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7.0 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT SEIS/SEIR 

7.1 INTRODUCTION 

This chapter responds to public comments provided during the public review period for the Los Angeles 
Eastside Corridor Draft SEIS/SEIR. The Draft SEIS/SEIR was issued on March 2, 2001, and the public 
review period remained open until May 2, 2001. Notice of the availability of the Draft SEIS/SEIR was 
published in the Los Angeles Times, Los Angeles Opinion, Eastside Sun, Rafu Shimpo, and Downtown 
News. In addition, 12,000 flyers were distributed and 3,500 notices were mailed to announce the 

· availability of the document. 

Copies of the Draft SEIS/SEIR were made available at the following libraries: Anthony Quinn, Benjamin 
Franklin, Cal State Los Angeles, City Terrace Public, East Los Angeles College, East Los Angeles 
County, Little Tokyo Service Center, Los Angeles Central, and MTA. Copies were also made available 
at the following Los Angeles Unified School District schools: Belmont High, Belvedere Elementary, 
Breed Street Elementary, Brooklyn Elementary, Castelar Elementary, First Street Elementary, Fourth 
Street Elementary, Garfield High, Griffith Middle, Hamasaki Elementary, Humphreys Elementary, 
Marianna Avenue, Nightingale Middle, Ramona High, Roosevelt High, Rowan Elementary, Second 
Street, Stevenson Middle, Utah Street Children's Center, and Utah Street Elementary. Other educational 
facilities where copies were available include: Dolores Mission School, East Los Angeles Community 
College, East Los Angeles Occupational Center, East Los Angeles Skills Center, Los Angeles County 
Office of Education East Los Angeles, Montebello High School, Puente Learning Center, Rio Hondo 
Community College, and Shurr High School. In addition, copies of the Draft SEIS/SEIR were made 
available at the religious institutions listed in Appendix B of the Draft SEIS/SEIR. 

The executive summary of the Draft SEIS/SEIR was translated into Spanish and was available at the 
public hearings and for those individuals who requested a copy. Three public hearings were held 
throughout the study area at the following locations: 1) Japanese American National Museum, March 29, 
2001 at 6:00PM; 2) Roosevelt High School April4, 2001 at 6:00PM; and 3) Garfield High School April 
5, 2001 at 6:00PM. 

Table 7-1 lists and assigns a number to each comment letter and speaker at the public hearings. This 
chapter provides a copy of each of the comment letters, and the written responses follow the comment 
letters. A copy of the transcript for each of the public hearings follows the letters and responses. The 
chapter concludes with the responses to the comments made at the hearings. 
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7. 0: Responses to Comments on the Draft SEIS/SE!R 
Introduction 

TABLE 7-1: LIST OF COMMENTORS ON THE DRAFT SEIS/SEffi 

COMMENT 
COMMENTOR 

DATE PAGE 
NUMBER REC'D NO. 

ELECTED OFFICIALS 
1 Gilbert Cedillo, Assemblymember, 46m District 04/17/01 W-1 
2 Nick Pacheco, Los Angeles City Councilmember, 14m District 04/04/01 W-2 
3 Nick Pacheco, Los Angeles City Councilmember, 14m District 04/17/01 W-3 

FEDERAL AGENCIES 
4 Lisa Hanf, United States Environmental Protection Agency 04/09/01 W-7 

5 
Rick Yorczyk, United States Department of Commerce, National Oceanic 

04/09/01 
W-9 

and Atmospheric Administration 
5-1 Amaglio Sandro, Federal Emergency Management Agency 05/15/01 W-9 

STATE AND REGIONAL AGENCIES 
6 Laura Simonek, Metropolitan Water District of Southern California 04/20/01 W-10 
7 Jeffrey Smith, Southern California Association of Governments 04/18/01 W-11 
8 David Solow, Metrolink 04/11/01 W-11 
9 H. A. Acevedo, California Highway Patrol 04/09/01 W-12 

10 
Stephen Buswell, California Department of Transportation, Office of 

04/17/01 
W-13 

Regional Planning, District 7 

11 
Terry Roberts, Governor's Office of Planning and Research, State 

04/17/01 
W-13 

Clearinghouse 

12 Dr. Knox Mellon, California Resource Agency, Dept. of Parks and 
05/01 /01 

W-13 
Recreation, Office of Historic Preservation 

13 Kenneth Trott, California Resource Agency, Dept. of Conservation, Office 
04/27/01 

W-13 
of Governmental and Environmental Relations 

14 
Terry Roberts, Governor' s Office of Planning and Research, State 

04/23/01 
W-13 

Clearinghouse 

15 
Terry Roberts, Governor's Office of Planning and Research, State 

05/02/01 W-13 Clearinghouse 

COUNTY AGENCIES 

16 
David Leininger, County of Los Angeles Fire Department, Forestry 

04/23/01 W-14 
Division 

17 James Noyes, County of Los Angeles Dept. of Public Works 04/17/01 W-14 
18 Leroy D. Baca, County of Los Angeles Sheriffs Dept. 04/16/01 W-16 
19 Richard Alonzo, Maravilla Community Advisory Committee 04/19/01 W-17 
20 George Magallanes, Adalante Eastside Redevelopment Project 04/19/01 W-18 

CITY AGENCIES 
21 Frances Banerjee, City of Los Angeles Dept. of Transportation 04/17/01 W-18 
22 William Bamattre, City of Los Angeles Fire Dept. 04/18/01 W-30 
23 Jerry Schar lin, Community Redevelopment Agency of Los Angeles 04/17/01 W-31 
24 Steve Gonzales, City of Monterey Park 04/ 16/01 W-32 

25 Ray Dipple, Los Angeles Unified School District, Environmental Health 
04/17/01 W-32 and Safety 

26 No Comment with this number. W-35 

COMMUNITY ORGANIZATIONS 
27 Eric Orosz, Bus Riders Union 04/17/01 W-35 
28 Stephan Finnegan, Automobile Club of Southern California 04/ 16/01 W-36 
29 Thomas Stanley, Campaign for Better Transit 03/ 19/01 W-37 
30 Silvia Viramontes, Union y Fuerza de Ia Comunidad 04/04/01 W-38 
31 Silvia Viramontes, Union y Fuerza de Ia Comunidad 04/17/01 W-38 
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COMMENT 
NUMBER 

32 
33 
34 
35 
36 
37 
38 
39 
40 
41 
42 

BUSINESSES 
43 
44 
45 
46 
47 
48 
49 
50 

51 

52 
53 

7. 0: Responses to Comments on the Draft SEISISEIR 
Introduction 

TABLE 7-1: LIST OF COMMENTORS ON THE DRAFT SEIS/SEIR 

COMMENTOR 
DATE PAGE 
REC'D NO. 

E. Richard Larson, NAACP Legal Defense and Educations Fund, Inc. 04/ 17/01 W-43 
Barbara Schultz, Legal Aid Foundation of Los Angeles 04/ 17/01 W-44 
Irene Hirano, Little Tokyo Community Council 04/ 16/0 I W-44 
Margarita Sanchez, Boyle Heights Mejoramiento 04/02/01 W-45 
Margarita Sanchez, Boyle Heights Mejoramiento 04/ 15/01 W-45 
Margarita Sanchez, Boyle Heights Mejoramiento 04/ 18/0 I W-48 
Emestina Montellano, CAARP 04/04/01 W-49 
Emestina Montellano, CAARP 04/ 18/01 W-49 
Mary Lou Trevis, Mothers of East Los Angeles 04/23/01 W-50 
Dr. Ramon Garcia, Latino Urban Forum 05/01 /01 W-50 
Darrell Clarke, Friends 4 Expo Transit 05/02/01 W-51 

Dean Perton, Catellus Development Corporation 05/01 /01 W-51 
Shoji S. Shimizu, AlA, Mangrove Estate 04/17/01 W-51 
Robert Volk, Volk Properties 04/ 16/01 W-53 
Nancy Araki, Japanese American National Museum 04/ 16/01 W-53 
Ricky Monugium, Business Owner, 3ro Street 04/05/01 W-54 
Gary Einstein, Einstein & Speigel, Attorneys at Law 04113/01 W-54 
Darren Stroud, Esq., Taira Services Corporation 04/ 17/01 W-54 
Rolando Hidalgo, Law Offices of Manuel Hidalgo 04/ 17/01 W-59 
Reverend George Matsibayashi, Los Angeles Hompa Hongwanji Buddhist 

04/ 18/01 W-60 
Temple 
Greg Heet, Heet Sound Products 04/ 18/01 W-62 
Albert Deininger, White Memorial Medical Center 05/01 /01 W-62 

INDIVIDUALS 
54 Byron Edwards 04/23/01 W-63 
55 Diane Zaeptel, Garfield High School 04/ 12/01 W-63 
56 Silvia Viramontes 04/04/01 W-63 
57 Gerardo Salas 04/04/01 W-63 
58 Anita Castellanos 04/04/01 W-63 
59 Philip Nurenburg 04/04/01 W-63 
60 Silvia Viramontes 03/29/01 W-63 
61 James Fujita 03/ 19/01 W-65 
62 Charles Hockett 03/28/01 W-65 
63 Jackie MacCauley 03 /29/01 W-65 
64 George Del Rio 03/ 19/01 W-65 
65 Clara Solis 03/27/01 W-66 
66 John Smart 03 /19/01 W-66 
67 John Arroyo 04/ 16/01 W-66 
68 Jesus Samono 04/ 16/01 W-66 
69 Robert Wang 04/ 12/01 W-66 
70 Raymond Covarrubias, Davis Blue Print Compa.ny, Inc. 04/ 17/01 W-67 
71 Renee Chavez 04/ 17/01 W-67 
72 Jose Gomez 04/17/01 W-69 
73 Sylvia Sanchez 04/13/01 W-69 
74 Tim Adams 04/05/01 W-70 
75 Sandra Sandoval 05/01 /01 W-70 
76 Robert Bellinger 05/01 /01 W-70 
77 John G. Sullivan, 208 N. Alameda Partners, L.P. 04/24/01 W-70 
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7.0: Responses to Comments on the Draft SEISISEIR 
Introduction 

TABLE 7-1: LIST OF COMMENTORS ON THE DRAFT SEIS/SEIR 

COMMENT COMMENTOR 
DATE PAGE 

NUMBER REC'D NO. 

78 Nadine Diaz 05/02/01 W-70 
79 Mirna Troncoso 05/01 /01 W-70 
80 Gladys Bryant 05101 101 W-71 
81 J. Lesko 04/25/01 W-71 

82 Tony Chavez 04/25/01 W-71 

83 Estella Gonzalez 04/27/01 W-71 
84 Tunde T. Thomas 04/24/01 W-72 

85 Alexis Navarro 04/30/01 W-72 
86 Alberto Rodriguez 05/03/01 W-72 
87 Juaquin Castellanos 04/23/01 W-73 
88 Ron Mukai 04/30/01 W-73 
89 Juan Moralez 04/05/01 W-73 
90 Robert Lopez 04/05/01 W-73 
91 Servando Ornelas 04/05/01 W-74 
92 Unreadable 04/06/01 W-74 
93 Unreadlable 04/06/01 W-74 
94 Jarome Weymouth 03/28/01 W-74 
95 SRM 03/28/01 W-75 
96 Adelina Portillo 04/05/01 W-75 

PUBLIC HEARING SPEAKERS 
P-1 Michael Vega 03/29/01 PH-I 
P-2 Frances Hashimoto 03/29/01 PH-I 
P-3 Charles Adelman 03/29/01 PH-I 
P-4 Thun Wing Motto 03/29/01 PH-I 
P-5 Edgar Sanchez, Bus Riders Union 03/29/01 PH-I 
P-6 Sean Armstrong 03/29/01 PH-2 
P-7 Mich Sakata, Los Angeles Hompa Hongwanji Buddhist Temple 03/29/01 PH-3 
P-8 Albert H. Taira, I" Street South Plaza 03/29/01 PH-3 
P-9 Ayako Hagihara, Little Tokyo Service Center CDC 03/29/01 PH-3 
P-10 Joel Bloom, Los Angeles River Arts and Business Association 03/29/01 PH-4 
P-11 Shoji S. Shimizu, AlA, Mangrove Estate 03/29/01 PH-4 
P-12 Barbara Schultz, Legal Aid Foundation of Los Angeles 03/29/01 PH-5 
P-13 Anita Castellanos 03/29/01 PH-5 
P-14 John Walsh, Bus Riders Union 03/29/01 PH-5 
P-15 Kauru Matsumoto (Doug) 03/29/01 PH-6 
P-16 Ernestina Montellano, CAARP 03/29/01 PH-6 
P-17 Gerardo Salas, Union y Fuerza de Ia Comunidad 03/29/01 PH-7 
P-18 Margarita Sanchez, Boyle Heights Mejoramiento 03/29/01 PH-7 
P-19 Artemio Dominguez 03/29/01 PH-7 
P-20 Santiago & Consuelo Cardona 03/29/01 PH-8 
P-21 Olga Salas 03/29/01 PH-8 
P-22 Silvia Viramontes 03/29/01 PH-8 
P-23 Michael Weinraub 03/29/01 PH-8 
P-24 Jo Itow 03 /29/01 PH-9 
P-25 Keri ltow 03/29/01 PH-9 
P-26 Juaquin Castellanos, Boyle Heights Neighbors Organization 03/29/01 PH-9 
P-27 Rachel Santos 03/29/01 PH-9 
P-28 Anne Abraham 03/29/01 PH-9 
P-29 Roger Christensen 03/29/01 PH-9 
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COMMENT 

NUMBER 

P-30 
P-31 
P-32 
P-33 
P-34 
P-35 
P-36 
P-37 
P-38 
P-39 
P-40 
P-41 
P-42 
P-43 
P-44 
P-45 
P-46 
P-47 
P-48 
P-49 
P-50 
P-51 
P-52 
P-53 
P-54 
P-55 
P-56 
P-57 
P-58 
P-59 
P-60 
P-61 
P-62 
P-63 
P-64 
P-65 
P-66 
P-67 
P-68 
P-69 
P-70 
P-71 
P-72 
P-73 
P-74 
P-75 
P-76 
P-77 
P-78 
P-79 

7.0: Responses to Comments on the Draft SEISISEIR 
Introduction 

TABLE 7-1: LIST OF COMMENTORS ON THE DRAFT SEIS/SEffi 

COMMENTOR 
DATE PAGE 
REC'D NO. 

