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c/o Bureau of Engineering
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COUNCIL DISTRICT
All

PROJECT TITLE: Sidewalk and Transit Amenities Program (STAP)
PROJECT LOCATION: The Sidewalk and Transit Amenities Program (STAP) is a City of Los Angeles (City)-

wide program and would be implemented on sidewalks within the public right-of-way throughout the City of Los
Angeles.
DESCRIPTION: The City is proposing replacement of the current Coordinated Street Furniture Program (CSFP)
with the STAP. The STAP would be implemented by the Bureau of Street Services (StreetsLA) and would install
and upgrade transit shelters and associated amenities to provide shelter, shade, safety, and comfort to the
City's transit riders, active transportation users, and pedestrians. The program would support public transit and
shared use of the sidewalk; improve access and mobility; improve transit information and public service delivery;
be a self-sustaining program through reinvestment of advertising revenues; and create a dynamic program that
incorporates flexibility and collaboration with other City goals and programs. These goals would be achieved
through efficient delivery of enhanced program elements and active management by the City. Approximately
3,583 transit shelters/shade structures and sidewalk amenities would be provided under STAP. Construction of
the transit shelters under STAP would occur over a 3-year time span from 2023 -2025 under the most aggressive
installation schedule, but it may occur over a longer period of time upwards of 6 years (2023–2028). The City
plans to contract the commercial partner to provide operations and maintenance of the transit shelters for 10
years with two potential 5-year extensions in accordance with the agreements with the City. In addition, the City
is proposing changes to Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC) Sections 67.01 and 67.02, which would modify
the type of advertising structures allowed in the public right-of-way to effectuate portions of the STAP and
potentially authorize the consideration of other projects in the future. These potentially foreseeable projects are
estimated to involve the installation of future advertising displays at approximately 500 sidewalk locations
between 2023 and 2025 or as many as 167 sites per year (concurrent with the STAP rollout period).
NAME AND ADDRESS OF APPLICANT IF OTHER THAN CITY AGENCY: N/A
FINDING: The City Engineer of the City of Los Angeles has determined with incorporation of mitigation
measures the proposed project will not have a significant effect on the environment. See attached Initial Study.
SEE THE ATTACHED PAGES FOR ANY MITIGATION MEASURES IMPOSED
Any written objections received during the public review period are attached, together with the
responses of the lead City agency.
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MITIGATION MEASURES
Noise
NOI-1:

At project construction sites when noise levels may approach or exceed City noise
criteria, such that if there are noise-sensitive receptors closer than 75 feet or when
receptors with existing ambient noise levels of 68 A-weighted decibels (dBA) and
lower are located within 120 feet of project construction activity, the following noise
abatement measures or combination thereof shall be implemented to reduce noise
levels from construction activities to be below 10 dBA over ambient levels:
● Construction or use of temporary construction noise barriers, enclosures, or
sound blankets
● Use of low noise, low vibration, low emission-generating construction
equipment (e.g., [quieter] Tier 4 engines), as needed
● Maintenance of mufflers and ancillary noise abatement equipment
● Scheduling high noise-producing activities during periods that are least
sensitive when most people are at work during daytime hours
● Routing construction-related truck traffic away from noise-sensitive areas
● Reducing construction vehicle speeds
If noise complaints due to construction activities should arise, construction noise
monitoring may be needed to document the ambient noise levels and further
analyze the area where the complaint occurred to determine which of the above
recommendations specifically may be needed, if any. This would be site specific
and dependent on the specific construction activity and the degrees of
exceedances. Construction hours may need to be amended when using the
loudest equipment, such as jackhammers. If a hoe ram attachment for either a
backhoe or skid steer is used in place of hand-use jackhammers, vibration
monitoring might be needed during instances of sidewalk removal where there is
an adjoining structure next to the sidewalk that is to be removed.

Mandatory Findings of Significance
MFS-NOI-1: The contractor shall coordinate the schedules for the removal or installation of
transit shelter improvements and advertising displays within 350 feet of other
sidewalk and roadway improvements under construction to avoid cumulatively
affecting the same noise-sensitive receptors.

INITIAL STUDY/MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION
Pursuant to California Environmental Quality Act (Division 12, Public Resources Code)

Proposed Project
The City of Los Angeles (City) is proposing replacement of the current Coordinated Street
Furniture Program (CSFP) with the Sidewalk and Transit Amenities Program (STAP). The STAP
would be implemented by the Bureau of Street Services (StreetsLA) and would install and
upgrade transit shelters and associated amenities to provide shelter, shade, safety, and comfort
to the City's transit riders, active transportation users, and pedestrians. The program would
support public transit and shared use of the sidewalk; improve access and mobility; improve
transit information and public service delivery; be a self-sustaining program through
reinvestment of advertising revenues; and create a dynamic program that incorporates flexibility
and collaboration with other City goals and programs. These goals would be achieved through
efficient delivery of enhanced program elements and active management by the City.
Approximately 3,583 transit shelters/shade structures and sidewalk amenities would be provided
under STAP. Construction of the transit shelters under STAP would occur over a 3-year time
span from 2023–2025 under the most aggressive installation schedule, but it may occur over a
longer period of time upwards of 6 years (2023–2028). The City plans to contract the commercial
partner to provide operations and maintenance of the transit shelters for 10 years with two
potential 5-year extensions in accordance with the agreements with the City. In addition, the City
is proposing changes to Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC) Sections 67.01 and 67.02, which
would modify the type of advertising structures allowed in the public right-of-way to effectuate
portions of the STAP and potentially authorize the consideration of other projects in the future.
These potentially foreseeable projects are estimated to involve the installation of future
advertising displays at approximately 500 sidewalk locations between 2023 and 2025 or as many
as 167 sites per year (concurrent with the STAP rollout period).

Determination
Based on the analysis provided in this Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration (IS/MND), the
Bureau of Engineering and StreetsLA find that with incorporation of mitigation measures, the
proposed project would not have a significant effect on the environment.
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ORGANIZATION OF THE
INITIAL STUDY/MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION
This IS/MND has been prepared in accordance with the requirements of the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) (California Public Resources Code [PRC] 21000 et. seq.) and
the CEQA Guidelines (California Code of Regulations [CCR] 15000 et. seq.). This IS/MND is
organized into the following sections:
Response to Comments on the Draft IS/MND: This provides a list of agencies, organizations,
and individuals commenting on the Draft IS/MND; copies of the written comments received
during the Draft IS/MND public review period; and the lead agency responses to those
comments.
Draft IS/MND: This portion of the document includes the Draft IS/MND in its entirety, which was
circulated during the public review period from October 14 through November 12, 2021, with
technical additions and clarifications in redline.
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RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT IS/MND

A.

Introduction

The Sidewalk and Transit Amenities Program (STAP) Draft Initial Study/Mitigated Negative
Declaration (IS/MND) was circulated for public review and comment by the City of Los
Angeles (City) on October 14, 2021, initiating a 30-day public review period pursuant to the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and its implementing guidelines. The Notice
of Availability/Notice of Intent was prepared in English and Spanish, and it was distributed
to relevant agencies, organizations, and interested parties. The Notice of Availability/Notice
of Intent in English was also published in the LA Times on October 14, 2021, and La Opinion
newspaper on October 7, 2021. The Draft IS/MND was available for review online at the
Bureau of Street Services (StreetsLA) website at: https://streetsla.lacity.org/stap-programfact-sheet and also on the Bureau of Engineering website at: https://eng.lacity.org/aboutus/divisions/environmental-management/projects/stap. Additionally, the hard copy of the
document was made available for review at the Bureau of Engineering, Environmental
Management Group office at 1149 S. Broadway, Los Angeles, California 90015.
During this public review period, 126 comment letters were received, as shown in
Table RTC-1. Each comment letter has been assigned a number code with the issues
raised summarized to facilitate responses. Due to similar issues raised by most
commenters, the response for each issue raised is prepared. Each commenter is guided to
the response to his or her comments in Table RTC-1 as well. Comments that raise issues
not directly related to the substance of the environmental analysis in the Draft IS/MND are
noted but, in accordance with CEQA, did not receive a detailed response.
Subsequent to the public review period, seven comment letters were received regarding
the Draft IS/MND. While CEQA does not require responses to comments to negative
declarations (including MNDs) or to late comments, the City nevertheless has reviewed
these late-submitted comments, and has concluded that they do not raise any new
substantive issues that were not already responded to in the IS/MND response to
comments. Copies of the late-submitted comment letters are included in Appendix 2 to this
Response to Comments.

B.

Summary of Comments Received and Comment Letters

The comment letters received on the Draft IS/MND are listed in Table RTC-1. A total of 101
individuals submitted comment letters with the same content, so they are grouped together
and listed alphabetically, as shown in Table RTC-1. Comment letters No. 102 to 126 were
submitted by individuals and organizations, and they are listed alphabetically in Table RTC1. A copy of the comment letters in the order appearing in Table RTC-1 is provided after
Table RTC-1. Finally, the responses by topic issues are provided following the comment
letters.
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Table RTC-1. Comment Letters received during Public Review Period
Last Name,
First Name
Aldredge,
Emily
Angelini,
Michelle
Antin, Judith

Date
Submitted
11/2/2021

Bayliss,
Hooshik
Beale,
Marjorie
Billet, Monica

11/12/2021

Bjelajac,
Susan
Boukidis,
Constance
Charles,
Diane
Craven,
Jessica
Davis, Phil

11/11/2021

Dehmel,
Suzanne
East,
Elizabeth

11/9/2021

014

Ellis, Jeffrey

11/12/2021

015

Fierro-Clarke,
Alexander
Flink, Mason

11/2/2021

Ganis,
Glenda
Garfinkle,
Davd
Garrison,
Stuart
Gasser, Mark

11/2/2021

Gibson,
Marlyn
Goldin, Greg

11/2/2021

Goldstone,
Raymond
Gordon,
Susan
Graff, Steve

11/3/2021

No.
001
002
003
004
005
006
007
008
009
010
011
012
013

016
017
018
019
020
021
022
023
024
025

11/2/2021
11/2/2021

Issue Raised

Responses

Driver distraction
Visual impacts
Power usage underestimated
Full Traffic Study request
Low estimate of negative
public opinion
6. Environmental Impact Report
(EIR) preparation request

1. See Response Nos. 2.1
and 2.2 on driver
distraction
2. See Response No. 1.1 on
visual impacts
3. See Response No. 3.1 on
energy usage
4. See Response Nos. 2.2
and 2.5 related to analysis
on traffic hazards
5. See Response No. 6.2 on
public opinion
6. See Response No. 7.2 on
EIR preparation

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

11/2/2021
11/2/2021

11/12/2021
11/2/2021
11/11/2021
11/12/2021

11/3/2021

11/2/2021

11/3/2021
11/11/2021
11/3/2021

11/2/2021

11/11/2021
11/11/2021
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Table RTC-1. Comment Letters received during Public Review Period
Last Name,
First Name
Graham,
Stephen
Green, Karen

Date
Submitted
11/11/2021

11/11/2021

032

Gross,
Michael
Grunbaum,
Dorien
Holguin,
Carla
Hong,
Celeste
Ingalls, Tayfur

033

Jacoby, Jay

11/12/2021

034

Kalin, Lisa

11/11/2021

035

Kasdan,
Batsheva
Kasdan,
Sheldon
Keplinger,
Julia
Kirsner,
Robert
Kleiman,
George
La Mattina,
Tracy
Lesel, Helene

11/11/2021

11/12/2021

044

Lieberman,
Richard
LiveseyFassel, Elaine
Lopez, Ralph

045

Lorick, John

11/2/2021

046

Maike, Both

11/9/2021

047

Marlowe,
Paul
Martinez,
Brenda
May, Julie

11/11/2021

McMullen,
Gail
Meals, Susan

11/2/2021

No.
026
027
028
029
030
031

036
037
038
039
040
041
042
043

048
049
050
051

Issue Raised

Responses

11/2/2021

11/2/2021
11/2/2021
11/11/2021
11/3/2021

11/11/2021
11/3/2021
11/3/2021
11/2/2021
11/2/2021
11/12/2021

11/2/2021
11/2/2021

11/2/2021
11/2/2021

11/2/2021
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Table RTC-1. Comment Letters received during Public Review Period
Last Name,
First Name
Meyer, Anna

Date
Submitted
11/2/2021

Monreal,
Armida
Munguia,
Janel
Nelson,
Louise
Ness, Judy

11/3/2021

Nicholas,
Denise
Parks, Sally
Rightor
Perea,
Claudia
Prescott,
Sierra
Pretsky,
Joshua
Ragosine,
Dorrit
Randall,
Stephen
Regan,
Barbara
Reichmann,
Jan
Rich, Craig

11/11/2021

Robinson,
Anne
Ronk, Martha

11/2/2021

Rosemark,
Robin
Ryder, Derek

11/12/2021

11/4/2021

072

Saltsman,
Richard
Seltzer, Rob

073

Shayne, Al

11/2/2021

074

Silverman,
Marc
Sneed,
Christine
Sorgi, Chris

11/2/2021

No.
052
053
054
055
056
057
058
059
060
061
062
063
064
065
066
067
068
069
070
071

075
076

Issue Raised

Responses

11/2/2021
11/11/2021
11/2/2021

11/2/2021
11/8/2021
11/2/2021
11/2/2021
11/11/2021
11/11/2021
11/11/2021
11/11/2021
11/12/2021

11/3/2021

11/2/2021

11/2/2021

11/11/2021
11/11/2021
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Table RTC-1. Comment Letters received during Public Review Period

077

Last Name,
First Name
Soucek, P.P.

Date
Submitted
11/3/2021

078

Stein, Beth

11/11/2021

079

Stern, Evelyn

11/2/2021

080

Stone,
Stephen
Tarr, Janice

11/2/2021

11/2/2021

083

Tegnazian,
Terry
Timme, Mary

084

Triplett, Tia

11/2/2021

085

Turner, Ellen

11/11/2021

086

Valenzuela,
Letty
Vatter, Sherry

11/11/2021

Villasenor,
Claudia
Vogel,
Charles
Ward, Emma

11/11/2021

091

Weakly,
Deannamaria

11/9/2021

092

Weiske,
Lynne

11/2/2021

093

West, Rob

11/12/2021

094

Wilkinson,
Dorothy
Williams,
Donna
Winsberg,
Susan
Wodinsky,
Jessica
Yanowitz,
Steviann
Young, Hilary

11/11/2021

11/2/2021

101

Youngelson,
Noah
Zalman, Molly

102

Bitzer, Ron

11/11/2021

No.

081
082

087
088
089
090

095
096
097
098
099
100

Issue Raised

Responses

11/11/2021

11/3/2021

11/2/2021

11/2/2021
11/3/2021

11/3/2021
11/11/2021
11/2/2021
11/11/2021
11/2/2021

11/2/2021
1. More public input
2. Promote mobile phones to
access lacity.org
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Table RTC-1. Comment Letters received during Public Review Period
No.

103

Last Name,
First Name

Date
Submitted

Issue Raised

Responses

3. Transportation hazards from
digital displays
4. EIR preparation request

2. See Response No. 7.22 on
existing mobile phones and
accessing lacity.org
3. See Response 2.2 on driver
distraction and traffic
hazards from digital
displays
4. See Response No. 7.2 on
EIR preparation
See Response No. 3.1 on
energy usage

Coalition for a
Scenic Los
Angeles Frank, Patrick
Coalition for a
Scenic Los
Angeles Frank, Patrick

10/22/2021

Clarify energy usage

11/12/2021

1. IS/MND inadequate
2. EIR preparation request
3. Driver distraction and traffic
hazards
4. Sign placement in right-ofway and LAMC 14.4.5

Coastal San
Pedro
Neighborhood
Council Rudisill,
Robin
Emmerton,
Elizabeth

11/8/2021

Extend public review period

11/5/2021

Supports STAP; does not wish
EIR prepared

107

Endangered
Habitats
League Silver, Dan

11/5/2021

1. Driver distraction
2. Visual impacts
3. Low estimate of negative
public opinion
4. Power usage
underestimated
5. EIR preparation request

108

Farha, Philip

11/5/2021

Supports digital media; does not
wish EIR prepared

104

105

106
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1. See Response No. 7.1 on
IS/MND adequacy
2. See Response No. 7.2 on
EIR preparation
3. See Response Nos. 2.1
and 2.2 on driver distraction
and traffic hazards from
digital displays
4. See Response No. 2.5 on
applicability of LAMC 14.4.5
to right-of-way and
Response No. 5.3 on sign
placement and zoning
See Response No. 7.4 on
public review period

See Response No. 7.3 on
Requests EIR not be prepared
and letter of support
1. See Response Nos. 2.1
and 2.2 on driver distraction
and traffic hazards from
digital displays
2. See Response No. 1.1 on
visual impacts
3. See Response No. 6.2 on
public opinion
4. See Response No. 3.1 on
energy usage
5. See Response No. 7.2 on
EIR preparation
See Response No. 7.3 on
requests EIR not be prepared
and letter of support
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Table RTC-1. Comment Letters received during Public Review Period
No.
109

110

111

112

Last Name,
First Name
Hollywood
United
Neighborhood
Council – Van
Dusen, Jim

Date
Submitted
11/10/2021

Lincoln
Heights
Neighborhood
Council Arevalo,
Gilbert
Mace,
Patricia

10/29/2021

Maddren,
Casey

Issue Raised
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

EIR preparation request
Driver distraction
Visual impacts
Power usage underestimated
Ability to opt in/out of
Program

Concerns for bench seats for
seniors and shelter sizing

Responses
1. See Response No. 7.2 on
EIR preparation
2. See Response Nos. 2.1
and 2.2 on driver distraction
3. See Response No. 1.1 on
visual impacts
4. See Response No. 3.1 on
energy usage
5. See Response 7.23 on
opting in/out of Program
See Response Nos. 7.13,
7.14, and 7.15 concerning
design, accessibility, street
furniture, and shelter
placement

11/11/2021 1.

Opposed to digital images in
shelters
2. Unrelated project cited
3. Aesthetics, seats, and
landscaping of shelters
4. Tree planting
5. IS/MND Inadequate
6. Driver distraction
7. Visual impacts
8. Advertising displays
9. Power usage underestimated
10. Full Traffic Study request
11. Low estimate of negative
public opinion
12. EIR preparation request

1. See Response No. 6.3 on
personal opinions
2. See Response No. 7.11 on
citing unrelated projects
3. See Response No. 7.13 on
aesthetic design,
accessibility, and
landscaping
4. See Response No. 7.19 on
tree planting
5. See Response No. 7.1 on
adequacy of the IS/MND
6. See Response Nos. 2.1
and 2.2 on driver
distraction
7. See Response No. 1.1 on
visual impacts
8. See Response No. 7.16 on
advertising displays
9. See Response No. 3.1 on
energy usage
10. See Response Nos. 2.2
and 2.5 related to analysis
on traffic hazards
11. See Response No. 6.2 on
public opinion
12. See Response No. 7.2 on
EIR preparation
11/11/2021 1. Project description
1. See Response No. 7.6 on
inadequate
project description
2. Lack of sustainability of STAP 2. See Response 4.1 on lowcomponents
impact, natural, renewable,
3. Power usage
recyclable, and nontoxic
underestimated/greenhouse
materials
3. See Response No. 3.1 on
gas emissions
energy usage
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Table RTC-1. Comment Letters received during Public Review Period
No.

113
114

115

Last Name,
First Name

Mercer,
Annette
Morris, W.

Northwest
San Pedro
Neighborhood
Council Guzman,
Christian

Date
Submitted

Issue Raised

Responses

4. Infrastructure needed for data 4. See Response No. 3.2 on
transmission and storage
energy consumption from
data transmission and
5. Visual impacts
storage
6. Light/glare
5. See Response No. 1.1 on
visual impacts
6. See Response No. 1.1 on
visual and Response No.
2.4 on illumination levels
10/17/2021 Public toilets
See Response No. 7.17 on
public toilets
11/2/2021
1. References to Federal
1. See Response No. 7.21 on
Aviation Administration (FAA)
references to the FAA
2. Driver distraction
2. See Response Nos. 2.1
3. Visual impacts
and 2.2 on driver distraction
4. Power usage underestimated
3. See Response No. 1.1 on
5. Full Traffic Study request
visual impacts
6. Low estimate of negative
4. See Response No. 3.1 on
public opinion
energy usage
7. EIR preparation request
5. See Response Nos. 2.2
and 2.5 related to analysis
on traffic hazards.
6. See Response No. 6.2 on
public opinion
7. See Response No. 7.2 on
EIR preparation
11/11/2021 1. Extend public review period
1. See Response No. 7.4 on
2. EIR preparation request
public review period
2. See Response No. 7.2 on
3. Extend existing contract
EIR preparation
request
3. See Response No. 7.5 on
4. Changes to Los Angeles
request to extend contract
Municipal Code (LAMC)
4. See Response No. 5.5 on
5. Driver distraction
status of Council File 206. Visual impacts
1563
7. Power usage underestimated
5. See Response Nos. 2.1
8. Abide by adopted plans
and 2.2 on driver
9. Digital signs in zoned areas
distraction
10. Community input
6. See Response No. 1.1 on
visual impacts
7. See Response No. 3.1 on
energy usage
8. See Response No. 5.1 on
community and specific
plans; scenic highways;
coastal zone and
Response No. 5.2 on
compliance with local
plans
9. See Response No. 5.3 on
sign placement and zoning
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Table RTC-1. Comment Letters received during Public Review Period
No.

Last Name,
First Name

Date
Submitted

Issue Raised

Responses
10. See Response No. 6.1 on
community input

116

Outfront
Decaux Wallace,
Edward

11/12/2021

1. IS/MND Inadequate
2. Project description
inadequate
3. Changes to LAMC
4. Information kiosks
5. Delegation of power
6. Unknown future projects
7. Public toilets
8. Mobility plan
9. Driver distraction and traffic
hazards
10. Sign placement in right-ofway and LAMC 14.4.5

117

Pacific
Palisades
Community
Council –
Spitz,
Christina

11/11/2021

1. EIR preparation request
2. Ownership of transit shelters
3. Bus benches and street
furniture
4. Ability to opt in/out of
Program
5. Unknown future projects
6. Driver distraction
7. Visual impacts
8. Power usage underestimated
9. Low estimate of negative
public opinion
10. Changes to LAMC
11. Light/glare
12. Documentation attached
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1. See Response No. 7.1 on
IS/MND adequacy
2. See Response No. 7.6 on
project description
3. See Response No. 7.7 on
code changes
4. See Response No. 7.8 on
information kiosks
5. See Response No. 7.9 on
delegation of power
6. See Response No. 7.10 on
analysis of future and
foreseeable projects
7. See Response No. 7.17 on
public toilets
8. See Response No. 5.4 on
mobility plan
9. See Response Nos. 2.1
and 2.2 on driver
distraction and traffic
hazards from digital
displays
10. See Response No. 2.5 on
applicability of LAMC
14.4.5 to right-of-way and
Response No. 5.3 on sign
placement and zoning
1. See Response No. 7.2 on
EIR preparation
2. See Response No. 7.18 on
ownership of transit
shelters and Metro
projects
3. See Response No. 7.14 on
existing bus benches and
related street furniture
4. See Response 7.23 on
opting in/out of Program
5. See Response No 7.6 on
project description,
Response No. 7.7 on code
changes, and Response
No. 7.10 on analysis of
future and foreseeable
projects
6. See Response Nos. 2.1
and 2.2 on driver
distraction
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Table RTC-1. Comment Letters received during Public Review Period
No.

Last Name,
First Name

Date
Submitted

Issue Raised

118

Palms
Neighborhood
Council Hartman, Kay

11/9/2021

1
2
3

EIR preparation request
Ownership of transit shelters
Ability to opt in/out of
Program
4 Unknown future projects
5 Driver distraction
6 Visual impacts
7 Power usage underestimated
8 Low estimate of negative
public opinion
9 Changes to LAMC
10 Light emissions

119

Roos, Sara

11/5/2021

1 Opposed to digital signs
2. Environmental and health
aspects ignored

120

Ross, Jay

11/9/2021

1.
2.
3.

EIR preparation request
Ownership of transit
shelters
Ability to opt in/out of
Program

Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration
Sidewalk and Transit Amenities Program

Responses
7. See Response No. 1.1 on
visual impacts
8. See Response No. 3.1 on
energy usage
9. See Response No. 6.2 on
Public Opinion
10. See Response No. 7.7 on
code changes
11. See Response No. 1.1 on
visual and Response No.
2.4 on illumination levels
12. See Response No. 2.3
regarding attached
documentation
1. See Response No. 7.2 on
EIR preparation
2. See Response No. 7.18 on
ownership of transit
shelters and Metro
projects
3. See Response No. 7.23 on
opting in/out of Program
4. See Response No. 7.6 on
project description,
Response No. 7.7 on code
changes, and Response
No. 7.10 on analysis of
future and foreseeable
projects
5. See Response Nos. 2.1
and 2.2 on driver
distraction
6. See Response No. 1.1 on
visual impacts
7. See Response No. 3.1 on
energy usage
8. See Response No. 6.2 on
public opinion
9. See Response No. 7.7 on
code changes
10. See Response No. 2.4 on
illumination levels
1 See Response No. 6.3 on
personal opinions
2 See Response No. 7.1 on
adequacy of the IS/MND
1. See Response No. 7.2 on
EIR preparation
2. See Response No. 7.18 on
ownership of transit
shelters and Metro
projects
February 2022
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Table RTC-1. Comment Letters received during Public Review Period
No.

Last Name,
First Name

Date
Submitted

Issue Raised
4.

Project description
inadequate
5. Unknown future projects
6. Changes to LAMC
7. Sign placement in right-ofway and LAMC 14.4.5
8. Driver distraction
9. Visual impacts
10. Light/glare
11 Power usage
underestimated
12 Low estimate of negative
public opinion
13 Changes to LAMC
14 Documentation attached

121

122

123

South Park
Business
Improvement
District Gonzalez,
Victor
Stone, Nancy
Rae

11/12/2021

Shelter placement

11/5/2021

1. EIR preparation request
2. Digital signage effect on
public safety
3. Power usage underestimated

Twining,
Stephen

11/9/2021

EIR preparation request
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Responses
3. See Response 7.23 on
opting in/out of Program
4. See Response No. 7.6 on
project description
5. See Response No. 7.7 on
code changes and
Response No. 7.10 on
analysis of future and
foreseeable projects
6. See Response No. 5.5 on
status of Council File 201563
7. See Response No. 2.5 on
applicability of LAMC
14.4.5 to right-of-way and
Response No. 5.3 on sign
placement and zoning
8. See Response Nos. 2.1
and 2.2 on driver
distraction
9. See Response No. 1.1 on
visual impacts
10. See Response No. 1.1 on
visual and Response No.
2.4 on illumination levels
11. See Response No. 3.1 on
energy usage
12. See Response No. 6.2 on
public opinion
13. See Response No. 7.7 on
code changes
14. See Response No. 2.3
regarding attached
documentation
See Response No. 7.15 on
shelter placement

1. See Response No. 7.2 on
EIR preparation
2. See Response Nos. 2.1
and 2.2 on driver distraction
and traffic hazards from
digital displays
3. See Response No. 3.1 on
energy usage
See Response No. 7.2 on EIR
preparation
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Table RTC-1. Comment Letters received during Public Review Period
No.
124

Last Name,
First Name
Westside
Neighborhood
Council Tippit, Terri

Date
Submitted
11/12/2021

Issue Raised
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
11.
12.
13.
14.

125

Westwood
South of
Santa Monica
Blvd.
Homeowners’
Association Broide,
Barbara

11/12/2021

IS/MND inadequate
EIR preparation request
Visual impacts
Digital signage effect on
public safety
Future projects unknown
Changes to LAMC
Extend existing contract
request
Advertising in public right-ofway
Light emissions
Shelter placement
Recyclability of STAP
components
Energy usage questioned
Ability to opt in/out of
Program
Documentation attached

1.
2.
3.

IS/MND inadequate
EIR preparation request
Extend existing contract
request
4. Changes to LAMC
5. Community input
6. Ability to opt in/out of
Program
7. Unrelated project cited
8. Digital signage effect on
public safety
9. Project description
inadequate
10. Unknown future projects
11. Visual impacts
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Responses
1. See Response No. 7.1 on
adequacy of the IS/MND
2. See Response No. 7.2 on
EIR preparation
3. See Response No. 1.1 on
visual impacts
4. See Response Nos. 2.1
and 2.2 on driver
distraction and traffic
hazards from digital
displays
5. See Response No. 7.6 on
project description and
Response No. 7.10 on
analysis of future and
foreseeable projects
6. See Response No. 7.7 on
code changes
7. See Response No. 7.5 on
request to extend contract
8. See Response No. 7.16 on
advertising displays
9. See Response No. 2.4 on
illumination levels
10. See Response No. 7.15 on
shelter placement
11. See Response 4.1 on lowimpact, natural, renewable,
recyclable, and nontoxic
materials
12. See Response No. 3.1 on
energy usage
13. See Response No. 7.23 on
opting in/out of Program
14. See Response No. 2.3
regarding attached
documentation
1. See Response No. 7.1 on
adequacy of the IS/MND
2. See Response No. 7.2 on
EIR preparation
3. See Response No. 7.5 on
request to extend contract
4. See Response No. 5.5 on
status of Council File 201563 and Response No.
7.7 on code changes
5. See Response No. 6.1 on
community input
6. See Response No. 7.23 on
opting in/out of Program
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Table RTC-1. Comment Letters received during Public Review Period
No.

Last Name,
First Name

Date
Submitted

Issue Raised
12. Light/glare
13. Energy usage
underestimated
14. Documentation attached

126

York, Jamie

11/8/2021

Bus bench functionality
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Responses
7. See Response No. 7.11 on
citing unrelated projects
8. See Response Nos. 2.1
and 2.2 on driver
distraction and traffic
hazards from digital
displays
9. See Response No. 7.6 on
project description
10. See Response No. 7.7 on
code changes and
Response No. 7.10 on
analysis of future and
foreseeable projects
11. See Response No. 1.1 on
visual impacts
12. See Response Nos. 1.1 on
visual and Response No.
2.4 on illumination levels
13. See Response No. 3.1 on
energy usage
14. See Response No. 2.3
regarding attached
documentation
See Response No. 7.20 on
bus bench functionality
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Comment Letter No. 001
Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

STAP IS/MND Project Comments
1 message
Emily Aldredge <emily.aldredge@gmail.com>
Reply-To: Emily Aldredge <emily.aldredge@gmail.com>
To: Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

Tue, Nov 2, 2021 at 11:19 AM

Dear Mr. Mundy,
I ask that you enter the following public comment into the record regarding the environmental report on STAP commissioned by the
Public Works Department.
The report is a Mitigated Negative Declaration, which alleges no significant impact on the environment from the new shelters. This
conclusion is inaccurate for several reasons:
--The MND seriously underestimates driver distraction by relying on an outdated Federal Highway Administration study, ignoring later
and better research. Pedestrian accident data shows that fatalities are higher near bus shelters that have static advertising. Based on
a large body of research that confirms digital signs cause a significant distraction to drivers, we expect this accident trend to get worse.
See www.scenic.org/compendium for more up-to-date and accurate studies.
--The MND vastly underestimates the impact on the visual environment of the new bus shelters that have digital ad screens (Appendix
A, p. 54ff). Public opinion on digital ad screens is far more generally negative than the report states.
--The MND drastically underestimates the power usage of the shelters with ad screens (MND p. 109), stating that they will operate for
only 12 hours per day instead of the 24 hours projected. Even at that rate, STAP is expected to increase energy usage by 8,224,000
kilowatt-hours per year (MND p. 109), which is the equivalent of 1370 LA homes (DWP figures). That's one entire neighborhood every
year, setting back our green energy goals for the sake of disappearing ads.
In light of these concerns, I request:
--A full traffic safety study about the impact on driver distraction of this new type of sign
--An adjustment of the low estimate of negative public opinion
--A full Environmental Impact Report, in place of the Negative Declaration, including error correction.
Thank you for your attention to this important matter.
Sincerely,
Emily Aldredge
3351 Primera Ave Apt 7
Los Angeles, CA 90068
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Compendium of Recent Research Studies on Distraction from
Commercial Electronic Variable Message Signs (CEVMS)

Prepared by
Jerry Wachtel, CPE
President, The Veridian Group, Inc.
Berkeley, California

February 2018
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Background
This is the second in a series of brief updates based upon this author’s 2009 report for
AASHTO through NCHRP Project 20-7/256,1 which was a comprehensive and critical
review of research that had been undertaken, and guidelines that had been developed up to
that time that addressed the potential consequences for driver distraction from
Commercial Electronic Variable Message Signs (CEVMS) along the roadside.
We critically reviewed all of the research papers (more than 40) that had been published or
presented within the prior 30 years. These papers represented the work of academic,
industry, and government researchers in many countries (including, but not limited to:
Sweden, Denmark, Israel, Canada, US, England, and Australia), and which followed many
different research protocols. Whereas earlier studies (primarily those from the 1990s and
prior) often suffered from limitations in equipment, methodology, or statistical rigor,
leaving their conclusions open to question and controversy, those performed in the more
recent past were generally more robust, and tended to reach similar conclusions to each
other.
The previous update was done in June, 2013 and presented at a joint meeting of AASHTO’s
traffic engineering and highway safety subcommittees. The new material in this update
includes nine studies in five countries.
Broadly summarized, the more recent studies have tended to find that outdoor advertising
signs, particularly CEVMS, attract drivers’ attention, and that more dramatic and salient
signs attract longer and more frequent glances. This attention is often captured through a
“bottom up” physiological process, in which the driver attends to the sign unintentionally
and unconsciously, with the eyes captured involuntarily by the sign’s changing imagery,
brightness, conspicuity, and/or movement.
Several of the reported studies suggested that the distraction caused by outdoor
advertising signs could be tolerated by experienced drivers and when attentional or
cognitive demands of the driving task were low, but that the risk increased when such signs
competed for the driver’s visual attention with more demanding road, traffic, and weather
conditions, when travel speeds were higher, or when an unanticipated event or action
(such as a sudden lane change or hard braking by a lead vehicle) occurred to which the
driver had to respond quickly and correctly.
In addition, the more recent research continues to show that the drivers most susceptible
to unsafe levels of distraction from roadside billboards are the young (who are more prone
to distraction and less adept at emergency vehicle response) and the elderly (who have
more difficulty with rapidly shifting attention, poorer night vision and glare susceptibility,
and slower mental processing time). As will be seen in this Compendium, these concerns
are heightened today, with our elderly driver population growing quickly, traffic
1

Wachtel, J. (2009). “Safety Impacts of the Emerging Digital Display Technology for Outdoor Advertising
Signs: Final Report. NCHRP Report 20-7/256. Available at:
http://rightofway.transportation.org/Documents/NCHRP%20Reports/207(256)%20digital%20outdoor%20advertising_aashto.pdf
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increasingly dense, more roads under maintenance or repair (construction and work zones
create added risks), and larger, brighter digital and video roadside advertising signs
competing for the driver’s attention.
Finally, the most recent epidemiological studies (dating from 2014 and 2015) have begun
to demonstrate what has long been suspected but not proven – that roadside billboards are
associated with increases in crash rates where such billboards are located.
The research and guidelines reviewed in our 2009 report set the stage for the 21 research
articles and guidelines that are reviewed and summarized in this compendium.
While employing a broad array of approaches and methodologies, the common
theme clearly indicates that the more that commercial digital signs succeed in
attracting the attention of motorists that render them a worthwhile investment for
owners and advertisers, the more they represent a threat to safety along our busiest
streets and highways, where these signs tend to be located.
The long awaited study by the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), announced on the
agency’s website on December 30, 2014, is an outlier in this group of recent studies (except
for those sponsored by the outdoor advertising industry2), in that it found no relationship

2

In 2007, two studies sponsored by the outdoor advertising industry (the Outdoor Advertising Association of
America [OAAA] and its research arm, the Foundation for Outdoor Advertising Research and Education
[FOARE]) were submitted through the peer review process to the Transportation Research Board of The
National Academies. Both reports, one a human factors study by the Virginia Tech Transportation Institute
(VTTI), and the other an epidemiological study by Tantala and Tantala, received overall negative reviews
from peer reviewers, and were therefore rejected by TRB both for presentation and publication. Although
Virginia Tech has not performed subsequent work in this field, Tantala and Tantala have continued to
perform research under the sponsorship of OAAA/FOARE. However, for whatever reasons, FOARE and OAAA
have not made the subsequent studies available to the public, so they could not be addressed in this
Compendium of research.
The Tantala and Tantala 2007 study was an epidemiological analyses of crash rates, but the authors
established data collection parameters that led them to exclude from examination the very driver cohorts
(older drivers) and road locations (interchange areas) known to be at greatest risk for distraction.
Subsequent comments from the senior author of these studies, to the effect that their subsequent studies
follow the same basic methodology as the one performed in 2007 (with the exception of a more robust
statistical technique to analyze the data), remains a cause for concern because of these methodological biases.
The other industry study released by FOARE in 2007, the human factors analysis performed by VTTI, actually
found that digital signs were associated with more long-duration glances away from the forward roadway
than other types of signs, and further found that the problem was considerably worse at night. However, the
authors edited their final report to make it seem as if these adverse consequences did not exist, and their
industry sponsors terminated the nighttime research after the pilot data had been collected and reviewed. At
that time, many experts considered an “eyes-off-road” duration of two seconds or longer to be the threshold
for a substantially higher level of crash risk, and the Virginia Tech team actually found a number of instances
in which digital signs caused participating drivers to take their eyes off the road for two and three seconds or
longer, whereas the other test conditions (areas with traditional billboards and roadway sections devoid of
billboards) did not produce this result to the same extent.

4
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between digital billboards and adverse driver scanning behavior. The FHWA study,
however, has been severely criticized for faulty methods and analyses in a peer-reviewed
critique by the present author3. The FHWA study remains available on the agency’s
website, but has never been formally published.
It has been shown that road environments cluttered with driving-irrelevant material (often
called visual complexity) make it difficult to extract critical information necessary for safe
driving in a timely manner, a particular problem for older drivers. In addition, with the
growing proliferation of CEVMS, ever-newer technology that renders them more
compelling, the expansion of on-premise signs using this technology, and several States
considering the use of such signs within the right-of-way, it was deemed appropriate to
provide an up-to-date review of the most recent research and guidelines.
The next section of this report provides a brief summary of each of the studies. The
following section, the Compendium itself, provides further details about each study,
including its sponsorship, research protocol, strengths and weaknesses, and source
identification. This document concludes with a complete list of references as cited.

3

Wachtel, Jerry (2015). “A Peer-Reviewed Critique of the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) Report
Titled: “Driver Visual Behavior in the Presence of Commercial Electronic Variable Message Signs (CEVMS).”
Available at:
http://nebula.wsimg.com/722c5bb9d76d4b10b6d7add54d962329?AccessKeyId=388DC3CA49BF0BEF098B
&disposition=0&alloworigin=1
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Summary of Findings
This section summarizes the major findings of each of the 22 studies discussed in the
Compendium. Key conclusions are highlighted in bold. The subsequent section of this
report, the Compendium itself, provides additional detail about each study, and
information about how to access the study, where available.
The studies are cited here, and in the Compendium, in generally chronological order.

Chan, et al., 2008 – USA, Amherst, MA
The researchers compared susceptibility to distraction from sources inside the vehicle
(e.g. phone dialing, map reading) to those outside the vehicle (e.g. billboards) for both
young novice drivers and experienced drivers. As predicted, for the in-vehicle
distractors, the young drivers looked away from the roadway for extended periods (2
seconds or longer) more than twice as often as the experienced drivers. Surprisingly,
however, results showed that: (a) external distractors were even more distracting, and
(b) the experienced drivers were just as distracted as the newly-licensed drivers on this
critical measure of distraction when they performed the outside-the-vehicle tasks. The
authors had assumed that experienced drivers would exercise the same degree of
caution with the external distractors as they did with the internal ones. Instead, “the
experienced drivers showed little concern for the effect that diverting their attention to
the side of the roadway might have had on their ability to perceive potential risks
immediately in front.” In some 81% of the external tasks, older drivers glanced for
longer than 2s away from the forward roadway. The authors concluded by saying:
“…we think that our drivers engaged in the external search task were truly
distracted with potentially serious consequences.”

Young, et al., 2009 - England
In this driving simulator study, participants drove rural, urban, and highway routes in
the presence and absence of roadside billboards, while their driving performance was
measured. Billboards had a detrimental effect on lateral control, and appeared to
increase crash risk. Longitudinal control was not affected. The most striking effects
were found for driver attention. Driver mental workload (using the NASA developed
TLX scale) significantly increased in the presence of billboards. On rural roads and
motorways, results showed that billboards were consciously attended to at the cost of
more relevant road signs. The authors reached a “persuasive overall conclusion that
advertising has adverse effects on driving performance and driver attention.
Whilst there are sometimes conflicts of interest at Local Authority level when
authorizing billboards (since Councils often take a share of the profit from roadside
advertising), these data could and should be used to redress the balance in favour of
road safety.”

Backer-Grøndahl, & Sagberg, 2009 - Norway
The authors asked drivers who had actually been involved in a crash to identify, from a
list, what they believed were the causes of distraction for that crash. (Cell phone use
was excluded). The most frequently reported sources of distraction were: (1)
6
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conversations with passengers, and (2) attending to children in the back seat. However,
when the researchers applied the statistical method known as quasi-induced
exposure, they found that distractions with the “highest relative risk” were: (1)
billboards outside the vehicle, and, (2) searching for addresses. The authors note
that both of the highest risk distractors were visual distractions, rather than
physical, auditory, or cognitive ones.

Chattington, et al., 2009 - England
The researchers found “significant effects on both drivers’ visual behavior and driving
performance” in the presence of both static and video billboards. As expected, the video
signs were seen as more potent distractors than similarly placed static signs. The
authors state that their results “support and extend (the findings of) other studies of
driver distraction by advertising,” citing studies by Crundall, et al, and of Young and
Mahfoud (both of which were extensively reviewed in the Wachtel 2009 report for
AASHTO). The study showed that several aspects of driving performance were
adversely affected by both video and static billboards, with the video signs
generally more harmful to such performance than the static signs. The authors
list these effects as: speed control, braking, and lane position maintenance.

Horberry, et al., 2009 - Australia
Road authorities may be justified in using the best research information available, even
if incomplete, coupled with engineering judgment, for the development of billboard
guidelines. The authors recommend that their client (Queensland, Australia)
adopt advertising restrictions at known areas of high driver workload, including
“locations with high accident rates, lane merges, curves/bends, hills and
road/works/abnormal traffic flows.” (They state that) “this is broadly in line with
Wachtel who recommended a restriction of advertisements at times when driver
decision, action points and cognitive demand are greatest – such as at freeway
exits/entrances, lane reductions, merges and curves. Although useful for all road users,
such restrictions would be of specific benefit to older drivers.”

Gitelman, et al., 2010 - Israel
The authors studied crashes at two highway locations along the same heavily traveled
freeway – a “treatment” section in which previously visible billboards were covered as
part of a trial period, and a “control” section in which the billboards remained visible. At
the control sites, crashes remained essentially the same throughout the 3-year study
period; at the treatment sites, crashes declined dramatically after the billboards were
covered. The results were similar for injury and fatal crashes. After adjusting for traffic
volume, crashes were reduced at the treatment sites (where billboards had been
covered) by the following percentages: all crashes by 60%; injury/fatal crashes
by 39%; property damage crashes by 72%.

Bendak & Al-Saleh, 2010 - Saudi Arabia
The authors used a driving simulator in which test subjects drove on two similar roads,
one with advertising signs and one without. Twelve male volunteers, ages 23-28,
7
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participated in the study. Driver opinions about billboards were also sought using a
simple questionnaire distributed to male drivers at random in the city of Riyadh, Saudi
Arabia. 160 questionnaires were returned. Results of the simulator study showed that
the driving speed of participants was not affected by the presence of advertising
signs. However, two of the five indicators were statistically significant. Both
“drifting unnecessarily from (the) lane” and “recklessly crossing dangerous
intersections” were significantly more prevalent in the presence of billboards.
Although not reaching statistical significance, each of the other three measures,
tailgating, speeding, and failure to signal, were all worse in the presence of billboards.
Half of the respondents to the questionnaire indicated that they had been distracted by
a billboard, and 22% indicated that they had been put in a dangerous situation due to
distraction from billboards.

Milloy & Caird, 2011 - Canada
This was a driving simulator study that looked at distraction effects of a video billboard
and a wind turbine. The results demonstrated a causal (italics original)
relationship between the presence of a video billboard and collisions with, and
delays in responding to, the lead vehicle.

Edquist, et al., 2011 - Australia
“The finding that the presence of billboards increases time to detect changes is an
important one.” Billboards can automatically attract attention when drivers are
engaged in other tasks, delaying their responses to other aspects in the
environment. The effect of billboards was particularly strong in scenes where
response times are already lengthened by high levels of visual clutter. This is of
particular concern because roads with high levels of clutter are the very kind of busy,
commercial, high traffic environments where billboards are most often erected.”
The results are consistent with growing evidence suggesting that billboards impair
aspects of driving performance such as visual search and the detection of hazards, and
therefore should be more precisely regulated.

Dukic, et al., 2012 - Sweden
In this on-road, instrumented vehicle study, drivers had a significantly longer dwell
time (time looking at the billboards), a greater number of fixations, and a longer
maximum fixation duration when driving past digital billboards compared to
other signs along the same road sections.

Perez, et al., 2012 – USA, Washington, DC
The authors of this Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) sponsored study used an
instrumented vehicle that recorded volunteer drivers’ eye glances as they drove along
pre-determined routes in Reading, Pennsylvania and Richmond, Virginia. The routes
included digital as well as static billboards, undefined on-premise signs, and areas free
of commercial signage. The routes were driven during daylight and at night, and the
report found that digital billboards “were not associated with ‘unacceptably long
glances away from the road’.” As noted above, however, the draft report of this
8
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study was strongly criticized by the agency’s selected peer reviewers, particularly
with regard to the efficacy of the obtained eye glance data. Indeed, the
participants in the study did gaze more often to digital billboards than to other
signs, in some cases more than twice as much. (For example 71% vs. 29% at night in
Richmond). As a result of the critical peer reviews, the authors took 33 months to revise
the study, which, although dated September 2012, was released on the agency’s website
on December 30, 2013. This revised report, in turn, was reviewed by the present
author, whose critical report was reviewed and agreed-to by 14 independent expert
peer reviewers. To our knowledge, the revised FHWA report was not subjected to peer
review by the agency prior to its issuance on the agency website, and it has never been
given an official agency report number, putting it in a state of uncertainty with regard to
its publication.

Divekar, et al., 2013 – USA, Amherst, MA
Experienced drivers are far less likely to be distracted by inside-the-vehicle tasks (e.g.
cell phone, map display, entertainment system) than novice drivers. However, the
researchers were surprised to find that experienced and novice drivers are at an
equal and elevated risk of getting into a crash when they are performing a
secondary task outside the vehicle such as looking at billboards

Roberts, et al., 2013 - Australia
The appearance of movement or changes in luminance can involuntarily capture
attention, and engaging information can capture attention to the detriment of
driving performance, particularly in inexperienced drivers. Where this happens
in a driving situation that is also cognitively demanding, the consequences for
driving performance are likely to be significant. Further, if this results in a situation
where a driver’s eyes are off the forward roadway for 2 seconds or longer, this will
further reduce safety. Additionally, road environments cluttered with driving-irrelevant
material may make it difficult to extract information that is necessary for safe driving,
particularly for older drivers. The studies that have been conducted show convincingly
that roadside advertising is distracting and that it may lead to poorer vehicle control.

Herrstedt, et al., 2013 - Denmark
The authors studied drivers using an instrumented car equipped with an eye-tracking
system, a GPS system for registering the vehicle’s speed, and a laser scanner for
measurement of following distances to other road users. The overall findings of the
studies demonstrate that “advertising signs do affect driver attention to the extent
that road safety is compromised.” In 69% of all drives past advertising signs, the
driver glanced at least once at the sign; in almost half of all drives, the driver glanced
twice or more at the same sign. For 22% of all drives, the total glance duration of
successive glances was two (2) seconds or longer. In 18% of all drives, glance durations
of one (1) second or longer was recorded. In approximately 25% of all glances, the
safety buffer to the vehicle ahead was less than two (2) seconds, and in 20% of the
glances, the safety buffer was less than 1.5 seconds. This study has been praised in
independent peer review by Dr. Richard Pain, Transportation Research Board Senior
Program Officer, retired. Dr. Pain considered this study to be the best designed and
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conducted on-road study in this field, the conclusions of which, he believes, were far
more valid and robust than those of the FHWA study (discussed above).

Hawkins, et al., 2014 – USA, College Station, TX
This study, sponsored by the on-premise signage industry, was a statistical
(epidemiological) analysis of crash rates in the vicinity of on-premise digital signs that
had been first installed in 2006-07. On premise signs differ from billboards in several
ways. Per the common meaning of the term, on-premise signs must advertise only a
business or service that is available on the property on which the sign is located.
Because of that, on-premise signs typically function to identify the business and, as
such, they may have little text or imagery other than that required for such
identification. On the other hand, they are often closer to the road than billboards are
permitted to be, and it is often possible for them to be larger than billboards and to
feature motion or the appearance of motion. This study employed an analysis
methodology known as empirical Bayes (or EB) to look at before-and-after crash data in
four states. A total of 135 sign locations and 1,301 control sites were used, and the
researchers found “no evidence the installation of on-premise signs at these
locations led to an automatic increase in the number of crashes.”

Schieber, et al., 2014 – USA, Vermillion, SD
In this simulator study the authors varied message length (4, 8, or 12 words) on digital
billboards that participants drove past at either 25 or 50 MPH. Although there was no
decrement in lane keeping or billboard reading performance at the lower speed on
straight roads, “clear evidence of impaired performance became apparent at the
higher (50 MPH) driving speed.” The analysis revealed that, rather than weaving
in and out of lane while reading the billboards with longer messages, participants
tended to slowly drift away from the lane center and then execute a large
amplitude corrective steering input about eight (8) seconds after passing the
billboard. Eye gaze analysis showed that information processing overload began to
emerge with a message length of eight (8) words, and was clearly present with twelve
(12) word messages under the 50 MPH condition.

Gitelman, et al., 2014 - Israel
In 2014, these authors had the opportunity to add an additional data set to that in their
2010 study (discussed above), and to reanalyze the data from the original study. This
was because the road authorities issued a decision to reauthorize the display of
billboards that they had previously had ordered covered. In other words, the authors
had the opportunity to study traffic crashes on a single roadway when billboards were:
(a) visible, then (b) covered, then (c) visible again. The 2010 study examined conditions
(a) and (b), and the 2014 supplement added condition (c) and a reanalysis of (a) and
(b). They found that: “The results support and strengthen the previous findings.”
Removal/covering of the billboards from the highway (condition [b]) was
associated with a 30-40% reduction in injury crashes from condition (a)
according to two different databases, whereas the reintroduction/uncovering of
the billboards (condition [c]) was associated with a 40-50% or 18-45% increase
in such crashes, depending on the database cited. The trends were similar and
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consistent across damage-only, injury, and total accidents as well as nighttime vs.
daytime injury accidents.

Sisiopiku, et al., 2015 – USA, AL, FL
The authors analyzed crashes from eight (8) digital billboard locations in Alabama and
ten (10) in Florida. All sites were on high speed, limited access highways. A total of 377
crashes in Florida and 77 in Alabama were used in the analysis. Actual traffic collision
reports were used since the authors discovered numerous errors in coding in the
summary crash databases that they initially examined. Although the data set was too
small to employ statistical analyses, the authors found that “the presence of digital
billboards increased the overall crash rates in areas of billboard influence
compared to control areas downstream of the digital billboard locations. The
increase was 25% in Florida and 29% in Alabama.” The predominant crash types
that were overrepresented at billboard locations were rear-end and sideswipe
collisions, both typical of driver distraction.

Rempel, et al., 2015 - Canada
These authors, working on behalf of the Transport Association of Canada, developed a
set of guidelines for the control of digital and projected advertising signs. The resultant
guidelines are based on a comprehensive literature review, a survey of Canadian
governmental jurisdictions, a review of existing sign regulations, interviews with
international Governmental agencies, discussions with sign industry representatives,
and the application of human factors and traffic engineering principles. The key
principle documented in the Guidelines is that they “provide recommendations
designed to control (digital billboards) such that they emulate static advertising
signs (italics added), and therefore result in a similar distracting and road safety
effect as static advertisements.”

Samsa & Phillips, 2015 - Australia
These authors, working on behalf of the Outdoor Media Association of Australia, studied
29 participants, ages 25-54 in an instrumented vehicle. The participants were fitted
with “eye tracking glasses” and their eye fixations and driving performance was
assessed as they drove a 14.6 km route in Brisbane, Queensland. The route took them
past a “number” of advertising signs, including static, digital, and on-premise
signs. The results showed that fixation durations “were well below” 0.75 seconds,
and that there were no significant differences in vehicle headways between the
three types of signage. One statistically significant finding was that lateral
deviation was poorer when billboards were present. (Note that, at present, only an
Abstract of this industry-sponsored study is available).

Belyusar, et al., 2016 – USA, Cambridge, MA
In this on-road study, data was collected from 123 subjects, nearly equally divided
between males (63) and females (60) and between young (age 20-29, N = 63) and older
(age 60-69, N = 60). These volunteers drove an instrumented vehicle under normal
driving conditions (with no specific tasks to perform) past a digital billboard on a
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posted 65 MPH roadway with four travel lanes in each direction. Data was collected
during late morning and early afternoon to avoid commuter traffic. The authors state:
“In contrast to the recent FHWA report (Perez, et al., 2012), the findings revealed
statistically significant changes in total number of glances and, depending upon
the direction of travel, moderate-to-long duration glances in the direction of the
billboard.” Older drivers were thought to be particularly affected. The authors
also found that: “Drivers glanced more at the time of a switch to a new
advertisement display than during a comparable section of roadway when the
billboard was simply visible and stable.” Given typical billboard dwell (cycle) times
of six (6) or eight (8) seconds, these findings add to the argument the dwell times for
such signs should be considerably longer.

Mollu, 2018 - Belgium
Per a 2015 European Commission report, distraction accounts for 10-30% of all
European road accidents. Although there is no consistent definition of distraction, most
definitions describe a diversion of attention away from the driving task, and toward a
competing activity inside or outside the vehicle. This diversion of attention may be
visual and/or cognitive. The author and his colleagues sought to study whether the
glance behavior of road users was influenced by advertising signs, whether such signs
lead to changes in driving behavior and whether there were notable effects on road
safety as a result. Thirty-five test subjects (age range 20-69; 54% male) completed the
protocol and drove a simulator past LED billboards with 3, 6, and 15-second dwell
times, and at 41 and 65-meter distances from pedestrian crossings. The signs were
placed in a road segment with a retail zone and in one transitioning to a built-up area.
All other characteristics of the sign (size, placement, illumination, etc., were held
constant. At the shortest display times and the closest distance to the pedestrian
crossing the study showed significantly higher mental demands and lower
performance. The longer the message display time, the fewer glances were made to the
sign. The signs also contributed to higher approach speeds to pedestrian crossings and
delayed slowing upon approach to the crossing. There was also an indication, although
not statistically significant, of increased swerving behavior (change in lateral position)
in the presence of the billboards.
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Compendium of Recent Research Studies on Commercial Electronic Variable
Message Signs (CEVMS)
Key to Codes Used in Tables:
*Type of Study:
N = on-road, naturalistic
Q = on-road, quasi-naturalistic
C = on-road, controlled
S = lab, simulator
L = lab, other
E = epidemiological, crash data
R = review of other work
CR = critical review of other work
D = discussion /consultation with experts
G = guidelines or regulations development
QI = questionnaires, interviews, surveys, focus groups, etc.
**Type of Signs Studied:
O = On-premise
C = Conventional billboard
D = Digital billboard
V = Sign contains video or animation
H = Official highway sign
U = Unknown
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Date 1st
published/presented
Location
Author(s)
Title
Affiliation
Forum
Peer Reviewed?
Sponsor/funding source
Type of Study*
Type of Signs Studied**
Brief Description of
Method

2008

U.S. (Massachusetts)
Chan, E., Pradhan, AK, Knodler, MA, Jr., Pollatsek, A. & Fisher, DL
Empirical Evaluation on a Driving Simulator of the Effect of Distractions Inside and
Outside the Vehicle on Drivers’ Eye Behaviors
TRB – presentation and CD ROM
Yes
National Science Foundation; National Highway Traffic Safety Administration (NHTSA)
S
C (simulated)
Young, novice drivers (age 16-17) are at greatly elevated risk of crashing, and it is
believed that distraction plays a large role in such crashes. More experienced, older teen
drivers (age 18-19) have also been shown to look away from the forward roadway for
extended periods of time. This simulator study compared such extended, off-roadway
glance durations of newly licensed drivers to those of older, experienced drivers, using
eye movement recordings as participants drove along a simulated roadway and engaged
in distracting tasks both inside and outside the vehicle.
Summary of Findings
The researchers compared the average maximum duration of an episode, (the maximum
time that drivers spent continuously looking away from the forward roadway). For the
in-vehicle distractors, the average was 1.63s for the experienced drivers, and 2.76s for
the younger drivers. Another measure, the percentage of scenarios in which the
maximum duration of an episode was greater than 2s, yielded similar findings. The
results were statistically significant between the two groups. As predicted for in-vehicle
distractors, the young drivers looked away from the roadway for extended periods (2s or
longer) more than twice as often as the experienced drivers while engaged in inside-thevehicle distractors (such as phone dialing, map reading, and CD searching). Surprisingly,
however, results showed that: (a) external distractors were even more distracting, and
(b) there was no difference between newly-licensed and experienced drivers on this
critical measure of distraction when the drivers performed outside-the-vehicle tasks,
specifically, searching for a target letter in a 5x5 grid representative of a billboard. The
authors had assumed that experienced drivers would exercise the same degree of
caution with the external distractors as they did with the internal ones. Instead, “the
experienced drivers showed little concern for the effect that diverting their attention to
the side of the roadway might have had on their ability to perceive potential risks
immediately in front. In fact, in 81% of the external tasks, older drivers glanced for
longer than 2s away from the forward roadway. The authors conclude: “…we think that
our drivers engaged in the external search task were truly distracted with potential
serous consequences.”
Strengths
The study is the first to directly compare the susceptibility to distraction from internal
and external tasks between newly licensed and experienced drivers.
Weaknesses/Limitations Older drivers were not included in this study. The representativeness of the outside-the
vehicle task is questionable.
Availability/Accessibility TRB 2008 Annual Meeting CD-ROM
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Date 1st
published/presented
Location
Author(s)
Title
Affiliation
Forum

2009

UK (England, London)
Young, MS, Mahfoud, JM, Stanton, N. Salmon, PM, Jenkins, DP & Walker, GH.
“Conflicts of Interest: The implications of roadside advertising for driver attention.”
Brunel University, West London, England
Transportation Research Part F: Traffic Psychology and Behaviour, Vol. 12(5), September
2009, 381-388.
Peer Reviewed?
Yes
Sponsor/funding source Insurance company – The Rees Jeffreys Road Fund
Type of Study*
S
Type of Signs Studied**
C, H
Brief Description of
The study was conducted in the University’s driving simulator. 48 drivers drove urban,
Method
rural, and motorway routes in the presence and absence of billboards. Dependent
variables included measures of speed and lateral control, and driver attention (mental
workload, eye movements, and recall of signs and billboards).
Summary of Findings
The presence of billboards had a detrimental effect on lateral control, and appeared to
increase crash risk. Longitudinal control was not affected. More striking effects were
found for driver attention. Driver mental workload significantly increased in the
presence of billboards. On rural roads and motorways, results showed that billboards
were consciously attended to at the cost of more relevant road signs. “We must once
again emphasize the persuasive overall conclusion that advertising has adverse effects
on driving performance and driver attention. Whilst there are sometimes conflicts of
interest at Local Authority level when authorizing billboards (since Councils often take a
share of the profit from roadside advertising), these data could and should be used to
redress the balance in favour of road safety.”
Strengths
A fully interactive high fidelity simulator was used. The use of the NASA-TLX instrument
for measuring subjective mental workload was a useful tool that is used too infrequently
in studies of driver performance. All participants experienced identical road and sign
condition the only manipulation being the presence or absence of billboards.
Weaknesses/Limitations The sample of participants did not include either older or younger drivers – the age
groups thought to be at greatest risk for adverse consequences of billboard distraction.
Measures of lateral and longitudinal variability were constrained by the study design and
were not fully representative of the measures of these variables used most commonly in
the US.
Availability/Accessibility Journal is available online.
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Date 1st
published/presented
Location
Author(s)
Title;
Affiliation
Forum
Peer Reviewed?
Sponsor/funding source
Type of Study*
Type of Signs Studied**
Brief description of
method

2009

Summary of Findings

The most frequent sources of distraction were: (1) conversations with passengers, and
(2) attending to children in the back seat. When the statistical method was applied to the
data, it was found that distractions with the “highest relative risk” were: (1) billboards
outside the vehicle, and, (2) searching for addresses. The authors note that both of the
highest risk distractors were visual distractions, vs. physical, auditory, or cognitive.

Norway
Backer-Grøndahl, A., & Sagberg, F.
“Relative crash involvement risk associated with different sources of driver distraction.”
Institute of Transport Economics, Norway
First International Conference on Driver Distraction and Inattention
Yes
Unknown
E, QI
C
Used web- and paper-based questionnaire to ask 4300+ drivers who had been in a crash
to identify from a list of possible choices the cause of their crash. Separated those at fault
from those not at fault. Relative crash risk of each factor was estimated using the quasiinduced exposure method.

Strengths

Authors controlled for possible confounding variables (such as age, gender, driving
experience [years] and annual mileage driven) using logistical regression with culpability
as the dependent variable.
Weaknesses/Limitations Some researchers question the viability of the quasi-induced exposure method; cell
phone use was (intentionally) excluded from the questionnaire. (It likely would have
proven to be the highest risk factor). Confidence intervals were quite large.
Availability/Accessibility Presented at large international conference; published in conference proceedings.
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Date 1st
published/presented
Location
Author(s)
Title
Affiliation
Forum
Peer Reviewed?
Sponsor/funding source
Type of Study*
Type of Signs Studied**
Brief Description of
Method

Summary of Findings

2009
UK - England
Chattington, M., Reed, N., Basacik, D., Flint, A., & Parkes, A.
“Investigating Driver Distraction: The Effects of Video and Static Advertising:
Transport Research Laboratory
Report
Yes
Transport for London
S
C, V
Used the high fidelity TRL driving simulator, with a specifically designed
urban/suburban database typical of the area around London. 48 participants drove 4
different routes, each of which required about 15 minutes. Participants did not know the
purpose of the study. Their eye movements were unobtrusively recorded. Roadside
advertising was designed to vary by: location (placement within the scene); type (static
or video); and exposure duration (at 30 MPH, drivers could see at least 50% of the
advertisement for either 2, 4, or 6+ seconds. Video ads ran in a 6-second loop.
“The report has found significant effects on both drivers’ visual behavior and driving
performance when static and video adverts are present and that the video adverts seem
more potent distractors than similarly placed static adverts. The results support and
extend (the findings of) other studies of driver distraction by advertising.” (Here, the
authors cite the work of Crundall, et al, and of Young and Mahfoud, both of which were
extensively reviewed in the Wachtel 2009 report for AASHTO).
The study showed that several different aspects of driving performance were adversely
affected both video and static billboards, with the video signs generally more harmful to
such performance than the static signs. The authors describe these effects as being
“fundamental to the safe control of the vehicle.” The effects include: speed control,
braking, and the variability of each of these measures, as well as drivers showing that
they are “less able to maintain a consistent lane position”

Strengths

A very comprehensive and sophisticated simulation study. The researchers went so far as
to pre-screen the content of the simulated advertisements to ensure that they were of
equivalent interest to the different age groups in their participant population.
Weaknesses/Limitations It is important to note that this study compared digital video billboards to traditional
static billboards (i.e. it did not examine digital billboards with intermittent displays (i.e.
those that change their message every 6-8 seconds) that are typical in the U.S. Although
the authors state that their participants represented a “wide range of ages,” it is not
known how well young and old drivers were represented in the study. This is of concern
because these two age groups at the ends of the driving population distribution are
known to have the greatest degree of difficulty with attention and distraction.
Availability/Accessibility TRL Report Number RPN256.
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Date 1st
published/presented
Location
Author(s)
Title
Affiliation
Forum
Peer Reviewed?
Sponsor/funding source
Type of Study*
Type of Signs Studied**
Brief Description of
Method
Summary of Findings

2009
Australia, Queensland
Horberry, T., Regan, MA, & Edquist, J.
Driver Distraction from Roadside Advertising: The clash of road safety evidence, highway
authority guidelines, and commercial advertising pressure.
University of Queensland (Australia), INRETS (France), Monash University (Australia).
Unknown
Yes
Swedish National Road and Transport Institute, VTI
CR, D, G
C, D
Critical review of the research, worldwide, as well as existing guidelines and regulations.
“Road authorities around the world may … be justified in using the best research
information available (albeit incomplete) coupled with engineering judgment for the
development of 3rd party advertising guidelines.” The authors recommend that Main
Roads Queensland adopt advertising restrictions at known areas of high driver workload,
including “locations with high accident rates, non-junction related lane merges,
curves/bends, hills and road/works/abnormal traffic flows. This is broadly in line with
Wachtel who recommended a restriction of advertisements at times when driver
decision, action points and cognitive demand are greatest – such as at freeway
exits/entrances, lane reductions, merges and curves. Although useful for all road users,
such restrictions would be of specific benefit to older drivers.” The authors correctly
point out the flaw in arguments that suggest that guidance or regulatory controls are
premature because there is a lack of data showing a causal relationship between
billboards and accidents

Strengths

The study examined in detail the existing (2002) guidelines that seek to “minimize the
possibility for 3rd party roadside advertisements to distract drivers…” with an intent
toward developing upgraded guidelines.
Weaknesses/Limitations The review of current guidelines, worldwide, is somewhat superficial.
Availability/Accessibility https://document.chalmers.se/download?docid=653291678
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published/presented
Location
Author(s)
Title
Affiliation
Forum
Peer Reviewed?
Sponsor/funding source
Type of Study*
Study Design

Type of Signs Studied**
Brief Description of
Method

Summary of Findings

Strengths

Weaknesses/Limitations
Availability/Accessibility

2010
Israel (Tel Aviv)
Gitelman, V., Zaidel, D., & Doveh, E.
“Influence of Billboards on Driving Behavior and Road Safety,”
Presented at: Fifth International Conference on Traffic and Transportation Psychology
(2012); and at Annual Meeting of Transportation Research Board of the National
Academies (2013)
Yes
Israel National Roads Authority
E
Quasi-experimental: Before and after crash date with controls – Crash data with DBBs
present (2006-7) and absent (2008), with and without signs that were covered.
Dependent measure – crashes and injuries. Control variable – traffic volume. Study sites
– 8 treatment and 6 control.
C
Because of complaints, Israel’s Supreme Court ruled that a series of billboards on an
urban freeway near Tel Aviv had to be removed for 1 year while an evaluation took
place. At control sites, the billboards remained visible throughout the study period. At
treatment sites, billboards were visible in the “before” period (2006-7), and were
covered during the “after” period (2008). Crashes were recorded and categorized
(property damage only, injury or fatality) under four conditions: (a) at treatment sites
while signs were visible; (b) at treatment sites after signs were covered; (c) at control
sites where signs were visible; and (d) at the same control sites while signs were still
visible but signs were covered at the treatment sites.
At control sites, crashes remained essentially the same throughout the 3-year study
period; at the treatment sites, crashes declined dramatically after the billboards were
covered. The results were the same for injury and fatal crashes. After adjusting for
traffic volume, crashes were reduced at the treatment sites (where billboards were
visible in the “before” period but covered during the “after” period) by the following
percentages: all crashes by 60%; injury/fatal crashes by 39%; property damage crashes
by 72%.
For a field study, this used a well-controlled research design. Before-and-after measures
were obtained both for sites where the billboards were covered during the study, and
for the sites where the billboards remained visible during this same time period. Road
sections were in close proximity, on the same highway, ensuring that traffic speeds and
volumes, as well as weather conditions, law enforcement activity, etc. were comparable.
There might have been differences in certain roadway characteristics between the
treatment and control sites (e.g. curves, merges, etc.) that were not identified.
Findings available as PowerPoint from either conference; original study is in Hebrew
only; English translation not yet available.
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published/presented
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Author(s)
Title
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Peer Reviewed?
Sponsor/funding source
Type of Study*
Study Design
Type of Signs Studied**
Brief Description of
Method
Summary of Findings

Strengths
Weaknesses/Limitations

Availability/Accessibility

2010
Saudi Arabia
Bendak, S., & Al-Saleh, K.
“The Role of Roadside Advertising Signs in Distracting Drivers.”
King Saud University
International Journal of Industrial Ergonomics, 40, 233-236.
Yes
Research Centre of the College of Engineering, King Saud University
S, QI
O, C, D, V
Twelve male drivers, age 23-28, drove a simulator consisting of two urban roadways,
each 9.3-km long, and matched for physical, environmental and traffic characteristics.
One road contained advertising signs; the other was devoid of advertisements.
The average driving duration was 12.83 minutes for each route showing that the
presence of advertising signs did not materially affect driving speed. There were no
accidents. Lane placement and position maintenance suffered significantly in the
presence of advertising signs. According to the authors: “swinging and drifting from lane
in the presence of advertising signs is a strong indication of how such signs distract
drivers and affect their performance.” A second finding was that “recklessly crossing
dangerous intersections” was also significantly and adversely affected by the presence
of advertising signs. This finding, according to the authors “indicates the loss of this fine
coordination between paying attention and driving. … This can reasonably attributed…
to the longer reaction time needed in the presence of hazards due to being distracted.”
All three of the other measures: tailgating, “overspeeding,” and failure to signal, were
poorer in the presence of advertising signs, but these were not statistically significant. In
response to the questionnaire, 50% of the 160 respondents said they had been
distracted by advertising signs, and 22% reported having been in a dangerous situation
at least once due to being distracted by advertising signs.
The two simulated routes driven were matched for key characteristics; the differences
between them were essentially only in the presence or absence of advertising signs.
No females and no drivers older than 28 were included. “Advertising” signs of many
different types were comingled, so it was impossible to identify the effects of any one
category of signs, such as billboards. No definition is provided of the behavior identified
as “recklessly crossing dangerous intersections.” The authors attribute poorer
performance in this measure to longer reaction time in the presence of the advertising
signs, but there is no indication that they measured this response. The questionnaire
completed by 160 respondents was not included in the paper.
www.elsevier.com/locate.ergon
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published/presented
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Author(s)
Title
Affiliation
Forum
Peer Reviewed?
Sponsor/funding source
Type of Study*
Type of Signs Studied**
Brief Description of
Method

Summary of Findings

2011
Canada (Calgary, Alberta)
Milloy, SL; and Caird, JK.
“External Driver Distractions: The Effects of Video Billboards and Wind Farms on Driver
Performance.”
University of Calgary
Book chapter
Yes
Unspecified
S
V (simulated)
The contribution to driver distraction from in-vehicle technologies such as cell phones, IPods, and navigation systems have been studied extensively. But it is external
distractions that compose the single largest category of distraction-related crashes. The
least is known about such crashes, possibly because the variety of people, objects and
events that make up external distractions are very difficult to study in a controlled
empirical fashion. In theory, drivers often have spare cognitive capacity that they can
allocate toward distractors such as billboards. The question asked here was: what
happens when an unlikely but totally plausible emergency event takes place – can the
driver “reallocate” his or her attention so as to respond to the event in a timely manner.
In this “event-based” scenario, either the driver responds adequately or not. In this
simulator study, drivers on a freeway moving at 80 km/h (50 mph) in an industrial
environment passed a video billboard at the same time that a lead vehicle suddenly
braked hard.
The results found a causal (italics original) relationship between the presence of the
video billboard and collisions with, and delays in responding to, the lead vehicle. The
authors note that the billboards in this study were less able to capture the drivers’
attention than video billboards in the real world because the simulated billboards were
not as bright as actual billboards, and because the study was not conducted at night,
where the distracting effects were believed to be greater. The implication is that real
world safety problems may be more significant than those indicated by the study.

Strengths

A high fidelity, interactive driving simulator with a 150-degree forward field of view was
used. All 21 subjects made three drives, and viewed two static and two video billboards
in each. The images on the billboards were different in each presentation. A lead vehicle
appeared intermittently, and, twice during each presentation, braked suddenly so that
the subject had to respond quickly to avoid a collision
Weaknesses/Limitations Younger and older drivers, those believed to be most susceptible to such distractions,
were not included in the study. Learning may have occurred from earlier drives, and
subjects may have come to use the appearance of billboards as a visual cue to prepare to
brake for the lead vehicle.
Availability/Accessibility Published in: “Handbook of Driving Simulation for Engineering, Medicine and
Psychology.” Edited by: D.L. Fisher, M. Rizzo, J.K. Caird, & J.D. Lee. Boca Raton: CRC Press.
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2011
Australia, Perth
Edquist, J., Horberry, T., Hosking, S. & Johnston, I
“Advertising billboards impair change detection in road scenes”
Monash University Accident Research Centre
2011 Australasian Road Safety Research, Education & Policing Conference
Yes
Unknown
L
C, H
The authors used a “change detection” paradigm to study how billboards affect visual
search and situation awareness in road scenes. Change detection time has been shown
to correlate with at-fault errors in a simulated driving task. In a controlled experiment,
inexperienced (mean age 19.3), older (73.0), and comparison (34.8) drivers searched
for changes to road signs and vehicle locations in static photographs of road scenes. The
road scenes ranged from suburban main streets to multilane highways to provide
varying levels of background clutter. The actual experimental protocol is too complex to
include in this summary, but may be found in the original article.
“The finding that the presence of billboards increases time to detect changes is an
important one. This result lends support to the idea that billboards can automatically
attract attention when drivers are engaged in other tasks, delaying their responses to
other aspects in the environment The effect of billboards was particularly strong in
scenes where response times are already lengthened by high levels of built or designed
clutter. This is particularly concerning, as road scenes with high levels of built and/or
designed clutter are just the sort of busy, commercial, high traffic environments where
billboards are most often erected.” Participants took longer to detect changes in road
scenes that contained advertising billboards. This finding was especially true when the
roadway background was more cluttered, when the change was to an official road sign,
and for older drivers. The results are consistent with the small but growing body of
evidence suggesting that roadside billboards impair aspects of driving performance
such as visual search and the detection of hazards, and therefore should be more
precisely regulated in order to ensure a safe road system.
The change detection task has been shown to be relevant to safe driving performance,
but has been underutilized in research. The inclusion of three diverse age cohorts
addresses limitations in many other studies.
The study did not include an actual, or simulated driving task; rather a surrogate
measure for visual subtasks required during driving. (However, the results are
consistent with mounting evidence showing that roadside billboards impair key aspects
of driving performance). Horberry, et al., (2009) argue that: “rather than waiting until it
can be proven beyond doubt that roadside advertising is responsible for a particular
collision, road authorities should regulate billboards to minimize the probability of
interference with driving.”
http://casr.adelaide.edu.au/rsr/RSR2011/4CPaper%20166%20Edquist.pdf
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Summary of Findings

2012
Sweden (Stockholm)
Dukic, T., Ahlstrom, C., Patten, C., Kettwich, C., & Kircher, K.
“Effects of Electronic Billboards on Driver Distraction.”
Swedish National Road and Transport Research Institute, and Karlsruhe Institute of
Technology
Journal of Traffic Injury Prevention
Y
Swedish Transport Administration
Q
D
The Swedish government allowed 12 digital billboards to be erected along highways near
Stockholm for a trial period during which this, and related research was conducted. 41
volunteers drove an instrumented vehicle past 4 of the billboards in both day (N = 20)
and night (N = 21) conditions. Eye movements (and other measures) were recorded. “A
driver (was) considered to be visually distracted when looking at a billboard
continuously for more than two seconds with a single long glance, or if the driver looked
away from the road for a ‘high percentage of time’.” (This is defined in the study based on
prior research, but is too complex for inclusion in this brief summary). Dependent
measures were eye tracking and driving performance measures.
Drivers had a significantly longer dwell time (time looking at the billboards), a greater
number of fixations, and a longer maximum fixation duration when driving past a DBB
compared to other signs along the same road sections. No differences were found for
day-night, or for specific driver performance variables.

Strengths

Excellent review of the relevant literature and explanation of the psycho-physiological
processes involved
Weaknesses/Limitations It is known from other research that younger drivers (e.g. those under age 25) and older
drivers (e.g. those over age 65) are more likely to be distracted by roadside stimuli that
are irrelevant to the driving task; this study was limited to drivers between the ages of 35
and 55.
Availability/Accessibility http://www.tandfonline.com/doi/abs/10.1080/15389588.2012.731546
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2012
USA
Perez, WA, Bertola, MA, Kennedy, JF, & Molino, JA
“Driver Visual Behavior in the Presence of Commercial Electronic Variable Message Signs
(CEVMS).”
SAIC (now Leidos)
Unnumbered FHWA Report
N4
Federal Highway Administration
C
O, C, D, H

Brief Description of
Method

FHWA contractor used instrumented vehicle with on-board eye glance data recording as
participant drivers drove along predetermined routes in Reading, PA and Richmond, VA.
Each route took the participants past a series of on-premise and off-premise (billboard)
signs, apparently both conventional and digital, during daytime and at night.
Summary of Findings
Gazes to the road ahead were high across all test conditions; however, in three of the four
test conditions digital and conventional billboards resulted in a lower probability of
gazes to the road ahead as compared to the control conditions in which billboards were
not present (although on-premise signs, including, potentially, electronic signs, might
have been present). In Richmond, drivers gazed more at the digital than standard
billboards at night, but this difference was not found in Reading.
Strengths
The study used state-of-the-art eye glance recording equipment. The study route had
drivers pass signs on rural and urban routes, and surroundings that differed in visual
complexity.
Weaknesses/Limitations Numerous critical discrepancies between draft and final reports; errors in identifying
billboard locations including size, distance from road edge, side of road; both far and
near distances at which eye glances to billboards were recorded were artificially
truncated; two experimenters sat in the vehicle with the participant driver; data overload
required experimental vehicle to pull off road for resets; inappropriate recordation of
billboard luminance levels; confounding of billboards with on-premise signs.
Availability/Accessibility Report is available on the FHWA website at
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/real_estate/oac/visual_behavior_report/final/cevmsfinal.pdf

4In March 2011, FHWA released a draft version of the report to three pre-selected peer reviewers. The

reviewers were not identified and the draft report was not made available to the public. The comments of two
of the three reviewers (the third did not provide meaningful or comprehensive comments) were so critical of
the draft report (stating, in essence, that the report’s findings about eye glance durations to billboards were
not credible) that FHWA spent the next 33 months revising and rewriting the report. A final report, which
was not peer reviewed, was released on the agency’s website on December 30, 2013, although the report was
dated September 2012. Although the unreleased draft report was given the official agency report number
FHWA-HEP-11-014, the final report remains unnumbered and unpublished.
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2013

U.S. (Massachusetts, Amherst)
Divekar, G., Pradhan, AK, Pollatsek, A., & Fisher, DL;
“Effects of External Distractions”
University of Massachusetts, Amherst
Journal
Yes
National Institutes of Health, National Science Foundation, Arbella Insurance Group
Charitable Foundation
Type of Study*
S
Type of Signs Studied**
D (simulated)
Brief Description of
Following previous research in the same lab, the authors sought to understand: (a) why
Method
experienced drivers were taking such long glances at external distractions (simulated
billboards) when they were unwilling to do so for distractors inside the vehicle, and (b)
if these experienced drivers were sacrificing some of their ability to monitor visible
hazards in the roadway ahead of their vehicle, are they sacrificing even more of their
ability to anticipate unseen hazards. Novice and experienced drivers performed an
external search task (reading a simulated billboard) while driving in a simulator. Eye
movements were recorded, as were vehicle performance.
Summary of Findings
Distractions are a major contributor to crashes, and almost one-third of such
distractions are caused by sources external to the vehicle. Of these, digital billboards
stand out because of their brightness and changing imagery. Recent research indicates
that such billboards may attract attention away from the forward roadway for extended
periods of time, and converging evidence shows that looking away from the forward
roadway for such extended periods is associated with elevated crash risk. The external
tasks in this study were designed to be similar to scanning a sign dense with information
in the real world, such as a digital billboard that changed message every few seconds.
“This study provides clear evidence that external tasks are distracting not only for
novice drivers, but also for more experienced drivers.” For both groups, external
distractions significantly affect the drivers’ anticipation of hazards. Overall the study
showed that experienced as well as novice drivers are at an elevated risk of getting into
a crash when they are performing a secondary task such as looking at a billboard.
Strengths
Sophisticated driving simulator with realistic hazard scenarios.
Weaknesses/Limitations The simulated billboards, although requiring an external, visual distraction task, were
not very representative of roadside billboards. There was no effort to study the effects
of such external distractions on older drivers, a group known to be at high risk for such
distraction
Availability/Accessibility Transportation Research Record, Journal of the Transportation Research Board No.
2321.
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2013

Australia
Roberts, P., Boddington, K., & Rodwell, L.
“Impact of Roadside Advertising on Road Safety”
ARRB Group (formerly Australian Road Research Board)
Austroads Road Research Report: Publication No. AP-R420-13
Unknown
Austroads (The Association of Australian and New Zealand Road Transport and Traffic
Authorities)
Type of Study*
CR, G
Type of Signs Studied**
O, C, D, V
Brief Description of
(a) A critical review of existing literature to study the risk of distraction from roadside
Method
advertising, and to communicate these findings; (b) document and review existing
guidelines across different highway agencies to identify gaps and inconsistencies; (c)
develop guiding principles and make guidance recommendations that could be used to
create guidelines and to harmonize guidelines across diverse agencies.
Summary of Findings
Most drivers, under most conditions, most of the time, probably possess sufficient spare
cognitive capacity that they can tolerate driving-irrelevant information. The problem
comes in some driving situations where it becomes likely that (the appearance of)
movement or changes in luminance will involuntarily capture attention and that
particularly salient emotional or engaging information will capture attention to the
detriment of driving performance, particularly in inexperienced drivers. Where this
happens in a driving situation that is also cognitively demanding, the consequences for
driving performance are likely to be significant. Further, if this attentional capture also
results in a situation where a driver’s eyes are off the forward roadway for a significant
amount of time (i.e. 2 seconds or longer) this will further reduce safety. Additionally,
road environments cluttered with driving-irrelevant material may make it difficult to
extract information that is necessary for safe driving, particularly for older drivers. The
studies that have been conducted show convincingly that roadside advertising is
distracting and that it may lead to poorer vehicle control. Results from the Klauer, et al
(2006) studies show that looking at an external object increased the crash risk by nearly
four times, nonetheless the number of crashes resulting from such distraction is
probably quite small. This suggests that the contribution of roadside advertising to
crashes is likely to be relatively minor. Nonetheless, from the Safe System perspective it
would be difficult to justify adding any infrastructure to the road environment that
could result in increased distraction for drivers. The exception to this may be in the case
long drives on monotonous roads where drivers are likely to suffer the effects of passive
fatigue.
Strengths
A comprehensive review, not only of existing research, but also of relevant human
factors principles, advertising sign technology, and best practices.
Weaknesses/Limitations Although the authors extensively review and comment on existing regulations and
guidelines, only brief mention is made of guidelines in the U.S.
Availability/Accessibility Available on the Austroads website
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2013

Denmark
Herrstedt, L., Greibe, P., & Andersson, P.
“Roadside Advertising Affects Driver Attention and Road Safety.”
Trafitec, Denmark
International Conference
Yes
Unknown
Q
C, D
32 drivers, both men and women between the ages of 23 and 70, drove an instrumented
vehicle on one of several comparable routes. Drivers had to have a current license and
not require eyeglasses while driving. Drivers were not informed in advance of the
purpose of the drive. The car’s instruments recorded eye movements, vehicle speed and
position, and proximity to vehicles ahead of the test vehicle. A “safety buffer” was
calculated which reflected the time available for the driver to respond to a sudden
critical situation requiring immediate action to avoid an accident.
Summary of Findings
A total of 109 drives past advertising signs were completed, and a total of 233 glances to
the 16 roadside advertising signs were recorded. Results showed that, in 69% of all
drives, the driver glanced at the advertisement at least once. In nearly half of all drives,
the driver glanced two or more times to the same billboard. 18% of all glances lasted for
1 second or longer, and the total duration of successive glances on a single drive was 1.5
seconds or longer in 29% of trials, 2.0 seconds or longer in 22% of trials, and 3.0
seconds or longer in 10% of trials. In 65 of the 233 glances (28%), a vehicle ahead was
present within a time gap of less than 3.0 seconds. In 59 cases (25%) the safety buffer
was less than 2.0 seconds, and in 20% of all cases, the safety buffer was as low as 1.5
seconds. The authors conclude that, in 25% of all cases, driving safety was reduced
because the safety buffer was less than 2 seconds to the lead vehicle. Further, in 16% of
all drives (17 out of 109), the sum of cumulative glances to the same billboard resulted
in visual distraction using the method developed by VTTI (2.0 seconds or more within a
6.0 second window). In other words, the authors state: “In more than every sixth drive
past, visual distraction occurs as a result of the advertising sign.” Their overall
conclusion was that “the investigated advertising signs do capture drivers’ attention to
the extent that it impacts road safety.”
Strengths
This is one of only two known on-road studies to combine measures of driver glance
behavior (number and duration of glances to billboards) with the simultaneous measure
of following distance to a vehicle ahead, and the only one to (apparently) calculate such
following distances via laser scanner for accuracy. Older drivers were included in the
participant group.
Weaknesses/Limitations More details about the specific billboards studied would have been helpful.
Availability/Accessibility Proceedings of the 3rd International Conference on Driver Distraction and Inattention.
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2014
US
Hawkins, HG, Jr., Kuo, P-F, & Lord, D.
“Statistical Analysis of the Traffic Safety Impacts of On-Premise Digital Signs”
Texas A&M University
93rd Annual Meeting of the Transportation Research Board
Yes
On-premise sign industry (Signage Foundation, Inc.)
E
O
135 sites in four states, where on premise signs had been installed in 2006-07, were
compared to 1,301 control sites using the Empirical Bayes (EB) statistical methodology.

Summary of Findings

There were no statistically significant changes in crash frequency associated with the
installation of the on-premise digital signs studied. A calculated safety effectiveness
index was equal to 1.00, with the 95 percent confidence interval between 0.93 and 1.07.
The findings were similar for each of the four investigated States. The researchers
concluded that “there is no evidence (that) the installation of on-premise signs at the
locations (studied) led to an automatic increase in the number of crashes.” The authors
point out in their conclusions that it might be of interest to examine whether or not the
index varies as a function of sign design and operation or characteristics of the crashes
themselves.
Strengths
The study employed a large database and a robust statistical analysis procedure.
Weaknesses/Limitations The on-premise signs to be studied were chosen by the sponsor and individual sign
companies rather than by the authors or at random. It is possible that the selection
criteria included a bias toward the least potentially distracting signs (in terms of size,
color, contrast, animation, video, etc.).
Availability/Accessibility Paper No.: 14-2772 of the 93rd Annual Meeting of the Transportation Research Board.
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2014

USA
Schieber, F., Limrick, K., McCall, R., & Beck, A.
“Evaluation of the Visual Demands of Digital Billboards Using a Hybrid Driving
Simulator”
University of South Dakota
Forum
Journal
Peer Reviewed?
Yes
Sponsor/funding source Unknown
Type of Study*
S
Type of Signs Studied**
D (Simulated)
Brief Description of
The authors used a purpose-built hybrid driving simulator designed “for investigating
Method
the limits of sign reading performance while driving.” The driving task and the view of
the road ahead used a validated, commercial simulator; but the digital billboard
stimulus was implemented on a separate 20:1 scaled LCD display mounted on a linear
actuator rail that could move the simulated sign toward the observer at angular
velocities simulating speeds up to 55 mph. 18 university undergraduates participated.
Gaze direction (road ahead vs. billboard) was captured by a video recording of each
participant’s face as they drove– this technique was previously demonstrated by the
senior author. Participants drove once at 25 and again at 50 mph. Digital billboard
stimuli were presented at predetermined random intervals, and contained either 4, 8, or
12 frequently used English words, also displayed at random.
Summary of Findings
The authors state: “Although little or no decrement in lane keeping or reading
performance was observed at slow speed (25 MPH) on straight roads, clear evidence of
impaired performance became apparent at the higher driving speed (50 MPH). Lane
keeping performance was significantly degraded when participants were required to
read digital billboards with 8 or more words at the higher speed. This decrement
became greater when the sign contained 12 words. Surprisingly, the decrements in lane
keeping performance emerged after the participants had finished reading the sign. The
participants tended to slowly drift away from the center of the lane, and then executed a
large amplitude corrective steering input during the 8-second interval after
encountering the digital billboard. Eye gaze statistics and reading performance showed
that information processing overload began to emerge at a message length of 8 words
and was clearly present when 12 words were displayed.
Strengths
Sophisticated, hybrid driving simulator with a custom built zoomed image sign projector
designed to overcome traditional simulator constraints on sign legibility at realistic
distances. Simulated digital billboards contained different, common words of 4-5 letters
each, and each was presented in the same size and location on the billboard.
Weaknesses/Limitations No older drivers were studied. There is no discussion of the validity of the hybrid
driving simulator for this specific application. The simulated billboards were only 10 ft.
in width, only about one-fifth the width of typical highway billboards.
Availability/Accessibility Proceedings of the Human Factors and Ergonomics Society 58th Annual Meeting, 22142218.
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Strengths

Weaknesses/Limitations
Availability/Accessibility

2014
Israel (Tel Aviv)
Gitelman, V., Zaidel, D., Doveh, E., & Silberstein, R.
“Accidents on Ayalon Highway - Three Periods Comparison: Billboards Present,
Removed, and Returned”
Yes
Israel National Roads Authority
E
Quasi-experimental: Billboards present (2006-07), absent (2008), present again (200912) with controls. Dependent measure – property damage and injury crashes. Control
variable – traffic volume. Study sites – 8 treatment and 6 control.
C
Because of complaints, Israel’s Supreme Court ruled that a series of billboards on an
urban freeway near Tel Aviv had to be removed, i.e. covered, for one year while an
evaluation took place. At the end of the experimental period, the billboards were
uncovered such that they were again visible to motorists. At control sites, the billboards
remained visible throughout the study period. At treatment sites, billboards were
visible in the “present” period (2006-7), covered during the “removed” period (2008),
and visible again in the “returned” period (2009-12). Crashes were recorded and
categorized (property damage only, injury or fatality) under six conditions: (a) at
treatment sites while signs were visible; (b) at treatment sites after signs were covered;
(c) at treatment sites where signs were visible again after having been uncovered; (d) at
control sites where signs were visible; and (e) at the same control sites while signs were
still visible but signs were covered at the treatment sites; and (f) at control sites while
signs were again visible at the treatment sites.
At control sites, crashes remained essentially the same throughout the 6-year study
period; at the treatment sites, crashes declined dramatically after the billboards were
covered, and returned just as dramatically once the billboards were uncovered and
therefore again visible. The results were the same for injury and fatal crashes. After
adjusting for traffic volume, crashes were reduced at the treatment sites (where
billboards were visible in the “before” period but covered during the “after” period) by
the following percentages: all crashes by 60%; injury/fatal crashes by 39%; property
damage crashes by 72%.
For a field study, this used a well-controlled research design. Before-and-after measures
were obtained both for sites where the billboards were covered during the study, and
for the sites where the billboards remained visible during this same time period. Road
sections were in close proximity, on the same highway, ensuring that traffic speeds and
volumes, as well as weather conditions, law enforcement activity, etc. were comparable.
There might have been differences in certain roadway characteristics between the
treatment and control sites (e.g. curves, merges, etc.) that were not identified.
Complete study is in Hebrew only; English translation is available for the Executive
Summary only.
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2015
USA
Sisiopiku, VP, Islam, M., Haleem, K., Alluri, P. & Gan, A.
“Investigation of the Potential Relationship between Crash Occurrences and the
Presence of Digital Billboards in Alabama and Florida”
Conference Paper
Yes
U.S. Department of Transportation/RITA, Alabama Department of Transportation,
Florida Department of Transportation
E
D
The authors analyzed historical crash records from the states of Alabama and Florida.
They identified locations of digital billboards along major limited-access roadways and
chose 18 suitable sites for analysis, each with its own control site. Crash records were
obtained for a five-year period from a centralized database in Alabama, and crash rates
were determined per million vehicle miles travelled at each site. The procedure was
similar in Florida, although only three years were studied. Because many crashes in the
vicinity of the billboards were found to be located incorrectly, the authors retrieved the
actual police traffic collision reports for 783 crashes. Of these, 406 had to be eliminated
due to coding errors in the original summary reports, leaving a total of 377 crashes for
the safety assessment.
The authors state: “The overall results were consistent between the two states. The
presence of digital billboards increased the overall crash rates at “digital advertising
billboard influence zones” by 25% in Florida and 29% in Alabama, compared to control
sites. In addition, sideswipe and rear-end crashes were overrepresented at digital
billboard influence zones compared to control sites.

Strengths

Included in their influence zone was a short distance (minimum 0.05 mile) downstream
of each billboard. This is in keeping with the findings of Schieber, et al., discussed
elsewhere in the present document. The influence zone and associated control zone for
each billboard were matched for traffic and roadway conditions.
Weaknesses/Limitations The authors provide no explanation for how the specific billboard locations were chosen
out of all possibilities that they identified. Apparently, they identified “influence zones”
by calculating the distances upstream of each digital billboard from which the sign could
be seen, using Google Street View. There seems to have been no effort to relate sight
distance in the real world to that shown in the Google Street View images. It is unclear
whether their 5 years of data (AL) and 3 years (FL) correspond to periods when the
billboards studied were actually in place, given that the authors seem to have selected
sites from Google Street View.
Availability/Accessibility Proceedings of the Human Factors and Ergonomics Society 58th Annual Meeting, 22142218.
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2015

Canada
Rempel, G., Montufar, J., Forbes, G., & Dewar, R.
“Digital and projected advertising Displays: Regulatory and Road Safety Assessment
Guidelines.”
MORR Transportation Consulting, Ltd., Intus Road Safety Engineering, Inc.., Western
Ergonomics, Inc.
Forum
Transportation Association of Canada Report
Peer Reviewed?
Yes
Sponsor/funding source Transportation Association of Canada
Type of Study*
CR
Type of Signs Studied**
O, D
Brief Description of
The authors performed a critical literature review, met with representatives of Canadian
Method
government agencies and outdoor advertising companies, investigated practices and
regulations/guidelines in other countries, and applied human factors principles toward
the development of guidelines for Canada.
Summary of Findings
The resultant guidelines are specific to traffic safety issues – they do not address the
aesthetic, “nuisance,” or economic factors of such signs. Guidance is developed for sign
density, spacing, dwell time (which they call “frame duration”), illuminance (which they
authors call “brightness”), proximity to traffic control devices and driver decision points,
message sequencing and text scrolling, animation, and transition time between
messages. The overriding principle proposed in this report is that digital advertising
signs should “emulate” traditional signs.
Strengths
A comprehensive review, not only of existing research, but also of relevant human
factors principles, advertising sign technology, and best practices.
Weaknesses/Limitations Accepted industry practices regarding DBB lighting rather than getting the views of
lighting experts or undertaking their own independent evaluation.
Availability/Accessibility Available for purchase from Transportation Association of Canada at http://tacatc.ca/en/digital-and-projected-advertising-displays-publication-now-available
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20152

Forum
Peer Reviewed?
Sponsor/funding source
Type of Study*
Type of Signs Studied**
Brief Description of
Method
Summary of Findings

4th International Conference on Driver Distraction and Inattention
Yes
Outdoor Media Association of Australia
C
C, D, O
29 participants, ages 25-54, drove an instrumented vehicle along a 14.6 km route in
Brisbane, Queensland. Drivers were fitted with “eye tracking glasses.”
Average fixation durations were “well below 0.75 s”. There were no significant
differences in average vehicle headway between the three signage types. There was a
statistically significant difference in lateral deviation when billboards were present.

Australia
Samsa, C., & Phillips, T.
“Digital Billboards ‘Down Under’: Are they Distracting to Drivers and can Industry and
Regulators Work Together for a Successful Road Safety Outcome?”
Samsa Consulting, Outdoor Media Association of Australia

Strengths

The data showing significant differences in lateral deviation in the presence of
billboards is in accord with findings from other recent studies.
Weaknesses/Limitations No older drivers were studied. There is little description of the eye tracking glasses
used, but this apparatus is not known to provide the precision necessary to determine
exactly where the wearer is looking. No information is provided to enable the reader to
determine how vehicle headways were measured; as such it is not possible to compare
this study to the one conducted in Denmark, where headway measurement was clearly
described.
Availability/Accessibility https://www.ivvy.com/event/DD2015
2At

the present time, this paper is available only as an Abstract. Our comments might
change once we are able to review the complete paper.
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2016
USA
Belyusar, D., Reimer, B. Mehler B., & Coughlin, JF.
“A Field Study on the Effects of Digital Billboards on Glance Behavior During Highway
Driving.”
New England University Transportation Center & MIT Age Lab
Accident Analysis and Prevention, 88, 88-96
Yes
US Department of Transportation, Region 1 New England, University Transportation
Center at MIT, and the Toyota Class Action Settlement Safety Research and Education
Program.
Q
D
This on-road study had 123 subjects, nearly equally divided between males and females
and between young and old. Participants drove an instrumented vehicle under normal
driving conditions, with no specific tasks to perform, past a digital billboard on a
highway with a speed limit of 65 MPH.
The authors found statistically significant changes in total number of glances and,
depending upon the direction of travel, moderate-to-long duration glances in the
direction of the billboard as compared to sections of the roadway in which the billboard
was not visible. Older drivers were particularly affected. The authors also found that:
“Drivers glanced more at the time of a switch to a new advertisement display than
during a comparable section of roadway when the billboard was simply visible and
stable.” They concluded: “Given typical billboard dwell (cycle) times of six (6) or eight
(8) seconds, these findings add to the argument the dwell times for such signs should be
considerably longer.”

Strengths

The driving task was quasi naturalistic; both young and old drivers, and both males and
females, were equally represented.
Weaknesses/Limitations Only one billboard, with two faces, was used in the analysis. There could be
characteristics of that sign, or its location, which make the results not generalizable to
other billboards.
Availability/Accessibility http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0001457515301664
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Date 1st
published/presented
Location
Author(s)
Title
Affiliation
Forum
Peer Reviewed?
Sponsor/funding source
Type of Study*
Type of Signs Studied**
Brief Description of
Method
Summary of Findings

2018
Belgium, Flanders
Mollu, K.
“Influence of an Illuminated Digital Billboard on Driving Behavior with a Focus on
Variable Display Time and Distance from a Pedestrian Crossing.”
Hasselt University and Flanders Agency for Roads and Traffic
TRB Subcommittee on Digital Billboards
Yes
Flanders Agency for Roads and Traffic
N
D (simulated)
Using a driving simulator, investigators compared subjective workload and responses of
drivers to pedestrians crossing in crosswalks. Subjects included 35 persons, age 20-60,
with 54% male. Signs varied in dwell time and location in retail zones or in transitions
to built-up areas.
Study participants rated their mental demand significantly higher and their own
performance lower when a digital billboard was present. The minimum speed upon
approach to the pedestrian was higher and was reached closer when a DBB was present.
Although not statistically significant, lateral displacement was higher in the presence of
the DBB. Brake-reaction time (perception reaction time) to the pedestrian was
approximately 1.5 times higher in the presence of the DBB – and there was no effect of
dwell time or distance to the sign.

Strengths

High definition driving simulator; roads agency sponsored; reasonably large number of
subjects. A large number of billboards and road settings were used.
Weaknesses/Limitations None of the display times matched those in most common use; simulated digital
billboards were smaller than those in common use in the U.S.
Availability/Accessibility Author
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Comment Letter No. 002
Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

STAP IS/MND Project Comments
1 message
Michelle Angelini <monique.baby@gmail.com>
Reply-To: Michelle Angelini <monique.baby@gmail.com>
To: Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

Tue, Nov 2, 2021 at 11:15 AM

Dear Mr. Mundy,
I ask that you enter the following public comment into the record regarding the environmental report on STAP commissioned by the
Public Works Department.
NO MORE!
The report is a Mitigated Negative Declaration, which alleges no significant impact on the environment from the new shelters. This
conclusion is inaccurate for several reasons:
--The MND seriously underestimates driver distraction by relying on an outdated Federal Highway Administration study, ignoring later
and better research. Pedestrian accident data shows that fatalities are higher near bus shelters that have static advertising. Based on
a large body of research that confirms digital signs cause a significant distraction to drivers, we expect this accident trend to get worse.
See www.scenic.org/compendium for more up-to-date and accurate studies.
--The MND vastly underestimates the impact on the visual environment of the new bus shelters that have digital ad screens (Appendix
A, p. 54ff). Public opinion on digital ad screens is far more generally negative than the report states.
--The MND drastically underestimates the power usage of the shelters with ad screens (MND p. 109), stating that they will operate for
only 12 hours per day instead of the 24 hours projected. Even at that rate, STAP is expected to increase energy usage by 8,224,000
kilowatt-hours per year (MND p. 109), which is the equivalent of 1370 LA homes (DWP figures). That's one entire neighborhood every
year, setting back our green energy goals for the sake of disappearing ads.
In light of these concerns, I request:
--A full traffic safety study about the impact on driver distraction of this new type of sign
--An adjustment of the low estimate of negative public opinion
--A full Environmental Impact Report, in place of the Negative Declaration, including error correction.
Thank you for your attention to this important matter.
Sincerely,
Michelle Angelini
1612 1/2 N Harvard Blvd
Los Angeles, CA 90027
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Comment Letter No. 003
Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

STAP IS/MND Project Comments
1 message
Judith Antin <judith@cabodevelopmentgroup.com>
Reply-To: Judith Antin <judith@cabodevelopmentgroup.com>
To: Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

Tue, Nov 2, 2021 at 1:25 PM

Dear Mr. Mundy,
I ask that you enter the following public comment into the record regarding the environmental report on STAP commissioned by the
Public Works Department.
The report is a Mitigated Negative Declaration, which alleges no significant impact on the environment from the new shelters. This
conclusion is inaccurate for several reasons:
--The MND seriously underestimates driver distraction by relying on an outdated Federal Highway Administration study, ignoring later
and better research. Pedestrian accident data shows that fatalities are higher near bus shelters that have static advertising. Based on
a large body of research that confirms digital signs cause a significant distraction to drivers, we expect this accident trend to get worse.
See www.scenic.org/compendium for more up-to-date and accurate studies.
--The MND vastly underestimates the impact on the visual environment of the new bus shelters that have digital ad screens (Appendix
A, p. 54ff). Public opinion on digital ad screens is far more generally negative than the report states.
--The MND drastically underestimates the power usage of the shelters with ad screens (MND p. 109), stating that they will operate for
only 12 hours per day instead of the 24 hours projected. Even at that rate, STAP is expected to increase energy usage by 8,224,000
kilowatt-hours per year (MND p. 109), which is the equivalent of 1370 LA homes (DWP figures). That's one entire neighborhood every
year, setting back our green energy goals for the sake of disappearing ads.
In light of these concerns, I request:
--A full traffic safety study about the impact on driver distraction of this new type of sign
--An adjustment of the low estimate of negative public opinion
--A full Environmental Impact Report, in place of the Negative Declaration, including error correction.
Thank you for your attention to this important matter.
Sincerely,
Judith Antin
2934 1/2 Beverly Glen Circle Ste328
Los angles, CA 90077
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Comment Letter No. 004
Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

STAP IS/MND Project Comments
1 message
Hooshik Bayliss <hooshikb@gmail.com>
Reply-To: Hooshik Bayliss <hooshikb@gmail.com>
To: Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

Fri, Nov 12, 2021 at 12:49 PM

Dear Mr. Mundy,
I ask that you enter the following public comment into the record regarding the environmental report on STAP commissioned by the
Public Works Department.
The report is a Mitigated Negative Declaration, which alleges no significant impact on the environment from the new shelters. This
conclusion is inaccurate for several reasons:
--The MND seriously underestimates driver distraction by relying on an outdated Federal Highway Administration study, ignoring later
and better research. Pedestrian accident data shows that fatalities are higher near bus shelters that have static advertising. Based on
a large body of research that confirms digital signs cause a significant distraction to drivers, we expect this accident trend to get worse.
See www.scenic.org/compendium for more up-to-date and accurate studies.
--The MND vastly underestimates the impact on the visual environment of the new bus shelters that have digital ad screens (Appendix
A, p. 54ff). Public opinion on digital ad screens is far more generally negative than the report states.
--The MND drastically underestimates the power usage of the shelters with ad screens (MND p. 109), stating that they will operate for
only 12 hours per day instead of the 24 hours projected. Even at that rate, STAP is expected to increase energy usage by 8,224,000
kilowatt-hours per year (MND p. 109), which is the equivalent of 1370 LA homes (DWP figures). That's one entire neighborhood every
year, setting back our green energy goals for the sake of disappearing ads.
In light of these concerns, I request:
--A full traffic safety study about the impact on driver distraction of this new type of sign
--An adjustment of the low estimate of negative public opinion
--A full Environmental Impact Report, in place of the Negative Declaration, including error correction.
Thank you for your attention to this important matter.
Sincerely,
Hooshik Bayliss
17734 Miranda street
Encino, CA 91316
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Comment Letter No. 005
Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

STAP IS/MND Project Comments
1 message
Marjorie Beale <marjoriebeale@gmail.com>
Reply-To: Marjorie Beale <marjoriebeale@gmail.com>
To: Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

Tue, Nov 2, 2021 at 11:06 AM

Dear Mr. Mundy,
I ask that you enter the following public comment into the record regarding the environmental report on STAP commissioned by the
Public Works Department.
The report is a Mitigated Negative Declaration, which alleges no significant impact on the environment from the new shelters. This
conclusion is inaccurate for several reasons:
--The MND seriously underestimates driver distraction by relying on an outdated Federal Highway Administration study, ignoring later
and better research. Pedestrian accident data shows that fatalities are higher near bus shelters that have static advertising. Based on
a large body of research that confirms digital signs cause a significant distraction to drivers, we expect this accident trend to get worse.
See www.scenic.org/compendium for more up-to-date and accurate studies.
--The MND vastly underestimates the impact on the visual environment of the new bus shelters that have digital ad screens (Appendix
A, p. 54ff). Public opinion on digital ad screens is far more generally negative than the report states.
--The MND drastically underestimates the power usage of the shelters with ad screens (MND p. 109), stating that they will operate for
only 12 hours per day instead of the 24 hours projected. Even at that rate, STAP is expected to increase energy usage by 8,224,000
kilowatt-hours per year (MND p. 109), which is the equivalent of 1370 LA homes (DWP figures). That's one entire neighborhood every
year, setting back our green energy goals for the sake of disappearing ads.
In light of these concerns, I request:
--A full traffic safety study about the impact on driver distraction of this new type of sign
--An adjustment of the low estimate of negative public opinion
--A full Environmental Impact Report, in place of the Negative Declaration, including error correction.
Thank you for your attention to this important matter.
Sincerely,
Marjorie Beale
6316 Bryn Mawr Dr.
LOS ANGELES, CA 90068
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Comment Letter No. 006
Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

STAP IS/MND Project Comments
1 message
Monica Billet <billetfam@sbcglobal.net>
Reply-To: Monica Billet <billetfam@sbcglobal.net>
To: Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

Tue, Nov 2, 2021 at 11:44 AM

Dear Mr. Mundy,
I ask that you enter the following public comment into the record regarding the environmental report on STAP commissioned by the
Public Works Department.
The report is a Mitigated Negative Declaration, which alleges no significant impact on the environment from the new shelters. This
conclusion is inaccurate for several reasons:
--The MND seriously underestimates driver distraction by relying on an outdated Federal Highway Administration study, ignoring later
and better research. Pedestrian accident data shows that fatalities are higher near bus shelters that have static advertising. Based on
a large body of research that confirms digital signs cause a significant distraction to drivers, we expect this accident trend to get worse.
See www.scenic.org/compendium for more up-to-date and accurate studies.
--The MND vastly underestimates the impact on the visual environment of the new bus shelters that have digital ad screens (Appendix
A, p. 54ff). Public opinion on digital ad screens is far more generally negative than the report states.
--The MND drastically underestimates the power usage of the shelters with ad screens (MND p. 109), stating that they will operate for
only 12 hours per day instead of the 24 hours projected. Even at that rate, STAP is expected to increase energy usage by 8,224,000
kilowatt-hours per year (MND p. 109), which is the equivalent of 1370 LA homes (DWP figures). That's one entire neighborhood every
year, setting back our green energy goals for the sake of disappearing ads.
In light of these concerns, I request:
--A full traffic safety study about the impact on driver distraction of this new type of sign
--An adjustment of the low estimate of negative public opinion
--A full Environmental Impact Report, in place of the Negative Declaration, including error correction.
Thank you for your attention to this important matter.
Sincerely,
Monica Billet
10317 Eastborne Avenue
Los Angeles, CA 90024
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Comment Letter No. 007
Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

STAP IS/MND Project Comments
1 message
susan bjelajac <lovestoteach54@gmail.com>
Reply-To: susan bjelajac <lovestoteach54@gmail.com>
To: Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

Thu, Nov 11, 2021 at 9:09 AM

Dear Mr. Mundy,
I ask that you enter the following public comment into the record regarding the environmental report on STAP commissioned by the
Public Works Department.
The report is a Mitigated Negative Declaration, which alleges no significant impact on the environment from the new shelters. This
conclusion is inaccurate for several reasons:
--The MND seriously underestimates driver distraction by relying on an outdated Federal Highway Administration study, ignoring later
and better research. Pedestrian accident data shows that fatalities are higher near bus shelters that have static advertising. Based on
a large body of research that confirms digital signs cause a significant distraction to drivers, we expect this accident trend to get worse.
See www.scenic.org/compendium for more up-to-date and accurate studies.
--The MND vastly underestimates the impact on the visual environment of the new bus shelters that have digital ad screens (Appendix
A, p. 54ff). Public opinion on digital ad screens is far more generally negative than the report states.
--The MND drastically underestimates the power usage of the shelters with ad screens (MND p. 109), stating that they will operate for
only 12 hours per day instead of the 24 hours projected. Even at that rate, STAP is expected to increase energy usage by 8,224,000
kilowatt-hours per year (MND p. 109), which is the equivalent of 1370 LA homes (DWP figures). That's one entire neighborhood every
year, setting back our green energy goals for the sake of disappearing ads.
In light of these concerns, I request:
--A full traffic safety study about the impact on driver distraction of this new type of sign
--An adjustment of the low estimate of negative public opinion
--A full Environmental Impact Report, in place of the Negative Declaration, including error correction.
Thank you for your attention to this important matter.
Sincerely,
susan bjelajac
9826 Vicar St
Los Angeles, CA 90034
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Comment Letter No. 008
Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

STAP IS/MND Project Comments
1 message
CONSTANCE BOUKIDIS <constanceellen@sbcglobal.net>
Reply-To: CONSTANCE BOUKIDIS <constanceellen@sbcglobal.net>
To: Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

Fri, Nov 12, 2021 at 7:24 AM

Dear Mr. Mundy,
I ask that you enter the following public comment into the record regarding the environmental report on STAP commissioned by the
Public Works Department.
The report is a Mitigated Negative Declaration, which alleges no significant impact on the environment from the new shelters. This
conclusion is inaccurate for several reasons:
--The MND seriously underestimates driver distraction by relying on an outdated Federal Highway Administration study, ignoring later
and better research. Pedestrian accident data shows that fatalities are higher near bus shelters that have static advertising. Based on
a large body of research that confirms digital signs cause a significant distraction to drivers, we expect this accident trend to get worse.
See www.scenic.org/compendium for more up-to-date and accurate studies.
--The MND vastly underestimates the impact on the visual environment of the new bus shelters that have digital ad screens (Appendix
A, p. 54ff). Public opinion on digital ad screens is far more generally negative than the report states.
--The MND drastically underestimates the power usage of the shelters with ad screens (MND p. 109), stating that they will operate for
only 12 hours per day instead of the 24 hours projected. Even at that rate, STAP is expected to increase energy usage by 8,224,000
kilowatt-hours per year (MND p. 109), which is the equivalent of 1370 LA homes (DWP figures). That's one entire neighborhood every
year, setting back our green energy goals for the sake of disappearing ads.
In light of these concerns, I request:
--A full traffic safety study about the impact on driver distraction of this new type of sign
--An adjustment of the low estimate of negative public opinion
--A full Environmental Impact Report, in place of the Negative Declaration, including error correction.
Thank you for your attention to this important matter.
Sincerely,
CONSTANCE BOUKIDIS
1545 Ensley Avenue
Los Angeles, CA 90024
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Comment Letter No. 009
Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

STAP IS/MND Project Comments
1 message
Diane Charles <dianec0413@gmail.com>
Reply-To: Diane Charles <dianec0413@gmail.com>
To: Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

Tue, Nov 2, 2021 at 7:00 PM

Dear Mr. Mundy,
I ask that you enter the following public comment into the record regarding the environmental report on STAP commissioned by the
Public Works Department.
The report is a Mitigated Negative Declaration, which alleges no significant impact on the environment from the new shelters. This
conclusion is inaccurate for several reasons:
--The MND seriously underestimates driver distraction by relying on an outdated Federal Highway Administration study, ignoring later
and better research. Pedestrian accident data shows that fatalities are higher near bus shelters that have static advertising. Based on
a large body of research that confirms digital signs cause a significant distraction to drivers, we expect this accident trend to get worse.
See www.scenic.org/compendium for more up-to-date and accurate studies.
--The MND vastly underestimates the impact on the visual environment of the new bus shelters that have digital ad screens (Appendix
A, p. 54ff). Public opinion on digital ad screens is far more generally negative than the report states.
--The MND drastically underestimates the power usage of the shelters with ad screens (MND p. 109), stating that they will operate for
only 12 hours per day instead of the 24 hours projected. Even at that rate, STAP is expected to increase energy usage by 8,224,000
kilowatt-hours per year (MND p. 109), which is the equivalent of 1370 LA homes (DWP figures). That's one entire neighborhood every
year, setting back our green energy goals for the sake of disappearing ads.
In light of these concerns, I request:
--A full traffic safety study about the impact on driver distraction of this new type of sign
--An adjustment of the low estimate of negative public opinion
--A full Environmental Impact Report, in place of the Negative Declaration, including error correction.
Thank you for your attention to this important matter.
Sincerely,
Diane Charles
1511 W Valleyheart Dr.
Burbank, CA 91506
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Comment Letter No. 010
Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

STAP IS/MND Project Comments
1 message
Jessica Craven <jescny@gmail.com>
Reply-To: Jessica Craven <jescny@gmail.com>
To: Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

Thu, Nov 11, 2021 at 9:52 AM

Dear Mr. Mundy,
I'm a constituent writing to ask that you enter the following public comment into the record regarding the environmental report on STAP
commissioned by the Public Works Department.
The report is a Mitigated Negative Declaration, which alleges no significant impact on the environment from the new shelters. This
conclusion is inaccurate for several reasons:
--The MND seriously underestimates driver distraction by relying on an outdated Federal Highway Administration study, ignoring later
and better research. Pedestrian accident data shows that fatalities are higher near bus shelters that have static advertising. Based on
a large body of research that confirms digital signs cause a significant distraction to drivers, we expect this accident trend to get worse.
See www.scenic.org/compendium for more up-to-date and accurate studies.
--The MND vastly underestimates the impact on the visual environment of the new bus shelters that have digital ad screens (Appendix
A, p. 54ff). Public opinion on digital ad screens is far more generally negative than the report states.
--The MND drastically underestimates the power usage of the shelters with ad screens (MND p. 109), stating that they will operate for
only 12 hours per day instead of the 24 hours projected. Even at that rate, STAP is expected to increase energy usage by 8,224,000
kilowatt-hours per year (MND p. 109), which is the equivalent of 1370 LA homes (DWP figures). That's one entire neighborhood every
year, setting back our green energy goals for the sake of disappearing ads.
In light of these concerns, I request:
--A full traffic safety study about the impact on driver distraction of this new type of sign
--An adjustment of the low estimate of negative public opinion
--A full Environmental Impact Report, in place of the Negative Declaration, including error correction.
Thank you for your attention to this important matter.
Sincerely,
Jessica Craven
4673 Cleland Ave
Los Angeles, CA 90065
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Comment Letter No. 011
Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

STAP IS/MND Project Comments
1 message
Phil Davis <phildavis310@gmail.com>
Reply-To: Phil Davis <phildavis310@gmail.com>
To: Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

Fri, Nov 12, 2021 at 9:10 AM

Dear Mr. Mundy,
I ask that you enter the following public comment into the record regarding the environmental report on STAP commissioned by the
Public Works Department.
The report is a Mitigated Negative Declaration, which alleges no significant impact on the environment from the new shelters. This
conclusion is inaccurate for several reasons:
--The MND seriously underestimates driver distraction by relying on an outdated Federal Highway Administration study, ignoring later
and better research. Pedestrian accident data shows that fatalities are higher near bus shelters that have static advertising. Based on
a large body of research that confirms digital signs cause a significant distraction to drivers, we expect this accident trend to get worse.
See www.scenic.org/compendium for more up-to-date and accurate studies.
--The MND vastly underestimates the impact on the visual environment of the new bus shelters that have digital ad screens (Appendix
A, p. 54ff). Public opinion on digital ad screens is far more generally negative than the report states.
--The MND drastically underestimates the power usage of the shelters with ad screens (MND p. 109), stating that they will operate for
only 12 hours per day instead of the 24 hours projected. Even at that rate, STAP is expected to increase energy usage by 8,224,000
kilowatt-hours per year (MND p. 109), which is the equivalent of 1370 LA homes (DWP figures). That's one entire neighborhood every
year, setting back our green energy goals for the sake of disappearing ads.
In light of these concerns, I request:
--A full traffic safety study about the impact on driver distraction of this new type of sign
--An adjustment of the low estimate of negative public opinion
--A full Environmental Impact Report, in place of the Negative Declaration, including error correction.
Thank you for your attention to this important matter.
Sincerely,
Phil Davis
2127 Veteran Avenue
Los Angeles, CA 90025
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Comment Letter No. 012
Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

STAP IS/MND Project Comments
1 message
Suzanne Dehmel <suzbaker99@ca.rr.com>
Reply-To: Suzanne Dehmel <suzbaker99@ca.rr.com>
To: Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

Tue, Nov 9, 2021 at 5:07 PM

Dear Mr. Mundy,
I ask that you enter the following public comment into the record regarding the environmental report on STAP commissioned by the
Public Works Department.
The report is a Mitigated Negative Declaration, which alleges no significant impact on the environment from the new shelters. This
conclusion is inaccurate for several reasons:
--The MND seriously underestimates driver distraction by relying on an outdated Federal Highway Administration study, ignoring later
and better research. Pedestrian accident data shows that fatalities are higher near bus shelters that have static advertising. Based on
a large body of research that confirms digital signs cause a significant distraction to drivers, we expect this accident trend to get worse.
See www.scenic.org/compendium for more up-to-date and accurate studies.
--The MND vastly underestimates the impact on the visual environment of the new bus shelters that have digital ad screens (Appendix
A, p. 54ff). Public opinion on digital ad screens is far more generally negative than the report states.
--The MND drastically underestimates the power usage of the shelters with ad screens (MND p. 109), stating that they will operate for
only 12 hours per day instead of the 24 hours projected. Even at that rate, STAP is expected to increase energy usage by 8,224,000
kilowatt-hours per year (MND p. 109), which is the equivalent of 1370 LA homes (DWP figures). That's one entire neighborhood every
year, setting back our green energy goals for the sake of disappearing ads.
In light of these concerns, I request:
--A full traffic safety study about the impact on driver distraction of this new type of sign
--An adjustment of the low estimate of negative public opinion
--A full Environmental Impact Report, in place of the Negative Declaration, including error correction.
Thank you for your attention to this important matter.
Sincerely,
Suzanne Dehmel
12927 Walsh Avenue
Los Angeles, CA 90066
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Comment Letter No. 013
Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

STAP IS/MND Project Comments
1 message
Elizabeth East <elizabeth@lalouver.com>
Reply-To: Elizabeth East <elizabeth@lalouver.com>
To: Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

Wed, Nov 3, 2021 at 10:24 AM

Dear Mr. Mundy,
I ask that you enter the following public comment into the record regarding the environmental report on STAP commissioned by the
Public Works Department.
The report is a Mitigated Negative Declaration, which alleges no significant impact on the environment from the new shelters. This
conclusion is inaccurate for several reasons:
--The MND seriously underestimates driver distraction by relying on an outdated Federal Highway Administration study, ignoring later
and better research. Pedestrian accident data shows that fatalities are higher near bus shelters that have static advertising. Based on
a large body of research that confirms digital signs cause a significant distraction to drivers, we expect this accident trend to get worse.
See www.scenic.org/compendium for more up-to-date and accurate studies.
--The MND vastly underestimates the impact on the visual environment of the new bus shelters that have digital ad screens (Appendix
A, p. 54ff). Public opinion on digital ad screens is far more generally negative than the report states.
--The MND drastically underestimates the power usage of the shelters with ad screens (MND p. 109), stating that they will operate for
only 12 hours per day instead of the 24 hours projected. Even at that rate, STAP is expected to increase energy usage by 8,224,000
kilowatt-hours per year (MND p. 109), which is the equivalent of 1370 LA homes (DWP figures). That's one entire neighborhood every
year, setting back our green energy goals for the sake of disappearing ads.
In light of these concerns, I request:
--A full traffic safety study about the impact on driver distraction of this new type of sign
--An adjustment of the low estimate of negative public opinion
--A full Environmental Impact Report, in place of the Negative Declaration, including error correction.
Thank you for your attention to this important matter.
Sincerely,
Elizabeth East
2332 Fox Hills Drive
Los Angeles, CA 90064
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Comment Letter No. 014
Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

STAP IS/MND Project Comments
1 message
Jeffrey Ellis <hoffmanellis@gmail.com>
Reply-To: Jeffrey Ellis <hoffmanellis@gmail.com>
To: Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

Fri, Nov 12, 2021 at 9:20 AM

Dear Mr. Mundy,
I ask that you enter the following public comment into the record regarding the environmental report on STAP commissioned by the
Public Works Department.
The report is a Mitigated Negative Declaration, which alleges no significant impact on the environment from the new shelters. This
conclusion is inaccurate for several reasons:
--The MND seriously underestimates driver distraction by relying on an outdated Federal Highway Administration study, ignoring later
and better research. Pedestrian accident data shows that fatalities are higher near bus shelters that have static advertising. Based on
a large body of research that confirms digital signs cause a significant distraction to drivers, we expect this accident trend to get worse.
See www.scenic.org/compendium for more up-to-date and accurate studies.
--The MND vastly underestimates the impact on the visual environment of the new bus shelters that have digital ad screens (Appendix
A, p. 54ff). Public opinion on digital ad screens is far more generally negative than the report states.
--The MND drastically underestimates the power usage of the shelters with ad screens (MND p. 109), stating that they will operate for
only 12 hours per day instead of the 24 hours projected. Even at that rate, STAP is expected to increase energy usage by 8,224,000
kilowatt-hours per year (MND p. 109), which is the equivalent of 1370 LA homes (DWP figures). That's one entire neighborhood every
year, setting back our green energy goals for the sake of disappearing ads.
In light of these concerns, I request:
--A full traffic safety study about the impact on driver distraction of this new type of sign
--An adjustment of the low estimate of negative public opinion
--A full Environmental Impact Report, in place of the Negative Declaration, including error correction.
Thank you for your attention to this important matter.
Sincerely,
Jeffrey Ellis
10516 Ilona Avenue
Los Angeles, CA 90064
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Comment Letter No. 015
Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

STAP IS/MND Project Comments
1 message
Alexander Fierro-Clarke <alexfierro.film@gmail.com>
Reply-To: Alexander Fierro-Clarke <alexfierro.film@gmail.com>
To: Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

Tue, Nov 2, 2021 at 11:38 AM

Dear Mr. Mundy,
I ask that you enter the following public comment into the record regarding the environmental report on STAP commissioned by the
Public Works Department.
The report is a Mitigated Negative Declaration, which alleges no significant impact on the environment from the new shelters. This
conclusion is inaccurate for several reasons:
--The MND seriously underestimates driver distraction by relying on an outdated Federal Highway Administration study, ignoring later
and better research. Pedestrian accident data shows that fatalities are higher near bus shelters that have static advertising. Based on
a large body of research that confirms digital signs cause a significant distraction to drivers, we expect this accident trend to get worse.
See www.scenic.org/compendium for more up-to-date and accurate studies.
--The MND vastly underestimates the impact on the visual environment of the new bus shelters that have digital ad screens (Appendix
A, p. 54ff). Public opinion on digital ad screens is far more generally negative than the report states.
--The MND drastically underestimates the power usage of the shelters with ad screens (MND p. 109), stating that they will operate for
only 12 hours per day instead of the 24 hours projected. Even at that rate, STAP is expected to increase energy usage by 8,224,000
kilowatt-hours per year (MND p. 109), which is the equivalent of 1370 LA homes (DWP figures). That's one entire neighborhood every
year, setting back our green energy goals for the sake of disappearing ads.
In light of these concerns, I request:
--A full traffic safety study about the impact on driver distraction of this new type of sign
--An adjustment of the low estimate of negative public opinion
--A full Environmental Impact Report, in place of the Negative Declaration, including error correction.
Thank you for your attention to this important matter.
Sincerely,
Alexander Fierro-Clarke
1427 McDuff St
Los Angeles, CA 90026
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Comment Letter No. 016
Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

STAP IS/MND Project Comments
1 message
Mason Flink <masonflink@gmail.com>
Reply-To: Mason Flink <masonflink@gmail.com>
To: Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

Tue, Nov 2, 2021 at 11:17 AM

Dear Mr. Mundy,
I ask that you enter the following public comment into the record regarding the environmental report on STAP commissioned by the
Public Works Department.
The report is a Mitigated Negative Declaration, which alleges no significant impact on the environment from the new shelters. This
conclusion is inaccurate for several reasons:
--The MND seriously underestimates driver distraction by relying on an outdated Federal Highway Administration study, ignoring later
and better research. Pedestrian accident data shows that fatalities are higher near bus shelters that have static advertising. Based on
a large body of research that confirms digital signs cause a significant distraction to drivers, we expect this accident trend to get worse.
See www.scenic.org/compendium for more up-to-date and accurate studies.
--The MND vastly underestimates the impact on the visual environment of the new bus shelters that have digital ad screens (Appendix
A, p. 54ff). Public opinion on digital ad screens is far more generally negative than the report states.
--The MND drastically underestimates the power usage of the shelters with ad screens (MND p. 109), stating that they will operate for
only 12 hours per day instead of the 24 hours projected. Even at that rate, STAP is expected to increase energy usage by 8,224,000
kilowatt-hours per year (MND p. 109), which is the equivalent of 1370 LA homes (DWP figures). That's one entire neighborhood every
year, setting back our green energy goals for the sake of disappearing ads.
In light of these concerns, I request:
--A full traffic safety study about the impact on driver distraction of this new type of sign
--An adjustment of the low estimate of negative public opinion
--A full Environmental Impact Report, in place of the Negative Declaration, including error correction.
Thank you for your attention to this important matter.
Sincerely,
Mason Flink
2206 Reservoir St
Los Angeles, CA 90026
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Comment Letter No. 017
Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

STAP IS/MND Project Comments
1 message
glenda ganis <gganis@gmail.com>
Reply-To: glenda ganis <gganis@gmail.com>
To: Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

Tue, Nov 2, 2021 at 11:45 AM

Dear Mr. Mundy,
I ask that you enter the following public comment into the record regarding the environmental report on STAP commissioned by the
Public Works Department.
The report is a Mitigated Negative Declaration, which alleges no significant impact on the environment from the new shelters. This
conclusion is inaccurate for several reasons:
--The MND seriously underestimates driver distraction by relying on an outdated Federal Highway Administration study, ignoring later
and better research. Pedestrian accident data shows that fatalities are higher near bus shelters that have static advertising. Based on
a large body of research that confirms digital signs cause a significant distraction to drivers, we expect this accident trend to get worse.
See www.scenic.org/compendium for more up-to-date and accurate studies.
--The MND vastly underestimates the impact on the visual environment of the new bus shelters that have digital ad screens (Appendix
A, p. 54ff). Public opinion on digital ad screens is far more generally negative than the report states.
--The MND drastically underestimates the power usage of the shelters with ad screens (MND p. 109), stating that they will operate for
only 12 hours per day instead of the 24 hours projected. Even at that rate, STAP is expected to increase energy usage by 8,224,000
kilowatt-hours per year (MND p. 109), which is the equivalent of 1370 LA homes (DWP figures). That's one entire neighborhood every
year, setting back our green energy goals for the sake of disappearing ads.
In light of these concerns, I request:
--A full traffic safety study about the impact on driver distraction of this new type of sign
--An adjustment of the low estimate of negative public opinion
--A full Environmental Impact Report, in place of the Negative Declaration, including error correction.
Thank you for your attention to this important matter.
Sincerely,
glenda ganis
911 so. detroit street
los angeles, CA 90036
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Comment Letter No. 018
Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

STAP IS/MND Project Comments
1 message
Davd Garfinkle <drgarfinkle@sbcglobal.net>
Reply-To: Davd Garfinkle <drgarfinkle@sbcglobal.net>
To: Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

Wed, Nov 3, 2021 at 5:25 PM

Dear Mr. Mundy,
I ask that you enter the following public comment into the record regarding the environmental report on STAP commissioned by the
Public Works Department.
The report is a Mitigated Negative Declaration, which alleges no significant impact on the environment from the new shelters. This
conclusion is inaccurate for several reasons:
--The MND seriously underestimates driver distraction by relying on an outdated Federal Highway Administration study, ignoring later
and better research. Pedestrian accident data shows that fatalities are higher near bus shelters that have static advertising. Based on
a large body of research that confirms digital signs cause a significant distraction to drivers, we expect this accident trend to get worse.
See www.scenic.org/compendium for more up-to-date and accurate studies.
--The MND vastly underestimates the impact on the visual environment of the new bus shelters that have digital ad screens (Appendix
A, p. 54ff). Public opinion on digital ad screens is far more generally negative than the report states.
--The MND drastically underestimates the power usage of the shelters with ad screens (MND p. 109), stating that they will operate for
only 12 hours per day instead of the 24 hours projected. Even at that rate, STAP is expected to increase energy usage by 8,224,000
kilowatt-hours per year (MND p. 109), which is the equivalent of 1370 LA homes (DWP figures). That's one entire neighborhood every
year, setting back our green energy goals for the sake of disappearing ads.
In light of these concerns, I request:
--A full traffic safety study about the impact on driver distraction of this new type of sign
--An adjustment of the low estimate of negative public opinion
--A full Environmental Impact Report, in place of the Negative Declaration, including error correction.
Thank you for your attention to this important matter.
Sincerely,
Davd Garfinkle
6073 Calvin Ave
Tarzana, CA 91356
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Comment Letter No. 019
Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

STAP IS/MND Project Comments
1 message
Stuart Garrison <stugarrison@ca.rr.com>
Reply-To: Stuart Garrison <stugarrison@ca.rr.com>
To: Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

Thu, Nov 11, 2021 at 9:04 AM

Dear Mr. Mundy,
I ask that you enter the following public comment into the record regarding the environmental report on STAP commissioned by the
Public Works Department.
The report is a Mitigated Negative Declaration, which alleges no significant impact on the environment from the new shelters. This
conclusion is inaccurate for several reasons:
--The MND seriously underestimates driver distraction by relying on an outdated Federal Highway Administration study, ignoring later
and better research. Pedestrian accident data shows that fatalities are higher near bus shelters that have static advertising. Based on
a large body of research that confirms digital signs cause a significant distraction to drivers, we expect this accident trend to get worse.
See www.scenic.org/compendium for more up-to-date and accurate studies.
--The MND vastly underestimates the impact on the visual environment of the new bus shelters that have digital ad screens (Appendix
A, p. 54ff). Public opinion on digital ad screens is far more generally negative than the report states.
--The MND drastically underestimates the power usage of the shelters with ad screens (MND p. 109), stating that they will operate for
only 12 hours per day instead of the 24 hours projected. Even at that rate, STAP is expected to increase energy usage by 8,224,000
kilowatt-hours per year (MND p. 109), which is the equivalent of 1370 LA homes (DWP figures). That's one entire neighborhood every
year, setting back our green energy goals for the sake of disappearing ads.
In light of these concerns, I request:
--A full traffic safety study about the impact on driver distraction of this new type of sign
--An adjustment of the low estimate of negative public opinion
--A full Environmental Impact Report, in place of the Negative Declaration, including error correction.
Thank you for your attention to this important matter.
Sincerely,
Stuart Garrison
7601 Goddard Ave
Los Angeles, CA 90045

__________________________________________________________________________________________________
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Comment Letter No. 020
Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

STAP IS/MND Project Comments
1 message
mark gasser <mark7glasser@ca.rr.com>
Reply-To: mark gasser <mark7glasser@ca.rr.com>
To: Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

Wed, Nov 3, 2021 at 7:20 AM

Dear Mr. Mundy,
I ask that you enter the following public comment into the record regarding the environmental report on STAP commissioned by the
Public Works Department.
The report is a Mitigated Negative Declaration, which alleges no significant impact on the environment from the new shelters. This
conclusion is inaccurate for several reasons:
--The MND seriously underestimates driver distraction by relying on an outdated Federal Highway Administration study, ignoring later
and better research. Pedestrian accident data shows that fatalities are higher near bus shelters that have static advertising. Based on
a large body of research that confirms digital signs cause a significant distraction to drivers, we expect this accident trend to get worse.
See www.scenic.org/compendium for more up-to-date and accurate studies.
--The MND vastly underestimates the impact on the visual environment of the new bus shelters that have digital ad screens (Appendix
A, p. 54ff). Public opinion on digital ad screens is far more generally negative than the report states.
--The MND drastically underestimates the power usage of the shelters with ad screens (MND p. 109), stating that they will operate for
only 12 hours per day instead of the 24 hours projected. Even at that rate, STAP is expected to increase energy usage by 8,224,000
kilowatt-hours per year (MND p. 109), which is the equivalent of 1370 LA homes (DWP figures). That's one entire neighborhood every
year, setting back our green energy goals for the sake of disappearing ads.
In light of these concerns, I request:
--A full traffic safety study about the impact on driver distraction of this new type of sign
--An adjustment of the low estimate of negative public opinion
--A full Environmental Impact Report, in place of the Negative Declaration, including error correction.
Thank you for your attention to this important matter.
Sincerely,
mark gasser
3660 Barry Ave
Los Angeles, CA 90066

__________________________________________________________________________________________________
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Comment Letter No. 021
Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

STAP IS/MND Project Comments
1 message
Marlyn Gibson <marlyngibson@gmail.com>
Reply-To: Marlyn Gibson <marlyngibson@gmail.com>
To: Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

Tue, Nov 2, 2021 at 4:26 PM

Dear Mr. Mundy,
I ask that you enter the following public comment into the record regarding the environmental report on STAP commissioned by the
Public Works Department.
The report is a Mitigated Negative Declaration, which alleges no significant impact on the environment from the new shelters. This
conclusion is inaccurate for several reasons:
--The MND seriously underestimates driver distraction by relying on an outdated Federal Highway Administration study, ignoring later
and better research. Pedestrian accident data shows that fatalities are higher near bus shelters that have static advertising. Based on
a large body of research that confirms digital signs cause a significant distraction to drivers, we expect this accident trend to get worse.
See www.scenic.org/compendium for more up-to-date and accurate studies.
--The MND vastly underestimates the impact on the visual environment of the new bus shelters that have digital ad screens (Appendix
A, p. 54ff). Public opinion on digital ad screens is far more generally negative than the report states.
--The MND drastically underestimates the power usage of the shelters with ad screens (MND p. 109), stating that they will operate for
only 12 hours per day instead of the 24 hours projected. Even at that rate, STAP is expected to increase energy usage by 8,224,000
kilowatt-hours per year (MND p. 109), which is the equivalent of 1370 LA homes (DWP figures). That's one entire neighborhood every
year, setting back our green energy goals for the sake of disappearing ads.
In light of these concerns, I request:
--A full traffic safety study about the impact on driver distraction of this new type of sign
--An adjustment of the low estimate of negative public opinion
--A full Environmental Impact Report, in place of the Negative Declaration, including error correction.
Thank you for your attention to this important matter.
Sincerely,
Marlyn Gibson
8320 Loyola Blvd
Los Angeles, CA 90045

__________________________________________________________________________________________________
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Comment Letter No. 022
Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

STAP IS/MND Project Comments
1 message
Greg Goldin <goldinarch@gmail.com>
Reply-To: Greg Goldin <goldinarch@gmail.com>
To: Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

Tue, Nov 2, 2021 at 6:49 PM

Dear Mr. Mundy,
I ask that you enter the following public comment into the record regarding the environmental report on STAP commissioned by the
Public Works Department.
The report is a Mitigated Negative Declaration, which alleges no significant impact on the environment from the new shelters. This
conclusion is inaccurate for several reasons:
--The MND seriously underestimates driver distraction by relying on an outdated Federal Highway Administration study, ignoring later
and better research. Pedestrian accident data shows that fatalities are higher near bus shelters that have static advertising. Based on
a large body of research that confirms digital signs cause a significant distraction to drivers, we expect this accident trend to get worse.
See www.scenic.org/compendium for more up-to-date and accurate studies.
--The MND vastly underestimates the impact on the visual environment of the new bus shelters that have digital ad screens (Appendix
A, p. 54ff). Public opinion on digital ad screens is far more generally negative than the report states.
--The MND drastically underestimates the power usage of the shelters with ad screens (MND p. 109), stating that they will operate for
only 12 hours per day instead of the 24 hours projected. Even at that rate, STAP is expected to increase energy usage by 8,224,000
kilowatt-hours per year (MND p. 109), which is the equivalent of 1370 LA homes (DWP figures). That's one entire neighborhood every
year, setting back our green energy goals for the sake of disappearing ads.
In light of these concerns, I request:
--A full traffic safety study about the impact on driver distraction of this new type of sign
--An adjustment of the low estimate of negative public opinion
--A full Environmental Impact Report, in place of the Negative Declaration, including error correction.
Thank you for your attention to this important matter.
Sincerely,
Greg Goldin
816 S. Stanley Ave.
Los Angeles, CA 90036
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Sidewalk and Transit Amenities Program

Comment Letter No. 023
Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

STAP IS/MND Project Comments
1 message
Raymond Goldstone <rgoldsto@saonet.ucla.edu>
Reply-To: Raymond Goldstone <rgoldsto@saonet.ucla.edu>
To: Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

Wed, Nov 3, 2021 at 10:37 AM

Dear Mr. Mundy,
I ask that you enter the following public comment into the record regarding the environmental report on STAP commissioned by the
Public Works Department.
The report is a Mitigated Negative Declaration, which alleges no significant impact on the environment from the new bus shelters. As I
have written to you on prior occasions, this conclusion is inaccurate. How so?
**The MND seriously underestimates driver distraction by relying on an outdated Federal Highway Administration study, ignoring later
and better research. Pedestrian accident data shows that fatalities are higher near bus shelters that have static advertising. Based on
a large body of research that confirms digital signs cause a significant distraction to drivers, we expect this accident trend to get worse.
Please see www.scenic.org/compendium for more up-to-date and accurate studies.
**The MND vastly underestimates the impact on the visual environment of the new bus shelters that have digital ad screens (Appendix
A, p. 54ff). Public opinion on digital ad screens is much more negative than the report states.
In light of the concerns noted briefly above, I once again urgently request (1) the preparation of a complete traffic safety study focused
upon the impact on driver distraction of this new digital signage; (2) a realistic and forthright adjustment of the low estimate of negative
public opinion; and (3) the preparation of a complete Environmental Impact Report to replace the current inaccurate MND.
I do thank you for your attention to these important matters; however, I must note with sadness that I am pessimistic about your likely
response. Sadly, I am beginning to believe that the money and political pressure available to those who will profit from these garish,
dangerous bus shelters "featuring" digital ad screens are far greater than my plea for more attention to the public interest and safety.
Sincerely,
Raymond Goldstone
10535 Missouri Avenue
Los Angeles, CA 90025
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Comment Letter No. 024
Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

STAP IS/MND Project Comments
1 message
Susan Gordon <sgordonnow@gmail.com>
Reply-To: Susan Gordon <sgordonnow@gmail.com>
To: Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

Thu, Nov 11, 2021 at 7:18 PM

Dear Mr. Mundy,
I ask that you enter the following public comment into the record regarding the environmental report on STAP commissioned by the
Public Works Department.
The report is a Mitigated Negative Declaration, which alleges no significant impact on the environment from the new shelters. This
conclusion is inaccurate for several reasons:
--The MND seriously underestimates driver distraction by relying on an outdated Federal Highway Administration study, ignoring later
and better research. Pedestrian accident data shows that fatalities are higher near bus shelters that have static advertising. Based on
a large body of research that confirms digital signs cause a significant distraction to drivers, we expect this accident trend to get worse.
See www.scenic.org/compendium for more up-to-date and accurate studies.
--The MND vastly underestimates the impact on the visual environment of the new bus shelters that have digital ad screens (Appendix
A, p. 54ff). Public opinion on digital ad screens is far more generally negative than the report states.
--The MND drastically underestimates the power usage of the shelters with ad screens (MND p. 109), stating that they will operate for
only 12 hours per day instead of the 24 hours projected. Even at that rate, STAP is expected to increase energy usage by 8,224,000
kilowatt-hours per year (MND p. 109), which is the equivalent of 1370 LA homes (DWP figures). That's one entire neighborhood every
year, setting back our green energy goals for the sake of disappearing ads.
In light of these concerns, I request:
--A full traffic safety study about the impact on driver distraction of this new type of sign
--An adjustment of the low estimate of negative public opinion
--A full Environmental Impact Report, in place of the Negative Declaration, including error correction.
Thank you for your attention to this important matter.
Sincerely,
Susan Gordon
10264 Rochester Ave
Los Angeles, CA 90024
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Comment Letter No. 025
Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

STAP IS/MND Project Comments
1 message
Steve Graff <stevegraff12@hotmail.com>
Reply-To: Steve Graff <stevegraff12@hotmail.com>
To: Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

Thu, Nov 11, 2021 at 5:08 PM

Dear Mr. Mundy,
I ask that you enter the following public comment into the record regarding the environmental report on STAP commissioned by the
Public Works Department.
The report is a Mitigated Negative Declaration, which alleges no significant impact on the environment from the new shelters. This
conclusion is inaccurate for several reasons:
--The MND seriously underestimates driver distraction by relying on an outdated Federal Highway Administration study, ignoring later
and better research. Pedestrian accident data shows that fatalities are higher near bus shelters that have static advertising. Based on
a large body of research that confirms digital signs cause a significant distraction to drivers, we expect this accident trend to get worse.
See www.scenic.org/compendium for more up-to-date and accurate studies.
--The MND vastly underestimates the impact on the visual environment of the new bus shelters that have digital ad screens (Appendix
A, p. 54ff). Public opinion on digital ad screens is far more generally negative than the report states.
--The MND drastically underestimates the power usage of the shelters with ad screens (MND p. 109), stating that they will operate for
only 12 hours per day instead of the 24 hours projected. Even at that rate, STAP is expected to increase energy usage by 8,224,000
kilowatt-hours per year (MND p. 109), which is the equivalent of 1370 LA homes (DWP figures). That's one entire neighborhood every
year, setting back our green energy goals for the sake of disappearing ads.
In light of these concerns, I request:
--A full traffic safety study about the impact on driver distraction of this new type of sign
--An adjustment of the low estimate of negative public opinion
--A full Environmental Impact Report, in place of the Negative Declaration, including error correction.
Thank you for your attention to this important matter.
Sincerely,
Steve Graff
1948 Malcolm Ave
Los Angeles, CA 90025
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Comment Letter No. 026
Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

STAP IS/MND Project Comments
1 message
stephen Graham <sgrahammd@gmail.com>
Reply-To: stephen Graham <sgrahammd@gmail.com>
To: Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

Thu, Nov 11, 2021 at 9:11 AM

Dear Mr. Mundy,
I ask that you enter the following public comment into the record regarding the environmental report on STAP commissioned by the
Public Works Department.
The report is a Mitigated Negative Declaration, which alleges no significant impact on the environment from the new shelters. This
conclusion is inaccurate for several reasons:
--The MND seriously underestimates driver distraction by relying on an outdated Federal Highway Administration study, ignoring later
and better research. Pedestrian accident data shows that fatalities are higher near bus shelters that have static advertising. Based on
a large body of research that confirms digital signs cause a significant distraction to drivers, we expect this accident trend to get worse.
See www.scenic.org/compendium for more up-to-date and accurate studies.
--The MND vastly underestimates the impact on the visual environment of the new bus shelters that have digital ad screens (Appendix
A, p. 54ff). Public opinion on digital ad screens is far more generally negative than the report states.
--The MND drastically underestimates the power usage of the shelters with ad screens (MND p. 109), stating that they will operate for
only 12 hours per day instead of the 24 hours projected. Even at that rate, STAP is expected to increase energy usage by 8,224,000
kilowatt-hours per year (MND p. 109), which is the equivalent of 1370 LA homes (DWP figures). That's one entire neighborhood every
year, setting back our green energy goals for the sake of disappearing ads.
In light of these concerns, I request:
--A full traffic safety study about the impact on driver distraction of this new type of sign
--An adjustment of the low estimate of negative public opinion
--A full Environmental Impact Report, in place of the Negative Declaration, including error correction.
Thank you for your attention to this important matter.
Sincerely,
stephen Graham
448 N. Las Palmas Ave.
Los Angeles, CA 90004
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Comment Letter No. 027
Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

STAP IS/MND Project Comments
1 message
Karen Green <karen.leafygreen@gmail.com>
Reply-To: Karen Green <karen.leafygreen@gmail.com>
To: Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

Tue, Nov 2, 2021 at 4:35 PM

Dear Mr. Mundy,
I ask that you enter the following public comment into the record regarding the environmental report on STAP commissioned by the
Public Works Department.
The report is a Mitigated Negative Declaration, which alleges no significant impact on the environment from the new shelters. This
conclusion is inaccurate for several reasons:
--The MND seriously underestimates driver distraction by relying on an outdated Federal Highway Administration study, ignoring later
and better research. Pedestrian accident data shows that fatalities are higher near bus shelters that have static advertising. Based on
a large body of research that confirms digital signs cause a significant distraction to drivers, we expect this accident trend to get worse.
See www.scenic.org/compendium for more up-to-date and accurate studies.
--The MND vastly underestimates the impact on the visual environment of the new bus shelters that have digital ad screens (Appendix
A, p. 54ff). Public opinion on digital ad screens is far more generally negative than the report states.
--The MND drastically underestimates the power usage of the shelters with ad screens (MND p. 109), stating that they will operate for
only 12 hours per day instead of the 24 hours projected. Even at that rate, STAP is expected to increase energy usage by 8,224,000
kilowatt-hours per year (MND p. 109), which is the equivalent of 1370 LA homes (DWP figures). That's one entire neighborhood every
year, setting back our green energy goals for the sake of disappearing ads.
In light of these concerns, I request:
--A full traffic safety study about the impact on driver distraction of this new type of sign
--An adjustment of the low estimate of negative public opinion
--A full Environmental Impact Report, in place of the Negative Declaration, including error correction.
Thank you for your attention to this important matter.
Sincerely,
Karen Green
954 elyria dr
Los angeles, CA 90065
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Comment Letter No. 028
Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

STAP IS/MND Project Comments
1 message
Michael Gross <mpgross1doc@gmail.com>
Reply-To: Michael Gross <mpgross1doc@gmail.com>
To: Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

Thu, Nov 11, 2021 at 9:31 AM

Dear Mr. Mundy,
I ask that you enter the following public comment into the record regarding the environmental report on STAP commissioned by the
Public Works Department.
The report is a Mitigated Negative Declaration, which alleges no significant impact on the environment from the new shelters. This
conclusion is inaccurate for several reasons:
--The MND seriously underestimates driver distraction by relying on an outdated Federal Highway Administration study, ignoring later
and better research. Pedestrian accident data shows that fatalities are higher near bus shelters that have static advertising. Based on
a large body of research that confirms digital signs cause a significant distraction to drivers, we expect this accident trend to get worse.
See www.scenic.org/compendium for more up-to-date and accurate studies.
--The MND vastly underestimates the impact on the visual environment of the new bus shelters that have digital ad screens (Appendix
A, p. 54ff). Public opinion on digital ad screens is far more generally negative than the report states.
--The MND drastically underestimates the power usage of the shelters with ad screens (MND p. 109), stating that they will operate for
only 12 hours per day instead of the 24 hours projected. Even at that rate, STAP is expected to increase energy usage by 8,224,000
kilowatt-hours per year (MND p. 109), which is the equivalent of 1370 LA homes (DWP figures). That's one entire neighborhood every
year, setting back our green energy goals for the sake of disappearing ads.
In light of these concerns, I request:
--A full traffic safety study about the impact on driver distraction of this new type of sign
--An adjustment of the low estimate of negative public opinion
--A full Environmental Impact Report, in place of the Negative Declaration, including error correction.
Thank you for your attention to this important matter.
Sincerely,
Michael Gross
22144 Clarendon Street
Woodland Hills, CA 91367
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Comment Letter No. 029
Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

STAP IS/MND Project Comments
1 message
Dorien Grunbaum <doriengrunbaum@gmail.com>
Reply-To: Dorien Grunbaum <doriengrunbaum@gmail.com>
To: Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

Tue, Nov 2, 2021 at 11:19 AM

Dear Mr. Mundy,
I ask that you enter the following public comment into the record regarding the environmental report on STAP commissioned by the
Public Works Department.
The report is a Mitigated Negative Declaration, which alleges no significant impact on the environment from the new shelters. This
conclusion is inaccurate for several reasons:
--The MND seriously underestimates driver distraction by relying on an outdated Federal Highway Administration study, ignoring later
and better research. Pedestrian accident data shows that fatalities are higher near bus shelters that have static advertising. Based on
a large body of research that confirms digital signs cause a significant distraction to drivers, we expect this accident trend to get worse.
See www.scenic.org/compendium for more up-to-date and accurate studies.
--The MND vastly underestimates the impact on the visual environment of the new bus shelters that have digital ad screens (Appendix
A, p. 54ff). Public opinion on digital ad screens is far more generally negative than the report states.
--The MND drastically underestimates the power usage of the shelters with ad screens (MND p. 109), stating that they will operate for
only 12 hours per day instead of the 24 hours projected. Even at that rate, STAP is expected to increase energy usage by 8,224,000
kilowatt-hours per year (MND p. 109), which is the equivalent of 1370 LA homes (DWP figures). That's one entire neighborhood every
year, setting back our green energy goals for the sake of disappearing ads.
In light of these concerns, I request:
--A full traffic safety study about the impact on driver distraction of this new type of sign
--An adjustment of the low estimate of negative public opinion
--A full Environmental Impact Report, in place of the Negative Declaration, including error correction.
Thank you for your attention to this important matter.
Sincerely,
Dorien Grunbaum
1047 S Point View St
Los Angeles, CA 90035
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Comment Letter No. 030
Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

STAP IS/MND Project Comments
1 message
Carla Holguin <lakerjulie32@gmail.com>
Reply-To: Carla Holguin <lakerjulie32@gmail.com>
To: Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

Tue, Nov 2, 2021 at 11:06 AM

Dear Mr. Mundy,
I ask that you enter the following public comment into the record regarding the environmental report on STAP commissioned by the
Public Works Department.
The report is a Mitigated Negative Declaration, which alleges no significant impact on the environment from the new shelters. This
conclusion is inaccurate for several reasons:
--The MND seriously underestimates driver distraction by relying on an outdated Federal Highway Administration study, ignoring later
and better research. Pedestrian accident data shows that fatalities are higher near bus shelters that have static advertising. Based on
a large body of research that confirms digital signs cause a significant distraction to drivers, we expect this accident trend to get worse.
See www.scenic.org/compendium for more up-to-date and accurate studies.
--The MND vastly underestimates the impact on the visual environment of the new bus shelters that have digital ad screens (Appendix
A, p. 54ff). Public opinion on digital ad screens is far more generally negative than the report states.
--The MND drastically underestimates the power usage of the shelters with ad screens (MND p. 109), stating that they will operate for
only 12 hours per day instead of the 24 hours projected. Even at that rate, STAP is expected to increase energy usage by 8,224,000
kilowatt-hours per year (MND p. 109), which is the equivalent of 1370 LA homes (DWP figures). That's one entire neighborhood every
year, setting back our green energy goals for the sake of disappearing ads.
In light of these concerns, I request:
--A full traffic safety study about the impact on driver distraction of this new type of sign
--An adjustment of the low estimate of negative public opinion
--A full Environmental Impact Report, in place of the Negative Declaration, including error correction.
Thank you for your attention to this important matter.
Sincerely,
Carla Holguin
2228 Observatory Ave
Los Angeles, CA 90027
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Comment Letter No. 031
Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

STAP IS/MND Project Comments
1 message
Celeste Hong <celestehong13@gmail.com>
Reply-To: Celeste Hong <celestehong13@gmail.com>
To: Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

Thu, Nov 11, 2021 at 1:43 PM

Dear Mr. Mundy,
I ask that you enter the following public comment into the record regarding the environmental report on STAP commissioned by the
Public Works Department.
The report is a Mitigated Negative Declaration, which alleges no significant impact on the environment from the new shelters. This
conclusion is inaccurate for several reasons:
--The MND seriously underestimates driver distraction by relying on an outdated Federal Highway Administration study, ignoring later
and better research. Pedestrian accident data shows that fatalities are higher near bus shelters that have static advertising. Based on
a large body of research that confirms digital signs cause a significant distraction to drivers, we expect this accident trend to get worse.
See www.scenic.org/compendium for more up-to-date and accurate studies.
--The MND vastly underestimates the impact on the visual environment of the new bus shelters that have digital ad screens (Appendix
A, p. 54ff). Public opinion on digital ad screens is far more generally negative than the report states.
--The MND drastically underestimates the power usage of the shelters with ad screens (MND p. 109), stating that they will operate for
only 12 hours per day instead of the 24 hours projected. Even at that rate, STAP is expected to increase energy usage by 8,224,000
kilowatt-hours per year (MND p. 109), which is the equivalent of 1370 LA homes (DWP figures). That's one entire neighborhood every
year, setting back our green energy goals for the sake of disappearing ads.
In light of these concerns, I request:
--A full traffic safety study about the impact on driver distraction of this new type of sign
--An adjustment of the low estimate of negative public opinion
--A full Environmental Impact Report, in place of the Negative Declaration, including error correction.
Thank you for your attention to this important matter.
Sincerely,
Celeste Hong
4758 Cromwell Ave
Los Angeles, CA 90027

__________________________________________________________________________________________________
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Comment Letter No. 032
Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

STAP IS/MND Project Comments
1 message
TAYFUR INGALLS <tayfur@prodigy.net>
Reply-To: TAYFUR INGALLS <tayfur@prodigy.net>
To: Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

Wed, Nov 3, 2021 at 2:09 PM

Dear Mr. Mundy,
I ask that you enter the following public comment into the record regarding the environmental report on STAP commissioned by the
Public Works Department.
The report is a Mitigated Negative Declaration, which alleges no significant impact on the environment from the new shelters. This
conclusion is inaccurate for several reasons:
--The MND seriously underestimates driver distraction by relying on an outdated Federal Highway Administration study, ignoring later
and better research. Pedestrian accident data shows that fatalities are higher near bus shelters that have static advertising. Based on
a large body of research that confirms digital signs cause a significant distraction to drivers, we expect this accident trend to get worse.
See www.scenic.org/compendium for more up-to-date and accurate studies.
--The MND vastly underestimates the impact on the visual environment of the new bus shelters that have digital ad screens (Appendix
A, p. 54ff). Public opinion on digital ad screens is far more generally negative than the report states.
--The MND drastically underestimates the power usage of the shelters with ad screens (MND p. 109), stating that they will operate for
only 12 hours per day instead of the 24 hours projected. Even at that rate, STAP is expected to increase energy usage by 8,224,000
kilowatt-hours per year (MND p. 109), which is the equivalent of 1370 LA homes (DWP figures). That's one entire neighborhood every
year, setting back our green energy goals for the sake of disappearing ads.
In light of these concerns, I request:
--A full traffic safety study about the impact on driver distraction of this new type of sign
--An adjustment of the low estimate of negative public opinion
--A full Environmental Impact Report, in place of the Negative Declaration, including error correction.
Thank you for your attention to this important matter.
Sincerely,
TAYFUR INGALLS
3334 DORCHESTER AVE
LOS ANGELES, CA 90032
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Comment Letter No. 033
Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

STAP IS/MND Project Comments
1 message
Jay Jacoby <jaybesouthbend@gmail.com>
Reply-To: Jay Jacoby <jaybesouthbend@gmail.com>
To: Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

Fri, Nov 12, 2021 at 11:22 AM

Dear Mr. Mundy,
I ask that you enter the following public comment into the record regarding the environmental report on STAP commissioned by the
Public Works Department.
The report is a Mitigated Negative Declaration, which alleges no significant impact on the environment from the new shelters. This
conclusion is inaccurate for several reasons:
--The MND seriously underestimates driver distraction by relying on an outdated Federal Highway Administration study, ignoring later
and better research. Pedestrian accident data shows that fatalities are higher near bus shelters that have static advertising. Based on
a large body of research that confirms digital signs cause a significant distraction to drivers, we expect this accident trend to get worse.
See www.scenic.org/compendium for more up-to-date and accurate studies.
--The MND vastly underestimates the impact on the visual environment of the new bus shelters that have digital ad screens (Appendix
A, p. 54ff). Public opinion on digital ad screens is far more generally negative than the report states.
--The MND drastically underestimates the power usage of the shelters with ad screens (MND p. 109), stating that they will operate for
only 12 hours per day instead of the 24 hours projected. Even at that rate, STAP is expected to increase energy usage by 8,224,000
kilowatt-hours per year (MND p. 109), which is the equivalent of 1370 LA homes (DWP figures). That's one entire neighborhood every
year, setting back our green energy goals for the sake of disappearing ads.
In light of these concerns, I request:
--A full traffic safety study about the impact on driver distraction of this new type of sign
--An adjustment of the low estimate of negative public opinion
--A full Environmental Impact Report, in place of the Negative Declaration, including error correction.
Thank you for your attention to this important matter.
Sincerely,
Jay Jacoby
2238 Midvale Ave
LA, CA 90064

__________________________________________________________________________________________________
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Comment Letter No. 034
Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

STAP IS/MND Project Comments
1 message
Lisa Kalin <lisakalin@gmail.com>
Reply-To: Lisa Kalin <lisakalin@gmail.com>
To: Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

Thu, Nov 11, 2021 at 11:19 PM

Dear Mr. Mundy,
I ask that you enter the following public comment into the record regarding the environmental report on STAP commissioned by the
Public Works Department.
The report is a Mitigated Negative Declaration, which alleges no significant impact on the environment from the new shelters. This
conclusion is inaccurate for several reasons:
--The MND seriously underestimates driver distraction by relying on an outdated Federal Highway Administration study, ignoring later
and better research. Pedestrian accident data shows that fatalities are higher near bus shelters that have static advertising. Based on
a large body of research that confirms digital signs cause a significant distraction to drivers, we expect this accident trend to get worse.
See www.scenic.org/compendium for more up-to-date and accurate studies.
--The MND vastly underestimates the impact on the visual environment of the new bus shelters that have digital ad screens (Appendix
A, p. 54ff). Public opinion on digital ad screens is far more generally negative than the report states.
--The MND drastically underestimates the power usage of the shelters with ad screens (MND p. 109), stating that they will operate for
only 12 hours per day instead of the 24 hours projected. Even at that rate, STAP is expected to increase energy usage by 8,224,000
kilowatt-hours per year (MND p. 109), which is the equivalent of 1370 LA homes (DWP figures). That's one entire neighborhood every
year, setting back our green energy goals for the sake of disappearing ads.
In light of these concerns, I request:
--A full traffic safety study about the impact on driver distraction of this new type of sign
--An adjustment of the low estimate of negative public opinion
--A full Environmental Impact Report, in place of the Negative Declaration, including error correction.
Thank you for your attention to this important matter.
Sincerely,
Lisa Kalin
1532 Comstock Ave.
Los Angeles, CA 90024

__________________________________________________________________________________________________
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Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration
Sidewalk and Transit Amenities Program

Comment Letter No. 035
Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

STAP IS/MND Project Comments
1 message
Batsheva Kasdan <bska@sbcglobal.net>
Reply-To: Batsheva Kasdan <bska@sbcglobal.net>
To: Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

Thu, Nov 11, 2021 at 12:25 PM

Dear Mr. Mundy,
I ask that you enter the following public comment into the record regarding the environmental report on STAP commissioned by the
Public Works Department.
The report is a Mitigated Negative Declaration, which alleges no significant impact on the environment from the new shelters. This
conclusion is inaccurate for several reasons:
--The MND seriously underestimates driver distraction by relying on an outdated Federal Highway Administration study, ignoring later
and better research. Pedestrian accident data shows that fatalities are higher near bus shelters that have static advertising. Based on
a large body of research that confirms digital signs cause a significant distraction to drivers, we expect this accident trend to get worse.
See www.scenic.org/compendium for more up-to-date and accurate studies.
--The MND vastly underestimates the impact on the visual environment of the new bus shelters that have digital ad screens (Appendix
A, p. 54ff). Public opinion on digital ad screens is far more generally negative than the report states.
--The MND drastically underestimates the power usage of the shelters with ad screens (MND p. 109), stating that they will operate for
only 12 hours per day instead of the 24 hours projected. Even at that rate, STAP is expected to increase energy usage by 8,224,000
kilowatt-hours per year (MND p. 109), which is the equivalent of 1370 LA homes (DWP figures). That's one entire neighborhood every
year, setting back our green energy goals for the sake of disappearing ads.
In light of these concerns, I request:
--A full traffic safety study about the impact on driver distraction of this new type of sign
--An adjustment of the low estimate of negative public opinion
--A full Environmental Impact Report, in place of the Negative Declaration, including error correction.
Thank you for your attention to this important matter.
Sincerely,
Batsheva Kasdan
1543 S Canfield Ave
Los Angeles, CA 90035
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Comment Letter No. 036
Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

STAP IS/MND Project Comments
1 message
Sheldon Kasdan <bska@sbcglobal.net>
Reply-To: Sheldon Kasdan <bska@sbcglobal.net>
To: Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

Thu, Nov 11, 2021 at 12:25 PM

Dear Mr. Mundy,
I ask that you enter the following public comment into the record regarding the environmental report on STAP commissioned by the
Public Works Department.
The report is a Mitigated Negative Declaration, which alleges no significant impact on the environment from the new shelters. This
conclusion is inaccurate for several reasons:
--The MND seriously underestimates driver distraction by relying on an outdated Federal Highway Administration study, ignoring later
and better research. Pedestrian accident data shows that fatalities are higher near bus shelters that have static advertising. Based on
a large body of research that confirms digital signs cause a significant distraction to drivers, we expect this accident trend to get worse.
See www.scenic.org/compendium for more up-to-date and accurate studies.
--The MND vastly underestimates the impact on the visual environment of the new bus shelters that have digital ad screens (Appendix
A, p. 54ff). Public opinion on digital ad screens is far more generally negative than the report states.
--The MND drastically underestimates the power usage of the shelters with ad screens (MND p. 109), stating that they will operate for
only 12 hours per day instead of the 24 hours projected. Even at that rate, STAP is expected to increase energy usage by 8,224,000
kilowatt-hours per year (MND p. 109), which is the equivalent of 1370 LA homes (DWP figures). That's one entire neighborhood every
year, setting back our green energy goals for the sake of disappearing ads.
In light of these concerns, I request:
--A full traffic safety study about the impact on driver distraction of this new type of sign
--An adjustment of the low estimate of negative public opinion
--A full Environmental Impact Report, in place of the Negative Declaration, including error correction.
Thank you for your attention to this important matter.
Sincerely,
Sheldon Kasdan
1543 S Canfield Ave
Los Angeles, CA 90035
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Comment Letter No. 037
Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

STAP IS/MND Project Comments
1 message
Julia Keplinger <julia.keplinger@gmail.com>
Reply-To: Julia Keplinger <julia.keplinger@gmail.com>
To: Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

Wed, Nov 3, 2021 at 9:44 PM

Dear Mr. Mundy,
I ask that you enter the following public comment into the record regarding the environmental report on STAP commissioned by the
Public Works Department.
The report is a Mitigated Negative Declaration, which alleges no significant impact on the environment from the new shelters. This
conclusion is inaccurate for several reasons:
--The MND seriously underestimates driver distraction by relying on an outdated Federal Highway Administration study, ignoring later
and better research. Pedestrian accident data shows that fatalities are higher near bus shelters that have static advertising. Based on
a large body of research that confirms digital signs cause a significant distraction to drivers, we expect this accident trend to get worse.
See www.scenic.org/compendium for more up-to-date and accurate studies.
--The MND vastly underestimates the impact on the visual environment of the new bus shelters that have digital ad screens (Appendix
A, p. 54ff). Public opinion on digital ad screens is far more generally negative than the report states.
--The MND drastically underestimates the power usage of the shelters with ad screens (MND p. 109), stating that they will operate for
only 12 hours per day instead of the 24 hours projected. Even at that rate, STAP is expected to increase energy usage by 8,224,000
kilowatt-hours per year (MND p. 109), which is the equivalent of 1370 LA homes (DWP figures). That's one entire neighborhood every
year, setting back our green energy goals for the sake of disappearing ads.
In light of these concerns, I request:
--A full traffic safety study about the impact on driver distraction of this new type of sign
--An adjustment of the low estimate of negative public opinion
--A full Environmental Impact Report, in place of the Negative Declaration, including error correction.
Thank you for your attention to this important matter.
Sincerely,
Julia Keplinger
1649 S Hobart Blvd
Los Angeles, CA 90006
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Comment Letter No. 038
Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

STAP IS/MND Project Comments
1 message
Robert Kirsner <kirsner@humnet.ucla.edu>
Reply-To: Robert Kirsner <kirsner@humnet.ucla.edu>
To: Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

Wed, Nov 3, 2021 at 11:23 AM

Dear Mr. Mundy,
I ask that you enter the following public comment into the record regarding the environmental report on STAP commissioned by the
Public Works Department.
The report is a Mitigated Negative Declaration, which alleges no significant impact on the environment from the new shelters. This
conclusion is inaccurate for several reasons:
--The MND seriously underestimates driver distraction by relying on an outdated Federal Highway Administration study, ignoring later
and better research. Pedestrian accident data shows that fatalities are higher near bus shelters that have static advertising. Based on
a large body of research that confirms digital signs cause a significant distraction to drivers, we expect this accident trend to get worse.
See www.scenic.org/compendium for more up-to-date and accurate studies.
--The MND vastly underestimates the impact on the visual environment of the new bus shelters that have digital ad screens (Appendix
A, p. 54ff). Public opinion on digital ad screens is far more generally negative than the report states.
--The MND drastically underestimates the power usage of the shelters with ad screens (MND p. 109), stating that they will operate for
only 12 hours per day instead of the 24 hours projected. Even at that rate, STAP is expected to increase energy usage by 8,224,000
kilowatt-hours per year (MND p. 109), which is the equivalent of 1370 LA homes (DWP figures). That's one entire neighborhood every
year, setting back our green energy goals for the sake of disappearing ads.
In light of these concerns, I request:
--A full traffic safety study about the impact on driver distraction of this new type of sign
--An adjustment of the low estimate of negative public opinion
--A full Environmental Impact Report, in place of the Negative Declaration, including error correction.
Thank you for your attention to this important matter.
Sincerely,
Robert Kirsner
3370 Federal Ave
Los Angeles, CA 90066
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Comment Letter No. 039
Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

STAP IS/MND Project Comments
1 message
George Kleiman <kleiman3D@gmail.com>
Reply-To: George Kleiman <kleiman3D@gmail.com>
To: Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

Tue, Nov 2, 2021 at 11:13 AM

Dear Mr. Mundy,
I ask that you enter the following public comment into the record regarding the environmental report on STAP commissioned by the
Public Works Department.
The report is a Mitigated Negative Declaration, which alleges no significant impact on the environment from the new shelters. This
conclusion is inaccurate for several reasons:
--The MND seriously underestimates driver distraction by relying on an outdated Federal Highway Administration study, ignoring later
and better research. Pedestrian accident data shows that fatalities are higher near bus shelters that have static advertising. Based on
a large body of research that confirms digital signs cause a significant distraction to drivers, we expect this accident trend to get worse.
See www.scenic.org/compendium for more up-to-date and accurate studies.
--The MND vastly underestimates the impact on the visual environment of the new bus shelters that have digital ad screens (Appendix
A, p. 54ff). Public opinion on digital ad screens is far more generally negative than the report states.
--The MND drastically underestimates the power usage of the shelters with ad screens (MND p. 109), stating that they will operate for
only 12 hours per day instead of the 24 hours projected. Even at that rate, STAP is expected to increase energy usage by 8,224,000
kilowatt-hours per year (MND p. 109), which is the equivalent of 1370 LA homes (DWP figures). That's one entire neighborhood every
year, setting back our green energy goals for the sake of disappearing ads.
In light of these concerns, I request:
--A full traffic safety study about the impact on driver distraction of this new type of sign
--An adjustment of the low estimate of negative public opinion
--A full Environmental Impact Report, in place of the Negative Declaration, including error correction.
Thank you for your attention to this important matter.
Sincerely,
George Kleiman
6111 W Olympic Boulevard
Los Angeles, CA 90048
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Comment Letter No. 040
Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

STAP IS/MND Project Comments
1 message
Tracy La Mattina <trae.cook@hotmail.com>
Reply-To: Tracy La Mattina <trae.cook@hotmail.com>
To: Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

Tue, Nov 2, 2021 at 12:05 PM

Dear Mr. Mundy,
I ask that you enter the following public comment into the record regarding the environmental report on STAP commissioned by the
Public Works Department.
The report is a Mitigated Negative Declaration, which alleges no significant impact on the environment from the new shelters. This
conclusion is inaccurate for several reasons:
--The MND seriously underestimates driver distraction by relying on an outdated Federal Highway Administration study, ignoring later
and better research. Pedestrian accident data shows that fatalities are higher near bus shelters that have static advertising. Based on
a large body of research that confirms digital signs cause a significant distraction to drivers, we expect this accident trend to get worse.
See www.scenic.org/compendium for more up-to-date and accurate studies.
--The MND vastly underestimates the impact on the visual environment of the new bus shelters that have digital ad screens (Appendix
A, p. 54ff). Public opinion on digital ad screens is far more generally negative than the report states.
--The MND drastically underestimates the power usage of the shelters with ad screens (MND p. 109), stating that they will operate for
only 12 hours per day instead of the 24 hours projected. Even at that rate, STAP is expected to increase energy usage by 8,224,000
kilowatt-hours per year (MND p. 109), which is the equivalent of 1370 LA homes (DWP figures). That's one entire neighborhood every
year, setting back our green energy goals for the sake of disappearing ads.
In light of these concerns, I request:
--A full traffic safety study about the impact on driver distraction of this new type of sign
--An adjustment of the low estimate of negative public opinion
--A full Environmental Impact Report, in place of the Negative Declaration, including error correction.
Thank you for your attention to this important matter.
Sincerely,
Tracy La Mattina
3175 S Sepulveda Blvd
Los Angeles, CA 90034
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Comment Letter No. 041
Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

STAP IS/MND Project Comments
1 message
Helene Lesel <lesel29@gmail.com>
Reply-To: Helene Lesel <lesel29@gmail.com>
To: Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

Fri, Nov 12, 2021 at 7:24 AM

Dear Mr. Mundy,
I ask that you enter the following public comment into the record regarding the environmental report on STAP commissioned by the
Public Works Department.
The report is a Mitigated Negative Declaration, which alleges no significant impact on the environment from the new shelters. This
conclusion is inaccurate for several reasons:
--The MND seriously underestimates driver distraction by relying on an outdated Federal Highway Administration study, ignoring later
and better research. Pedestrian accident data shows that fatalities are higher near bus shelters that have static advertising. Based on
a large body of research that confirms digital signs cause a significant distraction to drivers, we expect this accident trend to get worse.
See www.scenic.org/compendium for more up-to-date and accurate studies.
--The MND vastly underestimates the impact on the visual environment of the new bus shelters that have digital ad screens (Appendix
A, p. 54ff). Public opinion on digital ad screens is far more generally negative than the report states.
--The MND drastically underestimates the power usage of the shelters with ad screens (MND p. 109), stating that they will operate for
only 12 hours per day instead of the 24 hours projected. Even at that rate, STAP is expected to increase energy usage by 8,224,000
kilowatt-hours per year (MND p. 109), which is the equivalent of 1370 LA homes (DWP figures). That's one entire neighborhood every
year, setting back our green energy goals for the sake of disappearing ads.
In light of these concerns, I request:
--A full traffic safety study about the impact on driver distraction of this new type of sign
--An adjustment of the low estimate of negative public opinion
--A full Environmental Impact Report, in place of the Negative Declaration, including error correction.
Thank you for your attention to this important matter.
Sincerely,
Helene Lesel
1329 Comstock
Los Angeles, CA 90024

__________________________________________________________________________________________________
RTC - 92
Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration
Sidewalk and Transit Amenities Program

Comment Letter No. 042
Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

STAP IS/MND Project Comments
1 message
Richard Lieberman <rickl123@sbcglobal.net>
Reply-To: Richard Lieberman <rickl123@sbcglobal.net>
To: Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

Fri, Nov 12, 2021 at 7:45 AM

Dear Mr. Mundy,
I ask that you enter the following public comment into the record regarding the environmental report on STAP commissioned by the
Public Works Department.
The report is a Mitigated Negative Declaration, which alleges no significant impact on the environment from the new shelters. This
conclusion is inaccurate for several reasons:
--The MND seriously underestimates driver distraction by relying on an outdated Federal Highway Administration study, ignoring later
and better research. Pedestrian accident data shows that fatalities are higher near bus shelters that have static advertising. Based on
a large body of research that confirms digital signs cause a significant distraction to drivers, we expect this accident trend to get worse.
See www.scenic.org/compendium for more up-to-date and accurate studies.
--The MND vastly underestimates the impact on the visual environment of the new bus shelters that have digital ad screens (Appendix
A, p. 54ff). Public opinion on digital ad screens is far more generally negative than the report states.
--The MND drastically underestimates the power usage of the shelters with ad screens (MND p. 109), stating that they will operate for
only 12 hours per day instead of the 24 hours projected. Even at that rate, STAP is expected to increase energy usage by 8,224,000
kilowatt-hours per year (MND p. 109), which is the equivalent of 1370 LA homes (DWP figures). That's one entire neighborhood every
year, setting back our green energy goals for the sake of disappearing ads.
In light of these concerns, I request:
--A full traffic safety study about the impact on driver distraction of this new type of sign
--An adjustment of the low estimate of negative public opinion
--A full Environmental Impact Report, in place of the Negative Declaration, including error correction.
Thank you for your attention to this important matter.
Sincerely,
Richard Lieberman
1418 warnall ave
Los Angeles, CA 90024

__________________________________________________________________________________________________
RTC - 93
Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration
Sidewalk and Transit Amenities Program

Comment Letter No. 043
Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

STAP IS/MND Project Comments
1 message
Elaine Livesey-Fassel <livesey-fassel@sbcglobal.net>
Reply-To: Elaine Livesey-Fassel <livesey-fassel@sbcglobal.net>
To: Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

Tue, Nov 2, 2021 at 11:06 AM

Dear Mr. Mundy,
I ask that you enter the following public comment into the record regarding the environmental report on STAP commissioned by the
Public Works Department.
The report is a Mitigated Negative Declaration, which alleges no significant impact on the environment from the new shelters. This
conclusion is inaccurate for several reasons:
--The MND seriously underestimates driver distraction by relying on an outdated Federal Highway Administration study, ignoring later
and better research. Pedestrian accident data shows that fatalities are higher near bus shelters that have static advertising. Based on
a large body of research that confirms digital signs cause a significant distraction to drivers, we expect this accident trend to get worse.
See www.scenic.org/compendium for more up-to-date and accurate studies.
--The MND vastly underestimates the impact on the visual environment of the new bus shelters that have digital ad screens (Appendix
A, p. 54ff). Public opinion on digital ad screens is far more generally negative than the report states.
--The MND drastically underestimates the power usage of the shelters with ad screens (MND p. 109), stating that they will operate for
only 12 hours per day instead of the 24 hours projected. Even at that rate, STAP is expected to increase energy usage by 8,224,000
kilowatt-hours per year (MND p. 109), which is the equivalent of 1370 LA homes (DWP figures). That's one entire neighborhood every
year, setting back our green energy goals for the sake of disappearing ads.
In light of these concerns, I request:
--A full traffic safety study about the impact on driver distraction of this new type of sign
--An adjustment of the low estimate of negative public opinion
--A full Environmental Impact Report, in place of the Negative Declaration, including error correction.
Thank you for your attention to this important matter.
Sincerely,
Elaine Livesey-Fassel
10387 Glenbarr Ave
Los Angeles, CA 90064

__________________________________________________________________________________________________
RTC - 94
Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration
Sidewalk and Transit Amenities Program

Comment Letter No. 044
Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

STAP IS/MND Project Comments
1 message
Ralph Lopez <santiago-69@att.net>
Reply-To: Ralph Lopez <santiago-69@att.net>
To: Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

Tue, Nov 2, 2021 at 12:39 PM

Dear Mr. Mundy,
I ask that you enter the following public comment into the record regarding the environmental report on STAP commissioned by the
Public Works Department.
The report is a Mitigated Negative Declaration, which alleges no significant impact on the environment from the new shelters. This
conclusion is inaccurate for several reasons:
--The MND seriously underestimates driver distraction by relying on an outdated Federal Highway Administration study, ignoring later
and better research. Pedestrian accident data shows that fatalities are higher near bus shelters that have static advertising. Based on
a large body of research that confirms digital signs cause a significant distraction to drivers, we expect this accident trend to get worse.
See www.scenic.org/compendium for more up-to-date and accurate studies.
--The MND vastly underestimates the impact on the visual environment of the new bus shelters that have digital ad screens (Appendix
A, p. 54ff). Public opinion on digital ad screens is far more generally negative than the report states.
--The MND drastically underestimates the power usage of the shelters with ad screens (MND p. 109), stating that they will operate for
only 12 hours per day instead of the 24 hours projected. Even at that rate, STAP is expected to increase energy usage by 8,224,000
kilowatt-hours per year (MND p. 109), which is the equivalent of 1370 LA homes (DWP figures). That's one entire neighborhood every
year, setting back our green energy goals for the sake of disappearing ads.
In light of these concerns, I request:
--A full traffic safety study about the impact on driver distraction of this new type of sign
--An adjustment of the low estimate of negative public opinion
--A full Environmental Impact Report, in place of the Negative Declaration, including error correction.
Thank you for your attention to this important matter.
Sincerely,
Ralph Lopez
121 S Hope St Apt 332
Los Angeles, CA 90012

__________________________________________________________________________________________________
RTC - 95
Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration
Sidewalk and Transit Amenities Program

Comment Letter No. 045
Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

STAP IS/MND Project Comments
1 message
John Lorick <johnlorick@att.net>
Reply-To: John Lorick <johnlorick@att.net>
To: Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

Tue, Nov 2, 2021 at 4:23 PM

Dear Mr. Mundy,
I ask that you enter the following public comment into the record regarding the environmental report on STAP commissioned by the
Public Works Department.
The report is a Mitigated Negative Declaration, which alleges no significant impact on the environment from the new shelters. This
conclusion is inaccurate for several reasons:
--The MND seriously underestimates driver distraction by relying on an outdated Federal Highway Administration study, ignoring later
and better research. Pedestrian accident data shows that fatalities are higher near bus shelters that have static advertising. Based on
a large body of research that confirms digital signs cause a significant distraction to drivers, we expect this accident trend to get worse.
See www.scenic.org/compendium for more up-to-date and accurate studies.
--The MND vastly underestimates the impact on the visual environment of the new bus shelters that have digital ad screens (Appendix
A, p. 54ff). Public opinion on digital ad screens is far more generally negative than the report states.
--The MND drastically underestimates the power usage of the shelters with ad screens (MND p. 109), stating that they will operate for
only 12 hours per day instead of the 24 hours projected. Even at that rate, STAP is expected to increase energy usage by 8,224,000
kilowatt-hours per year (MND p. 109), which is the equivalent of 1370 LA homes (DWP figures). That's one entire neighborhood every
year, setting back our green energy goals for the sake of disappearing ads.
In light of these concerns, I request:
--A full traffic safety study about the impact on driver distraction of this new type of sign
--An adjustment of the low estimate of negative public opinion
--A full Environmental Impact Report, in place of the Negative Declaration, including error correction.
Thank you for your attention to this important matter.
Sincerely,
John Lorick
124 S Harper Ave
Los Angeles, CA 90048

__________________________________________________________________________________________________
RTC - 96
Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration
Sidewalk and Transit Amenities Program

Comment Letter No. 046
Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

STAP IS/MND Project Comments
1 message
Both Maike <maikeboth@gmail.com>
Reply-To: Both Maike <maikeboth@gmail.com>
To: Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

Tue, Nov 9, 2021 at 7:15 AM

Dear Mr. Mundy,
I ask that you enter the following public comment into the record regarding the environmental report on STAP commissioned by the
Public Works Department.
The report is a Mitigated Negative Declaration, which alleges no significant impact on the environment from the new shelters. This
conclusion is inaccurate for several reasons:
--The MND seriously underestimates driver distraction by relying on an outdated Federal Highway Administration study, ignoring later
and better research. Pedestrian accident data shows that fatalities are higher near bus shelters that have static advertising. Based on
a large body of research that confirms digital signs cause a significant distraction to drivers, we expect this accident trend to get worse.
See www.scenic.org/compendium for more up-to-date and accurate studies.
--The MND vastly underestimates the impact on the visual environment of the new bus shelters that have digital ad screens (Appendix
A, p. 54ff). Public opinion on digital ad screens is far more generally negative than the report states.
--The MND drastically underestimates the power usage of the shelters with ad screens (MND p. 109), stating that they will operate for
only 12 hours per day instead of the 24 hours projected. Even at that rate, STAP is expected to increase energy usage by 8,224,000
kilowatt-hours per year (MND p. 109), which is the equivalent of 1370 LA homes (DWP figures). That's one entire neighborhood every
year, setting back our green energy goals for the sake of disappearing ads.
In light of these concerns, I request:
--A full traffic safety study about the impact on driver distraction of this new type of sign
--An adjustment of the low estimate of negative public opinion
--A full Environmental Impact Report, in place of the Negative Declaration, including error correction.
Thank you for your attention to this important matter.
Sincerely,
Both Maike
8025 Blackburn Ave Apt 9
Los Angeles, CA 90048

__________________________________________________________________________________________________
RTC - 97
Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration
Sidewalk and Transit Amenities Program

Comment Letter No. 047
Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

STAP IS/MND Project Comments
1 message
Paul Marlowe <paul_marlowe@prodigy.net>
Reply-To: Paul Marlowe <paul_marlowe@prodigy.net>
To: Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

Thu, Nov 11, 2021 at 6:30 PM

Dear Mr. Mundy,
I ask that you enter the following public comment into the record regarding the environmental report on STAP commissioned by the
Public Works Department.
The report is a Mitigated Negative Declaration, which alleges no significant impact on the environment from the new shelters. This
conclusion is inaccurate for several reasons:
--The MND seriously underestimates driver distraction by relying on an outdated Federal Highway Administration study, ignoring later
and better research. Pedestrian accident data shows that fatalities are higher near bus shelters that have static advertising. Based on
a large body of research that confirms digital signs cause a significant distraction to drivers, we expect this accident trend to get worse.
See www.scenic.org/compendium for more up-to-date and accurate studies.
--The MND vastly underestimates the impact on the visual environment of the new bus shelters that have digital ad screens (Appendix
A, p. 54ff). Public opinion on digital ad screens is far more generally negative than the report states.
--The MND drastically underestimates the power usage of the shelters with ad screens (MND p. 109), stating that they will operate for
only 12 hours per day instead of the 24 hours projected. Even at that rate, STAP is expected to increase energy usage by 8,224,000
kilowatt-hours per year (MND p. 109), which is the equivalent of 1370 LA homes (DWP figures). That's one entire neighborhood every
year, setting back our green energy goals for the sake of disappearing ads.
In light of these concerns, I request:
--A full traffic safety study about the impact on driver distraction of this new type of sign
--An adjustment of the low estimate of negative public opinion
--A full Environmental Impact Report, in place of the Negative Declaration, including error correction.
Thank you for your attention to this important matter.
Sincerely,
Paul Marlowe
1417 warnall ave
La, CA 90024

__________________________________________________________________________________________________
RTC - 98
Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration
Sidewalk and Transit Amenities Program

Comment Letter No. 048
Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

STAP IS/MND Project Comments
1 message
Brenda Martinez <brenda.bhnc@gmail.com>
Reply-To: Brenda Martinez <brenda.bhnc@gmail.com>
To: Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

Tue, Nov 2, 2021 at 4:01 PM

Dear Mr. Mundy,
I ask that you enter the following public comment into the record regarding the environmental report on STAP commissioned by the
Public Works Department.
The report is a Mitigated Negative Declaration, which alleges no significant impact on the environment from the new shelters. This
conclusion is inaccurate for several reasons:
--The MND seriously underestimates driver distraction by relying on an outdated Federal Highway Administration study, ignoring later
and better research. Pedestrian accident data shows that fatalities are higher near bus shelters that have static advertising. Based on
a large body of research that confirms digital signs cause a significant distraction to drivers, we expect this accident trend to get worse.
See www.scenic.org/compendium for more up-to-date and accurate studies.
--The MND vastly underestimates the impact on the visual environment of the new bus shelters that have digital ad screens (Appendix
A, p. 54ff). Public opinion on digital ad screens is far more generally negative than the report states.
--The MND drastically underestimates the power usage of the shelters with ad screens (MND p. 109), stating that they will operate for
only 12 hours per day instead of the 24 hours projected. Even at that rate, STAP is expected to increase energy usage by 8,224,000
kilowatt-hours per year (MND p. 109), which is the equivalent of 1370 LA homes (DWP figures). That's one entire neighborhood every
year, setting back our green energy goals for the sake of disappearing ads.
In light of these concerns, I request:
--A full traffic safety study about the impact on driver distraction of this new type of sign
--An adjustment of the low estimate of negative public opinion
--A full Environmental Impact Report, in place of the Negative Declaration, including error correction.
Thank you for your attention to this important matter.
Sincerely,
Brenda Martinez
628 S Evergreen Ave
Los Angeles, CA 90023

__________________________________________________________________________________________________
RTC - 99
Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration
Sidewalk and Transit Amenities Program

Comment Letter No. 049
Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

STAP IS/MND Project Comments
1 message
Julie May <rp-j-may@ca.rr.com>
Reply-To: Julie May <rp-j-may@ca.rr.com>
To: Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

Tue, Nov 2, 2021 at 3:23 PM

Dear Mr. Mundy,
I ask that you enter the following public comment into the record regarding the environmental report on STAP commissioned by the
Public Works Department.
The report is a Mitigated Negative Declaration, which alleges no significant impact on the environment from the new shelters. This
conclusion is inaccurate for several reasons:
--The MND seriously underestimates driver distraction by relying on an outdated Federal Highway Administration study, ignoring later
and better research. Pedestrian accident data shows that fatalities are higher near bus shelters that have static advertising. Based on
a large body of research that confirms digital signs cause a significant distraction to drivers, we expect this accident trend to get worse.
See www.scenic.org/compendium for more up-to-date and accurate studies.
--The MND vastly underestimates the impact on the visual environment of the new bus shelters that have digital ad screens (Appendix
A, p. 54ff). Public opinion on digital ad screens is far more generally negative than the report states.
--The MND drastically underestimates the power usage of the shelters with ad screens (MND p. 109), stating that they will operate for
only 12 hours per day instead of the 24 hours projected. Even at that rate, STAP is expected to increase energy usage by 8,224,000
kilowatt-hours per year (MND p. 109), which is the equivalent of 1370 LA homes (DWP figures). That's one entire neighborhood every
year, setting back our green energy goals for the sake of disappearing ads.
In light of these concerns, I request:
--A full traffic safety study about the impact on driver distraction of this new type of sign
--An adjustment of the low estimate of negative public opinion
--A full Environmental Impact Report, in place of the Negative Declaration, including error correction.
Thank you for your attention to this important matter.
Sincerely,
Julie May
2002 Hillsboro Ave
Los Angeles, CA 90034

__________________________________________________________________________________________________
RTC - 100
Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration
Sidewalk and Transit Amenities Program

Comment Letter No. 050
Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

STAP IS/MND Project Comments
1 message
Gail McMullen <gjmcm.la@gmail.com>
Reply-To: Gail McMullen <gjmcm.la@gmail.com>
To: Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

Tue, Nov 2, 2021 at 5:06 PM

Dear Mr. Mundy,
I ask that you enter the following public comment into the record regarding the environmental report on STAP commissioned by the
Public Works Department.
The report is a Mitigated Negative Declaration, which alleges no significant impact on the environment from the new shelters. This
conclusion is inaccurate for several reasons:
--The MND seriously underestimates driver distraction by relying on an outdated Federal Highway Administration study, ignoring later
and better research. Pedestrian accident data shows that fatalities are higher near bus shelters that have static advertising. Based on
a large body of research that confirms digital signs cause a significant distraction to drivers, we expect this accident trend to get worse.
See www.scenic.org/compendium for more up-to-date and accurate studies.
--The MND vastly underestimates the impact on the visual environment of the new bus shelters that have digital ad screens (Appendix
A, p. 54ff). Public opinion on digital ad screens is far more generally negative than the report states.
--The MND drastically underestimates the power usage of the shelters with ad screens (MND p. 109), stating that they will operate for
only 12 hours per day instead of the 24 hours projected. Even at that rate, STAP is expected to increase energy usage by 8,224,000
kilowatt-hours per year (MND p. 109), which is the equivalent of 1370 LA homes (DWP figures). That's one entire neighborhood every
year, setting back our green energy goals for the sake of disappearing ads.
In light of these concerns, I request:
--A full traffic safety study about the impact on driver distraction of this new type of sign
--An adjustment of the low estimate of negative public opinion
--A full Environmental Impact Report, in place of the Negative Declaration, including error correction.
Thank you for your attention to this important matter.
Sincerely,
Gail McMullen
1734 N Kingsley Dr Apt 4
Los Angeles, CA 90027

__________________________________________________________________________________________________
RTC - 101
Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration
Sidewalk and Transit Amenities Program

Comment Letter No. 051
Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

STAP IS/MND Project Comments
1 message
SUSAN MEALS <susanmeals@gmail.com>
Reply-To: SUSAN MEALS <susanmeals@gmail.com>
To: Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

Tue, Nov 2, 2021 at 3:52 PM

Dear Mr. Mundy,
I ask that you enter the following public comment into the record regarding the environmental report on STAP commissioned by the
Public Works Department.
The report is a Mitigated Negative Declaration, which alleges no significant impact on the environment from the new shelters. This
conclusion is inaccurate for several reasons:
--The MND seriously underestimates driver distraction by relying on an outdated Federal Highway Administration study, ignoring later
and better research. Pedestrian accident data shows that fatalities are higher near bus shelters that have static advertising. Based on
a large body of research that confirms digital signs cause a significant distraction to drivers, we expect this accident trend to get worse.
See www.scenic.org/compendium for more up-to-date and accurate studies.
--The MND vastly underestimates the impact on the visual environment of the new bus shelters that have digital ad screens (Appendix
A, p. 54ff). Public opinion on digital ad screens is far more generally negative than the report states.
--The MND drastically underestimates the power usage of the shelters with ad screens (MND p. 109), stating that they will operate for
only 12 hours per day instead of the 24 hours projected. Even at that rate, STAP is expected to increase energy usage by 8,224,000
kilowatt-hours per year (MND p. 109), which is the equivalent of 1370 LA homes (DWP figures). That's one entire neighborhood every
year, setting back our green energy goals for the sake of disappearing ads.
In light of these concerns, I request:
--A full traffic safety study about the impact on driver distraction of this new type of sign
--An adjustment of the low estimate of negative public opinion
--A full Environmental Impact Report, in place of the Negative Declaration, including error correction.
Thank you for your attention to this important matter.
Sincerely,
SUSAN MEALS
432 COMSTOCK AVE
LOS ANGELES, CA 90024

__________________________________________________________________________________________________
RTC - 102
Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration
Sidewalk and Transit Amenities Program

Comment Letter No. 052
Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

STAP IS/MND Project Comments
1 message
anna meyer <ameyer82@earthlink.net>
Reply-To: anna meyer <ameyer82@earthlink.net>
To: Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

Tue, Nov 2, 2021 at 11:37 AM

Dear Mr. Mundy,
I ask that you enter the following public comment into the record regarding the environmental report on STAP commissioned by the
Public Works Department.
The report is a Mitigated Negative Declaration, which alleges no significant impact on the environment from the new shelters. This
conclusion is inaccurate for several reasons:
--The MND seriously underestimates driver distraction by relying on an outdated Federal Highway Administration study, ignoring later
and better research. Pedestrian accident data shows that fatalities are higher near bus shelters that have static advertising. Based on
a large body of research that confirms digital signs cause a significant distraction to drivers, we expect this accident trend to get worse.
See www.scenic.org/compendium for more up-to-date and accurate studies.
--The MND vastly underestimates the impact on the visual environment of the new bus shelters that have digital ad screens (Appendix
A, p. 54ff). Public opinion on digital ad screens is far more generally negative than the report states.
--The MND drastically underestimates the power usage of the shelters with ad screens (MND p. 109), stating that they will operate for
only 12 hours per day instead of the 24 hours projected. Even at that rate, STAP is expected to increase energy usage by 8,224,000
kilowatt-hours per year (MND p. 109), which is the equivalent of 1370 LA homes (DWP figures). That's one entire neighborhood every
year, setting back our green energy goals for the sake of disappearing ads.
In light of these concerns, I request:
--A full traffic safety study about the impact on driver distraction of this new type of sign
--An adjustment of the low estimate of negative public opinion
--A full Environmental Impact Report, in place of the Negative Declaration, including error correction.
Thank you for your attention to this important matter.
Sincerely,
anna meyer
3569 Tilden Ave
Los Angeles, CA 90034

__________________________________________________________________________________________________
RTC - 103
Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration
Sidewalk and Transit Amenities Program

Comment Letter No. 053
Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

STAP IS/MND Project Comments
1 message
ARMIDA MONREAL <armidamonreal72@gmail.com>
Reply-To: ARMIDA MONREAL <armidamonreal72@gmail.com>
To: Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

Wed, Nov 3, 2021 at 7:25 PM

Dear Mr. Mundy,
I ask that you enter the following public comment into the record regarding the environmental report on STAP commissioned by the
Public Works Department.
The report is a Mitigated Negative Declaration, which alleges no significant impact on the environment from the new shelters. This
conclusion is inaccurate for several reasons:
--The MND seriously underestimates driver distraction by relying on an outdated Federal Highway Administration study, ignoring later
and better research. Pedestrian accident data shows that fatalities are higher near bus shelters that have static advertising. Based on
a large body of research that confirms digital signs cause a significant distraction to drivers, we expect this accident trend to get worse.
See www.scenic.org/compendium for more up-to-date and accurate studies.
--The MND vastly underestimates the impact on the visual environment of the new bus shelters that have digital ad screens (Appendix
A, p. 54ff). Public opinion on digital ad screens is far more generally negative than the report states.
--The MND drastically underestimates the power usage of the shelters with ad screens (MND p. 109), stating that they will operate for
only 12 hours per day instead of the 24 hours projected. Even at that rate, STAP is expected to increase energy usage by 8,224,000
kilowatt-hours per year (MND p. 109), which is the equivalent of 1370 LA homes (DWP figures). That's one entire neighborhood every
year, setting back our green energy goals for the sake of disappearing ads.
In light of these concerns, I request:
--A full traffic safety study about the impact on driver distraction of this new type of sign
--An adjustment of the low estimate of negative public opinion
--A full Environmental Impact Report, in place of the Negative Declaration, including error correction.
Thank you for your attention to this important matter.
Sincerely,
ARMIDA MONREAL
611 E 5TH ST
LOS ANGELES, CA 90013

__________________________________________________________________________________________________
RTC - 104
Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration
Sidewalk and Transit Amenities Program

Comment Letter No. 054
Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

STAP IS/MND Project Comments
1 message
Janel Munguia <munguia@english.ucla.edu>
Reply-To: Janel Munguia <munguia@english.ucla.edu>
To: Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

Tue, Nov 2, 2021 at 2:07 PM

Dear Mr. Mundy,
I ask that you enter the following public comment into the record regarding the environmental report on STAP commissioned by the
Public Works Department.
The report is a Mitigated Negative Declaration, which alleges no significant impact on the environment from the new shelters. This
conclusion is inaccurate for several reasons:
--The MND seriously underestimates driver distraction by relying on an outdated Federal Highway Administration study, ignoring later
and better research. Pedestrian accident data shows that fatalities are higher near bus shelters that have static advertising. Based on
a large body of research that confirms digital signs cause a significant distraction to drivers, we expect this accident trend to get worse.
See www.scenic.org/compendium for more up-to-date and accurate studies.
--The MND vastly underestimates the impact on the visual environment of the new bus shelters that have digital ad screens (Appendix
A, p. 54ff). Public opinion on digital ad screens is far more generally negative than the report states.
--The MND drastically underestimates the power usage of the shelters with ad screens (MND p. 109), stating that they will operate for
only 12 hours per day instead of the 24 hours projected. Even at that rate, STAP is expected to increase energy usage by 8,224,000
kilowatt-hours per year (MND p. 109), which is the equivalent of 1370 LA homes (DWP figures). That's one entire neighborhood every
year, setting back our green energy goals for the sake of disappearing ads.
In light of these concerns, I request:
--A full traffic safety study about the impact on driver distraction of this new type of sign
--An adjustment of the low estimate of negative public opinion
--A full Environmental Impact Report, in place of the Negative Declaration, including error correction.
The new signs will be intrusive and make our city appear cheap and uncaring of inhabitants and neighbors. Please don't make Los
Angeles look undignified with these signs!
Thank you for your attention to this important matter.
Sincerely,
Janel Munguia
9065 Duarte Road
San Gabriel, CA 91775

__________________________________________________________________________________________________
RTC - 105
Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration
Sidewalk and Transit Amenities Program

Comment Letter No. 055
Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

STAP IS/MND Project Comments
1 message
Louise Nelson <louisenelson310@gmail.com>
Reply-To: Louise Nelson <louisenelson310@gmail.com>
To: Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

Thu, Nov 11, 2021 at 8:37 PM

Dear Mr. Mundy,
I ask that you enter the following public comment into the record regarding the environmental report on STAP commissioned by the
Public Works Department.
The report is a Mitigated Negative Declaration, which alleges no significant impact on the environment from the new shelters. This
conclusion is inaccurate for several reasons:
--The MND seriously underestimates driver distraction by relying on an outdated Federal Highway Administration study, ignoring later
and better research. Pedestrian accident data shows that fatalities are higher near bus shelters that have static advertising. Based on
a large body of research that confirms digital signs cause a significant distraction to drivers, we expect this accident trend to get worse.
See www.scenic.org/compendium for more up-to-date and accurate studies.
--The MND vastly underestimates the impact on the visual environment of the new bus shelters that have digital ad screens (Appendix
A, p. 54ff). Public opinion on digital ad screens is far more generally negative than the report states.
--The MND drastically underestimates the power usage of the shelters with ad screens (MND p. 109), stating that they will operate for
only 12 hours per day instead of the 24 hours projected. Even at that rate, STAP is expected to increase energy usage by 8,224,000
kilowatt-hours per year (MND p. 109), which is the equivalent of 1370 LA homes (DWP figures). That's one entire neighborhood every
year, setting back our green energy goals for the sake of disappearing ads.
In light of these concerns, I request:
--A full traffic safety study about the impact on driver distraction of this new type of sign
--An adjustment of the low estimate of negative public opinion
--A full Environmental Impact Report, in place of the Negative Declaration, including error correction.
Thank you for your attention to this important matter.
Sincerely,
Louise Nelson
10346 Rochester Ave
Los Angeles, CA 90024

__________________________________________________________________________________________________
RTC - 106
Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration
Sidewalk and Transit Amenities Program

Comment Letter No. 056
Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

STAP IS/MND Project Comments
1 message
Judy Ness <nessjudy@msn.com>
Reply-To: Judy Ness <nessjudy@msn.com>
To: Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

Tue, Nov 2, 2021 at 3:07 PM

Dear Mr. Mundy,
I ask that you enter the following public comment into the record regarding the environmental report on STAP commissioned by the
Public Works Department.
The report is a Mitigated Negative Declaration, which alleges no significant impact on the environment from the new shelters. This
conclusion is inaccurate for several reasons:
--The MND seriously underestimates driver distraction by relying on an outdated Federal Highway Administration study, ignoring later
and better research. Pedestrian accident data shows that fatalities are higher near bus shelters that have static advertising. Based on
a large body of research that confirms digital signs cause a significant distraction to drivers, we expect this accident trend to get worse.
See www.scenic.org/compendium for more up-to-date and accurate studies.
--The MND vastly underestimates the impact on the visual environment of the new bus shelters that have digital ad screens (Appendix
A, p. 54ff). Public opinion on digital ad screens is far more generally negative than the report states.
--The MND drastically underestimates the power usage of the shelters with ad screens (MND p. 109), stating that they will operate for
only 12 hours per day instead of the 24 hours projected. Even at that rate, STAP is expected to increase energy usage by 8,224,000
kilowatt-hours per year (MND p. 109), which is the equivalent of 1370 LA homes (DWP figures). That's one entire neighborhood every
year, setting back our green energy goals for the sake of disappearing ads.
In light of these concerns, I request:
--A full traffic safety study about the impact on driver distraction of this new type of sign
--An adjustment of the low estimate of negative public opinion
--A full Environmental Impact Report, in place of the Negative Declaration, including error correction.
Thank you for your attention to this important matter.
Sincerely,
Judy Ness
2807 Angelo Dr
Los Angeles, CA 90077

__________________________________________________________________________________________________
RTC - 107
Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration
Sidewalk and Transit Amenities Program

Comment Letter No. 057
Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

STAP IS/MND Project Comments
1 message
Denise Nicholas <denisenicholas9@gmail.com>
Reply-To: Denise Nicholas <denisenicholas9@gmail.com>
To: Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

Thu, Nov 11, 2021 at 9:11 AM

Dear Mr. Mundy,
I ask that you enter the following public comment into the record regarding the environmental report on STAP commissioned by the
Public Works Department.
The report is a Mitigated Negative Declaration, which alleges no significant impact on the environment from the new shelters. This
conclusion is inaccurate for several reasons:
--The MND seriously underestimates driver distraction by relying on an outdated Federal Highway Administration study, ignoring later
and better research. Pedestrian accident data shows that fatalities are higher near bus shelters that have static advertising. Based on
a large body of research that confirms digital signs cause a significant distraction to drivers, we expect this accident trend to get worse.
See www.scenic.org/compendium for more up-to-date and accurate studies.
--The MND vastly underestimates the impact on the visual environment of the new bus shelters that have digital ad screens (Appendix
A, p. 54ff). Public opinion on digital ad screens is far more generally negative than the report states.
--The MND drastically underestimates the power usage of the shelters with ad screens (MND p. 109), stating that they will operate for
only 12 hours per day instead of the 24 hours projected. Even at that rate, STAP is expected to increase energy usage by 8,224,000
kilowatt-hours per year (MND p. 109), which is the equivalent of 1370 LA homes (DWP figures). That's one entire neighborhood every
year, setting back our green energy goals for the sake of disappearing ads.
In light of these concerns, I request:
--A full traffic safety study about the impact on driver distraction of this new type of sign
--An adjustment of the low estimate of negative public opinion
--A full Environmental Impact Report, in place of the Negative Declaration, including error correction.
Thank you for your attention to this important matter.
Sincerely,
Denise Nicholas
932 S. Longwood Ave.
Los Angeles, CA 90019

__________________________________________________________________________________________________
RTC - 108
Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration
Sidewalk and Transit Amenities Program

Comment Letter No. 058
Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

STAP IS/MND Project Comments
1 message
Sally Rightor Parks <sr.parks@gmail.com>
Reply-To: Sally Rightor Parks <sr.parks@gmail.com>
To: Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

Tue, Nov 2, 2021 at 1:04 PM

Dear Mr. Mundy,
I ask that you enter the following public comment into the record regarding the environmental report on STAP commissioned by the
Public Works Department.
The report is a Mitigated Negative Declaration, which alleges no significant impact on the environment from the new shelters. This
conclusion is inaccurate for several reasons:
--The MND seriously underestimates driver distraction by relying on an outdated Federal Highway Administration study, ignoring later
and better research. Pedestrian accident data shows that fatalities are higher near bus shelters that have static advertising. Based on
a large body of research that confirms digital signs cause a significant distraction to drivers, we expect this accident trend to get worse.
See www.scenic.org/compendium for more up-to-date and accurate studies.
--The MND vastly underestimates the impact on the visual environment of the new bus shelters that have digital ad screens (Appendix
A, p. 54ff). Public opinion on digital ad screens is far more generally negative than the report states.
--The MND drastically underestimates the power usage of the shelters with ad screens (MND p. 109), stating that they will operate for
only 12 hours per day instead of the 24 hours projected. Even at that rate, STAP is expected to increase energy usage by 8,224,000
kilowatt-hours per year (MND p. 109), which is the equivalent of 1370 LA homes (DWP figures). That's one entire neighborhood every
year, setting back our green energy goals for the sake of disappearing ads.
In light of these concerns, I request:
--A full traffic safety study about the impact on driver distraction of this new type of sign
--An adjustment of the low estimate of negative public opinion
--A full Environmental Impact Report, in place of the Negative Declaration, including error correction.
Thank you for your attention to this important matter.
Sincerely,
Sally Rightor Parks
4312 Price St
Los Angeles, CA 90027

__________________________________________________________________________________________________
RTC - 109
Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration
Sidewalk and Transit Amenities Program

Comment Letter No. 059
Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

STAP IS/MND Project Comments
1 message
Claudia Perea <claudiaperea@gmail.com>
Reply-To: Claudia Perea <claudiaperea@gmail.com>
To: Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

Mon, Nov 8, 2021 at 10:54 PM

Dear Mr. Mundy,
I WILL BE CALLING YOUR OFFICE TO FOLLOW UP. EXPECT A VISIT IF YOU CONTINUE TO PURSUE THIS PROJECT.
I ask that you enter the following public comment into the record regarding the environmental report on STAP commissioned by the
Public Works Department.
The report is a Mitigated Negative Declaration, which alleges no significant impact on the environment from the new shelters. This
conclusion is inaccurate for several reasons:
--The MND seriously underestimates driver distraction by relying on an outdated Federal Highway Administration study, ignoring later
and better research. Pedestrian accident data shows that fatalities are higher near bus shelters that have static advertising. Based on
a large body of research that confirms digital signs cause a significant distraction to drivers, we expect this accident trend to get worse.
See www.scenic.org/compendium for more up-to-date and accurate studies.
--The MND vastly underestimates the impact on the visual environment of the new bus shelters that have digital ad screens (Appendix
A, p. 54ff). Public opinion on digital ad screens is far more generally negative than the report states.
--The MND drastically underestimates the power usage of the shelters with ad screens (MND p. 109), stating that they will operate for
only 12 hours per day instead of the 24 hours projected. Even at that rate, STAP is expected to increase energy usage by 8,224,000
kilowatt-hours per year (MND p. 109), which is the equivalent of 1370 LA homes (DWP figures). That's one entire neighborhood every
year, setting back our green energy goals for the sake of disappearing ads.
In light of these concerns, I request:
--A full traffic safety study about the impact on driver distraction of this new type of sign
--An adjustment of the low estimate of negative public opinion
--A full Environmental Impact Report, in place of the Negative Declaration, including error correction.
Thank you for your attention to this important matter.
Sincerely,
Claudia Perea
1321 S Hudson Ave
Los Angeles, CA 90019

__________________________________________________________________________________________________
RTC - 110
Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration
Sidewalk and Transit Amenities Program

Comment Letter No. 060
Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

STAP IS/MND Project Comments
1 message
Sierra Prescott <sierra.prescott@gmail.com>
Reply-To: Sierra Prescott <sierra.prescott@gmail.com>
To: Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

Tue, Nov 2, 2021 at 11:28 AM

Dear Mr. Mundy,
I ask that you enter the following public comment into the record regarding the environmental report on STAP commissioned by the
Public Works Department.
The report is a Mitigated Negative Declaration, which alleges no significant impact on the environment from the new shelters. This
conclusion is inaccurate for several reasons:
--The MND seriously underestimates driver distraction by relying on an outdated Federal Highway Administration study, ignoring later
and better research. Pedestrian accident data shows that fatalities are higher near bus shelters that have static advertising. Based on
a large body of research that confirms digital signs cause a significant distraction to drivers, we expect this accident trend to get worse.
See www.scenic.org/compendium for more up-to-date and accurate studies.
--The MND vastly underestimates the impact on the visual environment of the new bus shelters that have digital ad screens (Appendix
A, p. 54ff). Public opinion on digital ad screens is far more generally negative than the report states.
--The MND drastically underestimates the power usage of the shelters with ad screens (MND p. 109), stating that they will operate for
only 12 hours per day instead of the 24 hours projected. Even at that rate, STAP is expected to increase energy usage by 8,224,000
kilowatt-hours per year (MND p. 109), which is the equivalent of 1370 LA homes (DWP figures). That's one entire neighborhood every
year, setting back our green energy goals for the sake of disappearing ads.
In light of these concerns, I request:
--A full traffic safety study about the impact on driver distraction of this new type of sign
--An adjustment of the low estimate of negative public opinion
--A full Environmental Impact Report, in place of the Negative Declaration, including error correction.
Thank you for your attention to this important matter.
Sincerely,
Sierra Prescott
3415 London St
Los Angeles, CA 90026

__________________________________________________________________________________________________
RTC - 111
Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration
Sidewalk and Transit Amenities Program

Comment Letter No. 061
Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

STAP IS/MND Project Comments
1 message
Joshua Pretsky <pretsky@gmail.com>
Reply-To: Joshua Pretsky <pretsky@gmail.com>
To: Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

Tue, Nov 2, 2021 at 6:47 PM

Dear Mr. Mundy,
I ask that you enter the following public comment into the record regarding the environmental report on STAP commissioned by the
Public Works Department.
The report is a Mitigated Negative Declaration, which alleges no significant impact on the environment from the new shelters. This
conclusion is inaccurate for several reasons:
--The MND seriously underestimates driver distraction by relying on an outdated Federal Highway Administration study, ignoring later
and better research. Pedestrian accident data shows that fatalities are higher near bus shelters that have static advertising. Based on
a large body of research that confirms digital signs cause a significant distraction to drivers, we expect this accident trend to get worse.
See www.scenic.org/compendium for more up-to-date and accurate studies.
--The MND vastly underestimates the impact on the visual environment of the new bus shelters that have digital ad screens (Appendix
A, p. 54ff). Public opinion on digital ad screens is far more generally negative than the report states.
--The MND drastically underestimates the power usage of the shelters with ad screens (MND p. 109), stating that they will operate for
only 12 hours per day instead of the 24 hours projected. Even at that rate, STAP is expected to increase energy usage by 8,224,000
kilowatt-hours per year (MND p. 109), which is the equivalent of 1370 LA homes (DWP figures). That's one entire neighborhood every
year, setting back our green energy goals for the sake of disappearing ads.
In light of these concerns, I request:
--A full traffic safety study about the impact on driver distraction of this new type of sign
--An adjustment of the low estimate of negative public opinion
--A full Environmental Impact Report, in place of the Negative Declaration, including error correction.
Thank you for your attention to this important matter.
Sincerely,
Joshua Pretsky
6310 SAN VICENTE BL #415
LOS ANGELES, CA 90048

__________________________________________________________________________________________________
RTC - 112
Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration
Sidewalk and Transit Amenities Program

Comment Letter No. 062
Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

STAP IS/MND Project Comments
1 message
Dorrit Ragosine <dorrit@nomadpr.com>
Reply-To: Dorrit Ragosine <dorrit@nomadpr.com>
To: Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

Thu, Nov 11, 2021 at 11:08 AM

Dear Mr. Mundy,
I ask that you enter the following public comment into the record regarding the environmental report on STAP commissioned by the
Public Works Department.
The report is a Mitigated Negative Declaration, which alleges no significant impact on the environment from the new shelters. This
conclusion is inaccurate for several reasons:
--The MND seriously underestimates driver distraction by relying on an outdated Federal Highway Administration study, ignoring later
and better research. Pedestrian accident data shows that fatalities are higher near bus shelters that have static advertising. Based on
a large body of research that confirms digital signs cause a significant distraction to drivers, we expect this accident trend to get worse.
See www.scenic.org/compendium for more up-to-date and accurate studies.
--The MND vastly underestimates the impact on the visual environment of the new bus shelters that have digital ad screens (Appendix
A, p. 54ff). Public opinion on digital ad screens is far more generally negative than the report states.
--The MND drastically underestimates the power usage of the shelters with ad screens (MND p. 109), stating that they will operate for
only 12 hours per day instead of the 24 hours projected. Even at that rate, STAP is expected to increase energy usage by 8,224,000
kilowatt-hours per year (MND p. 109), which is the equivalent of 1370 LA homes (DWP figures). That's one entire neighborhood every
year, setting back our green energy goals for the sake of disappearing ads.
In light of these concerns, I request:
--A full traffic safety study about the impact on driver distraction of this new type of sign
--An adjustment of the low estimate of negative public opinion
--A full Environmental Impact Report, in place of the Negative Declaration, including error correction.
Thank you for your attention to this important matter.
Sincerely,
Dorrit Ragosine
3855 Fredonia Drive
Los Angeles, CA 90068

__________________________________________________________________________________________________
RTC - 113
Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration
Sidewalk and Transit Amenities Program

Comment Letter No. 063
Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

STAP IS/MND Project Comments
1 message
Stephen Randall <randall.stephen@gmail.com>
Reply-To: Stephen Randall <randall.stephen@gmail.com>
To: Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

Thu, Nov 11, 2021 at 5:54 PM

Dear Mr. Mundy,
I ask that you enter the following public comment into the record regarding the environmental report on STAP commissioned by the
Public Works Department.
The report is a Mitigated Negative Declaration, which alleges no significant impact on the environment from the new shelters. This
conclusion is inaccurate for several reasons:
--The MND seriously underestimates driver distraction by relying on an outdated Federal Highway Administration study, ignoring later
and better research. Pedestrian accident data shows that fatalities are higher near bus shelters that have static advertising. Based on
a large body of research that confirms digital signs cause a significant distraction to drivers, we expect this accident trend to get worse.
See www.scenic.org/compendium for more up-to-date and accurate studies.
--The MND vastly underestimates the impact on the visual environment of the new bus shelters that have digital ad screens (Appendix
A, p. 54ff). Public opinion on digital ad screens is far more generally negative than the report states.
--The MND drastically underestimates the power usage of the shelters with ad screens (MND p. 109), stating that they will operate for
only 12 hours per day instead of the 24 hours projected. Even at that rate, STAP is expected to increase energy usage by 8,224,000
kilowatt-hours per year (MND p. 109), which is the equivalent of 1370 LA homes (DWP figures). That's one entire neighborhood every
year, setting back our green energy goals for the sake of disappearing ads.
In light of these concerns, I request:
--A full traffic safety study about the impact on driver distraction of this new type of sign
--An adjustment of the low estimate of negative public opinion
--A full Environmental Impact Report, in place of the Negative Declaration, including error correction.
Thank you for your attention to this important matter.
Sincerely,
Stephen Randall
1912 Comstock Ave
Los Angeles, CA 90025

__________________________________________________________________________________________________
RTC - 114
Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration
Sidewalk and Transit Amenities Program

Comment Letter No. 064
Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

STAP IS/MND Project Comments
1 message
Barbara Regan <bregan030444@att.net>
Reply-To: Barbara Regan <bregan030444@att.net>
To: Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

Thu, Nov 11, 2021 at 9:49 AM

Dear Mr. Mundy,
I ask that you enter the following public comment into the record regarding the environmental report on STAP commissioned by the
Public Works Department.
The report is a Mitigated Negative Declaration, which alleges no significant impact on the environment from the new shelters. This
conclusion is inaccurate for several reasons:
--The MND seriously underestimates driver distraction by relying on an outdated Federal Highway Administration study, ignoring later
and better research. Pedestrian accident data shows that fatalities are higher near bus shelters that have static advertising. Based on
a large body of research that confirms digital signs cause a significant distraction to drivers, we expect this accident trend to get worse.
See www.scenic.org/compendium for more up-to-date and accurate studies.
--The MND vastly underestimates the impact on the visual environment of the new bus shelters that have digital ad screens (Appendix
A, p. 54ff). Public opinion on digital ad screens is far more generally negative than the report states.
--The MND drastically underestimates the power usage of the shelters with ad screens (MND p. 109), stating that they will operate for
only 12 hours per day instead of the 24 hours projected. Even at that rate, STAP is expected to increase energy usage by 8,224,000
kilowatt-hours per year (MND p. 109), which is the equivalent of 1370 LA homes (DWP figures). That's one entire neighborhood every
year, setting back our green energy goals for the sake of disappearing ads.
In light of these concerns, I request:
--A full traffic safety study about the impact on driver distraction of this new type of sign
--An adjustment of the low estimate of negative public opinion
--A full Environmental Impact Report, in place of the Negative Declaration, including error correction.
Thank you for your attention to this important matter.
Sincerely,
Barbara Regan
619 E. Santa Anita Ave.
Burbank, CA 91501

__________________________________________________________________________________________________
RTC - 115
Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration
Sidewalk and Transit Amenities Program

Comment Letter No. 065
Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

STAP IS/MND Project Comments
1 message
Jan Reichmann <jreichmann@comstockhills.com>
Reply-To: Jan Reichmann <jreichmann@comstockhills.com>
To: Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

Thu, Nov 11, 2021 at 5:31 PM

Dear Mr. Mundy,
I ask that you enter the following public comment into the record regarding the environmental report on STAP commissioned by the
Public Works Department.
The report is a Mitigated Negative Declaration, which alleges no significant impact on the environment from the new shelters. This
conclusion is inaccurate for several reasons:
--The MND seriously underestimates driver distraction by relying on an outdated Federal Highway Administration study, ignoring later
and better research. Pedestrian accident data shows that fatalities are higher near bus shelters that have static advertising. Based on
a large body of research that confirms digital signs cause a significant distraction to drivers, we expect this accident trend to get worse.
See www.scenic.org/compendium for more up-to-date and accurate studies.
--The MND vastly underestimates the impact on the visual environment of the new bus shelters that have digital ad screens (Appendix
A, p. 54ff). Public opinion on digital ad screens is far more generally negative than the report states.
--The MND drastically underestimates the power usage of the shelters with ad screens (MND p. 109), stating that they will operate for
only 12 hours per day instead of the 24 hours projected. Even at that rate, STAP is expected to increase energy usage by 8,224,000
kilowatt-hours per year (MND p. 109), which is the equivalent of 1370 LA homes (DWP figures). That's one entire neighborhood every
year, setting back our green energy goals for the sake of disappearing ads.
In light of these concerns, I request:
--A full traffic safety study about the impact on driver distraction of this new type of sign
--An adjustment of the low estimate of negative public opinion
--A full Environmental Impact Report, in place of the Negative Declaration, including error correction. Our community of Comstock Hills
will be particularly hit because of our close proximity to Westfield We fought this before and won. We want you to care about
driver distraction, pedestrians crossing SM Blvd., families hit by blinking ads and sales pitches. Enough!
Thank you for your attention to this important matter.
Sincerely,
Jan Reichmann
1429 Comstock Avenue
Los Angeles, CA 90024

__________________________________________________________________________________________________
RTC - 116
Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration
Sidewalk and Transit Amenities Program

Comment Letter No. 066
Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

STAP IS/MND Project Comments
1 message
Craig Rich <craig.rich@stanfordalumni.org>
Reply-To: Craig Rich <craig.rich@stanfordalumni.org>
To: Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

Fri, Nov 12, 2021 at 8:18 AM

Dear Mr. Mundy,
We don't need digital advertising on bus shelters. I ask that you enter the following public comment into the record regarding the
environmental report on STAP commissioned by the Public Works Department.
The report is a Mitigated Negative Declaration, which alleges no significant impact on the environment from the new shelters. This
conclusion is inaccurate for several reasons:
--The MND seriously underestimates driver distraction by relying on an outdated Federal Highway Administration study, ignoring later
and better research. Pedestrian accident data shows that fatalities are higher near bus shelters that have static advertising. Based on
a large body of research that confirms digital signs cause a significant distraction to drivers, we expect this accident trend to get worse.
See www.scenic.org/compendium for more up-to-date and accurate studies.
--The MND vastly underestimates the impact on the visual environment of the new bus shelters that have digital ad screens (Appendix
A, p. 54ff). Public opinion on digital ad screens is far more generally negative than the report states.
--The MND drastically underestimates the power usage of the shelters with ad screens (MND p. 109), stating that they will operate for
only 12 hours per day instead of the 24 hours projected. Even at that rate, STAP is expected to increase energy usage by 8,224,000
kilowatt-hours per year (MND p. 109), which is the equivalent of 1370 LA homes (DWP figures). That's one entire neighborhood every
year, setting back our green energy goals for the sake of disappearing ads.
In light of these concerns, I request:
--A full traffic safety study about the impact on driver distraction of this new type of sign
--An adjustment of the low estimate of negative public opinion
--A full Environmental Impact Report, in place of the Negative Declaration, including error correction.
Thank you for your attention to this important matter.
Sincerely,
Craig Rich
2336 Camden Ave.
Los Angeles, CA 90064

