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Ibecp ro j ect(a1cityofinglewood.o rg; 
mwikox@cityofinglewood.org; 
fljackson@cityofinglewood.org 

J\1indy Wilcox, AICP, Planning Manager 
Fred Jackson, Senior Planner 
City of Inglewood, Planning Division 
l West Manchester Boulevard, 4th Floor 
Inglewood, A 90301 

Re: July 21, 2020 CC Hearing, Agenda Item No. PH-4; Further Objections to 
IBEC Project SCH 2018021056; FEIR and Other Approvals 

Dear Mayor, City Council, _Ms. Horton, Ms. Wilcox and Mr. Jackson: 

This firm and the undersigned represent Kenneth and Dawn Baines, owners of the 
property located at 10212 S. Prairie Ave., Inglewood. Please keep this office on the list 
of interested persons to receive timely advance notice of all hearings and determinations 
related to the City's actions and potential approvals related to the IBEC/Clippers Arena 
project ("Project") and any of its components, including but not limited to general plan 
amendments, eminent domain actions and resolutions of necessity, noise insulation 
projects, road improvement projects, traffic management programs, hotel development 
project, street or alley vacation determinations, specific plan amendments, the J\1edia 
WOW billboard project at Prairie and Century and its MND, the Inglewood Transit 
Connector project, parking pennit project, creation of the Inglewood Transportation 
Management Community Services District ("ITMCSD") agency formation, and any 
environmental determinations and/or CEQA exemptions associated with those. 

The request for the above advance notice is pursuant to all applicable laws, 
including but not limited to Pub. Res. Code§ 21167(f). 
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I. FEASIBILE ALTERNATIVES EXIST THAT HAVE NOT BEEN 
STUDIED. 

Pub. Res. Code§ 21002 states: "[It] is the policy of the state that public agencies 
should not approve projects as proposed if there are feasible alternatives or feasible 
mitigation measures available which would substantially lessen the significant 
environmental effects of such projects." 

The EIR is the heart of CEQA and exists, in part, to help identify all feasible 
alternatives and mitigation measures. 

The City's alternatives analysis in the IBEC EIR has been flawed and inconsistent: 
all the alternatives were advanced so that they could later be eliminated leaving the 
Project - with its full mass and scale - to be the preferred alternative and the only feasible 
alternative. For example, the EIR identifies the City Center alternative as 
environmentally superior, in that it would be reduced in size and would move the Project 
further away from F mum and So Fi stadium and thereby reduce the concentration of all 
the traffic activity in one place. (DEIR, p. S-51-52.) However, the most recently 
produced Memorandum from ESA -the environmental consultants for IBEC - authored 
by Brian D. Boxer and dated June 12, 2020, suggests that all alternatives, including the 
City Center one, are not feasible (hereinafter, "Memorandum"). The Memorandum also 
claims: "The purpose of this memorandum is to examine in greater detail whether these 
seven alternatives are, in fact, feasible. The determination of whether these alternatives 
are feasible will ultimately be made by the City Council. This memorandum is intended 
to aid the Council in its consideration of this issue." (Exh. 1 p. l [Feasibility 
Memorandum].) 

The Memorandum's findings of infeasibility of all 7 alternatives 
demonstrate once again that the EIR process in this case has been nothing but 
post-hoc rationalization condemned by courts: 

"The full consideration of environmental effects CEQA mandates 
must not be reduced "'to a process whose result will be largely to 
generate paper, to produce an EIR that describes a journey whose 
destination is already predetermined."' (Natural Resources Defense 
Council, Inc. v. City of Los Angeles (2002) 103 Cal.App.4th 268, 
271, 126 Cal.Rptr.2d 615.)" Save Tara v. City of West Hollywood 
(2008) 45 Cal.4th 116, 135-136. 
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Further, the EIR' s failure to analyze a reduced development alternative is a 
violation of CEQA. 

Also, the alternatives analysis in the EIR and in the Memorandum lacks good faith 
analysis. To perform the informational mandate under CEQA, the EIR must bridge the 
analytic gap between evidence and conclusions. The EIR fails to perform that essential 
function. 

Most impmtantly, the feasibility contemplated under CEQA is not determined by 
the profitability of the Project or economic ambitions of the Project Applicant but is an 
objective inquiry into whether there are any legal restraints or whether the project will not 
be economically at a loss. See Uphold Our Heritage v. Town of Woodside (2007) 147 
Cal.App.4th 587, 599, 602-603; Center for Biological Diversity v. County of San 
Bernardino (2010) 185 Cal.App.4th 866, 883. 

Contrary to the above-quoted legal authority, the :Memorandum's findings of 
infeasibility of an alternative of a reduced size project, or an alternative site, or mitigation 
measures are merely based on financial feasibility and economic profitability of the 
alternatives to the Applicant or to the City. There are no facts of a "legal restraint" or 
"magnitude of the difference" between the use of a technology park, or a parking lot on 
the site as contemplated before by the City for many years, or use of a same-day event 
limitation and coordination between NFL, Forum, and Clippers arenas, as suggested by 
public comments. 

Finally, the Project alternatives analysis is now incomplete and inaccurate in view 
of a more environmentally superior alternative available to the City and Applicant and 
yet not discussed in the EIR, upon the Applicant's purchasing of the MSG Forum. 

The analysis in the Alternatives Feasibility Letter is legally flawed and 
unsupported by substantial evidence, as further described below: 

A. The EIR or Recent Memorandum Do Not Support the Infeasibility of a 
"No Project" Alternative 1. 

"The purpose of an EIR is not to identify alleged alternatives that meet few if any 
of the project's objectives so that these alleged alternatives may be readily eliminated." 
Watsonville Pilots Assn. v. City of Watsonville (2010) 183 Cal.App.4th 1059, 1089 
(emphasis orig.) The EIR's failure to analyze a reduced development alternative is a 
violation of CEQA. Id. at 1090. 
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The Memorandum - posted to the administrative record on June 16, 2020 and long 
after March 24, 2020 - provides inaccurate facts and pure speculation to support the 
finding of infeasibility for the genuine "no project" alternative. 

The justification for the infeasibility of the "No Project" Alternative 1 provides: 

"Alternative 1: No Project 

This alternative appears to not be feasible for the following 
reasons: (1) none of the City's and Applicant's stated 
objectives for the Proposed Project would be achieved; (2) the 
vacant parcels on the Project Site would likely remain 
vacant/underutilized for the foreseeable future without 
development of the Proposed Project; and (3) as a result of 
the parcels remaining vacant, the City's economic 
development goals for the Project Site would not be met. A 
more detailed discussion of each reason is provided below." 

None of the noted reasons are genuine or supported by facts/substantial evidence. 

Project Objectives: The Memorandum claims that the No Project alternative is not 
feasible since Project objectives of the City and the Applicant are not achieved under the 
alternative; however, the Memorandum focuses solely on the economic objectives. The 
economic objectives are not the standard to decide the infeasibility of an alternative. 
Besides, now that the IBEC Project's Applicant has also acquired the MSG Forum and 
may simply use MSG Forum for its games or enlarge the MSG Forum capacity, it is 
unclear why the "No Project" alternative will not meet any of the listed economic 
benefits to the City and the Applicant. Additionally, the City may still utilize the IBEC's 
proposed site for another project, such as a technology park or a parking structure, or for 
less intensive land uses, and gain both the benefits of the Clipper's games at the i\-1SG 
Forum site, as well as other uses on the IBEC's proposed site. 

Alternate Use/Utility of Project Site: Another reason for the Memorandum's 
finding of the "No Project" alternative infeasible provides: "Without construction of the 
Proposed Project, the vacant and underutilized parcels on the Project Site would continue 
to remain vacant and/or underutilized." This conclusion is inaccurate and unsupported by 
facts. First, the :Memorandum itself concedes that the site has been already planned 
(assured to the public) to be used as an overflow parking structure since 2015 when the 
NFL stadium was approved by voter initiative. Thus, the site will not be vacant. Also, 
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assuming the NFL games alone will indeed make the overflow parking underutilized, 
with the Clippers purchasing the MSG forum, the Clippers could also share/use the same 
overflow parking site and it would not be underutilized any more. 

Also, the i\-1emorandum acknowledges that the Project site has been proposed for a 
technology park for years, ever since the City acquired an FAA grant and initiated the 
demolition of numerous apartment buildings on the site. The Memorandum's 
explanation that the technology park could not be built because part of the Project site is 
not owned by the City and no entitlements have been approved by the City is 
disingenuous: the Project site is still not completely owned by the City and the City is 
contemplating dubious eminent domain actions to seek to acquire the private parcels for 
the benefit of a private entity - the Project Applicant. Besides, the reason no entitlements 
are approved by the City on the site is completely within the City's control and its 
fraudulent intent not to use the site as a technology park or to use it for purposes different 
from those presented to the public has been hotly contested as part of the fraud case filed 
by MSG Forum. 

Consistency with the FAA Grant Contrary to the Memorandum's claims, the 
Project itself is not only inconsistent with the FAA grant, but will also ignore such 
inconsistency. The Project's disposition and development agreement ("DDA") shows 
that the Project includes building of a hotel - a residential structure - in the same flight 
zone incompatible with the FAA grant. Moreover, the same DDA mentions that even 
though the FAA restrictions will pass to the Project Applicant as running with the land, 
none of those "shall prohibit or limit the development of the Project Site as permitted by 
the Scope of Development and this Agreement." (E [213] of DDA, Murphy's Bowl Draft 
April 29, 2020 and City's Draft May 22, 2020.) Moreover, the Memorandum's reasoning 
is based on the logical fallacy that because the FAA grant requires compatible uses, only 
the IBEC Project is compatible. The Project site may be put to a number of other uses, 
and the fact that nothing has been approved by the City to date and all the prior plans 
about the location (technology park, parking for the NFL stadium) have been purposely 
ignored or not acted upon does not make alternate uses or plans for the Project site 
infeasible or inconsistent with the FAA grant. 1 

In fact, the IBEC Project at the proposed site - despite the existence of prior plans 
for the site and in need of extensive rewriting of the general plan, specific plan, overlay 
zoning, design standards, street vacation and municipal code - prove the City's 
precommitment to the Project before it is approved, rather than the Project's consistency 
with the FAA grant requirements. 
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Economic Goals under the General Plan: The Memorandum lists the economic 
goals of the General Plan Land Use Element "to "[h]elp promote sound economic 
development and increase employment opportunities for the City's residents by 
responding to changing economic conditions."" (Emph. added.) The issue has been 
repeatedly raised and disputed by the Inglewood residents: how would the building of a 
third arena in the City promote "sound" economic development where the City cannot 
even accommodate the traffic caused by three stadiums and issues parking restrictions in 
all residential zones? And how would it increase employment opportunities for the 
City's own residents where the Project Applicant committed to provide only 30-35 % of 
its construction and operation jobs to the City residents and where the majority of jobs it 
will provide are temporary and seasonal? Moreover, the Project proposes to expel 
existing businesses, an inn, a restaurant, a catering business, and others, which - unlike 
the Applicant's Project - provide permanent skilled jobs, instead of the mostly seasonal 
and unskilled jobs for the Project events. 

Public Benefits: The Memorandum lists public benefits in the amount of $100 
million. 2 The Memorandum does not explain how that amount will indeed help the listed 
initiatives. However, per the Applicant's statements during the June 17, 2020 Planning 
Commission meeting, the public benefits to support the affordable housing will be solely 
in the form of loans to developers to build housing. However, the Developer can provide 
such loans anywhere and - considering the fact that more housing developments are not 
necessarily tied to affordable housing - the public benefits to Inglewood residents are 
unsupported, illusory, and attenuated. 

Thus, the Memorandum's/City's findings of infeasibility of the No Project 
alternative are unsupported and erroneous. 

2 The _Memorandum does not provide a breakdown of each alleged public benefit. 
In the meantime, during the Planning Commission hearing on June 17, 2020, the 
Applicant's representative and the City staff quoted much bigger benefits far exceeding 
the $100 million. In view of the discrepancy between the Memo's quoted and the 
Applicant's and City's statements at the Planning Commission hearing, the public 
benefits package and representations are at best questionable. 
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B. The EIR (Memorandum) Does Not Support the Infeasibility of the 
Reduced Size Project Alternatives. 

Guidelines§ 15126.6(e)(2) states that ifthe environmentally superior alternative is 
the No Project Alternative, the EIR shall identify an Environmentally Superior 
Alternative among the other alternatives. Therefore, even assuming the No Project is 
infeasible, the City should have looked at the next environmentally superior alternative -
i.e., the reduced size alternative. First, the Memorandum is inconsistent with the EIR, 
which lists the environmentally superior alternative as the City Center. (DEIR, p. S-51-
52.) Second, the _Memorandum characterizes its own reduced size Alternative 2 as 
infeasible for the following justification: 

"Alternative 2: Reduced Project Size 

Alternative 2 does not appear to be feasible for the following 
reasons: (1) inconsistency with the City's economic 
development goals; (2) the lack of ability of the LA Clippers 
to consolidate their uses at a single site in the region, (3) loss 
amenities and the inability to hold pre- and post-game events 
would diminish customer and fan experience; (4) adverse 
effects on arrival and departure patterns; and ( 5) 
inconsistency with the requirements of the City's FAA AIP 
grants." (Memorandum, p. 5.) 

The justification is inaccurate and unsupported by substantial evidence. 

Inconsistency with the City's economic development goals: This justification 
mirrors the one in the No Project alternative and is inaccurate for the same reasons 
mentioned above. 

The _Memorandum claims a reduction in the one-time development impact fee to 
the Inglewood Unified School District in the amount of $175 million, without mentioning 
that the amount is not a "gift" or "benefit" but rather "compensation" for the impact the 
Project will cause to the schools. Also, the Memorandum fails to note the impact of the 
Project on the adjacent school in the Lennox School District, which will be severely 
impacted, without any recourse or compensation plan by the Applicant. Thus, the $175 
million payment should not count as an economic benefit to anyone, and it does not 
compensate for the impacts to the Lennox Unified School District. 
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Therefore, the i\-1emorandum's conclusion that the Project's reduced size 
Alternative 2 will not "meet the City's goals to promote economic development that 
would generate opportunities for the City's residents" as compared with the Project itself 
is inaccurate and deficient. 

Inability to consolidate Applicant's uses at a single site in the region: Even 
assuming this were a genuine or legally acceptable reason - which it is not - it ceased 
being such after the Project Applicant acquired the :MSG Forum, which, per the 
Memorandum, has the capacity to accommodate additional activity and in fact will allow 
the Applicant to "consolidate" all uses at a "single site in the region." The i\-1SG Forum 
is located within walking distance (1 mile= 20 min to walk) from the proposed IBEC 
Site. (Exh. 2 [Google map - distance from The Forum to IBEC site].) In fact, the MSG 
Forum site is closer than the current clinic and amenities that the Clippers have "two 
blocks" away from the Staples center. The i\-1SG Forum - now owned by the Applicant
can provide the extra amenities the Project needs, if any, with less impacts to the 
environment. 

Loss of amenities to hold pre- and post-game events: The justification is unrelated 
to infeasibility in that it focuses on "customer and fan experience," neglecting the 
Inglewood community that will be impacted and the mitigation of those impacts under 
CEQA. 

Finally, the Project's justification and objective to hold pre- and post-game events 
squarely conflicts with and refutes a number of other baseline assumptions in the Project 
that the community was asked to rely on; e.g., (1) Clippers games would not burden the 
Inglewood community since the games will be coordinated with the NFL stadium and 
The Forum, especially upon the Applicant's recent purchase of the latter; (2) the 
residential districts will not be much impacted because the games and events usually last 
4-5 hours and a 1-2 hour exempt parking will not work for stadium visitors. 3 As such, 

3 The City adopted a Parking Ordinance on June 16, 2020 with the Staffs late
added provision, whereby guests or workers at residences will be able to park for a 
maximum of 1 or 2 hours in a residential area, as determined by the Public Works 
director. Although the Ordinance itself does not reflect any firm commitment for 1-2 
hour exceptions but leaves it to the discretion of the Public Works Director, per Staffs 
oral presentation on June 9, 2020, the 2-hour exceptions had to be available for guests of 
residences from 8 am to 5 pm. Staff's reasoning and time limitation was based on the 
inherent assumption that games begin after 5 pm and stadium patrons would not be able 
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the Memorandum makes the Project a year-round activity site, which may be potentially 
open 24/7, in view of cafes, restaurants, and the hotel with the restaurant/cafe and other 
amenities - far different from what the Project was presented to be to the community. 
Beyond that, for purposes of CEQA and infeasibility analysis, the emphasis should be on 
the impacts on the enviromnent, rather than the enjoyment of the Project's visiting 
customers and fans, to the detriment of Inglewood residents. 

Adverse Effects on Arrival and Departure Patterns: The Memorandum's 
reasoning and justification is based on the incorrect old baseline assumption that the 
reduced size of the Project will not allow the additional amenities for customers, which 
could in tum keep customers longer on the site before and after the games and thereby 
prevent same-time arrival and departure traffic. As noted before, with the Applicant's 
purchase of the Fmum, the Project site now can achieve the same operational intensity by 
allocating part of its administrative activity to the I-mile away Forum site and leaving the 
other part (restaurants, cafes) at the Arena site. In fact, utilizing the Forum site for those 
extra amenities will help spread out the parking needs for the IBEC site, rather than 
concentrate eve1yone in one place. This new scenario - its benefits or impacts - was not 
studied in the EIR or in the later _Memorandum, making both defective in view of 
changed baselines. 

Inconsistency with FAA Grants: See above discussion in Section A ("No 
Project"), supra. 

C. The EIR's Infeasibility of Alternatives 3-6 (Alternative Sites) is 
Unsupported. 

The Memorandum analyzes the infeasibility of alternative sites, some of which are 
in a different jurisdiction (Alternatives 3-5). -W'hile it is true that there can be infeasibility 
- i.e., legal restraint - to develop a project where the "site may not be available for 
purchase" since it is unknown if the owner would be willing to sell, the same reason 
applies to the proposed site in Inglewood: not all lots at the Project site belong to the City 

to park at places with a 2-hour limitation for games that will last 4-5 hours. See City 
Council hearing video, June 9, 2020, Time 1\-farker, 01:08:37 to 01: 12:50. The adoption 
of the Parking Ordinance on June 16, 2020 proceeded with a motion to waive the reading 
of the ordinance and without any staff presentation on the item or any CEQA findings. 
See City Council hearing video, June 16, 2020, Time Marker, 12:42-13:15. 
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Moreover, the justifications improperly focus on the expenses associated with 
building at a different site, profitability, and costs associated with cleanup of hazardous 
waste, contrary to legal authority. 

As to Alternative 6, the Memorandum provides that it is unknown if the site is 
available for sale by the owner but fails to mention who the site owner is and whether it is 
the same as with the present IBEC site (e.g., City or Successor Agency). At the same 
time, it makes unsupported claims that the parking will be insufficient or that there will 
be no room to accommodate the various amenities in the Project. Yet, the Hollywood 
Specific Plan Area - and the site adjacent to NFL Stadium - could be more compatible 
for development of the Arena and will help to better coordinate various events. After all, 
per the :Memorandum, the NFL stadium will need to use parking on an "intermittent 
basis" "20-40 times per year," which would allow the Project to use the NFL amenities 
and parking instead. 

The infeasibility of Alternative sites is not supported by substantial evidence. 

D. The EIR's Infeasibility of Alternative 7 (MSG Forum) Is Inaccurate 
and a New Study of this Alternative Site Is Required. 

The Memorandum analyzes the infeasibility of the Alternative Site 7 - the MSG 
Forum - and yet omits one critical change: the MSG Forum is now officially owned by 
the Project Applicant. Thus, there has been a change in the baseline that has not been 
studied or analyzed in the EIR. In fact, after the Memorandum 's Reduced Size 
Alternative 2, Alternative 7 may be the other environmentally superior alternative in this 
case. 

First, the availability of the Alternative Site 7 upon the Project Applicant's 
purchase of the MSG Forum -which occurred after the release of the Project DEIR for 
public review and before the ce1tification of the EIR - is a significant change and a 
change in the baseline, which needs to be reviewed prior to approval of the Project. 
Second, the EIR needs to be re-noticed and re-circulated for public review and comment 
based on the new feasible and environmentally superior Alternative 7 (as well as 
Alternative 2). Pub. Res. Code§ 21092.1; Guidelines§ 15088.5(a). 

Third, the justifications in the _Memorandum to support the infeasibility lack merit. 
They state: 
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"This alternative does not appear to be feasible for the following 
reasons: (l) it may not be feasible to construct the Proposed Project 
on the alternative site; (2) the Project Site would remain 
underutilized, and thus not meet the City's vision for the site; and (3) 
construction of the Proposed Project would result in the loss of an 
historic resource." (Emph. added.) 

The emphasized words highlight the inconsistencies in the assertions. The use of 
"may" for feasibility is improper - this is something that needs to be ascertained. On the 
other hand, there is no support for the statement that without the Project, the Project site 
"would remain" underutilized: the site was previously planned for a parking structure 
and a technology park and the City is in total control of whether something would be 
approved there. Finally, there is no support for the statement that the historic resource 
would be lost or demolished should the Clippers move there: it is possible to enlarge the 
capacity of the Forum without demolishing it or affecting its significance. The EIR (or 
:Memorandum) does not explain why such expansion is "infeasible." 

Site Feasibility: The Memorandum's site feasibility justification focuses on the 
parking location and convenience for the Project itself; the inconvenience to the Project's 
own occupants is neither an impact under CEQA nor something CEQA requires be 
mitigated. 4 Moreover, the Memorandum claims: "The project architect has stated that 
the resulting linear shape of the plaza, and high level of exposure to South Prairie venue, 
a 6-lane arterial, would inhibit the creation of a unique urban environment and would be 
contrary to best practices in urban placemaking." Yet, the site feasibility under CEQA 
does not depend on the "best practices in urban placemaking" and neither the 
Memorandum nor the EIR provides any legal grounds or authority for the statement. 

City Objectives for the Project: The :Memorandum acknowledges that the 
Alternative 7 will still achieve the City objectives but claims it will not achieve those "to 
the same extent" as the Project. "Same extent" is not a consideration for feasibility. 
Moreover, the Memorandum's justification rests on the erroneous and unsupported 
premise/assumption that the :MSG Forum needs to be demolished. 

4 The Memorandum's reference to the parking impacts - and especially in the 
context of parking impacts to the Project itself - is disingenuous. See Sec. IV for the 
City's claims that parking impacts of the Project are not a CEQA concern. The IBEC 
DEIR is deficient for lack of study of the secondary effects of parking shortage caused by 
the Project on the surrounding environment. 
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Project Schedule and Costs: The Memorandum's justification is that Alternative 7 
Site (I'v1SG Forum) is not included in AB 987 and therefore will have to proceed with the 
regular CEQA schedule rather than the expedited. The expediency, however, should not 
be a consideration in CEQA, let alone support the feasibility of the project alternatives or 
mitigation. See San Franciscans for Reasonable Growth v. City & Cty. of San Francisco 
(1984) 151Cal.App.3d61, 74 (describing agency's "failure to consider and analyze this 
group of projects" as driven by it being "more expedient to ignore them. However, 
expediency should play no part in an agency's efforts to comply with CEQA"). 

Project's Environmental Benefits: The Memorandum incorrectly claims that the 
Proposed Project has a number of environmental benefits and features and suggests that 
the Alternative 7 will not have those. The Memorandum does not explain why 
Alternative 7 will not have those same benefits and fails to note that: ( 1) those benefits 
are illusory and unsupported (e.g., GHG emissions, reduction in traffic); (2) the alleged 
environmental benefits are there to mitigate the impacts the Project itself will cause as 
proposed and are therefore not a benefit but rather a compensation and mitigation. 
Moreover, the i'v1emorandum claims: "Because AB 987 would not apply at this site, these 
measures would not be implemented under Alternative 7." The statement is based on a 
logical fallacy and does not explain why the Project or its Applicant will be unable to 
provide those same benefits without the AB 987. 

II. THE PROJECT'S SAME-DAY EVENT LIMITATION IS A FEASIBLE 
MITIGATION. 

CEQA mandates that no Project be approved if there is a feasible mitigation 
measure available for it. Pub. Res. Code § 21002. In response to public comments and 
requests to mitigate various individual and cumulative impacts of the IBEC project by 
means of setting same-day limitation of events at SoFi, i'v1SG Forum, and the IBEC 
Project site, Stone Planning LLC submitted a letter to the City, which was added to the 
administrative record and yet not circulated to the public for review as part of the Draft 
EIR. ("i'v1emo") The Memo declared "attendance limitations" "infeasible." 

The infeasibility findings by Stone Planning LLC (Stone) are improper and 
unsupported for various reasons. Also, the feasibility conclusions by Stone are based 
solely on the economic profits of the Project Applicant, which is not a CEQA standard of 
feasibility. 

Stone's Memo talks about the alleged impossibility of predicting and controlling 
the attendance of various events at MSG Forum because there is a difference between 
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maximum facility capacity, and actual and anticipated attendance numbers, and suggests 
that "IBEC could have to pass on booking tickets on the same day as Fornm" and yet the 
Forum may have less attendance eventually. However, the opinion disregards the fact 
that the Forum is now owned by the Project Applicant and therefore there should be no 
coordination problems between the Forum and Clippers events: in other words, the same 
owner may easily determine the number of available tickets at each venue through shared 
data. Stone's other reason similarly claims there might be a problem since some tickets 
are not purchased but are reserved "on hold." This, again, should not be an issue in view 
of the common ownership of the Project and the Forum. 

Second, Stone's Memo suggests a similar conflict with the SoFi Stadium: "A 
major event at SoFi Stadium would preclude any event of any size at the IBEC, even if 
event times are staggered throughout the day." However, the opinion disregards the 
City's estimate in the Feasibility Memorandum, i.e., that the Project is proposed at the 
present site because otherwise So Fi stadium's use of the IBEC site for overflow parking 
would result in underutilization of the site in view of the anticipated "20 to 40 times" per 
year. (Exh. 1 [Feasibility i\,femorandum, supra].) This would leave the Project with the 
rest of the 325-345 days open to schedule events and should not come at a significant 
loss. 

The Memo states the same for the Forum: "As The Forum is one of the busier 
arenas in the country and a top destination for concerts, this would harm the IBEC's 
ability to schedule LA Clippers games and attract other events, particularly because both 
arenas will experience the same seasonality of events, with most events held from the fall 
through spring. (The timing of event booking is described in more detail below.)" The 
arguments here are improper since they focus on the maximum profits the Clippers can 
make from its Project's full implementation rather than the magnitude of the alleged loss 
and the costs associated with restrictions. Moreover, that the Project itself may be limited 
in its operation in light of the two nearby stadiums is not a consideration in CEQA and -
if anything - should have been properly considered by the Project Applicant before 
choosing to implement the Project in Inglewood. 

Stone's arguments also note a problem in same-day limitation in view of the fact 
that events are scheduled "years in advance" and IBEC will lose "flexibility." Again, 
those are planning issues that have to be considered by the Project Applicant when 
choosing the proper site for its project. Economic decisions or interests of developers or 
investors are not a CEQA concern. 
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In sum, Stone's arguments of infeasibility of the mitigation measure of limiting 
same-day events for SoFi Stadium, The Forum and the Project (Clippers Arena) focus on 
the economic success of the Applicant rather than the infeasibility of the mitigation 
measures, and are therefore unsupported. 

Stone's Memo rebuts the Feasibility Memorandum's arguments about the alleged 
infeasibility of Alternative Sites for the Project and shows that the Alternative Sites in 
other jurisdictions are far more feasible and environmentally superior to the Project at the 
proposed Inglewood site. 

The Alternatives Feasibility Memorandum and the Stone Memo re Infeasibility of 
the same-day limitations demonstrate that the EIR failed to provide the CEQA-mandated 
reasonable range of alternatives to the Project, despite the myriad of alternatives which 
the City and "independent" experts themselves claim to be infeasible. The lack of a 
"reasonable range of potentially feasible alternatives" in the EIR therefore could not 
foster "informed decisionrnaking and public participation." Guidelines§ 15126.6(a). 
(Exh. 3 [Dec. 28, 2011 ruling in LASC Case No. BS130732].) 

III. THE PROJECT'S APPROVALS FOR THE CITY COUNCIL INCLUDE A 
NEW ACTION ITEM, WHICH WAS NEITHER DISCLOSED IN THE 
DEIR NOR DECIDED BY THE PLANNING AGENCY, NOR WAS IT 
ADEQUATELY DISCLOSED TO THE PUBLIC TO PROVIDE 
INFORMED MEANINGFUL COMMENTS. 

The Project has been chopped into various unidentified and unidentifiable parts, to 
evade CEQA. See our extensive piecemealing objections in prior letters. 

As another example, it was only after closing the public review process and after 
presenting the Project before the Planning Commission for recommendation, that the staff 
added a new item for approval in the Notice of the Final Public Hearing, stating: 

"6. Adoption of an Ordinance Amending Inglewood Municipal 
Code Chapters 2 (Administration), 3 (Motor Vehicles and Traffic), 5 
(Offenses, Miscellaneous), 10 (Public Works), and 11 (Building 
Regulations) to permit development and operation of the Project, 
including provisions regarding public art, truck routes, noise 
regulations, traffic demand management, and disposition of 
municipal real property." (Exh. 4 [Public Notice for Final Hearing 
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July 21, 2020].) 

Adding piecemealed parts to the Project at the very time of approval prejudiced 
the public by lack of informational disclosures and violated CEQ A's mandates of good 
faith disclosure, timely notice, and prohibition against piecemealing. 

IV. THE PROJECT'S EIR LACKS ANALYSIS OF AN INTEGRAL 
COMPONENT OF CITYWIDE PARKING CHANGES. 

On June 16, 2020 -after the IBEC Project DEIR public review period closed on 
rv1arch 24, 2020 - the City adopted a citywide Parking Permit District Ordinance. 

The language of the Ordinance makes clear that it was passed to accommodate the 
combined capacity of sport events, including SoFi and the IBEC Project. Yet the IBEC 
DEIR does not analyze parking impacts of the Project or the impacts of the Parking 
Ordinance adopted in furtherance of it. 

The Ordinance5 was adopted in violation of CEQA, since the agency failed to 
support its assertion that the Ordinance will not cause environmental impacts with 
substantial evidence. The single CEQA paragraph from the City's June 16, 2016 staff 
report states: 

"This ordinance is exempt from the requirements of the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) pursuant to Section 1506l(b )(3) 
of Title 14 of the California Code of Regulations; the permit parking 
program would not result in any physical changes to the 
environment, other than minor signage. The program is designed to 
reduce potential traffic and parking impacts to the residential 
neighborhoods by limiting the number of excessive non-resident 
vehicles parking in the area. At the City Council meeting of June 9, 
2020, Ordinance 20-09 was introduced." (Exh. 5, p. 4 [June 16, 
2020 Staff Report].) 

Conclusory recitation and argument about the "common sense exemption" in 
Guidelines 15061 (b )(3) is inadequate to meet the agency's burden of proof 

5 We have raised Brown Act violations related to this Parking Ordinance in our June 
30, 2020 Cure and Correct letter. See http://ibecproject.com/IBECEIR 035513.pdf 
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Second, the City's reasoning for the "common sense exemption" appears to be 
based on the logical fallacy that just because the Ordinance is "is designed to reduce 
potential traffic and parking impacts," it must be necessarily exempt from CEQA. Not 
so. 

The citywide parking restrictions - adopted in order to further the IBEC Project at 
issue here - will significantly impact the environment and especially residential areas 
citywide. The Parking Ordinance provides max 2 parking permits per residence. 

The secondary effects of the described parking shortage - in case of non
availability of parking even after the public has secured parking permits - will be caused 
by more trips to look for parking, more cars parked in inappropriate places, more safety 
problems associated with remote parking and walking, as well as more GHG emissions 
attendant to vehicle idling, traffic, congestion, and extra trips in search for parking. 

Based on the Infeasibility Memorandum - added to the Project's administrative 
record after the close of the IBEC Project DEIR's comment period- the SoFi Stadium 
was approved by initiative in 2015 based upon the present IBEC site being used for 
SoFi's overflow parking purposes. 

Hence, the IBEC Project included two additional integral components: (1) 
adopting a citywide parking ordinance; and 2) removing the overflow parking 
contemplated by SoFi Stadium in 2015. These components had to be analyzed and 
disclosed in the DEIR itself, not after the public comment period closed and not in 
piecemeal fashion with an inapplicable CEQA exemption. 

The issue of lack of parking shortage discussion in the DEIR was raised by 
Planning Commissioners at the June 17, 2020 special hearing. However, City staff 
claimed the DEIR did not study the parking impacts of the Project on the environment as 
parking is not one of the fields of study under CEQA. However, the secondary effects of 
parking shortages are still a concern for CEQA and have to be mitigated. 

The IBEC DEIR is deficient for lack of study of the secondary effects of parking 
shortages caused by the Project on the surrounding environment - distinct from the 
parking convenience to Project visitors and the "best practices in urban placemaking." 

CEQA requires the lead agency to respond to public comments in good faith. That 
did not occur here. 
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Further, recent communications posted to the AR- the Alternatives Feasibility 
Memorandum and the Stone Memo re same-day event limitation - suggest that the EIR 
did not adequately disclose and identify all the impacts of the Project. 

The problem of inadequate studies of the contemplated land uses and intensity 
under the Project is also compounded by the fact that the study of the Project impacts in 
the EIR was limited to only 30 years of operation (DEIR, p. S-19) and the erroneous 
assumption that the Project's moving from the Staples Center to Inglewood will generate 
no net new GHG emissions or, as amended later, only a few more games. 

V. PIECEMEALING WITH INAPPLICABLE EXEMPTIONS; 
PRECOMMITMENT TO IBEC. 

On June 9, 2020, the City took another action related to the IBEC Project: 
creation of the Inglewood Transportation Management Community Services District 
("ITJ\1CSD"). As has been previously argued, the City Council action on June 9, 2020 
was in violation of CEQA's piecemealing prohibition, the Brown Act, as well as CEQA's 
mandate not to approve any project which may have significant impacts without first 
mitigating those. The ITMCSD was improperly piecemealed from the overall IBEC 
review. 

Under AB 987, the IBEC Project includes a "transportation demand management 
program" pursuant to Pub. Res. Code§ 21168.6.8(a)(6). The creation of such 
transportation program was not analyzed in the DEIR and the public specifically inquired 
about the mysterious references to a "transit hub" during the June 17, 2020 Planning 
Commission meeting, without the City staffs responding to the inquiry. 6 

6 Based on the available information, the Inglewood Mobility Plan and Inglewood 
Transit Connector Project which will be managed by ITMCSD, will remove the median 
on S. Prairie St., will designate lanes for shuttle services, will create a monorail system 
which the public will ultimately have to pay for in the form of assessments to the City 
and City taxes, and will remove large stores to make room for the transit hub or stations 
linking to :Metro's Crenshaw Line. On June 17, 2020, the Planning Commissioners 
inquired about the impact of such designating lanes for the Project's shuttle services on 
the ACCESS transportation system for disabled people. The City did not provide a 
definitive answer beyond a conclusory statement that ACCESS services will not be 
disturbed. 
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Also, on June 16, 2020, the City filed a Notice of Exemption for the formation of 
the new agency - the ITMCSD - unidentified on the July 9, 2020 City Council agenda. 
(Exh. 6 [Notice of Exemption downloaded from the County website].) 

The City violated CEQA by invoking inapplicable exemption grounds: Guidelines 
§§ 15320 (reorganization) and 1506l(b)(3) (common sense exemption). 

Exemptions from CEQ A's requirements are to be construed narrowly in order to 
further CEQA's goals of environmental protection. See Azusa Land Reclamation Co. v. 
Main San Gabriel Basin Watermaster (1997) 52 Cal.App.4th 1165, 1220. Projects may 
be exempted from CEQA only when it is indisputably clear that the cited exemption 
applies. See Save Our Carmel River v. Monterey Peninsula Water Management Dist. 
(2006) 141 Cal.App.4th 677, 697. 

Finally, the two exemptions do not and should not legally apply since the creation 
of the agency was part of the IBEC Project and is being piecemealed from it. 

On July 7, 2020, the City Council's Agenda included a consent item to fund
from the City's General Fund - a shuttle service pilot project. Per the staff report 
hyperlinked thereto, the shuttle service was to serve Inglewood residents working at 
LAX. (Exh. 7 [July 7, 2020 Agenda and Staff Report].) The staff report, however, does 
not include any data to suggest how many Inglewood residents indeed work at LAX and 
whether the City's initiative and spending taxpayer money is in response to an actual 
need, as represented. Coincidentally, the agenda item was "pulled" by the :Mayor at the 
outset of the City Council meeting, without any staff request or explanation. 

On the other hand, on _March 24, 2020, in its comments to the IBEC DEIR, Metro 
- a responsible agency for the IBEC Project - requested specific information about 
shuttle services: 

"Shuttle Service provision: The EIR should describe/confirm, in the 
Project Description section and/or the Transportation and Circulation 
section: 

a) whether the shuttles will be a private bus service, funded 
and/or provided by the Applicant, or a municipal/public
provided service; 

b) the frequency of shuttles (headways) proposed for event days; 
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c) whether fares for the shuttle will be free, paid, or TAP-card 
enabled. 

Shuttle service hours and augmenting staff (law enforcement, traffic 
officers and general support) pre and post-event should be extended 
on days with concurrent events at the Forum or SoFi Stadium to 
assist with excessive pedestrian and vehicle traffic." (Metro's 
rv1arch 24, 2020 Comment re IBEC DEIR, p. 4.) 

The City's alleged concern about the number of Inglewood residents who work at 
LAX and failure to ascertain the need for such shuttle services pilot project, coupled with 
:Metro's request to specify the funding and existence of shuttle services contemplated by 
the IBEC Project, suggest that the pilot shuttle service program on the City Council 
agenda of July 7, 2020 was not coincidental and is related to the IBEC Project. As such, 
the shuttle services is yet another piecemealed project from IBEC, whose impacts are 
now put on the shoulders of the public without adequate disclosure and notice thereof in 
the IBEC EIR. 

VI. PRECOMMITTMENT TO THE PROJECT. 

On June 30, 2020 - after the public and we were deprived of the possibility to 
comment on the adoption of two General Plan amendments we also assert are part of the 
IBEC Project7 - the Mayor once again confirmed both piecemealing of the General Plan 
amendments from the IBEC Project and the City's precommitment to the Project. After 
the close of the public comment period and displaying a self-lauding video of 
achievements as the chair of the Metro Board promoting transit-oriented developments, 

7 It was only at the time of the City Council meeting - not in the agenda for the June 
30, 2020 City Council meeting - that Mayor Butts announced that all those who wish to 
address the decisionmakers directly may do so by going to the City Hall, and that 
addressing decisionmakers over the phone was not "guaranteed." In fact, at both times 
when items PH-2 and PH-3 (General Plan Amendments) of the June 30, 2020 agenda 
were called, the operator reported that there was no caller on the line even though we had 
been on and waiting to speak since the beginning of the 2 p.m. City Council hearing. 
Also that day, although we were given the chance to comment before the two agenda 
items were called and after those were voted on, our comments were inaudible due to 
poor connection and then were altogether muted. 
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the Mayor commented disparagingly about our advocacy of our clients' rights as they are 
threatened by the City with eminent domain, and against CEQA itself: "I am gonna tell 
those people: we are not stopping anything .... as though they are going to stop us by 
using CEQA law."8 

The Mayor's comments confirm again that the City has precommitted to the 
Project and approved it prior to the certification of the EIR, in violation of CEQA. 

VII. THE IBEC DEIR AND THE PROJECT MAY NOT BE APPROVED 
BECAUSE OF THE CITY'S FURTHER FAILURES TO COMPLY. 

The City and EIR's approval actions include: 

"• Approval of the vacation of portions of West lOlst Street and 
West 102nd Street, and adoption of findings in connection 
with that approval. 

• Approval of right-of-way to encroach on City streets." 
(DEIR, p. 2-89.) 

The City's attempt to approve vacating of two streets all in one action/hearing of 
approving the Project and without the specific findings disclosed in the DEIR violates the 
procedures of Streets and Highways (S&H Code) Code Sections 8300, et. seq., related to 
specific requirements, findings and hearing. 

Moreover, S&H Code Sec. 8313 requires the agency to consider the general plan, 
and obviously consistency issues, when planning to vacate the street. As noted in our 
prior letters, the City inconspicuously and illegally plans to amend the General Plan to 
effectuate the vacating of the streets. Before the City vacates a street, it must engage in 
prescribed procedures. S&H Code § 8320(b )(2). 

The City's approval of all actions - including the vacation hearing - into one 
hearing and providing short notice of such hearing is improper. 

8 See time marker 11: 15:20 through the end of the video at: 
https://www.facebook.com/cityofinglewood/videos/685255228697788/ 
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Further, the street vacation hearing should not only consider the general plan 
consistency and approve the vacation on such consistency ground, but rather the 
legislative body must consider and find "from all the evidence submitted, that the street, 
highway, or public service easement described in the notice of hearing or petition is 
unnecessary for present or prospective public use," and thereafter vacate the street. S&H 
Code § 8324. The City failed to consider this issue; neither could it find that l 0 l st or 
102nd streets are "unnecessary for present or prospective public use." 

The portions of both l 0 l st and l 02nd streets proposed for vacating, as well as the 
public right of way on City streets unidentified in the DEIR which will be encroached 
upon by the Project, are necessary for public use both for the purposes of traffic and 
pedestrian circulation. The increase in traffic in the City will make lOlst and 102nd 
streets even more necessa1y. 

This necessity will not be abated by Metro's light rail or any shuttle service that 
may or may not be proposed by any transportation agency or by :Murphy's Bowl during 
events. The light rail or train stations typically serve inter-city commute. The issue is 
whether the highway will be necessary for the public and community of Inglewood. 
Restricting such access and interrupting the traffic circulation onto lOlst and 102nd 
Streets from/into S. Prairie St. will severely impact the adjacent residences, the 
elementary school access on 105th Street, as well as cause more traffic on the adjacent 
streets. 

Further, 102nd Street is designated as a "collector" street in the General Plan, i.e., 
it links the narrow streets with the arterial ones in Inglewood and must necessarily have 
at least one lane in each direction and an appropriate width and capacity to accommodate 
3,000 to 15,000 trips a day. 9 (Exh. 8 [Excerpts from the Downtown Plan and Circulation 
Element.]) The same is true about the encroachments into the public right of way, which 
are also covered by the Code. S&H Code§§ 8314 (public right of way), 8309 (complete 
or partial abandonment). 

9 Seep. lat http://inglewood.arroyogroup.com/wp
_Q_Q!!1~_DJhmlQ_'!_<l~a_Q_J_§{Q'ZlQ9\YPJ9-WP::I!!gl~_\YQ_Q_Q:_4_,_E::II'!ffif::~rn_<l::C'.irg_lJllltiQP,_p_gJ ; see 
also, pp. 20-21 or pdf pp. 26-27 at 
http://vl.cityofinglewood.org/civicax/f:ilebank/blobdload.aspx?BlobID=8522 
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A street or a public right of way may not be vacated/abandoned for private use, as 
here. The fact that Murphy's Bowl visitors will benefit from it does not tum the private 
project into a public one. 

VIII. FURTHER RE GHG. 

The Project relies on :Mitigation :Measures 3.7-l(a) and 3.7-l(b) to achieve no net 
increase in GHG emissions and thereby allegedly reduce the impact to a less-than
significant level. After identifying an incomplete list of on-site mitigation measures -
failing to require feasible solar carports and failing to identify the feasibility of future bus 
stop improvements without planning for additional sidewalks now - the FEIR attempts to 
absolve the Project of its GHG emissions by relying on offsets purchased from the open 
market. The FEIR allows virtually unlimited carbon offsets with only two requirements: 
(1) the credit shall be obtained from an offset project registry approved by CARB; and 
(2) the credits must be determined by staff to be "permanent, additional, quantifiable, and 
enforceable." 

Generally, CEQA requires that mitigation measures shall be "fully enforceable 
through permit conditions, agreements, or other legally binding instruments." 
Guidelines,§ 15126.4(a)(2). The precise mitigation measures might be deferred (and 
deferred mitigation is highly disfavored under any circumstances) only when the lead 
agency: ( 1) adopts specific performance criteria that the mitigation measures must 
satisfy; (2) shows that practical considerations prevented the formulation of more detailed 
mitigation measures; and (3) commits itself to formulating mitigation measures in the 
future. With respect to Mitigation Measure 3.7-1, the City fails to meet any of these 
requirements. 

Prior to approving any offset credit, the City must determine that the particular 
credit is "permanent, additional, quantifiable and enforceable" - based on subjective 
staff-level decisions outside the public eye with no public review. Given the highly 
technical nature of GHG analysis and the intangible nature of offsets, the State has 
defined these terms strictly for CARB approved Cap-and-Trade credits. (17 Cal. Code 
Regs. § 95802). For example, the definition of "quantifiable" requires a conservative 
methodology accounting for activity-shifting leakage and market-shifting leakage, and 
the definition of "permanent" requires an activity to endure for 100 years. CARB has 
approved specific protocols to ensure these statutory requirements are met. ( 17 Cal. 
Code Regs. § 95972(a).) 
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Yet Mitigation Measure 3. 7-1 (a) does not require the City to adhere to these 
definitions or robust protocols. Nor does it enlighten the public on what standards the 
"qualified, independent expert" would apply in the Annual GHG :Monitoring Report to 
ensure any credits are "pennanent, additional, quantifiable and enforceable." Being listed 
on a registry is not sufficient guarantee of being real, additional, enforceable. Offset 
registries are merely brokers of credits. The rules governing the quality or enforceability 
of credits depend not on the identity of the registry, but upon the "protocols" offset 
projects must follow - protocols left unspecified in the FEIR. 

Crucially, the EIR fails to articulate under what circumstances, if ever, out-of-state 
or international credits are considered "enforceable." The City's Annual GHG 
:Monitoring Report is woefully insufficient to guarantee enforceability because the 
registry must be able to ensure that the offset activity would not be terminated even after 
the life of the Project. The existence of an off-set activity at the time of verification does 
not establish that the full extent of promised emissions reductions will have occurred. 

Suppose the Project is built in 2025 and offsets the entirety of its net GHG 
emissions with 100-year forestiy credits in Hidalgo or Oaxaca, Mexico, or other distant 
locales pursuant to projects listed on the Climate Action Reserve (one of the three 
CARB-approved registries the Project relies on). After 30 operational years, the property 
is redeveloped in 2055 and Annual GHG Monitoring Reports are no longer required. In 
the year 2075, just halfway through the sequestration tenn, the offset project is cancelled. 
Yet the City- as the lead agency responsible for implementing and enforcing Mitigation 
:Measure 3.7-l(a) - would have no recourse because the subject property is in a foreign 
jurisdiction and the Project was redeveloped. Because the City's land use authority 
functionally ends at the City limits, it would be equally impotent whether the off set 
activity occurred in Mexico, Michigan or Monterey County. 

Furthermore, the EIR fails to establish priority for on-site or local reductions 
relative to out-of-state or international off-sets. After achieving the required reductions 
in I'v1itigation Measure 3.7-l(a)(2)(A), the City can approve any combination of 
reductions or credits identified in I'v1itigation Measure 3.7-l(a)(2)(B). The City is not 
required to exhaust on-site reduction measures (installation of on-site solar carports, on
site use of renewable natural gas and achieving zero landfill waste) or local 
improvements (EV transit vehicles, EV charging and tree planting) before utilizing 
credits for projects potentially anywhere on the planet. As a result, the DEIR allows the 
use of speculative, unspecified and unaccountable off set credits before utilizing real, 
local and transparent reductions, in violation of CARB requirement that lead agencies 
"prioritize on-site design features and direct investments in GHG reductions in the 
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vicinity of the project, to help provide potential air quality and economic co-benefits 
locally." (Exh. 9 [CARB 2017 Scoping Plan, p. 102].) 

The FEIR lacks substantial evidence that the mitigation measure would reduce 
GHG emissions to less than significant levels. Furthermore, the FEIR fails as an 
inf 01mational document because it does not provide the slightest clue how off set credits 
will be determined, years later, behind closed doors, without public review. The EIR 
must be recirculated to correct the above holes and deficiencies. 

CEQA requires the City to reassure an anxious public that it has fully reckoned 
with the environmental implications of its actions. Given the intangible nature of carbon 
offsets and the long-term nature of many offset activities, they are highly subject to 
manipulation, leakage, externalities, early termination and outright fraud. The DEIR 
lacks sufficient information to form a factual basis for the Mitigation Measures, or to 
reasonably reassure the public of the legitimacy of barely-regulated offset markets, 
international offsets and non-existent compliance protocols. 

IX. THE PROJECT'S IMPACTS ON INGLEWOOD'S POPULATION. 

Climate change and particularly GHG emissions are a severe problem in the San 
Fernando basin (nonattainment area) in general; but it is much more severe for the City of 
Inglewood in view of its demographics. 

The City's 2020 Environmental Justice Element provides: 

"Ethnicity/Race 
In 2018, the City of Inglewood had a population of 113,559, 
representing l. l % of the population of the County of Los Angeles. 
The City is a majority-minority area, meaning that one or more 
racial and/or ethnic minorities make up a majority of the population. 
In 2018, Hispanic and Latino residents made up 51.4% of the 
population and Black residents made up 40.9% of the population. 
Between 2000 and 2018, the City's share of Hispanic and Latino 
residents increased from 46. 0% to 51. 4 %, while the share of Black 
residents decreased from 46.4% to 40.9%. Figure 3 below illustrates 
the racial and ethnic breakdown of the City in 2018." (EJ Element, 
p. 8.) 
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Climate change is tied to major pregnancy complications, with Black mothers 
most at risk, according to a study that looked at 32 million U.S. births. (Exh. 10,Article 
re Climate Change and Black Mothers].) 

While the Project proposes to reduce GHG emissions, it proposes to do so on a 
"net zero emissions" and "cap and trade" basis. In other words, the reduction in GHG 
emissions, if any, may not be for Inglewood itself, but rather for distant or even remote 
areas participating in the "cap and trade." Yet the GHG emissions will certainly generate 
from Inglewood and injure about half of the population there: the construction, operation 
of the Project, as well as the potentially year-around and 24-hour traffic the Project will 
generate will all occur in Inglewood. 

Moreover, low-income families are more vulnerable to air pollution and GHG 
emission impacts. As stated in the general plan for the City of Los Angeles (near 
Inglewood): 

"Planning for health can serve as a strategy to address social and 
economic inequities that contribute to the concentration of poor 
health outcomes in low-income communities. In Los Angeles, the 
inequitable distribution of poor health outcomes is concentrated in 
low-income communities that have higher rates of vulnerable 
populations such as children, seniors, immigrants, people with 
disabilities, linguistically-isolated households, and communities of 
color." (General Plan, Plan for a Healthy Los Angeles, at p. 9) 10 

The demographics in Inglewood, the majority of which-per the City's EJ 
Element - are disadvantaged communities and people of color, are particularly vulnerable 
to the Project and its inevitable GHG emissions in Inglewood. 

X. THE CITY VIOLATED CEQA BY FAILING TO TIMELY UPLOAD 
DOCUMENTS TO THE AR, WHICH PREJUDICED THE PUBLIC. 

The City has not been compliant with its concurrent AR preparation, as mandated 
by Pub. Res. Code§ 31168.6.S(g)( 4), since the record shows that many documents were 
uploaded to the AR more than 7 days after receipt. The City's delayed posting of the 
record, in violation of CEQA's express requirement, prejudiced the public. 

10 https://planning.lacity.org/cwd/gnlpln/PlanforHealthyLA.pdf 
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XI. THE CITY HAS FURTHER PRECOMMITTED. 

The IBEC EIR reviewed by the public only briefly listed private properties that are 
intended to be acquired by the City and transferred to the IBEC Project Applicant. 
(DEIR, pp. 2-8 figure, 2-11 to 2-16). The DEIR description omitted the complete list and 
disclosed only 6 properties: 

"All but six of the parcels (approximately 23 acres) that make up the 
Project Site are currently vacant or undeveloped. The vacant or 
undeveloped parcels were acquired and cleared by the City between 
the mid-1980s and the early 2000s with the support of grants issued 
by the Federal A via ti on Administration (FAA) to the City of 
Inglewood as part of the Noise Control/Land Use Compatibility 
Program for Los Angeles Airport (LAX)." (DEIR, S-3.) 

However, the Development Agreement drafted by the Project Applicant that was 
recently added to the running administrative record listed 10 private properties, instead of 
the 6 in the EIR. 11 (Development Agreement, Murphy's Bowl, July 9, 2020.) 

The City's/Applicant's inconspicuous last-minute actions have deprived the public 
of complete information about the Project and its various piecemealed parts, in violation 
of CEQA's good faith informational disclosure requirements and constitute evidence of 
the City's precommitment to the Project long before the EIR could be certified or the 
project could be rejected. 

11 The Development Agreement also, for the first time, provides the complete Project 
description, incorporating all of its previously piecemealed components - the 
transportation hub, shuttle services, billboard and signage, one or two pedestrian bridges, 
communications facilities, road improvement work, etc. The list confirms our objections 
that the City has allowed piecemealing of the Project, that the EIR does not review the 
whole of the Project, and that the City has ultimately failed in its mandate for good faith 
effort at full disclosure. Most importantly, the last minute addition of the complete 
Project description in a document dated July 9, 2020 but added to the AR only on July 
16, 2020 - on the eve of the July 21, 2020 meeting - cannot cure the City's piecemealing 
and other violations under CEQA. The eleventh-hour added Development Agreement, 
which was neither circulated nor noticed properly to the public, cannot cure the lack of 
infmmation in the EIR, which is the document required to contain the appropriate 
information under CEQA. 
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XII. CONCLUSION. 

For all of the foregoing reasons, the FEIR must be rejected, the Project 
applications and entitlements denied, Parking Ordinance and ITMCSD approvals must be 
rescinded, new feasible mitigation measures and alternatives must be studied, and a new 
and legally compliant DEIR recirculated. 

RPS:vl 
Encls. 

Very truly yours, 

Isl Robert P. Silverstein 
ROBERT P. SILVERSTEIN 

FOR 
THE SILVERSTEIN LAW FIRM, APC 

cc: James T. Butts, Jr, Mayor (via emailjbutts@cityofinglewood.org) 
George W. Dolson, District 1 (via email gdolson@cityofinglewood.org) 
Alex Padilla, District 2, (via email apadilla@cityofinglewood.org) 
Eloy Morales, Jr., District 3 (via email emorales@cityoflnglewood.org) 
Ralph L. Franklin, District 4 (via email rfranklin@cityofinglewood.org) 
Wanda M. Brown, Treasurer (via email wbrown@cityofinglewood.org) 
Artie Fields, Executive Director (via email afields@cityofinglewood.org) 
Kenneth R. Campos, City Attorney (via email kcampos@cityofinglewood.org) 
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Feasibility ofIBEC Alternatives 

The EIR identified and analyzed in detail seven alternatives to the Proposed Project. These alternatives were 
selected for detailed analysis because, among other things, they were identified as "potentially feasible." (CEQA 
Guidelines, § 15126.6, subd. (a).) Alternatives that are identified as not '"potentially feasible" may be eliminated 
from detailed analysis in the EIR. 1 

The purpose of this memorandum is to examine in greater detail whether these seven alternatives are, in fact, 
feasible. The determination of whether these alternatives are feasible will ultimately be made by the City Council. 
This memorandum is intended to aid the Council in its consideration of this issue. 

ESA has prepared this memorandum based on its knowledge of CEQA, the Proposed Project, and of the 
alternatives analyzed in detail in the EIR. As the City's lead consultant on the Inglewood Basketball and 
Entertainment Center (IBEC) Environmental Impact Report (EIR), ESA has intimate knowledge of the Proposed 
Project and the environmental impacts it would cause. ESA also performed the alternatives analysis in the EIR, 
and therefore has substantial information concerning the relative merits of the alternatives from an environmental 
perspective. ESA has also obtained information concerning the Proposed Project and alternatives from City staff, 
from other City consultants, from the project applicant and its architects and other consultants, and from other 
agencies. In the last decade, ESA has also served as lead environmental consultant on other projects centered on 
an NBA arena (to wit, Golden l Center in Sacramento, Chase Center in San Francisco, and the New- Arena at 
Seattle Center in Seattle), as well as Major League Baseball and Major League Soccer stadia, and has drawn on 
that experience as well. 

1 Such alternatives that were considered but dismissed from further evaluation in the Draft EIR are described in section 6.3 of the Draft 
EIR, pages 6-12 through 6-18, and include use of the Project Site for an entertainment venue, a substantially reduced arena, housing, 
or an employment center/business park, and also include alternative locations in the City ofinglewood and elsewhere in the region. 
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Feasibility of IBEC Alternatives 

The following discussion addresses whether the alternatives analyzed in detail in the EIR are, in fact, feasible. 

The discussion draws largely from the EIR, but it also relies on additional evidence elsewhere in the City's 

record. The aim is to provide City decision-makers with information that may be useful in adopting CEQA 

findings concerning the alternatives analyzed in the EIR. 

Alternative 1: No Project 

This alternative appears to not be feasible forthe following reasons: (1) none of the City's and Applicant's stated 

objectives for the Proposed Project would be achieved; (2) the vacant parcels on the Project Site would likely 

remain vacant/underutilized for the foreseeable future without development of the Proposed Project; and (3) as a 

result of the parcels remaining vacant, the City's economic development goals for the Project Site would not be 

met. A more detailed discussion of each reason is provided below. 

City and Applicant Objectives 

Under the No Project Alternative none of the City's or applicant's objectives for the Proposed Project would be 

achieved. Specifically, none of the City's or applicant's objectives to enhance the community would be 

accomplished. For example, the City would be unable to achieve its goals of promoting the City as a premier 

regional sports and entertainment center (City Objective 1), enhancing the City's general economic health by 

stimulating new business and economic activity (City Objective 2), and constructing (with private funds) a public 

assembly space to host sporting, cultural, business, and community events (City Objective 8). Similarly, the 

applicant would be unable to achieve its goals of creating a lively, visitor- and community-serving environment 

year-round for patrons, employees, community members, and visitors (Applicant Objective le) and contributing 

to the economic and social well-being of the surrounding community by providing public benefits and increasing 

revenues (Applicant Objective lf). 

Project Site Utilization 

During the post-World War II era, the parcels on and around the Project Site were developed with apartment 

buildings with some limited commercial and single-family uses also present. The Project Site is located 

approximately 2 miles east of Los Angeles International Airport (LAX), along the extended centerlines of Runways 

25R and 25L, and noise from aircraft approaching the runways negatively affected the residential uses on the Project 

Site, which are considered noise sensitive. Starting in the 1980s, the City started acquiring residential parcels on the 

Project Site and relocating residents with the objective of recycling the incompatible noise-sensitive residential land 

uses with land uses deemed compatible with the existing noise environment, such commercial and light industrial 

land uses. Afterthe residents were relocated, the City began demolishing the residential structures on the Project 

Site starting in the 1990s with demolition continuing into the early 2000s. 

Since that time the parcels acquired by the City on the Project Site have remained vacant for the following reasons: 

(1) the recessions during the 1990s and 2000s, including the "Great Recession" of 2007-2012 hindered 

development; and (2) projects that have been proposed on the Project Site ended up not being economically 

feasible and failed to proceed to construction. In 1993, the City approved the Inglewood International Business 

Park Specific Plan, which encompassed portions of the Project Site. The EIR acknowledges and describes this plan 

(see Draft EIR, pages 3.10-24 - 3.10-25). Under this plan, the Project Site was considered as a possible location for 

a technology park. However, there were hurdles to that potential use including a partially occupied and partially 

vacant site, and no project entitlements have ever been approved by the City. For these reasons, the uses proposed 
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Feasibility of IBEC Alternatives 

under this plan have not been implemented, and the Project Site remains largely vacant. Without construction of the 
Proposed Project, the vacant and underutilized parcels on the Project Site would continue to remain vacant and/or 
underutilized. 

The Project Site has been identified as the potential location for off-site parking spaces to accommodate parking 
demands during large events at the NFL Stadium located within the Hollywood Park Specific Plan. The NFL 
Stadium was approved by initiative in 2015. At that time, transportation and parking studies were performed to 
analyze how stadium patrons would travel to and from the Stadium site. These studies identified the Project Site as a 
likely location to provide parking for the Stadium on game days. The studies concluded that the Project Site could 
provide 3,600 parking spaces.2 Under Alternative 1, the Project Site would remain undeveloped. For this reason, the 
Project Site would be available for off-site stadium parking. This parking \vould be needed, hmvever, on only an 
intermittent basis (likely 20 to 40 times per year). For the vast majority of the year, the Project Site would remain 
largely vacant and underutilized. For this reason, although the use of the Project Site for overflow parking for the 
NFL Stadium would have some utility, this use would be very limited, and the Project Site would remain 
significantly underutilized. 

Inconsistency with Federal Aviation Administration Airport Improvement Program Grant 

A vast majority of the Project Site was acquired by the City pursuant to funding through Federal Aviation 
Administration's (FAA's) Airport Improvement Program (AIP) grants. The intent of the AIP program is to 
provide funds to airports for disbursement to states and local governments in the fonn of grants to facilitate the 
reduction or elimination of incompatible uses through the acquisition of lands that fall into 65 dBA or greater 
noise contours.3 The intent of the AIP program is that the land in question is to be acquired, cleared of 
incompatible uses, and then sold at fair market value for development with airport compatible uses. Specifically, 
the AIP Handbook describes the land disposal requirements under 49 U.S.C. section 47107(c)(2), which states: 

(2) The Secretary of Transportation may approve an application under this subchapter for an 
airport development project grant only if the Secretary receives written assurances, satisfactory to 
the Secretary, that if an airport owner or operator has received or will receive a grant for 
acquiring land and-

(A) if the land was or will be acquired for a noise compatibility purpose (including land 
serving as a noise buffer either by being undeveloped or developed in a way that is 
compatible with using the land for noise buffering purposes)-

(i) the owner or operator will dispose of the land at fair market value at the 
earliest practicable time after the land no longer is needed for a noise 
compatibility purpose; 

2 Linscott, Law and Greenspan, Transportation and Parking Plan, Hollywood Park Stadium Alternative Project (February 2015); Linscott, 
Law and Greenspan, Traffic Impact Analysis, Hollywood Park Stadium Altemative Project (February 2015). 

3 Federal Aviation Administration, Office of Airport Planning & Programming, Noise Land Management and Requirements for Disposal 
o.f Noise Land or Development Land Funded with AIP, June 2014, page 1. 
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(ii) the disposition will be subject to retaining or reserving an interest in the land 
necessary to ensure that the land will be used in a way that is compatible with 
noise levels associated with operating the airport; and 

(iii) the part of the proceeds from disposing of the land that is proportional to the 
Government's share of the cost of acquiring the land will be reinvested in another 
project at the airport or transferred to another airport as the Secretary prescribes 
under paragraph ( 4 ); 

As such, under section 47 l07(c)(2)(A)(i), above, the grant requires that the City "dispose of the land at fair 
market value at the earliest practicable time ... " 

This requirement is embodied in the City's objectives forthe Project, which include: 

5. Transfonn vacant or underutilized land within the City in to compatible land uses \vithin aircraft noise 
contours generated by operations at LAX, in compliance with Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) 
grants to the City. 

This objective is consistent with provisions in grant agreements into which the City and the former Inglewood 
Redevelopment Agency entered with the FAA between 1994 and 2006, which include the following provision: 

It is agreed that land in this project purchased for noise compatibility purposes may be subject to 
disposal at the earliest practicable time. After Grant Agreement, the FAA may designate such 
land which must be sold by the Sponsor [the City of [nglewood]. The Sponsor will use its best 
efforts to dispose of such land subject to retention or reservation of any interest or right therein 
necessary to insure that such land is used only for purposes which are compatible with the noise 
levels of operation of the airport. The proceed of such disposition either shall be refunded to the 
United States for the Airport and Airway Trust Fund on a basis proportioned to the United States 
share of the cost of acquisition of such land, or shall be reinvested in an approved project, 
pursuant to such instruction as the FAA will issue. 

Pursuant to these agreements, the City and the former Inglewood Redevelopment Agency (now the City of 
Inglewood as the Successor Agency to the Inglewood Redevelopment Agency, "Successor Agency") must use its 
best efforts to dispose of these parcels at a fair market value at the earliest practicable time. Holding the Project 
Site vacant and/or underutilized under the No Project Alternative would be inconsistent \vith the obligation to use 
such best efforts, as specified in the grant agreements under the FAA AIP program. 

City of Inglewood Economic Development Goals 

The City of Inglewood identifies goals of the City to promote economic development in the City's General Plan 
Land Use Element. In particular, it identifies a goal to "[h]elp promote sound economic development and 
increase employment opportunities for the City's residents by responding to changing economic conditions."4 It 
further articulates a goal to "[p ]romote the development of commercial/recreational uses which will complement 
those which already are located in Inglewood."5 Consistent with those goals, the Proposed Project would 

4 City oflnglewood, General Plan Land Use Element, January 1980, page 6. 

5 City oflnglewood, General Plan Land Use Element, January 1980, page 7. 
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redevelop the site into a new state-of-the-art sports and entertainment facility with related uses that promotes 

economic development and generates employment opportunities during the construction period and during the 

subsequent operational life of the Project. As discussed above, the vacant parcels on the Project Site have remained 

vacant for years, thus frustrating the City's economic development goals of increasing employment on the Project 

Site and promoting economic development. Under the No Project Alternative, the parcels on the Project Site would 

remain vacant without the construction of the Proposed Project, and the City's economic development goals will not 

be achieved. 

These parcels have remained vacant and underutilized despite the City's efforts to encourage investment and 

redevelopment. In particular, in 1993 the City approved the Inglewood International Business Park Specific Plan 

encompassing much of the site. This plan envisioned the development of an attractive, campus-like business park, 

and established guidelines designed to encourage this use. During the intervening 27 years, however, the 

development anticipated and encouraged under the plan has not occurred due to a lack of investment interest in 

such a project. Available evidence indicates, therefore, that if the business park plan remains the operative land

use plan for the Project Site, it will remain vacant and/or underutilized. None of the City's economic development 

goals, as expressed in the City's adopted plans and policies, will be achieved. 

Loss of Public Benefits 

As described in the Development Agreement, the Proposed Project would provide the City, its residents, and the 

surrounding region with an extensive array of public benefits. The public benefits would total approximately 

$100 million and would include (1) the creation oflocaljobs and workforce equity; (2) commitments to 

affordable housing and renter support; (3) rehabilitation of Morningside Park Library and creation of a 

community center; (4) support for City of Inglewood youth and education; (5) support for social and educational 

programs at the Inglewood Senior Center; (6) renovation of public basketball courts in Inglewood; (7) community 

engagement and collaboration, including use of the arena for charitable causes, and access to NBA games for 

community groups. These public benefits would not be provided under Alternative 1 

Alternative 2: Reduced Project Size 

Alternative 2 does not appear to be feasible for the following reasons: (1) inconsistency with the City's economic 

development goals; (2) the lack of ability of the LA Clippers to consolidate their uses at a single site in the region, 

(3) loss amenities and the inability to hold pre- and post-game events would diminish customer and fan 

experience; (4) adverse effects on arrival and departure patterns; and (5) inconsistency \vith the requirements of 

the City's FAA AIP grants. 

City of Inglewood Economic Development Goals 

As discussed under No Project Alternative, above, the City of Inglewood has long-standing goals articulated in 

the General Plan Land Use Element which call for the promotion of economic development that \vould generate 

opportunities and employment for the City's residents. Contrary to these goals, compared to the fully developed 

Proposed Project, Alternative 2 would generate a materially lower level of economic activity on the Project Site. 

Extrapolating from date included in an economic and fiscal study submitted by the project applicant6 and verified 

6 HR&A, Economic and Fiscal Impact Report: Inglewood Basketball and Entertainment Center; May 2020, Table 1, One-Time 
Employment and Other Economic Impacts in the City ofinglewood Economy from C onstroction of IBEC (in 2019$). 
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by economic experts retained by the City7, Alternative 2 would result in the following approximate reductions in 
direct and indirect economic activity in the City of Inglewood economy compared to the fully developed 
Proposed Project: 

• Construction of the smaller Alternative 2 would result in up to approximately 1,109 fewer jobs, with 
construction employee compensation reduced by up to a net of approximately $66.7 million, and a 
reduction of total economic activity of up to approximately $150.2 million.8 

• On-going operations of Alternative 2, net of elimination of existing uses, would result in a decrease in 
employment of up to approximately 545 jobs, with annual employee compensation reduced by up to 
approximately $38.7 million, and annual total economic activity reduced by up to approximately $81.6 
million.9 

In addition to overall reductions in employment and economic activity in the City ofinglewood, Alternative 2 
would have correlative reductions in revenues to the City. Pursuant to the same study cited above, Alternative 2 
would result in a reduction in revenue to the City of up to approximately $2.8 million per year, as further 
described below: 

• The City's share of increased property taxes \vould be reduced by up to approximately $1.5 million per 
year; 10 

• The City's share of increased sales taxes would be reduced by up to approximately $210,000 peryear; 11 

• The City's share of increased utility users' taxes would be reduced by up to approximately $68,000 per 
year; 12 

7 Keyser Marston Associates, Peer Review - Economic and Fiscal Impact Report: Inglewood Basketball and Entertainment Center, 
Memorandum from James Rabe, CRE, to Christopher E. Jackson, Director, Inglewood Economic & Community Development 
Department, June 10, 2020. 

8 HR&A, Economic and Fiscal Impact Report: Inglewood Basketball and Entertainment Center, May 2020, Table 1, One-Time 
Employment and Other Economic Impacts in the City of Inglewood Economy from Construction of !EEC (in 2019$), page 15. The 
estimates that would be precluded by Alternative 2 include construction of Ancillary Buildings, Hotel, and an estiniated 16.5% of 
Arena construction (to account for smaller arena and exclusion of team practice and training facility, administrative offices, and sports 
medicine clinic). 

9 HR&A, Economic and Fiscal Impact Report: Inglewood Basketball and Entertainment Center, May 2020, Table 2, Ongoing 
Employment and Other Economic Impacts in the City of Inglewood Economy from Annual Operations of !EEC (in 2019$), page 17. 
The estimates that would be precluded by Alternative 2 include operations of the following uses eliminated under Alternative 2: 
Basketball Team Business Operations, Shopping Center/Retail, Restaurants Outside of the Arena, Community Center, Sports 
Medicine Clinic, and Hotel. 

10 HR&A, Economic and Fiscal Impact Report: Inglewood Basketball and Entertainment Center, May 2020, Appendix B, Table 3, 
Inglewood Basketball and Entertainment Center Estimated Property Taxes, page 35. The estimates are based on elimination of the 
assessed value of the Ancillary Buildings ($19,000,000 ), Hotel ($16,400,000 ), and a 16.5% reduction in the assessed value of the 
Arena Structure (reduction of $108,900,000), with associated reductions of $1,440,000 in the City share of the general levy, and a 
reduction of$1 l,486 in the MVLF in lieu. 

11 HR&A, Economic and Fiscal Impact Report: Inglewood Basketball and Entertainment Center, May 2020, Appendix B, Table 4, 
Inglewood Basketball and Entertainment Center Estimated Sales Tax, page 36. The estimates are based on elimination of taxable 
sales revenues of approximately $14. l million from the ancillary retail, restaurant, and hotel uses. Since under the arena capacity 
would be 500 seats less under Alternative 2, there could also be a correlative reduction in attendance, however an estimated change in 
attendance and related spending in the arena are not accounted for in this estimate, which is, thus, conservative. 

12 HR&A, Economic and Fiscal Impact Report: Inglewood Basketball and Entertainment Center, May 2020, Appendix B, Table 4, 
Inglewood Basketball and Entertainment Center Estimated Utilizv Users' Tax, page 37. Estiniates are based on elimination of utility 
users' tax for water use for the Restaurant/Bar/Lounge, Office, Team Store and Retail, and Hotel uses; the elimination of the utility 
users' taxes for electricity and natural gas for the Hotel and 16.5% of the Arena and associated uses. 
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• The City's revenues from Transient Occupancy Tax from the eliminated hotel would be reduced by up to 

approximately $1 million per year; 13 and 

• The City's revenues from Business License-Gross Receipts Tax would be reduced by up to 
approximately $33,000 per year.14 

The overall estimate of reduced revenues to the City described above is conservative in that it does not account 

for potential reductions in parking taxes (there would be fewer parking spaces in Alternative 2 than the Proposed 

Project, but this has not been accounted for because displaced parking could still occur in the City), and 

construction taxes which are based on factors such as contractor earnings in the City, construction materials sales 

in the City, and the commercial building value permit based on total construction costs. Each of these would 

likely be reduced under Alternative 2 but have not been specifically estimated. 

In addition to reduced revenues to the City, the reduction in construction under Alternative 2 would reduce the 

revenue to the Inglewood Unified School District by up to approximately $175,000 as a result ofreduced 

payment of school impact in-lieu fees. This estimate of reduced school impact in-lieu fees under Alternative 2 is 

based on elimination of the ancillary retail uses, along with the administrative offices and sports medicine clinic, 

and a 16.5% reduction in the size of the arena structure. 15 

Compared to a fully developed Proposed Project, implementation of Alternative 2 would eliminate approximately 

1,100 construction jobs and 545 on-going operational jobs, and up to approximately $150 million in economic 

activity in the City during construction. In addition, once the project commences operations, each year up to 

approximately $82 million in economic activity in the City, and up to approximately $2.8 million in annual 

revenues to the City would be eliminated compared to a fully developed Proposed Project. Finally, compared to 

the Proposed Project, under Alternative 2 a one-time payment of in-lieu fees to the Inglewood Unified School 

District would be reduced by up to approximately $175,000. For each and all of these reasons, Alternative 2 

would be materially worse than the Proposed Project in terms of its ability to meet the City's goals to promote 

economic development that would generate opportunities for the City's residents. 16 

13 HR&A, Economic and Fiscal Impact Report: Inglewood Basketball and Entertainment Center, May 2020, Appendix B, Table 7, 
Inglewood Basketball and Entertainment Center Estimated Transient Occupancy Tax, page 38. Estimates are based on elimination of 
utility users' tax for water use for the Restaurant/Bar/Lounge, Office, Team Store and Retail, and Hotel uses; the elimination of the 
utility users' taxes for electricity and natural gas for the Hotel and 16.5% of the Arena and associated uses. 

14 HR&A, Economic and Fiscal Impact Report: Inglewood Basketball and Entertainment Center, May 2020, Appendix B, Table 9, 
Inglewood Basketball and Entertainment Center Estimated Business License Tax, page 40. Estimates are based on elimination of 
gross receipts tax from approximately $26. 9 million in gross receipts from the ancillary Retail and Restaurant businesses, the Sports 
Medicine Clinic, and Hotel uses. 

15 HR&A, Economic and Fiscal Impact Report: Inglewood Basketball and Entertainment Center, May 2020, Appendix B, Table 13, 
Inglewood Basketball and Entertainment Center Estimated City Fee Costs, page 44. Estimates are based on elimination of gross 
receipts tax from approximately $26.9 million in gross receipts from the ancillary Retail and Restaurant businesses, the Sports 
Medicine Clinic, and Hotel uses. 

16 The results discussed above are based on analyses in the main body of the May 2020 HR&A report entitled Economic and Fiscal 
Impact Report: Inglewood Basketball and Entertainment Center. The estimates of reductions in economic activity, employment, and 
associated revenues to the City are based on the full development of the Proposed Project, as described in Chapter 2 of the EIR. 
Appendix D of the HR&A report presents a sensitivity analysis that considers the economic and fiscal effects of the Proposed Project 
under a scenario that involves a lower estimate of non-basketball events and a reduction in the amount of ancillary retail development 
than described in the EIR. Compared to the results of the Proposed Project reflected in this sensitivity analysis, the reductions between 
the Project and Alternative 2 would be less than described herein. 
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Team Operations 

LA Clipper's team front office personnel often are required to attend games as part of their job responsibilities. 
Currently the LA Clippers' team offices are located in Downtown Los Angeles, two blocks away from the Staples 
Center, which is the LA Clipper's current home area, thus resulting in a short trip to the arena to attend games. It 
is assumed that the LA Clipper's offices would remain in Downtown Los Angeles under Alternative 2. As a 
result, members of the team front office would have a longer trip from the team's offices in Downtown Los 
Angeles and to the new arena in Inglewood to attend games. 

Further, consistent with the project applicant's stated objective to "[b]uild the long-term home of the LA Clippers 
basketball team," the project architect states that state-of-the-art sports training at the NBA level requires a close 
relationship between the training, management, and game facilities. As such, the integration of the Arena, the 
training facility, LA Clippers administrative offices, as described for the Proposed Project, would provide for an 
immersive, secure environment for players to train, eat, receive medical support, and play games, and would 
allow for close and regular interaction between the LA Clippers players, coaches, trainers, medical personnel, 
nutritionists, senior management, and other support staff. 17 Under Alternative 2, with a smaller Arena located at 
the Project Site, LA Clippers administrative offices in downtown Los Angeles, and the team's training facility 
remaining in Playa Vista, and very limited other support and ancillary uses at the Project Site, would compromise 
the ability to achieve the optimal training environment determined necessary by the project applicant. 

Community, Customer and Fan Experience 

The project architect has noted that "[s]uccessful, modem sports facilities also seek to create a destination that 
integrates into the urban fabric of the community."18 Project applicant objective 3.a and the design of the 
Proposed Project reflect the intent to create a year-round, active environment, with a daily population on-site that 
would support nearby retail and community-serving uses, and avoid creating an area that would be devoid of 
activity outside of the period immediately before and after scheduled events. 

In recent years, most privately funded major league sports facilities are being developed in concert with a mix of 
other complimentary uses. Prior to this recent trend, arenas and stadiums often developed as isolated uses in 
suburban settings, meaning that there \Vas nothing for the customer or fan to do prior to or after the event, leading 
to higher levels of peak traffic congestion as attendees arrived late and left as soon as the event \Vas over. Arenas 
and stadiums \Vere frequently dark zones \vith essentially no activity outside of event times, an issue that was 
considered acceptable when such venues were located in suburban settings surrounded by surface parking lots, 
but considered an eyesore in more highly urbanized settings. 

The location of the Project Site in an urbanized setting, and the inclusion of complimentary uses on the Project 
Site, provide the opportunity for activity on an ongoing basis throughout the year. In such a setting, activity 
tllfoughout the day and throughout the year may occur. Restaurants, bars, and stores in immediate proximity to 
tl1e venue can provide an attraction for attendees to arrive early, and to stay late, after the event, which can have 
tl1e benefit of spreading out arrival and departure traffic and travel. In this fashion, peak travel can be reduced 
because the same amount of traffic is distributed over a longer period of time. One notable example is Staples 

17 AECOM, Design and Operations Considerations o/EIR Alternatives, Letter from Bill Hanway, Executive Vice President, Global 
Sports Leader, AECOM to Chris Holmquist, Wilson Meany, May 7, 2020. 

18 AECOM, Design and Operations Considerations o/EIR Alternatives, Letter from Bill Hanway, Executive Vice President, Global 
Sports Leader, AECOM to Chris Holmquist, Wilson Meany, May 7, 2020. 
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Center in downtown Los Angeles, where LA Live was developed as a commercial compliment to the arena 
building. Other similar recent examples in California include: 

Golden l Center in Sacramento, where the NBA Sacramento Kings have developed retail, restaurant, hotel, 
and residential uses around the arena which opened in 2016; 

Chase Center in San Francisco, where the NBA Golden State Warriors developed a mixed use office and 
retail development on the same parcel as the new arena; and 

Oracle Park in San Francisco, where the Major League Baseball San Francisco Giants are in the planning 
stages of a mixed use, residential retail and office near the ballpark. 

There are numerous other examples around the United States, including the Deer District development around the 
recently opened Fiserv Forum in Milwaukee, Wisconsin (home of the NBA Milwaukee Bucks) and the Battery 
Atlanta development adjacent to Truist Park in Cumberland County, Georgia (home of the MLB Atlanta Braves), 
both of which have opened in the last couple of years. 

More specific to the design of the proposed Plaza, from an operational perspective, modem major league sports 
facilities are designed to provide for multiple layers of security and control, as opposed to a single point of control 
for entry and exit offans and visitors. The project architect indicates that the design of the Plaza for the Proposed 
Project allow for the separation of the initial screening process (typically providing for use of metal detectors and 
bag checks) from the ticket check; this is typically accomplished through a secure initial checkpoint set away from 
the physical entrance to the Arena, to be followed by a second check at the door. This provides a more flexible and 
secure operation that can adapt to the specific requirements of different events, the needs for which can be affected 
by such factors as size of the crowd, weather, and other factors. As such, the project architect indicates that features 
such as Plaza buildings and other structures and landscaping elements are considered part of the Arena security plan, 
serving as both security features and urban design elements. 19 

Adverse Changes to Arrival/Departure Patterns 

As discussed above, one of the key intents of the integration of LA Clippers uses and the development of 
complimentary ancillary uses on the Project Site is to achieve transportation benefits. As described on page 6-30 
of the Draft EIR "eliminating the potential to consolidate LA Clippers team uses, including the arena, practice 
facility, sports medicine and treatment facilities, and team offices in a single location, Alternative 2 would likely 
increase the amount of travel between these uses that are currently located disparately throughout the region." 
Further changes could result from changes to arrival and departure patterns for event attendees, as described further 
below. 

The differentiation between arrival patterns at highly urbanized arenas that are part of mixed-use developments 
compared to single-purpose, more isolated arenas with limited or no ancillary uses can be readily understood by 
reviewing the data at two such venues in Sacramento Ca. As part of planning studies for the development of 
Golden l Center, NBA game arrivals were observed at the then home of the NBA Sacramento Kings, Sleep Train 
Arena, which was an arena surrounded by surface parking with no food or beverage establishments in its 

19 AECOM, Design and Operations Considerations ofEIRAltematives, Letter from Bill Hanway, Executive Vice President, Global 
Sports Leader, AECOM to Chris Holmquist, Wilson Meany, May 7, 2020. 
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proximity. At this venue, the peak hour arrival accounted for approximately 67% of all attendees. 20 After the 
opening of Golden 1 Center, located in downtown Sacramento as part of a mixed-use development referred to as 
Downtown Commons, the measured proportion of total arrivals during the pre-event peak hour was 60%.21 It was 
also determined that based on surveys of actual attendees to NBA Games held at Golden l Center in 2017, 29% 
reported that they had visited a restaurant, bar, or retail uses in the immediate vicinity of Golden l Center prior to 
the event start.22 

Both the measured peaking of traffic and attendee survey results indicate that placement of complementary land 
uses, such as food-and-beverage establishments, adjacent to an arena tends to disperse arriving and departing 
traffic flows. Thus, it is reasonable to assume that one of the effects of Alternative 2 would be to concentrate the 
peak arrival and departure patterns for events at the Alternative 2 arena compared to the Proposed Project. This 
would tend to exacerbate transportation and other operational impacts of arena events. 

Inconsistency with Federal Aviation Administration Airporl Improvement Program Grant 

As discussed above under Alternative 1, the intent of the AIP program is that the land in question acquired by the 
City and Successor Agency be cleared of incompatible uses, and that the grant recipients use their best efforts to 
dispose of the land at fair market value for development with airport compatible uses. Under Alternative 2, the 
East Transportation Hub and Hotel site would not be developed as under the Proposed Project. These parcels 
would instead remain vacant. Alternative 2 would therefore be less responsive than the Proposed Project to the 
City's objective to "transfonn vacant or underutilized land within the City into compatible land uses within 
aircraft noise contours generated by operations at LAX, in compliance \vith Federal Aviation Administration 
(FAA) grants to the City." 

Alternative 3: City Services Center Alternative Site 

This alternative does not appear to be feasible for the following reasons: ( l) lengthened construction schedule and 
increased construction costs; (2) failure to achieve the City's economic development goals for the Project Site; (3) 
the site of the firefighter training academy may not be available for purchase; ( 4) the elimination of other team 
facilities under this alternative would be detrimental to team operations; and (5) constraints associated with the 
local roadway system. A more detailed discussion of each reason is provided below. 

Project Schedule and Costs 

As described on Draft EIRpage 6-43, "[b]ecause constructing on the City Services Center Alternative site would 
first require designing and constructing replacement uses on the Project Site, it is uncertain if this alternative site 
would allow the applicant to begin hosting LA Clippers home games in the 2024-2025 season ... " In addition to 
planning, design, and construction of a new City Services Center and firefighter training academy, the proposed 
arena and associated development would require a complete redesign, including necessary NBA review and 

20 City of Sacramento, Sacramento Sports and Entertainment Center & Related Development Draft Environmental Impact Report, 
December 2013, page 4.10-43. 

21 Fehr & Peers, on behalf of the City of Sacramento and Sacramento Downtown Arena LLC, Final Golden 1 Center Year One Travel 
A1onitoring Report, October 2017, page 20. 

22 Fehr & Peers, on behalf of the City of Sacramento and Sacramento Downtown Arena LLC, Final Golden 1 Center Year One Travel 
Monitoring Report, October 2017, Table 4, page 39. 
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approval, as well as likely preparation of additional supplementary CEQA analysis pursuant to PRC section 
21166. 

The Alternative 3 site does not meet the definition of "project area" included in PRC section 21168.6.8(a)(5). 
Thus, Alternative 3 would not meet the requirements for compliance with AB 987. As a result of this change, 
should the adequacy of the EIR be litigated, ratherthan the AB 987 dictated 270-day process for legal 
proceedings, including any potential appeals, the project would be subject to the established legal process w-hich 
can take three or more years. As a result of a more extended legal process, litigation regarding the adequacy of 
the EIR for Alternative 2 would likely obstruct the ability to meet the project applicant's schedule objective to 
open in time for the 2024-25 NBA season. That is because construction financing is often unavailable while 
CEQA litigation is pending, meaning that construction would not be able to proceed until after litigation is 
resolved even if no injunction is issued. Indeed, the extent to w-hich CEQA litigation interferes with the ability to 
move forward with projects while such litigation is pending is a central aim of statutes, such as AB 987, 
establishing an accelerated time frame for the resolution of CEQA litigation. (See, e.g., Legislative Findings 
adopted pursuant to Assembly Bill 734 (2018 Stats. Chapter 959, § 1), Senate Bill 743 (2013 Stats, Chapter 386, 
§ l.) The same considerations apply here. 

In addition to schedule extension, the project costs would likely increase under Alternative 3. With this 
alternative, the City's corporation yard and the firefighter training academy would be relocated to the Project Site. 
Structures and uses within the City's corporation yard include a three-story warehouse and administrative office 
building, small structures utilized for police training, parking for 300 vehicles, fuel stations for gasoline, propane, 
and compressed natural gas, a car wash, and material bins while structures on the firefighter training academy site 
include a classroom building, bum building, and training tower. There is adequate space on the Project Site to 
construct replacement facilities. In addition, these uses appear to be consistent with restrictions on the use of the 
Project Site under FAA grants. Nevertheless, the City would likely have to bear the cost of replacing these 
facilities, which the City Department of Public Works preliminarily estimated the cost at approximately $75 - 100 
million. 

Loss of Environmental Benefits 

Under AB 987, the project applicant has committed to a Greenhouse Gas (GHG) reduction plan that includes a 
number of local measures that would provide benefits in the City of Inglewood. These measures include such 
commitments as (1) replacement of 10 municipal fleet vehicles with Zero Emissions Vehicles (ZEVs) and 
construction of related infrastructure for those vehicles; (2) replacement of 2 transit vehicles that operate within 
the City with ZEV s and construction of related infrastructure for those vehicles; (3) installation of 20 electric 
vehicle charging stations at locations within the City available for public user for charging electric vehicles; (4) 
development of a program for planting of l, 000 trees within the City; and ( 5) implementation of a program to 
purchase and installation of 1,000 electric vehicle charging units for residential use in local communities near the 
Project Site, with City residents given a priority for participation. Because AB 987 would not apply at this site, 
these measures would not be implemented under Alternative 3. 

Economic Development Goals 

As discussed under No Project Alternative, above, the City of Inglewood has long-standing goals articulated in 
the General Plan Land Use Element which call for the promotion of economic development that would generate 
opportunities and employment for the City's residents. Contrary to these goals, similar to Alternative 2, the 
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overall revenues to the City and the Inglewood Unified School District would be materially reduced (at a level 
similar to that described for Alternative 2 because the development would be similarly scaled down compared to 
the Proposed Project). Further, compared to the Proposed Project, Alternative 3 would generate a materially 
lower level of economic activity on the Project Site. While the Project Site is large enough to accommodate the 
City Services Center and fire academy, these uses are not the type of employment and revenue generating uses 
that the City envisions for the Project Site as the work force employed by the City Services Center and fire 
academy already exists and no revenue would be generated as both the City and the El Camino Community 
College District (ECCCD), which owns and operates the firefighter training academy, are public entities. 

Inconsistency with Federal Aviation Administration Airport Improvement Program Grant 

As discussed above under Alternative l, the intent of the AIP program is that the land in question acquired by the 
City and Successor Agency be cleared of incompatible uses, and that the grant recipients use their best efforts to 
dispose of the land at fair market value for development with airport compatible uses. Under Alternative 3, the 
proposed Project Site would not be developed as under the Proposed Project. Rather, portions of the Project Site 
would be developed with a replacement City Services Center and firefighter training academy. These uses would 
be compatible with the location of the Project Site. Nevertheless, because these portions of the site would 
continue to be owned by the City and the Successor Agency, and other parts of the Project Site would remain 
vacant or underutilized, Alternative 3 would be less responsive than the Proposed Project to the City's objective 
to "transform vacant or underutilized land within the City into compatible land uses within aircraft noise contours 
generated by operations at LAX, in compliance with Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) grants to the City." 

Site Availability 

A majority of the 9.7-acre Alternative 3 site is under the control of the City ofinglewood, and an approximately 
1.6-acre firefighter academy portion of the site is under the control of the ECCCD. It is unknown if the ECCCD is 
willing to sell the firefighter training academy site and/or relocate the academy to the Project Site. Therefore, the 
property may not be available for development. Although the ECCCD-controlled portion of the Alternative 3 site 
is only l.6 of the total 9.7-acre site, its removal would leave this alternative site at only 8.1 acres, and an awkward 
shape. As such, because of the already limited size and the specific configuration of parcels, unavailability of the 
firefighting training academy site would make Alternative 3 infeasible. 

Site Configuration 

The limited size of the portion of the Alternative 3 site available to be dedicated to the Arena (approximately 4.65 
acres, an area approximately 450 feet on each side) is considered by the project architect to be very tight for a 
modem arena. [t would require the Arena structure to sit directly against the back of the curb on West [vy A venue 
and Cable Place, which would severely restrict the ability to design either ( l) an operationally functional loading 
dock area at ground level, or (2) a ramp down to a subterranean loading dock on the main event level. The project 
architect indicates that the provision of such a loading dock is a prerequisite of a modem arena.23 

In addition, the proximity of the Arena structure to the street curb edge would create concerns about public safety 
in the event of an emergency egress situation, and could be challenging even during normal event conditions. 

23 AECOM, Design and Operations Considerations ofEIR Altematives, Letter from Bill Hanway, Executive Vice President, Global 
Sports Leader, AECOM to Chris Holmquist, Wilson Meany, May 7, 2020. 
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Community, Customer and Fan Experience 

From an operational perspective, modem sports facilities rely on multiple layers of security and control, and not 
on a single point of control for entry and exit of fans and visitors. The Proposed Project would separate the initial 
screening process from the ticket check to allow for a secure checkpoint away from the physical entrance to the 
Arena, to be followed by a second check at the door. This provides a more flexible and secure operation that can 
adapt to the specific requirements of different events. In addition, because of the relatively long and narrow 
configuration of the open space, the project architect indicates that Alternative 3 would not provide a clear entry 
and could become unsafe in larger gatherings. The project architect has reviewed the configuration of Alternative 
3 (see Draft EIR Figure 6-2), and determined that the linear configuration of the Plaza under Alternative 3 would 
compromise the ability to achieve optimal security operations at the Arena.24 

One of the basic objectives of the project applicant is "synergistic with nearby existing and proposed uses and 
incorporates state-of-the-art urban design and venue design principles." The project architect has stated that to 
achieve this objective, the open space needs to be "of a reasonable size and shape, and supported by a balanced 
mix of sizes that create a destination, integrates the site into the urban fabric of the community and connects the 
development to other neighborhood amenities." The architect has indicated that the creation of a "Champions 
Plaza," where fans can gather to celebrate significant wins or achievements, is essential to meeting that objective. 
Alternative 3, as presented in the Draft EIR, would include a relatively narrow linear open space that connects to 
North Eucalyptus A venue, West Beach A venue, and Cable Plaza, each of which leads to industrial facilities and 
associated parking areas and loading docks. 25 Because of the nature of the adjacent uses and the linear 
configuration of the open space that would serve to funnel people toward those uses, Alternative 3 would not 
create the synergistic connections to the community sought by the project applicant. 

Team Operations 

Similar to Alternative 2, the LA Clipper's team front office would remain in Downtown Los Angeles under 
Alternative 3, and the LA Clippers would continue to use their practice and training facility in the Playa Vista 
neighborhood of Los Angeles. As a result, members of the team front office would be required to travel back and 
forth between the team's offices and the downtown arena to attend games. Similar to Alternative 2, this trip 
would take approximately 20-25 minutes during the non-peak hour, although it would be faster to take the I-10 
freeway west and South La Brea Avenue south to the City Services Center site. However, during the PM peak 
hour, which would occur shortly before games typically start on weekdays, travel time could approximately 
double. As a result, employees would spend up to an hour traveling, which is time that could be put to more 
productive use if their offices were co-located with the arena. 

Further, consistent with the project applicant's stated objective to "[b]uild the long-term home of the LA Clippers 
basketball team," the project architect states that state-of-the-art sports training at the NBA level requires a close 
relationship between the training, management, and game facilities. As such, the integration of the Arena, the 
training facility, LA Clippers administrative offices, as described for the Proposed Project, would provide for an 
immersive, secure environment for players to train, eat, receive medical support, and play games, and would 

24 AECOM, Design and Operations Considerations o.fEIRAltematives, Letter from Bill Hanway, Executive Vice President, Global 
Sports Leader, AECOM to Chris Holmquist, Wilson Meany, May 7, 2020. 

25 AECOM, Design and Operations Considerations o.fEIRAltematives, Letter from Bill Hanway, Executive Vice President, Global 
Sports Leader, AECOM to Cluis Holmquist. Wilson Meany, May 7, 2020. 
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allow for close and regular interaction between the LA Clippers players, coaches, trainers, medical personnel, 
nutritionists, senior management, and other support staff. 26 Under Alternative 3, the LA Clippers administrative 
offices would remain in downtown Los Angeles, the team's training facility would remain in Playa Vista, and 
there would be limited other support and ancillary uses at the City Services Center Alternative Site, which would 
compromise the ability to achieve the optimal training environment determined necessary by the project 
applicant. 

Traffic Constraints 

The streets in the vicinity of the City Services Center site are curvier, more discontinuous, and have less arterial 
capacity than the streets in the vicinity of the Project Site. Similar to the Proposed Project, under Alternative 3 a 
total of 4,215 parking spaces would be provided in two 8-story and one 7-story parking strnctures on the City 
Services Center site. One garage (2,300 spaces) would be accessible via Eucalyptus Avenue and two garages 
(l,915 spaces) that would be accessible via Beach Avenue. Both Eucalyptus and Beach Avenues are two lane 
streets that provide direct access the two major arterials near the Project Site - Florence Avenue one block to the 
south and La Brea Avenue one block to the north/east. Traffic generated by up 4,215 vehicles entering/leaving the 
City Services Center site before/after events would quickly overwhelm the nearby intersections along Florence 
and La Brea Avenues, thus forcing traffic through neighborhoods to the north of the site. This traffic would 
quickly overwhelm the capacity of local street system, thus resulting in traffic gridlock. In addition, although the 
City Services Center Alternative site is closer to the I-405 freeway (0.6 miles) than is the Proposed Project (1.3 
miles), it is farther from the I-110 and [-I 05 freeways; thus, regional trips would not be distributed as evenly and 
freeway impacts would be concentrated on the I-405. 

Alternative 4: Baldwin Hills Alternative Site 

This alternative does not appear to be feasible for the following reasons: ( l) the alternative site is located in a 
different jurisdiction; (2) the alternative site may not be available for purchase; (3) constrnction of the Proposed 
Project on the alternative site may not be feasible; ( 4) constraints associated with the local roadway system; and 
(5) none of the City's stated objectives for the Proposed Project would be achieved. A more detailed discussion of 
each reason is provided below. 

Jurisdictional Constraints 

The Baldwin Hills Alternative Site is located within the City of Los Angeles. Constrnction of the Proposed 
Project on the Baldwin Hills Alternative site would require approval by the City of Los Angeles City Council. 
The City of Los Angeles approved a plan to modernize and redevelop the existing Baldwin Hills Crenshaw Plaza 
shopping mall in 2018. The plan calls for the demolition of approximately 13,400 square feet ofretail/restaurant 
space and the constrnction of about 44,200 square feet of retail/restaurant space, a 400-room hotel, and 410 
apartment units on the Baldwin Hills Alternative site; the existing mall buildings and theater are planned to 
remain. Although no project-specific permits have been submitted for the Baldwin Hills Alternative Site,27 given 
the amount of development planned for the site, it is uncertain as to whether the City would consider an 
alternative plan for the site so soon after approval. 

26 AECOM, Design and Operations Considerations o/EIRAltematives, Letter from Bill Hanway, Executive Vice President, Global 
Sports Leader, AECOM to Chris Holmquist, Wilson Meany, May 7, 2020. 

27 Luciralia Ibarra, City Planner, City of Los Angeles, personal communication, March 25, 2020. 
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Site Availability 

The project applicant does not control or own the Baldwin Hills Alternative Site. In addition, as discussed above, 
a plan to modernize and redevelop the existing Baldwin Hills Crenshaw Plaza shopping mall was approved by the 
Los Angeles City Council in 2018. Given the amount of development proposed for the site and the effort that 
went into obtaining the approval of these entitlements, it is unknown if the Baldwin Hills Alternative site is 
available for purchase, or if the owner of the site would be willing to sell to the project applicant. In addition, the 
plan to modernize and redevelop the site is currently subject to ongoing litigation, which could put a damper on 
the ability of the project applicant to purchase the property before the litigation is resolved.28 

Site Feasibility 

The proximity of existing and future on-site retail uses and nearby residential neighborhoods bring the feasibility 
of Alternative 4 into question. Much of the parking that supports the current retail uses on the site would also be 
required to serve employees and attendees before, during, and after events at the Arena. Although some sharing is 
possible, the conflicting and overlapping schedules with the cinema and other major retail facilities that would 
remain on the northern part of the Alternative 4 site would create a significant parking, traffic, and operational 
challenges that could result in adverse effects to the existing and remaining businesses, or result in spillover 
effects in nearby neighborhoods (discussed further below under Traffic Constraints). 

Traffic Constraints 

With the retained commercial/retail facilities on the site fronting on Crenshaw Boulevard and West Martin Luther 
King Jr. Boulevard, access to the Arena-related parking would be limited to Santa Rosalia Drive, Stocker Street, 
and Marlton A venue, all four-lane streets designed to meet the needs of a regional shopping center, but not to 
accommodate the peaking. Santa Rosalia Drive, in particular, connected to significant residential neighborhoods, 
and this could create conflicts during the overlap between rush hour and event traffic. 

While the Baldwin Hills Alternative site is located adjacent to arterial roadways with large capacities, similar to 
the Proposed Project, regional highway facilities are located further from the site than the regional highway 
facilities that serve the Project Site. [n particular, the Santa Monica Freeway (I-10) is located approximately 
1.6 miles to the north, the Harbor Freeway (I-110) is located about 3 .1 miles to the east, and the San Diego 
Freeway (I-405) is located approximately 3.5 miles to the west. As a result, traffic generated under Alternative 4 
would have to travel farther to and from regional highway facilities, resulting in more potential affected 
intersections that could be adversely affected along roadways leading to the Baldwin Hills Alternative site. 

City Objectives 

Under the Baldwin Hills Alternative none of the City's objectives for the Proposed Project would be achieved. 
Specifically, none of the City's objectives to enhance the community would be accomplished. For example, the 
City would be unable to achieve its goals of promoting the City as a premier regional sports and entertainment 
center (City Objective 1), enhancing the City's general economic health by stimulating new business and 
economic activity (City Objective 2), and constructing (with private funds) a public assembly space that would 
host sporting, cultural, business, and community events (City Objective 8). 

28 Luciralia Ibarra, City Planner, City of Los Angeles, personal communication, March 25, 2020. 
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City of Inglewood Economic Development Goals 

As discussed under No Project Alternative, above, the City ofinglewood has long-standing goals articulated in 
the General Plan Land Use Element which call for the promotion of economic development that would generate 
opportunities and employment for the City's residents. Contrary to these goals, Alternative 4 would eliminate all 
increases in revenues to the City and the Inglewood Unified School District, including if the Proposed Project 
were fully developed the addition of up to approximately 7,300 jobs over $1 billion in economic activity due to 
project construction, up to approximately 1,500 net new ongoing jobs and up to approximately $250 million in 
annual economic output.29 While under the Baldwin Hills Alternative an equivalent level of economic benefits 
would likely accrue in the City of Los Angeles, none of the noted economic development benefits would accrue 
to the City of Inglewood. 

Inconsistency with Federal Aviation Administration Airport Improvement Program Grant 

As discussed above under Alternative l, the intent of the AIP program is that the land in question acquired by the 
City and Successor Agency be cleared of incompatible uses, and that the grant recipients use their best efforts to 
dispose of the land at fair market value for development with airport compatible uses. Under Alternative 4, the 
proposed Project Site would not be developed as under the Proposed Project. Similar to the No Project 
Alternative, the Project Site would remain vacant and under-developed. Agreements between the FAA and the 
City under the AIP program provide that the City and the Successor Agency must use their best efforts to dispose 
of parcels acquired under this program at a fair market value at the earliest practicable time. Holding the Project 
Site vacant under Alternative 4 would be inconsistent with the obligation to use such best efforts, as specified in 
grant agreements under the FAA AIP program. Alternative 4 would also be inconsistent with the City's objective 
to '"transfonn vacant or underutilized land within the City into compatible land uses within aircraft noise contours 
generated by operations at LAX, in compliance with Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) grants to the City." 

Project Schedule and Costs 

In addition to site acquisition, the proposed arena and associated development would require a complete redesign, 
including necessary NBA review and approval, along with review and approval through the City of Los Angeles, 
including preparation of a new CEQA document. The need to restart the planning and entitlement process would 
result in schedule extensions that would obstruct the ability to meet the project applicant's schedule objective to 
open in time for the 2024-25 NBA season. 

The Alternative 4 site also does not meet the definition of '·project area" included in PRC section 2 l l 68.6.8(a)(5). 
Thus, Alternative 4 would not meet the requirements for compliance with AB 987. As a result of this change, 
should the adequacy of the EIR be litigated, ratherthan the AB 987 dictated 270-day process for legal 
proceedings, including any potential appeals, the project would be subject to the established legal process which 
can take three or more years. As a result of a more extended legal process, litigation regarding the adequacy of 
the EIR for Alternative 2 would likely obstmct the ability to meet the project applicant's schedule objective to 
open in time for the 2024-25 NBA season. That is because construction financing is often unavailable while 
CEQA litigation is pending, meaning that constmction would not be able to proceed until after litigation is 
resolved even if no injunction is issued. [ndeed, the extent to which CEQA litigation interferes with the ability to 
move forward with projects while such litigation is pending is a central aim of statutes, such as AB 987, 
establishing an accelerated time frame for the resolution of CEQA litigation. (See, e.g., Legislative Findings 

29 HR&A, Economic and Fiscal Impact Report: Inglewood Basketball and Entertainment Center, May 2020, pages 4 to 5. 
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adopted pursuant to Assembly Bill 734 (2018 Stats. Chapter 959, § l), Senate Bill 743 (2013 Stats, Chapter 386, 
§ l.) The same considerations apply here. 

Loss of Environmental Benefits 

Under AB 987, the project applicant has committed to a Greenhouse Gas (GHG) reduction plan that includes a 
number of local measures that would provide benefits in the City of [nglewood. These measures include such 
commitments as (l) replacement of 10 municipal fleet vehicles with Zero Emissions Vehicles (ZEVs) and 
construction of related infrastructure for those vehicles; (2) replacement of 2 transit vehicles that operate within 
the City with ZEV s and construction of related infrastructure for those vehicles; (3) installation of 20 electric 
vehicle charging stations at locations within the City available for public user for charging electric vehicles; ( 4) 
development of a program for planting of 1,000 trees within the City; and (5) implementation of a program to 
purchase and installation of 1,000 electric vehicle charging units for residential use in local communities near the 
Project Site, with City residents given a priority for participation. Because AB 987 would not apply at this site, 
these measures would not be implemented under Alternative 4. 

Loss of Public Benefits 

As described in the Development Agreement, the Proposed Project would provide the City, its residents, and the 
surrounding region with an extensive array of public benefits. The public benefits would total approximately 
$100 million and would include (l) the creation oflocal jobs and workforce equity; (2) commitments to 
affordable housing and renter support; (3) rehabilitation of Morningside Park Library and creation of a 
community center; (4) support for City of [nglewood youth and education; (5) support for social and educational 
programs at the [nglewood Senior Center; (6) renovation of public basketball courts in Inglewood; (7) community 
engagement and collaboration, including use of the arena for charitable causes, and access to NBA games for 
community groups. These public benefits would not be provided to the City ofinglewood under Alternative 4. 

Alternative 5: The District at South Bay Alternative Site 

This alternative does not appear to be feasible for the following reasons: ( 1) the alternative site is located in a 
different jurisdiction; (2) the alternative site may not be available for purchase; (3) unique constraints associated 
with the alternative site's former use as a land fill; (4) accessibility to public transit; (5) fan base proximity; and 
(6) none of the City's stated objectives for the Proposed Project would be achieved. A more detailed discussion of 
each reason is provided below. 

Jurisdictional Constraints 

The District at South Bay Alternative Site is located within the City of Carson. Construction of the Proposed 
Project on the alternative site, would require approval by the Carson City Council. In 2006, the City of Carson 
adopted the Carson Marketplace Specific Plan, which proposed constructing a mix of commercial and residential 
uses. In 2011, the specific plan was amended and renamed '·Tue Boulevards at South Bay Specific Plan." In 
2015, the specific plan area was proposed as the location for an NFL Stadium that would have served as the home 
for the San Diego Chargers and Oakland Raiders franchises; however, the site was ultimately not chosen. [n 
2018, the specific plan was further amended to allow for regional commercial uses and renamed "The District at 
South Bay Specific Plan." Under the current adopted plan, the site would be developed with a total of 1,250 
residential units and approximately 1.8 million square feet of commercial uses including approximately 711,500 
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square feet of regional commercial uses, including outlet and restaurant uses, and 890,000 square feet of regional 
retail center, neighborhood-serving commercial, restaurant, and commercial recreation/entertainment uses, as 
well as 350 total rooms in two hotels. The 711,500-square-foot regional commercial center (Los Angeles 
Premium Outlets) is currently under constmction on the approximately 30-acre eastern portion of the specific 
plan area, adjacent to the I-405. Given the amount of development planned for the site and the extensive planning 
that has been previously undertaken, it is uncertain if the City would consider an alternative plan for the site so 
soon after approval of the current plan. 

Site Availability 

The project applicant does not control or own the District at South Bay Alternative Site. As discussed above, 
development on the District at South Bay Alternative Site has been contemplated for a number of years, and 
construction of a commercial center on a portion of the site is underway. Given the amount of development 
proposed for the site and the effort that went into obtaining the approval of these entitlements, it is unknown if the 
undeveloped portion of the site is available for purchase or if the owner of the site would be willing to sell to the 
project applicant. In addition, the City of Carson is currently in negotiations with a developer to construct 
commercial retail/entertainment and industrial uses on a 90-acre portion of the site, and if the negotiations are 
successful, then a large portion of the site would be unavailable for purchase.30 

Hazardous Materials Constraints 

The District at South Bay Alternative site is a former Class II landfill that is currently undergoing remediation 
and closure. The DTSC Remedial Action Plan for the alternative site requires the creation of an impervious cap 
across the site underlain by clean fill. Thus, in order to avoid damaging the cap, instead of excavating to a depth 
of up to 35 feet and removing approximately 376,000 cubic yards of earth, construction of an arena on the 
alternative site would require the import of a similar amount of soil in order to build up the land underneath the 
arena to avoid disturbing buried landfill materials. Even with the build-up of the site, penetration of the cap would 
be required in order to put in place support piles to bear the weight of the structure. Any penetration of the cap 
would require re-sealing and repair of the cap. 

The need to build the Arena above ground would also create significant operational challenges and increase the 
costs of the building structure itself. The project architect indicates that in a typical modern arena, the main 
concourse, typically feeds the lower bowl of an arena, and thus is usually 30 to 50 feet above the event floor. The 
City has observed that this is the case in recently constructed arenas in San Francisco and Sacramento. Under 
Alternative 5, the elevation of the concourse 30 to 50 feet above ground level would, according to the project 
architect, create a challenge for the safe movement of fans and would require the entire development to be raised 
on a podium, including the public plaza/open space, which \vould involve significant cost increases.31 

The costs and time associated with importing backfill sufficient to raise both the Arena and the surrounding 
development area; repairs to the impervious cap and other work within the contaminated and ongoing remediation 
of soils; and additional building structure, fa9ade, and internal features such as escalators and elevators due to a 
higher above ground structure, would be significant, and would add to the cost and extend the schedule of 

30 Raymond, John, Assistant City Manager, City of Carson, personal communication, March 25, 2020. 
31 AECOM, Design and Operations Considerations ofEIRA/tematives, Letter from Bill Hanway, Executive Vice President, Global 

Sports Leader, AECOM to Chris Holmquist, Wilson Meany, May 7, 2020. 
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constructing the arena at the District at South Bay Alternative Site, as compared to the Proposed Project. The 
added cost for the Arena, not including the costs for raising the surrounding development area, is estimated to 
range from $35-70 million, an additional $5-15 million for special construction within contaminated soils and 
ongoing remediation, and considerable extended time to accommodate additional design and construction.32 

As a result of the need to minimize any potential damage to the cap and disturbance of other ongoing remediation 
activities, the only way to supply the necessary parking for the Arena would be to create an Arena that would be 
an "island" type destination, surrounded by a large expanse of surface parking. The project architect has indicated 
that this type of development is inconsistent with modem best practice arena design and urban placemaking.33 As 
such, Alternative 5 would be inconsistent \vith project applicant objective 3, w-hich is to "[d]esign a Project that is 
synergistic with nearby existing and proposed uses and incorporates state-of-the-art urban design and venue 
design principles." 

Public Transit Inaccessibility 

Bus service to the District at South Bay Alternative site is provided by the City of Carson's bus system, Carson 
Circuit, which provides connections to the Metro Blue Line (Light Rail), Metro Silver Line (Bus Rapid Transit) 
and to regional bus service provided by Torrance Transit, the MTA, Long Beach Transit and Gardena Municipal 
Bus Lines. The nearest bus stop is located at the intersection of Del Amo Boulevard and Main Street, located 
adjacent to the northwest comer of the project site, and multiple bus lines running north-south along Avalon 
Boulevard. The District at South Bay Alternative site is not as close to expansive public transit, such as light rail 
and regional bus transit, as the Proposed Project and several of the proposed alternatives. The site is located 
approximately 3.5 miles from the Metro Blue Line station at Del Amo Boulevard, approximately l.5 miles from the 
Metro Silver Line station on the I-110 freeway at Carson Street, and approximately 1. 8 miles from the Harbor 
Gateway Transit Center. Although it is assumed that the Proposed Project would provide shuttle service to the Blue 
and Silver Lines similar to the proposed shuttle service to the Crenshaw/LAX and Green Lines to be provided as 
part of the Proposed Project, given the distance of stations from the District at South Bay Alternative site, these 
transit options might not be as desirable as driving to the site given the close proximity of the I-405 freeway, which 
is adjacent to the site. 

Fan Base Proximity 

Alternative 5 does not meet one of the project applicant's basic objectives for the project. Objective l(b) states: 
"Locate a basketball and entertainment center on a site that is geographically desirable and accessible to the LA 
Clippers' current and anticipated fan base." The District at South Bay Alternative site is located approximately 
11 miles southeast of the Project Site. As such, the site is located 11 miles further away from the Clippers' current 
home at Staples Arena in downtown Los Angeles. As part of its site selection process, the project applicant 
engaged a team of experienced professionals to identify sites in the greater Los Angeles area that could 
accommodate a new, state-of-the-art Arena and Arena support uses. The preliminary analysis included sites in 
and around downtown Los Angeles, on the west side of Los Angeles, and also sites as far south as Long Beach. 
Of the sites to the south, the District at South Bay site was the closest to the preferred west side location, but was 

32 AECOM, Design and Operations Considerations o.fEIRAltematives, Letter from Bill Hanway, Executive Vice President, Global 
Sports Leader, AECOM to Chris Holmquist, Wilson Meany, May 7, 2020. 

33 AECOM, Design and Operations Considerations o.fEIRAltematives, Letter from Bill Hanway, Executive Vice President, Global 
Sports Leader, AECOM to Cluis Holmquist, Wilson Meany. May 7, 2020. 
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ultimately deemed less desirable than other options that were closer to the current and anticipated future fan 
base.34 For these reasons, the project applicant has indicated that this location would not achieve project applicant 
Objective l(b). 

City Objectives 

Under the District at South Bay Alternative none of the City's objectives for the Proposed Project would be 
achieved. Specifically, none of the City's objectives to enhance the community would be accomplished. For 
example, the City would be unable to achieve its goals of promoting the City as a premier regional sports and 
entertainment center (City Objective 1 ), enhancing the City's general economic health by stimulating new 
business and economic activity (City Objective 2), and constructing (with private funds) a public assembly space 
that would host sporting, cultural, business, and community events (City Objective 8). 

City of Inglewood Economic Development Goals 

As discussed under No Project Alternative, above, the City ofinglewood has long-standing goals articulated in 
the General Plan Land Use Element which call for the promotion of economic development that would generate 
opportunities and employment for the City's residents. Contrary to these goals, the District at South Bay 
Alternative would eliminate all increases in revenues to the City and the [nglewood Unified School District, 
including approximately 7,300 jobs and over $1 billion in economic activity due to project construction, 
approximately 1,500 net new ongoing jobs, and approximately $250 million in annual economic output.35 While 
under the District at South Bay Alternative an equivalent level of economic benefits would likely accrue in the 
City of Carson, none of the noted economic development benefits would accrue to the City of [nglewood. 

Inconsistency with Federal Aviation Administration Airport Improvement Program Grant 

As discussed above under Alternative l, the intent of the AIP program is that the land in question acquired by the 
City and Successor Agency be cleared of incompatible uses, and that the grant recipients use their best efforts to 
dispose of the land at fair market value for development with airport compatible uses. Under Alternative 5, the 
proposed Project Site would not be developed as under the Proposed Project. Similar to the No Project 
Alternative, the Project Site would remain vacant and under-developed. Agreements between the FAA and the 
City under the AIP program provide that the City and the Successor Agency must use their best efforts to dispose 
of parcels acquired under this program at a fair market value at the earliest practicable time. Holding the Project 
Site vacant under Alternative 5 would be inconsistent with the obligation to use such best efforts, as specified in 
grant agreements under the FAA AIP program. Alternative 5 would also be inconsistent with the City's objective 
to "transform vacant or underutilized land within the City into compatible land uses within aircraft noise contours 
generated by operations at LAX, in compliance with Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) grants to the City." 

Project Schedule and Costs 

In addition to site acquisition, the proposed arena and associated development \vould require a complete redesign, 
including necessary NBA review and approval, along with review and approval through the City of Carson, 
including preparation of a new CEQA document. As noted above, the redesigned project \vould have to account 

34 AECOM, Design and Operations Considerations o/EIRAltematives, Letter from Bill Hanway, Executive Vice President, Global 
Sports Leader, AECOM to Chris Holmquist, Wilson Meany, May 7, 2020. 

35 HR&A, Economic and Fiscal Impact Report: Inglewood Basketball and Entertainment Center, May 2020, pages 4 to 5. 
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for the presence of hazardous materials at the site, which would increase design and constmction costs as 

compared to the Proposed Project. In addition, the need to restart the planning and entitlement process would 

result in schedule extensions that would obstruct the ability to meet the project applicant's schedule objective to 

open in time for the 2024-25 NBA season. 

The District at South Bay Alternative site also does not meet the definition of "project area" included in PRC 

section 21168.6.8(a)(5). Thus, Alternative 5 \vould not meet the requirements for compliance with AB 987. As a 

result of this change, should the adequacy of the EIR be litigated, ratherthan the AB 987 dictated 270-day 

process for legal proceedings, including any potential appeals, the project would be subject to the established 

legal process which can take three or more years. As a result of a more extended legal process, litigation 

regarding the adequacy of the EIR for Alternative 2 would likely obstruct the ability to meet the project 

applicant's schedule objective to open in time forthe 2024-25 NBA season. That is because construction 

financing is often unavailable while CEQA litigation is pending, meaning that construction would not be able to 

proceed until after litigation is resolved even if no injunction is issued. Indeed, the extent to which CEQA 

litigation interferes with the ability to move forward witl1 projects while such litigation is pending is a central aim 

of statutes, such as AB 987, establishing an accelerated time frame for the resolution of CEQA litigation. (See, 

e.g., Legislative Findings adopted pursuant to Assembly Bill 734 (2018 Stats. Chapter 959, § 1), Senate Bill 743 

(2013 Stats, Chapter 386, § 1.) The same considerations apply here. 

Loss of Environmental Benefits 

Under AB 987, the project applicant has committed to a Greenhouse Gas (GHG) reduction plan that includes a 

number of local measures that would provide benefits in the City of Inglewood. These measures include such 

commitments as (1) replacement of 10 municipal fleet vehicles with Zero Emissions Vehicles (ZEVs) and 

construction of related infrastructure for those vehicles; (2) replacement of 2 transit vehicles that operate within 

the City with ZEV s and construction of related infrastructure for those vehicles; (3) installation of 20 electric 

vehicle charging stations at locations within the City available for public user for charging electric vehicles; (4) 

development of a program for planting of 1,000 trees within the City; and (5) implementation of a program to 

purchase and installation of 1, 000 electric vehicle charging units for residential use in local communities near the 

Project Site, with City residents given a priority for participation. Because AB 987 would not apply at this site, 

these measures \vould not be implemented under Alternative 5. 

Loss of Public Benefits 

As described in the Development Agreement, the Proposed Project would provide the City, its residents, and the 

surrounding region with an extensive array of public benefits. The public benefits would total approximately 

$100 million and would include (1) the creation oflocaljobs and workforce equity; (2) commitments to 

affordable housing and renter support; (3) rehabilitation of Morningside Park Library and creation of a 

community center; (4) support for City of Inglewood youth and education; (5) support for social and educational 

programs at the Inglewood Senior Center; (6) renovation of public basketball courts in Inglewood; (7) community 

engagement and collaboration, including use of the arena for charitable causes, and access to NBA games for 

community groups. These public benefits would not be provided to the City of Inglewood under Alternative 5. 
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Alternative 6: Hollywood Park Specific Plan Alternative Site 

The Hollywood Park Specific Plan Alternative does not appear to be feasible forthe following reasons: (1) the 
alternative site may not be available for purchase; (2) it may not be feasible to construct the Proposed Project on 
the alternative site; (3) the Project Site would remain underutilized, thus not meeting the City's vision for the site; 
and ( 4) parking on the alternative site is constrained. A more detailed discussion of each reason is provided 
below. 

Site Availability 

The project applicant does not control or own the Hollywood Park Specific Plan Alternative Site within the HPSP 
area, which is located directly to the north of the Project Site across West Century Boulevard. [n 2009, the City of 
Inglewood adopted the Hollywood Park Specific Plan, which proposed constructing a mix of office, commercial, 
residential, and community serving uses on the 238-acre site. In 2015, the Specific Plan was amended to include 
an NFL stadium. The City of Inglewood has approved construction plans or issued building permits for, and 
construction has commenced on, significant portions of the HPSP area, including the construction of a 70,000-
seat open air NFL Stadium, a 6,000-seat performance venue, 518,077 square feet (sf) ofretail and restaurant uses, 
466,000 sf of office space, 314 residential units, an 11.89-acre park, a 4-acre civic use, and approximately 9,900 
parking spaces. Given the amount of development proposed within the HPSP area and the effort that went into 
obtaining the approval of these entitlements, it is unknown if the site is available for purchase or if the owner of 
the site would be willing to sell to the project applicant. 

Site Feasibility 

Development of the Hollywood Park Specific Plan Alternative within the HPSP area would displace uses planned 
under the Hollywood Park Specific Plan Alternative site to other portions of the HPSP area, and there may not be 
sufficient space within the HPSP area to accommodate these displaced uses. 

Because of the desire to limit the displacement of previously planned and approved uses in the HPSP area, the 
Alternative 6 site would provide limited amount of plaza space (approximately 104,650 sf as shmvn in Draft EIR 
Figure 6-5, page 6-70) that may be insufficient to meet the requirements necessary for safe ingress and egress of 
Arena crowds, and may not provide sufficient space or the proper configuration to accommodate the project 
applicant's "Champions Plaza" concept. Because of the limited size of the site and available plaza space, it is 
likely that Arena crowds would spill over into adjacent landscaped open spaces that are part of the Lake Park in 
the Hollywood Park Specific Plan. TI1is small size and lack of plaza area would exacerbate safety and operational 
concerns if simultaneous events are held at the NFL Stadium and the Alternative 6 arena, as the current Lake Park 
open space was designed, in part, to accommodate the crowd flmvs before and after Stadium events.36 

Inconsistency with Federal Aviation Administration Airport Improvement Program Grant 

As discussed above under Alternative l, the intent of the AIP program is that the land in question acquired by the 
City and Successor Agency be cleared of incompatible uses, and that the grant recipients use their best efforts to 
dispose of the land at fair market value for development with airport compatible uses. Under Alternative 6, the 
proposed Project Site would not be developed as under the Proposed Project. Similar to the No Project 

36 AECOM, Design and Operations Considerations ofEIR Altematives, Letter from Bill Hanway, Executive Vice President, Global 
Sports Leader, AECOM to Chris Holmquist, Wilson Meany, May 7, 2020. 
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Alternative, the Project Site would remain vacant and under-developed. Agreements between the FAA and the 
City under the ACP program provide that the City and the Successor Agency must use their best efforts to dispose 
of parcels acquired under this program at a fair market value at the earliest practicable time. Holding the Project 
Site vacant under Alternative 6 would be inconsistent with the obligation to use such best efforts, as specified in 
grant agreements under the FAA AIP program. Alternative 6 would also be inconsistent with the City's objective 
to "transform vacant or underutilized land within the City into compatible land uses within aircraft noise contours 
generated by operations at LAX, in compliance with Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) grants to the City." 

Parking Constraints 

The Proposed Project would demand approximately 7,700 parking spaces for LA Clippers basketball games, and 
up to 8, 100 parking spaces for sold out concert events. According to City's Municipal Code, the Proposed Project 
would be required to provide 4,125 parking spaces with the remaining parking spaces provided off-site. The 
Hollywood Park Specific Plan Alternative would provide 1,045 spaces, which is only about a quarter of the 
spaces required by code. As a result, up to approximately 7,000 off-site parking spaces would be required under 
this alternative, most likely among the 9,900 spaces provided within the HPSP area. However, the HPSP requires 
that "no less than 9,000 spaces located throughout the HPSP area be made available" for the NFL Stadium. As a 
result, under the Hollywood Park Specific Plan Alternative events at the arena and stadium could not overlap; 
events at the arena would have to be scheduled when the stadium is not in use, thus potentially resulting in fewer 
events at the arena. 

City of Inglewood Economic Development Goals 

As discussed under No Project Alternative, above, the City of Inglewood has long-standing goals articulated in 
the General Plan Land Use Element which call for the promotion of economic development that would generate 
opportunities and employment for the City's residents. The Hollywood Park Specific Plan Alternative would 
involve the development of the same or substantially similar components of the Proposed Project on 
approximately 12 acres. [tis assumed that it would generate the same approximate revenues to the City and the 
Inglewood Unified School District as the Proposed Project. 

City Objectives for the Proposed Project 

Alternative 6 would not be responsive to City Objective 5 to '"[t]ransform vacant or underutilized land within the 
City into compatible land uses within aircraft noise contours generated by operations at LAX, in compliance with 
Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) grants to the City." 

Project Schedule and Costs 

In addition to site acquisition, the proposed arena and associated development \vould require a complete redesign, 
including necessary NBA review and approval, along with review and approval through the City Inglewood, 
including preparation of a new CEQA document to support changes to the Hollywood Park Specific Plan. The 
need to restart the planning and entitlement process would result in schedule extensions that \vould obstruct the 
ability to meet the project applicant's schedule objective to open in time for the 2024-25 NBA season. 

Further, the Alternative 6 site also does not meet the definition of "project area" included in PRC section 
21168.6.8(a)(5). Thus, Hollywood Park Specific Plan Alternative would not meet the requirements for 
compliance with AB 987. As a result of this change, should the adequacy of the EIR be litigated, rather than the 
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AB 987 dictated 270-day process for legal proceedings, including any potential appeals, the project would be 
subject to the established legal process which can take three or more years. As a result of a more extended legal 
process, litigation regarding the adequacy of the EIR for Alternative 2 would likely obstruct the ability to meet 
the project applicant's schedule objective to open in time for the 2024-25 NBA season. That is because 
construction financing is often unavailable while CEQA litigation is pending, meaning that constmction would 
not be able to proceed until after litigation is resolved even if no injunction is issued. Indeed, the extent to which 
CEQA litigation interferes with the ability to move forward with projects while such litigation is pending is a 
central aim of statutes, such as AB 98 7, establishing an accelerated time frame for the resolution of CEQA 
litigation. (See, e.g., Legislative Findings adopted pursuant to Assembly Bill 734 (2018 Stats. Chapter 959, § 1 ), 
Senate Bill 743 (2013 Stats, Chapter 386, § l.) The same considerations apply here. 

Loss of Environmental Benefits 

Under AB 987, the project applicant has committed to a Greenhouse Gas (GHG) reduction plan that includes a 
number of local measures that would provide benefits in the City of [nglewood. These measures include such 
commitments as (l) replacement of 10 municipal fleet vehicles with Zero Emissions Vehicles (ZEVs) and 
construction of related infrastructure for those vehicles; (2) replacement of 2 transit vehicles that operate within 
the City with ZEV s and construction of related infrastructure for those vehicles; (3) installation of 20 electric 
vehicle charging stations at locations within the City available for public user for charging electric vehicles; ( 4) 
development of a program for planting of 1,000 trees within the City; and (5) implementation of a program to 
purchase and installation of 1,000 electric vehicle charging units for residential use in local communities near the 
Project Site, with City residents given a priority for participation. Because AB 987 would not apply at this site, 
these measures would not be implemented under Alternative 6. 

Alternative 7: The Forum Alternative Site 

This alternative does not appear to be feasible for the following reasons: ( l) it may not be feasible to construct the 
Proposed Project on the alternative site; (2) the Project Site would remain undemtilized, and thus not meet the 
City's vision for the site; and (3) constmction of the Proposed Project would result in the loss of an historic 
resource. A more detailed discussion of each reason is provided below. 

Site Feasibility 

To efficiently distribute parking for the operation of the Arena on the Alternative 7 site, the main parking 
structure under this Alternative would be located on the north side of the site, along West Manchester Boulevard, 
and additional surface parking would be accessed from the east, off of Kareem Court and Pincay Drive. As a 
result of these access requirements, the primary plaza and open space for Alternative 7 would be aligned along 
the western edge of the site, between the arena structure and South Prairie Avenue. The project architect has 
stated that the resulting linear shape of the plaza, and high level of exposure to South Prairie A venue, a 6-lane 
arterial, would inhibit the creation of a unique urban environment and would be contrary to best practices in urban 
placemaking.37 

37 AECOM, Design and Operations Considerations ofEIR Altematives, Letter from Bill Hanway, Executive Vice President, Global 
Sports Leader, AECOM to Chris Holmquist, Wilson Meany, May 7, 2020. 
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Loss of Historic Resource 

The Forum Alternative site is currently developed with an historic concert venue known as The Forum. The 

Forum is an approximately 350,000 sf arena that opened in 1967 and until 1999 was the home of the NBA Los 

Angeles Lakers, the NHL Los Angeles Kings, and the \VNBA Los Angeles Sparks, and hosted other major 

sporting events and other athletic competitions, concerts, and events. In 2012, The Forum underwent 

comprehensive renovation and rehabilitation that included structural, aesthetic, and amenity improvements 

completed in 2014 to convert The Forum into a world-class concert and event venue. In addition, The Forum was 

listed on the National Register of Historic Places and the California Register of Historic Resources in 2014 as an 

architecturally significant historic place worthy of preservation. The renovation of The Forum was funded in part 

by federal tax credits for its restoration as a National Register-listed building and an $18 million loan from the 

City of Inglewood for the restoration and rehabilitation of tl1e structure. As it is not structurally feasible to 

renovate the existing Forum building to meet the requirements of a modem NBA arena, the existing Forum 

building would need to be demolished under this alternative, thus resulting in the significant and unavoidable 

impact associated with the loss of a historic resource. Finally, even if it was structurally feasible to renovate the 

arena, these changes would remove or substantially alterthe character defining features of The Forum that make it 

eligible for listing on tl1e National Register and California Register. 