Sherry Breskin, Ramona High School 04/04/01 PH-9 
Concepcion Vasquez 04/04/01 PH-10 
Raul B. Vasquez 04/04/01 PH-10 
Silvia Diharce, Ramona High School 04/04/01 PH-10 
Leticia Sanchez, Humphreys Avenue Middle School 04/04/01 PH-10 
Frances Galvan 04/04/01 PH-10 
Dan Farkas, Councilmember Pacheco 's Office 04/04/01 PH-Il 
Linda Sabori, Ramona High School 04/04/01 PH-11 
Lupe Lopez, McDonalds 04/04/01 PH-Il 
Victor Delgado 04/04/01 PH-12 
Antonio Maldonado, Parish of Resurrection 04/04/01 PH-12 
Lupe Lopez, Mothers of East Los Angeles 04/04/01 PH-12 
Rosa Gabaldon 04/04/01 PH-1 2 
Ron Granados, Las Americas Foundation 04/04/01 PH-12 
Ross Valencia 04/04/01 PH-12 
Anita Hernandez 04/04/01 PH-12 
Robert Lopez 04/04/01 PH-13 
AI Santillanes, Adelante Eastside CRA 04/04/01 PH-13 
Arturo Herrera 04/04/01 PH-13 
Louis Martinez, Comite de Padres 04/04/01 PH-13 
Carlos Montante 04/04/01 PH-13 
Edgar Sanchez, Bus Riders Union 04/04/01 PH-14 
Gerardo Salas, Union y Fuerza de Ia Comunidad 04/04/01 PH-14 
Emestina Montellano, CAARP 04/04/01 PH-14 
Jose S. Leon 04/04/01 PH-14 
Armida Marquez 04/04/01 PH-14 
Mary Louise Reeves 04/04/01 PH-14 
Richard Alonzo 04/04/01 PH-15 
Margarita Sanchez, Boyle Heights Mejoramiento 04/04/01 PH-15 
Patricio Sanchez 04/04/01 PH-15 
Armando Herman 04/04/01 PH-15 
Santiago Sandona 04/04/01 PH-15 
Anita Castellanos 04/04/01 PH-15 
Olgas Salas 04/04/01 PH- 15 
Ricardo Mireles 04/04/01 PH-16 
Arturo Osoro 04/04/01 PH-16 
Erica Friedman, Roosevelt High School 04/04/01 PH-16 
Connie Gomez, Abulitos de Boyle Heights 04/04/01 PH-16 
Rita Govea 04/04/01 PH-16 
Silvia Viramontes 04/04/01 PH-16 
Alfonso Falcon 04/04/01 PH-17 
Lester Garcia 04/04/01 PH-17 
John Sanchez, Homeboy Industries 04/04/01 PH-17 
Paul Perez 04/04/01 PH-17 
Gabriele Garib 04/04/01 PH-17 
Alan Gee, Latino Urban Forum 04/04/01 PH-17 
Renee Chavez 04/04/01 PH-17 
Luis Hernandez 04/04/01 PH-18 
Jose Luis Jimenez 04/05/01 PH-18 
Jorge-Mario Cabrera 04/05/01 PH-18 
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COMMENT 
NUMBER 

P-80 
P-81 
P-82 
P-83 
P-84 
P-85 
P-86 
P-87 
P-88 
P-89 
P-90 
P-91 
P-92 
P-93 
P-94 
P-95 
P-96 
P-97 
P-98 
P-99 

P-100 
P-101 
P-102 
P-103 
P-104 
P-105 
P-106 
P-107 
P-108 
P-109 
P-110 
P-111 
P-112 
P-1 13 
P-114 
P-115 
P-116 
P-117 
P-1 18 
P-119 
P-120 
P-121 
P-122 
P-123 
P-124 
P-125 
P-126 
P-127 
P-128 
P-129 

7. 0: Responses to Comments on the Draft SEISISEIR 
Introduction 

TABLE 7-1: LIST OF COMMENTORS ON THE DRAFT SEIS/SEIR 

COMMENTOR 
DATE PAGE 
REC'D NO. 

Felipe Agredano-Lozano 04/05/01 PH-18 
Anita Castellanos 04/05/01 PH-18 
Ron Granados 04/05/01 PH-18 
Lucy Delgado, Mothers of East Los Angeles 04/05/01 PH-19 
Antonio Gardea 04/05/01 PH-19 
Gilberto Cortez 04/05/01 PH-19 
Tomas Perez 04/05/01 PH- 19 
John Arroyo 04/05/01 PH-19 
Rita Rodriquez 04/05/01 PH-19 
Servando Omelos 04/05/01 PH-19 
Victor Duran 04/05/01 PH-20 
Gerardo Salas, Union y Fuerza de Ia Comunidad 04/05/01 PH-20 
Ron Mukai 04/05/01 PH-20 
Olga Salas 04/05/01 PH-20 
Edgar Sanchez, Bus Riders Union 04/05/01 PH-21 
Bertha Faustinos 04/05/01 PH-21 
Juan Patricio Sanchez 04/05/01 PH-21 
Guadalupe Lopez 04/05/01 PH-22 
Jose Ruiz, Our Lady of Lourdes 04/05/01 PH-22 
Mario Prietto, Homeboy Industries 04/05/01 PH-23 
John Langoria, East Los Angeles Chamber of Commerce 04/05/01 PH-23 
Emestina Montellano, CAARP 04/05/01 PH-23 
Esther Ibarra 04/05/01 PH-23 
Luis Soto 04/05/01 PH-23 
Santiago Cardona 04/05/01 PH-23 
Lillian de Loza 04/05/01 PH-23 
Daniel Walker, Sierra Club 04/05/01 PH-23 
William Morrison 04/05/01 PH-23 
Karen Hirai-Olen 04/05/01 PH-23 
Ramon Ramirez, East Los Angeles College 04/05/01 PH-24 
Joaquin Castellanos 04/05/01 PH-24 
Dana Gabbard 04/05/01 PH-24 
Ramon Montanez 04/05/01 PH-25 
Raul Vazquez 04/05/01 PH-25 
Annette Ramirez, Latino Urban Forum 04/05/01 PH-25 
Lester Garcia, Bus Riders Union 04/05/01 PH-25 
Robert Montanez 04/05/01 PH-25 
Adela Mendoza 04/05/01 PH-26 
Margarita Sanchez, Boyle Heights Mejoramiento 04/05/01 PH-26 
Carlos Montes, Centro CSO Community Service Organization 04/05/01 PH-26 
Consuelo Cardona 04/05/01 PH-26 
Robert Lopez 04/05/01 PH-27 
Armando Ybarra 04/05/01 PH-27 
Feliciano Gomez 04/05/01 PH-27 
Anita Castellanos 04/05/01 PH-27 
Ray Montanez 04/05/01 PH-27 
Michael Diaz 04/05/01 PH-27 
Juan Carlos Morales 04/05/01 PH-27 
Richard Salas Mojarro 04/05/01 PH-28 
F. Castro 04/05/01 PH-28 
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7. 0: Responses to Comments on the Draft SEISISEIR 
introduction 

TABLE 7-1: LIST OF COMMENTORS ON THE DRAFT SEIS/SEIR 

COMMENT 
COMMENTOR 

DATE PAGE 
NUMBER REC'D NO. 

P-130 Renee Chavez 04/05/01 PH-28 
P-131 Jose Huizar, LAUSD Candidate 04/05/01 PH-28 
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7.2 WRITTEN COMMENTS 
ON THE DRAFT SEIS/SEIR 





STATE CAPITOL 
P.O. BOX 942&tt 

SACRAMENTO, CA9424~ 
(916) 319-204& 

FAX (916)31t·2146 · 

DISTRICT OFn:E 
OVIA'n BUILDING 

617 SOl111-4 OLIVE STREET 
SUITE 710 

LOS ANGELES, CA 90014 
(213) 133-2900 

(213) 833-2907 FAX 

E-mail: Ga.CedllloO -embly.ca.gcv 

April 17. 2001 

Mr. Julian Burke 
Chief Executive Officer 
Los Angeles County 
Metropolitan Transportation Authority 
One Gateway Plaza 
Los Angeles, CA 90012-2952 
ATTN: Steve Brye, Project Manager 

Dear Mr. Burke: 

CHAIR: 
BUDGET SUBCOMM1TIEE t1 

ON HEAL~ N>m HUMAN SERVICES 
SELECT COMMITTEE ON HEALTH ACCESS 

COIAIITTEES: 

BUDGET 
APPAOf>RLATIONS 
BUSINESS & PROFESSIONS 
PUeUC SAFETY 
REVENJE & TAXATION 

I write in regards to the Los Angeles Eastside Corridor Draft Supplemental 
Environmental Impact StatemenVDraft Subsequent Environmental Impact Report 
(SEIS/SEIR). This letter constitutes my support for the proposed Eastside light rail 
system. 

A light rail system for the Eastside is a long awaited alternative for the residents of 
Boyle Heights, many of whom have endured years of overburdened roads, air pollution 
and inadequate bus service. Although an underground transit system would have been 
preferred, the proposed light rail system provides the best option, given the project's 
financial constraints and limited resources. 

In order to ensure the safety and well being of all the stakeholders involved, the 
following issues and concerns have been raised by interested community members: 

1.A I 
1.81 
1.C I 
1.0 I 

1.E I 

• Employ cross guards at all intersections near schools during school hours 
. throughout the duration of construction and operation of the light rail system; 

• Educate the school children about the benefits and the related dangers of the 
light rail system; 

• Provide financial assistance to businesses that lose money during 
construction; 

• Set aside repair funds for structural damages incurred during construction: 
• Earmark improvement funds e.g. landscaping, where necessary in order to 

maintain or improve the aesthetics of the affected communities; and 
• Give local residents priority when hiring for positions related to the light rail 

project. 

S8Mng IINI communititl!l of downtown L06 ~~ Cmt: CcfnMt; Boy¥ ~b, K~. Lillltl TcMyo, Pfco lh7.tln, 
Plipino T01m, South Pslk, TtiiiJ)Is-&NIIKffy. Htilsllaks, ~ CenlfN, podions of Chln6town 6nd E8SI Los An:9e1es . ..,... 

PrintiJd en Rtlcycltld p.,_ 



The proposed project offers Eastside residents a cleaner, safer and more efficient mode 
of public transportation. I trust that the Metropolitan Transportation Authority will do 
everything possible to provide Eastside residents a transit system that the city and the 
county would be truly proud of and deserve. 

Should you have any questions, you may reach Laura Av~a of my district office staff at 
213/833-2900. 

SiSJ~ 
GILBERT A. CEDILLO 
Assemblymember, 46th District 
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STATE CAPITOt. 
P.O. BOX 942&49 

SACRAMENTO, CA 942411-{)0.46 
. (916) 319·2046 

FAX (91G} 319-2146 

DISTRICT OFFICE 
CMATT BUilDING 

_ . 1 s.otmi OLIVE STREET 
SUITE710 

LOS AHGELES. CA 90014 
(213) 133-2900 

(213) 833·2907 FAX 

E-mail: Gi.CedilloOanembly.ca .gOY 

J\ssemhll! 
C11tlifnrnia ~r.gislafure 

Fax Transmittal Sheet 

CHAIR; 

BUnGET SUSCOMMITTEE It 
ON HEALllt AND HUMAN SERVlCES 

COMMlTTEES: 

BUDGET 
APPROPRIATIONS 
PUBUC SAFETY 
Et.£CTIONS. REAPPORTIOfOAENT 

ANO CONSlTTUTlONAl AMEHOMENTS 

DATE:. __ ~(~~~·~D~-0~\--------------------------

TO:. ____ ~~~~~~~~<Q~~-----------------------------
F AX NO: __ 'J......;;;.\~-· _q_1A_~_~ ~=~.5--- TEL NO: _______ _ 

FROM:_~~~~~~~~~=----------
District Office 
617 South Olive Street, Suite 710 
Los Angeles, California 90014 
Tel: (213) 833-2900 
Fax: (213) 833-2907 

SUBffiCT:. ____________________________________ __ 

PAGES (including cover sheet):_3 __ 

REMARKS:. __________________ _ 

.. 

Serving the COmmunities of downtown Los Angeles. Civic Center. Boyle Height>. Korea/own, Lillie Tokyo, Pico Union, 
Pilipinn Tnwn. Soulh Park, Temple-Seaudry, Westlake, Wilshire Center. portions of Chinatown and Easl Los Angeles 

·~ 
Prinled oo Recyc:Jed Papet 



<1I itu <rrouncil 
of tqe 

200 North Main Street 
City Hall East, Room 504 

Los Angeles, CA 90012-4878 

Nick Pacheco 
Councilmember 

Fourteenth District 

<!lit\! of JITos J\ngdes Tel: (213) 485-3335 
Fax: (213) 847-0680 

2.8 

March 29, 2001 

Steven Brye 
Project Manager 
East Side Extension Light Rail Project 
Metropolitan Transportation Authority 
One Gateway Plaza, 22nd Floor 
Los Angeles, California 900 12 

Re: East Side Light Rail Project Safety 

Dear Mr. Brye: 

I strongly support the completion of the proposed East Side Light Rail project from Union 
Station, through the Boyle Heights community in my District, to its terminus at Atlantic and 
Whittier Boulevards. A true mass transit project has been needed to serve the heavily transit 
dependent communities along this corridor for many decades, and I am pleased to see that this 
project is finally moving forward . However, I believe that additional measures need to be taken 
by the Metropolitan Transportation Authority (MT A) to ensure that pedestrians and drivers 
within these communities are afforded every protection while the project is under construction, 
and to incorporate permanent safety improvements into its final design. 

I recognize that a number of my major concerns regarding pedestrian safety, traffic congestion 
and air pollution in my District have been already addressed by MT A's incorporation of my 
recommendation to construct a tunnel under most of the Boyle Heights portion ofthe light rail's 
alignment. However, there are surface. parts of the alignment where additional safety 
improvements should be given greater ~onsideration . This can best be achieved by MT A initiation 
of a comprehensive study of the need for significant safety improvements where the light rail 
alignment is at-grade. 

In addition, I call upon the MT A to undertake the following initiatives to provide optimal safety 
conditions for my constituents: · 

The stationing of crossing guards at all impacted schools during school hours; esp., 
during the hours immediately prior to and after the school day, for the duration of 
the project; 

<W··· 
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The conduct of separate state-of-the art transit safety programs at all pre-schools, 
elementary schools, high schools and senior citizen centers in the vicinity of the 
alignment; 

A determination of how all the latest technological improvements to improve the 
light rail system can be incorporated into the East Side project; including, but not 
limited to safety gates, illuminated signs and safety improvements on light rail cars; 
and · 

A separate study to explore ways of ensuring the safe running of the light rail cars 
on such narrow streets as Indiana Street between First Street and Third Street 
should the financing of extending the tunnel to this location prove infeasible. 

Finally, I ask the MTA Board and its entire staff to give the highest priority to these and other 
proposed safety mitigations in order to ensure that the East Side Light Rail project is the safest 
and the best possible project for all East Side residents. 

Sincerely, 

'---;1/[. 
Nick Pachec 
Councilmember, 14th District 
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Nick Pacheco 
Councilmember 

Fourteenth District 
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April 16 , 2001 

. Steven Brye, Project Manager 
East Side Light Rail Project 
Metropolitan Transportation Authority 
One Gateway Plaza, Mail Stop: 99-22-2 
Los Angeles, California 90012-2952 

Dear Mr. Brye, 

200 North Main Street 
City Hall East , Room 504 

Los Angeles, CA 90012-4878 
Tel: (213) 485-3335 
Fax: (213) 847-0680 

Thank you for the opportunity to publicly comment on Council District 14's concerns and 
suggestions regarding the Eastside Light Rail project. 

Our concerns cover safety, construction and quality oflife issues and their relation to the MTA's 
mitigation efforts to resolve these potential hazards. 

I. Pedestrian Safety: 

I would like to share my thoughts regarding the five stations affecting Council District 14, its 
nearby schools and its senior centers. 

Stations: 
The 1st and Alameda Street Station, and the 1st and Utah Street Station will be constructed 
at street level. Since construction of the light rail transit platform in the middle of the 

3.A- street will compromise pedestrian safety, mitigation efforts need to facilitate safe "curb
to-curb" pedestrian travel. The use of signalized crossings, pedestrian walkways, well
defmed pedestrian paths, signage and barriers will reduce the possible conflicts between 
trains and pedestrians at the two-tunnel portals. 

Schools and Senior Centers: 
A number of schools and senior centers surround these five stations. Crossing guards 
should be stationed at all impacted schools during the school hours, especially during the 

3.8 hours immediately prior to and after the school day, for the duration of the project. There 
should be separate state-of-the-art transit safety programs at all pre-schools, elementary 
schools, high schools and senior citizen centers in the vicinity of the alignment. 
Moreover, there should be a determination of how to incorporate the latest technological 
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improvements to the light rail system into the East Side project. These include, but are 
not limited to, safety gates, illuminated signs and safety improvements on light rail cars. 