__________________________________________________________________________________________________
RTC - 117
Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration
Sidewalk and Transit Amenities Program

Comment Letter No. 067
Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

STAP IS/MND Project Comments
1 message
Anne Robinson <anne@petuniaroseproductions.com>
Reply-To: Anne Robinson <anne@petuniaroseproductions.com>
To: Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

Tue, Nov 2, 2021 at 1:19 PM

Dear Mr. Mundy,
I ask that you enter the following public comment into the record regarding the environmental report on STAP commissioned by the
Public Works Department.
The report is a Mitigated Negative Declaration, which alleges no significant impact on the environment from the new shelters. This
conclusion is inaccurate for several reasons:
--The MND seriously underestimates driver distraction by relying on an outdated Federal Highway Administration study, ignoring later
and better research. Pedestrian accident data shows that fatalities are higher near bus shelters that have static advertising. Based on
a large body of research that confirms digital signs cause a significant distraction to drivers, we expect this accident trend to get worse.
See www.scenic.org/compendium for more up-to-date and accurate studies.
--The MND vastly underestimates the impact on the visual environment of the new bus shelters that have digital ad screens (Appendix
A, p. 54ff). Public opinion on digital ad screens is far more generally negative than the report states.
--The MND drastically underestimates the power usage of the shelters with ad screens (MND p. 109), stating that they will operate for
only 12 hours per day instead of the 24 hours projected. Even at that rate, STAP is expected to increase energy usage by 8,224,000
kilowatt-hours per year (MND p. 109), which is the equivalent of 1370 LA homes (DWP figures). That's one entire neighborhood every
year, setting back our green energy goals for the sake of disappearing ads.
In light of these concerns, I request:
--A full traffic safety study about the impact on driver distraction of this new type of sign
--An adjustment of the low estimate of negative public opinion
--A full Environmental Impact Report, in place of the Negative Declaration, including error correction.
I do NOT want digital bill boards at bus stops. It’s a horrible, wasteful, distracting idea.
Thank you for your attention to this important matter.
Sincerely,
Anne Robinson
10632 Landale
Toluca lake, CA 91602

__________________________________________________________________________________________________
RTC - 118
Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration
Sidewalk and Transit Amenities Program

Comment Letter No. 068
Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

STAP IS/MND Project Comments
1 message
Martha Ronk <ronk@oxy.edu>
Reply-To: Martha Ronk <ronk@oxy.edu>
To: Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

Wed, Nov 3, 2021 at 4:46 PM

Dear Mr. Mundy,
I ask that you enter the following public comment into the record regarding the environmental report on STAP commissioned by the
Public Works Department.
The report is a Mitigated Negative Declaration, which alleges no significant impact on the environment from the new shelters. This
conclusion is inaccurate for several reasons:
--The MND seriously underestimates driver distraction by relying on an outdated Federal Highway Administration study, ignoring later
and better research. Pedestrian accident data shows that fatalities are higher near bus shelters that have static advertising. Based on
a large body of research that confirms digital signs cause a significant distraction to drivers, we expect this accident trend to get worse.
See www.scenic.org/compendium for more up-to-date and accurate studies.
--The MND vastly underestimates the impact on the visual environment of the new bus shelters that have digital ad screens (Appendix
A, p. 54ff). Public opinion on digital ad screens is far more generally negative than the report states.
--The MND drastically underestimates the power usage of the shelters with ad screens (MND p. 109), stating that they will operate for
only 12 hours per day instead of the 24 hours projected. Even at that rate, STAP is expected to increase energy usage by 8,224,000
kilowatt-hours per year (MND p. 109), which is the equivalent of 1370 LA homes (DWP figures). That's one entire neighborhood every
year, setting back our green energy goals for the sake of disappearing ads.
In light of these concerns, I request:
--A full traffic safety study about the impact on driver distraction of this new type of sign
--An adjustment of the low estimate of negative public opinion
--A full Environmental Impact Report, in place of the Negative Declaration, including error correction.
Thank you for your attention to this important matter.
Sincerely,
Martha Ronk
2060 Escarpa Drive
Los Angeles, CA 90041

__________________________________________________________________________________________________
RTC - 119
Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration
Sidewalk and Transit Amenities Program

Comment Letter No. 069
Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

STAP IS/MND Project Comments
1 message
Robin Rosemark <rrosemark@gmail.com>
Reply-To: Robin Rosemark <rrosemark@gmail.com>
To: Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

Fri, Nov 12, 2021 at 8:07 AM

Dear Mr. Mundy,
I ask that you enter the following public comment into the record regarding the environmental report on STAP commissioned by the
Public Works Department.
The report is a Mitigated Negative Declaration, which alleges no significant impact on the environment from the new shelters. This
conclusion is inaccurate for several reasons:
--The MND seriously underestimates driver distraction by relying on an outdated Federal Highway Administration study, ignoring later
and better research. Pedestrian accident data shows that fatalities are higher near bus shelters that have static advertising. Based on
a large body of research that confirms digital signs cause a significant distraction to drivers, we expect this accident trend to get worse.
See www.scenic.org/compendium for more up-to-date and accurate studies.
--The MND vastly underestimates the impact on the visual environment of the new bus shelters that have digital ad screens (Appendix
A, p. 54ff). Public opinion on digital ad screens is far more generally negative than the report states.
--The MND drastically underestimates the power usage of the shelters with ad screens (MND p. 109), stating that they will operate for
only 12 hours per day instead of the 24 hours projected. Even at that rate, STAP is expected to increase energy usage by 8,224,000
kilowatt-hours per year (MND p. 109), which is the equivalent of 1370 LA homes (DWP figures). That's one entire neighborhood every
year, setting back our green energy goals for the sake of disappearing ads.
In light of these concerns, I request:
--A full traffic safety study about the impact on driver distraction of this new type of sign
--An adjustment of the low estimate of negative public opinion
--A full Environmental Impact Report, in place of the Negative Declaration, including error correction.
Thank you for your attention to this important matter.
Sincerely,
Robin Rosemark
1727 Warnall Ave
Los Angeles, CA 90024

__________________________________________________________________________________________________
RTC - 120
Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration
Sidewalk and Transit Amenities Program

Comment Letter No. 070
Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

STAP IS/MND Project Comments
1 message
Derek Ryder <derekryder.101@gmail.com>
Reply-To: Derek Ryder <derekryder.101@gmail.com>
To: Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

Tue, Nov 2, 2021 at 10:00 PM

Dear Mr. Mundy,
I ask that you enter the following public comment into the record regarding the environmental report on STAP commissioned by the
Public Works Department.
The report is a Mitigated Negative Declaration, which alleges no significant impact on the environment from the new shelters. This
conclusion is inaccurate for several reasons:
--The MND seriously underestimates driver distraction by relying on an outdated Federal Highway Administration study, ignoring later
and better research. Pedestrian accident data shows that fatalities are higher near bus shelters that have static advertising. Based on
a large body of research that confirms digital signs cause a significant distraction to drivers, we expect this accident trend to get worse.
See www.scenic.org/compendium for more up-to-date and accurate studies.
--The MND vastly underestimates the impact on the visual environment of the new bus shelters that have digital ad screens (Appendix
A, p. 54ff). Public opinion on digital ad screens is far more generally negative than the report states.
--The MND drastically underestimates the power usage of the shelters with ad screens (MND p. 109), stating that they will operate for
only 12 hours per day instead of the 24 hours projected. Even at that rate, STAP is expected to increase energy usage by 8,224,000
kilowatt-hours per year (MND p. 109), which is the equivalent of 1370 LA homes (DWP figures). That's one entire neighborhood every
year, setting back our green energy goals for the sake of disappearing ads.
In light of these concerns, I request:
--A full traffic safety study about the impact on driver distraction of this new type of sign
--An adjustment of the low estimate of negative public opinion
--A full Environmental Impact Report, in place of the Negative Declaration, including error correction.
Thank you for your attention to this important matter.
Sincerely,
Derek Ryder
4111 Glenalbyn Drive
Los Angeles, CA 90026

__________________________________________________________________________________________________
RTC - 121
Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration
Sidewalk and Transit Amenities Program

Comment Letter No. 071
Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

STAP IS/MND Project Comments
1 message
richard saltsman <r.richardsaltsman@ca.rr.com>
Reply-To: richard saltsman <r.richardsaltsman@ca.rr.com>
To: Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

Thu, Nov 4, 2021 at 2:59 PM

Dear Mr. Mundy,
I ask that you enter the following public comment into the record regarding the environmental report on STAP commissioned by the
Public Works Department.
The report is a Mitigated Negative Declaration, which alleges no significant impact on the environment from the new shelters. This
conclusion is inaccurate for several reasons:
--The MND seriously underestimates driver distraction by relying on an outdated Federal Highway Administration study, ignoring later
and better research. Pedestrian accident data shows that fatalities are higher near bus shelters that have static advertising. Based on
a large body of research that confirms digital signs cause a significant distraction to drivers, we expect this accident trend to get worse.
See www.scenic.org/compendium for more up-to-date and accurate studies.
--The MND vastly underestimates the impact on the visual environment of the new bus shelters that have digital ad screens (Appendix
A, p. 54ff). Public opinion on digital ad screens is far more generally negative than the report states.
--The MND drastically underestimates the power usage of the shelters with ad screens (MND p. 109), stating that they will operate for
only 12 hours per day instead of the 24 hours projected. Even at that rate, STAP is expected to increase energy usage by 8,224,000
kilowatt-hours per year (MND p. 109), which is the equivalent of 1370 LA homes (DWP figures). That's one entire neighborhood every
year, setting back our green energy goals for the sake of disappearing ads.
In light of these concerns, I request:
--A full traffic safety study about the impact on driver distraction of this new type of sign
--An adjustment of the low estimate of negative public opinion
--A full Environmental Impact Report, in place of the Negative Declaration, including error correction.
Thank you for your attention to this important matter.
Sincerely,
richard saltsman
3569 Veteran Ave
Los Angeles, CA 90034

__________________________________________________________________________________________________
RTC - 122
Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration
Sidewalk and Transit Amenities Program

Comment Letter No. 072
Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

STAP IS/MND Project Comments
1 message
Rob Seltzer <rsscpa@earthlink.net>
Reply-To: Rob Seltzer <rsscpa@earthlink.net>
To: Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

Tue, Nov 2, 2021 at 10:07 PM

Dear Mr. Mundy,
I ask that you enter the following public comment into the record regarding the environmental report on STAP commissioned by the
Public Works Department.
The report is a Mitigated Negative Declaration, which alleges no significant impact on the environment from the new shelters. This
conclusion is inaccurate for several reasons:
--The MND seriously underestimates driver distraction by relying on an outdated Federal Highway Administration study, ignoring later
and better research. Pedestrian accident data shows that fatalities are higher near bus shelters that have static advertising. Based on
a large body of research that confirms digital signs cause a significant distraction to drivers, we expect this accident trend to get worse.
See www.scenic.org/compendium for more up-to-date and accurate studies.
--The MND vastly underestimates the impact on the visual environment of the new bus shelters that have digital ad screens (Appendix
A, p. 54ff). Public opinion on digital ad screens is far more generally negative than the report states.
--The MND drastically underestimates the power usage of the shelters with ad screens (MND p. 109), stating that they will operate for
only 12 hours per day instead of the 24 hours projected. Even at that rate, STAP is expected to increase energy usage by 8,224,000
kilowatt-hours per year (MND p. 109), which is the equivalent of 1370 LA homes (DWP figures). That's one entire neighborhood every
year, setting back our green energy goals for the sake of disappearing ads.
In light of these concerns, I request:
--A full traffic safety study about the impact on driver distraction of this new type of sign
--An adjustment of the low estimate of negative public opinion
--A full Environmental Impact Report, in place of the Negative Declaration, including error correction.
Thank you for your attention to this important matter.
Sincerely,
Rob Seltzer
18408 Clifftop Way
Malibu, CA 90265

__________________________________________________________________________________________________
RTC - 123
Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration
Sidewalk and Transit Amenities Program

Comment Letter No. 073
Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

STAP IS/MND Project Comments
1 message
al shayne <afshayne@gmail.com>
Reply-To: al shayne <afshayne@gmail.com>
To: Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

Tue, Nov 2, 2021 at 11:13 AM

Dear Mr. Mundy,
I ask that you enter the following public comment into the record regarding the environmental report on STAP commissioned by the
Public Works Department.
The report is a Mitigated Negative Declaration, which alleges no significant impact on the environment from the new shelters. This
conclusion is inaccurate for several reasons:
--The MND seriously underestimates driver distraction by relying on an outdated Federal Highway Administration study, ignoring later
and better research. Pedestrian accident data shows that fatalities are higher near bus shelters that have static advertising. Based on
a large body of research that confirms digital signs cause a significant distraction to drivers, we expect this accident trend to get worse.
See www.scenic.org/compendium for more up-to-date and accurate studies.
--The MND vastly underestimates the impact on the visual environment of the new bus shelters that have digital ad screens (Appendix
A, p. 54ff). Public opinion on digital ad screens is far more generally negative than the report states.
--The MND drastically underestimates the power usage of the shelters with ad screens (MND p. 109), stating that they will operate for
only 12 hours per day instead of the 24 hours projected. Even at that rate, STAP is expected to increase energy usage by 8,224,000
kilowatt-hours per year (MND p. 109), which is the equivalent of 1370 LA homes (DWP figures). That's one entire neighborhood every
year, setting back our green energy goals for the sake of disappearing ads.
In light of these concerns, I request:
--A full traffic safety study about the impact on driver distraction of this new type of sign
--An adjustment of the low estimate of negative public opinion
--A full Environmental Impact Report, in place of the Negative Declaration, including error correction.
Thank you for your attention to this important matter.
Sincerely,
al shayne
126 N Martel Ave
Los Angeles, CA 90036

__________________________________________________________________________________________________
RTC - 124
Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration
Sidewalk and Transit Amenities Program

Comment Letter No. 074
Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

STAP IS/MND Project Comments
1 message
Marc Silverman <dhalgrn@pacbell.net>
Reply-To: Marc Silverman <dhalgrn@pacbell.net>
To: Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

Tue, Nov 2, 2021 at 8:34 PM

Dear Mr. Mundy,
I ask that you enter the following public comment into the record regarding the environmental report on STAP commissioned by the
Public Works Department.
The report is a Mitigated Negative Declaration, which alleges no significant impact on the environment from the new shelters. This
conclusion is inaccurate for several reasons:
--The MND seriously underestimates driver distraction by relying on an outdated Federal Highway Administration study, ignoring later
and better research. Pedestrian accident data shows that fatalities are higher near bus shelters that have static advertising. Based on
a large body of research that confirms digital signs cause a significant distraction to drivers, we expect this accident trend to get worse.
See www.scenic.org/compendium for more up-to-date and accurate studies.
--The MND vastly underestimates the impact on the visual environment of the new bus shelters that have digital ad screens (Appendix
A, p. 54ff). Public opinion on digital ad screens is far more generally negative than the report states.
--The MND drastically underestimates the power usage of the shelters with ad screens (MND p. 109), stating that they will operate for
only 12 hours per day instead of the 24 hours projected. Even at that rate, STAP is expected to increase energy usage by 8,224,000
kilowatt-hours per year (MND p. 109), which is the equivalent of 1370 LA homes (DWP figures). That's one entire neighborhood every
year, setting back our green energy goals for the sake of disappearing ads.
In light of these concerns, I request:
--A full traffic safety study about the impact on driver distraction of this new type of sign
--An adjustment of the low estimate of negative public opinion
--A full Environmental Impact Report, in place of the Negative Declaration, including error correction.
Thank you for your attention to this important matter.
Sincerely,
Marc Silverman
6030 Graciosa Dr
Los Angeles, CA 90068

__________________________________________________________________________________________________
RTC - 125
Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration
Sidewalk and Transit Amenities Program

Comment Letter No. 075
Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

STAP IS/MND Project Comments
1 message
Christine Sneed <sneedchristine@gmail.com>
Reply-To: Christine Sneed <sneedchristine@gmail.com>
To: Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

Thu, Nov 11, 2021 at 9:17 AM

Dear Mr. Mundy,
I ask that you enter the following public comment into the record regarding the environmental report on STAP commissioned by the
Public Works Department.
The report is a Mitigated Negative Declaration, which alleges no significant impact on the environment from the new shelters. This
conclusion is inaccurate for several reasons:
--The MND seriously underestimates driver distraction by relying on an outdated Federal Highway Administration study, ignoring later
and better research. Pedestrian accident data shows that fatalities are higher near bus shelters that have static advertising. Based on
a large body of research that confirms digital signs cause a significant distraction to drivers, we expect this accident trend to get worse.
See www.scenic.org/compendium for more up-to-date and accurate studies.
--The MND vastly underestimates the impact on the visual environment of the new bus shelters that have digital ad screens (Appendix
A, p. 54ff). Public opinion on digital ad screens is far more generally negative than the report states.
--The MND drastically underestimates the power usage of the shelters with ad screens (MND p. 109), stating that they will operate for
only 12 hours per day instead of the 24 hours projected. Even at that rate, STAP is expected to increase energy usage by 8,224,000
kilowatt-hours per year (MND p. 109), which is the equivalent of 1370 LA homes (DWP figures). That's one entire neighborhood every
year, setting back our green energy goals for the sake of disappearing ads.
In light of these concerns, I request:
--A full traffic safety study about the impact on driver distraction of this new type of sign
--An adjustment of the low estimate of negative public opinion
--A full Environmental Impact Report, in place of the Negative Declaration, including error correction.
Thank you for your attention to this important matter.
Sincerely,
Christine Sneed
1769 E. Walnut Street, #4021
Pasadena, CA 91106

__________________________________________________________________________________________________
RTC - 126
Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration
Sidewalk and Transit Amenities Program

Comment Letter No. 076
Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

STAP IS/MND Project Comments
1 message
Chris Sorgi <1chrissorgi@gmail.com>
Reply-To: Chris Sorgi <1chrissorgi@gmail.com>
To: Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

Thu, Nov 11, 2021 at 9:40 AM

Dear Mr. Mundy,
I ask that you enter the following public comment into the record regarding the environmental report on STAP commissioned by the
Public Works Department.
The report is a Mitigated Negative Declaration, which alleges no significant impact on the environment from the new shelters. This
conclusion is inaccurate for several reasons:
--The MND seriously underestimates driver distraction by relying on an outdated Federal Highway Administration study, ignoring later
and better research. Pedestrian accident data shows that fatalities are higher near bus shelters that have static advertising. Based on
a large body of research that confirms digital signs cause a significant distraction to drivers, we expect this accident trend to get worse.
See www.scenic.org/compendium for more up-to-date and accurate studies.
--The MND vastly underestimates the impact on the visual environment of the new bus shelters that have digital ad screens (Appendix
A, p. 54ff). Public opinion on digital ad screens is far more generally negative than the report states.
--The MND drastically underestimates the power usage of the shelters with ad screens (MND p. 109), stating that they will operate for
only 12 hours per day instead of the 24 hours projected. Even at that rate, STAP is expected to increase energy usage by 8,224,000
kilowatt-hours per year (MND p. 109), which is the equivalent of 1370 LA homes (DWP figures). That's one entire neighborhood every
year, setting back our green energy goals for the sake of disappearing ads.
In light of these concerns, I request:
--A full traffic safety study about the impact on driver distraction of this new type of sign
--An adjustment of the low estimate of negative public opinion
--A full Environmental Impact Report, in place of the Negative Declaration, including error correction.
Thank you for your attention to this important matter.
Sincerely,
Chris Sorgi
10461 Lindbrook Dr
Los Angeles, CA 90024

__________________________________________________________________________________________________
RTC - 127
Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration
Sidewalk and Transit Amenities Program

Comment Letter No. 077
Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

STAP IS/MND Project Comments
1 message
P.P. Soucek <politicek@gmail.com>
Reply-To: "P.P. Soucek" <politicek@gmail.com>
To: Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

Wed, Nov 3, 2021 at 1:20 AM

Dear Mr. Mundy,
I ask that you enter the following public comment into the record regarding the environmental report on STAP commissioned by the
Public Works Department.
The report is a Mitigated Negative Declaration, which alleges no significant impact on the environment from the new shelters. This
conclusion is inaccurate for several reasons:
--The MND seriously underestimates driver distraction by relying on an outdated Federal Highway Administration study, ignoring later
and better research. Pedestrian accident data shows that fatalities are higher near bus shelters that have static advertising. Based on
a large body of research that confirms digital signs cause a significant distraction to drivers, we expect this accident trend to get worse.
See www.scenic.org/compendium for more up-to-date and accurate studies.
--The MND vastly underestimates the impact on the visual environment of the new bus shelters that have digital ad screens (Appendix
A, p. 54ff). Public opinion on digital ad screens is far more generally negative than the report states.
--The MND drastically underestimates the power usage of the shelters with ad screens (MND p. 109), stating that they will operate for
only 12 hours per day instead of the 24 hours projected. Even at that rate, STAP is expected to increase energy usage by 8,224,000
kilowatt-hours per year (MND p. 109), which is the equivalent of 1370 LA homes (DWP figures). That's one entire neighborhood every
year, setting back our green energy goals for the sake of disappearing ads.
In light of these concerns, I request:
--A full traffic safety study about the impact on driver distraction of this new type of sign
--An adjustment of the low estimate of negative public opinion
--A full Environmental Impact Report, in place of the Negative Declaration, including error correction.
Thank you for your attention to this important matter.
Sincerely,
P.P. Soucek
5326 Sylmar Ave
Sherman Oaks, CA 91401

__________________________________________________________________________________________________
RTC - 128
Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration
Sidewalk and Transit Amenities Program

Comment Letter No. 078
Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

STAP IS/MND Project Comments
1 message
Beth Stein <lasirena@mardeashe.com>
Reply-To: Beth Stein <lasirena@mardeashe.com>
To: Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

Thu, Nov 11, 2021 at 9:11 AM

Dear Mr. Mundy,
I ask that you enter the following public comment into the record regarding the environmental report on STAP commissioned by the
Public Works Department.
The report is a Mitigated Negative Declaration, which alleges no significant impact on the environment from the new shelters. This
conclusion is inaccurate for several reasons:
--The MND seriously underestimates driver distraction by relying on an outdated Federal Highway Administration study, ignoring later
and better research. Pedestrian accident data shows that fatalities are higher near bus shelters that have static advertising. Based on
a large body of research that confirms digital signs cause a significant distraction to drivers, we expect this accident trend to get worse.
See www.scenic.org/compendium for more up-to-date and accurate studies.
--The MND vastly underestimates the impact on the visual environment of the new bus shelters that have digital ad screens (Appendix
A, p. 54ff). Public opinion on digital ad screens is far more generally negative than the report states.
--The MND drastically underestimates the power usage of the shelters with ad screens (MND p. 109), stating that they will operate for
only 12 hours per day instead of the 24 hours projected. Even at that rate, STAP is expected to increase energy usage by 8,224,000
kilowatt-hours per year (MND p. 109), which is the equivalent of 1370 LA homes (DWP figures). That's one entire neighborhood every
year, setting back our green energy goals for the sake of disappearing ads.
In light of these concerns, I request:
--A full traffic safety study about the impact on driver distraction of this new type of sign
--An adjustment of the low estimate of negative public opinion
--A full Environmental Impact Report, in place of the Negative Declaration, including error correction.
Thank you for your attention to this important matter.
Sincerely,
Beth Stein
3787 3/4 S Centinela Ave
Los Angeles, CA 90066

__________________________________________________________________________________________________
RTC - 129
Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration
Sidewalk and Transit Amenities Program

Comment Letter No. 079
Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

STAP IS/MND Project Comments
1 message
Evelyn Stern <stern123@earthlink.net>
Reply-To: Evelyn Stern <stern123@earthlink.net>
To: Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

Tue, Nov 2, 2021 at 7:45 PM

Dear Mr. Mundy,
I ask that you enter the following public comment into the record regarding the environmental report on STAP commissioned by the
Public Works Department.
The report is a Mitigated Negative Declaration, which alleges no significant impact on the environment from the new shelters. This
conclusion is inaccurate for several reasons:
--The MND seriously underestimates driver distraction by relying on an outdated Federal Highway Administration study, ignoring later
and better research. Pedestrian accident data shows that fatalities are higher near bus shelters that have static advertising. Based on
a large body of research that confirms digital signs cause a significant distraction to drivers, we expect this accident trend to get worse.
See www.scenic.org/compendium for more up-to-date and accurate studies.
--The MND vastly underestimates the impact on the visual environment of the new bus shelters that have digital ad screens (Appendix
A, p. 54ff). Public opinion on digital ad screens is far more generally negative than the report states.
--The MND drastically underestimates the power usage of the shelters with ad screens (MND p. 109), stating that they will operate for
only 12 hours per day instead of the 24 hours projected. Even at that rate, STAP is expected to increase energy usage by 8,224,000
kilowatt-hours per year (MND p. 109), which is the equivalent of 1370 LA homes (DWP figures). That's one entire neighborhood every
year, setting back our green energy goals for the sake of disappearing ads.
In light of these concerns, I request:
--A full traffic safety study about the impact on driver distraction of this new type of sign
--An adjustment of the low estimate of negative public opinion
--A full Environmental Impact Report, in place of the Negative Declaration, including error correction.
Thank you for your attention to this important matter.
Sincerely,
Evelyn Stern
12367 Deerbrook Ln
Los Angeles, CA 90049

__________________________________________________________________________________________________
RTC - 130
Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration
Sidewalk and Transit Amenities Program

Comment Letter No. 080
Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

STAP IS/MND Project Comments
1 message
Stephen Stone <stevestone1945@gmail.com>
Reply-To: Stephen Stone <stevestone1945@gmail.com>
To: Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

Tue, Nov 2, 2021 at 12:19 PM

Dear Mr. Mundy,
I ask that you enter the following public comment into the record regarding the environmental report on STAP commissioned by the
Public Works Department.
The report is a Mitigated Negative Declaration, which alleges no significant impact on the environment from the new shelters. This
conclusion is inaccurate for several reasons:
--The MND seriously underestimates driver distraction by relying on an outdated Federal Highway Administration study, ignoring later
and better research. Pedestrian accident data shows that fatalities are higher near bus shelters that have static advertising. Based on
a large body of research that confirms digital signs cause a significant distraction to drivers, we expect this accident trend to get worse.
See www.scenic.org/compendium for more up-to-date and accurate studies.
--The MND vastly underestimates the impact on the visual environment of the new bus shelters that have digital ad screens (Appendix
A, p. 54ff). Public opinion on digital ad screens is far more generally negative than the report states.
--The MND drastically underestimates the power usage of the shelters with ad screens (MND p. 109), stating that they will operate for
only 12 hours per day instead of the 24 hours projected. Even at that rate, STAP is expected to increase energy usage by 8,224,000
kilowatt-hours per year (MND p. 109), which is the equivalent of 1370 LA homes (DWP figures). That's one entire neighborhood every
year, setting back our green energy goals for the sake of disappearing ads.
In light of these concerns, I request:
--A full traffic safety study about the impact on driver distraction of this new type of sign
--An adjustment of the low estimate of negative public opinion
--A full Environmental Impact Report, in place of the Negative Declaration, including error correction.
Thank you for your attention to this important matter.
Sincerely,
Stephen Stone
1515 N Bonnie Beach Pl
Los Angeles, CA 90063

__________________________________________________________________________________________________
RTC - 131
Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration
Sidewalk and Transit Amenities Program

Comment Letter No. 081
Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

STAP IS/MND Project Comments
1 message
Janice Tarr <janice337@gmail.com>
Reply-To: Janice Tarr <janice337@gmail.com>
To: Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

Thu, Nov 11, 2021 at 1:38 PM

Dear Mr. Mundy,
I ask that you enter the following public comment into the record regarding the environmental report on STAP commissioned by the
Public Works Department.
The report is a Mitigated Negative Declaration, which alleges no significant impact on the environment from the new shelters. This
conclusion is inaccurate for several reasons:
--The MND seriously underestimates driver distraction by relying on an outdated Federal Highway Administration study, ignoring later
and better research. Pedestrian accident data shows that fatalities are higher near bus shelters that have static advertising. Based on
a large body of research that confirms digital signs cause a significant distraction to drivers, we expect this accident trend to get worse.
See www.scenic.org/compendium for more up-to-date and accurate studies.
--The MND vastly underestimates the impact on the visual environment of the new bus shelters that have digital ad screens (Appendix
A, p. 54ff). Public opinion on digital ad screens is far more generally negative than the report states.
--The MND drastically underestimates the power usage of the shelters with ad screens (MND p. 109), stating that they will operate for
only 12 hours per day instead of the 24 hours projected. Even at that rate, STAP is expected to increase energy usage by 8,224,000
kilowatt-hours per year (MND p. 109), which is the equivalent of 1370 LA homes (DWP figures). That's one entire neighborhood every
year, setting back our green energy goals for the sake of disappearing ads.
In light of these concerns, I request:
--A full traffic safety study about the impact on driver distraction of this new type of sign
--An adjustment of the low estimate of negative public opinion
--A full Environmental Impact Report, in place of the Negative Declaration, including error correction.
Thank you for your attention to this important matter.
Sincerely,
Janice Tarr
11420 Berwick St
Los Angeles, CA 90049

__________________________________________________________________________________________________
RTC - 132
Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration
Sidewalk and Transit Amenities Program

Comment Letter No. 082
Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

STAP IS/MND Project Comments
1 message
Terry Tegnazian <terrteg@outlook.com>
Reply-To: Terry Tegnazian <terrteg@outlook.com>
To: Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

Tue, Nov 2, 2021 at 4:08 PM

Dear Mr. Mundy,
I ask that you enter the following public comment into the record regarding the environmental report on STAP commissioned by the
Public Works Department.
The report is a Mitigated Negative Declaration, which alleges no significant impact on the environment from the new shelters. This
conclusion is inaccurate for several reasons:
--The MND seriously underestimates driver distraction by relying on an outdated Federal Highway Administration study, ignoring later
and better research. Pedestrian accident data shows that fatalities are higher near bus shelters that have static advertising. Based on
a large body of research that confirms digital signs cause a significant distraction to drivers, we expect this accident trend to get worse.
See www.scenic.org/compendium for more up-to-date and accurate studies.
--The MND vastly underestimates the impact on the visual environment of the new bus shelters that have digital ad screens (Appendix
A, p. 54ff). Public opinion on digital ad screens is far more generally negative than the report states.
--The MND drastically underestimates the power usage of the shelters with ad screens (MND p. 109), stating that they will operate for
only 12 hours per day instead of the 24 hours projected. Even at that rate, STAP is expected to increase energy usage by 8,224,000
kilowatt-hours per year (MND p. 109), which is the equivalent of 1370 LA homes (DWP figures). That's one entire neighborhood every
year, setting back our green energy goals for the sake of disappearing ads.
In light of these concerns, I request:
--A full traffic safety study about the impact on driver distraction of this new type of sign
--An adjustment of the low estimate of negative public opinion
--A full Environmental Impact Report, in place of the Negative Declaration, including error correction.
Thank you for your attention to this important matter.
Sincerely,
Terry Tegnazian
10850 Wilshire Blvd., #300
Los Angeles, CA 90024

__________________________________________________________________________________________________
RTC - 133
Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration
Sidewalk and Transit Amenities Program

Comment Letter No. 083
Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

STAP IS/MND Project Comments
1 message
Mary Timme <mktimme@gmail.com>
Reply-To: Mary Timme <mktimme@gmail.com>
To: Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

Wed, Nov 3, 2021 at 11:04 AM

Dear Mr. Mundy,
I ask that you enter the following public comment into the record regarding the environmental report on STAP commissioned by the
Public Works Department.
The report is a Mitigated Negative Declaration, which alleges no significant impact on the environment from the new shelters. This
conclusion is inaccurate for several reasons:
--The MND seriously underestimates driver distraction by relying on an outdated Federal Highway Administration study, ignoring later
and better research. Pedestrian accident data shows that fatalities are higher near bus shelters that have static advertising. Based on
a large body of research that confirms digital signs cause a significant distraction to drivers, we expect this accident trend to get worse.
See www.scenic.org/compendium for more up-to-date and accurate studies.
--The MND vastly underestimates the impact on the visual environment of the new bus shelters that have digital ad screens (Appendix
A, p. 54ff). Public opinion on digital ad screens is far more generally negative than the report states.
--The MND drastically underestimates the power usage of the shelters with ad screens (MND p. 109), stating that they will operate for
only 12 hours per day instead of the 24 hours projected. Even at that rate, STAP is expected to increase energy usage by 8,224,000
kilowatt-hours per year (MND p. 109), which is the equivalent of 1370 LA homes (DWP figures). That's one entire neighborhood every
year, setting back our green energy goals for the sake of disappearing ads.
In light of these concerns, I request:
--A full traffic safety study about the impact on driver distraction of this new type of sign
--An adjustment of the low estimate of negative public opinion
--A full Environmental Impact Report, in place of the Negative Declaration, including error correction.
Thank you for your attention to this important matter.
Sincerely,
Mary Timme
1800 S Point View St
Los Angeles, CA 90035

__________________________________________________________________________________________________
RTC - 134
Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration
Sidewalk and Transit Amenities Program

Comment Letter No. 084
Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

STAP IS/MND Project Comments
1 message
Tia Triplett <tia@anlf.com>
Reply-To: Tia Triplett <tia@anlf.com>
To: Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

Tue, Nov 2, 2021 at 11:08 AM

Dear Mr. Mundy,
I ask that you enter the following public comment into the record regarding the environmental report on STAP commissioned by the
Public Works Department.
The report is a Mitigated Negative Declaration, which alleges no significant impact on the environment from the new shelters. This
conclusion is inaccurate for several reasons:
--The MND seriously underestimates driver distraction by relying on an outdated Federal Highway Administration study, ignoring later
and better research. Pedestrian accident data shows that fatalities are higher near bus shelters that have static advertising. Based on
a large body of research that confirms digital signs cause a significant distraction to drivers, we expect this accident trend to get worse.
See www.scenic.org/compendium for more up-to-date and accurate studies.
--The MND vastly underestimates the impact on the visual environment of the new bus shelters that have digital ad screens (Appendix
A, p. 54ff). Public opinion on digital ad screens is far more generally negative than the report states.
--The MND drastically underestimates the power usage of the shelters with ad screens (MND p. 109), stating that they will operate for
only 12 hours per day instead of the 24 hours projected. Even at that rate, STAP is expected to increase energy usage by 8,224,000
kilowatt-hours per year (MND p. 109), which is the equivalent of 1370 LA homes (DWP figures). That's one entire neighborhood every
year, setting back our green energy goals for the sake of disappearing ads.
In light of these concerns, I request:
--A full traffic safety study about the impact on driver distraction of this new type of sign
--An adjustment of the low estimate of negative public opinion
--A full Environmental Impact Report, in place of the Negative Declaration, including error correction.
Thank you for your attention to this important matter.
Sincerely,
Tia Triplett
3959 Berryman Ave
Los Angeles, CA 90066

__________________________________________________________________________________________________
RTC - 135
Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration
Sidewalk and Transit Amenities Program

Comment Letter No. 085
Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

STAP IS/MND Project Comments
1 message
Ellen Turner <ellenwturner@gmail.com>
Reply-To: Ellen Turner <ellenwturner@gmail.com>
To: Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

Thu, Nov 11, 2021 at 3:20 PM

Dear Mr. Mundy,
I ask that you enter the following public comment into the record regarding the environmental report on STAP commissioned by the
Public Works Department.
The report is a Mitigated Negative Declaration, which alleges no significant impact on the environment from the new shelters. This
conclusion is inaccurate for several reasons:
--The MND seriously underestimates driver distraction by relying on an outdated Federal Highway Administration study, ignoring later
and better research. Pedestrian accident data shows that fatalities are higher near bus shelters that have static advertising. Based on
a large body of research that confirms digital signs cause a significant distraction to drivers, we expect this accident trend to get worse.
See www.scenic.org/compendium for more up-to-date and accurate studies.
--The MND vastly underestimates the impact on the visual environment of the new bus shelters that have digital ad screens (Appendix
A, p. 54ff). Public opinion on digital ad screens is far more generally negative than the report states.
--The MND drastically underestimates the power usage of the shelters with ad screens (MND p. 109), stating that they will operate for
only 12 hours per day instead of the 24 hours projected. Even at that rate, STAP is expected to increase energy usage by 8,224,000
kilowatt-hours per year (MND p. 109), which is the equivalent of 1370 LA homes (DWP figures). That's one entire neighborhood every
year, setting back our green energy goals for the sake of disappearing ads.
In light of these concerns, I request:
--A full traffic safety study about the impact on driver distraction of this new type of sign
--An adjustment of the low estimate of negative public opinion
--A full Environmental Impact Report, in place of the Negative Declaration, including error correction.
Thank you for your attention to this important matter.
Sincerely,
Ellen Turner
10589 Wyton Dr
Los Angeles, CA 90024

__________________________________________________________________________________________________
RTC - 136
Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration
Sidewalk and Transit Amenities Program

Comment Letter No. 086
Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

STAP IS/MND Project Comments
1 message
Letty Valenzuela <leticia.valenzuela@kp.org>
Reply-To: Letty Valenzuela <leticia.valenzuela@kp.org>
To: Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

Thu, Nov 11, 2021 at 9:21 AM

Dear Mr. Mundy,
I ask that you enter the following public comment into the record regarding the environmental report on STAP commissioned by the
Public Works Department.
The report is a Mitigated Negative Declaration, which alleges no significant impact on the environment from the new shelters. This
conclusion is inaccurate for several reasons:
--The MND seriously underestimates driver distraction by relying on an outdated Federal Highway Administration study, ignoring later
and better research. Pedestrian accident data shows that fatalities are higher near bus shelters that have static advertising. Based on
a large body of research that confirms digital signs cause a significant distraction to drivers, we expect this accident trend to get worse.
See www.scenic.org/compendium for more up-to-date and accurate studies.
--The MND vastly underestimates the impact on the visual environment of the new bus shelters that have digital ad screens (Appendix
A, p. 54ff). Public opinion on digital ad screens is far more generally negative than the report states.
--The MND drastically underestimates the power usage of the shelters with ad screens (MND p. 109), stating that they will operate for
only 12 hours per day instead of the 24 hours projected. Even at that rate, STAP is expected to increase energy usage by 8,224,000
kilowatt-hours per year (MND p. 109), which is the equivalent of 1370 LA homes (DWP figures). That's one entire neighborhood every
year, setting back our green energy goals for the sake of disappearing ads.
In light of these concerns, I request:
--A full traffic safety study about the impact on driver distraction of this new type of sign
--An adjustment of the low estimate of negative public opinion
--A full Environmental Impact Report, in place of the Negative Declaration, including error correction.
Thank you for your attention to this important matter.
Sincerely,
Letty Valenzuela
5119 Pomona blvd
Los angeles, CA 90022

__________________________________________________________________________________________________
RTC - 137
Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration
Sidewalk and Transit Amenities Program

Comment Letter No. 087
Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

STAP IS/MND Project Comments
1 message
Sherry Vatter <sgv@chem.ucla.edu>
Reply-To: Sherry Vatter <sgv@chem.ucla.edu>
To: Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

Tue, Nov 2, 2021 at 1:17 PM

Dear Mr. Mundy,
I ask that you enter the following public comment into the record regarding the environmental report on STAP commissioned by the
Public Works Department.
The report is a Mitigated Negative Declaration, which alleges no significant impact on the environment from the new shelters. This
conclusion is inaccurate for several reasons:
--The MND seriously underestimates driver distraction by relying on an outdated Federal Highway Administration study, ignoring later
and better research. Pedestrian accident data shows that fatalities are higher near bus shelters that have static advertising. Based on
a large body of research that confirms digital signs cause a significant distraction to drivers, we expect this accident trend to get worse.
See www.scenic.org/compendium for more up-to-date and accurate studies.
--The MND vastly underestimates the impact on the visual environment of the new bus shelters that have digital ad screens (Appendix
A, p. 54ff). Public opinion on digital ad screens is far more generally negative than the report states.
--The MND drastically underestimates the power usage of the shelters with ad screens (MND p. 109), stating that they will operate for
only 12 hours per day instead of the 24 hours projected. Even at that rate, STAP is expected to increase energy usage by 8,224,000
kilowatt-hours per year (MND p. 109), which is the equivalent of 1370 LA homes (DWP figures). That's one entire neighborhood every
year, setting back our green energy goals for the sake of disappearing ads.
In light of these concerns, I request:
--A full traffic safety study about the impact on driver distraction of this new type of sign
--An adjustment of the low estimate of negative public opinion
--A full Environmental Impact Report, in place of the Negative Declaration, including error correction.
Thank you for your attention to this important matter.
Sincerely,
Sherry Vatter
3362 Keystone Ave
Los Angeles, CA 90034

__________________________________________________________________________________________________
RTC - 138
Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration
Sidewalk and Transit Amenities Program

Comment Letter No. 088
Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

STAP IS/MND Project Comments
1 message
CLAUDIA VILLASENOR <klouds3@hotmail.com>
Reply-To: CLAUDIA VILLASENOR <klouds3@hotmail.com>
To: Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

Thu, Nov 11, 2021 at 12:37 AM

Dear Mr. Mundy,
I ask that you enter the following public comment into the record regarding the environmental report on STAP commissioned by the
Public Works Department.
The report is a Mitigated Negative Declaration, which alleges no significant impact on the environment from the new shelters. This
conclusion is inaccurate for several reasons:
--The MND seriously underestimates driver distraction by relying on an outdated Federal Highway Administration study, ignoring later
and better research. Pedestrian accident data shows that fatalities are higher near bus shelters that have static advertising. Based on
a large body of research that confirms digital signs cause a significant distraction to drivers, we expect this accident trend to get worse.
See www.scenic.org/compendium for more up-to-date and accurate studies.
--The MND vastly underestimates the impact on the visual environment of the new bus shelters that have digital ad screens (Appendix
A, p. 54ff). Public opinion on digital ad screens is far more generally negative than the report states.
--The MND drastically underestimates the power usage of the shelters with ad screens (MND p. 109), stating that they will operate for
only 12 hours per day instead of the 24 hours projected. Even at that rate, STAP is expected to increase energy usage by 8,224,000
kilowatt-hours per year (MND p. 109), which is the equivalent of 1370 LA homes (DWP figures). That's one entire neighborhood every
year, setting back our green energy goals for the sake of disappearing ads.
In light of these concerns, I request:
--A full traffic safety study about the impact on driver distraction of this new type of sign
--An adjustment of the low estimate of negative public opinion
--A full Environmental Impact Report, in place of the Negative Declaration, including error correction.
Thank you for your attention to this important matter.
Sincerely,
CLAUDIA VILLASENOR
12731 Mitchell Ave
Los Angeles, CA 90066

__________________________________________________________________________________________________
RTC - 139
Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration
Sidewalk and Transit Amenities Program

Comment Letter No. 089
Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

STAP IS/MND Project Comments
1 message
Charles Vogel <csv@chuckvogel.com>
Reply-To: Charles Vogel <csv@chuckvogel.com>
To: Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

Tue, Nov 2, 2021 at 4:31 PM

Dear Mr. Mundy,
I ask that you enter the following public comment into the record regarding the environmental report on STAP commissioned by the
Public Works Department.
The report is a Mitigated Negative Declaration, which alleges no significant impact on the environment from the new shelters. This
conclusion is inaccurate for several reasons:
--The MND seriously underestimates driver distraction by relying on an outdated Federal Highway Administration study, ignoring later
and better research. Pedestrian accident data shows that fatalities are higher near bus shelters that have static advertising. Based on
a large body of research that confirms digital signs cause a significant distraction to drivers, we expect this accident trend to get worse.
See www.scenic.org/compendium for more up-to-date and accurate studies.
--The MND vastly underestimates the impact on the visual environment of the new bus shelters that have digital ad screens (Appendix
A, p. 54ff). Public opinion on digital ad screens is far more generally negative than the report states.
--The MND drastically underestimates the power usage of the shelters with ad screens (MND p. 109), stating that they will operate for
only 12 hours per day instead of the 24 hours projected. Even at that rate, STAP is expected to increase energy usage by 8,224,000
kilowatt-hours per year (MND p. 109), which is the equivalent of 1370 LA homes (DWP figures). That's one entire neighborhood every
year, setting back our green energy goals for the sake of disappearing ads.
In light of these concerns, I request:
--A full traffic safety study about the impact on driver distraction of this new type of sign
--An adjustment of the low estimate of negative public opinion
--A full Environmental Impact Report, in place of the Negative Declaration, including error correction.
Thank you for your attention to this important matter.
Sincerely,
Charles Vogel
326 South Bentley Ave.
Los Angeles, CA 90049

__________________________________________________________________________________________________
RTC - 140
Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration
Sidewalk and Transit Amenities Program

Comment Letter No. 090
Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

STAP IS/MND Project Comments
1 message
Emma Ward <callingoctober@gmail.com>
Reply-To: Emma Ward <callingoctober@gmail.com>
To: Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

Wed, Nov 3, 2021 at 8:01 PM

Dear Mr. Mundy,
I ask that you enter the following public comment into the record regarding the environmental report on STAP commissioned by the
Public Works Department.
The report is a Mitigated Negative Declaration, which alleges no significant impact on the environment from the new shelters. This
conclusion is inaccurate for several reasons:
--The MND seriously underestimates driver distraction by relying on an outdated Federal Highway Administration study, ignoring later
and better research. Pedestrian accident data shows that fatalities are higher near bus shelters that have static advertising. Based on
a large body of research that confirms digital signs cause a significant distraction to drivers, we expect this accident trend to get worse.
See www.scenic.org/compendium for more up-to-date and accurate studies.
--The MND vastly underestimates the impact on the visual environment of the new bus shelters that have digital ad screens (Appendix
A, p. 54ff). Public opinion on digital ad screens is far more generally negative than the report states.
--The MND drastically underestimates the power usage of the shelters with ad screens (MND p. 109), stating that they will operate for
only 12 hours per day instead of the 24 hours projected. Even at that rate, STAP is expected to increase energy usage by 8,224,000
kilowatt-hours per year (MND p. 109), which is the equivalent of 1370 LA homes (DWP figures). That's one entire neighborhood every
year, setting back our green energy goals for the sake of disappearing ads.
In light of these concerns, I request:
--A full traffic safety study about the impact on driver distraction of this new type of sign
--An adjustment of the low estimate of negative public opinion
--A full Environmental Impact Report, in place of the Negative Declaration, including error correction.
Thank you for your attention to this important matter.
Sincerely,
Emma Ward
4629 St Charles Pl
Los Angeles, CA 90019

__________________________________________________________________________________________________
RTC - 141
Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration
Sidewalk and Transit Amenities Program

Comment Letter No. 091
Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

STAP IS/MND Project Comments
1 message
Deannamaria Weakly <weaklymariadeanna@gmail.com>
Reply-To: Deannamaria Weakly <weaklymariadeanna@gmail.com>
To: Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

Tue, Nov 9, 2021 at 12:24 AM

Dear Mr. Mundy,
I ask that you enter the following public comment into the record regarding the environmental report on STAP commissioned by the
Public Works Department.
The report is a Mitigated Negative Declaration, which alleges no significant impact on the environment from the new shelters. This
conclusion is inaccurate for several reasons:
--The MND seriously underestimates driver distraction by relying on an outdated Federal Highway Administration study, ignoring later
and better research. Pedestrian accident data shows that fatalities are higher near bus shelters that have static advertising. Based on
a large body of research that confirms digital signs cause a significant distraction to drivers, we expect this accident trend to get worse.
See www.scenic.org/compendium for more up-to-date and accurate studies.
--The MND vastly underestimates the impact on the visual environment of the new bus shelters that have digital ad screens (Appendix
A, p. 54ff). Public opinion on digital ad screens is far more generally negative than the report states.
--The MND drastically underestimates the power usage of the shelters with ad screens (MND p. 109), stating that they will operate for
only 12 hours per day instead of the 24 hours projected. Even at that rate, STAP is expected to increase energy usage by 8,224,000
kilowatt-hours per year (MND p. 109), which is the equivalent of 1370 LA homes (DWP figures). That's one entire neighborhood every
year, setting back our green energy goals for the sake of disappearing ads.
In light of these concerns, I request:
--A full traffic safety study about the impact on driver distraction of this new type of sign
--An adjustment of the low estimate of negative public opinion
--A full Environmental Impact Report, in place of the Negative Declaration, including error correction.
Thank you for your attention to this important matter.
Sincerely,
Deannamaria Weakly
5700 S.Hoover St.#5
Losangeles, CA 90037

__________________________________________________________________________________________________
RTC - 142
Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration
Sidewalk and Transit Amenities Program

Comment Letter No. 092
Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

STAP IS/MND Project Comments
1 message
Lynne Weiske <movieblonde@hotmail.com>
Reply-To: Lynne Weiske <movieblonde@hotmail.com>
To: Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

Tue, Nov 2, 2021 at 12:26 PM

Dear Mr. Mundy,
I ask that you enter the following public comment into the record regarding the environmental report on STAP commissioned by the
Public Works Department.
The report is a Mitigated Negative Declaration, which alleges no significant impact on the environment from the new shelters. This
conclusion is inaccurate for several reasons:
--The MND seriously underestimates driver distraction by relying on an outdated Federal Highway Administration study, ignoring later
and better research. Pedestrian accident data shows that fatalities are higher near bus shelters that have static advertising. Based on
a large body of research that confirms digital signs cause a significant distraction to drivers, we expect this accident trend to get worse.
See www.scenic.org/compendium for more up-to-date and accurate studies.
--The MND vastly underestimates the impact on the visual environment of the new bus shelters that have digital ad screens (Appendix
A, p. 54ff). Public opinion on digital ad screens is far more generally negative than the report states.
--The MND drastically underestimates the power usage of the shelters with ad screens (MND p. 109), stating that they will operate for
only 12 hours per day instead of the 24 hours projected. Even at that rate, STAP is expected to increase energy usage by 8,224,000
kilowatt-hours per year (MND p. 109), which is the equivalent of 1370 LA homes (DWP figures). That's one entire neighborhood every
year, setting back our green energy goals for the sake of disappearing ads.
In light of these concerns, I request:
--A full traffic safety study about the impact on driver distraction of this new type of sign
--An adjustment of the low estimate of negative public opinion
--A full Environmental Impact Report, in place of the Negative Declaration, including error correction.
Thank you for your attention to this important matter.
Sincerely,
Lynne Weiske
6128 Wilshire Blvd
Los Angeles, CA 90048

__________________________________________________________________________________________________
RTC - 143
Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration
Sidewalk and Transit Amenities Program

Comment Letter No. 093
Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

STAP IS/MND Project Comments
1 message
Rob West <robwest@sbcglobal.net>
Reply-To: Rob West <robwest@sbcglobal.net>
To: Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

Fri, Nov 12, 2021 at 1:30 PM

Dear Mr. Mundy,
I ask that you enter the following public comment into the record regarding the environmental report on STAP commissioned by the
Public Works Department.
The report is a Mitigated Negative Declaration, which alleges no significant impact on the environment from the new shelters. This
conclusion is inaccurate for several reasons:
--The MND seriously underestimates driver distraction by relying on an outdated Federal Highway Administration study, ignoring later
and better research. Pedestrian accident data shows that fatalities are higher near bus shelters that have static advertising. Based on
a large body of research that confirms digital signs cause a significant distraction to drivers, we expect this accident trend to get worse.
See www.scenic.org/compendium for more up-to-date and accurate studies.
--The MND vastly underestimates the impact on the visual environment of the new bus shelters that have digital ad screens (Appendix
A, p. 54ff). Public opinion on digital ad screens is far more generally negative than the report states.
--The MND drastically underestimates the power usage of the shelters with ad screens (MND p. 109), stating that they will operate for
only 12 hours per day instead of the 24 hours projected. Even at that rate, STAP is expected to increase energy usage by 8,224,000
kilowatt-hours per year (MND p. 109), which is the equivalent of 1370 LA homes (DWP figures). That's one entire neighborhood every
year, setting back our green energy goals for the sake of disappearing ads.
In light of these concerns, I request:
--A full traffic safety study about the impact on driver distraction of this new type of sign
--An adjustment of the low estimate of negative public opinion
--A full Environmental Impact Report, in place of the Negative Declaration, including error correction.
Thank you for your attention to this important matter.
Sincerely,
Rob West
5551 W 63rd St
Los Angeles, CA 90056

__________________________________________________________________________________________________
RTC - 144
Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration
Sidewalk and Transit Amenities Program

Comment Letter No. 094
Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

STAP IS/MND Project Comments
1 message
Dorothy Wilkinson <dgwcitrine@gmail.com>
Reply-To: Dorothy Wilkinson <dgwcitrine@gmail.com>
To: Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

Thu, Nov 11, 2021 at 10:21 AM

Dear Mr. Mundy,
I ask that you enter the following public comment into the record regarding the environmental report on STAP commissioned by the
Public Works Department.
The report is a Mitigated Negative Declaration, which alleges no significant impact on the environment from the new shelters. This
conclusion is inaccurate for several reasons:
--The MND seriously underestimates driver distraction by relying on an outdated Federal Highway Administration study, ignoring later
and better research. Pedestrian accident data shows that fatalities are higher near bus shelters that have static advertising. Based on
a large body of research that confirms digital signs cause a significant distraction to drivers, we expect this accident trend to get worse.
See www.scenic.org/compendium for more up-to-date and accurate studies.
--The MND vastly underestimates the impact on the visual environment of the new bus shelters that have digital ad screens (Appendix
A, p. 54ff). Public opinion on digital ad screens is far more generally negative than the report states.
--The MND drastically underestimates the power usage of the shelters with ad screens (MND p. 109), stating that they will operate for
only 12 hours per day instead of the 24 hours projected. Even at that rate, STAP is expected to increase energy usage by 8,224,000
kilowatt-hours per year (MND p. 109), which is the equivalent of 1370 LA homes (DWP figures). That's one entire neighborhood every
year, setting back our green energy goals for the sake of disappearing ads.
In light of these concerns, I request:
--A full traffic safety study about the impact on driver distraction of this new type of sign
--An adjustment of the low estimate of negative public opinion
--A full Environmental Impact Report, in place of the Negative Declaration, including error correction.
Thank you for your attention to this important matter.
Sincerely,
Dorothy Wilkinson
5118 De Longpre Ave Apt 314
Los Angeles, CA 90027

__________________________________________________________________________________________________
RTC - 145
Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration
Sidewalk and Transit Amenities Program

Comment Letter No. 095
Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

STAP IS/MND Project Comments
1 message
Donna Williams <wacincconserve@sbcglobal.net>
Reply-To: Donna Williams <wacincconserve@sbcglobal.net>
To: Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

Wed, Nov 3, 2021 at 1:02 PM

Dear Mr. Mundy,
I ask that you enter the following public comment into the record regarding the environmental report on STAP commissioned by the
Public Works Department.
The report is a Mitigated Negative Declaration, which alleges no significant impact on the environment from the new shelters. This
conclusion is inaccurate for several reasons:
--The MND seriously underestimates driver distraction by relying on an outdated Federal Highway Administration study, ignoring later
and better research. Pedestrian accident data shows that fatalities are higher near bus shelters that have static advertising. Based on
a large body of research that confirms digital signs cause a significant distraction to drivers, we expect this accident trend to get worse.
See www.scenic.org/compendium for more up-to-date and accurate studies.
--The MND vastly underestimates the impact on the visual environment of the new bus shelters that have digital ad screens (Appendix
A, p. 54ff). Public opinion on digital ad screens is far more generally negative than the report states.
--The MND drastically underestimates the power usage of the shelters with ad screens (MND p. 109), stating that they will operate for
only 12 hours per day instead of the 24 hours projected. Even at that rate, STAP is expected to increase energy usage by 8,224,000
kilowatt-hours per year (MND p. 109), which is the equivalent of 1370 LA homes (DWP figures). That's one entire neighborhood every
year, setting back our green energy goals for the sake of disappearing ads.
In light of these concerns, I request:
--A full traffic safety study about the impact on driver distraction of this new type of sign
--An adjustment of the low estimate of negative public opinion
--A full Environmental Impact Report, in place of the Negative Declaration, including error correction.
Thank you for your attention to this important matter.
Sincerely,
Donna Williams
6234 Afton Place
Los Angeles, CA 90028

__________________________________________________________________________________________________
RTC - 146
Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration
Sidewalk and Transit Amenities Program

Comment Letter No. 096
Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

STAP IS/MND Project Comments
1 message
Susan Winsberg <susanwinsberg@sbcglobal.net>
Reply-To: Susan Winsberg <susanwinsberg@sbcglobal.net>
To: Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

Thu, Nov 11, 2021 at 11:18 PM

Dear Mr. Mundy,
I ask that you enter the following public comment into the record regarding the environmental report on STAP commissioned by the
Public Works Department.
The report is a Mitigated Negative Declaration, which alleges no significant impact on the environment from the new shelters. This
conclusion is inaccurate for several reasons:
--The MND seriously underestimates driver distraction by relying on an outdated Federal Highway Administration study, ignoring later
and better research. Pedestrian accident data shows that fatalities are higher near bus shelters that have static advertising. Based on
a large body of research that confirms digital signs cause a significant distraction to drivers, we expect this accident trend to get worse.
See www.scenic.org/compendium for more up-to-date and accurate studies.
--The MND vastly underestimates the impact on the visual environment of the new bus shelters that have digital ad screens (Appendix
A, p. 54ff). Public opinion on digital ad screens is far more generally negative than the report states.
--The MND drastically underestimates the power usage of the shelters with ad screens (MND p. 109), stating that they will operate for
only 12 hours per day instead of the 24 hours projected. Even at that rate, STAP is expected to increase energy usage by 8,224,000
kilowatt-hours per year (MND p. 109), which is the equivalent of 1370 LA homes (DWP figures). That's one entire neighborhood every
year, setting back our green energy goals for the sake of disappearing ads.
In light of these concerns, I request:
--A full traffic safety study about the impact on driver distraction of this new type of sign
--An adjustment of the low estimate of negative public opinion
--A full Environmental Impact Report, in place of the Negative Declaration, including error correction.
Thank you for your attention to this important matter.
Sincerely,
Susan Winsberg
6536 Franklin Ave., Apartment 1, Apartment 1
Los Angeles, CA 90028

__________________________________________________________________________________________________
RTC - 147
Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration
Sidewalk and Transit Amenities Program

Comment Letter No. 097
Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

STAP IS/MND Project Comments
1 message
Jessica Wodinsky <jwad@ucla.edu>
Reply-To: Jessica Wodinsky <jwad@ucla.edu>
To: Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

Tue, Nov 2, 2021 at 12:37 PM

Dear Mr. Mundy,
I ask that you enter the following public comment into the record regarding the environmental report on STAP commissioned by the
Public Works Department.
The report is a Mitigated Negative Declaration, which alleges no significant impact on the environment from the new shelters. This
conclusion is inaccurate for several reasons:
--The MND seriously underestimates driver distraction by relying on an outdated Federal Highway Administration study, ignoring later
and better research. Pedestrian accident data shows that fatalities are higher near bus shelters that have static advertising. Based on
a large body of research that confirms digital signs cause a significant distraction to drivers, we expect this accident trend to get worse.
See www.scenic.org/compendium for more up-to-date and accurate studies.
--The MND vastly underestimates the impact on the visual environment of the new bus shelters that have digital ad screens (Appendix
A, p. 54ff). Public opinion on digital ad screens is far more generally negative than the report states.
--The MND drastically underestimates the power usage of the shelters with ad screens (MND p. 109), stating that they will operate for
only 12 hours per day instead of the 24 hours projected. Even at that rate, STAP is expected to increase energy usage by 8,224,000
kilowatt-hours per year (MND p. 109), which is the equivalent of 1370 LA homes (DWP figures). That's one entire neighborhood every
year, setting back our green energy goals for the sake of disappearing ads.
In light of these concerns, I request:
--A full traffic safety study about the impact on driver distraction of this new type of sign
--An adjustment of the low estimate of negative public opinion
--A full Environmental Impact Report, in place of the Negative Declaration, including error correction.
Thank you for your attention to this important matter.
Sincerely,
Jessica Wodinsky
12601 Everglade St
Los Angeles, CA 90066

__________________________________________________________________________________________________
RTC - 148
Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration
Sidewalk and Transit Amenities Program

Comment Letter No. 098
Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

STAP IS/MND Project Comments
1 message
Steviann Yanowitz <steviannkagen@hotmail.com>
Reply-To: Steviann Yanowitz <steviannkagen@hotmail.com>
To: Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

Thu, Nov 11, 2021 at 9:47 AM

Dear Mr. Mundy,
I ask that you enter the following public comment into the record regarding the environmental report on STAP commissioned by the
Public Works Department.
The report is a Mitigated Negative Declaration, which alleges no significant impact on the environment from the new shelters. This
conclusion is inaccurate for several reasons:
--The MND seriously underestimates driver distraction by relying on an outdated Federal Highway Administration study, ignoring later
and better research. Pedestrian accident data shows that fatalities are higher near bus shelters that have static advertising. Based on
a large body of research that confirms digital signs cause a significant distraction to drivers, we expect this accident trend to get worse.
See www.scenic.org/compendium for more up-to-date and accurate studies.
--The MND vastly underestimates the impact on the visual environment of the new bus shelters that have digital ad screens (Appendix
A, p. 54ff). Public opinion on digital ad screens is far more generally negative than the report states.
--The MND drastically underestimates the power usage of the shelters with ad screens (MND p. 109), stating that they will operate for
only 12 hours per day instead of the 24 hours projected. Even at that rate, STAP is expected to increase energy usage by 8,224,000
kilowatt-hours per year (MND p. 109), which is the equivalent of 1370 LA homes (DWP figures). That's one entire neighborhood every
year, setting back our green energy goals for the sake of disappearing ads.
In light of these concerns, I request:
--A full traffic safety study about the impact on driver distraction of this new type of sign
--An adjustment of the low estimate of negative public opinion
--A full Environmental Impact Report, in place of the Negative Declaration, including error correction.
Thank you for your attention to this important matter.
Sincerely,
Steviann Yanowitz
6457 Firmament Avenue
Van Nuys, CA 91406
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Comment Letter No. 099
Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

STAP IS/MND Project Comments
1 message
Hilary Young <hilaryoung@gmail.com>
Reply-To: Hilary Young <hilaryoung@gmail.com>
To: Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

Tue, Nov 2, 2021 at 11:44 AM

Dear Mr. Mundy,
I ask that you enter the following public comment into the record regarding the environmental report on STAP commissioned by the
Public Works Department.
The Mitigated Negative Declaration alleges no significant impact on the environment from the new shelters. This conclusion is
COMPLETELY INACCURATE for several reasons:
-- Pedestrian accident data shows that fatalities are higher near bus shelters that have static
advertising!! A large body of research confirms digital signs cause a significant distraction to
drivers. See www.scenic.org/compendium for more up-to-date and accurate studies.
-- Public opinion on digital ad screens is FAR MORE NEGATIVE than the report states !!
-- Our green energy goals are NOT A JOKE !!
STAP is expected to increase energy usage by 8,224,000 kilowatt-hours per year (MND p. 109),
which is the equivalent of 1370 LA homes (DWP
figures).
In light of these concerns, I request:
-- A FULL traffic safety study about the impact on driver distraction of this new type of sign
-- An ACCURATE adjustment of the low estimate of negative public opinion
-- A FULL Environmental Impact Report, in place of the Negative Declaration, including error
correction.
Thank you for your attention to this VERY IMPORTANT matter.
Sincerely,
Hilary Young
706 N Alvarado St Apt 402
Los Angeles, CA 90026
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Comment Letter No. 100
Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

STAP IS/MND Project Comments
1 message
Noah Youngelson <sohanmonk@gmail.com>
Reply-To: Noah Youngelson <sohanmonk@gmail.com>
To: Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

Tue, Nov 2, 2021 at 11:14 AM

Dear Mr. Mundy,
I ask that you enter the following public comment into the record regarding the environmental report on STAP commissioned by the
Public Works Department.
The report is a Mitigated Negative Declaration, which alleges no significant impact on the environment from the new shelters. This
conclusion is inaccurate for several reasons:
--The MND seriously underestimates driver distraction by relying on an outdated Federal Highway Administration study, ignoring later
and better research. Pedestrian accident data shows that fatalities are higher near bus shelters that have static advertising. Based on
a large body of research that confirms digital signs cause a significant distraction to drivers, we expect this accident trend to get worse.
See www.scenic.org/compendium for more up-to-date and accurate studies.
--The MND vastly underestimates the impact on the visual environment of the new bus shelters that have digital ad screens (Appendix
A, p. 54ff). Public opinion on digital ad screens is far more generally negative than the report states.
--The MND drastically underestimates the power usage of the shelters with ad screens (MND p. 109), stating that they will operate for
only 12 hours per day instead of the 24 hours projected. Even at that rate, STAP is expected to increase energy usage by 8,224,000
kilowatt-hours per year (MND p. 109), which is the equivalent of 1370 LA homes (DWP figures). That's one entire neighborhood every
year, setting back our green energy goals for the sake of disappearing ads.
In light of these concerns, I request:
--A full traffic safety study about the impact on driver distraction of this new type of sign
--An adjustment of the low estimate of negative public opinion
--A full Environmental Impact Report, in place of the Negative Declaration, including error correction.
Thank you for your attention to this important matter.
Sincerely,
Noah Youngelson
2449 Walgrove Ave
Los Angeles, CA 90066

__________________________________________________________________________________________________
RTC - 151
Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration
Sidewalk and Transit Amenities Program

Comment Letter No. 101
Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

STAP IS/MND Project Comments
1 message
Molly Zalman <zalmanmolly@gmail.com>
Reply-To: Molly Zalman <zalmanmolly@gmail.com>
To: Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

Tue, Nov 2, 2021 at 11:50 AM

Dear Mr. Mundy,
I ask that you enter the following public comment into the record regarding the environmental report on STAP commissioned by the
Public Works Department.
The report is a Mitigated Negative Declaration, which alleges no significant impact on the environment from the new shelters. This
conclusion is inaccurate for several reasons:
--The MND seriously underestimates driver distraction by relying on an outdated Federal Highway Administration study, ignoring later
and better research. Pedestrian accident data shows that fatalities are higher near bus shelters that have static advertising. Based on
a large body of research that confirms digital signs cause a significant distraction to drivers, we expect this accident trend to get worse.
See www.scenic.org/compendium for more up-to-date and accurate studies.
--The MND vastly underestimates the impact on the visual environment of the new bus shelters that have digital ad screens (Appendix
A, p. 54ff). Public opinion on digital ad screens is far more generally negative than the report states.
--The MND drastically underestimates the power usage of the shelters with ad screens (MND p. 109), stating that they will operate for
only 12 hours per day instead of the 24 hours projected. Even at that rate, STAP is expected to increase energy usage by 8,224,000
kilowatt-hours per year (MND p. 109), which is the equivalent of 1370 LA homes (DWP figures). That's one entire neighborhood every
year, setting back our green energy goals for the sake of disappearing ads.
In light of these concerns, I request:
--A full traffic safety study about the impact on driver distraction of this new type of sign
--An adjustment of the low estimate of negative public opinion
--A full Environmental Impact Report, in place of the Negative Declaration, including error correction.
Thank you for your attention to this important matter.
Sincerely,
Molly Zalman
326 South Normandie Avenue, 203
Los Angeles, CA 90020
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Comment Letter No. 102
Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

STAP IS/MND Project Comments
1 message
Ron Bitzer <ronbitzer49@gmail.com>
Reply-To: Ron Bitzer <ronbitzer49@gmail.com>
To: Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

Thu, Nov 11, 2021 at 8:00 AM

Dear Mr. Mundy,
As a CD#2 constituent and visitor to the North Hollywood demonstration of digital services proposed by two leading vendors, I urge the
City to seek more public input before proceeding with the Sidewalk & Transit Amenities Program ---- a program that has functioned
under a disappointing 20-year contract with JC Decaux.
Los Angeles public transportation (which I used exclusively for 6 years) is not comparable to a Western European capital (which I used
along with most European residents for 12 months). LA residents whom I surveyed at the Laurel Canyon and Victory bus stops
recently ALL reported having and using mobile phones. The City of LA online resources --- already the recipient of funding and awards
---- could be promoted at bus shelters without the need for riders to have access to digital services from the shelter. Higher income
neighborhoods which are candidates anyway to digital signs and services are even more likely to experience riders who have mobile
phones to access lacity.org.
The expense, distracting nature of digital signs and rise in traffic accidents and deaths are all factors in seeking a full environmental
review of how to use public space in LA efficiently and safely.
Use funding to build out services on lacity.org and not JC Decaux or Transzito, which may have their own limitations given the history
of the last 10-19 years.
Sincerely,
Ron Bitzer
6245 Gentry Ave.
North Hollywood, CA 91606
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Comment Letter No. 103
Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

Re: STAP Declaration Quick Question
1 message
Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>
Fri, Oct 22, 2021 at 7:38 AM
To: Lance Oishi <lance.oishi@lacity.org>
Cc: Patrick Frank <patrick.frank@scenic.org>, Lauren Rhodes <lauren.rhodes@lacity.org>, Dong Liu <dong.liu@lacity.org>, Joanne Kim
<joanne.t.kim@lacity.org>
Lance,
I will follow-up on this issue when we are preparing the responses to comments and Patrick's comment will be addressed.
Norman
On Thu, Oct 21, 2021 at 7:19 PM Lance Oishi <lance.oishi@lacity.org> wrote:
Hi Patrick,
Thank you for providing the page in the report where you had your question about the power consumption.
I believe the 12 hour/day assumption was in reference to the static transit shelters, which would only require power to illuminate the
static display panels and overhead security lighting during evening hours. That same section talks about our static shelters requiring
6.1 kWh per day, while our shelters with digital panels would require 15.3 kWh per day. Those power consumption figures were
used for comparison purposes with the power consumption of our current transit shelters which are all static and therefore, only
require power for 12 hours a day (on average).
From my understanding, the comparison of power requirement needs of our STAP structures with our current transit shelters was in
no way, inferring that STAPs digital shelters would only be operational for 12 hours a day. We will check with the author of that
section of the MND-IS report to confirm the calculations for the annual power needs for STAP structures took into account the fact
that the structures with digital panels would be operational for 24 hours or if the calculation accounted for the structures with digital
panels being operational for just 12 hours. We will ensure this is clarified when the MND-IS is finalized following the 30 day public
comment period.
Thank you for raising your questions about this section of the STAP MND-IS. We will ensure your questions are entered into the
record as one of the public comments received for the draft MND-IS and further ensure the referenced language on page 109 of
the report is clarified in the final report.
Best regards,
Lance Oishi
Contract Administrator | Coordinated Street Furniture & Bus Bench Programs
Engineering Services Division | Bureau of Street Services
Department of Public Works | City of Los Angeles
1149 S Broadway, Suite 400, Los Angeles, CA 90015 | Mail Stop 550
O (213) 847-0903 | lance.oishi@lacity.org

On Thu, Oct 21, 2021 at 12:37 PM Patrick Frank <patrick.frank@scenic.org> wrote:

Hi Lance
Yes, you found what I was referring to. On p. 109, the report states that the digital-sign shelters will use 15.3 kwh
of electricity per day in 12-hour daily operation, or 5584 kwh per year.
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The problem is that this undercounts the power usage by about half, right? That estimate surely needs to be
corrected to more accurately reflect the power usage.
best
Patrick Frank, President
Coalition for a Scenic Los Angeles
A Chapter of Scenic America
From: Lance Oishi <lance.oishi@lacity.org>
Sent: Wednesday, October 20, 2021 2:59 PM
To: Patrick Frank <patrick.frank@scenic.org>
Cc: Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>; Lauren Rhodes <lauren.rhodes@lacity.org>; Dong Liu
<dong.liu@lacity.org>; Joanne Kim <joanne.t.kim@lacity.org>
Subject: Re: STAP Declaration Quick Question
Hi Patrick,
After I sent my previous reply, I inquired with a few other folks about the "operate 12 hours per day" and we believe that may be a
reference to the time frame used for the purpose of calculating the energy needs of our digital displays. Our understanding is that
the displays will likely be operated 24 hours a day; the digital displays do afford us the ability to turn them off for periods of time
when/if necessary. Again, if you could provide us with a page or section reference where you saw that language, we can further
clarify or confirm what was meant by that phrase.
I'm looping in our environmental specialists with the Bureau of Engineering to assist me in explaining how you may be able to
provide your comments on our STAP MND Initial Study. I'm also copying a couple of my associates that are assisting me directly
with facilitating and managing our STAP RFP process to make them aware of your inquiry, Should you have any further
questions or concerns, feel free to reach out to myself, Dong Liu, or Joanne Kim.
Best regards,
Lance Oishi
Contract Administrator
| Coordinated
Street Furniture & Bus Bench Programs
Engineering Services Division
|
Bureau of Street Services
Department of Public Works | City of Los Angeles
1149 S Broadway, Suite 400, Los Angeles, CA 90015
| Mail Stop 550
O
(213) 847-0903 |
lance.oishi@lacity.org

On Wed, Oct 20, 2021 at 11:44 AM Lance Oishi <lance.oishi@lacity.org> wrote:
Hi Patrick,
Thank you for reaching out to us. We are including language in our contract that would make 10 seconds the minimum amount
of time a digital ad may be displayed.
I'll have to get back to you on the "12 hours per day" statement but I believe it's either a typographical error or a similar type of
misunderstanding. If you can let me know what page of the MND-IS you're seeing that statement on, I'll see if I can get a better
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answer for you.
Regardless of these quick insights, since this is the "public comment period" for the MND-IS, I would encourage you to submit
these same questions as a part of your public comments per the instructions on BOE's web-page to ensure they are
appropriately addressed and responded to.
Thank you again for your comments.
Best regards,
Lance Oishi
Contract Administrator
| Coordinated
Street Furniture & Bus Bench Programs
Engineering Services Division
|
Bureau of Street Services
Department of Public Works | City of Los Angeles
1149 S Broadway, Suite 400, Los Angeles, CA 90015
| Mail Stop 550
O
(213) 847-0903 |
lance.oishi@lacity.org

On Wed, Oct 20, 2021 at 11:33 AM Patrick Frank <patrick.frank@scenic.org> wrote:

Hi Lance
Now studying the Mitigated Negative Declaration. I have a quick question:
It states in there that the digital signs will change every 10 seconds, and operate 12 hours per day. Are those
city stipulations that will definitely be in the contract with the provider, or are those clauses still under
negotiation with the provider?
I hope you are doing well.
best regards
Patrick Frank, President
Coalition for a Scenic Los Angeles
A Chapter of Scenic America
-Norman Mundy
Environmental Management Group | Environmental Supervisor II
Bureau of Engineering | Department of Public Works
1149 S. Broadway, Suite 600
Los Angeles, CA 90015
Mail Stop 939
O: (213) 485-5737
Norman.Mundy@lacity.org
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Comment Letter No. 104

To: Norman Mundy, StreetsLA
Re: STAP IS/MND Project Comment
From: Coalition for a Scenic Los Angeles, Patrick Frank, President
Date: November 12, 2021

Question Presented:
Can Los Angeles file a Negative Declaration consistent with CEQA
concerning the proposed installation of hundreds of high definition, digital off-site
advertising signs on bus shelters throughout the City?
Short Answer:
No; a Negative Declaration is available only where the governmental agency
concludes that there is no substantial evidence that the project or any of its
aspects may cause a significant effect on the environment. This is less a matter of
mathematical precision than merely one of common sense. However, considering
the vast scope of this project (800 digital signs to be installed within inches of
lanes of traffic on some of the busiest streets throughout the City) any such
conclusion is ludicrous on its face.
______________________________________________________________________________

I.

Discussion:
CEQA review procedures can be viewed as a “three-tiered process.” (San

Lorenzo Valley Community Advocates for Responsible Education v. San Lorenzo
Valley Unified School Dist. (2006) 139 Cal.App.4th 1356, 1372.) The first tier
requires an agency to conduct a preliminary review to determine whether CEQA
applies to a proposed project. (Ibid.) If CEQA applies, the agency must proceed to
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the second tier of the process by conducting an initial study of the project. (Id. at p.
1373.) Among the purposes of the initial study is to help “to inform the choice
between a negative declaration and an environmental impact report (EIR).” (Ibid.)
Only if there is “no substantial evidence that the project or any of its aspects
may cause a significant effect on the environment,” is the agency allowed t0
prepare a negative declaration. (Guidelines, § 15063, subd. (b)(2).)
Alternatively, if “the initial study identifies potential significant effects on
the environment but revisions in the project plans “would avoid the effects or
mitigate the effects to a point where clearly no significant effect on the
environment would occur” and there is no substantial evidence that the project as
revised may have a significant effect on the environment, a mitigated negative
declaration may be used.” (Architectural Heritage Assn. v. County of Monterey
(2004) 122 Cal.App.4th 1095, 1101.)
Finally, if the initial study uncovers “substantial evidence that any aspect
of the project, either individually or cumulatively, may cause a significant effect
on the environment” (CEQA Guidelines, § 15063, subd. 12 (b)(1)), the agency
must proceed to the third tier of the review process and prepare a full EIR.
(San Lorenzo, supra, at p. 1373.)

2
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In this case the City is intending to allow the installation of 800 high
definition, digital screens on bus shelters and other street furniture within inches on
traffic on sites on some of the busiest streets in its jurisdiction. The City has done
so without the traffic safety evaluation it generally requires for off-site signs. (See
LAMC section 14.4.5.) Furthermore, the City has previously found digital off-site
advertising signs to be such a detriment to aesthetics and traffic safety that they
have been prohibited for more than a decade. (See LAMC section 14.4.4. B. 11.) In
order for the City to proceed with a Negative Declaration, it must legally have
concluded that there is no substantial evidence that the project or any of its aspects
may cause a significant effect on the environment. While there is no mathematical
formula by which to make such an evaluation, the City’s conclusion, made without
any lighting study or traffic safety study, is on its face completely unreasonable,
particularly in light of the recognition that such signs are frequently detrimental.
In regard to the City’s failure to fairly analyze the impact of hundreds of
digital signs so close to lanes of traffic, it is noteworthy that the Los Angeles
Municipal Code (“LAMC”) imposes far more stringent requirements on the
installation of even a single sign. LAMC section 14.4.5 provides the following:
SEC. 14.4.5. HAZARD TO TRAFFIC.
A. Prohibition. No sign or sign support structure shall be erected,
constructed, painted or maintained, and no permit shall be
3
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issued, if the sign or sign support structure, because of its location, size,
nature or type, constitutes a hazard to the safe and efficient
operation of vehicles upon a street or a freeway, or which creates a condition
that endangers the safety of persons or property.
B. Hazard Referral. The Department of Building and Safety shall refer the
following to the Department of Transportation for hazard evaluation and
determination prior to the issuance of a building permit:
1. All permit applications for signs that will be visible from and are located
within 500 feet of the main traveled roadway of a freeway; and
2. All other permit applications and any signs that are determined by the
Department of Building and Safety to have a potential for hazard.
C. Hazard Determination. The Department of Transportation shall return
to the Department of Building and Safety each application so referred to it
together with a statement of its determination. If the Department of
Transportation determines that the sign or sign support structure will
constitute a hazard, the Department of Building and Safety shall deny the
application for permit.
Furthermore, LAMC section 14.4.4. B. 11. has included digital off-site signs
as one of the prohibited categories of signs since 2009:
SEC. 14.4.4. GENERAL PROVISIONS.
*

*

*

B. Prohibited Signs. Signs are prohibited if they:
*

*

*

11. (Amended by Ord. No. 180,841, Eff. 8/14/09.) Are off-site signs,
including off-site digital displays, except when off-site signs are
specifically permitted pursuant to a relocation agreement entered into
pursuant to California Business and Professions Code Section 5412. This
prohibition shall also apply to alterations, enlargements or conversions to
4
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digital displays of legally existing off-site signs, except for alterations that
conform to the provisions of Section 91.6216 and all other requirements of
this Code. [Emphasis added.]
It is astonishing that having banned digital off-site signs and concluding that
every sign installed warrants a traffic safety study, the City has decided that 800 such
signs installed in a digital format do not warrant any study for their potential
environmental impact. Of course, this is not the first time that the City has sought to
favor certain major players in outdoor advertising in violation of the law. In Summit
Media LLC v. City of Los Angeles (Cal. App. 2d Dist. 2012), 211 Cal. App. 4th 921,
the appellate court held invalid a series of sign permits issued by the City in
contravention of the express terms of the LAMC:
In short, permits issued in contravention of municipal ordinances
are invalid, and equitable estoppel is available against the
government “in only ‘the most extraordinary case where the injustice
is great and the precedent set by the estoppel is narrow.’ [Citation.]”
(Toigo, supra, 70 Cal.App.4th at p. 321.) This is clearly not such a
case. (See Feduniak v. California Coastal Com. (2007) 148
Cal.App.4th 1346, 1372 [56 Cal. Rptr. 3d 591] [“in land use cases,
‘each case [of governmental estoppel] must be examined carefully and
rigidly to be sure that a precedent is not established through which, by
favoritism or otherwise, the public interest may be mulcted or public
policy defeated”’].)
*

*

*

But, as we have seen, the city does not and did not have the
discretion to issue permits that contravened existing municipal
ordinances. (See Horwitz, supra, 124 Cal.App.4th at p. 1356 [“the

5
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City has no discretion to issue a permit in the absence of compliance”
with municipal ordinances].) [Emphasis added.]
Id., at 940-941.
The decision of the City to file a Negative Declaration is both unreasonable
on its face and an obvious violation of CEQA. “[O]nce evidence is presented that a
project might have a substantial impact on the environment -- in any area -- the
lead agency must proceed to prepare an environmental impact report for the
proposed project.” (Muzzy Ranch Co. v. Solano County Airport Land Use Com.
(2007) 41 Cal.4th 372; see also Farmland Protection Alliance v. County of Yolo
(2021) ___ Cal.App.5th ___.) Under such circumstances, a Negative declaration is
entirely inappropriate and a clear violation of law.
While the CEQA remedies statute (Pub. Resources Code, § 21168.9)
are intended to provide flexibility in facilitating compliance, the do not trump
CEQA’s mandatory provisions or allow circumvention of “the heart of the Act –
the preparation of an environmental impact report for the project.” (See Farmland
Protection Alliance v. County of Yolo, supra; Save Our Big Trees v. City of Santa
Cruz (2015) 241 Cal.App.4th 694, 704-705; and Laurel Heights Improvement
Assn. v. Regents of University of California (1993) 6 Cal.4th 1112, 1123.)
II.

CONCLUSION

6
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The contemplated issuance of a Negative Declaration in this case is absurd on
its face. The City will not generally issue any permit for even a signal sign which
may impact traffic safety without an evaluation by its department of transportation,
much less 800 such signs. Furthermore, the contemplated signs are to be installed
in a digital format, something that the City has found so harmful that its current
LAMC contains a complete ban since 2009. Having failed to learn any lesson from
the case of Summit Media LLC v. City of Los Angeles, the City once again seeks to
violate not only its own LAMC but CEQA as well. Under no stretch of the
imagination can that City reasonable have concluded with the installation of the
800 proposed digital signs in some of the most sensitive areas in its jurisdiction
cannot possibly have a significant effect on the environment. Were this otherwise,
then the City ought to brace itself for the slew of litigation which will naturally
follow from the major outdoor advertising companies seeking to install digital
signs at single locations.

7
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Comment Letter No. 105
Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

request for 90-day comment period for STAP IS/Draft MND
1 message
Robin Rudisill <wildrudi@icloud.com>
To: norman.mundy@lacity.org
Cc: Doug Epperhart <epperhart@cox.net>, Patrick Frank <patrick.frank@scenic.org>

Mon, Nov 8, 2021 at 12:02 PM

Norman,
I'm writing on behalf of the Coastal San Pedro Neighborhood Council to request an extension of the comment period deadline of
November 12, 2021 for the STAP MND for another 60 days.
It is our standard policy to expect a 90-day comment period in order to allow for a recommendation to go through the neighborhood
council process. As it is, we received your Notice subsequent to our October Board meeting and the deadline for comments is prior to
our November Board meeting, leaving us no opportunity to provide our recommendations.
The Los Angeles City Charter, article IX., states the purpose of neighborhood councils:
“ To promote more citizen participation in government and make government more responsive to local needs, a citywide system of
neighborhood councils…is created. Neighborhood councils shall include representatives of the many diverse interests in communities and
shall have an advisory role on issues of concern to the neighborhood.” (Emphasis added.)
We ask that you please respect our City Charter-mandated role and extend the comment period deadline for another 60 days.
I look forward to hearing from you, thank you.
For the Love of Los Angeles
and our precious Coast,
Robin Rudisill
(310) 721-2343
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Comment Letter No. 106
Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

STAP IS/Draft MND Project Comments
1 message
Philip Farha <seriously@aol.com>
To: norman.mundy@lacity.org

Fri, Nov 5, 2021 at 4:44 PM

I SUPPORT the lighting and shelter improvements as recommended by the bureau of engineering. An EIR would be prohibitive and
block these much needed immediate improvements.
M Elizabeth Emmerton
726 n sycamore ave
90038 Los Angeles CA
Sent from my iPhone
Sent from my iPhone
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Comment Letter No. 107
Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

CF 20-1536; STAP IS/Draft MND Project Comments
1 message
Dan Silver <dsilverla@me.com>
To: norman.mundy@lacity.org

Fri, Nov 5, 2021 at 5:01 PM

Nov. 5, 2021
Norman Mundy
City of LA Public Works
Bureau of Engineering
1149 S. Broadway, Suite 600, Mail Stop 939
LA, CA 90015-2213
or via email to: norman.mundy@lacity.org
RE: CF 20-1536; STAP IS/Draft MND Project Comments
Endangered Habitats League (EHL) opposes adoption of this proposed MND. For your reference, EHL is dedicated to sustainable
communities, both natural and human.
The MND:
1) Underestimates the impact of driver distraction. The MND relies on outdated research, ignoring better and more recent studies
showing conclusively that digital billboards contribute to traffic accidents. Pedestrian accident data shows that fatalities are higher near
bus shelters that have static advertising
2) Underestimates the visual impacts of digital ad screens and public attitudes towards them. Public opinion on digital ad
screens is far more negative than the report states.
3) Relies on false assumptions to underestimate power usage. The report is built on the false assumption that the signs will only
operate 12 hours per day, even though plans call for them to operate 24 hours per day. Even at the lower rate, the energy usage for
this project is equivalent to that of 1,370 LA homes.
The City of Los Angeles and its citizens deserve a full EIR on a project with so many harmful consequences.
Sincerely,
Dan Silver
Dan Silver, Executive Director
Endangered Habitats League
8424 Santa Monica Blvd., Suite A 592
Los Angeles, CA 90069-4267
213-804-2750
dsilverla@me.com
https://ehleague.org
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Comment Letter No. 108
Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

STAP IS/Draft MND Project Comments
1 message
P.A. F <pfarha@gmail.com>
To: norman.mundy@lacity.org

Fri, Nov 5, 2021 at 11:41 AM

My children (boy 16, girl 14) use Metro everyday. They strongly are in favor of digital signage as it improves the lighting at bus stops.
I explained to them what an EIR is and that it would likely delay/prevent this program.
They strongly oppose this and SUPPORT CLEARANCE of the program. They want digital signage in shelters.
Philip Farha (speaking for his two children)
Sent from my iPhone
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Comment Letter No. 109
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Comment Letter No. 110
Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

Transit Shelters
1 message
Mail Service <gil_arevalo@hotmail.com>
To: "norman.mundy@lacity.org" <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

Fri, Oct 29, 2021 at 12:04 PM

Dear sir;
The Lincoln Heights Neighborhood Council would like to invite a member of your staff , Bureau of Engineering, to our
next General Board meeting , Nov. 4 2021. The Council is very much concerned about the Transit Shelters Particularly
regarding the large population of seniors in our community. there is information received that seating may not be
provided. There is also issues about size of the shelters in that adequate room may not occur fir passage. There are
other matters as well. Please reply to me as to the attendance and I will forward to you the Zoom information.
Regards
Gilbert Arevalo
Chairman Programs& Services LHNC

__________________________________________________________________________________________________
RTC - 171
Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration
Sidewalk and Transit Amenities Program

Comment Letter No. 111
Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

STAP IS/MND Project Comments
1 message
Patricia Mace <patriciamace@ca.rr.com>
Reply-To: Patricia Mace <patriciamace@ca.rr.com>
To: Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

Thu, Nov 11, 2021 at 10:35 AM

Dear Mr. Mundy,
I ask that you enter the following public comment into the record regarding the environmental report on STAP commissioned by the
Public Works Department.
I've loved Los Angeles from the moment I stepped off a Greyhound Bus in 1963, coming from New York, via many cities, as a young
woman out to see the world - and I never left our UNIQUE beautiful laid-back city of Los Angeles.
I was born in a small English countryside town, and LOS ANGELES TO ME IS A GARDEN CITY WITH OUR WONDERFUL PALMS
AND EXOTIC TREES !! WITH A DOWNTOWN - AND LET'S KEEP DOWNTOWN, IN DOWNTOWN !!! like the proposed The Mirabel
42 story in the Miracle Mile area, WHICH NEEDS TO BE STOPPED ALSO, and CRASS digital advertising from spreading from
downtown.
WE DON'T NEED TO ADD MORE AND MORE ADVERTISING !! WE HAVE MORE THAN ENOUGH ON TV !!
LOS ANGELES DOESN'T NEED TO BE TOKYO FOR EXAMPLE !!! WE ARE OUR BEAUTIFUL UNIQUE LA !!!
BUS STOPS SHOULD, AND CAN BE, BEAUTIFUL AND RESTFUL WITH STYLES TO REFLECT OUR HISTORIC CITY, FOR
WEARY WORKERS GOING HOME. OR GLASS, WITH COMFORTABLE SHADED SEATING - AND IMAGINE A LARGE FLOWER
CONTAINER WITH SMALL PALM TO SEE AND SMELL AT EACH STOP !!
NO HARSH VIDEOS PLAYING DAY AND NIGHT !! LET'S KEEP OUR LOVELY CITY AS IS.

.......The report is a Mitigated Negative Declaration, which alleges no significant impact on the environment from the new shelters. This
conclusion is inaccurate for several reasons:
--The MND seriously underestimates driver distraction by relying on an outdated Federal Highway Administration study, ignoring later
and better research. Pedestrian accident data shows that fatalities are higher near bus shelters that have static advertising. Based on
a large body of research that confirms digital signs cause a significant distraction to drivers, we expect this accident trend to get worse.
See www.scenic.org/compendium for more up-to-date and accurate studies.
--The MND vastly underestimates the impact on the visual environment of the new bus shelters that have digital ad screens (Appendix
A, p. 54ff). Public opinion on digital ad screens is far more generally negative than the report states.
--The MND drastically underestimates the power usage of the shelters with ad screens (MND p. 109), stating that they will operate for
only 12 hours per day instead of the 24 hours projected. Even at that rate, STAP is expected to increase energy usage by 8,224,000
kilowatt-hours per year (MND p. 109), which is the equivalent of 1370 LA homes (DWP figures). That's one entire neighborhood every
year, setting back our green energy goals for the sake of disappearing ads.
In light of these concerns, I request:
--A full traffic safety study about the impact on driver distraction of this new type of sign
--An adjustment of the low estimate of negative public opinion
--A full Environmental Impact Report, in place of the Negative Declaration, including error correction.
Thank you for your attention to this importan
Sincerely,
Patricia Mace
1835 S Wooster St
Los Angeles, CA 90035
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Comment Letter No. 112

November 11, 2021
Mr. Norman Mundy
Department of Public Works
Bureau of Engineering
1149 S. Broadway, Suite 600
Los Angeles, CA 90015
Via E-mail to: norman.mundy@lacity.org
Re:

Sidewalk & Transit Amenities Program (STAP)
Comments on MND

Mr. Mundy,
I would like to submit the following comments on the Mitigated Negative Declaration for the
Sidewalk & Transit Amenities Program (STAP).
Casey Maddren
2141 Cahuenga Blvd., Apt. 17
Los Angeles, CA 90068

Sidewalk & Transit Amenities Program (STAP)
Comments on MND

There are numerous, fundamental problems with the MND, starting with the project description.
2.0 PROJECT DESCRIPTION
Project Description: Failure to Accurately Describe Materials Used for Structures
The project description fails to accurately describe the materials to be used for the structures
that are part of the STAP program. On page 11 under Section 2.4.1, Program Principles, we
find the following:
● Sustainability: In support of the City’s Sustainability pLAn (2015) and its
subsequent update, LA’s Green New Deal (2020), the City promotes
sustainable practices in its operations and seeks to accelerate its transition to
clean energy to meet climate goals. STAP program elements are expected to
be sufficiently durable to withstand frequent public use and a range of weather
conditions. They would be made from low-impact, natural, renewable,
recyclable, and nontoxic materials. Other program materials developed for
STAP, including most static advertising (except for plasticized films), would be
able to be converted to biodegradable and/or common recyclable materials. In
STAP IS/MND

Comments

page 1 of 8

__________________________________________________________________________________________________
RTC - 173
Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration
Sidewalk and Transit Amenities Program

addition, the design of new program elements is intended to reduce the current
level of maintenance efforts and costs, thereby having a smaller carbon
footprint than the earlier program. [Empahsis added.]
The authors of the MND claim that the structures would be made from, “low-impact, natural,
renewable, recyclable, and nontoxic materials.” Really? They go on to say that. “[o]ther
program materials developed for STAP, including most static advertising (except for plasticized
films), would be able to be converted to biodegradable and/or common recyclable materials.”
The images of the STAP structures that have been made available to the public, including those
in the MND, make it clear that they will be made of metal and plastic. Metal can be recycled,
but it is an energy-intensive process, and while plastic can be recycled, the City of LA is
currently sending the vast majority of its plastic waste to landfills.
The distance between the MND’s claims and the program’s real impacts becomes even more
apparent after reading the following paragraph:
● Smart Technologies: STAP would include the design and installation of street
infrastructure that would introduce smart technologies, such as shelter structures with
charging stations for wireless devices, sensors indicating when maintenance or service
is required and that count pedestrians and vehicles or other operational conditions,
digital displays that can provide public service information, and free WiFi connectivity to
the Internet, among other potential innovations. In addition, with the rollout and
continuing evolution of the program, it is anticipated that STAP program elements would
be capable of incorporating small-cell towers and network devices to support 5G
telecommunications service. [Emphasis added.]
So while the authors claim that the structures will be made from “low-impact, natural, renewable,
recyclable, and nontoxic materials,” it’s clear that that they will contain numerous electronic
devices. It’s unfortunate that the authors do not mention that electronic devices have a
significant impact on the environment, are difficult to recycle and often contain highly toxic
materials. There is more to be said on this under the section on Hazards and Hazardous
Materials.
Project Description: Fails to Describe the Actual Scope of the Project
The MND makes it sound as though the only components of the program are those structures
that will be placed on the street. In fact, the program will also involve significant additional
infrastructure to receive information from and send information to bus shelters, kiosks, etc., and
to monitor their performance. Since the structures will also be gathering data from members of
the public 24/7, there will be a need for a massive amount of data storage, along with additional
infrastructure which will allow the operator, the City and transit agencies to manage the data.
Data servers consume a lot of energy. More to be said on this in the section on Energy.
3.1 AESTHETICS
The Initial Study asks if the project would:

STAP IS/MND
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c) Substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of public views of the site
and its surroundings? (Public views are those that are experienced from publicly
accessible vantage point). If the project is in an urbanized area, would the project conflict
with applicable zoning and other regulations governing scenic quality?
d) Create a new source of substantial light or glare that would adversely affect day or
nighttime views in the area?
While the MND finds that there will be a less than significant impact in both cases, this
conclusion is questionable. A number of comments have been submitted to the council file for
this project stating that digital billboards will indeed degrade the existing visual character of
neighborhoods. The City’s assurances to the contrary are merely statements of opinion, and it
seems a substantial portion of the public has a different opinion.
With regard to substantial light or glare, the MND ignores the fact that each neighborhood has a
different light baseline. Impacts related to light will be largely dependent on the surrounding
visual context. The MND does not factor this in.
3.6 ENERGY
The MND Fails to Analyze the Energy Consumption of Project Network Infrastructure
The MND concludes that impacts with regard to energy would be less than significant, but, as
stated above, the project description does not include the additional infrastructure that will be
necessary to operate the STAP. The program will require significant additional infrastructure to
receive information from and send information to bus shelters, kiosks, etc., and to monitor their
performance. On page 18 of the MND we find the following:
Through a network of digital-ready elements and digital panels, the STAP aims to
accelerate the provision of the following public benefits and services:







Transit real time information and wayfinding
Public service and emergency messaging
Integration of localized advertising (i.e., ability to connect transit users and
pedestrians with local products and merchants), online support, and other
targeted advertising
Using technological innovations for increased safety and security
Appropriate messaging in the context of the surrounding environment and
community standards
Expanded universal access through messaging in multiple languages and
delivery methods, such as audio and tactile messaging systems for visually
impaired persons

This makes it clear that significant additional network infrastructure will be needed to coordinate
all these activities. And since the structures will also be gathering data from members of the
public 24/7, there will be a need for a massive amount of data storage over the 30 year life of
the program, along with additional infrastructure which will allow the operator, the City and
transit agencies to manage this data. It’s likely that these various entities will be contracting
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with a cloud storage provider to house this information. Storage and management of
information on this scale requires significant consumption of energy.
The MND only analyzes energy consumed by construction and maintenance of bus
shelters and other infrastructure placed on the street. It makes no mention of the
additional network infrastructure that will be required to allow the operator, the City and
transit agencies to manage the program. Therefore, the MND fails to assess the actual
energy consumption of the program. The MND should be withdrawn and revised to
assess the project’s actual energy consumption.
3.8 GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS
The Initial Study asks, would the project:
a) Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a
significant impact on the environment?
The MND concludes that there would be a less than significant impact, but there are a number
of problems with this conclusion. In the first place, as stated above, the MND only analyzes
impacts from shelters, kiosks, etc. to be placed on the street. It does not analyze the additional
network infrastructure that will be used by the operator, the City and transit agencies to manage
the program. This additional infrastructure will consume a significant amount of energy over the
30 year life of the program. The MND makes no effort to analyze the additional energy
consumed and so contains no analysis of GHG emissions that will be produced.
Table 3-15, Estimated Annual Operations GHG Emissions, gives the following totals for annual
GHG emissions:
Net Annual
GHG
Emissions
(MTCO2e)
Total STAP GHG Emissions

2,781.5

Combined with Total
Foreseeable City
Projects

3,458.8

It seems important to emphasize that we’re talking about between 2,781.5 and 3,458.8
ADDITIONAL metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent being released into the
atmosphere every year. While the MND calls this a less than significant impact, at a time
when California’s ecosystems are being ravaged by extreme heat and dry weather as a result of
climate change, it is difficult to understand how GHG emissions on this scale do not constitute a
significant impact.
Page 125 of the MND contains the following paragraph:

STAP IS/MND
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The Sustainability pLAn includes a citywide GHG emissions inventory, with GHG
emissions in the City estimated at approximately 32 MMTCO2e in 2017. The primary
sources of emissions are related to solid and wastewater services (41 percent),
industrial activities (31 percent), and transportation (21 percent). In 2017, the City had
reduced its GHG emissions 25 percent below 1990 levels, and the per capita GHG
emissions are one-third of the national average.
There are multiple problems with the claims presented in this paragraph. First, there appear to
be three published versions of the Sustainability pLAn, from 2015, 2017 and 2019. I have
scanned all three versions of these documents and performed searches using multiple terms,
yet there does not appear to be an actual GHG emissions inventory in any of them. Page 14 of
the 2019 version contains the following statement:
L.A. has reduced its greenhouse gas emissions 25% below 1990 levels, and our per
capita greenhouse gas emissions are one-third the national average.
This is followed by a graph which appears to show that LA’s GHG emissions in 2017 were about
27 MTCO2e.
On page 15, there is a graph entitled “L.A. Community-wide Greenhouse Gas Emissions Trends
and Targets” which appears to show that LA’s GHG emissions in 1990 were about 36 MTCO2e,
with a decline by 2017 to about 26 MTCO2e. A footnote at the bottom of the page offers the
following:
L.A. estimates GHG emissions following the Global Protocol for Community-Scale GHG
Emission Inventories (GPC) for a “Basic” reporting level, which includes calculation of
Scope 1 emissions from fuel use in buildings, transport, and industry; Scope 2 emissions
from grid-supplied energy consumption (e.g., electricity); and Scope 1 and 3 emissions
from waste generated within the City’s boundary.
Unfortunately, these figures seem to be contradicted by a statement on page 141 under the
heading Path to Zero Carbon:
The City has reduced municipal greenhouse gas emissions by 40% since 2008,
surpassing the 2015 pLAn target for 2025 eight years ahead of schedule.
This seems to conflict with the assertion on page 125 of the MND, stating that “In 2017, the City
had reduced its GHG emissions 25 percent below 1990 levels [….]” While the MND claims a
25% reduction in GHG emissions from 1990 to 2017, the graph on page 15 of the 2019 version
of the Sustainability pLAn seems to show a reduction of approximately 28% during the same
period, and the text on page 141 of the 2019 Sustainability pLAn claims a 40% reduction, but
uses 2008 as the baseline instead of 1990. Based on this alone, we can see that the 2019
Sustainability pLAn contains conflicting information.
It gets worse. On page 142 of the 2019 Sustainability pLAn we see a text box containing the
following language:
Target
Reduce municipal greenhouse gas emissions 55% by 2025; 65% by 2035; and reach
carbon neutral by 2045

STAP IS/MND
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Baseline: 16.8 million metric tons CO2e in 2008
Source: City of Los Angeles Municipal Greenhouse Gas Emissions Inventory
[Emphasis added.]
The source referred to appears to be the City of LA 2017 Municipal Greenhouse Gas Emissions
Inventory, published by LASAN in April 2019. It would seem that we’ve gone from a baseline of
36 MTCO2e in 1990 to a baseline of 16.8 MTCO2e in 2008. How can we explain this
discrepancy? It’s important to note that the LASAN inventory only assessed GHGs from City
agencies. It does not include emissions from private cars and trucks, nor does it include
emissions from planes. So is it possible that the earlier figure of 36 MTCO2e for the 1990
baseline represents the total of all GHG emissions, public and private, in the City of LA?
No. The graph on page 14 of the 2019 Sustainability pLAn assigns only 21% of GHG emissions
to transportation. In fact, in California transportation accounts for the largest share of GHG
emissions. The publication California Greenhouse Gas Emissions for 2000 to 2017 from the
California Air Resources Board states that in 2017 transportation emissions accounted for about
40% of the State’s GHG emissions.
In other words, if the MND is referring to the 2019 Sustainability pLAn, it is referring to a
document that is clearly internally inconsistent and unreliable. And the inconsistencies only
grow more pronounced when we look at the earlier version of the pLAn. On page 37 of the
2017 version we find the following statement:
LA is on track to beat California’s goal of reducing greenhouse gas emissions to 1990
levels by 2020.
Hmm. This seems to completely contradict the statement from page 125 of the MND:
In 2017, the City had reduced its GHG emissions 25 percent below 1990 levels
Going on to page 38 of the 2017 pLAn, we find a text box that contains the following note:
54.1 MMtCO2e* in 1990
Source: Los Angeles Bureau of Sanitation Climate Inventory
*Million metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent
1990 baseline subject to revision to align with forthcoming national GHG accounting
protocols. [Emphasis added.]
So while the 2019 pLAn appears to show in the graph on page 15 that GHG emissions were
about 36 MTCO2e in 1990, the 2017 pLAn says on page 38 that GHG emissions were 54.1
MTCO2e in 1990.
I could go on to the 2015 pLAn, but you get the idea. If the MND is referring to the 2019 pLAn
for GHG statistics, it’s basing its assumptions on a document that has significant internal
inconsistencies in the numbers if gives for GHG emissions. Beyond that, the 2019, 2017 and
2015 versions of the pLAn offer wildly conflicting numbers in discussing GHG emissions,
making these documents unusable for any credible environmental assessment. And to repeat,
contrary to the MND’s claim, none of them contain an actual inventory of GHG emissions in the
City of LA.
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3.9 HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS
The Initial Study asks if the project would:
a) Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the routine
transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials?
The MND finds that there would be a less than significant impact. Page 142 of the MND tells us
the following:
STAP program elements and future advertising displays would be made from natural,
renewable, recyclable, and nontoxic materials to the greatest extent practicable. Other
program materials developed for STAP and future advertising displays, especially
static advertising, may involve small amounts of commonly used hazardous
substances, such as architectural coatings and adhesive materials, but they would be
able to be converted to biodegradable and/or common recyclable materials. Digital
display panels, either free-standing or incorporated as part of a transit shelter or future
advertising display, would be comprised of a series of modules that house LED lamps,
wiring, and electronics encased in aluminum or steel enclosures. Transit shelter and
advertising display operation and maintenance activities would involve routine power
washing and touch up painting, likely on a quarterly and semi-annual basis, as
described in Section 2.6.3., Shelter Operations and Maintenance. Such maintenance
may occasionally require the removal and replacement of defective LED enclosures,
thereby generating waste from disposal of the LED unit. LED bulbs, however, are not
considered toxic or hazardous and are typically disposed of in standard landfills.
These materials would be transported and handled in accordance with all federal,
State, and local laws regulating the management and use of hazardous materials.
Moreover, compliance with LAFD’s Haz Mat Program would further ensure that any
potential impacts would be less than significant.
Aside from LED displays, the MND does not acknowledge the presence of electronic devices
contained within the bus shelters, kiosks, etc. that will be installed as part of the STAP program.
The MND does not mention wireless transmitters or power sources. While MND does mention
the LED displays, it does not acknowledge that, in addition to the visible display, these devices
also incorporate a sending and receiving card and an LED module. The module includes
diodes, drive ICs, and a PCB board. These devices contain varying degrees of toxic heavy
metals, and e-waste is becoming an increasingly serious problem. Please see the following
article:
What Can We Do About the Growing E-waste Problem?
https://news.climate.columbia.edu/2018/08/27/growing-e-waste-problem/
Here are a few excerpts:
In 2016, the world’s population discarded 49 million tons of e-waste (equivalent to about
4,500 Eiffel Towers). It’s estimated that by 2021, that number will grow to more than 57
million tons.
[….]
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But electronic devices also comprise toxic heavy metals like lead, mercury, cadmium
and beryllium, polluting PVC plastic, and hazardous chemicals, such as brominated
flame retardants, which can harm human health and the environment.
[….]
The U.S., the second largest producer of e-waste after China, produced 10 million tons
of e-waste in 2012, over 64 pounds per person. In 2012 (EPA data for more recent years
are not yet available), only 29 percent of this was recycled—the rest is usually landfilled,
incinerated or stuck in a closet. A study done by the watchdog group Basel Action
Network using trackers, however, found that 40 percent of the e-waste supposedly
recycled in the U.S. was actually exported. Most of it ended up in developing countries—
usually in Asia—where informal recycling is typically unlicensed and unregulated.
While failing to mention most of the electronic devices contained in STAP components, the
MND blithely assures us that all components will be properly disposed of. Unfortunately, this
assumption is not supported by the facts. While there are many companies who claim to
comply with existing laws regarding the recycling and disposal of e-waste, a 2016 study by the
Basel Action Network shows that many of these companies illegally send e-waste overseas.
Please see page 26 of the following report for a list of companies that illegally send e-waste out
of the country. Many of them are located in Southern California.
Scam Recycling: e-Dumping on Asia by US Recyclers
http://wiki.ban.org/images/1/12/ScamRecyclingReport-web.pdf
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Comment Letter No. 113

October 17, 2021
Norman Mundy
City of Los Angeles, Department of Public Works, Bureau of Engineering,
1149 S. Broadway, Suite 600,
Mail Stop 939,
Los Angeles, CA 90015
by email to Norman.Mundy@lacity.org
Subject: STAP IS/MND Project Comments
Dear Mr. Mundy,
I have the following comments on the STAP program.
Project description: The project should include public toilets. They are a not a transit AMENITY… they are a
transit NECESSITY. The closure of businesses during the pandemic made it obvious that private businesses have
been providing this function for the public for a long time. Once businesses were closed, the number of people
using streets, sidewalks, and alleyways as places to urinate and defecate increased dramatically. This waste
then enters the storm drain system rather than the sanitary sewer system.
There are already 14 Automatic Public Toilets (APTs). Additional toilets should be provided at every rail station,
and at all major street intersections where bus transfers are likely. Public toilets are essential to the safety and
comfort of the City's transit riders, active transportation users, and pedestrians. They are also essential to the
basic hygiene of us all by limiting disease transmission and their use will minimize water quality impacts on our
creeks and Santa Monica Bay from untreated sewage. If provided, this project would then have a beneficial
impact on our city. The availability of public toilets would be a boon during large events such as rallies,
Ciclavia, and the upcoming Olympics. They would also encourage more use of bicycling and other non-car
transport which could improve air quality.
Analysis: The Utilities and Service Systems section is incomplete because no analysis of APTs are included. The
Water Quality section is incomplete because the city is not taking the opportunity to improve our surface water
quality. The City’s Stormwater Low-Impact Development (LID) Ordinance (Ordinance No. 181899) requires the
use of LID standards and practices in future developments and redevelopments to … reduce stormwater/urban
runoff while improving water quality; … [and] reduce offsite runoff …. Even if Ordinance No. 181899 exempts
“infrastructure projects within the public ROW” this opportunity to improve our water should be taken.
Since The transit shelters/shade structures and future advertising displays would require routine maintenance
and cleaning, and power washing would generate minimal amounts of water it seems that APTs could be
maintained as well. There are many designs around the world to look at, including the self cleaning Portland
LOO designed for safety and Japanese glowing public bathrooms that light up the street. Venice, Italy has
restrooms with attendants.
Thank you.
Annette Mercer
2647 Glendon Ave.
Los Angeles, CA. 90064
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Comment Letter No. 114
Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

STAP IS/MND Project Comments
1 message
W. morris <wendymorr@gmail.com>
Reply-To: "W. morris" <wendymorr@gmail.com>
To: Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

Tue, Nov 2, 2021 at 11:43 AM

Dear Mr. Mundy,
Dear City Leaders:
I ask that you enter the following public comment into the record regarding the environmental report on STAP commissioned by the
Public Works Department.
Installing this new kind of digital signage without doing a rigorous study using state of the art methods and modern measurement
technologies to determine the real impacts from them, is like changing historical flight paths to the NextGen style without doing a real
EIR. Los Angeles should understand what devastation this will cause as this city now has three lawsuits against the FAA for changing
flight paths at Burbank and Los Angeles International Airports at the expense of the residents in this city and should have another one
against the FAA for doing the same thing at Van Nuys Airport.
Are our leaders no better than those at the FAA? The FAA cares only about more money for the uber wealthy, regardless of the life
altering health impacts to the millions of people who have had their worlds shattered from their changes. Do our city leaders also only
care about making more money for the people whose companies will benefit from having this new type of signage? Do our Mayor and
City Councilmembers not see that they are encouraging profits over people just like the FAA?
The report is a Mitigated Negative Declaration, which alleges no significant impact on the environment from the new shelters. This
conclusion is inaccurate for several reasons:
--The MND seriously underestimates driver distraction by relying on an outdated Federal Highway Administration study, ignoring later
and better research. Pedestrian accident data shows that fatalities are higher near bus shelters that have static advertising. Based on
a large body of research that confirms digital signs cause a significant distraction to drivers, we expect this accident trend to get worse.
See www.scenic.org/compendium for more up-to-date and accurate studies.
--The MND vastly underestimates the impact on the visual environment of the new bus shelters that have digital ad screens (Appendix
A, p. 54ff). Public opinion on digital ad screens is far more generally negative than the report states.
--The MND drastically underestimates the power usage of the shelters with ad screens (MND p. 109), stating that they will operate for
only 12 hours per day instead of the 24 hours projected. Even at that rate, STAP is expected to increase energy usage by 8,224,000
kilowatt-hours per year (MND p. 109), which is the equivalent of 1370 LA homes (DWP figures). That's one entire neighborhood every
year, setting back our green energy goals for the sake of disappearing ads.
In light of these concerns, I request:
--A full traffic safety study about the impact on driver distraction of this new type of sign
--An adjustment of the low estimate of negative public opinion
--A full Environmental Impact Report, in place of the Negative Declaration, including error correction.
Thank you for your attention to this important matter.
W. Morris
Sincerely,
W. morris
2337 Roscomare Rd
Los Angeles, CA 90077
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Comment Letter No. 115

Christian Guzman, President
Chris Valle, Vice President
Melanie Labrecque, Treasurer
Victor Christensen, Secretary

Certified Neighborhood Council
Certification Date 02-12-02
NW San Pedro Neighborhood Council
638 S. Beacon Street, Box 688
San Pedro, CA 90731

TELEPHONE: (310) 918-8650 • WEBSITE: NWSanPedro.org • E-MAIL: BOARD@NWSanPedro.org

November 11, 2021
Norman Mundy
City of Los Angeles, Department of Public Works, Bureau of Engineering
1149 S. Broadway, Suite 600, Mail Stop 939, Los Angeles, CA 90015
Email: Norman.Mundy@lacity.org
Re: Sidewalk and Transit Amenities Program (STAP) Draft Initial Study & Mitigated
Negative Declaration and CF 21 0979

Mr Mundy,
The MND process for the STAP program did not allow sufficient time for our Neighborhood
Council to review and comment on it. Our Board did however previously approve a Community
Impact Statement (attached) requesting that a full EIR be conducted rather than just an MND. We
reiterate that request. For the reasons discussed in the CIS.
We also recommended in our CIS that the existing Street Furniture contract be extended to allow
time for adequate consideration of the two proposals. The recent request by the Department for
funding for a temporary toilet program at a cost of $2.1 million is all the more reason that the
existing contract should be extended until a permanent toilet program can be developed.
Thank you for consideration of these comments.

Christian Guzman, President
On Behalf of the Northwest San Pedro Neighborhood Council
cc: Councilman Joe Buscaino
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CIS IN SUPPORT OF CF 20-1563 IF AMENDED

The Northwest San Pedro Neighborhood Council supports the Motion in CF 20-1536 if amended to require
that prior to contract finalization, the City conduct an extensive and open public process, in which detailed
information about the proposed contract is made widely available and members of the public and
neighborhood councils are invited to provide input. The existing street furniture contract must be extended
in order to allow sufficient time for this process.
We are very concerned about the safety and aesthetic impacts of digital advertising screens in bus
shelters. Studies have shown that changing digital ad screens are particularly dangerous as they are
designed to distract drivers and result in reduced traffic safety. Even worse than freeway digital billboards,
these displays would cause distraction not only for cars but also pedestrians, inherently increasing the
potential for unsafe vehicle-pedestrian interaction. In an environment where mobile phone distracted
drivers are causing increased pedestrian injury we find it reckless to add yet another accident vector.
We adamantly oppose provisions for cell phone tracking in the shelters. This data can be shared with the
contractor for ad targeting, and we have no assurance that the data will be safely kept by the City. This
practice also violates Europe’s GDPR, which applies to EU citizens when outside the EU:
https://gdpr.eu/companies-outside-of-europe/. Therefore, before any new bus shelters are installed in our
neighborhood, we request a full Environmental Impact Report that considers safety, power usage, and
aesthetics.
Any contract that is eventually negotiated by the City needs to respect and abide by any Community Plan,
Specific Plan, Scenic Highway and Coastal Zone protections and requirements, and address constituents’
concerns about preservation of community character, protection of residential neighborhoods, and local
street furniture preferences.
Although we are opposed to all digital signs, if they are allowed, the City should restrict digital signs in or
near bus shelters to sign districts in the 22 areas already zoned as Regional Commercial for high-intensity
commercial use and comply with all future rules regarding digital billboards and they should be placed to
face away from the oncoming traffic.
A policy governing data collection, ownership, privacy, and use from devices placed within public rights-ofway or on City facilities should be developed and shared for community/neighborhood council input. Audio
coming from the billboards should be prohibited.
A process for ongoing local community input should be included. There must be triggers that allow the City
the ability to break the contract if terms are not met. The City and its communities should not have to live
with poorly kept shelters.

ADOPTED 6/13/21 BY A VOTE OF 15 YEA WITH 0 NAY VOTES AND 0 ABSTENTIONS
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Comment Letter No. 116

Edward C. Wallace
Tel 212.801.9299
Fax 212.805.9299
wallacee@gtlaw.com

November 12, 2021
Via Electronic Mail (Norman.Mundy@lacity.org)
Board of Public Works Commission
c/o Norman Mundy
City of Los Angeles
Department of Public Works, Bureau of Engineering
1149 S. Broadway, Suite 600, Mail Stop 939
Los Angeles, California 90015
Re: STAP IS/MND Project Comments
Dear Honorable Commissioners:
On behalf of Outfront Decaux, we respectfully offer the following comments on the Initial
Study/Draft Mitigated Negative Declaration for the Sidewalk and Transit Amenities Program
(“IS/MND”).
As the existing contractor for the City’s Coordinated Street Furniture Program, Outfront
Decaux has had a cooperative, mutually beneficial relationship with the City of Los Angeles
(“City”). This has resulted in an increase in quality transit shelters and other street furniture, an
increase in public transit use, and an increase in City revenue to support public transit initiatives
including Automated Public Toilets (“APTs”) provided to the City at no cost. Therefore, Outfront
Decaux is conceptually supportive of the contemplated successor Sidewalk and Transit Amenities
Program (“STAP”) which is intended to generally promote these objectives (while omitting the
APT component). However, it is important that the environmental documentation prepared in
connection with the project complies with all applicable laws and regulations as set forth in the
California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”). As discussed below, the IS/MND fails in several
respects. Accordingly, the IS/MND should be revised and recirculated for additional public review.
A. Executive Summary
The IS/MND fails to comply with CEQA in several critical respects.
First, the project includes not only the STAP, but also proposed amendments to the Los
Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC). Currently, the LAMC prohibits all advertising structures in the
public right-of-way except transit shelters approved by the City Council. Under the proposed
amendments, any outdoor advertising structures will be allowed in the public right-of-way if
approved by the Board of Public Works (the “LAMC Amendments”). Thus, the LAMC
Amendments would authorize an unlimited number of additional future outdoor advertising
displays of an undetermined type and size in undetermined locations, within the public right-ofGreenberg Traurig, LLP | Attorneys at Law
One Vanderbilt Avenue | New York, New York 10017 | T +1 212.801.9200 | F +1 212.801.6400

www.gtlaw.com
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way throughout the City. Although the IS/MND estimates the LAMC Amendments could result in
approximately 500 new displays between 2022 and 2024, the number could in fact be significantly
higher. The IS/MND fails to adequately analyze the impacts of these new displays, resulting in
erroneous estimates of both qualitative and quantitative impacts. The failure to include this relevant
information precludes a complete analysis of informed decision making and public participation,
thwarting the goals of CEQA, and results in a document that lacks an accurate, stable or finite
project description contrary to CEQA’s mandates.
Second, the LAMC Amendments would remove a significant regulatory barrier for nontransit shelter advertising in the public-right-of-way because the CEQA analysis for the LAMC
Amendments and future advertising displays is occurring now. Accordingly, the entirety of the
proposed amendments and consequent future advertising displays must be comprehensively
analyzed, and to the same degree as the STAP, now and not deferred to a later date. Moreover, the
IS/MND completely omits any discussion of the impacts of the failure to require APTs in
connection with the STAP, which will cause their removal at the expiration of the current contract,
and which in turn could cause significant impacts to, among other things, public services. These
failures result in a document that violates CEQA by piecemealing, omitting, and deferring analysis
of the project’s impacts.
Third, the STAP and LAMC Amendments conflict with the provisions of the Mobility
Element 2035 of the General Plan which prohibit off-site outdoor advertising in the public right
of-way of, and on publicly owned land within five hundred feet of the center line of, a Designated
Scenic Highway where no Scenic Corridor Plan has been adopted. (Scenic Corridor Plans have
been adopted for only about 12% of Designated Scenic Highways). Not only did the IS/MND (and
the RFP) fail to disclose the Mobility Plan’s specific and mandatory prohibition, but the RFP
encouraged proposers to include a minimum of the 770 highest revenue producing existing bus
shelter and Urban Panels/PAK locations proposed to be converted to digital, many of which are
located along Designated Scenic Highways. The IS/MND addresses this direct contravention with
the General Plan only by noting that any advertising placed along Designated Scenic Highways
“shall be designed to comply with applicable guidelines and standards of the LAMC, and otherwise
subject to necessary Planning approvals.” One cannot “design” an advertising display to comply
with an outright prohibition, as the IS/MND suggests. A project that conflicts with the General
Plan constitutes a significant environmental impact that must be mitigated by either removing the
conflict (i.e., by prohibiting outdoor advertising on Designated Scenic Highways for which there
is no adopted Scenic Corridor Plan) or by amending the General Plan to remove the outdoor
advertising prohibition. Absent such mitigation, the IS/MND fails to comply with CEQA.
B. Legal Discussion
1. The Project Description is Not Accurate Stable or Finite as CEQA Requires
At the outset, the IS/MND project description is incomplete, inaccurate, and open-ended.
It does not contain sufficient details to provide a foundation for a comprehensive analysis of the
project’s potential environmental impacts. “An accurate, stable and finite project description is the
sin qua non of an informative and legally sufficient” CEQA document. (County of Inyo v. City of
Los Angeles (1977) 71 Cal.App.3d 185, 193.) A project description “should be sufficiently detailed
to provide a foundation for a complete analysis of the environmental impacts,” and it should
Greenberg Traurig, LLP | Attorneys at Law
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include all project components and “apprise the parties of the true scope of the project.”
(Stopthemilleniumproject.com v. City of Los Angeles (2019) 39 Cal.App.5th 1, 13.) It should
inform the public about a project’s likely effect on the environment and ways to mitigate any
significant impacts. Here, the project description in the IS/MND fails to provide sufficient detail,
is otherwise incomplete, misleading, and inadequate for several reasons.
First, the IS/MND, by title and by project description, misleads the public into presuming
that the project consists solely of the STAP. For example, the IS/MND is entitled on the title page
and throughout the IS/MND analysis as the IS/MND for the “Sidewalk and Transit Amenities
Program.” Moreover, the project description background (Section 2.1), project objectives (Section
2.3), Program Elements (Section 2.4), and other critical project details in the project description
solely focus on the STAP. In reality, however, the project analyzed in the IS/MND consists of the
STAP plus an amendment to the LAMC that authorizes an unlimited number of additional future
outdoor advertising displays of an undetermined type and size in undetermined locations, within
the public right-of-way throughout the City.
Specifically, the IS/MND analyzes the following project components: (1) the STAP
consisting of transit shelters, kiosks, and urban panels with static and/or digital displays, and other
street furniture and associated transit amenities within public right-of-way in the City; (2) changes
to the LAMC, which currently prohibits all advertising structures in the public right-of-way except
transit shelters approved by the City Council, to instead allow any outdoor advertising structures
in the public right-of-way approved by the Board of Public Works; and (3) additional future
advertising displays, beyond those included in the STAP, at a City-estimated five hundred (500)
undetermined sidewalk locations that are anticipated to directly result from the above-described
LAMC Amendments.
Thus, contrary to representations that the IS/MND analyzes the STAP, the IS/MND will
also serve as CEQA documentation to facilitate City Council approval of the LAMC Amendments
to eliminate the prohibition of non-transit shelter advertising in the public right-of-way and to
allow any advertising in the public right-of-way that is approved by the Board of Public Works.
While the IS/MND claims that additional environmental review will be conducted for these future
projects, it is unknown whether such review will in fact take place and whether the Board of Public
Works will engage in a traditional procurement process or forego such a process altogether, as we
understand is the case for the Department of Convention and Tourism Development of the digital
advertising/information kiosk program. This represents a significant departure from the STAP, and
a major and potentially unlimited and minimally regulated expansion to the City’s advertising
allowances in the public right-of-way without further consultation/approval from the City Council.
Second, the IS/MND does not disclose the actual proposed text of the LAMC Amendments.
Rather, the IS/MND includes a general summary of the intent of the LAMC Amendments, which
is imprecise at best. Taken at face value, the IS/MND’s description of the LAMC Amendments
would permit virtually any advertising signage type and size in any public right-of-way location,
of an unlimited amount merely with Board of Public Works approval. Such expansion to the City’s
existing advertising regulations should not be taken so lightly, and City Council approval
absolutely should be required. Moreover, because the actual text of the amendments has not been
disclosed, the LAMC Amendments ultimately approved could be broader and more permissive
than what is currently described in the IS/MND.
Greenberg Traurig, LLP | Attorneys at Law
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Third, the IS/MND provides no basis to support its contention that the LAMC Amendments
will result in only five hundred (500) future advertising displays between 2022 and 2024, or as
many as 167 sites per year. While this is a large number (the IS/MND assumes this represents an
approximately 20% increase from STAP), the future advertising signage directly resulting from
the LAMC Amendments could just as easily be greater. Thus, the degree to which the LAMC
Amendments open the “advertising floodgates” within the public-right-of-way is unknown, and
the City’s estimate of 500 future advertising displays is unsubstantiated.
Due to the unknown and unsubstantiated number of future advertising displays that would
be permitted by the LAMC Amendments, the IS/MND’s quantitative-based calculations and
analysis and resulting conclusions in the impact areas of air quality, energy, greenhouse gas
emissions, noise, and transportation are also inaccurate and therefore deficient under CEQA.
Fourth, unlike the STAP which includes location, quantity, size, lighting, construction,
operation, and other design and operational details and limitations, the IS/MND does not describe
such limitations and conditions with respect to the future advertising displays that would be
authorized by the LAMC Amendments. For example, the IS/MND describes in detail the following
STAP components: Section 2.3 Project Objectives (project objectives relate solely to the STAP);
Section 2.4.1 Program Principles (details on accessibility, sustainability, and smart technologies,
relate solely to the STAP); Section 2.4.2 Site Selection (limitations on location of advertising and
details on site selection parameters including those listed in Table 2-2 relate solely to the STAP);
Section 2.4.3 Static and Digital Displays (details on the size of the digital displays and
representative sample illustrations of such displays relate solely to the STAP); Section 2.4.4
Regulation of Advertising Displays (details on compliance with the City’s Advertising Policy and
parameters for controlling panel brightness, flip rates, and static and silent displays to avoid driver
distraction are described solely with respect to the STAP); and Sections 2.5 Project Implementation
Features and 2.6 Construction and Implementation Scenarios (details on construction, landscape
and lighting, and operation and maintenance relate solely to the STAP).
The IS/MND wholly omits all of the above details with respect to the future advertising
displays that would be authorized by the LAMC Amendments. As a result, the project description
is not sufficiently detailed to provide a foundation for a complete analysis of the environmental
impacts and does not include all project components that would apprise the public of the true scope
of the project. For this reason, the IS/MND’s qualitative analysis and resulting conclusions in the
impact areas of aesthetics, greenhouse gas emissions, and land use and planning are also erroneous
and therefore deficient under CEQA.
As demonstrated above, the failure to include this relevant information precludes a
complete analysis of informed decision making and public participation, thwarting the goals of
CEQA. (See Stopthemilleniumproject.com, supra, 39 Cal.App.5th at 19-20 (finding that a “failure
to represent any concrete project proposal, instead choosing concepts and ‘impact envelopes’
rather than accurate, stable and finite project, was an obstacle to informed public participation . .
.” and noting that technical characteristics of the construction project is relevant information for
CEQA documents). The Project description is not “accurate, stable, [or] finite.” All future
advertising permitted by the LAMC Amendments must be described in detail to the same extent
as the STAP and analyzed as part of the project in the IS/MND; the failure to do so renders the
project description incomplete and misleading, and the resulting impact analysis and conclusions
Greenberg Traurig, LLP | Attorneys at Law
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premised on an “improperly ‘curtailed’ and ‘distorted’ project description.” (San Joaquin
Raptor/Wildlife Rescue Center v. County of Stanislaus, 27 Cal.App.4th 713, 730.) As such, the
IS/MND’s failure to present a concrete Project proposal violates CEQA. (Id.) Moreover, given the
substantial changes to the analysis that are necessary, the IS/MND must be recirculated.
2. The IS/MND Improperly Piecemeals and Defers Analysis/Evaluation of Impacts
The CEQA Guidelines define a project under CEQA as “the whole of the action” that may
result either directly or indirectly in physical changes to the environment. Specifically, the
Guidelines explain that the term “project” refers to the entire underlying physical activity being
approved, not to each separate government approval (CEQA Guidelines Section 15378(c)). This
broad definition is intended to provide the maximum protection of the environment. Thus, even if
the Lead Agency needs to grant more than one approval for a project, only one CEQA document
should be prepared. Moreover, CEQA requires the lead agency to identify all significant effects on
the environment of the proposed project, and a lead agency cannot defer environmental assessment
to a future date. (Sundstrom v. County of Mendocino (1988) 20 Cal.App.3d 296, 307.) This is
because “[a] study conducted after approval of a project will inevitably have a diminished
influence on decision making. Even if the study is subject to administrative approval, it is
analogous to the sort of post hoc rationalization of agency action that has been repeatedly
condemned in decisions construing CEQA.” (Id.)
Despite such clear guidance, and as detailed in Section 1 above, the IS/MND piecemeals,
defers, and/or omits analysis of the LAMC Amendments and consequent future advertising
displays permitted by the amendments with respect to the impact areas of air quality, energy,
greenhouse gas emissions, noise, transportation, aesthetics, and land use and planning. The
IS/MND cannot defer such analysis, regardless of whether the future advertising displays will
require subsequent approvals at a later time. Engaging in such deferred analysis evades the lead
agency’s duty to engage in comprehensive environmental review. (Sundstrom, supra, 202
Cal.App.3d at 309.)
The fact is that the LAMC Amendments will remove a significant regulatory barrier for
non-transit shelter advertising in the public-right-of-way because the CEQA analysis for the
LAMC Amendments and future advertising displays is occurring now. Accordingly, the entirety of
the LAMC Amendments and consequent future advertising displays must be comprehensively
analyzed, and to the same degree as the STAP, now and not deferred to a later date. Alternatively,
the LAMC Amendments should be revised to eliminate the language authorizing an unlimited
amount of additional future advertising of an undetermined type and size in undetermined
locations, within the public right-of-way, and instead be narrowly tailored to address only the
STAP. Either way, the MND must be substantially revised and recirculated for public review.
Additionally, as noted above, the City’s current Coordinated Street Furniture Program
includes a component for APTs, which have been provided at no cost to the City, and which fulfill
a critical need for public amenities vital to health and the public welfare in various areas of the
City, including Skidrow. The STAP did not require the continuation of any form of APTs, and
indeed none are included in the proposed program. Given this, all existing APTs would
immediately go offline at midnight on December 31, 2021 and the City has no definitive plan to
replace them. This removal of all APTs could have significant impacts on among others, public
Greenberg Traurig, LLP | Attorneys at Law
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services. These impacts are completely ignored in the IS/MND which omits any discussion of
APTs. For this reason, the IS/MND fails as an informational document and must be revised and
recirculated to address these impacts.
3. The Project is Inconsistent with the General Plan Mobility Element.
The project contemplated in the IS/MND directly conflicts with the City’s Mobility
Element of the General Plan by allowing outdoor advertising within the public right-of-way of
Scenic Highways when the General Plan expressly prohibits such advertising.
The City’s General Plan outlines the City’s long-range goals and policies for the physical
development of the City and addresses community development relative to the distribution of land
uses. As described in the IS/MND, the Mobility Plan 2035 (one of the Elements of the
City’s General Plan) is “the policy foundation for achieving a transportation system that balances
the needs of all road users.” The Mobility Plan sets goals for promoting safety first, world class
infrastructure, access for all, informed choices, clean environments, and healthy communities. It
includes street classifications, circulation system maps, and objectives and policies for meeting its
goals. Pertinent here, it also calls for the protection of scenic resources, views, natural topography
and other impacts on adjacent land uses.
Under CEQA, a project would cause a significant Land Use and Planning impact if it
conflicts with a General Plan policy or regulation adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating
an environmental effect. A project cannot be consistent with the General Plan if, for example, it
violates a “fundamental, mandatory and specific land use policy.” (Families Unafraid to Uphold
Rural etc. v. Board of Supervisors (1998) 62 Cal.App.4th 1332, 1341 – 1342.) Here, the Mobility
Plan 2035 describes that the Scenic Highway Guidelines are intended to ensure that future
modifications to any designated scenic highway do not impact the unique identity or characteristics
of scenic highways:
“2.16 Scenic Highways:
Ensure that future modifications to any scenic highway do not impact the unique
identity or characteristic of that scenic highway.
Scenic Highways include many of the City’s iconic streets. Preservation and
enhancement of these streets and their scenic resources need to be preserved per the
Scenic Highways Guidelines in Appendix B of this Plan.”
(Mobility Plan 2035, page 74.). Thus, the Mobility Plan Scenic Highway Guidelines have been
adopted to protect against aesthetic, land use and other impacts to scenic resources, views, natural
topography and on adjacent land uses.
Importantly, the Mobility Plan 2035 expressly prohibits off-site outdoor advertising in the
public right-of-way of designated Scenic Highways where there is not an adopted Scenic Corridor
Plan that otherwise addresses such advertising:
“4. Signs / Outdoor Advertising

Greenberg Traurig, LLP | Attorneys at Law
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a. Only traffic, informational, and identification signs shall be permitted within
the public right-of-way of a Scenic Highway.
b. Off-site outdoor advertising is prohibited in the public right of-way of, and on
publicly-owned land within five hundred feet of the center line of, a Scenic
Highway.
c. A standard condition for discretionary land use approvals involving parcels
zoned for non-residential use located within five hundred feet of the center line
of a Scenic Highway shall be compliance with the sign requirements of the CR
zone.
d. Designated Scenic Highways shall have first priority for removal of
nonconforming billboards or signs. Such priority extends to properties located
along, or within five hundred feet of the center line of, designated Scenic
Highways.”
(Mobility Plan 2035, Appendix B: Inventory of Designated Scenic Highways and Guidelines,
Section 4, p. 168 (emphasis added).) The Mobility Plan 2035 identifies approximately 68
Designated Scenic Highways and only 8 (approximately 12%) of those appear to be subject to a
Corridor Plan. (Mobility Plan 2035, Appendix B: Inventory of Designated Scenic Highways and
Guidelines, Section 4, pp. 170-172.) Thus, the General Plan strictly prohibits new outdoor
advertising in the public right-of-way and on publicly owned land within 500-feet of the center
line of the roadway on the overwhelming majority of Scenic Highways (approximately 88%).
The STAP RFP and future additional advertising resulting from the LAMC Amendments,
however, propose to construct and operate outdoor advertising in these very areas. (See e.g., the
STAP RFP, which does not preclude advertising in the public right-of-way of designated Scenic
Highways where there is not an adopted Scenic Corridor Plan; see also the summary discussion of
proposed LAMC Amendments which do not contain such a prohibition.) The IS/MND attempts
to ignore this clear conflict with the General Plan by: (i) failing to disclose the Mobility Plan
2035’s specific and mandatory prohibition; and (ii) only generally describing that transit shelters
(relocated or new) and associated amenities and signs and advertising displays to be located along
Scenic Highways (where no Scenic Corridor Plan or other applicable plan has been adopted) “shall
be designed to comply with applicable guidelines and standards of the LAMC, and otherwise
subject to necessary Planning approvals.” (See IS/MND pp. 165 – 166.)
In fact, Appendix B of the RFP specifically requested proposers to include a minimum of
the 770 highest revenue producing existing bus shelter and Urban Panels/PAK locations proposed
to be converted to digital. Many of those locations are located along Designated Scenic Highways.
Thus, the RFP expressly requires proposers to violate the General Plan in their proposals.
Assuming that this error is corrected, and new signage is not permitted along Designated Scenic
Highways, the entire financial basis of the RFP process is thrown into question. In other words, if
the signage along the Designated Scenic Highways – which are among the highest revenue
producing locations – are omitted from the proposals, the evaluation and scoring of the proposals
might have produced a different result.
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Such treatment of Designated Scenic Highways is wholly improper and in direct
contravention with the Mobility Plan 2035’s fundamental, mandatory and specific land use policy
strictly prohibiting such signage. Simply put, one cannot “design” an advertising display to
comply with an outright prohibition, as the IS/MND suggests. Thus, the project is in direct conflict
with the City’s General Plan. Conflict with the General Plan constitutes a significant environmental
impact that must be mitigated by either removing the conflict (i.e., by prohibiting outdoor
advertising on Designated Scenic Highways for which there is no adopted Scenic Corridor Plan)
or by amending the General Plan to remove the outdoor advertising prohibition. Absent such
mitigation, the IS/MND fails to comply with CEQA.
C. Conclusion
A lead agency is required to re-circulate a MND when the document must be substantially
revised after public notice of its availability has previously been given, but prior to its adoption.
(CEQA Guidelines, Section 15073.5.) Accordingly, to comply with CEQA, these deficiencies
must be corrected and a revised IS/MND circulated to the public, prior to the City’s decision to
adopt the IS/MND and approve the project.
Thank you for your timely attention to this matter.
Very truly yours,

Edward C. Wallace

cc: Councilmember Bob Blumenfield, Chair, Public Works Committee
Councilmember John S. Lee, Public Works Committee
Councilmember Kevin De Leon, Public Works Committee
Councilmember Mitch O’Farrell, Public Works Committee
Councilmember Paul Koretz, Public Works Committee
Sharon Tso, Chief Legislative Analyst
Edward M. Jordan, Esq., Deputy City Attorney
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Comment Letter No. 117

PACIFIC PALISADES COMMUNITY COUNCIL
November 11, 2021
Norman Mundy, City of Los Angeles Dept. of Public Works
Bureau of Engineering

Via email: norman.mundy@lacity.org

Keith Mozee, Executive Director & General Manager
StreetsLA

Via email: keith.mozee@lacity.og

Re: STAP IS / DRAFT MND Project Comments – OPPOSE MND and request full EIR
Dear Mr. Mundy and Mr. Mozee:
Pacific Palisades Community Council (PPCC) for 48 years has been the most broad-based community
organization and voice of Pacific Palisades. We have commented on numerous past occasions on the STAP
program – in StreetsLA workshops, at meetings and in letters submitted to relevant City officials1 – expressing
support for the program in general but also advising City officials of the Palisades community’s serious safety
concerns related to digital signage and our desire to retain our existing street furniture.
While recognizing and supporting the need for an expanded transit shelter program, PPCC believes that given
the scope of the proposed project and the many potential impacts of digital signage on public safety, it is
inappropriate to seek clearance of the program through a Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND). Rather, we
recommend that a full Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the program be done to identify possible negative
impacts on public safety and the environment and to determine if mitigations can address these impacts or
whether a project alternative is the best course of action.
Additionally, although we’ve received oral assurances from certain StreetsLA officials in the past, we now
respectfully request written confirmation from City authorities that Pacific Palisades will be permitted to
retain its existing bus benches and related street furniture, as described in our letters linked below.
Thank you for your anticipated courtesy and cooperation.
Sincerely,
Executive Committee, Pacific Palisades Community Council
David Card, Chair
Christina Spitz, Secretary
David Kaplan, Vice-Chair
John Padden, Organization Representative, P.R.I.D.E.
Richard Cohen, Treasurer
Joanna Spak, Area 1 Representative (Castellammare, Paseo Miramar)
cc: Hon. Mike Bonin, Councilmember (CD11)
Lance Oishi, Street Furniture Program Manager, StreetsLA
1

mike.bonin@lacity.org
lance.oishi@lacity.org

11/20/20 Letter: http://pacpalicc.org/wp-content/uploads/2020/11/PPCC-PRIDE-Digital-Ads-Letter.pdf
11/21/20 Letter: http://pacpalicc.org/wp-content/uploads/2020/11/Digital-Ads-Letter-Bd-Pub-Works1.pdf
12/01/20 Letter: http://pacpalicc.org/wp-content/uploads/2020/12/PPCC-Letter-Motion-STAP-RFP.pdf.

Post Office Box 1131, Pacific Palisades, California 90272
info@pacpalicc.org
pacpalicc.org
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PACIFIC PALISADES COMMUNITY COUNCIL

March 1, 2018
Honorable City Councilman
Mike Bonin
200 N. Spring Street, Suite #475
Los Angeles, CA 90012
Re.: Resolution to oppose the automatic renewal of the City’s Bus Shelter/Advertising 20-year
contract with Decaux
Dear Mike,
On February 22nd, the board of the Pacific Palisades Community Council, following discussion and
historical context, unanimously passed the following motion opposing the automatic renewal of the
City’s Bus Shelter/Advertising contract with Decaux and called for an open RFP that would take the
needs and concerns of various Los Angeles communities into account.
The motion, proposed initially by WRAC, and sponsored at PPCC by George Wolfberg, Chris Spitz
and Richard Cohen read as follows:
“Pacific Palisades Community Council (PPCC) opposes the automatic renewal of the City’s
Bus Shelter/Advertising 20-year contract with Decaux.
PPCC further requests the City to withdraw the renegotiation of the sidewalk furniture contract
with Decaux from the City Attorney's office, and to allow a process of community input which
can culminate in an open RFP, awarded based on parameters laid out by community impact
and ridership needs. The City should solicit comments from the community about
problems/issues, and then issue an open RFP that addresses these issues/problems to numerous
advertising firms.
Problems noted include lack of bus shelters at mass transit stations and major arterials, which
harms the rider experience during rainstorms and windstorms, and which may further reduce
the already declining use of transit. PPCC also strongly urges that local control and Specific
Plan, Scenic Highway and Coastal Zone protections be respected in connection with any
contract that is eventually negotiated.”
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Pacific Palisades Community Council
Page 2
__________________________________________________________________________________

We urge you to stand with us on this matter, as so many of the neighborhoods within your Council
District will be adversely affected by the renewal of the current contract. Many of us fiercely protect
that character, appeal and environmental integrity of our neighborhoods. We, in Pacific Palisades,
work hard to craft a signature village that is appealing not only to residents but to Angelenos who
travel here to enjoy the myriad leisure opportunities that our topography and geographic location
afford. PPCC is currently collaborating with Palisades PRIDE on a “harmonizing project”, for the
redesign of various Village public right-of-way areas contiguous to the Caruso Palisades Village
project currently underway. This will include areas with bus stops where street furniture might be
placed, and Rick Caruso has indicated to us his support for our position.
For historic perspective, PPCC has an extensive history of having worked against contractual dictates
that would impact street furniture in our village. Although we recognize that the City may benefit from
the income stream created by advertisements at bus stops with specific furnishings, we restate our
additional concerns about local control with respect to the Specific Plan, scenic highways and coastal
areas. This is completely consistent with a motion this body passed almost 10 years ago.
At that time, PPCC joined with Brentwood CC and retained an attorney who threatened to bring the
matter to the Coastal Commission if the City went forward with street furniture plans that were not
acceptable to the Palisades. We argued that this was a big enough project to require an EIR/CEQA
review. Our resolute stance resulted in our then-Councilmember Bill Rosendahl supporting a carve
out for the Palisades from the contract then being negotiated.
We ask today that the automatic renewal of the Decuax contract be abandoned by the City Attorney,
and that a public RFP be issued, seeking community input and taking into account local concerns and
ridership demands.
We hope you will lend us your support.
Sincerely,
Maryam Zar
PPCC Chair
Bcc: L.A. City Attorney, Mike Feuer: mike.feuer@lacity.org
Rick Caruso: RCaruso@Caruso.com
Michael Gazzano: MGazzano@Caruso.com
Michelle Bisnoff, BCC President: bisnoff@gmail.com
Larry Watts, BCC President Emeritus & WRAC Secretary: LWatts@seyfarth.com
Doug Fitzimmons: chair@westsidecouncils.com
Sharon Commins: smcommins@msn.com
Barbra Broide: bbroide@hotmail.com
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PACIFIC PALISADES COMMUNITY COUNCIL
May 27, 2019
Hon. Marqueece Harris-Dawson
Chair, City Council Planning & Land Use Management Committee
Via email: councilmember.harris-dawson@lacity.org
Re: Council File 11-1705 (Citywide Sign Ordinance); hearing 5/28/19
Dear Councilmember Harris-Dawson:
Pacific Palisades Community Council (PPCC) is the most broad-based organization in Pacific
Palisades and has served as the voice of our community since its formation in 1973, 46 years ago.
Since 2011, PPCC has consistently expressed its strong position on the proposed Citywide Sign
Ordinance: We seek appropriate regulation in order to protect our parks, scenic highways, Specific
Plan areas and residential neighborhoods from the visual blight of off-site signs and billboards,
including digital signs. In our most recent position letter (May 2016), we expressed support for
Version B+ of the proposed Ordinance, as approved by the City Planning Commission. See past
PPCC position letters filed in CF 11-1705 at:
http://pacpalicc.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/05/letterPLUMsignordinance.pdf
http://pacpalicc.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/03/letterCPCsignordinancefinal.pdf
http://pacpalicc.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/01/lettercpcsignordinance-2.pdf
http://pacpalicc.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/01/11-1705_misc_10-18-11n.pdf
We are concerned that the PPCC CIS statement is not listed on the agenda and that this significant
matter was suddenly agendized for hearing immediately before a three-day holiday weekend. This
leaves inadequate time for neighborhood and community councils to review carefully the details
contained in the attached reports.
We urge that the committee adopt Version B+, or continue the file to permit careful review by
impacted constituencies. Thank you for your consideration.
Sincerely,

George Wolfberg
Chair, Pacific Palisades Community Council
cc (via email):
Hon. Mike Bonin, Councilmember, CD11
Rita Moreno, Legislative Assistant, PLUM Committee (w/ request for filing in CF 11-1705)
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Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

STAP IS / DRAFT MND project comments (OPPOSE MND and request full EIR)
1 message
info@pacpalicc.org <info@pacpalicc.org>
Thu, Nov 11, 2021 at 7:26 AM
To: norman.mundy@lacity.org, keith.mozee@lacity.org
Cc: mike.bonin@lacity.org, lance.oishi@lacity.org, David Card <davidcard22@gmail.com>, dkaplan6@gmail.com, rgcohen@aol.com,
johnpadden@kw.com, Joanna Spak <jlspak@yahoo.com>, noah.fleishman@lacity.org
Dear Mr. Mundy and Mr. Mozee:
Please see attached letter from Pacific Palisades Community Council, commenting on the STAP IS / Draft MND and requesting
confirmation of assurances that Pacific Palisades will be allowed to retain its existing bus benches and related street furniture.
Thank you.
Christina Spitz
Secretary
Pacific Palisades Community Council
www.pacpalicc.org

PPCC EC Letter STAP MND.pdf
293K
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Comment Letter No. 118
Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

Fwd: STAP Program information: Comments due on draft MND Friday, 11/12!
1 message
Stephen Twining <belaircpa90077@gmail.com>
To: norman.mundy@lacity.org

Tue, Nov 9, 2021 at 9:05 AM

---------- Forwarded message --------From: WRAC LUPC <wraclupc@gmail.com>
Date: Mon, Nov 8, 2021 at 9:08 PM
Subject: Fwd: STAP Program information: Comments due on draft MND Friday, 11/12!
To: Alix Gucovsky <LUPC@venicenc.org>, Barbara Broide <bbroide@hotmail.com>, Chris Spitz <ppfriends3@hotmail.com>, Drew
Ruesch <drew.ruesch@marvista.org>, Jay Ross <ross_jay@hotmail.com>, Julie Ross <cigardenia@aol.com>, Kay Hartman
<kay.hartman@palmsnc.la>, Michelle Bisnoff <bisnoff@gmail.com>, Nolan Gray <mnolangray@gmail.com>, Paula Rogers
<paularogersla@gmail.com>, Pooja Bhagat <pooja@pbhagat.com>, Steve Sann <Stevesann2001@yahoo.com>, Steve Twining
<belaircpa90077@gmail.com>
Cc: Andrew Lewis <andrewlewisnwnc@gmail.com>, Jay Handal <sgrest@aol.com>, Joanna Spak <jlspak@yahoo.com>, John Reed
<john@reedarchgroup.com>, Kim Christensen <mail.kimchristensen@gmail.com>, Marlene Savage <marlene.savage@ca.rr.com>,
Neal Anderberg <neal.anderberg@gmail.com>, Stacey Greenwald <stacey.greenwald@marvista.org>, Stephen Resnick
<saresnick@gmail.com>, Travis Longcore <tlongcore@babcnc.org>

At yesterday's LUPC meeting I said I would forward this information from Barbara. Here it is.
---------- Forwarded message --------From: Barbara Broide <bbroide@hotmail.com>
Date: Mon, Nov 8, 2021 at 7:12 AM
Subject: STAP Program information: Comments due on draft MND Friday, 11/12!
To: kay.hartman@palmsnc.la <kay.hartman@palmsnc.la>
Cc: ppfriends3@hotmail.com <ppfriends3@hotmail.com>, matt.wersinger@delreync.org <matt.wersinger@delreync.org>

For circulation to the WRAC Land Use (and WRAC Board) members for their information.
I wish to call your attention to the City's issuance of a Mitigated Negative Declaration for the City's proposed
STAP Program. We did not have this item on the WRAC Land Use agenda on Sunday and therefore I would
like to make certain that all Councils are made aware of this deadline so that those able to do so might
submit comments. Those unable to do so due to the short time remaining in the comment period, may wish
tol share the information with their members so that individuals can submit comments. The main message to
convey to the City has to do with the fact that the STAP Program should not go forward with an MND. The
program and program alternatives should be evaluated in a full Environmental Impact Report.
The Bureau of Engineering issued a Mitigated Negative Declaration for the STAP / Digital Ad Street Furniture
Program on October 14th for a 30-day review period ending on November 12th. Comments must be
submitted by November 12th, 5 pm. This period did not allow time for adequate consideration by councils,
many of whom would have received the MND after their October meeting.
The Notice of Availability and Notice of Intent to Adopt a Mitigated Negative Declaration for the Sidewalk and
Transit Amenities Program (STAP) can be found at: https://eng2.lacity.org/techdocs/emg/stap/Notice%20of%
20Availability-Notice%20of%20Intent.pdf
The IS/Draft MND can be viewed on the Bureau of Engineering website at: https://eng.lacity.org/aboutus/divisions/environmentalmanagement/projects/stap.
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Comments are to be received, in writing, no later than 5 pm on November 12, 2021 by mail or email to
NORMAN MUNDY.
Norman Mundy
City of LA Public Works
Bureau of Engineering
1149 S. Broadway, Suite 600, Mail Stop 939
LA, CA 90015-2213
or via email to: norman.mundy@lacity.org
Include " STAP IS/Draft MND Project Comments" in the subject line.
---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------BACKGROUND: The 20-year contract for the current citywide street furniture program is due to expire at the
end of 2021. The StreetsLA/Public Works staff have been working to identify a replacement program that
would increase transit shelter coverage and raise revenues for the City. It envisioned a partnership with a
private company and did outreach to potential vendors. It issued a program RFP last November (without
seeking any input from neighborhood councils/community members) and as a result of the screening of those
vendors who replied, there are now two finalists vying to "win" the contract. (Unlike in the current program,
the Council passed a motion that allows for the possibility that more than one vendor could be selected to
participate in the program.)
There are a number of important program details that have not been released to the public to assist in our
being able to evaluate the program. The City has not indicated whether it plans to own the shelters outright
(and how they would pay for them), whether they seek to own a percentage of the shelters or whether the
vendor(s) will retain ownership. While a display of sample shelters was moved to various locations around
the City, those viewing the sample shelters were unaware that the City instructed the vendors to display their
most sophisticated and expensive model of the 6 models that they submitted to the City. What is the intention
of the City in terms of the types of shelters to be selected? Can the City get better coverage of more transit
stops with less sophisticated and costly shelters? There remain significant concerns about the targeting of
communities for digital shelters where revenues to be earned will be greatest. It is understood that those
locations where revenues would be low will receive recycled/refurbished shelters from the current program
with NO digital screens and NO advertisements at all.
There has been no response to community concerns and interest in opting out or opting in to having digital
shelters. There have been no conversations with the community to address concerns about
overconcentration of signs where ad revenues are greatest -- understanding that under the current expiring
program, shelters were placed to maximize income rather than be placed where ridership was greatest or
where riders were exposed to greatest heat.
Extremely troubling is the fact that there is insufficient information provided in the MND to allow for the
evaluation of potential effects on the environment. While the MND is meant to evaluate the STAP Program, in
the MND there is reference to "other projects." (see text copied below*). The STAP Program is the project
that has been presented to us. There has been no other program (or programs) presented, no earlier
mention of any additional "future advertising displays" on our sidewalks! How can we comment on the MND
when the nature of the program slipped into the MND (in a very obtuse manner) has never been presented?
How will placement of those "advertising displays" be determined? What might the cumulative impact on a
street or community be with additional digital sidewalk displays? What will they look like? What community
outreach will take place related to placement? What voice do communities have in opting out of
placements? By attempting to slip in additional projects and seek a change in the City's Municipal Code (also
something never presented in the outreach programs done by StreetsLA), this would appear to be the
practice of piecemealing to avoid closer scrutiny of the entire agenda/project that they seek to push through.
IN SHORT, HOW CAN ANY CUMULATIVE IMPACT ANALYSIS BE ADEQUATELY DONE WHEN THE
RECORD SUFFERS FROM SUCH VAGUE INFORMATION ABOUT FUTURE PROJECTS, ESPECIALLY
WITH RESPECT TO SIMILAR DEVELOPMENT OF SIGNAGE IN THE SAME VICINITY AS ANY SPECIFIC
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SIGNAGE REFERENCED IN THE STAP PROGRAM. The City appears to be acknowledging probable future
projects of the same type as the one being considered but without a greater degree of analysis it is almost
impossible to evaluate whether the necessary finding of significant is met. Without a complete review and
analysis, the MND fails as an informational document.
We know that the METRO Board approved the placement of digital billboards on METRO property and that it
was presented as a program that would involve the City of Los Angeles. At the time of METRO consideration
(which Councils were not aware of), we were told that there would be plenty of time to comment and object to
the program when reviewed by the City. Well, that program has never been publicly vetted by the City and
yet the change proposed in the Municipal Code may be a cover for that very program. Placing digital
billboards on Metro/City owned right of ways is undoubtably a project that would require a full environmental
impact study. Yet, this document may provide a backdoor mechanism to avoid that level of review and
needed scrutiny.
Of the proposed program's approximate 3500 shelters, 1,884 will consist of existing shelters (many of which
will be relocated after refurbishing and ad removal) and an anticipated 1,116 to 1,249 will be the new
shelters. 450 undefined "shade structures" will complete the 3,583 total shelters planned and described in
the project. The new shelters will each feature what many consider to be dangerous and distracting digital
ad screens art driver eye/street level with changing messages. Driver distraction is a major factor
contributing to accidents on our streets. Having eye-level distractions at locations where pedestrians gather
to access transit places those pedestrians at heightened risk. Also at heightened risk are those on bicycles
who are extremely vulnerable to suffering the consequences of distracted drivers. Studies done worldwide
have documented the dangers of digital signage. While Streets LA has claimed in response to questions and
concerns voice in meetings that digital signage on bus shelters do not present the same level of danger as
full-size billboards, there has been no data presented to document or prove that assumption. Full size
billboards in an urban setting are often more difficult for drivers to see, whereas a bus shelter at a busy
corner may easily distract a driver passing by or waiting for a signal to change. It is human nature to allow
one's eyes to watch the changing images. Adding one more distraction on the street, in addition to cell
phones adds one additional unnecessary hazard on our busy and congested arterials where a second or two
of distraction can mean the difference between life and death on our streets. LA already has seen an
alarming increase in pedestrian /vehicle accidents. With growing numbers of bike riders on our streets, their
safety should be of paramount concern to the City.
CONCLUSION:
Instead of conducting an environmental impact study on the digital screen installation effort as promised, City
officials have moved forward with a "mitigated negative declaration" (MND), and in doing so conclude that
the environmental impacts of this program with its digital signage were negligible and did not warrant further
study. There are many problems with this conclusion:
· It underestimates the impact of driver distraction. The MND relies on outdated research,
ignoring better and more recent studies showing conclusively that digital billboards contribute to
traffic accidents. Pedestrian accident data shows that fatalities are higher near bus shelters that
have static advertising.
· The MND underestimates the visual impacts of digital ad screens and public attitudes
towards them. Public opinion on digital ad screens is far more negative than the report states.
· It relies on false assumptions to underestimate power usage. The report is built on the
false assumption that the signs will only operate 12 hours per day, even though plans call for them
to operate 24 hours per day. Even at the lower rate, the energy usage for this project is equivalent
to that of 1,370 LA homes.
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- It appears to introduce additional programs not previously presented or adequately evaluated in
the MND that creates the appearance of piecemealing
- It fails to appropriately evaluate the impact of the light emitted by the digital signage.

------------------------------------------------------------A letter of comment is the appropriate response to a Mitigated Negative Declaration. If a reader/reviewer
believes the project may have a significant effect on the environment, the reader/reviewer should:
1) Identify the specific effect
2) Explain why it is believed the effect would occur
3) Explain why it is believed the effect would be significant.
Comment letters that provide facts and opinions supported by facts are those most effective.
FYI: An article discussing recent studies re: driver distraction and digital billbaords can be found at:
https://montanafreepress.org/2016/03/31/evidence-mounts-of-safet-risks-from-digital-billboards/
The studies referred to in the article can be found at: http://files.ctctcdn.com/c794deab001/ea78f38f-91db49a6-a7f7-ff4babd6bd4c.pdf

Evidence Mounts of Safety Risks from Digital Billboards - Montana Free
Press
Digital billboards clearly catch the eye of passing motorists. But what is also increasingly clear is that such
distractions can heighten safety risks in heavy traffic and other complex driving conditions, a long-time roadway
researcher says.
montanafreepress.org

-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------*FYI: THIS IS THE TEXT IN THE MND THAT PRESENTS US WITH THE PROSPECT OF ADDITIONAL DIGITAL
DISPLAYS PREVIOUSLY UNPRESENTED (and not clearly described or evaluated in the MND). I have added
the blue highlighting:
"In

addition, the City is proposing changes to Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC)
Sections 67.01 and 67.02, which would modify the type of advertising structures
allowed in the public right-of-way, in order to effectuate portions of the STAP program
and potentially authorize the consideration of other projects in the future. These
potentially foreseeable projects are estimated to involve the installation of future
advertising displays at approximately 500 sidewalk locations between 2022 and 2024,
or as many
as 167 sites per year (concurrent with the STAP rollout period)."
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How can we or the MND analyze and assess the specific effects of "other projects in the future" that are
mentioned as being APPROXIMATELY 500 in number but could be much higher because there are no limits
proposed? What portions of the STAP program would require modification of the type of advertising
structures allowed in the public right-of-way? What part of the right-of-way? Sidewalks, parkways,
streets....? How can we (or the MND ) assess "potentially foreseeable projects" without knowing what they
are and how they might impact the environment?
It appears once again on page 5:
"In addition, the City is proposing changes to Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC)
Sections 67.01 and 67.02, which would modify the type of advertising structures
allowed in the public right-of-way, in order to effectuate portions of the STAP program
and potentially authorize the consideration of other projects in the future."
What is the purpose of the proposed change in LAMC sections 67.01 and 67.02? Is this necessary due to the
proposed partnership with METRO for signage on Metro /City right of way? Does this pave the way for the
digital billboards on METRO/City public right of way without revealing that that is the purpose for the
changes? What exactly are other projects? If it could mean the partnership with Metro from which we have
some documentation from Metro’s consideration then this means that it could be referring to actual full size
digital billboards—for which there has been no analysis.
And again on page 20:
"2.4.4 Regulation of Advertising Displays
The placement of advertising structures in the public right-of-way is addressed in Sections 67.01 and 67.02 of
the Los Angeles Municipal Code. In conjunction with STAP, the City Council has directed the amendment of
the LAMC to modify the type of advertising structures allowed in the public right-of-way. Currently, LAMC
Section 67.02 (along with the Definitions section in LAMC Section 67.01) prohibits the placement of outdoor
advertising structures in the public right-of-way, except as it applies to transit shelters exempted by the City
Council, such as with the existing CSFP program. The proposed amendment of LAMC Sections 67.01 and
67.02 would prohibit the placement of advertising structures in the public right-of-way, except as it applies to
programs approved by the Board of Public Works. In addition, the proposed amendment of LAMC Sections
67.01 and 67,02 would clarify the definition of “outdoor
advertising structure” that it may potentially include electronic displays. The proposed amendment of LAMC
Sections 67.01 and 67.02 would facilitate the implementation of portions of the STAP program, and may
potentially authorize the City’s consideration of other projects in the future."
The language above appears to be saying that additional advertising structures (currently undefined but
which could include digital displays) could be placed in the public-right-of-way by approval of the Board of
Public Works WITHOUT a process for community or Council District input. Therefore, this document appears
to grant the Board of Public Works the authority to control what happens on our community's streets at their
will and without an otherwise defined process.
And on page 30:
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"2.7 Other Potentially Foreseeable Projects Arising from
Amendments to LAMC 67.01 and 67.02
As mentioned in Section 2.4.4, the City intends to amend LAMC Sections 67.01 and 67.02 to effectuate
certain elements of STAP. CEQA (Public Resources Code Section 21065) requires the analysis of direct and
indirect physical impacts from a project. While the direct physical impacts of the amendments to LAMC
Sections 67.01 and 67.02 are evaluated as part of the proposed STAP, some indirect physical impacts could
occur from other related projects the City may undertake as a result of the LAMC Sections 67.01 and 67.02
amendment. While CEQA does not require the lead agency to speculate on the potential impact of a project,
it does generally require a lead agency to evaluate the potential impacts of future development under a new
regulatory regime if there is substantial evidence in the record that such future development is reasonably
foreseeable. Based on the available knowledge and reasonable investigation, the City conservatively
estimates that these potential future projects, as listed below in Table 2-4 , may occur in the future. However,
any such approval in the future, if approved at all, will be subject to all applicable laws, including future CEQA
analysis and all other City code and permitting requirements."

No, it appears that they are amending the LAMC to do more than to effectuate certain elements of STAP as it
appears that they are attempting to house/couch additional programs under the banner of the STAP
program.
And on page 31 there is: Table 2-4. Potentially Foreseeable Projects. There is additional text following the table in
page 32.
By hiding any details we cannot assess cumulative impacts of multiple programs.
-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------One final item: The manner is which the impact of the light from the digital panels is measured is not
appropriately done and refers to the wrong standards. They also fail to account for the fact that there are
very different light zones in the City meaning that impacts will vary accordingly. The analysis of the impact of
the lighting and how it is perceived by the driver and those in proximity to the signs is not properly taken into
account.

-Kay Hartman
Palms Neighborhood Council Treasurer
palmsnc.la
--

11693 San Vicente Blvd. #131
Los Angeles, CA 90049
310 472-6091 Fax 310 476-5842
belaircpa90077@gmail.com
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Evidence Mounts of Safety Risks from Digital
Billboards
by John S. Adams
03.31.2016

Digital billboard with multiple images, I-94 Exit 183, Ypsilanti Michigan

By Paul Feldman, FairWarning.org
Digital billboards clearly catch the eye of passing motorists. But what is also increasingly
clear is that such distractions can heighten safety risks in heavy traffic and other complex
driving conditions, a long-time roadway researcher says.
That conclusion by Jerry Wachtel, a traffic safety consultant and one-time Federal Highway
Administration staffer, came from his recent review of billboard distraction studies
conducted everywhere from Denmark to South Dakota.
The latest research, Wachtel says, provides persuasive evidence that billboards – particularly
digital billboards — take drivers’ eyes off the road for dangerously long gazes. That’s a
problem especially when the bright electronic displays change messages, which typically
happens every six to eight seconds.
As Wachtel put it, “The more that commercial digital signs succeed in attracting the
attention of motorists that render them a worthwhile investment for owners and advertisers,
the more they represent a threat to safety along our busiest streets and highways.”
For his new assessment of the safety hazards raised by billboards, the Berkeley, Calif.,-based
consultant evaluated nine academic, industry and government studies published in five
countries since 2013. Among them was a Massachusetts study published this year that
found that motorists, particularly older ones, seemed prone to glancing at digital billboards
as they changed messages. All told, the study said, when people drive by digital displays,
they spend “an increased percentage of time glancing off road.”
Separate, government-funded research last year on the impact of 18 digital billboards
along high-speed roadways in Alabama and Florida found crash rates 25 percent to 29
percent higher near the signs than at control sites down the road. Many of the crashes near
digital displays involved rear-end collisions or sideswipes that, according to Wachtel, are
“typical of driver distraction.”
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Spread of Digital Billboards
Some recent studies have focused on distractions caused by the brightness or the swift,
relentless cycling of the digital ads — and on how such factors may have a stronger impact
on new drivers and older drivers.
The Outdoor Advertising Association of America estimates that there are 6,400 digital
billboards nationwide, up from 6,100 last summer. Steady growth has occurred despite
opposition from some community activists and legal efforts by cities such as Los Angeles to
limit or ban them.
For the advertising industry, digital billboards are a compelling option.
A study commissioned by the OAAA last year showed that more than
half the travelers surveyed who noticed a digital sign were “highly
engaged, recalling the message on the screen every time or most of the
time.”
Jerry Wachtel

This year’s Massachusetts study, which included participation by MIT,
made a similar point. “It is likely that drivers find it nearly impossible to
avoid a glance to digital billboards during switches between advertisements,” the report
stated. “Perhaps the fact that humans are neurophysiologically predisposed to orient to
motion or sudden change in the periphery is a marketing advantage of digital billboards.”
While that might be good news for advertisers, it also suggests that motorists were focused
on something other than driving safely. Asked for comment on Wachtel’s findings, the
OAAA cited a federal study released in 2013 that concluded that digital billboards were not
distracting. “As FHWA prepared for in-the-field research,” the OAAA stated via email, “it
indicated that more research would follow if the initial research identified problems. The
agency says it does not plan further research.”
The FHWA did not respond to repeated requests for a comment for this story.
But as FairWarning has reported (here and here) , the federal study was controversial. It was
hung up for several years due to flaws in measuring drivers’ glances at billboards. Even after
the study was released, it puzzled Wachtel and other reviewers; somehow billboards that
were on one side of the highway in a draft version of the report were depicted as being on
the other side of the road in the final version.
Higher Crash Risks
Among other things, the federal assessment said the longest recorded glance at an
electronic billboard was 1.34 seconds. That contrasted with a 2013 Danish report included
in Wachtel’s recent review.
The Danish study — which employed employed high-tech equipment, including a laser
scanner and an eye-tracking system — reported glance durations of two seconds or longer
in nearly 25 percent of cases. “Advertising signs do capture drivers’ attention to the extent
that it impacts road safety,” the study’s authors concluded. According to Wachtel and other
experts, glances of two seconds or longer make a crucial difference in safety in bad weather,
heavy traffic and other circumstances.
What’s more, the Danish study included only conventional signs, and Wachtel says digital
signs probably would draw even more long glances.
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In the last three years, according to Wachtel’s new review, only the federal report and a
Texas study prepared for the billboard industry failed to demonstrate links between digital
signs and potential safety risks.
Wachtel’s concerns about digital billboards drew support from Mary Tracy, president of
Scenic America, a non-profit organization that has long been critical of highway billboards
on aesthetic grounds. She said the recent studies reviewed by Wachtel “prove pretty
conclusively” that digital billboards distract drivers and that the federal government should
take action to improve safety.
For Wachtel, president of The Veridian Group consulting firm, the new review is the third in
a series of assessments he has produced since 2009. The reviews have been based on,
overall, more than 60 research reports around the world on conventional and electronic
billboards. Even after all of those studies, Wachtel said, “we can’t say statistically that the
billboards cause accidents” unless further complicated and expensive research is carried
out.
Still, he said, evidence is mounting that the risk of accidents increases in stressful driving
conditions in places where digital signs “competed for the driver’s visual attention.” Factors
that can have an impact, Wachtel said, include “demanding road, traffic and weather
conditions, when travel speeds were higher, or when an unanticipated event or action
occurred to which the driver had to respond quickly and correctly.”
This story was reported by FairWarning (www.fairwarning.org), a nonprofit news
organization focused on public health, safety and environmental issues.

JOHN S. ADAMS
jadams@montanafreepress.org

Montana Free Press was founded by veteran award-winning investigative and political
reporter John S. Adams. John was formerly the Capital Bureau Chief of the Great Falls
Tribune and a correspondent for USA TODAY. John is known as a dogged investigator and
the host of the MT Lowdown podcast whose unbiased reporting has changed the shape of
Montana politics. Contact John at jadams@montanafreepress.org, or follow him on
Twitter.
More by John S. Adams

© 2022 Montana's independent nonprofit news source.
Proudly powered by Newspack by Automattic

__________________________________________________________________________________________________
RTC - 213
Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration
Sidewalk and Transit Amenities Program

Comment Letter No. 119
Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

STAP IS/Draft MND Project Comments
1 message
Sara Roos <sararoosmv@gmail.com>
To: norman.mundy@lacity.org

Fri, Nov 5, 2021 at 12:18 PM

I wrote to the wrong place (posted on CF-00-173-S1), wrong file, and wrong subject, basically.
I opposed moving pictures anywhere within sight of roadways. Just period. And that you are moving to adopt this without so much as
an environmental or health review of the matter is absurd.
As a parent I live everyday with the dystopian situation of our children being sucked through the looking glass of arresting images into
a social media world away and beyond. It is crazy and crazy-making. That our government is selling us down this forsaken river at the
expense of simply doing the job of furnishing a functional public transportation system is ridiculous.

Council File No. 00-1073-S1 - STAP PROGRAM: The Bureau of Engineering issued a Mitigated Negative
Declaration for the STAP / Digital Ad Street Furniture Program on October 14th for a 30-day review period
ending on November 12th. Comments must be submitted by November 12th. This did not allow time for
adequate consideration by councils, many of whom would have received the MND after their October
meeting.

The Notice of Availability and Notice of Intent to Adopt a Mitigated Negative Declaration for the Sidewalk and
Transit Amenities Program (STAP) can be found at: https://eng2.lacity.org/t
echdocs/emg/stap/Notice%20of%20Availability-Notice%20of%20Intent.pdf
The IS/Draft MND can be viewed on the Bureau of Engineering website at: https://eng.lacity.org/aboutus/divisions/environmentalmanagement/projects/stap.
Comments are to be received, in writing, no later than 5 pm on November 12, 2021 by mail or email to
NORMAN MUNDY.
Norman Mundy
City of LA Public Works
Bureau of Engineering
1149 S. Broadway, Suite 600, Mail Stop 939
LA, CA 90015-2213
or via email to: norman.mundy@lacity.org
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Comment Letter No. 120
Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

STAP IS/Draft MND Project Comments
1 message
Jay Ross <ross_jay@hotmail.com>
To: "norman.mundy@lacity.org" <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

Tue, Nov 9, 2021 at 8:48 PM

To Norman Mundy
City of LA Public Works
Bureau of Engineering
1149 S. Broadway, Suite 600, Mail Stop 939
LA, CA 90015-2213
Your CEQA review of the STAP Program should not go forward with an MND. The program and program
alternatives should be evaluated in a full Environmental Impact Report.
Your program RFP last November did not seek any input from neighborhood councils/community members.
There are a number of important program details that have not been released to the public to assist in our
being able to evaluate the program.
The City has not indicated whether it plans to own the shelters outright (and how they would pay for them),
whether they seek to own a percentage of the shelters or whether the vendor(s) will retain ownership. While
a display of sample shelters was moved to various locations around the City, those viewing the sample
shelters were unaware that the City instructed the vendors to display their most sophisticated and expensive
model of the 6 models that they submitted to the City.
What is the intention of the City in terms of the types of shelters to be selected?
Can the City get better coverage of more transit stops with less sophisticated and costly shelters?
There remain significant concerns about the targeting of communities for digital shelters where revenues to
be earned will be greatest.
It is understood that those locations where revenues would be low will receive recycled/refurbished shelters
from the current program with NO digital screens and NO advertisements at all.
There has been no response to community concerns and interest in opting out or opting in to having digital
shelters. There have been no conversations with the community to address concerns about
overconcentration of signs where ad revenues are greatest -- understanding that under the current expiring
program, shelters were placed to maximize income rather than be placed where ridership was greatest or
where riders were exposed to greatest heat.
Extremely troubling is the fact that there is insufficient information provided in the MND to allow for the
evaluation of potential effects on the environment. While the MND is meant to evaluate the STAP Program, in
the MND there is reference to "other projects."
The STAP Program is the project that has been presented to us. There has been no other program (or
programs) presented, no earlier mention of any additional "future advertising displays" on our sidewalks.
How can we comment on the MND when the nature of the program slipped into the MND (in a very obtuse
manner) has never been presented?
How will placement of those "advertising displays" be determined? What might the cumulative impact on a
street or community be with additional digital sidewalk displays? What will they look like?
What community outreach will take place related to placement?
What voice do communities have in opting out of placements?
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By attempting to slip in additional projects and seek a change in the City's Municipal Code (also something
never presented in the outreach programs done by StreetsLA), this would appear to be the practice of
piecemealing to avoid closer scrutiny of the entire agenda/project that they seek to push through.
IN SHORT, HOW CAN ANY CUMULATIVE IMPACT ANALYSIS BE ADEQUATELY DONE WHEN THE
RECORD SUFFERS FROM SUCH VAGUE INFORMATION ABOUT FUTURE PROJECTS, ESPECIALLY
WITH RESPECT TO SIMILAR DEVELOPMENT OF SIGNAGE IN THE SAME VICINITY AS ANY SPECIFIC
SIGNAGE REFERENCED IN THE STAP PROGRAM.
The City appears to be acknowledging probable future projects of the same type as the one being considered
but without a greater degree of analysis it is almost impossible to evaluate whether the necessary finding of
significant is met. Without a complete review and analysis, the MND fails as an informational document.
We know that the METRO Board approved the placement of digital billboards on METRO property and that it
was presented as a program that would involve the City of Los Angeles. At the time of METRO consideration
(which Councils were not aware of), we were told that there would be plenty of time to comment and object to
the program when reviewed by the City. Well, that program has never been publicly vetted by the City and
yet the change proposed in the Municipal Code may be a cover for that very program. Placing digital
billboards on Metro/City owned right of ways is undoubtably a project that would require a full environmental
impact study. Yet, this document may provide a backdoor mechanism to avoid that level of review and
needed scrutiny.
Of the proposed program's approximate 3500 shelters, 1,884 will consist of existing shelters (many of which
will be relocated after refurbishing and ad removal) and an anticipated 1,116 to 1,249 will be the new
shelters. 450 undefined "shade structures" will complete the 3,583 total shelters planned and described in
the project.
The new shelters will each feature what many consider to be dangerous and distracting digital ad screens art
driver eye/street level with changing messages. Driver distraction is a major factor contributing to accidents
on our streets. Having eye-level distractions at locations where pedestrians gather to access transit places
those pedestrians at heightened risk.
Also at heightened risk are those on bicycles who are extremely vulnerable to suffering the consequences of
distracted drivers. Studies done worldwide have documented the dangers of digital signage.
While Streets LA has claimed in response to questions and concerns voice in meetings that digital signage on
bus shelters do not present the same level of danger as full-size billboards, there has been no data presented
to document or prove that assumption.
Full size billboards in an urban setting are often more difficult for drivers to see, whereas a bus shelter at a
busy corner may easily distract a driver passing by or waiting for a signal to change. It is human nature to
allow one's eyes to watch the changing images.
Adding one more distraction on the street, in addition to cell phones adds one additional unnecessary hazard
on our busy and congested arterials where a second or two of distraction can mean the difference between
life and death on our streets.
LA already has seen an alarming increase in pedestrian /vehicle accidents. With growing numbers of bike
riders on our streets, their safety should be of paramount concern to the City.
Instead of conducting an environmental impact study on the digital screen installation effort as promised, City
officials have moved forward with a "mitigated negative declaration" (MND), and in doing so conclude that
the environmental impacts of this program with its digital signage were negligible and did not warrant further
study.
There are many problems with this conclusion:
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· It underestimates the impact of driver distraction. The MND relies on outdated research,
ignoring better and more recent studies showing conclusively that digital billboards contribute to
traffic accidents. Pedestrian accident data shows that fatalities are higher near bus shelters that
have static advertising.
· The MND underestimates the visual impacts of digital ad screens and public attitudes
towards them. Public opinion on digital ad screens is far more negative than the report states.
· It relies on false assumptions to underestimate power usage. The report is built on the
false assumption that the signs will only operate 12 hours per day, even though plans call for them
to operate 24 hours per day. Even at the lower rate, the energy usage for this project is equivalent
to that of 1,370 LA homes.
- It appears to introduce additional programs not previously presented or adequately evaluated in
the MND that creates the appearance of piecemealing
- It fails to appropriately evaluate the impact of the light emitted by the digital signage.
FYI: An article discussing recent studies re: driver distraction and digital billbaords can be found at:
https://montanafreepress.org/2016/03/31/evidence-mounts-of-safet-risks-from-digital-billboards/
The studies referred to in the article can be found at: http://files.ctctcdn.com/c794deab001/ea78f38f-91db49a6-a7f7-ff4babd6bd4c.pdf

Evidence Mounts of Safety Risks from Digital Billboards - Montana Free
Press
Digital billboards clearly catch the eye of passing motorists. But what is also increasingly clear is that such
distractions can heighten safety risks in heavy traffic and other complex driving conditions, a long-time roadway
researcher says.
montanafreepress.org

In addition, the City is proposing changes to Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC)
Sections 67.01 and 67.02, which would modify the type of advertising structures
allowed in the public right-of-way, in order to effectuate portions of the STAP program
and potentially authorize the consideration of other projects in the future. These
potentially foreseeable projects are estimated to involve the installation of future
advertising displays at approximately 500 sidewalk locations between 2022 and 2024,
or as many as 167 sites per year (concurrent with the STAP rollout period).
How can we or the MND analyze and assess the specific effects of "other projects in the future" that are
mentioned as being APPROXIMATELY 500 in number but could be much higher because there are no limits
proposed? What portions of the STAP program would require modification of the type of advertising
structures allowed in the public right-of-way? What part of the right-of-way? Sidewalks, parkways,
streets....? How can we (or the MND ) assess "potentially foreseeable projects" without knowing what they
are and how they might impact the environment?
It appears once again on page 5:
"In addition, the City is proposing changes to Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC)
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Sections 67.01 and 67.02, which would modify the type of advertising structures
allowed in the public right-of-way, in order to effectuate portions of the STAP program
and potentially authorize the consideration of other projects in the future."
What is the purpose of the proposed change in LAMC sections 67.01 and 67.02? Is this necessary due to the
proposed partnership with METRO for signage on Metro /City right of way? Does this pave the way for the
digital billboards on METRO/City public right of way without revealing that that is the purpose for the
changes? What exactly are other projects? If it could mean the partnership with Metro from which we have
some documentation from Metro’s consideration then this means that it could be referring to actual full size
digital billboards—for which there has been no analysis.
And again on page 20:
2.4.4 Regulation of Advertising Displays
The placement of advertising structures in the public right-of-way is addressed in Sections 67.01 and 67.02 of
the Los Angeles Municipal Code. In conjunction with STAP, the City Council has directed the amendment of
the LAMC to modify the type of advertising structures allowed in the public right-of-way. Currently, LAMC
Section 67.02 (along with the Definitions section in LAMC Section 67.01) prohibits the placement of outdoor
advertising structures in the public right-of-way, except as it applies to transit shelters exempted by the City
Council, such as with the existing CSFP program. The proposed amendment of LAMC Sections 67.01 and
67.02 would prohibit the placement of advertising structures in the public right-of-way, except as it applies to
programs approved by the Board of Public Works. In addition, the proposed amendment of LAMC Sections
67.01 and 67,02 would clarify the definition of “outdoor
advertising structure” that it may potentially include electronic displays. The proposed amendment of LAMC
Sections 67.01 and 67.02 would facilitate the implementation of portions of the STAP program, and may
potentially authorize the City’s consideration of other projects in the future."
The language above appears to be saying that additional advertising structures (currently undefined but
which could include digital displays) could be placed in the public-right-of-way by approval of the Board of
Public Works WITHOUT a process for community or Council District input. Therefore, this document appears
to grant the Board of Public Works the authority to control what happens on our community's streets at their
will and without an otherwise defined process.
And on page 30:
"2.7 Other Potentially Foreseeable Projects Arising from
Amendments to LAMC 67.01 and 67.02
As mentioned in Section 2.4.4, the City intends to amend LAMC Sections 67.01 and 67.02 to effectuate
certain elements of STAP. CEQA (Public Resources Code Section 21065) requires the analysis of direct and
indirect physical impacts from a project. While the direct physical impacts of the amendments to LAMC
Sections 67.01 and 67.02 are evaluated as part of the proposed STAP, some indirect physical impacts could
occur from other related projects the City may undertake as a result of the LAMC Sections 67.01 and 67.02
amendment. While CEQA does not require the lead agency to speculate on the potential impact of a project,
it does generally require a lead agency to evaluate the potential impacts of future development under a new
regulatory regime if there is substantial evidence in the record that such future development is reasonably
foreseeable. Based on the available knowledge and reasonable investigation, the City conservatively
estimates that these potential future projects, as listed below in Table 2-4 , may occur in the future. However,
any such approval in the future, if approved at all, will be subject to all applicable laws, including future CEQA
analysis and all other City code and permitting requirements."
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No, it appears that they are amending the LAMC to do more than to effectuate certain elements of STAP as it
appears that they are attempting to house/couch additional programs under the banner of the STAP
program.
And on page 31 there is: Table 2-4. Potentially Foreseeable Projects. There is additional text following the table in
page 32.
By hiding any details we cannot assess cumulative impacts of multiple programs.
-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------One final item: The manner is which the impact of the light from the digital panels is measured is not
appropriately done and refers to the wrong standards.
They also fail to account for the fact that there are very different light zones in the City meaning that impacts
will vary accordingly.
The analysis of the impact of the lighting and how it is perceived by the driver and those in proximity to the
signs is not properly taken into account.

__________________________________________________________________________________________________
RTC - 219
Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration
Sidewalk and Transit Amenities Program

__________________________________________________________________________________________________
RTC - 220
Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration
Sidewalk and Transit Amenities Program

__________________________________________________________________________________________________
RTC - 221
Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration
Sidewalk and Transit Amenities Program

__________________________________________________________________________________________________
RTC - 222
Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration
Sidewalk and Transit Amenities Program

__________________________________________________________________________________________________
RTC - 223
Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration
Sidewalk and Transit Amenities Program

__________________________________________________________________________________________________
RTC - 224
Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration
Sidewalk and Transit Amenities Program

Comment Letter No. 121
Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

STAP Project
1 message
Victor Gonzalez <Victor@southpark.la>
To: "norman.mundy@lacity.org" <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

Fri, Nov 12, 2021 at 5:43 PM

Hi Norman,

We received the notice of the STAP program Project. We just had a couple of questions. Are there any plans to add
shelters to the district? I will also like to know what the maintenance plan is for the shelters? Our District Boundary is
from Olympic to 17 St between Broadway and Figueroa St.
We assessed all the bust stops in the district. We have 29 bus Stops, 28 bus benches, and 19 bus Shelters. We have a
few locations in the neighborhood that the daily user will benefit from if a shelter is installed there—for example, the
stops on the Northside of Pico. West of Flower. There is one on Hill and Olympic S/E that probably needs to be
replaced or restored. Would you please let me know how we could assist if there are any plans to install in the district
and help?

Thank you,

Victor Gonzalez
Director of Operations

South Park Business Improvement District
1150-B S Hope St, Los Angeles, CA 90015
victor@southpark.la | O. 213 348-1791 C. 323 872-4624
southpark.la | Facebook | Twitter | Instagram
24/7 DISPATCH: 866-560-9346
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Comment Letter No. 122
Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

STAP IS/Draft MND Project Comments
1 message
Nancy Rae Stone <nancyraestone@gmail.com>
To: norman.mundy@lacity.org

Fri, Nov 5, 2021 at 11:22 AM

Norman Mundy
City of LA Public Works
Bureau of Engineering
1149 S. Broadway, Suite 600, Mail Stop 939
LA, CA 90015-2213

While recognizing and strongly supporting the need for an expanded transit shelter program, I believe, as a
board member of the Westside South of Santa Monica HOA, that given the scope of the proposed
project and the many potential impacts of digital signage on public safety, that it is inappropriate to seek
clearance of the program through a Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND). Rather, we urge Streets LA and
the City to do a full Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the program. This is necessary to identify
possible negative impacts on public safety and the environment and to determine if mitigations can address
these impacts or whether a project alternative is the best course of action.
It is also hoped that through the EIR process, a program alternative that can deliver more than the planned
3,000 shelters will be identified to provide greater shelter for LA's transit riders who must often wait in extreme
heat for their transit connections. We note that 3,000 shelters do not cover half of the City's transit stops.

I am also concerned about the power usage of any digital signs on these shelters. As part of the
program, should digital signs be approved, they should only be allowed if powered via renewable
energy, such as solar panels.
Thank you,
Nancy Rae Stone
310 903 0709
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Comment Letter No. 123
Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

We need an EIR
1 message
Stephen Twining <belaircpa90077@gmail.com>
To: norman.mundy@lacity.org

Tue, Nov 9, 2021 at 9:03 AM

--

11693 San Vicente Blvd. #131
Los Angeles, CA 90049
310 472-6091 ,
belaircpa90077@gmail.com
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Comment Letter No. 124

WESTSIDE NEIGHBORHOOD COUNCIL
P.O. Box 64370 Los Angeles CA 90064
www.wncla.org (310) 474-2326

OFFICERS
Terri Tippit,
Chair
Lisa Morocco,
Vice-Chair
Shannon
Burns,
Treasurer
Jane Wishon,
Parliamentarian
BOARD
MEMBERS
Barbara Broide
Kim
Christensen
Vicki Curry
Joanne
Dorfman
Caryn
Friedman
Karriann Hinds
Jeff Hronek
Mary Kusnic
Sean McMillan
Joseph Roth
Louis Schillace
Mark
Sedlander
Mary Williams
Jae Wu

November 12, 2021

Mr. Norman Mundy
City of Los Angeles Department of Public Works
Bureau of Engineering
1149 South Broadway, Suite 600
Los Angeles, CA 90015
Transmitted via email to: norman.mundy@lacity.org
RE: Sidewalk & Transit Amenities Program (STAP) – Response to MND
Dear Mr. Mundy:
At the officially noticed meeting of the Westside Neighborhood Council (WNC) on
Thursday, November 11, 2021, the Board of Directors adopted the following motion
and authorized correspondence to be sent to you in response to the Mitigated
Negative Declaration issued for the proposed STAP Program.:
The Westside Neighborhood Council, while recognizing and strongly
supporting the need for an expanded transit shelter program, believes that
given the scope of the proposed project and the many potential impacts of
digital signage on the environment, the aesthetics of our community and on
public safety, that it is inappropriate to seek clearance of the program through
a Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND). Rather, the Westside Neighborhood
Council recommends that a full Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the
program be done to identify possible negative impacts on public safety and
the environment and to determine if mitigations can address these impacts or
whether a project alternative is the best course of action.
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During discussion there was special concern raised about the undefined and obscure
references made to “additional” programs that might be considered to have been
inadequately identified and assessed under this MND. There is no way that any additional
programs can be considered to have been adequately addressed by this MND as we are
unaware as to how such programs might impact our community. Not only are we unable
to assess impacts of individual undefined programs, but we are then also unable to
address and evaluate any cumulative impacts. The MND fails to address or attempt to
evaluate cumulative impacts of multiple undefined programs and also as to how or whether
they will interact with the STAP Program. What are the other programs and with whom
might they be implemented?
In short, the project description fails to describe the actual scope of the Project.
We also have concerns related to impacts about any additional unnamed programs that
might feature or permit off-site advertising on the public right-of-way. We cannot
understand why reference is made to change the LAMC when the code clearly allows for
transit shelters with advertising at the current time. If the City seeks to permit additional
off-site advertising on the public right-of-way, we must raise question as to the
appropriateness of such an effort – and particularly so without analysis as to the impacts of
such a change. We are concerned as to whether this complies with past court rulings and
whether it might compromise the City’s ability to regulate off-site signage and enforce its
Sign Ordinance and any related measures. Undermining the City’s ability to enforce the
Sign Ordinance and limits on off-site signage across the City could have devastating
impacts on the aesthetics of our community and on the entire City. We must ask why this
change in the municipal code is requested and for which initiatives is it needed? This
requires public disclosure.
The role of the neighborhood councils is to advise the City. Without engagement there can
be no advisement. There is no way for us to know how to assess cumulative impacts on
the aesthetics of our community. Nor does the MND contain the information to
demonstrate that the City has examined or attempted to create a process to do so. Stating
that impacts will be insignificant without demonstrating the basis for such statements does
not answer the City’s duty to meet CEQA standards.
The Westside Neighborhood Council has invested significant time and energy into
improving the aesthetics of our community and, particularly on the arterials of our local
business community. We have had tree planting initiatives, organize regular street cleanups (pre-Covid), and developed and received a Metro grant for a Pico Blvd. streetscape
plan soon to be fully implemented. We have concerns related to the aesthetic impact of
poorly placed shelters on our streetscape and on the ability of our merchants to
successfully go about the operation of their businesses.
Additionally, there have been many comments made in our Council discussions relating to
the impact that digital signage and changing messaging have on the visual environment (to
say nothing here about the concerns related to pedestrian, bicyclist safety which is not a
CEQA area of concern). No assessment has been made to accurately measure the glare
and light that will be emitted from these shelters. There has been no data presented to
2
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show that the impact of such lighting will be insignificant. In fact, our outreach has
generated comments that indicate that the MND has used the wrong standards to measure
lighting emitted from the signs. There has been no effort made to acknowledge the fact
that different locations have different baseline lighting levels. And, in addition, changing
light intensities from changing digital advertisements are not only an aesthetic issue during
nighttime hours, but they are an issue during the day when they create strobe-like
conditions. We are concerned about over-concentrations on our streets that will change
the character of the streetscape.
We must note that both Pico and Westwood Boulevards in our community fall under a City
ordinance adopted in January of 1998 that established the Westwood Pico Neighborhood
Oriented District. That ordinance (Ordinance 171,858) defines certain sign standards and
specifically prohibits signs “that flash, move, or have the appearance of movement.” We
would consider digital signs that change messages to be signs that have movement and
thus will not be permitted on Pico and Westwood Boulevards in our area. Furthermore,
and as noted in the MND, Santa Monica Blvd. between Century City and Sepulveda
Blvd./405 is a designated Scenic Roadway and is not appropriate for placement of digital
and changing messages. It is, however, our hope that repurposed transit shelters without
advertisements will be provided for riders at the busiest locations on Santa Monica Blvd.
and that non-digital shelters can be provided on Pico and Westwood.
The mere presence of a transit shelter in front of a local business can have very significant
impacts. Now with expanded and likely permanent outdoor dining programs, what kind of
process has been defined to allow for community members, business operators to have a
voice in declining the placement of a transit shelter (or changing the style or footprint of a
shelter) in front of a restaurant that relies upon sidewalk dining? What if that shelter will
make outdoor dining impossible? What if that shelter will block the storefront and signage
of a small shop? That shelter will surely have a very significant impact on the aesthetics of
that block and that business? If transit shelters add challenges to the survival of a
business and the business leaves, that will have an aesthetic impact on the entire block
and area as well as on the viability of that area to sustain retail activity – already so
challenged since the pandemic. Additionally, we have concerns that transit shelters will be
placed in locations without consideration to ensuring adequate pedestrian access and
compliance with ADA regulations. We are aware of various facilities whether City or Metro
facilities that have been placed in our streets in recent years that are new and do not meet
ADA requirements. In some instances, these facilities completely block the sidewalk
making any pedestrian passage impossible and requiring pedestrians to walk in City
streets. This is not acceptable and we want to make sure that the location and installation
of any new City transit facilities or other unknown structures comply with ADA regulations
and provide for safe pedestrian passage.
No information has been provided that would reflect attention given to many of the
questions and concerns raised in public outreach marketing sessions presented by
StreetsLA. Of most importance is the lack of information pertaining to the adoption of an
“opt-in” or “opt-out” mechanism that was requested in many sessions. Such a mechanism
might help to mitigate some project impacts and improve the program. However, instead it
appears that this process and program are dedicated to expediting the placement of
3
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structures (known and unknown) without adequate communication or analysis. We are
aware that the Bureau is already engaging local council district offices about the placement
of new program structures!
If asked, we would recommend that the existing program be extended so that an EIR can
be completed while the department engages with its neighborhood councils to address
valid concerns raised and ignored during the promotional roll-out of the STAP Program.
We appreciate consideration and response to our comments. Please keep us informed of
future meetings and hearings associated with this matter during all phases of future
consideration. Please do not hesitate to contact us with any questions.
Sincerely,
Terri Tippit
_____________________________
Terri Tippit, Chair
Westside Neighborhood Council
Cc: Councilman Paul Koretz, CD5 (paul.koretz@lacity.org)
Daniel Skonick, Planning Deputy, CD5 (daniel.skolnick@lacity.org)
Angel Izard, District Deputy, CD5 (angel.izard@lacity.org)

4

__________________________________________________________________________________________________
RTC - 231
Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration
Sidewalk and Transit Amenities Program

Comment Letter No. 125

November 12, 2021
Mr. Norman Mundy
Los Angeles City Dept. of Public Works
Bureau of Engineering
1149 S. Broadway, Suite 600
Los Angeles, CA 90015
Transmitted via email to: norman.mundy@lacity.org
RE: Sidewalk & Transit Amenities Program (STAP) / Response to MND
Dear Mr. Mundy:
This letter is submitted on behalf of the Board of Directors and stakeholders of the Westwood South of
Santa Monica Blvd. Homeowners Association (WSSM) that is located in West Los Angeles between the
405 freeway (Sepulveda Blvd.) and Century City (Beverly Glen Blvd.) with Santa Monica Blvd. on our
northern border, and Pico on the south. As such, with our busy corridors leading to major commercial,
educational and centers, our arterials have historically been targeted for advertising placements. We
submit this letter having had much experience with digital signage. We believe that the Mitigated
Negative Declaration is an inappropriate tool with which to assess the STAP Program and the associated
“additional” projects included by reference in the MND. We request that a full Environmental Impact
Report be done. CEQA requires the City to do so as this is a vast project with expected significant
impacts to be seen across the City. We believed that an EIR was required based upon the STAP Program
when we believed that it was a transit shelter project. Now that we understand that there are efforts to
use the MND as a way to include yet additional programs, each of which could have significant impacts,
we are ever more convinced that an EIR is required.
The City should extend the current program contract in order to allow for the completion of an EIR as
well as to engage in the community dialogue that has been severely lacking throughout the promotion
of this program. Now, it appears that the City has much more to discuss with its community leaders --including the programs envisioned under the “additional” programs label and the reason why under this
MND the City seeks to amend the LA Municipal Code which already allows for the transit structures on
the public right-of-way with advertising. What else does the City seek to install without previous public
conversation or engagement? We have not been presented with any rationale for the Municipal Code
revisions sought. We challenge the language that allows for the Public Works Commission to be granted
the authority to approve any programs yet unpresented to the public – some which may have significant
community impacts. The experience that we and all communities have had attempting to be heard
and to have a voice in the STAP Program creation prior to the release of the program RFP demonstrated
to us that the desire to engage the public was more window-dressing than substance. (Or perhaps they
were answering to a higher political directive.) Although the Department staff assured community
members that the process employed to develop and evaluate the proposed STAP Program would be
transparent and inclusive, it has been anything but that. Holding many outreach meetings is not
significant if there is no result to those meetings other than the inventorying of dates and times held.
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Pledges to address issues raised in “outreach” programs have never been realized. Where is the process
for an “opt-in” or “opt-out” mechanism? We refer to the letter from our Westside Neighborhood
Council that represents both our residential and business communities and addresses issues related to a
business’ need to access sidewalk areas adjacent to their business – whether it be for sidewalk dining or
merely to be seen by passing potential customers. How will small businesses be able to maintain access
to their sidewalk if needed to stay alive? How will they be able to seek relocation of a shelter if it blocks
their business and its signage? That is a problem now under the current program. We have people with
strollers who must go into the street to pass a local shelter. It likely meets with ADA compliance, but
when coupled with other sidewalk “amenities” the double stroller must be rolled into the street to pass.
Years ago, as a result of the secret billboard settlement agreement between Clear Channel, CBS Outdoor
(now Outfront Media) and the City, our area had three digital billboards at one intersection alone.
There were others nearby on both our Santa Monica Blvd. scenic corridor and on Westwood Blvd. which
has both Neighborhood Oriented District or Pedestrian Oriented Ordinance protections (depending
upon which part of Westwood Blvd. one is one) from signage with changing messages. We were
involved with lengthy litigation to seek removal of those signs. Fortunately, a smaller outdoor
advertising company carried the weight of that legal challenge and the courts overturned the City’s
agreement with Clear Channel and CBS Outdoor. Over 100 digital billboards that had been erected as a
result of that secret agreement were removed under the court’s decision that anything touched by that
agreement was “poisonous.”
We mention our experience to you to state that we know what it is like to live with digital signage. The
staff have claimed that the dangers associated with digital billboards do not apply to digital signage on
transit shelters. Yet, no documentation has been provided to support that conclusion. We would
counter by stating that transit shelters are located much closer to a driver on a city street and a driver’s
exposure to such signage is much more difficult to ignore and thus potentially more distracting –
particularly on congested city streets with many other distractions. Our fears and concerns are
heightened knowing that transit shelters prove a magnet for pedestrian activity. The City should not
seek to increase distractions in areas most frequented by pedestrians. There are studies that
demonstrate that accident levels are heightened in proximity to transit shelters with static ads. (We are
not aware of studies that look at transit shelters with digital /changing messaging.) In or opinion, more
research and investigation should have been done prior to assuming that digital signage is safe on
shelters. It is a proven cause of driver distraction when on billboards and that is well documented in
the literature from studies worldwide. See:
Compendium of Recent Research Studies on Distraction from Commercial Electronic
Variable Message Signs-Prepared by Jerry Wachtel, The Veridian Group;
http://www.fairwarning.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/03/compendium-final-2-223.pdf
Article on Veridian study: https://www.fairwarning.org/2016/03/digital-billboards/
Study on Israel digital signage experience:
http://nebula.wsimg.com/653f76f9fe92987a6cdde5d7610ddd44?AccessKeyId=388DC3CA
49BF0BEF098B&disposition=0&alloworigin=1
University of Alabama study re: Alabama and Florida sign
studies: http://nebula.wsimg.com/c34449bef08814a106a26a11da08ebd0?AccessKeyId=3
88DC3CA49BF0BEF098B&disposition=0&alloworigin=1
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While many so-called outreach programs were held, those sessions (and we attended a number of
them) were nothing more than a sales promotion program – a roll out of something that appeared to be
a program whose design was pre-ordained in many ways. And, saddest of all, while sold as a way to
provide shade and shelter to the City’s transit riders, instead of developing a program that would
provide that much- needed shade and shelter to vulnerable riders often left standing in LA’s glaring sun,
the program appears to be making a somewhat insignificant dent in providing coverage to a meaningful
number of transit stops. There are over 8,000 transit stops in Los Angeles. The current street furniture
program provides coverage at 1884 transit stops now via the Street Furniture Program. The number of
new transit shelters proposed under the STAP Program range between 1116-1249 new shelters. An
additional undescribed 450 “shade structures” are proposed which means that as a result of the STAP
Program, shade coverage over the next ten year contract envisions providing shade at 3,583 transit
stops – less than half of LA’s 8,000 (and growing?) number of transit stops. If these figures are accurate,
it would seem to suggest that someone had missed the train (or bus) in establishing the goals for the
program. Instead it appears that the need for shelter has been used to disguise the City’s desire to roll
out the STAP Program and other right-of-way advertising programs and partnerships – under the cover
of the STAP Program and the Mitigated Negative Declaration document under review. AN
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT WOULD LOOK AT PROJECT ALTERNATIVES AND, IN THE PROCESS OF
DOING SO WOULD HOPEFULLY IDENTIFY AN ALTERNATIVE THAT WOULD RESULT IN A GREATER
NUMBER OF TRANSIT SHELTERS BEING PROVIDED AS PART OF THE 10-YEAR PROGRAM.
While the proposed STAP Program itself does not propose to place full-size billboards at a transit
shelters proposed, we are well aware that any changing messaging has very obvious impacts on a broad
range of environmental factors: aesthetics, lighting, and on the behavior of living creatures (large and
small). No review of impact of additional night lighting or changing levels of light were examined on the
natural inhabitants of the environment. Depending on the placement of the shelters, there could be
significant impacts on insect and bird behavior.
Our first major concern with the MND has to do with the fact that the project description is inaccurate
and misleading.
We have been told that this MND is for the proposed STAP Program. However, upon review of the MND,
we see casual mention of undefined additional projects. The MND has failed to evaluate the potential
impacts of these individual undefined programs or of the impacts that might occur as a result of any
cumulative impacts of multiple projects implemented in proximity to one another. They remain
undefined and unanalyzed. Their addition renders it impossible for us to understand the impacts of the
STAP Program on our community. It also means that the MND has failed to do so.
Questions have been asked regarding the sustainability of the project and its components. The public
was presented with but one model of the six that the two final vendors submitted to the City. What
shelters will be part of the program? What materials will they consist of? How will their use of electrical
power affect the City’s attempt to reduce our carbon footprint, resiliency and support the City’s Green
New Deal goals? How will maintenance be managed and will that process result be considered to be
environment friendly practices? Concerns related to this should be covered in an EIR and addressed
under the Energy considerations. Energy usage must be considered beyond the energy consumed via
the construction and maintenance of the shelters. There must be additional consideration given to all
that is needed to support the network of shelters both physically and in cyberspace. We have heard
nothing about the efforts that will need to be coordinated between the City, the program vendor(s), and
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the various transit providers. What kind of energy will be needed to operate this broad and important
network? What kinds of vehicles will be used to service the transit shelters, to remove the graffiti and
trash related to them and to keep them clean? What are the estimated GHG emissions from these
activities?
None of the questions above have been adequately addressed in the MND document.
Past experience with digital signage showed that there are numerous impacts from changing digital sign
images that are of concern and have aesthetic impacts of significance: light, glare, and impact on the
visual character or quality of public views at the sites of the installations. The changing nature of
alternating advertising often provides dangerous strobe light effects for those in proximity – some of
whom may be living in nearby residential care facilities, nursing homes, convalescent facilities which are
considered to be sensitive receptors.
The assessment of lighting impacts in the MND is insufficient.
Out of Home Advertising Association of America Standards Are Inapplicable
The faux standards developed by the billboard industry are designed for large billboards. Even if they
were good standards, they will not scale down for a 4 sq. ft. face because they are based on summing
the light from a large surface of hundreds of square feet. They are, flatly and unequivocally, an
inappropriate standard to apply in this situation.
The MND fails to say where the illumination would be measured. The standard talks about distance
from the sign in hundreds of feet depending on the total area of the sign. This makes no sense in the
current context and the MND doesn’t say where the light will be measured (how far from the
sign). Without that information, the standard is meaningless.
Illuminating Engineering Society RP-39-19 Can Guide Analysis
The more appropriate measurements to have been used in the MND are as follows:

The standards used were not appropriate for the project under evaluation.
The MND fails to Identify Lighting Zones to Set Brightness Standards
Permissible light levels for signs depend on the lighting zone. These zones are defined in CA Energy
Code:
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Analysis Measures the Wrong Attribute of Light
IES Standard: “Many measures of performance and perception have been shown to depend on
luminance, because it is one of the direct stimuli to vision. For this reason, all recommendations are
made using cd/m2 or nits, and a calibrated luminance meter is required to accurately measure sign
lighting for compliance.”
This is where the actual applicable lighting standard diverges from the outdoor advertising faux
standard. You have to measure the brightness in luminance, not illuminance.
Messages Rotate Too Quickly to Meet IES Standard
The STAP Program suggests a 10 second rotation for message, RP-39-19 says 20 seconds. This is for
driver safety. Where is the data that would challenge the RP-39-19 recommendation? We believe that
IF digital signage were to be permitted on transit shelters, that a much longer refresh period would be
needed such that a driver passing or a driver sitting at a traffic signal would not be able to see any
changing messaging whatsoever.
We know that having changing messaging with its light strobe-effect (experienced both day and night),
can have a significant impact on those in proximity to the signage. We have seen this in our own
neighborhood and when traveling to areas where there are active Sign Districts.
Environmental Impacts
We are concerned about the energy consumption of the signage proposed and the operation of the
shelters (and other “additional” programs. How do they affect the City’s sustainability and Green New
Deal goals? There has been no discussion in the MND as to the infrastructure needed to support and
sustain the programs “behind the scenes” to connect all those entities involved: the City, the
contractor, the transit operators, etc. What impacts will that element of the program have? Why hasn’t
that been evaluated in the MND? No doubt there will be some significant impacts. There are impacts
beyond those experienced during construction. But those are ignored.
We have no information about how the program is to be operated and thus cannot assess direct impacts
on the environment, on the City’s production of GHG, etc.
There is no discussion on impacts on wildlife, insects, birds. The introduction of night lighting in certain
areas will have an impact and could change the behaviors of various species. Insects are attracted to
light. Will that change the habits/behavior of nearby bird species? Others in response? There has been
no open conversation about limiting hours of operation of signage. That could have been evaluated
fiscally as well as for impacts on sensitive receptors and others.
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We thank you for the opportunity to comment and wish to incorporate by reference all comments
submitted in response to this MND. There are too many unanswered questions related to the STAP
Program and related to the undefined “additional” programs couched within the MND in question. In
the City’s haste to push this program forward prior to year’s end, the City appears to have lost site of its
pledge to work with the community and to listen to our concerns. We have been committed to the
development of new program that builds upon the street furniture program’s past weaknesses and that
would serve a larger population of transit users – particularly those who are currently waiting for transit
without protection from the elements. We are saddened to say that we believe that the City could and
should have developed a program that would provide shade and shelter at a larger number of our City’s
over 8,000 transit stops.
Instead, it appeared that the City was intent upon moving forward, once again, that focuses on revenue
generation and the placement of shelters with digital signs in areas where the highest ad revenues can
be raised. many errors have been committed. And, in the process, the City and its Department of Public
Works have demonstrated to the public that rather than do its due diligence and invest in the creation
of a project that is sensitive to community needs, it appears instead to yield to a rushed process to
deliver a “done deal” prior to year’s end. We sincerely hope that the current project can be extended
and that more work, much-needed work can be done to create a better project, a true “world-class”
project for the City. Whether a rush for the Olympics or some other reason, it does the City and its
transit users no benefit if it does not meet the needs of current riders – much less those in the future.
We wish to incorporate all other comments submitted by others to this notice/ MND by reference.
Please notify us of any future actions, hearings, meetings pertaining to this program and its review.
Sincerely,

Barbara Broide
President
cc: Paul Koretz, CD 5
Daniel Skolnik, CD 5
Justin Orenstein, CD 5
Eric Bruins, CD 11
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Road Crashes During a Ban on Billboards,
and After its Subsequent Repeal
David Zaidel, 4sight Ergonomics & Safety, Haifa,
Israel
Based on: “Billboards Impact on
Accidents on Ayalon Highway:
Comparing Three Periods –
Billboards Present, Removed,
and then Returned (May 2015)
Victoria Gitelman, David Zaidel,
Etti Doveh & Ran Zilberstein
Research was funded by Israel’s National Road Safety Authority.
Special thanks to David Shinar, RSA’s chief scientist at the time,
who pushed for the study
Jan. 09 2017
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Background of Billboard Impact Study on Ayalon Hwy
• Non-Urban Roads in Israel are managed by a National

Road Authority
• Road Law and the Central Road Signs Authority prohibit
roadside advertising along Non-Urban Roads.
• Road 20, Ayalon Highway, is a “Hybrid” type of Highway:
- it is part of the National Network of Non-Urban Roads
- it is managed by a separate Company owned jointly by
MOT and the city of Tel-Aviv
- it was assigned a unique road classification- “Fast,
Suburban, Metropolitan Road”

• Ayalon Highway roadsides are MOST attractive for
advertising purposes

Jan. 09 2017
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National Rd.20 – Ayalon Highway: Prime Location for
• North
Advertising

N+ Center

N
South

C

S

Jan. 09 2017
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Ayalon Highway: Route and Traffic
• 26 km Highway crossing Tel Aviv-Yafo Metropolitan

area from north to south

• North+ Central sections are 13.3 km and at present are

site of most Billboards

• Many sections pass through densely Built-Up Areas
• It is used as a local, metropolitan, and national level

traffic route

• 21 interchanges (rather dense)
• 750, 000 vehicles travel it daily; Motorcycles account

for 3% of traffic volume

• Trains run in parallel to the highway

Jan. 09 2017
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Views of Central, South, and North sections

Jan. 09 2017
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Typical traffic view

Jan. 09 2017
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Opportunity for Natural Experiment on Billboards
• In 2007 Billboard Advertising alongside Ayalon Highway has become
•
•
•
•
•
•

the focal point of a controversy over Billboards on Highways and streets
Stakeholders: MOT, RSA, Local Authorities, Advertising industry,
Lobbyists and Politicians argued for or against roadside advertising
No side in the debate could present compelling accident data.
At first, opponents of Billboards had their day. Starting January 2008,
the use of billboards alongside Ayalon Highway was prohibited.
July 2008 Parliament amends Road rules to exclude Ayalon from
prohibition on advertising applicable on Non-Urban Roads.
On August 6th, 2009, Billboards were restored on the Ayalon Highway.
RSA initiated a study on the impact of the Ban, on crashes [Gitelman,
Zaidel, Doveh, Zilberstein, and Chen, 2010.]

• In 2013 RSA extended the study to cover the period when Billboards

were restored. We now had three periods to compare: Before Ban,
During the Ban, after Ban was removed (Post Ban).
Jan. 09 2017
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Study Design to Assess Impact of Billboards on Crashes
• All billboards and all crashes along the full length of Ayalon

Highway were used in aggregate
• Linking specific crash to specific Billboard or to specific “causal

factor” is impossible and not necessary
• The analysis compares the number of crashes before and after

each Intervention, taking into account changes in crash numbers
occurring in relevant ‘Control Groups’ during the same periods
• Control groups were continuous road sections with no billboards
• Three periods were considered in the analyses:
– "Before," 2006-2007, when billboards were present
– "During," 2008-July 2009, (BAN) billboards covered or removed
– "After," September 2009-2012, (Post Ban) when billboards were
restored

Jan. 09 2017

TRB SUBCOMMITTEE ON DIGITAL
BILLBOARDS

8

__________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
RTC - 252
Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration
Sidewalk and Transit Amenities Program

Statistical Analysis of Ayalon Crash Data- an Overview
•
•

•
•

•
•

The impact of the interventions was examined with two models:
A Micro Model compared crash events in Treatment sections (having
2+ Billboards / ~km) of the Central + North parts of Ayalon, with Control
Sections with fewer or none
A Macro Model compared all crash events in Central + North parts to
crashes in the South part (with very Billboards.)
The statistical tool was a refined application of Odds Ratio (OR), fitting
models to monthly time series estimates of crash events in Treatment
and Control sections; (SAS v2, GLIMMIX procedure). The models were
also used to estimate the annual number of crashes Saved or “NotSaved” as a result of the Treatments.
Injury Crashes in the CBS database (official crash figures) were
analyzed in a similar way, using only annual totals.
Traffic Volumes on the Central + North parts were fairly stable over
time. Volumes on the South part were generally lower, and have a
downward trend from 2006 to 2013.
Jan. 09 2017
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Common Billboards types on Ayalon (1)

Jan. 09 2017
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Common Billboards types on Ayalon (2)

Jan. 09 2017
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Sources of Crash Data
•

Ayalon Highway Traffic Control Center keeps a log of all unusual events
occurring on the highway including crashes of all kinds.
Micro Micro Macro Macro Micro

Macro

IntCh

IntCh

T

C

# for
T all
analysis
All
crashes 624

C

T all

C

1630

806

2254

501

2131

2488

458

PDO
crashes

406

1186

551

1592

321

1507

1689

262

Injury
crashes

218

444

255

662

180

624

799

196

T excl.1 T excl.1

• A 2nd, smaller, database of crashes was derived from the Central
Bureau of Statistics (CBS) database of injury accidents in Israel, based
on police reporting
Jan. 09 2017
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List of comparisons in Model Fitting
2006

2007

‘Before’

2008

7/2009 9/2009 2010

‘During’
(Billboards
removal)

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10

Micro
Micro
Micro
Micro
Macro
Macro
Macro
Macro
Interchanges
Interchanges

2011

2012

After short

(Billboards Restored)
'After’ long

Short after period
Long after
Short after
Long after
Short after period
Long after
Short after
Long after
Short after period
Long after

All sections
All sections
Excl. 1 section – JY*
Excl. 1 section – JY*
All sections
All sections
Excl. 1 section – JY*
Excl. 1 section – JY*

* Roadworks in after period. # of comparison on X axis legend in Figures
Jan. 09 2017
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Changes in injury crashes following Billboards removal

Mean and confidence levels (95%) of
change using 10 comparisons

Type of
analysis

Micro

Macro

Int’changes

short long

short

long

short

long

short

long

All
All
sec’s sec’s

Excl.
1

Excl
.1

All
sec’s

All
sec’s

Excl.
1

Excl
.1

Jan. 09 2017
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Changes in injury crashes following Billboards Restored
2.5
2
OR

1.5
1
0.5
0

1.33 1.50 1.07 1.15 1.43 1.56 1.34 1.43 0.66 0.56
1

2

3

4

5

Type of
analysis

Micro

6

7
Macro

short long

short

long

short

All
All
sec’s sec’s

Excl.
1

Exc.
1

All
All
sec’s sec’s

Jan. 09 2017
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long

short long

9

10

Int’chges
short long

Excl. Excl.
1
1
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Summary of Accident trends in Crash Events Database
Annual accident savings Annual accident additions in
during signs' removal vs
signs' return vs signs'
before period
removal period
Micro-model Macro-model Micro-model Macro-model
All accidents*
38-47
145-166
14-15
142-165
PDO accidents*
26-29
98-108
11-24
116-132
Injury accidents*

9-15

44-53

1-10

22-33

Center
+North
The changes in accident trends were
generally similar when analysed
according to day / night or workdays /
weekends+ holidays

Jan. 09 2017
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Evaluation methods using Official Crashes Database
•

•
•
•
•

•

•

Evaluation A and B. Injury Crashes in the CBS database were
analyzed in a similar way as in the primary analysis with crash
events.
Evaluation A: Treatment and control as in Micro Models
Evaluation B: Treatment and control as in Macro Models
Due to the smaller number of cases in this database OR were
estimated for only annual totals.
Evaluation C. Crashes in the Central +North Parts of Ayalon were
compared with an external Control group of two continuous sections
on Rd. 2 (22 km.) and Rd.4 (10 km.), in the same metropolitan area
as Ayalon Highway.
The two control roads are Non-Urban Highways where Billboards
are not permitted. [see on map Rd. 2 Glilot Netanya; Rd.4 Mesubim
Morasha.]
They have generally similar traffic and roadway characteristics as
Ayalon.
Jan. 09 2017
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Evaluation B: Center+ North Vs South . CBS Official Crash Data
# of cases

All crashes :sections + intersections

Section crashes only

Before: During: After short: After long:
After After
2006- 20089/20099/2009- Before During
short long
2007 7/2009
12/2010
12/2012

T Groups

248

187

125

242

156

105

65

146

C Groups

136

152

70

166

80

93

40

100

Comparison periods
OR [95% CI]
Result
Section crashes: During vs Before
-42% [-15%; -61%]

Section crashes: After long vs During
+29% [-11%; 89%]  trend
Section crashes : After short vs During +44% [-11%; 133%]  trend
All crashes : During vs Before
All crashes : After long vs During
All crashes : After short vs During

-33% [-9%; -50%]
+18% [-11%; 59%]
+45% [1%; 109%]


 trend


Evaluation A and C produced similar results and conclusions
Jan. 09 2017

TRB SUBCOMMITTEE ON DIGITAL
BILLBOARDS

18

__________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
RTC - 262
Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration
Sidewalk and Transit Amenities Program

Injuries saved and those that could have been prevented
Model estimates of mean % changes in crash events, by Treatment
condition (logbook database)
Crash Type

Damage only
Injury

Reduction During Ban period
compared to Before Period
Micro models Macro models
40%-42%
31%-32%
30%-41%
35%-39%

Increase Post Ban period
compared to During Ban period
Micro models Macro models
33%-62%
100+%
33%-50%
34%-56%

Model estimates of mean number of crashes Saved or Added in
Treatment conditions
Crash
Type

Number of crashes Saved
Annually During Ban period
compared to Before Period
Micro models
Macro models
Damage 26-29
98-108
Injury
9-15
44-53
Jan. 09 2017

Number of crashes Added
Annually Post Ban period
compared to During Ban period
Micro models
Macro models
11-24
116-132
7-10
22-23
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Why our results are more conclusive than other reported studies?
• Contrary to previous studies the unit of analysis is not a single

•

•
•
•

•

Billboard and its adjacent road, but a long continuous road section with
(or without) several Billboards.
The analysis approach (quasi-experimental design, Treatment
sections, matched Control sections, three time periods) maximized the
probability of detecting the impact of Billboards on crashes.
A large database of crash events improved power of stat’ analysis
The analysis approach is similar to how the impact of increasing or
decreasing speed limits on crashes, was demonstrated.
Ayalon Highway carries high volume of traffic and has high density of
interchanges generating frequent need for lane changes and speed
adjustment.
Billboards on Ayalon come in many formats, change often, and are
very conspicuous and imposing. A stream of Billboards (including huge
ones on tall buildings) placed so they can be “experienced” from both
traffic directions, can hardly be ignored.
Jan. 09 2017
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Suggested mechanisms for Billboards impact on crashes
on Ayalon Hwy (1)
•

•

•
•

Billboards change drivers’ glance allocation behaviour, peripheral
vision, eyes accommodation, all of which influence object perception
and drivers’ Situation Awareness.
When glances are diverted often and repeatedly, to billboard after
billboard, there can be an accumulative negative impact. Each glance
diversion may be short, but at high frequency much of many drivers’
glancing would be off the road.
Drivers return their gaze onto the road, but they have less time to
notice an obstacle, a slowing vehicle or other problems.
Situation Awareness may also diminish because drivers change their
looking strategies to compensate for frequent glancing at Billboards.
For Example, upon returning glances away from Billboards the first
priority is to look forward to control the direction of driving, at the
expense of not using the mirrors.

Jan. 09 2017
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Suggested mechanisms for Billboards impact on crashes
on Ayalon Hwy (2)
• At any given time on the Ayalon thousands of drivers are travelling and

•

•

•
•

glancing at Billboards. Many of them may make small errors of
deviations from situation-appropriate speed or lane placement.
Occasionally, few of the small independent errors will interact with
errors by others to produce a bigger error, and when recovery fails, a
crash will result.
The parties to a crash need not to have been directly involved in
glancing at Billboards just before a crash. They could be the last link in
a long chain of events.
High density traffic, high speeds, frequent interchanges are conditions
that may amplify the impact of Billboards. These are conditions that, on
a system level, can generate more conflicts, more mistakes, less
space and time for error recovery and in extreme cases, collisions with
objects and cars, or loss of control (especially for motorcyclists).
During congested traffic there may be somewhat different mechanisms
Billboards interfere with drivers’ engagement with mobiles…
Jan. 09 2017
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Thank you for attending

Jan. 09 2017
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Digital Billboards and Traffic Safety Risks

Dr. Virginia P. Sisiopiku
Associate Professor of Transportation Engineering
University of Alabama at Birmingham
Presentation to the TRB Subcommittee on Digital Billboards
2017 TRB Annual Meeting
January 9, 2017, Washington, DC
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RESEARCH SCOPE

• Investigate links between Digital Advertising
Billboards‐Distraction‐Traffic Safety Risk
• Multi‐state and multi‐facet approach
1.
2.
3.
4.

State‐of‐Practice‐Synthesis
Survey of Road Users
Driving Simulator Study
Epidemiological Study
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DIGITAL BILLBOARDS UNIQUE FEATURES
• Brightness and contrast with surroundings
• Messages changing suddenly
• Realistic imagery
• No acclimation with message
• Potential for message sequencing
• Potential for interactivity with driver
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1. STATE‐OF‐PRACTICE SYNTHESIS
Approach

• Meta‐analysis studies
• Crash studies of historical trends
• Laboratory studies
• Naturalistic studies of driving behavior
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STATE‐OF‐PRACTICE SYNTHESIS
Findings

• Overall, the state‐of‐practice synthesis suggests that
there is evidence of correlation between digital
advertising billboards and increased driver distraction.
• However, local conditions, experimental settings, and
other factors may play a role in the actual impact that
digital advertising billboards have on traffic safety
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2. SURVEY OF ROAD USERS
Approach
‐ Goal: Survey of driver’s perceptions and attitudes
toward digital advertising billboards
‐ Demographics/Exposure
‐ Perceived safety and efficiency
‐ Regulations

‐ Method:
‐ Online

‐ Response:
‐ 295 AL; 429 FL
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SURVEY OF ROAD USERS
Sample Findings‐ Alabama Drivers
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SURVEY OF ROAD USERS
Sample Findings‐ Alabama Drivers

__________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
RTC - 275
Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration
Sidewalk and Transit Amenities Program

SURVEY OF ROAD USERS
Sample Findings‐ Alabama Drivers

__________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
RTC - 276
Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration
Sidewalk and Transit Amenities Program

SURVEY OF ROAD USERS
Sample Findings‐ Alabama Drivers
Q: Should there be restrictions on the size and number of digital billboards
for traffic safety?
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SURVEY OF ROAD USERS
Findings Summary‐ Alabama Drivers
• Road users perceive digital billboards as more
dangerous than static
• Younger drivers admit staring at digital billboards
longer without adjusting their speeds
• Responders overwhelmingly agree on the need for
stricter regulations of billboards (related to the
location of billboards, size and number of DBBs)
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3. DRIVING SIMULATION STUDY
Approach
• Goal: Evaluate the distractive effects of roadside billboards
through the use of the UAB driving simulator
• Approach:
• Developed driving simulator data collection protocol
• Developed driving simulator scenarios
• 16 mile simulated highway driving scenario, with a mixture of digital
and static billboards

• Recruit participants (57)
• Data collection and analysis
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DRIVING SIMULATION STUDY
Analysis
• Length of Eye Gaze
Percent of time participants spent looking at billboards while
driving

• Memory Recall and Recognition
Post‐drive memory recall of information presented on billboards.