City Objectives for the Proposed Project 

The Forum Alternative would meet some of City's objectives for the Proposed Project. The Forum Alternative 

would meet the City's goals of becoming a regional sports and entertainment center (City Objective l) and 

stimulating economic development (City Objective 2), however because this alternative would involve demolition 

of an existing entertainment venue, The Forum, in order to build a new sports and entertainment venue of similar 

size, it would not achieve these goals to the same extent as the Proposed Project. As explained above, The Forum 

site is currently developed with a large entertainment venue, and while there are surrounding surface parking lots 

tl1at can be seen as underdeveloped, the Forum Alternative site is not underutilized to the same degree as the 

Project Site. 

Because City Objective 5 is to '[t]ransform vacant or underutilized land within the City into compatible land uses 

within aircraft noise contours generated by operations at LAX, in compliance with Federal Aviation 

Administration (FAA) grants to the City," Alternative 7 would not be as responsive to this objective as the 

Proposed Project. Finally, because the Forum Alternative would result in a new significant and unavoidable 

impact as a result of the demolition of the historic Forum building, it would be less responsive than the Proposed 

Project to City Objective 10, which calls for the project objectives to be achieved "in an expeditious and 

environmentally conscious manner." 

City of Inglewood Economic Development Goals 

As discussed under No Project Alternative, above, the City of Inglewood has long-standing goals articulated in 

the General Plan Land Use Element which call for the promotion of economic development that would generate 

opportunities and employment for the City's residents. Contrary to these goals. The Forum Alternative would 

involve the development of the same or substantially similar components of the Proposed Project on 

approximately 28 acres currently occupied by the historic Forum concert and event venue and ancillary structures 

and surface parking, it would generate the same approximate revenues to the City and the Inglewood Unified 

School District as the Proposed Project. However, it would result in the demolition of The Forum entertainment 

venue, and would eliminate the current revenue that is generated to the City, which is materially larger than the 
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revenue generation from the uses on the proposed Project Site. As such, The Fomm Alternative would generate a 
materially smaller level of net new economic development than the Proposed Project. 

Inconsistency with Federal Aviation Administration Airport Improvement Program Grant 

As discussed above under Alternative l, the intent of the AIP program is that the land in question acquired by the 
City and Successor Agency be cleared of incompatible uses, and that the grant recipients use their best efforts to 
dispose of the land at fair market value for development with airport compatible uses. Under Alternative 7, the 
proposed Project Site would not be developed as under the Proposed Project. Similar to the No Project 
Alternative, the Project Site would remain vacant and under-developed. Agreements between the FAA and the 
City under the AIP program provide that the City and the Successor Agency must use their best efforts to dispose 
of parcels acquired under this program at a fair market value at the earliest practicable time. Holding the Project 
Site vacant under Alternative 7 would be inconsistent with the obligation to use such best efforts, as specified in 
grant agreements under the FAA AIP program. Alternative 7 would also be inconsistent with the City's objective 
to "transform vacant or undemtilized land within the City into compatible land uses within aircraft noise contours 
generated by operations at LAX, in compliance with Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) grants to the City." 

Project Schedule and Costs 

In addition to site acquisition, the proposed arena and associated development would require a complete redesign, 
including necessary NBA review and approval, along with review and approval through the City of Inglewood, 
including preparation of a new CEQA document. The need to restart the planning and entitlement process would 
result in schedule extensions that would obstruct the ability to meet the project applicant's schedule objective to 
open in time for the 2024-25 NBA season. 

The Alternative 7 site also does not meet the definition of "project area" included in PRC section 21168.6.8(a)(5). 
Thus, The Fornm Alternative \vould not meet the requirements for compliance with AB 987. As a result of this 
change, should the adequacy of the EIR be litigated, rather than the AB 987 dictated 270-day process for legal 
proceedings, including any potential appeals, the project would be subject to the established legal process which 
can take three or more years. As a result of a more extended legal process, litigation regarding the adequacy of 
the EIR for Alternative 2 would likely obstruct the ability to meet the project applicant's schedule objective to 
open in time for the 2024-25 NBA season. That is because constrnction financing is often unavailable while 
CEQA litigation is pending, meaning that construction would not be able to proceed until after litigation is 
resolved even if no injunction is issued. Indeed, the extent to w-hich CEQA litigation interferes with the ability to 
move forward with projects while such litigation is pending is a central aim of statutes, such as AB 987, 
establishing an accelerated time frame for the resolution of CEQA litigation. (See, e.g., Legislative Findings 
adopted pursuant to Assembly Bill 734 (2018 Stats. Chapter 959, § 1), Senate Bill 743 (2013 Stats, Chapter 386, 
§ l.) The same considerations apply here. 

Loss of Environmental Benefits 

Under AB 987, the project applicant has committed to a Greenhouse Gas (GHG) reduction plan that includes a 
number of local measures that would provide benefits in the City of Inglewood. These measures include such 
commitments as (1) replacement of 10 municipal fleet vehicles with Zero Emissions Vehicles (ZEVs) and 
construction of related infrastructure for those vehicles; (2) replacement of 2 transit vehicles that operate within 
the City with ZEV s and construction of related infrastructure for those vehicles; (3) installation of 20 electric 
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vehicle charging stations at locations within the City available for public user for charging electric vehicles; ( 4) 
development of a program for planting of 1,000 trees within the City; and (5) implementation of a program to 
purchase and installation of 1,000 electric vehicle charging units for residential use in local communities near the 
Project Site, with City residents given a priority for participation. Because AB 987 would not apply at this site, 
these measures would not be implemented under Alternative 7. 

Project Site Underutilization 

As discussed above, parcels on the Project Site have remained vacant for a variety ofreasons. If the Proposed 
Project were not to be constructed on the Project Site, these parcels would likely vacant for the foreseeable future, 
and thus the site would not be transformed to include land uses that are compatible with the existing noise 
environment. 
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SUPERIOR COUt\ , OF CALIFORNIA, COUNTY t.,,r LOS ANGELES 
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RONALD W. STAMM (X) 
DAVID M. SNOW (x) 

"CEQA" R/T BS129985 

NATURE OF PROCEEDINGS: 

MOTION OF PETITIONERS, EXCALIBUR PROPERTY HOLDINGS, 
LLC AND GEORGE BROK.ATE, TO VACATE JUDGMENT AND ENTER 
A DIFFERENT JUDGMENT 

Matter comes on for hearing and is argued. The court 
takes the matter under submission. 

LATER: The court grants the motion to vacate the 
judgment and to enter a different judgment for the 
reasons set forth by the court in the document en 
titled COURT'S RULING ON MOTION TO VACATE THE JUDGMENT 
HEAD ON DECEMBER 28, 2011, filed this date. 

Counsel for petitioners is to prepare, serve and lodge 
the proposed judgment and writ within ten days. The 
court will hold the documents ten days objections. 

A copy of this minute order as well as the Court's 
Ruling are mailed via U.S. Mail to counsel of record 
addressed as follows: 

ROBERT P. SILVERSTEIN, ESQ., 215 N. MARENGO AVE., 3RD 
FL., PASADENA, CA 91101-1504 

RONALD W. STAMM, PRINCIPAL DEPUTY COUNTY COUNSEL, ONE 
GATEWAY PLAZA, 24TH FL., LOS ANGELES, CA 90012 2952 

DAVID M. SNOW, RICHARDS, WATSON, ET AL, 355 S. GRAND 
AVE., 40TH FL., LOS ANGELES, CA 90071 3101 
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SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE 
FOR THE COUNTY OF LOS 

EXCALIBUR PROPERTY HOLDINGS, 
LLC, ETC. 

Petitioners 
VS 

PASADENA METRO BLUE LINE, ETC., 
ET AL 

Respondents 

LOS ANGELES COUNTY METROPOLITAN 
TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY, ETC, ET AL) 

Real Parties in Interest ) 

:G~~~~FORNIA ORIGINAL F1ILED 
DEC 2 8 20!1 

LOS ANGELES 
~TTPRRJOR. r.nTTR'r 

CASE NO. BS130732 

COURT' S RULING ON MOTION TO VACATE THE JUDGMENT HEARD ON DECEMBER 2 ~-!. 
2011 

Petitioner seeks to vacate the judgment and enter a different judgment 
based on a single argument, i.e., that the Draft SEIR in this case 
failed to provide a sufficient discussion of alternatives to the 
project. 1 

After considering the parties' briefs and relevant evidence, having 
heard argument and having taken the matter under submission, the Court 
rules as follows: 

scussion 

A motion to vacate may be made whenever the trial judge draws an 
incorrect legal conclusion or renders an erroneous judgment on the 
facts. CCP 663. 

Petitioner contends that the Court's decision relied on a discussion of 
alternatives in the Final SEIR to conclude that the alternatives 
analysis contained in the Draft SEIR complied with CEQA. 

The Petition challenged the alternatives analysis performed throughout 
the environmental analysis process in this case. At the lengthy trial 
of the writ, much of the discussion focused on the Respondents' 
alternatives analysis in the Final SEIR complied with CEQA. 

1 The Court denies Petitioners' untimely and improper request to augment 
the administrative record. The record of the proceeding in this matter 
has been settled for months and the writ hearing has been held. The 
motion brought here is not an invitation to review or alter any of the 
findings made by the Court. Rather, the only issue is whether the Court 
has made a legal error for which the judgment ought to be vacated. The 
court also declines to take judicial notice of dictionary definitions. 

1 



Accordingly, much of the time, discussion and citation in the Court's 
written decision focuses on this question. 

In this motion, Petitioner draws the focus back to the alternatives 
analysis in the Draft SEIR. In that document, Respondents presented 
only a single alternative to the option of the Monrovia site under 
consideration. That alternative was the previously selected Irwindale 
site. 

Petitioner objects that the choice of a single alternative does not 
the requirements of the project, is, as a matter of law, 

insufficient. The Court agrees. 

While the Court does not accept Petitioner's contention that the law 
requires more than one alternative be provided as part of a draft SEIR, 
it does accept Petitioner's contention that the one alternative 
evaluated in this case was not reasonable. The one alternative 
selected did not meet the project's requirements, -~:~_:_, its location on 
a constructed portion of the rail line. The Irwindale location was 
beyond the portion of the Phase 2A line. That alternative, therefore, 
did not provide a reasonable and realistic alternative to the Monrovia 
site. 

Nor was the Irwindale site for purposes of the M & O facility 
adequately analyzed in the original EIR. The alternatives considered 
in the original EIR were for the entire project; not for the M & O 
faci 

Thus, it cannot be argued that the use of the Irwindale alternative 
necessarily incorporated an extensive analysis of numerous alternatives 
for the M & o facility in the project's original EIR. , ~, 

~~-~~~~~~--'"~~__;.,~~~-~..........,---"~-'--'-~-"---~···-' 16 Cal. App. 630, 
(1993) "the statutes 

of the project). 

The Court agrees that, in this case, the one-option analysis contained 
in the Draft SEIR failed to comply with CEQA. While there is no 
mandated number of alternatives that must be considered, the law does 
require that an EIR consider a reasonable range of alternatives to the 
location of a project. 2 of 
Supervisors, 52 Cal. 3d 553, are those 
which could "feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the 
project." Id. 

In this case, therefore, the Draft SEIR ought to have included one or 
more potential alternative sites that could feasibly attain the basic 

ectives of the M & o ect. These objectives included a minimum 
size of 20 to 24 acres, a location on operative tracks and a minimum 
number of "dead head" miles. The Irwindale location was not a 
potentially feasible alternative to Monrovia for an M & 0 facility 
because - according to Respondents -- it was located beyond the 

2 The Court believes that in certain factual settings, a one-alternative 
analysis may suffice for purposes of an SEIR. See, ~-:..· 

ct , 235 Cal. App. 3d 
case, SEIR essentially 

contained no feasible alternative site. 

2 



terminus of Phase 2A of the project. ( I1 AR 398) . In fact, the point 
of the SEIR was to explore a location for the M & o facility different 
from the Irwindale location in the original EIR because the M & o 
facility would now be constructed as part of Phase 2A. 

Thus, the single Irwindale alternative presented was not a feasible one 
and could not, therefore, foster "informed decisionmaking and public 
participation." Guidelines, § 15126.6, subd. (a). Nor was the 
Irwindale M & o facil alternative subjected to scrutiny as part of 
the 2007 BIR. Although Respondents note that 25 alternatives were 
studied as part of the 2007 EIR, those alternatives did not include the 
M & 0 facility. It did not have to since the M & o facility was not a 
site-specific project then before the Authority. 

of 18 Cal. App. 4 

The fact that the public developed alternatives in response to the 
Draft SEIR does not excuse the Respondents from their obligation to 
provide an adequate discussion of alternatives in the first instance. 

of 

The Court declines to adopt the Respondents' invitation to allow the 
SBIR's conclusion (i.e., that ultimately deciding to site che M & o 
facility in Monrovia had no potentially significant effects} to 
validate the errant process employed in the Draft SEIR. Whether the 
respondents are ultimately able to reduce all potentially significant 
impacts of the M & O facility to a level of less than significant by 
adopting mit ion measures does not excuse the Respondents' duty to 
circulate for public review a Draft SEIR that offers a review of at 
least one, if not more, reasonable alternatives to the proposal. 
The Court's erroneous legal basis for the decision, not supported by 
the facts, is proper grounds to set aside and vacate the trial court's 
judgment and for entry of another and different judgment. Cal. Code 
Civ. P. 663. Having found error in its previous ruling, the Court 
shall set aside and vacate its prior judgment and enter judgment for 
respondent. 

As Petitioner has met his burden of demonstrating that the Court has 
erred as a matter of law and that the facts in the record do not 
support the Court's statement of decision and judgment in favor of the 
Authority, the motion is granted. 

Counsel for Petitioner is to submit to this Department a proposed 
judgment and a proposed writ within 10 days with a proof of service 
showing that copies were served on Respondent by hand delivery or fax. 

The Court will hold these documents for ten days before signing and 
fil the judgment and causing the clerk to issue the writ. 

3 
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PUBLIC HEARING 

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that the City Council of the City of Inglewood, California, will 
hold a public hearing on Tuesday, July 21, 2020 at the hour of 2:00 p.m., to consider 
the following matters associated with the Inglewood Basketball and Entertainment Center 
(IBEC) that includes an arena intended to promote the enjoyment and recreation of the 
public by providing access to the City's residents in the form of spectator sports, 
specifically basketball, with up to 18,000 fixed seats to host National Basketball 
Association (NBA) games, and with up to 500 additional temporary seats for other events 
such as family shows, concerts, corporate and community events, and other sporting 
events; an up to 85,000-square foot team practice and athletic training facility; up to 
71,000 square feet of LA Clippers office space; an up to 25,000-square foot sports 
medicine clinic; up to 63,000 square feet of ancillary and related arena uses including 
retail and dining; an outdoor plaza adjacent to the arena; parking facilities; relocation of a 
City of Inglewood groundwater well; and various circulation, infrastructure, and other 
ancillary uses (the Project). The Project will also include a limited service hotel. The 
actions to be considered by the City Council with respect to the Project include: 

1. Certification of the Project Environmental Impact Report No. EA-EIR-2020-
045, State Clearinghouse No.: SCH2018021056, and adoption of a Mitigation 
Monitoring Reporting Program, and California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 
Findings and Statement of Overriding Considerations. 

a. Recommended for Certification and Adoption by the Planning Commission 
(PC) on June 17, 2020 (PC Resolution No. 1868). 

2. General Plan Amendment No. 2020-003 to modify the Land Use Element, 
Circulation Element, and Safety Element of the Inglewood General Plan with 
conforming map and text changes to reflect the plan for the Project, including: 

a. Redesignation of certain properties in the Land Use Element from 
Commercial to Industrial; 

b. Addition of specific reference to sports and entertainment facilities and 
related and ancillary uses on properties in the Industrial land use 
designation text; 

c. Updating Circulation Element maps and text to reflect vacation of portions 
of West 101 st Street and West 102nd Street and to show the location of 
the Project; and 

d. Updating Safety Element map to reflect the relocation of the municipal water 
well and related infrastructure. 

e. Recommended for Approval by the Planning Commission on June 17, 2020 
(PC Resolution No. 1869). 

3. Specific Plan Amendment No. 2020-001 to amend the Inglewood International 
Business Park Specific Plan to exclude properties within the Project Site from the 
Specific Plan Area. 

a. Recommended for Approval by the Planning Commission on June 17, 2020 
(PC Resolution No. 1870). 

4. Zone Change No. 2020-001 to apply the Sports and Entertainment (SE) Overlay 
Zone on the entire Project Site, and Rezone certain parcels in the Project Site to 
conform with the existing General Plan Land Use Designation. 

a. Recommended for Approval by the Planning Commission on June 17, 2020 
(PC Resolution No. 1871 ). 

5. Zoning Code Amendment No. 2020-002 to Chapter 12 of the Inglewood 
Municipal Code to establish regulations for the Sports and Entertainment Overlay 
Zone, including text amendments to create an overlay zone establishing 
development standards including standards for height, setbacks, street frontage, 



and lot size, permitted uses, signage, parking and loading, public art, design review 
process under the Project SEC Development Guidelines (discussed under #7, 
below), addressing parcel map procedures, and other land use controls. 

a. Recommended for Approval by the Planning Commission on June 17, 2020 
(PC Resolution No. 1871 ). 

6. Adoption of an Ordinance Amending Inglewood Municipal Code Chapters 2 
(Administration), 3 (Motor Vehicles and Traffic), 5 (Offenses, Miscellaneous), 10 
(Public Works), and 11 (Building Regulations) to permit development and 
operation of the Project, including provisions regarding public art, truck routes, 
noise regulations, traffic demand management, and disposition of municipal real 
property. 

7. Sports and Entertainment Complex Design Guidelines and Infrastructure 
Plan (SEC Development Guidelines), including: 

a. Implementation and Administration, 
b. Design Guidelines, and 
c. Infrastructure Plan. 

The SEC Development Guidelines will address certain design elements, including 
building orientation, massing, design and materials, plaza treatments, landscaping 
and lighting design, parking and loading design, pedestrian circulation, signage 
and graphics, walls, fences and screening, sustainability features, and similar 
elements. 

d. Recommended for Approval by the Planning Commission on June 17, 2020 
(PC Resolution No. 1872). 

8. Development Agreement between Murphy's Bowl LLC and the City for the 
development of a Sports and Entertainment Complex, addressing community 
benefits and vesting entitlements for the Project. 

a. Recommended for Approval by the Planning Commission on June 17, 2020 
(PC Resolution No. 1873). 

You are receiving this notice because you own property in or within 500 feet of the Project 
Site, you requested notice, or you are a Local Agency required to receive notice under 
Government Code 65091. A copy of this notice will also be published in a newspaper of 
general circulation, and posted at City Hall. Below is a map of the Project Site. 



The Project Site includes properties with the following Assessor Identification Numbers: 

ADDRESS AIN ADDRESS AIN 

3915 W 102nd St 4032001048 10108 S Prairie Ave 4032001908 

3843 W 102nd St 4032002915 No Address 4032001900 

3901 W 102nd St 4032001902 10116 S Prairie Ave 4032001904 

3851 W 102nd St 4032002916 10112 S Prairie Ave 4032001907 

3821 W 102nd St 4032002917 10104 S Prairie Ave 4032001910 

3822 W Century Blvd 4032002913 No Address 4032001006 

3921 W 102nd St 4032001911 No Address 4032001901 

3930 W Century Blvd 4032001913 10022 S Prairie Ave 4032001005 

I 3831 W 102nd St I 4032002914 I 10020 S Prairie Ave I 4032001905 

3665 W 102nd St 4032003912 10004 S Prairie Ave 4032001039 

3700 W Century Blvd 4032003914 10200 S Prairie Ave 4032008001 

No Address 4032004914 3940 W 102nd St 4032008907 

3922 W Century Blvd 4032001912 4018 W 101 st Street 4034005905 

3703 W 102nd St 4032003915 4015 W 101 st Street 4034004904 

NO ADDRESS 4032004913 3947 W 102nd St 4032001905 

3832 W 102nd St 4032007903 3940 W Century Blvd 4032001049 

3850 W 102nd St 4032007905 4020 W Century Blvd 4034004912 

3836 W 102nd St 4032007901 No Address 4032001033 

No Address 4032008034 10117 S Prairie Ave 4034005900 

3812 W 102nd St 4032007904 4039 W 101 st Street 4034004903 

3818 W 102nd St 4032007900 4026 W Century Blvd 4034004913 

3844 W 102nd St 4032007902 4036 W Century Blvd 4034004910 

3838 W 102nd St 4032007035 4044 W 101 st Street 4034005910 

3926 W 102nd St 4032008901 4019 W 101 st Street 4034004902 

3936 W 102nd St 4032008908 4032 W Century Blvd 4034004909 

3910 W 102nd St 4032008900 4031 W 102nd Street 4034005904 

3900 W 102nd St 4032008902 4025 W 102nd Street 4034005907 

3930 W 102nd St 4032008904 4022 W 101 st Street 4034005912 

3920 W 102nd St 4032008905 4030 W 101 st Street 4034005901 

3941W102nd St 4032001909 4037 W 102nd Street 4034005903 

3939 W 102nd St 4032001903 4036 W 101 st Street 4034005909 

4040 W Century Blvd 4034004905 4026 W 101 st Street 4034005911 

4043 W 101 st Street 4034004906 4023 W 102nd Street 4034005906 

4037 W 101 st Street 4034004901 4043 W 102nd Street 4034005902 

4042 W Century Blvd 4034004908 4019 W 102nd Street 4034005908 

4033 W 101 st Street 4034004911 10220 S Prairie Ave 4032008903 

4045 W 101 st Street 4034004900 10212 S Prairie Ave 4032008035 

4046 W Century Blvd 4034004907 

FURTHER NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN REGARDING PUBLIC PARTICIPATION that 
due to the existing COVID-19 health emergency and the social distancing measures 
currently in effect, and pursuant to the Governor's Executive Order N-29-20 
(https://www.gov.ca.gov/wp-content/uploads/2020/03/3.17 .20-N-29-20-EO. pdf), please 
note that members of the public will be allowed to observe and/or address the City Council 
Meeting of July 21, 2020 at 2:00 P.M. as follows: 

1. Written Public Comments: Members of the public may choose to submit 
comments electronically for consideration by the Inglewood City 
Council/Successor Agency/Housing Authority/Finance Authority/Parking 
Authority/Joint Powers Authority (Legislative Body) by sending them to the City 
Clerk/Secretary at and Deputy City 
Clerk at To ensure distribution to the members of 
the Legislative Body prior to consideration of the agenda, please submit comments 



prior to 8:00 AM. the day of the meeting, and in the body of the email, please 
identify the agenda number or subject matter. Correspondence should indicate 
the meeting date and agenda item. Comments received after 8:00 AM. and prior 
to the close of the public hearings, will be made part of the official public record of 
the meeting. Contact the Office of the City Clerk at 310-412-5280 with any 
questions. 

2. In Person: While adhering to and enforcing social distancing standards, members 
of the public can come to the Community Room located on the First Floor of 
Inglewood City Hall at 1 West Manchester Blvd., Inglewood, CA 90301, to listen, 
observe and make public comments. 

3. By Telephone-Listening to the Meeting and Making Oral Public Comments: 
Members of the public can participate in the meeting by telephone to listen and 
make comments. The meeting's telephone number and access code will be 
provided no later than 72 hours before the meeting on the meeting agenda 
published at the following link: 

https://www. cityofing lewood. org/ AgendaCenter/C ity-Counci 1-3 

Please observe the following tips when phoning in: 

• When you call-in, the operator will provide further instructions on how you can 
make public comments via phone. 

• If you are calling from a cell phone, please call from an area with good 
reception. 

• If you are watching the meeting on Facebook or Channel 35 while also 
accessing the phone line, it is requested that you mute the sound of your video 
feed as it is delayed from the phone transmission. Additionally, when you are 
making public comments on the phone line you will be inaudible due to 
feedback. 

4. Viewing and Listening to the Meeting without Making Public Comments: 
• On Spectrum Cable Local Channel 35 with audio and limited video. Please 

check with your cable provider for details. 
• Live on-line through Facebook Live, with audio and limited video, at 

https://www.facebook.com/cityofinglewood/ 
• The above access options provide the public with the opportunity to both 

observe and listen to the meeting. 
• However, members of the public who wish to orally address the City Council 

must use the public access options noted above. 

ACCESSIBILITY: If requested, the agenda and backup materials will be made available 
in appropriate alternative formats to persons with a disability, as required by Section 202 
of the Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990 (42 U.S.C. Sec. 12132), and the federal 
rules and regulations adopted in implementation thereof. Any person who requires a 
disability-related modification or accommodation, in order to observe and/or offer public 
comment may request such reasonable modification, accommodation, aid, or service by 
contacting the Office of the City Clerk by telephone at 310-412-5280 or via email 
to yhorton@cityofinglewood.org no later than 24 hours prior to the scheduled meeting. 

A Final Environmental Impact Report has been prepared under the California 
Environmental Quality Act, a copy of which is available for public review online at the 
following link: 
https://www. cityofing lewood. org/1 036/M urphys-Bowl-Proposed-N BA-Arena 

And at the following physical location: 

Inglewood City Hall 
Information Desk, First Floor Lobby 
One West Manchester Boulevard, 1st Floor 
Inglewood, CA 90301 

Pursuant to Government Code Section 65009, if you challenge the proposed 
environmental documents, General Plan Amendment, Specific Plan Amendment, Zone 



Change, Zoning Code Amendment, other Inglewood Municipal Code Amendments, SEC 
Development Guidelines, or Development Agreement in court, you may be limited to 
raising only those issues you or someone else raised at the public hearing described in 
this notice, or in written correspondence delivered to the City Council at, or prior to, the 
public hearing. 

This notice is given by the order of the City Council of the City of Inglewood and is dated 
this 7th day of July 2020. 

Yvonne Horton, City Clerk 
City of Inglewood, California 

In the event that the City Council meeting of July 21, 2020 is not held, or is concluded 
prior to this public hearing agenda item being considered, the public hearing will 
automatically be continued to the next regularly scheduled City Council meeting. 

Si no entiende esta noticia o si necesita mas informacion, favor de llamar a este numero 
(310) 412-5280. 

DATE OF POSTING: JULY 10, 2020 
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DATE: .June 16, 2020 

TO: l\fayor and Council Members 

FHOJ\,l: Publk \Vor.ks Department 

SUBJECT: Ordinance No. 20-09 - Citywide Permit Parking Districts Program 

.RECO.M.MKNDATION: 
It is recomrn.ended that the ivfayor and Council Members adopt Ordinance No. 20~09 amending 
Chapter 3 of the lngle\vood Municipal Code (IMC) to implement a Cityv.;ide Permit Parking 
Districts Program. 

BACKGROUND: 
On May 5, 2020, a public hearing was held to consider an ordinance amending Chapter 3 (Motor 
Vehicles and Traffic) of the Inglewood Municipal Code (Ev1C) to implement a Cityvtide Pennit 
Parking Districts Program in preparation of the August 2020 scheduled opening of SoFi Stadium 
that is slated to serve approximately 70,000 patrons. The ordinance proposed the creation of 
Pennit Parking Districts which would be enforced 24 hours a day, 7 days a \Veek (24/7}, and 
authorized the towing of vehicles parked without a valid parking permit. 

During the meeting, Council Members raised concerns regarding the practicality of requi1ing all 
visitors to have parking pennits for short visits, such as routinely dropping in to check on elderly 
residents: as wen as service providers such as gardeners who may provide services to various 
permit parking districts '.Vi thin the City, The City Council asked staff to revise the ordinance to 
address their concerns. 

Staff has revised the ordinance (Inglewood Municipal Code Section 3-80) to include language 
granting the Director of Public \Vorks the authority to determine whether permit parking 
restrictions shal1 apply 24!7, or any portion thereof This authorizes the Public Works Director to 
grant exceptions to the 24/7 pem1it parking requirement by placing signs or markings indicating 
the parking limitation, period of day of its application, and the fact that vehicles with valid pem1its 
shaH be exempt therefrom, 

Exceptions to the permit parking requirement may range ·from 1-2 hours depending on the district 
and type of zoning in and around the residential district to avoid burdening the residents. There 
are no other changes to the proposed ordinance. 

Cuuently, there are seventeen ( 17) Permit Parking Districts (Districts) in the City of which sixteen 
O 6) are residential and one is business see existing Pcnnit Parking District Map (Attachment 2). 
These Districts have rnultiple variations of parking restrictions that span day or night fr.ff different 
hours to address individualized neighborhood issues, These Districts are designed to Emit 

O>w \V \hwd.estff Boukv~mt o fogkwnod, CA o 9-0301 n Phom.; (3Hi) ,tJz.s:HH n Fm;,(.'\!{)) 412·87il8 
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excessive parking intrusion into the City's residential neighborhoods frorn non-Tesident employees 
and patrons of nearby commercial or industrial facilities, 

To more effectively and efficiently protect residential cmmnunities from non-resident vehicular 
intrusion, City staff reevaluated the pennit parking process by conducting a research study for a 
citywide pern1it parking program (Attachment 3), 

DISCUSSION: 
The new Citywide .Pennit Parking Program includes the following updates: 

L Parking District Maps: The new Citywide Permit Parking Program expands the existing 
pennit parking boundaries to better cover the Citis eleven ( l l) neighborhoods that align 
with the four City Council Districts (Attachrnent 4), AH residential streets within the City 
limits will be designated as pennit parking and are included in the Citywide Pern1it parking 
Program. 

2. 2417 Parking Restrictions and Tow A\vay: The current permit parking program does not 
have full-time parking restrictions. The proposed ordinance \Vill grant the Public Works 
Director the authority to implement pennit parking restrictions, 24!7 or any portion thereo( 
for all streets, or portions thereof, located within any of the 11 Pem1it Parking Districts, 
and authorize the removal of vehicles parked in a Penn it Parking District without a valid 
parking penniL Bef!:.mo: enforcing the permit parking restrictions and tovv away, the City 
must place signs or markings giving adequate notice in accordance 'Nith the California 
Vehicle Code. The Pennit Parking Districts located nearest to the entertainment district, 
Permit Parking Districts 3C thru 11, will require the most residential parking protection, 
The Permit Parking Districts furthest away from SoFi Stadium and the LASED 
ente1iainment district, have a greater prevalence of single-family type residences/lower 
density, and may experience less non-residential parking intrnsion, Nevertheless, the City 
is ready to activate full-time parking restrictions in Permit Parking District 1, 2, 3A and 3B 
if necessary, According to the updated program, .Pennit Parking District 1, 2, 3A and 313 
will have pre-approved, full-time parking restrictions; however, these restrictions \vill not 
be activated and will remain inactive until it is determined that full~time restrictions are 
necessary. 

3. Citpvide Approach: All existing Pennit Parking Districts in the current program will 
remain active and will be adopted into their respective proposed District. Depending on 
the needs of a particular Pennit Parking District, or portion thereof, the pennit parking 
restriction may apply 2417, or allov:,r fix limited exceptions to the parking pern1it 
requirement Streets that are located within Permit Parking District 1, 2, 3A and 3B that 
do not have existing parking restJictions in effect will remain unchanged until ·when/if 
needed can be activated, The Cityvvide unifrm11 parking restrictions (24/7) will greatly 
reduce logistical challenges that arise from having variation of parking restrictions, will 
contribute to a more efficient program administration and more effective parking 
enforcement 

Parking Restrictions Petition Process for street within Permit Parking District l, 2, 3A and 
38: lJpon receipt of a petition from the residents and/or business persons of a particular 
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neighborhood requesting the implernentation of the parking restriction on their street and 
citing the reason fr;r such request, the Director of Public Works or designee shall then 
revie'vv the request and detennine the appropriate boundary of the requested parking 
restriction area, The petition must bear the signatures of adults from a minimum of seventy
five (75%) percent of different households and/or businesses as evidence of a 
neighborhood desire to implement the parking restrictions, The Director of Public Works, 
or designee, shall then rnail or othenvise deliver one questionnaire to each readily kno\:vn 
address \Vithin the proposed parking restricted area (properties fronting on any street or 
portions that will be subject to pennit parking restrictions),, requesting the approval or 
disapproval of the parking restriction. If a rninimum of seventy-five percent (75%) of the 
questionnaires returned to the Publ.ic Works Director or designee, within a pedod of thirty 
calendar days, support the implementation of the parking restriction, then the Public Works 
Director or designee shall. administratively implement the parking restrictions and install 
parking restrictions signs, 

4. !\fore Effective Enforcement Tools: Today's prograrn requires residents to visit the 
Parking & Enterprise Services Department located at Ing1ewood City Hall and provide 
proof of residency, tenancy or property ov.mership (such as a rental agreement, light/gas 
bill or other identification indicating applicant's physical address) along with a current 
driver's license, and vehicle registration, To more effectivel.y enforce the permit parking 
program, residents wm be required to have their vehicle registered to the address of the 
residence \vithin the City of Inglewood that they are applying for their pennit License 
plate reader technology (LPR) will be used as the enforcement tools for pennit parking 
districts, LPR technology allows for the license plate on each vehicles to be read quickly, 
and it is a more efficient tool than using a parking enforcer to review each pern1it parking 
hang tag. Since each permit for parking will be license plate specific in conjunction with 
the L.PS, it eliminates parking permit misuse. and maximizing the number of pennits that 
can be reviewed within a short time period. A fast review is necessity during events, to 
remove vehicles violating the parking pennit program and ensure only residents are 
parking in their neighborhoods. Furthennore, LPR allows for digital chalking and 
enforcement of the hourly parking limits enabling the City to strictly enfr;rce them, 

5. Permit Issuance, Administration and Nlanagement: Additionally, the maximum 
number of permits per residence is t\vo (2) pennits, and these t\vo (2) parking permits will 
be issued at no cost per household. Additional parking pennits may be issued under the 
discretion of the Director of Public Works or designee, who shall have the authority to 
issue the additional parking pennits on a case by case basis, as deemed appropriate based 
on local circumstances. Minimum guidelines must be met to be considered for additional 
penT1its. Fees may be associated \Vith the additional permit, as determined by the City 
Council's approval of the Parking Permit Fee Schedule (Attachment No. 5). Staff will 
present a final Parking Permit Fee Schedule for the City Council to adopt by resolution; on 
a later date, to coincide with the effective date of any Citywide Pennit Parking Districts 
Ordinance adopted by the City Council. 

6. Visitor Parking Passes: The Visitor Parking Penni ts \Vill be made available on a daily, 
monthly, quarterly, or semi-annual basis according to the type of Visitor Parking Pass as 
indicated in this section see (Attachrnent 5), Each resident within a Pennit Parking District, 
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can apply for: l) Visitor Parking Perrnits, 2) Special Events Pennit, 3) Funeral Pennits, 4) 
In-Home Service Provider or Medical Care Provider Permits, 5) College Student Permit, 
and 6) Contractors and C\mstruction \Vorkers Permit 

This ordinance is exernpt from the requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act 
(CPQA) pursuant to Section 1506 l(b )(3) of Title 14 of the California Code of Regulations; the 
permit parking program would not result in any physical changes to the environment, other than 
minor signage. The program is designed to reduce potential traffic and parking impacts to the 
residential neighborhoods by limiting the number of excessive non-resident vehicles parking in 
the area. At the City Council meeting of June 9, 2020, Ordinance 20-09 \Vas introducezt 

FlNANCIAL/FUNDlNG lSStrns AND SOURCES: 
A separate staff report to amend the Fiscal Year 20 l 9-2020 Budget for the Citywide Permit 
Parking Program wiH be submitted once Bids for the services have been received. The funding 
request will include a budget to procure materials and install the new permit parking restriction 
signs, and separate staff reports will be submitted requesting additional funding frir administration 
and enfr)rccment of the program. 

LEGAL .RKVI.E\V VERIFICATION: 
Administrative staff has verified that th l documents accompanying this repo1i have been 
revie,ved and approved by, the Office of the City Attorney. 

BUDGET REVIEW VERIFICATIO 
Administrative staff has verified that thi · rt, in its entirety, has been submitted to, reviewed 
and approved by the BLidget Division. 

FINANCE REVIE\V VERJ.FICATION:~ 
Administrative staff has verified that this 1¥~f"I~;-its entirety, has been submitted to, reviewed 
and approved by the Finance Department. 

DESCRIPTION OF ANY ATTACHMENTS; 
Attadunent No. l ····Ordinance No, 20-09 
Attachment No, 2 - Exhibit A····· Existing Pennit Parking Districts Map ( 17 Districts) 
Attachment No. 3 - Exhibit B - Citywide Pennit Parking Study 
Attachment No. 4 - Exhibit C - Proposed Permit Parking Districts Map ( 11 Districts) 
Attachment No. 5 - Exhibit D - Residential Permit Parking Fee Schedule 

PREPARED BY: 
Louis A. Ahvell, P.E, Public Works Director/Assistant City Manager 
Peter Puglese, P.R., T.E., City Traffic Engineer 
Vanessa Munoz, P.E., ·r.E., PTOE, Traffic .Engineer Consultant 
Joi L Aldridge, Management Assistant to Director 

COUNCIL PRES.ENTER: 
Louis A. Atwell, P.E, Public Works Director/Assistant City 1\fanager 
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OIUHNANCE NO. 20-09 

AN ORDINANCE OF THE crrY OF INGLE\VOOD, CALIFORNIA 

AMENDING CHAP1TR 3, ARTICLE 2 OF THE INGLEWOOD 

MUNICIPAL CODE 'fO ES'IAHLISI:l A CH'Y'\VHJE PER!V1rr 

PAH.KING DISTRICTS PROGRAl\'1, AUTHORIZE THE RE?vlOVAL 

OF VEHICLES PARK!Hl IN A PERI\/lfI PARKING DISTRICT 

\VITHOUT A PERMIT, AND ADOPT OTHER REGULATIONS 

REASONABLE ANH NECESSARY ·ro ENSlTRE 1'HE 

EFFECTIVENESS OF THE CITY\VIDE PERMIT PARKING 

UlS'fRl.CTS PROGRATVL 

\VHEREAS, Califi)fnia Vehicle Code section 21 provides that the provisions of 

the Vehicle Code are applicable and uniform throughout the state and the city may not 1 

enact or enforce any ordinance on matters covered by the Vehicle Code unless expressly 

authorized therein; and 

\VHEREAS, Vehicle Code section 22507 authorizes the City to adopt a 

preferential parking progran1 \:vhich prohibits or restricts the parking of vehicles on 

public streets and to issue permits to residents, merchants, and their guests exempting 

them from the parking prohibition or restriction: and 

\VH.EREAS, the City rnay adopt regulations that are reasonable and necessary to 

ensure the effectiveness of a preferential parking program; and 

\VHEREAS, Vehicle Code section 22651 (n) authorizes the City to remove a 

vehicle that is parked where the City has prohibited parking, authorized the removal of 

vehicles, and posted signs giving notice of the removal; and 

\VHEREAS, the City of Ingle\vood has a total area of approxirnately 9 square 

miles and 109,000 residents; and 

\VHER.E.AS, the City cunently has 17 pennit parking districts to address the 

parking needs of its reside11ts1 merchants and their guests; and 

/// 

1 



1 '\VHEREAS~ the City of Inglewood .is developing into a preeminent sports and 

2 entertainment center because of the Forum, LA Stadium and Entertainment District at 

:3 Hollywood Park (LASED), and Inglewood Basketball and Entertainment Center 

4 O.BECl; and 

5 \VHEREAS, the Forum, \Vhich reopened in 2014, has a capacity of over 17,000 

6 people; and 

7 WHEREAS, LAS.ED is the home of SoFi Stadium and a concert venue, which 

8 have a capacity of over 70,000 people and 6,000 people, respectively; and 

9 WHEREAS, the Inglewood Basketball and Entertainment Center includes a 

10 I proposed 18,000 seat arena set to open in 2024; and 

1.1 I \VHERE:AS, the combined capacity of these sports and entertainment venues is 

12 over 110,000 people; and 

18 \VHEREAS, there is a shortage of parking for the City's residents, merchants 

14 and their 2uests durino Forum events- and ........ ).._ b ' 

15 \VHI!~REAS, the City expects the parking issues to increase dramatically when 

lG SoFi Stadium opens in July 2020, because Sofi Stadium guests and employees may use 

17 onstreet parking spaces needed for City's residents, merchants, and their guests unless 

18 the City adopts a Citywide Permit Parking Districts Prngm1n; and 

HJ \VHEREAS, the City desires to amend various sections of Chapter 3, Article 2 of 

20 the Municipal Code to establish a Citywide Permit Parking Districts Program, authorize 

21 the removal of vehicles parked in a Permit Parking District without a permit, and adopt 

22 other regulations reasonab.le and necessary to ensure the effectiveness of the Cityvv'ide 

23 Permit Parking Districts Program; 

24 NO\V, THEREPORE, THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF 

25 INGLE\VOOD, CALIFORNIA, DO!!-:S ORDAIN AS FOLLOWS: 

2G /// 
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J SECTION L Inglewood Ivlunicipal Code section 1-18, 1 is arncnded to read as 

2 follows: 

8 "Section 1-18.L Specific Violations Deemed Infractions, 

4 (a) The following sections of the lnglevmod J\tunicipal Code are specifically 

D declared to be punishable as infractions: Sections 3-22, 3-22. 1, 3-3 I, 3-41 ( l) {5 ), 3-43, 

G 3-45, 3-49, 3-50, 3-53, 3-54, 3-56(1}, 3-59, 3-61, 3-64.1(1)-(5), 3-65(a), 3-65J(a); 3-

7 65.2(a) and (b), 3-65.3, 3-65.4(a), 3-66, 3-69, 3-74, 3-80, 3-96, 4-2, 4-4, 4-15, 5-18.l, 5-

8 18.2, 5-21, 5-23.4, 5-28, 5-29, 2-29J, 5-30, 5-31, 5-33, 5-34, 5-35, 5-36. 5-37, 5-38, 5-

9 I 44, 5-49, 5-50, 5-57, 5-61, 5-63, 5-64, 5-65, 5-66, 5-67(a)·······{v), 5-82, 5-83, 5-84, 5-85, 
ii 

10 5-117, 6-2.4, 7-l7, 7-18, 7-19, 7-26, 7-44, 8-2, 8-2.1, 8-46, 8-48, 8-56, 8-66.2, 8-67.5, 8-

11 68(1 ), 8-68(2), 8-69, 8-69J, 8-74, 8-74.29, 8-74.30, 8-74.32, 8-74.37, 8-74.38, 8-74.40, 

12 8-74.41, 8-77.l, 8-77.2, 8-78, 8-78.1, 8-78.2, 8-78.4, 8-79, 8-79J, 8-79.2; 8-79.3, 8-

1.3 79A, 8-80;10-3, 10-4, 10-6, 10-8, 10-9, 10-10, 10-11, 10-13, 10-14, 10-16, 10-17, 10-18, 

14 10-45, 10-153, 11-49; ll-61(1), tl-61(2), 11-61(3); 11-70(1)-(18), 11-95, 11-104, 11-

15 106, 12-3, 12-I2F, 12-lS(a} (e), 12-40, l2-40J, 12-64.3, 12-59, 12-72, 12-75, 12-77, 

lG 12-79, 12-80, 12-81, 12-93. 

17 (b) Notwithstanding Section 1-18, and pursuant to Ca.lifomia Vehicle Code 

18 Sections 40200 through 40273, any violation regulating the standing, stopping, or 

lH parking of a vehicle declared to be punishable as an infraction shall be subject to a civil 

20 penalty as set forth in the City's Schedule of Parking Penalties (IMC 3-81 .2)," 

21 SECTION 2. Inglev.rood Municipal Code section 3-76 is amended to read as 

22 follows: 

23 "Section 3-76. Establishment of a Permit Parking llistrkt. 

24 A Permit Parking District may be established in any of the following manners: 

25 (a) Upon the receipt of a petition from the res.idents and/or business persons of 

2G a particular neighborhood requesting the establishment of a Permit Parking District and 

27 citing the reasons for such request, the Publk \Vorks Director or dcsigncc shall study the 

28 request and the site of the request to determine if a district is warranted and if there are 

') 
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J alternative n1eans to resolve any neighborhood parking problems that instigated the 

2 petition. The Director or designee sha.!l further detennine the appropriate boundary of 

3 any prospective district The petition n1ust bear the signatures of adults from a minimun1 

4 of ten different households and/or businesses as evidence of a neighborhood desire to 

5 establish a district 

6 The findings of the study and recornmendations of the Director or designee shall 

7 be presented to the Parking and Traffic Commission at a public hearing. Both petitioners 

8 and owners of those properties fronting on the street(s) that may be included within the 

9 district shall be duly notified of the public hearing. After receiving the recommendation 

10 of the Pub.lie Works Director and the comments of the public, the Commission shall 

11 determine if the establishment of a Pennit Parking District is warranted and what the 

12 boundaries of the district should be. ff determined to be warranted by the Commission, 

13 the Public Works Director or designcc shaH mail or othcrvvise deliver one questionnaire 

14 to each readily known address within the proposed district (properties fronting on any 

15 street or portions of streets that will be subject to permit parking) requesting approval or 

1 G disapproval of the establishment of the district If a minimum of seventy-five percent of 

17 the questionnaires returned to the Public \\forks Director, \Vitbin a minimum period of 

1.8 thi1iy calendar days, suppcni the establishment of the district, an ordinance establishing 

19 the Permit Parking District shall be submitted to the City Council fiJr consideration and 

20 adoption to amend the Municipal Code accordingly. 

21 (b) City staff rnay recommend the establishment of a Permit Parking District 

22 to the City Council and introduce an ordinance for the City Councll's consideration. 

24 

25 

2G 

28 

(c) The City Council may, at its discretion, direct City staff to study the 

establishment of a Permit Parking JJistrict and introduce an ordinance for the City 

Council's consideration." 

SECTION 3. lngkwood Municipal Code section 3-76. I is amended to read as 

fo1lovvs: 

4 



l ''Section 3-76.l. Amending or Terminating a Permit Parking District. 

2 'fhe procedures by which an existing Permit Parking District can be amended or 

3 terminated shall be pursuant to any of the procedures set forth in Section 3-76 of this 

4 Article." 

D SECTION 4. Inglewood Municipal Code section 3~77 is amended to read as 

G follows: 

7 "Section 3-77. Posting Requirements. 

8 The City shaU not enforce any Permit Parking District prohibition or restriction 

9 11 unless signs or markings giving adequate notice have been placed in accordance with 
11 

10 II Vehicle Code section 22507. H shall be the duty of the Public \Vorks Director to cause 

11 I such signs or markings to be placed." 

12 SECTION 5. Inglewood Municipal Code section 3-78 is amended to read as 

13 follows: 

1.4 ''Section 3-78. Permit Issuance and Use Procedure. 

15 (a) Applications for Parking Permits. Applicants for a parking permit shall be 

16 required to present such proof as is required by the City) including, but not limited to, 

17 proof of residence, employment, or ownership of a business in the Permit Parking 

18 District for which a parking pern1it is sought; ownership of the vehicle, license plate 

1.D number, and proof of current registration, An application for a renewal of a parking 

20 permit shall conform to the requirements of this Section. 

21 (b) Types of Pennits and Fees. City staff shall prepare a chart specifying the 

22 various types of parking permits the City may issue, including, but not limited to, 

23 residential, business, or guest permits; daily, monthly, or annual permits; the maximum 

24 number of permits that may be issued to each residence or business, by tyve of parking 

25 permit; the fees for each type of parking permit; and any other rules governing the use of 

26 the parking permits. The chart shall be presented to the City Council for adoption by 

27 resolution and the parking permit fees shall be made part of the Master Fee Schedule, 

28 /// 
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1 A residence or business applicant shall have a street address located in the 

2 Parking Permit District fiJr which a permit is sought. An applicant whose residence or 

3 business is located on a street that is the border of t\:vo or more Permit Parking Districts 

4 may he issued a permit to park a vehicle on either side of the bordering street. 

(c) Full Payment of Fees. A.H parking permit applications shall include fi1il 

G payment of the parking pem1it fee. furthermore, no parking permit sbaU be .issued to 

7 any applicant until the applicant has paid all outstanding parking citations, including any 

8 civil penalties and related foes. 

10 

11 

12 

l '2 
0 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

.26 

(d) Issuance and Use of Permit A parking permit may be issued and enforced 

using either a virtual or physical permit. A virtual permit shall be issued to the license 

plate number of the applicant's registered vehicle and enforced through an Automated 

License Plate Reader System (ALPRS). Each virtual permit holder shal.l be responsible 

for ensuring that their license plate is capable of being read by the ALPRS. 

The City may issue a physical permit, such as a sticker or hanging tag, to the 

applicant The holder of a physical permit shall be responsible for making sure that the 

physical perm.it is displayed in accordance with the City's rules so as to be clearly 

visible from outside of the vehicle. 

A parking permit is valid only for parking in the specified Permit Parking District 

and it does not guarantee the availability of a parking space. The parking permit holder 

shall be subject to each and every condition and restriction set forth in this Chapter and 

as provided for the Pennit Parking District for which it \vas issued, 'Ihe issuance of a 

parking permit does not exen1pt the holder from compliance with any other parking 

regulation, including) but not lirnited to, vehicle type, height or weight res1Tictions; 

zones that prohibit the stopping, parking or standing of vehides; and street sweeping 

parking restrictions. 

(e) Revocation of Parking Pcrrnit A parking permit holder shall not sell; rent 

27 or otherwise transfer a parking permit to another person, unless authorized by the City, 

28 or present false or fraudulent infonnation to obtain a parking permit A parking permit 



1 may not be altered or reproduced. A violation of any City rule regulating the application 

2 hJr or use of parking permits may result in the revocation of the parking permit the 

:3 revocation of any other permits issued to the permittee~ and the disquaUfication of the 

4 permittee from being issued any future parking permit 

5 (f) Replacement of Permit A pem1ittee seeking replacement of a Jost or 

G stolen permit shaH pay a replacement permit fee as established by City Council 

7 resolution and set forth in the Master Fee Schedule," 

8 S.ECTlO.N 6. fnglewood Municipal Code section 3-79 is amended to read as 

9 follows: 

10 

11 

1 ') -'-' 

"Section 3-79. _Exernptions from Permit Parking District Prohibitions. 

Only the following vehicles shall be exempt from enforcement of the 

Parking District prohibitions in section 3-80: 

Pennit I 

1:3 (a) Any vehicle displaying a valid parking permit. 

14 (b) Any .licensed physician's vehicle parked while making a professional call. 

15 ( c) Any vehicle parked in an individual curbside parking space governed by a 

l G k' J par ·_mg meter. 

l7 ( d) Any vehicle parked in an individual curbside parking space that is 

18 specifically exernpt by a posted sign or marking, so long as said vehicle is in compliance 

19 1-vith all other parking conditions or I.imitations specified on the sign or marking. 

20 

21 

22 

(e) Any vehicle exempt under any other applicable law, including, hut not 

limited to, Municipal Code sections 3-65(c)~ 3-65. l(b), 3-65.2(c), and 3-80(b)." 

SECTION 7, Inglewood Municipal Code section 3-80 .is amended to read as 

fol.lows: 

24 

25 

26 
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"Section 3-80. Permit Parking District Restrictions. Tmv Away Authorized. 

Upon designation of a Permit Parking District, the Public \Vorks Director shall 

determine \vhether perrnit parking restrictions apply 24 hours a day, 7 days a week 

(2417), or any portion thereof~ based upon the needs of the Permit Parking District~ and 

cause appropriate signs or markings to be placed indicating prominently thereon, the 1 

I 
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parking limitation, period of the day for its application) and the fact that vehicles with 

valid pennits shall be exempt therefron1, Unless an exernption in Section 3-79 applies, it 

is Lmla\J/ful for a person to park a vehicle on a City street located on or in Pern1it Parking 

District at any time, without displaying a '/Hlid parking pcnnit. 

As authorized by Vehicle Code section 22651 (n)i the City rnay cause to be 

removed any vehicle parked in violation of this section, and the registered mvner thereof 

shaH be responsible for paying the impoundment and storage foes established by the 

Citv. It shall he the dutv of the Public V/orks Director to identH\r areas \Vhere signs 
.,,,., ... ; "" (......· 

giving notice of removal for a violation of this section shall be nlaced and cause such ;....;.;- . >...:....~ t 

signs to be placed, No vehicle shall be removed for a violation of this section unless 

signs giving notice of removal have been placed in accordance 'Nith \/ehide Code 

section 22651 (n) and Iv1unicipal Code section 3-58.'' 

SECTION 8. Inglewood Municipal Code section 3-81 is amended to read as 

follm.vs: 

"Section 3-81. Parking District Boundaries Defined. 

The boundaries of each Permit Parking District are defined by the Permit Parking 

Districts map presented to the City Council frH" adoption as part of Ordinance No. 20-09, 

All Citv streets located on or within the boundaries of a Permit Parking District shall be 
,.., 'lo..' 

subject to the permit parking prohibitions or restrictions of that District only when 

appropriate signs or .markings giving adequate notice have been placed. 

The Public \Vorks Department shaU be responsible for maintaining the official 

Permit Parking Districts map and any subsequent changes to the nmp shall require City 

Council approval by ordinance." 

SECTION 9. SE'VERA.BU.JTY. If any section, subsection, subdivision, j 

paragraph, sentence. clause or phrase of this ordinance, or its application to any person I 

or d.rcmnstance, is for any reason held to be invalid or unenforceable; such invalidity or I 
unenforceability shall not affect the validity or enfl1rceabH.lty of the remaining sections} 

subsections, subdivisions, paragraphs, sentences, clauses or paragraphs of this 

8 



1 ordinance, or its application to any person or circurnstancc. The ('.ity of Inglewood 

2 hereby declares that it vvould have adopted each sectio1t subsection, subdivision, 

3 paragraph, sentence, clause and paragraph hereof, irrespective of the fr~ct that any one or 

4 mi:Jre of the foregoing sections, subsections~ subdivisions, paragraphs, sentences, clauses 

5 or phrases hereof be declared invalid or unenforceable. 

6 SECTION Ht The City Clerk shall certify to the approval, passage and adoption 

7 of this Ordinance by the City Council and shall cause the same to be published in 

8 accordance with the City Charter; and thirty days fi:om the final passage and adoption) 

B this Ordinance shall be in full force and effect 
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PASSED, APPROVED AND ADOPTED this day of 

)(})() 
................................ :'!- """' <~· .--.. -~- 1-

James 'L Butts, JL, Mayor 

ATTEST: 

Yvonne Ho1ion, City Clerk 
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CITY FI LE 
bCHNO\iIC AND CUM.MUN!TY nFtFLOf'JHENT HLFARTMFNT 

Planning: Division 

... ·. :. ·' .. • . ,· .. ·. ::: ::: ·: ~:. ~ ::: .; :.. . :·: :: . ~- :' 

NOTICE OF EXEMPTION 
EA·CE·202(H)SJ 

Preparst! h aotxmJance viith the Califom!a Envkonm4ntal Qu&Hty Act {CE:QA), Section No. 
t 5300, and the !ng!e¥x.md Municipal Gooo, loo toacwdng Nolioe of Exemption it mnde 

Location: 

fom1ation of !ngl-OVlPnd Trnnsportntk:ln Man&gement Gommurldy 
Services District 

Project Sponsor tQitilii41Jl·Ao~ 
!ill 

~nm~! S,l$tus 
Cmtegorcai Exemption; Section 1$320, Class 40 Changes in Organ!tntion of Looai 
Agencies and Section 15061\b)(JJ {Common Sense Ex@mptbn) 

R@@!Of'I for Examp:tjpg 
Ttw formation of tho !TMCSO it cat0g0rica!ly exem;:A from CEQA pursuant to CEQA 
Gv!deHnes Set:1k.tn 1 &520 (Changes in Organization of Li:;0al Agende&L which provldes an 
exBmption from CEQA kw chai1qes in !he organ!tation or rocrgahizaton of local 
goverrwnBnt agBnd&t where the changes do oot change th% geographical are@ !rt lktlkh 
pwviouw!y exidlng iJtf-wars are exBrcis&d, The ITMCSD it proposed lo be a tHJbsk#ary 
di41th.i with 1he same ociu0daAes as the City ot tngl&ADoo and therefore wf!! not chBNge the 
gefl{}raphk:a! area in which provk>udy existns J'Uh"i®rt are exerds&:L The fomwtioG cf the 
fTMCSD mtoo qualtfies for the categorlc&! exemption 0®1 forth in CEQA Gwidn!irws Set:tbn 
150B1(b)(3) {Common Gens& S:xemption), whtch pmvid&4 that, whem it can ho 081m with 
certainty thmt them !$ no p&ssibi!ily that a project may have a slgnifrcant etfo1ct on the 

{hw W,. Akidi,,,;r@' fb.,h->Sld 1~ ht.k>•.:,,A, CA WXNl >} hW!!<i' ~hLi!LftM< 
.,,.,.,.,,., .:h.;r1lfhl1<}•,,,.·qi>l·!L!>Wf 



nnvktH"!menL the proj&A is not sub}nct to CEQA CEQA only 0p;:dtw to projects that have a 
potential for causing a s!gnitlcant Bffect on the erv/ttH'NOOnt either through a direct imp&d 
et a m;MwrmJAy tomseeable ihtlimct im1:n1ct The pmpoood fonnathn d ttw ITMCSO w+ 
nm cause either a dked physical charge in the environment or a reawn&Lly fortHMYlWbiB 
l.fld\red ptrywca! change in the en\ironment. 

Signature: 

Name: 
Tllie: 
Date: 

Mindy Vdloos.- ICP 
Planning Man<lper 
June9, 2020 

Unofficial 



California Environmental Quality Act - CEQA 

* 

Los Angeles County 
Registrar-Recorder/County Clerk 

VOTING & ELECTIONS RECORDS COUNTY CLERK NEWSROOM PUBLICATIONS JOBS "'\ 

California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Notice Search 

Effective January 2, 2019, hardcopy postings will no longer be posted in the Business Filing and Registration Section, 
Room 1201 in the Norwalk lobby. 

Search Notice Submitter 

Submitter E:'.J NOA - Notice of Availability Search 

Results for city of inglewood by Submitter ·1 fl tE;Gord:;. fou1 

Filing Number Project Title Submitter Filed Notice Type Actio~ 

2019206046 VINCENT PARK CITY OF 7/29/19 NOE - Notice of Exemption Vkw 
TENNIS COURT INGLEWOOD 
PAINTING 
PROJECT 

2019222784 BILLBOARD CITY OF 8/15/19 NOA - Notice of Availability View 
AGREEMENT INGLEWOOD 
BETWEEN THE 
CITY OF 
INGLEWOOD AND 
WOW MEDIA, INC. 
(THE PROJECT 
APPLICANT) FOR 
THE 
INSTALLATION OF 
2 DIGITAL 
BILLBOARD 
DISPLAYS IN 
DESIGNATED 
AREAS OF THE 
CITY 

2019253134 INTELLIGENT CITY OF 9/19/19 NOE - Notice of Exemption View 
TRANSPORTATION INGLEWOOD, 
SYSTEM (ITS) PUBLIC WORKS 
PHASE IV-B DEPARTMENT 
PROJECT (CITY OF 
INGLEWOOD) 

2019330092 INGLEWOOD CITY OF 12/27/19 NOA - Notice of Availability View 
BASKETBALL AND INGLEWOOD 
ENTERTAINMENT 
CENTER 

2020031386 INGLEWOOD CITY OF 216120 NOA - Notice of Availability View 
BASKETBALL AND INGLEWOOD 
ENTERTAINMENT 
CENTER (IBEC)_ 

https :// apps.lavote .net/CEQ A/Search/Results 7/15/2020 



California Environmental Quality Act - CEQA 

2020035420 SITE PLAN CITY OF 2/12/20 NOE - Notice of Exemption Vbw 
REVIEW NO. 2020- INGLEWOOD 
011 ECONOMIC AND 

COMMUNITY 
DEVELOPMENT 
DEPARTMENT 

2020042372 SPECIAL USE CITY OF 2/20/20 NOi - Notice of Intent Vbw 
PERMIT NO. 2019- INGLEWOOD 
013 (SP-2019-013) 
FOR A 
PRELI MANARY 
PLANNED ASSBL Y 
DEVELOPMENT 
(PAD) TO ALLOW A 
FIVE-STORY, 65-
UNIT SENIOR 
MIXED-USE 
DEVELOPMENT. 

2020054673 INGLEWOOD CITY OF 314120 NOA - Notice of Availability Vkw 
BASKETBALL AND INGLEWOOD 
ENTERTAINMENT 
CENTER (IBEC) 

2020060603 ROGERS PARK CITY OF 3/11/20 NOE - Notice of Exemption View 
RESTROOM INGLEWOOD 
PROJECT PUBLIC WORKS 

DEPARTMENT 

2020060604 VINCENT PARK CITY OF 3/11/20 NOE - Notice of Exemption Vkw 
SWIMMING POOL INGLEWOOD 
RESURFACING PUBLIC WORKS 
PROJECT DEPARTMENT 

2020064684 INGLEWOOD CITY OF 3/18/20 NOA - Notice of Availability View 
BASKETBALL AND INGLEWOOD 
ENTERTAINMENT 
CENTER (IBEC) 

2020066954 EA-MND-2019-102 CITY OF 4/1/20 NOA - Notice of Availability Vkw 
INGLEWOOD 

2020095819 FORMATION OF CITY OF 6/16/20 NOE - Notice of Exemption Vkw 
INGLEWOOD INGLEWOOD 
TRANSPORTATION ECONOMIC AND 
MANAGEMENT COMMUNITY 
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 
SERVICES DEPARTMENT 
DISTRICT 

2020102105 GENERAL PLAN CITY OF 718120 NOE - Notice of Exemption View 
AMENDMENT GPA- INGLEWOOD 
2020-002 

2020102108 GENERAL PLAN CITY OF 718120 NOE - Notice of Exemption Vbw 
AMENDMENT GPA- INGLEWOOD 
2020-001 
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CITY COUNCIL!INGLEWOOD SUCCESSOR AGENCY/ INGLEWOOD HOUSING AUTHORITY 

*****NOTE FROM THE CITY: PUBLIC PARTICIPATION: Pursuant to Executive N -29-20 
{http:tdlwww.gov.ca.govfwp-contentfupioadsf2020!0'..H3. il.20 -M -29 -20 -EO.pdf), which suspends portions of the 
Brown Act, and due to the existing COVID-19 health emergency and social distancing measures currently in 
effect, members of the public can access the Meeting as follows: 

Viewing and Listening to the Meeting without Making Public Comments: 

1 On Spectrum Cable Channel 35 with audio and limited video. Please check with your cable provider 
for details. 

• Live on-line through Facebook Live, with audio and limited video, at 
https :flwww Jacebook.comldtyofi1lgiewoodf. 

The above access options provide the public with the opportunity to both observe and listen to the meeting; 
however, members of the public who wish to orally address the legislative Body must use the public access 
options noted below: 

listening to the Meeting and Making Oral or Written Public Comments: 

1 In Person (Oral) - While adhering to and enforcing social distancing standards, members of the public 
can come to Community Room A located on the First Floor of Inglewood City Hall at 1 West 

Manchester Blvd., Inglewood, CA 90301. 
• Dial -In (Oral) - Dial 1-888-251-2949 or 1-215-861 -0694 (Access Code 8887387#): 

o The conference begins at 1 :30 p.m., Pacific Time, and all interested parties may join the 
conference 5 minutes prior. Should any person need assistance with audio, please dial 1-889-
796-6118. When dialing in, the operator will provide further instructions on how you can make 

public comments via phone. 
o If you are dialing in from a cell phone, please call from an area with good reception. 

o If you are watching the meeting via Facebook live or Channel 35 while also accessing the 
phone line, it is requested that you mute the sound of your video as it is offset by 3 seconds from 

the phone transmission. Additionally, when you are making public comments on the phone 
line, you will be inaudible due to feedback. 

e Via Email (Written) - Comments can be submitted electronically for consideration by the Inglewood 
City Council/Successor Agency/Housing Authority/Finance Authority/Parking Authority/Joint Powers 

Authority (legislative Body) by sending them to the City Clerk/Secretary at 
yhqrt911@i:;ityqfi1HJJewqqg.qrg, and Deputy City Clerk at ap11Uips@i:;ityqft1g!ewQQ{).9rg. 

Members of the public may choose to submit comments electronically for consideration by 
the Inglewood City Council/Successor Agency/Housing Authority/Finance 
Authority/Parking Authority/Joint Powers Authority (Legislative Body} by sending them to 
the City Clerk/Secretary at Yh0ri:on@cityofiqg!ewot1d.org, and Deputy City Clerk at 
aphi!Eps(@dtyofing!ewood.org. To ensure distribution to the members of the Legislative 
Body prior to consideration of the agenda, please submit comments prior to 8:00 A.M. the 
day of the meeting, and in the body of the email, please identify the agenda number or 



subject matter. Correspondence should indicate the meeting date and agenda item. 
Comments received after 8:00 A.M. and prior to the close of the public hearings, will be 
made part of the official public record of the meeting. Contact the Office of the City Clerk at 
310-412-5280 with any questions. 

ACCESSIBILITY: If requested, the agenda and backup materials wm be made available in 
appropriate alternative formats to persons with a disability, as required by Section 202 of 
the Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990 (42 U.S.C. Sec. 12132), and the federal rules and 
regulations adopted in implementation thereof. Any person who requires a disability
related modification or accommodation, in order to observe and/or offer public comment 
may request such reasonable modification, accommodation, aid, or service by contacting 
the Office of the City Clerk by telephone at 310-412-5280 or via email to 
yhorton@dtyofinge!woottorg no later than 10:00 AM on the day ofthe scheduled meeting. 

MA YORJCHAIRMAN 
James T. Butts, Jr. 

COUNCIUAGENCY/AUTHORITY MEMBERS 
George W Dotson, District No. 1 
Alex Padilla. District No. 2 
Eloy Morales, Jr., District No. 3 
Ralph L. Franklin, District No. 4 

OPENING CEREMONIES - 2:00 P.M. 

Call to Order 

Pledge of Allegiance 

Roll Call 

PUBLIC COMMENTS REGARDING AGENDA ITEMS 

CITY CLERK/SECRETARY 
Yvonne Horton 

CITY TREASURER/TREASURER 
Wanda M. Brown 

CITY MANAGER/EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 
Artie Fields 

CITY ATTORNEY/GENERAL COUNSEL 
Kenneth R. Campos 

P.orsons wishing to address 1he Ingle1.vood City Council/Successor .Ag.oncy/Housrng Authority 011 any ilem 011 

today's agendas, may do so al this tim.o 

WARRANTS AND BILLS {City Council/Successor Agency/Housing Authority) 

1, CSA·1 & H·1. 

Warrant Registers. 

Documents: 

CONSENT CALENDAR 

Th.ose items will be acted upon as a whole unless ca1led upon by a Council Member. 

2. CITY ATTORNEY'S OFFICE 

Letters from the Office of the City Attorney recommending the fo11owing 

A. Reject Claims filed pursuant to Government Code Section 913: 

1) Estate of Zavier Portis for negligence on September 8, 2019. 

2) Zedrick Portis for neglig.onc.o; wrongful dealh on September 8. 2019. 



3) Kenyetta Taylor-Fields for negligence on September 8. 2019. 

3. CITY MANAGER'S OFFICE 

Staff repo1t recommending adoption of a resolution ratifying the following appointments to the South Bay 
Workforce Tnvestme111 Board (SBWTB) 

Documents: 

3PDF 

4. PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT 

Staff report recommending approval of a cooperatrve agreement to purchase Cement (Sanitation Fund) 

Documents: 

4PDF 

5. PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT 

Staff report recommending approval of Cooperative Agreement No. 16-196 with Enterprise Fleet 
Management (General Fund) 

Documents: 

5PDF 

Staff report recommending approval to pay 206 rnvoices submitted by B & H Inglewood Tow, Inc. (B 

& H Tow) for services rendered on January 24, 2012 and from Sep tern ber 22, 2018 through March 31, 
2020 (General Fund) 

Documents: 

6PDF 

7. PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT 

Staff report recormnending award a contract and approve a one-year agreement twith the option to 
extend four (4) additional one-year terms) with Ride Co, Tnc .. to assist with the operation of a pilot 
shuttle service, per RFP-0142. (Granl Funds) 

Documents: 

/PDF 

DEPARTMENTAL REPORTS 

Documents: 

Slaff report recommending approval of a funding adjustment for the Intelligent 
Transp01tation Systems (ITS) Phase V to reflect the required split ratio of 801% funding 
frnm the Los Angeles County Metropolitan Trnnspolta1ion Autbori 1y, and 20% funding 
for lhe City· s local return 

DR-1YDF 

SETTING PUBLIC HEARING 

SPH-1. ECONOMIC & COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT 



Staff report requesting that a public hearing be set to consider the Inglewood Basketball and 
Entertainment Center Project --- Certifica llon of the Prnject Environm.onta 1 lmpact Report No_ EA -EIR 
2020-045, General Plan Amendment No_ 2020-003, Specific Plan Arn.ondm.ont No_ 2020-00L Zoning 
Code Amendment. No 2020-00L Zone Change No. 2020-001, Ordinance Amending Inglewood 
Municipal Cod.o Chapt.ors 2 (Administration), 3 (Motor Vehicles and Traffic I. 5 (Offonses, 
lvliscellaneous). 10 (Public \\forks). and 11 (Bmldmg Regulal!ons): and Sports and Entertammenl 
Complex Design Guidelines and Infrastructure Plan (SEC Development Guidelines\ and Development 
Agr.o.om.ont be1ween JVlurphy's Bc,wl LLC and the City 

Documents: 

REPORTS - CITY ATTORNEY 

A-1. Oral reports - City Attorney. 

REPORTS - CITY MANAGER 

CM-1. Oral reports - City Manager. 

REPORTS - CITY CLERK 

CC-1. Oral reports - City Clerk. 

REPORTS - CITY TREASURER 

CT-1. Oral reports - City Treasurer. 

INGLEWOOD SUCCESSOR AGENCY 

Warran! Regist.ors. 

Documents: 

1. CS!\- . H-1PDF 

ADJOURNMENT INGLEWOOD SUCCESSOR AGENCY 

INGLEWOOD HOUSING AUTHORITY 

H-1, 1 &CSA-1. 

Warrant Registers. 

Documents: 

1. CS!\- . H-1PDF 

ADJOURNMENT INGLEWOOD HOUSING AUTHORITY 

APPOINTMENTS TO BOARDS, COMMISSIONS, AND COMMITTEES 

PUBLIC COMMENTS REGARDING OTHER MATTERS 

Persons wishing to address the City Council on any matter connected with Cily busmess not elsewhere 
considered on the agenda may do so at this time. Persons with comolaints regarding Citv management or 



~ ~ ~ ~ . ~ 

departmental opera1ions are requested to submit those complaints first to the Ci1y Manager for resolution. 

MAYOR AND COUNCIL REMARKS 

The members of the City Council will provide oral reports, rncluding reports on City related travels where lodging 
expenses are incurred, and/or address any ma1ters they deem of general int<0r<0st lo the public 

ADJOURNMENT CITY COUNCIL 

In the event that 1oday 's meeting of 1he City Cmmcil is not hdd, or is concluded prior to a public hearing or other 
agenda item bemg considered, the public hearing or non-public heanng agenda item will aulornatically be 
continued to the ne:\:t regularly scheduled City Council meeting If you will require special accommodations. due 
to adisabilily, please contact the Office of the City Clerk at !310) 412-5280 or FAX (310) 412-5533, One 
Manchester Bm1Jevard, First Floor, 1nglewood City HalL Inglewood, CA 9030 l. AJ1 requests for special 
accormnodations must be received 72 hours pnor to the day of the Council I\1eetings. 
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DATE: July 7, 2020 

TO: lVlayor and Com1dl l\'Iern.hcrs 

FRO!Vl: Public '\Vorks Department 

SUBJECT! Agreement vvith RideCo, Jnc., to Assist vrith the Operation of a Pilot Shuttle 
Service 

RECOl\lMENDAHON: 
It is recommended that the Mayor and Council Members av/ard a contract and appnrve a one-year 
agreement (with the option to extend frmr ( 4) additional one-year terrm) with RldcCo, Inc, to assist 
with the operation of a pilot shuttle service in an amount not to exceed $1,227 ,072 (includes a five 
percent (5%) contingency in the amount of $58,432), per RFP No. 0142 (RFP-0142). (Grant Funds) 

B.ACKG.ROUND: 
A gro\ving number of City of Inglewood {City) residents work on site at the Los Angeles 
International Airport (LAX). The City desires to develop and provide a pilot shuttle service that 
offers commuter assistance to Inglewood residents einployed by tenants at LAX, The goal of this 
service is to provide a cost effective and efficient cocimute alternative to LAX, 

In 2017, the City and Los Angeles World Airports (LAW/\) completed negotiations regarding tbe 
LA\VA Specific Plan Amendment Study {SP/\S) and California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA} Environmental Impact Report (EIR), A subsequent fv1emonmdmn of Understanding 
(MOU) benvecn the City and LA WA was approved that required LA WA to provide funding to the 
City frff the development ofa Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Program and lntelligent 
Transportation Systern (ITS) prograrn. 

TDM programs are directed at influencing the mode, frequency, route, length and time of vehicle 
travel in order to rninimize the negative effects, such as traffic and air pollution, Examples of such 
programs include ride share programs, bike riding incentives, and financial incentives to alleviate 
solo driving during peak times, On December 12, 2018, the City of Inglewood accepted a partial 
payment ofS750,000 ofthe $2,000,000 committed to fund the pilot structured at establishing a ride 
share or shuttle program for LA \VA employees that reside in the City of lngl.e\vood pursuant to the 
l'vIOU, 

mscLSSlON: 
The initial phase of the TD.M program is referred to as the Pilot Progrnrn and includes the 
development of a pi!ot shuttle service) which is a key element lHtimatdy; the goal is to operate 
and provide a cost effective and efficient alternative commute for city residents who \Vork at LAX_ 



l'\'1.ayor and Cmmeil Members 
Agmt w/RideCo, foe. for Tf>M Pifot Shuttle Service 
,July 7~ 2020 

Page 2of4 

i\S such, the development of a TDM prngrarn \Vil! have a positive irnpaz:t ofredudng traffic on dty 
streets. 

On June 2019, the City app1Tr1/ed /\greei:nent No. 19-224 \Vitb lJrhanTrans Consultants, inc. 
(UrbanTrans) to develop the Pilot Program, 'Ibe City and UrtnrnTrans have met nrnjor Inilcstones 
including: 

$ Developed a visual identity system and branding for the service 
@ Coordinated and Collaborated \vitb key external stakeholders and correlated services 
@ Perfo1111ed qualitative and quantitative market research 
fl! Developed the pilot project's service design, functionality requirements and key 

perfrJm1ance inchcators 
@ Developed a marketing plan for launch 

The City now seeks a qualified Technology Vendor (Vendor) to assist vdh operation of the pilot 
shuttle service including technology, operation, and fleet management. On December 19, 2019,, the 
City issued a Request for Proposals (RFP-0142) from qualified vendors to assist \vith the launch 
and operation of a shuttle service, The RFP \Vas posted on the City's \vebsite, and directly released 
to three finns. On February 4, 2020, the City received proposals from the following vendors: 

RIDECOfNC \Vntcr!oo, Ontario, ('.anada 

NOMAD TRANSIT LLC (VIA) New York, New York 

After a thorough revie\v, RideCo (Vendor) was selected as the most qualified vendor. The proposed 
il\Z,recment is fi:Jr one vear. and the services are esti1nated io cornmence bv Fall 2020, 
~ ~ , . . ~ 

After the conclusion of the pilot shuttle service (one-year), the City \vill aim to develop an ongoing 
shuttle service based on the pilot's performance. The selected Vendor will rcpoli to the TD~v1 
Coordinator {the City's primary point of contact) and \Vi1l assist with the operation of a shuttle 
service consistent \Vith RFP»0142 and the Vendor Proposal The TDM Coordinator wiH be 
responsible for obtaining feedback, as received from the Vendor, Inglmvood!LAX employees, and 
LA\VA,, to make any necessary adjustments to services. 

FlNA.NClAL/FUNDING ISStJES AND SOURCES: 
There is no impact to the General Fund. The program 'Nill be funded from Landsidc Access 
Ivfodernization Program revenue per terms of the MOU bet\veen the City and LAW A 

Upon appro">''al of the recommended actions, adequate appropriations in the amount of S 184,764 
Vlill be available in the Fiscal '{car 2019-2020 budget under account code no. 2243)60,6041 .44860 
(LAMP Fund" Public Works···· Transportation Demand ~vfanagernent (TDM:) ~Contract Services) 
to comrnence and continue services through the end of the cuffent fiscal year. 
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Staff recoJTJmends the issuance of the i()lknving purchase order from the Fiscal \'ear 2019-2020 
Budget: 

Purchase Order issmmce for Contract Services 

LAMP - Transportation Demand IVfanagement -
Contract Services 

$184,764,00 

Subsequently, the rernaining balance of S 1,042,308 vdll be included in the Fiscal "\{ear 2020-2021 
bt1dget. 

LEGAL REVIE\VVERlFICATlON: '-,_,;!.-,{) 
Adn1inistrative Staff has verified that th~ ~egal documents accompanying this report have been 
submitted to, reviewed and approved by the Office of the City Attorney. 

BUDGET REVIE'W \ 7ERlFICATION: \,,) 
Administrative staff has verified that this rep rt in its entirety, has been submitted to, reviewed 
and approved by the Budget Division. 

FlN,~N_CE ~vrn~: VERJF:l~'ATlON:. \./yD . . . . ' ' 
Admm1strat1ve stall has venhcd that this r¢port m its entirety, has been submitted to, rev1ewed 
and approved by the Finance Departnwnt. 

DESCRIPTION OF ANY A1.TTACHMENTS: 
Attachtnent No, l: Contract Agn:einent 
Attachment No. 2: Vendor Proposal with C'ost Proposal 
Attachment No. 3: Addendum A 
Attachment No, 4: RFP-0142 

PREPARED Bl': 
Louis A, Atwell, P.IL, Assistant City I'v1anagcr/Public Works Director 
Tunisia Johnson, Transit Deniand Managcinent Coordinator 
Peter Puglese, P.E., Principal Tn1ffic Engineer 
.Robert \l Braden, l'vfonagement Consultant 

COlJNCIL PRESENTER~ 
Louis A. i\twell, P.E, Public Works Director 
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1 AGREEMENT NO,:-~-

THIS AGREEMENT is made and entered into this dav 

3 of ________ , 2020, by and behveen the CITY OF !NGLEWOOD ("Cit\/'), a municipal 

4 1 corporation, One fv1anchester Boulevzm:!, lngk:v1ood_, California 90301,: and RiDECO, INC, 