II. Indiana Street Configuration: 

A feasibility study conducted to explore safety methods will ensure light rail cars run safely on 
narrow streets, especially on Indiana Street between 1st and 3rd Streets. This study should take 
into consideration the lack of financing or technological feasibility to extend the tunnel to this 
location. 

Housing Takes: 
MTA should minimize housing takes on Indiana between P' and 3rd Streets if any ofthe 
three proposals are implemented. 

III. Street Widening at 151 Street and Utah Street: 

The sidewalks at 1st Street and Utah Street will be narrowed by four feet to accommodate a light 
rail station. Widening of 1st Street at this location will allow easier vehicle maneuverability, 
especially if MT A Line 620 is rerouted there. First Street could be restored to its full width if 
planned in conjunction with any new development. 

Pedestrian safety is also an important factor. There are a number of mitigation measures that, if 
properly utilized, will increase pedestrian safety: 

• The use of signalized crossings, pedestrian crosswalks and well-defined pedestrian paths 
will reflect the City's active involvement with safety measures. 

• The installation of signage and barriers to discourage unsafe crossings will create a strong 
awareness for pedestrians to use only designated areas for their travel. 

3.G I" 
3.H 1· 

The implementation of"Rail Safety" programs in local schools, in conjunction with hired 
crossing guards, may curtail some student activity leading to accidents. 

Bicycle linkages from neighborhoods to light rail stations may facilitate safer and easier 
access to intermodal transportation. 

IV. MT A's Eminent Domain Policy: 

Undoubtedly, businesses on l 51 and So to Streets will experience disruption during MT A 
construction. 
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During construction, the MT A will need room for construction staging activities and storage. By 
locating the MT A' s construction staging area on Cesar Chavez A venue, rather than on l 51 Street, 
there will be a diminished need for the MT A to acquire additional property on l 51 Street. 

The MT A should sequence construction impacts to the extent reasonably possible to avoid 
removal of multiple blocks of curb parking on l 51 Street at any given time. 

3.K I Financial assistance to those businesses which experience adverse business impacts during 
construction (due to loss of sales) may curb some ofthe negative effects. 

J.L I Lastly, Council District 14 requests the MTA's written position on eminent domain concerns for 
all potentially impacted businesses and residences. 

3.M 

V. Hope VI Public Housing Revitalization and White Memorial Hospital: 

Construction of all light rail project activities should be coordinated with ongoing construction of 
future projects: 

• 

• 

VI. 

A total of 93 homes will be offered for sale through the Aliso Village Hope VI Project . 
Hope VI funding will be used to construct 27 homes for sale under a Section 5(h) 
Homeownership Plan. 

White Memorial Hospital will replace some of its facilities and upgrade others for 
seismic safety during construction of the light rail project. 

Quality of Life: 

Visual and Aesthetics: 
Trackwork and catenary system would add to the visual clutter already experienced in the 

- vicinity of the 151 St. Bridge. Installation of span-wire catenary system will avoid the need 
for additional mid-street supports. 

Construction surrounding Mariachi Plaza would adversely impact the enclosing element 
of Mariachi Plaza. Installing a facade to replace the existing mass will aid to close the 
enclosing element. The historic integrity must be kept intact. 

Option 1- LRT Vehicles traveling west on 3rd Street and then turning north on Indiana 
would shine their headlamps into adjacent residential areas. Landscaping, or planting 
other screening material in the path of the LRT vehicle headlamps, may mitigate glare 
impacts on Indiana Street 
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3.Q 

3.R 

Option 2 - The first row of structures along the west side of Indiana would be removed, 
exposing yards from the remaining residences to view from passing motorists, transit 
riders and properties on the east side of Indiana. MT A's development of some of the 
acquired parcels as open space or recreation may mitigate any negative impacts. 

Noise and Vibration: 
Option 3 may create ground noise and vibration impacts. The following may mitigate 
negative impacts: 

• 

• 

• 

Rubber-booted rail for embedded track; 
High resilience direct fixation fasteners for embedded track and fixation fasteners 
for embedded track in underground subway tunnels; 
Ballast mats for ballast and tie track; 
Floating slab track work for either embedded or direct fixation track; and 
Spring-loaded switch frogs or high resilience direct fixation fasteners for areas 
where impacts may be caused by cross-overs and switches. 

VII. Bus Reroute of MT A Bus Line 620: 

' 

The rerouting ofMTA Bus Line 620 from First and Clarence Streets to 3rd Street and Utah Street 
3.S should be feasible to aid light rail/bus interfaces as long as it doesn' t affect the _line's patronage 

orw~ · 

VIII. Pecan Park Mitigation: 

During construction, the City anticipates a loss of services at Pecan Park. Children play at this 
park year round and participate in swimming activities during the Summer months. In order to 
continue park access for children, the MT A should provide a round trip shuttle service to 
neighboring parks. 

Your careful consideration of these suggested mitigation methods will ensure the project's 
success without significant impacts on the Boyle Heights community. 

Sincerely, 

Nick Pacheco 
Councilmember, l41

h District 
City of Los Angeles 
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Councilmember Nick Pacheco 
200 North Main Street 
City Hall East, Room 504 
Los Angeles, CA 90012-4878 

Steven Brye, Project Manager 
East Side Light Rail Project 
Metropolitan Transportation Authority 
One Gateway Plaza, Mail Stop: 99-22-2 
Los Angeles, California 90012-2952 



/ 
UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

Erv Poka 
Metropolitan Office 
Federal Transit Administration/ 

REGION IX 

75 Hawthorne Street 

San Francisco, CA 94105-3901 

APR •I ZOO\ 

Federal Highway Administration, Region 9 
201 North Figueroa Street, Suite 1460 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Dear Mr Poka: 

The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has reviewed the Supplemental Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (SDEIS) for the Los Angeles Eastside Corridor Transit 
Improvements, California (CEQ Number: 010059, ERP Number: FfA-K40130-CA). Our 
review is pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), Council on Environmental 
Quality regulations (40 CFR Parts 1500-1508) and Section 309 of the Clean Air Act. 

The proposed action is the development of a six-mile, nine station light Rail Transit 
(LRT) system, which will be an extension of the Pasadena Blue Line. This SDEIS analyzes the 
environmental impacts of the LRT build alternative and three alignment options on Indiana 
Street. The SDEIS also analyses three locations for maintenance and storage facilities. A 
Preferred Alternative has not been identified. 

EPA is highly supportive of the project goals to improve access and mobility, while 
reducing carbon monoxide and reactive organic gases emissions. We look forward to the 
successful implementation of this project. In our review of the document, we found that the · 
SDEIS sufficiently addresses the environmental impacts of the proposed alternatives. EPA has 
rated this document LO, Lack of ObjectWns. This rating applies to all project options. Please 
see the attached Rating Factors for a description of our rating system. 

While we have not identified environmental impacts requiring substantive changes to the 
document, we have identified opportunities for improving mitigation measures proposed during 
the construction phase of the project. These include mitigation measures for air quality, 
hazardous waste, water resources, and pollution prevention. We have attached a detailed list of 
comments. EPA strongly recommends that the Federal Transit Administration and the Los 
Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority address these comments in the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement. 



We appreciate the opportunity to review this SDEIS. When the Final Supplemental EIS 
is completed, please send two copies to me at the address above (Mail Code: CMD-2). If you 
have any questions or comments, please feel free to contact me or Nova Blazej, the primary staff 
person working on this project. Nova Blazej can be reached at 415-744-2089 or 
b/azej.Jwva@epa.gov. 

Sincerely, 

~!l~ 
Ltsa B. Hanf, Manager 
Federal Activities Office 

Attachments: Summary of EPA Rating Definitions 
Detailed Comments 

cc: 

Fleet Maintenance Pollution Prevention: Availability of Publications 
2000 Buy-Recycled Series: Construction Products and Landscaping Products 
Construction Waste Management 

Ray Sukys, Federal Transit Administration 
Steve Brye, Los Angeles County .Metropolitan Transportation Authority 
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4.8 

U.S. EPA DETAILED COMMENTS 
SUPPLEMENTAL DEIS: LOS ANGELES EASTSIDE CORRIDOR 

AfR 
Construction 
The SDEIS states that project construction activities will result in the emission of particulate 
matter less than ten microns (PMIO) in exceedance of the South Coast Air Quality Management 
District's significance threshold (p.4 .19-19). Because the South Coast Air Basin is in serious 
non-attainment for PMlO, all steps should be taken to reduce these emissions. In addition, the 
SDEIS states that the air quality impacts are localized and short term. However, the construction 
period will last four to five years and will impact residences and a local high school. For these 
reasons, steps shouid be taken to reduce all air emissions from project construction. 

• Recommendation: The construction period is approximately four to five years. Within 
this time frame, specify how long the air quality impacts are expected to last. 

Recommendation: Make a non-negotiable commitment to the air quality mitigation 
measures. In the mitigation measures listed, replace the word "should" with "will." For 
example, under Diesel Equipment Maintenance, change "Construction contracts should 
explicitly stipulate that all diesel power equipment should be properly tuned and 
maintained" to "Construction contracts will explicitly stipulate that all diesel power 
equipment will be properly tuned and maintained." Make this change from "should" to 
"will" for the Equipment Emissions mitigation measure, i.e. "Low sulfur fuel will be used 
for construction equipment." 

The Diesel Equipment Usage mitigation measure will "minimize the use of on-site diesel 
construction equipment, particularly unnecessary idling" (p. 4.19-18). Because of the negative 
health affects of diesel emissions, EPA highly recommends reducing human exposure to diesel 
emissions. 

• Recommendation: In the Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (FSEIS), 
provide details on how the use of on-site diesel construction equipment will be 
minimized, especially in areas with sensitive receptors, such as schools, hospitals, and 
residences. 

U.S. EPA Comments: Los Angeles Eastside Corridor SDE/S April, 2001 
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HAZARDOUS WASTES 
Construction 
While the SDEIS discloses the locations where hazardous substances may be encountered from 
tunneling and foundation excavation for the LRT (p.4.l9-33), the same level of detail is not 
provided for the maintenance and storage facilities options (p.4-20. l). To provide the public 
with a complete set of infonnation, the types of contamination and the level to which areas may 

4.C be contaminated should be disclosed at the SDEIS stage. 

~ Recommendation: In the FSEIS, provide greater information on the type and degree of 
hazardous waste contamination likely to be encountered at the maintenance and storage 
facilities sites under consideration. 

If hazardous substances are encountered in the construction of this project, the Resource 
Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) and associated State hazardous waste disposal 
requirements will apply. These issues are appropriately addressed in the SDEIS and do not need 
to be postponed until the development of the project specifications. 

4.0 

Recommendation: In the FSEIS, identify the provisions of RCRA and associated State 
hazardous waste disposal requirements that apply to this project, and provide more 
specific information on how contaminated materials will be handled and treated. The 
FSEIS should describe in detail the procedures that will be followed in order to meet the 
requirements. The FSEIS should discuss: 1) that FT A, MT A, or their contractor may 
become a hazardous waste generator upon extraction of contaminated materials, 2) that a 
generator Identification number must be obtained in order to transport hazardous 
materials, and identify the location of, and haul-route to, the anticipated dispos~l facility, 
3) the methods that will be used to treat the material on-site, and 4) the procedures that 
will be used to comply with the land ban requirements for handling and disposing of 
hazardous waste. 

WATER RESOURCES 
Parking Lots 
The proposed project includes the development of two park-and -ride surface parking lots. The 
SDEIS acknowledges that impervious surfaces contribute to increased stormwater runoff. EPA 
strongly encourages reducing polluted stormwater runoff by minimizing impervious surfaces and 
by treating storm water on-site. 

.. Recommendation: In the FSEIS, commit to minimizing impervious surfaces in the park
and-ride parking lots by implementing specific landscape designs and techniques that will 
reduce stormwater runoff and provide on-site treatment. 

U.S. EPA Comments: Los Angeles EastsU:Ie Corridor SDEIS April, 2001 
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POLLliTION PREVENTION 
The Resource Conservation & Recovery Act (RCRA) Section 6002 requires federal, state, local 
agencies, and their contractors, that use approp1iated federal funds to purchase EPA-designated 
recycled materials , including EPA-designated transportation , construction, and landscaping 
products. In addition, EPA supp01ts deconstruction and materials reuse in projects where 

u.. existing structures are removed . 
...j 

• Recommendation: In the FSEIS, commit to materials reuse, where appropriate and 
feasible, and include a commitment to the Buy-Recycled requirements in the FSEIS. For 
further details, please see EPA's web site at http://www.epa.gov/cpg, as well as attached 
materials on Buy-Recycled and Construction Waste Management. 

FLEET MAINTENANCE 
In the discussion of each of the maintenance and storage facilities options, the SDEIS states that 
hazardous materials/chemicals used for maintenance activities would be stored and disposed of 
in a manner consistent with regulatory requirements and standard industry housekeeping 
practices (e.g., p.4.20-9). EPA strongly supports the implementation of pollution prevention 
practices in fleet maintenance and has developed a pollution prevention toolkit. 

~ Recommendation: In the FSEIS, specifically outline the regulatory requirements for 
handling hazardous waste in the maintenance and storage facilities, as well as the 
pollution prevention and industry housekeeping practices that will be employed. For 
more information on pollution prevention techniques, see the attachment on Fleet 
Maintenance Pollution Prevention. 

I 
TEXT CORRECTIONS 

~ Figures 4.10-1 to 4.10-3 are very difficult to read. 
the FSEIS. 

Please provide clean copies of these figures in 

U.S. EPA Comments: Los Angeles Eastside Corridor SDEIS April, 2001 
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SUMMARY OF EPA RATING DEFINITIONS 

This rating system was developed as a means to summarize EPA's level of concern with a proposed action. 
The ratings are a combination of alphabetical categories for evaluation of the environmental impacts of the 
proposal and numerical categories for evaluation of the adequacy of the EIS . 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT OF THE ACTION 

"LO" (Lack of Objeciions) 
The EPA review has not identified any potential environmental impacts requiring substantive changes to the 
proposal. The review may have disclosed opportunities for application of mitigation measures that could be 
accomplished with no more than minor changes to the proposal. 

· "EC" (Environmental Concuns) 
1be EPA review has identified environmental impacts that mould be avoided in order to fuUy protect the 
environment. Corrective measures may require changes to the preferred alternative or application of mitigation 
measures that can reduce the environmental impact. EPA would like to work with the lead agency to reduce 
these impacts. 

"EO" (Environmental Objections) 
The EPA review has identified significant environmental impacts that must be avoided in order to provide 
adequate protection for the environment. Corrective measures may require substantial changes to the preferred 
alternative or consideration of some other project alternative (including the no action alternative or a new 
alternative). EPA intends to work with the lead agency to reduce these impacts. 

"EU" (Environmentally Unsatisfactory) 
1he EPA review has identified adverse environmental impacts that are of sufficient magnitude that they are 
unsatisfactory from the standpoint of public health or welfare or environmental quality. EPA intends to work 
with the lead agency to reduce these iinpacts. If the potentially unsatisfactory impacts are not corrected at the 
final EIS stage, this proposal will be recommended for referral to the CEQ. 