• Driving Performance
a) the number of speed limit exceedances, v>69 (mph)
b) the number of road edge excursions, and
c) the total number of motor vehicle collisions
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DRIVING SIMULATION STUDY
Sample Findings

•
•

Participants had fewer speed exceedances when there was a billboard present
Teens, as expected, had more speed exceedances than middle aged and older drivers
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DRIVING SIMULATION STUDY
Sample Findings
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DRIVING SIMULATION STUDY
Conclusions
• Significant main effects of age group and billboard type
were found
• Billboards drew the visual attention of teen drivers
significantly more than that of drivers in the other age
groups
• Digital billboards, particularly those transitioning at 500 ft,
evoked significantly more attention than static billboards
• Teens had more speed exceedances than middle aged and
older drivers
• Older drivers had poorer performance in the recognition
and recall tests compared to middle aged drivers
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4. CRASH ANALYSIS
Approach
• Goal: Analysis of historical crash records in the
vicinity of digital billboards
• Approach:
• Identification of digital billboards
• Select study segments (0.5 mile u/s + 0.02 mile d/s of
DBBs) and control segments (farther d/s from DBBs )
• Obtain historical crash data from reliable sources
• Perform spatial analysis of crash data (where and how far
from DBBs) to find statistical relationships between crash
rate and digital billboard presence.
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CRASH ANALYSIS
Study site selection criteria

 Long, straight section of road
 No billboard inside the influence and non-influence zones
 Good visibility
 Uniform traffic flow (AADT)
 Similar roadway geometry (e.g. lane number, lane width etc.)
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CRASH ANALYSIS
Typical layout of study location

Schematic diagram of a typical study location (u/s and d/s)
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CRASH ANALYSIS
Approach‐ Specifics‐1
 Identification of sites
o AL: I-65; I-20/59, I-459; I-565; I-85; I-10
o FL: SR 826, SR 408, and SR 528. I-95, I-395, and I-4

 The impact of digital advertising billboard on traffic safety has
been analyzed at 8 and 10 DBB locations on limited access
facilities in AL and FL respectively
 377 crashes in FL and 77 crashes in AL were used for analysis
 Crash data analysis
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Example of study site;
Location ID 19 on I‐4 WB in Tampa
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4. CRASH ANALYSIS
Crash Rates by Location– Alabama Sites
Summary Crash Statistics at the AL Digital Billboard Locations
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4. CRASH ANALYSIS
Crash Rates by Location– Florida Sites
Summary Crash Statistics at the FL Digital Billboard Locations
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CRASH ANALYSIS SUMMARY FINDINGS
Crash rates by location
• From the analysis on crash rates by
location it is found that:
•

•

Crash rate is 29% higher at DBB influence
zones in Alabama, compared to non-influence
zones
Crash rate is 25% higher at DBB influence
zones in Florida, compared to non-influence
zones
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CRASH ANALYSIS
Crash type– Alabama Sites
Summary Statistics by Crash Type‐ AL
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CRASH ANALYSIS
Crash Type– Florida Sites
Summary Statistics by Crash Type‐ FL
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CRASH ANALYSIS SUMMARY FINDINGS
Crash rates by location
• From the analysis on crash type it is found
that:
•

•

In Alabama, out of 7 crash types, the number of
crashes for all crash types except single vehicle
crashes is higher at DBB influence zones
In Florida, out of 5 crash types, all crash types
except median crossover type are overrepresented at DBB influence zones
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CRASH ANALYSIS
Crash severity– Alabama Sites
Summary Statistics by Crash Severity‐ AL
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CRASH ANALYSIS
Crash severity– Florida Sites
Summary Statistics by Crash Severity‐ FL
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CRASH ANALYSIS SUMMARY FINDINGS
Crash severity
• The analysis on crash injury severity
reveals:
• Higher number of more severe crashes at DBB
influence zones in Alabama and Florida, although
the overall number of severe accidents is small
• Property damage only (PDO) type crashes
comprises a large portion of all crashes occurred
in both Alabama and Florida
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CRASH ANALYSIS DISCUSSION
• Summary conclusions:
•

While variations were observed from site to site, the
overall results were consistent between the two states and
showed higher crash rates at DBB influence study sites.

• Recommendations:
•
•
•

•

It is recommended to validate the results using more sites,
longer study segments and larger sample of crash data
Future study may incorporate the comparison of findings
from AL and FL with other states
Study of the impact of DBB placement (right vs. left side of
the road; on premises and off premises digital billboards)
is also recommended
Study of the driver distraction level based on type of
message and delivery method
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Comment Letter No. 126
Norman Mundy <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

Bus stop vendors/ stap public comment
1 message
Jamie York <jamiey@resedacouncil.org>
To: "norman.mundy@lacity.org" <norman.mundy@lacity.org>

Mon, Nov 8, 2021 at 11:12 PM

Hello,
I wanted to comment that whoever is chosen for the vendor should not use those anti homeless bars on the seating. As a person with
a disability I have found those bars get in the way and make the seat less functional. Occasionally I need to lie down a moment when I
get dizzy for it to pass. Those bars are an impediment.
Thanks!
Jamie York
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C.

Responses to Public Comments

This section provides responses and clarifications by issue topics raised by the public in
the comments received listed in Table RTC-1.
1.0

VISUAL

1.1

Visual Impacts of Digital Displays

The comment expresses concern regarding the impact of digital screens on the existing
visual environment and that public opinion is very negative towards these screens. As
noted in IS/MND Attachment A – Aesthetics and Visual Impacts Analysis, there are
several aspects that go into a viewer’s sensitivity level towards the visual environment.
These include the exposure, including frequency, duration, and location, as well as the
sensitivity itself. These are compiled to develop an anticipated viewer response to the
changes that may occur with implementation of the project.
As shown in Table 4 of Attachment A, the anticipated sensitivity of residents and business
owners (i.e., those anticipated for having the potentially largest quantity of views) in terms
of awareness and values is described as high. Other aspects have less sensitivity, such
as location and duration of views, which range moderately low to high; overall, community
residents are considered to have a moderately high total sensitivity level to the proposed
changes, while business owners, employees, and customers would have moderate
sensitivity.
The resulting changes to the views within the streetscape are not expected to be
substantial due to the nature of the changes. The addition of the bus shelter and its
associated elements and future advertising displays would be new objects along the road
and would be placed in a prominent position. However, views of the bus stops and
sidewalk areas would be brief at regular traffic speeds. For pedestrians and transit users,
the views would be longer in duration than that of drivers and travelers along the roadway,
but these too are transient as they use or pass by the shelter. Based on viewer
sensitivities, Table 4 in Attachment A and Table 3-1 in the IS/MND show there would be
moderate exposure to viewers that would have moderately high sensitivity, but changes
in visual quality and visual character would be low.
It is also important to note that the digital signage is not being located in all areas of the
City. As provided in Section 2.4.2 of the IS/MND, designated areas of the City would not
include displays based on site selection criteria. Furthermore, as PDF-LU-1 states, STAP
elements and future advertising displays that would be located within the planning areas
of adopted Specific Plans, Streetscape Plans, overlay zones, Commercial Design
Overlays, Historic Preservation Overlay Zones, and other applicable plans shall be
designed to comply (and subject to additional approvals, if necessary) with applicable
guidelines and standards and sign regulations for street furniture and signs installed in
the public road right-of-way prior to installation/construction. This would preclude the
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installation of digital displays in portions of the City where this type of signage is prohibited
unless approved with local requirements.
Visual context is relevant to assessing impacts from light or glare; this is discussed in
Section 3.1 of the IS/MND. As noted in the IS/MND, digital elements associated with the
proposed STAP transit shelters are at a substantially different scale and are viewed
substantially different than a billboard. The proposed digital display panels would be
approximately 4.5 feet by 2 feet wide and 8 feet tall, and each location would have two
display panels. Currently, there are 1,884 existing transit shelters within the City, and
almost all have advertising panels (i.e., approximately 123 shelters do not have
advertising). The existing advertising is also currently lit as part of the existing shelter.
The STAP proposes to replace the method of advertising but not the use of advertising
at the transit shelters. As stated in Section 2.4.4, the lighting levels from the digital
advertising panels would have to be no more than 4.0 lux (or 0.37 foot candle) over
ambient levels. See also Response No. 2.4 below, Illumination Levels.
Transit shelters and advertising displays are typical streetscape elements found along
most major streets, including Boulevards, Avenues, and Collector Streets (including
Hillside Collectors) within the City. The project would replace the existing shelters with
new shelters and/or add new shelters and advertising displays in limited locations where
existing stops are to be upgraded. It is also an important consideration that, as noted in
the IS/ MND, there are several locations where shelters and their associated advertising
will not be allowed in association with the STAP, such as on Local Streets (Standard and
Limited), on the frontage of one-family dwelling units in most Residential and Agricultural
zones, and along Hillside Streets (Local and Limited) where the proposed transit shelters
would not be allowed along the frontage of properties.
Because the proposed shelters would replace all existing shelters and the use of digital
advertising displays would occur mainly in areas where static advertising displays already
exist on the transit shelter or in the vicinity of the shelter, the visual impact associated
with the proposed replacement shelters and future advertising displays is anticipated to
be less than significant, as discussed in Section 3.1.3 of the IS/MND. Where no shelter
or advertising display currently exists, but new shelters and future advertising displays
are proposed, the impact would still be anticipated to be less than significant. Firstly, this
is because of the limitations set in the STAP on the placement of shelters within residential
areas and other standards and guidelines that have been designed into the program.
Secondly, to the typical roadway travelers, bus stop elements are standard streetscape
elements throughout the City, and the project would merely replace existing bus stop
elements, such as signage and benches with advertising, that currently exist in these
locations.
To preserve the visual character of individual neighborhoods, the project would implement
PDF-LU-1, which requires transit shelters (relocated or new) and associated amenities,
including signs and advertising displays that are proposed within the planning areas of
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Specific Plans, Streetscape Plans, overlay zones, Commercial Design Overlays, Historic
Preservation Overlay Zones, and other applicable plans, to be designed to comply (and
subject to additional approvals, if necessary) with applicable guidelines and standards
and sign regulations for street furniture and signs installed in the public road right-of-way
prior to installation/construction.
2.0

DRIVER DISTRACTION/SAFETY

2.1

Research on Driver Distraction from Digital Displays

The potential for transit shelters with digital advertising displays to distract drivers and
result in issues involving roadway hazards are addressed in Section 3.17.3 (c) of the
IS/MND, and two attachments to the environmental document: Aesthetics and Visual
Impacts Analysis – Attachment A, pages 45–47 and Transportation/Traffic Impact
Assessment – Attachment F, pages 26–29.
The comment stated the IS/MND was "relying on an outdated Federal Highway
Administration [FHWA] study" [2012] and implied that the analysis contained in the
document inserted in the letter via a website link, "Compendium of Recent Research
Studies on Distraction from Commercial Electronic Variable Message Signs (CEVMS),"
prepared by Jerry Wachtel in February 2018, represented more "up-to-date and accurate
studies" that was overlooked by the City in preparing the analysis for the IS/MND on the
issue of driver distraction.
Contrary to the comment's characterization of reliance on a single document, the IS/MND
reviewed the 2018 Wachtel document [and others], and it is cited among the references
reviewed for the analysis conducted for the project’s impacts on traffic safety [see
Attachment A, Section 9.0.]. More importantly, IS/MND Attachment A (page 46) discusses
Wachtel's synthesis report, stating: "In these summarized reports, Wachtel concludes that
there is growing evidence that digital billboards do distract drivers because these displays
increase driver glance duration and the driver’s gaze is reflectively drawn to objects with
different luminance within their view. However, the research does not show any definitive
increase in the number of actual crashes which have occurred, but only an increased risk
probability for a crash to occur as a result of driver distraction.” The authors of the
research studies summarized in Wachtel’s compendium looked at and evaluated the
placement and/or effects of billboards on the responses of drivers, primarily through driver
simulations. Several studies also looked at actual conditions, including one conducted in
Israel in which existing digital billboards were covered for a 3-year period so a comparison
of crash data between a control site and the treatment site (i.e., covered versus uncovered
billboards) was possible. The study found that crashes decreased when the billboards
were covered." [IS/MND, Attachment A, p. 46]
There remains no single, generally accepted conclusion on the degree of impacts of
electronic billboard signs on driver distraction. Furthermore, the various studies and data
generated from past studies on driver's reactions to large billboards seen from farther
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roadway distances in foreign countries or on American interstate highways at fast speeds
cannot be simply extrapolated and applied to the smaller and less obtrusive digital
advertising displays proposed for transit shelters and other amenities on typical Los
Angeles City streets under STAP. Just as studies sponsored by the outdoor advertising
industry may be suspect of possessing an inherent bias, so too it might be concluded that
studies promoted by advocacy groups whose stated purpose is to remove billboards may
possess less objectivity than desired. Therefore, although it is 10 years old, the FHWA
study from 2012 has the benefit of having been prepared by an independent federal
agency, and it remains an objective source for assessing the potentially distracting
aspects of digital imagery.
As stated in Section 3.17.3 (c) of the IS/MND and Attachment A, the findings of the FHWA
research and background literature study indicated that drivers directed most of their
visual attention to areas of the roadway that were relevant to the task at hand (i.e., the
driving task). The report stated, "Collectively, these studies did not demonstrate that the
advertising signs detracted from drivers' glances forward at the roadway in a substantive
manner while the vehicle was moving." The FHWA study further found "for tasks such as
driving, the task demands tend to outweigh stimulus salience when it comes to gaze
control." In other words, an experienced motorist will adjust their driving according to the
immediate and nearby environment, which includes consideration of numerous factors,
such as the speed and amount of adjacent traffic, weather conditions, presence of traffic
signals, speed limit signs, and pedestrian crosswalks, as well as the adjacent land uses.
The presence of nearby digital imagery is another element among many that a motorist
would consider while driving.
Studies have shown multiple factors influencing a driver's response to visual stimuli,
including their driving experience, general behavior and attitudes about driving, level of
fatigue or drowsiness, personal stress levels, and driving while impaired, to name a few.
Driver attention can be diverted from the task of concentrating on the road in several
ways, including engaging with the vehicle's radio or entertainment system, handling food
or drink, and/or responding to a hand-held cell phone, to take some common examples.
After review of the key findings in the available electronic billboard literature, an in-depth
traffic study to review the degree to which drivers may be influenced by the presence of
a digital display at a transit shelter or kiosk would not be able to scientifically isolate the
various cause-and-effect relationships to such a fine degree, considering all of the
foregoing examples, that it would sufficiently settle the debate. Section 15204 (a) of the
CEQA Guidelines states that “CEQA does not require a lead agency to conduct every
test or perform all research, study, and experimentation recommended or demanded by
commentors.”
As noted in Section 3.17.3, in an abundance of caution, the project has incorporated
several specific limitations on the physical dimensions of digital advertising displays,
along with limiting illumination contrast with ambient light levels; not allowing for full
motion videos or sound; establishing minimum image refresh rates; and other restrictive
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measures. Together, these will help reduce the potential for causing motorist distractions.
As further indicated in the IS/MND, the City reserves the right to exempt its approval of
any of the contractor's individual proposed locations of shelters, sidewalk amenities, and
advertising displays and signs where the City has determined certain roadway segments
and characteristics involve high-demand driver task engagement. As a result, the
placement of STAP project elements and future advertising displays would not be
expected to impact the safety of drivers, pedestrians, and transit users, and the issue of
driver distraction as a traffic hazard remains less than significant.
2.2

Traffic Hazards from Digital Displays

Please see the transportation hazard analysis in Section 3.17.3 (c) of the IS/MND based
on LAMC Section 14.4.5 and related Los Angeles Department of Transportation (LADOT)
standards and studies, such as the FHWA driver study cited in the IS/MND Attachment
A, which concluded that the impacts from digital signs and potential traffic accidents would
be less than significant.
2.3

Attached Documentation

The attachment to the comment letter is addressed in the responses to comments herein.
2.4

Illumination Levels

The Design Standards and Guidelines, Bureau of Street Lighting, Department of Public
Works, City of Los Angeles, (2007), indicate the illumination level for a typical bus stop
within the City is 26.9 lux (2.5 foot candles) on average. The STAP includes a standard
that the illumination levels for the proposed displays be no more than 4.0 lux (or 0.37 foot
candle) over ambient levels; therefore, the illumination levels for the displays would be
2.87 foot candles or less. While it is true that neighborhoods have lighting levels that may
differ from one another, there is a basic lighting level necessary for the security and safety
of transit users. As discussed in Section 3.1.3 checklist question d) and in Attachment A
– Aesthetics and Visual Impacts Analysis of the IS/ MND, measurements by the City of
the proposed shelters/advertising found that the general illumination of the proposed
shelters with light-emitting diode (LED) digital media display panels and LED security
lights were generally equivalent to, or less than, the existing shelter with static cold
cathode fluorescent lamp (CCFL) backlit displays.
2.5

Applicability of LAMC 14.4.5 to Right-of-Way

As provided in IS/MND Sections 3.1.1.3, 3.11.1.4, 3.17.1.4, and 3.17.3, LAMC 14.4.5’s
prohibition on signage does not apply to the public right-of-way. Specifically, LAMC 14.4.3
provides that the provisions in Section 14.4.5, among other sections in this part of the
Municipal Code (including LAMC 14.4.4), “do not apply to signs located primarily within a
public right-of-way.”
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Notwithstanding the nonapplicability of LAMC 14.4.5 to STAP, the IS/MND in Section
3.17.3 (c) still analyzed any potential traffic hazard impacts using the criteria of LAMC
14.4.5 and related LADOT guidance, along with other applicable standards, and it
concluded that under those standards the project would have a less than significant
impact.
3.0

ENERGY/GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS

3.1

Energy Usage

Digital displays will typically operate 24 hours per day unless specific arrangements are
made for sensitive locations. The comment suggests that the IS/MND underestimated the
power usage of the shelters with advertising panels by assuming the panels would only
be active and illuminated for 12 hours per day instead of 24 hours per day. The comment
claims that by revising the assumption of advertising panels operating 24 hours per day,
implementation of STAP would increase energy usage throughout the City by 8,224,000
kilowatt-hours per year. The comment also purports that this magnitude of annual
electricity consumption is the equivalent of 1,370 homes in Los Angeles based on
average Los Angeles Department of Water and Power (LADWP) figures.
As described in the IS/MND (page 109), most of the transit shelter sites (i.e.,
approximately 74 percent or 2,333 shelters) would either not have advertising panels or
would have static advertising panels that are backlit only during certain operating hours.
If the energy calculations were revised to account for 24-hour operations at the digital
advertising displays in the maximum worst-case scenario (and not representing the
reasonable projected use as in the Draft IS/MND), the increase in annual electricity
consumption would be approximately 12,688 megawatt-hours (MWh) per year instead of
8,224 MWh per year. This would constitute a cumulative increase of 4,464 MWh per year
compared to the electricity consumption disclosed in the Draft IS/ MND, although it would
not affect the instantaneous peak power demand from STAP facilities and future
advertising displays. The additional 4,464 MWh per year would represent a total increase
of 12,688 MWh, which would represent only 0.054 percent of the LADWP 2019
consumption; thus, it would not cause a significant environmental impact to occur related
to energy consumption in Los Angeles. The corresponding increase in greenhouse gas
(GHG) emissions would be approximately 1,404.7 metric tons of carbon dioxide
equivalent (MTCO2e) per year at a maximum in the operating year of 2025. The
magnitude of indirect GHG emissions associated with electricity consumption would
gradually decrease in future years as LADWP procures more of its power from renewable
sources in accordance with Senate Bill 100. Revising the assumption related to daily
electricity use at the digital advertising displays would not result in any new potentially
significant environmental impacts being identified, nor would it trigger the need for
additional mitigation.
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Notwithstanding the above, the IS/MND has been revised to add the above technical
addition and clarification.
3.2

Energy Consumption from Data Transmission and Storage

The IS/MND specifically disclosed that the proposed project would include smart
technologies (Section 2.4.1) and static and digital displays (Section 2.4.3), and these
were analyzed in the IS/MND (see Chapter 3).
4.0

HAZARDOUS MATERIALS/WASTES

4.1

Low-Impact, Natural, Renewable, Recyclable, and Nontoxic Materials

STAP furniture would be constructed largely of steel, aluminum, and glass, all commonly
accepted recyclable materials. Nontoxic soy-based inks would be used in the printing
process of static poster displays, and the use of plastics would primarily be limited to
components such as lighting and electrical equipment. STAP seeks to utilize energy from
100 percent "green" renewable energy sources as opposed to energy generated from
carbon-based fossil fuels to reduce its impacts on the environment and the earth's limited
resources. STAP will also seek other low-impact methodologies where and when feasible,
utilizing products and materials such as biodegradable cleaning agents, and fly-ash
(typically a waste product) as an ad-mixture for Portland cement concrete used in
foundations of STAP furnishings and surrounding pavements.
5.0

LAND USE AND PLANNING

5.1

Community and Specific Plans; Scenic Highways; Coastal Zone

See the discussion of PDF-LU-1 in Section 3.11 of the IS/MND. PDF-LU-1 has been
designed to achieve compliance with applicable guidelines and standards and sign
regulations for street furniture and signs installed in the public road right-of-way in the
Mobility Plan, Specific Plans, Streetscape Plans, overlay zones, Commercial Design
Overlays, Historic Preservation Overlay Zones, and other applicable plans (and subject
to additional approvals, if necessary). In addition, the City is proposing changes to LAMC
Sections 67.01 and 67.02, which would modify the type of advertising structures allowed
in the public right-of-way to effectuate portions of the STAP and potentially authorize the
consideration of other projects in the future. Because the project would comply with
applicable City ordinances and regulations, no contravention to City policies and
regulations would occur.
5.2

Compliance with Local Plans

As noted in Section 3.1.3, CEQA checklist question b) of the IS/ MND, STAP would
comply with applicable City requirements, including specific plans, streetscape plans and
corridor plans. For example, the Park Mile Specific Plan contains prohibitions against
advertising-based transit shelters, but it does allow nonadvertising transit shelters. Some
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existing transit shelters within the Park Mile Specific Plan were installed prior to the
corridor plan adoption and are grandfathered in place. The Mulholland Scenic Parkway
Specific Plan is another area/corridor where no program furniture would be placed due to
its overall rural character and predominantly single dwelling unit land use designations of
properties immediately adjoining Mulholland Highway on both sides of the roadway along
its entire length. It is also an important consideration that, as noted in Section 2.4.2, Site
Selection of the IS/ MND, there are several locations where transit shelters and their
associated sidewalk amenities and future advertising displays would not be allowed in
association with the shelters in areas with generally low lighting levels, such as on Local
Streets (Standard and Limited), on the frontage of single-family dwelling units in most
Residential and Agricultural zones, and along Hillside Streets (Local and Limited) where
the proposed transit shelters would not be allowed along the frontage of properties.
5.3

Sign Placement and Zoning

The siting of STAP elements is discussed in Section 2.4.2 of the IS/MND. See also the
discussion of PDF-LU-1 in Section 3.11 of the IS/MND. While the City currently does not
restrict digital signs in or near bus shelters to sign districts in the areas zoned as Regional
Commercial for high-intensity use under LAMC 67.02, the STAP as provided in Section
2.4.2 of the IS/MND restricts displays in certain areas in the City, including prohibiting
displays where bus stops are established in front of single-family residential land uses
and limitations in other areas. As provided in IS/MND Section 3.17.3 (c), none of the
proposed future advertising displays or kiosks anticipated for site selection and placement
would obstruct a motorist's view of any traffic control device, including street signs, traffic
signals, or prominent road markings, because they would be placed on sidewalk areas
and subject to LAMC Section 62.200, which prohibits obstructions to driver visibility at
street intersections and applies to signs and other improvements that may be constructed
within the public right-of-way.
5.4

Mobility Plan

The comment states that the IS/MND did not disclose the Mobility Plan in its consistency
analysis; the STAP project conflicts with interim guidelines of the Mobility Plan Element
2035 which prohibits offsite advertising in the public right-of-way within 500 feet of a Citydesignated Scenic Highway where no Scenic Corridor Plan has been developed; and that
the conflict constitutes a significant environmental impact because the provisions are
fundamental, mandatory, and specific land use policies that were adopted for the purpose
of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect.
However, Section 3.11.3 of the IS/MND specifically described Appendix B of Mobility Plan
2035, including its interim guidelines for areas where there is not an adopted Scenic
Corridor Plan; the fact that STAP elements would be designed to comply with applicable
guidelines and standards including any necessary planning approvals; and the fact that
STAP would provide essential services for bus riders and pedestrians and be consistent
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with the Mobility Plan, including policies for multimodal features, regional transit
connections, bicycle parking, new technologies, dynamic transportation information,
wayfinding, and reduction in vehicles miles traveled through providing shelters, benches,
bicycle racks, transit and wayfinding information, and other amenities, as provided in
Attachment D of the MND, pp 16–19.
In further consultation with Los Angeles City Planning in providing further clarification to
the comment, STAP is confirmed to be consistent with the General Plan, in particular the
Mobility Plan (see Technical Memo in Appendix 1 to these responses). Under applicable
law and the express language of the City’s plans, strict conformity with all aspects of a
general plan is not required, and a project would be considered consistent with the land
use policies if it furthers one or more policies and does not obstruct other policies
(Appendix 1, p. 2). The City’s determination on consistency with its own plans generally
has deference. (Ibid.) As set forth in the land use section (Section 3.11.3.b and
Attachment D) of the MND and as confirmed in the Technical Memorandum, the City
found STAP to be consistent with its own plans, subject to project design features and
any other future approvals, such as Los Angeles City Planning approvals, that may be
necessary in the future (Appendix 1, p. 7).
Furthermore, as provided in Appendix 1, the City has consistently interpreted its General
Plan provisions as requiring case-by-case review, and it has not interpreted any single
General Plan provision as absolutely mandatory in every situation (Pp. 2–3). The text and
legislative history of City Council action on relevant plans (i.e., 1978 Scenic Highway Plan,
1999 Transportation Element, and 2016 Mobility Plan) also demonstrate that the Mobility
Plan interim guidelines are not mandatory but are applied on a case-by-case basis, and
that advertising would be permitted in scenic highway rights-of-way especially in urban
areas (Id., pp. 3–5). In addition, municipal code sections, such as LAMC 67.02, 68.06,
62.132(r), and 14.4.7, demonstrate that the Mobility Plan interim guidelines are not
mandatory but rather interpreted on a case-by-case basis, including allowing advertising
in rights-of-way in Scenic Highways (Id., pp. 5–7).
Finally, an inconsistency (even though it does not exist here, as provided above) between
a proposed project and an applicable plan is a legal determination, not a physical impact
on the environment as required by CEQA. The comment does not provide any evidence
that any alleged inconsistency with land use policies directly relate to mitigating or
avoiding environmental impacts. The comment refers to a general policy, as opposed to
a mandatory element, in the Mobility Plan, and it does not identify any aesthetic
environmental impacts from the Mobility Plan policy or any other provision that would
have been mitigated or avoided by the interim guidelines in Appendix B.
In fact, the Mobility Plan interim guidelines do not relate to environmental effects. Rather,
they were policy choices, as no part of the Mobility Plan or past related plans (i.e., 1978
Scenic Highway Plan and 1999 Transportation Element) addressed such environmental
effects (Appendix 1, pp. 7–9). Moreover, the CEQA environmental analysis for those
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plans did not address such environmental effects and did not find any significant aesthetic
impact (or other impact related to advertising) as a result of the plans, or any significant
environmental effect that any plan provision was addressing related to advertising,
particularly in Scenic Highways (Ibid.).
Notwithstanding the above, the IS/MND has been revised to add the above technical
addition and clarification regarding the Mobility Plan as set forth in the Technical
Memorandum.
5.5

Status of Council File 20-1563

The City Council adopted the motion and took other actions related to the proposed
project on February 24, 2021 (see https://clkrep.lacity.org/onlinedocs/2020/201536_CAF_02-24-2021.pdf
and
https://clkrep.lacity.org/onlinedocs/2020/201536_rpt_pw_2-10-21.pdf), and the City completed the instructions.
6.0

PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT

6.1

Community Input

Community input into the overall process involves policy issues that do not pertain
specifically to the adequacy of the analysis of the STAP under CEQA; therefore, it
requires no further response. The findings and requirements under CEQA statutes relate
to assessing the potential environmental impacts of the STAP on the existing environment
and do not limit or preclude the separate application of other federal, state, or local laws.
The IS/MND is not the appropriate forum for determining the nature and consequences
of other laws other than the physical impacts of the STAP, which have been thoroughly
analyzed in the IS/MND. In addition, due process is generally not implicated in right-ofway because they are not adjudicatory in nature, and there is no individual property
interest in rights-of-way.
Notwithstanding, further public participation outside of the current STAP CEQA process
would occur in such instances where individual projects may require separate,
discretionary approval processes, such as by the Board of Public Works, for any proposed
removal of three or more street trees, Department of Planning approvals related to PDFLU-1, and other potential actions.
6.2

Public Opinion

The comment expresses that “[p]ublic opinion on digital ad screens is far more generally
negative than the [Draft IS/MND] states”; however, this general assertion is not supported
by any supporting evidence for the opinion expressed.
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6.3

Personal Opinion

The comment expresses a personal opinion that does not raise a new environmental
issue. No further response is required. However, the comment will be forwarded to
decision makers.
7.0

OTHER COMMENTS

7.1

Adequacy of the IS/MND

The IS/MND analyzes the environmental impacts of the proposed project and concludes
that impacts would be less than significant, including with mitigation for the limited impact
from construction noise. The comment is noted, but it does not present a CEQA issue
that requires a response.
7.2

Requests Preparation of an EIR

This comment sets forth general opinions and/or legal conclusions regarding the
adequacy of the IS/MND, and requests that an EIR be prepared. The comment is noted,
but it does not present a CEQA issue that requires a response.
7.3

Requests EIR not be Prepared/Letter of Support

This comment voices support for the STAP and expresses a desire that an EIR not be
prepared for the project. The comment is noted, but it does not present a CEQA issue
that requires a response.
7.4

Public Review Period

The public review period for the IS/MND was 30 days, as required by CEQA in CEQA
Guidelines Section 15073.
7.5

Request to Extend Contract

This comment is noted, but it does not present a CEQA issue that requires a response.
7.6

Project Description

The IS/MND’s project description fully complied with CEQA requirements. CEQA
Guidelines section 15071(a) requires that a negative declaration or MND include a “brief
description of the project, including a commonly used name for the project, if any.” The
IS/MND, Chapter 2 (including Sections 2.1 through 2.9) fully complied with this
requirement, including the description of the required code changes for the STAP and
anticipated foreseeable future projects, based on the record before the City, that may
arise from the code changes (see Sections 2.4.4 and 2.7).
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7.7

Code Changes

The comment refers to CEQA case law regarding requirements in environmental impact
reports, such as those required by CEQA Guidelines section 15124, which are not
applicable to MNDs. In any case, the IS/MND’s project description fully disclosed the
required code changes for the STAP (Sections 2.4.4 and 2.7); and as stated in the
IS/MND, STAP and the code changes have been considered together, as the Los
Angeles City Council, in conjunction with STAP, directed the amendments of the LAMC
(Section 2.4.4; see also Los Angeles City Council File No. 20-1536). Furthermore, as set
forth further below, the City took into consideration the potential impacts of future
foreseeable projects to the extent known, based on the record before it, and those future
foreseeable projects, as well as any other currently unforeseeable projects that may be
approved in the future as the result of the code changes, would also be subject to future
environmental review under CEQA (Section 2.7).
The proposed code changes are fully described and will be consistent with the project
description set forth in Sections 2.44 and 2.7. Similar to ordinances prepared for
development agreements related to a project approval, the proposed code changes are
not required to be included for public review and comment under CEQA. In any case, the
code changes were transmitted to the City Council on November 16, 2021, and they have
been posted on the City Clerk website, well before any final consideration of approval of
the STAP by any decision maker, including the City Council (see Los Angeles City Council
File No. 20-1536). The proposed code changes are fully consistent with the descriptions
set forth in Section 2.44 and 2.7 of the IS/MND.
7.8

Information Kiosks

The comment does not provide any information about the relevance to environmental
impacts regarding the potential Los Angeles Tourism and Convention Board Information
Kiosks listed in IS/MND Table 2-4, which has not received any approvals from the City.
The City used its best efforts to find out and disclose all that it reasonably can and need
not consider impacts that are too speculative for evaluation under CEQA Guidelines
section 15145.
7.9

Delegation of Power

Consistent with the City’s Charter and codes, the City Council may delegate certain
powers to the Board of Public Works, and the comment does not specify why this
delegation would result in different or additional environmental impacts. Furthermore, the
code changes do not override other provisions in the code, such as Los Angeles
Administrative Code 10.5, that may require additional City Council approval of contracts.
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7.10

Analysis of Future and Foreseeable Projects

As provided in Section 2.7, future projects that may be approved under the code changes
will be subject to future CEQA review; therefore, the analysis provided for these future
projects is programmatic. As such, the IS/MND is properly a first-tier document in regard
to these future projects that will require additional CEQA review. CEQA does not require
perfection or exhaustive analysis, but it does require a good-faith effort at full disclosure
consistent with the underlying activity being approved (see CEQA Guidelines section
15003(i)), as the IS/MND has provided.
As provided in Section 2.7, the IS/MND specifically stated that the foreseeable advertising
displays were considered in the impact analysis of the proposed project using the same
construction assumptions as is being used for the STAP transit shelter installation. As
such, the analysis of the potential reasonably foreseeable projects was fully included in
the IS/MND.
7.11

Citing Other Unrelated Projects

This comment is not related to the STAP and, as such, the comment does not require a
response.
7.12

Sidewalk Repair

As noted in the IS/MND Section 2.6.2, the proposed project would not be making
comprehensive sidewalk repairs. Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA)-related sidewalk
reconstruction, in particular, would be limited to the area immediately beneath the transit
shelter, transition areas needed to access the ADA-compliant area beneath a transit
shelter, and an ADA-compliant Pedestrian Access Route (PAR) from the waiting area
beneath a transit shelter to the ADA-compliant 5-foot by 8-foot boarding/alighting area
adjacent to the bus stop sign post.
7.13

Aesthetic Design, Accessibility, and Landscaping

See IS/MND Section 2.4 for the program elements, including design qualities,
accessibility, and landscaping.
7.14

Existing Bus Benches and Related Street Furniture

The effect of the STAP on existing street furniture installations is described in IS/MND
Section 2.4.2. Bus benches will be a standard component of each new transit shelter
installation.
7.15

Shelter Placement

This comment raises questions regarding location of shelters in a specific area. The
comment is noted and will be forwarded to the appropriate department for consideration;
however, it does not present a CEQA issue that requires a response.
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7.16

Advertising Displays

The IS/MND considers the potential direct and indirect effects of the proposed project,
including from advertising, in all applicable resource topic areas required by CEQA. In
Chapter 3, it was determined that the STAP would result in a less-than-significant impact
on all resource areas, with mitigation proposed to address the limited construction noise
impacts from the proposed project.
7.17

Public Toilets

The City is working on a public toilet program that is/will be separate from STAP. The
replacement toilet program being proposed will likely be carried out in two phases to
preserve toilet services during this time of transition. The first phase proposes to provide
interim, portable toilets of different sizes and models that will be placed in close proximity
to the 14 existing automatic public toilets (APTs). The actual type of portable toilet
selected will depend on sidewalk space and the proximity of that space to the utilities
presently serving the existing APTs. It is anticipated that fully plumbed (i.e.,
electric/water/sewer) portable toilets or flushable portable toilets with holding tanks will be
used where feasible. All 14 toilets are proposed to be staffed with daily attendants who
will also perform custodial services. This interim phase is required to accommodate
removal of the existing APTs and the anticipated time required to fabricate and install
permanent toilets. The second phase proposes to install permanent fully plumbed (i.e.,
water/sewer/electricity) toilets at the same locations as the existing APTs. The proposed
permanent toilets will include lavatories for hand washing and may include hydration
stations. Similar to the interim toilets, it is proposed that the permanent toilets be staffed
daily with attendants who will also perform custodial services. At the City’s discretion, the
permanent toilet program may be expanded to increase the number of public toilets over
and above the existing 14 locations.
7.18

Ownership of Transit Shelters and Metro Projects

These are opinions not related to the STAP and/or IS/MND. The comment is noted, but it
does not present a CEQA issue that requires a response.
7.19

Tree Planting

As noted in the IS/MND Section 2.5.5, no trees are proposed to be removed with
implementation of the STAP; however, there may be situations where tree root pruning is
required to achieve ADA compliance, which may destabilize an existing street tree that
may then require removal. All removals would comply with existing tree permit
requirements, including holding a public meeting on removal of three or more street trees
and instituting a replacement ratio on a 2:1 basis with 24-inch box size tree stock to be
watered for a minimum of 3 years. As provided in IS/MND Section 3.4.3 (a), any impacts
on trees would be less than significant due to these requirements, as well as regulatory
compliance measures from compliance with the Migratory Bird Treaty Act.
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7.20

Bus Bench Functionality

This comment requests the removal of steel bars from benches used to deter sleeping.
The comment is noted and will be shared with the contracted STAP street furniture
providers and decision-makers for their consideration; however, the comment does not
present a CEQA issue or reflect on the adequacy of the IS/MND.
7.21

References to the Federal Aviation Administration

This is an opinion not related to the STAP or the IS/MND. The comment is noted, but it
does not present a CEQA issue that requires a response.
7.22

Use of Existing Mobile Phones and Accessing lacity.org

The comment does not state a specific concern or question regarding the sufficiency of
the analysis contained in the IS/MND, nor does the comment raise a new environmental
issue. No further response is required.
7.23

Ability to Opt In/Out of Program

The comment does not state a specific concern or question regarding the sufficiency of
the analysis contained in the IS/MND, nor does the comment raise a new environmental
issue. No further response is required.
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APPENDIX 1
Technical Memorandum
Sidewalk Transit Amenities Program
and Mobility Element/General Plan

Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration
Sidewalk and Transit Amenities Program

February 2022
RTC - 317

Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration
Sidewalk and Transit Amenities Program

February 2022
RTC - 318

Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration
Sidewalk and Transit Amenities Program

February 2022
RTC - 319

Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration
Sidewalk and Transit Amenities Program

February 2022
RTC - 320

Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration
Sidewalk and Transit Amenities Program

February 2022
RTC - 321

Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration
Sidewalk and Transit Amenities Program

February 2022
RTC - 322

Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration
Sidewalk and Transit Amenities Program

February 2022
RTC - 323

Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration
Sidewalk and Transit Amenities Program

February 2022
RTC - 324

Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration
Sidewalk and Transit Amenities Program

February 2022
RTC - 325

Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration
Sidewalk and Transit Amenities Program

February 2022
RTC - 326

Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration
Sidewalk and Transit Amenities Program

February 2022
RTC - 327

APPENDIX 2
Comments Received After the Close of the Public Comment Period
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Communication from Public

Barbara Broide
11/27/2021 12:16 AM
20-1536
It is extremely troubling to see the City Attorney's report
(R21-0343) and accompanying draft ordinance which seeks to
amend the LAMC to allow for outdoor advertising structures on
the public right-of-way beyond the rights specifically granted in
the LAMC for advertising on transit shelters. This proposed
LAMC change was first mentioned in the STAP program's draft
mitigated negative declaration (MND) document although never
previously presented or discussed in any of the "outreach"
sessions on the STAP program presented by Public
Works/StreetsLA. Further, in the MND we find that the MND
goes much further than attempting to address the plans for the
street furniture / transit shelter program described in STAP
outreach presentations; it introduces the potential for what could
be an unlimited number of outdoor advertising structures on the
public right-of-way. These structures are not described in any
detail. The number is not firmly established other than to mention
that as many as 500 additional structures could be rolled out over
a two-year period. The locations of these structures is not
specified. In short, by amending the LAMC as proposed, anything
could happen. We could see digital billboards on City streets. We
could see different kinds of advertising structures on our
parkways. We could even see advertising structures on designated
scenic highways / roadways! This conflicts with the City's own
Mobility Element of the General Plan. The need for the STAP
program to be evaluated via a complete Environmental Impact
Report was likely raised in a number of responses to the MND.
The purpose of this comment is to clearly oppose the proposed
LAMC change to allow for additional outdoor advertising
structures in the public right-of-way. If the City has a specific
need to expand advertising rights on the public right-of-way (such
as to allow for the commercial sponsorship of the bikeshare
program), then there should be an open and transparent process
established to fully vet that proposal. To attempt to sneak in a
change in the LAMC which has broad implications and impacts is
not acceptable. To sneak in entirely new outdoor advertising
initiatives under the STAP program at this late date is
inappropriate. It only serves to underscore the need for an EIR
because the MND cannot begin to evaluate the impacts of the
undefined additional advertising efforts or of any cumulative
impacts that will occur alongside the STAP program. (The MND
____________________________________________________________________________________________________
Name:
Date Submitted:
Council File No:
Comments for Public Posting:

Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration
Sidewalk and Transit Amenities Program

RTC - 329

impacts that will occur alongside the STAP program. (The MND
was not sufficient for the STAP program when it was "just" the
STAP program.) Further, it should be remembered that the City's
authority to regulate advertising was the result of hard-won
courtroom victories/rulings. The City must act with extreme
caution when considering any initiatives that could serve to
undermine its regulatory authority. One would hope that the City
Attorney's office has warned Public Works and those promoting
these efforts of the dangers that increased municipal advertising
activity could bring. Finally, it is noted that the language in the
MND grants the authority to approve the undefined additional
outdoor advertising structures to the Board of Public Works -- a
politically appointed body, not an elected one. There is no process
defined for involvement of neighborhood councils nor of the City
Council. The granting of such authority is troubling and also
inappropriate. The introduction of these new proposed
components presented under the STAP umbrella demonstrates to
the public that not only was and is there a lack of transparency,
but that there apparently was a plan to deceive and mislead the
public as to the true intent of those promoting the program. When
are the reports and information requested by the
Blumenfield/Bonin motion expected to be received? Wasn't that
the purpose of this Council File?
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Communication from Public

J. Ross
11/28/2021 11:55 AM
20-1536
It is extremely troubling to see the City Attorney's report
(R21-0343) and accompanying draft ordinance which seeks to
amend the LAMC to allow for outdoor advertising structures on
the public right-of-way beyond the rights specifically granted in
the LAMC for advertising on transit shelters. This proposed
LAMC change was first mentioned in the STAP program's draft
mitigated negative declaration (MND) document although never
previously presented or discussed in any of the "outreach"
sessions on the STAP program presented by Public
Works/StreetsLA. Further, in the MND we find that the MND
goes much further than attempting to address the plans for the
street furniture / transit shelter program described in STAP
outreach presentations; it introduces the potential for what could
be an unlimited number of outdoor advertising structures on the
public right-of-way. These structures are not described in any
detail. The number is not firmly established other than to mention
that as many as 500 additional structures could be rolled out over
a two-year period. The locations of these structures is not
specified. In short, by amending the LAMC as proposed, anything
could happen. We could see digital billboards on City streets. We
could see different kinds of advertising structures on our
parkways. We could even see advertising structures on designated
scenic highways / roadways! This conflicts with the City's own
Mobility Element of the General Plan. The need for the STAP
program to be evaluated via a complete Environmental Impact
Report was likely raised in a number of responses to the MND.
The purpose of this comment is to clearly oppose the proposed
LAMC change to allow for additional outdoor advertising
structures in the public right-of-way. If the City has a specific
need to expand advertising rights on the public right-of-way (such
as to allow for the commercial sponsorship of the bikeshare
program), then there should be an open and transparent process
established to fully vet that proposal. To attempt to sneak in a
change in the LAMC which has broad implications and impacts is
not acceptable. To sneak in entirely new outdoor advertising
initiatives under the STAP program at this late date is
inappropriate. It only serves to underscore the need for an EIR
because the MND cannot begin to evaluate the impacts of the
undefined additional advertising efforts or of any cumulative
impacts that will occur alongside the STAP program. (The MND
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impacts that will occur alongside the STAP program. (The MND
was not sufficient for the STAP program when it was "just" the
STAP program.) Further, it should be remembered that the City's
authority to regulate advertising was the result of hard-won
courtroom victories/rulings. The City must act with extreme
caution when considering any initiatives that could serve to
undermine its regulatory authority. One would hope that the City
Attorney's office has warned Public Works and those promoting
these efforts of the dangers that increased municipal advertising
activity could bring. Finally, it is noted that the language in the
MND grants the authority to approve the undefined additional
outdoor advertising structures to the Board of Public Works -- a
politically appointed body, not an elected one. There is no process
defined for involvement of neighborhood councils nor of the City
Council. The granting of such authority is troubling and also
inappropriate. The introduction of these new proposed
components presented under the STAP umbrella demonstrates to
the public that not only was and is there a lack of transparency,
but that there apparently was a plan to deceive and mislead the
public as to the true intent of those promoting the program. When
are the reports and information requested by the
Blumenfield/Bonin motion expected to be received? Wasn't that
the purpose of this Council File?
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Communication from Public

Name:
Date Submitted:
Council File No:
Comments for Public Posting:

Barbara Broide
12/08/2021 03:52 AM
20-1536
In reviewing the agenda for the Public Works Committee meeting
of December 8th, there is a list of neighborhood councils that
have issued Community Impact Statements in regard to the
proposed STAP Program. It is incorrect to list the CIS statements
as being "YES" which implies that those councils voted to support
the STAP Program as proposed. Many of those CIS statements
raise serious questions and concerns about the proposed program
-- questions that have never been addressed to date. It is wrong to
give the impression that there the councils listed support the
STAP Program. Furthermore, the presentations made on the STAP
Program never included any information about the proposed
changes in the LAMC or about including "additional" advertising
structures to be placed in the public right-of-way. Therefore
neighborhood councils and community members could not have
voiced support or opposition to these aspects of the program
which were inserted into the MND document and which raised
additional reasons as to the need for a full environmental impact
report on the proposed program. Before the EiR process begins, it
would be wise for the program's promoters to honestly describe
all the aspects of the program that they wish to implement and
that must be evaluated.
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Name:
Date Submitted:
Council File No:
Comments for Public Posting:

Casey Maddren
12/02/2021 08:51 AM
20-1536
I would like to submit the attached comments on the Sidewalk
and Transit Amenities Program. There are many concerns that the
City has not addressed, including issues related to planning, safety
and privacy. The Program must not be approved in its current
form.
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December 1, 2021
Los Angeles City Council
Los Angeles City Hall
200 N. Spring St.
Los Angeles, CA 90012
Re:

Sidewalk and Transit Amenities Program (STAP)
Council File: 20-1536
STRONGLY OPPOSED

Members of the Los Angeles City Council,
I am writing to say that I’m strongly opposed to approval of the Sidewalk and Transit Amenities
Program (STAP) in its current form. The City has failed to consider numerous important issues
related to the implementation of STAP, including the following:






The City has failed to create a holistic planning framework to ensure that the Program is
integrated with existing programs to provide maximum benefit to the public
The City has failed to give proper consideration to extensive research showing that
digital billboards may have significant impacts with regard to safety
The City has failed to provide an adequate explanation of how revenue will be generated
by the program and how those revenues will be spent
The City’s environmental review of the program does not even evaluate all the
infrastructure needed for the Program, and fails to analyze potentially significant impacts
The City has failed to adequately explain who will have access to data collected under
the Program, how it will be used, and how the City will provide necessary privacy
safeguards

Instead of creating a carefully thought-out program to provide better services and amenities to
enhance multi-modal transportation throughout Los Angeles, the City seems to be allowing
private corporate interests to create a program that will best serve their agenda. It’s clear that
the Program presents an opportunity to generate significant new revenue by creating a system
that will allow advertisers to capture unlimited data from the general public. Unfortunately,
without an integrated approach to planning and careful consideration of safety and privacy
concerns, STAP is likely to become yet another City Hall program that promises much and
delivers little. There could also be huge liabilities if privacy concerns are not addressed. I urge
you to postpone approval until these issues have been addressed. My detailed comments are
below.
Sincerely,
Casey Maddren
2141 Cahuenga Blvd., Apt. 17
Los Angeles, CA 90068
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Sidewalk and Transit Amenities Program (STAP)
Comments
Lack of Integrated/Holistic Planning to Ensure Maximum Benefit from Infrastructure
As Investing in Place points out in its comments on STAP, the lack of integrated planning in the
City of LA is a systemic problem. The City does not have a capital infrastructure plan which
identifies overall goals and provides a clear road map toward achieving those goals. While City
Hall hypes an endless parade of programs, initiatives and concepts (Complete Streets, Transit
Neighborhood Plans, Green New Deal, Vision Zero, etc.), there does not seem to be any
serious attempt to coordinate these different efforts or to provide meaningful monitoring of
outcomes. When City departments do publish reports, they’re usually closer to promotional
brochures, with lots of colorful photos and upbeat marketing-speak, and little in the way of databased analysis of outcomes. (The significant exception being the reports issued by Controller
Ron Galperin’s office.) These reports tell us that the City is making great progress, and its
departments are working hard to make things even better. Unfortunately, the reality is that the
City is mired in dysfunction and that City Hall seems unable to come to grips with a number of
pressing problems: homelessness is increasing, infrastructure is crumbling, transit ridership is
declining, and our urban forest is being steadily degraded by speculative development. While
the City has presented a list of objectives for STAP, the list contains little in the way of
quantifiable goals. In addition, STAP may actually undermine the Vision Zero program.
Insufficient Explanation of How Revenue Generated by the Program Will Be Spent
Investing in Place also points out that there is an ongoing lack of transparency when it comes to
infrastructure spending in the City of LA. Their letter correctly states, “[W]e do not have a clear
picture of where public works and transportation funds have gone over the years and are not
able to see a publicly accessible future funding plan or implementation goals and timelines.”
Aside from providing improved furniture for transit stops, the publicly available documents
regarding STAP do not adequately explain how funds will be used, nor do the documents
provide clear goals or benchmarks to measure success.
Failure to Give Adequate Consideration to Safety Risks
Having reviewed a number of documents related to STAP, it’s surprising that there are few
references to potential safety impacts and no meaningful analysis of safety risks associated with
the program. This is especially troubling given the high number of traffic fatalities in the City of
LA, and the City’s failure so far to reduce that number. In 2015 the City implemented Vision
Zero with the goal of eliminating traffic deaths by 2025. Instead, the number of traffic fatalities
has been increasing. Please see the excerpt from this January 2021 article from LAist:
Death In A Crosswalk: The Killing Of A 4-Year-Old Shows LA's Failure To Stop Traffic Violence
https://laist.com/news/transportation/koreatown-alessa-fajardo-pedestrian-death-la
Since the initiative was announced five years ago, traffic deaths in L.A. have risen rather
than fallen. In 2015, 186 people were killed in collisions on city streets. In 2019, the
STAP, Council File: 20-1536
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combined death toll for pedestrians, cyclists and people killed in vehicles was 244
people, about a 31% jump. Pedestrian deaths rose more sharply, up about 65% over the
same five-year span.
A recent follow-up article shows that traffic deaths continue to rise:
Halfway Through 2021, LA Traffic Deaths Are On Track To Exceed Last Year’s Figures
https://laist.com/news/transportation/2021-la-traffic-deaths-on-pace-to-exceed-2020
And just over halfway through 2021, the number of people killed and injured by drivers in
L.A. is on pace to exceed 2020, which was one of the deadliest years on U.S. roads in
more than a decade. That’s according to data compiled by the LAPD, which tracks traffic
collisions in the city.
In spite of this, the City has so far made no meaningful effort to assess STAP’s safety impacts.
In terms of traffic safety, there is a fundamental problem with the inclusion of digital billboards in
STAP: These billboards are designed to attract the attention of people in public spaces,
including those driving cars. It is difficult to understand how the City fails to see increased risk
from distracted driving. While there are many factors that can contribute to safety risks
associated with traffic, there are a number of studies suggesting that billboards in general, and
digital billboards in particular, can lead to higher risk of collision by taking drivers’ eyes off the
road. Please see the link to the research survey below, followed by an excerpt.
Compendium of Recent Research Studies on Distraction from Commercial Electronic Variable
Message Signs (CEVMS)
https://www.scenic.org/wp-content/uploads/2019/09/billboard-safety-study-compendiumupdated-february-2018.pdf
Finally, the most recent epidemiological studies (dating from 2014 and 2015) have
begun to demonstrate what has long been suspected but not proven – that roadside
billboards are associated with increases in crash rates where such billboards are
located.
The research and guidelines reviewed in our 2009 report set the stage for the 21
research articles and guidelines that are reviewed and summarized in this compendium.
While employing a broad array of approaches and methodologies, the common theme
clearly indicates that the more that commercial digital signs succeed in attracting the
attention of motorists that render them a worthwhile investment for owners and
advertisers, the more they represent a threat to safety along our busiest streets and
highways, where these signs tend to be located.
An April 2021 memo from StreetsLA mentions, “Parameters for the location and operation of
digital displays to ensure they are safe and compatible with their surrounding environments
[….]”, but these parameters do not appear to be included in the documents made available to
the public so far. There is no discussion of distracted driving, Vision Zero, or LA’s High Injury
Network.
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The MND for the Program Fails to Assess Many of the Project’s Impacts
The MND for the Program is flawed in many ways, but the most serious flaw is that is does not
even describe the Program in its entirety. The MND only analyzes impacts from the
construction and maintenance of the bus shelters, kiosks, etc. that will be placed on the street.
The project description completely ignores the significant network infrastructure that will be
necessary to operate the Program. Also, the analysis of the bus shelters does not assess the
impacts of the various electronic devices that will be necessary for digital displays. These
devices contain toxic metals that can be harmful to human health. The MND does not discuss
how often these devices will be replaced or how they will be safely disposed of.
Under 2.3, Project Objectives, the MND lists the following as the Program’s primary objective:
Promote and expand the use of transit, active transportation, and shared mobility by
improving the quality and technological capability of associated physical program
elements, such as transit shelters, kiosks, and other amenities
Unfortunately, the MND fails to explain how the Program will achieve this goal. The City has a
history of making unsubstantiated claims regarding its efforts to increase transit ridership. For
years the City has been claiming that increasing density around transit hubs will get people out
of cars and onto busses and trains. The reality is that from 2014 through 2019 Metro ridership
fell by about 20%, and DASH ridership fell by more than 20%, in spite of the construction of
thousands of new residential units near transit hubs.
Not only does the City offer no evidence that the Program will expand the use of transit, but this
claim appears to be undermined by a July 20, 2017 Metro Board Report with the heading “Metro
Service Study and Regional Ridership Improvement Task Force”. The task force conducted a
survey of past riders to learn the reasons they had stopped taking transit. Please see the
following excerpt:
Despite being the second most heavily used bus and seventh most heavily used rail
systems in the Country, and voter endorsement for continued growth, Metro’s sytemwide
[sic] ridership has declined by 15% since April 2014, consistent with national trends. A
recent survey of past riders found that 19% of respondents stopped using Metro services
primarily because their travel patterns changed, and another 12% stated that it is too
hard to get to and from transit. Eighteen percent and 11%, respectively, mentioned slow
speeds and service reliability were their main reasons for leaving transit. Ridership
declines can also be attributed to shifts in customer demographics and lifestyles,
changing workforce travel patterns, safety and security concerns, new technology and
opportunities for other travel options such as shared mobility on-demand.
Please note that the paragraph above makes no mention of inadequate street furniture as a
reason given by former riders for not taking transit. This raises the question of whether the
project’s objective of expanding the use of transit has any basis in reality.
Furthermore, on page 128 of the MND, under Greenhouse Gas Emissions, we find the authors
claim that GHG emissions produced by implementation of the project would be offset by
increased transit ridership:
Although implementation of the project would generate GHG emissions that would be
greater in magnitude than those under existing conditions, the project itself would
STAP, Council File: 20-1536
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provide potential benefits that would offset emissions in ways that are not currently
quantifiable. Implementation of the project would enhance the safety, aesthetics,
accessibility, and comfortability of public transit shelters throughout the City. The
improved transit shelter facilities would encourage the use of public transit by
providing more appealing, brightly lit waiting areas, and the increased transit ridership
would offset single occupancy vehicle use. The displacement of vehicle trips in favor
of transit is a crucial element of regional, State, and City planning efforts to reduce
GHG emissions. L.A.’s Green New Deal includes a target of increasing the percentage
of all trips made within the city by walking, biking, micro-mobility/matched rides, or
transit to at least 35 percent by 2025 and 50 percent by 2035.
The authors claim that STAP “would encourage the use of public transit by providing more
appealing, brightly lit waiting areas, and the increased transit ridership would offset single
occupancy vehicle use”, thereby reducing GHG emissions. However, they fail to offer any
evidence to support this assertion. Again, please see the excerpt from the July 20, 2017 Metro
Board Report above. Nowhere does it say that the lack of “appealing, brightly lit waiting areas”
was offered by former transit riders as a reason for switching to other modes of transportation.
The City Fails to Offer Credible Privacy Protections
An integral part of STAP is the installation of wireless devices in street furniture to gather data
from persons in public spaces. The potential for abuse is huge, and nothing in the documents
related to STAP shows that the City is taking this issue seriously. The City claims that existing
laws and existing policies will address all concerns, but a review of available documents calls
this claim into question.
The City says that no personal data will be collected, but this is really impossible to verify, since
the City won't actually be installing the devices that collect the data. Also, it's difficult to define
what "personal" data is. Even data that doesn't directly identify a user by itself can be combined
with additional data to point to an individual, a process known as re-identification. Please see
this excerpt from an LA Times article published last year:
Column: Billboards that follow you? It’s not sci-fi. They’re already here
https://www.latimes.com/business/story/2020-08-25/column-clear-channel-billboards-privacy
Kyle M.L. Jones, an Indiana University assistant professor who focuses on data mining,
said that for a company to target you with advertising, it has to know who you are and
have an idea about your personal tastes.
Even if you’re identified only by a number affiliated with your phone, rather than by your
name, it’s not difficult to extrapolate from there if a more robust marketing profile is
desired.
“Enough of a mixture of geographic, behavioral and demographic data will almost
inevitably open up opportunities for re-identification,” Jones said. “It’s hard to know what
their privacy-protecting practices are, but their practices have risk.”
Although Clear Channel’s King played down the “Minority Report” implications of Radar,
the company’s chief executive, William Eccleshare, told the Financial Times that the
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September introduction of Radar in Europe will create a host of eye-opening
opportunities for advertisers.
“We can follow your movement to a store,” he said. “We can follow what you purchase.
And yes, we can look at your viewing habits that evening if you pass an ad for a Netflix
show.”
In documents related to the program, the City claims it will address privacy concerns, but in fact,
the City's claims are full of holes. Documents released by the City refer to….
City of LA Privacy Policy
This policy only addresses data submitted by individuals to City agencies. It does not begin to
address data collection on the scale that the STAP will allow.
City of LA Digital Code of Ethics
The May 20, 2021 memo from BSS says the program's privacy policy will be based on the City's
proposed Digital Code of Ethics. This document had not been completed as of September of
this year, and even at the time of this writing it is unclear whether the document has been
completed or adopted. In any case, the City has not even made a draft of the Digital Code of
Ethics available to the public as part of the STAP review process. The City cannot claim that
privacy concerns will be address by a document that the public hasn’t even had a chance to
review.
The California Consumer Privacy Act
This landmark law does offer important privacy protections, but it's questionable whether the
STAP, as currently structured, actually complies with this law. The fact that a private firm will be
collecting the data means that the City has no real control or oversight over what's being
collected. Also, the City has not defined what it means by personal information. The City must
clearly state that STAP will not be used to collect information that falls under the definition of
“personal information” as defined by the California Consumer Privacy Act, including:







Identifiers such as a unique personal identifier, online identifier, IP address, email
address, account name, or other similar identifiers.
Commercial information, including records of personal property, products or services
purchased, obtained, or considered, or other purchasing or consuming histories or
tendencies.
Biometric information.
Internet or other electronic network activity information, including, but not limited to,
browsing history, search history, and information regarding a consumer’s interaction with
an internet website, application, or advertisement.
Geolocation data.
Professional or employment-related information.

It’s difficult to trust the assurances about privacy protection given by the City when the RFP for
the program appears to make conflicting statements about who will own the data and how it will
be used. Page 15 of the RFP contains the following paragraph:
Data: The collection of data in public spaces is a complex issue, therefore any data
collected from smart devices, networks, or sensors deployed in the STAP will be nonpersonally identifiable information only and the sole property of the City. Data collected
under the program will adhere to the requirements of the California Consumer Privacy
STAP, Council File: 20-1536
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Act (AB 375), California Proposition 24 (approved in 2020) and the City’s Digital Code of
Ethics. None of the data collected under the program will be sold to, provided to, or
used by any party other than the City of Los Angeles and, will be used for the sole
purpose of improving the delivery of City services. [Emphasis added.]
But on page 26, under the heading Data Collection, Data Ownership & Use of Location-Based
Technology, we find the following:
Data that is collected through STAP Elements and programs will be the sole property of
the City of Los Angeles. All data collected will be non-personally identifiable information
in accordance with the provisions of the California Consumer Privacy Act 2018. The
Contractor will hold secure and confidential, during and after the expiration of the
Contract Term, all data requested by the City as well as any other non-personally
identifiable data that may have been collected over the Contract Term. None of the data
collected through the STAP will be made available to any person or entity without the
prior written authorization by the City. [Emphasis added.]
The Contractor will be granted the non-exclusive right to use non-personally identifiable
data only for purposes of increasing STAP advertising revenues associated with the
specific Program Elements operated under the Agreement. [Emphasis added.]
The Contractor may propose opportunities to monetize the data collected from the
elements, technologies and programs developed for STAP, with the City sharing in
revenues from that monetization. All current and future uses of data must comply with
the California Consumer Privacy Act (CCPA), the City’s Digital Code of Ethics and the
City of Los Angeles’ Privacy Policy.
On page 15, the City states that none of the data collected will be used by any party other than
the City. But on page 26, it becomes clear that the contractor will have access to the data. On
top of that, the RFP states that the contractor is able to provide data to other parties with the
City’s written authorization. And again, the City does not explain how it intends to verify that
only non-personal data will be collected, or that the data will be only be used in compliance with
the CCPA. How can the City ensure compliance when the data is actually collected via
hardware installed by the contractor?
Another issue that isn’t addressed is whether the City will share data collected with law
enforcement. Will the LAPD have access to this data? Will there be any restrictions on LAPD
access? Since available documents state that the data will be owned by the City, it seems likely
that any City department could have access.
For decades the LAPD has been involved in surveillance and gathering intelligence, and some
of their practices have proven controversial. The increasing reliance on big data by law
enforcement increases the risk of discrimination against communities of color. In a 2017 paper
entitled Disparate Impact in Big Data Policing, Andrew Seblst writes the following:
'One potential downside is clear. As Solon Barocas and I observed in an earlier work, if
its users are not careful, “data mining can reproduce existing patterns of discrimination,
inherit the prejudice of prior decision makers, or simply reflect the widespread biases
that persist in society.” In August 2016, seventeen civil rights organizations released a
joint statement on the civil rights concerns of predictive policing, emphasizing the
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possibility of racist outcomes, as well as the lack of transparency, public debate, and
attention to community needs.'
So far the City has completely avoided any serious discussion of meaningful privacy
protections. STAP must not move forward until this issue has been addressed, and the public
must be invited to engage in this discussion before the Program is approved.
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Communication from Public

Name:
Date Submitted:
Council File No:
Comments for Public Posting:

Casey Maddren
12/13/2021 10:18 PM
20-1536
I would like to submit the attached summary of concerns related
to the proposed Sidewalk & Transit Amenities Program.
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December 13, 2021
Los Angeles City Council
Los Angeles City Hall
200 N. Spring St.
Los Angeles, CA 90012
Re:

Sidewalk and Transit Amenities Program (STAP)
Council File: 20-1536

Members of the Los Angeles City Council,
I’m sending this letter to follow up on concerns expressed in a previous letter about the
Sidewalk and Transit Amenities Program (STAP). As it stands, the STAP is a poorly thoughtout initiative that threatens the safety and the privacy, not only of LA residents, but of anyone
who travels to LA. The following is a brief summary of my concerns….
The Program Appears to Violate the Fourth Amendment of the Constitution
As it stands now, the Program appears to conflict with, “The right of the people to be
secure in their persons, houses, papers, and effects, against unreasonable searches
and seizures [….]” While the documents related to the STAP claim that no personal
information will be collected, this vague promise is completely insufficient. The Program
will involve the random collection of a massive amount of data. The City does not
define: what data will be collected; which City departments will have access to it; or how
it will be used. As it stands now, there is no reason to believe the LAPD would not have
ready access to the data. The City also says no data will be shared without the City’s
permission, but there is no description of who will grant permission or what the criteria
are.
The Program May Also Violate the California Consumer Privacy Act
Because the description of the data to be gathered is so vague, and because there are
no clearly defined controls in place to limit access to the data, it seems likely that the
STAP will violate the California Consumer Privacy Act.
Environmental Assessment Fails to Describe the Full Scope of the Program
The MND for the Program does not even describe the Program in its entirety. The MND
only analyzes impacts from the construction and maintenance of the bus shelters,
kiosks, etc. that will be placed on the street. The project description completely ignores
the significant network infrastructure that will be necessary to operate the Program.
Also, the analysis of the bus shelters does not assess the impacts of the various
electronic devices that will be necessary for digital displays. These devices contain toxic
metals that can be harmful to human health. The MND does not discuss how often
these devices will be replaced or how they will be safely disposed of.
No Effort Has Been Made to Assess Safety Impacts
While further research needs to be done on safety risks associated with digital
billboards/digital displays, there are already a number of studies which indicate that they
could result in an increase in roadway injuries and fatalities. The City of LA already has
an unacceptably high number of traffic fatalities. Before approving STAP, the City must
give serious consideration to potential safety risks.
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Before the City takes any further steps toward approval of the STAP, I urge you to take the
following actions….


Ask the Information Technology Agency to prepare a review of the Program, clearly
outlining the type of data to be collected, the persons who will have access to it, who will
make decisions on sharing the data, and what measures will be in place to make sure
that the data is absolutely secure. It’s important to remember that an individual datum
which in itself may not allow the identification of an individual can be combined with
other data to allow re-identification.



Ask the City Attorney’s Office to prepare a review of the Program, explaining how the
City will address potential conflicts with the Fourth Amendment and the California
Consumer Privacy Act. This is important not only to reassure the public re privacy
concerns, but to ensure that the City is not opening itself up to possible litigation.



Withdraw the MND and revise it to include a description of necessary network
infrastructure and possible associated impacts.

All of these documents should be made available to the public well before the Council considers
approval of the STAP. This will help to encourage a serious discussion of the issues that could
arise, and hopefully to avoid potential problems.
Sincerely,
Casey Maddren
2141 Cahuenga Blvd., Apt. 17
Los Angeles, CA 90068
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Edward C. Wallace
Tel 212.801.9299
Fax 212.805.9299
wallacee@gtlaw.com

November 18, 2021
Via Electronic Mail
Honorable Members of the Public Works Committee of the
Los Angeles City Council
200 N. Main Street
Los Angeles, CA 90012
Re:

Proposed Sidewalk and Transit Amenities Program (“STAP”)

Dear Honorable Councilmembers:
This letter is written on behalf of Outfront Decaux, the existing contractor for the City’s
Coordinated Street Furniture Program, to object to the process that the Bureau of Street Services
(BSS) is undertaking to rush approval of the new Sidewalk and Transit Amenities Program (STAP)
without the requisite and appropriate vetting and analysis. Because the current contract will expire
at midnight on December 31, 2021, it is unlikely that – even with the rushed process – the new
STAP operator will be in place and fully operational by that time. For the reasons set forth below,
we therefore respectfully request that the Public Works Committee exercise its option to extend
the current street furniture contract for one year, as the current contract authorizes.
1. Looming Termination of Essential Public Health Services, Including Trash
Collection and Operation/Maintenance of the Automated Public Toilets.
When the current contract expires, Outfront Decaux will no longer be able to provide any
services to the City: no advertising (resulting in no revenue to the City), no maintenance of bus
shelters, no repair to lighting of bus shelters, no emptying of trash receptacles – nothing. Perhaps
most importantly, the Automated Public Toilets (APTs), which Outfront Decaux has provided at
no cost to the City for the past 18+ years as part of the integrated street furniture program, and
which many of the City’s unhoused rely on for their most fundamental human needs, will no longer
be in operation. While BSS is attempting to quickly find a “fix” for the APT problem and proposes
costly and inferior toilets as a stopgap measure ($2.1 million for a 6-month period), this hasty
gesture is not an effective solution. For one, there is no guarantee that the toilets will, in fact, be
deployed on January 1, 2022; for another, the interim toilets are likely to require many more
millions for the next fiscal year. This “fix” is extremely problematic and morally objectionable,
especially given that BSS has had years to devise a solution to the impending expiration of the
current street furniture contract, including the future of the APTs. BSS’ failure to act in a timely
manner to address the street furniture program, including the APT issue, is certain to result in
immediate and direct harm to those among the City’s most vulnerable populations: the bus-riding
public and the unhoused.
Greenberg Traurig, LLP | Attorneys at Law
One Vanderbilt Avenue | New York, New York 10017 | T +1 212.801.9200 | F +1 212.801.6400

www.gtlaw.com

____________________________________________________________________________________________________
RTC - 346
Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration
Sidewalk and Transit Amenities Program

November 18, 2021
Page 2
2. Inadequate Vetting of New Contract and Proposed Operator.
At this point, with only three weeks left in the current City Council year, there is little
known about the new contract or the proposed operator. To date, there has been no public review
of the proposed operator’s response to the Request for Proposals, no City Administrative Officer
report, no Chief Legislative Analyst report, no staff report, and no review of the proposed
contractor’s qualifications. Given the dramatic difference in costs to the City for the STAP as
compared to the current street furniture contract, a thorough analysis of the financial impacts of
the STAP is critical. Moreover, significant questions about the proposed operator must be
answered, including how the City could award a contract of this size and scope to an operator that
has never managed a remotely comparable program before, contrary to the express terms of the
RFP, which requires bidders to “[p]rovide experience in the development and management of
projects similar in scope and size to the STAP within the past five (5) years.” There is some
evidence of possible post-bid enhancement by the recommended proposer as well, which should
also be scrutinized prior to contract approval.
In addition, our client was directly approached by the recommended contractor (reportedly
at the request of BSS) to discuss the specific proposal terms while the award process was ongoing.
This effort, even if without nefarious intent, contravenes basic precepts of procurement law and
propriety. Allowing the recommended proposer to seek to gain a competitive advantage in its
contract negotiations with the City by conferring with the second ranked proposer about the value
of the existing street furniture is simply wrong and taints the procurement process. Equally
important, this effort to foment collusive conduct reveals that BSS evaluated the first ranked
proposer’s bid without a thorough understanding of its economics.
It is wholly inappropriate for BSS to attempt to hastily push through a contract over the
holidays, just before Council recess, without a comprehensive review by all necessary City staff,
Council offices, Council Committees and the community. Although BSS did perform some
community outreach earlier this year following a Council request, that outreach took place after
the RFP was already issued such that none of the comments or suggestions on the program were
incorporated into the RFP process. During those meetings, staff promised that the process would
be transparent and that the community (including Neighborhood Councils) would have the
opportunity to review the proposals and share their thoughts after the proposals were received.
Aside from 10 days of “demonstration of technologies,” no actual or relevant information has been
shared with the public as of today. Basically, the community has been kept in the dark throughout
the selection process.
3. Usurping Council Authority Over Digital Signage.
As part of the STAP approval, BSS has also proposed an amendment to the Los Angeles
Municipal Code (LAMC) that would authorize an unlimited number and size of additional future
outdoor advertising displays, including digital signage, within the public right-of-way throughout
the City, solely with the approval of the Board of Public Works. Not only was this last-minute
Code amendment proposed without adequate notice (inserted as a “by-the-way” note in the
environmental documentation prepared in connection with the STAP without so much as a copy
of the proposed text), but the amendment marks a radical departure from the current provisions of
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the LAMC, which prohibits all advertising structures in the public right-of-way except transit
shelters approved by the City Council.
Thus, the amendment usurps the Council’s authority over advertising in the public right of
way, including digital signage, in addition to ignoring the 12+ years of Council effort to produce
a fair and equitable sign ordinance, and instead has handed all authority for such signage over to
the Board of Public Works. Given the major impact the proposed amendment would have on
signage in the City, it seems appropriate for the Council to comprehensively analyze, vet, review
and agree upon the proposed amendment, rather than overlook its significance because it has been
surreptitiously and quietly inserted into a street furniture contract.
4. Concerns Under the California Environmental Quality Act.
As a City project, the STAP is required to comply with the California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA). We understand the City received dozens of comment letters on the
environmental documentation by the November 12th deadline, each of which requires City
responses. We further understand the Department of Public Works (DPW) intends to respond to
all the comment letters by next week. Unless most of the comment letters raise identical issues
that do not necessitate an individual response, this tight timeframe does not allow for a rational
and considered response to address important environmental issues, particularly given the
significance of the comments.
For example, one comment noted that the proposed LAMC amendment discussed above
violates an express and explicit prohibition in the City’s General Plan regarding the placement of
advertising within Designated Scenic Highways. We understand a possible response to that
comment is that the prohibition isn’t “really” a prohibition – it’s just a guideline that can be
followed or not, at BSS’ whim. Disregarding an element of the City’s General Plan is a serious
issue that should be directly addressed by the Planning Department – the author of this section of
the General Plan – the Planning Commission, the PLUM Committee and by the City Council
which adopted the General Plan, not by DPW/BSS. CEQA requires the decision makers to analyze
all environmental impacts, including conflicts with the General Plan, which renders the CEQA
document inadequate and legally infirm. We further understand that DPW intends to respond to
the question described above about how the proposed ordinance could allow thousands of digital
signs throughout the City at the Board of Public Works’ discretion, when the City Council has to
date been extremely thoughtful about crafting legislation regarding whether and where to allow
digital signage, by saying that the proposed ordinance is just “clean up legislation” as “digital signs
are allowed everywhere anyway.”
****
In view of these issues, we respectfully request that the City take a breath and pause to
analyze the loss of the no-cost APTs currently provided as part of the street furniture program, the
ramifications of terminating essential public health services without adequate replacement, the
financial impacts of the STAP program, the qualifications of the proposed contractor, the terms of
the proposed contract, the impact of the proposed LAMC amendment and the important
environmental issues associated with STAP. While the City is doing so, we reiterate that the City
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can and should extend the Outfront Decaux contract for one year, as authorized under Section
6.3(b)(iv) of the current contract. 1
Thank you for your attention to this matter. We reserve the right to supplement this
objection once the terms of the proposed award are made public.
Very truly yours,

Edward C. Wallace

cc: Ron Galperin, City Controller ron.galperin@lacity.org
Mary Hodge, Deputy Chief of Staff, Mayor’s Office mary.hodge@lacity.org
Edward Jordan, Esq., City Attorney’s Office ted.jordan@lacity.org
Kevin Keller, Deputy Mayor, Economic Development kevin.keller@lacity.org
Matthew W. Szabo, City Administrative Officer Matt.szabo@lacity.org
Sharon Tso, Chief Legislative Analyst Sharon.tso@lacity.org

“In the event upon expiration or earlier termination of this Agreement, the CITY desires CONTRACTOR to continue
to provide services under this Agreement, the CITY shall grant any such extensions in increments of no less than 12
months.”

1
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Your Community Impact Statement has been successfully submitted to City Council and
Committees.
If you have questions and/or concerns, please contact the Department of Neighborhood
Empowerment at NCSupport@lacity.org.
This is an automated response, please do not reply to this email.
Contact Information
Neighborhood Council: Westside Neighborhood Council
Name: Joseph Roth
Phone Number:
Email: wncseat18@gmail.com
The Board approved this CIS by a vote of: Yea(15) Nay(0) Abstain(1) Ineligible(0) Recusal(0)
Date of NC Board Action: 11/11/2021
Type of NC Board Action: Against
Impact Information
Date: 11/11/2021
Update to a Previous Input: No
Directed To: City Council and Committees
Council File Number: 20-1536
Agenda Date:
Item Number:
Summary: In a regular monthly meeting of the Westside Neighborhood Council, the board voted to
oppose the Council motion because while recognizing and strongly supporting the need for an
expanded transit shelter program, the WNC believes that, given the scope of the proposed project
and the many potential impacts of digital signage on public safety, it is inappropriate to seek
clearance of the program through a Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND). Rather, the Westside
Neighborhood Council recommends that a full Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the program
be done to identify possible negative impacts on public safety and the environment and to determine
if mitigations can address these impacts or whether a project alternative is the best course of action.
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CITY OF LOS ANGELES
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS
BUREAU OF ENGINEERING
1149 S. BROADWAY, LOS ANGELES, CA 90015
CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT
DRAFT MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION
(Article I, City CEQA Guidelines)
LEAD AGENCY AND
ADDRESS:

City of Los Angeles
c/o Bureau of Engineering
1149 S. Broadway, Suite 600
Los Angeles, CA 90015-2213

COUNCIL DISTRICT
ALL

PROJECT TITLE: Sidewalk and Transit Amenities Program (STAP)
PROJECT LOCATION: The Sidewalk and Transit Amenities Program (STAP) is a City-wide
program and would be implemented on sidewalks within the public right-of-way throughout the City
of Los Angeles.
DESCRIPTION: The City is proposing the replacement of the current Coordinated Street
Furniture Program (CSFP) with the Sidewalk and Transit Amenities Program (STAP). The STAP
would be implemented by the Bureau of Street Services (StreetsLA) and would install and upgrade
transit shelters and associated amenities to provide shelter, shade, safety, and comfort to the City's
transit riders, active transportation users, and pedestrians. The program would support public transit
and shared use of the sidewalk; improve access and mobility; improve transit information and public
service delivery; be a self-sustaining program through reinvestment of advertising revenues; and
create a dynamic program that incorporates flexibility and collaboration with other City goals and
programs. These goals would be achieved through efficient delivery of enhanced program elements
and active management by the City. Approximately 3,583 transit shelters/shade structures and
sidewalk amenities would be provided under STAP. Construction of the transit shelters under STAP
would occur over a 3-year time span, from 2022-2024 2023-2025 under the most aggressive
installation schedule but may occur over a longer period of time upwards of 6 years (2022 2023 to
2027 2028). The City plans to contract the commercial partner to provide operations and
maintenance of the transit shelters for 10 years with 2 potential 5-year extensions, in accordance
with the agreements with the City. In addition, the City is proposing changes to Los Angeles
Municipal Code (LAMC) Sections 67.01 and 67.02, which would modify the type of advertising
structures allowed in the public right-of-way, in order to effectuate portions of the STAP program
and potentially authorize the consideration of other projects in the future. These potentially
foreseeable projects are estimated to involve the installation of future advertising displays at
approximately 500 sidewalk locations between 2021 2023 and 2023 2025, or as many as 167 sites
per year (concurrent with the STAP rollout period).
NAME AND ADDRESS OF APPLICANT IF OTHER THAN CITY AGENCY: N/A
FINDING: The City Engineer of the City of Los Angeles has determined the proposed project with
incorporation of mitigation measures will not have a significant effect on the environment. See
attached Initial Study.
SEE THE ATTACHED PAGES FOR ANY MITIGATION MEASURES IMPOSED
Any written comments received during the public review period will be attached, together
with the responses of the lead City agency.
THE INITIAL STUDY PREPARED FOR THIS PROJECT IS ATTACHED
PERSON PREPARING THIS FORM:
Norman Mundy
Environmental Supervisor II

ADDRESS:
1149 S. Broadway, Suite 600
M/S 939
Los Angeles, CA 90015

SIGNATURE (Official):
Maria Martin, Environmental Affairs Officer
Environmental Management Group

TELEPHONE
NUMBER:
(213) 485-5737

DATE:
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SIDEWALK AND TRANSIT AMENITIES PROGRAM
MITIGATION MEASURES
Noise
NOI-1: At project construction sites when noise levels may approach or exceed City
noise criteria, such that if there are noise sensitive receptors closer than 75
feet or when receptors with existing ambient noise levels of 68 dBA and lower
are located within 120 feet of project construction activity, the following noise
abatement measures or combination thereof shall be implemented to reduce
noise levels from construction activities to be below 10 dBA over ambient
levels:
● Construction or use of temporary construction noise barriers, enclosures,
or sound blankets
● Use of low noise, low vibration, low emission-generating construction
equipment (e.g., [quieter] Tier 4 engines), as needed
● Maintenance of mufflers and ancillary noise abatement equipment
● Scheduling high noise-producing activities during periods that are least
sensitive when most people are at work during daytime hours
● Routing construction-related truck traffic away from noise-sensitive areas
● Reducing construction vehicle speeds
If noise complaints due to construction activities should arise, construction
noise monitoring may be needed to document the ambient noise levels and
further analyze the area where the complaint occurred to determine which of
the above recommendations specifically may be needed, if any. This would
be site specific and dependent on the specific construction activity and the
degrees of exceedances. Construction hours may need to be amended when
using the loudest equipment, such as jackhammers. If a hoe ram attachment
for either a backhoe or skid steer is used in place of hand-use jackhammers,
vibration monitoring might be needed during instances of sidewalk removal
where there is an adjoining structure next to the sidewalk which is to be
removed.
Mandatory Findings of Significance
MFS-NOI-1: The contractor shall coordinate the schedules for the removal or
installation of transit shelter improvements and advertising displays within
350 feet of other sidewalk and roadway improvements under construction to
avoid cumulatively affecting the same noise-sensitive receptors.
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1.0

INTRODUCTION

1.1

Purpose of an Initial Study

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) was enacted in 1970 to provide
decision makers and the public with information about environmental effects of
projects, as well as avoidance and minimization measures. The Bureau of Engineering
(BOE) Environmental Management Group (EMG) has determined the proposed
Sidewalk and Transit Amenities Program (STAP or project) is subject to CEQA and
no exemptions apply; therefore, preparation of an Initial Study (IS) is required.
An IS contains a preliminary analysis, which is conducted by the lead agency, in
consultation with other agencies (responsible or trustee agencies, as applicable), to
determine whether there is substantial evidence that a project may have a significant
effect on the environment. If the IS concludes that the project, with mitigation, may
have a significant effect on the environment, an Environmental Impact Report (EIR)
should be prepared; otherwise the lead agency may adopt a Negative Declaration
(ND) or Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND).
This IS has been prepared in accordance with CEQA (Public Resources Code [PRC]
§21000 et seq.), the State CEQA Guidelines (Title 14, California Code of Regulations
[CCR], §15000 et seq.), and the L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide, 2006.

1.2

Document Format

This IS is organized into seven sections and attachments:
● Section 1, Introduction: Provides an overview of the project and the CEQA
environmental documentation process.
● Section 2, Project Description: Provides a description of project background,
project objectives, project location, and project components.
● Section 3, Environmental Effects/Initial Study Checklist: Provides a detailed
discussion of the environmental factors that would be potentially affected by
the project.
● Section 4, Mitigation Measures: Provides the mitigation measures that would
be implemented to ensure that the potentially significant adverse impacts of the
project would be reduced to a less than significant level.
● Section 5, Preparation and Consultation: Provides a list of key personnel
involved in the preparation of this IS and key personnel consulted.
● Section 6, Determination – Recommended Environmental Documentation:
Provides the recommended environmental documentation for the project.
● Section 7, References: Provides a list of reference materials used during
preparation of this IS.
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● Attachments: Technical studies prepared in support of this IS, including the
following:
A - Aesthetics and Visual Impacts Analysis
B - Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Analysis
C - Cultural Resources Study
D - Land Use Consistency Analysis
E - Noise and Vibration Impact Analysis
F - Transportation/Traffic Impact Assessment

1.3

CEQA Process

Based on the findings of the IS and once adoption of an ND (or MND) has been
proposed, a Notice of Intent (NOI) to adopt the ND or MND is circulated and a public
comment period opens for no less than 20 days, or 30 days if there is State agency
involvement. The purpose of this comment period is to provide public agencies and
the general public an opportunity to review the IS and comment on the adequacy of
the analysis and the findings of the lead agency regarding potential environmental
impacts of the project. If a reviewer believes the project may have a significant effect
on the environment, the reviewer should (1) identify the specific effect, (2) explain why
it is believed the effect would occur, and (3) explain why it is believed the effect would
be significant. Facts or expert opinion supported by facts should be provided as the
basis of such comments.
After close of the public review period, the Board of Public Works considers the ND or
MND, together with any comments received during the public review process, and
makes a recommendation to the City Council on whether to approve the project. One
or more Council committees may then review the proposal and documents and make
its own recommendation to the full City Council. The City Council is the decisionmaking body and also considers the adoption of an ND or MND, together with any
comments received during the public review process, in the final decision to approve
or disapprove the project.
During the project approval process, persons and/or agencies may address either the
Board of Public Works or the City Council regarding the project. Public notification of
agenda items for the Board of Public Works, Council committees, and City Council is
posted 72 hours prior to the public meeting or hearing. The Council agenda can be
obtained by visiting the Council and Public Services Division of the Office of the City
Clerk at City Hall, 200 North Spring Street, Suite 395; by calling (213) 978-1073 or
(213) 978-1137, or via the internet at:
https://cityclerk.lacity.org/lacityclerkconnect/index.cfm?fa=c.search&tab=epackets
If the project is approved, the City will file a Notice of Determination (NOD) with the
County Clerk within 5 days. The NOD will be posted by the County Clerk within 24
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hours of receipt. This begins a 30-day statute of limitations on legal challenges to the
approval of the project under CEQA. The ability to challenge the approval in court may
be limited to those persons who objected to the approval of the project and to issues
which were presented to the lead agency by any person, either orally or in writing,
during the public comment period.
As a covered entity under Title II of the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA), the City
of Los Angeles (City) does not discriminate on the basis of disability and, upon
request, will provide reasonable accommodation to ensure equal access to its
programs, services, and activities.
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2.0

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

2.1

Background

The proposed STAP is a Citywide program that would provide, operate, and maintain
transit shelters and associated transit amenities within the public right-of-way (ROW).
The project would be implemented by the City of Los Angeles Bureau of Street
Services (LABSS or StreetsLA). The current Coordinated Street Furniture Program
(CSFP), which provides and maintains the existing transit shelter inventory, will end
in December 2021, and will be replaced by STAP beginning January 1, 2022 in 2023.
A transition period from CSFP to STAP will commence as soon as the new
agreements are executed.
The City proposes STAP as a dynamic program that would add structures,
technologies, and programs that benefit those who use the transit shelters, benches,
kiosks, other street furniture, and related elements. The Los Angeles City Council has
directed that advertising revenue received by the City through the STAP would be
reinvested and used for operation and maintenance costs associated with the program
and other related street improvements. STAP would replace approximately 1,884
existing transit shelters with new transit shelters and provide an estimate of 1,116 to
1,249 new transit shelters and 450 shade structures at bus stops currently absent
such amenities. To expedite delivery of shelter, shade, safety, and comfort, STAP’s
Shelter Revitalization Program would refresh approximately 664 of the existing
shelters and redistribute them during the initial program years based on the rollout
priority established by data and equity-driven criteria on a temporary, interim basis to
provide a more immediate expansion of shade and shelter until such time that 80
percent of the refreshed transit shelters may be replaced by new transit shelters as
part of the STAP rollout process. In total, approximately 3,583 transit shelters and
shade structures are anticipated to be installed as part of STAP.
In addition, the City is proposing changes to Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC)
Sections 67.01 and 67.02, which would modify the type of advertising structures
allowed in the public right-of-way, in order to effectuate portions of the STAP program
and potentially authorize the consideration of other projects in the future.

2.2
2.2.1

Project Location and Setting
Location

The City covers approximately 468.7 square miles and is generally located at the
southwestern section of Los Angeles County. It has a very irregular shape and
consists of 35 separate communities within 7 Department of City Planning project
zones, as shown in Figure 2-1, Project Location. Within the City, the following
communities (either totally or partially) are located within the Coastal Zone:
Brentwood/Pacific Palisades, Venice, Palms/Mar Vista/Del Rey, Winchester/Playa
Del Rey, San Pedro, and Wilmington/Harbor City. Also located within the Coastal
Zone is the Los Angeles Harbor Complex.
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Figure 2-1. Regional Map
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Public transit services in the City are provided by the Los Angeles County Metropolitan
Transportation Authority (Metro), City of Los Angeles Department of Transportation
(LADOT), Southern California Railroad Authority (SCRRA or Metrolink), and bus
services from adjacent cities. Current inventory indicated that there are 1,884 existing
transit shelters throughout the City, which are located at bus stops that are used by
Metro, LADOT DASH and Commuter Express, Culver City, Santa Monica Big Blue
Bus, and other regional and municipal bus operators. An interactive map showing the
existing 1,884 transit shelter locations can be viewed at this link:
https://streetsla.lacity.org/stap-map.

2.2.2

Setting

The City of Los Angeles is subdivided into seven Department of City Planning project
zones: North Valley, South Valley, West Los Angeles, Central Los Angeles, East Los
Angeles, South Los Angeles, and Harbor, each with an Area Planning Commission
that serves to address significant planning and land use issues and review proposed
plans and projects. These project zones contain one or more Council Districts, and
some Council Districts are located in more than one project zone, as shown in Figure
2-2.
2.2.2.1

Project Zones

North Valley
The North Valley project zone is in the northernmost portion of the City and covers
approximately 127 square miles. It includes the following communities: ChatsworthPorter Ranch, Northridge, Granada Hills-Knollwood, Mission Hills-Panorama CityNorth Hills, Sylmar, Arleta-Pacoima, Sun Valley-La Tuna Canyon, and SunlandTujunga-Shadow Hills-Lakeview Terrace-East La Tuna Canyon.
South Valley
The South Valley project zone is south of the North Valley project zone and covers
approximately 98 square miles. It includes the following communities: Canoga ParkWest Hills-Winnetka-Woodland Hills, Reseda-West Van Nuys, Encino-Tarzana, Van
Nuys-North Sherman Oaks, Sherman Oaks-Studio City-Toluca Lake-Cahuenga Pass,
and North Hollywood-Valley Village.
West Los Angeles
The West Los Angeles project zone is in the western portion of the City, below the
South Valley project zone, and covers approximately 90 square miles, portions of
which fall within the California Coastal Zone. This project zone includes the following
communities: Brentwood-Pacific Palisades, Bel Air-Beverly Crest, Westwood, West
Los Angeles, Palms-Mar Vista, Venice, Del Rey, Westchester, Playa Del Rey, and
Los Angeles International Airport.
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Figure 2-2. City of Los Angeles Council Districts
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Central Los Angeles
The Central Los Angeles project zone is in the central portion of the City and covers
approximately 49 square miles. It includes the following communities: Hollywood,
Wilshire, Westlake, Central City, and Central City North.
East Los Angeles
The East Los Angeles project zone is east of the Central Los Angeles project zone
and covers approximately 38 square miles. It includes the following communities:
Silver Lake-Echo Park, Northeast Los Angeles, and Boyle Heights.
South Los Angeles
The South Los Angeles project zone is south of the Central and East Los Angeles
project zones. It covers approximately 44 square miles and includes the following
communities: West Adams-Baldwin Hills-Leimert, South Los Angeles, and Southeast
Los Angeles.
Harbor
The Harbor project zone is in the southernmost portion of the City and covers
approximately 34 square miles, portions of which also fall within the California Coastal
Zone. The Harbor project zone includes the following communities: Harbor-Gateway,
Wilmington-Harbor City, San Pedro, and the Port of Los Angeles.

2.2.3

Infrastructure and Streets

Approximately 21 percent (63,888 acres) of all land in the City is developed as streets,
storm drainage channels, utility facilities, and reservoirs. The street pattern is primarily
characterized by a grid-like linear pattern that crosses through the City. Major
infrastructure includes Chatsworth Reservoir, Sepulveda Basin, Los Angeles
Reservoir, Hansen Dam, and the areas abutting Hansen Dam to the southwest.
The City currently maintains an inventory of 1,884 transit shelters, 197 public amenity
kiosks, 6 vending kiosks, and 14 automated public toilets as part of its CSFP. Table
2-1 provides an inventory of these facilities. At the direction of the Los Angeles City
Council, the CSFP is entirely funded by revenue from advertising panels at most
existing program furniture locations.
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Table 2-1. Coordinated Street Furniture Program Inventory
Structures and Facilities

Number

Transit Shelters with advertising

1,667

Transit Shelters without advertising

123

Rapid Bus Shelters

52

Los Angeles Neighborhood Initiative (LANI) Non-Advertising
Shelters

42

Total Transit Shelters

1,884

Public Amenity Kiosks

197

Vending Kiosks

6

Total Advertising Panels (with 13% for public service programs)
Automatic Public Toilets (APTs) (owned/operated by a private firm)

3,679
1

14

Source: StreetsLA, 2021.

2.3

Project Objectives

The STAP would be implemented by the Department of Public Works (DPW), Bureau
of Street Services (StreetsLA) and would provide shelter, shade, safety, and comfort
to the City's transit riders, active transportation users, and pedestrians. The program
would support public transit and the shared use of the sidewalk; improve transit
information and public service delivery; be a self-sustaining program through the
reinvestment of advertising revenues to improve access and mobility; and create a
dynamic program that incorporates flexibility and collaboration with other City goals
and programs. These goals would be achieved through the efficient delivery of
enhanced program elements and active management by the City.
The primary objectives of the STAP include the following:
● Promote and expand the use of transit, active transportation, and shared
mobility by improving the quality and technological capability of associated
physical program elements, such as transit shelters, kiosks, and other
amenities
● Improve the intrinsic design qualities of street furniture and other public ROW
infrastructure and streetscapes on a citywide basis
● Provide public benefits to help strengthen neighborhoods while facilitating an
economical and physically sustainable project

1

APTs are currently considered an option for inclusion in the new STAP but are not a mandatory
component of the incoming program. The City is considering its options to pursue a separate public
toilet program. Were the City to create a stand-alone public toilet program, the current APT
inventory will be included as part of that program and will not be part of STAP.
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● Foster a public-private collaborative approach to provide expanded and more
equitable public services, regular STAP equipment maintenance, and revenue
to the City using commercial advertising opportunities

2.4

Program Elements

Transit shelters are a mandatory program element. In addition to providing upwards
of 3,583 new transit shelters and shade structures, STAP would also provide
litter/recycling receptacles, digital displays, information kiosks, vending kiosks, urban
panels2, hydration stations, hand sanitizing dispensers, shade structures, and
eLockers (click and collect lockers).

2.4.1

Program Principles

As the successor program to the CSFP, the STAP's highest priority remains the
provision of program elements that contribute to the shelter, shade, safety, and
comfort of transit riders, active transportation users, and pedestrians. It is the City’s
intention that program elements be functional; accessible, including to those with
disabilities; easy to maintain; sustainable; and possessing superior design qualities,
with the ability to be adapted to take advantage of evolving technologies. These
characteristics would reflect the following principles:
● Accessibility: Designs would be compliant with the ADA Standards for
Accessible Design (2010), the City's Proposed Guidelines for Accessible Rightsof-Way (2015), and the U.S. Access Board's Public Right-of-Way Accessibility
Guidelines (PROWAG 2011, as amended). In addition, the requirements of Title
VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 and federal Executive Order 13166, “Improving
Access to Services for Persons with Limited English Proficiency” (2000),
concerning limited English proficiency populations, would be fully considered to
support the City's initiatives to increase access to the services associated with
STAP.
● Sustainability: In support of the City’s Sustainability pLAn (2015) and its
subsequent update, LA’s Green New Deal (2020), the City promotes sustainable
practices in its operations and seeks to accelerate its transition to clean energy
to meet climate goals. STAP program elements are expected to be sufficiently
durable to withstand frequent public use and a range of weather conditions. They
would be made from low-impact, natural, renewable, recyclable, and nontoxic
materials. Other program materials developed for STAP, including most static
advertising (except for plasticized films), would be able to be converted to
biodegradable and/or common recyclable materials. In addition, the design of
new program elements is intended to reduce the current level of maintenance
efforts and costs, thereby having a smaller carbon footprint than the earlier
program. Solar technology would also be considered for incorporation into STAP
2

Urban panels are digital or static displays that are positioned at street level to be viewed by
pedestrians and vehicular traffic.
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elements. When possible, STAP elements are intended to enhance or take
advantage of existing tree canopies that provide natural shade and shelter.
● Smart Technologies: STAP would include the design and installation of street
infrastructure that would introduce smart technologies, such as shelter structures
with charging stations for wireless devices, sensors indicating when maintenance
or service is required and that count pedestrians and vehicles or other
operational conditions, digital displays that can provide public service
information, and free WiFi connectivity to the Internet, among other potential
innovations. In addition, with the rollout and continuing evolution of the program,
it is anticipated that STAP program elements would be capable of incorporating
small-cell towers and network devices to support 5G telecommunications
service. Any physical structures and devices, embedded sensors, fiber-optic
cabling, and networked systems incorporated as part of the STAP deployment
would be coordinated with the City's digital infrastructure inventory as overseen
and managed by the City's Information Technology Agency.

2.4.2

Site Selection

The City anticipates installing upwards of 3,583 transit shelters and shade structures
as the key thrust of STAP, with upwards of 1,116 to 1,249 new transit shelters and
450 shade structures at bus stops currently lacking such amenities. These new shelter
construction and replacements may be implemented over a duration of 3 years (2022
to 20242023 to 2025) under the most aggressive installation scenario but will likely
occur over a longer time period depending on the Capital Expenditure the City
chooses to invest. The most aggressive installation scenario assumes that 26 to 27
new shelters would be installed each week, including relocations of existing furniture.
Under a less aggressive implementation effort, shelter installations may occur over
upwards of 6 years (2022 to 20272023 to 2028), with 13 to 14 new shelters installed
each week, assuming work occurs 46 of 52 weeks each year, excluding holidays and
weather delays.
Under the aggressive installation scenario discussed above, the STAP would install
approximately 3,133 new transit shelters with associated amenities and 450 shade
structures. This total includes installing an estimate of 1,884 new transit shelters in
locations that currently have existing shelters and installing an estimate of 1,116 to
1,249 new transit shelters in locations without existing shelters. Of the new shelters,
approximately 2,333 would have static display panels and 800 would have digital
display panels. Additionally, approximately 664 of the existing transit shelters would
be removed, refurbished and relocated to bus stops that do not currently have shelters
during the initial program year(s), with most expected to be eventually replaced with
new shelters. However, some 20 percent of these 664 relocated shelters (or 133
shelters) may remain at the new locations throughout the STAP rollout process and
would not be replaced with new shelters. This would possibly increase new shelters
to be constructed at approximately 1,249 locations for a total new transit shelter
construction at approximately 3,133 sites.
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The selection of sites for all STAP inventory, including the STAP Shelter Revitalization
Program, would be guided by the goal to provide shelter, shade, safety, and comfort
to the maximum number of transit riders, the users of active transportation, and
pedestrians through a program that is sustained by revenue generated from
advertising on the program elements. The physical placement of functional street
furniture in locations where advertising space can generate the most revenue is of
secondary importance. Through the STAP, the City intends to set a high standard for
the use of public space through the installation of well-designed, functional furniture
and digital displays that transform City streets into welcoming, vital streetscapes.
Transit operators are afforded the ability to establish bus routes and stops according
to their service needs regardless of the types of streets and adjoining land uses. This
poses a challenge for any program supporting bus operations such as STAP since
patron amenities like transit shelters or bus benches may not always be compatible
with the site conditions and locations at which bus stops are established and their
adjoining land uses. Of particular concern are bus stops established on smaller
“neighborhood or local streets” with single-family residential units fronting the street,
and bus stops established on Federal or State designated Scenic Highways. Bus stop
support structures, such as transit shelters, may not be in character with single-family
residential units and the same bus stop support structures are often prohibited on
Federal or State Scenic Highways. These conditions and similar site restrictions,
including the physical space necessary to accommodate a transit shelter installation,
make it difficult to provide supporting bus stop site amenities at all bus stops.
In response to concerns raised by community members during the numerous
community engagement meetings conducted by StreetsLA as a part of the
development of STAP, the above noted challenges of providing transit shelters at all
bus stops, and STAP’s overall goals of providing shade, safety, shelter, and comfort
at bus stops, StreetsLA developed a matrix to guide the placement of STAP furniture
elements based upon Street Classification (in accordance with Department of Public
Works Standard Plan S-470-1) and adjoining land uses as designated by the City’s
Zoning Code. Table 2-2 represents the matrix developed to guide the placement of
STAP furniture elements based upon bus stops established on various Street
Classifications and the adjoining land uses. A summary of Table 2-2 STAP is as
follows:
● No transit shelters/advertising displays would be allowed on Hillside Local or
Hillside Limited Street Classifications regardless of adjoining land use.
● No transit shelters/advertising displays would be allowed on all Street
Classifications where bus stops are established in front of “One-Family
Residential” land uses.
● Limited allowance for transit shelters/advertising displays, except for bus stops
established in front of One Family Residential land uses on all Major Arterial,
Secondary Highway, Collector, Industrial Collector, Industrial Local, Hillside
Collector, One-Way Service Road, Bi-Direction Service Road, Pedestrian
Malls, and City Scenic Highway Street Classifications
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Table 2-2. Transit Shelter Zoning Siting Parameters

Major Arterial (Major Highway)
Boulevard I
136
Boulevard II
110
Secondary Highway
Avenue I
100
Avenue II
86
Avenue III
72
Non-Arterial Streets
Collector
66
Industrial Collector
68
Industrial Local
64
Local Street - Standard
60
Local Street - Limited
50
Hillside Streets
Hillside Collector
50
Hillside Local
44
Hillside Limited
36
Sidewalk and Transit Amenities Program

CR, C1,
C1.5,
C2, C4,
C5, CM

MR1,
M1,
MR2,
M2, M3

Open Space

R2, RD1.5,
RD2, RD3,
RD4, RD5,
RD6, RMP,
RW2, R3,
RAS3, R4,
RAS4, R5

Parking

Manufacturing

RS

Commercial

R1, RU,
RZ2.5,
RZ3,
RZ4,
RW1

One-Family
Residential
(RS Only)

A1,
A2,
RA

RE40,
RE20,
RE15,
RE11,
RE9

Multi-Family
Residential

Corresponding Zones

One-Family
Residential

S/W
Width
(feet)

Residential
Estate

ROW
Width
(feet)

Agriculture

General Zoning/Land-Use

P,
PB

OS,
PF, SL

18
15
15
15
13
13
10
10
12
10
5
4
4
14
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Table 2-2. Transit Shelter Zoning Siting Parameters

Open Space

Parking

Manufacturing

Commercial

Multi-Family
Residential

One-Family
Residential
(RS Only)

One-Family
Residential

S/W
Width
(feet)

Residential
Estate

ROW
Width
(feet)

Agriculture

General Zoning/Land-Use

Other Public Rights-of-Way
One-Way Service Road

2632
3442
N/A

10

Bi-Direction Service Road
10
Pedestrian Malls
N/A
City Scenic Highway
Federal/State Scenic Highway*
Legend
Not Allowed
No shelters/advertising displays allowed in front of properties.**
No shelters/advertising displays allowed next to one-family dwellings; shelters with/without advertising
Limited Allowance
displays may be allowed elsewhere.**
Allowed
Shelters/advertising displays allowed.
Notes:
In all cases, shelters/advertising displays only allowed if site has sufficient space to facilitate installation in compliance with the City’s
Proposed Guidelines for Accessible Rights-of-Way and PROWAG, including frontage or service road islands, bus islands, and
designated bus stop zones within public ROWs.
* Refers to Officially Designated State Scenic Highways
** Shelters with/without advertising displays may be allowed on side yards and reverse frontage (back yards) of one-family dwelling
units facing streets with different classifications (e.g., one-family dwelling unit on a Local Street - Standard with reverse frontage
on an Avenue II).
ROW – right-of-way; S/W – sidewalk; N/A – not applicable
Source: StreetsLA, 2021.
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● Limited allowance for transit shelters at bus stops and for advertising displays
on Federal/State Scenic Highways only where adjoining land uses are
Commercial, Manufacturing, or Parking
● Limited allowance for transit shelters/advertising displays on the side or back
yards of One-Family Residential in cases where bus stops are established on
side or back yard border areas fronting Major Arterial, Secondary Highway,
Collector, Industrial Collector, or Industrial Local Street Classification
Placement of the STAP program elements would be guided by the City's overarching
goals for the program, recommendations of the City Council, and the criteria identified
below, as well as requests from members of the public, private landowners, transit
agencies, and developers. The decision-making for determining site locations,
therefore, is part of an iterative process. Generally, STAP program elements would be
sited according to street designation, zoning, and adjacent land uses, as provided in
Table 2-2. However, the placement of program elements in areas with historic, scenic,
sensitive resource, or other special designations may require special approvals and/or
cooperative agreements.
As shown, proposed transit shelters with or without advertising displays would be
generally confined to the City’s commercial, industrial, parking, and open space areas;
no transit shelters with or without advertising displays would be constructed or
replaced under this program along the frontages of properties on Hillside Limited
Streets, Hillside Local Streets, designated federal and State Scenic Highways. and
the frontages of properties in One-Family Residential zones.
It is the City’s intent to prioritize and designate locations for the installation of transit
shelters to ensure their equitable distribution, while working towards achieving the City
Council's express goal of having a minimum of 75 percent of transit boardings within
each of the 15 Council Districts made from a location with a transit shelter.
Transit shelters rollout process would be guided by a data- and equity-driven priority
criteria developed in partnership with Metro and organizations dedicated to improving
access for people with disabilities and seniors, as well as environmental and transit
advocacy and community-based organizations. Data utilized in prioritization of rollout
locations are as follows:
● High transit ridership
● Exposure to heat (heat data generated by the Trust for Public Land)
● Metro's Equity Focus Communities (based on minority populations, low-income
households, and zero-vehicle households)
● Proximity to trip generators, key destinations, service facilities, and lowfrequency bus routes that indicate long wait times
● Specific site conditions, especially the ability to receive relocated or new STAP
shelters
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Please note that the possible shelter locations for future upgrades shown in the
interactive map on the STAP website are preliminary locations based on the equity
data above, but they would be further refined based on specific site conditions,
especially the ability to receive relocated or new STAP shelters, the level of site
rehabilitation required, and applicable City regulations (e.g., Specific Plans and
overlay districts).
Following the assignment of priority rankings on a citywide basis based on the
combination of the above factors, the ranked bus stops would be reviewed in relation
to City Council District boundaries with the goal of deploying new or upgraded shelters
at the highest ranked locations within each Council District. Once the 75 percent
Council District goal is reached, additional shelter sites would be selected based on
the established criteria indicating the highest rank prioritized locations citywide and
specific requests for transit shelters by City offices, Neighborhood Councils, or
constituents. Other program elements can be placed to serve advertiser demand
when space and inventory allow through a collaborative site selection process. The
City Council may reject proposed locations for placement of STAP program elements
and suggest alternate locations. The ultimate determination of STAP element
locations, however, resides with the Los Angeles Board of Public Works.

2.4.3

Static and Digital Displays

The STAP would install transit shelters with associated static and/or digital displays.
These displays would include public service information, as well as advertising
messages that will generate revenue to implement, operate and maintain STAP
elements. Digital displays can deliver real-time information including transit
information and public service and public safety information. All displays in the STAP
digital network would be integrated into the City's Emergency Response Network,
which would allow digital signs and devices to be used for providing urgent messages
to the public, such as emergency evacuations and Silver and Amber Alerts.
Digital commercial content on STAP elements would not include any motion video or
sound. An exception may be made to allow sound as part of emergency messaging
or to serve the needs of people with disabilities. Limitations would also be placed on
brightness, as discussed in Section 2.4.4.
The number of digital displays would be guided by demand; however, the City
anticipates in the first year of the STAP that up to 770 existing street furniture elements
at 664 transit shelters would be replaced by new street furniture elements. Digital
shelter advertising may be supplemented by urban panel installations at some new
transit shelter locations and other appropriate street locations for viewing by
pedestrians and motorists.
The choice of digital displays and devices in terms of size, location, and functionality
would be made with the needs of transit and active transportation users and
pedestrians and to present real-time bus arrival and departure information, and other
public information. Digital displays are expected to be appropriate to the neighborhood
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setting and to adhere to community standards. Based on commercially available sizes,
it is anticipated that STAP digital elements would range in size as follows:
● Transit Shelters have two 67- to 70-inch-high by 46- to 48-inch-wide digital
displays.
● Placemaking Kiosks are pylon-like structures with displays that may be 12 to
16 feet (192 inches) high and 48 inches wide.
● Interactive Kiosks have two 50- to 55-inch-high screens with variable widths.
● Digital Urban Panels come in two sizes: 67.5 inches high by 38.5 inches wide
or 56 inches high by 38 inches wide.
Figure 2-3 provides examples of digital displays to be installed at transit shelters.
All display units would be compliant with accessibility requirements of the ADA,
PROWAG, and Title VI, as applicable. In specific locations, displays and devices may
have multi-lingual features, audio (i.e., voice annunciation) capabilities, tactile
keypads, and Braille to accommodate persons with disabilities. All digital displays
would be electronically connected and would automatically report their operating
status to the content management system (CMS). This is to allow direct control of the
displays, their functions, and display content; and timely maintenance of all devices to
ensure they remain in working order and automatically report required maintenance,
damage, and needed replacement to StreetsLA's existing Asset Management
Program.
Through a network of digital-ready elements and digital panels, the STAP aims to
accelerate the provision of the following public benefits and services:
● Transit real time information and wayfinding
● Public service and emergency messaging
● Integration of localized advertising (i.e., ability to connect transit users and
pedestrians with local products and merchants), online support, and other
targeted advertising
● Using technological innovations for increased safety and security
● Appropriate messaging in the context of the surrounding environment and
community standards
● Expanded universal access through messaging in multiple languages and
delivery methods, such as audio and tactile messaging systems for visually
impaired persons
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Figure 2-3. Digital Display Samples

Interactive Kiosk

Source: StreetsLA, 2021.

Source: StreetsLA, 2021.

Source: StreetsLA, 2021.

Transit Shelter

Urban Panel
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2.4.4

Regulation of Advertising Displays

The placement of advertising structures in the public right-of-way is addressed in
Sections 67.01 and 67.02 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code. In conjunction with
STAP, the City Council has directed the amendment of the LAMC to modify the type
of advertising structures allowed in the public right-of-way. Currently, LAMC Section
67.02 (along with the Definitions section in LAMC Section 67.01) prohibits the
placement of outdoor advertising structures in the public right-of-way, except as it
applies to transit shelters exempted by the City Council, such as with the existing
CSFP program. The proposed amendment of LAMC Sections 67.01 and 67.02 would
prohibit the placement of advertising structures in the public right-of-way, except as it
applies to programs approved by the Board of Public Works. In addition, the proposed
amendment of LAMC Sections 67.01 and 67,02 would clarify the definition of “outdoor
advertising structure” that it may potentially include electronic displays. The proposed
amendment of LAMC Sections 67.01 and 67.02 would facilitate the implementation of
portions of the STAP program, and may potentially authorize the City’s consideration
of other projects in the future.
Furthermore, advertisements under the STAP shall comply with the City’s advertising
policy. The policy would regulate advertisements placed on the public ROW,
structures, facilities, and rolling stock to ensure subject matter is aligned with the
standards of the community. It covers commercial and promotional advertisements,
governmental advertisements, and public service announcements, but it would not
allow political advertisements (e.g., political parties and election campaigns), public
issues and debates (e.g., economic, political, religious, or social issues), and
prohibited products, services, and activities (e.g., alcohol, tobacco, adult/mature
content, false or misleading materials, unlawful and illegal activities). The contractor
would remove any advertising that StreetsLA determines to be objectionable or
conflicts with the City of Los Angeles’ Advertising Policy. Removal would take place
as soon as possible, but no later than 24 hours from the time of notification to the
contractor.
The City would be establishing a digital (i.e., changeable electronic) display policy and
related code adjustments to support the STAP. The policy would include parameters
for controlling panel brightness relative to ambient light levels, flip rates/rate of
turnover in signage, and static (motion-free) and silent displays to avoid driver
distractions. Related to the forthcoming digital display policy, the City would also be
developing parameters to guide the placement and siting of digital display panels to
provide protections that would maintain the existing character of single-family
neighborhoods and adherence to community aesthetics. Specifically:
● STAP would follow the Out of Home Advertising industry standard for
illumination levels, which require digital displays to not exceed 4.0 lux (0.37 foot
candle) over ambient light levels.
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● STAP elements would follow established standards based on light levels
measured an average of 12 feet from the display, and brightness would be
automatically controlled according to the time of day and weather conditions.
● The flip time on STAP digital screens should be no more frequent than every
10 seconds, allowing for a maximum of six ads/messages over a 60-second
cycle.3

2.4.5

Shelter Revitalization Program

To expedite delivery of shelter, shade, safety, and comfort, STAP’s Shelter
Revitalization Program would refresh approximately 664 of the existing shelters and
redistribute them during the initial program years based on the rollout priority
established by data and equity-driven criteria on a temporary, interim basis to provide
a more immediate expansion of shade and shelter until such time the refreshed transit
shelters may be replaced by new transit shelters as part of the STAP rollout process.
It is possible that some of the 664 shelters that are refreshed and moved to a different
location would remain at the new location throughout the STAP rollout process and
not be replaced with new shelters. Some reasons why refreshed shelters might be
allowed to remain at a new location would be because they better align with local
community aesthetics, contain location specific artwork desired by the local
community, or enable STAP to provide shade, shelter, safety and comfort at locations
that provide a public benefit but otherwise do not fully align with the data and equity
driven priorities referenced in Section 2.4.2 that guide the placement of new STAP
program elements. These shelters would not be included in the STAP goal of 3,000
new shelters; they would instead remain in place to provide shelter at the new location.
StreetsLA estimates that up to 20% of the refreshed shelters (133 refreshed shelters)
might end up being in this category.
Some of the refreshed and relocated shelters would include the static displays from
the original location, which may be used to display advertising. However, these
relocated shelters do not themselves produce a net increase in the number of new
transit shelters City-wide.
Some of the shelters may be modified with public art and local information. Public art
and information programs would be coordinated with the communities where the
rehabilitated elements are to be installed. The engagement of these neighborhoods
would include meaningful outreach to community organizations, schools, social

3

While billboards commonly feature 6- to 8-second reads because the content is read by a motorist
traveling at higher rates of speed upwards of 60 miles per hour (mph) (allowing for only a maximum
7-second read), the flip rates may be commensurately slower for street furniture. With street furniture,
pedestrians and those awaiting buses are walking, so the flip rate can and should be slower.
Motorists who may view STAP displays are traveling on arterials at an average speed of 30 to 35
mph, which is approximately half the velocity of highway speeds.
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service providers, and other stakeholders to ensure the revitalized elements reflect
neighborhood characteristics.

2.4.6

Other Elements

Other STAP street furniture elements considered as optional at this time include shade
structures, docks and/or corrals for scooters or bicycles, bollards, pillars, public art,
electric vehicle charging stations, hydration stations, handwashing stations or hand
sanitizer dispensers, cooling stations, traffic barriers, 5G, and public Wi-Fi. No set
numbers for these additional, optional street furniture components have been
established or their size or configuration determined, and there is no certainty that all
of them will be part of the STAP during the initial rollout of the program.
It is anticipated that additional site work would be required at many of the existing
transit shelter sites that would be receiving shelters and most of the new transit shelter
sites to ensure compliance with ADA and PROWAG accessibility requirements.

2.5

Project Implementation Features

Site construction and deployment of the transit shelters under STAP are anticipated
to occur over a 3- to upwards of a 6-year time span, from 2023 to 2025 or 20282022
to 2024 or 2027, depending on the negotiated terms of the final contract. It is
anticipated that during the initial program years, approximately 664 existing transit
shelters would be upgraded, with a similar number of transit shelters refurbished and
reinstalled at new locations. STAP would provide upwards of 1,116 to 1,249 new
transit shelters at bus stops currently absent such amenities, in addition to the existing
1,884 shelters that would be replaced as part of the STAP rollout process. Any existing
furniture not reused/reinstalled would be disposed of or salvaged for recycled content.
Approximately 450 shade structures may be placed at bus stops where it is not
practical to install a transit shelter. At the end of the deployment period, the City would
have upwards of 3,000 new transit shelters augmented by approximately 450 shade
structures at bus stops without shelters. As many as approximately 200 to 300 urban
panels, 150 placemaking kiosks, and other optional program elements may also be
installed in parallel with the transit shelters during the latter half of the rollout process
and beyond.
Maintenance and operation of all transit shelters, existing and new, would be the
responsibility of the contractor for 10 years with two potential 5-year extensions, in
accordance with the agreements with the City. In summary, program implementation
would include the following activities:
● Dismantling and removing existing transit shelters and amenities
● Refreshing several existing shelters and construction of new transit shelters
● Maintaining the revitalized and new transit shelters
● Installing urban panels and placemaking kiosks at or within the vicinity of the
transit shelters
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● Installing other optional program elements at or within the vicinity of the transit
shelters
This section provides an overview of various elements to be performed to implement
the STAP.

2.5.1

Construction Equipment

Construction equipment associated with implementation of the project under all
scenarios would typically include power tools (e.g., concrete cutting saws, circular
saws, drills, impact drivers), electric, compressed air or hydraulic jack hammer, a skid
steer loader, backhoe, 5- to 10-cubic yard dump truck, flat-bed trailer, boom truck, and
hand tools. This equipment would be in use from 2 to 8 hours per day.

2.5.2

Construction Crew

It is estimated that a crew of three to seven construction workers would be needed for
each of the major actions of either physically dismantling an existing transit shelter or
installing a refurbished or new shelter.

2.5.3

Hours of Construction

Work would generally occur from 7:00 a.m. to 4:00 p.m., Monday through Friday
(8 hours per day). On occasion, work may take place on a Saturday between 8:00
a.m. and 5:00 p.m. In select locations, work hours may be reduced to accommodate
rush-hour restrictions. It is anticipated that no construction would occur on Sundays
or holidays. (See General Conditions 00210 and Los Angeles Municipal Code Section
41.40.)

2.5.4

Site Access, Traffic Circulation, and Parking

All STAP elements would be installed to ultimately provide a clear path of travel with
a minimum 5-foot width to allow pedestrian circulation. Placement of new STAP
elements would maintain minimum distance requirements from bus stops, rail station
entrances, building/property ingress/egress points, fire hydrants, stand pipes, building
fire safety equipment, below-ground utilities and related structures, power outlets,
utility/street light/traffic signal poles, utility cabinets/above-ground facilities, signs/sign
posts, street trees and tree wells, landscaped planters and/or parkways, driveways,
access ramps, and other permitted street improvements.
Sidewalk, curb, and lane closure is expected to last for approximately 2 hours per
transit shelter removal site. For purposes of installing transit shelters, it is expected
that intermittent closure of a sidewalk, curb, and/or traffic lane would occur over a 2.5day period, with 1 day projected to get the shelter site prepared and 1.5 days to
physically install and make the shelter operational. No curb-lane closure(s) would
generally be allowed during peak traffic periods (i.e., the hours of 6:00 a.m. to 9:00
a.m. and 4:00 to 7:00 p.m.); occasional exemptions to peak traffic hour restrictions
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may be sought on a case-by-case basis to accommodate installation schedules. Bus
stop operations may temporarily be relocated to the opposite side of a typical
intersection, next nearest stop, or suspended during activities to either dismantle or
install a shelter. No parking is anticipated to be affected by any STAP work.

2.5.5

Landscaping and Lighting

Where possible, STAP elements are intended to enhance or take advantage of tree
canopies that provide natural shade and shelter. No trees are proposed to be removed
with implementation of the STAP program elements under most instances. However,
there may be situations where tree root pruning that is required to make sidewalk
repairs necessary to achieve ADA compliance may destabilize an existing street tree
beyond a reasonable level of liability and, thus, may likely require the removal of such
tree to minimize public safety risks and to bring liability levels down to an acceptable
level. When the installation of a transit shelter brings with it the possibility that a street
tree may have to be removed, the contractor would have to comply with existing City
regulations, including the need for a street tree removal permit from the Board of
Public Works; public notification of the proposed removal of three or more street trees;
a Board of Public Works public hearing for consideration of removal of three or more
street trees at a specific address; and provision of replacement trees on a 2:1 basis
with 24-inch box size tree stock to be watered for a minimum 3-year period.
As part of the Green New Deal, StreetsLA began to add cooling features, trees, and
more shade at bus stops in October 2019. A coordinated effort between the STAP
and other City efforts to achieve LA’s Green New Deal goals would be undertaken.
The project would comply with pertinent City's ordinances related to lighting. All transit
shelters would come equipped with evening-hour security lighting to illuminate
passenger waiting areas beneath the shade structures/canopies. Shelter roofs may
be equipped with solar panels or green roofs in limited quantities depending on need
and/or appropriateness. Other optional shelter features may include free Wi-Fi,
charging ports or stations, and possibly cooling systems.
As discussed above, motion on digital screens would not be allowed, and limitations
would be placed on their brightness. Digital elements would have ENERGY STAR
ratings for efficiency with light-emitting diode (LED) screens. These devices would
automatically control their brightness in response to the time of day and sunlight. All
elements of STAP would also be controlled through a CMS, which would automatically
adjust the brightness of specific devices by location to match the allowable increase
over ambient light levels (i.e., not to exceed 4.0 lux).

2.5.6

Utilities/Utility Coordination

Subsurface utility work associated with the installation of new STAP elements would
primarily be coordinated with the City's Department of Water and Power and the
Bureau of Street Lighting to provide electrical power and water services that may be
necessary for STAP program elements. STAP installation efforts would also be
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coordinated with any other utilities or subgrade infrastructure that may be located in
the City's ROW. Certain water and power system connections may be necessary
within roadway and sidewalk areas to accommodate new project components, such
as shelter lighting, digital displays, and hydration stations.
No new utility boxes or power line relocations are required for the removal of existing
transit shelters. It is anticipated that any existing shelter to be replaced with a new
shelter would utilize the existing electrical service. New electrical service would be
required for the new shelter locations. However, it is anticipated that existing electrical
circuits and water service lines would be used; therefore, no utility line upgrades are
anticipated.

2.5.7

Code Compliance

STAP program elements would comply with all applicable Structural, Seismic,
Plumbing, and Electrical Codes, and other specific City-adopted policies and
standards applicable to work on public ROWs. This includes compliance with DPW
Standard Specifications, Standard Specifications for Public Works Construction, City
amendments to the Standard Specifications for Public Works Construction (Brown
Book), and various Standard Plans.
Project Design Features (PDF), generally consisting of regulatory compliance
measures and standard construction conditions and procedures, are incorporated into
the project and would be implemented as applicable. These PDFs would ensure that
potential impacts would remain less than significant, as discussed in the
environmental resource analysis in Section 3.0.

2.5.8

Operation and Maintenance

Maintenance of all STAP elements would be performed in accordance with
performance-based contract maintenance standards that take into account historical
data, including public comments and complaints received by the City's 311 Center,
STAP web forms, crowd-sourced information, and data collected by StreetsLA's Asset
Management Program.
The maintenance of program elements would include cleaning, removing graffiti and
stickers, and removing litter in, on, and around each element. All transit shelter and
associated street furniture amenities and digital devices would be maintained and kept
in good working order by the removal of dust, grime, dirt, stickers, tags, and etchings.
The digital technologies would possess a self-reporting feedback loop to alert the
StreetsLA's Asset Management System of the need for repair, refurbishment,
reconditioning, or replacement, and periodic onsite visual inspections by City staff
would be used in tandem to ensure all STAP elements are properly maintained.

Sidewalk and Transit Amenities Program

25

October 2021
MND - 35

INITIAL STUDY
BUREAU OF ENGINEERING – BUREAU OF STREET SERVICES

2.6

Construction and Implementation Scenarios

The three scenarios described below are developed for illustrative purposes to
represent the most frequent STAP activities and include dismantling, removal, and
relocation of existing transit shelters (Scenario 1) and placement of new shelters at
new locations/bus stops that currently do not have transit shelters (Scenario 2). An
additional scenario (Scenario 3) was developed for a programmatic analysis of
program elements that relate to operation and maintenance activities of transit
shelters and associated sidewalk furniture and amenities. These scenarios are
representative of various configurations, depending on the conditions of each site. All
components described below would not occur at each project location.

2.6.1

Shelter Dismantling and Removal

Under the STAP, the existing (1,884) transit shelters are slated to be dismantled and
removed from their current locations over a 3- to 6-year time horizon beginning in
20222023. Of these, approximately 664 shelters are expected to be refurbished and
redistributed during the initial program year to provide a more immediate expansion
of shade and shelter at bus stops currently absent such amenities until such time that
80 percent the refreshed transit shelters may be replaced by new transit shelters as
part of the STAP rollout process. The remaining 20 percent of the refreshed and
relocated transit shelters would not be replaced.
Any combination of the following activities would be required for this construction
scenario:
● Dismantling and removing existing transit shelters, kiosks, and associated
amenities
● Temporarily or permanently disconnecting and properly capping utility services
to existing transit shelters, kiosks, and associated amenities for safety and
future access where needed
● Transporting shelter components to a relocation/assembly site, recycling
center and/or appropriate disposal facility
● Refurbishing shelters and other street furniture removed from existing shelter
sites
● Preparing the site, including removal of existing sidewalks, foundations, and reestablishment of utility connections as needed
The dimensions of most existing transit shelter structures are approximately 5 feet by
13 feet and up to 9 feet in height, with an attached or detached bench and litter
receptacle(s) and with placemaking kiosks up to 16 feet tall. For impact analysis
purposes, it is estimated that approximately 10 square feet of the existing shelter area
would be disturbed with the maximum of 0.5-foot excavation depth required. The
excavation volume of soil and debris of approximately 5 cubic feet would be removed
for disposal at the local landfill. The shelter's electrical components would be disposed
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of separately. Any steel or aluminum shelter components would be salvaged and
recycled.
As stated above, it is estimated that the average time to take down and transport an
existing shelter would range between 2 and 3 hours, with one of these hours reserved
per day for traffic lane management. A crew of three to five staff would be needed at
each dismantling operation. Intermittent lane closure or curb restrictions would be
required. No streets would be completely closed to vehicular traffic during the transit
shelter dismantling process, but traffic flag persons and/or devices may need to be in
place during the dismantling period to protect vehicles, bicycles, and pedestrians if
adequate width for deployment of the equipment is not otherwise available. Bus stops
would need to be temporarily relocated or suspended. No parking impacts are
anticipated.

2.6.2

Shelter Construction and Installation

A total of 1,116 to 1,249 new transit shelters would be constructed at designated
locations, at existing bus stops without transit shelters, and the existing 1,884 transit
shelters would be replaced. The dimension of each new structure would be
approximately 5 feet wide, 14 to 20 feet long, and up to 9 feet tall, with placemaking
kiosks at 16 feet. It would be equipped with seating, illumination for security and safety,
and provide a separate stand-alone litter/recyclable receptacle.
Construction and installation of each new transit shelter would include any
combination of the following activities:
● Installing refurbished and renewed transit shelter or a new transit shelter at a
bus stop that previously had a shelter or amenities
● Installing refurbished and renewed transit shelter or a new transit shelter at a
location that did not previously have a shelter or amenities
● The following program elements may be provided in the area adjacent to the
shelter canopy:
o Litter/recycling receptacles, digital displays, interactive information kiosks,
vending kiosks, urban panels, placemaking kiosks, and eLockers
● Any of the following elements may also be incorporated within or in the vicinity
of transit shelters:
o Shade structures; docks and/or corrals for scooters or bicycles; bollards;
pillars; traffic barriers; electric vehicle charging stations4; hydration stations;
handwashing stations or hand sanitizer dispensers; cooling stations; public
Wi-Fi and Broadband 5G; charging ports or stations; public art and features
that reflect local and/or architectural history

4

Electric vehicle charging stations would be incompatible with bus stop zones where no parking is
allowed; but it may be a program feature provided away from/outside of bus stop zones.
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● Sidewalk reconstruction related to the installation of new or replacement transit
shelters5, including fixing broken concrete, cracks, and making required
accessibility improvements such as cross-slope work for ADA compliance
● Minor utility work, such as underground or overhead utility connections, may
be required
Each of the new and updated shelters would be equipped with a canopy, a bench,
and a litter receptacle, with the size of the canopy varied. The City intends to
incorporate various amenities as part of STAP to take advantage of expanding
innovations in transit and smart technology, including customized automated digitized
advertising panels, some of which may be interactive with the capability of providing
wayfinding, real-time bus arrival, and other public information. Media panels,
approximately 4.5 feet by 2 feet wide and 8 feet tall, would each have two display
panels containing a combination of digital graphics and/or static printed commercial
advertising, wayfinding, bus arrival, or other public services message content that may
either be incorporated into the transit shelter or installed as separate, stand-alone
structures. Newsstand vending kiosks, public amenity and placemaking kiosks, and
urban panels may be included as part of the project. Installation of transit shelters and
associated amenities may require sidewalk reconstruction.
For impact analysis purposes, it is estimated that the installation of each transit shelter
would disturb an area of approximately 105 to 128 square feet (i.e., 7 to 8 feet by 15
to 16 feet); the excavation volume of soil and debris would range from a minimum 25
cubic feet to a maximum 220 cubic feet, depending on the shelter model and
foundation; the maximum depth of excavation would be 3 feet. Construction would
require temporary closure of the public sidewalk and temporary use of the public street
in front of the bus stop/transit shelter site for up to 8 hours during each of the 2 to 3
days of construction because installation of transit shelters and associated amenities
may require sidewalk reconstruction. A crew of three to seven workers would be
needed to complete the work at each shelter site per day.
Intermittent lane closure or curb restrictions would be required over the approximately
2.5 days required to install shelters. No streets would be completely closed to
vehicular traffic during the transit stop/shelter installation process, but traffic flag
persons and/or devices may need to be in place during the installation period to protect
vehicles, bicycles, and pedestrians if adequate width for deployment of the equipment
is not otherwise available. All construction vehicles would be removed daily from the

5

The STAP would not be making comprehensive sidewalk repairs throughout a bus stop zone. ADArelated sidewalk reconstruction, in particular, would be limited to the area immediately beneath the
transit shelter, transition areas needed to access the ADA-compliant area beneath a transit shelter,
and an ADA-compliant Pedestrian Access Route (PAR) from the waiting area beneath a transit
shelter to the ADA-compliant 5-foot by 8-foot boarding/alighting area adjacent to the bus stop sign
post. Sidewalk panels disturbed by transit shelter installations would likely be repaired or replaced,
but the scope of additional sidewalk repairs beyond that would be reviewed and determined on a
case-by-case basis depending on the ability of the City to cover the costs of such work.
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construction site location. Bus stops would need to be temporarily relocated or
suspended. No permanent parking impacts are anticipated.

2.6.3

Shelter Operations and Maintenance

Maintenance of all program transit shelters and other amenities would be performed
by the contractor on an ongoing basis over the 10-year period, with two optional 5year extensions. The maintenance and operations activities would include any
combination of the following:
● Cleaning of shelters, associated program elements, and sidewalk areas on a
regularly scheduled (minimally twice per week) and emergency basis, including
use of power-washing equipment
● Removal or abatement of graffiti and/or stickers
● Abatement of etching to the highest degree possible
● Litter and recyclable collection and disposal
● Shelter repair work, including fixing broken ad panels, inoperable lights, shelter
structures, benches, litter receptacles, and other program elements
● Minor utility repair, such as replacing light elements, fuses, and utility box
repairs
● Periodic repainting or recoating of transit shelters and their related components
A typical maintenance schedule is presented in Table 2-3.
Table 2-3. Typical Maintenance Schedule
Type of
Maintenance

% of Total
Inventory per
Frequency

Description

Frequency

Preventive

Replacement of worn structural
elements; original equipment
manufacturer (OEM)recommended maintenance of
digital displays

Monthly or as
needed

15%

Regular

Removal of graffiti, stickers,
etchings, and tags;
replacement of broken
structural elements; cleaning of
digital displays; removal of litter
and debris

Minimally
2 times per week

100%

Hot Spots

All preventive and regular

Minimum of
3 times per week

Based on need
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Table 2-3. Typical Maintenance Schedule
Type of
Maintenance
Deep
Cleaning

Emergency

Description

Frequency

% of Total
Inventory per
Frequency

Power washing to pads and
program elements; painting or
repairs to structural damage;
removal and refurbishment of
program elements

Rotating schedule:
quarterly for power
washing; additional
power washing at
specific locations as
needed
biannually or as
needed for painting
and all other repairs

Power washing:
100%

Replacement of broken glass;
damaged structures, broken
digital displays; safely secure
and/or restrict access to
furniture that cannot be
repaired immediately to
minimize liability concerns

Upon notification
and no later than
24 hours after
notification

100%

Painting & all
other repairs:
50%

Source: StreetsLA, 2021.

2.7

Other Potentially Foreseeable Projects Arising from
Amendments to LAMC 67.01 and 67.02

As mentioned in Section 2.4.4, the City intends to amend LAMC Sections 67.01 and
67.02 to effectuate certain elements of STAP. CEQA (Public Resources Code Section
21065) requires the analysis of direct and indirect physical impacts from a project.
While the direct physical impacts of the amendments to LAMC Sections 67.01 and
67.02 are evaluated as part of the proposed STAP, some indirect physical impacts
could occur from other related projects the City may undertake as a result of the LAMC
Sections 67.01 and 67.02 amendment.
While CEQA does not require the lead agency to speculate on the potential impact of
a project, it does generally require a lead agency to evaluate the potential impacts of
future development under a new regulatory regime if there is substantial evidence in
the record that such future development is reasonably foreseeable. Based on the
available knowledge and reasonable investigation, the City conservatively estimates
that these potential future projects, as listed below in Table 2-4 , may occur in the
future. However, any such approval in the future, if approved at all, will be subject to
all applicable laws, including future CEQA analysis and all other City code and
permitting requirements.
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Table 2-4. Potentially Foreseeable Projects
Program/Project

Description

Estimated Number of
Advertising Displays

Los Angeles
Tourism and
Convention Board
(LATCB)
Information Kiosks

LATCB is developing a network of
interactive visitor information kiosks in
areas near the Los Angeles Convention
Center and other tourist locations. It is
anticipated that these information kiosks
will include digital advertising displays.
Associated display panels would be
similar or smaller in size than those
contemplated for STAP.

400 information kiosks
from 2021-2023 or 135
kiosks per year

LADOT Mobility
Hubs

Mobility Hubs are installed at locations
with transit connections and contain
amenities to facilitate multi-modal
transportation. These amenities may
include bicycle connection amenities,
vehicle connection amenities, bus
infrastructure amenities, information and
signage, and support services. While not
presently expected, an advertising
component may be included with the
information and signage in the future. A
proposed pilot program would install 10
mobility hubs in Downtown LA and
Hollywood.

10 new mobility hubs
from 2021-2023 or 3
hubs per year

Metro Bikeshare

Metro Bikeshare stations provide access
to bicycles which can be rented, used for
transportation, and then returned to a
bikeshare station. Metro plans to utilize an
advertising component as a part of its
signage at all bikeshare stations. There
are currently 204 active stations in
downtown Los Angeles, North Hollywood
and the Westside and 24 new stations are
planned.

24 new stations from
2021-2022 or 12 stations
per year

LADOT Blue LA
Electric Vehicle
Charging Stations

Blue LA is an electric car sharing service
with kiosks presently installed at 40 onstreet self-service stations that also allow
for electric vehicle charging. LADOT is
contemplating replacing older Blue LA
stations with newer stations containing
advertising media panels.

60 new stations from
2021-2023 or 20 stations
per year

Bureau of Street
Lighting Advertising
on Street Lighting
Assets

The Bureau of Street Lighting is presently
not pursuing advertising components
attached to its street light poles in
conjunction with other service related
technologies but may do so in the future.

Unknown
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Based on these potentially foreseeable projects, it is estimated that future advertising
displays would be installed at approximately 500 sidewalk locations between 2023
and 20252022 and 2024, or as many as 167 sites per year (concurrent with the STAP
rollout period). For impact analysis purposes, these foreseeable advertising displays
are considered in the impact analysis of the proposed project using the same
construction assumption as is being used for the transit shelter installation.

2.8

Agency Approvals and Permits

Anticipated permits required to implement the STAP are listed in Table 2-5. All
required permits and approvals from the appropriate City agency or department would
be obtained before any actions concerning the removal, rehabilitation, relocation, and
installation of STAP elements are implemented. Placement of program elements in
locations within jurisdiction of the California Coastal Commission or on State
Highways controlled by the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) would
be obtained by the City's contractor for STAP on behalf of the City.
Table 2-5. Anticipated Permits and Approvals
Agency

Permit/Approval

Issue

Local
City of Los
Angeles,
City Council

CEQA document,
approval of STAP
contract, and
adoption of
amendments to
LAMC 67.01 and
67.02

Adoption of MND and other required CEQA
findings, approval of STAP agreement with
contractor, and adoption of amendments to
LAMC 67.01 and 67.02.

City of Los
Angeles, Board of
Public Works and
City Council

List of transit shelter
sites for new or
upgraded program
furniture

Approval of list of new or upgraded program
furniture sites for the following year and
blanket permit for implementing the
program

City of Los
Angeles, DPW,
BOE

Engineering,
Fabrication, and
Installation Plan,
specifications, and
details adoption as
“Standard Plans”

City’s contractor to go through and pay for
the BOE “B-Permit” process to facilitate
review and approval of plans,
specifications, and details of STAP furniture
to guide all program installations for quality
assurance (QA)/quality control (QC)
purposes and public safety

California Coastal
Commission

State Coastal
Development Permit
or other approval

City's contractor is responsible for obtaining
any required coastal permit for project
activities in the coastal zone.

Caltrans

Encroachment Permit
or other approvals

City's contractor is responsible for obtaining
any required permits or approvals for any
work on the State Highway System

State

Sidewalk and Transit Amenities Program

32

October 2021
MND - 42

INITIAL STUDY
BUREAU OF ENGINEERING – BUREAU OF STREET SERVICES

2.9

Future CEQA Review

The STAP program elements discussed above and that would be constructed and
operated under the program have been subject to environmental analysis in this Initial
Study and would utilize this environmental document as part of its environmental
clearance, in accordance with CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines.
Should the STAP be expanded to increase the number of new and upgraded transit
shelters or other program changes, additional environmental review may be
necessary, in accordance with CEQA. This may take the form of an Addendum or
Subsequent MND that analyzes the impacts of the revised or added program elements
and determines if new or more severe environmental impacts would occur.
Alternatively, a separate and independent environmental document may be prepared
by the City, as appropriate.
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3.0

ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS/INITIAL STUDY CHECKLIST

This section documents the screening process used to identify and focus on
environmental impacts that could result from the proposed STAP and future projects
that may be allowed under the proposed changes to the Los Angeles Municipal Code
(LAMC) (collectively, the project). The IS Checklist below closely follows the form
prepared by the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research and was used in
conjunction with the City’s 2006 CEQA Thresholds Guide and other sources to screen
and focus upon potential environmental impacts resulting from the project. Impacts
are separated into the following categories:
● No impact. This category applies when the project would not create an impact
in the specific environmental issue area. A “No Impact” finding does not require
an explanation when the finding is adequately supported by the cited
information sources (e.g., exposure to a tsunami is clearly not a risk for projects
not near the coast). A finding of “No Impact” is explained where the finding is
based on project-specific factors, as well as general standards (e.g., the project
will not expose sensitive receptors to pollutants, based on a project-specific
screening analysis).
● Less than significant impact. This category is identified when the project
would result in impacts below the threshold of significance and would therefore
have less than significant impacts.
● Less than significant impact with Mitigation incorporated. This category
applies where the incorporation of mitigation measures would reduce a
“Potentially Significant Impact” to a “Less Than Significant Impact.” The
mitigation measures are described briefly along with a brief explanation of how
they would reduce the effect to a less than significant level. Mitigation measures
from earlier analyses may be incorporated by reference.
● Potentially significant impact. This category is applicable if there is
substantial evidence that a significant adverse effect might occur, and no
feasible mitigation measures could be identified to reduce impacts to a less
than significant level. If there are one or more “Potentially Significant Impact”
entries when the determination is made, an EIR is required. There are no such
impacts for the project.
Sources of information that adequately support these findings are referenced following
each question. All sources referenced are available for review at the offices of the
BOE, 1149 South Broadway Suite 600, Los Angeles, California 90015. Please contact
Norman Mundy at norman.mundy@lacity.org for an appointment.
The analysis in this document assumes that, unless otherwise stated, the project
would be designed, constructed, and operated following all applicable laws,
regulations, ordinances, and formally adopted City regulations and standards,
including but not limited to:
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● City of Los Angeles, City Council. Municipal Code. [LAMC] Available online at
https://codelibrary.amlegal.com/codes/los_angeles/latest/overview
● City of Los Angeles, Department of Public Works, Bureau of Engineering.
Standard
Plans.
[Standard
Plans]
Available
online
at
https://eng2.lacity.org/techdocs/stdplans/index.htm
● American Public Works Association. Standard Specifications for Public Works
Construction. [Green Book]
● American Public Works Association. Work Area Traffic Control Handbook.
[WATCH]
● City of Los Angeles, Department of Public Works, Bureau of Engineering. City’s
Additions and Amendments to the Green Book. [Brown Book] Available online
at https://eng2.lacity.org/brownbook/frame.cfm
● City of Los Angeles, Department of Public Works, Bureau of Engineering. Part
M,
Construction.
[Construction
Manual]
Available
online
at
https://eng2.lacity.org/techdocs/cons-man/
Compliance with applicable federal, State, regional and City regulatory compliance
measures and standard construction conditions is expected as a matter of course and
are incorporated into the project as Project Design Features (PDF).
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3.1

Aesthetics
Less Than
Potentially
Significant Less Than
Significant
With
Significant
Impact
Mitigation

No
Impact

Except as provided in Public
Resources Code Section 21099,
would the project:
a) Have a substantial adverse effect
on a scenic vista?

☐

☐

☒

☐

b) In non-urbanized areas,
substantially damage scenic
resources, including, but not limited to,
trees, rock outcroppings, and historic
buildings within a state scenic
highway?

☐

☐

☒

☐

c) Substantially degrade the existing
visual character or quality of public
views of the site and its surroundings?
(Public views are those that are
experienced from publicly accessible
vantage point). If the project is in an
urbanized area, would the project
conflict with applicable zoning and
other regulations governing scenic
quality?

☐

☐

☒

☐

d) Create a new source of substantial
light or glare that would adversely
affect day or nighttime views in the
area?

☐

☐

☒

☐

An Aesthetics and Visual Impacts Analysis was prepared for the project and is
provided in Attachment A. The findings of the study are summarized below.

3.1.1

Regulatory Setting

This section describes existing laws and regulations related to visual quality and
aesthetics that are applicable to the project.
3.1.1.1

Federal

National Scenic Byways Program
The National Scenic Byways Program is implemented by the U.S. Department of
Transportation, Federal Highway Administration (FHWA). The program was
established to recognize, preserve, and enhance selected roads throughout the
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United States. It designates roads with one or more archaeological, cultural, historic,
natural, recreational, and scenic qualities as All-American Roads or National Scenic
Byways. The Arroyo Seco Historic Parkway (State Route [SR] 110) from the SR101/SR-110 interchange in Downtown Los Angeles to Colorado Boulevard in Old
Town Pasadena is a Designated Scenic Byway under this program.
Visual Impact Assessment for Highway Projects
Federal visual assessment methodologies are established by FHWA’s publication
entitled Visual Impact Assessment for Highway Projects (FHWA, 1981). The
publication was updated in 2015, however this version has not been adopted by
Caltrans for CEQA analysis, so the 1981 methodology still applies within State
highways. This methodology divides the views into landscape or character units that
have distinct, but not necessarily homogenous, visual character. Typical views, called
key viewpoints, are selected for each unit to represent the views to/from the project.
The view of the motorist is also considered as a separate character unit. Existing visual
quality from the viewpoints is judged by three criteria: vividness, intactness, and unity.
3.1.1.2

State

California Scenic Highways Program
California’s Scenic Highway Program was created by the Legislature in 1963. Its
purpose is to protect and enhance the natural scenic beauty of California highways
and adjacent corridors through special conservation treatment. The California Streets
and Highways Code, Division 1, Sections 260–263 implement the Scenic Highway
Program. A highway may be designated scenic depending on how much of the natural
landscape can be seen by travelers, the scenic quality of the landscape, and the extent
to which development intrudes on the traveler’s enjoyment of the view.
Caltrans defines a State Scenic Highway as any freeway, highway, road, or other
public ROW that traverses an area of exceptional scenic quality. Eligibility for
designation as a State Scenic Highway is based on vividness, intactness, and unity of
the roadway. The status of a proposed State Scenic Highway changes from eligible
to officially designated when the local governing body applies to Caltrans for scenic
highway approval, adopts a Corridor Protection Program, and receives notification that
the highway has been officially designated a State Scenic Highway.
Within the City of Los Angeles boundaries, scenic roadways/highways are shown in
Figure 3-1 and include:
Officially Designated State Scenic Highway:
● SR-27 (Topanga Canyon Boulevard) between Pacific Coast Highway and
Mulholland Drive
Designated Historic Parkway:
● Arroyo Seco (SR-110)
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Figure 3-1. Scenic Highways within the City of Los Angeles
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Highways eligible for designation as a State Scenic Highway:
● SR-118 (Simi Valley Freeway) west of DeSoto Avenue to the western City
Limits
● I-5 north of I-210 to northern City limits
● I-210 in Sylmar/Sunland-Tujunga to eastern City limit
● SR-1: Pacific Coast Highway north of I-10 within City limits
● US 101: west of Topanga Canyon Boulevard to the western City limits
California Coastal Act
The California Coastal Act of 1976 (Coastal Act) was adopted after the approval
Proposition 20 in 1972. A key factor that led to the passage of this landmark legislation
was the visible deterioration of the coastal environment, as well as development
pressures from a growing population. Section 30251 of the Coastal Act is pertinent to
visual resources preservation, stating that:
[S]cenic and visual qualities of coastal areas shall be considered and protected as a
resource of public importance. Permitted development shall be sited and designed to
protect views to and along the ocean and scenic coastal areas and, where feasible,
to restore and enhance visual quality in visually degraded areas. New development in
highly scenic areas such as those designated in the California Coastline Preservation
and Recreation Plan prepared by the Department of Parks and Recreation and by
local government shall be subordinate to the character of its setting.
Caltrans SER Chapter 27
Volume 1, Chapter 27 of the Standard Environmental Reference (SER) provides an
overview of the approach Caltrans uses to identify visual and aesthetic issues that
may result from transportation projects. Information is provided to give the reader a
basic understanding of the Visual Impact Assessment (VIA) and Scenic Resource
Evaluation. These studies are used to predict the degree and type of impact proposed
transportation projects would have on the “visual” environment. As part of the analysis,
Caltrans has developed a decision tree and questionnaire that help determine the
level of effort and analysis needed to properly analyze the project. Both the Decision
Tree and a completed questionnaire for the STAP is provided in the Visual Memo
prepared for the project (Attachment A).
3.1.1.3

Local

City of Los Angeles General Plan Framework Element
The City of Los Angeles General Plan Framework Element, adopted in December
1996 and amended in August 2001, establishes the broad overall policy and direction
for the entire General Plan. The Framework Element states that scenic resources are
intended to improve community and neighborhood livability in the City. The
Framework Element’s open space and conservation policies seek to conserve
significant resources and use open space to enhance community and neighborhood
character.
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City of Los Angeles General Plan Conservation Element
The City of Los Angeles General Plan Conservation Element, adopted in 2001,
includes a discussion of the existing landforms and scenic vistas in the City.
Objectives, policies, and programs included in this element are intended to ensure
protection of the natural terrain and landforms, unique site features, scenic highways,
and panoramic public views as City staff and decision makers consider future land
use development and infrastructure projects.
City of Los Angeles General Plan Mobility Plan
The City of Los Angeles General Plan Mobility Plan 2035, adopted in 2016, provides
goals, objectives, policies, and actions programs on mobility issues for the City. The
Mobility Plan 2035 includes an inventory of City-designated scenic highways in
Appendix B and provides interim guidelines for signs and outdoor advertising for
designated scenic highways for which there is no adopted Scenic Corridor Plan
(and/or any applicable specific plan or other Planning requirement).
Scenic Highway Guidelines found in Appendix B of the Mobility Plan indicate that
Corridor Plans should be developed for all identified corridors. These plans should
address (in general):
● Roadway Design (must include consideration of safety and capacity, as well as
preservation and enhancement of scenic resources)
● Earthwork and Grading
● Planting and Tree Preservation
● Signs/Outdoor Advertising
● Utilities
Specific to signs and outdoor advertising, the Mobility Plan indicates, in interim
guidance for areas without an adopted corridor or other applicable plan, that only
traffic, informational, and identification signs would be permitted within the public ROW
and generally prohibits offsite outdoor advertising within 500 feet of the center line of
a scenic highway. However, transit shelters (relocated or new) and associated
amenities and signs and advertising displays to be located within the Mobility Plan
scenic highway planning areas where there are no adopted Corridor Plans (or other
applicable plans, such as Specific Plans) shall be designed to comply with applicable
guidelines and standards and sign regulations for street furniture and signs installed
in the public road right-of-way prior to installation/construction, including any
necessary Planning approvals.
City of Los Angeles Municipal Code
Section 14.4.5 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC) addresses hazards to
traffic that may be caused by billboards or other signage erected on private property,
and it states that a sign is not permitted if it constitutes a hazard to the safe and
efficient operation of vehicles. It requires LADOT to prepare a hazard determination
for such signs or those visible from or within 500 feet of the travelway to show that the
sign will not be a hazard before a sign permit is issued. The evaluation checklist that
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is used to determine hazards to traffic does not apply to billboards and digital displays
permitted in Supplemental Use Districts, Specific Plans, and other sign districts in the
City. In addition, these regulations govern the development of private properties and
buildings and do not apply to signage and other improvements constructed within the
public ROW. (A discussion of traffic hazards is included in the Transportation/Traffic
Impact Assessment prepared for the project in Attachment F.)
LAMC Chapter VI provides regulations for public works and property, including streets
and sidewalks. Section 62.200 identifies obstructions to driver visibility at street
intersections and applies to signs and other improvements that may be constructed
within the public ROW. (The Land Use Consistency Analysis in Attachment D
discusses project compliance with the LAMC.)

3.1.2

Existing Environment

The visual character of the City is defined by public views of natural features, such as
topography/terrain, ocean, open space, trees and vegetation, and, particularly within
urbanized areas, the built environment, including streets, buildings, and major
infrastructure that form a substantial visual presence.
While the City of Los Angeles has a relatively flat terrain, the Santa Monica Mountains
(along the western boundaries of the City), San Gabriel Mountains (around the
northern boundaries of the City), Santa Susana Mountains (north of the Santa Monica
Mountains), and Baldwin Hills (located southwest of Downtown Los Angeles) define
the City’s geography and serve as visual backdrops to urban development. Large
open spaces are found in the Santa Monica and San Gabriel Mountain Ranges, along
the beaches, rivers, and parks throughout the City, including Griffith Park, Cabrillo
Beach, and Venice Beach, and scattered lakes and open water facilities. Urban
development includes low-rise and high-rise buildings, older neighborhoods, newer
developments, and infill developments, historical structures, architecturally significant
structures, and major infrastructure.
Approximately 21 percent of the land area of the City is covered by streets. Included
in this quantity are the sidewalks and associated streetscapes found adjacent to the
roadway pavement. It is within these areas that the existing transit shelters and stops
are located. Transit shelters on public roads are currently present at approximately
1,884 locations and include a combination of benches, shelters with or without
advertising panels, trash receptacles, and at limited locations, bus stop safety lighting
and real-time bus arrival information. Numerous other bus stops are only defined by
bus stop signs6 at the sidewalk.
The specific visual and aesthetics conditions for each transit shelter/bus stop can be
very different and depend on many factors for a single assessment of visual character.
Whether the street is a local, collector, or arterial road would affect the visual ratio of
6

Bus stop signs are solely provided by transit operators and are not part of the STAP transit amenity
improvement program.
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roadway to pedestrian area. Adjacent land uses, such as residential, commercial,
manufacturing, and office buildings, also have a huge determination on the visual
character of the roadway environment where bus facilities are located, so no single
definition or description can serve to address each and every existing condition where
any one transit shelter is found.
The existing visual character for the locations of the STAP shelters and transit
elements and sidewalk areas for future advertising displays is typical for streetscapes
(e.g., roadside elements, including sidewalks, signage, and potential roadside
plantings in some locations, as well as street furnishings including benches and trash
receptacles) and are typically associated with current bus stop locations. Larger
locations include transit shelters, while smaller, less-frequented locations may only
include a bench, trash receptacle, and signage. Images of existing transit shelters
currently found in the City can be seen in Figure 3-2.

3.1.3

Impact Analysis

a) Would the project have a substantial adverse effect on scenic vista?
Reference: L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide (2006) (Sections A.1 and A.2); City of Los
Angeles General Plan; Caltrans SER, Chapter 27; Aesthetics and Visual Impacts
Analysis (Parsons, 2021).
Comment: A scenic vista provides focal views of objects, settings, or features of
visual interest; or panoramic views of large geographic areas of scenic quality,
primarily from a given vantage point. A significant impact may occur if the project either
introduced incompatible visual elements within a public field of view containing a
scenic vista or substantially altered a view of a scenic vista.
Less than significant impact. Currently, there is one designated scenic route within
the City (SR-27 [Topanga Canyon Boulevard] between Pacific Coast Highway and
Mulholland Drive) and one designated Historic Route (Arroyo Seco [SR-110;
"Pasadena Freeway"]). Additionally, there are four routes that are identified as
potentially eligible for listing as a State Scenic Highway. These scenic routes offer
scenic views and vistas of the surrounding areas.
The current designated freeway routes do not have transit shelters or bus stops as
part of their streetscape elements. As detailed in the project description, adding transit
shelters and advertising displays to these roadways is not proposed, and in the case
of the Arroyo Seco, which is a limited-access expressway, not feasible. Much the
same is true for the potentially eligible freeway routes. In some cases, these are
limited-access roadways, which would mean there is no pedestrian traffic and,
therefore, no transit shelters or advertising displays are proposed on these routes.
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Figure 3-2. Examples of Existing Transit Shelters/Bus Stops
within the City of Los Angeles
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As indicated in Table 2-2, Transit Shelter Zoning Siting Parameters, the new shelter
locations would not be allowed in the frontage of properties along Federal and State
Scenic Highways and would only have a limited allowance within existing commercial,
manufacturing, and parking areas. This may occur along Pacific Coast Highway and
Topanga Canyon Boulevard, subject to Caltrans approval. Given the limitations for
shelter locations and future advertising displays and the limited areas associated with
any existing or proposed scenic route adjacent to commercial, manufacturing, and
parking areas, any impact would be less than significant. No mitigation is required.
b) Would the project substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited
to, trees, rock outcroppings, and historic buildings within a state scenic highway?
Reference: California Scenic Highway System List; L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide
(2006) (Sections A.1 and A.2); City of Los Angeles General Plan; Caltrans SER,
Chapter 27; Aesthetics and Visual Impacts Analysis (Parsons, 2021).
Comment: A significant impact may occur where scenic resources within a State
Scenic Highway would be damaged by or removed for the project. For purposes of
this analysis, scenic resources include trees, rock outcrops, and historic buildings.
Less than significant impact. Regarding the STAP and future advertising displays
and the interface with Scenic Routes, the program does not prohibit shelters/shade
structures and future advertising displays from being located along scenic highways,
but the City would review any proposed installation on an as-needed, case-by-case
basis. However, the installation of any new advertising displays (i.e., static or digital)
would not be placed on any identified Federal or State scenic highways. “Compliance
with the Mobility Plan and applicable Corridor Plans (Streetscape Plans) is discussed
in Section 3.11.3.
As discussed above, locations for replacement and/or new shelters/shade structures
and future advertising displays within existing or potential scenic routes is limited.
Furthermore, shelters would be located within an existing sidewalk. Therefore, while
transit shelters/shade structures and future advertising displays would change views
from scenic routes, no visual impacts to existing trees, rock outcroppings, or historic
buildings along these routes is anticipated.
STAP would comply with any adopted approved corridor plan with language that
prohibits or limits the installation of advertising-based transit furniture (i.e., benches or
shelters) within/upon any public ROW or street as designated in streetscape plans
and corridor plans. For example, the Park Mile Specific Plan contains prohibitions
against advertising-based transit shelters but does allow non-advertising transit
shelters. Some existing transit shelters within the Park Mile Specific Plan were
installed prior to the corridor plan adoption and are grandfathered in place. The
Mulholland Scenic Parkway Specific Plan is another area/corridor where no program
furniture would be placed due to its overall rural character and predominantly single
dwelling unit land use designations of properties immediately adjoining Mulholland
Highway on both sides of the roadway along its entire length. The Land Use
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Consistency Analysis prepared for the project and the Land Use and Planning section
(Section 3.11) discusses compliance with adopted plans and policies in more detail,
as well as applicable elements of the Mobility Plan.
Impacts on scenic highways would be less than significant, and no mitigation is
required.
c) In non-urbanized areas, would the project substantially degrade the existing visual
character or quality of public views of the site and its surroundings? If the project is in
an urbanized area, would the project conflict with applicable zoning and other
regulations governing scenic quality?
Reference: L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide (Section A.1); City of Los Angeles General
Plan; Caltrans SER, Chapter 27; Aesthetics and Visual Impacts Analysis (Parsons,
2021).
Comment: A significant impact may occur if the project introduces incompatible visual
elements to the project site or visual elements that would be incompatible with the
character of the area surrounding the project site or conflict with applicable zoning and
other regulations governing scenic quality.
Less than significant impact. Transit shelters and advertising displays are typical
streetscape elements found along most major streets, including Boulevards, Avenues,
and Collector Streets (including Hillside Collectors), within the City of Los Angeles.
The project would replace the shelters with new shelters or potentially add new
shelters and advertising displays in limited locations where demand warrants or
existing stops are to be upgraded. On Local Streets, on the frontage of family dwelling
units in most residential and agricultural zones, as well as within Hillside areas, the
proposed transit shelters would not be allowed on the frontages of properties, as
shown in Table 2-2, Transit Shelter Zoning Siting Parameters.
In some locations within the City, including within commercial, manufacturing, and
parking areas, the shelters/shade structures and future advertising displays, including
those with or without digital displays, would be allowed. Within areas of residential
use, both one and multi-family, there would be limited allowance for new/replacement
shelters, with or without advertisements or digital displays, at the frontage of properties
in the R1, RU, RZ2.5, RZ3, RZ4, and RW1 (i.e., One-Family Residential) zones. Within
the One-Family Residential Suburban (RS), limited placement could occur under the
proposed designations, but within these locations, no advertising displays would be
allowed on the frontage of one-family dwellings, although shelters with or without
displays could be allowed elsewhere within the zoned area, including side yards and
reverse frontage sidewalk areas. Areas with an Agricultural zoning would be treated
the same as the RS zoning, with limited application of the new shelters/shade
structures and future advertising displays in front of properties along Local Streets and
Hillside Streets.
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The new shelter placement would be targeted to areas with the greatest need for
replacement, including:
● Areas of high transit ridership
● Areas with high exposure to heat/lack of shade
● Areas of equity focus: minority populations, low-income households and zerovehicle households
● Areas with proximity to key destinations, service facilities, and trip generators
● Areas of low-frequency bus routes (areas with long wait times)
● Areas with site conditions and space to accommodate a shelter
The City has not established a methodology for assessing the visual impacts of a
project. So for the proposed transit shelters, shade structures, sidewalk amenities and
future advertising displays that may be placed on public rights-of-way as part of this
project, the visual impact assessment generally follows the guidance outlined in the
publication Visual Impact Assessment for Highway Projects, as published by the
Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) in March 1981.
The following steps, based on the Caltrans SER and utilizing the 1981 methodology,
were followed to assess the potential visual impacts of the proposed project:







Define the project location and setting.
Identify visual assessment units and key views.
Analyze existing visual resources and viewer response.
Depict the visual appearance of project alternatives.
Assess the visual impacts of project alternatives.
Propose measures to offset visual impacts.

Given that the project covers the entire City of Los Angeles with thousands of potential
spot locations for bus stops and transit shelters and future advertising displays, it was
not practical to develop individual assessment units or key views. Instead, the analysis
looked at typical location as a key view for the siting of a transit shelter to show the
anticipated visual changes.
Viewers: Viewers are people whose views of the landscape may be altered by the
proposed project—either because the landscape itself has changed or their perception
of the landscape has changed. Viewers of the project include:
●
●
●
●

Community Residents
Business Owners, Employees, and Customers
Automobile Traffic Drivers and Travelers
Transit Users, Pedestrians, and Bicyclists

The response that viewers have to changes in their visual environment is one of two
variables that determine the extent of visual impacts that will be caused by the
construction and operation of the proposed project. Viewer exposure and viewer
sensitivity, as well as the change to visual resources itself, would determine viewer
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response to visual change. Using the methodology in FHWA’s 1981 Visual Impact
Assessment for Highway Projects that considers the exposure (considering their
location, view duration, and number of viewers) and sensitivity (considering their
activity, awareness and local values) of each viewer group in relation to the visual
changes that would occur with the proposed project, the evaluation of viewer response
to changes in their views of the project locations and sidewalk areas indicates they
would have moderate to moderately high response to changes in the visual
environment.
Change in Visual Character: To better show the potential visual changes associated
with the project, a visual simulation has been developed for a typical sidewalk location
within the City that illustrates a typical installation for a STAP transit shelter (see Figure
3-3). (Pictures of the proposed transit shelters are also provided in Figure 3-4.) The
change in views is dependent on the viewer orientation, existing visual
character/quality of the sidewalk area, and proposed project features, with anticipated
changes to the visual environment determining the anticipated viewer response, and
the resulting visual impact anticipated at each location.
While it is acknowledged that the reaction of each person and each viewer group to
visual changes would be highly subjective and likely different, Table 3-1 was
developed to summarize the anticipated visual impacts of the project using the
methodology developed by FHWA in its 1981 Visual Impact Assessment for Highway
Projects. It quantifies the anticipated impacts by using a numerical analysis that
corresponds to the low, moderately low, moderate, moderately high, and high ratings
identified below. It then summarizes the overall anticipated visual impact to the view.
For the impact analysis table, the numeric analysis rating of 1 to 5 corresponds with
the following values7:
●
●
●
●
●

7

High = 4.60 to 5.00
Moderately High = 3.60 to 4.50
Moderate = 2.60 to 3.50
Moderately Low = 1.60 to 2.50
Low = 0 to 1.50

Numerical values used are based on the FHWA 1981 Visual Impact Assessment for Highway
Projects and reflect an accepted approach to the analysis of visual impacts by Caltrans and other
reviewing agencies. Note that the 1981 methodology employs a number range of 1 to 7 for their
analysis. This analysis uses a scale of 1 to 5, rather than the 1 to 7 shown in the 1981
methodology.
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Figure 3-3. Existing Conditions and Post Construction Simulation

Existing View

Simulated View
Note: Post construction simulation shows potential new bus shelter. However, this particular stop may or may not have this
shelter once the project is finalized.
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Figure 3-4. Examples of Proposed Transit Shelters
Photos taken during daytime hours of Demonstration of Technologies organized by StreetsLA in
July 2021.
(A larger transit shelter is shown above, and smaller transit shelters are shown below)
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Figure 3-4. Examples of Proposed Transit Shelters
Photos taken during nighttime hours of Demonstration of Technologies organized by StreetsLA in
July 2021.
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Table 3-1. Typical View Analysis
Anticipated Changes in Visual Character & Quality, and Their Effect on
Viewers
Ratings7

Visual
Quality1

Visual
Character2

Viewer
Exposure3

Attribute

Existing
Condition

Proposed
Condition5

Vividness/Memorability

2.30

2.38

Intactness

2.83

2.91

Unity

2.17

2.25

TOTAL AVERAGE6

2.43

2.51

Scale

2.30

2.39

Diversity

2.17

2.40

Continuity

2.72

2.93

Dominance

2.97

3.10

TOTAL AVERAGE6

2.54

2.71

Location of Views

4.24

Number of Viewers

2.28

Duration of Views

Remarks
(Anticipated
changes are shown
in the blue rows)

Percent Change =
3%

Percent Change =
7%

3.80
6

TOTAL AVERAGE

3.44

Attention of Viewer

3.80

Viewer Awareness

4.00

Viewer
Local Values and
Sensitivity4 Goals

Moderate Exposure

4.05

TOTAL AVERAGE6

3.95

Moderately High
Sensitivity

1 – Vividness = memorable, striking (5) to plain (1); Intactness = free of encroaching elements (5) to
cluttered/lacking integrity (1); and Unity = coherent/harmonious (5) to disjointed/jarring (1). A rating below 1
would only be used for an extremely low rating.
2 – Scale = small (5) to monumental (1); Diversity = complex (5) to monolithic (1); Continuity = harmonious (5)
to dissonant (1); and Dominance = balanced (5) to prominent/unbalanced (1). A rating below 1 would only be
used for an extremely low rating.
3 – Location = foreground (5) to distant views (1); Number = over 100,000 (5) to 20 or less (1); Duration = over
4 hours (5) to less than 1 minute (1). A rating below 1 would only be used for an extremely low rating.
4 – Activity = attention on views (5) to attention focused away (1); Awareness = High (5) to Low (1); and
Values = High (5) to Low expectations (1). A rating below 1 would only be used for an extremely low rating.
5 – Proposed (post-construction condition) with avoidance and minimization measures in place. Avoidance
and minimization measures are described in Section 11 of this report.
6 – Total = sum of attributes divided by number of attributes – e.g. Overall Visual Quality =
(vividness+intactness+unity)/3.
7 – Ratings: 1 = Low, 3 = Moderate, 5 = High

Note: Ratings made by California Registered Landscape Architect based on guidance in FHWA’s
1981 Visual Impact Assessment for Highway Projects.
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It is anticipated that the proposed new shelters/shade structures and future advertising
displays are similar in size and scale to existing ones, so in this aspect the new
shelters/shade structures and future advertising displays would be similar enough in
appearance and use to not affect the overall streetscape of the City’s roadways. In
some locations, additional or replacement elements may be included with the shelter,
such as digital display panels and interactive kiosks. The digital display panels may
replace the current static display panels already existing in most shelters. Stand-alone
interactive kiosks may be placed in addition to the shelter and, if provided, may create
a bigger footprint to the overall transit stop but would be limited to areas of high transit
usage associated with commercial, retail, and manufacturing locations.
Anticipated Viewer Response: It is anticipated that viewers would have a moderate
to moderately high sensitivity to any changes in the visual environment along the
project corridor. Local residents, pedestrians, and bicyclists would have a higher
degree of sensitivity than drivers and travelers on the roadway. Within this view, the
groups most affected would be pedestrians, transit riders, and sidewalk users, with
automobile traffic less affected due to the shorter duration of their views.
Resulting Visual Impact: The resulting changes to the views within the streetscape
are not expected to be substantial due to the nature of the changes. The addition of
the bus shelter and its associated elements and future advertising displays would be
new objects along the road and would be placed in a prominent position. However,
views of the bus stops and sidewalk areas would be brief at regular traffic speeds. For
pedestrians and transit users, the views would be longer in nature than that of drivers
and travelers along the roadway, but these too are transient as they use or pass by
the shelter.
Because some of the proposed shelters are replacing existing shelters and the use of
advertising would occur in areas where advertising already exists on the transit shelter
or in the vicinity of the shelter, the visual impact associated with the proposed
replacement shelters, shade structures, and future advertising displays is anticipated
to be less than significant. Where no shelter or advertising display currently exists, but
new shelters/shade structures and future advertising displays are proposed, the
impact would still be anticipated to be less than significant because these are standard
streetscape elements throughout the City of Los Angeles, and they may replace
existing bus stop elements such as signage and benches that currently exist in these
locations.
As discussed above, including Table 3-1, viewer groups would have moderate
exposure and moderately high sensitivity to changes in the visual environment.
However, views of the bus stops and sidewalk areas would be brief and at regular
traffic speeds. The degree of change to visual quality and visual character would be
low (approximately 3 to 7 percent). Thus, impacts to the visual quality are anticipated
to be minor, with perhaps a minor decrease in the vividness, intactness, and unity due
to the new streetscape elements.
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Furthermore, please see the Land Use Consistency Technical Memorandum
regarding the project’s consistency with applicable plans, including any potential
conflict with applicable zoning and other regulations governing scenic quality.
Based on the above, impacts related to changes in visual quality would be less than
significant, and no mitigation is required.
d) Would the project create a new source of substantial light or glare which would
adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area?
Reference: L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide (Sections A.1 and A.4); City of Los Angeles
General Plan; Caltrans SER, Chapter 27; Aesthetics and Visual Impacts Analysis
(Parsons, 2021).
Comment: A significant impact would occur if the project caused a substantial
increase in ambient illumination levels beyond the property line or caused new lighting
to spill over onto light-sensitive land uses such as residential, some commercial and
institutional uses that require minimum illumination for proper function, and natural
areas.
Light impacts are typically associated with the use of artificial light typically during the
evening and nighttime hours. Glare can be either a daytime or nighttime occurrence
caused by the reflection of sunlight or artificial light from reflective surfaces, such as
window glass. Daytime glare is common in urban areas and is typically associated
with mid- to high-rise buildings with exterior façades that are largely or entirely
comprised of highly reflective glass or mirror-like materials. Nighttime glare is primarily
associated with bright point-source lighting that contrasts with existing low ambient
light conditions.
Less than significant impact. The project would introduce or add new sources of
lighting at approximately 3,583 transit shelter and shade structure locations and 500
advertising display locations through shelter lighting, urban panels, and digital displays
(see Figure 3-4 above). Industry standards for illumination levels for digital displays
are not to exceed 4.0 lux over the ambient light levels. STAP illumination levels would
not exceed this maximum. Therefore, the anticipated light levels associated with the
digital displays would be fractionally higher than the current lighting levels at the bus
stops currently without a shelter. The Design Standards and Guidelines, Bureau of
Street Lighting, DPW, City of Los Angeles (2007), indicates the illumination levels for
a typical bus stop within the City is 26.9 lux (2.5 foot candles) on average. Based on
this Bureau of Street Lighting standard, the illumination levels for the digital displays
may be no more than 30.9 lux (or 2.87 foot candles) typically.
The examples of nighttime views of the digital displays at the proposed transit shelters
are shown in Figure 3-4. The photographs were taken during the STAP Demonstration
of Technologies that occurred in July 2021.
To study the potential effects of light levels that could be anticipated with the new
shelter scenario, the following analysis was conducted by StreetsLA staff. Light meter
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readings were taken during the STAP Demonstration of Technologies to compare the
illumination levels of an existing Boulevard transit shelter with compact fluorescent
lamp (CFL) back-lit media panels and a built-in CFL overhead security light from our
current shelter inventory, with the prototypical transit shelter provided for the STAP
Demonstration of Technologies that is equipped with LED digital media displays and
built-in LED overhead security lighting. It also provided a comparison of light output
and levels of glare that could potentially be experienced by motorists from the existing
CFL backlit media panels and the newer proposed LED digital screens/media panels.
See the Aesthetics and Visual Impact Analysis in Attachment A for more details. The
light readings show that in almost all cases the general illumination of the proposed
shelters with LED digital media display panels and LED security lights were generally
equivalent to or less than the existing shelter with static CFL backlit displays. Of the
three shelters measured, the proposed Tranzito’s shelter had illumination levels that
were generally less than those of the existing CFL back-lit shelters and OFMJCD
prototype Paris shelter presumably because of the smaller 65-inch LED digital media
displays and the lack of a secondary LED digital display beneath the roof canopy, as
the OFMJCD prototype Paris shelter had. The recorded light meter readings indicate
that the newer shelters do not produce significantly higher levels of illumination
compared to an existing CFL-illuminated transit shelter; as mentioned above, light
levels of the transit shelters equipped with digital media displays were equivalent to or
less than light levels of the existing CFL-equipped transit shelters.
Because most bus stops and sidewalks are located along roadways with streetlights,
the resulting increase in lighting levels would be a small increase over existing
conditions and is not expected to create light spillover or glare impacts. Furthermore,
because streetlighting is currently existing, the digital displays would not represent a
substantially new source over the ambient lighting by the streetlights and are not
expected to create or increase the potential for driver distraction (as noted above, a
further discussion of traffic hazards is included in Section 3.17, Transportation).
Impacts related to new sources of light and glare would be less than significant, and
no mitigation is required.
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3.2

Agriculture and Forestry Resources

In determining whether impacts to agricultural resources are significant
environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to the California Agricultural Land
Evaluation and Site Assessment Model (1997) prepared by the California
Department of Conservation as an optional model to use in assessing impacts on
agriculture and farmland. In determining whether impacts to forest resources,
including timberland, are significant environmental effects, lead agencies may refer
to information compiled by the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection
regarding the state’s inventory of forest land, including the Forest and Range
Assessment Project and the Forest Legacy Assessment Project; and the forest
carbon measurement methodology provided in Forest Protocols adopted by the
California Air Resources Board.
Less Than
Potentially
Significant Less Than
No
Significant
With
Significant Impact
Impact
Mitigation
Would the project
a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique
Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide
Importance (Farmland), as shown on
the maps prepared pursuant to the
Farmland Mapping and Monitoring
Program of the California Resources
Agency, to non-agricultural use?

☐

☐

☐

☒

b) Conflict with existing zoning for
agricultural use, or a Williamson Act
contract?

☐

☐

☐

☒

c) Conflict with existing zoning for, or
cause rezoning of, forest land (as
defined in Public Resources Code
section 12220(g)), timberland (as
defined by Public Resources Code
section 4526), or timberland zoned
Timberland Production (as defined by
Government Code section 51104(g))?

☐

☐

☐

☒

d) Result in the loss of forest land or
conversion of forest land to non-forest
use?

☐

☐

☐

☒

e) Involve other changes in the
existing environment which, due to
their location or nature, could result in
conversion of farmland, to nonagricultural use or conversion of forest
land to non-forest use?

☐

☐

☐

☒
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3.2.1

Regulatory Setting

This section describes existing laws and regulations related to agriculture and forestry
resources that are applicable to the project.
3.2.1.1

Federal

There are no federal regulations that specifically address impacts related to
agriculture, although there are designated National Forests near the City designated
for permanent preservation as open space.
3.2.1.2

State

Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program
The California Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program (FMMP) tracks California’s
agricultural resources. Agricultural land is rated according to soil quality and irrigation
status, with the best quality land designated as Prime Farmland. Other farmland
designations include Farmland of Statewide Importance, Unique Farmland, Grazing
Land, Farmland of Local Importance, and Farmland of Local Potential. Urban and
Built-Up land includes land occupied by structures at a building density of at least one
unit to 1.5 acres, or approximately six structures to a 10-acre parcel. Common
examples include residential, industrial, commercial, institutional facilities, cemeteries,
airports, golf courses, sanitary landfills, sewage treatment, and water control
structures.
California Land Conservation Act/Williamson Act
The California Land Conservation Act of 1965 or Williamson Act allows local
governments to enter into contracts with private landowners restricting the conversion
of agricultural land or open space use to urban land uses within a set time frame. In
turn, landowners pay lower property tax assessments (based on farming and open
space uses as opposed to full market value).
3.2.1.3

Local

City of Los Angeles Zoning Regulations
Chapter 1, Article 2 of the LAMC contains the City’s Zoning Regulations. Areas zoned
as A1 and A2 Agricultural Zones allow farming, nurseries, aviaries, and apiaries, as
well as the keeping of livestock.

3.2.2

Existing Environment

Under the FMMP, most of the City is designated as Urban and Built-Up land, with
small, scattered areas of Other Land, Water, Grazing Land, Farmland of Statewide
Importance, and Farmland of Local Importance. The Farmland of Statewide
Importance consists of small agricultural fields, and the Farmland of Local Importance
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are generally plant nurseries along major infrastructure ROWs. While there are
agricultural uses in the City, these lands are not under Williamson Act contracts.
The Angeles National Forest is located at the San Gabriel Mountains, north of the
City, and the Los Padres National Forest is located at the Santa Susana Mountains,
northwest of the City. There are no City sidewalks at the Angeles National Forest and
Los Padres National Forest.

3.2.3

Impact Analysis

a) Would the project convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of
Statewide Importance (Farmland), as shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the
Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of the California Resources Agency, to
non-agricultural use?
Reference: California FMMP.
Comment: A significant impact may occur if the proposed project would result in the
conversion of State-designated agricultural land from agricultural use to a nonagricultural use.
No impact. STAP program elements and future advertising displays would be located
at sidewalk areas and would not affect adjacent agricultural uses or land designated
as Farmland. No conversion of Farmland to other uses would occur with the project.
The project would have no impact on designated Farmlands. No mitigation is required.
b) Would the project conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a Williamson
Act contract?
Reference: City of Los Angeles Zoning Regulations and Zoning Map; California
Department of Conservation Williamson Act Program.
Comment: A significant impact may occur if the proposed project were to result in the
conversion of land zoned for agricultural use, or indicated under a Williamson Act
contract, from agricultural use to a non-agricultural use.
No impact. STAP program elements and future advertising displays would be located
at sidewalk areas and would not affect adjacent lands zoned as A1 or A2. In addition,
no agricultural land under a Williamson Act contract would be affected by the project.
No conflict with the zoning or agricultural use of adjacent lands would occur with the
STAP. The project would have no impact on an agricultural zone or a Williamson Act
contract. No mitigation is required.
c) Would the project conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, forest land
(as defined in Public Resources Code section 12220(g)), timberland (as defined by
Public Resources Code section 4526), or timberland zoned Timberland Production
(as defined by Government Code section 51104(g))?
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Reference: US Forest Service National Forest Locator Map.
Comment: A significant impact would occur if the project conflicts with existing zoning
or causes rezoning of forest land or timberland.
No impact. STAP program elements and future advertising displays would be located
at sidewalk areas in the City and would not be located within the Angeles National
Forest or Los Padres National Forest. The project would not conflict with the zoning
of land within the National Forests or timberland. No impact would occur, and no
mitigation is required.
d) Would the project result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to nonforest use?
Reference: United States Forest Service National Forest Locator Map.
Comment: See comment above.
No impact. STAP and future advertising displays do not propose any transit shelters
in the Angeles National Forest or Los Padres National Forest. No conversion of forest
land to other uses would occur with the project. No impact to forest land would occur,
and no mitigation is required.
e) Would the project involve other changes in the existing environment which, due to
their location or nature, could result in conversion of farmland, to non-agricultural use
or conversion of forest land non-forest use?
Reference: California FMMP; US Forest Service National Forest Locator Map.
Comment: See comment above.
No impact. STAP program elements and future advertising displays would be located
at sidewalk areas and would not lead to the conversion of adjacent lands to other
uses. No impacts on agriculture and forest resources related to land conversion are
expected, and no mitigation is required.
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3.3

Air Quality

Where available, the significance
criteria established by the applicable
air quality management district or air
pollution control district may be relied
upon to make the following
determinations.

Less Than
Significant
Potentially
With
Less Than
Significant
Mitigation Significant
Impact

No
Impact

Would the project:
a) Conflict with or obstruct
implementation of the applicable air
quality plan?

☐

☐

☒

☐

b) Result in a cumulatively
considerable net increase of any
criteria pollutant for which the project
region is in non-attainment under an
applicable federal or state ambient air
quality standard?

☐

☐

☒

☐

c) Expose sensitive receptors to
substantial pollutant concentrations?

☐

☐

☒

☐

d) Result in other emissions (such as
those leading to odors) adversely
affecting a substantial number of
people?

☐

☐

☒

☐

An Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions Analysis Technical Memo was
prepared for the project and is provided in Attachment B. The findings of the memo
related to air quality are summarized below.

3.3.1

Regulatory Setting

This section describes existing laws and regulations related to air quality that are
applicable to the project.
3.3.1.1

Federal

Clean Air Act
The federal Clean Air Act (CAA) is the comprehensive federal law that regulates air
emissions to protect public health and welfare. The United States Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA) is responsible for implementation and enforcement of the
CAA, which establishes federal National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS),
specifies future dates for achieving compliance, and requires EPA to designate areas
as attainment, nonattainment, or maintenance. The CAA also mandates that each
state submit and implement a State Implementation Plan (SIP) for each criteria
pollutant for which the state has not achieved the applicable NAAQS.
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The six principal pollutants for which NAAQS have been promulgated include: ozone
(O3), respirable and fine particulate matter (PM10 and PM2.5, respectively), carbon
monoxide (CO), nitrogen dioxide (NO2), sulfur dioxide (SO2), and lead (Pb). These
pollutants are referred to as “criteria air pollutants” as a result of the specific standards,
or criteria, which have been adopted for them. The NAAQS are listed in Table 3-2.
Table 3-2. Ambient Air Quality Standards
South Coast Air Basin
Attainment Statusc
Averaging
Period

Federal
Standarda,b

California
Standarda,b

Federal
Standardd

California
Standardd

1-hour

—

0.09 ppm
(180 μg/m3)

—

NonAttainment

8-hour

0.070 ppm
(137 μg/m3)

0.07 ppm
(137 μg/m3)

Non-Attainment
(Extreme)

NonAttainment

Respirable
Particulate
Matter (PM10)

24-hour

150 μg/m3

50 μg/m3

Annual

—

20 μg/m

Attainment

NonAttainment

Fine
Particulate
Matter (PM2.5)

24-hour

35 μg/m3

—

Annual

12 μg/m

12 μg/m

Non-Attainment
(Serious)

NonAttainment

1-hour

35 ppm
(40 mg/m3)

20 ppm
(23 mg/m3)
9.0 ppm
(10 mg/m3)

Attainment

Attainment

8-hour

9 ppm
(10 mg/m3)

1-hour

0.10 ppm
(188 μg/m3)

0.18 ppm
(339 μg/m3)
0.030 ppm
(57 μg/m3)

Attainment

Annual

0.053 ppm
(100 μg/m3)

Unclassified/
Attainment

1-hour

0.075 ppm
(196 μg/m3)

0.25 ppm
(655 μg/m3)

3-hour

0.5 ppm
(1,300 μg/m3)

—
0.04 ppm
(105 μg/m3)

Attainment

24-hour

0.14 ppm
(365 μg/m3)

Unclassified/
Attainment

Annual

0.03 ppm
(80 μg/m3)

—

Pollutant

Ozone (O3)

Carbon
Monoxide (CO)

Nitrogen
Dioxide (NO2)

Sulfur Dioxide
(SO2)

3

3
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Table 3-2. Ambient Air Quality Standards
South Coast Air Basin
Attainment Statusc
Averaging
Period

Federal
Standarda,b

California
Standarda,b

30-day
average

—

1.5 μg/m3

Rolling
3-month
average

0.15 μg/m

—

Sulfates

24-hour

—

Hydrogen
Sulfide (H2S)

1-hour

—

Pollutant

Lead (Pb)

3

Federal
Standardd

California
Standardd

Partial NonAttainmente

Attainment

25 μg/m3

—

Attainment

0.03 ppm
(42 μg/m3)

—

Unclassified

ppm = parts per million by volume
µg/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter
a An ambient air quality standard is a concentration level expressed in either ppm or µg/m3 and averaged over
a specific time period (e.g., 1 hour). The different averaging times and concentrations are meant to protect
against different exposure effects. Some ambient air quality standards are expressed as a concentration that
is not to be exceeded. Others are expressed as a concentration that is not to be equaled or exceeded.
b Ambient Air Quality Standards based on the 2016 Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP).
c “Attainment” means that the regulatory agency has determined based on established criteria, that the Air
Basin meets the identified standard. “Non-attainment” means that the regulatory agency has determined that
the Air Basin does not meet the standard. “Unclassified” means there is insufficient data to designate an area,
or designations have yet to be made.
d California and Federal standard attainment status based on South Coast Air Quality Management District’s
(SCAQMD) 2016 AQMP and 2018 updates from the California Air Resources Board (CARB).
https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/resources/documents/maps-state-and-federal-area-designations.
e An attainment redesignation request is pending.

Sources: EPA, NAAQS Table, https://www.epa.gov/criteria-air-pollutants/naaqs-table. Accessed June
8, 2021; CARB, Ambient Air Quality Standards May 4, 2016,
https://ww3.arb.ca.gov/research/aaqs/aaqs2.pdf. Accessed June 8, 2021.

3.3.1.2

State

California Clean Air Act
The California Clean Air Act (CCAA), signed into law in 1988, requires all areas of the
State to achieve and maintain the California Ambient Air Quality Standards (CAAQS)
by the earliest practicable date. The California Air Resources Board (CARB) is
responsible for coordination and administration of State and federal air pollution
control programs within California. In this capacity, CARB conducts research, sets the
CAAQS, compiles emission inventories, develops suggested control measures, and
provides oversight of local programs. CARB establishes emissions standards for
motor vehicles sold in California, consumer products, and various types of commercial
equipment. It also sets fuel specifications to further reduce vehicular emissions. Table
3-2 includes the CAAQS currently in effect for each of the criteria pollutants, as well
as other pollutants recognized by the State.
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California Code of Regulations
The CCR is the official compilation and publication of regulations adopted, amended,
or repealed by the State agencies pursuant to the Administrative Procedure Act. The
CCR includes regulations that pertain to air quality emissions. Specifically, Section
2485 in Title 13 of the CCR states that the idling of all diesel-fueled commercial
vehicles (weighing more than 10,000 pounds) during construction shall be limited to 5
minutes of any location. In addition, Section 93115 in Title 17 of the CCR states that
operation of any stationary, diesel-fueled, compression-ignition engines shall meet
specified fuel and fuel additive requirements and emission standards.
California Air Toxics Program
The California Air Toxics Program was established to address potential health effects
from exposure to toxic substances in the air. CARB has promulgated a number of
Airborne Toxic Control Measures (ATCMs), both for stationary and mobile sources,
including On-Road and Off-Road Vehicle Rules. These ATCMs include measures
such as limits on heavy-duty diesel motor vehicle idling and emission standards for
off-road diesel construction equipment to reduce public exposure to diesel particulate
matter (DPM) and other toxic air contaminants (TACs). The California Air Toxics
Program is supplemented by the Assembly Bill (AB) 2588 Air Toxics “Hot Spots”
program and Senate Bill (SB) 1731, which require facilities to report their air toxics
emissions, assess health risks, notify nearby residents and workers of significant risks
if present, and reduce the risks through implementation of a risk management plan.
CARB Regulations
CARB developed the Risk Reduction Plan to Reduce Particulate Matter Emissions
from Diesel-Fueled Engines and Vehicles and the Risk Management Guidance for the
Permitting of New Stationary Diesel-Fueled Engines. Statewide regulations designed
to further reduce DPM emissions from diesel-fueled engines and vehicles have and
continue to be evaluated and developed by State agencies. The goal of each
regulation is to make diesel engines as clean as possible by establishing state-of-theart technology requirements or emission standards to reduce DPM emissions.
3.3.1.3

Regional

South Coast Air Quality Management District Air Quality Management Plan
The South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) is primarily responsible
for planning, implementing, and enforcing air quality standards for the South Coast Air
Basin (SCAB). To meet the NAAQS and CAAQS, SCAQMD has adopted a series of
Air Quality Management Plans (AQMP), which serve as a regional blueprint to develop
and implement an emission reduction strategy that will bring the area into attainment
with the NAAQS and CAAQS in a timely manner. The 2016 AQMP includes strategies
to ensure that rapidly approaching attainment deadlines for O3 and PM2.5 are met, and
that public health is protected to the maximum extent feasible. It is composed of
stationary and mobile source emission reductions from traditional regulatory control
measures, incentive-based programs, co-benefits from climate programs, mobile
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source strategies, and reductions from federal sources, which include aircraft,
locomotives and ocean-going vessels. These strategies are to be implemented in
partnership with CARB and EPA. The AQMP also incorporates the transportation
strategy and transportation control measures from the Southern California Association
of Governments (SCAG) 2016–2040 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP)/Sustainable
Communities Strategy (SCS).
Pursuant to California Health and Safety Code Section 40460, SCAG has the
responsibility of preparing and approving the portions of the AQMP relating to the
regional demographic projections and integrated regional land use, housing,
employment, and transportation programs, measures, and strategies. SCAG is
required by law to ensure that transportation activities “conform” to, and are supportive
of, the goals of regional and State air quality plans to attain the NAAQS. The RTP/SCS
includes transportation programs, measures, and strategies generally designed to
reduce vehicle miles traveled (VMT), which are contained in the AQMP. The RTP/SCS
and Transportation Control Measures, included as Appendix IV-C of the 2016 AQMP
for the SCAB, are based on the 2016–2040 RTP/SCS. On September 3, 2020,
SCAG’s Regional Council adopted the 2020–2045 RTP/SCS. The 2020–2045
RTP/SCS was determined to conform to the federally mandated SIP for the attainment
and maintenance of NAAQS standards. CARB accepted SCAG’s determination that
the SCS met the applicable State greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions targets. The
2020–2045 RTP/SCS will be incorporated into the forthcoming 2022 AQMP.
SCAQMD Air Quality Guidance Documents
SCAQMD published the CEQA Air Quality Handbook to provide local governments
with guidance for analyzing and mitigating project-specific air quality impacts. The
CEQA Air Quality Handbook provides standards, methodologies, and procedures for
conducting air quality analyses. SCAQMD is currently in the process of replacing the
CEQA Air Quality Handbook with the Air Quality Analysis Guidance Handbook. While
this process is underway, SCAQMD has provided supplemental guidance on its
website.
SCAQMD has published a guidance document called the Final Localized Significance
Threshold (LST) Methodology for CEQA evaluations that is intended to provide
guidance when evaluating the localized effects from mass emissions during
construction or operation of a project. SCAQMD adopted additional guidance
regarding PM2.5 emissions in a document called Final Methodology to Calculate
Particulate Matter (PM)2.5 and PM2.5 Significance Thresholds. The latter document has
been incorporated by SCAQMD into its CEQA significance thresholds and Final LST
Methodology.
SCAQMD Rules and Regulations
SCAQMD has adopted several rules and regulations to regulate sources of air
pollution in the SCAB and to help achieve air quality standards for land use
development projects that include, but are not limited to, the following:
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● Regulation IV – Prohibitions: This regulation sets forth the restrictions for visible
emissions, odor nuisance, fugitive dust, various air emissions, fuel
contaminants, start-up/shutdown exemptions, and breakdown events. The
following is a list of rules that apply to the project:
o Rule 401 – Visible Emissions: This rule states that a person shall not
discharge into the atmosphere from any single source of emission
whatsoever any air contaminant for a period or periods aggregating more
than 3 minutes in any 1 hour, which is as dark or darker in shade as that
designated No. 1 on the Ringelmann Chart or of such opacity as to obscure
an observer's view.
o Rule 402 – Nuisance: This rule states that a person shall not discharge from
any source whatsoever such quantities of air contaminants or other material
which cause injury, detriment, nuisance, or annoyance to any considerable
number of persons or to the public, or which endanger the comfort, repose,
health or safety of any such persons or the public, or which cause, or have
a natural tendency to cause, injury or damage to business or property.
o Rule 403 – Fugitive Dust: This rule requires projects to prevent, reduce, or
mitigate fugitive dust emissions from a site. Rule 403 restricts visible fugitive
dust to the project property line, restricts the net PM10 emissions to less than
50 micrograms per cubic meter (µg/m3) and restricts the tracking out of bulk
materials onto public roads. Additionally, projects must utilize one or more
of the best available control measures (identified in the tables within the
rule). Measures include maintaining freeboard in haul vehicles, covering
loose material on haul vehicles, watering, using chemical stabilizers, and/or
ceasing all activities. Finally, a contingency plan may be required if
determined by EPA.
● Regulation XIV – Toxics and Other Non-Criteria Pollutants: Regulation XIV sets
requirements for new permit units, relocations, or modifications to existing
permit units which emit TACs or other non-criteria pollutants. The following rule
may apply to the project:
o Rule 1403 – Asbestos Emissions from Demolition/Renovation Activities:
This rule requires owners and operators of any demolition or renovation
activity and the associated disturbance of asbestos-containing materials
(ACM), any asbestos storage facility, or any active waste disposal site to
implement work practice requirements to limit asbestos emissions from
building demolition and renovation activities, including the removal and
associated disturbance of ACM.
3.3.1.4

Local

City of Los Angeles General Plan Air Quality Element
The City of Los Angeles General Plan Air Quality Element sets forth the goals,
objectives, and policies that guide the City in its implementation of its air quality
improvement programs and strategies. Several of these goals, objectives, and policies
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relate to land use development and traffic mobility, minimizing particulate emissions
from construction activities, discouraging single-occupancy vehicle trips, managing
traffic congestion during peak hours, and increasing energy efficiency in City facilities
and private developments.
Plan for a Healthy Los Angeles
The City of Los Angeles General Plan’s Plan for a Healthy Los Angeles (Health and
Wellness Element) lays the foundation to create healthier communities for all residents
in the City. As an element of the General Plan, it provides high-level policy vision,
along with measurable objectives and implementation programs, to elevate health as
a priority for the City’s future growth and development. With a focus on public health
and safety, the Plan for a Healthy Los Angeles provides a roadmap for addressing the
most basic and essential quality-of-life issues: safe neighborhoods, a clean
environment (i.e., improved ambient and indoor air quality), the opportunity to thrive,
and access to health services, affordable housing, and healthy and sustainably
produced food.
Transportation Control Measures
The City is responsible for implementation of transportation control measures as
outlined in the AQMP. The City can fund infrastructure that contributes to improved air
quality through capital improvement programs. In accordance with CEQA
requirements and the CEQA review process, the City assesses the air quality impacts
of projects, requires mitigation of potentially significant air quality impacts by
conditioning discretionary permits, and monitors and enforces the implementation of
such mitigation measures.

3.3.2

Existing Environment

The City of Los Angeles is located within the SCAB, where pollutant concentrations
vary with location, season, and time of day. Over the past 30 years, substantial
progress has been made in reducing air pollution levels in southern California.
However, the SCAB still fails to meet the State and/or national standards for O3, PM10,
and PM2.5. In addition, Los Angeles County still fails to meet the national standard for
Pb.
SCAQMD maintains a network of air quality monitoring stations located throughout
the Air Basin and has divided the SCAB into 38 source receptor areas (SRAs) in which
31 monitoring stations operate. The City is located within 8 SRAs, as shown on Figure
3-5. Air quality concentrations monitored within the City demonstrate that State and/or
national standards have recently been exceeded for O3, PM10, and PM2.5.
The City lies within an area that is presently designated nonattainment of the NAAQS
for O3, PM2.5, and Pb (pending possible reclassification to attainment), and is
designated nonattainment of the CAAQS for O3, PM10, and PM2.5. The nonattainment
designations represent an ongoing cumulative impact associated with the emissions
of these air pollutants within the Los Angeles County portion of the SCAB.
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Figure 3-5. Air Quality Monitoring Stations
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SCAQMD’s Multiple Air Toxics Exposure study (MATES-IV) concluded that the
average carcinogenic risk from air pollution in the SCAB is approximately 420 in 1
million over a 70-year duration. Mobile sources (e.g., cars, trucks, trains, ships,
aircraft) represent the greatest contributors. Approximately 68 percent of the risk is
attributed to DPM emissions; approximately 21 percent to other toxics associated with
mobile sources, including benzene, butadiene, and carbonyls; and approximately 11
percent of all carcinogenic risk is attributed to stationary sources, which include large
industrial operations, such as refineries and metal processing facilities, as well as
smaller businesses, such as gas stations and chrome plating. The estimated cancer
risk for the vast majority of the urbanized area, including the City, within the SCAB
ranges from 200 to more than 1,200 cancers per million over a 70-year duration.
Some land uses are considered more sensitive to changes in air quality than others,
depending on the population groups and the activities involved. CARB has identified
the following groups as most likely to be affected by air pollution: children less than 14
years of age, the elderly (over 65 years of age), athletes, and people with
cardiovascular and chronic respiratory diseases. According to SCAQMD, sensitive
receptors are land uses where populations that are more susceptible to the adverse
effects of air pollution exposure are likely to spend considerable amounts of time. The
City is generally a dense urban environment that includes land uses sensitive to air
quality emissions. The SCAQMD and CARB guidance recommend that sensitive
receptor locations to be taken into consideration include residences, schools,
playgrounds, child-care centers, athletic facilities, long-term health care facilities,
rehabilitation centers, convalescent centers, and retirement homes.

3.3.3

Impact Analysis

a) Would the project conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air
quality plan?
Reference: L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide (2006) (Sections B.1 to B.3); State CEQA
Guidelines (2021) (Appendix G); Los Angeles General Plan Air Quality Element;
SCAQMD’s CEQA Air Quality Handbook (1993); SCAQMD AQMP; SCAG RTP/SCS
(2020); Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions Analysis (TAHA, 2021).
Comment: A significant impact may occur if the project is inconsistent with or would
obstruct implementation of the Air Quality Element of the City’s General Plan, the
AQMP, and the SCAG RTP/SCS.
Less than significant impact. In accordance with the procedures established in
SCAQMD’s CEQA Air Quality Handbook, the impact discussion should address the
following criteria to determine whether the project is consistent with applicable
SCAQMD and SCAG planning objectives:
(1) Would the project create any impacts related to air quality violations, such as:
● An increase in the frequency or severity of existing air quality violations;
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● Causing or contributing to new air quality violations; or
● Delaying timely attainment of air quality standards or the interim emission
reductions specified in the AQMP.
(2) Would the project exceed the assumptions utilized in preparing the AQMP:
● Is the project consistent with the population and employment growth
projections upon which AQMP forecasted emission levels are based;
● Does the project incorporate mitigation measures to reduce potentially
significant impacts; and/or
● To what extent is project development consistent with the AQMP land use
policies and control measures?
Criterion 1. Air quality violations occur when facilities are out of compliance with
applicable SCAQMD rule requirements, permit conditions or legal requirements, or
with applicable state or federal air pollution regulations. Implementation of the project
would not introduce a new permanent, stationary source of air pollutant emissions that
would constitute a facility capable of contributing to air quality violations.
Construction
Construction activities for the project are anticipated to begin in 20232022, and would
span over three years under the most aggressive installation scenario. The 3-year
construction schedule would result in the greatest amount of activity occurring on both
a daily and annual basis relative to longer implementation periods. By considering the
most aggressive installation scenario, the analysis of air pollutant emissions
represents a reasonably conservative approach to characterizing the daily and annual
equipment and vehicle activities involved in construction of the project.
STAP and future advertising display construction activities would be occurring
simultaneously at various locations throughout the City during the three-year
implementation period. Through collaboration with City staff, it was determined that as
many as 19 construction crews would be deployed to shelter improvement sites on a
daily basis. The regional emissions analysis therefore considered the collective
emissions from construction activities at 19 sites as the worst case daily emissions.
As shown in Table 3-6 below, increases in regional and localized PM10 and PM2.5
emissions during construction would not exceed the SCAQMD-recommended
regional thresholds or LST values corresponding to the daily disturbance area and
proximity of sensitive receptors to the shelter sites and sidewalk locations.
Additionally, the project’s maximum potential daily nitrogen oxide (NOX) and CO
emissions during construction were analyzed to ascertain potential effects on localized
concentrations and to determine if there is a potential for such emissions to cause or
affect a violation of an applicable ambient air quality standard near the transit shelter
and advertising display sites. As shown, regional and localized emissions of NOX and
CO would not exceed the SCAQMD-recommended LSTs. Therefore, project
construction would not result in a significant impact with regard to air quality violations.
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Operations and Maintenance
Future project operations would not introduce a new permanent, stationary air
pollutant source to the City that would have the potential to exacerbate air quality
violations. As shown in Table 3-8 below, the operational and maintenance activities
would not produce emissions of any air pollutant in excess of the regional or localized
SCAQMD thresholds. Project operations would be similar in nature to those
maintenance activities occurring under existing conditions. The project’s operational
VMT would be distributed throughout the 468.7 square miles of the City, and
maintenance operations would not concentrate heavy-duty vehicle activity in any
particular location or area. Operation of the project would not have the potential to
exacerbate air quality violations in the SCAB, and this impact would be less than
significant.
Criterion 2. The second indicator of AQMP consistency is assessed by determining
potential effects of permanent facility operations on population, housing, and
employment assumptions that were used in the development of the AQMP and the
RTP/SCS. If implementation of the project would render the assumptions invalid by
introducing growth within the SCAQMD jurisdiction that exceeds projections
incorporated into the AQMP, a significant air quality impact may occur.
Construction
Construction of the project would not introduce new growth in population, housing, or
employment in the City. Construction personnel would be employees of either the
contractor or the City. In addition, the construction phase of the project would last
approximately 3 to 6 years, and would involve the use of 3 to 7 workers for a period
of 2 to 3 days per shelter during the construction period. The increase in the number
of maintenance workers is estimated at less than 50 workers and would not induce
significant population growth in either the City or in southern California. This would not
create permanent growth in population, housing, or employment within the City or
within SCAQMD jurisdiction.
Therefore, construction of the project would not have any influence on the
assumptions that were incorporated into the AQMP and the RTP/SCS. This impact
would be less than significant during construction. No mitigation is required.
Operation and Maintenance
Operation of the project would expand existing maintenance operations throughout
the City to service the transit shelters and advertising display locations. Although
project operations are anticipated to potentially double existing transit shelter
maintenance activities, the additional service would not induce new population or
housing growth to the City. Operational and maintenance personnel would be
employees of either the contractor or the City. Furthermore, the emissions analysis
presented in Table 3-8 demonstrates that operational emissions would not exceed
any applicable SCAQMD threshold. Operation of the project would not have any effect
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on land use because it would not introduce any new permanent, stationary sources of
emissions to the City. Therefore, the project would not conflict with the land use
policies and strategies contained within the AQMP that are designed to reduce
pollutant emissions, and this impact would be less than significant during future
operations. No mitigation is required.
b) Would the project result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria
pollutant for which the Project region is nonattainment under an applicable federal or
state ambient air quality standard?
Reference: L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide (2006) (Sections B.1 and B.2); State CEQA
Guidelines (2021) (Appendix G); SCAQMD AQMP; SCAQMD’s CEQA Air Quality
Handbook (1993); SCAQMD Regulations; Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions
Analysis (TAHA, 2021).
Comment: A significant impact would occur if project activities resulted in a
cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which the project
region is nonattainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air quality
standard. Potential sources that may produce substantial pollutant concentrations
include equipment and vehicle exhaust and earthwork activities.
The City of Los Angeles lies within an area that is presently designated nonattainment
of the NAAQS for O3, PM2.5, and Pb (pending possible reclassification to attainment),
and is designated nonattainment of the CAAQS for O3, PM10, and PM2.5. The
nonattainment designations represent an ongoing cumulative impact associated with
emissions of these air pollutants within the Los Angeles County portion of the SCAB.
VOC and NOX are reactionary precursors to atmospheric O3 formation, and therefore
are of particular concern, along with PM10 and PM2.5 with regards to cumulatively
considerable emissions. The regional analysis of potential project impacts focuses on
emissions of VOC, NOX, PM10, and PM2.5.
Less than significant impact. Implementation of the STAP and future advertising
displays would generate air quality impacts during construction and maintenance
activities. The SCAQMD guidance states that if construction or operation of a project
would produce maximum daily emissions exceeding the applicable project-specific
thresholds, those emissions would also be considered cumulatively significant.
SCAQMD established separate air quality significance thresholds for short-term
construction activities and long-term operations for mass daily emissions of O3
precursors and criteria pollutants expressed in pounds per day (lb/day). Table 3-3
presents the mass daily thresholds for construction activities and operation. A project
may result in a significant air quality impact if maximum daily emissions generated by
construction activities or future operations of a project were to exceed any applicable
threshold.
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Table 3-3. SCAQMD Regional Air Quality Significance Thresholds
Pollutant

VOC

CO

NOX

SOX

PM10

PM2.5

75

550

100

150

150

55

55

550

55

150

150

55

Construction
Regional Threshold (lb/day)
Operation
Regional Threshold (lb/day)
Source: SCAQMD, 2019.

In addition, SCAQMD developed LST values for pollutants that are specific to the SRA
in which a project is situated for the following pollutants: NOX, CO, PM10, and PM2.5.
Table 3-4 presents the LST values for the applicable pollutants in each SRA spanned
by the City for construction sites less than 1 acre in close proximity (80 feet) to
sensitive receptors. For the purpose of conducting a conservative analysis, the most
stringent LST values for each pollutant identified amongst the various SRAs spanned
by the City are used to evaluate the localized air quality impacts associated with the
onsite emissions generated by the construction activities. These most stringent LST
values are also shown at the bottom of Table 3-4.
Table 3-4. SCAQMD Localized Significance Thresholds – Construction
SRA

SRA Name

CO
(lb/day)

NOX
(lb/day)

PM10
(lb/day)

PM2.5
(lb/day)

1

Central Los Angeles County

680

74

5

3

2

Northwest Coastal Los Angeles
County

562

103

4

3

3

Southwest Coastal Los Angeles
County

664

91

5

3

4

South Coastal Los Angeles County

585

57

4

3

6

West San Fernando Valley

426

103

4

3

7

East San Fernando Valley

498

80

4

3

8

West San Gabriel Valley

535

69

4

3

12

South Central Los Angeles County

231

46

4

3

231

46

4

3

Minimum
Source: SCAQMD 2009.

Construction
Table 3-5 presents a summary of the improvements that would occur during the 3year construction schedule to achieve the 3,583 total transit shelters and shade
structures by completion of the third STAP year and future advertising displays
associated with foreseeable City projects during the same 3-year period, as shown in
the final column of the table.
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Table 3-5. Annual Construction Activities

Program
Year

Existing
Transit
Shelter
Sites
Dismantled
&
Upgraded/a/

STAP Program Elements
1
664
2
610
3
610
31,884
Year Totals
Other Foreseeable Projects
1
-2
-3
-3-Year
Totals

Total
Annual Site
Installations

Year-End
Total
Citywide
Active
Shelter/
Advertising
Display
Locations

1,478
1,319
1,317

2,698
3,141
3,583

4,114

3,583/e/

167
167
166

167
167
166

167
334
500

500

500

500

New Transit
Shelter/
Advertising
Display
Locations

Refurbished
Shelters to
Refurbished
Total
Shade
be
Shelters to
New
retained/New Structures
be
Shelters
Shelters
Replaced**
constructed

664/b/
226
226

1,328
836 /c/
836/c/

-

-

266

67

265

66

150
150
150

1,116

3,000

531

133

450

Notes:
/a/ Site upgrades involve dismantling and removing existing components and installing new elements.
/b/ The 664 new locations in STAP Year 1 utilize refurbished/recycled components from existing upgraded shelters.
/c/ Of the 836 new shelters in Years 2/3, 610 are improvements at existing shelter sites and 226 are shelters at new sites/
/d/ Of the 664 refurbished and relocated shelters, 20% will be retained and 531 relocated shelters would remain and would not be replaced.
/e/ 3,583 installations include the 3,133 new transit shelters at 1,884 existing shelter sites and 1,249 shelters at new locations and 450 shade structures at
new sites.

Source: Air Quality and GHG Analysis, TAHA, 2021; Parsons, 2021.
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As shown, it is anticipated that the greatest number of transit shelter site
improvements would occur during the first year of the STAP, with 664 locations being
dismantled, removed, and revitalized/renewed. A similar number of new transit
shelters would be constructed. During the first year, 167 advertising displays may also
be installed at scattered sidewalk locations.
Each dismantling and removal activity would take approximately 1 hour upwards to 3
hours at most, and each shelter/advertising display installation would take
approximately 2.5 days. CalEEMod was used to estimate the pollutant emissions that
would be generated by a single dismantling and removal scenario and during the site
preparation and construction phases for the installation scenario.
Daily equipment and vehicle activity inventories were developed for the
dismantling/removal
activities,
site
preparation
activities,
and
shelter
construction/advertising display installation activities. It is anticipated that each
dismantling and removal would take approximately 1 to 3 hours, each site preparation
would take 1 full workday, and each shelter installation would occur over 1 to 1.5
workdays. The transit shelter advertising display site construction would occur in two
phases, site preparation and components installation. It was assumed that 6
installation sites would be undergoing shelter removal/dismantling, another 6 sites
would be subject to site preparation and another 6 sites would be installing STAP
components on the day of maximum construction activity. One additional site would
be subject to advertising display installation. Table 3-6 presents a summary of the
daily activity that was accounted for at each type of STAP construction/advertising
display installation site. In addition to the equipment shown, construction activities
could also use jackhammers and electric power tools.
Table 3-6. Site Daily Activities during 3-Year Construction Period
Activity

Crew Size

Dismantling/
Removal

3-5 workers

Site Preparation

3-7 workers

Shelter/Advertising
Display Installation

3-7 workers

*

Equipment (Hrs.)
Air Compressor (1)
Generator (1)
Skid Steer (1)
Tractor/Backhoe (1)
Air Compressor (2)
Generator (2)
Skid Steer (4)
Tractor/Backhoe (4)
Air Compressor (2)
Boom Hoist (2)
Generator (2)
Tractor/Backhoe (4)

Vehicle (Miles)
Flatbed Trailer Truck (20)
Boom truck (20)
Dump Truck (20)*
1 x Crew Vehicle (20)
Flatbed Trailer Truck (20)
Boom truck (20)
2 x Dump Truck (20)
2 x Crew Vehicle (20)
Flatbed Trailer Truck (20)
Boom truck (20)
Concrete Truck (20)
2 x Crew Vehicle (20)

Analysis assumed that a dump truck would travel 20 miles in a day collecting debris from three sites, and
that two dump trucks would be used to collect debris from the six dismantling/removal sites in the regional
analysis.

Source: Air Quality and GHG Analysis, TAHA, 2021.
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Project construction activities would be occurring simultaneously at various locations
throughout the City during the 3- to 6-year implementation period. Through
collaboration with City staff, it was determined that as many as 19 construction crews
would be deployed to shelter improvement sites and advertising display installation
sites on a daily basis. The regional emissions analysis therefore considered the
collective emissions from construction activities at 19 sites8 as the worst-case daily
emissions, consistent with the L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide and the SCAQMD CEQA
Air Quality Handbook.
Daily air pollutant emissions that would be generated under the worst-case scenario
for daily construction activities were estimated using the California Emissions
Estimator Model (CalEEMod, Version 2016.3.2), which is based on outputs from OffRoad Emissions Inventory Program model (OFFROAD) and EMission FACtor
(EMFAC) model, which are emissions estimation models developed by CARB, and
used to calculate emissions from construction activities, including off- and on-road
vehicles, respectively.
Table 3-7 presents the daily emissions that would be generated at a single site during
each phase of construction activities and the total regional emissions that would be
generated from all sites combined, assuming there would be 6 of each activity
occurring simultaneously at 19 different transit shelter sites and sidewalk locations.
Table 3-7. Project Construction Emissions
Maximum Daily Emissions (Pounds Per Day)
Construction Activity

VOC

NOX

CO

SOX

PM10

PM2.5

Demolition & Removal
Onsite Emissions

0.1

0.9

1.2

<0.1

<0.1

<0.1

Offsite Emissions

<0.1

0.6

0.2

<0.1

<0.1

<0.1

0.1

1.5

1.4

<0.1

0.1

<0.1

Onsite Emissions

0.3

2.5

3.3

<0.1

0.1

0.1

Offsite Emissions

<0.1

1.1

0.3

<0.1

0.1

<0.1

0.3

3.6

3.7

<0.1

0.2

0.1

Onsite Emissions

0.2

2.2

2.9

<0.1

0.1

0.1

Offsite Emissions

<0.1

0.7

0.3

<0.1

0.1

<0.1

0.3

2.8

3.2

<0.1

0.2

0.1

Total
Site Preparation

Total
Shelter Installation

Total

8

This assumes that, under a worst case scenario, as many as 6 different sites per day are subject to
transit shelter removal, 6 other sites are under site preparation, and 6 other sites subject to transit
shelter installation/relocation. One additional site would be subject to advertising display
installation.
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Table 3-7. Project Construction Emissions
Maximum Daily Emissions (Pounds Per Day)
Construction Activity

VOC

NOX

CO

SOX

PM10

PM2.5

Regional Analysis (6 of Each Activity)
Maximum Daily Emissions

4.3

48.0

49.9

0.1

3.2

2.1

Regional Significance Threshold

75

100

550

150

150

55

Exceed Threshold?

No

No

No

No

No

No

0.2

2.5

3.3

<0.1

0.1

0.1

-

46

231

-

4

3

-

No

No

-

No

No

Maximum Daily Emissions

0.3

3.6

3.7

<0.1

0.2

0.1

Combined With Project

4.6

51.6

53.5

0.1

3.4

2.2

Exceed Regional Threshold?

No

No

No

No

No

No

Localized Analysis
Maximum Onsite Emissions
Localized Significance

Threshold/a/

Exceed Threshold?
Foreseeable City Projects

/a/ LST screening values are based on minimum values presented in Table 3-4.
Emissions modeling files can be found in the Air Quality and GHG Analysis (Attachment B).

Source: Air Quality and GHG Analysis, TAHA, 2021.

As shown, construction of the STAP program elements and future advertising displays
would not generate emissions exceeding any applicable SCAQMD mass daily
threshold at the regional or localized level. During construction activities, the idling of
trucks would be limited to 5 minutes or less in any location in compliance with CARB
and SCAQMD regulations. Installation of the shelter and advertising display
components would involve minimal activities that generate fugitive dust, as sidewalk
disturbance would not expose unpaved ground areas and there would not be any
material stockpiling occurring that could generate windblown dust. Emissions of
volatile organic compounds (VOC), NOX, PM10, and PM2.5 would remain below the
project-level thresholds; thus, they would not be considered cumulatively
considerable. Compliance with SCAQMD regulations would also reduce fugitive dust
at construction sites. Therefore, construction activities associated with the project
would not create significant impacts regarding cumulative air quality conditions, and
no mitigation measures are required.
Operations and Maintenance
The primary sources of emissions during project operations would be vehicle trips for
standard shelter services, emergency repairs, power-washing, and City inspections.
Equipment used to complete power-washing and emergency repairs would also
generate minor emissions that were accounted for in the analysis. Table 3-8 presents
an overview of the daily operational and maintenance activities that would occur with
implementation of the project, as proportional estimates of existing maintenance
activities. It was assumed that each vehicle would travel 40 miles throughout the City.
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Table 3-8. STAP Operation and Maintenance Activities
Total Annual
Site Visits

Service Type

Average Daily
Site Visits

Average Daily
Vehicles

Total Daily
VMT by
Service

48
8
17
8

1,600
240
480
240

25
3.75
7.5

1,000
150
300

3.75

150

STAP Project Maintenance & Operations
Standard Service Visit
432,250
1,729
Power-washing
16,625
67
Emergency Repairs
41,563
167
City Inspections
16,625
67
CSFP Existing Maintenance & Operations
Standard Service Visit
227,500
875
Power-washing
8,750
34
Emergency Repairs
21,875
84
City Inspections
8,750
34
Source: Air Quality and GHG Analysis, TAHA, 2021.

For future advertising displays, it is estimated that maintenance activities would be
approximately 14 percent of STAP maintenance activities or approximately 12
additional vehicles per day, with an average trip length of 40 miles.
The operational emissions analysis used CalEEMod to estimate daily air pollutant
emissions that would be generated by the vehicle trips and power-washing activities
with implementation of the project and under existing conditions. Table 3-9 presents
the daily regional emissions that would occur during maintenance and operation of the
project.
Table 3-9. Project Operations Daily Emissions
Maximum Daily Emissions (Pounds per Day)
Operational Activity

VOC

NOX

CO

SOX

PM10

PM2.5

Equipment Sources

0.8

5.6

7.2

<0.1

0.3

0.3

Mobile Sources

1.1

7.3

8.4

<0.1

3.2

0.9

Daily Operational Emissions

1.9

12.9

15.7

0.1

3.5

1.2

Regional Threshold

55

55

550

150

150

55

Exceed Threshold?

No

No

No

No

No

No

Emissions Analysis

Impact Analysis

Emissions modeling files can be found in the Air Quality and GHG Analysis (Attachment B).

Source: Air Quality and GHG Analysis, TAHA, 2021.

As shown above, project operations would not generate daily pollutant emissions in
excess of any applicable SCAQMD regional project-level threshold for operations.
Specifically, emissions of VOC, NOX, PM10, and PM2.5 would remain well below the
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project-level thresholds; therefore, they would not be cumulatively considerable.
Future maintenance activities would result in a less than significant impact related to
cumulative emissions of O3 precursors and particulate matter, and no mitigation
measures are required.
Additionally, maintenance activities would be ongoing during the 3- to 6-year project
construction period. Therefore, the analysis also addressed the incremental change
in daily air pollutant emissions that would occur from the combination of expanded
maintenance operations and construction activities. The combined incremental
change in daily air pollutant emissions was quantified as the additional maintenance
emissions that would occur above the existing baseline summed with the maximum
daily construction emissions. Table 3-10 presents the incremental change in
maintenance emissions based on the additional project transit shelter locations and
future advertising displays combined with maximum daily construction emissions and
compares the total to the SCAQMD regional mass daily threshold for operational
emissions.
Table 3-10. Combined Daily Emissions
Maximum Daily Emissions (Pounds per Day)
Source Activity

VOC

NOX

CO

SOX

PM10

PM2.5

STAP Project Operations

1.9

12.9

15.7

0.1

3.5

1.2

Existing Maintenance Operations

0.9

6.8

7.9

<0.1

1.5

0.6

0.9

6.2

7.7

<0.1

2.0

0.7

4.3

48.0

49.9

0.1

3.2

2.1

Daily Combined Emissions

5.2

54.1

57.6

0.1

5.2

2.7

Regional Threshold*

75

100

550

150

150

55

Exceed Threshold?

No

No

No

No

No

No

Maximum Daily Emissions

0.3

3.6

3.7

<0.1

0.2

0.1

Maximum Combined Emissions

5.6

57.8

61.3

0.2

5.4

2.9

Exceed Regional Threshold?

No

No

No

No

No

No

Scenario

Net Operations
Maximum Daily Construction
STAP Impact Analysis

Foreseeable City Projects

Emissions modeling files can be found in the Air Quality and GHG Analysis (Attachment B).

* SCAQMD CEQA Air Quality Handbook explicitly states operational thresholds should be used following the completion
of construction activities; therefore, regional construction thresholds are used for combined analysis.

Source: Air Quality and GHG Analysis, TAHA, 2021.

Results of the analysis demonstrate that maximum daily construction emissions
combined with the incremental change in maintenance operations emissions would
remain below the SCAQMD regional operational thresholds. Even if total operational
emissions are combined with maximum construction emissions, SCAQMD regional
operational thresholds would not be exceeded. Therefore, implementation of the
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project would not generate significant emissions from combined construction and
operational activities. Impacts would be less than significant, and no mitigation is
required.
c) Would the project expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant
concentrations?
Reference: L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide (2006) (Sections B.1 to B.3); State CEQA
Guidelines (2021) (Appendix G); SCAQMD Air Quality Handbook; CARB Regulations;
SCAQMD Regulations; OEHHA Guidance; Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas
Emissions Analysis (TAHA, 2021).
Comment: A significant impact would occur if project activities would expose sensitive
receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations. Potential sources that may produce
substantial pollutant concentrations include equipment and vehicle exhaust.
Less than significant impact. Sensitive receptors are present throughout the City
and include residences, schools, hospitals, long-term care facilities, and other land
uses where individuals who are more susceptible to the adverse effects of air pollution
(i.e., children, the elderly, those with pre-existing conditions) spend considerable
amounts of time.
SCAQMD has established quantitative thresholds for exposure to TAC emissions. A
significant air quality impact may occur if TAC emissions from construction or
operation of a project were to result in a sensitive receptor being subjected to an
increased carcinogenic risk of greater than 10 excess cancers per million (1 x 10-6) or
being exposed to a composition of TAC concentrations that collectively constitute a
noncarcinogenic Hazard Index (HI) greater than 1.0. Carcinogenic risk is expressed
in terms of the incrementally increased likelihood of cancer in a population, and the HI
is calculated by comparing TAC concentrations to reference values established
through epidemiological studies.
Construction
Sources of TAC emissions associated with construction activities include heavy-duty
diesel equipment and heavy-duty diesel trucks, which release DPM into the
atmosphere through exhaust. In compliance with CARB and SCAQMD rules and
regulations, all equipment would be maintained in accordance with manufacturer
specifications to ensure the optimal operating conditions are met. Each individual
shelter construction site and advertising display location would only be active for up
to approximately 3 to 4 days. SCAQMD relies on risk assessment guidance published
by Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA) to evaluate sensitive
receptor exposures to TAC concentrations resulting from emissions sources. OEHHA
guidance acknowledges that because carcinogenic risks are calculated over long
timescales (30 years), it is not necessary to analyze potential TAC exposures when
construction projects have a duration less than 2 months (OEHHA, 2015). The brief
duration of construction activity at each shelter site and sidewalk location and the
limited intensity of construction equipment use given transit shelter site and future
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advertising display sizes and improvements would not pose carcinogenic risks to
nearby sensitive receptors. In addition, the dismantling and removal of existing transit
shelters or placement of new STAP elements and future advertising displays could
expose persons to asbestos or other hazardous materials during shelter removal and
the excavation of underground utility pipes with ACM. Compliance with SCAQMD
rules and other existing regulations on the removal, handling, and disposal of ACM
would avoid the creation of health hazards. Therefore, the project would result in a
less than significant impact related to construction pollutant concentrations. No
mitigation is required.
Operations and Maintenance
Operation of the project would not introduce any new substantial stationary or mobile
sources of TAC emissions within the City. Operational VMT related to maintenance
would be spread at 3,583 transit shelters/shade structures and 500 future advertising
displays throughout the 468.7 square miles of the City and would not create mobile
source emissions concentrated in any one location. Therefore, the project would result
in a less than significant impact related to operational pollutant concentrations. No
mitigation is required.
d) Would the project create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of
people?
Reference: L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide (Section B.2); State CEQA Guidelines
(2021) (Appendix G); SCAQMD CEQA Air Quality Handbook; CCR; Air Quality and
Greenhouse Gas Emissions Analysis (TAHA, 2021).
Comment: A significant impact would occur if the project created objectionable odors
during construction or operation that would affect a substantial number of people.
Less than significant impact. The potential for significant air quality impacts related
to odors is addressed qualitatively in the context of compliance with SCAQMD Rule
402 (Nuisance). SCAQMD states that a significant air quality impact may occur if
construction or operation of a project would result in a, “discharge from any source
whatsoever [of] such quantities of air contaminants or other material which cause
injury, detriment, nuisance, or annoyance to any considerable number of persons or
to the public, or which endanger the comfort, repose, health or safety of any such
persons or the public, or which cause, or have a natural tendency to cause, injury or
damage to business or property.”
Construction
Construction activities would not disturb sources of unexpected odors such as sewer
lines, and project-related odors would be typical of most construction sites and
transitory in nature. The demolition debris from disturbed sidewalks is not
characterized by noxious odors. In addition, as construction-related emissions
dissipate away from the construction area, the odors associated with these emissions
would also decrease and would be quickly diluted. Potential odors would be typical of
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most construction sites and impermanent in nature, ceasing entirely following the
completion of construction activities. The intensity and magnitude of construction
activities would not be sufficient to generate odors perceivable by a substantial
number of people. Therefore, the project would result in a less than significant impact
related to construction odors. No mitigation is required.
Operations and Maintenance
SCAQMD has identified the following land uses as sources of substantial operational
odors: agriculture (farming and livestock), chemical plants, composting operations,
dairies, fiberglass molding, landfills, refineries, rendering plants, rail yards, and
wastewater treatment plants. Operational activities associated with the project would
not involve processes and activities found at any of these facilities that are known to
generate noxious odors. All trucks performing routine maintenance would be required
to limit idling to less than 5 minutes at any given site, per Section 2485 of Title 13 of
the CCR, which states that the idling of all diesel-fueled commercial vehicles (weighing
more than 10,000 pounds) must be limited to 5 minutes at any location to minimize
exhaust emissions. Therefore, the project would result in a less than significant impact
related to operational odors. No mitigation is required.
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3.4

Biological Resources
Less Than
Potentially
Significant Less Than
Significant
With
Significant
Impact
Mitigation

No
Impact

Would the project:
a) Have a substantial adverse effect,
either directly or through habitat
modifications, on any species
identified as a candidate, sensitive, or
special status species in local or
regional plans, policies, or regulations,
or by the California Department of Fish
and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service?