5 I ("Consultant"' or "RJdeCo'") with its principal place of business at 279 Weber SL North, 

i 
6 I VVater!oo, Ontario N2J3H8, Canada, 

7 11 

Q 
~~~ 

9 

10 

11 

13 

14 

16 

17 

rn 
20 

21 

22 

28 

24 

27 

28 

RECITALS 

WHEREAS, in 2017, the City and the Los AngE-!es VJotld Airports ("LAWA''} completed 

negotiations regarding the LAWA Spec!fo: Pian Amendment Study (SPAS) California 

Environmental Quality ACT (CEQA) Erwironmenta! Impact Report {E!R} whic:h resulted in a 

Mernorandum of Understanding {fv10U) settlement (the "Settlement"}; and 

WHEREAS, the Sett!ernent required LAWA to provide funding to the City for the 

development of a Transportation Dernand Management (TDM) and Intelligent Transportation 

System (!TS) program, w'hich together will facilitate more efficient movement of LAX 

passengers and employees between LAX and Inglewood; and 

WHEREAS, TDM programs are directed at influencing the mode_, frequency, route, 

length and time of vehicle travel in order to minimize the negative effects, such as traffic and 

a!r pollution; and 

WHEREAS, examples of such TDrvl programs include ride share programs, bike riding 

incentives, and financial incentives to alleviate solo driving during peak times. As such, the 

development of a TDM program will have a positive impact of reducing traffic on City streets; 

and 

WHEREAS,, on December 12, 2018, the City of Inglewood accepted a partial payment 

of $750, 000 of the $2,000,000 committed to fund the pilot structured at establishing a ride 

share or shuttle program for LA\A/A employees that reside in the Citv of lng!evlood; and 

WHEREAS, this is a key element of the TOM pursuant to the MOU, and the initial 

phase consists of the development of a Pilot Shutt!e Service; and 

WHEREAS,, ultimately, the goal is to operate and provide a cost effective and efficient 

1 
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5 

f
., 
:~ 
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10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

L5 

lG 

17 

19 

20 

21 

22 

28 

24 

26 

26 

27 

28 

alternative commute for the city residents 1,vho 'Nork at LAX; and 

WHEREAS,, !n June of 2019, the City selected UrbanTrans North /.\merica (UrbanTrnns} 

as the consultant to assist with the development of the TOM Prngrarn; and 

WHEREAS, the City and UrbanTrans have met rnajor milestones including: Developed 

a visual Identity system and branding for the service, Coordinated and Collaborated with key 

external stakeholders and correlated services, Perforn·led qualitative and quantitative rnarket 

resean:::h, Developed the pilot project's service design_, funct!ona!!ty requlrernents and key 

performance indicators, and Developed a rnarketing plan for launch; and 

WHEREAS, on December 19, 2019, the City issued a Request for Proposals {RFP-0142) 

from qualified vendors to assist the Citv with the launch and operation of a shuttle service; 

and 

WHEREAS, due to the unprecedented pandemic and effects on Inglewood residents, it 

is the recommendation of the TDM Coordinator to execute a contract vvith RldeCo, lnc. that 

allows a flexible start date via Notice to Proceed; and 

WHEREAS, while RFP-0142 originally stated a Spring 2020 preference for services, the 

pandemic has created new unforeseen external variables and restrictions via local, state, and 

federal entities that influence the requisite conditions and timing to implement this service; 

and 

WHEREAS, guidelines for meeting these conditions continue to emerge and evolve 

rapidly; and 

WHEREAS, to safely serve residents, the TDfV1 Coordinator and team 1NH! focus on 

capturing guidance, protocols and timellnes set by appropriate agencies to ensure compliance 

with restrictions related to the pandemic and this specific service and as such the Notice to 

Proceed \vii! depend upon the outcorne of such guidance_, protocols and time!ines; and 

WHEREAS, after a thorough review, RideCo Inc was selected as the rnost qualified 

Consultant; and 

WHEREASt Consultant holds Itself out as capable and competent to provide such 

services, as the City requires which are specified herein. 



1 NOW, THEREFORE, the Citv and the Consultant (hereinafter referred to as the 

2 "Parties") hereto mutually agree as follows: 

3 ART!CLE 1 - SCOPE OF WORK 

4 The Consultant's Scope of \/\/ork is provided in Exhibit ''A," Project Terms and Scope of 

f} Work {including Schedules 1-3 to b:hlblt A); Exhibit "B," the City"s Addendum "'A/' dated 

G January 17" 2020; and Exhibit "C," the City's Request For Proposal, RFP- 0142, dated 

7 December 19, 2019. Each Exhibit is incorporated herein by this reference as if set forth in fulL 

8 In the event of ambiguity, inconsistency, or conflict, the order of precedent shall be (in 

n descending order); 

10 L Any Change Orders; then 

11 2. This Agreement; then 

3, Exhibit "A;" then 

13 4. Exhibit "B;" then 

5. Exhlblt "C" 14 . 

1! 1;} . i ARTICLE. 2- CITY'S DUTIES 

16 I The City hereby promises to provide al! access, data, records, and documents 

17 I reasonably within its possession or control as are necessary for the Consu!tant to perform the 
I . 

11 

18 
1 I \Mork contempJ.ated by this Agreement. 

19 ·;1:·1.i 

20 

ARTICLE 3 -TERM 

The Initial Terrn of this Agreement shall be one year (1) from date of Notice to 
H 

21 I Proceed. This Agreement, at City's discretion, may be extended for four (4) additional one-
' 

22 year terrns. 

2:3 l ARTICLE 4-COMPENSAT!ON 

24 1 1. Consultant shall be paid in the ordinary course of City business for Work faithfully 

2Cl I rendered during the Initial Term an amount not to exceed one million, one hundred sixty-

2G I eight thousand, six hundred and forty dollars ($1,168,540). The City and Consultant rnay 

27 I negotiate Compensation for each e><:tension, if and when,, one is granted by the City, 

28 I 2, Consultant sha!! invoice the City every thirty (30) days for Work conternp!ated ln 

I 

3 



1 

3 

4 

G 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

14 

1.;) 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

2G 

28 

this A&veernent and v11hich has been completed within that thirty (30) day period, 

3, A!! invoices submitted by Consultant shall contain: (1} date of invoice; (2) sequential 

invoke nurnber; (3) City Agreernent number; (4) description of Work bi!!ed under this invoice; 

(5) total Agreerrient amount; {6) total amount for vVork, iternizati.on of ail reirnbursab!e 

expenses Included in the invoice; (7) total billed (by Work and reimbursable expenses) to 

date; and (8) total amount remaining on the AgreernenL 

4. Consultant shall be responsible for the cost of supplying all docurnentation 

necessary to verify the monthly bl!!ings to the satisfaction of City and sha!! certify, on each 

invoice, that it is entitled to receive the amount invoiced, 

S. Consultant shall invoice City within ten (10} working days after the tenrdnation of 

this Agreement City agrees that it will use its best efforts to avold al! unnecessary delays in 

processing Consultant's invoices, 

6. Consultant shall not be compensated for any \Nork rendered in connection with its 

performance of this Agreement, which are ln addition to or outside of those described in 

Article 1, Scope of Work, unless such additional services are authorized in advance and Jn 

writing by City, 

ARTICLE 5 -TERMINATION 

This Agreement shall be subject to termination by the City at its sole discretion for 

convenience; or if it encounters conditions during the work contemplated hereunder that 

make lt impossible or impracticable to proceed; or if the City is prevented from proceeding 

with the Agreement by !aw or by official action of a public authority; or if there is an 

unavailability of City Funds; or if the Consultant violates any material provisions of this 

Agreement; or if the Consuitant fails to provide the VVork required of this Agreement in a 

satisfactory manner as determined by the Public Works Director. 

The City shall advise the Consultant of any defidendes and shall a!!ov1 the Consultant 

a ten {10} day period to correct any deficiencies at Consultant's expense prior to cancellation 

of this Agreement and sha!! advise Consultant of notice of termination by a method of 

notification specified in Article G of this Agreement, If the City terminates for convenience, 

4 



l then the Consultant is entitled to u:;ceive, as full and complete compensation, and in lieu of 

2 any and a!! forrns of darnages, (i} the amount paid to for all Work performed in accordance 

8 with the Contract Documents; (ii) the amount for any and a!! materials and/or equiprnent 

4 ordered (vvhich cannot be cancei!ed}; (iii} the reasonable costs for accounting for the winding 

5 up of the Contract,: and (!v) a markup of 8% to cover overhead, profit and any other alleged 

G costs and/or damage Consultant might otherwise contend it v1ould be ovved because of the 

7 City's termination for convenience; provided that !n no event shall the compensation paid 

8 pursuant to this paragraph exceed the arnount which VJoulct have been payable pursuant to 

9 Article 4 of this Agreement Consultant fully acknowledges the potential effect and the 

10 liquidating nature of the termination for convenience provision and, having received the 

11 independent advice of !ega! counsel, agrees to it INithout reservation. 

12 The Consultant shaH have the right to terminate this Agreement; (1) if the City violates 

13 anv material provision of this Agreement, and, if capable of cure, fails to cure such breach 

14 within ten (10) days from the date of notice of breach; and \ii) in accordance with the terms 

15 of Article 17. 

lG ARTICLE 6 - NOT!CES 

17 Al! notices required er permitted to be given under this Agreement shall be in writing 

18 or sent by certified mail and shall be dated and signed bv the party giving such notice or by a 

19 duly authorized representative of such party. 

20 Any notice given pursuant to this Agreement shall be deemed received and effective 

21 when propedy addressed, posted and deposited in the United States fv1ai! addressed to the 

22 respected parties as follows: 

23 Ill 

24 /// 

2i5 Ill 

26 Ill 

27 /// 

28 Ill 
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1 · Notke 

2 If notice to either Party is given, it shall be by personal de!!verv thereof or by 

:; depositing it in United States fv1aH; endosed in a sealed envelope postage prepaid and return 

10 

11 

1 ') . ~ 

14 

1G 

17 

18 

20 

21 

23 

24 

25 

2G 

27 

28 

receipt requested and addressed as follows: 

CITY 
Yvonne Horton 
City Clerk 
City of Inglewood 
One Manchester Boulevard 

Inglewood, CA 90301 

WITH A COPY TO C!TY 
Louis A. Atwell, PE, Asst. City fvhnage:r/Public \iVorks Director 

Public Works Departrnent 

Citv of Inglewood 
One Manchester Boulevard 
Inglewood, CA 90301 
Agent for Service of Process 

CONSULTANT 
Prem Gururajan 
Chief Executive Officer 
RideCo, !nc 
279 Weber St North 
Waterloo, Ontario N2J3H8, Canada 

FOR SERVICE OF PROCESS ONLY 
Gisele Salazar, La Barge Weinstein LLP 

A Business LmN Firm 
515 Legget Drive, Suite 800 
Ottawa, ON K2.K 3G4 Canada 

Consultant rnay from time to time designate another address or addressee and shall, 

in such instances_, notify City in \vriting within ten {10) calendar days of such designation. 

Effective Date of Notice 

Notice shall be deemed effective on the date personally delhN0<red or, if mailed, five (5) 

days after deposit of the sarne in the custody of the United States Postal Service, properly 

addressed, with postage prepaid and return receipt requested. 

ARTICLE 7 - INSURANCE REQUIREMENTS 

The Consi~!ltant shall procure and maintain for the duration of the Agreernent, 

insurance against c!airns for injuries to persons or damages to property which may arise from 

or in connection vtith the perforrnance of the Work hereunder by the Consultant, its agents, 

representatives, employees or subcontractors. The cost of such insurance shall be borne by 

the Consultant. Failure to rnaintain or renevv coverage or to provide evidence of renev.ta! may 

be treated by Owner as a material breach of contract 

A. MINIMUM SCOPE AND IJM!T OF INSURANCE, 

Coverage sha!! be at !east as broad as: 

6 



1 L Comrnertial General Liability (CGL); ComrYierci3! Genera! Uabi!itv Cornrnerciai 

2 General Liability (equivalent in coverage scope to Insurance Services Office, Inc. 

3 OSO} forrn (:CJ 00 01 11. 85 or 11 88} in an arnount not ~ess than $5,000/0()0 per 

4 occurrence and $10,000,000 general aggregate, Such insurance sha!! include 

5 products 2nd completed operations liability, independent contractor's liability, 

G broad form contractual !iablllty, and cross !labHity protection, The "City of, 
! 

7 lng!evwod, its officials, employees, agents, and volunteers,'! must be separately 

8 endorsed to the policy as additional insureds on an endorsement equivalent to 

fJi 

:: I 

Insurance Services Office, Inc {!SO} forms CG 20 JO 1'.l BS or CG 20 26 1185, j 

2. Automobile Uability: Comrnen:ia! Autornobile Liability Comn1ercia! Autornobile 1 

Liability (equivalent in coverage scope to ISO fonn CA 00 01 060 92) in an amount I 
I 

not iess than $5,000,000 combined single limit per accident for bod!iy injury and 1 12 

13 

14 

15 

1G 

17 
' !!i 

~: '~.11! 
20 

i 

21 i 

propertv damage covering Auto Symbol 1 {Any Auto). If an autornobile is not used 

in connection with the services provided by the Consultant, the Consultant should 

provide a written request for a waiver of this requlrernent 

3. Workers' Compensation insurance as required by the State of California, with 

Statutory Limits, and Ernployer's liability Insurance with !!rnit of no !ess than 

$1,000,000 per accident for bodily injury or disease, 

4. Professional liability (Errors and Omissions) Insurance appropriate to the 

Consultant's profession, with !irnlt no less than $1,500,000 per dairn, $3,000,000 

aggregate, 

22 I !f the Consultant maintains broader coverage and/or higher limits than the minirnums 

2;3 ! shown above, the City requires and shall be entitled to the broader coverage and/or the higher 
' 

24 limits maintained by the Consultant Any available insurance proceeds in excess of the 

26 specified minim urn Hrnits of insurance and coverage shall be available to the City, 

2G fL OTHER INSURANCE PROVISIONS. 

27 The insurance policies are to contain, or be endorsed to contain, the following 

28 provisions: 

7 



1 1, Additional Insured Status, 

2 The City, its offkers, officials, ernp!nyees, and volunteers are to be covered as 

3 additional insureds on the CGL pollcy vv'ith respect to liabi!lty arising out of work or operations 

4 performed by or on behalf of the Consultant including materiais, parts,, or equipment 

5 furnished in connection with such work or operations. General liability coverage can be 

G provided in the form of an endorsen-1ent to the Consultant's 1nsurnnce (at !east as brnad as !SO 

7 Form CG 20 10 11 85 or both CG 20 10, CG 20 26, CG 20 33, or CG 20 38; and CG 20 37 forms if 

8 iater revisions used}. 

fJ 2, Primary Coverage. 

10 For any dairns related to this contract, the Consultant's insurance coverage sha!! be 

11 primary insurance coverage at !east as broad as !SO CG 20 01 04 13 as respects the City, its 

12 officers,, officials, employees, and volunteers, Anv insurance or self ·insurance rna!ntained by 

13 the Citv; its officers, officials,. employees, or volunteers shall be excess of the Consu!tanf s 

14 lnsurance and shall not contribute with it. 

L} 3, Notice of Cam:e!lation 

16 Each insurance po!icv required above shall state that coverage shall not be canceled; 

17 except with notice to the City, 

18 4, Waiver of Subrogation, 

1.D The Consultant hereby grants to the City a waiver of any right to subrogation which any 

20 insurer of said Consultant rnay acquire against the City bv virtue of the pavrnent of any loss 

21 under such insurance. Consultant agrees to obtain any endorsement that may be necessary to 

22 affect this waiver of subrogation, but this provision applies regardless of whether or not the 

2:3 C~ty has received a vvafver of subrogat~on endorsement from the insurer, 

24 S. Self-insured Retentions, 

25 Self-insured retentions be declared to and approved by the City, At the option of the 

2G City, either: the Consultant shall obtain coverage to reduce or eliminate such self-insured 

27 retentions as respects the City, its officers, officials,, employees, and volunteers; or the 

28 Consultant shall provide ;;1 financial guarantee satisfactory to the City gucffanteeing payment of 

8 
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11 

12 

14 

17 

20 

21 

22 

24 

25 

2G 

28 

losses and related investigations, daim arirninistratlon, and defense expenses. The policy ' 

language shall provide, or be endorsed to provide, that the self-insw·ed retention may be 

satisfied by either the named insured or City, 

5, Acceptability of insurers. I 
The Consultant and/or its subcontractor- shall obtain and maintain at its expense, until I 

I 
completion of performance and acceptance by City; the fo!!ov1ing insurance placed \Nith an ! - i 
insurer adrnitted to write insurance in the state of California or a non~admitted insurer on ' 

State of California's List of Approved Surplus Lines Insurers (LASU) and the non-adrnitted 

insurer rnust have a rating of, or equivalent to, A: V!!! by A.fvi, Best Company, 

Cf al ms Made Policies. 

!f any of the required policies provide coverage on a claims-made basis: 

1. The Retroactive Date must be sh::ntJn and must be before the date of the I 
contract or the beginning of contract work, 

at least five (SJ years after completion of the contract of work. 

made policy form with a Retroactive Date prior to the contract effectlve date, 

the Consultant must purchase "extended reporting" coverage for a minimum of 

five {5) years after completion of contract work. 

7. Verification of Covernge, 

The Consultant shall furnish the !nglevvood City Attorney with original Certificates of 

Insurance including al! required arnendatory endorsements (or copies of the applicable policy 

language effecting coverage required by this clause} and a copy of the Declarations and 

Endorsernent Page of the CGL policy listing a!i policy endorsernents to the City before 'Work 

begins. However, failure to obtain the required documents prior to the work beginning shall 

not ·waive the Consultant's obligation to provide them, The City reserves the right to require 

complete, certified copies of a!! required insurance policies, indudlng endorsements required 

by these specifications, at anv time, 
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8 
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8, Ccmsuitonts, Subconsuitants, Contn::u:torsp and Subcontractors of Consultant. 

The Consultant sha!! require and verify that a!i of its rnnsu!tants_, subconsu!tants, 

contractors, and subcontractors maintain insurance meeting all the requirements stated 

herein, and Consultant shan ensure that the City is an additional insured on insurance required 

from all of them. 

9. Special Risks or Circumstom::es. 

The City reserves the right to modify these requirements, Including limits, based on the 

nature of the risk, prior experience, insurer_, coverage, or other spec!a! circumstances, 

ART!ClE 8 - INDEMN!FICAT!ON 

Consultant sha!! indemnify and hold harrn!ess the City and its officers, 

11 ernployees and volunteers from and against a!I claims, damages, losses and expenses 

12 including attorney foes arising out of the performance of the work described herein, to the 

L3 extent caused ln 1,vho!e or In part by any negl!gent ac:t or omission, recklessness or willful 

14 rnisconduct of the Consu!tant, any subcontractor, anyone directly or indirectly employed by 

15 any of thern or anyone for whose acts any of them rnay be liable, except 'Nhere caused by the 

lG negligence, or willful misconduct of the City, 

17 !t any act!on or proceeding is brought against !ndernnitees by reason of any of 

18 the matters against which Consultant has agreed to indemnify !ndemnitees as provided 

18 above, Consultant, upon notice frorn the City, shall defend !ndemnitees at Consultant's 

20 expense by counsel acceptable to the City, such acceptance not to be unreasonably withheld, 

21 !ndemnitees need not have first paid for any of the matters to which !ndernnitees are entitled 

22 to indemnification in order to be so indemnified. The insurance required to be maintained by 

23 the Consultant under this Article shall ensure Consultant's obHgations under this section, but 

24 the !irnits of such insurance shall not limit the liability of the Consultant hereunder. The 

25 provisions of this Article shall survive the expiration or earlier termination of this Agreement 

26 ARTICLE - 9 SUBCONSULTANT INDEMNIFICATION 

27 The Consultant shall include the fo!iowing language in all contracts with its 

28 consultants, subconsultants, contractors, and subcontractors who are used to perform any of 



1 the services contemplated by this Agreernent: 

2 ''lNDEMNfflCATlON 

3 1, Consultant_, subrnnsultants, contractors, and subcontractors (hereinafter 

4 referred to as the "Consuitant") shall indemnify and hold harrnless the City of Inglewood and 

;) its officers, ernployees and volunteers (herelnafter referred to as the ';City") from and against 

6 a!! dairns, darnages, losses and expenses induding attorney fees arising out of the 

7 perforr11ance of the work described herein$ to the extent caused in whole or in part by any 

8 negligent act or omission,, recklessness or \N!l!fu! misconduct of the Consultant, anv 

9 subcontractor, anyone directly or indirectly employed by any of them or anyone for whose 

10 acts any of them rnay be liable, except v;here caused by the negligence, or 1,vi!!fu! misconduct 

11 of the Citv, 

!f any action or proceeding is brought against the City {also referred to as 

13 ''!ndemnitees") by reason of any of the matters against which the Consultant has agreed to 

14 indemnify !ndemn!tees as provided above, the Consultant, upon notice frorn the City, shall 

10 defend !ndemnitees at the Consultant's expense by counsel acceptable to the City, such 

1.6 acceptance not to be unreasonably withheld, !ndemnitees need not have first paid for any of 

17 the matters to which !ndernnitees are entitled to indemnification in order to be so 

18 Indemnified, The insurance required to be maintained by the Consultant shall ensure 

lD 

20 

21 

24 

25 

26 

Consultant's obligations, but the limits of such insurance shall not limit the !iabi1ity of the 

Consultant hereunder, The provisions of these two paragraphs shall survive the expiration or 

earlier termination of this Agreement'' 

ARTICLE 10 - !NGLEWOOD BUSINESS LICENSE 

The Consultant agrees to at all times during the performance of the Agreement, 

obtain and maintain an Inglewood City business license. A copy of said license must be 

torv;arded to the City Clerk and Public Works Department prior to issuing the Notice to 

Proceed (NTP), 

ARTICLE 11 ~INDEPENDENT CONTRACTOR 

Consultant enters into this Agreement as an Independent contractor and not as an 

11 



1 employee of the City. Consultrnt sl-<tll have no power or authoritv by this Agreement to bind 

2 the City in an»/ n~spect Nothing in this i\greernent shall be construed to be inconsistent with 

3 this relationship or status, AH erl)p~ct1ees1 agents, contractors or subcontractors hired or 

4 t'etained by the Consultant are employees, agents, contractors or subcontractors of the 

5 Consultant and not of the City. The City shall not be obligated in any way to pay any wage 

G dalrns or other dalrns rnade against Consultant by any such ernployees, agents, contractors, 

7 or subcontractors, or any other person resulting from performance of this Agreement. 

8 ARTICLE 12- PERSONNEL 

n The Consultant agrees to provide the City with the names of the personnel assigned to 

10 perform the 'vVork required herein and no changes sha!! be made in personnel assignments 

11 'Nithout first obtaining the v;1r!tten consent of the City; provided, hovvever, that the City rnay 

12 request that personnel be changed with or without cause, !n the event of such request_, the 

13 I Consultant agrees to make said changes within ten (10) days thereafter. 

14 ; ARTICLE 13- RIGHT TO INSPECT 
I 

LS i City shall have the right to inspect or review anv documents or records reasonably 

1G I required of City to evaluate Consultant's billing practice pursuant to this AgreemenL 

17 I Consultant sha!! make aH records and documents to be reviewed and inspected by City as a 

18 I part of any audit or other record review conducted by City available for City's review withtn 

1.9 I five {5} business days of receiving written notice frorn Clty requesting the sarne. 

20 I ARTICLE 14 - BOOKS AND RECORDS 

21 1l The Consultant shall maintain any and a!! documents and records demonstrating or 

22 I relating to the Consultant's performance of Work pursuant to this Agreement The Consultant 
1 

23 J shall maintain any and an !edgers, books of account, invoices, vouchers, canceled checks or J 

i i 
24 I other documents or records evidencing or relating to work, services, expenditures and I 
2G I d1sbursern•1nts charged to City pursuant to this Agreernent Any and a!! such documents or i 

2G I records shall be maintained in accordance with generally accepted accounting principles and 

27 j shaH be suffkientlv complete and detailed so as to permit an accurate evaluation of the VJork 

28 I provided by the Consultant pursuant to this Agreement. Any and all such documents or 

I 
12 



l records sha!! be maintained to the e;<tent required by la\vs relating to audits of public agencies 

2 and their expenditures, 

3 ARTICLE 15 - OWNERSH!P OF DOCUMENTS 

4 Ownership of Docurnents. ';Documents"; as used in this paragraph means original 

;) studies, surveys, reports, data, substantive notes, and other evidence used in preparation of 

6 the Report, whether existing as electronic files or ln hard copy, "Documents'' does not refer to 

7 informal cornmun!rntions such as emails and staff notes, whether those cornrmrnications are 

8 internal to the Consuitant's staff or between the Consultant and any subconsuitants. All 

fl documents prepared, developed., u discovered by the Consultant in the course of providing 

10 any VJork pursuant to this Agreernent shall remain the sole property of the City and may not 

11 be used, reused, or otherwise disposed of without the permission of the City. Upon 

12 cornp!etion, expiration, or termination of this Agreement,. the Consultant shat! give the City a!! 

B such documents v1!thin ten (10) days of delivery of the termination notice, completion or 

14 expiration of this Agreement, at no cost to the City, !n the event the City requires or desired 

15 other infonration in the control of the Consultant that is not a document as described above ' 

1 G (such as inforrna! cornmunicat!ons, staff notes, and other correspondence), the Consultant 

17 shall provide any requested information to the City w·ithin thirty (30) days, The City 

18 acknov,dedges that lts alteration of docurnents without the consent of the Consultant, or use 

1D of the documents for any purpose other than the Scope of Work contemplated by this 

20 Agreement, is at the City's own rlsk and without liability to the Consu!tanL 

21 ARTICLE 16-EQUAL EMPLOYMENT 

22 The Consultant agrees that during the performance of this Agreement, it will not 

23 discr!rnlnate against any employee or applicant for emp!oyrnent because of race, coior, 

24 religious creed, national origin, ancestry, sex, sexual orientation, age, physical handicap, 

26 medical condition or rnarita! status. 

2G ARTICLE 17-ASSIGNABIL!TY 

27 Tht:2 Consultant rriay sub·contract the performance of the transportation services 

28 described In the Scope of Work to third party service providers including a Transportation 

13 



l Operations Provider, !n the event that the Transportation Operations Provider's subcontract 

2 is terrr1~nated fn accordanre \Aiith its terrns,( ConsuHant vviH ~;se cornrnerclaUy reasonab~e 

:3 efforts to flnd a suitable replacement acceptable to City. Citv shall not unreasonably withhold, 

4 condition or delay consent to the same, !n the event that Consultant cannot find a suitable 

5 replacement or the replacement is not approved by City; Consultant \Nill have the right to 

6 terminate this Agreement pursuant to Article 5. For greater certainty, Consultant will be 

7 solely responsible for payrnent of its subcontractors, including the Transportation Operations 

8 Provider. 

fJ ARTICLE 18-L!M!TAT!ONS OF LIABILITY; SOFTWARE AND TECHNOLOGY 

10 WITH RESPECT TO SOFTWARE AND TECHNOLOGY SERVICES THE CONSULTANT SHALL 

11 NOT BE LIABLE TO THE CITY FOR ANY INDIRECT DAMAGES (INCLUDING Vv'ITHOUT 

12 L!M!TAT!ON, DAMAGES FOR LOSS OF BUSINESS, LOSS OF PROFITS, BUSINESS INTERRUPTION, 

13 LOSS OF DATA, LOST SAVINGS OR OTHER SIMILAR PECUNIARY LOSS), HOWEVER CAUSED AND 

14 UNDER ANY THEORY OF UABIUTY (INCLUDING NEGLIGENCE), AND VvHETHER OR NOT 

15 CONSULTANT HAS BEEN ADVISED OF THE POSSIBILITY OF SUCH DAMAGE, CONSULTANT'S 

1G AGGREGATE UABIL!TY TO THE CITY OR ANY OTHER PART! FOR DAMAGES FOR ANY CAUSE 

1.7 1NHATSOEVE.R ARISING IN RESPECT Of THE SOFTWARE AND TECHNOLOGY USED !N THIS 

18 ENGAGEMENT WILL BE LIMITED TO THE INSURANCE LEVELS MAINTAINED BY CONSULTANT 

19 UNDER THIS AGRf.EMENT. 

20 ARTICLE 19- CONFIDENTIALITY AND OWNERSHIP OF DOCUMENTS 

21 A!! reports; findings, conclusions and writings related to the VJork contemplated by 

22 this Agreement, including but not limited to all plans, documents, and records prepared 

23 under this Agreement, shall become the property of the City upon completion of the work or 

24 termination of this Agreement Consultant agrees that this information is confidential and 

25 shall not be made available to any individual or organization (except for the applicable 

2B subcontractors) without the prior written approval of the CltI 

27 ARTICLE 20 - PROHIBlTEO INTERESTS 

28 No official, employee, or agent of City, nor any member- of his or her immediate 

14 



1 famliy, shall have anv direct or indirect interest in the contract 

2 ARTICLE 21- EQUAL EMPLOYMENT 

3 Consuitant agrees that during the perforn1ance of this ,A.greernent.$ it \V~H not 

1 discrirnlnate against anv ernp!oyee or applicant for ernpbyrnent because of rare, color; 

G medical condition or rnarital status, 

7 ARTICLE 22 - CHANGES, AMENDMENTS AND MODIFICATIONS 

8 No change, amendment, or modification to this Agreement shall be effective unless in 

D writing and signed by the Parties hereto. 

10 ARTICLE 23 - SEVERAB!LITY 

11 !n the event that any condition or covenant herein is he!d to be invalid or void bv any 

12 court of competent jurisdiction, the sarne sha!i be deemed severable from the remainder of 

18 the Agreement and shall in no way affect any other covenant or condition herein contained as 

14 !ong as the invalid provision does not render the Agreement meaningless with regard to a 

15 materiai terrn in v,;hkh event the entire Agreement sha!! be void, !f such condition, covenant, 

1 G or other provision shall be deemed invalid due to its scope or breadth, such provision shall be 

17 deerned valid to the extent the scope or breadth is permitted by law. 

18 ARTICLE 24-WAIVER 

HJ Waiver bv any party to this Agreement of any term, condition, or covenant of this 

20 Agreement shall not constitute a 1.vaiver of any other term, condition, or covenant Waiver by 

21 any partv of any breach of the provisions of this Agreement shall not constitute a waiver of 

22 anv other provision, or a waiver of any subsequent breach or violation of any provision of this 

2~'3 Agreement, Acceptance bv the Citv of any work or services bv Consultant shall not constitute 

24 a waiver of any of the provisions of this Agreement 

25 ARTICLE 25 - ENTIRE AGREEMENT 

26 This Agreernent, including all Exhibits ls the entire, c:ornp!ete, final and exclusive 

27 expression of the Parties with respect to the matters addressed therein and supersedes all 

28 other agreements or understandings, whether oral or written,, entered lnto between the 

15 



J Consultant and the City prior to the execution of this Agreement No staternents, 

2 representations or othtJ agreernents, whether oral or vvritten, made by any party which are 

8 not ernbodied herein shaH be varid and binding unless in writing and du!y executed by the 

4 Parties of their authorized representatives, 

5 ARTICLE 26 - GOVERNING LAW; V£NUE 

G This Agreement sha!! be interpreted, construed, and governed according to the !av:s of 

7 the State of California, In the event of litigation between the Parties, venue in state trial 

8 courts shall lie exdusive!y in the County of Los Angeles, Superior Court, Southvvest District, 

9 located at 825 Maple Avenue, Torrance, California 90503-5058, !n the event of litigation in 

10 the United States District Court, venue sha!! !ie exdusiveiy in the Central District of California, 

11 in Los Angeles. 

12 ARTICLE 27-MISCELLANEOUS 

13 1, The Parties waive any benefits from the principle of contra proferentum and 

14 

1~ I 
interpreting ambiguities against drafters. No party shall be deemed to be the drafter of this 

Agreement, or of any particular provision or provisions, and no part of this Agreement shall 

16 j 

11 l 
be construed against any party on the basis that the particular party is the drafter of any part 

of this Agreement. 

18 This Agreement may be executed in counterparts, and when each party hereto 

18 1 has signed and delivered at !east one such counterpart, each counterpart shall be deemed an 

20 I original and, when taken together •Nlth the other signed counterparts, sha!i constitute one 

21 Agreen1ent, which shat! be binding upon and effective as to al! parties hereto, 

22 3, Article titles, paragraph titles or captions contained herein are inserted as a 

2:3 rnatter of convenience and for reference, and in no way define, limit, extend; or describe the 

24 scope of this Agreement or any provision hereof. 

25 /// 

26 Ill 

27 /// 

28 /// 
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1 IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the Par-ties hereto have executed this Agreement as of the 

2 date and year first above v:ritten, 

3 CITY OF ~NGLEWOOD 

7 

8 

James T, Butts, Jr,, 
Mayor 

9 ATTEST: 

10 

11 
Yvonne Horton, 

12 City Clerk 

l
. <') 
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17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

23 

24 

25 

2G 

27 

23 

17 

R!DECO, !NC 

Prem Gururajan, 
Chief Executive Officer 

APPROVED AS TO FORM: 

Kenneth ft Campos, 
City Attorney 





AGREH/lENT NO,: 
-~-

EXH!BlT UA" 
PROJECT TERMS AND SCOPE OF WORK 

Contract Length 

Transportation Operations Provider 

1 year (12 months) 

Prirne Tirne Shuttle 

Estimated Vehicle Count 6 vehicles (2 whee!thalr accessible) 

Estimated Annual Service Hours 

g hours pet clay 
355 days per year 

Implementation 

Training 

Project Set Up 

Ernp!oyee Onboarding 

Vehlde Branding 

Total Setup & Implementation Fee 

RideCo, and Vehlde Operations (Hourly Cost) 

Insurance 

Maintenance 

Storage 

Fuel 

Wifi 

Cleaning 

Tota! Year One Operating Cost 

Tota! Vear One Cost 

17,520 

$15,500.00 

$45,000,00 
$60,500.()j) 

$63,25 

$1,108,140J)0 

$1, 168,640,00 

Note» One yeat cost is based on 6 vehicles. Cost rnay be revised based 

on flex cf vehicle count. 



S. Statement of Work 

a. Pllot Target Audience 

The proposed service vdH serve residents living in Inglewood who \Nork at LA'vVA }obsites at the 
Central Terminal ftsea, Through the pilot, RideCo will prove the viability and efficacy of 
microtransit in Inglewood, gather key performance data, and optimize the City's use of initial 
funding resources, We understand that the City of Inglewood expects that the service 'Nill be 
used by other employees of LAVVA locations in future years. 

b< Pilot Technology Attributes 

RideCo's microtrnnsit solutions are fully demand-responsive and dvnamica!!v routed, The 
proposed service wi!! group Inglewood residents together in vehicles (our software optimizes 
for shared rides) and wH! rnaxlmize the number of riders per trip. Hc•v1,1ever, our software only 
groups rides together up to the point vvhere a!! riders currently in-transit on a given vehicle 'NiH 
arrive on time at their respective drnp~off locations, Our softwan:i is custornii:ab!e in this and 
many other regards, so we can ensure that the City's priority of getting al! passengers to v..:ork 
on tirne is ah.Nays met, 

The service wi!! make use of the zones and virtual stops outlines in the RFP, though we are able 
to add additional virtual stops in the future in vlrtual!y no time and wlth zero downtime in the 
systerri, 

The City of Inglewood-branded app wl!! be avai!;b!e for free dmvnload from the Google Play 
Store and the Apple App Store. The app will be customized and include information about the 
service such as the service hours, FAQs, a support phone number, and irH:ipp feedback tools, 
The app supports nrn!tip!e booking modes, as explained below. 

Riders can download the passenger app to their !Phone or Android srnartphone, Registration is 
very user friendly and takes just minutes, requiring on!v a means of pavment, an en1ai! address, 
and the user's ceH phone number. Riders vv!H use the mobile app (or ca!! in to a telephone 
support line, as explained below) to book a ride that is either on-demand or pre··schedu!ed; 
RideCo's software is fully capable of booking real-time on demand bookings, The app (or 
operator) will provide a ride booking confirmation that includes a virtual stop within the 
configured walking radius (e,g. 250 feet} for pickup, and a virtual stop that is within the 
configured walking radius of thelr destination. The booking wn! include a description of the 
virtual stop as well as access to 'Na!king directions, and stops wi!! be vetted for rider 
convenience and for rider and driver safety, 

Inglewood residents viii!! be in control of their commute expedence. They 1,vi!! know their pickup 
window and guaranteed arrive·by time before booking and can choose to book a time that wi!! 
get them to work on time every time, Our software also allows commuters to book multiple 
trips for the same time every day for mu!tlp!e days in a row (subscription booking) if desired, 
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and allows a single passenger to book rnu!tiple seats_, ADA.,accessib!e seats; and other 
customized trip detatls {seen ln the screenshots below), 

The Ri.deCo smartphone app is the key to ernpm,ver1t1g riders, ensuring on time drop-offs and 

providing effortless cornrnutt.:::s, 

Riders who do not own srnartphones will be served with the same industry,Jeading levels of 

service as we!!, hrn1vever. These riders will be able to ca!! in to a telephone support line to book 
a ride that is either on~dernand or pre-scheduled. The operator w!!i provkle a ride booking 

conf!nnation that in dudes a virtual stop that ls dose to the rider's destination. As with ltVi~pp 
booking, phone bookings al! in dude a description of the virtual stop as \Ne!! as ·walking 

directions {as applicable). The hours of the ca!! center w!!I be the same as those of the service, 
or as deerned necessary by the City, 

Customers can request additional assistance, ask questions, make complaints, and receive 

genera! support by calling a custorner service representative at the ca!! center or by submitting 

a complaint through the app itself VJeDriveU's customer service experts at the call center w!!! 
respond to a!! passenger inquit!es and complaints within 48 hours of receiving them, 

Cancelling a trip is as quick and easy as booking and takes merely the touch of a button in the 
app or a second quick phone call to the cal! center, Users can cancel trips up to the minute 

they're scheduled to be picked up. Since customers are provided with real·time pickup ETAs, 

they wl!! instant!v be notified of anv delays regarding their pickup; customers can also track 
their vehicle in real time (explained be!ovv), 

The following screen captures demonstrate the process through which passengers w!!I use the 

mobile app to book rides, designate pickup and drop~off locations, view rea!~tirne pickup and 
drop-off data, get to virtual stops, and enjoy demand responsive dvnamic service with less 
walking, shorter wait times, and faster trip times, Each ride has a set pickup and arfive"bV tin1e, 
which is our promise to get passengers to their destination on time, 
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The RldeCo system takes only seconds to propose a multiple trip options to the rider, and each 
optlon includes a promised arrive-by time, w'hich ensures riders get to their destinations on 
time and/or make their connections. 
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The R!deCo platform incorporates both predictive and reaHlrne traffic in its dynamic routing 
engine, The incorporation of accurate traffic data in real-time ensures that RldeCo provides 
accurate ETAs and travel t!rne estirnates for rider communications and driver route planning. 

i (0 
/\v r~~ i~ :: ~ ~ ::: ·:~,::.: :::~~ t~::'t 

. : .. -~ ::·: :' ::: /: .... 
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The screen captures below illustrate features that ensure riders enjoy a high quality experience, 
such as in--app vehicle tracking, reaHime ET As, a promised "Arrive Before" time, a list of all 
upcornlng trips made using the app's pre-booking functionality_, and walking directions to the 
rider's virtual stop (if applicable). These features are customizable to meet lnglewood"spedfic 
requirements, 
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RideCo's dynamic routing p!atforrn ensure that service veh1des rernaln on schedule_, '.vhich allows 
riders to be dropped off !n tirne to transfer to fl>~ed-route transit or start their shift at vvork. 
Service regions are restricted so that riders are never more than a few minutes' vva!k from the 
nearest virtual stop and stops are new::r more than a specific distance from destination transit 
hubs (if applicable). Our service region restrictions um be updated as necessary In a matter of 
minutes vllth zero dovmtirne, and vve regularly use this feature in our other services as a proactive 
measure. 

Our software also a!!ows cornmuters to book multiple trips for the same time every d<:i'y' for 
multiple davs in a row (subscription/bulk booking) if desired, and allows a single passenger to 
book multiple seats, ADA-accessible seats, and other c:ustornized trip details. 
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Riders requiring accessible service {in speda!lv equipped vehicles) will have the option to 
requr~st accessible vehides upon booking, V\/hee!chair accessible vehicles wi!! run during a!! 

service hours, These accessible vehicles wi!! serve all types of passengers at virtual stops. They 
\Ni!! be Mt or raffip equipped to accommodate rnobi!ity limited users in »Nhee!chairs (motorized 
and non-rnotorized), and riders rnaklng use of walkers, canes, and crntches. Rlders with speech 

impairments, vision impairments, and hearing impairrnents will be accornmodated, as we!! as 
riders with service animals. 

When booking a ride, passengers can request specific se<.1t types to accornmodate special 
needs, additional space requirements, companions, or other unique services the transit agency 

is interested in offering. Examples of custom s~:at selection in dude: 

* Rf~gu!ar (passenger or large object} 

!II Accessible (lift or ramp equipped) 

~ Companion (accessible needs passenger companion) 

111 Pet~friendly (as applicable) 

$ Bike rack equipped 

$ Additional luggage or large object requirements 

The booking screen of Rid~:Co's rider app (as seen belnv) will be custornized to include the 

above-listed seat types or any add1tlonal seat types requested by the City, Our software has the 
ability to allow a single rider to make a booking for more than one passenger (if the City so 
desires). 
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After each trip, riders are prompted to give their trip/dfrver a rating out of 5 stars, Customers 
can also send trip feedback and other messages through the app, vvhich creates a ticket in a 
digital support tool (such as Zendesk). WeDriveU will operate the customer care line to book 
rides or rnake inquiries about accounts and past/upcoming rides and w!!! inform the City of al! 
non·ernergencv Incidents or custorner complaints vvithin 48 hours and all serious incidents or 
emergencies immediately, RideCo ;,vi!! provide training and regular performance feedback for 
customer care agents as part of pre-launch operations. 

rnifa~y·;;·· .. :~.{t·t·'.·~.1.·:.:~:.~.~.·;r~1ttitLZ1~rtIEtltI~~~L~I;r:~jl~1t!1If.tti4\\l@ ... ~ ,,;.'*. ~-..._' . ..,.. • 
~ _ :s:;,.: K!tk: ·: n::::<::1<er 

~ $~ 

Riders who do not own a srnartphone will be able to cal! in to a telephone support line to book 
a ride that ls either on-demand or pre-scheduled. Operators will use a web-based version of the 
app to book trips on bHhalf of riders (seen above), The operator will provide a ride booking 
confirmation that in dudes a virtual stop that is dose to the rider's dest!riation. 

Riders of the proposed service will have the ability to book rides on-dernand (in rea! time) as 
well as in advance. Drivers for the service wil! verify the identity of each rider upon boarding 
using the rider's LAX badge and app account; the registration process i,vi!l additionally ensure 
that the only verified lng!evvood residents who are employed at LAX vJil! be able to set up 
account/book trips, The e>:tensive data sets RldeCo w!!I send to the City regarding the service 
and its perforrnance, including riders' home locatiom; (explained in detail below in section L 
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Assessrnents and Evaluation) \Nill alki1.v the City to e;tsily calculate reductions in greenhouse gas 
emissions and total vehide miles traveled, 

RideCo's services can be customized extensively, including the ability add/remove/rnove virtual 
stops based on rldershlp demand patterns, the ab!Hty to limit vehides to pickups in certain 
zones, We ai!mv riders to select which trip they v10ulcl !lke to take from a !lst of options !n order 
to rnake commutes as convenient and as painless possible, which allows riders to ensure they 
arrive at work before their shift start times, 

Our software uses both reaHirne and predictive traffic patterns/conditions ln routing vehicles, 
and routing variables e<:ln be customized for effectiveness. Our operations analysts work 
continuously to optimize nurrierous variables of service to achieve a delicate balance behvefff1 
maximizing ride sharing and getting eveP/ single rider to work by the arrive-by time promised 
ln-app, 

Regarding dnver 'Walt times and custorner notifications: both of these parameters of service can 
be customized to City specifications, although we have recommended standard phrasing and 

wait time limits that we will discuss with the City post award, as vve a!w<:1ys want to ensure that 
one rider can net significantly delay an entire vehicle of riders; sirnHar!y, we wish to avoid an 
accumulation of errors scenario wherein simultaneous rlders are a!! late to their respective 
designated pick up locations and the service vehicle falls significantly behind schedule, 

As requested in the R.FP, riders of the propose cl service may use the service without entering a 
credit card number, as we a!!ow for both offline payments and employer-subsidized fares 

{\vherein the rider enters a special code to receive a discounted fare), The proposed comrnuter 
service for Inglewood-LAX specifically wi!! use this discount code system, since rides wH! be 
100% subsidized during the pilot year. Al! registered riders will be white!isted in the program so 
that only these verified users can book rides, 

RideCo has the ability to track rider no-shows and send a warning message via email and/or 
SMS when a rider does not arrive at their pickup location on tlme and does net cancel their 
ride. l\t the behest of the City, we w!I! remove any individual from the program whose number 
of no"show incidents exceeds 5:._times within a continuous_k:week period of time (to be 
determined by the City in the pre-launch planning phase). We also have the ability to include 
monetary penalties for !ate or no-show riders if the City is interested in exploring this option, 

When a rider confirms a trip, they see a confirmation screen telling them their pickup and drop, 
off times and locations and are sent an email v.iith these same deta!!s and a receipt of payment. 
Automated SMS messages are then sent to the rider: one when their vehicle is on its way and a 

second when the vehicle arrives at the pickup location (including driver and vehicle 

details/description}, Push notifications can also be sent to entire groups of users through SMS 
and/or email to notify riders of service changes, 
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Out' backend dashboard suite provides al! City· required reporting and more, including cost per 
trip, trips per vehicle hour, trip request by booking tlrne (on demand or pre-scheduled (and 
·when)), plckups/drop<tffs by virtli<1l stop, rider trip ratings and feedback, successful booking 
searches, failed booking searches, new accounts, usage by user, number of no-shovvs, number 
of cancellations, abandoned searches, average and ind!vidua! ttip times, and nurnber of unique 
accounts. Reports and dashboards can be customized to shovv adrJitional specific metrics in 
which the City 1s Interested. For detailed explanations of our data reporting systems (including 
screenshots), µ!ease see section j, Assessments and tvah.iation. 

c, PHot Service Hours/frequency 

R!deCo \Ni!! 'Nork with the Otv to determlm:: the hours of op{~rat!on for the proposed service 
such that costs are kept at a minirnum while serving the rnaximum nurnher of riders in the rnost 
efficient rnanner; riders wll! wait no rnore than 30 rninutes from tlrne of booking to pickup, Js 
specified in the RFP, however we recognize that this may be atTiended by the City based on 
pricing results,. Rldeco'-'s recornrnendations,. and additional datJ obtained from employers 
involved in the pilot prior to service launch. We Drive LI has the ability to provide flexible vehicle 
opt::rations,. wherein all vehicles will be in service during peak hours and fewer vehicles will run 
during s!ov1er tirnes of day/night. 

d. Fare Co!!ection 

The RideCo platform supports rnultipb payment models and fare structures, Typically 
{depending on what is desired by the transit agency or city), we allow riders to choose how they 
wish to pay from a number of means, inc!udlng credlt card, transit pass, or cash, To pay with 
credit card, the rider enters their card details in the app and has that processed and stored by 
our third·-party payment processor Braintree (a division of PayPal), RideCo does not directly 
store credit G1rd infonnation. 

Users without a b0nking institution or who do not own a credit card have the fo!lowing options; 

& Use a µre"paid credit card, which can be purchased with cash at convenience stores or 
gas stations and used to purchase rides in the mobile app 

& Use an existing fare structure such as a monthly or reloadable transit pass (if 
integrations are desired and performed at launch) 

& Pay with cash {if allowed by the transit agency) 

The RideCo platform can be configured to allow riders to pay with a transit pass or use a 
transfer from a previous dde, !f the rider chooses to pay on board, the booking is accepted and 
payment is validated by the driver at the time of pickup. RideCo can use this mechanism to 
support any local prepaid cards or payment systems, such as Metro's TAP card, Our pricing 
structure includes a!! software and required hardware configuration, 
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!n the specific case of passengers in the Inglewood-LAX corn muter pilot, fares wi!! not be 
charged to the rider directly, Rather, the rider \/Iii!! enter a speclal code to obtain a 100".Ni 
discount. !n our other services, typical codes might include "student" as the special code to 
obtain D student discount to a fare. Sirn!!at!y, eligible riders IN!th accessib!Htv requirernents are 
provided a special code upon account registration that they must enter to book an accessible 
vehide. The unique code to be used by passengers oft he proposed service {to be deterrnined 
during the pre-launch planning phase) wll! al!rnN rides to be booked free of charge (to the end
user). Then, a bill for a!! the subsidized rid~~s taken wi!! be submitted to HH~ City at the end of 
each month. 

After the end of the pilot year, fares may be paid by ernployees, by employers, or by a 
combination of the two (Le. the employer may subsidize only, say, 85% of each fare, rather 
than the full 100% (as during the pilot}). 

RideCo has the ab!!itv to restrkt users or exdude users based on zip code/address, phone 
number, email address, credit card number, or other deterrninants specified by the City, \Ve 

will also advise and support the City ln bridging technology solutions surrounding payment and 
fare collection processes with fv1etro's Micro Transit Pilot Project as requested. 

e. Microtransit Zones and Priority Virtual Stops 

The zones and virtual stops proposed in the RFP document v<Ji!! be vetted, verified, and finalized 

by RideCo in coordination with the City during the pre-launch planning phase. !n determining 
the final locations of virtual stops, we consider locations from which riders book trips most 

often, how accessible these locations are on foot, and how safe these locations are for 
onboarding passengers. Vve •Nill consider new virtual stop locations throughout the pilot using 
these guidelines as weH as new ridership data obtained during the first months of the service. 
We have the ab!lity to add additional virtual stops v<Jith as little as one day's notice and with 
zero doi.vntime in the system. Additionally, if LA.X allows the vehicles for this service access to 
their Bus Only Lanes, 'Ne would look into adding virtual stop locations at the airport to better 
serve riders. 

f. Vehides and Vehide Demand Modemng 

WeDrive!J and RideCo suggest the following types of vehldes for this project V•Je have the 
resources and vendor relationships to easily procure additional vehicles for this project as 

demand increases. 

Option 1: Ford Transit XLT Passenger Van 

The Ford Transit XLT passenger van 
accommodates up to 15 passengers: fourteen (14} 
ambulatory passengers (excluding driver). These 
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can be configured to accornmodate two (2) rnobi!itv devices such that they are fully ADA

rnrnpliant, Vehide features indude: 

!Ii Park Sense Rear Park Assist System 

* Lowered Floor Entry 

$ Backup alarm 

Option 2: Toyota Sienna Van 

The Toyota Sienna accornmodates up to 7 

passengers (plus the driver)- This veh!de ls ADA 

compliant and is under the GVWR limit of 8,500 

lbs. Standard features include: 

* 12"' lowered floor 

$ fv'lanual ramp 

@ Backup a!ann 

!Ii Driver' and passenger steps 

* Manual ramp 

* Passenger handrails 

![!! ADA compliant 56" high ramp entry door and left door 

;Ji Interior LED lighting 

* Belt cutter 

Other vehicles besides these may possibly be used_, though any vehides used in providing rides 

for this servke wi!l meet the vveight restrictions and fue!-type restrictions !aid out in the RFP. 
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g. Service Design Verification and Refinement 

The fo!lo1,ving time!ine will allow fm the proposed service to launch in under eight weeks and in 

titne for the City-desired deadline of Aprll 22, 2020, 
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Besides these pre~iaunch activities, RldeCo wi!! a!so analyze,, verify,, and finalize the City's 
service design based on the capabilities of our software, service costs, and new/additional 
ridership and other data obtained by the City. 
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The following are identified risks for the proposed service and RideCo's plan{s} to proactive!y 
manage and mitigate them to assure a consistent and qua!ity-rontrol!ed service: 

$ Rlsk: Fal!ing to hit desired ridership levels 
!tis RideCo's understanding that the City's goal for this pilot service is to serve the 

maximum number of riders in the most efficient manner, however since thb a brand" 
new service there ls no guarantee of specific !eve!s of ridership, 

V</e have identified several aspects of the service mode! that can be optimised in order 
to increase the number of riders served and/or the efficiency of the servlce, For 
instance, the number of virtual stops could be increased (particularly in the northern 

and northeastern mreas) so that rnore riders living in the proposed zones are able to get 
rides v.ilth rninirna! '»Naik!ng, Another example of an lrnprnvement that wu!d be tTiade to 

the service as it is prnposed in the RFP is that the wait time for pickup could be 
decreased, possibly closer to 20 than the required 30 rn!nutes (though this factor ls 
dependant upon available budget and employee shift start times during peak hours}, 

The less time riders have to wait to be picked up from the tirne of booking, the more 
comparable a service becomes with solo driving. \!Ve are confident that our microtransit 

service wH! rival trip tlrnes for solo driving and make cormnutes as smooth and stress
free as possible for Inglewood residents, Additional!y, the fully subsidized rides for the 
duration of the p!!ot are !ikf;!y to spur ridership to sustainable levels rather quickly, 

We have submitted our proposal to comply with a!! RFP service requirements, but if 
awarded this contract we w!!I work with the City to further tune the service mode! 
across the zones in order to achieve a the most efficient service posslb!e given ridership 

demands and the available vehicle counts for the service during on" and off·peak hours, 

$ Risk: Bus lane usage not allowed/ LAX traffic 
On page 9, the RFP states: '''Should the service be given access to the Bus Only Lanes at 
LAX, stop locations could expand to every terminal" - implying that the Cltv has not yet 
been granted access to these bus lanes, Not being allowed access to these bus lanes 
would cause tvvofo!d problems: firstly, the number of stops where passengers can be 
dropped off w!!l be limited, so that being dropped off in certain approved locations may 
require longer walking times than the RFP--specif!ed 3_5 minutes for some riders, 
Secondly, vvithout the use of th!s bus lane, the nea>constant heavy traffic at and around 
LAX would add significantly to average trip times. 

This risk and the issues associated with it can be mitigated as fo!!ov:s: RideCo's software 
accounts for real·tirne traffic conditions and provides accurate ETAs to riders, Veh!de 

locations and ET!\s both are updated every fevv seconds so riders now exactly when they 
need to book trips by in order to still get to work on time - even in heavy traffic 
conditions, Furthermore, our service design team wlH ensure that our software accounts 

for these extended trip times, especially during peak periods, and will ensure that riders 
still arrive on time (although th!s wi!l like!v corne at the cost of decreased rates of ride 
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sharing), Additiorrn!iy, as the service is going to run !ate at night and possibly even 

overnight, the LA'.x-area traffic is Hkety to be less heavv during these t!rnes. 
h, Launch Preparation 

Preferred Fleet Operator: WeDriveU 

WeDriveU's training includes custorner service training for ca!! center agents; airport routes, 

ADA lift operation, and safety procedure training for drivers,: and maintenance training for their 
maintenance speciaHsts as -well as drivers, 

Drivers~ Requirements, Selection Criteria, Background Checks, and Drug Testing 
WeDrlveU Driving Record History and Language Requirements: 

* Eligible cand\dates sha!f have no than two moving violations in the past 3 years, 

* E!!gibte candidates can have no at fault accidents or rnajor vio1ations (DU!, DWI) in past 7 
years. 

* Eligible candidates are required to speak1 read, and write English proficiently. 

VVeDrivelJ keeps electronic copies of current !!censes on me for all driver classifications in their 
Driver Management System to verify that al! drivers are propedy licensed to operate their 

assigned vehicles. In addition to keeping the licenses on file, WeDriveU also implements a pre
employment l\11otor Vehide Records search and ongoing records monitoring for al! driving 
positions. Motor Vehide Records search and n1onitorlng are administered by Samba 
F!eet\A/atchtt' for WeDriveLL 

WeDr!veU wi!! perform background checks on all drivers in accordance with WeDriveU's 
crlm!nal background screening policy. These background checks are conducted by ADP 
Screening Services, 

The specific requirements of \/VeDriveU's criminal background screening policy include: 

$ First Check: valid social security number, 

* National Sex Offender Registry with State Leve! verification, 

• Search of a!! national governrnent restrkted !!sts, including anv list of restricted or 
prohibited individuals issued by OFAC. 

• Smart Scan: Identifies locations where candidate has lived, as we!! as find locations of 
potential public records that require further investigation, 

• Search Countv, State, and Federal Court Records, 

• Eligible candidat•is shall have no record of criminal or misdemeanor convictions within 
the past 3 years related to the possession, sale, or use of !!legal drugs. 

• Employees have a background check performed to the above standards every yeaL 

\NeDriveU screens a!! drivers for legal and i\!ega! substances via an independent rnedical 

agency, in accordance with the U.S, Department of Transportation regulations, WeDriveU 
requires a pre-employment urine analysis test for the presence of marijuana, opiates, cocaine, 
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arnphetambes and phencydidine, A!! drivers must consent to be entered into an Anti-Drug 

Testing and Alcohol fv1isuse Prevention Program administered by Norton rviedical Industries in 

comp!!ance with DOT 49 CFR 40 and 49 CFR 332. 

Driver Training 

Belo1,v is a condensed outline of the WeDriveU training program and objectives whlch typically 

take place over a period of 2-3 weeks prior to active service, We wHI provide cornplete training 

manuals to the City upon requesL 

Customer Focus Training Objectives include: 

~ Understanding how to handle inquiries and/or complak1ts in ways that create improved, 
lasting relatlonships »Nith patrons and c!lents, 

11 Learning to promote positive "chern!stry" between ernployees and patrons/clients by 
recognlzlng and responding to the needs of each individual. 

111 Learning how to handle doubt, rn!sunderstandings,, and object\ons, 

111 Acquiring techniques for seeing issues from patrons/clients' perspectives; creating 

value-adding options for patrons/dients,, and ensuring patrons/clients recognize the 

added value thev are getting. 

111 Learning ho'N to galn agreement from patrons/clients 

During on-road training, the instructor: 

1111 Observes each of the student's habits prior to de!lvering individualized coaching, 

;ri Performs a dernonstration drive for the group to show how to app!v Smith System 
principles on road. 

111 Coaches each student behind the whee! while the remaining students observe. 

• Conducts a Backing/Parking exercise to emphasize the choices available in parking 
situations as we!! as the recommended approaches to parking safely, 

$ Conducts the evaluation drive process vvlth each driver whHe the remaining drivers 

assist in the evaluation process. 

• Administers an On-road Quiz that highlights the vaiue and practicai application of the 

day's training, 

Students receive a written evaluation of their driving abilities, written materials to continue 
enforcing good habits and a certificate of completion. Students must successfully complete the 

training in order to receive that certification, 

City of lngle11vood Specific Training Vii!! !ndude the following: 

111 Vehide Farni!iarlzation Training 

@ R!deCo Driver App Training 

• Vehicle Inspection Training 

Oil> Onslte Local Knov.,i!edge and Culture Training 

!@ On-Demand Route Training 
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(II fv'laintenance Protocol 

~ Parking and Storage Locatlons 

* Lost g_ Found Protocol 

* Additional City-Requested Trainings 

Airport Area and Roads 

WeDrlveU ensures al! drivers are very farnHiar vvith a service area before allowing them to drive 
active service vehicles, Drivers wiH do multiple pre-launch test runs without passengers on 
board before driving for active service. Initial active service runs 1.v!!l be dose!y supervised by a 
trainer. 

Safety 

WeDrlveU has strict safety policies and specific protocols and procedures that drivers must 
fo!!mM in their WeDriveU Shuttle Driver Safety Manual, vvhk:h wH! be provided to the City upon 
request. This outlines detailed directions and protocols for both genera! and specific emergency 
and safety situations. Situations lndude fire, air loss, overheating, railroad tracks sta!!, vehicle 
evacuation procedures, accident reporting procedures and more. For the City of Inglewood; the 
emergency contact wi!! WeDriveU's Progran1 Manager during operating hours and their 
Operations Control Center wi!! be the contact outside of the PM's working hours. 

VVeDriveU abides bv aH applicable federal and state regulations. WeDriveU is registered as 
follows: 
United States Department of Transportation {USDOT): #2286995 
CA# 225455 

PUC# TCP0014288"A 

Maintemmce 

WeDriveU recently implemented their operations control center based in their Burlingame, CA 
offices, Operating 24 hours per day, this command center allows for proactive monitoring of 
their nationwide fleet, driver management, traffic guidance, maintenance control, performance 
analysis and tools to identify trends and drive optimization, This new !ayer of management and 
support is designed to give our on-site teams additional supervision, assistance and assurance 
operations are on track and running smoothly, Detal!ed maintenance procedures are described 
below in section i, Servke Operntionr, 

Lift or Ramp Operatlon 

Drivers wl!! !earn how to safely deploy lifts/rarnps on service vehicles during their training, 
Vehicles with broken ramps or lifts are never used in service until properly repaired. 
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Technology Training 

RideCo has suu::essful!y provided training/onboarding for approxirnatelv 200 drivers and 12 
operators, w!th an add\tlom:d 150+ drlvers and 8 operators tralned/onboarded bv our 
clients/partners, We have de\te!oped user--friendfy training docurnentation through our 
experience working with partners, drivers, and transit svstem operators. 

RideCo staff 'Ni!! work with \Ah~Dr!veU to provide the following training for the proposed 
service: 

w Driver app interactive training and documentation 
$ Customer assistance training for support personnel 

$ ln person 'train the trainer' training for WeDriveU operators and coordinatms, on the 
use of the apps and dashboards 

$ Follow-up one-on-one training at any time (scheduled upon reasonable notice) for the 
trainers, co-ordinators or end users of the operations dashboards or analysis/reporting 
tools 

A!! drivers go through an orientation program 'Nhlch Jndudes customer service_, dispatch, 
adrninistration and maintenance procedures, The last phase of the orientation is for a driver to 
perforrn a "ride around" with an experienced driver for final training and to answer any 
questions. Our technology training teaches drivers hmv to handle and how to report any 
technology lssues that mlght wme up during operations. Drivers wl!! be provided vvith 
handbooks that explain the use of the app and vvi!t be able to assist riders with any questions 
they might have about the technology. 

The pre-launch activities calendar (induded above in section g, Servke Design Ver!f!catfon and 
Refinement) !ndudes a time!ine which in dudes time for testing technology and shuttle 
operations prior to the soft launch, The soft launch is scheduled to occur two weeks prior to the 
April 22, 2020 launch date. 

Alternate Fleet Operator: First Transit 

All new First Transit drivers receive a m!n!rnum of 66 hours of training. The training program 
covers the proposed routes_, vehicle operations, passenger assistance, customer ser»lice, 
regulatory requirernents, safety and security, an cl other relevant topics that foster a customer
focused, high-quaHtv service operation. 

Classroom Training 

First Transit operators begin their training in a dassrnom setting with a TS!-certifled First Transit 
trainer. This interactive setting allows trainees to !earn about the company and City 
expectations,. interact with fellow trainees <md the trainer in srna!! groups, and get hands-on 
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experience with various pieces of equipment and tools used in dailv veh!de operations, Each 
tra!nr~e receives his/hu own workbook that doubles as a reference gulde for the employee, 
This training includes eight (8) hours of Red Cross Certification and eight {8} hours of CDL 
training, 

Behind.the-Whee! Training 

To familiarize Inexperienced drivers with actual on-road situations and hazards, al! drivers 

complete First Transit's Behind-the-VVhee! Training prograrn- This tralnlng involves the fol!owlng 
phases: 

11! Closed course instruction 

Key topics Include: 
,_ Vehicle Orientation (Pre-Trip Inspection, Seat Adjustment, Mlrrnr Adjustrnent, 

Bn:~klng, Accelerating and Transmission) 

c Reference Points {Lane Position, Right/left Side, Baddng Point, Forward Stop, 
Pivot Points, Turning Points) 

c Vehicle Control (Straight in Lane, Left turn, Right turn, Lane Changing-Moving 
Right or Left) 

• Controlled course work 
Key topics include: 

c Smith System defensive driving 

o lntersections 

o Service Stops 
o Backing up 

• Advanced road-work 
Key topics lndude: 

o Smith System Comrnentary Driving 
o Roadways 

o Expressway/Highway Driving 
c Intersections 
o Service Stops 

The safety of passengers is First Transit's number one priority - one that slmpiy cannot be 
compromised, After comp!etlng behind-the-whee! training, drivers demonstrate that they have 
mastered required skills by successfully completing a thorough final evaluation before 
progressing to cadet training_ Nev; hires are not permitted to operate vehldes v;ith revenue 
passengers until this phase of training is completed satisfactorily, 

Cacfot.in-Revenue Service Training 

The last step in training-and the transition from Instruction to rea!-wor!d experience-is First 
Transit's Cadet-in-Revenue Service Training, Each trainee is coupled with a certified cadet 
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trainer, tyµica!!y a senior operator. This one-on-one evaluation includes in-service training 
hours on actual transit routes. 

Cadets demonstrate their ability to drive sefe!v, provide e:xce!!ent customer service, and assist 
persons with disabilities and mobility devices, Cadet trainers conduct a final evaluation after 
the Catk')Hn-Revenue trnning is cornp!ete; on!y cadets who suo:::essfu!!y pass this final stage of 
training are qualified to be assigned on routes. Each driver must pass a Final Evaluation to 
receive certification as a First Transit driver - a mandate over and above established State and 
USDOT requirements. 

Customer Service 

Customer service training is designed to simulate situations faced by tn~nsit drivers, !t provides 
in-depth instruction on handling passengers safo!y and with courtesy and empathy. SkiH 
development !ndudes: 

1r> How and why to make customers foe! welcome 
1r> How to communicate positively and solve problems in an outcome-oriented 'Nay 
~ Why po!ides should be followed and how to make good dedsions about exceptions 
Ill How and vvhy to establish appropriate, professional boundaries wlth customers 

• How to avoid and curtail emotional escalation, power wars and other unsafe behavior 
1r> How and when to seek assistance 
1r> Hm.v to interact with supervisors and co-workers in a mature and positive manner 

!n the event drivers, supervisors, dispatchers, or other personnel are the subject of customer 
complaints, a discussion of the incldent is conducted. Employees are subject to one-on"one 
counseling, progressive disclp!inary action {up to and including termination if deerned 
appropriate), supervisor ride--a!ongs and mentoring, and attending customer service training 
with a new driver's class (as appropriate}, 

Operators wi!! be forni!iar with different disabilities and aware of how particular disabilities 
affect travel. Additional sensitivity training may also be provided in coordination with local 
interest groups such as Easter Seals, and lighthouse for the Blind to promote av.iareness of 
disabil!ties and further support community transportation needs, Training will !ndude the 
following securement policies and techniques: 

(II Correct use of the appropriate number of securements for aH mobility aids: A mobHity 
aid ls any class of three,,or-four wheeled device that ls used by individuals with mobility 
Impairment. Mobility ads must be properly secured, 

~ Securement and Safety: Lap belts and shoulder harnesses will be offered for the safety 
of the passengers but are not required, Reasonable efforts wll! be made to transport 
persons in oversized mobility aids, with suggestions for alternative transportation 
provided, upon request, by a road supervisor in a mobility-equipped vehicle. A 
passenger may not be refused service based on an inoperable securement system. 
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* Seat Transfers: Passengers using rnobility devices may transfer to a seat if one is 
available, Passengers using rnobd!ty devices are not required to rnove to a seat due to 
securement difficulties that raise safety concerns. Passengers requesting to ride in a 
specific securernent area will be secured in the seating area of their choice if unoccupied 
by a passenger using a mobility device. 

Airport Area and Roads 

Drivers will drive the area/routes first wlth a qualified trainer with no passengers on board. 
Once this training is complete, drivers wi!! drive the routes in service with supervision from ttH~ 
trainer. 

Driver Safety 

First Transit's preferred training for a!! drivers includes the Smith System of Defensive Driving 
program. The training begins with dassroorn instruction and progresses to on4he<oad 
instruction under actual driving conditions, at a m!nlmum of four hours each. 

Srnith System is the leading global provider of advanced drh1er training for experienced drivers. 
Their proprietary Five Keys to Space Cushion Driving focuses on the core driving fundamentals 
of Space, Visibility and Tirne. The program is a results-oriented driver safety training that vvi!I 
reduce co!!lsions, fuel consumption, and maintenance costs, vvhi!e increasing operations cost 

effectiveness, 

The focus of the Smith System program is not to teach people how to drive, but to teach them 
how to improve their driving. Through these unique on road_, hands-on safety education 
techniques, First Translt helps to make our good drivers into better drivers, Behind-the-whee! 
training works to correct driving behaviors vd1i!e under supervisl.on by an instructor- At the 
conclusion of the instruction, drivers receive a driving checklist, a backing pamphlet, a Five Keys 
reminder sticker, and a certificate of completion, 

OSHA training for a!! employees is covered using the OSHA and California OSHA standard 
regulations. Topics include: 
• Accident reporting and investigation plan 
• Back safety plan 
.. B1oodborne pathogens control plan 
" Fa!! protection safety plan 
" Fire prevention safety plan 
• Hazard communication plan 
-11 Persona! protection equipment plan 

• Emergency action plan 
• Corporate safety policy 
• Electrical safety plan 
.. Housekeeping 

"' Office safety plan 
• Return to work prograrn 
$ Smoking policy 

" Hazardous waste safety plan • Workplace security safety plan 

All employees are given specific information related to Ca!ifornla OSHA employee workplace 
safety rights and responsibilities. 
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Maintenance 

Drivers are trained to perform daily vehicle inspections to ensure vehicles can safely perform 

service, These procedures are described be!mv ln section l, Service Operatiore. First Transit's 
local maintenance tearn is fully trained in the company's preventive maintenarn:e plan, They 

are cornrnitted to undergoing any training related to rna!ntenance practices specific to their 
proposed vehicles prior to vehicle delivery and deployrnenL 

Safety 

Al! drivers receive routine and continuous in-service training on the safe operation of revenue 

vehicles, Additionally, drivers receive annual refresher tra!n!ng on safe o~HYat!ons, and Fkst 
Transit's management team tracks each driver's years of service to schedule re-training 

sessions. Class completion certificates are rnalntained in each driver's safetv f!!e. 

First Transit encourages the participation of the City and its partners in safety nieet!ngs to 
emphasize safetv as priority for our employees and high!!ght areas of importance. 

ADA lift Operation 

During the behind-the-whee! training phase, operators w!!! !earn how to safo!y deploy the 

!lfts/rarnps on service vehicles, Drivers are also trained to report all lift malfunctions. Vehicles 
with inoperable lifts are not placed into revenue service, and do not re-enter service until every 

accessib!l!ty defect has been repaired and signed off by the supervisor. 

Marketing 

RideCo wiH assist the City in the design of a marketing and promotions plan, the specifics of 
which will be determined during the planning phase (depending on the specific needs of the 
service areas and of the City). 

The City wi!! execute this marketing strategy and RideCo will provide guidance and best 
practices for marketing based on our experience implementing rnicrotransit in cities with 

similar use cases to that of !nglewoocL 

Effective marketing activities can be categorized into three areas that lead new users from 
becoming aware of the service to regularly using the service; 

• Building avvareness with potential new users 

$ Streamlining service trial by new users 
$ Encomag!ng repeat usage 

The following marketing tactics have been used in our other servkes to quickly generate 

awareness and increase ridership to sustainable levels: 
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L Signage: VJayfindlng and/or promotional signage can be placed in common areas (such 
as breakrooms, etc) of the LAX emp!O\lNS involved in this pilot service. 

iL Veh!de branding: AH service vehicles wi!.! be branded to this service. 
iiL Tabling events and/or street teams: A hyper-local targeted campaign can be effective 

in reaching a significant portion of users that frequent hub areas, park 'n' rides, or 
e:dsting transit routes in the !ng!ev,rood zones. 

ht, City website promotlons: The ne1,v service could be featured on lnglevvood's home page 

to channel users to the servke's landing page 
v, User-driven marketing: User-driven referrals are one of the most povverful 1,vays to 

build awareness and bring new riders to a service, The RJdeCo p!atforrn incorporates 
powerful user-driven digital rnarketing capabilities. 

Al! branded materials used ·wi!! be developed In cons1,,dtation 'With Cltv staff This includes a 
vvebsite !anding page, FAQs, vehicle branding, flyers, and s!gnage (as applicable), The RideCo 
passenger app \Ni!! also be white labelled to the City's brand and published through the City's 

app store account - if desired - as exemplified belmN: 

Other marketing examples might lndude: 

© 2020 R!DECO !NC I "Transportation Demand fv1anagement (TDM) Program 
Microtransit Pilot" - RFP No. 0142. 



// OtH'DUte infornution 

&~» .:b ·~.,,.~,_'!:,;. ·~:,J>. :.;:,.:., 

-lJr :>'°«''.'~(.~.:.;~«Y~ --:«-< *.,.,..:y:=.;,~ ;:i..,.,;i,;.~~ * :>':«-:»> *< >~<-·«" »O( - «"> X.·~« M~ ·:~·:·::::;.·.·:·:·:········ . ~~~~ (~ 
·:•:•:•:•:•:•: ·'C~.-c,,> ...X·-.·XY l)..-.;«~·«-;;. •:•:•:•:•:•:•:•:•:•:•:•:•:•:•:•. :>':.;.;;..».~~ ::;::.::;:;.:: ~.;om~,~ """.«Y ~ ::;fy:;; >N-~ :X:/.,; ~·» 

// Vehlde Programming 

RideCo will assist the City as required ln developing other ideas needed for the City to develop 
marketing materials, vehicle wraps, and other promotional elements of the service, though 'We 
understand that the City is ultimately responsible for marketing, outreach, and advertising. 
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RideCo's pricing wl!1 include the cost of Installing vehicle wraps and other branding to service 
vehicles, as 'Nd! as vvhite labelling the rider app to City specification, 

i. Service Operations 

Service 

RldeCo and WeDriveU wi!! operate the proposed on·demand shuttle service during the hours, 
in the servke area(s), and according to the parameters finalized by the City of lng!ewood in the 
pre·!aunch planning phase of this projecL 

The WeDriveU dlspatch team will use the RideCo dashboard to monitor vehicle locations in rea! 
time, They '.vl!! monitor pkkups and drop-offs to conflrrn adherence to scheduled/predicted 
tlrnes, working with drivers to minimize on-time performance Issues; they will also use this 
system for trip verification. Dispatch wl!! communicate with drivers via the RicleCo driver app or 
radio to coordinate responses to in.service vehicle issues, 

The WeDriveU supervlsor for each shift w!!! have a tablet or laptop computer equipped with 
RideCo's backenci dashboards to access vehicle location data, assess orHitne performance, and 
receive/send notifications of potential irnpacts to service delivery. This information will allow 
the supervisor to easily aid the driver in n::covering routes running !ate or other service needs. 

Training 

WeDriveU's training ensure that their drivers are up to date on the standards, expectations, 
and legal requirements imposed by d!ents and by federal, state, and local entities, 

WeDriveU will continually monitor accidents, rider complaints, and driver comments as part of 
their training procedures, Adjustments are made whenever potential issues are identified, or 
when industry and safety standards are modified for improvements. 

Remedial training wl!! be conducted on an as-needed basis for drivers who have safety or 
accident-prevention issues. 

Continuous Improvement 

RideCo's team of operational analysts are dedicated to continually iterating upon a!! of our 
services to improve them at every possible opportunity, Using rider feedback, City feedback, 
and driver feedback, 'Ne wl!! work to improve the service and how it is delivered continuously, 

Technology Amalgamation 
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RideCo's software~ including our rider app, our driver dpp, and our dashbodrds ·w meets and 

exceeds a!! specifications !aid out by the City in the RFP. If required to provlde functionality, 
data managernent and other processes for a seamless transition to the rv1etro tvfo::roTransit 

Pilot Project technology platform, Ride Co 1.vi1! be able to do this without issue. V/e understand 
that this event rnay or may not happen, dependant upon mutual agreernent between 

Inglewood and Metro. 

Fleet Management 

Recommended Fleet Operator: WeDriveU 

WeDr!veU will provide suffldent vehicles for each day of service, including spares or backup 
vehicles for ernergendes or breakdowns. The <ibil!ties of RideCo's technology which vvH! 
mitigate risks for the service are discussed above in section g, Servke Detign Vedfkati-on and 

Refinement 

V'JeDriveU realizes that preventive maintenance keeps available fleets operational and 
providing reliable and safo transportation to passengers. Through regular inspections, they 
identify <ind address maintenance issues before thev become problems, !n this way, the 

likelihood of a vehicle breaking down during active service is exceedingly !ow. 

WeDriveU's maintenance department ensures all systems are in safe operating condition 

before any vehlde is used in service. Preventative maintenance processes include, but are not 

limited to, inspecting a/c and heating systems, brakes, tires, and com ms. Systems. 

Alternate Fleet Operator: First Transit 

First Transit's preventive maintenance approach focuses on predictive maintenance. For 

example, If their maintenance team finds that a component tends to fail around a specific 
mileage interval, they will recommend a fleet-1Nide campaign to replace al! components in 
advance of this interval to avoid failure, 

A brand, new fleet of vehicles and First Transit"s proactive approach to maintenance - In duding 
da!!y pre- and post-trip vehicle inspections and preventive maintenance inspections and repairs 

~will minimize the number of component failure incidents. However, they still may hapfJf.m on 

occasiorL To maintain service reliability and continuity_, First Transit immediately responds to 
any in-service vehicle failures, 

!f such an event occurs, the driver wi!! radio the dispatcher, who will coordinate with First 

transit's maintenance team to quickly correct the issue and restore service. The dispatcher rnay 

patch the driver through to the maintenance team, who will attempt to talk the driver through 
the issue arid identify the right solution, If the drlver is able to fix the istue, he/she will 
continue the route once the vehicle is operat!onaL !f however, the mechanic determines the 

necessary repair cannot be made by the driver, First Transit wiH send a replacement vehicle to 
pick up the passengers and continue the route. The dispatcher may arrange for the vehicle to 
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be towed to the maintenance shop or for a mechanic to be dispatched to the scene of the 
failure to perform the repair on site, 

To preserve the favorable vievv of LAX, the City, and First Transit, a!! vehicles operating in Hrst 
Transit's fleet are deaned dailv bv service workers, Ai! servlce vehicles undergo these deaning 
and washing procedures; 

$ Wash and scrub exterior 

* Remove any graffiti and insect 
rernains 

$ Dust interiors 

* Rernove al! trash frorn Inside vehide 
11 Sweep floor to remove a!I dirt, 

paper, etc. 

* Wipe dean al! stanchions and grab 

bars 

* Wipe dean dash 

* Clean interior windows, as necessarv 

111! Clean side panels, as needed 

$ Mop floor and step wells 

$ Repair or replace broken, cut, torn 
or vandalized components 

First Transit understands that the Los Angeles area is prone to drought conditions and therefore 
uses environrnenta!!y sustainable and !ow-water solutions to keep vehicles dean. 

First Transit drivers perforrn pre-trip and post-trip inspections, paying dose attention to graffiti 
that mav negatively affect the appearance of vehicles. The driver notes any blemishes, 
scratches, or dents on the inspection reports and sent to the project rnanager, who wi!! update 
the maintenance department with any necessary work orders related to the drivers' findings, 

First Transit has a zero-to!er<rnc:e policy for graffiti and \Vi!! ensure any signs of vandalism are 
rernoved irnmed!ately upon discovery, 

Driver Management 

'vVeDriveU wi!! have backup drivers readv to step up !n the event that a scheduled driver does 
not show up for a shift, Their driver training program ls customizable and ·~vi!! ensure that 
drivers are familiar with the Inglewood-LAX are<! and the locations of a!! virtual stops,, as we!! as 
how to onboard/verify passengers properly, As outlined in the RFP, drivers v1il! ask each 

passenger to show their LAX badge to confirm they are the passenger who booked the trip, 

All drivers participating in the mlcrotransit service wi!! receive extensive training in custmTier 
service techniques, passenger assistance techniques, and sensitivity to ensure every passenger 
ls treated with respect. 

The RideCo app allows passengers to rate their driver and provide additional feedback after 

each ride, Passengers can also phone WeDrlv0U's call center with feedback requiring a greater 
level of care. Ride Co and WeDriveU will report all passenger feedback as required by the Cltv, 
A!! cornp!aints \.V!!I be reviewed, responded to; and resolved promptly, Critical complaints will 
be investigated and responded to knrnediate!y, 
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Service Adjustments 

Should the scope of services as outlined in the RFP change post-launch, RideCo and WeDr!viAJ 
are very wi!!ing to 1.vork with the City to rneet any additional requirements for or rnake any 

adjustrnents to the servlce that rnav bewrne necessary\ 

Cmnmunkatlori 

The RideCo app has the following capabllities and features for passengers: 

# A "'Call the driver" function that allows riders to communicate with their driver 

<ii' Rea! time vehicle tracking on a Google map interface 

$ Up to the rn!nute ETAs 
$ Sfv'!S text message alerts when the vehicle is on its vvay and when !t has arrived 

$ Continuous updates on pickup and drop-off times, remaining stops, and potent la! ti€,1ays 

# hllu!tiple seat selection options 

e Passenger experience feedback tools 

<ii' The ability to review past and future trips 

Coor cl! nation 

RideCo and WeDr!veU are committed to working with the City's Project Manager and 

Transportation Demand fv'lanagement tearn in any aspects of the service required by the RFP, 
induding but not limited to marketing,, communications_, vehicle and app branding, and other 
things the City wi!! provide as components of service launch and post-launch, 

Late Trips 

in the un!ike!v event that a rider is unable to get to/from work by the arrival time guaranteed in 
the rider app due to their vehicle falling behind schedule, thev wl!! automatically be shuffled to 
another vehicle's itinerary and picked up by that vehide instead, Our routing engine checks and 
{if necessary) updates al! vehicle itineraries mu!t\pie times per minute, ensuring that riders are 
always picked up and dropped off on time, !n the rare event of a major service fai!urn, such as a 
vehlde breakdown with riders on board, WeDriveU wm dispatch a backup vehicle and may also 
manually re~schedule a!! riders affected to the nearest service vehicle, depending on which 

option will get the riders to vvork as dose to their drop-off time as possi.b!e. As the vehicles for 
this service wH! be new vehicles and wHI a!! be maintained on a rigid schedule by WeOriveU, the 
chances of such an event occurring are verv !ow; this sort of incldent has never happened in any 
of RideCo's other services, 

j, Assessments and Evaluatlon 

RideCo's Project Manager and operations tearn for this service will meet wlth the City's Project 

Manager once per week {occasionally in person but typically over a phone ca!!/Zoorn meeting). 

i&J 2020 RIDEC:O !NC. ! "Tramportation Demand fvlanagenwnt (TDf\1) Program 
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Additionally, our Project Manager and the Program f>/12n2ger frorn WeDriveU •.vi!! be available 
to rneet v.:ith the City at other times upon request to discuss any operation a! elements the 
project 

!n order to calculate GHG and VMT reductions for this service, RideCo will send extensive data 
sets to the City regarding the service and its performance, in duding riders'' home locations, Our 
dashboards are customizable, and we have the ability to collect specific City~required 
information from riders at the time of account registration, Additional surveys, on-board 
feedback opportunities; irH:ipp custornized push questions, and other rnethods of rider input 
can be developed during the pre-launch planning phase of this project. 

Data Sharing Methods 

Data gathered vvil! be shared vvith / a\tailab!e to the City in rnultipie formats: 

* Dashboards to visualize rider, drlver,, and performance data, aggregated across a period 
or at an individual trip/driver level 

* Weekly and monthly performance reports provided in Excel, !n a performance format 
to be mutually agreed upon 

* Raw data exports (rides, vehicles, tirnes, locations etc.) in ,csv format that can be 
further analyzed by the operator or agency staff if they desire 

Dashboards 

RideCo offers powerful reaHime and historical dashboard for adrninistrators, Admin can 
remotely login using a secure browser to view real-time data on riders, vehicles, drivers and 
service perforrnance/KP!s. In addition, operators can view historical data for any day in the past 
or export the raw operational data for off!ine analysis, Different user-level. permiss!ons and 
access rights can be assigned to different operators based on seniority I role. 

Weekly and Monthly Performance Reports 

RJdeCo offers thirteen standardized reports that are provided in Excel format; RideCo's staff can 
also create new report templates as required by the City. Example reports include: 

<11 weekly/monthly ridership • number of successful bookings 

$ revenue breakdown • number of failed bookings 

• ridership by tirne of day • number of new accounts 

1t on-time arrival rates 

Jiii regret time 

!Ii booking tirnes (how far in advance 
passengers bock) 

!Ii driver performance statistics 
ii!> virtual stop perfonnance 

• trip tiff1es 

* riders by type 
$ rider usage 

• number of no-shmvs 

Jill number of cancels 
Jiii number of abandoned searches 

ii!> number of unlque accounts 

* customer rlde ratings 

(~) 2020 RIDECO !NC "Transportation Dernand Management (TD\!!) Prograrn 
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Raw Data Exports 

The City can export raw data (rides, vehicles, times, locations ete,) in .csv format from the 
pbtforrn that can be further <malyzed by their tearn, The ravv trip request data {origin/ 
destination/ time points) ls available for export and can be used for transportation p!annlng !n 
Inglewood, The output options are flexible and can rneet a!I governrnent reporting 
requirements. 

The fol!owlng marketing related nw~trics can be exported from the system: 

• Number of rider driven referrals (through the app) 
<ii' Referral channel that brought in a rider 

~ Riders segmented by cohort 

© 2020 R!DECO !NC I ''Transportation Demand Management (TDhf1} Program 
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Data Collection and Sharing 

The software platform provides seven dashboards to visualize rider, driver, and performance KPls, aggregated across a perh:::id, with 
the ability to dri!! down to individual trips/drivers/incidents. The foHowing dashboard screen caps !Hustrate some of these 
capabilities, The Overview dashboard as illustrated above provides a summary of the following KP!s, and more; 

~) :;.·.·: ... ····· ... 

:~".":. '~' •'•' ... 

®::.······ 

,¢;:····· 

:~.· 

Access 7 different dashboards to 

v!sua!l:!:e performam:et dr!H down 

investigate, or manage the 

service and vehicles/drivers. 

The Overview dashboard 

provides 24 key performance 

indicators related to any specific 

service period, 

'"''''·._..· ... · .. 

••',•.',/·. 
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The Overview dashboard as illustrated above provides a summary of the following KP ts, and more: 

Average direct ride duration 

On time performance 

Vehicle hours 

% of ride requests that results in 
booking 

Shared rides rate 

lnNvehlde ride duration 

9·S of rides vvlth a pickup time 
violation 

Passengers per vehicle hour 

9·S of ride requests that were 
denied 

Average passenger/shared ride 

Wait tirne I headway 

% of rides with a drop-off time 
violation 

Number of ride requests 

Number of unique users % of unique users to book a ride % of requests assigned a ride option > 
than target headway 

it R~de TtfaGker 
~t 

:':~·,:N~~ 

:"::.;.:: :·'·':~·'· :'<:-;:-.::·:· :~(w.·: ::.:.;.::;.~~· 

:=..·::::~: 

;,.;· :) 

~ : ... . . '• ~ : · .. ·.· . 

•.;;•::,.·o:••'• 

;.: :': ~ :.,:.~ '•.;:-.:::· ... 

The Ride tracker dashboard enables individual ride !eve! investigation 

with over 20 metrics regarding each booked or completed dde. 
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Customer name 

··· Direct trip duration 
···· Actual trip duration 

Ride Status 

··· Notifications sent to rider {vehicle 
en-route, arrived} 

··· Promised pickup and drop-off times 

Rating {out of 5} 

··· Map visualization of actual trip 

Usage frequency 

Nmnber of seats 
Tvpe of seat 
Name and ID of driver 

#of times passenger ca!!s driver 

Actual pickup and drop-off 
times 

Comment left by passenger 

Origin / Destination 

Ride type 
Booking ID 

#of tinnes driver calls 
passenger 
#of minutes, early or late for 
promised pickup or drop-off 

Ride Tracker can be viewed in rea!-tirne at current activity, or to view historical inforrnation 

Vehicle 

The Vehide Statistics dashboard shows 

aggregate graphs on how many drivers 

were signed-in and available for service, 

how many were on-fare {passenger in 

vehicle), and if there was a shortage 

compared to scheduled vehide supply 

(\';) 2020 RID ECO INC I '''Transportation Dernand rvlanagernent (TDM) Program Microlransit Pilot" - RFP f\h 0142 
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The Itinerary Tracker dashboard shows U metrics for each vehicle/driver's performance over a specified service period 

The Itinerary Tracker dashboard as i!ltJstrated above provides the following driver level metrics, and more, 

Service start time 
# of passengers transported 

Ride assignment 
Customer pickup 

Map visualization of the driver's routes 

Hours of active service 
# of Kh11s driven 

Ride acceptance 
Custorner dropoff 

Hours offfine \on-break) 
Total amount of lateness 

Arrival 
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Itinerary Tracker can be viewed in real-time at current activity, or to view historical informatiorL 

.. •, ~ 

.... ' ,:;',~ : 

'),:·.· '• ·; :~: ,: <:·:···-·· 
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The Itinerary Tracker 

dashboard displays a driver;s 

driven routes on a map, as 

well as timestamps of al! 

activity and interactions 

Vehicle's GPS location history 

with timestamps are 

available for operator 

viewing< 
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RideCo's Project ~.rfanger will facilitate regular meetings with the City to review, monitor, and 
address any issues with the service or KP!s that mav need to be !rnproved. Besides these 
scheduled rneetings, the City can get in touch vvith Rid0Co in a number of w·ays. For business 
support {e.g. interpretation or configuration of dashboards), support is provided within one 
business day, and for emergencies such as systern down time, our project rnanagcr vvdl be 

available by phone and over a dedicated Shack channel 24/7 and wi!! work to immediately 
rectify the issue until the systern is fully functional. Our system is configured to immediately 

notify our engineers of any issues such as dcwvntime, so any issues are typically sorted out 
before the end user ls affected or even 2\Vare of the issue. 

On a monthly basis, WeDriveU will provide the City with summaries of driver evaluations, 
including the types of evaluations conducted, when and by whorn they were conducted, 
observations, remedial actions, and the results of follow-up evaluations, Additionally, RideCo 
will meet regularly with WeDriveU and their drivers for this servlce to hear any concerns thev 
rnlght have or suggestions on hovv to improve the custorner experience. A!! incident reports will 
be sent to the City once they have been investigated and deemed successfully dosed by 
WeDrlveU and RideCo, and the City will be made avvare of any serious incident right away. 

© 2020 R!DECO 1NC ! ''Transportation Demand Management (TDfv'll Program 
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SCHEDULE 1 TC EJ<HiB!T '")," 

SOFTWARE ,ANO SERVICES TERMS 

Contract to this ~xhlbit /\ fonns an artachn1ent and the and management of 

other services as described herein. 

L DEFINITIONS: 
In this Schedule, un!es::, there is SU(nething in the 

"Approved Equipment/Third Party Software" rncaris the equiprrcnt :omd third p~11ty software 
r·equired to operate the Distributed Software, specfied in Schedule 2 to Exhibit "A''_, 1nc!ud1ng 

upgr2'$des; enhancerncnt~<, reiea~(es; add~tionsJ' rnodif!cat1cn5; anc1 rep~ace(nents of sarn(; 
frrn,, tirne to tme ap;:n:wed in vvriting by R:deCcL 

"Distributed Softwan::':" r-r1eans the RideCo passenger rnobiie application and driver rriobi!e 
applicatk)n~. ~1nd <.1nv other softvv0rc t(JC:ds or cornponc·nts =T~ade a·:JaHable by for 
dovirdoad under trds Contract. 
''Dynarn!c Transit System'' means RldeCo's pn)ptietary softvva(e prngrarns mclucllng 

optirnization algorithr"ns, data <irhilysis <1!gorithrns, vveb application, unssenger- rnobi!e 
appUcation.= dr~ver rnobi~e appdcatior\ dashboards! graph~ca! user !nterf-ac.e_! aH docurn2nt{;1tion 
and end user n'!2nua:s; 
"Documentation" means any and CJll the foil owing that c)re provided by RideCo, in ;,lny fonr1 
of cnedia,. in connectio;1 v/th the Softw0ve (a) know~l·101N, proprietary inforrnaton and 

rnf:::thodol()g~c,s1 docurrent ternp~~)t.e~~ and bes"t pract~ce gu~des; (b) scripts and data an~Jiys~s 

tools.: (c) user nrY1ual~; and guides, that explain or facl!itate the use of the Software, including 

all updates thereto; Jnd (d) datd sheets, specifications and other technical docurnents and 
rTiaterials in respect of the Soft>Nare. 

"ivialntenance and Support Services" rneans the services prnvioed by fkY~Co ,~s descritled !n 

Section 3 of" this Schedule. 

"Personal Data" has the rnearnng given in Schedule 3 of ExhitA ;,/.\'', 

''Platform Software" n1":ans cu!lect!vely the R deCo Dynani'c Tr'<'ins;t Systern (f.HS) cloud 
platforrn technolcgv and underlving ~.oftv1<HE, including !ts dvnsrnic rout11·1g i:echnnlogies, 
ridi>shJt'ing technologies, algcffithrns, irnpiernentation architectures, operations dashboards, 

user interfaces, and appiicatun prograrrnning ;nterfau::s ("APis") tG third party svsterns, 

"Operational Data' means data recorded by the Distributed Software ami preset1ted through 
export on the ope1~ations dashboard encHJSH interface, where such data iS provided bv CITY 

or passengers or partner drivers and operators of C!TY. f".or greater u:rt<)inty, Opentional 
Dz;ta inc!udes, bur i~, not lirnited to, passenger ride booH>g inforn .. i,:;bon (origin, destination, 

Urne, payrnent, :,tatus) ;:H·1d driver sction d,;ita (location dsta, pickup/drop off tirnes) hovvever 
Operational Data does not include systern iog data or any other- data that i:: not provided <:L 

an expnrr. to an end user through the operat~ons dasht;c3r~d end~user interfac-t:, 
Services" or- "Service Offerings"' rnean~; co1icctive!y the provi~;ion of su::ess tc the Software, 

Documentation, associated /\Pis and inter-faces to third party systems provided by l\icieCo 

under th;s .t•.greernent together \Nith the vehkuiar transport:atizm services provided by the 
L\~nspcrtatior Operat:ons Prcdder and h:l<;\nten3nu: ;;nd Support Services a!! c;s further 
desc(ibed in the schedules hereto; 
"Software" nicans collecUvdy the Distributed Sohvare, Pi<)l:forrn Sdtv·.J0re, zn1d any interfaces 



lx:tvveen the two, 

'Softv..-are Enhancernents' rneans an und,:itc ,y 

use oc operation and wH: usual!v 

part 
CTY, and 

an autornatic upciate to the Software without any acb:rn being required fron1 

'"Transportation Operations Provider"' tn22ns the subconrnctor rhar iS contracted by EideCc 

2, SERVICE OFFER!t~GS LICENSE, INTELLECTUAL PROPERTY RIGHTS, CONFlDENT!AUTY 

2, 1 Services, Dun ng the term of the Pro1 ect, RideCo s ha ; , 

2,2 

a) provide and supp~v ail necessarv hardJ.,s.lare and soft\vare to run the Project v··l1th 

the Transit System, 
b) contract with a Transportation Operations Provider, acceptable to the Citv, that 

\viii supoiv dnvers ,3nd vei">ic!es thdt nwet aopk2bie bv!aws, insurance 
(E:quirerrents,, <Wd regf 3tons oi the 

c) logistics activines involved Ti runnT1g the Services, !ncludw1g v,;ithout 

lirriitation: 

the coordination oi the dispatch,, selection, scheduk;,L training and 
itiner:nv rnanagernent for the Transportation OperaLons Provider, 

Vf_:.<h!c~es and dr1-.,,,/f::·r~~ jn re!at~fJ~·1 to the Pro_!ect: 
iL rrunJging hours of operation and openiting pararneters as defined in 

Exhibit "A"; 

T, cornrrunicating itinerary inforrnation '<Nith p;:issengers ;:ind drivers 
(dig•tai!v via the website, SMS, or the mobi!e Jpp); 

:v_ co!!ecting fare payments ("Fare Payrnents") from passenger-s of the nde· 

share service, via credit card (if ;;1pplicable), The Fare Pe,1vrnents shall be 
reported in the Invoice (as such tern1 1s defined in Section Error! 

Reference source not found.); and 
v. uUiing the Fioat (ss dekied in Section Enort P.eference source not 

found, below) to pay costs involved in 

vehicles on the Project, 

d) ad·~J~se Cit'/ of the ass;stance lt requ~res frorn CJtv ~n connect1on \.Vith the 
con~plet!on d ib responsibilities unc:L:r this Agreernent and 

e) cornplete the Proiect in a professional and competent manner by persons 
qualified and skil!ed in their occup2tions and the roles that thev are required to 

pe·rfor-rn hereunder; and ~n accordance ~v~th: (a) th~s A.grr::crnc·nt; (bj ~ndu~<tr·v 

standards; and anv requirements of ia\v, as appkab!c 

Ucense Grant SubjE•ct to the ten-r1s of 

Sen/ce Cfferings in the geogra;;hic th0 usf.>c2ses set forth ;n the 
PudHse Order Dnd in accord<:mce v/th Schedule "/>.'',The Distributed Software rnay 
only be used 1n rnrnbination with the Approved Equiprnent/Th1rd Party Software_ 

Rich:Co or its agents, rese!lers or distf'it)Utors rnav re!ease frun1 Urne to tirne tc CITY at 
no additicnai cf1dge during the terrn of this Schedule, softw:ve bug and patches 



(ghts to Soft:..:.vare Fnhancen""':ents Of' techn~c~;l or orhf( ~;upport serv~c.es> exceor as 
otherwise expr\'ssly ~,et i-.:;rth iwrcin. /\s used hr)rein the ;'intended Purpos-e" rneans 

use of the Ser\dce CJfff:dr~gs for lhe p:.Jrr;ose of prc.hrid}ng dynarnk: routng and s.hated 
<de ted;r;ologies re:afr1g tr the CITY\ tJ<.Hbprntaton oper,1Ucns. 

23 Restrictions & End User Turns: 
Restrictions Exc~~pt as otherwise expr:~:,:;[y pumitted ;n biis Scheduie, CT'! ,,hall net, 

and shall not encourage any third party to: custornize, rnod!fv or ueatG <mv 
de(vatve ~J-./orks 

eng:n2u, er otherwise atternpl to Oerive trie sourTe code for t:he Software (e:.:cept to 
the extent applicable laws specifically prohibit such restriction); (c) rernove or alter 

dny traden'"':ark,. ~ogo; cop\.:(ght ot other" propri0L~(\..' notfces, legends., syrnbo~s or L;bels 
in the Distributed Software; (d) pubiish or ;Jsdo:,c any r2~,u!ts of benchmark tesb run 

on the Softvvare to 2 th~rd party \vithout Eick~C(/S prior vJritt:en con.sent (~;} 

redistdbute; encurnber! seL, r\:::ent! ~eas:::\ sub~Pcense or nthen.;\lfSf:. transfer fights to the 
Service Of"ferings; (f) copy, reproduce, distribute, modify c-,r· in any other rnanner 

dup!~cete the Softvvare! in \,vho!e or in part and (]T'·t rnav not cop\i any \'vrnten 
nutciab (c•.cept for training rnat:etia!s ano internal lhe) accmn~h~nying Dnv 

portion of the Service Offer-ings unless :;pGcif"icallv authorized in \vriting to do sci b/ 

RideCo, CJTV sh~~q not access the Serv!ce C)ffedngs ~n order to: U) tn.(ld a con~petitive 
product or service; or (1i) copy any id.;:a~,, features, functions or grapr1ics of Uw Service 

C)fforings. Fm greater certainty, CITY will not be in breach of this Section 2.2 if CITY 

independentl\.: dev'e~ops a cornpeting product or ser\tlCe \t/thour use or teference tc) 
RideCo':; Confidential !nforrnation as dGscr-ibGd in SGction 2.9 below, 

End User,s, Rd2Co and its subconuactors sha!! ens\.ir-e that end us>C'r'S agree to 

appropriate terrns of" service and privacy policy in accordance with requirernrnt:, of 

applicable !aw before using Lw Services. i{deCo ~vii! inform end users that the 

transportation services ,3re prnvided on behalf of th2 CT'f by the Transportation 

Operations Provider. 

2.4 RideCo lnte!!cctua! Property: nideCu rctG1ins d r-ight, UUe and interest in 0nd tu the' 

Service Uffedngs including ail Documentation, all intel!ectua! property rights in the 

Softvvarf and a~~ cop~es and def'~\~atfve vvorks thereof CJTY ackt:rh·v~edges and agrees 
that the Servirn Offerings, Software Enhancvnents (if any) and al! intdkctua! property 

rights thereiri (including without lirnit3tion, copynghts, patents, tuide sGcrets, 

tradunarks, rnor~li right~; and othe' intelk:ctua! )roperty f'ights, in and to thf~ Servlc2 
Offerings and Softvvare tnhancernents and all modifications, chanw2s; enhancements, 

or additio11s thereto) and a!! intellectuaf propetv rights !'eiating to the vov1sion 

prof"cssiona! st-:-rvices, feedback, technicai support, maintenance anli other support rf 
any, (collectively, "PJdeCo IV), are ovvned oi- licensed by RideCo. To the e;<tent CITY 

acquires r]ght-s ~n the R~deCo tP, C~TY assigns such (]ght.s to RideCo 0nd \.,;.y~a1ves any 
moral rigrits it mav have in Jw KdeCo iF to and in f"avm of kdeCo. Nothing in Flis 

Schedule gives C!TY dn\I right, titie or interest in, to or under any of the Service 
Offedngs or Softv.tare Enh~1nc{~:·r1cnts or :any ~ntedectua1 propertv (ghts tt';f~n:.~fr: 

(including without iirnit&tion patent rights) or ari<ng pursuant to p(ofessiona! services, 

product feedback, tcchriica! ~:,upport and other support 



2,5 Operational Data: /\s bet\.·Vti:Ji CTV and H1deCo, CITY will own the Operational Data 

from the and C!TY acknow!edges and ag!'ees that RideCo is not (f'spnnsible for 

anv !iabi!itv aris ng out the co!iection. fE.:'tenUon. use. and d sdosuc· bv 
c1·rv- of C~peraUon2[ f)ata. Subject to the persona~ d~3t3 protection undertakings .set cur 
rn Schedule "3'' of Exhibit "/\'', CITY hereby grant<; to RidcCo for the duration of this 

Agrcern~:nt fl v,Iurtdvv~dc: {.}nd r oyalt'y~· J rce r !ght dnd license, to access dnd use the 
GpuaUcna D2t<1 for the sole purposes of: {ii prov:cfrg the Services to Cl rv, (ii) 
assessing the performance of the and \iii) creating PatterTl Data 1:a~. defined in 

Section 2. 7 below) CITY is not u1tit!ed to receive anv cornpensat1on or re-
;rnbursernent of anv kmd frorn P.ideCo for use of sak:l Operational D?.ita. E\:cept as 

otherwise express!v pen-ni!t0d in this Agn'.'errwnt; Rid0Cc not ci<:>irn <inv right, title 
or interest in the Operation:1i Data. CiTY represents and warrants that CITY has ail 

necessary consents (if anv) re!ating to the collection, retenton, use, nrocessing and 
disc<1slr0 of Operatona! Data (including ,3jl underlving ocrsond! D;JU) ;;ind thilt use 

the Operatiorw! [);;it<> in the n-ianner conternplated in frlis Schedule \Vil! not bn:o'cKh the 

rights of anv third p21-tv. hx the avodance doubt, RideCo ls not re'.ponsible anv 

!iabHHv aris~ng oul crf thE< rt:tE·rrUtJf\ u~<(\ opera ten (H~d cL~<clcsure by C!TY of 
Opentcnal Data Cnc!uding anv Persona! Dara ceintawied therein). 

2.6 Persona! Data Protection Undertaking, R!deCo t1ererJv agrees and undertakes to 

2.7 Pattern Data. '"RdeCo Pattern Data" 1-neans non-persona!!v identifiable data including 

Operational Dau which conUins no Personal Data. For great{.:>r certainty, RideCo 

Pattern Data does not 1dentitv a specific passenger or driver. As between RideCo and 

C!TY, all right dild Hie to RideCo Pattern D~lLl belongs to RideCo and accordingly 
F:~deC:o ~s fref.:.~ to U$0 F·~kieCo Pattern Data for any purpose ~nciuding the ~n'1provernent 
of HideCo's Service Offerings 

2.8 Suggestions. RideCo shal have a royalty-free, wor!d>vide, UtJnsfer,'JL)e,. sub licensable, 

~rrevoc.atAe) perpetuali urn-estdcted Hcense to u~;e and/or ~ncorpor-ate into ft:;, 
products, services and busiri;.::ss any suggestions, enhancenwnt requests, 

recornrnendations or other feedback ptov~ded bv C!TY re!ating to thE: operation of 
Serv~ce C)ffed ng.s, 

2.9 Reservation of Rights. Except for tli<:' rights and licenses granted in this Schedule, CITY 

<.K~JiD1Nledges Dnd agrees that RicfoCo ov>ns and shell! r·etait! al! right, title and interest 

(inc1uding \Nithout !irnlt2tlon an patent rrghts, copyrights, trader-nark rights, tJade 
seuet rights and all other intellectual property r·ights ther·ein) in and to the technology 

used to provide Hie Service Offuings) and ail re!ated R!deCo IP and F.ideCo grants CITY 
no further ~;censes cf any kind h~~:(eunder1 \vhether by LT~P~~carh)r\ estoppe~ or 
otherwise. CHY acknowledges that on!v HideCo shali have the right to rr1C1intair1, 
enhance or otherwis{~ modify the Service Offerings. 

2,10 Contidentia!lty: 

Confidential lnformotion. As used herein, Confidential Information'' nieans al! 

ccntidentia! infcnnatiun of a p<H\Y ("Disdosing Party") disc!osed u the othe 



("Receiving Party"} that is desigr-,;xted in 

tc be cons;cJered confidential based on the nature of the infon-n2tion and the 

conrHnns of th's Schedule, mclud1ng but net ! rr1ted to the 
purchase tern1s of the Service Offerings or ;my p,:irt thereof ,ye all 

!nfortnabon. Conhdentia! lnforn1aLon sha!i not inc!ud2 c1ff/ 

the 

priot to its ciisc!v:;ure hereunder by the 

known through no wrongfu! act of the 

Party; is or becomes 

part;; (i1) has been r;ghlfuily 

recei 1./ed frorn a th;rd partv \li;thout (2Str~ct~on ct dlsc!c}~Jure and V/;thout 

obiigalicn; [iv) is independent>; 

developed by the heceiving Fatty; (v) has been app1·oved for reiease by the 

Disclosing Part'/s pdor wTitten 2:uthori1aticn. 
(b) C"JbfigaUcns. Nf<hu pyty skdi use ziny Confidenh:d !nfrymaUon of the other 

party as necessaty to exer<ise its r;ghts or perform its ob!;gations under 
this Schedu1e or as express!y author-lzed in \f'Jtiting bv t!--~e othe( p2trty.' or in 3nV 

Js.g_al actgc_g,gsitSLLtg:: .. f11.l!~L.P2UY E«ch party sh;/! use the swne 
care tc protect the other party's Conficlenti2! :nforrnaticn as it uses to prctect 

its own Confident!al lnforrnation of iike nattJf'e. r·\Jeirher party shall disclose the 

other partv's Confidf,nUal 1nfryr--nati0n to any person Gt entit/ other th:in its 

officers,. err~p!O'-/ees~ ser"/ice partners_, ccnsuhants and 1ega~ advisors vi1ho need 
<iccess to such Confa:1cntiai !nforrnation in order to effect th~' intent of the 

Schedule and who rwve entered into written confidentiality Sd1edule~, with it 
at !east JS restrictive as thv;e in this Section_ Upon any termination of this 

Scheduie, the receiving party \Viii pmrnpt\1 return to ttk disclosing party or 

destroy, at the disclosing part/s option, ail of the disclosing party's 

Confidentia! lnforrnation 

tc:~ Injunctive Relief~ Each party ackno\~vleciges tf'iat ::..~up tc the un~qu~: nature of the 

other par"ty's Confidential lnforn·;ation, the disc!osing pa1-ty t'riay not have an 

adequate rernedy in money m darnagcs if any unauthorized u~»:O' or di~,c!osure 

of Hs ConndentL~d ~nfor'r-nabc;n occurs Of>; (hreatened. ~n addition to .any other 
r2rnedles that may be <iva1L:lt)l0 irl :aw, ,,., equity or otherw:se, the disclosing 

party shall be entitled to seek injunctive relief to prevent such urF:iuthorized 

use en d:sc!osure 
(d) Chher Excrt;r.1tions. i<otv·./~thst,:3nd~ng the forEgo~ng prov~s~r:ns ~n thi~:l Section 

2.10, the parties 1T1ay disclose this Schedule: (i) as othervvis>2 required bv !aw or
thc rules any stock cxc:h<-inge or ov<:'r"·the~counter trading sysrern provided 

that re3scnab~e rneasur-1.:=s c1rE used to preserve the confk:h:::nt~elitv cJ the 
Schedule; (ii) 1n ccnfidence tc i2gai counsel; (iii) in connection vvith the 

requirernents of a pubiic offulng or securities filing provided r2<-isonab!e 

rne2sun2s are used to obtain confidential tr2atrn0nt for the proposed 
d~sc~osure.> to the extent such rreatrr-=~~nt ·;s 3\lCdL:.t::1e; (;\.') :n connectk)n V>1!th the 
enforcement of this Schedule or ~>ny r!ghL under U1!~, Schedule, provided that 

(easonab!e measures Jre used to preserve' the confident.dity of the Schedule; 
('/} ~n cnnf denc£\ to ~::H.~ditur~~; accountar~rs and the1r ~:-H~~>...-'Lsors; e~nd (\in ~n 

cor:f~cienc:e, ·u-; connection \.vllrl a change of centre: or potenUa~ change of 
control of d party ur' an affiliate a party, p(ovidcd that reasonable nwasures 

are use() to preserve the confident!a!itv the Schcdu!c. Fur an/ i~'.ga!iv 



ccrnpeUed chdo::,ure er- dLsciosur2 pursuant to a court reguL::i':or;, o,- s20Jities 

fd1ng or dS required b\/ stc.1tutf\ the parties shaH cooper2t2 tc; nnTt 

disc!osure c~f this Schedule a~ .... id Fartv \Ni1i not be 1n breach of its 

by CUYU!ving with 

3, MAINTENANCE AND SUPPORT SERVICES 
3.1 !V!air.ter.ance Services: RideCo sha!I prD'ic12 the foilov,,<ing (nJ!rt-:n<Yice scviccs to 

GTV: 

Supply or correctu.1ns to the Snftvvare as (equrred to correct errors,. defects1 

n•alfunctions and cJek:iencles, if any, in the Soft,JFirc; and 

{b) Supp!v or dcpk:.:v irnf.F\)\1crncnts) 21.tensk>1s( upgrades( enharcerncnts 2nd other 

changes to the Softv1are d~2\leloped frorn trr1e to trne b\i R!deCo_ 

3,2 Support Services: !n respon'_,e to a support request frorn C!TY, RideCo srw!! provide the 

fo~k.v·..,AJing supp(Jrt ser'/~{ . .::2~: to C!T\'~ JS per the prioritv h::?\/e!s; response tirnes and procer:.i:J(25 
soecif ed w Scheduie 2 to Lxhib!t ":\'' w be provided rernote!v: 

Carification suftvJ&te funcUona!ity; 

{b} /J,djustrnent~< to S()ftvvc1re configuration.: and 

.t\rJ~J~ce ()n the use and re:;u~t:; c~f the Servk:e CJfferings; 

33 Services Outside Scope of ~v1aintenanc0 and Support The Vciinter-><inc2 ?nd Support 
Services to be prov:ded under thls Schedule do not include: 

{a} Cor(ection of e(rors ct defects caused bv operat!on nf the~ Suftvi:J({~ ~n a tnanne( other 
than specifrc'd in the Softvnre documentation; 
(b) F\ectdication of errors caused by incorrect use of the Soft1,vare; 

Com::ct1on of emxs caused in ~vhole or in n,yt the use cf compute( programs other 

than the ScJtvvare unif.:~ss the us~::, c~f ~=uch progr~HT:s hc1s been apprcn/ed bv nideCo {n v:1Titir:g~ 

(d) Diagnosis or r•2ctification of f~1ults not dssociated with the Software, 

3A Access: The CTY shali: 

(a) providf.' RideCu's su;)pon personnei re<:lSonabk: er n0c2::sary scc2ss tc Hie CT{ 

scrnunts relating to the Distnbuted Software, as rnay be appliob!e, at 1Yiutual!y agreed upon 

tir'nes, and for the purposes of prnv:ding the V!aintenance and Support Se(viUc.s; 
(b) Provide fUdeCo wth a duly qualified and Vahed re)resentative of the CTY, and with 
aB relevant ~nforrnation and assistanc>~ requfred b\/ R~deCc to enable P~deCo to provide the 

fv1aintenance cJnd Support Servin?s, 

3.5 Effect of Termination: in the event of expiry or termination cf tJ\;s Contract, for 

(a) The foliowing Sections of th!~, Schedule shail survive the terrnlnation or e:<piration of 

the Contract for any reason: 1 (Definitions), L2(a) (Restrictions), L3 (RideCo Intellectual 

PrnpertvL 2,6 (Partf:rn Data); 2,7 (Sugg0~1bcnsL 2)3 {Reservat1cn of Rights}j 2.9 
(Conf:dentiaiitv), 3.S(a) (Survival), 3.S(b) (Effect cf Termination) and 4 2 (Disclaimers), 

(b) Un termination, CiTY shall destmv ail copies of the Distributed Software, all 

accornpany!r1g Docunk'nt:otion and CcnfiduTUa! !nf<>rn1ation of RideCu snd shall pnJvide 
c:onfinr1at~c1n ot having dune so \~1ithfn t~ve (5} busL;~:ss davs nf th~.:: effect~ve dote of 

terrnination, 

4, SERVICE SPECIFIC \fJARRANT!ES AND DISCLAIMERS 
4,1 VVarranties 

{s} RideCo VVorranUes. RkieCo repn:::.sents and \varronts to C!T'y' that ~\~deCu \IVHl f~1erforrn 

its duties and obligations hereunder in a Cd!'efu!, diligent, professiona!, proper, efficient and 

business·iik? n1ann2r. HideCo fur'the represent~, iWd 'Nanants that: 



~) The Service 
lJ;xJer'»ilrk or 

of ~~nv thi;·d p<.1rtv; 

lnfr!nge ~Jn\1 p.:itent,_ 
the trade sev<c:t or ether 

. . - . . ' ~ . 
ngnts ;n and to tne :-::er\i!CE:' 

grant the Lcenses here~n; and 

copy(ight or 

rights 

RicieCo pcssesses trH:::' !eg;:li fght and author'ty to execuv: 2nd 
this Schedu!t:', 

Except as expresslv provided in this i\greernent, the S(Yvice:s arc provided 'as is' cind RldcCo 

doc~, not v<I:m<:int that the, functions performed bv the Dvnanvc Transit Systern or Services 'Nil! 
meet reqvir21-nents ;y that the operation cf the san-H::: wi!: be unk~ternipred or error-free, 

(b) CITY Worrcmtics CITY represents anti warrants to HideCo that CITY ack1er·es to 
app!icab!e privacv la\,ivs and has in p!ace appropriate Schedt.des vvith end users (egard!ng the 
co!iec.t:v-;, prnu:";»;,1ng end ,y;e en Ferscn;/ Dat;1 (a~, ddined in Sd';C·du!e 3 u E;:<rdb:t ''?,'') 
in E~ccordancc v-i~th the tc,rrns (:d th~s Schedule and subject to ccrnpdance V>/ith Schedule 3 cf 
i:Xhlbit ,!.\ 

protection lnws. 

4.2 Disda!mer of implied Warranties: Except 2s set forth n thi<, !\f;teerneir, l:herT au:: no 

othY \v;irr(lntics er condition~, of any khd, ;rduding \Vithout iimitat'on, the vnrranties that 
the Services are free of defects, rnerchantable or fit for a partlcuiar puq:iose. Specificaily, 

RideCo ff'i'ikes no representation or warranty regarding the rYien:h;;ntability, fitness for' a 
purpose~ or funct~ona1itv of Aoproved Equiornent/Third Party 

Soft'i·/are ~s sut:~ject tc the \VJrranty of 1ts respecti\..re rnar:ufacturer and nc~ v,/arranty 
vvhatsoev·er ~s provrde-d i-'Y~l H~deCo_ Ride.Co rnake.s no guJrantec fJf the perfcrrnanc~:) accuracy 
and results of the Servwes with r-e~,pect to Opeuitiona! Data. This disclain12r of warranty 
constitutes an essential part of this :'.\greerT1ent_ f\Jo used the Services is authorized under this 

A,gr·eernenr except under th~.s d~se:~airnr.::r'. 



SCHEDULE 2 to EXHIBIT/\ 

R!DECO SERViCE LEVEL AGREEfv'lENT 

1, APPROVED EQU!PfvlENT /THIRD PARTY SOFTV/ARF 

GPS En2t/2d Fhone 

(~1c rr,connl1CJidcd) data plan 'NiU1 a rninirnun1 of 2CJB/nK;r1th 

rv1wiirr1um screen resolution 800x480 

fvlin:nurn (f'.CGffir~·,ended CPU: iv1id~t<>H rJnge 02tforrn3nce CFU b:Led on 
l~R\/v8··/; 64··bit .Arch~tr:-cturc 

2C8 Ri\Vl 

1GB internai sto(;;ge 

[Phone SS runn~ng ~C)S 9; or /\nciroid de\'·~ce runn::ng S.O,l er <.~L~ove v.,;jth (~()Ogle 
P~dV Set\lice~~ 

Minirnun1 screen resolution 800x480 

Minwnun-; recoiT>!T>ended CYU· duak:ore 15CHz 

200f\i!8 internal storage 

Browser requirements for operations dashboards: 

!nt2rn2t Expic-r-er I 1 

C~oc~g~c Chr·ornc- (\i59 or at.;r:_;\lf:) 

Firefox (vSO or 

Safari 10 

2, PR!OR!TV LEVELS, RESPONSE TIMES AND PROCEDURES 

Priority Levels 

High 

....................... 

f1iediurn 

LO'lJ 

--~,···················~··-

Hus~ness cr!tic.ai prob~errs tt---~at Bff::t.~t the avd~ldb~~~ty D( accc-ss of or 
tc the 
Sc(vice Gffc~hg for 1Tiost users 

Not critical but irnportant prob!rm:; that materially interrupt or 

restrict the norrna! production n.,F~n;ng of th;:, Softvvare (effecting a 
rn i nority user:,,) 

Not t:iusiness ccitical or imponanr. !:o;su2s that do not nv1ter:ally 

~rnp2ct the norn12~ produc:Uc;n runrdng of the Soft\Nare 



Resources and Forms of Support 

Support Forta! 

I active 
~ 

slack channel(<,)] one clack clnnnei for each I 

~ ~ 
Emergency hotiine i Used for cr1Lca! /high priority iten .. 1s ·~., ...... --·~· ........ j 

I I ["City emergency teiapr,01,0 nuffcber] I 

II l ["*Cit'/ ~,pecifc ernergency channe!J · 
·······-------'----------------------------'i 

Support Response Tirnr~ 

i Priorit'f' 
i 

Response Time Update Frequency Resolution T!me 
r....-.~~~--~k··············•••www••························'·····+· ........................... _~····················· ... ~ .. ·+·················· ......... _. ................................................................................... , 
I High R2vic.ved t;y Evcrv 2. hours er as VVlthh 2il huurs 

RtdeCo staff rnutu21!y 
and 

t!Cket 
updated/create 

d 'Nithin 
.. , 
L 

RideCo 'Nii! attempt to resolve ail 
high prtcr·lty issues \Vithln 24- hc)ur~s, 

ho>.i-JC\le:r resolution tirn:::-s rn~~~/ be 
longer depending on the nature and 

•···'··'""-"'-s..m.....~~ .. ~~ .. --+·········· .... www~·····················----i-.....cr_J r_·n-'-p_! £:__\x~. i ty__ of the pr ub ! e rn 
Medium 

~md :,up port 
ticket 

[ .... Low J Heviewed by 

~ h~deCo staff 
I and c,uppon 

Ever}; v~lorking dav or \tVth~n fi\10 ~::;) bu.<ne.ss 
<'h mutuaiiy 

determined 

Every week cir· as 

rnutuai~V 

determined 

HideCo stw!! not!fv Cit'/ \.Nithin ten 

(HJ) buSress d2ys of the 2na!vsis 
of the prob!ern, the intended fix 

and the l'elease in which it w!!I be 

\Nhere feasible, 
1,1 .. 11:1 ·.~.:~~:':'~,:.~,:,,.~. "E3~.~,~. 
• .:>., ,. , , " ,~ HideCo sruH provide a ternpcnry 

I~· ~~···-···· .. 1~r:.~.t .. i.1 ... ' ......................................................................................................... , ... ' .. '.v···o····r··· k···a····r··o·····u····n····d······t··o······l····· 1··t··'·J.····················································' 



SCHEDULE 3 TO EX:H!8!T "t{' 

PERSOP~AL D,l\TA PROTECTION UNDERT1\l<!NG 

frorr that data Jnci other iliforrnation to vvhith the has or is 

Personai Data under the ,Agreement; including in the cou(se of ;:ind/or in connection •vith 

a) Uniess otherwise penritted by the City, RideCo nviy onh; 

Persona! Data as allowed under this A.greernent, and R.ideCo shall comply 1Nith any 

iav·.lS; regulations, court ()rder~,; or :egulatory progr<.1rT1s applicable to the 

use, disclosure, tr\:atrnent, pmtecLon, storage and rTturn of Personal 

b} FideCo sh;:;ll rr1afntain con1rnerci(1i!y red~.onCJb~e po!lcie::. and procedure:~ to protect 

the senn-ity, onvacy, integrity, and confidenti2!ity of Persona! Data. 

c) !f RhieCo kno\-vs of anv breach or potential breach of protective rneasures or ~f then,? 

Uat2, RideCo must ;nfmrn the Citv 1rritnedi2telv and cooperate with the 

postbreach investigation or rerY1ediation efforts. 

d) f~ideCo sha!i notify the City pron1pt!v 1n the event of any ciain• or corr1picm1t from any 

individual to 'NtVHn the Ferson;:il Data re!<:itc'; end/or whcre there has hh~n an evcn1 

cf an relevant 



e) HidcCo ~,hall notify the 

f) ~f ur;dcr the f\idcCo h;,1c:, to colk:ct anv Fersonc:J Ddtcl frcrr the 

or anv other incHviduals d1recr!v, RideCo 1rust notify the individuais 

ab()Ut the purr:Jose of R;dt·Co~s co!!ection and rr1ust ()btain and r-ec.ord future 

cornpty v-,dth dr! applicable !avvs for such cc~d!ecticn of Pexsonaf Data_ 

g) !TiUS1 not 

h) HideCo shall promptly return to the or destrov anv Persona! Data rece!ved 'n 

AJ the end of the Agreement, RideCo rnust notify the City if R1deCo or other 

recipients (1f disclosure of Persona! Data to such othe( recipients has been perrnitted 

/\greernent, ar1d folioi,v the Cit'/s instructions on destrvying the Pr2rsonai D<1td. 

Following such destruction, the City rnay reuuire RideCo to certify th<;t RideCo (and 

Personal DaL::i beyond the end the ,Agreement, RideCo 1-vili be requi(ed ro infotTn 

the Citv of RldeCo's reasons and seek the City's a13reement on the sarne. 





EXHIBIT "B": City's Addendum ''A" 

Iii 

In I I if rn1 
Purchasing Division 

ONE MANCHESTER BOULEVARD j !NGLEWOOD. CA. 90301 I P.O. SOX 6500 I lf\!GLEWOOD, CA 903'12 

JANUARY i7, 2020 

V:t\f.:f~l':.l, c!tvofi ng tewood. org 

Re: To Ail Potential Proposers 
RFPAJ142 
"TRANSPORTATION DEMAND MANAGEMENT {TOM} PROGRAM 
M!CROTRANSIT PILOT" 
ADDENDUM "A" 

To Whom lt l'v1ay Concern: 

Please be advised of the foi!uwing changes to RFP-0142: 

Please see the answers to vendors 91.!&stio!l~ ... PJ?te£!.l!el9J££, 

Questions 
Transportation Demand Management (TOM) P:rognnn l\fo:rotrnnslt Pilot 

RFP-0142 

1. Please consider extending the due date to two (2) weeks after the ansv1ers to questions to allow proposers 
to have the time to analyze responses and modify proposals and pricing as needed. Only in certain 
instances will the City consider extending the deadline for submitting proposals, Any such change wi!! be 
added as an arnendment to the RFP on the City's website, 

2, if the Vendor is currently not an "approved technology vendor of Phase 1 and Phase 2 oftvietro's 
tviicro Transit Project" wi!! that vendor be considered, if the vendor p!ans to become an approved 
technology vendor with Metro?~ The City of Inglewood wm only be selectlng a vendor that is 
currently an approved technology vendor for phase 1 and phase 2 of f...1etro's Micro only Transit 
Project, found here, https:!/www.rnetro,net/gro[ects/microtransit1 

3. V'ii!! the city consider using a vendor that uses a mixed tleet of vehicles that in dude Alternative 
fue! vehicles and gas vehicles?~ As stated ln the RFP, vehicles in the fleet will be entering LAX 
and must comply with LAX alternative fuel requirements. 

4, Does the City expect that the vehicles used for this service be exclusive to this prograrn'> .A.!so, 
can the vehicles have other branding on the vehicle in addition to the C>ty approved vehicle 



wraps? - \/ehk:!es used for the !ng!ev,1ood tv'!icrotrnnsit pilot V\/i!! be exclusive to the pilot /\s 2,uch, 
the vehicles 'Nill be requlred to be branded only for the !nglev1ood f\llicrntransit pilot 

5, Does the City expect the vendor to use a vendor that is approved cy the City for vehicle v1rapping, 
or can the vendor select that vendor? -The City 1..vm not requke vendors to choose frorn an 
approved vehicle wrap vendor !ist. The vendor wH! be expected to provide spedfk::ations tor 
vehicle \t.iraps to the City and rnanage the process. to ffieet key deadlines. and quality assurances_ 

6, \/\hH the c:ity cr)nS~(if~r pa~/ing ftlr azirT1~nHstraU~le .ser-Jjces~ such as cnspatch and c-aH center that vvH~ 
be needed to provicle this :service?-« The vendor will be raquired to provide a!! adn1!nistrative 
services mandatory for operations-

7_ 1f/il! the City consdder extending the deadline for surHnitUng proposals fot any length. of time? Only 
in certain instances tvi!! the City consider extending the dead!ino for submitting proposals_ Any 
such change will be added as an arnendment to the RFP on the City's website, 

8. G!ven the h!gri capita! costs of securing alternative fueled vehicles for a short-terrn project 1,vith no 
guarantee of extending past the -12-rnonth base period, vvou!d the City be willing to assume the lease 
payments for the vehicles !f the project is extended or pay penalties for lease termination if the project Is 
discontinued after the first -12-months? The City 1,,vl!! not assume the lease payments if the project Is 
oxtonded, nor 'Nin the City pay penalHos for loase terrn!nation if the project is discontinued after the first 12-
months, 

9, Depending on tho custornization of the software required, a proposer might have significant capital costs 
that would need to be captured during the initial -12-month period and thereby increase the cost Would the 
City be v1H!!ng to reirnburse the successful proposer for any remaining depreciation for its capita! costs if 
the contract is not extended to the end of its base+ option year term? The City wm not re!rnburne for any 
remaining depreciation for its capita! costs if tho contract is not oxtendod to the end of its base+ option 
year term, 

1 Q_ Does tho City have a location at which a provider could park/store vehicles? The City is unable to 
accornmodate this request at this tlrne, 

-1 -1. lf the City can provide parking space vvl!i the City also be able to provide space for vehicle 
washing/cleaning and maintenance? See .::ms\ver to question rn. 

12. !f the City is can provide a facility, please indicate what costs the contractor should account fot {rent, 
utiHties, facility maintenance, phone/internet_-)- Please provide !ease and utilities cost, it applicable. See 
an&'Ner to question 1 o_ 

-13_ ft vehicles Include electric vehicles, does the City provide any electric vehicle charging locations that can 
be used by the provider? The City is unable to 8CCommodato this request at this tirne, 

i4, If the City has charging stations, please indicate how the contractor -wm pay for their use and the cost of 
power, See answer to question 13, 

15, wm the City consider a tue! escalation/reduction clause that 'Nou!d protect the provider in the event the cost 
of fuel increases, or the City in the event fuel costs are reduced? The Cit;/ !s unable to accomrnodate thi2, 
request at this tirne, 

'16_ Please indicate whether the City has a preferred vehicle make or mode! for this service. As stated in the 
RFP, ''Preferred vehlc!e2, to launch vi!!! yield -12-18 pa2,sengsr capacity minimums_" 

17_ '11Vi!! the City or the Vendor analyze the impact of the service on Vehicle t.rnes Trave!!ed (\/MT) or 
Greenhouse G8s Emissions (GHG)? The City wi!! require the vendor to analyze irnpact of V?vH or GHG, 



i 8. Please verify that this solicitation for services is lirnited to the three (3) providers who also subrnitted 
proposals to operate service under LA Metro's Microtransit Pilot project (Metro Contract No, PS46292003}. 
So!:dtation is lirnited to tecJ1no!oqy venc!ors that >Vere approved and selected under LA fAstro's 
MicroTrans1t project. 

19. Please verify that the service vvi!I be available to passenger 24 hours/day, 7 days/week. As stated !n the 
RFP, "Servwe hours vvi!! be finalized Vi!th the selected 1/etxior, Currently the desire of the pilot project is to 
senie the rnaxirnum number of riders in the n102.t efficient n-1anner." 

20. Please provide any holidays in 1Nhich the service wi!! not be operated. See ansvver to question ifL 

2 ·1. Please provide an estimate of the number of revenue hours based on the language in 3,3 that the 
proposers should use for pricing to allow the City to evaluate "apples to apples" assumptions !n terrns of 
the service to be provided. /:vs stated in the RFP, ''These hour assignments and frequency \<VHl be flna!!zed 
based on pricing results, expertise/technology from the secured vendor, and adcHtional data obk11ned prior 
to launch of the p!!ot by establishing key partnerships with employers to obtatn rnore refined target peak 
windows." 

22. Please verify that this service \Ni!! be branded differently than the LA Metro Microtransit Pilot project Yes, 
the lnglevvood Microtransit pilot wi!! have unique branding. 

23. Please verify that the proposer should develop and submit their own cost proposal form. Please provide 
cost proposal as specified on pages 15 and 16. 

24. Please provide the method the successful proposer should use to bi!! the City during each phase of the 
project (i.e,: reimbursement of start~up costs; fixed management fee; fixed cost per vehicle and varlab!e 
rate for operations), Please provide a cost proposal as stated In the RFP. logistics and timing of 
implernentation/costs rnay involve additional dfscusslon, 

25, !f variable rates are required, 'NH! the City consider a cost per revenue hour re!rnbursernent given the 
unknown nurnber of trips or rn!!es the service will be providing, Please submit cost proposal that addresses 
a!! of your pricing coverage concerns as stated in the RFP. 

26. Since this setvice villi Initially be free to customers, how should proposers to price the functionality and 
processing of customer fares without the specifics and details around when the fare implementation might 
happen? The City, during the i 2-rnonth pilot, vvil! 1,vork 'With the selected vendor to vvork out the details of 
fare implementation. 

27. The costs of wrapping buses can vary greatly depending on the number of colors and complexity of the 
artwork. 'Jv'ould the City consider prnvidi.nq the artw'Ofk to bidder so that we (:;an price appropriately? !f the 
artwork is not finalized yet, would the City consider a!lmving these costs to be a direct pass-through (no 
mark-up or direct billing to City)? Vendors should use their experience and best judgement 1,vhen pdcing a!! 
project related costs. Vendors should include any desi9n !imitations related to produchon in their proposals. 

28. Please confirm that the City Vii!! provide all necessary employee uniforms as mentioned in Section 6,7, 
page 15. The City \VI!! incur the cost and provide al! necessary unlforrns, 

29. Please provide a draft copy of the contract to a!!ow a proposer's legal team to begin the review process. 
The City' ls unable to accornrnodate this request at this time, 

30. The R.FP indicates that the contract is for one (1) year with four (4) one-year options. Please confirrn that 
proposers should provrde pricing for a!! five (5) contract years, Proposer should provide pricing tor the pilot, 
first and foremost, and if the option years are proposed to have different pricing, please provide those as 
we!!, 

3i, !f option year pricing is not required, please indicate how option year increases vvi!! be handled, See 
answer to question 30, 



32, Please indicate \Mhether the City would accept a rnu!t-c!ty appl!cation in which the user vv!!! be asked once 
to validate the city heishe resides when the app ls launched the for the first time and that City vi!!! be made 
part of the users profile_ The City is unable- to accornmodate th ls r-eqw;st at this Lrne. 

33. Please confirrn vvhich languages are expected for the app (English/Spanish}? Enr;!ish and Spanish are 
oxpected, and ptAentitd tor otfHHS deponding on fider2.hip d•i'nnographics is an additional preferenc;;r, 

34, P!oase indicate 'Nhether ca!! center booking capabi!!ties are required? As stated in the RFP« a cornponent 
of the servico is. "Ability to acc02.s service vv!thout 2.mart phmKL" 

35. Can the City elaborate on the planned transition of this service to the technology platform used for the LA 
Metro Microtransit Pilot Project? Does the City imagine that both this service and the LA Metro Microtransit 
service would exist on a single platform? The Ctty imagines that both this service and the LA !'v1etro 
Microtransit service \Nill exist on a single platform in the future. 

36. The RFP requires that "this opportunity is limited to vendors who are approved technology vendors of 
Phase 1 and Phase 2 of Metro's fVlicroTransit Project." A.s LA Metro is stm in the process ot evaluating 
Phase 2 proposals, i.vou!d the City mind clarifying if vendors are eligible to submit a proposal if they are an 
approved tect1nology vendor of Phase 1 of Metro's Microtransit Project, and have submitted a response for 
Phase 2, but have not yet heard back frorn LA Metro regarding Phase 2 approval? Yes. vendors are 
eligible, 

37, Does the City ha1.«e an antic!pated contract award date? This date is critical for establishing the schedule 
for launching by April 22, 2020. Anticipated contract a'Nard date is February 26th, 2020, 

38. Could the City elaborate on any existing public transportation or shuttle options for ing!owood residents 
1,,vorking at the airport? Do most of the target riders drive their own cars to/from work? Currently, Inglewood 
residents con commute to 'Nork via the Metro Green Une and connect to LAX shuttle, drive to a LAX 
parking lot and connect to LAX shuttle. transit via Century Blvd Metro bus line and complete the trip by 
either connecting to a LAX circulator shuttle or by active transportation, 

39, Can the City clarify whether there are any distinctions betvveen the six zones depleted on pages 9 and iO 
of the RFP? For instance, should Proposers plan for different trip types, peak hours, demand patterns, etc. 
in different zones? The selected proposer wm be expected to review the latest data to verify or adjust to 
serve these different variables listed in the question, 

40, Would the City clarify if they would like a certain percentage of the fleet to be wheelchair accessible 
vehicles? As stated in the RFP, ''(Proposer) include ADA. service compliance within the fleet and require a 
vendor that can flex number ot vehic!es/vehkAe types!ddversiservice hours if needed and agreed tc,' 

41, Can the City define "service frequency" (minimum requirement of every 30 minutes), as noted on page 8 of 
the RFP? Would this rnean that for an on-demand service, riders should have a maximum wait tirne of 30 
minutes for a vehicle after any trip request? The preferred 30-rninute rninimum refers to the length of the 
trip a user will experience from pick up to drop oft 

42, Can the City clarify the anticipated hours of service (e,g,. 24 hours, 7 days a week), and the estimated 
length of the peak periods (e.g" tv-10 hour windows around the peak times of midnight and 1 pm)? /\s stated 
in the RFP, 'These hour assigmnonts and frequency wH! be finalized based on pricing results, 
expertise/technology trorn the secured vendor, and additional data obtained prior to launch of the pilot by 
estab!fshing key partnerships with employers to obtain more refined target peak wlndmNs,'· 



43, Can the City share any dernand estirnates for the total number of trips taker pm day and/or during peak 
hours? The cdty is unable to accornrnodat0 this request Ht thit, tirne, 

44, Does the City hmte an anticipated split of on-demand versus pre~scheduled trips? The City is unab!o to 
accornrnodate this request at thls tirne, 

45, !s the City open to different fleet size proposals (smaller or larger than the 8 vehicles suggested in the 
RFF')? "/es. the City it, open to different fleet size proposals, 

46. Do Proposers have to include the requested insurance documentation {page 19 of RFP) in the proposal, 
proof of professional permits, licenses, and credentials necessary to perfon11 the services specified in the 
RFP (page 13), or are these materials only required following the contract award? Proposers will be 
required to indudo those documents fo!!mving contract avian:L 

47, Does the City have a preferred format for the Cost Proposal? Please prc-vide cost proposal as specified on 
pages 15 and '16, 

48. VVH! the City provide an operation and maintenance facility? !f not, Is there a proximity that the new facH!ty 
has to be away from the city limits? The C!ty is unable to accomrnodato this request .:1t this time, 

49, Would the client consider extending the proposal due date to allow bidders to prepare a thorough and 
responsive proposal? Only in certain instances wm the City consider extending the deadHno for subrnitting 
proposals, Any such change wH! be added as an amendment to the RFF' on the City's \Vebsite, 

50, What are the anticipated hours of operation? As stated in the RFP, "These hour assignments and 
frequency 'Ni!! be finalized based on pricing results, expertise/technology from the secured vendor, and 
additional data obtained prior to launch of the pilot by establishing key partnerships vlith employers to 
obtain more refined target peak windows," 

51, !s there a certain percentage of /\Oft, accessible vehicles that needs to available for use? As statod in the 
RFP, "(Proposer} include ADA service compliance within the fleet, and require a vendor that can flex 
number of vehicles/vehicle types/drivers/service hours if needed and agreed to," 

5L How many ADA trips are anticipated to be made during the 12-rnonth pilot? As stated in the RFP, al! 
vehicles are certified to access and make stops at LAX and meet ADA service cornp!ianceidernarid 'Nithin 
the fleet 

53, Does the City anticipate any trips wit! be wa!k-ups? The Chy does not anticipate walk up trips, but proposer 
may offer solutions, 

54, Due to th!s being a 12-month pilot, please identity specific vehicle types and models that can be included in 
tho bidders' price proposals, As mentioned in the RFP, the City prefers ",,,vehicles to launch will yield 
12-i 8 passenger capacity minimums," Vendors are free to recommend different vehicle types in their 
proposals, 

55, Would the City approve a Toyota Sienna ''like" for the use of a pilot with the understanding that upon the 
completion of the pilot, specific vehicle specifications vJ!H be provided to the contractor !f additlona! years of 
service is approved? The City ot Inglewood prefers vehicles that 'Ni!! yield 12·18 passengers. Vendors are 
free to recomrnend different vehicle types in their proposals, 



56_ Do the vehicles have to meet the Federal Buy Arnerica c!auso? Tnis project is not tumied by the Fl/\ 
ht!\V&ver !ng!ev;ood expects vendors to address any 2,psciflc '<tehide clauses impactin9 this prcject. 

57_ What is the required schedule for exterior vehicle deaning? The City wH! require vehicles to appear clean 
and maintained throughout the pilot The vendor 1Nl!! be roquired to provide a schedule that ffleets those 
needs, 

58. \i\lhat is the required schedule for interior vehicle c!san!ng·-1 See ansv;er to question SI 

59. Please clarify whether !tis required or preferred to install USB ports, Wi-Fi, cup holders and bike racks on 
af! of the vehicles for the pilot Can those features be added later once a longer-term service contract i.s 
approved? As stated in the RFP. those items are h ighiy pref erred. 

60. !s a bid bond required? !f yes, please state the arnount Bid bond is not required. 

61. ls a performance bond required? !f yes, please state the amount Performance bond !snot required. 

62. What KP!s will be used to measure the success of the pilot? As stated in the RFP, ·'including but not !irnited 
to cost per trip, trips per vehicle hour, ontirne arrival rates, regret time, trip request by booking time (Le. 
day2. !n advance, 12-hour+ !n advance, i-hour in advance, 30 minutes in advance, or real time), virtual stop 
perforrnance staHatlng/passenger feedback, successful bookings, failed bookings, nev.« accounts, app 
users by type. user usage, no-show's, cancels, abandoned searches, trip tifne, unique accounts, etc. In 
addition to month!\t reports, KP!s must be rnade available upon request" 

63. Does the client have a required standard of on-time performance for the life of the pilot? Inglewood vvi!I 
'Nork vlith the selected vendor to define and track this standard. 

64. Which entity handles ADA passenger certifications, if applicable? Please describe any responslbi!ities the 
contractor has for this process. The vendor is responsible for ADA service and certification, 

65_ For those passengers INho do not have a srnartphone is there a requirement for the vendor to provide a 
customer service number to allow for trips to be booked manually? As stated in the RFP, users must have 
the ability to access servfce vvithout a smart phone. It wil! be up to the vendors to recornmend best smvice 