ADEQUACY OF THE IMPACf STATEMENT 

Cat~gory I" (A.dquat~) • 
EPA believes the draft ElS adequately sets forth the environmental impad(s) of the preferred alternative and those 
of the alternatives reasonably available to the project or action. No further analysis or data collection is necesSary, 
but the revicwerinaysuggestthe ~ofciarifYiog languageorinfotmation. ., · .. · .. <, · .. . >. ,; .. - ~; ·~ · · · ··· · ·; , -':":-, ~: .. , · · ·~~:;:~¥;~~=:;:::)J:;~~~~~;;,,;~t~:;:~;,~~:~~~;~~0:~7{::t:~rt~~ 
The draft ElS does not contain sufficient information for EP ~to fully assess ;CQvirorimeOtal impaCts that should 
.be avoided in .order to_fully protect the aiviromitent, or the EPA rCviewcr bas identified new reasooably availab~e 
alternatives that are within the spectrum of alternatives analysed in the draft EIS, which could reduce .the. 
environmental impacts of the action. The identified additional inforinatioo., data, analyses, or discu5sioo"Sh<;Uid · 
be included iri the fin.3.I EIS. • · ·· ·:,. · · 1 .;~,:_: . · • · · . · · · · · >. >'"' ---: :::~ 

. ; . . . . . ' .-' .. -l -' ~ i 

"Ozt~gory J" (Inadequat~) -:'·,:'· '•·> .. ' ~;~~;l 
EPA does not believe that~ draft EIS adequately assesses potCotially sigcificant environmental impac(s o{~· 
action, or the EPA reviewer has identified new, ~ly available alternatives that are outside of the sPectiUm. ~ 
of alternatives analysed in the draft EIS, which should be analysed in order to reduce the potc:otially sigDificani: 
environmeutal impacts. EP A.beli~ that' the idmtifiM additional information, data, analyses. or discusSi~~ 

. of ~ch a magnitude that they shoul~ have fUll public~~ at a~ Stage. EPA_ does not believe that~:~~ 
EIS IS adequate for the purposes oftbe NEP A and/or Section 309 ~ew. aod thus Should be _fonnally reviSed~.) 

=va~;:.::r.:b:~~~su:=:!~~=~c:.~~f;~~,si~:i:~%~ 
• • . __ . . . ·.··.: · : · : .• ·.· ·::1.-.":'.:-.• ,':' ·_--,- - . ·> - ~/~-~ 

•From EPA Manual 1640, "'Policy and Proccdu.res for the Review of Federal Actions Impacting the Environment." 
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Mr. Steve Brye 

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 
Office of the Under Secretary for 
Oceana end Atrnoephere 
Washington. D .C . 20230 

March 30, 2001 

Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation 
One Gateway Plaza 
Los Angeles, California 90012 

Dear Mr. Brye: 

Enclosed are comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for Los Angeles Eastside 
Corridor Los Angeles, California. We hope our comments will assist you. Thank you for giving 
us an opportunity to review this document. 

Enclosure 

@ Printed on Recycled Paper 

1~ }Jdjjj/e-
riA . Scott B. Gudes 
'tf L/ Acting Under Secretary for Oceans 

and Atmosphere Administrator and 
Deputy Under Secretary 



MEMORANDUM FOR: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

Margaret R. McCalla 
Acting Director of Policy and Strategic Planning 

Charles W. Challstrom 
Director, National Geodetic Survey 

DEIS-030 1-02 Los Angeles Eastside Corridor Los Angeles, 
California 

The subject statement has been reviewed within the areas of the National Geodetic Survey's 
(NGS) responsibility and expertise and in terms of the impact of the proposed actions on NGS 
activities and projects. 

All available geodetic control information about horizontal and vertical geodetic control 
monuments in the subject area is contained on the NGS home page at the following Internet 
World Wide Web address: http://www.ngs.noaa.gov After entering the NGS home page, 
please access the topic "Products and Services" and then access the menu item "Data Sheet. " 
This menu item will allow you to directly access geodetic control monument information from 
the NGS data base for the subject area project. This information should be reviewed for 
identifying the location and designation of any geodetic control monuments that may be 

cC affected by the proposed project. 
.,; 

If there are any planned activities which will disturb or destroy these monuments, NGS 
requires not less than 90 days' notification in advance of such activities in order to plan for 
their relocation. NGS recommends that funding for this project includes the cost of any 
relocation(s) required. 

For further information about these monuments, please contact Rick Yorczyk; SSMC3 8636, 
NOAA, N/NGS; 1315 East West Highway; Silver Spring, Maryland 20910; 
telephone: 301-713-3230 x142; fax: 301-713-4175, Email: Rick.Yorczyk@noaa.gov 
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Federal Emergency Management Agency 
Region IX 

Building 105 
Presidio of San Francisco 

San Francisco, California 94129 

MAY I 5 'OUI 

Mr. Steve Brye, Project Manager 
Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation 
Authority (LACMTA) 
One gateway Plaza 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Dear Mr. Brye: 

--···•••L.Iol 

I am writing in response to the request for review that your office has submitted to the 
Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). The request pertains to Los 
Angeles Eastside Corridor Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/and 
Draft Subsequent Environmental Impact Report. Due to the volume of requests that we 
receive, we have not performed a detailed review of the project. However, we offer the 
following comments. 

The community affected by this project participates in the National Flood Insurance 
Program (NFIP). Under this program, the Federal government makes affordable flood 
insurance available within participating communities. In exchange, the communities 
adopt certain floodplain management regulations to reduce the risk of flood damage. In 
support of the NFIP, FEMA has undertaken a nationwide effort to identify and map flood 
hazards. These flood hazards are shown on Flood Insurance Rate Maps (FIRMs), 
which FEMA produces for each community partiCipating in the program. The FIRMs 
show identified Special Flood Hazard Areas (SFHAs). The SFHA is an area that is 
subject to inundation during a flood having a 1-percent chance of occurrence in a given 
year (also known as the base flood or 100-year flood). 

Flood insurance is required for structures within SFHAs in order to protect Federal 
financial investments and to reduce the cost of disaster assistance. Further, the 
floodplain management regulations adopted by participating communities affect the 
construction and improvement of structures located in SFHAs. Accordingly, FEMA's 
concerns with the project are associated with its location in relation to identified SFHAs. 

Floodplain Management Criteria for Construction in SF HAs 

Our first area of concern relates to structures that may be part of the project. For new or 
substantially improved structures (including manufactured housing) located within SFHAs, 
the NFIP regulations require a community to: 

• Issue permits for construction. 



.... 
I 

II) 

• Ensure that the lowest floor (including basement) is elevated to or above the base 
flood elevation shown on the community's FIRM. 

• Ensure that any enclosed areas below the base flood elevation are used solely for 
access, temporary storage, or parking; are constructed of flood-resistant materials; 
and are properly vented to allow equalization of hydrostatic pressure in the event of 
a flood. 

• Maintain records of permits and lowest floor elevations. 

For purposes of floodplain management, a "structure" is defined as any walled and 
roofed building that is located principally above ground. A structure is defined as being 
"substantially improved" if the cost of the improvements is greater than 50 percent of the 
market value of the structure. 

These requirements are the minimum floodplain management criteria that must be 
adopted by a community for participation in the NFIP. Each community that participates 
in the NFIP has a floodplain management ordinance that reflects these requirements. If 
the community's ordinance contains more restrictive criteria, the requirements of that 
ordinance take precedence over the minimum requirements of the NFIP. 

Effects of the Project on Flood Hazards 

Our second area of concern relates to the potential effects of the project on flood 
hazards. If the project will physically affect flood hazards shown on the FIRM, it is 
subject to the following: 

• The project should not worsen flood hazards to adjacent properties, particularly if 
those properties contain insurable structures. 

~ • FEMA has designated floodways along certain flooding sources. The floodway, 
~ which is the area that must remain free of development to ensure the safe passage 

of floodwaters, is shown on the FIRM. The NFIP regulations pr:ohibit construction in 
the floodway unless it can be demonstrated that the construction will not cause any 
increase in base flood elevations. 

The FIRM should accurately reflect changes to flood hazard information, such as shifts 
in floodplain boundaries or changes in base flood elevations, once ·construction is 
completed. If construction results in any change to the flood hazard data shown on the 
FIRM, the community must request a revision to the FIRM within 6 months of 
completion of the work. FEMA has developed an application/certification package that 
the community must use to request a revision. This package is available electronically 
on FEMA's website at www.fema.gov/mit/tsd/FRM_form.htm. 
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You can contact the community to obtain a copy of the current FIRM. Additional copies 
may be obtained for a fee from our Map Services Center; information about ordering 
maps is available on our website at www.fema.gov/msc. 

c I We encourage you to work closely with the floodplain administrator for the affected 
<tf community to ensure that the proposed project complies with the community's floodplain 
., management ordinance and to ensure that the goals of the NFIP are met. 

Thank you for providing us with the opportunity to comment on this project. If you have 
any questions, or if we can be of further assistance, please do not hesitate to contact 
our NFIP branch at415.923.7175. 

Sandro Amaglio 
egional Environmental Officer 
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MWO 
METROPOLITAN WATER DISTRICT OF SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA 

Office of the General Manager 

April 16,2001 

Mr. Steve Brye 
Project Manager 
Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transport Authority 
One Gateway Plaza 
Los Angeles, California 90012 

Dear Mr. Brye: 

Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/ 
Environmental Impact Report for the Los Angeles Eastside Corridor 

The Metropolitan Water District of Southern California (Metropolitan) has received a Draft 
Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report (EIS/EIR.) for the 
Los Angeles Eastside Corridor. The Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority 
(LACMT A) proposes to evaluate the Light Rail Transit Build Alternative along with its three 
transition options between 1 • Street and 3nl Street and the No-Build Alternative and select the 
most appropriate transition option for the Eastside Corridor. This letter contains our response as 
a potentially affected public agency. 

ct Our review of the Draft Supplemental EIS/EIR. indicates that the proposed corridor crosses 
«D Metropolitan's Palos Verdes Feeder, which runs along Mott Street in Boyle Heights. The 

enclosed map shows this facility in relation to the proposed project. It will be necessary for the 
LACMT A to consider this facility in its project planning. 

In order to avoid potential conflicts with Metropolitan's rights-of-way, we request that any 
preliminary engineering design drawings or improvement plans for any activity in the area of 
Metropolitan's pipelines and rights-of-way be submitted for our review and written approval. 
You may obtain detailed prints of drawings of Metropolitan's pipelines and rights-of-way by 
calling Metropolitan' s Substructures Information Line at (213) 217-6564. To assist you in 
preparing plans that are compatible with Metropolitan's facilities and easements, we have 
enclosed a copy of the "Guidelines for Developments in the Area ofFacilities, Fee Properties, 
and/ or Easements of The Metropolitan Water District of Southern California." Please note that 
all submitted designs or plans must clearly identify Metropolitan's facilities and rights-of-way. 

700 N. Alameda Street. Los Angeles, California 90012 • Mailing address: Box 54153, Los Angeles. California 90054-0153 • Telephone (213) 217-6000 



THE METROPOUTAN WATER 0/STRICT Of SOUTHERN CALifORNIA 

Mr. Steve Brye 
Page2 
April 16, 200 1 

We appreciate the opportunity to provide input to your planning process and we look forward to 
receiving future environmental documentation on this project. Ifwe can be of further assistance, 
please contact me at (213) 217-6242. 

Very truly yours, 

&~~h 
Princ~~~~;~ental Specialist 

DTF 

Enclosures 





Guidelines for Develo ments in the 
Area of Facilities, Fee Properties, and or Easements 

of The Metropolitan Water District of Southern California 

1. Introduction 

a. The following general guidelines should be 
followed for the design of proposed facilities and 
developments in the area of Metropolitan's facilities, fee 
properties, and/or easements. 

b. We require that 3 copies of your tentative and 
final record maps, grading, paving, street improvement, 
landscape, storm drain, and utility plans be ~ubmitted 
for our review and written approval as they pertain to 
Metropolitan's facilities, fee properties and/or 
easements, prior to the commencement of any construction 
work. 

2. Plans, Parcel and Tract *aps 

The following are Metropolitan's requirements for the 
identification of its facilities, f~e properties, and/or 
easements on your plans, parcel map$ and tract maps: 

a. Metropolitan's fee properties and/or easements and 
its pipelines and other facilities must be fully shown and 
identified as Metropolitan's on all applicable plans. 

b. Metropolitan's fee properties and/or easements 
must be shown and identified as Metropolitan's with the 
official recording data on all applicable parcel and 
tract maps. 

c. Metropolitan's fee properties and/or easements 
and existing survey monuments must be dimensionally tied 
to the parcel or tract boundaries. 

d. Metropolitan's records of surveys must be 
referenced on the parcel and tract maps. 
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e~ Metropolitan's pipelines and other facilities, 
e.g. structures, manholes, equipment, survey monuments, etc. 
within its fee properties and/or easements must be protected 
from damage by the easement holder on Metropolitan's 
property or the property owner where Metropolitan has an 
easement, at no expense to Metropolitan. If the facility is 
a cathodic protection station it shall be located prior to 
any grading or excavation. The exact location, description 
and way of protection shall be shown on the.related plans 
for the easement area. 

4. Easements on Metropolitan's Property 

a. We encourage the use of Metropolitan's fee rights
of-way by governmental agencies for public street and 
utility purposes, provided that such use does not interfere 
with Metropolitan's use of the property, the entire width of 
the property is accepted into the agency's public street 
system and fair market value is paid for such use of the 
right-of-way. 

b. : Please contact the Director of Metropolitan's 
Right of Way and Land Division, telephone (213) 250-6302, 
concerning easements for landscaping, street, storm drain, 
sewer, water or other public facilities proposed within 
Metropolitan's fee properties. A ~p and legal description 
of the ·requested easements must be submitted. Also, written 
evidence must be submitted that shows the city or county 
will accept the easement for the specific purposes into its 
public system. The grant of the easement will be subject to 
Metropolit.an' s rights to use its land for water pipelines 
and related purposes to the same extent as if such grant had 
not been made. There will be a charge for the easement. 
Please note that, if entry is required on the property prior 
to issuance of the easement, an entry permit must be 
obtained . . There will also be a charge for the entry permit. 

5. Landscaping 

Metropolitan's landscape guidelines for its fee 
properties and/or easements are as follows: 

a. A green belt may be allowed within Metropolitan's 
fee property or easement. 

b. All landscape plans shall show the location and 
size of Metropolitan's fee property and/or easement and the 
location and size of Metropolitan's pipeline or other 
facilities therein. 
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a. Permanent structures, including catch basins, 
manholes, power poles, telephone riser boxes, etc., shall 
not be located within its fee properties and/or easements. 

b. We request that permanent utility structures 
within public streets, in which Metropolitan's facilities 
are constructed under the Metropolitan Water District 
Act, be placed as far from our pipeline as possible, but 
not closer than 5 feet from the outside of our pipeline. 

c. The installation of utilities over or under 
Metropolitan's pipeline(s) must be in accordance with the 
requirements shown on the enclosed prints of Drawings 
Nos. C-11632 and C-9547. Whenever possible we request a 
minimum of one foot clearance between Metropolitan's pipe 
and your facility. Temporary support of Metr9politan's 
pipe may also be required at undercrossings of its pipe 
in an open trench. The temporary support plans must be 
reviewed and approved by Metropolitan. 

d. Lateral utility crossings ·of Metropolitan's 
pipelines must be as perpendicular to its pipeline 
alinement as practical. Prior to any excavation our 
pipeline shall be located manually and any excavation 
within two feet of our pipeline must be done by hand. 
This shall be noted on the appropri~te drawings. 

' e. Utilities constructed longitudinally within 
Metropolitan's rights-of-way must be located outside the 
theoretical trench prism for uncovering its pipeline and 
must be located parallel to and as close to its rights
of-way lin~s as practical. 

f. When piping is jacked or installed in jacked 
casing or tunnel under Metropolitan's pipe, there must be 
at least two feet of vertical clearance between the 
bottom of Metropolitan's pipe and the top of the jacked 
pipe, jacked casing or tunnel. We also require that 
detail drawings of the shoring for the jacking or 
tunneling pits be submitted for our review and approval. 
Provisions must be made to grout any voids around the 
exterior of the jacked pipe, jacked casing or tunnel. If 
the piping is installed in a jacked casing or tunnel the 
annular space between the piping and the jacked casing or 
tunnel must be filled with grout. 
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j.· Potholing of Metropolitan's pipeline is required 
if the vertical clearance between a utility and 
Metropolitan's pipeline is indicated on the plan to be one 
foot or less. If the indicated clearance is between one and 
two feet, potholing is suggested. Metropolitan will provide 
a representative to assists others in locating and 
identifying its pipeline. Two-working days notice is 
requested. 

k. Adequate shoring and bracing is required for the 
full depth of the trench when the excavation encroaches 
within the zone shown on Figure 4. 