☐

☐

☒

☐

b) Have a substantial adverse effect
on any riparian habitat or other
sensitive natural community identified
in local or regional plans, policies, and
regulations or by the California
Department of Fish and Game or U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service?

☐

☐

☒

☐

c) Have a substantial adverse effect
on state or federally protected
wetlands, including, but not limited to,
marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.)
through direct removal, filling,
hydrological interruption, or other
means?

☐

☐

☒

☐

d) Interfere substantially with the
movement of any native resident or
migratory fish or wildlife species or
with established native resident or
migratory wildlife corridors, or impede
the use of native wildlife nursery sites?

☐

☐

☐

☒

e) Conflict with any local policies or
ordinances protecting biological
resources, such as a tree preservation
policy or ordinance?

☐

☐

☒

☐

f) Conflict with the provisions of an
adopted Habitat Conservation Plan,
Natural Community Conservation
Plan, or other approved local, regional,
or state habitat conservation plan?

☐

☐

☐

☒
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3.4.1

Regulatory Setting

This section describes existing laws and regulations related to biological resources
that are applicable to the project.
3.4.1.1

Federal

Rivers and Harbors Appropriation Act
Under Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Appropriation Act (33 U.S. Code [U.S.C.]
408), the United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) is authorized to regulate
any activity within or over any navigable water of the United States (WoUS). Section
14 of the Act provides that the Secretary of the Army may, on recommendation of the
Chief of Engineers, grant permission for the alteration of a public work so long as that
alteration is not injurious to the public interest and will not impair the usefulness of the
work.
Endangered Species Act of 1973
Section 9 of the federal Endangered Species Act (ESA) protects species listed as
Endangered and/or Threatened by the United States Fish and Wildlife Service
(USFWS) and forbids any person to take an Endangered or Threatened species.
Sections 7 and 10 of the Act may authorize incidental take for an otherwise lawful
activity if it is determined that the activity would not jeopardize survival or recovery of
the species.
Migratory Bird Treaty Act of 1918
The Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) prohibits the killing or transport of native
migratory birds, or any part, nest, or egg of any such bird, unless allowed by another
regulation adopted in accordance with the MBTA. Permits from USFWS and
authorization for potential take under the MBTA is part of the ESA Section 7
consultation process.
Clean Water Act
The Clean Water Act (CWA) (in 33 U.S.C. 1251–1376) focuses on the restoration and
maintenance of the chemical, physical, and biological integrity of the nation’s waters.
Discharges into WoUS are regulated under CWA Section 404. Section 303 of the Act
requires states to submit water quality standards for inland surface and ocean waters
for approval by EPA. Under Section 303(d), states are required to list waters that do
not meet water quality standards and to develop action plans to meet total maximum
daily loads. Section 304 provides for water quality standards, criteria, and guidelines.
Section 401 requires activities that may result in any discharge into WoUS to obtain
certification from the State to show compliance with the provisions of the CWA.
Section 402 establishes the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
(NPDES), a permitting system for the discharge of any pollutant (except for dredge or
fill material) into WoUS. Section 404 regulates the discharge of dredge or fill material
into WoUS, including wetlands. No discharge of dredged or fill material can be
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permitted if a practicable alternative exists that is less damaging to the aquatic
environment or if the Nation’s waters would be significantly degraded, unless a permit
from USACE is obtained.
3.4.1.2

State

California Endangered Species Act
The California Endangered Species Act (CESA) serves to conserve, protect, restore,
and enhance Threatened or Endangered species and their habitats. It mandates that
State agencies do not approve projects that would jeopardize the continued existence
of Threatened or Endangered species if reasonable and prudent alternatives are
available that would avoid jeopardy. For projects that affect both a State- and federally
listed species, compliance with the federal ESA will satisfy the CESA if the California
Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) determines that the federal incidental take
authorization is consistent with the CESA under Section 2080.1 of the California Fish
and Game Code.
California Fish and Game Code
The California Fish and Game Code establishes the Fish and Game Commission,
which regulates the take of fish and game, not including the taking, processing, or use
of fish, mollusks, crustaceans, kelp, or other aquatic plants for commercial purposes.
The Commission’s responsibilities include setting seasons, bag and size limits, and
methods and areas of take, as well as prescribing the terms and conditions under
which permits or licenses may be issued or revoked by CDFW. The Commission also
oversees the establishment of wildlife areas and ecological reserves and regulates
their use.
Sections 3503, 3503.5, 3505, 3800, and 3801.6 of the Fish and Game Code protect
all native birds, birds of prey, and all nongame birds, including their eggs and nests,
that are not already listed as fully protected and that occur naturally within the State.
CDFW manages native fish, wildlife, plant species, and natural communities and
oversees the management of marine species in coordination with the National Marine
Fisheries Services (NMFS) and other agencies.
Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act
The Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act (Porter-Cologne Act established the
State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) and nine separate Regional Water
Quality Control Boards (RWQCBs) to oversee water quality at the regional/local level.
The RWQCBs regulate actions that would involve “discharging waste, or proposing to
discharge waste, within any region that could affect the water of the state” (WoS). The
RWQCB also regulates WoS under Section 401 of the CWA. A Water Quality
Certification or a waiver must be obtained from the RWQCB if an action would
potentially result in any impacts on jurisdictional WoS.
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California Coastal Act of 1976
The California Coastal Act of 1976 declares the California coastal zone as a distinct
and valuable natural resource and seeks to protect, maintain, and, where feasible,
enhance and restore the overall quality of the coastal zone environment and its natural
and artificial resources; assure orderly, balanced utilization and conservation of
coastal zone resources; maximize public access to and along the coast and maximize
public recreational opportunities; assure priority for coastal-dependent and coastalrelated development over other development; encourage State and local initiatives
and cooperation for coordinated planning and development for mutually beneficial
uses.
The Act outlines standards for development within the coastal zone and includes
specific policies that address issues such as shoreline public access and recreation,
lower cost visitor accommodations, terrestrial and marine habitat protection, visual
resources, landform alteration, agricultural lands, commercial fisheries, industrial
uses, water quality, offshore oil and gas development, transportation, development
design, power plants, ports, and public works. The California Coastal Commission
implements the Act and regulates the use of land and water in the coastal zone.
Section 30240 of the Act provides protections for Environmentally Sensitive Habitat
Areas (ESHAs), several of which are located in the City. The Act states that
development in areas adjacent to ESHAs shall be sited and designed to prevent
impacts that would significantly degrade those areas, and shall be compatible with the
continuance of the habitat areas.
3.4.1.3

Local

City of Los Angeles General Plan Conservation Element and Open Space
Element
The City of Los Angeles General Plan Conservation Element addresses the need to
conserve and protect natural resources and open space in the City. Natural resources
addressed in this element include water and hydraulic force, forests, soils, rivers and
other waters, harbors, fisheries, wildlife, and minerals. The Open Space Element
addresses the preservation, conservation, and acquisition of open space in the City,
including lands used for water supply, water recharge, water quality protection,
wastewater disposal, solid waste disposal, air quality protection, energy production,
and noise prevention.
City of Los Angeles Environmentally Sensitive Areas
LAMC Section 64.70.01 defines Environmentally Sensitive Areas (ESAs) as: “…any
area in which plant or animal life or their habitats are either rare or especially valuable
because of their special nature or role in an ecosystem and which would be easily
disturbed or degraded by human activities and developments. ESAs include, but are
not limited to, areas designated as Significant Ecological Areas (SEAs) by the County
of Los Angeles, areas designated as Significant Natural Areas by the California
Department of Fish and Game’s Significant Natural Areas Program and field verified
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by the Department of Fish and Game, and areas listed in the Los Angeles RWQCB’s
Basin Plan as supporting the ‘Rare, Threatened, or Endangered Species (RARE)’
beneficial use.”
Preservation of Protected Trees Ordinance
The City’s ordinance for the Preservation of Protected Trees (Ordinance No. 177,404),
LAMC Section 46.00 et seq., protects the following tree species:
● Oak tree including Valley oak (Quercus lobata) and California live oak (Quercus
agrifolia), or any other tree of the oak genus indigenous to California but
excluding the scrub oak (Quercus dumosa)
● Western sycamore (Platanus racemosa)
● California bay (Umbellularia californica)
● Southern California black walnut (Juglans californica var. californica)
The Ordinance applies only to non-planted trees, and it is typically not applicable to
street trees, which are generally planted.
Board of Public Works Street Tree Removal Permit and Tree Replacement
Condition Policies
LAMC Sections 62.161 through 62.176 authorize the Board of Public Works and its
officers and employees to control the planting, maintenance, and care of trees, plants,
and shrubs in all public ROWs in the City. The Board adopted the Street Tree Removal
Permit and Tree Replacement Condition Policies to formalize existing City practice
and designate the Bureau of Street Services, Chief Forester, as the authorized officer
and employee to issue street tree removal permits; require public notification of the
proposed removal of three or more street trees; require a Board of Public Works public
hearing for consideration of removal of three or more street trees at a specific address;
and require as a condition of a street tree removal permit that replacement street trees
be provided on a 2:1 basis with 24-inch box size tree stock to be watered for a
minimum 3-year period.
City of Los Angeles Tree Planting Ordinance
Ordinance No. 183474 amended Sections 61.162, 62.163, and 62.169 of the LAMC
to clarify that the responsibility for planting and maintaining street trees and vegetation
within City streets rests with the City, and further clarifies that a property owner in a
residential zone may remove and plant vegetation within a parkway, but that street
trees may not be removed without a permit.

3.4.2

Existing Environment

The City supports a wide variety of ecosystems, habitats, and native animal and plant
species, along with common urban-adapted species. The existing transit shelter
locations and future sites for new transit shelters are predominantly urban and
developed and adjacent areas generally support ornamental vegetation, street trees,
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and paved sidewalk areas and roadways. These areas provide low-quality wildlife
habitat, although nearby trees may provide suitable nesting and foraging habitat for
common predatory and migratory bird species and urban-adapted species. Small
mammals may also utilize nearby vegetation and street trees and shrubs for shelter,
foraging, roosting, and nesting.
Sensitive vegetation communities are present in large open space areas and
undeveloped lands throughout the City. Table 3-11 lists sensitive communities that
occur within the City by project zone.
Table 3-11. CDFW CNDDB Sensitive Communities that Occur within the City
Sensitive Community
California Walnut Woodland
Riversidian Alluvial Fan Sage Scrub
Southern California Arroyo Chub/Santa Ana Sucker Stream
Southern Coast Live Oak Riparian Forest
Southern Coastal Bluff Scrub
Southern Coastal Salt Marsh
Southern Cottonwood Willow Riparian Forest
Southern Dune Scrub
Southern Mixed Riparian Forest
Southern Sycamore Alder Riparian Woodland
Valley Oak Woodland
Walnut Forest

Project Zone
South Valley
North Valley
North Valley
North Valley,
West Los Angeles, Central
Harbor
West Los Angeles
North Valley, Central
West Los Angeles
North Valley
Central, North Valley,
West Los Angeles
North Valley
East Los Angeles

Source: City of Los Angeles, 2006.

The County of Los Angeles SEAs contain sensitive biological resources and important
regional habitat linkages. There are 28 SEAs in Los Angeles County, 11 of which are
located partly within the City: the El Segundo Dunes, Ballona Wetlands, Harbor Lake
Regional Park, Palos Verdes Peninsula and Coastline, Griffith Park, Santa Clara
River, Santa Monica Mountains, Simi Hills and Santa Susana Mountains, Tujunga
Valley/Hansen Dam, Verdugo Mountains, and Terminal Island Pier 400.
The City’s ESAs include vegetation communities, habitats, open space resources, and
other habitats supporting one or more special-status species. These ESAs are the
Chatsworth Reservoir, Simi Hills and Santa Susana Pass, Santa Susana Mountains,
San Gabriel Mountains, Verdugo Mountains, Tujunga Valley/Hansen Dam Park,
Tujunga Spreading Grounds, Santa Monica Mountains and Encino Reservoir, Santa
Monica Mountains and Griffith Park, El Segundo Dunes, Ballona Wetlands and
Ballona Creek, Palos Verdes Peninsula Coastline, Harbor Lake Regional Park, and
other parks, reservoirs, and spreading grounds.
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The ESHAs in the City include: (1) the Venice Coastal Zone, which includes the
Ballona Lagoon and Grand Canal south of Washington Boulevard, the Venice Canals
north of Washington Boulevard, habitat buffer areas on the east and west banks of
Ballona Lagoon, and the California least tern nesting areas on Venice Beach and
within the Port of Los Angeles; and (2) the sand dunes west of Los Angeles
International Airport, including the El Segundo Blue Butterfly Habitat Restoration Area.
Wildlife corridors and connectivity areas are primarily located along the Santa Monica
Mountains, Santa Susana Mountains, San Gabriel Mountains, Verdugo Mountains,
Simi Hills, and their associated foothill regions (including corridors between the Santa
Susana Mountains and the Simi Hills and between the Simi Hills and the Santa Monica
Mountains, and connections between the Santa Monica Mountains and the Verdugo
Mountains and San Gabriel Mountains); within the Arroyo Seco, Santa Clara River,
and Los Angeles River; and at large open spaces and parks, such as Griffith Park,
Elysian Park, and Ernest E. Debs Regional Park. In addition, the City is situated along
the Pacific Flyway, where numerous bird species travel and inhabit during their
breeding season or stop over and pass through on their spring and fall migrations.

3.4.3

Impact Analysis

a)
Would the project have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through
habitat modifications, on any species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special
status species in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the California
Department of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?
Reference: L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide (2006) (Section C); City of Los Angeles
General Plan; USFWS Critical Habitat for Threatened & Endangered Species.
Comment: A significant impact may occur if the project would remove or modify
habitat for any species identified or designated as a candidate, sensitive, or specialstatus species in local or regional plans, policies, or regulation, or by the State or
federal regulatory agencies cited.
Less than significant impact. While there are sensitive communities, SEAs, ESHAs,
ESAs, and designated Critical Habitats in the City that support candidate, sensitive,
or special-status species, STAP program elements and future advertising displays
would be located on sidewalk areas that do not contain vegetation or habitat for
sensitive biological resources. The disturbance area would be confined to a 6-foot by
15-foot area (90 square feet) at each transit shelter site or sidewalk location. Thus,
new or upgraded transit shelters/shade structures and future advertising displays that
may be located on the sidewalk areas of roadways in SEAs, ESHAs, and ESAs would
not adversely affect sensitive biological resources. Should parkway areas be
disturbed, these are expected to contain introduced landscaping materials that would
not be considered sensitive species.
While there is potential for construction activities to occur adjacent to sensitive
biological communities in SEAs, ESHAs, and ESAs, STAP program elements and
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future advertising displays would be located at the sidewalk areas that do not contain
sensitive biological resources. At existing and future transit shelter sites near areas
and vegetation that may support nesting birds, construction activities could
inadvertently disturb occupied/active nests. The STAP will comply with the regulatory
requirements of the MBTA. The following Project Design Feature is incorporated into
the project and will be implemented during vegetation clearing and construction
activities.
Project Design Feature
PDF-BIO-1: Vegetation clearing and construction in areas near mature trees or
potential habitat for nesting birds shall be conducted between
September 1 and February 15. Otherwise, a Qualified Biologist shall
conduct a preconstruction nesting bird survey to determine if any nesting
birds are present within 50 feet of the work site. This survey will be
conducted no more than 7 days before the start of construction. Should
nesting birds be found, an exclusionary buffer will be clearly marked
around each active nest site. Construction or clearing shall not be
conducted within this zone until the Qualified Biologist determines that
the young have fledged or the nest is no longer active.
As a result, impacts on sensitive species and migratory birds would be less than
significant, which would be ensured by PDF-BIO-1.
b)
Would the project have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or
other sensitive natural community identified in local or regional plans, policies, and
regulations or by the California Department of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service?
Reference: L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide (2006) (Section C); City of Los Angeles
General Plan; USFWS Critical Habitat for Threatened & Endangered Species.
Comment: A significant impact may occur if riparian habitat or any other sensitive
natural community were to be adversely modified.
Less than significant impact. STAP program elements and future advertising
displays would be located on sidewalks and not in natural streams, riparian areas,
drainage channels, coastal areas, sand dunes, or other sensitive natural communities
and habitats. No direct impacts to riparian areas and natural communities would occur.
Runoff during construction may enter into adjacent drainage channels, but
implementation of best management practices (BMP) during construction, in
accordance with the City’s municipal separate storm sewer system (MS4) permit,
would minimize pollutants in the stormwater that may affect water quality. Impacts on
riparian areas would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required.
c) Would the project have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected wetlands
as defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (including, but not limited to, marsh,
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vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or
other means?
Reference: L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide (2006) (Section C) ); City of Los Angeles
General Plan; USFWS National Wetlands Inventory Wetlands Mapper.
Comment: A significant impact may occur if federally protected wetlands, as defined
by Section 404 of the CWA, would be modified or removed.
Less than significant impact. STAP program elements and future advertising
displays would be located on sidewalks and not in wetland areas, such as rivers,
creeks, coastal areas, or the Ballona Wetlands. As stated above, BMPs would be
implemented during construction to minimize stormwater pollutants that may enter
adjacent natural drainage areas, including wetlands. Impacts on wetlands would be
less than significant, and no mitigation is required.
d)
Would the project interfere substantially with the movement of any native
resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or with established native resident or
migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites?
Reference: L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide (2006) (Section C); City of Los Angeles
General Plan.
Comment: A significant impact may occur if the project interferes or removes access
to a migratory wildlife corridor or impedes the use of native wildlife nursery sites.
No impact. At the City’s hillside areas and large open spaces that serve as wildlife
corridors, STAP program elements and future advertising displays would be located
on sidewalk areas, which do not in themselves serve as wildlife corridors or support
wildlife movement and wildlife nursery sites. In addition, new and upgraded transit
shelters/shade structures and future advertising displays would not prevent wildlife
movement through an area. Thus, no impact on wildlife movement would occur, and
no mitigation is required.
e)
Would the project conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting
biological resources, such as a tree preservation policy or ordinance?
Reference: L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide (2006) (Section C); City of Los Angeles
General Plan; Street Tree Removal Permit and Tree Replacement Condition Policies;
and Tree Planting Ordinance.
Comment: A significant impact would occur if the project caused an impact that was
inconsistent with local regulations pertaining to biological resources.
Less than significant impact. STAP and future advertising displays do not propose
the removal of street trees, but there may be instances when new or relocated transit
shelters/shade structures and future advertising displays would require street tree
removal if tree root pruning needed to make sidewalk repairs ADA-compliant may
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destabilize an existing street tree beyond a reasonable level of liability and, thus, may
likely require the removal of such tree to minimize public safety risks and to bring
liability levels down to an acceptable level. When installation of a transit shelter brings
with it the possibility that a street tree may have to be removed, the contractor would
have to comply with the Street Tree Removal Permit and Tree Replacement Condition
Policies, Tree Planting Ordinance, and any other applicable requirement. Since any
project in the City that affects street trees would have to comply with these City
regulations, as required, the following Project Design Feature is incorporated into the
project and will be implemented during construction activities to ensure impacts are
less than significant. The project itself would not conflict with these policies and
ordinances.
Project Design Feature
PDF-BIO-2: STAP program elements and future advertising displays would comply
with the City’s Board of Public Works Street Tree Removal Permit and
Tree Replacement Condition Policies and any other applicable City
requirement for tree preservation.
Impacts would be less than significant and would be ensured with compliance with
existing City regulations, and no mitigation is required.
f)
Would the project conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat
Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan, or other approved local,
regional, or state habitat conservation plan?
Reference: L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide (2006) (Section C); City of Los Angeles
General Plan; CDFW NCCP Plan Summaries.
Comment: A significant impact may occur if the project would cause an impact that is
inconsistent with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP),
Natural Community Conservation Plan (NCCP), or local regulations pertaining to
biological resources. A significant impact may occur if the project would be
inconsistent with mapping or policies in any conservation plans.
No impact. There is no HCP or NCCP in the City, and the nearest HCP and NCCP to
the City is Rancho Palos Verdes NCCP/HCP. Because no new or upgraded transit
shelters or future advertising displays are proposed in Rancho Palos Verdes or the
planning boundaries of the Rancho Palos Verdes NCCP/HCP, no conflict with an HCP
or NCCP is expected with the STAP. No impact would occur, and no mitigation is
required.
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3.5

Cultural Resources
Less Than
Potentially
Significant Less Than
Significant
With
Significant
Impact
Mitigation

No
Impact

Would the project:
a) Cause a substantial adverse
change in the significance of a
historical resource pursuant to
California Code of Regulations Section
15064.5?

☐

☐

☒

☐

b) Cause a substantial adverse
change in the significance of an
archaeological resource pursuant to
California Code of Regulations Section
15064.5?

☐

☐

☒

☐

c) Directly or indirectly destroy a
unique paleontological resource or site
or unique geologic feature?

☐

☐

☒

☐

d) Disturb any human remains,
including those interred outside of
formal cemeteries?

☐

☐

☒

☐

A Cultural Resources Study was prepared for the project and is provided in
Attachment C. The assessment included a review of the State Office of Historic
Preservation's Built Environment Resources Directory (BERD) for Los Angeles
County, the Archaeological Determinations of Eligibility List for Los Angeles, along
with the City’s Historic-Cultural Monument (HCM) List, Los Angeles Office of Historic
Resources Historic Preservation Overlay Zones (HPOZ), listing of properties in Los
Angeles that are listed in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) and
California Register of Historic Resources (CRHR), California Historical Landmarks
(CHL) list, and list of National Historic Landmarks (NHL) within the City utilizing
SurveyLA. Because the project will be within the public ROW of existing paved streets
and sidewalks and no native ground is visible, a field visit was not conducted. The
findings of the memo are summarized below.

3.5.1

Regulatory Setting

This section describes existing laws and regulations related to cultural resources that
are applicable to the project.
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3.5.1.1

Federal

National Historic Preservation Act
The National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) established the NRHP to recognize
resources associated with the country’s history and heritage. Criteria for listing on the
NRHP pursuant to Title 26, Part 63 of the Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) are
significance in American history, architecture, archaeology, engineering, and culture
as presented in districts, sites, buildings, structures, and objects that possess integrity
of location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, and association, and that
are either:
(A) Associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad
patterns of our history
(B) Associated with the lives of persons significant in our past
(C) Embody the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method of
construction, represent the work of a master, possess high artistic values, or
represent a significant and distinguishable entity whose components may
lack individual distinction or
(D) Have yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important to history or
prehistory
Criterion D is usually reserved for archaeological resources. Properties eligible for the
NRHP must be of sufficient age, be proven through scholarship to meet at least one
of the significance criteria, and exhibit integrity of the features, elements, and/or
informational value that provides the property its documented historical or
archaeological significance.
Archaeological Resources Protection Act
The Archaeological Resources Protection Act of 1979 regulates the excavation of
archaeological sites on Federal and Indian lands in the United States, and the removal
and disposition of archaeological collections from those sites. The Act aims to secure,
for the present and future benefit of the American people, the protection of
archaeological resources and sites on Federal and tribal lands. These resources are
considered an irreplaceable part of the nation’s heritage.
3.5.1.2

State

California Register of Historical Resources
The CRHR was created to identify historical resources deemed worthy of preservation
on a State level and was modeled closely after the NRHP. The criteria are nearly
identical to those of the NRHP but focus on resources of statewide, rather than
national, significance. The CRHR automatically includes any resource listed, or
formally designated as eligible for listing, on the NRHP. The State Historic
Preservation Office (SHPO) maintains the CRHR, which may also include properties
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designated under local ordinances or identified through local historical resources
surveys that meet CRHR eligibility criteria.
California Public Resources Code Section 5024.5
California PRC Section 5024.5 states: “(a) No state agency shall alter the original or
significant historical features or fabric, or transfer, relocate, or demolish historical
resources on the [agency’s] master list...” This law also obligates State agencies to
adopt prudent and feasible measures that will eliminate or mitigate any potential
adverse effects a project may have upon a listed historical resource.
California Public Resources Code Sections 5097.5 and 5097.7
PRC Section 5097.5, as amended, and PRC Section 5097.7 strengthen existing State
law regarding criminal penalties and restitution for crimes of archaeological site
vandalism, theft of archaeological materials or artifacts in curation facilities, and
damages to historic buildings and other cultural properties on State and local
government land.
PRC Chapter 1.7, Sections 5097 and 30244 include additional State-level
requirements for the assessment and management of paleontological resources.
These statutes require reasonable mitigation of adverse impacts to paleontological
resources from developments on State lands and define the excavation, destruction,
or removal of paleontological “sites” or “features” from public lands without the express
permission of the jurisdictional agency as a misdemeanor. As used in Section 5097,
“state lands” refers to lands owned by, or under the jurisdiction of, the State or any
State agency. “Public lands” is defined as lands owned by, or under the jurisdiction of,
the State, or any city, county, district, authority, or public corporation, or any agency
thereof.
California Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5 and California Public
Resources Code Section 5097
California Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5, and PRC Sections 5097.94 and
5097.98 outline procedures to be followed in the event human remains are discovered
during the course of development and other projects. If human remains are
encountered, all work must stop at that location and the County Coroner must be
immediately notified and advised of the finding. The County Coroner would investigate
“the manner and cause of any death” and make recommendations concerning the
treatment of the human remains. The County Coroner must make their determination
within 2 working days of being notified. If the human remains are determined to be
Native American, the County Coroner shall contact the California Native American
Heritage Commission (NAHC). The Commission would in turn “...immediately notify
those persons it believes to be most likely descended from the deceased Native
American.” The descendants would then inspect the site and make recommendations
for the disposition of the discovered human remains. This recommendation from the
most likely descendants (MLD) may include the scientific analysis of the remains and
associated items.
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3.5.1.3

Local

City of Los Angeles General Plan Framework Element
The City of Los Angeles General Plan Framework Element addresses cultural
resources, including significant archaeological, paleontological, and historical
resources in the City, and proposes a means for avoiding potential impacts to known
or potential cultural resources.
City of Los Angeles General Plan Conservation Element
The City of Los Angeles General Plan Conservation Element includes goals,
objectives, and policies requiring measures be taken to protect the City's historical,
archaeological and paleontological resources for historical, cultural, research, and/or
educational purposes. A policy requires that the City continue to identify and protect
significant archaeological and paleontological sites and resources known to exist or
that are identified during land development, demolition, or property modification
activities.
City of Los Angeles Cultural Heritage Ordinance
The City’s Cultural Heritage Ordinance (Los Angeles Administrative Code [LAAC]
Section 22.171) defines an HCM as any site, building, or structure of particular historic
of cultural significance. A resource is eligible for listing as an HCM if it meets specific
criteria, as outlined in Article 4, Section 22.130 of the LAAC. The City maintains a list
of all sites, buildings, and structures that have been designated as HCMs.
Historic Preservation Overlay Zone
LAMC Section 12.20.3 addresses the recognition, preservation, enhancement, and
use of buildings, structures, landscaping, natural features, and areas within the City
having historic, architectural, cultural or aesthetic significance through the designation
of an HPOZ. The City has 35 HPOZs, with preservation plans and standards for the
rehabilitation or restoration, additions, alterations, infill, and the form of single- and
multi-family residential, commercial, mixed-use and other nonresidential buildings,
structures, and public areas within the HPOZ. The preservation plan is used by the
Historic Preservation Board in the review of projects in the HPOZ in terms of
conforming work on contributing elements and noncontributing elements.

3.5.2

Existing Environment

Prehistory
Humans have lived in the southern California region for at least 10,000 years, and
several chronologies divide different periods of habitation and development. The
commonly used chronology divides this time span into the Early Period (8000 to 6000
Before Common Era (B.C.E.), the Milling Stone Period (6000 to 1000 B.C.), the
Intermediate Period (1000 B.C.E to A.D. 1000), and the Late Prehistoric Period (A.D.
1000 to 1779). Different patterns and types of material culture define each of these
periods.
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Ethnography
Geographically, the City is in an area historically occupied by the Gabrielino (also
known as Tongva). At the time of European contact, the Gabrielino inhabited the Los
Angeles basin and the southern Channel Islands of Santa Catalina, San Nicolas, and
San Clemente. Like many other Native American groups, the settlement of Europeans
in California brought conflict and disease as the Spanish colonized the west coast,
decimating the Native American population. Today, the Gabrielino continue their
traditions in southern California, with approximately 2,000 individuals.
Cultural Resources
The City has designated more than 1,000 buildings and sites as individual local
landmarks or HCMs. Archival research and analysis of the BERD, Archaeological
Determinations of Eligibility List, HCM List, HPOZ, NRHP, CRHR, CHL, and NHL
identified 1,289 resources within the project area (see Attachment C). These include
60 built environment districts, 1,220 built environment resources, and 9 archaeological
sites. The nine archaeological sites include one prehistoric trail, three historic-age (i.e.,
50 years or older) sites, and five historic-age cemeteries or burial locations. Of the
1,289 resources, 1,074 are on the HCM List, 29 are HPOZs, 376 are on the NRHP,
162 are on the CRHR, 27 are listed CHL, and 13 are on the NHL. Several resources
are included on more than one list.
Paleontological Resources
Geologic units that have produced fossil finds are generally considered to have the
potential to yield similar resources. Thus, the potential for fossil resources does not
depend on fossil finds within a certain distance of the project footprint but on fossil
finds in the same geologic units affected by a project. Based on past finds, younger
alluvium of Holocene age have low sensitivity for paleontological resources, while
older alluvium of Pleistocene age and Alluvial deposits of Plio-Pleistocene and
Pliocene age have high sensitivity for paleontological resources. Marine sedimentary
and non-marine sedimentary bedrock of the Pliocene, Miocene, Oligocene, Eocene,
Upper Cretaceous, and Jurassic age have high sensitivity, while Volcanic, Igneous,
and Granitic bedrock of the Tertiary, Undated/Mesozoic/ Pre-Cenozoic, and PreCambrian age have no potential for paleontological resources.

3.5.3

Impact Analysis

a)
Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a
historical resource pursuant to California Code of Regulations Section 15064.5?
Reference: L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide (2006) (Section D.3); City of Los Angeles
General Plan Conservation Element; Community Plans; HCM List; NRHP; CRHR,
Cultural Resources Study (Paleo Solutions, 2021).
Comment: A significant impact would result if the project caused a substantial
adverse change to the significance of a historical resource, as defined in PRC Section
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15064.5. For historical resources, thresholds for a significant impact include the
following:
● Demolishes or materially alters in an adverse manner those physical
characteristics of an historical resource that convey its historical significance
and that justify its inclusion in, or eligibility for, inclusion in the California
Register; or
● Demolishes or materially alters in an adverse manner those physical
characteristics that account for its inclusion in a local register of historical
resources pursuant to Section 5020.1(k) of the PRC or its identification in an
historical resources survey meeting the requirements of Section 5024.1(g) of
the PRC, unless the public agency reviewing the effects of the project
establishes by a preponderance of evidence that the resource is not historically
or culturally significant; or
● Demolishes or materially alters in an adverse manner those physical
characteristics of a historical resource that convey its historical significance and
that justify its eligibility for inclusion in the California Register as determined by
a lead agency for purposes of CEQA.
Less than significant impact . A total of 1,289 cultural resources within the City have
been previously recorded and determined eligible for either local, California, and/or
National resource registers. Of these, 1,280 are built environment resources or
districts and 9 are archaeological sites.
Based on the criteria established in the L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide, a significant
impact could occur if the project would disturb historic resources that presently exist
within a project site. CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(b) defines a “substantial
adverse change” to a historical resource as: “physical demolition, destruction,
relocation or alteration of the resource or its immediate surroundings such that the
significance of an historical resource would be materially impaired." The significance
of an historical resource is materially impaired when a project demolishes or materially
alters in an adverse manner those physical characteristics of an historical resource
that convey its historical significance and that justify its inclusion in, or eligibility for
inclusion in, the California Register of Historic Resources (CRHR) or in registers
meeting the definitions in Public Resources Code 5020.1(k) or 5024.1(g).
While demolition and destruction of historical resources are fairly well understood to
constitute significant impacts based on the above CEQA Guidelines definition, it is
less certain when alterations to an historical resource rise to a level that would
constitute a significant impact. The CEQA Guidelines, however, provide further
clarification that a project that demolishes or alters those physical characteristics of a
historical resource that convey its historical significance (i.e., its character-defining
features) would be considered to materially impair that resource's significance, and
thus, the project would create a substantial adverse change to that resource.
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As such, the two main types of historical resources subject to impacts from projects
are historical archaeological deposits, and historic architectural resources, or what is
commonly referred to as built-environment historic resources. With respect to the first
type, the project sites are generally located within areas that have been subject to
grading and development in the past. Thus, surficial archaeological sites containing
historic-era deposits that may have existed at one time are likely to have been
previously disturbed and no longer possess site integrity. However, there remains the
possibility that construction (including excavating for utility extension, for example) at
some project sites could potentially encounter previously unknown, buried historical
resources. With implementation of Project Design Features (PDF-CUL-2 through
PDF-CUL-4) during ground disturbance activities, as identified in 7.2(b) below, this
impact would be ensured to be less than significant.
With respect to built environment historical resources, the construction and operation
of the project would not be expected to materially impair or substantively alter any of
the physical character-defining features of any adjacent historical resources
considered to be significant to such an extent that the resources would no longer be
able to convey their significance and therefore, no longer qualify under the criteria for
which they were included in or determined eligible for inclusion in the CRHR, or as
part of a historic landmark district or HPOZ.
The activities associated with installing transit shelters/shade structures and sidewalk
amenities under STAP and future advertising displays are not of the type or nature
that could change the significance of the historical resource. No work associated with
STAP and future advertising displays would alter any character-defining features of
the historic landmark buildings, historic districts, or preservation zones that the City or
State has recognized. Nor would the project diminish the integrity of design of any of
these historic resources.
Although in select cases a portion of the overall setting may be altered, the changes
would represent but a minor modification for a larger historic landscape setting that
has continued to evolve over time with the introduction of street alterations, utility
installation and upgrades, introduction of contemporary hardscape, sidewalks, and
other such features, as no urban setting is completely frozen in time. Temporarily
disturbed areas would be returned to pre-project conditions once construction is
completed. These physical changes to the setting to install transit shelters/shade
structures under STAP and future advertising displays would not dramatically change
the existing character or alter the function of any historical resource, historic district or
historic preservation overlay zone. The project would not have a substantial adverse
change because it would not diminish the integrity of any resource's significant historic
attributes nor alter the character-defining features that qualify it for inclusion in the
CRHR. No indirect impacts to any of the built environment historical resources from
noise, dust, or vibration are expected. In addition, the STAP and future advertising
displays do not have a federal nexus (not proposed on federal land or using federal
funds); therefore, the provisions of Section 106 of the NHPA do not apply. Therefore,
impacts would be less than significant. No mitigation measures are necessary.
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While the project is not anticipated to cause a substantial adverse impact for the
reasons stated, the implementation of PDF-CUL-1 provides an additional assurance
that impacts to historical resources would be less than significant.
Project Design Feature
PDF-CUL-1: Where proposed construction of transit shelters/shade structures under
STAP and future advertising displays would cause a substantial adverse
change to the significance of a historical resource, the Secretary of
Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties with
Guidelines for Preserving, Rehabilitating, Restoring, and Reconstructing
Historic Buildings or the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for
Rehabilitation and Guidelines for Rehabilitating Historic Buildings, shall
be followed.
b)
Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an
archaeological resource pursuant to California Code of Regulations Section 15064.5?
Reference: L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide (Section D.2); City of Los Angeles General
Plan and Community Plans; HCM List; NRHP; CRHR; Cultural Resources Study
(Paleo Solutions, 2021).
Comment: A significant impact would occur if the project caused a substantial
adverse change in the significance of an archaeological resource, which falls under
the CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5. A substantial adverse change is one that
disturbs, damages, or degrades an archaeological resource or its setting.
Less than significant impact. A total of nine archaeological sites within the City have
been previously recorded and determined eligible for the local, California, and/or
National resource registers. These include one prehistoric trail, three historic-age
sites, and five historic-age cemeteries or burial locations.
STAP program elements and future advertising displays would be located within
urbanized areas and areas that have been subject to extensive disturbances from
development activities and the construction and improvement of the existing roads
and sidewalks. The proposed depths of excavation are 0.5 feet below ground surface
(bgs) for shelter dismantling and removal and 3 feet bgs for the construction of new
shelters, advertising display installation, and utility relocation. As a result of previous
development activities, surficial archaeological resources that may have existed have
likely been displaced or destroyed. There is, however, the possibility that grounddisturbing activities could encounter previously undiscovered subsurface prehistoric
or archaeological resources. The following Project Design Features are incorporated
into the project and will be implemented during ground disturbance activities to ensure
impacts are less than significant.
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Project Design Features
PDF-CUL-2: A Qualified Archeologist, meeting the Secretary of the Interior’s
Professional Qualification Standards for Archaeology, shall be retained
for the project and will remain on call during all ground-disturbing
activities. The Qualified Archaeologist shall ensure that a Worker
Environmental Awareness Protection (WEAP) training, presented by a
Qualified Archaeologist and Native American representative, is provided
to all construction and managerial personnel involved with the project.
The WEAP training shall provide an overview of cultural (prehistoric and
historic) and tribal cultural resources and outline regulatory
requirements for the protection of cultural resources. The WEAP shall
also cover the proper procedures to be followed in the event of an
unanticipated cultural resource find during construction. The WEAP
training can be in the form of a video or PowerPoint presentation or
printed literature (handouts) that can be given to new workers and
contractors to avoid the necessity of continuous training over the course
of the project.
PDF-CUL-3: If an inadvertent discovery of archaeological materials is made during
project-related construction activities, ground disturbances in the area
of the find shall be halted within 50 feet of the find and the Qualified
Archaeologist shall be notified of the discovery, who shall notify LABOE.
If prehistoric or potential tribal cultural resources are identified, the
consulting Native American Tribes shall be notified. The resource shall
be fully documented by the Qualified Archaeologist or designee and a
Department of Parks and Recreation (DPR) 523 record shall be
prepared.
The Qualified Archaeologist, in consultation with consulting Native
American Tribes and LABOE, shall determine whether the resource is
potentially significant as per CEQA (i.e., whether it is an historical
resource, a unique archaeological resource, or tribal cultural resources).
If avoidance is not feasible, the Qualified Archaeologist, in consultation
with the City, shall prepare and implement a detailed treatment plan.
Treatment of unique archaeological resources shall follow the applicable
requirements of PRC Section 21083.2. Treatment for most resources
will consist of, but will not be limited to, in-field documentation, archival
research, subsurface testing, excavation, and preparation of a final
report and DPR 523 record. The treatment plan shall include provisions
for analysis of data in a regional context, reporting of results within a
timely manner, curation of artifacts and data at an approved facility, and
dissemination of the final report and DPR 523 record(s) to LABOE and
the South Central Coastal Information Center.
PDF-CUL-4: Should excavation activities extend past 3 feet bgs, an archaeological
monitor shall be present for all ground-disturbing activities in native soil
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within the construction area. All archaeological monitors, working under
supervision of the Qualified Archaeologist, shall have construction
monitoring experience and be familiar with the types of historical and
prehistoric resources that can be encountered. Ground-disturbing
activities include, but are not limited to, excavation, trenching, grading,
and drilling. A sufficient number of archaeological monitors shall be
present each workday to ensure that simultaneously occurring grounddisturbing activities receive thorough levels of monitoring coverage. The
Qualified Archaeologist shall have the ability to recommend, with written
and photographic justification, the reduction or termination of monitoring
efforts to LABOE, and should LABOE and the consulting Native
American Tribes concur with this assessment, then monitoring shall be
reduced or ceased.
If an inadvertent discovery of archaeological materials is made during
project-related construction activities, the archaeological monitor shall
have the authority to halt ground-disturbing activities within 50 feet of the
resource(s) and an ESA physical demarcation shall be constructed. The
procedures for inadvertent discoveries described in PDF-CUL-2 shall be
followed.
As a result, impacts on archaeological resources would be less than significant.
c)
Would the project directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological
resource or site or unique geologic feature?
Reference: L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide (Section D.1); City of Los Angeles General
Plan Conservation Element; Geologic map of various quadrangles; Standard
Procedures for the Assessment and Mitigation of Adverse Impacts to Paleontological
Resources.
Comment: A significant impact could occur if grading or excavation activities
associated with the project disturbs unique paleontological resources or unique
geologic features that presently exist within the project site.
Less than significant impact. The City is primarily mapped as being underlain by
geologic units that have high or undetermined paleontological potential (either at the
surface or at depth), including Holocene-age younger surficial sediments;
Pleistocene-age older surficial sediments, including the Palos Verde Sand;
Pleistocene-age shallow marine deposits, including the San Pedro Sand, Timms Point
Silt, Lomita Marl, and Inglewood Formation; Pleistocene-age Pacoima Formation;
Pleistocene- to Pliocene-age Saugus Formation; Pliocene-age Pico Formation;
Pliocene-age Fernando Formation; Pliocene- to Miocene-age Towsley Formation;
Miocene-age marine strata attributed to the Sisquoc Shale and Modelo Formation;
Miocene-age Malaga Mudstone; Miocene-age Monterey Formation; shale attributed
to the Miocene-age Puente Formation; Miocene-age detrital sediments of Lindero
Canyon; Miocene-age Topanga Formation; Miocene- to Eocene-age Sespe
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Formation; Paleocene-age Santa Susana Formation; and Cretaceous Chatsworth
Formation and unnamed strata attributed in part to the Chico, Trabuco, and Tuna
Canyon formations.
New and upgraded transit shelters and sidewalk amenities and future advertising
displays would be located within a primarily urbanized area that has been subject to
extensive disturbances from development activities and the construction and
improvement of the existing roads and sidewalks. As a result of previous development
activities, surficial paleontological resources that may have existed have likely been
displaced, buried by artificial fill, or destroyed. There is, however, the possibility that
ground-disturbing activities during project implementation could impact subsurface
paleontological resources if native (i.e., previously undisturbed) sediments belonging
to geologic units with high or undetermined paleontological potential are encountered
during construction. The following Project Design Features are incorporated into the
project and will be implemented during ground disturbance activities to ensure impacts
would be less than significant . Impacts accordingly would be less than significant.
Project Design Features
PDF-PAL-1: A Qualified Professional Paleontologist meeting the standards outlined
in the Society of Vertebrate Paleontology (SVP) guidelines (2010) shall
be retained for the project and will remain on call during all grounddisturbing activities. The Qualified Professional Paleontologist shall
ensure that a WEAP training is provided to all construction and
managerial personnel involved with the project. The WEAP training shall
provide an overview of paleontological resources and outline regulatory
requirements for the protection of paleontological resources. The WEAP
will also cover the proper procedures in the event of an unanticipated
paleontological resource discoveries. The WEAP training can be in the
form of a video or PowerPoint presentation. Printed literature (handouts)
can accompany the training and can also be given to new workers and
contractors to avoid the necessity of continuous training over the course
of the project.
PDF-PAL-2: If an inadvertent discovery of paleontological materials is made during
project-related construction activities, ground disturbances in the area
of the find shall be halted, and the Qualified Professional Paleontologist
shall be notified regarding the discovery.
The Paleontologist, in consultation with StreetsLA, shall determine
whether the resource is potentially significant. If determined to be
significant, the paleontological resources will be recovered, prepared to
the point of curation, identified, analyzed, and curated at the Natural
History Museum of Los Angeles County or another accredited repository
along with associated field data. At the completion of ground-disturbing
activities, a report documenting the methods and results of
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paleontological fieldwork will be prepared by the Qualified Professional
Paleontologist and submitted to StreetsLA and the fossil repository.
Impacts on paleontological resources would be less than significant.
d)
Would the project disturb any human remains, including those interred outside
of formal cemeteries?
Reference: L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide (Section D.2); HCM List; NRHP; CRHR;
Cultural Resources Study (Paleo Solutions, 2021).
Comment: A significant impact would occur if grading or excavation activities
associated with the proposed project disturbed interred human remains.
Less than significant impact. A total of five cemeteries or burial locations have been
previously recorded and determined eligible for either local, California, and/or National
resource registers. No improvements are proposed by the STAP and future
advertising displays within the boundaries of a cemetery. The proposed depths of
excavation are 3 feet bgs for utility relocation and the construction of new shelters and
advertising display installation; shelter dismantling and removal would be limited to
existing roadways and sidewalks. As a result, it is anticipated that native soil (i.e.,
undisturbed, non-fill sediments) would not be reached, and no human remains would
be impacted. There is, however, the possibility that ground-disturbing activities that
extend below a depth of 3 feet bgs could encounter human remains. The following
Project Design Feature is incorporated into the project and will be implemented during
ground disturbance activities to ensure impacts would be less than significant. Impacts
accordingly would be less than significant.
Project Design Feature
PDF-CUL-5: In the event of the inadvertent discovery of human remains, the
contractor shall immediately notify the County Coroner and LABOE. If
the County Coroner determines the remains are Native American in
origin, the Coroner shall contact the NAHC in accordance with Health
and Safety Code Section 7050.5 subdivision c, and PRC Section
5097.98 (as amended by AB 2641). The NAHC shall designate the MLD
for the remains per PRC 5097.98. Under PRC 5097.98, the landowner
shall ensure that the immediate vicinity, according to generally accepted
cultural or archaeological standards or practices, where the Native
American human remains are located, is not damaged or disturbed by
further development activity until the landowner has discussed and
conferred with the MLD regarding their recommendations, if applicable.
If the remains are determined to be neither of forensic value to the
Coroner, nor of Native American origin, provisions of the California
Health and Safety Code Section 7100 37 et seq. directing identification
of the next-of-kin will apply.
Impacts would be less than significant.
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3.6

Energy
Less Than
Potentially
Significant Less Than
Significant
With
Significant
Impact
Mitigation

No
Impact

Would the project:
a) Result in potentially significant
environmental impact due to wasteful,
inefficient, or unnecessary
consumption of energy resources,
during project construction or
operation?

☐

☐

☒

☐

b) Conflict with or obstruct a state or
local plan for renewable energy or
energy efficiency?

☐

☐

☒

☐

3.6.1

Regulatory Setting

This section describes existing laws and regulations related to energy that are
applicable to the project.
3.6.1.1

Federal

Energy Independence and Security Act
The Energy Independence and Security Act (EISA) of 2007 increases the supply of
alternative fuel sources, strengthening standards for energy conservation, and
requiring approximately 25 percent greater efficiency for light bulbs by phasing out
incandescent light bulbs. Additional provisions of EISA address energy savings in
government and public institutions, and promote research for alternative energy,
additional research in carbon capture, international energy programs, and the creation
of “green jobs.” A green job, as defined by the United States Department of Labor, is
a job in business that produces goods or provides services that benefit the
environment or conserve natural resources.
3.6.1.2

State

Senate Bills 1078
SB 1078 (Public Utilities Code [PUC] Chapter 2.3, Sections 387, 390.1, and 399.25)
implemented a California Renewable Portfolio Standard (RPS), which established a
goal that 20 percent of the energy sold to customers be generated by renewable
resources by 2017. The goal was accelerated in 2006 under SB 107 and expanded in
2011 under SB 2, which required electric service providers and community choice
aggregators to increase procurement from eligible renewable energy resources to 33
percent of total procurement by 2020.
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Senate Bill 1389
SB 1389 (PRC Chapter 568, Statutes of 2002) requires the California Energy
Commission (CEC) to prepare a biennial integrated energy policy report, assessing
major energy trends and issues facing the state’s electricity, natural gas, and
transportation fuel sectors. The report is also intended to provide policy
recommendations to conserve resources, protect the environment, and ensure
reliable, secure, and diverse energy supplies. The 2019 Integrated Energy Policy
Report, which was required under SB 1389, was adopted on February 20, 2020.
Assembly Bill 2076, Reducing Dependence on Petroleum
The CEC and CARB are directed by AB 2076 (passed in 2000) to develop and adopt
recommendations for reducing dependence on petroleum. A performance-based goal
is to reduce petroleum demand to 15 percent less than 2003 demand by 2020.
3.6.1.3

Local

GreenLA – An Action Plan to Lead the Nation in Fighting Global Warming
On May 15, 2007, Los Angeles Mayor Antonio Villaraigosa released the GreenLA Plan
that has an overall goal of reducing the City of Los Angeles’ GHG emissions by 35
percent below 1990 levels by 2030. This goal exceeds the targets set by both
California and the Kyoto Protocol, and it is the greatest reduction target of any large
United States city. The cornerstone of the GreenLA Plan is increasing the City’s use
of renewable energy to 35 percent by 2020.
City of Los Angeles Sustainability pLAn
On April 8, 2015, Mayor Eric Garcetti released the Los Angeles Sustainability pLAn,
a roadmap to achieve back to basics short-term results while setting the path to
strengthen and transform the City. The pLAn is made up of short-term (by 2017) and
longer-term (by 2025 and 2035) targets in 14 categories to advance the City’s
environment, economy, and equity. In 2019, Mayor Eric Garcetti released an update
to the pLAn (LA’s Green New Deal), which accelerates previous sustainability targets
and looks even farther out to 2050.
LADWP Power Strategic Long-Term Resource Plan
The 2017 Power Strategic Long-Term Resource Plan (SLTRP) is a 20-year roadmap
that guides the Los Angeles Department of Water and Power’s (LADWP) power
system in its efforts to supply reliable electricity in an environmentally responsible and
cost-effective manner. As LADWP starts the process to investigate, study, and
determine the investments needed for a 100 percent clean energy portfolio, the 2017
SLTRP provides a path towards this goal with a combination of GHG reduction
strategies, including early coal replacement 2 years ahead of schedule by 2025;
accelerating RPS to 50 percent by 2025, 55 percent by 2030, and 65 percent by 2036;
doubling of energy efficiency from 2017 through 2027; repowering coastal in-basin
generating units with new, highly efficient potential clean energy projects by 2029 to
provide grid reliability and critical ramping capability; accelerating electric
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transportation to absorb GHG emissions from the transportation sector; and investing
in the Power System Reliability Program to maintain a robust and reliable power
system.

3.6.2

Existing Environment

Electricity
Power and electrical services to existing transit shelters in the City are provided by
LADWP, which supplies more than 26 million megawatt hours (MWh) of electricity per
year for its 1.54 million residential and business customers. LADWP has more than
8,009 megawatts (MW) of net dependable generation capacity. Of LADWP’s total
power resources, approximately 34 percent are from renewable sources, 27 percent
from natural gas, 14 percent from nuclear, 21 percent from coal, and 3 percent from
large hydroelectric. Approximately 70 percent of the electricity in the City is consumed
by business and industry, with the remaining 30 percent from residential uses,
averaging approximately 500 kilowatt hours of usage per month.
The “urban heat island effect” contributes to the amount of energy consumed in the
City. EPA provides the following definition of “heat island” and describes how it
impacts energy:
“The term ‘heat island’ describes built up areas that are hotter than nearby
rural areas. The annual mean air temperature of a City with 1 million people
or more can be 1.8°F to 5.4°F (1°C to 3°C) warmer than its surroundings.
In the evening, the difference can be as high as 22°F (12°C). Heat islands
can affect communities by increasing summertime peak energy demand,
air conditioning costs, air pollution and greenhouse gas emissions, heatrelated illness and mortality, and water quality” (EPA, 2018a).
The urban heat island effect contributes to energy demand due to increases in the use
of air conditioning during warmer weather. According to Energy-Saving Potentials and
Air Quality Benefits of Urban Heat Island Mitigation, electricity demand for cooling
increases 1.5 to 2.0 percent for every 1 degree Fahrenheit (°F) increase in air
temperatures, starting from 68°F to 77°F, suggesting that 5 to 10 percent of
community-wide demand for electricity is used to compensate for the heat island
effect. During extreme heat events, which are exacerbated by urban heat islands, the
resulting demand for cooling can overload electric systems and require a utility to
institute controlled rolling brownouts or blackouts to avoid power outages.
Transportation Fuels
In California, the transportation sector is the state’s largest energy-consumer, due to
high demand from California’s motorists, major airports, and military bases. Most
transportation energy is currently derived from petroleum products because most
automobiles and trucks consume gasoline and diesel fuel. The transportation sector
consumes relatively minor amounts of natural gas or electricity, but propelled mainly
by air quality laws and regulations, technological innovations in transportation are
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expected to increasingly rely on compressed natural gas and electricity as energy
sources. Energy consumption by on-road motor vehicles reflects the types and
numbers of vehicles, the extent of their use (typically described in terms of VMT), and
their fuel economy (typically described in terms of miles per gallon [mpg]).
Although California’s population and economy are expected to continue to grow,
gasoline demand is projected to decline from roughly 15.8 billion gallons in 2017 to
between 12.3 and 12.7 billion gallons in 2030, a reduction of 20 to 22 percent. This
decline is due to increasing vehicle electrification and higher fuel economy for new
gasoline vehicles.

3.6.3

Impact Analysis

a)
Would the project result in potentially significant environmental impact due to
wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy resources, during project
construction or operation?
Reference: L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide (2006) (Section M.4); State CEQA
Guidelines (2021) (Appendices F and G); LADWP Power Facts and Figures;
CalEEMod; California Energy Consumption Database.
Comment: A significant impact would occur if the project construction or operation
required wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy resources.
Less than significant impact. STAP implementation would involve construction and
operational energy consumption of electricity and transportation fuels.
Construction
Table 3-5 above (see Section 3.3.3) provides a summary of the annual construction
work that would be completed in the first 3 to 6 years, and Table 3-6 above (see
Section 3.3.3) provides the crews, equipment, and vehicle miles for daily construction
activities. Small pieces of equipment are expected to be powered by diesel-powered
generators and not plugged into the electric grid. As such, construction activities would
not require the consumption of electricity.
Transportation fuels would be consumed by construction equipment, worker trips to
and from construction sites, and material delivery and disposal trips. Annual diesel
fuel and motor gasoline consumption during construction of the STAP elements were
estimated using CalEEMod in conjunction with fuel consumption factors from the
CARB OFFROAD inventory and fuel-specific carbon content factors from the EPA
reference document Emission Factors for Greenhouse Gas Inventories. Table 3-12
summarizes the annual petroleum-based fuels consumption that would occur during
each year of the STAP construction. As shown, the total diesel fuel consumption would
be approximately 447,277.3 2 gallons, and total gasoline consumption would be
approximately 18,718.9 gallons to construct the proposed STAP program elements
and future advertising displays.
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Table 3-12. Annual Construction Fuel Consumption

On-Road Truck Fuel
Consumption
(Gallons of Diesel)

On-Road Light Duty
Vehicle Fuel
Consumption
(Gallons of
Gasoline)

1
91,898.1
2
84,607.2
3
84,481.9
3-Year Totals
260,987.2
Foreseeable City Projects

48,487.5
45,665.9
45,599.4
139,752.8

5,915.8
5,487.4
5,479.4
16,882.6

9,696.6
9,696.6
9,638.6
29,031.9
290,019.1

4,844.8
4,844.8
4,815.8
14,505.4
154,258.2

613.3
613.3
609.7
1,836.3
18,718.9

Program Year

Off-Road Equipment
Fuel Consumption
(Gallons of Diesel)

STAP

1
2
3
3-Year Totals
Grand Total

Note: Totals may not precisely add up due to rounding off
Source: Calculations made by TAHA, 2021.

In 2019, the CEC estimated that approximately 276 million gallons of diesel fuel were
purchased within Los Angeles County, which represents 15.7 percent of statewide
diesel fuel sales (1,756 million gallons). Construction of the project would require the
purchase and use of approximately 154,927.1 gallons of diesel fuel during the first
year of the implementation schedule, which would represent approximately 0.01
percent of retail diesel sales within Los Angeles County. Based on existing diesel fuel
supply, the 0.01 percent increase in countywide sales associated with implementation
of the project would not place a strain on existing diesel resources. Similarly, 2019
Los Angeles County retail gasoline sales were approximately 3.56 billion gallons,
representing approximately 23 percent of statewide sales. Implementation of the
project would result in an annual increase of up to 6,529.1 gallons of gasoline sales
within the county, which would represent an increase of less than 0.0002 percent.
Therefore, construction of the project would not place a burden on the supply of diesel
fuel or motor gasoline in the region.
Equipment and vehicles utilized in construction activities would also be subject to
compliance with all statewide and local regulations pertaining to the efficient use of
transportation fuels (such as the CARB Airborne Toxics Control Measure [Title 13,
CCR, Section 2485] and Off-Road Diesel Regulation). Therefore, the project would
not result in a wasteful, inefficient, and unnecessary usage of energy, nor would it
result in a substantial increase in energy demand that would affect local or regional
energy supplies or require additional capacity or infrastructure to meet an increased
demand. Transportation fuel impacts during construction would be less than
significant.
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Operations and Maintenance
All transit shelters would come equipped with evening-hour security lighting to
illuminate passenger waiting areas beneath the canopies. Shelter roofs may be
equipped with solar panels or green roofs in limited quantities depending on need
and/or appropriateness. Other optional shelter features may include free Wi-Fi,
charging ports or stations, and possibly cooling systems. Shelters may include digital
advertising, although motion on digital screens would not be allowed and limitations
would be placed on their brightness. Digital elements would have ENERGY STAR
ratings for efficiency with LED screens. These devices automatically control their
brightness in response to the time of day and sunlight.
It is foreseeable that only 800 shelters of the 3,133 total transit shelters would contain
digital displays, with the remainder containing static displays that are back-lit during
evening hours only. An additional 450 sites where transit shelters are not feasible
would be outfitted with shade canopies. Assuming an electricity use rate of 510 to
1,274 watts for 12 hours per day (with power use of 6.1 kWh per day for 2,783 transit
shelter locations and shade structures and 15.3 kWh per day for 800 transit shelter
locations), the 3,583 transit shelters and shade structures would consume a total of
approximately 10,681 MWh annually, while the existing shelters are estimated to be
consuming approximately 4,208 MWh per year.9 Additionally, future advertising
displays associated with potentially foreseeable City projects would consume a total
of approximately 1,752 MWh annually. Therefore, implementation of the project would
increase annual electricity consumption by approximately 8,224 MWh. According to
CEC data, LADWP customers consumed approximately 23.4 million MWh of
electricity in 2019. The incremental increase in electricity consumption associated with
project operations would represent approximately 0.035 percent of total 2019
consumption. Additionally, the LADWP system has a net dependable capacity of
approximately 8,009 MW, and the record instantaneous demand was approximately
6,500 MW measured in August 2017. Conservatively assuming a peak instantaneous
demand of 1,500 watts at all 3,583 transit shelter locations and 500 advertising
displays, the total consumption rate would only be 5.4 MW, which can be met by the
LADWP system. Therefore, implementation of the project would not produce a peak
electricity demand that would overburden the existing capacity of LADWP’s
infrastructure. Operational activities would require minimal consumption of electricity
that would not be significant when considering citywide electricity use and power
generation.10
While the power consumption of proposed transit shelters and associated amenities
and future advertising displays is only estimated above, it is anticipated that power
requirements would be reduced over time as greater efficiencies are realized as new
technologies are implemented. The contractor is required to consider and include
solar power to provide energy that would offset power needs from traditional electrical
systems. It is anticipated that as much as 50 percent of the 3,583 transit shelters under
9
10

The analysis assumes that all of the 1,884 existing transit shelter locations require 510 watts of
electricity for 12 hours per day for lighting.
For additional discussion, see Section 3.1 of Response to Comments.
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STAP may be powered by solar energy alone, further offsetting any power needs
associated with shelters equipped with digital media displays. Continuation and
expansion of the operational transit shelter maintenance activities would result in
energy consumption through motor gasoline and diesel fuel use. Table 3-8 above (see
Section 3.3.3) presents a summary of the total annual maintenance services and the
average daily activities that are anticipated with implementation of the STAP and
under existing conditions. These activities would result in the consumption of gasoline
and/or diesel fuel. The anticipated annual consumption of transportation fuel during
operational activities is approximately 35,630 gallons of diesel fuel associated with
vehicle trips, approximately 12,900 gallons of diesel fuel for cleaning equipment, and
approximately 20,100 gallons of gasoline associated with vehicle trips. The total
annual diesel consumption during project operations would be approximately 48,525
gallons, which would represent approximately 0.02 percent of countywide retail sales
in 2019. Annual gasoline consumption would represent approximately 0.0005 percent
of 2019 countywide retail sales. Therefore, the STAP would not place an undue
burden on existing petroleum-based transportation fuel supply. As a result,
transportation fuel impacts during the maintenance activities from the project would
be less than significant.
Impacts would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required.
b)
Would the project conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for renewable
energy or energy efficiency?
Reference: L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide (2006) (Section M.4); State CEQA
Guidelines (2021) (Appendices F and G); LA’s Green New Deal; SLTRP; Final 2019
Integrated Energy Policy Report; GreenLA Plan.
Comment: A significant impact would occur if the project conflicted with or obstructed
a State or local plan for renewable energy or energy efficiency.
Less than significant impact. Energy legislation, policies, and standards adopted by
California and local governments were enacted and promulgated for the purpose of
reducing energy consumption and improving efficiency (i.e., reducing the wasteful and
inefficient use of energy). The wasteful, inefficient, and/or unnecessary use of energy
is defined as a circumstance in which the project would conflict with applicable State
or local energy legislation, policies, and standards or result in increased per capita
energy consumption. Accordingly, inconsistency with legislation, policies, or
standards designed to avoid wasteful, inefficient, and current citywide average is used
to evaluate whether the project would result in a significant impact related to energy
resources and conservation. As discussed above, implementation of the project would
not produce a peak or annual electricity demand that would overburden the existing
capacity of LADWP’s infrastructure. In addition, implementation of the project would
not place an undue burden on existing petroleum-based transportation fuel supply.
Although the project would utilize electricity and transportation fuels, there is no
potential for the project to conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for renewable
energy or energy efficiency.
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In addition, STAP would promote the use of transit services as an alternative to private
vehicle use; thus, it would reduce total fuel consumption within the City. Equipment
and vehicles utilized in construction activities would also be subject to compliance with
State and local regulations pertaining to the efficient use of transportation fuels (e.g.,
the CARB Airborne Toxics Control Measure [Title 13, CCR, Section 2485] and OffRoad Diesel Regulation). The provision of transit shelters to create shade is also
consistent with strategies contained in L.A.’s Green New Deal (Sustainability pLAn) to
reduce the urban heat island effect.
Impacts would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required.
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3.7

Geology and Soils
Less Than
Potentially
Significant Less Than
Significant
With
Significant
Impact
Mitigation

No
Impact

Would the project:
a) Directly or indirectly cause potential
substantial adverse effects, including
the risk of loss, injury, or death
involving:
i) Rupture of a known earthquake
fault, as delineated on the most
recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake
Fault Zoning Map issued by the
State Geologist for the area or
based on other substantial
evidence of a known fault? Refer to
Division of Mines and Geology
Special Publication 42.

☐

☐

☒

☐

ii) Strong seismic ground shaking?

☐

☐

☒

☐

iii) Seismic-related ground failure,
including liquefaction?

☐

☐

☒

☐

iv) Landslides?

☐

☐

☒

☐

b) Result in substantial soil erosion or
the loss of topsoil?

☐

☐

☒

☐

c) Be located on a geologic unit or soil
that is unstable, or that would become
unstable as a result of the project, and
potentially result in on- or off-site
landslide, lateral spreading,
subsidence, liquefaction or collapse?

☐

☐

☒

☐

d) Be located on expansive soil, as
defined in Table 18-1-B of the Uniform
Building Code (1994), creating
substantial direct or indirect risks to life
or property?

☐

☐

☒

☐

e) Have soils incapable of adequately
supporting the use of septic tanks or
alternative wastewater disposal
systems where sewers are not
available for the disposal of
wastewater?

☐

☐

☐

☒
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Less Than
Potentially
Significant Less Than
Significant
With
Significant
Impact
Mitigation
f) Directly or indirectly destroy a
unique paleontological resource or site
or unique geologic feature?

3.7.1

☐

☐

☒

No
Impact

☐

Regulatory Setting

This section describes existing laws and regulations related to geology and soils that
are applicable to the project.
3.7.1.1

Federal

There are no federal regulations that specifically address impacts related to geology
and soils and are applicable to the project.
3.7.1.2

State

Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act
The Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act requires the State Geologist to
establish regulatory zones (known as Earthquake Fault Zones) around the surface
traces of active faults to mitigate the hazard of surface faulting to structures for human
occupancy. Local agencies are required to regulate development projects within the
Earthquake Fault Zones (e.g., preventing the construction of buildings used for human
occupancy within 50 feet of the surface trace of active faults). In the City, Earthquake
Fault Zones have been defined for the Newport-Inglewood, Hollywood, Santa Monica,
Raymond, Sierra Madre, and San Fernando faults.
Seismic Hazards Mapping Act
The Seismic Hazards Mapping Act addresses earthquake hazards from non-surface
fault rupture, including hazards related to liquefaction and seismically induced
landslides. It required the identification and mapping of seismic hazard zones (i.e.,
Liquefaction Zones and Earthquake-Induced Landslide Zones of Required
Investigation) to help cities and counties in preparing the safety elements of their
general plans and encourages land use management policies and regulations that
reduce seismic hazards. Liquefaction zones have been identified in portions of the
Los Angeles Basin, San Fernando Valley, San Pedro area, and other low-lying areas
with shallow groundwater and as such, considered susceptible to liquefaction.
3.7.1.3

Local

City of Los Angeles General Plan Safety Element
The City of Los Angeles General Plan Safety Element addresses seismic and geologic
hazards in the City and includes goals, objectives, and policies for minimizing potential
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injury, loss of life, property damage, and disruption of the social and economic life due
to fire, water-related hazard, seismic event, geologic condition, or release of
hazardous materials. The Safety Element requires compliance with applicable State
and federal planning and development regulations (e.g., Alquist-Priolo Earthquake
Fault Zoning Act and Seismic Hazards Mapping Act).
Public Works Construction Regulations
Chapter VI of the LAMC regulates all City public works and property. Section 62.103
requires permits for streets, sidewalks, and other improvements from the Board of
Public Works, after the City Engineer’s review and approval of plans and
specifications. All work is required to comply with the WATCH, Green Book and Brown
Book, and the City’s Standard Plans.

3.7.2

Existing Environment

The City is located in the northern section of the Peninsular Ranges Geomorphic
Province and the southern portion of the Transverse Ranges Geomorphic Province.
The Peninsular Ranges consists of northwest-southeast-trending, fault-bounded
discrete blocks, with mountain ranges, broad intervening valleys, and low-lying coast
plains. Within California, the province extends approximately 125 miles from the
Transverse Ranges and the Los Angeles Basin south to the Mexican border,
extending farther south for approximately 775 miles to the tip of Baja California. It is
bound on the east by the right-slip San Andreas Fault Zone, the Eastern Transverse
Ranges, and the Colorado Desert.
In contrast to the other mountain ranges in California, which are aligned north to south,
the Transverse Ranges are aligned transverse to the northwesterly trending San
Andreas Fault and span east to west for approximately 320 miles, beginning at the
boundary of Joshua Tree National Monument with the Mojave Desert and Colorado
Desert on the North American Plate, crossing the San Andreas Fault at the Cajon
Pass, and terminating at San Miguel Island on the Pacific Plate. The northern portion
of the City is situated in the Western Transverse Ranges, which include the San
Gabriel Mountains, Santa Monica Mountains, Santa Ynez Range, and Santa Barbara
Channel Islands; as well as several major sedimentary basins, including the San
Fernando basin.
The City lies on a hilly coastal plain where the Pacific Ocean serves as the southern
and western boundaries and is defined by the level alluvial plains of the Los Angeles
Basin and San Fernando Valley, and the steep-sided mountains and hills that rise
above the valleys. The Los Angeles Basin is a broad, level expanse extending from
the Hollywood Hills and Santa Monica Mountains on the north, to the Pacific coast on
the southwest, to Topanga Canyon on the west, and to the vicinity of Aliso Creek in
Orange County on the southeast. The San Fernando Valley is bounded on the north
and east by the San Gabriel Mountains, on the north and west by the Santa Susana
Mountains, and on the south by the Santa Monica Mountains. These hillside and
mountainous areas of the City are generally susceptible to landslides.
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Known active faults within and near the City include the following:
●
●
●
●
●
●
●
●
●
●
●
●
●
●
●
●
●
●
●

Anacapa-Dume
Hollywood
Newport-Inglewood
Northridge
Oak Ridge
Palos Verdes
Puente Hills Blind Thrust
Raymond
San Andreas
San Gabriel
San Joaquin Hills Blind Thrust
San Jose
Santa Monica
Santa Susana
Sierra Madre
Simi-Santa Rosa
Upper Elysian Park Blind Thrust
Verdugo
Whittier

Earthquake events from one of the regional active or potentially active faults in the
City could result in strong ground shaking, depending on the size and type of
earthquake, distance from the earthquake epicenter, and subsurface geologic
conditions.
Due to the variations in the topography and geology within the City, soil and geologic
conditions also vary considerably. Thus, the potential for geologic hazards (e.g.,
surface rupture, ground shaking, landslides, liquefaction, erosion, lateral spreading)
depends on location and underlying soil conditions. Several areas of the City have
also experienced subsidence due to substantial withdrawals of groundwater or oil in
the past.

3.7.3

Impact Analysis

a)
Would the project expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse
effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving:
i)
Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the most recent AlquistPriolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist for the area or
based on other substantial evidence of a known fault?
Reference: L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide (2006) (Section E.1); City of Los Angeles
General Plan Safety Element; California Department of Conservation (CDOC) Fault
Activity Map of California.
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Comment: Based on the criteria established in the L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide, a
significant impact may occur if the project were located within a State-designated
Alquist-Priolo Zone or another designated fault zone.
Less than significant impact. The existing and new transit shelters/shade structures
and future advertising displays may be located in Alquist-Priolo Special Study Zones
and Fault Rupture Study Areas; thus, they would be subject to potential surface
rupture hazards from a major earthquake event. However, STAP program elements
and future advertising displays would be designed to maintain structural integrity (in
accordance with standard plans and specifications approved by the City Engineer)
and would be small, open structures that would allow pedestrians and transit shelter
users to move out of surface rupture areas readily. Impacts related to surface rupture
would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required.
ii)

Strong seismic ground shaking?

Reference: L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide (2006) (Section E.1); City of Los Angeles
General Plan Safety Element; LAMC; CDOC Fault Activity Map of California.
Comment: A significant impact could occur if the project were to result in an increased
risk to public safety or destruction of property by exposing people, property, or
infrastructure due to seismically induced ground-shaking hazards that are greater than
the average risk associated with other locations in southern California. .
Less than significant impact. There are several earthquake faults in and near the
City and the region that may cause ground shaking. STAP program elements and
future advertising displays, along with pedestrians and transit shelter users, would be
exposed to these ground-shaking hazards during an earthquake event. The intensity
of ground shaking would depend primarily on the earthquake’s magnitude, the
distance from the source, and the geologic characteristics of the site. As stated above,
the STAP program elements and future advertising displays would be designed to
maintain structural integrity and would be small, open structures that would allow
pedestrians and transit users to move away from hazards that could be created by
intense ground shaking. Impacts related to ground shaking would be less than
significant, and no mitigation is required.
iii)

Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction?

Reference: L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide (2006) (Section E.1); City of Los Angeles
General Plan Safety Element; LAMC; CDOC CGS Information Warehouse:
Regulatory Maps.
Comment: A significant impact would occur if the proposed project were in an area
identified as having a high risk of liquefaction and appropriate design measures
required within such designated areas were not incorporated into the project.
Less than significant impact. The potential for liquefaction is dependent on
underlying soil conditions, and transit shelters and sidewalk amenities and future
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advertising displays may be located in areas subject to liquefaction. Because the
STAP program elements and future advertising displays would be designed to
maintain structural integrity and would be small, open structures, the potential for
liquefaction would be minor. Impacts would be less than significant, and no mitigation
is required.
iv)

Landslides?

Reference: L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide (2006) (Section E.1); City of Los Angeles
General Plan Safety Element; LAMC; CDOC CGS Information Warehouse:
Regulatory Maps.
Comment: A significant impact could occur if the project sites were in an area
identified as having a high risk of landslides.
Less than significant impact. Landslides generally occur in hilly and mountainous
areas that are found at the southern and northern sections of the City. While the new
and upgraded transit shelters/shade structures and future advertising displays would
be located in these areas and could be subject to landslide hazards, the
shelters/shade structures and future advertising displays would be placed at sidewalk
areas that do not feature steep slopes. In addition, the STAP program elements and
future advertising displays would be designed to maintain structural integrity, as
discussed above. Impacts related to landslides would be less than significant, and no
mitigation is required.
b) Would the project result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil?
Reference: L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide (Section E.2); General Plan Safety
Element.
Comment: The project could have significant sedimentation or erosion impacts if it
were to (a) constitute a geologic hazard to other properties by causing or accelerating
instability from erosion; or (b) accelerate natural processes of wind and water erosion
and sedimentation resulting in sediment runoff or deposition that would not be
contained or controlled on the project site.
Less than significant impact. STAP program elements and future advertising
displays would be located at sidewalk areas that are paved and would maintain the
paved condition of these areas. While erosion may occur temporarily during soil
disturbance associated with the removal of concrete and excavation for structural
foundations, this erosion would be short term and is not expected to result in the
erosion of adjacent areas. No permanent erosion would occur with the project.
Impacts related to erosion would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required.
c)
Would the project be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that
would become unstable as a result of the project, and potentially result in on- or offsite landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction or collapse?
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Reference: L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide (Section E.1); General Plan Safety
Element; LAMC.
Comment: The project could have a significant impact if the proposed project is built
in an unstable area without proper site preparation, or were to cause or accelerate
geologic hazards causing substantial damage to structures or infrastructure, or if it
were to expose people to substantial risk of injury.
Less than significant impact. STAP program elements and future advertising
displays would be designed to maintain structural integrity, with an adequate margin
of safety, to address site-specific geologic and soil conditions. Thus, impacts related
to soil instability would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required.
d) Would the project be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of the
Uniform Building Code (1994), creating substantial risks to life or property?
Reference: General Plan Safety Element; LAMC.
Comment: A significant impact may occur if the project were built on expansive soils
without proper site preparation or design features, thereby posing a hazard to life and
property.
Less than significant impact. STAP program elements and future advertising
displays would be designed to maintain structural integrity, with an adequate margin
of safety, to address site-specific geologic and soil conditions, including soil
expansion. Thus, impacts related to soil expansion would be less than significant, and
no mitigation is required.
e)
Would the project have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of
septic tanks or alternative wastewater disposal systems where sewers are not
available for the disposal of wastewater?
Reference: L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide (Section E.3).
Comment: A significant impact would occur if the proposed project were built on soils
that were incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks or alternative
wastewater disposal system and such a system were proposed.
No impact. The STAP and future advertising displays do not propose the construction
of automated public toilets. All other program elements and future advertising displays
would not generate wastewater that would require disposal into a septic tank or
alternative wastewater disposal system. Thus, the project would not require onsite
wastewater treatment and disposal, and it would not be affected by underlying soils
that may have constraints for use as leach fields. No impact would occur, and no
mitigation is required.
f)
Would the project directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological
resource or site or unique geologic feature?
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Reference: L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide (Section D.1); City of Los Angeles General
Plan Conservation Element; Geologic map of various quadrangles; Standard
Procedures for the Assessment and Mitigation of Adverse Impacts to Paleontological
Resources.
Comment: A significant impact could occur if grading or excavation activities
associated with the project disturb unique paleontological resources or unique
geologic features that presently exist within the project site.
Less than significant impact. Please refer to Section 3.5, Cultural Resources, for a
discussion of impacts related to paleontological resources. Section 3.5.3 c) specifically
addresses project impacts on paleontological resources.
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3.8

Greenhouse Gas Emissions
Less Than
Potentially
Significant Less Than
Significant
With
Significant
Impact
Mitigation

No
Impact

Would the project:
a) Generate greenhouse gas
emissions, either directly or indirectly,
that may have a significant impact on
the environment?

☐

☐

☒

☐

b) Conflict with any applicable plan,
policy or regulation of an agency
adopted for the purpose of reducing
the emissions of greenhouse gases?

☐

☐

☒

☐

An Air Quality and GHG Analysis was prepared for the project and is provided in
Attachment B. The findings of the memo related to GHG emissions are summarized
below.

3.8.1

Regulatory Setting

This section describes existing laws and regulations related to GHG emissions that
are applicable to the project.
3.8.1.1

Federal

Massachusetts v. Environmental Protection Agency
The United States Supreme Court (Supreme Court) ruled in Massachusetts v.
Environmental Protection Agency, 127 S.Ct. 1438 (2007), that carbon dioxide (CO2)
and other GHGs are pollutants under the federal CAA, which EPA must regulate if it
determines they pose an endangerment to public health or welfare. On April 17, 2009,
EPA issued a proposed finding that GHGs contribute to air pollution that may
endanger public health or welfare. EPA stated that high atmospheric levels of GHGs
“are the unambiguous result of human emissions and are very likely the cause of the
observed increase in average temperatures and other climatic changes.” EPA further
found that “atmospheric concentrations of GHGs endanger public health and welfare
within the meaning of Section 202 of the Clean Air Act.” The findings were signed by
the EPA Administrator on December 7, 2009.
Final Endangerment Finding
EPA adopted a Final Endangerment Finding for defined GHGs, as required before
EPA can regulate GHG emissions under Section 202(a)(1) of the CAA. EPA also
adopted a Cause or Contribute Finding in which the EPA Administrator found that
GHG emissions from new motor vehicle and motor vehicle engines are contributing to
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air pollution, which is endangering public health and welfare. These findings do not
themselves impose any requirements on industry or other entities. However, these
actions were a prerequisite for implementing GHG emissions standards for vehicles.
Energy Independence and Security Act
The EISA of 2007 facilitates the reduction of national GHG emissions by increasing
the supply of alternative fuel sources, strengthening standards for energy
conservation, and requiring approximately 25 percent greater efficiency for light bulbs
by phasing out incandescent light bulbs.
3.8.1.2

State

California Greenhouse Gas Reduction Targets
Executive Order S-3-05 created GHG emission reduction targets in California. The
targets included reducing GHG emissions to 2000 levels by 2010, to 1990 levels by
2020, and to 80 percent below 1990 levels by 2050. The California Climate Action
Team (CAT) was created to collectively and efficiently reduce GHG emissions. The
CAT provides periodic reports to the Governor and Legislature on the status of GHG
reductions in the state, as well as strategies for mitigating and adapting to climate
change. The first CAT Report to the Governor and the Legislature in 2006 contained
recommendations and strategies to help meet the targets in Executive Order S-3-05.
The report stated that smart land use is an umbrella term for strategies that integrate
transportation and land use decisions. Such strategies generally encourage
jobs/housing proximity, promote transit-oriented development, and encourage highdensity residential/commercial development along transit corridors.
Executive Order B-30-15 directed State agencies to establish a new interim statewide
reduction target to reduce GHG emissions to 40 percent below 1990 levels by 2030.
It also ordered State agencies to implement measures to achieve reductions of GHG
emissions to meet the 2030 and 2050 reduction targets and directed CARB to update
the Climate Change Scoping Plan to express the 2030 target in terms of million metric
tons of carbon dioxide equivalent (MMTCO2e).
Executive Order B-55-18 establishes a new statewide goal to achieve carbon
neutrality as soon as possible, but no later than 2045, and achieve and maintain net
negative emissions thereafter. Based on this executive order, CARB will work with
relevant agencies to develop a framework for implementation and accounting that
tracks progress towards this goal, as well as ensuring future scoping plans identify
and recommend measures to achieve the carbon neutrality goal.
Assembly Bill 32 and Senate Bill 32
In 2006, the California Legislature adopted AB 32, which focuses on reducing GHG
emissions in California to 1990 levels by 2020. It represents the first enforceable
Statewide program to limit emissions of GHGs from all major industries, with penalties
for noncompliance. The law further requires that reduction measures be
technologically feasible and cost effective. CARB has the primary responsibility for
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reducing GHG emissions. CARB is required to adopt rules and regulations directing
State actions that would achieve GHG emissions reductions equivalent to 1990
Statewide levels by 2020. To achieve these goals, AB 32 mandates that CARB
establish a quantified emissions cap, institute a schedule to meet the cap, implement
regulations to reduce statewide GHG emissions from stationary sources consistent
with the CAT strategies, and develop tracking, reporting, and enforcement
mechanisms to ensure that reductions are achieved.
In 2016, the California State Legislature adopted SB 32 and its companion bill, AB
197. SB 32 and AB 197 established a new climate pollution reduction target of 40
percent below 1990 levels by 2030 and included provisions to ensure that the benefits
of State climate policies reach disadvantaged communities. The new plan, outlined in
SB 32, involves increasing renewable energy use, imposing tighter limits on the
carbon content of gasoline and diesel fuel, putting more electric cars on the road,
improving energy efficiency, and curbing emissions from key industries.
Climate Change Scoping Plan
AB 32 requires CARB to prepare a Climate Change Scoping Plan for achieving the
maximum technologically feasible and cost-effective GHG emission reduction by
2020. The 2008 Climate Change Scoping Plan proposes a “comprehensive set of
actions designed to reduce overall carbon GHG emissions in California, improve our
environment, reduce our dependence on oil, diversify our energy sources, save
energy, create new jobs, and enhance public health.”
Subsequent to adoption of the 2008 Climate Change Scoping Plan, a lawsuit was filed
challenging CARB’s approval of the Climate Change Scoping Plan Functional
Equivalent Document. The Court found that the environmental analysis of the
alternatives to the Climate Change Scoping Plan was not sufficient under CEQA.
CARB updated the projected 2020 business as usual (BAU) emissions inventory
based on current economic forecasts and emission reduction measures already in
place, replacing its prior 2020 BAU emissions inventory.
The First Update to the Scoping Plan was approved by CARB in May 2014 and built
upon the initial Scoping Plan with new strategies and recommendations. CARB
revised the 1990 GHG emissions inventory and 2020 GHG emissions limit to be 431
MMTCO2e. CARB also updated the State’s 2020 BAU emissions estimate to account
for the effect of the 2007–2009 economic recession, new estimates for future fuel and
energy demand, and the reductions required by regulations that had recently been
adopted for motor vehicles and renewable energy. CARB’s projected statewide 2020
emissions estimate is 509.4 MMTCO2e. The First Update found that California was on
track to meet the 2020 emissions reduction mandate established by AB 32. According
to the latest emissions inventory from CARB, the total, statewide 2018 GHG emissions
were 425.3 million metric tons, which was 6 million metric tons below the 2020 target.
In response to the passage of SB 32 and the identification of the 2030 GHG reduction
target, CARB adopted the 2017 Climate Change Scoping Plan. The 2017 Update
builds upon the framework established by the 2008 Climate Change Scoping Plan and
Sidewalk and Transit Amenities Program

122

October 2021
MND - 132

INITIAL STUDY
BUREAU OF ENGINEERING – BUREAU OF STREET SERVICES

the First Update while identifying new, technologically feasible, and cost-effective
strategies to ensure that California meets its GHG reduction targets in a way that
promotes and rewards innovation, continues to foster economic growth, and delivers
improvements to the environment and public health. For individual projects under
CEQA, the 2017 Scoping Plan states that local governments can support climate
action goals when considering discretionary approvals and entitlements. According to
the 2017 Scoping Plan, lead agencies have the discretion to develop evidence-based
numeric thresholds consistent with the Scoping Plan, the State’s long-term goals, and
climate change science.
Senate Bill 375—Sustainable Communities Strategy
SB 375 was adopted with a goal of reducing GHG emissions from cars and light trucks.
Under SB 375, the GHG reduction target must be incorporated within that region’s
RTP, which is used for long-term transportation planning, in an SCS. Certain
transportation planning and programming activities would then need to be consistent
with the SCS; however, SB 375 expressly provides that the SCS does not regulate
the use of land, and further provides that local land use plans and policies (e.g.,
general plan) are not required to be consistent with either the RTP or SCS. The 2020–
2045 RTP/SCS prepared by SCAG includes commitments to reduce emissions from
transportation sources to comply with SB 375.
3.8.1.3

Regional

SCAG 2020–2045 Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities
Strategy
On September 3, 2020, SCAG adopted the 2020–2045 RTP/SCS, or Connect SoCal,
as an update to the previous 2016–2040 RTP/SCS. Connect SoCal incorporates a
range of best practices for increasing transportation choices, reducing dependence
on personal automobiles, further improving air quality and reducing GHG emissions,
and encouraging growth in walkable, mixed-use communities with convenient access
to transit infrastructure and employment. SCAG, in conjunction with CARB,
determined that implementation of Connect SoCal would achieve regional GHG
reductions relative to 2005 SCAG areawide levels of approximately 8 percent in 2020
and approximately 19 percent by 2045. The regional GHG emissions reductions
achieved through the Connect SoCal Growth Vision are consistent with the regional
targets set forth by CARB through SB 375.
3.8.1.4

Local

GreenLA Action Plan
On May 15, 2007, Mayor Antonio Villaraigosa released the Green LA Plan that has an
overall goal of reducing the City of Los Angeles’ GHG emissions by 35 percent below
1990 levels by 2030. This goal exceeds the targets set by both California and the
Kyoto Protocol, and it is the greatest reduction target of any large United States city.
The cornerstone of the Green LA Plan is increasing the City’s use of renewable energy
to 35 percent by 2020.
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Sustainability pLAn/LA’s Green New Deal
On April 8, 2015, Mayor Eric Garcetti released the Sustainability pLAn, a roadmap to
achieve back to basics short-term results while setting the path to strengthen and
transform the City. The pLAn is made up of short-term (by 2017) and longer-term (by
2025 and 2035) targets in 14 categories to advance the City’s environment, economy
and equity. In 2019, Mayor Eric Garcetti released an update to the pLAn, which
accelerates previous sustainability targets and looks even farther out to 2050.
L.A.’s Green New Deal is an expanded vision for the Sustainability pLAn for achieving
clean air and water and a stable climate in the City (through a zero carbon grid, zero
carbon transportation, zero carbon buildings, zero waste, and zero wasted water). It
is intended to serve as a guide for creating an equitable and abundant economy in the
City, powered by 100 percent renewable energy. It seeks to build the country’s largest,
cleanest, and most reliable urban electrical grid to power the next generation of green
transportation and clean buildings; educate and train Angelenos to participate in the
new green economy; and enact sustainable policies that prioritize economic
opportunity.

3.8.2

Existing Environment

Global climate change refers to changes in average climatic conditions on earth as a
whole, including changes in temperature, wind patterns, precipitation, and severe
weather events. Global warming, a related concept, is the observed increase in
average temperature of the earth’s surface and atmosphere. One identified cause of
global warming is an increase of GHGs in the atmosphere.
GHGs are compounds in the atmosphere that play a critical role in determining
temperatures near the earth’s surface. GHGs include CO2, methane (CH4), nitrous
oxide (N2O), and other gases that are not pertinent to the project.
CARB is responsible for preparing, adopting, and updating California’s GHG
emissions inventory under Assembly Bill 1803 (2006). The State’s annual GHG
emissions inventory provides an important tool for establishing historical emissions
trends and tracking California’s progress in reducing GHGs. The 2020 edition of the
CARB GHG inventory includes emissions of seven GHGs identified in AB 32 for the
years 2000 to 2018. Table 3-13 displays the statewide GHG emissions from 2009 to
2018 by economic sector as defined in the 2008 Scoping Plan. Generally, California’s
GHG emissions have followed a declining trend over the past decade. In 2018,
emissions from routine emitting activities statewide were approximately 29.3
MMTCO2e (6 percent) lower than 2009 levels, and approximately 6 MMTCO2e below
the 1990 level (431 MMTCO2e), which is the State’s 2020 GHG target. The
transportation sector remains the largest source of statewide GHG emissions.
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Table 3-13. California GHG Emissions Inventory Trend
CO2e Emissions (Million Metric Tons)
Sector
2009
2010
2011
2012
2013
2014
2015
2016
2017
2018
Transportation 168.0 165.1 161.8 161.4 161.2 162.6 166.2 169.8 171.0 169.5
Electric Power 101.3 90.3 89.2 98.2 91.4 88.9 84.8 68.6 62.1 63.1
Industrial
87.2 91.0 89.3 88.9 91.6 92.4 90.1 88.9 88.7 89.2
Commercial/
44.5 45.9 46.0 43.5 44.2 38.2 38.8 40.6 41.3 41.4
Residential
Agriculture
32.9 33.7 34.4 35.5 33.8 34.8 33.4 33.2 32.3 32.6
High GWP
12.3 13.5 14.5 15.5 16.8 17.7 18.6 19.3 20.0 20.5
Recycling and
8.5
8.7
8.7
8.7
8.7
8.8
8.8
8.9
9.0
9.1
Waste
Emissions
454.7 448.2 443.9 451.7 447.7 443.4 440.7 429.3 424.4 425.4
Total
Source: CARB, 2000–2018 GHG Inventory (2020 Edition), available at https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/ghginventory-data.

The Sustainability pLAn includes a citywide GHG emissions inventory, with GHG
emissions in the City estimated at approximately 32 MMTCO2e in 2017. The primary
sources of emissions are related to solid and wastewater services (41 percent),
industrial activities (31 percent), and transportation (21 percent). In 2017, the City had
reduced its GHG emissions 25 percent below 1990 levels, and the per capita GHG
emissions are one-third of the national average.

3.8.3

Impact Analysis

a)
Would the project generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or
indirectly, that may have a significant impact on the environment?
Reference: State CEQA Guidelines (2021) (Appendix G); Air Quality and GHG
Analysis (TAHA, 2021).
Comment: A significant impact may occur if the proposed project would generate
GHG emissions that would have a significant impact on the environment.
Less than significant impact. Implementation of the STAP would generate
construction and operational GHG emissions. In accordance with CEQA Guidelines
Section 15064.4(c), GHG emissions that would be generated by the project were
estimated using the California Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod, Version
2016.3.2), which is the preferred regulatory tool recommended by SCAQMD for
estimating GHG emissions from proposed CEQA projects. CalEEMod relies on an
emissions factors database compiled from the CARB EMFAC on-road mobile source
emissions inventory model and the CARB OFFROAD off-road equipment model, as
well as regional survey data for energy resource consumption, water use, and solid
waste generation, to produce estimates of GHG emissions. The following discussions
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describe sources of GHG emissions during construction activities and future long-term
operations.
Construction
Construction activities are anticipated to last for 3 years under the most aggressive
and efficient schedule feasible. Based on GHG emission estimates using CalEEMod,
as shown in Table 3-14, construction activities to implement the STAP would generate
approximately 1,376.9 MTCO2e in the first year and 1,279.3 MTCO2e in the second
year and 1,277.4 MTCO2e in the third year of the STAP, which sums to a total of
3,933.6 MTCO2e over the course of the 3-year construction period. In addition, the
construction of up to 500 future advertising displays would generate approximately
425.8 MTCO2e, and when combined with the project emissions the total would be
4,000 MTCO2e over the three-year implementation schedule. The GHG construction
emissions amortized over a 30-year operational lifetime would be approximately 131.1
MTCO2e annually. Project construction emissions amortized over a more conservative
10-year contract period for the STAP would be approximately 393.47 MTCO2e
annually.
Table 3-14. Estimated Construction GHG Emissions

Program
Year

STAP Shelter
Removal Emissions
(MTCO2e)

STAP Shelter
Installation
Emissions
(MTCO2e)

STAP Total
Annual GHG
Emissions
(MTCO2e)

Foreseeable
City
Projects
(MTCO2e)

1

118.3

1,258.6

1,376.9

142.2

2

156.1

1,123.2

1,1279.3

142.2

3

155.9

1,121.5

1,277.4

141.4

3,933.6

425.8

Amortized Emissions (30-Year Operational Lifetime)

131.1

14.2

Amortized Emissions (10-Year Maintenance
Contract)

393.4

42.6

Total Emissions

Source: Air Quality and GHG Analysis, TAHA, 2021.

The effect of GHG emissions on the environment is cumulative in nature; therefore,
the construction emissions listed in Table 3-14 were analyzed below as part of total
GHG emissions for the project lifecycle.
Operations and Maintenance
Sources of GHG emissions during operation would include direct emissions
associated with on-road vehicle trips and onsite cleaning equipment, as well as
indirect emissions associated with electricity use at the transit shelters. On-road
vehicles and off-road equipment use would result in the consumption of gasoline
and/or diesel fuel, which would be the primary source of operational GHG emissions.
Electricity consumption at the transit shelters assumed an average of 510 to 1,274
watts for 12 hours per day at each transit shelter location (6.1 to 15.3 kWh per site per

Sidewalk and Transit Amenities Program

126

October 2021
MND - 136

INITIAL STUDY
BUREAU OF ENGINEERING – BUREAU OF STREET SERVICES

day). Electricity consumption at the 500 sidewalk locations where advertising displays
would be installed as part of potentially foreseeable City projects were assumed to
require 800 watts of power for 12 hours per day, similar to the energy consumption of
digital displays. Information provided by the City was used to estimate solid wasterelated GHG emissions, with existing shelter facilities generating approximately 50
tons of solid waste per year. Using a scaling factor of 1.9 based on the total number
of existing transit shelters, annual solid waste generation with implementation of the
project was estimated to be 95 tons per year. Table 3-15 summarizes the annual GHG
emissions that would occur with STAP implementation, as well as an estimate of
existing GHG emissions associated with transit shelter operations.
Table 3-15. Estimated Annual Operations GHG Emissions

Source

Project
Annual GHG
Emissions
(MTCO2e)

Existing
Annual GHG
Emissions
(MTCO2e)

Net Annual
GHG
Emissions
(MTCO2e)

Amortized Construction Emissions (Direct)

393.4

-

357.4

3,360.9

1,324.3

1,779.4

Mobile Source Emissions (Direct)

540.7

254.5

286.2

Service Equipment Emissions (Direct)

127.9

85.2

42.6

Waste Disposal Emissions (Indirect)

47.8

25.1

22.6

4,470.7

1,589.2

2,781.5

Amortized Construction Emissions

42.6

-

42.6

Energy Source Emissions (Indirect)

551.3

-

551.3

Mobile Source Emissions (Direct)

83.5

-

83.5

Total Foreseeable City Projects

677.4

-

677.4

Total Combined GHG Emissions

5,148.0

1,689.2

3,458.8

STAP
Energy Source Emissions (Indirect)

Total STAP GHG Emissions
Foreseeable City Projects

Source: Air Quality and GHG Analysis, TAHA, 2021.

As shown in Table 3-15, the project would result in an increase of approximately
2,781.5 MTCO2e in annual GHG emissions throughout the City’s 468.7 square miles
during the 10-year program implementation. Foreseeable City projects would
generate 677.4 MTCO2e annually, for a combined total of 3,458.8 MTCO2e.
Emissions have been quantified and disclosed in accordance with recommendations
contained within the CEQA Guidelines.
A number of lead agencies within the State and region, including multiple air districts,
have drafted, adopted, or recommended threshold approaches and guidelines for
analyzing GHG emissions and climate change in CEQA documents. However, there
are currently no quantitative thresholds that have been adopted by a local agency
relevant to the project. The City has not drafted nor adopted threshold approaches
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and guidelines for analyzing GHG emissions and climate change in CEQA documents.
While the City prepared an action plan related to climate change in 2007 (GreenLA),
this action plan does not qualify for tiering under CEQA (specifically, CEQA Guidelines
Section 15183.5) because the CAP has not undergone CEQA review per the tiering
requirements specified in Section 15183.5. Therefore, the Project-specific analysis
herein cannot rely on a qualitative tiering analysis with the City’s CAP. Thus, there is
no City guidance or officially adopted quantitative threshold applicable to the project.
At the regional scale, SCAQMD staff developed draft GHG CEQA guidance by means
of a stakeholder working group that convened 15 times between 2008–2010 and
adopted a staff proposal for industrial projects for which the SCAQMD is the lead
agency (SCAQMD, 2008b). For other projects subject to CEQA within the district,
SCAQMD’s draft GHG guidance recommended a tiered approach to analyzing GHG
emissions in CEQA documents in which commercial/residential projects that emit
fewer than 3,000 MTCO2e per year would be assumed to have a less than significant
impact on climate change. However, because the proposed thresholds for CEQA
projects were never officially adopted by the SCAQMD or the City, they are not
applicable to the project.
As such, the assessment herein analyzed operational emissions in terms of
consistency with adopted GHG emissions reduction plans at the state, regional, and
local levels. The applicable state-level guidance is the CARB Climate Change Scoping
Plan, and the applicable regional-level guidance is the SCAG RTP/SCS. Although the
City’s pLAn does not qualify as a GHG reduction plan under the CEQA Guidelines,
the GHG emissions impacts assessment evaluated how the project would contribute
to local efforts to reduce GHG emissions.
Although implementation of the project would generate GHG emissions that would be
greater in magnitude than those under existing conditions, the project itself would
provide potential benefits that would offset emissions in ways that are not currently
quantifiable. Implementation of the project would enhance the safety, aesthetics,
accessibility, and comfortability of public transit shelters throughout the City. The
improved transit shelter facilities would encourage the use of public transit by
providing more appealing, brightly lit waiting areas, and the increased transit ridership
would offset single occupancy vehicle use. The displacement of vehicle trips in favor
of transit is a crucial element of regional, State, and City planning efforts to reduce
GHG emissions. L.A.’s Green New Deal includes a target of increasing the percentage
of all trips made within the city by walking, biking, micro-mobility/matched rides, or
transit to at least 35 percent by 2025 and 50 percent by 2035. The project would also
directly contribute to the City’s initiative to implement a Street Furniture program that
reduces heat exposure, provides cool transit stops, and improves access to restrooms
in high transit use areas.
Furthermore, as LADWP increases its renewables portfolio in future years to comply
with the provisions of SB 350 and SB 100, indirect emissions associated with
electricity consumption would be reduced over time. LADWP is committed to
expanding its renewable power mix from approximately 36 percent in 2020 to 44
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percent by the end of 2024, 52 percent by the end of 2027, and 60 percent by the end
of 2030. As LADWP sources more and more of its electricity delivered to customers
from renewable products, the GHG intensity of each MWh of electricity consumed will
decrease. Assuming that LADWP continues to meet its renewable power mix targets,
indirect project emissions from electricity use by 2025 would be reduced from 3,360.9
MTCO2e to 2,940.8 MTCO2e, a decrease of approximately 12.5 percent.
Implementation of the project would not interfere with LADWP’s efforts to expand its
renewable power mix and reduce indirect GHG emissions associated with electricity
generation.
Additionally, the project would enhance infrastructure at transit stops at which buses
operated by the Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority (LA Metro)
make stops. The LA Metro public transit system annually displaces approximately
186,515 MTCO2e across all modes of travel through mode shift away from passenger
vehicles, despite the bus system alone producing approximately 251,439 MTCO2e per
year. Implementation of the project would generate GHG emissions representing only
one percent of annual Metro bus emissions, and would attract additional transit riders
through providing safer, cleaner, better lit facilities for passengers to rest while they
wait for buses. GHG emissions and their effect on climate change are cumulative in
nature, and considering the project’s emissions in the context of the regional transit
network demonstrates that the emissions would not have a significant impact on the
environment.
Consistency with GHG emissions reduction plans renders a project less than
significant. Given the project’s consistency with state, regional, and City GHG
emissions reduction plans and policies, as described below, the project is considered
consistent with all applicable plans, policies, and regulations adopted for the purpose
of reduction GHG emissions. Therefore, the project’s incremental contribution to GHG
emissions and their effects on climate change would not be considerable.
Thus, the project would result in a less than significant impact related to the magnitude
of GHG emissions. No mitigation is required.
b)
Would the project conflict with any applicable plan, policy or regulation of an
agency adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases?
Reference: State CEQA Guidelines (2021) (Appendix G); SCAG RTP/SCS; Climate
Change Scoping Plan; Air Quality and GHG Analysis (TAHA, 2021).
Comment: A significant impact may occur if the proposed project would conflict with
an applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing the
emissions of GHG. Applicable regulations enacted to reduce GHG emissions include
Executive Order S-3-05, the AB 32 Climate Change Scoping Plan, Executive Order
B-30-15, SB 32, and the SCAG RTP/SCS.
Less than significant impact. Enhancing infrastructure accessibility and
accommodating multi-modal transportation options is a critical component to creating
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a safer and more sustainable transportation network. One of the project objectives is
to promote and expand the use of transit, active transportation, and shared mobility
by improving the quality and technological capability of associated physical program
elements, such as transit shelters, kiosks, and other amenities. Implementation of the
project would augment and enhance transit shelter facilities throughout the City, which
would provide convenient and accessible amenities to transit riders. The provision of
structures that would create shade is consistent with strategies contained in L.A.’s
Green New Deal (Sustainability pLAn) to reduce the urban heat island effect.
Improving infrastructure accessibility and accommodating multimodal transportation
options would create a safer and more sustainable transportation network.
The Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions Analysis (Attachment B) provides an
evaluation of project consistency with GHG reduction actions/strategies. The Climate
Change Scoping Plan and subsequent updates in 2014 and 2017 contain a range of
GHG reduction actions that include direct regulations, alternative compliance
mechanisms, monetary and non-monetary incentives, voluntary actions, marketbased mechanisms such as a cap-and-trade system, and an AB 32 implementation
fee to fund the program. Table 3-16 provides an evaluation of project consistency with
applicable GHG reduction actions/strategies.
Table 3-16. Project Consistency with GHG Emissions Reduction Plans
Strategy

Project Consistency

2008 CLIMATE CHANGE SCOPING PLAN MEASURES
California Light-Duty Vehicle GHG
Standards. Implement adopted Pavley
standards and planned second phase of
program. Align zero-emission vehicle,
alternative and renewable fuel, and
vehicle technology initiatives with longterm climate change goals.

No Conflict. The implementation of Pavley
vehicle standards is managed at the State
level and applies to vehicle and engine
manufacturers. The project would not conflict
with vehicle emissions standards and would
provide enhanced transit accessibility
throughout the city.

Energy Efficiency. Maximize energy
efficiency building and appliance
standards and pursue additional efficiency
efforts including new technologies, and
new policy and mechanisms.

No Conflict. Digital elements will have
ENERGY STAR ratings for efficiency with
LED screens. Project electricity would be
supplied by LADWP, which is required to
achieve 40 percent RPS by the end of 2024,
52 percent by the end of 2027, and 60
percent by the end of 2030 under SB 100.
STAP's program elements and future
advertising displays will comply with all
applicable Structural, Seismic, Plumbing, and
Electrical Codes, and other specific City
adopted policies and standards applicable to
the public right of way.
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Table 3-16. Project Consistency with GHG Emissions Reduction Plans
Strategy

Project Consistency

Renewables Portfolio Standard:
Achieve 33 percent renewable energy mix
statewide by 2020 from the current level of
12 percent in 2008.

No Conflict. LADWP would supply energy to
the project site. The LADWP’s portfolio
consists of approximately 32 percent
renewable energy in 2018 and plans to
increase its amount of renewable energy to
35 percent by 2020 and 44 percent by the
end of 2024. Thus, LADWP is on track to
meet and exceed the RPS goals established
in the Climate Change Scoping Plan.
Additionally, the project would explore
opportunities to install solar panels at transit
shelter locations to reduce electrical demand.

Low-Carbon Fuel Standard. Develop
and adopt the Low Carbon Fuel Standard.

No Conflict. The project would not conflict
with implementation of the transportation fuel
standards. Vehicles involved in project
construction and operations would utilize
fuels available to the public through
commercial sellers, which would be
regulated by the Low Carbon Fuel Standard
administered by CARB.

Vehicle Efficiency Measures. Implement
light-duty vehicle efficiency measures.

No Conflict. Only CARB has the authority to
promulgate and enforce light-duty vehicle
efficiency measures. The project would not
interfere with implementation of light-duty
vehicle efficiency measures and vehicles
associated with the project that are subject to
the regulations would comply with these
measures.

Medium/Heavy-Duty Vehicle Standards.
Adopt medium- and heavy-duty vehicle
efficiency standards.

No Conflict. Only CARB has the authority to
promulgate and enforce medium- and heavyduty vehicle efficiency measures. The project
would not interfere with implementation of
vehicle efficiency standards and vehicles
associated with the project that are subject to
the regulations would comply with these
standards.

Green Building Strategy: Expand the
use of green building practices to reduce
the carbon footprint of California’s new
and existing inventory of buildings.

No Conflict. Implementation of the project
would not include any building structures that
may have to comply with provisions of the
LAGBC or the CalGreen Code.
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Table 3-16. Project Consistency with GHG Emissions Reduction Plans
Strategy

Project Consistency

High GWP Gases Emissions. Adopt
measures to reduce emissions of high
GWP gases.

No Conflict. CARB identified Early Action
Measures in the Climate Change Scoping
Plan to reduce GHG emissions from
refrigerants in car air conditioners and
consumer products. Implementation of the
project would not introduce a new source of
high GWP gases to the area, and vehicles
associated with the project would be subject
to CARB regulations.

Recycling and Waste: Reduce methane
emissions at landfills. Increase waste
diversion, composting and other beneficial
uses of organic materials and mandate
commercial recycling. Move toward zero
waste.

No Conflict. Waste associated with the
project would be received and managed by
the City Bureau of Sanitation. The City has
committed to an extensive waste recycling
program through the Sustainable City pLAn.

Water: Continue efficiency programs and
use cleaner energy sources to move and
treat water.

No Conflict. STAP program elements and
future advertising displays will comply with all
applicable Structural, Seismic, Plumbing, and
Electrical Codes, and other specific City
adopted policies and standards applicable to
the public right of way.

2017 CLIMATE CHANGE SCOPING PLAN MEASURES
Mobile Source Strategy – Advanced
Clean Cars. Further increase GHG
stringency on all light-duty vehicles
beyond existing Advanced Clean Car
regulations (through model year 2025).

No Conflict. Light-duty vehicle standards are
administered and enforced by CARB.
Vehicles associated with the project that are
subject to the regulations would be required
to comply.

Mobile Source Strategy – Zero
Emission Fleet. Achieve a statewide
vehicle fleet of at least 1.5 million zeroemission and plug-in hybrid light-duty
electric vehicles by 2025 and at least 4.2
million zero-emission vehicles (ZEV) by
2030.

No Conflict. Implementation of zeroemission and plug-in vehicles is administered
and enforced by CARB in coordination with
automobile manufacturers. Vehicles used in
project construction and operations would be
part of the statewide fleet and vehicles that
are subject to the regulations would comply.

Mobile Source Strategy – Innovative
Clean Transit. Transition to a suite of
innovative clean transit options; CARB
Scoping Plan Scenario assumed 20
percent of new urban buses purchased
beginning in 2018 will be zero-emission
buses with the proliferation of zeroemission technology expanded to 100
percent of new sales by 2030.

No Conflict. The clean transit fleet
regulations are promulgated and enforced by
CARB. The project would not interfere with
implementation of a zero-emission bus fleet
for the City. Furthermore, the City has
engaged in the Zero Emissions Roadmap
2028 through the Transportation
Electrification Partnership to ambitiously
develop a fleet of zero-emission buses to
serve the community.
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Table 3-16. Project Consistency with GHG Emissions Reduction Plans
Strategy

Project Consistency

Mobile Source Strategy – Last Mile
Delivery. New regulation that would result
in the use of low NOX or cleaner engines
and the deployment of increasing
numbers of zero-emission trucks, primarily
for Class 3–7 last mile delivery trucks in
California. This measure assumes ZEVs
comprise 2.5 percent of new Class 3–7
truck sales in local fleets starting in 2020,
increasing to 10 percent in 2025 and
remaining flat through 2030.

No Conflict. The enhanced regulations
pertaining to last mile delivery trucks are
administered and enforced by CARB. The
project would not interfere with
implementation of new truck fleets meeting
more stringent NOX standards.

Mobile Source Strategy – Reduction in
VMT. Further reduce VMT through
continued implementation of SB 375 and
regional SCSs; forthcoming statewide
implementation of SB 743; explore
additional VMT reduction strategies.

No Conflict. Project implementation would
not introduce a land use that would be
subject to the requirements of SB 375. The
project would augment and enhance transit
shelter features that would provide
convenient and accessible facilities for transit
riders, which would promote and
accommodate increased transit use and
active transportation.

Implement SB 350 by 2030 –
Renewables. Increase the RPS to 50
percent of retail sales by 2030 and ensure
grid reliability.

No Conflict. The project would use
electricity from the LADWP, which has
committed to diversify its portfolio of energy
sources to achieve 50 percent renewables by
2030. The project would not interfere with
LADWP’s ability to procure additional
renewable resources and expand its
renewable infrastructure. Furthermore, the
project would evaluate opportunities to
implement solar installations to generate onsite renewable electricity and reduce demand
on the LADWP system.

Implement SB 350 by 2030 – Efficiency
Targets. Establish annual targets for
statewide energy efficiency savings and
demand reduction that will achieve a
cumulative doubling of statewide energy
efficiency savings in electricity and natural
gas end uses by 2030.

No Conflict. At new transit shelters/shade
structures and future advertising displays,
motion on digital screens will not be allowed
and limitations will be placed on their
brightness. Digital elements will have
ENERGY STAR ratings for efficiency with
LED screens. These devices must
automatically control their brightness in
response to the time of day and sunlight. All
elements of STAP will also be controlled
through a Content Management System,
which will automatically adjust the brightness
of specific devices by location to
accommodate community standards.
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Table 3-16. Project Consistency with GHG Emissions Reduction Plans
Strategy

Project Consistency

SCAG RTP/SCS MEASURES
Sustainable Communities Strategy:
Emphasize land use patterns that facilitate
multimodal access to work, educational
and other destinations.

No Conflict. Implementation of the project
would enhance the quality, safety, and
accessibility of transit shelter locations
throughout the City, which would encourage
active transportation and multimodal access
to work, educational, and other destinations.

Sustainable Communities Strategy:
Focus on a regional jobs/housing balance
to reduce commute times and distances
and expand job opportunities near transit
and along center-focused main streets.

No Conflict. Implementation of the project
would provide enhanced transit shelters and
amenities that would be inviting and
encouraging of public transit use. The project
would not interfere with City initiatives to
implement a jobs/housing balance oriented
near transit.

Sustainable Communities Strategy:
Plan for growth near transit investments
and support implementation of first/last
mile strategies.

No Conflict. The project would not interfere
with land use developments near transit
investments and would improve the features
identifying access to available transit
connectivity throughout the City.

Sustainable Communities Strategy:
Encourage design and transportation
options that reduce the reliance on and
number of solo car trips.

No Conflict: Implementation of the project
would enhance existing transit shelters and
amenities throughout the City and would add
new facilities at transit stops without existing
shelters. This would make transit stops more
easily identifiable and encourage active
transportation and public transit options over
the use of passenger vehicles.

SOURCE: CARB, Climate Change Scoping Plan, 2008; CARB, California’s 2017 Climate Change
Scoping Plan, November 2017; SCAG, Connect SoCal 2020–2045 RTP/SCS; TAHA, 2021.

As shown, the project would be consistent with the Climate Change Scoping Plan
GHG Reduction Strategies and would not conflict with initiatives to reduce GHG
emissions. In addition, the project would not conflict with the future anticipated
statewide GHG reduction goals. Rather, the project would benefit from statewide and
utility-provider efforts towards increasing the proportion of electricity supplied by
renewable sources. LADWP has committed to expanding its RPS to 50 percent by
2025, 55 percent by 2030, and 65 percent by 2036. LADWP’s RPS progress and
future commitments are consistent with and exceed the SB 350 targets of 33 percent
by 2020 and 50 percent by 2030. SB 100, ratified in 2018, accelerated the SB 350
targets to 50 percent RPS by 2026 and 60 percent RPS by 2030, which LADWP will
be required to meet. SB 100 also included interim retail end-use RPS targets of 44
percent by the end of 2024 and 52 percent by the end of 2027. The increased
contribution of renewable resources to electricity generation would reduce energyrelated GHG emissions in future years.
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The regional and local plans and policies most relevant to the project include the
SCAG Connect SoCal 2020–2045 RTP/SCS, L.A.’s Green New Deal (Sustainability
pLAn), and the Mobility Plan 2035. SCAG and the City have prepared these
documents in response to statewide initiatives to reduce GHG emissions, including
Executive Order S-3-05, AB 32, Executive Order B-30-15, and SB 32. In March 2018,
CARB updated the SB 375 targets for the SCAG region to require a per capita
passenger vehicle GHG emissions reduction of 8 percent by 2020 and 19 percent by
2035 compared to baseline (2005) GHG emissions. Connect SoCal outlines a Core
Vision focused on maintaining and enhancing management of the transportation
network, while also expanding mobility choices by creating hubs that connect housing,
jobs, and transit accessibility. Enhancing infrastructure accessibility and
accommodating multimodal transportation options are critical components to creating
a safer and more sustainable transportation network. Although the project would
generate GHG emissions, its implementation would also provide enhanced
accessibility and convenience to transit users. A consistent theme throughout regional
and local plans designed to reduce GHG emissions is the encouragement for the
public to engage in active transportation, including walking and biking. Improving
transit shelters and sidewalk amenities would be conducive to choosing and using
public transit options. Thus, implementation of the project would not conflict with State,
regional, or local plans to reduce GHG emissions. . Based on the stated methodology
of determining significance of impacts through plan consistency, the project would
result in a less than significant impact related to GHG emissions and no mitigation
measures would be required.
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3.9

Hazards and Hazardous Materials
Less Than
Potentially
Significant Less Than
Significant
With
Significant
Impact
Mitigation

No
Impact

Would the project:
a) Create a significant hazard to the
public or the environment through the
routine transport, use, or disposal of
hazardous materials?

☐

☐

☒

☐

b) Create a significant hazard to the
public or the environment through
reasonably foreseeable upset and
accident conditions involving the
release of hazardous materials into the
environment?

☐

☐

☒

☐

c) Emit hazardous emissions or handle
hazardous or acutely hazardous
materials, substances, or waste within
one-quarter mile of an existing or
proposed school?

☐

☐

☒

☐

d) Be located on a site which is
included on a list of hazardous
materials sites compiled pursuant to
Government Code Section 65962.5
and, as a result, would it create a
significant hazard to the public or the
environment?

☐

☐

☐

☒

e) For a project located within an
airport land use plan or, where such a
plan has not been adopted, within two
miles of a public airport or public use
airport, would the project result in a
safety hazard or excessive noise for
people residing or working in the
project area?

☐

☐

☒

☐

f) Impair implementation of or
physically interfere with an adopted
emergency response plan or
emergency evacuation plan?

☐

☐

☒

☐

g) Expose people or structures, either
directly or indirectly, to a significant
risk of loss, injury or death involving
wildland fires?

☐

☐

☒

☐
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3.9.1

Regulatory Setting

This section describes existing laws and regulations related to hazards and hazardous
materials that are applicable to the project.
3.9.1.1

Federal

Toxic Substances Control Act/Resource Conservation and Recovery Act
The federal Toxic Substances Control Act and the Resource Conservation and
Recovery Act (RCRA) established a program to regulate the generation, transport,
treatment, storage, and disposal of hazardous wastes. These Acts authorized EPA to
secure information on all new and existing chemical substances, as well as to control
any of the substances that are determined to cause unreasonable risk to public health
or the environment. The RCRA was amended by the Hazardous and Solid Waste Act,
which extended the “cradle to grave” system of regulating hazardous wastes.
Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act
The Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act
(CERCLA), commonly known as “Superfund,” provides broad federal authority to
respond directly to releases or threatened releases of hazardous substances that may
endanger public health or the environment. CERCLA establishes requirements
concerning closed and abandoned hazardous waste sites, provides for liability of
persons responsible for releases of hazardous waste at these sites, and establishes
a trust fund to provide for cleanup when no responsible party can be identified. It also
revised the National Contingency Plan (NCP), which provides the guidelines and
procedures to respond to releases and threatened releases of hazardous substances,
pollutants, and/or contaminants. The NCP established the National Priorities List
(NPL). CERCLA was amended by the Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization
Act on October 17, 1986.
Emergency Planning and Community-Right-to-Know Act
The Emergency Planning and Community Right-to-Know Act (EPCRA) was created
to help communities plan for chemical emergencies and to respond to concerns
regarding environmental and safety hazards resulting from the storage and handling
of toxic chemicals. EPCRA requires the reporting of storage, use, and releases of
hazardous substances to federal, state, and local governments.
Section 402 of the Clean Water Act: National Pollutant Discharge Elimination
System Permits
CWA Section 402 establishes the NPDES, a permitting system for discharges (except
for dredge or fill material) of any pollutant into WoUS. It requires permits for discharges
of stormwater from industrial/construction and MS4s.
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Occupational Safety and Health Administration Standards
The Occupational Safety and Health Administration’s (OSHA) mission is to ensure the
safety and health of American workers. OSHA establishes and enforces protective
standards and reaches out to employers and employees through technical assistance
and consultation programs, which are listed in 29 CFR 1910.
Department of Transportation Hazardous Materials Regulations
United States Department of Transportation Hazardous Materials regulations (49 CFR
100–185) cover all aspects of hazardous materials packaging, handling, and
transportation. It includes a Hazard Materials Program, Oil Spill Prevention and
Response, Emergency Response, Packaging Requirements, Rail Transportation,
Vessel Transportation, Highway Transportation, Packaging Specifications, and
Packaging Maintenance.
3.9.1.2

State

California Environmental Protection Agency
The California Environmental Protection Agency (CalEPA) was created as an
umbrella agency to the CARB, SWRCB, RWQCBs, CalRecycle, Department of Toxic
Substances Control (DTSC), Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment, and
Department of Pesticide Regulation for the protection of human health and the
environment and a coordinated deployment of State resources. Their mission is to
restore, protect, and enhance the environment and ensure public health,
environmental quality, and economic vitality.
Department of Toxic Substances Control Regulations
DTSC, a department within CalEPA, is the primary State government agency in
California whose focus is to regulate hazardous wastes, clean up existing
contamination, and find ways to reduce the amount of hazardous waste produced in
California. DTSC regulates hazardous wastes primarily under the authority of the
federal RCRA and the California Health and Safety Code (HSC Division 20, Chapters
6.5 through 10.6, and CCR Title 22, Division 4.5). Other laws that address hazardous
wastes are specific to handling, storage, transportation, disposal, treatment,
reduction, cleanup, and emergency planning. HSC Title 22, Article 3 highlights the
procedures of identifying hazardous waste into these four categories: ignitable,
corrosive, reactive, and toxic. HSC Title 22, Article 5 categorizes hazardous waste
into acutely hazardous waste, extremely hazardous waste, non-RCRA hazardous
waste, RCRA hazardous waste, special waste, and universal waste. Title 22 of the
CCR also underscores the guidelines for managing hazardous waste, which includes
storing, housekeeping, record keeping, and inspecting waste.
The DTSC Environmental Health Standards for the Management of Hazardous Waste
is included in CCR, Title 22, Division 4.5. All hazardous waste generators must comply
with the guidelines for identifying, labeling, accumulating, preparing, and preventing
outcomes related to hazardous waste, as enforced by DTSC.

Sidewalk and Transit Amenities Program

138

October 2021
MND - 148

INITIAL STUDY
BUREAU OF ENGINEERING – BUREAU OF STREET SERVICES

Cortese List
California Government Code Section 65962.5 requires CalEPA to develop a
hazardous waste and substances site list (Cortese List), which includes hazardous
waste sites according to DTSC and the Health and Safety Code; contaminated public
drinking water wells sites listed by the State Department of Health Services;
Underground Storage Tank (UST) leaks; solid waste facilities; and hazardous waste
sites identified by the SWRCB (sites with certain types of orders; public drinking water
wells containing detectable levels of organic contaminants, USTs with reported
unauthorized releases; and solid waste disposal facilities from which hazardous waste
has migrated); and other sites as designated by various other State agencies and local
governments. Section 6592.5 requires that the Cortese List be updated at least
annually. The Cortese List complies with CEQA requirements in providing information
about the location of hazardous materials release sites.
Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act
The Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act restricts disposal of wastes or any other
activity that may degrade WoS. The Act requires cleanup of wastes that are below
hazardous concentrations but could impact ground and surface water quality. The Act
established nine RWQCBs, which are primarily responsible for protecting water quality
in California. The RWQCBs regulate discharges by issuing permits through NPDES
for waste discharge requirements (WDRs) from non-point sources.
Hazardous Waste Control Act
DTSC is responsible for enforcing the Hazardous Waste Control Act (California Health
and Safety Code Section 25100 et seq.), which creates the framework under which
hazardous wastes are managed in California. The law provides for the development
of a State hazardous waste program that administers and implements the provisions
of the federal RCRA cradle-to-grave waste management system in California. It also
provides for the designation of California-only hazardous wastes and the development
of standards that are equal to or, in some cases, more stringent than federal
requirements.
California Code of Regulations, Title 8—Industrial Relations
Occupational safety standards in CCR, Title 8—Industrial Relations minimize worker
safety risks from both physical and chemical hazards in the workplace. The California
Division of Occupational Safety and Health (DOSH or Cal OSHA) and the federal
OSHA are the agencies responsible for assuring worker safety in the workplace.
California Labor Code
The California Labor Code Division 5, Parts 1, 6, 7, and 7.5 is a collection of
regulations that ensure appropriate training on the use and handling of hazardous
materials and the operation of equipment and machines that use, store, transport, or
dispose of hazardous materials. Division 5, Part 1, Chapter 2.5 ensures that
employees who are in charge of handling hazardous materials are appropriately
trained and informed with respect to the materials they handle. Division 5, Part 7,
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ensures that employees who work with volatile flammable liquids are outfitted with
appropriate safety gear and clothing.
California Fire Code
The California Fire Code is a component of the California Building Code and includes
fire safety requirements related to fire safety and prevention. Chapter 50 of the
California Fire Code includes general provisions and specific regulations for the use,
storage, and handling of hazardous materials, unauthorized discharges, and
responsibilities for cleanup. The City Fire Code includes mandates from the California
Fire Code.
3.9.1.3

Local

City of Los Angeles General Plan Safety Element
The City of Los Angeles General Plan Safety Element sets a goal of minimizing
potential injury, loss of life, property damage and disruption of the social and economic
life due to fire, water-related hazard, seismic event, geologic conditions, or release of
hazardous materials disasters. It includes a policy for health and environmental
protection that seeks to protect the public and workers from the release of hazardous
materials and protect the City’s water supplies and resources from contamination
resulting from accidental release or intrusion resulting from a disaster event.
City of Los Angeles Fire Code
LAMC Chapter V, Article 7 is the City’s Fire Code, with Part V addressing hazardous
materials and containing regulations for the storage, processing, and use of
hazardous materials in the City and requiring a permit to operate for specific
hazardous materials. It also requires any person to notify the Los Angeles Fire
Department (LAFD) upon discovering or being apprised of an uncontrolled hazardous
gas leak or hazardous material or substance spill.
City of Los Angeles Emergency Operations Organization and Hazard Mitigation
Plan
The City’s Department of Emergency Operations Organization (EOO) is responsible
for the City's emergency preparation, response, and recovery operations. The EOO is
comprised of all agencies and centralizes command and information coordination to
enable its unified chain-of-command to operate efficiently and effectively in managing
the City's resources. The 2018 Hazard Mitigation Plan (HMP) was developed to serve
as a guide for decision makers in minimizing the effects of natural hazards. It includes
a hazard vulnerability analysis, community disaster mitigation priorities, and mitigation
strategies and projects.
City of Los Angeles Fire Department Haz Mat Program
The LAFD Haz Mat Program utilizes a unified approach with allied agencies (i.e., Los
Angeles County Fire Department) and stakeholders to provide preparedness,
prevention, response, mitigation, and resiliency to hazardous materials emergencies
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in the City. The Haz Mat Program is designed to address the natural, technological,
or purposeful response challenges, including chemical, biological, radiological,
nuclear and explosive threats to the City and to national security. As the Certified
Unified Program Agency (CUPA), the LAFD implements the Haz Mat Program and
uses the Hazardous Materials Incident Contingency Plan protocol by the California
Office of Emergency Services for the notification process and handling of emergencies
related to hazardous material incidents.

3.9.2

Existing Environment

Land use within the City is primarily residential, constituting 60 percent of the City’s
total land area. Public land is the second most common land use, representing 20
percent, while commercial and industrial land uses each represent 7 percent of the
total land area. Hazardous materials are not typically handled in significant amounts
in residential areas and open spaces, with hazardous materials limited to those used
for cleaning and maintenance activities. Industrial and commercial land uses have a
higher likelihood of using hazardous materials and generating hazardous wastes.
Industrial facilities utilize hazardous materials; generate hazardous wastes; and may
store hazardous materials onsite. Commercial uses, such as vehicle repair shops,
gasoline fueling stations, and dry-cleaning facilities, often store hazardous materials
in USTs and/or aboveground storage tanks (AST), and in designated storage locations
within the facility. These hazardous material users are found throughout the City.

3.9.3

Impact Analysis

a)
Would the project create a significant hazard to the public or the environment
through the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials?
Reference: L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide (2006) (Sections F.1 and F.2); State and
federal hazardous materials regulations; LAFD’s Haz Mat Program.
Comment: A significant impact may occur if the project utilizes substantial amounts
of hazardous materials as part of its routine operations and could potentially pose a
hazard to the public under accident or upset conditions.
Less than significant impact. There are no hazardous materials at the sidewalk
areas where new and upgraded transit shelters/shade structures and future
advertising displays may be located. Heavy equipment used during construction of the
transit shelters/shade structures and future advertising displays would be fueled and
maintained offsite and have substances such as oil, diesel fuel, gasoline, hydraulic
fluid, and other liquid substances that would be considered hazardous materials.
Improper use, storage, or transportation of hazardous materials could result in
accidental releases or spills, potentially posing health risks to workers, the public, and
the environment. This is a standard risk on all construction sites, and there would be
no greater risk for the improper handling, transportation, or spills associated with the
project than would occur for any other similar site on which construction would occur.
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However, with compliance with existing regulations, such impacts would be less than
significant.
STAP program elements and future advertising displays would be made from natural,
renewable, recyclable, and nontoxic materials to the greatest extent practicable. Other
program materials developed for STAP and future advertising displays, especially
static advertising, may involve small amounts of commonly used hazardous
substances, such as architectural coatings and adhesive materials, but they would be
able to be converted to biodegradable and/or common recyclable materials. Digital
display panels, either free-standing or incorporated as part of a transit shelter or future
advertising display, would be comprised of a series of modules that house LED lamps,
wiring, and electronics encased in aluminum or steel enclosures. Transit shelter and
advertising display operation and maintenance activities would involve routine power
washing and touch up painting, likely on a quarterly and semi-annual basis, as
described in Section 2.6.3., Shelter Operations and Maintenance. Such maintenance
may occasionally require the removal and replacement of defective LED enclosures,
thereby generating waste from disposal of the LED unit. LED bulbs, however, are not
considered toxic or hazardous and are typically disposed of in standard landfills.
These materials would be transported and handled in accordance with all federal,
State, and local laws regulating the management and use of hazardous materials.
Moreover, compliance with LAFD’s Haz Mat Program would further ensure that any
potential impacts would be less than significant.
No hazardous materials would be emitted during operation and use of the transit
shelters/shade structures and future advertising displays, and no other components
of the project's proposed construction or operational characteristics are known to have
the potential to create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through
routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials. Consequently, impacts
would be less than significant, and no mitigation would be required.
b)
Would the project create a significant hazard to the public or the environment
through reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the release
of hazardous materials into the environment?
Reference: L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide (Sections F.1 and F.2); State and federal
hazardous materials regulations; LAFD’s Haz Mat Program; City Fire Code.
Comment: A significant impact would occur if the proposed project utilized substantial
amounts of hazardous materials as part of its routine operations and could potentially
pose a hazard to the public under accident or upset conditions.
Less than significant impact. Construction and operation activities for the STAP and
future advertising displays would involve relatively small amounts of commonly used
hazardous substances, such as gasoline, diesel fuel, lubricating oil, grease, solvents,
paints, and architectural coatings. During construction and operation, including routine
maintenance, these materials would be transported and handled in accordance with
applicable federal, State, and local laws and regulations concerning the proper use,
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storage, transport, and disposal of hazardous materials. With only limited quantities
of hazardous materials that would be used for construction and operation, as well as
compliance with regulations related to the management and use of hazardous
materials, any spills that may occur would be small and localized. The spills would be
contained and cleaned according to the Materials Safety Data Sheet (MSDS)/Globally
Harmonized System (GHS) in the appropriate manner, and guidelines of LAFD, as the
designated CUPA for the City that regulates hazardous materials identified by EPA
and CalEPA.
No land acquisition is proposed as part of the project; therefore, land uses adjacent to
transit shelter construction sites and future advertising display locations that utilize
hazardous materials or generate hazardous wastes would not be directly affected by
the project. If any stained, discolored, or odorous soils are encountered during ground
excavation, the contractor would need to comply with LAMC as it relates to proper use
of hazardous materials and notification of the LAFD of any contamination encountered
during construction, and the proper disposal of any identified contaminated soils and
hazardous wastes. Thus, implementation of the STAP and future advertising displays
is not anticipated to release substantial amounts of hazardous materials into the
environment that would pose a threat to human health or the environment. Impacts
would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required.
c) Would the project emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely
hazardous materials, substances, or waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or
proposed school?
Reference: L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide (Section F.2); About the Los Angeles
Unified School District.
Comment: A significant impact may occur if the proposed project would be located
within 0.25 mile of an existing or proposed school site and is expected to release toxic
emissions that pose a hazard to the public.
Less than significant impact. The City is primarily served by Los Angeles Unified
School District (LAUSD), which enrolls more than 640,000 students in kindergarten
through 12th grade in more than 1,000 schools and more than 200 independently
operated public charter schools. In addition, there are various private schools, daycare
centers, after school centers, colleges, universities, vocational schools, and other
educational centers in the City. There are existing or proposed schools within 0.25
mile of existing and planned transit shelters/shade structures and future advertising
display locations. As discussed above, relatively small quantities of commonly used
hazardous materials, such as gasoline, diesel fuel, lubricating oil, grease, solvents,
and architectural coatings, would be utilized during construction and maintenance
activities. These substances would be used in compliance with applicable federal,
State, regional, and local regulations. Also as discussed, the dismantling and removal
of existing transit shelters and the excavation of underground utility pipes may expose
people to ACM. Compliance with SCAQMD rules and other existing regulations on the
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removal, handling, and disposal of these hazardous materials would avoid the creation
of significant adverse impacts.
The proposed transit shelters and static or digital panels for future advertising displays
would not utilize hazardous materials or produce hazardous waste in large quantities.
Therefore, the project would not generate hazardous emissions or handle hazardous
or acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste within 0.25 mile of existing or
proposed schools. Any resulting impacts on schools would be less than significant,
and no mitigation is required.
d)
Would the project be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous
materials sites compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a
result, would it create a significant hazard to the public or the environment?
Reference: L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide (Section F.2); Cortese List.
Comment: A significant impact may occur if the proposed project sites are included
on any of the above lists of hazardous materials and would pose a substantial hazard
to the public or surrounding environment.
No impact. The proposed STAP elements and future advertising displays would be
constructed or installed exclusively within the sidewalk areas of paved public streets
that consist of hardscape and roadway improvements that are not known to contain
hazardous materials. The transit shelters/shade structures and future advertising
displays would not be located on any sites included on any list of hazardous materials
compiled pursuant to California Government Code 65962.5, because no known
sidewalk or public ROWs are currently on the Cortese list. Where transit
shelters/shade structures and future advertising displays are located near sites on the
Cortese list or where soil or groundwater contamination has migrated toward the
sidewalk areas, required remediation (i.e., removal, treatment or disposal) would be
the responsibility of the parties who caused these hazards. Therefore, no hazards
would be created by the project; no impacts would occur; and no mitigation measures
are necessary.
e) For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not
been adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the
project result in a safety hazard or excessive noise for people residing or working in
the project area?
Reference: L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide (Sections F.1 and F.2) City of Los Angeles
General Plan and Community Plans; Airport Land Use Commission (ALUC).
Comment: A significant impact may occur if the proposed project site were located
within a public airport land use plan area, or within 2 miles of a public airport, and
would create a safety hazard or excessive noise.
Less than significant impact. Five public airports are located within and near the
City:
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● Los Angeles International Airport (LAX), located at 1 World Way, Los Angeles,
is owned by the City of Los Angeles and operated by the City's Department of
Airports. Land use is governed by the LAX Plan (2017), one of whose goals is
to establish secure and efficient airport ground connection systems to the
regional ground transportation network and direct connections to transit.
● Bob Hope Airport (aka Burbank Airport), located at 2627 N. Hollywood Way,
Burbank, is owned by the Burbank-Glendale-Pasadena Airport Authority and
operates under the Los Angeles County Airport Land Use Plan (ALUP). The
airport property borders City of Los Angeles planning areas on two sides, the
Sun Valley-La Tuna Canyon Community Plan (1999) and North HollywoodValley Village Community Plan (1996), which are immediately northwest and
southwest of the airport property, respectively.
● Santa Monica Municipal Airport, located at 3223 Donald Douglas Loop – South,
Santa Monica, is owned by the City of Santa Monica; it operates under the
ALUP. The property is located within 2 miles of three City of Los Angeles'
planning areas: on the west – West Los Angeles Community Plan; on the
northeast – Palms-Mar Vista-Del Rey Community Plan; and on the southeast
– Venice Community Plan.
● Van Nuys Airport, at 16461 Sherman Way, Van Nuys, is owned by the City of
Los Angeles and operated by the City's Department of Airports. The Van Nuys
Airport Plan (2006), an element of Los Angeles City General Plan, encourages
the development of transit or other public transportation modes near the airport.
The Van Nuys Airport is located within the planning area for the Reseda-West
Van Nuys Community Plan; immediately south of the Mission Hills-Panorama
City-North Hills Community Plan; and immediately east of the Van Nuys-North
Sherman Oaks Community Plan.
● Whiteman Airport, at 12653 Osborne Street in Pacoima, is owned by the City
of Los Angeles, and operated by the City's Department of Airports, and is
located within the City's Arleta-Pacoima Community Plan.
While several existing and future transit shelters/shade structures and future
advertising displays would be located within the boundaries of an ALUP, the proposed
shade structures, advertising displays, and sidewalk amenities would be relatively low
(maximum height of 16 feet) and would comply with the height restrictions and
procedures set forth in Federal Aviation Regulations (FAR) Part 77. The STAP
program elements and future advertising displays would not contribute to or have
potential to cause hazards because the shelters and amenities are non-habitable
structures. The proposed project would not result in safety hazards because no
persons would reside onsite as bus stops, benches, and shelters are intended for
short-term, periodic public use. As a consequence, the project would not expose
people to safety hazards due to proximity to a public airport. Impacts would be less
than significant, and no mitigation is required. Noise impacts from airport and aircraft
operations are discussed in Section 3.13.
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f)
Would the project impair implementation of or physically interfere with an
adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan?
Reference: L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide (Sections F.1 and K.2); General Plan Safety
Element; Los Angeles Hazard Mitigation Plan.
Comment: A significant impact may occur if the proposed project were to substantially
interfere with roadway operations used in conjunction with an emergency response
plan or evacuation plan or would generate sufficient traffic to create traffic congestion
that would interfere with emergency response or evacuation.
Less than significant impact. LAFD is responsible for emergency medical services
and fire protection within the City. In the event of an emergency, LAFD along with
other City agencies would implement all appropriate emergency procedures outlined
in the City’s Hazard Mitigation Plan, which was developed to reduce the risks from
disasters within the City.
The STAP would replace and provide new transit shelters and sidewalk amenities and
these program elements and future advertising displays would not be located on
roadway travel lanes that would serve as emergency response routes or emergency
evacuation routes. While the transit shelters/shade structures and future advertising
displays would occupy sidewalk areas that may serve as access to or from abutting
land uses and roads, adjacent areas would still be available to provide access. In and
of themselves, STAP structures and future advertising displays would not impair or
interfere with adopted emergency response plans, but they would instead support and
facilitate emergency response and evacuation because of their ability to display
emergency information. Thus, STAP and future advertising displays may actually
become a part of the adopted emergency response or evacuation plans. As such,
impacts to emergency response and emergency evacuation would be less than
significant. No mitigation is required.
g)
Would the project expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury
or death involving wildland fires, including where wildlands are adjacent to urbanized
areas or where residences are intermixed with wildlands?
Reference: L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide (Section K.2); General Plan Safety
Element; CalFire Fire Hazard Severity Zones; Los Angeles Hazard Mitigation Plan.
Comment: A significant impact may occur if the proposed project were in a wildland
area and poses a significant fire hazard, which could affect persons or structures in
the area in the event of a fire.
Less than significant impact. While there are areas in the City that are susceptible
to wildfires, STAP program elements and future advertising displays would be located
on sidewalk areas and not on steep slopes or large open brush areas that are
susceptible to wildfires. The transit shelters and sidewalk amenities and future
advertising displays would also be constructed in accordance with applicable
Structural, Seismic, Plumbing, and Electrical Codes and other specific City-adopted
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policies and standards applicable to the public ROW and would not contribute to
wildfire hazards. Wildfires may affect the transit shelters/shade structures and future
advertising displays that are located near steep slopes and large open brush areas,
but the shelters, shade structures sidewalk amenities, and future advertising displays
are open structures that would not expose people to wildfire risks and would allow
easy evacuation. Impacts would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required.
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3.10 Hydrology and Water Quality
Less Than
Potentially
Significant Less Than
Significant
With
Significant
Impact
Mitigation

No
Impact

Would the project:
a) Violate any water quality standards
or waste discharge requirements or
otherwise substantially degrade
surface or groundwater quality?

☐

☐

☒

☐

b) Substantially decrease groundwater
supplies or interfere substantially with
groundwater recharge such that the
project may impede sustainable
groundwater management of the
basin?

☐

☐

☒

☐

c) Substantially alter the existing
drainage pattern of the site or area,
including through the alteration of the
course of a stream or river, or through
the addition of impervious surfaces, in
a manner which would

☐

☐

☒

☐

i) Result in substantial erosion or
siltation on- or off-site?

☐

☐

☒

☐

ii) Substantially increase the rate
or amount of surface runoff in a
manner that would result in flooding
on- or off-site?

☐

☐

☐

☒

iii) Create or contribute runoff water
which would exceed the capacity of
existing or planned stormwater
drainage systems or provide
substantial additional sources of
polluted runoff?

☐

☐

☒

☐

iv) Impede or redirect flood flows?

☐

☐

☒

☐

d) In flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche
zones risk release of pollutants due to
project inundation?

☐

☐

☒

☐

e) Conflict with or obstruct
implementation of a water quality
control plan or sustainable
groundwater management plan?

☐

☐

☒

☐

Sidewalk and Transit Amenities Program

148

October 2021
MND - 158

INITIAL STUDY
BUREAU OF ENGINEERING – BUREAU OF STREET SERVICES

3.10.1

Regulatory Setting

This section describes existing laws and regulations related to hydrology and water
quality that are applicable to the project.
3.10.1.1

Federal

Clean Water Act
The CWA (in 33 U.S.C. 1251–1376) focuses on the restoration and maintenance of
the chemical, physical, and biological integrity of the nation’s waters. The Act
established the basic structure for regulating discharges of pollutants into WoUS. The
CWA delegates authority to EPA to implement pollution control programs. Under the
CWA, it is unlawful for any person to discharge any pollutant from a point source into
navigable waters. In addition, the CWA requires that states adopt EPA-approved
water quality standards for water bodies.
Section 303(d) of the CWA requires each state to identify and list impaired surface
waters that do not meet, or that the state expects will not meet, state water quality
standards. This is a subset of the 305(b) list, which contains information on all water
bodies. Section 401 requires a water quality certification for discharges to meet the
effluent limitations and monitoring requirements necessary to ensure compliance with
the federal license or permit. Section 402 of the CWA establishes the NPDES permit
program to regulate all point source discharges to WoUS, including stormwater
associated with construction activities, industrial operations, and municipal drainage
systems, to protect surface water quality.
National Flood Insurance Act and Flood Disaster Protection Act
The National Flood Insurance Act and the Flood Disaster Protection Act were enacted
to reduce the need for flood protection structures and limit disaster relief costs by
restricting development in floodplains. The Federal Emergency Management Agency
(FEMA) administers programs associated with these Acts, which include the National
Floodplain Insurance Program (NFIP) that enables property owners in participating
communities to purchase insurance to protect against flood losses in areas with
community floodplain management regulations.
3.10.1.2

State

Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act
The Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act is the California equivalent of the
federal CWA. Under this Act, the SWRCB and 9 RWQCBs regulate the discharge of
wastes that could affect WoS. The Act includes the California Toxics Rule, which is
the Policy for Implementation of Toxics Standards for Inland Surface Waters,
Enclosed Bays, and Estuaries of California; the Inland Surface Water Quality
Standards; the California Urban Water Management Act; and NPDES permits.
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Sustainable Groundwater Management Act
The Sustainable Groundwater Management Act (SGMA) (as promulgated by AB
1739, SB 1168, and SB 1319) provides local agencies with the framework necessary
to sustainably manage medium- and high-priority groundwater basins and sets
minimum standards for sustainable groundwater management by improving
coordination between land use and groundwater planning.
3.10.1.3

Regional

Water Quality Control Plan (Basin Plan)
The Los Angeles RWQCB’s Basin Plan was developed to preserve and enhance
water quality and protect the beneficial uses of surface and ground water within the
coastal watersheds of Los Angeles and Ventura counties. The Basin Plan designates
beneficial uses for surface and ground waters; sets narrative and numerical objectives
that must be attained or maintained to protect the designated beneficial uses and
conform to the State's antidegradation policy; and describes implementation programs
to protect all waters.
Waste Discharge Requirements for Discharges of Groundwater from
Construction and Project Dewatering to Surface Waters in Coastal Watersheds
of Los Angeles
Discharges of treated or untreated groundwater generated from permanent or
temporary dewatering operations or other applicable wastewater discharges not
specifically covered in other general or individual NPDES permits are currently
regulated under the General WDRs for Discharges of Groundwater from Construction
and Project Dewatering to Surface Waters in Coastal Watersheds of Los Angeles and
Ventura Counties (Order No. R4-2013-095, NPDES No. CAG994004).
Los Angeles County Municipal Stormwater NPDES Permit (MS4 Permit)
The MS4 permit for the Los Angeles County Flood Control District, Los Angeles
County, and 84 incorporated cities (including the City of Los Angeles) (Order No. R42012-175) contains the requirements necessary to reduce the discharge of pollutants
in stormwater runoff to the maximum extent practicable and achieve water quality
standards. The MS4 permit also includes requirements for implementation of
construction site BMPs for erosion and sediment control, non-stormwater
management, and waste management on construction sites less than 1 acre.
3.10.1.4

Local

City of Los Angeles Development Construction Model Program
The City Development Construction Model Program outlines NPDES Phase II
requirements for construction sites within the City. BMPs for construction are
consistent with those developed by the State and County and include erosion and
sedimentation control measures, site management practices, materials and waste
management, and general preventive maintenance and inspection.
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City of Los Angeles Low-Impact Development Ordinance and Manual
The City’s Stormwater Low-Impact Development (LID) Ordinance (Ordinance No.
181899) requires the use of LID standards and practices in future developments and
redevelopments to encourage the beneficial use of rainwater and urban runoff; reduce
stormwater/urban runoff while improving water quality; promote rainwater harvesting;
reduce offsite runoff and provide increased groundwater recharge; and reduce erosion
and hydrologic impacts downstream. However, Ordinance No. 181899 exempts
“infrastructure projects within the public ROW.”
City of Los Angeles Floodplain Management Plan
The City’s Floodplain Management Plan (FMP) was originally established by
Ordinance No. 154,405 and amended in 2012 and updated in 2020. It serves as the
City’s overall strategy for the protection of human life and property and minimizing
flood hazards to businesses and infrastructure. The FMP identifies flood-related
hazards in the City and sets goals for reducing flood hazards in the City. It identifies
the City’s codes, standards, and ordinances that regulate the development of
structures within the 100-year floodplain; seeks to retrofit, purchase or relocate
structures in flood hazard areas; and establishes City programs for emergency
response and evacuation.

3.10.2

Existing Environment

The City encompasses portions of four watersheds: Los Angeles River, Santa Monica
Bay, Ballona Creek, and Dominguez Channel. The Los Angeles River watershed
covers approximately 831 square miles, with 287 square miles in the City. The 55mile-long Los Angeles River originates in the San Fernando Valley and flows through
the central portion of the City to San Pedro Bay, near Long Beach. Most of the Los
Angeles River and its tributaries consist of concrete-lined channels. Within the City,
underground storm drains and concrete-lined drainage ditches connect to the river.
The Santa Monica Bay watershed covers approximately 288 square miles, with 46
square miles in the City. This watershed includes approximately 55 miles of coastline
and beaches with approximately 200 separate storm drain outfalls at the Pacific
Ocean. Open channel canyons are present at the northern section of the City, with
open and underground storm drains in more developed areas.
The Ballona Creek watershed is a sub-watershed of the Santa Monica Bay watershed.
It covers approximately 128 square miles, with 107 square miles in the City. Ballona
Creek is an approximately 10-mile-long, concrete-lined channel that begins near the
center of Los Angeles and flows southwesterly to the Pacific Ocean and into a large
estuary. An extensive system of underground storm drains feeds to the creek and
estuary.
The Dominguez watershed is a sub-watershed of the Santa Monica Bay watershed.
It covers approximately 109 square miles, with 27 square miles in the City. The
approximately 16-mile-long Dominguez Channel originates in the southern section of
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the City (in Hawthorne) and drains approximately two-thirds of the watershed to the
East Basin of the Los Angeles Harbor. The remaining area, including the Wilmington
Drain and Machado Lake, discharges independently to the Los Angeles Harbor.
Surface water bodies in the City include dams and reservoirs along water channels
such as the Los Angeles River and lakes that serve as storm drainage detention and
retention basins.
Floodplain
Based on FEMA’s Flood Insurance Rate Maps, portions of the City are within the 100year and 500-year floodplains.
Groundwater
There are eight groundwater basins underlying the City: the San Fernando Basin,
Sylmar Basin, Verdugo Basin, Eagle Rock Basin, Hollywood Basin, Santa Monica
Basin, Central Basin, and West Coast Basin. Depth to groundwater varies
considerably throughout the City, ranging from 5 feet to more than 400 feet, with the
deepest areas in the San Fernando Valley area. The Santa Monica Basin
Groundwater Sustainability Agency (SMBGSA) was formed under a Memorandum of
Understanding (MOU) between the City of Santa Monica, City of Beverly Hills,
LADWP, City of Culver City, and County of Los Angeles to develop a sustainable
groundwater management plan for the Santa Monica Basin (a medium priority basin
under the SGMA).

3.10.3

Impact Analysis

a)
Would the project violate any water quality standards or waste discharge
requirements or otherwise substantially degrade surface or groundwater quality?
Reference: L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide (2006) (Section G.1).
Comment: A significant impact would occur if the project discharges water that does
not meet the quality standards of the RWQCB, which regulates surface water quality
and water discharge into stormwater drainage systems. A significant impact also may
occur if a project includes potential sources of water pollutants and has the potential
to substantially degrade water quality.
Less than significant impact. No potential sources of water quality degradation are
anticipated during the construction of new shelters/shade structures and future
advertising displays or the refurbishment of existing shelters and digital displays,
during the operation and use of the shelters/shade structures and future advertising
displays, or during regular routine maintenance of the shelters and sidewalk amenities
and future advertising displays. During construction/refurbishment of new and existing
shelters and installation of future advertising displays, the project would implement
BMPs to comply with applicable stormwater management requirements for pollution
prevention (MS4 permit). Construction BMPs would include erosion control, spill
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prevention and control, solid and hazardous waste management, and dust control to
reduce the discharge of pollutants from construction sites to the stormwater system.
Once the new shelters/shade structures and future advertising displays are
operational, no new sources of water quality degradation are anticipated. The transit
shelters/shade structures and future advertising displays would require routine
maintenance and cleaning, which would be anticipated to be similar to current routine
maintenance and cleaning runoff. Power washing would generate minimal amounts
of water that would enter the storm drain system and would not contain pollutants that
may degrade water quality. Impacts would be less than significant, and no mitigation
is required.
b)
Would the project substantially decrease groundwater supplies or interfere
substantially with groundwater recharge such that the project may impede sustainable
groundwater management of the basin?
Reference: L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide (Sections G.2, G.3 and G.4).
Comment: A project would normally have a significant impact on groundwater
supplies if it were to result in a demonstrable and sustained reduction of groundwater
recharge capacity or change the potable water levels sufficiently that it would reduce
the ability of a water utility to use the groundwater basin for public water supplies or
storage of imported water, reduce the yields of adjacent wells or well fields, or
adversely change the rate or direction of groundwater flow.
Less than significant impact. Water would be used during construction of the transit
shelters/shade structures and future advertising displays and during routine
maintenance, such as power washing of the shelters and sidewalk amenities and
future advertising displays. Hydration stations may also be installed at the transit
shelters as optional elements. However, the volumes of water needed to construct
and maintain the transit shelters/shade structures and future advertising displays and
potentially operate the hydration stations are anticipated to be negligible compared to
current water usage in the City of Los Angeles. LADWP obtains its water supplies
mainly from imported sources (i.e., Los Angeles Aqueduct [48 percent], Metropolitan
Water District of Southern California [41 percent]), with local wells supplying 9 percent,
and with 2016–2020 average supply at 495,685 acre-feet (AF) per year. Water use by
the STAP and future advertising displays would be limited and would not represent
major withdrawals of groundwater.
The existing and new transit shelters/shade structures and future advertising displays
would be located on sidewalk areas that are paved and impervious. These areas do
not serve as recharge areas for groundwater basins. In addition, while there are areas
with shallow groundwater (within the San Fernando, Eagle Rock, Central and
Hollywood Basins) in the City, excavation activities would be 3 feet bgs for utility
relocation and the construction of new shelters/shade structures and installation of
advertising displays, and 0.5 foot bgs for shelter dismantling and removal over a
limited area at scattered locations throughout the City. Any encountered groundwater
during excavation would be handled and disposed in accordance with the RWQCB’s
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Dewatering General Permit and would be temporary and limited in volume due to the
scattered locations and sizes of construction sites. Impacts on groundwater supplies
would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required.
c)
Would the project substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or
area, including through the alteration of the course of a stream or river, or through the
addition of impervious surfaces, in a manner which would:
i) Result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site?
Reference: L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide (Section G.4).
Comment: A significant impact may occur if the project results in a substantial
alteration of drainage patterns that results in a substantial increase in erosion or
siltation during construction or operation of the project.
Less than significant impact. Existing and new transit shelters and sidewalk
amenities and future advertising displays would be placed in areas that are paved and
impervious and would remain paved. Therefore, the project would not substantially
alter the existing drainage pattern of the transit shelter sites. The project shelters and
sidewalk amenities and future advertising displays would be located on existing
sidewalks, and additional impervious surfaces are not anticipated. Ground
disturbance and potential erosion would be short-term during shelter dismantling and
shelter and advertising display foundation installations; therefore, no substantial
erosion or siltation is anticipated to occur onsite or offsite. Impacts would be less than
significant, and no mitigation measures are required.
ii)
Substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner that
would result in flooding on- or off-site?
Reference: L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide (Section G.4).
Comment: A significant impact would occur if the proposed project resulted in
increased runoff volumes during construction or operation of the proposed project that
would result in flooding conditions affecting the project site or nearby properties.
No impact. As stated above, existing and new transit shelters and sidewalk amenities
and future advertising displays would be placed in areas that are already paved and
impervious and would remain paved. Therefore, the volume of runoff is not anticipated
to increase. With no increases in runoff volumes, no flooding onsite or offsite is
anticipated. No impacts would occur, and no mitigation is required.
iii) Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of existing or
planned stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources of
polluted runoff?
Reference: L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide (Section G.4).
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Comment: A significant impact would occur if the volume of runoff increased to a level
that exceeded the capacity of the storm drain system serving a project site. A
significant impact would also occur if the proposed project substantially increased the
probability that polluted runoff would reach the storm drain system.
Less than significant impact. As stated above, existing and new transit shelters and
sidewalk amenities and future advertising displays would be placed in areas that are
already paved and impervious and would remain paved. Therefore, the volume of
runoff is not anticipated to increase. Thus, no increase in volumes of runoff being
discharged to the storm drain system are anticipated. Pollutants may enter the runoff
during construction activities, but implementation of BMPs would reduce pollutants
entering the storm drain system. Trash receptacles would be provided at each transit
shelter and wastes regularly collected for landfill disposal. Power washing during
maintenance may introduce pollutants into the storm drain system, but limited
amounts of pollutants are anticipated due to the size and type of shelter improvements
and sidewalk amenities and future advertising displays. Impacts would be less than
significant. No mitigation is required.
iv) Impede or redirect flood flows?
Reference: L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide (Section G.4).
Comment: A significant impact would occur if the proposed project placed within a
100-year flood hazard area structures that would impede or redirect flood flows.
Less than significant impact. Existing sidewalk structures do not currently impede
or redirect flood flows, and new shelters and sidewalk amenities and future advertising
displays are not expected to impede or redirect flood flows due to the small size and
scattered locations. Impacts would be less than significant, and no mitigation is
required.
d)
In flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones risk release of pollutants due to
project inundation?
Reference: L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide (Section G.4); City of Los Angeles General
Plan Safety Element.
Comment: A significant impact may occur if the project were located in an area where
a dam or levee could fail, exposing people or structures to significant risk of loss,
injury, or death. A significant impact may occur if the project were located in an area
with inundation potential due to seiche, tsunami, or mudflow. A significant impact
would occur if the proposed project creates a risk for the release of pollutants due to
inundation when located in a flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zone.
Less than significant impact. STAP transit shelters and sidewalk amenities and
future advertising displays would be located throughout the City, including areas that
are subject to flooding due to a seiche or dam failure. However, all dams and
reservoirs in the City have been retrofitted pursuant to the 1972 State Dam Safety Act.
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Thus, a dam failure is unlikely. Portions of the City are also within a Tsunami
Inundation Zone. However, people using the transit shelters and other sidewalk
amenities and pedestrians where future advertising displays are installed would not
be residing at these facilities and would only be at the transit shelters or near future
advertising displays for short periods of time. Therefore, the risk of loss, injury, or
death involving inundation due to dam failure, seiche, or a tsunami would be less than
significant. No mitigation is required.
e)
Would the project conflict with or obstruct implementation of a water quality
control plan or sustainable groundwater management plan?
Reference: L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide (Section G.4).
Comment: A significant impact could occur if the project includes potential sources of
water pollutants that would have the potential to interfere with a water quality control
plan or sustainable groundwater management plan.
Less than significant impact. As previously discussed, the project would not
degrade water quality, and water demand for the project would be limited. No conflict
with the Los Angeles RWQCB’s Basin Plan or sustainable groundwater management
plan for the Santa Monica Basin would occur. Impacts to water quality and
groundwater supplies would be less than significant. No mitigation is required.
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3.11 Land Use and Planning
Less Than
Potentially
Significant Less Than
Significant
With
Significant
Impact
Mitigation

No
Impact

Would the project:
a) Physically divide an established
community?

☐

☐

☐

☒

b) Cause a significant environmental
impact due to a conflict with any land
use plan, policy, or regulation adopted
for the purpose of avoiding or
mitigating an environmental effect?

☐

☐

☒

☐

A Land Use Consistency Analysis was prepared for the project and is provided in
Attachment D. The findings of the study are summarized below.

3.11.1

Regulatory Setting

This section describes existing laws and regulations related to land use and planning
that are applicable to the project.
3.11.1.1

Federal

There are no federal regulations that specifically address impacts related to land use
and planning and are applicable to the project.
3.11.1.2

State

California Coastal Act
The California Coastal Act protects the defined Coastal Zone as a distinct and
valuable natural resource of vital and enduring interest to all the people. The Coastal
Zone encompasses 1.5 million acres of land and is bounded by the Pacific Ocean on
the west and an inland easterly boundary that traverses along the entire California
coast. The Coastal Act outlines the standards for development within the Coastal Zone
and includes specific policies that address shoreline public access and recreation,
lower-cost visitor accommodations, terrestrial and marine habitat protection, visual
resources, landform alteration, agricultural lands, commercial fisheries, industrial
uses, water quality, offshore oil and gas development, transportation, development
design, power plants, ports, and public works. The Act is designed to empower local
governments to create Local Coastal Programs (LCP) as land use policy for the
conservation and the best use of coastal resources within individual jurisdictions.
Section 30601 of the California Coastal Act states that…. where applicable, in addition
to the local permit, a coastal development permit shall be obtained from the California
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Coastal Commission for development between the sea and the first public road or
within 300 feet of the inland extent of any beach or mean high tide line, or located on
tideland, submerged land, public trust land, and within 100 feet of a wetland, estuary,
stream, or 300 feet of a coastal bluff, and major public works or energy facility.
Within the City, communities that are totally or partially located within the Coastal Zone
include Brentwood/Pacific Palisades, Venice, Palms/Mar Vista/Del Rey, Winchester/
Playa Del Rey, San Pedro, Wilmington/Harbor City, and the Los Angeles Harbor
Complex.
3.11.1.3

Regional

SCAG 2020–2045 Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities
Strategy
SCAG’s 2020–2045 RTP/SCS is a comprehensive long-term transportation plan that
provides a vision for the future of the SCAG region’s multimodal transportation system
and specifies how that vision can be achieved. It combines land use and transportation
strategies with options to increase mobility and achieve a more sustainable growth
pattern. The RTP/SCS identifies major challenges, as well as potential opportunities
associated with growth, transportation finances, the future of airports in the region,
and impending transportation system deficiencies that could result from growth
projections for the region.
3.11.1.4

Local

City of Los Angeles Charter and Administrative Code
The City Charter, Sections 580 and 581, grants powers and duties over City public
ROWs, including sidewalks, to the DPW and the Board of Public Works or their
designees. Under these codes, the Los Angeles City Department of Public Works has
administrative authority over what may or may not be built within public rights-of-way.
City of Los Angeles General Plan
The City General Plan outlines the City’s long-range goals and policies for the
development of land within the City and addresses community development relative
to the distribution of land use. The City’s General Plan includes the Framework
Element, Plan for a Healthy Los Angeles – Health and Wellness Element, Housing
Element, Mobility Plan 2035 (i.e., Mobility Element), Noise Element, Air Quality
Element, Conservation Element, Open Space Element, Safety Element, Infrastructure
Systems Element, Public Facilities and Services Element, and 35 Community Plans.
City of Los Angeles Community Plans
The City’s General Plan includes 35 community plans that collectively comprise the
Land Use Element of the General Plan and are listed in Table 3-17.
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Table 3-17. City of Los Angeles Community Plans
Community Plans
Arleta/Pacoima Community Plan
Bel Air/Beverly Crest Community Plan
Boyle Heights Community Plan
Brentwood/Pacific Palisades Community Plan
Canoga Park/Winnetka/Woodland Hills/West
Hills Community Plan
Central City Community Plan
Central City North Community Plan
Chatsworth-Porter Ranch Community Plan
Encino/Tarzana Community Plan
Granada Hills/Knollwood Community Plan
Harbor Gateway Community Plan
Hollywood Community Plan
Mission Hills/Panorama City/North Hills
Community Plan
North Hollywood/Valley Village Community
Plan
Northeast Los Angeles Community Plan
Northridge Community Plan

January 8, 2003 (being updated)
December 15, 2000 (being updated)
September 4, 1993 (to be updated in
2021)
December 16, 1998 (being updated)
October 2015 (to be updated in 2021)
December 6, 1995 (being updated)
December 13, 1998 (being updated)
June 9, 1999
May 14, 1996 (being updated)

Palms/Mar Vista/Del Rey Community Plan
Reseda/West Van Nuys Community Plan
San Pedro Community Plan
Sherman Oaks/Studio City/Toluca Lake/
Cahuenga Pass Community Plan
Silver Lake/Echo Park/Elysian Valley
Community Plan
South Los Angeles Community Plan
Southeast Los Angeles Community Plan
Sun Valley/La Tuna Canyon Community Plan
Sunland/Tujunga/Shadow Hills/Lake View
Terrace/East La Tuna Canyon Community
Plan
Sylmar Community Plan
Van Nuys/North Sherman Oaks Community
Plan
Venice Community Plan
West Adams/Baldwin Hills/Leimert
Community Plan
West Los Angeles Community Plan
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November 6, 1996
November 6, 1996 (to be updated in
2021)
November 10, 1998 (being updated)
June 17, 1998 (to be updated in 2021)
August 17, 1999 (to be updated in 2021)
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June 15, 1999
February 24, 1998 (to be updated in
2021)
September 16, 1997 (being updated)
November 17, 1999 (being updated)
June 26, 2018
May 13, 1998 (being updated)
August 11, 2004
August 2017
August 2017
August 13, 1999
November 18, 1997

June 10, 2015
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July 27, 1999 (being updated)
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Table 3-17. City of Los Angeles Community Plans
Community Plans
Westchester/Playa Del Rey Community Plan
Westlake Community Plan
Westwood Community Plan
Wilmington/Harbor City Community Plan
Wilshire Community Plan

Adoption Date
April 13, 2004 (being updated)
September 16, 1997
July 27, 1999 (to be updated in 2021)
July 14, 1999 (being updated)
September 19, 2001

Source: City of Los Angeles, 2021i.

Los Angeles Municipal Code
LAMC Chapter I, Article 4.4 contains the City’s sign regulations, including
requirements for offsite signs and digital displays, among others. It includes provisions
for prohibited signs, hazards to traffic, freeway exposure, and standards for different
sign types. LAMC Chapter VI, Article 7 provides regulations for outdoor advertising
structures, accessory signs, post signs and advertising statuary. It prohibits the
construction or maintenance of any sign on a sidewalk, street, alley or other public
place without a permit and includes regulations for the size, height, location,
illumination, and clearances for post signs. Section 67.02 (b) of Chapter VI, Article 7
provides an exemption for transit shelters (and associated signage) authorized by the
City Council that allows transit shelters with signage to be placed within public rightsof-way. Article 8 regulates advertising and signs on benches along public ways. LAMC
Chapter V, Article 6 prohibits the creation of public hazards, including those on City
sidewalks. LAMC Section 14.4.5 prohibits signs or sign support structures that may
constitute hazards to traffic but does not apply to signage and other improvements
constructed within the public ROW. LAMC Chapter VI, Article 2 – Streets and
Sidewalks contains regulations related to excavations, construction, materials, and
equipment in and near streets and sidewalks; utilities and manholes in public rightsof-way; drainage; surveys/testing; street trees; signs; benches and other activities on
streets and sidewalks; and the permits required. LAMC Chapter VIII contains traffic
regulations on the use of streets, sidewalks, and crosswalks and parking regulations.
City of Los Angeles Specific Plans
The City has adopted several specific plans that provide detailed planning regulations
for defined planning areas. The specific plans implement the goals and policies of the
community plans and provide specific development standards and design guidelines
that supersede the City’s zoning regulations. Some of these specific plans include
regulations for transit shelters, street furniture, advertising displays, and signs, and/or
prohibitions for digital displays. See Land Use Consistency Analysis in Attachment D
for more details.
Local Coastal Development Permits
LAMC Section 12.20.2 authorizes applications for Coastal Development Permits prior
to certification of the LCP. Projects that take place within City-owned/controlled
property (i.e., on government property) are processed by the DPW/BOE/EMG for a
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Coastal Development Permit. Projects that are on private property or privately owned
are processed by the Los Angeles City Planning Department for approval. Because
the STAP program elements and future advertising displays would occur on public
ROWs, such as sidewalks, all Coastal Development Permits not within the Los
Angeles City Port Master Plan would be processed by the DPW, BOE. The Harbor
Department approves Coastal Development Permits within the Port of Los Angeles.

3.11.2

Existing Environment

The City of Los Angeles is highly urbanized and developed with a mix of land uses,
including low-, medium-, and high-density residential, commercial, and industrial
areas, public and institutional facilities, open space, and vacant infill lots. As noted
above, approximately 21 percent (63,888 acres) of all land in the City is developed as
streets, storm drainage channels, utility facilities, and reservoirs. The street pattern is
primarily characterized by a grid-like linear pattern that crosses through the City. Major
infrastructure includes Chatsworth Reservoir, Sepulveda Basin, Los Angeles
Reservoir, Hansen Dam, and the areas abutting Hansen Dam to the southwest.
City streets are located adjacent to all land uses and include sidewalks on one or both
sides where existing transit shelters and bus stops are located. These streets include
major arterial highways, secondary highways, non-arterial streets, hillside streets,
other public ROWs (e.g., service roads and pedestrian malls), and scenic highways.
Transit shelters are currently present at approximately 1,884 sidewalk locations on
public roads in the City and include a combination of benches, shelters with or without
advertising panels, trash receptacles, and at limited locations, bus stop safety lighting
and real-time bus arrival information. Numerous other bus stops are only defined by
bus stop signs at the sidewalk.
Under the current CSFP, the City maintains an inventory of 1,884 transit shelters, 197
public amenity kiosks, 6 vending kiosks, and 14 automated public toilets at scattered
bus stop locations and sidewalks (see Table 2-1 in Section 2).

3.11.3
a)

Impact Analysis

Would the project physically divide an established community?

Reference: L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide (2006) (Section H.2); City of Los Angeles
General Plan and Community Plans; Land Use Consistency Analysis (Parsons, 2021).
Comment: A significant impact would occur if the project includes features such as a
highway, above-ground infrastructure, or an easement that would cause a permanent
disruption to an established community or would otherwise create a physical barrier
within an established community.
No impact. Under the STAP, 1,884 existing transit shelters would be replaced at
scattered sidewalk locations throughout the City. Future advertising displays
associated with foreseeable City projects would also be located on sidewalk areas.
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The proposed upgrades to existing transit shelters and future advertising displays
would be confined to the sidewalk areas and would not result in a change in land use
at the shelter sites or at parcels/properties adjacent to the shelter locations. Because
no change in land uses would occur at these locations, no land use impacts or land
use conflicts are expected.
The proposed new 1,116 to 1,249 new transit shelters and 450 shade structures would
be placed at bus stops currently absent such amenities. The City has identified
existing and possible shelter locations for future upgrades, as shown in the interactive
map on the STAP website. These are preliminary locations based on the equity data,
but they would be further refined based on specific site conditions and applicable City
regulations (e.g., Specific Plans and overlay districts). The sidewalk areas for new
transit shelters/shade structures and future advertising displays would maintain an
absolute minimum 4-foot-wide clear PAR, along with other clearances in accordance
with ADA and City standard plans and regulations. No acquisition of adjacent
properties; realignment of roads, alleys, driveways, and ramps; or displacement of fire
hydrants, streetlights, utility boxes, or other infrastructure unrelated to the transit
shelter are anticipated. Any relocation of utilities and infrastructure on the sidewalk
would be incidental to transit shelter construction and future advertising display
installation, as necessary to make bus stops more accessible and to improve the
pedestrian and transit rider experience. Because new transit shelters/shade structures
and future advertising displays would be located only at the sidewalk areas, no change
in land use or conflict with existing developments and land uses at parcels/properties
adjacent to the sidewalk areas would occur. The proposed transit shelters would be
placed within the bus stops zone established by the bus operators, and future
advertising displays would be located at major activity centers. No conflict with existing
facilities on the sidewalk or adjacent land uses are expected to occur.
STAP program elements and future advertising displays that would be located at
sidewalk areas would not create a barrier within or between communities, nor would
it involve the acquisition, displacement, or division of adjacent land uses and
communities. No changes in land use or land use conflicts are expected. No impacts
would occur, and no mitigation is required.
b)
Would the project cause a significant environmental impact due to a conflict
with any land use plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of avoiding or
mitigating an environmental effect?
Reference: L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide (2006) (Section H.1), City of Los Angeles
General Plan and Community Plans; LAMC, LAAC, RTP/SCS, and California Coastal
Act; Land Use Consistency Analysis (Parsons, 2021).
Comment: A significant impact would occur if the proposed project were inconsistent
with the General Plan, or other applicable plan, or with the site’s zoning if designated
to avoid or mitigate a significant potential environmental impact.
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Less than significant impact. A review of the City’s land use plans and policies and
other planning documents was conducted to determine the STAP’s consistency with
these plans, policies, and regulations (see Attachment D for the Land Use
Consistency Analysis Memo), a summary of which is provided below.
California Coastal Act – Because the STAP program elements and future advertising
displays associated with foreseeable City projects would occur on public ROWs, such
as sidewalks, all Coastal Development Permits not within the Los Angeles City Port
Master Plan would be processed by the City’s DPW, BOE, and the Harbor Department
would approve Coastal Development Permits within the Port of Los Angeles. With
compliance with local coastal programs and a dual coastal permit from the California
Coastal Commission, if necessary, for STAP program elements and future advertising
displays to be located between the sea and the first public road or within 300 feet of
the inland extent, no conflict with the California Coastal Act would occur with the
project.
RTP/SCS – The STAP would not conflict with, but instead support, the goals and
guiding principles of the RTP/SCS by providing convenient and attractive transit
shelters that would support transit use and reduce vehicle trips and associated air
pollutants and GHG emissions. Relevant RTP/SCS goals that the STAP would
support include:
2. Improve mobility, accessibility, reliability, and travel safety for people and goods
3. Enhance the preservation, security, and resilience of the regional
transportation system
4. Increase person and goods movement and travel choices within the
transportation system
5. Reduce GHG emissions and improve air quality
7. Adapt to a changing climate and support an integrated regional development
pattern and transportation network
8. Leverage new transportation technologies and data-driven solutions that result
in more efficient travel
Relevant RTP/SCS guiding principles include:
2. Place high priority for transportation funding in the region on projects and
programs that improve mobility, accessibility, reliability and safety, and that
preserve the existing transportation system
3. Assure that land use and growth strategies recognize local input, promote
sustainable transportation options, and support equitable and adaptable
communities
4. Encourage RTP/SCS investments and strategies that collectively result in
reduced non-recurrent congestion and demand for single-occupancy vehicle
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use, by leveraging new transportation technologies and expanding travel
choices
5. Encourage transportation investments that will result in improved air quality and
public health, and reduced GHG emissions
Future advertising displays associated with foreseeable City projects would not
conflict with the goals and guiding principles of the RTP/SCS since they would not
affect land use, transportation, and mobility in the region. Also, no conflict with the
growth projections in the RTP/SCS would occur from the STAP and future advertising
displays because no population or housing growth would be generated by the project.
Los Angeles General Plan – As discussed in the Land Use Consistency Analysis
Memo, the City General Plan outlines the City’s long-range goals and policies for the
physical development of the City and addresses community development relative to
the distribution of land uses. The Framework Element serves as the City’s overall
strategy for long-term growth and is the organizing element that correlates to all the
other elements of the General Plan. The project would not conflict with the Framework
Element’s goals, objectives, and policies and the STAP would support goals,
objectives, and policies for promoting transit use.
The Conservation Element discusses the conservation, protection, development,
utilization, and reclamation of natural resources in the City. The project would not
conflict with the Conservation Element’s goals, objectives, and policies because
transit shelters and other amenities and future advertising displays would have limited
impacts on scenic views from public roads. In addition, proposed and replaced transit
shelters/shade structures and future advertising displays would not be located at the
frontages of lots in specific residential zones and along federal and State-designated
scenic highways. STAP program elements and future advertising displays would be
designed to meet applicable City standards and regulations.
The Air Quality Element recognizes the health and economic effects of air pollution
and sets goals, objectives, and policies to promote clean air and help the region in
attaining the NAAQS and CAAQS. The STAP would support the Air Quality Element’s
goals, objectives, and policies for reducing vehicle trips and associated emissions.
Future advertising displays associated with foreseeable City projects would not
conflict with the Air Quality Element.
The Open Space Element serves as a guide for the identification, preservation,
conservation, and acquisition of open space in the City. The project would not conflict
with the Open Space Element’s goals, objectives, and policies. The project would not
conflict with the Housing Element, Noise Element, Infrastructure Systems Element,
and Public Facilities and Services Element.
The Health and Wellness Element specifically calls out the need for transit services to
improve access to healthy options and opportunities. STAP supports this goal by
specifically utilizing indicators considered in health and wellness elements, such as
heat, socioeconomic factors, households without vehicles and transit riderships as
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criteria for STAP amenities distribution to ensure that the program will support creation
of a healthy community. Future advertising displays associated with foreseeable City
projects would not conflict with the Health and Wellness Element.
The project will support the Safety Element through its ability to communicate
emergency response information and possibly aid in disaster recovery by providing
solar or emergency backup power capable of charging cell phones and other
electronic devices, as well as being a source point for Internet connectivity in times of
local or regional emergencies and/or natural disasters.
The Mobility Plan 2035 is “the policy foundation for achieving a transportation system
that balances the needs of all road users.” It sets goals for promoting safety first, worldclass infrastructure, access for all, informed choices, clean environments, and healthy
communities. It includes street classifications, circulation system maps, and objectives
and policies for meeting its goals. It also calls for the protection of scenic resources,
views, natural topography, and other impacts on adjacent land uses. The project
would not conflict with the goals, objectives, and policies of the Mobility Plan.
Appendix B of the Mobility Plan 2035 includes an Inventory of Designated Scenic
Highways and Guidelines. As noted in Table 2-2 above, shelters and advertising
displays would not be allowed on the frontage of properties on federal and State
Scenic Highways and along City Scenic Highways in specific residential zones and
open space areas. In the areas where there is not an adopted Scenic Corridor Plan
as required by the Mobility Element (and/or any applicable specific plan or other
Planning requirement), Appendix B provides interim guidelines for signs and outdoor
advertising for designated Scenic Highways, which includes signs having traffic,
informational, and identification features; limitations on off-site outdoor advertising;
compliance with any sign requirements of the CR (Limited Commercial) zone; and
priority for the removal of existing nonconforming signs.
STAP program amenities and future advertising displays proposed along Scenic
Highways designated only by the Mobility Plan (where no Scenic Corridor Plan or
other applicable plan has been adopted) would be evaluated based on these
guidelines and applicable sections of the LAMC. Moreover, transit shelters (relocated
or new) and associated amenities and signs and advertising displays to be located
within the Mobility Plan scenic highway planning areas where there are no adopted
Corridor Plans (or other applicable plans, such as Specific Plans) shall be designed
to comply with applicable guidelines and standards and sign regulations for street
furniture and signs installed in the public road right-of-way prior to
installation/construction, including any necessary Planning approvals. Furthermore,
the project could also include (digital or static) media panels at transit shelters and
other sidewalk locations that would serve as displays for off-site signage, real time
transit emergency information, and local announcements. These would provide
essential services for bus riders and pedestrians who do not possess personal smart
devices.

Sidewalk and Transit Amenities Program

165

October 2021
MND - 175

INITIAL STUDY
BUREAU OF ENGINEERING – BUREAU OF STREET SERVICES

Moreover, future advertising displays associated with STAP and foreseeable City
projects would also be subject to review for compliance with applicable requirements
of the Mobility Plan prior to approval. Thus, the project would comply with the
development standards and design guidelines in these adopted applicable plans, as
applicable to street furniture, advertising displays, and signs (including structures and
other improvements) in the public road right-of-way, as a Project Design Feature
(PDF-LU-1), which would ensure that impacts would be less than significant.
Project Design Feature
PDF-LU-1

As provided in applicable plans, transit shelters (relocated or new) and
associated amenities and signs and advertising displays to be located
along Scenic Highways designated by the Mobility Plan and where no
Scenic Corridor Plan or other applicable plan has been adopted and
proposed within the planning areas of the Mobility Plan, Specific Plans,
Streetscape Plans, overlay zones, Commercial Design Overlays,
Historic Preservation Overlay Zones, and other applicable plans, shall
be designed to comply (and subject to additional approvals, if
necessary) with applicable guidelines and standards and sign
regulations for street furniture and signs installed in the public road rightof-way prior to installation/construction.

As shown above, the STAP elements and future advertising displays would be
consistent overall with the Mobility Plan 2035, which would be ensured by
implementation of PDF-LU-1. Therefore, STAP elements and future advertising
displays would not create a land use and planning conflict.11
Community Plans – Community plans represent the General Plan Land Use
Elements for the City. As an important planning tool, community plans provide
guidelines for proposed developments and include urban design policies for signs on
private properties but do not generally regulate signs on public ROWs. As analyzed in
the Land Use Consistency Memo, the STAP would not conflict with relevant goals,
objectives, and policies of the City’s Community Plans and would support those
related to the use of transit services and reduction of vehicle trips. Programs and
general design guidelines for the installation of transit shelters and street furniture and
for streetscape and sidewalk improvements and signage would also be supported and
followed by the STAP and future advertising displays, as applicable. In addition, the
proposed and replacement transit shelters/shade structures and future advertising
displays would be located on sidewalk areas, which are considered public ROWs and
would not conflict with the land use designations of adjacent lands. No change to the
roadway pavement or travel lanes are proposed as part of the STAP program
elements and future advertising displays; thus, no conflict with the street
classifications in adopted Circulation Plans would occur.

11

For additional discussion, see Section 5.4 of Response to Comments.
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Zoning Regulations – The City’s Zoning Regulations in Chapter 1 of the Municipal
Code prescribe the general development standards and regulations that should be
followed in the improvement of parcels within the City, in accordance with their zoning
classifications, variation zones, hillside zones, heights district locations, and
supplemental use district designations. While the regulations do not specifically
address public ROWs, sidewalk improvements, or the permitted use of sidewalks for
transit shelters, the City has developed siting parameters that would be used to
determine the location of transit shelters under the STAP (see Table 2-2 above). The
parameters indicate that the proposed transit shelters with or without advertising
displays would be generally confined to the City’s commercial, industrial, parking, and
open space areas. No transit shelters with or without advertising displays are
proposed to be constructed or replaced under this program along the frontage of
properties on Hillside Limited Streets, Hillside Local Streets, designated federal and
State Scenic Highways, and at the frontage of properties in One-Family Residential
zones (R1, RU, RZ2.5, RZ3, RZ4, and RW1). Thus, the STAP and the proposed
replacement and new transit shelters and associated improvements would not conflict
with the City’s Zoning Regulations. Similarly, future advertising displays associated
with foreseeable City projects would not be subject to zoning regulations and would
not affect nor conflict with the existing zoning classification of adjacent parcels.
Los Angeles Municipal Code. The STAP would not conflict with the City’s sign
regulations because they do not apply to signs within the public ROWs and the LAMC
provides an exemption for transit shelters (and associated signage) that allows transit
shelters with signage to be placed within public ROWs upon approval by the City
Council (or the Board of Public Works, as proposed in the LAMC amendment). In
addition, LAMC Sections 67.01 and 67.02 would be amended to modify the type of
advertising structures allowed in the public right-of-way, in order to effectuate portions
of the STAP program and potentially authorize the consideration of other projects with
advertising displays in the future. With this amendment, the project would not conflict
with the City’s sign regulations and regulations for regulations for outdoor advertising
structures. Construction and maintenance activities under STAP, including the
cleaning and use of sidewalks, would comply with pertinent regulations in the LAMC
under a blanket permit for the STAP and future advertising displays would be subject
to review for compliance with applicable regulations in the LAMC prior to approval.
The project would also not create public hazards or hazards to traffic, in accordance
with the LAMC.
Los Angeles Charter and Administrative Code. The STAP and future advertising
displays would not conflict with the City Charter and Administrative Code because the
project is being undertaken in accordance with the administrative authority of the
Department of Public Works. Like the CSFP, the STAP would be operated in
accordance with the Street Furniture Revenue Fund.
Specific Plans – The City has adopted several specific plans that implement the goals
and policies of the community plans and provide specific development standards and
design guidelines that supersede the City’s zoning regulations. As analyzed in the
Land Use Consistency Memo, several specific plans contain regulations and
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standards for transit shelters, street furniture, advertising displays, and signs, and
some prohibit digital displays/signs. However, some of the limitations on signs apply
only on private property because they call for building permits, and building permits
are not issued for structures and improvements in the public road ROW (e.g.,
sidewalks). The construction of transit shelters under the STAP would be subject to a
blanket permit from the City, requiring compliance with relevant and applicable
Specific Plan regulations, including the need to go through a design review process,
if necessary.
Accordingly, future advertising displays associated with STAP and foreseeable City
projects would also be subject to review for compliance with applicable requirements
of Specific Plans prior to approval. Thus, the project would comply with the
development standards and design guidelines in these adopted applicable plans, as
applicable to street furniture, advertising displays, and signs, including structures and
other improvements, in the public road ROW, as a Project Design Feature in PDF-LU1 above. Thus, the STAP and future advertising displays would not conflict with the
City’s applicable plans, including Specific Plans, which would be ensured with
implementation of PDF-LU-1.
Overlay Zones/Commercial Design Overlay Districts – The City has adopted
various overlay zones, Commercial Design Overlay (CDO) districts, Streetscape
Plans, HPOZ, Community Plan Implementation Overlay (CPIO) districts,
Redevelopment Plans, Pedestrian Oriented District (POD), and sign
districts/supplemental use districts that have specific design guidelines and
development standards. Several overlay zones/districts include regulations and
standards for transit shelters, advertising displays, and digital signs. Where transit
shelters would be replaced or new ones installed and when future advertising displays
are proposed, they would first need to be reviewed for compliance with the regulations
and standards of the underlying overlay zones/districts and planning areas that are
specifically applicable to street furniture, advertising displays, and signs, including
structures and other improvements, in the public road ROW, as opposed to the
regulations for signs and structures on private properties. Internal City coordination
and review (e.g., StreetsLA, Planning Department, LADOT) would occur and the
necessary permits issued prior to construction of STAP program elements and future
advertising displays. PDF-LU-1 above would be incorporated into the project and will
be implemented to ensure compliance with applicable regulations and standards for
applicable overlay zones and districts. Accordingly, the STAP and future advertising
displays would not conflict with the regulations, standards, and guidelines of various
overlay zones and districts.
The STAP would not conflict with the California Coastal Act, RTP/SCS, City of Los
Angeles General Plan, Community Plans, Zoning Regulations, LAMC, or City Charter
and Administrative Codes. It would also not conflict with adopted Specific Plans and
other City planning documents, which would be ensured with implementation of PDFLU-1.
Land use impacts would be less than significant.
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3.12 Mineral Resources
Less Than
Potentially
Significant Less Than
Significant
With
Significant
Impact
Mitigation

No
Impact

Would the project:
a) Result in the loss of availability of a
known mineral resource that would be
of value to the region and the
residents of the state?

☐

☐

☒

☐

b) Result in the loss of availability of a
locally-important mineral resource
recovery site delineated on a local
general plan, specific plan or other
land use plan?

☐

☐

☒

☐

3.12.1

Regulatory Setting

This section describes existing laws and regulations related to mineral resources that
are applicable to the project.
3.12.1.1

Federal

There are no federal regulations that specifically address impacts related to mineral
resources and that are applicable to the project.
3.12.1.2

State

Surface Mining and Reclamation Act
The Surface Mining and Reclamation Act of 1975 (SMARA) (in PRC Section 2710 et
seq.) encourages the production, conservation, and protection of the State’s mineral
resources and seeks to minimize adverse environmental impacts on mineral
resources and to allow mined lands to be restored to a usable condition after extraction
activities. PRC Section 2207 also provides annual reporting requirements for all mines
in the state, with the State Mining and Geology Board granted authority and
obligations under this section.
In addition, SMARA mandates the classification of lands with valuable mineral
resources so that land use decisions that may affect mineral-bearing lands can be
made with the knowledge of these resources.

Sidewalk and Transit Amenities Program

169

October 2021
MND - 179

INITIAL STUDY
BUREAU OF ENGINEERING – BUREAU OF STREET SERVICES

3.12.1.3

Local

Los Angeles General Plan Conservation

Element

The Los Angeles General Plan Conservation Element calls for the managed
production of resources, including areas containing mineral deposits and fossil fuels
(i.e., oil and gas). It includes policies to allow extraction operations at appropriate sites
and encourage the reuse of sand and gravel products. It also includes policies for
energy conservation and petroleum product reuse; support for bans on oil drilling
along the coast; and the protection of neighborhoods from the effects of oil drilling.
Los Angeles Municipal Code
Section 13.01 of the LAMC protects the City’s oil resources and has established a
supplemental use district – “O” Oil Drilling District, where oil fields are known to be
present and drilling operations are regulated. Section 13.03 of the LAMC protects the
City’s mineral resources and has established a supplemental use district – “G” Surface
Mining Operations District, where surface mining operations are allowed subject to a
permit.

3.12.2

Existing Environment

The Los Angeles General Plan Conservation Element notes that sand and gravel
extraction occurred in the Arroyo Seco and Big Tujunga Wash areas in the early
1900s, and sand and gravel resources from the adjacent mountains are available in
the Tujunga alluvial fan. It identifies the locations of Mineral Resources Zones (MRZ)
in the City. MRZ-2 are areas where sand and gravel extraction has occurred
historically, and they are present at the eastern portion of the San Fernando Valley
and around Downtown Los Angeles. The Conservation Element also shows the
general locations of Oil Drilling Districts, Surface Mining Districts, and Statedesignated oil fields within the City.
The California Department of Conservation (CDOC) shows the Mid City Granite Open
Pit at Forest Lawn Drive has been reclaimed and is no longer operational. Several
mining sites are present near Tujunga Canyon. The Boulevard Open Pit is an idle
sand and gravel site; the Calmat Sun Valley is closed; the Sheldon Open pit has active
sand and gravel extraction operations; the Hansen Dam Quarry has not started
reclamation; and the Alba Landscape Boulders has been reclaimed and is no longer
operational.
There are several oil fields underlying the southern, central, and northwestern sections
of the City, including the northern portion of the San Fernando Valley, the Mid-City
area, near Playa del Rey, and north of San Pedro. Numerous active, plugged, and idle
wells are located within these oil fields.
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3.12.3

Impact Analysis

a)
Would the project result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource
that would be of value to the region and the residents of the state?
Reference: L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide (2006) (Section E.4); City of Los Angeles
General Plan Conservation Element; LAMC; CDOC Wellfinder; CGS Information
Warehouse: Mineral Land Classification.
Comment: A significant impact may occur if the proposed project is located in an area
used or available for extraction of a regionally important mineral resource, if the project
converts a regionally or locally important mineral extraction use to another use, or if
the proposed project blocks or affects access to a mineral resource area.
Less than significant impact. STAP program elements and future advertising
displays would be located at existing sidewalk areas and would not affect adjacent
land uses, including ongoing oil drilling and mineral extraction activities. The use of
sand and gravel for the repair and repaving of sidewalk areas and the use of oil and
gas resources for the operation of vehicles and equipment for project construction and
maintenance activities and the production of shelters, sidewalk amenity, and
advertising display components would represent a minor amount of the mineral
resources in the region that is utilized for construction, vehicle and equipment
operation, and industrial production in the City and the State. Impacts on regionally or
Statewide-important mineral resources would be less than significant, and no
mitigation is required.
b) Would the project result in the loss of availability of a locally-important mineral
resource recovery site delineated on a local general plan, specific plan or other land
use plan?
Reference: L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide (2006) (Section E.4); City of Los Angeles
General Plan Conservation Element; LAMC; CDOC Wellfinder; CGS Information
Warehouse: Mineral Land Classification.
Comment: See comment above.
Less than significant impact. While the Conservation Element has identified mineral
and oil and gas resources in the City, STAP program elements and future advertising
displays would be located at existing sidewalk areas and would not affect adjacent
land uses, including ongoing oil drilling and mineral extraction activities. Because the
transit shelter sites and future advertising display locations are generally paved and
not used for mineral extraction or oil drilling, no loss of access to underlying resources
would occur with the STAP. The demand for local mineral resources for construction
and maintenance of the transit shelters and sidewalk amenities and future advertising
displays would be minor and is not expected to have a substantial effect on locally
important mineral resources. Impacts would be less than significant, and no mitigation
is required.
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3.13 Noise
Less Than
Potentially
Significant Less Than
Significant
With
Significant
Impact
Mitigation

No
Impact

Would the project result in:
a) Generation of substantial temporary
or permanent increase in ambient
noise levels in the vicinity of the
project in excess of standards
established in the local general plan or
noise ordinance, or applicable
standards of other agencies?

☐

☒

☐

☐

b) Generation of excessive groundborne vibration or ground-borne noise
levels?

☐

☐

☒

☐

c) For a project located within the
vicinity of a private airstrip or an airport
land use plan or, where such a plan
has not been adopted, within two miles
of a public airport or public use airport,
would the project expose people
residing or working in the project area
to excessive noise levels?

☐

☐

☐

☒

A Noise and Vibration Impact Analysis was prepared for the project and is provided in
Attachment E. The findings of the analysis are summarized below.

3.13.1

Regulatory Setting

This section describes existing laws and regulations related to noise that are
applicable to the project.
3.13.1.1

Federal

Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment
The Federal Transit Administration (FTA) provides guidance on appropriate vibration
limits with respect to sensitive receptors. According to FTA, vibration impacts
associated with human annoyance would be significant if vibration caused by
construction activity assessed at a receptor exceeded 85 VdB, a vibration velocity (Lv)
level that is considered acceptable only for an infrequent number of events per day.
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3.13.1.2

State

California Planning and Zoning Law
California Planning and Zoning Law requires each local government entity to adopt a
Noise Element as part of its General Plan. State land use guidelines for evaluating the
compatibility of various land uses as a function of community noise exposure are
generally incorporated into adopted Noise Elements.
3.13.1.3

Local

City of Los Angeles General Plan Noise Element
The Noise Element identifies ambient noise levels and major noise sources (e.g.,
vehicles, rail systems and airports) in the City and sets goals, objectives, and policies
for reducing intrusive noise and the noise impacts of development and changes in
land use. The Noise Element does not specifically address transit shelters and
sidewalk amenities.
City of Los Angeles Noise Ordinance
LAMC Chapter IV, Article 1, Section 41.40 and Ordinance No. 161,574 and amended
Ordinance No. 156,363 is the City’s Noise Ordinance and regulates noise generated
at construction sites, including permissible hours of construction, and operational
noise from stationary and mobile sources. LAMC Section 112.05 states that
construction and industrial machinery used between the hours of 7 AM and 10 PM
shall not exceed a maximum of 75 A-weighted decibels (dBA) at a distance of 50 feet
in a residential zone or within 500 feet of a residential zone, except where compliance
is technically infeasible. In addition, LAMC Section 41.40, as referenced, restricts
construction activities during different hours of the day (i.e., no person shall perform
any construction or repair work that makes loud noises that disturb persons occupying
sleeping quarters in any place of residence between the hours of 9:00 p.m. of one day
and 7:00 a.m. of the following day).

3.13.2

Existing Environment

Currently, there are 1,884 existing transit shelters and several other transit stops
without shelters located within the City. Land uses along sidewalks and near the transit
stops include a wide range of categories, including residential, school, recreational,
medical, commercial, public, institutional, open space/undeveloped, and industrial.
The primary source of ambient noise within the transit stops and along sidewalks are
vehicle traffic on abutting streets, varying in vehicle capacity and number of travel
lanes.
Ambient Noise Levels
The ambient noise levels in the City are largely defined by noise from vehicles on City
streets and freeways, which is dependent on traffic volume, speed, and vehicle mix.
Intermittent vehicle noise is also generated by sirens, vehicle alarms, equipment use,
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and horns. Other mobile sources of noise in the City include passing trains and aircraft
fly-overs. Common stationary sources of noise include, but are not limited to,
construction activities, use of mechanical equipment such as heating, ventilation, and
air conditioning units, and outdoor activities.
Due to the varying noise sources and resulting noise levels throughout the City, it is
not possible nor practical to determine existing noise levels at the approximately 3,583
existing and future transit shelter/shade structure locations and the 500 potential sites
for future advertising displays. However, a general representative existing ambient
noise environment within the City was documented by long-term (i.e., from 42 to 51
hours) noise measurements conducted at 10 different locations, as part of the
environmental review process for the City’s Sidewalk Repair Program (SRP). The
measurement locations were chosen to represent areas with varying noise sources
and land uses, with at least one measurement in each of the seven Area Planning
Commissions (APCs) of the City. The noise measurements were conducted from
January to February 2018 and are documented in the Noise and Vibration Technical
Report (March 2019), as provided in Appendix J of the Draft EIR for the SRP. Table
3-18 provides the noise measurement locations and the average noise levels from
7:00 a.m. to 3:00 p.m., when construction activities under the project would occur.
Table 3-18. Sampled Noise Measurement Locations and Noise Levels

Location

Description

Address

LT1

Residence within 500 feet
of a regional transit hub

LT2

In heavy industrial area

LT3

Opposite Civic Center

LT4

Senior living (multi-family)

LT5

Residence close to LAX

LT6

In commercial area

10127 Remmet Avenue,
Chatsworth
11202 Tuxford Street,
Sun Valley
14401 Sylvan Street,
Van Nuys
10475 Wilshire
Boulevard, Los Angeles
7601 Earldom Avenue,
Playa Del Rey
6614 Melrose Avenue,
Los Angeles
2051 Marengo Street,
Los Angeles
3778 S Harvard
Boulevard, Los Angeles
841 W 134th Street,
Gardena
1020 S Cabrillo Avenue,
San Pedro

LT7
LT8
LT9
LT10

LAC+USC Medical Center
Hospital Tower
Residence adjacent to
Expo Line light rail
Residence adjacent to
school
Residences adjacent to a
High Injury Network street

Average Hourly and
(Range of Hourly)
Noise Level from
7:00 am to 3:00 pm
(dBA)
64 (58–67)
73 (72–74)
71 (64–79)
73 (71–78)
68 (66–69)
75 (73–77)
64 (63–66)
69 (68–73)
61 (54–65)
61 (58–64)

Source: Noise and Vibration Technical Report for Sidewalk Repair Program (March 2019)
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Vibration
Vibration is generally caused by the use of heavy equipment and heavy trucks, with
vibration levels depending on equipment/vehicle type, weight, power, and site
conditions. Heavy trucks on major streets are likely to cause perceptible levels of
vibration.
Noise Sensitive Uses
Noise-sensitive land uses generally include residences, transient lodgings, schools,
libraries, churches, hospitals, nursing homes, auditoriums, concert halls,
amphitheaters, playgrounds, parks and other uses that generally require a quiet noise
environment for various functions and activities.

3.13.3

Impact Analysis

a)
Would the project result in the generation of substantial temporary or
permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the vicinity of the project in excess of
standards established in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable
standards of other agencies?
Reference: L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide (2006) (Sections I.1 and I.2); City of Los
Angeles General Plan Noise Element; City Noise Ordinance; Noise and Vibration
Impact Analysis (Parsons, 2021).
Comment: A significant impact would occur if the project exposed persons to or
generated noise levels in excess of standards established in the local general plan or
noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies.
Less than significant impact with mitigation incorporated. Implementation of the
project would generate noise during transit shelter/shade structure, sidewalk amenity,
and advertising display construction and maintenance activities.
Construction Noise
Based on review of the STAP implementation plan, construction activities for the
STAP program elements and future advertising displays would typically occur Monday
through Friday, with construction crews arriving at construction sites around 7:00 a.m.
Construction start times may be delayed to 9:00 a.m. for sites in busy areas without
on-street parking.
Dismantling, removal, and relocation of existing transit shelters (Scenario 1) and the
placement of new shelters at new locations/bus stops that currently do not have transit
shelters and/or installation of advertising displays (Scenarios 2a and 2b) are
prototypical construction scenarios. Each dismantling/removal of an existing shelter
would be unique, and the construction and installation needs would vary depending
on several factors including, but not limited to, the condition of the sidewalk and
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shelter, the adjacent land uses, how busy the adjacent street is, the level of pedestrian
traffic, and whether utilities need to be moved/abandoned.
Construction activities for the project would generate noise at the 3,583 transit
shelter/shade structure construction sites and 500 sidewalk locations. The most
conservative construction scenario of the transit shelters under STAP and future
advertising displays would occur over a 3- to 6-year time span, from 2023 to 2025 or
20282022–2024 or 2027, as shown in Table 3-5 (see Section 3.3.3). The maximum
daily construction activities and associated equipment use are provided in Table 3-19.
Because no construction activities are anticipated to occur during the nighttime or
lasting more than 10 days at any transit shelter construction site or sidewalk location,
the City’s CEQA thresholds for nighttime work and construction over 10 days do not
apply. However, construction activities lasting more than 1 day that would exceed
existing ambient exterior noise levels by 10 dBA or more at a noise-sensitive use
would be considered a significant impact.
As shown, transit shelter construction and future advertising display installation is
planned to occur over a 2- to 3-day period. Because the project would upgrade and
install transit shelters at approximately 3,133 sites and 450 shade structures and
install future advertising displays at 500 sidewalk locations across the entire City, the
ambient noise levels at existing and future transit shelter sites and sidewalk locations
could range from 61 to 75 dBA (see Table 3-18 above).
Reference maximum noise levels for conventional construction equipment range
between 65 and 89 dBA at a distance of 50 feet from the sound-producing source.
Construction noise has been predicted using the FTA “general assessment” method
that focuses on the anticipated equipment and construction duration onsite per phase.
Consistent with data provided by the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA)
Roadway Construction Noise Model (RCNM) (FHWA, 2006), the predictive analysis
applies the “acoustical usage factor” to calculate an equivalent sound level (Leq) for a
typical hour during which the construction equipment is expected to generate noise.
Other factors included in the analysis are as follows:
● On average, construction equipment noise emanates from a single point at the
geographic center of the construction activity representing the mobility of
construction activities and equipment locations across the entire transit shelter
construction site as work proceeds
● Point-source sound propagation and the source emission point are 6 feet above
grade
● First-floor receivers are 5 feet above property grade
● Due to the relatively short source-to-receptor distances studied, the effect of
acoustical ground and air absorption is conservatively not included
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Table 3-19. Daily Construction Activities of Construction Scenarios
Scenario

Activity
Description

Duration

Daily
Frequency
(Sites/Day)

Crew
Size/
Site

Equipment
(Hours)
Backhoe (1 hour)
Jackhammer
(0.5 hour)
Air Compressor
(0.5 hour)
Generator (0.5 hour)
Skid Steer Loader
(0.5 hour)
see below

1

Dismantle/
Remove
Existing
Shelter

2 to 3 hours
total
(1 hour for
traffic lane
management)

6

3 to 5
workers
3 to 4
vehicles

2

New
Components
Construction

2.5 days

see below

see
below

Maximum
Equipment
Operating
Simultaneously
2 pieces
(e.g.,
jackhammer+
backhoe;
backhoe+ skid
steer)

see below

Jackhammer (1
hour)

2a

2b

Site Prep

Construction

1 day

1.5 days

6

6

3 to 7
workers
4 to 6
vehicles

3 to 7
workers
4 to 5
vehicles

Generator (1 hour)
Air Compressor
(2 hours)
Backhoe (4 hours)
Air Compressor
(2 hours)
Generator (2 hours)
Electric/Hand Tools

Boom Truck
Dump Trucks
(2 per 6 sites)
Flatbed Trailer
Truck
Crew Vehicle

see below
Boom Truck

Backhoe (2 hours)
Skid Steer (2 hours)

Vehicles

3 pieces

Dump Trucks
(2 per site)
Flatbed Trailer
Truck
Crew Vehicle(s)

Boom Truck
Concrete Truck
3 pieces

Flatbed Trailer
Truck
Crew Vehicle(s)

Source: Noise and Vibration Impact Analysis, Parsons, 2021.
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Table 3-20 presents the estimated noise levels during STAP program element
construction and future advertising display installation for the worst-case noise hour.
During the construction phase, the projected construction activity noise levels have
been estimated to range from 75 to 78 dBA at 50 feet, which would result in a noise
impact for construction sites that are within 50 feet of a residential property. At a
distance of 75 feet, the estimated construction noise levels would range from 71 to 75
dBA; therefore, it can be assumed that any residential property beyond 75 feet of a
transit shelter site location would not be impacted by construction noise.
The estimated noise levels as presented in Table 3-20 are at each of the individual
sites; thus, they are very localized for each location. As such, similar noise levels can
also be expected for construction of the future advertising displays at 500 sidewalk
locations throughout the City. Similar impacts during construction on nearby noisesensitive receptors can also be anticipated.
The estimated construction noise levels ranging from 75 to 78 dBA at a distance of 50
feet from the center of construction activities, which may exceed the 10 dB above
ambient noise level threshold for residential and commercial properties with measured
ambient noise levels are 67 dBA and lower. At receptor locations where ambient noise
levels are 68 dBA and higher, the 10-dB increase threshold would not be exceeded.
For locations where ambient noise is lower than 68 dBA, construction noise is
expected to be reduced to less than the 10-dB increase due to distance attenuation
at a distance between 75 to 120 feet, depending on specific ambient noise levels at
the receptor location. Mitigation measure NOI-1 would reduce impacts to less than
significant levels.
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Table 3-20. Calculated Construction Noise Levels

Source: Noise and Vibration Impact Analysis, Parsons, 2021.

Mitigation Measure
NOI-1:

At project construction sites when noise levels may approach or exceed
City noise criteria, such that if there are noise sensitive receptors closer
than 75 feet or when receptors with existing ambient noise levels of 68
dBA and lower are located within 120 feet of project construction activity,
the following noise abatement measures or combination thereof shall be
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implemented to reduce noise levels from construction activities to be
below 10 dBA over ambient levels:
● Construction or use of temporary construction noise barriers,
enclosures, or sound blankets
● Use of low noise, low vibration, low emission-generating construction
equipment (e.g., [quieter] Tier 4 engines), as needed
● Maintenance of mufflers and ancillary noise abatement equipment
● Scheduling high noise-producing activities during periods that are
least sensitive when most people are at work during daytime hours
● Routing construction-related truck traffic away from noise-sensitive
areas
● Reducing construction vehicle speeds
If noise complaints due to construction activities should arise,
construction noise monitoring may be needed to document the ambient
noise levels and further analyze the area where the complaint occurred
to determine which of the above recommendations specifically may be
needed, if any. This would be site specific and dependent on the specific
construction activity and the degrees of exceedances. Construction
hours may need to be amended when using the loudest equipment, such
as jackhammers. If a hoe ram attachment for either a backhoe or skid
steer is used in place of hand-use jackhammers, vibration monitoring
might be needed during instances of sidewalk removal where there is
an adjoining structure next to the sidewalk which is to be removed.
Construction noise impacts would be less than significant after mitigation.
Maintenance and Operations Noise
During long-term maintenance and operations, STAP program elements and future
advertising displays would not generate any noise at the existing and future transit
shelter sites and sidewalk locations. No permanent noise impacts would occur. The
project consists of installing future advertising displays and adding or improving transit
shelters along existing transit service lines, and no change to transit services is
proposed. Thus, there is no assumed increase in transit-related or ambient noise due
to implementation of the STAP program elements and future advertising displays.
Maintenance of the transit shelters/shade structures and future advertising displays
would be performed on an ongoing basis over a 10-year period, with two optional 5year extensions. Maintenance activities would consist of weekly and some biannual
deep cleaning at scattered shelter sites and sidewalk locations. Table 3-21 presents
examples of estimated noise levels for instances when noise-generating equipment
may need to be employed for maintenance activities during the operational life span
of the transit shelters/shade structures and future advertising displays.
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Table 3-21. Calculated Operational Maintenance Noise Levels

Source: Noise and Vibration Impact Analysis, Parsons, 2021.

Deep cleaning maintenance would likely be the only activity that has the potential to
result in a noise impact. As with construction noise, the operational noise for each of
the sites is also localized and independent of each other. Therefore, the estimated
noise levels presented in Table 3-21 would also be valid for sidewalk amenities and
future advertising displays installed as a result of potential foreseeable City projects.
However, this is not expected to last more than a few hours per site. Regarding
permanent increases in ambient noise levels, as discussed above, STAP project
features and future advertising displays would not generate any additional noise at the
existing and future transit shelter sites and sidewalk locations. No permanent noise
impacts would occur. Operation noise impacts would be less than significant, and no
mitigation is required.
b)
Would the project result in generation of excessive ground-borne vibration or
ground-borne noise levels?
Reference: L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide (2006) (Sections I.1 and I.2); City of Los
Angeles General Plan Noise Element; City Noise Ordinance; Noise and Vibration
Impact Analysis (Parsons, 2021).
Comment: A significant impact would occur if the project exposed persons to or
generated excessive ground-borne vibration or ground-borne noise levels.
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Less than significant impact. The removal and dismantling of an existing concrete
sidewalk is the only construction activity with a potential for creating ground-borne
vibration. Any jackhammering of sidewalks occurring within the construction sites
would not generate excessive vibration. Some faint ground-borne noise may be
possible if there is an adjacent building adjoined with a sidewalk to be replaced as part
of the project, but it would likely not be perceptible without the use of sensitive vibration
measuring equipment. Vibration impacts due to planned construction activities and
construction equipment to be utilized are not anticipated. Impacts would be less than
significant, and no mitigation is required.
c)
For a project located within the vicinity of a private airstrip or an airport land use
plan or, where such a plan has not been adopted, within two miles of a public airport
or public use airport, would the project expose people residing or working in the project
area to excessive noise levels?
Reference: L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide (2006) (Section I.4); City of Los Angeles
General Plan Noise Element and Community Plans; City Noise Ordinance; Noise and
Vibration Impact Analysis (Parsons, 2021).
Comment: A significant impact would occur if the project exposed people residing or
working in the project area to excessive noise levels due to the project site being
located within an airport land use plan or within 2 miles of a public airport where such
a plan has not been adopted.
No Impact. Existing and new transit shelters/shade structures and future advertising
displays may be located near an airstrip or airport, but the transit shelter and
advertising display removal/construction and routine maintenance activities would not
expose people residing or working in the project area to excessive noise levels related
to airport and aircraft operations. Construction and maintenance crews, as well as
transit riders, would only be at the transit shelters for short periods of time. No impacts
related to noise from aircraft operations would occur, and no mitigation is required.
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3.14 Population and Housing
Less Than
Potentially
Significant Less Than
Significant
With
Significant
Impact
Mitigation

No
Impact

Would the project:
a) Induce substantial unplanned
population growth in an area, either
directly (for example, by proposing
new homes and businesses) or
indirectly (for example, through
extension of roads or other
infrastructure)?

☐

☐

☐

☒

b) Displace substantial numbers of
existing people or housing,
necessitating the construction of
replacement housing elsewhere?

☐

☐

☐

☒

3.14.1

Regulatory Setting

This section describes existing laws and regulations related to population and housing
that are applicable to the project.
3.14.1.1

Federal

Federal regulations related to population and housing are not applicable to this project.
3.14.1.2

State

State regulations related to population and housing are not applicable to this project.
3.14.1.3

Regional

SCAG Plans and Programs
The City is located within the jurisdiction of SCAG, a Joint Powers Agency established
under California Government Code Section 6502 et seq. Pursuant to federal and State
law, SCAG serves as a Council of Government, a Regional Transportation Planning
Agency, and the Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) for Los Angeles, Orange,
San Bernardino, Riverside, Ventura, and Imperial counties. SCAG's mandated
responsibilities include developing plans and policies with respect to the region's
population growth, transportation programs, air quality, housing, and economic
development. Specifically, SCAG is responsible for preparing the Regional
Comprehensive Plan, RTP, and Regional Housing Needs Assessment (RHNA) in
coordination with other State and local agencies. These planning documents include
population, employment, and housing projections for the region and its 13 subregions.
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(The project would construct new and upgraded transit shelters/shade structures and
future advertising displays within the Los Angeles subregion.)
SCAG is responsible for providing demographic projections for use by local agencies
and public service agencies and utility companies in projecting future service
demands. Projections in SCAG's 2020–2045 RTP/SCS serve as the basis for
demographic estimates. The findings regarding growth in the region are consistent
with the methodologies prescribed by SCAG and reflect SCAG’s goals and
procedures.
SCAG data are periodically updated to reflect changes in development activities and
the planning priorities of local jurisdictions (e.g., zoning changes). Through these
revisions, public agencies have advance information regarding changes in growth that
must be addressed in local planning. Changes in the growth rates are reflected in the
new projections for use in service and utilities planning through the long-term time
horizon.
3.14.1.4

Local

City of Los Angeles General Plan Housing Element
The Housing Element outlines the City’s goals, objectives, policies, and programs for
the conservation, preservation, and provision of adequate housing to meet the existing
and future housing needs of the City.

3.14.2

Existing Environment

The California Department of Finance (DOF) estimates the City’s January 2021
population at 3,923,341 persons, which includes 3,847,606 persons in households
and 75,735 persons in group quarters. The City’s housing stock consists of 1,535,606
dwelling units, of which 562,721 are single-detached units, 88,926 are single-attached
units, 140,936 are two to four units; 732,939 are five or more units, and 10,084 are
mobile homes. The City’s housing stock has a 7.7 percent vacancy rate, and the
average household size is 2.72 persons per household.
Resident population and housing stock by community is provided in Table 3-22.
Table 3-22. Population and Housing Stock by Community
2019
Population

2019 Housing
Stock

Arleta/Pacoima

106,071

23,826

Bel Air/Beverly Crest

18,682

9,107

Boyle Heights

89,529

24,417

Brentwood/Pacific Palisades

56,950

27,352

Canoga Park/Winnetka/Woodland Hills/West Hills

194,969

70,098

Central City

44,842

31,067

Community
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Table 3-22. Population and Housing Stock by Community
2019
Population

2019 Housing
Stock

Central City North

26,085

8,601

Chatsworth-Porter Ranch

104,807

36,931

Encino/Tarzana

77,720

32,525

Granada Hills/Knollwood

64,238

21,473

Harbor Gateway

42,464

13,390

Hollywood

195,709

108,423

Mission Hills/Panorama City/North Hills

149,168

41,640

North Hollywood/Valley Village

138,659

59,104

Northeast Los Angeles

242,790

81,432

Northridge

70,733

24,281

Palms/Mar Vista/Del Rey

113,794

55,072

Reseda/West Van Nuys

116,746

37,572

San Pedro

79,502

33,002

Sherman Oaks/Studio City/Toluca Lake/Cahuenga
Pass

86,605

43,560

Silver Lake/Echo Park/Elysian Valley

71,460

30,935

South Los Angeles

288,274

87,914

Southeast Los Angeles

301,512

74,232

Sun Valley/La Tuna Canyon

85,311

24,969

Sunland/Tujunga/Shadow Hills/Lake View
Terrace/East La Tuna Canyon

60,854

22,558

Sylmar

81,628

22,570

Van Nuys/North Sherman Oaks

168,217

63,725

Venice

35,873

21,293

West Adams/Baldwin Hills/Leimert

172,149

71,653

West Los Angeles

78,333

39,192

Westchester/Playa Del Rey

62,015

28,643

Westlake

120,455

44,294

Westwood

55,829

21,528

Wilmington/Harbor City

82,245

24,211

Wilshire

280,597

132,040

3,966,936

1,493,108

Community

City of Los Angeles Total
Source: City of Los Angeles Community Reports, 2019.
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In September 2020, SCAG projected the population of the City to reach 4,771,000
persons by the year 2045.
Sidewalks and existing transit shelters are located on public streets throughout the
various Council districts and communities. The land uses surrounding each of the
existing and future transit shelter sites include residential, commercial, industrial,
manufacturing, open space, and public facilities. There are no dwelling units on City
sidewalks and transit shelters.

3.14.3

Impact Analysis

a)
Would the project induce substantial unplanned population growth in an area,
either directly (for example, by proposing new homes and businesses) or indirectly
(for example, through extension of roads or other infrastructure)?
Reference: L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide (2006) (Section J.1); City of Los Angeles
General Plan and Community Plans.
Comment: The inducement of substantial unplanned growth and development from
a project may have a significant impact on housing, roads, and other infrastructure, as
well as environmental resources, by creating growth that was not previously
anticipated in the General Plan or relevant Community Plan.
No impact. The STAP and future advertising displays do not include construction or
occupancy/operation of any new residential or commercial businesses; therefore, the
project would not result in a direct population increase from the construction of new
homes or an increase in the employment base due to new businesses. No extension
of roads or other infrastructure that could potentially induce population growth is
proposed or would be required to implement the project.
Implementation of STAP and future advertising displays would involve the use of 3 to
7 workers for a period of 2 to 3 days per shelter site during the construction period.
The number of maintenance crews to be used for project implementation throughout
the City would range from 40 to 62 persons. Many of these workers are currently
working on maintaining the existing street furniture under the current program. The
increase of less than 50 workers to be recruited for the STAP program and future
advertising displays would not induce significant population growth in either the City
or in southern California. No impact would occur and no mitigation is required.
b)
Would the project displace substantial numbers of existing people or housing,
necessitating the construction of replacement housing elsewhere?
Reference: L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide (Sections J.1 and J.2); City of Los Angeles
General Plan, including the Housing Element.
Comment: A significant impact may occur if the proposed project displaced
substantial numbers of existing housing, necessitating the construction of
replacement dwelling units elsewhere.
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No impact. The new or upgraded transit shelters and other sidewalks amenities and
future advertising displays would be located entirely within the sidewalk areas of the
public ROWs, where no dwelling units are present and where people do not
permanently reside. The removal of existing housing or the need for replacement
housing is not required for the project's implementation. No impacts related to
displacement would occur, and no mitigation is required.
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3.15 Public Services
Less Than
Potentially
Significant Less Than
Significant
With
Significant
Impact
Mitigation

No
Impact

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

Fire protection?

☐

☐

☒

☐

ii)

Police protection?

☐

☐

☒

☐

iii) Schools?

☐

☐

☐

☒

iv) Parks?

☐

☐

☐

☒

v)

☐

☐

☐

☒

Other public facilities?

3.15.1

Regulatory Setting

This section describes existing laws and regulations related to public services that are
applicable to the project.
3.15.1.1

Federal

There are no federal regulations that specifically address impacts related to public
services, such as those concerning police and fire protection services that apply to the
project. Schools are regulated by the State and local school districts and, likewise, no
federal regulations strictly apply to the provision of parks or other public facilities.
3.15.1.2

State

California Fire Code
The California Fire Code is a component of the California Building Code and includes
fire safety requirements related to the installation of sprinklers in all high-rise buildings;
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the establishment of fire resistance standards for fire doors, building materials, and
particular types of construction; and the clearance of debris and vegetation within a
prescribed distance from occupied structures in wildfire hazard areas. The California
Fire Code applies to all occupancies in California, except where more stringent
standards have been adopted by local agencies. The City Fire Code includes
mandates from the California Fire Code.
California Strategic Fire Plan
The California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection (CalFire) has developed a
comprehensive plan for wildland fire protection in California. The Strategic Fire Plan
for California was developed in coordination between the State Board of Forestry and
Fire Protection and CalFire and serves as the State’s road map for reducing the risk
and impacts from wildland fires. The State’s Strategic Fire Plan is updated every 8 to
10 years. The 2018 Strategic Fire Plan has goals for analyzing the fire risk, supporting
land use planning, community preparedness planning, public education, integrating
landowner fuels management, identifying fire suppression resources, increasing fire
prevention efforts, and post-wildfire recovery.
California Education Code
LAUSD provides school services in the City and is subject to the rules and regulations
of the California Education Code and governance of the State Board of Education.
The State also provides funding through a combination of sales and income taxes.
Pursuant to Proposition 98, the State is responsible for the allocation of educational
funds that are acquired from property taxes. In addition, the governing board of a
school district is authorized to levy a fee, charge, dedication, or other requirement
against new development within the boundaries of the district, for the purpose of
funding the construction or reconstruction of school facilities necessary to serve that
development.
3.15.1.3

Local

City of Los Angeles General Plan Framework Element
The Framework Element includes an Infrastructure and Public Services chapter,
which sets goals, objectives, and policies for fire protection and emergency medical
services (EMS) in the City. The objectives and policies call for every neighborhood to
have the necessary level of fire protection service, EMS, and infrastructure. It also
sets a standard for response distance from the fire station to the destination location
at 1.5 miles, which is consistent with the specifications for response distances in the
LAMC.
The Framework Element also states that every neighborhood should have the
necessary police services, facilities, equipment, and manpower required to provide for
the public safety needs of that neighborhood. Objective 9.13 and Policy 9.13.1 of the
Infrastructure and Public Services Chapter require the monitoring and reporting of
police statistics and population projections for the purpose of evaluating existing and
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future police protection needs. Objective 9.14 requires that adequate police services,
facilities, equipment, and personnel are available to meet such needs.
City of Los Angeles General Plan Safety Element
The Safety Element recognizes that most jurisdictions rely on emergency personnel
to respond to and handle emergencies. The Safety Element establishes specific
policies and objectives that emphasize hazard mitigation, emergency response, and
disaster recovery. It serves as a guide for the construction, maintenance, and
operation of fire protection facilities in the City. It sets forth policies and standards for
fire station distribution and location, fire suppression water flow (or “fire flow”),
firefighting equipment access, emergency ambulance services, and fire prevention
activities.
City of Los Angeles Municipal Code
Chapter 5 of the LAMC addresses Public Safety and Protection. Article 2, Police and
Special Officers, in Chapter 5 contains regulations governing administrative issues,
such as requirements for police badges and uniforms. Article 7 contains the Fire Code
for the City. The Fire Code contains regulations to safeguard life and property from
fire, explosion, panic, or other hazardous conditions that may arise in the City. It also
includes the requirements for Hazardous Materials Release Response Plans and
Inventory Statements and the storage, management, and disposal of hazardous
materials, such as chemical USTs/ASTs, ACM/asbestos-containing building material,
and various other combustible and flammable materials.
Los Angeles Fire Department Strategic Plan 2018-2020
LAFD’s Strategic Plan 2018-2020 (A Safer City 2.0) focuses on five overarching goals
over a 3-year planning period:
● Provide exceptional public safety and emergency service
● Embrace a healthy, safe, and productive work environment
● Capitalize on advanced technology
● Enhance LAFD sustainability and community resiliency
● Increase opportunities for personal growth and professional development

3.15.2

Existing Environment

Fire Protection Services
LAFD serves as the City’s full-spectrum life safety agency, providing fire prevention,
firefighting, medical care, technical rescue, hazardous materials mitigation, disaster
response, public education, and community services. LAFD operates out of 106 fire
stations in the City.
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Police Protection Services
The Los Angeles Police Department (LAPD) provides police protection and law
enforcement services in the City and has 4 bureaus, with 21 service areas, each
served by 21 community police stations. The LAPD also includes a variety of support
systems, including the Direct Support Division, Special Operations, Municipal
Division, SWAT, K-9, and Mounted Units.
School and other Public Services
LAUSD provides educational services to students in the City, several unincorporated
sections of Los Angeles County, and all or parts of 31 smaller municipalities. It serves
students in kindergarten through 12th grade in more than 1,000 schools and more than
200 independently operated public charter schools. In addition, there are various
private schools, daycare centers, after school centers, and other educational centers
in the City. The City's Department of Recreation and Parks operates and manages
444 separate park sites throughout the City, ranging in size from the 4,210-acre Griffith
Park to the 0.06-acre Gramercy Park.

3.15.3

Impact Analysis

a)
Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with
the provision of new or physically altered governmental facilities, need for new or
physically altered governmental facilities, the construction of which could cause
significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios,
response times or other performance objectives for any of the public services:
i)

Fire protection?