to achieve outcome. 

66_ VVH! the City or the contractor be responsible for providing fuel for revenue vehicles? Contractor vvm be 
responsible for vehicle fuel. 

67. ,Ase on-board cameras required for each vehicle? Ot>·board cameras are not required, 

68. VVil! City supervisory staff oversee route issues, or should the contractor hire supervisor support staff? 
Proposer wi!f be responsible tor supervisory staff requ!red to oversee route issues, 

69, Please clarify if the vehicle operators will be required to hold a COL Proposer must include In their 
proposal if the Pilot will require drivers to hold a COL 

70. !f smaller vehicles are used for this service and are not equipped with fare boxes, ho\M does the City 
anticipate handling fare coHection? As stated In the RF?, the pilot pro9ram •.viii be free of charge to riders to 
begin. Discussion and p!annin9 for fare conection v;HI be perforrned during the pilot 



7'1, \!Vhat are, if any; the forecasted trip vo!urnes for this pilot service? The dty is unable t<::} accornrnodate thls 
request at this trnEL 

72, Will the service boundaries for the pl!ot match the fixed route service? The !nf_1levvood ktcrotrmir>it pilot 
doe2, not rnatch any existing fixed rcnltes ln the area 

73, ls the use of TN Cs a feasible option for al! arnbu!atory trips not requiring a v.iheelchair accessible vehicle? lf 
by arnbu!atmy trips, the proposer is referring to a service akin lo emergency ride home, then yes_ 

74, Please define the service area, wm there be an unlimited service range, or 1,vould the City use the current 
~V4~mile radius for paratransit service as a guideline? As stated in the RFP, the service must be able to 
serve the provided rnaps, The service should also be able to serve the Los Angeles International /\irport 

75, is the focus of the program to provide coverage for areas with less fixed-route service, or focus on areas of 
higher rldershlp concentration? The focus of the pro9ram is tt::i focus on areas of higher ridership 
concentration, 

76_ \Ni!! there be service on the weekends? "/es, 

77. Does the City anticipate increasing the vehicle fleet be increased incrementally if ridership exceeds 
capacity? Increases in vehk:!e fleet can resu!t upon ridership demand and available fund£« 

78_ !f ridership demand surpasses ability to service, will there be a penalty for trip denial? Will any ADA rules 
apply? No penalty for trip denials due to dernand overages, 

79, v\fi!! the City permit the contractor to subcontract maintenance operations? Yes, 

80, VVi!! the City expect to have access to the proposed software or just reporting data? The City \Vi!! expect to 
have access to the proposed softvvare. 

81. The RFP does not specify llquated damages, Are there any that the vendor should be aware of? The City 
wil! move fonvard with the current document as v1ntterL 

82., Please provide a set time of operations to enable an apples-to-apples cornparison of bidders' pricing 
models, with the understanding that service hours will be finalized v1ith the selected vendor, As stated in 
the RFP, ';Service hours wi!! be finalized with the selected vendor, C~urrent!y the desire of the pilot project is 
to serve the rnaxhnurn number ot riders in the most efficient rnanneL" 

83, Wi!! the local subsidy mentioned in section 3.4 of the RFP be the sarne funding source for future years of 
seivlce, or will a new source need to be identified? New sources may need to be identified in future years, 

84, Please acknowledge that driver uniforms 'Nill not be a part of the bidder's cost proposal pursuant to section 
6.7 of the RFP, Uniforrn costs v.@ be incurred by the City, 

85_ What is the anticipated "soft launch" date? Seta test!ng for soft launch is slated for April 1ztri, 2020 

86, V'ihat is the anticipated contract award date if service 1s to begin on April 22nd? AnticipEded avvard date is 
F ebnJBty 26~'~, 2020 

87, How !s lt anticipated that customer complaints be handled? Through a p!atforrn designed by the proposer. 



88, \!Vi!! the City consider replacing the termination for convenience clause with: "Either party rnay terrnirmte 
this Agreement for convenience upon not less than thirty (30) days prior written notice to the other party?" 
The City 'WHl rnove forvvard with the current r:kv:urnent as 'NritterL 

89. V\ill! the City consider replacing the language that surrounds "contract violation" vJith: "ff either party violates 
~my of the covenants or dutit:JS frnposed upon ft by this Agreement, such violation shall entitle the other 
party to term! nate this Agreernent f n accordance with the fo!Jmving procedure: The non-defauftf ng party 
shall gf\le the offending party thirty (30) days' written notice of ffetaui1 and the opportunity tr;. remedy the 
v1oiatfon or teke steps to remedy the vio!aticin If at the end of such 30«day default notice period, tho par(V 
notif!ed has not remedied the purported violation or taken steps to do so, the non-det~wfting party rrwy 
terrninate this Agreement as fotfows,' within ten (10) business days fo!!owing the fast day of the 30-day 
default notice period, th& non-defaulting party shaft give the defaulting party not less than (fifteen) 15 
business days' notice of terrnination If the non-defaulting party does not provide the notice of terrnfnat!on 
wfthh1 ten (10) business days, tlie default notice shaf! be deemed rescinded. "The City \vi!! rnove totvvard 
with the current document as written, 

90, Would the City consider including in the agreement the following language; "In the event Proposer is 
unable to provide the transportation services as specified in this Agreement because of any act of God, 
civil disturbance, tire, riot, vv<:v, terrorism, picketing, strike, labor dispute, tabor sho11eges, governmental 
action or any other condNfr:m or cause beyond Proposer's control, City shaf! excuse Proposer from 
performance under this Agreement.'' The City wm rnove forward with the current document a£, written. 

91 _ vvrn the City consider adding the fo!lmving language to the contract terms: "Jn the event of a driver 
shodage, Proposer shall be permitted to pass through the cost of !ncrernenta! labor end travel and expense 
costs, A driver shortage shall mean fess than 909"0 of the drivers needed meet the City's service 
requirements, "The City 'NH! move forward with the current document as written, 

92, The California Consurner Privacy Act, effective January 1, 2020, wm require First Transit to terminate 
access by another business or a third party to a California consurner's Personal !nforrnatlon ("Pl") under 
circumstances that constitutes a "Sale" under the Act, upon a Consumer's opt-out or ''do not sale" request 
One of the exceptions to a "Sale" as defined by the Act ls a disclosure to a qualified "Service Provider" as 
defined by the Act The following provision will ensure that First Transit qualifies as a Service Provider and 
thereby protect the flow of any persona! Information betvveen the parties as needed to conduct business 
under th ls agreement: "CITY is a govemrnent entity ct a not-for-profit enflly and is not 2 "Business" as 
defined L1y the Ca!lfomla Consurner Protection Act ("CCPA"). ff CITY»s status in such regard changes, CIT'( 
shall provide First Transit, f no. ('FT') prompt notice so that ihe parties may in good faith negotiate an 
amendment that wiff adcJress the parties' respective obligations under the CCPA as to CITY as <'1 Business 
and as to FT as a Senrice Provider In the event of any future privacy or other laws that create new 
compfiance obligations for the parties arising out of their relationship pursuant to the Services or 
Agreemenf(s), the parties shaff in good faith negotiate a further amendment that wf!! address the parties' 
respective obligations in connection therewith CC/TY Personal !nforrnetfon t'Pf" as defined in the CCPA) 
colfected in the course of perforrning the Services is C!TY's property, which CITY safely owns anfi controls, 
FT shaft not retain, use, or disclose CITY Pl for any purpose other than performing th& Services for CfT'/ 
as specified in the Agreement, unless for a reasona!Jfe Business Purpose related to the Services (e.g_, 
fraud prevention, accident and personnel investigations, and security), or as required under applicable law 
or court order (''Permitted Purposes"), Consistent with the parties' Agreement, FT shaf! retain, use, and 
disclose CITY PJ for the Permitted Purposes, but for no other purpos€N!i, To the extent oihenvise permitted 
by the Agreement(s), FT rney itself independently Colfect Pl ancillary to the Services as an independent 
Business (e.g,, managing our personnel and their conduct and activities), which data shafl be FTs 
property~ solely mvned and contro!!ed by FT, and FT shaff be solely responsible for compliance with the 
CCPA and applicable Jaws regarding such data_ In addition, FT ls authorized as part of the Services to 
create aggregato and/or deidenlified data from the CITY Pf, vvhich upon such cnsatfon shaf! no tonger IJe 
CITY Pf and shaff be FT's property, solely owned and 4 contro!fed by FT, and FT shall be solely 
responsible for compfiance vvlth the CCPA and app!icabfe laws regarding such data; provided, 
hovvever, that FT commits not to attribute you as a source of such data except to the extent 



required under appliceJJ!e /aJ;V or court order," Please confirm the City will accept this language, 
The (::ity 1,vi!! rnove for.vard 'Nith the current docurnent as written. 

Please submit your price proposal accordingly. 

Please acknowledge receipt of this addendum with a signed copy of the addendum with the quote 
submittal. Failure to do so may result in an invalid proposal. !f you have any questions, please contact 
me at (310) 412«5266. 

Authorized Signature 

Sincerely, 

Michael Tate 
Purchasing and Contract Services Manager 
City Of ! ng!evmod 
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INVITATION TO SUBMIT PROPOSALS (Specifications and Conditions Governrng Award) 
The Clty of Inglewood so!Jclts and vvm receive proposals duly filed as provided herein for a qualified 
contractor to provide for the operation of a microtransit system for !nglev:ood residents v;orking at U\X 
wfth the TRANSPORTATION DEMAND tv1ANAGEMENT (Tt::Hv'!) PROGRAM'S fvi!CROTRANS!.T 
PILOT, as specified ln the Request for Proposals (Rfl,)«o·142). 

Each proposal sha!! be submitted and completed in a!! partlcu!ars and must be enclosed !n a sealed 
envelope addressed to the City of !ng!evmod, Purchasing Division, Inglewood City Hal! 8th Floor, with 
the designation of the TRANSPORTATION DEMAND MANAGEMENT (TDM) PROGRAM'S 
M!CROTRAMS!T PILOT appearing thereon. 

The City Cound! reserves the right to waive any irregularities in any proposals, and to take proposals 
under advisement for a period not to exooed one hundred and eighty crno} days frotn and after the 
date proposals are opened and announced, 

-The C!ty Council reserves the right to reject any or all proposals and to waive any irregu!ar!Ues in any 
proposals, and to take proposals under advisement for a period not to exceed one hundred and eighty 
(180) days from and after the date proposals are opened and announced, i\ttention is directed to the 
provisions of Sections 1777.5 and 1777.6 of the labor Code concerning the employment of 
apprentices by the Contractor or any subcontractor under thent The Contractor or any subcontractor 
shall cornply wlth the requirements of said sections in the employment of apprentices, 

The proposal should be in a sealed envelope wlth specification number, descrlptlon date and the tlme 
of opening plainly 'marked on the outside of the envelope, 

The foJ!o·wing conditions and terms apply: 
i, The City reserves the right to reject any or ail proposals. 
2. Attached are detailed spedf!cations and conditions for proposal submission_ 
3, You must execute your contract within ten {'1 O) days after the City mails !t; if the contract is not 

executed within ten (10) days, the Clty reserves the unilateral right to cancel it 
4, If any- provision of the contract is violated, the City, afier suitable notice, may cancel the 

contract and make arrangements to have the products and or services supplied by others. Any 
extra cost to the Clty will be paid by the proposer. 

5, Proposals may be obtained from the Purchasing Divislon located on the em floor (Roorn 880) 
of City Hal!, or ca!! (3't0) 412-526EL 
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1, THE OPPORTUNITY 

The City of Inglewood (City) is seeking proposals from qualified microtrnnsit service teams to launch 
and operate a pilot program of a microtransit service to transprni Inglewood msidents who work at Los 
Angeles International Airport (LAX) behveen the City of Inglewood (Inglewood) and LAX. For the 
purpose of this project, the City defines mlcrotrans!t as "a transit service that offers f!ex!b!e routing 
and/or f!exlb!e scheduling of minibus vehicles," This oppo1iun!ty Is !lmited to vendors who are 
approved technology vendors of Phase ·1 and Phase 2 of Metro's fvlicroTransit Project 

The City of lng!evvood's Transportation Demand Management Program has recently conducted a 
service design analysis for this pilot program, The process was led by five guiding principles to design 
a service that achieve the City's goals, resources, and loni;Herrn success, Those being: 

1, Community Centric: design a service where the people (Inglewood residents who work at 
LAX) are at the center of the design rather than the transit product 

2, Technologicaf!y Feasible and Stable: design a service based on emerging yet proven 
technology to avoid common recent pilot fa!!ures due to vendor, technology or other 
instabilities (Le_ funding, focus, and experience), Additionally, this pilot and specifically the 
technology procured will be required to work in collaboration with Metro's Micro Transit Pilot 
Project that wrn launch Phase 2 !n 2020, 

3, Efficlent1 Effectivei and Scalable: design a service that yields high ridership via a demand 
centric model rather than supply centric_ As we!! as design a service that can flex and/or 
expand while protecting and maximizing financial responsibility, 

4_ Oynarnlc and Flexible: design a ser,;ice that can evolve quickly to thrive in the fast-paced 
9rowth of Inglewood as we!! as adjust to ongoing construction at and around LAK 

5, Competitive TDM Option: design a service that provides a viable arn:J desirable rider 
experience that ls cornpetitive with current car-centric behaviors, 

The City of Inglewood seeks to enter into a contract with a vendor to provide the technology and 
operations for a i 2-nionth microtransit dernonstrat!on pilot with an intenl!on to continue this contract 
beyond this period and where possible expand the service_ A unique part of this pilot project v,ri!! 
include the direct collaboration with the anticipated launch of Metro's Micro Transit Pilot Project Phase 
2 with an intention to amalgamate Inglewood's technology with Metro's technology-therefore the 
Inglewood vendor wi!! be required to be an approved technology vendor on the Metro Micro Transit 
Pilot Project implementation contract to be awarded in early 2020. 

This RFP provides specific instructions regarding proposal format and other requirements. Pertinent 
data about the specific operations and the City of Inglewood are also included_ Additional information, 
terms and conditions are provided in the Appendices Si0Ct!on, 

2, BACKGROUND 

The fol!mving showcases the rnethodo!ogy and findings that this RFP intends to address. 
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2. 1 Methodology 

The service design analysis for a transit service betv!een lng!evvood and the LM< fo!iov.red a process 
to deterrnine a preferred service-mode! (such as fixed-mute, rn!crotransit, or Hybrid) that best 
addressed the aforementioned guiding principles. This process leveraged primary research, 
qua!!tat!ve data., quantitative data, demand rnodeHing, geospatlal analysis, and technology 
assessments. 

The follovving includes a brief overview of each process and key findings: 

• lng!ewood Resident Survev: The survey's primary purpose 'Nas to create a profl!e of shift start 
and end tirnes, This revealed a directional demand mode! (Le, to/from LAX) as wen inforrn 
service hour dernand. 

• Origin-Destination Densitv Mar;r The purpose of the density rnap was to create a profile of the 
origin-to-destination complexities of the target audiencEL This revealed clear pockets of 
concentrated hon1e-origin dernand and a majority demand for Central. Terminal Area (CTA) 
work-destination demand, Specif!ca!!y, an estirnatsd 2,300 people vvork at the Central 
Term!na! Area at LAX,.....;which represents over 60% of the tota! Inglewood residents that work 
at LAX. To note: this target audience of 2,300 people also Includes son1e residents of Lennox 
·whom share a zip code with Inglewood and vvould have access to this pHot service. 

• Qualitative Data: The purpose of !ng!evvood Resident/LAX employee focus groups was to 
directly inform service design type considerations, existing conditions regarding travel times, 
and other key insights to retna!n community.centric, 

• Geosoatial Ana!vsis and Demand Modelling: nie purpose of this process was to generate 
routing, service-type, right-of-way, service area, headway, trip durations. This included 
overlays of existing systems, services, stops, and other infrastructure such as parking lots. 
This revealed three key service design types for final consideration (fixed-route, rnicrntransit. 
and Hybrid). 

• Technology Assessments: The purpose of this process was to capture the latest emergent 
technologies, capabilities, functionality, and experience of leading transportation/shuttle 
service vendors. This also was to identify vendor attributes that rnay add risk to service 
de!!verabi!!ty. 

The City wi!! share this data with the selected vendor upon av.rard of the contract 

3. SERVICE DESIGN 

Microtransit was selected as the service model that best met the guiding principles described above. 
Microtransit is cornrnonly described as "a transit service offers f!exib!e routing and/or flexible 
schedu!lng of minibus vehicles." Core features of this emerging transportation solution include a 
service that is dynarnicaHy routed, shared, and demand-responsivEL Based on the modei!ng of this 
project the following key service operational features have been identified: 

3.1 Pilot Target Audience 

For the pilot phase, the service design provides ser-;ice to residents who live ln !ng!ewood z1p codes 
and can access their lAvVAjobsite at the Central Terrninal Arna {CTA}. This is because over 2,300 of 
an estimated 3,800 total Inglewood residents ·working at LAX access their jobs at CTA This will allow 
Inglewood to showcase proof of concept, leverage key performance indicators, and maximize initial 
funding resources while delivering a project vvlth a future expectation to serve other dense V<lork 
locations at the airport !n later years. 



3"2 Pilot Technology Attributes 

Through demand-responsive technology solutions, this serv]ce vvH! iaunch a transit solution that 
dynarn!caily matches residents for h!gh·occupancy shuttle rides, leverage dynarnic routing and virtual 
transit stop functionality, and safeguard on-t!me arrivals to work for employees, tv1ost Importantly, 
residents 'Ni!! be in control of this commute experience by being guided to a convenieritfsafe pick up 
point, knrntt!ng estimated pick-up window, guaranteed drop-off time, and other key trip details through 
a srna1i»phone app. The most important aspect of this service design is the technology solution's 
ab!!!ty to guarantee on·t!me arrivals at work. Second only to guaranteed arrival times, a key service 
attribute for this project will be able to book rides !n advance as VJG!l as in reaHirne, Passengers vv!!! 
be verified upon boarding via LAX badge and app account access and other key details. Inglewood 
'Nill be able to gather data to calculate reductions Greenhouse Gas (GHG) Emissions and Vehicle 
M!!es Traveled (VMT). 

Key features of the requisite technology include the following: 

<!! Dynamic routing and service design managernent including but not limited to virtual stops, lrlp 
demand, zone-based vehicle assignrnent!dispatch, and ADA trip requests 

~ Ability to provide easy passenper directions to viliua! stop 
"' Ability to easily update/add/move virtual stops throughout the project 
~ Ability for passenger to choose best matched tr!p from a series of options 
<ii Ability to provide passenger with trip drop-off guarantee to work (Le. service requissts are 

based on when they need to be work and not necessarily when they vvant to !eave), 
"' Use of both real-time, historical traffic data, and customizable routing varlab!es for roufo1g 

effectiveness 
<!! Abi!lty for passenger to contact dri'ver during pickup/drop off processes and other key details 

such as vehicle description/image, license p!ate number, and where possible location 
~ Abi!!ty to access sen.rice without smati phone 
<ii Customization of driver wait time functionality and notifications (i.e, "driver has arrived and wll! 

depart in 45 seconds") 
<!! Ability to access service without credit card in registration 
~ FunctionaHty to manage/prevent no-shows (Le. one no-show distributes key v;arn1ng 

message, two no-shows results in program removal, etc.) 
<ii Passenger notifications including but not limited to proximity of driver pick-up, wait time, 

updated trip details such as pick up window, vehicle description/image, suNey participation, 
service notices/changes, etc. 

@ Detailed and regular reporting of key performance indicators (dashboard or other methods) 
including but not limited to cost per trip, trips per vehicle hour, trip request by booking time 
(Le. days ln advance, i 2-hour+ in advance, 1-hour in advance, 30 minutes in advance, or real 
tlme), virtual stop performance, star-rating/passenger feedback, successful bookings, falled 
bookings, new accounts, user usage, no-shows, cancels, abandoned searches, trip time, 
unique accounts, etc. 

$ Subscription/reservation trip booking functionality including for advanced multi-day bookings, 
rnu!ti-seat bookings, ADA requirement bookings, and other customized trip details 

* On~demand booking functionality 
* Payment integration/coupon codes/subsidy to allow payment options and exclusive access 
* LAX employee/ Inglewood Resident verification processes 
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* Registration process that collects data that allows the caJculation of VMT reduction and GHG 
reduction irnpacts, such as previous cornrnute mode and home address, 

3,3 Pilot Service Hours/Freqmmcy 

Service hours vvl!I be finalized with the selected vendor. Currently the desire of the pilot project is to 
serve the maximum number of riders in the most efficient manner, 

Based on our denmnd distribution of shift time, we anticipate the hours would serve two longer peak 
periods of service (i.e. multiple hours of service w'ith entire fleet active) and with an anticipated 
opportunity for highly-reduced service in non-peak windows (Le. two vehicles in service). Based on 
our current data, the top peak periods occur at and around rnidnight and i pm, The service design was 
developed to have a service frequency of every 30 minutes rn!n!munL 

These hour assignments and frequency wrn be finalized based on pricing results, expertise/technology 
from the secured vendor, and additional data obtained prior to launch of the pilot by establishing key 
patinerships with employers to obtain more refined target peak wlndovvs, 

3.4 Fare Collection 

During the pilot period, eligible employees wi!! ride the shuttle free of charge through a program 
subsidy. LAX employment and lng!evv'ood residency wi!! be verified during the registration process. 
Drivers rnay be asked to check IDs as vvelL After the end of the pilot phase, fares may be paid by 
employees or by employers, The fare payment process and system needs to be able to accommodate 
tu!! or partial employer fare subsidies and include a process for individuals who do not have a credit 
card or bank account to pay fares. 

Additional desirable functionality includes future employer subsidy processes through coupon codes, 
email address restrictions or other such methods available by the vendor. The selected vendor w!!I 
also advise and support bridging technology solutions surrounding payment and fare collection 
processes 'With Metro's Micro Transit Pilot Project where needed. 

3,5 M!crotransit Zones and Priority Virtual Stops 

This Microtransit project has hvo key !ocationa! cornponents based on the results of the service-mode! 
analysis. Those include a zone-based vehicle assignment that maximizes the fleet of vehicles to serve 
the majority of demand based on roadway networks and key virtual stops based on hlghest~density of 
trip origlnNdestination details, The proposed zones and virtual stops wm be vetted, verified/updated, 
and nna!lzed vi!th the selected vendor based on their expertise and abilities. 

Service design elements for priority virtual stops are based primarily on the walking access to each of 
the virtual stops. The stops identified to date serve 66 percent of the people who Hve in lnglevood and 
work at the CTA, To determine the nurn ber of veh ides by fane of day, ridership at the vi rtua! stops 
was allocated to each trip based on the distribution of shift times at tho CTA The City anticipates 
adding add!t!onal vlrtuaf stops during the pilot project, however the following stop locations were 
identified based on serving the highest demand. 

A few dsta!!s that informed the development of these proposed zones and stops include: 
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~ There are six zones identified with 26 total virtual stops within the sePJice (each stop on the 
horne end 'Nill indude a to/from location based on direction of vehicle). Priority virtual stop 
d!str!butlon !ndudes: 

c, i 5 ln Inglewood 
c 6 in zlp code shared by Inglewood and Lennox (90304) 
, 5 at the CTA 

~ 66%, of the target audience live less than a 3.5-minute walk to identified virtual bus stops 
$ Each virtual stop w!!! have a site assessrnent conducted by the City's TOM staff vvhere existing 

conditions 'Wi!! be captured, p!acemaking considerations vv!!i be developed, and park K ride lots 
'Niil be lden@ed and secured (if not Inglewood owned parking lots), 

$ Additional virtual stops will be considered based on future data sets received and available 
supply of vehicles during the pilot to ensure a valuable and successful senl!ce thst meets the 
community's needs, 

• Stops at the CTA were identified to most efficiently serve the terminals, Should the service be 
given access to the Bus Only Lanes at LAX, stop locations could expand to every term!naL 

@ The service design frameworfc including but not limited to the zones and priority virtual stops 
showcased be!ow, wi!! be revievJed, verified, and/or refined with the selected vendor of this 
procurement in conjunction 'Nith any new data obtained prior to launch, 

Figure 1: Sil f>;fa:rotrarisit Zones 
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f:igure 2; Microtransit Zones and Priority Virtual Stop Locations 
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3,6 Vehicles and Vehicle Demand Modelling 

f2HSi~f 

~ ~ ~ 
~ " "' I " s " " ig 

~ 
·"-
t .. 

~ t I! :t:t ::ii-SP ... ~~~~· :$l~-:& ~ 

"' 

!tis anticipated that the pilot would launch \Nlth eight (8} vehicles based on our in!t!a! demand 
n1od0H!ng, Fleet size and vehicle type w!!! be analyzed, verified/updated, and/or refined wlth the 
selected vendor and associated costs, The City aims to secure a vendor that can flex the fleet slze 
and vehicle sizes during the pilot project if needed. Vehicle fleet size requirements for service 
between Inglewood and the LAX Central Terminal Area {CTA) may also vary by time of day and wi!! 
be finalized with the selected vendor. 

Veh!cli?s w!ll be required to rneet U\X's alternative fuel vehicle requirement standards, be certified to 
access and make stops at Lf\X, include ADA service compl!ance within the fleet, and require a vendor 
that can flex number of veh!c!es/vehlde types/drivers/service hours !f needed and agreed to. 
Preferred vehicles to launch wi!! yield 12~18 passenger capacity m!n!rnurns. Seat capacity takes into 
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consideration the need for sorne passengers to use space inside the vehicle for carry-on bags, tools, 
large backpacks, and other iterns discovered in the focus groups_ 

Highly preferred vehicle attributes wll! Include USS charging ports for each seat, WI-Fi, a convenience 
station (Le, sma!! bottles of water, chargin9 cable !!brary, snacks, and other items), cup holders, 
pov1erful c!!mate control, and cornfortable chairs, Vehide cleanliness and Interior experience 'Ni!! be 
explicitly managed to ensure a positive experience, 

4. SCOPE OF SERVICES 

The Proposer wH! provide the fo!!ow!ng four core tasks services over a 12-rrionth period of the p!lot 
project The City has identified Apr!! 22°i:i, 2020 as the preferred service launch date, so activities and 
tirneline are of the essence for this project 

Task 1: Service Design Verification and Refinement 
it< Establish a '>Norkplan that ensures the project meets the preferred service launch date of AprH 

22"0• 

$ Analyze, verify/uprjate and flna!ize the City's service design based on technology capabilities, 
costs, nevvfound data acquired by the City. and other core variables, 

ll1 Provide a risk manar;ernent plan/memo that out!ines how the vendor \Nfl! handle any risks and 
incidents that could impact service deHvery as agreed upon ln the final service design plan. 

<JI> Provide a quality assurance/quality control p!an/rnemo that outlines how the '«1endor will 
proactive!y manage the operations and ensure the highest quality service possible. 

Task 2: Launch Preparation 
$ Deveiop and conduct driver trainin9 that includes at a minimum training on custoffier servlco, 

airport routes, driver safety, maintenance and safety procedures, ADA lift operation and 
technology training. Technology training must equip drivers to both report and deal with 
technology issues that come up during operations and equ!ps them to assist riders with 
technology questions, 

* Develop and irnp!ement p!an to test technology and shuttle operations prior to the soft launch 
• Collaborate 'With the City v.;!th details and specifications needed for the City to develop 

marketing rnaterla!s, vehicle wraps, and other promotional e!ernents for the service to ensure 
launch time!ine. 

• The City is responsible for marketing, outreach, and advertising arn:i wm continue to develop 
an employer partnership, employee awareness and service ridership throughout the 12 
months of the contract 

ll1 Produce and add vehicle wraps and other branding to the vehicles. City 'Nill provide print-ready 
files and vendor shall incur installation costs. 

* Collaborate and add veh!c!e brand and messaging to technology (vvhite labeled app updated 
for the City's brand and key messages), 

$ Conduct a soft launch and rnake adjustrnents as needed prior to launch to ensure service ls 
rider ready, 

lll! Launch service on April 22'1<\ 2020 

Task 3: Service Operations 
lll! Service: Operate shuttle service durinfJ seivice hours, ln the service area, and according to the 

ser-1!ce parameters identified in the final service plan. 
lli' Training: Conduct ongoing driver training for new drivers and at a minirnum every six months 

for existing drlvers. A!so ensure drivers a.re fu!!y trained on the service attributes and intended 
experience for rn!crotrnns!L 
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@ Continuous irYiprovernent Usi:i rider, driver and client fer;;dback to continuously improve the 
service delivery, 

* Technology Amalgamation: Provide a techno!ogy platform that do!ivers on the features 
identified within this document Subsequently, the selected vendor w'W be required (If/when 
directed during the pi.lot) to provide functionality, data managernent, and other processes for a 
seamless transition to the fVletro MicroTrnnsit Pilot Project technology platforrn-- only upon 
mutual agreement between Inglewood and fv1etro. Therefore, the selected Inglewood vendor 
w!H be required to be an approved technology vendor for Metro's aforementioned project. 

* Fleet rnanagement: 
o Ensure that a sufficient number of vehicles are available to provide the sent!ce as 

specified in the final serilce plan, This include access to spare vehlc!es and technology 
for rlsk mitigation. 

o Ensure that vehicles are maintained in compllance \Vith a!! applicable federal and state 
safety standards and maintain a!! vehicle equipment and technology in proper 
operating condition. 

o Maintain the upkeep and cleanliness of all vehicles. 
u Comply w!th LAWNLAX!s alternative fuel vehicle standarcL 

11 A!! vehicles that operate at Los Angeres International Airport (LAX) 'With a 
G'lf\NR of 8,500 !bs, or rnore sha!i be either (a) Alternative-Fuel Vehicles, (b} 
Optional Low f\JOx: vehicles, or {c) under 14.500 !bs, G\/\NR and Mode! Year 
2015 or newer (LE\/ m standard). 

o Obtain permits necessary to operate at LAX and install transponders provided by 
LAWA on each shuttle operating on LAWA property. 

u Ensure that a!! vehicles are certified to access and make stops at LAX and include 
ADA service compliance within the fleet 

11 Driver management: 
v Ensure that regularly assigned operators or a fu!!y-tralned backup are avai!ab!e at a!! 

times to ensure consistent and reliable service, 
c Train aH personnel on detaHs of the service des1gn~ including the service area and 

virtual stops, rider identification protocol, etc. 
o Ensure that project personnel maintains a courteous attitude, answering to the best of 

their ability any passenger questions regarding the provision of service. 
c Ensure that personnel reports a!! passenger complaints and operational problems to 

project management staff and/or process to capture within the technology, 
u Regular technology/driver training throughout the pilot as ridership, routes, and rider 

experiences evolve throughout the project This includes explicit messagin9 on the 
intended experience long-term. 

o Comply with California's minirnurn wage requirement and California Assembly Bill 5, 
classification of workers as employees vs. independent contractors. 

c Cornply with FTA drug and alcohol testing requirements. 
* Service adjustments: Adjust service as needed w!th!n the limits of the agreed upon scope. 
* Communication: Cornrnunicate with passengers !n a t!me!y manner via the app as we!! as by 

phone and email, if appropriate, to ensure seamless cornrnunication regarding trip booking, 
departure and arrival t!rries, incidents or delays, service changes and al! other types of 
cornmunicat!on. 

11 Coordination: Work closely with the City's Project Manager and Transportation Demand 
Management team regarding marketing, communications, and other elements the City w!I! be 
providing, 

11 Provide riders with a clear and free process for getting to/from \vork ff the ride cannot deliver 
on the arrival guarantee. 
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Task 4.· Assessrnents and Evaluation 
~ Meet with the City's Project iv1anager on a 1,veek!y basis during the µHot period. 
~ Prm.dde a fraffiework that enables and assist in evaluating key desired project outcomes such 

as VMT and GHG reductions. This will like!y include customizing the data collected during the 
registration process, distributing surveys to users, facilitating on-board feedback opportunites, 
in-app customized push qtH?st!on distribution, and other methods, 

~ Provide a dashboard (or regular report d!strlbutions) for rnetr!cs of key peifonnance indicators 
(KP!s) specified by the City, including but not lirnited to cost per trip, trips per vehicle hour, on
time arrival rates, regret tirne, trip request by booking time {i.e. days in advance, i 2-hour+ in 
advance, i-hour !n advance, 30 minutes in advance, or real tirne), virtual stop performance, 
star-rating/passenger feedback, successful bookings, failed bookings, new accounts, app 
users by type, user usage, no-shows, cancels, abandoned searches, trip tlme, unique 
accounts, etc. In addition to rnonth!y repotis, KPis rnust be rnade available upon request 

11 Facilitate regular meetings to revimv, monitor, and address project key performance indicators. 

$ Facilitate regular meetings with drivers to ensure quaUty assurance processes are working and 
to mana9e quality controL 

~ Provide regular comrnunlcat!ons with the City rngarding evaluation processes and findings, 

5. MINIMUM QUAUF!CATIONS 

Proposers bidding on this RFP rnust meet the minimum quailflcations outlined in this section and 
included within the proposal. All information and documentation provided is subject to verification. 

11 Proposer must demonstrate that they have been regularly and continuously engaged !n the 
business of providing Microtransit services for at least the past two years. 

~ Proposer rnust be a current approved technology vendor of Phase i of Metro's Micro Transit 
Project 

$ Proposer w!!I need to be an approved technology vendor of Phase 2 of Metro's Micro Transit 
Project launching in 2020. 

* Proposer must demonstrate that they are currently in comp!!ance with a!I State of California 
Department of Transportation and/or US Department of Transportation rules, laws, and 
regulations. If mvarded the contract, Proposers must provide documentation of ongoing 
compliance with applicable rules, laws and regulations. 

* Proposer rr1ust demonstrate that they can cornply with LAX's alternative fuel yt;;hide 
reguir•Bm•2lnt£, and any/a!! other regulations from LAVJ/1JU0C 

Proposer wm be asked to provide proof of a!! professional permits, licenses, and credentials 
necessary to perform the services specified in this RFP. Any drivers directly employed by or 
contracted under the Proposer must be licensed per state and federal licensing requirements and al! 
drivers must be at !east 2'1 (tvventy-one) years of age. 

6. SUBMITTAL REQUIREMENTS 

Written responses to the must be prepared as specified below, Respondents should fo!lovv the 
check!!st provided !n the appendices section to ensure that al! req1Jirements are met No changes to 
responses may be made after the submittal deadline, 

i, One (1) signed ori9inal and three (3) copies of the proposal are to be mailed/delivered to the 
Office of Purchasing Division at the City of Inglewood (complete ~iddress listed be!ovv) 
received 011 or before 11 :OOam PST 011 January 22rnJ, 2020, Orlg!na! must be dearly marked 
;'or!gina!" and copies clearly marked "copies"; 
Note: Any responses received after this date and time "Nill not be considered by the C1ty, 
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2, Proposals are to be printed double-sided and bound, VVhi!e there is no page limit to proposals, 
the City appreciates the ability to communicate effectively and efficiently, Where possible each 
section should be separated by dearly marked tabs, 

3, Printed responses shall be enclosed in one sealed package with the narne and address of the 
respondent in the upper !oft-hand corner and marked "TRA~~SPORTAT!ON DEMAND 
MANAGEMENT (TDM) PROGRAM'S M!CROTRANS!T PILOT" RFP-0142 and must include 
one (1) flash drive pre-loaded with a PDF version of the final proposaL attachments and recent 
firm financial statements; and 

4, The response shall be signed by an officer, or officers, authorized to execute legal documents 
on behalf of the respondent and the complete package submitted to: Office of Purchasing 
Division, City of Inglewood, Bth Floor One Manchester Boulevard, Inglewood, CA 9030i Attn: 
Michael Tate, Purchasing and Contract Services Manager, 

The City reserves the right to waive inforrnaHties in any proposal, to reject any or al! proposals, to 
reject one part of a proposal and accept the otheL except to the extent that proposals are qua!!fied by 
specific limitations, and to make awards to the Proposer v;hose proposal best addresses the scope 
and requirements outlined in this RFP, Each firm is responsible for the timely deHvery of any 
response. Additiona!Jy, the City \Vi!! not be responsible for the delivery or any proposal to the wrong 
address or City department Each firm assumes aH risks and/or consequences of an incorrect delivery 
or an untimely delivery of a proposaL In order to meet the t!me!ine of the project, tho City has secured 
January 3QH', 2020 to conduct interviews ·.,vith finalists (if needed). These can be done in~person at the 
City of Inglewood or if needed via teleconference. 

The Proposer shall pay for all costs associated with the proposal preparation, The City shall not pay 
for or reimburse any costs relating to the proposal preparation or presentations, 

6.1 Cover Letter and Authority to Propose 

Include a cover letter to identify the Proposer, narne the key point of contact and provide evidence 
that the signor has legal authority to enter into binding contracts on behalf of the Proposer Team, The 
letter must be on official company letterhead, Identify the Proposer's legal structure, and be signed by 
the person or persons who have legal authority to bind the firm in contractual matters with the City 
(see Appendix D). lt must also contain signor's contact information as well as a copy of the Corporate 
Resolution or other appropriate evidence of authority to bind the identified firm. The City reserves the 
right to reject any proposal that contains an unsigned cover letter and/or submits incomplete 
documentation (recommended cover !otter not exceed one page), 

6,2 Table of Contents 

Each Proposal must include a Table of Contents indicating section headers and pages and indicate 
any attachments or materials included in the ProposaL 

6,3 Executive Summary 

The Executive Summary is a brief staternent of key features of the Proposal, team qualifications and 
evidence of understanding of the scope and ser.;ices to be provided. Proposers must describe the 
Proposer Team's strengths and qualifications, capacity to complete the scope of work, key 
experience, and expertise and a statement expla!ning why the Proposer's proposal would be the best 
selection (recommended it not exceed tvvo pages), 

6A Proposer Team 
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1, Provide a brief overview and an organizational chart of the key team members, identifying a 
Prime Proposer that w!H be responsible for aH contract matters {the Prime Proposer's 
authorized representativG should be the same as the signor of the cover letter and authority to 
propose) as wei! as the Project tv1anager; 

2. Explain ho'N the Proposer will assemble (or has assembled} a complete tearn wlth the 
experience and capacity to carry out the responsibilities of the Proposal; 

3, Describe Proposer Team experience operating rnicrotransit, of similar scope and size, within 
California or elsewhere, and include relevant examples; 

4, !f applicable, describe Proposer Team's experience working together on shuttle operations 
projects successfully; and 

5, Describe Team knovv!ed~ie of local community transportation needs, and/or history and 
experience serving the City of Inglewood or the surrounding areas, 

65 Statement of Work 

Proposers must provide a statement of work and description of the Proposer Team's approach and 
rnethodo!ogy for the scope of services. The staternent of vvork should address aH technology, service, 
regulatory and other requirements outlined in the draft service design and scope of services ln this 
RFP, 

6J3 References and Relevant Project History 

The Proposer must show evidence of having implemented a minimum of ten microtransit projects and 
provide three references, preferably from similar projects either ongoing or completed within the last 
three to five yearn, The City of Inglewood, in its sole discretion, reserves the right to contact and verify 
al! references, and to request additional supporting information and/or documentation from the 
Proposer, References must include the following {see Appendix C for formatting gulde!lnes): 

1, List !oca!, county, state, federal, or entlty name, contact info and describe the work produced 
2, Ust contact person{s) - primary contact should be an individual ;,vith direct knowledge of 

contract and service performance; inc!uds direct phone and email 
3, Provide an overview of U'ie scope of work for each project 
4, Provide launch time for each project from contracting to service launch 
5. Provide projects metrics and outcomes - include average cost per vehicle hour, on-time arrival 

rates, trlps per vehicle hour. passengers per day, and passenger ratings 
il Provide examples of work produced - include any relevant press, advertising, images or web 

links 

6.7 Cost Proposal 

The Proposer must present a concise list of the scope of services and the associated costs that the 
tearn wm provide to best meet the needs of the service design including but not limited to technology. 
vehicles, drivers, operating costs, and project management costs. The Proposer should organize 
components of their pricing to ensure the flexibility of specific variable costs are quoted for 
consideration such as vehicle size, No specific City budget amount for this RFP wrn be provided to 
Proposers, 

Core marketing expenses to generate awareness of the program shall be incurred by the City, such 
as brochures, advertising, uniforms. and other promotional pieces. Expenst.?S such as vehicle wraps, 
interior features, vehicle deanHness, etc. are expected to be incurred by Proposer v.ihi!e the City \Vil! 

provide any relevant print-ready design files for production, The Proposer 'Nil! be expected to provide 
specifications for items such as vehicle wraps, s!gnage and other attributes as needed, 
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Expenses such as travel, postage, reproduction and related costs necessarily incurred by Proposer 
are to be reflected. Such expenses wll! not be eligible for reimbursement unless approved by the City 
in advanCEL Any costs incurred by Contract.or which are not specifically provided for herein shall be 
the sole expense of the Contractor. Any omissions or ambiguities will be construed most favorable to 
the City. 

6,8 Forms 

Proposer must complete and include all relevant forms listed in i O: Appendices and Attachments 
along with the proposal. 

7. EVALUATION AND SELECTION PROCESS 

All Proposals that submit the information requested in this RFP will be evaluated on the basis of 
professional experience, qualifications and services to be performed. The City resmves the right to 
judge, appraise and reject a!! proposals, or to otherwise cancel the RFP process, The City reserves 
U1e right to request additional technical information or clarification of information submitted during the 
evaluation process. 

The written proposal, and potentially an oral interview. will be evaluated using the following vveighted 
criteria: 

i. Qualifications, Background and Experlence of the Proposer Team 
2. Statement of Work and Methodology 
3. Performance Metrics and References from Similar Projects 
4. Cost Proposal 

7. 1 Evaluation Criteria 

30 pts 
25 pts 
30 pts 
15 pts 

Total: 100 pts 

Proposals will be evaluated based on the following criteria including, but not limited to: 

i. Qualifications, Background and Experience of the Proposer Team (30 pts) 
Oll The Proposer has provided a credible plan to assemble and engage all necessary team 

members. 
@ The Proposer has included key members that collectively demonstrate strong expertise 

and capacity in both the development, operation, and refinement of a Microtransit system. 
$ The Proposer has included key information on the financial stability of the firm{s) and 

commitments to fulfill this scope of services. 
$ Proposer has delivered at !east ten on-demand, dynamic route services in the past five 

years and has experience with successfully transporting more than 500 passengers per 
day in a single service. 

$ Proposer has successfully delivered projects with guaranteed arrlva! time services to their 
riders. 

@ Proposer has been selected as an approved technology vendor for Metro's Micro Transit 
Pilot Project Phase 1 and Phase 2 for implementation. 

2. Statement of Work and Methodology (25 pts) 
~ The Proposer has a concise and clear statement of work that showcases an ability to meet 

the desired tirne!ine, achieve project outcomes, and address service design components. 
Oll The Proposer has clearly communicated their unique methodology and product 

differentiators that best fit this project's needs, 
• The Proposer has demonstrated ability to work with subcontractors listed in their proposal. 
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>II!' The Proposer has dearly articulated the technology functiona!1ty, security, and user 
experience as they re!ate to the requirements of this project 

J, Performance Metrics and References from Similar Projects (30 pts) 
<!! References were able to provide feedback and information regarding the Proposer's 

experience and qualifications based on slrn!iar projects and/or services as outlined in this 
RFP, 

>II!' Proposer has provided project details from similar clients deemed to be satisfactory by the 
City of Inglewood. 

<8> Proposer has achieved core metrics and outcomes with slml!ar projects that are leading in 
the field of rnicrotransiL 

4, Cost ( 15 pts) 
(> The Proposer has provided a comprehensive menu of costs that showcase the breadth 

and depth of the operational options for the service design. 
>II!' The Proposer has provided a recommended operations cost estimate to launch the pHot 

program that ls withln the City's cost estimations, No specific City budget amount \Vi!! be 
provided to proposers. 

it DEVELOPMENT OF FINAL AGREEMENT 

Inglewood plans to issue an Agreement following issuance of this RFP. The successful Proposer will 
be subject to the terms of the Agreement 

8. i Agreement Execution 

The City of Inglewood intends to enter into an Agreement v"ilth the selected Proposer based upon 
evaluation criteria defined herein. After the evaluation process is completed, a maximum ten ('10) day 
limit viii!! be estabHshed for the Agreement to be executed. If the Agreement is not executed by a 
successful Proposer within the set time period, the City reserves the right to extend the t!rne period or 
to enter into an Agreement with another Proposer. The City reserves the right to revise the draft 
Agreement a) to reflect the successful Proposer's financial proposals, b) as necessary to achieve the 
City's best interests as determined by the City in its sole discretion, and c) to approve or reject 
changes to any Team based on objective criteria, at its sole discretion, Upon the commencement date 
of the Agreement, Inglewood wiH provide updated information on data and materials necessary to 
Implement a successful pilot shuttle project subject to the terrns and conditions of the Agreement. 

~l2 Threshold Requirements 

A written submittal to this RFP will be the primary basis on which the City wi!J consider Its award for 
the contract. Therefore, Proposers should be thorough, detailed, and as concise as possible when 
responding to each proposal Hern and proposals must be complete and responsive to a!! Hems 
identified in this RFP. in the written proposal, Proposers must include responses to a!! proposal items 
requested and Proposer's concept must be aligned with the proposed system. Proposers wm not be 
able to add to or modify their proposals after the proposal due date, The City may deem a Proposer 
non-responsive if the Proposer fails to provide a!! required documents and copies. ln submitting the 
proposal, the Proposer agrees the proposal 'Nill remain val.id for 180 days after the deadline for 
submission of proposals and may be extended beyond that time by mutual agrnement. 

9. GENERAL PROVISIONS 
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The City of Inglewood hereby extends an invitation to submit a proposal, in accordance with this 
Request for Proposal (RFP), to provide labor and or materials f:or the designated service, 
Furthermore, the City makes no representation that any agreement wi!! be awarded to any firm 
responding to this request There are no expressed or implied obligations for the City to reimburse 
responding firrns for any expense Incurred in preparing a proposal in response to this request Al! 
information submitted to the City of Inglewood shall beco1Tle property of the City and 1,vil! be returned 
to the Proposer at the City's option, 

9, 1 Payment Terms 

Standard payment shall be made by City check, 

£L2 Inglewood Business Tax Certificate 

The vendor agrees to, at a!i times during the performance of the agreement, obtain and maintain an 
Inglewood City Business Tax Certificate, The purchase of the Certificate must be made prior to the 
rendering of services and a copy of the Certificate must be for11arded to the Purchasing Division. 

9.3 Sales Tax 

The City of !ng!ev1ood !s subject to the payment of sales tax, A!! suppliers will be required to include in 
your proposal/price quote the City of Inglewood sales tax rate of 10°/o. !fa Proposer falls to include the 
City's sales tax rate in their proposaL the City will add the 10% amount to the proposal for evaluation 
purposes. 

9.4 Request for Information 

Firms shall provide any and al! information requested by the City to assist !n deterrnlning the 
Proposers' ability to provide quality services as outlined in Section 4 Scope of Services, 

9.5 Basic E!iglbmty 

The successful Proposer must be licensed to do business in the State of Ca!lfornia. !n addition, the 
successful Proposer must not be debarred suspended, or other.vise ine!!g!b!c to contract with the City 
of Inglewood, 

9,6 Insurance Requirements 

When a contractor does work under a City contract, the managing department must have on file valid 
certificates of insurance and the required endorsements. The department must submit the required 
certificates and endorsements to the City Clerk, who will then forward the documents to the City 
Attorney's Office for review. 

Required lnsurance Coverage: The contractor and/or !ts subcontractor shall obtain and maintain at its 
e;i<pense, until completion of performance and acceptance by City, the fo!!mv!ng insurance placed with 
an insurer admitted to write insurance in the state of California or a non-admitted insurer on State of 
California's List of Approved Surpius Lines lr.surers (LASU) and the non-admitted insurer must have a 
rating of, or equivalent to, A:\!!!! by AM. Best Company: 

a} Commercial Genera! Uabl!ity Commercial Genera! Uab!Hty (equivaient in coverage scope to 
Insurance Services Office, Inc, (!SO) form CG 00 Oi ii 85ori1 88) in an amount not less 
than $5,000,000 per occurrence and $10,000,000 genera! aggregate, Such insurance shall 
include products and completed operations !!ability. independent contractor's Hab!!ity, broad 
form contractual !iabHlty. and cross !labi!!ty protection. The "City of Inglewood, its off!cia!s. 
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employees, agents, and volunteers" must be separately endorsed to the policy as additional 
insureds on an endorsemont equivalent to Insurance SHrvices Offic(o, Inc (!SO} forms CG 20 
i O i i 85 or CG 20 26 i -1 85, 

b} Cornrnercla! Autorriobl!e UabH!ty Commercial /\utornob!!e Uabllity (equivalent in coverage 
scope to !SO form CA 00 Oi 060 92) in an amount not less than $5,000,000 combined single 
!!rn!t per accident for bodily injury and propetiy darnage covering Auto Syrnbol i {Any Awb), lf 
an awtomobile is not used in connection with the services provided by the contractor, the 
contractor should provide (J written request for a waiver of this requirement 

c) Workers' Compensation and Employer's Uabl!ity Workers; Compensation as required by the 
Ca!lfomia Labor Code and Employer's Liabi!!ty !nan amount not iess than $'1,000,000 per 
accident 

Required Insurance Docurnentat!on: 
a) Certificate of Insurance 

The contractor must provide a Certificate of Insurance evidencing the required insurance set 
forth above, The Certificate Holder rnust be the "City of Inglewood,'' and the Cert!ficab? 
Holder's address must be the address of the City of !ng!ewoocL 

b) Endorsements 
!n addltion to the Certificate of Insurance, the contractor must provide the foi!ovdng 
endorsements: 

Cancellation Notice Endorsements: 
Each policy rnust be endorsed to provide that the policy shall not be canci?!!ed or non~renewed 
by either party or reduced in coverage or !!mits (except by paid claims) unless the insurer has 
provided the C!ty with written notice thirty (30) days prior to cance!!atlon or ten (i 0) days 
\Nr!tten notice for cance!latlon due to nonpayment of premiurn, 

Primary and Non-contributory Coverage Endorsements: 
The genera! liability and (!f required) professional liability policies must be endorsed to provide 
that each policy shall apply on a primary and non-contributing basis in re!atlon to any 
insurance or self-insurance, primary or excess, maintained by or available to the City or its 
officials, employees and agents. 

\Naiver or Mod!ficat!on of the Insurance Requirements: 
Any 'Naiver or modification of the insurance requirements can on!y be made by the City 
Attorney, A!! waivers or modifications request are rm,dewed on a case-by-case basis, 

9. 7 Indemnification 

The Proposer shall indemnify, defend and hold harmless the City and its officials, officers, employees, 
agents, and volunteers frorn and against a!! e!akns, darnages, losses and expenses including attorney 
fees arlslng out of the perforrnance of the 1,vork described hereln. caused in vvho!e or in pati by any 
neg!1gent act or omission of the operator, anyone directly or indirectly employed by any of them or 
anyone for whose acts may be liable, except 'Where caused by the active, sole neg!!gence, or wi!!ful 
misconduct of the City, if any action or proceeding is brought against Indemnities by reason of any act 
of the rnatters against which consultant has agreed to indemnify Indemnities as provided above, 
vendor, upon notice from City, shall defend Indemnities at Proposer's expense by counsel acceptable 
to City, such acceptance not to be unreasonably wlthheld, 

9.8 Non~Discrimination 
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No d!scrim!nat!on sha!! be made in the recruitment or employment of persons v,;orking on behalf of or 
as an agent for the City of Inglewood because of the race, religious creed, color, nationai origin, 
ancestry, physical disabi!ity, rnenta! disability, medical condition, genetic inforrnation, marital status, 
sex, gender identity, gender expression, age, sexual orientation, or rni!itary and veteran status or any 
other iega!1y prntected class except as provided Jn Section 12940 of the Government Code, and every 
vendor for the City of !ngle1,vood violatin9 this section is subject to all the penalties lrnposed for a 
violation of this chapter (California State Labor Code §1735: Discrimination !n Employment Because 
of Race, Color, etc,). 

fL9 Basic E!!glbl!!ty 

Evaluat!ons 'Nil! be based upon evaluation criteria defined herein Hsted in this document under Section 
7 EVALUATION AND SELECTION PROCESS, The City may se!ect a limited number of consultants 
for ln-person intervimvs before awarding a contract to the successful Proposer. 

9, 1 O Execution of Agreement 

A Proposer to whom avvard is rnade shall furnish a!! services in accordance with the provisions hereof 
and wlthln the time stated In the proposaL If a Proposer to w'horn an award is made falls or refuses to 
enter into the contract as herein provided or to conform to any of the stipulated requirements in 
connection therewlth, an award may be made to the Proposer 'Nhose proposal ls next most 
acceptable to the City, Such Proposer sha!! fulfill e\1001 stipulation ernbraced herein as if he/she 'Nere 
the party to i,,vhom the first award was made. A corporation to which an award is made \Ni!! be 
required, before the contract is finally executed, to furnish evidence of its corporate existence and of 
fts rights to conduct business Jn the state of California. 

9, 1 i Termination of Agreement 

The City may terminate the contract at its ov.rn discretion or when conditions encountered make it 
1rnpossib!e or impracticable to proceed, or when the City is prevented from proceeding with the 
contract by !aw, or by official action of a public authority, 

9,12 Right of City to Withhold Payment 

The City may withhold or nullify the whole or any part of any payment due the vendor to such extent 
as may reasonably be necessary to protect the Clty from loss as a result of: 

1. Defective rnater!als not remedied in accord a nee 'Nith provisions of specifications 
2. Claims or liens filed or reasonable evidence indicating probable filing of claims or liens 
3_ Whenever the City shall, in accordance herewith, withhold any rnon!es other.vise due the 

vendor, written notice of the amount withheld, and the reasons therefore shall be glven the 
vendor, and, when the vendor shall remove the grounds for such withholding, the City w!!! pay 
to the vendor, within :35 calendar days, the amount so withheld. 

9. 13 Cost of Proposal 

The Proposer must present a concise list of the scope of services and the work products that the firm 
proposes to provide_ Expenses such as travel, postage, reproduction and related costs necessarily 
incurred by Proposer are to be reflected. Such expenses will not be eligible for relrnbursement unless 
approved by the City in advance. Any costs incurred by Contractor \Nr1ich are not specifically provided 
for hereln sha!! be the sole •::ixp•3nse of the Contractor, Any omlssJons or ambiguities w!!! be construed 
most favorable to the City, 

9, 14 Duration of Agreement 
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The duration ot the agreement shall be tOr a term of one year (i2 rnonths}, with four possible 
extensions of one year each based on performance of the p!lot demonstration project, ability to flex 
and/or expand the service attributes to maximize service delivery, costs, and a successful paiinershlp 
with LA vVA/LAK 

9.15 Choice of LawNenue 

This agreement shall be interpreted, construed and governed according to the laws of tho State of 
California, In the event of litigation between the parties. venue in state trial courts shall lie exclusively 
in the County of Los Angeles, Superior Court, Southvvest District, located at 825 Map!Ei Avenue. 
Torrance, California 90503-5058, In the event of litigation in the United States District Court, venue 
shan !le exclusively in the Central District of California, in Los Angeles, California, 

9:16 Addendums {Revisions to the RFP and/or Responses to Questions and Comments) 

In the event that it becomes necessary to clarify or revise this RFP, such c!arificaHon or revision wHl 
be by Addendum, Any Addendum wi!l become part of this RFP and part of any contract awarded as a 
result of this RFP, Any questions submitted by the deadline win be addressed and the anmNers will be 
posted on!ine, A!! addenda and responses 'Will be posted on the City of Inglewood \Vebsite, 
hllps://'f/\NVV .citvofing)swood. org!Bid s .aspx 

9, 17 Proposal Preparation Costs 

The Proposer shall pay for all costs associated with a proposal preparation, The City shall not pay for 
or reimburse any costs relating to the proposal preparation, 

HL APPENDICES AND ATTACHMENTS 

APPENDIX A: INSTRUCTIONS TO PROPOSERS 

Before submitting your proposal, have you properly completed the fo!!ovving? 

1, PROPOSAL 
Have you responded to the proposed scope of services? 
Have you submitted all requirements per this Request for 
Proposals? 
Are Proposal materials and recent financial statements prepared 
and submitted as requested? 
Is Proposal properly signed and dated? 

2, CONTRACT COMPLIANCE 
Have you completed trie non-collusion affidavit? 
!s the non-collusion affidavit properly signed by a Company 
Officer? 
Have you examined, and do you understand the requirements 
and subrnitta!s to be furnished on the project? 

3. BUSINESS TAX CERTIFICATE 
Are you aware of Inglewood Business Tax Certificate? 
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4. REFERENCE LIST 
Have you completed the Reference Ust? 

5. DESIGNATION OF SUBCONTRACTORS 
Have you listed a!! subcontractors (if applicable)? 

6. APPENDICES 
Have you reviewed the Appendices section and completed 
al! forms? 

APPENDIX B: DESIGNATION OF SUBCONTRACTORS 

In compliance with the Subletting and Subcontracting Fair Practices Act (commencing at Section 
4i00 of the Public Contract Code) and any amendments thereof, each quote shall set forth below: 
(a) the name and location of the place of bu.s!ness of each subcontractor who will perform work 
labor, and or render service to the vendor in or about the construction of the ·.vork or improvement 
to be performed under this contract in an amount in excess of one-half of one percent of the 
vendor's total quotation, and (b) the portion of the work which w!!I be done by each subcontractor 
under this act The vendor shall Hst only one subcontractor for each such portion as is defined by 
the vendor in this quotation. 

If a vendor fails to specify a subcontractor or if a vendor specifies more than one subcontractor for 
the same portion of work to be performed under the contract in excess of one-half of one percent 
of the vendor's total quotation, the vendor shall be deemed to have agreed that he/she is fully 
qualified and will perform that portion themselves. 

No vendor whose quotation is accepted shall (a) substitute any subcontractor, (b) permit any 
subcontract to be voluntarily assigned or transferred or allow it to be performed by anyone other 
than the original subcontractor listed in the original quotation, or (c) subcontract any portion of the 
work !n excess of one-half of one percent of the vendor's total quotation as to which his/her 
original quotation did not designate a subcontractor, except as authorized in the Subletting and 
Subcontracting Fair Practices Act. Subletting or subcontracting of any portion of the work in 
excess of one-half of one percent of the vendor's total quotation as to which no subcontractor was 
designated in the original quotation shall only be permitted in cases of public emergency or 
necessity, and then only after a finding reduced to writing as a public record of the authority 
awarding thls contract setting forth the facts constituting the emergency or necessity. 

Subcontractors and/or major equipment suppliers 

Address Type of License No, 
~-----------------ic--&_C_it~y--~t-s_e_r_vi_c_e~~···-................. EL~PJ?..!.iE.~~!~1.. ............... . 

. ~---------------+-----~~~-----~··~ ~·~·~-·~~ ...... ~ ...... ····························· 

I 
! 
!. ......... --------------~---·-..... w ................................................................................................ ···························································-······-J 



APPENDIX: C: REFERENCES FOR WORK COMPLETED ON SIMILAR PROJECTS 

(Provide three (3) references using the format below) 

i" .. 6r:ga nization/ Agency: 
L ............. ------------;------------------------1 

Address: 
.................. ~,,_~ ...... ~.~ ........ --.. ·~ 

: Contact Person: 
;.........~~----························--·--················································································································································································································~ .......... Wft .... w.¥-......................................... . 

i Phone: 
-~·-··············· .. ···································································•······························································· ........................................................... . 
i Email: 

t···rsroJect Description: 

I 

:~:~::: ~~::-8~~-~-------t---·--··~·································--············--··----············································································································· 

~:~r~~::::o(:;::by ! ·················--··-·'"··~----····· ·····································~····-·~-~~ 
I :~~~c~),~ra~~~-L............................ - - _J 

Key performance metrics \ 
for the project !ifecyc!e · 
(such as but not !lmited to 
average cost per vehicle 
hour, ot>time guaranteed 
arrlva! rates, trips per 
vehicle hour, passengers 
per day, and passenger 
ratings) and whether 
project goals related to 
KP!s were met 

~Relevant Project Materials, 
Vveb Links, Press Links: 



APPENDIX D: DECLARATION FOR THE PROPOSER 

! declare, under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California, that I am an authorized 
agent or officer of the entity submitting this proposal and, in such capacity, I am empovvered to submit 
this proposal on behalf of (entity): 

Proposer/Operator Firm 

I also verify that al! information submitted and contained herein is true and correct to the best of my 
knowledge and belief. 

BY: 

Signature 

Printed Name 

---·····················'-·····················--- --------··--·----
Position/Title 

Date of Execution 
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APPENDIX E: NON~COLLUS!ON DECLARATION 

The undersigned hereby declares and says: 

That he/she has not, either directly or indirectly, entered into any agreement, participated in any 
collusion, or otheiwise taken any action in restraint of free competitive proposal offered in connection 
wlth the contract described below, 

(Fu!! description of contract): 

-~~-· .. ························--······--·····················-······· 

-~~···················~-···········~-·-------· 

...................................................... ~····················································································································---~·-·······························---· 

·---~"·······················-"•••'-"······································ 

I declare, under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California, that the foregoing ls true 
and correct to the best of my knowledge. 

Executed at ______________ , Cal!fornia, on 

(Month & Date) , 20 __________ _ 

Signature of Officer or Authorized Agent 

Print Name and Title of Officer or Authorized Agent 
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APPENDIX F: NO PROPOSAL FORM 

To al! Proposers: 

!f you do not intend to submit a proposal for this project, please indicate below and return this form to 
the purchasing division of the city of Inglewood. 

---~The firm cannot supply the services as specified, please change the classification of our 
firm to the following: 

---~The firm belrnv cannot submit a proposal at this t!me because of the fo!!ovving; 

____ The firm below is not interested in being on the city of Inglewood vendor list, please remove 
our name. 

---------------------------

Phone: ~ ............................................................................................................ ---~-"""-"""···"--..................................................... .. 

Name of Individual:--------------------

Signature:-----------------------

Date:--------· 
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The Silverstein Law Firm, APC 
July 21, 2020 

July 21, 2020 CC Hearing, Agenda Item No. PH-4; 
Further Objections to IBEC Project SCH 2018021056; 

FEIR and Other Approvals 

EXHIBIT 8 



Transit Oriented Development Plan for Downtown Inglewood and Fairview Heights 

4.E Traffic and Circulation 

4.E.1 INTRODUCTION 

This section analyzes impacts on existing and future transportation and circulation systems that would 

result from implementation of the proposed TOD Plan for Downtown Inglewood and Fairview 

Heights. Transportation-related issues of concern that are addressed include traffic on local and 

regional roadways, transit, bicycles, pedestrians, parking, freight loading, and construction-related 

activities. Transportation impacts are assessed for weekday AM and PM commute periods for existing 

and cumulative conditions. 

This section is based on information contained in the Downtown Inglewood and Fairview Heights 

Transportation Study, prepared by Iteris, a copy of which is included as Appendix B, Traffic Impact 

Analysis. 

DEFINITIONS 

• Average Daily Traffic (ADT) represents the average traffic volume during a typical 24-hour 
day. 

• Bike Lane refers to a corridor expressly reserved by markings for bicycles, existing on a street 
or roadway in addition to any lanes for use by motorized vehicles (Class 2 Bikeway). 

• Bike Path refers to a paved route not on a street or roadway and expressly reserved for 
bicycles. Bike paths may parallel roads but typically are separated from them (Class I Bikeway). 

• Bike Route refers to a facility shared with motorists and identified by signs or pavement 
marking symbols. A bike route does not have lane stripes (Class 3 Bikeway). 

• Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) is a bus-based transit system that generally has specialized design, 
services and infrastructure to improve system quality and remove the typical causes of delay. 
BRT aims to combine the capacity and speed oflight rail with the flexibility, lower cost and 
simplicity of a bus system by providing fully dedicated bus lanes along a significant part of 
their route. In addition, a BRT system typically has one or more of the following elements: 

o Alignment in the center of the road (to avoid typical curb-side delays); 

o Stations with off-board fare collection (to reduce boarding and alighting delay related 
to paying the driver); 

o Station platforms level with the bus floor (to reduce boarding and alighting delay 
caused by steps); and/or 

o Bus priority at intersections (to avoid intersection signal delay). 

• Collector refers to a transitional street design that is between arterials and local streets. A 
collector is typically designed to carry 3,000 to IO,ooo vehicles per day with one or more travel 
lane in each direction. 

• Congestion Management Plans (CMP) are state-mandated programs (Government Code 
§65089a) that requires each county to prepare a plan to relieve congestion and reduce air 
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pollution. Unless otherwise specified, references to the Congestion Management Plan are to 
the CMP as adopted by SCAG for Los Angeles County. 

• Level of Service (LOS) represents the quality of an intersection or freeway mainline segment 
based on volume to capacity ratio or delay. LOS values range from LOS A (best) to LOS F 
(worst). See Methodology below for a full description of LOS and how it is used throughout this 
section. 

• Major Arterial is a roadway that is typically designed to carry over 30,000 vehicles per day 
with a minimum of two full-time through lanes in each direction in addition to a separate 
median lane (raised or painted) to accommodate left turn movements. 

• Minor Arterial is a roadway that is typically designed to carry 15,000 to 30,000 vehicles per 
day, with minimum of two travel lanes in each direction. A separate (generally painted) 
median lane to accommodate left turn movement is desirable if there is sufficient roadway 
width. 

• Paratransit consists of an alternative mode of passenger transportation that does not follow 
fixed routes or schedules, and consists typically of vans or minibuses. Paratransit services are 
operated by public transit agencies, community groups or not-for-profit corporations, and for 
profit private companies or operators. 

• Passenger Car Equivalent (PCE) is a factor used to adjust heavy vehicles for an accurate 
evaluation of passenger car trips. PCE volumes were computed using a PCE factor of1.5 for 2-
axle trucks, 2.0 for 3-axle trucks, and 3.0 for trucks with 4 or more axles. PCE volumes for 
freeway segments were computed using a PCE factor ofr.5 for all trucks because the impact of 
trucks on freeway operations is less compared to intersection operations. For more 
information on the methodologies used to derive PCE for freeway segments, please refer to the 
Traffic Impact Analysis in Appendix B. 

• Peak Hour represents the one-hour period between 7:00 and 9:00 AM and 4:00 and 6:00 PM 
that experiences the heaviest amount of traffic on a given intersection, freeway interchange, or 
freeway mainline segment. 

• Right-of-Way refers to any place, which is dedicated to use by the public for pedestrian and 
vehicular travel. A right-of-way may include, but is not limited to, a street, sidewalk, curb, and 
gutter. A right-of-way may be a crossing, intersection, parkway, median, highway, alley, lane, 
mall, court, way, avenue, boulevard, road, roadway, railway, viaduct, subway, tunnel, bridge, 
thoroughfare, park square, or other similar public way. 

• Trip refers to a one-way journey that proceeds from an origin to a destination via a single 
mode of transportation, and is the smallest unit of movement considered in transportation 
studies. Each trip has one "production end" (origin) and one "attraction end" (destination). 

4.E.2 APPLICABLE PLANS, POLICIES, AND REGULATIONS 

Implementation of the proposed TOD Plan is subject to a range of federal, state, regional, and local 

plans, policies, and regulations, which are described below. 
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FEDERAL PLANS, POLICIES, AND REGULATIONS 

Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990 

Titles I, II, III, and V of the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) have been codified in Title 42 of the 

United States Code, beginning at Section I2IOI. Title III prohibits discrimination on the basis of 

disability in places of public accommodation (i.e., businesses and non-profit agencies that serve the 

public) and commercial facilities (i.e., other businesses). This regulation includes Appendix A to Part 

36, Standards for Accessible Design, which establishes minimum standards for ensuring accessibility 

when designing and constructing a new facility or altering an existing facility. Examples of key 

guidelines include detectable warning 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. 

STATE PLANS, POLICIES, AND REGULATIONS 

Ca1trnns 

Interstate freeways and State Routes are under the jurisdiction of the California Department of 

Transportation (Caltrans), which sets standards, policies, and strategic plans for the more than 

45,000 miles of California's highway and freeway lanes, including the I-w5 and I-405 freeways that are 

within two miles of the Downtown planning area. Caltrans administers its services through its six 

primary programs: Aeronautics, Highway Transportation, Mass Transportation, Transportation 

Planning, Administration, and the Equipment Service Center.Under the Transportation Planning 

program, Caltrans runs the State of California's bicycle program. The Bicycle Facilities Unit, acting as 

Caltrans' bicycle division, provides policy, funding, planning, and technical expertise in bicycle 

transportation in consultation with federal, state, and local transportation agencies, Caltrans 

headquarters and district staff, legislative staff, and the public. The Caltrans Highway Design Manual 

establishes uniform policies and procedures to carry out the highway design functions of Caltrans. 

Complete Streets Act 

The California Complete Streets Act of 2008 (Assembly Bill 1358) requires cities and counties making 

substantive revisions to the circulation element of their general plans to include modifications to plan for 

complete streets. The act states: "In order to fulfill the commitment to reduce greenhouse gas emissions, 

make the most efficient use of urban land and transportation infrastructure, and improve public health 

by encouraging physical activity, transportation planners must find innovative ways to reduce vehicle 

miles traveled (VMT) and to shift from short trips in the automobile to biking, walking and use of 

public transit." California Government Code Section 65302(b)(2)(A) requires that, upon any substantial 

revision of a community's general plan circulation element, the circulation element must be amended 

to plan for "a balanced, multimodal transportation network that meets the needs of all users of the 

streets, roads, and highways for safe and convenient travel in a manner that is suitable to the rural, 

suburban, or urban context of the general plan." Subsection B defines "users of streets, roads, and 

highways" as "bicyclists, children, persons with disabilities, motorists, movers of commercial goods, 

pedestrians, users of public transportation, and seniors." 
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Senate Bill 743 Revisions to CEQA Guidelines 

On January 26, 2m6, released a revise draft SB 743 Guidelines document to implement the provisions 

of Senate Bill 743 (Steinberg, 2m3), which required changes to State CEQA Guidelines regarding the 

analysis of transportation impacts. The revised CEQA Guidelines will establish new criteria for 

determining the significance of transportation impacts and define alternative metrics to replace delay

based metrics such as LOS in CEQA documents. Vehicle miles travelled has been identified as the 

most appropriate metric to evaluate a project's transportation impacts. Once the Natural Resources 

Agency adopts these changes to the CEQA Guidelines, automobile delay, as measured by "level of 

service" and other similar metrics, will no longer constitute a significant environmental effect under 

CEQA. Because the revised CEQA Guidelines being considered by the Natural Resources Agency were 

not adopted at the time of the Notice of Preparation for this TOD Plan EIR, and are not likely to be 

adopted prior to certification of the Final EIR, the analysis contained in this EIR follows existing 

CEQA Guidelines as they exist in May 2016 at the time of the NOP for the proposed TOD Plan. 

REGIONAL PLAN, POLICIES, AND REGULATIONS 

SCAG Draft 2016 - 2040 Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy 

On April 7, 2016 SCAG's Regional Council adopted the 2m6 - 2040 Regional Transportation 

Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (2m6 RTP/SCS) and the goals and policies relevant to the 

proposed TOD Plan have been listed below: 

Goals 

I. Align the plan investments and policies with improving regional economic development and 
competitiveness. 

2. Maximize mobility and accessibility for all people and goods in the region. 

3. Ensure travel safety and reliability for all people and goods in the region. 

4. Preserve and ensure a sustainable regional transportation system. 

5. Maximize the productivity of our transportation system. 

6. Protect the environment and health of our residents by improving air quality and encouraging 
active transportation (e.g., bicycling and walking). 

7. Actively encourage and create incentives for energy efficiency, where possible. 

8. Encourage land use and growth patterns that facilitate transit and active transportation. 

Policies 

Identify regional strategic areas for infill and investment: Identify strategic opportunity areas for 
infill development of aging and underutilized areas and increased investment in order to 
accommodate future growth. This strategy makes efficient use of existing and planned 
infrastructure, revitalizes communities, and maintains or improves quality oflife. Strategic areas 
are primarily identified as those with potential for transit oriented development, existing and 
emerging centers, and small mixed-use areas. 
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Develop "Complete Communities": Create mixed-use districts or "complete communities" in strategic 
growth areas through a concentration of activities with housing, employment, and a mix of retail 
and services, located in close proximity to each other. Focusing a mix ofland uses in strategic 
growth areas creates complete communities wherein most daily needs can be met within a short 
distance of home, providing residents with the opportunity to patronize their local area and run 
daily errands by walking or cycling rather traveling by automobile. 

Plan for additional housing and jobs near transit: Pedestrian-friendly environments and more 
compact development patterns in close proximity to transit serve to support and improve transit 
use and ridership. Focusing housing and employment growth in transit-accessible locations 
through this transit-oriented development approach will serve to reduce auto use and support 
more multi-modal travel behavior. 

Plan for changing demand in types of housing: Shifts in the labor force, as the large cohort of aging 
"baby boomers" retires over the next 15 years and is replaced by new immigrants and "echo 
boomers," will likely induce a demand shift in the housing market for additional development 
types such as multi-family and infill housing in central locations, appealing to the needs and 
lifestyles of these large populations. 

Continue to protect stable, existing single-family areas: Continue to protect stable existing single
family neighborhoods as future growth and a more diverse housing stock are accommodated in 
infill locations near transit stations, in nodes along corridors and in existing centers. Concurrently, 
focusing growth in central areas and maintaining less development in outlying areas preserves the 
housing option for large-lot single-family homes, while reducing the number oflong trips and 
vehicle miles traveled to employment centers. 

Congestion Management Program 

In 1990, the California Legislature enacted the Congestion Management Program (CMP) to implement 

Proposition III, a state-wide transportation funding proposal that required local governments to 

implement mitigation measures to offset the impacts from new development on the regional 

transportation system. The CMP addresses the impact of local growth on the regional transportation 

system; the goal is to examine the interactions among land use, transportation, and air quality and to 

make decisions at the regional and local level in consideration of these interactions. Los Angeles 

County Metro is the designated agency responsible for implementing the CMP for Los Angeles 

County. 

When LOS requirements are not maintained on portions of the CMP highway and roadway system, a 

deficiency plan is required that analyzes the cause of the deficiency and the implementation costs of 

various alternatives such as roadway modifications, programs, or actions to measurably improve 

performance. Highways must maintain at least LOSE, which is essentially one grade better than 

gridlock and is defined by a level of service where traffic flow fluctuates in terms of speed and flow 

rates, operating speeds average 35 miles per hour, and delays are significant. For arterial streets, LOSE 

occurs where long queues of vehicles are waiting upstream of an intersection and it may take several 

signal cycles for a vehicle to clear the intersection. A jurisdiction failing to comply with the CMP may 

have its allocation of the state gas tax withheld. 

The CMP for Los Angeles County requires that the traffic impact of individual development projects of 

potential regional significance be analyzed. A specific system of arterial roadways plus all freeways 
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comprise the CMP system. A total of164 intersections are identified for monitoring on the system in 

Los Angeles County. This section describes the analysis of project-related impacts on the CMP system. 

The analysis has been conducted according to the guidelines set forth in the 2mo Congestion 

Management Program for Los Angeles County. 

According to the CMP Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) Guidelines developed by Metro, a CMP traffic 

impact analysis is required given the following conditions: 

• CMP arterial monitoring intersections, including freeway on- or off-ramps, where the 

proposed project would add 50 or more trips during either the AM or PM weekday peak hours. 

• CMP freeway monitoring locations where the proposed project would add 150 or more trips, in 

either direction, during either the AM or PM weekday peak hours. 

According to the CMP guidelines, a significant impact occurs when a proposed project increases traffic 

demand on a CMP facility by 2 percent of capacity (V/C 2 0.02 for arterial locations or DIC 2 0.02 for 

freeway locations), causing LOS F (V.C > I.OO for arterial locations or DIC > 1.00 for freeway locations). 

LOCAL PLANS, POLICIES, AND REGULATIONS 

City of Inglewood General Plan Circulation Element 

The General Plan Circulation Element identifies the system of freeways, major and minor arterials, 

and collector streets needed to carry traffic within and through the community. In addition to the 

I-405, I-uo, and I-w5 freeways, the arterial and collector roadways within the Downtown Inglewood 

and Fairview Heights Areas identified in the Circulation Element are described below in Section 4.E.3. 

The Circulation Element also describes transit services within Inglewood, and sets forth a bicycle 

routes plan. 

4.E.3 ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 

VEHICULAR CIRCULATION 

Freeway Network 

The San Diego Freeway (I-405) is a major north-south freeway that connects the San Fernando Valley 

and areas to the north to the west side of Los Angeles, and south to Long Beach and Orange County. 

Between the I-IO Freeway and La Cienega Boulevard, the I-405 freeway travels in a northwest/ 

southeast direction. The freeway varies between four and five lanes in each direction with several 

sections having auxiliary lanes between successive on- and off-ramps. 

Access to the I-405 freeway from Florence Avenue is provided by an atypical interchange. Just south of 

Industrial Avenue, La Cienega Boulevard splits into separate one-way segments in each direction that 

cross over the I-405 freeway and merge again at Florence Avenue. The southbound segment merges 

with the southbound freeway on- and off-ramps before intersecting Florence Avenue. The 
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northbound segment of La Cienega Boulevard merges with the northbound off-ramp before 

intersecting Industrial Avenue. 

The Glenn Anderson Freeway & Transitway (I-105) is an east/west route along the south edge of 

Inglewood. It consists of one High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) lane and three general purpose traffic 

lanes in each direction. The Metro Green Line LRT route is located within the median of this freeway. 

Arterial and Collector Roadway Network 

A brief description of the major roadways serving the Downtown Inglewood and Fairview Heights 

Plan areas is provided below. These roadway descriptions include discussion of the current General 

Plan Circulation Element designations for these roadway (e.g., major arterial, minor arterial, collector). 

It should be noted that specific roadways and roadway segments cannot always be built-out to their 

ultimate classification due to adjacent land uses and design requirements. 

lvlajor East/West Roadways 

Beach Avenue is designated as a collector in the City's Circulation Element. The avenue has one travel 

lane in each direction, with on-street parking on both sides. The speed limit is 30 mph. 

Fairview Boulevard runs in an east-west orientation, joining Hyde Park Boulevard on the east. The 

portion of the street within the TOD Plan area is designated as a Collector in the City's Circulation 

Element. The street has one travel lane in each direction, with on-street parking on both sides. The 

speed limit is 25 mph. 

Florence Avenue traverses the area with two travel lanes in each direction. There is also a bike lane in 

each direction between Locust Street and Redondo Boulevard. It is classified as a major arterial in the 

City's Circulation Element, and provides an east-west connection from the I-no freeway through 

Inglewood to the I-405 freeway. There is no on-street parking in the TOD Plan area. Florence Avenue 

is part of the County's CMP network. The designated speed limit is 40 mph. 

Grace Avenue runs in an east-west orientation between Locust Street and Hillcrest Boulevard, and is 

designated as a local street. Grace Avenue consists of one travel lane in each direction, with parallel on

street parking on the north and southeastern side and angled on-street parking in the southwestern 

portion of the street. The speed limit is 25 mph. 

Hyde Park Boulevard runs in an east-west orientation north of Florence Avenue. It is designated as a 

collector in the City's General Plan. The street has one travel lane in each direction, with on-street 

parking on both sides. The speed limit is 30 mph. 

Juniper Street is classified as a collector in the City's General Plan Circulation Element, connecting 

Eucalyptus Avenue to La Brea Avenue and Hyde Park Boulevard. The street has one travel lane in 

each direction and provides on-street parking on both sides. The speed limit is 25 mph. 
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Manchester Boulevard has two travel lanes in the westward direction and two travel lanes west of 

Hillcrest Boulevard and three travel lanes east of Hillcrest Boulevard in the eastward direction. It is 

classified as a major arterial in the City's Circulation Element, and provides an east-west connection 

from the I-no freeway through the heart ofinglewood west to Playa Del Rey. Manchester Boulevard 

passes by multiple key locations including the Inglewood Park Cemetery, The Forum, and Inglewood 

High School. There is on-street parking on both sides of Manchester Boulevard, which is part of the 

CMP network. The speed limit is 35 mph. 

Regent Street runs in an east-west orientation south of Florence Avenue. It is designated as a collector 

in the City's Circulation Element. The street has one travel lane in each direction with parking on both 

sides of the street. The speed limit is 35 mph. 

Warren Lane runs in a southwest direction from Park Avenue to CentinelaAvenue. It is designated as 

a collector in the City's Circulation Element. The street has one travel lane in each direction, with 

parking on both sides. The speed limit is 25 mph. 

Redondo Boulevard parallels the Metro rail right-of-way, and connects to West Boulevard. Redondo 

Boulevard has one travel lane in each direction, and there is angled parking along the southern side of 

the street. The speed limit is 35 mph. 

Major North/South Streets 

Centinela Avenue runs in a north-south orientation in the TOD Plan beginning at Florence Avenue 

and continuing north through Hyde Park Boulevard, where it curves to the west and runs in an east

west direction through La Cienega Boulevard and continues through the west under I-405. Centinela 

Avenue is classified as a major arterial in the City's General Plan Circulation Element and consists of 

two travel lanes in each direction. There is on-street parking on both sides within the TOD Plan area. 

The speed limit is established as 40 mph. 

Crenshaw Boulevard lies to the east of the TOD Plan and runs in a north-south orientation with three 

travel lanes in each direction. Crenshaw Boulevard is classified as a major arterial in the City's General 

Plan Circulation Element. Crenshaw Boulevard provides access to I-105 on the southern edge of 

Inglewood, and to I-IO north of the City. There is on-street parking on both sides of the boulevard. The 

speed limit is established as 35 mph. 

Eucalyptus Avenue lies west of La Brea Avenue and runs in a north-south orientation for the entire 

length of the city limits with one travel lane in each direction. It is classified as a minor arterial in the 

City's Circulation Element. There is on-street parking south of Manchester Boulevard, and limited 

parking in certain segments north of Manchester Boulevard. The speed limit is established as 30 mph. 

Fir Avenue is located west of La Brea Avenue, and runs between Florence Avenue and Manchester 

Boulevard, with one travel lane in each direction. Fir Avenue is classified as a collector in the City's 

General Plan Circulation Element. Fir Avenue provides on-street parking on most segments. The 

speed limit is 25 mph. 
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Hillcrest Boulevard is classified as a collector in the City's General Plan Circulation Element that serves 

to connect Florence Avenue to Manchester Boulevard. Hillcrest Boulevard has one travel lane in each 

direction and has parking on both sides. The speed limit is established as 30 mph. 

Inglewood Avenue is classified as a collector in the City's General Plan Circulation Element. Inglewood 

Avenue has one travel lane in each direction and provides on-street parking on both sides. 

La Brea Avenue traverses the TOD Plan area in a north-south orientation with two travel lanes in each 

direction. It is classified as a major arterial in the City's Circulation Element, and provides the access to 

the I-IO freeway and Mid-City to the north, connecting to Hawthorne Boulevard and the I-w5 freeway 

to the south. There is on-street parking on either side of the street. La Brea Avenue is part of the CMP 

network. Its speed limit is established as 35 mph. 

Locust Street runs north-south between Florence Avenue and Nutwood Street/Hillcrest Boulevard. It 

is classified as a local street north of Regent Street, and as a collector south of Regent Street. There is one 

travel lane and one bike lane in each direction, with on-street parking on both sides of the street. The 

speed limit is established as 30 mph. 

Market Street begins east of La Brea Avenue at Florence Avenue, and meets La Brea Avenue further 

south. Market Street is classified as a minor arterial according to the City's General Plan Circulation 

Element. There is one travel lane in each direction with a median lane to accommodate left turn 

movements. There is also a mixture of parallel and angled street parking along both sides of the street. 

The speed limit is 25 mph. 

Prairie Avenue runs along the eastern border of the TOD Plan between Florence Avenue to 

Manchester Boulevard with two travel lanes in each direction and no on-street parking. Prairie Avenue 

is designated as a major arterial in the City's Circulation Element. Its speed limit within the TOD Plan 

area is established as 40 mph. 

West Boulevard runs north-south from Florence Avenue.West Boulevard is classified as a minor 

arterial in the City's General Plan Circulation Element, with one travel lane plus one bike lane in each 

direction. There is on-street parking on both sides of the boulevard within the TOD Plan area. The 

speed limit is established as 30 mph. 

Existing Traffic Operations 

The analysis of existing traffic operations provides a quantified measure of existing intersection 

conditions expressed in terms of a "Level of Service" (LOS) rating for intersection operating conditions. 

These ratings range from LOS A (free flow conditions) to LOS F (extreme congestion with very 

significant delay) as shown in Table 4.E-1 for both signalized and unsignalized (typically stop sign 

controlled) intersections. 

The Traffic Impact Analysis upon which this section is based conducted analyses according to the Los 

Angeles County Public Works Department 1997 Traffic Impact Analysis Guidelines, as required by the 
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City of Inglewood. Table 4.E-1 presents a brief description and criteria for each level of service for 

signalized intersections. 

TABLE 4.E-1 

LOS CRITERIA FOR INTERSECTIONS 

ICU Methodology HCM Methodology 

Level of 
Description 

Intersection 
Service Volume-to- Signalized 

Capacity Intersection Delay 

(V/C) 
(seconds) 

Excellent operation. All approaches to the intersection 
A appear open, turning movements are easily made, and 0.0-0.60 O - 10 seconds 

drivers find freedom of movement. 

Very good operation. Many drivers begin to feel 

B 
somewhat restricted due to other vehicles. An approach to 

>0.60-0.70 >10 - 20 seconds 
the intersection may occasionally be fully utilized, and 
traffic queues start to form. 

Good operation. Occasionally drivers may have to wait 
c more than 60 seconds, and backups may develop behind >0.70-0.80 >20 - 35 seconds 

turning vehicles. Most drivers feel somewhat restricted. 

Fair operation. Cars are sometimes required to wait more 
D than 60 seconds during short peaks. There are no long- >0.80-0.90 >35 - 55 seconds 

standing traffic queues. 

Poor operation. Some long-standing vehicular queues 
E develop on critical approaches to intersections. Delays >0.90- 1.00 >55 - 80 seconds 

may be up to several minutes. 

Forced flow. Represents jammed conditions. Backups 
form locations downstream or on the cross street may 

F 
restrict or prevent movement of vehicles out of the 

>1.00 > 80 seconds 
intersection approach lanes; therefore, volumes carried 
are not predictable. Potential for stop and go type traffic 
flow. 

Source: lteris, 2015. 

A total of 29 key intersections were selected for analysis in this study. Table 4.E-2 provides a summary 

of AM and PM peak hour existing traffic operating conditions at these intersections. A total of 25 of the 

29 intersection examined currently operate at acceptable (LOS D or better) levels of service per City of 

Inglewood criteria. Intersections currently operating at unacceptable levels of service are shown in 

bold type. 
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TABLE 4.E-2 

EXISTING INTERSECTION LOS 

AM Peak Hour 

Control Type 

4.E Traffic and Circulation 

PM Peak Hour 

V/C or Delay LOS Delay (sec) V/C 

1 Inglewood Ave. & Hyde Park Blvd. 

2 Inglewood Ave. & Florence Ave. 

3 Inglewood Ave. & Manchester Blvd. 

4 Eucalyptus Ave. & Hyde Park Blvd 

5 Eucalyptus Ave. & Juniper St. 

6 Eucalyptus Ave. & Beach Ave. 

7 Eucalyptus Ave. & Florence Ave. 

8 Hyde Park Blvd./ Juniper St./La Brea Ave. 

9 Fir Ave. & Florence Ave. 

10 La Brea Ave. & Beach Ave. 

11 La Brea Ave. & Florence Ave. 

12 La Brea Ave. & Regent St. 

13 La Brea Ave. & Manchester Blvd. 

14 Market Street & Florence Ave. 

15 Market Street & Regent St. 

16 Market Street & Manchester Blvd. 

17 Locust St. & Florence Ave. 

18 Hillcrest Blvd. & Florence Ave. 

19 Hillcrest Blvd. & Manchester Blvd. 

20 Centinela Ave. & Florence Ave. 

21 Prairie & Florence Ave. 

22 Prairie & Grace Ave. 

23 Prairie & Manchester Blvd. 

24 West Blvd. & Redondo Blvd. 

25 West Blvd. & Florence Ave. 

26 Crenshaw Blvd. & Florence Ave. 

27 Crenshaw Blvd. & Manchester Blvd. 

28 La Cienaga Blvd. & Florence Ave. 
2 

29 1-405 NB Ramp & Manchester Blvd. 
2 

Source: lteris, 2016. 

Notes: 

Unsignalized 0.343 A 

Signalized 0.571 A 

Signalized 0.847 D 

Unsignalized 0.394 A 

Unsignalized 0.510 A 

Signalized 0.727 c 

Signalized 0.820 D 

1 
Signalized 23.1 c 

Signalized 0.634 B 

Signalized 0.635 B 

Signalized 0.851 D 

Signalized 0.711 c 

Signalized 0.799 c 

Signalized 0.433 A 

Signalized 0.420 A 

Signalized 0.500 A 

Unsignalized 0.449 A 

Signalized 0.577 A 

Signalized 0.634 B 

Signalized 0.886 D 

Signalized 0.903 E 

Signalized 0.567 A 

Signalized 1.032 F 

Signalized 0.724 c 

Signalized 0.744 c 

Signalized 0.878 D 

Signalized 0.991 E 

Signalized 56.7 E 

Signalized 38.6 D 

Delay= Average Vehicle Delay (Seconds), VIC= Volume-to-Capacity Ratio, LOS= Level of Service 

Intersection operating below acceptable LOS are shown in bold. 

0.293 A 

0.747 c 

0.731 c 

0.366 A 

0.453 A 

0.528 A 

0.693 B 

26.2 c 

0.526 A 

0.627 B 

0.806 D 

0.575 A 

0.804 D 

0.381 A 

0.431 A 

0.557 A 

0.524 A 

0.488 A 

0.658 B 

0.762 c 

0.895 D 

0.470 A 

1.012 F 

0.653 B 

0.758 c 

0.888 D 

0.870 D 

69.1 E 

33,1 c 

'Intersection analyzed in HCM methodology because ICU methodology does not support 5-legged intersections. Delay reported for 
this intersection. 

' Caltrans intersection utilizing H CM methodology to evaluate intersection operations. 
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Transit Oriented Development Plan for Downtown Inglewood and Fairview Heights 

4.E Traffic and Circulation 

As shown in Table 4.E-2, the following intersections are currently operating at unsatisfactory peak 

hour levels of service (LOS E or greater): 

• Prairie Ave. & Florence Ave. (AM peak hour) 

• Prairie Ave. & Manchester Blvd. (AM and PM peak hour) 

• Crenshaw & Manchester Blvd. (AM PM peak hour) 

• La Cienaga Blvd. & Florence Ave. (AM and PM peak hour) 

Truck Routes 

Major north/south truck routes are La Brea Avenue, Centinela Avenue, Eucalyptus Avenue, West 

Boulevard, and Crenshaw Boulevard. Major east/west routes are Florence Avenue, Hyde Park 

Boulevard, and Manchester Boulevard. 

Transit 

The current transit system serving the TOD planning areas is currently comprised of bus services 

provided by the Metropolitan Transportation Authority (Metro). The Metro Crenshaw-LAX line is 

currently under construction with service anticipated to begin in 2m9. Transit routes currently serving 

each study area are described in Table 4.E-3. 

In addition, transit ridership data for bus lines serving the TOD plan areas were collected from Metro 

for all weekdays in October 2014. These data represent the average daily boarding and alighting, as 

well as the average daily load, defined as the average number of passengers daily, at each intersection. 

Along the Florence Avenue route near the downtown TOD area, the highest boarding occurs at the La 

Brea Avenue stop and the highest alighting at the Centinela stop. On the La Brea Avenue route, the 

highest boarding and alighting activity occurs at the Queen Street stop, at the heart of the Civic Center. 

On the Florence Avenue route, the Florence Avenue stop has the highest boarding and alighting, 

where as on the West Boulevard route, West Boulevard stop has the highest boarding and alighting 

activity during the day. Overall, the Queen Street stop on the La Brea route shows the highest current 

transit ridership activity at all bus stops within the Downtown Inglewood and Fairview Heights TOD 

areas. On average, just over 1,000 passengers alight and nearly 900 passengers board buses at this 

location on a daily basis. All other transit stops within the two TOD planning areas show significantly 

lower passenger activity, with all stops generally having less than 550 total passengers a day (boarding 

and alighting). 

Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities 

Existing pedestrian facilities generally consist of traditional sidewalks and pedestrian street crossings, 

which are typically at intersections. 

Existing bicycle lanes exist on Florence Avenue east of Market Street, on Locust Street between 

Manchester Boulevard and Florence Avenue. There is a bicycle trail in Edward Vincent Junior Park. 
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Bus Route From /To 

Downtown 
Inglewood 

40 South Bay Galleria 

111/311 LAX City Bus Center 

115 Playa del Ry 

211/215 Redondo Beach 

212 
Hawthorne/ 

Lennox Station 

312 
Hawthorne/ 

Lennox Station 

442 
Hawthorne/ 

Lennox Station 

607 
Inglewood Transit 

Center 

Fairview Heights 

40 South Bay Galleria 

110 Playa Vista 

111/311 LAX City Bus Center 

210 South Bay Galleria 

710 South Bay Galleria 

740 South Bay Galleria 

Source: Iteris, 2015 

Transit Oriented Development Plan for Downtown Inglewood and Fairview Heights 

TABLE 4.E-3 

EXISTING TRANSIT SERVICE 

From /To Via 

Hawthorne Blvd., la Brea Ave., 
LA Union Station Florence Ave., Crenshaw Blvd., 

MLK Jr Blvd., Broadway 

Norwalk Station Florence Avenue 

Norwalk Station Manchester Boulevard 

South Bay Galleria, Prairie Ave., 
Inglewood Manchester Blvd., Inglewood 

Ave. 

Hollywood/Vine Prairie Ave., la Brea Ave., 
Red line Station Hollywood Blvd. 

Hollywood/Vine Prairie Ave., la Brea Ave., 
Red line Station Hollywood Blvd. 

LA Union Station 
la Brea Ave., Manchester Blvd., 

Harbor Transitway 

la Brea Ave., Regent St., Beach 

Inglewood Transit 
Ave., la Tijera Blvd., 54'h St., 

West Blvd., Fairview Blvd., Hyde 
Center 

Park Blvd., Centinela Blvd., la 
Brea Ave. 

Hawthorne Blvd., la Brea Ave., 
LA Union Station Florence Ave., Crenshaw Blvd., 

MLK Jr Blvd., Broadway 

Bell Gardens 
Jefferson Blvd., Sepulveda Blvd., 

Hyde Park Blvd., Gage Ave. 

Norwalk Station Florence Avenue 

Hollywood & Vine 
Artesia Blvd., Crenshaw Blvd., 

Rosemore Ave., Vine St. 

Wilshire Western Redondo Beach Blvd., Crenshaw 
Purple line Station Blvd., Wilshire Blvd. 

Expo line Hawthorne Blvd., Florence Ave., 
Crenshaw Station Crenshaw Blvd. 

4.E Traffic and Circulation 

Peak Hour Frequency 

AM PM 

10-30 minutes 20-40 minutes 

15-30 minutes 20-40 minutes 

10-20 minutes 20-30 minutes 

limited Service limited Service 

15-20 minutes 10-25 minutes 

15-25 minutes 10-15 minutes 

25-45 minutes 30-60 minutes 

50-60 minutes 50-60 minutes 

10-30 minutes 20-40 minutes 

20-25 minutes 20-25 minutes 

15-30 minutes 20-40 minutes 

20-30 minutes 15-25 minutes 

10-20 minutes 15-25 minutes 

10-20 minutes 15-25 minutes 

However, the Inglewood General Plan Circulation Element, proposes several bicycle routes within the 

area. In the Downtown TOD planning area, two proposed routes are listed: a bicycle route running in 

the westbound direction along Florence Avenue turning southbound onto La Brea Avenue, and a 

bicycle route which branches off Florence Avenue to Centinela Avenue, turning eastbound on Warren 

Lane and northbound on Marlborough Avenue. In the Fairview Heights TOD planning area, a bicycle 

route is proposed to run from the intersection of Redondo Boulevard and Florence Avenue westbound 

to La Brea A venue. Figure 3.9 illustrates existing and proposed bicycle facilities. 
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Transit Oriented Development Plan for Downtown Inglewood and Fairview Heights 

4.E Traffic and Circulation 

In addition, the 2010 Crenshaw/LAX Transit Project - LRT Bicycle Planning Study identified several 

potential bicycle facilities within the Downtown and Fairview Heights Plan areas, which would 

provide key connections to the proposed Metro stations (see Figure 3.2). 

4.E.4 SIGNIFICANCE CRITERIA 

Criteria outlined in current CEQA Guidelines were used to determine the level of significance of traffic 

and circulation impacts. Appendix G of state CEQA Guidelines indicates that a project would have a 

significant effect if it were to: 

4.E-1 Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance, or policy establishing a measure of 

effectiveness for the performance of the circulation system, taking into account all 

modes of transportation including mass transit and non-motorized travel and relevant 

components of the circulation system, including but not limited to intersections, streets, 

highways and freeways, pedestrian and bicycle paths, and mass transit; 

4.E-2 

4.E-6 

Conflict with an applicable congestion management program, including but not limited 

to level-of-service standards and travel demand measures, or other standards established 

by the county congestion management agency for designated roads or highways; 

Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an increase in traffic levels, 

obstructions to flight, or a change in location, that results in substantial safety risks; 

Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous 

intersections) or incompatible uses; 

Result in inadequate emergency access; or 

Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs regarding public transit, bikeways, or 

pedestrian facilities, or otherwise substantially decrease the performance or safety of 

such facilities. 

4.E.5 TRAFFIC VOLUME DEVELOPMENT METHODOLOGY 

Traffic volume development was completed using a combination of the 20I2 Southern California 

Association of Governments (SCAG) Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) travel demand model and 

the 2010 Los Angeles County Congestion Management Program (CMP). 

TRAVEL MODEL METHODOLOGY 

The SCAG model was used as a basis for developing plus project (TOD Plan) and long range travel 

demand forecasts for the proposed TOD Plan. The traffic model's base year (2m2) and forecast year 

(2035 baseline) SCAG travel demand model roadway networks were modified to include all study 

intersections and roadway segments within the study area. 
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Transit Oriented Development Plan for Downtown Inglewood and Fairview Heights 

4.E Traffic and Circulation 

The transit network was verified in the future scenarios within the study area to ensure consistency 

with the Crenshaw/LAX LRT transit project and station locations. Land use inputs were adjusted in 

the "with project" scenarios using the planned TOD land use information (as discussed in Section 1.0 

of this report). 

Separate model networks were developed for each of the following scenarios: 

Existing (2or2) 

Existing Plus Project (2or2), 

Forecast Year (2035) Without Project, and 

Forecast Year (2035) With Project. 

Modeled Land Use 

The land use assumptions for the "existing" scenario was assumed to be consistent SCAG 2012 RTP 

land use inputs. 

The future year "without" project scenario was modified slightly to include known cumulative projects 

within the City of Inglewood that were not included in the 2or2 RTP land use inputs (see Cumulative 

Projects section, below). 

Land uses that occur as part of the build out of the proposed TOD Plan are identified in Chapter 3, 

Project Description, of this document. Because the zone structure in the SCAG model does not line up 

directly with the boundaries for the Downtown and Fairway Heights TOD Plan areas, necessary 

adjustments were made for future year 2035 land use to correctly distribute the land uses proposed in 

the TOD Plan to the traffic analysis zone structure of the SCAG model. 

Cumulative Projects 

Cumulative project traffic growth is growth due to specific, known development projects in the area 

surrounding the study locations that may affect future year traffic circulation. A list of cumulative 

projects within the region was provided by the City of Inglewood, as shown below. These cumulative 

projects were coded in the future year 2035 baseline travel demand model. 

E ths d . . . 501 ast 99 treet: 12 new con ommmm umts 

329 East Hazel Street: 4 new condominium units 

664 East Manchester Terrace: 4 new condominium units 

11161 South Crenshaw Boulevard: conversion of a medical office building to a school 

125 East Spruce Street: 7 new apartment units 

2930 West Imperial Highway: conversion of office space to a charter school 

III North Locust Street: 32,000 s.f. senior center 

333 North Prairie Avenue: conversion of the former Danial Freeman Hospital to 330 
townhomes 
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4.E Traffic and Circulation 

3600 West Imperial Highway: new two story, IO-classroom building for Environmental Charter 
School (middle school) at Concordia Lutheran Church 

Hollywood Park Redevelopment: conversion of the former Hollywood Park race track to: 

o 2,500 residential dwelling units 
o 890,000 s.f. of retail use 
o 780,000 s.f. of office use 
o 300 guest room hotel 
o 6,ooo seat live concert venue 
o 120,000 s.f. casino (replacing existing casino) 
o 4-acre site for civic use 
o 80,000 seat NFL stadium 

Market Gateway (Downtown Inglewood TOD Plan Site DJ)1 

o 235 residential units 
o 7>440 s.f. use 
o 7,625 s.f. of retail 
o 2,120 s.f. coffee shop 
o 28,000 s.f. grocery store 

MODEL OUTPUTS 

Raw model turning movements were obtained from model runs for Existing (2012), Existing Plus 

Project (2012), Forecast Year (2035) Without Project, and Forecast Year (2035) With Project conditions. 

The model outputs were summarized and post-processed for use in intersection and roadway segment 

analysis. An NCHRP-255 delta process was used to determine final project turning movements. 

Because the model year of the travel demand model is 2012, post-processing of modeled volumes was 

necessary to develop existing year 2015 volumes. 

Based on the traffic growth projection in the study area according to the 2010 Los Angeles County 

Congestion Management Program (CMP) document, a 0.636 percent growth was applied to the 2012 

model volumes to get existing year 2m5 volumes. Therefore, it was determined that a conservative 

methodology would be applied, which used a combination of model volumes and a growth rate of 5 

percent for the future year 2035 without project. 

TOD PLAN TRIP GENERATION AND DISTRIBUTION 

Land use was modified in the SCAG model for the "with project" scenarios to develop traffic 

generation estimates for the proposed TOD Plan. The SCAG 2012 travel demand model was used to 

estimate trip production and trip attraction based on land use and network configurations (including 

transit network configuration and station location). The model then assigned TOD Plan-generated 

trips to the existing roadway network in a dynamic method. The methodology used for the modeling 

Development of the Market Gateway D3 site is included as part of the net development incrase within the Downtown 
Inglewood TOD Plan area. 
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4.E Traffic and Circulation 

process allowed for the SCAG model to estimate trip reductions based on mode availability in the 

future year 2035. 

Table 4.E-4 shows the AM and PM peak hour, as well as daily project trips generated by each TOD 

Plan area. 

Table 4.E-4 

TOD Area Traffic Generation 

Existing Plus Project Future Year 2035 

TOD Plan Area AM Peak PM Peak Daily AM Peak PM Peak Daily 
Hour Hour Hour Hour 

Downtown 1,987 2,878 32,759 1,952 2,836 32,195 

Fairview Heights 170 304 3,431 169 303 3,401 

TOTAL TRIPS 2,157 3,182 36,190 2,121 3,139 35,956 

Source: lteris, 2016 

4.E.6 PROJECT IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

Threshold 4.E-1: 

Impact 4.E-1.1: 

1\!l etlwdology 

Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance, or policy establishing a 

measure of effectiveness for the performance of the circulation 

system. 

Implementation of the proposed TOD Plan would result in four 

intersections not meeting established LOS performance criteria under 

existing plus project conditions. Even with implementation of project 

features, compliance with existing regulations, and EIR mitigation 

measures, this impact would remain significant and unavoidable. 

Existing plus project conditions were developed by adding trips that would be generated by the net 

increase in development proposed in the TOD Plan to the existing traffic volumes. Existing plus 

project volumes take into account the proposed closure of Market Street between Florence Avenue 

and Regent Street. 

Consistent with Los Angeles County Public Works traffic impact review guidelines, a project's traffic 

impact is evaluated based on ICU and is considered significant if the change in V/C ratio relative to the 

"without project" signalized intersection level of service (LOS) meets or exceeds the following 

thresholds. 

For without project conditions of: 

LOS C ( 0.71 to 0.80 V /C), a V /C increase of 0.04 or more would be a significant impact. 

LOS D (0.91 to 0.90 V/C), a V/C increase of 0.02 or more would be a significant impact. 

LOS E/F (0.91 or more V/C), a V/C increase of 0.01 or more would be a significant impact. 
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4.E Traffic and Circulation 

Impact Assessment 

A level of service analysis was conducted to evaluate existing plus project intersection operations 

during the a.m. and p.m. peak hours at the study intersections. Table 4.E-5 summarizes the existing 

plus project level of service at the study intersections. Level of service calculation worksheets are 

included in Appendix B. 

As shown in Table 4.E-5, traffic generated by the proposed TOD Plan is forecast to result in significant 

traffic impacts at four intersections under the existing plus project conditions: 

• La Brea Avenue/Regent Street 

• La Brea Avenue/Manchester Boulevard 

• Prairie Avenue/Florence Avenue 

• La Cienega Boulevard/Florence Avenue 

Significance Conclusion for Impact 4.E-r.r 

Because applicable LOS standards would be exceeded, a significant impact would result, requiring 

mitigation (see Mitigation Measures 4.E-1.2 a through£). 
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1 

2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 

8 

Intersection 

Inglewood Ave. & Hyde Park Blvd. 

Inglewood Ave. & Florence Ave. 

Inglewood Ave. & Manchester Blvd. 
Eucalyptus Ave. & Hyde Park Blvd 

Eucalyptus Ave. & Juniper St. 

Eucalyptus Ave. & Beach Ave. 

Eucalyptus Ave. & Florence Ave. 

Hyde Park Blvd./ Juniper St./La Brea Ave.
1 

9 Fir Ave. & Florence Ave. 

10 La Brea Ave. & Beach Ave. 

11 La Brea Ave. & Florence Ave. 

12 La Brea Ave. & Regent St. 
13 La Brea Ave. & Manchester Blvd. 

14 Market Street & Florence Ave. 

15 Market Street & Regent St. 
16 Market Street & Manchester Blvd. 

17 

18 
19 

20 

21 
22 
23 

24 
25 

26 

27 
28 
29 

Locust St. & Florence Ave. 

Hillcrest Blvd. & Florence Ave. 
Hillcrest Blvd. & Manchester Blvd. 

Centinela Ave. & Florence Ave. 

Prairie & Florence Ave. 
Prairie & Grace Ave. 

Prairie & Manchester Blvd. 

West Blvd. & Redondo Blvd. 
West Blvd. & Florence Ave. 

Crenshaw Blvd. & Florence Ave. 

Crenshaw Blvd. & Manchester Blvd. 
La Cienega Blvd. & Florence Ave.' 

1-405 NB Ramp & Manchester Blvd. 
2 

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Source: lteris, 2016. 
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TABLE 4.E-5 

EXISTING PLUS PROJECT INTERSECT ON LOS 

Existing Conditions 

Control Type 
AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 

Unsignalized 

Signalized 

Signalized 
Unsignalized 

Unsignalized 

Signalized 

Signalized 

Signalized 

Signalized 

Signalized 

Signalized 

Signalized 
Signalized 

Signalized 

Signalized 
Signalized 

V/Cor 
Delay 

0.343 

0.571 

0.847 
0.394 

0.510 

0.727 

0.820 

23.1 

0.634 

0.635 

0.851 

0.711 
0.799 

0.433 

0.420 
0.500 

Unsignalized 0.449 

Signalized 0.577 
Signalized 0.634 

Signalized 0.886 

Signalized 0.903 
Signalized 0.567 

Signalized 1.032 

Signalized 0.724 
Signalized 0.744 

Signalized 0.878 

Signalized 0.991 

Signalized 56.7 

LOS 

A 

A 
D 
A 
A 
c 
D 

c 
B 

B 

D 

c 
c 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
B 

D 

E 
A 
F 
c 
c 
D 

E 

E 

V/Cor 
Delay 

0.293 

0.747 

0.731 
0.366 

0.453 

0.528 

0.693 

26.2 

0.526 

0.627 

0.806 

0.575 
0.804 

0.381 

0.431 
0.557 

0.524 

0.488 
0.658 

0.762 

0.895 
0.470 
1.012 

0.653 
0.758 

0.888 

0.870 
69.1 

LOS 

A 

c 
c 
A 
A 
A 
B 

c 
A 
B 

D 

A 
D 

A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
B 

c 
D 
A 
F 
B 
c 
D 

D 

E 

Existing Plus Project Conditions 

AM Peak Hour 

V/Cor 
Delay 

0.352 

0.557 

0.808 
0.399 

0.459 

0.694 

0.837 
17.8 

0.652 

0.573 

0.799 

0.859 
2.015 

0.383 

0.537 
0.486 

0.614 

0.518 
0.677 

0.722 
0.944 
0.580 

1.032 

0.549 
0.750 

0.836 

0.942 

59.4 

LOS 

A 

A 
D 
A 
A 
B 

D 
c 
B 

A 
c 
D 
F 
A 
A 
A 
B 

A 
B 

c 
E 
A 
F 
A 
c 
D 

E 

E 

PM Peak Hour 

V/Cor 
Delay 

0.259 

0.720 

0.715 
0.335 

0.411 

0.454 

0.705 
26.3 

0.530 

0.576 

0.760 

0.727 
3.181 

0.288 

0.755 
0.550 

0.780 

0.521 
0.718 

0.721 

0.838 
0.490 
0.978 

0.307 
0.741 

0.759 

0.819 
66.1 

LOS 

A 

c 
c 
A 
A 
A 
c 
c 
A 
A 
c 
c 
F 
A 
c 
A 
c 
A 
c 
c 
D 
A 
E 

A 
c 
c 
D 

E 

Change inV/C 

or Delay 

AM 
Peak 

Hour 

0.009 

-0.014 

-0.039 

0.005 
-0.051 

-0.033 

0.017 
-5.3 

0.018 
-0.062 

-0.052 

0.148 
1.216 
-0.051 

0.117 
-0.014 

0.165 
-0.059 

0.043 
-0.164 

0.041 
0.013 

0.000 
-0.175 

0.006 
-0.042 

-0.049 

2.7 

PM 
Peak 

Hour 

-0.034 

-0.027 

-0.016 
-0.031 

-0.042 

-0.074 

0.012 
0.1 

0.004 
-0.051 

-0.046 

0.152 
2.377 
-0.093 

0.324 
-0.007 

0.256 
-0.080 

0.060 
-0.041 

-0.057 

0.020 
-0.023 

-0.346 
-0.017 

-0.129 

0.051 
-3.0 

Signalized _____ 3!l_.6 " I) " 33,1 " C: " 38.1 " I) " 32.3 " C: " =0.:5_ " =0.!l_ " 

Significant 

Impact? 

No 

No 

No 
No 

No 

No 

No 
No 

No 

No 

No 

Yes 
Yes 

No 

No 
No 

No 

No 
No 

No 
Yes 
No 

No 

No 
No 

No 

No 

Yes 
No 

Notes: V/C =Volume to Capacity Ratio, LOS= Level of Service. Intersection operating below acceptable LOS are shown in bold. Unsignalized intersection analyzed as signalized to 
determine if significant impact criteria is satisfied based on ICU, since V/C ratio is not calculated using HCM stop-controlled intersection methodologies. 

I. Intersection analyzed in HCM methodology because ICU methodology does not support 5-legged intersections. Delay reported for this intersection. 

2. Caltrans intersection, utilizing HCM delay-based methodology to evaluate intersection operations. 
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Impact 4.E-1.2: Implementation of the proposed TOD Plan would result in II 

intersections not meeting established LOS criteria for intersection 

operations under Cumulative with Project conditions. Even with 

implementation of project features, compliance with existing 

regulations, and EIR Mitigation Measures 4.E-J.2 a through f, this 

impacts at 7 intersections would remain significant and unavoidable. 

tvl ethodology 

Future year "without project" volumes were developed as described in the "Traffic Volume 

Development" section and take into account the following: 

• Traffic growth based on a combination of SCAG 2012 RTP projected general employment 
growth and housing growth that occur in the SCAG region (including the study area) without 
the proposed TOD Plan and the 2010 CMP traffic volume growth factor (5%). 

• Cumulative development projects within the study area provided by the City of Inglewood 
staff that were not included in the SCAG 2012 RTP forecasts. 

• Two new Crenshaw LRT stations at the La Brea Avenue/Florence Avenue intersection and 
West Boulevard/Florence Avenue intersection. 

• Improvements to be provided by Metro as mitigation for the LRT project at the intersections 
of: 

0 Inglewood A venue/Florence A venue 

0 Fire Avenue/Florence Avenue 

0 La Brea Avenue/Florence Avenue 

0 Market Street/Florence Avenue 

0 Hillcrest Boulevard/Florence Avenue 

0 Centinela A venue/Florence A venue 

0 Prairie A venue/Florence A venue 

0 West Boulevard/Redondo Boulevard 

Future year 2035 with project volumes were developed by adding the trips that would be generated by 

development with the TOD Plan areas to future year 2035 "without project" volumes. 

Impact Assessment 

A level of service analysis was conducted to evaluate future year 2035 intersection operations during 

the a.m. and p.m. peak hours both without and with traffic that would be generated by new 

development within the TOD Plan areas. Table 4.E-6 summarizes the forecast year 2035 "without 

project" and "with project" levels of service at the study intersections. Level of service calculation 

worksheets are included in Appendix B. 

As shown in Table 4.E-6, the following five intersections are forecast to operate at unsatisfactory peak 

period levels of service (LOS E or worse during peak periods) without any future development in the 

TOD Plan areas. 
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Intersection 

1 Inglewood Ave. & Hyde Park Blvd. 

2 Inglewood Ave. & Florence Ave. 

3 Inglewood Ave. & Manchester Blvd. 

4 Eucalyptus Ave. & Hyde Park Blvd 

5 Eucalyptus Ave. & Juniper St. 

6 Eucalyptus Ave. & Beach Ave. 

7 Eucalyptus Ave. & Florence Ave. 

8 Hyde Park Blvd./ Juniper St./La Brea Ave.
1 

9 Fir Ave. & Florence Ave. 

10 La Brea Ave. & Beach Ave. 

11 La Brea Ave. & Florence Ave. 

12 La Brea Ave. & Regent St. 

13 La Brea Ave. & Manchester Blvd. 

14 Market Street & Florence Ave. 

15 Market Street & Regent St. 

16 Market Street & Manchester Blvd. 

17 Locust St. & Florence Ave. 

18 Hillcrest Blvd. & Florence Ave. 

19 Hillcrest Blvd. & Manchester Blvd. 

20 Centinela Ave. & Florence Ave. 

21 Prairie Ave. & Florence Ave. 

22 Prairie Ave. & Grace Ave. 

23 Prairie Ave. & Manchester Blvd. 

24 West Blvd. & Redondo Blvd. 

25 West Blvd. & Florence Ave. 

26 Crenshaw Blvd. & Florence Ave. 

27 Crenshaw Blvd. & Manchester Blvd. 

28 La Cienaga Blvd. & Florence Ave. 

29 1-405 NB Ramp & Manchester Blvd. 

Transit Oriented Development Plan for Downtown Inglewood and Fairview Heights 

4.E Traffic and Circulation 

TABLE 4.E-6 

FUTURE YEAR 2035 INTERSECTION LOS WITHOUT MITIGATION 

Control Type 

Unsignalized 

Signalized 

Signalized 

Unsignalized 

Unsignalized 

Signalized 

Signalized 

Signalized 

Signalized 

Signalized 

Signalized 

Signalized 

Signalized 

Signalized 

Signalized 

Signalized 

Unsignalized 

Signalized 

Signalized 

Signalized 

Signalized 

Signalized 

Signalized 

Signalized 

Signalized 

Signalized 

Signalized 

Signalized 

Signalized 

Future Year 2035 

Without TOD Plan 

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 

V/Cor 
Delay 

0.348 

0.583 

0.817 

0.409 

0.506 

0.696 

0.815 

24.1 

0.632 

0.599 

0.861 

0.717 

0.799 

0.442 

0.404 

0.510 

0.423 

0.602 

0.611 

0.628 

0.787 

0.523 

0.967 

0.662 

0.741 

0.912 

0.959 

79.9 

36.2 

LOS 

A 

A 

D 

A 

A 

B 

D 

c 
B 

A 

D 

c 
c 
A 

A 

A 

A 

B 

B 

B 

c 
A 

E 

B 

c 
E 

E 

E 

V/Cor 
Delay 

0.310 

0.756 

0.767 

0.366 

0.492 

0.521 

0.700 

23.9 

0.554 

0.663 

0.785 

0.584 

0.797 

0.532 

0.398 

0.585 

0.500 

0.504 

0.654 

0.485 

0.787 

0.466 

1.017 

0.681 

0.730 

0.899 

0.890 

87.4 

32.1 

LOS 

A 

c 
c 
A 

A 

A 

c 
c 
A 

B 

c 
A 

c 
A 

A 

A 

A 

A 

B 

A 

c 
A 

F 

B 

c 
D 

D 

F 

c 

Future Year 2035 

With TOD Plan 

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 

V/Cor 
Delay 

0.376 

0.588 

0.829 

0.416 

0.519 

0.711 

0.872 

28.3 

0.712 

0.629 

0.962 

0.922 

0.836 

0.428 

0.463 

0.536 

0.664 

0.648 

0.720 

0.657 

0.881 

0.567 

1.067 

0.582 

0.775 

0.984 

1.017 

129.2 

36.1 

LOS 

A 

A 

D 

A 

A 

c 
D 

c 
c 
B 

E 

E 

D 

A 

A 

A 

B 

B 

c 
B 

D 

A 

F 

A 

c 
E 

F 

E 

D 

V/Cor 
Delay 

0.381 

0.773 

0.888 

0.381 

0.527 

0.514 

0.794 

27.0 

0.694 

0.734 

0.878 

0.838 

0.922 

0.318 

0.695 

0.663 

0.873 

0.702 

0.731 

0.789 

1.012 

0.514 

1.132 

0.404 

0.778 

0.953 

0.924 

135.2 

32.4 

LOS 

A 

c 
D 

A 

A 

A 

c 
c 
B 

c 
D 

D 

E 

A 

B 

B 

D 

c 
c 
c 
F 

A 

F 

A 

c 
E 

E 

F 

c 

Change inV/C 

or Delay 

AM 
Peak 

Hour 

0.028 

0,005 

0.034 

0.007 

0.013 

0.015 

0.057 

4.2 

0.080 

0.030 

0.101 

0.205 

0.037 

-0.014 

0.059 

0.026 

0.241 

0.046 

0.109 

0.058 

0.096 

0.044 

0.100 

-0.800 

0.034 

0.072 

0.058 

49.3 

-0.1 

PM 
Peak 

Hour 

0.071 

0.017 

0.121 

0.015 

0.035 

-0.007 

0.094 

3.1 

0.140 

0.071 

0.093 

0.254 

0.125 

-0.131 

0.297 

0.078 

0.373 

0.083 

0.077 

0.054 

0.088 

0.048 

0.115 

-0.277 

0.048 

0.054 

0.034 

47.8 

0.5 

Significant 

Impact? 

No 

No 

Yes 

No 

No 

No 

Yes 

No 

No 

No 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

Yes 

No 

Yes 

No 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

No 
_________________________________________________________________________________________________ _L _______________________________________________________ _L _____________________ _L _____________________ _L _____________________ _L _____________________ _L _____________________ _L _____________________ _L _____________________ _L _____________________ _L _____________________ _L __ _ 

Source: lteris, 2016. 
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4.E Traffic and Circulation 

• Prairie Avenue/Manchester Boulevard 

• Crenshaw Boulevard/Florence Avenue 

• Crenshaw Boulevard/Manchester Boulevard 

• La Cienaga Avenue/Florence Avenue 

• I-405 NB Ramp/Manchester Boulevard 

A level of service analysis was also conducted to evaluate future year 2035 with project intersection 

operations during the a.m. and p.m. peak hours. Table 4.E-6 summarizes the future year 2035 with 

project levels of service at the study intersections. Level of service calculation worksheets are included 

in Appendix B. 

As shown in Table 4.E-6, eight intersections will operate at unacceptable levels of service under 

Cumulative with Project conditions: 

• La Brea Avenue/Florence Avenue 

• La Brea Avenue/Regent Street 

• La Brea Avenue/Manchester Boulevard 

• Prairie Avenue/Florence Avenue 

• Prairie Avenue/ Manchester Boulevard 

• Crenshaw Boulevard/Florence Avenue 

• Crenshaw Boulevard/Manchester Boulevard 

• La Cienaga Avenue/Florence Avenue 

The increase in traffic resulting from the proposed TOD Plan would be significant at the following II 

intersections under cumulative 2035 conditions: 

• Inglewood Avenue/Manchester Avenue 

• Eucalyptus Avenue/Florence Avenue 

• La Brea Avenue/Florence Avenue 

• La Brea Avenue/Regent Street 

• La Brea Avenue/Manchester Boulevard 

• Prairie Avenue/Florence Avenue 

• Prairie Avenue/Manchester Boulevard 

• West Boulevard/Florence Avenue 

• Crenshaw Boulevard/Florence Avenue 

• Crenshaw Boulevard/Manchester Boulevard 

• La Cienaga Avenue/Florence Avenue 
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4.E Traffic and Circulation 

Significa11ce Conclusion for Impact 4.E-1.2 

A total of eight intersections would operate at unsatisfactory levels of service under Cumulative 

without Project conditions. In addition, the increased traffic resulting from TOD Plan development 

will increase levels of service beyond applicable thresholds result at a total ofn intersections. This is a 

significant impact for which mitigation is required. 

1'v1itigation Measures 

Mitigation Measure 4.E-1.2 a: Inglewood Avenue/Manchester Boulevard. The eastbound left-turn 

signal phase shall be modified from permitted to protected. Due to 

existing development and right-of-way constraints, no feasible 

physical improvements (e.g., roadway widening, additional lanes, etc.) 

could be implemented. Thus, the LOS at this intersection can be 

improved but not fully mitigated through implementation of this 

measure. 

Implementation: Within five (5) years of approval of the TOD Plan, 

the Public Works Director will include this improvement in the 

Department's Capital Improvement Plan. 

Mitigation Measure 4.E-1.2 b: La Brea Avenue/Florence Avenue. The northbound approach to this 
intersection shall be restriped to provide one left-turn lane, two 
through lanes, and one right-turn lane. Due to existing development 
and right-of-way constraints, no feasible physical improvements (e.g., 
roadway widening, additional lanes, etc.) could be implemented. Thus, 
the LOS at this intersection can be improved but not fully mitigated 
through implementation of this measure. 

Implementation: Within five (5) years of approval of the TOD Plan, 

the Public Works Director will include this improvement in the 

Department's Capital Improvement Plan. 

Mitigation Measure 4.E-1.2 c: La Brea Avenue/Regent Street. The northbound and westbound left

turn signal phases shall be modified from permitted to protected. Due 

to existing development and right-of-way constraints, no feasible 

physical improvements (e.g., roadway widening, additional lanes, etc.) 

could be implemented. Thus, the LOS at this intersection can be 

improved but not fully mitigated through implementation of this 

measure. 

Implementation: Within five (5) years of approval of the TOD Plan, 

the Public Works Director will include this improvement in the 

Department's Capital Improvement Plan. 
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Mitigation Measure 4.E-1.2 d: Prairie Avenue/Florence Avenue. A second westbound left turn-lane 

shall be added, including a reduction in existing lane widths to 

accommodate the additional turning lane. 

Implementation: Within five (5) years of approval of the TOD Plan, 

the Public Works Director will include this improvement in the 

Department's Capital Improvement Plan. 

Mitigation Measure 4.E-1.2 e: Prairie Avenue/Manchester Boulevard. A westbound right-turn 

signal overlap phase shall be provided. Due to existing development 

and right-of-way constraints, no feasible physical improvements (e.g., 

roadway widening, additional lanes, etc.) could be implemented. Thus, 

the LOS at this intersection can be improved but not fully mitigated 

through implementation of this measure. 

Implementation: Within five (5) years of approval of the TOD Plan, 

the Public Works Director will include this improvement in the 

Department's Capital Improvement Plan. 

Mitigation Measure 4.E-1.2 f: West Boulevard/Florence Avenue. The north leg of the intersection 

shall be restriped to include a second southbound left-turn lane within 

the existing curb-to-curb right-of-way. 

Implementation: Within five (5) years of approval of the TOD Plan, 

the Public Works Director will include this improvement in the 

Department's Capital Improvement Plan. 

Due to existing development and right-of-way constraints, no feasible physical improvements (e.g., 

roadway widening, additional lanes, etc.) could be implemented, and therefore no mitigation measures 

are proposed for the following intersections. 

• Eucalyptus Avenue/Florence Avenue 

• Crenshaw Boulevard/Florence A venue 

• Crenshaw Boulevard/Manchester Boulevard 

• La Cienega Boulevard/Florence Avenue 

Conclusion with Implementation of Afitigation Nfeasures 

Table 4.E-7 summarizes the future year 2035 with project levels of service assuming implementation of 

the recommended mitigation measure at the study intersections. Level of service calculation 

worksheets are included in Appendix B. 

As shown, in Table 4.E-7, LOS impacts cannot be mitigated at 7 intersections. Impacts would therefore 

be significant and unavoidable. 
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TABLE 4.E-7 

FUTURE YEAR 2035 INTERSECTION LOS WITH MITIGATION 

Intersection 
Control Type 

3 Inglewood Ave. & Manchester Blvd. Signalized 

7 Eucalyptus Ave. & Florence Ave. Signalized 

11 La Brea Ave. & Florence Ave. Signalized 

12 La Brea Ave. & Regent St. Signalized 

13 La Brea Ave. & Manchester Blvd. Signalized 

21 Prairie & Florence Ave. Signalized 

23 Prairie & Manchester Blvd. Signalized 

25 West Blvd. & Florence Ave. Signalized 

26 Crenshaw Blvd. & Florence Ave. Signalized 

27 Crenshaw Blvd. & Manchester Blvd. Signalized 

28 La Cienaga Ave./Florence Ave.' Signalized 

Sour e: lteris, 2016 

Notes: V/C =Volume to Capacity Ratio, LOS= Level of Service. 

Intersections operating below acceptable LOS are shown in bold. 

Future Year 2035 

Without TOD Plan 

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 

V/Cor 
LOS 

V/Cor 
LOS 

Delay Delay 

0.795 c 0.767 c 
0.815 D 0.700 c 
0.861 D 0.785 c 
0.717 c 0.584 A 

0.799 c 0.797 c 
0.787 c 0.787 c 
0.967 E 1.017 F 

0.741 c 0.730 c 
0.912 E 0.899 D 

0.959 E 0.890 D 

79.9 E 87.4 F 

I. Caltrans intersection, utilizing HCM delay-based methodology to evaluate intersection operations 

Downtown Inglewood and Fairview Heights 
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Future Year 2035 

With TOD Plan - Mitigated 

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 

V/Cor 
LOS 

V/Cor 
Delay Delay 

0.829 D 0.813 

0.872 D 0.794 

0.943 E 0.878 

0.865 D 0.631 

0.833 D 0.901 

0.797 c 0.725 

0.965 E 0.903 

0.703 c 0.686 

0.984 E 0.953 

1.107 F 0.924 

129.2 E 135.2 

Metis Environmental Group 
July I, 2016 

LOS 

D 

D 

D 

B 

E 

D 

E 

B 

E 

E 

F 

Change inV/C 

or Delay 

AM PM 
Significant 

Peak Peak 
Impact? 

Hour Hour 

0.034 0.046 Yes 

0.057 0.094 No 

0.082 0.093 Yes 

0.148 0.047 Yes 

0.034 0.104 Yes 

0.010 -0.062 No 

-0.002 -0.114 No 

-0.038 -0.044 No 

0.072 0.054 Yes 

0.058 0.034 Yes 

49.3 47.8 Yes 



Impact 4.E-1.3: 

1'v1 etlwdology 

Transit Oriented Development Plan for Downtown Inglewood and Fairview Heights 

4.E Traffic and Circulation 

Implementation of the proposed TOD would add traffic on freeway 

off-ramps, contributing to vehicle queueing. The resulting impact 

would be less than significant. 

To determine whether traffic generated by the proposed TOD Plan would cause vehicles exiting 

freeways to back up on freeway off-ramps onto the freeway mainline, a queuing analysis was 

conducted for the off-ramp approaches at the La Cienaga Boulevard/Florence Avenue and Manchester 

Boulevard northbound off-ramps along the I-405 freeway. The queue lengths were calculated using 

the Synchro 9 software, which evaluates for 95th percentile queue lengths and compared to available 

vehicle storage capacity on the off-ramps. A significant impact would occur if traffic from the proposed 

TOD Plan would cause queuing to back up onto the freeway mainline. 

Impact Assessment 

Queuing analyses were conducted for the off-ramp approaches at the La Cienaga Boulevard/Florence 

Avenue and Manchester Boulevard northbound off-ramps along the I-405 freeway to evaluate whether 

off-ramps have sufficient storage capacity so as to prevent future spillback onto the freeway mainline. 

The results of the queuing analysis, which are provided in Table 4.E-8, indicate that, under future year 

2035 cumulative conditions, the forecast peak hour 95th percentile queue lengths on the two I-405 off

ramp intersections most affected by the proposed TOD Plan would not exceed the available storage 

area on the ramps and between the ramp intersections. 

TABLE 4.E-8 

FREEWAY RAMP QUEUEING ANALYSIS 

Existing Existing Plus Project 
Future Year 2035 Future Year 2035 

Ramp 
length Without Project With Project 

Intersection 
SBL SBT SBR SBL SBT SBR SBL SBT SBR SBL SBT SBR 

Storage length 1,870 1,870 1,870 1,870 1,870 1,870 1,870 1,870 1,870 1,870 1,870 

la Cienaga Blvd./ 95'" %ile Queue 

Florence Ave. A.M. 361 367 - 383 277 - 187 496 - 134 615 

P.M. 531 448 - 445 404 - 291 535 - 163 781 

Storage Length 1,225 1,225 1,225 1,225 1,225 1,225 1,225 1,225 1,225 1,225 1,225 

1-405 NB Ramp/ 95'" %ile Queue 

Manchester Blvd. A.M. 405 426 46 388 415 47 420 473 44 498 549 

P.M. 314 419 110 228 454 126 272 441 120 243 483 

Source: lteris, 2016 

Sig11ificance Co11clusion for Impact 4.E-1.3 

The queueing analysis prepared for the TOD Plan concluded that queue lengths on the two I-405 off

ramp intersections would not exceed the available storage area on the ramps and between the ramp 

intersections. Impacts would therefore be less than significant, and no mitigation measures are 

required. 

1,870 

-

-

1,225 

46 

149 
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Threshold 4.E-2: Conflict with an applicable congestion management program. 

Impact 4.E-2: Implementation of the proposed TOD Plan would exceed CMP 

thresholds at one intersection. Because no feasible mitigation is 

available, the resulting impact would be significant and unavoidable. 

Methodology 

The CMP for Los Angeles County requires that the traffic impact of individual development projects of 

potential regional significance be analyzed. A specific system of arterial roadways plus all freeways 

comprise the CMP system. A total of 164 intersections are identified for monitoring on the system in 

Los Angeles County. The analysis has been conducted according to the guidelines set forth in the 2010 

Congestion Management Program for Los Angeles County. According to the CMP Traffic Impact 

Analysis (TIA) Guidelines developed by Metro, a CMP traffic impact analysis is required given the 

following conditions: 

• CMP arterial monitoring intersections, including freeway on- or off-ramps, where the 
proposed project would add 50 or more trips during either the AM or PM weekday peak hours. 

• CMP freeway monitoring locations where the proposed project would add 150 or more trips, in 
either direction, during either the AM or PM weekday peak hours. 

Two of the twenty-nine (29) intersections studied for this EIR are part of the 164 CMP Arterial 

monitoring locations in Los Angeles County. Per the CMP guidelines, a project's traffic impact is 

considered significant if the change in V/C ratio relative to the "without project" increases by 2 percent 

(V/C > 0.02) causing the intersection to operate at LOS F. Furthermore, if the intersection is operating 

at LOS E or better after the addition of the project, the intersection would not be considered 

significantly impacted regardless of the increase in V/C. Thus, to determine whether the proposed 

TOD Plan is consistent with the Congestion Management Program for Los Angeles County, results of 

the traffic modeling conducted for cumulative 2035 conditions were reviewed to determine whether 

V/C increases would exceed CMP thresholds at the intersections contained in the CMP. 

Impact Assessment 

A CMP intersection analysis was conducted for the two intersections contained in the County CMP: 

La Brea/ Manchester Boulevard and Crenshaw Boulevard/Manchester Boulevard. 

As shown in Table 4.E-6, under future year 2035 with project conditions, the proposed TOD Plan is 

forecast to result in a significant impact at the CMP-monitored Crenshaw Boulevard/Manchester 

Boulevard intersection. 

The 2010 CMP monitors freeway conditions at eight (8) locations on I-405. The nearest freeway 

segment station is approximately 1.25 miles north of the project site: I-405 north of La Tijera Boulevard. 

Based on incremental project trip generation estimates, the proposed project would add more than 150 

peak hour southbound trips trips; therefore, a CMP mainline freeway segment analysis was conducted. 
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The analysis concluded that proposed development from the TOD Plan areas would result in a less 

than I percent increase in AM and PM peak hour northbound traffic and less than a 2 percent increase 

in AM and PM peak hour southbound traffic. 

Significa11ce Conclusion for Impact 4.E-2 

Traffic generated by the proposed TOD Plan would exceed CMP thresholds at the Crenshaw 

Boulevard/Manchester Boulevard intersection. A significant impact would therefore result. Impacts 

along the freeway mainline would be less than significant. 

Mitigation Measures 

Due to existing development and right-of-way constraints, no feasible physical improvements (e.g., 