1. The location of utilities within Metropolitan's 
fee property and/or easement shall be plainly marked to 
help prevent damage during maintenance or other work done 
in the area. Detectable tape over buried utilities 
should be placed a minimum of 12 inches above the utility 
and shall conform to the following requirements: 

1) Water pipeline: A two-inch blue warning 
tape shall be imprinted with: 

"CAUTION BURIED WATER PIPELINE" 

2) Gas, oil, or chemical pipeline: A 
two-inch yellow warning tape s9a11 be ~printed 
with: 

"CAUTION BURIED PIPELINE" 

3) Sewer or storm drain pipeline: A 
two-inch green warning tape shall be imprinted with: 

"CAUTION BURIED PIPELINE" 

4) Electric, street lighting, or traffic 
signals conduit: A two-inch red warning tape shall 
be imprinted with: 

"CAUTION BURIED CONDUIT" 

5) Telephone, or television conduit: A 
two-inch orange warning tape shall be imprinted 
with: 

"CAUTION BURIED CONDUIT" 
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giving Metropolitan's comments, requirements and/or approval 
that will require 8 man-hours or les~ of effort is typically 
performed at no cost to the developer, unless a facility 
must be modified where Metropolitan has superior rights. If 
an engineering review and letter response requires more than 
8 man-hours of effort by Metropolitan to determine if the 
proposed facility or development is compatible with its 
facilities, or if modifications to Metropolitan's manhole{s) 
or other facilities will be required, then ~11 of 
Metropolitan's costs associated with the project must be 
paid by the developer, unless the developer has superior 
rights. 

b. A deposit of funds will be required from the 
developer before Metropolitan can begin its detailed 
engineering plan review that will exceed 8 hours. The 
amount of the required deposit will be determined after a 
cursory review of the plans for the proposed development. 

c. Metropolitan's final billing will be based on 
actual cost incurred, and will include engineering plan 
review, inspection, materials, construction, and 
administrative overhead charges calculated in accordance 
with Metropolitan's standard accounting practicei~ If the 
cost is less than the deposit, a re£und will be made; 
however, if the cost exceeds the de~osit, an invoice will be 
forwarded for payment of the additional amount. Additional 
deposits may be required if the cost of Metropolitan's 
review exceeds the amount of the initial deposit. 

16. Caution 

We advise you that Metropolitan's plan revie~s and 
responses are based upon information available to. 
Metropolitan which was prepared by or on behalf of 
Metropolitan for general record purposes only. Such 
information may not be sufficiently detailed or accurate for 
your purposes. No warranty of any kind, either express or 
implied, is attached to the information therein conveyed as 
to its accuracy, and no inference should be drawn from 
Metropolitan's failure to comment on any aspect of your 
project. You are therefore cautioned to make such surveys 
and other field investigations as you may deem prudent to 
assure yourself that any plans for your project are correct. 
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April16, 2001 

Mr. Steve Brye 
Project Manager 
Los Angeles County 
Metropolitan Transportation Authority 
One Gateway Plaza 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

RE: Comments on the Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement I 
Draft Subsequent Environmental Impact Report for the Los Angeles 
Eastside Corridor - SCAG No. I 20010111 

Dear Mr. Brye: 

Thank you for submitting the Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement I 
Draft Subsequent Environmental Impact Report for the Los Angeles Eastside 
Corridor to SCAG for review and comment. As areawide clearinghouse for regionally 
significant projects, SCAG assists cities, counties and other agencies in reviewing projects 
and plans for consistency with regional plans. 

The attached detailed comments are meant to provide guidance for considering the 
proposed project within the context of our regional goals and policies. If you have any 
questions regarding the attached comments, please contact me at (213) 236-1867. Thank 
you. 

Si~rerely, ~ ~ 

~MilH,AICP . 
Senior Planner 
Intergovernmental Review 
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COMMENTS ON THE 
DRAFT SUPPLEMENTAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT I 

DRAFT SUBSEQUENT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 
FOR THE 

LOS ANGELES EASTSIDE CORRIDOR 
SCAG NO. I 20010111 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

The proposed Project considers the development of a light rail transit system from 
Downtown Los Angeles, east through the City of Los Angeles and communities of 
unincorporated Los Angeles County. The proposed Project consists of a six-mile light rail 
transit system. Alternatives under consideration include the No build Alternative and a 
LRT Build Alternative, including three alignment options. The Eastside Corridor is a 
transit corridor segment included in the Southern California Association of Governments 
1998 Regional Transportation Plan. 

INTRODUCTION TO SCAG REVIEW PROCESS 

The document that provides the primary reference for SCAG's project review activity is 
the Regional Comprehensive Plan and Guide (RCPG). The RCPG chapters fall into 
three categories: core, ancillary, and bridge. The Growth Management (adopted June 
1994), Regional Transportation Plan (adopted April 1998), Air Quality (adopted October 
1995), Hazardous Waste Management (adopted November 1994), and Water Quality 
(adopted January 1995) chapters constitute the core chapters. These core chapters 
respond directly to federal and state planning requirements. The core chapters constitute 
the base on which local governments ensure consistency of their plans with applicable 
regional plans under CEQA. The Air Quality and Growth Management chapters contain 
both core and ancillary policies, which are differentiated in the comment portion of this 
letter. The Regional Mobility Element (RME) constitutes the region's Transportation Plan. 
The RME policies are incorporated into the RCPG. 

Ancillary chapters are those on the Economy, Housing, Human Resources and Services, 
Finance, Open Space and Conservation, Water Resources, Energy, and Integrated Solid 
Waste Management. These chapters address important issues facing the region and may 
reflect other regional plans. Ancillary chapters, however, do not contain actions or 
policies required of local government. Hence, they are entirely advisory and establish no 
new mandates or policies for the region. 

Bridge chapters include the Strategy and Implementation chapters, functioning as links 
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between the Core and Ancillary chapters of the RCPG. 

Each of the applicable policies related to the proposed project are identified by number 
and reproduced below in italics followed by SCAG staff comments regarding the 
consistency of the Project with those policies. 

GENERAL SCAG STAFF COMMENTS 

1. The Draft SEIS I Draft SEIR in Sections S.O (Executive Summary), 1.0 (Statement of 
Purpose and Need), 4.4 (Communities/Neighborhoods), and 4.7 (Air Quality), includes 
a discussion of compliance with SCAG's Regional Comprehensive Plan and Guide 
(RCPG) policies and growth forecasts and the Regional Transportation Plan. The 
Draft EIS I Draft SEIR adequately addresses the relationship of the proposed project 
to applicable regional plans as required by Section 15125 [d) of Guidelines for 
Implementation of the California Environmental Quality Act. 

2. The Draft EIS/ Draft SEIR on page 1-6 discusses recommendations of the 1998 
RTP in regards to the proposed Project. The RTP, on pages 1-17 through 1-20, 
includes a d!scussion on Transit Corridors and the following actions for areas not 
currently served by bus, commuter rail or urban rail: 

• Construct exclusive transit corridors to minimize travel time and achieve the 
ridership ... 

• Perform Major Investment Studies on transit corridors. 

3. The Draft EIS/ Draft SEIR on page 4.1-1 includes a discussion and list of SCAG's 
RCPG policies and goals that focus on the need to coordinate land use and 
transportation·. demand within the region. The discussion does· not provide a 
determination on whether the proposed Project is consistent with or supportive of 
the listed policies and goals. It would be helpful if the Final SEIS I Final SEIR would 
provide a discussion and address the manner in which the Project is supportive of or 
detracts from the achievement of these policies. 

The Final SEIS I Final SEIR should address the relationships (consistency with core 
policies and support of ancillary policies) to SCAG's Regional Comprehensive Plan 
and Guide and discuss any inconsistencies between the proposed project and 
applicable regional plans. 
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CONSISTENCY WITH REGIONAL COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AND GUIDE POLICIES 

The Growth Management Chapter (GMC) of the Regional Comprehensive Plan and 
Guide contains a number of policies that are particularly applicable to the Los Angeles 
Eastside Corridor Project. 

3.01 The population, housing, and jobs forecasts, which are adopted by SCAG's 
Regional Council and that reflect local plans and policies, shall be used by SCAG 
in all phases of implementation and review. 

SCAG staff comments. The Draft SEIS I Draft SEIR includes many references to 
SCAG's Population, Household and Employment forecasts. Page S-50 and 
Section 4.4 (Communities/Neighborhoods) includes a discussion on regional 
population and demographic projections and utilizes SCAG's growth forecast 
projections. The Project is consistent with this core RCPG policy. 

3. 03 The timing, financing, and location of public facilities, utility systems, and 
transportation systems shall be used by SCAG to implement the region's growth 
policies. 

SCAG staff comments: The Draft SEIS I Draft SEIR on page 4.19-2 presents a 
short discussion on construction phasing and timing. The proposed Project will be 
constructed of a period of 54 months, in a series of activities and tasks. The 
proposed construction sequence is outlined in Table 4 .19-1, Typical Sequence of 
Construction Activities. The Project is consistent with this core RCPG policy. 

The Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) also has policies pertinent to this proposed 
project. This chapter links the goal of sustaining mobility with the goals of fostering 
economic development, enhancing the environment, reducing energy consumption, 
promoting transportation-friendly development patterns, and encouraging fair and 
equitable access to residents affected by socio-economic, geographic and commercial 
limitations. Among the relevant policies of this chapter are the following: 

4.01 Transportation investments shall be based on SCAG's adopted Regional 
performance Indicators. 

SCAG staff comments. The Draft SEIS I Draft SEIR references support of SCAG's 
Regional Performance Indicators and associated objectives pertaining to: 

Mobility - Transportation Systems should meet the public need for improved 
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access, and for safe, comfortable, convenient and economical movements of 
people and goods. 
• Average Work Trip Travel Time in Minutes- 22 minutes 
• PM Peak Highway Speed - 33 mph 
• Percent of PM Peak Travel in Delay (All Trips)- 33% 

Accessibility - Transportation Systems should ensure the ease with which 
opportunities are reached. Transportation and land use measures should be 
employed to ensure minimal time and cost. 
• Work Opportunities within 25 Minutes - 88% 

Environment - Transportation Systems should sustain development and 
preservation of the existing system and the environment. (All Trips) 
• Meeting Federal and State Standards- Meet Air Plan Emission Budgets 

Reliability- Reasonable and dependable levels of service by mode. (All Trips) 
• Transit- 63% 
• Highway - ·76% 

Safety - Transportation Systems should provide minimal, risk, accident, death and 
injury. (All Trips) 
• Fatalities Per Million Passenger Miles- 0.008 
• Injury Accidents- 0.929 

Livable Communities - Transportation Systems should facilitate Livable 
Communities in which all residents have access to all opportunities with minimal 
travel time. (All Trips) 
• Vehicle Trip Reduction -1.5% 
• Vehicle Miles Traveled Reduction - 10.0% 

Equity - The benefits of transportation investments should be equitably distributed 
among all ethnic, age and income groups. (All trips) 
• Low-Income (Household Income $12,000)) Share of Net Benefits- Equitable 

Distribution of Benefits 

Cost-Effectiveness- Maximize return on transportation investment. (All Trips) 
• Net Present Value- Maximum Return on Transportation Investment 
• Value of a Dollar Invested-- Maximum Return on Transportation Investment 

The Draft SEIS I Draft SEIR considers the Transportation Investments based on 
SCAG's adopted Regional Performance Indicators. In addition, Project Goals and 
Objectives listed on page S-4 support the Regional Performance Indicators. The 
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Project is consistent with this core RTP policy. 

4.02 Transportation investments shall mitigate environmental impacts to an acceptable 
level. 

SCAG staff comments. The Draft SEIS I Draft SEIR identifies environmental 
impacts and details the measures mitigate these impacts. Pages S-28 through S-
42 provides a summary of environmental impacts and recommended mitigation 
measures. The Project is consistent with this core RTP policy. 

4.03 Major Investment Studies and other studies of regional transportation facilities 
shall include consideration of freight movement. 

SCAG staff comments. The Draft SEIS I Draft SEIR on page 2.3 acknowledges 
the initiation of a Re-Evaluation I Major Investment Study (REIMIS) in 1999 for the 
Eastside Transit Corridor. The REIMIS identified and evaluated a number of 
transit corridor alternatives that could provide for the future mobility needs of the 
Eastside communities. The MTA Board considered the REIMIS in February 2000. 
The Board adopted a Light Rail Transit Build Alternative. The Project is 
supportive of this core RTP policy. 

4.04 Transportation Control Measures shall be a priority. 

SCAG staff comments. The Draft SEIS I Draft SEIR does not include a 
discussion the priority of Transportation Control Measures. It would be helpful if 

7.C the Final SEtS I Final SEIR would provide a discussion and address the manner 
in which the Project is supportive or detracts from the achievement of this policy. 
Based on the information provided in the Draft SEIS I Draft SEIR, we are unable 

to determine if the Project is consistent with this core RTP policy. 

4. 16 Maintaining and operating the existing transportation system will be a priority over 
expanding capacity. 

SCAG staff comments. The Draft SEtS/ Draft SEIR, in Section 1.0 (Purpose and 
Need) discusses the need for improvements, which will maintain and operate the 
existing transportation system. The Project is supportive or this core RTP policy. 

GMC POLICIES RELATED TO THE RCPG GOAL TO IMPROVE THE REGIONAL 
STANDARD OF LIVING 

The Growth Management goals to develop urban forms that enable individuals to spend 
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less income on housing cost, that minimize public and private development costs, and 
that enable firms to be more competitive, strengthen the regional strategic goal to 
stimulate the regional economy. The evaluation of the proposed project in relation to the 
following policies would be intended to guide efforts toward achievement of such goals 
and does not infer regional interference with local land use powers. 

3. 05 Encourage patterns of urban development and land use, which reduce costs on 
infrastructure construction and make better use of existing facilities. 

SCAG staff comments. The Draft SEIS I Draft SEIR in Sections 3.0 
(Transportation) and 4.18 (Utilities) acknowledges that the Project will maximize 
the use of existing infrastructure and improve infrastructure deficiencies to meet 
the needs of the proposed Project. Mitigation measures recommended in Section 
3.0 would help to make better use of existing transportation facilities. No mitigation 
measures are required for Utilities. The Project is supportive of this ancillary 
RCPG policy. 

3. 08 Encourage subregions to define an economic strategy to maintain the economic 
vitality of the subregion, including the development and use of marketing 
programs, and other economic incentives, which support attainment of subregional 
goals and policies. 

SCAG staff comments. The Draft SEIS I Draft SEIR considers and addresses the 
economic aspects of the proposed project in Section 4.2 (Economics and Fiscal 
Impacts). No mitigation measures are required . The Project is supportive of this 
ancillary RCPG policy. 

3.09 Support local jurisdictions' efforts to minimize the cost of infrastructure and public 
service delivery, and efforts to seek new sources of funding for development and 
the provision of services. 