Reference: L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide (Section K.2); City of Los Angeles General
Plan Safety Element; Community Plans.
Comment: A significant impact would occur if the project required the addition of a
new fire station or the expansion, consolidation, or relocation of existing fire stations
to maintain service.
Less than significant impact. The STAP and future advertising displays would not
generate population growth or increase the number of people requiring fire protection
services at project sites because the project only involves the dismantling, removal,
refurbishing, and installation of transit shelters/shade structures and sidewalk
amenities and future advertising displays. The transit shelters/shade structures and
future advertising displays would be small structures and would be designed and
constructed in compliance with the City’s Fire Code and standard plans and OSHA
requirements. In addition, regular maintenance activities would ensure program
elements and mechanical equipment are in good operating condition, along with the
proper storage and use of any flammable and hazardous materials, and cleanup of
spills per LAFD regulations. Demand for fire protection services during construction
and maintenance activities is expected to be limited.
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Construction activities are not expected to block emergency access for fire protection
equipment. Any temporary disruption in transportation flow due to the construction of
transit shelters/shade structures and future advertising displays, which is anticipated
to last up to 2.5 days, would not require roadway closures and detours that could
impact LAFD response times. Temporary lane closures or other any other projectrelated activity that disrupts the flow of vehicles, pedestrians, or bicyclists, flag
persons, and/or traffic devices would be put in place prior to such action. In addition,
routine maintenance activities are not anticipated to last more than 2 hours and would
not affect emergency access for fire protection equipment. No change in emergency
response times is expected.
In limited instances where trash receptacles or electrical components catch on fire or
a person in or near a transit shelter/shade structure or future advertising display
requires emergency medical technician (EMT) services, those occasional service
demands are likely to be performed sporadically in the future as under existing
conditions. These are not likely to increase directly due to the implementation of the
project. As such, the project is not expected to require additional fire protection
facilities. Impacts on fire protection services would be less than significant, and no
mitigation is required.
ii)

Police protection?

Reference: .A. CEQA Thresholds Guide (Section K.2); City of Los Angeles General
Plan Safety Element; Community Plans.
Comment: A significant impact would occur if the proposed project resulted in an
increase in demand for police services that would exceed the capacity of the police
department responsible for serving the site.
Less than significant impact. The project would not increase the number of people
requiring police services during construction, operation, or maintenance of transit
shelters and sidewalk amenities and future advertising displays. STAP program
elements and future advertising displays would be placed in outdoor and open-to-thepublic settings and would be designed and constructed to withstand vandalism and
graffiti.
There may be a periodic need for police officers to respond to drunken or disorderly
behavior, reports of personal theft, tagging, etc. that may occur near or at a transit
shelter/shade structure location or at sidewalk areas, as is currently the case. While
maintenance activities would include repairs and graffiti removal, as necessary, police
service demand is not likely to increase directly due to the implementation of STAP
and future advertising displays. As such, the project is not expected to require
additional police protection facilities. Impacts on police protection services would be
less than significant, and no mitigation is required.
Although no streets would be completely closed to vehicular traffic, intermittent lane
closures or curb restrictions of upwards of 2.5 days at each transit shelter and future
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advertising display construction site may occur during the installation of individual
transit shelters and sidewalk amenities and future advertising displays. No roadway
closures or detours are proposed that could impact LAPD response times. Temporary
lane closures or any other project-related activity that disrupts the flow of vehicles,
pedestrians, or bicyclists, flag persons, and/or traffic devices would be put in place
prior to such action. In addition, routine maintenance activities are not anticipated to
last more than 2 hours and would not affect LAPD emergency access. No change in
the emergency response times is expected. Impacts on police protection services
would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required.
iii)

Schools?

Reference: L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide (Section K.3); LAUSD Local District Map.
Comment: A significant impact would occur if the proposed project included
substantial employment or population growth that would generate demand for school
facilities that exceeded the capacity of the school district responsible for serving the
project site.
No impact. School service needs are related to the number and age of school-age
residents. Because the project does not propose new housing units nor would it add
residents to the City, it has no effect on resident population and no change in current
demand on the City's educational facilities. As such, no impact to schools would occur
as a result of implementing the project. No mitigation is required.
iv)

Parks?

Reference: L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide (Section K.4.), City of Los Angeles General
Plan, including the Open Space Element, and Community Plans
Comment: A significant impact would occur if the recreation and park services
available could not accommodate the population increase resulting from
implementation of the project and new or physically altered facilities were needed.
No impact. Residential development typically has the greatest potential to create a
demand for recreational facilities and result in impacts to parks because it is these
developments that generate a permanent increase in resident population. The project
does not include any residential or commercial development uses, and it would not
generate any new permanent residents or employees that would increase the demand
for local and regional park facilities. Furthermore, transit shelter and future advertising
display construction and maintenance activities at each shelter site and sidewalk
location would be limited and would not increase the demand for parks. No impacts
would occur, and no mitigation is required.
v)

Other public facilities?

Reference: L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide (Section K.5); City of Los Angeles General
Plana and Community Plans.
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Comment: A significant impact would occur if the project resulted in the need for new
or altered public facilities, such as libraries, due to population or housing growth.
No impact. Implementation of the STAP and future advertising displays would not
result in a direct or indirect increase in the City’s resident population. Users of the new
or upgraded transit shelters and sidewalk amenities and future advertising displays
would not increase the demand for libraries and other public facilities. Therefore, there
would be no need for the construction of additional public facilities, and no impact
would occur. No mitigation is required.
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3.16 Recreation
Less Than
Potentially
Significant Less Than
Significant
With
Significant
Impact
Mitigation

No
Impact

a) Would the project increase the use
of existing neighborhood and regional
parks or other recreational facilities
such that substantial physical
deterioration of the facility would occur
or be accelerated?

☐

☐

☐

☒

b) Does the project include
recreational facilities or require the
construction or expansion of
recreational facilities that might have
an adverse physical effect on the
environment?

☐

☐

☐

☒

3.16.1

Regulatory Setting

This section describes existing laws and regulations related to recreation that are
applicable to the project.
3.16.1.1

Federal

There are no federal regulations that specifically address impacts related to recreation
and are applicable to the project.
3.16.1.2

State

Quimby Act
Section 66477 of the California Government Code (or Quimby Act) establishes the
criteria for the determination of land dedication requirements and in-lieu fees from
land subdivisions, based on specific park standards.
3.16.1.3

Local

Open Space Plan – Open Space Element
The Open Space Element serves as a guide for the identification, preservation,
conservation, and acquisition of open space in the City. It sets goals, objectives,
policies, standards, and criteria for publicly owned and privately owned open space
and recreational uses.
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Public Facilities and Services Element
The Public Facilities and Services Element includes the Major Equestrian and Hiking
Trails Plan for the acquisition, construction, and maintenance of equestrian and hiking
trails in the City and the Public Recreation Plan, which calls for the development of
public recreational facilities. The Public Recreation Plan also includes service
standards and goals for the provision of recreational facilities and operations.
Los Angeles Municipal Code
Section 19.17 of the LAMC sets a park fee for subdivisions in accordance with the
Quimby Act, as well as park mitigation fees for non-subdivisions. Fees collected are
then used for the development of new parkland to serve the developments.

3.16.2

Existing Environment

There are various public and private parks and recreational facilities covering more
than 16,000 acres throughout the City. These include 444 park sites, with hundreds
of athletic fields, 422 playgrounds, 321 tennis courts, 184 recreation centers, 72
fitness areas, 62 swimming pools and aquatic centers, 30 senior centers, 26 skate
parks, 13 golf courses, 12 museums, 9 dog parks, and 187 summer youth camps. In
addition, the City includes portions of the Santa Monica Mountains National
Recreation Area, Kenneth Hahn State Recreation Area, Griffith Park, and other State
parks and public open spaces and has numerous private recreational facilities.

3.16.3

Impact Analysis

a)
Would the project increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks
or other recreational facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of the facility
would occur or be accelerated?
Reference: L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide (2006) (Section K.4); City of Los Angeles
Open Space Element and Public Facilities and Services Element; Los Angeles
Department of Recreation and Parks (https://www.laparks.org/).
Comment: Based on the L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide (Section K.4), the
determination of whether a project results in a significant impact on recreation and
parks would be made considering the following factors: (a) the net population increase
resulting from the project; (b) the demand for recreation and park services anticipated
at the time of project build-out compared to the expected level of service available,
considering, as applicable, scheduled improvements to recreation and park services
(renovation, expansion, or addition) and the project’s proportional contribution to the
demand; and (c) whether the project includes features that would reduce the demand
for park services (e.g., onsite recreation facilities, land dedication, or direct financial
support to the Department of Recreation and Parks).
No impact. The project would support the use of transit services throughout the City
but would not lead to population growth. No residents, employees, or visitors would
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be directly generated by the STAP and future advertising displays nor would they be
introduced at transit shelter and sidewalk locations such as to create a demand for
recreational facilities and parks. In addition, the use of the transit shelters/shade
structures and future advertising displays would not have a direct link to an increase
in the use of adjacent recreational facilities and parks. No bikeways or trails would be
displaced by the project. No impacts on existing parks and recreational facilities would
occur, and no mitigation is required.
b)
Does the project include recreational facilities or require the construction or
expansion of recreational facilities that might have an adverse physical effect on the
environment?
Reference: L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide (2006) (Section K.4); City of Los Angeles
Open Space Element and Public Facilities and Services Element.
Comment: A significant impact may occur if the proposed project would require the
construction or expansion of recreational facilities that might have an adverse physical
effect on the environment.
No impact. STAP program elements and future advertising displays would include
transit shelters and associated sidewalk amenities, such as shade structures,
benches, bike racks, trash/recycling receptacles, digital displays, interactive
information kiosks, vending kiosks, urban panels, and eLockers. No recreational
facilities are proposed, and no existing recreational facilities at the sidewalk areas
would be displaced, replaced, or altered. No impacts related to the construction of
recreational facilities would occur, and no mitigation is required.
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3.17 Transportation
Less Than
Potentially
Significant Less Than
Significant
With
Significant
Impact
Mitigation

No
Impact

Would the project:
a) Conflict with a program, plan,
ordinance or policy addressing the
circulation system, including transit
roadway, bicycle and pedestrian
facilities?

☐

☐

☒

☐

b) Conflict or be inconsistent with
CEQA Guidelines section 15064.3,
subdivision (b)

☐

☐

☒

☐

c) Substantially increase hazards due
to a geometric design feature (e.g.,
sharp curves or dangerous
intersections) or incompatible uses
(e.g., farm equipment)?

☐

☐

☒

☐

d) Result in inadequate emergency
access

☐

☐

☒

☐

A Transportation/Traffic Impact Assessment was prepared for the project and is
provided in Attachment F. For the purposes of assessing the traffic impacts of the
project, the construction and operation traffic trip generation arising from the project
were qualitatively evaluated. In determining the level of significance, the assessment
assumed that the construction and continuing maintenance activities of the project
would comply with relevant City regulations, ordinances, and guidance. The findings
of the assessment are summarized below.

3.17.1

Regulatory Setting

This section describes existing laws and regulations related to transportation that are
applicable to the project.
3.17.1.1

Federal

Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990
Titles I, II, III, and V of the ADA have been codified in Title 42 of the U.S.C. Title III
prohibits discrimination on the basis of disability in “places of public accommodation”
(businesses and nonprofit agencies that serve the public) and “commercial facilities”
(other businesses). The regulations promulgated to implement ADA include Appendix
A to Part 36 (Standards for Accessible Design), establishing minimum standards for
ensuring accessibility when designing and constructing a new facility or altering an
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existing facility. Examples of key guidelines include detectable warnings for
pedestrians entering traffic where there is no curb, a clear zone of 48 inches for the
pedestrian travelway, and a vibration-free zone for pedestrians.
3.17.1.2

State

Senate Bill 743
SB 743 streamlines the review of traffic impacts under CEQA for development
projects, including infill projects in transit priority areas to promote active transportation
and the reduction of GHG emissions. It adds Chapter 2.7: Modernization of
Transportation Analysis for Transit Oriented Infill Projects to the CEQA Statute
(Section 21099). Section 21099(d)(1) provides that aesthetic and parking impacts of
a residential, mixed-use residential, or employment center project on an infill site
within a transit priority area shall not be considered significant impacts on the
environment. In addition, SB 743 mandates that alternative metric(s) for determining
impacts relative to transportation shall be developed to replace the use of Level of
Service (LOS) in CEQA documents. Under SB 743, the focus of transportation
analysis changes from vehicle delay to VMT.
VMT Guidelines
The December 2018 updates to the State CEQA Guidelines establish VMT as the
primary metric for evaluating a project’s impacts on the environment and
transportation system. The revised guidelines require that a project’s environmental
assessment must assess and disclose whether it conflicts or is inconsistent with local
plans or policies. The revised guidelines also state, among other things, that
“transportation projects that reduce, or have no impact on, VMT should be presumed
to cause a less than significant transportation impact.”
The Office of Planning and Research’s (OPR) Technical Advisory on Evaluating
Transportation Impacts in CEQA provides recommendations regarding significance
thresholds for development projects with common land use types, for general plans,
and for transportation projects. It lists more than two dozen types of transportation
projects that would most likely not lead to a substantial or measurable increase in
vehicle travel and therefore should not require an induced travel analysis. Among
them are “rehabilitation, maintenance, replacement, safety and repair projects
designed to improve the condition of existing transportation assets ([…] pedestrian
facilities) and that do not add additional motor vehicle capacity.” Other relevant
considerations may include the effects of the project on transit and nonmotorized
travel.
3.17.1.3

Regional

SCAG Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy
SCAG’s RTP/SCS is a long-range visioning plan that balances future mobility and
transportation needs with economic, environmental, and public health goals. The
RTP/SCS consists of a vision for the region’s future and is developed with input from
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local governments, County Transportation Commissions (CTCs), tribal governments,
nonprofit organizations, businesses, and local stakeholders within the region.
There are more than 4,000 transportation projects from local plans identified in the
2020–2045 RTP/SCS, including highway improvements, railroad grade separations,
bicycle lanes, new transit hubs, replacement bridges, and pedestrian improvements.
These future investments would reduce traffic bottlenecks, improve the efficiency of
the region’s network, and expand mobility choices for everyone.
Los Angeles County Congestion Management Program
The Los Angeles County Congestion Management Program (CMP) is a coordinated
approach to managing and decreasing traffic congestion by linking the various
transportation, land use, and air quality planning programs throughout the County.
The 2010 CMP for Los Angeles County links local land use decisions with their
impacts on regional transportation. The CMP identifies a system of highways and
roadways and establishes a minimum LOS performance measurements of LOS E
(except where the 1992 base year LOS is worse than E, in which case base year LOS
is the standard) for highway segments and key roadway intersections on this system.
A traffic impact analysis (TIA) is required for projects that generate at least 50 new
trips at CMP monitoring intersections or 150 one-way trips on mainline freeway
monitoring locations during either the AM or PM peak hour on weekdays.
3.17.1.4

Local

City of Los Angeles Community Plans
The City’s 35 Community Plans comprise the Land Use Element of the General Plan.
While the General Plan sets out a long-range vision and guide to future development,
the Community Plans address specific, neighborhood-level land use, transportation,
and other relevant policies and implementation strategies necessary to achieve the
General Plan objectives. Policies and objectives in these plans that pertain to
transportation focus on increasing transit use and alternative transportation, with
continued improvements to the public transportation and circulation system.
Mobility Plan 2035
The Mobility Plan 2035 is an update to the City’s General Plan Transportation Element
and provides the policy foundation for achieving a transportation system that balances
the needs of all road users. The Mobility Plan 2035 incorporates “complete streets”
principles and lays the policy foundation for how future generations of residents
interact with their streets. The Mobility Plan also contains policies that pertain to
maintaining safe and attractive sidewalks.
Los Angeles Municipal Code
LAMC Section 12.37 contains requirements related to highway and collector street
dedication and improvement. LAMC Section 17.05 contains standards that expand
the role of the Street Standards Committee and reflect the City’s new focus on
complete streets.
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LAMC Section 14.4.5 addresses hazard to traffic and prohibits signs or sign support
structures to be constructed or maintained if its location, size, nature or type
constitutes a hazard to the safe and efficient operation of vehicles on a street or
freeway, or if it creates a condition that endangers the safety of persons or property.
This regulation does not apply to signage and other improvements constructed within
the public ROW.
LAMC Chapter VI provides regulations for public works and property, including streets
and sidewalks. Section 62.200 identifies obstructions to driver visibility at street
intersections and applies to signs and other improvements that may be constructed
within the public right-of-way.
LAMC Section 62.61 states that temporary lane closures resulting from nonemergency construction along major and secondary highways or collector streets
would be limited to off-peak hours. Permits may be issued on a case-by-case basis to
provide exemption.

3.17.2

Existing Environment

Regional Access
The City has a freeway network that includes Interstates, United States Highways,
and State Routes. Bicycles and pedestrians are not allowed on freeways, but they are
allowed on State highways that function as arterial roads. Portions of State highways,
including Pacific Coast Highway (SR-1), Santa Monica Boulevard (SR-2), and Venice
Boulevard (SR-187), are currently designated as part of the citywide bikeway network.
Freeways and State highways also accommodate transit service vehicles.
Local Roadway Network
The City has approximately 7,500 miles of public streets that accommodate a variety
of motorized and nonmotorized vehicles, including private motor vehicles, taxis, freight
vehicles, transit vehicles, and bicycles. The Mobility Plan 2035 includes numerous
functional classifications for these streets: Boulevard I, Boulevard II, Avenue I, Avenue
II, Avenue III, Collector Street, Industrial Collector Street, Local Standard, Local
Limited, Industrial Local, Pedestrian Walkway, Shared Street, Access Roadway, OneWay Service Road- Adjoining Arterial Streets, Bi-Directional Service Road-Adjoining
Arterial Streets, Hillside Collector, Hillside Local, and Hillside Limited Standard. Most
of the Boulevard, Avenue, and Collector Street roadway network within the City is laid
out in a grid pattern, and roadway users generally have multiple route options for
traveling through the City.
Emergency Access
California law requires that drivers yield the ROW to emergency vehicles and remain
stopped until emergency vehicles have passed. Generally, multi-lane arterial
roadways allow emergency vehicles to travel at higher speeds and permit other traffic
to maneuver out of the path of emergency vehicles. LAFD, in collaboration with
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LADOT, has developed a Fire Preemption System that automatically turns traffic lights
to green for emergency vehicles traveling through designated intersections in the City.
Public Transit Services
The City is served by multiple transit operators, with Metro as the primary transit
operator within the City. Metro operates local bus, rapid bus, busway service, light rail,
and heavy rail throughout the County and surrounding areas. Local jurisdictions,
including the City, operate additional transit services. LADOT operates local DASH
service, as well as Commuter Express bus routes. Several other municipal bus
operators provide additional transit service connecting the City to neighboring
jurisdictions and counties.
Bicycle Facilities
In the City, bikes are legally permitted to operate on any Boulevard, Avenue, Collector
Street, or Local Street with or without specific bicycle lane designation. LAMC Section
56.15 prohibits the use of bicycles, unicycles, skateboards, carts, wagons, or any
other device moved exclusively by human power, on sidewalks in a “willful or wanton
disregard for the safety of persons or property.”

3.17.3

Impact Analysis

LADOT’s Transportation Assessment Guidelines (TAG) were considered in analyzing
the impacts of new and relocated transit shelters/shade structures and associated
sidewalk amenities as proposed under STAP and of future advertising displays
associated with foreseeable City projects.
a)
Would the project conflict with a program, plan, ordinance or policy addressing
the circulation system, including transit roadway, bicycle and pedestrian facilities?
Reference: LADOT Transportation Assessment Guidelines; Los Angeles County
Congestion Management Program; City of Los Angeles General Plan; Mobility Plan
2035; Transportation/Traffic Impact Assessment (Parsons, 2021).
Comment: A significant impact would occur if the proposed project conflicted with
program, plan, ordinance, or policy addressing the circulation system, including
transit, roadway, bicycle, and pedestrian facilities.
Less than significant impact. Construction and operation of the new and upgraded
transit shelters/shade structures under STAP and future advertising displays would
generate vehicle trips. However, construction and maintenance activities associated
with the project would occur at scattered sites across the entire City, and the effect on
traffic would not be considered additive. Impacts would not be based on citywide
activity because of the geographic distribution of construction sites.
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Construction Trip Generation
Based on the Construction and Implementation Scenarios described in Section 2.6,
construction activity would typically occur Monday through Friday, with construction
crews arriving at construction sites around 7:00 a.m. Construction start times may be
delayed to 9:00 a.m. for sites in busy areas without on-street parking.
Dismantling, removal, and relocation of existing transit shelters (Scenario 1) and the
placement of new or refurbished shelters/shade structures at new locations/bus stops
that currently do not have transit shelters (Scenario 2) are prototypical construction
scenarios. Each dismantling/removal of an existing shelter would be unique, and the
construction needs would vary depending on several factors including, but not limited
to, the condition of the shelter, the adjacent land uses, how busy the adjacent street
is, the level of pedestrian traffic, and whether utilities need to be moved/abandoned.
The most conservative construction scenario of the transit shelters under STAP would
occur over the first 3- to 6-year time span from 2023 to 20282022–2027. Table 3-5
above illustrates the anticipated improvements of the STAP and other foreseeable
projects during the first 3 years of the program. As shown, the project would lead to
improvements at a maximum of approximately 6 to 7 sidewalk locations per day over
a 3-year period. Table 3-18 above summarizes the anticipated daily construction
activities that would likely occur for each construction scenario for the STAP.
For analysis purposes, maximum daily construction at 18 transit shelter/shade
structure sites per day is assumed during the first year of the 3-year improvement
period, from 2023–20252022–2024 under the most conservative scenario.
Construction Scenario 1 activity is anticipated to take an average of 2 to 3 hours to
complete, while Construction Scenario 2 activities are anticipated to take 2.5 workdays
to complete. Construction Scenario 1 and Construction Scenario 2 may be occurring
simultaneously throughout the City at various sites at any given time. This assumes
that as many as 6 different sites per day are subject to transit shelter removal, 6 other
sites are under site preparation, and 6 other sites subject to transit shelter
installation/relocation. One additional site would be subject to advertising display
installation.
With respect to construction activities, the number of worker crews per site throughout
the City is anticipated to be 3 to 5 workers for Construction Scenario 1 and 3 to 7
workers each for Construction Scenarios 2a and 2b, as shown in Table 3-23. Up to 24
vehicle trips to the 6 construction sites could occur daily for Scenario 1; up to 36
vehicle trips to the 6 construction sites could occur daily for Scenario 2a; and up to 30
vehicle trips to the 6 construction sites could occur daily for Scenario 2b. Also, at least
1 location per day would be subject to installation of an advertising display, generating
up to 30 vehicle trips. These vehicle trips would be timed to avoid peak hours as
feasible.
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Table 3-23. Construction-Period Daily Trip Generation Estimates by Scenario
(assuming maximum of 19 sites/day during Year 1/2022)
Daily Daily
Duration Number Workers/ Vehicles/
Vehicle VMT/
(Days) of Sites
Site
Site
Trips
Site

Scenario

Activity

1

Dismantle/Remove
Existing Shelter

1
(2 to 3
hours
each)

6

5

4

24

67

2

New Components
Construction

2.5

see
below

see
below

see
below

see
below

see
below

2a

Site Preparation

1

6

7

6

36

120

2b

Construction

1.5

6

7

5

30

100

2.5

1

3-7

6

30

100

Foreseeable Advertising Display
Projects
Installation

Source: Transportation/Traffic Impact Assessment, Parsons 2021.

Table 3-24 shows the citywide total construction period daily trip generation estimates
by year. For the first year of the 3-year construction period, up to 120 daily vehicle
trips deriving from construction activities could occur. For the second and third years,
up to 105 daily vehicle trips could occur. It should be noted that trip generation would
be geographically dispersed throughout the City, and their effects would not be
confined to one area at a time. With approximately four to six vehicle trips per work
site, impacts to existing traffic at each site and the surrounding streets would be
minimal.
Table 3-24. Construction-Period Daily Trip Generation Estimates by Year
Year
1
2
3

STAP Maximum Daily
Improvements
6
5
5

Foreseeable
Advertising Displays
1
1
1

Citywide Maximum
Daily Vehicle Trips
120
105
105

Source Transportation/Traffic Impact Assessment, Parsons 2021.

As shown in Table 3-24, the construction activities for the STAP and future advertising
displays are considered a low trip generator, with less than 250 daily vehicle trips and
less than 1,000 VMT per site. The TAG indicates that a project with a net increase
below 250 daily trips is not required to undertake further traffic study, and that a project
generating a net increase of less than 250 trips per day does not have the potential to
result in significant traffic impacts. As such, a traffic study is not required for the
project.
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Furthermore, under the TAG as applicable for the proposed STAP and future
advertising displays, any sidewalk, curb, and lane closure is expected to last for a
maximum of 1.5 days per site. In accordance with several criteria, project-related
construction activities at City sidewalks would result in the loss of existing ADA
pedestrian access to an existing transit shelter, bus stop, or facility (e.g., layover zone)
during revenue hours and the temporary loss of use (for more than one day) of an
existing bus stop or transit shelter.
Using the TAG evaluation criteria, the STAP and future advertising displays would
occur at dispersed locations throughout the City, with construction at multiple sites.
While full roadway closures or closures of two or more travel lanes are not anticipated,
construction activities will occur at the sidewalk areas along various roadway types,
including Major Arterial, Secondary Highway, Non-Arterial Streets, etc. A limited
number of construction vehicles, equipment and crews at each site (see Table 3-23
above) would be affecting traffic volumes and changes to the congestion levels at the
abutting streets and intersections are anticipated. Compliance with PDF-TR-1 through
PDF-TR-3 and PDF-TR-7 through PDF-TR-9 would ensure constraints to vehicle
access and the potential for traffic hazards and accidents during short-term
construction would be less than significant.
Where existing pedestrian access is temporarily altered, there would remain adjacent
sidewalk areas providing ADA-compliant pedestrian access (e.g., within ¼ mile of the
potentially lost pedestrian access) to other transit shelters or bus stops. As discussed
above, the affected bus stop would be temporarily relocated to the opposite side of a
typical intersection, to the next nearest stop, or suspended for no greater than a few
days. During this time, alternative pathways and detour signs would be provided
where safety pedestrian access can be made in compliance with the MUTCD and
WATCH manual (PDF-TR-1 and PDF-TR-5), Green Book (PDF-TR-4) and Brown
Book (PDF-TR-7) to provide flaggers, signs, and temporary accessibility-compliant
access. As part of PDF-TR-6, the City will coordinate with Metro and other transit
service providers regarding maintenance of ADA access to Metro stations, transit/bus
stops, and transit facilities (e.g., layover zones) during revenue hours. In addition,
since the estimated longest duration of construction activity phase is 1.5 days and the
total construction period is 2.5 to 3 days, the temporary loss of access would be limited
and considered to be minimally disruptive.
Existing transit lines, bus stops, transit stations, and transit facilities within a ¼ mile
radius of construction sites would be made readily available as well. For all street or
lane closures and potential transportation hazards, proper traffic management
measures shall be developed in coordination with LADOT, including the need for
temporary closure of a travel lane that may be necessary to maintain adequate
pedestrian and bicycle access as part of PDF-TR-1, PDF-TR-4, and PDF-TR-5. PDFTR-6 also requires coordination with transit providers regarding the need to
temporarily close or relocate bus stops and/or reroute service.
During temporary blockage of sidewalks, a detour that provides pedestrians an
alternative sidewalk path or a sidewalk diversion, which would provide a protected
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pathway near, but safely away from the construction site, would be implemented as
part of PDF-TR-1, and implemented in accordance with the California MUTCD or other
City-approved standard.
Under PDF-TR-3, private property and business access would be maintained at all
times during construction, and work would be scheduled to avoid unnecessary
inconvenience to the public and abutting property owners. Undue delays in
construction activities would be avoided to reduce the public’s exposure to
construction. As necessary, the contractor would be required to consult with LADOT’s
Parking Meters Division regarding revenue recovery costs for the removal of parking
meter spaces, if applicable.
Compliance with standard construction conditions, as incorporated into the project as
PDF-TR-1 through PDF-TR-9, would ensure construction-related traffic and access
impacts of the project would be less than significant. As such, significant traffic impacts
during construction would not occur.
Maintenance and Operations Trip Generation
The maintenance and operational activities from the STAP and future advertising
displays would include standard service visits, power washing, emergency repairs,
and City inspections. Table 3-25 shows the daily trip generation estimates for STAP
maintenance and operation activities during the 10-year program (and two optional 5year extensions). This includes estimates of existing maintenance activities under the
CSFP that would be replaced by the STAP. For future advertising displays, it is
estimated that maintenance activities would be approximately 20 percent of STAP
maintenance activities or approximately 13 trips per day.
Table 3-25. Maintenance and Operations Daily Trip Generation Estimates
Type of
Service

Annual
Trips

Average
Daily
Trips

Average
Average
Daily
Maximum Average
Daily
Miles
Worker/
Daily
Site/
Traveled/
Day
Vehicles
Vehicle
Vehicle

Proposed Program Maintenance & Operations
Standard
Service
432,250
1,729
Visit
Power
16,625
67
Washing
57
Emergency
41,563
167
Repairs
City
16,625
67
Inspections
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48

35

40

55

8

9

40

33

17

11

40

52

8

9

40
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Table 3-25. Maintenance and Operations Daily Trip Generation Estimates
Type of
Service

Annual
Trips

Average
Daily
Trips

Maximum Average
Worker/
Daily
Day
Vehicles

Existing Maintenance & Operations
Standard
Service
227,500
875
Visit
Power
8,750
34
Washing
Emergency
21,875
84
Repairs
City
8,750
34
Inspections

30

Average
Average
Daily
Daily
Miles
Site/
Traveled/
Vehicle
Vehicle

Daily
VMT/
Site

25

35

40

29

4

9

40

17

8

11

40

27

4

9

40

17

Source Transportation/Traffic Impact Assessment, Parsons 2021.

For future advertising displays, it is estimated that maintenance activities would be
approximately 14 percent of STAP maintenance activities or approximately 12
additional vehicles per day.
As demonstrated in Table 3-25, the maintenance activities for the STAP are also a
low trip generator. With 81 daily trips replaced by 41 existing trips, and an additional
12 trips could be expected for the maintenance of future advertising displays. This
would result in a net increase of 52 additional trips (or less than 250 daily vehicle trips
and less than 1,000 VMT per site) over existing conditions. Even with the combined
daily construction (90 trips) and maintenance trips (52 trips), the project would
generate less than 250 trips per day. The TAG indicates that a project is not required
to undertake a further traffic study and does not have the potential to result in
significant traffic impacts. As such, a traffic study is not required for the project, and
significant traffic impacts during maintenance and operations would not occur.
In addition, maintenance of the STAP program elements and future advertising
displays would not block traffic and bicycle lanes. Thus, the project would not conflict
with Los Angeles Mobility Plan 2035 and 2010 Bicycle Plan. The impact of the project
would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required.
b)
Would the project conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines Section
15064.3, subdivision (b)?
Reference: LADOT Transportation Assessment Guidelines; Transportation/Traffic
Impact Assessment (Parsons, 2021).
Comment: A significant impact would occur if the project generates a net increase of
250 or more daily vehicle trips or generates a net increase of 1,000 VMT or more per
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site over existing conditions in daily VMT. A significant impact would occur if the
project includes retail uses and the portion of the project that contains retail uses
exceeds net 50,000 square feet; and if located within 0.5 mile of a fixed-rail or fixedguideway transit station, replaces an existing number of residential units with a smaller
number of residential units.
Less than significant impact. As discussed above, the estimated trip generation
from the project would be less than 250 daily vehicle trips during construction and
maintenance/operations. The project would not conflict with State CEQA Guidelines
section 15064.3, subdivision (b) during construction and maintenance/operations. The
impact of the project would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required.
c)
Would the project substantially increase hazards due to a geometric design
feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g.,
farm equipment)?
Reference: LADOT Transportation Assessment Guidelines; LADOT Hazard Review
for Sign Application Permits Evaluation Checklist (October 11, 2012);
Transportation/Traffic Impact Assessment (Parsons, 2021).
Comment: A significant impact would occur if the project proposes new driveways, or
introduces new vehicle access to the property from the public ROW; or proposes to,
or is required to, make any voluntary or required modifications to the public ROW (e.g.,
street dedications, reconfigurations of curb line) or substantially increases hazards
due to geometric design features.
Less than significant impact. The project does not propose any new roads,
driveways, intersections, bikeways, trails, sidewalks, crosswalks or improvements to
these facilities that may lead to an increase in areas for potential vehicle, pedestrian
and/or bicycle conflicts. The STAP program elements and future advertising displays
would be located so as to maintain/meet ADA accessibility requirements and would
not create obstacles considered hazardous to pedestrians or bicyclists. The project is
also not expected to directly generate pedestrian or bicycle activity.
However, the potential for visual distraction due to new and relocated transit shelters
and associated sidewalk amenities and future advertising displays is considered in
terms of their potential to create traffic hazards.
LAMC Section 14.4.5 addresses the identification and permitting of "hazard[s] to the
safe and efficient operation of vehicles upon a street or freeway." While the permitting
policy is not in itself applicable to the placement of transit shelters under STAP and
future advertising displays within the public right-of-way, which are instead subject to
separate regulations promulgated by the City Council, a succinct screening tool
checklist developed by the LADOT provides a useful framework for considering
potential traffic hazards, although it was not developed to augment the CEQA
Appendix G Environmental Effects/Initial Study Checklist, per se.
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Additionally, LADOT has developed the following guidance for evaluating permit
applications for digital billboards:
Digital billboards should be avoided on roadway sections with high task
demands where a motorist’s attention needs to be elevated. Billboard signs
and sign support structures should not be placed where they may distract or
obstruct a motorist’s view of a traffic signal or warning sign. High task demand
roadways include street segments with mid-block crosswalks, with yellow
school crosswalks, and when the approaching motorist is confronted with a
horizontal curve, lane drop, or merge or weave area.
As with the Hazard Review for Sign Application Permits Evaluation Checklist,
discussed immediately below, this guidance is for digital billboards, not on-street
advertising displays of the type that would be installed under STAP.
LADOT's Hazard Review for Sign Application Permits Evaluation Checklist (October
11, 2012) poses three questions:
● Would the proposed sign or sign support structure obstruct a motorist's view of
any traffic control device?
● Are approaching motorists faced with important decision making tasks within
500-feet of the proposed sign location?
● Is the digital billboard proposed along a street block that has a mid-block
pedestrian crosswalk?
None of the proposed new or replacement transit shelters under STAP and future
advertising displays or kiosks anticipated for site selection and placement would
obstruct a motorist's view of any traffic control device, including street signs, traffic
signals or prominent road markings, as they would be placed on sidewalk areas and
subject to LAMC Section 62.200, which prohibits obstructions to driver visibility at
street intersections and applies to signs and other improvements that may be
constructed within the public right-of-way. Limitations on the sizes of transit shelters
and advertising displays, along with illumination levels of no more than 4.0 lux over
ambient light levels; no full motion videos or sound allowed; and refresh rates of at
least 10 seconds or more, would also reduce the potential for driver distraction. Thus,
their placement would not be expected to impede any important driving decisions by
motorists that might affect or jeopardize their or others' safety. The location of the
shelters, sidewalk amenities, and advertising displays would not be in close proximity
to any roadways featuring horizontal curves or a substantive lane elevation slope,
which may require the driver's increased attention.
A number of transit shelters/shade structures (relocated or new), signs and digital
advertising displays could be within 500-feet of street intersections or where
approaching motorists may face important driver decision tasks. It is recognized that
high task demand roadway segments and intersections require heightened driver task
attention, including, for example, the roadway situations outlined in LADOT's
previously cited guidance for digital billboards Notwithstanding, as part of project
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reviews prior to issuance of a blanket permit for the STAP and approvals for future
advertising displays, the proposed transit shelter and future advertising display
locations would be subject to review for compliance with applicable regulations in the
LAMC prior to approval, including assurances that the project would not create public
hazards or hazards to traffic, in accordance with the LAMC. The City reserves the right
to exempt from the blanket permit approval any of the contractor's individual proposed
locations of shelters, sidewalk amenities, and advertising displays and signs where
the City has determined certain roadway segments and characteristics involve highdemand driver task engagement.
Furthermore, the transit shelters/shade structures and future advertising displays
would not be placed along a street block that has a mid-block pedestrian crosswalk
per LADOT guidance, because of inherent safety and avoidance of conflicts
associated with such areas between motorists, pedestrians, and bicyclists. Along with
reducing the potential hazards at pedestrian mid-block crossings, other motorist
hazard factors taken into consideration for the accommodation of a transit shelter in
the public right-of-way include compatibility with adjacent properties and land uses,
available curbside space, whether a bus bay or turnout is present, width of adjacent
sidewalk, the number, width and geometric design configuration of traffic lane(s),
volumes of average daily traffic (ADT), speed limits, and sight distances.
Relevant to this discussion of the placement of transit shelters under STAP and future
advertising displays is a report published by the Federal Highway Administration
(FHWA) in 2012, "Driver Visual Behavior in the Presence of Commercial Electronic
Variable Message Signs" that investigated the effects of changeable message
signage on driver visual behavior in a roadway-driving environment, a study that is
more fully described in the Aesthetics Memorandum - Attachment A, prepared for
STAP (2021). The findings of this research study indicated that drivers directed the
majority of their visual attention to areas of the roadway that were relevant to the task
at hand, i.e., the driving task.
First, after reviewing prior relevant literature, the FHWA report stated, "Collectively,
these studies did not demonstrate that the advertising signs detracted from drivers'
glances forward at the roadway in a substantive manner while the vehicle was
moving." When extended to driving, it would be expected that visual attention will be
directed toward task-relevant areas and objects (e.g., the roadway, other vehicles,
speed limit signs, etc.) and other salient objects, such as billboards, will not
necessarily capture attention to the point of becoming a major driver distraction.
Second, the FHWA study found "for tasks such as driving, the task demands tend to
outweigh stimulus salience when it comes to gaze control," or in less technical
language, the driver will typically and unconsciously adjust their behavior to the
immediate and nearby environment, which includes consideration of a myriad of
factors, such as the speed and amount of adjacent vehicular traffic, weather
conditions, traffic signals, speed limit signs, and pedestrian crosswalks, as well as
adjacent land uses, to name but just a few. The presence of electronic advertising
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content adjacent to the roadway was just another element among many that a motorist
took into account while driving.
The STAP program elements and future advertising displays would be designed and
placed in accordance with the City’s standard plans and would not substantially create
or increase hazards at sidewalk areas due to design features nor create or increase
hazards for motorists, pedestrians, or bicyclists. The impact of the project would be
less than significant, and no mitigation is required.
d)

Would the project result in inadequate emergency access?

Reference: LADOT Transportation Assessment Guidelines; Transportation/Traffic
Impact Assessment (Parsons, 2021).
Comment: A significant impact would occur if the project resulted in inadequate
emergency access.
Less than significant impact. STAP program elements and future advertising
displays would be located at sidewalk areas, and would maintain/meet ADA
accessibility requirements. Emergency access would not be substantially inhibited by
the new and upgraded transit shelters and sidewalk amenities and future advertising
displays. Construction at each transit shelter site or sidewalk location would last only
a few hours of the day and only a few days to complete. No lane closures are
anticipated during peak hours. Compliance with PDF-TR-1 through PDF-TR-9 ensure
the construction-related impacts on emergency access would be less than significant.
No mitigation is required.
Project Design Features
Key elements of the project related to transportation that are considered existing
regulations and standard conditions are identified below as Project Design Features
(PDF) that would be incorporated into the project and implemented during construction
and maintenance activities:
PDF-TR-1:

Per the California Manual of Uniform Traffic Control Devices, the
construction manager is responsible for ensuring that all work is in full
compliance with the current edition of the Work Area Traffic Control
Handbook (WATCH) manual, including the requirement of flaggers in
Section 9 (Flagger Temporary Traffic Control) for lane closures during
dismantling and removal of existing transit shelters, kiosks and
associated amenities or other any other construction activity that
disrupts the flow of vehicles, pedestrians, or bicyclists.

PDF-TR-2:

When construction occurs at an intersection, stopping sight distance
would be maintained for vehicles and bicyclists approaching the
intersection, per WATCH Flagger Temporary Traffic Control.
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PDF-TR-3:

Adjacent property owners, whether public or private, would be notified
of any upcoming construction. Signage would also be posted in advance
of construction, notifying the public of any construction-related lane
closures or parking restrictions, in accordance with Section 7-10, Public
Convenience and Safety, and Section 302-4.5, Scheduling, Public
Convenience and Traffic Control, of the Standard Specifications of
Public Works Construction, or the “Greenbook.”

PDF-TR-4:

Temporary accessibility-compliant access would be provided and
signage would be used, where needed, to direct pedestrians to
alternative pedestrian routes or through the use of a temporary walkway,
physically separated from vehicle traffic, to provide a more direct detour,
in accordance with Section 7-10, Public Convenience and Safety, of the
Standard Specifications of Public Works Construction, or the
“Greenbook.”

PDF-TR-5:

If construction requires a temporary closure of an on-street bicycle
facility, signage would be placed to inform drivers and bicyclists of the
upcoming bicycle facility closure, indicating a shared lane ahead per
WATCH Bicycle Considerations.

PDF-TR-6:

Where construction requires a temporary closure of an existing transit
facility (e.g., bus stop), the contractor shall coordinate with the affected
transit providers prior to the start of construction to ensure users are
informed of the temporary stop relocations.

PDF-TR-7:

th
Per City’s Department of Public Works Brown Book 7 Edition, in
“Storage of Equipment and Materials,” a permit from the Bureau of
Street Services shall be obtained before any construction materials or
equipment are stored in the public right-of-way. All storage of equipment
and materials shall be done under an approved pollution prevention and
erosion control plan, as required by California Construction Permit Order
No. 2009-009-DWQ, as amended.

PDF-TR-8:

Truck trips would be coordinated to arrive and depart at off-peak
commute times to the extent feasible, pursuant to LAMC Section 62.61.

PDF-TR-9:

Any work involving traffic signal disruption would be coordinated with
LADOT and the Los Angeles Police Department (LAPD) to identify and
implement temporary traffic control needs per the 2012 “Greenbook”
Standard Specification for Public Works Construction Section 307-5 et
seq., Temporary Street Lighting and Traffic Signal Systems.
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3.18 Tribal Cultural Resources
Less Than
Potentially
Significant Less Than
Significant
With
Significant
Impact
Mitigation

No
Impact

Would the project cause a substantial
adverse change in the significance of
a tribal cultural resource, defined in
Public Resources Code section 21074
as either a site, feature, place, cultural
landscape that is geographically
defined in terms of the size and scope
of the landscape, sacred place, or
object with cultural value to a
California Native American tribe, and
that is:
a) Listed or eligible for listing in the
California Register of Historical
Resources, or in a local register of
historical resources as defined Public
Resources Code section 5020.1(k), or

☐

☐

☒

☐

b) A resource determined by the lead
agency, in its discretion and supported
by substantial evidence, to be
significant pursuant to criteria set forth
in subdivision (c) of Public Resources
Code Section 5024.1. In applying the
criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of
Public Resources Code Section
5024.1, the lead agency shall consider
the significance of the resource to a
California Native American tribe.

☐

☐

☒

☐

A Cultural Resources Study was prepared for the project and is provided in
Attachment C. The assessment included an analysis of potential impacts to Tribal
Cultural Resources (TCR). The findings of the memo are summarized below.

3.18.1

Regulatory Setting

This section describes existing laws and regulations related to TCR that are applicable
to the project.
3.18.1.1

Federal

There are no federal regulations that specifically address impacts related to TCR and
are applicable to the project.
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3.18.1.2

State

California State Assembly Bill 52
AB 52 established that TCRs must be considered under CEQA and also provided for
additional Native American consultation requirements for the lead agency. It
formalizes the lead agency–tribal consultation process, requiring the lead agency to
initiate consultation with California Native American groups that are traditionally and
culturally affiliated with a project site, including tribes that may not be federally
recognized. Lead agencies are required to begin consultation prior to the release of
an ND, MND, or EIR.
California Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act
The Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act (California Health and
Safety Code Division 7, Part 2, Chapter 5, Sections 8010–8030) includes broad
provisions for the protection of Native American cultural resources. The Act ensures
that all California Native American human remains and cultural items are treated with
due respect and dignity. It provides the mechanism for disclosure and return of human
remains and cultural items held by publicly funded agencies and museums in
California.
3.18.1.3

Local

City of Los Angeles General Plan Conservation Element
The Conservation Element includes goals, objectives, and policies requiring
measures be taken to protect the City's historical, archaeological, and paleontological
resources for historical, cultural, research, and/or educational purposes. One policy
requires that the City continue to identify and protect significant archaeological and
paleontological sites and resources known to exist or that are identified during land
development, demolition, or property modification activities.
City of Los Angeles Historic-Monument Ordinance
On the local level, a historical or cultural monument is eligible for listing as a Los
Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument (HCM) under Section 22.171 of Article 1, Division
22 of the City of Los Angeles Administrative Code (the City of Los Angeles Cultural
Heritage Ordinance, as amended by Ordinance No, 185472) if the resource meets
three criteria:
(1) Is identified with important events of national, state, or local history, or
exemplifies significant contributions to the broad cultural, economic or social
history of the nation, state, city or community;
(2) Is associated with the lives of historic personages important to national, state,
city, or local history or
(3) Embodies the distinctive characteristics of a style, type, period, or method of
construction; or represents a notable work of a master designer, builder, or
architect whose individual genius influenced his or her age.
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A five-member Cultural Heritage Commission oversees the designation and protection
of HCMs, with the Office of Historic Resources (OHR) providing staff support to the
Commission (OHR, Department of City Planning, 2018). The City further maintains a
list of all sites, buildings, and structures that have been designated through the
Historic-Cultural Monuments (HCMs), which since enactment of the ordinance, now
number more than 1,000. An HCM is presumed to be a significant historical resource
under CEQA,that could lead to the preparation of an EIR before demolition can occur.
The City’s Cultural Heritage Master Plan is applicable to this project: “It is the policy
of the City of Los Angeles to protect and utilize its cultural, architectural, and historic
resources” (Cultural Heritage Master Plan - Final Draft March 2000).

3.18.2

Existing Environment

The City was historically occupied by the Gabrielino (also known as Tongva). At the
time of European contact, the Gabrielino inhabited the Los Angeles basin and the
southern Channel Islands of Santa Catalina, San Nicolas, and San Clemente. The
Gabrielino are descended from a Takic-speaking, Uto-Aztecan group that likely
entered the Los Angeles Basin as recently as 1500 years before present (BP) from
the southern Great Basin or interior California deserts. However, it is also possible
that they migrated in successive waves over a longer period of time beginning around
4,000 years BP. The Gabrielino lived in an area that covered more than 1,500 square
miles and included the watersheds of the Los Angeles River, San Gabriel River, Santa
Ana River, and Rio Hondo, as well as the southern Channel Islands.
The City’s Cultural Heritage Ordinance led to the formation of the Cultural Heritage
Commission and a local register of sites, buildings, and structures that have been
designated HCMs. HCMs within the City include more than 1,100 historic places (i.e.,
sites, structures, buildings, resources, districts, and significant street trees). A review
of the City’s HCM list identified two prehistoric archaeological sites, a Gabrieleño
Indian site in the vicinity of Griffith Park (HCM #112) and the Gabrieleño village of
Sa’angna near the Ballona wetlands (HCM #490). No NRHP- or CRHR-listed TCRs
were identified in the City.
To identify potential Tribal Cultural Resources that could be impacted by the Project,
a search of the Sacred Lands File (SLF) was requested from the NAHC on June 17,
2021. NAHC indicated that the record search was positive and to contact the tribes
for more information.
Notification letters were sent to tribes and Native American organizations who
requested to be notified of City projects under AB 52 and Section 21080.31 of CEQA.
While the Tribal Consultation List for Los Angeles County that was obtained from
NAHC included several other tribes, the City sent out AB 52 invitations to consult only
to those traditionally, culturally affiliated tribes located within and/or near the city of
Los Angeles. In compliance with the mandates of AB 52, the City sent letters to
fourteen tribal representatives on June 10, 2021, informing them about the STAP and
providing an opportunity to consult about the project. Two tribes initially requested
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consultation (Fernandeño/Tataviam Band of Mission Indians and Gabrieleño Band of
Mission Indians – Kizh Nation). The City made a good faith attempt to contact tribal
representatives from each tribe but the representatives did not respond to multiple
invitations to schedule a consultation. On October 8, 2021, letters concluding
consultation were sent to representatives of each of the two tribes. Therefore, the
City, acting in good faith and after reasonable effort, concludes that any mutual
agreement with the Tribes cannot be reached.

3.18.3

Impact Analysis

a) Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal
cultural resource, defined in Public Resources Code section 21074 as either a site,
feature, place, cultural landscape that is geographically defined in terms of the size
and scope of the landscape, sacred place, or object with cultural value to a
California Native American tribe, and that is listed or eligible for listing in the
California Register of Historical Resources, or in a local register of historical
resources as defined Public Resources Code section 5020.1(k)?
Reference: L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide (2006) (Section D.2); City of Los Angeles
General Plan and Community Plans; AB 52 Consultations; HCM List; CRHR; Cultural
Resources Study (Paleo Solutions, 2021).
Comment: A significant impact would occur if the proposed project caused a
substantial adverse change in the significance of a TCR that is listed or is eligible for
listing in the CRHR, or in a local register of historical resources as defined in PRC
section 5020.1(k).
Less than significant impact. TCRs are identified through the review of the NAHC's
Sacred Lands File (SLF) and through tribal consultations under the auspices of AB
52. While there are no TCRs currently listed on the CRHR, the City’s HCM List
includes a Gabrieleño Indian site in the vicinity of Griffith Park (HCM #112) and the
Gabrieleño village of Sa’angna near the Ballona wetlands (HCM #490). STAP
program elements and future advertising displays are proposed at sidewalk areas and
not at these HCMs.
There is the possibility that ground-disturbing activities that extend below a depth of 3
feet could impact previously undiscovered buried TCRs. The following Project Design
Feature is incorporated into the project and will be implemented during ground
disturbance activities to ensure impacts would be less than significant. Impacts would
therefore be less than significant .
Project Design Feature
PDF-TCR-1: Native American monitors from the consulting Native American Tribes
who wish to participate shall be retained to monitor earth-moving
activities that extend beyond 3 feet bgs in native soil. Should more than
one Tribe wish to participate, Native American monitoring shall be
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conducted on a rotational basis among the participating Tribes;
attendance is ultimately at the discretion of the Tribe(s) and as approved
by StreetsLA.
The Native American monitors shall be present for all ground-disturbing
activities that extend beyond 3 feet bgs in native soil. Ground-disturbing
activities include, but are not limited to, excavation, trenching, grading,
and drilling. A sufficient number of Native American monitors shall be
present each workday to ensure that simultaneously occurring grounddisturbing activities receive thorough levels of monitoring coverage.
If an inadvertent discovery of tribal cultural resources is made during
project-related construction activities, the Native American monitors
shall have the authority to halt ground-disturbing activities within 50 feet
of the resource(s) and an ESA physical demarcation shall be
constructed. The Qualified Archaeologist and StreetsLA shall be notified
regarding the discovery. StreetsLA shall consult with the consulting
Native American Tribes regarding the significance and possible
avoidance or treatment of the resource.
Impacts would be less than significant.
b)
Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a
tribal cultural resource, defined in Public Resources Code section 21074 as either a
site, feature, place, cultural landscape that is geographically defined in terms of the
size and scope of the landscape, sacred place, or object with cultural value to a
California Native American tribe, and that is a resource determined by the lead
agency, in its discretion and supported by substantial evidence, to be significant
pursuant to criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of Public Resources Code Section
5024.1? In applying the criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of Public Resources Code
Section 5024.1, the lead agency shall consider the significance of the resource to a
California Native American tribe?
Reference: L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide (2006) (Section D.2); City of Los Angeles
General Plan and Community Plans; HCM List; AB 52 Consultations; Cultural
Resources Study (Paleo Solutions, 2021).
Comment: A significant impact would occur if the proposed project caused a
substantial adverse change in the significance of a TCR, which is a resource
determined by the lead agency, in its discretion and supported by substantial
evidence, to be significant pursuant to criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of PRC
Section 5024.1.
Less than significant impact. TCRs are identified through the review of the City’s
HCM List and NAHC's SLF and through tribal consultations under the auspices of AB
52. In compliance with the mandates of AB 52 and Section 21080.31 of CEQA,
notification letters were sent by the City to tribes and Native American organizations
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whose names were on file with the City, informing them about the STAP and providing
an opportunity to consult about the project. Two tribes have requested consultation,
and the City made a good faith attempt to contact the tribal representatives from each
tribe but the representatives did not respond to multiple invitations to schedule a
consultation. On October 8, 2021, letters concluding consultation were sent to
representatives of each of the two tribes. Therefore, the City, acting in good faith and
after reasonable effort, concludes that any mutual agreement with the Tribes cannot
be reached.
There is the possibility that ground-disturbing activities that extend below a depth of 3
feet in native soil could impact previously undiscovered buried TCRs. Disturbance of
undocumented TCRs would be ensured to be less than significant with implementation
of PDF-TCR-1 above. Impacts would be less than significant.
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3.19 Utilities and Service Systems
Less Than
Potentially
Significant Less Than
Significant
With
Significant
Impact
Mitigation

No
Impact

Would the project:
a) Require or result in the relocation or
construction of new or expanded
water, wastewater treatment or storm
water drainage, electric power, natural
gas, or telecommunications facilities,
the construction or relocation of which
could cause significant environmental
effects?

☐

☐

☒

☐

b) Have sufficient water supplies
available to serve the project and
reasonably foreseeable future
development during normal, dry and
multiple dry years?

☐

☐

☒

☐

c) Result in a determination by the
wastewater treatment provider which
serves or may serve the project that it
has adequate capacity to serve the
project’s projected demand in addition
to the provider’s existing
commitments?

☐

☐

☒

☐

d) Generate solid waste in excess of
State or local standards, or in excess
of the capacity of local infrastructure,
or otherwise impair the attainment of
solid waste reduction goals?

☐

☐

☒

☐

e) Comply with federal, state, and
local management and reduction
statutes and regulations related to
solid waste?

☐

☐

☒

☐

3.19.1

Regulatory Setting

This section describes existing laws and regulations related to utilities and service
systems that are applicable to the project.
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3.19.1.1

Federal

There are no federal regulations that specifically address impacts related to utilities
and that are applicable to the project.
3.19.1.2

State

California Water Plan
The California Water Plan (CWP) presents information on California’s water
resources, such as water supply evaluations and assessments of agricultural, urban,
and environmental water uses to quantify the gap between water supplies and uses.
The plan identifies and evaluates existing and proposed statewide demand
management and water supply augmentation programs and projects to address the
state’s water needs. It includes resource management strategies and
recommendations to strengthen integrated regional water management, including
ways to reduce water demand, improve operational efficiency, increase water supply,
improve water quality, practice resource stewardship, and improve flood
management.
California Integrated Waste Management Act
The California Integrated Waste Management Act (AB 939) required each city and
county in the State of California and regional solid waste management agencies to
enact plans and implement programs to divert 25 percent of its waste stream by 1995
and 50 percent by 2000. Later legislation mandates the 50 percent diversion
requirement be achieved every year.
SB 1374 (amending PRC Sections 41821 and 41850 and adds to Section 4291)
requires that the annual report mandated by the California Integrated Waste
Management Act of 1989 also include a summary of progress made in diversion of
construction and demolition waste materials, including information on programs and
ordinances implemented by the local government and quantitative data, where
available.
Assembly Bill 75
AB 75 (PRC Sections 42920-4297) required all State agencies and large State
facilities to divert at least 25 percent of all solid waste from landfills by January 1, 2002,
and 50 percent by January 1, 2004. The law also requires each State agency and
large facility to submit an annual report to the California Department of Resources
Recycling and Recovery (CalRecycle) summarizing its yearly progress in
implementing waste diversion programs.
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3.19.1.3

Local

City of Los Angeles General Plan Conservation Element and Open Space
Element
The Conservation Element calls for the conservation, protection, development,
utilization, and reclamation of natural resources, such as water, forests, soils, rivers
and other waters, harbors, fisheries, wildlife, minerals, and other natural resources.
The Infrastructure Element addresses water supply and demand, measures related to
energy conservation and reducing the City’s reliance on oil, landfill capacity
assessment, wastewater discharge into the ocean and other water bodies, protection
of groundwater and watershed resources, solid waste management, as well as
electrical and other City-managed resource areas. The Open Space Element provides
guidance for the preservation, conservation, and acquisition of open space in the City,
including lands needed for life support systems such as the water supply, water
recharge, water quality protection, wastewater disposal, solid waste disposal, air
quality protection, energy production, and noise prevention.
City of Los Angeles Water Integrated Resources Plan
Prepared jointly by the Los Angeles Bureau of Sanitation and LADWP, the Water
Integrated Resources Plan (WIRP) contains an implementable facility plan through
the year 2020 that integrates water supply, water conservation, water recycling, runoff
management, and wastewater facilities planning, using a regional watershed
approach. The WIRP contains recommendations that would be achieved through a
series of projects and policy directions to staff.
City of Los Angeles Emergency Water Conservation Plan
The City Emergency Water Conservation Plan sets standards for water use during an
emergency. Ordinance No. 181288, an amendment to Chapter XII, Article I of LAMC,
clarified prohibited uses and modified certain water conservation requirements in the
Emergency Water Conservation Plan. The ordinance minimizes the effect of a water
shortage on the customers of the City and includes provisions that will significantly
reduce water consumption over an extended period of time. The Plan sets five water
conservation “phases,” which correspond to the severity of water shortage, with each
increase in phase requiring more stringent conservation measures related to outdoor
watering restrictions, sprinkler use restrictions, and other prohibited water uses.
City of Los Angeles Stormwater and Urban Runoff Pollution Control Ordinance
The Stormwater and Urban Runoff Pollution Control Ordinance (LAMC Section 64.70)
prohibits illicit discharges into the municipal storm drain system and gave the City local
legal authority to enforce the NPDES and to take corrective actions with serious
offenders. Any commercial, industrial, or construction business found discharging
waste or wastewater into the storm drain system would be subject to legal penalties.
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City of Los Angeles Sewer Allocation (Ordinance No. 166060)
City Ordinance No. 166,060 (Sewer Allocation) limits the annual increase in
wastewater flows discharged into the Hyperion Treatment Plant (HTP) to 5 million
gallons per day (mgd). The Los Angeles DPW, BOE Special Order No. S006-0691
changed the design peak dry weather flow for sanitary sewers from three-quarter
depth to one-half the sewer diameter to implement the City-adopted goal of no
overflows or diversions from the wastewater collection system.
Sewer System Management Plan
The SWRCB adopted the Statewide General WDRs for publicly owned sanitary sewer
systems. Under the WDRs, the owners of such systems must develop and implement
a Sewer System Management Plan. The City prepared Sewer System Management
Plans for each of the City’s three sanitary sewer systems. The Sewer System
Management Plans includes objectives to properly fund, manage, operate, and
maintain all parts of the sanitary sewer system; provide adequate capacity to convey
base flows and peak flows; and take all feasible steps to stop and mitigate overflows.
Construction and Demolition Waste Recycling Ordinance
To meet AB 939 and SB 1374 mandates, the City adopted the Construction and
Demolition Waste Recycling Ordinance (Ordinance 181519, which amended LAMC
Sections 66.32 through 66.32.5). This ordinance requires all solid waste haulers and
contractors to obtain a permit prior to transporting construction and demolition waste,
and stipulates that such waste may only be processed at City-certified construction
and demolition waste-processing facilities.
City of Los Angeles Solid Waste Integrated Resources Plan (Zero Waste Plan)
The Solid Waste Integrated Resources Plan (SWIRP), also known as the Zero Waste
Plan, is a stakeholder-driven process and long-range master plan for solid waste
management in the City. The SWIRP proposes to achieve a goal of 80 percent
diversion by 2020 and 95 percent diversion by 2035. These targeted diversion rates
are expected to be achieved through an enhancement of existing policies and
programs, implementation of new policies and programs, and the development of
future facilities to meet the City’s recycling and solid waste infrastructure needs over
a 20-year planning period.
LADWP Power Integrated Resources Plan
LADWP is responsible for the construction, operation, maintenance, and management
of electric works and property for the benefit of the City and developed the 2015 Power
Integrated Resource Plan (PIRP) as a comprehensive 20-year roadmap to guide its
efforts to supply reliable electricity in an environmentally responsible and costeffective manner over the next 20 years. The PIRP provides objectives and
recommendations to reliably supply LADWP customers with power and to meet SB
1078’s 33 percent renewable energy goal by 2020. The 2015 PIRP increases the RPS
to 50 percent by 2030.
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Urban Water Management Plan
LADWP adopted the 2020 Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP) as required by
the California Urban Water Management Act. The UWMP forecasts future water
demands and water supplies under average and dry year conditions. It presents
strategies that would be used to meet the City’s current and future water needs, which
focus primarily on water supply reliability and water use efficiency measures.

3.19.2

Existing Environment

Water Supply and Service
LADWP serves residents and businesses in the City and surrounding communities,
with more than 681,000 water customers with active service connections. The Los
Angeles Aqueduct supplies approximately 48 percent of the City’s water, imported
water purchased from MWD account for 41 percent, local groundwater resources
comprise 9 percent, with recycled water supplies accounting for 2 percent of the City’s
total water supply in Fiscal Years 2016–2020. Water supply and conveyance
structures include 85 pump stations, 115 storage tanks and reservoirs, 329 regulator
and relief stations, and a network of pipelines, including 7,340 miles of distribution
mains. Between 2016 and 2020, LADWP supplied an average of approximately
495,685 AF of water annually, where the average daily use for all customers in 2020
was 106 gallons per capita per day.
Sewers and Wastewater Treatment
Los Angeles has one of the largest sewer systems in the world, including more than
6,700 miles of sewers in three Sanitary Sewer Systems: Hyperion Sanitary Sewer
System, Terminal Island Water Reclamation Plant Sanitary Sewer System, and the
City Regional Sanitary Sewer System. Approximately 400 mgd of wastewater from the
City and 29 contracting cities and agencies is treated by these sanitary sewer
systems.
The HTP is the largest of the City’s three sanitary sewer systems and provides primary
and secondary treatment of wastewater. Currently, an average of 275 mgd is
conveyed to this system. Approximately 60 mgd is treated upstream at the Donald C.
Tilman and Los Angeles-Glendale Water Reclamation Plants. The Donald C. Tillman
Water Reclamation Plant is a tertiary treatment plant that is designed to treat 40 mgd
and serve the area between Chatsworth and Van Nuys in the San Fernando Valley.
The cities of Los Angeles and Glendale co-own the Los Angeles-Glendale Water
Reclamation Plant, also a tertiary treatment plant, and the Bureau of Sanitation
operates and maintains it. The plant processes approximately 20 mgd. All other flow
in the Hyperion System, and the biosolids from these reclamation plants, which is
returned to the collection system, are treated at the HTP. On average, 275 mgd enters
the HTP on a dry weather day. The HTP is designed to accommodate both dry and
wet weather days with a maximum daily flow of 450 mgd and peak wet weather flow
of 800 mgd. Treated effluent is discharged from the HTP into Santa Monica Bay via a
7-mile ocean outfall.
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The Terminal Island Water Reclamation Plant, approximately 20 miles south of
downtown Los Angeles, serves the Harbor area (including San Pedro, Harbor City,
and Wilmington). The plant has the capability to provide high-quality tertiary treatment
for up to 30 mgd of municipal and industrial flows. A total of 60 percent of the incoming
flow to the plant comes from nearby industries, while the remaining 40 percent is from
residential areas.
Actual wastewater flow in 2000 was 425 mgd. Projections for 2020 are between 400
and 500 mgd, to account for historical decreases in wastewater flow due to water
conservation, economic downturn, and LADWP Tier 1 and Tier 2 rate adjustments.
Stormwater
The City’s storm drain system includes streets, driveways, sidewalks, and structures
that directly convey runoff to curb and gutter systems, catch basins, culverts,
underground storm drain lines, detention/retention basins, and downstream receiving
waters (e.g., creeks and rivers). The area-wide storm drainage system is owned and
managed by the Los Angeles County Flood Control District (LACFCD).
Solid Waste Disposal
LA Sanitation (LASAN) is responsible for the collection and removal of solid materials
and wastes from single-family homes and small multi-family complexes. It collects an
average of 6,652 tons per day (tpd) of refuse, recyclables, yard trimmings, horse
manure, and bulky items from more than 750,000 homes. Solid waste generated
within the City is collected and brought to three materials recovery facilities and one
recycling center, with final disposal at area landfills. Medium and large multi-family
complexes and commercial businesses are served by permitted private haulers (i.e.,
Athens, CalMet, NASA, Republic, Universal Waste System, Ware, and Waste
Management) and by construction and demolition (C&D) waste processors.
In 2016, the total amount of solid waste (including an import amount of 117,776 tons)
disposed at in-county Class Ill landfills, transformation facilities, and out-of-County
landfills was approximately 9.9 million tons. On average, the solid waste disposed for
2016 was 33,026 tpd. In 2016, the City generated a total of 3.9 million tons (10,685
tpd) of solid waste. According to the 2015 Zero Waste Master Plan Report, the City
achieved a baseline diversion rate of 72 percent. The City reports a landfill diversion
rate of 76.4 percent, using the calculation methodology adopted by the State of
California.
A list of the existing available Class III solid waste disposal facilities (landfills accepting
municipal and other nonhazardous household waste) in Los Angeles County is
provided in Table 3-26. Hazardous wastes are disposed at designated Class I facilities
(i.e., landfills accepting hazardous and nonhazardous wastes). The State of California
currently operates three designated Class I landfills: the Buttonwillow Hazardous
Waste Facility in Kern County, the Kettleman Hills Hazardous Waste Facility in Kings
County, and the Imperial (Westmorland) Hazardous Waste Facility in Imperial County.
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Concrete, asphalt, and green wastes removed under City programs are recycled at
City facilities (Griffith Park Composting Facility, the Harbor Yard Trimming Facility, or
the Lopez Canyon Environmental Center) and not sent to landfills. Generally, the
LABSS recycles green waste, asphalt, and concrete at the green waste recycling
center run by the Urban Forestry Division (UFD).
Table 3-26. Existing Available Class III Solid Waste Disposal Facilities
Landfill
Sunshine Canyon
Antelope Valley
Lancaster
Calabasas
Chiquita Canyon
Savage Canyon
Scholl Canyon
Southeast Resource Recovery Facility
Burbank
Pebbly Beach
San Clemente

Allowable Disposal
Rate (tons per day)
12,100
5,548
5,100
3,500
8,974
350
3,400
2,240
240
49
10

Remaining Life
(years)*
18
10
22
10
28
36
11
3
34
9
20

* Remaining life based on either the 2018 average daily disposal tonnage, maximum permitted capacity, or the facility’s
permit expiration date.

Source: County of Los Angeles DPW, Countywide Integrated Waste Management Plan 2019 Annual
Report.

3.19.3

Impact Analysis

a)
Would the project require or result in the relocation or construction of new or
expanded water, wastewater treatment or storm water drainage, electric power,
natural gas, or telecommunications facilities, the construction or relocation of which
could cause significant environmental effects?
Reference: L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide (2006) (Section M.1); 2020 UWMP.
Comment: A significant impact would occur if the project resulted in the need for new
construction or expansion of water or wastewater treatment facilities and if the volume
of stormwater runoff from the project increased to a level exceeding the capacity of
the storm drain system serving the project site that could result in an adverse
environmental effect that could not be mitigated.
Less than significant impact. The STAP and foreseeable City projects involve the
upgrade/replacement and construction of transit shelters/shade structures and
sidewalk amenities and future advertising displays. No housing or habitable structures
would be built as part of the project.
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Water Demand and Wastewater Generation. Construction activities would require
limited water at each of the 3,583 transit shelter/shade structure sites and 500
sidewalk locations for future advertising displays. Similarly, power washing during
maintenance activities would use minimal amounts of water. While hydration stations
are an optional amenity under consideration, water usage at these facilities is not
anticipated to generate a major increase in the demand for water to require
construction of a new or expanded water or wastewater treatment facilities.
Storm Drainage. Existing and future transit shelters and sidewalk amenities and
future advertising displays would be placed in sidewalk areas that are paved and
already impervious. Therefore, the volume of runoff is not anticipated to increase.
Thus, no increase in volumes of runoff being discharged to the storm drain system are
anticipated. No new or expanded stormwater drainage would be required.
Electric Power. Power for the transit shelters/shade structures and future advertising
displays would be furnished by LADWP through Bureau of Street lighting circuits; selfcontained solar cells or solar roof panels may provide the power at suitable locations.
Energy consumption for operation of the transit shelters/shade structures and future
advertising displays is expected to range from a minimum of 510 watts per unit time
(regular operational draw) for those shelters with static display panels and for shade
structures to 800 watts per unit time (regular operational draw) for advertising displays
to a maximum of 1,274 watts for shelters with digital displays. There would be a
temporary peak draw of 1,500 watts when the equipment initially cycles on.
Energy consumption by street furniture would be dependent on the size of the
displays, but it is estimated by street furniture type at:
● Transit Shelters

510-1,274 Watts

● Urban Panels/Digital Displays

500-800 Watts

● Smart Components

100-200 Watts

● Vending Kiosks

500-600 Watts

● Interactive Kiosks

700-800 Watts

As discussed in Section 3.6.3, electrical power consumption at each transit shelter
and future advertising displays is conservatively estimated at an approximate average
of 510 to 1,274 watts of electricity while operating for 12 hours per day (ranging from
6.1 to 15.3 kWh per day per transit shelter or sidewalk location). The 3,583 transit
shelters and shade structures would consume approximately 10,681 MWh annually,
with existing transit shelters consuming 4,208 MWH annually. Additionally, future
advertising displays associated with foreseeable City projects would consume a total
of approximately 1,752 MWh annually. Thus, a net increase of 8,224 MWH annually
is anticipated. As discussed in Section 3.6.3, this is 0.035 percent of LADWP’s total
2019 electricity consumption. LADWP maintains a dependable generating capacity of
8,009 MW, with a record peak demand of 6,500 MW. Therefore, LADWP has an
approximately 18.8 percent surplus for peak demand. Given the generating capacity
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of LADWP, combined with the estimated peak instantaneous demand of 1,500 watts
at all 3,583 shelters/shade structures and 500 advertising displays of 5.4 MW, no
impact of LADWP supplies and system capacity would occur. With the potential usage
of self-contained solar cells or solar roof panels at some transit shelters, demand on
LADWP’s electrical grid would be minimized, and impacts would be less than
significant. No mitigation is required.
Other Utilities. The project would not build structures requiring telecommunications
facilities or natural gas. The potential provision of public Wi-Fi and Broadband 5G
telecommunications service, and charging ports or stations would be through smallcell towers, and physical structures and devices, embedded sensors, fiber-optic
cabling, and networked systems would become part of the City's digital infrastructure
inventory. These services would be at scattered locations throughout the City and
would not require any major infrastructure upgrades at each transit shelter site or
sidewalk location for future advertising displays. Impacts would be less than
significant, and no mitigation is required.
b)
Would the project have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project
and reasonably foreseeable future development during normal, dry and multiple dry
years?
Reference: L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide (Section M.1).
Comment: A significant impact would occur if the project would require water supplies
that would result in a water shortage during normal, dry, or multiple dry years.
Less than significant impact. As discussed above, construction and maintenance
of the new and upgraded transit shelters/shade structures and future advertising
displays would require minimal amounts of water at scattered shelter sites and
sidewalk locations throughout the City. The project would require water at optional
hydration stations that may be placed near the transit shelters. The volumes of water
needed to operate these facilities is anticipated to be negligible compared to the total
water usage in the City. During water shortages, water use for construction and
maintenance of the transit shelters/shade structures and future advertising displays
would also comply with the City’s mandatory conservation measures. Impacts to
available water supplies would be less than significant. No mitigation is required.
c)
Would the project result in a determination by the wastewater treatment
provider which serves or may serve the project that it has adequate capacity to serve
the project’s projected demand in addition to the provider’s existing commitments?
Reference: L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide (Section M.2).
Comment: A significant impact would occur if the project generated wastewater in
excess of what current wastewater treatment providers would be able to process.
Less than significant impact. Wastewater is not expected to be generated during
construction of the transit shelters/shade structures and future advertising displays or
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during routine maintenance. Construction and maintenance crews are expected to
use the contractor yards or portable toilets that would generate limited wastewater.
Optional hydration stations may be installed near the transit shelters, and the volumes
of wastewater associated with routine maintenance and operation of these facilities is
anticipated to be minor and at scattered locations and would be served by the City’s
three sewer systems. Thus, impacts related to the need for wastewater treatment
would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required.
d)
Would the project generate solid waste in excess of State or local standards,
or in excess of the capacity of local infrastructure, or otherwise impair the attainment
of solid waste reduction goals?
Reference: L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide (Section M.3).
Comment: The management of solid waste in the City involves public and private
refuse collection services, as well as public and private operation of solid waste
transfer, resource recovery, and disposal facilities. A significant impact may occur if
the project were to increase solid waste generation to a degree that existing and
projected landfill capacities would be insufficient to accommodate the additional
waste. Furthermore, a significant impact may occur if the project would generate solid
waste that was in excess of or was not disposed of in accordance with applicable
regulations.
Less than significant impact. Construction of the project would occur over a 3- to 6year time period. Of the approximately 1,884 existing transit shelters to be removed,
approximately 664 shelters are expected to be refurbished and temporarily
redistributed to bus stop locations that are currently absent of transit shelters, rather
than being disposed of or having their materials recycled right away. It is estimated
that 80 percent of the refurbished shelters would be replaced with new shelters but 20
percent would remain at the relocated sites. Ultimately, most of the existing shelters
slated to be removed and the shelter components would be sent to a recycling center
and/or landfill with as much material as possible being recycled. These efforts would
continue to help the City maintain or improve its solid waste diversion rate.
As stated above, estimates of solid waste generation from existing shelter facilities
are approximately 50 tons of solid waste per year. Using a scaling factor of 1.9 based
on the total number of active shelters, annual solid waste generation with
implementation of the project was estimated to be 95 tons per year or 1.83 tons per
week citywide. These solid wastes would typically be generated by pedestrians and
the public using the sidewalks and transit systems and future advertising displays, and
trash collection from public streets are services provided by the City on an ongoing
basis. The impact would be considered less than significant. No mitigation is required.
e)
Would the project comply with federal, state, and local management and
reduction statutes and regulations related to solid waste?
Reference: L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide (Section M.3).
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Comment: A significant impact would occur if the proposed project generated solid
waste that was in excess of or was not disposed of in accordance with applicable
regulations.
Less than significant impact. Construction and maintenance of the transit
shelters/shade structures and future advertising displays would comply with federal,
State, and local statutes and regulations regarding solid waste. As discussed above,
some of the existing transit shelters would be refurbished and reused or shelter
components recycled. While they will eventually be replaced with new shelters, 20
percent will remain. In addition, litter/recyclable receptacles would be provided at
each new and upgraded transit shelter. Impacts would be less than significant, and no
mitigation is required.
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3.20 Wildfire
Less Than
Potentially
Significant Less Than
Significant
With
Significant
Impact
Mitigation

No
Impact

If located in or near state responsibility
areas or lands classified as very high
fire hazard severity zones, would the
project:
a) Substantially impair an adopted
emergency response plan or
emergency evacuation plan?

☐

☐

☒

☐

b) Due to slope, prevailing winds, and
other factors, exacerbate wildfire risks,
and thereby expose project occupants
to, pollutant concentrations from a
wildfire or the uncontrolled spread of a
wildfire?

☐

☐

☒

☐

c) Require the installation or
maintenance of associated
infrastructure (such as roads,
emergency water sources, power lines
or other utilities) that may exacerbate
fire risk or that may result in temporary
or ongoing impacts to the
environment?

☐

☐

☒

☐

d) Expose people or structures to
significant risks, including downslope
or downstream flooding or landslides,
as a result of runoff, post-fire slope
instability, or drainage changes?

☐

☐

☒

☐

3.20.1

Regulatory Setting

This section describes existing laws and regulations related to wildfire that are
applicable to the project.
3.20.1.1

Federal

Federal Wildland Fire Management Policy
The 1995 Federal Fire Policy recognized the essential role of fire in maintaining
natural systems. It was updated in 2001 and includes guiding principles for firefighter
and public safety; the role of wildland fire as an essential ecological process and
natural change agent; fire management plans, programs, and activities that support
land and resource management plans; sound risk management; economically viable

Sidewalk and Transit Amenities Program

230

October 2021
MND - 240

INITIAL STUDY
BUREAU OF ENGINEERING – BUREAU OF STREET SERVICES

fire management programs and activities; use of best available science; public health
and environmental quality considerations; federal, State, tribal, local, interagency, and
international coordination and cooperation; and standardized policies and procedures.
3.20.1.2

State

2018 Strategic Fire Plan for California
The 2018 Strategic Fire Plan for California is a cooperative effort between the State
Board of Forestry and Fire Protection and CalFire to address fire concerns in
California, including adequate statewide fire protection of state responsibility areas.
The plan addresses fire prevention, natural resource management, and fire
suppression efforts.
Fire Hazard Severity Zones – Public Resources Code Sections 4201–4204
PRC Sections 4201–4204, directed CalFire to map areas of significant fire hazards
based on fuels, terrain, weather, and other relevant factors. These zones, referred to
as fire hazard severity zones (FHSZ), define the application of various mitigation
strategies to reduce risk associated with wildland fires.
Government Code Sections 51175–51189 established the classification for very high
fire hazard severity based on fuel loading, terrain, weather, and other relevant factors
identified by CalFire as major causes of wildfire spread and on the severity of fire
hazard that is expected to prevail in those areas. The code established the
requirements for those that maintain an occupied dwelling within a designated very
high fire hazard severity zone (VHFHSZ).
Fire Safe Development Regulations
Fire Safe Development Regulations were developed to implement PRC Section 4290
and stipulate minimum requirements for building construction in State Responsibility
Areas. These regulations address ingress and egress (e.g., road widths, turnouts),
building and street sign visibility, emergency water standards, and fuel modification.
Changes to the Fire Safe Development Regulations were incorporated into the 2020
California Fire Code.
California Building Code and Fire Code
CCR Title 24 is a compilation of building standards, including fire safety standards for
residential and commercial buildings. The California Building Code standards serve
as the basis for the design and construction of buildings in California. The California
Fire Code is a component of the California Building Code and includes fire safety
requirements related to the installation of sprinklers in all high-rise buildings; the
establishment of fire resistance standards for fire doors, building materials, and
particular types of construction; and the clearance of debris and vegetation within a
prescribed distance from occupied structures in wildfire hazard areas. The California
Fire Code applies to all occupancies in California, except where more stringent
standards have been adopted by local agencies. Specific California Fire Code
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regulations have been incorporated by reference, with amendments, in the Los
Angeles Building Code, Fire Safety Regulations.
3.20.1.3

Local

Los Angeles Brush Clearance Requirements
City Ordinance No. 185789 prohibits the use of certain metal cutting blades for brush
clearance activities in VHFHSZs, and establishes specific requirements and penalties
for violations for brush clearance activities.
City of Los Angeles General Plan Safety Element
The Safety Element identifies wildfire hazard areas in the City and sets specific
policies and objectives related to hazard mitigation, emergency response, and
disaster recovery, including standards for fire station distribution and location, fire
suppression water flow (or “fire flow”), firefighting equipment access, emergency
ambulance services, and fire prevention activities. It serves as a guide for the
construction, maintenance, and operation of fire protection facilities in the City.
City of Los Angeles Hazard Mitigation Plan
The 2018 HMP was prepared to lessen the City’s vulnerability to disasters and to
reduce risks from natural hazards. It serves as a guide for decision makers and
commits City resources to minimize the effects of natural hazards. The HMP
integrates with existing planning mechanisms, such as building and zoning
regulations, long-range planning mechanisms, and environmental planning, and
includes a hazard vulnerability analysis, community disaster mitigation priorities, and
mitigation strategies and projects. The Los Angeles Department of EOO is responsible
for implementing the Plan, including the City's emergency preparations (i.e., planning,
training, and mitigation), response and recovery operations.

3.20.2

Existing Environment

CalFire protects the people of California from fires, responds to emergencies, and
protects and enhances forest, range, and watershed values providing social,
economic, and environmental benefits to rural and urban citizens. CalFire’s
firefighters, fire engines, and aircraft respond to an average of more than 5,600
wildland fires each year. The Office of the State Fire Marshal supports CalFire’s
mission by focusing on fire prevention and provides support through fire safety
responsibilities (i.e., review of building regulations and standards, control of
substances and products that may cause fires; statewide direction for fire prevention
in wildland areas; regulations for hazardous liquid pipelines; and training and
education in fire protection methods and responsibilities).
There has been an increasing frequency and size of wildfires in the region, including
historic brushfires in the City such as the La Tuna, Creek, and Skirball fires. Smaller
brush fires have also been accidentally started by brush clearance activities. Under
the direction of CalFire, the City determined the VHFHSZs within its jurisdiction, as
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defined in LAMC Sections 57.4908.1.1 through 57.4908.1.3. These VHFHSZs are
located in the hilly and mountainous areas in the communities of Baldwin Hills, Bel Air
Estates, Beverly Glen, Brentwood, Castellammare, Chatsworth, Eagle Rock, East Los
Angeles, Echo Park, El Sereno, Encino, Glassell Park, Granada Hills, Hollywood,
Lake View Terrace Los Angeles, Los Feliz, Montecito Heights, Monterey Hills, Mount
Olympus, Mount Washington, Pacific Palisades, Pacoima, Palisades Highland, Porter
Ranch, San Pedro, Shadow Hills, Sherman Oaks, Silver Lake, Studio City, Sunland,
Sun Valley, Sylmar, Tarzana, Tujunga, West Hills, Westwood, and Woodland Hills.
LAFD responds to fire emergencies, including wildfires and brush fires. The HMP
outlines the responsibilities of various City departments for providing emergency
public information regarding emergency alert and warning, notifications, evacuations,
and shelters.

3.20.3

Impact Analysis

a)
Would the project substantially impair an adopted emergency response plan or
emergency evacuation plan?
Reference: L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide (2006) (Section K.2); General Plan Safety
Element; CalFire Fire Hazard Severity Zones; Los Angeles Hazard Mitigation Plan.
Comment: A significant impact would occur if the project were to substantially impair
an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan.
Less than significant impact. While there are areas in the City that are susceptible
to wildfires (i.e., areas designated as VHFHSZ), the STAP and foreseeable City
projects would replace and provide new transit shelters/shade structures and sidewalk
amenities and future advertising displays and would not be located on roadway travel
lanes that would serve as emergency response routes or emergency evacuation
routes in the event of wildfires. While the transit shelters/shade structures and future
advertising displays would occupy sidewalk areas that may serve as access to or from
wildfire sites, adjacent sidewalk areas would still be available to provide access. It is
also expected that the required brush clearance activities and emergency planning by
LAFD are ongoing to limit the potential for wildfires in the City. As such, impacts to
emergency response and emergency evacuation would be less than significant. No
mitigation is required.
b)
Due to slope, prevailing winds, and other factors, would the project exacerbate
wildfire risks, and thereby expose project occupants to, pollutant concentrations from
a wildfire or the uncontrolled spread of a wildfire?
Reference: L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide (2006) (Section K.2); General Plan Safety
Element; CalFire Fire Hazard Severity Zones; Los Angeles Hazard Mitigation Plan.
Comment: A significant impact may occur if construction or operation of the project
exacerbates wildfire risks and thereby exposes project occupants to pollutant
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concentrations from a wildfire to a degree that would significantly affect the project
occupants.
Less than significant impact. While there are wildfire hazard areas in the City, STAP
program elements and future advertising displays would be designed and constructed
in accordance with the DPW standards, State Streets and Highways Code, and City
adopted policies and standards established by FHWA and American Association of
State Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO), and would not create fire
hazards or be flammable. They would also be located on sidewalk areas and not on
steep slopes or large brush areas that could exacerbate wildfire risks or contribute to
the spread of wildfire. Transit shelters/shade structures and future advertising displays
that are or would be located in or near wildfire hazard areas would be exposed to
wildfire hazards but would not increase these hazards. Impacts would be less than
significant, and no mitigation is required.
c)
Would the project require the installation or maintenance of associated
infrastructure (such as roads, emergency water sources, power lines or other utilities)
that may exacerbate fire risk or that may result in temporary or ongoing impacts to the
environment?
Reference: L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide (2006) (Section K.2); General Plan Safety
Element; CalFire Fire Hazard Severity Zones; Los Angeles Hazard Mitigation Plan.
Comment: A significant impact would occur if the proposed project required the
installation or maintenance of infrastructure that may exacerbate the fire risk or that
may result in temporary or ongoing impact to the environment.
Less than significant impact. While new and upgraded transit shelters/shade
structures and future advertising displays may be located in or near wildfire hazard
areas, the project does not propose the construction of new roads or the installation
of new power lines in any area, including those susceptible to wildfires. No emergency
water sources or other utilities are proposed as part of the STAP program elements
and future advertising displays. Power use by the transit shelters and sidewalk
amenities and future advertising displays would be obtained from existing power lines
or self-contained solar cells or solar roof panels. These electrical connections would
be constructed in accordance with the DPW standards, State Streets and Highways
Code, and City adopted policies and standards established by FHWA and AASHTO,
and would not create fire hazards. Impacts related to new infrastructure would be less
than significant, and no mitigation is required.
d)
Would the project expose people or structures to significant risks, including
downslope or downstream flooding or landslides, as a result of runoff, post-fire slope
instability, or drainage changes?
Reference: L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide (2006) (Section K.2); General Plan Safety
Element; CalFire Fire Hazard Severity Zones; Los Angeles Hazard Mitigation Plan.
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Comment: A significant impact would occur if the proposed project exposed people
or structures to significant risks, including downslope or downstream flooding or
landslides, as a result of runoff, post-fire slope instability, or drainage changes.
Less than significant impact. While there are areas in the City that are susceptible
to wildfires, STAP program elements and future advertising displays would be located
on sidewalk areas and not on steep slopes or large brush areas that are subject to
wildfires. They would also be designed and constructed in accordance with applicable
Structural, Seismic, Plumbing and Electrical Codes, and other specific City-adopted
policies and standards applicable to the public ROW, and would not contribute to
wildfire hazards. Wildfires that result in flooding or landslides from runoff, post-fire
slope instability, or drainage changes may affect the transit shelters/shade structures
and future advertising displays that are located nearby and downstream, as well as
pedestrians and transit users. However, the shelters/shade structures and future
advertising displays are open structures that would not expose people to wildfire risks
and would allow easy evacuation of pedestrians and transit users. Impacts would be
less than significant, and no mitigation is required.
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3.21 Mandatory Findings
Less Than
Potentially
Significant Less Than
Significant
With
Significant
Impact
Mitigation

No
Impact

a) Does the project have the potential
to substantially degrade the quality of
the environment, substantially reduce
the habitat of a fish or wildlife species,
cause a fish or wildlife population to
drop below self-sustaining levels,
threaten to eliminate a plant or animal
community, substantially reduce the
number or restrict the range of a rare
or endangered plant or animal or
eliminate important examples of the
major periods of California history or
prehistory?

☐

☐

☒

☐

b) Does the project have impacts that
are individually limited, but
cumulatively considerable?
(“cumulatively considerable” means
that the incremental effects of a project
are considerable when viewed in
connection with the effects of past
projects, the effects of other current
projects, and the effects of probable
future projects)?

☐

☒

☐

☐

c) Does the project have
environmental effects that will cause
substantial adverse effects on human
beings, either directly or indirectly?

☐

☒

☐

☐

3.21.1

Impact Analysis

a)
Does the project have the potential to substantially degrade the quality of the
environment, substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish
or wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant
or animal community, substantially reduce the number or restrict the range of a rare
or endangered plant or animal or eliminate important examples of the major periods
of California history or prehistory?
Reference: L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide (2006); City of Los Angeles General Plan
and Community Plans.
Comment: See Section 3.4 Biological Resources; Section 3.5, Cultural Resources;
and Section 3.18, Tribal Cultural Resources.
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Less than significant impact. As discussed in Sections 3.4, 3.5, and 3.18,
implementation of the STAP and future advertising displays would have the potential
for adverse but less than significant impacts, and compliance with existing regulations
as Project Design Features that will be incorporated into the project that would ensure
these impacts are less than significant. Ensured by the implementation of PDF-BIO-1
and PDF-BIO-2, the project would not substantially degrade the quality of the
environment, substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish
or wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant
or animal community, or substantially reduce the number or restrict the range of a rare
or endangered plant or animal. Also, with implementation of PDF-CUL-1 through PDFCUL-5, PDF-PAL-1 through PDF-PAL-2, and PDF-TCR-1, the project would be
ensured to not eliminate important examples of the major periods of California history
or prehistory. Impacts would be less than significant.
b)
Does the project have impacts that are individually limited, but cumulatively
considerable? (“cumulatively considerable” means that the incremental effects of a
project are considerable when viewed in connection with the effects of past projects,
the effects of other current projects, and the effects of probable future projects)?
Reference: L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide (2006); City of Los Angeles General Plan
and Community Plans.
Comment: Cumulative impacts are two or more individual effects that, when
considered together, are considerable or compounded and increase other
environmental impacts. These impacts may be analyzed by considering a list of past,
present, and possible future projects or through a summary of projections adopted in
a local, regional, or statewide plan. See Sections 3.1 through 3.20 for a discussion of
the project’s impacts by environmental issue.
Less than significant impact with mitigation incorporated. Implementation of the
STAP and future advertising displays, including construction and maintenance and
operations activities, would occur at 3,583 transit shelter/shade structure sites and
500 sidewalk locations throughout the City. The analysis of the project’s cumulative
impacts considers the long-term effects of the proposed project (i.e., over the 20-year
construction and maintenance period of the STAP) within the geographic boundaries
that are defined by the environmental issue under analysis. Because probable future
projects within the 20-year time frame are not known at this time, the cumulative
analysis relies on a summary of projections contained in an adopted local, regional,
or statewide plan, or related planning document. The most recent growth projections
are provided in the 2020-2045 RTP/SCS (see Table 3-27).
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Table 3-27. Growth Forecast for the City and County of Los Angeles
City of Los Angeles

County of Los Angeles

SCAG Region

2016

3,933,800

10,333,600*

18,832,000

2045

4,771,300

11,677,200

22,504,000

Growth**

0.73% per year

0.50% per year

0.67% per year

2016

1,367,000

3,409,500*

6,012,000

2045

1,793,000

4,124,500

7,633,000

Growth

1.07% per year

0.81% per year

0.93% per year

2016

1,848,300

4,826,600*

8,388,000

2045

2,135,900

5,382,200

10,049,000

Growth

0.54% per year

0.44% per year

0.68% per year

Population

Household

Employment

Notes: * - 2019 SCAG Estimates; ** - calculated annual increase

Source: SCAG, 2020.

These projections were initially provided by the local jurisdictions, which SCAG pulled
together into the RTP/SCS, and are used in the AQMP. Anticipated increases in
population, households, and employment in the City, County and SCAG region are
expected to be accompanied by the development of housing, retail and service
developments and businesses, places of employment and industry, public facilities
and service buildings, infrastructure, utility systems, roads, and other improvements
that would support the resident population and employment within the urban
environment. It is also noted that various City programs are being implemented to
improve City roadways and sidewalks, as part of the City’s Capital Improvement
Program, Sidewalk Repair Program, and other LABOE, LADOT and LADPW projects.
The cumulative impacts of future growth and these developments and public
infrastructure projects are considered with the impacts of the project. The analysis
below considers whether the project would result in a new significant cumulative
impact or make a considerable contribution to an already significant cumulative
impact.
Aesthetics. During the 20-year implementation period of the project, the City, County
and SCAG region are expected to grow through the addition of residences, new
commercial and industrial developments, as well as the new and improved public
facilities and infrastructure. Changes in the visual quality of the City and region are
expected to occur as new structures and infrastructure are constructed and existing
structures are altered/redeveloped. However, changes in views would be confined to
the viewshed of each viewer and would not be visible to all viewers and at all times.
Construction impacts would be short term and permanent changes in the visual quality
of sidewalks that would be affected by the project would be at dispersed 3,583 bus
stops and 500 sidewalk locations that would not be experienced by any one viewer.
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Also, changes in the visual quality of City streetscapes (including changes in views
from scenic highways and new sources of light and glare) are part of the existing urban
environment and project impacts are not expected to be cumulatively considerable.
Furthermore, as discussed in Section 2.4.5, as part of the proposed project, the City
would refresh/revitalize hundreds of existing transit shelters, incorporating public art
and design, and harnessing the creative energy of community stakeholders to ensure
the revitalized elements reflect unique neighborhood characteristics, which can
contribute to the long-term livability of a neighborhood and help create an increased
community visibility and cohesiveness. Thus, while cumulative changes in visual
quality would accompany increasing levels of urbanization in the region, STAP
program elements and future advertising displays are minor structures at scattered
locations that the project’s incremental contribution to cumulative impacts on
aesthetics would be less than significant.
Agriculture and Forestry. As discussed in Section 3.2, no impacts on agriculture and
forestry resources would occur with the project. Thus, STAP program elements and
future advertising displays would not contribute to cumulative impacts on this
resource.
Air Quality. The local and regional growth that would occur over the 20-year project
implementation period would increase both mobile and stationary emission sources
and contribute to the degradation of regional air quality and that may result in the
violation of an air quality standard or continued air quality violation in the South Coast
Air Basin, as well the exposure of sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant
concentrations. Existing SCAG, SCAQMD, and CARB regulatory programs, plans,
policies, and strategies and mitigation measures imposed on individual developments
and projects would help reduce air quality impacts and regional air pollution levels.
While basin-wide emissions could result in a significant cumulative impact on air
quality, the project itself would not exceed SCAQMD thresholds, which are set by
SCAQMD to account for an individual project’s contribution to other projects and
activities occurring throughout the South Coast Air Basin. Air emissions generated by
the proposed project would be temporary, including removal and reinstallation of
existing and placement of new transit shelters/shade structures and future advertising
displays and also to perform periodic routine maintenance. To the extent that the new
and rehabilitated transit shelters and amenities are designed for the increased comfort
and safety of the transit user so as to improve the existing transit riders' overall
experience, as well as attract new transit riders by offering an alternative to the
personal automobile, the project is expected to help reduce fuel usage and associated
air pollution. Therefore, the project would not result in a cumulatively considerable
contribution to a cumulative air quality impact within the context of the Basin-wide
impacts. Cumulative impacts on air quality would be less than significant.
Biological Resources. Local and regional growth occurring over the 20-year project
implementation period would have the potential to result in a loss of species and/or
habitats and natural communities and cumulative impacts on special-status species
would be cumulatively significant. Future development within the City would be subject
to all required laws, permits, ordinances, and plans to reduce impacts on biological
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resources, including the implementation of avoidance and minimization measures for
compliance with the ESA, CESA, CWA, MBTA and other regulations for biological
resource protection. Still, impacts on biological resources would be considered
cumulatively significant, especially where natural communities and habitats for
sensitive plant and animal species are disturbed. Because the project would be
located at sidewalk areas with no suitable habitat for sensitive species, it would not
contribute to cumulatively significant impacts. Also, PDF-BIO-1 would ensure the
avoidance of any impacts associated with construction activities that may affect
nearby mature trees or potential habitat for nesting birds. The project’s incremental
contribution to cumulative impacts on biological resources would be less than
significant.
Cultural Resources. Cumulatively significant impacts on cultural resources may
occur from the demolition or redevelopment of historically significant older structures,
ground disturbance into native soils that may have intact archaeological and
paleontological resources, tribal cultural resources, and the discovery of human
remains. While compliance with existing federal, State and local regulations would
reduce the impacts caused by future growth and development, the discovery of
unknown cultural resources has the potential for significant adverse impacts. The
analysis in Section 3.5 above considers the potential impacts on historic resources
and the discovery of unknown cultural and paleontological resources. In an
abundance of caution, PDF- CUL-1 through PDF-CUL-5 and PDF-PAL-1 through
PDF-PAL-2 would be implemented to ensure project impacts remain less than
significant on these resources. With the relatively small and scattered locations and
generally shallow excavation and ground disturbance from the project, cumulative
impacts on cultural resources would be less than significant.
Energy. Future growth and development would result in increasing demands for
energy in the form of fossil fuels, electricity, and natural gas. Private and public utility
companies are expected to meet demands through existing, new and alternative
energy sources but cumulative impacts are considered significant. When considered
with the energy demands of future growth and development in the City and the region,
the energy demands of the project would represent a minimal amount of the available
energy supplies and demand, as discussed in Section 3.6. Thus, the project’s
incremental contribution to cumulative impacts on energy would be less than
significant.
Geology and Soils. Future growth and development would be subject to geologic and
seismic hazards in the region. Since these hazards are highly dependent on
underlying soil conditions, they are site-specific and would not be considered
cumulative in nature. In addition, the project and new development and infrastructure
projects that would be constructed in the next 20 years would be located at scattered
locations throughout the City and SCAG region and would have to individually
implement measures for structural stability and integrity, as required by State and local
building laws and regulations. Thus, there is a potential for increased exposure to
geologic and seismic hazards, which may be considered cumulatively significant
impacts on geology and soils, but individual projects would implement measures to
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reduce these hazards and maintain public safety. The project does not propose
habitable structures and would not create or exacerbate a geologic or seismic hazard.
Therefore, its contribution to impacts related to geology and soils would not be
cumulatively considerable.
Greenhouse Gas Emissions. Local and regional growth would have the potential for
generating GHG emissions that would contribute to global climate change. Various
State, regional, and city governments have adopted Climate Action Plans and
regulations and programs to help minimize GHGs, but cumulative GHG emissions
impacts are expected to remain significant. The GHG impact analysis in Section 3.8
analyzed construction-related GHG emissions as part of total GHG emissions for the
project lifecycle, including GHG emissions during operational maintenance activities
and changes in carbon sequestration throughout the 30-year operational lifetime and
notes that the project would be consistent with GHG reduction plans and policies
adopted to meet the statewide GHG reduction targets. With the limited amount of
project-related GHG emissions (compared to City, State, and global GHG emissions)
and consistency with GHG reduction plans, the project’s incremental contribution to
cumulative GHG impacts is not considered cumulatively considerable. Cumulative
impacts would be less than significant.
Hazards and Hazardous Materials. Commercial and industrial developments
generally use hazardous materials or generate hazardous wastes that have the
potential to pose risks to public health and safety. However, there are numerous
federal, state, regional, and local regulations that address the identification and proper
transport, use, handling, storage, and disposal of hazardous materials and wastes,
along with required plans and procedures to implement in the event of a spill, fire, or
explosion that existing and future developments, facilities, and activities are required
to follow to protect public health and safety. Remediation of soil and groundwater
contamination under State oversight would also eliminate hazards from past land uses
and activities involving hazardous material spills. With compliance with various
regulations on the proper handling, use, storage and disposal of hazardous materials
and wastes for the safety of both construction and maintenance workers and the
general public, the project is not expected to generate hazardous emissions or wastes
during construction and maintenance activities that may pose hazards to pedestrians,
transit shelter users, and the public. Also, no other components of the project's
proposed construction or operational characteristics are known to have the potential
to create a significant hazard to the public. Consequently, its cumulative impacts
involving hazards and hazardous materials would be less than significant.
Hydrology and Water Quality. Future growth and development would alter existing
hydrology and water quality but mandatory compliance with NPDES permits and
implementation of BMPs to comply with applicable stormwater management
requirements for pollution prevention would ensure that future growth and
development do not degrade surface and groundwater quality; create flood hazards;
or expose people and structures to inundation. Project compliance with these same
regulations would reduce temporary hydrology and water quality impacts during
construction, installation, and maintenance of the transit shelters/shade structures and
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future advertising displays; and impacts would not be cumulatively considerable. In
addition, limited changes in surface hydrology or groundwater supply and recharge
would occur with the project as the transit shelters/shade structures and future
advertising displays would be located on sidewalk areas and would not increase
impervious surfaces. Therefore, the project would not contribute to cumulatively
significant impacts on hydrology and water quality and its cumulative impacts would
be less than significant.
Land Use and Planning. While future developments may have the potential to create
barriers to established communities, the project would only introduce shelters/shade
structures and future advertising displays at sidewalk areas and would not divide
nearby communities. Future developments would be evaluated for compliance with
land use plans, policies and programs as part of the permitting process, and individual
conditions imposed to avoid conflicts with applicable plans and policies. Similarly, the
project would implement PDF-LU-1 to ensure the project would not conflict with
applicable City land use plans and regulations. Thus, STAP program elements and
future advertising displays would not have a significant impact and would not make a
considerable contribution to any cumulative impact on land use and planning.
Cumulative impacts on land use and planning would be less than significant.
Mineral Resources. As discussed in Section 3.12, STAP program elements and
future advertising displays would use a minor amount of the mineral resources for
construction and maintenance activities. Less than significant impacts on mineral
resources of value to the State or City would occur; and the project would not
contribute to the depletion of these resources. The project’s incremental contribution
to cumulative impacts on mineral resources would be considered less than significant.
Noise. While noise and vibration impacts are location specific, future growth and
development in the City, County and SCAG region would increase ambient noise
levels from stationary and mobile sources during construction, operation,
maintenance, use, and/or occupancy of new structures and infrastructure and
adversely affect noise-sensitive land uses. There are no known past, current, or
reasonably foreseeable projects that would overlap temporally and geographically
with the proposed project in a manner that would cause noise or vibration impacts to
be cumulatively considerable. While future developments would have the potential to
increase ambient noise levels in the City, the project itself would only result in
temporary construction noise and vibration and intermittent maintenance noise
impacts at scattered locations. The incorporation of mitigation measure NOI-1 will
ensure that STAP program elements and future advertising displays would not
adversely affect noise sensitive land uses at individual construction sites and would
not contribute to the ambient noise environment in a significant manner.
Using the lowest average measured ambient noise levels of 61 dBA to represent the
worst-case analysis scenario, the expected construction noise level for two
simultaneous construction activities closer than 350 feet are expected to exceed the
10-dB over ambient threshold for construction noise. Therefore, this minimum
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separation distance is recommended to avoid the overall construction noise levels of
the two activities from cumulatively affecting the ambient noise levels.
Since two similar construction activities occurring simultaneously within 350 feet of
each other may cumulatively affect the overall ambient noise levels at nearby noise
sensitive receptors, the project would implement MFS-NOI-1 to avoid the scheduling
of transit shelter improvements and future advertising displays within 350 feet of other
sidewalk and roadway improvement projects to reduce cumulative noise impacts on
adjacent noise sensitive land uses. The project’s incremental contribution to
cumulative noise and vibration impacts would be less than significant after mitigation.
MFS-NOI-1: The contractor shall coordinate the schedules for the removal or
installation of transit shelter improvements and advertising displays
within 350 feet of other sidewalk and roadway improvements under
construction to avoid cumulatively affecting the same noise-sensitive
receptors.
Population and Housing. As discussed in Section 3.14, STAP program elements
and future advertising displays would not increase the population of the City nor result
in the displacement of residents and households. Thus, it would not have an impact
on either population or housing resources within the City, County or region.
Accordingly, no cumulative impacts on population and housing would occur with the
project.
Public Services. Increases in population and new structures due to future growth and
development in the region would increase demands for public services, including fire
protection, police protection, school services, parks, libraries and other public facilities.
As State, regional, and local governments provided these services to acceptable
levels to meet demand, it is anticipated that cumulative impacts would be less than
significant with compliance with fire prevention regulations and as new facilities and
augmented services are provided by service agencies and providers. The project may
have a periodic need for fire protection and police protection services but is not
expected to require additional public facilities and would not create a demand for
schools, parks and libraries. Thus, its incremental contribution to cumulative impacts
on public services would be less than significant.
Recreation. Future growth and development would bring in residents to the SCAG
region that would generate a direct demand for parks and recreation facilities. The
project itself would not contribute to this demand. Research suggests that the
provision of better transit stops, including enhanced shelters and associated
amenities, in ensuring a safer and more comfortable environment for its users, can
encourage ridership and improve the transit experience by making the wait for the
next bus easier to endure. Accordingly, it is expected that over time the placement of
new or upgraded STAP transit shelters/shade structures and sidewalk amenities
would play a positive role, albeit incremental, in promoting greater public access to
the City's many dispersed recreational facilities and activity centers ranging from the
beaches to Griffith Park, and hundreds of parks, playgrounds, swimming pools, golf
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courses, skateparks, and recreation centers. The project would have no adverse
impacts on recreation; thus, it would not contribute to cumulative impacts on this
resource.
Transportation. Future growth and development is expected to increase vehicle,
transit, bikeway and sidewalk use. Increases in vehicle miles travelled and traffic
volumes on streets and freeways would add to traffic congestion and degraded levels
of service at roadway segments and intersections. At the same time, roadway
improvements and alternative transportation projects would reduce congestion and
improve service levels. Still, cumulative traffic and transportation impacts would be
considered significant. As discussed in Section 3.17, the number of vehicle trips
associated with construction and maintenance activities for the proposed project are
not expected to substantially affect roadway and intersection volumes and operations.
Implementation of the STAP is intended to improve the delivery of shelter, shade,
safety, and comfort to its users. One of the residual benefits of providing such services
is to make transit use a more desirable option over time, by contributing in some small
part in offering an attractive alternative, at least to some destinations, to driving a
single-occupant automobile, and thereby, helping to reduce vehicle traffic volumes.
Implementation of MFS-NOI-1 would also avoid cumulative construction traffic
impacts at any one sidewalk location. The project would have no cumulatively
significant traffic impacts during construction or operation of the project. The project’s
incremental contribution to cumulative impacts on transportation would be less than
significant.
Tribal Cultural Resources. Ground disturbance and excavation associated with new
development and projects in the City and region would have the potential to disturb
undiscovered buried TCRs, which would be a significant cumulative impact.
Compliance with AB 52 and consultations with local tribes would reduce individual
impacts. Still, impacts on TCRs are considered to be cumulatively significant. The
project would implement PDF-TCR-1 to ensure impacts on TCRs would be avoided
that may be found in native soils underlying the transit shelter/shade structure sites
and sidewalk locations for future advertising displays during excavation activities for
construction of the project. This would reduce the project’s incremental contribution to
cumulative impacts on TCRs. Cumulative impacts on TCRs would be less than
significant.
Utilities and Service Systems. Future growth and development would generate
demands for water supply and service, wastewater treatment and disposal, storm
drainage, solid waste collection and disposal, power and natural gas supplies and
telecommunication services. Since private and public entities provide the necessary
resources, infrastructure, and services to meet demands, it is anticipated that
cumulative impacts would be less than significant with their provision of
expanded/improved utility infrastructure and services. As discussed in Section 3.19,
STAP program elements and future advertising displays would not create substantive
new demands for utilities and service systems but would instead primarily rely on the
existing infrastructure and resource networks. The project’s incremental contribution
to cumulative impacts on utilities and service systems would be less than significant.
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Wildfire. Increases in population due to future growth and development could
increase the number of wildfire events and, at the same time, would be exposed to
wildfire hazards in the region as new structures are built in and near wildfire hazard
areas. Compliance with State and local regulations for fire prevention and construction
requirements in and near these areas would reduce hazards but cumulative impacts
are expected to be significant. Transit shelters/shade structures and future advertising
displays that would be located in or near wildfire hazard areas would be exposed to
wildfire hazards but would not increase these hazards. Emergency access to or from
wildfire areas at sidewalk areas would still be available. The project’s contribution to
cumulative impacts involving wildfire would be less than significant.
In summary, while some project impacts would not be cumulatively considerable in
nature, other impacts would incrementally contribute to cumulatively significant
impacts from future growth and development in the City and region. With
implementation of the Project Design Features and mitigation measure NOI-1, as
provided under Sections 3.1 through 3.20 and MFS-NOI-1, the project’s incremental
contribution to cumulative impacts would be less than significant.
c)
Does the project have environmental effects that will cause substantial adverse
effects on human beings, either directly or indirectly?
Reference: L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide (2006).
Comment: See Sections 3.1 through 3.20 above for a discussion of significant
impacts by environmental issue.
Less than significant impact with mitigation incorporated. The STAP and future
advertising displays would have potentially significant impacts related to noise.
However, with implementation of mitigation measures NOI-1 and MFS-NOI-1, impacts
would be less than significant.
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4.0

MITIGATION MEASURES

Aesthetics
Impacts would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required.
Agriculture and Forestry
No impacts would occur, and no mitigation is required.
Air Quality
Impacts would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required.
Biological Resources
Impacts would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required.
Cultural Resources
Impacts would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required.
Energy
Impacts would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required.
Geology and Soils
Impacts would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required.
Greenhouse Gas Emissions
Impacts would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required.
Hazards and Hazardous Materials
Impacts would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required.
Hydrology and Water Quality
Impacts would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required.
Land Use and Planning
Impacts would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required.
Mineral Resources
No impacts would occur, and no mitigation is required.
Noise
NOI-1: At project construction sites when noise levels may approach or exceed City
noise criteria, such that if there are noise sensitive receptors closer than 75
feet or when receptors with existing ambient noise levels of 68 dBA and lower

Sidewalk and Transit Amenities Program

247

October 2021
MND - 257

INITIAL STUDY
BUREAU OF ENGINEERING – BUREAU OF STREET SERVICES

are located within 120 feet of project construction activity, the following noise
abatement measures or combination thereof shall be implemented to reduce
noise levels from construction activities to be below 10 dBA over ambient
levels:
● Construction or use of temporary construction noise barriers, enclosures,
or sound blankets
● Use of low noise, low vibration, low emission-generating construction
equipment (e.g., [quieter] Tier 4 engines), as needed
● Maintenance of mufflers and ancillary noise abatement equipment
● Scheduling high noise-producing activities during periods that are least
sensitive when most people are at work during daytime hours
● Routing construction-related truck traffic away from noise-sensitive areas
● Reducing construction vehicle speeds
If noise complaints due to construction activities should arise, construction
noise monitoring may be needed to document the ambient noise levels and
further analyze the area where the complaint occurred to determine which of
the above recommendations specifically may be needed, if any. This would
be site specific and dependent on the specific construction activity and the
degrees of exceedances. Construction hours may need to be amended when
using the loudest equipment, such as jackhammers. If a hoe ram attachment
for either a backhoe or skid steer is used in place of hand-use jackhammers,
vibration monitoring might be needed during instances of sidewalk removal
where there is an adjoining structure next to the sidewalk which is to be
removed.
Population and Housing
No impacts would occur, and no mitigation is required.
Public Services
Impacts would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required.
Recreation
No impacts would occur, and no mitigation is required.
Transportation
Impacts would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required.
Tribal Cultural Resources
Impacts would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required.
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Utilities and Service Systems
Impacts would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required.
Wildfire
Impacts would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required.
Mandatory Findings of Significance
MFS-NOI-1: The contractor shall coordinate the schedules for the removal or
installation of transit shelter improvements and advertising displays
within 350 feet of other sidewalk and roadway improvements under
construction to avoid cumulatively affecting the same noise-sensitive
receptors.
With implementation of the mitigation measures listed above, project impacts would
be less than significant.
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5.0

PREPARATION AND CONSULTATION

5.1

Preparers

Parsons
Anne Kochaon, Program Manager
Josephine Alido, AICP, Principal Planner/Task Manager
Greg King, QA/QC Manager
Angela Schnapp, Principal Project Manager
Nak Kim, PE, Principal Traffic Engineer
Thanh Luc, Noise Specialist/Manager
Jason Ogden, Senior Noise Control Specialist
Jeff Lormand, RLA, Landscape Architect/Visual and Aesthetic Specialist
Katherine Ryan, Environmental Planner, GIS Specialist
Elizabeth Koos, Editor
Terry Hayes and Associates
Anders Sutherland, Senior Environmental Scientist
Paleo Solutions
Evelyn Chandler, RPA, Cultural Resources Specialist
Courtney Richards, Paleontologist
Katherine Padilla and Associates
Katherine Padilla, President, Public Outreach Manager
Lorena Hernandez, Project Manager

5.2

Coordination and Consultation

City of Los Angeles BOE, EMG
Norman Mundy, Environmental Supervisor II
City of Los Angeles Bureau of Street Services, Engineering Services Division
Lance Oishi, Contract Administrator
Audrey Netsawang, Project Assistant
California Native American Heritage Commission
Native American Consultations
Fernandeño/Tataviam Band of Mission Indians
Gabrieleño Band of Mission Indians – Kizh Nation
Gabrielino Tongva Indians of California Tribal Council
Gabrielino/Tongva Nation
Gabrielino-Tongva Tribe
Gabrielino/Tongva San Gabriel Band of Mission Indians
LA City/County Native American Indian Commission
San Fernando Band of Mission Indians
Soboba Band, Luiseno Indians
Ti’At Society/Inter Tribal Council of Pimu
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6.0

DETERMINATION – RECOMMENDED ENVIRONMENTAL
DOCUMENTATION

6.1

Summary

The analysis in this Initial Study and the supporting technical reports indicate that the
STAP and future advertising displays associated with foreseeable City projects would
potentially result in significant adverse environmental impacts on noise during
construction. These impacts can be mitigated to less than significant levels with
implementation of mitigation measures (NOI-1 and MFS-NOI-1). With incorporation of
these mitigation measures into the project, an MND may be adopted by the City in
compliance with CEQA.

6.2

Recommendation Environmental Documentation

The City intends to adopt an MND prior to a decision on the project.
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Norman Mundy, Environmental Management Group, Bureau of Engineering
Lance Oishi, Engineering Services Division, Bureau of Street Services
Audrey Netsawang, Engineering Services Division, Bureau of Street Services
Department of Public Works, City of Los Angeles
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Jeff Lormand, Registered Landscape Architect, Parsons

Date:

October 12, 2021

Re:

Sidewalk and Transit Amenities Program
Aesthetics and Visual Impact Analysis

1.0

PURPOSE AND ORGANIZATION OF THIS MEMO

The purpose of this memorandum is to document the results of the analysis of
Aesthetics and Visual Impacts as it relates to the potential environmental impacts
associated with construction and operation of the proposed Sidewalk and Transit
Amenities Program (STAP) and future projects that may be allowed under the
proposed changes to the Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC) (collectively, the
project). In addition, this memo will support the findings of the Initial Study that will be
prepared to identify the appropriate environmental document for the project, in
compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the State CEQA
Guidelines.

2.0

PROJECT LOCATION AND SETTING

The City of Los Angeles (the City) covers approximately 468.7 square miles and is
generally located at the southwestern section of Los Angeles County. Public transit
services in the City are provided by the Los Angeles County Metropolitan
Transportation Authority (Metro), City of Los Angeles Department of Transportation
(LADOT), Southern California Railroad Authority (SCRRA or Metrolink), and bus
services from adjacent cities. Current inventory indicated that there are 1,884 existing
transit shelters in the City, which are located at scattered bus stop locations that are
used by Metro, LADOT DASH and Commuter Express, Culver City, Santa Monica Big
Blue Bus, and other regional and municipal bus operators.
Approximately 21 percent (63,888 acres) of all land in the City is developed as streets,
storm drainage channels, utility facilities, and reservoirs. The City currently maintains
an inventory of 1,884 transit shelters, 197 public amenity kiosks, 6 vending kiosks,
and 14 automated public toilets as part of its Coordinated Street Furniture Program
(CSFP). Table 1 provides an inventory of these facilities. At the direction of the Los
Angeles City Council, the CSFP is entirely funded by revenue from advertising panels
at most existing program furniture locations.
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Table 1. CSFP Inventory
Structures and Facilities
Transit Shelters with advertising
Transit Shelters without advertising
Rapid Bus Shelters
Los Angeles Neighborhood Initiative (LANI) Non-Advertising Shelters
Total Transit Shelters
Public Amenity Kiosks
Vending Kiosks
Total Advertising Panels (with 13% for public service programs)
Automatic Public Toilets (APTs; owned/operated by a private firm)1
Source: StreetsLA, 2021.

3.0

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

3.1

Project Objectives

Number
1,667
123
52
42
1,884
197
6
3,679
14

The STAP would be implemented by the Department of Public Works Bureau of Street
Services (StreetsLA) and would provide shelter, shade, safety, and comfort to the
City's transit riders, active transportation users, and pedestrians. The program would
support public transit and shared use of the sidewalk; improve transit information and
public service delivery; be a self-sustaining program through reinvestment of
advertising revenues to improve access and mobility; and create a dynamic program
that incorporates flexibility and collaboration with other City goals and programs.
These goals would be achieved through the efficient delivery of enhanced program
elements and active management by the City.
The primary objectives of the STAP include the following:
● Promote and expand the use of transit, active transportation, and shared
mobility by improving the quality and technological capability of associated
physical program elements, such as transit shelters, kiosks, and other
amenities
● Improve the intrinsic design qualities of street furniture and other public rightof-way infrastructure and streetscapes on a city-wide basis
● Provide public benefits to help strengthen neighborhoods while facilitating an
economically and physically sustainable project
● Foster a public-private collaborative approach to provide expanded and more
equitable public services, regular STAP equipment maintenance, and revenue
to the City using commercial advertising opportunities

1.

APTs are currently considered an option for inclusion in the proposed STAP but they are not a mandatory
component of the incoming program. The City is considering its options to pursue a separate public toilet
program. Were the City to create a stand-alone public toilet program, the current APT inventory would be
included as part of that program and would not be part of STAP.
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3.2

Siting Parameters

The selection of sites for all STAP inventory, including the STAP Shelter Revitalization
Program, would be guided by the goal to provide shelter, shade, safety, and comfort
to the maximum number of transit riders, the users of active transportation, and
pedestrians through a program that is sustained by revenue generated from
advertising on the program elements. The physical placement of functional street
furniture in locations where advertising space can generate the most revenue is of
secondary importance. Through the STAP, the City intends to set a high standard for
the use of public space through the use of well-designed, functional furniture and
digital displays that transform City streets into welcoming, vital streetscapes.
Placement of the STAP project elements would be guided by the City's overarching goals
for the program, recommendations of the City Council, the criteria identified below, as
well as requests from members of the public, private landowners, and developers. The
decision making for determining site locations, therefore, is part of an iterative process.
Generally, STAP project elements would be sited according to street designation, zoning,
and adjacent land uses, as provided in Table 2. However, the placement of program
elements in areas with historic, scenic, sensitive resource, or other special designations
may require special approvals and/or cooperative agreements.
As shown, proposed transit shelters with or without advertising displays would be
generally confined to the City’s commercial, industrial, parking, and open space areas;
no transit shelters with or without advertising displays would be constructed or
replaced under this program along the frontage of properties on Hillside Limited
Streets, Hillside Local Streets, designated federal and State Scenic Highways, and
the frontages of properties in One-Family Residential zones.
It is the City’s intent to prioritize and designate locations for the installation of transit
shelters to ensure their equitable distribution while working towards achieving the City
Council's express goal of having a minimum of 75 percent of transit boardings within
each of the 15 Council Districts made from a location with a transit shelter.
The transit shelter roll-out process will be guided by a data- and equity-driven priority
criteria developed in partnership with the Los Angeles County Metropolitan
Transportation Authority (LACMTA) and organizations dedicated to improving access
for people with disabilities and seniors, as well as environmental and transit advocacy
and community-based organizations. Data utilized in prioritization of roll out locations
are as follows:
● High transit ridership
● Exposure to heat (heat data generated by the Trust for Public Land)
● Metro's Equity Focus Communities (based upon minority populations, lowincome households, and zero-vehicle households)
● Proximity to trip generators, key destinations, service facilities, and low
frequency bus routes that indicate long wait times
● Specific site conditions, especially the ability to receive relocated or new STAP
shelters
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Table 2. Transit Shelter Zoning Siting Parameters

RS

MR1,
M1,
MR2,
M2,
M3

P, PB

Open Space

CR, C1,
C1.5,
C2, C4,
C5, CM

Parking

R2, RD1.5,
RD2, RD3,
RD4, RD5,
RD6, RMP,
RW2, R3,
RAS3, R4,
RAS4, R5

Manufacturing

Commercial

R1, RU,
RZ2.5,
RZ3,
RZ4,
RW1

One-Family
Residential
(RS Only)

A1,
A2,
RA

RE40,
RE20,
RE15,
RE11,
RE9

Multi-Family
Residential

Corresponding Zones

One-Family
Residential

S/W
Width

Residential
Estate

R/W
Width

Agriculture

General Zoning/Land-Use

OS, PF,
SL

Major Arterial (Major Highway)
Boulevard I

136'

18'

Boulevard II

110'

15'

Avenue I

100'

15'

Avenue II

86'

15'

Avenue III

72'

13'

Collector

66'

13'

Industrial Collector

68'

10'

Industrial Local
Local Street Standard

64'

10'

60'

12'

Local St. - Limited

50'

10'

Hillside Collector

50'

5'

Hillside Local

44'

4'

Secondary Highway

Non-Arterial Streets

Hillside Streets
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Table 2. Transit Shelter Zoning Siting Parameters

Hillside Limited

36'

RS

MR1,
M1,
MR2,
M2,
M3

Open Space

CR, C1,
C1.5,
C2, C4,
C5, CM

Parking

R2, RD1.5,
RD2, RD3,
RD4, RD5,
RD6, RMP,
RW2, R3,
RAS3, R4,
RAS4, R5

Manufacturing

Commercial

R1, RU,
RZ2.5,
RZ3,
RZ4,
RW1

One-Family
Residential
(RS Only)

A1,
A2,
RA

RE40,
RE20,
RE15,
RE11,
RE9

Multi-Family
Residential

Corresponding Zones

One-Family
Residential

S/W
Width

Residential
Estate

R/W
Width

Agriculture

General Zoning/Land-Use

P, PB

OS, PF,
SL

4'

Other Public Rights-of-Way
One-Way Service Rd

26'-32'

Bi-Direction Svc Rd

34'-42'

10'

N/A

N/A

Pedestrian Malls

10'

City Scenic Highway
Federal/State Scenic Highway*
Legend
Not Allowed
Limited Allowance

No shelters/advertising displays allowed in front of properties.**
No shelters/advertising displays allowed next to one-family dwellings; shelters with/without advertising displays may be allowed
elsewhere.**

Allowed

Shelters/advertising page 5page displays allowed
Notes:
In all cases, shelters/advertising displays only allowed if site has sufficient space to facilitate installation in compliance with the City's Proposed Guidelines for
Accessible Rights-of-Way and PROWAG, including frontage or service road islands, bus islands, and designated bus stop zones within public rights-of-way
* Refers to Officially Designated State Scenic Highways
** Shelters with/without advertising displays may be allowed on side yards and reverse frontage (back yards) of one-family dwelling units facing streets with
different classifications. Example: one-family dwelling unit on a Local St - Standard with reverse frontage on an Avenue II.
R/W – right-of-way; S/W – sidewalk; N/A – not applicable; ‘ – feet
Source: StreetsLA, 2021.
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Please note that the possible shelter locations for future upgrades shown in the
interactive map on the STAP website are preliminary locations based on the equity
data above but would be further refined based on specific site conditions, especially
the ability to receive relocated or new STAP shelters, the level of site rehabilitation
required, and applicable City regulations (e.g., Specific Plans and overlay districts).
Following the assignment of priority rankings on a citywide basis based on the
combination of above factors, the ranked bus stops will be reviewed in relation to City
Council District boundaries with the goal of deploying new or upgraded shelters at the
highest ranked locations within each Council District. Once the 75 percent Council
District goal is reached, additional shelter sites will be selected based on the
established criteria indicating the highest rank prioritized locations citywide and
specific requests for transit shelters by City offices, Neighborhood Councils, or
constituents. Other program elements can be placed to serve advertiser demand
when space and inventory allow through a collaborative site selection process. The
City Council may reject proposed locations for placement of STAP program elements
and suggest alternate locations. The ultimate determination of STAP element
locations, however, resides with the Los Angeles Board of Public Works.

3.3

Project Implementation Features

Site construction and deployment of the transit shelters under STAP are anticipated
to occur over a 3- to upwards of a six-year time span, from 2022-2024 or 2027
depending upon the negotiated terms of the final contract. Maintenance and operation
of all transit shelters, existing and new, would be the responsibility of the contractor
for 10 years with 2 potential 5-year extensions, in accordance with the agreements
with the City. In summary, the program implementation would include the following
activities:
●
●
●
●

Dismantling and removing existing transit shelters and amenities
Refresh a number existing shelters and constructing new transit shelters
Maintaining the revitalized and new transit shelters
Installation of urban panels2 and placemaking kiosks at or within the vicinity of
the transit shelters

Installation of other optional program elements at or within the vicinity of the transit
shelters
STAP's program elements would comply with all applicable Structural, Seismic,
Plumbing, and Electrical Codes, and other specific City-adopted policies and
standards applicable to the public right of way. This includes compliance with
Department of Public Works Standard Specifications, Standard Specifications for
Public Works Construction, City amendments to the Standard Specifications for Public
Works Construction (Brown Book), and various Standard Plans.

2

Urban panels are digital displays that are positioned on the street level to be viewed by pedestrians
and vehicular traffic.
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Approximately 1,116 new transit shelters would be constructed at designated
locations, at existing bus stops without transit shelters, and the existing 1,884 transit
shelters would be replaced. Additionally, approximately 664 of the existing transit
shelters would be removed, refurbished and relocated to bus stops that do not
currently have shelters during the initial program year(s), with most expected to be
eventually replaced with new shelters. However, approximately 20 percent of these
664 relocated shelters (or 133 shelters) may remain at the new locations throughout
the STAP rollout process and would not be replaced with new shelters. This would
possibly increase new shelters to be constructed at approximately 1,249 locations for
a total new transit shelter construction at approximately 3,133 sites. In addition, 450
shade structures may also be placed at bus stops where it is not practical to install a
transit shelter. A total of approximately 3,583 transit shelters and shade structures
would be installed under STAP.
The dimension of each new structure would be approximately 5 feet wide, 14–20 feet
long, and 9 feet tall, with placemaking kiosks up to 16 feet tall. It would be equipped
with seating, illumination for security and safety, and provide a separate stand-alone
litter/recyclable receptacle.
Construction and installation of each new transit shelter would include any
combination of the following activities:
● Installation of refurbished and renewed transit shelter or a new transit shelter
at a bus stop that previously had a shelter or amenities
● Installation of refurbished and renewed transit shelter or a new transit shelter
at a location that did not previously have a shelter or amenities
● The following program elements may be provided in the area adjacent to the
shelter canopy:
o Litter/recycling receptacles, digital displays, interactive information kiosks,
vending kiosks, urban panels, placemaking kiosks, and eLockers
● Any of the following elements may also be incorporated within, or in the vicinity
of transit shelters:
o Shade structures; docks and/or corrals for scooters or bicycles; bollards;
pillars; traffic barriers; electric vehicle charging stations3; hydration stations;
handwashing stations or hand sanitizer dispensers; cooling stations; public
Wi-Fi and Broadband 5G; charging ports or stations; public art and features
that reflect local and/or architectural history
● Sidewalk reconstruction related to the installation of new or replacement transit
shelters4, including fixing broken concrete, cracks, and making required
3
4

Electric vehicle charging stations would be incompatible with bus stop zones where no-parking is
allowed; but may be a program feature provided away from/outside of bus stop zones.
The STAP will not be making comprehensive sidewalk repairs throughout a bus stop zone. ADA
related sidewalk reconstruction in particular, will be limited to the area immediately beneath the
transit shelter, transition areas needed to access the ADA-compliant area beneath a transit shelter,
and an ADA-compliant Pedestrian Access Route (PAR) from the waiting area beneath a transit
shelter to the ADA-compliant 5-foot by 8-foot boarding/alighting area adjacent to the bus stop sign
post. Sidewalk panels disturbed by transit shelter installations will likely be repaired replaced but
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accessibility improvements, such as cross-slope work for Americans with
Disabilities Act (ADA) compliance
● Minor utility work, such as underground or overhead utility connections may be
required
Each of the new and updated shelters would be equipped with a canopy, a bench,
and a litter receptacle with the size of the canopy varied. The City intends to
incorporate various amenities as part of STAP to take advantage of expanding
innovations in transit and smart technology, including customized automated digitized
advertising panels, some of which may be interactive with the capability of providing
wayfinding, real-time bus arrival and other public information. Media panels,
approximately 4.5 feet by 2 feet wide and 8 feet tall, would each have two display
panels containing a combination of digital graphics and/or static printed commercial
advertising; wayfinding, bus arrival, or other public services message content that may
either be incorporated into the transit shelter or installed as separate, stand-alone
structures. Newsstand vending kiosks, public amenity and placemaking kiosks, and
urban panels may be included as part of the project. Installation of transit shelters and
associated amenities may require sidewalk reconstruction. Examples of proposed
transit shelters are shown in Figure 1.
Intermittent lane closure or curb restrictions would be required over the approximately
2.5 days required to install shelters. No streets would be completely closed to
vehicular traffic during the transit stop/shelter installation process, but traffic flag
persons and/or devices may need to be in place during the installation period to protect
vehicles, bicycles, and pedestrians if adequate width for deployment of the equipment
is not otherwise available. All construction vehicles, except for backhoes, skid steers
and portable toilets, would be removed daily from the construction site location. Bus
stops would need to be temporarily relocated or suspended. No permanent parking
impacts are anticipated.
Where possible, STAP elements are intended to enhance or take advantage of tree
canopies that provide natural shade and shelter. No trees are proposed to be removed
with implementation of the STAP program elements under most instances. However,
there may be situations where tree root pruning that is required to make sidewalk
repairs necessary to achieve ADA compliance may destabilize an existing street tree
beyond a reasonable level of liability and thus, may likely require the removal of such
tree to minimize public safety risks and to bring liability levels down to an acceptable
level. When the installation of a transit shelter brings with it the possibility that a street
tree may have to be removed, the contractor would have to comply with existing City
regulations, including the need for a street tree removal permit from the Board of
Public Works; public notification of the proposed removal of three or more street trees;
a Board of Public Works public hearing for consideration of removal of three or more
street trees at a specific address; and provision of replacement trees on a 2:1 basis
with 24-inch box size tree stock to be watered for a minimum 3-year period.

the scope of additional sidewalk repairs beyond that will be reviewed and determined on a case by
case basis depending upon the ability of the City to cover the costs of such work.
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Figure 1: Examples of proposed transit shelters (larger above, smaller below)
(Photos taken during Demonstration of Technologies organized by StreetsLA in July 2021)
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As part of the City's Green New Deal, StreetsLA began to add cooling features, trees
and more shade at bus stops in October 2019. A coordinated effort between the STAP
program and other City efforts to achieve the Green New Deal goals would be
undertaken.
Implementation of STAP would comply with the pertinent City's ordinances related to
lighting. All transit shelters would come equipped with evening hour security lighting
to illuminate passenger waiting areas beneath canopies. Shelter roofs may be
equipped with solar panels or green roofs in limited quantities depending on need
and/or appropriateness. Other optional shelter features may include free Wi-Fi,
charging ports or stations, and possibly cooling systems.
Motion on digital screens would not be allowed and limitations would be placed on
their brightness, with the flip time on STAP digital screens being no more frequent
than every 10 seconds, allowing for a maximum of 6 ads/messages over a 60-second
cycle, and illumination levels that do not exceed 4.0 lux over the ambient light levels.
Digital elements would have ENERGY STAR ratings for efficiency with LED screens.
These devices must automatically control their brightness in response to the time of
day and sunlight. All digital elements of STAP would also be controlled through a
Content Management System, which would automatically adjust the brightness of
specific devices by location to accommodate community standards.
Maintenance of all of the program transit shelters and other amenities would be
performed by the contractor on an on-going basis over the 10-year period. The
activities would include any combination of the following:
● Cleaning of shelters, associated program elements, and sidewalk area on a
regularly scheduled (generally twice per week) and emergency basis, including
use of power-washing equipment
● Removal or abatement of graffiti and/or stickers
● Abatement of etching to the highest degree possible
● Litter and recyclable collection and disposal
● Shelter repair work, including fixing broken ad panels, inoperable lights, shelter
structures, benches, litter receptacles, and other program elements
● Minor utility repair, such as replacing light elements, fuses, and utility box
repairs
● Periodic re-painting or re-coating of transit shelters and their related
components
Maintenance of all STAP elements would be performed in accordance with
performance based contract maintenance standards that takes into account historical
data, including public comments and complaints received by the City's 311 Center,
STAP web forms, crowd-sourced information, and data collected by StreetsLA's Asset
Management Program.
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3.4

Changes to the Los Angeles Municipal Code

In addition to the transit shelter improvements under STAP, the City is proposing
changes to Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC) Sections 67.01 and 67.02, which
would modify the type of advertising structures allowed in the right-of-way, in order to
effectuate portions of the STAP program and potentially authorize the consideration
of other projects in the future.
While CEQA does not require the lead agency to speculate on the potential impact of
a project, it does generally require a lead agency to evaluate the potential impacts of
future development under a new regulatory regime if there is substantial evidence in
the record that such future development is reasonably foreseeable. Based on the
available knowledge and reasonable investigation, the City conservatively estimates
that the potential projects listed below may occur in the future; however, any such
approval in the future, if approved at all, will be subject to all applicable laws, including
future CEQA analysis and all other City code and permitting requirements.
●
●
●
●
●

Los Angeles Tourism and Convention Board (LATCB) Information Kiosks
LADOT Mobility Hubs
Metro Bikeshare
LADOT Blue LA Electric Vehicle Charging Stations
Bureau of Street Lighting Advertising on Street Lighting Assets

Based on these potentially foreseeable projects, it is estimated that future advertising
displays would be installed at approximately 500 sidewalk locations between 2022
and 2024, or as many as 167 sites per year (concurrent with the STAP rollout period).
For impact analysis purposes, these foreseeable advertising displays are being
considered in the impact analysis of the proposed project using the same construction
assumption as is being used for the transit shelter installation.

4.0

EXISTING CONDITIONS

The visual character of the City is defined by public views of natural features, such as
topography/terrain, ocean, open space, trees and vegetation, and, particularly within
urbanized areas, the built environment, including streets, buildings, and major
infrastructure forms a substantial visual presence.
While the City of Los Angeles has a relatively flat terrain, the Santa Monica Mountains
(along the western boundaries of the City), San Gabriel Mountains (around the
northern boundaries of the City), Santa Susana Mountains (north of the Santa Monica
Mountains), and Baldwin Hills (located southwest of downtown Los Angeles) define
the City’s geography and serve as visual backdrops to urban development. Large
open spaces are found in the Santa Monica and San Gabriel Mountain Ranges, along
the beaches, rivers and parks throughout the City, including Griffith Park, Cabrillo
Beach and Venice Beach, and scattered lakes and open water facilities. Urban
development includes low-rise and high-rise buildings, older neighborhoods, newer
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developments, and infill developments, historical structures, architecturally significant
structures, and major infrastructure.
As noted above, 21 percent of surface area of Los Angeles is covered by streets.
Included in this quantity are the sidewalks and associated streetscapes found adjacent
to the roadway paving. It is within these areas that the existing transit shelters and bus
stops are located. The transit shelters on public roads are currently present at
approximately 1,884 locations and include a combination of benches, shelters with or
without advertising panels, trash receptacles and, at limited locations, bus stop safety
lighting and real-time bus arrival information. Figure 2 shows the current typical bus
shelter/transit stop elements.
The specific visual and aesthetic conditions for each transit shelter/bus stop can be
very different and depend on many factors for a single assessment of visual character,
including the presence of streetlights or bus stop lighting. Whether the street is a local,
collector, or arterial road would affect the visual ratio of roadway to pedestrian area.
Adjacent land uses – such as residential, commercial, manufacturing, office – also
have a huge determination on the visual character of the roadway environment that
bus facilities are located in. So, no single definition or description can serve to address
each and every existing condition that any one shelter is found in. For this analysis,
the existing condition of the sites is based on a urban to suburban setting with the
areas adjacent to the roadways fully developed.
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Figure 2: Examples of existing transit shelters/bus stops
within the City of Los Angeles
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5.0

RELEVANT REGULATIONS AND ANALYSIS
METHODOLOGIES

This section describes existing laws and regulations related to visual impact and
aesthetics that are applicable to the project. This includes federal, state, and local laws
and regulations.
The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969, and Council on Environmental
Quality (CEQ) regulations to implement NEPA, both discuss visual impacts under the
heading of aesthetics. These regulations identify aesthetics as one of the elements or
factors in the human environment that must be considered in determining the effects
of a project. Further, Title 23, USC 109(h) cites “aesthetic values” as a matter that
must be fully considered in developing a project. In addition to the Federal guidelines
and requirements, the State of California, through the CEQA, establishes that it is the
policy of the State to take actions to provide the people of the state “with…enjoyment
of aesthetic, natural, scenic, and historic environmental qualities. To address CEQA
requirements, Caltrans has developed the Standard Environmental Reference (SER),
which provides information on the approach the Department uses to identify visual
and aesthetic issues that may result from transportation projects.

5.1

Federal

National Scenic Byways Program
The National Scenic Byways Program is part of the U.S. Department of
Transportation, Federal Highway Administration. The program was established to
recognize, preserve and enhance selected roads throughout the United States. It
designates roads with one or more archeological, cultural, historic, natural,
recreational and scenic qualities as All-American Roads or National Scenic Byways.
The Arroyo Seco Historic Parkway (SR 110) from the SR 101/SR 110 interchange in
downtown Los Angeles to Colorado Boulevard in Old Town Pasadena is a Designated
Scenic Byway under this program.
Visual Impact Assessment for Highway Projects
Federal visual assessment methodologies are established by the Federal Highway
Administration's (FHWA) publication entitled Visual Impact Assessment for Highway
Projects (FHWA, 1981). The publication was updated in 2015, however this version
has not been adopted by Caltrans for CEQA analysis, so the 1981 methodology still
applies within State highways. This methodology divides the views into landscape or
character units that have distinct, but not necessarily homogenous, visual character.
Typical views, called key viewpoints, are selected for each unit to represent the views
to/from the project. The view of the motorist is also considered as a separate character
unit. Existing visual quality from the viewpoints is judged by three criteria: vividness,
intactness, and unity.
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This methodology is outlined in Caltrans SER, Volume 1, Chapter 27 and is used on
state facilities to capture changes to the visual environment.

5.2

State

Caltrans SER Chapter 27
Volume 1, Chapter 27 of the SER provides an overview of the approach the California
Department of Transportation (Caltrans) uses to identify visual and aesthetic issues
that may result from transportation projects. Information is provided to give the reader
a basic understanding of the Visual Impact Assessment (VIA) and Scenic Resource
Evaluation (SRE). These studies are used to predict the degree and type of impact
proposed transportation projects would have on the “visual” environment. As part of
the analysis, Caltrans has developed a decision tree and questionnaire that help
determine the level of effort and analysis needed to properly analyze the proposed
project. Both the Decision Tree and a completed questionnaire for the STAP project
can be found in Attachment C.
California Department of Transportation Scenic Highways Program
California’s Scenic Highway Program was created by the Legislature in 1963. Its
purpose is to protect and enhance the natural scenic beauty of California highways
and adjacent corridors through special conservation treatment. The California Streets
and Highways Code, Division 1, Sections 260–263 implement the Scenic Highway
Program. A highway may be designated scenic depending upon how much of the
natural landscape can be seen by travelers, the scenic quality of the landscape, and
the extent to which development intrudes upon the traveler’s enjoyment of the view.
Caltrans defines a State Scenic Highway as any freeway, highway, road, or other
public right-of-way that traverses an area of exceptional scenic quality. Eligibility for
designation as a State Scenic Highway is based on vividness, intactness, and unity of
the roadway. The status of a proposed State Scenic Highway changes from eligible
to officially designated when the local governing body applies to Caltrans for scenic
highway approval, adopts a Corridor Protection Program, and receives notification that
the highway has been officially designated a State Scenic Highway.
Within the City of Los Angeles boundaries, scenic roadways are shown in Figure 3
and include:
Officially Designated State Scenic Highway:
● State Route (SR) 27 (Topanga Canyon Boulevard) between Pacific Coast
Highway and Mulholland Drive.
Designated Historic Parkway:
● Arroyo Seco (SR 110).
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Figure 3: Caltrans Eligible State Scenic Highways
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Highways eligible for designation as a State Scenic Highway under the Caltrans
State Scenic Highways Program:
● SR 118 (Simi Valley Freeway) west of DeSoto Avenue to the western City
Limits,
● I-5 north of SR 210 to northern City limits, SR 210 in Sylmar/Sunland-Tujunga
to eastern City limits,
● US Highway 1: Pacific Coast Highway north of I-10 within City limits, and
● US 101: west of Topanga Canyon Boulevard to the western City limits.
California Coastal Act
The California Coastal Act of 1976 (Coastal Act) was adopted after state voters
approved Proposition 20 in 1972. A key factor that led to the passage of this landmark
legislation was the visible deterioration of the coastal environment as well as
development pressures from a growing population (California Coastal Act 2014).
Section 30251 of the Coastal Act is pertinent to visual resources preservation, stating
that:
[S]cenic and visual qualities of coastal areas shall be considered and protected as
a resource of public importance. Permitted development shall be sited and
designed to protect views to and along the ocean and scenic coastal areas and,
where feasible, to restore and enhance visual quality in visually degraded areas.
New development in highly scenic areas such as those designated in the California
Coastline Preservation and Recreation Plan prepared by the Department of Parks
and Recreation and by local government shall be subordinate to the character of
its setting.

5.3

Local

City of Los Angeles General Plan
The City General Plan is a comprehensive, long-range declaration of purposes,
policies, and programs for the development of the City. The City’s General Plan
includes the Framework Element, Plan for a Healthy Los Angeles – Health and
Wellness Element, Housing Element, Mobility Element (i.e., Mobility Plan 2035), Noise
Element, Air Quality Element, Conservation Element, Open Space Element, Safety
Element, and Service Systems Element/Public Recreation Plan. These elements
provide long-range Citywide policy and direction and consider Citywide goals and
needs.
The Conservation Element, adopted in 2001, includes a discussion of the existing
landforms and scenic vistas in the City. Objectives, policies, and programs included
in this element are intended to ensure the protection of the natural terrain and
landforms, unique site features, scenic highways, and panoramic public views as City
staff and decision-makers consider future land use development and infrastructure
projects. The Mobility Plan 2035, adopted in 2016, provides general guidance on
mobility issues and goals for the City, but can only provide guidance, and not the same
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force as an adopted ordinance or approved specific plan. The Mobility Plan 2035 does
provide an inventory of City-designated scenic highways and includes special controls
to be considered for protection and enhancement of scenic resources, as well as
guidelines for designated scenic highways for which there is no adopted scenic
corridor plan.
City of Los Angeles General Plan Framework Element
The City’s Framework Element, adopted in December 1996 and amended in August
2001, establishes the broad overall policy and direction for the entire General Plan.
The Framework Element provides that scenic resources are intended to improve
community and neighborhood livability in the City. The Framework Element’s open
space and conservation policies seek to conserve significant resources and use open
space to enhance community and neighborhood character in the City. Applicable
goals, objectives, and policies of the General Plan are shown in Table 3.
City of Los Angeles General Plan Mobility Plan
The City of Los Angeles General Plan Mobility Plan 2035, adopted in 2016, provides
goals, objectives, policies, and action programs on mobility issues for the City. The
Mobility Plan 2035 includes an inventory of City-designated scenic highways in
Appendix B and provides interim guidelines for signs and outdoor advertising for
designated scenic highways for which there is no adopted Scenic Corridor Plan
(and/or any applicable specific plan or other Planning requirement) (see Attachment
B). Scenic Highway Guidelines found in Appendix B of the Mobility Plan indicate that
Corridor Plans should be developed for all identified corridors. This plan should
address (in general):
● Roadway Design (must include consideration of safety and capacity as well as
preservation and enhancement of scenic resources)
● Earthwork and Grading
● Planting and Tree Preservation
● Signs/Outdoor Advertising
● Utilities
Specific to signs and outdoor advertising, the Mobility Plan indicates , in interim
guidance for areas without an adopted corridor or other applicable plan, that only
traffic, informational, and identification signs would be permitted within the public rightof-way and generally prohibits off-site outdoor within 500-feet of the center line of a
scenic highway.
However, transit shelters (relocated or new) and associated
amenities and signs and advertising displays to be located within the Mobility Plan
scenic highway planning areas where there are no adopted Corridor Plans (or other
applicable plans, such as Specific Plans) shall be designed to comply with applicable
guidelines and standards and sign regulations for street furniture and signs installed
in the public road right-of-way prior to installation/construction, including any
necessary Planning approvals.
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Table 3. Visual Quality Goals, Objectives, and Policies
of the City of Los Angeles General Plan
Goal/Objective/
Policy

Description

GENERAL PLAN FRAMEWORK- CHAPTER 5 – URBAN FORM AND NEIGHBORHOOD DESIGN
Goal 5A
A livable city for existing and future residents and one that is attractive to
future investment. A city of interconnected, diverse neighborhoods that builds
on the strengths of those neighborhoods and functions at both the
neighborhood and citywide scales.
Objective 5.5
Enhance the livability of all neighborhoods by upgrading the quality of
development and improving the quality of the public realm.
Policy 5.5.4
Determine the appropriate urban design elements at the neighborhood level,
such as sidewalk width and materials, streetlights and trees, bus shelters and
benches, and other street furniture.
Objective 5.8
Reinforce or encourage the establishment of a strong pedestrian orientation
in designated neighborhood districts, community centers, and pedestrianoriented subareas within regional centers, so that these districts and centers
can serve as a focus of activity for the surrounding community and a focus for
investment in the community.
Policy 5.8.2
The primary commercial streets within pedestrian-oriented districts and
centers should have the following characteristics:
Sidewalks: 15-17 feet wide (see illustrative street cross-sections).
Mid-block medians (between intersections): landscaped where feasible.
Shade trees pruned above business signs, to provide a continuous canopy
along the sidewalk and/or palm trees to provide visibility from a distance.
Pedestrian amenities (e.g., benches, pedestrian-scale lighting, special
paving, window boxes, and planters).
MOBILITY PLAN 2035
Objective 11
Preserve and enhance access to scenic resources and regional open space.
Policy 11.2
Provide for protection and enhancement of views of scenic resources along
or visible from designated scenic highways through implementation of
guidelines set forth in this 2035 Mobility Plan.
Source: City of Los Angeles, General Plan Framework Element and Mobility Plan 2035.

Regarding the STAP program and the interface with Scenic Routes, the program does
not prohibit shelters from being located along scenic highways, but the City would
review any proposed installation on an as-needed, case-by-case basis. However, the
installation of any new advertising displays (static or digital) would not be placed on
any identified Federal or State scenic highways. Compliance with the Mobility Plan
and applicable Corridor Plans (Streetscape Plans) is discussed in the Land Use
Consistency Analysis.
STAP would comply with any adopted approved corridor plan with language that
prohibits or limits the installation of advertising-based transit furniture (benches or
shelters) within/upon any public right-of-way or street as designated in streetscape
plans and corridor plans. For example, the Park Mile Specific Plan contains
prohibitions against advertising-based transit shelters but does allow non-advertising
transit shelters. Some existing transit shelters within the Park Mile Specific Plan were
installed prior to the corridor plan adoption and are grandfathered in place. The
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Mulholland Scenic Parkway Specific Plan is another area/corridor where no program
furniture would be placed due to its overall rural character and predominantly single
dwelling unit land use designations of properties immediately adjoining Mulholland
Highway on both sides of the roadway along its entire length.
The Land Use Consistency Analysis prepared for the project discusses compliance
with adopted plans and policies in detail, as well as applicable elements of the Mobility
Plan.
City of Los Angeles Municipal Code
Section 14.4.5 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC) addresses hazards to
traffic (that may be caused by billboards or other signage erected on private property)
and states that a sign is not permitted if it constitutes a hazard to the safe and efficient
operation of vehicles. It requires the LADOT to prepare a hazard determination for
such signs or those visible from or within 500 feet of the travelway to show that the
sign will not be a hazard, before a sign permit is issued. The evaluation checklist that
is used to determine hazards to traffic does not apply to billboards and digital displays
permitted in Supplemental Use Districts, Specific Plans, and other sign districts in the
City. Also, these regulations govern the development of private properties and
buildings and do not apply to signage and other improvements constructed within the
public right-of-way.
A discussion of traffic hazards is included in the
Transportation/Traffic Impact Assessment prepared for the project.
LAMC Chapter VI provides regulations for public works and property, including streets
and sidewalks. Section 62.200 identifies obstructions to driver visibility at street
intersections and applies to signs and other improvements constructed within the
public right-of-way. The Land Use Consistency Analysis also discusses project
compliance with the LAMC. As indicated above, the project includes proposed
changes to the LAMC that would allow STAP program elements and future advertising
displays associated with foreseeable City projects.

6.0

IMPACT ANALYSIS

In visual impact assessments that are prepared for Caltrans, the initial step is to
complete a visual assessment questionnaire that was developed by the agency to
determine the level of assessment necessary. While STAP and foreseeable City
projects are not Caltrans projects and so would not require this step, a questionnaire
was completed for this project and can be found in Attachment C to this Memorandum.
The results indicate that the proposed visual changes due to new and upgraded transit
shelters and site furnishings and future advertising displays would not constitute a
substantial change to the environment along the roadways and would require a brief
memorandum outlining the proposed visual changes.
It is important to note in any visual analysis that visual character terms are descriptive
and non-evaluative, meaning that they are based on defined attributes that are neither
good nor bad in themselves. Changes in visual character cannot be described as
having good or bad attributes until they are compared with viewer responses to the
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change. In addition, the analysis of advertising and the use of digital signage, is not in
itself a visual issue based on both CEQA and on NEPA requirements, except for the
potential for light and glare associated with the signage. Regarding the issue of driver
safety and distractibility, existing research primarily relates to billboards. These
research findings are mixed, and the information available does not raise significant
safety concerns related to smaller digital signage comparable to what is proposed for
STAP and future advertising displays. This information is further outlined in
Attachment A of this memo.

6.1

ANALYSIS OF CHARACTER AND VIEWERS

The NEPA of 1969 and CEQ regulations to implement NEPA, discuss visual impacts
under the heading of aesthetics. These regulations identify aesthetics as one of the
elements or factors in the human environment that must be considered in determining
the effects of a project. Furthermore, Title 23 United States Code (USC), Section
109(h) cites “aesthetic values” as a matter that must be fully considered in developing
a project. In addition to the federal guidelines and requirements, the State of
California, through the CEQA, establishes that it is the policy of the State to take
actions to provide the people of the state “with…enjoyment of aesthetic, natural,
scenic, and historic environmental qualities”.
The City has not established a methodology for assessing the visual impacts of a
project. So for the proposed transit shelters, shade structures, sidewalk amenities and
future advertising displays that may be placed on public rights-of-way as part of this
project, the visual impact assessment generally follows the guidance outlined in the
publication Visual Impact Assessment for Highway Projects, as published by the
Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) in March 1981. In addition to the
methodology being used extensively for the visual impact assessment for roadways,
it is also the method used by Caltrans in all of its environmental reporting. Note that
the 2015 update to this publication has not been adopted by Caltrans, so for this
assessment the 1981 methodology was used.
Visual resource rating numbers shown in this analysis are based on this methodology
and the spreadsheets included in the 1981 report. These numbers have been slightly
modified over the years to a rating of 1 to 5, low to high, vs. 1 to 7, very low to very
high, while maintaining the same approach and application. This was due in part to
the extremes rarely, if ever, being relevant to the analysis.
The following steps, based on the Caltrans SER and utilizing the 1981 methodology,
were followed to assess the potential visual impacts of the proposed project:







Define the project location and setting.
Identify visual assessment units and key views.
Analyze existing visual resources and viewer response.
Depict the visual appearance of project alternatives.
Assess the visual impacts of project alternatives.
Propose measures to offset visual impacts.
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Typically, this analysis methodology looks at the visual character of a site, the
anticipated changes to the existing character, quality, and the anticipated viewer
response to those changes. Visual quality or aesthetics includes aspects such as size,
shape, color, texture and general composition, as well as the relationship between the
proposed changes and existing elements to remain. Because the project would be
located throughout the entire City, the following analysis was prepared for a typical
application of one of the proposed transit shelter locations.
Resource change is assessed by evaluating the visual character and the visual quality
of the visual resources that comprise the project corridor before and after construction
of the proposed project. Resource change is one of the two major variables in the
equation that determine visual impacts (the other is viewer response, discussed below
in Section 6.1.1).
● Visual character includes attributes such as form, line, color, texture, and is
used to describe, not evaluate; in that these attributes are neither considered
good nor bad. However, a change in visual character can be evaluated when it
is compared with the viewer response to that change. Changes in visual
character can be identified by how visually compatible a proposed project
would be with the existing condition by using visual character attributes as an
indicator.
● Visual quality is evaluated by considering the vividness, intactness, and unity
present in the project corridor. These three criteria are defined below:
o Vividness is the extent to which the landscape is memorable and is
associated with distinctive, contrasting, and diverse visual elements.
o Intactness is the integrity of visual features in the landscape and the
extent to which the existing landscape is free from non-typical visual
intrusions.
o Unity is the extent to which all visual elements combine to form a
coherent, harmonious visual pattern.
Public attitudes validate the assessed level of quality and predict how changes to the
project corridor can affect these attitudes. This process helps identify specific methods
for addressing each visual impact that may occur as a result of the project.
Generally, for the project as a whole, the existing visual character for the STAP
program sites and future advertising display locations is typically an urban to suburban
streetscape with the typical elements of the roadway, curb line, sidewalk, and
streetlighting. At the location of an existing bus stop, typical elements include site
furnishings – benches and trash receptacles, and signage indicating the transit/bus
stop. In many instances, a shelter may be present to protect patrons from the
elements. The physical setting is typically a flat terrain through a large portion of the
City, although sloped and hilly conditions existing in specific locations within the City.
The overall visual character of most sites is that of a developed urban site bordered
by roadways and backed by buildings.
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Given that the project covers the entire City of Los Angeles with thousands of potential
spot locations for bus stops and transit shelters and future advertising displays, it was
not practical to develop individual assessment units or key views. Instead, the analysis
looked at typical location as a key view for the siting of a transit shelter to show the
anticipated visual changes.

6.1.1 Viewers and Viewer Response
The population affected by the project is composed of viewers. Viewers are people
whose views of the landscape may be altered by the proposed project—either
because the landscape itself has changed or their perception of the landscape has
changed. Viewers, or more specifically the response viewers have to changes in their
visual environment, are one of two variables that determine the extent of visual
impacts that will be caused by the construction and operation of the proposed project.
The other variable is the change to visual resources itself.
Viewer exposure is a measure of the viewer’s ability to see a particular object. Viewer
exposure has three attributes: location, quantity, and duration. Location relates to the
position of the viewer in relationship to the object being viewed. The closer the viewer
is to the object, the more exposure. Quantity refers to how many people see the object.
The more people who can see an object or the greater frequency an object is seen,
the more exposure the object has to viewers. Duration refers to how long a viewer is
able to keep an object in view. The longer an object can be kept in view, the more
exposure. High viewer exposure helps predict that viewers will have a response to a
visual change.
Viewer sensitivity is a measure of the viewer’s recognition of a particular object. It has
three attributes: activity, awareness, and local values. Activity relates to the
preoccupation of viewers—are they preoccupied, thinking of something else, or are
they truly engaged in observing their surroundings. The more they are actually
observing their surroundings, the more sensitivity viewers will have of changes to
visual resources. Awareness relates to the focus of view—the focus is wide and the
view general or the focus is narrow and the view specific. The more specific the
awareness, the more sensitive a viewer is to change. Local values and attitudes also
affect viewer sensitivity. If the viewer group values aesthetics in general or if a specific
visual resource has been protected by local, state, or national designation, it is likely
that viewers will be more sensitive to visible changes. High viewer sensitivity helps
predict that viewers will have a high concern for any visual change.
The main viewer groups for the project are identified below and consist of persons
with views of the public rights-of-way in the City where transit shelters, shade
structures, sidewalk amenities and future advertising displays would be located. The
exposure and sensitivity of each viewer group are discussed below:
● Community Residents: Residents can be expected to have a high concern
and an overall moderate to moderately high response to changes in the visual
environment with regard to the project and its effect on views from their homes
and neighborhoods. These viewers are most familiar with their community and
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the existing aesthetic of the local roadways. While most residential areas do
not face out directly into one of the project’s proposed shelters, residents would
have frequent views as they come to and from their homes. These viewers
could be expected to have:
o Location: views to project elements would be prominent (moderately high)
o Duration: views would be of relatively short (moderately low) duration
typically
o Quantity: the number of viewers would be very high, given the local traffic
volumes on the project’s roadways
● Business Owners, Employees, and Customers: In general, this user group
would be expected to have a moderate response to the changes in the visual
environment. While they are familiar with the corridor, they are often more
concerned with maintaining access to the businesses than with changes in the
visual environment; however, business owners are often concerned with the
aesthetics of the project corridor and how that might reflect on the community,
as are community residents. In summary, for viewers associated with
businesses:
o Location: views to project elements could be prominent (high) to these
viewers
o Duration: views would be moderately low
o Quantity: the number of viewers would be moderately low, in general
● Automobile Traffic: Most of the streets expected to have new or improved
transit shelters and future advertising displays would be collector and arterial
type streets where traffic volumes are generally higher than local streets.
Travelers on these roads include regular commuters, frequent travelers,
occasional travelers, and tourists/visitors, who traverse along the roads in a
typical day. Of these users, the daily commuter would have the greatest
sensitivity to any changes in the visual environment due in large part to their
daily exposure to the corridors. With congested traffic, the length of exposure
increases; drivers have a longer time to focus their attention on the roadway
elements, and passengers tend to have more time and a wider range of views
than do drivers. Overall, this group could be expected to have a moderate
viewer response to changes in the visual environment.
o Location: views to project elements would be prominent (high) to roadway
travelers
o Duration: views would be of short (low) to moderate duration
o Quantity: the number of viewers would be high, given the existing traffic
volumes
● Transit Users, Pedestrians, and Bicyclists: These local street users
generally have a slower pace and therefore more time to observe the visual
environment. Since many could be expected to be either local residents from
the neighborhood areas, or employees or customers traveling to or from a
business, they would tend to be familiar with the community, its desires, and
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needs. Overall, this group would be expected to have a moderately high
response to changes in the visual environment.
o Location: views to project elements would be prominent (high)
o Duration: views would be of moderate to high duration
o Quantity: the number of viewers would be moderate, due to smaller traffic
volumes compared to automobiles
Using the methodology in FHWA’s 1981 Visual Impact Assessment for Highway
Projects that considers the exposure (considering their location, view duration, and
number of viewers) and sensitivity (considering their activity, awareness and local
values) of each viewer group in relation to the visual changes that would occur with
the proposed project, a summary of viewer group responses is provided in Table 4.
Table 4. Viewer Group Response Summary
Viewer Group

Exposure

Sensitivity

Total

Location

Duration

Quantity

Activity

Aware

Values

Community
Residents

Mod

Mod Low

Mod
High

Mod

High

High

Mod
High

Business Owners,
Employees, and
Customers

High

Mod Low

Mod Low

Mod

Mod

High

Mod

Local Street Users
– Automobiles

High

Low

High

Mod

Mod

Mod

Mod

Local Street Users
– Transit Users,
Pedestrians, and
Bicyclists

High

Mod High

Mod

Mod

Mod

High

Mod
High

Note: Responses follow the guidance in FHWA’s 1981 Visual Impact Assessment for Highway
Projects.

7.0

VISUAL RESOURCE CHANGE SUMMARY

Visual impacts are determined by assessing changes to the visual resources and
predicting viewer response to those changes. These impacts can be beneficial or
detrimental. Cumulative impacts and temporary impacts due to construction activities
are also considered. A generalized visual impact assessment process is illustrated in
the following diagram:
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To better show the potential visual changes associated with the project, a visual
simulation has been developed for a typical sidewalk location within the City that
illustrates a typical installation for a STAP transit shelter (see Figure 4 in Section 7.1;
pictures of the proposed transit shelters are also provided in Figure 5 in Section 7.2).
In addition to the simulation, there is descriptive text of the orientation, existing visual
character/quality, proposed project features, anticipated changes to the visual
environment, anticipated viewer response, and the resulting visual impact anticipated
in each view. This is followed by the rendered simulation.
While it is acknowledged that the reaction of each person and each viewer group to
visual changes would be highly subjective and likely different, Table 5 (in Section 7.1)
was developed to summarize the anticipated visual impacts of the project using the
methodology developed by FHWA in its 1981 Visual Impact Assessment for Highway
Projects. It quantifies the anticipated impacts by using a numerical analysis that
corresponds to the low, moderately low, moderate, moderately high, and high ratings
identified below. It then summarizes the overall anticipated visual impact to the view.
For the impact analysis table, the numeric analysis rating of 1 to 5 corresponds with
the following values5:
●
●
●
●
●

High = 4.60 to 5.00
Moderately High = 3.60 to 4.50
Moderate = 2.60 to 3.50
Moderately Low = 1.60 to 2.50
Low = 0 to 1.50

A numeric number was assigned to each of the three visual quality traits (vividness,
intactness, and unity) and each of the four visual character traits (scale, diversity,
continuity, and dominance) for both the existing and proposed views. The ratings in

5

Numerical values used are based on the FHWA 1981 Visual Impact Assessment for Highway
Projects and reflect an accepted approach to the analysis of visual impacts by Caltrans and other
reviewing agencies. Note that the 1981 methodology employs a number range of 1 to 7 for their
analysis. This analysis uses a scale of 1 to 5, rather than the 1 to 7 shown in the 1981
methodology.
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each category were added up and divided by the number of traits in each category.
There is no greater weighting of any category over any other. For example:
● (Vividness + Intactness + Unity)/3 = Visual Quality Rating
● (Scale + Diversity + Continuity + Dominance)/4 = Visual Character Rating
From these calculations, the percentage of change anticipated in the view was then
calculated by finding the difference between existing and proposed view and then
dividing that number by the initial rating figure. For example:
● (Existing Visual Quality Rating – Proposed Visual Quality Rating)/Existing
Visual Quality Rating = Percent Change.
For the viewer responses shown in the individual Analysis Summary Table, the
existing and proposed responses would be the same. This is because the viewers
themselves do not change and only the stimulus changes. The anticipated changes
to character and quality, along with the anticipated viewer response and sensitivity
follow the Low – Moderate – High rating designations from above. These are averaged
between each category, with the higher rating prevailing to determine the resource
change and overall anticipated visual impact within the viewpoint.

7.1

Typical Anticipated View

This view was selected as a key viewpoint because it demonstrates what the new
transit shelters would look like in a typical commercial zone. Figure 4 shows an
existing view (top image) along with a photo simulation (bottom image) of the
anticipated changes to the visual environment.
Orientation: The photograph is taken from a point along the sidewalk of southbound
Western Boulevard at Martin Luther King Boulevard, looking north to the proposed
location for transit stop. The perspective is from the view of a pedestrian.
Existing Visual Character/Quality: The existing visual character of this site is typical
to urban/commercial streetscapes in Los Angeles with a wide sidewalk and the
building fronting immediately on the sidewalk. The roadway is defined by the existing
curb line. Other street elements include the light poles and power lines, and a trash
receptacle. Overall, the visual quality of the existing view is estimated to be
moderately-low, with low vividness and unity, and moderate intactness.
Proposed Project Features: The proposed project features in this view include
placement of a transit shelter with advertising in the form of digital displays.
Changes to Visual Character: The biggest change to the view will be the addition of
the new bus shelter and associated elements.
Anticipated Viewer Response: It is anticipated that viewers would have a moderate
to moderately high sensitivity to any changes in the visual environment along the
project corridor. Local residents, pedestrians, and bicyclists would have a higher
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degree of sensitivity than drivers and travelers on the roadway. Within this view, the
groups most affected would be pedestrians, transit riders, and sidewalk users, with
automobile traffic less affected due to the shortness of their views.
Resulting Visual Impact: The resulting changes to the views within the streetscape
are not expected to be substantial due to the nature of the changes. The addition of
the bus stop and its associated elements and future advertising displays would be
new objects along the road and would be placed in a prominent position. However,
views of the bus stop and sidewalk areas would be brief and at regular traffic speeds.
For pedestrians and transit users, the views would be longer in nature than that of
drivers and travelers along the roadway, but these too are transient as they use or
pass by the shelter or sidewalk location with an advertising display. The impacts to
the visual quality are anticipated to be minor with perhaps a minor decrease in the
vividness, intactness, and unity due to the new streetscape elements.
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Note: Post construction simulation shows potential new bus shelter. However, this particular stop may
or may not have this shelter once the project is finalized.

Figure 4: Existing Conditions (top) and Post Construction Simulation (bottom)
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Table 5. Typical View Analysis
Anticipated Changes in Visual Character & Quality, and Their Effect on
Viewers
Ratings7

Visual
Quality1

Visual
Character2

Attribute

Existing
Condition

Proposed
Condition5

Vividness/Memorability

2.30

2.38

Intactness

2.83

2.91

Unity

2.17

2.25

TOTAL AVERAGE6

2.43

2.51

Scale

2.30

2.39

Diversity

2.17

2.40

Continuity

2.72

2.93

2.97

3.10

2.54

2.71

Dominance
TOTAL AVERAGE

Viewer
Exposure3

6

Location of Views

4.24

Number of Viewers

2.28

Duration of Views

Percent Change = 3%

Percent Change = 7%

3.80
6

Viewer
Sensitivity4

Remarks
(Anticipated
changes are shown
in the blue rows)

TOTAL AVERAGE

3.44

Attention of Viewer

3.80

Viewer Awareness

4.00

Local Values and Goals

4.05

TOTAL AVERAGE6

3.95

Moderate Exposure

Moderately High
Sensitivity

1 – Vividness = memorable, striking (5) to plain (1); Intactness = free of encroaching elements (5) to
cluttered/lacking integrity (1); and Unity = coherent/harmonious (5) to disjointed/jarring (1). A rating below 1
would only be used for an extremely low rating.
2 – Scale = small (5) to monumental (1); Diversity = complex (5) to monolithic (1); Continuity = harmonious (5)
to dissonant (1); and Dominance = balanced (5) to prominent/unbalanced (1). A rating below 1 would only be
used for an extremely low rating.
3 – Location = foreground (5) to distant views (1); Number = over 100,000 (5) to 20 or less (1); Duration = over
4 hours (5) to less than 1 minute (1). A rating below 1 would only be used for an extremely low rating.
4 – Activity = attention on views (5) to attention focused away (1); Awareness = High (5) to Low (1); and
Values = High (5) to Low expectations (1). A rating below 1 would only be used for an extremely low rating.
5 – Proposed (post-construction condition) with avoidance and minimization measures in place. Avoidance
and minimization measures are described in Section 11 of this report.
6 – Total = sum of attributes divided by number of attributes – e.g. Overall Visual Quality =
(vividness+intactness+unity)/3.
7 – Ratings: 1 = Low, 3 = Moderate, 5 = High

Note: Ratings made by California Registered Landscape Architect based on guidance in FHWA’s
1981 Visual Impact Assessment for Highway Projects.
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7.2

ANALYSIS OF CEQA GUIDELINES

Using the Initial Study Checklist questions in Appendix A.1 of the CEQA Guidelines
and the City’s Thresholds, project impacts are analyzed for significance as follows:
a) Would the project have a substantial adverse effect on scenic vista?
Reference: L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide (2006) (Sections A.1 and A.2); City of Los
Angeles General Plan; Caltrans SER, Chapter 27: Visual and Aesthetics Review.
Comment: A scenic vista provides focal views of objects, settings, or features of
visual interest; or panoramic views of large geographic areas of scenic quality,
primarily from a given vantage point. A significant impact may occur if the project either
introduces incompatible visual elements within a public field of view containing a
scenic vista or substantially alters a view of a scenic vista.
Less than significant impact. Currently, there is one designated scenic route within
the City - SR 27 (Topanga Canyon Boulevard) between Pacific Coast Highway and
Mulholland Drive, and one designated Historic Route - Arroyo Seco (SR 110;
"Pasadena Freeway"). Additionally, there are four routes (listed in Section 5.2) that
are identified as potentially eligible for listing as a scenic route. These scenic routes
offer scenic views and vistas of the surrounding areas.
The current designated routes do not have transit shelters, or bus stops, as part of
their streetscape elements. As detailed in the project description, adding transit
shelters and advertising displays to these roadways is not proposed (and in the case
of the Arroyo Seco, this being a limited access expressway, not feasible). Much the
same is true for the potentially eligible routes. In some cases, these are limited access
roadways which would mean that there is no pedestrian traffic and therefore, no transit
shelters or advertising displays on these routes.
As indicated in Table 2, Transit Shelter Zoning Siting Parameters, the new shelter
locations would not be allowed in the frontage of properties along Federal and State
Scenic Highways and would only have a limited allowance within existing commercial,
manufacturing, and parking areas. Given the limitations for shelter locations and future
advertising displays and the limited areas associated with any existing or proposed
scenic route, any impact would be less than significant. No mitigation is required.
b) Would the project substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited
to, trees, rock outcroppings, and historic buildings within a state scenic highway?
Reference: California Scenic Highway System List; L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide
(2006) (Sections A.1 and A.2); City of Los Angeles General Plan; Caltrans SER,
Chapter 27: Visual and Aesthetics Review.
Comment: A significant impact may occur where scenic resources within a State
Scenic Highway would be damaged by or removed for the proposed project. For
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purposes of this analysis, scenic resources include trees, rock outcrops, and historic
buildings.
Less than significant impact. As discussed above, locations for replacement and/or
new shelters and future advertising displays within existing or potential scenic routes
is limited. Furthermore, shelters would be located within an existing sidewalk.
Therefore, while transit shelters and future advertising displays could change views
from scenic routes, no visual impacts to existing trees, rock outcroppings or historic
buildings along these routes is anticipated. Impacts on scenic highways would be less
than significant and no mitigation is required.
c) Would the project substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of
public views of the site and its surroundings? If the project is in an urbanized area,
would the project conflict with applicable zoning and other regulations governing
scenic quality?
Reference: L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide (2006) (Section A.1); City of Los Angeles
General Plan; Caltrans SER, Chapter 27: Visual and Aesthetics Review.
Comment: A significant impact may occur if the proposed project introduces
incompatible visual elements to the project site or visual elements that would be
incompatible with the character of the area surrounding the project site or conflict with
applicable zoning and other regulations governing scenic quality.
Less than significant impact. Transit shelters and advertising displays are typical
streetscape elements found along most major streets – including Boulevards,
Avenues and Collector Streets (including Hillside Collectors) within the City of Los
Angeles. The proposed project would replace the shelters with new shelters or
potentially add new shelters and advertising displays in limited locations where
demand warrants or where existing stops are to be upgraded. On Local Streets, on
the frontage of family dwelling units in most residential and agricultural zones, as well
as within Hillside areas, the proposed transit shelters would not be allowed along the
frontage of properties, as noted in Table 2, Transit Shelter Zoning Siting Parameters.
In some locations within the City, including within commercial, manufacturing, and
parking areas, the shelters and future advertising displays, including those with or
without digital displays, would be allowed. Within areas of residential use, both one
and multi-family, there would be limited allowance for new/replacement shelters, with
or without advertisements or digital displays at the frontage of properties in the R1,
RU, RZ2.5, RZ3, RZ4 and RW1 (i.e., One-Family Residential) zones. Within the OneFamily Residential Suburban (RS), limited placement could occur under the proposed
designations. But within these locations, no advertising displays would be allowed on
the frontage of one-family dwellings, although shelters with or without displays could
be allowed elsewhere within the zoned area, including side yards and reverse frontage
sidewalk areas. Areas with an Agricultural zoning would be treated the same as the
RS zoning, with limited application of the new shelters and future advertising displays
in front of properties along Local Streets and Hillside Streets.
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The new shelter placement would be targeted to areas with the greatest need for
replacement (Source: StreetsLA Presentation, April 2021), including:
● Areas of high transit ridership
● Areas with high exposure to heat/lack of shade
● Areas of equity focus: minority populations, low-income households and zerovehicle households
● Areas with proximity to key destinations, service facilities, trip generators
● Areas of low frequency bus routes (areas with long wait times)
● Areas with site conditions and space to accommodate a shelter
It is anticipated that the proposed new shelters and future advertising displays are
similar in size and scale to existing ones, so in this aspect the new shelters and future
advertising displays would be similar enough in appearance and use to not affect the
overall streetscape of the City’s roadways. In some locations, additional re
replacement elements may be included with the shelter, such as digital display panels
and interactive kiosks. The digital display panels may replace the current static display
panels already existing in most shelters. Stand-alone interactive kiosks may be
placed in addition to the shelter and, if provided, may create a bigger footprint to the
overall stop but would be limited to areas of high transit usage associated with
commercial, retail, and manufacturing locations.
Because some of the proposed shelters are replacing existing shelters and the use of
advertising would occur in areas where advertising already exists on the transit shelter
or in the vicinity of the shelter, the visual impact associated with the proposed
replacement shelters and future advertising displays is anticipated to be less than
significant. Where no shelter or advertising display currently exists, but new shelters
and future advertising displays are proposed, the impact would still be anticipated to
be less than significant since these are standard streetscape elements throughout the
city of Los Angeles, and they may replace existing bus stop elements like signage and
benches that currently exist in these locations.
As discussed in Sections 6.1 and 7.1 above, including Table 5, viewer groups would
have moderate exposure and moderately highly sensitivity to changes in the visual
environment. However, views of the bus stops and sidewalk areas would be brief and
at regular traffic speeds. The degree of change to visual quality and visual character
would be low (approximately 3 to 7 percent). Thus, impacts to the visual quality are
anticipated to be minor, with perhaps a minor decrease in the vividness, intactness,
and unity due to the new streetscape elements.
Furthermore, please see the Land Use Consistency Technical Memorandum
regarding the project’s consistency with applicable plans, including any potential
conflict with applicable zoning and other regulations governing scenic quality.
Based on the above, impacts related to changes in visual quality would be less than
significant and no mitigation is required.
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d) Would the project create a new source of substantial light or glare which would
adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area?
Reference: L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide (2006) (Sections A.1 and A.4); City of Los
Angeles General Plan; Caltrans SER, Chapter 27: Visual and Aesthetics Review.
Comment: A significant impact would occur if the proposed project caused a
substantial increase in ambient illumination levels beyond the property line or caused
new lighting to spill over onto light-sensitive land uses such as residential, some
commercial and institutional uses that require minimum illumination for proper
function, and natural areas.
Light impacts are typically associated with the use of artificial light typically during the
evening and nighttime hours. Glare can be either a daytime or nighttime occurrence
caused by the reflection of sunlight or artificial light from reflective surfaces, such as
window glass. Daytime glare is common in urban areas and is typically associated
with mid- to high-rise buildings with exterior façades that are largely or entirely
comprised of highly-reflective glass or mirror-like materials. Nighttime glare is primarily
associated with bright point-source lighting that contrasts with existing low ambient
light conditions.
Less than significant impact: The project would introduce or add new sources of
lighting at an estimated 3,583 transit shelter and shade structure locations and 500
advertising display locations through shelter lighting, urban panels, and digital
displays. Industry standards for illumination levels for digital displays are not to exceed
4.0 lux (or 0.37 footcandle [fc]) over the ambient light levels. STAP has indicated that
illumination levels would not exceed this maximum. Therefore, the anticipated light
levels associated with the digital displays could be fractionally higher than the current
at the bus stops. The Design Standards and Guidelines, Bureau of Street Lighting,
Department of Public Works, City of Los Angeles, (2007), indicates the illumination
levels for a typical bus stop within the City is 26.9 lux (2.5 foot candles) on average.
Based upon this Bureau of Street Lighting standard, the illumination levels for the
display may be no more than 4.0 lux (or 0.37 foot candle) typically.
The examples of nighttime views of the digital displays at the proposed transit shelters
are shown in Figure 5. The photographs were taken during the STAP Demonstration
of Technologies that occurred in July 2021.
To study the potential effects of light levels that could be anticipated with the new
shelter scenario, StreetsLA staff conducted the light readings at the West Valley
Municipal Building site at 19040 Vanowen Street (southeast corner of Vanowen Street
and Vanalden Avenue) in the Reseda community on July 23 and 24, 2021. A minimum
of 4 different light readings for 4 different visual displays were taken for each digital
media display and a minimum of 2 light readings were taken for static displays. The
readings were taken with almost full moon and with the presence of mature street
trees and LED roadway streetlights. The summary of the findings can be seen in
Table 6.
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Existing Transit Shelter
Proposed Transit Shelter

Proposed Transit Shelter
Proposed Transit Shelter
Figure 5. Nighttime Photographs of Existing and Proposed Transit Shelters
(Photos taken during Demonstration of Technologies organized by StreetsLA in July 2021)
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Table 6. Existing and Projected Light Readings
Distance from Panel/Display
Readings taken between 8:55 PM - 9:10 PM on July 23, 2021
Existing BLVD Shelter - Wide Angle Static Panel

5 feet

10 feet

20 feet

20 feet w/Streetlight

7.65 fc

2.9 fc

0.53 fc

1.6 fc

N/A

N/A

Nearside-ground level (digital - 75-inch screen)

7.99 fc

3.35 fc

Far side-ground level (static - 24 SF back-lit w/LED))

3.55 fc

1.30 fc

0.5 fc

1.21 fc

3.30 fc

2.6 fc

N/A

N/A

Nearside-Ground Level (Static - 24 square feet (SF) backlit w/CFL)
Far side-Ground Level (static - 24 SF backlit w/CFL)
Proposed OFMJCD - Paris Shelter

Proposed Tranzito - ICON Shelter
Nearside-ground level (digital - 65-inch screen)
Far side-ground level (digital - 65-inch screen)

Readings taken between 8:55 PM - 9:10 PM July 24, 2021
Existing BLVD Shelter - Wide Angle Static Panel

5 feet

10 feet

20 feet

20 feet w/Streetlight

Nearside-ground level (Static - 24 SF backlit w/CFL)

7.65 fc

2.9 fc

0.53 fc

1.6 fc

Nearside - eye Level (Static -24 SF backlit w/CFL)

10.38 fc

4.38 fc

1.20 fc

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

Nearside-ground level (digital - 75-inch screen)

7.87 fc

3.59 fc

0.34 fc

Nearside-eye level (digital 75-inch screen)

10.57 fc

5.13 fc

0.92 fc

Far side-Ground Level (static - 24 SF back-lit w/LED)*

3.14 fc

1.14 fc

0.36 fc

Fars ide-Eye Level (static - 24 SF back-lit w/LED)*

10.38 fc

4.38 fc

1.20 fc

Nearside-ground level (digital - 65-inch screen)

3.38 fc

2.44 fc

0.53 fc

Nearside-eye level (digital 65-inch screen)

8.85 fc

5.41 fc

0.91 fc

Far side-ground level (digital - 65-inch screen)*

1.29 fc

0.60 fc

0.21 fc

Far side-eye level (65-inch digital screen)*

7.43 fc

2.28 fc

0.98 fc

Far side (static - 24 SF backlit w/CFL)
Proposed OFMJCD - Paris Shelter

N/A

Proposed Tranzito - ICON Shelter

Notes: N/A - No readings taken due to proximity to digital screen

*- readings taken with light blocked from adjacent digital screen; fc = foot-candle; w/CFL = with compact fluorescent lamp; w/streetlight = with streetlight; w/LED = with LED
Source: StreetsLA 2021.
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Light meter readings taken during the STAP Demonstration of Technologies were then
compared with the illumination levels of an existing Boulevard transit shelter with
compact fluorescent lamp (CFL) back-lit media panels and a built-in CFL overhead
security light from our current shelter inventory, with the prototypical transit shelter
provided for the STAP Demonstration of Technologies that is equipped with LED
(light-emitting diode) digital media displays and built-in LED overhead security lighting.
The readings were also compared with the light output and levels of glare that could
potentially be experienced by motorists from the existing CFL back-lit media panels
and the newer proposed LED digital screens/media panels.
The proposed Outfront JC Decaux (OFMJCD) transit shelter had a 75-inch digital LED
display on the approach/nearside of its shelter, with 4 small, recessed LED downlights
in its roof canopy, and a smaller LED digital display (approximately 12 inches high x
36 inches wide) mounted near the underside of the shelter’s canopy. Further, the
display panel on the departure/far side of the proposed OFMJCD transit shelter
contained a static display panel back-lit with LED lighting. The proposed Tranzito
shelter had a 65-inch digital LED display on the approach/nearside of its shelter with
a recessed LED strip light approximately 6 feet long that provided the security lighting
beneath the shelter canopy. The Tranzito shelter also had a second 65-inch digital
LED display on its departure/far side.
Table 6 shows the average of the light readings during the nighttime hours, in fc levels,
as taken for each location (at each level) with different graphics for digital displays.
Ground level readings were taken with the light meter placed horizontally directly on
the ground; nearside ground level readings captured light from overhead canopy
lights; and eye level readings were taken with light meter held in a vertical position at
about 5 feet above the ground.
In almost all cases, the general illumination of the proposed shelters with LED digital
media display panels and LED security lights were generally equivalent to or less than
the existing shelter with static CFL backlit displays. Of the three shelters measured,
the proposed Tranzito’s shelter had illumination levels that were generally less than
those of the existing CFL back-lit shelters and proposed OFMJCD prototype shelter
presumably because of the smaller 65-inch LED digital media displays and the lack of
a secondary, LED digital display beneath the roof canopy, as the OFMJCD prototype
Paris shelter had. The recorded light meter readings indicate that the newer shelters
do not produce significantly higher levels of illumination when compared to an existing
CFL illuminated transit shelter. As mentioned above, light levels of the transit shelters
equipped with digital media displays were equivalent to or less than light levels of the
existing CFL equipped transit shelters.
Since most bus stops and sidewalks are located along roadways with streetlights, the
resulting change in lighting levels would be a small increase over existing conditions
and is not expected to create light spillover or glare impacts. Furthermore, since
streetlighting is currently existing, the digital displays would not represent a
substantially new source over the ambient lighting by the streetlights and are not
expected to create or increase the potential for driver distraction (as noted above, a
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further discussion of traffic hazards is included in the Transportation/Traffic Impact
Assessment prepared for the project). . Impacts related to new sources of light and
glare would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required.
(See Attachment A for an analysis of current data on digital signage and a review of
regulations of other jurisdictions is provided in Attachment D.)

8.0

RECOMMENDED MEASURES

Significant adverse impacts of the project to the existing visual environment are not
anticipated, so mitigation measures to reduce project impacts are not required.
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Attachment A
Analysis of Data on Digital Signage
The analysis of advertising and the use of digital signage is not in itself a visual issue
based on both CEQA and on NEPA requirements, except for the potential of light and
glare associated with the signage. This analysis further explored the issue of potential
driver safety and distractibility.
Any effects, whether similar or not to billboards for smaller scale digital signs, such as
those proposed as part of the STAP, are not well documented. However, this analysis
considered the effects of digital billboards on driver attention, if only to gain an
understanding of the mitigating measures proposed or taken as a result of the findings
of these studies.
Design Parameters for Proposed Digital Signage
With regards to the STAP project, before a comparison with the literature can be
analyzed, there needs to be an understanding of the parameters and limitations
identified for the project implementation in relation to the inclusion of digital signage
at the bus stops/shelters. As identified in the Project Description, the use and
implementation of Digital Signage within the project would include the following design
parameters:
● Digital Element Sizes: While sizes may vary somewhat between shelter
manufacturers, the differences between them are generally between 2 to 4
inches in any direction. The sizes indicated below are typical:
o General sizes for the shelters are: two screens with a height of 67 to 70
inches and a width between 46 and 48 inches, with one screen facing into
the shelter, the other on the back side facing out.
o Digital Kiosks (pylon-like structures with displays) are up to 12 to 16 feet
(192 inches) high and 48 inches wide.
o Interactive Kiosks have two 50- to 55-inch-tall screens with variable
widths, depending on the design of these elements.
o Digital Urban Panels can be either be roughly 67 inches high by 38 inches
wide or 56 inches high by 38 inches wide
● Digital Display Illumination: Industry standards for illumination levels for digital
displays are not to exceed 4.0 lux over the ambient light levels. As a
comparison, the illumination levels for a typical bus stop for the City of Los
Angeles are 2.5-foot candles (Design Standards and Guidelines, Bureau of
Street Lighting, Department of Public Works, City of Los Angeles, 2007). So,
the illumination levels for the display could be 2.87 foot candles. A foot-candle
(or foot-candle, fc, lm/ft2, or ft-c) is a measurement of light intensity. One footcandle is defined as enough light to saturate a one-foot square with one lumen6
of light.
6

Lumen is a measurement of light that refers to the brightness produced by a bulb; i.e., a 60-watt
incandescent light bulb and a 15-watt fluorescent/LED bulb emit 900 lumens.
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● Digital Image “Flip Rate”: The flip rate is the rate at which the digital signage
display changes or "flips" to a new image. For the STAP, the proposed digital
flip rate is no more frequent than every 10 seconds. As a comparison, the flip
rate on most digital billboards is around 6 to 8 seconds.
Typical designs and the bus stop/transit shelter layout can be seen in Figures 6 and
7.
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Interactive Kiosk

Source: StreetsLA 2021.

Source: StreetsLA 2021.

Source: StreetsLA 2021.

Transit Shelter

Urban Panel
Figure 6: Digital Display Samples
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Figure 7: Typical Bus Stop Layout and Legend
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Figure 7 (cont.) Typical Bus Stop Layout and Legend
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Current Research on Distraction from Digital Signage
Review of current literature shows that there are no known focused research efforts
regarding driver distraction due to scrolling or changeable advertising and signage at
transit shelters7, although there are several studies related to larger offsite digital
billboards. The majority, if not all, of the current research into Commercial Electronic
Variable Message Signs (CEVMS), or Digital Signs for short, are studies of the effects
of billboards and large displays on the performance of drivers and whether they cause
a significant driver distraction.
Perhaps the most relevant of study reports applicable to the STAP is one prepared by
a government agency, and not sponsored by the out of home commercial advertising
industry. The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) of the U.S. Department of
Transportation published a report in 20128 that investigated the effects of CEVMS on
driver visual behavior in a roadway driving environment. In addition to reviewing the
relevant background literature, the report contained the results of scientific research
conducted on behalf of FHWA using instrumented vehicles specially equipped with
eye tracking systems which could track where and how long drivers glanced while
driving , and which was tested on freeways and arterials in two American cities –
Richmond, VA and Reading, PA. The findings of this study indicate that drivers
directed the majority of their visual attention to areas of the roadway that were relevant
to the task at hand (i.e., the driving task).
First, after reviewing prior studies, the FHWA report stated, "Collectively, these studies
did not demonstrate that the advertising signs detracted from drivers' glances forward
at the roadway in a substantive manner while the vehicle was moving."9 It added that
gaze duration was most influenced by the task at hand, and accordingly, when there
were fewer driver demands, for example, such as when stopped at a signal, drivers
tended to gaze longer away from the road. FHWA continued, "In sum, most of the
literature concerning eye gaze behavior in dynamic environments suggests that task
demands tend to override visual salience in determining attention allocation. When
extended to driving, it would be expected that visual attention will be directed toward
task-relevant areas and objects (e.g., the roadway, other vehicles, speed limit signs,
etc.) and other salient objects, such as billboards, will not necessarily capture
attention."10
Second, the detailed findings of the field research specifically conducted for FHWA
with drivers in real roadway situations indicated that drivers consistently devoted
between 73 and 85 percent of their visual attention to the roadway itself. The average
fixation time to CEVMS was 379 milliseconds11 (ms), with the longest average dwell
7

CIMA, 2013, Safety Impacts and Regulations of Electronic Static Roadside Advertising Signs
Technical Memorandum #1 – Current Research Literature Review, Final Report.
8
Federal Highway Administration [FHWA]. Driver Visual Behavior in the Presence of Commercial
Electronic Variable Message Signs (CEVMS). Report prepared by SAIC. 2012.
9
Ibid., 9.
10
Ibid., 11.
11
1 seconds equals 1,000 milliseconds
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time at 1,335 ms for a CEVMS. Previous studies by the National Highway Traffic
Safety Administration (NHTSA) led to the conclusion that taking one’s eyes off the
road for 2 seconds (2,000 ms) or more presented a safety risk, so the FHWA study
found drivers did not exceed the threshold in a statistically significant amount. The
results of the two-prong FHWA research report did not provide evidence that CEVMS
signs, as currently found within the study sites, were associated with unacceptably
long views away from the road. In fact, "for tasks such as driving, the task demands
tend to outweigh stimulus salience when it comes to gaze control,"12 or in less
technical language, the driver will typically and unconsciously adjust their behavior to
the immediate and nearby environment, which includes considering a myriad of
factors, such as the speed and amount of adjacent vehicular traffic, weather
conditions, traffic signals, speed limit signs, and pedestrian crosswalks, as well as
adjacent land uses, ranging from open space to a dense urban environment with
buildings, to name but just a few. Furthermore, the FHWA field analysis noted "drivers
distributed their gazes away from the road ahead even when there were no offpremise billboards present."13
A 2009 Report by Jerry Wachtel of the Veridian Group14 and a subsequent 2018
literature up-date,15 provides a summary of research into CEVMS and driver safety.
Many of the reports summarized by Wachtel in his compendium look at drivers' gazes
and times/length of gaze away from the road ahead. In these summarized reports,
Wachtel concludes that there is growing evidence that digital billboards do distract
drivers because these displays increase driver glance duration and the driver’s gaze
is reflectively drawn to objects with different luminance within their view. However, the
research does not show any definitive increase in the number of actual crashes which
have occurred, but only an increased risk probability for a crash to occur as a result
of driver distraction.
The authors of the research studies summarized in Wachtel’s compendium looked at
and evaluated the placement and/or effects of billboards on the responses of drivers,
primarily through driver simulations. A number of studies also looked at actual
conditions, including one conducted in Israel in which existing digital billboards were
covered for a three-year period, so that a comparison of crash data between a control
site, and the treatment site. i.e., covered vs. uncovered billboards, was possible. The
study found that crashes decreased when the billboards were covered16.
However, while these studies and reports analyzed the effects of large digital signage
along freeways and highways, they did not analyze what, if any, effects might be
anticipated with smaller signage located along lower speed roads which is more
12

FHWA, 2012, 38.
Ibid., 54.
14
Wachtel, J. 2009. “Safety Impacts of the Emerging Digital Display Technology for Outdoor
Advertising Signs: Final Report. NCHRP Report 20-7/256.
15
Wachtel, J. 2018 Compendium of Recent Research Studies on Distraction from Commercial
Electronic Variable Message Signs (CVMS).
16
Gitelman, V. Zaidel, D., & Doveh, E. 2013. “Influence of Billboards on Driving Behavior and Road
Safety” Transportation Research Board of the National Academies.
13
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typical of city streets. Lower driving speeds would imply a longer allowable response
time to any driving incident (e.g., a sudden stop of the lead car in a queue). Also not
analyzed was the effect of the placement of the signage along the roadway – e.g., is
it located before or beyond the traffic light at intersections; is it placed so that viewers
see both the sign and, peripherally, the roadway as well; does the position of the
signage within a structure make a difference (and how transparent/open that structure
is); the effects of the length or duration of any one image on slower speed roadways;
or what the effects of the brightness of the display in association with the ambient light
of the roadway may be.
The effects, if any, from digital signage along a local roadway, such as that proposed
in the STAP project, must be extrapolated from these larger studies. This also applies
to adopting measures to help reduce driver distraction, such as those proposed by
STAP for limiting sign turn over frequency and light level contrast associated with the
signage. While some studies found a higher propensity for driver distraction due to the
presence of outdoor advertising, others did not or whose results were at best
inconclusive. The basic take away from the studies cited here would infer that while
there may be a potential for drivers to be distracted to varying degrees by roadside
elements, including smaller digital signage, drivers may just as well or to a greater
degree be distracted by other roadside and in-car elements vying for their attention.
While additional studies that isolate and proportionately weigh these variables would
be helpful to expand the knowledge base in this field, at this time, the information
available regarding driver distraction does not raise significant safety concerns related
to smaller digital signage comparable to what is proposed for STAP.
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Attachment B
List of City Designated Scenic Routes
Source: Mobility Plan 2035. 2016. City of Los Angeles, Department of City Planning.
Appendix B: Inventory of Designated Scenic Highways and Guidelines.
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Attachment C
Caltrans’ Decision Tree and Questionnaire

VIA = Visual Impact Assessment
PDT = Project Development Team
PES = Preliminary Environmental Study
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Attachment D
Review of Regulations of Other Jurisdictions
A sample review of the municipal codes of a number California cities showed that most
cities do not have specific regulations for digital advertisements at transit shelters,
static or otherwise. Cities such as Burbank, Pasadena, and Irvine, for example, had
limited mention of transit shelters or bus shelters, i.e., typically only in terms of
setbacks from the curb, non-smoking regulations, etc. Orange County has a specific
code section related to bus shelters and benches, and a subsection related to
advertising, including specifying allowable language and placement, but not on digital
displays or content, per se. Other cities, such as the cities of Palo Alto and Santa Ana,
spell out the specific approvals needed for transit shelters. In Palo Alto, shelter design
with any advertising requires approval from the Architectural Review Board and its
placement location needs to be approved by the City's Planning Director. In the city
of Santa Ana, the Public Works Director must give the approval. Several municipalities
address transit shelter ads under a broader category of "signs" and/or “outdoor
advertising” within their municipal codes. For example, the City of Oceanside has
broad policies related to "existing signage, including but not limited to animated,
billboard, digital display, and electronic message signage." But the language used by
local governments in California in most cases relates to the billboards with commercial
advertising that are propped up on poles. Other cities, such as Santa Barbara, appear
to have an ordinance related to regulating outdoor lighting, sometimes in the context
of preventing visual clutter and./or light pollution, but with no specific language
applying to digital displays at transit shelters.
Jurisdictions that have adopted regulations for digital displays include the City of West
Hollywood, which allows creative signs with electronic graphics and video displays as
part of a comprehensive sign program, subject to City review and a sign permit. In
2019, the City of West Hollywood amended the Sunset Specific Plan to establish new
policies, guidelines and standards for advertising signs (i.e., billboards, tall wall signs,
temporary creative billboards, and alternative projects or installations). The amended
Specific Plan requires permits for offsite signs; allows large screen video signs at
specific locations; includes a digital offsite advertising sign distribution map; sets
standards for design quality, sustainability and value; requires a viewshed analysis
and public and arts programming; and includes protections for cultural and
paleontological resources and existing vegetation. It also set hours of operations for
digital billboards, limits illuminance to 1.4 footcandles at the adjacent residential
property line; regulates illuminance transition rates/refresh rates, prohibits colors
similar to those of traffic signs, scrolling text, stroboscopic flashing images, rapidly
changing images or brightness and video animations; allows sound only during special
events; and requires lighting monitoring.
Other municipalities regulate transit shelter signs by setting a maximum area and
dwell time limits of 6 to 10 seconds; prohibiting animation and requiring transition times
to be less than one second, along with brightness controls and preventing display from
being a distraction to traffic signals. Others regulate shelter signs to be installed in
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such a way that the source of the light is shielded from direct view of abutting
properties and from traffic along the street.
The City of Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC) Chapter I, Article 4.4 contains the
City’s sign regulations, including requirements for offsite signs and digital displays,
among others. It includes provisions for prohibited off-site signs, including offsite digital displays, unless specifically permitted pursuant to a legally adopted specific
plan, supplemental use district or an approved development agreement. It also
prohibits signs that constitute a hazard to traffic; regulates freeway exposure of signs;
and sets standards for different sign types. However, these sign regulations do not
apply to signs within the public right-of-way.
A number of the City’s adopted Specific Plans and Sign Districts include standards for
digital displays, sign refresh rates, illumination levels, and animated signs. See the
Land Use Consistency Analysis for a summary of land use plans, policies, and
programs that contain design standards for digital displays.
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To:

Norman Mundy, Environmental Management Group, Bureau of Engineering
Lance Oishi, Engineering Services Division, Bureau of Street Services
Audrey Netsawang, Engineering Services Division, Bureau of Street Services
Department of Public Works, City of Los Angeles

From:

Anders Sutherland, Senior Environmental Scientist
Terry A. Hayes Associates Inc.

Date:

October 11, 2021

Re:

Sidewalk and Transit Amenities Program
Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions Analysis

1.0

PURPOSE AND ORGANIZATION OF THIS MEMO

The purpose of this memorandum is to document the results of the air quality and
greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions analysis as it relates to the potential environmental
impacts associated with the construction and operation of the proposed Sidewalk and
Transit Amenities Program (STAP) and future projects that may be allowed under the
proposed changes to the Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC) (collectively, the
project). In addition, this memorandum will support the findings of the Initial Study that
will be prepared to identify the appropriate environmental document for the project, in
compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the State CEQA
Guidelines.

2.0

PROJECT LOCATION AND SETTING

The City of Los Angeles (City) covers approximately 468.7 square miles and is
generally located at the southwestern section of Los Angeles County (see Attachment
A). Public transit services in the City are provided by the Los Angeles County
Metropolitan Transportation Authority (Metro), City of Los Angeles Department of
Transportation (LADOT), Southern California Railroad Authority (SCRRA or
Metrolink), and bus services from adjacent cities. Current inventory indicated that
there are 1,884 existing transit shelters in the City, which are located at scattered bus
stop locations that are used by Metro, LADOT DASH and Commuter Express, Culver
City, Santa Monica Big Blue Bus, and other regional and municipal bus operators.
Approximately 21 percent (63,888 acres) of all land in the City is developed as streets,
storm drainage channels, utility facilities, and reservoirs. The City currently maintains
an inventory of 1,884 transit shelters, 197 public amenity kiosks, 6 vending kiosks,
and 14 automated public toilets as part of its Coordinated Street Furniture Program
(CSFP). Table 1 provides an inventory of these facilities. At the direction of the Los
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Angeles City Council, the CSFP is entirely funded by revenue from advertising panels
at most existing program furniture locations.
Table 1: CSFP Inventory
Structures and Facilities

Number

Transit Shelters with advertising
Transit Shelters without advertising
Rapid Bus Shelters
Los Angeles Neighborhood Initiative (LANI) Non-Advertising Shelters
Total Transit Shelters
Public Amenity Kiosks
Vending Kiosks
Total Advertising Panels (with 13% for public service programs)
Automatic Public Toilets (APTs; owned/operated by a private firm)*

1,667
123
52
42
1,884
197
6
3,679
14

* APTs are currently considered an option for inclusion in the proposed STAP but are not a mandatory
component of the incoming program. The City is considering its options to pursue a separate public toilet
program. Were the City to create a stand-alone public toilet program, the current APT inventory would be
included as part of that program and would not be part of STAP.

Source: StreetsLA, 2021.

3.0

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

3.1

Project Objectives

The STAP would be implemented by the Department of Public Works, Bureau of
Street Services (StreetsLA) and would provide shelter, shade, safety, and comfort to
the City's transit riders, active transportation users, and pedestrians. The program
would support public transit and shared use of the sidewalk; improve transit
information and public service delivery; be a self-sustaining program through the
reinvestment of advertising revenues to improve access and mobility; and create a
dynamic program that incorporates flexibility and collaboration with other City goals
and programs. These goals would be achieved through the efficient delivery of
enhanced program elements and active management by the City.
The primary objectives of the STAP include the following:
● Promote and expand the use of transit, active transportation, and shared
mobility by improving the quality and technological capability of associated
physical program elements, such as transit shelters, kiosks, and other
amenities
● Improve the intrinsic design qualities of street furniture and other public rightof-way infrastructure and streetscapes on a citywide basis
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● Provide public benefits to help strengthen neighborhoods while facilitating an
economically and physically sustainable project
● Foster a public-private collaborative approach to provide expanded and more
equitable public services, regular STAP equipment maintenance, and revenue
to the City using commercial advertising opportunities

3.2

Project Implementation Features

Construction of the transit shelters under STAP would occur over a 3- to 6-year time
span, from 2022-2024 or 2027 depending upon the negotiated terms of the final
contract. Maintenance and operation of all the transit shelters, existing and new, would
be the responsibility of the contractor for 10 years with two potential 5-year extensions,
in accordance with the agreements with the City. In summary, the program
implementation would include the following activities:
● Dismantling and removal of existing transit shelters and amenities
● Refresh a number of existing shelters and construction of new transit shelters
● Maintaining the revitalized and new transit shelters
● Installation of urban panels1 and placemaking kiosks at or within the vicinity of
the transit shelters
● Installation of other optional program elements at or within the vicinity of the
transit shelters
This section provides an overview of various elements to be performed to implement
the STAP.

3.2.1

Construction Equipment

Construction equipment associated with implementation of the project under all
scenarios would typically include power tools (e.g., concrete cutting saws, circular
saws, drills, impact drivers, etc.); electric, compressed air, or hydraulic jack hammer;
a skid steer loader; backhoe; 5- to 10-cubic yard dump truck; flatbed trailer; boom
truck; and hand tools. This equipment would be in use from 2 to 8 hours per day.

3.2.2

Construction Crew

It is estimated that a crew of three to seven construction workers would be needed for
each of the major actions of either physically dismantling an existing transit shelter or
installing a refurbished or new shelter.

1

Urban panels are digital displays that are positioned on the street level to be viewed by pedestrians
and vehicular traffic.
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3.2.3

Hours of Construction

Work would generally occur from 7:00 a.m. to 4:00 p.m., Monday through Friday (eight
hours per day). On occasion, work may take place on a Saturday between 8:00 a.m.
and 5:00 p.m. In select locations, work hours may be reduced to accommodate rushhour restrictions. It is anticipated that no construction would occur on Sundays or
holidays. (See General Conditions 00210 and Los Angeles Municipal Code Section
41.40.)

3.2.4

Site Access, Traffic Circulation and Parking

All STAP elements would be installed to ultimately provide a clear path of travel with
a minimum 5-foot width to allow for pedestrian circulation. Placement of new STAP
elements would maintain minimum distance requirements from bus stops; rail station
entrances; building/property ingress/egress points; fire hydrants; stand pipes; building
fire safety equipment; belowground utilities and related structures; power outlets;
utility/street light/traffic signal poles; utility cabinets/aboveground facilities; signs/sign
posts; street trees and tree wells; landscaped planters and/or parkways; driveways;
access ramps; and other permitted street improvements.
Sidewalk, curb, and lane closure is expected to last for approximately 2 hours per
transit shelter removal site. For purposes of installing transit shelters, it is expected
that intermittent closure of a sidewalk, curb, and/or traffic lane would occur over a 2.5day period, with 1 day projected to get the shelter site prepared and 1.5 days to
physically install and make the shelter operational. No curb-lane closure(s) would
generally be allowed during peak traffic periods (i.e., the hours of 6:00 to 9:00 a.m.
and 4:00 to 7:00 p.m.); occasional exemptions to peak traffic hour restrictions may be
sought on a case by case basis to accommodate installation schedules. Bus stop
operations may temporarily be relocated to the opposite side of a typical intersection,
next nearest stop or suspended during activities to either dismantle or install a shelter.
No parking is anticipated to be affected by any STAP work.

3.2.5

Landscaping and Lighting

Where possible, STAP elements are intended to enhance or take advantage of tree
canopies that provide natural shade and shelter. No trees are proposed to be removed
with implementation of the STAP elements under most instances. However, there may
be situations where tree root pruning that is required to make sidewalk repairs
necessary to achieve Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) compliance may
destabilize an existing street tree beyond a reasonable level of liability and thus, may
likely require the removal of such tree to minimize public safety risks and to bring
liability levels down to an acceptable level. When the installation of a transit shelter
brings with it the possibility that a street tree may have to be removed, the contractor
would have to comply with existing City regulations, including the need for a street
tree removal permit from the Board of Public Works; public notification of the proposed
removal of three or more street trees; a Board of Public Works public hearing for
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consideration of removal of three or more street trees at a specific address; and
provision of replacement trees on a 2:1 basis with 24-inch box size tree stock to be
watered for a minimum 3-year period.
As part of the Green New Deal, StreetsLA began to add cooling features, trees, and
more shade at bus stops in October 2019. A coordinated effort between the STAP
and other City efforts to achieve the Green New Deal goals would be undertaken.
The proposed project would comply with pertinent City's ordinances related to lighting.
All transit shelters would come equipped with evening hour security lighting to
illuminate passenger waiting areas beneath canopies. Shelter roofs may be equipped
with solar panels or green roofs in limited quantities depending on need and/or
appropriateness. Other optional shelter features may include free Wi-Fi, charging
ports or stations, and possibly cooling systems.
Motion on digital screens would not be allowed, and limitations would be placed on
their brightness. Digital elements would have ENERGY STAR ratings for efficiency
with light-emitting diode (LED) screens. These devices must automatically control their
brightness in response to the time of day and sunlight. All elements of STAP would
also be controlled through a Content Management System, which would automatically
adjust the brightness of specific devices by location to match the allowable increase
over ambient light levels (not to exceed 4.0 lux).

3.2.6

Utilities/Utility Coordination

Subsurface utility work associated with the installation of new STAP elements would
primarily be coordinated with the City's Department of Water and Power and the
Bureau of Street Lighting to provide electrical power and water services that may be
necessary for STAP program elements. STAP installation efforts will also be
coordinated with any other utilities or subgrade infrastructure that may be located in
the City's rights-of-way. Certain water and power system connections may be
necessary within roadway and sidewalk areas to accommodate new project
components, such as shelter lighting, digital displays, and hydration stations.
No new utility boxes or power line relocations are required for the removal of existing
transit shelters. It is anticipated that any existing shelters to be replaced with a new
shelter would utilize the existing electrical services. New electrical service would be
required for the proposed new shelter locations. However, it is anticipated that
existing electrical circuits and water service lines will be used; therefore, no utility line
upgrades are anticipated.

3.2.7

Code Compliance

STAP elements would comply with all applicable Structural, Seismic,, Plumbing, and
Electrical Codes, and other specific City-adopted policies and standards applicable to
the public right-of-way. This includes compliance with Department of Public Works
Standard Specifications, Standard Specifications for Public Works Construction, City
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amendments to the Standard Specifications for Public Works Construction (Brown
Book) and various Standard Plans.

3.2.8

Operation and Maintenance

Maintenance of all STAP elements would be performed in accordance with
performance based contract maintenance standards that takes into account historical
data, including public comments and complaints received by the City's 311 Center,
STAP web forms, crowd-sourced information, and data collected by StreetsLA's Asset
Management Program.
Maintenance of program elements would include cleaning, removing graffiti and
stickers, and removing litter in, on, and around each element. All physical shelter and
associated street furniture amenities and digital devices would be maintained and kept
in good working order by the removal of dust, grime, dirt, stickers, tags, and etchings.
The digital technologies would possess a self-reporting feedback loop to alert the
StreetsLA's Asset Management System of the need for repair, refurbishment,
reconditioning, or replacement, and periodic onsite visual inspections by City staff
would be used in tandem to ensure all STAP elements are properly maintained.

3.3

Construction and Implementation Scenarios

The three scenarios described below are developed for illustrative purposes to
represent the most frequent STAP activities, including dismantling, removal, and
relocation of existing transit shelters (Scenario 1) and the placement of new shelters
at new locations/ bus stops that currently do not have transit shelters (Scenario 2). An
additional scenario (Scenario 3) was also developed for a programmatic analysis of
program elements that relate to operation and maintenance activities of transit
shelters and associated furniture in place. These scenarios are representative of
various configurations, depending on the conditions of each site. All components
described below would not occur at each project location.

3.3.1

Shelter Dismantling and Removal

Under the STAP, approximately 1,884 existing transit shelters are slated to be
dismantled and removed from their current locations over a 3- to 6-year time horizon
beginning in 2022. Of these, up to 664 shelters are expected to be refurbished and
re-distributed during the initial program years to provide a more immediate expansion
of shade and shelter at bus stops currently absent such amenities until such time the
refreshed transit shelters may be replaced by new transit shelters as a part of the
STAP roll-out process. Any combination of the following activities would be required
for this construction scenario:
● Dismantling and removal of existing transit shelters, kiosks, and associated
amenities
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● Temporary or permanent disconnection and proper capping of utility services
to existing transit shelters, kiosks, and associated amenities for safety and
future access where needed
● Transport of shelter components to a relocation/assembly site, recycling
center, and/or appropriate disposal facility
● Refurbishing shelters and other street furniture removed from existing shelter
sites
● Site preparation, including removal of existing sidewalks, foundations, and
reestablishment of utility connections as needed
The dimensions of most existing transit shelter structures are approximately 5 feet by
13 feet and 9 feet in height, with an attached or detached bench and litter
receptacle(s). For impact analysis purposes, it is estimated that approximately 10
square feet of the existing shelter area would be disturbed with a maximum of 0.5-foot
excavation depth required. The excavation volume of soil and debris of approximately
5 cubic feet would be removed for disposal at the local landfill. The shelter's electrical
components would be disposed of separately. Any steel or aluminum shelter
components would be salvaged and recycled.
It is estimated that the average time to take down and transport an existing shelter
would range between 2 and 3 hours, with one of these hours reserved per day for
traffic lane management. A crew of three to five staff would be needed at each
dismantling operation. Intermittent lane closure or curb restrictions would be required.
No streets would be completely closed to vehicular traffic during the transit shelter
dismantling process, but traffic flag persons and/or devices may need to be in place
during the dismantling period to protect vehicles, bicycles, and pedestrians if adequate
width for deployment of the equipment is not otherwise available. Bus stops would
need to be temporarily relocated or suspended. No parking impacts are anticipated.

3.3.2

Shelter Construction and Installation

Approximately 1,116 new transit shelters would be constructed at designated
locations, at existing bus stops without transit shelters, and the existing 1,884 transit
shelters would be replaced. Additionally, approximately 664 of the existing transit
shelters would be removed, refurbished and relocated to bus stops that do not
currently have shelters during the initial program year(s), with most expected to be
eventually replaced with new shelters. Approximately 20 percent of these 664
relocated shelters (or 133 shelters) may remain at the new locations throughout the
STAP rollout process and would not be replaced with new shelters. This would
possibly increase new shelters to be constructed at approximately 1,249 locations for
a total new transit shelter construction at approximately 3,133 sites. Approximately
450 shade structures may also be placed at bus stops where it is not practical to install
a transit shelter. A total of approximately 3,583 transit shelters and shade structures
would be installed under STAP.

Sidewalk and Transit Amenities Program

7

October 2021

Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions Technical Memorandum
The dimension of each new structure would be approximately 5 feet wide, 14–20 feet
long, and 9 feet tall, with placemaking kiosks up to 16 feet tall. It would be equipped
with seating, illumination for security and safety, and provide a separate stand-alone
litter/recyclable receptacle.
Construction and installation of each new transit shelter would include any
combination of the following activities:
● Installation of refurbished and renewed transit shelter or a new transit shelter
at a bus stop that previously had a shelter or amenities
● Installation of refurbished and renewed transit shelter or a new transit shelter
at a location that did not previously have a shelter or amenities
● The following program elements may be provided in the area adjacent to the
shelter canopy:
o Installation of litter/recycling receptacles, digital displays, interactive
information kiosks, vending kiosks, urban panels, placemaking kiosks, and
eLockers
● Any of the following elements may also be incorporated within, or in the vicinity
of transit shelters:
o Shade structures; docks and/or corrals for scooters or bicycles; bollards;
pillars; traffic barriers; electric vehicle charging stations2; hydration stations;
handwashing stations or hand sanitizer dispensers; cooling stations; public
Wi-Fi and Broadband 5G; charging ports or stations; public art and features
that reflect local and/or architectural history
● Sidewalk reconstruction related to the installation of new or replacement transit
shelters3, including fixing broken concrete, cracks, and making required
accessibility improvements such as cross-slope work for ADA compliance
● Minor utility work, such as underground or overhead utility connections may be
required
Each of the new and updated shelters would be equipped with a canopy, a bench,
and a litter receptacle with the size of the canopy varied. The City intends to
incorporate various amenities as part of STAP to take advantage of expanding
innovations in transit and smart technology, including customized automated digitized
2

Electric vehicle charging stations would be incompatible with bus stop zones where no-parking is
allowed; but may be a program feature provided away from/outside of bus stop zones.
3 The STAP will not be making comprehensive sidewalk repairs throughout a bus stop zone. ADA
related sidewalk reconstruction in particular, will be limited to the area immediately beneath the
transit shelter, transition areas needed to access the ADA-compliant area beneath a transit shelter,
and an ADA-compliant Pedestrian Access Route (PAR) from the waiting area beneath a transit
shelter to the ADA-compliant 5-foot by 8-foot boarding/alighting area adjacent to the bus stop sign
post. Sidewalk panels disturbed by transit shelter installations will likely be repaired replaced but
the scope of additional sidewalk repairs beyond that will be reviewed and determined on a case by
case basis depending upon the ability of the City to cover the costs of such work.
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advertising panels, some of which may be interactive with the capability of providing
wayfinding, real-time bus arrival, and other public information. Media panels,
approximately 4.5 feet by 2 feet wide and 8 feet tall, will each have two display panels
containing a combination of digital graphics and/or static printed commercial
advertising, wayfinding, bus arrival, or other public services message content, which
may either be incorporated into the transit shelter or installed as separate, stand-alone
structures. Newsstand vending kiosks, public amenity and placemaking kiosks, and
urban panels may be included as part of the project. Installation of transit shelters and
associated amenities may require sidewalk reconstruction.
For impact analysis purposes, it is estimated that the installation of each transit shelter
would disturb an area of approximately 105 to 128 square feet (i.e., 7-8 feet by 15-16
feet); the excavation volume of soil and debris would range from a minimum 25 cubic
feet to a maximum of 220 cubic feet, depending on the shelter model and foundation;
the maximum depth of excavation would be 3 feet. Construction would require
temporary closure of the public sidewalk and temporary use of the public street in front
of the bus stop/transit shelter site for up to 8 hours during each of the 2 to 3 days of
construction because installation of transit shelters and associated amenities may
require sidewalk reconstruction. A crew of 3 to 7 workers would be needed to complete
the work at each shelter per day.
Intermittent lane closure or curb restrictions would be required over the approximately
2.5 days required to install shelters. No streets would be completely closed to
vehicular traffic during the transit stop/shelter installation process, but traffic flag
persons and/or devices may need to be in place during the installation period to protect
vehicles, bicycles, and pedestrians if adequate width for deployment of the equipment
is not otherwise available. All construction vehicles would be removed daily from the
construction site location. Bus stops would need to be temporarily relocated or
suspended. No permanent parking impacts are anticipated.

3.3.3

Shelter Operations and Maintenance

Maintenance of all of the program transit shelters and other amenities would be
performed by the contractor on an ongoing basis over the 10-year period. The
activities would include any combination of the following:
● Cleaning of shelter, associated program elements, and sidewalk area on a
regularly scheduled (minimally twice per week) and emergency basis, including
use of power-washing equipment
● Removal or abatement of graffiti and/or stickers
● Abatement of etching to the highest degree possible
● Litter and recyclable collection and disposal
● Shelter repair work, including fixing broken ad panels, inoperable lights, shelter
structures, benches, litter receptacles, and other program elements
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● Minor utility repair, such as replacing light elements, fuses, and utility box
repairs
● Periodic re-painting or re-coating of transit shelters and their related
components
A typical maintenance schedule is presented in Table 2.
Table 2: Typical Maintenance Schedule
Description

Frequency

% of Total
Inventory per
Frequency

Replacement of worn
structural elements; original
equipment manufacturer
(OEM) recommended
maintenance of digital
displays
Removal of graffiti, stickers,
etchings, and tags;
replacement of broken
structural elements;
cleaning of digital displays;
removal of litter and debris
All preventive and regular

Monthly or as needed

15%

Minimally 2 times per
week

100%

Minimum of 3 times
per week
Rotating schedule:
quarterly for power
washing; additional
power washing at
specific locations as
needed biannually or
as needed for painting
and all other repairs
Upon notification and
no later than 24 hours
after notification

Based on need

Type of
Maintenance
Preventative

Regular

Hot Spots
Deep Cleaning

Power washing to pads and
program elements; painting
or repairs to structural
damage; removal and
refurbishment of program
elements

Emergency

Replacement of broken
glass, damaged structures,
broken digital displays;
safely secure and/or restrict
access to furniture that
cannot be repaired
immediately to minimize
liability concerns.

Power washing:
100%
Painting & all
other repairs:
50%

100%

Source: StreetsLA, 2021.
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1.1.1

Changes to the Los Angeles Municipal Code

In addition to the transit shelter improvements under STAP, the City is proposing
changes to Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC) Sections 67.01 and 67.02, which
would modify the type of advertising structures allowed in the public right-of-way, in
order to effectuate portions of the STAP program and potentially authorize the
consideration of other projects in the future.
While CEQA does not require the lead agency to speculate on the potential impact of
a project, it does generally require a lead agency to evaluate the potential impacts of
future development under a new regulatory regime if there is substantial evidence in
the record that such future development is reasonably foreseeable. Based on the
available knowledge and reasonable investigation, the City conservatively estimates
that the potential projects listed below may occur in the future; however, any such
approval in the future, if approved at all, will be subject to all applicable laws, including
future CEQA analysis and all other City code and permitting requirements.
● Los Angeles Tourism and Convention Board (LATCB) Information Kiosks
● LADOT Mobility Hubs
● Metro Bikeshare
● LADOT Blue LA Electric Vehicle Charging Stations
● Bureau of Street Lighting Advertising on Street Lighting Assets
Based on these potentially foreseeable projects, it is estimated that future advertising
displays would be installed at approximately 500 sidewalk locations between 2022
and 2024, or as many as 167 sites per year (concurrent with the STAP rollout period).
For impact analysis purposes, these foreseeable advertising displays are being
considered in the impact analysis of the proposed project using the same construction
assumption as is being used for the transit shelter installation.

4.0

EXISTING CONDITIONS

1.2

Air Quality Setting

1.1.1 Regional Setting
The City of Los Angeles is located within the South Coast Air Basin (SCAB), which is
known to have high concentrations of air pollution. The extent and severity of the air
pollution problem is a function of the area’s natural physical characteristics (weather
and topography), as well as man-made influences (development patterns and
lifestyle). Pollutant concentrations in the SCAB vary with location, season, and time of
day. Ozone (O3) concentrations, for example, tend to be lower along the coast, higher
in the near inland valleys, and lower in the far inland areas of the SCAB and adjacent
desert. Over the past 30 years, substantial progress has been made in reducing air
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pollution levels in Southern California. However, the SCAB still fails to meet the State
and/or national standards for O3, particulate matter less than 10 microns in diameter
(PM10), and particulate matter less than 2.5 microns in diameter (PM2.5). In addition,
Los Angeles County still fails to meet the national standard for lead (USEPA, 2021a).
The South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) has released the
Multiple Air Toxics Exposure study (MATES-IV). The MATES-IV Study was aimed at
estimating the cancer risk from toxic air emissions throughout the SCAB by conducting
a comprehensive monitoring program, an updated emissions inventory of toxic air
contaminants, and a modeling effort to fully characterize health risks for those living
in the SCAB. The MATES-IV Study concluded that the average carcinogenic risk from
air pollution in the SCAB is approximately 420 in one million over a 70-year duration.
Mobile sources (e.g., cars, trucks, trains, ships, aircraft, etc.) represent the greatest
contributors. Approximately 68 percent of the risk is attributed to diesel particulate
emissions, approximately 21 percent to other toxics associated with mobile sources
(including benzene, butadiene, and carbonyls), and approximately 11 percent of all
carcinogenic risk is attributed to stationary sources (which include large industrial
operations, such as refineries and metal processing facilities, as well as smaller
businesses, such as gas stations and chrome plating).
As part of the MATES-IV Study, SCAQMD prepared a series of maps that shows
regional trends in estimated outdoor inhalation cancer risk from toxic emissions, as
part of an ongoing effort to provide insight into relative risks. The maps’ estimates
represent the number of potential cancers per million people associated with a lifetime
of breathing air toxics (24 hours per day outdoors for 70 years). The MATES-IV map
is the most recently available map to represent existing conditions within the City and
other areas of the SCAB. The estimated cancer risk for the vast majority of the
urbanized area, including the City, within the SCAB ranges from 200 to over 1,200
cancers per million over a 70-year duration (SCAQMD, 2015).

1.1.2 Local Setting
Air pollutant emissions are generated in the local vicinity by stationary and area-wide
sources, such as commercial and industrial activity, space and water heating,
landscape maintenance, consumer products, and mobile sources primarily consisting
of automobile traffic. Motor vehicles are the primary source of pollutants in the local
vicinity. SCAQMD maintains a network of air quality monitoring stations located
throughout the Air Basin and has divided the SCAB into 38 source receptor areas
(SRAs) in which 31 monitoring stations operate. Each monitoring station measures
concentrations of air pollutants that are considered representative of the air quality in
the respective SRA.
The City spans several SRAs—as shown on Figure 1—including the entirety of SRA
1 (Central Los Angeles County) and portions of SRA 2 (Northwest Coastal Los
Angeles County), SRA 3 (Southwest Coastal Los Angeles County), SRA 4 (South
Coastal Los Angeles County), SRA 6 (West San Fernando Valley), SRA 7 (East San
Fernando Valley), SRA 8 (West San Gabriel Valley), and SRA 12 (South Central Los
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Angeles County). Air quality concentrations monitored within the City demonstrate that
State and/or national standards have recently been exceeded for O3, PM10, and PM2.5
(SCAQMD, 2019).