roadway widening, additional lanes, etc.) could be implemented. 

Significance Conclusion for impact 4.E-2 

Because there is no feasible mitigation available, this impact would be significant and unavoidable. 

Threshold 4.E-3: Change to air traffic patterns. 

Impact 4.E-3: Implementation of the proposed project would not result in any 

changes to air traffic patterns, there would be no impact. 

1\!l etlwdology 

To determine the significance, a screening analysis was first undertaken to determine whether the 

TOD Plan areas were within an airport land use plan and whether the proposed TOD Plan would 

conflict in any way with the airport land use plan. Once it was determined that the TOD Plan areas 

were outside of the airport land use plan for Los Angeles International Airport, the location of the 

nearest public airport or private airstrip was determined. Because the TOD Plan areas are located 

more than 2 miles away from any other public airport or private airstrip, other sections of this EIR 

were review to determine whether any of the identified impacts of the TOD Plan would possibly affect 

air traffic patterns. No such impact, including the potential for light and glare, were identified. 

Impact Assessme11t 

As noted in Section 4.J, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, the TOD Plan areas are located outside of the 

safety zones of Los Angeles International Airport, and are more than 2 miles away from any other 

public airport or private airstrip. Development of the proposed TOD Plan would, therefore not conflict 

with an airport land use plan, nor would development within the TOD Plan areas cause other adverse 

effects to a public airport use or private airstrip such that air traffic patterns could be adversely 

affected. 
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Significance Conclusion for impact 4.E-3 

Implementation of the proposed TOD Plan would not result in a change in air traffic patterns in either 

the existing or cumulative project scenarios. Therefore, there would be no impact, and no mitigation is 

required. 

Threshold 4.E-4: Substantial increase in hazards due to design features. 

Impact 4.E-4: Implementation of the proposed TOD Plan would be subject to City 

and Public Works Department review of proposed roadway 

improvements, which would ensure that roadway design hazards are 

not created. No impact would result. 

IVI ethodology 

Because the design of proposed roadway improvements would be subject to City standards and 

approval of the City's Public Works Department, no impacts would result. Thus, no impact would 

result, and further detailed analysis of this environmental issue was determined to be unnecessary. 

impact Assessment 

Design of all proposed transportation and circulation features would be required to be consistent with 

the applicable City roadway design standards and Public Works Department requirements. The 

review of site-specific development projects and proposed roadway infrastructure proposed in 

fulfillment of the TOD Plan would ensure that proposed roadway improvements would not result in 

significant hazards. 

Significance Conclusion for Impact 4.E-4 

Because detailed designs for roadway, pedestrian, or bicycle features for subsequent development 

within the TOD Plan areas would be reviewed as part of the City's development review process and 

would be required to meet all applicable design standards, this impact would be less than significant, 

and mitigation measures are not required. 

Threshold 4.E-5: 

1'v1 etlwdology 

Inadequate emergency access. 

Implementation of the proposed TOD Plan would provide adequate 

emergency access to sites throughout the TOD Plan areas, both during 

construction of site-specific development projects and ongoing 

operations. The resulting impact would be less than significant. 

Development that would impede emergency access by police, fire protection, or emergency medical 

vehicles to uses within the TOD Plan areas would constitute a significant impact. Because such 
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emergency access could be impeded by permanent or temporary street closures any such closures 

were evaluated to determine whether adequate alternative access would be provided to maintain 

access in an emergency by police, fire protection, or emergency medical personnel. Because 

emergency access could also be impeded by poor roadway or site design (e.g., inadequate lane widths 

or turning radii), the potential for roadway improvements or site-specific developments to impede 

emergency vehicle access was reviewed. 

impact Assessment 

Existing emergency response routes to and within the TOD areas would either maintained in their 

present locations, with the exception of the proposed closure of Market Street between Florence 

Avenue and Regent Street. This permanent street closure would not have an adverse effect since 

emergency access would remain available to properties fronting along that segment of Market Street 

from La Brea Avenue and Locust Street, as well as from driveway entries along Florence Avenue and 

Regent Street. 

As is standard for construction sites, a traffic control plan providing for adequate emergency access as 

determined by the Public Works Department, as well as fire protection and police authorities would 

be required should any temporary closure of streets or roadway lanes be necessary during 

construction. 

Each site-specific development project within the TOD Plan areas would also be reviewed by the City, 

including review by policy and fire agency authorities to ensure adequate emergency access to and 

within the site (e.g., minimum lane widths, minimum turning radii). 

Significance Conclusion for Impact 4.E-5 

Because all site-specific development projects will be reviewed by the City, including the Public Works 

Department and police and fire protection authorities, implementation of the proposed TOD Plan 

would not result in inadequate emergency access. The impact would be less than significant, and no 

mitigation is required. 

Threshold 4.E-6: Conflict with any adopted policies, plans, or ordinances regarding 

public transit, bikeways, or pedestrian facilities, or otherwise 

substantially decrease the performance or safety of such facilities. 

Im pact 4.E-6: 

1'v1 etlwdology 

Implementation of the proposed project would provide enhanced 

bicycle and pedestrian facilities, and would also improve access to 

transit. The resulting impact would be less than significant. 

To determine whether the proposed TOD Plan would result in a significant impact the extent to which 

the TOD plan would provide facilities to enhance the use of public transit, as well as pedestrian and 

bicycle mobility, was compared to adopted plans for public transit, pedestrian mobility, and bicycle 

Downtown Inglewood and Fairview Heights 
Transit Oriented Development Plan Draft Program EIR 

Metis Environmental Group 
July I, 2016 



Transit Oriented Development Plan for Downtown Inglewood and Fairview Heights 

4.E Traffic and Circulation 

facilities. A significant impact would result if adopted plans would require a greater level of public 

transit, pedestrian mobility, and bicycle facilities than was being proposed in the TOD Plan. 

Impact Assessment 

The proposed TOD Plan includes extensive improvements to pedestrian and bicycle mobility within 

the TOD Plan areas, as described in Chapter 3, Project Description, would not modify or disrupt any 

existing bicycle or pedestrian facilities outside the TOD Plan areas. Included in the TOD Plan is not 

only a map of proposed routes consistent with the City's General Plan bicycle system, but the TOD 

Plan also provides for facilities such as bicycle parking that would enhance the bicycling environment 

and maximize bicycle accessibility (e.g., requirements for the inclusion of bicycle parking near all 

destination points and on roadways with high volumes). The proposed TOD Plan is therefore 

consistent with the City's adopted General Plan. 

In addition to bicycle facilities, the TOD Plan includes provisions to improve pedestrian mobility 

within the TOD Plan areas, particularly by enhancing pedestrian access to the Metro stations being 

constructed within Downtown Inglewood and Fairview Heights. By increasing development intensity 

in the vicinity of the two Metro stations and enhancing pedestrian and bicycle access to those stations, 

the TOD Plan would also increase access to transit. 

Sig11ificance Co11clusion for Impact 4.E-6 

The TOD Plan provides for pedestrian and bicycle facilities that would improve upon existing General 

Plan requirements. The TOD Plan is therefore consistent with adopted policies, plans, or ordinances 

regarding public transit, bikeways, or pedestrian facilities, or otherwise substantially decrease the 

performance or safety of such facilities. Impacts would be less than significant. 

4.E-7 REFERENCES - TRAFFIC AND CIRCULATION 

Iteris, Downtown and Fairview Heights Transit Oriented Development Draft Traffic Impact Analysis, 

June 24, 2m6. 
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PART ONE 
INTRODUCTION 





INTRODUCTION 

The Circulation Element of the Inglewood General Plan is both 

an analysis of existing traffic needs and conditions and a guide 

for future circulation and transportation developments. The 

program presented in this element is not intended to be exhaustive 

or inflexible; it should be continually evaluated to determine its 

currentness and potential for addressing the circulation and 

transportation needs of this community. 

The major part of this element presents and analyzes existing 
. 

street conditions and des~ribes some possible corrective measures. 

The second part of the element discusses other modes -of 

transportation as alternatives to the individual automobile. 

The element concludes with an evaluation of Inglewood's street 

environment and its possible enhancement. This final part serves 

the purpose of a scenic highway element which is no longer required 

as a separate element of the General Plan. 
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PURPOSE OF THE CIRCULATION ELEMENT 

The Circulation Element is one of seven elements which, 

together, comprise the General Plan for the City of Inglewood. 

Section 65302(b) of the California Government Code mandates the 

provision of this element and its correlation with the land use 

element. 

The primary purpose of the Circulation Element is to require 

that the provision of adequate street access and traffic capacity 

is considered for current and future land use needs. To that goal, 

this document formally designates street classifications (arterials 

and collectors) and identifies such specific street improvement 

needs as street widening and intersection alignments. This 

document can be used as the basis for requiring street dedications, 

improvements, or related exactions from development projects that 

will enable the incremental implementation of the policies and 

plans set forth in this element. Additionally, this document can 

assist the City to formulate its annual capital improvement plan 

and budget. 

This Circulation Element also designates truck routes and 

bicycle routes through Inglewood. However, revisions to these 

route plans may be adopted by the Inglewood City Council without 

requiring the amendment of this element. Alternative modes of 

transportation (bus, rail, bicycle) are discussed and evaluated as 

to their availability or their potential to supplement the 

community's reliance on the automobile. 

Finally, this Circulation Element establishes policies about 

various aspects of the street environment. Development standards 
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and zoning regulations should be derived from these policies 

regarding landscaping, parking, street identification, signs and 

building facades. 
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CONSISTENCY WITH GENERAL PLAN 

The Circulation Element is one of seven elements required by 

State law to be part of every city's general plan. It is the State 

Legislature• s intent that the general plan elements should be 

consistent with each other. In this section, the relationship of 

Inglewood• s circulation Element with the other six elements is 

discussed. 

Land Use Element 

The Land Use Element presents a long-range plan for the 

maintenance of existing uses and the establishment of future uses 

of land within the City of Inglewood. Land uses are reliant on the 

circulation system for their access and they also generate traffic 

volumes that affect the design and capacity of the circulation 

system. By necessity, the two elements are closely related and, 

allowing for some street width limitations inherited from 

Inglewood's early development, they are mutually compatible. 

Public Safety and Seismic Safety Element 

The Public Safety Element and the Seismic Safety Element which, 

subsequent to their respective adoption by the City of Inglewood, 

can be consolidated into a single element identify potential 

situations and areas of hazards to life and property within 

Inglewood. This city faces potential threats from major 

earthquakes, aircraft accidents and structure fires. The purpose 

of this element is also to define programs and procedures to 

minimize the risks and resulting impacts from such hazards. Access 

is inevitably a~ important factor in any program or procedure that 
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responds to an accident, earthquake or other calamity. That such 

access is almost always provided by the extensive city street 

system and regional freeway system means the Circulation Element 

and Safety Element are compatible. 

conservation Element 

The conservation Element provides an overall City policy for the 

use of natural and cultural resources. The policy is a guide to 

legislative and administrative decisions that may have a 

significant impact on the environment. Except for brief references 

towards the utilization of less-polluting vehicles, the 

Conservation Element and the Circulation Element essentially 

address different issues. As a result, there is no incompatibility 

between these two elements. 

Open Space and Parks Element 

The Open Space and Parks Element provides a long-range plan for 

the preservation and management of existing open space within 

Inglewood. Because Inglewood is a fully developed city, unused 

land is not available for additional open space or park land. 

Management of existing land and the acquisition and conversion 

of other land uses into parks is the primary program presented in 

this element. The Circulation Element can assure access to park 

sites. Furthermore, sections of the Circulation Element that 

address street parkway and median landscaping contribute to the 

park-like environment promoted by the Open Space and Parks Element. 

These two elements are compatible and consistent with each other. 
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Housing Element 

The Housing Element inventories existing housing stock, 

evaluates housing needs and establishes policies and programs for 

the provision of new housing. The Circulation Element identifies 

primary circulation routes through the city to assure efficient 

access to all residential neighborhoods while eliminating the need 

for large volumes of traffic to use local residential streets. 

This should assure the maintenance of safe and quiet residential 

environments. Therefore, the programs of these two elements are 

consistent and compatible. 

Noise Element 

The Noise Element identifies major sources of noise, assesses 

their levels and effects, and addresses programs that can minimize 

their impact on the community. Traffic noise and aircraft noise 

are the primary noise sources in Inglewood. The Circulation 

element identifies routes that are primary traffic noise corridors. 

The Noise Element and Circulation element are therefore consistent. 
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LAND USE 

One purpose of the Circulation Element is to assure that 

adequate access is or will be provided for current and future land 

developments. Inglewood is a fully built community so there are no 

areas of unimproved land into which this city can expand. With 

minor exceptions, the land use patterns within the city are 

established. Virtually all future development will "infill" 

existing properties that have been underutilized. As shown on the 

following land use map, all areas of Inglewood are served by an 

extensive street system of arterial, collector and local streets. 

All areas of commercial and industrial uses, which generate the 

most traffic, are immediately accessible to arterial streets. Most 

circulation needs in Inglewood are not caused by insufficient 

access to streets but, rather, are due to inadequate street widths 

and problem intersection alignments along existing streets. These 

issues are discussed below in this element. 

10 
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PART TWO 
CIRCULATION PLAN 



REGIONAL CIRCULATION 

Inglewood is a city encompassing 8. 85 square miles in the 

heavily urbanized portion of Los Angeles County known as the South 

Bay. The city is traversed by several regional arterial streets 

and by the San Diego Freeway (Interstate Route 405). The future 

Century· Freeway (Interstate Route 105) is presently being 

constructed immediately south of Inglewood. 
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STREET CLASSIFICATION 

The classification of streets establishes a hierarchy of 

function for the circulation system of Inglewood. Traffic volume 

and street widths are not the only factors used for such 

classification, particularly in this city where existing narrow 

streets must often serve functions greater than their roadway 

widths should warrant. The actual use and location of streets are 

therefore also significant factors in the classification of 

Inglewood streets. 

1. FREEWAYS. Freeways are the primary means of intercity and 

regional travel and are significant in that they provide an 

efficient, fast and high volume alternative to surface streets. 

The planning, design and construction or improvement of freeways 

are undertaken by the State of California through its Department 

of Transportation (Caltrans). 

Two freeways immediately impact the City of Inglewood: 

The San Diego Freeway (Interstate Route 405) serves as a 

north-south route in the Inglewood area. It averages four 

travel lanes in each direction and carries approximately 

270,000 vehicles per day. 

The Century Freeway (Interstate Route 105) is being 

constructed as an east-west route along the south edge of 

Inglewood. It will average three travel lanes in each 

direction, plus one high occupancy vehicle lane for buses 

and vans, and is anticipated to accommodate about 150,000 

vehicles per day. This freeway will also provide a rail 
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transit route at9ng its median. Completion of construction 

is expected in 1993. 

2. MA,JOR ARTERIALS. Maj or arterials are the most important sur~ace 

streets. They function as primary intercity routes (i.e. 

continuous routes into, through and out of this city) in 

addition to collecting and distributing a large portion of local 

traffic. Major arterials are typically designed to carry over 

30,000 vehicles per day which means they should have a minimum 

of two travel lanes in each direction in addition to a separate 

median lane to accommodate left turn movement. However, 

depending upon traffic volume, particularly during peak traffic 

periods, additional travel lanes and/or the prohibition of curb 

parking may be necessary. 

The following streets in Inglewood are classified as Major 

Arterials: 

1. Arbor Vitae Street (west of Prairie Avenue) 

2. Centinela Avenue 

3. Century Boulevard 

4. Crenshaw Boulevard 

5. Florence Avenue 

6. Hawthorne Boulevard 

7. Imperial Highway 

8. La Brea Avenue 

9. La Cienega Boulevard 

10. Manchester Boulevard 

11. Prairie Avenue 
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3. MINOR ARTERIALS. Minor arterials, also referred to as secondary 

arterials, are similiar to major arterials except that they may 

be discontinuous within the city, they may carry less traffic 

volume and/or they may serve as extensions of other major 

arterials (e.g. Crenshaw Drive from Crenshaw Boulevard; or 

Kareem Court from Manchester Boulevard). Minor arterials are 

typically designed to carry 15,000 to 30,000 vehicles per day, 

which means they should have a minimum of two travel lanes in 

each direction. A separate median lane to accommodate left turn 

movement is desirable if there is sufficient roadway width. 

The following streets in Inglewood are classified as Minor 

Arterials: 

1. Crenshaw Drive 

2. Eucalyptus Avenue (Beach Avenue to Arbor Vitae Street) 

3. Fairview Boulevard (La Brea Avenue to overhill Drive) 

4. Kareem Court (Forum Road) 

5. Inglewood Avenue (south of Manchester Boulevard) 

6. Lennox Boulevard 

7. Market Street (Florence Avenue to La Brea Avenue) 

8. overhill Drive 

9. Van Ness Avenue 

10. West Boulevard (north of Florence Avenue) 

11. 108th Street (east of Crenshaw Boulev~rd) 

12. 120th Street 

19 
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4 . COLLECTORS. 

Collectors are transitional streets between arterials and local 

streets. The function of a collector is to "collect" vehicles 

from the local street system and transport them to the arterial 

system. Collectors, however, also provide some cross-city 

access (e.g. Hyde Park Boulevard). Collectors may be designed 

to carry up to 15,000 vehicles per day, although 3,000 to 10,000 

vehicles is more typical. A collector will have at least one 

travel lane in each direction, but depending upon specific 

traffic volume or access function, two travel lanes in each 

direction might be utilized. 

The following streets in Inglewood are classified as Collectors: 

1. Arbor Vitae Street (east of Darby Park) 

2. Beach Avenue 

3. Doty Avenue 

4. Eucalyptus Avenue (north of Beach Avenue) 

5. Eucalyptus Avenue (Arbor Vitae Street to Century Boulevard) 

6. Fairfax Avenue-~ 

7. Fairview Boulevard (except La Brea Avenue to overhill Drive) 

8. Fir Avenue (Florence Avenue Manchester Boulevard) 

9. Freeman Avenue 

10. Grevillea Avenue 

11. Hardy Street 

12. Hillcrest Boulevard 

13. Hindry Avenue 

14. Hyde Park Boulevard 

15. Hyde Park Place 
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16. Inglewood Avenue (Florence Avenue to Manchester Boulevard) 

17. Ivy Avenue 

18. Juniper Street 

19. Kelso Street - 90th Street (Inglewood Avenue to Crenshaw 

Boulevard) 

20. La Tijera Boulevard 

21. Locust Street (Regent Street to Hillcrest Boulevard) 

22. Myrtle Avenue (Arbor Vitae Street to Century Boulevard) 

23. Oak Street (Eucalyptus Avenue to Arbor Vitae Street) 

24: Park Avenue (Warren Lane to Hyde Park Boulevard) 

25. Regent Street 

26. Springpark Avenue 

27. Spruce Avenue (La Brea Avenue to Manchester Boulevard) 

28. Warren Lane (Centinela Avenue to Park Avenue) 

29. West Boulevard (north of Manchester Boulevard) 

30. Yukon Avenue 

31. 5th Avenue (north of Manchester Boulevard) 

32. 8th Avenue 

33. 64th Street (Springpark Avenue to Garth Avenue) 

34. 90th Street (east of Crenshaw Boulevard) 

35. 102nd Street (east of Prairie Avenue) 

36. 104th Street 

37. 108th Street (Prairie Avenue to Crenshaw Boulevard) 
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TRAFFIC GENERATORS 

Certain facilities or areas in and near Inglewood can be 

identified as being the destination of significant numbers of 

vehicles: 

1. Los Angeles International Airport (LAX) . Approximately 

60,000 LAX patron vehicles enter and exit the airport each 

day. Additionally, 40,000 employees work within the 

airport grounds and adjacent air freight terminals. 

2. Hollywood Park. This racetrack can accommodate approxi

mately 40,000 vehicles and over 50,000 patrons. 

3. The Forum. This sports and entertainment arena can 

accommodate approximately 4,000 vehicles and over 18,000 

patrons. 

4. Northrop Corporation. The aircraft and electronics 

divisions of this corporation employ approximately 20,000 

persons in its Hawthorne facilities. 

5. Daniel Freeman Hospital. The hospital and adjacent 

facilities can accommodate approximately 1300 vehicles, and 

over 3300 vehicles enter and leave the facilities in one 

day. 

6. Centinela Hospital. The hospital and adjacent facilities 

can also accommodate approximately 1300 vehicles, and a 

comparable number of vehicles to that of Daniel Freeman 

Hospital enter and leave the facilities in one day. 

7. Downtown Inglewood. Within a sixteen block area centered 

upon Manchester Boulevard and Market Street is a 

concentration of retail stores, professional and medical 
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offices, financial institutions, city, 

governmental offices and court buildings. 

county and state 

Adjacent to this 

downtown area are a high school and junior high school. 

Specific numbers of employees, patrons and visitors in this 

area are not known. 

Additionally, existing San Diego Freeway entrances and exits 

along La Cienega Boulevard can be considered traffic generators, as 

certainly will be future entrances and exits for the Century 

Freeway being constructed along the southern edge of Inglewood. 

TRAFFIC VOLUME 

The following two maps depict the current and anticipated 

traffic flow volumes for selected streets in Inglewood. A 

substantial increase for north-south traffic on Crenshaw Boulevard 

and Prairie Avenue is expected after the opening of the century 

Freeway with a corresponding decrease of east-west traffic on 

Imperial Highway which essentially parallels the freeway. 

overall future traffic volume increases may be mitigated by a 

greater utilization of light rail, bus transit and carpooling in 

the next decade. 
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TRUCK ROUTES 

The Inglewood Municipal Code (Chapter 3, Article 3) specifically 

authorizes the City Council to designate certain streets in the 

city on which vehicles exceeding three tons may travel. These 

designated routes are identified with street signs to guide truck 

traffic through the city. Vehicles exceeding three tons are 

restricted from using all other streets in the city unless they are 

picking up or delivering merchandise at businesses or sites located 

on these restricted streets. 

The purpose of designated truck routes is to restrict heavy 
.. 

weight vehicles to streets constructed to carry such weight, in 

addition to keeping large vehicles--with their potentially annoying 

levels of noise, vibration and fumes--from residential neigh-

borhoods. With the exception of two routes, all designated truck 

routes are along arterial streets. One exception is East Hyde Park 

Boulevard and Hyde Park Place which have street widths too narrow 

to be classified an arterial route but which serve various small 

light manufacturing and heavy commercial businesses located in 

northeast Inglewood. The second exception is 102nd Street (between 

Prairie Avenue and Yukon Avenue) which serves the new manufacturing 

and air freight businesses being developed in the Century 

Redevelopment Project area. 
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STREET RIGHTS-OF-WAY 

The design of a street and the number of lanes in its roadway 

are usually a factor of the width of the street right-of-way. 

Inglewood streets have exceptionally varied widths. The widest 

right-of-way is 125 feet along a portion of South La Brea Avenue 

(because it once included a trolley right-of-way). Many 

residential streets have only 50-foot rights-of-way; a few are as 

narrow as 40 feet. The reasons for such varied widths, and the 

difficulty of increasing the widths of many streets, are discussed 

elsewhere in this Element. 

The following diagram shows typical street cross-sections for 

three common right-of-way widths. HoweveF, many of Inglewood's 

arterial and collector streets are located within rights-of-way of 

insufficient widths. As a result, lane widths may be narrower than 

shown in the diagram and parking lanes may be excluded to provide 

additional travel lanes. Streets lacking a median, as shown in the 

example of an SO-foot right-of-way, may provide a median lane for 

left turn movements near intersecting streets by elimination of one 

or both parking lanes at that location. 

30 



¢. 

I 
I 

I 
""":> '~"~' ,,.,,""':>?''NJl"?"7 ....................... '!""'.-.... _ .. _____ ..,.... ___ ___.._. .• ·. ·.· ·, ·.' >>? ,.,,.> 

W: P T T p: W 
I I 

12' : 8' 10' 10' 8' : 12' 

I ~ 36 FT. ROADWAY~ I 
~ 60 FT. RIGHT-OF-WAY~ 

""'":' ,,.,,,~,,.,~,~.,,,.~,~: ·.~· .•~. ·.~ ...... ..__ _______ "':""""_'""""':" ____ .... _.: "' .. . : .fi»>?>))')' 

W:P T T T T p:W 
I I 

12' : 8' 10' 10' 10' 10' 8' : 12' 

~ ..., ____ 56 FT. ROADWAY ---~~""" 
l-of------80 FT. RIGHT-OF-WAY----~ 

*" ''"''',. i. · · ·: .· .... ·. ··: L ': .·.· ... ;::• 
I I 

.J·. > .... ·· •. ·.··I .,,>,,,,, 
w : p 

I 

12' : 8' 

T 
12' 

T 
12' 

I 

M I 

12' I 
I 

T 

12' 

T 
12' 

p I w I - I 

8' : 12' 

~I . I 
I .... ~------ 76 FT. ROADWAY-----~ 
.... ~-------100 FT. RIGHT-OF-WAY-------.:io...i 

TYPICAL STREET SECTIONS 
FOR COMt{)N RIGHT-OF-WAY WIDTHS 

P PARKING LANE 
T TRAVEL LANE 
M MEDIAN LANE 

(or raised median) 
W PARKWAY (sidewalk, 

landscaping, curb) 



STREET WIDENING 

While many streets in Inglewood have substandard widths when 

compared to today• s standards for street design, most of these 

streets are still functional for their traffic volumes. In certain 

cases, some substandard streets are made functional by sacrificing 

parking along one side of the street. This occurs throughout the 

Lockhaven residential neighborhood (105th Street to llJth Street). 

However, there are streets with insufficient widths for their 

current or anticipated traffic needs that should be widened. 

Unfortunately, physical constraints often limit the feasibility of 

widening streets. Existing improvements located along these 

streets, or abutting small lots that cannot be further reduced in 

size, may preclude widening, in addition to prohibitive costs of 

acquiring and removing such improvements. 

The following arterial and collector streets in Inglewood are 

selectively identified as streets that need to be widened to 

accommodate current or anticipated traffic needs: 

1. Arbor Vitae Street (San Diego Freeway to La Brea Avenue) 

2. Aviation Boulevard. 

3. Beach Avenue (Plymouth Street to Inglewood Avenue) 

4. Beach Avenue (Edgewood Street to Centinela Avenue) 

5. Doty Avenue (Century Boulevard to 104th Street) 

6. Eucalyptus Avenue (Centinela Avenue to Juniper Street) 

7. Eucalyptus Avenue (Florence Avenue to Arbor Vitae Street) 

8. Fairview-Avenue (La Tijera Bo~levard to Springpark Avenue) 

9. Fir Avenue (Regent Street to Manchester Boulevard) 
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10. Florence Avenue (Fir Avenue to Manchester Boulevard) 

11. Hyde Park Boulevard (Centinela Avenue to West Boulevard) 

12. Hyde Park Boulevard (Beach Avenue to La Brea Avenue) 

13. Hyde Park Boulevard (Glenway Drive to Industrial Avenue) 

14. Inglewood Avenue (Manchester Boulevard to Arbor Vitae 

Street) 

15. Yukon Avenue (104th Street to Imperial Highway) 

16. 104th Street (Prairie Avenue to Yukon Avenue) 

17. 108th Street (Prairie Avenue to Crenshaw Boulevard) 

In addition to this listing, other streets may be identified as 

also needing widening. The Engineering Department of the City of 

Inglewood maintains a master street-widening and intersection 

alignment plan that specifies actual widening requirements which 

are to be used for determining right-of-way dedications and 

acquisitions necessary to widen streets. 
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INTERSECTION ALIGNMENTS 

There are over 1200 street intersections in Inglewood. While 

most intersections consist of aligned streets crossing at right 

angles, some intersections consist of streets that meet at peculiar 

angles and/or multiple streets that converge together. 

Fortunately, most of the irregular intersections occur along 

streets where few problems arise due to their low traffic volumes. 

However, some intersections with alignment problems occur on 

collector and arterial streets. The most notable of these 

situations are identified on the following map and discussions on 

eadch location are included in the Appendix. These possible 

measures ~re addressed only for evaluative purposes and, by their 

reference in· this Element, do not necessarily constitute any 

adopted policy of the City of Inglewood for their implementation 

exactly as described. Economic and physical restrictions can 

preclude such implementation in addition to other possible remedies 

that may be subsequently formulated. 

The number beside each identified intersection on the map 

corresponds to numbered narratives in the appendix. An exception 

is the discussion about street closures (No. 17 on the map) which 

is found on page 42 of this text. In addition to these notable 

situations, the Engineering Department of the City of Inglewood 

maintains a master street and intersection alignment plan which may 

identify other locations. 

The elimination or mitigation of the problem conditions 

occurring at these intersections can be considered in the deter

mination of future municipal improvement programs. 
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DOWNTOWN STREET DESIGN STQDY 

During the 1970 1 s, the City of Inglewood implemented a redesign 

of its traditional downtown shopping street, Market Street, in an 

attempt to encourage a return of the pedestrian-oriented shopping 

that had been lost to newer shopping centers and retail malls. The 

redesign included reducing the street from four to two lanes, 

replacing parallel curb parking with angled parking, installing a 

substantial quantity of large trees, constructing raised 

landscaping planters and benches, and replacing most individual 

store front signs with identical dark blue canvas awnings having 

white stenciled lettering. 

The appearance of the street was de.finitely more attractive, 

but the redesign also resulted in decreased traffic flow, due to 

the lane reduction and the use of angled parking, and in decreased 

store visibility, due to the trees and awnings. 

Meanwhile, traffic has increased substantially on La Brea 

Avenue, the major north-south arterial paralleling Market Street. 

As traffic demand continues to grow in the South Bay region with no 

new north-south arterials or freeways planned, there is a 

compelling need to increase the vehicle capacity of La Brea Avenue. 

The City of Inglewood is now studying a proposal to redesign 

the entire downtown circulation system to address the needs of La 

Brea Avenue and Market Street. The proposal would marry the two 

parallel streets into a single north-south travel corridor known as 

a one-way couplet. Between Florence Avenue on the north and Spruce 

Avenue on the south, La Brea Avenue would become a one-way 

southbound roadway while Market Street would become a one-way 
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northbound roadway. As depicted on the following maps, the most 

northern one-block length of Market Street would be realigned to 

return northbound traffic to La Brea Avenue. Portions of Hillcrest 

Boulevard and La Brea Drive would be closed to simplify some of the 

intersection configurations. 

By converting both La Brea Avenue and Market Street to one-way 

routes, each street's right-of-way would need to accommodate only 

half of a street. This will permit three travel lanes (all in the 

same direction) plus two parking lanes per roadway. Right turn and 

left turn movements, in addition to bus stops, would occur in the 

parking lanes so there would be no hindrance to traffic flow in the 

three travel lanes. Additionally, since there would be no oncoming 

vehicles from the opposite direction, there would be no need for 

separate left turn signal phases. This saved phase time could be 

allocated to cross streets to improve traffic flow on such east-

west streets as Manchester Boulevard. Furthermore, one-way traffic 

will readily permit traffic signal synchronization on both La Brea 

Avenue and Market Street to further improve their respective 

traffic flows by increasing traffic volume while controlling 

.traffic speed. 

By incorporating Market Street into this one-way couplet, the 

Market Street stores would now front onto a regional arterial 

street, substantially increasing their retail exposure. However, 

the current pedestrian environment would not only be retained, it 

would be enhanced. Since both the La Brea Avenue and Market Street 

100-foot wide rights-of-way need to accommodate only half of a 

street, less roadway is required. This will permit an approximate 
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doubling of the sidewalk widths on both sides of these streets. 

These increased sidewalks will not only provide greater separation 

between pedestrians and vehicles, but there will be additional room 

for landscaping, public seating and other amenities. Restaurants 

might receive City permits to allow outside dining. Not only would 

the pedestrian environment on Market Street be enhanced, a 

comparable environment would be created on La Brea Avenue, 

essentially doubling the size of Inglewood's high-visibility, 

pedestrian-oriented retail and professional downtown. 

Cross traffic would be simplified by providing only three 

cross-streets at Regent Street, Manchester Boulevard and a 

realigned Hillcrest Boulevard. Other cross streets and closed 

streets would be converted into parking lots and/or designated 

pedestrian corridors, many of which would permit ingress and egress 

at both ends so they could also serve as minor cross streets. 

In addition to redesigning the circulation of downtown 

Inglewood, the regional identity of downtown can be enhanced with 

a significant name change. While Market Street is a historic name 

for the old town of Inglewood, it is fairly unknown in the 

remainder of the Los Angeles region. On the other hand, Hawthorne 

Boulevard is readily identified as the primary retail corridor 

throughout the South Bay area. Therefore, the Hawthorne Boulevard 

name, which currently ends at Century Boulevard, can be extended 

north to include what is currently south La Brea Avenue and Market 

Street. Downtown Inglewood's identity would become the place where 

three regional arterials converge: Hawthorne Boulevard up from the 

South Bay, La Brea Avenue down from Hollywood and the Wilshire 
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District, and east-west Manchester Boulevard. 

The numbering system on store fronts along La Brea Avenue and 

Hawthorne Boulevard (Market Street) can be confusing since Queen 

Street is not readily apparent to a motorist as being the division 

between north and south addressing. Therefore, Queen Street 

(between Locust Street and the civic center only) may be considered 

for renaming to Center Street to identify it as the center of the 

numbering system. 



QTREET CI.CSUR.ES AND DIYERTEBS 

While the majority of this Element addresses the provision and 

improvement of access routes through Inglewood, there are circum-

stances where access should be restricted. The two most common 

circumstances are (1) where a local (usually residential) street 

provides an unintended shortcut for motorists who are bypassing an 

arterial or collector street and (2) where a potentially hazardous 

intersection exists at the junction of a heavily traveled (often 

high-speed) major street and a local street. 

Examples of unintended _short-cuts are certain local streets that 

can provide direct access between West Boulevard and Centinela 

Park. The City of Inglewood has installed traffic diverters at 

five intersections (Long/65th, Chester/65th, Gay/66th, Long/67th 

and Gay/68th streets) to make access between West Boulevard and the 

park so circuitous that these 

streets no longer off er a 

short-cut. At each location, 

the diverter is a line of 

landscaped planters that 

extends diagonally across an 

intersection rendering the 

intersection into two separ-

ated L-shaped turns. While -~ 

successful in curtailing 

short-cut traffic, these 

CENT!NELA 

PARK 

diverters also tend to fFJigment neighborhood accessibility. 

However, prior to any removal of the traffic diverters, 
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accommodations must be made to continue discouraging park related 

traffic. This would necessitate further studies beyond the scope 

of this Element, including discussions with affected residents and 

City agencies. Possible responses include providing better park 

access from Redondo Boulevard and closing the residential streets 

along West Boulevard. Such schemes may result in substantial 

property acquisition with major ramifications for affected 

businesses along Redondo and West Boulevards. 

Actual street closures occur where Kew Street and Cory Drive 

each intersect La Cienega Boulevard. At both locations, the 

outside (curb) lane of La Cienega Boulevard is used by high-speed 

traffic exiting the San Diego Freeway. Traffic speed is too great 

for vehicles to safely turn onto these two intersecting local 

streets. Landscaped barricades are used to close access to these 

streets. 

Both traffic diverters and street closures may be increasingly 

used in the future as arterial street traffic increases and spills 

onto local residential streets. Such a closure is currently being 

tested on West Boulevard at Manchester Boulevard. 

Another type of street closure has occured on Hollypark Drive 

and portions of Crenshaw Boulevard and Arbor Vitae street. These 

streets still exist physically but have been vacated so they are 

·-
not accessible to the general public. They are now privately owned 

and maintained streets within an apartment complex that is 

surrounded by a security fence. 
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RAILROAD CROSSINGS 

The single remaining rail line through Inglewood has twelve at

grade street crossings, all of which are fully regulated by gate 

arms, lights and warning bells. Because the rail line parallels 

Florence Avenue for most of its length, cars (on the intersecting 

streets) that have stopped at Florence Avenue often queue across 

the tracks while waiting for the traffic signals to change. 

Relocating either the rail line or Florence Avenue to eliminate 

these conditions is physically impossible; as long as the railroad 

continues to operate, the only feasible solution would be to 

separate the grade crossings between the rail line and street 

surfaces. The costs for both construction and property acquisition 

would be prohibitive. However, if fiscal conditions were ever 

favorable, a separated grade at La Brea Avenue would offer the 

greatest benefit, as explained in the appendix discussion about 

street alignments. Such concerns about grade crossings may 

ultimately be moot if Santa Fe ceases operating this line. 
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PART THREE 
ALTERNATIVE TRANSPORTATION SYSTEMS 



BUS ROUTES 

Inglewood is served exclusively by the Southern California Rapid 

Transit District (SCRTD) which is a public utility that serves a 

five-county region. The bus route map shows which streets have 

local bus service at the time of the preparation of this Element. 

The btis routes may be altered in the future by the SCRTD so that 

this map is provided only to show that all sectors of the city are 

currently provided with bus service. In addition to these local 

service bus routes, there is special bus service to the Hollywood 

Park race track from outlying areas during the racing season. 

The City of Inglewood also operates a local shuttle bus service 

through its downtown area that connects senior citizen residential 

complexes with the City's senior citizen center, downtown stores 

and SCRTD bus stops. 

LIGHT BAIL TRANSIT 

Since the demise of the Pacific Electric trolley system 

following the Second World War, there have been recurring proposals 

to provide a regional light rail transit system to relieve current 

and future demands on the freeway system. Most proposals call for 

one or more light rail lin~s providing service to Los Angeles 

International Airport which would pass through Inglewood. Because 

such proposals are designed at a regional scale, it is beyond the 

scope of this Element to propose any specific route through 

Inglewood although utilization of the Santa Fe right-of-way should 

_ ....... 
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be considered in any future transit routing studies. 

One adopted light rail transit route has been approved for the 

median of the Century Freeway which is under construction through 

the most southern part of Inglewood. Passenger stations that will 

serve Inglewood are planned for the freeway median at Crenshaw 

Boulevard and at Hawthorne Boulevard. 

Parking lots will be provided adjacent to these stations. 

Additionally, when the light rail transit commences operation 

(planned for the mid-1990's), it is anticipated that the SCRTD bus 

lines will be coordinated to serve these stations. 

Another route currently being studied by the Los Angeles County 

Transportation Commission runs south from the Crenshaw District in 

Los Angeles along Crenshaw Boulevard and along the Santa Fe right

of-way to Prairie Avenue. The route then follows Prairie Avenue 

through Inglewood south to the transit line in the Century Freeway. 

PARK-ANO-RIDE 

Park-and-ride is a program for commuters intended to augment bus 

and rail transit systems. Park-and-ride is a system of parking 

lots strategically located throughout the Los Angeles region where 

commuters may park their cars reasonably near their residences. 

They may then depart en masse for their places of employment on bus 

lines or light rail transit lines thereby reducing the number of 

privately driven vehicles on freeways and surface streets. Park

and-ride operations are particularly effective in urban areas which 
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have a single, dominant city center towards which most commuters 

are traveling. However, in the urban environment in which 

Inglewood is located, individuals commute to their employment in 

all directions of the compass: west to the airport, south to the 

aerospace firms in the South Bay and the industries at the harbor, 

east to downtown Los Angeles, and north to the professional 

businesses of the Wilshire and Westwood districts. This diffusion 

diminishes the demand for commuters to utilize a park-and-ride 

facility that provides transportation to just one or two 

destinations. This was learned in the mid-1970's when a park-and

ride facility was operated for the SCRTD on Slauson Avenue just 

northwest of Inglewood. The facility could accommodate several 

hundred cars, but averaged only about fifty parked vehicles a day 

and the operation was abandoned after less than a year. New park

and-ride facilities- are planned to be located adjacent to the 

transit stations that will be built in the median of the Century 

Freeway. Separated light rail transit vehicles are expected to be 

better patronized than are the SCRTD buses which can be impeded by 

rush hour traffic congestion. 

PARATRANSIT SERVICE 

The City of Inglewood maintains a fleet of six vehicles (four 

small buses, one mini-van and one automobile) to provide pre

arranged transportation for senior citizens and handicapped 

residents. Several of the buses are equipped with wheelchair 
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lifts. The vehicles, operating from the City's Senior Citizen 

Center, pick up riders at their residences and take them to 

frequently patronized destinations (shopping centers, hospitals, 

parks, etc.). Reservations for rides need to be made approximately 

one week in advance to permit scheduling of routes for these 

vehicles. Service is available Monday through Friday only, 

although some excursion trips to entertainment activities are 

provided on Saturdays. The transportation is offered free although 

a fifty cent donation is requested. 
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PRIVATE TRANSPOBTAT!ON SERVICES 

Taxicabs 

The City of Inglewood is currently served by one privately 

operated taxi company that is authorized by the City Council. The 

taxi company is issued a Certificate of Convenience and Necessity 

in conformance with State Law. The City council may periodically 

review the level of service to the community provided by the taxi 

company and, if it is determined that the taxi service is 

inadequate, an additional or alternative taxi company may be 

authorized to operate within Inglewood. Additionally, other taxi 

companies operating in neighboring jurisdictions may discharge 

passengers in Inglewood. 

Shuttle J3uses 

Inglewood's close proximity to Los Angeles International Airport 

has resulted in the development of several large hotels in this 

city, with the probable addition of more hotels in the future. 

These hotels typically provide their own shuttle service for their 

patrons to and from the airport using vans or small buses. Some 

car rental agencies in Inglewood also provide comparable shuttle 

service for their patrons. Additionally, Inglewood residents may 

take advantage of the airport's close proximity and utilize the 

many shuttle services available from the airport to various 

destinations in southern California. 

Charter Buses 

Many privately operated bus companies are located in the Los 
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Angeles area which are readily available for charter by any 

Inglewood organization or business. 
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BICYCLE ROUTES 

Bicycles offer an inexpensive alternative form of transportation 

in addition to being used for recreational purposes. Typically, 

bicycle riders must share streets with automobiles and trucks. To 

minimize potential dangers to cyclists using streets, certain 

streets and bikeways are specifically designated as bicycle routes. 

These routes usually avoid the most heavily trafficked arterial 

streets, exceptionally narrow streets, steep grades and difficult 

topography, and busy unsignal ized intersections. In detouring 

these conditions, bicycl_e routes may not be as direct as routes 

taken by automobile drivers, but most bicycle routes add only a few 

blocks to cyclists' travel distances. 

Bicycle routes are classified into three types. Type I is a 

paved bike path that is physically separated from the roadway. 

Type II is a specifically striped lane within the roadway, usually 

along the curb. Automobiles are prohibited from driving within 

this bicycle lane. Type III, the most common classification, is 

merely a street that has been designated as a bicycle route with no 

physical changes to accommodate cyclists other than the posting of 

"bike route" signs to identify the existence of the route. 

The following map shows the designated bicycle routes within the 

City of Inglewood. Few routes are available in north Inglewood due 

to its hilly topography. The map also shows bicycle routes 

adjacent to Inglewood which have been designated by the City of Los 

Angeles and the County of Los Angeles. Additionally the map 

denotes potential routes that will require their concurrent 

adoption by Inglewood and adjacent jurisdictions. 
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Implementation of this bicycle route plan mostly requires the 

removal of "bike route" signs from along previous routes and the 

installation of additional signs along the majority of the routes. 

Minor improvements, including signs, are necessary for the Type I 

bikepaths through the parks. 
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RAILROADS 

Railroads were once a primary source of local transportation 

throughout this region, but their utilization has declined to where 

today they can barely be considered a viable form of alternative 

local transportation. Rail service in Inglewood exemplifies this 

decline. 

This city's history began with the construction of a railroad 

in 1887 to a proposed port at today's Marina del Rey. Because of 

society's dependency on rail service, a train depot was one of the 

town's first structures. An electrified trolley system along 

Market Street was singularly responsible for the development of 

downtown Inglewood during the first decades of this century. It 

provided convenient access for South Bay farmers and residents to 

reach Inglewood's merchants. 

However, the utilization of railroads for both passenger and 

freight service to Inglewood began declining in the late 1920's 

with society's increasing preference for automobile and truck 

transportation. Today, rail service has virtualy ceased. The 

Atchison, Topeka and Santa Fe Railroad maintains a single-track 

freight line through Inglewood that still serves the oil refineries 

and other industries in the South Bay region. Essentially, all 

rail spurs and sidingi within Inglewood have been abandoned and 

rail rights-of-way have been physically eliminated or incorporated 

into street rights-of-way. This effectively precludes any future 

use of at-grade rail lines for local transportation although grade 

separated light rail transit could be used for passenger service in 

future decades. 
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SCAG REGIONAL MOBILITY PLAN 

In 1989, the Southern California Association of Governments 

(SCAG) and the South Coast Air Quality Management District, within 

whose jurisdiction Inglewood is located, adopted the first Air 

Quality Management Plan, a plan that has been revised annually. 

This plan is an extensive and comprehensive program to regulate 

land development, transportation, industrial processes and uses of 

chemicals for the purpose of achieving federal clean air standards 

for southern California by the year 2020. The Air Quality 

Management Plan also has two component plans, the Regional Growth 

Management Plan and the Regional Mobility Plan (RMP). This latter 

plan contains many specific programs and requirements which, being 

applicable to Inglewood's Circulation Element, are discussed on the 

following pages. 

A. TRANSPORTATION DEMAND MANAGEMENT. 

1. 1991/ 1992: The City of Inglewood and other local 

government agencies must adopt modified work schedules for their 

employees to reduce traffic during hours of peak traffic demand 

("rush hours"). This may be accomplished with modified work 

week schedules with flexible work hours for employees, or 

ridesharing and vanpool programs. The City must also adopt and 

enforce an ordinance that requires all businesses with more than 

100 employees to implement a ridesharing or vanpool program. 

2. 1991/1992: The City must adopt and enforce an ordinance 

that requires all businesses in Inglewood that have more than 

100 employees to utilize modified work schedules, while 

businesses with more than 25 employees must disseminate ride-
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sharing program information to their employees. 

3. 1992/1993: The City must adopt an ordinance requiring 

major retail facilities (e.g. shopping centers) to establish 

employee ridesharing programs, provide preferential employee 

parking for rideshare vehicles while charging a fee for other 

parking, and subsidize employees• costs if they ride public 

transportation. 

4. 1992/1993: The City of Inglewood must establish 

programs to reduce vehicle trips by its own employees by twenty 

percent, particularly by relying on telecommunications to permit 

many employees to work in their homes. 

5. 1992/1993: Local governments are required to begin 

working with local cable television franchises, local businesses 

and local colleges to implement, if feasible, shop-at-home and 

study-at-home programs to reduce shopping and school destination 

trips. 

6. 1993: The City must implement programs to significantly 

reduce vehicle trips of patrons coming to Hollywood Park and to 

the Forum, primarily by increasing the availability of shuttle 

services to these facilities from outlying areas. 

B. SYSTEM MANAGEMENT PROGRAM 

In 1993, all local jurisdictions must implement an inter

connected "automated traffic surveillance and control" system 

whereby traffic flow and volume is monitored and traffic signal 

phasing is automatically changed to accommodate those streets 

and routes that have the greatest traffic demands at any given 

time. The RMP has set a goal of one thousand interconnected 
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signals in the SCAG region by 1993. At the time this element 

was written, Inglewood had 105 intersections interconnected to 

its own computerized control system which could be linked with 

Los Angeles' ATSAC system in the future. 

C. COMMUTER RAIL PROGRAM 

As of 1991, Inglewood is required to ensure the preservation 

of the only remaining rail right-of-way, the Santa Fe line along 

Florence Avenue, for possible future passenger rail transit 

service unless a study of transit needs shows that this right

of-way would not be needed. 

D. GOODS MOVEMENT PROGRAM 

1. All local governments are required to enforce parking 

prohibitions in loading zones to ensure that these zones are 

available for the expeditious delivery of goods by trucks. 

2. In 1993·, all local governments should modify their noise 

ordinances, if necessary, to permit evening and early morning 

delivery of goods by truck when there is little communter 

traffic. Programs and ordinances should also be adopted to 

discourage and/or restrict truck deliveries during the peak 

hours of commuter traffic. 

E. NONMOTORIZED TRANSPORTATION PROGRAM 

In 1993, local governments 

incorporating pedestrian and 

must establish 

bicycle routes 

criteria for 

into future 

subdivisions and new commercial and industrial parks. 
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LACTC CONGESTION MANAGEMENT PROGRAM 

The Congestion Management Program (CMP) is a recently enacted 

program to mitigate future traffic congestion in Los Angeles 

County. The CMP will be managed by the Los Angeles County 

Transportation Commission (LACTC) with required participation by 

all local municipalities. 

The CMP identifies a primary system of existing and proposed 

highways and arterial streets and establishes minimum levels of 

service performance for these routes. The CMP also sets standards 

for transit service (bus and rail) and trip reduction programs 

including the previously addressed Regional Mobility Plan. 

The CMP requires an analysis of any potential impacts upon these 

CMP-identified transportation systems caused by local land use 

decisions. Whenever it is determined that a land use decision 

(typically resulting in new or intensified development) will have 

an impact, measures are to be imposed upon the development(s) to 

mitigate any congestion impact. This may include exacting 

mitigation fees, that the LACTC will apply to a capital improvement 

program, by which improvements may be made to the CMP-identified 

highways and streets, transit systems and other related projects 

to reduce congestion. 

As of the adoption of this Element, the CMP Roadway System 

identifies two routes through the City of Inglewood that are 

subject to impact analysis and congestion mitigation if necessary: 

Manchester Boulevard (State Route 42) and the San Diego Freeway 

(Interstate Route 405). Nearby routes that could be impacted by 

Inglewood developments include Sepulveda Boulevard (State Route 1) 
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and the Harbor Freeway (Interstate Route 110). 

Additionally, the CMP identifies other routes that may be added 

to the CMP Roadway System in the near future. These potential 

routes include La Brea Avenue/Hawthorne Boulevard, La Cienega 

Boulevard, La Tij era Boulevard, Century Boulevard and Crenshaw 

Boulevard. 

The CMP requires an analysis of potential traffic impact for any 

proposed development that is expected to generate 150 or more 

additional vehicle trips in the peak direction du~~ng the peak hour 

of traffic volume on adjacent streets. 

The LACTC will establish a countywide mitigation fee formula in 

1992. 

The CMP also requires each city to annually prepare a Deficiency 

Plan for any portion of a CMP system route in its jurisdiction that 

deteriorates below minimum service standards. The Plan must 

identify the cause of the deficiency and a list or measures and/or 

improvements needed to re-attain the service standard. The LACTC 

will review and accept or reject each city's Deficiency Plan. --If 

rejected, the Plan must be revised by the city to the satisfaction 

of the LACTC. 
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STREET ENVIRONMENT 

The design and appearance of streets are important elements of 

a community 1 s overall environment. Streets provide access and 

communication between the various neighborhoods within a city; 

therefore, streets can determine if a city is unified or frag

mented. Streets also provide access into and through a city for 

travelers from outside the city, and streetscapes are critically 

responsible for a city's image to such travelers. A city's image, 

in turn, can significantly influence the quantity and quality of 

new business investments and developments coming into a city. 

In addition to street circulation and roadway widths previously 

discussed, many other factors contribute to the quality of a 

community's streetscapes and street environments. Within the 

public rights-of-way are parkway and median landscaping, street 

signs, lighting and other street furniture, utility poles, and 

curbside parking. Influencing factors provided by private property 

abutting streets include architecture, landscaping, signs and off

street parking. 
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PARKWAY AND MEDIAN LA.ND~CAPING 

Trees planted along streets are the most familiar element of 

urban landscaping and are often given the primary responsibility 

for making an area pleasant to walk or drive through. Many of the 

major commercial and industrial areas of Inglewood were originally 

developed without parkway trees but extensive tree planting 

programs during the 1970's have improved most major streets. 

However, large portions of secondary and local streets, both in 

residential and nonresidential neighborhoods, have need for 

additional street tree planting. 

Individual street tree types for specific locations are 

determined by the Official Parkway Tree Planting List adopted in 

1969. The majority of street trees that have been planted have 

been ficus nitiQA, a broadleaf evergreen tree with thick foliage. 

The concern of merchants that these trees can limit storefront and 

sign visibility has resulted in the need to keep these trees 

closely trimmed along commercial parkways. The Inglewood 

Department of Parks and Code Enforcement has selected alternative 

trees whose foliage is more transparent and therefore requires less 

frequent t~imming; this selection includes: 

Acacia baileyana 
Cinnamomum camphora 
Cupaniopsis anacardiodes 
Koelreuteria bipinnata 
Lagerstroemia indica 
Ligustrum lucidium 
Magnolia grandiflora 

Bailey acacia 
Camphor tree 
Carrot wood 

· Chinese flame tree 
Crape myrtle 
Glossy privet 
Southern magnolia 

Where street trees are still needed, the installation of trees 

and irrigation systems can be required as part of any new 
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development or improvements occuring on the fronting properties. 

Other than street trees, most parkways in commercial and 

industrial areas lack additional landscaping. Parkways (the areas 

between sidewalks and curbs) have either been paved to provide 

full-width sidewalks or have been substantially e_!iminated to 

permit the widening of roadways. However, where parkways can be 

conserved, their landscaped strips enhance the appearance of the 

street and better define the separation of pedestrian areas from 

traffic and parking lanes. Where the maintenance of lawn or 

groundcovers may be diffi.cult, red brick or colored, textured 

concrete paving may be utilized to create visually attractive 

parkways along nonresidential streets. 

Along virtually all residential streets, except where some 

roadways have been widened, landscaped parkways have been retained, 

their maintenance being the responsibility of the fronting property 

owner. Landscaped parkways complement the lawns and shrubbery of 

residential front yards and side yards. In higher density 

residential neighborhoods, where minimum yard setbacks are usually 

provided, the additional landscaping provided in the parkways can 

be very essential to reducing the visual impact of large structures 

and thereby enhance the appearance of these residential 

environments. 

Street medians (raised islands in the centers of streets 

separating opposing traffic lanes) provide additional opportunities ... -

for landscaping. Medians can visually break up the scale of wide 

streets and heighten the separate identity of each side of such 

streets. This enhancement can improve the image and business 
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vitality of commercial districts. Tree selections for medians are 

similar to those available for parkway plantings; however, trees 

with wide branching conformations may not be suitable for the 

narrower medians. Where conditions permit for their maintenance, 

shrubs and groundcovers should also be planted in medians; 

otherwise, medians can be improved with red brick or colored, 

textured concrete paving. Irrigation systems need to be provided -· to all landscaped medians, including those that are paved and have 

only tree wells. Additionally, attention should be given to using 

landscaping materials that have minimal watering needs and that 

generate little solid waste, e.g. lawn clippings and leaves. 

The map on page 70 shows the status of parkway tree planting along 

selected major streets in Inglewood. Streets with partial tree 

plantings have either trees on just one side of the street, or have 

trees located only sporatically along the parkways. Due· to the 

small scale of this map, the classifications are generalized and do 

not necessarily reflect the specific condition of any single 

location. For example, a street identified as having substantial 

tree planting may still have small gaps where more trees could be 

installed. 

The map on page 71 identifies streets that have improved, land-

scaped medians and streets without improved medians, most of which 

are only painted areas. Streets not identified lack sufficient 

width to accommodate medians. 

69 



PARKWAY TREES 
ALONG SELECTED MAJOR STREETS 

SUBSTANTIAL PARKWAY TREE PLANTING 

aeae PARTIAL PARKWAY TREE PLANTING 

• • • • • • FEW OR NO PARKWAY TREES 
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MEDIAN LANDSCAPING 

IM?ROVEO MEDIANS (PARTIALLY 
OR FULLY LANDSCAPED) 

u • • • • UNIMPROVED MEDIANS 
(\JNLANOSCAPEO) 

/"/'/'/'../, REVERSABLE LANE SYSTEM 
(PRECLUDES INSTALLATION 
OF MEDIANS) 
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STREET SIGNS AND PORTAL.S 

Signs located within street rights-of-way are necessary to 

provide locational information (street names, bus stops, etc.), to 

regulate traffic flow (stop and yield signs, speed limits, etc.), 

to identify hazards or special conditions (pedestrian crossings, 

merging traffic, etc.), and to regulate or prohibit parking. The 

installation and maintenance of these signs are the responsibility 

of the Inglewood Engineering Department. 

The large variety of these types of signs, with their varied 

locations, sizes and colors, can become confusing for motorists and 

can lead to an effect of visual clutter particularly when 

juxtaposed with storefront signs and advertising located on private 

property. While most street signs are necessary for public needs _, 
and safety, certain steps may be taken to minimize any adverse 

visual impact. Grouping signs together can reduce the number of 

support poles; uniform spacing, size and height of signs can also 

assist in simplifying their visual impact. 

A seconda,ry purpose of some street signs is to identify the 

boundaries of Inglewood and various neighborhood areas within the 

city. In the early 1~70's, Inglewood began a program of promoting 

city identification by installing twenty to thirty-foot tall pylons 

at major street entrances (i.e. portals) into this city. Smaller 

signs were installed bearing names and logos for the Inglewood 

neighborhoods. The portal and neighborhood signs have distinctive 

blue, yellow and white colors which are also used on street name 

signs. 
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LIGHTING ANO STREET FURNITURE 

There are additional objects and fixtures that are located 

within street rights-of-way, usually along parkways and medians. 

Generally referred to as street furniture, these include bus 

benches and bus shelters, trash cans, newstands, planter boxes, 

and--if permitted--telephone booths and kiosks. Street lights and 

traffic control lights can also be included as street furniture. 

Cumulatively, these items can have a substantial impact on the 

appearance of streets. To minimize any potential adverse impact, 

they can be integrated into unified design programs where the 

elements can complement each other and adjacent private development 

in terms of design, colors and placement. As examples, a bus 

bench, trash receptacle and planters can be integrated into a 

single piece of street furniture; individual newspaper racks can be 

replaced by a single, larger rack that can dispense several 

different newspapers; and various street signs can be incorporated 

into a uniform sign structure, possibly also integrating street or 

traffic lights. Such street furniture programs can both decrease 

the visual clutter and confusion that may be found on city streets 

and increase the amenities available to pedestrians. 

A four block length of Market Street, between Regent Street and 

Kelso Street, has been improved with an extensive program that has 

integrated benches, bus stops, raised planters, trash receptacles 

and some street signs. These improvements have benefi tted the 

appearance of the old commercial center of Inglewood with the 

possible exception of street trees that have proven to be too large 

as they mature and obstruct most store fronts. 
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OVERHEAD UTILITY LINES 

When the use of electricity for telegraph service began in the 

middle of the nineteenth century, street rights-of-way were a 

convenient and logical place for installing a few poles and running 

the service wires. As communities grew and the demand for such 

utility services increased, the density of utility poles and 

overhead lines has also increased. 

Today the presence of these poles and overhead wires forms a 

major detracting element in the visual environment of many of this 

nation's streets. Certain~y streets in Inglewood can be included 

in this assessment. 

The obvious solution to eliminate overhead utility lines is to 

relocate them under the streets where all other utilities are 

located. While technically feasible and--in the long run-

advantageous to the utility companies with lessened maintenance, 

the cost of undergrounding existing lines is fairly prohibitive. 

Usually, only small areas can be undergrounded at any one time. 

Southern California Edison Company annually sets aside two percent 

of the gross revenues collected in each city for utility under

grounding. Each year Inglewood has approximately $450,000 

available for implementing this program. Undergrounding locations 

can be coordinated and timed with any improvements being undertaken 

along city streets so as to maximize the amount of undergrounding 

that may be accomplished with available funds. Additionally the 

City of Inglewood can require utility lines to be undergrounded as 

a condition of project approval for new private development. 
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STREET IDENTIFICATION 

The utilization of streets for access within any community can 

be assisted by a readily understandable system of street names and 

house numbers. 

Most street name signs in Inglewood utilize a blue and white 

color scheme to differentiate Inglewood territory from adjacent 

cities and the county. Additionally, many signs also depict a 

neighborhood logo that corresponds with one of the_eight Inglewood 

neighborhoods. 

The street names reflect the varied history of subdivisions and 

annexations that have occurred in Inglewood over the past century. 

The original townsite plan primarily used tree names, a legacy 

still found in the central part of Inglewood (e.g. Cedar, 

Eucalyptus, Magnolia). Other streets reflect personal names, often 

meaningful only to the subdivider (e.g. Brett, Ellis, Hardin). 

Many streets have names that are used on a regional basis which may 

be found in other jurisdictions along the same street alignment 

(e.g. Century, Imperial, Yukon, and all the numbered streets). 

The irregular sequence in which the streets were created and 

named, often before being annexed into Inglewood, has resulted in 

some possibly confusing situations. Several streets have more than 

one name along their lengths: La Brea/Hawthorne, Holly/Laraway, 

Oak/Felton, Thoreau/111th, Woodworth/11th, Kelso/90th/89th, 

Eucalyptus/Condon, Fir/Firmona, Walnut/Mansel, Maple/Burin, and 

Wilkie/6th. Many of these names change as they cross a major 

street, such as Century Boulevard, where name changes may not be 

that confusing to motorists. However, others seem to change 
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arbitrarily, such as Holly and Laraway, each name serving one-half 

of a street that is only three blocks long. 

Additional confusion can arise with peculiar spellings or 

similar sounding street names. As examples, Grosvenor Street is 

rarely pronounced correctly, and Truro and Thoreau can be confused 

when spoken. 

Understanding Inglewood house numbers and street directions can 

be particularly difficult due to this city's use of two, unrelated 

house numbering systems, as shown on the following map. Inglewood 

has its own local system which divides the older part of the city 

into quadrants. To add to this confusion, the division lines for 

these quadrants are not based on easily identified major streets 

but instead on less significant residential streets: Queen Street 

(located one block north of Manchester Boulevard) which divides 

north from south, and Grevillea Avenue (located one block west of 

La Brea Avenue) divides east from west (except that north of 

Florence Avenue, La Brea Avenue is the east-west divider). House 

numbers commence at these divisions and increase the further one's 

property is from these divisions. 

The southern and eastern portions of Inglewood, along with the 

eastern portion of 64th Street, La Cienega Boulevard and Aviation 

Boulevard, utilize the regional addressing system that originates 

in downtown Los Angeles. All such addresses in Inglewood are in 

the west and south quadrant of the regional system. 

Confusion can arise at the convergence of these two addressing 

systems, particularly in the areas immediately north of Century 

Boulevard where the two systems have an irregular boundary. For 
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ADDRESS NUMBERING SYSTEMS 

c=J LOCAL NUMBERING SYSTEM 
... NORTH/SOUTH AND EAST/WEST 

DIVISION STREETS 
l[]] REGIONAL NUMBERING SYSTEM 

(All SOUTH OR WEST ADDRESSES) 
•••• INDEPENDENT NUMBERING SYSTEM 



example, 1218 South Inglewood Avenue (local system) is directly 

across the street from 9825 South Inglewood Avenue (regional 

system). Also, West Manchester Boulevard (regional system) is east 

of East Manchester Boulevard (local system) which again becomes 

West Manchester Boulevard west of Grevillea Avenue. 

Finally, Centinela Avenue and two minor residential streets 

(Pepper Court and Pine Court) utilize neither addressing system but 

rather have their own unique numbering schemes. 

NEW STREETS 

If new streets are developed in Inglewood, several criteria can 

be utilized for determining street names and addressing so as to 

avoid further confusion: 

1. Street names should be either readily known objects (e.g. 

trees, flowers, famous persons) or names that are easily 

spelled and pronounced in Englis_h. However, even English 

names that have odd or ~lternative spellings (e.g. Ensleigh 
"··-

versus Endsley) should be avoided. Spanish names are also 

popular for streets in California. Again, spellings should 

not be difficult for persons not familiar with Spanish 

pronunciation (e.g. Llave would not be suitable). 

2. New street names should not be similar in pronunciation or 

spelling with any existing street name within Inglewood or 

within adjacent areas of neighboring jurisdictions. This 

can be particularly critical for police or fire department 

response to avoid any delay caused by possible confusion 
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over which street name is being said by an anxious caller. 

3. If an existing street is extended, the same name should be 

used for the extension. 

4. If a street is annexed to Inglewood, and its name violates 

one of these criteria, consideration should be given to 

changing the name. 

5. House numbers on new streets should comply with either the 

local numbering system, or with the regional numbering 

system, depending upon which is utilized in the surrounding 

neighborhood. Independent numbering schemes should not be 

created for new streets. 
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PARKING NEEDS 
.-,..., 

As with most cities that developed during the early decades of 

the twentieth century, Inglewood had little automobile traffic. It 

was a small community where residents could usually rely on walking 

or bicycling to get around. Trolleys were available for traveling 

greater distances. The relatively small number of automobiles, 

plus the low density of urban devlopment, enabled the sides of 

streets to meet most parking needs. Off-street parking was rarely 

provided and certainly not required. This legacy is still quite 

evident in Inglewood's downtown area, particularly along Market 

Street. 

Parking needs began to change drastically following the Second 

World War when a major building boom hit the region in response to 

a huge population influx. Automobile production and ownership also 

increased significantly during this time, overwhelming the parking 

capacity of existing commercial streets and severely impacting 

available parking on old residential streets. During the 1950's 

limited requirements for off-street parking were imposed but proved 

to be inadequate. In 1961, Inglewood adopted a comprehensive set 

of parking regulations that, with subsequent additions and 

modifications, essentially remain in effect today. 

While the current regulations can do little to relieve the 

parking deficiencies created prior to 1961, they are able to 

minimize further impaction resulting from subsequent development. 

Unfortunately, it was not until 1977 that more than one off-street 

parking space was required for apartment uni ts. As a result, 

streets in developed apartment neighborhoods are often severely 
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impacted by demand for on-street parking. Therefore, concurrent 

with exacting minimum on-site parking from new developments, it is 

necessary for the City of Inglewood to conserve as many curbside 

parking spaces as possible. During the 1950's, zoning regulations 

permitted garages to be built across the entire front of any 

apartment building which meant that virtually the entire width of 

the property became one big driveway. These wide driveways 

eliminated any usable curb space for on-street parking. The 

parking provided in these garages barely exceeded the amount of on

street parking that was lost. Today, development regulations for 

both residential and non-residential properties require that 

driveway widths minimize the amount of curbside spaces that will be 

lost. 

Unfortunately, not only is curbside parking insufficient to 

satisfy parking demands in many areas, the future availability of 

such parking cannot be assured. As traffic volumes increase on 

streets whose rights-of-way cannot be widened, those portions of 

streets presently used for parking may need to be converted to 

additional travel lanes. 

As Inglewood continues to develop with increasing residential, 

commercial and industrial densities, the amount of available on

street parking will not increase because virtually no new street 

construction is anticipated. In fact, it is more probable that 

streets will be vacated and parking will be lost. These three 

factors (increased urban densities, loss of streets, and conversion 

of parking lanes to travel lanes) reinforce the necessity for all 

developments to fully provide required on-site parking facilities. 

81 



Only when the region's dependence on the automobile dramatically 

shifts to alternative mass transportation some time in the future 

can consideration be given to reducing the quantity of required on

site parking spaces. 

MUNICIPAL PARKING LQTS 

To relieve parking demands in certain commercial districts, the 

City of Inglewood maintains several off-street parking lots that 

are available in varying degrees for public use. Many of the lots 

are readily accessible to· the public, usually with restrictions 

only on the length of time a vehicle may be parked, such as may be 

controlled by parking meters. Other lots are restricted to use by 

the customers or employees of certain businesses that have leased 

a specific number of parking spaces from the City. The primary 

purpose of a municipal parking lot is to relieve existing parking 

deficiencies in older commercial areas. However, in recent years, 

some new developments have relied on leased municipal parking 

spaces to satisfy what would otherwise be their required provision 

of on-site parking spaces. This policy can diminish the benefit of 

relieving existing parking deficiencies. The City of Inglewood 

should restrict the use of municipal parking lots to accommodate 

the required on-site parking needs of new developments. This is 

particularly important in those situations where public off-street 

parking lots were created to replace curb-side parking spaces lost 

due to street widening projects. 
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URBAN CORRIDORS 

In addition to providing routes for transportation and utility 

services, streets also serve as corridors through the urban 

environment. The full concept of streetscapes must therefore 

include the landscaping, structures and signs located on private 

property along these corridors, in addition to all improvements 

located within the street rights-of-way. 

Many factors contribute to the type and appearance of buildings 

and related structures: land availability, economic needs, 

building codes and zonin9 regulations. Within design parameters 

created by these factors, additional aesthetic considerations can 

be given to the architectural and site design of most structures. 

As with most cities, Inglewood has not been developed with any 

single, unifying architectural style (e.g. tile-roofed mediter

ranean); therefore, rigid design criteria are not appropriate. 

However, generalized standards can be utilized to avoid excessive 

or contradictory ornamentation on buildings (for whatever archi

tectural style has been selected by the private developer) and to 

assure that design considerations have been given to all building 

elevations and not just the street facade. Such standards can also 

address a building's compatibility in scale and materials with its 

immediate environment and assure that such detracting conditions as 

mechanical equipment or loading docks are so located or screened as 

not to be seen from the public street. 

Landscaping and the provision of planted open space on private 

property are just as important as the design of structures in 

creating a visually favorable streetscape. Trees, shrubs and 
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groundcover provide color, shade and movement. Leaves offer a 

softer texture than the hard, angular surfaces of buildings, walls, 

and pavement. Landscaping is a necessity for establishing quality 

residential environments. As is evidenced by its deliberate 

inclusion within interior commercial malls, landscaping can benefit 

nonresidential environments as well. However, future landscaping 

requirements should include xeriscaping and landscaping materials 

that generate minimal solid waste. 

Certainly, the greatest single impact on streetscapes today is 

signage. Signs are necessary for private businesses to identify 

their names and types of businesses. However, excessive signage 

can be injurious both to the overall appearance of a street or 

neighborhood and to individual businesses. As neighboring 

businesses compete with each other for the attention of passing 

motorists by each increasing the number and prominence of their 

signs, the ability of motorists to recognize individual signs from· 

amongst the many is greatly diminished. Fewer signs, that are 

moderate in scale and attractive in design and location, are more 

effective in being noticed and comprehended by motorists, in 

addition to assuring a tidier streetscape. 

The avoidance of excessive signage along streets must include 

the restriction of billboards as they can be a blighting influence 

on neighborhoods. Billboards may provide a medium to promote 

certain enterprises and products, but they are usually redundant to 

the greater use of newspaper, magazine, radio and television 

advertising, whereas on-site signs are the primary means of 

identifying local businesses. Furthermore, billboards are usually 
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substantially larger and higher,._than the on-site signs with which 

they compete for a motorist's attention, to the possible detriment 

of local merchants. 

--
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APPENDIX 





INTERSECTION ALIGNMENTS 

The following pages supplement the discussion on page 34 about 

intersection alignment problems and needs. The numbers preceding 

each paragraph correspond to the numbered locations identified on 

the map on page 35. 
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1. Fairview/LaTijera/LaCienega. 

current conditions: Three significant streets closely intersect 

each other in a triangular configuration that creates both 

queuing problems and a particularly difficult intersection for 

drivers to negotiate. 

Due to a prohibition of northbound La Cienega Boulevard 

traffic from turning left (westbound) onto Fairview Boulevard, 

such traffic uses a divergent 

one-way length of La Tijera 

Boulevard (refer to diagram) 

to reach Fairview Boulevard 

and then turn left. This 

appreciably increases traffic 

volume at the La Tijera-

Fairview intersection. Under 

normal circumstances, a four-

way stop or signalization 

would be warranted for this 

intersection. 

CURRENT CONOIT!ON 

..... ... 

HO 
LEFT t 
TURN 

FAIRVIEW BL. 

1 FAIRVIEW 
VEHICLES 
00 NOT STOP 

ELL IS A\IE. 

However, any stopping of eastbound Fairview Boulevard traffic 

at this intersection could cause vehicles to queue back into La 

Cienega Boulevard, resulting in major traffic disruption. 

Therefore, Fairview Boulevard traffic is unimpeded, creating 

difficult crossings and turns for La Tijera Boulevard traffic. 

The situation is aggravated when westbound Fairview Boulevard 

traffic queues at La Cienega Boulevard in such numbers as to 

obstruct the La Tijera-Fairview intersection. 
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Remedial measure: The queuing distance on Fairview Boulevard 

cannot be increased to permit eastbound traffic to stop at the La 

Tijera intersection. Therefore, to mitigate the problem, north-

bound traffic on La Tijera 
PROPOSA~ 

Boulevard would have to be 

reduced or eliminated, which 

could be accomplished in one 

of two ways, both of which 

may result in new circulation 

problems: 

1. Closure of La Tijera 

Boulevard at La Cienega 

Boulevard, thereby denying 

any means to make a left 

"If--- ........ 
\ 
I 

Pos's1aLE ;\ 
LEFT TURN I 

LANE 

1 

FAIRVIEW BL. 

POSSIBLE 
STREET 
CLOSURE 

) 

El!Mll'IATION 
OF LA TIJERA 
TRAFFIC 
CROSS ING 
FAIRVIEW 

ELLIS AVE. 

turn onto Fairview Boulevard which would adversely affect 

access into the Ladera Heights neighborhood to the west. 

2. Permit left turns directly from La Cienega Boulevard by 

converting its unused median into a left turn lane. This 

would require an additional signalization phase which would 

adversely reduce traffic capacity on La Cienega Boulevard, 

a State regulated roadway. 

2. Beach/Plymouth. 

Current conditions: Both legs of Beach Avenue are off set by 

93 feet due to the design of the Plymouth Street intersection 

(ref er to diagram) . While the intersection is controlled as a 

three-way stop, its geometric irregularity does not permit the 

normal alternating cadence of vehicles, after each has stopped, 
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to enter the intersection. A northbound driver must wait to see 

if a south-bound driver will 

continue east on Plymouth 

Street or turn southeasterly 

onto Beach Avenue. By the 

time this wait is completed, 

another southbound vehicl~ 

will have entered the inter-

section. As a result, a 

northbound vehicle_must dart 

into the intersection between 

southbound vehicles, creating 

a potential for collision. 

Remedial measure: Aligning 

the two legs of Beach Avenue 

would reduce the distance 

separating stopped vehicles 

and would require a distinc-

tive left turn movement for 

any southbound driver turning 

onto Plymouth street, elimina-

ting the need for a northbound 

driver to wait to see the 

_f_ 
' ' 

··---..., 
6800 5.f. 

LOT 

DR IVER A CANNOT 
DETERMINE INTENT OF 
DRIVER II. IF A 
HESITATES, DRIVER C 
ENTERS INTERSECTION. 

Pl YHOUTH ST. 

CURRENT CONOJTJON 

PROPOSAL 

··-··-··-, 

MINOR ACCESS 
ROADWAY TO 
RESIDENCES 

I CREATION OF A 
: STANDARD l·LEG 

INTERSECT ION 

Pl YHOUTH ST. 

intentions of any southbound driver. The alignment would 

require the acquisition of a portion of one corner lot. 
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3. Hyde Park Place Intersections 

current conditions: Both ends of one-block-long Hyde Park Place 

terminate in awkwardly configured intersections. 

alignment of the west inter-

section at Field Avenue and 

Centinela Avenue requires 

multiple-phased signaliza-

tion to regulate traffic 

movement. The east inter-

section with Hyde Park Boule-

vard at Welton Way occurs at 

such an acute angle that an 

eastbound driver on Hyde Park 

Place must literally look 

The offset 

over his shoulder for approaching traffic before merging onto 

Hyde Park Boulevard. Conditions here are further aggravated by 

hilly conditions that can obscure the approach of westbound 

vehicles. 

Remedial measure: Signalization at the Welton Way intersection 

would alleviate the problem although, if traffic volume is 

considered, signalization may not be warranted. Alternatively, 

Hyde Park Place could be realigned to intersect Hyde Park Boule-

vard at a less acute angle which might require the acquisition 

of some corner property. The west intersection could be 

simplified by closing Hyde Park Place with a cul-de-sac. This 

will route all east-west traffic along a particularly narrow 

length of Hyde Park Boulevard which may need to be widened. 
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4. La Brea/Hyde Park/Juniper. 

Cu-rrent conditions: This five-leg int~·rsection includes a major 

arterial (La Brea Avenue) and-two collector streets (Hyde Park 

Boulevard and Juniper Street) . 

The intersection is regulated 

by multiple-phased signaliza-

tion; however, some turning 

movements from either of the HYDE PARK Bl. 

two westerly legs can be con-

fusing to some drivers. 

Remedial measure: The current 

multiple-phased signalization 

is the most viable solution CURRENT CONDITION 

unless one of the westerly legs of Hyde Park Boulevard or Juni-

per Street would be closed to create a more typical four-leg 

intersection. The closure of Juniper Street would probably have 

a lesser adverse impact upon traffic_movement. 

5. Centinela/florence/frairie 

The Centinela Avenue intersection and the Prairie Avenue 

intersection on Florence Avenue are separated by 1100 feet. 

This separation does not create a hazardous condition but rather 

an inefficient one. Both Centinela and Prairie avenues are 

heavily traveled streets that are each-aiscontinuous at Florence 

Avenue. As a result, much of their respective traffic volume 

traverses the intervening 1100 feet of Florence Avenue to reach 

the other street. This generates a large number of left turn 
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movements and requires longer, multiple-phased signalization for 

both intersections; this, in turn, reduces the traffic handling 

capacity of Florence Avenue. 

Remedial measure: Integrated signalization between the two 

intersections constitutes the only reasonable approach to 

mitigate any problems. The intersections are too distant to 

consider alignment. 

6. La Cienega/Vesta and Industrial. 

Current conditions: Vesta street and Industrial Avenue are 

minor streets, just a short block from each other, that 

intersect La Cienega Boulevard 

where a two lane high-speed 

freeway exit merges with north-

bound La Cienega Boulevard. 

Entering La Cienega Boulevard 

from either street is quite 

difficult. Unfortunately, a 

few industrial businesses that 

actually front on the freeway 

exit lanes are dependent on 

Vesta Street for access. 

fr. a 
'- - - - OHi. Y ACC!:SS TO BUSINESSES 

VES A S • 

Other streets that intersect La Cienega Boulevard north of 

Industrial Avenue offer comparably difficult conditions for 

drivers. Several of these intersections have been barricaded 

and are described in the section that discusses street closures. 
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Remedial measure: The closure of both Vesta Street and 

Industrial Avenue at La Cienega Boulevard would eliminate these 

very hazardous intersections but this would also deprive the 

industrial businesses of their 

only surface street access. 

This could be resolved by 

developing the building set-

backs along La Cienega Boule-

vard into a narrow (probably 

one-way) frontage road that 

connects the west ends of 

Vesta Street and Industrial 

Avenue. The frontage road may 

be fully isolated by raised 

curbing from La Cienega Boulevard or it could be developed as 

an accessible acceleration/deceleration lane. 

7. Florence/Regent/Hyde Park/Ash. 

current conditions: Three 

streets intersect Florence 

Avenue at odd angles without 

any signalization, creating an 

exceptionally confusing and 

potentially hazardous situa-

tion. All three intersecting 

streets perform functions too 

important to readily justify 

closure of any of them: 
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Regent Street is a major east-west collector across the central 

part of Inglewood, serving the civic center, downtown, a ~ajor 

hospital complex, a junior high school and a high density 

residential neighborhood; Hyde Park Boulevard provides necessary 

access to a light industrial area (~nd another residential area 

north of that) ; and Ash Avenue provides access to and from the San 

Diego Freeway which, if such access were closed, may only divert 

traffic onto other residential streets. Environmental assessment 

of possible traffic impacts on Queen Street and Oak Street 

resulting from diverted A~h Avenue traffic will be necessary prior 

to any street closure. However, the existing conditions at the 

corner of Regent Street and Ash Avenue off er too many problems to 

permit this intersection to remain unchanged. 

Remedial measures: There are several design options for 

eliminating these intersection problems along Florence Avenue. 

A. Realignment of Regent Street with Hyde Park Boulevard. This 

design, suggested by an 

independent consultant, 

would significantly realign 

Hyde Park Boulevard to make 

it an extension of Regent 

Street. Ash Avenue would be 

closed at Florence Avenue. 

The result would be a four-

legged intersection with a 

very irregular geometry. 

This realignment could 

PROPOS~L 
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encourage west-bound traffic on Regent Street to use Hyde Park 

Boulevard and Industrial Avenue (if not closed) in lieu of 

Florence Avenue to reach La Cienega Boulevard. The closure of 

Ash Avenue, intended to preclude this street's use as an 

unintended truck route. However, some additional traffic 

restrictions may be necessary to avoid the rerouting problems 

discussed above. 

B. Realignment of Ash Avenue with Regent Street. This design 

option would avoid some of the 
PROPOSA 

problems associated with a 

street closure and it would 

reduce the number of inter-
REGENT ST. 

secting streets along Florence 

Avenue. However, it probably 

would require similar traffic 
QUEEN ST. 

restrictions to prevent the 

rerouting of unwanted truck 

traffic along Regent Street MANCHESTER BL. 

and Oak Street. This design 

would require the acquisition of a portion of the property at 

the southeast corner of Ash Avenue and Regent Street. 

C. Realignments of Ash Avenue and Hyde Park Boulevard. This design 

would also avoid the potential problems a·ssociated the closure 

of Ash Avenue. While it would eliminate the dangerous corner 

at Ash Avenue and Regent Street, it would not reduce the number 
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of intersecting streets. 
PROPOSAL 

Instead, it separates the 

intersections and would not 

encourage traffic to utilize 

Hyde Park Boulevard as an 

extension of Regent Street. 

These multiple intersections 

would would need coordinated 

signalization. This design 

would require the acquisi-

tion of the property at the 

southwest corner of Ash and Florence avenues. 

a. Manchester/Glasgow and Olive. 

Current conditions: Glasgow 

Avenue and Olive Street are 

local streets that intersect 

Manchester Boulevard at very 

acute angles. However, both 

streets provide access to an 

industrial area and Olive 

Street additionally provides 

direct access for eastbound 

traffic to a San Diego Freeway 

entrance. CURRENT CONDITION 

..... 
Vl 

REGENT ST. 

QUEEN ST. 

MANCHESTER Bl. 

_, 
"" 

.... 
c: _, 

OLIVE ST. 
~ 
I 

l 
Remedial measure: Both Glasgow Avenue and Olive Street could 
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be consolidated into a single street that intersects Manchester 

Boulevard at approximately 

a right angle. This measure 

would have a relatively low 

priority in terms of need; 

however, it would improve 

the current conditions and 

should be considered if the 

opportunity arises due to any 

redevelopment of this area. 

Such a redesign would entail 

both property acquisition and PROPOSAL 
~,;;..;;.;;.;.;;;.-t.,~------"-'"~~~~-.t.. ................ ~~ 

street vacations. 

9. Manchester/_Aj;h/Freeway. 

Current conditions: South of 

Mancheste~ Boulevard, Ash 

Avenue is a local street that 
fl!ANCHESTER SL. 

has been incorporated into an 

exit ramp from the San Diego 

Freeway. An unnecessary and 

awkward merging of traffic ouvE sr. 

occurs at this location. The 

short one-way portion of Ash 

Avenue provides no access to CURRENT CONDITION 

any property and so this unneeded portion could be eliminated. 
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Remedial measure: There is 

no need for Ash Avenue to 

provide one-way access to 

Manchester Boulevard due to 

the availability of other 

safer routes from the resi-

dential neighborhood south 

of Manchester Boulevard. 

This one block length of Ash 

Avenue can be closed so that 

w """----~-------

-~,_ -
MANCHESTER BL. 

OLIVE ST. 

"' < 
0 

there is no traffic merging ._P_R_oP_o_sAL__..,__...._ __________ _._......, 

with existing freeway traffic. However, traffic volume on Ash 

Avenue is minor and the closure should be implemented it the 

opportunity presents itself without affecting the funding for 

more urgently needed intersection improvements. 

10. La Brea/Florence. 

Current conditions: The railroad tracks that run along the 

north side of Florence Avenue bisect Inglewood so that long 

trains can cause the temporary closure of all north-south 

routes within this city. In addition to the general disruption 

of traffic movement, such a closure can be potentially danger-

ous if there is ~ need for emergency vehicles to respond from 

one part of the city to another. La Brea Avenue is the most 

centralized and continuous major arterial crossing these tracks 

so its temporary closure can be particularly disruptive. 

Remedial measure: As long as the rail line continues to 
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operate, the only solution to eliminate the temporary closure 

. of La Brea Avenue would be to provide a grade separation 

between this street and the railroad tracks. However, such a 

separation would involve reconstructing the intersection of La 

Brea and Florence avenues. It would require major and costly 

construction, property acquisition and the possible relocation 

of adjacent businesses. The cessation of rail operations would 

eliminate the problem. 

11. La Brea/Queen. 

Current conditions: The west 

leg of Queen Street at La 
• • • I 

.9~ 
..... 
> 

l iT 
c 

H < ..... 
c:r:: Brea Avenue has been divided 

--l 
co 

PARKING ... c 
-' 

+--
by a pedestrian ramp so that 

~ ----+--- PEDESTRIAN R.AHP its westbound lane is no 

~ ----; -longer immediately adjacent --, ,---!l TT 
' • 

to the eastbound lane. This 

condition results in over-
I 
• 

lapping left turn lanes in La 

Brea Avenue which complicate CURRENT CONDITION I 
a normally congested two block length of this street. 

Remedial measure: To eliminate the need for overlapping left 

turn lanes would require the closure of the offset west-bound 

leg of Queen Street and the conversion of its aligned east-

bound lane for two-way traffic. However, an existing pedes-

trian ramp and bridge structure in the civic center complex 

reasonably precludes this conversion. Other existing large 
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buildings on all corners of this intersection prevent any 

other street realignment or street closure. If the proposal to 

convert La Brea Avenue to a one-way southbound street is 

implemented as described in the main text of this Element, all 

the problems described above would be eliminated. 

12. Manchester/Tamarack/Hillcrest 

Current conditions: A two 

block length of Manchester 

Boulevard, between Tamarack 

Avenue and Hillcrest Boule-

vard, runs at an oblique 

angle relative its normal 

east-west alignment. As a 

result, several streets 

intersect at odd angles with 

Manchester Boulevard that 

create awkward merging and 

turning movements for drivers exiting these intersecting 

streets. The situation is aggravated by hilly conditions that 

reduce the ability to see approaching vehicles on Manchester 

Boulevard. 

Remedial measure: Either the elimination of one or two of 

these intersections by the closure of either Spruce or Tamarack 

avenues, or the signalization of one or both of these inter-

sections would improve conditions. 
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13. Crenshaw/8th 

Current conditions: Two 84TH ST. 

blocks north of Manchester 

Boulevard, Crenshaw Boule-

vard veers to the west for 

several blocks before 

regaining its usual north-

south alignment. At the 

point where Crenshaw Boule-

vard makes this turn, Eighth 

. ii[ ~•TH ST. 

,-----J ~ 04----iTH PL. 

85TH ST. ~ 

D ..-------. D ~ -
84TH Pl. 

MANCHESTER BL 
Avenue continues as a north-

prolongation of the original Crenshaw alignment. The resulting 

intersection situation is complicated by 84th Place and 84th 

Street that also intersect Crenshaw Boulevard and Eighth Avenµe 

within a very short distance. 

Remedial measure: The closure of Eighth Avenue at Crenshaw 

Boulevard would eliminate this intersection which, in turn, 

should reduce traffic intrusion into the residential 

neighborhood to the north. However, such a closure would 

prevent access to some commercial businesses on Eighth Avenue. 

Furthermore, if denied access through this intersection, 

drivers may utilize a worse intersection at 84th Street and 

Crenshaw Boulevard. The closure of 84th Place might have 

minimal affect due to its low traffic volume. 
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14. La Brea/Market/Spruce/La Brea. 

current conditions: A six-leg 

intersection is created by the 

conjunction of La Brea Avenue 

(a major arterial), Market 

Street (a minor arterial), 

Spruce Street and La Brea 

Drive (both local streets). 

The complicated geometry of 

this intersection requires 

multiple-phased signalization. 
CURRENT CONDITION 

Remedial measure: A reduction in the number of intersecting 

streets would improve the 

current situation. Most of 

the streets are either arter-

ials or at least provide 

necessary access to businesses 

and residences and therefore 

cannot be closed. However, 

La Brea Drive may be closed 

without depriving access to 

other properties. Such a 

closure would simplify certain-P.RO•P•o-~.L~~~..__.._~~~~~~~~_, 

traffic movements and reduce the number of signal phases. This 

closure is contemplated as part of the downtown study described 

in main text of this Element. 
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15. Arbor Vitae Cross streets. 

Current conditions: Streets that intersect West Arbor Vitae 

Street have legs that are offset by the following dimensions: 

Oak Street 89 feet, Cedar Avenue 64 feet, Inglewood Avenue 76 

feet, Eucalyptus Avenue 89 feet and Grevillea Avenue 34 feet. 

These offsets result in either multi-phased signalization or 

awkward and potentially unsafe turn movements. 

EXPANSION II STREET REALIGNMENT • STREET CLOSURE 

Remedial measures: Alignment of these street intersections are 

being constructed as part of a street widening program being 

implemented by the City in conjunction with the construction by 

Caltrans of freeway access ramps at the western end of this 

length of Arbor Vitae Street. 

16. Crenshaw/90th. 

Current conditions: The two legs of 90th Street are offset by 

fifty feet at Crenshaw Boulevard which complicates left turn 
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movements and makes an east 

bound crossing of Crenshaw 

Boulevard particularly 

awkward. 

Remedial measure: Having 

either separate signalized 

phases for each leg of 90th 

Street or an alignment of 

both legs will reduce or 

eliminate the problems. An 

improved alignment could be 

achieved by utilizing an 

unneeded portion of a resi-

dential roadway paralleling 

the west leg of 90th Street. 

17. Traffic Diverters. 

90th (FRONTAGE) 

90th ST.------

CURRENT CONDITION 

,... 
..... ... _, 
> ;i; c: 
J: 

~ 
... 
;2 

PROPOSAL 

----90th ST.---~~ 

Refer to the discussion on Street Closures and Diverters on 

page 42. 
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=;T>/ -F ;f',JC;L.-:='v\/OOC, c:,ALIFGFf· ,!-
oNe: MANiCHE'STEf! !ilOlH.EVAl'fD. f PO. OOX 6500 i INGLEWOQO, C:.A\Jf'. 90301 

NEGATIVE DECLARATION 

Prepared i.n accordance with California Administrative Code Section 1$000 ff, an<l 
the Inglewood City Cound l Resolution No, 6631 ~ the following Negative Declara
tion is made. This Declaration is documentation that when final, no Environmental 
Impact Report is required for the specific project. 

Project Title (& No.) Draft Circulation Element 

Location Applicable City-wide 

Projet:t Sponsor 

Address One Manchester Blvd., Inglewood, CA 90301 

Agency Contact W. Barnett, Associate Flanner iclcphotH.:i(310) 412-523·~·---·--

Proj cct Description; 

Draft Circulation Element proposed to be adopted as part of the 
Inglewood General Plan per Sec. 65302(b) of the California 
Government Code. Element identifies circulation needs and 
problems and establishes certain policies with the purpose 
to improve traffic conditions and identify possible alternative 
transportation systems. 

Reasons for Issuance: 

'The purpose of the Element is to improve traffic conditions and to 
provide for long-range planning to mitigate current or future 
potential problems. Any specific construction or improvement 
projects may be subject to subsequent environmental assessment 
in terms of possible impacts. 

It has been determined that the adoption of a Circulation Element 
will not have any significant adverse impact upon the environment. 
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RESOLUTION NO. 92-105 

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE 
CITY OF INGLEWOOD, CALIFORNIA, AMENDING 
THE INGLEWOOD GENERAL PLAN BY ADOPTING 
A CIRCULATION ELEMENT 

WHEREAS, section 65302(b) of the Government Code of the State 

of California requires the inclusion of a Circulation Element in 

the General Plan; and 

WHEREAS, on November 4, 1992, the Planning Commission of the 

City of Inglewood, California, conducted a duly noticed public 

hearing to consider the approval of a Circulation Element to the 

Inglewood General Plan; and 

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission adopted Resolution No. 981 

approving and recommending approval of the Circulation Element to 

the Inglewood City Council and reciting certain findings and 

determinations therefor; and 

WHEREAS, the City Council of the City of Inglewood, 

California, has now concluded a duly noticed public hearing to 

consider the recommendations of the Planning Commission and any 

reports and testimony presented; and 

WHEREAS, the City Council concurs with the findings, 

determinations and recommendations of the Planning Commission; 

NOW, THEREFORE, THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF INGLEWOOD, 

CALIFORNIA, DOES RESOLVE AS FOLLOWS: 

SECTION l. The City Council hereby approves the Circulation 

Element specified herein to be an amendment to the General Plan of 

the City of Inglewood. 

SECTION 2. A review of the amendment has resulted in the 

determination that there will be no resultant adverse impact upon 

the environment and therefore a Negative Declaration stating this 

shall be filed with the county of Los Angeles. 

SECTION 3. The Director of Community Development and Housing 

is hereby instructed to file with the City Clerk a copy of the 

amendment to the comprehensive General Plan as approved by the city 

Council and set forth in Section 1 of this resolution. Upon the 

filing of the amendment with the City Clerk, the Circulation 
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Element shall become and thereafter be a part of the Inglewood 

General Plan heretofore approved and adopted, superseding all 

previous documents and references in the General Plan pertaining to 

the subject of circulation. 

SECTION 4. The City Clerk shall certify to the adoption of 

this resolution and, thenceforth and thereafter, the same shall be 

in full force and effect. 

Passed, approved and adopted this 

December , 1992 . 

__ _._1 .... 5..:.t ..... h ___ , day of __ 

MAYOR OF THE CITY OF INGLEWOOD, CALIFORNIA 

ATTEST: 

HERMANITA V. HARRIS 

CITY CLERK 
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Ranch Resource Management and Development Plan and Spineflower Conservation Plan,255 in whic.h the 
applicant, Newhall Land and Farming Company, proposed a cornmitment to achieve net zero GHG emissions 
for a w~ry large-scale resid(:mtial and commercial spocific planrH:?d cfovelopment in Santa Clarita Valloy. 

Achieving net zero increases in GHG emissions, resulting in no contribution to GHG impacts, rnay not be 
feasible or appropriat(:l for t?Very projt?ct, howevor, and th<~ inability of a proj(:lct to mitigate its GHG omissions 
to net zero does not imply the project results in a substantial contribution to the cumulatively significant 
onvironmental impact of dimato change undor CEQA. Lead agencies have tho discretion to dovelop 
•~vicfonc(:l--bast?d m1rm?ric thresholds (mass omissions, per capita, or p(:lr service population) consistont with 
this Scoping Plan, the State's long-term GHG goals, and climate change science.256 

To the cfogre•~ a project relios on GHG mitigation rm?asures, CARB r.~comrrwnds that lead agtmcies prioritizt? 
on-site design features that reduce emissions, especially from VMT, and direct investments in GHG reductions 
within tho projoct's region that contribute potential air quality, hoalth, and economic co-benofits locally. For 
(:lXampkl, on--site dosign foatures to b(:l consicfored at the planning stage include land uso and community 
design options that reduce VMT, promoto transit oriented devolopmont, prornote stroot dosign policies that 
prioritize transit, biking, and walking, and increase low carbon mobility choirns, including improved accoss to 
viable and affordable public transportation, and active transportation opportunities. Regionally, additional 
GHG reductions can be achioved through direct invostment in local building retrofit prograrns that can pay 
for cool roofs, solar panels, solar watt?r hoatNs, smart rm?klrs, (:HJorgy efficient lighting, •~nergy •~fficirn1t 
appliances, energy efficient windows, insulation, and water conservation measures for homes within the 
geographic area of the project. These invostments gonerate roal domand side benofits and local jobs, while 
creating tho markffi: signals for energy •~fficirn1t products, some of which are produc<~d in California. Otl1t?r 
examples of local direct investments include financing installation of regional electric vehicle (EV) charging 
stations, paying for oloctrification of public school busos, and invosting in local urban forests. 

Local direct investments in actions to reduce GHG emissions should be supported by quantification 
methodologios that show the roductions are real, verifiablo, quantifiable, permanont, and enforceable. 
Whore furth(:lr project desig11 or rngional inw~stments are infeasible or not prow~n to b(:l offoctive, it may 
be appropriate and feasible to mitigate project emissions through purchasing and retiring carbon credits. 
CAPCOA has developod the GHG Reduction Exchango (GHG Rx) for CEQA mitigation, which could provido 
credits to achieve additional reductions. It may also be appropriate to utilize credits issued by a recognized 
and roputable voluntary carbon registry. Appendix B indudos examples of on-sito projoct dosign features, 
mitigation moasurns, and dir.~ct regional invostrmmts that may b<~ feasibkl to minimiz(:l GHG emissions from 
land use development projects. 

California's future climate strategy will require increas<~d focus on int<~grakld land uso planning to support 
livable, transit-connected communities, and conservation of agricultural and other lands. Accommodating 
population and economic growth through travel- and onorgy-efficient land use providos GHG-efficient 
growth, reducing GHGs from both transportation and building energy US(:l. 257 GHGs can bt? furtl1t?r reduced 
at the project level through implementing energy-efficient construction and travel demand management 
approaches. 258 Furthor, tho Stato's understandin9 of transportation impacts continues to ovolvo. The CEQA 
Guid(:llines are b(:ling updated to focus the analysis of transportation impacts on VMT OPR's Technical 
Advisory includes methods of analysis of transportation impacts, approaches to settin9 significance 
thresholds, and indudos examples of VMT mitigation undor CEQA.2~;9 

255 
256 CARB provided some guidance on development project thresholds in a paper issued in October 2008, which included a concept 

utilizing a bright-line mass numeric threshold based on capturing approximately 90 percent of emissions in that sector and 
a concept of minimum performance based standards. Some districts built upon that work to develop thresholds. For example, 
Santa Barbara County adopted a bri~Jht-line numeric threshold of 1,000 MTC02e/yr for industrial stationary-source projects, and 
Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Mana~1ement District adopted a 10,000 MTCC\e/yr threshold for stationary source projects 
and a ·1, 100 MTCOp/yr threshold for construction activities and land development projects in their operational phase. CARB is 
not endorsing any one of these approaches, but noting them for informational purposes. 

257 Robert Cervero, Jim Murnkami; Effects of Built Environment on Vehicle Miles Traveled: Evidence from 370 US Urbanized Areas. 
Environment and Planning A, Vol 42, Issue 2, pp. 400-418, February-01-2010; Ewing, R., & Rong, F. (2008). The impact of urban 
form on U.S. residential energy use. Housing Policy Debagte, 19 ('1), 1-30.). 

258 CAPCOA, Quantifying Greenhouse Gas Mitigation Measures: A Resource for Local Government to Assess Emission Reductions 
from Greenhouse Gas M1ti~Ja-lion Measures, August, 2010. 

259 ,, .. , ... , .. 
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Climate Change Tied to Pregnancy Risks, Affecting 
Black Mothers Most 
Women exposed to high temperatures or air pollution are more likely to have 
premature, underweight or stillborn babies, a look at 32 million U.S. births found. 

By Christopher Flavelle 

June 18, 2020 Updated 1:33 p.m. ET 

WASHINGTON - Pregnant women exposed to high temperatures or air pollution 
are more likely to have children who are premature, underweight or stillborn, and 
African-American mothers and babies are harmed at a much higher rate than the 
population at large, according to sweeping new research examining more than 32 
million births in the United States. 

The research adds to a growing body of evidence that minorities bear a 
disproportionate share of the danger from pollution and global warming. Not only 
are minority communities in the United States far more likely to be hotter than the 
surrounding areas, a phenomenon known as the "heat island" effect, but they are 
also more likely to be located near polluting industries. 

"We already know that these pregnancy outcomes are worse for black women," 
said Ru pa Basu, one of the paper's authors and the chief of the air and climate 
epidemiological section for the Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment 
in California. "It's even more exacerbated by these exposures." 

The research, published Thursday in JAMA Network Open, part of the Journal of 
the American Medical Association, presents some of the most sweeping evidence so 
far linking aspects of climate change with harm to newborn children. The project 
looked at 57 studies published since 2007 that found a relationship between heat or 
air pollution and birth outcomes in the United States. 

The cumulative findings from the studies offer reason to be concerned that the toll 

https://www.nytimes.com/2020/06/18/ climate/ climate-change-pregnancy-study .html? camp... 6/18/2020 
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on babies' health will grow as climate change worsens. 

Higher temperatures, which are an increasing issue as climate change causes more 
frequent and intense heat waves, were associated with more premature births. 
Four studies found that high temperatures were tied to an increased risk of 
premature birth ranging from 8.6 percent to 21 percent. Low birth weights were 
also more common as temperatures rose. 

The authors looked at two studies that examined the link between higher 
temperatures and stillbirths. One found that every temperature increase of 1 degree 
Celsius in the week before delivery corresponded with a 6 percent greater 
likelihood of stillbirth between May and September. Both studies found racial 
disparities in the number of stillbirths. 

"Black moms matter," said Bruce Bekkar, a retired gynecologist and obstetrician 
one of the co-authors of Thursday's report, as well as a board member with the 
Climate Action Campaign, an advocacy group in San Diego. "It's time to really be 
paying attention to the groups that are especially vulnerable." 

The paper also looked for research examining the effects of pregnancy from greater 
exposure to two types of air pollution: ozone, also known as smog, and tiny particles 
called PM 2.5. Both types of pollution are becoming more common as climate 
change continues, the authors said. 

The vast majority of the studies reviewed in the paper concluded that ozone and 
PM 2.5 are also associated with preterm births, low birth weights and stillbirths. 
One study found that high exposure to air pollution during the final trimester of 
pregnancy was linked to a 42 percent increase in the risk of stillbirth. 

Another study, looking at almost half a million births in Florida in 2004 and 2005, 
found that for every 5 kilometers, or roughly 3 miles, closer a mother lives to a plant 
that uses garbage to produce energy, the risk of low birth weight increases by 3 
percent. Living closer to power plants was also tied to a higher risk of preterm 
birth. 

Mothers with asthma were at particularly high risk. One study found that severe 
preterm birth, defined as a birth that occurs fewer than 28 weeks into pregnancy, 
increased by 52 percent for asthmatic mothers exposed to high levels of air 
pollution. 

https://www.nytimes.com/2020/06/18/ climate/ climate-change-pregnancy-study .html? camp... 6/18/2020 



Climate Change Tied to Pregnancy Risks, Affecting Black Mothers Most - The New Yor... Page 3 of 4 

Most of the studies that examined the link between air pollution and preterm birth 
or low birth weight found that the risks were greater for black mothers. 

Catherine Garcia Flowers, a field organizer in Houston for Moms Clean Air Force, 
an advocacy group, said the paper was evidence that the federal government 
needed to tighten regulations against air pollution. "This is a moment of reckoning 
for racial injustice and health disparities," Ms. Flowers said by email. "Doing 
nothing about air pollution, which so clearly has a greater impact on Black 
Americans, is racism in action." 

Premature birth and low birth weight can have consequences that last a lifetime, 
affecting such things as brain development and vulnerability to disease, according 
to Nathaniel DeNicola, another of the paper's authors and an assistant professor of 
obstetrics and gynecology at George Washington University's School of Medicine 
and Health Sciences. 

"This really does set the stage for an entire generation," Dr. DeNicola said. 

That increased risk adds to the disproportionate burden faced by black women 
when it comes to pregnancy. Black mothers are 2.4 times more likely to have 
children with low birth weight than white women, a 2018 paper found. An analysis 
published last year found that the risk of stillbirth was as much as twice as great for 
black mothers as for whites across a number of wealthy countries. 

The particular vulnerability of black mothers to heat and air pollution was likely the 
result of several systemic problems, the authors said. 

African Americans are more likely to live close to power plants and other sources of 
air pollution, Dr. Basu said. They may also be less likely to have air conditioning in 
their homes or less able to afford the higher electrical bills, she said, or to live in 
neighborhoods with green spaces that can help keep temperatures down. 

Compounding the added risks from warming and pollution, Dr. Basu said, research 
has shown that minority communities tend to have less access to medical help and 
that minority patients tend not to receive equal levels of treatment. "There might 
not be as much care given to a woman of color versus a white woman," Dr. Basu 
said. 

https://www.nytimes.com/2020/06/18/ climate/ climate-change-pregnancy-study .html? camp... 6/18/2020 
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Adrienne Hollis, senior climate justice and health scientist for the Union of 
Concerned Scientists, said the problems could not be tackled in isolation. "We need 
to look at policies that provide equitable opportunities for communities of color," Dr. 
Hollis said. "If you address structural racism, I think you're going to start getting at 
some of these issues." 

https://www.nytimes.com/2020/06/18/ climate/ climate-change-pregnancy-study .html? camp... 6/18/2020 



THE SILVERSTEIN LAW FIRM 
A Professional Corporation 

June 30, 2020 

215 NORTH MARENGO AVENUE, 3RD FLOOR 

PASADENA, CALIFORNIA 91101-1504 

PHONE: (626) 449-4200 E'\X: (626) 449-4205 

ROBERT@ROBERl~ILVERSTEINLAW.COM 

WWW .ROBERrSII.VERSTEINLAW .COM 

VIA EMAIL yhorton@cityofinglewood.org VIA EMAIL 
aphillips@cityofinglewood.org mwilcox(a1cityofinglewood.org 
Yvonne Horton ibecproiect@cityofinglewood.org 

City Clerk's Office rv1indy Wilcox, AICP, Planning Manager 
c/o Mayor and City Council City of Inglewood, Planning Division 
Inglewood Successor Agency, Inglewood 1 West Manchester Boulevard, 4th Floor 
Housing Authority, Inglewood Parking Inglewood, CA 90301 
Authority, Joint Powers Authority 
City of Inglewood 
1 West Manchester Blvd. 
Inglewood, CA 90301 

Re: Brown Act Violations; Cure and Correct Demand in Connection with City 
Council Meetings on June 9 and June 16, 2020 and Demand to Cease and 
Desist, Including Under Govt. Code § 54960.2; IBEC Project SCH 
20 l 802 l 056; Request to Include this letter in Record for IBEC DEIR 

Dear Ms. Horton and City Officials: 

Please include this letter in the administrative record for all the following actions: 

(1) The Inglewood Basketball and Entertainment Center (IBEC) SCH No. 
2018021056; 

(2) General Plan Amendment 2020-001 (GP A 2020-001) and Categorical 
Exemption EA-CE-2020-036); 

(3) General Plan Amendment GPA 2020-002 and Categorical Exemption EA
CE-2020-037; 

( 4) Creation of the Inglewood Transportation Management Community 
Services District; and 
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( 5) Adoption of the Parking Ordinance to Implement the Citywide Permit 
Parking Districts Program and respective changes to the Inglewood 
rv1unicipal Code. 

I. INTRODUCTION. 

This firm and the undersigned represent Kenneth and Dawn Baines, owners of the 
property located at 10212 S. Prairie Ave., Inglewood, directly impacted by actions taken 
by the City of Inglewood City Council on June 9 and June 16, 2020. 

We write to demand that the City of Inglewood, Inglewood City Council and 
above-referenced City bodies (collectively "City") cure and correct their June 9, 2020 
and June 16, 2020 violations of the Brown Act, which violations include: (1) failure to 
provide adequate descriptions of the actions to be taken; (2) failure to specify the CEQA 
action to be taken or considered; and (3) failure to ensure advance notice of and 
accessibility to the June 9, 2020 meeting to the public in light of the incorrect phone 
access code and technical issues with the calls. 

As part of this cure and correct, we demand that the City invalidate all actions 
described herein and taken on June 9, 2020 and June 16, 2020, and particularly related to 
the approvals of the General Plan Amendments of Land Use and Environmental Justice 
Elements and their claimed CEQA exemptions; introduction/adoption of the Parking 
Ordinance and changes to the Municipal Code and their claimed CEQA exemption; and 
formation of the Inglewood Transportation Management Community Services District 
and its claimed CEQA exemption. 

We also demand that the City withdraw the Notice of Exemption for the creation 
of the Inglewood Transportation Management Community Services District, filed with 
the County of Los Angeles on June 16, 2020. 

In addition, we demand that the City cease and desist what has become an ongoing 
pattern and practice of Brown Act violations, particularly with regard to the IBEC 
Project, and that the City fully comply with the letter and spirit of the open meeting laws. 

II. ONGOING PATTERN AND PRACTICE OF BROWN ACT VIOLATIONS. 

The City has consistently engaged in a pattern and practice of misinforming the 
public about the true nature and scope of the proposed IBEC Project, as well as its 
required approvals. 
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The violations listed in this request join the myriad of prior Brown Act violations 
by the City, as referenced in our April 23, 2020 Brown Act Cease and Desist and Cure 
and Correct Letter and its Exhibits, which we incorporate by reference herein. (Exh. 1 
[April 23, 2020 Brown Act Cure and Correct Letter].) 

III. FACTUAL BACKGROUND. 

This letter addresses the City's Brown Act violations associated with the June 9, 
2020 and June 16, 2020 City Council regular meetings and their agendas. 

A. June 9, 2020 Agenda - Incorrect Agenda Notice of the Telephone 
Access Code and Failure to Ensure Accessibility of Public Comments 
as to All Agenda Items. 

On June 5, 2020 at 8:28 pm, the City of Inglewood (City) posted its agenda for the 
City Council regular public meeting of June 9, 2020, which included several items of 
citywide significance: General Plan amendments (PH-1 and PH-2), creation of the 
parking permit districts and adoption of the Parking Ordinance thereon (0-1), and 
resolution authorizing the submission of an application to the Local Agency Formation 
Commission for the County of Los Angeles. (DR-2). (Exh. 2 [City Agenda Notices and 
June 9, 2020 Agenda].) Despite their vague, ambiguous and benign descriptions, all the 
noted items would ultimately result in significant or substantial deprivations of property 
for all Inglewood community, as more fully described in our substantive objections to 
those. 

The City's June 9, 2020 agenda notice posted on June 5, 2020, however, provided 
an incorrect telephone access code, which was the only way people could make 
comments and directly address decisionmakers at the June 9, 2020 City Council meeting. 
The City provided the corrected code only at the June 9, 2020 meeting itself, long after 
the meeting began. This correction, however, was not and could not be accessible to 
those who had no access to internet (Facebook) or cable TV. 

Further, the City's teleconferencing on June 9, 2020 - even with the late-corrected 
code - ultimately allowed only a few people to comment and failed to ensure that those 
few comments were audible and comprehensible to other listeners and to decisionmakers. 
Public objections to the incorrect agenda notice of the telephone access code, as well as 
the technical accessibility issues, were presented to the City in real time during the very 
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June 9, 2020 meeting and thereafter. (Exh. 3 [June 9, 2020 Objection, Subsequent 
Requests, and Face book comments].) 

Despite public comments and staff acknowledgements of the incorrect advance 
notice of the access code and ensuing technical problems affecting public pa1ticipation by 
phone, the City Council illegally proceeded with the June 9, 2020 meeting and took 

l . 1 severa actions. 

B. June 9, 2020 Agenda - Failure to Provide a Brief Description of the 
Actions to Be Taken for ITMSCSD and Failure to List as an Action 
Item the CEQA Exemption Notice to Be Filed. 

Govt. Code Section 54954.2(a)(l) requires that: 

"(a)(l) At least 72 hours before a regular meeting, the legislative 
body of the local agency, or its designee, shall post an agenda 
containing a brief general description of each item of business to be 
transacted or discussed at the meeting, including items to be 
discussed in closed session." 

The June 9, 2020 agenda failed to provide a clear, brief description of an item 
related to the IBEC Project: the formation of the ITMCSD. This agenda item's 
description provided: 

DR-2. PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT 

Staff report recorrmH;ndmg adoption of a 1esolutiou authorizing the submission of an applicottion to the 
Local Agency Forma\lon C01mnissio11 frir the County Los Angeles 

Documents: 

Nobody in the public reading the agenda could perceive the massive scope and 
effect of Agenda Item DR-2 based on the above vague agenda description; namely: 

Because of public comments, on June 16, 2020, the City staff recommended to re
notice only the General Plan Amendments adopted on June 9, 2020. (Exh. 4 [June 16, 
2020 Two Staff Reports to Reconsider the General Plan Amendments].) No other items 
and actions discussed and taken on June 9 were recommended for rescission. 
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1) The City Council's approval was sought to file an application to the 
LAFCO to create a new citywide agency ITMCSD and to put the issue on 
the March 2021 ballot; 

2) The new agency "ITMCSD's jurisdictional boundary would be coterminous 
with the City boundaries and the members of the City Council would act as 
the members of the ITMCSD's governing body"; 

3) The ITMCSD will be able to acquire property and approve construction of 
transportation facilities and parking; 

4) The City contemplates imposing ce1tain assessments, fees or charges on the 
Inglewood population and pledging those to ITMSC, as well as transferring 
funds to ITMSC from the General Fund revenue; 

5) The ITMSCD's creation is interrelated with the events and traffic in the 
City anticipated in view of the SoFi stadium and the IBEC Arena; and 

6) Upon the City Council's approval of the recommended actions, the City 
would file a Notice of Exemption (which would commence the running of 
the statute of limitations for anyone to challenge the City's actions). (Exh. 
5 [June 9, Agenda DR-2 Staff Report].)2 

Nothing in the agenda mentioned that the City's application to LAFCO was linked 
to the creation of the new agency ITMSCD or that the new agency is specifically linked 
to the IBEC Project, is piecemealed from the latter, and is expressly provided under the 
Clipper's IBEC Project's AB-987 to further the IBEC project. Pub. Res. Code§ 
21168.6.8(a)(6) ("Transportation demand management program"). 

Further, neither the Agenda nor the hyperlinked Staff Report's list of Council 
actions (at p. 1) mentions anything about the CEQA exemption approval. 

Yet, at p. 3, the Staff Report - which does not substitute for the requirement that 
the agenda give a brief description of all actions to be taken or approved - noted: 

2 We discovered the Staff Repmt to the June 9, 2020 Agenda Item DR-2 - and the 
listed information - only on June 18, 2020, after finding the City's Notice of Exemption 
filed on June 16, 2020 with the Los Angeles County. 
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"ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENTATION: 

The formation of the ITMCSD is categorically exempt from the 
California Environmental Quality Act ("CEQA") pursuant to CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15320 (Changes in Organization of Local 
Agencies) and/or Section 1506l(b )(3) (Common Sense Exemption) 
because the ITJ\1CSD is proposed to be a subsidiary district with the 
same boundaries as the City. Upon the City Council's approval of 
the recommended actions, a Notice of Exemption will be filed with 
the Los Angeles County Clerk in accordance with Section 21152 of 
the California Public Resources Code." (Id.) 

The City has since filed a Notice of Exemption for the creation of the ITMCSD 
with the County of Los Angeles on June 16, 2020. (Exh. 6 [Notice of Exemption for 
ITJ\1CSD].) 

The City's actions as described above and the failure of the agenda to describe 
these actions to be taken or approved violate the Brown Act. Rescission of these actions 
and re-noticing of them in accordance with the law is demanded. 

C. June 9, 2020 and June 16, 2020 Agenda - Failure to Note CEQA 
Exemption for the Parking Ordinance in the Agenda Description. 

The June 9, 2020 and June 16, 2020 City Council meeting agendas included Item 
0-1, which identically provided: 3 

3 

ORDINANCES 

0-1. PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT 

Staff report re<:onunending: the introduction of nn Ordirnmce amending Chapter 3 of the Inglewood 
?vlunidpa1 Code (Il\iC) tr> implement a C!.t;/\Vide Permit Pmking Districts Program 

Documents: 

See Exh.5 [June 9, 2020 Agenda] and Exh. 4 (June 16, 2020 Agenda). 
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The agenda item description did not mention the Ordinance's intenelatedness with 
the IBEC Project. Yet the parking permit districts are to regulate the parking needs in the 
City, with the advent of the Sofi Stadium and the Clipper's Arena IBEC Project and their 
events.4 

Similarly, neither the June 9 nor June 16, 2020 agendas mentioned approval of 
CEQA exemptions for the Ordinance. Yet, the staff report for the June 16, 2020 agenda, 
which we discovered later, recited: 

"This ordinance is exempt from the requirements of the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) pursuant to Section 1506l(b )(3) 
of Title 14 of the California Code of Regulations; the permit parking 
program would not result in any physical changes to the 
environment, other than minor signage. The program is designed to 
reduce potential traffic and parking impacts to the residential 
neighborhoods by limiting the number of excessive non-resident 
vehicles parking in the area. At the City Council meeting of June 9, 
2020, Ordinance 20-09 was introduced." 

IV. MISLEADING AND INADEQUATELY DESCRIBED AGENDA ITEM. 

Govt. Code § 54954.2(a)(l) provides: 

"At least 72 hours before a regular meeting, the legislative body of 
the local agency, or its designee, shall post an agenda containing a 
brief general description of each item of business to be 
transacted or discussed at the meeting, including items to be 
discussed in closed session. A brief general description of an item 
generally need not exceed 20 words." (Emphasis added.) 

As stated by the District Attorney to the City Council in the District's Attorney's 
letter related to the IBEC Project: 

4 The IBEC Project is proposed at the site which, pursuant to the 2015 initiative's 
plans approving the SoFi Stadium, had to accommodate SoFi's overflow parking needs. 
Thus, the IBEC Project, which is presently before the City, is solely responsible for the 
parking shortage at both SoFi and IBEC. (Exh. 7 [Infeasibility Study].) 
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"The Brown Act, in Government Code section 54954.2(a)(l), 
requires that a local agency "post an agenda containing a brief 
general description of each item of business to be transacted or 
discussed at the meeting." That section further states, "A brief 
general description of an item generally need not exceed 20 words. 
"Courts have held that although the description need not include 
every detail of a matter, it must be sufficient to give the public "fair 
notice of the essential nature of what an agency will consider," and 
not leave the public "to speculation." (San Diegans for Open 
Government v. City r~f Oceanside (2016) 4 Cal. App. 5th 637, 645; 
San Joaquin Raptor Rescue Center et al. v. County ofAferced et al. 
(2013) 216 Cal. App. 4th 1167, 1178.)" (Exh. 1, emph. added]) 

Moreover, the agenda description must not be misleading. The brief description of 
an item that the City will consider or deliberate on cannot be ambiguous or misstate the 
item under discussion. J\1oreno v. City of King (2005) 127 Cal App 4th 17 (an item on 
the agenda describing consideration of contract for Interim Finance Director was not 
sufficient notice of actually considering the termination of the sitting Finance Director). 

The City Council's agendas of June 9, 2020 and June 16, 2020 failed to comply 
with the Brown Act's brief description requirement, in violation of Govt. Code Section 
54954.2(a)(l), in that they failed to provide an adequate description of the agenda item 
and sufficient public notice of the essential nature of what the agency would not only 
consider but also act upon. 

In particular, the June 9, 2020 Agenda failed to provide a complete list of actions 
the City Council would take upon voting on the Agenda Item DR-2 associated with the 
creation of a new agency, ITMCSD. The June 9, 2020 agenda description for DR-2 did 
not even identify ITMCSD and described the agenda item vaguely and ambiguously as 
"Staff report recommending adoption of a resolution authorizing the submission of an 
application to the Local Agency Formation Commission for the County of Los Angeles." 
(Exh. 5, supra.) The City's conduct recalls the Court of Appeal's admonition against 
"transparent prevarication." Roddenberry v. Roddenberry (1996) 44 Cal.App.4th 634, 
654. The June 9, 2020 Agenda also failed to note that the creation of the new agency 
ITMCSD was related to the IBEC Project currently before the City and is a part of it, 
pursuant to AB-987. The description therefore misled the public as to the action's full 
scope and effect and foreclosed informed public comments. 
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Similarly, the June 9, 2020 agendas failed to note the interrelatedness of the 
introduced and adopted Parking Ordinance and Municipal Code changes with the IBEC 
Project. This nexus was ambiguously shown in the staff report - outside of the agenda 
description - tying the ordinance not only to the IBEC Project, but also to SoFi and MSG 
Forum. 

As a result, the public was misled and left to speculate about the essential nature of 
the items that the City would consider and the effect of the City Council's actions, both 
individually and cumulatively with the IBEC Project. This deprived the public of notice 
of the magnitude of changes the City contemplates to further the IBEC Project, which in 
turn, deprived the public of the ability to be adequately appraised not only of the scope of 
the very adopted actions, but also the full impact of the related IBEC Project on 
Inglewood and its community, and to require adequate mitigation measures before the 
Project is approved. 

For the scope of both actions, please see Sec. III, supra (Factual Background). 

V. INADEQUATELY DESCRIBED AGENDA ITEM OF ADOPTING CEQA 
EXEMPTION FINDINGS. 

The Brown Act's "brief general description of each item of business to be 
transacted or discussed at the meeting" under Govt. Code§ 54954.2(a)(l) includes the 
agency's proposed CEQA approvals, including CEQA exemptions. This issue was 
litigated and confirmed by the Los Angeles County Superior Court in a 2008 case against 
the City of Los Angeles, which held: 

"The Planning Commission is also commanded to identify the 
CEQA actions as actions that it has been requested or that it 
proposes to take at the meeting. The Planning Commission is also to 
be commanded not to take any action or discuss any item under 
CEQA that is not described with the clarity, particularity, and detail 
herein ordered. Petitioners are also entitled to a judgment that 
declares that the method that has been used to describe CEQA 
actions to be taken or discussed at Planning Commission meetings is 
unlawful and is to be discontinued." (Exh. 8, pp. 3-4 [Peremptory 
Writ, 2008; LASC No. BS 108652].) 

The Court's ruling pertaining to Planning Commission meetings is all the more 
applicable to the ultimate elected decisionmaker City Council's actions here. 
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The June 9, 2020 Agenda Item DR-2 failed to note the CEQA exemption for the 
proposed action of creating the new agency ITMCSD. Nonetheless, on June 16, 2020, 
the City filed the Notice of Exemption for the ITMCSD. This and all other actions 
complained of in this cure and correct letter must be rescinded. 

Similarly, the June 9 and June 16, 2020 Agenda Item 0-1 failed to note the City 
Council's approval of a CEQA exemption for the proposed action of adopting the 
Parking Ordinance and i\-1unicipal Changes, which would impose new administrative and 
financial burdens on the disadvantaged low income residents of Inglewood to secure 
parking permits for a fee, would limit the number of parking spaces per household 
regardless of the number of household members, and would not even guarantee adequate 
parking spaces on the street when members of the public acquire parking permits. 

The City's failure to include notice of the proposed adoption or approval of CEQA 
exemption on the agendas for June 9 and 16, 2020 violates the Brown Act and deprives 
the public from having its statutory and constitutional rights to be fully apprised of the 
essential nature of the items adopted or even discussed during the meeting. 

VI. FAILURE TO PROVIDE PROPER ADVANCE NOTICE OF THE ACCESS 
CODE AS WELL AS ACCESSIBILITY TO ENABLE PUBLIC 
PARTICIPATION ON JUNE 9, 2020. 

The Brown Act requires advance notice and accessibility to ensure the public can 
address the decisionmakers directly before actions are taken: 

"(a) Every agenda for regular meetings shall provide an 
opportunity for members of the public to directly address the 
legislative body on any item of interest to the public, before or 
during the legislative body's consideration of the item, that is within 
the subject matter jurisdiction of the legislative body, provided that 