SCAG staff comments. See SCAG staff comments on policy 3.05. The Draft 
SEIS I Draft SEIR in Sections 3.0 (Transportation) and 4.18 (Utilities) identify 
infrastructure and service delivery facilities to serve the Project. Improvements 
reflect necessary extension of existing facilities or the construction of new facilities, 

I where none currently exist. Infrastructure should be designed to minimize cost to 
7.0 the maximum extent. In addition, Section 5.0 (Financial Analysis and Comparison 

of Alternatives) includes a discussion on operating and funding sources. The 
Project is supportive of this ancillary RCPG policy. 
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3. 10 Support local jurisdictions' actions to minimize red tape and expedite the permitting 
process to maintain economic vitality and competitiveness. 

SCAG staff comments. The Draft SEIR I Draft SEIR only addresses subjects that 
may have environmental impacts. It is written in a concise manner, where all 
possible impacts are mitigated this will help minimize red tape, and help maintain 
economic vitality and competitiveness. In addition, the Draft SEIS I Draft SEIR, on 
page S-4, includes project goals and objectives that will also help to minimize red 
tape, and help maintain the economic vitality and competitiveness. The Project is 
supportive of this ancillary RCPG policy. 

GMC POLICIES RELATED TO THE RCPG GOAL TO IMPROVE THE REGIONAL 
QUALITY OF LIFE 

The Growth Management goals to attain mobility and clean air goals and to develop 
urban forms that enhance quality of life, that accommodate a diversity of life styles, that 
preserve open space and natural resources, and that are aesthetically pleasing and 
preserve the character of communities, enhance the regional strategic goal of maintaining 
the regional quality of life. The evaluation of the proposed project in relation to the 
following policies would be intended to provide direction for plan implementation, and 
does not allude to regional mandates. 

3. 12 Encourage existing or proposed local jurisdictions' programs aimed at designing 
land uses which encourage the use of transit and thus reduce the need for 
roadway expansion, reduce the number of auto trips and vehicle miles traveled, 
and create opportunities for residents to walk and bike. 

SCAG staff comments. The Draft SEIS I Draft SEIR acknowledges in Sections 3.0 
(Transportation) and 4.1 (Land Use and Development) potential traffic, circulation 
and land use impacts of any future development and outlines mitigation measures 
to address these impacts. The Project is supportive of this ancillary RCPG policy. 

3. 13 Encourage local jurisdictions' plans that maximize the use of existing urbanized . 
areas accessible to transit through infi/1 and redevelopment. 

SCAG staff comments. The Draft SEIS I Draft SEIR in Section 4.1 (Land Use) 
address the subject of Compatibility with Local Plans and Policies, Redevelopment 
Areas and Specialized Zones that maximize the use of existing urbanized areas 
accessible through infill and redevelopment. The Project is supportive of this 
ancillary RCPG policy. 
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3. 14 Support local plans to increase density of future development located at strategic 
points along the regional commuter rail, transit systems, and activity centers. 

SCAG staff comments. The Draft SEIS I Draft SEIR in Section 4.1 (Land Use) 
addresses Compatibility with Local Plans and Policies, Redevelopment Areas and 
Specialized Zones. The Draft SEIS I Draft SEIR addresses the potential for transit 
supportive land uses along major corridors and existing or proposed transit 
services on page 4.1-13. The Project is supportive of this ancillary RCPG policy. 

3. 15 Support local jurisdictions' strategies to establish mixed-use clusters and other 
transit-oriented developments around transit stations and along transit corridors. 

SCAG staff comments. See SCAG staff comments on policy 3.13 and 3.14. The 
Project is supportive of this ancillary RCPG policy. 

3. 16 Encourage developments in and around activity centers, transportation corridors, 
underutilized infrastructure systems, and areas needing recycling and 
redevelopment. 

SCAG staff comments. See SCAG staff comments on policy 3.13, 3.14 and 3.15. 
The Project is supportive of this ancillary RCPG policy · 

3. 18 Encourage planned development in locations least likely to cause environmental 
impact. 

7.E 

SCAG staff comments. The Project is proposed in a manner, which will minimize 
environmental impacts. Mitigation measures included in the · Draft EISIEIR are 
recommended to address identified environmental impacts. The City of Los 

I 
Angeles, the County of los Angeles, the Metropolitan Transit Authority, and other 
jurisdictions potentially affected by the proposed Project should carefully consider 
the adequacy of these measures. The Project is supportive of this ancillary RCPG 
policy. 

3. 20 Support the protection of vital resources such as wetlands, groundwater recharge 
areas, woodlands, production lands, and land containing unique and endangered 
plants and animals. 

SCAG staff comments. The Draft SEIS I Draft SEIR in Section 4.12 (Natural 
Resources and Ecosystems) discusses the Projects' impact on vegetation, wildlife 
and jurisdictional waters. The Draft SEIS I Draft SEIR concluded that no mitigation 
measures are required. The Project is supportive of this ancillary RCPG policy. 
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3.21 Encourage the implementation of measures aimed at the preservation and 
protection of recorded and unrecorded cultural resources and archaeological sites. 

SCAG staff comments. The Draft SEIS I Draft SEIR in Section 4.15 
(Historic/Archaeological/Paleontological Resources) identifies a number of impacts 
on cultural resources. Mitigation measures included in this section are 
recommended address impacts to archaeological, architectural/historic and 
paleontological resources. The Project is supportive of this ancillary RCPG policy. 

3.22 Discourage development, or encourage the use of special design requirements, in 
areas with steep slopes, high fire, flood, and seismic hazards. 

SCAG staff comments. The Draft SEIS I Draft SEIR in Section 4.9 (Geologic and 
Seismic Conditions) identifies potential impacts related to corrosivity, groundwater, 
ground shaking, ground deformation, liquefaction, settlement and subsurface gas. 
Mitigation measures included in this section are. recommended to address 
identified impacts through the implementation of building codes, standards and 
specific requirements and/or project design. The Project is supportive of this 
ancillary RCPG policy. 

3. 23 Encourage mitigation measures that reduce noise in certain locations, measures 
aimed at preservation of biological and ecological resources, measures that would 
reduce exposure to seismic hazards, minimize earthquake damage, and to 
develop emergency response and recovery plans. 

SCAG staff comments. The Draft SEIS I Draft SEIR in Section 4.8 (Noise and 
Vibration) identifies potential impacts· related to noise, wheel squeal, ancillary 
facilities and ground-borne noise and vibration. Mitigation measures included in 
this section are recommended to address identified impacts. The Project is 
supportive of this ancillary RCPG policy. 

GMC POLICIES RELATED TO THE RCPG GOAL TO PROVIDE SOCIAL, POLITICAL, 
AND CULTURAL EQUITY 

The Growth Management Goal to develop urban forms that avoid economic and social 
polarization promotes the regional strategic goal of minimizing social and geographic 
disparities and of reaching equity among all segments of society. The evaluation of the 
proposed project in relation to the policy stated below is intended guide direction for the 
accomplishment of this goal, and does not infer regional mandates and interference with 
local land use powers. 



April16, 2001 
Mr. Steve Brye 
Page 11 

3.27 Support local jurisdictions and other service providers in their efforts to develop 
sustainable communities and provide, equally to all members of society, 
accessible and effective services such as: public education, housing, health care, 
social services, recreational facilities, law enforcement, and fire protection. 

SCAG staff comments. The Draft SEIS I Draft SEIR in Sections 4.5 (Equity and 
Environmental Justice Considerations), 4.16 (Community Facilities/Parklands), 
4.17 (Section 4(f) Evaluation) and 4.18 (Utilities) acknowledges the Projects efforts 
to address the provision of fire and police protection, schools, recreational facilities 
and public information. Mitigation measures outlined in each section are 
recommended to address impacts to the proposed Project. The Project is 
supportive of this ancillary RCPG policy. 

AIR QUALITY CHAPTER CORE ACTIONS 

The Air Quality Chapter core actions related to the proposed project includes: 

5.07 

7.F 

5.11 

Determine specific programs and associated actions needed (e.g., indirect source 
rules, enhanced use of telecommunications, provision of community based shuttle 
services, provision of demand management based programs, or vehicle-miles
traveled/emission fe.es) so that options to command and control regulations can be 
assessed. 

SCAG staff comments. The Draft SEIS I Draft SEIR does not provide a discussion 
on the implementation of specific programs/actions needed to command and 
control regulations. It would be helpful if the Final SEIS I Final SEIR would 
provide a discussion and address the manner in which the Project is supportive 
or detracts from the achievement of this policy. Based on the information 
provided in the Draft SEIS I Draft SEIR, we are unable to determine if the Project 
is consistent with this core RCPG policy. 

Through the environmental document review process, ensure that plans at all 
levels of government (regional, air basin, county, subregional and local) consider 
air quality, land use, transportation and economic relationships to ensure 
consistency and minimize conflicts. 

SCAG staff comments. The Draft SEIS I Draft SEIR in Sections 3.0 
(Transportation), 4.1 (Land Use), 4.2 (Economic and Fiscal Conditions), 4.7 (Air 
Quality) and 5.0 (Financial Analysis) acknowledges regional air quality, 
transportation, land use and economic relationships to ensure consistency and 
minimize conflicts. The Draft SEIS I Draft SEIR also addresses the matter of 
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regional transportation, air quality modeling and conformity in Section 4.7. 
Mitigation measures outlined in each section are recommended to address 
identified impacts. The Project is consistent with this core RCPG policy. 

WATER QUALITY CHAPTER RECOMMENDATIONS AND POLICY OPTIONS 

The Water Quality Chapter core recommendations and policy options relate to the two 
water quality goals: to restore and maintain the chemical, physical and biological integrity 
of the nation's water; and, to achieve and maintain water quality objectives that are 
necessary to protect all beneficial uses of all waters. 

11.07 Encourage water reclamation throughout the region where it is cost-effective, 
feasible, and appropriate to reduce reliance on imported water and wastewater 
discharges. Current administrative impediments to increased use of wastewater 
should be addressed. 

SCAG staff comments. The Draft SEIS I Draft SEIR does not address the subject 
of water reclamation. It would be helpful if the Final SEIS I Final SEIR would 
provide a discussion and address the manner in which the Project is supportive 
or detracts from the achievement of this policy. Based on the information 
provided in the Draft SEIS I Draft SEIR, we are unable to determine if the Project 
is consistent with this core RCPG policy. 

CONCLUSIONS 

1. As noted in the staff comments, the proposed Los Angeles Eastside Corridor Draft 
Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement I Draft Subsequent Environmental 
Impact Report is consistent with or supports some of the core and ancillary policies in 
the Regional Comprehensive Plan and Guide. 

~I 

~r 
~P 

Based on the information in the Draft SEIS I Draft SEIR, we are unable to determine 
whether the Project is consistent with core policies 4.04, 5.07 and 11.07. 

As noted in the General Staff Comments, the Final SEIS I Final SEIR should address 
the relationships (consistency with core policies and support of ancillary policies) to 
SCAG's Regional Comprehensive Plan and Guide and discuss any inconsistencies 
between the proposed project and applicable regional plans. 

All mitigation measures associated with the project should be monitored in 
accordance with CEQA requirements. 
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SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA ASSOCIATION OF GOVERNMENTS 

Roles and Authorities 

THE SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA ASSOCIATION OF GOVERNMENTS is a Joint Powers Agency 
established under California Government Code Section 6502 et seq. Under federal and state law. the 
Association is designated as a Council of Governments (COG). a Regional Transportation Planning Agency 
(RTPA). and a Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO). Among its other mandated roles and 
responsibilities, the Association is: 

Designated by the federal government as the Region's Metropolitan Planning Organization and mandated 
to maintain a continuing, cooperative. and comprehensive transportation planning process resulting in a 
Regional Transportation Plan and a Regional Transportation Improvement Program pursuant to 23 U.S.C. 
'134(g)-(h). 49 U.S.C. '1607(f)-(g) et seq., 23 C.F.R '450, and 49 C.F.R '613. The Association is also the 
designated Regional Transportation Planning Agency, and as such is responsible for both preparation of 
the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) and Regional Transportation Improvement Program (RTIP) under 
California Government Code Section 65080. 

Responsible for developing the demographic projections and the integrated land use. housing, employment. 
and transportation programs. measures. and strategies portions of the South Coast Air Quality 
Management Plan. pursuant to California Health and Safety Code Section 40460(b)-(c). The Association is 
also designated under 42 U.S.C. 7504(a) as a Co-Lead Agency for air quality planning for the Central 
Coast and Southeast Desert Air Basin District 

Responsible under the Federal Clean Air Act for determining Conformity of Projects, Plans and Programs to 
the State Implementation Plan. pursuant to 42 U.S.C. '7506. 

Responsible, pursuant to California Government Code Section 65089.2, for reviewing all Congestion 
Management Plans (CMPs) for consistency with regional transportation plans required by Section 
65080 of the Government Code. The Association must also evaluate the consistency and compatibility of 
such programs within the region. 

The authorized regional agency for Inter-Governmental Review of Programs proposed for federal financial 
assistance and direct development activities, pursuant to Presidential Executive Order 12,372 (replacing A-
95 Review). 

Responsible for reviewing, pursuant to Sections 15125(b) and 15206 of the CEQA Guidelines. 
Environmental Impact Reports of projects of regional significance for consistency with regional plans. 

The authorized Areawide Waste Treatment Management Planning Agency, pursuant to 33 U.S.C. 
'1288(a)(2) (Section 208 of the Federal Water Pollution Control Act) 

Responsible for preparation of the Regional Housing Needs Assessment, pursuant to California 
Government Code Section 65584(a). 

Responsible (along with the San Diego Association of Governments and the Santa Barbara County/Cities 
Area Planning Council) for preparing the Southern California Hazardous Waste Management Plan 
pursuant to California Health and Safety Code Section 25135.3. 
Revised January 18, 1995 
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·~·METRO LINK~ 
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA REGIONAL RAIL AliTHORITY 

April 9, 2001 

Mr. Steve Brye 
Project Manager 
Eastside Corridor Draft SEIR/SEIS 
Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority 
One Gateway Plaza, 22"d floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Dear Mr. Brye: 

RE: Los Angeles Eastside Corridor 
Draft SIES I Subsequent EIR 

Member Agencies: 

Los Angeles County 

Metropolitan Transportation 

Authority. 
Orange County 

Transportation Authority. 

Riverside County 

Transportation Conunission. 
San Bernardino 

Associated Goverrunents. 

Ventura County 

Transportation Conunission. 

Ex Officio Members; 

Southern California 

Association of Governments. 

San Diego Association 
of Governments. 

State of California. 

Attached are comments on the Eastside Corridor Draft Supplemental Impact Statement/ 
Draft Subsequent Environmental Impact Report prepared by Michael E. McGinley, P.E. , 
Southern California Regional Rail Authority Director of Engineering. Thank you for 
taking the time for our field review of the alternatives in the vicinity of Union Station. 
Mr. McGinley's comments were prepared following review of the documents and the 
appendices and following the field review. 

We would encourage you to review the Draft SEIS and obtain comments from California 
Department of Transportation (Division of Rail) which programs funding of the Amtrak 
intercity services and recommends funding for capital improvements on their behalf, 
Amtrak West, California Public Utilities Commission, and Catellus Development 
Corporation (owner of Union Station), who are all stakeholders in Union Station, nearby 
lands, or the operation of rail passenger service in this area. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on your Draft documents. 

c.c. Hal Bernson, SCRRA Chairman 
SCRRA Board Members I Alternates 
Gil Mallery, AMTRAK West 
Warren Weber, Caltrans Div. Of Rail 

Attachment 

700 S. Flower Street 26th Floor Los Angeles CA 90017 Tel [213} 452 .0200 Fax [213} 452 .0425 
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COMMENTS ON LOS ANGELES EASTSIDE CORRIDOR 
DRAFT SEIR Dated March 2001 

by Michael E. McGinley, P .E. 
Director of Engineering, 

Southern California Regional Rail Authority 

April 2, 200 l 

This review was made to determine the compatibility of the project with SCRRA's plans 
for facilities in the greater Union Station area. There is no review of the project by 
SCRRA beyond this immediate area. 