1.1.3 Sensitive Receptors
Some land uses are considered more sensitive to changes in air quality than others,
depending on the population groups and the activities involved. The California Air
Resources Board (CARB) has identified the following groups as most likely to be
affected by air pollution: children less than 14 years of age, the elderly over 65 years
of age, athletes, and people with cardiovascular and chronic respiratory diseases.
According to the SCAQMD, sensitive receptors are land uses where populations that
are more susceptible to the adverse effects of air pollution exposure are likely to spend
considerable amounts of time. The SCAQMD and CARB guidance recommend that
sensitive receptor locations to be taken into consideration include residences, schools,
playgrounds, child-care centers, athletic facilities, long-term health care facilities,
rehabilitation centers, convalescent centers, and retirement homes. The City is
generally a dense urban environment that includes land uses sensitive to air quality
emissions.
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Figure 1. Air Quality Monitoring Stations
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1.2

GHG Emissions

Global climate change refers to changes in average climatic conditions on earth as a
whole, including changes in temperature, wind patterns, precipitation, and severe
weather events. Global warming, a related concept, is the observed increase in
average temperature of earth’s surface and atmosphere. One identified cause of
global warming is an increase of GHGs in the atmosphere.
GHGs are compounds in the atmosphere which play a critical role in determining
temperature near the earth’s surface. GHGs include carbon dioxide (CO2), methane
(CH4), nitrous oxide (N2O) in addition to other gases that are not pertinent to the
project. GHGs allow high-frequency shortwave solar radiation to enter the
atmosphere, but retain some of the low frequency infrared energy, which is radiated
back from the earth towards space, resulting in a warming of the atmosphere. Not all
GHGs possess the same ability to induce climate change. Carbon dioxide is the most
abundant GHG in the atmosphere. Other GHGs are less abundant but have higher
global warming potential than CO2. Thus, emissions of other GHGs are commonly
quantified in the units of equivalent mass of carbon dioxide (CO2e). Global Warming
Potential (GWP) is based on a number of factors, including the radiative efficiency
(heat-absorbing ability) of each gas relative to that of CO2, as well as the decay rate
of each gas (the amount removed from the atmosphere over a given number of years)
relative to that of CO2.
The larger the GWP, the more that a given gas warms the earth compared to CO2
over that time period. These GWP ratios are available from the Intergovernmental
Panel on Climate Change (IPCC). Historically, GHG emission inventories have been
calculated using the GWPs from the IPCC’s Second Assessment Report. The IPCC
updated the GWP values based on the latest science in its Fourth Assessment Report
(AR4). The updated GWPs in the IPCC AR4 have begun to be used in recent GHG
emissions inventories and are shown in Table 3. By applying the GWP ratios, projectrelated CO2e emissions can be tabulated in metric tons per year (units expressed as
MT CO2e/year). Typically, the GWP ratio corresponding to the warming potential of
CO2 over a 100-year period is used as a baseline. The CO2e values are calculated for
construction years as well as existing and project build-out conditions in order to
generate a net change in GHG emissions for construction and operation.
Table 3: Atmospheric Lifetimes and Global Warming Potentials
Greenhouse Gas

Atmospheric Lifetime
(years)

Global Warming Potential
(100-year time horizon)

50–200
12 (+/-3)
114

1
25
298

Carbon Dioxide (CO2)
Methane (CH4)
Nitrous Oxide (N2O)

Source: IPCC, Climate Change 2007: Working Group I: The Physical Science Basis,
Direct Global Warming Potentials. www.ipcc.ch/publications_and_data/ar4/wg1/en/ch2s210-2.html, accessed June 8, 2021.
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1.2.1 Statewide GHG Emissions Inventory
The CARB is responsible for preparing, adopting, and updating California’s GHG
emissions inventory under Assembly Bill 1803 (2006). The State’s annual GHG
emissions inventory provides an important tool for establishing historical emissions
trends and tracking California’s progress in reducing GHGs. The 2020 edition of the
CARB GHG inventory includes emissions of seven GHGs identified in AB 32 for the
years 2000 to 2018. Table 4 displays the statewide GHG emissions from 2009 to 2018
by economic sector as defined in the 2008 Scoping Plan. Generally, California’s GHG
emissions have followed a declining trend over the past decade. In 2018, emissions
from routine emitting activities statewide were approximately 29.3 million metric tons
of CO2e (MMTCO2e) (six percent) lower than 2009 levels, and approximately 6
MMTCO2e below the 1990 level (431 MMTCO2e), which is the State’s 2020 GHG
target.
Table 4: California GHG Emissions Inventory Trend
CO2e Emissions (Million Metric Tons)
Sector

2009

2010

2011

2012

2013

2014

2015

2016

2017

2018

Transportation

168.0

165.1

161.8

161.4

161.2

162.6

166.2

169.8

171.0

169.5

Electric Power

101.3

90.3

89.2

98.2

91.4

88.9

84.8

68.6

62.1

63.1

Industrial

87.2

91.0

89.3

88.9

91.6

92.4

90.1

88.9

88.7

89.2

Commercial/
Residential

44.5

45.9

46.0

43.5

44.2

38.2

38.8

40.6

41.3

41.4

Agriculture

32.9

33.7

34.4

35.5

33.8

34.8

33.4

33.2

32.3

32.6

High GWP

12.3

13.5

14.5

15.5

16.8

17.7

18.6

19.3

20.0

20.5

8.5

8.7

8.7

8.7

8.7

8.8

8.8

8.9

9.0

9.1

Recycling and
Waste

Emissions
454.7
Total

448.2

443.9

451.7

447.7

443.4

440.7

429.3

424.4

425.4

Source: CARB, 2000–2018 GHG Inventory (2020 Edition), available at https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/ghginventory-data.

The transportation sector remains the largest source of statewide GHG emissions.
Direct emissions from vehicle exhaust, off-road transportation mobile sources,
intrastate aviation, rail, and watercraft account for approximately 50 percent of
California’s emissions in 2018. Transportation emissions decreased in 2018
compared to the previous year, which is the first year-to-year decrease since 2013.
Emissions from the electricity sector account for approximately 15 percent of the
inventory and show a slight increase in 2018 due to less hydropower generation. The
industrial sector has been relatively flat in recent years, representing approximately
21 percent of the total inventory. Emissions of high-GWP gases have continued to
increase as they replace ozone depleting substances banned under the 1987
Montreal Protocol. Emissions from other sectors have remained relatively constant in
recent years, despite statewide population growth.
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1.2.2 Citywide Sustainability Endeavors
The Sustainable City pLAn includes a citywide emissions inventory (City of LA, 2019).
GHG emissions in the City totaled approximately 32 MMTCO2e in 2017. The primary
sources of emissions are related to solid and wastewater services (41 percent),
industrial activities (31 percent), and transportation (21 percent). In 2017, the City had
reduced its GHG emissions 25 percent below 1990 levels, and the per capita GHG
emissions are one-third of the national average.

2.0

REGULATORY SETTING

2.1

Air Quality

2.1.1 Federal
Clean Air Act. The Federal Clean Air Act (CAA) was enacted in 1970 and has been
amended numerous times in subsequent years, with the most recent amendments
occurring in 1990. The CAA is the comprehensive federal law that regulates air
emissions in order to protect public health and welfare. The United States
Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) is responsible for the implementation and
enforcement of the CAA, which establishes federal National Ambient Air Quality
Standards (NAAQS), specifies future dates for achieving compliance, and requires the
USEPA to designate areas as attainment, nonattainment, or maintenance. The CAA
also mandates that each state submit and implement a State Implementation Plan
(SIP) for each criteria pollutant for which the state has not achieved the applicable
NAAQS. The SIP includes pollution control measures that demonstrate how the
standards for those pollutants will be met.
Certain air pollutants have been recognized to cause notable health problems and
consequential damage to the environment either directly or in reaction with other
pollutants, due to their presence in elevated concentrations in the atmosphere. Such
pollutants have been identified and regulated as part of an overall endeavor to prevent
further deterioration and to facilitate improvement in air quality.
The six principal pollutants for which NAAQS have been promulgated, which are most
relevant to current air quality planning and regulation in the SCAB, include: O3,
respirable and fine particulate matter (PM10 and PM2.5, respectively), carbon monoxide
(CO), nitrogen dioxide (NO2), sulfur dioxide (SO2), and lead (Pb). These pollutants are
referred to as “criteria air pollutants” as a result of the specific standards, or criteria,
which have been adopted for them. These pollutants are discussed below and the
NAAQS are listed in Table 5.
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Table 5: Ambient Air Quality Standards
South Coast Air Basin
Attainment Statusc
Averaging
Period

Federal
Standarda,b

California
Standarda,b

Federal
Standardd

California
Standardd

1-hour

—

0.09 ppm
(180 μg/m3)

—

NonAttainment

8-hour

0.070 ppm
(137 μg/m3)

0.07 ppm
(137 μg/m3)

NonAttainment
(Extreme)

NonAttainment

Respirable
Particulate
Matter (PM10)

24-hour

150 μg/m3

50 μg/m3

Annual

—

Attainment

NonAttainment

Fine
Particulate
Matter (PM2.5)

24-hour

35 μg/m3

Annual

μg/m3

NonAttainment
(Serious)

NonAttainment

Carbon
Monoxide
(CO)

1-hour

35 ppm
(40 mg/m3)

20 ppm
(23 mg/m3)
9.0 ppm
(10 mg/m3)

Attainment

Attainment

8-hour

9 ppm
(10 mg/m3)

1-hour

0.10 ppm
(188 μg/m3)

0.18 ppm
(339 μg/m3)
0.030 ppm
(57 μg/m3)

Attainment

Annual

0.053 ppm
(100 μg/m3)

Unclassified/
Attainment

1-hour

0.075 ppm
(196 μg/m3)

0.25 ppm
(655 μg/m3)

3-hour

0.5 ppm
(1,300 μg/m3)

—

0.14 ppm
(365 μg/m3)

0.04 ppm
(105 μg/m3)

Attainment

24-hour

Unclassified/
Attainment

Annual

0.03 ppm
(80 μg/m3)

—

30-day
average

—

1.5 μg/m3
Partial NonAttainmente

Attainment

Pollutant

Ozone (O3)

Nitrogen
Dioxide (NO2)

Sulfur Dioxide
(SO2)

Lead (Pb)

Rolling
3‑month
average

12

0.15

μg/m3

20

μg/m3
—

12

μg/m3

—

Sulfates

24-hour

—

25 μg/m3

—

Attainment

Hydrogen
Sulfide (H2S)

1-hour

—

0.03 ppm
(42 μg/m3)

—

Unclassified
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Table 5: Ambient Air Quality Standards
ppm = parts per million by volume
µg/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter
a
An ambient air quality standard is a concentration level expressed in either parts per million or micrograms
per cubic meter and averaged over a specific time period (e.g., 1 hour). The different averaging times and
concentrations are meant to protect against different exposure effects. Some ambient air quality standards
are expressed as a concentration that is not to be exceeded. Others are expressed as a concentration that is
not to be equaled or exceeded.
b Ambient Air Quality Standards based on the 2016 AQMP.
c “Attainment” means that the regulatory agency has determined based on established criteria, that the Air
Basin meets the identified standard. “Non-attainment” means that the regulatory agency has determined that
the Air Basin does not meet the standard. “Unclassified” means there is insufficient data to designate an area,
or designations have yet to be made.
d California and Federal standard attainment status based on SCAQMD’s 2016 AQMP and 2018 updates from
CARB. https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/resources/documents/maps-state-and-federal-area-designations.
e An attainment re-designation request is pending.
Sources: USEPA, NAAQS Table, https://www.epa.gov/criteria-air-pollutants/naaqs-table. Accessed June 8,
2021.
CARB, Ambient Air Quality Standards May 4, 2016, https://ww3.arb.ca.gov/research/aaqs/aaqs2.pdf. Accessed
June 8, 2021.

Ozone (O3). O3 is a gas that is formed when volatile organic compounds (VOCs) and
nitrogen oxides (NOX) - both byproducts of internal combustion engine exhaust undergo slow photochemical reactions in the presence of sunlight. An elevated level
of O3 irritates the lungs and breathing passages, causing coughing and pain in the
chest and throat, thereby increasing susceptibility to respiratory infections and
reducing the ability to exercise.
Particulate Matter (PM10 and PM2.5). Particulate matter pollution consists of very
small liquid and solid particles floating in the air, which can include smoke, soot, dust,
salts, acids, and metals. Particulate matter can form when gases emitted from
industries and motor vehicles undergo chemical reactions in the atmosphere. The
human body naturally prevents the entry of larger particles into the body. However,
small particles can enter the body and become trapped in the nose, throat, and upper
respiratory tract. These small particulates can potentially aggravate existing heart and
lung diseases, change the body’s defenses against inhaled materials, and damage
lung tissue.
Carbon Monoxide (CO). CO is a colorless, odorless gas primarily emitted from
combustion processes and motor vehicles due to incomplete combustion of carboncontaining fuels such as gasoline or wood. Elevated concentrations of CO weaken the
heart’s contractions and lower the amount of oxygen carried by the blood. Inhalation
of CO can cause nausea, dizziness, and headaches at moderate concentrations and
can be fatal at high concentrations.
Nitrogen Dioxide (NO2). NO2 is a nitrogen oxide compound that is produced by the
combustion of fossil fuels, such as in internal combustion engines (both gasoline and
diesel powered), as well as point sources, especially power plants. Nitrogen oxides
irritate the nose and throat, and increase one’s susceptibility to respiratory infections,
especially in people with asthma. NOX is a precursor to the formation of O3.
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Sulfur Dioxide (SO2). Major sources of SO2 include power plants, large industrial
facilities, diesel vehicles, and oil-burning residential heaters. Emissions of SO2
aggravate lung diseases, especially bronchitis. It also constricts the breathing
passages, especially in asthmatics and people involved in moderate to heavy
exercise. SO2 potentially causes wheezing, shortness of breath, and coughing.
Lead (Pb). The major sources of lead emissions to the air are ore and metals
processing and piston-engine aircraft operating on leaded aviation gasoline. Lead is
also emitted from the sanding or removal of old lead-based paint. Lead emissions are
primarily a regional pollutant. Lead affects the brain and other parts of the body’s
nervous system. Exposure to lead in very young children impairs the development of
the nervous system, kidneys, and blood forming processes in the body.

2.1.2 State
California Clean Air Act. The California Clean Air Act (CCAA), signed into law in
1988, requires all areas of the State to achieve and maintain the California Ambient
Air Quality Standards (CAAQS) by the earliest practicable date. CARB is responsible
for the coordination and administration of both state and federal air pollution control
programs within California. In this capacity, CARB conducts research, sets the
CAAQS, compiles emission inventories, develops suggested control measures, and
provides oversight of local programs. CARB establishes emissions standards for
motor vehicles sold in California, consumer products, and various types of commercial
equipment. It also sets fuel specifications to further reduce vehicular emissions. Table
5 includes the CAAQS currently in effect for each of the criteria pollutants, as well as
other pollutants recognized by the state.
California Code of Regulations. The California Code of Regulations (CCR) is the
official compilation and publication of regulations adopted, amended or repealed by
the state agencies pursuant to the Administrative Procedure Act. The CCR includes
regulations that pertain to air quality emissions. Specifically, Section 2485 in Title 13
of the CCR states that the idling of all diesel-fueled commercial vehicles (weighing
over 10,000 pounds) during construction shall be limited to five minutes of any
location. In addition, Section 93115 in Title 17 of the CCR states that operation of any
stationary, diesel-fueled, compression-ignition engines shall meet specified fuel and
fuel additive requirements and emission standards.
California Air Toxics Program. The California Air Toxics Program was established
to address potential health effects from exposure to toxic substances in the air. CARB
has promulgated a number of Airborne Toxic Control Measures (ATCMs), both for
stationary and mobile sources, including On-Road and Off-Road Vehicle Rules. These
ATCMs include measures such as limits on heavy-duty diesel motor vehicle idling and
emission standards for off-road diesel construction equipment in order to reduce
public exposure to diesel particulate matter (DPM) and other toxic air contaminants
(TACs). The California Air Toxics Program is supplemented by the Assembly Bill (AB)
2588 Air Toxics “Hot Spots” program and Senate Bill (SB) 1731, which require facilities
to report their air toxics emissions, assess health risks, notify nearby residents and
workers of significant risks if present, and reduce their risk through implementation of
a risk management plan.
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CARB Regulations. CARB developed the Risk Reduction Plan to Reduce Particulate
Matter Emissions from Diesel-Fueled Engines and Vehicles and the Risk
Management Guidance for the Permitting of New Stationary Diesel-Fueled Engines.
Statewide regulations designed to further reduce DPM emissions from diesel-fueled
engines and vehicles have and continue to be evaluated and developed by State
agencies. The goal of each regulation is to make diesel engines as clean as possible
by establishing state-of-the-art technology requirements or emission standards to
reduce DPM emissions.

2.1.3 Regional
Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP). The SCAQMD is primarily responsible for
planning, implementing, and enforcing air quality standards for the SCAB. The
SCAQMD, together with the Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG),
has the responsibility for ensuring that national and state ambient air quality standards
are achieved and maintained for the SCAB. Failure to comply with these standards
puts state and local agencies at risk for penalties in the form of lawsuits, fines, a
federal takeover of state implementation plans, and a loss of funds from federal
agencies such as the Federal Highway Administration and Federal Transit
Administration.
To meet the NAAQS and CAAQS, the SCAQMD has adopted a series of AQMPs,
which serve as a regional blueprint to develop and implement an emission reduction
strategy that will bring the area into attainment with the standards in a timely manner.
The 2016 AQMP includes strategies to ensure that rapidly approaching attainment
deadlines for O3 and PM2.5 are met, and that public health is protected to the maximum
extent feasible. The SCAQMD’s strategy to meet the NAAQS and CAAQS distributes
the responsibility for emission reductions across federal, state and local levels and
industries. The 2016 AQMP is composed of stationary and mobile source emission
reductions from traditional regulatory control measures, incentive-based programs,
co-benefits from climate programs, mobile source strategies, and reductions from
federal sources, which include aircraft, locomotives and ocean-going vessels. These
strategies are to be implemented in partnership with the CARB and USEPA.
The AQMP also incorporates the transportation strategy and transportation control
measures from the SCAG 2016–2040 Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable
Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS) Plan. Pursuant to California Health and Safety
Code Section 40460, SCAG has the responsibility of preparing and approving the
portions of the AQMP relating to the regional demographic projections and integrated
regional land use, housing, employment, and transportation programs, measures, and
strategies.
SCAG is required by law to ensure that transportation activities “conform” to, and are
supportive of, the goals of regional and state air quality plans to attain the NAAQS.
The RTP/SCS includes transportation programs, measures, and strategies generally
designed to reduce vehicle miles traveled (VMT), which are contained in the AQMP.
The SCAQMD combines its portion of the AQMP with those prepared by SCAG. The
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RTP/SCS and Transportation Control Measures, included as Appendix IV-C of the
2016 AQMP for the SCAB, are based on the 2016-2040 RTP/SCS.
On September 3, 2020, SCAG’s Regional Council adopted the 2020-2045 RTP/SCS.
The 2020-2045 RTP/SCS was determined to conform to the federally-mandated SIP,
for the attainment and maintenance of NAAQS standards. CARB accepted SCAG’s
determination that the SCS met the applicable State GHG emissions targets. The
2020-2045 RTP/SCS will be incorporated into the forthcoming 2022 AQMP.
SCAQMD Air Quality Guidance Documents. The SCAQMD published the CEQA
Air Quality Handbook (approved by the SCAQMD Governing Board in 1993) to provide
local governments with guidance for analyzing and mitigating project-specific air
quality impacts. The CEQA Air Quality Handbook provides standards, methodologies,
and procedures for conducting air quality analyses. However, the SCAQMD is
currently in the process of replacing the CEQA Air Quality Handbook with the Air
Quality Analysis Guidance Handbook. While this process is underway, the SCAQMD
has provided supplemental guidance on the SCAQMD website.
The SCAQMD has published a guidance document called the Final Localized
Significance Threshold Methodology for CEQA evaluations that is intended to provide
guidance when evaluating the localized effects from mass emissions during
construction or operation of a project. The SCAQMD adopted additional guidance
regarding PM2.5 emissions in a document called Final Methodology to Calculate
Particulate Matter (PM)2.5 and PM2.5 Significance Thresholds. The latter document has
been incorporated by the SCAQMD into its CEQA significance thresholds and Final
Localized Significance Threshold Methodology.
SCAQMD Rules and Regulations. The SCAQMD has adopted several rules and
regulations to regulate sources of air pollution in the SCAB and to help achieve air
quality standards for land use development projects, which include, but are not limited
to the following:
● Regulation IV – Prohibitions: This regulation sets forth the restrictions for visible
emissions, odor nuisance, fugitive dust, various air emissions, fuel
contaminants, start-up/shutdown exemptions and breakdown events. The
following is a list of rules which apply to the project:
o Rule 401 – Visible Emissions: This rule states that a person shall not
discharge into the atmosphere from any single source of emission
whatsoever any air contaminant for a period or periods aggregating more
than three minutes in any one hour which is as dark or darker in shade as
that designated No. 1 on the Ringelmann Chart or of such opacity as to
obscure an observer's view.
o Rule 402 – Nuisance: This rule states that a person shall not discharge from
any source whatsoever such quantities of air contaminants or other material
which cause injury, detriment, nuisance, or annoyance to any considerable
number of persons or to the public, or which endanger the comfort, repose,
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health or safety of any such persons or the public, or which cause, or have
a natural tendency to cause, injury or damage to business or property.
o Rule 403 – Fugitive Dust: This rule requires projects to prevent, reduce or
mitigate fugitive dust emissions from a site. Rule 403 restricts visible fugitive
dust to the project property line, restricts the net PM10 emissions to less than
50 micrograms per cubic meter (µg/m3) and restricts the tracking out of bulk
materials onto public roads. Additionally, projects must utilize one or more
of the best available control measures (identified in the tables within the
rule). Measures include adding freeboard to haul vehicles, covering loose
material on haul vehicles, watering, using chemical stabilizers and/or
ceasing all activities. Finally, a contingency plan may be required if so
determined by the USEPA.
● Regulation XIV – Toxics and Other Non-Criteria Pollutants: Regulation XIV sets
requirements for new permit units, relocations, or modifications to existing
permit units which emit toxic air contaminants or other non-criteria pollutants.
The following is a list of rules which may apply to the project:
o Rule 1403 – Asbestos Emissions from Demolition/Renovation Activities:
This rule requires owners and operators of any demolition or renovation
activity and the associated disturbance of asbestos-containing materials,
any asbestos storage facility, or any active waste disposal site to implement
work practice requirements to limit asbestos emissions from building
demolition and renovation activities, including the removal and associated
disturbance of asbestos-containing materials.

2.1.4 Local
Los Angeles General Plan. Local jurisdictions, such as the City, have the authority
and responsibility to reduce air pollution through their land use decision-making
authority. Specifically, the City is responsible for the assessment and mitigation of air
emissions resulting from its land use decisions. In general, the City of Los Angeles’
General Plan (including the Framework, Air Quality, Mobility 2035, and Plan for a
Healthy Los Angeles [or Health and Wellness] Elements) and the City of Los Angeles’
Green New Deal (Sustainable pLAn 2019) contain policies and programs for the
protection of the environment and health through improved air quality. These serve to
provide additional critical guidance for the betterment of public health for the region
and City.
Air Quality Element. The most directly-related of those plans, the City’s General Plan
Air Quality Element, was adopted on November 24, 1992, and sets forth the goals,
objectives, and policies which guide the City in its implementation of its air quality
improvement programs and strategies. A number of these goals, objectives, and
policies are relevant to land use development, and relate to traffic mobility, minimizing
particulate emissions from construction activities, discouraging single-occupancy
vehicle trips, managing traffic congestion during peak hours, and increasing energy
efficiency in City facilities and private developments.
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Transportation Control Measures. The City is also responsible for the
implementation of transportation control measures as outlined in the AQMP. The City
can fund infrastructure that contributes to improved air quality through capital
improvement programs. In accordance with CEQA requirements and the CEQA
review process, the City assesses the air quality impacts of projects, requires
mitigation of potentially significant air quality impacts by conditioning discretionary
permits, and monitors and enforces implementation of such mitigation measures.
Plan for a Healthy Los Angeles. The Plan for a Healthy Los Angeles, adopted by
the City Council on March 31, 2015, lays the foundation to create healthier
communities for all residents in the City. As an element of the General Plan, it provides
a high-level policy vision, along with measurable objectives and implementation
programs, to elevate health as a priority for the City’s future growth and development.
With a focus on public health and safety, the Plan for a Healthy Los Angeles provides
a roadmap for addressing the most basic and essential quality-of-life issues: safe
neighborhoods, a clean environment (i.e., improved ambient and indoor air quality),
the opportunity to thrive, and access to health services, affordable housing, and
healthy and sustainably produced food.

2.2

GHG Emissions

2.2.1 Federal
Massachusetts v. Environmental Protection Agency. The USEPA is responsible
for implementing federal policy to address GHGs. The United States Supreme Court
(Supreme Court) ruled in Massachusetts v. Environmental Protection Agency, 127
S.Ct. 1438 (2007), that CO2 and other GHGs are pollutants under the federal CAA,
which the USEPA must regulate if it determines they pose an endangerment to public
health or welfare. The Supreme Court did not mandate that the USEPA enact
regulations to reduce GHG emissions. Instead, the Court found that the USEPA could
avoid taking action if it found that GHGs do not contribute to climate change or if it
offered a “reasonable explanation” for not determining that GHGs contribute to climate
change. On April 17, 2009, the USEPA issued a proposed finding that GHGs
contribute to air pollution that may endanger public health or welfare. The USEPA
stated that high atmospheric levels of GHGs “are the unambiguous result of human
emissions and are very likely the cause of the observed increase in average
temperatures and other climatic changes.” The USEPA further found that
“atmospheric concentrations of greenhouse gases endanger public health and welfare
within the meaning of Section 202 of the Clean Air Act.” The findings were signed by
the USEPA Administrator on December 7, 2009. The USEPA Administrator made two
distinct findings regarding GHGs under Section 202(a) of the CAA.
Final Endangerment Finding. The USEPA adopted a Final Endangerment Finding
for defined GHGs. The Endangerment Finding is required before USEPA can regulate
GHG emissions under Section 202(a)(1) of the CAA (USEPA, 2021b). USEPA also
adopted a Cause or Contribute Finding in which the USEPA Administrator found that
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GHG emissions from new motor vehicle and motor vehicle engines are contributing to
air pollution, which is endangering public health and welfare. These findings do not
themselves impose any requirements on industry or other entities. However, these
actions were a prerequisite for implementing GHG emissions standards for vehicles.
Energy Independence and Security Act. The Energy Independence and Security
Act (EISA) of 2007 facilitates the reduction of national GHG emissions by increasing
the supply of alternative fuel sources, strengthening standards for energy
conservation, and requiring approximately 25 percent greater efficiency for light bulbs
by phasing out incandescent light bulbs. Additional provisions of EISA address energy
savings in government and public institutions, promote research for alternative energy,
additional research in carbon capture, international energy programs, and the creation
of “green jobs.” A green job, as defined by the United States Department of Labor, is
a job in business that produces goods or provides services that benefit the
environment or conserve natural resources.

2.2.2 State
California has many regulations to reduce statewide GHG emissions. The following
provides a brief summary of regulations relevant to the project.
California Greenhouse Gas Reduction Targets. Executive Order S-3-05 created
GHG emission reduction targets in California. The targets included reducing GHG
emissions to 2000 levels by 2010, 1990 levels by 2020, and 80 percent below 1990
levels by 2050. The California Climate Action Team (CAT) was created to collectively
and efficiently reduce GHG emissions. The CAT provides periodic reports to the
Governor and Legislature on the status of GHG reductions in the State as well as
strategies for mitigating and adapting to climate change. The first CAT Report to the
Governor and the Legislature in 2006 contained recommendations and strategies to
help meet the targets in Executive Order S-3-05. The CAT stated that smart land use
is an umbrella term for strategies that integrate transportation and land-use decisions.
Such strategies generally encourage jobs/housing proximity, promote transit-oriented
development, and encourage high-density residential/commercial development along
transit corridors.
Executive Order B-30-15 directed State agencies to establish a new interim statewide
reduction target to reduce GHG emissions to 40 percent below 1990 levels by 2030.
It also ordered State agencies to implement measures to achieve reductions of GHG
emissions to meet the 2030 and 2050 reduction targets and directed CARB to update
the Climate Change Scoping Plan to express the 2030 target in terms of million metric
tons of carbon dioxide equivalent.
Executive Order B-55-18 establishes a new statewide goal to achieve carbon
neutrality as soon as possible, but no later than 2045, and achieve and maintain net
negative emissions thereafter. Based on this executive order, CARB will work with
relevant agencies to develop a framework for implementation and accounting that
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tracks progress towards this goal, as well as ensuring future scoping plans identify
and recommend measures to achieve the carbon neutrality goal.
Assembly Bill 32 and Senate Bill 32. In 2006, the California State Legislature
adopted AB 32, which focuses on reducing GHG emissions in California to 1990 levels
by 2020. It represents the first enforceable Statewide program to limit emissions of
these GHGs from all major industries, with penalties for noncompliance. The law
further requires that reduction measures be technologically feasible and cost effective.
CARB has the primary responsibility for reducing GHG emissions. CARB is required
to adopt rules and regulations directing State actions that would achieve GHG
emissions reductions equivalent to 1990 Statewide levels by 2020.
To achieve these goals, which are consistent with the California CAT GHG targets for
2010 and 2020, AB 32 mandates that CARB establish a quantified emissions cap,
institute a schedule to meet the cap, implement regulations to reduce statewide GHG
emissions from stationary sources consistent with the CAT strategies, and develop
tracking, reporting, and enforcement mechanisms to ensure that reductions are
achieved. In order to achieve the reduction targets, AB 32 requires CARB to adopt
rules and regulations in an open public process to achieve the maximum
technologically feasible and cost-effective GHG reductions.
In 2016, the California State Legislature adopted SB 32 and its companion bill, AB
197. SB 32 and AB 197 established a new climate pollution reduction target of 40
percent below 1990 levels by 2030 and included provisions to ensure that the benefits
of State climate policies reach disadvantaged communities. The new plan, outlined in
SB 32, involves increasing renewable energy use, imposing tighter limits on the
carbon content of gasoline and diesel fuel, putting more electric cars on the road,
improving energy efficiency, and curbing emissions from key industries.
Climate Change Scoping Plan. AB 32 requires CARB to prepare a Climate Change
Scoping Plan for achieving the maximum technologically feasible and cost-effective
GHG emission reduction by 2020. The 2008 Climate Change Scoping Plan proposes
a “comprehensive set of actions designed to reduce overall carbon GHG emissions in
California, improve our environment, reduce our dependence on oil, diversify our
energy sources, save energy, create new jobs, and enhance public health.” The 2008
Climate Change Scoping Plan has a range of GHG reduction actions which include
direct regulations, alternative compliance mechanisms, monetary and non-monetary
incentives, voluntary actions, market-based mechanisms, such as a cap-and-trade
system, and an AB 32 implementation fee to fund the program.
CARB approved the 1990 GHG emissions inventory, thereby establishing the
emissions reduction target for 2020. The 2020 emissions reduction target was
originally set at 427 MMTCO2e. Forecasting the amount of emissions that would occur
in 2020 if no actions are taken was necessary to assess the scope of the reductions
California has to make to return to the 1990 emissions level by 2020 as required by
AB 32. CARB originally defined the “business-as-usual” or BAU scenario as emissions
in the absence of any GHG emission reduction measures discussed in the 2008
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Climate Change Scoping Plan. For example, in further explaining CARB’s BAU
methodology, CARB assumed that all new electricity generation would be supplied by
natural gas plants, no further regulatory action would impact vehicle fuel efficiency,
and building energy efficiency codes would be held at 2005 standards.
In the 2008 Climate Change Scoping Plan, CARB determined that achieving the 1990
emissions level in 2020 would require a reduction in GHG emissions of approximately
28.5 percent from the otherwise projected 2020 emissions level (i.e., those emissions
that would occur in 2020, absent GHG-reducing laws and regulations). CARB
originally used an average of the State’s GHG emissions from 2002 through 2004 and
projected the 2020 levels at approximately 596 MMTCO2e. Therefore, under the
original projections, the State would have had to reduce its 2020 BAU emissions by
28.4 percent in order to meet the 1990 target of 427 MMTCO2e.
Association of Irritated Residents v. California Air Resource Board (No. CPF 09509562). Subsequent to adoption of the 2008 Climate Change Scoping Plan, a lawsuit
was filed challenging CARB’s approval of the Climate Change Scoping Plan
Functional Equivalent Document, the Court found that the environmental analysis of
the alternatives to the Climate Change Scoping Plan was not sufficient under CEQA.
The supplemental analysis indicated that there is the potential for adverse
environmental impacts associated with implementation of the various GHG emission
reduction measures recommended in the 2008 Climate Change Scoping Plan. CARB
updated the projected 2020 BAU emissions inventory based on current economic
forecasts and emission reduction measures already in place, replacing its prior 2020
BAU emissions inventory. CARB determined that achieving the 1990 emissions level
by 2020 would require a reduction in GHG emissions of 21.7 percent (down from 28.5
percent) from BAU conditions. When the 2020 emissions level projection was also
updated to account for newly implemented regulatory measures discussed above,
CARB determined that achieving the 1990 emissions level in 2020 would require a
reduction in GHG emissions of 16 percent (down from 28.5 percent) from the BAU
conditions.
First Update to the Climate Change Scoping Plan. The First Update to the Scoping
Plan was approved by CARB in May 2014 and built upon the initial Scoping Plan with
new strategies and recommendations. CARB revised the target determined the 1990
GHG emissions inventory and 2020 GHG emissions limit to be 431 MMTCO2e. CARB
also updated the State’s 2020 BAU emissions estimate to account for the effect of the
2007–2009 economic recession, new estimates for future fuel and energy demand,
and the reductions required by regulations that had recently been adopted for motor
vehicles and renewable energy. CARB’s projected statewide 2020 emissions estimate
is 509.4 MMTCO2e. The First Update found that California was on track to meet the
2020 emissions reduction mandate established by AB 32. According to the latest
emissions inventory from CARB, the total, statewide 2018 GHG emissions were 425.3
million metric tons, which was six million metric tons below the 2020 target. The First
Update noted that California could reduce emissions further by 2030 to levels squarely
in line with those needed to stay on track to reduce emissions to 80 percent below
1990 levels by 2050 if the State realizes the expected benefits of existing policy goals.
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Therefore, under the first update to the Scoping Plan, the emission reductions
necessary to achieve the 2020 emissions target of 431 MMTCO2e would have been
78.4 MMTCO2e, or a reduction of GHG emissions by approximately 15.4 percent.
2017 Climate Change Scoping Plan. In response to the passage of SB 32 and the
identification of the 2030 GHG reduction target, CARB adopted the 2017 Climate
Change Scoping Plan. The 2017 Update builds upon the framework established by
the 2008 Climate Change Scoping Plan and the First Update while identifying new,
technologically feasible, and cost-effective strategies to ensure that California meets
its GHG reduction targets in a way that promotes and rewards innovation, continues
to foster economic growth, and delivers improvements to the environment and public
health. The 2017 Update includes policies to require direct GHG reductions at some
of the State’s largest stationary sources and mobile sources. These policies include
the use of lower GHG fuels, efficiency regulations, and the Cap-and-Trade program,
which constraints and reduces emissions at covered sources.
The 2017 Scoping Plan discusses the role of local governments in meeting the State’s
greenhouse gas reductions goals because local governments have jurisdiction and
land use authority related to: community-scale planning and permitting processes,
local codes and actions, outreach and education programs, and municipal operations.
Furthermore, local governments may have the ability to incentivize renewable energy,
energy efficiency, and water efficiency measures. For individual projects under CEQA,
the 2017 Scoping Plan states that local governments can support climate action goals
when considering discretionary approvals and entitlements. According to the 2017
Scoping Plan, lead agencies have the discretion to develop evidence-based numeric
thresholds consistent with the Scoping Plan, the State’s long-term goals, and climate
change science.
Senate Bill 375—Sustainable Communities Strategy. SB 375 was adopted with a
goal of reducing GHG emissions from cars and light trucks. Under SB 375, the
reduction target must be incorporated within that region’s Regional Transportation
Plan (RTP), which is used for long-term transportation planning, in a Sustainable
Communities Strategy (SCS). Certain transportation planning and programming
activities would then need to be consistent with the SCS; however, SB 375 expressly
provides that the SCS does not regulate the use of land, and further provides that local
land use plans and policies (e.g., general plan) are not required to be consistent with
either the RTP or SCS.
California Buildings Standard Code – Title 24 Standards. The California Energy
Commission first adopted Energy Efficiency Standards for Residential and
Nonresidential Buildings (California Code of Regulations, Title 24, Part 6) in 1978 in
response to a legislative mandate to reduce energy consumption in the State. The
standards are updated periodically (typically every three years) to allow for the
consideration and inclusion of new energy efficiency technologies and methods. The
standards require that enforcement agencies determine compliance with the
California Code of Regulations, Title 24, Part 6 before issuing building permits for any
construction.
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California Buildings Standard Code – Green Building Standards. Part 11 of the
Title 24 Building Energy Efficiency Standards is referred to as the California Green
Building Standards (CalGreen) Code. The purpose of the CalGreen Code is to
improve public health by enhancing the design and construction of buildings through
the use of building concepts having a reduced negative impact or positive
environmental impact and encouraging sustainable construction practices. The
CalGreen Code is not intended to substitute for or be identified as meeting the
certification requirements of any green building program that is not established and
adopted by the California Building Standards Commission. The CalGreen Code
establishes mandatory measures for new residential and non-residential buildings,
including include energy efficiency, water conservation, material conservation,
planning and design and overall environmental quality.

2.2.3 Regional
SCAG 2020-2045 RTP/SCS. SB 375 requires CARB to develop regional CO2
emission reduction targets, compared to 2005 emissions, for cars and light trucks only
for 2020 and 2035. Each MPO is to prepare an SCS as part of the RTP in order to
reduce CO2 by better aligning transportation, land use, and housing. On September
3, 2020, SCAG adopted the 2020–2045 RTP/SCS, titled Connect SoCal, which is an
update to the previous 2016–2040 RTP/SCS. Connect SoCal incorporates a range of
best practices for increasing transportation choices, reducing dependence on
personal automobiles, further improving air quality and reducing GHG emissions, and
encouraging growth in walkable, mixed-use communities with convenient access to
transit infrastructure and employment. SCAG, in conjunction with CARB, determined
that implementation of Connect SoCal would achieve regional GHG reductions
relative to 2005 SCAG areawide levels of approximately eight percent in 2020 and
approximately 19 percent by 2045. The regional GHG emissions reductions achieved
through the Connect SoCal Growth Vision are consistent with the regional targets set
forth by CARB through SB 375.

2.2.4 Local
Green LA – An Action Plan to Lead the Nation in Fighting Global Warming
(Green LA Plan). On May 15, 2007, Los Angeles Mayor Antonio Villaraigosa released
the Green LA Plan that has an overall goal of reducing the City of Los Angeles’ GHG
emissions by 35 percent below 1990 levels by 2030. This goal exceeds the targets
set by both California and the Kyoto Protocol and is the greatest reduction target of
any large United States city. The cornerstone of the Green LA Plan is increasing the
City’s use of renewable energy to 35 percent by 2020. About 34 percent of current
LADWP electricity generation is from renewable sources.
City of Los Angeles Sustainable City pLAn (pLAn). On April 8, 2015, Mayor Eric
Garcetti released the pLAn, a roadmap to achieve back to basics short-term results
while setting the path to strengthen and transform the City. The pLAn is made up of
short-term (by 2017) and longer-term (by 2025 and 2035) targets in 14 categories to
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advance the City’s environment, economy and equity. In 2019, Mayor Eric Garcetti
released an update to the pLAn, which accelerates previous sustainability targets and
looks even further out to 2050.
Los Angeles Green Building Code (LAGBC). The City adopted the Green Building
Code to reduce the City's carbon footprint. The Green Building Code is applicable to
new buildings and alterations with building valuations over $200,000 (residential and
non-residential). The Green Building Code is based on the 2010 California Green
Building Standards Code Title 24, Part 11, commonly known as CalGreen, that was
developed and mandated by the State to attain consistency among the various
jurisdictions within the State; reduce the building's energy and water use; and reduce
waste (see discussion of CalGreen, above).

3.0

IMPACT ANALYSIS

3.1

Methodology

3.1.1 Air Quality
This analysis focuses on the potential changes in the air quality environment due to
implementation of the project. The analysis of potential air quality impacts was
prepared following guidance from the SCAQMD CEQA Air Quality Handbook and the
L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide. Although SCAQMD is responsible for regional air
quality planning efforts, it does not have the authority to directly regulate the air quality
issues associated with projects within the Air Basin, such as the STAP. Instead,
SCAQMD published the CEQA Air Quality Handbook in November 1993 to assist lead
agencies, as well as consultants, project proponents, and other interested parties, in
evaluating potential air quality impacts of projects proposed in the SCAB. The City’s
L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide was published in 2006 and incorporates elements of the
SCAQMD CEQA Air Quality Handbook in the section pertaining to Air Quality.
The assessment of potential impacts to regional and local air quality as a result of
project implementation addresses both temporary emissions associated with
construction activities, as well as long-term operational emissions. Emissions are
generally quantified on a daily basis and expressed in terms of pounds per day
(lb./day). Detailed emissions modeling files can be found in Attachment B. Specific
methodologies used to evaluate these emissions are discussed below.
Construction
Construction activities for the project are anticipated to begin in 2022, and
implementation of the project would occur in a programmatic manner spanning three
years under the most efficient schedule feasible. The 3-year construction schedule
would result in the greatest amount of activity occurring on both a daily and annual
basis relative to longer implementation periods. By considering the most efficient
implementation schedule, the analysis of air pollutant emissions represents a
reasonably conservative approach to characterizing the daily and annual equipment
and vehicle activities involved in construction of the project. As described in the Project
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Description, construction activities would primarily involve two types of site work:
dismantling and removal of existing transit stop components and installation of
refurbished or new shelters and future advertising displays. These activities would be
occurring throughout the City on a daily basis, and the number of sites that are being
developed would fluctuate from day to day and week to week.
In accordance with the L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide, the air pollutant emissions
analysis calculated the emissions from all construction-related activities, including
equipment, earth-moving, and worker travel, using the maximum daily activity
anticipated under the project. STAP and future advertising display construction
activities would be occurring simultaneously at various locations throughout the City
during the three-year implementation period. Through collaboration with City staff, it
was determined that as many as 19 construction crews would be deployed to shelter
improvement sites on a daily basis. The regional emissions analysis therefore
considered the collective emissions from construction activities at 19 sites as the worst
case daily emissions, consistent with the L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide and the
SCAQMD CEQA Air Quality Handbook.
As discussed in the Project Description, the dismantling and removal of each existing
transit shelter site would take a crew approximately two to three hours, while
installation of new or refurbished shelter components or installation of future
advertising displays would be completed in two and a half to three working days.
Under the 3-year construction schedule, approximately 1,478 transit shelters and
shade structures would be installed within the first year, of which approximately 664
would use refurbished and repurposed components from previously dismantled transit
shelters. Also, 167 advertising displays associated with foreseeable City projects
would be installed per year. The City anticipates that existing street furniture elements
at approximately 664 transit shelters would be dismantled and replaced within the first
year, which is a little over half of the number of installations. Based on the relative
number of shelter installation sites and shelter removal sites, the regional emissions
analysis assumed that six of the 18 maximum daily sites would undergo dismantling
and removal activities, 12 sites would involve site preparation and shelter installations
and one site would be subject to advertising display installation.
Daily air pollutant emissions that would be generated under the worst case daily STAP
construction activities were estimated using the California Emissions Estimator Model
(CalEEMod, Version 2016.3.2), which is the standard model for estimating emissions
from construction and operations of CEQA projects and was developed with input from
the SCAQMD. CalEEMod is based on outputs from Off-Road Emissions Inventory
Program model (OFFROAD) and EMission FACtor (EMFAC) model, which are
emissions estimation models developed by CARB, and used to calculate emissions
from construction activities, including off- and on-road vehicles, respectively.
CalEEMod was used to produce estimates of daily air pollutant emissions associated
with construction sources including off-road diesel-fueled equipment combustion
exhaust, site-specific fugitive dust emissions associated with truck loading, and
emissions generated by vehicle trips to and from the STAP construction sites and
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advertising display installation sites. Table 6 presents a summary of the emissions
sources accounted for in CalEEMod for in the regional emissions analysis.
Table 6: CalEEMod Construction Emissions Sources
Phase(s)
All Phases
All Phases
All Phases
All Phases
All Phases
Demolition

Activity
Off-Road Equipment
Use
On-Road Vehicle
Trips
On-Road Vehicle
Trips
On-Road Vehicle
Trips
On-Road Vehicle
Trips
Mechanical
Pulverization

Demolition, Site
Truck Loading
Preparation
Source: CAPCOA, 2017.

Source(s)
Engine Exhaust
Engine Exhaust

Pollutants
VOC, NOX, CO, SOX,
PM10, PM2.5
VOC, NOX, CO, SOX,
PM10, PM2.5

Engine Evaporative Losses

VOC

Brake & Tire Wear

PM10, PM2.5

Re-Entrained Road Dust

PM10, PM2.5

Demolition Debris Dust

PM10, PM2.5

Fugitive Dust

PM10, PM2.5

Daily equipment and vehicle activity inventories were developed for the transit shelter
dismantling/removal activities, site preparation activities, and shelter construction and
advertising display installation activities. It is anticipated that each dismantling and
removal would take approximately one to three hours, each site preparation would
take one full workday, and each shelter or advertising display installation would occur
over one to one and a half workdays. The shelter site construction would occur in two
phases, site preparation and components installation. It was assumed that half of the
installation sites would be undergoing site preparation and the other half would be
installing STAP components on the day of maximum construction activity. Table 7
presents a summary of the daily activity that was accounted for at each type of
construction site. In addition to the equipment shown, construction activities could also
use jackhammers and electric power tools, although those smaller pieces of
equipment would not be diesel-fueled and would be supplied power either through the
air compressor (for pneumatic tools), the on-site generator, or connection to the
electric grid. CalEEMod default values were used where project-specific information
was not available (i.e., equipment horsepower). Refer to the CalEEMod output files in
Attachment B for detailed activity inventory and emissions data.
While the regional emissions analysis considers all sources of emissions involved in
project construction activities, the SCAQMD also recommends an analysis of the
potential localized air quality impacts resulting from implementation of CEQA projects.
As described in the SCAQMD Final Localized Significance Threshold (LST)
Methodology, the localized emissions analysis focuses on emissions generated by
on-site sources, which excludes emissions from on-road VMT that are included in the
regional analysis. CalEEMod produces emissions estimates that differentiate on-site
and off-site emissions sources separately. The localized emissions analysis for the
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project quantified emissions that would be generated by on-site equipment and
fugitive dust using CalEEMod, and those emissions were analyzed for potential
localized air quality impacts following guidance in the SCAQMD Final LST
Methodology.
Table 7: STAP Site Daily Activities During 3-Year Construction Period
Activity

Crew Size

Equipment (Hrs.)
Vehicle (Miles)
Air Compressor (1)
Flatbed Trailer Truck (20)
Dismantling/
Generator (1)
Boom truck (20)
3-5 workers
Removal
Skid Steer (1)
Dump Truck (20)*
1 x Crew Vehicle (20)
Tractor/Backhoe (1)
Air Compressor (2)
Flatbed Trailer Truck (20)
Site
Generator (2)
Boom truck (20)
3-7 workers
Preparation
Skid Steer (4)
2 x Dump Truck (20)
2 x Crew Vehicle (20)
Tractor/Backhoe (4)
Shelter/
Air Compressor (2)
Flatbed Trailer Truck (20)
Advertising
Boom Hoist (2)
Boom truck (20)
3-7 workers
Display
Generator (2)
Concrete Truck (20)
Installation
Tractor/Backhoe (4)
2 x Crew Vehicle (20)
* Analysis assumed that a dump truck would travel 20 miles in a day collecting debris from
three sites, and that two dump trucks would be used to collect debris from the six
dismantling/removal sites in the regional analysis.

The localized effects from the on-site portion of daily emissions were evaluated at
sensitive receptor locations potentially impacted by the project according to
SCAQMD’s LST methodology, which uses on-site mass emissions rate look-up tables
(Appendix C to the Final LST Methodology) and project-specific modeling, where
appropriate, to assess whether the project’s local emissions would exceed SCAQMD’s
significance thresholds. As project construction activities would occur throughout the
City, the proximity of sensitive receptors would vary from site to site. The localized
emissions analysis for the project considered the most conservative LST values
provided in the mass rate look-up tables as discussed under the Significance
Thresholds portion of this report. The daily emissions that would be generated by
equipment at the dismantling/removal sites and the installation sites were obtained
from the CalEEMod output and compared to the most conservative LST values in the
localized analysis.
As noted above, in addition to construction activities associated with implementation
of the STAP that may occur at up to 18 sites on a given day, the proposed updates to
the LAMC Sections 67.01 and 67.02 could involve other types of upgrades to sidewalk
facilities throughout the City. Based on available knowledge and reasonable
investigation, the City anticipates that the potentially foreseeable projects summarized
in Table 10, below, could be improved through this amendment during the STAP
implementation timeframe. To account for these potentially foreseeable projects, the
air quality analysis assumed that one additional construction site would be subject to
advertising display installation on the day of maximum project construction activity,
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bringing the total to 19 daily sites. For the purposes of this analysis, it was assumed
that the same personnel, equipment, and vehicle inventories required for site
preparation and construction activities would be involved in construction of the
reasonably foreseeable projects under the LAMC amendment.
Operations
Following the completion of construction activities, sources of operational air pollutant
emissions would primarily be attributed to vehicles and equipment performing
maintenance on the 3,583 transit shelters and shade canopies and 500 advertising
displays throughout the City. Under existing conditions, maintenance activities are
continuously ongoing to service the 1,884 transit shelters. The additional transit
shelters and shade canopies that would be installed during project construction
activities would nearly double the number of sites relative to existing conditions,
representing an increase of 91 percent. With implementation of the STAP, the City
anticipates that daily operational vehicle trips would include 48 vehicles performing
standard service visits (i.e., trash collection), six crew vehicles for power-washing, up
to 17 crew vehicles for emergency repairs, and eight City vehicles performing
inspections.
Table 8 presents an overview of the daily operational and maintenance activities that
would occur with implementation of the project, as well as proportional estimates of
existing maintenance activities. It was assumed that each vehicle would travel 40
miles throughout the City. The operational emissions analysis used CalEEMod to
estimate daily air pollutant emissions that would be generated by the vehicle trips and
power-washing activities with implementation of the project and under existing
conditions.
Table 8: STAP Operation and Maintenance Activities
Service Type

Total Annual
Site Visits

Avg. Daily Site
Visits

Avg. Daily
Vehicles

Total Daily VMT
by Service

STAP Project Maintenance & Operations
Std. Service Visit

432,250

1,729

48

1,920

Power-washing

16,625

67

8

320

Emergency Repairs

41,563

167

17

680

City Inspections

16,625

67

8

320

227,500

875

25

1,000

Power-washing

8,750

34

3.75

150

Emergency Repairs

21,875

84

7.5

300

City Inspections

8,750

34

3.75

150

Existing Maintenance & Operations
Std. Service Visit

For future advertising displays, it is estimated that maintenance activities would be
approximately 14 percent of STAP maintenance activities or approximately 12
additional vehicles per day with an average trip length of 40 miles.
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3.1.2 GHG Emissions
CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.4 gives lead agencies the discretion to determine
whether to assess GHG emissions quantitatively or qualitatively. The primary purpose
of quantifying the project’s GHG emissions is to satisfy State CEQA Guidelines
Section 15064.4(a), which calls for a good-faith effort to describe and calculate
emissions. The GHG emissions analysis calculated the amount of GHG emissions
that would be attributable to the project using recommended air quality models, as
described below.
In accordance with Section 15064.4(c), GHG emissions that would be generated by
the project were estimated using the California Emissions Estimator Model
(CalEEMod, Version 2016.3.2), which is the preferred regulatory tool recommended
by SCAQMD for estimating GHG emissions from proposed CEQA projects.
CalEEMod relies on an emissions factors database compiled from the CARB EMFAC
on-road mobile source emissions inventory model and the CARB OFFROAD off-road
equipment model, as well as regional survey data for energy resource consumption,
water use, and solid waste generation, to produce estimates of GHG emissions. The
following discussions describe sources of GHG emissions during construction
activities and future long-term operations.
Construction
Similar to the emissions analysis prepared for the Air Quality impacts assessment,
sources of GHG emissions during project construction will include heavy-duty off-road
diesel equipment and vehicular travel to and from the existing and future transit shelter
sites. However, GHG emissions are evaluated on an annual basis, and therefore the
analysis of potential impacts considered the programmatic emissions that would be
generated during each year of STAP construction under the three-year
implementation schedule. Table 9 presents a summary of the improvements that
would occur during the three-year construction schedule to achieve the 3,133 total
transit shelters and 450 shade structures by the completion of the third STAP year.
As shown below, the greatest number of transit shelter site improvements would occur
during the first year of the STAP, with 664 locations being dismantled, removed, and
revitalized/renewed A similar number of new transit shelters will be constructed. As
discussed previously, each dismantling and removal activity would take approximately
one hour upwards to three hours at most, and each shelter installation would take
approximately two and a half days. CalEEMod was used to estimate the GHG
emissions that would be generated by a single dismantling and removal scenario and
during the site preparation and construction phases for the installation scenario.
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Table 9: Annual Construction Activities

Program
Year

Existing
Transit
Shelter
Sites
Dismantled
&
Upgraded/a/

Refurbished
Shelters to
be
Replaced**

Refurbished
Shelters to
be
Retained/
New
Shelters
constructed

Shade
Structures

Total
Annual Site
Installations

Year-End
Total
Citywide
Active
Shelter
Locations

1,328

-

-

150

1,478

2,698

226

836 /c/

266

67

150

1,319

3,141

265

66

150

1,317

3,583

531/d/

133/d/

450

4,114

3,583/e/

New
Transit
Shelter/
Sidewalk
Locations

Total
New
Shelters

664/b/

STAP Program Elements
1
2

664
610

3

610

226

836/c/

3-Year
Totals

1,884

1,116

3,000

Other Foreseeable Projects
1

--

167

167

167

2

--

167

167

334

3

--

166

166

500

500

500

500

3-Year
Totals

Notes:
/a/ Site upgrades involve both dismantling and removal of existing components and installation of new elements.
/b/ The 664 new locations in STAP Year 1 utilize refurbished/recycled components from existing upgraded shelters.
/c/ Of the 836 new shelters in Years 2/3, 610 are improvements at existing shelter sites and 226 shelters are at new sites.
/d/ Of the 664 refurbished and relocated shelters, 80% (531) would be replaced and 20% (133) would be retained and would not be replaced.
/e/ 3,583 installations include the 3,133 new transit shelters at 1,884 existing shelter sites and 1,249 shelters at new locations and 450 shade
structures at additional new sites where full transit shelters are not feasible.
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In addition to the STAP transit shelter upgrades, the proposed changes to the LAMC
could accommodate the augmentation and enhancement of other types of
transportation infrastructure facilities throughout the City. Potentially foreseeable
projects that could take place with the LAMC revisions include the installation of
additional information kiosks, mobility hubs, bikeshare stations, electric vehicle (EV)
charging stations, and street lighting advertising fixtures. Table 10 presents a
summary of the conservatively estimated improvements that could occur during the
STAP implementation timeframe. The number of possible street lighting advertising
features is not known at this time. For the purposes of this analysis, it was assumed
that up to 500 future advertising displays at 500 sidewalk locations would be improved
during the three year period, with an average of 167 advertising display installations
during the first year.
Table 10: LAMC Potentially Foreseeable Future Projects
Program Year

Visitor Information
Kiosks

LADOT
Mobility Hubs

Metro Bikeshare
Stations

EV Charging
Stations

1

135

3

12

20

2

135

3

12

20

3

130

4

-

20

3-Year Totals

400

10

24

60

Source: City of Los Angeles, 2021.

The construction analysis used CalEEMod to estimate the total GHG emissions that
would be generated by construction equipment and vehicles during each year of the
STAP based on the annual number of shelter sites dismantled and shelter sites
installed. Emissions for a single day of dismantling, site preparation, construction were
estimated in CalEEMod using the information presented in Table 7 and then multiplied
by the number of removals and installations that are anticipated to occur during each
year of the STAP, as summarized in Table 9. In accordance with SCAQMD guidance,
the sum of the three-year construction activities was amortized (averaged) over a 30year operational lifetime. For informational purposes, the total GHG emissions were
also amortized over a 10-year operational lifetime that is consistent with the duration
that contractors will initially be engaged to continue operations and maintenance
activities following the completion of STAP construction.
Operations
Sources of GHG emissions during operation and maintenance of the project would
primarily be vehicle trips by maintenance crews, with additional emissions being
generated directly by power-washing and other emergency repair equipment. The
vehicle trips and daily VMT summarized in Table 8 were used to estimate direct annual
GHG emissions associated with maintenance operations in CalEEMod. The
operational GHG emissions analysis also accounted for six power-washing crews
using equipment to remove graffiti and other substances from the transit shelter
locations.
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Additionally, indirect GHG emissions would occur through the consumption of
electricity at the transit shelters and other installations. Based on information provided
by the City, implementation of the project would install up to 800 transit shelters with
digital display panels and 2,333 shelter locations with static advertising panels. The
analysis assumed that each transit shelter with digital display would require 1,274
watts of power for 12 hours per day (15.3 kWh per site per day) and each transit
shelter with static display and the shade structures would each require 510 watts of
power for 12 hours per day (6.1 kWh per site per day). Electricity consumption at the
500 sidewalk locations that would be upgraded with future advertising displays from
potentially foreseeable City projects were assumed to require 800 watts of power for
12 hours per day, similar to the energy use of digital displays.
To estimate electricity consumption under existing conditions, it was conservatively
assumed that all of the 1,884 existing locations required 510 watts of electricity for 12
hours per day for lighting (6.1 kWh per site per day). Annual electricity use was
estimated for the project and the existing transit shelters using an annualization factor
of 365 days per year. GHG intensity factors for electricity supplied by LADWP were
obtained from the CalEEMod default data tables to estimate the annual operational
GHG emissions from electricity consumption. Refer to the Attachment B for detailed
CalEEMod output files and calculation sheets containing the operational GHG
emissions.

3.2

Significance Thresholds

3.2.1 Air Quality
According to the Environmental Checklist in Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, a
project may have a significant environmental impact related to Air Quality if it would:
● AQ-1: Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality
plan;
● AQ-2: Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria
pollutant for which the project region is nonattainment under an
applicable federal or state ambient air quality standard;
● AQ-3: Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations;
and/or,
● AQ-4: Result in other emission (such as those leading to odors) adversely
affecting a substantial number of people.
To address the Initial Study Checklist questions in Appendix G of the CEQA
Guidelines, the L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide suggests that, where available, the
significance criteria established by the SCAQMD may be relied upon to make the
impact determinations. The SCAQMD has developed Air Quality Significance
Thresholds that are applicable to CEQA projects within its jurisdiction, which were
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originally published in its CEQA Air Quality Handbook and have since been updated
through guidance publicized through the agency’s web portal. The Air Quality
Significance Thresholds were derived using regional emissions modeling to determine
maximum allowable mass quantities of pollutant emissions that could be generated
by individual projects without adversely affecting air quality and creating public health
concerns based on existing pollution levels.
The SCAQMD established separate Air Quality Significance Thresholds for
construction activities and future operation of proposed CEQA projects for mass daily
emissions of O3 precursors and criteria pollutants expressed in pounds per day
(lb./day). Table 11 presents the mass daily thresholds for construction activities and
operation of CEQA projects within the SCAQMD jurisdiction. These thresholds are
applicable to regional emissions, which refer to all emissions of regulated pollutants
generated both on and off the project site.
Table 11: SCAQMD Regional Air Quality Significance Thresholds
Pollutant

VOC

CO

NOX

SOX

PM10

PM2.5

75

550

100

150

150

55

55

550

55

150

150

55

CONSTRUCTION
Regional Threshold (lb./day)
OPERATION
Regional Threshold (lb./day)

Source: SCAQMD, 2019.

Sources of air pollutant emissions located at each transit shelter site during
construction activities include equipment exhaust, fugitive dust from ground
disturbance and truck loading, and off-gassing during asphalt paving. Sources of air
pollutant emissions associated with off-site activities include vehicle exhaust
generated by worker, cement, water, and haul truck trips, which would occur during
both construction activities and future operations. A project may result in a significant
air quality impact if maximum daily emissions generated by construction activities or
future operations of a project were to exceed any applicable threshold presented in
Table 11. Additionally, for projects where construction and operational activities would
overlap, the SCAQMD recommends that the peak daily emissions generated from
these overlapping activities should be combined and evaluated against SCAQMD’s
operational thresholds presented in Table 11.
In addition to the regional mass daily thresholds presented in Table 11, the SCAQMD
developed LST values for pollutants that are specific to the SRA in which a project is
situated (SCAQMD, 2008a). The LST values developed by SCAQMD are only
applicable for the following pollutants: NOX, CO, PM10, and PM2.5. The SCAQMD relied
upon local-scale air dispersion modeling to determine maximum allowable quantities
of NOX, CO, PM10, and PM2.5 that could be released by sources on a project site
without potentially exceeding the air quality standards based on existing background
concentrations measured by the active air monitoring stations throughout the SCAB.
The applicable LST values to a given project are based on the SRA in which the
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project is proposed, the size of the project’s construction site, and the proximity of
sensitive receptors.
Construction activities associated with the project would take place throughout the
eight SRAs identified in Table 12. Table 12 presents the LST values for the applicable
pollutants in each SRA spanned by the City for construction sites less than one acre
in close proximity (80 feet) to sensitive receptors. For the purpose of conducting a
conservative analysis, the most stringent LST values for each pollutant identified
amongst the various SRAs spanned by the City are used to evaluate the localized air
quality impacts associated with the on-site emissions generated by the construction
activities. These most stringent LST values are also shown at the bottom of Table 12.
The SCAQMD has also established quantitative thresholds for exposure to TAC
emissions. A significant air quality impact may occur if TAC emissions from
construction or operation of a project were to result in a sensitive receptor being
subjected to an increased carcinogenic risk of greater than 10 excess cancers per
million (1 x 10-6) or being exposed to a composition of TAC concentrations that
collectively constitute a noncarcinogenic Hazard Index (HI) greater than 1.0.
Carcinogenic risk is expressed in terms of the incrementally increased likelihood of
cancer in a population, and the HI is calculated by comparing TAC concentrations to
reference values established through epidemiological studies.
Table 12: SCAQMD Localized Significance Thresholds – Construction
SRA

SRA Name

CO
(lb./day)

NOX
(lb./day)

PM10
(lb./day)

PM2.5
(lb./day)

1

Central Los Angeles County

680

74

5

3

2

Northwest Coastal Los Angeles County

562

103

4

3

3

Southwest Coastal Los Angeles County

664

91

5

3

4

South Coastal Los Angeles County

585

57

4

3

6

West San Fernando Valley

426

103

4

3

7

East San Fernando Valley

498

80

4

3

8

West San Gabriel Valley

535

69

4

3

12

South Central Los Angeles County

231

46

4

3

231

46

4

3

Minimum
Source: SCAQMD 2009.

The potential for significant air quality impacts related to odors is addressed
qualitatively in the context of compliance with SCAQMD Rule 402 (Nuisance). The
SCAQMD states that a significant air quality impact may occur if construction or
operation of a project would result in a, “discharge from any source whatsoever [of]
such quantities of air contaminants or other material which cause injury, detriment,
nuisance, or annoyance to any considerable number of persons or to the public, or
which endanger the comfort, repose, health or safety of any such persons or the
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public, or which cause, or have a natural tendency to cause, injury or damage to
business or property.”

3.2.2 GHG Emissions
As the 2006 L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide was adopted prior to the requirement for
GHG emissions to be addressed as part of CEQA, there are no local thresholds of
significance related to GHG emissions that are identified in the guide. As such, the
significance thresholds related to GHG emissions identified in Appendix G of the 2021
CEQA Guidelines are used to analyze potential impacts associated with the project.
According to the Environmental Checklist in Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, a
project may have a significant environmental impact related to Greenhouse Gas
Emissions if it would:
● GHG-1: Generate GHG emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a
significant impact on the environment?
● GHG-2:

Conflict with any applicable plan, policy, regulation, or
recommendation of an agency adopted for the purpose of reducing
emissions of GHGs?

With respect to GHG emissions, CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.4 provides
guidance to lead agencies for determining the significance of impacts from GHG
emissions. Section 15064.4(a) provides that a lead agency should make a good-faith
effort based, to the extent possible, on scientific and factual data to describe,
calculate, or estimate the amount of GHG emissions resulting from a project. Section
15064.4(a) further provides that a lead agency shall have the discretion to determine,
in the context of a particular project, whether: (1) to use a model or methodology to
quantify GHG emissions resulting from a project and which model methodology to use
and/or (2) to rely on qualitative analysis or performance-based standards. Pursuant to
CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.4(a), the analysis presented herein uses a model or
methodology to quantify GHG emissions resulting from the project. The analysis
contained herein provides a good-faith effort to describe, calculate, and estimate GHG
emissions resulting from the project.
CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.4(b) also provides that, when assessing the
significance of impacts from GHG emissions, a lead agency should consider (1) the
extent to which the project may increase or reduce GHG emissions compared with
existing conditions, (2) whether the project’s GHG emissions exceed a threshold of
significance that the lead agency determines applies to the project, and (3) the extent
to which the project complies with regulations or requirements adopted to implement
a statewide, regional, or local plan for the reduction or mitigation of GHG emissions.
The analysis of the potential impacts from the project’s GHG emissions followed this
approach. The CEQA Guidelines do not provide numeric or qualitative thresholds of
significance for evaluating GHG emissions. Instead, they leave the determination of
the significance of GHG emissions up to the lead agency and authorize the lead
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agency to consider thresholds of significance previously adopted or recommended by
other public agencies or recommended by experts, provided the decision of the lead
agency to adopt such thresholds is supported by substantial evidence (CEQA
Guidelines Sections 15064.4(a) and 15064.7(c)).
A number of lead agencies within the State and region, including multiple air districts,
have drafted, adopted, or recommended threshold approaches and guidelines for
analyzing GHG emissions and climate change in CEQA documents. However, there
are currently no quantitative thresholds that have been adopted by a local agency
relevant to the project. The City has not drafted nor adopted threshold approaches
and guidelines for analyzing GHG emissions and climate change in CEQA documents.
While the City has completed an action plan related to climate change in 2007
(GreenLA), this action plan does not qualify for tiering under CEQA (specifically,
CEQA Guidelines Section 15183.5) because the CAP has not undergone CEQA
review per the tiering requirements from Section 15183.5. Therefore, the project‑
specific analysis herein cannot rely on a qualitative tiering analysis with the City’s
CAP. Thus, there is no City guidance or officially adopted quantitative threshold
applicable to the project.
At the regional scale, SCAQMD staff developed draft GHG CEQA guidance through
a stakeholder working group that convened 15 times between 2008–2010 and
adopted a staff proposal for industrial projects that the SCAQMD is the lead agency
(SCAQMD, 2008b). For other projects subject to CEQA within the district, SCAQMD’s
draft GHG guidance recommended a tiered approach to analyzing GHG emissions in
CEQA documents. This tiered approach allowed for flexibility when analyzing GHG
emissions based on project size, land use type, or other characteristics. The various
tiers include: (1) potential CEQA exemptions for certain projects, (2) compliance with
a qualified GHG reduction strategy, (3) comparison with separate screening level
thresholds for industrial and commercial/residential projects, (4) consistency with
compliance options, including a performance-based reduction analysis (i.e., compare
with a BAU level), compliance with AB 32, and/or comparison with efficiency‑based
thresholds (i.e., quantitative thresholds that are based on a per capita efficiency
metric), and/or (5) implement offsite mitigation to reduce GHG emission impacts to a
less-than-significant level. The draft GHG guidance is included as part of the periodic
updates to SCAQMD’s CEQA Air Quality Handbook. However, because the proposed
thresholds for CEQA projects were never officially adopted by the SCAQMD or the
City, they are not applicable to the project.
Based on the available threshold concepts evaluated in the CEQA Guidelines and
recommended by expert agencies, the assessment herein analyzed operational
emissions in the context of adopted GHG emissions reduction plans at the state,
regional, and local levels. The applicable state-level guidance is the CARB Climate
Change Scoping Plan, and the applicable regional-level guidance is the SCAG
RTP/SCS. Although the City’s pLAn does not qualify as a GHG reduction plan under
the CEQA Guidelines, the GHG emissions impacts assessment evaluated how the
project would contribute to local efforts to reduce GHG emissions.
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3.3

Project Impacts

3.3.1 Air Quality
Using the Initial Study Checklist questions in Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines and
the City’s Thresholds, project impacts are analyzed for significance as follows:
a) Would the project conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air
quality plan?
Reference: L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide (2006) (Section B); State CEQA Guidelines
(2021) (Appendix G); Los Angeles General Plan Air Quality Element; SCAQMD’s
CEQA Air Quality Handbook (1993); SCAQMD AQMP; SCAG RTP/SCS (2020).
Comment: A significant impact would occur if project activities would conflict with or
obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan. Applicable air quality plans
include the SCAQMD AQMP and the SCAG RTP/SCS, as well as the City’s General
Plan.
Less than significant impact. The following analysis addresses the project’s
consistency with applicable SCAQMD and SCAG policies, inclusive of regulatory
compliance. In accordance with the procedures established in SCAQMD’s CEQA Air
Quality Handbook, the impact discussion addresses the following criteria to determine
whether the project is consistent with applicable SCAQMD and SCAG planning
objectives:
1) Would the project create any impacts related to air quality violations, such as:
● An increase in the frequency or severity of existing air quality violations;
● Causing or contributing to new air quality violations; or,
● Delaying timely attainment of air quality standards or the interim emission
reductions specified in the AQMP.
2) Would the project exceed the assumptions utilized in preparing the AQMP:
● Is the project consistent with the population and employment growth
projections upon which AQMP forecasted emission levels are based;
● Does the project incorporate mitigation measures to reduce potentially
significant impacts; and/or
● To what extent is project development consistent with the AQMP land use
policies and control measures?
Criterion 1
Air quality violations occur when facilities are out of compliance with applicable
SCAQMD rule requirements, permit conditions or legal requirements, or with
applicable state or federal air pollution regulations. The regional and localized air
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quality significance thresholds were designed as a screening tool to avoid the potential
occurrence and exacerbation of air quality violations resulting from construction and
operation of individual CEQA projects based on the designation of emissions sources
warranting advanced permitting and regulation. Implementation of the project would
not introduce a new permanent, stationary source of air pollutant emissions that would
constitute a facility capable of contributing to air quality violations.
Construction
As discussed in detail in the Project Description, construction activities at each
individual transit shelter installation site would not persist for more than three or four
days at most. The regional emissions analysis accounts for all transit shelter sites that
may be under a stage of construction on a given day. As shown in Table 13 under the
discussion for impact criterion b), the increases in regional and localized PM10 and
PM2.5 emissions during construction would not exceed the SCAQMD-recommended
regional thresholds or LST values corresponding to the daily disturbance area and
proximity of sensitive receptors to the shelter sites. Additionally, the project’s
maximum potential daily NOX and CO emissions during construction were analyzed
to ascertain potential effects on localized concentrations and to determine if there is a
potential for such emissions to cause or affect a violation of an applicable ambient air
quality standard near the project sites. As shown in Table 13 in the analysis below
and detailed in Attachment B (CalEEMod Construction Output file), regional and
localized emissions of NOX and CO would not exceed the SCAQMD-recommended
localized significance thresholds. Therefore, project construction would not result in a
significant impact with regard to air quality violations.
Operations
Future operations with implementation of the project would not introduce a new
permanent, stationary source to the City that would have the potential to exacerbate
air quality violations. As shown in Table 14 under the discussion for impact criterion
b), the operational maintenance activities would not produce emissions of any air
pollutant in excess of the regional or localized SCAQMD thresholds. Project
operations would be similar in nature to those maintenance activities occurring under
existing conditions. The project’s operational VMT would be distributed throughout the
468.7 square miles of the City, and maintenance operations would not concentrate
heavy duty vehicle activity in any particular location or area. Operation of the project
would not have the potential to exacerbate air quality violations in the SCAB, and this
impact would be less than significant.
Criterion 2
The second indicator of AQMP consistency is assessed by determining potential
effects of permanent facility operations on population, housing, and employment
assumptions that were used in the development of the AQMP and the RTP/SCS. If
implementation of the project would render the assumptions invalid by introducing
growth within the SCAQMD jurisdiction that exceeds projections incorporated into the
AQMP, a significant air quality impact may occur.
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Construction
Construction of the project would not introduce new growth in population, housing, or
employment to the City. Therefore, construction of the project would not have any
influence on the assumptions that were incorporated into the AQMP and the
RTP/SCS. Construction personnel would be employees of either the contractor or the
City, and it is likely that the construction workers employed for construction would be
taken from the labor pool currently residing in the city and region. Also, the
construction phase of the project will last approximately three to six years, and will not
create permanent growth in population, housing, or employment within the City or
within SCAQMD jurisdiction. This impact would be less than significant during
construction.
Operation
Operation of the project would essentially expand existing maintenance operations
throughout the City to service the transit shelter and advertising display locations.
Although project operations are anticipated to potentially double the existing
maintenance activities, the additional service would not induce new population or
housing growth to the City. Operational personnel would be employees of either the
contractor or the City and it is likely that the additional employees would be drawn
from the labor pool currently residing in the City and surrounding areas. Furthermore,
the emissions analysis presented in Table 14 within the discussion under impact
criterion b) demonstrates that operational emissions would not exceed any applicable
SCAQMD threshold, and therefore, significant impacts would not occur, and no
mitigation measures are required. Operation of the project would not have any effect
on land use as it would not introduce any new permanent, stationary sources of
emissions to the City. Therefore, operation of the project would not conflict with the
land use policies and strategies contained within the AQMP that are designed to
reduce pollutant emissions, and this impact would be less than significant during future
operation.
b) Would the project result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria
pollutant for which the project region is nonattainment under an applicable federal
or state ambient air quality standard?
Reference: L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide (2006) (Section B); State CEQA Guidelines
(2021) (Appendix G); SCAQMD AQMP; SCAQMD’s CEQA Air Quality Handbook
(1993); SCAQMD Regulations.
Comment: A significant impact would occur if project activities resulted in a
cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which the project
region is nonattainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air quality
standard. Potential sources that may produce substantial pollutant concentrations
include equipment and vehicle exhaust and earthwork activities.
Less than significant impact. As disclosed in Table 5, the City of Los Angeles lies
within an area that is presently designated nonattainment of the NAAQS for O3, PM2.5,
and Pb (pending possible reclassification to attainment), and is designated
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nonattainment of the CAAQS for O3, PM10, and PM2.5. The nonattainment
designations represent an ongoing cumulative impact associated with emissions of
these air pollutants within the Los Angeles County portion of the SCAB. VOC and NOX
are reactionary precursors to atmospheric O3 formation, and therefore are of particular
concern, along with PM10 and PM2.5 with regards to cumulatively considerable
emissions. The regional analysis of potential project impacts focuses on emissions of
VOC, NOX, PM10, and PM2.5. CalEEMod also generates estimates of CO and SOX
emissions that are quantified and compared to the SCAQMD air quality significance
thresholds.
The SCAQMD published guidance addressing the evaluation of potential cumulative
impacts for CEQA projects. The SCAQMD asserts that if construction or operation of
a project would produce maximum daily emissions exceeding the applicable projectspecific thresholds, those emissions would also be considered cumulatively
significant. For this reason, the SCAQMD applies the same project-level thresholds to
cumulative assessments. Conversely, if construction and operation of a project would
not generate emissions of sufficient quantity to exceed any of the applicable mass
daily thresholds, then that project and its associated emissions would be considered
less than significant in the cumulative context.
Construction
Construction of the project has the potential to create air quality impacts through
emissions generated using off-road diesel-fueled construction equipment and through
vehicle trips associated with construction crews and trucks traveling to and from the
various STAP sites throughout the City. As described in the Methodology, the STAP
construction activities would begin in 2022 and up to 18 sites could be undergoing
improvements on a given day. Table 13 presents the daily emissions that would be
generated at a single site during each phase of construction activities and the total
regional emissions that would be generated from all sites combined, assuming that
there would be six of each activity occurring simultaneously at 18 different transit
shelter sites.
As shown in Table 13, construction of the project elements would not generate
emissions exceeding any applicable SCAQMD mass daily threshold at the regional or
localized level. During construction activities, idling of trucks would be limited to five
minutes or less in any location in compliance with CARB and SCAQMD regulations.
Installation of the shelter and advertising display components would involve minimal
activities that generate fugitive dust, as sidewalk disturbance would not expose
unpaved ground areas and there would not be any material stockpiling occurring that
could generate windblown dust. Emissions of VOC, NOX, PM10, and PM2.5 would
remain below the project-level thresholds, and thus would not be considered
cumulatively considerable based on SCAQMD guidance. Construction of the project
would not create significant impacts regarding cumulative air quality conditions, and
no mitigation measures are required.
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Table 13: Project Construction Emissions
Maximum Daily Emissions (Pounds Per Day)
Construction Activity

VOC

NOX

CO

SOX

PM10

PM2.5

DEMOLITION & REMOVAL
On-Site Emissions

0.1

0.9

1.2

<0.1

<0.1

<0.1

Off-Site Emissions

<0.1

0.6

0.2

<0.1

<0.1

<0.1

0.1

1.5

1.4

<0.1

0.1

<0.1

On-Site Emissions

0.3

2.5

3.3

<0.1

0.1

0.1

Off-Site Emissions

<0.1

1.1

0.3

<0.1

0.1

<0.1

0.3

3.6

3.7

<0.1

0.2

0.1

On-Site Emissions

0.2

2.2

2.9

<0.1

0.1

0.1

Off-Site Emissions

<0.1

0.7

0.3

<0.1

0.1

<0.1

0.3

2.8

3.2

<0.1

0.2

0.1

Total
SITE PREPARATION

Total
SHELTER INSTALLATION

Total

REGIONAL ANALYSIS (6 of Each Activity)
Maximum Daily Emissions

4.3

48.0

49.9

0.1

3.2

2.1

Regional Significance
Threshold

75

100

550

150

150

55

Exceed Threshold?

No

No

No

No

No

No

0.2

2.5

3.3

<0.1

0.1

0.1

Localized Significance
Threshold*

-

46

231

-

4

3

Exceed Threshold?

-

No

No

-

No

No

LOCALIZED ANALYSIS
Maximum On-Site Emissions

REASONABLY FORESEEABLE PROJECTS ANALYSIS
Maximum Daily Emissions

0.3

3.6

3.7

<0.1

0.2

0.1

Combined with Project
Regional

4.6

51.6

53.5

0.1

3.4

2.2

Exceed Regional Threshold?

No

No

No

No

No

No

* LST screening values are based on minimum values presented in Table 11.
Emissions modeling files can be found in the Appendix.
Source: TAHA, 2021.
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Operations
The primary sources of emissions during project operations would be vehicle trips for
standard site services, emergency repairs, power-washing, and City inspections.
Equipment used to complete power-washing and emergency repairs would also
generate minor emissions that were accounted for in the analysis. Daily operational
activities are summarized in Table 8 within the Methodology portion of this report.
CalEEMod was used to estimate daily air pollutant emissions that would be generated
by the operational maintenance activities with implementation of the project.
Implementation of the project would not introduce new stationary sources of emissions
to the City, and the regional emissions associated with maintenance vehicle trips
would be distributed along the paths of travel. Similar to construction activities, any
heavy-duty trucks used during operations would be restricted from idling more than
five minutes at any location. Table 14 presents the daily regional emissions that would
occur during operation of the project.
Table 14: Project Operations Daily Emissions
Maximum Daily Emissions (Pounds Per Day)
Operational Activity

VOC

NOX

CO

SOX

PM10

PM2.5

EMISSIONS ANALYSIS
Equipment Sources

0.8

5.6

7.2

<0.1

0.3

0.3

Mobile Sources

1.1

7.3

8.4

<0.1

3.2

0.9

Daily Operational Emissions

1.9

12.9

15.7

0.1

3.5

1.2

Regional Threshold

55

55

550

150

150

55

Exceed Threshold?

No

No

No

No

No

No

IMPACT ANALYSIS

Emissions modeling files can be found in Attachment B.
Source: TAHA, 2021.

As shown above, project operations would not generate daily pollutant emissions in
excess of any applicable SCAQMD regional project-level threshold for operations.
Specifically, emissions of VOC, NOX, PM10, and PM2.5 would remain well below the
project-level thresholds, and therefore would not be cumulatively considerable. Future
maintenance activities would result in a less than significant impact related to
cumulative emissions of O3 precursors and particulate matter, and no mitigation
measures are required.
Additionally, maintenance activities would be ongoing during the three-year project
construction period. Therefore, the analysis also addressed the incremental change
in daily air pollutant emissions that would occur from the combination of expanded
maintenance operations and construction activities. The combined incremental
change in daily air pollutant emissions was quantified as the additional maintenance
emissions that would occur above the existing baseline summed with the maximum
daily construction emissions. Table 15 presents the incremental change in
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maintenance emissions based on the additional project transit shelter locations
combined with maximum daily construction emissions and compares the total to the
SCAQMD regional mass daily threshold for construction emissions. Results of the
analysis demonstrate that maximum daily construction emissions combined with the
incremental change in maintenance operations emissions would remain below the
SCAQMD regional construction thresholds. Therefore, implementation of the project
would not generate significant emissions from combined construction and operational
activities.
Table 15: Combined Daily Emissions
Maximum Daily Emissions (Pounds Per Day)
Source Activity

VOC

NOX

CO

SOX

PM10

PM2.5

SCENARIO
STAP Project Operations

1.9

12.9

15.7

0.1

3.5

1.2

Existing Operations

0.9

6.8

7.9

<0.1

1.5

0.6

0.9

6.2

7.7

<0.1

2.0

0.7

Maximum Daily Construction

4.3

48.0

49.9

0.1

3.2

2.1

Daily Combined Emissions

5.2

54.1

57.6

0.1

5.2

2.7

Regional Construction
Threshold*

75

100

550

150

150

55

Exceed Threshold?

No

No

No

No

No

No

Net Operations
IMPACT ANALYSIS

REASONABLY FORESEEABLE PROJECTS ANALYSIS
Maximum Daily Emissions

0.3

3.6

3.7

<0.1

0.2

0.1

Maximum Combined
Emissions

5.6

57.8

61.3

0.2

5.4

2.9

Exceed Regional
Threshold?

No

No

No

No

No

No

Emissions modeling files can be found in the Appendix.
* SCAQMD CEQA Air Quality Handbook explicitly states operational thresholds should be
used following the completion of construction activities; therefore, regional construction
thresholds are used for combined analysis.
Source: TAHA, 2021.
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c) Would the project
concentrations?

expose

sensitive

receptors

to

substantial

pollutant

Reference: L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide (2006) (Section B); State CEQA Guidelines
(2021) (Appendix G); SCAQMD CEQA Air Quality Handbook (1993); CARB
Regulations; SCAQMD Regulations; OEHHA Guidance.
Comment: A significant impact would occur if project activities would expose sensitive
receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations. Potential sources that may produce
substantial pollutant concentrations include equipment and vehicle exhaust.
Less than significant impact. Sensitive receptors throughout the City include
residences, schools, hospitals, long-term care facilities, and other land uses where
individuals who are more susceptible to the adverse effects of air pollution (i.e.,
children, the elderly, those with pre-existing conditions) spend considerable amounts
of time.
Construction
Sources of TAC emissions associated with construction activities include heavy-duty
diesel equipment and heavy-duty diesel trucks, which release diesel PM into the
atmosphere through exhaust. In compliance with CARB and SCAQMD rules and
regulations, all equipment would be maintained in accordance with manufacturer
specifications to ensure the optimal operating conditions are met. Each individual site
would only be active for up to approximately three to four days. The SCAQMD relies
on risk assessment guidance published by OEHHA to evaluate sensitive receptor
exposures to TAC concentrations resulting from emissions sources. The OEHHA
guidance acknowledges that because carcinogenic risks are calculated over long
timescales (30 years), it is not necessary to analyze potential TAC exposures when
construction projects have a duration less than two months (OEHHA, 2015). The brief
duration of each site and the limited intensity of construction equipment use given
transit shelter sizes and improvements would not pose carcinogenic risks to nearby
sensitive receptors. Therefore, the project would result in a less–than-significant
impact related to construction pollutant concentrations.
Operations
Operation of the project would not introduce any new substantial stationary or mobile
sources of TAC emissions within the City. Operational VMT related to maintenance
would be spread at 3,583 transit shelters and shade structures and 500 sidewalk
locations of future advertising displays throughout the 468.7 square miles of the City
and would not create mobile source emissions concentrated in any one location.
Therefore, the project would result in a less-than-significant impact related to
operational pollutant concentrations.
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d) Would the project result in other emissions (such as those leading to odors)
adversely affecting a substantial number of people?
Reference: L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide (2006) (Section B); State CEQA Guidelines
(2021) (Appendix G); SCAQMD’s CEQA Air Quality Handbook (1993); California Code
of Regulations.
Comment: A significant impact would occur if project activities would result in the
creation of nuisance odors that would be noxious to a substantial number of people.
Less than significant impact. The following discussions address potential sources
of odorous emissions during construction and operation of the project.
Construction
Construction activities would not disturb any sources of unexpected odors such as
sewer lines, and the odors would be typical of most construction sites and transitory
in nature. The demolition debris from disturbed sidewalks is not characterized by
noxious odors. In addition, as construction-related emissions dissipate away from the
construction area, the odors associated with these emissions would also decrease
and would be quickly diluted. The odors would be typical of most construction sites
and impermanent in nature, ceasing entirely following the completion of construction
activities. The intensity and magnitude of construction activities would not be sufficient
to generate odors perceivable by a substantial number of people. Therefore, the
project would result in a less–than-significant impact related to construction odors.
Operations
The SCAQMD has identified the following land uses as sources of substantial
operational odors: agriculture (farming and livestock), chemical plants, composting
operations, dairies, fiberglass molding, landfills, refineries, rendering plants, rail yards,
and wastewater treatment plants. Operational activities associated with the project
would not involve processes found at any of these facilities that are known to generate
noxious odors. All trucks performing routine maintenance would be required to limit
idling to fewer than 5 minutes at any given site to minimize exhaust emissions, per
Section 2485 of Title 13 of the California Code of Regulations, which states that the
idling of all diesel-fueled commercial vehicles (weighing over 10,000 pounds) must be
limited to 5 minutes at any location to minimize exhaust emissions. Therefore, the
project would result in a less–than-significant impact related to operational odors.
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3.3.2 GHG Emissions
Using the Initial Study Checklist questions in Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines,
project impacts are analyzed for significance as follows:
a) Would the generate GHG emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a
significant impact on the environment?
Reference: State CEQA Guidelines (2021) (Appendix G)
Comment: A significant impact would occur if project activities generate GHG
emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a significant impact on the
environment. Potential sources that may produce substantial pollutant concentrations
include equipment and vehicle exhaust.
Less than significant impact. The following analysis considers construction and
operational GHG emissions.
Construction
Construction activities involved in project implementation are anticipated to last for
three years under the most efficient schedule feasible. As shown in Table 16,
construction activities to implement the project would generate approximately 1,376.9
MTCO2e in the first program year, 1,279.3 MTCO2e in the second program year, and
1,277.4 MTCO2e in third year of the STAP, which sums to a total of 3,933.6 MTCO2e
over the course of the 3-year construction period. The STAP construction emissions
amortized over a 30-year operational lifetime would be approximately 131.1 MTCO2e
annually. Project construction emissions amortized over a 10-year contract period for
the STAP would be approximately 393.4 MTCO2e annually.
In addition to the STAP improvements, the analysis of construction-related GHG
emissions considered sources involved in the installation of future advertising displays
associated with potentially foreseeable projects associated with the LAMC update.
The implementation schedule was assumed to follow the summary provided in Table
12, and the source activity for each type of installation was conservatively assumed
to be the same as the equipment, vehicles, and personnel required for a shelter
installation. Table 16 also presents the annual GHG emissions that would be
generated by construction of the LAMC potentially foreseeable projects. As shown
below, construction of up to 500 potentially foreseeable projects associated with the
LAMC updates would generate approximately 425.8 MTCO2e, and when combined
with the project emissions the total would be 4,359.4 MTCO2e over the three-year
implementation schedule. The combined amortized emissions would be
approximately 145.3 MTCO2e per year over 30 years and 435.9 MTCO2e per year
over 10 years.
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Table 16: Estimated Construction GHG Emissions

Program Year

Shelter
Removal
Emissions
(MTCO2e)

Shelter Installation
Emissions (MTCO2e)

Project
Annual GHG
Emissions
(MTCO2e)

LAMC
Potential
Projects
(MTCO2e)

1

118.3

1,258.6

1,376.9

142.2

2

156.1

1,123.2

1,279.3

142.2

3

155.9

1,121.5

1,277.4

141.4

3,933.6

425.8

Amortized Emissions (30-Year Operational Lifetime)

131.1

14.2

Amortized Emissions (10-Year Maintenance Contract)
Source: TAHA, 2021.

393.4

42.6

Total Emissions

The effect of GHG emissions on the environment is cumulative in nature, therefore,
the construction emissions listed in Table 16 were analyzed as part of total GHG
emissions for the project lifecycle, as well as potentially foreseeable projects within
that timeframe. Based on the methodology above, the impact conclusion is drawn from
the assessment of amortized construction emissions in combination with operational
emissions.
Operations
Sources of GHG emissions during operation of the project following the completion of
construction activities would include direct emissions associated with on-road vehicle
trips and on-site cleaning equipment, as well as indirect emissions associated with
electricity use at the transit shelters. On-road vehicles and off-road equipment use
would result in the consumption of gasoline and/or diesel fuel, which would be the
primary source of operational GHG emissions. As described in the Methodology,
electricity consumption at the existing transit shelters and proposed static display
locations assumed an average of 510 Watts for 12 hours per day at each location (6.1
kWh/site/day), and digital display locations assumed an average of 1,274 watts for 12
hours per day at (15.3 kWh/site/day). Information provided by the City was used to
estimate solid waste emissions, with existing shelter facilities generating
approximately 50 tons of solid waste per year. Using a scaling factor of 1.9 based on
the total number of active shelters, annual solid waste generation with implementation
of the project was estimated to be 95 tons per year.
Table 17 summarizes the annual GHG emissions that would occur with
implementation of the project, as well as an estimate of existing GHG emissions
associated with transit shelter operations. As shown below, implementation of the
project would result in an increase of approximately 2,781.5 MTCO2e in annual GHG
emissions throughout the City’s 468.7 square miles. When considering the potentially
foreseeable projects associated with implementation of the LAMC updates, the
combined annual increase in GHG emissions would be approximately 3,458.8
Sidewalk and Transit Amenities Program

53

October 2021

Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions Technical Memorandum
MTCO2e using a 10-year amortization schedule for the construction emissions.
Emissions have been quantified and disclosed in accordance with recommendations
contained within the CEQA Guidelines.
Table 17: Estimated Annual Operations GHG Emissions
Existing
Project
Annual GHG Annual GHG
Emissions
Emissions
(MTCO2e)
(MTCO2e)

Source
Amortized Construction Emissions (Direct)

Net Annual
GHG
Emissions
(MTCO2e)

393.4

-

357.4

3,360.9

1,324.3

1,779.4

Mobile Source Emissions (Direct)

540.7

254.5

286.2

Service Equipment Emissions (Direct)

127.9

85.2

42.6

Waste Disposal Emissions (Indirect)

47.8

25.1

22.6

4,470.7

1,689.2

2,781.5

LAMC Potential Projects Construction

42.6

-

42.6

LAMC Potential Projects Energy

551.3

-

551.3

LAMC Potential Projects Mobile

83.5

-

83.5

Energy Source Emissions (Indirect)

Total Emissions

LAMC Potential Projects Subtotal
Total Combined Emissions

677.4
5,148.0

677.4
1,689.2

3,458.8

Source: TAHA, 2021.

Although implementation of the project would generate GHG emissions that would be
greater in magnitude than those under existing conditions, the project itself would
provide potential benefits that would offset emissions in ways that are not currently
quantifiable. Implementation of the project would enhance the safety, aesthetics,
accessibility, and comfortability of public transit shelters throughout the City. The
improved transit shelter facilities would encourage the use of public transit by
providing more appealing, brightly lit waiting areas, and the increased transit ridership
would offset single occupancy vehicle use. The displacement of vehicle trips in favor
of transit is a crucial element of regional, State, and City planning efforts to reduce
GHG emissions. L.A.’s Green New Deal includes a target of increasing the percentage
of all trips made within the city by walking, biking, micro-mobility/matched rides, or
transit to at least 35 percent by 2025 and 50 percent by 2035. The project would also
directly contribute to the City’s initiative to implement a Street Furniture program that
reduces heat exposure, provides cool transit stops, and improves access to restrooms
in high transit use areas.
Furthermore, as LADWP increases its renewables portfolio in future years to comply
with the provisions of SB 350 and SB 100, indirect emissions associated with
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electricity consumption would be reduced over time. LADWP is committed to
expanding its renewable power mix from approximately 36 percent in 2020 to 44
percent by the end of 2024, 52 percent by the end of 2027, and 60 percent by the end
of 2030. As LADWP sources more and more of its electricity delivered to customers
from renewable products, the GHG intensity of each MWh of electricity consumed will
decrease. Assuming that LADWP continues to meet its renewable power mix targets,
indirect project emissions from electricity use by 2025 would be reduced from 3,360.9
MTCO2e to 2,940.8 MTCO2e, a decrease of approximately 12.5 percent.
Implementation of the project would not interfere with LADWP’s efforts to expand its
renewable power mix and reduce indirect GHG emissions associated with electricity
generation.
Additionally, the project would enhance infrastructure at transit stops at which buses
operated by the Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority (LA Metro)
make stops. The LA Metro public transit system annually displaces approximately
186,515 MTCO2e across all modes of travel through mode shift away from passenger
vehicles, despite the bus system alone producing approximately 251,439 MTCO2e per
year. Implementation of the project would generate GHG emissions representing only
one percent of annual Metro bus emissions, and would attract additional transit riders
through providing safer, cleaner, better lit facilities for passengers to rest while they
wait for buses. GHG emissions and their effect on climate change are cumulative in
nature, and considering the project’s emissions in the context of the regional transit
network demonstrates that the emissions would not have a significant impact on the
environment.
Consistency with a GHG emissions reduction plan renders a project less than
significant. Given the project’s consistency with state, regional, and City GHG
emissions reduction plans and policies as described below, the project is considered
consistent with all applicable plans, policies, and regulations adopted for the purpose
of reduction GHG emissions. Therefore, the project’s incremental contribution to GHG
emissions and their effects on climate change would not be considerable.
b) Would the project conflict with any applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted
for the purpose of reducing the emissions of GHGs?
Reference: State CEQA Guidelines (2021) (Appendix G); SCAG RTP/SCS; Climate
Change Scoping Plan.
Comment: A significant impact would occur if project activities conflict with any
applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing the
emissions of GHGs. Applicable regulations enacted to reduce GHG emissions include
Executive Order S-3-05, the AB 32 Climate Change Scoping Plan, Executive Order
B-30-15, SB 32, and the SCAG RTP/SCS.
Less than significant impact. The following analysis describes the extent to which
the project complies with or does not conflict with adopted plans and policies to reduce
GHG emissions. As the effects of GHG emissions on the environment are

Sidewalk and Transit Amenities Program

55

October 2021

Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions Technical Memorandum
fundamentally cumulative, the assessment of potential impacts evaluates the
combined emissions from short-term construction activities and long-term
maintenance operations.
Construction
Construction of the project would take place over three years under the most efficient
schedule feasible. GHG emissions that would be generated by project construction
activities would cease upon completion of the 3,583 citywide transit shelters and
shade structures and 500 future advertising displays. As discussed above, GHG
emissions are evaluated exclusively as cumulative impacts; therefore, the significance
determination is based on aggregate GHG emissions generated by construction
activities and operational maintenance activities.
Operations
Enhancing infrastructure accessibility and accommodating multi-modal transportation
options is a critical component to creating a safer and more sustainable transportation
network. As stated in the Project Description, one of the project objectives is to
promote and expand the use of transit, active transportation, and shared mobility by
improving the quality and technological capability of associated physical program
elements, such as transit shelters, kiosks, and other amenities. Implementation of the
project would augment and enhance transit shelter facilities throughout the City, which
would provide convenient and accessible amenities to transit riders. The provision of
structures that would create shade is consistent with strategies contained in L.A.’s
Green New Deal (Sustainable City pLAn) to reduce the urban heat island effect.
Improving infrastructure accessibility and accommodating multi-modal transportation
options is a critical component to creating a safer and more sustainable transportation
network.
At the state level, Executive Orders S-3-05 and B-30-15 are orders from the State’s
Executive Branch designed to reduce GHG emissions. The goal of Executive Order
S-3-05 to reduce GHG emissions to 1990 levels by 2020 was adopted by the
Legislature as the 2006 Global Warming Solutions Act (AB 32) and codified into law
in HSC division 25.5. The goal of Executive Order B-30-15 to reduce statewide GHG
emissions to 40 percent below 1990 levels by 2030 was adopted by the Legislature in
SB 32 and also codified into law in Health and Safety Code (HSC) Division 25.5. In
support of HSC Division 25.5, the State has promulgated a robust framework of laws
and strategies to reduce GHG emissions in the Climate Change Scoping Plan.
The Climate Change Scoping Plan and subsequent updates in 2014 and 2017 contain
a range of GHG reduction actions that include direct regulations, alternative
compliance mechanisms, monetary and non-monetary incentives, voluntary actions,
market-based mechanisms such as a cap-and-trade system, and an AB 32
implementation fee to fund the program. Table 18 provides an evaluation of whether
the project is consistent with applicable reduction actions/strategies. As evidenced by
the elements described below, the project would be consistent with the applicable
GHG emissions reduction plans and would not conflict with initiatives to reduce GHG
emissions.
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Table 18: Project Consistency with GHG Emissions Reduction Plans
Strategy

Project Consistency

2008 CLIMATE CHANGE SCOPING PLAN MEASURES
California Light-Duty Vehicle GHG Standards.
Implement adopted Pavley standards and planned
second phase of program. Align zero-emission
vehicle, alternative and renewable fuel, and vehicle
technology initiatives with long-term climate change
goals.

No Conflict. The implementation of Pavley vehicle
standards is managed at the state level and applies to
vehicle and engine manufacturers. The project would
not conflict with vehicle emissions standards and would
provide enhanced transit accessibility throughout the
City.

Energy Efficiency. Maximize energy efficiency
building and appliance standards and pursue
additional
efficiency
efforts
including
new
technologies, and new policy and mechanisms.

No Conflict. Digital elements will have ENERGY STAR
ratings for efficiency with LED screens. Project
electricity would be supplied by LADWP, which is
required to achieve 40 percent RPS by the end of 2024,
52 percent by the end of 2027, and 60 percent by the
end of 2030 under SB 100. STAP's program elements
will comply with all applicable Structural, Seismic,
Plumbing, and Electrical Codes, and other specific Cityadopted policies and standards applicable to the public
right of way.

Renewables Portfolio Standard: Achieve 33
percent renewable energy mix statewide by 2020
from the current level of 12 percent in 2008.

No Conflict. LADWP would supply energy to the project
sites. The LADWP’s portfolio consists of approximately
32 percent renewable energy in 2018 and plans to
increase its amount of renewable energy to 35 percent
by 2020 and 44 percent by the end of 2024. Thus,
LADWP is on track to meet and exceed the RPS goals
established in the Climate Change Scoping Plan.
Additionally, the project would explore opportunities to
install solar panels at transit shelter locations to reduce
electrical demand.

Low-Carbon Fuel Standard. Develop and adopt the
Low Carbon Fuel Standard.

No Conflict. The project would not conflict with
implementation of the transportation fuel standards.
Vehicles involved in project construction and operations
would utilize fuels available to the public through
commercial sellers, which would be regulated by the
Low Carbon Fuel Standard administered by CARB.

Vehicle Efficiency Measures. Implement light-duty
vehicle efficiency measures.

No Conflict. Only CARB has the authority to promulgate
and enforce light-duty vehicle efficiency measures. The
project would not interfere with implementation of lightduty vehicle efficiency measures and vehicles
associated with the project that are subject to the
regulations would comply with these measures.

Medium/Heavy-Duty Vehicle Standards. Adopt
medium- and heavy-duty vehicle efficiency
standards.

No Conflict. Only CARB has the authority to promulgate
and enforce medium- and heavy-duty vehicle efficiency
measures. The project would not interfere with
implementation of vehicle efficiency standards and
vehicles associated with the project that are subject to
the regulations would comply with these standards.

Green Building Strategy: Expand the use of green
building practices to reduce the carbon footprint of
California’s new and existing inventory of buildings.

No Conflict. Implementation of the project would not
include any building structures that may have to comply
with provisions of the LAGBC or the CalGreen code.
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Table 18: Project Consistency with GHG Emissions Reduction Plans
Strategy

Project Consistency

High GWP Gases Emissions. Adopt measures to
reduce emissions of high GWP gases.

No Conflict. CARB identified Early Action Measures in
the Climate Change Scoping Plan to reduce GHG
emissions from refrigerants in car air conditioners and
consumer products. Implementation of the project would
not introduce a new source of high GWP gases to the
area, and vehicles associated with the project would be
subject to CARB regulations.

Recycling and Waste: Reduce methane emissions
at landfills. Increase waste diversion, composting
and other beneficial uses of organic materials and
mandate commercial recycling. Move toward zero
waste.

No Conflict. Waste associated with the project would
be received and managed by the City Bureau of
Sanitation. The City has committed to an extensive
waste recycling program through the Sustainable City
pLAn.

Water: Continue efficiency programs and use
cleaner energy sources to move and treat water.

No Conflict. STAP's program elements will comply with
all applicable Structural, Seismic, Plumbing, and
Electrical Codes, and other specific City adopted
policies and standards applicable to the public right of
way.

2017 CLIMATE CHANGE SCOPING PLAN MEASURES
Mobile Source Strategy – Advanced Clean Cars.
Further increase GHG stringency on all light-duty
vehicles beyond existing Advanced Clean Car
regulations (through model year 2025).

No Conflict. Light-duty vehicle standards are
administered and enforced by CARB. Vehicles
associated with the project that are subject to the
regulations would be required to comply.

Mobile Source Strategy – Zero Emission Fleet.
Achieve a statewide vehicle fleet of at least 1.5
million zero-emission and plug-in hybrid light-duty
electric vehicles by 2025 and at least 4.2 million zeroemission vehicles (ZEV) by 2030.

No Conflict. Implementation of zero-emission and plugin vehicles is administered and enforced by CARB in
coordination with automobile manufacturers. Vehicles
used in project construction and operations would be
part of the statewide fleet and vehicles that are subject
to the regulations would comply.

Mobile Source Strategy – Innovative Clean
Transit. Transition to a suite of innovative clean
transit options; CARB Scoping Plan Scenario
assumed 20 percent of new urban buses purchased
beginning in 2018 will be zero-emission buses with
the proliferation of zero-emission technology
expanded to 100 percent of new sales by 2030.

No Conflict. The clean transit fleet regulations are
promulgated and enforced by CARB. The project would
not interfere with implementation of a zero-emission bus
fleet for the City. Furthermore, the City has engaged in
the Zero Emissions Roadmap 2028 through the
Transportation Electrification Partnership to ambitiously
develop a fleet of zero-emission buses to serve the
community.

Mobile Source Strategy – Last Mile Delivery. New
regulation that would result in the use of low NOX or
cleaner engines and the deployment of increasing
numbers of zero-emission trucks, primarily for Class
3–7 last mile delivery trucks in California. This
measure assumes ZEVs comprise 2.5 percent of
new Class 3–7 truck sales in local fleets starting in
2020, increasing to 10 percent in 2025 and
remaining flat through 2030.

No Conflict. The enhanced regulations pertaining to
last mile delivery trucks are administered and enforced
by CARB. The project would not interfere with
implementation of new truck fleets meeting more
stringent NOX standards.
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Table 18: Project Consistency with GHG Emissions Reduction Plans
Strategy

Project Consistency

Mobile Source Strategy – Reduction in VMT.
Further
reduce
VMT
through
continued
implementation of SB 375 and regional SCSs;
forthcoming statewide implementation of SB 743;
explore additional VMT reduction strategies.

No Conflict. Project implementation would not
introduce a land use that would be subject to the
requirements of SB 375. The project would augment and
enhance transit shelter features that would provide
convenient and accessible facilities for transit riders,
which would promote and accommodate increased
transit use and active transportation.

Implement SB 350 by 2030 – Renewables.
Increase the RPS to 50 percent of retail sales by
2030 and ensure grid reliability.

No Conflict. The project would use electricity from the
LADWP, which has committed to diversify its portfolio of
energy sources to achieve 50 percent renewables by
2030. The project would not interfere with LADWP’s
ability to procure additional renewable resources and
expand its renewable infrastructure. Furthermore, the
project would evaluate opportunities to implement solar
installations to generate on-site renewable electricity
and reduce demand on the LADWP system.

Implement SB 350 by 2030 – Efficiency Targets.
Establish annual targets for statewide energy
efficiency savings and demand reduction that will
achieve a cumulative doubling of statewide energy
efficiency savings in electricity and natural gas end
uses by 2030.

No Conflict. At new transit shelters, motion on digital
screens will not be allowed and limitations will be placed
on their brightness. Digital elements will have ENERGY
STAR ratings for efficiency with LED screens. These
devices must automatically control their brightness in
response to the time of day and sunlight. All elements of
STAP will also be controlled through a Content
Management System, which will automatically adjust
the brightness of specific devices by location to
accommodate community standards.

SCAG RTP/SCS MEASURES
Sustainable Communities Strategy: Emphasize
land use patterns that facilitate multimodal access to
work, educational and other destinations.

No Conflict. Implementation of the project would
enhance the quality, safety, and accessibility of transit
shelter locations throughout the City, which would
encourage active transportation and multimodal access
to work, educational, and other destinations.

Sustainable Communities Strategy: Focus on a
regional jobs/housing balance to reduce commute
times and distances and expand job opportunities
near transit and along center-focused main streets.

No Conflict. Implementation of the project would
provide enhanced transit shelters and amenities that
would be inviting and encouraging of public transit use.
The project would not interfere with City initiatives to
implement a jobs/housing balance oriented near transit.

Sustainable Communities Strategy: Plan for
growth near transit investments and support
implementation of first/last mile strategies.

No Conflict. The project would not interfere with land
use developments near transit investments and would
improve the features identifying access to available
transit connectivity throughout the City.

Sustainable Communities Strategy: Encourage
design and transportation options that reduce the
reliance on and number of solo car trips.

No Conflict: Implementation of the project would
enhance existing transit shelters and amenities
throughout the City and would add new facilities at
transit stops without existing shelters. This would make
transit stops more easily identifiable and encourage
active transportation and public transit options over the
use of passenger vehicles.

Source: CARB, Climate Change Scoping Plan, 2008; CARB, California’s 2017 Climate Change Scoping Plan,
November 2017; SCAG, Connect SoCal 2020–2045 RTP/SCS; TAHA, 2021.
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In addition to the project’s consistency with applicable GHG reduction regulations and
strategies, the project would not conflict with the future anticipated statewide GHG
reduction goals. CARB has evaluated a number of potential strategies for achieving
the 2030 reduction target of 40 percent below 1990 levels, as mandated by SB 32.
These potential strategies include renewable resources constituting half of the State’s
electricity generation by 2030, increasing the fuel economy of vehicles and the number
of zero-emission and hybrid vehicles, reducing the rate of growth in VMT, supporting
high-speed rail and other alternative transportation options, and use of high-efficiency
appliances, water heaters, and heating, ventilation, and air conditioning systems.
The project would benefit from statewide and utility-provider efforts towards increasing
the proportion of electricity supplied by renewable sources. As previously discussed,
the project would be served by LADWP, which reported an electricity power mix
supplied by 34.1 percent renewables to the California Energy Commission in 2019
and has committed to expanding its renewable portfolio standard (RPS) to 50 percent
by 2025, 55 percent by 2030, and 65 percent by 2036. LADWP’s RPS progress and
future commitments are consistent with and exceed the SB 350 targets of 33 percent
by 2020 and 50 percent by 2030. SB 100, recently ratified in 2018, accelerated the
SB 350 targets to 50 percent RPS by 2026 and 60 percent RPS by 2030, which
LADWP will be required to meet. SB 100 also included interim retail end-use RPS
targets of 44 percent by the end of 2024 and 52 percent by the end of 2027. The
increased contribution of renewable resources to electricity generation would reduce
energy-related GHG emissions in future years.
The regional and local plans and policies most relevant to the project include the
SCAG Connect SoCal 2020–2045 RTP/SCS, L.A.’s Green New Deal (Sustainable
City pLAn), and the Mobility Plan 2035. SCAG and the City have prepared these
documents in response to statewide initiatives to reduce GHG emissions, including
Executive Order S-3-05, AB 32, Executive Order B-30-15, and SB 32. In March 2018,
CARB updated the SB 375 targets for the SCAG region to require a per capita
passenger vehicle GHG emissions reduction of 8 percent by 2020 and 19 percent by
2035 compared to baseline (2005) GHG emissions. Connect SoCal was developed in
collaboration with CARB and set regional GHG emission reduction targets for on-road
automobiles and light duty trucks consistent with the SB 375 targets. On October 30,
2020, CARB issued Executive Order G-20-239 confirming that the Connect SoCal
RTP/SCS satisfied the requirements of SB 375 and approving the GHG quantification
method, thereby validating that Connect SoCal would achieve the required regional
reduction targets established in 2018 for cars and light duty trucks.
In addition to demonstrating the region’s ability to attain the regional GHG emission
reduction targets, Connect SoCal outlines a Core Vision focused on maintaining and
enhancing management of the transportation network while also expanding mobility
choices by creating hubs that connect housing, jobs, and transit accessibility.
Enhancing infrastructure accessibility and accommodating multi-modal transportation
options is a critical component to creating a safer and more sustainable transportation
network. Although the project would generate GHG emissions, its implementation
would also provide enhanced accessibility and convenience to transit users. A
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consistent theme throughout regional and local plans designed to reduce GHG
emissions is the encouragement for the public to engage in active transportation,
including walking and biking. Furthermore, improving transit shelter features would be
conducive to choosing public transit options. For these reasons and those stated
above related to Climate Change Scoping Plan strategies, implementation of the
project would not conflict with state, regional, or local plans to reduce GHG emissions
and this impact would be less than significant. Based on the methodology used for
determining significance of impacts through plan consistency, the project would result
in a less than significant impact related to GHG emissions and no mitigation measures
would be required.

4.0

RECOMMENDED MEASURES

Impacts on air quality and GHG emissions would be less than significant. No mitigation
measures are required.
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Attachment A – Project Site Location
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Attachment B – Air Quality and GHG Calculations
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1.0 Project Characteristics
1.1 Land Usage
Land Uses

Size

Metric

Lot Acreage

Floor Surface Area

Population

Other Non-Asphalt Surfaces

0.40

1000sqft

0.01

400.00

0

1.2 Other Project Characteristics
Urbanization

Urban

Wind Speed (m/s)

Climate Zone

11

Utility Company

Los Angeles Department of Water & Power

CO2 Intensity
(lb/MWhr)

690.4

CH4 Intensity
(lb/MWhr)

1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data

2.2

0.049

Precipitation Freq (Days)

33

Operational Year

2025

N2O Intensity
(lb/MWhr)

0.007
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Sidewalk and Transit Amenities Program - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Winter
Project Characteristics - CAPCOA, 2020.
Land Use - Single Site
Construction Phase - Demolition = removal of existing shelter
Site Prep + Construction = install new shelter/amenity
Off-road Equipment - Install Inventory
Off-road Equipment - Dismantling/Removal Inventory
Off-road Equipment - Operations
Off-road Equipment - Site Prep Inventory
Trips and VMT - Worker = General crew
Vendor = boom truck (all), flatbed trailer truck (all), & concrete truck (BC)
Haul = dump trucks
Demolition Grading Energy Use - 0.5 kW/site * 24 * 365 = 4,380 kWh
Solid Waste - Existing = 4 tons/month ~ 50 tons/eyar
Table Name

Column Name

Default Value

New Value

tblConstructionPhase

NumDays

100.00

1.00

tblConstructionPhase

NumDays

10.00

1.00

tblOffRoadEquipment

OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount

2.00

1.00

tblOffRoadEquipment

OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount

2.00

1.00

tblOffRoadEquipment

UsageHours

6.00

1.00

tblOffRoadEquipment

UsageHours

8.00

4.00

tblOffRoadEquipment

UsageHours

8.00

4.00

tblProjectCharacteristics

CH4IntensityFactor

0.029

0.049

tblProjectCharacteristics

CO2IntensityFactor

1227.89

690.4

tblProjectCharacteristics

N2OIntensityFactor

0.006

0.007

tblSolidWaste

SolidWasteGenerationRate

0.00

50.00

tblTripsAndVMT

HaulingTripLength

20.00

10.00

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2016.3.2

Page 3 of 21

Date: 10/5/2021 3:56 PM

Sidewalk and Transit Amenities Program - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Winter
tblTripsAndVMT

HaulingTripLength

20.00

10.00

tblTripsAndVMT

HaulingTripLength

20.00

10.00

tblTripsAndVMT

HaulingTripLength

20.00

40.00

tblTripsAndVMT

HaulingTripNumber

0.00

1.00

tblTripsAndVMT

HaulingTripNumber

0.00

4.00

tblTripsAndVMT

VendorTripLength

6.90

10.00

tblTripsAndVMT

VendorTripLength

6.90

10.00

tblTripsAndVMT

VendorTripLength

6.90

10.00

tblTripsAndVMT

VendorTripLength

6.90

40.00

tblTripsAndVMT

VendorTripNumber

0.00

4.00

tblTripsAndVMT

VendorTripNumber

0.00

4.00

tblTripsAndVMT

VendorTripNumber

0.00

6.00

tblTripsAndVMT

VendorTripNumber

0.00

25.00

tblTripsAndVMT

WorkerTripLength

14.70

10.00

tblTripsAndVMT

WorkerTripLength

14.70

10.00

tblTripsAndVMT

WorkerTripLength

14.70

10.00

tblTripsAndVMT

WorkerTripLength

14.70

40.00

tblTripsAndVMT

WorkerTripNumber

10.00

2.00

tblTripsAndVMT

WorkerTripNumber

10.00

2.00

tblTripsAndVMT

WorkerTripNumber

0.00

4.00

tblTripsAndVMT

WorkerTripNumber

15.00

56.00

2.0 Emissions Summary
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2.1 Overall Construction (Maximum Daily Emission)
Unmitigated Construction

ROG

NOx

CO

SO2

Fugitive
PM10

Year

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2

NBio- CO2 Total CO2

lb/day

CH4

N2O

CO2e

lb/day

2022

1.6887

12.8004

14.1040

0.0575

2.6270

0.3629

2.9900

0.7173

0.3609

1.0782

0.0000

5,889.832
5

5,889.832
5

0.2475

0.0000

5,896.019
9

Maximum

1.6887

12.8004

14.1040

0.0575

2.6270

0.3629

2.9900

0.7173

0.3609

1.0782

0.0000

5,889.832
5

5,889.832
5

0.2475

0.0000

5,896.019
9

CO

SO2

Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2

CH4

N2O

CO2e

Mitigated Construction

ROG

NOx

Year

NBio- CO2 Total CO2

lb/day

lb/day

2022

1.6887

12.8004

14.1040

0.0575

2.6270

0.3629

2.9900

0.7173

0.3609

1.0782

0.0000

5,889.832
5

5,889.832
5

0.2475

0.0000

5,896.019
9

Maximum

1.6887

12.8004

14.1040

0.0575

2.6270

0.3629

2.9900

0.7173

0.3609

1.0782

0.0000

5,889.832
5

5,889.832
5

0.2475

0.0000

5,896.019
9

CH4

N20

CO2e

0.00

0.00

0.00

Percent
Reduction

ROG

NOx

CO

SO2

Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

NBio-CO2 Total CO2

0.00

0.00
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2.2 Overall Operational
Unmitigated Operational

ROG

NOx

CO

SO2

Category

Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2

NBio- CO2 Total CO2

lb/day

CH4

N2O

CO2e

lb/day

Area

1.8000e004

0.0000

4.0000e005

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

9.0000e005

9.0000e005

0.0000

9.0000e005

Energy

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

Mobile

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

Total

1.8000e004

0.0000

4.0000e005

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

9.0000e005

9.0000e005

0.0000

0.0000

9.0000e005

NOx

CO

SO2

Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

CH4

N2O

CO2e

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

Mitigated Operational

ROG

Category

Bio- CO2

NBio- CO2 Total CO2

lb/day

lb/day

Area

1.8000e004

0.0000

4.0000e005

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

9.0000e005

9.0000e005

0.0000

Energy

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

Mobile

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

Total

1.8000e004

0.0000

4.0000e005

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

9.0000e005

9.0000e005

0.0000

9.0000e005
0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

9.0000e005
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Percent
Reduction

ROG

NOx

CO

SO2

Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

NBio-CO2 Total CO2

0.00

0.00

CH4

N20

CO2e

0.00

0.00

0.00

3.0 Construction Detail
Construction Phase
Phase
Number

Phase Name

Phase Type

Start Date

End Date

Num Days
Week

Num Days

1

Demolition

Demolition

2/7/2022

2/7/2022

5

1

2

Site Preparation

Site Preparation

2/8/2022

2/8/2022

5

1

3

Building Construction

Building Construction

2/9/2022

2/9/2022

5

1

4

Ops/Maintenance

Trenching

2/10/2022

2/10/2022

5

1

Phase Description

Acres of Grading (Site Preparation Phase): 0
Acres of Grading (Grading Phase): 0
Acres of Paving: 0.01
Residential Indoor: 0; Residential Outdoor: 0; Non-Residential Indoor: 0; Non-Residential Outdoor: 0; Striped Parking Area: 0 (Architectural
Coating ±sqft)
OffRoad Equipment

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2016.3.2
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Phase Name

Offroad Equipment Type

Amount

Usage Hours

Horse Power

Load Factor

Demolition

Air Compressors

1

1.00

78

0.48

Demolition

Generator Sets

1

1.00

84

0.74

Demolition

Skid Steer Loaders

1

1.00

65

0.37

Demolition

Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes

1

1.00

97

0.37

Site Preparation

Air Compressors

1

2.00

78

0.48

Site Preparation

Generator Sets

1

2.00

84

0.74

Site Preparation

Skid Steer Loaders

1

4.00

65

0.37

Site Preparation

Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes

1

4.00

97

0.37

Building Construction

Aerial Lifts

1

2.00

63

0.31

Building Construction

Air Compressors

1

2.00

78

0.48

Building Construction

Generator Sets

1

2.00

84

0.74

Building Construction

Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes

1

4.00

97

0.37

Ops/Maintenance

Air Compressors

6

4.00

78

0.48

Worker Vehicle
Class

Vendor
Hauling
Vehicle Class Vehicle Class

Trips and VMT
Phase Name

Offroad Equipment
Count

Worker Trip
Number

Vendor Trip
Number

Hauling Trip
Number

Worker Trip
Length

Vendor Trip
Length

Hauling Trip
Length

Demolition

4

2.00

4.00

1.00

10.00

10.00

10.00 LD_Mix

HDT_Mix

HHDT

Site Preparation

4

2.00

4.00

4.00

10.00

10.00

10.00 LD_Mix

HDT_Mix

HHDT

Building Construction

4

4.00

6.00

0.00

10.00

10.00

10.00 LD_Mix

HDT_Mix

HHDT

Ops/Maintenance

6

56.00

25.00

0.00

40.00

40.00

40.00 LD_Mix

HDT_Mix

HHDT

3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction
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3.2 Demolition - 2022
Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG

NOx

CO

SO2

Category

Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2

NBio- CO2 Total CO2

lb/day

Fugitive Dust

0.0107

CH4

N2O

CO2e

lb/day

0.0000

0.0107

0.0476

0.0476

1.6200e003

0.0000

1.6200e003

0.0463

0.0463

187.4911

187.4911

0.0270

188.1670

187.4911

187.4911

0.0270

188.1670

Off-Road

0.1046

0.9263

1.2149

1.9700e003

Total

0.1046

0.9263

1.2149

1.9700e003

0.0107

0.0476

0.0583

1.6200e003

0.0463

0.0479

SO2

Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

0.0000

0.0000

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG

NOx

CO

Category

Bio- CO2

NBio- CO2 Total CO2

lb/day

CH4

N2O

CO2e

lb/day

Hauling

4.9100e003

0.1695

0.0405

4.2000e004

8.7500e003

3.8000e004

9.1400e003

2.4000e003

3.7000e004

2.7700e003

46.0296

46.0296

3.7600e003

46.1236

Vendor

0.0149

0.4348

0.1271

1.3500e003

0.0371

1.0000e003

0.0381

0.0107

9.6000e004

0.0116

144.1347

144.1347

8.0300e003

144.3354

Worker

6.6500e003

4.1600e003

0.0486

1.4000e004

0.0152

1.2000e004

0.0153

4.0400e003

1.1000e004

4.1500e003

14.2121

14.2121

4.0000e004

14.2221

Total

0.0265

0.6085

0.2162

1.9100e003

0.0610

1.5000e003

0.0626

0.0171

1.4400e003

0.0185

204.3764

204.3764

0.0122

204.6810
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3.2 Demolition - 2022
Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG

NOx

CO

SO2

Category

Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2

NBio- CO2 Total CO2

lb/day

Fugitive Dust

0.0107

CH4

N2O

CO2e

lb/day

0.0000

0.0107

0.0476

0.0476

1.6200e003

0.0000

1.6200e003

0.0000

0.0463

0.0463

0.0000

187.4911

187.4911

0.0270

188.1670

187.4911

187.4911

0.0270

188.1670

Off-Road

0.1046

0.9263

1.2149

1.9700e003

Total

0.1046

0.9263

1.2149

1.9700e003

0.0107

0.0476

0.0583

1.6200e003

0.0463

0.0479

0.0000

SO2

Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2

0.0000

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG

NOx

CO

Category

NBio- CO2 Total CO2

lb/day

CH4

N2O

CO2e

lb/day

Hauling

4.9100e003

0.1695

0.0405

4.2000e004

8.7500e003

3.8000e004

9.1400e003

2.4000e003

3.7000e004

2.7700e003

46.0296

46.0296

3.7600e003

46.1236

Vendor

0.0149

0.4348

0.1271

1.3500e003

0.0371

1.0000e003

0.0381

0.0107

9.6000e004

0.0116

144.1347

144.1347

8.0300e003

144.3354

Worker

6.6500e003

4.1600e003

0.0486

1.4000e004

0.0152

1.2000e004

0.0153

4.0400e003

1.1000e004

4.1500e003

14.2121

14.2121

4.0000e004

14.2221

Total

0.0265

0.6085

0.2162

1.9100e003

0.0610

1.5000e003

0.0626

0.0171

1.4400e003

0.0185

204.3764

204.3764

0.0122

204.6810
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3.3 Site Preparation - 2022
Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG

NOx

CO

SO2

Category

Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2

NBio- CO2 Total CO2

lb/day

Fugitive Dust

0.0000

CH4

N2O

CO2e

lb/day

0.0000

0.0000

0.1263

0.1263

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.1213

0.1213

500.3898

500.3898

0.0946

502.7554

500.3898

500.3898

0.0946

502.7554

Off-Road

0.2678

2.5037

3.3361

5.2300e003

Total

0.2678

2.5037

3.3361

5.2300e003

0.0000

0.1263

0.1263

0.0000

0.1213

0.1213

SO2

Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

0.0000

0.0000

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG

NOx

CO

Category

Bio- CO2

NBio- CO2 Total CO2

lb/day

CH4

N2O

CO2e

lb/day

Hauling

0.0196

0.6778

0.1620

1.7000e003

0.0350

1.5300e003

0.0366

9.6000e003

1.4700e003

0.0111

184.1185

184.1185

0.0150

184.4943

Vendor

0.0149

0.4348

0.1271

1.3500e003

0.0371

1.0000e003

0.0381

0.0107

9.6000e004

0.0116

144.1347

144.1347

8.0300e003

144.3354

Worker

6.6500e003

4.1600e003

0.0486

1.4000e004

0.0152

1.2000e004

0.0153

4.0400e003

1.1000e004

4.1500e003

14.2121

14.2121

4.0000e004

14.2221

Total

0.0412

1.1168

0.3377

3.1900e003

0.0873

2.6500e003

0.0900

0.0243

2.5400e003

0.0268

342.4653

342.4653

0.0235

343.0517
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3.3 Site Preparation - 2022
Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG

NOx

CO

SO2

Category

Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2

NBio- CO2 Total CO2

lb/day

Fugitive Dust

0.0000

CH4

N2O

CO2e

lb/day

0.0000

0.0000

0.1263

0.1263

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.1213

0.1213

0.0000

500.3898

500.3898

0.0946

502.7554

500.3898

500.3898

0.0946

502.7554

Off-Road

0.2678

2.5037

3.3361

5.2300e003

Total

0.2678

2.5037

3.3361

5.2300e003

0.0000

0.1263

0.1263

0.0000

0.1213

0.1213

0.0000

SO2

Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2

0.0000

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG

NOx

CO

Category

NBio- CO2 Total CO2

lb/day

CH4

N2O

CO2e

lb/day

Hauling

0.0196

0.6778

0.1620

1.7000e003

0.0350

1.5300e003

0.0366

9.6000e003

1.4700e003

0.0111

184.1185

184.1185

0.0150

184.4943

Vendor

0.0149

0.4348

0.1271

1.3500e003

0.0371

1.0000e003

0.0381

0.0107

9.6000e004

0.0116

144.1347

144.1347

8.0300e003

144.3354

Worker

6.6500e003

4.1600e003

0.0486

1.4000e004

0.0152

1.2000e004

0.0153

4.0400e003

1.1000e004

4.1500e003

14.2121

14.2121

4.0000e004

14.2221

Total

0.0412

1.1168

0.3377

3.1900e003

0.0873

2.6500e003

0.0900

0.0243

2.5400e003

0.0268

342.4653

342.4653

0.0235

343.0517
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3.4 Building Construction - 2022
Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG

NOx

CO

SO2

Category

Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2

NBio- CO2 Total CO2

lb/day

CH4

N2O

CO2e

lb/day

Off-Road

0.2421

2.1795

2.9160

4.6100e003

0.1116

0.1116

0.1078

0.1078

440.8491

440.8491

0.0754

442.7334

Total

0.2421

2.1795

2.9160

4.6100e003

0.1116

0.1116

0.1078

0.1078

440.8491

440.8491

0.0754

442.7334

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG

NOx

CO

SO2

Category

Fugitive
PM10

Fugitive
PM2.5

Bio- CO2

NBio- CO2 Total CO2

lb/day

CH4

N2O

CO2e

lb/day

Hauling

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

Vendor

0.0224

0.6523

0.1907

2.0200e003

0.0556

1.5000e003

0.0571

0.0160

1.4300e003

0.0174

216.2021

216.2021

0.0120

216.5030

Worker

0.0133

8.3300e003

0.0972

2.9000e004

0.0304

2.5000e004

0.0307

8.0700e003

2.3000e004

8.3000e003

28.4242

28.4242

8.0000e004

28.4442

Total

0.0357

0.6606

0.2879

2.3100e003

0.0860

1.7500e003

0.0878

0.0241

1.6600e003

0.0257

244.6262

244.6262

0.0128

244.9472
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3.4 Building Construction - 2022
Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG

NOx

CO

SO2

Category

Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2

NBio- CO2 Total CO2

lb/day

CH4

N2O

CO2e

lb/day

Off-Road

0.2421

2.1795

2.9160

4.6100e003

0.1116

0.1116

0.1078

0.1078

0.0000

440.8491

440.8491

0.0754

442.7334

Total

0.2421

2.1795

2.9160

4.6100e003

0.1116

0.1116

0.1078

0.1078

0.0000

440.8491

440.8491

0.0754

442.7334

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG

NOx

CO

SO2

Category

Fugitive
PM10

Fugitive
PM2.5

NBio- CO2 Total CO2

lb/day

CH4

N2O

CO2e

lb/day

Hauling

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

Vendor

0.0224

0.6523

0.1907

2.0200e003

0.0556

1.5000e003

0.0571

0.0160

1.4300e003

0.0174

216.2021

216.2021

0.0120

216.5030

Worker

0.0133

8.3300e003

0.0972

2.9000e004

0.0304

2.5000e004

0.0307

8.0700e003

2.3000e004

8.3000e003

28.4242

28.4242

8.0000e004

28.4442

Total

0.0357

0.6606

0.2879

2.3100e003

0.0860

1.7500e003

0.0878

0.0241

1.6600e003

0.0257

244.6262

244.6262

0.0128

244.9472
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3.5 Ops/Maintenance - 2022
Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG

NOx

CO

SO2

Category

Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2

NBio- CO2 Total CO2

lb/day

CH4

N2O

CO2e

lb/day

Off-Road

0.8182

5.6339

7.2544

0.0119

0.3269

0.3269

0.3269

0.3269

1,125.792
2

1,125.792
2

0.0733

1,127.624
6

Total

0.8182

5.6339

7.2544

0.0119

0.3269

0.3269

0.3269

0.3269

1,125.792
2

1,125.792
2

0.0733

1,127.624
6

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG

NOx

CO

SO2

Category

Fugitive
PM10

Fugitive
PM2.5

Bio- CO2

NBio- CO2 Total CO2

lb/day

CH4

N2O

CO2e

lb/day

Hauling

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

Vendor

0.2716

6.7413

2.0532

0.0300

0.9247

0.0233

0.9481

0.2659

0.0223

0.2882

3,208.096
9

3,208.096
9

0.1327

3,211.413
6

Worker

0.5990

0.4252

4.7965

0.0156

1.7023

0.0127

1.7150

0.4513

0.0117

0.4631

1,555.943
4

1,555.943
4

0.0415

1,556.981
7

Total

0.8706

7.1665

6.8496

0.0457

2.6270

0.0361

2.6631

0.7173

0.0341

0.7513

4,764.040
3

4,764.040
3

0.1742

4,768.395
3
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3.5 Ops/Maintenance - 2022
Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG

NOx

CO

SO2

Category

Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2

NBio- CO2 Total CO2

lb/day

CH4

N2O

CO2e

lb/day

Off-Road

0.8182

5.6339

7.2544

0.0119

0.3269

0.3269

0.3269

0.3269

0.0000

1,125.792
2

1,125.792
2

0.0733

1,127.624
6

Total

0.8182

5.6339

7.2544

0.0119

0.3269

0.3269

0.3269

0.3269

0.0000

1,125.792
2

1,125.792
2

0.0733

1,127.624
6

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG

NOx

CO

SO2

Category

Fugitive
PM10

Fugitive
PM2.5

NBio- CO2 Total CO2

lb/day

CH4

N2O

CO2e

lb/day

Hauling

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

Vendor

0.2716

6.7413

2.0532

0.0300

0.9247

0.0233

0.9481

0.2659

0.0223

0.2882

3,208.096
9

3,208.096
9

0.1327

3,211.413
6

Worker

0.5990

0.4252

4.7965

0.0156

1.7023

0.0127

1.7150

0.4513

0.0117

0.4631

1,555.943
4

1,555.943
4

0.0415

1,556.981
7

Total

0.8706

7.1665

6.8496

0.0457

2.6270

0.0361

2.6631

0.7173

0.0341

0.7513

4,764.040
3

4,764.040
3

0.1742

4,768.395
3

4.0 Operational Detail - Mobile
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4.1 Mitigation Measures Mobile

ROG

NOx

CO

SO2

Fugitive
PM10

Category

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2

NBio- CO2 Total CO2

lb/day

CH4

N2O

CO2e

lb/day

Mitigated

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

Unmitigated

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

4.2 Trip Summary Information
Average Daily Trip Rate
Land Use

Weekday

Saturday

Sunday

Other Non-Asphalt Surfaces

0.00

0.00

0.00

Total

0.00

0.00

0.00

Unmitigated

Mitigated

Annual VMT

Annual VMT

4.3 Trip Type Information
Miles

Trip %

Land Use

H-W or C-W

H-S or C-C

Other Non-Asphalt Surfaces

16.60

8.40

H-O or C-NW H-W or C-W H-S or C-C
6.90

0.00

0.00

Trip Purpose %
H-O or C-NW

Primary

Diverted

Pass-by

0.00

0

0

0

4.4 Fleet Mix
Land Use
Other Non-Asphalt Surfaces

LDA
0.544880

LDT1
0.044491

LDT2
0.207704

MDV
0.117752

LHD1
0.014693

LHD2
0.006272

MHD
0.020732

HHD
0.032141

OBUS
0.002572

UBUS
0.001984

MCY
0.005239

SBUS
0.000700

MH
0.000841

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2016.3.2

Page 17 of 21

Date: 10/5/2021 3:56 PM

Sidewalk and Transit Amenities Program - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Winter

5.0 Energy Detail
Historical Energy Use: N

5.1 Mitigation Measures Energy

ROG

NOx

CO

SO2

Category

Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2

NBio- CO2 Total CO2

lb/day

CH4

N2O

CO2e

lb/day

NaturalGas
Mitigated

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

NaturalGas
Unmitigated

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000
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5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas
Unmitigated

NaturalGa
s Use
Land Use

kBTU/yr

Other NonAsphalt Surfaces

0

Total

ROG

NOx

CO

SO2

Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2

NBio- CO2 Total CO2

lb/day

CH4

N2O

CO2e

lb/day

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

ROG

NOx

CO

SO2

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

CH4

N2O

CO2e

Mitigated

NaturalGa
s Use
Land Use

kBTU/yr

Other NonAsphalt Surfaces

0

Total

Fugitive
PM10

Fugitive
PM2.5

Bio- CO2

NBio- CO2 Total CO2

lb/day

lb/day

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

6.0 Area Detail
6.1 Mitigation Measures Area
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ROG

NOx

CO

SO2

Category

Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2

NBio- CO2 Total CO2

lb/day

CH4

N2O

CO2e

lb/day

Mitigated

1.8000e004

0.0000

4.0000e005

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

9.0000e005

9.0000e005

0.0000

9.0000e005

Unmitigated

1.8000e004

0.0000

4.0000e005

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

9.0000e005

9.0000e005

0.0000

9.0000e005

CO

SO2

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

6.2 Area by SubCategory
Unmitigated

ROG

NOx

SubCategory

Fugitive
PM10

Fugitive
PM2.5

Bio- CO2

NBio- CO2 Total CO2

lb/day

CH4

N2O

CO2e

lb/day

Architectural
Coating

3.0000e005

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

Consumer
Products

1.4000e004

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

Landscaping

0.0000

0.0000

4.0000e005

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

9.0000e005

9.0000e005

0.0000

9.0000e005

Total

1.7000e004

0.0000

4.0000e005

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

9.0000e005

9.0000e005

0.0000

9.0000e005
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6.2 Area by SubCategory
Mitigated

ROG

NOx

CO

SO2

SubCategory

Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2

NBio- CO2 Total CO2

lb/day

CH4

N2O

CO2e

lb/day

Architectural
Coating

3.0000e005

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

Consumer
Products

1.4000e004

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

Landscaping

0.0000

0.0000

4.0000e005

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

9.0000e005

9.0000e005

0.0000

9.0000e005

Total

1.7000e004

0.0000

4.0000e005

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

9.0000e005

9.0000e005

0.0000

9.0000e005

7.0 Water Detail
7.1 Mitigation Measures Water

8.0 Waste Detail
8.1 Mitigation Measures Waste

9.0 Operational Offroad
Equipment Type

Number

10.0 Stationary Equipment
Fire Pumps and Emergency Generators

Hours/Day

Days/Year

Horse Power

Load Factor

Fuel Type
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Equipment Type

Number

Hours/Day

Hours/Year

Horse Power

Load Factor

Equipment Type

Number

Heat Input/Day

Heat Input/Year

Boiler Rating

Fuel Type

Boilers

User Defined Equipment
Equipment Type

11.0 Vegetation

Number

Fuel Type
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Sidewalk and Transit Amenities Program
Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual

1.0 Project Characteristics
1.1 Land Usage
Land Uses

Size

Metric

Lot Acreage

Floor Surface Area

Population

Other Non-Asphalt Surfaces

0.40

1000sqft

0.01

400.00

0

1.2 Other Project Characteristics
Urbanization

Urban

Wind Speed (m/s)

Climate Zone

11

Utility Company

Los Angeles Department of Water & Power

CO2 Intensity
(lb/MWhr)

690.4

CH4 Intensity
(lb/MWhr)

1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data

2.2

0.049

Precipitation Freq (Days)

33

Operational Year

2025

N2O Intensity
(lb/MWhr)

0.007
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Project Characteristics - CAPCOA, 2020.
Land Use - Single Site
Construction Phase - Demolition = removal of existing shelter
Site Prep + Construction = install new shelter/amenity
Off-road Equipment - Install Inventory
Off-road Equipment - Dismantling/Removal Inventory
Off-road Equipment - Operations
Off-road Equipment - Site Prep Inventory
Trips and VMT - Worker = General crew
Vendor = boom truck (all), flatbed trailer truck (all), & concrete truck (BC)
Haul = dump trucks
Demolition Grading Energy Use - 0.5 kW/site * 24 * 365 = 4,380 kWh
Solid Waste - Existing = 4 tons/month ~ 50 tons/eyar
Table Name

Column Name

Default Value

New Value

tblConstructionPhase

NumDays

100.00

1.00

tblConstructionPhase

NumDays

10.00

1.00

tblOffRoadEquipment

OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount

2.00

1.00

tblOffRoadEquipment

OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount

2.00

1.00

tblOffRoadEquipment

UsageHours

6.00

1.00

tblOffRoadEquipment

UsageHours

8.00

4.00

tblOffRoadEquipment

UsageHours

8.00

4.00

tblProjectCharacteristics

CH4IntensityFactor

0.029

0.049

tblProjectCharacteristics

CO2IntensityFactor

1227.89

690.4

tblProjectCharacteristics

N2OIntensityFactor

0.006

0.007

tblSolidWaste

SolidWasteGenerationRate

0.00

50.00

tblTripsAndVMT

HaulingTripLength

20.00

10.00
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tblTripsAndVMT

HaulingTripLength

20.00

10.00

tblTripsAndVMT

HaulingTripLength

20.00

10.00

tblTripsAndVMT

HaulingTripLength

20.00

40.00

tblTripsAndVMT

HaulingTripNumber

0.00

1.00

tblTripsAndVMT

HaulingTripNumber

0.00

4.00

tblTripsAndVMT

VendorTripLength

6.90

10.00

tblTripsAndVMT

VendorTripLength

6.90

10.00

tblTripsAndVMT

VendorTripLength

6.90

10.00

tblTripsAndVMT

VendorTripLength

6.90

40.00

tblTripsAndVMT

VendorTripNumber

0.00

4.00

tblTripsAndVMT

VendorTripNumber

0.00

4.00

tblTripsAndVMT

VendorTripNumber

0.00

6.00

tblTripsAndVMT

VendorTripNumber

0.00

25.00

tblTripsAndVMT

WorkerTripLength

14.70

10.00

tblTripsAndVMT

WorkerTripLength

14.70

10.00

tblTripsAndVMT

WorkerTripLength

14.70

10.00

tblTripsAndVMT

WorkerTripLength

14.70

40.00

tblTripsAndVMT

WorkerTripNumber

10.00

2.00

tblTripsAndVMT

WorkerTripNumber

10.00

2.00

tblTripsAndVMT

WorkerTripNumber

0.00

4.00

tblTripsAndVMT

WorkerTripNumber

15.00

56.00

2.0 Emissions Summary
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2.1 Overall Construction
Unmitigated Construction

ROG

NOx

CO

SO2

Fugitive
PM10

Year

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2

NBio- CO2 Total CO2

tons/yr

CH4

N2O

CO2e

MT/yr

2022

1.1700e003

0.0105

0.0113

4.0000e005

1.4100e003

3.3000e004

1.7400e003

3.9000e004

3.2000e004

7.1000e004

0.0000

3.5645

3.5645

2.2000e004

0.0000

3.5700

Maximum

1.1700e003

0.0105

0.0113

4.0000e005

1.4100e003

3.3000e004

1.7400e003

3.9000e004

3.2000e004

7.1000e004

0.0000

3.5645

3.5645

2.2000e004

0.0000

3.5700

CO

SO2

Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2

CH4

N2O

CO2e

Mitigated Construction

ROG

NOx

Year

NBio- CO2 Total CO2

tons/yr

MT/yr

2022

1.1700e003

0.0105

0.0113

4.0000e005

1.4100e003

3.3000e004

1.7400e003

3.9000e004

3.2000e004

7.1000e004

0.0000

3.5645

3.5645

2.2000e004

0.0000

3.5700

Maximum

1.1700e003

0.0105

0.0113

4.0000e005

1.4100e003

3.3000e004

1.7400e003

3.9000e004

3.2000e004

7.1000e004

0.0000

3.5645

3.5645

2.2000e004

0.0000

3.5700

CH4

N20

CO2e

0.00

0.00

0.00

Percent
Reduction

ROG

NOx

CO

SO2

Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

NBio-CO2 Total CO2

0.00

0.00
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Quarter

Start Date

End Date

Maximum Unmitigated ROG + NOX (tons/quarter)

Maximum Mitigated ROG + NOX (tons/quarter)

1

2-7-2022

5-6-2022

0.0083

0.0083

Highest

0.0083

0.0083

2.2 Overall Operational
Unmitigated Operational

ROG

NOx

CO

SO2

Category

Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2

NBio- CO2 Total CO2

tons/yr

CH4

N2O

CO2e

MT/yr

Area

3.0000e005

0.0000

1.0000e005

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

1.0000e005

1.0000e005

0.0000

0.0000

1.0000e005

Energy

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

Mobile

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

Waste

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

10.1496

0.0000

10.1496

0.5998

0.0000

25.1451

Water

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

10.1496

1.0000e005

10.1496

0.5998

0.0000

25.1451

Total

3.0000e005

0.0000

1.0000e005

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000
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Sidewalk and Transit Amenities Program - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual

2.2 Overall Operational
Mitigated Operational

ROG

NOx

CO

SO2

Fugitive
PM10

Category

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2

NBio- CO2 Total CO2

tons/yr

CH4

N2O

CO2e

MT/yr

Area

3.0000e005

0.0000

1.0000e005

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

1.0000e005

1.0000e005

0.0000

0.0000

1.0000e005

Energy

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

Mobile

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

Waste

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

10.1496

0.0000

10.1496

0.5998

0.0000

25.1451

Water

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

10.1496

1.0000e005

10.1496

0.5998

0.0000

25.1451

Total

Percent
Reduction

3.0000e005

0.0000

1.0000e005

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

ROG

NOx

CO

SO2

Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

3.0 Construction Detail
Construction Phase

NBio-CO2 Total CO2

0.00

0.00

CH4

N20

CO2e

0.00

0.00

0.00
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Sidewalk and Transit Amenities Program - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual
Phase
Number

Phase Name

Phase Type

Start Date

End Date

Num Days
Week

Num Days

1

Demolition

Demolition

2/7/2022

2/7/2022

5

1

2

Site Preparation

Site Preparation

2/8/2022

2/8/2022

5

1

3

Building Construction

Building Construction

2/9/2022

2/9/2022

5

1

4

Ops/Maintenance

Trenching

2/10/2022

2/10/2022

5

1

Phase Description

Acres of Grading (Site Preparation Phase): 0
Acres of Grading (Grading Phase): 0
Acres of Paving: 0.01
Residential Indoor: 0; Residential Outdoor: 0; Non-Residential Indoor: 0; Non-Residential Outdoor: 0; Striped Parking Area: 0 (Architectural
Coating ±sqft)
OffRoad Equipment

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2016.3.2
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Sidewalk and Transit Amenities Program - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual
Phase Name

Offroad Equipment Type

Amount

Usage Hours

Horse Power

Load Factor

Demolition

Air Compressors

1

1.00

78

0.48

Demolition

Generator Sets

1

1.00

84

0.74

Demolition

Skid Steer Loaders

1

1.00

65

0.37

Demolition

Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes

1

1.00

97

0.37

Site Preparation

Air Compressors

1

2.00

78

0.48

Site Preparation

Generator Sets

1

2.00

84

0.74

Site Preparation

Skid Steer Loaders

1

4.00

65

0.37

Site Preparation

Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes

1

4.00

97

0.37

Building Construction

Aerial Lifts

1

2.00

63

0.31

Building Construction

Air Compressors

1

2.00

78

0.48

Building Construction

Generator Sets

1

2.00

84

0.74

Building Construction

Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes

1

4.00

97

0.37

Ops/Maintenance

Air Compressors

6

4.00

78

0.48

Worker Vehicle
Class

Vendor
Hauling
Vehicle Class Vehicle Class

Trips and VMT
Phase Name

Offroad Equipment
Count

Worker Trip
Number

Vendor Trip
Number

Hauling Trip
Number

Worker Trip
Length

Vendor Trip
Length

Hauling Trip
Length

Demolition

4

2.00

4.00

1.00

10.00

10.00

10.00 LD_Mix

HDT_Mix

HHDT

Site Preparation

4

2.00

4.00

4.00

10.00

10.00

10.00 LD_Mix

HDT_Mix

HHDT

Building Construction

4

4.00

6.00

0.00

10.00

10.00

10.00 LD_Mix

HDT_Mix

HHDT

Ops/Maintenance

6

56.00

25.00

0.00

40.00

40.00

40.00 LD_Mix

HDT_Mix

HHDT

3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction
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Sidewalk and Transit Amenities Program - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual

3.2 Demolition - 2022
Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG

NOx

CO

SO2

Category

Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2

NBio- CO2 Total CO2

tons/yr

Fugitive Dust

1.0000e005

CH4

N2O

CO2e

MT/yr

0.0000

1.0000e005

2.0000e005

2.0000e005

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

2.0000e005

2.0000e005

0.0000

0.0850

0.0850

1.0000e005

0.0000

0.0854

0.0850

0.0850

1.0000e005

0.0000

0.0854

CH4

N2O

CO2e

Off-Road

5.0000e005

4.6000e004

6.1000e004

0.0000

Total

5.0000e005

4.6000e004

6.1000e004

0.0000

1.0000e005

2.0000e005

3.0000e005

0.0000

2.0000e005

2.0000e005

0.0000

SO2

Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG

NOx

CO

Category

NBio- CO2 Total CO2

tons/yr

MT/yr

Hauling

0.0000

9.0000e005

2.0000e005

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0213

0.0213

0.0000

0.0000

0.0213

Vendor

1.0000e005

2.2000e004

6.0000e005

0.0000

2.0000e005

0.0000

2.0000e005

1.0000e005

0.0000

1.0000e005

0.0000

0.0662

0.0662

0.0000

0.0000

0.0663

Worker

0.0000

0.0000

2.0000e005

0.0000

1.0000e005

0.0000

1.0000e005

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

6.5500e003

6.5500e003

0.0000

0.0000

6.5600e003

Total

1.0000e005

3.1000e004

1.0000e004

0.0000

3.0000e005

0.0000

3.0000e005

1.0000e005

0.0000

1.0000e005

0.0000

0.0940

0.0940

0.0000

0.0000

0.0941

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2016.3.2

Page 10 of 26

Date: 10/5/2021 3:57 PM

Sidewalk and Transit Amenities Program - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual

3.2 Demolition - 2022
Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG

NOx

CO

SO2

Category

Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2

NBio- CO2 Total CO2

tons/yr

Fugitive Dust

1.0000e005

CH4

N2O

CO2e

MT/yr

0.0000

1.0000e005

2.0000e005

2.0000e005

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

2.0000e005

2.0000e005

0.0000

0.0850

0.0850

1.0000e005

0.0000

0.0854

0.0850

0.0850

1.0000e005

0.0000

0.0854

CH4

N2O

CO2e

Off-Road

5.0000e005

4.6000e004

6.1000e004

0.0000

Total

5.0000e005

4.6000e004

6.1000e004

0.0000

1.0000e005

2.0000e005

3.0000e005

0.0000

2.0000e005

2.0000e005

0.0000

SO2

Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG

NOx

CO

Category

NBio- CO2 Total CO2

tons/yr

MT/yr

Hauling

0.0000

9.0000e005

2.0000e005

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0213

0.0213

0.0000

0.0000

0.0213

Vendor

1.0000e005

2.2000e004

6.0000e005

0.0000

2.0000e005

0.0000

2.0000e005

1.0000e005

0.0000

1.0000e005

0.0000

0.0662

0.0662

0.0000

0.0000

0.0663

Worker

0.0000

0.0000

2.0000e005

0.0000

1.0000e005

0.0000

1.0000e005

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

6.5500e003

6.5500e003

0.0000

0.0000

6.5600e003

Total

1.0000e005

3.1000e004

1.0000e004

0.0000

3.0000e005

0.0000

3.0000e005

1.0000e005

0.0000

1.0000e005

0.0000

0.0940

0.0940

0.0000

0.0000

0.0941
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Sidewalk and Transit Amenities Program - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual

3.3 Site Preparation - 2022
Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG

NOx

CO

SO2

Category

Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2

NBio- CO2 Total CO2

tons/yr

Fugitive Dust

0.0000

CH4

N2O

CO2e

MT/yr

0.0000

0.0000

6.0000e005

6.0000e005

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

6.0000e005

6.0000e005

0.0000

0.2270

0.2270

4.0000e005

0.0000

0.2281

0.2270

0.2270

4.0000e005

0.0000

0.2281

CH4

N2O

CO2e

Off-Road

1.3000e004

1.2500e003

1.6700e003

0.0000

Total

1.3000e004

1.2500e003

1.6700e003

0.0000

0.0000

6.0000e005

6.0000e005

0.0000

6.0000e005

6.0000e005

0.0000

SO2

Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG

NOx

CO

Category

NBio- CO2 Total CO2

tons/yr

MT/yr

Hauling

1.0000e005

3.5000e004

8.0000e005

0.0000

2.0000e005

0.0000

2.0000e005

0.0000

0.0000

1.0000e005

0.0000

0.0851

0.0851

1.0000e005

0.0000

0.0852

Vendor

1.0000e005

2.2000e004

6.0000e005

0.0000

2.0000e005

0.0000

2.0000e005

1.0000e005

0.0000

1.0000e005

0.0000

0.0662

0.0662

0.0000

0.0000

0.0663

Worker

0.0000

0.0000

2.0000e005

0.0000

1.0000e005

0.0000

1.0000e005

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

6.5500e003

6.5500e003

0.0000

0.0000

6.5600e003

Total

2.0000e005

5.7000e004

1.6000e004

0.0000

5.0000e005

0.0000

5.0000e005

1.0000e005

0.0000

2.0000e005

0.0000

0.1578

0.1578

1.0000e005

0.0000

0.1580
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Sidewalk and Transit Amenities Program - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual

3.3 Site Preparation - 2022
Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG

NOx

CO

SO2

Category

Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2

NBio- CO2 Total CO2

tons/yr

Fugitive Dust

0.0000

CH4

N2O

CO2e

MT/yr

0.0000

0.0000

6.0000e005

6.0000e005

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

6.0000e005

6.0000e005

0.0000

0.2270

0.2270

4.0000e005

0.0000

0.2281

0.2270

0.2270

4.0000e005

0.0000

0.2281

CH4

N2O

CO2e

Off-Road

1.3000e004

1.2500e003

1.6700e003

0.0000

Total

1.3000e004

1.2500e003

1.6700e003

0.0000

0.0000

6.0000e005

6.0000e005

0.0000

6.0000e005

6.0000e005

0.0000

SO2

Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG

NOx

CO

Category

NBio- CO2 Total CO2

tons/yr

MT/yr

Hauling

1.0000e005

3.5000e004

8.0000e005

0.0000

2.0000e005

0.0000

2.0000e005

0.0000

0.0000

1.0000e005

0.0000

0.0851

0.0851

1.0000e005

0.0000

0.0852

Vendor

1.0000e005

2.2000e004

6.0000e005

0.0000

2.0000e005

0.0000

2.0000e005

1.0000e005

0.0000

1.0000e005

0.0000

0.0662

0.0662

0.0000

0.0000

0.0663

Worker

0.0000

0.0000

2.0000e005

0.0000

1.0000e005

0.0000

1.0000e005

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

6.5500e003

6.5500e003

0.0000

0.0000

6.5600e003

Total

2.0000e005

5.7000e004

1.6000e004

0.0000

5.0000e005

0.0000

5.0000e005

1.0000e005

0.0000

2.0000e005

0.0000

0.1578

0.1578

1.0000e005

0.0000

0.1580
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Sidewalk and Transit Amenities Program - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual

3.4 Building Construction - 2022
Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG

NOx

CO

SO2

Category

Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2

NBio- CO2 Total CO2

tons/yr

CH4

N2O

CO2e

MT/yr

Off-Road

1.2000e004

1.0900e003

1.4600e003

0.0000

6.0000e005

6.0000e005

5.0000e005

5.0000e005

0.0000

0.2000

0.2000

3.0000e005

0.0000

0.2008

Total

1.2000e004

1.0900e003

1.4600e003

0.0000

6.0000e005

6.0000e005

5.0000e005

5.0000e005

0.0000

0.2000

0.2000

3.0000e005

0.0000

0.2008

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2

CH4

N2O

CO2e

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG

NOx

CO

SO2

Category

Fugitive
PM10

Fugitive
PM2.5

NBio- CO2 Total CO2

tons/yr

MT/yr

Hauling

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

Vendor

1.0000e005

3.3000e004

9.0000e005

0.0000

3.0000e005

0.0000

3.0000e005

1.0000e005

0.0000

1.0000e005

0.0000

0.0993

0.0993

1.0000e005

0.0000

0.0994

Worker

1.0000e005

0.0000

5.0000e005

0.0000

1.0000e005

0.0000

2.0000e005

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0131

0.0131

0.0000

0.0000

0.0131

Total

2.0000e005

3.3000e004

1.4000e004

0.0000

4.0000e005

0.0000

5.0000e005

1.0000e005

0.0000

1.0000e005

0.0000

0.1124

0.1124

1.0000e005

0.0000

0.1125
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Sidewalk and Transit Amenities Program - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual

3.4 Building Construction - 2022
Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG

NOx

CO

SO2

Category

Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2

NBio- CO2 Total CO2

tons/yr

CH4

N2O

CO2e

MT/yr

Off-Road

1.2000e004

1.0900e003

1.4600e003

0.0000

6.0000e005

6.0000e005

5.0000e005

5.0000e005

0.0000

0.2000

0.2000

3.0000e005

0.0000

0.2008

Total

1.2000e004

1.0900e003

1.4600e003

0.0000

6.0000e005

6.0000e005

5.0000e005

5.0000e005

0.0000

0.2000

0.2000

3.0000e005

0.0000

0.2008

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2

CH4

N2O

CO2e

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG

NOx

CO

SO2

Category

Fugitive
PM10

Fugitive
PM2.5

NBio- CO2 Total CO2

tons/yr

MT/yr

Hauling

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

Vendor

1.0000e005

3.3000e004

9.0000e005

0.0000

3.0000e005

0.0000

3.0000e005

1.0000e005

0.0000

1.0000e005

0.0000

0.0993

0.0993

1.0000e005

0.0000

0.0994

Worker

1.0000e005

0.0000

5.0000e005

0.0000

1.0000e005

0.0000

2.0000e005

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0131

0.0131

0.0000

0.0000

0.0131

Total

2.0000e005

3.3000e004

1.4000e004

0.0000

4.0000e005

0.0000

5.0000e005

1.0000e005

0.0000

1.0000e005

0.0000

0.1124

0.1124

1.0000e005

0.0000

0.1125
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Sidewalk and Transit Amenities Program - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual

3.5 Ops/Maintenance - 2022
Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG

NOx

CO

SO2

Category

Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2

NBio- CO2 Total CO2

tons/yr

CH4

N2O

CO2e

MT/yr

Off-Road

4.1000e004

2.8200e003

3.6300e003

1.0000e005

1.6000e004

1.6000e004

1.6000e004

1.6000e004

0.0000

0.5107

0.5107

3.0000e005

0.0000

0.5115

Total

4.1000e004

2.8200e003

3.6300e003

1.0000e005

1.6000e004

1.6000e004

1.6000e004

1.6000e004

0.0000

0.5107

0.5107

3.0000e005

0.0000

0.5115

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2

CH4

N2O

CO2e

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG

NOx

CO

SO2

Category

Fugitive
PM10

Fugitive
PM2.5

NBio- CO2 Total CO2

tons/yr

MT/yr

Hauling

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

Vendor

1.3000e004

3.4300e003

1.0100e003

2.0000e005

4.5000e004

1.0000e005

4.7000e004

1.3000e004

1.0000e005

1.4000e004

0.0000

1.4601

1.4601

6.0000e005

0.0000

1.4616

Worker

2.7000e004

2.2000e004

2.4700e003

1.0000e005

8.3000e004

1.0000e005

8.4000e004

2.2000e004

1.0000e005

2.3000e004

0.0000

0.7176

0.7176

2.0000e005

0.0000

0.7181

Total

4.0000e004

3.6500e003

3.4800e003

3.0000e005

1.2800e003

2.0000e005

1.3100e003

3.5000e004

2.0000e005

3.7000e004

0.0000

2.1777

2.1777

8.0000e005

0.0000

2.1797

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2016.3.2

Page 16 of 26

Date: 10/5/2021 3:57 PM

Sidewalk and Transit Amenities Program - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual

3.5 Ops/Maintenance - 2022
Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG

NOx

CO

SO2

Category

Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2

NBio- CO2 Total CO2

tons/yr

CH4

N2O

CO2e

MT/yr

Off-Road

4.1000e004

2.8200e003

3.6300e003

1.0000e005

1.6000e004

1.6000e004

1.6000e004

1.6000e004

0.0000

0.5107

0.5107

3.0000e005

0.0000

0.5115

Total

4.1000e004

2.8200e003

3.6300e003

1.0000e005

1.6000e004

1.6000e004

1.6000e004

1.6000e004

0.0000

0.5107

0.5107

3.0000e005

0.0000

0.5115

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2

CH4

N2O

CO2e

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG

NOx

CO

SO2

Category

Fugitive
PM10

Fugitive
PM2.5

NBio- CO2 Total CO2

tons/yr

MT/yr

Hauling

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

Vendor

1.3000e004

3.4300e003

1.0100e003

2.0000e005

4.5000e004

1.0000e005

4.7000e004

1.3000e004

1.0000e005

1.4000e004

0.0000

1.4601

1.4601

6.0000e005

0.0000

1.4616

Worker

2.7000e004

2.2000e004

2.4700e003

1.0000e005

8.3000e004

1.0000e005

8.4000e004

2.2000e004

1.0000e005

2.3000e004

0.0000

0.7176

0.7176

2.0000e005

0.0000

0.7181

Total

4.0000e004

3.6500e003

3.4800e003

3.0000e005

1.2800e003

2.0000e005

1.3100e003

3.5000e004

2.0000e005

3.7000e004

0.0000

2.1777

2.1777

8.0000e005

0.0000

2.1797

4.0 Operational Detail - Mobile
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4.1 Mitigation Measures Mobile

ROG

NOx

CO

SO2

Fugitive
PM10

Category

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2

NBio- CO2 Total CO2

tons/yr

CH4

N2O

CO2e

MT/yr

Mitigated

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

Unmitigated

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

4.2 Trip Summary Information
Average Daily Trip Rate
Land Use

Weekday

Saturday

Sunday

Other Non-Asphalt Surfaces

0.00

0.00

0.00

Total

0.00

0.00

0.00

Unmitigated

Mitigated

Annual VMT

Annual VMT

4.3 Trip Type Information
Miles

Trip %

Land Use

H-W or C-W

H-S or C-C

Other Non-Asphalt Surfaces

16.60

8.40

H-O or C-NW H-W or C-W H-S or C-C
6.90

0.00

0.00

Trip Purpose %
H-O or C-NW

Primary

Diverted

Pass-by

0.00

0

0

0

4.4 Fleet Mix
Land Use
Other Non-Asphalt Surfaces

LDA
0.544880

LDT1
0.044491

LDT2
0.207704

MDV
0.117752

LHD1
0.014693

LHD2
0.006272

MHD
0.020732

HHD
0.032141

OBUS
0.002572

UBUS
0.001984

MCY
0.005239

SBUS
0.000700

MH
0.000841
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5.0 Energy Detail
Historical Energy Use: N

5.1 Mitigation Measures Energy

ROG

NOx

CO

SO2

Category

Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2

NBio- CO2 Total CO2

tons/yr

CH4

N2O

CO2e

MT/yr

Electricity
Mitigated

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

Electricity
Unmitigated

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

NaturalGas
Mitigated

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

NaturalGas
Unmitigated

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000
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5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas
Unmitigated

NaturalGa
s Use
Land Use

kBTU/yr

Other NonAsphalt Surfaces

0

Total

ROG

NOx

CO

SO2

Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2

NBio- CO2 Total CO2

tons/yr

CH4

N2O

CO2e

MT/yr

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

ROG

NOx

CO

SO2

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2

CH4

N2O

CO2e

Mitigated

NaturalGa
s Use
Land Use

kBTU/yr

Other NonAsphalt Surfaces

0

Total

Fugitive
PM10

Fugitive
PM2.5

NBio- CO2 Total CO2

tons/yr

MT/yr

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000
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5.3 Energy by Land Use - Electricity
Unmitigated

Electricity
Use
Land Use

kWh/yr

Other NonAsphalt Surfaces

0

Total

Total CO2

CH4

N2O

CO2e

MT/yr

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

Total CO2

CH4

N2O

CO2e

Mitigated

Electricity
Use
Land Use

kWh/yr

Other NonAsphalt Surfaces

0

Total

MT/yr

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

6.0 Area Detail
6.1 Mitigation Measures Area
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ROG

NOx

CO

SO2

Category

Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2

NBio- CO2 Total CO2

tons/yr

CH4

N2O

CO2e

MT/yr

Mitigated

3.0000e005

0.0000

1.0000e005

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

1.0000e005

1.0000e005

0.0000

0.0000

1.0000e005

Unmitigated

3.0000e005

0.0000

1.0000e005

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

1.0000e005

1.0000e005

0.0000

0.0000

1.0000e005

CO

SO2

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2

CH4

N2O

CO2e

6.2 Area by SubCategory
Unmitigated

ROG

NOx

SubCategory

Fugitive
PM10

Fugitive
PM2.5

NBio- CO2 Total CO2

tons/yr

MT/yr

Architectural
Coating

1.0000e005

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

Consumer
Products

3.0000e005

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

Landscaping

0.0000

0.0000

1.0000e005

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

1.0000e005

1.0000e005

0.0000

0.0000

1.0000e005

Total

4.0000e005

0.0000

1.0000e005

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

1.0000e005

1.0000e005

0.0000

0.0000

1.0000e005
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6.2 Area by SubCategory
Mitigated

ROG

NOx

CO

SO2

SubCategory

Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5

PM2.5
Total

Bio- CO2

NBio- CO2 Total CO2

tons/yr

CH4

N2O

CO2e

MT/yr

Architectural
Coating

1.0000e005

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

Consumer
Products

3.0000e005

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

Landscaping

0.0000

0.0000

1.0000e005

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

1.0000e005

1.0000e005

0.0000

0.0000

1.0000e005

Total

4.0000e005

0.0000

1.0000e005

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

1.0000e005

1.0000e005

0.0000

0.0000

1.0000e005

7.0 Water Detail
7.1 Mitigation Measures Water
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Total CO2

CH4

Category

N2O

CO2e

MT/yr

Mitigated

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

Unmitigated

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

CH4

N2O

CO2e

7.2 Water by Land Use
Unmitigated

Indoor/Out
door Use
Land Use

Mgal

Other NonAsphalt Surfaces

0/0

Total

Total CO2

MT/yr

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

Date: 10/5/2021 3:57 PM
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7.2 Water by Land Use
Mitigated

Indoor/Out
door Use
Land Use

Mgal

Other NonAsphalt Surfaces

0/0

Total

Total CO2

CH4

N2O

CO2e

MT/yr

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

8.0 Waste Detail
8.1 Mitigation Measures Waste

Category/Year

Total CO2

CH4

N2O

CO2e

MT/yr

Mitigated

10.1496

0.5998

0.0000

25.1451

Unmitigated

10.1496

0.5998

0.0000

25.1451

Date: 10/5/2021 3:57 PM
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8.2 Waste by Land Use
Unmitigated

Waste
Disposed
Land Use

tons

Other NonAsphalt Surfaces

50

Total CO2

CH4

N2O

CO2e

MT/yr

10.1496

0.5998

0.0000

25.1451

10.1496

0.5998

0.0000

25.1451

Total CO2

CH4

N2O

CO2e

Total

Mitigated

Waste
Disposed
Land Use

tons

Other NonAsphalt Surfaces

50

Total

MT/yr

10.1496

0.5998

0.0000

25.1451

10.1496

0.5998

0.0000

25.1451

9.0 Operational Offroad
Equipment Type

Number

Hours/Day

Days/Year

Horse Power

Load Factor

Fuel Type

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2016.3.2

Page 26 of 26

Date: 10/5/2021 3:57 PM

Sidewalk and Transit Amenities Program - Los Angeles-South Coast County, Annual

10.0 Stationary Equipment
Fire Pumps and Emergency Generators
Equipment Type

Number

Hours/Day

Hours/Year

Horse Power

Load Factor

Equipment Type

Number

Heat Input/Day

Heat Input/Year

Boiler Rating

Fuel Type

Boilers

User Defined Equipment
Equipment Type

11.0 Vegetation

Number

Fuel Type

Daily Construction and Operations/Maintenance Emissions

Demolition/Removal (0.25-0.5 days/site)
Off-Road
Hauling
Vendor
Worker

lb/site
sites/day

Site Preparation (1 day/site)
Fugitive
Off-Road

Hauling
Vendor
Worker

lb/site
sites/day

Construction (1.5 days/site)
Off-Road
Hauling
Vendor
Worker
Off-Site
lb/site
sites/day

ROG

NOx

CO

SO2

0.1046

0.9263

1.2149

1.97E-03

PM10 Total PM2.5 Total
0.0476

0.0463

0.00
0.01
0.01
0.03

0.17
0.43
0.00
0.61

0.04
0.13
0.05
0.22

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

0.01
0.04
0.02
0.06

0.00
0.01
0.00
0.02

0.13
6.00

1.53
6.00

1.43
6.00

0.00
6.00

0.11
6.00

0.06
6.00

0.79

9.21

8.59

0.02

0.66

0.39

ROG

NOx

CO

SO2

PM10 Total PM2.5 Total

0.2678
0.27

2.5037
2.50

3.3361
3.34

5.23E-03
0.01

5.70E-04
0.1263
0.13

9.00E-05
0.1213
0.12

0.02
0.01
0.01
0.04

0.68
0.43
0.00
1.12

0.16
0.13
0.05
0.34

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

0.04
0.04
0.02
0.09

0.01
0.01
0.00
0.03

0.31
6

3.62
6

3.67
6

0.01
6

0.22
6

0.15
6

1.85

21.72

22.04

0.05

1.30

0.89

ROG

NOx

CO

SO2

0.2421

2.1795

2.916

4.61E-03

PM10 Total PM2.5 Total
0.1116

0.1078

0.00
0.02
0.01
0.04

0.00
0.65
0.01
0.66

0.00
0.19
0.10
0.29

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.06
0.03
0.09

0.00
0.02
0.01
0.03

0.28
6

2.84
6

3.20
6

0.01
6

0.20
6

0.13
6

1.67

17.04

19.22

0.04

1.20

0.80

Daily Construction and Operations/Maintenance Emissions

ROG
18 Sites Construction Daily

lb/day

Operations: Maintenance/Repairs

Off-Road

emissions from 18 MD trips x 40 miles
emissions from 46 LD trips x 40 miles

Vendor
Worker

Revised Project +
Advertising Panels
(x 29/18)
(x 64/46)

4.31

NOx
47.97

CO

SO2

49.85

PM10 Total PM2.5 Total

0.12

3.16

2.08

ROG

NOx

CO

SO2

PM10 Total PM2.5 Total

0.8182

5.6339

7.2544

0.0119

0.3269

0.3269

0.1956
0.492

4.8537
0.3493

1.4783
3.94

0.0216
0.0128

0.6826
1.4088

0.2075
0.3804

Project Mobile (revised from 64 to 81 daily trips)
Project Total Ops

1.1
1.9

7.3
12.9

8.4
15.7

0.1
0.1

3.2
3.5

0.9
1.2

Existing Ops

0.9

6.8

7.9

0.0

1.5

0.6

Change in Ops

0.9

6.2

7.7

0.0

2.0

0.7

Construction + Change in Ops

5.2

54.1

57.6

0.1

5.2

2.7

Construction + LAMC Projects

4.62

51.59

53.53

0.12

3.38

2.23

5.6

57.8

61.3

0.2

5.4

2.9

Construction + Change in Ops + LAMC

Construction GHG Emissions
STAP Program: 3-Year Rollout (Most Conservative)
Scenario 1 + Scenario 2
Scenario 1+2

Year
1^
2*
3*
Totals

Existing Facilities
Removed/Upgraded
664
610
610
1884

Scenario 2
New Shelter
Recycled Locations
Locations with
Upgraded with New Parts Recycled Parts
664
266
265
531
664

Scenario 2
New Shelter
Locations With
New Parts

Scenario 2

Shade Structures
150
150
150
450

293
292
585

Total Annual
Improvements
1478
1319
1317
4114

Total Citywide Transit
Shelter/Shade
Structure Locations
2698
3141
3583

*Upgrades in Year 2 and Year 3 include previous shelters constructed at sites using repurposed components from dismantled shelters (330 each)

D-On
D-Off

lbCO2e/day (from CalEEMod)
188.167
204.681

SP-On
SP-Off

502.7554
343.0517

C-On
C-Off

442.7334
244.9472

Program Year
1.5 days/site

Year 1
Year 2
Year 3

664.1001
367.4208

1
2
3

LAMC Potential Projects
167
167
166

MTCO2e/year
Annual Dismantle/RemovalAnnual InstallationTotal Annual
LAMC Projects
118.3
1,258.6
1,376.9
142.2
156.1
1,123.2
1,279.3
142.2
155.9
1,121.5
1,277.4
141.4
Total
Construction GHG
3,933.6
425.8
MTCO2e
30-year amortized 30-year amortized
131.1194267
14.19237782
10-year amortized 10-year amortized
393.35828
42.57713347

4,359.4 Project + LAMC
145.3 Project + LAMC
435.9 Project + LAMC

Attachment C
Cultural Resources Study
October 2021

Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration
Sidewalk and Transit Amenities Program

February 2022

Cultural Resources Technical Memorandum
To:

Norman Mundy, Environmental Management Group, Bureau of Engineering
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Re:

Sidewalk and Transit Amenities Program
Cultural Resources Impact Analysis

1.0

PURPOSE AND ORGANIZATION OF THIS MEMORANDUM

The purpose of this memorandum is to document the results of the Cultural Resource
Impact Analysis as it relates to the potential environmental impacts associated with
the construction and operation of the proposed Sidewalk and Transit Amenities
Program (STAP) and future projects that may be allowed under the proposed changes
to the Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC) (collectively, the project). In addition, this
memorandum will support the findings of the Initial Study that will be prepared to
identify the appropriate environmental document for the project, in compliance with
the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the State CEQA Guidelines..

2.0

PROJECT LOCATION AND SETTING

The City of Los Angeles (City) covers approximately 468.7 square miles and is
generally located at the southwestern section of Los Angeles County (see Attachment
A). Public transit services in the City are provided by the Los Angeles County
Metropolitan Transportation Authority (Metro), City of Los Angeles Department of
Transportation (LADOT), Southern California Railroad Authority (SCRRA or
Metrolink), and bus services from adjacent cities. Current inventory indicated that
there are 1,884 existing transit shelters in the City, which are located at scattered bus
stop locations that are used by Metro, LADOT DASH and Commuter Express, Culver
City, Santa Monica Big Blue Bus, and other regional and municipal bus operators.
Approximately 21 percent (63,888 acres) of all land in the City is developed as streets,
storm drainage channels, utility facilities, and reservoirs. The City currently maintains
an inventory of 1,884 transit shelters, 197 public amenity kiosks, 6 vending kiosks,
and 14 automated public toilets as part of its Coordinated Street Furniture Program
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(CSFP). Table 1 provides an inventory of these facilities. At the direction of the Los
Angeles City Council, the CSFP is entirely funded by revenue from advertising panels
at most existing program furniture locations.
Table 1. CSFP Inventory
Structures and Facilities

Number

Transit Shelters with advertising
Transit Shelters without advertising
Rapid Bus Shelters
Los Angeles Neighborhood Initiative (LANI) Non-Advertising Shelters
Total Transit Shelters
Public Amenity Kiosks
Vending Kiosks
Total Advertising Panels (with 13% for public service programs)
Automatic Public Toilets (APTs) (owned/operated by a private firm)1
Source: StreetsLA, 2021.

3.0

1,667
123
52
42
1,884
197
6
3,679
14

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

3.1 Project Objectives
The STAP would be implemented by the Department of Public Works Bureau of Street
Services (StreetsLA) and would provide shelter, shade, safety, and comfort to the
City's transit riders, active transportation users, and pedestrians. The program would
support public transit and shared use of the sidewalk; improve transit information and
public service delivery; be a self-sustaining program through the reinvestment of
advertising revenues to improve access and mobility; and create a dynamic program
that incorporates flexibility and collaboration with other City goals and programs.
These goals would be achieved through the efficient delivery of enhanced program
elements and active management by the City.
The primary objectives of the STAP include the following:
● Promote and expand the use of transit, active transportation, and shared
mobility by improving the quality and technological capability of associated
physical program elements, such as transit shelters, kiosks, and other
amenities
● Improve the intrinsic design qualities of street furniture and other public rightof-way infrastructure and streetscapes on a citywide basis
● Provide public benefits to help strengthen neighborhoods while facilitating an
economically and physically sustainable project
1

APTs are currently considered an option for inclusion in the proposed STAP but are not a
mandatory component of the incoming program. The City is considering its options to pursue a
separate public toilet program. Were the City to create a stand-alone public toilet program, the
current APT inventory will be included as part of that program and will not be part of STAP.
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● Foster a public-private collaborative approach to provide expanded and more
equitable public services, regular STAP equipment maintenance, and revenue
to the City using commercial advertising opportunities

3.2 Project Implementation Features
Construction of the transit shelters under STAP would occur over a three- to six-year
time span, from 2022-2024 or 2027 depending upon the negotiated terms of the final
contract. Maintenance and operation of all transit shelters, existing and new, would be
the responsibility of the contractor for 10 years with two potential 5-year extensions,
in accordance with agreements with the City. In summary, program implementation
would include the following activities:
Dismantling and removal of existing transit shelters and amenities
Refresh a number of existing shelters and construction of new transit shelters
Maintaining the revitalized and new transit shelters
Installation of urban panels2 and placemaking kiosks at or within the vicinity of
the transit shelters
● Installation of other optional program elements at or within the vicinity of the
transit shelters

●
●
●
●

This section provides an overview of various elements to be performed to implement
the STAP.

3.2.1

Construction Equipment

Construction equipment associated with implementation of the project under all
scenarios would typically include power tools (e.g., concrete cutting saws, circular
saws, drills, impact drivers, etc.); electric, compressed air, or hydraulic jack hammer;
a skid steer loader; backhoe; 5- to 10-cubic yard dump truck; flatbed trailer; boom
truck; and hand tools. This equipment would be in use from 2 to 8 hours per day.

3.2.2

Construction Crew

It is estimated that a crew of three to seven construction workers would be needed for
each of the major actions of either physically dismantling an existing transit shelter or
installing a refurbished or new shelter.

3.2.3

Hours of Construction

Work would generally occur within the hours from 7:00 a.m. to 4:00 p.m., Monday
through Friday (8 hours per day). On occasion, work may take place on a Saturday
between 8:00 a.m. and 5:00 p.m. In select locations, work hours may be reduced to
accommodate rush-hour restrictions. It is anticipated that no construction would occur
2

Urban panels are digital displays that are positioned on the street level to be viewed by pedestrians
and vehicular traffic.
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on Sundays or holidays. (See General Conditions 00210 and Los Angeles Municipal
Code Section 41.40.)

3.2.4

Site Access, Traffic Circulation and Parking

All STAP elements would be installed to ultimately provide a clear path of travel with
a minimum 5-foot width to allow for pedestrian circulation. Placement of new STAP
elements would maintain minimum distance requirements from bus stops; rail station
entrances; building/property ingress/egress points; fire hydrants; stand pipes; building
fire safety equipment; belowground utilities and related structures; power outlets;
utility/street light/traffic signal poles; utility cabinets/aboveground facilities; signs/sign
posts; street trees and tree wells; landscaped planters and/or parkways; driveways;
access ramps; and other permitted street improvements.
Sidewalk, curb, and lane closure is expected to last for approximately 2 hours per
transit shelter removal site. For purposes of installing transit shelters, it is expected
that intermittent closure of a sidewalk, curb, and/or traffic lane would occur over a 2.5day period, with 1 day projected to get the shelter site prepared and 1.5 days to
physically install and make the shelter operational. No curb-lane closure(s) would
generally be allowed during peak traffic periods (i.e., the hours of 6:00 to 9:00 a.m.
and 4:00 to 7:00 p.m.); occasional exemptions to peak traffic hour restrictions may be
sought on a case-by-case basis to accommodate installation schedules. Bus stop
operations may temporarily be relocated to opposite side of a typical intersection; the
next nearest stop or suspended during activities to either dismantle or install a shelter.
No parking is anticipated to be affected by any STAP work.

3.2.5

Landscaping and Lighting

Where possible, STAP elements are intended to enhance or take advantage of tree
canopies that provide natural shade and shelter. No trees are proposed to be removed
with implementation of the STAP elements under most instances. However, there may
be situations where tree root pruning that is required to make sidewalk repairs
necessary to achieve the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) compliance may
destabilize an existing street tree beyond a reasonable level of liability and thus, may
likely require the removal of such tree to minimize public safety risks and to bring
liability levels down to an acceptable level. When the installation of a transit shelter
brings with it the possibility that a street tree may have to be removed, the contractor
would have to comply with existing City regulations, including the need for a street
tree removal permit from the Board of Public Works; public notification of the proposed
removal of three or more street trees; a Board of Public Works public hearing for
consideration of removal of three or more street trees at a specific address; and
provision of replacement trees on a 2:1 basis with 24-inch box size tree stock to be
watered for a minimum 3-year period.
As part of the Green New Deal, StreetsLA began to add cooling features, trees, and
more shade at bus stops in October 2019. A coordinated effort between the STAP
and other City efforts to achieve the Green New Deal goals would be undertaken.
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The proposed project would comply with pertinent City's ordinances related to lighting.
All transit shelters would come equipped with evening hour security lighting to
illuminate passenger waiting areas beneath canopies. Shelter roofs may be equipped
with solar panels or green roofs in limited quantities depending on need and/or
appropriateness. Other optional shelter features may include free Wi-Fi, charging
ports or stations, and possibly cooling systems.
Motion on digital screens would not be allowed, and limitations would be placed on
their brightness. Digital elements would have ENERGY STAR ratings for efficiency
with light-emitting diode (LED) screens. These devices must automatically control their
brightness in response to the time of day and sunlight. All elements of STAP would
also be controlled through a Content Management System, which would automatically
adjust the brightness of specific devices by location to match the allowable increase
over ambient light levels (not exceed 4.0 lux).

3.2.6

Utilities/Utility Coordination

Subsurface utility work associated with the installation of new STAP elements would
primarily be coordinated with the City's Department of Water and Power and the
Bureau of Street Lighting to provide electrical power and water services that may be
necessary for STAP program elements. STAP installation efforts would also be
coordinated with any other utilities or subgrade infrastructure that may be located in
the City's rights-of-way. Certain water and power system connections may be
necessary within roadway and sidewalk areas to accommodate new project
components, such as shelter lighting, digital displays, and hydration stations.
No new utility boxes or power line relocations are required for the removal of existing
transit shelters. It is anticipated that any existing shelters to be replaced with a new
shelter would utilize the existing electrical services. New electrical service would be
required for the proposed new shelter locations. However, it is anticipated that existing
electrical circuits and water service lines will be used; therefore no utility line upgrades
are anticipated. Utility relocation typically requires trenching up to approximately 3 feet
below ground surface (bgs).

3.2.7

Code Compliance

STAP's elements would comply with all applicable Structural, Seismic, Plumbing, and
Electrical Codes, and other specific City-adopted policies and standards applicable to
the public right-of-way. This includes compliance with Department of Public Works
Standard Specifications, Standard Specifications for Public Works Construction, City
amendments to the Standard Specifications for Public Works Construction (Brown
Book), and various Standard Plans.

3.2.8

Operation and Maintenance

Maintenance of all the program transit shelters and other amenities would be
performed in accordance with performance based contract maintenance standards
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that takes into account historical data, including public comments and complaints
received by the City's 311 Center, STAP web forms, crowd-sourced information, and
data collected by StreetsLA's Asset Management Program.
Maintenance of program elements would include cleaning, removing graffiti and
stickers, and removing litter in, on, and around each element. All physical shelter and
associated street furniture amenities and digital devices would be maintained and kept
in good working order by the removal of dust, grime, dirt, stickers, tags, and etchings.
The digital technologies would possess a self-reporting feedback loop to alert the
StreetsLA's Asset Management System of the need for repair, refurbishment,
reconditioning, or replacement, and periodic onsite visual inspections by City staff
would be used in tandem to ensure all STAP elements are properly maintained.

3.3 Construction and Implementation Scenarios
The three scenarios described below are developed for illustrative purposes to
represent the most frequent STAP activities, including dismantling, removal, and
relocation of existing transit shelters (Scenario 1) and the placement of new shelters
at new locations/ bus stops that currently do not have transit shelters (Scenario 2). An
additional scenario (Scenario 3) was also developed for a programmatic analysis of
program elements that relate to operation and maintenance activities of transit
shelters and associated furniture in place. These scenarios are representative of
various configurations, depending on the conditions of each site. All components
described below would not occur at each project location.

3.3.1

Shelter Dismantling and Removal

Under the STAP, approximately 1,884 existing transit shelters are slated to be
dismantled and removed from their current locations over a 3- to 6-year time horizon
beginning in 2022. Of these, approximately 664 shelters are expected to be
refurbished and re-distributed during the initial program years to provide a more
immediate expansion of shade and shelter at bus stops currently absent such
amenities until such time the refreshed transit shelters may be replaced by new transit
shelters as a part of the STAP roll-out process. Any combination of the following
activities would be required for this construction scenario:
● Dismantling and removal of existing transit shelters, kiosks and associated
amenities
● Temporary or permanent disconnection and proper capping of utility services
to existing transit shelters, kiosks, and associated amenities for safety and
future access where needed
● Transport of shelter components to a relocation/assembly site, recycling center
and/or appropriate disposal facility
● Refurbishing shelters and other street furniture removed from existing shelter
sites
● Site preparation, including removal of existing sidewalks, foundations, and
reestablishment of utility connections as needed
Sidewalk and Transit Amenities Program
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The dimensions of most existing transit shelter structures are approximately 5 feet by
13 feet and 9 feet in height, with an attached or detached bench and litter
receptacle(s). For impact analysis purposes, it is estimated that approximately 10
square feet of the existing shelter area would be disturbed with a maximum of 0.5-foot
excavation depth required. The excavation volume of soil and debris of approximately
5 cubic feet would be removed for disposal at the local landfill. The shelter's electrical
components would be disposed of separately. Any steel or aluminum shelter
components would be salvaged and recycled.
It is estimated that the average time to take down and transport an existing shelter
would range between 2 and 3 hours, with one of these hours reserved per day for
traffic lane management. A crew of three to five staff would be needed at each
dismantling operation. Intermittent lane closure or curb restrictions would be required.
No streets would be completely closed to vehicular traffic during the transit shelter
dismantling process, but traffic flag persons and/or devices may need to be in place
during the dismantling period to protect vehicles, bicycles, and pedestrians if adequate
width for deployment of the equipment is not otherwise available. Bus stops would
need to be temporarily relocated or suspended. No parking impacts are anticipated.

3.3.2

Shelter Construction and Installation

A total of 1,116 new transit shelters would be constructed at the designated locations,
at existing bus stops without transit shelters, and the existing 1,884 transit shelters
would be replaced. Additionally, approximately 664 of the existing transit shelters
would be removed, refurbished and relocated to bus stops that do not currently have
shelters during the initial program year(s), with most expected to be eventually
replaced with new shelters. However, approximately 20 percent of these 664
relocated shelters (or 133 shelters) may remain at the new locations throughout the
STAP rollout process and would not be replaced with new shelters. This would
possibly increase new shelters to be constructed at approximately 1,249 locations for
a total new transit shelter construction at approximately 3,133 sites. In addition,
approximately 450 shade structures may also be placed at bus stops where it is not
practical to install a transit shelter. A total of approximately 3,583 transit shelters and
shade structures would be installed under STAP.
The dimension of each new structure would be approximately 5 feet wide, 14-20 feet
long, and 9 feet tall, with placemaking kiosks up to 16 feet tall. It would be equipped
with seating, illumination for security and safety, and provide a separate stand-alone
litter/recyclable receptacle.
Construction and installation of each new transit shelter would include any
combination of the following activities:
● Installation of a refurbished and renewed transit shelter or a new transit shelter
at a bus stop that previously had a shelter or amenities
● Installation of a refurbished and renewed transit shelter or a new transit shelter
at a location that did not previously have a shelter or amenities
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● The following program elements may be provided in the area adjacent to the
shelter canopy:
o Installation of litter/recycling receptacles, digital displays, interactive
information kiosks, vending kiosks, urban panels, placemaking kiosks, and
eLockers
● Any of the following elements may also be incorporated within, or in the vicinity
of transit shelters:
o Shade structures; docks and/or corrals for scooters or bicycles; bollards;
pillars; traffic barriers; electric vehicle charging stations3; hydration stations;
handwashing stations or hand sanitizer dispensers; cooling stations; public
Wi-Fi and Broadband 5G; charging ports or stations; public art and features
that reflect local and/or architectural history
● Sidewalk reconstruction related to the installation of new or replacement transit
shelters4, including fixing broken concrete, cracks, and making required
accessibility improvements such as cross-slope work for ADA compliance
● Minor utility work, such as underground or overhead utility connections may be
required
Each of the new and updated shelters would be equipped with a canopy, a bench,
and a litter receptacle with the size of the canopy varied. The City intends to
incorporate various amenities as part of STAP to take advantage of expanding
innovations in transit and smart technology, including customized automated digitized
advertising panels, some of which may be interactive with the capability of providing
wayfinding, real-time bus arrival, and other public information. Media panels,
approximately 4.5 feet by 2 feet wide and 8 feet tall, will each have two display panels
containing a combination of digital graphics and/or static printed commercial
advertising; wayfinding, bus arrival, or other public services message content, which
may either be incorporated into the transit shelter or installed as separate, stand-alone
structures. Newsstand vending kiosks, public amenity and placemaking kiosks, and
urban panels may be included as part of the project. Installation of transit shelters and
associated amenities may require sidewalk reconstruction.
For impact analysis purposes, it is estimated that the installation of each transit shelter
would disturb an area of approximately 105 to 128 square feet (i.e., 7-8 feet by 15-16
feet); the excavation volume of soil and debris would range from a minimum 25 cubic
feet to a maximum of 220 cubic feet, depending on the shelter model and foundation;
the maximum depth of excavation would be 3 feet. Construction would require
3
4

Electric vehicle charging stations would be incompatible with bus stop zones where no-parking is
allowed; but may be a program feature provided away from/outside of bus stop zones.
The STAP will not be making comprehensive sidewalk repairs throughout a bus stop zone. ADA
related sidewalk reconstruction in particular, will be limited to the area immediately beneath the
transit shelter, transition areas needed to access the ADA-compliant area beneath a transit shelter,
and an ADA-compliant Pedestrian Access Route (PAR) from the waiting area beneath a transit
shelter to the ADA-compliant 5-foot by 8-foot boarding/alighting area adjacent to the bus stop sign
post. Sidewalk panels disturbed by transit shelter installations will likely be repaired replaced but
the scope of additional sidewalk repairs beyond that will be reviewed and determined on a case by
case basis depending upon the ability of the City to cover the costs of such work.
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temporary closure of the public sidewalk and temporary use of the public street in front
of the bus stop/transit shelter site for up to 8 hours during each of the 2 to 3 days of
construction because installation of transit shelters and associated amenities may
require sidewalk reconstruction. A crew of 3 to 7 workers would be needed to complete
the work at each shelter per day.
Intermittent lane closure or curb restrictions would be required over the approximately
2.5 days required to install shelters. No streets would be completely closed to
vehicular traffic during the transit stop/shelter installation process, but traffic flag
persons and/or devices may need to be in place during the installation period to protect
vehicles, bicycles, and pedestrians if adequate width for deployment of the equipment
is not otherwise available. All construction vehicles would be removed daily from the
construction site location. Bus stops would need to be temporarily relocated or
suspended. No permanent parking impacts are anticipated.

3.3.3

Shelter Operations and Maintenance

Maintenance of all of the program transit shelters and other amenities would be
performed by the contractor on an on-going basis over the 10-year period. The
activities would include any combination of the following:
● Cleaning of shelter, associated program elements, and sidewalk area on a
regularly scheduled (minimally twice per week) and emergency basis, including
use of power-washing equipment
● Removal or abatement of graffiti and/or stickers
● Abatement of etching to the highest degree possible
● Litter and recyclable collection and disposal
● Shelter repair work, including fixing broken ad panels, inoperable lights, shelter
structures, benches, litter receptacles, and other program elements
● Minor utility repair, such as replacing light elements, fuses, and utility box
repairs
● Periodic re-painting or re-coating of transit shelters and their related
components
A typical maintenance schedule is presented in Table 2.
Table 2. Typical Maintenance Schedule
Type of
Maintenance
Preventive

Frequency

% of Total
Inventory per
Frequency

Monthly or as needed

15%

Description
Replacement of worn
structural elements; original
equipment manufacturer
(OEM) recommended
maintenance of digital
displays
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Table 2. Typical Maintenance Schedule
Type of
Maintenance
Regular

Hot Spots
Deep Cleaning

Description

Frequency

% of Total
Inventory per
Frequency

Removal of graffiti, stickers,
etchings, and tags;
replacement of broken
structural elements; cleaning
of digital displays; removal of
litter and debris
All preventive and regular

Minimally 2 times per week

100%

Minimum of 3 times per
week
Rotating schedule: quarterly
for power washing;
additional power washing at
specific locations as needed
biannually or as needed for
painting and all other repairs
Upon notification and no
later than 24 hours after
notification

Based on need

Power washing to pads and
program elements; painting or
repairs to structural damage;
removal and refurbishment of
program elements

Emergency

Replacement of broken glass,
damaged structures, broken
digital displays; safely secure
and/or restrict access to
furniture that cannot be
repaired immediately to
minimize liability concerns.
Source: StreetsLA, 2021.

Power washing:
100%
Painting & all
other repairs:
50%
100%

3.4 Changes to the Los Angeles Municipal Code
In addition to the transit shelter improvements under STAP, the City intends to amend
LAMC Sections 67.01 and 67.02, which would modify the type of advertising
structures allowed in the public right-of-way, in order to effectuate portions of the
STAP program and potentially authorize the consideration of other projects in the
future.
While CEQA does not require the lead agency to speculate on the potential impact of
a project, it does generally require a lead agency to evaluate the potential impacts of
future development under a new regulatory regime if there is substantial evidence in
the record that such future development is reasonably foreseeable. Based on the
available knowledge and reasonable investigation, the City conservatively estimates
that the potential projects listed below may occur in the future; however, any such
approval in the future, if approved at all, will ultimately be subject to all applicable laws,
including CEQA analysis and all other City code and permitting requirements.
●
●
●
●
●

Los Angeles Tourism and Convention Board (LATCB) Information Kiosks
LADOT Mobility Hubs
Metro Bikeshare
LADOT Blue LA Electric Vehicle Charging Stations
Bureau of Street Lighting Advertising on Street Lighting Assets
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Based on these potentially foreseeable projects, it is estimated that future advertising
displays would be installed at approximately 500 sidewalk locations between 2022
and 2024, or as many as 167 sites per year (concurrent with the STAP rollout period).
For impact analysis purposes, these foreseeable advertising displays are being
considered in the impact analysis of the proposed project using the same construction
assumption as is being used for the transit shelter installation.

4.0

CULTURAL SETTING AND BACKGROUND

4.1

Regional Prehistory

Humans have lived in the region of southern California for at least 10,000 years, and
several chronologies have been proposed to divide different periods of habitation and
development. The commonly used chronology (Wallace 1955) divides this time span
into the Early Period (8000 to 6000 Before Common Era (B.C.E.), the Milling Stone
Period (6000 to 1000 B.C.), the Intermediate Period (1000 B.C.E to A.D. 1000), and
the Late Prehistoric Period (A.D. 1000 to 1779). Different patterns and types of
material culture represent each of these periods.
Large projectile points from the Early Period indicate subsistence on large animals.
The diet also included smaller game, fish, and harvested plants. Sites representing
this period have been found mostly inland at prehistoric lakebeds indicating a reliance
on lacustrine resources (Byrd and Raab 2007).
The Milling Stone Period is characterized by milling stones and manos used in the
preparation of plant and seed-based foods. Terrestrial game supplemented the diet
during this time, but did not include coastal resources (Byrd and Raab 2007; Wallace
1978:28).
During the Intermediate Period, subsistence expanded to marine resources and a
greater diversity of plant foods. Tools used during this period included mortars and
pestles to process plant-based foods (Byrd and Raab 2007; Wallace 1978:30).
During the Late Prehistoric Period, semi-permanent villages were established.
Subsistence was based primarily on terrestrial and maritime fauna, supplemented by
some plant foods, including acorns. Larger villages served as trade centers. Shell
beads were introduced as currency for the exchange of goods, which was supported
by a strong artistic tradition in bone, shell, stone, and basketry (Byrd and Raab 2007;
Moratto 1984).

4.2 Ethnography
Geographically, the City is in an area historically occupied by the Gabrielino (also
known as Tongva). At the time of European contact, the Gabrielino inhabited the Los
Angeles basin and the southern Channel Islands of Santa Catalina, San Nicolas, and
San Clemente (Bean and Smith 1978).
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The Gabrielino are descended from a Takic-speaking, Uto-Aztecan group that likely
entered the Los Angeles Basin as recently as 1500 years before present (BP) from
the southern Great Basin or interior California deserts. However, it is also possible
that they migrated in successive waves over a longer period of time beginning around
4,000 years BP (Moratto 1984:165).
The Gabrielino lived in an area that covered more than 1,500 square miles and
included the watersheds of the Los Angeles River, San Gabriel River, Santa Ana
River, and Rio Hondo, as well as the southern Channel Islands. There were at least
50 residential communities or villages, each with 50 to 150 individuals. Each
community consisted of one or more lineages associated with a permanent territory.
Each territory was represented by a permanent central settlement, with associated
hunting, fishing, gathering, and ritual areas. A typical settlement would have had a
variety of structures used for daily living, recreation, and rituals. In the larger
communities, the layout was more intricate. A ritualistic or sacred enclosure was
surrounded by the residences of the chief and community leaders, which were in turn
surrounded by the smaller homes of the rest of the community (McCawley 1996).
Sweathouses, cemeteries, and clearings for dancing and playing were also common
at larger settlements (McCawley 1996:32–33). Gabrielino subsistence consisted of
terrestrial and marine resources. These included mule deer, pronghorn, rabbits, small
rodents, freshwater and marine fish and shellfish, sea mammals, snakes, lizards,
insects, quail and mountain sheep. Botanical resources included native grass seeds,
pine nuts, acorns, berries, and fresh greens and shoots. Food resources were
managed by the chief, who was in charge of food reserves, and families were known
to store surplus resources to supplement their diet during times of resource stress.
The Gabrielino were among the most materially wealthy groups in California, due to a
complex trade network between the Gabrielino and neighboring groups (McCawley
1996:141).
The Gabrielino were artistic people who made various cultural objects including
beads, baskets, bone and stone tools and weapons, shell ornaments, wooden bowls
and paddles, and steatite ornaments and cooking vessels (Blackburn 1963). These
items were also traded regularly with neighboring groups, especially the Chumash,
who often exchanged Olivella shell beads as currency for Gabrielino goods.
Like many other Native American groups, the settlement of Europeans in California
brought conflict and disease as the Spanish colonized the west coast, decimating the
Native American population. Today, the Gabrielino continue their traditions in
Southern California, with approximately 2,000 individuals.

4.3
4.3.1

Historic Overview
Contact Period (A.D. 1542 - 1769)

The first European to visit California was Spanish maritime explorer Juan Rodriguez
Cabrillo in 1542. Cabrillo was sent north by the Viceroy of New Spain (Mexico) to look
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for the Northwest Passage. Cabrillo visited San Diego Bay, Catalina Island, San Pedro
Bay, and the northern Channel Islands. The English adventurer Francis Drake visited
the Miwok Native American group at Drake’s Bay or Bodega Bay in 1579. Sebastian
Vizcaíno explored the coast as far north as Monterey in 1602. He reported that
Monterey was an excellent location for a port (Castillo 1978). Vizcaíno also named
San Diego Bay to commemorate Saint Didacus. The name began to appear on
European maps of the New World by 1624 (Gudde 1998:332). For the next 167 years,
there was no further exploration of Alta California.
The return of Spanish presence in California was marked by the 1769 expedition led
by Captain Gaspar de Portola (Treutlein 1968:291). This expedition along the
California coast from Baja California then San Diego and onto Monterey Bay and the
San Francisco Bay also explored the Los Angeles Basin for the first time. It is here
along the Los Angeles River that Fray Juan Crespi named the river, El Rio de Nuestra
Señora la Reina de los Ángeles de Porciúncula (Bolton 1927).

4.3.2

Mission Period (A.D. 1769 – 1822)

While Portola was exploring the coast of California for the Spanish crown, the
Franciscan friar, Junipero Serra established the first mission in San Diego in 1769.
For the next 53 years, Spain began to establish a system of pueblos, presidios,
ranchos, and missions along the California coast to bolster Spanish settlement and
presence. The Spanish Franciscan missionaries established a system of 21 missions
along El Camino Real, and enacted the practice of missionization or forced removal
and cultural education of the local Native American groups. The missionization and
colonization of the California coast drastically changed the Native American
populations and the local ecology of the region. Mission San Gabriel Arcángel was
first established in 1771 near the Whittier Narrows in El Monte. It was destroyed during
flooding in 1776 and the mission was re-established in modern day San Gabriel.
Juan Bautista De Anza led two expeditions from Mexico into Alta California in 17741775 and 1775-1776 from Tubac, Arizona to San Francisco. These land routes were
sealed off after the Yuma people attacked a caravan of soldiers and their families in
1781. The same year, El Pueblo de Nuestra Senora la Reina de Los Angeles was
founded along the Los Angeles River. The pueblo was inhabited by 44 civilians from
Mexico.

4.3.3

Rancho Period (A.D. 1822 – 1850)

During the Spanish and subsequent Mexican periods, ranchos were a concessiongranting system that awarded many military officers with large tracts of land for
settlement and raising livestock. In the Los Angeles Basin, between 1784 and 1821,
nine Spanish land grants were established. In 1821, after an 11 year war for
independence, the Mexican colony declared independence from Spain, and took over
the colony of California in 1824 (Starr 2015). In 1833, the government closed the
missions, and former mission lands were granted to retired soldiers and other Mexican
citizens. Much of the land along the coast and in the interior valleys became part of
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Mexican ranchos which were used primarily as cattle ranches (Robinson 1948).
Another 36 ranchos were established in the Los Angeles Basin from 1822-1846
including lands from missions San Gabriel and San Fernando.
Beginning in 1820s, Euro-American trappers, explorers, sailors and settlers began to
move into Southern California. This influx of Euro-Americans increased over the
following two decades, creating a rift between the native Californios and the
immigrants from the east. This conflict would erupt into revolt. The Bear-Flag Revolt
would quickly be subsumed into an American invasion as part of the MexicanAmerican War in 1846.
On August 13, 1846, Captain John Fremont entered the pueblo and declared it an
American territory (Starr 2015). A series of small skirmishes and battles were fought
in Southern California including the Battle of San Pasqual and the Battle of La Mesa.
After the Battle of La Mesa, the Californios capitulated in 1847. The Treaty of
Guadalupe Hidalgo officially ended the war in 1848. The territory of California and
nearly half of the western present-day United States was ceded to the U.S.

4.3.4

American Period (1850-present)

In 1848, the first major gold strike occurred in the Sierra Nevada foothills on the south
fork of the American River (Starr 2015). What followed has been popularized as the
California Gold Rush of 1849, effectively accelerating the settling of the western half
of the United States for the second half of the nineteenth century. Placer gold mining,
hydraulic mining and hardrock mining, and prospecting occurred throughout the state,
mainly on the west side of the Sierra Nevada.
Virtually overnight, the territory’s population exploded. It is estimated that in 1849
roughly 90,000 people came to California, and by 1855 almost 300,000 arrived from
the United States and abroad. California was recognized as a state in September 1850
(Starr 2015).The loss of the ranch workforce in favor of gold prospecting, land
squatters and Euro-American bias as well as extensive flooding, then droughts
contributed to the disintegration of the Mexican land grants and eventual division and
sale beginning in the 1870s (Cleland 1941; Robinson 1948).
The Pueblo of Los Angeles was patented by the U.S. Surveyor General in 1875 (Perez
1982). These lands formed the nucleus of the downtown Los Angeles area. The
population of Los Angeles increased from 5,728 to 102,479 from 1870-1900 (Starr
2015). By 1930, the population was over 1.2 million. Today, the population of Los
Angeles is over 4 million.
The Los Angeles Basin in the mid-nineteenth century was largely agrarian, ranches
of cattle and sheep, and large orchards of citrus, vineyards, and other intensive
agriculture (Dumke 1944). The first transcontinental railroad, the Atchinson, Topeka,
& Santa Fe Railroad was connected to Los Angeles in 1887 (Bryant 1982). The Pacific
Electric Railway and the Los Angeles Railway were incorporated in 1901 to create a
large public transportation system for the Los Angeles metropolitan area and all of
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Southern California (Starr 2015). In 1913, the Los Angeles Department of Water and
Power (LADWP) built the Los Angeles Aqueduct under a much-contended project to
bring Owens River water to the burgeoning Los Angeles area (Starr 2015). Over the
next decades, the LADWP bought the land rights to much of the valley bottom,
subsequently creating a monopoly on water rights.
Beginning in the 1890s, petroleum extraction and production became a major industry
in the Los Angeles Basin. The Los Angeles City Oil Field was discovered in 1890
(Testa 2005). It remains operating today, although at a lower production. The San
Pedro area along with its port became a major transit point for oil and gas products.
In 1932, the Wilmington Oil Field was discovered. This oil field is one of the most
productive in the region.
In the 1910s, the Los Angeles Basin became one of the first major areas for movie
film production and entertainment. The nascent film industry moved to Southern
California because of the warmer climate to film year-round (Starr 2015).
Los Angeles incorporated several nearby towns and communities including
Hollywood, Wilmington, San Pedro, Hyde Park, Highland Park, Eagle Rock, Venice,
Watts, and Los Feliz (Moore 2019). While the core of Los Angeles, the downtown
area, was the center of commerce and transportation, the areas around the city center
offered development to spread outward into the orchards and ranch lands of the Los
Angeles Basin. In effect, Los Angeles has developed outward unlike other major
metropolitan area which have developed upward with high density housing and
skyscrapers (Starr 2015). After World War II, commercial and residential suburban
development began to increase in the San Fernando Valley and Orange County. The
agricultural fields and orchards were developed into single-family housing tracts and
commercial areas. In order to supplement this movement from urban areas to the
suburban developments, a highway and freeway system was developed throughout
Southern California (Bottles 1985). Today, Los Angeles is one of the most densely
populated urban areas in the world with an incredibly diverse population of both native
Angelinos and immigrants.

5.0

REGULATORY SETTING

5.1

Federal

5.1.1

National Historic Preservation Act

This project does not have a federal nexus; therefore, the Section 106 provisions of
the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) do not apply. The following information
on federal regulatory requirements is for information purposes only.
The National Historic Preservation Act established the National Register of Historic
Places (NRHP) to recognize resources associated with the country’s history and
heritage. Criteria for listing on the NRHP pursuant to Title 26, Part 63 of the Code of
Federal Regulations are significance in American history, architecture, archaeology,
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engineering, and culture as presented in districts, sites, buildings, structures, and
objects that possess integrity of location, design, setting, materials, workmanship,
feeling, and association, and that are either:
(A) Associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad
patterns of our history
(B) Associated with the lives of persons significant in our past
(C) Embody the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method of
construction, represent the work of a master, possess high artistic values, or
represent a significant and distinguishable entity whose components may lack
individual distinction or
(D) Have yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important to history or
prehistory
Criterion D is usually reserved for archaeological resources. Properties eligible for the
NRHP must be of sufficient age, be proven through scholarship to meet at least one
of the significance criteria, and exhibit integrity of the features, elements, and/or
informational value that provides the property its documented historical or
archaeological significance.

5.2
5.2.1

State
California Register of Historical Resources Criteria of
Evaluation

The California Register of Historic Resources (CRHR) was created to identify
historical resources deemed worthy of preservation on a State level and was modeled
closely after the NRHP. The criteria are nearly identical to those of the NRHP but focus
on resources of statewide, rather than national, significance. The CRHR automatically
includes any resource listed, or formally designated as eligible for listing, on the
NRHP. The State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) maintains the CRHR, which
may also include properties designated under local ordinance or identified through
local historical resources surveys that meet CRHR eligibility criteria.
A cultural resource is considered "historically significant" under CEQA if the resource
meets the criteria for listing on the CRHR. The CRHR was designed to be used by
State and local agencies, private groups, and citizens to identify existing historical
resources within the State and to indicate which of those resources should be
protected, to the extent prudent and feasible, from substantial adverse change. The
following criteria have been established for the CRHR (Public Resources Code [PRC]
§§5024.1, Title 14 California Code of Regulations [CCR], Section 4852).
A resource is considered significant if it:
(1) Is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the
broad patterns of California's history and cultural heritage, or
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(2) Is associated with the lives of persons important in our past, or
(3) Embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, or method of
construction, or represents the work of an important creative individual, or
possesses high artistic values, or
(4) Has yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or
history
Even if a property meets one of the criteria for eligibility, it must also retain sufficient
integrity to convey its significance within the historic context to be eligible for listing in
the CRHR or the NRHP. The National Park Service defines integrity as “the ability of
a property to convey its significance,” stating that integrity “must always be grounded
in an understanding of a property’s physical features and how they relate to its
significance” (National Park Service, 1997). Integrity comprises seven aspects:
location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, and association.
The CRHR criteria are similar to NRHP criteria, and they are tied to CEQA, as any
resource that meets one of the above criteria and has retained integrity is considered
an historical resource under CEQA.

5.2.2

California Environmental Quality Act

This screening assessment is to determine whether the project is eligible for an
exemption under CEQA, therefore CEQA is applicable. The State CEQA Guidelines
(CEQA Guidelines) include procedures for identifying, analyzing, and disclosing
potential adverse impacts to historical resources. The CEQA Guidelines define a
“historical resource” as a resource that meets any of the following criteria:
● A resource listed in, or determined to be eligible for listing in, the NRHP or the
CRHR
● A resource included in a local register of historical resources, as defined in
Section 5020.1(k) of the PRC, unless the preponderance of evidence
demonstrates that it is not historically or culturally significant
● A resource identified as significant (e.g., rated 1-5) in a historical resource
survey meeting the requirements of PRC Section 5024.1(g) (Department of
Parks and Recreation Form 523), unless the preponderance of evidence
demonstrates that it is not historically or culturally significant
● Any object, building, structure, site, area, place, record, or manuscript which a
lead agency determines to be historically significant or significant in the
architectural, engineering, scientific, economic, agricultural, educational,
social, political, military, or cultural annals of California, provided the
determination is supported by substantial evidence considering the whole
record. Generally, a resource is considered “historically significant” if it meets
the criteria for listing on the CRHR
● A resource that is determined by a local agency to be historically or culturally
significant even though it does not meet the other four criteria listed here
(CEQA Guidelines, Section 15064.5; PRC §s 5097.94 and 5097.98)
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An archaeological resource is defined in Section 15064.5(c) of the CEQA Guidelines
as:
(1) a site, area, or place determined to be historically significant, as defined in
Section 15064(a) of the CEQA Guidelines, or as
(2) a unique archaeological resource defined in Section 21083.2 of the PRC as an
artifact, object, or site that
(a) contains information needed to answer important scientific research
questions of public interest, or
(b) that has a special and particular quality such as being the oldest or best
example of its type, or
(c) that is directly associated with a scientifically recognized important
prehistoric or historic event or person

5.2.3

California Public Resources Code

5.2.3.1

California Health and Safety Code 7050.5 and California Public
Resources Code 5097

California Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5, and PRC Sections 5097.94 and
5097.98 outline procedures to be followed in the event human remains are discovered
during the course of California projects. If human remains are encountered, all work
must stop at that location and the County Coroner must be immediately notified and
advised of the finding. The County Coroner would investigate “the manner and cause
of any death” and make recommendations concerning treatment of the human
remains. The County Coroner must make their determination within 2 working days of
being notified. If the human remains are determined to be Native American, the
County Coroner shall contact the California Native American Heritage Commission
(NAHC). The Commission would in turn “...immediately notify those persons it believes
to be most likely descended from the deceased Native American.” The descendants
would then inspect the site and make recommendations for the disposition of the
discovered human remains. This recommendation from the most likely descendants
may include the scientific analysis of the remains and associated items.
5.2.3.2

California Public Resources Code 5024.5

PRC 5024.5 states: “(a) No state agency shall alter the original or significant historical
features or fabric, or transfer, relocate, or demolish historical resources on the
[agency’s] master list...” This law also obligates State agencies to adopt prudent and
feasible measures that will eliminate or mitigate any potential adverse effects a
proposed project may have upon a listed historical resource.
5.2.3.3

California Public Resources Code 5097.5 and 5097.7

PRC Section 5097.5, as amended, and PRC Section 5097.7 strengthen existing State
law regarding criminal penalties and restitution for crimes of archaeological site
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vandalism, theft of archaeological materials or artifacts in curation facilities, and
damages to historic buildings and other cultural properties on State and local
government lands.
The State PRC (Chapter 1.7), Sections 5097 and 30244, includes additional Statelevel requirements for the assessment and management of paleontological resources.
These statutes require reasonable mitigation of adverse impacts to paleontological
resources resulting from development on State lands, and define the excavation,
destruction, or removal of paleontological “sites” or “features” from public lands without
the express permission of the jurisdictional agency as a misdemeanor. As used in
Section 5097, “state lands” refers to lands owned by, or under the jurisdiction of, the
State or any State agency. “Public lands” is defined as lands owned by, or under the
jurisdiction of, the State, or any city, county, district, authority, or public corporation, or
any agency thereof.
5.2.3.4

California State Assembly Bill (AB) 52

AB 52 of 2014 amended PRC Section 5097.94 and added PRC Sections 21073,
21074, 21080.3.1, 21080.3.2, 21082.3, 21083.09, 21084.2, and 21084.3. AB 52
established that “tribal cultural resource” (TCRs) must be considered under CEQA and
also provided for additional Native American consultation requirements for the lead
agency.
Section 21074 describes a TCR as a site, feature, place, cultural landscape, sacred
place, or object that is considered of cultural value to a California Native American
Tribe and that is either:
● On or determined to be eligible for the California Register of Historical
Resources or a local historic register
● A resource determined by the lead agency, in its discretion and supported by
substantial evidence, to be significant pursuant to criteria set forth in
subdivision (c) of Section 5024.1
AB 52 formalizes the lead agency–tribal consultation process, requiring the lead
agency to initiate consultation with California Native American groups that are
traditionally and culturally affiliated with the project site, including tribes that may not
be federally recognized. Lead agencies are required to begin consultation prior to the
release of a negative declaration, mitigated negative declaration, or environmental
impact report.
Section 1 (a)(9) of AB 52 establishes that “a substantial adverse change to a tribal
cultural resource has a significant effect on the environment.” Effects on TCRs should
be considered under CEQA. Section 6 of AB 52 adds Section 21080.3.2 to the PRC,
which states that parties may propose mitigation measures “capable of avoiding or
substantially lessening potential significant impacts to a tribal cultural resource or
alternatives that would avoid significant impacts to a tribal cultural resource.” Further,
if a California Native American tribe requests consultation regarding project
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alternatives, mitigation measures, or significant effects to tribal cultural resources, the
consultation shall include those topics (PRC Section 21080.3.2[a]). The environmental
document and the mitigation monitoring and reporting program (where applicable)
shall include any mitigation measures that are adopted (PRC Section 21082.3[a]).

5.3
5.3.1

Local
City of Los Angeles General Plan

Conservation Element
The City of Los Angeles General Plan Conservation Element includes goals,
objectives, and policies related to cultural resources, including archaeological and
historical conservation and preservation.
The City in Section 3 of the Conservation Element (City of Los Angeles, 2001) requires
that measures be taken to protect the City's historical, archaeological and
paleontological resources for historical, cultural, research, and/or educational
purposes. One policy and one program support this requirement. This policy requires
that the City continue to identify and protect significant archaeological and
paleontological sites and resources known to exist or that are identified during land
development, demolition, or property modification activities.

5.3.2

City of Los Angeles Citywide General Plan Framework
Element EIR

In 1995, the City of Los Angeles prepared an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) that
presented and analyzed the potential environmental impacts associated with
implementation of the Framework Element of the Los Angeles Citywide General Plan,
at a programmatic level (City of Los Angeles, 1995). Existing cultural resources were
mapped and presented in the draft document.

5.3.3

City of Los Angeles Municipal Code

City of Los Angeles Historic-Monument Ordinance
On the local level, a historical or cultural monument is eligible for listing as a Los
Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument (HCM) under Section 22.171 of Article 1, Division
22 of the City of Los Angeles Administrative Code (the City of Los Angeles Cultural
Heritage Ordinance, as amended by Ordinance No, 185472) if the resource meets
three criteria:
(1) Is identified with important events of national, state, or local history, or
exemplifies significant contributions to the broad cultural, economic or social
history of the nation, state, city or community;
(2) Is associated with the lives of historic personages important to national, state,
city, or local history or
(3) Embodies the distinctive characteristics of a style, type, period, or method of
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construction; or represents a notable work of a master designer, builder, or
architect whose individual genius influenced his or her age.
A five-member Cultural Heritage Commission oversees the designation and protection
of HCMs, with the Office of Historic Resources (OHR) providing staff support to the
Commission (OHR, Department of City Planning, 2018). The City further maintains a
list of all sites, buildings, and structures that have been designated through the
Historic-Cultural Monuments (HCMs), which since enactment of the ordinance, now
number more than 1,000. An HCM is presumed to be a significant historical resource
under CEQA,that could lead to the preparation of an EIR before demolition can occur.
The City’s Cultural Heritage Master Plan is applicable to this project: “It is the policy
of the City of Los Angeles to protect and utilize its cultural, architectural, and historic
resources” (Cultural Heritage Master Plan - Final Draft March 2000)..

6.0

EXISTING CONDITIONS

6.1

Methods of Analysis

The cultural resources assessment consisted of a desktop study to identify known
resources that could be affected by the project. The assessment included a review of
the State Office of Historic Preservation's Built Environment Resources Directory
(BERD) for Los Angeles County, the Archaeological Determinations of Eligibility List
for Los Angeles, along with the City’s HCM List, Los Angeles Office of Historic
Resources Historic Preservation Overlay Zones (HPOZ), listing of properties in Los
Angeles that are listed in the NRHP and CRHR, California Historical Landmarks (CHL)
list, and list of National Historic Landmarks (NHL) within the City utilizing SurveyLA.
Because the STAP elements would be constructed or installed within the public ROW
of existing paved streets and sidewalks and no native ground is visible, a field visit
was not conducted.
To identify potential tribal cultural resources that could be impacted by the project, a
search of the Sacred Lands File (SLF) was requested from the NAHC on June 17,
2021. NAHC indicated that the record search was positive and to contact the tribes
for more information.
Notification letters were sent to tribes and Native American organizations who
requested to be notified of City projects under AB 52 and Section 21080.31 of CEQA.
While the Tribal Consultation List for Los Angeles County that was obtained from
NAHC included several other tribes, the City sent out AB 52 invitations to consult only
to those traditionally, culturally affiliated tribes located within and/or near the city of
Los Angeles. In compliance with the mandates of AB 52, the City sent letters to
fourteen tribal representatives on June 10, 2021, informing them about the STAP and
providing an opportunity to consult about the project. Two tribes have requested
consultation (Fernandeño/Tataviam Band of Mission Indians and Gabrieleño Band of
Mission Indians – Kizh Nation). The City made a good faith attempt to contact tribal
representatives from each tribe but the representatives did not respond to multiple
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invitations to schedule a consultation. On October 8, 2021, letters concluding
consultation were sent to representatives of each of the two tribes.

6.2 Results of Analysis
Archival research focused on the identification of previously recorded resources within
the citywide area. Analysis of the BERD, Archaeological Determinations of Eligibility
List, HCM, HPOZ, NRHP, CRHP, CHL, and NHL identified 1,289 resources within the
project area (Attachment C: Table C-1). These include 60 built environment districts,
1,220 built environment resources, and 9 archaeological sites (Attachment B: Table
2). The nine archaeological sites include one prehistoric trail, three historic-age (i.e.,
50 years or older) sites, and five historic-age cemeteries or burial locations. Of the
1,289 resources, 1,074 are listed on the HCM, 29 on the HPOZ, 376 on the NRHP,
162 on the CRHR, 27 are listed CHL and 13 on the NHL (Attachment C: Table C-2).
Several resources are included on more than one list (Attachment C: Table C-3).

7.0

IMPACT ANALYSIS

7.1

Thresholds

According to Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, a project would normally have a
significant effect on the environment if the project would:
● Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource
as defined in CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5
● Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological
resource pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5
● Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique
geologic feature or contain rock formations indicating potential paleontological
resources
● Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of dedicated
cemeteries
● Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural
resource as defined in PRC 21074
CEQA provides that a project may cause a significant environmental effect where the
project could result in a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical
resource (PRC, Section 21084.1). CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5 defines a
“substantial adverse change” in the significance of a historical resource to mean
physical demolition, destruction, relocation, or alteration of the resource or its
immediate surroundings such that the significance of a historical resource would be
“materially impaired” (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15064.5[b][1]).
CEQA Guidelines, Section 15064.5(b)(2), defines “materially impaired” for purposes
of the definition of “substantial adverse change.” The significance of a historical
resource is materially impaired when a project:
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● Demolishes or materially alters in an adverse manner those physical
characteristics of an historical resource that convey its historical significance
and that justify its inclusion in, or eligibility for, inclusion in the California
Register; or
● Demolishes or materially alters in an adverse manner those physical
characteristics that account for its inclusion in a local register of historical
resources pursuant to Section 5020.1(k) of the PRC or its identification in an
historical resources survey meeting the requirements of Section 5024.1(g) of
the PRC, unless the public agency reviewing the effects of the project
establishes by a preponderance of evidence that the resource is not historically
or culturally significant; or
● Demolishes or materially alters in an adverse manner those physical
characteristics of a historical resource that convey its historical significance and
that justify its eligibility for inclusion in the California Register as determined by
a lead agency for purposes of CEQA.
In accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(b)(3), generally a project that
follows the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic
Properties with Guidelines for Preserving, Rehabilitating, Restoring, and
Reconstructing Historic Buildings or Standards for Rehabilitation and Guidelines for
Rehabilitating Historic Buildings is considered to have mitigated impacts to historic
resources to less than significant.
Historic resources are usually 50 years old or older and must meet at least one of the
criteria for listing in the CRHR (such as association with historical events, important
people, or architectural significance), in addition to maintaining a sufficient level of
physical integrity (CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5[a][3]).