no action shall be taken on any item not appearing on the agenda 
unless the action is otherwise authorized by subdivision (b) of 
Section 54954.2." Govt. Code§ 54954.3(a): 

Because of the COVID-19 pandemic, and pursuant to the :March 17, 2020 
Executive Order N-29-20, California waived all requirements in the Brown Act related to 
"physical" presence of the public at public meetings, yet preserved the noticing and 
accessibility requirements to the public. The Order states, in pertinent parts: 
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"Accessibility Requirements: If a local legislative body or state 
body holds a meeting via teleconferencing and allows members of 
the public to observe and address the meeting telephonically or 
otherwise electronically, the body shall also: 

(i) Implement a procedure for receiving and swiftly resolving 
requests for reasonable modification or accommodation from 
individuals with disabilities, consistent with the Americans 
with Disabilities Act and resolving any doubt whatsoever in 
favor of accessibility; and 

(ii) Advertise that procedure each time notice is given of the 
means by which members of the public may observe the 
meeting and offer public comment, pursuant to 
subparagraph (ii) of the Notice Requirements below. 

Notice Requirements: Except to the extent this Order expressly 
provides otherwise, each local legislative body and state body shall: 

(i) Give advance notice of the time of, and post the agenda for, 
each public meeting according to the timeframes otherwise 
prescribed by the Bagley-Keene Act or the Brown Act, and 
using the means otherwise prescribed by the Bagley-Keene 
Act or the Brown Act, as applicable; and 

(ii) In each instance in which notice of the time of the meeting 
is otherwise given or the agenda for the meeting is otherwise 
posted, also give notice of the means by which members of 
the public may observe the meeting and offer public 
comment." (Exh. 9, emph. added [Executive Order N-29-
20].) 

The June 9, 2020 meeting was noticed as a teleconference meeting. Govt. Code§ 
54953(b )(3) requires: "If the legislative body of a local agency elects to use 
teleconferencing, it shall post agendas at all teleconference locations and conduct 
teleconference meetings in a manner that protects the statutory and constitutional 
rights of the patties or the public appearing before the legislative body of a local 
agency." (Emph. added.) 



City of Inglewood 
June 30, 2020 
Page 12 

It also states: "The agenda shall provide an opportunity for members of the 
public to address the legislative body directly pursuant to Section 54954.3 at each 
teleconference location." (Emph. added.) 

Thus Govt. Code§ 54953 incorporates by reference Section 54954.3 's guarantee 
of a right to address the legislative body during a teleconference meeting. 

However, the City's June 9, 2020 agenda provided an incorrect access code for the 
public to offer comments, which was the only way the public could participate in the 
meeting, beyond passively observing the meeting on Facebook or cable TV. The City's 
publication of the wrong access code to offer public comments in the June 9, 2020 
agenda, which could not have been known until the time of the meeting, the immediate 
objections of many speakers for many items of business on the agenda, the immediate 
email objection of The Silverstein Law Firm, and the failure to halt the meeting and give 
proper re-notice was not only a denial of public speaking rights guaranteed by Section 
54954.3 as incorporated into Section 54953(b)(3), but also violation of the constitutional 
speaking rights of all property owners and tenants whose rights would have been affected 
by the City. 

Apart from the incorrect access code, the City's late-corrected access code did not 
provide the public the chance to comment in view of the technical interruptions, the 
City's incorrect instructions regarding which numbers to press to "raise your hand" for 
comments, as well as the background noise during the few comments. Facebook 
comments - during the June 9, 2020 hearing - evidence the extent of public deprivation 
of participation in real time. 5 

In fact, on June 9, 2020, the City took significant actions affecting all residents in 
Inglewood, including but not limited to: (1) amendments to the General Plan Land Use 
Element; (2) amendments to the General Plan Enviromnental Justice Element; (3) 

5 We note that public comments are also limited by the City Council's choice to 
hold the public hearing at 2 p.m., which precludes or severely limits participation of the 
working adult population of Inglewood during work hours and further limits such public 
participation to a few people who cannot participate other than by phone (for lack of 
computer, internet, or computer/web skills). Therefore, the Facebook comments do not 
represent the voices of those who attempted to listen to and/or make comments at the 
public hearing by phone and yet failed to do so, due to the incorrect access code provided 
in the agenda. 
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formation of the Inglewood Transportation Management Community Services District - a 
new agency, with the power to acquire property and receive funding from the City's tax 
revenues and assessments; (4) introduction of the Parking Ordinance, later adopted on 
June 16, 2020. 

Of all the listed actions, to date, the City staff has recommended the rescission of 
only the General Plan amendments. The City's rescission of the actions taken on those 
dates is paramount. If it does not cure and correct, litigation will ensue. 

The City's actions: (1) deprived the public of their statutory and constitutional 
rights to speak, (2) prejudiced a number of people were who were actually denied the 
ability to speak despite the City's knowledge from Facebook posts and emails that the 
system and access code was not working properly; and (3) prejudiced a number of people 
who - for lack of cable TV, computer, internet, or computer skills - relied solely on 
public participation by phone but were unable to participate or even listen to the 
proceedings because of the incorrect telephone code in the agenda notice. 

We hereby demand the rescission and nullification of all June 9, 2020 actions, 
including but not limited to the General Plan amendments and the f 01mation of the 
ITrv1CSD. Derivatively, we demand that the City withdraw its filed CEQA Notice of 
Exemption for the formation of the ITMCSD, as that was adopted or approved in 
violation of the Brown Act. Also, to the extent the June 16, 2020 Parking Ordinance was 
introduced on June 9, 2020, when the public was deprived of the ability to participate or 
address decisionmakers about the item, we demand rescission of the introduction and 
later adoption of the Parking Ordinance on that ground as well. 

VII. CONCLUSION. 

The City must cure and correct these Brown Act violations by: ( l) rescinding the 
June 9, 2020 approvals of the General Plan Amendments; (2) rescinding the June 9, 2020 
approval of the ITMCSD; (3) rescinding the June 16, 2020 approvals related to the 
adoption of the Parking Ordinance; and (4) withdrawing the Notice of Exemption for the 
creation of the ITMCSD filed on June 16, 2020 with the County of Los Angeles. 

II 

II 
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If we do not receive a positive and fully corrective response from the City, it will 
be necessary to initiate litigation to set aside the City Council's illegal actions and/or to 
seek declaratory and injunctive relief to bring the City's practices into conformity with 
the law. Thank you for your courtesy and prompt attention to this matter. 

RPS:vl 
En els. 

Ve1y truly yours, 

Isl Robert P. Silverstein 
ROBERT P. SILVERSTEIN 

FOR 
THE SILVERSTEIN LAW FIRM, APC 

cc: James T. Butts, Jr, Mayor (via emailjbutts@cityofinglewood.org) 
George W. Dolson, District I (via email gdolson@cityofinglewood.org) 
Alex Padilla, District 2, (via email apadilla@cityofinglewood.org) 
Eloy Morales, Jr., District 3 (via email emorales@Cityoflnglewood.org) 
Ralph L. Franklin, District 4 (via email rfranklin@cityofinglewood.org) 
Wanda M. Brown, Treasurer (via email wbrown@Cityofinglewood.org) 
Artie Fields, Executive Director (via email afields@Cityofinglewood.org) 
Kenneth R. Campos, City Attorney (via email kcampos@cityofinglewood.org) 
Bruce Gridley, City Attorney (via email bgridley@kbblaw.com) 
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Brown Act Violations; Cure and Correct Demand in 
Connection with City Council Meetings on June 9 and June 
16, 2020 and Demand to Cease and Desist, Including Under 

Govt. Code§ 54960.2; IBEC Project SCH 2018021056; 
Request to Include this letter in Record for IBEC DEIR 

EXHIBIT 1 



THE SILVERSTEIN LAW FIRM 
A Professional Corporation 

April 23, 2020 

215 NORTH MARENGO AVENUE, 3RD FLOOR 

PASADENA, CALIFORNIA 91101-1504 

PHONE: (626) 449-4200 FAX: (626) 449-4205 

ROBERT@ROBERTSILVERSTEINLAW.COM 

www.ROBERTSILVERSTEINLAW.COM 

VIA EMAIL yhorton@cityofinglewood.org VIA EMAIL 

Yvonne Horton 
City Clerk's Office 
c/o Mayor and City Council 
Inglewood Successor Agency, Inglewood 
Housing Authority, Inglewood Parking 
Authority, Joint Powers Authority 
City of Inglewood 
1 West Manchester Blvd. 
Inglewood, CA 90301 

mwilcox@cityofinglewood.org 
ibecpro j ect@cityofinglewood.org 

Mindy Wilcox, AICP, Planning Manager 
City of Inglewood, Planning Division 
1 West Manchester Boulevard, 4th Floor 
Inglewood, CA 90301 

Re: Brown Act Violations; Cure and Correct Demand in Connection with 
Public Meeting on March 24, 2020 and Demand to Cease and Desist, 
Including Under Govt. Code§ 54960.2; IBEC Project SCH 2018021056, 
and Request to Include this letter in Admin Record for IBEC DEIR 

Public Records Act Request for March 24, 2020 Council's Closed Session 
Audio/Video Recording and Notes, Minutes, Records. 

Dear Ms. Horton and City Officials: 

I. INTRODUCTION. 

This firm and the undersigned represent Kenneth and Dawn Baines, owners of the 
property located at 10212 S. Prairie Ave., Inglewood, directly impacted by actions taken 
by the City of Inglewood Council on March 24, 2020. 

We write to demand that the City of Inglewood, Inglewood City Council and 
above-referenced City bodies (collectively "City") cure and correct their March 24, 2020 
violations of the Brown Act, which violations include taking action on items not duly 
listed on the regular meeting agenda of the City Council for March 24, 2020 in both the 
open and closed-door sessions, and further include depriving the public of the 
opportunity to adequately participate and comment on items by failing to produce copies 
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of the agreement(s) that the City approved and the Mayor signed at the March 24, 2020 
meeting. 

As part of this cure and correct, we demand that the City invalidate any actions 
taken on, and related to, the Mayor's signing of the settlement agreement(s), and take no 
further action unless and until a copy thereof is timely produced to the public, is subject 
to advance public comment at a properly noticed public hearing, and is included in the 
administrative record for the IBEC Draft EIR, as such actions by the :Mayor and City 
have a direct bearing on the City's consideration of the IBEC Draft EIR. 

We also demand that the City to produce records and documents of the :March 24, 
2020 closed session. 

In addition, we demand that the City cease and desist what has become an ongoing 
pattern and practice of Brown Act violations, particularly with regard to the IBEC 
Project, and that the City fully comply with the letter and spirit of the open meeting laws. 

II. ONGOING PATTERN AND PRACTICE OF BROWN ACT VIOLATIONS. 

The City has consistently engaged in the pattern and practice of misinforming the 
public about the true nature and scope of the proposed IBEC Project, as well as its 
required approvals. The City's actions have been previously criticized and challenged on 
those grounds. (See, e.g., Exh. 1 [IRATE Letter, March 21, 2018, with enclosures of 
IRATE's Complaint to the District Attorney on March 15, 2018], incorporated in full 
herein.) 

In response to IRATE's complaint and as a result of an ensuing investigation, the 
District Attorney concluded: "It should be noted that the deficiency of the agenda 
description appears to have been part of concerted efforts between representatives of the 
city and the Murphy's BOWL LLC to limit the notice given to the public." (Exh. 2 [DA 
Letter ofrv1ay 17, 2019].) 

Unable to prosecute the City Council and all related persons solely because of the 
statute of limitations that had run, the District Attorney expressed hope that the City 
Council would correct their actions: 

"Violations relating to the agenda description of an item of business 
could render action by the city council null and void. ·However, 
because the complaint was received after the time limits to remedy 
the violation, no action will be taken at this time. Nonetheless, we 
sincerely hope that this letter will assist the city council in ensuring 
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that such violations will not recur in the future." (Id. [DA Letter of 
May 17, 2019].) 

The District Attorney's hope and the public's trust were abused by the City's 
violations on March 24, 2020, as further detailed below. 

III. FACTUAL BACKGROUND. 

On March 24, 2020 - a week after California Governor issued a stay-at-home 
order applicable to everyone and all non-essential services, and when the public could no 
longer physically participate in public meetings - the City Council held a meeting related 
to the Clipper's Inglewood Basketball Entertainment Center Project and effectively 
sealed the fate of the Inglewood community to endure the IBEC Project's 41 adverse 
environmental impacts. (Exhs. 3 & 4 [NRDC Letter, March 24, 2020 and California 
Legislature Letter, June 28, 2019].) 

In particular, the City Council convened: 

( l) In closed session, to discuss the settlement of 4 ongoing lawsuits by MSG 
Forum and community group IRA TE against the City related to the IBEC 
project and challenging the City on various grounds, including violations of 
the Brown Act, Surplus Land Act, and CEQA, and 

(2) In open session, to sign an unspecified settlement or "tri-party agreement" 
or "one or more agreements" with MSG, IRA TE, Clippers, City Hall and 
other unidentified people. 

Unlike other items on the agenda, the noted "tri-party agreement" was not 
hyperlinked to or in the agenda. It was not available at the hearing. (Exh. 5 [Daily 
Breeze Article re mayor signing of the settlement agreement: "The Inglewood City 
Council approved the settlement at its meeting Tuesday. Butts, smiling ear to ear, paused 
the agenda so he could sign the document immediately. A copy of the agreement was not 
available Tuesday."]) As of April 23, 2020 - nearly a month after it was signed - the 
agreement is still not linked to the agenda, or available online or elsewhere that we can 
determine. It was not readily available to the public even through the City Clerk's office, 
which - upon requests for same - had to search for it, but still has not produced it through 
the present time. (Exh. 6 [emails requesting Settlement Agreement; no responses from 
the City to multiple requests].) 

The City's actions on 1\-farch 24, 2020 in com1ection with both open and closed
door session items violated the Brown Act. 
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IV. MISLEADING AND INADEQUATELY DESCRIBED AGENDA ITEM. 

As before, when it was established that the City conspired with Murphy's Bowl 
(the developer entity of the Clippers Arena) to limit the description of the agenda item to 
be considered by the City Council on June 15, 2017 "so it won't identify the proposed 
project," and agreed not to provide the "normal 72 hours" notice under the Brown Act1 

(see Exh. 1 [IRATE's March 15, 2018 letter to the DA as part of Exh. l]), the City's 
:March 24, 2020 agenda failed to provide adequate description - beyond vague statements 
- of the settlement agreement( s) to be approved and actually signed. The Agenda stated: 

Consideration of and possible action on one or more agreements vtith IvISG Fornm. LLC: 
Ingkv>iood Residents Against Taking and EYictinns: Mnq:ihy's Boal LLC: and. other entities and 
individuals in forthernnce of a potential settlement of claims arising from the propos-ed 
de-velopment of and CEQA reYie'\v frir. the IngleYvoocl Basketball and Entert<iimnent Center 
Project. as \Veil as d1ligntions of the lando\vner of the Fornm* 
Recmnmendatir:ni: 

Consider awl Act on the follovdng agreemenh: 

I) Rele<lse and SubstJtutiou of Guarantor Under Dev;::Jop1nent A~re<::1nent by and 

among :t<fSG fomm. LLC". IdSGN HOLDil-JGS. LP., POLPAT LLC and the 
City of InglewosJ(L and 

2) Tri-Party A.greement by and among l\1SG Forum, LLC, IviSG- Sports & 
Entertainment LIL, l'vimvhy's Bmv1 LLC. and City ofinglewood. 

(Exh. 7 [March 24, 2020 City Agenda].) 

The description reflects another "concerted effort" by the City and 
Murphy's Bowl, as previously condemned by the District Attorney, to hide 
infmmation from the public as to what exactly the agreements were that the 
Council would possibly act upon. The description does not specify either what 
those "one or more agreements" are, or who the "other entities and individuals" 
are. Moreover, the relevant documents were not available at the hearing and were 
not hyperlinked or provided with the agenda packet for the public to find out the 
missing information. 

The District Attorney concluded this was a Brown Act violation but could not 
prosecute because of the statute of limitations. 
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Most importantly, the description does not make clear that the settlement 
agreement(s) were related to the ve1y same lawsuits discussed in the same day's closed 
sess10n: 

MSG Forum, LLC v. City of Inglewood, et al.; Case No. YC072715; 

:MSG Forum, LLC v. City of Inglewood as Successor Agency to the Former 
Inglewood Redevelopment Agency, et al.; Case No. BSl 74710; 

Inglewood Residents Against Takings and Evictions v. City of Inglewood, 
et al.; Case No. B296760; and 

Inglewood Residents Against Takings and Evictions v. City of Inglewood 
as Successor Agency to the Former Inglewood Redevelopment Agency, et 
al.; Case No. BS174709 

This essential nexus between the closed session lawsuits and the subsequently 
signed settlement agreement( s) should have been disclosed and the description of the 
settlement agreement(s) should have plainly referenced, or even cross-referenced to the 
closed session item description, the lawsuits in order to be meaningfully informative to 
the public. Yet this essential information was concealed from the public. As stated by 
the District Attorney to the City Council in the District's Attorney's letter related to the 
IBEC Project: 

"The Brown Act, in Government Code section 54954.2(a)(l), 
requires that a local agency "post an agenda containing a brief 
general description of each item of business to be transacted or 
discussed at the meeting." That section further states, "A brief 
general description of an item generally need not exceed 20 words. 
"Courts have held that although the description need not include 
every detail of a matter, it must be sufficient to give the public "fair 
notice of the essential nature of what an agency will consider," and 
not leave the public "to speculation." (San Diegans for Open 
Government v. City of Oceanside (2016) 4 Cal. App. 5th 637, 645; 
San Joaquin Raptor Rescue Center et al. v. County of Merced et al. 
(2013) 216 Cal. App. 4th 1167, 1178.)" (Exh. 2, emph. added) 

The City Council's agenda failed to comply with the Brown Act, Govt. Code 
Section 54954.2(a)(l), in that it failed to provide an adequate description of the agenda 
item and sufficient public notice of the essential nature of what the agency would not 
only consider but also act upon. As a result, the public was left to speculate. 
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Moreover, the agenda description must not be misleading. The brief description of 
an item that the City will consider or deliberate on cannot be ambiguous or misstate the 
item under discussion. J\1oreno v. City of King (2005) 127 Cal App 4th 17 (an item on 
the agenda describing consideration of contract for Interim Finance Director was not 
sufficient notice of actually considering the termination of the sitting Finance Director). 
Thus, apart from the vague and ambiguous description, compounded by failure to provide 
the actual settlement agreements to be signed (and which through today still have not 
been made publicly available, despite repeated requests [Exh. 6]), the agenda was also 
misleading, since the essential agenda items involving the City Council/Mayor's signing 
of the agreement(s) was misplaced and put at the end of the agenda, under the section of 
"REPORTS - CITY ATTORNEY And/Or GENERAL COUNSEL." Placing Action 
Items in Reports further denied fair notice to the public of the critical action the City 
would take. 

The above-noted violations in vaguely listing the agenda items, coupled with the 
failure to provide the copy of the agreement( s ), and misleading placement of the agenda 
item of signing a settlement agreement in the "report" section precluded fair notice to the 
public and frnstrated public knowledge and participation, in violation of the Brown Act. 

V. FAILURE TO PROVIDE A COPY OF THE SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT 
TO THE PUBLIC PRIOR TO THE CITY SIGNING IT. 

Based on our information and the City's responses and lack thereof, the City Clerk 
has not made the settlement agreement(s) publicly available even as of the date of this 
letter. In any event, as of April 23, 2020, they were not placed in an active link to the 
relevant agenda (doing so now would be too late even if it were), and our requests for 
these critical documents have been entirely ignored. (Exh. 6.) 

We further note that pursuant to Govt. Code Sec. 54954.3, the agenda must 
provide an opportunity for the public to address the legislative body before or during the 
legislative body's consideration of the item. Stated differently, apart from the fact that 
the agenda item was vaguely described, a person who listened to the City meeting 
(assuming they could even hear, given the City's terrible audio quality) and wanted to 
make a comment on the subject would have been precluded from doing so meaningfully 
because of the City's failure to produce for public review the settlement agreement(s) 
either prior to or even at the time of the :March 24, 2020 meeting. 

The City's failure to so provide a copy effectively precluded the public's right to 
be meaningfully informed about the agreement( s) to be signed and to address the 



City of Inglewood 
April 23, 2020 
Page 7 

legislative body on that agenda item, prior to the City taking action on it, including the 
actual signing of the settlement agreement( s ). 

VI. VIOLATION OF THE CLOSED SESSION EXCEPTION UNDER THE 
BROWN ACT. 

On the flipside, the City's agenda for the March 24, 2020 violated Govt. Code 
Section 54950 as it exceeded the scope of the closed session litigation exemption under 
Govt. Code Section 54956.9. 

In particular, the agenda for the closed session provided: 

"CS-1, CSA-5 & P-2. 

Closed session - Confidential - Attorney/Client Privileged; 
Conference with Legal Counsel regarding Existing Litigation 
Pursuant to Government Code Section 54956.9(d)(l); Name 
of Cases: MSG Forum, LLC v. City of Inglewood, et al.; Case 
No. YC072715; and MSG Forum, LLC v. City of Inglewood 
as Successor Agency to the Former Inglewood 
Redevelopment Agency, et al.; Case No. BS 174710. 

CS-2, CSA-6, & P-3. 

Closed session - Confidential - Attorney/Client Privileged; 
Conference with Legal Counsel regarding Existing Litigation 
Pursuant to Government Code Section 54956.9(d)(l); Name 
of Cases: Inglewood Residents Against Takings and Evictions 
v. City of Inglewood, et al.; Case No. B296760; and 

Inglewood Residents Against Takings and Evictions v. City 
of Inglewood as Successor Agency to the Former Inglewood 
Redevelopment Agency, et al.; Case No. BSI 74709." 

It may be reasonably inferred that the closed session on the four ( 4) lawsuits filed 
by MSG and IRA TE against the City and Murphy's Bowl involved settlement 
discussions of same. Such inference is supported by the fact that the parties in the noted 
four lawsuits were the same parties to the open session settlement "tri-partite" agreement, 
and the fact that noted lawsuits were stayed by the same patties through joint stipulations 
filed the day before on March 23, 2020. 
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While it is proper for the legislative body to discuss and/or adopt settlement 
agreements in closed session, it is unacceptable where, as here, such settlement pertains 
to significant policy changes that should have been the subject of discussion in open 
session, notwithstanding the provisions of the Brown Act that allow for discussion of 
pending litigation in closed session under Govt. Code Section 54956.9. See Trancas 
Property Owners Association v. City of Malibu (2006) 138 Cal.App.4th 172. In Trancas 
the Court held that the adoption in closed session of a settlement agreement that called 
for certain zoning actions violated the Brown Act because deciding to take those actions 
would normally be subject to the Brown Act's open meeting requirements. The court 
stated that whatever else Section 54956.9 pe1mits, "the exemption cannot be construed to 
empower a city council to agree to take, as part of a non-publicly ratified litigation 
settlement, action that by substantive law may not be taken without a public hearing and 
an oppmtunity for the public to be heard." Id. at 186. 

The settlement agreement in the subject City Agenda was described as pertaining 
to "claims arising from the proposed development of, and CEQA review for, the 
Inglewood Basketball and Entertainment Center Project." (Emph. added.) It is 
undisputed that CEQA review of an EIR - especially that of the controversial IBEC 
Project with 41 adverse environmental impacts - is required to be an explicitly public 
process. Hiding discussion of "CEQA review" -related issues behind closed door sessions 
and vague agenda descriptions violates that principle. 

As our Supreme Court has stated: 

"We have repeatedly recognized that the EIR is the 'heart of 
CEQA.' [Citations.] "Its purpose is to inform the public and its 
responsible officials of the environmental consequences of their 
decisions before they are made. Thus, the EIR 'protects not only the 
environment but also infmmed self-government.'" [Citations.] To 
this end, public participation is an 'essential part of the CEQA 
process.' [Citations.]" Laurel Heights Improvement Assn. v. 
Regents of Univ. of California (1994) 6 Cal. 4th 1112, 1123. 

The Brown Act, Govt. Code Sec. 54950, provides: 

"In enacting this chapter, the Legislature finds and declares that the 
public commissions, boards and councils and the other public 
agencies in this State exist to aid in the conduct of the people's 
business. It is the intent of the law that their actions be taken 
openly and that their deliberations be conducted openly. 
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"The people of this State do not yield their sovereignty to the 
agencies which serve them. The people, in delegating authority, do 
not give their public servants the right to decide what is good for the 
people to know and what is not good for them to know. The people 
insist on remaining informed so that they may retain control over the 
instruments they have created." (Emph. added.) 

Govt. Code Sec. 54952.2 defines meetings and disclosure mandates broadly. As 
the Attorney General has explained: 

"In construing these terms, one should be mindful of the ultimate 
purposes of the Act - to provide the public with an opportunity to 
monitor and participate in decision-making processes of boards and 
commissions. . . . Conversations which advance or clarify a 
member's understanding of an issue, or facilitate an agreement or 
compromise among members, or advance the ultimate resolution of 
an issue, are all examples of communications which contribute to the 
development of a concurrence as to action to be taken by the 
legislative body." The Brown Act: Open Meetings for Local 
Legislative Bodies, p. 12 (Cal. Atty General's Office 2003). 

Thus, the City's deliberations and discussions about signing the settlement 
agreement(s) on the four lawsuits during the closed session and to effectively dispose of 
claims of public interest and concern requiring a public hearing (including CEQA issues) 
violated the overarching purposes of the Brown Act and its mandates for conducting the 
public's business through open, non-occluded meetings and deliberations, including 
under Govt. Code Secs. 54950, 54952.2. 

VII. CALIFORNIA PUBLIC RECORDS ACT REQUEST. 

In view of the above-noted violations, where the Mayor and City improperly 
discussed the settlement agreement and related "CEQA review" issues and lawsuits 
during the closed session instead of in the open session as required by law, we request 
that the City provide the audio and video recordings of that closed session, as well as any 
minutes, notes, or records made or exchanged by anyone present at the meeting re same. 

This request is made under the California Public Records Act pursuant to 
Government Code § 6250, et seq. 



City of Inglewood 
April 23, 2020 
Page 10 

Govt. Code § 6253.9(a) requires that the agency provide documents in their native 
format, when requested. Pursuant to that code section, please also provide the 
requested documents in their native and electronic format. 

Because I am emailing this request on April 23, 2020, pursuant to Govt. Code 
Secs. 6253 and 6255, please ensure that your response is provided to us by no later than 
May 3, 2020. 

VIII. DECLARATORY RELIEF FOR PATTERN AND PRACTICE 
VIOLATIONS. 

Based upon the ongoing failure of the City and City Council to properly identify 
the agenda items in both the closed session and the open session and allow meaningful 
opportunity to the public to study, be informed and comment on City actions, including 
through the City's failure to provide copies of documents to the public that the City 
intends to act upon, particularly related to the IBEC project, and as to which the District 
Attorney has already recognized improprieties in the City's conduct, pursuant to 
Government Code Section 54960.2, this letter shall also be a demand to cease and 
desist the City's pattern and practice of violating the rights of members of the public in a 
similar manner. We also demand that the County agree to implement training of its 
officials and personnel to prevent these illegal actions from occurring in the future. 

IX. CONCLUSION. 

The City must cure and correct these Brown Act violations by rescinding the 
March 24, 2020 approval and signing of the settlement agreement(s) and by 
producing/circulating them to the public in advance of and as part of any future 
consideration of them and their potential signing, or regarding any other potential action 
related to them and/or regarding all IBEC project CEQA issues. 

The City must also produce all video/audio and other records and or minutes and 
notes of the closed session held on March 24, 2020. 

II 

II 

II 

II 
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If we do not receive a positive and fully corrective response from the City, it will 
be necessary to initiate litigation to set aside the City Council's illegal actions and/or to 
seek declaratory or injunctive relief to bring the City's practices into conformity with the 
law. Thank you for your courtesy and prompt attention to this matter. 

RPS:vl 

Ve1y truly yours, 

Robert P. Silverstein 
ROBERT P. SILVERSTEIN 

FOR 
THE SILVERSTEIN LAW FIRM, APC 

cc: James T. Butts, Jr, _Mayor (via emailjbutts@cityofinglewood.org) 
George W. Dolson, District l (via email gdolson@cityofinglewood.org) 
Alex Padilla, District 2, (via email apadilla@cityofinglewood.org) 
Eloy Morales, Jr., District 3 (via email emorales@Cityoflnglewood.org) 
Ralph L. Franklin, District 4 (via email rfranklin@cityofinglewood.org) 
Wanda M. Brown, Treasurer (via email wbrown@Cityofinglewood.org) 
Artie Fields, Executive Director (via email afields@Cityofinglewood.org) 
Kenneth R. Campos, City Attorney (via email kcampos@cityofinglewood.org) 
Brnce Gridley, City Attorney (via email bgridley@kbblaw.com) 
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Jvfarch 21) 2018 

Dougla1 L Ca.rnti1n'i1 
Email Adz:h~ss: 

Direct Diat 
31fH91E!40C Ext ·1 

Re: Comments on Notice of Preparation of Drafi Etrvimmnental Impact Report 
for the f.ngfowm1d BaskcthaH Entertain1T1ent Center 

Dear !Vls, \<Vikox: 

On behalf of Ing1mvood Residents Against Takings and Evictions (IRA TE)~ \Ve 

submit the follo\ving con1mtmts on the Notice of Preparation of an environnrentaJ impact 
report (EIR) for the Inglewood BasketbaH Entertaimnent Center (Proposed Project)-

As an initial xnatter, ;ve again calJ upon fo.g:k':'tvood io rescind its August 2017 
approval of the .Exd.usive Negotiating Agreement (EN/\.) ;vith .Murphy's Bow! LLC that 
lu1s locked Ingle\WtVJii into refusing to consider any alternative uses of the Project she for 
at least three years,. 1 

The NOP claims that the EIR wm identify and evaluate a .range of reasonable 
alternatives to the Proposed Project1 including a No Praject AJtemative (Guidelines 
section 15l2ti6), However, l.ngkwood, along ;vith its associated redevcloprncnt and 
parking entities~ through the ENA has already committed itsdf to refose to consider 
a1temati·ves during the three year exclusive negotiating period. 

The ENA explicitly states; "During the Exclu.;;;ive Negotiating Period and the sixty 
(60) day period refarred to in Section 22 bekrrv, the Public Entities .. , shall not negotiate 
Viith or consider any offers or solicitations frmn, any person or entity, other than the 

1 IRATE seeks a writ of mandate frotu the Los Angeles Superior Court to require 
Inglewood to set aside the EN A in Inglc1vood Residents ,Against Takings and Evictions v, 

lnr!}eH.iood, case no., BS 170333. 
(M. ' 
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"' 

Developer, regarding a proposed DDA [Development and Disposition A.greernent] for the 
sale, lease, disposition, and/ot devefoprncnt of the City Parcels or Agency Parcels within 
the Study Area Site,p (ENA, section 2 (a),) \\Tith the ENA in place, Inglewood would 
not in good faith be able to fu1ly consider a range of ahematives as required by CEQA, 
Instead, its EIR review would become a post-hoc rationalization for a decision to approve 
the Proposed .J\rena Prqject which has already been made, Courts have expressly 
condemned such a use of an EIR: 

A fundamental purpose of an EIR is to provide decision makers with information 
they can use in deciding tvhether to approve a proposed prq_ject, not to inform 
them of the envimnmtmtal effects of projects that they have already approved, lf 
post-approval environmental review were allnive~ EIR's would likely become 
nothing more than post hoc rationalizations to support action already taken, We 
ha·ve expressly condemned this use of EIR 's. 

(Laurel Heights Improvement Assn,''- Regents of ihtiversity of California (1988) 47 
CaL3d 376) 394.) 

B. Alternatives to the Arena Projed Must Be Analyzed in Depth in the EIR. 

While an environmental impact report is "the heart of CEQA)' 1 the "'core of an EIR 
is the mitigation and alternatives sections." (Citizens t~f' Goleta Valley v. Ed. Of 
SupervLwrs (1990) 52 Ca1.3d 553, 564.) Preparation of an adequate EIR with analysis of 
a reasonable range of alternatives is crucial to CEQA~s substantive mandate to Hpreveut 
significant avoidable damage to the en.vironmcnf~ when alternatives or mitigation 
measures are feasible, (CEQA Guidelines § 15002 subd. (a)(3).) 

l. A Potential Rezone of the Lockbaven Tract Back to Its Original 
Residential Zoning Should be Analyzed. 

Alternative uses of the parceJs throughout the PrqJect area are possible; including 
for housing. The proposed project area~ also k'110wn as the northern portion of the 
Lockhaven Trnct, was formerly zoned as R<1until1980., Then it was changed to MlwL 
for limited manufacturi:n.g, There are people living in the north em portion of the 
Lock.haven Tract currently\ including people receiving Section 8 housing vouchers. If the 
area is rezoned to a residential type of zoning as it was in 1980 and before~ the vacant lots 
could be used for affordable housing. 

From the NOP~ it is apparent that one or more zone changes would he requited as 
part of the Proposed Project approvals. (NOP1 p. 5 [''Zoning Changes~~ listed among 
''Anticipat.ed Entitlements and Approvals"].) Therefore,. the alternative of changing 
zoning to R-3 or some other type ofresidential zoning should be analyzed in the EIR, 
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2. Tbe Potential for Usage ufthe Area for a Tecbrmfogy Park I'V1ust be 
Analyzed. 

There v;ras discussion ofu Technology Park to he placed on the parcels, and that 
\Vould be a potentfaHy feasible alternative well worth analysis in the ElR, 
(ht:tps ://wwvv .dailybreeze.com/201 8/03 /06/ owners-of'..:the~ forum~ sue-·inglewood-1ts
mayor-for-fi.·aud-ovcr:.potentia1-dippers-arena/,) The area's current iv1-1.L zoning allows 
for extensive uses such as hotels, \.Va.rehousing, and retail sales. 
(http a ;//wvrv.,; .qcode,us/ cod.es/inglevn::wd/ .) 

3. ·r&e .Potential for 'Usage of the Area fo:r Community Serving lJses IVIust be 
Awalvzed. 

•' 

The community group Uplift Inglewood has a detailed proposal for potential usage 
of the pfitcels for various parts of the project area tvhich is posted at the foHo.ving 
address; https://vrrvvv,i.:tpliftinglewood,org/rcsou.rccs, 

The p.roposa-1 includes a youth center, a day care senior center, a day care children 
center, a creative arts center, art otvi.ronmenta] studies cormnunitv center. a finanda.! . ~ •' 

literacy center~ a small business incubator center1 office space~ public art, public plazas, 
parka1 cou.rtyards1 bikepaths, and sides\va.les, Because the parcels owned hy the City, 
Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency, and the Parking District are public 
property, these public-serving ideas must be analyzed as part of the alternatives analysis, 

4. Alternative Locations For the Arena Project l'VIust Be Analyzed in the 
ii:IR. 

Offaite alternatives are a key colnponent of an adequate envirom:nental analysis. 
An EIR must describe "a range of reasonable alter.natives to the prq_ject> ot to the loct1tion 
<~~/'the ,r:wofect~ which \vould feasibly attain rnost of the basic o~jectives of the project hut 
would avoid or substantially lessen any of the sit,rnificant effects of the project) and 
evaluate t11e comparative merits orthe a1ten1atives.'~ (CEQA Guidelines § l 5126J) subtL 
(a),.) Therefore, in addition to considering onsite design a.hematives for the Proposed 
Arena Prt~ect~ the EIR must also consider the possibmty of relocating the Proposed 
Prc1ject elsewhere ht a location that crnJ.ld htrve fevi,;er advet:se envirotunental hnpact•;. 

The proposed. Project \Vouki include a professional basketball arena consistin.g of 
approximately 181000 to 201000 seats HS weU ns related la.ndscapiug, parking and vrnious 
other nses such as a practice facility, team offi.ces, a sports rned.icine di.uic, restaurants; 
and. retail useIL In addition to the 2-5 preseason, 41 regular season and 16 possible 
postseason games played by the Clippers~ the project would include an additionaJ 100~ 
150 or possibly more events including concerts} farnily shows,. conventions, and 
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corporate or civic events. A project of th.is magnitude could have extensive impacts on 
the envimnment including impacts to air quality, traffic congestion~ nighttime lighting, 
noise~ etc. 

D. The Public 1\'.Inst Be Involved 'With Proper Notic:e and FuU Information. 

We are very concerned that Inglewood rnust ensure it co:mplies with the public 
participation requirements of the Brmvn Act, the California Environmental Quality Act~ 
and other applicable legal requirements. We have contacted the District Attorney to 
express our concern that Inglewood has failed to appropriately comply by providing the 
public with inadequate notice and inadequate information to allow participation in 
Ingle\vood's revie\v process. A copy of our letter to the District Attorney is attached. 
(Enclosure 1 .) Press reports have underscored the public interest in the City's review 
process in published stories about the concerns. (Enclosures 2 and 3, "Documents Sho\v 
Hmv Inglewood Clippers Arena Deal Stayed Secret," KCET, Karen .Foshay, :March 15, 
2018 and "In Possible Brown Act ViolationJ Inglewood CaHed Special 1vfeeting to 
-rv1inimize Public Involvement.~· "tvfarch 17. 20 18, Vi arren Szewczvk,) 

. ; ~ . • .M >' 

Thank you for consideration of our views. We look forward to reviewing and 
commenting upon the Draft EIR. Pursuant to Public Resources Code section 210922, we 
request aU future notices related to the Proposed Project 

Sincerely~ 

Douglas P, Carstens 

Em:Jmm.res: 

l, Letter of Chatten-Brown & Carstens to District Attorney dated March 15, 2018 
2. "Documerits Shmv How Inglewood Clippers luena Deal Stayed Secret~'; Karen 

Foshay, March 15, 2018~ posted at https://ww\>\'.kcet.o.rg/shows/soca1-
connected/documei1ts-show-how*inglewood-cHppers-arena-deal-stayed-secret 

3. Hln Possible Brown Act Violation,. Inglewood Called Special Meeting to Minimize 
Public Invo.lvement," March 17, 2018, Warren Szewczyk, posted at 
https:/ /warrensz.me/in -possible-bro\vn-act-violation-inglewood-caUed-special
meeting-to~minimize-pu bUc-involvementJ 
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Hel'm(lsa Beath Offit& 
?none; {310) 798~2400 

Chatten ... Brown & Carstens llP 

$311 Diego Office 
Phmte; (858) SS!H.!070 
Phone: (619) 940-451::! 

The Honorable Jackie Lacey 
District Attomev. . . 
766 Hall of Records 
320 West Temple Street 
Los Angelei:h CA 90012 

22.00 Padfk Coast Highway, Suite 318 
Hermosa Beach, CA 90254 

www.thc:earth!aw,com 

Dot!glas P. Ca.r!littms 
EmaH Address: 
d~:}K(f>-f:b:-t:~~}·*trt.6.f~ ~# ... <~{~::~rJ olriici 6Eil: ··········· ········· 
310,..798-2400 Ext 1; 

Re: Request for lnvestigation of Intentional Violations of the Bro\\11 Act by 
City of Inglewood in Approving Exclusive Negotiating Agreement and 
Axena Project 

Dear District Attorney: 

On behalf of the Inglewood Residents Against Takings And Evictions e~rRATE~~) 
we request that your office investigate Brown Act violations committed by the City of 
Inglewood1 involving the proposed Clippers Arena Project in. Inglewood. As evidenced in 
emails required to be produced by Court Order in Ingleivood Residents Against Takings 
And Evictions v. City of lt:tglewood~ counsel for the City and the project developer, 
Murphy~s Bowl~ agreed to limit the descr.iption of the item to be considered by the 
Council ''so it won't identify the proposed project'' and agreed not to provide the •4rmrmal 
72 hours*~ notice under the B.rown Act The City and Murphy~s Bowl collab-Orated, m 
violation of the Bro\.vn Actj to prevent the public from having a Hfair chance to participate 
in matters~' being considered by the City Council. 

On June 15, 2017, the City held a special meeting .. It is evident from emails 
bet\>veen the City and fv1urphy 1s Bowl that there was ample time to provide the '1nor1md 
72 hours~' notice as provided for by the Brown Act (Attached as Enclosure 1 is a oopy of 
the Special Meeting Agenda for the Inglewood City Council, the City of Ingli;;wvood as 
Successor Agency to the Inglewood Redevelopment Agency and the Inglewood Parking 

1 As explained below~ the actions appear to have been taken on behalf offhc City of1ng1cwood.1 

the Successor Agency to the J11glewood Redevelopment Agency and the Inglewood Parking 
Authority, Therefore. references to "City" in thls letter include t11e Successor Agency and the 
Parking Authority 
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Authority). The Agenda stated the following item would be considered at the City's 
special. meeting: 

Economic and Community Development Department Staff report recommending 
approval of rui Exclusive Negotiating Agreement (ENA) by and among the City, 
the City of Inglewood as Successor Agency to the Inglewood Redevelopment 
Agency (Successor Agency), the Inglewood Parking Authority (Authority)~ and 
Murphy's Bowl LLC, a Delaware Limited Liability Company (Developer). 

H is hard to imagine a less descriptive notice for a hearing to consider the 
development of an NBA arena for the Los Angeles Clippers on more than 80 acres of 
land that contemplated the use of eminent domain to take hundreds of residences and 
dozens of businesses, which \vould result in the eviction of hundreds (if not thoUBands) of 
residents as \ven as the loss of jobs. The ENA was explicit as to the possible use of 
eminent domain by the City to acquire peoples homes and businesses. Properties 
containing homes, apartments and businesses were identified on a map attached to the 
ENA and designated for possible "acquisition,. ,by eminent domain.'' Nowhere in the 
Agenda itern is there a hint that people's horn.es and livelihood could be taken by the City 
and conveyed to Murphy 1s Bawl for the Clippers• arena.2 

Nowhere in the Agenda notice do the words Clippers, NBA, basketball, or arena 
occur, Nowhere in the agenda does it even suggest the subject matter of the ENA. If a 
member of the public were able to figure out that the item somehow related to 
development, there is no indication of where this development 1.night occur. There is no 
physical description of the area ~~ not a street name or intersection. The people in the 
community affected by this decision to ;"approve~' the ENA had no clue what the City 
was considering, 

\Ve now krtO\V, because the City \Vas ordered to produce t.he em.ails by the Court, 
that the City and Murphy's Bowl intentionally omitted this in:fi .. 1m1ation from the Agenda. 

We understand that the violation of the Brown Act is a serious matter so we do not 
make this request lightly. However~ in light of evidence we have obtained as a result of a 
Court Order it is now dear that fue City and Murphy's Bmvl \vorked together to violate 
the Brcrwn Act and frustrate its purpose, 

2 At later hearings on the scope of this A.rena Project) the City reduced the area of 
en1inent domain due to community protests, 

2 
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t THE CITY \lJOLATED THE BRO\VN .ACT ON JUNE 15, 2017 A1"\¥D 
AFTER\V ARDS. 

A. The City's Special MeetlngNotlce "'12s Designed to Mbdmize Public 
Notice of and Interest ln the Substance of the Matter Under 
Consideration. 

The Brown Act requires agenda drafters to .. give the public a fair chance to 
participate in matters ofparticular or general concern by providing the public with more 
than mere dues from which they must then guess or sunnise the essential nature of the 
business to he considered hy a local agency." (San Diegans for Open Government v. City 
of Oceanside (2016) 4 CaLApp.Sth 637, 643.) Contrary to this legal requirement, the 
City and the project developer~ .rvturphy~s Bowl~ actively deprived the public oft.he most 
basic information about what the City Council would consider, 

As noted above, the Agenda provided no meaningful infom1ation as to what was 
actually to be considered by the City Counci11 Successor Agency and the Parking 
Authority. The public had no way to know from the Agenda that these public entities 
would be considering a proposed nmv arena for the Clippers and possibly conde1m1 and 
evict hundreds if not t:housands of residents, 

In connection with the June 15~ 2017 hearing~ i.ve and others objected to dear 
Bm\vn Act violations, We demanded that the City cease and desist from its efforts to 
defeat the public transpare11cy purposes of the Brown Act \\that we did not knovl at that 
time was that the violations of the Brmvn Act were the result of knowing collaboration 
bet\veen the Citv and fvfornhv~s BowL "' r ~ 

B. The City and tbe Clippers Organization Hid the BaU About \\''hat 
\\'as Being Proposed for Approval. 

This past Monday, March 12~ 2018, because of a Court Order in Inglewood 
Residents Against Takings And .Evictions v, City of.lnglev.u,yod. we received from the 
City's attorneys a disclosure ofprevfously~withheld comrnunications between the City 
and Murphy~s BowL These cmnmunfoations provide dear evidence of"collaboration" 
by the City and }i.1fu1f)hy$ s Bowl LLC to violate the Brown Act prior t-0 the June 151 2017 
meeting. (Enclosure 2.) 

On June 9~ 2017) Chris Hunter, representing ivfophy's Bowl, told Royce Jones1 

who was representing the City~ that naur entity [i.e,~ .r..1urphy's Bowl LLCJ will ha11e a 
generic .m:ime ;so it won't identijJ1 the proposed project. 11 (Enclosure 2, page ING~25 l i 
emphasis added.) The name "tviurph)ls Bowl LLCi)' as stated by Mr. Hunter, was chosen 
to deprive the public of relevant infonuation. Aa stated by lvlr. Hunter~ the development 
entity, Hl\1u:rphy's Bowl/1 was so named so it would have a 11ge11eric .r:unne11 that '1wou1t 

3 
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:identify the proposed project." The e1nail exchange shows that City officials actively 
participated in that misinformation campaign.. 

Mr, Steven Ballmer~ otvner ofthe Clippers professional basketbaU team for whom 
the Arena Project wou1d be built, is the sole member of 1\1urphy's Bmvl LLC. (Enclosure 
3 [pt1ge ING -285) •. Mu.rphy~s Bowl LLC fom1ati.on papers.) Therefore, the effort by the 
City illlrl Murphy's Bowl appears to have been designed to misinform the public about 
the entity th.at would participate in the ENA and defeat the government openness and 
transparency purposes of the Brown Act 

In fact1 Mr. Hunter goes as fat as to make clear that his dient~ presumably 
.M\Jrphy 's Bovvl, want~ to ntlnimize the time of the release of the ENA to just before the, 
City Council hearing because "My client is trying to time its out reach to the various 
players,~~ So apparently, it was important for Murphis Bowl to te1! ••various pfoycrs'~ 
about the Council meeting and the ENA. The public clearly does not qualify as a 
**player~· as far as: Murphy's Bowl and lvfr. Hunter are concerned, This rare and 
uncensored glimpse into the tea.1 views of Murphy~s Bow! and the City about the 
community is beyond shocking, Murphy's Bowl and the City had no concern for the 
people \Vhose lives they \Vere about to affe,ct No \Vonder the City fought so hard to 
prevent the disclosure of these revealing documents, 

C The City and the Clippers Gamed the System by Depriving the Public 
of As 1Vluch. Notice as Possible. 

A public agency must normally provide 72 hours' notice of a matter prior to a 
regularly scheduled public hearing: 

The Brown Act .. , :is intended to ensure the publicts right to attend ilie meetings of 
public agencies. (Freedoni Nei,vspapers_, Inc, v. Orange County Entployees 
.Retirement System (1993) 6 Cal.4th 821~ 825i 25 CaLRptr,2d 148~ 863 P.2d 2.18.) 
To achieve this aim; the Act requires, :inter alia, that an agenda be posted at least 
72 hours before a .regular meeting and forbids action on any item not on that 
agenda..(§ 54954.2~. suhd. {a); CoJum v. City of Thousand Oaks (1994) 30 
Cal.App.4th 547; 555, 35 CaLRptr.2d 782,) 

(International Longshoremen :s and fVarehouse1nen 1s Union v. Los Angeles Export 
Termi1tal, Inc. (1999) 69 CaLA.ppAth 287.~ 293.) A notice period of24 hours is allowed 
for special meetings~ but this obviously provides less time for the public to become aware 
of the meeting and attend. 

In response to Ivfr. Hunter's questioning whether the ENA had to be posted with 
the agenda for a public hearing1 Mr. Jones, the City's attorney~ ans\vered that the 

4 
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'tdocument has to be posted with the agenda, Tltat ls why we elected to just post 24 
hours versus the normal 72 .Juntrs.t1 (Enclosure 2, p. ING-2521 emphasis: added..) 

This is an email exchange on June 9, 2017~ discussing the agenda for the June 15~ 
20 l 7 meeting., So the City~ along with the Clippersi purposefully decided to give only 24 
hours' notice rather than the nom1al 72 hours' notice, so the public would have less 
notice about the ENA. This is an outrageous attempt to deprive the public of adequate 
notice when the City very easily could have given the normal 72 hours~ notice for such an 
important matter for the City's residents' future.. 

EvenearHer, in a June :5) 2017 email, Mr. Jones tells b.'Ir. Hunter ''the Mayor wants 
to schedule the meeting approving the ENA during the middle of June, 11 (Enclosure 2, p. 
INGM 169, emphasis added.) It is clear from the City Attorney~s email that the ENA 
vmuld be approved--that the j\_,fayor and City officials had predeten11!ned the nrntier 
hefi>rc it V/HS even presented to the City Council, C!eady the public didn't nmtter given 
that the City and lvlurphy' s .Bo'h'! knew the Chy would prov[ de an agenda item that gave 
no clue as to v/hat 'Was going to be coxwidered and the City vlould provide only 24 hours' 
notk:e for penpJe to figure it one They rdso kne;,v long befi:wehand they wanted trnvc 
the EN/ft at a public hearing nn June I 5,. 20 l 7, rendering 72 hour notice more than 
feasible. Instead, tbe City elected to deprive the puhhc of the ''nonnar' notice period, as 
,.,.JJ'··t""A h.'.·.· ... , du> F'{t .. " .. ·' ,6 Pr11···•·•ei.·..... 'I'·1.,,.,,. ·"f1\T"J11'·•;•·•1':t··.·.u 'ii..'0"' f}{f n.,,.,., . . ·H1f' t·h,,, ".r+h .. '"''f't: ,.,. s :-. , ~· ~.u t) J \.::: .. s ::c,.;. -~ .. ::: ·. 5 .:: ··)c :o:.- t -:-.· :t:.J:. v;··s ,. . i & ~·· \;·~· ;: .. ~ .. ·:<:. t:::.t.s. . . .:1 ~ . ·::.h~· :~. ~· ·t ~.}·:t.::= ~..:- ·t. ~: . ·«· s 1-;. V':.: <.:-. . .:: ~· .,, .. :. 

It is noteworthy that this limited public notice was provided for an Arena Project 
that resulted in in.tense public interest and packed public hearings with extensive public 
objections to the proposal after the l.,os Angeles Times ran a story about it and after the 
initial June 15 specia] meeting. (Enclosure 4 [LA Times Article entitled HPos.sible 
Clippers Arena has many Inglewood residents worried they may lose their homes or 
businesses'].) 

11. INGLE'\VOOD HAS A HISTORY OF VIOLATING THE BRO\VN ACT 
WHICH YOUR OF~'ICE .HAS INVESTIGATED AND DOCUM'.ENTED. 

The Brown Act violation set forth he.re is not an isolated incident in the City of 
1ng1e\vood. On November 12, 2013, you sent a letter to the City of Inglewood in Case 
No. P13-0230 stating that actions by Mayor Butts at meetings on August27~ 2013 and 
September 24, 2013 "violated the Brown Act" (E'.ndosure 5.) We ask that you consider 
Inglewood's history of violating the Bro'lvn Act and frustrating public participation as 
part of the factual circi.un.stances in evaluating our request to investigate the City's more 
recent Brown Act violations in connection with the Arena Praject ENA. 

5 
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IIL CONCLUSION. 

Because of the Court-ordered release of documents~ we now know that the City 
and I'vfu.rphy' s Bowl worked together to provide a meaningless agenda description and 
only 24 hours' notice so tlwt the project would not he known to the general public. The 
clear and unambiguous intent ofthc City and tv1urphy's Bowl was to deprive the public 
with meaningful notice as required by law, 

\Ve urge you to investigate the City's actions in intentionally violating the Brown 
Act and take appropriate steps to hold the City~s leaders acc-0untable. 

Sincerely, 

Douglas P. Carstens 
Enclosures: 

L Special :Meeting Notice dated June 15, 2017. 
2., Emails dated June 9, 2017 of Royce Jones and Chris Hunter 
3, Murphy~s Bowl LLC Fonnation documents 
4, LA Times Article of August B~ 2017 and August 14, 2017. 
5, Letter of Los Angeles County District Attorney's Office dated 

Novernber 12, 2013 to lnglevvood City Council 

cc: Bruce Gridley, Esq, 
Edward Kang$ Esq, 
Charmaine Yu, Esq. 
Royce Jones, Esq, 
Chris Hunter1 Esq. 
Ms. Yvonne Horton, City Clerk, City of Inglewood 
Ms. Margarita Cruz, Successor Agency Manager, Successor Agency 
fvk Artie Fields, City Manager, City oflnglewood 
Bureau Fraud and Corruption Prosecutions, Public Integrity Division 

6 
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lNl1LE\\tOOD~ CALIFORNIA 
. Web Sifu -}':'W'V'.fID'il(mgi*[W~~~g 

l<!AYQ~ 
!runes 'L ButM, h. 
COt!NCIL l\tE.l\IDEltS 
G~{)rge W. Dots,;:m, Di..mict: No. l 
Akx. Fadilla, rfutrlci No. 2 
:thy ~a;. 1t ..... Dmtri~ N(l. :; 
~ L. F~, Pi~m.cf No. 4 

Documents: 

'L ECONOMIC ANO COMMUNITY DEVElOPMENT DEPARTMENT 

Cm". CLERK 
YvooneHod:xm 
CITYTDAsbR.ER 
WandaM.,~mwn 
cnY~AGE!t 
Artl¢ Fidib 
CI"FY A.TIOll..'i'EY 
~am-K Crut!JWt 

Staff repnrt N4Xrnmendbg zppnwJl of mi Exclusive Negoliali*lg Agniement (ENA) by and among the City, the 
Chy oflngbwood <IS Snc·:::e;;srir Agency kl tbc Inglewood Rc~fovdopment Agmcy (Suc,cessor Agency), foe 
hgkwood PM1:.ing Authodty (Aw.fhodty), and Murphy's Howl LLC, '"Delaware Limited Liability Company 
(Developer). 

;\GEHOA !TEM NO. i (06152Di i SPECIAL MTG).PDF 

~~PI1111}1El\""XS l'O~O~UDB1<;'.Q~!l$,~JJlN~~A2ID ~01\-WITTEES 

PUBLIC CO'.ftL"\mN''l'SUGA.RDJ?iGOTil:ER MA ... TIERS 

Per1>oos wi1>hing to addre~s the City Caimcil en any matter ronnected with City bmiueirn not cliiew:hrze 
CGnddexed. on the agetttfa. way do so at this timtL Pmarui with. cutnp~uts regardmg City managero:en.t ot 
dt,partm.:ental tipexatl,ons are :requertcd to rub.mlt these eomplaints fart to the City ~Mimager for 
!CStJfatfon. 

The roei:nhers -0f !he City Ceun.dl. tvill provide tui! repotfa., includh:q~ repottf. on City rcli.ted travels 
when.- 1~dgfog e,"p~ses are incurred, ;;i:ncl/or add:tezs .any matters they deem ot ge:uei:cl. interest to fh.:e 
pn.hUc 

1:u the event th:at today\; meeting of the Clty Council h not held, Qt is <xmcl.u.de<l priono a publichwing 
ot ml:i.cr agenda hero bdn.g cr.msidere<l, the v1iblk heailn.g or nmi·public 1.rn:ari.ng agenda itr.m will 
auttn:mitk!llly be t.Qnthi.ued to thene.'>tt regufa.r.ly f<cil.edcl.ed City Co1tUdl meeting. 



INGLE\VOOD~ CALIFORNIA 
\Veb Site- ~i~'w.cityoflngieiygJtd.o.ra 

Thursday, .June t5, 2017 
9:30A.M. 

Inglewood 

'Ill J.' 
2009 

NOTICE AND CALL OF SP!l:CIAL 1\>f.ii:El'ING OF THE INGL~:wooo 
CITY COU:NCIVSUCCESSOR AGENCY IP ARKING AUTHOlUTY 

(Government Code Sect}Qn 54956} 

TO THE MEJVfBERS OF THE 
CITY COUNClL/SUCCESSOR AGENCY/PARKING AUTHORITY 

OF THE CITY OF INGLE\VOOD 

NOTlCE IS HEREBY ORDERED by the Mayor/Chairman that a special meeting of the 
Con:ncH/Suceessor Agency/Parking Authority Members of the City of Inglewood wm be held on 
Thm·sday~ June 15, 2017'1 commencing at 9:30 A.M. in the Council Chambers1 One ·Manchester 
Boulevard, Inglewood, California (Government Code Sectio.n 54956). 

MAYOR 
James T. Butts, J1\ 

COUNCIL MEJ\>iBERS 
George W. Dotson, District No. 1 
Alex Padilla, District No,. 2 
Eloy Morales, Jr., District No. 3 
Ralph L Franklin, District No, 4 

AGENDA 

CITY CLERK 
Yvonne Horton 

CITY TREASURER 
Wanda Jvt Bro\.vn 
CITY MAJIJAGER 
Artie Fields 

CITY. ATTORNEY 
Kenneth R Campos 

CITY COUNCIL/SUCCESSOR AGENCY/P.ARKING AUTHORITY 

CLOS:ltD S:E:SSlON ITEM ONLV - 9:30 A.M. 

Roll Call 

PUBLIC C07V1MENTS REGARDING CLOSED SESSION IT}i:M ONLY. 

Persons wishlng to wJdress the City Council/ on the closed session item may dn so at this time, 

CS~L Closed session - Confidential - Attorney/Client Pr:ivikged; C.::mforem.:e with Labor 
Negotiator Pursuant to Government Code Section 54957,6: Names of the Agency Negotiator: 
Jose 0, Cortes, Human Resources Director: Narne of Organizations Representing 
Employees: Inglewood Police Offices Association (IPOA); and Inglewood Police 
Management A.ssoci.ation (IPMi\). 

AR. 000017 



City of lngfowood 

OPENING CEREMONIES - rn:oo A.M. 

Call to Order 

Ple<lge of Allegiance 

RoH Can 

P.UBLIC...COfvUVIBNTS REGARDlN.G AGENDA ITEMS 

Persons wishing to address the Irtgle\votH:i City O:runciVSuccessor Agency/Parking Authority on any 
hem on today's agenda may do so at this thne, 

Th.ese items .. vm be acted upon as a \Vhole unless called upon by a Council Mm:nber~ 

L ECQN,QIVQ{:; ANI! ~~9.?rJMIJNitY I>EYltLQP~'.l.,l~l: ~.lliBTl\'IEfil 
Staff report recommending approval of an Exclusive Negotiating Agreement (ENA) by and ru:nong !he 
City,. the City of Inglevmo<l as Sm:cessot Agency to the Inglewood Redevelopment Agency {Successor 
Agency), the lrtglewood Parking Authority (Authority), and Murphy's Bowl LLC, a Delaware Limited 
Liability Company (Developer), 
!l?.i'D.!lE!l~ndation; 

1) Approve Exclusive Negotiating AJ:,rreemenL 

.rvIA,YO.R.Al~D COUNCIL REMAJtKS 

ADJOUJlNMENT CITY COlJNCIL 
·~·*·;·· ~ ¥ ~ -~.,;.,;.;.,~)·> ~ «"@_. ~«««• "«").:>: «> »»»: 

. 2 * 
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cc 

~· 

~le.~ 
Tutid&y. M411t1im11-PM 
'Chm~ 
s~~ 
RE! NBA Mimi ~!NA 

Good~Chlis. 5orryl ~)'Wrm*8. f Medyour~.oomlleramtfmitudof~•~ff~ i 
t.Mupttd ~youthlsemd to tetyw~M f am~e~ momq Im dlma1i't:MN!ltt ~lnh 
Clt\fs ·~ an~·!M menruupmnlfv~~ Mttl l"m:WkllJl'fMMinf, kl .. jut fflllt awwhett1r!W wric tot 
you and twlft ma~~le wcaHvw. 

As f h$wrmt.·Mcf·au~rttmltyto~tite ~ENA Mththeaty:tum, I wm~ustvnot~ hl,_.,,to 
d~me ~with vo•h.'tmcrmw. ~.Im plinm~Witfl tti•Otytum fft the nmt~.l'!fooMl:J w$1 
d~IY~PRWJdea~toyouoratfle~li·~· 

I looltfo~tD•~wtthY®·onttiflverytm~mn~forwclt-. 

'fltoHet~J~ 

.R.oyoo K.1~P.$q. 
KANE BAlLMU.8£ BERKMAN 
rk.i@kbblaw~wm 

SIS s. Fi~~ Swte,780 
Los Anples* CA 90011 
Thi~: 213--61'7~ 
Facsimile: 21u~:n 

402 Wm~4thPlmt 
Sm D!~, CA 92UU 
Tel~: 619--567 .. 3450 
F~e: 619'-S61 .. J44S 

CAUTION: OONFmBNnAL THIS BM.AIL MAY CONTAIN INFORMATION 
nomcmo:aYT.HB ATroRNBY.-CLlllNT ORA~Y womc.mooocr 
Pm:Vll.iOOB. It is~ ooJy .fut the~ to whom it i$. ~--If you mnottlw 
intmiW redp1- ct lhm ~ ~ i':ds 1' notice m you tlW dmlmi~ ~oo··or 
~ offhis ~t.i$ ~bited. Ifyou~ved ~~·in~~ please~ us at 
once Ed ~1 the< doomnmt. · 



., Fmn•Chm H~lmllimmu~mh~.©m! 
~t~,May9,2m.7:U:UPM 
T<n·~K.~ 

a::~M~~c"~h .. M~~~lll~~-->~ftmany.mm)t•nla 
Wo~V-rimM~(~rf~~m>; ftlsin& Mm F.;111ti'dW~n(btd~Uilm~tmn) u• RE: NMArorn11•~EUA 

~ 

~dp~~ ~end redffrmd wt.JJQDSoftJ'le EM. l ~~to Wtdftl$wiih yoo Ofltftlt 

~mmltoremall in!Wt C'llll ~·thtilii~nps. 

QmBW!tm:',~ , 
mNGmJinDBO~"~UJ!' 
98J~· .. Nie 210f ~ C4 HS4f 
Dnct: 123.2;1.a;,1, 1cm1:1:s.6J1.a1$ t Ft«: ns. ns.1N1 
~rtwiwmlnw4h*wsm:n 

71*~co~~<mwldcb~IM~nprlvl~ um-yw"'*th~(M 
~m~forlhe~J.1'11U~~iW~ ~w.~ ta~IM~atPJY 
~«m~mth~ lf'?fJU~'"'tvdthtJ~inmw~~~thmliuby 
~...-11o~m.pqm Mitklete!M~. 

·~~!(.~[-~ 
~·~-~-2017UtSM 
Tiii Qmi H\mr' 
-~~ 
~-.t\mml Pmtt• 

G~~~nan, 

My umeb ~.-asamimy·Jawfltmnl'V!Has~lcouMelmfhe·Qvof ~W®d. Mth!t *We.stof Mayar 
JamuT.B•Jr'*ofhQyoflngltwood snd~Woq.cfthlLM~~lhM~•oo~ 
tw~rmasmftof•~~N~~nt4E~ln~awtlh~.~taat 
Mday(~l~ W?)at --~Qty MIMI In~~ luttnnd Mr. Wons 11!oMwtth~it~atl/ and 
~r·~~werein~~ TI'lftdfd·ENAsenerdydetalilw~l-lPo~RMP~ 
p&mmttmAWINdfcr~ p~~n of ia ~I ·~and dwe~ ~nt1r;·ttte partfG · 
~for~~ dewto~of 11111 NM~ and ,..limd ~ "~'"' ~ ~ wfthintMClvof 
~. 

P~oote:thtt thftd111ft ~NAS. nDtbeenremwedurd,~~ mv~ttnd I mn~re ~.the rilht 
tomakefut1.t11J ~··to th• ENA~ upcnsum ~-~•~mydftu~. 

t ~~dto.~withjWon the~ l·M'I be ~lt~rtm:~ i.dd1mMDw11abovecrttie w 
~a tll~M f'WDHrl~d ~for myuffltfi. 
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Possil1le *ppers arena l1as many In,gle\vood 
iibd .. $ d' 1· .. 1·. h. • h .. . rest· ents -\\ro.rr1e. t1 may .·.,ose t eir ... on1es or 

b
. . 
usinesses 

Ricardo Ramirez, 20, of lngiewood, Who !s against fue proposal fora new arena for the LA Clippers !n Inglewood, speaks to 
Mayor James T. Butts and city oounci! members at a spacial city oou!Wil meeting held on July 21. (Gary Con::mado I Los Angeles 
Times) 

By Nathan Fenno 

AUGUST 13, 2017, 6:00 AM 

hen construction started on the $2.6-hillion stadium for the Rm.ns and Chargers last 

year1 Bobby Bhagat figured his family's com.rnitme.nt to Inglewood 'JNould finally pay tft· 
For more than 40 years~ they've o·wned the Rodeway Inn and Suites on busy Ce:nh.lcy 

Boulevard. The tidy 36-room property sits across the street from the 298 acres where the vast sport..~ 

and entertaimnent district is starting to take shape. 



~we\re got a g:old mine llOW that the stadium is coming~!! said Bhagat, "h11ose father and uncle originally 

purchased the building. "'This is what we worked for, We\re been waiting for something like this to 

happen. Nmv 1tith the Clippers project~ ies all up in the air.~ 

\Vhen a Clippers""BontroHetl company and rngle~.vood agreed in June to explore building an arena, the 

22-page deal sent panic through the neighborhomt Some residents are praying for the project to faUi 

losing sleep~ participating in protests, conKtilting hnvyers, 

.All this bemuse of the legalese buried in. the agreement broaemn.g the possibility of using emiueut 

domain to supplement land already o·wrM:x1 by the city, The site nw.p attached to the docu:rnen.t shows 

100 "potential participating parcels"' over a four-block art'..a ;vhc-re the arena might be built. Eminent 

domain allows cities and other government agencies to pay fair market valtlc. to take private property 

from resiikm.ts or l::nmincss rxwne.rs against their wishes for public uses. 

The map doesn't indicate there are an estirnated. 2itmo to 4~000 peopie~ predo.tnf natcly Latino, who live 

in the four.:bfock area. Same for the scores of chilrl.ren - schools are a short v.•aik away - and blue

co11ar residents 'tv.ho have been in the sarne huuses for decades. Many residences include ntultiple 

generations of the same family. The median htcome hovers around $so,ooo. 

The area indudes the Inglewood Soutlk\ide Christian Chureh, more thtm 40 single-family homes, 

apartment buildings with about 500 units; several businesses and the Rndeway Inn and Suites, 

The city ovrns large pa.reels ofland in the area around the business, making it one ofthe most plausible 

arena sites. 

"It's not an eyt",sorei itfs not blighted~ Ws '!/~'ell-kept, iveU-m.aintained and we tkm't want to go anywhere/~ 
Bhagat said. "'We're going to fight tooth and nail to stop the project" 

He is among a grmving number ofbusiness owners and residents pushing back against Clippers owner 

Steve Ballmer's proposal to construct the "state of the art'* arena v"it.h 18,000 to ~o.ooo seats alongside 

a pt"aetice facility~ team ofncefi and parking, Ballmer~ worth an estimated $32 billion .• has said the team 

1,vill honor its ~ease to play at Staples Center through the 2024 seasorL 

The mglewood d~u isn't final - some speculate it could be a negotiating ploy by .Ballmer to wangle a 

better deal from the ,_1\.nschutz Entertainment Group~ovvned Staples Center ~but that hssn.'t slmved 

opposition, 

One community group sued Inglewood last month in Los i\.nge1es County Superior Court alleging the 

pmject shot.lid have been reviewed under California's En.viroru11enhtl Quality Act before the council 



approved the agreement. The group also distributed fliers urging Inglew{:){)(i Mayor James T. Butts Jr. to 

.. stop fuis land grab." Another group$ Uplift Ing.lewoodj organized t-ommn.nity meetings and protests. 
The Madison Square Garden Co., which owns the nearby Forum, issued a sharpJy .. worded statement, 

aCL'USOO the city of fraud in a clalm for damages (ut.maUy the precursor to a lai'lStlit) and sued to obtain 

public reoo:rds about the project. 

In an email to The 'f'hne.•\h Butts descn'bed the litigation as .. m:vo]ous" and said negotiations fur the 
arena are .. proceeding \Veil • ., 

At an Inglewood City Council meeting last month1 the mayor insisted "no one is being diiplaced vrith 

the sales of these pa.reels.!' But opponents question hmv enough space exists to build an arena in four 

blocks ivithout seizing private property. Almut 20 acres of city'°"controlled parcels are scattered across 

the So-acre area. 

The arena and associated structures would likely .require at least 20 ooru1ected acres -~ and possibly 

more. That doesn't include any ancillary development or larger roads to handle increased traffic. The 

largest contiguous piece of land controlled by the dty in the four-block area is only five acres. More 

would be needed fur the projet,'t 

"In my opinkm.~ there vvill. not be any e1uinent domain proceedings of residential property or of church 

property/' Burts '\vrote in an eroaiL "'As negotiations ron:tinuej there vml be an opportunity for the City 

C.oun.eil to make th.at clear at some point in the near future. That is not the intent of the project. I 

personally wm not support the u...~ of eminent domain proceedings to take any residential property." 

But the response by some residents is a contentious departure from the groundst%"eJi of support 21/2. 

yea.rs ago for Rams owner Stan Kroenke~s plan to build h.is etadiurn on the site ofthe old Hollywood 

Park l"dcetrack Kroenke isn't involved with the Clippers project, though. Wilson Meany, tl,l.e sports and 

entertainment district's development .m:ana,ger~ 1s tlliing the same role for the possible arena. 

"'Th.is is something more th:a:n ju..<rt bulldozing houses~ this 1s a network of people an.d relationships that 

would also be destroyed/' :said Douglas Carstens$ a Hermosa Beach land u.se aUorn.ey who sue.d 

Inglewood on beha1f of the group Inglewood Residents Against Taking and Eviction that goos by the 

acronym IRATE. ~n may be lower mcome and underserved~ but tbey hai/e. a sen..~. of comn.n.Jnity thatts 
th:dvmg." 

On the second Saturday ofeach man.th, tlle church gives away clothing and food to neighbors in need -

food tmually runs out at each event - and hosts 30 to 40 people for a free breakfast every Friday, 



The church owns about two acres along West 204th Streeti the largest single parcel in the four-block 

area thaes not controlled by the city or a business. Herbert Botts, pastor ofthe church for 17 years~ said 
the oongregation doesn;t want to move, but they're waiting until more details emerge before deciding on 

what; if my; action tu take. 

"We will do what we can to fight it, of course we wm~·; llotts said. "But right now we're just keeping our 

eyes and ears open.~ 

A ha1f..:bfock away~ Grade Sosa has 'Witnessed the neighborhood's evolution from a t'vfo .. bedroom home 

on Doty Avenue where she~s lived with her parents since 1985,. Crime and violence in the area have 

d0wind1ed in recent years, replaced by a calmer, fa.uilly..,oriented atmosphere. 

Sosa, who works for the American Red Cross, learned of the potential arena from a friend. No 

representatii,re,s of the city or team have contacted the fa.rniiy. She takes e,are of her disabled parents who 

are in their 7o~t The family has no intention cf leaving. 

~It's ab-Out the money, n Sosa said. "Let's Just say it like it is,. They're not thinking about how many people 

would Jose their homes, I don't think our wJ:ices are heard VVe!re not billionaires. We-'re just residents of 

a not-so-great neighborhood. But it's our neighborhornl 

"'We're saying 'No, 110, no' until the end.~ 

Irma Andrade agrees, The concession stand rrumager at Staples Center has lived on Yukon Avenue for 
aoyears. 

"lt's unfair for poople like us who worked really hard to buy our houses1 -r she saic.L ~1 pray for it not to 

happen. :But. the money and power is really; really strong. '\<Ve don't have that power," 

Nicole F1etcher resides nea.rby in an apartment. on 104th Street. She walks around the b1ock at night and 

sees a neighborhood tllat~s come a kmg way~ but holds the potential for more improvement. In her eyes~ 

that doesn~t include an arena. 

'
1My biggest concern is how it vrill impact the families~~ Fletcher saht "1 would hate to see a lot ofpeoµle 

move out bemuse they want to build a sports arena."' 

But little is lmx:nm about the projet..,t other than that Ba11mer would fund it .himself. The agreement 

between Inglewood and the C]ippers~coutrolled com:ptu1y1 which include.d the team giving the city a 

S1.5~mil1io:n nonrefundable deposit, runs for three years vdth the possibility of a sLx~month extension, 

No renderi.ngs have bee11 made public~ IM)"Ually the first step in any public campaign for a new venue, 

Even the possible location ofthe arena on the four~block site i.q a mystery. 



A Clippers spokesman declined oomment about the project or opposition. 

The uncertainty hm.m't helped many of the residents, business o·wners and landlords .. There are worried 
conversation.~ with neighbors. Trips to organizing: meetings. Andi most of aU1 questions. 

"In our experience Vii>lth eminent dcunaini they never give you fair market value/' said Bhagat~ whose 

pride in the family business is reflected m his preference to call it a hotel .instead ofa motel. UWe already 
know we•:re going to be shortchanged.» 

He's concerned about th.e potential lo+.'i income from the business that advertises ""fl:e..~h, clean guest 

.rooms"' and touts its proximity to LA International Airport His cousin whu operates the business. 

John Pateli lives on site t¥ith his \\ire and two you.ng children. \11/hat '\Vould happen to them? 

Airplanes descend over the palm tree~lined parking lot. Cranes sprout across the street from the sports 
and ente:rtaimnent district seheduled to open in 2020. 

~How are tve going to replace this business i.vith another business in 8outhen1 California with that great 

of a iocation?n Bhagat said, "'It literally is impossible .. "" 

nathan .. .f enno@latimcs.eom 

1\ritter: @n.atha:nfenno 

ALSO 

Desp1.te Californ.ia~s strk:l JlC\V Ia\v~ hundreds of schools stiH don it .have enough 

vaccinated kids 

Copyright© 2tl18, Los Angeles Times 

This article is related to: Staples Center, Los ,i:v1geles Rarns, Los Angeles Chatgers, American Hed Cross 



A er pro ts, I11gJewood City Council to vote 
e,)n, sl1rln ·11g area for possil>le Clippers arena 

By Nathan Fenno 

AUGUST i4, WH, 6:25 PM 

nglewood's City Council wU1 vote Tuem.fay on. a revised deal ·with a Clippers~oontro1fod company 

to shrink the four~block area where the team could build an arena so residences and a church 

aren't displaced, 

The reworked agree:ment, quietly added to the meeting's agenda aft.er it 1\.'E.S fir.st posted on1ine Frida.y1 

follovvs protests by 'V.lurried residents and at least hvo hrwsuits related to the potential project. 

SPONSOR A STUDENT 
1-year subscription for $13 GIVE NOW> 

owl LLC dtuing a special meeting in. ~June, 

: about whether proper notice was given for 

vhere the arena, practice facility, team 



headquarters and parking could be constructed - and broached the poMibility of using eminent 

domain to acquire some of the property. 

The impacted area is home to an estimated 2~000 to 4,000 peopJc \vith a median income around 

$.30~000, as well as the Inglewood Southside Christian Church. 

The new agreement elimirwtes the possibility of removing single-family homes and apartment buildings 

and narrows the possible arena area to two blocks along West Century A\ienue. Theyre occupied by a 

variety of businesses~ including the family-o\vned Rodeway Inn and Sui.test a warehouse useii by UPS~ 

Chnreb/s Chicken and an auto detailing shop. The deal al.-m includes about slx acres of city-cnmed land 

along '\Vest 102nd Street, lratting up against the church and apartment huiklings in addition. to more 

dty-mvned land off South Prairie Avenue. 

The agreement leaves ope11 the possibility of acquiring property for the !U"ella through eminent domam 

~provided such parcel of real property is not an occupied residence or church." 

Douglas Orrstens, a Hermosa Beach land use attorney who sued Inglewood in July on behalf of the 

group Inglewood Residents Against Taking and Eviction~ believes the move is a step in the right 

direction~ but w:ants more action by the city, 

nEven "*'ithout displacing resident owners or a church, there oould still be a sig:u:ificant dismptkm of 

long-established businesses and apartment dwclle:t8} and the significant impacts tu everyone nf the 

large arena complex ne.x:t door," Carstens wrote in a11 email. 

The upcoming vote isn't enough for nearby Forum,. whlcli has been vocal in its opposition to the arena 

plan, 

'The City is all over the mzrpj changing oourse vnth the shifting political vvinds~" a statement issued by a 
Forum spokesman said. '''{et the City re.tnains committed to eminent domain to take over people's land 

for the benefit of a private arena. Plus~ mdramng the bt1undaries now doe.s not preclude the City from 
changing those boundaries ha.ck in the future. 

u-ontil the city outright prohibits the use of eminent domain fur a new Clippers arena, no owner o:f 
private property in the area is safe . .., 

Inglewood Mayor James T, Butts Jr. told The Times i~st "%'eek: that he wouldn't support any effort to use 

eminent domain on residences or the church. 

SPONSOR A STUDENT 
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The negotiating agree:mentbetween Inglewood and the Cllppers~controlled oompany mns for 36 
months .. 

Uplift Inglev;ood$ a community group that's protested the arena p!an1 claimed the vote as a victory~ hut 

said more action is needed, 

'1,Ve want them to take eminent domain off the table. pledge not to use it at all and build affordable 

housing in the community so \ve rcan stay herei"' a statement on behalf oflhe group said, ;tWe want 
homes before arenas.·~ 

Possible: C!Jippcrs are-J:ta has 1n;:rn:y Ing]e\vood :residents 1.vo1Tie:d they n:1ay lose their 

hor:n.es or bu.smesses 

Sa:rn Farmer; 'From .a :fan standpoint~ this is grea.t~' Con:unisskmer Roger Goodell and 

Chargers fans get a first look at the N FJ}s smallest stadium. 

3:55 p,m.: This article was updated vvith oom.ments from attorney Douglas Carstens. 

6:28 p.m.: This article was updated with statements from the Forum and Uplift Inglewood, 

This article is related to: Roger Goode\.! 

SPONSOR A STUDENT 
1~year subscription for $13 



ENCLOSURES 



LOS ANGELES COUNTY DISTRICT ATTORNEY1S OFFICE 
BUREAU OF FRAUD AND CORRUPTION PROSECUTIONS 

• PUBLIC INTEGRITY DIVISION . . . . . .. "" " "" .. """ .. ' .. . ~" '.... . : : .. ;:: : ... : ;; ....... ".......... .. .. .. .. ;;;;;;; 

NOvembar 12. 2013 

The HcmoMb~ Members of the council 
lngleVtOod City Councii 
One Manchester Blvd, 
tnglewcod1 CA 00301 

Re; AU~ Viotatk>ns or Bro\Nn Act 
Ca. No. P13-0230 

Dear Honorabkt Membe~ of the O>uncil~ 

Our office rei:»ivoo ®mp!alnts of viol~tlons of the Bft}wn ./\cl by th* tngfaVfOQd City Council 
aff~ng the right of members of the public to make oomments at• Oi'1Y O::iuneil meetings. 
We reVlewed ~®fdings m City Courw;il meetings on Avgust 21 i 2013 and September 24* 
2013, and observed that Mayor Jim But't$ interrupted a member ofthttl pubtic who wae 
makin9 publlc comments and then ordered that person to be exclm.fed from the meetings. 
Alli expi~ned be:lowi we ®no!ude that the actions at both meetings via1~ted the !rown Act. 
We hope that our eX})lanatkm vvm assist the Council to better ¥Jnderatand iM permistib!e 
scqpfi:I of reguldng public <»mments and ttMUte that the Councll does not repeat these 
vkdrJtions. 

Af the City Couooi meeting on August 41, 20131 Joee:ph Tf!ixelmt a mem~r m the pubnc; 
spoke during the time scheduled for open oommerrts, He began by requesting that the 
Covnoil .n)move Mayor BIJtis a·~ CQunc!I chair based on a1!$9atlon$ th$t Mayor Sub misled 
and lied to the f)UbUo through the lngie'WO:od Today neMpaper v.lhich ls pwfished by wme 
Smwh$ an associate of Mayor Butta. Mayor autts interrupted Mr. feb(eka s11Mrerai times w 
rebut the aoouPtkms. Mr. Teixeira responded by calling M~yor Bul:t$ a llt!lr. At 1het time, 
Mayor autts interrupted again and declared that Mr. Ta!xelm was "done*' making 
comments. When Mr, Teixeira asked Why. Mayor Butts replied that Mr, Teixeira was going 
to stop calling people names. Mayor Butts 1natructed a uniformed officer to escort Mr. 
Teixeira ~·of the me~ung, A few minutes later, after a<>mments were mce!Ved from other 
membe~ of the publicl Mayor Butts made additional oommenis to rebut Mr. Telxeiu;i's 
aile9$tions, Mayor Butts added that he had allowed Mr, Tel){e!ra to ~I! him a liar at &.!most 
every City council meeting reoornty, but asserted that Mr. Teixeira do&il oot have the right 
to call people iiars at City Council meetings, Mayor Butte then declared, "l'm not going to 
let a:r1yone; from this point on~. yell at the COLITTci!, yell at people in thls room, call pea~\$ 
names. That's not an exercise of free speech, That's just not going to happen anymore." 

76£ Hall of Re1xn'da 
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At the City Council meeting on Septemoor24, 2013~ Mr. Te~xelra spoke during h time 
scheduled fur pubne (;t.)mments ~Jd!ng agenda items. ·He· re~ that his 
oommentG were in ohjed.ion to the warrant reglster pmymem to t:he tnglew®d Today 
newspaper~ an item which w~s I~ on the agenda. He op~ ttw Councll usJng 
Inglewood tax ckliars to pay tnglewooo Today to amist them in their bids for ~tedion by 
regularly praising them and hiding their mis~kest m~duci and l!llerious prob~ in the 
city. Ae speclfk; examples, he asss~ that lngl£M.f0od Today had never Mpol'Wd on 
apparently well known aHagetions of pest miscorn.iuct. !oo11Jding violating dv11 rights, of 
0-itizensi by Mayor Butts wh~e he was the Sama Monkm Chief of Pclloa. l'-J!ayor B~ then 
tut off Mr. Teixeira .stating that the ce>mmems were not properly related tQ tie warrant 
regieter agenda item and that Mr. Teixeira would have to mme baok at the end to ooniinue 
his comment$ ctinng the open oommem per'k'ld. Mr, Teixeira ~sporuioo that he was 
speaking about Um warrant register, but Mayor Butts declared that he was #dcn1e.;• Mr. 
Teixeira responded that he would talk about the warmnt register and Mayor But:ts vvamed 
him that he Vi!OUld be *'®rm"' if he said one 11'10re worn about anything at.her than \.!Vhat was 
tlsted on the agenda. Mr. Tebceim than resumed hi$ OOrrtrtU!tnts by asserting that Wnl!a 
Brown •rnm Mt mportoo impo~ni atones to the people of the community. At ht point, 
Mayor Bub mat off Mr. Telxeita and dec!~m(! bt he wmt ~done. 11 He then Instructed a. 
t.mlfurmed officer to escort Mr. Teixelra out and added that he wuld oome back at the end 
when open comments would be received. lruieedi Mr. Teixeira msumed his miUcal 
remarks later in the meeting during the open comments period, 

The Bmwrt Act protecltt the publ'ic~s right to address lo~ !egieiativa bodies, suah as e City 
oouncil, on specific Items on meeting egendas as Viall as any topic WI the subject matter 
jurtsdfetkm of the body, The Ad permits a body to make reasonable regulatl~ns on time* 
place and manm.ff of public comments, Accordingly, a body may hold separate periods for 
pubitc comments relating to agenda ttems and fur open comments. Atso, * ~1~1statlve 
oody may exclude au pefliOns who WiUfl.l!ly cause a disruption of a meeting sn that it 
cannot be conducted in an orderly fashion," (The Brown Act~ Open Meetings for Loofi11 
Leg/$/atiw Bodies (2003) Cafifomia Attom~y Generai1s Office p. 28,; Gov. Code§ 
54957 .9 .. ) But exclusion of a parson Je justmed only after an acrualdfaruption and not 
btM&eci on a mere anticipation of one. (Acosta v. City ofOosta Me$$ (2013) 718 f.3'1800, 
811; Nors¥J v. City of Santa Cruz {2010) 629 F,3d 0061 976.) A speaker might dil!llrupt a 
meeting ~Y speaking too long~ by being unduly mpetiUous. or by extended discussion of 
irrelevancies.;, (~ite v. City of Norwalk (1990} QOO f.2d 1421, 1426; Kindt v. Santa 
Monica Rent Control Board (1995} 67 F.Sci 266, .210.) However, <lpersonai1 impertinent, 
profane~ insolent or stam:ierous remarks" are not per ea actualiy disruptive. Exclusion for 
such speech Is not justified unless the speech actually caused disruption of the meeting. 
(Aoosta, supra, 718 F.3d ~t 813 .• } rurtnerrnom, a l'~egisla:Uve body shall not prohibit a 
member of the pubtic from criticizing the policies1 prQce1::h,.1res. programs., or services of the 
agency, or of the acts or omissions of the legislative body/' (The Brown Act" Open 
Meetings for Local Legfsfati't/1$ Bodies, supra, at 28.; Gov. Code§ 54954.3{c).) 

The question of when parUcular conduct reaches the threshold of actual disruption to 
justify excluding a member of the public "involves a great deal of d1scret!on" by the 



"1$deraror of the meetin~. {trWi/t(lf~ stiP~t 900 F ,2d at 1426.J .Noneth&fa., a mru:Jsmmr 
may not ~ruha{] speech out of order simply because h$ d!sag~ with It or beuau. it 
empioys 1W0m.a he ®es not flkiil/' (Id.) Conduct vmk:h oourts haw fuund amoi..mted to 
actual disruption includes ye~ing and tr;i.ng to spaa:k out of tum during a mntlrtg. (.Kindt~ 
suprtf, 61 F.3d .at 271 .) Actual disruption was also found •n a me~r of th!$ pubifo 
inclted the audience to stand in support of hie stated position $Md approximately 20 to 30 
people stood up In response and soma started mapping. Addfliomit dia~n ·was fcn.1nd 
when the tooling membw resismd attempt& by~rato escort: him oot ()f b meeting. 
(Aoosts~ $1Jj:Jft!J~ 118 f.3d at• sos..aos.) Aci.uai d!s:i·upt!o:n~ however* can not be based on 
th~ reaetton of .£t member of a l~i~e oody ~ is criclmd or vmbally attacked. 
(Af<nM~ supmt 62~ F.M at 97g (CJ i<oms~i oonromng.)) 

Applyj~ ·the CS$$ law above to the oonduat ~red in the ~rdings, ~ floo ~Mr. 
Te~1ra dfd net cause any a~! disn.tption at eHner ~ng at Issue. Thu$~ exOJtiding 
him ·from~ mMing was un~i. 1n Im August 21, 2013 ~eting, It Js.clearltlat 
Mayor ltttts ·wt dl Mr; Teixelm,.:s oommmts In rHponss ta Mr~ Teixeira caffms Ma;yor 
a~ a nar. Mayor Butts ewn exptainetito Mr. T~xelm that he Ms ;o~ng to ~P ~~ing 
pe~]$ rmmea. ·Mf!Yt>t a~t ad.dlliortal oomwui•iy to Ile audience after he ~ Mr. 
Teixeira esecwterl out of the meeting eon~ his ~rpose to not ar~w rt1$mbe:t$ of too 
public to ye~ or ¢a~ people names at ~tings. Mayor 9ub' declar$tlon that the oonduct 
he was wrtainng waw "not an exercise of •tree speech* ls incorrect .As cited above~ 
petsonaf r:emems such $s name ~iHn;g is proteetoo by the Srowrt ~and f!mt 
Amendment and ls not in and or itseff a justification for cutting .off a $peatter or natAog the 
person removed. Mr. Teixeira1s words did not cause a df$ruptive reaction from tht: 
audience or otherwiee .Impede the proct:M!M:iings. Ana~ whne it is true that Mr. fei~ra 
raised his voice dt.ning !ifs emotional C001ments~ we do oot believe that it is accurate to 
describe hfm as yemng dtning his comments, RegattUess. justfu;ation for tnrem.tpiing and 
ex:dudlng l\ member of the public doos not hinge on when a raised voice reaches a certain 
level. Rather! the -actions am justified only to add:mss an actual disruption. Mr. T etxeira 
did not cau$$ an~t disruption at this meeting. Therefore, it was unlawful to .CtJt short: his 
comments and exclude him from the meeting, 

Likewise. Mr, Teixeira did not cause any disruption at the meeting 9n September 24. 2013. 
On this occasklnt Mayor Butts based his actions on the vlew that Mr. Teix$ira's C-OtnmEmts 
had veered off course and were oo longer relevant to the specific agenda ftem mvoMng 
the warrant register to pay Inglewood Today, We disagree. Mr, Tehceira1s comments 
remained relevant to the specie vvarrant f'.ElQi&er, The basis of his obJectkm to the warrant 
register was his til$serllon that the newsp$per repeatedly failed to report on alleged 
miooonduci by MayPr autts. To support his assertlon1 Mr. Teixeira offered muitipk:l 
examples of such alleged misconduct Citing such examples had the addroonaf effect of 
crltlci:clng Mayor Butts Whlch is a topic reserved for the open comments period later in the 
meeting. However, the additional effect did not strip the comments oHhe!r relevance to 
the initial isisve of the warrant register, Exceeding the standard timei aitoftoo for speakers 
might t:unount to a disruption, but Mr. T elxeira's time was cut short. Furthermore, his 
comments did ttot incite a .ci!s.ruptive reaction from too audience. Again, it was unlawful to 
cut off Mr, Teixeira's oomments and have him exch..1dect 



tt f'f!Ust a~ be noted that even if Mr. Teixa11'1.!'s comments had strayed off ~m. exctusron 
was still Lmjustrned. The ~priate mpo~ wouk.i haw bean tu Interrupt the oommt:wlf.s 
and lnstn.le1 Mr. Telxe!~ to ~eave the podium and be ~led. Notling of his o::induet WM 
dttintptlw. When he was told that he oot.dd no kmger s.pe$k at that timet even thbugh 
unlawfully, and that he must wait until ·the ormn oommem perkd, he did not pennt rn his 
oommentls. Nor ·dkJ he reslst the officer 'Mto es@rt@d him out of the mooting. 

finally. mtemJptio0$ of Mr, tmxeiw's oommhnts by Wiayor B!Jtbl at the August 27, 2013 
meeting rame anotherooncem mgsm!ng a speaker's a~~ time for making ceyrnments, 
Le@sl$tive bodies may limit Ule time each e;peaker is allotted arKi it appears mt the 
Inglewood City Council doett But cautk:ln must be taken by the Council that intwruption$ 
by lts membera do not cut short the allotted time. Mayor Butts interrupted several tkne$ to 
rebut accusations mru:ie by Mr. Teixeira. Because Mr. Tebceim's comments ware cut short 
by uniam.dly removing him, It remairts unclear Whether or not the frnem.;pt!orrn1 by Mayor 
Butts 'Wni.dd have d~ the time Umtt. it is tmderstandable mt members of the Council 
might oot warn to taave ac<rusat.U:ms 1.manswered. But it must be ens!Jl'ed that $UCh 
interruption$ by memt.n·Ms do not take away from tt1e tif'fle al!ott(td any incUvidual speaker. 
The Council has the pNJrogative tt> set ls pmoeduras, but one ~Y of protecting the 
allotted time would be to ~ responses by rrw.unbars of the CouncU uottt after an 
iooividuats public oomments or after the genera! period for public oomme.nts. 

We hope that our explanation wtil assi$1: your uruierstancHng of permissible action under to 
the Brown Act and expectthat from this point forward you wm fully respect the lights of any 
member of the public to !awfully address the <fi:mnoit P~ase feel free to oontact us if you 
have any que®tions, 

Truly yours. 
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Doctt.nents Show How Inglewood Clippers Arena Deal Stayt.od Secret https:/hvvlw,kcet,org!show's/socal-connected/documentiH>how-how~in, ,, 

bgJe>,>1)fl<l dtY <rfl:'ldilh were &aetly tiegnthtfog an ;;7n~ernimt to htt!ld !l.f\ lln.lM. for th Cl1ppem MskNlm1l t.ooMll for ffilmthB oofrJN g:klng 'l. 
1;;irefolly pHmkd mMm w the pnhlk, iwixm1hlg tD newly rekiiq;eiJ dnmJrnents. 

RediJeuts k'lrnd ab:rnt tlHo projett on J1m1' I)), 2017, J\ ii. &pt"1b.l n:wefrug nf foe dly wrmdl.. The <li1Mtnents rngges! \hat hMh:rs ;;Hhe an~1m 
m.Jy h<iw p11rpric;dy H$ed a spN:fal mN,ti:ng becm;u; h w.rtuiitd jiwt 24 hmrn; p1iblk 1io!foe, vilJ.ile a !'egnh:r n:i~etbg rf,iJuin»'<. p. h<iuff tK>tiv;. nw 
1nt,;;lhg agenda dFfo '!. mentkm fr.e ;mma oi: the Cl!ppns, hut tpYe 1m ob;wam n.am.e of ;i mbii'.'.(1. W:lllf>llHY B<\>?Pllidi}g dw de1d. 

A judge orderutl thie ducumeats he made :rmb!ic rmrlkrthb m@th M p1i d' nitgnb.g Htlt;afam bwilviq\ foe dty llnd a um:nttrn:hy gp;i14» ·Ttm 
fo.ghm'('Oil. R£ekfoat~ A?<ii!rnt Td6it 1md .E>-'id:bn, '·X tRATE, b .;;rnfaig fnt;kw9t.'d, d.llhrbi:t the dly di.d lld fd.low tlm (~Jifomi~ Eu·,·irnmm'!tkl 
Q1wllty Ad, or CEQA, befoN it ;:,w>rnvtd the r<Xdrdwi m*•:d;lt:bg qp:;ern,1;mt lp bdd. llN a1'>:<iw. 

On Thuw:hy,. lk)UJ CmHens, an mwi:n:.inriimi!;,l aHcmey n<pJw;t"ri.\bg !Kt1,TE s<.m1 a kttN t() th•~ Lw; .Au:gek~ Dbtrid Attwrrny J~d:k 
I.<tcl"' 1dk!i:•g; her 0ffk1; k• hn''.'l<dg;ak ilw eib· for i1itn11bw\l HnJwu Ad: vi()hdon.;;, Tht'. lfrowi:i Adi~ ti •;fat" J;,w gwi:nmkdug tlw )'HHk', dghJ Ii:> 
;~th:m.d. n:ux:t~~,g;,~ 1~~:-ld. by-lot.al h~gi~~t~tk:c:~ t~J<U~.~,. 

"111•:-~:e ;.Nfou:; <lW >iMtliy G(>J:trn;} lotlie g<iv;;nmwiJt oyrn:~"~ ;;md h<mB}n1.n:J<t7 piJr);!().\<eiJ d\bJ Br«T>'<:!i Act itlld fiw Califomk faJ;·irmmienbl.1 
QmtlitfAd.," s;Jd Oi.n;ki:w, 

Tlu: ct\K'.~ i>lde~>t <onvb>um>;;Jlldfow, Crn)i\ nxtii.n~; loGtl imd ><Wk <ig<.:Ud% 1':! •b t?!:!vin:iwrwnLll n:wkw:> kforn uppn:wfag certdn pt<:1hd:i;. An 
•~trvh'omtwnbl im;md H.:)Joti i'.«'<t!wrtiag foe atem; fa t'llYH•'ll'tly ltm:k<wii.% u«r'.onlfog k dly nHkfo.k S:kmld tbu JJK~fa•t !:m liPJl!<:l>;d, simie btd 
bw;i.Hern; <lW1\e!'l> imd widdt1" h«W' voimd <XJ!l·i,.;:ru di« 6\y i:wty 11\i«} emfoe:i;J il•mmk t>i; uNpdni pn'v~tty IQ develop tht! «i1v·im. 

l'llin'itexrn sm1glllf Jo<:mrinw;, l!:!diltlfog tm:iiL~, rnkhxl ·w t!R<ip-e•:omi;cut.. The city wd o.rpwtl th?. rnmib wn-e.ymtecteJ by anornq·db:it 
prHkre. fa>g Atip:d% Snpdor t\•lfrt ,:l•1Jw;; Amy fbg1m pl!dru]y dLm.tfl'•odl. 'ind uuki>:d :Mfornqg Jefomfaig f Ntkwood ~' n~b1i;e r,m';« 2-00 p;z11;es 
1:•f d:ruf\ ligreem~nt•> imd •;;mcib 1fondn« 

b "" April u..:117 •c.!ndl fNm R>:>.re Jom:%, ~.n Mtorm:cy fo:t fogkwi;oJ, tr; Chri~ H:trnfor, t.he attrrney zwgotiatlngfrn' the :irrr.:jett, ,bm'<· mnfinn~ il 
drdl: of llK agrN;nwiH vr,,;,; pnw&nd ht5d ou dlsrn&>irm~ tar!itr i:ic, lhe mo.nth with M~Jmr J:tm~ ll1itb md ,;cert<ifo oilier Cily uuJ Clipper 
r-tv'f'ef=.:~:n1 ~~ f1-,~t~~ .. » 

In ;i Juw~g•cmt'i!, Bi:mkr J"hd.,fotitsifthe <ign<;;m<:,irl mu& he1mrtt.>flhtdtyer1i.md'l"<>pritil.k Hg<rnrk oi:euddbe dl•wnbitrkd ''itortl7hcifire 
the meeliq( betmuse h\$ di<ont wunled to rweh Gl.ll't<J '\.'iH1Nrn phs}>en;," .Jnne$ res~K•mkd that th; ti.gr,:>tmrnl IDUl!th~ purl 9f lhit l\ffeiH.fa ~.rid 
"!·t.111 b ;d1y w,; ekektl fo jnsl post "'4 lw1mi wnm3 ibt' mmnul Jz iHm:m,"" 

1fo~ dox'l!mimt h% fo tie p.;i$t1l4 >,0th trw ~g<0:;id~, Tbrrt h whf wt, ehcti:d to)~% p:1'$t J4 Cfij;l!!fl> w:rw~ \hit nomn! n 
00\$[$, 
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Docrnnents Show· How Inglewood Clippers Arona Deal Stayed Secret https.;//>\"Nw,kcetorg/showwsocal-c01mected/documen1s-show-how-U:t., 

2 of2: 

Hunter mldd iliM the e!ltity he fa repr'l:<>!'.'.ltting "will haw a generk !l!!.mt ~o it wo1l'i kle:llti{'r tht~ PWJXlMhl prnjeet" Re-~hkttm wtmld Sffle ~mly fuat 
lhe $!1\Xlliig invoked Muqib:/!i lkiwl LLC, \ill ~ntl~i formed in J"i.!n Ml)' \l:Ol 'l iri Dd11wiU'e. It bmi 01£ member, Stevcil Ballmer, ilie owm~r of tlw 
Clipperi;, aeoording to wu:rl moor±•. 

'flli; lugbwmd Chy C.:iuncifa rey;ular rmietfuwi are hd<l Oil altW1.121te Tu mi.la}"->, but !:lwre W%>O\ twio tn:i Tut':lday .. June i3, Im>W!!.d, th<~re W,&!\ i> 

si:wdal mei;ting •111 T!:rn:rsday, 'Whith mdy reqtlired llie ag\lnda to be posted 24 boum in atlvw.ice, 

The timing is UJQtio 1.h!ill :rn .. 1pae.t, Carsteus btlfa:,\:e..~, 

"P»~.ch of th!!.$\l actirms indh:klmi1ty aw:l eollective!y 1'.b<iws iw o.11go\ug and ll!ewil 11uttem cf g11miog the eyi;tem., rleprMng ttm publk of notJre, imi! 
hidhlg the ball," said Cr•tste;n&. 

The u~•:ltmtitm~ ll•·~ charnttcrimt <:1£ ·~'-'f<:t mf.Wtlug!.'' in a fawm.t!t flkd M~.rd:i S: by the Mil<d~ott Sqtm:reGru:tleu C-0., ~¥hicb i>W'Jl! the for1.1.m, 
MSGi'! m:cl:ag the d1y df l:ng11ffi~iod indu.dfog Butt~, ih\l diy mmmil znd lh:e patkbg authority, d11\lllllig they ~10!.itc:J ll cmi:\:i:adoo! llgrecrn~al 
involving a.15-11tre jmrking M. f11g!ew1.mJ kzseJ th~ fot to MOO for ~ew11 yews ~Mrtmg frl. 20!4 hi .);i,~ lbr lwerlfow puiidug, 

MSG !;Ays ill tlw lilwsn.it !hat it ill.ves!:cl :i;;wn mmkm llilo tlm .fornru pti.>p<irty hll~;etl oi:l r;groement.$ with the dt><; indi<dllig thi! purkfog fot k&~,f,, 
The liiwsclt al&1; d:ll!ms that li1.i.1rn1lllry1w17 the city pn!MUP.J! MSG to back out of the parltlng l®.Se ilgruHnrut ruid t!mt t.he mttyGr d11i:nwd the. 
dty 1111faied the hnd tl:< en.>,11e <i. •tahm;ilo&l !Jl!:tk ~ 

Buns i~ .~t !he ~\lilt<#" ol'whttl MSG µalls ~ "fraiufoleut &•mem~» In let the Clippers u . .w fbi~ J1md *<i h1i.ld 11.. :fud.lizy that. wrMlii if>llipete witb thii 
f•H'i)M),. The nmyor !:.d# MSG oil).drtls WW hb pew<mal t~n:mil ~.wt 111.:it his u!Ud11.l city $~<'(>Wfl to eiJmi:mmk.<>t•:\ ;iewmi!lg tlw ('.OmpillfoL 

By •I<tdy April MSG kn:nli1tlfed the pi<rlcln.g Ica.><e ag:rncmeut At tlm tlmr.., MSC uk! 1i.01 lmow Jngkwoixl. offidals werf.>. nu,,,~<:ly wd1 ti:!J•:let'S'<'>)f Ill 
d~ffuig ill !l:$1"\ll:!Wt.>.ul with the uwM:t1' of fu1) 1:.1lti0'.t<'l lt> iid1 tbmn tht• pwkfar, Jot Ui •:>):detto bui.ld <1.!l m:e:m1 for Jl!e bMl~iltball t•'.\1il), MSG i51<\im1> 
lt w(Hild wJt h1!.ve bwk,;:u the foooe illid lt krw.,,11 of l.he dty'11 "true hHtntions'"» The t0!rlp1my l~rucl ak••Jt Hrn pkm (>ll .Jun,; 14 when Hutw broke 
the ll!OW<i in a kfopbooc t'il!ll to 11-!l MSG ()}~~>~11tiv1:, the i\&111~ d~y the rmbli•~ ~g;etida W% ptJ!lted. 
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In Possible Bro1vn. Act Violation, Inglewood C.aUed Special Meeting to 
Minimize Public Irrvolvement - Warren Sze-wezyk 

Th~ City of tuglewiJoil il:ttemphd fo mfoimiM>: u11i1sp<U'l'.1tQ' w th~y p.!amwd t-0 rntlfy 11 ll1lgtitfafulg agi:eexi~nt with rq;xr~w:ifativei; of I.he Lo!o 

Angeles CJip~r"1, fhwhly rclcttsed emaib 1evrttt Ttm do.::rullents rriay ev(":1l show n·imm:mi. okdrninai ud:Mty. 

fve rnrnrted (O!l the. City';;; dubiouJ> effmttq hhk i:ww !DO emails written Whik J;xreporiug,~ D:da4ve NegulilltiogAgreeme!lt (EWA) tw~en t.!ie 
CilyruJd Murphy's Bowl, \! .:>hel1 •:m11xn:~~tion JX,~i<W<ssed by C!i!Jpero ov-me:r sw.~ Ualli:lWf ,After~ <c.Qfili_iix:ilsr (o nil~i;e tile ('()tll:~X11.S f.>f ih~$e 
em!Um, we uqw have an kl!Nl {If why udllier Inglewocd !JN" Murphy';; lhwl wankd Hmm public.. 

""'Nhat iwc the dty's W111lrc-meni'l for who!l the -ENA hM tr. he fl(ii>ted," ash l1ui~ Huotm-, a. limyer ffiflN'H'l{~\!ng MllQ{ly'i! Bow'!, jt1:>i dll: tl~}'& 
before o ~IK'""'·-faJ Ci!'.y t'-G,uodl !!tt)etlng tQ 11jlp:ro\~ tbe ENA.."! uodi2rnta.nd The ii:gendli hiis It) go ont 24 ho11n tr. Mlv11n;~e hntthe q11estimi I wa% 
aiked w<W whei)l.er the dm:nmtmt =~t be pa.rt of tl!e publk: il,gm1.ru1 ot mu:i ii be down l.011tled glmrtiy tefom ti>~ healing" (:i;fo). 

Mt goes on In ;>.ay, YJur ~ntity" - s, rclenmre to Mwp.h}?s .Bo~¥1 - "wlll hwe ll gemmc 112.me ;ro It vmn 't idmt!f.v the PW!l')~cl pl"t'>j-ei:t« 

Rziy~ Soni>H<:i, S li!Wj'~r .il.irnd l:;y foe City, ~plies; "The tfo1.mment hi1;~ lo ffi< po;!;l£d %1th the agimda. TbM. iS \d)iy W<l ekcNd tt; jgst _pt<ii\ n,i how-i; 
vernl.l~ th<~ n-onrial 7-;i tmtirs,' 

~ 
~: 

r~ 

~ 

~-K.J~ 
trictq, Juiw 9, 2011 $:211 fM 
-t'.'hm: Hunw 
~Q~! 

·ltw! dm.vm<M4 hwtll lw %*1-td with tim-•~- Th@!~ why wt e~m:f ttiit1rt ~ M hvrnv~iatwMmw1 n 
00\!<ft, 

~ttt Jrnrn my lf'twm 

:li Ck .Nn% :mu, itl r;:;n ?M1 r::h& Jluntilr «tiu#ttf@$1!~11Mmm> ""mte~ 
;I> 

:li!il~ 
;\> 

;::< Wl!#t 111wtoo citt\: ~u~~nts ftrwhM th!! tWA &iwm3'nt tn n:i blJ! i:msHitl, 1 u11i:!!!!n;iatirl Th.ii; <1J!!lMfa tws m I!~ mrt 
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LOS ANGELES COUNTY DISTRICT ATIORNEY'S OFFICE 

May 17, 2019 

The Honorable Members of the Inglewood City Council 
City oflnglewood 
l Manchester Boulevard 
Inglewood, California 90301 

Re: Alleged Brown Act Violations by Cityofinglewood, P18~0132 

Dear Members of the City Council, 

SCOTT Ko GOODWIN • Director 

The Public Integrity Division received a complaint alleging that the Inglewood City Council 
violated the Ralph M. Brown Act (Brown Act) at a special meeting on June 15, 2017, After 
reviewing the agenda, we have concluded that the City Council did violate the Act by failing to 
provide a sutlicient agenda description of Item 1, which involved an Exclusive Negotiating 
Agreement (ENA) between the City of Inglewood and Murphy's Bowl LLC. 

The Brown Act, in Government Code section 54954,2(a)( 1 )~requires that a local agency "post an 
agenda containing a brief general description of each item of business to be transacted or discussed 
at the meeting," That section further states, "A brief general description of an item generally need 
not exceed 20 words," Courts have held that although. the description need not include every detail 
of a matter, it must be sufficient to give the public "fair notice of the essential nature of what an 
agency will consider," and not leave the public "to speculation." (San Diegansfor Open 
Government v. City ofOcecmside (2016) 4 Cal. App. 5111 637, 645; San Joaquin Raptor Rescue 
Center et a!, v. County of Merced et aL (2013) 216 Cal. App.4111 1167, 1178.) 

The agenda for the special meeting listed Item 1, the only item for open session, as follows: 

ECONOMIC AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT 
Staff report recommending approval of an Exclusive Negotiating Agreement (ENA) 
by and among the City, the City oflnglewood as Successor Agency to the 
Inglewood Redevelopment Agency (Successor Agency), the Inglewood Parking 
Authority (Authority), and Murphy's bowl LLC, a Delaware Limited Liability 
Company (Developer). 
Recommendation: 

1) Approve Exclusive Negotiating Agreement 

Hall of Justice 
211 West Temple Street, Suite 1000 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 
(213} 257-2475 

Fax: (213) 633·0985 



Notably omitted from the agenda description was any infmmation of the location and scope of the 
contemplated development project Per the repprt from the Economic and Community 
Development Department and the ENA itself: the undisclosed potential project involved 
construction of a professional basketball arena on parcels o:f real property owned by the city as we11 
as private citizens and businesses. Under the ENA~ the city was obligated "to use its best efforts to 
acquire the parcels of rea1 pmperty't ·owned by private parties by voluntary sale, or possibly by 
exercising eminent domain. Information of the location and scope of the potential project was only 
made avru1ahle to the public in the Eoonomic and Community Development Department's report to 
the mayor and city council, as well as in the ENA itself. Those two documents were presumably 
attached to the agenda electronically on the city's web site. However, the Brown Act requires that a 
sufficient description he 1isted on the agenda itself to give the public fair notice, The pub1ic rloes 
not bear the burden to .inspect related documents to glean the essential nature of what the city 
council \Vill consider. Therefore~ the agenda descriptkm did not comply ·with the requirements of 
the Brown Act 

H should be noted that the deficiency of the agentla description appears to have been part of 
concerted efforts between representatives of the city and the Mu..1:)hy's Bowl LLC to limit the notice 
given to the public. Evidence reveals that the matter was set for a special meeting rather than a 
regular meeting to reduce the time required to give public notice from 72 hours to 24 hours before 
the meeting. Furthermore1 the generic name of Murphy's Bowl LLC was used intentionally to 
obfuscate the identity of the proposed project and those associated with :it. Although these tactics 
were not violations per se of the Brown Act, they indicate concerted efforts to act contrary to the 
spirit of the Brpwn Act. Although the evidence is not sufficient to prove that any member of the 
city council participated in these effof4~ to obfuscate~ the city council bears the ultimate 
reh-ponsibility to comply with the Brown Act. 

Violations relatmg to the agenda description of an item of business could render action by the city 
council null and void. However~ because the complaint was received after.the time limits to remedy 
the violation, no action v;.ill b~ taken at this time. Nonetheless~ we sincerely hope that this letter wm 
assist the city council in ensuring that such violations will not recur in the future. 

Very truly yours, 

JACK.IE LACEY 
District Attorney 

By 01~ 4:. trJ~ 
BjomHoad 
Deputy District Attorney 

cc: Kenneth R. Campos, City Attorney 
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NRDC 

March 24, 2020 

Mindy Wilcox, AICP, Planning Manager 
City of Inglewood, Planning Division 
One West Manchester Boulevard, 4th Floor 
Inglewood, A 90301 
Ibecproject@cityofinglewood.org 

Re: Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Inglewood 
Basketball and Entertainment Center (IBEC), SCH 2018021056 

Dear Ms. Wilcox: 

On behalf of the Natural Resources Defense Council and our members in Inglewood and 
throughout California, we submit the following comments on the Draft Environmental 
Impact Report (DEIR) prepared for the basketball arena project proposed by applicant 
Murphy's Bowl on behalf of the Clippers Basketball team (the "Project"). 

Introduction 

As a preliminary matter, we note that the Project is materially different from that 
approved by CARE under AB 987. This is so because the projected GHG emissions for 
the Project are much higher and there is less in the way of mitigation proposed. In 
short, net operating GHG emissions increased by 63% comparing the DEIR to the AB 
987, to 496,745 MTC02e from 304,683 MTC02e, while proposed mitigation measures 
are not as robust. Accordingly, the timing and other project proponent benefits of AB 
987 should not apply to the Project. 

In addition, the Project relies heavily on statements of overriding considerations to 
mask the 41 significant adverse environmental impacts that ostensibly cannot be 
mitigated to insignificance. This is ludicrous in connection with a project that has little 
or no social utility for the residents of Inglewood who will bear the brunt of these 
impacts - including more air pollution in an already heavily-polluted area - and who 
are not the target audience for expensive professional basketball tickets. 
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Inadequacies in the DEIR 

A. Failure To Address Environmental Justice Impacts. 

There is no analysis of environmental justice throughout entire DEIR, except for two 
passages claiming that no analysis is needed: DEIR p. 3.2-16: "As described above, in 
general CEQA does not require analysis of socioeconomic issues such as gentrification, 
displacement, environmental justice, or effects on "community character." And 3.14-56: 
"There are no applicable federal regulations that apply directly to the Proposed Project. 
However, federal regulations relating to the Americans with Disabilities Act, Title VI, 
and Environmental Justice relate to transit service." 

This is incorrect because, among other things, there is a significant federal approval 
needed for the Project in the form of an FAA approval because of the Project's proximity 
to Los Angeles International Airport. Moreover, the California Attorney General has 
opined that local governments have a role under CEQA in furthering environmental 
justice; see 
https://oag.ca.gov/sites/all/files/agweb/pdfs/environment/ej fact sheet.pdf (accessed 
March 20, 2020). The remedy for this failure is recirculation of a DEIR that includes an 
environmental justice analysis. 

B. Use Of Improper GHG Baseline 

In its initial application under AB 987, the Project proponent attempted to increase the 
GHG CEQA baseline by assuming that the venues from which events would move to the 
Project would remain unused forever on the dates of the transferred events. After 
pushback from CARB and others, including NRDC, the Project proponent abandoned 
this irrational approach and conceded that the venues would be in use on those dates. 

But the original theory has resurfaced in the DEIR. Having obtained the benefits of AB 
987 by changing its initial (unjustified) position, the Project proponent should not now 
be allowed to revert to that position in order to raise the CEQA baseline and reduce its 
GHG mitigation requirement. 

C. Failure To Properly Analyze And Mitigate GHG And Air Quality Impacts 

The South Coast air basin is in extreme nonattainment for ozone, with a 2024 
attainment deadline. Failure to meet the attainment deadline can lead to federal 
sanctions that will effectively shut down the local economy. The South Coast AQMD 
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NRDC 
plan to reach ozone attainment relies on an enormous level of reductions in oxides of 
nitrogen (NOx), mostly from mobile sources such as cars and trucks. But the Project's 
projected emissions go in the opposite direction and the DEIR fails to require sufficient 
mitigation. 

The DEIR admits this. For example, 

Impact 3.2-1: Construction and operation of the Proposed Project would 
conflict with implementation of the applicable air quality plan. 

Impact 3.2-2: Construction and operation of the Proposed Project would 
result in a cumulatively considerable net increase in NOx emissions during 
construction, and a cumulatively considerable net increase in VOC, NOx, 
CO, PM10, and PM2.5 during operation of the Proposed Project. 

Impact 3.2-5: Construction and operation of the Proposed Project, in 
conjunction with other cumulative development, would result in 
inconsistencies with implementation of applicable air quality plans. 

In addition, the DEIR bases its calculations of criteria pollutants from motor vehicles on 
the EMF AC 2017 model developed and maintained by the California Air Resources 
Board (CARB). But EMF AC 2017 is now obsolete because the federal government has 
purported to rescind the EPA waiver for California's zero-emission vehicle program, and 
that program's effects are baked into EMFAC 2017. The result is that EMFAC will 
underreport emissions. That problem will be exacerbated when, as expected, NHTSA 
promulgates the so-called SAFE rule which will reduce the corporate average fuel 
emission (CAFE) standards in California and nationwide. This change, which is not 
reflected in EMF AC 2017, will make the projections in the DEIR substantially too low. 
This problem is true for transportation-related GHG emissions as well because the zero
emission waiver revocation and lower fleet mileage requirement will result in more 
GHGs from cars and trucks than the DEIR and EMF AC 2017 assume. Thus, the DEIR 
underreports projected criterial pollutant and GHG emissions, and that problem will get 
worse over time. 

D. Failure To Implement All Feasible Air Quality and GHG Mitigation 

Even if the DEIR air quality and GHG projections were accurate, which they are not, the 
mitigation measures in the DEIR are inadequate, especially given the number of 
ostensibly unmitigatable impacts. 
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For example, the Project could and should require: 

Shuttle buses should be zero-emission vehicles, starting on Day 1. ZE buses are 
available today from a number of vendors, including BYD in Los Angeles County. 

The emergency generators should be electrically powered, and the Project should 
install more solar panels, and storage for solar power, to power them. 

Aspirational mitigation measures and "incentives" to reduce emissions of NOx 
should be replaced with mandatory measures. The DEIR adopts Mitigation Measure 
3.2-1(d), requiring the Project to provide "[i]ncentives for vendors and material delivery 
trucks to use ZE or NZE trucks during operation." (DEIR, p. 3.2-71.) Similarly, 
Mitigation Measure 3.2-(c)(3) only requires the Project to" shall strive to use zero
emission (ZE) or near-zero-emission (NZE) heavy-duty haul trucks during construction, 
such as trucks with natural gas engines that meet CARB's adopted optional NOX 
emissions standard of 0.02 g/bhphr." (DEIR, p. 3.2-88.) In contrast, Mitigation 
Measure 3.2-2(c) specifies that use of Tier 4 off-road diesel-powered equipment rated at 
50 horsepower or greater "shall be included in applicable bid documents, and the 
successful contractor(s) shall be required to demonstrate the ability to supply compliant 
equipment prior to the commencement of any construction activities." (DEIR, p. 3.2-
88.) There is no showing in the DEIR that making Measures 4.3-1(d) and 3.2(c)(3) is 
infeasible. Given the significant impact on the AQMP, either such a showing of 
infeasibility must be made and supported by substantial evidence, or the measures must 
be made mandatory. 

Electric vehicle parking for the Project must be provided. The electric vehicle 
parking needs to conform with applicable building code requirements in place at the 
time of construction. Electric vehicle charging stations must be included in the 
project design to allow for charging capacity adequate to service all electric vehicles that 
can reasonably be expected to utilize this development. 

Each building should include photovoltaic solar panels. 

The Transportation Demand Management (TDM) program must be revised to 
quantify the criterial pollutant and GHG reductions expected from the TDM measures. 

The GHG reduction plan also must be revised so as not to defer development of 
mitigation measures, and to quantify the measures selected. 
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As it stands, the exact content of the GHG Reduction Plan cannot be known from 
reading the DEIR. Further, the DEIR states that the GHG reductions will Reduction 
Plan will be modified in a Verification procedure if there are shortfalls in GHG 
reductions, providing that the methodology for the modification "shall include a process 
for verifying the actual number and attendance of net new, market-shifted, and backfill 
events." (DEIR, p. 3.7-64.) That process is unacceptably vague and indeed the 
verification process may itself be subject to CEQA as a discretionary project. 

Purchase and use of GHG offsets must meet CARE standards for cap and trade 
offsets. The DEIR's entire description of this potential mitigation measure is: 

Carbon offset credits. The project applicant may purchase carbon offset 
credits that meet the requirements of this paragraph. Carbon offset credits 
must be verified by an approved registry. An approved registry is an entity 
approved by CARE to act as an "offset project registry" to help administer 
parts of the Compliance Offset Program under CARE's Cap and Trade 
Regulation. Carbon offset credits shall be permanent, additional, 
quantifiable, and enforceable. 

Having a CARE-approved registry is not the same thing as requiring CARE-approved 
offset credits, which are limited in scope and strictly regulated. The residents of 
Inglewood should not be subjected to a lesser standard. 

Additional local, direct measures that should be required before offsets are used 
include the following: 

1. Urban tree planting throughout Inglewood. 
2. Mass transit extensions. 
3. Subsidies for weatherization of homes throughout Inglewood. 
4. Incentives for carpooling throughout Inglewood. 
5. Incentives for purchase by the public of low emission vehicles. 
6. Free or subsidized parking for electric vehicles throughout Inglewood. 
7. Solar and wind power additions to Project and public buildings, with subsidies 
for additions to private buildings throughout Inglewood. 
8. Subsidies for home and businesses for conversion from gas to electric throughout 
Inglewood. 
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NRDC 
9. Replacement of gas water heaters in homes throughout Inglewood. 
10. Creation of affordable housing units throughout Inglewood. 
11. Promotion of anti-displacement measures throughout Inglewood. 

E. Displacement Will Be Accelerated By The Project And Must Be Mitigated 

The economic activity and growth inducing impacts created by the Project will 
foreseeably result in displacement of current residents while rents increase and rental 
units are taken off the market to be put to alternative uses. However, the DEIR denies 
that indirect displacement will occur. (DEIR 3.12-16 to -17.) 

California courts have acknowledged the human health impacts of proposed actions 
must be taken into account, e.g. Bakersfield Citizens for Local Control v. City of 
Bakersfield (2004) 124 Cal.App.4th 1184, 1219-1220; see also CEQA Guidelines§ 
15126.2 subd. (a) [EIR must identify "relevant specifics of ... health and safety problems 
caused by the physical changes."]). Human health impacts from displacement are real 
and are not merely speculation or social impacts. There have been numerous cases 
where health effects to people were inadequately analyzed. (Communities for a Better 
Environment v. City of Richmond (2010) 184 Cal.App4th 70, 81, 89 [EIR inadequately 
addressed health risks of refinery upgrade to members of surrounding community]; 
Bakersfield Citizens for Local Control, supra, 124 Cal.App.4th at 1219-1220 [EIR was 
inadequate because it failed to discuss adverse health effects of increased air pollution]. 
Here, the DEIR needs to address the effects on the environment and human health 
reasonably forseeable as results of construction and operation of the Project. 

Conclusion 

The DEIR must be revised and recirculated to account for its many deficiencies. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

David Pettit 
Senior Attorney 
Natural Resources Defense Council 
1314 2nd Street 
Santa Monica, California 90401 
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June 28, 20 l 9 

Kate Gordon, Director 

ZfATL CAF.lTOL 
BACH/": 1\iDN"f(} Ci\LIFOE.N 3.A 

f!UlH 

Crovernor's Office of Planning and Research 
1400 Tenth Street 

Mary D, Nichols, Chair 
California Air Resources Board 
1001 I Street 

Sacramento, CA 95814 Sacramento, CA 95814 

Director Gordon and Chair Nichols: 

\Ve write to convey concerns 'Nith the lngkvvood Basketball and Entertainment Center (IHEC} 
application, submitted for certification pursuant to AB 987 (Kamlager-Dovc), Chapter 961, 
Statutes of 2018, 

AB 987 \Vas the nroduct of more than a vear of intensive legblafrve deliberations, Folki'Nhw the 
·' ,,, 4....- Q 

failure of a predecessor bill in 2017, \Ve participated in negotiations and hearings where 
testirnony was taken, cornmitmcnts were n1adc, and amendments vvere adopted, We supported 
the final version of AB 987 specifically because it raised the bar crnnpared to existing 
requirements of AB 900 and the California Environmental Quality Act {CEQA) generally, In 
particular, AB 987 requires the applicant to achieve more stringent and specific standards for 
mitigation of traffic and greenhouse gas (GHC) emissions. 

\Ve have revinvcd the IBEC application and are disappointed to find that it meets neither the 
letter nor the spirit of AB 987, The application claims to meet AB 987's standards, but fr11ls 
short in several significant respects. The result is a project that may not even meet minimum 

d d , ' , ' J ('C-, ~ j j '' ' l I d t , " ' . stan ar s tor mitigauon urnier A'Jjh, muc 1. css represent an · envrronmenta 1ea ers111p proJect 
meeting extraordinary standards that justify expedited judicial review. 

Specifically, the applicant's GHG analysis greatly overestimates base.line emissions in order to 
reduce the project's net GHCI emissions, By making no-vcl and unsubstantiated assmnptions 
about the project drawing events away from existing \1e1mes, the application contrives net 
emissions for construction and 30 years' operation of l 56,643-158,631 tons, This estimate 
stands in sharp contrast to the estimated net em.issions of 595,000 tons offered by the applicant's 
consultants \vhen the (JflG conditions were negotiated last August The approach used in the 
application stands the argmnent the applicant used last year against GHG neutrality requirements 

that Inglewood is transit starved compared to Staples Center···· 011 its head, 



To mitigate this artificially low estimate of net GHG emissions, the applicant proposes the 
Transportation Demand tvlanagcment (TDivf) program/targets (47-48%i of total) and 50%i of the 
reductions attributable to the LEED Gold certification (2.So/iJ of total), both required by the 
bHL They claim this gets to 49,5-50.l % of required reductions, conveniently achieving A.B 
98Ts local GHCi mitigation floor of 50%. By lowballing net GHG emissions,, the applicant 
circumvents the need to make any of the local GHG mitigation investments, and associated 
comJTnmity benefits, touted when the bill \vas before the Legislature. 

To achieve zero net GHG on paper, the application projects the balance of emission reductions 
(47-48% of total) from unspecified offset projects and potential OHCr co-benefits attributed to 
the required SJO million dean air investrnent Though AB 987 requires offsets to be local if 
feasible, and lirnited to projects in the United States in any case, the application includes no 
details on how these requirements will be m.et 

Because nearly half of the GHC+ reduction obligation is attributed to t.he 'lTJtvi program, it is all 
the more important that the measures in the TDfv1 program are real commitments that will reduce 
the miHions of new vehicle trips generated by the project However, the TDM program consists 
of a vague array of unenforceable goals, not real cornrnitments to invest in traffic reductiorL 

Jfthe project proceeds as proposed, the result will be more local traffic and air pollution in 
Inglewood and surrounding communities in the Los Angeles region, and none of the local 
investment to reduce GHG crnissions that AB 987 would require based on a realistic accounting 
of the project's net emissions. This \vi1l shortchange the very comn1t.mitics the project purports 
to brnefit 

Certification of' a substandard project also would be unfair to other applicanis and rnay sec a 
precedent vvfoch undermines meaningfol GHG mitigation and long-tenr climate goals. 

Just as we supported AB 987. we are prepared to support a project that meets its requirements. 
Unfortunately, in its current form, the 1BEC apphcation is not that project. 

The appfication should not be certified as submitted. We ask you to direct the applicant to 
\Vithdrmv the application, so that it may be revised, resubmitted, and pro111pt1y revie\ved. 

Sincerely, 

Assemblyrnemher Cristina District 
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https://www.dailybreeze.com/2020/03/24/clippers-will-buy-the-forum-for-400-million-so-they-can-build-a
new-arena-in-inglewood/ 

Clippers will buy The Forum for $400 million 
so they can build a $1.2 billion arena in 
Inglewood 

Legal battles between Madison Square Garden Co. and the 
NBA team threatened to derail the $1.2 billion project 

The Forum on Wednesday, October 16, 2019 in Inglewood, California. (Photo by Keith Birmingham, Pasadena 
Star-News/SCNG) 

By J_gi_§Q.n..H~my I jh~.n.ry@_§_<,;.ng,.rn.m and M.i.rJ<:t.m . .S.w~n.§QD I ill§W<:t.n.§QD@.§~.IJK.<,;Qm I Pasadena 
Star News 
PUBLISHED: March 24, 2020 at 4:58 p.m. I UPDATED: March 24, 2020 at 6:38 p.m. 

The owners of the Los Angeles Clippers will buy The Forum concert venue in Inglewood for 
$400 million as part of a settlement agreement with Madison Square Garden Co .. 

The agreement ends years oflegal battles that threatened the feasibility of a proposed $1.2 billion 
Clippers arena in the city that soon will be home to an adjacent $5 billion NFL stadium for the 
Los Angeles Rams and Chargers. That 18, 000-seat arena just south of the new NFL stadium will 
still move forward. 



https://www.dailybreeze.com/2020/03/24/clippers-will-buy-the-forum-for-400-million-so-they-can-build-a
new-arena-in-inglewood/ 

Under the newly formed CAPSS LLC, the Clippers' owners will continue to operate the historic 
Forum- the former home of the Los Angeles Lakers and Kings - as a music venue and has 
offered to hire all of current employees, according to a press release Tuesday. 

"This is an unprecedented time, but we believe in our collective future," said Steve Ballmer, the 
chairman of the L.A. Clippers. "We are committed to our investment in the City oflnglewood, 
which will be good for the community, The Clippers, and our fans." 

Ballmer and the Clippers previously offered to spend an additional $100 million on a community 
benefit package, including $75 million to support affordable housing. The exact terms of the 
package are still under negotiation. 

Traffic concerns 

The new ownership of the Forum will alleviate potential trn.f:fi<;;. .. ~.mrn.~§llQD in the corridor by 
allowing the two venues to coordinate programming, according to the Clippers. 

"We know traffic is something that many Inglewood residents worry about. While we have gone 
to great lengths to provide an unprecedented traffic-management plan for the new basketball 
arena, this acquisition provides a much greater ability to coordinate and avoid scheduling events 
at the same time at both venues," said Chris Meany, a principal of Wilson Meany, the developer 
overseeing the new basketball arena project. 

An environmental impact report released in December estimated a simultaneous concert at The 
Forum and a basketball game at the arena could impact 61 intersections and eight freeway 
segments. The arena is expected to contribute to a "significant and unavoidable" increase in 
traffic, noise and pollutants, according to the report. 

:Millions spent on lawsuits 

Madison Square Garden Co., which bought The Forum for $23.5 million in 2012 and invested 
$100 million in renovations, has waged an all-out war to try to stop the Clippers from coming to 
the city. MSG sued Inglewood and its mayor, James T. Butts Jr., in 2018, alleging he tricked the 
company's executives into giving up their rights to the land needed for the proposed arena. 

The Forum's owners claimed their fight was not about stopping the competition and instead was 
an attempt to protect Inglewood residents from a project that would "inflict severe traffic 
congestion, pollution and many other harms" on the city. 

Both sides spent millions on the war, with the two parties heavily lobbying state and local 
officials for support. MSG's opposition stalled efforts to fast-track the arena by nearly a year. 

As part of the settlement agreement, MSG will drop its lawsuit against the city and g_ths;_rn 
challenging the environmental review of the project at the corner of Century Boulevard and 
Prairie Avenue, just across the street from SoFi Stadium. 



https://www.dailybreeze.com/2020/03/24/clippers-will-buy-the-forum-for-400-million-so-they-can-build-a
new-arena-in-inglewood/ 

"This is the best resolution for all parties involved and we wish the new owners every success," 
the company said in a statement. 

With MSG out of the way, the Clippers will have eliminated the last of the arena's roadblocks. 

Smiling mayor signs settlement 

The Inglewood City Council approved the settlement at its meeting Tuesday. Butts, smiling ear 
to ear, paused the agenda so he could sign the document immediately. A copy of the agreement 
was not available Tuesday. 

"The city oflnglewood is overjoyed to welcome Steve Ballmer as the new owner and operator of 
the Fabulous Forum," Butts said in a statement Tuesday. "He's a true community partner." 

The purchase is expected to close during the second quarter of 2020, according to the Clippers. 
The team, which currently plays at Staples Center, wants the arena ready by the 2024 season. 
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Inquiry for March 24, 2020 City Council Hearing 
2 messages 

Veronica T. <vt03398@gmail.com> 
To: yhorton@cityofinglewood.org 

Dear City Clerk: 

Veronica T. <vt03398@gmail.com> 

Thu, Apr 9, 2020 at 5:46 PM 

I have tried to find on the City's websites and in the City Council agenda for March 24, 2020 the 
settlement agreement that Mayor Butts was going to sign, and did sign, at the streamed March 24 
Council Meeting, but I could not. I also searched on the web and City's online archives, but I could 
not find it. 

Earlier this week, on April 7, 2020, I contacted your office to ask about where the settlement 
agreement is posted. The staff member walked me through locating the posted March 24, 2020 
agenda and said that a link to a .PDF should be included. She said it should be located under agenda 
item A-2, but then she saw that it wasn't. I then called yesterday, and spoke to Jacqueline. She also 
checked, confirmed it isn't linked in the agenda, and told me she would try to find it and contact me. I 
gave her my phone number, but I haven't heard back from your office yet. 

Please email me the settlement agreement. Also, please put it online so others can see it too. 

I look forward to hearing from you. 

Thank you. 

Sincerely, 
Veronica 

Veronica T. <vt03398@gmail.com> 
To: yhorton@cityofinglewood.org 

Dear City Clerk: 

Tue, Apr 14, 2020 at 12:12 PM 

I'm following up on my below e-mail to you on April 9. I haven't yet received a response, 
or even an acknowledgment. 

Please email me the settlement agreement Mayor Butts signed during the March 24, 2020 City 
Council hearing. Also, please put it online so others can see it too. 

I look forward to hearing from you. Please confirm receipt of this e-mail. 

Thank you. 

Sincerely, 
Veronica 

4/14/2020, 12:13 PM 
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INGLEWOOD, CALIFORNIA 
Tuesday, March 24, 2020 

2:00 P.M. 

Web Sites: 
wwwxityofing!ewood.org 

~:.~Jt.Y?.f.i.G..9.1.?..\.Y.?..9..S.:.?rn/?.?.~!.$.0..£.c.:?.~§.?..9..T..~A.R?..G..Y.Y.. 
~.(;ity2figg!gw00ti.2rg!§§§!K211i:>inn~A11tti0ritz 
wwwxityofing!ewood.org/054/Finance~Authority 

w.w..w.,s.i.tv.9.f.!JJS!.§.W.9..i?.EL.9...rn.t.§.0.1?.!..P..0.r..!5.1.n.s.~.A.M.tb.9.ri.tv. 

[nglewood 
kzftd 

mr 
2009 

'"""'*NOTE FROM THE CITY: In an effort to take precautionary measures against the 
communal spread of the Novel Corona Virus (COVID-19), the general public is encouraged 
to stay home a view the City Council meeting on Facebook (City of Inglewood 
Government), or on Channel 35 (Spectrum Cable). For the general public who chooses to 
come to City Hall for the City Council Meeting, enter through the doors on the South Lawn 
and commune in Community Room A on the first floor of City Hall. 

AGENDA 
CITY COUNCIL I !NGLEWOOD SUCCESSOR AGENCY/ INGLEWOOD HOUSING 

AUTHORITY! INGLEWOOD PARKING AUTHORITY/ JOINT POWERS AUTHORITY 

MA YORJCHAIRMAN 
James T. Butts, Jr. 

COUNCIUAGENCY/AUTHORITY MEMBERS 
George W. Dotson, District No. 1 
Alex Padilla, District No. 2 
Eloy Morales, Jr., District No. 3 
Ralph L. Franklin, District No. 4 

CLOSED SESSION ITEMS - 1 :00 P.M. 

ROLL CALL 

CITY CLERK/SECRETARY 
Yvonne Horton 

CITY TREASURER/TREASURER 
Wanda M. Brown 

CITY MANAGER/EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 
Artie Fields 

CITY ATTORNEY/GENERAL COUNSEL 
Kenneth R. Campos 

PUBLIC COMMENTS REGARDING THE CLOSED SESSION ITEM ONLY 

Persons wishing to address the City Cmmcil/Successor Agency1Parking Authority on the closed session item 
may do so at 1h1s lime. 

CS-1, CSA-5 & P-2. 

Closed session ··· Confidenlial ··· Atlomey/Clienl Privileged; Conference with Legal Counsel regarding 
Existing Lil1gat1on Pursuant to Government Code Section 54956. 9(d)( 1 ): Name of Cases: lv1SG Forum, 
LLC v. City ofinglewood. et al.; Case No. YC072715: and Iv1SG Fomm, LLC v City ofingleYvood as 
Successor Agency to the Former Tnglewoocl Redevelopment Agency, et al.: Case No. BS 17 4710. 

CS-2, CSA-6, & P-3. 

Closed session ··· Confidenlial ··· Atlomey/Clienl Privileged; Conference with Legal Counsel regarding 
Existing Litigation Pursuant lo Government Code Sectwn 54956. 9(d)(l ); Name of Cases lnglewood 
Residents Against Takings and Evictions v. City of Inglewood, et aL Case No. B296760: and 
IngJe1,vood Residents Againsl Takings and Evictions v. City oflnglewood as Successor .Agency to the 



FonneringleYvood Redevelopment Agency, et aL Case No. BSl 7--1709. 

OPENING CEREMONIES - 2:00 P.M. 

Call to Order 

Pledge of /\Jleg1ance 

Roll Call 

PUBLIC COMMENTS REGARDING AGENDA ITEMS 

Persons wishing to address the Inglewood City Council/Successor Agency/Hmrnng Authority/Parking 
Authority/Joint Powers Authority on any item on today's agendas_ may do so at this time. 

WARRANTS AND BILLS (City Council/Successor Agency/Housing Authority) 

1, CSA·1 & H·1. 

Wananl Registers. 

Documents: 

I. CSA-!. H-!PDF 

CONSENT CALENDAR 

These items will be acted upon as a whole unless called upon by a Council 1-fomber. 

2. CITY ATTORNEY'S OFFICE 

Letters from !he Office of the City Attorney recommending !he followmg 

A. Reject the following claims filed pursuant to Government Code Section 913: 

l) Diego Ascencio for alleged property damage on February 3, 2020 

2) Ricardo Guizar for alleged property damage on December 29, 2019. 

3) Hartford Group aso/Wmifi·ed Ross for alleged properly damage on December 7, 2019. 

4; Long Beach Affr,rdable for 81leged property damage 011 January J _ 2020. 

5) Adesuwa Tinsley for alleged property damage on January 4, 2020 

Ro Reject the following Insufficient Claim in accordance with Government Code Section 913. 

l) John B. Casio for alleged tmving on an unknown dale. 

C. Deny the Application for Leave to Present the following claim pursuant to Government 
Code Section 91 Ui: 

l) Salvador Montalvo for alleged property damage from 2018-0ctober 8, 2019_ 

3. CITY CLERK'S OFFICE 

Approval of the Minutes of the Council Meeting held on March l 0, 2020. 

Documents: 



3PDF 

4. ECONOMIC & COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT 

Staff rep01t recommending adoption of a resolution approvrng Vesting Tentative Tract Map No 82105 
for the development of a '.W-umt small lot subdivision. 

Documents: 

4PDF 

Staff report recommending approval of an Advance Funds Agreement with ARYA Premiere Collections. 
LLC, to cover the cost of environmental review sernces required for Phase 1 of the CEQA documents 

associated with a proposed 14-story hotel development 8t 3820 West l 02nd Street. 

Documents: 

5PDF 

6. FINANCE DEPARTMENT 

Staff report recommending approval of a five-year lease agreement with the Assembly Committee on 

Rules. California State Assembly (State), authorizing Assemblywoman Autumn Burke ( 62 ml Assembly 

Dis1rict; to i•ccupy 1,706 square feel of office space on the 6th tloor of Tnglewood Ci1y Hall (Sui le 601 ). 

Documents: 

GPDF 

Staff report recommending approval of a two-year Agreement (with the option lo extend an additional 
year), with Admimstrative Services Corporation, Inc. dba Yellow Cab and United Independent Taxi 
Dnvers Incorporated (United Tndependent Taxi of Si•uth-Wesl, Inc.) 10 provide subsidized taxicab 
services for elderly and disabled persons through March 17. 2022. (Grant Funds) 

Documents: 

/PDF 

8. POLICE DEPARTMENT 

Staff repon recommending approval of an agreement with Motorola Solnllons. Tnc., lo purchase rad10 
eqmpmenl for use al SoFi Stadmm. (Asset Forfeiture Fund) 

Documents: 

SPDF 

9. POLICE DEPARTMENT 

Staff rep01t recommending approval of Amendment No. 2 to Agreement No. 19-002 with Dictation 
Sales and Service dba Equature. extending the term through September 30. 2024, for the purchase 
additional voice recorder eqmpment, software. and support services. (Asset Forfeillirc: and General 
Funds) 

Documents: 

SYDF 

10 POLICE DEPARTMENT PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT 

Stall report recommendrng authorization be given to acqmre six (6) utility I ask vehicles from Polaris 
Sales, lnc. (General Fund) 



Documents: 

10PDF 

11. ECONOMIC & COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT 

Staff report recommend mg approval of an Advance Funds Agreement with Pra1ne Station LL C m the 
amount of $59,841 to cover the cost of environmental services associated with a 392 unit residential 

development at Prairie Avenue x l 131h Street 

Documents: 

11 PDF 

DEPARTMENTAL REPORTS 

DR-1, CSA-4. H-4, & P-1. CITY ATTORNEY/GENERAL COUNSEL'S OFFICE 

Staff report recommending approval of Amendment No. 1 to Agreement No. 20-020 wilh Kane. 
Ballmer & Berkman to provide legal services on behalf of the City. Successor Agency, Housing 
Authori1y and Parking Authori1y. (General Fund) 

Documents: 

COUNCIL INITIATIVE 

Cl. MAYORAL 

Jnitrntive bv Mayor .fames T. Butts Jr.. recommendmg the adoption of Executive Order No. '.W-01 to 
declare lhe followmg 

1. The Local Emergency is extended and remains in effect lo the maximum extent authorized by stale 
law; 

2. Any order promulga1ed by the M8yor to provide for the proleclion of Ji fe m1d property, pursuan1 
lo Government Code section 8634. sha11 be ratified by lhe City Council at the earliest practicable 
time; 

3. No landlord shall evict a residentrnl or commercial lenanl in lhe City of Inglewood during il11S local 
emergency who's fmm1cial h0rdslnp is directly linked to the COVUJ-19 pandemic (as outlined in 
the proclamation), 

4. The passage oftbis Executive Order does not relieve a tenant oftbe obligation to pay rem, nor 
restrict a landlord's ability to recover rent cll1e; and 

Tenants have six rnonlhs from lhe terminalion of the local emergency by the City of lenmnation of lhe 
Slate emergency (\vh1chever is later) lo pay back !lie renl O\Ved. 

Documents: 

Cl-1PDF 

REPORTS - CITY ATTORNEY And/Or GENERAL COUNSEL 

A- L Report on Closed Session Items. 

CSA-7 

& 

P-4 



A-2. CITY ATTORNEY/GENERAL COUNSEL'S OFFICE 

Consideration of and possible action on one or more agreements with MSG Fornm, LLC; 
Inglewood Residents Against Taking and Evictions; Murphy's Boal LLC; and, other entities and 
individuals in furtherance of a potential settlement of claims arising from the proposed 
development of, and CEQA review foe the Inglewood Basketball and Entertamment Center 
Project, as well as obligations of the landowner of the Forum* 
Recommendation: 

Consider and Ad on the followmg agreements: 

1) Release and Substitution of (}uarnntor Under Development Agreement by and 
among MSG Fornm, LLC_ MSGN HOLDINGS, LP., PO LP AT LLC, and the 
City ofinglewood; and 

2) Tri-Party Agreement by and among MSG Forum, LLC, MSG Sports & 
EnterlammenL LLC, Murphy's Bowl LLC, and the City of Inglewood. 

A-3. Oral reports - City Attorney/General Counsel. 

REPORTS - CITY MANAGER 

CM-1. Oral reports - City Manager. 

REPORTS - CITY CLERK 

CC-1. Oral reports - City Clerk. 

REPORTS ~ CITY TREASURER 

CT·1, CITY TREASURER 

I'vfonthly Treasurer's Report for the Ivfonth ending December 31, 2019. 

Documents: 

Cf LFDF 

Orn! reports --- Cily Treasurer. 

INGLEWOOD SUCCESSOR AGENCY 

CLOSED SESSION ITEM -1:00 P.M, 

ROLL CALL 

PUBLIC COMMENTS REGARDING THE CLOSED SESSION ITEM ONLY 

Persons wishing to address the Successor Agency on the closed session item may do so at this time. 

Closed session - Confidential - Atlorney/Clienl Privileged; Conference with Legal Counsel regarding 
Existing Litigation Pursuant to Government Code Section 54956 9(d)(l ); Nrm1e of Cases: lvISG ForunL 
LLC v. City of Inglewoocl, et al.; Case No. YC0727 l 5; and MSG Fomm, LLC v. City of Tnglewood 8S 

Successor Agency to !he Fmmer Inglewood Redevelopment Agency. el al.; Case No. BSl 74710. 

CS-2, CSA-6, & P-3. 

Closed session - Confidential - Atlorney/Clienl Privileged; Conference with Legal Counsel regarding 



Existing Litigation Pursuant to Government Code Section 54956. 9( d)(l ). Name of Cases Inglewood 
Residents Agains1 Takings and Evictions v Cily of Inglewood. <01 al.; Cas<0 No. B296760; and 
lnglewood Residents Against Takings and Evictions v. City of Inglewood as Successor Agency to the 
Former Inglewood Redevelopment Agency. et al.; Case No. BSl 74709. 

Call To Order 

Warrant Registers. 

Documents: 

I. CSA·!. H·iPDF 

CSA-2. SUCCESSOR AGENCY SECRETARY 

Approval of 1h<0 Minu1es for the Successor Agency IVfeeting held on March l 0. 2020. 

Documents: 

CSA·2PDF 

CSA-3. SUCCESSOR AGENCY TREASURER 

i'vfon!hly Treasmer 's Report for lh<: Month <0ndmg December 31, 2019. 

Documents: 

DEPARTMENTAL REPORTS 

CSA4, IJR-1, H-4, & P-1, CITY ATTORNEY/GENERAL COUNSEL'S OFFICE 

Staff repmi recommending approval of Amendment No. 1 to Agreement No. 20-020 with Kane. 
Ballmer & Berkman to provide kgal services on behalf of the Cily. Succ<0ssor .Agency, Housing 
Authority and Parking Authority. (General Fund) 

Documents: 

REPORTS - CITY ATTORNEY And/Or GENERAL COUNSEL 

A-1, Report on Closed Session Items. 

CSA-7 

& 

P-4 

ADJOURNMENT !NGLEWOOD SUCCESSOR AGENCY 

!NGLEWOOD HOUSING AUTHORITY 

Warrant Registers. 

Documents: 

1. CSJ\.1. f-!.1f>DF 

H-2. HOUSING AUTHORITY SECRETARY 



Approval of the l'v!mules for the Housing A uthonty l'v!eeting held on March l 0. 2020 

Documents: 

i'vfonthly Treasmer 's Report for th<: Month <:ndmg December 31, 2019. 

Documents: 

H·3.PDF 

DEPARTMENTAL REPORTS 

H-4, DR·1, CSA-4, & P·1, CITY ATTORNEY/GENERAL COUNSEL'S OFFICE 

Staff rep01i recommending approval of Amendment No. 1 to Agreement No. 20-020 with Kane. 
Ballmer & Berkman to provide kgal services on behalf of the Ci1y. Succ.ossor Agency, Housing 
Authority and Parking Authority. (General Fund) 

Documents: 

ADJOURNMENT INGLEWOOD HOUSING AUTHORITY 

INGLEWOOD PARKING AUTHORITY 

CLOSED SESSION ITEM -1:00 P.M. 

ROLL CALL 

PUBLIC COMMENTS REGARDING THE CLOSED SESSION ITEM ONLY 

Persons wishing lo address the Park.mg Authority on the closed session item may do so al this time. 

CS-1, CSA-5 & P-2. 

Closed session - Collfidential - Attorney/Client Pnvileged; Conference with Legal Counsel regardmg 
Existing Litigation Pursuant to Government Code Section 54956 9(d)(l ); Nrm1e of Cases: lvISG ForunL 
LLC v. City of Inglewoocl, el al.; Case No. YC0727 l 5; and MSG Fomm, LLC v. City of Tnglewood 8S 

Succ<:ssor l\gency to the Fonner Tnglewood Red<:velopm.ont i\gency, et aL. Cas.o No. BS 174710. 

CS-2, CSA-6, & P-3. 

Closed session .... ConfidentiaJ .... A1torney/Chent Pnvileged; Conference Yvi1h Legal Counsel regarchng 
E;.;istmg Litigation Pursuant to Government Code Section 549569(d)(1 ); Name of Cas.os Inglewood 
Residents Against Takings and Evictions v City ofinglewood, et al.; Case No B296760; and 
Inglewood Residents Agarnst Takmgs and Evictions v Ci1y of Tngkwood as Successor Agency to 1h.o 
Fonner Inglewood R.od<:velopm<:nt Ag.oncy. el aL Cas<: No. BSl 74709. 

Call To Order 

DEPARTMENTAL REPORTS 

P-1, CSA-4. DR-1, & H4. CITY ATTORNEY/GENERAL COUNSEL'S OFFICE 

Shiff report recc,mmending approval of Amendment No. l tc' Agreement No. 20-020 with Kane, 
Ballmer & Berkman to provide legal services on behalf of the City. Successor Agency. Housing 
Authority and Parking Authority l General Fund) 

Documents: 

DR-1, CSAA. H-4. P-1 PDF 

REPORTS~ CITY ATTORNEY And/Or GENERAL COUNSEL 



A-1, Report on Closed Session Items. 

CSA-7 

& 

P-4. 

ADJOURNMENT INGLEWOOD PARKING AUTHORITY 

INGLEWOOD JOINT POWERS AUTHORITY 

JPA-1. JOINT POWERS AUTHORITY TREASURER 

Monthly Treasurer's R<0port for the Mo111h ending D<0cember 3 I. 2019. 

Documents: 

JPA·1.PDF 

ADJOURNMENT INGLEWOOD JOINT POWERS AUTHORITY 

APPOINTMENTS TO BOARDS, COMMISSIONS, AND COMMITTEES 

PUBLIC COMMENTS REGARDING OTHER MATTERS 

Persons wishing to address the City Council on any matter connected with Cily busmess not elsewhere 
considered on the agenda may do so at this time. Persons with complaints regarding City management or 
depanmen1a 1 operations are requested to submit those complaints first lo the City l'v!anag<0r for r<0solution. 

MAYOR AND COUNCIL REMARKS 

The members of the City Council will provide oral repo1ts, including repo1ts on City related travels where lodging 
<0xpenses are mcurred. and/or address any matters they deem of g<0nernl 111teresl to the public. 

ADJOURNMENT CITY COUNCIL 

In the event that today's meeting of the City Council is not held. or is concluded prior to a public hearing or other 
agenda item being consider<0d, the public hearrng or non-public hearing ag<0nda ikm w11l automal1cally be 
continued to the next regl1larly schecll1led City Council meeting lf you will require special accommodations. due 
to a disability. please contact the Office of the City Clerk at (310) 412-5280 or FAX (310) 412-5533. One 
Manchester Bc,ulevard, First Floor, lnglewood Cily Hall, Inglewood, CA 90301 All r<0ques1s for sp<0crnl 
accommodations nmst be r<0cerved 72 hours prior to th<0 day of the Cmmcil Meelmgs. 



The Silverstein Law Firm, APC 
June 30, 2020 

Brown Act Violations; Cure and Correct Demand in 
Connection with City Council Meetings on June 9 and June 
16, 2020 and Demand to Cease and Desist, Including Under 

Govt. Code§ 54960.2; IBEC Project SCH 2018021056; 
Request to Include this letter in Record for IBEC DEIR 
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Inglewood, CA Pagel of 3 

Tools 

Agenda Center RSS 

View current agendas and minutes for all boards and commissions. Previous 

years' agendas and minutes can be found in the Document Center. Adobe 

Notify Me® 

1:i·>J.,':,/1,,,·~ 
Reader may be required to view some documents ....... W,,~~~ ..... 6: 

T City Council 

Agenda 

Jun (June) 23, 2020 -Posted Jun (June) 19, 2020 7:05 PM 

06-23-20 City Council Agenda 

Jun {June) 16, 2020 - Posted Jun (June) 11, 2020 6:45 PM 

06-16-20 City Council Agenda 

Jun (June) 9, 2020 - Posted Jun (June) 5, 2020 8:28 PM 

06-09-20 City Council Agenda 

Jun (June) 2, 2020 - Posted May (May) 29, 2020 10:52 AM 

06-02-20 City Council Agenda (No Meeting) 

May (May) 26, 2020 - Posted May (May) 22, 2020 8:05 PM 
05-26-20 City Council Agenda 

May (May) 19, 2020 - Posted May (May) 15, 2020 5:40 PM 

05-19-20 City Council Agenda 

May {May) 12, 2020 - Posted May (May) 9, 2020 1 :58 PM 

05-12-20 City Council Agenda 

May (May) 5, 2020 - Posted May (May) 2, 2020 1 :46 PM 
05-05-20 City Council Agenda 

https://www.cityofinglewood.org/AgendaCenter/City-Council-3 
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Inglewood, CA 

Agenda 

Apr {April) 28, 2020 - Posted Apr (April) 24, 2020 11 :36 AM 

4-28-20 City Council Agenda (No Meeting) 

Apr {April) 21, 2020 - Posted Apr (April) 16, 2020 9:01 PM 

04-21-20 City Council Agenda 

Apr (April) 14, 2020 - Posted Apr (April) 10, 2020 4:58 PM 

4-14-20 City Council Agenda (No Meeting) 

Apr (Aprill 7, 2020 - Posted Apr (April) 2, 2020 7:23 PM 

04-07-20 City Council Agenda 

Apr (April) 7, 2020 -Posted Apr (April) 6, 2020 2:13 PM 

04-07-2020 City Council Agenda (Special Meeting) 

Mar (March) 31, 2020 -Posted Mar (March) 27, 2020 4:03 PM 

03-31-20 City Council Agenda (No Meeting) 

Mar (March) 27, 2020 - Posted Mar (March) 26, 2020 9:58 AM 

03-27-2020 City Council Agenda (Special Meeting) 

Mar {March) 24, 2020 - Posted Mar (March) 20, 2020 9:36 PM 

03-24-20 City Council Agenda 

Mar {March) 17, 2020 -Posted Mar (March) 13, 2020 8:38 PM 

03-17-20 City Council Agenda 

Mar (March) 10, 2020 - Posted Mar (March) 5, 2020 5:51 PM 

03-10-20 City Council Agenda 

Mar (March) 4, 2020 - Posted Mar (March) 4, 2020 2:14 PM 

03-04-2020 City Council Agenda (Special Meeting) 

Mar {March) 3, 2020 -Posted Feb (February) 28, 2020 5:15 PM 

03-3-2020 City Council Agenda (No Meeting) 

Feb (February) 25, 2020 - Posted Feb (February) 21, 2020 11 :32 AM 

02-25-20 City Council Agenda 

Feb (February) 18, 2020 - Posted Feb (February) 14, 2020 6:41 PM 

02-18-2020 City Council Agenda (No Meeting) 

Feb (February) 11, 2020 -Posted Feb (February) 6, 2020 8:13 PM 

02-11-20 City Council Agenda 