Page S-25 Passenger Stations 

Although the base terminal for the line, and a major point of interconnection with many 
public transportation modes is Union Station, little detail is presented on the 
configuration of this station or the impacts of this passenger transfer to the operation of 
the other modes of transit here. This is a complex issue due to two large future changes 
at Union Station; the completion of the Pasadena Blue Line and the southward extension 
and raising of railroad tracks 3-6 for the proposed run-through tracks. 

The SEIS should include an evaluation of the capacity ofthe existing pedestrian tunnel 
under the tracks, of flows of Eastside passengers to the various other transit modes, and 
of the construction impacts to these modes during Eastside LRT construction. 

Page S-26 Maintenance and Storage Facility 

Optional Site No. 2" West Bank Yard" is the property at Keller St. that SCRRA has 
identified as the site of a mid-day commuter train storage and light service facility. This 
is the site of a former Santa Fe railway public team track; it used to have several railroad 
spur tracks to load and unload freight cars. This property was included in the Proposition 
108/116 1992 purchase of rail rights of way and property fro~ the Santa Fe Railway and 
had been carried as "surplus rail right of way" by the LACMT A. The SCRRA has 
applied for funds from the State of California in the 2002 Interregional Transportation 
Improvement Program to construct this facility within the next three years. 

The SCRRA has identified this as the only practical site to construct an economical mid
day train storage facility for Metrolink trains and has requested LACMTA to hold the 
property for this purpose. This site is specifically described as the land east of Keller St. 
and west of the three active railroad tracks, north of the SR 101 freeway and tapering to a 
point just north of the Cesar Chavez overpass. This site does not affect the existing 
access road that leads to Mission Tower. It is planned for four storage tracks, each about 
600 feet in length, plus security fence, employee welfare building, wayside head-end 
power, and civil site improvements including cart roadways and lighting. 
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This facility will be used to hold trains that are serviced at outlying points and that come 
to Los Angeles in the morning and do not need to go to the Central Maintenance Facility 
(at the former Southern Pacific Taylor yard site). This is critical to the expansion of the 
Metrolink system, because the Central Maintenance Facility is at capacity and additional 
trains will have to be serviced elsewhere and go to storage at Los Angeles for the mid
day layover. Further, this facility provides additional mainline track capacity for 
Metro link, Amtrak and freight trains to the north of Union Station as it eliminates many 
of the current deadhead moves. 

Field inspection of this site has confirmed that there are three bays under the SR 101 
freeway bridge presently used for SCRRA, Amtrak, and BNSF trains. The route to the 
maintenance site would have to use another bay, possible impacting private land use 
south of the bridge. 

Eastside LR T use of the Red Line central maintenance facility south of the I 0 I freeway 
would eliminate any conflict between Amtrak and SCRRA's operating tracks and/or 
planned storage tracks. 

Table S-7 Summary of Impacts 

The SEIS should document that the construction of a Maintenance and Storage Facility 
on Site 2 would adversely and permanently impact the SCRRA by requiring further travel 
for out-of-service trains to reach an alternate (and undefined) storage facility. This 
impact results in increased train traffic congestion, increased train operating costs (fuel, 
crew, and wear), increased member agency subsidies without marginal revenue potential, 
increased emissions from the diesel electric locomotives, and the cost to acquire another 
site. 

Figures 2-9,2-10, and 2-11 West Bank Option Plan 

This maintenance facility alternative indicates placement of an LRT track beside the 
active SCRRA and Amtrak passenger tracks on the West Bank of the Los Angeles River. 
In addition to the tracks, this is the location of the only access road used to support 
maintenance of the Mission Tower track complex. 

The non-revenue connector required to access the West Bank Option Plan is located 
where SCRRA's "5-Lead" main trac_k is presently located. These SCRRA revenue tracks 
are intensely used each day. These tracks must be retained for SCRRA to meet its federal 
common carrier obligations under the purchase and sale agreements and to maintain and 
expand commuter, corridor, and intercity rail passenger service. 

It should be noted that the number of trains using Union Station in year 2001 is at an all
time high. SCRRA's Strategic Plan projects that this number of trains will nearly double 
within 20 years. 



Figure 2-12 East Bank Yard Area- Option 3 

This site is reached by an LRT yard lead that is constructed on much of the same property 
that is of concern for the West Bank Option. The location noted as aerial structure on the 
West Bank is in fact a ramped section that is in conflict with the track shown clearly on 
the figure. While this option does not take the Keller St. property, it seals it off from the 

c railroad lines that would bring SCRRA trains to and from that site. Field observation 
cO indicates that the access track could, with redesign of its passage beneath the SR 101 

freeway bridge, be located to not interfere with the SCRRA proposed storage yard or 
access road to Mission Tower. 

I 

The access track to Option 3 also appears to impinge upon the alignment of SCRRA' s 
San Bernardino Line, route of28-30 passenger trains each weekday, 12 Saturday and 8 
Sunday trains as well as Amtrak's Sunset Limited and proposed Las Vegas trains. 

Page 4.20-12 

4.20.3 Option 2- West Bank Yard Land Use and Development 

This discussion should document the SCRRA's planned use of the Keller St. property as 
a train storage yard. 

Page 4.20-16 Option 3 -East Bank Yard 

~ This discussion, like that for Option 2, should document the impacts of the rail access 
line on the existing railroad lines on the West Bank of the Los Angeles River. 

Section 6 

There is no mention of contacting the SCRRA or Amtrak, as operators of the affected 
railroad lines, nor of California Department of Transportation (Division of Rail), 
California Public Utilities Commission, or Catellus Development Corporation (owner of 
Union Station), who are all stakeholders in Union Station, nearby lands, or the operation 
of rail pa,ssenger service in this area. 



State of California-Business, Transportation and Housing Agency 

DEPARTMENT OF CALIFORNIA HIGHWAY PATROL 
East Los Ang\lles Area 
1601 Corporate Center Drive 
Monterey Park, CA 91754 
(323) 980-4600 
(800) 735-2929 (TTITDD) 
(800) 735-2922 (Voice) 

April 6, 2001 

File No. : 535.117 45.12586 

Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority 
One Gateway Plaza 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

RE: State Clearinghouse Number 1999081061 

APR u ~ zuu I 
GRAY DAVIS, Governor 

~CANNED~ 
wIN RMC 

The California Highway Patrol, East Los Angeles Area, has mceived and reviewed the 
Environmental Impact Report for the Light Rail Transit (LRT), Eastside Corridor Project. 
The East Los Angeles Area supports completion of the proposed project through its 
service area. 

The California Highway Patrol has primary traffic law enforcement and investigative 
authority on all freeways and unincorporated county roads within the state. The 
Eastside Corridor enters the jurisdiction of the California Highway Patrol beginning at 
Indiana Street, along 3rd Street, and onto its termination on Beverly Boulevard. 
However, the California Highway Patrol is not acknowledged as having primary traffic 

ct I responsibility in the study, nor mentioned anyv.ihere in the report. As such, we 
en recommend the MTA consult with the CHP regarding traffic matters during this project. 

0 
en 

Our specific concerns are as follows: 

• 

• 

Due to traffic safety concerns, the CHP prefers that the MTA choose option #2, or 
option #3 when traversing Indiana Street between 151 & 3rd streets. We find that 
option #1 creates an extremely narrow roadway that is not conducive to vehicular, 
pedestrian, or emergency traffic. 

On pages S-35, 4.14.42, & 4.21.3.13, it is noted that there is a significant potential 
for collisions between LRT and auto/pedestrian collisions, and a general overall 
increase in traffic collisions on adjoining streets. The MT A indicates they will work 
with traffic control departments to mitigate this matter .. Again, the CHP should be 
consulted on ALL traffic safety and enforcement issues, due to our statutorily 
mandated status as the Agency with primary traffic law enforcement responsibility. 
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Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority 
Page 2 
April 6, 2001 

• On page S-37, concern is raised regarding students crossing LRT alignment to get 
to and from nearby schools. MT A finds that providing a crossing guard at nearby 
schools if requested by school administrators would mitigate the situation. The EIR 
fails to address permanent sources of funding for school zone safety programs. The 
CHP is willing to assist in this endeavor, however, grant funding through the MTA 
may be necessary for implementation of supplemental enforcement/safety efforts. 

• On page S-38 MTA addresses temporary traffic lane closures. Specifically, these 
closures may affect normal traffic flow during construction. Although MTA 
addresses working with city and county transit operators, depending upon the 
nature and length of the closure, the CHP should be consulted prior to the closures, 
and when appropriate, utilized for this purpose within the unincorporated county 
areas. 

In closing, it appears that the long term benefits of this project outweigh the 
inconveniences facing the East Los Angeles community during the construction phase. 
The East Los Angeles Area will assist to ensure the safe and efficient use of the 
roadway during the construction phase. Moreover, we look forward to forming a 
partnership with all of the involved entities to ensure the safety of the motoring public, 
construction workers, and area residents. 

If you have any questions or require additional information, please contact me or 
Lieutenant D. Martinez at (323) 980-4600. 

Sincerely, 

cc: Southern Division 
Office of Special Projects 
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Mr. Steve Brye 
Project Manager, Eastside Corridor 
LACMTA 
One Gateway Plaza, 22"d Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

-,.,,... · .- ' ·-: .. - ::::---:- II II II Ill II ·~ 1-11-' 1.0::..•' "-::f._ . .._ 111111 Ill 111111 II I II I 

~- j; Q'., ___, ..,...'J.• . '. , j . . . 

• • 
* * * * I Y•V• ..- vv ' .. .._. .._ '* 

.I 

' . ~; . ~: :·'.·:. ~-.;#*" 

l,~,ti~,I~I~,J,JI~I,,,JIJ,,IJIIII,,,,I,III,,III 



I 

1 • . .. .... ::__. .. _~· 

' . 
,_ 

0 

0 



STATE OF CALIFORNIA- BUSINESS, TRANSPORTATION AND HOUSING AGENCY 
Governor 

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
OFFICE OF REGIONAL PLANNING 
DISTRICT 7, IGRJCEQA 1-lOC 

120 SO. SPRING ST. 
LOS ANGELES, CA 90012 
TEL: (213) 897-6696 ATSS: 8-647-6696 
FAX: (213) 897-6317 

April I7, 200I 

Draft EIRIEIS 
County of Los Angeles 

GRAY DAVIS, 

Eastside Light Rail Corridoc Project 
Union Station toBeverly/ Atlantic 
Vic. LA-101/5/60/710 

Mr. Steve Brye 
County of Los Angeles 
Metropolitan Transpoctation Authority 
l Gateway Plaza 
Los Angeles, CA 900 I 2 

Dear Mr. Brye: 

SCH # I999I08106I 

Thank you for including Caltrans in the environmental review process for the above-mentioned project. 
Based on the information received, we have the following comments regarding the bridge structure over the 
US-101 Freeway at Alameda Street, turmeling tmder the US-10I and 1-5 Freeways at lst Street, the at
grade segment tmder State Route 60 Freeway, and portions over 1-7 I 0 freeway and under the 710/60 
connector all within the Eastside LRT Corridor. 

I 
Cooperative Agreements and/or Enaoachment Permits with Caltrans will be needed for work to 

< be performed within State Right-of-way. Preparation of related Caltrans Cooperative Agreements, 
d Master Cooperative Agreements and other related agreements will be handled through Caltrans 
- District 7s Office of Public Transportation, Rail and Stormwater Coordination. · 

I Transportation projects within Caltrans Right-of-way which will cost over $I million will need a 
Caltrans Project Study Report or Project Initiation Document. · 

Bridge Structures proposed within Caltrans Right-of-way will need to conform with Caltrans 
design standards. Caltrans Division of Structures is responsible for all structur~ located 
within the State right eX way. All projects on the State Highway system must be designed 
and developed in accordance with the procedures detailed issued by Caltrans. This 
includes the bridge overcrossing over highway 101 as well as the tunnel portions under 
the 1-5 and 101 freeways. 

c I Coordination with Caltrans Freeway Operations will be needed in respect to any freeway 
~ mainline closures during construction eX the bridge structure over the us-1 01 freeway. 

Caltrans information and procedure guides provides the information, guidelines, 
checklists and suggested practices for accomplishing the Caltrans oversight 
responsibility. 



Mr. Steve Brye 
April17, 2001 
Page Two 

w 
0 ... 

In additiOn to MT A seismic design criteria in section 4.9.3, the Caltrans seismic design 
criteria(SDC) shall be required. The SOC shall be implemented on ongoing projects 
wherever it is practical. Due to potential impact of ground deformation, seimic induced 
settlement, liquefaction in the vicinity of the project, the tunnel alternative( alternative 6) 
should be reconsidered for the safety, cost and maintenance of the structure. In 
Caltrans' Division of Structures opinion, Alternative 5( light rail at -grade) is a preferred 
alternative. On page 4.9-8, the issue of tunneling under freeways and settlement 
impacting Caltrans facilities will need to be addressed. 

""~·I The various lRT structures proposed to be located within Caltrans Right-of-way easements will 
need to be reviewed and approved by Caltrans Right-of-way Air Space. 

~I 
~I 

The report indicates that the LRT project will have an impact on the 1-5 Southbound freeway 
ramps and the US-1 01 Freeway southbound ramps. Traffic mitigation measures will be needed to 
improve traffic signalization at these locations. Additional traffic mitigation may be needed at the 
freeway ramps on State Route 60 and 1-710 Freeways. 

Coordination with other transportation projects will be necessary in order to minimize potential 
project conflicts. Other transportatioo projects are currently in their planning or design phase. 
(See attached) 

I 
Coordination with Caltrans will be needed when developing Traffic Management Plans for road 
closures, detours, parking restrictions, etc. which will impact freeway on/off ramps. We 

-: recommend that construction related truck trips on State highways be limited to off-peak commute 
~ periods. Transport of oversize or overweight vehicles on State highways will need a Caltqns 

Transportation Permit. 

.., 
0 ... 

Detailed mitigation measures will be required to deal- with hazardous waste sites. Issues dealing 
with hazardous waste sites will need to be Coordinated with Caltrans Environmental Engineering. 
The contractor shall prepare and implement a Water Pollution Control Program or a Stormwater 
Pollution Prevention Plan to control water pollution from construction within or contiguous to 
State Right-of-way. Applicable plans will need to~ submitted to Caltrans at least 45 days prior 
to construction. 

1 O K I Caltrans recommends that bird nesting counts be conducted prior to removal of trees in the 
• corridor. The vicinity around Union Station/US-1 0 If Alameda Street include known sensitive 

r-.~s 

I 
archeological sites. Caltrans Office of Environmental Planning will need to be contacted if 

1 O.L investigations indicate possible archeological sites within Ca1trans Right-of-way. Also, please 
submit a copy of the Historic Property Survey Report to Caltrans. A Relocation Assistance 

I 
Program will be needed in respect to impacts to residents and businesses who will be relocated 

1 O.M along the proposed rail corridor. 

Additional Caltrans comments may be forthcoming from other functional reviewing units. If you have any 
questions regarding our response, refer to Caltrans IGRICEQA Record# cs/010319, and please do not 
hesitate to contact me at (213) 897-4429. 