7.2

Impacts to Cultural Resources

a) Would the proposed project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance
of a historic resource pursuant to § 15064.5?
Reference: L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide, 2006 (Section D.3); City of Los Angeles
General Plan Conservation Element, CEQA Guidelines; BERD, Archaeological
Determinations of Eligibility List, HCM List, HPOZ, NRHP, CRHR, CHL, and NHL
Comment: A significant impact would result if the project caused a substantial
adverse change to the significance of a historical resource, as defined in CEQA
Guidelines Section 15064.5.
Less than Significant impact. A total of 1,289 cultural resources within the City have
been previously recorded and determined eligible for either local, California, and/or
National resource registers. Of these, 1,280 are built environment resources or
districts and 9 are archaeological sites. (see Attachment C).
Based on the criteria established in the L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide, a significant
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impact could occur if the project would disturb historic resources that presently exist
within a project site. CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(b) defines a “substantial
adverse change” to a historical resource as: “physical demolition, destruction,
relocation or alteration of the resource or its immediate surroundings such that the
significance of an historical resource would be materially impaired." The significance
of an historical resource is materially impaired when a project demolishes or materially
alters in an adverse manner those physical characteristics of an historical resource
that convey its historical significance and that justify its inclusion in, or eligibility for
inclusion in, the California Register of Historic Resources (CRHR) or in registers
meeting the definitions in Public Resources Code 5020.1(k) or 5024.1(g).
While demolition and destruction of historical resources are fairly well understood to
constitute significant impacts based on the above CEQA Guidelines definition, it is
less certain when alterations to an historical resource rise to a level that would
constitute a significant impact. The CEQA Guidelines, however, provide further
clarification that a project that demolishes or alters those physical characteristics of a
historical resource that convey its historical significance (i.e., its character-defining
features) would be considered to materially impair that resource's significance, and
thus, the project would create a substantial adverse change to that resource.
As such, the two main types of historical resources subject to impacts from projects
are historical archaeological deposits, and historic architectural resources, or what is
commonly referred to as built-environment historic resources. With respect to the first
type, the project sites are generally located within areas that have been subject to
grading and development in the past. Thus, surficial archaeological sites containing
historic-era deposits that may have existed at one time are likely to have been
previously disturbed and no longer possess site integrity. However, there remains the
possibility that construction (including excavating for utility extension, for example) at
some project sites could potentially encounter previously unknown, buried historical
resources. With implementation of project design features (PDF-CUL-2 through PDFCUL-4) during ground disturbance activities, as identified in 7.2(b) below, this impact
would be ensured to be less than significant.
With respect to built environment historical resources, the construction and operation
of the project would not be expected to materially impair or substantively alter any of
the physical character-defining features of any adjacent historical resources
considered to be significant to such an extent that the resources would no longer be
able to convey their significance and therefore, no longer qualify under the criteria for
which they were included in or determined eligible for inclusion in the CRHR, or as
part of a historic landmark district or HPOZ.
The activities associated with installing transit shelters/shade structures and sidewalk
amenities under STAP and future advertising displays are not of the type or nature
that could change the significance of the historical resource. No work associated with
STAP and future advertising displays would alter any character-defining features of
the historic landmark buildings, historic districts, or preservation zones that the City or
State has recognized. Nor would the project diminish the integrity of design of any of
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these historic resources.
Although in select cases a portion of the overall setting may be altered, the changes
would represent but a minor modification for a larger historic landscape setting that
has continued to evolve over time with the introduction of street alterations, utility
installation and upgrades, introduction of contemporary hardscape, sidewalks, and
other such features, as no urban setting is completely frozen in time. Temporarily
disturbed areas would be returned to pre-project conditions once construction is
completed. These physical changes to the setting to install transit shelters/shade
structures under STAP and future advertising displays would not dramatically change
the existing character or alter the function of any historical resource, historic district or
historic preservation overlay zone. The project would not have a substantial adverse
change because it would not diminish the integrity of any resource's significant historic
attributes nor alter the character-defining features that qualify it for inclusion in the
CRHR. No indirect impacts to any of the built environment historical resources from
noise, dust, or vibration are expected. In addition, the STAP and future advertising
displays do not have a federal nexus (not proposed on federal land or using federal
funds); thus, the provisions of Section 106 of the NHPA do not apply. Therefore,
impacts would be less than significant. No mitigation measures are necessary.
While the project is not anticipated to cause a substantial adverse impact for the
reasons stated, the implementation of PDF-CUL-1 provides an additional assurance
that impacts to historical resources would be less than significant.
Project Design Feature
PDF-CUL-1: Where proposed construction of transit shelters/shade structures under
STAP and future advertising displays would cause a substantial
adverse change to the significance of a historical resource, the
Secretary of Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic
Properties with Guidelines for Preserving, Rehabilitating, Restoring,
and Reconstructing Historic Buildings or the Secretary of the Interior's
Standards for Rehabilitation and Guidelines for Rehabilitating Historic
Buildings, shall be followed.
b) Would the proposed project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance
of an archaeological resource pursuant to § 15064.5?
Reference: L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide (2006), (Section D.2); City of Los Angeles
General Plan Conservation Element; CEQA Guidelines; BERD, Archaeological
Determinations of Eligibility List, HCM List, HPOZ, NRHP, CRHP, CHL, and NHL
Comment: A significant impact would occur if the proposed project caused a
substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological resource, which
falls under the CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5 (c).
Less than significant impact. A total of nine archaeological resources within the
citywide area have been previously recorded and determined eligible for either local,
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California, and/or National resource registers. These include one prehistoric trail, three
historic-age sites, and five historic-age cemeteries or burial locations (see Attachment
C).
The transit shelters under STAP and future advertising displays would be located
within urbanized areas and areas that have been subject to extensive disturbances
from development activities and the construction and improvement of the existing
roads and sidewalks. The proposed depths of excavation are 3 feet bgs for utility
relocation and the construction of new shelters and advertising display installation,
and 0.5 feet bgs for shelter dismantle and removal. As a result of previous
development activities, surficial archaeological resources that may have existed have
likely been displaced or destroyed. There is, however, the possibility that grounddisturbing activities could encounter previously undiscovered subsurface prehistoric
or archaeological resources. The following project design features are incorporated
into the project and will be implemented during ground disturbance activities to ensure
impacts are less than significant.
Project Design Features
PDF-CUL-2: A Qualified Archeologist, meeting the Secretary of the Interior’s
Professional Qualification Standards for Archaeology, shall be retained
for the project and will remain on call during all ground-disturbing
activities. The Qualified Archaeologist shall ensure that a Worker
Environmental Awareness Protection (WEAP) training, presented by a
Qualified Archaeologist and Native American representative, is provided
to all construction and managerial personnel involved with the project.
The WEAP training shall provide an overview of cultural (prehistoric and
historic) and tribal cultural resources and outline regulatory
requirements for the protection of cultural resources. The WEAP shall
also cover the proper procedures to be followed in the event of an
unanticipated cultural resource find during construction. The WEAP
training can be in the form of a video or PowerPoint presentation or
printed literature (handouts) that can be given to new workers and
contractors to avoid the necessity of continuous training over the course
of the project.
PDF-CUL-3: If an inadvertent discovery of archaeological materials is made during
project-related construction activities, ground disturbances in the area
of the find shall be halted within 50 feet of the find and the Qualified
Archaeologist shall be notified of the discovery, who shall notify LABOE.
If prehistoric or potential tribal cultural resources are identified, the
consulting Native American Tribes shall be notified. The resource shall
be fully documented by the Qualified Archaeologist or designee and a
Department of Parks and Recreation (DPR) 523 record shall be
prepared.
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The Qualified Archaeologist, in consultation with consulting Native
American Tribes and LABOE, shall determine whether the resource is
potentially significant as per CEQA (i.e., whether it is an historical
resource, a unique archaeological resource, or tribal cultural resources).
If avoidance is not feasible, the Qualified Archaeologist, in consultation
with the City, shall prepare and implement a detailed treatment plan.
Treatment of unique archaeological resources shall follow the applicable
requirements of PRC Section 21083.2. Treatment for most resources
will consist of, but will not be limited to, in-field documentation, archival
research, subsurface testing, excavation, and preparation of a final
report and DPR 523 record. The treatment plan shall include provisions
for analysis of data in a regional context, reporting of results within a
timely manner, curation of artifacts and data at an approved facility, and
dissemination of the final report and DPR 523 record(s) to LABOE and
the South Central Coastal Information Center.
PDF-CUL-4: Should excavation activities extend past 3 feet bgs, an archaeological
monitor shall be present for all ground-disturbing activities in native soil
within the construction area. All archaeological monitors, working under
supervision of the Qualified Archaeologist, shall have construction
monitoring experience and be familiar with the types of historical and
prehistoric resources that can be encountered. Ground-disturbing
activities include, but are not limited to, excavation, trenching, grading,
and drilling. A sufficient number of archaeological monitors shall be
present each workday to ensure that simultaneously occurring grounddisturbing activities receive thorough levels of monitoring coverage. The
Qualified Archaeologist shall have the ability to recommend, with written
and photographic justification, the reduction or termination of monitoring
efforts to LABOE, and should LABOE and the consulting Native
American Tribes concur with this assessment, then monitoring shall be
reduced or ceased.
If an inadvertent discovery of archaeological materials is made during
project-related construction activities, the archaeological monitor shall
have the authority to halt ground-disturbing activities within 50 feet of the
resource(s) and an ESA physical demarcation shall be constructed. The
procedures for inadvertent discoveries described in PDF-CUL-1 shall be
followed.
As a result, impacts on archaeological resources would be less than significant.
c) Would the proposed project disturb any human remains, including those interred
outside of dedicated cemeteries?
Reference: L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide (2006) Section D.2; CEQA Guidelines;
BERD, Archaeological Determinations of Eligibility List, HCM List, HPOZ, NRHP,
CRHP, CHL, and NHL.
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Comment: A significant impact would occur if grading or excavation activities
associated with the proposed project disturbed interred human remains.
Less than significant impact. A total of five cemeteries or burial locations have been
previously recorded and determined eligible for either local, California, and/or National
resource registers (see Attachment C). The proposed depths of excavation would be
in the range of 3 feet bgs for utility relocation and the construction of new shelters and
advertising display installation, shelter dismantling and removal and would be limited
to existing roadways and sidewalks. As a result, it is anticipated that native soil (i.e.,
undisturbed, non-fill sediments) would not be reached and no human remains would
be impacted. There is, however, the possibility that ground-disturbing activities that
extend below a depth of 3 feet bgs could encounter human remains. The following
project design feature is incorporated into the project and will be implemented during
ground disturbance activities to ensure impacts would be less than significant. Impacts
accordingly would be less than significant.
Project Design Feature
PDF-CUL-5: In the event of the inadvertent discovery of human remains, the
contractor shall immediately notify the County Coroner and LABOE. If
the County Coroner determines the remains are Native American in
origin, the Coroner shall contact the NAHC in accordance with Health
and Safety Code Section 7050.5 subdivision c, and PRC Section
5097.98 (as amended by AB 2641). The NAHC shall designate the MLD
for the remains per PRC 5097.98. Under PRC 5097.98, the landowner
shall ensure that the immediate vicinity, according to generally accepted
cultural or archaeological standards or practices, where the Native
American human remains are located, is not damaged or disturbed by
further development activity until the landowner has discussed and
conferred with the MLD regarding their recommendations, if applicable.
If the remains are determined to be neither of forensic value to the
Coroner, nor of Native American origin, provisions of the California
Health and Safety Code Section 7100 37 et seq. directing identification
of the next-of-kin will apply.

7.3

Impacts to Tribal Cultural Resources

a) Would the proposed project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance
of a tribal cultural resource, listed or eligible for listing in the California Register of
Historical Resources, or in a local register of historical resources as defined in
Public Resources Code section 5020.1(k)?
Reference: California State Assembly Bill 52; CEQA Guidelines; NAHC SLF Search
Comment: A significant impact would occur if the proposed project caused a
substantial adverse change in the significance of a Tribal Cultural Resource that is
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listed or is eligible for listing in the CRHR or in a local register of historical resources
as defined in PRC section 5020.1(k).
Less than significant impact. Tribal cultural resources are identified through the
review of the NAHC's SLF and through tribal consultation under the auspices of AB
52. While there are no tribal cultural resources currently listed on the CRHR, the City’s
HCM List includes a Gabrieleño Indian site in the vicinity of Griffith Park (HCM #112)
and the Gabrieleño village of Sa’angna near the Ballona wetlands (HCM #490) (see
Attachment C). STAP program elements and future advertising displays are proposed
at sidewalk areas and not at these HCMs.
There is the possibility that ground-disturbing activities that extend below a depth of 3
feet could impact previously undiscovered buried tribal cultural resources. The
following project design feature is incorporated into the project and will be
implemented during ground disturbance activities to ensure impacts would be less
than significant. Impacts would therefore be less than significant.
Project Design Features
PDF-TCR-1: Native American monitors from the consulting Native American Tribes
who wish to participate shall be retained to monitor earth-moving
activities that extend beyond 3 feet bgs in native soil. Should more than
one Tribe wish to participate, Native American monitoring shall be
conducted on a rotational basis among the participating Tribes;
attendance is ultimately at the discretion of the Tribe(s) and as approved
by LABOE.
The Native American monitors shall be present for all ground-disturbing
activities that extend beyond 3 feet bgs in native soil. Ground disturbing
activities include, but are not limited to, excavation, trenching, grading,
and drilling. A sufficient number of Native American monitors shall be
present each workday to ensure that simultaneously-occurring ground
disturbing activities receive thorough levels of monitoring coverage.
If an inadvertent discovery of tribal cultural resources is made during
project-related construction activities, the Native American monitors
shall have the authority to halt ground disturbing activities within 50 feet
of the resource(s) and an Environmentally Sensitive Area physical
demarcation shall be constructed. The Qualified Archaeologist and
LABOE shall be notified regarding the discovery. LABOE shall consult
with the consulting Native American Tribes regarding the significance
and possible avoidance or treatment of the resource.
b) Would the proposed project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance
of a tribal cultural resource determined by the lead agency, in its discretion and
supported by substantial evidence, to be significant pursuant to criteria set forth in
subdivision (c) of Public Resources Code Section 5024.1. In applying the criteria
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set forth in subdivision (c) of Public Resources Code Section 5024.1, the lead
agency shall consider the significance of the resource to a California Native
American tribe?
Reference: California State Assembly Bill 52; CEQA Guidelines; NAHC SLF Search
Comment: A significant impact would occur if the proposed project caused a
substantial adverse change in the significance of a Tribal Cultural Resource that is a
resource determined by the lead agency, in its discretion and supported by substantial
evidence, to be significant pursuant to criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of PRC
Section 5024.1.
Less than significant impact. Tribal cultural resources are identified through the
review of the NAHC's SLF and through tribal consultation under the auspices of AB
52. In compliance with the mandates of AB 52 and Section 21080.31 of CEQA,
notification letters were sent by the City to tribes and Native American organizations
whose names were on file with the City, informing them about the STAP and providing
an opportunity to consult about the project. Two tribes have responded and requested
consultation and the City has made a good faith attempt to contact the tribal
representatives from each tribe but the representatives did not respond to multiple
invitations to schedule a consultation. On October 8, 2021, letters concluding
consultation were sent to representatives of each of the two tribes.
There is the possibility that ground-disturbing activities that extend below a depth of 3
feet could impact previously undiscovered buried tribal cultural resources.
Disturbance of undocumented resources would be ensured to be less than significant
with implementation of PDF-TCR-1 above. Impacts would be less than significant.

8.0

RECOMMENDED MEASURES

Based on the analysis above, the following Project Design Features (PDF) are
incorporated into the project and will be implemented during ground disturbance
activities:
PDF-CUL-1: Where proposed construction of transit shelters under STAP and future
advertising displays would cause a substantial adverse change to the
significance of a historical resource, the Secretary of Interior’s
Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties with Guidelines for
Preserving, Rehabilitating, Restoring, and Reconstructing Historic
Buildings or the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation
and Guidelines for Rehabilitating Historic Buildings, shall be followed.
PDF-CUL-2: A Qualified Archeologist, meeting the Secretary of the Interior’s
Professional Qualification Standards for Archaeology, shall be retained
for the project and will remain on call during all ground-disturbing
activities. The Qualified Archaeologist shall ensure that a Worker
Environmental Awareness Protection (WEAP) training, presented by a
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Qualified Archaeologist and Native American representative, is provided
to all construction and managerial personnel involved with the project.
The WEAP training shall provide an overview of cultural (prehistoric and
historic) and tribal cultural resources and outline regulatory
requirements for the protection of cultural resources. The WEAP shall
also cover the proper procedures to be followed in the event of an
unanticipated cultural resource find during construction. The WEAP
training can be in the form of a video or PowerPoint presentation or
printed literature (handouts) that can be given to new workers and
contractors to avoid the necessity of continuous training over the course
of the project.
PDF-CUL-3: If an inadvertent discovery of archaeological materials is made during
project-related construction activities, ground disturbances in the area
of the find shall be halted within 50 feet of the find and the Qualified
Archaeologist shall be notified regarding the discovery, who shall notify
LABOE. If prehistoric or potential tribal cultural resources are identified,
the consulting Native American Tribes shall be notified. The resource
shall be fully documented by the Qualified Archaeologist or designee
and a Department of Parks and Recreation (DPR) 523 record shall be
prepared
The Qualified Archaeologist, in consultation with consulting Native
American Tribes and LABOE, shall determine whether the resource is
potentially significant as per CEQA (i.e., whether it is an historical
resource, a unique archaeological resource, or tribal cultural resources).
If avoidance is not feasible, a Qualified Archaeologist, in consultation
with the City, shall prepare and implement a detailed treatment plan.
Treatment of unique archaeological resources shall follow the applicable
requirements of PRC Section 21083.2. Treatment for most resources
would consist of, but would not be limited to, in-field documentation,
archival research, subsurface testing, excavation, and preparation of a
final report and DPR 523 record. The treatment plan shall include
provisions for analysis of data in a regional context, reporting of results
within a timely manner, curation of artifacts and data at an approved
facility, and dissemination of the final report and DPR 523 record(s) to
the LABOE and South Central Coastal Information Center.
PDF-CUL-4: Should excavation activities extend past 3 feet bgs, an archaeological
monitor shall be present for all ground-disturbing activities in native soil
within the project area. All archaeological monitors, working under the
supervision of the Qualified Archaeologist, shall have construction
monitoring experience and be familiar with the types of historical and
prehistoric resources that could be encountered. Ground disturbing
activities include, but are not limited to, excavation, trenching, grading,
and drilling. A sufficient number of archaeological monitors shall be
present each workday to ensure that simultaneously-occurring ground
Sidewalk and Transit Amenities Program

31

October 2021

Cultural Resources Impact Analysis Technical Memorandum
disturbing activities receive thorough levels of monitoring coverage. The
Qualified Archaeologist shall have the ability to recommend, with written
and photographic justification, the reduction or termination of monitoring
efforts to LABOE, and should LABOE and the consulting Native
American Tribes concur with this assessment, then monitoring shall be
reduced or ceased.
If an inadvertent discovery of archaeological materials is made during
project-related construction activities, the archaeological monitor shall
have the authority to halt ground disturbing activities within 50 feet of the
resource(s) and an Environmentally Sensitive Area physical
demarcation shall be constructed. The procedures for inadvertent
discoveries described in PDF-CUL-1 shall be followed.
PDF-CUL-5: In the event of the inadvertent discovery of human remains, the
contractor shall immediately notify the County Coroner and LABOE. If
the County Coroner determines the remains are Native American in
origin, the Coroner shall contact the Native American Heritage
Commission in accordance with Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5
subdivision c, and Public Resources Code Section 5097.98 (as
amended by Assembly Bill 2641). The Native American Heritage
Commission shall designate a MLD for the remains per Public
Resources Code 5097.98. Per Public Resources Code 5097.98, the
landowner shall ensure that the immediate vicinity, according to
generally accepted cultural or archaeological standards or practices,
where the Native American human remains are located, is not damaged
or disturbed by further development activity until the landowner has
discussed and conferred with the most likely descendent regarding their
recommendations, if applicable. If the remains are determined to be
neither of forensic value to the Coroner, nor of Native American origin,
provisions of the California Health and Safety Code (7100 37 et. seq.)
directing identification of the next-of-kin will apply.
PDF-TCR-1: Native American monitors from the consulting Native American Tribes
who wish to participate shall be retained to monitor earth-moving
activities that extend beyond 3 feet bgs in native soil. Should more than
one Tribe wish to participate, Native American monitoring shall be
conducted on a rotational basis among the participating Tribes;
attendance is ultimately at the discretion of the Tribe(s) and as approved
by LABOE.
The Native American monitors shall be present for all ground-disturbing
activities that extend beyond 3 feet bgs in native soil. Ground disturbing
activities include, but are not limited to, excavation, trenching, grading,
and drilling. A sufficient number of Native American monitors shall be
present each workday to ensure that simultaneously-occurring ground
disturbing activities receive thorough levels of monitoring coverage.
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If an inadvertent discovery of tribal cultural resources is made during
project-related construction activities, the Native American monitors
shall have the authority to halt ground disturbing activities within 50 feet
of the resource(s) and an Environmentally Sensitive Area physical
demarcation shall be constructed. The Qualified Archaeologist and
LABOE shall be notified regarding the discovery. LABOE shall consult
with the consulting Native American Tribes regarding the significance
and possible avoidance or treatment of the resource.
Impacts on Cultural Resources and Tribal Cultural Resources would be less than
significant.
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Attachment A: Project Figures
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Figure A-1. Project Vicinity Map.
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Figure A-2. Project Location Map.
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Attachment B: Native American Correspondence
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Attachment B-1: Correspondence with Native American Heritage Commission
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Attachment B-2: List of Native American Tribes Contacted by the City in
Accordance with AB 52
Fernandeño/Tataviam Band of Mission Indians
Gabrieleno Band of Mission Indians – Kizh Nation
Gabrielino Tongva Indians of California Tribal Council
Gabrielino/Tongva Nation (2 representatives)
Gabrielino-Tongva Tribe (3 representatives)
Gabrielino/Tongva San Gabriel Band of Mission Indians
San Fernando Band of Mission Indians
Soboba Band of Luiseño Indians
Ti’At Society/Inter Tribal Council of Pimu
LA City/County Native American Indian Commission
California Native American Heritage Commission
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Attachment B-3: Sample Letter Sent to Native American Tribes
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Attachment B-4: Responses from Consulting Tribes
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Attachment C: Archival Research Results
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Table C-1. Previously Recorded Resource Types
RESOURCE TYPE

TOTAL

Historic District

60

Built Environment

1220

Archaeological Site

9

Grand Total

1289

Table C-2. Previously Recorded Resource Types Determined Eligible for Local,
California, and/or National Resource Registers
RESOURCE
TYPE
Historic District
Historic
Resource
Archaeological
Site

HCM

1071

HPOZ

NRHP

CRHR

28

32

22

1

343

139

24

1

1

3

6

CHL

NHL
1
12

Grand Total
1074
29
376
162
27
13
NOTE: Some resources are listed on multiple registers and, therefore, are included in more than one
column in this table.
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Table C-3. Previously Recorded Resources Determined Eligible for Local, California, and/or National Resource Registers
RESOURCE TYPE

PRIMARY ADDRESS/LOCATION
DESCRIPTION

EVALUATION STATUS

27th Street Historic District

Historic District

900-1030, 901-933,1001-1027 East
27th Street; 2619 Paloma Avenue;
1001-1013, 1006-1036 East 28th
Street; 1001 East 29th Street.

California Register Of Historical Resources
National Register Of Historic Places

52nd Place Historic District

Historic District

639-773 E 52nd Place; 648-780 E
52nd Place

California Register Of Historical Resources
National Register Of Historic Places

Adams - Normandie

Historic District

Alvarado Terrace Historic District

Historic District

Angelino Heights

Historic District

Arroyo Seco Parkway Historic District

Historic District

Balboa Highlands

Historic District

PRIMARY NAME

Baldwin Hills Village | The Village
Green

OTHER NAMES

Baldwin Hills Village Official Historic Name |
The Village Green

Los Angeles Historic Preservation Overlay Zone
Alvarado Terrace, Bonnie Brae Street,
And 14th Street

California Register Of Historical Resources
National Register Of Historic Places
Los Angeles Historic Preservation Overlay Zone

Ca 110 From 4 - Level Interchange In
Los Angeles To East Glenarm Street In
Pasadena

California Register Of Historical Resources
National Register Of Historic Places
Los Angeles Historic Preservation Overlay Zone

Historic District

5300 Rodeo Rd

National Register Of Historic Places

Banning Park

Historic District

Los Angeles Historic Preservation Overlay Zone

Boulevard Heights Historic District

Historic District

658-899 South Bronson Avenue

California Register Of Historical Resources
National Register Of Historic Places

Broadway Theater And Commercial
District

Historic District

300-849 South Broadway

California Register Of Historical Resources
National Register Of Historic Places

Broadway Theatre And Commercial
District (Boundary Increase)

Historic District

242, 248-260, 249-259, 900-911,908910, 921-937, 930-947 South
Broadway

California Register Of Historical Resources
National Register Of Historic Places

Carthay Circle

Historic District

Los Angeles Historic Preservation Overlay Zone

Country Club Park

Historic District

Los Angeles Historic Preservation Overlay Zone

Glass Blocks - Broadway Theater And
Commercial Dis

Glass Blocks - Broadway Theater And
Commercial District

Historic District

S Broadway

National Register Of Historic Places

Granite Curbs - Broadway Theater &
Commercial District

Granite Curbs - Broadway Theater &
Commercial District

Historic District

S Broadway

National Register Of Historic Places

Gregory Ain Mar Vista Tract

Historic District

Los Angeles Historic Preservation Overlay Zone

Harvard Heights

Historic District

Los Angeles Historic Preservation Overlay Zone

Highland Park - Garvanza

Historic District

Los Angeles Historic Preservation Overlay Zone

Hollywood Boulevard Commercial And
Entertainment District

Historic District

Hollywood Grove

Historic District

Hollywood High School Historic District

Historic District

Jefferson Park

Historic District
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PRIMARY NAME

OTHER NAMES

PRIMARY ADDRESS/LOCATION
DESCRIPTION

RESOURCE TYPE

EVALUATION STATUS

La Fayette Square

Historic District

Los Angeles Historic Preservation Overlay Zone

Lincoln Heights

Historic District

Los Angeles Historic Preservation Overlay Zone

Little Tokyo Historic District

Historic District

Melrose Hill

Historic District

Menlo Avenue / 29th Street Historic
District

Historic District

Miracle Mile North

Historic District

North University Park Historic District

Historic District

Pico - Union

Historic District

Pisgah Home Historic District

Historic District

6026-6044 Echo Park Street And A-D
Hayes Street

California Register Of Historical Resources
National Register Of Historic Places

301-369 East 1st Street; 110-120 San
Pedro Street & 119 Central Avenue

California Register Of Historical Resources
National Register Of Historic Places
National Historic Landmarks
Los Angeles Historic Preservation Overlay Zone

2627 Menlo Ave

California Register Of Historical Resources
National Register Of Historic Places
Los Angeles Historic Preservation Overlay Zone

Roughly Bounded By Hoover St.,
Adams Blvd, 28th St. And Magnolia
Ave.

California Register Of Historical Resources
National Register Of Historic Places
Los Angeles Historic Preservation Overlay Zone

Public Utility Hardware - Broadway
Theater & Comme

Public Utility Hardware - Broadway Theater
& Commercial District

Historic District

S Broadway

National Register Of Historic Places

Romero Tile - Broadway Theater And
Commercial District

Romero Tile - Broadway Theater And
Commercial District

Historic District

S Broadway

National Register Of Historic Places

Saint James Park Historic District

Historic District

Roughly Bounded By 21st Street, 23rd
St, Mount Saint Mary's College, Adams
Boulevard And Union Ave

California Register Of Historical Resources
National Register Of Historic Places

Sidewalks - Broadway Theater &
Commercial District

Historic District

S Broadway

National Register Of Historic Places

South Bonnie Brae Tract Historic
District

Historic District

1026-1053 South Bonnie Brae Street
And 1830-1851 West 11th Street

California Register Of Historical Resources
National Register Of Historic Places

South Carthay

Historic District

South Serrano Avenue Historic District

Historic District

Spaulding Square

Historic District

Spring Street Financial District

Historic District

354-704 South Spring Street

California Register Of Historical Resources
National Register Of Historic Places

Spring Street Financial District
(Boundary Increase)

Historic District

401 South Main Street And 405-411
South Main Street

California Register Of Historical Resources
National Register Of Historic Places

Stonehurst

Historic District

Los Angeles Historic Preservation Overlay Zone
400 Block Of South Serrano Avenue

California Register Of Historical Resources
National Register Of Historic Places
Los Angeles Historic Preservation Overlay Zone

Los Angeles Historic Preservation Overlay Zone

Street Lights - Broadway Theater And
Commercial Di

Street Lights - Broadway Theater And
Commercial District

Historic District

S Broadway

National Register Of Historic Places

Street Trees - Broadway Theater &
Commercial District

Street Trees - Broadway Theater &
Commercial District

Historic District

S Broadway

National Register Of Historic Places

Terrazo Sidewalks - Broadway Theater
And Commercia

Terrazo Sidewalks - Broadway Theater And
Commercial District

Historic District

S Broadway

National Register Of Historic Places

Sidewalk and Transit Amenities Program
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RESOURCE TYPE

PRIMARY ADDRESS/LOCATION
DESCRIPTION

EVALUATION STATUS

Twentieth Street Historic District

Historic District

912-950 West 20th Street (Even
Numbers)

California Register Of Historical Resources
National Register Of Historic Places

University Park

Historic District

Van Buren Place Historic District

Historic District

PRIMARY NAME

Van Nuys

OTHER NAMES

Van Nuys Historic Preservation Overlay
Zone

Los Angeles Historic Preservation Overlay Zone
2620-2657 Van Buren Place

Historic District

California Register Of Historical Resources
National Register Of Historic Places
Los Angeles Historic Preservation Overlay Zone

Vents - Broadway Theater And
Commercial District

Historic District

Vinegar Hill

Historic District

Los Angeles Historic Preservation Overlay Zone

West Adams Terrace

Historic District

Los Angeles Historic Preservation Overlay Zone

Western Heights

Historic District

Los Angeles Historic Preservation Overlay Zone

Whitley Heights

Historic District

Los Angeles Historic Preservation Overlay Zone

Whitley Heights Historic District

Historic District

Wilshire Park

Historic District

Wilton Historic District (Ridgewood
Park)

Historic District

Windsor Square

Historic District

Los Angeles Historic Preservation Overlay Zone

Windsor Village

Historic District

Los Angeles Historic Preservation Overlay Zone

114 Deodar Tree

Historic Resource

130 N Catalina St

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 861

1300 Block Of Carroll Avenue

S Broadway

Roughly Bounded By Franklin Avenue,
Highland Avenue, Cahuenga Avenue,
And Fairfield Avenue

National Register Of Historic Places

California Register Of Historical Resources
National Register Of Historic Places
Los Angeles Historic Preservation Overlay Zone

South Wilton Place, South Wilton
Drive, And Ridgewood Place

White Oak Avenue

Historic Resource

California Register Of Historical Resources
National Register Of Historic Places

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Carroll Avenue Between Edgeware
Street And Douglas Street

Historic Resource

California Register Of Historical Resources
National Register Of Historic Places

1513 Forest Knoll Drive Residence

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 1040

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

19th Century Los Angeles Chinese
Cemetery Shrine

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 486

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

212 South Wilton Place Residence

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 925;
Wilton Historic District Contributor

Historic Resource

National Register Of Historic Places
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

2494 N. Gower Street Bungalow Court

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 1047

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

28th Street Y.M.C.A. Building

28th Street YMCA; 28th Street YMCA; La
Historic-Cultural Monument No. 851

Historic Resource

National Register Of Historic Places
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

3440 South Hope Street Building

3440 S. Hope Street Building; La HistoricCultural Monument No. 1058; National
Guard Building; The Downtown Shopping
News Factory; USC East Library Building

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

350 North Sycamore Apartments

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 1010;
North Sycamore Chateau

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

455 S Lorraine Blvd

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 863

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Sidewalk and Transit Amenities Program

55

October 2021

Cultural Resources Impact Analysis Technical Memorandum

RESOURCE TYPE

PRIMARY ADDRESS/LOCATION
DESCRIPTION

EVALUATION STATUS

76 Mature Olive Trees

Historic Resource

Lassen Street (Between Topanga
Canyon And Farralone)

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

800 South Robertson Boulevard Office
Building

Historic Resource

800 South Robertson Boulevard

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

PRIMARY NAME

OTHER NAMES

810 South Spring Street Building

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 871;
National City Tower

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

844 South Plymouth Apartments

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 970

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

9027 West Alden Drive Apartments

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 995

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

A. E. Kelly Residence

Historic Resource

1140-1156 West Adams Boulevard

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

A. H. Judson Estate - Site Of
(Demolished 1992)

Historic Resource

4911 Pasadena Avenue Terrace And
4909-4915 North Sycamore Terrace

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

A. J. Madison House

Historic Resource

148-150 South Avenue 56

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

A. W. Black Residence

Boulevard Heights Historic District
Contributor; La Historic-Cultural Monument
No. 803

Historic Resource

National Register Of Historic Places
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Abichandani Residence

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 1064

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Abraham Gore Residence

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 1061

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Adams House

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 629

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Afton Arms Apartment

Historic Resource

6141 Afton Place

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Agnes B. Heimgartner Residence

Historic Resource

1982 Bonsallo Avenue

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Airport Theme Building Exterior And
Interior Lobby

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 570;
Theme Building

Historic Resource

Al Malaikah Temple | Shrine
Auditorium

19-0053-034 Survey Number | Al Malaikah
Auditorium Official Historic Name | Shrine
Auditorium

Historic Resource

Albion Cottages And Milagro Market

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 442

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Alfred W. And Grace D. Hare
Residence

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 738

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Alice Lynch Residence
Allan Hancock Foundation

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument
655 W Jefferson Blvd

Historic Resource
La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 1053

2414 4th Ave

Historic Resource

National Register Of Historic Places

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Alphonse J. Forget Residence
(Exterior Only)

Historic Resource

1047 South Bonnie Brae Street

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

American Trona Corporation Building

Historic Resource

Pacific Avenue

California Register Of Historical Resources
National Register Of Historic Places

Amsalem A. Ernst House

Ernst House; La Historic-Cultural Monument
No. 840

Historic Resource

Andalusia

NPS-03000775-0000 National Register |
The Andalusia Building 1

Historic Resource

Andalusia Apartments

Andalusia Apartments & Gardens; La
Historic-Cultural Monument No. 435

Historic Resource

Sidewalk and Transit Amenities Program

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument
1471 Havenhurst Dr

National Register Of Historic Places
National Register Of Historic Places
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument
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PRIMARY NAME

OTHER NAMES

RESOURCE TYPE

Andres Pico Adobe

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 7;
Ranchito Romulo; Romulo Pico Adobe;
Romulo Pico Adobe (Ranchito Romulo);
Romulo Pico Adobe (Ranchito Romulo)

Historic Resource

California Register Of Historical Resources
National Register Of Historic Places
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Angel's Flight

Angel's Flight Railway; Angeles Flight
Railway; La Historic-Cultural Monument No.
4

Historic Resource

National Register Of Historic Places
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Angelus Funeral Home

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 774

Historic Resource

National Register Of Historic Places
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

EVALUATION STATUS

Angelus Mesa Branch

Historic Resource

2700 West 52nd Street

California Register Of Historical Resources
National Register Of Historic Places

Angelus Temple

Historic Resource

1100 Glendale Boulevard

California Register Of Historical Resources
National Register Of Historic Places
National Historic Landmarks

Hill St

National Register Of Historic Places

Angles Flight Railway

Angels Flight Railway Official Historic Name
| NPS-00001168-0000 National Register

Historic Resource

Annenberg School Of Communications

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 1057

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Aoyama Tree

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 920;
Little Tokyo Historic District Contributor

Historic Resource

National Register Of Historic Places
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Apartment

Historic Resource

613 Ridgeley Drive

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Apartment Building

Historic Resource

607-613 Burnside Avenue

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Apartment Building

Historic Resource

601 Cloverdale Avenue

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Apartment Building

Historic Resource

636 Burnside Avenue

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Apartments

Historic Resource

626 Burnside Avenue

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Apartments

Historic Resource

445 South Detroit Street

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Apartments

Historic Resource

450-458 South Detroit Street

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Apartments

Historic Resource

654 Burnside Avenue

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Apartments

Historic Resource

364 Cloverdale Avenue

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Arcade Theater

Arcade Theatre; Broadway Theater And
Commercial District Contributor; La HistoricCultural Monument No. 525; Pantages
Theater

Historic Resource

National Register Of Historic Places
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Arens House

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 720

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Arensberg-Stendahl Home Gallery

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 994

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Argus Court

Historic Resource

1760-1768 Colorado Boulevard

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Arroyo Seco Bank Building

Historic Resource

6169-6183 York Boulevard And 63016311 North Figueroa Street

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Arroyo Stone House And Arroyo Stone
Wall

Historic Resource

4939 North Sycamore Terrace

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Arthur B. Benton Residence
Arthur S. Bent House
Sidewalk and Transit Amenities Program

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 827

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Historic Resource

161-169 South Avenue 49
57
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PRIMARY NAME

OTHER NAMES

Artisan's Patio Complex
Arwyn Manor

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 878

Arzner / Morgan Residence
Ashby Apartments

PRIMARY ADDRESS/LOCATION
DESCRIPTION

EVALUATION STATUS

Historic Resource

6727-6733 Hollywood Boulevard

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Historic Resource
La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 960

Atchison, Topeka, And Santa Fe
Railway Steam Locomotive No. 3751
(Relocated to San Bernardino Railroad
Historical Society)
August House

RESOURCE TYPE

2249 Mountain Oak Drive

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Historic Resource
La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 699

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

2435 East Washington Boulevard

Historic Resource

California Register Of Historical Resources
National Register Of Historic Places
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

August Winstel Residence

Historic Resource

1147 South Alvarado Street

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Auguste R. Marquis Residence
(Filipino Federation Of America)

Historic Resource

2501 South Arlington Avenue And
2300-2312 West 25th Street

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Automobile Club Of Southern
California

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 72

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Avalon Boulevard Mexican Fan Palm
Trees

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 914

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Avenel Cooperative Housing Project
Avila Adobe

19-0053-034 Survey Number | NPS72000231-9999 National Register

Avocado Trees

Historic Resource

2839-2849 Avenel Street

California Register Of Historical Resources
National Register Of Historic Places

Historic Resource

14 Olvera St

California Historical Landmarks

Historic Resource

4400 Block Avocado Street

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

B. H. Hiss House

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 792

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

B.A.G. Fuller Residence

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 846

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Bailey House - Case Study House #21

Case Study House No. 21; La HistoricCultural Monument No. 669

Historic Resource

National Register Of Historic Places
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Baird House (Volunteer League
Community Center)

Historic Resource

14603-14607 Hamlin Street

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Bakman House

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 869

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Bank Of America - Echo Park Branch

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 949

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Banks-Huntley Building

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 631;
Spring Street Financial District Contributor

Historic Resource

National Register Of Historic Places
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Barclay Hotel

Historic Resource

103-107 W. 4th Street

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Barker Brothers Building

Historic Resource

800-898 West 7th Street, 709-711
South Flower Street, And 700-726
South Figueroa Street

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Barlow Sanatorium

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 504

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Barnsdall Park

Barnsdall, Aline, Complex (Hollyhock
House); La Historic-Cultural Monument No.
34

Historic Resource

National Register Of Historic Places
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument
National Historic Landmarks

Sidewalk and Transit Amenities Program
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PRIMARY ADDRESS/LOCATION
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PRIMARY NAME

OTHER NAMES

RESOURCE TYPE

Barnsdall Park Arts Center (Residence
A)

Barnsdall Park; Barnsdall, Aline, Complex
(Hollyhock House); La Historic-Cultural
Monument No. 33

Historic Resource

National Register Of Historic Places
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument
National Historic Landmarks

Barry Building

Dutton's Brentwood Books; La HistoricCultural Monument No. 887

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Barsha House

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 983

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Basement Hatch & Doors, Exc.
Bradbury Bldg - Broad

Basement Hatch & Doors, Exc. Bradbury
Bldg - Broadway Theater

Historic Resource

S Broadway

National Register Of Historic Places

Bates House

Historic Resource

1415 Carroll Avenue

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Battery Osgood-Farley

Historic Resource

3601 Gaffey Street (Leavenworth
Drive)

California Register Of Historical Resources
National Register Of Historic Places
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Beaudry Avenue House

Historic Resource

3800 Homer Street

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

EVALUATION STATUS

Belasco Theater

Belasco Theatre; Follies; La HistoricCultural Monument No. 476

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Bell Commercial Block

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 734

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Bella Union Hotel Site

19-0053-034 Survey Number

Historic Resource

Belmont Tunnel / Toluca Substation
And Yard

Belmont Station Apartments; La HistoricCultural Monument No. 790

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Benjamin J. Waters Residence

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 598

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Bernard And Susana Machado
Residence And Carriage House

314 N Main St

California Historical Landmarks

Historic Resource

841-845 South Lake Street

California Register Of Historical Resources
National Register Of Historic Places
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

845 S Lake St

National Register Of Historic Places

Bernard, Susana Machado, House And
Barn

19-0053-034 Survey Number | Susana
Machado Bernard House & Barn

Historic Resource

Bernay's House

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 780;
Staples House

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Bethlehem Baptist Church

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 968

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Bigelow-Wood Residence

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 880

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Bigford Residence

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 924

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Biltmore Hotel

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 60; Los
Angeles Biltmore Hotel; Millennium Biltmore
Hotel Los Angeles

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Binoculars

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 656

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Birtcher-Share House

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 612

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Birthplace Of Adlai E. Stevenson III
(Site Of)
Blackburn Residence

Sidewalk and Transit Amenities Program

Historic Resource
La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 913

2639 Monmouth Avenue

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument
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PRIMARY NAME

OTHER NAMES

RESOURCE TYPE

Blackstone's Department Store

Broadway Theatre And Commercial District
(Boundary Increase) Contributor; Famous
Department Store; La Historic-Cultural
Monument No. 765

Historic Resource

National Register Of Historic Places
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Blarney Castle

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 830

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Board Of Trade Building
Bob Baker Marionette Theater

Historic Resource
La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 958

Bob's Market
Boettcher House

111 West 7th Street

Historic Resource

Bollman House

California Register Of Historical Resources
National Register Of Historic Places
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Historic Resource
La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 998

EVALUATION STATUS

1222-1234 Bellevue Avenue

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Historic Resource

1530-1534 North Ogden Drive

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Bolton Hall

American Legion Hall; La Historic-Cultural
Monument No. 2; Temple Of The Little
Landers; Tujunga City Hall

Historic Resource

National Register Of Historic Places
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Borgmeyer Residence

Edward J. Borgmeyer House; La HistoricCultural Monument No. 810

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Boston Stores - J.W. Robinson's

Historic Resource

600-632 West 7th Street, 710-722
South Hope Street, And 703-719 South
Grand Avenue

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Bowman Residence (Exterior Only)

Historic Resource

2425 Griffin Avenue

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Boyle - Barmore Residence

Historic Resource

1311-1321 Alvarado Terrace

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Bradbury Building

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 6

Historic Resource

National Register Of Historic Places
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument
National Historic Landmarks

Bradbury House

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 594

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Brand Park (Memory Garden)

Historic Resource

15174 San Fernando Mission Blvd, Los
Angeles

California Historical Landmarks

Brand Park Comfort Station

Zz**Zz Survey Number

Historic Resource

15174 San Fernando Mission Blvd

California Historical Landmarks

Brass Property Line Markers &
Plaques-Broadway The

Brass Property Line Markers & PlaquesBroadway Theater & Com

Historic Resource

S Broadway

National Register Of Historic Places

Breed Street Shul

Congregation Talmud Torah; Congregation
Talmud Torah; La Historic-Cultural
Monument No. 359

Historic Resource

National Register Of Historic Places
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Brentwood Gas Station

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 387

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Bridge At 4th And Lorena Streets

4th And Lorena Street Bridge; Bridge At
Fourth and Lorena Streets; Fourth and
Lorena Street Bridge; La Historic-Cultural
Monument No. 265

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Briggs Residence

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 477

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Britt Mansion And Formal Gardens

Sidewalk and Transit Amenities Program

2528 Gramercy Place And 2141 West
Adams Boulevard

Historic Resource
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PRIMARY NAME

OTHER NAMES

RESOURCE TYPE

PRIMARY ADDRESS/LOCATION
DESCRIPTION

EVALUATION STATUS

Britt, Eugene W., House

Eugene W. Britt House | First Interstate
Athletic

Historic Resource

2141 W Adams Blvd

National Register Of Historic Places

Broadway Department Store And Neon
Sign

Broadway Hollywood Lofts; Hollywood
Boulevard Commercial And Entertainment
District Contributor; La Historic-Cultural
Monument No. 664

Historic Resource

National Register Of Historic Places
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Brock And Company Jewelry Store

Brock Jewelers; Clifton's Cafeteria; La
Historic-Cultural Monument No. 358

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Brockman Building And New York
Cloak And Suit House (Annex)

Historic Resource

520 West 7th Street; 708 South Grand
Avenue

California Register Of Historical Resources
National Register Of Historic Places

Brooklyn Avenue Neighborhood
Corridor

Historic Resource

Cesar E. Chavez Avenue (Between
Cummings Street And Mott Street)

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Brown-Gorsline House

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 1021

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Brynmoor Apartments Neon Roof Sign

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 641

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Bryson Apartment Hotel

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 653

Historic Resource

National Register Of Historic Places
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Buck House

Historic Resource

5950-5958 West 8th Street And 805
South Genesee Avenue

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

816 S Grand Ave

National Register Of Historic Places

Building At 816 South Grand Avenue

816 South Grand Avenue

Historic Resource

Bukowski Court

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 912

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Bullock's Wilshire Building

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 56;
Southwestern Law School

Historic Resource

National Register Of Historic Places
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Bunche, Ralph J., House

The Ralph J Bunche Home

Historic Resource

1221 E 40th Pl

National Register Of Historic Places

Bungalow Court At 1516 North Serrano
Avenue

Historic Resource

1516-1528 1/2 North Serrano Avenue

California Register Of Historical Resources
National Register Of Historic Places

Bungalow Court At 1544 North Serrano
Avenue

Historic Resource

1544-1552 North Serrano Avenue

California Register Of Historical Resources
National Register Of Historic Places

Bungalow Court At 1554 North Serrano
Avenue

Historic Resource

1554-1576 North Serrano Avenue

California Register Of Historical Resources
National Register Of Historic Places

Bungalow Court At 1721 North
Kingsley Drive

Historic Resource

1721 North Kingsley Drive

California Register Of Historical Resources
National Register Of Historic Places

Burkhalter Residence

Historic Resource

2309-2311 Scarff Street

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Burnside Manor

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 701

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

C. A. Fellows Residence

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 636

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

C. M. Church House

Historic Resource

5907 Echo Street

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

C.E. Toberman Estate

Historic Resource

1847 Camino Palmero

California Register Of Historical Resources
National Register Of Historic Places
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Ca-Lan-1575/H

Historic Chinatown, Mexican/Spanish
Period, Prehistoric

Historic Resource

Cabrillo Beach Bathhouse

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 571

Historic Resource

Sidewalk and Transit Amenities Program

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument
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PRIMARY NAME

OTHER NAMES

Cahuenga Branch Library

RESOURCE TYPE

PRIMARY ADDRESS/LOCATION
DESCRIPTION

EVALUATION STATUS

Historic Resource

4591 West Santa Monica Boulevard

California Register Of Historical Resources
National Register Of Historic Places
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

California Club Building

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 43; The
California Club; The California Club

Historic Resource

National Register Of Historic Places
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Cameo Theater

Broadway Theater And Commercial District
Contributor; Cameo Theatre; Clune's
Broadway; La Historic-Cultural Monument
No. 524

Historic Resource

National Register Of Historic Places
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Camp Josepho Malibu Lodge

Historic Resource

3000 Rustic Canyon Road

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Camphor Trees

Historic Resource

1200-1268 Lakme Avenue

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Canfield - Moreno Estate

Historic Resource

1923 Micheltorena Street

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Canoga Mission Gallery

Historic Resource

23130 Sherman Way

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Canoga Park Branch Library

Canoga Park Branch Los Angeles Public
Library; La Historic-Cultural Monument No.
700

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Capitol Tower And Rooftop Signage

Capitol Records Building; La HistoricCultural Monument No. 857

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Carl C. Warden Residence

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 691

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Carolyn Bumiller-Hickey House

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 794

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Carriage House

Historic Resource

1411-1417 Kellam Avenue

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Carroll Avenue, 1300 Block

1300 Block Of Carroll Avenue | 19-0053034 Survey Number

Historic Resource

Carroll Ave

National Register Of Historic Places

Casa Adobe Hacienda Of Don Tomas
Feliz, Campo De C

Casa Adobe Hacienda Of Don Tomas Feliz,
Campo De Cahuenga | Zz**Zz Survey
Number

Historic Resource

3919 Lankershim Blvd

National Register Of Historic Places

Historic Resource

1828 S. Oak Street (Washington
Boulevard)

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Casa Camino Real
Casa De Adobe

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 493

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Casa De Rosas

37328 NPS Doe | Casa De Rosas, Main
Building-Building A, | Sunshine Mission

Historic Resource

Casa Laguna

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 832

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Case Residence

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 760

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

2600 S Hoover St

National Register Of Historic Places

Case Study House No. 1

Historic Resource

10152 Toluca Lake Avenue

California Register Of Historical Resources
National Register Of Historic Places

Case Study House No. 16

Historic Resource

1811 Bel Air Road

California Register Of Historical Resources
National Register Of Historic Places

Case Study House No. 18

Historic Resource

199 Chatauqua Boulevard

California Register Of Historical Resources
National Register Of Historic Places

Cast Iron Commercial Building

Historic Resource

611 Agatha Street And 740-748 South
San Pedro Street

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Sidewalk and Transit Amenities Program
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PRIMARY ADDRESS/LOCATION
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PRIMARY NAME

OTHER NAMES

RESOURCE TYPE

Castera Residence

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 893

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Castle Crags

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 931

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Catalina Brent Pico House

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 1005;
Wilton Historic District (Ridgewood Park)
Contributor

Historic Resource

National Register Of Historic Places
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Cathedral High School

Historic Resource

1253 Bishops Road

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Eisenhower Ave

National Register Of Historic Places

Catholic-Protestant Chapels, Veterans
Admin Center

Catholic Protestant Chapels | CatholicProtestant Chapels, Veterans
Administration Center Official Historic Name

Historic Resource

CBS Columbia Square Studios

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 947

Historic Resource

Cedar Trees

EVALUATION STATUS

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Historic Resource

Los Feliz Boulevard (Between
Riverside Drive And Western Avenue)

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

7634 Midfield Ave

National Register Of Historic Places

Centinela Adobe

Zz**Zz Survey Number

Historic Resource

Central Spanish Seventh Day
Adventist Church

First Church Of Christ Scientist; La HistoricCultural Monument No. 89; People's
Temple Christian Church

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Century Plaza Hotel

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 1060

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Chalet Apartments

Historic Resource

2375 Scarff Street

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Chapman Park Market Building

Chapman Plaza; La Historic-Cultural
Monument No. 386

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Chapman Park Studio Building

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 280

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Charles B. Booth Residence And
Carriage House
Charles C. Chapman Building

Historic Resource
Broadway Theater And Commercial District
Contributor; La Historic-Cultural Monument
No. 899; The Chapman

824-826 South Bonnie Brae Street

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument
National Register Of Historic Places
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Historic Resource

Charles C. Hurd Residence

Historic Resource

4359 Victoria Park Place

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Charles Clifford Gibbons Residence

Historic Resource

2124 Bonsallo Avenue

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Charles H. Greenshaw Residence

Historic Resource

1102-1114 Lantana Drive And 63717381 Rosswood Terrace

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Charles Lummis Residence And
Surrounding Gardens

Charles Lummis Home; Charles Lummis
House; El Alisal; La Historic-Cultural
Monument No. 68; Lummis House

Charlie And Nettie Williams Home
Charlie Chaplin Studio

California Register Of Historical Resources
National Register Of Historic Places
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Historic Resource
Historic Resource

A & M Records Studio; La Historic-Cultural
Monument No. 58

Chase Knoll Garden Apartments

212-214 North Avenue 57

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Historic Resource

13401 West Riverside Drive

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Chateau Alpine

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 928

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Chateau Colline

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 703

Historic Resource

National Register Of Historic Places
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Sidewalk and Transit Amenities Program
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RESOURCE TYPE

PRIMARY ADDRESS/LOCATION
DESCRIPTION

EVALUATION STATUS

Chateau Colline One-Story FreeStanding Garage

Historic Resource

10355 Wilshire Blvd

National Register Of Historic Places

Chateau Colline Reinforced Concrete
Garage

Historic Resource

10355 Wilshire Blvd

National Register Of Historic Places

PRIMARY NAME

Chateau Des Fleur

OTHER NAMES

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 799

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Chateau Elysee

Historic Resource

5925-5939 Yucca Street, 5930-5936
Franklin Avenue, And 1806-1830
Tamarind Avenue

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Chateau Marmont

Historic Resource

8225 Marmont Lane, 8215-8221
Sunset Boulevard, And 8244 Monteel
Road

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Chatsworth Community Church
(Oakwood Memorial Park)

Historic Resource

22601 Lassen Street

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Chatsworth Reservoir Kiln Site
(Chatsworth Calera Site)

Historic Resource

Northeast Of The Intersection Of Valley
Circle Boulevard And Woolsey Canyon
Road

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Chavez Ravine Arboretum

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 48

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Chemosphere House

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 785

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Chinatown Gates (East)

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 826;
Major East Gate

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Chinatown Gates (West)

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 825;
Major West Gate

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Chouinard Institute Of The Arts

Chouinard Art Institute; Chouinard School
Of Art; Good News Church; Hasung
Montessori Institute; La Historic-Cultural
Monument No. 454

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Church Of Epiphany

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 807

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Church Of Epiphany - Church Hall

Church Of Epiphany - Chapel; La HistoricCultural Monument No. 807

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Church Of The Advent

Historic Resource

2614 Longwood Avenue And 49704976 West Adams Boulevard

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Church Of The Epiphany

Historic Resource

2808 North Altura Street

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Church Of The Open Door - Site Of
(Demolished 1988)

Historic Resource

550 South Hope Street

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Cinerama Dome

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 659;
Pacific's Cinerama Dome Theatre &
Marquee

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Clarence G. Badger Residence

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 932

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Clark, Mary Andrews, Memorial Home

Clark, Mary Andrews Residence

Historic Resource

Cliff May Experimental House

Cliff May #4; La Historic-Cultural Monument
No. 716; Skylight House

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Clifford E. Clinton Residence

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 997

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Sidewalk and Transit Amenities Program

306 S Loma Dr
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PRIMARY NAME

OTHER NAMES

RESOURCE TYPE

Cline Residence

Cline Residence And Museum; La HistoricCultural Monument No. 854

Historic Resource

PRIMARY ADDRESS/LOCATION
DESCRIPTION

EVALUATION STATUS
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Coast Federal Savings Building

Historic Resource

855 South Hill Street And 315 West 9th
Street

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Coca Cola Building

Historic Resource

1200-1334 South Central Avenue,
1211-1259 Naomi Street, And 13001422 East 12th Street

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Cockins House

Historic Resource

2653 South Hoover Street

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Cohn - Goldwater Building

Historic Resource

525 East 12th Street And 1145-1149
San Julian Street

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Cohn Residence

Alvarado Terrace Historic District
Contributor; La Historic-Cultural Monument
No. 84

National Register Of Historic Places
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Historic Resource

Coles P.E. Buffet / Pacific Electric
Building

Historic Resource

601-619 South Los Angeles Street,
600-616 South Main Street, And 100134 East 6th Street

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Collins - Furthmann Mansion (Mansion
Only)

Historic Resource

3691-3801 Lenawee Avenue

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Collins Residence

Historic Resource

890-892 W. Kensington Road

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Colonel John E. Stearns Residence

Historic Resource

27 Saint James Park

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Commercial Club Building

Historic Resource

1100 S Broadway

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Congregation B'nai B'rith

Historic Resource

618-646 South Hobart Avenue, 625647 S. Harvard Boulevard, And 36413663 Wilshire Boulevard

California Register Of Historical Resources
National Register Of Historic Places
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

3663 Wilshire Blvd

National Register Of Historic Places

Congregation B'nai B'rith | Wilshire
Boulevard Tem

19-0053-034 Survey Number |
Congregation B'nai B'rith Official Historic
Name | Historical Cultural Monument #116
Other | Wilshire Boulevard Temple

Historic Resource

Continental Building

Braly Building; La Historic-Cultural
Monument No. 730; Spring Street Financial
District Contributor

Historic Resource

National Register Of Historic Places
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Coons House

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 989

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Cora B. Henderson House

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 649;
Wilton Historic District (Ridgewood Park)
Contributor

Historic Resource

National Register Of Historic Places
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Coral Trees (Erythrina Caffra)
Corbin Palms House

San Vicente Boulevard (Between 26th
And Bringham)

Historic Resource
La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 976

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Cornell Apartments

Historic Resource

603 South Cochran Avenue

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Coulter's Department Store

Historic Resource

5600 Wilshire Boulevard

California Register Of Historical Resources
National Register Of Historic Places

Courtney Desmond Estate

Historic Resource

1801-1811 Courtney Avenue

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Sidewalk and Transit Amenities Program
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PRIMARY NAME

OTHER NAMES

Courtyard Apartment Complex
Covert Cottages Bungalow Court

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 783

RESOURCE TYPE

PRIMARY ADDRESS/LOCATION
DESCRIPTION

EVALUATION STATUS

Historic Resource

10830 Lindbrook Drive

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Craftsman Mansion

Historic Resource

4318 Victoria Park Place

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Crocker Bank Building

Historic Resource

269-273 South Western Avenue And
4359-4363 West 3rd Street

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Cross Of San Ysidro

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 993

Crossroads Of The World

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument
1509-1597 Crossroads Of The World,
6671-6679 Sunset Boulevard, 66786684 Selma Avenue, And 1510-1536
North Las Palmas Avenue

Historic Resource

Dahlia Motors Building

Dahlia Motor Service; La Historic-Cultural
Monument No. 692

Historic Resource

Dana, Richard Henry, Branch

19-0053-034 Survey Number | NPS87001007-0000 National Register | Richard
Henry Dana Branch Library | Zz**Zz Survey
Number

Historic Resource

Darkroom (Facade Only)

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 451; The
Dark Room

Historic Resource

California Register Of Historical Resources
National Register Of Historic Places
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

3320 Pepper St

National Register Of Historic Places

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

David Familian Chapel Of Temple Adat
Ari El

Historic Resource

12014-12024 Burbank Boulevard And
5540 Laurel Canyon Boulevard

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

David J. Witmer Family Houses And
Compound

Historic Resource

1422 West 2nd Street And 208-210 1/2
Witmer Street

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Historic Resource

2820 W 6th St

National Register Of Historic Places

Historic Resource

3820 West Adams Boulevard

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

De Neve, Felipe, Branch

Felipe De Neve Branch Library | Zz**Zz
Survey Number

Denker Estate
Department Of Water And Power
Building

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 232;
Lankershim Arts Center; Lankershim
Building

Department Of Water And Power
Distributing Station No. 2

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument
6112 Monte Vista Street, 211-235
North Avenue 61, And 6100-6114
Mount Angelus Drive

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Der Wienerschnitzel

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 1046

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Dickinson And Gillespie Building

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 955

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Distribution Station No. 31

Historic Resource

1035 West 24th Street

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Doheny Memorial Library

Doheny Library; La Historic-Cultural
Monument No. 1052

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Don Carlos Apartments

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 714

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Donnelly House

John A. Donnelly Residence; La HistoricCultural Monument No. 1041

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Doria Apartments

Sidewalk and Transit Amenities Program

Historic Resource

1600-1604 West Pico Boulevard
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PRIMARY ADDRESS/LOCATION
DESCRIPTION

PRIMARY NAME

OTHER NAMES

RESOURCE TYPE

Dosan Ahn Chang Ho Family Home

Ahn Family House; La Historic-Cultural
Monument No. 1059; USC Korean Studies
Institute

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Douglas Building

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 966

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Dr. Franklin S. Whaley Residence
Dr. Grandville MacGowan Home

Historic Resource
La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 479;
Movement Of Spiritual Inner Awareness

Drake House

6434 Crescent Street

Historic Resource

EVALUATION STATUS

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Historic Resource

210-220 South Avenue 60

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Droste House

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 837

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Drum Barracks And Officers Quarters

Drum Barracks; Drum Barracks; Drum
Barracks (Powder Magazine); Drum
Barracks (Powder Magazine); Drum
Barracks Civil War Museum; La HistoricCultural Monument No. 21

Historic Resource

California Register Of Historical Resources
National Register Of Historic Places
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Dryden Residence

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 705

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Dunbar Hotel (Somerville Hotel)

Historic Resource

4225-4233 South Central Avenue And
1067 East 42nd Place

California Register Of Historical Resources
National Register Of Historic Places
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Dunning House

Historic Resource

5552 Carlton Way And 1606-1616
Saint Andrews Place

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Dunsmuir Flats

Dunsmuir Apartments; La Historic-Cultural
Monument No. 954

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Durex Model Home

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 1025

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Durfee House
Durham House

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 745

E. A. Spencer Estate
Eagle Rock

Historic Resource

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 10

5660 Ash Street

Historic Resource

Eagle Rock Playground Clubhouse

2225 Colorado Boulevard

Historic Resource

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 562

California Register Of Historical Resources
National Register Of Historic Places
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Historic Resource

Eagle Rock Women's Christian
Temperance

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Historic Resource
La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 59

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Historic Resource

Eagle Rock Branch Library
Eagle Rock City Hall

1001-1007 West 24th Street And 2311
Toberman Avenue

Historic Resource

1100 Eagle Vista Drive

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Eames House, Studio And Grounds

Case Study House #8; Case Study House
#8; Eames House (Case Study House #8);
La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 381

Historic Resource

National Register Of Historic Places
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument
National Historic Landmarks

Eastern Columbia Building

Broadway Theater And Commercial District
Contributor; Eastern Columbia Lofts; La
Historic-Cultural Monument No. 294

Historic Resource

National Register Of Historic Places
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Sidewalk and Transit Amenities Program
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PRIMARY NAME

OTHER NAMES

RESOURCE TYPE

Eastern Star Home

Eastern Star Home (Including Front
Grounds And Courtyard); La HistoricCultural Monument No. 440

Historic Resource

Eastlake Inn

PRIMARY ADDRESS/LOCATION
DESCRIPTION

EVALUATION STATUS
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

1442 Kellam Avenue And 1093 West
Edgeware Road

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Ebell Of Los Angeles Building

Ebell Of Los Angeles; Ebell Of Los Angeles;
La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 250

Historic Resource

National Register Of Historic Places
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Echo Park

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 836

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Echo Park Clubhouse

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 950

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Eckley-Mitchell Residence

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 962

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Ecung - Ibbetson House And Moreton
Bay Fig Tree

1180-1190 West Adams Boulevard
And 2612 Magnolia Avenue

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Edison Electric Company

Brewery Art Colony; Brewery Lofts; La
Historic-Cultural Monument No. 388; Los
Angeles #3 Steam Power Plant; Pabst
Brewery

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Edward A. "Tink" Adams House

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 922

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Edward Alexander Kelley Hackett
House

E.A.K. Hackett House; La Historic-Cultural
Monument No. 719

Historic Resource

National Register Of Historic Places
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Edward's House

Historic Resource

5642 Holly Oak Drive

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Edwards-Wildey Building

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 786;
Milano Lofts

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Egasse-Braasch House

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 1042

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Egyptian Theatre

Egyptian Theater And Forecourt
Storefronts; Hollywood Boulevard
Commercial And Entertainment District
Contributor; La Historic-Cultural Monument
No. 584

Historic Resource

National Register Of Historic Places
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Eichler Homes - Foster Residence

Foster Residence; La Historic-Cultural
Monument No. 848

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Einar C. Petersen Studio Court

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 552

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

El Cabrillo Apartments

El Cabrillo; La Historic-Cultural Monument
No. 773

Historic Resource

National Register Of Historic Places
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

El Cabrillo Fountain

Historic Resource

1832 N Grace Ave

National Register Of Historic Places

El Cabrillo Wall

Historic Resource

1832 N Grace Ave

National Register Of Historic Places

El Cadiz Apartments

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 775

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

El Capitan Theatre

El Capitan Theater Building; Hollywood
Boulevard Commercial And Entertainment
District Contributor; Hollywood Paramount;
La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 495

Historic Resource

National Register Of Historic Places
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

El Encanto

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 782

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Sidewalk and Transit Amenities Program
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PRIMARY NAME

OTHER NAMES

El Greco Apartment
El Paradiso

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 638

El Portal Theater

RESOURCE TYPE

PRIMARY ADDRESS/LOCATION
DESCRIPTION

EVALUATION STATUS

Historic Resource

817-823 North Hayworth Avenue

California Register Of Historical Resources
National Register Of Historic Places
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument
5265-5271 Lankershim Boulevard And
11200-11220 Weddington Street

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

El Rey Theatre

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 520

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

El Royale Apartments

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 309

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Elkay Apartments

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 368

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Elliot House

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 690

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Embassy Apartments Neon Roof Sign

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 642

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Embassy Auditorium And Hotel

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 299;
Trinity Auditorium Building; Trinity
Auditorium And Embassy Hotel

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Emma Wood House

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 1032;
Wilton Historic District (Ridgewood Park)
Contributor

Historic Resource

National Register Of Historic Places
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Emmanuel Danish Evangelical
Lutheran Church
Emmons House

Historic Resource
La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 694

4254-4260 3rd Avenue

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Engine Company No. 27

Historic Resource

1355 North Cahuenga Boulevard (1327
North Cole Avenue)

California Register Of Historical Resources
National Register Of Historic Places

Engine Company No. 28

Historic Resource

644-646 South Figueroa Street

California Register Of Historical Resources
National Register Of Historic Places
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Engine Company No. 56

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 337

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Engine House No. 18

Historic Resource

2616 South Hobart Boulevard

California Register Of Historical Resources
National Register Of Historic Places

Ennis - Brown House

Historic Resource

2607 Glendower Avenue

California Register Of Historical Resources
National Register Of Historic Places
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Ernest Bent / Florence Bent Halstead
House And Grounds

Historic Resource

4200 Glenalbyn Drive

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Evans Residence

Historic Resource

419 South Lorraine Boulevard

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Evening Star Missionary Baptist
Church

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 1007

Historic Resource

Examiner Building | Herald-Examiner
Building

19-0053-034 Survey Number | Examiner
Building Official Historic Name | HeraldExaminer Building | NPS-92000382-0000
National Register

Historic Resource

Sidewalk and Transit Amenities Program

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

1111 S Broadway
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PRIMARY NAME

OTHER NAMES

RESOURCE TYPE

PRIMARY ADDRESS/LOCATION
DESCRIPTION

EVALUATION STATUS

Executive Office Building Old Warner
Brothers

Executive Office Building, Old Warner
Brothers Studio Official Historic Name |
Executive Office Building | Old Warner Bros
Studio

Historic Resource

5800 Sunset Blvd

National Register Of Historic Places

Exposition Club House

Historic Resource

3990 Menlo Avenue

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Exposition Park Rose Garden

Historic Resource

Exposition Park (Exposition Boulevard
And Vermont Avenue)

California Register Of Historical Resources
National Register Of Historic Places

Eyraud Residence

Historic Resource

1326 South Manhattan Place

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Ezra T. Stimson House

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 456;
Saint James Park Historic District
Contributor

National Register Of Historic Places
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Historic Resource

Faith Bible Church

Historic Resource

18531 Gresham Street

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Falcon Studios

Historic Resource

5524 Hollywood Boulevard

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Fargo House

Historic Resource

206 Thorne Street

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Farmers And Merchants Bank Building

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 271;
Security Pacific Bank; Spring Street
Financial District (Boundary Increase)
Contributor

Historic Resource

National Register Of Historic Places
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Farmers Market And Rancho La Brea
Adobe

Gilmore Adobe; La Historic-Cultural
Monument No. 543; Rancho La Brea
Adobe; The Dell; The Original Farmers
Market

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Federal Bank Building

Historic Resource

2201 North Broadway

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Federal Reserve Bank Of San
Francisco

Historic Resource

409 West Olympic Boulevard

California Register Of Historical Resources
National Register Of Historic Places

Felipe De Neve Branch Library

Historic Resource

2820-2830 West 6th Street

California Register Of Historical Resources
National Register Of Historic Places
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Feliz Adobe

Historic Resource

4730 Crystal Springs Drive

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Feuchtwanger House (Villa Aurora)

Historic Resource

520 Paseo Miramar

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Filipino Christian Church

Historic Resource

301 North Union Avenue

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Fine Arts Building (Global Marine
House)

Historic Resource

807-815 West 7th Street

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Finney's Cafeteria

Historic Resource

217-219 West 6th Street

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Fire Station No. 1

Historic Resource

2230 Pasadena Avenue

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Fire Station No. 14

Historic Resource

3401 South Central Avenue

California Register Of Historical Resources
National Register Of Historic Places

Fire Station No. 21
Fire Station No. 23

Sidewalk and Transit Amenities Program

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 787

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Historic Resource

225 East 5th Street
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RESOURCE TYPE

PRIMARY ADDRESS/LOCATION
DESCRIPTION

EVALUATION STATUS

Fire Station No. 27

Historic Resource

1355 North Cahuenga Boulevard And
1333 Cole Place

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Fire Station No. 29

Historic Resource

158 South Western Avenue

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Fire Station No. 30

Historic Resource

1401 South Central Avenue

California Register Of Historical Resources
National Register Of Historic Places
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

PRIMARY NAME

Firestone Tire Building

OTHER NAMES

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 1020

First African Methodist Episcopal
Church Building - Site Of (Demolished
07/04/1972)
First African Methodist Episcopal Zion
Cathedral & Community Center

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument
754-760 East 8th Street And 801 South
Towne Avenue

Historic Resource
La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 341

First Baptist Church Of Los Angeles

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

2875 West 8th Street, 2960-2982
Leeward Avenue, And 760 South
Westmoreland Avenue

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

First Baptist Church Of San Pedro

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 505

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

First Congregational Church

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 706

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

First Los Angeles Aqueduct Cascades

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 742; Los
Angeles Aqueduct Cascades; The
Cascades; The Cascades

Historic Resource

California Register Of Historical Resources
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

First Presbyterian Church Of Los
Angeles

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 754

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

First Street Bridge, No. 53c1166

1st Street Bridge; 1st Street Viaduct; First
Street Viaduct; La Historic-Cultural
Monument No. 909

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

First United Methodist Church Of
Hollywood

Historic Resource

6817 Franklin Avenue

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

First Walt Disney Studio - Site Of

Historic Resource

2660-2664 & 2701-2739 North
Hyperion Avenue; 2646-2664 & 27102746 Griffith Park Boulevard, 36163618 Monon Street & 3027-3033
Angus Street

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Fitzgerald House

Historic Resource

2525 South Arlington Avenue And
3115-3125 West Adams Boulevard

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Fletcher Drive Bridge Over The Los
Angeles River

Historic Resource

Fletcher Drive

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Foreman & Clark Building

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 953

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Forthmann Carriage Barn (Relocated
Site)

Historic Resource

812 North Edgeware Road

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Forthmann House (Relocated Site)

Historic Resource

2801-2803 Hoover Street And 11021114 West 28th Street

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Forthmann House & Carriage Barn
(Original Site)

Historic Resource

629 West 18th Street

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Sidewalk and Transit Amenities Program
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PRIMARY NAME

OTHER NAMES

RESOURCE TYPE

Founder's Church Of Religious
Science

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 727

Historic Resource

Founders Oak - Site Of (Cut Down)

PRIMARY ADDRESS/LOCATION
DESCRIPTION

EVALUATION STATUS
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Haverford Avenue (Between Sunset
Boulevard And Antioch Street)

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Fourth Street Bridge, No. 53c0044

4th Street Bridge; 4th Street Viaduct; Fourth
Street Viaduct; La Historic-Cultural
Monument No. 906

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Fox Bruin Theater

Bruin Theatre; La Historic-Cultural
Monument No. 361

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Fox Village Theatre

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 362

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Foy House

1300 Block Of Carroll Avenue Contributor;
La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 8;
Samuel Calvert Foy Residence

Historic Resource

National Register Of Historic Places
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Frank C. Hill House

Hill House; La Historic-Cultural Monument
No. 980

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Frank E. Hartigan Residence

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 969

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Franklin Avenue Bridge (Shakespeare
Bridge)

Historic Resource

Franklin Avenue

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Franklin Garden Apartments - Site Of
(Demolished July 1978)

Historic Resource

6915-6933 Franklin Avenue

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Franklin T. Briles Residence

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 809

Frederic M. Ashley House
Frederick A. Hanson Residence

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Historic Resource
La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 1031

Freeman G. Teed House

740-742 North Avenue 66

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Historic Resource

2365-2367 Scarff Street

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Freeman House

Frank Lloyd Wright Textile Block House;
Frank Lloyd Wright Textile Block House
(Thematic) Freeman House; La HistoricCultural Monument No. 247; Samuel
Freeman House; Samuel Freeman House

Historic Resource

Fremont, John C., Branch

19-0053-034 Survey Number | John C.
Fremont Library, La Brach Libraries | Zz**Zz
Survey Number

Historic Resource

6121 Melrose Ave

National Register Of Historic Places

Friday Morning Club | Variety Arts
Center

19-0053-015 Survey Number | 19-0053-034
Survey Number | Friday Morning Club
Official Historic Name | Variety Arts Center

Historic Resource

938 S Figueroa St

National Register Of Historic Places

Furlong House

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 678;
Van Buren Place Historic District
Contributor

Historic Resource

California Register Of Historical Resources
National Register Of Historic Places
California Historical Landmarks
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument
National Historic Landmarks

National Register Of Historic Places
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

G. W. E. Griffith House

Historic Resource

5915-5919 Echo Street

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Gabrielino Indian Site

Historic Resource

Fern Dell (Griffith Park)

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Ganahl House

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 1012

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Gans Brothers Building

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 737

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Sidewalk and Transit Amenities Program
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PRIMARY NAME

OTHER NAMES

RESOURCE TYPE

Garber House

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 874

Historic Resource

Garbutt House

19-0053-034 Survey Number | Estate |
Hathaway Mansion/Estate

Historic Resource

1809 Apex Ave

National Register Of Historic Places

Garbutt House (Hathaway Mansion
And Estate)

Historic Resource

1809 Apex Avenue

California Register Of Historical Resources
National Register Of Historic Places

Garden Court Apartment (Demolished)

Historic Resource

7021 Hollywood Boulevard

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Garden Of Oz

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 996

Garfield Building

EVALUATION STATUS
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Historic Resource

403 West 8th Street

California Register Of Historical Resources
National Register Of Historic Places
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument
National Register Of Historic Places
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Garment Capitol Building

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 930

Historic Resource

Garment Capitol Building | Anjac
Fashion Bldg

Garment Capitol Bldg, 217 E 8th St Bldg,
Anjac Fashion Bldg Official Historic Name |
Garment Capitol Building Official Historic
Name

Historic Resource

Garvanza Pumping Station And Site Of
Highland Reservoir

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 412

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Gayley Terrace

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 363

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

General Douglas Macarthur Park
(Formerly Westlake Park)

217 E 8th St

2200 Wilshire Boulevard, 2100-2320
West 6th Street, 610-680 Park View
Street, And 601-631 South Alvarado
Street

Historic Resource

National Register Of Historic Places

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

General Petroleum Building

General Petroleum Company; La HistoricCultural Monument No. 766; Pegasus
Apartments

Historic Resource

National Register Of Historic Places
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

General Phineas Banning Residence

Banning Manor; Banning Museum And
Residence; Banning Park; Banning Park
(General Phineas Banning Residence);
Banning Park (General Phineas Banning
Residence); Banning Park And Recreation
Center; La Historic-Cultural Monument No.
25; The Banning Museum

Historic Resource

California Register Of Historical Resources
National Register Of Historic Places
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

George F. Bovard Administration
Building

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 1048

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

George R. Kress House

Historic Resource

2337 Benedict Canyon Dr.

California Register Of Historical Resources
National Register Of Historic Places
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

George W. Wilson Estate - Lots 39
And 41 (Demolished 1989)

Historic Resource

616 North Avenue 66

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

910 S Los Angeles Street

National Register Of Historic Places
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Gerry Building

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 709

Historic Resource

Gerst Residence

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 759

Historic Resource

Sidewalk and Transit Amenities Program

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument
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PRIMARY NAME

OTHER NAMES

RESOURCE TYPE

Giannini Building

Bank Of America Building; Bank Of Italy
Building; La Historic-Cultural Monument No.
354; Trans-America Building

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Gibbons-Del Rio Residence

Delores Del Rio House; La Historic-Cultural
Monument No. 1038

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Gilbert Residence

Alvarado Terrace Historic District
Contributor; Gilbert-Mcculloch House; La
Historic-Cultural Monument No. 85

Historic Resource

National Register Of Historic Places
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Gilbert W. Lindsay House

52nd Place Historic District Contributor; La
Historic-Cultural Monument No. 726

Historic Resource

National Register Of Historic Places
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

EVALUATION STATUS

Gilmore Gasoline Service Station

Historic Resource

853-859 North Highland Avenue And
6800 Willoughby Avenue

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Glassell Park Elementary School

Historic Resource

2211 West Avenue 30

California Register Of Historical Resources
National Register Of Historic Places

Glen Lukens Home And Studio

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 866

Glendale / Hyperion Bridge

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Historic Resource

Los Angeles River

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Gless Apartments

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 804

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Gless Farmhouse

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 982;
Simon Gless Farmhouse

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Golden Gate Theater

19-0022-001 Survey Number | Vega
Building

Historic Resource

Golden State Mutual Life Insurance
Building

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 580

Historic Resource

National Register Of Historic Places
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Golden State Mutual Life Insurance
Company Home Office

Golden State Mutual; Golden State Mutual
Life Insurance Building; La Historic-Cultural
Monument No. 1000

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Goldenfeld House

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 632

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Goodyear Tract Home #1

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 1033

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Goodyear Tract Home #2

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 1034

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Goodyear Tract Home #3

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 1035

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Goodyear Tract Home #4

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 1036

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Gordon L. Mcdonough House
Gould-Lafetra House

Historic Resource
La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 886

Gramercy Homestead Park

2532 5th Avenue

Historic Resource

Granada Buildings

Historic Resource

Granada Shoppes And Studios

19-0053-034 Survey Number | Granada
Buildings

Historic Resource

National Register Of Historic Places

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

2400-2402 Gramercy Park And 20982108 West 24th Street

Historic Resource
Granada Shoppes And Studios; Granada
Shoppes And Studios; Granada Shoppes
And Studios Building; La Historic-Cultural
Monument No. 238

Sidewalk and Transit Amenities Program

5170 E Whittier Blvd

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument
National Register Of Historic Places
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

672 S Lafayette Park Pl

74

National Register Of Historic Places

October 2021

Cultural Resources Impact Analysis Technical Memorandum

PRIMARY NAME

OTHER NAMES

Granite Block Paving (Between
Alameda Street And North Main Street)

RESOURCE TYPE

PRIMARY ADDRESS/LOCATION
DESCRIPTION

EVALUATION STATUS

Historic Resource

Bruno Street

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Grauman's Chinese Theater

Hollywood Boulevard Commercial And
Entertainment District Contributor; La
Historic-Cultural Monument No. 55; Mann's
Chinese Theater; Tcl Chinese Theater

Historic Resource

National Register Of Historic Places
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Gray Building

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 709

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Great Republic Life Building

Great Republic Lofts; La Historic-Cultural
Monument No. 957

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Greenacres

Harold Lloyd Estate; Harold Lloyd Estate
(Greenacres); Harold Lloyd Estate
(Greenacres); La Historic-Cultural
Monument No. 279

Historic Resource

California Register Of Historical Resources
National Register Of Historic Places
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Grether & Grether Building
Grier House

Historic Resource
La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 833

730 South Los Angeles Street

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Grieri - Musser House

Historic Resource

403 South Bonnie Brae Street

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Griffith Observatory

Historic Resource

2500 East Observatory Road

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Griffith Park

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 942

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Gross House

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 695

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Guaranty Building

Historic Resource

6331 Hollywood Boulevard

California Register Of Historical Resources
National Register Of Historic Places

Guasti Villa - Busby Berkley Estate

Guasti Villa/Busby Berkeley Estate, Garage
& Grounds; La Historic-Cultural Monument
No. 478; Prana Theological Seminary

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Gustav R. Rich House

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 834

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Gwynn Wilson Student Union

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 1049

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

H. Stanley Bent House (Including
Carriage House And Front Fountain)

Historic Resource

4201 Glenalbyn Drive

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

H. W. Ayres House

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 753; Old
Library

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Haas House

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 633

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Hacienda Arms Apartments

Historic Resource

8439 Sunset Boulevard

California Register Of Historical Resources
National Register Of Historic Places

1317 S Westlake Ave

National Register Of Historic Places

Hackett, Edward Alexander Kelley,
House

NPS-03000428-0000 National Register

Historic Resource

Haight-Dandridge Residence

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 1044

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Hale House (Heritage Square)

Historic Resource

3800 Homer Street

California Register Of Historical Resources
National Register Of Historic Places
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Halifax Apartments

Historic Resource

6376 Yucca Street

California Register Of Historical Resources
National Register Of Historic Places

Sidewalk and Transit Amenities Program
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PRIMARY NAME

OTHER NAMES

RESOURCE TYPE

Hamburger's Department Store

Broadway Theater And Commercial District
Contributor; La Historic-Cultural Monument
No. 459; May Company, Downtown; The
Great White Store

Historic Resource

National Register Of Historic Places
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Hamma House

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 797

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Hancock Memorial Museum

Historic Resource

Hancock Park

Historic Resource

Hancock Park La Brea

Historic Resource

Hangar No. 1 Building

Hangar One; Hangar One; La HistoricCultural Monument No. 44

Hangar One

3616 University Avenue

EVALUATION STATUS

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument
California Historical Landmarks
Los Angeles Historic Preservation Overlay Zone

Hancock Park, 5801 Wilshire Blvd
Between Ogden And Curson Sts, Los
Angeles

California Historical Landmarks
National Register Of Historic Places
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Historic Resource
Historic Resource

5701 W Imperial Hwy

National Register Of Historic Places

Hannah Schwartz Apartments

Gertrude And Harry Kaye Building; La
Historic-Cultural Monument No. 1002

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Hanson Puthuff House

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 752

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Harbor View House
Harpel House #1

907-945 Beacon Street And 912-928
Palos Verdes Street

Historic Resource
La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 896

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Harris Newmark Building

Historic Resource

127 East 9th Street

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Harry And Grace Wurtzel House

Historic Resource

926 Longwood Avenue

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Harry J. Wolff House

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 828

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Harvester Farms

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 645

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Hauerwaas-Kusayanagi Residence

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 990

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Haven Of Rest

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 897

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Headley/Handley House

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 563

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Heart House

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 684

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Heerman Estate

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 943

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Heinsbergen Decorating Company
Building

A.T. Heinsbergen & Company Building;
Heinsbergen Building; La Historic-Cultural
Monument No. 275

Historic Resource

7415 Beverly Blvd

National Register Of Historic Places
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Historic Resource

2330 Naomi Street

California Register Of Historical Resources
National Register Of Historic Places

Helen Hunt Jackson Branch
Hellman Building

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 729;
Spring Street Financial District (Boundary
Increase) Contributor

Historic Resource

National Register Of Historic Places
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Hellman House

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 822

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Henry J. Foster Residence

Historic Resource

1030-1030 1/2 West 23rd Street

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Henry J. Reuman Residence

Historic Resource

923-925 West 23rd Street

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Sidewalk and Transit Amenities Program
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PRIMARY NAME

OTHER NAMES

RESOURCE TYPE

Henry Shire Residence

Henry Shire House; La Historic-Cultural
Monument No. 973

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Henry W. O'melveny House

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 756

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Herald Examiner Building

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 178; Los
Angeles Herald-Examiner

Historic Resource

National Register Of Historic Places
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Heritage Square Museum

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 1009

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Herivel House And Arroyo Stone Wall

4979-4983 North Sycamore Terrace
And 4979-4985 North Figueroa Street

Historic Resource

EVALUATION STATUS

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Herman H. Kerckhoff Residence

Herman Kerckhoff House; La HistoricCultural Monument No. 1043

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Hermon Car Wall

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 944

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Hewitt Residence

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 702

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Higgins / Verbeck / Hirsch Mansion

Historic Resource

637 South Lucerne Boulevard

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Higgins Building

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 873

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Highland Park Ebell Club Building

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 284

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Highland Park Masonic Temple

Historic Resource

5567 North Figueroa Street And 104
North Avenue 56

California Register Of Historical Resources
National Register Of Historic Places
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Highland Park Masonic Temple

19-0053-14 Survey Number

Historic Resource

104 N Ave 56

National Register Of Historic Places

Highland Park Police Station |
Northeast Police St

19-0053-14 Survey Number | Highland Park
Police Station Official Historic Name | Los
Angeles Police Station No. 19 | Northeast
Police Station

Historic Resource

6045 York Blvd

National Register Of Historic Places

Highland Theater Building

Historic Resource

5600-5608 North Figueroa Street And
103 East Avenue 56

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Highland Towers Apartments

Historic Resource

1920-1928 North Highland Avenue

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Highland-Camrose Bungalow Village

Historic Resource

2103-2115 1/2 North Highland Avenue,
6814-6836 Alta Loma Terrace, And
6819 Camrose Avenue

California Register Of Historical Resources
National Register Of Historic Places
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Hillside House By Carl Maston

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 668

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Hiner House

Historic Resource

4755-4757 North Figueroa Street

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Hiram V. Short Residence

Historic Resource

2108-2110 1/2 Estrella Avenue

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Hlaffer-Courcier Residence

Historic Resource

2574 Glendower Avenue

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Hodel Residence And Tea House

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 802

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Holiday Bowl

Holiday Bowl And Coffee Shop; La HistoricCultural Monument No. 688

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Hollyhock House

Barnsdall Park; Barnsdall, Aline, Complex
(Hollyhock House); La Historic-Cultural
Monument No. 12

Historic Resource

National Register Of Historic Places
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument
National Historic Landmarks

Hollywood American Legion Post #43

Sidewalk and Transit Amenities Program

Historic Resource

2035 North Highland Avenue
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PRIMARY NAME

OTHER NAMES

RESOURCE TYPE

PRIMARY ADDRESS/LOCATION
DESCRIPTION

EVALUATION STATUS

Hollywood Cemetery | Hollywood
Memorial Park Cemetery

Hollywood Cemetery Official Historic Name
| Hollywood Forever | Hollywood Memorial
Park Cemetery

Historic Resource

6000 Santa Monica Blvd

National Register Of Historic Places

Hollywood Masonic Temple

Historic Resource

6840 Hollywood Boulevard

California Register Of Historical Resources
National Register Of Historic Places
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Hollywood Melrose Hotel

Historic Resource

5150-5170 Melrose Boulevard

California Register Of Historical Resources
National Register Of Historic Places

Hollywood Memorial Park

Historic Resource

6000 Santa Monica Boulevard

California Register Of Historical Resources
National Register Of Historic Places

Hollywood Pilgrimage Memorial
Monument

Historic Resource

2580 Cahuenga Boulevard

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Hollywood Plaza Hotel And Neon Sign

Hollywood Boulevard Commercial And
Entertainment District Contributor; La
Historic-Cultural Monument No. 665

Historic Resource

National Register Of Historic Places
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Hollywood Professional Building

Hollywood Boulevard Commercial And
Entertainment District; La Historic-Cultural
Monument No. 876

Historic Resource

National Register Of Historic Places
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Hollywood Roosevelt Hotel And Pool

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 545

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Hollywood School For Girls (Women’s
Club Of Hollywood)

Historic Resource

1741-1751 North La Brea Avenue

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Hollywood Sign And Land Underneath

Historic Resource

Mount Lee

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Hollywood Walk Of Fame

Historic Resource

Hollywood Boulevard (Between Gower
And La Brea) & Vine Street (Between
Sunset And Yucca)

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Hollywood Western Building

Historic Resource

5500-5510 Hollywood Boulevard And
1669-1685 North Western Avenue

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Hollywoodland's Historic Granite
Retaining Walls And Stairs

Historic Resource

Hollywoodland

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Holmby House

Historic Resource

1221-1223 Holmby Avenue

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Holmes Shannon House

Holmes-Shannon House; La HistoricCultural Monument No. 885

Historic Resource

National Register Of Historic Places
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Horatio Cogswell House

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 677

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Hotel Chancellor

Historic Resource

3191 West Seventh Street

California Register Of Historical Resources
National Register Of Historic Places

Hotel Rosslyn Annex

Historic Resource

112 West 5th Street

California Register Of Historical Resources
National Register Of Historic Places

How House

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 895

Howard - Nagin Residence
Hunt Residence
Hyde Park Congregational Church Site Of (Demolished 1964)
Sidewalk and Transit Amenities Program

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Historic Resource
La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 1063

146 South Fuller Avenue

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

3408-3416 Hyde Park Boulevard And
6501-6505 Crenshaw Boulevard

Historic Resource
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PRIMARY NAME

OTHER NAMES

I. Magnin And Company Building

RESOURCE TYPE

PRIMARY ADDRESS/LOCATION
DESCRIPTION

EVALUATION STATUS

Historic Resource

3240 Wilshire Boulevard And 650-666
New Hampshire Avenue

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Idle Hour Cafe

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 977; La
Cana; Rudy's Keg

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Immanuel Presbyterian Church

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 743

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Institute Of Musical Art

Historic Resource

3210 West 54th Street And 5401 10th
Avenue

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Irvine - Byrne Building

Historic Resource

249-259 South Broadway And 301
West 3rd Street

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

1802 S Arlington Ave

National Register Of Historic Places

Irving, Washington, Branch

Washington Irving Branch Library | Zz**Zz
Survey Number

Historic Resource

Israel House

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 693

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Ivar I. Phillips Dwelling

Historic Resource

4200 North Figueroa Street

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Ivar I. Phillips Residence

Historic Resource

4204 North Figueroa Street

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Ivy Park Substation

Historic Resource

9070 Venice Boulevard

California Register Of Historical Resources
National Register Of Historic Places
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

J. A. Howsley House

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 805

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

J. B. Merrill House

Historic Resource

815 Elyria Drive

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

J. E. Maxwell Residence

Historic Resource

211 South Avenue 52

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

J. L. Hodge Residence

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 771

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

J. M. Haff 4-Plex

J.M. Haff Fourplex Residence; La HistoricCultural Monument No. 739

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

J.R. Dennison House

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 818

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

J.W. Blank Residence

Historic Resource

1950 North Edgemont Street

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Jack Doyle Residence

Historic Resource

620 South Irving Boulevard

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

2330 Naomi St

National Register Of Historic Places

Jackson, Helen Hunt, Branch

La Public Library Branches, Helen Hunt
Jackson Branch

Historic Resource

Jacobsen Duplex

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 796

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Jacobson House

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 674

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

James F. Real Studio Office

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 951

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

James Goldstein Office

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 829

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

James H. Dodson Residence
James Oviatt Building

Historic Resource
Alexander & Oviatt; La Historic-Cultural
Monument No. 195

Janes House
Janss Investment Company Building
Janss Investment Company Uptown
Branch Office Building (Sokol Hall)

Sidewalk and Transit Amenities Program

859-863 West 13th Street

National Register Of Historic Places
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Historic Resource
Historic Resource

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 364

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

6541 Hollywood Boulevard

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

500-508 North Western Avenue And
4761-4775 Maplewood Avenue

Historic Resource
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PRIMARY NAME

OTHER NAMES

Japanese Union Church Of Los
Angeles
Jardinette Apartments

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 390

Jefferson Branch

RESOURCE TYPE

PRIMARY ADDRESS/LOCATION
DESCRIPTION

EVALUATION STATUS

Historic Resource

120-122 North San Pedro Street

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Historic Resource

5128 Marathon St

National Register Of Historic Places
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Historic Resource

2211 West Jefferson Boulevard

California Register Of Historical Resources
National Register Of Historic Places

Jeffries House

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 735

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Jensen's Recreation Center

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 652

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

John Anson Ford Residence

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 1027

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

John B. Kane Residence

Historic Resource

2122 Bonsallo Avenue

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

John Barlow And Saxton Battery

Historic Resource

Fort Macarthur

California Register Of Historical Resources
National Register Of Historic Places

John C. Fremont Branch Library

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 303

John C. Harrison Residence
John Entenza House

National Register Of Historic Places
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Historic Resource
Historic Resource

Case Study House #9; Case Study House
#9; La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 530

John F. Powers Residence

1154-1160 West 27th Street

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument
National Register Of Historic Places
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Historic Resource
Historic Resource

1547 South Manhattan Place

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

John G. Jones Lodge

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 725

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

John Muir Branch Library

John Muir Branch; La Historic-Cultural
Monument No. 305

Historic Resource

National Register Of Historic Places
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

John R. Hunt House

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 704

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

John Sowden House

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 762;
Lloyd Wright/Sowden House; Sowden
House

Historic Resource

National Register Of Historic Places
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Johnie's Coffee Shop Restaurant

Johnie's; La Historic-Cultural Monument No.
1045; Ram's; Romeo's Times Square

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Johnson House & Arroyo Stone Wall

4985-4989 North Sycamore Terrace
And 4985 North Figueroa Street

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Jones And Emmons Building

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 696

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Joseph L. Starr Farmhouse

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 865;
Starr Dairy Farmhouse

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Judson Rives Building

Broadway Central Building; Broadway
Theater And Commercial District
Contributor; Judson Building; La HistoricCultural Monument No. 881

Historic Resource

National Register Of Historic Places
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Judson Studios

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 62; USC
College Of Fine Arts

Historic Resource

Julius Bierlich Residence

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 599

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Kallis House

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 860

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Kalmick House

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 634

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Sidewalk and Transit Amenities Program

200 S Ave 66
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PRIMARY ADDRESS/LOCATION
DESCRIPTION

PRIMARY NAME

OTHER NAMES

RESOURCE TYPE

Kappe Residence

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 623

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Kaye Residence

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 952

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

EVALUATION STATUS

KCET Studios

Historic Resource

4391-4421 Sunset Boulevard And
1327-1435 North Hoover Street

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Kelman Residence And Carriage Barn

Historic Resource

5029 Echo Street

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Kelton Apartments

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 365

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Kennedy-Solow House

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 923

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Keran Residence

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 758

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Kerckhoff House

730-746 West Adams Boulevard And
725 West 27th Street

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Kerckoff Building & Annex

Kerckhoff Building & Annex; Kerckhoff
Building & Annex; La Historic-Cultural
Monument No. 806; Santa Fe Lofts

Historic Resource

California Register Of Historical Resources
National Register Of Historic Places
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Kermin House

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 697

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Kinney - Everhardy House

Alvarado Terrace Historic District
Contributor; La Historic-Cultural Monument
No. 88

Historic Resource

National Register Of Historic Places
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Kinney-Tabor House

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 926

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Kissam House

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 761

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Korean Bell And Belfry Of Friendship

Korean Friendship Bell; La Historic-Cultural
Monument No. 187

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Korean Independence Memorial
Building

Historic Resource

1368 West Jefferson Boulevard

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Korean Philadelphia Presbyterian
Church

Korean Royal Church; La Historic-Cultural
Monument No. 91; Temple Sinai East

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Kramer House

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 933

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Kress, George R., House
Kun Residence

Historic Resource
La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 1006

La Belle Tour

2337 Benedict Canyon Dr

Historic Resource

National Register Of Historic Places
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Historic Resource

6200 Franklin Avenue

California Register Of Historical Resources
National Register Of Historic Places

La Casa De Las Campanas

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 239

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

La Casa Sueno De Lewis Stone Ranch

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 793

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

La Fonda Restaurant Building

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 268

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

La Leyenda Apartments

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 817

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

La Marquise

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 853

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

La Paloma

Historic Resource

357-369 North Avenue 53 And 53005320 Granada Street

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

La Reina Theater

Historic Resource

14626 Ventura Boulevard

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Lady Effie's Tea Parlor

Sidewalk and Transit Amenities Program

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 764

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument
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PRIMARY ADDRESS/LOCATION
DESCRIPTION

PRIMARY NAME

OTHER NAMES

RESOURCE TYPE

Lake Hollywood Reservoir

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 421;
Lake Hollywood Reservoir (Including
Mulholland Dam)

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Landfair Apartments

Everett Robison Hall; La Historic-Cultural
Monument No. 320

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Lankershim Reading Room

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 978

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Lasky-Demille Barn

Historic Resource

2100 North Highland Avenue

EVALUATION STATUS

California Register Of Historical Resources
National Register Of Historic Places

Latter House And Arroyo Stone Wall

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 366

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Laurelwood Apartments

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 228;
Laurelwood Penthouse

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Lawrence And Martha Joseph
Residence And Apartments

Historic Resource

3819-3827 Dunn Drive

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Lechner House

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 1024

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Lederer Residence

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 204;
Lederer House; Lederer Residence And
Immediate Environments

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Lehman House

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 715

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Leimert Plaza

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 620

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Lento Brick Court

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 986

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Leonis Adobe

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 1;
Miguel Leonis Adobe

Historic Resource

National Register Of Historic Places
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Life Magazine/Leimert Park House

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 864

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Lincoln Avenue Church Building
(Heritage Square)

Historic Resource

3800 Homer Street

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Lincoln Heights Branch Library

Historic Resource

2530 Workman Street

California Register Of Historical Resources
National Register Of Historic Places
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Lincoln Heights Department Of Water
And Power Building

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 384

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Lincoln Heights Jail

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 587; Los
Angeles City Jail

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Lincoln Park Carousel - Site Of
(Demolished 08/25/1976)

Historic Resource

Lincoln Place Apartments

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 1008

Historic Resource

Lincoln Theater

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 744;
Lincoln Theatre

Historic Resource

Linda Scott Residence

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 963

Historic Resource

Lipetz House

Sidewalk and Transit Amenities Program

Valley Boulevard And Mission Road

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument
California Register Of Historical Resources
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

2300 S Central Ave

National Register Of Historic Places
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Historic Resource

1843 North Dillon Street
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RESOURCE TYPE

PRIMARY ADDRESS/LOCATION
DESCRIPTION

EVALUATION STATUS

Little Country Church Of Hollywood

Historic Resource

1750 North Argyle Avenue And 61516161 Carlos Avenue

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Little Nugget (Travel Town - Griffith
Park)

Historic Resource

5200 Zoo Drive

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Lois Ellen Arnold Residence

Historic Resource

1978 Estrella Avenue

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Los Altos Apartments

Historic Resource

4117-4127 Wilshire Boulevard

California Register Of Historical Resources
National Register Of Historic Places
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

PRIMARY NAME

OTHER NAMES

Los Angeles Athletic Club Building

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 69

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Central Library Building
And Grounds

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 46; Los
Angeles Central Library; Los Angeles
Central Library

Historic Resource

630 W 5th St

National Register Of Historic Places
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Historic Resource

200 North Spring Street

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Los Angeles City Hall
Los Angeles Department Of Water And
Power General Office Building (John
Ferraro Building)

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 1022;
Los Angeles Department Of Water And
Power Building (John Ferraro Office
Building)

Los Angeles Harbor Light Station
Los Angeles Hompa Hongwanji
Buddhist Temple

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument
Los Angeles Harbor (San Pedro
Breakwater)

Historic Resource
La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 313;
National Center For The Preservation Of
Democracy; Nishi Hongwanji Buddhist
Temple

California Register Of Historical Resources
National Register Of Historic Places

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Los Angeles Memorial Coliseum

Historic Resource

3911 South Figueroa Street

California Register Of Historical Resources
National Register Of Historic Places
California Historical Landmarks
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Los Angeles Nurses' Club

Historic Resource

245 South Lucas Avenue And 1405
Miramar Street

California Register Of Historical Resources
National Register Of Historic Places
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

9015 Venice Blvd

National Register Of Historic Places

Los Angeles Pacific Company Ivy Park
Substation

19-0053-034 Survey Number | Pacific
Electric Railway Company Culver
Substation | Zz**Zz Survey Number

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Plaza Park

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 64; Los
Angeles Plaza; Los Angeles Plaza Historic
District Contributor

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Police Academy Rock
Garden
Los Angeles Public Library - Original
Van Nuys Branch
Los Angeles Railway Huron Substation

Sidewalk and Transit Amenities Program

National Register Of Historic Places
California Historical Landmarks
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Historic Resource
La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 911;
Van Nuys Branch Library; Van Nuys Branch
Library

1880 North Academy Road

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument
National Register Of Historic Places
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Historic Resource
Historic Resource

2640 North Huron Street
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PRIMARY ADDRESS/LOCATION
DESCRIPTION

PRIMARY NAME

OTHER NAMES

RESOURCE TYPE

Los Angeles Stock Exchange

Barclay's Bank; La Historic-Cultural
Monument No. 671; Spring Street Financial
District Contributor; Spring Tower Lofts

Historic Resource

National Register Of Historic Places
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Los Angeles Stock Exchange Building

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 205;
Pacific Stock Exchange; Spring Street
Financial District Contributor

Historic Resource

National Register Of Historic Places
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Los Angeles Theatre

Broadway Theater And Commercial District
Contributor; La Historic-Cultural Monument
No. 225; Los Angeles Theater

Historic Resource

National Register Of Historic Places
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

EVALUATION STATUS

Los Angeles Union Station Passenger
Terminal And Grounds

Historic Resource

800-850 North Alameda Street And
357 Aliso Street

California Register Of Historical Resources
National Register Of Historic Places
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Los Encinos State Historic Park
(Rancho El Encino)

Historic Resource

16756 Moorpark Street

California Register Of Historical Resources
National Register Of Historic Places

Los Feliz Brown Derby

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 843

Los Feliz Heights Steps

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument
Cromwell Avenue, Bonvue Avenue,
Glencairn Road, Bryn Mawr Road, And
Glendower Avenue

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Los Orchidas

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 821

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Louise Pratt House

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 879;
Menlo Avenue/29th Street Historic District
Contributor

Historic Resource

National Register Of Historic Places
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Lovell House

Historic Resource

4616 Dundee Drive

California Register Of Historical Resources
National Register Of Historic Places
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Loyola Theater

Historic Resource

8600-8610 South Sepulveda Boulevard
And 6266 Manchester Avenue

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Luby And Anastasia Bubeshko
Apartments

A. And Luby Bubeshko Apartments;
Anastasia Bubeshko Apartments; La
Historic-Cultural Monument No. 831

Lucien And Blanche Gray Residence

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Historic Resource

2515-2519 4th Avenue

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Lucy E. Wheeler/Martin E. Weil House

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 991;
Lucy E. Wheeler House

Historic Resource

Lugo Adobe Site

19-0053-034 Survey Number

Historic Resource

516 N Los Angeles St

California Historical Landmarks

Lummis House | Charles Lummis
Memorial Home

19-0053-14 Survey Number | Lummis
House; Charles Lummis Memorial Home |
Lummis House Official Historic Name |
Zz**Zz Survey Number

Historic Resource

200 E Ave 43

National Register Of Historic Places
California Historical Landmarks

Historic Resource

3424-3426 West Adams Boulevard

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Lycurgus Lindsay Mansion

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Lydecker House

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 918

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

M. J. Connell Building Nos. 4-6

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 711;
Santee Village Lofts

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Sidewalk and Transit Amenities Program
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PRIMARY NAME

OTHER NAMES

RESOURCE TYPE

M. J. Connell Buildings Nos. 1-3 And 7

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 710;
Santee Court Lofts

Historic Resource

Machell-Seaman House
Mack Sennett Studios

PRIMARY ADDRESS/LOCATION
DESCRIPTION

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Historic Resource
La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 256

Macy Street Viaduct

EVALUATION STATUS

2341 Scarff Street

Historic Resource

California Register Of Historical Resources
National Register Of Historic Places
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Cesar E. Chavez Avenue (Between
Mission Road And Vignes Street)

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Magic Castle

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 406;
Rollin B. Lane Estate

Historic Resource

Main Brick Synagogue

Congregation Talmud Torah Of Los
Angeles Official Historic Name |
Congregation Talmud Torah | NPS01001192-0000 National Register

Historic Resource

Malabar Branch Library

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 304;
Malabar Branch

Historic Resource

National Register Of Historic Places
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Margaret And Harry Hay House

Hay House; La Historic-Cultural Monument
No. 981

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Margaret T. And Bettie Mead
Creighton Residence

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

247 N Breed St

Historic Resource

2342 Scarff Street

National Register Of Historic Places

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Marquez Filling Station

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 800

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Marsh Duplex

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 999

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Marshall Flats

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 823

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Marshall-Kline Residence

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 961

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Martin E. Lindskow House

Historic Resource

381-383 West 10th Street

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Mary Andrews Clark Residence Of The
YWCA

Historic Resource

306 Loma Drive

California Register Of Historical Resources
National Register Of Historic Places
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Mary E. Smith House

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 798;
North University Park Historic District
Contributor

Historic Resource

National Register Of Historic Places
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Mary E. Stilson Residence

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 824

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Mary P. Field House & Arroyo Stone
Wall

Historic Resource

4967-4971 North Sycamore Terrace
And 4967-4973 North Figueroa Street

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Marymount High School Main Admin.
Bldg. (Incl. Chapel & Auditorium)

Historic Resource

10643-10685 Sunset Boulevard And
101-121 Marymount Place

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Masonic Temple

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 342;
Masonic Lodge #198; San Pedro Lodge

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Masquers Club Building (Site Of)

Historic Resource

1765 North Sycamore Avenue

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Mauer House

Historic Resource

932 Rome Drive

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Maverick's Flat

Sidewalk and Transit Amenities Program

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 679

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument
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PRIMARY ADDRESS/LOCATION
DESCRIPTION

PRIMARY NAME

OTHER NAMES

RESOURCE TYPE

Max Factor Makeup Salon

Hollywood Boulevard Commercial And
Entertainment District Contributor;
Hollywood Museum; La Historic-Cultural
Monument No. 593

Historic Resource

National Register Of Historic Places
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Maxwell House

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 808

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

May Company Garage

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 1001

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

May Company Wilshire

Academy Museum Of Motion Pictures; La
Historic-Cultural Monument No. 566

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Mayan Theater

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 460; The
Mayan Theatre

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Mayfair Apartments And Rooftop Neon
Sign

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 867

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Mayflower Hotel
Mcalmon House

Historic Resource
La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 1011

531-535 South Grand Avenue

Historic Resource

EVALUATION STATUS

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Mccarty Memorial Christian Church

Historic Resource

4101 West Adams Boulevard

California Register Of Historical Resources
National Register Of Historic Places

Mcdonnell Residence Founder's
Home: Urban Academy

Historic Resource

601 North Wilcox Avenue & 595 North
Wilcox Avenue

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Mcgroarty Home And Grounds

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 63;
Rancho Chupa Rosa

Mckinley Mansion (Demolished June
1994)

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Historic Resource

310-312 South Lafayette Park Place

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Mcnary House

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 889

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Mcternan Residence

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 1065

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Memorial Branch Library

Historic Resource

4625 West Olympic Boulevard

California Register Of Historical Resources
National Register Of Historic Places
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Memory Chapel (Calvary Presbyterian
Church)

Historic Resource

1146-1160 North Marine Avenue

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Merced Theater

19-0053-015 Survey Number | 19-0053-021
Survey Number | 19-0053-034 Survey
Number | Merced Theatre Official Historic
Name | NPS-72000231-9999 National
Register

Historic Resource

420 N Main St

California Historical Landmarks

Metropolitan Building

Broadway Theater And Commercial District
Contributor; La Historic-Cultural Monument
No. 1019

Historic Resource

Meyers House - Site Of (Demolished
1992)
Michael J. Connell Carriage House
Michael Shannon Residence

Sidewalk and Transit Amenities Program

National Register Of Historic Places
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Historic Resource
La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 779

4340 Eagle Rock Boulevard

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Historic Resource

1970 Bonsallo Avenue
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PRIMARY NAME

OTHER NAMES

Midtown School (Site Plus Four John
Lautner Buildings)
Milbank - Mcfie Estate

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 420;
Milbank Mansion

Miller And Herriott Tract House
Miller House

PRIMARY ADDRESS/LOCATION
DESCRIPTION

EVALUATION STATUS

Historic Resource

4155 Russell Avenue

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument
1157-1163 West 27th Street And 26702676 Magnolia Avenue

Historic Resource
La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 862

Million Dollar Theater
Mills Cottage

RESOURCE TYPE

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Historic Resource
La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 781

California Register Of Historical Resources
National Register Of Historic Places
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

307 S. Broadway

Historic Resource

California Register Of Historical Resources
National Register Of Historic Places
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Minister Residence

Historic Resource

4151-4167 Sea View Drive And 4163
Sea View Lane

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Minnie Hill Palmer Residence
(Dynamite Shed #133)

Historic Resource

22360 Devonshire Street

California Register Of Historical Resources
National Register Of Historic Places
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Mission San Fernando Rey De
Convento Building

Historic Resource

15151 San Fernando Mission
Boulevard

California Register Of Historical Resources
National Register Of Historic Places

Mission Wells And Settling Basin (Area
Of)

Historic Resource

Havana Avenue And Bleeker Street

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Moneta Branch

Historic Resource

4255 South Olive Street

California Register Of Historical Resources
National Register Of Historic Places

Monroe Cottage

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 894

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Montecito Apartments

Historic Resource

6650 Franklin Avenue

California Register Of Historical Resources
National Register Of Historic Places

Montecito View House

Historic Resource

4115 Berenice Place

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Monterey Apartments

Historic Resource

4600-4604 Los Fellz Boulevard

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Monterey Trailer Park

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 736

Historic Resource

Mooers, Frederick Mitchell, House

19-0053-034 Survey Number | Fredrick M
Mooers House

Historic Resource

818 S Bonnie Brae St

National Register Of Historic Places

Moreton Bay Fig Tree

Historic Resource

11000 National Boulevard, 3010 Tilden
Avenue, And 11015 Clover Avenue

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Morgan House (Harbor Area Ywca)

Historic Resource

437 West 9th Street

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Morrell House

Historic Resource

215 North Avenue 53

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Mortensen House

Historic Resource

103 South Wilton Drive

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Mother Trust Superet Center

Historic Resource

2506-2522 West 3rd Street

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Mount Carmel High School Building
(Demolished 1983)

Historic Resource

814 West 70th Street

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Mount Pleasant House (Heritage
Square)

Historic Resource

3800 Homer Street

California Register Of Historical Resources
National Register Of Historic Places
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Sidewalk and Transit Amenities Program

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument
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PRIMARY NAME

OTHER NAMES

Mount Washington Cable Car Station

RESOURCE TYPE

PRIMARY ADDRESS/LOCATION
DESCRIPTION

EVALUATION STATUS

Historic Resource

200-202 West Avenue 43

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Mount Washington Hotel

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 845;
Self-Realization Fellowship International
Headquarters

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Mudd Memorial Hall Of Philosophy

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 1050

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Muir, John, Branch

John Muir Branch Library | Zz**Zz Survey
Number

Historic Resource

1005 W 64th St

National Register Of Historic Places

Muller House (Former Site)

Historic Resource

1542 South Beacon Street

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Municipal Ferry Building (Maritime
History Museum)

Historic Resource

Berth 84 (Foot Of 6th Street)

California Register Of Historical Resources
National Register Of Historic Places
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Municipal Warehouse No. 1

Historic Resource

2500 Signal Street

California Register Of Historical Resources
National Register Of Historic Places

Murdock Residence

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 778

Murphy Ranch Powerhouse

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Historic Resource

1000 Rustic Road

California Register Of Historical Resources
National Register Of Historic Places

Mutual Housing Association Site Office

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 680

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

National Biscuit Company Building

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 888

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Natural History Museum

19-0053-034 Survey Number | Natural
History Museum Of Los Angeles

Historic Resource

900 Exposition Blvd

National Register Of Historic Places

Natural History Museum Of Los
Angeles County

Historic Resource

900 Exposition Boulevard

California Register Of Historical Resources
National Register Of Historic Places

Navy And Us Marine Corps Reserve
Center

Historic Resource

1700 Stadium Wy

California Historical Landmarks

Historic Resource

2379 Glendale Blvd

National Register Of Historic Places
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Historic Resource

2300 Silver Lake Boulevard

California Register Of Historical Resources
National Register Of Historic Places

Neutra Office Building

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 676

Neutra, Richard And Dion, Vld
Research House Ii
Nickel Leong Mansion

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 849

Nicolosi Estate

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Historic Resource

414 Saint Pierre Road

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Nin-Pole Residence

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 892

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Nirvana Apartments

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 816

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Normandie Hotel

Hotel Normandie La; La Historic-Cultural
Monument No. 1013

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

North Broadway-Buena Vista Street
Bridge, No. 53c0545

Buena Vista Bridge; La Historic-Cultural
Monument No. 907

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

North Hollywood Amelia M Earhart
Regional Branch

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 302;
North Hollywood Branch; North Hollywood
Sidney Lanier Regional Branch

Historic Resource

National Register Of Historic Places
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

North Main Street Bridge

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 901

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

North Spring Street Bridge

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 900

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Sidewalk and Transit Amenities Program
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PRIMARY NAME

OTHER NAMES

RESOURCE TYPE

North Vermont Avenue Moreton Bay
Fig Trees

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 940

Historic Resource

Northeast Police Station

PRIMARY ADDRESS/LOCATION
DESCRIPTION

EVALUATION STATUS
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Historic Resource

6045 York Boulevard

California Register Of Historical Resources
National Register Of Historic Places
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

2650 E Olympic Blvd

National Register Of Historic Places

NPS-05001407-0000

Sears, Roebuck &Amp; Company Mail
Order Building Official Historic Name

Historic Resource

O'neill Duplex No. 1

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 868

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Oak Glen Ranch

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 838

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Oak Tree (Demolished 1997)
Oakridge And Grounds

Louise Avenue (210 Feet South Of
Ventura Boulevard)

Historic Resource
La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 484;
Oakridge Estate; Stanwyck Residence

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Occidental College Hall Of Letters
Building (Savoy Apartments)

Historic Resource

111-129 7/8 North Avenue 50

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Octagon House (Heritage Square)

Historic Resource

3800 Homer Street

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Octavius W. Morgan Residence

Historic Resource

179-181 South Alta Vista Boulevard

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Ojai Apartments

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 842

Old 6th Street Wooden Bridge - Site Of
(Removed 1968)

Old Eagle Rock Branch Library

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Historic Resource
Eagle Rock Branch Library; Eagle Rock
Branch Library; Eagle Rock Carnegie
Library; Eagle Rock Community Cultural
Center; La Historic-Cultural Monument No.
292

Old Fire Station #6

Hollenbeck Park Lake

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

National Register Of Historic Places
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Historic Resource

Historic Resource

534 East Edgeware Road

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Old Plaza Church | Iglesia De Nuestra
Senora La Rein

19-0053-021 Survey Number | Iglesia De
Nuestra Senora La Reina De Los Angeles |
La Placita | NPS-72000231-9999 National
Register

Historic Resource

535 N Main St

California Historical Landmarks

Old Plaza Firehouse

19-0053-015 Survey Number | 19-0053-021
Survey Number | 19-0053-034 Survey
Number

Historic Resource

134 Plaza St

California Historical Landmarks

Old Santa Monica Forestry Station

Historic Resource

Rustic Canyon Recreation Center, Nw
Corner Of Latimer And Hilltree Rds,
Los Angeles

California Historical Landmarks

Old Stage Coach Trail Property

Historic Resource

South Chatsworth Park

California Register Of Historical Resources
National Register Of Historic Places
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Olin Hall Of Engineering, USC

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 1054

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Oliver Flats

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 929

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Sidewalk and Transit Amenities Program
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RESOURCE TYPE

PRIMARY ADDRESS/LOCATION
DESCRIPTION

EVALUATION STATUS

Oliver G. Posey - Edward L. Doheny
Residence

Historic Resource

8 Chester Place

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Ollie Tract (Except Lot 7) Including
Environs & Structure

Historic Resource

5701-5731 Benner Street And 179-199
S. Avenue 57

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

PRIMARY NAME

OTHER NAMES

Olympic Street Bridge; Ninth Street
Bridge; 53c0163

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 902

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

One Bunker Hill

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 347

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

One Hundred Sycamore

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 858

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Orchard Gables Cottage

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 859

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Orcutt Ranch Horticulture Center

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 31;
Rancho Sombra Del Roble

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Original Building Of The University Of
Southern California
Original Pantry

Widney Hall Alumni House, University
Of Southern Ca, Childs Way, Between
Hoover Blvd And University Ave, Los
Angeles

Historic Resource
La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 255;
Original Pantry Cafe; The Pantry

Original Vernon Branch Library - Site
Of (Demolished 1986)

Historic Resource

California Historical Landmarks

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Historic Resource

4504 South Central Avenue

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Historic Resource

617 S Olive St

National Register Of Historic Places

Pacific Bell Building

Historic Resource

2749-2765 West 15th Street

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Pacific Electric Building

Historic Resource

610 South Main Street

California Register Of Historical Resources
National Register Of Historic Places

Pacific Electric Picover Railway Station
(Demolished 1990)

Historic Resource

16710 Sherman Way

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Oviatt, James, Building

Pacific Mutual Building

19-0053-034 Survey Number | Oviatt
Building

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 398

Pacific Palisades Business Block

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument
15300-15318 Sunset Boulevard, 904910 Via De La Paz, And 15301-15327
Antioch Street

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Palace Theater

Broadway Theater And Commercial District
Contributor; La Historic-Cultural Monument
No. 449; Orpheum Theater

Historic Resource

National Register Of Historic Places
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Palm Court (Alexandria Hotel)

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 80;
Spring Street Financial District Contributor;
The Alex

Historic Resource

National Register Of Historic Places
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Palm Trees (Queen & Washingtonia
Robusta) And The Median Strip

Historic Resource

Highland Avenue (Between Wilshire
And Melrose)

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Palms - Southern Pacific Railroad
Depot

Historic Resource

3800 Homer Street

California Register Of Historical Resources
National Register Of Historic Places
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Sidewalk and Transit Amenities Program
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PRIMARY NAME

OTHER NAMES

Pan Pacific Auditorium West Facade Site Of (Demolished 1992)

RESOURCE TYPE

PRIMARY ADDRESS/LOCATION
DESCRIPTION

EVALUATION STATUS

Historic Resource

7600 Beverly Boulevard

National Register Of Historic Places
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Pantages Theatre

Hollywood Boulevard Commercial And
Entertainment District Contributor; La
Historic-Cultural Monument No. 193

Historic Resource

National Register Of Historic Places
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Park Plaza Hotel

Elk's Building; Elk's Club 99; Elk's Lodge
No. 99; Elk's Temple 99; La HistoricCultural Monument No. 267

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Park Wilshire Building

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 934

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Pascual Marquez Family Cemetery

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 685

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Paul Landacre Cabin And Grounds

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 839;
Paul Landacre Cabin

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Paul Lauritz House

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 784

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Paul R. Williams Residence

Historic Resource

1690 Victoria Avenue

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Peet House

Historic Resource

1139 South Harvard Boulevard

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Pellissier Building And Wiltern Theater

Historic Resource

652-676 South Western Avenue, 37503790 Wilshire Boulevard, And 651-697
Oxford Avenue

California Register Of Historical Resources
National Register Of Historic Places
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Pengelly House

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 746

Pepper Trees

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument
Canoga Avenue (Ventura Boulevard
To Saltillo Street)

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Percy H. Clark Residence

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 672;
Van Buren Place Historic District
Contributor

Historic Resource

National Register Of Historic Places
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Perrine House

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 662

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Petitfils Residence

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 916

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Petitfils-Boos Residence

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 835;
Petitfils-Boos House

Historic Resource

Petroleum Building

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 596;
Petroleum Securities Building; Security
Pacific Bank Building

Historic Resource

Philharmonic Auditorium - Site Of
(Demolished 1984)
Philip Chandler House

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 689

438-456 South Olive Street And 421433 West 5th Street

Historic Resource

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 1051

Historic Resource

Pico House

19-0053-015 Survey Number | 19-0053-021
Survey Number | 19-0053-034 Survey
Number | NPS-72000231-9999 National
Register | Pico Hotel

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

3341-3351 Griffith Park Boulevard And
3910-3918 Los Feliz Boulevard

Historic Resource

Physical Education Building

National Register Of Historic Places
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Historic Resource

Philosophical Research Society

Sidewalk and Transit Amenities Program

545 Plymouth Blvd

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

424 N Main St
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PRIMARY NAME

OTHER NAMES

Pierce Brothers Mortuary

RESOURCE TYPE

PRIMARY ADDRESS/LOCATION
DESCRIPTION

EVALUATION STATUS

Historic Resource

714-720 West Washington Boulevard
And /1900-1928 Bonsallo Avenue

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Pierson Residence

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 630

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Pilot House

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 717

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Piper House (Demolished 08/20/1995)

Plaza Church

Historic Resource
La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 3; La
Iglesia De Nuestra Senora La Reina De Los
Angeles; Los Angeles Plaza Historic District
Contributor; Nuestra Senora La Reina De
Los Angeles; Nuestra Senora La Reina De
Los Angeles; Our Lady Queen Of Angels,
La Placita

326 North Avenue 53

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

California Register Of Historical Resources
National Register Of Historic Places
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Historic Resource

Plaza Substation

Historic Resource

10 Olvera Street

California Register Of Historical Resources
National Register Of Historic Places

Point Fermin Lighthouse

Historic Resource

805 Paseo Del Mar

California Register Of Historical Resources
National Register Of Historic Places

Portal Of The Folded Wings Shrine To
Aviation & Museum

Historic Resource

10621 Victory Boulevard

California Register Of Historical Resources
National Register Of Historic Places

Powder Magazine (Camp Drum)

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 249

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Powers Apartment #1

Historic Resource

2325-2329 Scarff Street

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Powers Apartment #2

Historic Resource

2326-2332 Scarff Street And 13 Saint
James Park

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Powers Apartment #3

Historic Resource

2308-2312 1/2 Scarff Street

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Powers Residence

Alvarado Terrace Historic District
Contributor; La Historic-Cultural Monument
No. 86

National Register Of Historic Places
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Historic Resource

President's House (Carriage House &
Formal Gardens - Site Of (Demolished 1986))

Historic Resource

7851 Budlong Avenue

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Prince Hall Masonic Temple

Historic Resource

1050 East 50th Street

California Register Of Historical Resources
National Register Of Historic Places

Purviance Residence

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 844

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Putnam House

Historic Resource

5944-5948 Hayes Avenue

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Ralph J. Bunche House

Historic Resource

1221-1223 East 40th Place

California Register Of Historical Resources
National Register Of Historic Places
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Ralph J. Chandler Residence

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 1003

Historic Resource

Ralph J. Scott Fireboat No. 2 (Berth
85) And Old Firehouse No. 112 (Berth
227)

Ralph J. Scott (Fireboat)

Historic Resource

Sidewalk and Transit Amenities Program

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument
Berth 85 And 227
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PRIMARY NAME

OTHER NAMES

RESOURCE TYPE

PRIMARY ADDRESS/LOCATION
DESCRIPTION

EVALUATION STATUS

Ralph's Grocery Store

Bratskeller Restaurant; Egyptian Theatre;
La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 360;
Ralphs Grocery Store

Historic Resource

1142 Westwood Blvd

National Register Of Historic Places
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Ramsay-Durfee Estate | Villa Maria

Ramsay-Durfee Estate Official Historic
Name | Villa Maria Other

Historic Resource

2425 S Western Ave

National Register Of Historic Places

Raphael Junction Block Building

California Ice Company Building; La
Historic-Cultural Monument No. 872; New
York Suspender Factoryn Building; Raphael
Glass Company Warehouse

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Raphael Residence

Alvarado Terrace Historic District
Contributor; La Historic-Cultural Monument
No. 87

Historic Resource

National Register Of Historic Places
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Ravenswood Apartments

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 768

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Ray Charles Worldwide Offices And
Studios

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 776;
Rpm International Building

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Ray S. Linn House

Historic Resource

7820 W Mulholland Drive

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Raymond Chandler Square

Hollywood Boulevard Commercial And
Entertainment District; La Historic-Cultural
Monument No. 597

Historic Resource

National Register Of Historic Places
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Red Car Trestle Footings

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 770

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Redmen's Hall

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 751;
Point Fermin Branch Library; Red Men Hall

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Reeves House

Historic Resource

219 North Avenue 53

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Residence

Historic Resource

818-822 South Bonnie Brae Street

California Register Of Historical Resources
National Register Of Historic Places
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Residence

Historic Resource

1110 West 27th Street And 2703-2707
South Hoover Street

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Residence

Historic Resource

1405-1411 Kellam Avenue

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Residence

Historic Resource

822-826 East Kensington Road

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Residence

Historic Resource

917 East 49th Place

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Residence

Historic Resource

5426 Budlong Avenue And 1157 West
55th Street

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Residence

Historic Resource

1100 West 55th Street

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Residence

Historic Resource

1203-1207 Kipling Avenue

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Residence

Historic Resource

1425 Miramar Street

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Residence

Historic Resource

2660 Sichel Street

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Residence

Historic Resource

1437 North Martel Avenue

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Residence

Historic Resource

1207 East 55th Street

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Residence

Historic Resource

3537 Griffin Avenue

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Residence

Historic Resource

6028 Hayes Avenue

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Sidewalk and Transit Amenities Program
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RESOURCE TYPE

PRIMARY ADDRESS/LOCATION
DESCRIPTION

EVALUATION STATUS

Residence

Historic Resource

2054-2056 Griffin Avenue

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Residence

Historic Resource

1325 Carroll Avenue And 1314-1320
Kellam Avenue

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Residence

Historic Resource

757-767 Garland Avenue

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Residence

Historic Resource

2218 South Harvard Boulevard And
2216-2222 La Salle Avenue

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Residence

Historic Resource

432-498 North Avenue 66

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Residence

Historic Resource

945 East Edgeware Road

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Residence

Historic Resource

1239-1247 Boston Street

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Residence

Historic Resource

1343 Kellam Avenue

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Residence

Historic Resource

724 East Edgeware Road

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Residence

Historic Resource

1334 Kellam Avenue

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Residence

Historic Resource

915-917 Douglas Street

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Residence

Historic Resource

874-886 West Kensington Road And
1101 Douglas Street

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Residence

Historic Resource

1030 Cesar E. Chavez Avenue

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Residence

Historic Resource

1407 Carroll Avenue

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Residence

Historic Resource

1441-1443 1/2 Carroll Avenue

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Residence

Historic Resource

1321 Carroll Avenue And 1310-1316
Kellam Avenue

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Residence

Historic Resource

3110 North Broadway

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Residence

Historic Resource

1866 West 14th Street And 1402
Malvern Avenue

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Residence

Historic Resource

1443 North Martel Avenue

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Residence

Historic Resource

2700 Eagle Street

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Residence

Historic Resource

817-821 North Glendale Boulevard

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Residence

Historic Resource

1036-1038 South Bonnie Brae Street

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Residence - Site Of (Demolished May
1973)

Historic Resource

1620 Pleasant Avenue

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Residence (Destroyed By Fire
01/05/1978)

Historic Resource

919 West 20th Street

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Residence (Exterior Only)

Historic Resource

1851 West 11th Street

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Residence And Carriage House

Historic Resource

1411 Carroll Avenue

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

PRIMARY NAME

OTHER NAMES

Residence And Carriage House At
1347 Kellam Avenue

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 221

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Residence At 1300 W. Carroll Avenue

1300 Block Of Carroll Avenue Contributor;
La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 51;
Phillips House

Historic Resource

National Register Of Historic Places
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Sidewalk and Transit Amenities Program
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PRIMARY ADDRESS/LOCATION
DESCRIPTION

PRIMARY NAME

OTHER NAMES

RESOURCE TYPE

Residence At 1316 W. Carroll Avenue

1300 Block Of Carroll Avenue Contributor;
La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 76

Historic Resource

National Register Of Historic Places
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Residence At 1320 Carroll Avenue

1300 Block Of Carroll Avenue Contributor;
Heim House; La Historic-Cultural Monument
No. 77

Historic Resource

National Register Of Historic Places
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Residence At 1324 W. Carroll Avenue

1300 Block Of Carroll Avenue Contributor;
La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 78;
Scheerer House

Historic Resource

National Register Of Historic Places
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Residence At 1329 W. Carroll Avenue

1300 Block Of Carroll Avenue Contributor;
Innes House; La Historic-Cultural
Monument No. 73

Historic Resource

National Register Of Historic Places
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Residence At 1330 W. Carroll Avenue

1300 Block Of Carroll Avenue Contributor;
La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 52;
Sessions House

Historic Resource

National Register Of Historic Places
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Residence At 1344 W. Carroll Avenue

1300 Block Of Carroll Avenue Contributor;
Haskins House; La Historic-Cultural
Monument No. 79

Historic Resource

National Register Of Historic Places
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Residence At 1345 W. Carroll Avenue

1300 Block Of Carroll Avenue Contributor;
La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 74

Historic Resource

National Register Of Historic Places
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Residence At 1355 W. Carroll Avenue

1300 Block Of Carroll Avenue Contributor;
La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 75

Historic Resource

National Register Of Historic Places
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Reverend Williel Thomson Residence

Historic Resource

215 South Avenue 52

EVALUATION STATUS

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Rialto Theater Building

Broadway Theater And Commercial District
Contributor; Grauman's Rialto; La HistoricCultural Monument No. 472; Quinn's Rialto;
Rialto Theater; Rialto Theatre

Historic Resource

National Register Of Historic Places
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Richard And Dion Neutra Vdl Research
House And Landscape

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 640;
Neutra Research House; Neutra, Richard
And Dion, Vdl Research House Ii; Vdl
House

Historic Resource

National Register Of Historic Places
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Richard H. Alexander Residence

Historic Resource

2119 Estrella Avenue

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Richard Henry Dana Branch Library

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 1004;
Richard Henry Dana Branch; Richard Henry
Dana Branch

Historic Resource

National Register Of Historic Places
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Richardson Apartments

E. R. Richardson Apartments; La HistoricCultural Monument No. 847

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Rindge - Frederick Hastings House

Historic Resource

2247-2271 South Harvard Boulevard
And 1941 West 25th Street

California Register Of Historical Resources
National Register Of Historic Places
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

River Station Area (San Pedro
Railroad)

Historic Resource

1231 North Spring Street

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Riverside-Figueroa Bridge, No.
53c0160

Sidewalk and Transit Amenities Program

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 908;
Riverside Bridge; Riverside Drive Bridge;
Riverside-Figueroa Street Bridge

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument
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PRIMARY NAME

OTHER NAMES

RESOURCE TYPE

Riverside-Zoo Drive Bridge

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 910

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Rives Mansion

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 661

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

EVALUATION STATUS

Robert Edmund Williams House
(Hathaway Home For Children)

Historic Resource

840 N. Avenue 66

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Robert Louis Stevenson Branch

Historic Resource

803 Spence Street

California Register Of Historical Resources
National Register Of Historic Places

Roberta Apartments

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 1062

Rocha House

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Historic Resource

2400 Shenandoah Street

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

14253 Sunset Blvd

National Register Of Historic Places

Rodgers, Will House

State Historic Park

Historic Resource

Roland E. Hill House

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 917

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Roman Gardens

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 397

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Roosevelt Building

715-735 West 7th Street And 648-654
South Flower Street

Historic Resource

California Register Of Historical Resources
National Register Of Historic Places
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Rosedale Cemetery

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 330

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Rosenheim Mansion

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 660

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Ross House

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 964

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Roxie Theater

Broadway Theater And Commercial District
Contributor; La Historic-Cultural Monument
No. 526

Historic Resource

National Register Of Historic Places
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Ruskin Art Club
S.H. Woodruff Residence

Historic Resource
La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 681

S.S. Catalina

800 South Plymouth Boulevard

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Historic Resource

California Historical Landmarks

S.S. Lane Victory

Lane Victory (Victory Ship)

Historic Resource

Sa Angna

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 490; Sa
Angna (Sacred Buriel Site Of Gabrielino
Indians)

Historic Resource

Berth 94

California Register Of Historical Resources
National Register Of Historic Places
National Historic Landmarks
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Sacred Heart Church

Historic Resource

2801 Baldwin Street And 2210-2212
Sichel Street

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Saint Andrews Bungalow Court

Historic Resource

1514-1544 North Saint Andrews Place

California Register Of Historical Resources
National Register Of Historic Places

Saint John's Episcopal Church

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 47

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Saint Joseph's Church - Site Of
(Destroyed By Fire 09/04/1983)

Historic Resource

1200-1210 South Los Angeles Street,
200-226 East 12th Street, And 12031215 Santee Street

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Saint Mary Of The Angels

Historic Resource

4510 Finley Avenue

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Saint Paul's Cathedral (Demolished)

Historic Resource

901-915 Wilshire Boulevard And 611625 South Figueroa Street

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Sidewalk and Transit Amenities Program
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PRIMARY NAME

OTHER NAMES

Saint Peter's Episcopal Church (24th
And San Pedro)
Saint Philip The Evangelist Church

Church Of St. Philip The Evangelist; La
Historic-Cultural Monument No. 987; Saint
Philip; St. Philip; St. Philip The Evangelist
Episcopal Church

RESOURCE TYPE

PRIMARY ADDRESS/LOCATION
DESCRIPTION

EVALUATION STATUS

Historic Resource

2330-2338 Grand Avenue (Harbor
View Memorial Park)

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Saint Saviour's Chapel Harvard School

Historic Resource

3700-3946 Coldwater Canyon Avenue

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Saint Sophia Cathedral

Historic Resource

1324-1420 South Normandie Avenue

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Saint Vibiana's Cathedral

Cathedral Of St. Vibiana; La HistoricCultural Monument No. 17; Vibiana

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Saint Vincent De Paul Church

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 90

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Samuel - Novarro House
San Antonio Winery

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 42

San Encino Abbey
San Fernando Building

5601-5609 Valley Oak Drive And 2255
Verde Oak Drive

Historic Resource

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 728; The
San Fernando Building; The San Fernando
Building

San Fernando Mission (Site Of)

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Historic Resource

6204 Marmion Way And 6201-6211
Arroyo Glen

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Historic Resource

400 S Main St

National Register Of Historic Places
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Historic Resource

15151 San Fernando Mission
Boulevard

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

San Fernando Pioneer Memorial
Cemetery

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 586;
San Fernando Cemetery

Historic Resource

California Register Of Historical Resources
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

San Marino Villas

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 870

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

San Pedro Firm Building
San Pedro Municipal Building

Historic Resource
La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 732;
San Pedro City Hall

108-116 North San Pedro Street

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Sanchez Ranch

Historic Resource

3725 Don Felipe Drive

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Santa Fe Arroyo Seco Railroad Bridge

Historic Resource

162 South Avenue 61

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Santa Fe Coast Lines Hospital Nurses'
Dormitory

Historic Resource

630 S St Louis St

National Register Of Historic Places

Santa Fe Freight Depot

Historic Resource

970 East 3rd Street

California Register Of Historical Resources
National Register Of Historic Places

Santa Fe Hospital

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 713;
Linda Vista Community Hospital; Santa Fe
Coast Lines Hospital; Santa Fe Coast Lines
Hospital; Santa Fe Railroad Hospital; Santa
Fe Railroad Hospital And Residence Hotel

Historic Resource

National Register Of Historic Places
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Santa Fe Inbound Freight House

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 795;
Santa Fe Freight Depot

Historic Resource

National Register Of Historic Places
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Santa Monica Forestry Station
Eucalyptus Grove

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 935; Old
Santa Monica Forestry Station

Historic Resource

California Register Of Historical Resources
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Sidewalk and Transit Amenities Program
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PRIMARY NAME

OTHER NAMES

RESOURCE TYPE

Schneidman House

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 1016

Historic Resource

Scholfield House

PRIMARY ADDRESS/LOCATION
DESCRIPTION

EVALUATION STATUS
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

4222-4230 Sea View Drive And 4252
Sea View Lane

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Schott House

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 682

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Scott Avenue Court

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 938

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Sears, Roebuck, And Company Mail
Order Building

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 788

Historic Resource

National Register Of Historic Places
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Second Baptist Church

Second Baptist Church (Afri Amer La Multi
Prop)

Historic Resource

1100 E 24th St

National Register Of Historic Places

Historic Resource

2408-2412 Griffith Avenue And 1100
West 24th Street

California Register Of Historical Resources
National Register Of Historic Places
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

946 W Adams Blvd

National Register Of Historic Places
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Second Baptist Church Building
Second Church Of Christ, Scientist Of
Los Angeles

Art Of Living Center; La Historic-Cultural
Monument No. 57

Historic Resource

Security Building

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 741;
Spring Street Financial District Contributor

Historic Resource

National Register Of Historic Places
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Security Trust And Savings

Historic Resource

6367-6385 Hollywood Boulevard And
1708 Cahuenga Boulevard

California Register Of Historical Resources
National Register Of Historic Places
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Security Trust And Savings Bank
(Highland Park Branch)

Historic Resource

5601-5603 North Figueroa Street And
101-107 North Avenue 56

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

529 Wilshire Blvd

National Register Of Historic Places
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Security-First National Bank Of Los
Angeles

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 813;
Security Pacific Bank Building

Historic Resource

See's Candy Shop And Kitchen #1

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 959;
See's Candy

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Sepulveda Unitarian Universalist
Society Sanctuary

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 975; The
Onion

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Serra Springs

Shl-0522-0000 Chl Plaque Nbr | University
High School

Historic Resource

Serulnic House

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 740

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Seventh Street Bridge, No. 53c1321

7th Street Bridge; 7th Street Viaduct; La
Historic-Cultural Monument No. 904;
Seventh Street Viaduct

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

11800 Texas Ave

California Historical Landmarks

Seyler Residence

Historic Resource

2305 Scarff Street

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Shadow Ranch House

Historic Resource

22633 Vanowen Street

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Shankland House

Historic Resource

715 West 28th Street

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Sheats Apartments

L'horizon Apartments; La Historic-Cultural
Monument No. 367; The Treehouse

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Sheraton-Town House Hotel And Neon
Roof Sign

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 576;
Sheraton Townhouse; Sheraton-Town
House; The Town House

Historic Resource

National Register Of Historic Places
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Sidewalk and Transit Amenities Program
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PRIMARY NAME

OTHER NAMES

RESOURCE TYPE

Sherwood House

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 698

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Shire Art House

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 972

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Shrine Auditorium

3216-3244 Royal Street, 647-665 West
Jefferson Boulevard, And 700 West
32nd Street

Historic Resource

EVALUATION STATUS

California Register Of Historical Resources
National Register Of Historic Places
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Shulman House

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 325

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Silverlake And Ivanhoe Reservoir

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 422

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Sinay House

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 948

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Siple House

Alan G. Siple House; La Historic-Cultural
Monument No. 747

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Site Of Canoga Park Southern Pacific
Railroad Station

Canoga Park (Original Owensmouth
Southern Pacific R.R. Station); Canoga
Station; La Historic-Cultural Monument No.
488; Owensmouth Southern Pacific
Railroad Passenger Station

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Site Of La Tuna Canyon
Site Of The Filming Of The First
Talking Feature Film/Old Warners
Brothers Studio

Historic Resource
Executive Office Building; Executive Office
Building (Old Warner Brothers Studio); La
Historic-Cultural Monument No. 180

Site Of The Los Angeles Star

6433 West La Tuna Canyon Road

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument
National Register Of Historic Places
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Historic Resource
Fletcher Bowron Square, 300 Block Of
N Main, Between Temple And Aliso
Sts, Los Angeles

Historic Resource

California Historical Landmarks

Site Of Timm's Landing

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 171

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Sixth Street Bridge, No. 53c1880

6th Street Bridge; La Historic-Cultural
Monument No. 905; Sixth Street Viaduct,
6th Street Viaduct

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Skinner House

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 856

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Smith Estate (Peters Residence)

Somerville Hotel | Dunbar Hotel

19-0053-028 Survey Number | Cultural
Monument No 131 Other | Dunbar Hotel
Black Cultural & Historical Museum |
Dunbar Hotel | Somerville Hotel Official
Historic Name

South Los Angeles Canary Island Pine
Street Trees

Historic Resource

5905-5910 El Mio Drive

California Register Of Historical Resources
National Register Of Historic Places
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Historic Resource

4225 S Central Ave

National Register Of Historic Places

Historic Resource

Portions Of Martin Luther King Jr. Blvd,
Degnan Blvd, Leimert Blvd And
Crenshaw Blvd.

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

South Park Loft Building

Building At 816 South Grand Avenue;
Building At 816 South Grand Avenue; La
Historic-Cultural Monument No. 748

Historic Resource

National Register Of Historic Places
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

South Seas Edwardian - Joseph
Dupuy Residence

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 757;
South Seas House

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Sidewalk and Transit Amenities Program
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PRIMARY NAME

OTHER NAMES

RESOURCE TYPE

Southaven

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 1037

Historic Resource

PRIMARY ADDRESS/LOCATION
DESCRIPTION

EVALUATION STATUS
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Southern California Edison Service
Yard Structure

Historic Resource

615 East 108th Street

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Southern California Gas Company
Complex

Historic Resource

800,810, And 820 South Flower Street

California Register Of Historical Resources
National Register Of Historic Places
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Southwest Museum

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 283

National Register Of Historic Places
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Historic Resource

Southwest Museum Library

Historic Resource

234 Museum Dr

National Register Of Historic Places

Southwest Museum Tunnel Portal

Historic Resource

234 Museum Dr

National Register Of Historic Places

Sowden, John, House

Historic Resource

5121 Franklin Ave

National Register Of Historic Places

Spanish - American War Memorial
(Pershing Square)

Historic Resource

Bounded By Olive Street, 5th Street,
Hill Street, And 6th Street

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Spreckels Building

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 984

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

St. John's Episcopal Church

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 516; St.
John's Cathedral

Historic Resource

National Register Of Historic Places
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

St. Philip The Evangelist Church
Parish Hall

Church Of St. Philip The Evangelist; La
Historic-Cultural Monument No. 988; Saint
Philip; St. Philip; St. Philip The Evangelist
Episcopal Church

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

St. Vincent's Place
Stahl House

St. Vincent Court, In Alley Between
Broadway And Hill, And 6th And 7th
Sts, Los Angeles

Historic Resource
Case Study House #22; Case Study House
#22; La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 670

Standard Oil Company

California Historical Landmarks
National Register Of Historic Places
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Historic Resource
601-605 Olympic Boulevard And 953
South Hope Street

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

State Theater

Broadway Theater And Commercial District
Contributor; La Historic-Cultural Monument
No. 522; Lowe's State Theater; United
Building

Historic Resource

National Register Of Historic Places
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Statton Residence

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 855

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Stein House

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 1015

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Sten/Frenke-Gould Residence

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 647

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Stevenson, Robert Louis, Branch

Stevenson, Robert Louis Library | Zz**Zz
Survey Number

Historic Resource

Stewart Farmhouse

John Marcellus Stewart Cottage; La
Historic-Cultural Monument No. 1028

Historic Resource

Stimson House

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 212;
Stimson Residence

Historic Resource

Stoleroff House

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 721

Historic Resource

Sidewalk and Transit Amenities Program

803 Spence St

National Register Of Historic Places
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

2421 S Figueroa St

National Register Of Historic Places
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument
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PRIMARY NAME

OTHER NAMES

RESOURCE TYPE

Stone House

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 644;
Sun Valley Youth Arts Center

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Stonehurst House

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 941

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Stonehurst Recreation Center Building

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 172

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Stoney Point Outcroppings

EVALUATION STATUS

Historic Resource

North Chatsworth

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

8161 Hollywood Blvd

National Register Of Historic Places
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Storer House

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 96

Historic Resource

Stowell Hotel

Hotel El Dorado; La Historic-Cultural
Monument No. 1029; Spring Street
Financial District Contributor

Historic Resource

National Register Of Historic Places
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Strathmore Apartments

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 351

Historic Resource

National Register Of Historic Places
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Streetcar Depot | Depot #66

News Stand | Streetcar Depot #66 |
Streetcar Depot Official Historic Name

Historic Resource

Pershing Ave

National Register Of Historic Places

Historic Resource

826 South Coronado Street

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Strong Residence
Studio Theater At The St. Denis
Building

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 763

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Sturdevant Bungalow

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 927

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Sturges House

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 577

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Subway Terminal Building

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 177;
Metro 417

Historic Resource

Sun Realty Company Building

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 985; Los
Angeles Jewelry Center; Sun Realty
Building

Historic Resource

417 S Hill St

National Register Of Historic Places
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Sunrise Court

Historic Resource

5721-5729 Monte Vista Street

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Sunset Boulevard Bridge (Crossing
Over Silver Lake Boulevard)

Historic Resource

Silver Lake Boulevard

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Sunset Plaza Apartments - Site Of
(Demolished 07/01/1987)

Historic Resource

1216-1220 Sunset Plaza Drive

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Sunshine Mission

Historic Resource

2600 South Hoover Street And 9541008 West Adams Boulevard

California Register Of Historical Resources
National Register Of Historic Places
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Superba Apartments Roof Sign

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 643

Historic Resource

Superior Oil Company Building

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 686; The
Standard Hotel

Historic Resource

550 S Flower St

National Register Of Historic Places
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Swanson House

Historic Resource

2373 Addison Way

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Sycamore Trees

Historic Resource

Bienveneda Avenue

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

T.R. Craig Residence "Peppergate
Ranch"

Sidewalk and Transit Amenities Program

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 992;
Peppergate Ranch

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument
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PRIMARY NAME

OTHER NAMES

RESOURCE TYPE

Taft Building And Neon Sign

Hollywood Boulevard Commercial And
Entertainment District Contributor;
Hollywood Taft Building; La Historic-Cultural
Monument No. 666

Historic Resource

PRIMARY ADDRESS/LOCATION
DESCRIPTION

EVALUATION STATUS
National Register Of Historic Places
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Taft House - Site Of (Demolished June
1982)

Historic Resource

7771-7791 Sunset Boulevard

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Taft House And Landscaping

Historic Resource

16745 San Fernando Mission
Boulevard

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Taggart House

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 521

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Tate/Mccoy Homestead

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 811

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Temple Mishkon Tephilo

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 767

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Terrace Park And Powers Place
Textile Center Building

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 712;
Textile Building Lofts; Textile Lofts

The Adalusia Fountain
The Allen House

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 561

Historic Resource

Powers Place And 14th Street

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Historic Resource

315 E 8th St

National Register Of Historic Places
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Historic Resource

1471 Havenhurst Dr

National Register Of Historic Places

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

The Andalusia Building 2

Historic Resource

1473 Havenhurst Dr

National Register Of Historic Places

The Andalusia Building 3

Historic Resource

1475 Havenhurst Dr

National Register Of Historic Places

The Betty Hill House

Betty Hill House; La Historic-Cultural
Monument No. 791

The Beverly Sycamore

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Historic Resource

308 North Sycamore Avenue

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

The Black Cat

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 939; The
Black Cat Bar

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

The Boyle Hotel-Cummings Block

Boyle Hotel - Cummings Block; La HistoricCultural Monument No. 891

Historic Resource

National Register Of Historic Places
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

The Bricker Building
The Campbell Divertimento Fountain

Historic Resource
La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 637

1671 North Western Avenue

Historic Resource

California Register Of Historical Resources
National Register Of Historic Places
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

The Castle (Former Site Of,
Demolished 1969)

Historic Resource

325 South Bunker Hill Avenue (Now
Hope Street)

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

The Courtyard Apartments

Historic Resource

1570 Labaig Avenue

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

The Danish Castle

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 814

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

The Eagle Rock Women's Twentieth
Century Clubhouse

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 537;
Women's Twentieth Century Club Of Eagle
Rock; Women's Twentieth Century Club Of
Eagle Rock

Historic Resource

National Register Of Historic Places
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

The Fontenoy

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 882

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

The French Chateau Apartments

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 815

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

The Garrick

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 733

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

The Grove
Sidewalk and Transit Amenities Program

Historic Resource

10669-10683 Santa Monica Boulevard
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PRIMARY NAME

OTHER NAMES

RESOURCE TYPE

The Leader Building Rooftop Neon
Sign

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 667

Historic Resource

PRIMARY ADDRESS/LOCATION
DESCRIPTION

EVALUATION STATUS
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

The Lindbrook

Historic Resource

10800-10808 Lindbrook Drive

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

The Magnolia

Historic Resource

13242 Magnolia Boulevard

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

The Mirror Building (Site Of Butterfield
Stage Station)

Historic Resource

145 S Spring St, Los Angeles

California Historical Landmarks

The Munch Box

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 750

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

The Outpost Ii

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 673

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

The Polynesian

Historic Resource

1830 North Taft Avenue

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

The Salt Box (Destroyed By Fire 1969)

Historic Resource

339 South Bunker Hill Avenue

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

The Trianon And Neon Roof Sign

Historic Resource

1750-1754 North Serrano Avenue

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

The Wright House

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 560

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Thirteenth Church Of Christ Scientist

Historic Resource

1748-1780 North Edgemont Street

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Thomas A. Churchill Sr. Residence

Historic Resource

215 South Wilton Place

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Thomas Butler Henry Residence

Historic Resource

1400 South Manhattan Place

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Thomas Potter Residence

Historic Resource

1135-1141 South Alvarado Street

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Thomas W. Phillips Residence

Historic Resource

2215 South Harvard Boulevard

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Thorsen Residence

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 1018

Tierman House

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Historic Resource

2323 Micheltorena Street

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Tischler Residence

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 506

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Title Guarantee And Trust Company
Building

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 278;
Title Guarantee Building Lofts; Title
Guarantee And Trust Building

Historic Resource

National Register Of Historic Places
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Title Insurance & Trust Company
Building & Annex

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 385;
Title Guarantee & Trust Building

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Title Insurance Building

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 772;
Spring Street Financial District Contributor

Historic Resource

National Register Of Historic Places
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Toberman House

Jr Toberman House; La Historic-Cultural
Monument No. 769

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Tornborg House

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 687

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Tower Of Wooden Pallets (Demolised
2006)
Tower Theater

Historic Resource
Broadway Theater And Commercial District
Contributor; La Historic-Cultural Monument
No. 450

15357 Magnolia Boulevard

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument
National Register Of Historic Places
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Historic Resource

Town House Apartment Hotel

Historic Resource

2959 Wilshire Blvd

National Register Of Historic Places

Treehaven Guest House And Grounds

Historic Resource

4211 Glenalbyn Drive

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Tustin House & Arroyo Stone Wall

Historic Resource

4973-4977 North Sycamore Terrace
And 4967-4973 N. Figueroa Street

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument
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PRIMARY NAME

OTHER NAMES

RESOURCE TYPE

PRIMARY ADDRESS/LOCATION
DESCRIPTION

EVALUATION STATUS

Twenty-Eighth Street YMCA

28th St YMCA

Historic Resource

1006 E 28th St

National Register Of Historic Places

Historic Resource

Intersection Of Beachwood Drive,
Belden Drive, And Westshire Drive

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

312 North Spring Street

California Register Of Historical Resources
National Register Of Historic Places
National Historic Landmarks

Two Stone Gates
U.S. Court House And Post Office

United States Post Office And Court House
(Court House For The Central District Of
California)

Historic Resource

Uclan-Crest Theatre

Crest Theatre; La Historic-Cultural
Monument No. 919

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Union Bank & Trust Company

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 1030

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

United Artists Theater Building

Ace Hotel; Broadway Theatre And
Commercial District (Boundary Increase)
Contributor; La Historic-Cultural Monument
No. 523; United Artists Theatre

Historic Resource

National Register Of Historic Places
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

United States Post Office - Terminal
Annex

Historic Resource

900 North Alameda Street

California Register Of Historical Resources
National Register Of Historic Places

3420 S University Ave

National Register Of Historic Places

University Branch

NPS-87002604-0000 National Register

Historic Resource

University Religious Center

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 1055

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Uplifters Clubhouse

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 663;
Rustic Canyon Recreation Center

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Us Court House And Post Office

United States Post Office And Courthouse

Historic Resource

312 N Spring St

National Register Of Historic Places

Us Post Office - Hollywood Station

Historic Resource

1615 North Wilcox Avenue

California Register Of Historical Resources
National Register Of Historic Places

Us Post Office - San Pedro Main

Historic Resource

839 South Beacon Street

California Register Of Historical Resources
National Register Of Historic Places

Us Post Office-Hollywood Station

Us Post Office--Hollywood Station Official
Historic Name

Historic Resource

1615 N Wilcox Ave

National Register Of Historic Places

Us Post Office-Los Angeles Terminal
Annex

Us Post Office--Los Angeles Terminal
Annex Official Historic Name

Historic Resource

900 N Alameda St

National Register Of Historic Places

Historic Resource

Harbor Boulevard

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

USS Los Angeles Naval Monument
(John S. Gibson Jr. Park)
Val D'amour Apartments

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 875

Valley Knudsen Garden And
Residence (Heritage Square)

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Historic Resource

3800 Homer Street

California Register Of Historical Resources
National Register Of Historic Places
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Valley Municipal Building

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 202;
Van Nuys City Hall

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Van De Kamp's Holland Dutch Bakery

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 569;
Van De Kamp Bakery Building; Van De
Kamp Innovation Center

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Van Dekker House

Albert Van Dekker House; La HistoricCultural Monument No. 974

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Sidewalk and Transit Amenities Program
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PRIMARY NAME

OTHER NAMES

Van Nuys Branch Library

RESOURCE TYPE

PRIMARY ADDRESS/LOCATION
DESCRIPTION

EVALUATION STATUS

Historic Resource

14553 Sylvan Way

California Register Of Historical Resources
National Register Of Historic Places

Van Nuys Building

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 898;
Spring Street Financial District Contributor

Historic Resource

National Register Of Historic Places
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Van Nuys Woman's Club Building

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 201

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Variety Arts Center Building

Venice Arcades

Historic Resource
La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 532;
Venice Arcades, Columns, And Capitals;
Windward Avenue Arcade

Venice Branch Library

938-940 South Figueroa Street

Historic Resource

California Register Of Historical Resources
National Register Of Historic Places
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Historic Resource

610 California Avenue

California Register Of Historical Resources
National Register Of Historic Places

Carroll Canal

National Register Of Historic Places
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Venice Canal System

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 270;
Venice Canal Historic District; Venice Canal
Historic District

Historic Resource

Venice City Hall

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 749

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Venice Division Police Station

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 595;
Sparc; Social And Public Art Resource
Center

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Venice Of America House

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 724

Historic Resource

Venice West Cafe

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 979

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Historic Resource

California Register Of Historical Resources
National Register Of Historic Places
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Vermont Square Branch Library

1223 Cabrillo Ave

1201 West 48th Street

National Register Of Historic Places
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Victor Rossetti Residence

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 915

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Villa Bonita

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 956

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Villa Carlotta

Historic Resource

5959 Franklin Avenue And 1913-1915
Tamarind Avenue

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Villa Cintra

Historic Resource

430 Cloverdale Avenue

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Villa Elaine

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 675

Villa Maria (Durfee House)
Villa Palombo-Togneri

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Historic Resource
La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 971;
Villa Togneri

Villa Rafael

2425 South Western Avenue

Historic Resource

California Register Of Historical Resources
National Register Of Historic Places
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Historic Resource

2123 Parkside Avenue

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Villa Serrano

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 646

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Villa Vallambrosa

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 603;
Whitley Heights Historic District Contributor

Historic Resource

National Register Of Historic Places
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument
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PRIMARY NAME

OTHER NAMES

RESOURCE TYPE

PRIMARY ADDRESS/LOCATION
DESCRIPTION

EVALUATION STATUS

Village Green

Baldwin Hills Village

Historic Resource

5112-5595 Village Green

California Register Of Historical Resources
National Register Of Historic Places
National Historic Landmarks

Vista Del Mar Steps

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 755

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Vista Magnolia Court

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 819;
North University Park Historic District
Contributor

Historic Resource

National Register Of Historic Places
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Volk House

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 722

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Von Kleinsmid Center

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 1056

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

W. F. Poor Residence

Historic Resource

120 North Avenue 54

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Wachtel Studio - Home And
Eucalyptus Grove

Historic Resource

315 West Avenue 43 And 4306
Glenmuir Avenue

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Waite Residence

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 890

Walker Mansion

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Historic Resource

3300 West Adams Boulevard

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Ward House

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 718

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Ward-Berger House

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 1014

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Warner Brothers Hollywood Theater
Building

Historic Resource

6423-6445 Hollywood Boulevard And
1700-1718 Wilcox Avenue

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Warner Brothers Theatre (Juarez
Theater)

Historic Resource

478 West 6th Street

California Register Of Historical Resources
National Register Of Historic Places
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Warren Wilson Beach House (Venice
Beach House)

Historic Resource

15 30th Street

California Register Of Historical Resources
National Register Of Historic Places

Washington Boulevard Bridge

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 903

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Washington Irving Branch Library

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 307;
Washington Irving Branch

Historic Resource

National Register Of Historic Places
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Waters/Shaw Family Residence

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 884

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Wattles Park (Mansion And Garden)

Historic Resource

1824-1850 North Curson Avenue,
1701-1755 Sierra Bonita Avenue, And
7561 Hollywood Boulevard

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Watts Station

Historic Resource

1686-1690 East 103rd Street

California Register Of Historical Resources
National Register Of Historic Places
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Watts Towers

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 15;
Nuestro Pueblo; Towers Of Simon Rodia
(Watts Towers); Watts Towers Of Simon
Rodia; Watts Towers Of Simon Rodia

Historic Resource

1768 E 107th St

California Register Of Historical Resources
National Register Of Historic Places
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

We Boys-J.O.C. Lodge

Aldersgate Lodge; La Historic-Cultural
Monument No. 936

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Weatherwolde Castle

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 841

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Weaver Residence

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 777

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument
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PRIMARY ADDRESS/LOCATION
DESCRIPTION

PRIMARY NAME

OTHER NAMES

RESOURCE TYPE

Weber House

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 707

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Weckler House

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 635

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Weddington Home

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 883

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

EVALUATION STATUS

Wells - Halliday Mansion

Historic Resource

2146 West Adams Boulevard

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Welsh Presbyterian Church

Historic Resource

1501 West 12th Street And 1153 South
Valencia Street

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

West Adams Gardens

Historic Resource

1158-1176 West Adams Boulevard

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

West Boulevard Bridge

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 1023

West Temple Apartments (The
Rochester) Demolished 02/14/1979

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Historic Resource

1012 West Temple Street

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Westinghouse Electric Building

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 937;
Little Tokyo Lofts

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Westlake Theater

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 546;
Westlake Theater Building; Westlake
Theatre; Westlake Theatre

Historic Resource

National Register Of Historic Places
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Westminster Presbyterian Church

Historic Resource

2226-2230 West Jefferson Boulevard

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Wheeler - Smith House

Historic Resource

5676-5688 Ash Street

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Whitley Court

Historic Resource

1720-1728 Whitley Avenue

California Register Of Historical Resources
National Register Of Historic Places
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Widney Hall

Alumni Hall; La Historic-Cultural Monument
No. 70; Original Building Of The University
Of Southern California; Original Building Of
The University Of Southern California
(Widney Hall Alumni House); Widney Hall
Alumni House

California Register Of Historical Resources
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Historic Resource

Wilbur F. Wood House

Historic Resource

4020-4026 Bluff Place

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Wiles House And Grounds

Historic Resource

4224 Glenalbyn Drive

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Wilkins House

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 877

Will Rogers House (Will Rogers Estate
Historic Park)
William Andrews Clark Memorial
Library

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument
1501 Will Rogers State Park Road
(14253 Sunset Boulevard)

Historic Resource
La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 28

William Grant Still Residence
William J. Hubbard Residence

Historic Resource

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Historic Resource
La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 850

California Register Of Historical Resources
National Register Of Historic Places

1262 Victoria Avenue

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

William Mulholland Memorial Fountain

Historic Resource

Riverside Drive And Los Feliz
Boulevard

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

William Stromberg Clock

Historic Resource

6439 Hollywood Boulevard

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Williard J. Doran Residence

Sidewalk and Transit Amenities Program

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 820;
North University Park Historic District
Contributor

National Register Of Historic Places
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Historic Resource
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PRIMARY NAME

OTHER NAMES

RESOURCE TYPE

Wilmington Branch Library

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 308;
Wilmington Branch

Historic Resource

Wilmington Watts Freight Station |
Watts Station

Wilmington Watts Freight Station, Watts
Station Official Historic Name

Historic Resource

1686 E 103rd St

National Register Of Historic Places

Historic Resource

149 North Saint Andrews Place

California Register Of Historical Resources
National Register Of Historic Places
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Wilshire Branch Library

EVALUATION STATUS
National Register Of Historic Places
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Wilshire Christian Church Building

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 209

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Wilshire Tower

Desmond's; Dominques-Wilshire Building;
La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 332

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Wilshire United Methodist Church

Historic Resource

4350-4366 Wilshire Boulevard, 708
South Lucerne Boulevard, And 711717 Plymouth Boulevard

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Wilshire Ward Chapel

Historic Resource

1209 South Manhattan Place

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Wilson House

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 965

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Wirin House

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 812

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Withers Residence

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 648

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Wllliam U. Smith House & Arroyo
Stone Wall

Historic Resource

140-142 South Avenue 57

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Wolfer Printing Company Building

Historic Resource

416-426 South Wall Street And 301311 Winston Street

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Wolff Residence

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 852

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Wolff-Fifield House (Exterior Only)

Historic Resource

111 North June Street

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Wolford House

Historic Resource

4242 Sea View Drive And 4260 Sea
View Lane

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Wurtele House

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 723

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Yamashiro

Berheimer Villa And Oriental Gardens; La
Historic-Cultural Monument No. 921;
Yamashiro Historic District; Yamashiro
Historic District

Historic Resource

National Register Of Historic Places
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Yoakum House

Historic Resource

140-154 South Avenue 59

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

York Boulevard Church Of Christ

Historic Resource

4908 York Boulevard

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

York Boulevard State Bank - Bank Of
America And Storefronts

Historic Resource

5057-5061 York Boulevard And 13011313 North Avenue 51

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Young Apartments

Historic Resource

1615-1631 South Grand Avenue And
303-311 West 17th Street

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Young-Gribling Residence
Young's Market Building (Former Site)

Sidewalk and Transit Amenities Program

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 1017

Historic Resource

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument
701-709 Union Avenue And 1602-1614
West 7th Street

Historic Resource
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PRIMARY NAME

OTHER NAMES

Ywca Hollywood Studio Club
Ziegler Estate

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 416

RESOURCE TYPE

PRIMARY ADDRESS/LOCATION
DESCRIPTION

EVALUATION STATUS

Historic Resource

1215-1233 Lodi Place

California Register Of Historical Resources
National Register Of Historic Places
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument
National Register Of Historic Places
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Historic Resource

Zobelein Estate

Historic Resource

459-499 West 38th Street And 37383770 South Flower Street

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Campo De Cahuenga

Site

3919 Lankershim Boulevard

California Register Of Historical Resources
National Register Of Historic Places
Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

First Cemetery Of Los Angeles (Site
Of)

Site

521 North Main Street

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

First Jewish Site In Los Angeles

Site

Chavez Ravine, Behind Us Naval And
Marine Corps Reserve Center, 800 W
Lilac Terrace Near Lookout Dr, Los
Angeles

California Historical Landmarks

J. B. Lankershim Buriel Place - Site Of
(North End)

Site

Nichols Canyon Road

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Portolá Trail Campsite (I)

Site

Elysian Park Entrance, Nw Corner Of
N Broadway And Elysian Park Dr, Los
Angeles

California Historical Landmarks

Prehistoric Pathways To Cross The
Mojave Desert. This "Mojave Road"
Remained A Major Link Between Los
Angeles And Points East Until A
Railway Crossed The Desert In 1885.

California Historical Landmarks

The Mojave Road

California Landmark No. 963

Site

Verdugo Hills Of Peace Pioneer
Cemetery

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 946;
Verdugo Hills Cemetery

Site

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Westwood Village Memorial Park

Cemetery Of The Stars; La Historic-Cultural
Monument No. 731; Sunset Cemetery

Site

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument

Wilmington Cemetery

La Historic-Cultural Monument No. 414

Site

Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument
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Technical Memorandum
To:

Norman Mundy, Environmental Management Group, Bureau of Engineering
Lance Oishi, Engineering Services Division, Bureau of Street Services
Audrey Netsawang, Engineering Services Division, Bureau of Street Services
Department of Public Works, City of Los Angeles

From:

Josephine Alido, Parsons

Date:

October 11, 2021

Re:

Sidewalk and Transit Amenities Program
Land Use Consistency Analysis

1.0

PURPOSE AND ORGANIZATION OF THIS MEMO

The purpose of this memorandum is to document the results of the land use
consistency analysis as it relates to the land use impacts associated with construction
and operation of the proposed Sidewalk and Transit Amenities Program (STAP) and
future projects that may be allowed under the proposed changes to the Los Angeles
Municipal Code (LAMC) (collectively, the project). This memo identifies the
environmental impacts of the project relating to existing land uses and applicable land
use plans and policies, and it will support the findings of the Initial Study that will be
prepared to identify the appropriate environmental document for the project, in
compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the State CEQA
Guidelines.

2.0

PROJECT LOCATION AND SETTING

The City of Los Angeles (the City) covers approximately 468.7 square miles and is
generally located at the southwestern section of Los Angeles County. Public transit
services in the City are provided by the Los Angeles County Metropolitan
Transportation Authority (Metro), City of Los Angeles Department of Transportation
(LADOT), Southern California Railroad Authority (SCRRA or Metrolink), and bus
services from adjacent cities. Current inventory indicated that there are 1,884 existing
transit shelters throughout the City, which are located at bus stops that are used by
Metro, LADOT DASH and Commuter Express, Culver City, Santa Monica Big Blue
Bus, and other regional and municipal bus operators.
Approximately 21 percent (63,888 acres) of all land in the City is developed as streets,
storm drainage channels, utility facilities, and reservoirs. The City currently maintains
an inventory of 1,884 transit shelters, 197 public amenity kiosks, 6 vending kiosks,
and 14 automated public toilets as part of its Coordinated Street Furniture Program
(CSFP). Table 1 provides an inventory of these facilities. At the direction of the Los
Angeles City Council, the CSFP is entirely funded by revenue from advertising panels
at most existing program furniture locations.
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Table 1. CSFP Inventory
Structures and Facilities
Transit Shelters with advertising
Transit Shelters without advertising
Rapid Bus Shelters
Los Angeles Neighborhood Initiative (LANI) Non-Advertising Shelters
Total Transit Shelters
Public Amenity Kiosks
Vending Kiosks
Total Advertising Panels (with 13% for public service programs)
Automatic Public Toilets (APTs) (owned/operated by a private firm)1

Number
1,667
123
52
42
1,884
197
6
3,679
14

Source: StreetsLA, 2021.

3.0

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

3.1

Project Objectives

The STAP would be implemented by the Department of Public Works Bureau of Street
Services (StreetsLA) and would provide shelter, shade, safety, and comfort to the
City's transit riders, active transportation users, and pedestrians. The program would
support public transit and shared use of the sidewalk; improve transit information and
public service delivery; be a self-sustaining program through reinvestment of
advertising revenues to improve access and mobility; and create a dynamic program
that incorporates flexibility and collaboration with other City goals and programs.
These goals would be achieved through the efficient delivery of enhanced program
elements and active management by the City.
The primary objectives of the STAP include the following:
● Promote and expand the use of transit, active transportation, and shared mobility
by improving the quality and technological capability of associated physical
program elements, such as transit shelters, kiosks, and other amenities
● Improve the intrinsic design qualities of street furniture and other public rightof-way infrastructure and streetscapes on a city-wide basis
● Provide public benefits to help strengthen neighborhoods while facilitating an
economically and physically sustainable project
● Foster a public-private collaborative approach to provide expanded and more
equitable public services, regular STAP equipment maintenance, and revenue
to the City using commercial advertising opportunities
1

APTs are currently considered an option for inclusion in the proposed STAP, but they are not a
mandatory component of the incoming program. The City is considering its options to pursue a
separate public toilet program. Were the City to create a stand-alone public toilet program, the
current APT inventory will be included as part of that program and will not be part of STAP.
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3.2

Siting Parameters

The selection of sites for all STAP inventory, including the STAP Shelter Revitalization
Program, will be guided by the goal to provide shelter, shade, safety, and comfort to
the maximum number of transit riders, the users of active transportation, and
pedestrians through a program that is sustained by revenue generated from
advertising on the program elements. The physical placement of functional street
furniture in locations where advertising space can generate the most revenue is of
secondary importance. Through the STAP, the City intends to set a high standard for
the use of public space through the use of well-designed, functional furniture and
digital displays that transform City streets into welcoming, vital streetscapes.
Transit operators are afforded the ability to establish bus routes and stops according
to their service needs regardless of the types of streets and adjoining land uses. This
poses a challenge for any program supporting bus operations such as STAP, since
patron amenities like transit shelters or bus benches may not always be compatible
with the locations at which bus stops are established and their adjoining land uses. Of
particular concern are bus stops established on smaller “neighborhood or local
streets” with single-family residential units fronting the street, and bus stops
established on Federal or State designated Scenic Highways. Bus stop support
structures such as transit shelters may not be in character with single-family
residential units and the same bus stop support structures are often prohibited from
Federal or State Scenic Highways. These conditions and similar site restrictions,
including the physical space necessary to accommodate a transit shelter installation,
make it difficult to provide supporting bus stop site amenities at all bus stops.
In response to concerns raised by community members during the numerous
community engagement meetings conducted by StreetsLA as a part of the
development of STAP, the above noted challenges of providing transit shelters at all
bus stops, and STAP’s overall goals of providing shade, safety, shelter, and comfort
at bus stops, StreetsLA developed a matrix to guide the placement of STAP furniture
elements based upon Street Classification (in accordance with Department of Public
Works Standard Plan S-470-1) and adjoining land uses as designated by the City’s
Zoning Code.
Placement of the STAP project elements will be guided by the City's overarching goals
for the program, recommendations of the City Council, the criteria identified below, as
well as requests from members of the public, private landowners, and developers. The
decision making for determining site locations, therefore, is part of an iterative
process. Generally, STAP project elements will be sited according to street
designation, zoning, and adjacent land uses, as provided in Table 2. However, the
placement of program elements in areas with historic, scenic, sensitive resource, or
other special designations may require special approvals and/or cooperative
agreements.
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Table 2. Transit Shelter Zoning Siting Parameters
Manufacturing

Parking

Open Space

RS

Commercial

R1, RU,
RZ2.5,
RZ3,
RZ4,
RW1

One-Family
Residential
(RS Only)

A1,
A2,
RA

RE40,
RE20,
RE15,
RE11,
RE9

Multi-Family
Residential

Corresponding Zones

One-Family
Residential

S/W
Widt
h

Residential
Estate

R/W
Width

Agriculture

General Zoning/Land-Use

R2, RD1.5,
RD2, RD3,
RD4, RD5,
RD6, RMP,
RW2, R3,
RAS3, R4,
RAS4, R5

CR,
C1,
C1.5,
C2, C4,
C5, CM

MR1,
M1,
MR2,
M2,
M3

P, PB

OS, PF,
SL

Major Arterial (Major Highway)
Boulevard I

136'

18'

Boulevard II

110'

15'

Avenue I

100'

15'

Avenue II

86'

15'

Avenue III

72'

13'

Secondary Highway

Non-Arterial Streets
Collector

66'

13'

Industrial Collector

68'

10'

Industrial Local
Local Street Standard

64'

10'

60'

12'

Local St. - Limited

50'

10'

Hillside Collector

50'

5'

Hillside Local

44'

4'

Hillside Limited

36'

4'

Hillside Streets
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Table 2. Transit Shelter Zoning Siting Parameters

Manufacturing

Parking

Open Space

RS

Commercial

R1, RU,
RZ2.5,
RZ3,
RZ4,
RW1

One-Family
Residential
(RS Only)

A1,
A2,
RA

RE40,
RE20,
RE15,
RE11,
RE9

Multi-Family
Residential

Corresponding Zones

One-Family
Residential

S/W
Widt
h

Residential
Estate

R/W
Width

Agriculture

General Zoning/Land-Use

R2, RD1.5,
RD2, RD3,
RD4, RD5,
RD6, RMP,
RW2, R3,
RAS3, R4,
RAS4, R5

CR,
C1,
C1.5,
C2, C4,
C5, CM

MR1,
M1,
MR2,
M2,
M3

P, PB

OS, PF,
SL

Other Public Rights-of-Way
One-Way Service Rd

26'-32'

10'

Bi-Direction Svc Rd

34'-42'

10'

N/A

N/A

Pedestrian Malls
City Scenic Highway

Federal/State Scenic Highway*
Legend
Not Allowed
Limited Allowance

No shelters/advertising displays allowed in front of properties.**
No shelters/advertising displays allowed next to one-family dwellings; shelters with/without advertising displays may be
allowed elsewhere.**

Allowed
Shelters/advertising displays allowed
Notes:
In all cases, shelters/advertising displays only allowed if site has sufficient space to facilitate installation in compliance with the City's
Proposed Guidelines for Accessible Rights-of-Way and PROWAG, including frontage or service road islands, bus islands, and designated
bus stop zones within public rights-of-way
* Refers to Officially Designated State Scenic Highways
** Shelters with/without advertising displays may be allowed on side yards and reverse frontage (back yards) of one-family dwelling units
facing streets with different classifications. Example: one-family dwelling unit on a Local St - Standard with reverse frontage on an Avenue II.
R/W – right-of-way; S/W – sidewalk; N/A – not applicable; ‘ – feet
Source: StreetsLA, 2021.
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As shown, proposed transit shelters with or without advertising displays would be
generally confined to the City’s commercial, industrial, parking, and open space areas;
no transit shelters with or without advertising displays will be constructed or replaced
under this program along the frontage of properties on Hillside Limited Streets, Hillside
Local Streets, designated federal and State Scenic Highways and frontages of OneFamily Residential zones.
It is the City’s intent to prioritize and designate locations for the installation of transit
shelters to ensure their equitable distribution while working towards achieving the City
Council's express goal of having a minimum of 75 percent of transit boardings within
each of the 15 Council Districts made from a location with a transit shelter.
The transit shelters roll-out process will be guided by a data- and equity-driven priority
criteria developed in partnership with the Los Angeles County Metropolitan
Transportation Authority (LACMTA) and organizations dedicated to improving access
for people with disabilities and seniors, as well as environmental and transit advocacy
and community-based organizations. Data utilized in prioritization of roll out locations
are as follows::
● High transit ridership
● Exposure to heat (heat data generated by the Trust for Public Land)
● Metro's Equity Focus Communities (based upon minority populations, lowincome households, and zero-vehicle households)
● Proximity to trip generators, key destinations, service facilities, and low
frequency bus routes that indicate long wait times
● Specific site conditions, especially the ability to receive relocated or new STAP
shelters
Please note that the possible shelter locations for future upgrades shown in the
interactive map on the STAP website are preliminary locations based on the equity
data above but would be further refined based on specific site conditions, especially
the ability to receive relocated or new STAP shelters, the level of site rehabilitation
required, and applicable City regulations (e.g., Specific Plans and overlay districts).
Following the assignment of priority rankings on a citywide basis based on the
combination of above factors, the ranked bus stops will be reviewed in relation to City
Council District boundaries with the goal of deploying new or upgraded shelters at the
highest ranked locations within each Council District. Once the 75 percent Council
District goal is reached, additional shelter sites will be selected based on the
established criteria indicating the highest rank prioritized locations citywide and
specific requests for transit shelters by City offices, Neighborhood Councils, or
constituents. Other program elements can be placed to serve advertiser demand
when space and inventory allow through a collaborative site selection process. The
City Council may reject proposed locations for placement of STAP program elements
and suggest alternate locations. The ultimate determination of STAP element
locations, however, resides with the Los Angeles Board of Public Works.
Sidewalk and Transit Amenities Program
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3.3

Project Implementation Features

Transit shelters are a mandatory program element. In addition to providing upwards
of 3,583 new transit shelters and shade structures, STAP would also provide
litter/recycling receptacles, digital displays, interactive information kiosks, vending
kiosks, urban panels2, and eLockers (i.e., click and collect lockers).
Site construction and deployment of the transit shelters under STAP are anticipated
to occur over a 3- to upwards of a 6-year time span, from 2022–2024 or 2027
depending upon the negotiated terms of the final contract. Maintenance and operation
of all transit shelters, existing and new, would be the responsibility of the contractor
for 10 years with two potential 5-year extensions, in accordance with the agreements
with the City. In summary, program implementation would include the following
activities:
Dismantling and removing existing transit shelters and amenities
Refresh a number existing shelters and constructing new transit shelters
Maintaining the revitalized and new transit shelters
Installation of urban panels and placemaking kiosks at or within the vicinity of
the transit shelters
● Installation of other optional program elements at or within the vicinity of the
transit shelters

●
●
●
●

STAP program elements would comply with all applicable Structural, Seismic,
Plumbing, and Electrical Codes, and other specific City-adopted policies and
standards applicable to the public right-of-way. This includes compliance with
Department of Public Works Standard Specifications, Standard Specifications for
Public Works Construction, City amendments to the Standard Specifications for Public
Works Construction (Brown Book) and various Standard Plans.
Approximately 1,116 new transit shelters would be constructed at designated
locations, at existing bus stops without transit shelters, and the existing 1,884 new
transit shelters would be replaced. Additionally, approximately 664 of the existing
transit shelters would be removed, refurbished and relocated to bus stops that do not
currently have shelters during the initial program year(s), with most expected to be
eventually replaced with new shelters. However, approximately 20 percent of these
664 relocated shelters (or 133 shelters) may remain at the new locations throughout
the STAP rollout process and would not be replaced with new shelters. This would
possibly increase new shelters to be constructed at approximately 1,249 locations for
a total new transit shelter construction at approximately 3,133 sites. In addition, 450
shade structures may also be placed at bus stops where it is not practical to install a
transit shelter. A total of approximately 3,583 transit shelters and shade structures
would be installed under STAP.

2

Urban panels are digital displays that are positioned on the street level to be viewed by pedestrians
and vehicular traffic.
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The dimension of each new structure would be approximately 5 feet wide, 14-20 feet
long, and 9 feet tall, with placemaking kiosks up to 16 feet tall. It would be equipped
with seating, illumination for security and safety, and provide a separate stand-alone
litter/recyclable receptacle.
Construction and installation of each new transit shelter would include any
combination of the following activities:
● Installation of refurbished and renewed transit shelter or a new transit shelter
at a bus stop that previously had a shelter or amenities
● Installation of refurbished and renewed transit shelter or a new transit shelter
at a location that did not previously have a shelter or amenities
● The following program elements may be provided in the area adjacent to the
shelter canopy:
o Litter/recycling receptacles, digital displays, interactive information kiosks,
vending kiosks, urban panels, placemaking kiosks, and eLockers
● Any of the following elements may also be incorporated within, or in the vicinity
of transit shelters:
o Shade structures; docks and/or corrals for scooters or bicycles; bollards;
pillars; traffic barriers; electric vehicle charging stations3; hydration stations;
handwashing stations or hand sanitizer dispensers; cooling stations; public
Wi-Fi and Broadband 5G; charging ports or stations; public art and features
that reflect local and/or architectural history.
● Sidewalk reconstruction related to the installation of new or replacement transit
shelters4, including fixing broken concrete, cracks, and making required
accessibility improvements, such as cross-slope work for Americans with
Disabilities Act (ADA) compliance
● Minor utility work, such as underground or overhead utility connections may be
required
Each of the new and updated shelters would be equipped with a canopy, a bench,
and a litter receptacle, with the size of the canopy varied. The City intends to
incorporate various amenities as part of STAP to take advantage of expanding
innovations in transit and smart technology, including customized automated digitized
advertising panels, some of which may be interactive with the capability of providing
wayfinding, real-time bus arrival, and other public information. Media panels,
approximately 4.5 feet by 2 feet wide and 8 feet tall, will each have two display panels
containing a combination of digital graphics and/or static printed commercial
3
4

Electric vehicle charging stations would be incompatible with bus stop zones where no-parking is
allowed; but may be a program feature provided away from/outside of bus stop zones.
The STAP will not be making comprehensive sidewalk repairs throughout a bus stop zone. ADA
related sidewalk reconstruction in particular, will be limited to the area immediately beneath the
transit shelter, transition areas needed to access the ADA-compliant area beneath a transit shelter,
and an ADA-compliant Pedestrian Access Route (PAR) from the waiting area beneath a transit
shelter to the ADA-compliant 5-foot by 8-foot boarding/alighting area adjacent to the bus stop sign
post. Sidewalk panels disturbed by transit shelter installations will likely be repaired replaced but
the scope of additional sidewalk repairs beyond that will be reviewed and determined on a case by
case basis depending upon the ability of the City to cover the costs of such work.
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advertising, wayfinding, bus arrival, or other public services message content that may
either be incorporated into the transit shelter or installed as separate, stand-alone
structures. Newsstand vending kiosks, public amenity and placemaking kiosks, and
urban panels may be included as part of the project. Installation of transit shelters and
associated amenities may require sidewalk reconstruction.
Intermittent lane closure or curb restrictions would be required over the approximately
2.5 days required to install the shelters. No streets would be completely closed to
vehicular traffic during the transit stop/shelter installation process, but traffic flag
persons and/or devices may need to be in place during the installation period to protect
vehicles, bicycles, and pedestrians if adequate width for deployment of the equipment
is not otherwise available. All construction vehicles would be removed daily from the
construction site location. Bus stops would need to be temporarily relocated or
suspended. No permanent parking impacts are anticipated.
Maintenance of all of the program transit shelters and other amenities would be
performed by the contractor on an ongoing basis over the 10-year period with two
potential 5-year extensions. The activities would include any combination of the
following:
● Cleaning of shelters, associated program elements, and sidewalk area on a
regularly scheduled (minimally twice per week) and emergency basis, including
use of power-washing equipment
● Removal or abatement of graffiti and/or stickers
● Abatement of etching to the highest degree possible
● Litter and recyclable collection and disposal
● Shelter repair work, including fixing broken ad panels, inoperable lights, shelter
structures, benches, litter receptacles, and other program elements
● Minor utility repair, such as replacing light elements, fuses, and utility box
repairs
● Periodic re-painting or re-coating of transit shelters and their related
components
Maintenance of all STAP elements would be performed in accordance with
performance based contract maintenance standards that takes into account historical
data, including public comments and complaints received by the City's 311 Center,
STAP web forms, crowd-sourced information, and data collected by StreetsLA's Asset
Management Program.

3.4

Changes to the Los Angeles Municipal Code

In addition to the transit shelter improvements under STAP, the City intends to amend
Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC) Sections 67.01 and 67.02, to modify the type of
advertising structures allowed in the public right-of-way, in order to effectuate portions
of the STAP program and potentially authorize the consideration of other projects in
the future.
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While CEQA does not require the lead agency to speculate on the potential impact of
a project, it does generally require a lead agency to evaluate the potential impacts of
future development under a new regulatory regime if there is substantial evidence in
the record that such future development is reasonably foreseeable. Based on the
available knowledge and reasonable investigation, the City conservatively estimates
that the potential projects listed below may occur in the future; however, any such
approval in the future, if approved at all, will be subject to all applicable laws, including
future CEQA analysis and all other City code and permitting requirements.
●
●
●
●
●

Los Angeles Tourism and Convention Board (LATCB) Information Kiosks
LADOT Mobility Hubs
Metro Bikeshare
LADOT Blue LA Electric Vehicle Charging Stations
Bureau of Street Lighting Advertising on Street Lighting Assets

Based on these potentially foreseeable projects, it is estimated that future advertising
displays would be installed at approximately 500 sidewalk locations between 2022
and 2024, or as many as 167 sites per year (concurrent with the STAP rollout period).
For impact analysis purposes, these foreseeable advertising displays are being
considered in the impact analysis of the proposed project using the same construction
assumption as is being used for the transit shelter installation.

4.0

EXISTING LAND USE CONDITIONS

The City of Los Angeles is highly urbanized and developed with a mix of land uses,
including low, medium and high density residential, commercial, and industrial areas,
public and institutional facilities, open space, and vacant infill lots. Approximately 21
percent (63,888 acres) of all land in the City is developed as streets, storm drainage
channels, utility facilities, and reservoirs. The street pattern is primarily characterized
by a grid-like linear pattern that crosses through the City. Major infrastructure includes
Chatsworth Reservoir, Sepulveda Basin, Los Angeles Reservoir, Hansen Dam, and
the areas abutting Hansen Dam to the southwest.
City streets are located adjacent to all land uses and include sidewalks on one or both
sides where existing transit shelters and bus stops are located. These streets include
major arterial highways, secondary highways, non-arterial streets, hillside streets, other
public rights-of-way (e.g., service roads and pedestrian malls), and scenic highways.
Based on the current inventory, 1,884 transit shelters are located on the sidewalks of
the public roads throughout the City. A typical transit shelter is provided with some or a
combination of benches, shelters with or without advertising panels, trash receptacles,
and at limited locations, bus stop safety lighting and real-time bus arrival information.
Numerous other bus stops are only defined by bus stop signs5 at the sidewalk. Figure
1 shows photos of existing transit shelters within the City of Los Angeles.

5

Bus stop signs are solely provided by transit operators and are not a part of any City transit amenity
improvement program.
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Figure 1. Examples of existing transit shelters/bus stops within the City of Los
Angeles
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5.0

RELEVANT LAND USE REGULATIONS

5.1

Federal

There are no specific federal regulations that relate to land use planning and policy.

5.2

State

California Coastal Act of 1976
The California Coastal Act protects the defined Coastal Zone as a distinct and
valuable natural resource of vital and enduring interest to all the people. The Act
outlines the standards for development within the Coastal Zone and includes specific
policies that address issues such as shoreline public access and recreation, lowercost visitor accommodations, terrestrial and marine habitat protection, visual
resources, landform alteration, agricultural lands, commercial fisheries, industrial
uses, water quality, offshore oil and gas development, transportation, development
design, power plants, ports, and public works. The Act is designed to empower local
governments to create Local Coastal Programs (LCP) as land use policy for the
conservation and best use of coastal resources within individual jurisdictions.
Section 30601 of the California Coastal Act states that…. where applicable, in addition
to the local permit, a coastal development permit shall be obtained from the California
Coastal Commission for development between the sea and the first public road or
within 300 feet of the inland extent of any beach or mean high tide line, or located on
tideland, submerged land, public trust land, and within 100 feet of a wetland, estuary,
stream, or 300 feet of a coastal bluff, and major public works or energy facility.
Because the STAP program elements and future advertising displays associated with
foreseeable City projects would occur on public rights-of-way, such as sidewalks, all
Coastal Development Permits not within the Los Angeles City Port Master Plan would
be processed by the Department of Public Works, Bureau of Engineering and the
Harbor Department would approve Coastal Development Permits within the Port of
Los Angeles. With compliance with local coastal programs and a dual coastal permit
from the California Coastal Commission, if necessary, for STAP program elements
and future advertising displays to be located between the sea and the first public road
or within 300 feet of the inland extent, no conflict with the California Coastal Act would
occur with the project.

5.3

Regional

Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS)
Southern California Association of Governments’ (SCAG) 2020–2045 RTP/SCS is a
comprehensive long-term transportation plan that provides a vision for the future of
the SCAG region’s multimodal transportation system and specifies how that vision can
be achieved for the region. It combines land use and transportation strategies with
options to increase mobility and achieve a more sustainable growth pattern. The
RTP/SCS identifies major challenges, as well as potential opportunities associated
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with growth, transportation finances, the future of airports in the region, and impending
transportation system deficiencies that could result from growth projections for the
region.
The STAP would not conflict with, but instead support, the goals and guiding principles
of the RTP/SCS by providing convenient and attractive transit shelters that would
support transit use and reduce vehicle trips and associated air pollutants and
greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions. Relevant RTP/SCS goals which the STAP would
support include:
2. Improve mobility, accessibility, reliability, and travel safety for people and goods
3. Enhance the preservation, security, and resilience of the regional
transportation system
4. Increase person and goods movement and travel choices within the
transportation system
5. Reduce greenhouse gas emissions and improve air quality
7. Adapt to a changing climate and support an integrated regional development
pattern and transportation network
8. Leverage new transportation technologies and data-driven solutions that result
in more efficient travel
Relevant RTP/SCS guiding principles include:
2. Place high priority for transportation funding in the region on projects and
programs that improve mobility, accessibility, reliability and safety, and that
preserve the existing transportation system
3. Assure that land use and growth strategies recognize local input, promote
sustainable transportation options, and support equitable and adaptable
communities
4. Encourage RTP/SCS investments and strategies that collectively result in
reduced nonrecurrent congestion and demand for single-occupancy vehicle
(SOV) use, by leveraging new transportation technologies and expanding
travel choices
5. Encourage transportation investments that will result in improved air quality and
public health, and reduced GHG emissions
Future advertising displays associated with foreseeable City projects would not
conflict with the goals and guiding principles of the RTP/SCS since they would not
affect land use, transportation, and mobility in the region. Also, no conflict with the
growth projections in the RTP/SCS would occur from the STAP and future advertising
displays since no population or housing growth would be generated by the project.
Other State and regional plans address broader issues and/or do not specifically relate
to the STAP, transit shelters, advertising displays, and STAP program elements.
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5.4

Local

5.4.1

City of Los Angeles General Plan

The City General Plan outlines the City’s long-range goals and policies for the physical
development of the City and addresses community development relative to the
distribution of land uses. It includes 35 community plans that collectively comprise the
Land Use Element of the General Plan. It also includes the Framework Element, Plan
for a Healthy Los Angeles – Health and Wellness Element, Housing Element, Mobility
Element (i.e., Mobility Plan 2035), Noise Element, Air Quality Element, Conservation
Element, Open Space Element, Safety Element, Infrastructure Systems Element, and
Public Facilities and Services Element.
Framework Element
The Framework Element serves as the City’s overall strategy for long-term growth and
is the organizing element that correlates to all the other elements of the General Plan.
The Framework Element’s goals, objectives, and policies that are related to the project
are listed in Table 3, along with a brief discussion of project consistency. The project
would not conflict with the Framework Element and the STAP would support goals,
objectives, and policies for promoting transit use.
Table 3. Framework Element Consistency
Goal, Objective,
or Policy Title
and/or Number

Goal, Objective, or Policy

Economic
Development

Support efforts to provide all residents with
reasonable access to transit infrastructure,
employment and job training opportunities.

Neighborhood
Transportation

Expand neighborhood transportation services
and programs to enhance neighborhood
accessibility, including such systems as
DASH, taxis, transit, paratransit, voucher
programs, incentives for recreational trips,
and Smart Shuttles and jitneys.
Promote the development of transportation
facilities, services and educational programs
that encourage transit rideshare, increase
vehicle occupancy, and pedestrian and
bicycle access.

Transportation
Demand
Management
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Project Consistency
Improved and new transit
shelters would be located
to serve a minimum of
75 percent of transit
boardings within each
Council District.
STAP supports this policy
by making transit use more
convenient for transit
riders.

STAP supports this policy
by improving and providing
transit shelters to support
and promote transit use.
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Table 3. Framework Element Consistency
Goal, Objective,
or Policy Title
and/or Number

Goal, Objective, or Policy

Centers, Districts,
and Mixed-Use
Boulevards

Develop transit alignments and station
locations that maximize transit service in
centers and mixed-use boulevards.

Distribution of Land
Use – Policy 3.4.1

Conserve existing stable residential
neighborhoods and lower-intensity
commercial districts and encourage the
majority of new commercial and mixed-use
(integrated commercial and residential)
development to be located (a) in a network of
neighborhood districts, community regional
and downtown centers, (b) in proximity to rail
and bus transit stations and corridors, and (c)
along the City’s major boulevards, referred to
as districts, centers, and mixed-use
boulevards, in accordance with the
Framework Long-Range Land Use Diagram
(Figures 3-1 and 3-2 of the Framework
Element)
Provide for the development of public
streetscape improvements where appropriate.

Community Centers
– Policy 3.9.7
Regional Centers –
Policy 3.10.4

Regional Centers –
Policy 3.10.5

Support the development of small parks,
incorporating pedestrian-oriented plazas,
benches, other streetscape amenities, and
where appropriate, landscaped play areas.

Transit Stations –
Policy 3.15.5

Provide for the development of public
streetscape improvements, where
appropriate.
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Project Consistency
STAP would add more
than 1,100 new transit
shelters to support and
promote transit use along
major arterials, secondary
highways and non-arterial
streets, but not on local
streets or on streets in
One-Family Residential
zones.
New and replacement
shelters under STAP would
be located in commercial
zones but not in OneFamily Residential zones,
consistent with this policy.

STAP would replace most
of the older transit shelters
and would improve the
local streetscape in
community centers and
regional centers. Future
advertising displays would
not conflict with this policy.
The project would provide
benches, shelters,
advertising displays, and
other sidewalk amenities
on streets in regional
centers.
STAP would provide
benches, shelters, and
other sidewalk amenities to
improve the City
streetscape. Future
advertising displays would
not conflict with this policy.
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Table 3. Framework Element Consistency
Goal, Objective,
or Policy Title
and/or Number
Streets –
Policy 5.3.1 b

Streets –
Policy 5.3.2 a

Goal, Objective, or Policy
Transit- priority segments, where designated,
should give priority to pedestrians at transit
stops and will consist of major bus or rail
routes along which transit vehicles have
priority over other vehicles. They may also
include exclusive transit lanes.
Roadway design standards shall address
posted speed limits, minimum sidewalk
widths, maximum corner radii, traffic lane
width, on-street parking and frequency of curb
cuts. These should consider all forms of travel
including vehicle (private automobile, truck,
transit, and other), bicycle and pedestrian.

Streets –
Policy 5.3.2 b

Public improvement standards should
address street tree form and spacing; street
light type, height and illumination level; and
other streetscape elements, particularly in the
vicinity of transit stops. Street tree form is
dependent on species and available planting
space.

Livable
Neighborhoods –
Policy 5.5.4

Determine the appropriate urban design
elements at the neighborhood level, such as
sidewalk width and materials, street lights and
trees, bus shelters and benches, and other
street furniture.

Resource
Development –
Policy 6.5.4

Encourage and facilitate assessment districts
for street amenity improvements.

Economic
Development –
Policy 7.10.2

Support efforts to provide all residents with
reasonable access to transit infrastructure,
employment and educational and job training
opportunities.

Telecommunications
– Objective 9.37

Encourage the development of a wide variety
of public and private telecommunication
services available to all City residents and
businesses.
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Project Consistency
STAP would serve
pedestrians and transit
users along City streets
used by transit.

The project would not
affect speed limits,
minimum sidewalk widths,
maximum corner radii,
traffic lane widths, onstreet parking, and curb
cuts, nor would it block
vehicle, bicycle, or
pedestrian travel.
The project would be
designed to meet City
standards. No trees are
proposed to be removed
with implementation of the
STAP program elements
and future advertising
displays.
STAP transit shelter and
future advertising display
designs would be subject
to review and approval by
the City prior to
implementation.
STAP would be a selffunding program for
sidewalk and transit shelter
amenities. Future
advertising displays would
not conflict with this policy.
Improved and new transit
shelters would be located
to serve a minimum of
75 percent of transit
boardings within each
Council District.
STAP program elements
would be capable of
incorporating small-cell
towers and network
devices to support 5G
telecommunications
service.
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Table 3. Framework Element Consistency
Goal, Objective,
or Policy Title
and/or Number

Goal, Objective, or Policy

Project Consistency

Street Lighting –
Policy 9.40.3

Develop regulations to ensure quality lighting
to minimize or eliminate the adverse impacts
of lighting due to light pollution, light trespass,
and glare from façade lighting, security
lighting, and advertising lighting, including
billboards.

Urban Forest –
Objective 9.41

Ensure that elements of urban forests are
included in planning and programming of
infrastructure projects, which involve
modification of dedicated parkway, sidewalk,
and/or raised median islands.

Digital panels and displays
would be lighted but would
follow Out of Home
Advertising industry
standards for illumination
levels to avoid light
pollution, trespass, and
glare.
The project does not
propose the removal or
planting of street trees but
would be coordinated with
other City programs
involving street trees.

Housing Element
The Housing Element has been developed to meet the City’s housing and growth
challenges. The Element’s goals, objectives, and policies target the provision of an
adequate housing supply to meet current and projected needs; the creation of safe,
livable and sustainable neighborhoods; the prevention of housing discrimination; and
ending homelessness. It includes quantified objectives for new construction,
rehabilitation, and conservation/preservation. The Housing Element does not
specifically address transit shelters and sidewalk amenities and future advertising
displays, and the project does not propose any alterations to the City’s housing stock.
Thus, the project would not conflict with the Housing Element.
Mobility Plan 2035 – Mobility Element
The Mobility Element is “the policy foundation for achieving a transportation system
that balances the needs of all road users.” It sets goals for promoting safety first, worldclass infrastructure, access for all, informed choices, clean environments, and healthy
communities. It includes street classifications, circulation system maps, and objectives
and policies for meeting its goals. It also calls for the protection of scenic resources,
views, natural topography and other impacts on adjacent land uses. The Mobility
Element’s goals, objectives, and policies that are related to the project are listed in
Table 4, along with a brief discussion of project consistency. As noted, STAP program
elements and future advertising displays would not conflict with the goals, objectives,
and policies of the Mobility Plan.
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Table 4. Mobility Element Consistency
Goal, Objective or
Policy Title
and/or Number
2.3 Pedestrian
Infrastructure

2.5 Transit Network

Goal, Objective or Policy

Project Consistency

Recognize walking as a component of
every trip and ensure high-quality
pedestrian access in all site planning
and public right-of-way modifications to
provide a safe and comfortable walking
environment.
Improve the performance and reliability
of existing and future bus service.

Improved and new transit
shelters and future advertising
displays would be designed to
provide adequate pedestrian
access and pathways in
compliance with ADA standards.
Improved and new transit
shelters would support the
performance and reliability of
transit services in the City.
STAP would be a self-funding
program that would support and
promote greater transit use.
Future advertising displays would
not conflict with this policy.
STAP program elements and
future advertising displays would
have limited impacts on views
from scenic highways and would
be designed to meet applicable
City standards and regulations.
LAMC Section 67.02 (b) provides
an exemption for outdoor
advertising structures at transit
shelters (and associated
signage) that are placed within
public rights-of-way.
STAP would improve transit
shelters and bus stops to
promote greater use of transit.
STAP would update existing
transit shelters and provide
shelters at bus stops to promote
greater use of transit.

2.15 Allocation of
Transportation
Funds

Expand funding to improve the built
environment for people who walk, bike,
take transit, and for other vulnerable
roadway users.

2.16 Scenic
Highways

Ensure that future modifications to any
scenic highway do not impact the
unique identity or characteristic of that
scenic highway.

Access for All
Angelenos Objective
(8th bullet)
3.1 Access for All

Increase the combined mode split of
persons who travel by walking,
bicycling or transit to 50% by 2035.
Recognize all modes of travel,
including pedestrian, bicycle, transit,
and vehicular modes - including goods
movement – as integral components of
the City’s transportation system
Accommodate the needs of people
with disabilities when modifying or
installing infrastructure in the public
right-of-way
Provide all residents, workers, and
visitors with affordable, efficient,
convenient, and attractive transit
services.

3.2 People with
Disabilities

3.4 Transit Services
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STAP program elements and
future advertising displays would
comply with ADA standards.
STAP program elements include
shelters, benches, and other
sidewalk amenities for
convenient transit use.
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Table 4. Mobility Element Consistency
Goal, Objective or
Policy Title
and/or Number
3.5 Multi-Modal
Features

3.7 Regional Transit
Connections

Goal, Objective or Policy

Project Consistency

Support “first-mile, last-mile solutions”
such as multi-modal transportation
services, organizations, and activities
in the areas around transit stations and
major bus stops (transit stops) to
maximize multi-modal connectivity and
access for transit riders.
Improve transit access and service to
major regional destinations, job
centers, and inter-modal facilities.

STAP program elements would
support connectivity and access
for transit riders through
improved shelters, benches, and
other sidewalk amenities.

3.8 Bicycle Parking

Provide bicyclists with convenient,
secure, and well-maintained bicycle
parking facilities.

4.1 New
Technologies:

Support new technology systems and
infrastructure to expand access to
transportation choices.

4.2 Dynamic
Transportation
Information

Support a comprehensive, integrated
transportation database, and digital
platform that manages existing assets
and dynamically updates users with
new information.
Provide widespread, user-friendly
information about mobility options and
local destinations, delivered through a
variety of channels including traditional
signage and digital platforms.

4.14 Wayfinding

5.2 Vehicle Miles
Traveled (VMT)

Support ways to reduce vehicle miles
traveled (VMT) per capita.

STAP would improve existing
transit shelters and provide new
shelters and other amenities at
about 3,583 bus stops
throughout the City.
Transit shelters may be provided
with bicycle racks and scooter
docks to support bicycle and
scooter use.
STAP would take advantage of
expanding innovations in transit
and smart technology, including
customized automated digitized
advertising panels, which may be
interactive with the capability of
providing wayfinding, real-time
bus arrival, and other public
information. Transit shelters may
also include public Wi-Fi and
Broadband 5G, USB charging
ports, and interactive information
kiosks.
STAP program elements would
be managed by the City’s Asset
Management Program.

The project would include
interactive digital media panels
with wayfinding and other
relevant public information,
including bus arrival and public
service announcements.
Improved and additional transit
shelters under STAP would
support transit use and reduce
VMT.

The Mobility Element includes a map of the Transit Enhanced Network, showing
streets prioritized for transit. Existing and future transit shelters would likely be located
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at identified Moderate, Moderate Plus, and Comprehensive Transit Enhanced Streets
shown in this map. The STAP would not conflict with this map.
Appendix B of the Mobility Element is an inventory of Designated Scenic Highways
and Guidelines. As noted in Table 2 above, shelters with or without advertising
displays would not be allowed on the frontage of properties on federal and State
Scenic Highways and along City Scenic Highways in specific residential zones and
open space areas. In the areas where there is not an adopted Scenic Corridor Plan
as required by the Mobility Element (and/or any applicable specific plan or other
Planning requirement), Appendix B provides interim guidelines for signs and outdoor
advertising for designated Scenic Highways, which includes signs having traffic
informational, and identification features; limitations on off-site outdoor advertising;
compliance with any sign requirements of the CR (Limited Commercial) zone; and
priority for the removal of existing nonconforming signs.
STAP program amenities and future advertising displays proposed along Scenic
Highways designated only by the Mobility Plan (where no Scenic Corridor Plan or
other applicable plan has been adopted) would be evaluated based on these
guidelines and applicable sections of the LAMC. Moreover, transit shelters (relocated
or new) and associated amenities and signs and advertising displays to be located
within the Mobility Plan scenic highway planning areas where there are no adopted
Corridor Plans (or other applicable plans, such as Specific Plans) shall be designed
to comply with applicable guidelines and standards and sign regulations for street
furniture and signs installed in the public road right-of-way prior to
installation/construction, including any necessary Planning approvals. Furthermore,
the project could also include (digital or static) media panels at transit shelters and
other sidewalk locations that would serve as displays for off-site signage, real time
transit emergency information, and local announcements. These would provide
essential services for bus riders and pedestrians who do not possess personal smart
devices.
Moreover, future advertising displays associated with STAP and foreseeable City
projects would also be subject to review for compliance with applicable requirements
of the Mobility Plan prior to approval. Thus, the project would comply with the
development standards and design guidelines in these adopted plans, as applicable
to street furniture, advertising displays, and signs (including structures and other
improvements) in the public road right-of-way, as a project design feature (PDF-LU1), which would ensure that impacts would be less than significant.
Project Design Feature
PDF-LU-1

As provided in applicable plans, transit shelters (relocated or new) and
associated amenities and signs and advertising displays to be located
along Scenic Highways designated by the Mobility Plan and where no
Scenic Corridor Plan or other applicable plan has been adopted and
proposed within the planning areas of adopted Specific Plans,
Streetscape Plans, overlay zones, Commercial Design Overlays,
Historic Preservation Overlay Zones, and other applicable plans, shall
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be designed to comply (and subject to additional approvals, if
necessary) with applicable guidelines and standards and sign
regulations for street furniture and signs installed in the public road rightof-way prior to installation/construction.
As shown above, the STAP elements and future advertising displays would be
consistent overall with the Mobility Plan 2035, which would be ensured by
implementation of PDF-LU-1. Therefore, STAP elements and future advertising
displays would not create a land use and planning conflict.
Conservation Element
The Conservation Element discusses the conservation, protection, development,
utilization, and reclamation of natural resources in the City. These resources include
agricultural lands, cultural resources, biological resources, trails, fisheries, forests,
scenic features, the ocean, mineral resources, and petroleum resources. It includes
objectives, policies, and programs for the protection of these resources throughout the
City. The STAP and future advertising displays would only affect sidewalk areas,
which are paved and do not contain natural resources; however, it would have the
potential to affect scenic views. The Conservation Element’s objective for scenic vistas
that is related to the project is listed in Table 5, along with a brief discussion of project
consistency. The project would not conflict with the Conservation Element.
Table 5. Conservation Element Consistency
Goal, Objective
or Policy Title,
and/or Number
Land Form and
Scenic Vistas
Objective

Goal, Objective or Policy
Protect and reinforce natural and
scenic vistas as irreplaceable
resources and for the aesthetic
enjoyment of present and future
generations
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Project Consistency
Transit shelters and other amenities
and future advertising displays would
have limited impacts on scenic views
from public roads. Also, proposed
and replaced transit shelters would
not be located at the frontages of lots
in specific residential zones and along
federal and State-designated scenic
highways, and STAP program
elements would be designed to meet
applicable City standards and
regulations. LAMC Section 67.02 (b)
provides an exemption for outdoor
advertising structures at transit
shelters (and associated signage) that
are placed within public rights-of-way.
Also, the proposed changes to LAMC
Sections 67.01 and 67.02 would
modify the types of advertising
structures that would be allowed in
the public right-of-way, in order to
effectuate portions of the STAP
program and potentially authorize the
consideration of future advertising
displays.

October 2021

Land Use Consistency Analysis Technical Memorandum
Plan for a Healthy Los Angeles – Health and Wellness Element
The Health and Wellness Element was developed based on a Health Atlas that
identified the health conditions in various communities in the City, including
demographic and social characteristics, economic conditions, education, health, land
use, transportation, food systems, crime, and housing. The Health Atlas evaluated
transit users/ridership, households without vehicles, and access to transit; and the
Health and Wellness Element addresses these issues and serves as the City’s policy
and plan for creating healthier communities by making health a priority in the City’s
growth and development. The Health and Wellness Element specifically calls out the
need for transit services to improve access to healthy options and opportunities.
STAP supports this goal by specifically utilizing indicators considered in health and
wellness elements, such as heat, socioeconomic factors, households without vehicles
and transit riderships as criteria for STAP amenities distribution to ensure that the
program will support creation of a healthy community. Future advertising displays
associated with foreseeable City projects would not conflict with the Health and
Wellness Element.
Air Quality Element
The Air Quality Element recognizes the health and economic effects of air pollution
and sets goals, objectives, and policies to promote clean air and help the region in
attaining the National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) and the California
Ambient Air Quality Standards (CAAQS). It includes local programs aimed at
achieving good air quality; reducing reliance on SOVs; efficient management of
transportation facilities and system infrastructure; consideration of the relationship
between land use, transportation, and air quality; energy efficiency; and public
awareness and participation in efforts to reduce air pollution. The Air Quality Element’s
goals, objectives, and policies that are related to the project are listed in Table 6, along
with a brief discussion of project consistency. As noted, the project would support the
goals, objectives and policies of the Air Quality Element for reducing vehicle trips and
associated emissions. Future advertising displays associated with foreseeable City
projects would not conflict with the Air Quality Element.
Table 6. Air Quality Element Consistency
Goal, Objective
or Policy Title,
and/or Number

Goal, Objective or Policy

Project Consistency

Goal 2

Less reliance on single-occupant
vehicles with fewer commute and nonwork trips

Objective 2.2

It is the objective of the City of Los
Angeles to increase vehicle occupancy
for non-work trips by creating
disincentives for single passenger
vehicles and incentives for high
occupancy vehicles

Improved and new transit shelters
would support and promote the
use of transit and reduce SOV
use.
STAP would provide convenient
and attractive shelters to support
and promote greater use of transit
services.
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Table 6. Air Quality Element Consistency
Goal, Objective
or Policy Title,
and/or Number

Goal, Objective or Policy

Project Consistency

Goal 3:

Efficient Management of transportation
facilities and system infrastructure
using cost effective collective system
management and innovative demand
management techniques.

Objective 3.1

It is the objective of the city of Los
Angeles to increase the portion of work
trips made by transit to levels that are
consistent with the goals of the Air
Quality Management Plan and the
Congestion Management Plan.
Implement programs to finance and
improve public transit facilities and
service.

STAP is a self-funding program
that would feature technological
innovations such as public Wi-Fi
and Broadband 5G, charging
ports or stations, digital displays,
urban panels, and interactive
information kiosks.
STAP would provide convenient
and attractive shelters to support
and promote greater use of transit
services.

Policies 3.1.1

Policies 3.1.2

Objective 4.2

Policies 4.2.3

Policies 4.2.5

Address public safety concerns as part
of transit system improvement
programs such as guarded and /or
well-lit transit facilities, emergency
equipment and safe driving training for
operators, in order to increase transit
ridership.
It is the objective of the City of Los
Angeles to reduce vehicle trips and
vehicle miles traveled associated with
land use patterns.
Ensure that new development is
compatible with pedestrians, bicycles,
transit, and alternative fuel vehicles.
Emphasize trip reduction, alternative
transit and congestion management
measures for discretionary projects.

STAP is a self-funding program
for improving and constructing
transit shelters throughout the
City.
STAP transit shelters would be
equipped with evening-hour
security lighting to illuminate
passenger waiting areas beneath
canopies. Digital panels would be
integrated into the City's
Emergency Response Network.
STAP would improve and provide
new transit shelters to support
and promote the use of transit
services and reduce vehicle trips.
STAP would provide improved
and new transit shelters to serve
adjacent developments.
Improved and new transit shelters
would support and promote the
use of transit services and reduce
vehicle trips.

Noise Element
The Noise Element identifies ambient noise levels and major noise sources (e.g.,
vehicles, rail systems and airports) in the City and sets goals, objectives, and policies
for reducing intrusive noise and the noise impacts of development and changes in
land use. The Noise Element does not specifically address transit shelters and
sidewalk amenities and future advertising displays; and the improved and new transit
shelters and future advertising displays would not be major sources of noise. The
project would not conflict with the Noise Element.
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Safety Element
The Safety Element identifies fire, flood, geologic, and seismic hazards and hazardous
materials in the City and includes goals for hazard mitigation, emergency response,
and disaster recovery, by minimizing potential injury, loss of life, property damage and
disruption of the social and economic life. The Safety Element does not specifically
address transit shelters and sidewalk amenities and future advertising displays, and
the project would not create hazards in the City. The project would not conflict with the
Safety Element; it will support the Safety Element through its ability to communicate
emergency response information and possibly aid in disaster recovery by providing
solar or emergency back-up power capable of charging cell phones and other
electronic devices, as well as being a source point for internet connectivity in times of
local or regional emergencies and/or natural disasters.
Open Space Plan – Open Space Element
The Open Space Element serves as a guide for the identification, preservation,
conservation, and acquisition of open space in the City. The goals, policies, and
objectives in the Open Space Element do not address transit shelters and sidewalk
amenities, and the improved and new transit shelters would be located at existing
sidewalks and not in undeveloped or open space lands. However, the Open Space
Element’s policy for access to open space and recreational areas that is related to the
project is listed in Table 7, along with a brief discussion of project consistency. The
project would not conflict with the Open Space Element.
Table 7. Open Space Element Consistency
Goal, Objective
or Policy Title,
and/or Number
Publicly Owned
Open Space Lands

Goal, Objective or Policy

Project Consistency

The City should encourage the use of
alternative modes of transportation for
access to some open space and
recreational areas especially in more
remote areas. The need for public
transportation from impacted areas is
considered especially important.

STAP would improve and provide
new transit shelters to support
and promote the use of transit
throughout the City, including
areas used as open space and
for recreation. Future advertising
displays would not conflict with
this policy.

Infrastructure Systems Element
The Infrastructure Systems Element consists of the City Collected Refuse Disposal
Plan, which serves as a guide for landfill site acquisition and refusal disposal
operations; the Power System Plan for future construction of power facilities; the
Sewerage Plan for construction, maintenance, and operation of sewage facilities; and
the Water System Plan for future construction of water system facilities. The objectives
of these plans do not specifically address transit shelters and sidewalk amenities and
future advertising displays, and the project would not generate sewage or significant
amounts of refuse nor create a significant demand for power and water in the City.
Thus, the project would not conflict with the Infrastructure Systems Element.
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Public Facilities and Services Element
The Public Facilities and Services Element consists of the Cultural and Historical
Monuments Plan, which serves as the City’s guide for preservation of cultural and
historic sites in the City; the City-Owned Power Transmission Rights-of-Way
Development Plan for park development on lands underlying transmission rights-ofway; the Major Equestrian and Hiking Trails Plan for acquisition, construction, and
maintenance of equestrian and hiking trails; the Public Libraries Plan for construction,
maintenance, and operation of public library facilities; the Public Recreation Plan for
development of public recreational facilities; and the Public Schools Plan for
acquisition and development of public schools and related facilities. The objectives of
these plans do not specifically address transit shelters and sidewalk amenities and
future advertising displays. STAP amenities and future advertising displays would be
placed within the public right-of-way and not in any of the public facilities. While the
improved and new transit shelters and future advertising displays may be located on
sidewalks near a Historic-Cultural Monument (HCM), power transmission rights-ofway, or equestrian and hiking trails, the project would not preclude the use of power
transmission right-of-way as parks, the development of equestrian and hiking trails, or
the designation and preservation of HCMs. In addition, compliance with City
regulations related to these facilities would ensure the project does not conflict with
the Public Facilities and Services Element.

5.4.2

Community Plans

The City General Plan includes 35 community plans that collectively comprise the
Land Use Element of the General Plan (see Table 8).
Table 8. City of Los Angeles Community Plans
Community Plans

Adoption Date

Arleta/Pacoima Community Plan
Bel Air/Beverly Crest Community Plan
Boyle Heights Community Plan
Brentwood/Pacific Palisades Community Plan
Canoga Park/Winnetka/Woodland Hills/West Hills
Community Plan

November 6, 1996
November 6, 1996 (to be updated in 2021)
November 10, 1998 (being updated)
June 17, 1998 (to be updated in 2021)
August 17, 1999 (to be updated in 2021)

Central City Community Plan
Central City North Community Plan
Chatsworth-Porter Ranch Community Plan
Encino/Tarzana Community Plan
Granada Hills/Knollwood Community Plan
Harbor Gateway Community Plan
Hollywood Community Plan
Mission Hills/Panorama City/North Hills Community
Plan
North Hollywood/Valley Village Community Plan
Northeast Los Angeles Community Plan
Northridge Community Plan

January 8, 2003 (being updated)
December 15, 2000 (being updated)
September 4, 1993 (to be updated in 2021)
December 16, 1998 (being updated)
October 2015 (to be updated in 2021)
December 6, 1995 (being updated)
December 13, 1998 (being updated)
June 9, 1999
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Table 8. City of Los Angeles Community Plans
Community Plans

Adoption Date

Palms/Mar Vista/Del Rey Community Plan
Reseda/West Van Nuys Community Plan
San Pedro Community Plan
Sherman Oaks/Studio City/Toluca Lake/Cahuenga
Pass Community Plan

September 16, 1997 (being updated)
November 17, 1999 (being updated)
June 26, 2018
May 13, 1998 (being updated)

Silver Lake/Echo Park/Elysian Valley Community
Plan

August 11, 2004

South Los Angeles Community Plan
Southeast Los Angeles Community Plan
Sun Valley/La Tuna Canyon Community Plan
Sunland/Tujunga/Shadow Hills/Lake View
Terrace/East La Tuna Canyon Community Plan

August 2017
August 2017
August 13, 1999
November 18, 1997

Sylmar Community Plan
Van Nuys/North Sherman Oaks Community Plan
Venice Community Plan
West Adams/Baldwin Hills/Leimert Community Plan
West Los Angeles Community Plan
Westchester/Playa Del Rey Community Plan
Westlake Community Plan
Westwood Community Plan
Wilmington/Harbor City Community Plan
Wilshire Community Plan

June 10, 2015
September 9, 1998 (being updated)
September 29, 2000 (being updated)
April 19, 2017
July 27, 1999 (being updated)
April 13, 2004 (being updated)
September 16, 1997
July 27, 1999 (to be updated in 2021)
July 14, 1999 (being updated)
September 19, 2001

Relevant goals, objectives, and policies in the Community Plans that relate to the
project are listed in Table 9, along with a brief discussion of project consistency.
Community plans provide guidelines for proposed developments and include urban
design policies for signs on private properties but do not specifically regulate signs on
public rights-of-way.
Table 9. Community Plan Consistency
Goal, Objective or
Policy Title,
and/or Number
Arleta-Pacoima
Objectives of the
Plan

Goal, Objective or Policy

9. To improve the visual environment
of the community and, in particular, to
strengthen and enhance its image and
identity. To discourage the distasteful
array of signs and billboards located
along the major arteries of the
community.
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The design of STAP program
elements and future advertising
displays would be subject to
review and approval by the City
to prevent distasteful array of
signs along major roadways.
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Table 9. Community Plan Consistency
Goal, Objective or
Policy Title,
and/or Number
Public Transportation

Goal, Objective or Policy
Improved bus service should be
encouraged to more directly connect
residential areas with jobs, shopping,
and public facilities, and with other
communities in the region.

Bel Air/Beverly Crest – N/A
Boyle Heights
Public Transportation To maximize the effectiveness of public
transportation to meet the travel needs
of transit-dependent residents
Brentwood–Pacific Palisades
Policy: 1-2.1
Retain higher residential densities near
commercial centers and major bus
routes where public service facilities,
utilities and topography will
accommodate such development and
circulation system.
Goal 11

Encourage alternative modes of
transportation to the use of single
occupancy vehicles (SOV) in order to
reduce vehicles trips.
Objective 11-1
To pursue transportation management
strategies that can maximize vehicle
occupancy, minimize average trip
length, and reduce the number of
vehicle trips.
Canoga Park–Winnetka–Woodland Hills–West Hills
Public Transportation Opportunities exist within Canoga
Park-Winnetka-Woodland Hills-West
Hills to increase the use of public
transportation
Goal 10
Develop a public transit system that
improves mobility with convenient
alternatives to automobile travel.
Policy 10-1.2
Encourage the provision of safe,
attractive and clearly identifiable transit
stops with user friendly design
amenities.
Goal 11
Encourage alternative modes of
transportation to the use of single
occupancy vehicles (SOV) in order to
reduce vehicular trips.
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STAP would not directly affect
bus service, but it would improve
and provide new transit shelters
to support and promote the use
of transit that connect various
land uses.

STAP would improve and
provide transit shelters to serve
transit-dependent residents.
STAP would improve and
provide transit shelters along
major arterials, secondary
highways, and non-arterial
streets, but not on local streets or
on streets in One-Family
Residential zones.
Improved and new transit
shelters would support and
promote the use of transit and
reduce SOV use.
STAP would improve and
provide transit shelters to support
and promote the use of transit
services and reduce vehicle trips.

STAP would improve and
provide transit shelters to support
and promote the use of transit
services.
STAP supports this goal by
making transit use more
convenient for transit riders.
STAP would provide convenient
and attractive shelters to support
and promote greater use of
transit services.
Improved and new transit
shelters would support and
promote the use of transit and
reduce SOV use.
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Table 9. Community Plan Consistency
Goal, Objective or
Policy Title,
and/or Number
Central City
Objective 11-5

Streets Hierarchy
Objective

Pedestrian Linkages
Objective
Policy 11-6.2

Central City North
Goal 10

Policy 10-1.2

Policy 10-1.3

Goal, Objective or Policy

Project Consistency

To link easy parking and mass transit
to a pedestrian network so that the
Lower Center City becomes accessible
and safe.
To develop a street hierarchy to serve
transit, traffic, pedestrian, open space
and truck access needs in a
coordinated manner.
To link transit and pedestrian districts
of historic Downtown Los Angeles.
Enhance the street scape and provide
pedestrian amenities within the
Fashion District as a means to foster
and cultivate the heavy pedestrian
traffic in the area and its function as a
worldwide center for buyers purchasing
clothing, gifts and housewares in the
district’s showrooms.

STAP program elements would
provide convenient links between
transit services and pedestrians.

Develop a public transit system that
improves mobility with convenient
alternatives to automobile travel.
Encourage the provision of safe,
attractive and clearly identifiable transit
stops with user friendly design
amenities.
Encourage the expansion, wherever
feasible, of programs aimed at
enhancing the mobility of senior
citizens, disabled persons, and the
transit dependent population.

STAP supports this goal by
making transit use more
convenient for transit riders.
STAP would provide convenient
and attractive shelters to support
and promote greater use of
transit services.
STAP would improve and
provide transit shelters for the
convenient use of transit services
by all users, including senior
citizens, disabled persons, and
the transit-dependent population.
Improved and new transit
shelters would support and
promote the use of transit and
reduce SOV use.

Goal 12

Encourage alternative modes of
transportation to the use of single
occupancy vehicles (SOV) in order to
reduce vehicular trips.
Chatsworth–Porter Ranch
Public Transportation The Plan requires traffic-generating
activities to provide fixed transit
facilities, such as bus shelters and
pullouts, consistent with anticipated
demand. These facilities should be
located in areas convenient to
pedestrian use.
Encino–Tarzana

Sidewalk and Transit Amenities Program

28

STAP would support transit
users through improved and new
transit shelters.
STAP would provide linkages
between transit and pedestrians.
The project would provide new
transit shelters, street furniture,
and sidewalk amenities that
would improve the streetscape
within the Fashion District.

Improved and new transit
shelters would be located to
serve a minimum of 75 percent
of transit boardings within each
Council District.
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Table 9. Community Plan Consistency
Goal, Objective or
Policy Title,
and/or Number

Goal, Objective or Policy

Goal 10

Develop a public transit system that
improves mobility with convenient
alternatives to automobile travel.

Objective 10-1

To encourage improved local and
express bus service through the
community, encourage park-and-ride
facilities and bus routes to interface
with freeways, high occupancy vehicle
(HOV) facilities, and rail facilities.
Encourage the expansion, wherever
feasible, of programs aimed at
enhancing the mobility of senior
citizens, disabled persons and the
transit-dependent population.
Encourage the provision of safe,
attractive and clearly identifiable transit
stops with user friendly design
amenities.
To increase the work trips and nonwork trips made on public transit.

Policy 10-1.2

Policy 10-1.3

Objective 10-2

Goal 11

Encourage alternative modes of
transportation to the use of single
occupancy vehicles (SOV) in order to
reduce vehicular trips
Granada Hills–Knollwood
Mobility Goal M1:
A diverse system of streets that
balances the needs of pedestrians,
bicyclists, transit users, equestrians,
mobility-challenged persons and
vehicles while providing sufficient
mobility and abundant access options
for the existing and future users of the
street system.
Policy M1.2
Mobility for Challenged Users. Support,
wherever feasible, transportation
programs and services aimed at
enhancing the mobility of senior
citizens, disabled persons and the
transit-dependent population.
Policy M3.2
Safe School Routes. Encourage the
development and improvement of safe
routes to schools throughout the
community via walking, bicycling or
public transit.
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Project Consistency
STAP would improve and
provide new transit shelters to
support and promote the use of
public transit services.
STAP would support transit
services through improved and
new transit shelters.