Feb (February) 4, 2020 - Posted Jan (January) 31, 2020 6:19 PM 

02-04-20 City Council Agenda 

Jan (January) 28, 2020 - Posted Jan (January) 23, 2020 7:37 PM 

01-28-20 City Council Agenda 

Jan (January) 21, 2020 -Posted Jan (January) 17, 2020 5:16 PM 

01-21-2020 City Council Agenda (No Meeting) 

Jan {January) 14, 2020 - Posted Jan (January) 9, 2020 10:05 PM 

https://www.cityofinglewood.org/AgendaCenter/City-Council-3 
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01-14-20 City Council Agenda 

Jan (January) 7, 2020 - Posted Jan (January) 2, 2020 5:00 PM 

01-07-2020 City Council Agenda (No Meeting) 
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INGLEWOOD, CALIFORNIA 
Tuesday, June 9, 2020 

1:00 PM 
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*****NOTE FROM THE CITY: PUBUC PARTICIPATION: Pursuant to Executive N-29-20, 
which suspends portions of the Brown Act, and given the current health concerns, 
members of the public can access meetings live on-line, with audio and limited video, at 
https:l/www.facebook.com/cityofinglewood and on Spectrum Cable Channel 35. In 
addition, members of the public can participate telephonically to submit public comments 
on agenda items, public hearings, and/or City business by dialing 1-877 -369-5243 or 1-617 -
668-3633 (Access Code 0995996##). The conference begins at 1 :30 p.m., Pacific Time on 
June 9, 2020, and all interested parties may join the conference 5 minutes prior. Should any 
person need assistance with audio, please dial 889-796-6118. 

Should you choose to submit comments electronically for consideration by the Inglewood 
City Council/Successor Agency/Housing Authority/Finance Authority/Parking 
Authority/Joint Powers Authority (Legislative Body) by sending them to the City 
Clerk/Secretary at 1'.horton@dtyofing!ewoorLorg, and Deputy City Clerk at 
aphiWps@cityofipgh1wood.grg. To ensure distribution to the members of the Legislative 
Body prior to consideration of the agenda, please submit comments prior to 12:00 P.M. the 
day of the meeting, and in the body of the email, please identify the agenda number or 
subject matter. Those comments, as well as any comments received after 12:00 P.M., will 
be distributed to the members of the Legislative Body and wm be made part of the official 
public record of the meeting. Contact the Office of the City Clerk at 310-412-5280 with any 
questions. 

ACCESSIBILITY: If requested, the agenda and backup materials wm be made available in 
appropriate alternative formats to persons with a disability, as required by Section 202 of 
the Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990 (42 U.S.C. Sec. 12132), and the federal rules and 
regulations adopted in implementation thereof. Any person who requires a disability
related modification or accommodation, in order to observe and/or offer public comment 
may request such reasonable modification, accommodation, aid, or service by contacting 
the Office of the City Clerk by telephone at 310-412-5280 or via email to 
yhorton@cityofingdwootLorg no later than 10:00 AM on the day of the scheduled 
meeting. 

AGENDA 

CITY COUNCIL/SUCCESSOR AGENCY/HOUSING AUTHORITY 



MA YORJCHA!RMAN 
James T. Butts, Jr. 

COUNCIUAGENCY/AUTHORITY MEMBERS 
George W. Dotson, District No. 1 
Alex Padilla, District No. 2 
Eloy Morales, Jr., District No. 3 
Ralph L. Franklin, District No. 4 

CLOSED SESSION ITEMS ~ 1 :00 P.M. 

ROLL CALL 

CITY CLERK/SECRETARY 
Yvonne Horton 

CITY TREASURERJTREASURER 
Wanda M. Brown 

CITY MANAGERJEXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 
Artie Fields 

CITY ATTORNEY/GENERAL COUNSEL 
Kenneth R. Campos 

PUBLIC COMMENTS REGARDING CLOSED SESSION ITEMS ONLY 

Persons wishing to address the City Council on the dosed session it.om may do so at this time. 

Closed session ····Confidential ·· A1tom.oy/Clien1 Privileged; Conference wilh Labor Negotiator Pursuant 
to Govemm.ont Code S.oction 54957.6: Nam.os of the Ag.oncy N.ogotiator: Jos.o 0. Cortes, Human 
Resources Director Name of Organizations Representing Employees Inglewood Police Officers 
Associ'1tion (TPOA); Tngkwoc'd Police Mwagement Association dPMA). 

Closed session ····Confidential···· A1torney/Chent Privileged; City Council Conference vvith L.ogal Counsel 
- A11ticipated Litigation Pursuant to Government Code Section 54956.9(d)(2); Workers Compensation 
Claim of Iviichael Bolliger Claim Nos. 19-140170, ADJ No 11428958. 

Closed session - Confidential - Attorney/Client Privileged; Conference with Legal Counsel regarding 
Pending Litigation Pursmmt to Government Code Section 54 956. 9l d)(l ), Name of Case· Lloyd Joseph 
Collins, el. al v. City ofTnglewoocL d al.; USDC Case No. 2 J 9-cv-04134 FMO-JC. 

OPENING CEREMONIES - 2:00 P.M. 

Call to Orcler 

Pledge of /\Jlegiance 

Roll Call 

PUBLIC COMMENTS REGARDING AGENDA ITEMS 

Persons 1,vishmg 10 address the Inglewood Cily Council/Successor Agency/Housing An1horily on any item on 
today's agendas, other than the public hearings, may do so at this time. 

WARRANTS AND BILLS (City Council/Successor Agency/Housing Authority) 

1, CSA·1 & H·1. 

Warrant Registers. 

Documents: 

PUBLIC HEARINGS 

Pl1blic hearing to consider the adoption of a resolution affirming Categorical Exemption EA-CE-2020-036 
81ld approving General Plan Amendment 2020-001 (GP A 2020-00 l) to adopt 811 Environmental Justice 
Element for the Inglewood General Plan. 



Documents: 

PH·1.PDF 

PH-2. ECONOMIC & COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT 

Staff report to consider the adoption of a resolution affirming Categorical Exemption EA-CE-2020-037, and 
approving General Plan Amendment GP A 2020-002 to amend the Land Use Element of the lnglevvood 
General Plan lo clanfy ex1simg populauon density and buildmg imens1ty allowances for all land use 
designations. 

Documents: 

CONSENT CALENDAR 

These items will be acted upon as a whole unless called upon by a Council Member. 

2. CITY ATTORNEY'S OFFICE 

Letters from the Office of the City Attorney recommending the following: 

A. Reject Claim filed pursuant to Go-\'ernment Code Section 913: 

J) Jane Doe for 81leged personal injury on Sep1ember 20. 20 J 9. 

2) Veronica :tvfackey for alleged personal injury on September 13. 2019. 

3} Maria Jvkn_iivar for alleged personal II1JlllY on September 2, 2019. 

4) RH. &T for alleged property dm1rnge on Sep1ernber 5. 2019. 

3. HOUSING PROTECTION DEPARTMENT 

Staff report recommending the approval of a three-year cooperative purchase agreemenl with 3Di, Inc. 
(with the option to extend three additional years m one-year increments), for the development of a 
centralized data management system, and related equipment and mmntenance that will suppmi the serv1ces 
and act1v1ties of the Housing Protection Department. ~General Fund) 

Documents: 

JPDF 

4. PARKS. RECREATION & COMMUNITY SERVICES DEPARTMENT 

Staff report recommendmg approval to purchase three l3 J Elderly Nutntion Program replacement Delive1y 
Vel11cles from 72 Hours, LLC doing busmess a~ 'Nailonal Auto Fleet Group·' using the terms, conditions, 
and pricing in National Auto Fleet Group/Sourcewell Contract No 120716. cGeneral Fundj 

Documents: 

4YDF 

DEPARTMENTAL REPORTS 

DR-1. FINANCE DEPARTMENT 

Staffrepon presenting the Fiscal Year 2019-2020 Midye8r Budget 1<.eview Report. 

Documents: 

DR-2. PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT 



Staff rep01t recommending adoption of a resolution authorizing the submission of an application to the 
Local Agency Formation Commission for the Coun1y of Los Angeles. 

Documents: 

DR<2.PDF 

ORDINANCES 

Staff report recomrnendmg the introduction of an Ordinance arnendmg Chapter 3 of U1e Inglewood 
Municipal Code (IMC) to implement a Citywide Permit Parking Distncts Progrnm. 

Documents: 

0·1PDF 

REPORTS - CITY ATTORNEY 

A-1. Report on Closed Session Items. 

A-2. Oral reports - City Attorney. 

REPORTS - CITY MANAGER 

CM-1. Oral reports - City Manager. 

REPORTS - CITY CLERK 

CC-1. Oral reports - City Clerk. 

REPORTS - CITY TREASURER 

CT-1. Oral reports - City Treasurer. 

INGLEWOOD SUCCESSOR AGENCY 

CSA-1, 1 & H-1. 

W anant Rc:gisters. 

Documents: 

1, CS!\-!. H-1PDF 

ADJOURNMENT INGLEWOOD SUCCESSOR AGENCY 

INGLEWOOD HOUSING AUTHORITY 

H-1, 1 &CSA-1. 

W anant Rc:gisters. 

Documents: 

1, CS!\-!. H-1PDF 

H-2. SECTION 8, HOUSING & CDBG DEPARTMENT 

Staff rc:port recommending 1he adoption of a resolution updating 1he Administrnt1ve Plan for the Housing 



Choice Voucher Program and the opening of the waiting list for Section 8. 

Documents: 

H-2YDF 

H-3. SECTION 8, HOUSING & CDBG DEPARTMENT 

Sia ff report recommending the adoption of a resolution to accept Federn 1 fundmg from lh.o Department of 
Hcmsing and Urban D.ovelopment (HUD) for the Section 8 Housing Ch01ce Voucher Program under the 
Coronavims Aid. Relief, and Economic Security Act (CARES Act) 

Documents: 

H-3 PDF 

ADJOURNMENT !NGLEWOOD HOUSING AUTHORITY 

APPOINTMENTS TO BOARDS, COMMISSIONS, AND COMMITTEES 

PUBLIC COMMENTS REGARDING OTHER MATTERS 

Persons wishing 10 address the City Cmmc1l on any mat1er conn.octed with City business not elsewhere 
considered on the ag.onda may do so al this time Persons with complaints regarding City management or 
depa1tmental operations are requested to submit those complaints first to the City I\1anager for resolution. 

MAYOR AND COUNCIL REMARKS 

The members of the City Cmmcil will provide oral reports. mcluding reports on City related travels where lodging 
expenses are mcurred, and/or address any matters they deem of general interest to the public 

ADJOURNMENT CITY COUNCIL 

In the event that today's meeting of the Cily Council is not held, or is concluded prior to a public heanng or other 
agenda item being considered. the public hearing or non-public hearing agenda item will automatlcallv be 
continued to the nex1 regularly scheduled Cily Council meelmg. Tf you Yvill reqmre special accommodations, due 
to a disability, please contact the Office of the City Clerk at 1310) 412-5280 or FAX (310) 412-5533, One 
lVfanchester Boulevard. Firs I Floc'L Tnglewood City HalL Tnglewc,ocL CA 9030 l. All req1wsts for special 
accommodations must be received 72 hcmrs pnor to the day of the Council Meetings. 



The Silverstein Law Firm, APC 
June 30, 2020 

Brown Act Violations; Cure and Correct Demand in 
Connection with City Council Meetings on June 9 and June 
16, 2020 and Demand to Cease and Desist, Including Under 

Govt. Code§ 54960.2; IBEC Project SCH 2018021056; 
Request to Include this letter in Record for IBEC DEIR 

EXHIBIT 3 



From: 

To: 

CC: 
Date: 

Veronica Lebron 

yhorton@cityofi nglewood .org; a phi Iii ps@cityofi nglewood .org; mwi lcox@cityofi ng le wood .org 

Robert Silverstein; Naira Soghbatyan; Esther Kornfeld 

6/9/2020 2:39 PM 

Subject: Deprived of Public Participation during June 9, 2020 City Council Meeting 

Dear City Clerk, Mayor and City Council Members: 

We have repeatedly attempted to call the City at the telephone number indicated on the City Council Agenda for June 9, 2020. 

However, we have continuously received an auto response that the access code was not recognized. Please see attached the 
video of our failed attempts to call today. 

Let the record reflect that we have been deprived of the possibility to submit a public comment during the meeting, in violation of 
the Brown Act. 

We have also watched the meeting and obtained a new code 0833144#. However, we were unable to connect and participate in 
the meeting, other than in "listening mode" and we were not provided the opportunity to speak despite dialing the available 
mode of raising the hand. 

Please include this correspondence in the administrative record of both General Plan Amendments before you today, as well as 
the administrative record for the IBEC DEIR. 

Thank you. 

Veronica Lebron 
The Silverstein Law Firm, APC 
215 North Marengo Avenue, 3rd Floor 
Pasadena, CA 91101-1504 
Telephone: (626) 449-4200 
Facsimile: (626) 449-4205 
Email: Veronica@RobertSilversteinLaw.com 
Website: www.RobertSilversteinLaw.com 

The information contained in this electronic mail message is confidential 
information intended only for the use of the individual or entity named above, 
and may be privileged. The information herein may also be protected by the 
Electronic Communications Privacy Act, 18 USC Sections 2510-2521. If the 
reader of this message is not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified 
that any dissemination, distribution or copying of this communication is 
strictly prohibited. If you have received this communication in error, please 
immediately notify us by telephone (626-449-4200), and delete the original 
message. Thank you. 

----------------------------------------------------------------------



From: 

To: 

CC: 
Date: 

Naira Soghbatyan 

yhorton@cityofinglewood.org; Mindala Wilcox 

Robert Silverstein; Veronica Lebron 

6/16/2020 7:25 PM 

Subject: Request for Clarification and Decision/Documents re June 16, 2020 CC Agenda Item Nos. SPH-2 and SPH-3. 

Dear Ms. Horton and Ms. Wilcox: 

Please include this letter in the administrative record of the IBEC Project (SCH 2018021056). 

I have watched the relatively short City Council hearing on June 16, 2020. 

I heard staff requesting that the PH-1 and PH-2 items (General Plan amendments)- which were considered and approved on 
June 9, 2020 - "be rescinded" and reconsidered as "new items" on June 30, 2020. However, I did not see any motion or vote 
taken on the staffs request to rescind, beyond the Mayor's own single statement that Items SPH-2 and SPH-3 re General Plan 
Amendments will be set for a hearing on June 30, 2020. 

Please forward us any official decision/document regarding Item Nos. SPH-2 and/or SPH-3, if any, including but not limited to 
Council action(s) taken on those items and anything indicating whether the General Plan amendments and respective CEQA 
exemptions approved on June 9, 2020 were indeed rescinded, as staff recommended. 

Thank you. 

Naira Soghbatyan, Esq. 
The Silverstein Law Firm, APC 
215 North Marengo Avenue, 3rd Floor 
Pasadena, CA 91101-1504 
Telephone: (626) 449-4200 
Facsimile: (626) 449-4205 
Emai I: Nai ra@RobertSi lverstei nLaw.com 
Website: www.RobertSilversteinLaw.com 

The information contained in this electronic mail message is confidential 
information intended only for the use of the individual or entity named above, 
and may be privileged. The information herein may also be protected by the 
Electronic Communications Privacy Act, 18 USC Sections 2510-2521. If the 
reader of this message is not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified 
that any dissemination, distribution or copying of this communication is 
strictly prohibited. If you have received this communication in error, please 
immediately notify us by telephone (626-449-4200), and delete the original 
message. Thank you. 



From: 

To: 

CC: 

Date: 

Subject: 

Naira Soghbatyan 

aphillips@cityofinglewood.org; Mindala Wilcox; yhorton@cityofinglewood.org 

Robert Silverstein; Veronica Lebron; Esther Kornfeld 

6/16/2020 2:42 PM 

Brown Act Violation on June 9, 2020; Comments to June 16, 2020 CC Agenda Item Nos. SPH-2 and SPH-3; 
and Objection to June 16, 2020 CC Agenda Item No. 0-1 

Attachments: June 9 2020 City Council Hearing FB Comments.pdf 

Dear Mayor, City Council and City officials 

Please include this letter in the administrative record of the IBEC Project SCH SCH 2018021056. 

This letter is in response to the City's communication we received yesterday, June 15, 2020, June 16, 2020 City Council Hearing 
Agenda items SPH-2 and SPH-3 that the June 15, 2020 relates to, as well as an objection to the June 16, 2020 City Council 
Hearing Agenda Item 0-1 related to the Adoption of the Citywide Permit Parking Districts Program and related Ordinance. 

1. Deprivation of Public Right to Address Decisionmakers under Govt. Code Sections 54954(b){3) and 54954.3 

It is a fact that the Agenda of June 9, 2020 had provided an incorrect access code, which was the only way the public could 
directly address the decisionmakers, distinct from their right to also contact the City in writing. It is also a fact that we and the 
public attempted to contact the City at the incorrect access code provided on the agenda. The City violated the Brown Act's 
requirements to provide a correct advance agenda notice of the access code, as well as to provide uninterrupted and 
reasonable opportunity for the public to contact the City even upon the late correction access code, in violation of Govt. Code 
Sections 54954(b)(3) and 54954.3. These statutory requirements are also consistent with the COVID-19 Executive Order N-29-
20, which solely waives the physical presence requirements and yet mandates both notice and accessibility of all public 
meetings. 

In view of our and others' failed attempts to address the decisionmakers on June 9, 2020, we have requested special 
assurances and special accommodations to ensure that we and the public can be heard and can exercise our statutory right 
under the Brown Act at both June 17, 2020 Planning Commission Hearing and at any other public meeting. Our statements that 
over 100 people were deprived of the opportunity to address the decisionmakers on June 9, 2020 are supported by over 100 
comments people left on Facebook in real time - during the very June 9, 2020 meeting - asking for an opportunity to speak and 
complaining of the technical difficulties to hear others' speeches. 

Attached hereto is a printout of all the real time correspondence by the public, as well as the City's acknowledgment of the 
problem during the June 9, 2020 meeting. The list of comments arguably does not include the people who had attempted to call 
and yet were unable to view the meeting on Facebook either to learn about the corrected code or to leave comments on 
Facebook - all due to the lack of access to computer/internet or lack of computer skills. 

We also note that for those who had been calling the City on June 9, 2020 - even with the City's late-corrected access code -
were still deprived of the opportunity to speak because the instructions given at the meeting to dial# and then again# "to raise 
your hand" to make a comment were incorrect, as the "raise your hand" command given on the phone was "#2.". The incorrect 
instructions with the dial code were provided by staff orally during the hearing and were provided in writing on Facebook in real
time communications from the City. 

We and the public request assurances and special accommodations to ensure that the City's teleconferencing is supported by 
an advance agenda, with a correct telephone and access code, printed in the same large print as the rest of the agenda, and 
free of any interruptions, background or static noises or other technical disturbances. 

2. Re-Consideration of SPH-2 and SPH-3 and Recirculation of the IBEC DEIR. 
In view of the undisputed technical problems with teleconferencing and the City's Brown Act violations to provide due notice and 
accessibility to the June 9, 2020 meetings, we support the reconsideration of the items upon accurate timely notice of the new 
hearing provided for the consideration of the General Plan Amendments in Items SPH-2 and SPH-3. 

We also reiterate our claim that the General Plan Amendments will further the IBEC Project, are part of the latter, and must be 
considered in the IBEC Project EIR and together with all IBEC Project approvals. 

The General Plan amendments were proposed on April 1, 2020, when Notices of Exemption for both General Plan amendments 
were posted online. This was long after March 24, 2020, when the public review period for the IBEC DEIR closed. Since no 
analysis of the later-advanced General Plan amendments of density/intensity modifications in the Land Use element and new 
Environmental Justice element (and their impacts) occurred in the IBEC DEIR, the noted General Plan amendments constitute a 
significant change and mandate that the DEIR be recirculated to provide the respective analysis under CEQA Guidelines Sec. 
15088.5(a). 

We therefore request not only the reconsideration of the General Plan amendments to ensure proper public participation, but 
also the recirculation of the IBEC Project DEIR, to include the analysis of the General Plan Amendments and their impacts 
therein. 



3. Objections to the Adoption of the Ordinance re Citywide Permit Parking Districts Program, Agenda Item No. 0-1. 
We object to the City's adoption of the Ordinance re Citywide Permit Parking Districts Program as it is in violation of CEQA's 
piecemealing prohibition. 
The proposal to introduce citywide parking district changes was brought up after the IBEC DEIR public comment period closed 
on March 24, 2020. The language of the Ordinance itself mentions that the Ordinance and the proposed changes are 
interrelated with the IBEC Project and are to address the parking issues associated with the foreseeable events upon the 
implementation and operation of the IBEC Project. Yet, the IBEC DEIR coes not mention the sweeping citywide parking 
regulation changes, which will significantly limit public right to park on residential streets. To the contrary, the IBEC DEIR claimed 
that the Project would reduce traffic by 15% due to the Project's proximity to Metro and shuttle services. 

We therefore object to the City's adoption of the Citywide Permit Parking Districts Program and the associated Ordinance under 
Agenda Item No. 0-1 because of piecemealing from the IBEC Project, and request that the analysis of the impacts of the 
parking ordinance be included in the IBEC Project DEIR. We also request that the IBEC Project DEIR be recirculated under 
CEQA Guidelines Sec. 15088.5(a), to address the significant change related to the changes in the parking regulations to further 
the IBEC Project. 

Thank you .. 

Naira Soghbatyan, Esq. 
The Silverstein Law Firm, APC 
215 North Marengo Avenue, 3rd Floor 
Pasadena, CA 91101-1504 
Telephone: (626) 449-4200 
Facsimile: (626) 449-4205 
Email: Naira@RobertSilversteinlaw.com 
Website: www.RobertSilversteinlaw.com 

The information contained in this electronic mail message is confidential 
information intended only for the use of the individual or entity named above, 
and may be privileged. The information herein may also be protected by the 
Electronic Communications Privacy Act, 18 USC Sections 2510-2521. If the 
reader of this message is not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified 
that any dissemination, distribution or copying of this communication is 
strictly prohibited. If you have received this communication in error, please 
immediately notify us by telephone (626-449-4200), and delete the original 
message. Thank you. 



06-09-20 City Council Meeting 

City of Inglewood Govennnent was live. 

June 9 at 1:51 PM· 

Inglewood City Council Meeting of 06-09-20 

2.lK Views 
5 Likesl45 CommentslO Shares ------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------· 
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Ericka Chancellor, Candace Hardy, Sentoria Green and 2 others like this. 
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2d ·Edited 
{:~~;::•:t: 

Cal Kelly · 5: 13 The access code for the public call in isn't working. 
Manage 

Cal Kelly · 5:21 do you have one that we can use to dial in? 
M':ln':lg~ 
2d 

Trisha Sanchez · 6: 18 Good Afternoon everyone 
Manage 
2d 

April Hooper · 8:30 I cannot get in with the access code either. I would like to leave a comment 
against amending the general plan affecting the density rate. I think it is PH2. Please also explain 
the implications of the plan. 
Manage 
2d 

Marvin Mccoy · 8: 4 3 Well surprise! ! Surprise 
Manage 
2d 

Denise Gonzales · 11 :21 Maybe you have access when it actually starts. Make sure you screen 
shot your concerns or issues with phoning in. We need to let them know if their system is not 
working. 
Manage 
2d 



April Hooper · 13 :34 Where do we leave public comments? My comment was not read to the 
council! 
Manage 

Cal Kelly · 13 :44 We can't get into the phone lines!! 
Manage 
2d 

0. 
2UrbanGirls · 14: 18 Residents complaining the numbers provided in the public hearing notice 
didn't work 
Manage 
2d 

Fabio Silva · 14: 10 No attendees on queue? 
M':ln':lg~ 
2d 

Lynn Wallace · 6:25 The access# does not work. There is no way to call in. 
Manage 
2d 

Fabio Silva · 15:39 Anyone near city hall and can join meeting to let them know call in numbers 
don't work? 
Manage 
2d 

Janell Carla Williams · 16:07 City of Inglewood Government please advise the residents in the 
chat who indicated an inability to get in and advise the meeting. They have every right to be 
heard and the technical difficulties need to be addressed quickly 
M':l!rng~ 
2d 

Louis Ettiene Robert Keene · 16:08 Following 



Manaoe ___________________ ::;,: __ _ 

2d 

City oflnglewood Government · 16: 13 Members of the public can participate telephonically to 
submit public comments on agenda items, public hearings, and/or City business by dialing 1-
877-369-5243 or 1-617-668-3633 (Access Code 0995996##). 
Manage 
2d 

Cal Kelly · 16:08 exactly Denise! 
Manage 
2d 

Denise Gonzales · 16:05 They should have someone monitoring the FB page 
Manage 
2d 

City oflnglewood Government · 16:55 We do, and we are. :-) 
Manage 
2d 

Fabio Silva · 16:41 They ignore FB comments. 
Manage 
2d 

City of Inglewood Government · 17: 11 We do not. :-) 
Manage 
2d 

Fabio Silva · 17:30 Pound sign has to be pressed twice? 

Cal Kelly · 17:32 I've done that several times and I'm still not able to dial in 



Manaoe ___________________ ::;,: __ _ 

Cal Kelly · 17:38 the access code doesn't work 
Manage 
2d 

Fabio Silva · 18:01 18773695243 
Mmrn_g~ 
2d 

Lynn Wallace · 18:21 The access code does not work 
Manage 
2d 

April Hooper · 18:20 Those are the numbers I called. They don't work 
M':ln':lg~ 
2d 

Trisha Sanchez · 18:50 Thank you Mayor 
Manage 
2d 

Janell Carla Williams · 18:57 that access code comes up as invalid, Citv ofinglewood 
QQys;_m_rnsmt please try calling this does not work 
Manage 
2d 

Fabio Silva · 19: 15 18773695242 code 0833144# 
Manage 
2d 

0. 
2UrbanGirls · 19:24 0995996 access code does NOT work! ------------------------------------------

Manage 



2d 

0. 
2UrbanGirls · 19:59 You see how the City Clerk intentionally gave out the incorrect access 
code? 
Manage 

Cal Kelly · 19:44 okay, thank you 
Mmrn_g~ 
2d 

{:~~;::•:t: 

Cal Kelly · 19:46 that worked for me 
Manage 
2d 

Fabio Silva · 22:49 Where do the two #s come fro? We're first told one# and now it is two #s. 
What is it? 
Manage 
2d 

City oflnglewood Government · 23:53 Press# then wait a second, and press# again. 
Manage 

Amanda Charlotte Rollins · 25:57 What is the phone number and code for? Is that to call in? 
Manage 
2d 

0. 
2Urban(iirls · 28:18 It's only one# sign 
Manage 
2d 

Fabio Silva · 28:16 Did the code change yet again? 
Manage 



Amanda Charlotte Rollins · 25:07 I live in Inglewood, never logged into one of these before, are 
these just city goals? 
Manage 
2d 

Alexis Sarahi Aceves · 0:46 Amanda Charlotte Rollins welcome ~D hope you keep coming. 
It's needed for more residents to join and be heard. 
Manage 
2d 

Fabio Silva · 28:58 Why is this such a mess? Please provide us, definitively, what the call-in 
numbers are and the complete codes for each number. 
Manage 
2d 

0. 
2UrbanGirls · 29: 18 Morales just made a motion to move and adopt PHI, PH2 & 3 
Mmrn_g~ 
2d 

Gilbert Mathieu · 30: 13 THAT IS B S MAYOR BUTTS CODE CHANGED MAN UP U 
BEING PLAYED 
Manage 
2d 

0. 
~_U_rQ_C!!:!Qii:l~ · 30:58 Is he gonna say what the changes are on pages 2-5 and 8-9? 
Manage 
2d 

Gilbert Mathieu · 32:41 MAKE SURE HAVE MID YEAR SUDGET ORALLYO RECIEVE 
AND FILE 
Manage 
2d 



Denise Gonzales · 33 :45 Do we really want dense development considering the recent 
pandemic. There is a reason so many people died in New York. 
Manage 

Cal Kelly · 34:59 3.02 people per unit seems reasonable, but, how are we defining a unit? 
Manage 
2d 

Cal Kelly · 35:13 Obviously 3 people in a studio isn't great 
Manage 
2d 

Fabio Silva · 32:31 Cit oflnglewood Government: Please provide us, definitively, what the call
in numbers are and the complete codes for each number. 
M':ln':lg~ 
2d 

Janell Carla Williams · 35:31 City of Inglewood Government can you please post and pin the 
current numbers to eliminate any additional confusion and ensure all have a chance to voice their 
thoughts. 
Manage 

Amanda Charlotte Rollins · 36:22 this is what i heard them say last but who really know ... 
(877)369-5243 - 0833144 #then# again 
Manage 
2d ·Edited 

Reina Rose · 36:34 Would someone pis post a working access code?? 
M':l!rng~ 
2d 



Gilbert Mathieu · 36:46 MAYOR THE COMMUNITY IS WITH YOU/ WE ARE BETTER 
CITY THAN MOST/WE WILL THRIVE/SURVIVE GIL 
Manage 
2d 

Janell Carla Williams · 37:01 8773695423 - code 0833144# # 
Manage 
2d 

Trisha Sanchez · 36:56 Thank You Mayor again 
Manage 
2d 

Fabio Silva · 37:24 1-877-369-5243, code 0833144, then press#, then press# again. 
Manage 
2d 

Fabio Silva · 38:46 City ofinglewood: Why is Mayor Butts refusing to listen? He clearly has no 
interest in listening to any public comment, and there are in fact obstacles to participation. 
Manage 
2d 

Denise Gonzales · 39: 14 This is not a questions and answers forum 
Mmrn_g~ 
2d 

Trisha Sanchez · 39:36 Yes! 
Manage 
2d 

Reina Rose · 39:41 Thank you for code. 
M':ln':lg~ 
2d 



La Wanda Morris · 39:50 was there a questions and answer forum? 
Manage 
2d 

Denise Gonzales · 40:18 Who knows 
Manage 
2d 

Trisha Sanchez · 40:39 Thank you for allowing Clarification from FB Comments 
Manage 
2d 

Fabio Silva · 35:41 Cit of Inglewood Government: Please provide us, definitively, what the call
in numbers are and the complete codes for each number. We heard again that it is 877-369-5243, 
with code 0833144, but Butts gave a different code. 
M':ln':lg~ 
2d 

l Reply 

Gilbert Mathieu · 41 :42 butts DO NOT GET IN THE BS NEED BETTER HOOK UP THRU 
SPECTRUM U BEING AT ARGET 
Manage 
2d 

0. 
2Urban(iirls · 41:58 Thank you for answering my question 
Manage 
2d 

April Hooper · 42:05 The phone operator muted me so my comment was not heard 
Manage 
2d 



Fabio Silva · 43 :01 Public comment period should be kept open given the numerous difficulties 
faced for call-ins. 
Manage 
2d 

I Reply 

Cal Kelly · 44: 17 And no one else was able to speak on the call? 
Manage 
2d 

Fabio Silva · 46:39 one person got through. Mayor Butts told her that her call wasn't timely. A 
second call got through, and he told her that she can't ask questions. She didn't have a comment, 
so call ended. 
Manage 
2d 

Trisha Sanchez · 35:21 When she called her conversation was all broken up ! I couldn't 
understand what she saying ? It was definitely unclear. Mayor did tell her to call back D ¥ D 
Manage 
2d 

_City_ __ QfJngl_~_W.QQd ___ Q_QY~rnm~_nt · 49:39 Please utilize the City Council Meeting Agenda link in 
the comment section that was provided at the beginning of the meeting. It will redirect you to the 
agenda which contains the call in number (in this case it was incorrect) as well as the email if 
you wish to submit comments via email. That email is yhorton@cityofinglewood.org 
Manage 
2d 

City of Inglewood Government · 50:37 All of this information is provided prior to the start of 
the meeting. If you prefer to have this information distributed earlier, send an email to 
yhorton@cityofinglewood.org and make your request heard. 
Manage 
2d 

Trisha Sanchez · 37:50 Definitely a Process 
M':ln':lg~ 
2d 



Cal Kelly · 43 :43 wait, did they consider the public comment sent in via email? I didn't hear 
anything about that and my wife sent something in on Sunday 
Manage 
2d 

Fabio Silva · 44:33 They made no mention of any emails. 
Manage 
2d 

Marvin Mccoy · 44:33 They should 
Manage 
2d 

City oflnglewood Government · 53 :04 yhorton@cityofinglewood.org is the email to submit 
comments and questions. Did your wife use that email? 
Manage 

Cal Kelly · 51 :01 I was the one that called in with the question and was told that this wasn't the 
space for Q&A. I could barely speak because the feedback on the call was so distracting, no 
wonder none of you could hear me. 
M':ln':lg~ 
2d 

Citv oflnglewood Government · 51 :27 Were you watching the meeting and talking at the same 
time? 
Mmrn_g~ 
2d 

Trisha Sanchez · 39:46 Good question! 
Manage 
2d 

Fabio Silva · 54:04 Public commentators are admonished for not having their masks on. But 
Mayor Butts is exempt? 



Manaoe ___________________ ::;,: __ _ 

Cal Kelly · 52:23 City Oflnglewood: My wife emailed both Yvonne and APhillips prior to the 
meeting. I'm unclear if her comments were considered and what the outcome of the General Plan 
ammendment was b/c the phone line went silent and when it was active again they'd moved on. 
Manage 
2d 

City of Inglewood Government · 55: 17 Did you use this email yhorton@cityofinglewood.org? 
Manage 
2d 

Cal Kelly · 56: 12 Yes, they were sent to that email on Sunday along with 
aphilli ps@cityofinglewood.org 
Manage 
2d 

Denise Gonzales · 56: 11 Cal Kelly you voice was definitely distorted. We could not make out 
what you were saying. 
Mmrn_g~ 
2d 

{:~~;::•:t: 

Cal Kelly · 56:22 these were the emails provided in the public hearing agenda 
Manage 
2d 

Fabio Silva · 57:29 Could you paste content of emails in comments on this live feed? 
Manage 

Cal Kelly · 54:19 Re: your question, yes, she did use that email. Also, re: your other question, I 
have the live stream happening on my computer and the volume all the way down. I'm using my 
phone for audio. I heard a lot of feedback anyway on the phone line with another resident dialed 
in so I think there is an issue with the service. 
Manage 



2d 

Trisha Sanchez · 41:36 Could be ! 
M':ln':lg~ 
2d 

April Hooper · 56: 14 I agree with Cal. I was the one who got through the first time and the echo 
was so bad I couldn't think. I did not have the sound up. Then I couldn't speak on the hearing that 
I wanted to speak on because the operator kept telling me to unmute my phone. It was unmuted. I 
checked. It was on their end. 
Manage 
2d 

City of Inglewood Government · 59:54 Thanks for the feedback. We are going to look into the 
issue and see what happened. 
Manage 
2d 

Trisha Sanchez · 47:57 Thank You for following through with the calls and emails. 
Manage 
2d 

City of Inglewood Government · 54:05 CALL IN NUMBER- (877)369-5243 
ACCESS CODE =0833144 
Manage 
2d 

Gilbert Mathieu · 1 :05:06 DO NOT recognize code/dump facebook/ go to SPECTRUM 
MAYOR BUTTS U ARE BEING PLAYED/THESE ARE SHARKS/HA VE COMMENTS 
CALL 323 854 0114 WILL TALK THRU YO MIKE OR PHONE/ GIL 
Manage 
2d 

Cal Kelly · 1:07:15 okay, thank you! 
Manage 
2d 



Cal Kelly · 57:46 Sounds like April had the same issue earlier when she spoke and then further 
issue when trying to comment at the Gen. Plan discussion. There is clearly an issue with the 
phone service. 
Manage 
2d 

Fabio Silva · 59:36 I'm much more skeptical. Would not be surprised if Council purposely use 
weak VOIP telephone lines, in order to frustrate callers. 
Manage 
2d 

City ofinglewood Government · 1 :07:59 Fabio Silva? Please stop. That is not true. This is a 
new process considering the COVID pandemic, we are trying our best to navigate. Please 
continue to call in or submit questions via email. 
M':ln':lg~ 
2d 

0. 
2Urban(iirls · 1 :08:57 Here is where you get taxed for the people mover 
Manage 
2d 

0. 
2UrbanGirls · 1 :09:04 Approved unanimously 
Manage 

Cal Kelly · 1:09:12 yes, thank you very much 
Manage 

Cal Kelly · 1:01 :27 City of Inglewood: Thank you. Is it possible to have the council address 
whether/not they've reviewed public comments emailed for the General Plan before the end of 
the meeting? Also, were the changes approved? 
Manage 
2d 



City of Inglewood Government · 1:05:17 We will submit this comment to the Council. Can not 
guarantee they will address. 
Manage 
2d 

City of Inglewood Government · 1 :08:27 He just addressed your question. 
Manage 
2d 

City __ Qf_fagl~_wQ_Q_g ___ QQy~rm1J~IJJ · 1 :08:37 Did that provide clarity? 
Manage 
2d 

Trisha Sanchez · 53:37 Yes!! Mayor asked again and clarified public Comments and emails 
Manage 
2d ·Edited 

Fabio Silva · 1: 12:38 They better get it right the first time. The cost of replacing signs is not 
cheap. 
M':ln':lg~ 
2d 

Denise Gonzales · 58:47 Is this the first FB live? Just wondering what previous experiences 
have been. This is my first time. 
Manage 
2d 

City oflnglewood Government · 1:12:56 This is not. We hold FB Live Council meetings 
regularly. However, incorporating the call in functionality is new and we are working through 
the technical issues. 
Manage 
2d 

Marie De Luna Marcial · 1: 15:31 Woo! $400k! What position? 
Manage 



2d 

Fabio Silva · l: 16: 18 I love this woman. She shows up! She calls people out! She holds their 
feet to the fire! She is an example of Democracy that most of us (including myself) are too lazy 
to do. 
Manage 
2d 

Marie De Luna Marcial · 40:04 Fabio Silva who is she? 
Manage 
2d 

~ 
Sonya Stoneham · l: 16:59 She from that old school. Ilove it too 
Mmrn_g~ 
2d 

Trisha Sanchez · l: 16:48 She Complains too much ! ! 
Manage 
2d 

Fabio Silva · 1: 17:29 I don't know. I want her name on at-shirt. MS. BROWN!! 
Manage 
2d 

~ 
Sonya Stoneham · 1:18:07 Me too 
Manage 
2d 

Trisha Sanchez · l: 17:20 Maria the Treasurer time for her go ! ! ! ! ! 
Manage 
2d 



Marie De Luna Marcial · 41 :34 Trisha Sanchez not sure what you are saying. Can you clarify? 
Manage 
2d 

Marvin Mccoy · 1: 18: 52 What a hell of a meeting 
Manage 
2d 

Fabio Silva · 1:19:55 Nobody queued up because council is using cans and string for call-ins. 
Manage 
2d 

I Reply 

Trisha Sanchez · 1: 19:08 Thanked God City treasurer Get off the Podium! 
Manage 
2d 

Marvin Mccoy · I :21 :25 You work for the city 
Mmrn_g~ 
2d 

Victoria Preciado · 1 :21 :35 Congratulations Malik! Soooo proud of you! 
Manage 
2d 

Trisha Sanchez · 1:21:36 Congratulations' 
Manage 
2d 

Sonya Stoneham · 1 :24:35 Thank you 
Manage 
2d 



\.. ) 
Sonya Stoneham · l :25: 14 Yes please. 
Manage 
2d 

Denise Gonzales · 1 :23 :27 Peggy Aldridge they have been cutting off her speaking time for the 
past few months. So wrong. It's good citizens can see this online. 
Manage 
2d 

Marie De Luna Marcial · 48:36 Denise Gonzales if they only give her three minutes, people 
should support and line up right behind her and continue the speak. 
Manage 
2d 

Denise Gonzales · l :25:59 I agree. This is about the City's finances. They fail to be transparent. 
Manage 
2d 

Denise Gonzales · l :24:23 It's out there Marie. You just have to read the articles. 
Manage 
2d 

Marie De Luna Marcial · 50:02 Denise Gonzales when those articles come out, I likely miss 
them, please send them my way, so I can catch up. 
Manage 
2d 

Denise Gonzales · l :22:03 Someone needs to hold this city financial accountable. 
Mmrn_g~ 
2d 

Marie De Luna Marcial · 47:04 Denise Gonzales I'd like to hear more. 
Manage 
2d 



April Hooper · 1 :27:02 2UrbanGirls has written about the disputes between them. 
Manage 
2d 
View more replies 

Denise Gonzales · 1:28:39 Un-silence Wanda Brown 
Manage 
2d 

Denise Gonzales · 1 :29:59 Ultimately you have the power to change the fireworks situation. 
Manage 
2d 

La Wanda Morris · 1:30:13 We all need to take a closer look at Inglewood Finances. 
Manage 
2d 

La Wanda Morris · 1 :30:36 I'll be searching the website for published information 
Manage 
2d 

Candace Hardy · 1 :24:31 When will we start hiring for Sifi Stadium 
Manage 
2d 

City ofinglewood Government · 1 :26:28 Hiring is happening already. 
http://lastadiumathp.com/opportunities/ 
Manage 

lastadiumathp.com 
Opportunities I SoFi Stadium ... 



2d 

Candace Hardy · 0:16 Thank you 
Manage 
2d 

Fabio Silva · l :30:48 Did anyone catch that firework number? 
Manage 
2d 

l Reply 

Marvin Mccoy · l :31 :50 He's the Mayor's puppet 
Manage 
2d 

Marvin Mccoy · 1 :32:04 As is the council 
Manage 
2d 

Marvin Mccoy · 1 :32:58 This Mayor is extra 
Manage 
2d 

Marvin Mccoy · 1: 33:13 Get to the Treasurer report 
Manage 
2d 

Marvin Mccoy · l :33 :24 Always self glorifying 
Manage 
2d 



Marie De Luna Marcial · l :32:30 Are there no women on the council? 
Manage 
2d 

Ana Mendez · 56:21 Omg, that's exactly what I was going to post. This is all macho men. 
M':ln':lg~ 
2d 

Denise Gonzales · l :30:55 Yes Fabio Silva, it was your number and that's why you missed it;) 
Manage 
2d 

Fabio Silva · 1 :31 :43 I'm switching over to cans and string too, like the city council 
Mmrn_g~ 
2d 

Marie De Luna Marcial · 56:46 Fabio Silva 
Manage 
Download this video 

GIP HY 

2d 

Denise Gonzales · l :27:43 April Hooper, yes and Daily Breeze. This does not happen in any 
other city in So. Cal. So wrong. 
Manage 
2d 

Ana Mendez · 58: 13 Denise Gonzales, what doesn't happen in any other city? 
Manage 



Amanda Charlotte Rollins · 1 :36:53 nobody knows where they are coming from, and it's 2am, 
no way i am knocking on anybody's door over a firework lol 
Manage 
2d 

~ 
\.. ',) 
Sonya Stoneham · l :37:25 So true 
Manage 
2d 

Fabio Silva · 1:37:31 So, we're supposed to be okay with fireworks because we're all now safe? 
Is my house safe when a firework lands on my roof? 
Manage 
2d 

Denise Gonzales · l :37:43 Trisha, in all fairness the men did not treat Judy well. She definitely 
had her shortcomings but she at least kept us somewhat informed. I feel like this council does not 
provide enough transparency - especially when it comes to the future of our city. City Council 
meetings on a Tuesday at ~_:_Q_Q_ is a pretty good example. 
Manage 

Amanda Charlotte Rollins · 1:37:58 yea it's scary at first! i have a 3 year old daughter and she is 
really afraid of them and we have to keep her window open cause it's too hot to sleep 
Manage 
2d 

Mose Tyler · 1 :38:28 A search warrant to go into people's house searching for fireworks are 
they serious police time could be utilized in a more logical way 
Manage 
2d 

Fabio Silva · l :39: 11 My neighbors are nasty, and I'm supposed to walk over there and ask them 
nicely to stop closing off the street and launching fireworks into the sky? This isn't Mayberry 
Mayor Butts. 
Manage 
2d 



Denise Gonzales · l :39:31 About the same salary his old assistant was getting. 
Manage 
2d 

Marvin Mccoy · l :40:53 Are u serious Mayor? 
Manage 
2d 

Janell Carla Williams · 1:41:35 This feels highly inappropriate 
Manage 
2d 

Fabio Silva · 1:42:02 And in the name of George Floyd! 
Manage 

Amanda Charlotte Rollins · 0:00 welp, glad to have joined you all, my first meeting here, kinda 
confused but maybe i'll catch on 
Manage 
2d 

Ana Mendez · 1:04:20. 
Manage 
2d 

Ana Mendez · l :40:38 who knows how much money these elected officials make? 
Manage 
2d 

Marie De Luna Marcial · 1 :04:29 Ana Mendez it should be posted somewhere. It public info. 
Look it up. 
Mmrn_g~ 
2d 



Ana Mendez · 0:00 Marie De Luna Marcial, can you see this post? 
Manage 
2d 

Venera Johnson · 0:33 What time does or did it start? 
Manage 
2d 

Gilbert Mathieu · 6:43 TOTAL BS BUTTS AFRAID OF RESIDENTS COMMEMTS 
Manage 
Id 

Gilbert Mathieu · 28:36 GEORGE FLOYD HAD HOMECOMING CELEBRATION TODA YI 
WAT DEF*** IS WRONG WIT U? 
Manage 
Id 

Gilbert Mathieu · 35: 17 WHEN ARE TE LOCAL 3ELECTIONS? 
M':ln':lg~ 
Id 

Alesia Ellis · I :08 Thank youO 
Manage 
Id 

Gilbert Mathieu · 38:00 IS TRUlVIP THE OPERATOR FOR PHONE? 
M':l!rng~ 
Id 

Gilbert Mathieu · 45:52 JIMMY U ARE SWIMMING WITH SHARKS/OUT YO LANE BRO/ 
YOUR ADMINISTRATIVE STAFF WEAK AND WILL BAIL OUT/ 10/4 
Manage 
Id 



Cal Kelly · 46:55 City oflnglewood: We have no idea if your council has considered the emails 
sent about the General Plan Amendments. In fact, I couldn't even hear the end of the discussion 
re: the General Plan because we are having so many issues with the public phone line provided. I 
believe others wanted to speak, yet that was not resolved. Please address this before the end of 
the public hearing. 
Manage 
2d 

Denise Gonzales · 0:00 Cal Kelly and yet they approved it 

Mmrn_g~ 
Id 

Denise Gonzales · 0:00 See you next week! Let's keep our city officials accountable. 
Manage 
Id · Edited 

Amanda Charlotte Rollins · I :39:31 question ... so why do they happen in this city more than 
most? I've lived all over LA and they seem to happen more here than anywhere else i have lived. 
Is it just cause they are legal here? 
Manage 
2d 

Fabio Silva · I :40: 11 Butts says it's "cultural". His words. 
Manage 
2d 

Celi Gonzalez · 0:00 Fabio Silva that is true. Cultural is correct. 
Manage 
Id 

April Hooper · 1:19:52 Hushing people by calling them complainers. Wow! That's why we 
protest!! Trisha, please show some respect. 
Manage 
2d 



Fabio Silva · 1 :28:07 Trisha is good people. She watches these things often, and I applaud her. I 
can see why she might be tired oflistening to Ms. Brown. In a year from now, I might be a bit 
tired of it myself But, I have to remind myself -- she is there and I am not! She is exercising her 
right to comment! 
Manage 
2d 

Fabio Silva · l :30:25 Did anyone catch that firework number? 
Manage 
2d 

Trisha Sanchez · 0:00 Fabio, Thank You! •DI am a good person . Listen I stop watching the 
City Council Meetings when Judy Dunlap was on the Council. She was so negative!! It was hard 
to sit and watch. 
Manage 
2d 

Simone Price · 0:20 So the fireworks hotline is a run around number, I believe it is 310-412-
4333 (According to the newsletter I received from my councilman). When you call it, the 
voicemail is full, you get rerouted to the city hall clerk, they referred me to the Eye on ... S-~~ 
More 
Manage 
ld 

April Hooper · 0:00 Simone Price I think it was toward the end when each of the council people 
were making their closing comments 
Manage 
Id 

April Hooper · I :40:50 Trisha and Fabio, I couldn't reply in the thread .. I have a feeling that we 
have more in common than we have differences. And I think together we could get a lot done for 
our city. But, I don't think it helps to call her a "complainer". I too have been watching the city 
council meetings since the Judy Dunlap days. But, isn 
Manage 
2d 



April Hooper · 1 :41 :21 Isn't it just as negative to call Ms Brown a complainer? 
Manage 
2d 

English Orange · 0:00 April Hooper I like Ms. Brown. I wanted to hear more. Can you tell me 
who she is? 
Manage 
2lh 
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*****NOTE FROM THE CITY: PUBUC PARTICIPATION: Pursuant to Executive N-29-20, which suspends portions 
of the Brown Act, and given the current health concerns, members of the public can access meetings live on. 
line, with audio and limited video, at https:l/www.facebook.com/cityofinglewood and on Spectrum Cable 
Channel 35. In addition, members of the public can participate telephonical!y to submit public comments on 
agenda items, public hearings, and/or City business by dialing 1 -877 -369-5243 or 1-617-668-3633 (Access Code 
0995996##). The conference begins at 1 :30 p.m., Pacific Time on June 16, 2020, and all interested parties may 
join the conference 5 minutes prior. Should any person need assistance with audio, please dial 889-796-
6118. 

Should you choose to submit comments electronically for consideration by the Inglewood 
City Council/Successor Agency/Housing Authority/Finance Authority/Parking 
Authority/Joint Powers Authority (Legislative Body) by sending them to the City 
C I e r k IS e c re ta r y a t yi_1g_r.J;g_iJ.@.Y..it.Y..9.JLG..ffl.?.vv9..?.t.l.:.9.E.ff, a n d D e p u t y C i t y C I e r k a t 
aphi!Eps@dtyofinglewood.org. To ensure distribution to the members of the Legislative 
Body prior to consideration of the agenda, please submit comments prior to 12:00 P.M. the 
day of the meeting, and in the body of the email, please identify the agenda number or 
subject matter. Those comments, as well as any comments received after 12:00 P.M., wm 
be distributed to the members of the Legislative Body and will be made part of the official 
public record of the meeting. Contact the Office of the City Clerk at 310-412-5280 with any 
questions. 

ACCESSIBILITY: If requested, the agenda and backup materials will be made available in 
appropriate alternative formats to persons with a disability, as required by Section 202 of 
the Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990 (42 U.S.C. Sec. 12132), and the federal rules and 
regulations adopted in implementation thereof. Any person who requires a disability
related modification or accommodation, in order to observe and/or offer public comment 
may request such reasonable modification, accommodation, aid, or service by contacting 
the Office of the City Clerk by telephone at 310-412-5280 or via email to 
yhorton@cityofingeiwood.org no later than 10:00 AM on the day of the scheduled meeting. 

AGENDA 

CITY COUNCIL/SUCCESSOR AGENCY/HOUSING AUTHORITY 



MA YORJCHAIRMAN 
James T. Butts, Jr, 

COUNCIUAGENCY/AUTHORITY MEMBERS 
George W. Dotson, District No. 1 
Alex Padilla, District No. 2 
Eloy Morales, Jr., District No. 3 
Ralph L. Franklin, District No. 4 

OPENING CEREMONIES - 2:00 P.M. 

Ca11 to Orda 

Pledge uf Allegiance 

Roll Call 

PUBLIC COMMENTS REGARDING AGENDA ITEMS 

CITY CLERK/SECRETARY 
Yvonne Horton 

CITY TREASURERJTREASURER 
Wanda M. Brown 

CITY MANAGERJEXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 
Artie Fields 

CITY ATTORNEY/GENERAL COUNSEL 
Kenneth R. Campos 

Persons wishing to address the Inglewood City Council/Successor Agency/Housing Authority on any item on 
today's agendas, may do so at 1his tune 

WARRANT§ ANO l:Jll.l.§JGity Cc>llric:ill§L1c:qg;!:>9rAg~ric:y!l-!9ll!:>irig A1.1tl19rity} 

1. CSA-1 & H-1. 

Warrant Registers. 

Documents: 

CONSENT CALENDAR 

These items will be acted upon as a whole unless called upon by a Cmmc1l Member. 

2. POLICE DEPARTMENT 

Staff report recommending authorization to pay rnvoices submitted by Thomson Reuters for access to the 
West Jnfon11allon Services database. (General Fund) 

Documents: 

2PDF 

3. PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT 

Staff repo1t recommending the approval of a Cooperative Purchase Agreement {piggyback), RFP No 
120716-NAF, \Ni th National Antu Fleet Group ancl Source',velL fum1erly National Joint Power Alliance (a 
public agency) for the purchase of frve vehicles for the Housing Protection Department (General Fund) 

Documents: 

3PDF 

S1aff repon recommt::nding approval of a Coopernlrve Purchase Agreement I piggyback\ Contrncl Nu. 
062916-GPC, wilh Genuine Paris Company, dba NAPA Auto Paris through SourcewelL formerly National 
Jomt Powers Alliance (a public agency). (General Fundl 

Documents: 

4YDF 

5. PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT 



Staff report recommending approval of an agreement with HF &H Consultants, LLC (IIT &H) to assist 
the Cily of Ingkwood with contracl negoliations for Consolidaled Disposal Service/Republic Services 
(CDS) (Sanitation Fund) 

Documents: 

5PDF 

DEPARTMENTAL REPORTS 

Staff rep01i recommending adoption of resolutions pertaining to the General Municipal Election to be 
held on November 3. 2020. 

Documents: 

DR-2 & CSA-2. CITY MANAGERJEXECUT!VE DIRECTOR'S OFFICE 

Staff report recommending authorization to utilize Tax-Exempt Bond funds to fund the remainmg payment 
for work performed by TL Veterans Constmctions, Inc, al Parking Structure No. 2 locatt::d at 1I5 Norlh 
Locust Street. 

Documents: 

DR·2. CSA-2PDF 

DR-3. SECTIONS, HOUSING & CDBG DEPARTMENT 

Staff repo1i reco1runending approval to reallocate $500,000 in HOME funds for the Homeless Tenant
Based Rental Assistance Program. 

Documents: 

SETTING PUBLIC HEARING 

Staff report requesting !hat a public hearing be set lo consider !he adoption of a resolut1011 establishing 
Short Term Rental Fees 

Documents: 

SPH-2. ECONOMIC & COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT 

Staff report requc:sting that a public hc:aring be set to reconsider adoption of a Categorical Exemption 
EA-CE-2020-36 and General Plan Amendment GPA 2020-01 to Adopt an Environmental Justice 
Element of the General Plan. 

Documents: 

SPf·PPDF 

SPH-3. ECONOMIC & COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT 

Staff report requc:sting that a public hearing be set to reconsider adoption of a Categorical Exemption 
EA-CE-2020-37 and General Plan Amendment GPA 2020-02 to amend the Land Use Element of the 
Inglewood Comprehensiw General lo clarify existing populallon dens1ty and bm lding inknsity allowanct::s 
for all land use designations. 

Documents: 



SPH-JPDF 

ORDINANCES 

0-1. PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT 

Staff repo1i recommending the adoption of Ordinance No. 20-09 amending Chapter 3 of the Inglewood 
ivfnnic1pal Code (IMC) to implement a Citywide Permit Parking Districts Program. (Introduced on June 
9, 2020) 

Documents: 

G-1PDF 

REPORTS - CITY ATTORNEY 

A-1. Oral reports - City Attorney. 

REPORTS - CITY MANAGER 

CM-1. Oral reports - City Manager. 

REPORTS - CITY CLERK 

CC-1. Oral reports - City Clerk. 

REPORTS - CITY TREASURER 

CT-1. Oral reports - City Treasurer. 

INGLEWOOD SUCCESSOR AGENCY 

Wananl Registers. 

Documents: 

1. CS!\- . H- 1PDF 

CSA-2 & DR-2. CITY MANAGERJEXECUT!VE DIRECTOR'S OFFICE 

Staff report recommending authorization to utilize Tax-Exempt Bond funds to fund the remainmg payment 
for work perfom1ed by TL Veterans Constrnctions, lnc .. al Parking Structure No. :?. located at 115 Norlh 
Locust Street 

Documents: 

DR-2. CS/\-2YDF 

ADJOURNMENT INGLEWOOD SUCCESSOR AGENCY 

INGLEWOOD HOUSING AUTHORITY 

Cali To Order 



Warrant Registers. 

Documents: 

I. CSA-!. H-!PDF 

ADJOURNMENT INGLEWOOD HOUSING AUTHORITY 

APPOINTMENTS TO BOARDS, COMMISSIONS, AND COMMITTEES 

PUBLIC COMMENTS REGARDING OTHER MATTERS 

Persons wishing to address the City Council on any matter cormected with City business not elsewhere 
considered 011 the ag.onda may do so al. this time. Persons 1,vith complaints regarding City management or 
depa1tmental operations are requested to submit those complaints first to the City I\1anager for resolution. 

MAYOR AND COUNCIL REMARKS 

The members of the City Cmmcil will provide oral reports. mcluding reports on City related !ravels where lodging 
expenses are mcurred, and/or address any matters they deem of general interest to the public 

ADJOURNMENT CITY COUNCIL 

In the c:vent that today's meeting of the City Council is not held, or is concluded prior to a public heanng or other 
agenda item being considered. the public hearing or non-public hearing agenda item will automatlcallv be 
continued to the nex1 regularly scheduled Cily Council meelmg. Tf you Yvill reqmre special accommodations, due 
lo a disability. please: contact the Office of the City Clerk al (310) 412-5280 or FAX (310) 412-5533, One 
1vfrmchester Boulevard. First Floor. Inglewood City HalL Inglewood, CA 90301. All requests for special 
accommodal.1ons must be received 72 hours pnor to the day of the Cmmcil l'vleetings. 



I Fl L 
OFFICE OF THE CITY MANAGER ,,IU' 

2009 
.DA.TE: Smw 16, 2020 

TO~ .Mayor and Council Members 

FROM: Economic and Community Development Departrnent 

SUBJECT: Set Public .Hearing - General Plan Amendment (;PA 2020-01 tn Adopt 
.Environ.mental Justice Element of the General Plan 

RECOMlWENDATION: 
lt is recommended that the Tvlayor and Council Members set a public hearing frw June 30, 2020, at 
2:00 fUlL to reconsider adoption of a Categorical Exernption EA-CE-2020-36 and General Plan 
Amendment GPA 2020-01 to Adopt an Environmental Justice Element of the General Plan. 

BACKGROUND: 
On September 24, 2016, Senate Bill 1000 (SB 1000}, the Planning for Healthy Communities /\ct, 
was signed into law rnandating that cities and counties adopt an environmental justice (EJ) element 
or integrate EJ goals, objectives~ and policies into other elements of their General Plans, 

Municipalities arc to adopt or review the enviromnental justice elernent, or the environmental 
justice goals, policies, and objectives in other elernents, upon the adoption. or next revision of two 
or rnore elen1ents concurrently on or after January l, 2018. 

On June 9, 2020, the City Council considered and determined to approve and adopt tbe 
Environmental Justice Element to the lnglc;vood General. Plan, However, during the City Council 
meeting, staff received a comment letter pertaining to the public's ability to provide: c01mnent 
during the meeting. To address the comments outlined in the letter and to ensure adequate 
opportunity for public comment, the General Plan Amendment will be re-noticed and presented 
for the City Council's reconsideration. 

DISCUSSION: 
ln anticipation that future, current and long range planning projects could trigger the 
Environmental Justice Element compliance requirements, the City decided to proactively adopt an 
Environmental Justice Element ahead of State-mandated deadlines to address important land use 
and equity issues throughout the City. 

The City commenced preparation of the Enviromental Justice Element in October 2018, The City 
and consultant conducted several outreach sessions to gain public input on environmental justice 
issues in the City and how they should he addressed. On January 17, 2019, a Community 
Workshop was conducted with over 40 residents and other interested stakeholders in attendance. 



Mayor and Council IV!en1be:rs 
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On Fcbrnary 26, 2019, additional input was provided at two Focus Group meetings conducted in 
English and SpanislL Participants provided valuable discussion on a variety of environmental 
equity topicL 

The Ingiewood General Pian Envirom11ental Justice .Element sets fonvard goals and policies 
related to ensuring environmental justice in the City, In adopting the Environmental Justice 
Element, the City is ensuring that decisions related to l.an.d use and developrnent are made in an 
equitable manner and take into consideration the bez.Jth and v:ell-bcing of our most vulnerable 
populations. 

The key environmental justice topic areas addressed in the clement arc: 

J, Meaningful Public Engagement 
") Land tJse and the Environment 
3. Mobility and Active Living 
4< A.ccess to Healthy Food 
5. Healthy and Affordable Housing 
6. Public Facilities, lrnprnvements and Programs 

Qsm~rnLPlan, C2nsistency 
The lngk'.:vood General Plan serves as a blueprint for the physical develop1nent of the City. It sets 
long tcnn physical. economic, social, and environmental goals for a jurisdiction and identifies the 
types of development needed to achieve those goals_ The eight required 'Elements' of the General 
Plan (Land Use, Housing, Circulation, Conservation, Open Space, Noise, Safety, and 
Environmental Justice) complement each other and provide a comprehensive plan frn· the future 
of the jurisdiction, When a General Plan is developed as a comprehensive document the elements 
comply with and do not contradict one another. Over timt'.\ as individual elements are modified, a 
jurisdiction must ensure that any modifications do not conflict \vlth any other pmi of the General 
Plan. The Draft Environmental Justice Element does not conflict with any other policies of the 
General Plan. 

Environmentai Detennination 
An exemption was prepared in accordance with the CalifiJrnia FnvirnmT1ental Quality Act (CEQA) 
stating that the project \Vill have no significant adverse hnpact upon the environment (EA~CE-
2020~36), a copy of V\lhich has been available for revievv on the City's \Vebsite or by email request 
to fljackson(~1}cityofingkwoocLorg. 

As recommended by resolution of the Planning C0111mission on .April 13, 2020. 

A more detailed staff report witl be provided for the public hearing. 
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FINANC!AL/FUN!)ING ISSUES AND SOlJRCES: 
There is no fiscal impact 

LEGAL .REVIEW' VERIFICATION: 
Administrative staff has verified that d 
submitted to, reviewed and approved by 

BUDGET REVIE\V VERIFICATION 
Adff1in istrative staff has verified that thi 
and approved by the Budget Division, 

FINANCE REVIE\V VERIFICATION· 
Adrninistrati ve staff has verified that this 
and approved by the Finance Department 

cal documents accompanvin!l this re1.'.1ort have been ~ • ~ I 

c Office of the City Attorney, 

ort, in its entirety, has been subrnitted to, reviewed 

rt> in its entirety. has been submitted to, revie\ved 

DESCRIPTION OF ANY ATTA.CIHVIENTS: 
None . 

.PREPARED BV: 
Christopher E. Jackson. Sr,~ Economic and Community Development Depmimet Director 
Mindy Wilcox, AICP, Planning Manager 
Fred Jackson, Senior Planner 

COUNCIL PRESENTER: 
Christopher E Jackson, Sc, Economic and Community Development Department Director 



J\.PPROVi\L VERIFICATION SHl~ET 



I Fl L 
OFFICE OF THE CITY NlANAGER 

TO: Mayor and Council I\lembers 

FROJ\'l: Economic and Community Dcveinp1nent Department 

SUBJECT: Set a Public Hcaring-Gcnernl Plan Amendment GPA 2020-02 to Amend the 
Land Use Element of the fogle,vood Comprehensive General Map to Clarify 
Existing :Population Density and Building Intensity AUmvances for All Land 
Use Designations 

RECOMMENUAl'ION; 
It is recomn1tmded that the l'vfayor and Council \{embers set a public hearing for June 30, 2020, at 
2:00 p,m. to reconsider adoption of a Categorical Exemption EA-CE-2020"37 and General Plan 
Amendment GPA 2020-02 to amend the Land Use Element of the Inglewood Comprehensive 
General to clarify existing population density and building intensity allowances for all land use 
designations, 

BACKGROUND: 
California Government Code Section 65300 requires each city and county to adopt a 
comprehensive genen1l plan, The General Plan is a long-tem1, comprehensive, internally consistent 
document that provides guidance for the physical development of a city or jurisdiction, 

While the City's General Plan appears to fhlfill Califomia Planning and Zoning La\v requirmnents, 
the City's Cieneral Plan \vas last comprehensively updated in 1987, Since that tirne, additional 
judicial inteq:Retations of State Cieneral Plan regulations have e1nerged and stafl~ in consultation 
with legal land use experts, have identified one area of the Genera! Plan that ivammts clarification 
at this time, Specifically, the requirement that the Land Use Element include a "statement of the 
standards of population density and building intensity recommended for the various districts and 
other territory covered by the plan." (Gov. Code, § 65302, subd, (a),) 

On June 9, 2020, the City Council considered and determined to approve the amendrncnt to daril)l 
existing population density and building intensity allowances t()r all land use designations, 
However, during the City Coundl meeting, staff received a comment letter pertaining to the 
public's ability to provide con1ment during the meeting, To address the comments outlined in the 
letter and to ensure adequate opportunity for public comment the General Plan Amendment 'Nill 
be re-noticed and presented for the City Council's reconsideration, 

IHSCtJSSHJN; 
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A general plan must contain standards for population density, Quantifiable standards of population 
density must be provided for each of the land use categories contained in the plan. Population 
density is the relationship bctiveen the nurnbcr of dwellings per acre and the number of residents 
per cl\velling. 

A general plan must also contain standards fiff building intensity. General plans ffiust contain 
quantifiab1e standards of building intensity fbr each land use designation. These standards define 
the rnost intensive use that will be allowed under each land use designation, While the land use 
designation identifies the type of allovni,ble uses, the buliding intensity standard defines the 
concentration of use, :v1axinmn1 thvelling units per acre is used as the standard tCJr residential uses. 
Building Area Ratio (relationship bet\veen maximum floor area to the site size) is the standard 
used for commercial, industrial and public!quasHmblic intensity. 

Environrnental Dclennination 
An exernption \Vas prepared in accordance \Viih the Calilhrnia Environrnental Quality Act (CEQA) 
stating that the project will have no significant adverse impact upon the environment (EA-CE~ 
2020-37), a copy of which has been available for revie\v on the City's v;ebsite or by email request 
at fljackson(q}cityofinglevmodDrg, 

As recommended for approval hy resolution of the Planning Commission May 6, 2020. 

A more detailed staff report \Vill be provided for the public hearing. 

FlNANClAL/FUNllING ISSlIES AND SOURCES: 
There is no fiscal impact, 

LEGAL RE'VIE\V 'VERIFICATION: 
Adrninistrntive staffhas verified that the d ·er n .nts accompanying this report have been submitted 
to, reviewed and approved by the Office o · e City Attorney. 

BUDGET REVIE\V VERIFICATION 
Administrative staff has verified that thL 
and approved by the Budget Division. 

FINANCE REVlE\V VERJFlCATlON 
Administrative staff has verified that this 
and approved by the Finance Department 

DESCRJPTION OF ANV ATTACHMENTS: 
None. 
PREPA.REU BY; 

, in its entirety, has been submitted to, revievved 

. in its entirety, has been subrn.itted to, re'v'kwed 
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Christopher E, Jackson, SL, Economic and Cornnrnnity Development Department Director 
?vfrndy Vlilcox, ;\ICP, Planning Manager 
Fred Jackson, Senior Planner 

COUNCIL PRESENTER: 
Christopher E" Jackson, Sr., Economic and Community Development Department Director 



AP~PI4.()VA.L VERIFICA'Tl()N SHEE'f 

CITY MANA(;ER APPIHJVA.L: 
'y i\:Iamtger 



The Silverstein Law Firm, APC 
June 30, 2020 

Brown Act Violations; Cure and Correct Demand in 
Connection with City Council Meetings on June 9 and June 
16, 2020 and Demand to Cease and Desist, Including Under 

Govt. Code§ 54960.2; IBEC Project SCH 2018021056; 
Request to Include this letter in Record for IBEC DEIR 

EXHIBIT 5 



CITY o· I WOOD 
0 L' rr (''C. 0 L' 'r tl c (-~ rr"\J l\ ,1 A"N; · A(' L' i."J 1.l'.l ,L, I JJ.l.C ,J 1. l l\' ....•... 31..:,J'\,. 

DATE: June 9, 2020 

TO: Mayor and Council J:Vf em hers 

FROM: Public \.Vorks Department 

SUBJECT: Resolution Authorizing City Manager to Prepare and Submit an Application 
to th0 Local Agency Fonnation Commission for the County of Los Angeles 

RECOMMKNDATION: 
It is recommended tha:t the lvlayor and Council Members adopt a resolution authorizing the City 
Manager to: 

1) Prepare and st1bmit an application to Local Agency Formation Commission for the County 
of Los Angeles (''LAFCO"); 

2) P~cy the application filing fee; and 
3) Take such other steps as reasonably necessaTy for LAFCO to initiate proceedings for a 

change of organization by formation of a new community services district (excluding the 
entering into of any binding commitments or the incurring of any obligations of the City 
\Vh.ich must be separately authorized by the City Council). 

BACKGRC»UND: 
The City is undergoing an cconornic revitalization that continues to spur development, population 
and empioyment growth, vrhich requires improvements in the City's existing transportation 
infrastructure and resources. To best provide for the plam1ing, funding, and project realization 
needed to enhance the City's current transportation infrastructure to meet future anticipated 
demand, it is proposed that an application be filed with LAFCO to establish the Inglewood 
Transportation Management Community Services District (1l1e '"ITMCSD"), a Community 
Services District ("CSJY') dedicated to providing transportation services, including a focus on the 
administration ofcertain complex transportation infrastructure projects and mobility services, such 
as the development and operation of the proposed Ingkvvood Transit Connector Project (the 
"ITC''), as hereinafter dcscribcd(collectively, the "Transportation Management Services'} 

CSDs are distinct governmental entities from municipalities and, as such, direct legal subdivisions 
of the State of California governed by the Cornmw1ity Services District Law (CaL Govt. Code 
§§61000-61144). Pursuant to the fi.mrmtion requirements of the Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Local 
Government Reorganization .A.ct of2000 (CaL Govt. Code §§56000, et. seq.), a new CSD must be 
created by submitting an application to, and securing the approval of such application by, LAFCO. 
If approved, LAFCO will place formation of the CSD on an election ballot for voter approval 
(befxe which time an appEcation may be freely withdrawn by the applicant). A CSD is generaily 
considered legally formed upon LAFCO's recordation of a Certificate of Completion with the 
County, vvhich occ:urs after the voter approval election results are certified. 
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Once fonned, a CSD can undertake obligations arid activities required for capital improvements, 
acquire property and m.anage, finance, and otherwise oversee the provision of services within its 
purview. A CSD can also retain its OVin dedicated management, staff, and consultant support and 
maintain fiscal independence from the municipality(ies) within whose territorial limits it lies, A 
CSD mav oot to have'" municioalitv' s citv council act as its uoverning body and/or utilize the ci viI 

.,) .t .~ - .,) .c.....- ... ,.., .... 

service system in its hiring practices, if so desired. A CSD also has the authority in its own right 
to receive <.:nd deploy state, foderal, regional, and nmnicipal funds. 

DISCUSSION: 
The IT\:f.CSD's jurisdictional boundary would be coterminous with the City boundaries and the 
members of the City Council would act as the members of the ITMCSD's governing body. 

The lTJVICSD \Vould be dedicated to providing the Transportation Management Services. which 
could include the planning, design, implementation, construction, management, operation, and/or 
maintenance of: (1) connectivity improvements associated with the proposed ITC, including any 
future extensions of the ITC; (2) remote parking and/or bus or shuttle program(s) and/or related 
facilities provided v,-iThin the City, including any such program(s) operated for everyday 
connectivity within the City or in connection vvith events at SoFi Stadium, The Forum and the 
proposed. Inglewood Basketball and Entertainment Center ("ill.EC'"); and (3) other services and 
transportation or traffk i:nprovements a.rid infrastructure projeets that can address first/last mile 
issues, enhance connectivity to the T'vietro CrenshavdLAX Line's three transit stations in the City 
vvhich are under construction (and, by extension to LAX), increase the prevalence of higher
occupancy travel rncd2Jities, and generally reduce traffic congestion in City neighborhoods, key 
roadway networks and transportation conidors. The foregoing are illustrative examples the 
Transportation TYfanngernent Services and not a comprehensive list 

Each of the TransportaLon Management Services \Vill be undertaken by the ITMCSD only upon 
direction by its governing bod)" (which would consist of the members of the City Council) and 
only after a program- err project-specific environmental clearance process has been completed in 
accordance 1:vith state and locai requirements< The lTMCSD would be vested with all ancillary 
povvers and anthordy needed to engage in the activities required to carry out the Transportation 
1v1anagernent Services. 

Creating the ITJ'vlCSD provides vaious benefits by allowing fr)r the recruitment of specialized, 
dedicated personnel: d1eviating any undue burden that \vould otherwise be placed on existing 
municipal personnel and ensuring they have adequate time and resources to focus on non-ITMCSD 
related day-to-day .fi.mctions; and creating a fiscally independent entity, whose revenue and 
obligations are separate from those of the City. 

Most irnportantly, the ITMCSD is essential for implementation of the proposed ITC, which 
consists of a t .6-rnile, $1 billion elevated fixed guideway transit systerr1 anticipated to carry about 
6.9 million passengers annually, The ITC "'Nould provide a public transit connection between the 
Los Angeles Coumy Ivietropolitan Transportation Authority ("Metro") Crenshaw/LAX Line, il1e 
City's \farket Street area and downtown district, and the rn.ultiple key attractions near Hollyw"C.KXi 
Park (i.e. che Forum, SoFi Stadium, the Hol.!ywood Park Casino, the Hollyv·mod Park retail and 
shopping center. ~tnd the proposed IBEC). The City is novv preparing environmental clearance 
documents for thc:: lTC, anticipated to be cornpleted by late Winter 2020. 
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cornplete sources as1d uses aru.'dysis, i\S an example,, the City has pn,;pared a dctailed financial plan 
fryr the proposed ITC, which V<'iH be funded by <1 cornbiriatkm of gtants from the CaEfornla State 
Transportation /\gency ("CalSTA"), Tvietro, and the South Bay Cities Council of Governments 
("SBCCOG"); private developer contributions for residential and commercial development 
projects in the City; private deveioper financing from the ITC's ultimate developer; a11d future 
City revenue, To date, the Chy has secured commitmems to over $329 million in funding frorn 
CaJSTi\ and the SBC COG (the terms and conditions of which 'Nill be presented to the City Council 
i1J due co11rse)~ 

'fl1r' rrp,,1f'SD wouk' '10' l"'>.!V ;;:p}V nro;Y'J<-i'V h';Y('<; a'S'''"SIT\'"rlt t~"e"' IV ,.,,ther charoe<:: for the p>.lJY'lOSe" ,,_,,.,_, . . .:.. ... ".( "'~·.r~ .t' ~ ... .-..,.<, "-• \._<'...:) ., • .),, ./ y ~ ... • ~ {. . .,., .,.,,.,,._,,..-~~;,_'-' ~.;~ ,_ .... ~ ~·'lo-••.::') ,..,,.4.\,•;,.. ·. '· :t:... t:;.""' ' • "'- }-/ ,_ ">.,; 

nf nr~1vi,..;inu th,,~ r r;::,n;:::r,,"lrtati"'n \r1;;i11''W '·ny'rlt :;,;:0-n1\c·":s Th·''. Cir"« clr1e<:: bo'i»"VCT -ymten11:1h:t·'~ '~· ~"' .... \... ~. ~ .... , .::.::'.':· .., .... s..... ~ ,..v,_.,.. . .,.,, y~~ - to ~.,. ............ <.,.~:;:..,, . i:.v... -~-C.: ......... -~ .... , ::.. t .... ~~ ... ) ...._ ~...._-:: (¥C ~ . ~ :t.,,,..__ .. '· J. ,._ ... -t: 

imposing certain assessments, fi::es or charges itself and pledging those to the ITfviCSD from tirne 
to tirne. i\ddhlondly, increased and ne\V Genend Fund revenues for the ITMCSD's use are in the 
process .;:)f being identified, These new revenues could derive frorn multiple funding sources 
hc1udipc b11t not FF1h,,d to oer,0r1I nrcH~errv ·axes narkirw ta.Ye'l S'iiles ta.Ye~, tnrisit occ t1vrncv v .... ~ . .,..b ~-.>..·" ..... ~ ... _...._....._ .... _ - b· .... ,,,.,. >.. .t-· ·r . ....... ,. :...:...--~- ... ~ 1~.:e-: ~1:;' ~ .. ,_.,,~ ;;:._ ..... ~ ,,_:.:i:, ·' ....... M L .. -<= .... ,., 

t'J!C''S t"t'<:ir1es""" fr·'"TS"' foe<c 'lrlverti<~t(' lY\"'~11P"cS hrn':tdkmd fiber ontic reven1tes 1·n:ivate >....: .......... ~ ... ; t~-~ .... ,.,,,_,,,._<~;.......< ~,.., ...... .-.~"- ,,.,,.~·~ 1-....... . ;..,, ~::::: ' \:..... 4.).... ..... ~ l_, .<.-.-1-- ~'"- -~ l . > • • ....., ~-~ .-~ 
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Should LAFCO approve the application D:>r frmnation of the ITMCSD, the 1Tl'v1CSD vvould be 
included on the M:arch 2021 fix voter approval. 

ENVIRONI\JENTAL Df)Cl.Jl\1ENTAT10N; 
The frn'!Y:atbn of the ITVICSD is ca:egoricsJly exempt fi:orn the California Environmental Quality 
J\ct (''CEQA") pt;rsuam to CEQ/1,,. Guideline:::, Section 15320 (Changes in Organization of Local 
A, .. Tf•t";·,1',,,,<·, ·;•·!,,[/e,,., <,·"-·'l.;,·,~1 1~~i>S1,r·,,.v,:r1 (t\··,,r,·"v"""Tl Se·t""" ;::;""'"r1·1ptio·"'1") b"'""lll'O.'"'' t-1·1"' IT7''1"""SD 1·s· ~ ~~·-·/ ... ~- ~ .... --.:::>_} :e...,.~ .... >,.,, . • ,....? ~~Ccv..,c..v,. ...... v<.....I"'\l- 1 \...// ~.<.....,,...,, ..... ~ ....... l. .... v :... .... '· J:..:):~-~ .i...,..,,,_;o.:>,.... .... _ .... ~. J..;,. ~.:i;,...,·<.._:,.. .... ,,_:;:i.,,,.. :C.. .. ~l:v i'Y "\,._,.·>.......... .... 

proposed to be a subsidiary cEsrrict Vlith tlK; same~ boundaries as the City. tipon the City Council's 
approval of tb;; rccornmenckd actions, a l<otice of Exemption \ViH be filed vvith the Los Angeles 
County Clerk in accordance v1ith Section 2 l l 52 of the Ca1ifrm1ia Public Resources Code, 

FINAJ'{ClAL/IUNftIJ\JG ISSUES AJ\D SOURCES: 
The overall fonding approach for the various Transportation Ivfonagement Services is described 
abcrve. 'vVith respect to the filing and application processing, the costs are anticipated to be 
approxirnately v;hich are available in the Fiscal Year 2019»2020 budget under account 
code no, CO l-099-9930-45098 (Gcrn:ral Fund···· Non Departrnental ·····Miscellaneous--·· Special Exp
\iiisc /\ctJ·vities)~ 

LEGAL Rf 'Vlf\7/ VEHJFlCATlON; 
Adrninistndve 
subn:itted to, 

i\d1nini strati ve 
and approved 

that tbc l documents accompanying thls report have been 
approved by the Office of the City Attorney. 

verified thHt thi p.:rt; in its entirety, has been submitted to, reviev/ed 
Division. 



l\1ayor and Coundf l\1en1bers 
Adopt HJiSf>~afa.m to Snhmft lTMCSD Fnrnrntkm A.pplk:n.tkm to LAFCO 
,Jmrn 9~ 2020 

FINANCE R.E\TE\V V.ERIFTCATION: 
< 

Page 4of5 

Adn1inistrati ve 
and e,pprcvecl 

verified th,s,; this r 

""'"''·"'"'" Department, 
in its entirety, has been submitted to, reviewed 

/\.ttachrnent ····Resolution 



Mayor and Cmmd] Members 
Adopt Resohrtfon to Submit fI!vfCSD Formation Application to LAFCO 
.hme 91 2020 

PREPARED BY: 
Louis At\vell, P Public \Vorks Director and i\ssistant City Manager 

COUNCIL PRESENTER: 
Louis i\J\velL P.E,, Public Works Director and Assistant c.· y M~:mager 
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Att<Khrnent 1 - Resolution 

RESOLUTION NO.:---~ 

A RESOLUTION OF APPLICATION OF THE INGLEWOOD 

CITY COUNCll AUTHORIZING THE C!IT MANAGER TO 

PREPARE AND SUBMff A PROPOSAL {"'A?PUCATION") TO 

THE LOCAL AGENCY FORMATION COMMISS!ON FOR THE 

COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES ("LAFCO") AND FOR LAFCO TO 

IN!T!ATE PROCEEDINGS FOR A CHANGE OF 

ORGANIZATION FOR THE FORMATION OF THE 

!NGLEWOOD TRANSPORTATION MANAGEMENT 

COMMUNITY SERVICES DISTRICT {"ITMCSD" or 

"D!STR!CT'1} 

WHEREAS, the Clty is a charter dty that \Vas incorporated in 1908; and 

WHEREAS, the Clty Orarter 1,vas adopted on December 14, 1926, and filed wlth the 

Secn::tzry of State on Januarv 27, 1927; and 

\.NHEREAS, the City Charter pmvides for the prnvlsion of trnnsportation services and 

improvements; and 

ViHEREAS, there are e>dstTng and planned sporting, entertainment and retail \lenues 

under construction in the City; znd 

WHEREAS, the City's wrnprehensive mobility pian to address an anticipated !nf!ux of 

residents and visitors as a result of current and ongoing development includes an elevated 

c, I ,:;1 1 transit systern connectlng existing and planned sporting, entertainment and reta!! venues in 

22 

24 

25 

27 

28 

th•~ City to the LA Metro Crenshaw Une; and 

WHEREAS, it is znUcipated that during a 50-year projected !ifetirne, the elevated transit 

svstern alone 'W!!I decrease vehicle miles driven by 23 billion and e!iminate an equivalent of 

768,.992 metric tons of carbon dioxide E-quivaient; and ! 
f 

\NHEREAS, the City's rnobiiity pian overa!l 'Hill improve resident and visitor access to I 
,,<-<-; ,~ ,., ,.j ,., ,,,,.," e b"'· -' .- ''""' . .,, ' "" r «·,a . ' . . ., r t~' " e, \• , . > ! e,J;::,,,n5 atic, r2L,,,ried ·''-"'J~!nt;,. e,r,;.,,k,ym,,,nt, .:>porti.,0 , entertamment ar,d, e,ad center::: . ..iithin ! 

the City and connect the City to the greater Los i\nge!es metropolitan area; and 
' i 



1 VJHEREAS, the forrnation of the proposed District is categork:ai!v t:xempt from the 

2 California Environmental Quality A.ct (''CEQA"') pursuant to State CEQi\ Guidelines Section 

:1 15320 \Changes in Organization of Local Agencies) and/or Section 150161(b)(3) (Common 

4 Sense Ext-rnpt:on); and 

5 WHEREAS, the LAFCO prncess v,iill require the preparation of various documents and 

G the payments of filing fees and subsequent expenses, 

7 NOV/,, THEREFORE_, the City Counc:!I of the Citv of !ng!ev.10od does hereby resolve as 

8 foi!ows: 

1C 

11 

12 

14 

15 

. [' 
.l.Q 

17 

2(1 

21 

22 

SECTION 

1. The City hilanager is authmized to prepare and submit to LAFCO a proposal for a 

proposed change of organization (district formation} and to provide any and all 

additkma! or supp!ementn! forrr1s, data; information, pians and documentation as 

LAFCO staff mav request and require from time to time during the processing of the 

prnposal, excluding the entering into of any binding cornmltments or incurring any 

obligations of the City which rnust be authorized by the City Council. 

2. The City rv1anager !s authorized to pay the filing fee to LAFCO and to pay such additional 

surns as rnay be invoiced frorr U\FCO for services rendered in the processing of the 

proposed. 

3, The City Manager is authorlzed to coordinate his efforts wlth such resources as may be 

needed to process the proposal and to pay the invoices for the resources with whom 

he coordinates, 

4. The proposal is to be rnade pursuant to the Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Local Government 

23 Rsorgan!zat!on Act d :?GOO commencing with Sectlon 56000 of the California 

24 Gov·ernrnent Code as follows: 

26 a, The natw-e of the proµosa! is a change of organization for the formation of the 

2G District for the purposes of providing enhanced transportation services within 

27 the Cty, 

28 b, Tr12 boundaries of the Dlstrict wn! be the boundaries of the City as shown on 
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16 

17 

18 

19 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

28 

the attached map, Exhibit"/\," which is incorporated herein by reference. 

c The affectei:i territory within the proposed District ls inhabited, 

d_ The affected territory wfth!n the proposed Dlstrlct ls wi.th!n the Sphere of 

~nfluence of the C~ty, 

e_ Upon the City Council's approval of the initiation of formation of the proposed 

!TMCSD, a f\lotlce of E>:ernption w!!I be filed with the Los Angeles Countv Clerk in 

accordance wlth Section 21152 of the California Public Resources Code, 

L !tis desired that the proposed change of organization provides for and ls made 

subject to the following terms and conditions: 

L No portion of the current prnpertv tax w!ll be a!!otted from various 

!L The District !s proposed to be formed as a subsidiary d!strkt of the Cty 

of Inglewood, as authorized by Government Code Section 61007(c), in 

1..vh!ch the directors of the District shall be the Clty Councll of the City, 

g_ The description cf the proposal area is as follows: 

L The boundaries of the proposed District are the boundaries of the Clty. 

h. The reasons for this proposal are as follows: 

i_ Current and planned development projects in the City will result in 

additional residents and visitors from across the State and the greater 

Los Angeles metropolitan area traveling VJithln the City boundarles, such 

that additional local transportation services are needed to reduce and 

potentially prevent traffic congestion and emissions resulting from 

regular vehicular traffic; and 

!L Fonnation of the proposed District is the most efficient and effectlve 

cneans of providing financial and operational independence for 

adrn!nlstratlon of the proposed transportation services given that the 

size, scope and cornp!exity of the servkes to be deployed, managed and 

cperated by the District differ greatly frorn those the City provides for its 
l 



I 
! 

l n:Sid0nts, ' 
I 

2 

5 

(' ) 

5, This Resolution of AooUcatlon to initiate Procsedirm:s is her2by ador1ted and apornved l ~ ~ ....._. ' f" _. :: 

by the Cty_, and LAFCO is hereby requested to Initiate proceedings for the forrnation of I 
a district as authorized and in the rnannel' pmvlded by the Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg 

Local Govsrnrnent Reorganization Act of 2000, 

SECTION 

7 The Clerk of the City ls herebv authorized and directed to file a certified copy of this 

8 Resolution with the Ex2cutive Officer of the Local Agencv Fonnatbn Comrnlss!on for the 

9 County ef Los Angeies, 

SECTION 

11 BE !T FURTHER RESOLVED that the City Clerk sha!! certify to the adoption of this 

12 Resolution and the sarne shaii be in fu!i force and effect imrnedlate!y upon adoption. 

1~3 Passed, approved and adopted this ______ day of ____ ~ 2020 

14 

15 

lG 

18 

19 
ATTEST: 

20 

21 

?.~~:. '! H t -- '. vonrH:: or on, 

23 C!tv Cierk 

24 
AYES: 

25 

26 
NOES: 

ABSTAIN: 

28 ABSENT: 

CITY OF !NGlEWOOD 

James T. Butts, k, 

Mavor 
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MAP OF PROPOSED DISTRICT 
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Connection with City Council Meetings on June 9 and June 
16, 2020 and Demand to Cease and Desist, Including Under 
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ITY OF I 
FCUNO\iIC AND CUM.MUN!TY \IVtFLOf'MFNT 

Pl<lnnin.g: Clivision 

... ·. :. ·' .. • . ,· .. ·. ::: ::: ·: ~:. ~ ::: .; :.. . :·: :: . ~-' 

NCfflC~ OF EXEMPTION 
EA·CE·202(H)SJ 

··ro 

ttf Joo~ WtittL-~~ 

WHK • .JillL!~ til'\';ij ~~-

PretHWk!tl !r aoci::wjance 10th \ho Califomia Envkontn%ntd Qu&lity Act {CE:QA), Section Nt: 
t 5300, the !ngkli.4tmd Municipal C0tie, If® Nolioe of Exemption is made 

Loeatil::m: 

Projec~ Sponsttr 

Aedro®$: 

Agency Contact; 

rom1ation of lfH:J~B>•'•<rn::i\J 
Services Dl#tlct 

m::hester &iv(L !ngfewood, CA 

AICP, Mannine Manaoer 

ieleptwne: Q '''*""··'·''*··"""'"'··••*'"''·=>•··• 
. . fa~~:;:;;.-:$i~ ~*w: :::~ ~~**~· m1~:·~~ 

Pmlqtt thn~criBNon · · 
Sstmb!i.stwrwmt and kmnmtlDf1 of ' .. , ngfe " . J Mmnm;emont District ;'.!he 
"ITMCSO"L a oonmunity oorvicfas d!Arict d%dh> g tmnspcrtatbn sen~ces 
.tmd wtlose jurit4Hctfonm! oourvh.11riet wou!d be ooterminovs with the City of Inglewood's 

bount!:Jlfles, 

Section 1$320, Class Chan.gos. in Organ!t&tion ot local 
Agencies and Soct!on 15061\b)(JJ {Common Sense Et%m;>tion) 

~®@§On ttw E~tt~ 
The formation of the !TMCSO hi categoricmJiy exem;:A from CEQA to CEQA 
Guidelines Set:tlon 1 5:J:l0 (Changes in Organization of lo0al provides sn 
exemption fmm CEQA for chanses in ~he orumn!tation ¢r of bee! 
government egem:;kes whern the changes. do oot change vw area dr lktlkh 
prnvious!y mddlng po~rn ere exercised, The ITMCSD is oo a $VbMdlsry 
tiislt!Gi with he tatt1t1 bttunderies as the City ot tngl&ADoo anti not cha,nge the 
geogrnphkal area in which prevhudy existing powers are exerdsei:L The fofffi.<.'t!bn cf the 
ffMCSD mtoo qualifies for the categorlc&i exemption se1 forth in CbQA Gvidnlfrws Section 
1SOB1(b)(2) {Comrrt<tm Sense Exemption}., which provides th&C where it can he saBn v,tJth 
,,,,,,,..$)1,,r;n.» that !hem !s no p&tsibiH!y ttH~t a may have e &gnifrcant effect on the 



nnv!rnrnnenL the project iN not subpct to CEQA CEQA only @;tplht to projects thut have fJ 
potentla! kw oowsing fJ t!g:nlfo:ant effect on the erv/ttH'NtWJnt dther thrnugh a dir~:mt im;:mct 
et a tt~&sormJAy tomteeuble htlimct 1m;n1ct The proposed fomurbnn d the ITMCSO wW 
nm cause either ditect charge in the erwironment or a .r•M%""'"'"'hi" tn""""'"""'"' 
l.ooin:H;it in the en\iwnment. 
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2600 Capitol Avenue 

Suite 200 

Sacramento, CA 95816 

916.564.4500 

916.564.4501 ! ' 

Memorandum 

date 

to 

cc 

from 

subject 

June 12, 2020 

Mindy Wilcox, City of Inglewood 

Christopher E. Jackson, City of Inglewood 
Fred Jackson, City oflnglewood 
Royce Jones, City of Inglewood 

Brian D. Boxer, AICP, ESA 

Feasibility ofIBEC Alternatives 

The EIR identified and analyzed in detail seven alternatives to the Proposed Project. These alternatives were 
selected for detailed analysis because, among other things, they were identified as "potentially feasible." (CEQA 
Guidelines, § 15126.6, subd. (a).) Alternatives that are identified as not '"potentially feasible" may be eliminated 
from detailed analysis in the EIR. 1 

The purpose of this memorandum is to examine in greater detail whether these seven alternatives are, in fact, 
feasible. The determination of whether these alternatives are feasible will ultimately be made by the City Council. 
This memorandum is intended to aid the Council in its consideration of this issue. 

ESA has prepared this memorandum based on its knowledge of CEQA, the Proposed Project, and of the 
alternatives analyzed in detail in the EIR. As the City's lead consultant on the Inglewood Basketball and 
Entertainment Center (IBEC) Environmental Impact Report (EIR), ESA has intimate knowledge of the Proposed 
Project and the environmental impacts it would cause. ESA also performed the alternatives analysis in the EIR, 
and therefore has substantial information concerning the relative merits of the alternatives from an environmental 
perspective. ESA has also obtained information concerning the Proposed Project and alternatives from City staff, 
from other City consultants, from the project applicant and its architects and other consultants, and from other 
agencies. In the last decade, ESA has also served as lead environmental consultant on other projects centered on 
an NBA arena (to wit, Golden l Center in Sacramento, Chase Center in San Francisco, and the New- Arena at 
Seattle Center in Seattle), as well as Major League Baseball and Major League Soccer stadia, and has drawn on 
that experience as well. 

1 Such alternatives that were considered but dismissed from further evaluation in the Draft EIR are described in section 6.3 of the Draft 
EIR, pages 6-12 through 6-18, and include use of the Project Site for an entertainment venue, a substantially reduced arena, housing, 
or an employment center/business park, and also include alternative locations in the City ofinglewood and elsewhere in the region. 
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Feasibility of IBEC Alternatives 

The following discussion addresses whether the alternatives analyzed in detail in the EIR are, in fact, feasible. 

The discussion draws largely from the EIR, but it also relies on additional evidence elsewhere in the City's 

record. The aim is to provide City decision-makers with information that may be useful in adopting CEQA 

findings concerning the alternatives analyzed in the EIR. 

Alternative 1: No Project 

This alternative appears to not be feasible forthe following reasons: (1) none of the City's and Applicant's stated 

objectives for the Proposed Project would be achieved; (2) the vacant parcels on the Project Site would likely 

remain vacant/underutilized for the foreseeable future without development of the Proposed Project; and (3) as a 

result of the parcels remaining vacant, the City's economic development goals for the Project Site would not be 

met. A more detailed discussion of each reason is provided below. 

City and Applicant Objectives 

Under the No Project Alternative none of the City's or applicant's objectives for the Proposed Project would be 

achieved. Specifically, none of the City's or applicant's objectives to enhance the community would be 

accomplished. For example, the City would be unable to achieve its goals of promoting the City as a premier 

regional sports and entertainment center (City Objective 1), enhancing the City's general economic health by 

stimulating new business and economic activity (City Objective 2), and constructing (with private funds) a public 

assembly space to host sporting, cultural, business, and community events (City Objective 8). Similarly, the 

applicant would be unable to achieve its goals of creating a lively, visitor- and community-serving environment 

year-round for patrons, employees, community members, and visitors (Applicant Objective le) and contributing 

to the economic and social well-being of the surrounding community by providing public benefits and increasing 

revenues (Applicant Objective lf). 

Project Site Utilization 

During the post-World War II era, the parcels on and around the Project Site were developed with apartment 

buildings with some limited commercial and single-family uses also present. The Project Site is located 

approximately 2 miles east of Los Angeles International Airport (LAX), along the extended centerlines of Runways 

25R and 25L, and noise from aircraft approaching the runways negatively affected the residential uses on the Project 

Site, which are considered noise sensitive. Starting in the 1980s, the City started acquiring residential parcels on the 

Project Site and relocating residents with the objective of recycling the incompatible noise-sensitive residential land 

uses with land uses deemed compatible with the existing noise environment, such commercial and light industrial 

land uses. Afterthe residents were relocated, the City began demolishing the residential structures on the Project 

Site starting in the 1990s with demolition continuing into the early 2000s. 

Since that time the parcels acquired by the City on the Project Site have remained vacant for the following reasons: 

(1) the recessions during the 1990s and 2000s, including the "Great Recession" of 2007-2012 hindered 

development; and (2) projects that have been proposed on the Project Site ended up not being economically 

feasible and failed to proceed to construction. In 1993, the City approved the Inglewood International Business 

Park Specific Plan, which encompassed portions of the Project Site. The EIR acknowledges and describes this plan 

(see Draft EIR, pages 3.10-24 - 3.10-25). Under this plan, the Project Site was considered as a possible location for 

a technology park. However, there were hurdles to that potential use including a partially occupied and partially 

vacant site, and no project entitlements have ever been approved by the City. For these reasons, the uses proposed 
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Feasibility of IBEC Alternatives 

under this plan have not been implemented, and the Project Site remains largely vacant. Without construction of the 
Proposed Project, the vacant and underutilized parcels on the Project Site would continue to remain vacant and/or 
underutilized. 

The Project Site has been identified as the potential location for off-site parking spaces to accommodate parking 
demands during large events at the NFL Stadium located within the Hollywood Park Specific Plan. The NFL 
Stadium was approved by initiative in 2015. At that time, transportation and parking studies were performed to 
analyze how stadium patrons would travel to and from the Stadium site. These studies identified the Project Site as a 
likely location to provide parking for the Stadium on game days. The studies concluded that the Project Site could 
provide 3,600 parking spaces.2 Under Alternative 1, the Project Site would remain undeveloped. For this reason, the 
Project Site would be available for off-site stadium parking. This parking \vould be needed, hmvever, on only an 
intermittent basis (likely 20 to 40 times per year). For the vast majority of the year, the Project Site would remain 
largely vacant and underutilized. For this reason, although the use of the Project Site for overflow parking for the 
NFL Stadium would have some utility, this use would be very limited, and the Project Site would remain 
significantly underutilized. 

Inconsistency with Federal Aviation Administration Airport Improvement Program Grant 

A vast majority of the Project Site was acquired by the City pursuant to funding through Federal Aviation 
Administration's (FAA's) Airport Improvement Program (AIP) grants. The intent of the AIP program is to 
provide funds to airports for disbursement to states and local governments in the fonn of grants to facilitate the 
reduction or elimination of incompatible uses through the acquisition of lands that fall into 65 dBA or greater 
noise contours.3 The intent of the AIP program is that the land in question is to be acquired, cleared of 
incompatible uses, and then sold at fair market value for development with airport compatible uses. Specifically, 
the AIP Handbook describes the land disposal requirements under 49 U.S.C. section 47107(c)(2), which states: 

(2) The Secretary of Transportation may approve an application under this subchapter for an 
airport development project grant only if the Secretary receives written assurances, satisfactory to 
the Secretary, that if an airport owner or operator has received or will receive a grant for 
acquiring land and-

(A) if the land was or will be acquired for a noise compatibility purpose (including land 
serving as a noise buffer either by being undeveloped or developed in a way that is 
compatible with using the land for noise buffering purposes)-

(i) the owner or operator will dispose of the land at fair market value at the 
earliest practicable time after the land no longer is needed for a noise 
compatibility purpose; 

2 Linscott, Law and Greenspan, Transportation and Parking Plan, Hollywood Park Stadium Alternative Project (February 2015); Linscott, 
Law and Greenspan, Traffic Impact Analysis, Hollywood Park Stadium Altemative Project (February 2015). 

3 Federal Aviation Administration, Office of Airport Planning & Programming, Noise Land Management and Requirements for Disposal 
o.f Noise Land or Development Land Funded with AIP, June 2014, page 1. 

[PAGE \* MERGEFORMAT] 



Feasibility of IBEC Alternatives 

(ii) the disposition will be subject to retaining or reserving an interest in the land 
necessary to ensure that the land will be used in a way that is compatible with 
noise levels associated with operating the airport; and 

(iii) the part of the proceeds from disposing of the land that is proportional to the 
Government's share of the cost of acquiring the land will be reinvested in another 
project at the airport or transferred to another airport as the Secretary prescribes 
under paragraph ( 4 ); 

As such, under section 47 l07(c)(2)(A)(i), above, the grant requires that the City "dispose of the land at fair 
market value at the earliest practicable time ... " 

This requirement is embodied in the City's objectives forthe Project, which include: 

5. Transfonn vacant or underutilized land within the City in to compatible land uses \vithin aircraft noise 
contours generated by operations at LAX, in compliance with Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) 
grants to the City. 

This objective is consistent with provisions in grant agreements into which the City and the former Inglewood 
Redevelopment Agency entered with the FAA between 1994 and 2006, which include the following provision: 

It is agreed that land in this project purchased for noise compatibility purposes may be subject to 
disposal at the earliest practicable time. After Grant Agreement, the FAA may designate such 
land which must be sold by the Sponsor [the City of [nglewood]. The Sponsor will use its best 
efforts to dispose of such land subject to retention or reservation of any interest or right therein 
necessary to insure that such land is used only for purposes which are compatible with the noise 
levels of operation of the airport. The proceed of such disposition either shall be refunded to the 
United States for the Airport and Airway Trust Fund on a basis proportioned to the United States 
share of the cost of acquisition of such land, or shall be reinvested in an approved project, 
pursuant to such instruction as the FAA will issue. 

Pursuant to these agreements, the City and the former Inglewood Redevelopment Agency (now the City of 
Inglewood as the Successor Agency to the Inglewood Redevelopment Agency, "Successor Agency") must use its 
best efforts to dispose of these parcels at a fair market value at the earliest practicable time. Holding the Project 
Site vacant and/or underutilized under the No Project Alternative would be inconsistent \vith the obligation to use 
such best efforts, as specified in the grant agreements under the FAA AIP program. 

City of Inglewood Economic Development Goals 

The City of Inglewood identifies goals of the City to promote economic development in the City's General Plan 
Land Use Element. In particular, it identifies a goal to "[h]elp promote sound economic development and 
increase employment opportunities for the City's residents by responding to changing economic conditions."4 It 
further articulates a goal to "[p ]romote the development of commercial/recreational uses which will complement 
those which already are located in Inglewood."5 Consistent with those goals, the Proposed Project would 

4 City oflnglewood, General Plan Land Use Element, January 1980, page 6. 

5 City oflnglewood, General Plan Land Use Element, January 1980, page 7. 
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redevelop the site into a new state-of-the-art sports and entertainment facility with related uses that promotes 

economic development and generates employment opportunities during the construction period and during the 

subsequent operational life of the Project. As discussed above, the vacant parcels on the Project Site have remained 

vacant for years, thus frustrating the City's economic development goals of increasing employment on the Project 

Site and promoting economic development. Under the No Project Alternative, the parcels on the Project Site would 

remain vacant without the construction of the Proposed Project, and the City's economic development goals will not 

be achieved. 

These parcels have remained vacant and underutilized despite the City's efforts to encourage investment and 

redevelopment. In particular, in 1993 the City approved the Inglewood International Business Park Specific Plan 

encompassing much of the site. This plan envisioned the development of an attractive, campus-like business park, 

and established guidelines designed to encourage this use. During the intervening 27 years, however, the 

development anticipated and encouraged under the plan has not occurred due to a lack of investment interest in 

such a project. Available evidence indicates, therefore, that if the business park plan remains the operative land

use plan for the Project Site, it will remain vacant and/or underutilized. None of the City's economic development 

goals, as expressed in the City's adopted plans and policies, will be achieved. 

Loss of Public Benefits 

As described in the Development Agreement, the Proposed Project would provide the City, its residents, and the 

surrounding region with an extensive array of public benefits. The public benefits would total approximately 

$100 million and would include (1) the creation oflocaljobs and workforce equity; (2) commitments to 

affordable housing and renter support; (3) rehabilitation of Morningside Park Library and creation of a 

community center; (4) support for City of Inglewood youth and education; (5) support for social and educational 

programs at the Inglewood Senior Center; (6) renovation of public basketball courts in Inglewood; (7) community 

engagement and collaboration, including use of the arena for charitable causes, and access to NBA games for 

community groups. These public benefits would not be provided under Alternative 1 

Alternative 2: Reduced Project Size 

Alternative 2 does not appear to be feasible for the following reasons: (1) inconsistency with the City's economic 

development goals; (2) the lack of ability of the LA Clippers to consolidate their uses at a single site in the region, 

(3) loss amenities and the inability to hold pre- and post-game events would diminish customer and fan 

experience; (4) adverse effects on arrival and departure patterns; and (5) inconsistency \vith the requirements of 

the City's FAA AIP grants. 

City of Inglewood Economic Development Goals 

As discussed under No Project Alternative, above, the City of Inglewood has long-standing goals articulated in 

the General Plan Land Use Element which call for the promotion of economic development that \vould generate 

opportunities and employment for the City's residents. Contrary to these goals, compared to the fully developed 

Proposed Project, Alternative 2 would generate a materially lower level of economic activity on the Project Site. 

Extrapolating from date included in an economic and fiscal study submitted by the project applicant6 and verified 

6 HR&A, Economic and Fiscal Impact Report: Inglewood Basketball and Entertainment Center; May 2020, Table 1, One-Time 
Employment and Other Economic Impacts in the City ofinglewood Economy from C onstroction of IBEC (in 2019$). 
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by economic experts retained by the City7, Alternative 2 would result in the following approximate reductions in 
direct and indirect economic activity in the City of Inglewood economy compared to the fully developed 
Proposed Project: 

• Construction of the smaller Alternative 2 would result in up to approximately 1,109 fewer jobs, with 
construction employee compensation reduced by up to a net of approximately $66.7 million, and a 
reduction of total economic activity of up to approximately $150.2 million.8 

• On-going operations of Alternative 2, net of elimination of existing uses, would result in a decrease in 
employment of up to approximately 545 jobs, with annual employee compensation reduced by up to 
approximately $38.7 million, and annual total economic activity reduced by up to approximately $81.6 
million.9 

In addition to overall reductions in employment and economic activity in the City ofinglewood, Alternative 2 
would have correlative reductions in revenues to the City. Pursuant to the same study cited above, Alternative 2 
would result in a reduction in revenue to the City of up to approximately $2.8 million per year, as further 
described below: 

• The City's share of increased property taxes \vould be reduced by up to approximately $1.5 million per 
year; 10 

• The City's share of increased sales taxes would be reduced by up to approximately $210,000 peryear; 11 

• The City's share of increased utility users' taxes would be reduced by up to approximately $68,000 per 
year; 12 

7 Keyser Marston Associates, Peer Review - Economic and Fiscal Impact Report: Inglewood Basketball and Entertainment Center, 
Memorandum from James Rabe, CRE, to Christopher E. Jackson, Director, Inglewood Economic & Community Development 
Department, June 10, 2020. 

8 HR&A, Economic and Fiscal Impact Report: Inglewood Basketball and Entertainment Center, May 2020, Table 1, One-Time 
Employment and Other Economic Impacts in the City of Inglewood Economy from Construction of !EEC (in 2019$), page 15. The 
estimates that would be precluded by Alternative 2 include construction of Ancillary Buildings, Hotel, and an estiniated 16.5% of 
Arena construction (to account for smaller arena and exclusion of team practice and training facility, administrative offices, and sports 
medicine clinic). 

9 HR&A, Economic and Fiscal Impact Report: Inglewood Basketball and Entertainment Center, May 2020, Table 2, Ongoing 
Employment and Other Economic Impacts in the City of Inglewood Economy from Annual Operations of !EEC (in 2019$), page 17. 
The estimates that would be precluded by Alternative 2 include operations of the following uses eliminated under Alternative 2: 
Basketball Team Business Operations, Shopping Center/Retail, Restaurants Outside of the Arena, Community Center, Sports 
Medicine Clinic, and Hotel. 

10 HR&A, Economic and Fiscal Impact Report: Inglewood Basketball and Entertainment Center, May 2020, Appendix B, Table 3, 
Inglewood Basketball and Entertainment Center Estimated Property Taxes, page 35. The estimates are based on elimination of the 
assessed value of the Ancillary Buildings ($19,000,000 ), Hotel ($16,400,000 ), and a 16.5% reduction in the assessed value of the 
Arena Structure (reduction of $108,900,000), with associated reductions of $1,440,000 in the City share of the general levy, and a 
reduction of$1 l,486 in the MVLF in lieu. 

11 HR&A, Economic and Fiscal Impact Report: Inglewood Basketball and Entertainment Center, May 2020, Appendix B, Table 4, 
Inglewood Basketball and Entertainment Center Estimated Sales Tax, page 36. The estimates are based on elimination of taxable 
sales revenues of approximately $14. l million from the ancillary retail, restaurant, and hotel uses. Since under the arena capacity 
would be 500 seats less under Alternative 2, there could also be a correlative reduction in attendance, however an estimated change in 
attendance and related spending in the arena are not accounted for in this estimate, which is, thus, conservative. 

12 HR&A, Economic and Fiscal Impact Report: Inglewood Basketball and Entertainment Center, May 2020, Appendix B, Table 4, 
Inglewood Basketball and Entertainment Center Estimated Utilizv Users' Tax, page 37. Estiniates are based on elimination of utility 
users' tax for water use for the Restaurant/Bar/Lounge, Office, Team Store and Retail, and Hotel uses; the elimination of the utility 
users' taxes for electricity and natural gas for the Hotel and 16.5% of the Arena and associated uses. 
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• The City's revenues from Transient Occupancy Tax from the eliminated hotel would be reduced by up to 

approximately $1 million per year; 13 and 

• The City's revenues from Business License-Gross Receipts Tax would be reduced by up to 
approximately $33,000 per year.14 

The overall estimate of reduced revenues to the City described above is conservative in that it does not account 

for potential reductions in parking taxes (there would be fewer parking spaces in Alternative 2 than the Proposed 

Project, but this has not been accounted for because displaced parking could still occur in the City), and 

construction taxes which are based on factors such as contractor earnings in the City, construction materials sales 

in the City, and the commercial building value permit based on total construction costs. Each of these would 

likely be reduced under Alternative 2 but have not been specifically estimated. 

In addition to reduced revenues to the City, the reduction in construction under Alternative 2 would reduce the 

revenue to the Inglewood Unified School District by up to approximately $175,000 as a result ofreduced 

payment of school impact in-lieu fees. This estimate of reduced school impact in-lieu fees under Alternative 2 is 

based on elimination of the ancillary retail uses, along with the administrative offices and sports medicine clinic, 

and a 16.5% reduction in the size of the arena structure. 15 

Compared to a fully developed Proposed Project, implementation of Alternative 2 would eliminate approximately 

1,100 construction jobs and 545 on-going operational jobs, and up to approximately $150 million in economic 

activity in the City during construction. In addition, once the project commences operations, each year up to 

approximately $82 million in economic activity in the City, and up to approximately $2.8 million in annual 

revenues to the City would be eliminated compared to a fully developed Proposed Project. Finally, compared to 

the Proposed Project, under Alternative 2 a one-time payment of in-lieu fees to the Inglewood Unified School 

District would be reduced by up to approximately $175,000. For each and all of these reasons, Alternative 2 

would be materially worse than the Proposed Project in terms of its ability to meet the City's goals to promote 

economic development that would generate opportunities for the City's residents. 16 

13 HR&A, Economic and Fiscal Impact Report: Inglewood Basketball and Entertainment Center, May 2020, Appendix B, Table 7, 
Inglewood Basketball and Entertainment Center Estimated Transient Occupancy Tax, page 38. Estimates are based on elimination of 
utility users' tax for water use for the Restaurant/Bar/Lounge, Office, Team Store and Retail, and Hotel uses; the elimination of the 
utility users' taxes for electricity and natural gas for the Hotel and 16.5% of the Arena and associated uses. 

14 HR&A, Economic and Fiscal Impact Report: Inglewood Basketball and Entertainment Center, May 2020, Appendix B, Table 9, 
Inglewood Basketball and Entertainment Center Estimated Business License Tax, page 40. Estimates are based on elimination of 
gross receipts tax from approximately $26. 9 million in gross receipts from the ancillary Retail and Restaurant businesses, the Sports 
Medicine Clinic, and Hotel uses. 

15 HR&A, Economic and Fiscal Impact Report: Inglewood Basketball and Entertainment Center, May 2020, Appendix B, Table 13, 
Inglewood Basketball and Entertainment Center Estimated City Fee Costs, page 44. Estimates are based on elimination of gross 
receipts tax from approximately $26.9 million in gross receipts from the ancillary Retail and Restaurant businesses, the Sports 
Medicine Clinic, and Hotel uses. 

16 The results discussed above are based on analyses in the main body of the May 2020 HR&A report entitled Economic and Fiscal 
Impact Report: Inglewood Basketball and Entertainment Center. The estimates of reductions in economic activity, employment, and 
associated revenues to the City are based on the full development of the Proposed Project, as described in Chapter 2 of the EIR. 
Appendix D of the HR&A report presents a sensitivity analysis that considers the economic and fiscal effects of the Proposed Project 
under a scenario that involves a lower estimate of non-basketball events and a reduction in the amount of ancillary retail development 
than described in the EIR. Compared to the results of the Proposed Project reflected in this sensitivity analysis, the reductions between 
the Project and Alternative 2 would be less than described herein. 
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Team Operations 

LA Clipper's team front office personnel often are required to attend games as part of their job responsibilities. 
Currently the LA Clippers' team offices are located in Downtown Los Angeles, two blocks away from the Staples 
Center, which is the LA Clipper's current home area, thus resulting in a short trip to the arena to attend games. It 
is assumed that the LA Clipper's offices would remain in Downtown Los Angeles under Alternative 2. As a 
result, members of the team front office would have a longer trip from the team's offices in Downtown Los 
Angeles and to the new arena in Inglewood to attend games. 

Further, consistent with the project applicant's stated objective to "[b]uild the long-term home of the LA Clippers 
basketball team," the project architect states that state-of-the-art sports training at the NBA level requires a close 
relationship between the training, management, and game facilities. As such, the integration of the Arena, the 
training facility, LA Clippers administrative offices, as described for the Proposed Project, would provide for an 
immersive, secure environment for players to train, eat, receive medical support, and play games, and would 
allow for close and regular interaction between the LA Clippers players, coaches, trainers, medical personnel, 
nutritionists, senior management, and other support staff. 17 Under Alternative 2, with a smaller Arena located at 
the Project Site, LA Clippers administrative offices in downtown Los Angeles, and the team's training facility 
remaining in Playa Vista, and very limited other support and ancillary uses at the Project Site, would compromise 
the ability to achieve the optimal training environment determined necessary by the project applicant. 

Community, Customer and Fan Experience 

The project architect has noted that "[s]uccessful, modem sports facilities also seek to create a destination that 
integrates into the urban fabric of the community."18 Project applicant objective 3.a and the design of the 
Proposed Project reflect the intent to create a year-round, active environment, with a daily population on-site that 
would support nearby retail and community-serving uses, and avoid creating an area that would be devoid of 
activity outside of the period immediately before and after scheduled events. 

In recent years, most privately funded major league sports facilities are being developed in concert with a mix of 
other complimentary uses. Prior to this recent trend, arenas and stadiums often developed as isolated uses in 
suburban settings, meaning that there \Vas nothing for the customer or fan to do prior to or after the event, leading 
to higher levels of peak traffic congestion as attendees arrived late and left as soon as the event \Vas over. Arenas 
and stadiums \Vere frequently dark zones \vith essentially no activity outside of event times, an issue that was 
considered acceptable when such venues were located in suburban settings surrounded by surface parking lots, 
but considered an eyesore in more highly urbanized settings. 

The location of the Project Site in an urbanized setting, and the inclusion of complimentary uses on the Project 
Site, provide the opportunity for activity on an ongoing basis throughout the year. In such a setting, activity 
tllfoughout the day and throughout the year may occur. Restaurants, bars, and stores in immediate proximity to 
tl1e venue can provide an attraction for attendees to arrive early, and to stay late, after the event, which can have 
tl1e benefit of spreading out arrival and departure traffic and travel. In this fashion, peak travel can be reduced 
because the same amount of traffic is distributed over a longer period of time. One notable example is Staples 

17 AECOM, Design and Operations Considerations o/EIR Alternatives, Letter from Bill Hanway, Executive Vice President, Global 
Sports Leader, AECOM to Chris Holmquist, Wilson Meany, May 7, 2020. 

18 AECOM, Design and Operations Considerations o/EIR Alternatives, Letter from Bill Hanway, Executive Vice President, Global 
Sports Leader, AECOM to Chris Holmquist, Wilson Meany, May 7, 2020. 
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Center in downtown Los Angeles, where LA Live was developed as a commercial compliment to the arena 
building. Other similar recent examples in California include: 

Golden l Center in Sacramento, where the NBA Sacramento Kings have developed retail, restaurant, hotel, 
and residential uses around the arena which opened in 2016; 

Chase Center in San Francisco, where the NBA Golden State Warriors developed a mixed use office and 
retail development on the same parcel as the new arena; and 

Oracle Park in San Francisco, where the Major League Baseball San Francisco Giants are in the planning 
stages of a mixed use, residential retail and office near the ballpark. 

There are numerous other examples around the United States, including the Deer District development around the 
recently opened Fiserv Forum in Milwaukee, Wisconsin (home of the NBA Milwaukee Bucks) and the Battery 
Atlanta development adjacent to Truist Park in Cumberland County, Georgia (home of the MLB Atlanta Braves), 
both of which have opened in the last couple of years. 

More specific to the design of the proposed Plaza, from an operational perspective, modem major league sports 
facilities are designed to provide for multiple layers of security and control, as opposed to a single point of control 
for entry and exit offans and visitors. The project architect indicates that the design of the Plaza for the Proposed 
Project allow for the separation of the initial screening process (typically providing for use of metal detectors and 
bag checks) from the ticket check; this is typically accomplished through a secure initial checkpoint set away from 
the physical entrance to the Arena, to be followed by a second check at the door. This provides a more flexible and 
secure operation that can adapt to the specific requirements of different events, the needs for which can be affected 
by such factors as size of the crowd, weather, and other factors. As such, the project architect indicates that features 
such as Plaza buildings and other structures and landscaping elements are considered part of the Arena security plan, 
serving as both security features and urban design elements. 19 

Adverse Changes to Arrival/Departure Patterns 

As discussed above, one of the key intents of the integration of LA Clippers uses and the development of 
complimentary ancillary uses on the Project Site is to achieve transportation benefits. As described on page 6-30 
of the Draft EIR "eliminating the potential to consolidate LA Clippers team uses, including the arena, practice 
facility, sports medicine and treatment facilities, and team offices in a single location, Alternative 2 would likely 
increase the amount of travel between these uses that are currently located disparately throughout the region." 
Further changes could result from changes to arrival and departure patterns for event attendees, as described further 
below. 

The differentiation between arrival patterns at highly urbanized arenas that are part of mixed-use developments 
compared to single-purpose, more isolated arenas with limited or no ancillary uses can be readily understood by 
reviewing the data at two such venues in Sacramento Ca. As part of planning studies for the development of 
Golden l Center, NBA game arrivals were observed at the then home of the NBA Sacramento Kings, Sleep Train 
Arena, which was an arena surrounded by surface parking with no food or beverage establishments in its 

19 AECOM, Design and Operations Considerations ofEIRAltematives, Letter from Bill Hanway, Executive Vice President, Global 
Sports Leader, AECOM to Chris Holmquist, Wilson Meany, May 7, 2020. 
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proximity. At this venue, the peak hour arrival accounted for approximately 67% of all attendees. 20 After the 
opening of Golden 1 Center, located in downtown Sacramento as part of a mixed-use development referred to as 
Downtown Commons, the measured proportion of total arrivals during the pre-event peak hour was 60%.21 It was 
also determined that based on surveys of actual attendees to NBA Games held at Golden l Center in 2017, 29% 
reported that they had visited a restaurant, bar, or retail uses in the immediate vicinity of Golden l Center prior to 
the event start.22 

Both the measured peaking of traffic and attendee survey results indicate that placement of complementary land 
uses, such as food-and-beverage establishments, adjacent to an arena tends to disperse arriving and departing 
traffic flows. Thus, it is reasonable to assume that one of the effects of Alternative 2 would be to concentrate the 
peak arrival and departure patterns for events at the Alternative 2 arena compared to the Proposed Project. This 
would tend to exacerbate transportation and other operational impacts of arena events. 

Inconsistency with Federal Aviation Administration Airporl Improvement Program Grant 

As discussed above under Alternative 1, the intent of the AIP program is that the land in question acquired by the 
City and Successor Agency be cleared of incompatible uses, and that the grant recipients use their best efforts to 
dispose of the land at fair market value for development with airport compatible uses. Under Alternative 2, the 
East Transportation Hub and Hotel site would not be developed as under the Proposed Project. These parcels 
would instead remain vacant. Alternative 2 would therefore be less responsive than the Proposed Project to the 
City's objective to "transfonn vacant or underutilized land within the City into compatible land uses within 
aircraft noise contours generated by operations at LAX, in compliance \vith Federal Aviation Administration 
(FAA) grants to the City." 

Alternative 3: City Services Center Alternative Site 

This alternative does not appear to be feasible for the following reasons: ( l) lengthened construction schedule and 
increased construction costs; (2) failure to achieve the City's economic development goals for the Project Site; (3) 
the site of the firefighter training academy may not be available for purchase; ( 4) the elimination of other team 
facilities under this alternative would be detrimental to team operations; and (5) constraints associated with the 
local roadway system. A more detailed discussion of each reason is provided below. 

Project Schedule and Costs 

As described on Draft EIRpage 6-43, "[b]ecause constructing on the City Services Center Alternative site would 
first require designing and constructing replacement uses on the Project Site, it is uncertain if this alternative site 
would allow the applicant to begin hosting LA Clippers home games in the 2024-2025 season ... " In addition to 
planning, design, and construction of a new City Services Center and firefighter training academy, the proposed 
arena and associated development would require a complete redesign, including necessary NBA review and 

20 City of Sacramento, Sacramento Sports and Entertainment Center & Related Development Draft Environmental Impact Report, 
December 2013, page 4.10-43. 

21 Fehr & Peers, on behalf of the City of Sacramento and Sacramento Downtown Arena LLC, Final Golden 1 Center Year One Travel 
A1onitoring Report, October 2017, page 20. 

22 Fehr & Peers, on behalf of the City of Sacramento and Sacramento Downtown Arena LLC, Final Golden 1 Center Year One Travel 
Monitoring Report, October 2017, Table 4, page 39. 
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approval, as well as likely preparation of additional supplementary CEQA analysis pursuant to PRC section 
21166. 

The Alternative 3 site does not meet the definition of "project area" included in PRC section 21168.6.8(a)(5). 
Thus, Alternative 3 would not meet the requirements for compliance with AB 987. As a result of this change, 
should the adequacy of the EIR be litigated, ratherthan the AB 987 dictated 270-day process for legal 
proceedings, including any potential appeals, the project would be subject to the established legal process w-hich 
can take three or more years. As a result of a more extended legal process, litigation regarding the adequacy of 
the EIR for Alternative 2 would likely obstruct the ability to meet the project applicant's schedule objective to 
open in time for the 2024-25 NBA season. That is because construction financing is often unavailable while 
CEQA litigation is pending, meaning that construction would not be able to proceed until after litigation is 
resolved even if no injunction is issued. Indeed, the extent to w-hich CEQA litigation interferes with the ability to 
move forward with projects while such litigation is pending is a central aim of statutes, such as AB 987, 
establishing an accelerated time frame for the resolution of CEQA litigation. (See, e.g., Legislative Findings 
adopted pursuant to Assembly Bill 734 (2018 Stats. Chapter 959, § 1), Senate Bill 743 (2013 Stats, Chapter 386, 
§ l.) The same considerations apply here. 

In addition to schedule extension, the project costs would likely increase under Alternative 3. With this 
alternative, the City's corporation yard and the firefighter training academy would be relocated to the Project Site. 
Structures and uses within the City's corporation yard include a three-story warehouse and administrative office 
building, small structures utilized for police training, parking for 300 vehicles, fuel stations for gasoline, propane, 
and compressed natural gas, a car wash, and material bins while structures on the firefighter training academy site 
include a classroom building, bum building, and training tower. There is adequate space on the Project Site to 
construct replacement facilities. In addition, these uses appear to be consistent with restrictions on the use of the 
Project Site under FAA grants. Nevertheless, the City would likely have to bear the cost of replacing these 
facilities, which the City Department of Public Works preliminarily estimated the cost at approximately $75 - 100 
million. 

Loss of Environmental Benefits 

Under AB 987, the project applicant has committed to a Greenhouse Gas (GHG) reduction plan that includes a 
number of local measures that would provide benefits in the City of Inglewood. These measures include such 
commitments as (1) replacement of 10 municipal fleet vehicles with Zero Emissions Vehicles (ZEVs) and 
construction of related infrastructure for those vehicles; (2) replacement of 2 transit vehicles that operate within 
the City with ZEV s and construction of related infrastructure for those vehicles; (3) installation of 20 electric 
vehicle charging stations at locations within the City available for public user for charging electric vehicles; (4) 
development of a program for planting of l, 000 trees within the City; and ( 5) implementation of a program to 
purchase and installation of 1,000 electric vehicle charging units for residential use in local communities near the 
Project Site, with City residents given a priority for participation. Because AB 987 would not apply at this site, 
these measures would not be implemented under Alternative 3. 

Economic Development Goals 

As discussed under No Project Alternative, above, the City of Inglewood has long-standing goals articulated in 
the General Plan Land Use Element which call for the promotion of economic development that would generate 
opportunities and employment for the City's residents. Contrary to these goals, similar to Alternative 2, the 
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overall revenues to the City and the Inglewood Unified School District would be materially reduced (at a level 
similar to that described for Alternative 2 because the development would be similarly scaled down compared to 
the Proposed Project). Further, compared to the Proposed Project, Alternative 3 would generate a materially 
lower level of economic activity on the Project Site. While the Project Site is large enough to accommodate the 
City Services Center and fire academy, these uses are not the type of employment and revenue generating uses 
that the City envisions for the Project Site as the work force employed by the City Services Center and fire 
academy already exists and no revenue would be generated as both the City and the El Camino Community 
College District (ECCCD), which owns and operates the firefighter training academy, are public entities. 

Inconsistency with Federal Aviation Administration Airport Improvement Program Grant 

As discussed above under Alternative l, the intent of the AIP program is that the land in question acquired by the 
City and Successor Agency be cleared of incompatible uses, and that the grant recipients use their best efforts to 
dispose of the land at fair market value for development with airport compatible uses. Under Alternative 3, the 
proposed Project Site would not be developed as under the Proposed Project. Rather, portions of the Project Site 
would be developed with a replacement City Services Center and firefighter training academy. These uses would 
be compatible with the location of the Project Site. Nevertheless, because these portions of the site would 
continue to be owned by the City and the Successor Agency, and other parts of the Project Site would remain 
vacant or underutilized, Alternative 3 would be less responsive than the Proposed Project to the City's objective 
to "transform vacant or underutilized land within the City into compatible land uses within aircraft noise contours 
generated by operations at LAX, in compliance with Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) grants to the City." 

Site Availability 

A majority of the 9.7-acre Alternative 3 site is under the control of the City ofinglewood, and an approximately 
1.6-acre firefighter academy portion of the site is under the control of the ECCCD. It is unknown if the ECCCD is 
willing to sell the firefighter training academy site and/or relocate the academy to the Project Site. Therefore, the 
property may not be available for development. Although the ECCCD-controlled portion of the Alternative 3 site 
is only l.6 of the total 9.7-acre site, its removal would leave this alternative site at only 8.1 acres, and an awkward 
shape. As such, because of the already limited size and the specific configuration of parcels, unavailability of the 
firefighting training academy site would make Alternative 3 infeasible. 

Site Configuration 

The limited size of the portion of the Alternative 3 site available to be dedicated to the Arena (approximately 4.65 
acres, an area approximately 450 feet on each side) is considered by the project architect to be very tight for a 
modem arena. [t would require the Arena structure to sit directly against the back of the curb on West [vy A venue 
and Cable Place, which would severely restrict the ability to design either ( l) an operationally functional loading 
dock area at ground level, or (2) a ramp down to a subterranean loading dock on the main event level. The project 
architect indicates that the provision of such a loading dock is a prerequisite of a modem arena.23 

In addition, the proximity of the Arena structure to the street curb edge would create concerns about public safety 
in the event of an emergency egress situation, and could be challenging even during normal event conditions. 

23 AECOM, Design and Operations Considerations ofEIR Altematives, Letter from Bill Hanway, Executive Vice President, Global 
Sports Leader, AECOM to Chris Holmquist, Wilson Meany, May 7, 2020. 
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Community, Customer and Fan Experience 

From an operational perspective, modem sports facilities rely on multiple layers of security and control, and not 
on a single point of control for entry and exit of fans and visitors. The Proposed Project would separate the initial 
screening process from the ticket check to allow for a secure checkpoint away from the physical entrance to the 
Arena, to be followed by a second check at the door. This provides a more flexible and secure operation that can 
adapt to the specific requirements of different events. In addition, because of the relatively long and narrow 
configuration of the open space, the project architect indicates that Alternative 3 would not provide a clear entry 
and could become unsafe in larger gatherings. The project architect has reviewed the configuration of Alternative 
3 (see Draft EIR Figure 6-2), and determined that the linear configuration of the Plaza under Alternative 3 would 
compromise the ability to achieve optimal security operations at the Arena.24 

One of the basic objectives of the project applicant is "synergistic with nearby existing and proposed uses and 
incorporates state-of-the-art urban design and venue design principles." The project architect has stated that to 
achieve this objective, the open space needs to be "of a reasonable size and shape, and supported by a balanced 
mix of sizes that create a destination, integrates the site into the urban fabric of the community and connects the 
development to other neighborhood amenities." The architect has indicated that the creation of a "Champions 
Plaza," where fans can gather to celebrate significant wins or achievements, is essential to meeting that objective. 
Alternative 3, as presented in the Draft EIR, would include a relatively narrow linear open space that connects to 
North Eucalyptus A venue, West Beach A venue, and Cable Plaza, each of which leads to industrial facilities and 
associated parking areas and loading docks. 25 Because of the nature of the adjacent uses and the linear 
configuration of the open space that would serve to funnel people toward those uses, Alternative 3 would not 
create the synergistic connections to the community sought by the project applicant. 

Team Operations 

Similar to Alternative 2, the LA Clipper's team front office would remain in Downtown Los Angeles under 
Alternative 3, and the LA Clippers would continue to use their practice and training facility in the Playa Vista 
neighborhood of Los Angeles. As a result, members of the team front office would be required to travel back and 
forth between the team's offices and the downtown arena to attend games. Similar to Alternative 2, this trip 
would take approximately 20-25 minutes during the non-peak hour, although it would be faster to take the I-10 
freeway west and South La Brea Avenue south to the City Services Center site. However, during the PM peak 
hour, which would occur shortly before games typically start on weekdays, travel time could approximately 
double. As a result, employees would spend up to an hour traveling, which is time that could be put to more 
productive use if their offices were co-located with the arena. 

Further, consistent with the project applicant's stated objective to "[b]uild the long-term home of the LA Clippers 
basketball team," the project architect states that state-of-the-art sports training at the NBA level requires a close 
relationship between the training, management, and game facilities. As such, the integration of the Arena, the 
training facility, LA Clippers administrative offices, as described for the Proposed Project, would provide for an 
immersive, secure environment for players to train, eat, receive medical support, and play games, and would 

24 AECOM, Design and Operations Considerations o.fEIRAltematives, Letter from Bill Hanway, Executive Vice President, Global 
Sports Leader, AECOM to Chris Holmquist, Wilson Meany, May 7, 2020. 

25 AECOM, Design and Operations Considerations o.fEIRAltematives, Letter from Bill Hanway, Executive Vice President, Global 
Sports Leader, AECOM to Cluis Holmquist. Wilson Meany, May 7, 2020. 
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allow for close and regular interaction between the LA Clippers players, coaches, trainers, medical personnel, 
nutritionists, senior management, and other support staff. 26 Under Alternative 3, the LA Clippers administrative 
offices would remain in downtown Los Angeles, the team's training facility would remain in Playa Vista, and 
there would be limited other support and ancillary uses at the City Services Center Alternative Site, which would 
compromise the ability to achieve the optimal training environment determined necessary by the project 
applicant. 

Traffic Constraints 

The streets in the vicinity of the City Services Center site are curvier, more discontinuous, and have less arterial 
capacity than the streets in the vicinity of the Project Site. Similar to the Proposed Project, under Alternative 3 a 
total of 4,215 parking spaces would be provided in two 8-story and one 7-story parking strnctures on the City 
Services Center site. One garage (2,300 spaces) would be accessible via Eucalyptus Avenue and two garages 
(l,915 spaces) that would be accessible via Beach Avenue. Both Eucalyptus and Beach Avenues are two lane 
streets that provide direct access the two major arterials near the Project Site - Florence Avenue one block to the 
south and La Brea Avenue one block to the north/east. Traffic generated by up 4,215 vehicles entering/leaving the 
City Services Center site before/after events would quickly overwhelm the nearby intersections along Florence 
and La Brea Avenues, thus forcing traffic through neighborhoods to the north of the site. This traffic would 
quickly overwhelm the capacity of local street system, thus resulting in traffic gridlock. In addition, although the 
City Services Center Alternative site is closer to the I-405 freeway (0.6 miles) than is the Proposed Project (1.3 
miles), it is farther from the I-110 and [-I 05 freeways; thus, regional trips would not be distributed as evenly and 
freeway impacts would be concentrated on the I-405. 

Alternative 4: Baldwin Hills Alternative Site 

This alternative does not appear to be feasible for the following reasons: ( l) the alternative site is located in a 
different jurisdiction; (2) the alternative site may not be available for purchase; (3) constrnction of the Proposed 
Project on the alternative site may not be feasible; ( 4) constraints associated with the local roadway system; and 
(5) none of the City's stated objectives for the Proposed Project would be achieved. A more detailed discussion of 
each reason is provided below. 

Jurisdictional Constraints 

The Baldwin Hills Alternative Site is located within the City of Los Angeles. Constrnction of the Proposed 
Project on the Baldwin Hills Alternative site would require approval by the City of Los Angeles City Council. 
The City of Los Angeles approved a plan to modernize and redevelop the existing Baldwin Hills Crenshaw Plaza 
shopping mall in 2018. The plan calls for the demolition of approximately 13,400 square feet ofretail/restaurant 
space and the constrnction of about 44,200 square feet of retail/restaurant space, a 400-room hotel, and 410 
apartment units on the Baldwin Hills Alternative site; the existing mall buildings and theater are planned to 
remain. Although no project-specific permits have been submitted for the Baldwin Hills Alternative Site,27 given 
the amount of development planned for the site, it is uncertain as to whether the City would consider an 
alternative plan for the site so soon after approval. 

26 AECOM, Design and Operations Considerations o/EIRAltematives, Letter from Bill Hanway, Executive Vice President, Global 
Sports Leader, AECOM to Chris Holmquist, Wilson Meany, May 7, 2020. 

27 Luciralia Ibarra, City Planner, City of Los Angeles, personal communication, March 25, 2020. 
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Site Availability 

The project applicant does not control or own the Baldwin Hills Alternative Site. In addition, as discussed above, 
a plan to modernize and redevelop the existing Baldwin Hills Crenshaw Plaza shopping mall was approved by the 
Los Angeles City Council in 2018. Given the amount of development proposed for the site and the effort that 
went into obtaining the approval of these entitlements, it is unknown if the Baldwin Hills Alternative site is 
available for purchase, or if the owner of the site would be willing to sell to the project applicant. In addition, the 
plan to modernize and redevelop the site is currently subject to ongoing litigation, which could put a damper on 
the ability of the project applicant to purchase the property before the litigation is resolved.28 

Site Feasibility 

The proximity of existing and future on-site retail uses and nearby residential neighborhoods bring the feasibility 
of Alternative 4 into question. Much of the parking that supports the current retail uses on the site would also be 
required to serve employees and attendees before, during, and after events at the Arena. Although some sharing is 
possible, the conflicting and overlapping schedules with the cinema and other major retail facilities that would 
remain on the northern part of the Alternative 4 site would create a significant parking, traffic, and operational 
challenges that could result in adverse effects to the existing and remaining businesses, or result in spillover 
effects in nearby neighborhoods (discussed further below under Traffic Constraints). 

Traffic Constraints 

With the retained commercial/retail facilities on the site fronting on Crenshaw Boulevard and West Martin Luther 
King Jr. Boulevard, access to the Arena-related parking would be limited to Santa Rosalia Drive, Stocker Street, 
and Marlton A venue, all four-lane streets designed to meet the needs of a regional shopping center, but not to 
accommodate the peaking. Santa Rosalia Drive, in particular, connected to significant residential neighborhoods, 
and this could create conflicts during the overlap between rush hour and event traffic. 

While the Baldwin Hills Alternative site is located adjacent to arterial roadways with large capacities, similar to 
the Proposed Project, regional highway facilities are located further from the site than the regional highway 
facilities that serve the Project Site. [n particular, the Santa Monica Freeway (I-10) is located approximately 
1.6 miles to the north, the Harbor Freeway (I-110) is located about 3 .1 miles to the east, and the San Diego 
Freeway (I-405) is located approximately 3.5 miles to the west. As a result, traffic generated under Alternative 4 
would have to travel farther to and from regional highway facilities, resulting in more potential affected 
intersections that could be adversely affected along roadways leading to the Baldwin Hills Alternative site. 

City Objectives 

Under the Baldwin Hills Alternative none of the City's objectives for the Proposed Project would be achieved. 
Specifically, none of the City's objectives to enhance the community would be accomplished. For example, the 
City would be unable to achieve its goals of promoting the City as a premier regional sports and entertainment 
center (City Objective 1), enhancing the City's general economic health by stimulating new business and 
economic activity (City Objective 2), and constructing (with private funds) a public assembly space that would 
host sporting, cultural, business, and community events (City Objective 8). 

28 Luciralia Ibarra, City Planner, City of Los Angeles, personal communication, March 25, 2020. 
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City of Inglewood Economic Development Goals 

As discussed under No Project Alternative, above, the City ofinglewood has long-standing goals articulated in 
the General Plan Land Use Element which call for the promotion of economic development that would generate 
opportunities and employment for the City's residents. Contrary to these goals, Alternative 4 would eliminate all 
increases in revenues to the City and the Inglewood Unified School District, including if the Proposed Project 
were fully developed the addition of up to approximately 7,300 jobs over $1 billion in economic activity due to 
project construction, up to approximately 1,500 net new ongoing jobs and up to approximately $250 million in 
annual economic output.29 While under the Baldwin Hills Alternative an equivalent level of economic benefits 
would likely accrue in the City of Los Angeles, none of the noted economic development benefits would accrue 
to the City of Inglewood. 

Inconsistency with Federal Aviation Administration Airport Improvement Program Grant 

As discussed above under Alternative l, the intent of the AIP program is that the land in question acquired by the 
City and Successor Agency be cleared of incompatible uses, and that the grant recipients use their best efforts to 
dispose of the land at fair market value for development with airport compatible uses. Under Alternative 4, the 
proposed Project Site would not be developed as under the Proposed Project. Similar to the No Project 
Alternative, the Project Site would remain vacant and under-developed. Agreements between the FAA and the 
City under the AIP program provide that the City and the Successor Agency must use their best efforts to dispose 
of parcels acquired under this program at a fair market value at the earliest practicable time. Holding the Project 