STAP would improve and
provide new transit shelters to
serve all users, including senior
citizens, disabled persons, and
the transit-dependent population.
STAP would include installation
of new and improved transit
shelters as called for in the
Community Plan.
STAP would improve and
provide new transit shelters to
support and promote the use of
public transit services.
Improved and new transit
shelters would support and
promote the use of transit
services and reduce vehicle trips.
STAP would improve and
provide new transit shelters to
support and promote the use of
public transit services and serve
transit riders.

STAP would improve and
provide transit shelters for the
convenient use of transit services
by all users, including senior
citizens, disabled persons, and
the transit-dependent population.
STAP would improve and
provide new transit shelters to
support transit use to and from
schools.
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Table 9. Community Plan Consistency
Goal, Objective or
Policy Title,
and/or Number
Mobility Policy M4.3

Mobility Goal M8:

Policy M8.1

Policy Goal M9:

Policy M9.2

Goal, Objective or Policy

Project Consistency

Pedestrian Amenities. Maintain
sidewalks, streets and rights-of-way in
good condition, free of obstructions,
and with adequate lighting, trees and
parkways. Streets must accommodate
pedestrians comfortably through
adequate sidewalks and parkway
landscaping that provides a buffer from
moving vehicles, shade from the sun,
and street lighting that provides safety
at night, unless specifically prescribed
by the community for trails and
equestrian amenities, or rural
aesthetics.
An integrated land use and public
transit strategy that directs growth to
areas which are accessible by public
transit facilities and services.
Transit Connections to Key Areas.
Increase public transit access to
neighborhood districts and community
centers. Coordinate with Metro and the
Department of Transportation to
improve local, Metro Rapid, and
community-level bus service.
An expanded public transit system that
provides residents, employees, and
visitors safe and efficient access to
jobs, services, recreation and other
community assets so that automobile
dependence may be reduced.
Transit Access and Amenities. Provide
enhanced amenities at major transit
stops, including widened sidewalks,
where possible, pedestrian waiting
areas, transit shelters, enhanced
lighting, improved crosswalks,
information kiosks, and advanced fare
collections mechanisms, shade trees,
bicycle access, and self-cleaning
restrooms. Improve the ease and
convenience of using transit by making
improvements to transit waiting areas
and pedestrian and bicycle routes
leading to transit waiting areas.

STAP would improve and
provide new transit shelters with
security lighting, shade
structures and other amenities to
provide convenient transit use.
The project would provide street
furniture and sidewalk amenities
and would maintain adequate
sidewalk widths for ADA
compliance.

Sidewalk and Transit Amenities Program

30

STAP would improve and
provide new transit shelters to
support transit use.
STAP would improve and
provide new transit shelters
throughout the City.

STAP would improve and
provide new transit shelters to
support transit services.

STAP would implement this
policy through the improvement
and provision of new transit
shelters, which would include
pedestrian waiting areas,
information kiosks, and
advanced fare collections
mechanisms, bicycle access,
and other amenities.
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Table 9. Community Plan Consistency
Goal, Objective or
Policy Title,
and/or Number
Policy M9.3

Harbor Gateway
Public Transportation

Goal, Objective or Policy

Project Consistency

Street Enhancements for Buses.
Support street improvements which are
needed to facilitate the movement of
buses, such as jog eliminations, street
widening, bus bays or turnouts, street
signage, striping, and colored
pavement.

STAP would improve and
provide new transit shelters to
support bus services.

Improved bus service should be
provided to more directly connect the
various commercial, residential, and
industrial areas of this and adjacent
communities.

STAP would support bus
services throughout the City.

Hollywood
Objective 6

To make provision for a circulation
system coordinated with land uses and
densities and adequate to
accommodate traffic; and to encourage
the expansion and improvement of
public transportation service.
Mission Hills–Panorama City–North Hills
Goal 10
Develop a public transit system that
improves mobility with convenient
alternatives to automobile travel.
Policy 10-1.2

Encourage the provision of safe,
attractive and clearly identifiable transit
stops with user friendly design
amenities.

Policy 10-1.3

Encourage the expansion, wherever
feasible, of programs aimed at
enhancing the mobility of senior
citizens, disabled persons, and the
transit-dependent population.

Goal 11

Encourage alternative modes of
transportation to the use of single
occupant vehicles (SOV) in order to
reduce vehicular trips.
North Hollywood/Valley Village – N/A
Northeast Los Angeles
Objective 2-3
To minimize conflicts between autorelated and pedestrian-oriented
activities and encourage use of public
transportation in commercial areas.
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STAP would support public
transit services in the City by
encouraging greater transit use.

STAP would support public
transit services in the City by
providing convenient and
attractive transit shelters.
STAP would include installation
of new and improved transit
shelters and sidewalk amenities,
as called for in this Community
Plan.
STAP would improve and
provide transit shelters for the
convenient use of transit services
by all users, including senior
citizens, disabled persons, and
the transit-dependent population.
The project would comply with
ADA accessibility requirements.
Improved and new transit
shelters would support and
promote the use of transit and
reduce SOV use.

STAP would improve and
provide new transit shelters to
support and promote transit use.
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Table 9. Community Plan Consistency
Goal, Objective or
Policy Title,
and/or Number

Goal, Objective or Policy

Project Consistency

Goal 11

Develop a public transportation system
that improves mobility with convenient
alternatives to automobile travel.

Policy 11-1.2

Encourage the expansion, wherever
feasible, of programs aimed at
enhancing the mobility of senior
citizens, disabled persons, and the
transit-dependent population.

Objective 11-2

To increase the work trips and nonwork trips made on public transit.

Policy 11-2.2

Encourage the provision of safe,
attractive, and clearly identifiable
transit stops with user-friendly design
amenities.
To promote pedestrian-oriented areas,
greenways, and pedestrian routes for
commuter, school, recreational use,
economic revitalization, and access to
transit facilities.

STAP would improve and
provide new transit shelters to
support and promote the use of
public transportation services
and reduce vehicle trips.
STAP would improve and
provide transit shelters for the
convenient use of transit services
by all transit users, including
senior citizens, disabled persons,
and the transit-dependent
population.
STAP would improve and
provide new transit shelters to
support increased transit use.
STAP would implement this
policy through improved and new
transit shelters and associated
amenities.
STAP would improve and
provide new transit shelters to
support transit use by commuters
and provide convenient transit
facilities.

Objective 13-2

Northridge
Goal 10

Develop a public transit system that
improves mobility with convenient
alternatives to automobile travel.

Policy 10-1.2

Encourage the provision of safe,
attractive, and clearly identifiable
transit stops with user friendly design
amenities.

Objective 10-2

To increase the work trips and nonwork trips made on public transit

Palms–Mar Vista–Del Rey
Goal 10
Develop a public transit system that
improves mobility with convenient
alternatives to automobile travel.
Policy 10-1.2

Encourage the expansion, wherever
feasible, of programs aimed at
enhancing the mobility of senior
citizens, disabled people and the
transit-dependent population.

Sidewalk and Transit Amenities Program
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STAP would improve and
provide transit shelters for the
convenient use of transit
services.
STAP would provide convenient
and attractive shelters and other
sidewalk amenities to support
and promote greater use of
transit services.
STAP would support increased
transit use through improved and
new transit shelters.
STAP would improve and
provide transit shelters for the
convenient use of transit
services.
STAP would improve and
provide transit shelters for the
convenient use of transit services
by all users including senior
citizens, disabled persons, and
the transit-dependent population.
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Table 9. Community Plan Consistency
Goal, Objective or
Policy Title,
and/or Number
Objective 10-2

Goal, Objective or Policy
To increase the work trips and nonwork trips made on public transit.

Reseda–West Van Nuys
Goal 10
Develop a public transit system that
improves mobility with convenient
alternatives to automobile travel.
Objective 10-1

Policy 10-1.2

To encourage improved local and
express bus service through the
Reseda West Van Nuys community,
encourage park-and-ride facilities to
interface with freeways, high
occupancy vehicle (HOV) facilities, and
rail facilities.
Encourage the provision of safe,
attractive, and clearly identifiable
transit stops with user friendly design
amenities.

Policy 10-1.3

Encourage the expansion, wherever
feasible, of programs aimed at
enhancing the mobility of senior
citizens, disabled persons, and the
transit-dependent population.

Objective 10-2

To increase the work trips and nonwork trips made on public transit

Objective 14-2

To promote pedestrian-oriented
mobility and the utilization of the
bicycle for commuter, school,
recreational use, economic activity,
and access to transit facilities.

San Pedro
Policy LU5.8

Spaces for people. Integrate
pedestrian amenities, traffic-calming
features, plazas and public areas,
attractive streetscapes and signage,
lighting, shade trees, outdoor dining
and open spaces to create destinations
for area residents to shop and gather.

Sidewalk and Transit Amenities Program
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Project Consistency
STAP would support increased
transit use through improved and
new transit shelters.
STAP would improve and
provide transit shelters for the
convenient use of transit
services.
STAP would support transit
services through improved and
new transit shelters.

STAP would provide convenient
and attractive shelters and other
sidewalk amenities to support
and promote greater use of
transit services.
STAP would improve and
provide transit shelters for the
convenient use of transit services
by all users including senior
citizens, disabled persons, and
the transit-dependent population.
STAP would support increased
transit use through improved and
new transit shelters.
STAP would improve and
provide new transit shelters to
support and promote transit use
by commuters and provide
convenient transit facilities.
The project would replace or
provide new transit shelters and
sidewalk amenities that would
improve streetscapes, signage
and lighting of sidewalk areas.
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Table 9. Community Plan Consistency
Goal, Objective or
Policy Title,
and/or Number
Policy LU5.12

Policy LU16.7

Policy M3.3

Goal M6:

Policy M6.1

Policy M6.2

Goal, Objective or Policy
Retail streetscapes. Maintain and,
where deficient, improve street trees,
plantings, furniture (such as benches,
trash receptacles, news racks, and
drinking fountains), signage, public art,
and other amenities that promote
pedestrian activity in retail commercial
districts.
Enhance design. Improve the aesthetic
quality of North Gaffey Street, including
sidewalks, trees, lighting, and signage;
eliminate blight and detrimental visual
impacts on residential areas, and
establish a stable environment for
quality industrial development.
Pedestrian amenities. Maintain
sidewalks, streets and right-of-way in
good condition, free of obstructions,
and with adequate lighting, trees and
parkways. Streets should
accommodate pedestrians comfortably
through adequate sidewalks and
parkway landscaping that provides a
buffer from moving vehicles, shade
from the hot sun, and street lighting
that provides for safety during the
night.
An expanded public transit system that
provides residents, employees, and
visitors safe and efficient access to
jobs, services, recreation and other
community assets so that automobile
dependence can be reduced.
Priority transit routes. Support the
identification of transit priority street
segments with high transit vehicle
volumes to facilitate public transit
circulation as paramount to vehicular
circulation needs and to encourage
investment in transit improvement
programs for the identified routes.
Pedestrian access to transit. Improve
pedestrian amenities and urban design
on streets served by transit to create
welcoming conditions for pedestrians
accessing transit.

Sidewalk and Transit Amenities Program
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Project Consistency
The project would provide new
transit shelters, street furniture,
and sidewalk amenities that
would improve retail streetscapes.

The project would improve and
provide new transit shelters and
sidewalk amenities and the
proposed STAP siting
parameters would avoid the
creation of blight at residential
areas.
STAP would improve and
provide new transit shelters with
security lighting, shade
structures and other amenities to
provide convenient transit use.
The project would provide street
furniture and sidewalk amenities
and would maintain adequate
sidewalk widths for ADA
compliance.

STAP would improve and
provide new transit shelters to
support the use of transit
services by residents,
employees, and visitors and
reduce vehicle use.
Improved and new transit
shelters would be located to
serve a minimum of 75 percent
of transit boardings within each
Council District. Thus, it would
support the use of public transit
on routes with high ridership.
The project would provide
convenient and attractive
shelters and other sidewalk
amenities to support and
promote greater use of transit
services.
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Table 9. Community Plan Consistency
Goal, Objective or
Policy Title,
and/or Number

Goal, Objective or Policy

Policy M1.2

Mobility for Challenged Users. Support
wherever feasible, transportation
programs and services aimed at
enhancing the mobility of young
people, senior citizens, disabled
persons and other populations
dependent on transit.
Policy M3.5
Safe school routes. Encourage the
development and improvement of safe
routes to schools throughout the
community via walking, bicycles or
transit.
Goal M5:
An integrated land use and transit
strategy that directs growth to areas
that are accessible by transit facilities
and services.
Policy M9.3
Alternatives to the automobile. Reduce
automobile dependency by providing a
safe, convenient transit system,
pedestrian linkages and a network of
safe and accessible bikeways and
encouraging alternatives, including
reduced emission vehicles, such as
electric and neighborhood electric
vehicles (NEVs).
Sherman Oaks–Studio City–Toluca Lake–Cahuenga Pass
Goal 10
Develop a public transit system that
improves mobility with convenient
alternatives to automobile travel.
Objective 10-1

Policy 10-1.2

Policy 10-1.3

To encourage improved local and
express bus service through the
community, and encourage bus routes
to interface with freeways, high
occupancy vehicle (HOV) facilities, and
rail facilities.
Encourage the expansion wherever
feasible, of programs aimed at
enhancing the mobility of senior
citizens, disabled persons and the
transit-dependent population.
Encourage the provision of safe,
attractive and clearly identifiable transit
stops with user friendly design
amenities.

Sidewalk and Transit Amenities Program
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Project Consistency
STAP would improve and
provide transit shelters for the
convenient use of transit services
by all users including senior
citizens, disabled persons, and
the transit-dependent population.
STAP would improve and
provide new transit shelters to
support transit use to and from
schools.
STAP would improve and
provide new transit shelters to
support transit use to various
areas in the community.
Improved and new transit
shelters would support the use of
transit and reduce automobile
dependency.

STAP would improve and
provide transit shelters for the
convenient use of transit
services.
STAP would support transit
services through improved and
new transit shelters.

STAP would improve and
provide transit shelters for the
convenient use of transit services
by all users, including senior
citizens, disabled persons, and
the transit-dependent population.
STAP would provide convenient
and attractive shelters and other
sidewalk amenities to support
and promote greater use of
transit services.
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Table 9. Community Plan Consistency
Goal, Objective or
Policy Title,
and/or Number
Objective 10-2

Goal, Objective or Policy
To increase the work trips and nonwork trips made on public transit.

Silver Lake–Echo Park–Elysian Valley
Goal 10
Develop a public transportation system
that improves mobility with convenient
alternatives to automobile travel.
Policy 10-1.2

Encourage the provision of safe,
attractive and clearly identifiable transit
stops with user friendly design
amenities.

Goal 11

Encourage alternative modes of
transportation to the use of single
occupant vehicles (SOV) in order to
reduce vehicular trips.

South Los Angeles
Policy LU19.17

Major Transit Stops. Provide enhanced
amenities at major transit stops,
including widened sidewalks, where
possible, pedestrian waiting areas,
transit shelters, comfortable seating,
enhanced lighting, information kiosks
and wayfinding signage (directing
pedestrians to transit stops and
stations, and from transit facilities to
points of interest in the surrounding
neighborhood), advanced fare
collection mechanisms, shade trees
and landscaping, bicycle access, selfcleaning restrooms, and enhanced,
ADA compliant street crossing
elements adjacent to transit stops and
stations (i.e. enhanced crosswalks,
crossing signals, and accessible
ramps). Support transit information
kiosks at major transit stops, transfer
points, and activity centers to supply
travelers with real time information
about transit services. Consult Mobility
Hubs Project plans to coordinate
improvements especially in the “South
Los Angeles Transit Empowerment
Zone” (SLATEZ) Promise Zone.
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Project Consistency
STAP would support and
promote increased transit use
through improved and new
transit shelters.
STAP would improve and
provide transit shelters for the
convenient use of transit
services.
STAP would provide convenient
and attractive shelters and other
sidewalk amenities to support
and promote greater use of
transit services.
Improved and new transit
shelters would support and
promote the use of transit and
reduce SOV use.
STAP would provide improved
and new transit shelters and
sidewalk amenities at about
3,583 bus stop locations
throughout the City. Future
advertising displays would also
be installed as part of LADOT
Mobility Hubs and other
foreseeable city projects,
consistent with this policy.
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Table 9. Community Plan Consistency
Goal, Objective or
Policy Title,
and/or Number
Goal M1:

Policy M1.2

Policy M2.1

Policy M3.3

Goal M6:

Goal, Objective or Policy

Project Consistency

A street system that is diverse and
balances the needs of pedestrians,
bicyclists, transit users, mobilitychallenged persons and vehicles, while
providing sufficient mobility and
abundant access options for the
existing and future users of the street
system.
Mobility for Challenged Users. Support,
wherever feasible, transportation
programs and services aimed at
enhancing the mobility of senior
citizens, disabled persons, young
people and the transit-dependent
population.
Streetscapes. Encourage and support
streetscape improvements in
neighborhood district commercial areas
and transit-oriented development areas
in order to foster the appeal of the
street as a gathering place, including
street furniture, well-maintained street
trees, publicly accessible courtyards,
wide sidewalks, bicycle access and
appropriate traffic control measures to
reduce travel speeds.
Pedestrian Amenities. Maintain
sidewalks, streets and rights-of-way in
good condition, free of obstructions, and
with adequate lighting, trees and parkways.
Streets should accommodate pedestrians
comfortably through adequate sidewalks,
parkway landscaping that provides shade,
and street lighting that provides for safety
during the night.
An expanded public transit system that
provides residents, employees, and
visitors safe and efficient access to
jobs, services, recreation and other
community assets so that automobile
dependence can be reduced.

STAP would improve and
provide new transit shelters to
support and promote the use of
public transit services and serve
transit riders. The project would
comply with ADA accessibility
requirements.

Sidewalk and Transit Amenities Program
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STAP would improve and
provide transit shelters for the
convenient use of transit services
by all users, including senior
citizens, disabled persons, and
the transit-dependent population.
The project would provide street
furniture and sidewalk amenities
that would improve streetscapes
in commercial areas and transitoriented development areas.

STAP would improve and provide
new transit shelters with security
lighting, shade structures and other
amenities to provide convenient
transit use. The project would
provide street furniture and sidewalk
amenities and would maintain
adequate sidewalk widths for
ADA compliance.
STAP would support the public
transit system by providing
convenient and attractive transit
shelters and sidewalk amenities.
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Table 9. Community Plan Consistency
Goal, Objective or
Policy Title,
and/or Number
Policy M6.1

Policy M6.2

Policy M3.6

Policy M9.3

Policy CF5.2

Goal, Objective or Policy
Transit Priority Routes. Support the
identification of transit priority street
segments with high transit vehicle
volumes to facilitate public transit
circulation as paramount to vehicular
circulation needs and to encourage
investment in transit improvement
programs for the identified routes, as
well as programs to improve transit
waiting areas and enhance pedestrian
and bike routes connecting to transit
areas, Mobility Hubs and other
passenger facilities at Metro Expo,
Blue, Green, Silver and existing and
future Bus Rapid Stations and users of
the Slauson Avenue Active
Transportation Corridor.
Pedestrian Amenities and Access to
Transit. Improve pedestrian amenities
and urban design along streets served
by transit to create an easy and
convenient user experience for people
walking or bicycling by providing
people-oriented built environment
features such as bus bays or turnouts,
street signage, striping, colored
pavement, shade trees, countdown
crosswalk signals, bus shelters, and
bicycle racks or lockers.
Safe School Routes. Encourage the
development and improvement of safe
routes via walking, bicycling or transit
to schools throughout the community
Multimodal Options and Connectivity.
Reduce automobile dependency by
providing a safe, convenient transit
system, pedestrian linkages and a
network of safe and accessible
bikeways. Support the development of
strategies and pilot programs that
improve transit access, multimodal
mobility, and connectivity, especially in
the South Los Angeles Transit
Empowerment Zone (SLATE-Z)
Promise Zone.
Multi-modal Access. Encourage multimodal design and features for students
and users that rely on transit and bikes
(i.e., safe and secure bicycle storage).

Sidewalk and Transit Amenities Program

38

Project Consistency
STAP would provide convenient
and attractive transit shelters to
support the use of transit
services.

The project would provide
convenient and attractive
shelters, street furniture, and
other sidewalk amenities to
promote greater use of transit
services.

STAP would improve and
provide new transit shelters to
support transit use to and from
schools.
Improved and new transit
shelters would support and
promote the use of transit and
reduce automobile dependency.

STAP would provide new and
improved transit shelters and
sidewalk amenities, including
bike racks.
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Table 9. Community Plan Consistency
Goal, Objective or
Policy Title,
and/or Number

Goal, Objective or Policy

Southeast Los Angeles
Policy LU8.2
Streetscapes. Enhance the public
realm by facilitating the planting of
street trees and the installation of
street lighting, street furniture and
public art, as well as providing
adequate sidewalk widths along
commercial corridors.
Policy LU18.17
Major Transit Stops. Provide enhanced
amenities at major transit stops,
including widened sidewalks, where
possible, pedestrian waiting areas,
transit shelters, comfortable seating,
enhanced lighting, information kiosks
and wayfinding signage (directing
pedestrians to transit stops and
stations, and from transit facilities to
points of interest in the surrounding
neighborhood), advanced fare
collection mechanisms, shade trees
and landscaping, bicycle access, selfcleaning restrooms, and enhanced,
ADA compliant street crossing
elements adjacent to transit stops and
stations (i.e. enhanced crosswalks,
crossing signals, and accessible
ramps). Support transit information
kiosks at major transit stops, transfer
points, and activity centers to supply
travelers with real time information
about transit services. Consult Mobility
Hubs Project plans to coordinate
improvements especially in the “South
Los Angeles Transit Empowerment
Zone” (SLATE-Z) Promise Zone.
Goal M1:
A street system that is diverse and
balances the needs of pedestrians,
bicyclists, transit users, mobilitychallenged persons and vehicles while
providing sufficient mobility and
abundant access options for existing
and future users of the street system.
Policy M1.2
Mobility for Challenged Users. Support,
wherever feasible, transportation
programs and services aimed at
enhancing the mobility of young
people, senior citizens, disabled
persons and the transit-dependent
population.

Sidewalk and Transit Amenities Program
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Project Consistency

The project would provide street
furniture and sidewalk amenities
that would improve streetscapes
along commercial corridors.

STAP would provide convenient
and attractive transit shelters and
sidewalk amenities to support the
use of transit services at about
3,583 bus stop locations
throughout the City. Future
advertising displays would also
be installed as part of LADOT
Mobility Hubs and other
foreseeable city projects at
various activity centers,
consistent with this policy.

STAP would improve and
provide new transit shelters to
support and promote the use of
public transit services and serve
transit riders.

STAP would improve and
provide transit shelters for the
convenient use of transit services
by all users, including senior
citizens, disabled persons, and
the transit-dependent population.
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Table 9. Community Plan Consistency
Goal, Objective or
Policy Title,
and/or Number
Policy M2.1

Policy M3.3

Policy M5.1

Policy M5.2

Goal M6:

Goal, Objective or Policy

Project Consistency

Streetscapes. Encourage and support
streetscape improvements in
neighborhood districts, commercial
areas and transit-oriented development
areas that foster the appeal of the
street as a gathering place including
street furniture, well-maintained street
trees, publicly accessible courtyards,
wide sidewalks, bicycle access and
appropriate traffic control measures to
reduce travel speeds.
Pedestrian Amenities. Maintain
sidewalks, streets and rights-of-way in
good condition, free of obstructions,
and with adequate lighting, trees and
parkways. Streets should
accommodate pedestrians comfortably
through adequate sidewalks and
parkway landscaping that provides
shade, and street lighting that provides
for safety during the night.
Transit Connections to Key Areas.
Increase public transit access to
neighborhood districts, community
centers and mixed-use boulevards
Development at Transit Nodes.
Facilitate development and public
improvements at multi-modal transit
nodes, or intersections that Metro
identifies as major transfer nodes to
promote convenient access between
new development and the transit
system
An expanded public transit system that
provides residents, employees, and
visitors safe and efficient access to
jobs, services, recreation and other
community assets so that automobile
dependence can be reduced.

The project would provide street
furniture and sidewalk amenities
that would improve streetscapes
in neighborhood districts,
commercial areas, and transitoriented development areas.

Sidewalk and Transit Amenities Program
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STAP would improve and
provide new transit shelters with
security lighting, shade
structures and other amenities to
provide convenient transit use.
The project would provide street
furniture and sidewalk amenities
and would maintain adequate
sidewalk widths for ADA
compliance
STAP would improve transit
access by providing new transit
shelters throughout the city.
STAP would improve and
provide transit shelters for the
convenient use of transit
services.

STAP would improve and
provide new transit shelters to
support transit services for
residents, employees, and
visitors and reduce vehicle use.
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Table 9. Community Plan Consistency
Goal, Objective or
Policy Title,
and/or Number

Goal, Objective or Policy

Policy M6.2

Pedestrian Amenities and Access to
Transit. Improve pedestrian amenities
and urban design on streets served by
transit to create an easy and
convenient user experience for people
walking or bicycling by providing
people-oriented built environment
features such as bus bays or turnouts,
street signage, striping, colored
pavement, shade trees, countdown
crosswalk signals, bus shelters, and
bicycle racks or lockers.
Policy M9.2
Multimodal Options and Connectivity.
Reduce automobile dependency by
providing a safe, convenient transit
system, pedestrian linkages and a
network of safe and accessible
bikeways. Support the development of
strategies and pilot programs that
improve transit access, multimodal
mobility, and connectivity, especially in
the South Los Angeles Transit
Empowerment Zone (SLATE-Z)
Promise Zone.
Sun Valley–La Tuna Canyon
Goal 10
Develop a public transit system that
improves mobility with convenient
alternatives to automobile travel.
Objective 10-1

Policy 10-1.2

To encourage improved local and
express bus service throughout the
Community Plan area, and encourage
park-and-ride facilities to interface with
freeways, high occupancy vehicle
(HOV) facilities, and rail facilities.
Encourage the provision of safe,
attractive, and clearly identifiable
transit stops with user friendly design
amenities.

Project Consistency
STAP would provide convenient
and attractive shelters, street
furniture and other sidewalk
amenities to promote greater use
of transit services.

STAP would provide convenient
and attractive transit shelters and
sidewalk amenities to support the
use of transit services and
reduce vehicle trips.

STAP would improve and
provide transit shelters for the
convenient use of transit
services.
STAP would support transit
services through improved and
new transit shelters.

STAP would provide convenient
and attractive shelters and other
sidewalk amenities to support
and promote greater use of
transit services.
Goal 11
Encourage alternative modes of
Improved and new transit
transportation to the use of single
shelters would support the
occupant vehicles (SOV) in order to
increased use of transit and
reduce vehicular trips.
reduce SOV use.
Sunland–Tujunga–Shadow Hills–Lakeview Terrace–La Tuna Canyon
Goal 10
Develop a public transit system that
STAP would improve and
improves mobility with convenient
provide transit shelters for
alternatives to automobile travel.
convenient use of transit
services.
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Table 9. Community Plan Consistency
Goal, Objective or
Policy Title,
and/or Number
Objective 10-1

Policy 10-1.2

Policy 10-1.3

Sylmar
Policy LU14.13

Policy LU14.6

Goal, Objective or Policy
To encourage improved local and
express bus service throughout the
Community Plan area, and encourage
park-and-ride facilities to interface with
freeways, high occupancy vehicle
(HOV) facilities, and rail facilities
Encourage the provision of safe,
attractive and clearly identifiable transit
stops with user friendly design
amenities.
Encourage the expansion of programs
aimed at enhancing the mobility of
senior citizens, disabled persons, and
the transit-dependent population.

Signage. Encourage the removal of
existing pole, pylon, and roof-top signs
and replace them with more
appropriate pedestrian-friendly signage
such as monument signs, when
renovating and developing commercial
sites. Restrict new pole and pylon
signs, billboards, and digital or
electronic signage in all commercial
areas, except in specific-designated
commercial areas. All signage shall
complement the main structure and
contribute to the rural character of the
area.
Streetscape. Design developments to
create inviting districts with landscaped
sidewalks lined with shade trees, street
furniture, and other pedestrian
amenities (or streetscape features),
open with visual and physical
permeability, and pedestrian-oriented
connections, where local residents will
be attracted and encouraged to walk to
nearby commercial establishments.
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Project Consistency
STAP would support transit
services through improved and
new transit shelters.

STAP would provide convenient
and attractive shelters and other
sidewalk amenities to support
and promote greater use of
transit services.
STAP would improve and
provide transit shelters for the
convenient use of transit services
by all users, including senior
citizens, disabled persons, and
the transit-dependent population.
STAP program elements and
future advertising displays will be
designed to comply with this
policy related to digital and
electronic signs.

The project would provide street
furniture and sidewalk amenities
that would improve streetscapes
near commercial areas.
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Table 9. Community Plan Consistency
Goal, Objective or
Policy Title,
and/or Number
Policy LU15.7

Goal M1:

Policy M1.2

Goal M2:

Goal M4:

Goal, Objective or Policy
Pedestrian Amenities. Enhance the
pedestrian-friendly environment of
Foothill Boulevard by increasing street
and property lighting, improving wayfinding signage, providing bus stop
shelters and other pedestrian
amenities. Consider providing sidewalk
“pop-outs” at Hubbard Street, Sayre
Street, and Astoria Street as part of
new developments to further enhance
the pedestrian environment.
A diverse system of streets that
balances the needs of pedestrians,
bicyclists, equestrians, transit users,
mobility-challenged persons and
vehicles while providing sufficient
mobility and abundant access options
for the existing and future users of the
street system.
Mobility for Challenged Users. Support,
wherever feasible, transportation
programs and services aimed at
enhancing the mobility of senior
citizens, disabled persons and the
transit-dependent population.
A multi-modal circulation system that
supports successful neighborhood
commercial areas by providing transit
stations, commercial and recreational
uses, with streets that accommodate
public open space and gathering
places, and streets that enhance
sustainable watershed management.
A community-wide, pleasant street
environment that is universally
accessible, safe, and convenient for
pedestrians.
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Project Consistency
STAP would provide improved
and new transit shelters, street
furniture, and sidewalk
amenities.

STAP would support transit
services as an alternative to
vehicle use.

STAP would improve and
provide transit shelters for the
convenient use of transit services
by all users, including senior
citizens, disabled persons, and
the transit-dependent population.
STAP would improve and
provide transit shelters to support
transit use.

The project would improve and
provide transit shelters for the
convenient use of transit
services, as well as install street
furniture and other sidewalk
amenities.
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Table 9. Community Plan Consistency
Goal, Objective or
Policy Title,
and/or Number
Policy M4.3

Goal M8:

Goal M9:

Policy M9.3

Policy M12.3

Goal, Objective or Policy

Project Consistency

Pedestrian Amenities. Maintain
sidewalks, streets, and right-of-ways in
good condition, free of obstructions,
and with adequate lighting, trees and
parkways. Streets must accommodate
pedestrians comfortably through
adequate sidewalks and parkway
landscaping that provides a buffer from
moving vehicles, shade from the sun,
and street lighting that provides for
safety at night, unless specifically
prescribed by the community for trails,
equestrian amenities, or rural
aesthetics.
An integrated land use and transit
strategy that directs growth to areas
that are accessible by transit facilities
and services.
An expanded public transit system that
provides residents, employees, and
visitors safe and efficient access to
jobs, services, recreation and other
community assets so that automobile
dependence may be reduced.
Transit Access and Amenities. Provide
enhanced amenities at major transit
stops, including widened sidewalks,
where possible, pedestrian waiting
areas, transit shelters, enhanced
lighting, improved crosswalks,
information kiosks, and advanced fare
collection mechanisms, shade trees,
bicycle access and self-cleaning
restrooms. Improve the ease and
convenience of using transit by making
improvements to transit waiting areas
and pedestrian and bicycle facilities
leading to transit waiting areas.
Alternatives to the automobile. Reduce
automobile dependency by providing a
safe, convenient transit system,
pedestrian linkages and a network of
safe and accessible bikeways and
encouraging alternatives, including
reduced emission vehicles, such as
electric and neighborhood electric
vehicles (NEVs).

STAP would improve and
provide new transit shelters with
security lighting, shade
structures and other amenities to
provide convenient transit use.
The project would provide street
furniture and sidewalk amenities
and would maintain adequate
sidewalk widths for ADA
compliance.
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STAP would improve and
provide new transit shelters to
support transit use to various
areas in the community.
STAP would improve and
provide new transit shelters to
support transit services for
residents, employees, and
visitors and reduce vehicle use.
STAP would provide convenient
and attractive transit shelters and
sidewalk amenities to support the
use of transit services at about
3,583 bus stop locations
throughout the city.

Improved and new transit
shelters would support and
promote the use of transit and
reduce automobile dependency.
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Table 9. Community Plan Consistency
Goal, Objective or
Policy Title,
and/or Number

Goal, Objective or Policy

Van Nuys–North Sherman Oaks
Goal 11
Develop a public transit system that
improves mobility with convenient
alternatives to automobile travel.
Policy 11-1.2

Encourage the provision of safe,
attractive and clearly identifiable transit
stops with user friendly design
amenities.

Policy 11-1.3

Encourage the expansion, wherever
feasible, of programs aimed at
enhancing the mobility of senior
citizens, disabled persons, and the
transit-dependent population.

Objective 11-2

To increase the work trips and nonwork trips made on public transit.

Goal 12

Encourage alternative modes of
transportation over the use of single
occupant vehicles (SOV) to reduce
vehicular trips.

Venice
Goal 10

Policy 10-1.2

Develop a public transit system that
improves mobility with convenient
alternatives to automobile travel.
Encourage the expansion, wherever
feasible, of programs aimed at
enhancing the mobility of senior
citizens, disabled people and the
transit-dependent population.

Goal 11

Encourage alternative modes of
transportation over the use of single
occupant vehicles (SOV) to reduce
vehicular trips.
West Adams–Baldwin Hills–Leimert
Policy LU11-3
Pedestrian Linkages. Allow for the
provision of pedestrian linkages and
amenities to connect to commercial
centers, light rail transit stations, and
Major Bus Centers.
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Project Consistency

STAP would improve and
provide transit shelters for the
convenient use of transit
services.
STAP would provide convenient
and attractive shelters and other
sidewalk amenities to support
and promote greater use of
transit services.
STAP would improve and
provide transit shelters for the
convenient use of transit services
by all users, including senior
citizens, disabled persons, and
the transit-dependent population.
STAP would support and
promote transit use through
improved and new transit
shelters.
Improved and new transit
shelters would support and
promote the use of transit and
reduce SOV use.
STAP would improve and
provide transit shelters for
convenient use of transit
services.
STAP would improve and
provide transit shelters for
convenient use of transit services
by all users including senior
citizens, disabled persons, and
the transit-dependent population.
Improved and new transit
shelters would support and
promote the use of transit and
reduce SOV use.
The project would improve and
provide new transit shelters,
street furniture and sidewalk
amenities to improve pedestrian
access to transit services.
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Table 9. Community Plan Consistency
Goal, Objective or
Policy Title,
and/or Number

Goal, Objective or Policy

Goal LU20:
Goal LU28:
Goal LU31:

A Community where residents will be
able to access their daily needs by
walking, biking or using other
sustainable modes of transportation.

LU20-1

Streetscapes. Encourage
enhancement of the public realm by
facilitating the planting of street trees
and installation of street lighting, street
furniture, public art as well as median
plantings within commercial areas
especially where pedestrian character
prevails.
A diverse system of streets that
balances the needs of pedestrians,
bicyclists, transit users, mobilitychallenged persons and vehicles while
providing sufficient mobility and
abundant access options for the
existing and future users of the street
system.
Mobility for Challenged Users. Support
wherever feasible, transportation
programs and services aimed at
enhancing the mobility of senior
citizens, disabled persons and the
transit dependent population.
Streetscapes. Encourage and support
streetscape improvements in
neighborhood district commercial areas
and transit-oriented development areas
in order to foster the appeal of the
street as a gathering place including
street furniture, well-maintained street
trees, publicly accessible courtyards,
wide sidewalks, bicycle access and
appropriate traffic control measures to
reduce travel speeds.
Pedestrian Amenities. Maintain
sidewalks, streets and rights-of-way in
good condition, free of obstructions,
and with adequate lighting, trees and
parkways. Streets must accommodate
pedestrians comfortably through
adequate sidewalks and parkway
landscaping that provides shade from
the hot sun, and street lighting that
provides for safety during the night.

Goal M1:

Policy M1-2

Policy M2-1

Policy M3-3
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Project Consistency
The project would improve and
provide new transit shelters,
street furniture and sidewalk
amenities to support the use of a
sustainable mode of
transportation.
The project would provide street
furniture and sidewalk amenities
that would improve streetscapes
in commercial areas.

STAP would support transit
services as an alternative to
vehicle use.

STAP would improve and
provide transit shelters for the
convenient use of transit services
by all users, including senior
citizens, disabled persons, and
the transit-dependent population.
STAP would improve and
provide new transit shelters to
provide convenient and attractive
transit facilities to support and
promote transit use.

STAP would improve and
provide new transit shelters with
security lighting, shade
structures and other amenities to
provide convenient transit use.
The project would provide street
furniture and sidewalk amenities
and would maintain adequate
sidewalk widths for ADA
compliance.
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Table 9. Community Plan Consistency
Goal, Objective or
Policy Title,
and/or Number
Policy M3-6

Goal M5:

Policy M5-1

Policy M5-2

Goal M6:

Policy M6-2

West Los Angeles
Goal 10

Goal, Objective or Policy

Project Consistency

Safe School Routes. Encourage the
development and improvement of safe
routes via walking, bicycles or transit to
schools throughout the community.
An integrated land use and transit
strategy that directs growth to areas
that are accessible by transit facilities
and services.
Transit Connections to Key Areas.
Increase public transit access to
neighborhood districts, community and
regional centers and mixed-use
boulevards.
Development at Transit Nodes.
Facilitate development and public
improvements at multimodal transit
nodes, or intersections that Metro
identifies as major transfer nodes to
promote convenient access between
new development and the transit
system.
An expanded public transit system that
provides residents, employees, and
visitors safe and efficient access to
jobs, services, recreation and other
community assets so that automobile
dependence can be reduced.
Pedestrian Access to Transit. Improve
pedestrian amenities and urban design
along streets served by transit to
create welcoming conditions for
pedestrians accessing transit.

STAP would improve and
provide new transit shelters to
support transit use to and from
schools.
STAP would improve and
provide new transit shelters to
support transit use to various
areas in the community.
STAP would improve and
provide new transit shelters to
improve access to transit
services.

Develop a public transit system that
improves mobility with convenient
alternatives to automobile travel.

STAP would improve and
provide transit shelters for the
convenient use of transit
services.
STAP would improve and
provide transit shelters for the
convenient use of transit services
by all users, including senior
citizens, disabled persons, and
the transit-dependent population.
STAP would support and
promote increased transit use
through improved and new
transit shelters.

Policy 10-1.2

Encourage the expansion, wherever
feasible, of programs aimed at
enhancing the mobility of senior
citizens, disabled people and the
transit-dependent population.

Objective 10-2

To increase the work trips and nonwork trips made on public transit.
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STAP would improve and
provide new transit shelters to
provide convenient access to
transit services.

STAP would improve and
provide new transit shelters to
support transit services for
residents, employees, and
visitors and reduce vehicle use.
STAP would provide convenient
and attractive shelters to support
and promote greater use of
transit services.
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Table 9. Community Plan Consistency
Goal, Objective or
Policy Title,
and/or Number

Goal, Objective or Policy

Goal 11

Encourage alternative modes of
transportation over the use of single
occupant vehicles (SOV) to reduce
vehicular trips.
Policy 11-1.4
Promote the development of
transportation facilities and services
that encourage transit ridership,
increase vehicle occupancy, and
improve pedestrian and bicycle access.
Objective 12-2
To promote pedestrian - oriented
mobility for commuter, school,
recreational use, economic activity and
access to transit facilities.
Westchester–Playa del Rey
Goal 14
Develop additional public transit
services which improve mobility with
efficient, reliable, safe, convenient
alternatives to automobile travel.
Objective 14-1
Continue to encourage improved and
additional local and express bus
service and neighborhood shuttles
throughout the Westchester-Playa del
Rey Community Plan Area.
Policy 14-1.2
Encourage the expansion, wherever
feasible, of programs aimed at
enhancing the mobility of senior
citizens, disabled people, students, and
low-income, transit-dependent
populations.
Objective 14-2
Encourage work trips and non-work
trips made on public transit.

Goal 15

Encourage alternative modes of
transportation to reduce singleoccupancy vehicular trips.

Objective 15-1

Pursue Transportation Demand
Management Strategies that maximize
vehicle occupancy, minimize average
trip length, and reduce the number of
vehicle trips.
Promote the development of
transportation facilities and services
that encourage higher transit ridership,
increased vehicle occupancy, and
improved pedestrian and bicycle
access.

Policy 15-1.4
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Project Consistency
Improved and new transit
shelters would support and
promote the use of transit and
reduce SOV use.
STAP would improve and
provide new transit shelters to
support and promote transit
ridership.
STAP would improve mobility
and support transit services
through improved and new
transit shelters.
STAP would improve and
provide transit shelters for the
convenient use of transit
services.
STAP would improve and
provide transit shelters to support
transit services in the area.

STAP would improve and
provide transit shelters for the
convenient use of transit services
by all users, including senior
citizens, disabled persons, and
the transit-dependent population.
STAP would support and
promote increased transit use
through improved and new
transit shelters.
Improved and new transit
shelters would support and
promote the use of transit and
reduce SOV use.
STAP would improve and
provide new transit shelters to
support and promote transit use
and reduce vehicle trips.
STAP would improve and
provide new transit shelters to
support transit ridership and
improve access to alternative
transportation systems.
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Table 9. Community Plan Consistency
Goal, Objective or
Policy Title,
and/or Number
Westlake
Residential Policies

Circulation
Objectives

Westwood
Goal 9

Objective 9-1

Policy 9-1.2

Goal 10

Policy 10-1.4

Goal, Objective or Policy

Project Consistency

2. That medium density housing be
located near commercial corridors
where access to public transportation
and shopping services is convenient
and where a buffer from or a transition
between low density housing can be
achieved.
3. That housing for the elderly have
convenient access to public
transportation, commercial services,
recreational and health facilities
1. To maximize the effectiveness of
public transportation to meet the travel
needs of transit dependent residents.
4. To encourage alternate modes of
travel and provide an integrated
transportation system that is
coordinated with land uses and which
can accommodate the total travel
needs of the community.

STAP would improve and
provide new transit shelters to
provide convenient and attractive
transit facilities for use by
residents and the elderly.

Develop a public transit system that
improves mobility with convenient
alternatives to automobile travel.

STAP would improve and
provide transit shelters for the
convenient use of transit
services.
STAP would support transit
services through improved and
new transit shelters.

To encourage improved local and
express bus service throughout the
Community and encourage park-andride facilities that connect with
freeways, transit routes and high
occupancy vehicle (HOV) lanes.
Encourage the expansion of programs
aimed at enhancing the mobility of
senior citizens, disabled people and
the transit-dependent population.

Encourage alternative modes of
transportation to the use of single
occupancy vehicles (SOV) in order to
reduce vehicles trips.
Promote the development of
transportation facilities and services
that encourage transit rider ship,
increase vehicle occupancy, and
improve pedestrian and bicycle access.
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STAP would improve and
provide new transit shelters to
support transit use by transitdependent residents.

STAP would improve and
provide transit shelters for the
convenient use of transit services
by all users, including senior
citizens, disabled persons, and
the transit-dependent population.
Improved and new transit
shelters would support and
promote the increased use of
transit and reduce SOV use.
Improved and new transit
shelters would support and
promote the use of transit.
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Table 9. Community Plan Consistency
Goal, Objective or
Policy Title,
and/or Number

Goal, Objective or Policy

Wilmington–Harbor City
Goal 10
Develop a public transit system that
improves mobility with convenient
alternatives to automobile travel.
Objective 10-1

Policy 10-1.2

Policy 10-1.3

Goal 11

Objective 13-2

Wilshire
Objective 1-2

Goal 10

Objective 10-1

To encourage improved local and
express bus service through the
Wilmington Harbor City community,
and encourage park-and-ride facilities
to interface with freeways, high
occupancy vehicle (HOV) facilities, and
transit routes.
Encourage the provision of safe,
attractive and clearly identifiable transit
stops with user friendly design
amenities.
Encourage the expansion, wherever
feasible, of programs aimed at
enhancing the mobility of senior
citizens, disabled persons, and the
transit-dependent population.
Encourage alternative modes of
transportation to the use of single
occupancy vehicles (SOV) in order to
reduce vehicles trips.
To promote pedestrian-oriented access
and routes that are safe, efficient and
attractive for commuter, school,
recreational use, economic activity,
and access to transit facilities.
Reduce vehicular trips and congestion
by developing new housing in close
proximity to regional and community
commercial centers, subway stations
and existing bus route stops.
Develop additional public transit
services which improve mobility with
efficient, reliable, safe, convenient
alternatives to automobile travel.
Continue to encourage improved and
additional local and express bus
service and neighborhood shuttles
throughout the Wilshire Community
Plan Area.
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Project Consistency

STAP would improve and
provide transit shelters for the
convenient use of transit
services.
STAP would support transit
services through improved and
new transit shelters.

STAP would provide convenient
and attractive shelters to support
and promote greater use of
transit services.
STAP would improve and
provide transit shelters for the
convenient use of transit services
by all users, including senior
citizens, disabled persons, and
the transit-dependent population.
Improved and new transit
shelters would support and
promote the increased use of
transit and reduce SOV use.
STAP would improve and
provide new transit shelters to
support and promote transit use
by commuters and provide
convenient transit facilities.
STAP would improve and
provide new transit shelters to
support and promote increased
transit use and reduce vehicle
trips.
STAP would improve and
provide transit shelters for the
convenient use of transit
services.
STAP would support transit
services through improved and
new transit shelters.

October 2021

Land Use Consistency Analysis Technical Memorandum
Table 9. Community Plan Consistency
Goal, Objective or
Policy Title,
and/or Number

Goal, Objective or Policy

Objective 10-2

Increase work trips and non-work trips
made on public transit.

Objective 11-2

Promote pedestrian mobility, safety,
amenities, and access between
employment centers, residential areas,
recreational areas, schools, and transit
centers.
Encourage alternative modes of
transportation to reduce singleoccupancy vehicular trips.

Goal 12

Objective 12-1

Policy 12-1.4

Pursue Transportation Demand
Management Strategies that maximize
vehicle occupancy, minimize average
trip length, and reduce the number of
vehicle trips.
Promote the development of
transportation facilities and services
that encourage higher transit ridership,
increased vehicle occupancy, and
improved pedestrian and bicycle
access.

Project Consistency
STAP would support and
promote increased transit use
through improved and new
transit shelters.
STAP would improve mobility
and support transit services
through improved and new
transit shelters.
Improved and new transit
shelters would support and
promote the increased use of
transit and reduce SOV use.
STAP would improve and
provide new transit shelters to
support and promote transit use
and reduce vehicle trips.
STAP would improve and
provide new transit shelters to
support transit ridership and
improve access to alternative
transportation systems.

The STAP would not conflict with relevant goals, objectives, and policies of the City’s
Community Plans and would support those related to the use of transit services and
reduction of vehicle trips. Programs and general design guidelines for the installation
of transit shelters and street furniture and for streetscape and sidewalk improvements
and signage would also be supported and followed by the STAP and future advertising
displays, as applicable. In addition, the proposed and replacement transit shelters and
future advertising displays would be located on sidewalk areas, which are considered
public rights-of-way and would not conflict with the land use designations of adjacent
lands. No change to the roadway pavement or travel lanes are proposed as part of
the STAP program elements and future advertising displays; thus, no conflict with the
street classifications in adopted Circulation Plans would occur.
The STAP would not conflict with the Los Angeles General Plan.

5.4.3

Zoning Regulations

The City’s Zoning Regulations in Chapter 1 of the Municipal Code prescribe the
general development standards and regulations that should be followed in the
improvement of parcels within the City, in accordance with their zoning classifications,
variation zones, hillside zones, heights district locations, and supplemental use district
designations. While the regulations do not specifically address public rights-of-way,
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sidewalk improvements or the permitted use of sidewalks for transit shelters, the City
has developed siting parameters that would be used to determine the location of
transit shelters under the STAP (see Table 2). The parameters indicate that the
proposed transit shelters with or without advertising displays would be generally
confined to the City’s commercial, industrial, parking, and open space areas. No
transit shelters with or without advertising displays are proposed to be constructed or
replaced under this program along the frontage of properties on Hillside Limited
Streets, Hillside Local Streets, designated federal and State Scenic Highways and at
the frontage of properties in One-Family Residential zones (R1, RU, RZ2.5, RZ3, RZ4,
and RW1 zones). Thus, the STAP and the proposed replacement and new transit
shelters and associated improvements would not conflict with the City’s Zoning
Regulations. Similarly, future advertising displays associated with foreseeable City
projects would not be subject to zoning regulations and would not affect nor conflict
with the zoning of adjacent parcels.

5.4.4

Los Angeles Municipal Code

The Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC) contains the City’s regulations and
ordinances. Those relating to the STAP include:
● LAMC Chapter I, Article 4.4 contains the City’s sign regulations, including
requirements for offsite signs and digital displays, among others. It includes
provisions for prohibited signs, hazards to traffic, freeway exposure, and
standards for different sign types. Signage in the STAP program is anticipated
to be significantly smaller and targeted than typical off-site signs, such as
billboards or large-scale off-site signs. Also, LAMC Section 67.02 (b) provides
an exemption for outdoor advertising structures at transit shelters (and
associated signage) that are placed within public ROWs. In addition, LAMC
Sections 67.01 and 67.02 would be amended to modify the type of advertising
structures allowed in the public right-of-way, in order to effectuate portions of
the STAP program and potentially authorize the consideration of other projects
with advertising displays in the future. With this amendment, the project would
not conflict with the City’s sign regulations.
● LAMC Chapter VI, Article 7 provides regulations for outdoor advertising
structures, accessory signs, post signs, and advertising statuary. It prohibits
the construction or maintenance of a sign on any sidewalk, street, alley, or other
public place without a permit and includes regulations for the size, height,
location, and clearances for post signs. Section 67.02 (b) of Chapter VI, Article
7 provides an exemption for transit shelters (and associated signage)
authorized by the City Council that allows transit shelters with signage to be
placed within public rights-of-way. Article 8 regulates advertising and signs on
benches along public roadways. With the noted exemption and the proposed
changes to LAMC Sections 67.01 and 67.02, which would modify the type of
advertising structures allowed in the public right-of-way, the project would not
conflict with the LAMC. However, the construction of transit shelters under the
STAP would be subject to a blanket permit from the City for compliance with
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●

●

●

●

●

pertinent regulations and future advertising displays would be subject to review
for compliance with applicable regulations in the LAMC prior to approval.
LAMC Chapter IV, Article 1, Section 41.46 regulates the cleaning of sidewalks.
The STAP includes maintenance of transit shelters and the cleaning of
sidewalk areas around the shelters. Future advertising displays would also be
required to provide the necessary maintenance.
LAMC Chapter V, Article 6 prohibits the creation of public hazards, including
those on City sidewalks. The proposed transit shelters would be designed to
maintain structural integrity and pedestrian access and would not create public
hazards, in compliance with this regulation.
LAMC Section 14.4.5 prohibits signs or sign support structures that may
constitute hazards to traffic. Although this regulation is not in itself applicable
to the placement of transit shelters under STAP and future advertising displays
within the public right-of-way, a discussion of the potential for traffic hazards is
provided in the Transportation/Traffic Impact Assessment. The project would
not create hazards to traffic.
LAMC Chapter VI, Article 2 – Streets and Sidewalks contains regulations
related to excavations, construction, materials, and equipment in and near
streets and sidewalks; utilities and manholes in public rights-of-way; drainage;
surveys/testing; street trees; signs; benches and other activities on streets and
sidewalks; and the permits required. Construction and maintenance activities
under STAP would comply with pertinent regulations in the LAMC under a
blanket permit for the STAP. Future advertising displays would be subject to
review for compliance with applicable regulations in the LAMC prior to approval.
LAMC Chapter VIII contains traffic regulations on the use of streets, sidewalks,
and crosswalks and parking regulations. Construction and maintenance
activities under STAP and future advertising displays would comply with these
regulations.

The STAP and the proposed replacement and new transit shelters and associated
improvements and future advertising displays associated with foreseeable City
projects would not conflict with pertinent regulations in the LAMC.

5.4.5

Los Angeles Charter and Administrative Code

The Los Angeles Charter and Administrative Code (LAAC) regulates the
administrative functions and activities of the City. The Los Angeles City Department
of Public Works, through the City Charter and LAAC, has administrative authority over
what may or may not be built within public rights-of-way. Under this authority, they are
proposing the STAP program and other foreseeable City projects on City sidewalks.
Article 8.1 creates the Street Furniture Revenue Fund, which allocates one-half of all
revenues from advertisements that are placed in or upon street furniture, such as
automated public toilets, transit shelters, newsstands, modular news racks, kiosks,
and such other fixtures located on streets, highways, public rights-of-way, and
sidewalks. The STAP would replace the CSFP and would also be operated in
accordance with this funding program. Chapter 123 creates the bus bench advertising
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program revenue special fund. The City Bus Bench Program is not included or part of
the STAP. The STAP would not conflict with the City Charter and LAAC.

5.4.6

Specific Plans

The City has adopted several specific plans that implement the goals and policies of
the community plans and provide specific development standards and design
guidelines that supersede the City’s zoning regulations. Table 10 lists these Specific
Plans, including a summary of each, and project consistency.
Table 10. Specific Plan Consistency
Specific Plan
Alameda District
Specific Plan

Avenue 57 TransitOriented
Development (TOD)
Specific Plan
Bunker Hill Specific
Plan

Century City North
Specific Plan

Century City South
Specific Plan

Central City West
Specific Plan

Coastal Bluffs
Specific Plan

Summary/Relevant Guidelines
The Alameda District Specific Plan includes
development standards and urban design
regulations for the area in and around Union
Station and promotes transit use but does
not specifically address transit shelters or
street furniture.
The Avenue 57 TOD Specific Plan regulates
the development of a TOD in Highland Park
but does not specifically address transit
shelters or street furniture.
The Bunker Hill Specific Plan regulates
development in the Bunker Hill area for the
creation of a mixed-use district in Downtown
and includes a pedestrian plan but does not
specifically address transit shelters or street
furniture.
The Century City North Specific Plan
encourages the construction of transit stops
but does not include regulations or
standards for transit shelters or street
furniture.
The Century City South Specific Plan
promotes transit use but does not
specifically address transit shelters or street
furniture.
The Central City West Specific Plan
regulates development in the area but does
not specifically address transit shelters or
street furniture.
The Coastal Bluffs Specific Plan regulates
development in the area but does not
specifically address transit shelters or street
furniture.
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Project Consistency
The project would not
conflict with this Specific
Plan.

The project would not
conflict with this Specific
Plan.
The project would not
conflict with this Specific
Plan.

The project would not
conflict with this Specific
Plan.

The project would not
conflict with this Specific
Plan.
The project would not
conflict with this Specific
Plan.
The project would not
conflict with this Specific
Plan.
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Table 10. Specific Plan Consistency
Specific Plan
Coastal
Transportation
Corridor Specific
Plan

Coliseum District
Specific Plan

Colorado Boulevard
Specific Plan

Conditional Use
Approval for Sale of
Alcoholic Beverages
Specific Plan
Cornfield Arroyo
Seco Specific Plan

Crenshaw Corridor
Specific Plan

Devonshire/Topanga
Corridor Specific
Plan

Exposition Corridor
Transit Neighborhood
Plan/Specific Plan

Summary/Relevant Guidelines
The Coastal Transportation Corridor
Specific Plan establishes a Transportation
Impact Assessment Fee for the
improvement of transportation services,
including streetscape improvements at
Sepulveda Boulevard and enhanced bus
stop amenities, but does not specifically
regulate transit shelters or street furniture.
The Coliseum District Specific Plan
regulates the development in the Coliseum
area but does not specifically address
transit shelters or street furniture.
The Colorado Boulevard Specific Plan
regulates the development along Colorado
Boulevard and Broadway and promotes
transit use and prohibits flashing signs, but
does not specifically address transit shelters
or street furniture.
The Conditional Use Approval for Sale of
Alcoholic Beverages Specific Plan regulates
alcohol sales in the South Central area of
the City and does not specifically address
transit shelters or street furniture.
The Cornfield Arroyo Seco Specific Plan
regulates development near the I 5/SR 110
interchange and includes a regulation to
locate street furniture and similar amenities
outside the Pedestrian Zone.
The Crenshaw Corridor Specific Plan
promotes transit-oriented developments
along Crenshaw and Martin Luther King Jr.
Boulevards but does not specifically
address transit shelters or street furniture.
The accompanying Crenshaw Boulevard
Streetscape Plan promotes transit use and
includes guidelines (characteristics, material
and color) for street furniture (bus shelters,
bike racks, bench and trash receptacles).
The Devonshire/Topanga Corridor Specific
Plan regulates commercial developments
along Devonshire and Topanga Boulevards
but does not specifically address transit
shelters or street furniture.
The Exposition Corridor Transit
Neighborhood Plan/Specific Plan regulates
development along the Exposition Corridor
to promote transit use and the provision of
streetscape improvements (enhanced bus
shelters and street furniture).
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Project Consistency
The project would not
conflict with this Specific
Plan.

The project would not
conflict with this Specific
Plan.
STAP program elements
and future advertising
displays shall be designed
to comply with relevant sign
regulations that apply to the
public right-of-way.
The project would not
conflict with this Specific
Plan.

The project would not
conflict with this Specific
Plan.

STAP program elements
and future advertising
displays shall be designed
to comply with streetscape
design standards that apply
to the public right-of-way.

The project would not
conflict with this Specific
Plan.

The project is consistent
with this Specific Plan.
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Table 10. Specific Plan Consistency
Specific Plan

Summary/Relevant Guidelines

Project Consistency

Foothill Corridor
Specific Plan

The Foothill Corridor Specific Plan regulates
development in the area and includes
design guidelines and standards for street
furniture (benches, bus stops, kiosks, trash
receptacles, newspaper racks, bike racks).

Granada Hills
Specific Plan

The Granada Hills Specific Plan regulates
development in the Granada Hills area and
prohibits commercial signs on public rightsof-way, off-site commercial signs, and digital
display signs, but does not specifically
address transit shelters or street furniture.
The Girard Tract Specific Plan regulates
hillside development in the Girard Tract but
does not specifically address transit shelters
or street furniture.
The Glencoe/Maxella Specific Plan
regulates development in the area but does
not specifically address transit shelters or
street furniture.
The Hollywoodland Specific Plan protects
the historical community in Hollywood. It
does not specifically address transit shelters
and street furniture.
The Jordan Downs Urban Village Specific
Plan regulates development at the Jordan
Downs Urban Village and includes
guidelines for benches and trash and
recycling receptacles at bus stops and
prohibits digital, flashing, and animated
signs.

STAP program elements
and future advertising
displays shall be designed
to comply with streetscape
design standards that apply
to the public right-of-way.
STAP program elements
and future advertising
displays shall be designed
to comply with relevant sign
regulations that apply to the
public right-of-way.
The project would not
conflict with this Specific
Plan.

Girard Tract Specific
Plan

Glencoe/Maxella
Specific Plan

Hollywoodland
Specific Plan

Jordan Downs Urban
Village Specific Plan

Los Angeles Airport/
El Segundo Dunes
Specific Plan

Los Angeles Sports
and Entertainment
District Specific Plan

The Los Angeles Airport/El Segundo Dunes
Specific Plan regulates development near
Los Angeles International Airport (LAX) and
the El Segundo Dunes but does not
specifically address transit shelters or street
furniture.
The Los Angeles Sports and Entertainment
District (LASED) Specific Plan includes
development standards and urban design
regulations for the LASED, including general
guidelines for street furniture, bus stops,
and signs. The accompanying LASED
Streetscape Plan provides more specific
guidelines and standards for street furniture
(benches, bike racks, bus shelters,
newspaper vending machines, transit
kiosks, trash receptacles, signage, and
public art).
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The project would not
conflict with this Specific
Plan.
The project would not
conflict with this Specific
Plan.
STAP program elements
and future advertising
displays shall be designed
to comply with streetscape
design standards, as
applicable, and relevant
sign regulations that apply
to the public right-of-way.
The project would not
conflict with this Specific
Plan.

STAP program elements
and future advertising
displays shall be designed
to comply with applicable
streetscape design
standards and relevant sign
regulations that apply to the
public right-of-way.
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Table 10. Specific Plan Consistency
Specific Plan

Summary/Relevant Guidelines

Project Consistency

Loyola Marymount
University Specific
Plan

The Loyola Marymount University (LMU)
Specific Plan regulates development at LMU
but does not specifically regulate transit
shelters or street furniture. It includes sign
regulations that prohibit flashing signs.

Mount
Washington/Glassell
Park Community
Specific Plan

The Mount Washington/Glassell Park
Community Specific Plan regulates
development in the area but does not
specifically address transit shelters or street
furniture.
The Mulholland Scenic Parkway Specific
Plan regulates development along
Mulholland Drive and does not allow
sidewalks or curbs but does not specifically
address transit shelters or sidewalk
amenities. It includes design and
preservation guidelines for development
along Mulholland Drive and states that
structures in the public right-of-way should
be consistent with the natural appearance of
the Santa Monica Mountains and should
avoid blocking or obscuring the view from
Mulholland Drive. It also regulates lighting in
the right-of-way.
The North University Specific Plan regulates
development in the area but does not
specifically address transit shelters or street
furniture.
The North Westwood Village Specific Plan
regulates development in the area and
includes transit system improvements but
does not specifically address transit shelters
or street furniture
The Oxford Triangle Specific Plan regulates
development in the area but does not
specifically address transit shelters or street
furniture.

STAP program elements
and future advertising
displays shall be designed
to comply with relevant sign
regulations that apply to the
public right-of-way.
The project would not
conflict with this Specific
Plan.

Mulholland Scenic
Parkway Specific
Plan

North University
Specific Plan

North Westwood
Village Specific Plan

Oxford Triangle
Specific Plan

Sidewalk and Transit Amenities Program

57

STAP program elements
and future advertising
displays shall be designed
to comply with applicable
guidelines that apply to
structures in the public
right-of-way.

The project would not
conflict with this Specific
Plan.
The project supports this
Specific Plan.

The project would not
conflict with this Specific
Plan.
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Table 10. Specific Plan Consistency
Specific Plan
Pacific Palisades
Commercial Village
and Neighborhoods
Specific Plan

Paramount Pictures
Specific Plan

Park Mile Specific
Plan

Playa Vista Areas B,
C, and D Specific
Plans
Ponte Vista at San
Pedro Specific Plan

Porter Ranch Land
Use/Transportation
Specific Plan

Summary/Relevant Guidelines

Project Consistency

The Pacific Palisades Commercial Village
and Neighborhoods Specific Plan regulates
development in the Commercial Village and
adjacent neighborhoods. It identifies lands
along Sunset Boulevard and Pacific Coast
Highway as Scenic Corridors and shows a
bus stop on Sunset Boulevard at
Swarthmore Avenue. It includes streetscape
design standards for paving, lighting,
landscaping, street signs, and site
furnishings (e.g., seating, bicycle racks,
trash receptacles). It states that no shelter
exists at the bus stop and a new bus shelter
is not included in the project. It also prohibits
off-site commercial signs, animated signs,
and bench signs.
The Paramount Pictures Specific Plan
regulates development at the Paramount
Pictures property, and includes a Historic
Resources Preservation Plan. It prohibits
digital display signs but does not specifically
address transit shelters or street furniture.
The Park Mile Specific Plan regulates
development in the area and prohibits digital
display signs and does not allow signs or
advertising at bus shelters.

STAP program elements
and future advertising
displays shall be designed
to comply with applicable
streetscape design
standards and relevant sign
regulations that apply to the
public right-of-way.

The Playa Vista Areas B, C, and D Specific
Plans regulate development in the area but
does not specifically address transit shelters
or street furniture.
The Ponte Vista at San Pedro Specific Plan
regulates redevelopment in the planning
area, such as the provision of street
furniture and the improvement of transit
stops, and includes design guidelines that
call for a unified form, color, and
manufacturer for benches, bike racks, trash
receptacles, and other site furnishings,
along with their general locations.
The Porter Ranch Land Use/Transportation
Specific Plan regulates development at
Porter Ranch and requires sidewalk
patterns and designs that emphasize transit
stops but does not specifically address
transit shelters or street furniture.
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STAP program elements
and future advertising
displays shall be designed
to comply with relevant sign
regulations that apply to the
public right-of-way.
STAP program elements
and future advertising
displays shall be designed
to comply with relevant sign
regulations that apply to the
public right-of-way.
The project would not
conflict with this Specific
Plan.
STAP program elements
and future advertising
displays shall be designed
to comply with streetscape
design standards that apply
to the public right-of-way.

The project would not
conflict with this Specific
Plan.
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Table 10. Specific Plan Consistency
Specific Plan

Summary/Relevant Guidelines

Project Consistency

San Gabriel/Verdugo
Mountains Scenic
Preservation Specific
Plan

The San Gabriel/Verdugo Mountains Scenic
Preservation Specific Plan protects cultural,
natural and visual resources in the San
Gabriel and Verdugo Mountains and
prohibits flashing signs, but does not
specifically address transit shelters or street
furniture.
The San Pedro Specific Plan is the local
coastal plan for the San Pedro Coastal
Zone. It regulates development in the area,
but does not specifically address transit
shelters or street furniture.
The San Vicente Scenic Corridor Specific
Plan regulates development along San
Vicente Boulevard. It includes standards for
permitted land uses, building design,
landscaping, sidewalks, open space areas,
signs, and parking. For sidewalks, it
requires 10 feet of unobstructed width for
pedestrian access on San Vicente
Boulevard. It prohibits offsite commercial
signs and flashing signs.
The Sepulveda Corridor Specific Plan
regulates development along Sepulveda
Boulevard but does not specifically address
transit shelters or street furniture.
The University of Southern California (USC)
Specific Plan regulates development at USC
and includes design guidelines for bus
shelters, bike racks, trash receptacles, signs
and other street furniture.

STAP program elements
and future advertising
displays shall be designed
to comply with relevant sign
regulations that apply to the
public right-of-way.

San Pedro Specific
Plan

San Vicente Scenic
Corridor Specific
Plan

Sepulveda Corridor
Specific Plan

University of
Southern California
Specific Plan

Valley Circle
Boulevard/Plummer
Street Scenic
Corridor Specific
Plan
Valley Village
Specific Plan

Venice Coastal
Specific Plan

The Valley Circle Boulevard/Plummer Street
Scenic Corridor Specific Plan regulates
development along Valley Circle Boulevard
and Plummer Street. It prohibits offsite
advertising signs but does not specifically
address transit shelters or street furniture.
The Valley Village Specific Plan regulates
development in Valley Village but does not
specifically address transit shelters or street
furniture.
The Venice Coastal Specific Plan serves as
the local coastal plan for the Venice Coastal
Zone. It regulates development in the area
and supports transit use and the provision of
amenities for transit users, but does not
specifically address transit shelters or street
furniture. This plan is currently being
updated.
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The project would not
conflict with this Specific
Plan.

STAP program elements
and future advertising
displays shall be designed
to comply with relevant sign
regulations that apply to the
public right-of-way.

The project would not
conflict with this Specific
Plan.
STAP program elements
and future advertising
displays shall be designed
to comply with applicable
streetscape design
standards and relevant sign
regulations that apply to the
public right-of-way.
STAP program elements
and future advertising
displays shall be designed
to comply with relevant sign
regulations that apply to the
public right-of-way.
The project would not
conflict with this Specific
Plan.
The project would not
conflict with this Specific
Plan.
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Table 10. Specific Plan Consistency
Specific Plan
Ventura/Cahuenga
Boulevard Corridor
Specific Plan

Vermont/Western
TOD Station
Neighborhood Plan
Specific Plan

Warner Center 2035
Plan

West Los Angeles
Transportation
Improvement and
Mitigation Specific
Plan

Westwood
Community Multifamily Specific Plan

Summary/Relevant Guidelines

Project Consistency

The Ventura/Cahuenga Boulevard Corridor
Specific Plan regulates development along
Ventura Boulevard and Cahuenga
Boulevard and includes standards for use
prohibitions, building development, land use
regulations, parking, signs, design
guidelines, transportation mitigation, project
impact assessment fee, and an interim
streetscape plan that includes guidelines for
sidewalk paving near transit stops and the
provision of street furniture (benches,
lighting, news racks, and trash receptacles).
It prohibits flashing signs and signs in the
public right-of-way unless they are on bus
benches or bus shelters approved by the
City Council and Board of Public Works.
The Vermont/Western TOD Specific Plan
regulates the development of a TOD in the
area. It includes development standards and
design guidelines that promote transit use
and sets standards (number and color) for
street furniture.
The Warner Center 2035 Plan regulates
development at Warner Center for the
creation of a mixed use, transit oriented
district. It calls for the development of
multiple modes of transit to serve the area
and the relocation of bus stops but does not
include specific guidelines for transit
shelters or street furniture. The Warner
Center 2035 Plan Sign District sets the sign
regulations for Warner Center and includes
standards for digital displays, sign refresh
rates, illumination, and animated signs. It
also prohibits signs not specifically
authorized by the ordinance.
The West Los Angeles Transportation
Improvement and Mitigation Specific Plan
establishes a mitigation fee program for
transportation improvements in the Specific
Plan area. This Specific Plan includes goals
for improving mobility options and
accommodations for multiple modes of
travel, including transit; provide safe and
convenient access to transit; and reduce
trips through transit use.
The Westwood Community Multi-family
Specific Plan sets development standards
(for land use, parking, design, and
landscaping) for multiple family residential
buildings but does not specifically address
transit shelters or street furniture.

STAP program elements
and future advertising
displays shall be designed
to comply with streetscape
design standards that apply
to the public right-of-way.
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STAP program elements
and future advertising
displays shall be designed
to comply with streetscape
design standards that apply
to the public right-of-way.
STAP program elements
and future advertising
displays shall be designed
to comply with relevant sign
regulations that apply to the
public right-of-way.

The project is consistent
with this Specific Plan.

The project would not
conflict with this Specific
Plan .
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Table 10. Specific Plan Consistency
Specific Plan

Summary/Relevant Guidelines

Westwood Village
Specific Plan

The Westwood Village Specific Plan
regulates development within Westwood
Village near UCLA. It sets standards for
permitted uses, building intensity, height
and setback, parking, development
standards, signs, and the preservation of
cultural resources. It prohibits offsite
commercial signs, flashing signs, and mural
signs.
Wilshire-Westwood
The Wilshire-Westwood Scenic Corridor
Scenic Corridor
Specific Plan regulates development along
Specific Plan
Wilshire Boulevard but does not specifically
address transit shelters or street furniture.
Underlines added for emphasis.

Project Consistency
STAP program elements
and future advertising
displays shall be designed
to comply with relevant sign
regulations that apply to the
public right-of-way.

The project would not
conflict with this Specific
Plan.

As discussed above, several specific plans contain regulations and standards for
transit shelters, street furniture, advertising displays, and signs, and a few prohibit
digital displays/signs. However, some of the limitations on signs apply only to those
on private property, since they call for building permits; and building permits are not
issued for structures and improvements in the public road right-of-way (e.g.,
sidewalks). The construction of transit shelters under the STAP would be subject to
a blanket permit from the City, requiring compliance with relevant and applicable
Specific Plan regulations, including the need to go through a design review process,
if necessary.
Accordingly, future advertising displays associated with STAP and foreseeable City
projects would also be subject to review for compliance with applicable requirements
of Specific Plans prior to approval. Thus, the project would comply with the
development standards and design guidelines in these adopted applicable plans, as
applicable to street furniture, advertising displays, and signs (including structures and
other improvements) in the public road right-of-way, as a project design feature in
PDF-LU-1 above.
Thus, the STAP and future advertising displays would not conflict with the City’s
applicable plans, including Specific Plans, which would be ensured with
implementation of PDF-LU-1.

5.4.7

Overlay Zones/Commercial Design Overlay Districts

Aside from the Community Plans and Specific Plans, the City has adopted various
overlay zones, Commercial Design Overlay (CDO) districts, Streetscape Plans,
Historic Preservation Overlay Zones (HPOZ), Community Plan Implementation
Overlay (CPIO) districts, Redevelopment Plans, Pedestrian Oriented District (POD),
and sign districts/ supplemental use districts that have specific design guidelines and
development standards. Table 11 lists these overlay zones/districts and plans,
including a summary of each, and project consistency.
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Table 11. Overlay Zone/District Consistency
Overlay
Zone/District

Summary/Relevant Guidelines

Commercial Design Overlay (CDO) Districts
Broadway Theater
Design guidelines and standards for
and Entertainment
the Broadway Theater and
District CDO
Entertainment District CDO District
(along Broadway) seeks to enhance
transit accessibility but does not
specifically address transit shelters or
street furniture.
Canoga ParkDesign guidelines and standards for
Commercial Corridor the Canoga Park-Commercial Corridor
CDO
CDO District (along Sherman Way)
include a guideline for incorporating
street furniture and lighting and a
standard to provide benches and trash
receptacles at landscape buffers. The
STAP would provide street furniture,
including benches and trash
receptacles, at transit shelters. The
accompanying Canoga ParkCommercial Corridor Streetscape Plan
shows existing and proposed bike and
newspaper racks, benches and trash
receptacle locations. It sets the number
of required street furniture and models;
the provision of bus shelters, benches,
trash receptacles, newspaper vending
machines, and specific bike rack
model; use of anti-graffiti coating;
replacement benches that do not
include advertisement; and regular
maintenance.
Cypress Park and
Design guidelines and standards for
Glassell Park CDO
the Cypress Park and Glassell Park
CDO discourages digital signs in
commercial and industrial areas but
does not specifically address transit
shelters and street furniture.
Downtown Canoga
Design guidelines and standards for
Park CDO
the Downtown Canoga Park CDO
District (along Sherman Way) do not
specifically address transit shelters or
street furniture. The accompanying
Downtown Canoga Park Streetscape
Plan calls for the provision of transit
shelters, bike and newspaper racks,
benches and trash receptacles, along
with specific models, colors, and
conceptual locations for these.
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Project Consistency
The project would not conflict
with this CDO.

STAP program elements and
future advertising displays shall
be designed to comply with
streetscape design standards,
as applicable.

The project would not conflict
with this Redevelopment Plan.

STAP program elements and
future advertising displays shall
be designed to comply with
streetscape design standards,
as applicable.
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Table 11. Overlay Zone/District Consistency
Overlay
Zone/District
Downtown
Westchester CDO

Echo Park CDO

Fletcher Square
CDO

Lincoln Boulevard
CDO

Lincoln Heights CDO

Little Tokyo CDO

Loyola Village CDO

Miracle Mile CDO

Summary/Relevant Guidelines
Design guidelines and standards for
the Downtown Westchester CDO
encourage bus use but do not
specifically address transit shelters or
street furniture. It prohibits flashing and
blinking signs.
The Echo Park CDO District regulates
private and public developments but
the design guidelines and standards for
this CDO do no not specifically address
transit shelters or street furniture.
The Fletcher Square CDO Plan
promotes transit use but does not
specifically address transit shelters and
street furniture.
The Lincoln Boulevard CDO promotes
transit use and prohibits illuminated
and flashing signs and digital displays,
but does not specifically address transit
shelters and street furniture.
The Lincoln Heights CDO promotes
transit use and prohibits flashing and
offsite signs but does not specifically
address transit shelters and street
furniture.
Design guidelines and standards for
the Little Tokyo CDO District promotes
pedestrian use of transit and includes a
guideline for sign illumination, but does
not address transit shelters or street
furniture.
The Loyola Village CDO sets
development regulations and design
guidelines for the area and prohibits
flashing signs and digital displays but
does not specifically address transit
shelters or street furniture.
Design guidelines and standards for
the Miracle Mile CDO do not
specifically set standards or guidelines
for transit shelters or street furniture.
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Project Consistency
STAP program elements and
future advertising displays shall
be designed to comply with
relevant sign regulations that
apply to the public right-of-way.
The project would not conflict
with this CDO.

The project would not conflict
with this CDO.

STAP program elements and
future advertising displays shall
be designed to comply with
relevant sign regulations that
apply to the public right-of-way.
STAP program elements and
future advertising displays shall
be designed to comply with
relevant sign regulations that
apply to the public right-of-way.
STAP program elements shall
be designed to comply with
relevant sign regulations that
apply to the public right-of-way.

STAP program elements and
future advertising displays shall
be designed to comply with
relevant sign regulations that
apply to the public right-of-way.
The project would not conflict
with this CDO.
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Table 11. Overlay Zone/District Consistency
Overlay
Zone/District
Pacoima CDO

Panorama City CDO

Reseda Central
Business District
CDO

Sun Valley CDO

Toluca Lake CDO

Van Nuys Central
Business District
CDO

Summary/Relevant Guidelines

Project Consistency

Design guidelines and standards for
the Pacoima CDO District (along Van
Nuys Boulevard and San Fernando
Road) includes a design principle for
public safety at bus stops. The
accompanying Pacoima Streetscape
Plan requires City review of transit stop
locations and transit shelters; the
provision of bike racks adjacent to bus
stops, anti-graffiti coating, Ivy Green
color, and regular maintenance. It also
specifies street furniture models and
states that transit benches be replaced
with those without advertisement.
The Panorama City CDO District
regulates private and public
developments in Panorama City but the
design guidelines and standards for
this CDO do no not specifically address
transit shelters or street furniture.
The Reseda Central Business District
CDO District along Sherman Way and
Reseda Boulevard has design
guidelines and standards for signs but
do not specifically address transit
shelters or street furniture. The
accompanying Reseda Central
Business District Streetscape Plan
includes guidelines (for color, number
and models) for street furniture,
including bus shelters, benches, trash
receptacles, newspaper vending
machines, and bike racks.
The Sun Valley CDO sets development
regulations and design guidelines for
the area and includes a streetscape
plan that contains guidelines for bus
shelters, benches, trash receptacles,
and other street furniture.
The Toluca Lake CDO sets
development regulations and design
guidelines for Toluca Lake Village and
prohibits flashing signs but does not
specifically address transit shelters or
street furniture.
The Van Nuys Central Business District
CDO sets development regulations and
design guidelines for the area and
prohibits flashing signs but does not
specifically address transit shelters or
street furniture.

STAP program elements and
future advertising displays shall
be designed to comply with
streetscape design standards,
as applicable. Internal City
coordination and review (e.g.,
StreetsLA, Planning Department,
LADOT) would occur and the
necessary permits issued prior
to construction of STAP program
elements.
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The project would not conflict
with this CDO.

STAP program elements and
future advertising displays shall
be designed to comply with
streetscape design standards,
as applicable.

STAP program elements and
future advertising displays shall
be designed to comply with
streetscape design standards,
as applicable.
STAP program elements and
future advertising displays shall
be designed to comply with
relevant sign regulations that
apply to the public right-of-way.
STAP program elements and
future advertising displays shall
be designed to comply with
relevant sign regulations that
apply to the public right-of-way.
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Table 11. Overlay Zone/District Consistency
Overlay
Zone/District
West Wilshire CDO

Summary/Relevant Guidelines
The West Wilshire CDO does not
specifically address transit shelters and
street furniture.

Redevelopment Plans
Adelante Eastside
The Adelante Eastside Redevelopment
Redevelopment Plan Plan regulates redevelopment activities
and public improvements, including
sidewalk amenities, but does not
specifically set standards or guidelines
for transit shelters or street furniture.
BroadwayThe Broadway-Manchester
Manchester
Redevelopment Plan regulates
Redevelopment Plan redevelopment activities and public
improvements and prohibits flashing
signs, but does not include standards
or guidelines for transit shelters or
street furniture.
Central Industrial
The Central Industrial Redevelopment
Redevelopment Plan Plan regulates redevelopment activities
and public improvements, including
sidewalk amenities and bus benches
and stations, but does not specifically
set standards or guidelines for transit
shelters or street furniture.
Chinatown
The Chinatown Redevelopment Plan
Redevelopment Plan regulates redevelopment actions but
does not address transit shelters or
street furniture.
City Center
The City Center Redevelopment Plan
Redevelopment Plan regulates redevelopment activities and
public improvements, including
sidewalk amenities and enhancements
to transit stops, but does not
specifically set standards or guidelines
for transit shelters or street furniture.
Council District 9
The Council District 9 Corridors
Corridors
Redevelopment Plan regulates
Redevelopment Plan redevelopment activities and public
improvements, including the installation
of street furnishings, but does not
specifically set standards or guidelines
for transit shelters or street furniture.
Crenshaw
The Crenshaw Redevelopment Plan
Redevelopment Plan regulates redevelopment activities and
public improvements, but does not
specifically set standards or guidelines
for transit shelters or street furniture.
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Project Consistency
The project would not conflict
with this CDO.

The project would not conflict
with this Redevelopment Plan.

STAP program elements and
future advertising displays shall
be designed to comply with
relevant sign regulations that
apply to the public right-of-way.

The project would not conflict
with this Redevelopment Plan.

The project would not conflict
with this Redevelopment Plan.

The project would not conflict
with this Redevelopment Plan.

The project would not conflict
with this Redevelopment Plan.

The project would not conflict
with this Redevelopment Plan.

October 2021

Land Use Consistency Analysis Technical Memorandum
Table 11. Overlay Zone/District Consistency
Overlay
Zone/District
Crenshaw Slauson
Redevelopment Plan

Exposition University
Park Redevelopment
Plan (Hoover/Hoover
Expansion
Redevelopment
Plan)
Hollywood
Redevelopment Plan

Laurel Canyon
Commercial Corridor
Redevelopment Plan

Mid-City Corridors
Redevelopment Plan

North Hollywood
Redevelopment Plan

Pacific Corridor
Redevelopment Plan

Summary/Relevant Guidelines

Project Consistency

The Crenshaw Slauson
Redevelopment Plan regulates
redevelopment activities and public
improvements, but does not specifically
address transit shelters or street
furniture.
The Exposition University Park
Redevelopment Plan regulates
redevelopment activities and public
improvements, but does not specifically
address transit shelters.

The project would not conflict
with this Redevelopment Plan.

The Hollywood Redevelopment Plan
calls for the protection of historic
resources and regulates
redevelopment activities and public
improvements, but does not specifically
address transit shelters.
The Laurel Canyon Commercial
Corridor Redevelopment Plan
regulates redevelopment activities and
public improvements along Laurel
Canyon and Burbank Boulevards,
including street furnishings, but does
not specifically address transit shelters.
The Mid-City Corridors Redevelopment
Plan regulates redevelopment activities
and public improvements and prohibits
flashing signs, but does not specifically
set standards or guidelines for transit
shelters or street furniture.
The North Hollywood Redevelopment
Plan regulates redevelopment actions
and public improvements, including
street furnishings, and has design
guidelines, which promote transit use;
prohibit animated and flashing signs;
and allow street furniture but do not
specifically address transit shelters.
The Pacific Corridor Redevelopment
Plan regulates redevelopment activities
and public improvements, including
street furniture, but does not
specifically set standards or guidelines
for transit shelters or street furniture.

The project would not conflict
with this Redevelopment Plan.
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The project would not conflict
with this Redevelopment Plan.

The project would not conflict
with this Redevelopment Plan.

STAP program elements and
future advertising displays shall
be designed to comply with
relevant sign regulations that
apply to the public right-of-way.
STAP program elements and
future advertising displays shall
be designed to comply with
relevant sign regulations that
apply to the public right-of-way.

The project would not conflict
with this Redevelopment Plan.
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Table 11. Overlay Zone/District Consistency
Overlay
Zone/District
Vermont-Manchester
Redevelopment Plan

Watts
Redevelopment Plan

Western/Slauson
Recovery
Redevelopment Plan

Westlake Recovery
Redevelopment Plan

Wilshire
Center/Koreatown
Recovery
Redevelopment Plan

Streetscape Plans
Broadway
Streetscape Master
Plan

Summary/Relevant Guidelines
The Vermont-Manchester
Redevelopment Plan regulates
redevelopment activities and public
improvements and prohibits flashing
signs, but does not include standards
or guidelines for transit shelters or
street furniture.
The Watts Redevelopment Plan
regulates redevelopment activities and
public improvements, but does not
include standards or guidelines for
transit shelters or street furniture.
The Western/Slauson Recovery
Redevelopment Plan regulates
redevelopment activities and public
improvements and prohibits flashing
signs, but does not specifically set
standards or guidelines for transit
shelters or street furniture.
The Westlake Recovery
Redevelopment Plan regulates
redevelopment activities and public
improvements, including streetscape
improvements (benches and trash
receptacles) and prohibits flashing
signs, but does not specifically set
standards or guidelines for transit
shelters or street furniture.
The Wilshire Center/Koreatown
Recovery Redevelopment Plan
regulates redevelopment activities and
public improvements, including street
furnishings (bus shelters, bike racks,
lockers, and bicycle amenities) but
does not specifically set standards or
guidelines for transit shelters or street
furniture.
The Broadway Streetscape Master
Plan identifies streetscape
improvements, including the locations
of street furniture (bike racks, news
racks, newspaper kiosks, trash cans,
benches, bus stops, and signs),
sidewalk/crosswalk paving, signage,
black street furniture, conceptual
designs for transit shelters,
benches/seating, bike racks, trash
cans, and kiosks.
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Project Consistency
STAP program elements and
future advertising displays shall
be designed to comply with
relevant sign regulations that
apply to the public right-of-way.

The project would not conflict
with this Redevelopment Plan.

STAP program elements and
future advertising displays shall
be designed to comply with
relevant sign regulations that
apply to the public right-of-way.

STAP program elements and
future advertising displays shall
be designed to comply with
relevant sign regulations that
apply to the public right-of-way.

The project would not conflict
with this Redevelopment Plan.

STAP program elements and
future advertising displays shall
be designed to comply with
streetscape design standards,
as applicable.
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Table 11. Overlay Zone/District Consistency
Overlay
Zone/District
Century Boulevard
Streetscape Plan

Encino Streetscape
Plan

Livable Boulevards
Streetscape Plan

Panorama City
Center Streetscape
Plan

Sherman Oaks
Streetscape Plan

Studio
City/Cahuenga Pass
Streetscape Plan

Summary/Relevant Guidelines
The Century Boulevard Streetscape
Plan promotes transit use and contains
design guidelines and material, pattern
and color standards for bus shelters,
trash receptacles, benches, bike racks,
and other sidewalk improvements
along Century Boulevard. It also shows
the locations for enhanced bus
shelters.
The Encino Streetscape Plan contains
design guidelines (with specific color
and models) for benches, bike racks,
bus shelters, trash receptacles and
other street furniture, fixtures and
equipment along another segment of
Ventura Boulevard.
The Livable Boulevards Streetscape
Plan identifies streetscape
improvements in West Los Angeles
and the Coastal Transportation
Corridor to promote transit use, and
contains regulations for the installation
of street furniture (bus shelters,
benches, trash receptacles, and bike
racks).
The Panorama City Center Streetscape
Plan seeks to create a pedestrianfriendly environment on Van Nuys
Boulevard and includes guidelines and
standards for transit shelters, benches,
trash receptacles, newspaper vending
machines, bicycle racks, and sidewalk
furniture.
The Sherman Oaks Streetscape Plan
regulates development along Ventura
Boulevard to create a pedestrian
oriented area. It includes standards
(models and color) for benches, bike
racks, bus shelters, kiosks, trash
receptacles, and other street furniture.
The Studio City/Cahuenga Pass
Streetscape Plan regulates
development along Ventura and
Cahuenga Boulevards and includes
standards (material, finish, and color)
for benches, bike racks, bus shelters,
kiosks, trash receptacles, and other
street furniture.

Sidewalk and Transit Amenities Program

68

Project Consistency
STAP program elements and
future advertising displays shall
be designed to comply with
streetscape design standards,
as applicable.

STAP program elements and
future advertising displays shall
be designed to comply with
streetscape design standards,
as applicable.

STAP program elements and
future advertising displays shall
be designed to comply with
streetscape design standards,
as applicable.

STAP program elements and
future advertising displays shall
be designed to comply with
streetscape design standards,
as applicable.

STAP program elements and
future advertising displays shall
be designed to comply with
streetscape design standards,
as applicable.

STAP program elements and
future advertising displays shall
be designed to comply with
streetscape design standards,
as applicable.

October 2021
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Table 11. Overlay Zone/District Consistency
Overlay
Zone/District

Summary/Relevant Guidelines

Tarzana Streetscape
Plan

The Tarzana Streetscape Plan also
contains design guidelines for street
furniture on another segment of
Ventura Boulevard.

Van Nuys
Streetscape Plan

The Van Nuys Streetscape Plan
promotes transit use and provides
guidelines and standards (number and
models) for street furniture (benches,
trash receptacles, newspaper vending
machines, and bicycle racks).
The Woodland Hills Streetscape Plan
regulates street trees, lighting and
street furniture along Ventura
Boulevard and Cahuenga Boulevard
and includes color and model
guidelines for trash receptacles,
benches, bike racks, bus shelters and
benches, and other street fixture
furniture and equipment.

Woodland Hills
Streetscape Plan

Sign Districts
15th Street Signage
Supplemental Use
District

Academy Museum
Sign District

Coliseum and Soccer
Stadium Sign District

Convention and
Event Center Sign
District

The 15th Street Signage Supplemental
Use District sets regulations for signs
on 15th Street, including the location
and illumination of electronic message
displays.
The Academy Museum Sign District
sets sign regulations for the Academy
Museum area and includes standards
for digital displays, sign refresh rates,
illumination, and hours of operation.
The Coliseum and Soccer Stadium
Sign District sets sign regulations for
the Coliseum and Soccer Stadium area
and includes standards for digital
displays, sign refresh rates,
illumination, and permitted hours of
operation.
The Convention and Event Center Sign
District sets sign regulations for the
Staples Center and Los Angeles Sports
and Entertainment District, including
standards for digital displays, sign
refresh rates, illumination, and
operating hours.
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Project Consistency
STAP program elements and
future advertising displays shall
be designed to comply with
streetscape design standards,
as applicable.
STAP program elements and
future advertising displays shall
be designed to comply with
streetscape design standards,
as applicable.
STAP program elements and
future advertising displays shall
be designed to comply with
streetscape design standards,
as applicable.

STAP program elements and
future advertising displays shall
be designed to comply with
relevant sign regulations that
apply to the public right-of-way.
STAP program elements and
future advertising displays shall
be designed to comply with
relevant sign regulations that
apply to the public right-of-way.
STAP program elements and
future advertising displays shall
be designed to comply with
relevant sign regulations that
apply to the public right-of-way.

STAP program elements and
future advertising displays shall
be designed to comply with
relevant sign regulations that
apply to the public right-of-way.
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Table 11. Overlay Zone/District Consistency
Overlay
Zone/District
Encinitas Sign
District

Figueroa and
Olympic Sign District

Figueroa and Pico
Sign District

Figueroa and
Seventh Street Sign
District

Historic Broadway
Sign Supplemental
Use District

Summary/Relevant Guidelines
The Encinitas Sign District is subject to
regulations for offsite and onsite signs,
including a standard for sign
illumination, but does not specifically
address transit shelters or street
furniture.
The Figueroa and Olympic Sign District
sets sign regulations for the block
northeast of Figueroa Street and
Olympic Boulevard, including
standards for digital displays, sign
refresh rates, illumination, and
animated signs. It also prohibits signs
not specifically authorized by the
ordinance.
The Figueroa and Pico Sign District
sets sign regulations along Figueroa
and Flower Streets and Pico
Boulevard, including standards for
digital displays, sign refresh rates,
illumination, and animated signs. It also
prohibits signs not specifically
authorized by the ordinance.
The Figueroa and Seventh Street Sign
District sets sign regulations for the
block northwest of Figueroa and
Seventh Streets, including standards
for digital displays, sign refresh rates,
illumination, and operating hours. It
also prohibits signs not specifically
authorized by the ordinance.
The Historic Broadway Sign
Supplemental Use District sets sign
regulations, including standards for
digital displays and illumination.

Hollywood Signage
Supplemental Use
District

The Hollywood Signage Supplemental
Use District regulates the location, area
and illumination of digital signs.

NoHo West Sign
District

The NoHo West Sign District regulates
signs, including sign location, area,
height, design, illumination and refresh
rates. It prohibits digital displays and
advertising kiosks in residential zones
and any sign not specifically authorized
by the ordinance.

Sidewalk and Transit Amenities Program

70

Project Consistency
STAP program elements and
future advertising displays shall
be designed to comply with
relevant sign regulations that
apply to the public right-of-way.
STAP program elements and
future advertising displays shall
be designed to comply with
relevant sign regulations that
apply to the public right-of-way.

STAP program elements and
future advertising displays shall
be designed to comply with
relevant sign regulations that
apply to the public right-of-way.

STAP program elements and
future advertising displays shall
be designed to comply with
relevant sign regulations that
apply to the public right-of-way.

STAP program elements and
future advertising displays shall
be designed to comply with
relevant sign regulations that
apply to the public right-of-way.
STAP program elements and
future advertising displays shall
be designed to comply with
relevant sign regulations that
apply to the public right-of-way.
STAP program elements and
future advertising displays shall
be designed to comply with
relevant sign regulations that
apply to the public right-of-way.
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Land Use Consistency Analysis Technical Memorandum
Table 11. Overlay Zone/District Consistency
Overlay
Zone/District

Summary/Relevant Guidelines

The Reef TransitOriented Sign District

The Reef Transit-Oriented Sign District
is subject to regulations for offsite and
onsite signs and includes standards for
digital displays, sign refresh rates,
illumination, and hours of operation.
Universal City Sign
The Universal City Sign District is
District
subject to regulations for offsite and
onsite signs, and prohibits digital
displays, but does not specifically
address transit shelters or street
furniture.
Historic Preservation Overlay Zones
52nd Place HPOZ
The Preservation Plan for the 52nd
Place HPOZ requires street furniture to
be compatible in design, color and
material with the historic character of
the HPOZ and prohibits illuminated
signs and digital signs.
Adams Normandie
HPOZ

The Preservation Plan for the Adams
Normandie HPOZ requires street
furniture to be compatible in design,
color and material with the historic
character of the HPOZ and prohibits
illuminated signs and digital signs.

Angelino Heights
HPOZ

The Angelino Heights Preservation
Plan seeks to preserve the historic
character of the area and requires
street furniture to be compatible in
design, color and material with the
historic character of the HPOZ.
The Balboa Highlands HPOZ
designation requires Historic
Preservation Board review for any
modification to historic structures,
features and sites, including street
furniture and signs. The review and
approval are based on compliance with
the Balboa Highlands Preservation
Plan, which prohibits illuminated signs
and digital signs.
The Banning Park HPOZ requires
street furniture to be compatible in
design, color and material with the
historic character of the HPOZ and
prohibits illuminated signs and digital
signs.

Balboa Highlands
HPOZ

Banning Park HPOZ
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Project Consistency
STAP program elements and
future advertising displays shall
be designed to comply with
relevant sign regulations that
apply to the public right-of-way.
STAP program elements and
future advertising displays shall
be designed to comply with
relevant sign regulations that
apply to the public right-of-way.

STAP program elements and
future advertising displays shall
be designed to comply with
streetscape design standards,
as applicable, and relevant sign
regulations that apply to the
public right-of-way.
STAP program elements and
future advertising displays shall
be designed to comply with
streetscape design standards,
as applicable, and relevant sign
regulations that apply to the
public right-of-way.
STAP program elements and
future advertising displays shall
be designed to comply with
streetscape design standards,
as applicable.
STAP program elements and
future advertising displays shall
be designed to comply with
streetscape design standards,
as applicable, and relevant sign
regulations that apply to the
public right-of-way.

STAP program elements and
future advertising displays shall
be designed to comply with
streetscape design standards,
as applicable, and relevant sign
regulations that apply to the
public right-of-way.
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Table 11. Overlay Zone/District Consistency
Overlay
Zone/District

Summary/Relevant Guidelines

Carthay Circle HPOZ

The Preservation Plan for the Carthay
Circle HPOZ requires street furniture to
be compatible in design, color and
material with the historic character of
the HPOZ and prohibits illuminated
signs and digital signs.

Carthay Square
HPOZ

The Preservation Plan for the Carthay
Square HPOZ requires street furniture
to be compatible in design, color and
material with the historic character of
the HPOZ and prohibits illuminated
signs and digital signs.

Country Club Park
HPOZ

The Country Club Park HPOZ has a
preservation plan for historic structures,
features and sites, including
streetscapes. The Preservation Plan
requires street furniture to be
compatible in design, color and
material with the historic character of
the HPOZ and prohibits illuminated
signs and digital signs.
The Preservation Plan for the El
Sereno Berkshire Craftsman District
HPOZ seeks to preserve the historic
character of the area and requires
street furniture to be compatible in
design, color and material with the
historic character of the HPOZ and
prohibits illuminated signs and digital
signs.
The Gregory Ain Mar Vista HPOZ
seeks to preserve the historic character
of the area, requiring street furniture to
be compatible in design, color and
material with the historic character of
the HPOZ and prohibits illuminated
signs and digital signs.
The Preservation Plan for the Hancock
Park HPOZ seeks to preserve the
historic character of the area and
requires street furniture and signs to be
compatible in design, color and
material with the historic character of
the HPOZ.

El Sereno Berkshire
Craftsman District
HPOZ

Gregory Ain Mar
Vista HPOZ

Hancock Park HPOZ
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Project Consistency
STAP program elements and
future advertising displays shall
be designed to comply with
streetscape design standards,
as applicable, and relevant sign
regulations that apply to the
public right-of-way.
STAP program elements and
future advertising displays shall
be designed to comply with
streetscape design standards,
as applicable, and relevant sign
regulations that apply to the
public right-of-way.
STAP program elements and
future advertising displays shall
be designed to comply with
streetscape design standards,
as applicable, and relevant sign
regulations that apply to the
public right-of-way.

STAP program elements and
future advertising displays shall
be designed to comply with
streetscape design standards,
as applicable, and relevant sign
regulations that apply to the
public right-of-way.

STAP program elements and
future advertising displays shall
be designed to comply with
streetscape design standards,
as applicable, and relevant sign
regulations that apply to the
public right-of-way.
STAP program elements and
future advertising displays shall
be designed to comply with
streetscape design standards,
as applicable, and relevant sign
regulations that apply to the
public right-of-way.
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Land Use Consistency Analysis Technical Memorandum
Table 11. Overlay Zone/District Consistency
Overlay
Zone/District

Summary/Relevant Guidelines

Harvard Heights
HPOZ

The Preservation Plan for the Harvard
Heights HPOZ requires street furniture
to be compatible in design, color and
material with the historic character of
the HPOZ and prohibits illuminated
signs and digital signs.

Highland ParkGarvanza HPOZ

The Preservation Plan for the Highland
Park-Garvanza HPOZ seeks to
preserve the historic character of the
area and requires street furniture to be
compatible in design, color and
material with the historic character of
the HPOZ and prohibits illuminated
signs and digital signs.
The Preservation Plan for the
Hollywood Grove HPOZ seeks to
preserve the historic character of the
area and requires street furniture to be
compatible in design, color and
material with the historic character of
the HPOZ and prohibits illuminated
signs and digital signs.
The Jefferson Park HPOZ seeks to
preserve the historic character of the
area, requiring street furniture to be
compatible in design, color and
material with the historic character of
the HPOZ and prohibits illuminated
signs and digital signs.
The La Fayette Square HPOZ seeks to
preserve the historic character of the
area, requiring street furniture and
signs to be compatible in design, color
and material with the historic character
of the HPOZ.
The Preservation Plan for the Lincoln
Heights HPOZ seeks to preserve the
historic character of the area and
requires street furniture and signs to be
compatible in design, color and
material with the historic character of
the HPOZ.
The Preservation Plan for the Melrose
Hill HPOZ seeks to preserve the
historic character of the area and
requires street furniture and signs to be
compatible in design, color and
material with the historic character of
the HPOZ.

Hollywood Grove
HPOZ

Jefferson Park HPOZ

La Fayette Square
HPOZ

Lincoln Heights
HPOZ

Melrose Hill HPOZ
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Project Consistency
STAP program elements and
future advertising displays shall
be designed to comply with
streetscape design standards,
as applicable, and relevant sign
regulations that apply to the
public right-of-way.
STAP program elements and
future advertising displays shall
be designed to comply with
streetscape design standards,
as applicable, and relevant sign
regulations that apply to the
public right-of-way.
STAP program elements and
future advertising displays shall
be designed to comply with
streetscape design standards,
as applicable, and relevant sign
regulations that apply to the
public right-of-way.
STAP program elements and
future advertising displays shall
be designed to comply with
streetscape design standards,
as applicable, and relevant sign
regulations that apply to the
public right-of-way.
STAP program elements and
future advertising displays shall
be designed to comply with
streetscape design standards,
as applicable,.
STAP program elements and
future advertising displays shall
be designed to comply with
streetscape design standards,
as applicable.

STAP program elements and
future advertising displays shall
be designed to comply with
streetscape design standards,
as applicable, and relevant sign
regulations that apply to the
public right-of-way.
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Table 11. Overlay Zone/District Consistency
Overlay
Zone/District
Miracle Mile North
HPOZ

Oxford Square
HPOZ

South Carthay HPOZ

Spaulding Square
HPOZ

Stonehurst HPOZ

Sunset Square
HPOZ

Summary/Relevant Guidelines
The Preservation Plan for the Miracle
Mile North HPOZ seeks to preserve the
historic character of the area, requiring
street furniture to be compatible in
design, color and material with the
historic character of the HPOZ and
prohibits illuminated signs and digital
signs.
The Preservation Plan for the Oxford
Square HPOZ seeks to maintain the
historic integrity of the area, requiring
street furniture to be compatible in
design, color and material with the
historic character of the HPOZ and
prohibits illuminated signs and digital
signs.
The Preservation Plan for the South
Carthay HPOZ requires street furniture
to be compatible in design, color and
material with the historic character of
the HPOZ and prohibits illuminated
signs and digital signs.
The Preservation Plan for the
Spaulding Square HPOZ seeks to
preserve the historic character of the
area and requires street furniture to be
compatible in design, color and
material with the historic character of
the HPOZ and prohibits illuminated
signs and digital signs.
The Stonehurst HPOZ seeks to
preserve the historic character of the
area, requiring street furniture to be
compatible in design, color and
material with the historic character of
the HPOZ and prohibits illuminated
signs and digital signs.
The Preservation Plan for the Sunset
Square HPOZ seeks to preserve the
historic character of the area and
requires street furniture to be
compatible in design, color and
material with the historic character of
the HPOZ and prohibits illuminated
signs and digital signs.
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Project Consistency
STAP program elements and
future advertising displays shall
be designed to comply with
streetscape design standards,
as applicable, and relevant sign
regulations that apply to the
public right-of-way.
STAP program elements and
future advertising displays shall
be designed to comply with
streetscape design standards,
as applicable, and relevant sign
regulations that apply to the
public right-of-way.
STAP program elements and
future advertising displays shall
be designed to comply with
streetscape design standards,
as applicable, and relevant sign
regulations that apply to the
public right-of-way.
STAP program elements and
future advertising displays shall
be designed to comply with
streetscape design standards,
as applicable, and relevant sign
regulations that apply to the
public right-of-way.
STAP program elements and
future advertising displays shall
be designed to comply with
streetscape design standards,
as applicable, and relevant sign
regulations that apply to the
public right-of-way.
STAP program elements and
future advertising displays shall
be designed to comply with
streetscape design standards,
as applicable, and relevant sign
regulations that apply to the
public right-of-way.
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Table 11. Overlay Zone/District Consistency
Overlay
Zone/District
University Park
HPOZ

Van Nuys HPOZ

Vinegar Hill HPOZ

West Adams HPOZ

West Adams Terrace
HPOZ

Western Heights
HPOZ

Whitley Heights
HPOZ

Summary/Relevant Guidelines
The University Park HPOZ
Preservation Plan seeks to preserve
the historic character of the area,
requiring street furniture and signs to
be compatible in design, color and
material with the historic character of
the HPOZ.
The Preservation Plan for the Van
Nuys HPOZ seeks to preserve the
historic character of the area, requiring
street furniture to be compatible in
design, color and material with the
historic character of the HPOZ and
prohibits illuminated signs and digital
signs.
The Vinegar Hill HPOZ seeks to
preserve the historic character of the
area, requiring street furniture to be
compatible in design, color and
material with the historic character of
the HPOZ and prohibits illuminated
signs and digital signs.
The West Adams HPOZ seeks to
preserve the historic character of the
area, requiring street furniture and
signs to be compatible in design, color
and material with the historic character
of the HPOZ.
The West Adams Terrace HPOZ seeks
to preserve the historic character of the
area, requiring street furniture to be
compatible in design, color and
material with the historic character of
the HPOZ and prohibits illuminated
signs and digital signs.
The Preservation Plan for the Western
Heights HPOZ seeks to preserve the
historic character of the area and
requires street furniture to be
compatible in design, color and
material with the historic character of
the HPOZ.
The Preservation Plan for the Whitley
Heights HPOZ seeks to preserve the
historic character of the area and
requires street furniture to be
compatible in design, color and
material with the historic character of
the HPOZ and prohibits illuminated
signs and digital signs.
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Project Consistency
STAP program elements and
future advertising displays shall
be designed to comply with
streetscape design standards,
as applicable, and relevant sign
regulations that apply to the
public right-of-way.
STAP program elements and
future advertising displays shall
be designed to comply with
streetscape design standards,
as applicable, and relevant sign
regulations that apply to the
public right-of-way.
STAP program elements and
future advertising displays shall
be designed to comply with
streetscape design standards,
as applicable, and relevant sign
regulations that apply to the
public right-of-way.
STAP program elements and
future advertising displays shall
be designed to comply with
streetscape design standards,
as applicable, and relevant sign
regulations that apply to the
public right-of-way.
STAP program elements and
future advertising displays shall
be designed to comply with
streetscape design standards,
as applicable, and relevant sign
regulations that apply to the
public right-of-way.
STAP program elements and
future advertising displays shall
be designed to comply with
streetscape design standards,
as applicable.

STAP program elements and
future advertising displays shall
be designed to comply with
streetscape design standards,
as applicable, and relevant sign
regulations that apply to the
public right-of-way.
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Table 11. Overlay Zone/District Consistency
Overlay
Zone/District
Wilshire Park HPOZ

Windsor Square
HPOZ

Windsor Village
HPOZ

Others
Atwater Village POD

Northeast Los
Angeles Hillside
Ordinance

North Hollywood
(NoHo) Commercial
and Artcraft District

San Pedro CPIO

South Los Angeles
CPIO

Summary/Relevant Guidelines

Project Consistency

The Wilshire Park HPOZ seeks to
preserve the historic character of the
area, requiring street furniture to be
compatible in design, color and
material with the historic character of
the HPOZ and prohibits illuminated
signs and digital signs.
The Windsor Square HPOZ seeks to
preserve the historic character of the
area, requiring street furniture and
signs to be compatible in design, color
and material with the historic character
of the HPOZ and prohibits illuminated
signs and digital signs.
The Windsor Village HPOZ seeks to
preserve the historic character of the
area, requiring street furniture to be
compatible in design, color and
material with the historic character of
the HPOZ and prohibits illuminated
signs and digital signs.

STAP program elements and
future advertising displays shall
be designed to comply with
streetscape design standards,
as applicable, and relevant sign
regulations that apply to the
public right-of-way.
STAP program elements and
future advertising displays shall
be designed to comply with
streetscape design standards,
as applicable, and relevant sign
regulations that apply to the
public right-of-way.
STAP program elements and
future advertising displays shall
be designed to comply with
streetscape design standards,
as applicable, and relevant sign
regulations that apply to the
public right-of-way.

The Atwater Village POD seeks to
create a POD along Glendale and Los
Feliz Boulevards but does not
specifically address transit shelters or
street furniture. It prohibits flashing
signs and offsite commercial signs.
The Northeast Los Angeles Hillside
Ordinance regulates hillside
development but does not specifically
address transit shelters or street
furniture.
The North Hollywood (NoHo)
Commercial and Artcraft District
regulates outdoor uses but does not
specifically address transit shelters and
street furniture.
The San Pedro CPIO provides
supplemental development regulations
and prohibits digital signs but does not
specifically address transit shelters or
street furniture.
The South Los Angeles CPIO provides
supplemental development regulations
and prohibits digital displays but does
not specifically address transit shelters
or street furniture.

STAP program elements and
future advertising displays shall
be designed to comply with
relevant sign regulations that
apply to the public right-of-way.
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The project would not conflict
with this ordinance.

The project would not conflict
with this District.

STAP program elements and
future advertising displays shall
be designed to comply with
relevant sign regulations that
apply to the public right-of-way.
STAP program elements and
future advertising displays shall
be designed to comply with
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Table 11. Overlay Zone/District Consistency
Overlay
Zone/District
Southeast Los
Angeles CPIO

Sylmar CPIO District

West Adams Baldwin
Hills Leimert CPIO

Summary/Relevant Guidelines
The Southeast Los Angeles CPIO
provides supplemental development
regulations but does not specifically
address transit shelters or street
furniture.
The Sylmar CPIO District established
supplemental development standards
and design guidelines for commercial,
industrial and multiple family residential
areas in Sylmar and supports transitoriented development, but does not
specifically address transit shelters or
street furniture. It prohibits digital,
flashing and animated signs.
The West Adams Baldwin Hills Leimert
CPIO promotes transit use and
provides general guidelines for
streetscape and hardscape elements.

West Pico CDO
Western Avenue
Corridor Street
Enhancement
Strategy

repealed
The Western Avenue Corridor Street
Enhancement Strategy identifies
streetscape improvements on Western
Avenue to improve mobility and
promote transit use, including
guidelines for street furniture (such as
seating/benches, newspaper racks,
bike racks and lockers, bus shelters,
and trash receptacles). It prohibits
animated, flashing, and illuminated
signs.
Westwood Boulevard The Westwood Boulevard POD seeks
POD
to create a POD but does not
specifically address transit shelters or
street furniture.
Westwood/Pico NOD The Westwood/Pico NOD regulates
development along Westwood and
Pico Boulevards and prohibits flashing
signs and offsite commercial signs but
does not specifically address transit
shelters or street furniture.
Underlines added for emphasis.

Project Consistency
The project would not conflict
with this CPIO.

STAP program elements and
future advertising displays shall
be designed to comply with
relevant sign regulations that
apply to the public right-of-way.

STAP program elements and
future advertising displays shall
be designed to comply with
streetscape design standards,
as applicable.
STAP program elements and
future advertising displays shall
be designed to comply with
streetscape design standards,
as applicable, and relevant sign
regulations that apply to the
public right-of-way.

The project would not conflict
with this POD.

STAP program elements and
future advertising displays shall
be designed to comply with
relevant sign regulations that
apply to the public right-of-way.

As noted, several overlay zones/districts have adopted regulations and standards for
transit shelters, advertising displays, and digital signs. Where transit shelters would
be replaced or new ones installed and when future advertising displays are proposed,
they would first be reviewed for compliance with the regulations and standards of the
underlying overlay zones/districts and planning areas that are specifically applicable
to street furniture, advertising displays, and signs (including structures and other
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improvements) in the public road right-of-way, as opposed to the regulations for signs
and structures on private properties. Internal City coordination and review (e.g.,
StreetsLA, Planning Department, LADOT) would occur and the necessary permits
issued prior to construction of STAP program elements and future advertising
displays. PDF-LU-1 above would be incorporated into the project and would be
implemented to ensure compliance with applicable regulations and standards for
applicable overlay zones and districts.
Accordingly, the STAP and future advertising displays would not conflict with the
regulations, standards, and guidelines of various overlay zones and districts.

6.0

CEQA CHECKLIST IMPACT ANALYSIS

Using the Initial Study Checklist questions in Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines and
the City’s Thresholds, project impacts on land use and planning are analyzed for
significance as follows:
a) Would the project physically divide an established community?
Reference: L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide (2006) (Section H.2), City of Los Angeles
General Plan, and Community Plans; Land Use Consistency Analysis (Parsons,
2021).
Comment: A significant impact would occur if the project includes features such as a
highway, aboveground infrastructure, or an easement that would cause a permanent
disruption to an established community or would otherwise create a physical barrier
within an established community.
No impact. STAP program elements and future advertising displays would be small
structures that would be located at sidewalk areas and would not create a barrier
within or between communities, nor involve the acquisition, displacement, or division
of adjacent land uses and communities. No changes in land use or land use conflicts
are expected. No impacts would occur and no mitigation is required.
b) Would the project cause a significant environmental impact due to a conflict with
any land use plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of avoiding or
mitigating an environmental effect?
Reference: L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide (2006) (Section H.1), City of Los Angeles
General Plan, Community Plans, LAMC, LAAC, RTP/SCS, and California Coastal Act
Land Use Consistency Analysis (Parsons, 2021).
Comment: A significant impact would occur if the proposed project were inconsistent
with the General Plan, or other applicable plan, or with the site’s zoning if designated
to avoid or mitigate a significant potential environmental impact.
Less than Significant Impact. As discussed above in Section 5.0, the project would
not conflict with the California Coastal Act, RTP/SCS, City of Los Angeles General
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Plan, Community Plans, Zoning Regulations, LAMC, and City Charter and
Administrative Code. It would also not conflict with adopted Specific Plans and other
city planning documents, which would be ensured with implementation of PDF-LU-1.
Impacts would be less than significant.

7.0

RECOMMENDED MEASURES

As discussed above, the City has a number of plans and regulations that require
compliance by the project. These have been incorporated into the project as Project
Design Features and would be implemented during the siting and design phase. They
include:
PDF-LU-1

As provided in applicable plans, transit shelters (relocated or new) and
associated amenities and signs and advertising displays to be located
along Scenic Highways designated by the Mobility Plan and where no
Scenic Corridor Plan or other applicable plan has been adopted and
proposed within the planning areas of adopted, Specific Plans,
Streetscape Plans, overlay zones, Commercial Design Overlays,
Historic Preservation Overlay Zones, and other applicable plans, shall
be designed to comply (and subject to additional approvals, if
necessary) with applicable guidelines and standards and sign
regulations for street furniture and signs installed in the public road rightof-way prior to installation/construction.

Impacts would be less than significant, and ensured with implementation of PDF-LU-1.
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Noise and Vibration Impact Analysis
October 2021

Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration
Sidewalk and Transit Amenities Program

February 2022

Technical Memorandum
To:

Norman Mundy, Environmental Management Group, Bureau of Engineering
Lance Oishi, Engineering Services Division, Bureau of Street Services
Audrey Netsawang, Engineering Services Division, Bureau of Street Services
Department of Public Works, City of Los Angeles

From: Jason Ogden, Senior Noise Control Specialist, Parsons
Thanh T. Luc, Technical Director, Noise and Vibration Lead, Parsons
Date:

October 6, 2021

Re:

Sidewalk and Transit Amenities Program
Noise and Vibration Impact Analysis

1.0

PURPOSE AND ORGANIZATION OF THIS MEMORANDUM

The purpose of this memorandum is to document the results of the Noise and Vibration
Impact Analysis as it relates to potential environmental impacts associated with
construction and operation of the proposed Sidewalk and Transit Amenities Program
(STAP) and future projects that may be allowed under the proposed changes to the
Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC) (collectively, the project). In addition, this
memorandum will support the findings of the Initial Study that will be prepared to
identify the appropriate environmental document for the project, in compliance with
the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the State CEQA Guidelines.

2.0

PROJECT LOCATION AND SETTING

The City of Los Angeles (City) covers approximately 468.7 square miles and is
generally located at the southwestern section of Los Angeles County (see Attachment
A). Public transit services in the City are provided by the Los Angeles County
Metropolitan Transportation Authority (Metro), City of Los Angeles Department of
Transportation (LADOT), Southern California Railroad Authority (SCRRA or
Metrolink), and bus services from adjacent cities. Current inventory indicated that
there are 1,884 existing transit shelters in the City, which are located at scattered bus
stop locations that are used by Metro, LADOT DASH and Commuter Express, Culver
City, Santa Monica Big Blue Bus, and other regional and municipal bus operators.
Approximately 21 percent (63,888 acres) of all land in the City is developed as streets,
storm drainage channels, utility facilities, and reservoirs. The City currently maintains
an inventory of 1,884 transit shelters, 197 public amenity kiosks, 6 vending kiosks,
and 14 automated public toilets as part of its Coordinated Street Furniture Program
(CSFP). Table 1 provides an inventory of these facilities. At the direction of the Los
Angeles City Council, the CSFP is entirely funded by revenue from advertising panels
at most existing program furniture locations.
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Table 1. CSFP Inventory
Structures and Facilities

Number

Transit Shelters with advertising
Transit Shelters without advertising
Rapid Bus Shelters
Los Angeles Neighborhood Initiative (LANI) Non-Advertising Shelters
Total Transit Shelters
Public Amenity Kiosks
Vending Kiosks
Total Advertising Panels (with 13% for public service programs)
Automatic Public Toilets (APTs) (owned/operated by a private firm)1
Source: StreetsLA, 2021.

3.0

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

3.1

Project Objectives

1,667
123
52
42
1,884
197
6
3,679
14

The STAP would be implemented by the Department of Public Works Bureau of Street
Services (StreetsLA) and would provide shelter, shade, safety, and comfort to the
City's transit riders, active transportation users, and pedestrians. The program would
support public transit and shared use of the sidewalk; improve transit information and
public service delivery; be a self-sustaining program through the reinvestment of
advertising revenues to improve access and mobility; and create a dynamic program
that incorporates flexibility and collaboration with other City goals and programs.
These goals would be achieved through the efficient delivery of enhanced program
elements and active management by the City.
The primary objectives of the STAP include the following:
● Promote and expand the use of transit, active transportation, and shared
mobility by improving the quality and technological capability of associated
physical program elements, such as transit shelters, kiosks, and other
amenities
● Improve the intrinsic design qualities of street furniture and other public rightof-way infrastructure and streetscapes on a citywide basis
● Provide public benefits to help strengthen neighborhoods while facilitating an
economically and physically sustainable project
● Foster a public-private collaborative approach to provide expanded and more
equitable public services, regular STAP equipment maintenance, and revenue
to the City using commercial advertising opportunities

1

APTs are currently considered an option for inclusion in the proposed STAP but are not a
mandatory component of the incoming program. The City is considering its options to pursue a
separate public toilet program. Were the City to create a stand-alone public toilet program, the
current APT inventory would be included as part of that program and would not be part of STAP.
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3.2

Project Implementation Features

Approximately 1,116 new transit shelters would be constructed at designated
locations, at existing bus stops without transit shelters, and the existing 1,884 new
transit shelters would be replaced. Additionally, approximately 664 of the existing
transit shelters would be removed, refurbished and relocated to bus stops that do not
currently have shelters during the initial program year(s), with most expected to be
eventually replaced with new shelters. However, approximately 20 percent of these
664 relocated shelters (or 133 shelters) may remain at the new locations throughout
the STAP rollout process and would not be replaced with new shelters. This would
possibly increase new shelters to be constructed at approximately 1,249 locations for
a total new transit shelter construction at approximately 3,133 sites. In addition, 450
shade structures may also be placed at bus stops where it is not practical to install a
transit shelter. A total of approximately 3,583 transit shelters and shade structures
would be installed under STAP.
Construction of the transit shelters under STAP would occur over a three- to six-year
time span, from 2022–2024 or 2027 depending upon the negotiated terms of the final
contract.
At the end of the deployment period, the City would have approximately 3,583 new
transit shelters and shade structures. It is also estimated that 200 to 300 urban
panels2, 150 placemaking kiosks, and other optional program elements may also be
installed in parallel with the transit shelters during the latter half of the roll-out process
and beyond.
Maintenance and operation of all the transit shelters, existing and new, would be the
responsibility of the contractor for 10 years with two potential 5-year extensions, in
accordance with agreements with the City. In summary, program implementation
would include the following activities:
Dismantling and removal of existing transit shelters and amenities
Refresh a number of existing shelter and construction of new transit shelters
Maintaining the revitalized and new transit shelters
Installation of urban panels and placemaking kiosks at or within the vicinity of
the transit shelters
● Installation of other optional program elements at or within the vicinity of the
transit shelters

●
●
●
●

This section provides an overview of various elements to be performed to implement
the STAP.

3.2.1

Construction Equipment

Construction equipment associated with implementation of the project under all
scenarios would typically include power tools (e.g., concrete cutting saws, circular
2

Urban panels are digital displays that are positioned on the street level to be viewed by pedestrians
and vehicular traffic.
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saws, drills, impact drivers, etc.); electric, compressed air, or hydraulic jack hammer;
a skid steer loader; backhoe; 5- to 10-cubic yard dump truck; flatbed trailer; boom
truck; and hand tools. This equipment would be in use from 2 to 8 hours per day.

3.2.2

Construction Crew

It is estimated that a crew of three to seven construction workers would be needed for
each of the major actions of either physically dismantling an existing transit shelter or
installing a refurbished or new shelter.

3.2.3

Hours of Construction

Work would generally occur from 7:00 a.m. to 4:00 p.m., Monday through Friday (8
hours per day). On occasion, work may take place on a Saturday between 8:00 a.m.
and 5:00 p.m. In select locations, work hours may be reduced to accommodate rushhour restrictions. It is anticipated that no construction would occur on Sundays or
holidays. (See General Conditions 00210 and Los Angeles Municipal Code Section
41.40.)

3.2.4

Site Access, Traffic Circulation, and Parking

All STAP elements would be installed to ultimately provide a clear path of travel with
a minimum 5-foot width to allow for pedestrian circulation. Placement of new STAP
elements would maintain minimum distance requirements from bus stops; rail station
entrances; building/property ingress/egress points; fire hydrants; stand pipes; building
fire safety equipment; belowground utilities and related structures; power outlets;
utility/street light/traffic signal poles; utility cabinets/aboveground facilities; signs/sign
posts; street trees and tree wells; landscaped planters and/or parkways; driveways;
access ramps; and other permitted street improvements.
Sidewalk, curb, and lane closure is expected to last for approximately 2 hours per
transit shelter removal site. For purposes of installing transit shelters, it is expected
that intermittent closure of a sidewalk, curb, and/or traffic lane would occur over a 2.5day period, with 1 day projected to get the shelter site prepared and 1.5 days to
physically install and make the shelter operational. No curb-lane closure(s) would
generally be allowed during peak traffic periods (i.e., the hours of 6:00 to 9:00 a.m.
and 4:00 to 7:00 p.m.); occasional exemptions to peak traffic hour restrictions may be
sought on a case by case basis to accommodate installation schedules. Bus stop
operations may temporarily be relocated to the opposite side of a typical intersection,
next nearest stop, or suspended during activities to either dismantle or install a shelter.
No parking is anticipated to be affected by any STAP work.

3.2.5

Landscaping and Lighting

Where possible, STAP elements are intended to enhance or take advantage of tree
canopies that provide natural shade and shelter. No trees are proposed to be removed
with implementation of the STAP elements under most instances. However, there may
be situations where tree root pruning that is required to make sidewalk repairs
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necessary to achieve Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) compliance may
destabilize an existing street tree beyond a reasonable level of liability and thus, may
likely require the removal of such tree to minimize public safety risks and to bring
liability levels down to an acceptable level. When the installation of a transit shelter
brings with it the possibility that a street tree may have to be removed, the contractor
would have to comply with existing City regulations, including the need for a street
tree removal permit from the Board of Public Works; public notification of the proposed
removal of three or more street trees; a Board of Public Works public hearing for
consideration of removal of three or more street trees at a specific address; and
provision of replacement trees on a 2:1 basis with 24-inch box size tree stock to be
watered for a minimum 3-year period.
As part of the Green New Deal, StreetsLA began to add cooling features, trees, and
more shade at bus stops in October 2019. A coordinated effort between the STAP
and other City efforts to achieve the Green New Deal goals would be undertaken.
The proposed project would comply with pertinent City's ordinances related to lighting.
All transit shelters would come equipped with evening hour security lighting to
illuminate passenger waiting areas beneath canopies. Shelter roofs may be equipped
with solar panels or green roofs in limited quantities depending on need and/or
appropriateness. Other optional shelter features may include free Wi-Fi, charging
ports or stations, and possibly cooling systems.
Motion on digital screens would not be allowed, and limitations would be placed on
their brightness. Digital elements would have ENERGY STAR ratings for efficiency
with light-emitting diode (LED) screens. These devices must automatically control their
brightness in response to the time of day and sunlight. All elements of STAP would
also be controlled through a Content Management System, which would automatically
adjust the brightness of specific devices by location to match the allowable increase
over ambient light levels (not to exceed 4.0 lux).

3.2.6

Utilities/Utility Coordination

Subsurface utility work associated with the installation of new STAP elements would
primarily be coordinated with the City's Department of Water and Power and the
Bureau of Street Lighting to provide electrical power and water services that may be
necessary for STAP program elements. STAP installation efforts will also be
coordinated with any other utilities or subgrade infrastructure that may be located in
the City's rights-of-way. Certain water and power system connections may be
necessary within the roadway and sidewalk areas to accommodate new project
components, such as shelter lighting, digital displays, and hydration stations.
No new utility boxes or power line relocations are required for the removal of existing
transit shelters. It is anticipated that any existing shelters to be replaced with a new
shelter would utilize the existing electrical services. New electrical service would be
required for the proposed new shelter locations. However, it is anticipated that
existing electrical circuits and water service lines will be used; therefore, no utility line
upgrades are anticipated.
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3.2.7

Code Compliance

STAP's elements would comply with all applicable Structural, Seismic, Plumbing, and
Electrical Codes, and other specific City-adopted policies and standards applicable to
the public right-of-way. This includes compliance with Department of Public Works
Standard Specifications, Standard Specifications for Public Works Construction, City
amendments to the Standard Specifications for Public Works Construction (Brown
Book) and various Standard Plans.

3.2.8

Operation and Maintenance

Maintenance of all STAP elements would be performed in accordance with
performance based contract maintenance standards that takes into account historical
data, including public comments and complaints received by the City's 311 Center,
STAP web forms, crowd-sourced information, and data collected by StreetsLA's Asset
Management Program.
Maintenance of program elements would include cleaning, removing graffiti and
stickers, and removing litter in, on, and around each element. All physical shelter and
associated street furniture amenities and digital devices would be maintained and kept
in good working order by the removal of dust, grime, dirt, stickers, tags, and etchings.
The digital technologies would possess a self-reporting feedback loop to alert the
StreetsLA's Asset Management System of the need for repair, refurbishment,
reconditioning, or replacement, and periodic onsite visual inspections by City staff
would be used in tandem to ensure all STAP elements are properly maintained.

3.3

Construction and Implementation Scenarios

The three scenarios described below are developed for illustrative purposes to
represent the most frequent STAP activities, including dismantling, removal, and
relocation of existing transit shelters (Scenario 1) and the placement of new shelters
at new locations/ bus stops that currently do not have transit shelters (Scenarios 2a
and 2b). An additional scenario (Scenario 3) was also developed for a programmatic
analysis of program elements that relate to operation and maintenance activities of
transit shelters and associated furniture in place. These scenarios are representative
of various configurations, depending on the conditions of each site. All components
described below would not occur at each project location.

3.3.1

Shelter Dismantling and Removal

Under the STAP, approximately 1,884 existing transit shelters are slated to be
dismantled and removed from their current locations over a 3- to 6-year time horizon
beginning in 2022. Of these, up to 664 shelters are expected to be refurbished and
re-distributed during the initial program years to provide a more immediate expansion
of shade and shelter at bus stops currently absent such amenities until such time the
refreshed transit shelters may be replaced by new transit shelters as a part of the
STAP roll-out process. Any combination of the following activities would be required
for this construction scenario:
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● Dismantling and removal of existing transit shelters, kiosks, and associated
amenities
● Temporary or permanent disconnection and proper capping of utility services
to existing transit shelters, kiosks, and associated amenities for safety and
future access where needed
● Transport of shelter components to a relocation/assembly site, recycling
center, and/or appropriate disposal facility
● Refurbishing shelters and other street furniture removed from existing shelter
sites
● Site preparation, including removal of existing sidewalks, foundations, and
reestablishment of utility connections as needed
The dimensions of most existing transit shelter structures are approximately 5 feet by
13 feet and 9 feet in height, with an attached or detached bench and litter
receptacle(s). For impact analysis purposes, it is estimated that approximately 10
square feet of the existing shelter area would be disturbed with a maximum of 0.5-foot
excavation depth required. The excavation volume of soil and debris of approximately
5 cubic feet would be removed for disposal at the local landfill. The shelter's electrical
components would be disposed of separately. Any steel or aluminum shelter
components would be salvaged and recycled.
It is estimated that the average time to take down and transport an existing shelter
would range between 2 and 3 hours, with one of these hours reserved per day for
traffic lane management. A crew of three to five staff would be needed at each
dismantling operation. Intermittent lane closure or curb restrictions would be required.
No streets would be completely closed to vehicular traffic during the transit shelter
dismantling process, but traffic flag persons and/or devices may need to be in place
during the dismantling period to protect vehicles, bicycles, and pedestrians if adequate
width for deployment of the equipment is not otherwise available. Bus stops would
need to be temporarily relocated or suspended. No parking impacts are anticipated.

3.3.2

Shelter Construction and Installation

A total of 1,116 new transit shelters that would be constructed at designated locations,
at existing bus stops without transit shelters, and the existing 1,884 transit shelters
would be replaced. As stated above, approximately 664 of the existing transit shelters
would be removed, refurbished and relocated to bus stops that do not currently have
shelters during the initial program year(s), with most expected to be eventually
replaced with new shelters. Approximately 20 percent of these 664 relocated shelters
(or 133 shelters) may remain at the new location throughout the STAP rollout process
and would not be replaced with new shelters. This would possibly increase new
shelters to be constructed at approximately 1,249 locations for a total new transit
shelter construction at approximately 3,133 sites. In addition, approximately 450
shade structures may also be placed at bus stops where it is not practical to install a
transit shelter.
The dimension of each new structure would be approximately 5 feet wide, 14-20 feet
long, and 9 feet tall, with placemaking kiosks up to 16 feet tall. It would be equipped
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with seating, illumination for security and safety, and provide a separate stand-alone
litter/recyclable receptacle.
Construction and installation of each new transit shelter would include any
combination of the following activities:
● Installation of refurbished and renewed transit shelter or a new transit shelter
at a bus stop that previously had a shelter or amenities
● Installation of refurbished and renewed transit shelter or a new transit shelter
at a location that did not previously have a shelter or amenities
● The following program elements may be provided in the area adjacent to the
shelter canopy:
o Installation of litter/recycling receptacles, digital displays, interactive
information kiosks, vending kiosks, urban panels, placemaking kiosks, and
eLockers
● Any of the following elements may also be incorporated within, or in the vicinity
of transit shelters:
o Shade structures; docks and/or corrals for scooters or bicycles; bollards;
pillars; traffic barriers; electric vehicle charging stations3; hydration
stations; handwashing stations or hand sanitizer dispensers; cooling
stations; public Wi-Fi and Broadband 5G; charging ports or stations; public
art and features that reflect local and/or architectural history;
● Sidewalk reconstruction related to the installation of new or replacement transit
shelters4, including fixing broken concrete, cracks, and making required
accessibility improvements such as cross-slope work for ADA compliance
● Minor utility work, such as underground or overhead utility connections may be
required
Each of the new and updated shelters would be equipped with a canopy, a bench,
and a litter receptacle with the size of the canopy varied. The City intends to
incorporate various amenities as part of STAP to take advantage of expanding
innovations in transit and smart technology, including customized automated digitized
advertising panels, some of which may be interactive with the capability of providing
wayfinding, real-time bus arrival, and other public information. Media panels,
approximately 4.5 feet by 2 feet wide and 8 feet tall, will each have two display panels
containing a combination of digital graphics and/or static printed commercial
advertising; wayfinding, bus arrival, or other public services message content, which
may either be incorporated into the transit shelter or installed as separate, stand-alone
3
4

Electric vehicle charging stations would be incompatible with bus stop zones where no-parking is
allowed; but may be a program feature provided away from/outside of bus stop zones.
The STAP will not be making comprehensive sidewalk repairs throughout a bus stop zone. ADA
related sidewalk reconstruction in particular, will be limited to the area immediately beneath the
transit shelter, transition areas needed to access the ADA-compliant area beneath a transit shelter,
and an ADA-compliant Pedestrian Access Route (PAR) from the waiting area beneath a transit
shelter to the ADA-compliant 5-foot by 8-foot boarding/alighting area adjacent to the bus stop sign
post. Sidewalk panels disturbed by transit shelter installations will likely be repaired replaced but
the scope of additional sidewalk repairs beyond that will be reviewed and determined on a case by
case basis depending upon the ability of the City to cover the costs of such work.
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structures. Newsstand vending kiosks, public amenity and placemaking kiosks, and
urban panels may be included as part of the project. Installation of transit shelters and
associated amenities may require sidewalk reconstruction.
For impact analysis purposes, it is estimated that the installation of each transit shelter
would disturb an area of approximately 105 to 128 square feet (i.e., 7-8 feet by 15-16
feet); the excavation volume of soil and debris would range from a minimum 25 cubic
feet to a maximum of 220 cubic feet, depending on the shelter model and foundation;
the maximum depth of excavation would be 3 feet. Construction would require
temporary closure of the public sidewalk and temporary use of the public street in front
of the bus stop/transit shelter site for up to 8 hours during each of the 2 to 3 days of
construction because installation of transit shelters and associated amenities may
require sidewalk reconstruction. A crew of 3 to 7 workers would be needed to complete
the work at each shelter per day.
Intermittent lane closure or curb restrictions would be required over the approximately
2.5 days required to install shelters. No streets would be completely closed to
vehicular traffic during the transit stop/shelter installation process, but traffic flag
persons and/or devices may need to be in place during the installation period to protect
vehicles, bicycles, and pedestrians if adequate width for deployment of the equipment
is not otherwise available. All construction vehicles would be removed daily from the
construction site location. Bus stops would need to be temporarily relocated or
suspended. No permanent parking impacts are anticipated.

3.3.3

Shelter Operations and Maintenance

Maintenance of all of the program transit shelters and other amenities would be
performed by the contractor on an ongoing basis over the 10-year period. The
activities would include any combination of the following:
● Cleaning of shelter, associated program elements, and sidewalk area on a
regularly scheduled (minimally twice per week) and emergency basis, including
use of power-washing equipment
● Removal or abatement of graffiti and/or stickers
● Abatement of etching to the highest degree possible
● Litter and recyclable collection and disposal
● Shelter repair work, including fixing broken ad panels, inoperable lights, shelter
structures, benches, litter receptacles, and other program elements
● Minor utility repair, such as replacing light elements, fuses, and utility box
repairs
● Periodic re-painting or re-coating of transit shelters and their related
components
A typical maintenance schedule is presented in Table 2.
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Table 2. Typical Maintenance Schedule
Type of
Maintenance
Preventive

Regular

Hot Spots
Deep Cleaning

Description

Frequency

% of Total
Inventory
per
Frequency

Replacement of worn structural
elements; original equipment
manufacturer (OEM)
recommended maintenance of
digital displays
Removal of graffiti, stickers,
etchings, and tags;
replacement of broken
structural elements; cleaning of
digital displays; removal of litter
and debris
All preventive and regular
Power washing to pads and
program elements; painting or
repairs to structural damage;
removal and refurbishment of
program elements

Monthly or as needed

15%

Minimally 2 times per week

100%

Minimum of 3 times per week
Rotating schedule: quarterly
for power washing; additional
power washing at specific
locations as needed
biannually or as needed for
painting and all other repairs
Upon notification and no later
than 24 hours after
notification

Based on need
Power
washing: 100%
Painting & all
other repairs:
50%

Emergency

Replacement of broken glass,
damaged structures, broken
digital displays; safely secure
and/or restrict access to
furniture that cannot be
repaired immediately to
minimize liability concerns.
Source: StreetsLA, 2021.

3.3.4

100%

Changes to the Los Angeles Municipal Code

In addition to the transit shelter improvements under STAP, the City is proposing
changes o Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC) Sections 67.01 and 67.02, which
would modify the type of advertising structures allowed in the right-of-way, in order to
effectuate portions of the STAP program and potentially authorize the consideration
of other projects in the future.
While CEQA does not require the lead agency to speculate on the potential impact of
a project, it does generally require a lead agency to evaluate the potential impacts of
future development under a new regulatory regime if there is substantial evidence in
the record that such future development is reasonably foreseeable. Based on the
available knowledge and reasonable investigation, the City conservatively estimates
that the potential projects listed below may occur in the future; however, any such
approval in the future, if approved at all, will be subject to all applicable laws, including
future CEQA analysis and all other City code and permitting requirements.
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●
●
●
●
●

Los Angeles Tourism and Convention Board (LATCB) Information Kiosks
LADOT Mobility Hubs
Metro Bikeshare
LADOT Blue LA Electric Vehicle Charging Stations
Bureau of Street Lighting Advertising on Street Lighting Assets

Based on these potentially foreseeable projects, it is estimated that future advertising
displays would be installed at approximately 500 sidewalk locations between 2022
and 2024, or as many as 167 sites per year (concurrent with the STAP rollout period).
For impact analysis purposes, these foreseeable advertising displays are being
considered in the impact analysis of the proposed project using the same construction
assumption as is being used for the transit shelter installation.

4.0

EXISTING CONDITIONS

There are approximately 1,884 existing transit shelters and several other transit stops
without shelters located within the City. Land uses along sidewalks and near the transit
stops include a wide range of categories, including residential, school, recreational,
medical, commercial, public, institutional, open space/undeveloped, and industrial. The
primary source of ambient noise within the transit stops and along sidewalks are vehicle
traffic on adjacent streets, with varying vehicle capacity and number of travel lanes.

4.1

Ambient Noise Levels

The ambient noise levels in the City are largely defined by noise from vehicles on City
streets and freeways, which is dependent on traffic volume, speed, and vehicle mix.
Intermittent vehicle noise is also generated by sirens, vehicle alarms, equipment use,
and horns. Other mobile sources of noise in the City include passing trains and aircraft
fly-overs. Common stationary sources of noise include, but are not limited to,
construction activities, use of mechanical equipment such as heating, ventilation, and
air conditioning units, and outdoor activities.
Due to the varying noise sources and resulting noise levels throughout the City, it is
not possible nor practical to determine existing noise levels at the approximately 3,583
existing and future transit shelter/shade structure locations and the 500 potential sites
for future advertising displays. However, a general representative existing ambient
noise environment within the City was documented by long-term (i.e., from 42 to 51
hours) noise measurements conducted at 10 different locations, as part of the
environmental review process for the City’s Sidewalk Repair Program (SRP). The
measurement locations were chosen to represent areas with varying noise sources
and land uses, with at least one measurement in each of the seven Area Planning
Commissions (APCs) of the City. The noise measurements were conducted from
January to February 2018 and are documented in the Noise and Vibration Technical
Report (March 2019), as provided in Appendix J of the Draft EIR for the SRP. Table
3 provides the noise measurement locations and the average noise levels from 7:00
a.m. to 3:00 p.m., when construction activities under the project would occur.
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4.2

Vibration

Vibration is generally caused by the use of heavy equipment and heavy trucks, with
vibration levels depending on equipment/vehicle type, weight, power, and site conditions.
Heavy trucks on major streets is likely to cause perceptible levels of vibration.

4.3

Sensitive Uses

Noise-sensitive land uses generally include residences, transient lodgings, schools,
libraries, churches, hospitals, nursing homes, auditoriums, concert halls,
amphitheaters, playgrounds, parks, and other uses that generally require a quiet noise
environment for various functions and activities.
Table 3. Sampled Noise Measurement Locations and Noise Levels
Location

LT1
LT2
LT3
LT4
LT5
LT6
LT7
LT8
LT9
LT10
Source:

5.0

Description

Address

Average Hourly and
(Range of Hourly)
Noise Level from
7:00 am to 3:00 pm
(dBA)

Residence within 500 feet
of a regional transit hub

10127 Remmet Avenue,
64 (58–67)
Chatsworth
11202 Tuxford Street,
In heavy industrial area
73 (72–74)
Sun Valley
14401 Sylvan Street,
Opposite Civic Center
71 (64–79)
Van Nuys
10475 Wilshire
Senior living (multi-family)
73 (71–78)
Boulevard, Los Angeles
7601 Earldom Avenue,
Residence close to LAX
68 (66–69)
Playa Del Rey
6614 Melrose Avenue,
In commercial area
75 (73–77)
Los Angeles
LAC+USC Medical Center 2051 Marengo Street,
64 (63–66)
Hospital Tower
Los Angeles
Residence adjacent to
3778 S Harvard
69 (68–73)
Expo Line light rail
Boulevard, Los Angeles
Residence adjacent to
841 W 134th Street,
61 (54–65)
school
Gardena
Residences adjacent to a
1020 S Cabrillo Avenue,
61 (58–64)
High Injury Network street San Pedro
Noise and Vibration Technical Report for Sidewalk Repair Program (March 2019)

NOISE AND VIBRATION CONCEPTS

Noise, generally defined as unwanted sound, is measured and expressed in decibels
(dB) to conveniently discuss quantities across the wide range of human hearing
capacity. To better approximate the range of sensitivity of the human ear to sounds of
different frequencies, standard “A-weighting” dB adjustments can be applied to
measured sound levels that de-emphasize low frequencies and very high frequencies.
When such A-weighting is used, the dB levels are noted with a “dBA” descriptor.
Sidewalk and Transit Amenities Program
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While a 10 dBA increase in sound level represents a 10-fold increase of sound energy,
average healthy human hearing perceives such an order of magnitude increase as a
doubling of loudness. Noise levels from point-type sources (e.g., a stationary airconditioning unit) attenuate hemispherically at a rate of approximately 6 dB per
doubling of distance, while line-type sources (e.g., roadway noise) attenuate
cylindrically at a rate of approximately 3 dB per doubling of distance. For purposes of
illustration, a stationary air conditioning unit might produce 60 dBA at a distance of 15
feet; therefore, its sound level at a distance of 60 feet would be 48 dBA (i.e., each
doubling of distance from this point-type source lowers the sound level by 6 dBA).
Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL) represents an energy average of the Aweighted noise levels over a 24-hour period with 5 dBA and 10 dBA increases added
for nighttime noise between the hours of 7:00 and 10:00 p.m. and 10:00 p.m. and 7:00
a.m., respectively. The increases were selected to account for reduced ambient noise
levels during these time periods and increased human sensitivity to noise during the
quieter periods of the day.
Vibration is an oscillatory motion through a solid medium in which amplitude can be
described in terms of displacement, velocity, or acceleration. The average vibration
amplitude (i.e., the root mean square [RMS] velocity) is the most appropriate
descriptor for gauging human response to typical ground vibration. As with airborne
sound, the RMS vibration velocity level is often expressed in dB notation as vibration
dB (VdB), which serves to compress the range of numbers required to describe
vibration. This VdB scale is based on a reference value of 1 micro-inch per second.
According to Federal Transit Administration (FTA) guidance, the background vibration
velocity level typical of residential areas is approximately 50 VdB (FTA, 2006).
Ground-borne vibration is normally perceptible to humans at approximately 65 VdB.
For most people, a vibration-velocity level of 75 VdB is the approximate dividing line
between barely perceptible and distinctly perceptible levels (FTA, 2006).

6.0

RELEVANT REGULATORY SETTING

6.1

State

California requires each local government entity to adopt a noise element as part of
its general plan. State land use guidelines for evaluating the compatibility of various
land uses as a function of community noise exposure are presented below under Local
Regulations and Standards.

6.2

Local

The City of Los Angeles has established policies and regulations concerning the
generation and control of noise that could adversely affect its citizens and noisesensitive land uses.
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City of Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC)
City of Los Angeles Noise Ordinance: LAMC, Chapter IV, Article 1, Section 41.40; and
Ordinance No. 161,574 and amended Ordinance No. 156,363 (The City Noise Ordinance)
address noise generated at construction sites, including permissible hours of construction.
In addition, operational noise from stationary and mobile sources is regulated by the City.
The City Noise Ordinance, Section 112.05 states that construction and industrial
machinery shall not exceed a maximum of 75 dBA at a distance of 50 feet in a
residential zone or within 500 feet of a residential zone, except where compliance is
technically infeasible. In addition, LAMC Section 41.40, as referenced, restricts
construction activities during different hours of the day (i.e., no person shall perform
any construction or repair work that makes loud noises that disturb persons occupying
sleeping quarters in any place of residence between the hours of 9:00 p.m. of one day
and 7:00 a.m. of the following day).
There are no adopted City standards for ground-borne vibration. In the absence of
such local regulations, FTA provides guidance on appropriate vibration limits with
respect to sensitive receptors. According to FTA, vibration impacts associated with
human annoyance would be significant if vibration caused by construction activity
assessed at a receptor exceeded 85 VdB, a vibration velocity (Lv) level that is
considered acceptable only for an infrequent number of events per day (FTA, 2006).

7.0

IMPACT ANALYSIS

This section addresses the potential impacts from construction activities, operational
noise from the project, and the CEQA noise impact checklist.

7.1

Basis of Analysis

Based on review of the STAP implementation plan, construction activities for the
STAP program elements and future advertising displays associated with foreseeable
City projects would typically occur Monday through Friday, with construction crews
arriving at construction sites around 7:00 a.m. Construction start times may be
delayed to 9:00 a.m. for sites in busy areas without on-street parking.
Dismantling, removal, and relocation of existing transit shelters (Scenario 1) and the
placement of new shelters at new locations/bus stops that currently do not have transit
shelters and/or installation of advertising displays (Scenarios 2a and 2b) are
prototypical construction scenarios. Each dismantling/removal of an existing shelter
would be unique, and the construction and installation needs would vary depending
on several factors including, but not limited to, the condition of the sidewalk and
shelter, the adjacent land uses, how busy the adjacent street is, the level of pedestrian
traffic, and whether utilities need to be moved/abandoned.
The most conservative construction scenario of the transit shelters under STAP and
future advertising displays would occur over a 3-year time span, from 2022–2024. Table
4 illustrates the anticipated improvements during the first 3 years of the program.
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Total New
Shelters

Refurbished
Shelters to be
Replaced**

Refurbished
Shelters to be
retained/New
Shelters
constructed

Shade Structures

Total Annual
Improvements

Total Citywide
Transit
Shelter/Sidewalk
Locations

Maximum Weekly
Improvements

Maximum Daily
Improvements

664

664

1,328

-

-

150

1,478

2,698

30

6

2***

610

226

836

266

67

150

1,319

3,141

25

5

3***

610

226

836

265

66

150

1,317

3,583

25

5

Total

1,884

1,116

3,000

531

133

450

4,114

3,583

Existing
Facilities
Removed/Replac
ed

1*

Year

New Transit
Shelter Locations

Table 4. Overview of Anticipated Improvements
during First 3 Years of the Program

STAP Program Elements

Other Foreseeable Projects
1

--

167

167

167

4

1

2

--

167

167

334

4

1

3

--

166

166

500

4

1

500

500

500

Total

Notes:
* 664 new locations in Year 1 use repurposed shelters that are relocated to bus stops without shelters.
** Assumes that 80% (531 refurbished shelters) would be replaced and 20% of refurbished shelters will be retained and 133 new shelters would be constructed at other
places (66-67 shelters per year
*** Upgrades in Year 2 and Year 3 include replacement shelters at existing locations (610 shelter sites) and at new sites(226 new sites).
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Table 5 summarizes the anticipated daily construction activities that would likely occur
for each construction scenario for the STAP and foreseeable City projects. As shown,
the project would lead to improvements at a maximum of approximately 6 to 7 sidewalk
locations per day over a 3-year period.
Noise from STAP element and future advertising display construction has been
predicted using the FTA “general assessment” method that focuses on the anticipated
equipment and construction duration onsite per phase. Consistent with data provided
by the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) Roadway Construction Noise Model
(RCNM) (FHWA, 2006), the predictive analysis for this study also applies the
“acoustical usage factor” to calculate an equivalent sound level (Leq) for a typical hour
during which the construction equipment is expected to generate noise. Other factors
included in the analysis are as follows:
● On average, construction equipment noise emanates from a single point at the
geographic center of the construction activity representing the mobility of
construction activities and equipment locations across the entire transit shelter
construction site as work proceeds
● Point-source sound propagation and the source emission point are 6 feet above
grade
● First-floor receivers are 5 feet above property grade
● Due to the relatively short source-to-receptor distances studied, the effect of
acoustical ground and air absorption is conservatively not included
The construction activities for the STAP program elements and future advertising
displays are expected to involve equipment that includes concrete mixer; power tools
(e.g., concrete cutting saws, chain saws); electric, compressed air, or hydraulic jack
hammer; skid steer loader; backhoe; 5- to 10-cubic yard dump truck; flatbed trailer;
boom truck; and hand tools (see Table 5). Reference maximum noise levels for such
conventional construction equipment range between 65 and 89 dBA at a distance of
50 feet from the sound-producing source (FHWA, 2006).
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Table 5. Daily Construction Activities of Construction Scenarios
Scenario

1

2

Activity
Description

Duration

Daily
Frequency
(Sites/Day)

Dismantle/
Remove
Existing
Shelter

2 to 3 hours
total
(1 hour for
traffic lane
management)

6

New
Components
Construction

2.5 days

see below

Crew Size/
Site

3 to 5
workers
3 to 4
vehicles

Equipment
(Hours)

Max Equipment
Operating
Simultaneously

Backhoe (1 hour)

2 pieces

Boom Truck
Dump Trucks
(2 per 6 sites)

Air Compressor (0.5
hour)
Generator (0.5 hour)
Skid Steer Loader
(0.5 hour)

(e.g., jackhammer+
backhoe; backhoe+
skid steer)

Flatbed Trailer Truck

see below

see below

see below

3 pieces

Boom Truck
Dump Trucks
(2 per site)
Flatbed Trailer Truck

Jackhammer (0.5 hour)

see below

Jackhammer (1 hour)

2a

2b

Site Prep

Construction

1 day

1.5 days

Sidewalk and Transit Amenities Program
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6

Backhoe (2 hours)

3 to 7
workers
4 to 6
vehicles

Skid Steer (2 hours)
Generator (1 hour)
Air Compressor (2
hours)
Backhoe (4 hours)
Air Compressor (2
hours)
Generator (2 hours)

3 to 7
workers
4 to 5
vehicles

Electric/Hand Tools

17

Vehicles

Crew Vehicle

Crew Vehicle(s)

Boom Truck
3 pieces

Concrete Truck
Flatbed Trailer Truck
Crew Vehicle(s)
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7.2

Construction Noise and Vibration

Noise generated by construction activity is temporary and intermittent in nature, and
is dependent on the various construction phases, activity, and the associated
reequipment fleet mix, duration, and the distance between the construction activity
and receptor location.
Construction activities are divided into two basic phases consisting of (1) dismantling
and removal of existing shelters and (2) construction and installation of new shelters
and future advertising displays. Table 6 presents the estimated noise levels during
STAP element and future advertising display construction for the worst-case noise
hour. During the construction phase, the projected construction activity noise levels
have been estimated to range from 75 to 78 dBA at 50 feet, which would result in a
noise impact for construction sites that are within 50 feet of a residential property. At
a distance of 75 feet, the estimated construction noise levels would range from 71 to
75 dBA; therefore, it can be assumed that any residential property beyond 75 feet of
a site location would not be impacted by construction noise.
The estimated noise levels as presented in Table 6 are at each of the individual sites;
thus, they are very localized for each location. As such, similar noise levels can also
be expected for construction of the foreseeable future advertising kiosks at about 500
locations throughout the City. Similar impacts during construction on nearby noisesensitive receptors can also be anticipated.
The removal and dismantling of an existing concrete sidewalk is the only construction
activity with a potential for creating ground-borne vibration. Any jackhammering of
sidewalks occurring within the transit shelter construction sites should not generate
excessive vibration. Some faint ground-borne noise may be possible if there is an
adjacent building adjoined with a sidewalk to be replaced as part of the project, but it
would likely not be perceptible without the use of sensitive vibration measuring
equipment. Vibration impacts due to planned construction activities and construction
equipment to be utilized are not anticipated.
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Table 6. Estimated Construction Noise Levels
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7.3

Operational Noise

Because the project consists of adding or improving transit shelters along existing
transit service lines, there is no assumed increase in transit or ambient noise due to
implementation of the proposed project features. Maintenance of the transit shelters
would be performed on an ongoing basis over a 10-year period. As previously shown
in Table 2, the maintenance consists of weekly and some biannual deep cleaning for
all shelter locations.
Table 7 presents examples of estimated noise levels for instances when noisegenerating equipment may need to be employed during the operational life span of
the shelters/shade structure and future advertising displays. The deep cleaning
maintenance would likely be the only activity that has the potential to result in a noise
impact.
As with construction noise, the operational noise for each of the sites is also localized
and independent of each other. Therefore, the estimated noise levels presented in
Table 7 would also be valid for amenities installed as a result of potential future
projects.
Table 7. Estimated Operational Maintenance Noise Levels
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7.4

CEQA Checklist

This section describes the CEQA noise analysis for the proposed project. The CEQA
Guidelines included five CEQA issues related to noise. Using the Initial Study
Checklist questions in Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines and the City’s thresholds,
project impacts are analyzed for significance as follows:
Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation

Less Than
Significant

No
Impact

a) Generation of substantial temporary or
permanent increase in ambient noise
levels in the vicinity of the project in
excess of standards established in the
local general plan or noise ordinance, or
applicable standards of other agencies?

☐

☒

☐

☐

b) Generation of excessive ground-borne
vibration or ground-borne noise levels?

☐

☐

☒

☐

c) For a project located within the vicinity of
a private airstrip or an airport land use
plan or, where such a plan has not been
adopted, within two miles of a public
airport or public use airport, would the
project expose people residing or
working in the project area to excessive
noise levels?

☐

☐

☐

☒

Would the project result in:

7.5

Thresholds of Significance

According to the L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide, Section XI, (2006), a project would
normally have a significant impact on noise levels from construction if:
● Construction activities lasting more than 1 day would exceed existing ambient
exterior noise levels by 10 dBA or more at a noise sensitive use;
● Construction activities lasting more than 10 days in a 3-month period would
exceed existing ambient exterior noise levels by 5 dBA or more at a noisesensitive use; or
● Construction activities would exceed the ambient noise level by 5 dBA at a
noise-sensitive use between the hours of 9:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. Monday
through Friday, before 8:00 a.m. or after 6:00 p.m. on Saturday, or at any time
on Sunday.
Because there are no construction activities anticipated to occur during night-time
hours and lasting more than 10 days at any single transit shelter site, only the first
item above is applicable to this project. Shelter construction and installation is planned
Sidewalk and Transit Amenities Program
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to occur over a 2- to 3-day period. Because the project will upgrade and install transit
shelters at approximately 3,500 locations and install future advertising displays at 500
sidewalk locations across the entire City, the average daytime ambient noise levels
during which construction activity would take place, as presented in Table 3, could
range between 61 dBA and 75 dBA. These measured ambient levels would be used
for analyzing potential impacts of the project per CEQA guidelines.

7.6

Response to CEQA Checklist

Using the Initial Study Checklist questions in Appendix I of the CEQA Guidelines and
the City’s thresholds, project impacts are analyzed for significance as follows:
a) Would the project result in the generation of substantial temporary or permanent
increase in ambient noise levels in the vicinity of the project in excess of standards
established in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards
of other agencies?
Comment: A significant impact would occur if the project exposed persons to or
generated noise levels in excess of standards established in the local general plan or
noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies.
Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. The STAP and future
advertising displays would generate noise during transit shelter construction and
maintenance activities. As discussed above, the estimated construction noise levels
would range from 75 to 78 dBA at a distance of 50 feet from the center of construction
activities, which may exceed the 10 dB above ambient noise level threshold for
residential and commercial properties with measured ambient noise levels of 67 dBA
and lower. At receptor locations where ambient noise levels are 68 dBA and higher,
the 10-dB increase threshold would not be exceeded. For locations where ambient
noise is lower than 68 dBA, construction noise are expected to be reduced to less
than the 10-dB increase due to distance attenuation at a distance between 75 and
120 feet, depending on specific ambient noise levels at the receptor location.
Mitigation measure NOI-1 would reduce impacts at these locations to less than
significant levels.
Mitigation Measure
NOI-1

At project construction sites when noise levels may approach or exceed City
noise criteria, such that if there are noise sensitive receptors closer than 75
feet or when receptors with existing ambient noise levels of 68 dBA and
lower are located within 120 feet of project construction activity, the
following noise abatement measures or combination thereof shall be
implemented to reduce noise levels from construction activities to be below
10 dBA over ambient levels:
● Construction or use of temporary construction noise barriers,
enclosures, or sound blankets
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● Use of low noise, low vibration, low emission-generating construction
equipment (e.g., [quieter] Tier 4 engines), as needed
● Maintenance of mufflers and ancillary noise abatement equipment
● Scheduling high noise-producing activities during periods that are least
sensitive when most people are at work during daytime hours
● Routing construction-related truck traffic away from noise-sensitive
areas
● Reducing construction vehicle speeds
If noise complaints due to construction activities should arise, construction
noise monitoring may be needed to document the ambient noise levels and
further analyze the area where the complaint occurred to determine which
of the above recommendations specifically may be needed, if any. This
would be site specific and dependent on the specific construction activity
and the degrees of exceedances. Construction hours may need to be
amended when using the loudest equipment, such as jackhammers. If a
hoe ram attachment for either a backhoe or skid steer is used in place of
hand-use jackhammers, vibration monitoring might be needed during
instances of sidewalk removal where there is an adjoining structure next to
the sidewalk which is to be removed.
Regarding permanent increases in ambient noise levels, as discussed above, STAP
project features and future advertising displays would not generate any additional
noise at the existing and future transit shelter sites and sidewalk locations. No
permanent noise impacts would occur.
b) Would the project result in the generation of excessive ground-borne vibration or
ground-borne noise levels?
Comment: A significant impact would occur if the project exposed persons to or
generated excessive ground-borne vibration or ground-borne noise levels.
Less than Significant Impact. Any jackhammering of sidewalks occurring within the
construction area of each transit shelter/shade structure or future advertising display
should not generate excessive ground-borne vibration. Some faint ground-borne
noise may be possible if there is an adjacent building adjoined with a sidewalk to be
replaced as part of the project, but it would likely not be perceptible without the use of
sensitive vibration measuring equipment. Vibration impacts would be less than
significant.
c) For a project located within the vicinity of a private airstrip or an airport land use
plan or, where such a plan has not been adopted, within two miles of a public
airport or public use airport, would the project expose people residing or working
in the project area to excessive noise levels?
No Impact. Some transit shelters and future advertising displays may be located near
an airstrip or airport, but the transit shelter and advertising display
removal/construction and routine maintenance activities would not expose people
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residing or working in the project area to excessive noise levels. Construction and
maintenance crews, as well as transit riders, would only be at the transit shelters for
short periods of time. No impacts related to noise from aircraft operations would occur.

8.0

RECOMMENDED MEASURES

As shown in the impact analysis, some construction activities may result in an
exceedance of the City threshold of 10-dB above ambient noise levels if the ambient
noise levels at noise sensitive receptors adjacent to construction activity are 68 dBA
and below. To mitigate this potentially significant construction noise impacts, NOI-1 is
recommended to reduce the noise levels to a less than significant level.
If noise complaints due to construction activities should arise, construction noise
monitoring may be needed to document the ambient noise levels and further analyze
the area where the complaint occurred to determine which of the following
recommendations may be needed, if any. Construction hours may need to be
amended when using the loudest equipment, such as jackhammers. If a hoe ram
attachment for either a backhoe or skid steer is used in place of hand-use
jackhammers, vibration monitoring might be needed during instances of sidewalk
removal where there is an adjoining structure next to the sidewalk which is to be
removed.
NOI-1:

At project construction sites when noise levels may approach or exceed City
noise criteria, such that if there are noise sensitive receptors closer than 75
feet or when receptors with existing ambient noise levels of 68 dBA and
lower are located within 120 feet of project construction activity, the
following noise abatement measures or combination thereof shall be
implemented to reduce noise levels from construction activities to be below
10 dBA over ambient levels:
● Construction or use of temporary construction noise barriers,
enclosures, or sound blankets
● Use of low noise, low vibration, low emission-generating construction
equipment (e.g., [quieter] Tier 4 engines), as needed
● Maintenance of mufflers and ancillary noise abatement equipment
● Scheduling high noise-producing activities during periods that are least
sensitive when most people are at work during daytime hours
● Routing construction-related truck traffic away from noise-sensitive
areas
● Reducing construction vehicle speeds
If noise complaints due to construction activities should arise, construction
noise monitoring may be needed to document the ambient noise levels and
further analyze the area where the complaint occurred to determine which
of the above recommendations specifically may be needed, if any. This
would be site specific and dependent on the specific construction activity
and the degrees of exceedances. Construction hours may need to be
amended when using the loudest equipment, such as jackhammers. If a
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hoe ram attachment for either a backhoe or skid steer is used in place of
hand-use jackhammers, vibration monitoring might be needed during
instances of sidewalk removal where there is an adjoining structure next to
the sidewalk which is to be removed.

9.0
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To:

Norman Mundy, Environmental Management Group, Bureau of Engineering
Lance Oishi, Engineering Services Division, Bureau of Street Services
Audrey Netsawang, Engineering Services Division, Bureau of Street
Services
Department of Public Works, City of Los Angeles
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Nak Kim, PE, Principal Traffic Engineer, Parsons

Date:

October 5, 2021

Re:

Sidewalk and Transit Amenities Program
Transportation/Traffic Impact Assessment

1.0

PURPOSE AND ORGANIZATION OF THIS MEMORANDUM

The purpose of this memorandum is to document the results of the Transportation
Impact Analysis as it relates to potential environmental impacts associated with
construction and operation of the proposed Sidewalk and Transit Amenities Program
(STAP) and future projects that may be allowed under the proposed changes to the
Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC) (collectively, the project). In addition, this
memorandum will support the findings of the Initial Study that will be prepared to
identify the appropriate environmental document for the project in compliance with the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the State CEQA Guidelines.

2.0

PROJECT LOCATION AND SETTING

The City of Los Angeles (City) covers approximately 468.7 square miles and is
generally located at the southwestern section of Los Angeles County. Public transit
services in the City are provided by the Los Angeles County Metropolitan
Transportation Authority (Metro), City of Los Angeles Department of Transportation
(LADOT), Southern California Railroad Authority (SCRRA or Metrolink), and bus
services from adjacent cities. Current inventory indicates that there are 1,884 existing
transit shelters throughout the City, which are located at bus stops that are used by
Metro, LADOT DASH and Commuter Express, Culver City, Santa Monica Big Blue
Bus, and other regional and municipal bus operators.
Approximately 21 percent (63,888 acres) of all land in the City is developed as streets,
storm drainage channels, utility facilities, and reservoirs. The City currently maintains
an inventory of 1,884 transit shelters, 197 public amenity kiosks, 6 vending kiosks,
and 14 automated public toilets as part of its Coordinated Street Furniture Program
(CSFP). Table 1 provides an inventory of these facilities. At the direction of the Los
Angeles City Council, the CSFP is entirely funded by revenue from advertising panels
at most existing program furniture locations.
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Table 1 CSFP Inventory
Structures and Facilities

Number

Transit Shelters with advertising

1,667

Transit Shelters without advertising

123

Rapid Bus Shelters

52

Los Angeles Neighborhood Initiative (LANI) Non-Advertising Shelters

42

Total Transit Shelters

1,884

Public Amenity Kiosks

197

Vending Kiosks

6

Total Advertising Panels (with 13% for public service programs)
Automatic Public Toilets (APTs) (owned/operated by a private firm)

3,679
1

14

Source: StreetsLA, 2021.

3.0

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

3.1

Project Objectives

The STAP would be implemented by the Department of Public Works Bureau of Street
Services (StreetsLA) and would provide shelter, shade, safety, and comfort to the
City's transit riders, active transportation users, and pedestrians. The program would
support public transit and shared use of the sidewalk; improve transit information and
public service delivery; be a self-sustaining program through the reinvestment of
advertising revenues to improve access and mobility; and create a dynamic program
that incorporates flexibility and collaboration with other City goals and programs.
These goals would be achieved through the efficient delivery of enhanced program
elements and active management by the City.
The primary objectives of the STAP include the following:
● Promote and expand the use of transit, active transportation, and shared
mobility by improving the quality and technological capability of associated
physical program elements, such as transit shelters, kiosks, and other
amenities
● Improve the intrinsic design qualities of street furniture and other public rightof-way infrastructure and streetscapes on a city-wide basis
● Provide public benefits to help strengthen neighborhoods while facilitating an
economically and physically sustainable project

1

APTs are currently considered an option for inclusion in the proposed STAP but are not a
mandatory component of the incoming program. The City is considering its options to pursue a
separate public toilet program. Were the City to create a stand-alone public toilet program, the
current APT inventory would be included as part of that program and would not be part of STAP.
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● Foster a public-private collaborative approach to provide expanded and more
equitable public services, regular STAP equipment maintenance, and revenue
to the City using commercial advertising opportunities

3.2

Project Implementation Features

Transit shelters are a mandatory program element. In addition to providing upwards
of 3,583 new transit shelters and shade structures, the STAP would also provide
litter/recycling receptacles, digital displays, interactive information kiosks, vending
kiosks, urban panels2, placemaking kiosks, and eLockers (click and collect lockers).
Construction of the transit shelters under STAP would occur over a three- to six-year
time span, from 2022–2024 or 2027 depending upon the negotiated terms of the final
contract. Maintenance and operation of all the transit shelters, existing and new, would
be the responsibility of the contractor for 10 years with two potential 5-year extensions,
in accordance with agreements with the City. In summary, program implementation
would include the following activities:
Dismantling and removal of existing transit shelters and amenities
Refresh a number of existing shelter and construction of new transit shelters
Maintaining the revitalized and new transit shelters
Installation of urban panels and placemaking kiosks, at or within the vicinity of
the transit shelters
● Installation of other optional program elements at or within the vicinity of the
transit shelters
●
●
●
●

This section provides an overview of various elements to be performed to implement
the STAP.

3.2.1

Construction Equipment

Construction equipment associated with implementation of the project under all
scenarios would typically include power tools (e.g., concrete cutting saws, circular
saws, drills, impact drivers, etc.); electric, compressed air, or hydraulic jack hammer;
a skid steer loader; backhoe; 5- to 10-cubic yard dump truck; flatbed trailer; boom
truck; and hand tools. This equipment would be in use from 2 to 8 hours per day.

3.2.2

Construction Crew

It is estimated that a crew of three to seven construction workers would be needed for
each of the major actions of either physically dismantling an existing transit shelter or
installing a refurbished or new shelter.

2

Urban panels are digital displays that are positioned on the street level to be viewed by pedestrians
and vehicular traffic.
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3.2.3

Hours of Construction

Work would generally occur from 7:00 a.m. to 4:00 p.m., Monday through Friday (8
hours per day). On occasion, work may take place on a Saturday between 8:00 a.m.
and 5:00 p.m. In select locations, work hours may be reduced to accommodate rushhour restrictions. It is anticipated that no construction would occur on Sundays or
holidays. (See General Conditions 00210 and Los Angeles Municipal Code Section
41.40.)

3.2.4

Site Access, Traffic Circulation, and Parking

All STAP elements would be installed to ultimately provide a clear path of travel with
a minimum 5-foot width to allow for pedestrian circulation. Placement of new STAP
elements would maintain minimum distance requirements from bus stops; rail station
entrances; building/property ingress/egress points; fire hydrants; stand pipes; building
fire safety equipment; belowground utilities and related structures; power outlets;
utility/street light/traffic signal poles; utility cabinets/aboveground facilities; signs/sign
posts; street trees and tree wells; landscaped planters and/or parkways; driveways;
access ramps; and other permitted street improvements.
Sidewalk, curb, and lane closure is expected to last for approximately 2 hours per
transit shelter removal site. For purposes of installing transit shelters, it is expected
that intermittent closure of a sidewalk, curb, and/or traffic lane would occur over a 2.5day period, with 1 day projected to get the shelter site prepared and 1.5 days to
physically install and make the shelter operational. No curb-lane closure(s) would
generally be allowed during peak traffic periods (i.e., the hours of 6:00 to 9:00 a.m.
and 4:00 to 7:00 p.m.); occasional exemptions to peak traffic hour restrictions may be
sought on a case by case basis to accommodate installation schedules. Bus stop
operations may temporarily be relocated to the opposite side of a typical intersection,
next nearest stop, or suspended during activities to either dismantle or install a shelter.
No parking is anticipated to be affected by any STAP work.

3.2.5

Landscaping and Lighting

Where possible, STAP elements are intended to enhance or take advantage of tree
canopies that provide natural shade and shelter. No trees are proposed to be removed
with implementation of the STAP elements under most instances. However, there may
be situations where tree root pruning that is required to make sidewalk repairs
necessary to achieve Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) compliance may
destabilize an existing street tree beyond a reasonable level of liability and thus, may
likely require the removal of such tree to minimize public safety risks and to bring
liability levels down to an acceptable level. When the installation of a transit shelter
brings with it the possibility that a street tree may have to be removed, the contractor
would have to comply with existing City regulations, including the need for a street
tree removal permit from the Board of Public Works; public notification of the proposed
removal of three or more street trees; a Board of Public Works public hearing for
consideration of removal of three or more street trees at a specific address; and
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provision of replacement trees on a 2:1 basis with 24-inch box size tree stock to be
watered for a minimum 3-year period. .
As part of the Green New Deal, StreetsLA began to add cooling features, trees, and
more shade at bus stops in October 2019. A coordinated effort between the STAP
and other City efforts to achieve the Green New Deal goals would be undertaken.
The proposed project would comply with pertinent City's ordinances related to lighting.
All transit shelters would come equipped with evening hour security lighting to
illuminate passenger waiting areas beneath canopies. Shelter roofs may be equipped
with solar panels or green roofs in limited quantities depending on need and/or
appropriateness. Other optional shelter features may include free Wi-Fi, charging
ports or stations, and possibly cooling systems.
Motion on digital screens would not be allowed, and limitations would be placed on
their brightness. Digital elements would have ENERGY STAR ratings for efficiency
with light-emitting diode (LED) screens. These devices must automatically control their
brightness in response to the time of day and sunlight. All elements of STAP would
also be controlled through a Content Management System, which would automatically
adjust the brightness of specific devices by location to match the allowable increase
over ambient light levels (not to exceed 4.0 lux).

3.2.6

Utilities/Utility Coordination

Subsurface utility work associated with the installation of new STAP elements would
primarily be coordinated with the City's Department of Water and Power and the
Bureau of Street Lighting to provide electrical power and water services that may be
necessary for STAP program elements. STAP installation efforts will also be
coordinated with any other utilities or subgrade infrastructure that may be located in
the City's rights-of-way. Certain water and power system connections may be
necessary within roadway and sidewalk areas to accommodate new project
components, such as shelter lighting, digital displays, and hydration stations.
No new utility boxes or power line relocations are required for the removal of existing
transit shelters. It is anticipated that any existing shelters to be replaced with a new
shelter would utilize the existing electrical services. New electrical service would be
required for the proposed new shelter locations. However, it is anticipated that existing
electrical circuits and water service lines will be used; therefore, no utility line upgrades
are anticipated.

3.2.7

Code Compliance

STAP's elements would comply with all applicable Structural, Seismic, Plumbing, and
Electrical Codes, and other specific City-adopted policies and standards applicable to
the public right-of-way. This includes compliance with Department of Public Works
Standard Specifications, Standard Specifications for Public Works Construction, City
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amendments to the Standard Specifications for Public Works Construction (Brown
Book), and various Standard Plans.

3.2.8

Operation and Maintenance

Maintenance of all STAP elements would be performed in accordance with
performance based contract maintenance standards that takes into account historical
data, including public comments and complaints received by the City's 311 Center,
STAP web forms, crowd-sourced information, and data collected by StreetsLA's Asset
Management Program.
Maintenance of program elements would include cleaning, removing graffiti and
stickers, and removing litter in, on, and around each element. All physical shelter and
associated street furniture amenities and digital devices would be maintained and kept
in good working order by the removal of dust, grime, dirt, stickers, tags, and etchings.
The digital technologies would possess a self-reporting feedback loop to alert the
StreetsLA's Asset Management System of the need for repair, refurbishment,
reconditioning, or replacement, and periodic onsite visual inspections by City staff
would be used in tandem to ensure all STAP elements are properly maintained.

3.3

Construction and Implementation Scenarios

The three scenarios described below are developed for illustrative purposes to
represent the most frequent STAP activities, including dismantling, removal, and
relocation of existing transit shelters (Scenario 1) and the placement of new shelters
at new locations/ bus stops that currently do not have transit shelters (Scenario 2). An
additional scenario (Scenario 3) was also developed for a programmatic analysis of
program elements that relate to operation and maintenance activities of transit
shelters and associated furniture in place. These scenarios are representative of
various configurations, depending on the conditions of each site. All components
described below would not occur at each project location.

3.3.1

Shelter Dismantling and Removal

Under the STAP, approximately 1,884 existing transit shelters are slated to be
dismantled and removed from their current locations over a 3- to 6-year time horizon
beginning in 2022. Of these, up to 664 shelters are expected to be refurbished and
re-distributed during the initial program years to provide a more immediate expansion
of shade and shelter at bus stops currently absent such amenities until such time the
refreshed transit shelters may be replaced by new transit shelters as a part of the
STAP roll-out process. Any combination of the following activities would be required
for this construction scenario:
● Dismantling and removal of existing transit shelters, kiosks, and associated
amenities
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● Temporary or permanent disconnection and proper capping of utility services
to existing transit shelters, kiosks, and associated amenities for safety and
future access where needed
● Transport of shelter components to a relocation/assembly site, recycling
center, and/or appropriate disposal facility
● Refurbishing shelters and other street furniture removed from existing shelter
sites
● Site preparation, including removal of existing sidewalks, foundations, and
reestablishment of utility connections as needed
The dimensions of most existing transit shelter structures are approximately 5 feet by
13 feet and 9 feet in height, with an attached or detached bench and litter
receptacle(s). For impact analysis purposes, it is estimated that approximately 10
square feet of the existing shelter area would be disturbed with a maximum 0.5-foot
excavation depth required. The excavation volume of soil and debris of approximately
5 cubic feet would be removed for disposal at the local landfill. The shelter's electrical
components would be disposed of separately. Any steel or aluminum shelter
components would be salvaged and recycled.
It is estimated that the average time to take down and transport an existing shelter
would range between 2 and 3 hours, with one of these hours reserved per day for
traffic lane management. A crew of 3 to 5 staff would be needed at each dismantling
operation. Intermittent lane closure or curb restrictions would be required. No streets
would be completely closed to vehicular traffic during the transit shelter dismantling
process, but traffic flag persons and/or devices may need to be in place during the
dismantling period to protect vehicles, bicycles, and pedestrians if adequate width for
deployment of the equipment is not otherwise available. Bus stops would need to be
temporarily relocated or suspended. No parking impacts are anticipated.

3.3.2

Shelter Construction and Installation

A total of 1,116 new transit shelters would be constructed at the designated locations,
at existing bus stops without transit shelters, and the existing 1,884 transit shelters
would be replaced. Additionally, approximately 664 of the existing transit shelters
would be removed, refurbished, and relocated to bus stops that do not currently have
shelters during the initial program year(s), with most expected to be eventually
replaced with new shelters. Approximately 20 percent of these 664 relocated shelters
(or 133 shelters) may remain at the new locations throughout the STAP rollout process
and would not be replaced with new shelters. This would possibly increase new
shelters to be constructed at approximately 1,249 locations for a total new transit
shelter construction at approximately 3,133 sites. Approximately 450 shade structures
may also be placed at bus stops where it is not practical to install a transit shelter. A
total of approximately 3,583 transit shelters and shade structures would be installed
under STAP.
The dimension of each new structure would be approximately 5 feet wide, 14-20 feet
long, and 9 feet tall, with placemaking kiosks up to 16 feet tall. It would be equipped
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with seating, illumination for security and safety, and provide a separate stand-alone
litter/recyclable receptacle.
Construction and installation of each new transit shelter would include any
combination of the following activities:
● Installation of refurbished and renewed transit shelter or a new transit shelter
at a bus stop that previously had a shelter or amenities
● Installation of refurbished and renewed transit shelter or a new transit shelter
at a location that did not previously have a shelter or amenities
● The following program elements may be provided in the area adjacent to the
shelter canopy:
o Installation of litter/recycling receptacles, digital displays, interactive
information kiosks, vending kiosks, urban panels, placemaking kiosks,
and eLockers
● Any of the following elements may also be incorporated within, or in the vicinity
of transit shelters:
o Shade structures; docks and/or corrals for scooters or bicycles; bollards;
pillars; traffic barriers; electric vehicle charging stations3; hydration stations;
handwashing stations or hand sanitizer dispensers; cooling stations; public
Wi-Fi and Broadband 5G; charging ports or stations; public art and features
that reflect local and/or architectural history
● Sidewalk reconstruction related to the installation of new or replacement transit
shelters4, including fixing broken concrete, cracks, and making required
accessibility improvements such as cross-slope work for ADA compliance
● Minor utility work, such as underground or overhead utility connections may be
required
Each of the new and updated shelters would be equipped with a canopy, a bench,
and a litter receptacle with the size of the canopy varied. The City intends to
incorporate various amenities as part of STAP to take advantage of expanding
innovations in transit and smart technology, including customized automated digitized
advertising panels, some of which may be interactive with the capability of providing
wayfinding, real-time bus arrival, and other public information. Media panels,
approximately 4.5 feet by 2 feet wide and 8 feet tall, will each have two display panels
containing a combination of digital graphics and/or static printed commercial
advertising, wayfinding, bus arrival, or other public services message content, which
3
4

Electric vehicle charging stations would be incompatible with bus stop zones where no-parking is
allowed; but may be a program feature provided away from/outside of bus stop zones.
The STAP will not be making comprehensive sidewalk repairs throughout a bus stop zone. ADA
related sidewalk reconstruction in particular, will be limited to the area immediately beneath the
transit shelter, transition areas needed to access the ADA-compliant area beneath a transit shelter,
and an ADA-compliant Pedestrian Access Route (PAR) from the waiting area beneath a transit
shelter to the ADA-compliant 5-foot by 8-foot boarding/alighting area adjacent to the bus stop sign
post. Sidewalk panels disturbed by transit shelter installations will likely be repaired replaced but
the scope of additional sidewalk repairs beyond that will be reviewed and determined on a case by
case basis depending upon the ability of the City to cover the costs of such work.
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may either be incorporated into the transit shelter or installed as separate, stand-alone
structures. Newsstand vending kiosks, public amenity and placemaking kiosks, and
urban panels may be included as part of the project. Installation of transit shelters and
associated amenities may require sidewalk reconstruction.
For impact analysis purposes, it is estimated that the installation of each transit shelter
would disturb an area of approximately 105 to 128 square feet (i.e., 7-8 feet by 15-16
feet); the excavation volume of soil and debris would range from a minimum of 25
cubic feet to a maximum of 220 cubic feet, depending on the shelter model and
foundation; the maximum depth of excavation would be 3 feet. Construction would
require temporary closure of the public sidewalk and temporary use of the public street
in front of the bus stop/transit shelter site for up to 8 hours during each of the 2 to 3
days of construction because installation of transit shelters and associated amenities
may require sidewalk reconstruction. A crew of 3 to 7 workers would be needed to
complete the work at each shelter per day.
Intermittent lane closure or curb restrictions would be required over the approximately
2.5 days required to install shelters. No streets would be completely closed to
vehicular traffic during the transit stop/shelter installation process, but traffic flag
persons and/or devices may need to be in place during the installation period to protect
vehicles, bicycles, and pedestrians if adequate width for deployment of the equipment
is not otherwise available. All construction vehicles would be removed daily from the
construction site location. Bus stops would need to be temporarily relocated or
suspended. No permanent parking impacts are anticipated.

3.3.3

Shelter Operations and Maintenance

Maintenance of all of the program transit shelters and other amenities would be
performed by the contractor on an ongoing basis over the 10-year period. The
activities would include any combination of the following:
● Cleaning of shelter, associated program elements, and sidewalk area on a
regularly scheduled (minimally twice per week) and emergency basis, including
use of power-washing equipment
● Removal or abatement of graffiti and/or stickers
● Abatement of etching to the highest degree possible
● Litter and recyclable collection and disposal
● Shelter repair work, including fixing broken ad panels, inoperable lights, shelter
structures, benches, litter receptacles, and other program elements
● Minor utility repair, such as replacing light elements, fuses, and utility box
repairs
● Periodic re-painting or re-coating of transit shelters and their related
components
A typical maintenance schedule is presented in Table 2.
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Table 2 Typical Maintenance Schedule
Type of
Maintenance

Description

Preventive

Replacement of worn structural
elements; original equipment
manufacturer (OEM)
recommended maintenance of
digital displays

Regular

Removal of graffiti, stickers,
etchings, and tags; replacement of
broken structural elements;
cleaning of digital displays;
removal of litter and debris

Hot Spots

All preventive and regular

Deep Cleaning

Power washing to pads and
program elements; painting or
repairs to structural damage;
removal and refurbishment of
program elements

Replacement of broken glass,
damaged structures, broken digital
displays; safely secure and/or
restrict access to furniture that
cannot be repaired immediately to
minimize liability concerns.
Source: StreetsLA, 2021.
Emergency

3.4

Frequency

% of Total
Inventory per
Frequency

Monthly or as needed

15%

Minimally 2 times per week

100%

Minimum of 3 times per
week

Based on need

Rotating schedule: quarterly
for power washing;
additional power washing at
specific locations as needed
biannually or as needed for
painting and all other repairs

Power washing:
100%
Painting & all
other repairs:
50%

Upon notification and no
later than 24 hours after
notification

100%

Changes to the Los Angeles Municipal Code

In addition to the transit shelter improvements under STAP, the City intends to amend
LAMC Sections 67.01 and 67.02, which would modify the type of advertising
structures allowed in the public right-of-way, in order to effectuate portions of the
STAP program and potentially authorize the consideration of other projects in the
future.
While CEQA does not require the lead agency to speculate on the potential impact of
a project, it does generally require a lead agency to evaluate the potential impacts of
future development under a new regulatory regime if there is substantial evidence in
the record that such future development is reasonably foreseeable. Based on the
available knowledge and reasonable investigation, the City conservatively estimates
that the potential projects listed below may occur in the future; however, any such
approval in the future, if approved at all, will be subject to all applicable laws, including
CEQA analysis and all other City code and permitting requirements.
● Los Angeles Tourism and Convention Board (LATCB) Information Kiosks
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●
●
●
●

LADOT Mobility Hubs
Metro Bikeshare
LADOT Blue LA Electric Vehicle Charging Stations
Bureau of Street Lighting Advertising on Street Lighting Assets

Based on these potentially foreseeable projects, it is estimated that future advertising
displays would be installed at approximately 500 sidewalk locations between 2022
and 2024, or as many as 167 sites per year (concurrent with the STAP rollout period).
For impact analysis purposes, these foreseeable advertising displays are being
considered in the impact analysis of the proposed project using the same construction
assumption as is being used for the transit shelter installation.

4.0

EXISTING CONDITIONS

The STAP elements and future advertising displays would be located at sidewalk
areas within the City. This section describes the environmental setting or conditions
related to traffic and transportation in the project vicinity, which represents the baseline
required to evaluate the project’s impacts.
The City includes access to a variety of transportation modes, including regional
freeway access, an extensive local roadway network, local and regional transit
systems, an existing bikeway network, and sidewalk network.

4.1

Existing Street System

Regional Access
The City has a freeway network that includes Interstates, United States Highways,
and State Routes (SR). Bicycles and pedestrians are not allowed on freeways, but
they are allowed on State highways that function as arterial roads. Portions of State
highways, including Pacific Coast Highway (SR-1), Santa Monica Boulevard (SR-2),
and Venice Boulevard (SR-187), are currently designated as part of the citywide
bikeway network. Freeways and State highways also accommodate transit vehicles.
Local Roadway Network
The City has approximately 7,500 miles of public streets that accommodate a variety
of motorized and nonmotorized vehicles, including private motor vehicles, taxis, freight
vehicles, transit vehicles, and bicycles. The Mobility Plan 2035 includes numerous
functional classifications: Boulevard I, Boulevard II, Avenue I, Avenue II, Avenue III,
Collector Street, Industrial Collector Street, Local Standard, Local Limited, Industrial
Local, Pedestrian Walkway, Shared Street, Access Roadway, One-Way Service
Road- Adjoining Arterial Streets, Bi-Directional Service Road-Adjoining Arterial
Streets, Hillside Collector, Hillside Local, and Hillside Limited Standard. Most of the
Boulevard, Avenue, and Collector Street roadway network within the City is laid out in
a grid pattern, and roadway users generally have multiple route options for traveling
through the City (City of Los Angeles, 2016).
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Emergency Access
California state law requires drivers yield the right-of-way to emergency vehicles and
remain stopped until the emergency vehicles have passed. Generally, multi-lane
arterial roadways allow the emergency vehicles to travel at higher speeds and permit
other traffic to maneuver out of the path of the emergency vehicle. The Los Angeles
Fire Department (LAFD), in collaboration with LADOT, has developed a Fire
Preemption System, a system that automatically turns traffic lights to green for
emergency vehicles traveling on designated streets in the City.

4.1.1

Existing Public Transit Service

The City is served by multiple transit operators, with Metro as the primary transit
operator within the City. Metro operates local bus, rapid bus, busway service, light rail,
and heavy rail throughout the County and surrounding areas. Local jurisdictions,
including the City of Los Angeles, operate additional service. LADOT operates local
DASH service, as well as commuter bus routes. Several other municipal bus operators
provide additional transit service connecting the City to neighboring jurisdictions and
counties.

4.1.2

Existing Bicycle Facilities

Bikes are legally permitted to operate on any Boulevard, Avenue, Collector Street, or
Local Street with or without specific bicycle lane designation. Los Angeles Municipal
Code (LAMC) Section 56.15 prohibits the use of bicycles, unicycles, skateboards,
carts, wagons, or any other device moved exclusively by human power on sidewalks
in a “willful or wanton disregard for the safety of persons or property.”

5.0

RELEVANT REGULATORY SETTING

A review of the various regulatory requirements was conducted to identify regulations
that address traffic and transportation. This section summarizes the various regulatory
requirements that are relevant to the project.

1.

5.1

FEDERAL

Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990
Titles I, II, III, and V of the ADA have been codified in Title 42 of the United States
Code, beginning at Section 12101. Title III prohibits discrimination on the basis of
disability in “places of public accommodation” (businesses and nonprofit agencies that
serve the public) and “commercial facilities” (other businesses). The regulations
promulgated to implement ADA include Appendix A to Part 36 (Standards for
Accessible Design), establishing minimum standards for ensuring accessibility when
designing and constructing a new facility or altering an existing facility. Examples of
key guidelines include detectable warnings for pedestrians entering traffic where there
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is no curb, a clear zone of 48 inches for the pedestrian travelway, and a vibration-free
zone for pedestrians.

5.2

State

Senate Bill 743
The purpose of Senate Bill (SB) 743 is to streamline the review under CEQA for
several categories of development projects, including the development of infill projects
in transit priority areas. SB 743 also intends to balance the needs of congestion
management with Statewide goals related to infill development, promotion of public
health through active transportation, and reduction of greenhouse gas emissions. SB
743 adds Chapter 2.7: Modernization of Transportation Analysis for Transit-Oriented
Infill Projects to the CEQA Statute (Section 21099). Section 21099(d)(1) provides that
aesthetic and parking impacts of a residential, mixed-use residential, or employment
center project on an infill site within a transit priority area shall not be considered
significant impacts on the environment. In addition, SB 743 mandates that alternative
metric(s) for determining impacts relative to transportation shall be developed to
replace the use of Level of Service (LOS) in CEQA documents. Under SB 743, the
focus of transportation analysis changes from vehicle delay to vehicle miles traveled
(VMT).
VMT Guidelines
The December 2018 updates to the State CEQA Guidelines establish VMT as the
primary metric for evaluating a project’s impacts on the environment and
transportation system. The revised guidelines require that a project’s environmental
assessment must assess and disclose whether it conflicts or is inconsistent with local
plans or policies. The revised guidelines also state, among other things, that
“transportation projects that reduce, or have no impact on, vehicle miles traveled
should be presumed to cause a less-than-significant transportation impact.”
The Office of Planning and Research’s (OPR) Technical Advisory on Evaluating
Transportation Impacts in CEQA (December 2018) provides recommendations
regarding significance thresholds for development projects with common land use
types, for general plans, and for transportation projects. It lists more than two dozen
types of transportation projects that would most likely not lead to a substantial or
measurable increase in vehicle travel and therefore should not require an induced
travel analysis. Among them are “rehabilitation, maintenance, replacement, safety,
and repair projects designed to improve the condition of existing transportation assets
([…] pedestrian facilities) and that do not add additional motor vehicle capacity.” Other
relevant considerations may include the effects of the project on transit and
nonmotorized travel.
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5.3

Local and Regional

Southern California Association of Governments Regional Transportation
Plan/ Sustainable Communities Strategy
The Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) is designated under
federal law as a Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) and as a Regional
Transportation Planning Agency and a Council of Governments under State law.
SCAG develops long-range regional transportation plans, including growth forecast
components, regional transportation improvement programs, and a portion of the
South Coast Air Quality Management District’s air quality management plans.
SCAG’s Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS)
is a long-range visioning plan that balances future mobility and transportation needs
with economic, environmental, and public health goals. The RTP/SCS consists of a
vision for the region’s future and is developed with input from local governments,
County Transportation Commissions (CTCs), tribal governments, nonprofit
organizations, businesses, and local stakeholders within the region.
There are more than 4,000 transportation projects from local city and county plans
identified in the 2020–2045 RTP/SCS, including highway improvements, railroad
grade separations, bicycle lanes, new transit hubs, replacement bridges, and
pedestrian improvements. These future investments seek to reduce traffic
bottlenecks, improve the efficiency of the region’s network, and expand mobility
choices for everyone.
Los Angeles County Congestion Management Program
The Los Angeles County Congestion Management Program (CMP) is a Statemandated program enacted by the California State Legislature with the passage of
Proposition 111 in 1990, administered by Metro. The purpose of the CMP is to develop
a coordinated approach to managing and decreasing traffic congestion by linking the
various transportation, land use, and air quality planning programs throughout the
county. One required element of the CMP is a process to evaluate the transportation
and traffic impacts of large projects on the regional transportation system. That
process is undertaken by local agencies, project applicants, and traffic consultants
through a transportation impact report usually conducted as part of the CEQA
environmental review process.
The 2010 CMP for the County (adopted October 28, 2010) was developed, in part, to
link local land use decisions with their impacts on regional transportation. The CMP
identifies a system of highways and roadways and establishes a minimum LOS
performance measurements of LOS E (except where the 1992 base year LOS is
worse than E, in which case base year LOS is the standard) for highway segments
and key roadway intersections on this system. A traffic impact analysis (TIA) is
required for projects that generate at least 50 new trips at CMP monitoring
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intersections or 150 one-way trips on mainline freeway monitoring locations during
either the AM or PM peak hour on weekdays (Metro, 2010).
City of Los Angeles General Plan
Community Plans
Community plans guide the physical development of neighborhoods by establishing
the goals and policies for land use. The 35 distinct community plans comprise the
Land Use Element of the General Plan, a State-required element. While the City
General Plan sets out a long-range vision and guide to future development, the
community plans address specific, neighborhood-level land use, transportation, and
other relevant policies, and implementation strategies necessary to achieve the
General Plan objectives. Policies and objectives of these plans that pertain to
transportation focus on increasing transit use and alternative transportation, with
continued improvements to the public transportation and circulation system.
Mobility Plan 2035
The Mobility Plan 2035, adopted on September 7, 2016, provides the policy foundation
for achieving a transportation system that balances the needs of all road users. The
Mobility Plan 2035 incorporates “complete streets” principles and lays the policy
foundation for how future generations of residents interact with their streets. The
Mobility Plan contains policies that pertain to maintaining safe and attractive
sidewalks.
2010 Bicycle Plan
The City 2010 Bicycle Plan (Bicycle Plan), adopted on March 1, 2011, is a component
of the Transportation Element of the City’s General Plan (later renamed to Mobility
Plan 2035). The purpose of the Bicycle Plan is to increase, improve, and enhance
bicycling in the City as a safe, healthy, and enjoyable means of transportation and
recreation. The Bicycle Plan establishes policies and programs to increase the
number and type of bicyclists in the City and to make every street in the City a safe
place to ride a bicycle.
The Bicycle Plan has been updated and has been incorporated into the Mobility Plan
2035 and is no longer a standalone chapter devoted to a single mode but instead
reflects the City’s commitment to a holistic and balanced complete street approach
that acknowledges the role of multiple modes (i.e., pedestrians, bicycles, transit, and
vehicles).
Los Angeles Municipal Code
LAMC Section 12.37 contains requirements related to highway and collector street
dedication and improvement. LAMC Section 17.05 contains standards that have been
updated to expand the role of the Street Standards Committee and to reflect the City’s
new focus on complete streets.
Sidewalk and Transit Amenities Program
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LAMC Section 14.4.5 addresses hazard to traffic and prohibits signs or sign support
structures to be constructed or maintained if its location, size, nature or type
constitutes a hazard to the safe and efficient operation of vehicles on a street or
freeway, or if it creates a condition that endangers the safety of persons or property.
This regulation does not apply to signage and other improvements constructed within
the public ROW.
LAMC Chapter VI provides regulations for public works and property, including streets
and sidewalks. Section 62.200 identifies obstructions to driver visibility at street
intersections and applies to signs and other improvements that may be constructed
within the public right-of-way.
LAMC Section 62.61 states that temporary lane closures resulting from nonemergency construction along major and secondary highways or collector streets
would be limited to off-peak hours. Permits may be issued on a case-by-case basis to
provide exemption.

6.0

TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC IMPACT ANALYSIS

6.2

Approach

For the purposes of assessing the traffic impacts of the project, the construction and
operation traffic trip generation arising from the project were qualitatively evaluated.
In determining the level of significance, the assessment assumed that the continuing
construction and operational activities of the project would comply with relevant
regulations, ordinances, and guidance presented in Section 6.2, Standard Conditions.
Construction activities associated with the project would occur at scattered sites
across the entire City, and the effect on traffic would not be considered additive.
Impacts would not be based on citywide activity because of the geographic distribution
of construction sites. As such, they are evaluated for three prototypical construction
scenarios as described in Section 3.3.
LADOT’s Transportation Assessment Guidelines (TAG) were considered in analyzing
the impacts of new and relocated transit shelters and associated sidewalk amenities
as proposed under STAP and of future advertising displays associated with
foreseeable City projects.

6.3

Standard Conditions/Project Design Features

Key elements of the project related to transportation that are considered existing
regulations and standard conditions are identified below as Project Design Features
(PDF) that would be incorporated into the project and implemented during construction
and maintenance activities:
PDF-TR-1:

Per the California Manual of Uniform Traffic Control Devices, the
construction manager is responsible for ensuring that all work is in full
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compliance with the current edition of the Work Area Traffic Control
Handbook (WATCH) manual, including the requirement of flaggers in
Section 9 (Flagger Temporary Traffic Control) for lane closures during
dismantling and removal of existing transit shelters, kiosks and
associated amenities or other any other construction activity that
disrupts the flow of vehicles, pedestrians, or bicyclists.
PDF-TR-2:

When construction occurs at an intersection, stopping sight distance
would be maintained for vehicles and bicyclists approaching the
intersection, per WATCH Flagger Temporary Traffic Control.

PDF-TR-3:

Adjacent property owners, whether public or private, would be notified
of any upcoming construction. Signage would also be posted in advance
of construction, notifying the public of any construction-related lane
closures or parking restrictions, in accordance with Section 7-10, Public
Convenience and Safety, and Section 302-4.5, Scheduling, Public
Convenience and Traffic Control, of the Standard Specifications of
Public Works Construction, or the “Greenbook.”

PDF-TR-4:

Temporary accessibility-compliant access would be provided and
signage would be used, where needed, to direct pedestrians to
alternative pedestrian routes or through the use of a temporary walkway,
physically separated from vehicle traffic, to provide a more direct detour,
in accordance with Section 7-10, Public Convenience and Safety, of the
Standard Specifications of Public Works Construction, or the
“Greenbook.”

PDF-TR-5:

If construction requires a temporary closure of an on-street bicycle
facility, signage would be placed to inform drivers and bicyclists of the
upcoming bicycle facility closure, indicating a shared lane ahead per
WATCH Bicycle Considerations.

PDF-TR-6:

Where construction requires a temporary closure of an existing transit
facility (e.g., bus stop), the contractor shall coordinate with the affected
transit providers prior to the start of construction to ensure users are
informed of the temporary stop relocations.

PDF-TR-7:

PDF-TR-8:

th
Per City’s Department of Public Works Brown Book 7 Edition, in
“Storage of Equipment and Materials,” a permit from the Bureau of
Street Services shall be obtained before any construction materials or
equipment are stored in the public right-of-way. All storage of equipment
and materials shall be done under an approved pollution prevention and
erosion control plan, as required by California Construction Permit Order
No. 2009-009-DWQ, as amended.

Truck trips would be coordinated to arrive and depart at off-peak
commute times to the extent feasible, pursuant to LAMC Section 62.61.
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PDF-TR-9:

6.4

Any work involving traffic signal disruption would be coordinated with
LADOT and the Los Angeles Police Department (LAPD) to identify and
implement temporary traffic control needs per the 2012 “Greenbook”
Standard Specification for Public Works Construction Section 307-5 et
seq., Temporary Street Lighting and Traffic Signal Systems.

Construction Trip Generation

Construction activities would typically occur Monday through Friday, with construction
crews arriving at construction sites around 7:00 a.m. Construction start times may be
delayed to 9:00 a.m. for sites in busy areas without on-street parking.
Dismantling, removal, and relocation of existing transit shelters (Scenario 1) and the
placement of new shelters at new locations/bus stops that currently do not have transit
shelters (Scenarios 2a and 2b) are prototypical construction scenarios. Each
dismantling/ removal of an existing shelter would be unique, and the construction
needs would vary depending on several factors including, but not limited to, the
condition of the shelter, the adjacent land uses, how busy the adjacent street is, the
level of pedestrian traffic, and whether utilities need to be moved/abandoned. PDFTR-1 through PDF-TR-9 would be followed. The most conservative construction
scenario of the transit shelters under STAP would occur over the first 3-year time
span, from 2022–2024. Table 3 illustrates the anticipated improvements of the STAP
and other foreseeable projects during the first 3 years of the program. As shown, the
project would lead to improvements at a maximum of approximately 6 to 7 sidewalk
locations per day over a 3-year period.
Table 4 summarizes the anticipated daily construction activities that would likely occur
for each construction scenario for the project.
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Table 3. Overview of Anticipated Improvements
during First 3 Years of the Program
Total
Refurbished
New
Citywide
Refurbished Shelters to
Existing
Maximum
Maximum
Transit
Total
Shelters to be retained/
Shade
Total Annual
Transit
Facilities
Weekly
Daily
Shelter/
New
Year
be
New
Structures Improvements Shelter/
Removed/
Improvements Improvements
Sidewalk Shelters
Replaced**
Sidewalk
Shelters
Replaced
Locations
constructed
Locations
STAP Program Elements
1*

664

664

1,328

-

-

150

1,4784

2,698

30

6

2***

610

226

836

266

67

150

1,319

3,141

25

5

3***

610

226

836

265

66

150

1,317

3,583

25

5

Total

1,884

1,116

3,000

531

133

450

4,114

3,583

Other Foreseeable Projects
1

--

167

167

167

4

1

2

--

167

167

334

4

1

3

--

166

166

500

4

1

500

500

500

Total
Notes:

* 664 new locations in Year 1 use repurposed shelters and relocated to bus stops without shelters.
** Assumes that 80% (531 refurbished shelters) would be replaced and 20% of refurbished shelters will be retained and 133 new shelters would be constructed at other
places (66-67 shelters per year)
*** Upgrades in Year 2 and Year 3 include replacement shelters at existing locations (610 shelter sites) and new shelters at new sites (226 new sites)
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Table 4. Anticipated Daily Construction Activities by Construction Scenarios
Scenario

1

Activity
Description

Dismantle/
Remove
Existing
Shelter

Duration

2 to 3 hours
total
(1 hour for
traffic lane
management)

Daily
Frequency
(Sites/Day)

Crew Size/
Site

Equipment
(Hours)

Vehicles

Estimated Vehicle Miles
Traveled
(VMT)

3 to 5 workers

Backhoe (1 hour)

Boom Truck

Boom Truck: 1 x 20-mile round
trip per day

3 to 4 vehicles

Jackhammer
(0.5 hour)

Dump Trucks
(2 per 6 sites)

Dump Trucks: 2 per 6 sites at
20 miles per day

Air Compressor
(0.5 hour)

Flatbed Trailer
Truck

Flatbed Trailer Truck: 1 x 20mile round trip per day

Generator
(0.5 hour)

Crew Vehicle

Crew Vehicle: 1 x 20-mile round
trip per day

6

Skid Steer Loader
(0.5 hour)
2

2a

New
Components
Construction

Site Prep

2.5 days

1 day

see below

see below

see below

see below

see below

3 to 7 workers

Jackhammer
(1 hour)

Boom Truck

Boom Truck: 1 x 20-mile round
trip per day

4 to 6 vehicles

Backhoe (2
hours)

Dump Trucks
(2 per site)

Dump Trucks: 2 per site at
20 miles per day

Skid Steer
(2 hours)

Flatbed Trailer
Truck

Flatbed Trailer Truck: 1 x 20mile round trip per day

Generator (1
hour)

Crew Vehicle(s)

Crew Vehicles: 2 x 20-mile
round trips per day

6

Air Compressor
(2 hours)

2b

Construction

1.5 days
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3 to 7 workers

Backhoe (4
hours)

Boom Truck

Boom Truck: 1 x 20-mile round
trip per day

4 to 5 vehicles

Air Compressor
(2 hours)

Concrete Truck

Concrete Truck: 1 x 20-mile
round trip per day

Generator
(2 hours)

Flatbed Trailer
Truck

Flatbed Trailer Truck: 1 x 20mile round trip per day

Electric/Hand
Tools

Crew Vehicle(s)

Crew Vehicles: 2 x 20-mile
round trips per day
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For analysis purposes, maximum daily construction at 18 transit shelter sites per day
is assumed during the first year of the 3-year improvement period, from 2022–2024
under the most conservative scenario. Each Construction Scenario 1 activity is
anticipated to take an average of 2 to 3 hours to complete, while Construction Scenario
2 activities are anticipated to take 2.5 workdays to complete. Construction Scenario 1
and Construction Scenario 2 may be occurring simultaneously throughout the City at
any given time. This assumes that as many as 6 different sites per day are subject to
transit shelter removal, 6 other sites are under site preparation, and 6 other sites
subject to transit shelter installation/relocation. An additional one site would be subject
to advertising display installation.
With respect to construction activities, the number of worker crews per site throughout
the City at a given time is anticipated to be 3 to 5 workers for Construction Scenario 1
and 3 to 7 workers each for Construction Scenario 2a and 2b, as shown in Table 5.
Up to 24 vehicle trips to the 6 construction sites could occur daily for Scenario 1; up
to 36 vehicle trips to the 6 construction sites could occur daily for Scenario 2a; and up
to 30 vehicle trips to the construction site could occur daily for Scenario 2b. Also, at
least 1 location per day would be subject to installation of an advertising display,
generating up to 30 vehicle trips. These vehicle trips would be timed to avoid peak
hours as feasible.
Table 5. Construction-Period Daily Trip Generation Estimates by Scenario
(assuming maximum of 19 sites/day during Year 1/2022)
Scenario

Activity

Duration
(Days)

Number
of Sites

Workers/
Site

Vehicles/
Site

Daily
Vehicle
Trips

Daily
VMT/
Site

1

Dismantle/Remove
Existing Shelter

1
(2 to 3
hours
each)

6

3-5

4

24

67

2

New Components
Construction

2.5

see
below

see below

see below

see
below

see
below

2a

Site Preparation

1

6

3-7

6

36

120

2b

Construction

1.5

6

3-7

5

30

100

Advertising
Display Installation

2.5

1

3-7

6

30

100

Foreseeable
Projects

Table 6 shows the citywide total construction period daily trip generation estimates by
year. For the first year of the 3-year construction period, up to 120 daily vehicle trips
deriving from construction activities could occur. For the second and third years, up to
105 daily vehicle trips could occur. It should be noted that trip generation would be
geographically dispersed throughout the City, and effects would not be confined to
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one area at a time. With approximately four to six vehicle trips per work site, impacts
to existing traffic at each site and the surrounding streets would be minimal.
Table 6. Construction-Period Daily Trip Generation Estimates by Year
Year

STAP Maximum Daily
Improvements

Foreseeable
Advertising Displays

Citywide Maximum Daily
Vehicle Trips

1

6

1

120

2

5

1

105

3

5

1

105

As shown in Table 6, the construction activities for the STAP and future advertising
displays are considered a low trip generator, with less than 250 daily vehicle trips and
less than 1,000 VMT per site. The TAG indicates that a project with a net increase
below 250 daily trips is not required to undertake further traffic study, and that a project
generating a net increase of less than 250 trips per day does not have the potential to
result in significant traffic impacts. A traffic study is not required for the project, and
significant project traffic impacts would not occur.
Furthermore, under the TAG as applicable for the proposed STAP and future
advertising displays, any sidewalk, curb, and lane closure is expected to last for a
maximum of 1.5 days per site. In accordance with several criteria, project-related
construction activities at City sidewalks would result in the loss of existing ADA
pedestrian access to an existing transit shelter, bus stop, or facility (e.g., layover zone)
during revenue hours and the temporary loss of use (for more than one day) of an
existing bus stop or transit shelter.
Using the TAG evaluation criteria, the STAP and future advertising displays would
occur at dispersed locations throughout the City, with construction at multiple sites.
While full roadway closures or closures of two or more travel lanes are not anticipated,
construction activities will occur at the sidewalk areas along various roadway types,
including Major Arterial, Secondary Highway, Non-Arterial Streets, etc. A limited
number of construction vehicles, equipment and crews at each site (see Table 5
above) would be affecting traffic volumes and changes to the congestion levels at the
abutting streets and intersections are anticipated. Compliance with PDF-TR-1 through
PDF-TR-3 and PDF-TR-7 through PDF-TR-9 would ensure constraints to vehicle
access and the potential for traffic hazards and accidents would be reduced during
short-term construction.
Where existing pedestrian access is temporarily altered, there would remain adjacent
sidewalk areas providing ADA-compliant pedestrian access (e.g., within ¼ mile of the
potentially lost pedestrian access) to other transit shelters or bus stops. As discussed
above, the affected bus stop would be temporarily relocated to the opposite side of a
typical intersection, to the next nearest stop, or suspended for no greater than a few
days. During this time, alternative pathways and detour signs would be provided
where safety pedestrian access can be made in compliance with the MUTCD and
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WATCH manual (PDF-TR-1 and PDF-TR-5), Green Book (PDF-TR-4) and Brown
Book (PDF-TR-7) to provide flaggers, signs, and temporary accessibility-compliant
access. As part of PDF-TR-6, the City will coordinate with Metro and other transit
service providers regarding maintenance of ADA access to Metro stations, transit/bus
stops, and transit facilities (e.g., layover zones) during revenue hours. In addition,
since the estimated longest duration of construction activity phase is 1.5 days and the
total construction period is 2.5 to 3 days, the temporary loss of access would be limited
and considered to be minimally disruptive.
Existing transit lines, bus stops, transit stations, and transit facilities within a ¼ mile
radius of construction sites would be made readily available as well. For all street or
lane closures and potential transportation hazards, proper traffic management
measures shall be developed in coordination with LADOT, including the need for
temporary closure of a travel lane that may be necessary to maintain adequate
pedestrian and bicycle access as part of PDF-TR-1, PDF-TR-4, and PDF-TR-5. PDFTR-6 also requires coordination with transit providers regarding the need to
temporarily close or relocate bus stops and/or reroute service.
During temporary blockage of sidewalks, a detour that provides pedestrians an
alternative sidewalk path or a sidewalk diversion, which would provide a protected
pathway near, but safely away from the construction site, would be implemented as
part of PDF-TR-1, and implemented in accordance with the California MUTCD or other
City-approved standard.
Under PDF-TR-3, private property and business access would be maintained at all
times during construction, and work would be scheduled to avoid unnecessary
inconvenience to the public and abutting property owners. Undue delays in
construction activities would be avoided to reduce the public’s exposure to
construction. As necessary, the contractor would be required to consult with LADOT’s
Parking Meters Division regarding revenue recovery costs for the removal of parking
meter spaces, if applicable.
Compliance with PDF-TR-1 through PDF-TR-9 would ensure construction-related
traffic and access impacts of the project would be less than significant.

6.5

Maintenance and Operations Trip Generation

The maintenance and operational activities from the STAP and future advertising
displays would include standard service visits, power washing, emergency repairs,
and City inspections. Table 7 shows the daily trip generation estimates of maintenance
and operations during the 10-year program. This includes estimates of existing
maintenance activities under the CSFP that would be replaced by the STAP.
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Table 7. Maintenance and Operations Daily Trip Generation Estimates
Type of
Service

Annual
Trips

Average
Daily
Trips

Maximum
Worker/
Day

Average
Daily
Site/
Vehicle

Average
Daily Miles
Traveled/
Vehicle

Daily
VMT/
Site

48

35

40

55

8

9

40

33

Average
Daily
Vehicles

PROPOSED PROGRAM MAINTENANCE & OPERATIONS
Standard
Service Visit

432,250

1,729

Power
Washing

16,625

67

Emergency
Repairs

41,563

167

17

11

40

52

City
Inspections

16,625

67

8

9

40

33

57

EXISTING MAINTENANCE & OPERATIONS
Standard
Service Visit

227,500

875

25

35

40

29

Power
Washing

8,750

34

4

9

40

17

Emergency
Repairs

21,875

84

8

11

40

27

City
Inspections

8,750

34

4

9

40

17

30

For future advertising displays, it is estimated that maintenance activities would be
approximately 14 percent of STAP maintenance activities or approximately 12
additional vehicles per day.
As shown in Table 7, the maintenance activities for the STAP are a low trip generator.
With 81 daily trips that would replace 41 existing trips, and an additional 12 trips could
be expected for the maintenance of future advertising displays. This would result in a
net increase of 52 additional trips (or less than 250 daily vehicle trips and less than
1,000 VMT per site) over existing conditions. Even with the combined daily
construction (120 trips) and maintenance trips (52 trips), the project would generate
less than 250 trips per day. The TAG indicates that a project is not required to
undertake a further traffic study and does not have the potential to result in significant
traffic impacts. A traffic study is not required for the project, and significant project
traffic impacts would not occur.

6.6

Responses to CEQA Checklist

This section describes the CEQA transportation analysis for the proposed project. The
CEQA Guidelines include four CEQA issues related to transportation. Using the Initial
Study Checklist questions in Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines and the City’s
Thresholds, project impacts are analyzed for significance as follows:
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Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less than
Significant
With
Mitigation

Less than
Significant

No
Impact

a) Conflict with a program plan,
ordinance or policy addressing the
circulation system, including transit,
roadway, bicycle and pedestrian
facilities?

☐

☐

☒

☐

b) Would the project conflict or be
inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines
section 15064.3, subdivision (b)?

☐

☐

☒

☐

c) Substantially increase hazards due
to a geometric design feature (e.g.,
sharp curves or dangerous
intersections) or incompatible uses
(e.g., farm equipment)?

☐

☐

☒

☐

d) Result in inadequate emergency
access?

☐

☐

☒

☐

Would the project:

a) Would the project conflict t with an applicable plan, ordinance or policy addressing
the circulation system, including transit, roadway, bicycle, and pedestrian
facilities?
Reference: LADOT Transportation Assessment Guidelines, Los Angeles County
Congestion Management Program, City of Los Angeles General Plan, Mobility Plan
2035, 2010 Bicycle Plan.
Comment: A significant impact would occur if the proposed project conflicts with
program, plan, ordinance, or policy addressing the circulation system, including
transit, roadway, bicycle, and pedestrian facilities.
Less than significant impact. STAP program elements and future advertising
displays would be located on sidewalk areas and would only temporarily block traffic
and bicycle lanes during construction. The proposed project would not conflict with the
Los Angeles Mobility Plan 2035 and 2010 Bicycle Plan. As discussed above, project
Impacts on sidewalk areas would be ensured to be less than significant with
implementation of PDF-TR-1 through PDF-TR-9. The impact of the proposed project
would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required.
b) Would the project conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines section
15064.3, subdivision (b)?
Reference: LADOT Transportation Assessment Guidelines (2020)
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Comment: A significant impact would occur if the project generates a net increase of
250 or more daily vehicle trips or generates a net increase of 1,000 VMT or more per
site over existing conditions in daily VMT. A significant impact would occur if the
project includes retail uses and the portion of the project that contains retail uses
exceeds net 50,000 square feet; and if located within a 0.5 mile of a fixed-rail or fixedguideway transit station, replaces an existing number of residential units with a smaller
number of residential units.
Less than significant impact. As discussed above, the estimated trip generation
from the project would be less than 250 daily vehicle trips. The proposed project would
not be in conflict with State CEQA Guidelines section 15064.3, subdivision (b) during
construction and maintenance/operations. The impact of the proposed project would
be less than significant, and no mitigation is required.
c) Would the project substantially increase hazards due to a geometric design feature
(e.g., sharp curves, or dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm
equipment)?
Reference: LADOT Transportation Assessment Guidelines (2020); LADOT Hazard
Review for Sign Application Permits Evaluation Checklist (October 11, 2012).
Comment: A significant impact would occur if the project proposes new driveways, or
introduces new vehicle access to the property from the public right-of-way; or
proposes to, or is required to, make any voluntary or required modifications to the
public right-of-way (e.g., street dedications, reconfigurations of curb line), or
substantially increases hazards due to geometric design features.
Less than significant impact. The project does not propose any new roads,
driveways, intersections, bikeways, trails, sidewalks, crosswalks or improvements to
these facilities that may lead to an increase in areas for potential vehicle, pedestrian
and/or bicycle conflicts. The STAP program elements and future advertising displays
would be located so as to maintain/meet ADA accessibility requirements and would
not create obstacles that would be considered hazardous to pedestrians or bicyclists.
The project is also not expected to directly generate pedestrian or bicycle activity.
However, the potential for visual distraction due to new and relocated transit shelters
and associated sidewalk amenities and future advertising displays is considered in
terms of their potential to create traffic hazards.
LAMC Section 14.4.5 addresses the identification and permitting of "hazard[s] to the
safe and efficient operation of vehicles upon a street or freeway." While the permitting
policy is not in itself applicable to the placement of transit shelters under STAP and
future advertising displays within the public right-of-way, which are instead subject to
separate regulations promulgated by the City Council, a succinct screening tool
checklist developed by the LADOT provides a useful framework for considering
potential traffic hazards, although it was not developed to augment the CEQA
Appendix G Environmental Effects/Initial Study Checklist, per se.
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Additionally, LADOT has developed the following guidance for evaluating permit
applications for digital billboards:
Digital billboards should be avoided on roadway sections with high task
demands where a motorist’s attention needs to be elevated. Billboard signs
and sign support structures should not be placed where they may distract or
obstruct a motorist’s view of a traffic signal or warning sign. High task demand
roadways include street segments with mid-block crosswalks, with yellow
school crosswalks, and when the approaching motorist is confronted with a
horizontal curve, lane drop, or merge or weave area.
As with the Hazard Review for Sign Application Permits Evaluation Checklist,
discussed immediately below, this guidance is for digital billboards, not on-street
advertising displays of the type that would be installed under STAP.
LADOT's Hazard Review for Sign Application Permits Evaluation Checklist (October
11, 2012) poses three questions:
● Would the proposed sign or sign support structure obstruct a motorist's view of
any traffic control device?
● Are approaching motorists faced with important decision making tasks within
500-feet of the proposed sign location?
● Is the digital billboard proposed along a street block that has a mid-block
pedestrian crosswalk?
None of the proposed new or replacement transit shelters under STAP and future
advertising displays or kiosks anticipated for site selection and placement would
obstruct a motorist's view of any traffic control device, including street signs, traffic
signals or prominent road markings, as they would be placed on sidewalk areas and
subject to LAMC Section 62.200, which prohibits obstructions to driver visibility at
street intersections and applies to signs and other improvements that may be
constructed within the public right-of-way. Limitations on the sizes of transit shelters
and advertising displays, along with illumination levels of no more than 4.0 lux over
ambient light levels; no full motion videos or sound allowed; and refresh rates of at
least 10 seconds or more, would also reduce the potential for driver distraction. Thus,
their placement would not be expected to impede any important driving decisions by
motorists that might affect or jeopardize their or others' safety. The location of the
shelters, sidewalk amenities, and advertising displays would not be in close proximity
to any roadways featuring horizontal curves or a substantive lane elevation slope,
which may require the driver's increased attention.
A number of transit shelters/shade structures (relocated or new), signs and digital
advertising displays could be within 500-feet of street intersections or where
approaching motorists may face important driver decision tasks. It is recognized that
high task demand roadway segments and intersections require heightened driver task
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attention, including, for example, the roadway situations outlined in LADOT's
previously cited guidance for digital billboards Notwithstanding, as part of project
reviews prior to issuance of a blanket permit for the STAP and approvals for future
advertising displays, the proposed transit shelter and future advertising display
locations would be subject to review for compliance with applicable regulations in the
LAMC prior to approval, including assurances that the project would not create public
hazards or hazards to traffic, in accordance with the LAMC. The City reserves the right
to exempt from the blanket permit approval any of the contractor's individual proposed
locations of shelters, sidewalk amenities, and advertising displays and signs where
the City has determined certain roadway segments and characteristics involve highdemand driver task engagement.
Furthermore, transit shelters/shade structures and future advertising displays would
not be placed along a street block that has a mid-block pedestrian crosswalk per
LADOT guidance, because of the inherent safety concerns and the desire to avoid
and minimize conflicts associated with such areas between motorists, pedestrians,
and bicyclists. Along with reducing the potential for hazards at pedestrian mid-block
crossings, other motorist hazard factors taken into consideration for the
accommodation of a transit shelter in the public right-of-way include compatibility with
adjacent properties and land uses, as well as available curbside space, whether a
bus bay or turnout is present, width of adjacent sidewalk, the number, width and
geometric design configuration of traffic lane(s), volumes of average daily traffic
(ADT), speed limits, and sight distances.
Perhaps relevant to this discussion of the placement of transit shelters under STAP
and future advertising displays is a report published by the Federal Highway
Administration (FHWA) in 2012, "Driver Visual Behavior in the Presence of
Commercial Electronic Variable Message Signs" that investigated the effects of
changeable message signage on driver visual behavior in a roadway-driving
environment, a study that is more fully described in the Aesthetics Memorandum Attachment A, prepared for STAP (2021). The findings of this research study indicated
that drivers directed the majority of their visual attention to areas of the roadway that
were relevant to the task at hand, i.e., the driving task.
First, after reviewing prior relevant literature, the FHWA report stated, "Collectively,
these studies did not demonstrate that the advertising signs detracted from drivers'
glances forward at the roadway in a substantive manner while the vehicle was
moving." When extended to driving, it would be expected that visual attention will be
directed toward task-relevant areas and objects (e.g., the roadway, other vehicles,
speed limit signs, etc.) and other salient objects, such as billboards, will not
necessarily capture attention to the point of becoming a major driver distraction.
Second, the FHWA study found "for tasks such as driving, the task demands tend to
outweigh stimulus salience when it comes to gaze control," or in less technical
language, the driver will typically and unconsciously adjust their behavior to the
immediate and nearby environment, which includes consideration of a myriad of
factors, such as the speed and amount of adjacent vehicular traffic, weather
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conditions, traffic signals, speed limit signs, and pedestrian crosswalks, as well as
adjacent land uses, to name but just a few. The presence of electronic advertising
content adjacent to the roadway was just another element among many that a motorist
took into account while driving. The STAP program elements and future advertising
displays would be designed and placed in accordance with City standards and would
not substantially create or increase hazards at sidewalk areas due to design features
nor create or increase hazards for motorists, pedestrians, or bicyclists. The impacts
of the proposed project would be less than significant, and no mitigation is required.
d) Would the project result in inadequate emergency access?
Reference: LADOT Transportation Assessment Guidelines (2020)
Comment: A significant impact would occur if the proposed project results in
inadequate emergency access.
Less than significant impact. STAP program elements and future advertising
displays would be located at sidewalk areas, and would maintain/meet ADA
accessibility requirements. Emergency access would not be substantially inhibited by
the proposed project. The impact of the proposed project would be less than
significant, and no mitigation is required.
Construction of the program elements and future advertising displays at each location
would last only a few hours of the day and only a few days to complete. No lane
closures are anticipated during peak hours. Compliance with PDF-TR-1 through PDFTR-9 would ensure the construction-related impacts on emergency access would be
less than significant.

7.0

RECOMMENDED MEASURES

Based on the analysis above, impacts on transportation and traffic would be less than
significant. No additional evaluation or mitigation measures are necessary, and
Project Design Features PDF-TR-1 through PDF-TR-9 would ensure impacts are less
than significant. No significant and unavoidable adverse impacts related to
transportation and traffic would occur.
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Attachment A – CSFP Parts Usage Summary 2020-2021
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Attachment B – CSFP Work Orders Completed - February-March 2021
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Attachment C – CSFP March 2021 Work Orders

Sidewalk and Transit Amenities Program

34

October 2021

Transportation/Traffic Impact Assessment Technical Memorandum

Attachment D – Shelterclean Services Monthly Work Order Summary –
March 2021
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