Site vacant under Alternative 4 would be inconsistent with the obligation to use such best efforts, as specified in 
grant agreements under the FAA AIP program. Alternative 4 would also be inconsistent with the City's objective 
to '"transfonn vacant or underutilized land within the City into compatible land uses within aircraft noise contours 
generated by operations at LAX, in compliance with Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) grants to the City." 

Project Schedule and Costs 

In addition to site acquisition, the proposed arena and associated development would require a complete redesign, 
including necessary NBA review and approval, along with review and approval through the City of Los Angeles, 
including preparation of a new CEQA document. The need to restart the planning and entitlement process would 
result in schedule extensions that would obstruct the ability to meet the project applicant's schedule objective to 
open in time for the 2024-25 NBA season. 

The Alternative 4 site also does not meet the definition of '·project area" included in PRC section 2 l l 68.6.8(a)(5). 
Thus, Alternative 4 would not meet the requirements for compliance with AB 987. As a result of this change, 
should the adequacy of the EIR be litigated, ratherthan the AB 987 dictated 270-day process for legal 
proceedings, including any potential appeals, the project would be subject to the established legal process which 
can take three or more years. As a result of a more extended legal process, litigation regarding the adequacy of 
the EIR for Alternative 2 would likely obstmct the ability to meet the project applicant's schedule objective to 
open in time for the 2024-25 NBA season. That is because construction financing is often unavailable while 
CEQA litigation is pending, meaning that constmction would not be able to proceed until after litigation is 
resolved even if no injunction is issued. [ndeed, the extent to which CEQA litigation interferes with the ability to 
move forward with projects while such litigation is pending is a central aim of statutes, such as AB 987, 
establishing an accelerated time frame for the resolution of CEQA litigation. (See, e.g., Legislative Findings 

29 HR&A, Economic and Fiscal Impact Report: Inglewood Basketball and Entertainment Center, May 2020, pages 4 to 5. 
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adopted pursuant to Assembly Bill 734 (2018 Stats. Chapter 959, § l), Senate Bill 743 (2013 Stats, Chapter 386, 
§ l.) The same considerations apply here. 

Loss of Environmental Benefits 

Under AB 987, the project applicant has committed to a Greenhouse Gas (GHG) reduction plan that includes a 
number of local measures that would provide benefits in the City of [nglewood. These measures include such 
commitments as (l) replacement of 10 municipal fleet vehicles with Zero Emissions Vehicles (ZEVs) and 
construction of related infrastructure for those vehicles; (2) replacement of 2 transit vehicles that operate within 
the City with ZEV s and construction of related infrastructure for those vehicles; (3) installation of 20 electric 
vehicle charging stations at locations within the City available for public user for charging electric vehicles; ( 4) 
development of a program for planting of 1,000 trees within the City; and (5) implementation of a program to 
purchase and installation of 1,000 electric vehicle charging units for residential use in local communities near the 
Project Site, with City residents given a priority for participation. Because AB 987 would not apply at this site, 
these measures would not be implemented under Alternative 4. 

Loss of Public Benefits 

As described in the Development Agreement, the Proposed Project would provide the City, its residents, and the 
surrounding region with an extensive array of public benefits. The public benefits would total approximately 
$100 million and would include (l) the creation oflocal jobs and workforce equity; (2) commitments to 
affordable housing and renter support; (3) rehabilitation of Morningside Park Library and creation of a 
community center; (4) support for City of [nglewood youth and education; (5) support for social and educational 
programs at the [nglewood Senior Center; (6) renovation of public basketball courts in Inglewood; (7) community 
engagement and collaboration, including use of the arena for charitable causes, and access to NBA games for 
community groups. These public benefits would not be provided to the City ofinglewood under Alternative 4. 

Alternative 5: The District at South Bay Alternative Site 

This alternative does not appear to be feasible for the following reasons: ( 1) the alternative site is located in a 
different jurisdiction; (2) the alternative site may not be available for purchase; (3) unique constraints associated 
with the alternative site's former use as a land fill; (4) accessibility to public transit; (5) fan base proximity; and 
(6) none of the City's stated objectives for the Proposed Project would be achieved. A more detailed discussion of 
each reason is provided below. 

Jurisdictional Constraints 

The District at South Bay Alternative Site is located within the City of Carson. Construction of the Proposed 
Project on the alternative site, would require approval by the Carson City Council. In 2006, the City of Carson 
adopted the Carson Marketplace Specific Plan, which proposed constructing a mix of commercial and residential 
uses. In 2011, the specific plan was amended and renamed '·Tue Boulevards at South Bay Specific Plan." In 
2015, the specific plan area was proposed as the location for an NFL Stadium that would have served as the home 
for the San Diego Chargers and Oakland Raiders franchises; however, the site was ultimately not chosen. [n 
2018, the specific plan was further amended to allow for regional commercial uses and renamed "The District at 
South Bay Specific Plan." Under the current adopted plan, the site would be developed with a total of 1,250 
residential units and approximately 1.8 million square feet of commercial uses including approximately 711,500 
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square feet of regional commercial uses, including outlet and restaurant uses, and 890,000 square feet of regional 
retail center, neighborhood-serving commercial, restaurant, and commercial recreation/entertainment uses, as 
well as 350 total rooms in two hotels. The 711,500-square-foot regional commercial center (Los Angeles 
Premium Outlets) is currently under constmction on the approximately 30-acre eastern portion of the specific 
plan area, adjacent to the I-405. Given the amount of development planned for the site and the extensive planning 
that has been previously undertaken, it is uncertain if the City would consider an alternative plan for the site so 
soon after approval of the current plan. 

Site Availability 

The project applicant does not control or own the District at South Bay Alternative Site. As discussed above, 
development on the District at South Bay Alternative Site has been contemplated for a number of years, and 
construction of a commercial center on a portion of the site is underway. Given the amount of development 
proposed for the site and the effort that went into obtaining the approval of these entitlements, it is unknown if the 
undeveloped portion of the site is available for purchase or if the owner of the site would be willing to sell to the 
project applicant. In addition, the City of Carson is currently in negotiations with a developer to construct 
commercial retail/entertainment and industrial uses on a 90-acre portion of the site, and if the negotiations are 
successful, then a large portion of the site would be unavailable for purchase.30 

Hazardous Materials Constraints 

The District at South Bay Alternative site is a former Class II landfill that is currently undergoing remediation 
and closure. The DTSC Remedial Action Plan for the alternative site requires the creation of an impervious cap 
across the site underlain by clean fill. Thus, in order to avoid damaging the cap, instead of excavating to a depth 
of up to 35 feet and removing approximately 376,000 cubic yards of earth, construction of an arena on the 
alternative site would require the import of a similar amount of soil in order to build up the land underneath the 
arena to avoid disturbing buried landfill materials. Even with the build-up of the site, penetration of the cap would 
be required in order to put in place support piles to bear the weight of the structure. Any penetration of the cap 
would require re-sealing and repair of the cap. 

The need to build the Arena above ground would also create significant operational challenges and increase the 
costs of the building structure itself. The project architect indicates that in a typical modern arena, the main 
concourse, typically feeds the lower bowl of an arena, and thus is usually 30 to 50 feet above the event floor. The 
City has observed that this is the case in recently constructed arenas in San Francisco and Sacramento. Under 
Alternative 5, the elevation of the concourse 30 to 50 feet above ground level would, according to the project 
architect, create a challenge for the safe movement of fans and would require the entire development to be raised 
on a podium, including the public plaza/open space, which \vould involve significant cost increases.31 

The costs and time associated with importing backfill sufficient to raise both the Arena and the surrounding 
development area; repairs to the impervious cap and other work within the contaminated and ongoing remediation 
of soils; and additional building structure, fa9ade, and internal features such as escalators and elevators due to a 
higher above ground structure, would be significant, and would add to the cost and extend the schedule of 

30 Raymond, John, Assistant City Manager, City of Carson, personal communication, March 25, 2020. 
31 AECOM, Design and Operations Considerations ofEIRA/tematives, Letter from Bill Hanway, Executive Vice President, Global 

Sports Leader, AECOM to Chris Holmquist, Wilson Meany, May 7, 2020. 
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constructing the arena at the District at South Bay Alternative Site, as compared to the Proposed Project. The 
added cost for the Arena, not including the costs for raising the surrounding development area, is estimated to 
range from $35-70 million, an additional $5-15 million for special construction within contaminated soils and 
ongoing remediation, and considerable extended time to accommodate additional design and construction.32 

As a result of the need to minimize any potential damage to the cap and disturbance of other ongoing remediation 
activities, the only way to supply the necessary parking for the Arena would be to create an Arena that would be 
an "island" type destination, surrounded by a large expanse of surface parking. The project architect has indicated 
that this type of development is inconsistent with modem best practice arena design and urban placemaking.33 As 
such, Alternative 5 would be inconsistent \vith project applicant objective 3, w-hich is to "[d]esign a Project that is 
synergistic with nearby existing and proposed uses and incorporates state-of-the-art urban design and venue 
design principles." 

Public Transit Inaccessibility 

Bus service to the District at South Bay Alternative site is provided by the City of Carson's bus system, Carson 
Circuit, which provides connections to the Metro Blue Line (Light Rail), Metro Silver Line (Bus Rapid Transit) 
and to regional bus service provided by Torrance Transit, the MTA, Long Beach Transit and Gardena Municipal 
Bus Lines. The nearest bus stop is located at the intersection of Del Amo Boulevard and Main Street, located 
adjacent to the northwest comer of the project site, and multiple bus lines running north-south along Avalon 
Boulevard. The District at South Bay Alternative site is not as close to expansive public transit, such as light rail 
and regional bus transit, as the Proposed Project and several of the proposed alternatives. The site is located 
approximately 3.5 miles from the Metro Blue Line station at Del Amo Boulevard, approximately l.5 miles from the 
Metro Silver Line station on the I-110 freeway at Carson Street, and approximately 1. 8 miles from the Harbor 
Gateway Transit Center. Although it is assumed that the Proposed Project would provide shuttle service to the Blue 
and Silver Lines similar to the proposed shuttle service to the Crenshaw/LAX and Green Lines to be provided as 
part of the Proposed Project, given the distance of stations from the District at South Bay Alternative site, these 
transit options might not be as desirable as driving to the site given the close proximity of the I-405 freeway, which 
is adjacent to the site. 

Fan Base Proximity 

Alternative 5 does not meet one of the project applicant's basic objectives for the project. Objective l(b) states: 
"Locate a basketball and entertainment center on a site that is geographically desirable and accessible to the LA 
Clippers' current and anticipated fan base." The District at South Bay Alternative site is located approximately 
11 miles southeast of the Project Site. As such, the site is located 11 miles further away from the Clippers' current 
home at Staples Arena in downtown Los Angeles. As part of its site selection process, the project applicant 
engaged a team of experienced professionals to identify sites in the greater Los Angeles area that could 
accommodate a new, state-of-the-art Arena and Arena support uses. The preliminary analysis included sites in 
and around downtown Los Angeles, on the west side of Los Angeles, and also sites as far south as Long Beach. 
Of the sites to the south, the District at South Bay site was the closest to the preferred west side location, but was 

32 AECOM, Design and Operations Considerations o.fEIRAltematives, Letter from Bill Hanway, Executive Vice President, Global 
Sports Leader, AECOM to Chris Holmquist, Wilson Meany, May 7, 2020. 

33 AECOM, Design and Operations Considerations o.fEIRAltematives, Letter from Bill Hanway, Executive Vice President, Global 
Sports Leader, AECOM to Cluis Holmquist, Wilson Meany. May 7, 2020. 
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ultimately deemed less desirable than other options that were closer to the current and anticipated future fan 
base.34 For these reasons, the project applicant has indicated that this location would not achieve project applicant 
Objective l(b). 

City Objectives 

Under the District at South Bay Alternative none of the City's objectives for the Proposed Project would be 
achieved. Specifically, none of the City's objectives to enhance the community would be accomplished. For 
example, the City would be unable to achieve its goals of promoting the City as a premier regional sports and 
entertainment center (City Objective 1 ), enhancing the City's general economic health by stimulating new 
business and economic activity (City Objective 2), and constructing (with private funds) a public assembly space 
that would host sporting, cultural, business, and community events (City Objective 8). 

City of Inglewood Economic Development Goals 

As discussed under No Project Alternative, above, the City ofinglewood has long-standing goals articulated in 
the General Plan Land Use Element which call for the promotion of economic development that would generate 
opportunities and employment for the City's residents. Contrary to these goals, the District at South Bay 
Alternative would eliminate all increases in revenues to the City and the [nglewood Unified School District, 
including approximately 7,300 jobs and over $1 billion in economic activity due to project construction, 
approximately 1,500 net new ongoing jobs, and approximately $250 million in annual economic output.35 While 
under the District at South Bay Alternative an equivalent level of economic benefits would likely accrue in the 
City of Carson, none of the noted economic development benefits would accrue to the City of [nglewood. 

Inconsistency with Federal Aviation Administration Airport Improvement Program Grant 

As discussed above under Alternative l, the intent of the AIP program is that the land in question acquired by the 
City and Successor Agency be cleared of incompatible uses, and that the grant recipients use their best efforts to 
dispose of the land at fair market value for development with airport compatible uses. Under Alternative 5, the 
proposed Project Site would not be developed as under the Proposed Project. Similar to the No Project 
Alternative, the Project Site would remain vacant and under-developed. Agreements between the FAA and the 
City under the AIP program provide that the City and the Successor Agency must use their best efforts to dispose 
of parcels acquired under this program at a fair market value at the earliest practicable time. Holding the Project 
Site vacant under Alternative 5 would be inconsistent with the obligation to use such best efforts, as specified in 
grant agreements under the FAA AIP program. Alternative 5 would also be inconsistent with the City's objective 
to "transform vacant or underutilized land within the City into compatible land uses within aircraft noise contours 
generated by operations at LAX, in compliance with Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) grants to the City." 

Project Schedule and Costs 

In addition to site acquisition, the proposed arena and associated development \vould require a complete redesign, 
including necessary NBA review and approval, along with review and approval through the City of Carson, 
including preparation of a new CEQA document. As noted above, the redesigned project \vould have to account 

34 AECOM, Design and Operations Considerations o/EIRAltematives, Letter from Bill Hanway, Executive Vice President, Global 
Sports Leader, AECOM to Chris Holmquist, Wilson Meany, May 7, 2020. 

35 HR&A, Economic and Fiscal Impact Report: Inglewood Basketball and Entertainment Center, May 2020, pages 4 to 5. 
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for the presence of hazardous materials at the site, which would increase design and constmction costs as 

compared to the Proposed Project. In addition, the need to restart the planning and entitlement process would 

result in schedule extensions that would obstruct the ability to meet the project applicant's schedule objective to 

open in time for the 2024-25 NBA season. 

The District at South Bay Alternative site also does not meet the definition of "project area" included in PRC 

section 21168.6.8(a)(5). Thus, Alternative 5 \vould not meet the requirements for compliance with AB 987. As a 

result of this change, should the adequacy of the EIR be litigated, ratherthan the AB 987 dictated 270-day 

process for legal proceedings, including any potential appeals, the project would be subject to the established 

legal process which can take three or more years. As a result of a more extended legal process, litigation 

regarding the adequacy of the EIR for Alternative 2 would likely obstruct the ability to meet the project 

applicant's schedule objective to open in time forthe 2024-25 NBA season. That is because construction 

financing is often unavailable while CEQA litigation is pending, meaning that construction would not be able to 

proceed until after litigation is resolved even if no injunction is issued. Indeed, the extent to which CEQA 

litigation interferes with the ability to move forward witl1 projects while such litigation is pending is a central aim 

of statutes, such as AB 987, establishing an accelerated time frame for the resolution of CEQA litigation. (See, 

e.g., Legislative Findings adopted pursuant to Assembly Bill 734 (2018 Stats. Chapter 959, § 1), Senate Bill 743 

(2013 Stats, Chapter 386, § 1.) The same considerations apply here. 

Loss of Environmental Benefits 

Under AB 987, the project applicant has committed to a Greenhouse Gas (GHG) reduction plan that includes a 

number of local measures that would provide benefits in the City of Inglewood. These measures include such 

commitments as (1) replacement of 10 municipal fleet vehicles with Zero Emissions Vehicles (ZEVs) and 

construction of related infrastructure for those vehicles; (2) replacement of 2 transit vehicles that operate within 

the City with ZEV s and construction of related infrastructure for those vehicles; (3) installation of 20 electric 

vehicle charging stations at locations within the City available for public user for charging electric vehicles; (4) 

development of a program for planting of 1,000 trees within the City; and (5) implementation of a program to 

purchase and installation of 1, 000 electric vehicle charging units for residential use in local communities near the 

Project Site, with City residents given a priority for participation. Because AB 987 would not apply at this site, 

these measures \vould not be implemented under Alternative 5. 

Loss of Public Benefits 

As described in the Development Agreement, the Proposed Project would provide the City, its residents, and the 

surrounding region with an extensive array of public benefits. The public benefits would total approximately 

$100 million and would include (1) the creation oflocaljobs and workforce equity; (2) commitments to 

affordable housing and renter support; (3) rehabilitation of Morningside Park Library and creation of a 

community center; (4) support for City of Inglewood youth and education; (5) support for social and educational 

programs at the Inglewood Senior Center; (6) renovation of public basketball courts in Inglewood; (7) community 

engagement and collaboration, including use of the arena for charitable causes, and access to NBA games for 

community groups. These public benefits would not be provided to the City of Inglewood under Alternative 5. 
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Alternative 6: Hollywood Park Specific Plan Alternative Site 

The Hollywood Park Specific Plan Alternative does not appear to be feasible forthe following reasons: (1) the 
alternative site may not be available for purchase; (2) it may not be feasible to construct the Proposed Project on 
the alternative site; (3) the Project Site would remain underutilized, thus not meeting the City's vision for the site; 
and ( 4) parking on the alternative site is constrained. A more detailed discussion of each reason is provided 
below. 

Site Availability 

The project applicant does not control or own the Hollywood Park Specific Plan Alternative Site within the HPSP 
area, which is located directly to the north of the Project Site across West Century Boulevard. [n 2009, the City of 
Inglewood adopted the Hollywood Park Specific Plan, which proposed constructing a mix of office, commercial, 
residential, and community serving uses on the 238-acre site. In 2015, the Specific Plan was amended to include 
an NFL stadium. The City of Inglewood has approved construction plans or issued building permits for, and 
construction has commenced on, significant portions of the HPSP area, including the construction of a 70,000-
seat open air NFL Stadium, a 6,000-seat performance venue, 518,077 square feet (sf) ofretail and restaurant uses, 
466,000 sf of office space, 314 residential units, an 11.89-acre park, a 4-acre civic use, and approximately 9,900 
parking spaces. Given the amount of development proposed within the HPSP area and the effort that went into 
obtaining the approval of these entitlements, it is unknown if the site is available for purchase or if the owner of 
the site would be willing to sell to the project applicant. 

Site Feasibility 

Development of the Hollywood Park Specific Plan Alternative within the HPSP area would displace uses planned 
under the Hollywood Park Specific Plan Alternative site to other portions of the HPSP area, and there may not be 
sufficient space within the HPSP area to accommodate these displaced uses. 

Because of the desire to limit the displacement of previously planned and approved uses in the HPSP area, the 
Alternative 6 site would provide limited amount of plaza space (approximately 104,650 sf as shmvn in Draft EIR 
Figure 6-5, page 6-70) that may be insufficient to meet the requirements necessary for safe ingress and egress of 
Arena crowds, and may not provide sufficient space or the proper configuration to accommodate the project 
applicant's "Champions Plaza" concept. Because of the limited size of the site and available plaza space, it is 
likely that Arena crowds would spill over into adjacent landscaped open spaces that are part of the Lake Park in 
the Hollywood Park Specific Plan. TI1is small size and lack of plaza area would exacerbate safety and operational 
concerns if simultaneous events are held at the NFL Stadium and the Alternative 6 arena, as the current Lake Park 
open space was designed, in part, to accommodate the crowd flmvs before and after Stadium events.36 

Inconsistency with Federal Aviation Administration Airport Improvement Program Grant 

As discussed above under Alternative l, the intent of the AIP program is that the land in question acquired by the 
City and Successor Agency be cleared of incompatible uses, and that the grant recipients use their best efforts to 
dispose of the land at fair market value for development with airport compatible uses. Under Alternative 6, the 
proposed Project Site would not be developed as under the Proposed Project. Similar to the No Project 

36 AECOM, Design and Operations Considerations ofEIR Altematives, Letter from Bill Hanway, Executive Vice President, Global 
Sports Leader, AECOM to Chris Holmquist, Wilson Meany, May 7, 2020. 
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Alternative, the Project Site would remain vacant and under-developed. Agreements between the FAA and the 
City under the ACP program provide that the City and the Successor Agency must use their best efforts to dispose 
of parcels acquired under this program at a fair market value at the earliest practicable time. Holding the Project 
Site vacant under Alternative 6 would be inconsistent with the obligation to use such best efforts, as specified in 
grant agreements under the FAA AIP program. Alternative 6 would also be inconsistent with the City's objective 
to "transform vacant or underutilized land within the City into compatible land uses within aircraft noise contours 
generated by operations at LAX, in compliance with Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) grants to the City." 

Parking Constraints 

The Proposed Project would demand approximately 7,700 parking spaces for LA Clippers basketball games, and 
up to 8, 100 parking spaces for sold out concert events. According to City's Municipal Code, the Proposed Project 
would be required to provide 4,125 parking spaces with the remaining parking spaces provided off-site. The 
Hollywood Park Specific Plan Alternative would provide 1,045 spaces, which is only about a quarter of the 
spaces required by code. As a result, up to approximately 7,000 off-site parking spaces would be required under 
this alternative, most likely among the 9,900 spaces provided within the HPSP area. However, the HPSP requires 
that "no less than 9,000 spaces located throughout the HPSP area be made available" for the NFL Stadium. As a 
result, under the Hollywood Park Specific Plan Alternative events at the arena and stadium could not overlap; 
events at the arena would have to be scheduled when the stadium is not in use, thus potentially resulting in fewer 
events at the arena. 

City of Inglewood Economic Development Goals 

As discussed under No Project Alternative, above, the City of Inglewood has long-standing goals articulated in 
the General Plan Land Use Element which call for the promotion of economic development that would generate 
opportunities and employment for the City's residents. The Hollywood Park Specific Plan Alternative would 
involve the development of the same or substantially similar components of the Proposed Project on 
approximately 12 acres. [tis assumed that it would generate the same approximate revenues to the City and the 
Inglewood Unified School District as the Proposed Project. 

City Objectives for the Proposed Project 

Alternative 6 would not be responsive to City Objective 5 to '"[t]ransform vacant or underutilized land within the 
City into compatible land uses within aircraft noise contours generated by operations at LAX, in compliance with 
Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) grants to the City." 

Project Schedule and Costs 

In addition to site acquisition, the proposed arena and associated development \vould require a complete redesign, 
including necessary NBA review and approval, along with review and approval through the City Inglewood, 
including preparation of a new CEQA document to support changes to the Hollywood Park Specific Plan. The 
need to restart the planning and entitlement process would result in schedule extensions that \vould obstruct the 
ability to meet the project applicant's schedule objective to open in time for the 2024-25 NBA season. 

Further, the Alternative 6 site also does not meet the definition of "project area" included in PRC section 
21168.6.8(a)(5). Thus, Hollywood Park Specific Plan Alternative would not meet the requirements for 
compliance with AB 987. As a result of this change, should the adequacy of the EIR be litigated, rather than the 
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AB 987 dictated 270-day process for legal proceedings, including any potential appeals, the project would be 
subject to the established legal process which can take three or more years. As a result of a more extended legal 
process, litigation regarding the adequacy of the EIR for Alternative 2 would likely obstruct the ability to meet 
the project applicant's schedule objective to open in time for the 2024-25 NBA season. That is because 
construction financing is often unavailable while CEQA litigation is pending, meaning that constmction would 
not be able to proceed until after litigation is resolved even if no injunction is issued. Indeed, the extent to which 
CEQA litigation interferes with the ability to move forward with projects while such litigation is pending is a 
central aim of statutes, such as AB 98 7, establishing an accelerated time frame for the resolution of CEQA 
litigation. (See, e.g., Legislative Findings adopted pursuant to Assembly Bill 734 (2018 Stats. Chapter 959, § 1 ), 
Senate Bill 743 (2013 Stats, Chapter 386, § l.) The same considerations apply here. 

Loss of Environmental Benefits 

Under AB 987, the project applicant has committed to a Greenhouse Gas (GHG) reduction plan that includes a 
number of local measures that would provide benefits in the City of [nglewood. These measures include such 
commitments as (l) replacement of 10 municipal fleet vehicles with Zero Emissions Vehicles (ZEVs) and 
construction of related infrastructure for those vehicles; (2) replacement of 2 transit vehicles that operate within 
the City with ZEV s and construction of related infrastructure for those vehicles; (3) installation of 20 electric 
vehicle charging stations at locations within the City available for public user for charging electric vehicles; ( 4) 
development of a program for planting of 1,000 trees within the City; and (5) implementation of a program to 
purchase and installation of 1,000 electric vehicle charging units for residential use in local communities near the 
Project Site, with City residents given a priority for participation. Because AB 987 would not apply at this site, 
these measures would not be implemented under Alternative 6. 

Alternative 7: The Forum Alternative Site 

This alternative does not appear to be feasible for the following reasons: ( l) it may not be feasible to construct the 
Proposed Project on the alternative site; (2) the Project Site would remain undemtilized, and thus not meet the 
City's vision for the site; and (3) constmction of the Proposed Project would result in the loss of an historic 
resource. A more detailed discussion of each reason is provided below. 

Site Feasibility 

To efficiently distribute parking for the operation of the Arena on the Alternative 7 site, the main parking 
structure under this Alternative would be located on the north side of the site, along West Manchester Boulevard, 
and additional surface parking would be accessed from the east, off of Kareem Court and Pincay Drive. As a 
result of these access requirements, the primary plaza and open space for Alternative 7 would be aligned along 
the western edge of the site, between the arena structure and South Prairie Avenue. The project architect has 
stated that the resulting linear shape of the plaza, and high level of exposure to South Prairie A venue, a 6-lane 
arterial, would inhibit the creation of a unique urban environment and would be contrary to best practices in urban 
placemaking.37 

37 AECOM, Design and Operations Considerations ofEIR Altematives, Letter from Bill Hanway, Executive Vice President, Global 
Sports Leader, AECOM to Chris Holmquist, Wilson Meany, May 7, 2020. 
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Loss of Historic Resource 

The Forum Alternative site is currently developed with an historic concert venue known as The Forum. The 

Forum is an approximately 350,000 sf arena that opened in 1967 and until 1999 was the home of the NBA Los 

Angeles Lakers, the NHL Los Angeles Kings, and the \VNBA Los Angeles Sparks, and hosted other major 

sporting events and other athletic competitions, concerts, and events. In 2012, The Forum underwent 

comprehensive renovation and rehabilitation that included structural, aesthetic, and amenity improvements 

completed in 2014 to convert The Forum into a world-class concert and event venue. In addition, The Forum was 

listed on the National Register of Historic Places and the California Register of Historic Resources in 2014 as an 

architecturally significant historic place worthy of preservation. The renovation of The Forum was funded in part 

by federal tax credits for its restoration as a National Register-listed building and an $18 million loan from the 

City of Inglewood for the restoration and rehabilitation of tl1e structure. As it is not structurally feasible to 

renovate the existing Forum building to meet the requirements of a modem NBA arena, the existing Forum 

building would need to be demolished under this alternative, thus resulting in the significant and unavoidable 

impact associated with the loss of a historic resource. Finally, even if it was structurally feasible to renovate the 

arena, these changes would remove or substantially alterthe character defining features of The Forum that make it 

eligible for listing on tl1e National Register and California Register. 

City Objectives for the Proposed Project 

The Forum Alternative would meet some of City's objectives for the Proposed Project. The Forum Alternative 

would meet the City's goals of becoming a regional sports and entertainment center (City Objective l) and 

stimulating economic development (City Objective 2), however because this alternative would involve demolition 

of an existing entertainment venue, The Forum, in order to build a new sports and entertainment venue of similar 

size, it would not achieve these goals to the same extent as the Proposed Project. As explained above, The Forum 

site is currently developed with a large entertainment venue, and while there are surrounding surface parking lots 

tl1at can be seen as underdeveloped, the Forum Alternative site is not underutilized to the same degree as the 

Project Site. 

Because City Objective 5 is to '[t]ransform vacant or underutilized land within the City into compatible land uses 

within aircraft noise contours generated by operations at LAX, in compliance with Federal Aviation 

Administration (FAA) grants to the City," Alternative 7 would not be as responsive to this objective as the 

Proposed Project. Finally, because the Forum Alternative would result in a new significant and unavoidable 

impact as a result of the demolition of the historic Forum building, it would be less responsive than the Proposed 

Project to City Objective 10, which calls for the project objectives to be achieved "in an expeditious and 

environmentally conscious manner." 

City of Inglewood Economic Development Goals 

As discussed under No Project Alternative, above, the City of Inglewood has long-standing goals articulated in 

the General Plan Land Use Element which call for the promotion of economic development that would generate 

opportunities and employment for the City's residents. Contrary to these goals. The Forum Alternative would 

involve the development of the same or substantially similar components of the Proposed Project on 

approximately 28 acres currently occupied by the historic Forum concert and event venue and ancillary structures 

and surface parking, it would generate the same approximate revenues to the City and the Inglewood Unified 

School District as the Proposed Project. However, it would result in the demolition of The Forum entertainment 

venue, and would eliminate the current revenue that is generated to the City, which is materially larger than the 
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revenue generation from the uses on the proposed Project Site. As such, The Fomm Alternative would generate a 
materially smaller level of net new economic development than the Proposed Project. 

Inconsistency with Federal Aviation Administration Airport Improvement Program Grant 

As discussed above under Alternative l, the intent of the AIP program is that the land in question acquired by the 
City and Successor Agency be cleared of incompatible uses, and that the grant recipients use their best efforts to 
dispose of the land at fair market value for development with airport compatible uses. Under Alternative 7, the 
proposed Project Site would not be developed as under the Proposed Project. Similar to the No Project 
Alternative, the Project Site would remain vacant and under-developed. Agreements between the FAA and the 
City under the AIP program provide that the City and the Successor Agency must use their best efforts to dispose 
of parcels acquired under this program at a fair market value at the earliest practicable time. Holding the Project 
Site vacant under Alternative 7 would be inconsistent with the obligation to use such best efforts, as specified in 
grant agreements under the FAA AIP program. Alternative 7 would also be inconsistent with the City's objective 
to "transform vacant or undemtilized land within the City into compatible land uses within aircraft noise contours 
generated by operations at LAX, in compliance with Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) grants to the City." 

Project Schedule and Costs 

In addition to site acquisition, the proposed arena and associated development would require a complete redesign, 
including necessary NBA review and approval, along with review and approval through the City of Inglewood, 
including preparation of a new CEQA document. The need to restart the planning and entitlement process would 
result in schedule extensions that would obstruct the ability to meet the project applicant's schedule objective to 
open in time for the 2024-25 NBA season. 

The Alternative 7 site also does not meet the definition of "project area" included in PRC section 21168.6.8(a)(5). 
Thus, The Fornm Alternative \vould not meet the requirements for compliance with AB 987. As a result of this 
change, should the adequacy of the EIR be litigated, rather than the AB 987 dictated 270-day process for legal 
proceedings, including any potential appeals, the project would be subject to the established legal process which 
can take three or more years. As a result of a more extended legal process, litigation regarding the adequacy of 
the EIR for Alternative 2 would likely obstruct the ability to meet the project applicant's schedule objective to 
open in time for the 2024-25 NBA season. That is because constrnction financing is often unavailable while 
CEQA litigation is pending, meaning that construction would not be able to proceed until after litigation is 
resolved even if no injunction is issued. Indeed, the extent to w-hich CEQA litigation interferes with the ability to 
move forward with projects while such litigation is pending is a central aim of statutes, such as AB 987, 
establishing an accelerated time frame for the resolution of CEQA litigation. (See, e.g., Legislative Findings 
adopted pursuant to Assembly Bill 734 (2018 Stats. Chapter 959, § 1), Senate Bill 743 (2013 Stats, Chapter 386, 
§ l.) The same considerations apply here. 

Loss of Environmental Benefits 

Under AB 987, the project applicant has committed to a Greenhouse Gas (GHG) reduction plan that includes a 
number of local measures that would provide benefits in the City of Inglewood. These measures include such 
commitments as (1) replacement of 10 municipal fleet vehicles with Zero Emissions Vehicles (ZEVs) and 
construction of related infrastructure for those vehicles; (2) replacement of 2 transit vehicles that operate within 
the City with ZEV s and construction of related infrastructure for those vehicles; (3) installation of 20 electric 
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vehicle charging stations at locations within the City available for public user for charging electric vehicles; ( 4) 
development of a program for planting of 1,000 trees within the City; and (5) implementation of a program to 
purchase and installation of 1,000 electric vehicle charging units for residential use in local communities near the 
Project Site, with City residents given a priority for participation. Because AB 987 would not apply at this site, 
these measures would not be implemented under Alternative 7. 

Project Site Underutilization 

As discussed above, parcels on the Project Site have remained vacant for a variety ofreasons. If the Proposed 
Project were not to be constructed on the Project Site, these parcels would likely vacant for the foreseeable future, 
and thus the site would not be transformed to include land uses that are compatible with the existing noise 
environment. 
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SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

FOR THE COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES 

AARON M. EPSTEIN, an individual, 

Petitioner, 

vs. 

CITY OF LOS ANGELES, a municipal 
corporation; the CITY OF LOS ANGELES 
PLANNING COMMISSION; and DOES l 
through l 0, inclusive, 

Respondents 

Case No. BS108652 

PEREMPTORY WRIT OF 
MANDATE 

Date: October 6, 2008 
Dept. 86 . 

[Hon. David P. Yaffe] 

WRIT OF MANDATE 
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TO RESPONDENTS CITY OF LOS ANGELES AND CITY OF LOS ANGELES 

PLANNING COMMISSION, INCLUDING ITS AREA PLANNING COMMISSIONS: 

YOU ARE HER.EBY COMMANDED immediately upon receipt of this writ: 

1. To describe in all of the Planning Commission and Area Planning 

Commission's posted agendas the actions that the Planning Commission and 

Area Planning Commissions are requested to take at their meetings and 

hearings under CEQA with the same degree of clarity, particularity, and 

detail as used to describe the non-CEQA actions to be taken at the same 

meetings and hearings, as quoted and described in Exhibit 1 hereto. 

2. To identify in all of the Planning Commission and Area Planning 

Commission's posted agendas the CEQA actions as actions that the 

Planning Commission and Area Planning Commissions have been requested 

or that they propose to take at their meetings and hearings. 

3. Not to take any actions or to discuss any items under CEQA that are not 

described in the Planning Commission and Area Planning Commission's 

posted agendas with the clarity, particularity, and detail as quoted and 

described in Exhibit 1 hereto. 

YOU ARE HEREBY FURTHER COMMANDED that you shall, through an 

authorized officer(s), make a return to the peremptory writ of mandate under oath 

specifying what the City, Planning Commission and Area Planning Commissions have 

done to comply with the writ and to file that return with the Court, and serve that return by 

hand or facsimile upon Petitioner's counsel of record in this proceeding, within 90 days of 

service of the writ on the City, Planning Commission and Area Planning Commissions. 

COUNTY CLERK 

DATED: NOV 1 2 2()(6 
JOllt i:'tiiia et.ni 

By: KW. 
Deputy County Clerk, Clerk of Superior Court 

- 1 -

WRIT OF MANDA TE 
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• 
SUPERIOR COURT OF CALIFORNIA, COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES 

DATE: 10/06/08 II DEPT. 8 6 

HONORABLE DAVID P. YAFFE JUDGB C . HUDSON DEPUTY CLERK 

HONORABLE 
3. 

NONE 

B. JAUREGUI, COURTROOM ASST. 
JUDGE PRO TBM BLBCTRONIC RBCORDING MONITOR 

Depmy Sheriff!! C . CRUZ 1 CSR # 9 0 9 5 Reporter 

9:30 am BS108652 Plaint I ff 
counsel ROBERT P. SILVERSTEIN (X) 

LA MIRADA AVENUE NEIGHBORHOOD 

vs 
Defendant 
Counsel TERRY P. K. MACIAS (X) 

CITY OF LOS ANGELES ET AL 

NATURE OF PROCEEDINGS: 

HEARING ON PETITION FOR WRIT OF MANDATE; 

Matter comes on for trial and is argued. 

The Petition for Writ of Mandate is granted. 

This is a proceeding under the Ralph M. Brown Act, 
Government Code section 54950 et seq, which is 
California's Local Agency Public Meeting Law. The 
legislative purpose of the law is to require local 
commissions, boards, and councils and other public 
agencys of the state to conduct the people's 
business in public (section 54950) • One of the 
requirements of the law is that a public agency 
post an agenda 72 hours before each regular meeting 
that contains a brief general description of each 
item of business to be transacted or discussed at the 
meeting, and to prohibit the legislative body of a 
local agency from undertaking any action or discussion 
on any item that does not appear on such posted 
agenda (section 54954.2(a)). 

The evidence before the court, which is uncontra
dicted, shows that the City Planning Commission of 
the City of Los Angeles repeatedly posted agendas of 
its meeting during the year 2007 that clearly 
disclosed each action that it intended to take or 
discuss at a meeting except actions to be taken or 

Page l of 4 DEPT. 86 
MINUTES ENTERED 
10/06/08 
COUNTY CLERK 
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SUPERIOR COURT OF CALIFORNIA, COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES 

DATE: 10 I 06/ 08 DEPT. 86 

HONORABLE DAVID P. YAFFE JUDGE c. HUDSON DEPUTY CLERK 
B. JAUREGUI 1 COURTROOM ASST. 

HONORABLE JUDGE PRO TBM ELECTRONIC RECORDING MONITOR 
3. 

NONE Depuly Sheriff : c. CRUZ, CSR # 9095 Reporter 

9:30 am BS108652 Plaintiff 
Counsel ROBERT P. SILVERSTEIN (X) 

LA MIRADA AVENUE NEIGHBORHOOD 

vs 
Defendant 
Counsel TERRY P. K. MACIAS (X) 

CITY OF LOS ANGELES ET AL 

NATURE OF PROCEEDINGS: 

considered under the California Environmental Quality 
Act (Public Resources section 20000 et seq} . Non-CEQA 
items were described under the heading 11 Requested 
Action 11 in terms such as the following: 11 Permit 
11,373 square feet of alleys to be vacated and added 
to the billable area used to calculate floor area 11 ; 

"permit zero foot side yard setbacks in lieu of the 
minimum sixteen foot side yards otherwise required"i 

11 permit a mixed use.development with a floor area 
ratio of 9.9:1 throughout the entire site in lieu of 
the maximum allowed ratio of 6:1 11 ; 11 change the land 
use designation (by general plan amendment) from light 
manufacturing to regional commercial"i 11 permit a 
residential density of one unit per 136 square feet of 
net lot area throughout the entire site in lieu of 
the minimum allowed one unit per 200 squre feet of net 
lot area. 11 

In each of the foregoing meetings, the Planning 
Commission also took important action required by 
CEQA consisting of the adoption of a statement of 
overriding considerations, certification of a Final 
Environmental Impact Report, or the adoption of 
findings required by CEQA (Public Resources Code 
section 21081(a)). These actions were not described 
in the agenda in the same manner as the non-CEQA 
actions above quoted, nor were they placed under a 
heading of Requested Actions. The only information in 
the agenda that in any way identified the actions to 
be taken under CEQA was a cryptic reference like the 
following: 11 CEQA: ENV-2005-7720-EIR. 11 Such cryptic 
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SUPERIOR COURT OF CALIFORNIA, COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES 

DATB: 10/06/08 DEPT. 86 

HONORABLE DAVID P. YAFFE JUDGE C . HUDSON DEPUTY CLERK 

HONORABLE 
3. 

NONE 

B. JAUREGUI, COURTROOM ASST. 
JUDGE PRO TEM BLBCTRONJC RECORDING MONITOR 

Depuly Sheriff C . CRUZ / CSR # 9 0 9 5 Reporter 

9:30 am BS108652 Plaintiff 
Counsel ROBERT P. SILVERSTEIN (X) 

LA MIRADA AVENUE NEIGHBORHOOD 

VS 
Defendant 
Counsel TERRY P. K. MACIAS (X) 

CITY OF LOS ANGELES ET AL 

NATURE OF PROCEEDINGS: 

references are meaningless to most members of the 
public and do not in any way describe the particular 
action to be taken at the meeting under the California 
Environmental Quality Act. 

Such descriptions not only violate the Ralph M. Brown 
Act, but they also violate the fundamental purpose 
of CEQA. 11 If CEQA is scrupulously followed, the 
public will know the basis on which its responsible 
officials either approve or reject environmentally 
significant action, and the public, being duly 
informed, can respond accordingly to action with which 
it disagrees.... The court does not pass upon the 
correctness of the EIR 1 s environmental conclusions, 
but only upon its sufficiency as an informative 
document . 11 LAUREL HEIGHTS IMPROVEMENT ASSOCIATION v. 
REGENTS OF UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA, 47 Cal.3d 376 1 

392(1988). 

Petitioners are entitled to the issuance of a writ of 
mandate that commands the City Planning Commission to 
describe in its posted agendas the actions that.it is 
requested to take at the meeting under CEQA with the 
same degree of clarity, particularity, and detail. that 
it uses to describe the non-CEQA actions to be taken 
at the same meeting, as quoted above. The Planning 
Commission is also commanded to identify the CEQA 
actions as actions that it has been requested or that 
it proposes to take at the meeting. The Planning 
Commission is also to be commanded not to take any 
action or discuss any item under CEQA that is not 
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SUPERIOR COURT OF CALIFORNIA, COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES 

DATE: 10/ 06/ 08 DEJ.YI'. 8 6 

HONORABLE DAVID P. YAFFE JUDGE C. HUDSON DEPUTY CLERK 

HONORABLE 
3 . 

NONE 

B. JAUREGUI, COURTROOM ASST. 
JUDGE PRO TEM ELECTRONIC RECORDING MONITOR 

Deputy C. CRUZ, CSR # 9095 Reporter 

9:30 am BS108652 Plainliff 
Counsel ROBERT P. SILVERSTEIN (X) 

LA MIRADA AVENUE NEIGHBORHOOD 

vs 
Defendant 
Counsel TERRY P. K. MACIAS (X) 

CITY OF LOS ANGELES ET AL 

NATURE OF PROCEEDINGS: 

described with the clarity, particularity, and detail 
herein ordered. Petitioners are also entitled to a 
judgment that declares that the method that has been 
used to describe CEQA actions to be taken or discussed 
at Planning Commission meetings is unlawful and is to 
be discontinued. 

Counsel for petitioners are to submit a proposed 
judgment and a proposed writ to this department within 
ten days with a proof of service showing that copies 
of said documents have been served upon opposing 
counsel by hand delivery or facsimile. The court will 
hold said documents for ten days before signing and 
filing the judgment and causing the clerk to issue the 
writ. 
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PROOF OF SERVICE 

I, Arsineh Arakel, declare: 

I am a resident of the state of California and over the age of eighteen years, 
and not a party to the wjthin action; my business address is The Silverstein Law Firm, 215 
North Marengo Ave, 3r Floor, Pasadena, California 91101~1504. On October 24, 2008, I 
served the within document(s): 

PEREMPTORY WRIT OF MANDATE 

by placing the document(s) listed above in a sealed envelope with postage 
thereon fully prepaid, in the United States mail at Pasadena, California 
addressed as set forth below. 

I am readily familiar with the firm's practice of collection and processing 
correspondence for mailing. Under that practice it would be deposited with 
the U.S. Postal Service on that same day with postage thereon fully prepaid 
in the ordinary course of business. I am aware that on motion of the party 
served, service is presumed invalid if postal cancellation date or postage 
meter date is more than one day after date of deposit for mailing in affidavit. 

by transmitting via facsimile the document(s) listed above to the fax number(s) set 
forth below. 

CASE NAME: AARON EPSTEIN v. CITY OF LOS ANGELES, et al. 
CASE No.: BS108652 

Terry P. Kaufmann Macias, Esq. 
Los Angeles City Attorney's Office 
Room 700, City Hall East 
200 North Main Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Fax: (213) 978-8214 

I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California 
that the above is true and correct. 

Executed on October 24, 2008, at Pasadena, California. 

PROOF OF SERVICE 
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EXECUTIVE DEPART~fENT 
STr'\TE OF CALIFORNIA 

EXECUTIVE ORDER N-29-20 

WHEREAS on March 4, 2020, I proclaimed a State of Emergency to exist in 
California as a result of the threat of COVID-19; and 

WHEREAS despite sustained efforts, the virus continues to spread and is 
impacting nearly all sectors of California; and 

WHEREAS the threat of COVID-19 has resulted in serious and ongoing 
economic harms, in particular to some of the most vulnerable Californians; and 

WHEREAS time bound eligibility redeterminations are required for Medi
Ca!, Ca!Fresh, Ca!WORKs, Cash Assistance Program for Immigrants, California 
Food Assistance Program, and In Home Supportive Services beneficiaries to 
continue their benefits, in accordance with processes established by the 
Department of Social Services, the Department of Health Care Services, and the 
Federal Government; and 

WHEREAS social distancing recommendations or Orders as well as a 
statewide impera"l"ive for critical employees to focus on health needs may 
prevent Medi-Cal, Ca!Fresh, CalWORKs, Cash Assistance Program for 
Immigrants, California Food Assistance Program, and In Home Supportive 
Services beneficiaries from obtaining in-person eligibility redeterminations; and 

WHEREAS under the provisions of Government Code section 8571, I find 
that strict compliance with various statutes and regulations specified in this order 
would prevent, hinder, or delay appropriate actions to prevent and mitigate the 
effects of the COVID-19 pandemic. 

NOW, THEREFORE,!, GAVIN NEWSOM, Governor of the State of California, 
in accordance with the authority vested in me by the State Constitution and 
statutes of the State of California, and in particular, Government Code sections 
8567 and 8571, do hereby issue the following order lo become effective 
immediately: 

IT IS HEREBY ORDERED THAT: 

1. As to indivlduols currently eligible for benefits under Medi-Ca!, CalFresh, 
CalWORKs, the Cash Assistance Program for Immigrants, the California 
Food Assistance Program, or In Home Supportive Services benefits, and 
to the extent necessary to allow such individuals to maintain eligibility 
for such benefits, any state law, including but not limited to California 
Code of Regulations, Title 22, section 50189(a) and Welfare and 
Institutions Code sections 18940 and 11265, that would require 
redetermination of such benefits is suspended for a period of 90 days 
from the date of this Order. This Order shall be construed to be 
consistent with applicable federal laws, including but not limited to 
Code of Federal Regulations, Title 42, section 435.912, subdivision (e), 
as interpreted by the Centers for Medicare and Medicaid Services (in 
guidance issued on January 30, 2018) to permit the extension of 



othe1wise-applicable Medicaid time limits in emergency situations. 

2. Through June 17, 2020, any month or partial month in which California 
Work Opportunity and Responsibility to Kids (CalWORKs} aid or services 
are received pursuant to Welfare and Institutions Code Section 11200 
et seq. shall not be counted for purposes of the 48-month time limit set 
forth in Welfare an Institutions Code Section 11454. Any waiver of this 
tirne limit shall not be applied if it will exceed the federal time limits set 
forth in Code of Federal Regulations, Title 45, section 264. 1 . 

3. Paragraph 11 of Executive Order N-25-20 (March 12, 2020) is withdrawn 
and superseded by the following text: 

Notwithstanding any other provision of state or local law (including, but 
not lirnited to, the Bagley-Keene Act or the Brown Act), and subject to 
the notice and accessibi!ity requirements set forth below, a local 
legislative body or state body is authorized to hold public meetings vla 
teleconferencing and to make public meetings accessible 
te!ephonically or otherwise electronically to all members of the public 
seeking to observe and to address the local legislative body or state 
body. Al! requirements in both the Bagley-Keene Act and the Brown 
Act expressly or impliedly requiring the physical presence of members, 
the clerk or other personnel of the body, or of the public as a condition 
of participation in or quorum for a public meeting are hereby waived. 

In particular, any otherwise-applicable requirements that 

(i) state and local bodies notice each teleconference location 
from which a member will be participating in a public 
meeting; 

(ii) each teleconference location be accessible to the public; 

(iii) members of the public may address the body at each 
teleconference conference location; 

(iv) state and local bodies post agendas at all teleconference 
locations; 

(v} at least one member of the state body be physically present 
at the location specified in the notice of the meeting; and 

(vi) during teleconference meetings, a least a quorum of the 
members of the local body participate from locations within 
the boundaries of the territory over which the local body 
exercises jurisdiction 

are hereby suspended. 

A local legislative body or state body tha·r holds a meeting via 
teleconferencing and allows members of the public to observe and 
address the meeting telephonically or otherwise electronically, 
consistent with the notice and accessibility requirements set forth 
below, shall have satisfied any requirement that the body a!!ow 



members of the public to attend the meeting and offer public 
comment. Such a body need not make available any physical 
location from which members of the public may observe the meeting 
and offer public comment. 

Accessibility Requirements: If a local legislative body or state body 
holds a meeting via teleconferencing and allows members of the 
public to observe and address the meeting telephonica!ly or otherwise 
electronically, the body shall also: 

(i) !mplerrient a procedure for receiving and swiftly resolving 
requests for reasonable modification or accommodation 
from individuals with disabilities, consistent with the Americans 
with Disabilities Act and resolving any doubt whatsoever in 
favor of accessibility; and 

(il} Advertise that procedure each time notice is given of the 
means by which members of the public may observe the 
meeting and offer public comment, pursuant to 
subparagraph (ii) of the Notice Requirements below. 

Notice Requirements: Except to the extent this Order expressly provides 
otherwise, each local legislative body and state body shall: 

(i) Give advance notice of the time of, and post the agenda 
for, each public meeting according to the timeframes 
otherwise prescribed by the Bagley-Keene Act or the Brown 
Act, and using the means otherwise prescribed by the 
Bagley-Keene Act or the Brown Act, as applicable; and 

(ii) In each instance in which notice of the time of the meeting is 
otherwise glven or the agenda for the meeting is otherwise 
posted, also give notice of the means by which members of 
the public rnay observe the meeting and offer public 
comment. As to any instance in which there is a change in 
such means of public observation and comment, or any 
instance prior to the issuance of this Order in which the time 
of the meeting has been noticed or the agenda for the 
meeting has been posted without also including notice of 
such means, a body may satisfy this requirement by 
advertising such means using "the most rapid means of 
communication available at the time" within the meaning of 
Government Code, section 54954, subdivision [e); this shall 
include, but need not be limited to, posting such means on 
the body's Internet website. 

All of the foregoing provisions concerning the conduct of public 
meetings shall apply only during the period in which state or local 
public health officials have imposed or recommended social 
distancing measures. 



All state and loco! bodies are urged to use sound discretion and 
to make reasonable efforts to adhere as closely as reasonably possible 
to the provisions of the Bagley-Keene Act and the Brown A,ct, and 
other applicable local laws regulating the conduct of public 
meetings, in order to maximize transparency and provide the public 
access to their meetings. 

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that as soon as hereafter possible, this Order be 
filed ln the Office of the Secretary of State and that widespread publicity and 
notice be given of this Order. 

This Order is not intended to, and does not, create any rights or benefits, 
substantive or procedural, enforceable at law or in equity, against the State of 
California, its agencies, deportments, entitles, officers, employees, or any other 
person. 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF I have 
hereunto set my hand and caused 
the Great Seal of the State of 
California to be affixed this 17th day 

ofto'.12020. / 

Iv, 1J lt 
I tf_. U_f 

; ;/;v- /!{ 1~~ 
/------..-~GuA~VJl!.2t/0EWSOM 4 

Gopin or of California 

ATTEST: 

ALEX PADILLA 
Secretary of State 



Transit Oriented Development Plan for Downtown Inglewood and Fairview Heights 

4.E Traffic and Circulation 

4.E.1 INTRODUCTION 

This section analyzes impacts on existing and future transportation and circulation systems that would 

result from implementation of the proposed TOD Plan for Downtown Inglewood and Fairview 

Heights. Transportation-related issues of concern that are addressed include traffic on local and 

regional roadways, transit, bicycles, pedestrians, parking, freight loading, and construction-related 

activities. Transportation impacts are assessed for weekday AM and PM commute periods for existing 

and cumulative conditions. 

This section is based on information contained in the Downtown Inglewood and Fairview Heights 

Transportation Study, prepared by Iteris, a copy of which is included as Appendix B, Traffic Impact 

Analysis. 

DEFINITIONS 

• Average Daily Traffic (ADT) represents the average traffic volume during a typical 24-hour 
day. 

• Bike Lane refers to a corridor expressly reserved by markings for bicycles, existing on a street 
or roadway in addition to any lanes for use by motorized vehicles (Class 2 Bikeway). 

• Bike Path refers to a paved route not on a street or roadway and expressly reserved for 
bicycles. Bike paths may parallel roads but typically are separated from them (Class I Bikeway). 

• Bike Route refers to a facility shared with motorists and identified by signs or pavement 
marking symbols. A bike route does not have lane stripes (Class 3 Bikeway). 

• Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) is a bus-based transit system that generally has specialized design, 
services and infrastructure to improve system quality and remove the typical causes of delay. 
BRT aims to combine the capacity and speed oflight rail with the flexibility, lower cost and 
simplicity of a bus system by providing fully dedicated bus lanes along a significant part of 
their route. In addition, a BRT system typically has one or more of the following elements: 

o Alignment in the center of the road (to avoid typical curb-side delays); 

o Stations with off-board fare collection (to reduce boarding and alighting delay related 
to paying the driver); 

o Station platforms level with the bus floor (to reduce boarding and alighting delay 
caused by steps); and/or 

o Bus priority at intersections (to avoid intersection signal delay). 

• Collector refers to a transitional street design that is between arterials and local streets. A 
collector is typically designed to carry 3,000 to IO,ooo vehicles per day with one or more travel 
lane in each direction. 

• Congestion Management Plans (CMP) are state-mandated programs (Government Code 
§65089a) that requires each county to prepare a plan to relieve congestion and reduce air 
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pollution. Unless otherwise specified, references to the Congestion Management Plan are to 
the CMP as adopted by SCAG for Los Angeles County. 

• Level of Service (LOS) represents the quality of an intersection or freeway mainline segment 
based on volume to capacity ratio or delay. LOS values range from LOS A (best) to LOS F 
(worst). See Methodology below for a full description of LOS and how it is used throughout this 
section. 

• Major Arterial is a roadway that is typically designed to carry over 30,000 vehicles per day 
with a minimum of two full-time through lanes in each direction in addition to a separate 
median lane (raised or painted) to accommodate left turn movements. 

• Minor Arterial is a roadway that is typically designed to carry 15,000 to 30,000 vehicles per 
day, with minimum of two travel lanes in each direction. A separate (generally painted) 
median lane to accommodate left turn movement is desirable if there is sufficient roadway 
width. 

• Paratransit consists of an alternative mode of passenger transportation that does not follow 
fixed routes or schedules, and consists typically of vans or minibuses. Paratransit services are 
operated by public transit agencies, community groups or not-for-profit corporations, and for 
profit private companies or operators. 

• Passenger Car Equivalent (PCE) is a factor used to adjust heavy vehicles for an accurate 
evaluation of passenger car trips. PCE volumes were computed using a PCE factor of1.5 for 2-
axle trucks, 2.0 for 3-axle trucks, and 3.0 for trucks with 4 or more axles. PCE volumes for 
freeway segments were computed using a PCE factor ofr.5 for all trucks because the impact of 
trucks on freeway operations is less compared to intersection operations. For more 
information on the methodologies used to derive PCE for freeway segments, please refer to the 
Traffic Impact Analysis in Appendix B. 

• Peak Hour represents the one-hour period between 7:00 and 9:00 AM and 4:00 and 6:00 PM 
that experiences the heaviest amount of traffic on a given intersection, freeway interchange, or 
freeway mainline segment. 

• Right-of-Way refers to any place, which is dedicated to use by the public for pedestrian and 
vehicular travel. A right-of-way may include, but is not limited to, a street, sidewalk, curb, and 
gutter. A right-of-way may be a crossing, intersection, parkway, median, highway, alley, lane, 
mall, court, way, avenue, boulevard, road, roadway, railway, viaduct, subway, tunnel, bridge, 
thoroughfare, park square, or other similar public way. 

• Trip refers to a one-way journey that proceeds from an origin to a destination via a single 
mode of transportation, and is the smallest unit of movement considered in transportation 
studies. Each trip has one "production end" (origin) and one "attraction end" (destination). 

4.E.2 APPLICABLE PLANS, POLICIES, AND REGULATIONS 

Implementation of the proposed TOD Plan is subject to a range of federal, state, regional, and local 

plans, policies, and regulations, which are described below. 
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FEDERAL PLANS, POLICIES, AND REGULATIONS 

Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990 

Titles I, II, III, and V of the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) have been codified in Title 42 of the 

United States Code, beginning at Section I2IOI. Title III prohibits discrimination on the basis of 

disability in places of public accommodation (i.e., businesses and non-profit agencies that serve the 

public) and commercial facilities (i.e., other businesses). This regulation includes Appendix A to Part 

36, Standards for Accessible Design, which establishes minimum standards for ensuring accessibility 

when designing and constructing a new facility or altering an existing facility. Examples of key 

guidelines include detectable warning 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. 

STATE PLANS, POLICIES, AND REGULATIONS 

Ca1trnns 

Interstate freeways and State Routes are under the jurisdiction of the California Department of 

Transportation (Caltrans), which sets standards, policies, and strategic plans for the more than 

45,000 miles of California's highway and freeway lanes, including the I-w5 and I-405 freeways that are 

within two miles of the Downtown planning area. Caltrans administers its services through its six 

primary programs: Aeronautics, Highway Transportation, Mass Transportation, Transportation 

Planning, Administration, and the Equipment Service Center.Under the Transportation Planning 

program, Caltrans runs the State of California's bicycle program. The Bicycle Facilities Unit, acting as 

Caltrans' bicycle division, provides policy, funding, planning, and technical expertise in bicycle 

transportation in consultation with federal, state, and local transportation agencies, Caltrans 

headquarters and district staff, legislative staff, and the public. The Caltrans Highway Design Manual 

establishes uniform policies and procedures to carry out the highway design functions of Caltrans. 

Complete Streets Act 

The California Complete Streets Act of 2008 (Assembly Bill 1358) requires cities and counties making 

substantive revisions to the circulation element of their general plans to include modifications to plan for 

complete streets. The act states: "In order to fulfill the commitment to reduce greenhouse gas emissions, 

make the most efficient use of urban land and transportation infrastructure, and improve public health 

by encouraging physical activity, transportation planners must find innovative ways to reduce vehicle 

miles traveled (VMT) and to shift from short trips in the automobile to biking, walking and use of 

public transit." California Government Code Section 65302(b)(2)(A) requires that, upon any substantial 

revision of a community's general plan circulation element, the circulation element must be amended 

to plan for "a balanced, multimodal transportation network that meets the needs of all users of the 

streets, roads, and highways for safe and convenient travel in a manner that is suitable to the rural, 

suburban, or urban context of the general plan." Subsection B defines "users of streets, roads, and 

highways" as "bicyclists, children, persons with disabilities, motorists, movers of commercial goods, 

pedestrians, users of public transportation, and seniors." 
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Senate Bill 743 Revisions to CEQA Guidelines 

On January 26, 2m6, released a revise draft SB 743 Guidelines document to implement the provisions 

of Senate Bill 743 (Steinberg, 2m3), which required changes to State CEQA Guidelines regarding the 

analysis of transportation impacts. The revised CEQA Guidelines will establish new criteria for 

determining the significance of transportation impacts and define alternative metrics to replace delay

based metrics such as LOS in CEQA documents. Vehicle miles travelled has been identified as the 

most appropriate metric to evaluate a project's transportation impacts. Once the Natural Resources 

Agency adopts these changes to the CEQA Guidelines, automobile delay, as measured by "level of 

service" and other similar metrics, will no longer constitute a significant environmental effect under 

CEQA. Because the revised CEQA Guidelines being considered by the Natural Resources Agency were 

not adopted at the time of the Notice of Preparation for this TOD Plan EIR, and are not likely to be 

adopted prior to certification of the Final EIR, the analysis contained in this EIR follows existing 

CEQA Guidelines as they exist in May 2016 at the time of the NOP for the proposed TOD Plan. 

REGIONAL PLAN, POLICIES, AND REGULATIONS 

SCAG Draft 2016 - 2040 Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy 

On April 7, 2016 SCAG's Regional Council adopted the 2m6 - 2040 Regional Transportation 

Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (2m6 RTP/SCS) and the goals and policies relevant to the 

proposed TOD Plan have been listed below: 

Goals 

I. Align the plan investments and policies with improving regional economic development and 
competitiveness. 

2. Maximize mobility and accessibility for all people and goods in the region. 

3. Ensure travel safety and reliability for all people and goods in the region. 

4. Preserve and ensure a sustainable regional transportation system. 

5. Maximize the productivity of our transportation system. 

6. Protect the environment and health of our residents by improving air quality and encouraging 
active transportation (e.g., bicycling and walking). 

7. Actively encourage and create incentives for energy efficiency, where possible. 

8. Encourage land use and growth patterns that facilitate transit and active transportation. 

Policies 

Identify regional strategic areas for infill and investment: Identify strategic opportunity areas for 
infill development of aging and underutilized areas and increased investment in order to 
accommodate future growth. This strategy makes efficient use of existing and planned 
infrastructure, revitalizes communities, and maintains or improves quality oflife. Strategic areas 
are primarily identified as those with potential for transit oriented development, existing and 
emerging centers, and small mixed-use areas. 
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Develop "Complete Communities": Create mixed-use districts or "complete communities" in strategic 
growth areas through a concentration of activities with housing, employment, and a mix of retail 
and services, located in close proximity to each other. Focusing a mix ofland uses in strategic 
growth areas creates complete communities wherein most daily needs can be met within a short 
distance of home, providing residents with the opportunity to patronize their local area and run 
daily errands by walking or cycling rather traveling by automobile. 

Plan for additional housing and jobs near transit: Pedestrian-friendly environments and more 
compact development patterns in close proximity to transit serve to support and improve transit 
use and ridership. Focusing housing and employment growth in transit-accessible locations 
through this transit-oriented development approach will serve to reduce auto use and support 
more multi-modal travel behavior. 

Plan for changing demand in types of housing: Shifts in the labor force, as the large cohort of aging 
"baby boomers" retires over the next 15 years and is replaced by new immigrants and "echo 
boomers," will likely induce a demand shift in the housing market for additional development 
types such as multi-family and infill housing in central locations, appealing to the needs and 
lifestyles of these large populations. 

Continue to protect stable, existing single-family areas: Continue to protect stable existing single
family neighborhoods as future growth and a more diverse housing stock are accommodated in 
infill locations near transit stations, in nodes along corridors and in existing centers. Concurrently, 
focusing growth in central areas and maintaining less development in outlying areas preserves the 
housing option for large-lot single-family homes, while reducing the number oflong trips and 
vehicle miles traveled to employment centers. 

Congestion Management Program 

In 1990, the California Legislature enacted the Congestion Management Program (CMP) to implement 

Proposition III, a state-wide transportation funding proposal that required local governments to 

implement mitigation measures to offset the impacts from new development on the regional 

transportation system. The CMP addresses the impact of local growth on the regional transportation 

system; the goal is to examine the interactions among land use, transportation, and air quality and to 

make decisions at the regional and local level in consideration of these interactions. Los Angeles 

County Metro is the designated agency responsible for implementing the CMP for Los Angeles 

County. 

When LOS requirements are not maintained on portions of the CMP highway and roadway system, a 

deficiency plan is required that analyzes the cause of the deficiency and the implementation costs of 

various alternatives such as roadway modifications, programs, or actions to measurably improve 

performance. Highways must maintain at least LOSE, which is essentially one grade better than 

gridlock and is defined by a level of service where traffic flow fluctuates in terms of speed and flow 

rates, operating speeds average 35 miles per hour, and delays are significant. For arterial streets, LOSE 

occurs where long queues of vehicles are waiting upstream of an intersection and it may take several 

signal cycles for a vehicle to clear the intersection. A jurisdiction failing to comply with the CMP may 

have its allocation of the state gas tax withheld. 

The CMP for Los Angeles County requires that the traffic impact of individual development projects of 

potential regional significance be analyzed. A specific system of arterial roadways plus all freeways 
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comprise the CMP system. A total of164 intersections are identified for monitoring on the system in 

Los Angeles County. This section describes the analysis of project-related impacts on the CMP system. 

The analysis has been conducted according to the guidelines set forth in the 2mo Congestion 

Management Program for Los Angeles County. 

According to the CMP Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) Guidelines developed by Metro, a CMP traffic 

impact analysis is required given the following conditions: 

• CMP arterial monitoring intersections, including freeway on- or off-ramps, where the 

proposed project would add 50 or more trips during either the AM or PM weekday peak hours. 

• CMP freeway monitoring locations where the proposed project would add 150 or more trips, in 

either direction, during either the AM or PM weekday peak hours. 

According to the CMP guidelines, a significant impact occurs when a proposed project increases traffic 

demand on a CMP facility by 2 percent of capacity (V/C 2 0.02 for arterial locations or DIC 2 0.02 for 

freeway locations), causing LOS F (V.C > I.OO for arterial locations or DIC > 1.00 for freeway locations). 

LOCAL PLANS, POLICIES, AND REGULATIONS 

City of Inglewood General Plan Circulation Element 

The General Plan Circulation Element identifies the system of freeways, major and minor arterials, 

and collector streets needed to carry traffic within and through the community. In addition to the 

I-405, I-uo, and I-w5 freeways, the arterial and collector roadways within the Downtown Inglewood 

and Fairview Heights Areas identified in the Circulation Element are described below in Section 4.E.3. 

The Circulation Element also describes transit services within Inglewood, and sets forth a bicycle 

routes plan. 

4.E.3 ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 

VEHICULAR CIRCULATION 

Freeway Network 

The San Diego Freeway (I-405) is a major north-south freeway that connects the San Fernando Valley 

and areas to the north to the west side of Los Angeles, and south to Long Beach and Orange County. 

Between the I-IO Freeway and La Cienega Boulevard, the I-405 freeway travels in a northwest/ 

southeast direction. The freeway varies between four and five lanes in each direction with several 

sections having auxiliary lanes between successive on- and off-ramps. 

Access to the I-405 freeway from Florence Avenue is provided by an atypical interchange. Just south of 

Industrial Avenue, La Cienega Boulevard splits into separate one-way segments in each direction that 

cross over the I-405 freeway and merge again at Florence Avenue. The southbound segment merges 

with the southbound freeway on- and off-ramps before intersecting Florence Avenue. The 
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northbound segment of La Cienega Boulevard merges with the northbound off-ramp before 

intersecting Industrial Avenue. 

The Glenn Anderson Freeway & Transitway (I-105) is an east/west route along the south edge of 

Inglewood. It consists of one High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) lane and three general purpose traffic 

lanes in each direction. The Metro Green Line LRT route is located within the median of this freeway. 

Arterial and Collector Roadway Network 

A brief description of the major roadways serving the Downtown Inglewood and Fairview Heights 

Plan areas is provided below. These roadway descriptions include discussion of the current General 

Plan Circulation Element designations for these roadway (e.g., major arterial, minor arterial, collector). 

It should be noted that specific roadways and roadway segments cannot always be built-out to their 

ultimate classification due to adjacent land uses and design requirements. 

lvlajor East/West Roadways 

Beach Avenue is designated as a collector in the City's Circulation Element. The avenue has one travel 

lane in each direction, with on-street parking on both sides. The speed limit is 30 mph. 

Fairview Boulevard runs in an east-west orientation, joining Hyde Park Boulevard on the east. The 

portion of the street within the TOD Plan area is designated as a Collector in the City's Circulation 

Element. The street has one travel lane in each direction, with on-street parking on both sides. The 

speed limit is 25 mph. 

Florence Avenue traverses the area with two travel lanes in each direction. There is also a bike lane in 

each direction between Locust Street and Redondo Boulevard. It is classified as a major arterial in the 

City's Circulation Element, and provides an east-west connection from the I-no freeway through 

Inglewood to the I-405 freeway. There is no on-street parking in the TOD Plan area. Florence Avenue 

is part of the County's CMP network. The designated speed limit is 40 mph. 

Grace Avenue runs in an east-west orientation between Locust Street and Hillcrest Boulevard, and is 

designated as a local street. Grace Avenue consists of one travel lane in each direction, with parallel on

street parking on the north and southeastern side and angled on-street parking in the southwestern 

portion of the street. The speed limit is 25 mph. 

Hyde Park Boulevard runs in an east-west orientation north of Florence Avenue. It is designated as a 

collector in the City's General Plan. The street has one travel lane in each direction, with on-street 

parking on both sides. The speed limit is 30 mph. 

Juniper Street is classified as a collector in the City's General Plan Circulation Element, connecting 

Eucalyptus Avenue to La Brea Avenue and Hyde Park Boulevard. The street has one travel lane in 

each direction and provides on-street parking on both sides. The speed limit is 25 mph. 
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Manchester Boulevard has two travel lanes in the westward direction and two travel lanes west of 

Hillcrest Boulevard and three travel lanes east of Hillcrest Boulevard in the eastward direction. It is 

classified as a major arterial in the City's Circulation Element, and provides an east-west connection 

from the I-no freeway through the heart ofinglewood west to Playa Del Rey. Manchester Boulevard 

passes by multiple key locations including the Inglewood Park Cemetery, The Forum, and Inglewood 

High School. There is on-street parking on both sides of Manchester Boulevard, which is part of the 

CMP network. The speed limit is 35 mph. 

Regent Street runs in an east-west orientation south of Florence Avenue. It is designated as a collector 

in the City's Circulation Element. The street has one travel lane in each direction with parking on both 

sides of the street. The speed limit is 35 mph. 

Warren Lane runs in a southwest direction from Park Avenue to CentinelaAvenue. It is designated as 

a collector in the City's Circulation Element. The street has one travel lane in each direction, with 

parking on both sides. The speed limit is 25 mph. 

Redondo Boulevard parallels the Metro rail right-of-way, and connects to West Boulevard. Redondo 

Boulevard has one travel lane in each direction, and there is angled parking along the southern side of 

the street. The speed limit is 35 mph. 

Major North/South Streets 

Centinela Avenue runs in a north-south orientation in the TOD Plan beginning at Florence Avenue 

and continuing north through Hyde Park Boulevard, where it curves to the west and runs in an east

west direction through La Cienega Boulevard and continues through the west under I-405. Centinela 

Avenue is classified as a major arterial in the City's General Plan Circulation Element and consists of 

two travel lanes in each direction. There is on-street parking on both sides within the TOD Plan area. 

The speed limit is established as 40 mph. 

Crenshaw Boulevard lies to the east of the TOD Plan and runs in a north-south orientation with three 

travel lanes in each direction. Crenshaw Boulevard is classified as a major arterial in the City's General 

Plan Circulation Element. Crenshaw Boulevard provides access to I-105 on the southern edge of 

Inglewood, and to I-IO north of the City. There is on-street parking on both sides of the boulevard. The 

speed limit is established as 35 mph. 

Eucalyptus Avenue lies west of La Brea Avenue and runs in a north-south orientation for the entire 

length of the city limits with one travel lane in each direction. It is classified as a minor arterial in the 

City's Circulation Element. There is on-street parking south of Manchester Boulevard, and limited 

parking in certain segments north of Manchester Boulevard. The speed limit is established as 30 mph. 

Fir Avenue is located west of La Brea Avenue, and runs between Florence Avenue and Manchester 

Boulevard, with one travel lane in each direction. Fir Avenue is classified as a collector in the City's 

General Plan Circulation Element. Fir Avenue provides on-street parking on most segments. The 

speed limit is 25 mph. 
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Hillcrest Boulevard is classified as a collector in the City's General Plan Circulation Element that serves 

to connect Florence Avenue to Manchester Boulevard. Hillcrest Boulevard has one travel lane in each 

direction and has parking on both sides. The speed limit is established as 30 mph. 

Inglewood Avenue is classified as a collector in the City's General Plan Circulation Element. Inglewood 

Avenue has one travel lane in each direction and provides on-street parking on both sides. 

La Brea Avenue traverses the TOD Plan area in a north-south orientation with two travel lanes in each 

direction. It is classified as a major arterial in the City's Circulation Element, and provides the access to 

the I-IO freeway and Mid-City to the north, connecting to Hawthorne Boulevard and the I-w5 freeway 

to the south. There is on-street parking on either side of the street. La Brea Avenue is part of the CMP 

network. Its speed limit is established as 35 mph. 

Locust Street runs north-south between Florence Avenue and Nutwood Street/Hillcrest Boulevard. It 

is classified as a local street north of Regent Street, and as a collector south of Regent Street. There is one 

travel lane and one bike lane in each direction, with on-street parking on both sides of the street. The 

speed limit is established as 30 mph. 

Market Street begins east of La Brea Avenue at Florence Avenue, and meets La Brea Avenue further 

south. Market Street is classified as a minor arterial according to the City's General Plan Circulation 

Element. There is one travel lane in each direction with a median lane to accommodate left turn 

movements. There is also a mixture of parallel and angled street parking along both sides of the street. 

The speed limit is 25 mph. 

Prairie Avenue runs along the eastern border of the TOD Plan between Florence Avenue to 

Manchester Boulevard with two travel lanes in each direction and no on-street parking. Prairie Avenue 

is designated as a major arterial in the City's Circulation Element. Its speed limit within the TOD Plan 

area is established as 40 mph. 

West Boulevard runs north-south from Florence Avenue.West Boulevard is classified as a minor 

arterial in the City's General Plan Circulation Element, with one travel lane plus one bike lane in each 

direction. There is on-street parking on both sides of the boulevard within the TOD Plan area. The 

speed limit is established as 30 mph. 

Existing Traffic Operations 

The analysis of existing traffic operations provides a quantified measure of existing intersection 

conditions expressed in terms of a "Level of Service" (LOS) rating for intersection operating conditions. 

These ratings range from LOS A (free flow conditions) to LOS F (extreme congestion with very 

significant delay) as shown in Table 4.E-1 for both signalized and unsignalized (typically stop sign 

controlled) intersections. 

The Traffic Impact Analysis upon which this section is based conducted analyses according to the Los 

Angeles County Public Works Department 1997 Traffic Impact Analysis Guidelines, as required by the 
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City of Inglewood. Table 4.E-1 presents a brief description and criteria for each level of service for 

signalized intersections. 

TABLE 4.E-1 

LOS CRITERIA FOR INTERSECTIONS 

ICU Methodology HCM Methodology 

Level of 
Description 

Intersection 
Service Volume-to- Signalized 

Capacity Intersection Delay 

(V/C) 
(seconds) 

Excellent operation. All approaches to the intersection 
A appear open, turning movements are easily made, and 0.0-0.60 O - 10 seconds 

drivers find freedom of movement. 

Very good operation. Many drivers begin to feel 

B 
somewhat restricted due to other vehicles. An approach to 

>0.60-0.70 >10 - 20 seconds 
the intersection may occasionally be fully utilized, and 
traffic queues start to form. 

Good operation. Occasionally drivers may have to wait 
c more than 60 seconds, and backups may develop behind >0.70-0.80 >20 - 35 seconds 

turning vehicles. Most drivers feel somewhat restricted. 

Fair operation. Cars are sometimes required to wait more 
D than 60 seconds during short peaks. There are no long- >0.80-0.90 >35 - 55 seconds 

standing traffic queues. 

Poor operation. Some long-standing vehicular queues 
E develop on critical approaches to intersections. Delays >0.90- 1.00 >55 - 80 seconds 

may be up to several minutes. 

Forced flow. Represents jammed conditions. Backups 
form locations downstream or on the cross street may 

F 
restrict or prevent movement of vehicles out of the 

>1.00 > 80 seconds 
intersection approach lanes; therefore, volumes carried 
are not predictable. Potential for stop and go type traffic 
flow. 

Source: lteris, 2015. 

A total of 29 key intersections were selected for analysis in this study. Table 4.E-2 provides a summary 

of AM and PM peak hour existing traffic operating conditions at these intersections. A total of 25 of the 

29 intersection examined currently operate at acceptable (LOS D or better) levels of service per City of 

Inglewood criteria. Intersections currently operating at unacceptable levels of service are shown in 

bold type. 

Downtown Inglewood and Fairview Heights 
Transit Oriented Development Plan Draft Program EIR 

4.E-w Metis Environmental Group 
July I, 2016 



Transit Oriented Development Plan for Downtown Inglewood and Fairview Heights 

Intersection 

TABLE 4.E-2 

EXISTING INTERSECTION LOS 

AM Peak Hour 

Control Type 

4.E Traffic and Circulation 

PM Peak Hour 

V/C or Delay LOS Delay (sec) V/C 

1 Inglewood Ave. & Hyde Park Blvd. 

2 Inglewood Ave. & Florence Ave. 

3 Inglewood Ave. & Manchester Blvd. 

4 Eucalyptus Ave. & Hyde Park Blvd 

5 Eucalyptus Ave. & Juniper St. 

6 Eucalyptus Ave. & Beach Ave. 

7 Eucalyptus Ave. & Florence Ave. 

8 Hyde Park Blvd./ Juniper St./La Brea Ave. 

9 Fir Ave. & Florence Ave. 

10 La Brea Ave. & Beach Ave. 

11 La Brea Ave. & Florence Ave. 

12 La Brea Ave. & Regent St. 

13 La Brea Ave. & Manchester Blvd. 

14 Market Street & Florence Ave. 

15 Market Street & Regent St. 

16 Market Street & Manchester Blvd. 

17 Locust St. & Florence Ave. 

18 Hillcrest Blvd. & Florence Ave. 

19 Hillcrest Blvd. & Manchester Blvd. 

20 Centinela Ave. & Florence Ave. 

21 Prairie & Florence Ave. 

22 Prairie & Grace Ave. 

23 Prairie & Manchester Blvd. 

24 West Blvd. & Redondo Blvd. 

25 West Blvd. & Florence Ave. 

26 Crenshaw Blvd. & Florence Ave. 

27 Crenshaw Blvd. & Manchester Blvd. 

28 La Cienaga Blvd. & Florence Ave. 
2 

29 1-405 NB Ramp & Manchester Blvd. 
2 

Source: lteris, 2016. 

Notes: 

Unsignalized 0.343 A 

Signalized 0.571 A 

Signalized 0.847 D 

Unsignalized 0.394 A 

Unsignalized 0.510 A 

Signalized 0.727 c 

Signalized 0.820 D 

1 
Signalized 23.1 c 

Signalized 0.634 B 

Signalized 0.635 B 

Signalized 0.851 D 

Signalized 0.711 c 

Signalized 0.799 c 

Signalized 0.433 A 

Signalized 0.420 A 

Signalized 0.500 A 

Unsignalized 0.449 A 

Signalized 0.577 A 

Signalized 0.634 B 

Signalized 0.886 D 

Signalized 0.903 E 

Signalized 0.567 A 

Signalized 1.032 F 

Signalized 0.724 c 

Signalized 0.744 c 

Signalized 0.878 D 

Signalized 0.991 E 

Signalized 56.7 E 

Signalized 38.6 D 

Delay= Average Vehicle Delay (Seconds), VIC= Volume-to-Capacity Ratio, LOS= Level of Service 

Intersection operating below acceptable LOS are shown in bold. 

0.293 A 

0.747 c 

0.731 c 

0.366 A 

0.453 A 

0.528 A 

0.693 B 

26.2 c 

0.526 A 

0.627 B 

0.806 D 

0.575 A 

0.804 D 

0.381 A 

0.431 A 

0.557 A 

0.524 A 

0.488 A 

0.658 B 

0.762 c 

0.895 D 

0.470 A 

1.012 F 

0.653 B 

0.758 c 

0.888 D 

0.870 D 

69.1 E 

33,1 c 

'Intersection analyzed in HCM methodology because ICU methodology does not support 5-legged intersections. Delay reported for 
this intersection. 

' Caltrans intersection utilizing H CM methodology to evaluate intersection operations. 
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As shown in Table 4.E-2, the following intersections are currently operating at unsatisfactory peak 

hour levels of service (LOS E or greater): 

• Prairie Ave. & Florence Ave. (AM peak hour) 

• Prairie Ave. & Manchester Blvd. (AM and PM peak hour) 

• Crenshaw & Manchester Blvd. (AM PM peak hour) 

• La Cienaga Blvd. & Florence Ave. (AM and PM peak hour) 

Truck Routes 

Major north/south truck routes are La Brea Avenue, Centinela Avenue, Eucalyptus Avenue, West 

Boulevard, and Crenshaw Boulevard. Major east/west routes are Florence Avenue, Hyde Park 

Boulevard, and Manchester Boulevard. 

Transit 

The current transit system serving the TOD planning areas is currently comprised of bus services 

provided by the Metropolitan Transportation Authority (Metro). The Metro Crenshaw-LAX line is 

currently under construction with service anticipated to begin in 2m9. Transit routes currently serving 

each study area are described in Table 4.E-3. 

In addition, transit ridership data for bus lines serving the TOD plan areas were collected from Metro 

for all weekdays in October 2014. These data represent the average daily boarding and alighting, as 

well as the average daily load, defined as the average number of passengers daily, at each intersection. 

Along the Florence Avenue route near the downtown TOD area, the highest boarding occurs at the La 

Brea Avenue stop and the highest alighting at the Centinela stop. On the La Brea Avenue route, the 

highest boarding and alighting activity occurs at the Queen Street stop, at the heart of the Civic Center. 

On the Florence Avenue route, the Florence Avenue stop has the highest boarding and alighting, 

where as on the West Boulevard route, West Boulevard stop has the highest boarding and alighting 

activity during the day. Overall, the Queen Street stop on the La Brea route shows the highest current 

transit ridership activity at all bus stops within the Downtown Inglewood and Fairview Heights TOD 

areas. On average, just over 1,000 passengers alight and nearly 900 passengers board buses at this 

location on a daily basis. All other transit stops within the two TOD planning areas show significantly 

lower passenger activity, with all stops generally having less than 550 total passengers a day (boarding 

and alighting). 

Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities 

Existing pedestrian facilities generally consist of traditional sidewalks and pedestrian street crossings, 

which are typically at intersections. 

Existing bicycle lanes exist on Florence Avenue east of Market Street, on Locust Street between 

Manchester Boulevard and Florence Avenue. There is a bicycle trail in Edward Vincent Junior Park. 
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Bus Route From /To 

Downtown 
Inglewood 

40 South Bay Galleria 

111/311 LAX City Bus Center 

115 Playa del Ry 

211/215 Redondo Beach 

212 
Hawthorne/ 

Lennox Station 

312 
Hawthorne/ 

Lennox Station 

442 
Hawthorne/ 

Lennox Station 

607 
Inglewood Transit 

Center 

Fairview Heights 

40 South Bay Galleria 

110 Playa Vista 

111/311 LAX City Bus Center 

210 South Bay Galleria 

710 South Bay Galleria 

740 South Bay Galleria 

Source: Iteris, 2015 
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TABLE 4.E-3 

EXISTING TRANSIT SERVICE 

From /To Via 

Hawthorne Blvd., la Brea Ave., 
LA Union Station Florence Ave., Crenshaw Blvd., 

MLK Jr Blvd., Broadway 

Norwalk Station Florence Avenue 

Norwalk Station Manchester Boulevard 

South Bay Galleria, Prairie Ave., 
Inglewood Manchester Blvd., Inglewood 

Ave. 

Hollywood/Vine Prairie Ave., la Brea Ave., 
Red line Station Hollywood Blvd. 

Hollywood/Vine Prairie Ave., la Brea Ave., 
Red line Station Hollywood Blvd. 

LA Union Station 
la Brea Ave., Manchester Blvd., 

Harbor Transitway 

la Brea Ave., Regent St., Beach 

Inglewood Transit 
Ave., la Tijera Blvd., 54'h St., 

West Blvd., Fairview Blvd., Hyde 
Center 

Park Blvd., Centinela Blvd., la 
Brea Ave. 

Hawthorne Blvd., la Brea Ave., 
LA Union Station Florence Ave., Crenshaw Blvd., 

MLK Jr Blvd., Broadway 

Bell Gardens 
Jefferson Blvd., Sepulveda Blvd., 

Hyde Park Blvd., Gage Ave. 

Norwalk Station Florence Avenue 

Hollywood & Vine 
Artesia Blvd., Crenshaw Blvd., 

Rosemore Ave., Vine St. 

Wilshire Western Redondo Beach Blvd., Crenshaw 
Purple line Station Blvd., Wilshire Blvd. 

Expo line Hawthorne Blvd., Florence Ave., 
Crenshaw Station Crenshaw Blvd. 

4.E Traffic and Circulation 

Peak Hour Frequency 

AM PM 

10-30 minutes 20-40 minutes 

15-30 minutes 20-40 minutes 

10-20 minutes 20-30 minutes 

limited Service limited Service 

15-20 minutes 10-25 minutes 

15-25 minutes 10-15 minutes 

25-45 minutes 30-60 minutes 

50-60 minutes 50-60 minutes 

10-30 minutes 20-40 minutes 

20-25 minutes 20-25 minutes 

15-30 minutes 20-40 minutes 

20-30 minutes 15-25 minutes 

10-20 minutes 15-25 minutes 

10-20 minutes 15-25 minutes 

However, the Inglewood General Plan Circulation Element, proposes several bicycle routes within the 

area. In the Downtown TOD planning area, two proposed routes are listed: a bicycle route running in 

the westbound direction along Florence Avenue turning southbound onto La Brea Avenue, and a 

bicycle route which branches off Florence Avenue to Centinela Avenue, turning eastbound on Warren 

Lane and northbound on Marlborough Avenue. In the Fairview Heights TOD planning area, a bicycle 

route is proposed to run from the intersection of Redondo Boulevard and Florence Avenue westbound 

to La Brea A venue. Figure 3.9 illustrates existing and proposed bicycle facilities. 
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In addition, the 2010 Crenshaw/LAX Transit Project - LRT Bicycle Planning Study identified several 

potential bicycle facilities within the Downtown and Fairview Heights Plan areas, which would 

provide key connections to the proposed Metro stations (see Figure 3.2). 

4.E.4 SIGNIFICANCE CRITERIA 

Criteria outlined in current CEQA Guidelines were used to determine the level of significance of traffic 

and circulation impacts. Appendix G of state CEQA Guidelines indicates that a project would have a 

significant effect if it were to: 

4.E-1 Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance, or policy establishing a measure of 

effectiveness for the performance of the circulation system, taking into account all 

modes of transportation including mass transit and non-motorized travel and relevant 

components of the circulation system, including but not limited to intersections, streets, 

highways and freeways, pedestrian and bicycle paths, and mass transit; 

4.E-2 

4.E-6 

Conflict with an applicable congestion management program, including but not limited 

to level-of-service standards and travel demand measures, or other standards established 

by the county congestion management agency for designated roads or highways; 

Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an increase in traffic levels, 

obstructions to flight, or a change in location, that results in substantial safety risks; 

Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous 

intersections) or incompatible uses; 

Result in inadequate emergency access; or 

Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs regarding public transit, bikeways, or 

pedestrian facilities, or otherwise substantially decrease the performance or safety of 

such facilities. 

4.E.5 TRAFFIC VOLUME DEVELOPMENT METHODOLOGY 

Traffic volume development was completed using a combination of the 20I2 Southern California 

Association of Governments (SCAG) Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) travel demand model and 

the 2010 Los Angeles County Congestion Management Program (CMP). 

TRAVEL MODEL METHODOLOGY 

The SCAG model was used as a basis for developing plus project (TOD Plan) and long range travel 

demand forecasts for the proposed TOD Plan. The traffic model's base year (2m2) and forecast year 

(2035 baseline) SCAG travel demand model roadway networks were modified to include all study 

intersections and roadway segments within the study area. 
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The transit network was verified in the future scenarios within the study area to ensure consistency 

with the Crenshaw/LAX LRT transit project and station locations. Land use inputs were adjusted in 

the "with project" scenarios using the planned TOD land use information (as discussed in Section 1.0 

of this report). 

Separate model networks were developed for each of the following scenarios: 

Existing (2or2) 

Existing Plus Project (2or2), 

Forecast Year (2035) Without Project, and 

Forecast Year (2035) With Project. 

Modeled Land Use 

The land use assumptions for the "existing" scenario was assumed to be consistent SCAG 2012 RTP 

land use inputs. 

The future year "without" project scenario was modified slightly to include known cumulative projects 

within the City of Inglewood that were not included in the 2or2 RTP land use inputs (see Cumulative 

Projects section, below). 

Land uses that occur as part of the build out of the proposed TOD Plan are identified in Chapter 3, 

Project Description, of this document. Because the zone structure in the SCAG model does not line up 

directly with the boundaries for the Downtown and Fairway Heights TOD Plan areas, necessary 

adjustments were made for future year 2035 land use to correctly distribute the land uses proposed in 

the TOD Plan to the traffic analysis zone structure of the SCAG model. 

Cumulative Projects 

Cumulative project traffic growth is growth due to specific, known development projects in the area 

surrounding the study locations that may affect future year traffic circulation. A list of cumulative 

projects within the region was provided by the City of Inglewood, as shown below. These cumulative 

projects were coded in the future year 2035 baseline travel demand model. 

E ths d . . . 501 ast 99 treet: 12 new con ommmm umts 

329 East Hazel Street: 4 new condominium units 

664 East Manchester Terrace: 4 new condominium units 

11161 South Crenshaw Boulevard: conversion of a medical office building to a school 

125 East Spruce Street: 7 new apartment units 

2930 West Imperial Highway: conversion of office space to a charter school 

III North Locust Street: 32,000 s.f. senior center 

333 North Prairie Avenue: conversion of the former Danial Freeman Hospital to 330 
townhomes 
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3600 West Imperial Highway: new two story, IO-classroom building for Environmental Charter 
School (middle school) at Concordia Lutheran Church 

Hollywood Park Redevelopment: conversion of the former Hollywood Park race track to: 

o 2,500 residential dwelling units 
o 890,000 s.f. of retail use 
o 780,000 s.f. of office use 
o 300 guest room hotel 
o 6,ooo seat live concert venue 
o 120,000 s.f. casino (replacing existing casino) 
o 4-acre site for civic use 
o 80,000 seat NFL stadium 

Market Gateway (Downtown Inglewood TOD Plan Site DJ)1 

o 235 residential units 
o 7>440 s.f. use 
o 7,625 s.f. of retail 
o 2,120 s.f. coffee shop 
o 28,000 s.f. grocery store 

MODEL OUTPUTS 

Raw model turning movements were obtained from model runs for Existing (2012), Existing Plus 

Project (2012), Forecast Year (2035) Without Project, and Forecast Year (2035) With Project conditions. 

The model outputs were summarized and post-processed for use in intersection and roadway segment 

analysis. An NCHRP-255 delta process was used to determine final project turning movements. 

Because the model year of the travel demand model is 2012, post-processing of modeled volumes was 

necessary to develop existing year 2015 volumes. 

Based on the traffic growth projection in the study area according to the 2010 Los Angeles County 

Congestion Management Program (CMP) document, a 0.636 percent growth was applied to the 2012 

model volumes to get existing year 2m5 volumes. Therefore, it was determined that a conservative 

methodology would be applied, which used a combination of model volumes and a growth rate of 5 

percent for the future year 2035 without project. 

TOD PLAN TRIP GENERATION AND DISTRIBUTION 

Land use was modified in the SCAG model for the "with project" scenarios to develop traffic 

generation estimates for the proposed TOD Plan. The SCAG 2012 travel demand model was used to 

estimate trip production and trip attraction based on land use and network configurations (including 

transit network configuration and station location). The model then assigned TOD Plan-generated 

trips to the existing roadway network in a dynamic method. The methodology used for the modeling 

Development of the Market Gateway D3 site is included as part of the net development incrase within the Downtown 
Inglewood TOD Plan area. 
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process allowed for the SCAG model to estimate trip reductions based on mode availability in the 

future year 2035. 

Table 4.E-4 shows the AM and PM peak hour, as well as daily project trips generated by each TOD 

Plan area. 

Table 4.E-4 

TOD Area Traffic Generation 

Existing Plus Project Future Year 2035 

TOD Plan Area AM Peak PM Peak Daily AM Peak PM Peak Daily 
Hour Hour Hour Hour 

Downtown 1,987 2,878 32,759 1,952 2,836 32,195 

Fairview Heights 170 304 3,431 169 303 3,401 

TOTAL TRIPS 2,157 3,182 36,190 2,121 3,139 35,956 

Source: lteris, 2016 

4.E.6 PROJECT IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

Threshold 4.E-1: 

Impact 4.E-1.1: 

1\!l etlwdology 

Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance, or policy establishing a 

measure of effectiveness for the performance of the circulation 

system. 

Implementation of the proposed TOD Plan would result in four 

intersections not meeting established LOS performance criteria under 

existing plus project conditions. Even with implementation of project 

features, compliance with existing regulations, and EIR mitigation 

measures, this impact would remain significant and unavoidable. 

Existing plus project conditions were developed by adding trips that would be generated by the net 

increase in development proposed in the TOD Plan to the existing traffic volumes. Existing plus 

project volumes take into account the proposed closure of Market Street between Florence Avenue 

and Regent Street. 

Consistent with Los Angeles County Public Works traffic impact review guidelines, a project's traffic 

impact is evaluated based on ICU and is considered significant if the change in V/C ratio relative to the 

"without project" signalized intersection level of service (LOS) meets or exceeds the following 

thresholds. 

For without project conditions of: 

LOS C ( 0.71 to 0.80 V /C), a V /C increase of 0.04 or more would be a significant impact. 

LOS D (0.91 to 0.90 V/C), a V/C increase of 0.02 or more would be a significant impact. 

LOS E/F (0.91 or more V/C), a V/C increase of 0.01 or more would be a significant impact. 

Downtown Inglewood and Fairview Heights 
Transit Oriented Development Plan Draft Program EIR 

Metis Environmental Group 
July I, 2016 



Transit Oriented Development Plan for Downtown Inglewood and Fairview Heights 

4.E Traffic and Circulation 

Impact Assessment 

A level of service analysis was conducted to evaluate existing plus project intersection operations 

during the a.m. and p.m. peak hours at the study intersections. Table 4.E-5 summarizes the existing 

plus project level of service at the study intersections. Level of service calculation worksheets are 

included in Appendix B. 

As shown in Table 4.E-5, traffic generated by the proposed TOD Plan is forecast to result in significant 

traffic impacts at four intersections under the existing plus project conditions: 

• La Brea Avenue/Regent Street 

• La Brea Avenue/Manchester Boulevard 

• Prairie Avenue/Florence Avenue 

• La Cienega Boulevard/Florence Avenue 

Significance Conclusion for Impact 4.E-r.r 

Because applicable LOS standards would be exceeded, a significant impact would result, requiring 

mitigation (see Mitigation Measures 4.E-1.2 a through£). 
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1 

2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 

8 

Intersection 

Inglewood Ave. & Hyde Park Blvd. 

Inglewood Ave. & Florence Ave. 

Inglewood Ave. & Manchester Blvd. 
Eucalyptus Ave. & Hyde Park Blvd 

Eucalyptus Ave. & Juniper St. 

Eucalyptus Ave. & Beach Ave. 

Eucalyptus Ave. & Florence Ave. 

Hyde Park Blvd./ Juniper St./La Brea Ave.
1 

9 Fir Ave. & Florence Ave. 

10 La Brea Ave. & Beach Ave. 

11 La Brea Ave. & Florence Ave. 

12 La Brea Ave. & Regent St. 
13 La Brea Ave. & Manchester Blvd. 

14 Market Street & Florence Ave. 

15 Market Street & Regent St. 
16 Market Street & Manchester Blvd. 

17 

18 
19 

20 

21 
22 
23 

24 
25 

26 

27 
28 
29 

Locust St. & Florence Ave. 

Hillcrest Blvd. & Florence Ave. 
Hillcrest Blvd. & Manchester Blvd. 

Centinela Ave. & Florence Ave. 

Prairie & Florence Ave. 
Prairie & Grace Ave. 

Prairie & Manchester Blvd. 

West Blvd. & Redondo Blvd. 
West Blvd. & Florence Ave. 

Crenshaw Blvd. & Florence Ave. 

Crenshaw Blvd. & Manchester Blvd. 
La Cienega Blvd. & Florence Ave.' 

1-405 NB Ramp & Manchester Blvd. 
2 

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Source: lteris, 2016. 
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TABLE 4.E-5 

EXISTING PLUS PROJECT INTERSECT ON LOS 

Existing Conditions 

Control Type 
AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 

Unsignalized 

Signalized 

Signalized 
Unsignalized 

Unsignalized 

Signalized 

Signalized 

Signalized 

Signalized 

Signalized 

Signalized 

Signalized 
Signalized 

Signalized 

Signalized 
Signalized 

V/Cor 
Delay 

0.343 

0.571 

0.847 
0.394 

0.510 

0.727 

0.820 

23.1 

0.634 

0.635 

0.851 

0.711 
0.799 

0.433 

0.420 
0.500 

Unsignalized 0.449 

Signalized 0.577 
Signalized 0.634 

Signalized 0.886 

Signalized 0.903 
Signalized 0.567 

Signalized 1.032 

Signalized 0.724 
Signalized 0.744 

Signalized 0.878 

Signalized 0.991 

Signalized 56.7 

LOS 

A 

A 
D 
A 
A 
c 
D 

c 
B 

B 

D 

c 
c 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
B 

D 

E 
A 
F 
c 
c 
D 

E 

E 

V/Cor 
Delay 

0.293 

0.747 

0.731 
0.366 

0.453 

0.528 

0.693 

26.2 

0.526 

0.627 

0.806 

0.575 
0.804 

0.381 

0.431 
0.557 

0.524 

0.488 
0.658 

0.762 

0.895 
0.470 
1.012 

0.653 
0.758 

0.888 

0.870 
69.1 

LOS 

A 

c 
c 
A 
A 
A 
B 

c 
A 
B 

D 

A 
D 

A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
B 

c 
D 
A 
F 
B 
c 
D 

D 

E 

Existing Plus Project Conditions 

AM Peak Hour 

V/Cor 
Delay 

0.352 

0.557 

0.808 
0.399 

0.459 

0.694 

0.837 
17.8 

0.652 

0.573 

0.799 

0.859 
2.015 

0.383 

0.537 
0.486 

0.614 

0.518 
0.677 

0.722 
0.944 
0.580 

1.032 

0.549 
0.750 

0.836 

0.942 

59.4 

LOS 

A 

A 
D 
A 
A 
B 

D 
c 
B 

A 
c 
D 
F 
A 
A 
A 
B 

A 
B 

c 
E 
A 
F 
A 
c 
D 

E 

E 

PM Peak Hour 

V/Cor 
Delay 

0.259 

0.720 

0.715 
0.335 

0.411 

0.454 

0.705 
26.3 

0.530 

0.576 

0.760 

0.727 
3.181 

0.288 

0.755 
0.550 

0.780 

0.521 
0.718 

0.721 

0.838 
0.490 
0.978 

0.307 
0.741 

0.759 

0.819 
66.1 

LOS 

A 

c 
c 
A 
A 
A 
c 
c 
A 
A 
c 
c 
F 
A 
c 
A 
c 
A 
c 
c 
D 
A 
E 

A 
c 
c 
D 

E 

Change inV/C 

or Delay 

AM 
Peak 

Hour 

0.009 

-0.014 

-0.039 

0.005 
-0.051 

-0.033 

0.017 
-5.3 

0.018 
-0.062 

-0.052 

0.148 
1.216 
-0.051 

0.117 
-0.014 

0.165 
-0.059 

0.043 
-0.164 

0.041 
0.013 

0.000 
-0.175 

0.006 
-0.042 

-0.049 

2.7 

PM 
Peak 

Hour 

-0.034 

-0.027 

-0.016 
-0.031 

-0.042 

-0.074 

0.012 
0.1 

0.004 
-0.051 

-0.046 

0.152 
2.377 
-0.093 

0.324 
-0.007 

0.256 
-0.080 

0.060 
-0.041 

-0.057 

0.020 
-0.023 

-0.346 
-0.017 

-0.129 

0.051 
-3.0 

Signalized _____ 3!l_.6 " I) " 33,1 " C: " 38.1 " I) " 32.3 " C: " =0.:5_ " =0.!l_ " 

Significant 

Impact? 

No 

No 

No 
No 

No 

No 

No 
No 

No 

No 

No 

Yes 
Yes 

No 

No 
No 

No 

No 
No 

No 
Yes 
No 

No 

No 
No 

No 

No 

Yes 
No 

Notes: V/C =Volume to Capacity Ratio, LOS= Level of Service. Intersection operating below acceptable LOS are shown in bold. Unsignalized intersection analyzed as signalized to 
determine if significant impact criteria is satisfied based on ICU, since V/C ratio is not calculated using HCM stop-controlled intersection methodologies. 

I. Intersection analyzed in HCM methodology because ICU methodology does not support 5-legged intersections. Delay reported for this intersection. 

2. Caltrans intersection, utilizing HCM delay-based methodology to evaluate intersection operations. 
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Transit Oriented Development Plan for Downtown Inglewood and Fairview Heights 

4.E Traffic and Circulation 

Impact 4.E-1.2: Implementation of the proposed TOD Plan would result in II 

intersections not meeting established LOS criteria for intersection 

operations under Cumulative with Project conditions. Even with 

implementation of project features, compliance with existing 

regulations, and EIR Mitigation Measures 4.E-J.2 a through f, this 

impacts at 7 intersections would remain significant and unavoidable. 

tvl ethodology 

Future year "without project" volumes were developed as described in the "Traffic Volume 

Development" section and take into account the following: 

• Traffic growth based on a combination of SCAG 2012 RTP projected general employment 
growth and housing growth that occur in the SCAG region (including the study area) without 
the proposed TOD Plan and the 2010 CMP traffic volume growth factor (5%). 

• Cumulative development projects within the study area provided by the City of Inglewood 
staff that were not included in the SCAG 2012 RTP forecasts. 

• Two new Crenshaw LRT stations at the La Brea Avenue/Florence Avenue intersection and 
West Boulevard/Florence Avenue intersection. 

• Improvements to be provided by Metro as mitigation for the LRT project at the intersections 
of: 

0 Inglewood A venue/Florence A venue 

0 Fire Avenue/Florence Avenue 

0 La Brea Avenue/Florence Avenue 

0 Market Street/Florence Avenue 

0 Hillcrest Boulevard/Florence Avenue 

0 Centinela A venue/Florence A venue 

0 Prairie A venue/Florence A venue 

0 West Boulevard/Redondo Boulevard 

Future year 2035 with project volumes were developed by adding the trips that would be generated by 

development with the TOD Plan areas to future year 2035 "without project" volumes. 

Impact Assessment 

A level of service analysis was conducted to evaluate future year 2035 intersection operations during 

the a.m. and p.m. peak hours both without and with traffic that would be generated by new 

development within the TOD Plan areas. Table 4.E-6 summarizes the forecast year 2035 "without 

project" and "with project" levels of service at the study intersections. Level of service calculation 

worksheets are included in Appendix B. 

As shown in Table 4.E-6, the following five intersections are forecast to operate at unsatisfactory peak 

period levels of service (LOS E or worse during peak periods) without any future development in the 

TOD Plan areas. 
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Intersection 

1 Inglewood Ave. & Hyde Park Blvd. 

2 Inglewood Ave. & Florence Ave. 

3 Inglewood Ave. & Manchester Blvd. 

4 Eucalyptus Ave. & Hyde Park Blvd 

5 Eucalyptus Ave. & Juniper St. 

6 Eucalyptus Ave. & Beach Ave. 

7 Eucalyptus Ave. & Florence Ave. 

8 Hyde Park Blvd./ Juniper St./La Brea Ave.
1 

9 Fir Ave. & Florence Ave. 

10 La Brea Ave. & Beach Ave. 

11 La Brea Ave. & Florence Ave. 

12 La Brea Ave. & Regent St. 

13 La Brea Ave. & Manchester Blvd. 

14 Market Street & Florence Ave. 

15 Market Street & Regent St. 

16 Market Street & Manchester Blvd. 

17 Locust St. & Florence Ave. 

18 Hillcrest Blvd. & Florence Ave. 

19 Hillcrest Blvd. & Manchester Blvd. 

20 Centinela Ave. & Florence Ave. 

21 Prairie Ave. & Florence Ave. 

22 Prairie Ave. & Grace Ave. 

23 Prairie Ave. & Manchester Blvd. 

24 West Blvd. & Redondo Blvd. 

25 West Blvd. & Florence Ave. 

26 Crenshaw Blvd. & Florence Ave. 

27 Crenshaw Blvd. & Manchester Blvd. 

28 La Cienaga Blvd. & Florence Ave. 

29 1-405 NB Ramp & Manchester Blvd. 

Transit Oriented Development Plan for Downtown Inglewood and Fairview Heights 

4.E Traffic and Circulation 

TABLE 4.E-6 

FUTURE YEAR 2035 INTERSECTION LOS WITHOUT MITIGATION 

Control Type 

Unsignalized 

Signalized 

Signalized 

Unsignalized 

Unsignalized 

Signalized 

Signalized 

Signalized 

Signalized 

Signalized 

Signalized 

Signalized 

Signalized 

Signalized 

Signalized 

Signalized 

Unsignalized 

Signalized 

Signalized 

Signalized 

Signalized 

Signalized 

Signalized 

Signalized 

Signalized 

Signalized 

Signalized 

Signalized 

Signalized 

Future Year 2035 

Without TOD Plan 

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 

V/Cor 
Delay 

0.348 

0.583 

0.817 

0.409 

0.506 

0.696 

0.815 

24.1 

0.632 

0.599 

0.861 

0.717 

0.799 

0.442 

0.404 

0.510 

0.423 

0.602 

0.611 

0.628 

0.787 

0.523 

0.967 

0.662 

0.741 

0.912 

0.959 

79.9 

36.2 

LOS 

A 

A 

D 

A 

A 

B 

D 

c 
B 

A 

D 

c 
c 
A 

A 

A 

A 

B 

B 

B 

c 
A 

E 

B 

c 
E 

E 

E 

V/Cor 
Delay 

0.310 

0.756 

0.767 

0.366 

0.492 

0.521 

0.700 

23.9 

0.554 

0.663 

0.785 

0.584 

0.797 

0.532 

0.398 

0.585 

0.500 

0.504 

0.654 

0.485 

0.787 

0.466 

1.017 

0.681 

0.730 

0.899 

0.890 

87.4 

32.1 

LOS 

A 

c 
c 
A 

A 

A 

c 
c 
A 

B 

c 
A 

c 
A 

A 

A 

A 

A 

B 

A 

c 
A 

F 

B 

c 
D 

D 

F 

c 

Future Year 2035 

With TOD Plan 

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 

V/Cor 
Delay 

0.376 

0.588 

0.829 

0.416 

0.519 

0.711 

0.872 

28.3 

0.712 

0.629 

0.962 

0.922 

0.836 

0.428 

0.463 

0.536 

0.664 

0.648 

0.720 

0.657 

0.881 

0.567 

1.067 

0.582 

0.775 

0.984 

1.017 

129.2 

36.1 

LOS 

A 

A 

D 

A 

A 

c 
D 

c 
c 
B 

E 

E 

D 

A 

A 

A 

B 

B 

c 
B 

D 

A 

F 

A 

c 
E 

F 

E 

D 

V/Cor 
Delay 

0.381 

0.773 

0.888 

0.381 

0.527 

0.514 

0.794 

27.0 

0.694 

0.734 

0.878 

0.838 

0.922 

0.318 

0.695 

0.663 

0.873 

0.702 

0.731 

0.789 

1.012 

0.514 

1.132 

0.404 

0.778 

0.953 

0.924 

135.2 

32.4 

LOS 

A 

c 
D 

A 

A 

A 

c 
c 
B 

c 
D 

D 

E 

A 

B 

B 

D 

c 
c 
c 
F 

A 

F 

A 

c 
E 

E 

F 

c 

Change inV/C 

or Delay 

AM 
Peak 

Hour 

0.028 

0,005 

0.034 

0.007 

0.013 

0.015 

0.057 

4.2 

0.080 

0.030 

0.101 

0.205 

0.037 

-0.014 

0.059 

0.026 

0.241 

0.046 

0.109 

0.058 

0.096 

0.044 

0.100 

-0.800 

0.034 

0.072 

0.058 

49.3 

-0.1 

PM 
Peak 

Hour 

0.071 

0.017 

0.121 

0.015 

0.035 

-0.007 

0.094 

3.1 

0.140 

0.071 

0.093 

0.254 

0.125 

-0.131 

0.297 

0.078 

0.373 

0.083 

0.077 

0.054 

0.088 

0.048 

0.115 

-0.277 

0.048 

0.054 

0.034 

47.8 

0.5 

Significant 

Impact? 

No 

No 

Yes 

No 

No 

No 

Yes 

No 

No 

No 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

Yes 

No 

Yes 

No 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

No 
_________________________________________________________________________________________________ _L _______________________________________________________ _L _____________________ _L _____________________ _L _____________________ _L _____________________ _L _____________________ _L _____________________ _L _____________________ _L _____________________ _L _____________________ _L __ _ 

Source: lteris, 2016. 
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Transit Oriented Development Plan for Downtown Inglewood and Fairview Heights 

4.E Traffic and Circulation 

• Prairie Avenue/Manchester Boulevard 

• Crenshaw Boulevard/Florence Avenue 

• Crenshaw Boulevard/Manchester Boulevard 

• La Cienaga Avenue/Florence Avenue 

• I-405 NB Ramp/Manchester Boulevard 

A level of service analysis was also conducted to evaluate future year 2035 with project intersection 

operations during the a.m. and p.m. peak hours. Table 4.E-6 summarizes the future year 2035 with 

project levels of service at the study intersections. Level of service calculation worksheets are included 

in Appendix B. 

As shown in Table 4.E-6, eight intersections will operate at unacceptable levels of service under 

Cumulative with Project conditions: 

• La Brea Avenue/Florence Avenue 

• La Brea Avenue/Regent Street 

• La Brea Avenue/Manchester Boulevard 

• Prairie Avenue/Florence Avenue 

• Prairie Avenue/ Manchester Boulevard 

• Crenshaw Boulevard/Florence Avenue 

• Crenshaw Boulevard/Manchester Boulevard 

• La Cienaga Avenue/Florence Avenue 

The increase in traffic resulting from the proposed TOD Plan would be significant at the following II 

intersections under cumulative 2035 conditions: 

• Inglewood Avenue/Manchester Avenue 

• Eucalyptus Avenue/Florence Avenue 

• La Brea Avenue/Florence Avenue 

• La Brea Avenue/Regent Street 

• La Brea Avenue/Manchester Boulevard 

• Prairie Avenue/Florence Avenue 

• Prairie Avenue/Manchester Boulevard 

• West Boulevard/Florence Avenue 

• Crenshaw Boulevard/Florence Avenue 

• Crenshaw Boulevard/Manchester Boulevard 

• La Cienaga Avenue/Florence Avenue 
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Transit Oriented Development Plan for Downtown Inglewood and Fairview Heights 

4.E Traffic and Circulation 

Significa11ce Conclusion for Impact 4.E-1.2 

A total of eight intersections would operate at unsatisfactory levels of service under Cumulative 

without Project conditions. In addition, the increased traffic resulting from TOD Plan development 

will increase levels of service beyond applicable thresholds result at a total ofn intersections. This is a 

significant impact for which mitigation is required. 

1'v1itigation Measures 

Mitigation Measure 4.E-1.2 a: Inglewood Avenue/Manchester Boulevard. The eastbound left-turn 

signal phase shall be modified from permitted to protected. Due to 

existing development and right-of-way constraints, no feasible 

physical improvements (e.g., roadway widening, additional lanes, etc.) 

could be implemented. Thus, the LOS at this intersection can be 

improved but not fully mitigated through implementation of this 

measure. 

Implementation: Within five (5) years of approval of the TOD Plan, 

the Public Works Director will include this improvement in the 

Department's Capital Improvement Plan. 

Mitigation Measure 4.E-1.2 b: La Brea Avenue/Florence Avenue. The northbound approach to this 
intersection shall be restriped to provide one left-turn lane, two 
through lanes, and one right-turn lane. Due to existing development 
and right-of-way constraints, no feasible physical improvements (e.g., 
roadway widening, additional lanes, etc.) could be implemented. Thus, 
the LOS at this intersection can be improved but not fully mitigated 
through implementation of this measure. 

Implementation: Within five (5) years of approval of the TOD Plan, 

the Public Works Director will include this improvement in the 

Department's Capital Improvement Plan. 

Mitigation Measure 4.E-1.2 c: La Brea Avenue/Regent Street. The northbound and westbound left

turn signal phases shall be modified from permitted to protected. Due 

to existing development and right-of-way constraints, no feasible 

physical improvements (e.g., roadway widening, additional lanes, etc.) 

could be implemented. Thus, the LOS at this intersection can be 

improved but not fully mitigated through implementation of this 

measure. 

Implementation: Within five (5) years of approval of the TOD Plan, 

the Public Works Director will include this improvement in the 

Department's Capital Improvement Plan. 
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4.E Traffic and Circulation 

Mitigation Measure 4.E-1.2 d: Prairie Avenue/Florence Avenue. A second westbound left turn-lane 

shall be added, including a reduction in existing lane widths to 

accommodate the additional turning lane. 

Implementation: Within five (5) years of approval of the TOD Plan, 

the Public Works Director will include this improvement in the 

Department's Capital Improvement Plan. 

Mitigation Measure 4.E-1.2 e: Prairie Avenue/Manchester Boulevard. A westbound right-turn 

signal overlap phase shall be provided. Due to existing development 

and right-of-way constraints, no feasible physical improvements (e.g., 

roadway widening, additional lanes, etc.) could be implemented. Thus, 

the LOS at this intersection can be improved but not fully mitigated 

through implementation of this measure. 

Implementation: Within five (5) years of approval of the TOD Plan, 

the Public Works Director will include this improvement in the 

Department's Capital Improvement Plan. 

Mitigation Measure 4.E-1.2 f: West Boulevard/Florence Avenue. The north leg of the intersection 

shall be restriped to include a second southbound left-turn lane within 

the existing curb-to-curb right-of-way. 

Implementation: Within five (5) years of approval of the TOD Plan, 

the Public Works Director will include this improvement in the 

Department's Capital Improvement Plan. 

Due to existing development and right-of-way constraints, no feasible physical improvements (e.g., 

roadway widening, additional lanes, etc.) could be implemented, and therefore no mitigation measures 

are proposed for the following intersections. 

• Eucalyptus Avenue/Florence Avenue 

• Crenshaw Boulevard/Florence A venue 

• Crenshaw Boulevard/Manchester Boulevard 

• La Cienega Boulevard/Florence Avenue 

Conclusion with Implementation of Afitigation Nfeasures 

Table 4.E-7 summarizes the future year 2035 with project levels of service assuming implementation of 

the recommended mitigation measure at the study intersections. Level of service calculation 

worksheets are included in Appendix B. 

As shown, in Table 4.E-7, LOS impacts cannot be mitigated at 7 intersections. Impacts would therefore 

be significant and unavoidable. 
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TABLE 4.E-7 

FUTURE YEAR 2035 INTERSECTION LOS WITH MITIGATION 

Intersection 
Control Type 

3 Inglewood Ave. & Manchester Blvd. Signalized 

7 Eucalyptus Ave. & Florence Ave. Signalized 

11 La Brea Ave. & Florence Ave. Signalized 

12 La Brea Ave. & Regent St. Signalized 

13 La Brea Ave. & Manchester Blvd. Signalized 

21 Prairie & Florence Ave. Signalized 

23 Prairie & Manchester Blvd. Signalized 

25 West Blvd. & Florence Ave. Signalized 

26 Crenshaw Blvd. & Florence Ave. Signalized 

27 Crenshaw Blvd. & Manchester Blvd. Signalized 

28 La Cienaga Ave./Florence Ave.' Signalized 

Sour e: lteris, 2016 

Notes: V/C =Volume to Capacity Ratio, LOS= Level of Service. 

Intersections operating below acceptable LOS are shown in bold. 

Future Year 2035 

Without TOD Plan 

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 

V/Cor 
LOS 

V/Cor 
LOS 

Delay Delay 

0.795 c 0.767 c 
0.815 D 0.700 c 
0.861 D 0.785 c 
0.717 c 0.584 A 

0.799 c 0.797 c 
0.787 c 0.787 c 
0.967 E 1.017 F 

0.741 c 0.730 c 
0.912 E 0.899 D 

0.959 E 0.890 D 

79.9 E 87.4 F 

I. Caltrans intersection, utilizing HCM delay-based methodology to evaluate intersection operations 
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Future Year 2035 

With TOD Plan - Mitigated 

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 

V/Cor 
LOS 

V/Cor 
Delay Delay 

0.829 D 0.813 

0.872 D 0.794 

0.943 E 0.878 

0.865 D 0.631 

0.833 D 0.901 

0.797 c 0.725 

0.965 E 0.903 

0.703 c 0.686 

0.984 E 0.953 

1.107 F 0.924 

129.2 E 135.2 

Metis Environmental Group 
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LOS 

D 

D 

D 

B 

E 

D 

E 

B 

E 

E 

F 

Change inV/C 

or Delay 

AM PM 
Significant 

Peak Peak 
Impact? 

Hour Hour 

0.034 0.046 Yes 

0.057 0.094 No 

0.082 0.093 Yes 

0.148 0.047 Yes 

0.034 0.104 Yes 

0.010 -0.062 No 

-0.002 -0.114 No 

-0.038 -0.044 No 

0.072 0.054 Yes 

0.058 0.034 Yes 

49.3 47.8 Yes 



Impact 4.E-1.3: 

1'v1 etlwdology 

Transit Oriented Development Plan for Downtown Inglewood and Fairview Heights 

4.E Traffic and Circulation 

Implementation of the proposed TOD would add traffic on freeway 

off-ramps, contributing to vehicle queueing. The resulting impact 

would be less than significant. 

To determine whether traffic generated by the proposed TOD Plan would cause vehicles exiting 

freeways to back up on freeway off-ramps onto the freeway mainline, a queuing analysis was 

conducted for the off-ramp approaches at the La Cienaga Boulevard/Florence Avenue and Manchester 

Boulevard northbound off-ramps along the I-405 freeway. The queue lengths were calculated using 

the Synchro 9 software, which evaluates for 95th percentile queue lengths and compared to available 

vehicle storage capacity on the off-ramps. A significant impact would occur if traffic from the proposed 

TOD Plan would cause queuing to back up onto the freeway mainline. 

Impact Assessment 

Queuing analyses were conducted for the off-ramp approaches at the La Cienaga Boulevard/Florence 

Avenue and Manchester Boulevard northbound off-ramps along the I-405 freeway to evaluate whether 

off-ramps have sufficient storage capacity so as to prevent future spillback onto the freeway mainline. 

The results of the queuing analysis, which are provided in Table 4.E-8, indicate that, under future year 

2035 cumulative conditions, the forecast peak hour 95th percentile queue lengths on the two I-405 off

ramp intersections most affected by the proposed TOD Plan would not exceed the available storage 

area on the ramps and between the ramp intersections. 

TABLE 4.E-8 

FREEWAY RAMP QUEUEING ANALYSIS 

Existing Existing Plus Project 
Future Year 2035 Future Year 2035 

Ramp 
length Without Project With Project 

Intersection 
SBL SBT SBR SBL SBT SBR SBL SBT SBR SBL SBT SBR 

Storage length 1,870 1,870 1,870 1,870 1,870 1,870 1,870 1,870 1,870 1,870 1,870 

la Cienaga Blvd./ 95'" %ile Queue 

Florence Ave. A.M. 361 367 - 383 277 - 187 496 - 134 615 

P.M. 531 448 - 445 404 - 291 535 - 163 781 

Storage Length 1,225 1,225 1,225 1,225 1,225 1,225 1,225 1,225 1,225 1,225 1,225 

1-405 NB Ramp/ 95'" %ile Queue 

Manchester Blvd. A.M. 405 426 46 388 415 47 420 473 44 498 549 

P.M. 314 419 110 228 454 126 272 441 120 243 483 

Source: lteris, 2016 

Sig11ificance Co11clusion for Impact 4.E-1.3 

The queueing analysis prepared for the TOD Plan concluded that queue lengths on the two I-405 off

ramp intersections would not exceed the available storage area on the ramps and between the ramp 

intersections. Impacts would therefore be less than significant, and no mitigation measures are 

required. 

1,870 

-

-

1,225 

46 

149 
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4.E Traffic and Circulation 

Threshold 4.E-2: Conflict with an applicable congestion management program. 

Impact 4.E-2: Implementation of the proposed TOD Plan would exceed CMP 

thresholds at one intersection. Because no feasible mitigation is 

available, the resulting impact would be significant and unavoidable. 

Methodology 

The CMP for Los Angeles County requires that the traffic impact of individual development projects of 

potential regional significance be analyzed. A specific system of arterial roadways plus all freeways 

comprise the CMP system. A total of 164 intersections are identified for monitoring on the system in 

Los Angeles County. The analysis has been conducted according to the guidelines set forth in the 2010 

Congestion Management Program for Los Angeles County. According to the CMP Traffic Impact 

Analysis (TIA) Guidelines developed by Metro, a CMP traffic impact analysis is required given the 

following conditions: 

• CMP arterial monitoring intersections, including freeway on- or off-ramps, where the 
proposed project would add 50 or more trips during either the AM or PM weekday peak hours. 

• CMP freeway monitoring locations where the proposed project would add 150 or more trips, in 
either direction, during either the AM or PM weekday peak hours. 

Two of the twenty-nine (29) intersections studied for this EIR are part of the 164 CMP Arterial 

monitoring locations in Los Angeles County. Per the CMP guidelines, a project's traffic impact is 

considered significant if the change in V/C ratio relative to the "without project" increases by 2 percent 

(V/C > 0.02) causing the intersection to operate at LOS F. Furthermore, if the intersection is operating 

at LOS E or better after the addition of the project, the intersection would not be considered 

significantly impacted regardless of the increase in V/C. Thus, to determine whether the proposed 

TOD Plan is consistent with the Congestion Management Program for Los Angeles County, results of 

the traffic modeling conducted for cumulative 2035 conditions were reviewed to determine whether 

V/C increases would exceed CMP thresholds at the intersections contained in the CMP. 

Impact Assessment 

A CMP intersection analysis was conducted for the two intersections contained in the County CMP: 

La Brea/ Manchester Boulevard and Crenshaw Boulevard/Manchester Boulevard. 

As shown in Table 4.E-6, under future year 2035 with project conditions, the proposed TOD Plan is 

forecast to result in a significant impact at the CMP-monitored Crenshaw Boulevard/Manchester 

Boulevard intersection. 

The 2010 CMP monitors freeway conditions at eight (8) locations on I-405. The nearest freeway 

segment station is approximately 1.25 miles north of the project site: I-405 north of La Tijera Boulevard. 

Based on incremental project trip generation estimates, the proposed project would add more than 150 

peak hour southbound trips trips; therefore, a CMP mainline freeway segment analysis was conducted. 
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The analysis concluded that proposed development from the TOD Plan areas would result in a less 

than I percent increase in AM and PM peak hour northbound traffic and less than a 2 percent increase 

in AM and PM peak hour southbound traffic. 

Significa11ce Conclusion for Impact 4.E-2 

Traffic generated by the proposed TOD Plan would exceed CMP thresholds at the Crenshaw 

Boulevard/Manchester Boulevard intersection. A significant impact would therefore result. Impacts 

along the freeway mainline would be less than significant. 

Mitigation Measures 

Due to existing development and right-of-way constraints, no feasible physical improvements (e.g., 

roadway widening, additional lanes, etc.) could be implemented. 

Significance Conclusion for impact 4.E-2 

Because there is no feasible mitigation available, this impact would be significant and unavoidable. 

Threshold 4.E-3: Change to air traffic patterns. 

Impact 4.E-3: Implementation of the proposed project would not result in any 

changes to air traffic patterns, there would be no impact. 

1\!l etlwdology 

To determine the significance, a screening analysis was first undertaken to determine whether the 

TOD Plan areas were within an airport land use plan and whether the proposed TOD Plan would 

conflict in any way with the airport land use plan. Once it was determined that the TOD Plan areas 

were outside of the airport land use plan for Los Angeles International Airport, the location of the 

nearest public airport or private airstrip was determined. Because the TOD Plan areas are located 

more than 2 miles away from any other public airport or private airstrip, other sections of this EIR 

were review to determine whether any of the identified impacts of the TOD Plan would possibly affect 

air traffic patterns. No such impact, including the potential for light and glare, were identified. 

Impact Assessme11t 

As noted in Section 4.J, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, the TOD Plan areas are located outside of the 

safety zones of Los Angeles International Airport, and are more than 2 miles away from any other 

public airport or private airstrip. Development of the proposed TOD Plan would, therefore not conflict 

with an airport land use plan, nor would development within the TOD Plan areas cause other adverse 

effects to a public airport use or private airstrip such that air traffic patterns could be adversely 

affected. 
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Significance Conclusion for impact 4.E-3 

Implementation of the proposed TOD Plan would not result in a change in air traffic patterns in either 

the existing or cumulative project scenarios. Therefore, there would be no impact, and no mitigation is 

required. 

Threshold 4.E-4: Substantial increase in hazards due to design features. 

Impact 4.E-4: Implementation of the proposed TOD Plan would be subject to City 

and Public Works Department review of proposed roadway 

improvements, which would ensure that roadway design hazards are 

not created. No impact would result. 

IVI ethodology 

Because the design of proposed roadway improvements would be subject to City standards and 

approval of the City's Public Works Department, no impacts would result. Thus, no impact would 

result, and further detailed analysis of this environmental issue was determined to be unnecessary. 

impact Assessment 

Design of all proposed transportation and circulation features would be required to be consistent with 

the applicable City roadway design standards and Public Works Department requirements. The 

review of site-specific development projects and proposed roadway infrastructure proposed in 

fulfillment of the TOD Plan would ensure that proposed roadway improvements would not result in 

significant hazards. 

Significance Conclusion for Impact 4.E-4 

Because detailed designs for roadway, pedestrian, or bicycle features for subsequent development 

within the TOD Plan areas would be reviewed as part of the City's development review process and 

would be required to meet all applicable design standards, this impact would be less than significant, 

and mitigation measures are not required. 

Threshold 4.E-5: 

1'v1 etlwdology 

Inadequate emergency access. 

Implementation of the proposed TOD Plan would provide adequate 

emergency access to sites throughout the TOD Plan areas, both during 

construction of site-specific development projects and ongoing 

operations. The resulting impact would be less than significant. 

Development that would impede emergency access by police, fire protection, or emergency medical 

vehicles to uses within the TOD Plan areas would constitute a significant impact. Because such 
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emergency access could be impeded by permanent or temporary street closures any such closures 

were evaluated to determine whether adequate alternative access would be provided to maintain 

access in an emergency by police, fire protection, or emergency medical personnel. Because 

emergency access could also be impeded by poor roadway or site design (e.g., inadequate lane widths 

or turning radii), the potential for roadway improvements or site-specific developments to impede 

emergency vehicle access was reviewed. 

impact Assessment 

Existing emergency response routes to and within the TOD areas would either maintained in their 

present locations, with the exception of the proposed closure of Market Street between Florence 

Avenue and Regent Street. This permanent street closure would not have an adverse effect since 

emergency access would remain available to properties fronting along that segment of Market Street 

from La Brea Avenue and Locust Street, as well as from driveway entries along Florence Avenue and 

Regent Street. 

As is standard for construction sites, a traffic control plan providing for adequate emergency access as 

determined by the Public Works Department, as well as fire protection and police authorities would 

be required should any temporary closure of streets or roadway lanes be necessary during 

construction. 

Each site-specific development project within the TOD Plan areas would also be reviewed by the City, 

including review by policy and fire agency authorities to ensure adequate emergency access to and 

within the site (e.g., minimum lane widths, minimum turning radii). 

Significance Conclusion for Impact 4.E-5 

Because all site-specific development projects will be reviewed by the City, including the Public Works 

Department and police and fire protection authorities, implementation of the proposed TOD Plan 

would not result in inadequate emergency access. The impact would be less than significant, and no 

mitigation is required. 

Threshold 4.E-6: Conflict with any adopted policies, plans, or ordinances regarding 

public transit, bikeways, or pedestrian facilities, or otherwise 

substantially decrease the performance or safety of such facilities. 

Im pact 4.E-6: 

1'v1 etlwdology 

Implementation of the proposed project would provide enhanced 

bicycle and pedestrian facilities, and would also improve access to 

transit. The resulting impact would be less than significant. 

To determine whether the proposed TOD Plan would result in a significant impact the extent to which 

the TOD plan would provide facilities to enhance the use of public transit, as well as pedestrian and 

bicycle mobility, was compared to adopted plans for public transit, pedestrian mobility, and bicycle 
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facilities. A significant impact would result if adopted plans would require a greater level of public 

transit, pedestrian mobility, and bicycle facilities than was being proposed in the TOD Plan. 

Impact Assessment 

The proposed TOD Plan includes extensive improvements to pedestrian and bicycle mobility within 

the TOD Plan areas, as described in Chapter 3, Project Description, would not modify or disrupt any 

existing bicycle or pedestrian facilities outside the TOD Plan areas. Included in the TOD Plan is not 

only a map of proposed routes consistent with the City's General Plan bicycle system, but the TOD 

Plan also provides for facilities such as bicycle parking that would enhance the bicycling environment 

and maximize bicycle accessibility (e.g., requirements for the inclusion of bicycle parking near all 

destination points and on roadways with high volumes). The proposed TOD Plan is therefore 

consistent with the City's adopted General Plan. 

In addition to bicycle facilities, the TOD Plan includes provisions to improve pedestrian mobility 

within the TOD Plan areas, particularly by enhancing pedestrian access to the Metro stations being 

constructed within Downtown Inglewood and Fairview Heights. By increasing development intensity 

in the vicinity of the two Metro stations and enhancing pedestrian and bicycle access to those stations, 

the TOD Plan would also increase access to transit. 

Sig11ificance Co11clusion for Impact 4.E-6 

The TOD Plan provides for pedestrian and bicycle facilities that would improve upon existing General 

Plan requirements. The TOD Plan is therefore consistent with adopted policies, plans, or ordinances 

regarding public transit, bikeways, or pedestrian facilities, or otherwise substantially decrease the 

performance or safety of such facilities. Impacts would be less than significant. 

4.E-7 REFERENCES - TRAFFIC AND CIRCULATION 

Iteris, Downtown and Fairview Heights Transit Oriented Development Draft Traffic Impact Analysis, 

June 24, 2m6. 
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