Sincerely, /_ ... ~ , 

QvJSv~ 
...-l{V STEPHEN BUSWELL 

IGRICEQA Program Manager 

cc: Mr. Scott Morgan, State Clearinghouse 



Adjacent Projects 

'· -· ·. 
EA 119910 
07 -LA-1 01 KP 0.58/1 .38 (PM 0.36/0.86) 
Route 101 Southbound From Center Street to Los Angeles Street 
PNED Phase 
Alternative 2: New Ramps at Vignes St. & Outside Widening (Recommended Alternative in PSR) 
Alternative 3: New Ramps at Garey St., Outside Widening, and Straighten Alignment of Freeway in 
Southbound Direction (Might Be Recommended Alternative in PR) 

EA 633034 
07-LA-KP 0.89 
Construct Run-Through Tracks Across U.S. 101 From Los Angeles Union Station to Mainline Tracks 
along the Los Angeles River 
6 Alternatives, Tracks over Freeway, Possible Extension of the Metro Blue Line South of Station) 
PSR Phase 

' 

..._ EA 13210K 
07-LA-110 KP 33.0/38.1, 07-LA-101 KP 0.0/2.6, 07-LA-10 KP 28.6/29.5 
PSR Approved on May 2000 
TSM (Alternative 2- Recommended Alternative) 
Direct Connection Between El Monte Transitway & Harbor Transitway Through Transit Friendly 
Improvements on Surface Streets in Downtown 

EA ?? 
07-LA-101 KP? 
Ramirez Ramp OC Bridge No. 53-2827 
Check with Allen Pease (Raii1-2C or 213-897-1712) 

EA 19880K (Might be the same as Ramirez Ramp OC project above, Check with Allen Pease) 
07-LA-101 KP 0.0/0.5 

Ligth Rail Transit (LRT) Build Alternative (IGR/CEQA Review) 
No Project Initiation Document (PIO) Available 

Alameda Street I North Spring Arterial Redesign 
LADOT, Feb 1999 

EA 22560K 
07-LA-101 PM 0.82 
Bridge Over Santa Ana Freeway (Route 101) 
Connecting Alameda Street HOV with El Monte Bus Way & Union Station 
Draft PSR Stage 

EA 22000K 
07-LA-101 PM? 
Construct Amtrak & Commuter Rail Vaiduct 
Check with Allen Pease (Rail 1-2C or 213-897-1712} 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
120 SOUTH SPRING STREET 

LOS ANGELES. CA 900 12·3806 
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_;ray Davis 
GOVERNOR 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

Governor's Office of Planning and Research 

State Clearinghouse 

April 12 , 2001 

Steve Brye 
Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority 
One Gateway Plaza 
Los Angeles, CA 90012-2932 

Subject: Eastside Transit Corridor Study-Light Rail Transit Project 
SCH#: 1999081061 

Dear Steve Brye: 

APR 17 2001 
SCANNED 

IN RMC 

Steve Nissen 
DIRECT O R 

The State Clearinghouse submitted the above named Joint Docwnent to selected state agencies for review. 
On the enclosed Docwnent Details Report please note that the Clearinghouse has listed the state agencies 
that reviewed your docwnent. The review period closed on April 12, 2001, and the comments from the 
responding agency ( ies) is (are) enclosed. If this comment package is not in order, please notify the State 
Clearinghouse immediately. Please refer to the project's ten-digit State Clearinghouse number in future 
correspondence so that we may respond promptly. 

Please note that Section 211 04( c) of the California Public Resources Code states that: 

"A responsible or other public agency shall only make substantive comments regarding those 
activities involved in a project which are within an area of expertise of the agency or which are 
required to be carried out or approved by the agency. Those comments shall be supported by 
specific documentation." 

11.A more information or clarification of the enclosed comments, we recommend that you contact the I These comments are forwarded for use in preparing your fmal environmental document. Should you need 

commenting agency directly. 

This letter acknowledges that you have complied with the State Clearinghouse review requirements for draft 
environmental documents, pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act. Please contact the State 
Clearinghouse at (916) 445-0613 if you hav~ any questions regarding the environmental review process. 

Sincerely, 

~~ 
Terry Roberts 
Senior Planner, State Clearinghouse 

Enclosures 
cc: Resources Agency 

1400 TENTH STREET P.O . BOX 3044 SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA 95812-3044 

916-445-0613 FAX 916-323-3018 WWW.OPR .CA .GOV{CLEARINGHOUSE.HTML 



SCH# 
Project Title 

Lead Agency 

1999081061 

Document Details Report 
State Clearinghouse Data Base 

Eastside Transit Corridor Study-Light Rail Transit Project 
Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority 

Type JD Joint Document 

Description A 6 mile, 9 station light rail transit project from downtown LA (Union Station) to Beverly/Atlantic 
Boulevards along Alameda Street, 1st Street, Indiana Avenue, 3rd Street, and Beverly Boulevard. 
Four miles are at Grade Street running LRT and approximately 2 miles are in a tunnel under the Boyle 
Heights Community. The project includes an expansion of the bus service to feed and to supplement 
the LRT service. 

Lead Agency Contact 
Steve Brye Name 

Agency 
Phone 
email 

Address 
City 

Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority 
213-922-3078 Fax 

One Gateway Plaza 
Los Angeles 

Project Location 
County Los Angeles 

Los Angeles, City of 

State CA 

Alameda/1st; 1 st/Soto;3rd/Mednik;Bever1y/ Atlantic 

City 
Region 

Cross Streets 
Parcel No. 
Township 1S 

Proximity to: 
Highways 60,101 ,5,10,710 

Airports 

Range 12-13W 

Railways Metrolink; Freight RR 
WatetWays LA River 

Schools 

Section 31 ,32 

Zip 90012-2932 

Base USGS 

Land Use Urban area, residential and commercial activities, project consistent with present land uses, zoning, 
and general plan designations. 

Project Issues Aesthetic/Visual; Air Quality; Archaeologic-Historic; Drainage/Absorption; Economics/Jobs; Fiscal 
Impacts; Flood Plain/Flooding; Geologic/Seismic; Minerals; Noise; Population/Housing Balance; Public 
Services; Recreation/Parks; Schools/Universities; Soil Erosion/Compaction/Grading; Toxic/Hazardous; 
Traffic/Circulation; Vegetation; Water Quality; Water Supply; Wetland/Riparian; Wildlife; Growth 
Inducing; Landuse; Cumulative Effects 

Reviewing Resources Agency; Department of Conservation; Department of Fish and Game, Region 5; Office of 
Agencies Historic Preservation; Department of Parks and Recreation; California Highway Patrol; Caltrans, 

District 7; Caltrans, Division of Transportation Planning; Department of Housing and Community 
Development; Air Resources Board, Transportation Projects; Regional Water Quality Control Board, 
Region 4; Native American Heritage Commission; Public Utilities Commission; State Lands 
Commission 

Date Received 02127/2001 Start of Review 02127/2001 End of Review 04/1212001 

• . • . - · _ .. - 6:! - · _. _ -- - · . .... ,c __ - : __ _ ~-:- - .. :-&- - ....... : .... _ .......... ~..: ............. h. , ...... ,..,.. .... ,.. ...... ..._,... , 
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State of California-Business, Transportation and Housing Agency GRAY DAVIS, Governor 

DEPARTMENT OF CALIFORNIA HIGHWAY PATROL 
East Los Angeles Area 
1601 Corporate Center Drive 
Monterey Park, CA 91754 
(323) 980-4600 
(800) 735-2929 (TTfTOD) 
(800) 735-2922 (Voice) 

April 6, 2001 

File No~: 535.117 45.12586 

State Clearinghouse 
1400 Tenth Street, Room 121 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

RE: State Clearinghouse Number 1999081061 

qECEivt:~· 
i 

i lffr. 1 0 ZOOi I 
I \ 
· ~1 An ~ \.: ~ atMGHOUSE -- --

The California Highway Patrol, East Los Angeles Area, has received and reviewed the 
Environmental Impact Report for the Light Rail Transit (LRT), Eastside Corridor Project. 
The East Los Angeles Area supports completion of the proposed project through its 
service area. 

The California Highway Patrol has primary traffic law enforcement and investigative 
authority on all freeways and unincorporated county roads within the state. The 
Eastside Corridor enters the jurisdiction of the California Highway Patrol beginning at 
Indiana Street, along 3rt1 Street, and onto its termination on Beverly Boulevard. 
However, the California Highway Patrol is not acknowledged as having primary traffic 
responsibility in the study, nor mentioned anywhere in the report. As such, we 
recommend the MTA consult with the CHP regarding traffic matters during this project. 

Our specific concerns are as follows: 

• Due to traffic safety concerns, the CHP prefers that the MTA choose option #2, or 
option #3 when traversing Indiana Street between 1st & 3rt1 streets. We find that 
option #1 creates an extremely narrow roadway that is not conducive to vehicular, 
pedestrian, or emerg'ency traffic. 

• On pages S-35, 4.14.42, & 4.21.3.13, it is noted that there is a significant potential 
for collisions between LRT and auto/pedestrian collisions, and a general overall 
increase in traffic collisions on adjoining streets. The MTA indicates they will work 

. with traffic control departments to mitigate this matter. Again, the CHP should be 
consulted on ALL traffic safety and enforcement issues, due to our statutorily 
mandated status as the Agency with primary traffic law enforcement responsibility. 
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State Clearinghouse 
Page2 
April 6, 2001 

• On page S-37, concern is raised regarding students crossing LRT alignment to get 
to and from nearby schools. MTA finds that providing a crossing guard at nearby 
schools if requested by school administrators would mitigate the situation. The EIR 
fails to address permanent sources of funding for school zone safety programs. The 
CHP is willing to assist in this endeavor, however, grant funding through the MTA 
may be necessary for implementation of supplemental enforcement/safety efforts. 

• On page S-38 MTA addresses temporary traffic lane closures. Specifically, these 
closures may affect normal traffic flow during construction. Although MTA 
addresses working with city and county transit operators, depending upon the 
nature and length of the closure, the CHP should be consulted prior to the closures, 
and when appropriate, utilized for this purpose within the unincorporated county 
areas. 

In closing, it appears that the long term benefits of this project outweigh the 
inconveniences facing the East Los Angeles community during the construction phas~. 
The East Los Angeles Area will assist to ensure the safe and efficient use of the · 
roadway during the construction phase. Moreover, we look forward to forming a 
partnership with all of the involved entities to ensure the safety of the motoring public, 
construction workers, and area residents. 

If you have any questions or require additional information, please contact me or 
Lieutenant D. Martinez at (323) 980-4600. 

Sincerely, 

Commander 
East Los Angeles Area 

cc: Southern Division 
Office of Special Projects 



State of California 
GRAY DAVIS, GOVERNOR 
GOVERNOR'S OFFICE OF PLANNING AND RESEARCH 
STATE CLEARINGHOUSE 
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STATE OF CAUFORNIA- THE RESOURCES AGENCY GRAY DAVIS, Governor 

, 
-

OFFICE OF HISTORIC PRESERVATION 
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION 
P.O. BOX 942896 
SACRAMENTO, CA 94296-0001 SCANNED 
~916) 653-6624 Fax (916) 653-9824 
calshpo@mail2.quiknet.com 

Steve Bry, Project Manager 
Los Angeles County 
Metropolitan Transportation Authority 
One Gateway Plaza 
LOS ANGELES CA 90012 

April 23, 2001 

REPLYTO: FTA010315A 

IN RMC 
MAY 1- 2001 

Re: Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement and Draft Environmental 
Impact Report, Los Angeles East Side Corridor Project, Los Angeles, Los Angeles 
County. 

Dear Me Bry: 

Thank you for submitting to our office your February 20, 2001 letter and copy of 
your Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Draft Subsequent 
Environmental Impact Report (DSEIS/DSEIR) regarding the proposed construction of 
the Los Angeles Eastside Corridor project in the City of Los Angeles in Los Angeles 
County. The DSEIS/DSEIR identifies both beneficial and adverse environmental 
impacts associated with the Light Rail Transit (LRT) Build Alternative that was adopted 
by the Board of the Metropolitan Transit Authority (MTA) on February 24, 2000. The 
chosen alternative combines the elements of two alternatives (5 and 6) that were 
considered among eight alternatives tor the. proposed project. Details of the LRT Build 
Alternative are contained in the DSEIS/DSEIR document. 

On the basis of our review of the DSEIS/DSEIR, it is our hope that the 
approaches described in the document regarding the identification, evaluation, and 

c:e treatment of probable historic properties existing within the proposed project Area of 
~ Potential Effects (APE) may be helpful to FTA when addressing 36 CFR 800, 

regulations implementing Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. 

Thank you again for seeking our comments on your document. If you have any 
questions, please contact staff historian Clarence Caesar at (916) 653-8902. 

Sincerely, 

~nr-;J 
Dr. Knox Me 
State Historic Preservation Officer 

. 



8 
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A,PR 2 7 2001 
State of California The Resources Agency 

MEMORANDUM 

To: 

From: 

Project Coordinator 
Resources Agency 

Mr. Steve Brye 

Date: April 23, 2001 

Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority 
One Gateway Plaza 
Los Angeles, CA 90013 

Department of Conservation 
Office of Governmental and Environmental Relations 

Subject: Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Draft Subsequent 
Environmental Impact Report (DSEIS/R) for the Los Angeles Eastside Corridor 
Project- SCH #1999081061 

The Department of Conservation's Division of Oil, Gas and Geothermal 
Resources (Division) has reviewed the DSEIS/R for the referenced project. The 
Division supervises the drilling, maintenance, and plugging and abandonment of oil , 
gas and geothermal wells in California. We offer the following comments for your 
consideration. 

The proposed project crosses through the administrative boundaries of the Union 
Station and Boyle Heights oil fields. There is one plugged and abandoned oil well 
within close proximity to the project boundaries. · The well is identified in Division 

ct records and on Division Map 119 as ARCO Western Energy "Evergreen" 1 (API 
co; Number 037-01124). Records indicate that the well is located approximately 104 feet 
- south and 68 feet east of the intersection of the centerlines of First and Rivera Streets 

(see attached) . . The Division recommends that this, and any other wells discovered 
within or in close proximity to project boundaries be accurately plotted on future project 
maps. 

-

We recommend against building over or in the proximity of plugged and 
abandoned wells. If avoidance is not possible, affected wells may need to be plugged 
or re-plugged to current Division specifications. Also, the State Oil and Gas Supervisor 
is authorized to order the reabandonment of previously plugged and abandoned wells 

~ when construction over or in the proximity of wells could result in a hazard (Section 
3208.1 of the Public Resources Code). If reabandonment becomes necessary, the cost 
of operations will be the responsibility of the owner of the property upon which the 
structure will be located. Finally, if construction over an abandoned well is unavoidable, 
an adequate gas venting system should be placed over the well. 



Project Coordinator and Mr. Steve Brye 
April23, 2001 
Page 2 

In the event that a plugged and abandoned or unrecorded well is damaged or 
uncovered during excavation or grading, remedial plugging operations may be required. 
If such damage or discovery occurs, the Division's district office must be contacted to 
obtain information on the requirements for, and approval to perform remedial 
operations. 

To facilitate our review of building projects, the Division has published the 
informational packet, Construction Project Site Review and Well Abandonment 

o Procedures, which outlines the information a project developer must submit to the 
~ Division for review. Please contact the Division's Cypress district office for copies of 

this publication. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the DSEIS/R. If you have 
questions on our comments, or require technical assistance or information, please 
contact David Sanchez at the Cypress district office: 5816 Corporate Avenue, Suite 
200, Cypress, California 90630-4731; or, phone (714) 816-6847. If you have other 
questions you may contact me at (916) 445-8733. 

Attachment 

cc: David Sanchez 

Kenneth E. Trott 
Environmental Coordinator 

Division of Oil, Gas and Geothermal Resources, Cypress 

Linda Campion 
Division of Oil, Gas and Geothermal Resources, Sacramento · 
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;rav Davis 
GOVER!\IOR 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

Governor's Office of Planning and Research 

State Clearinghouse 

April23 , 2001 

Steve Nissen 
DIRECT OR 

SCANNED 
IN RMC 

Steve Brye 
Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority 
One Gateway Plaza 

APR 2 7 2001 
Los Angeles, CA 90012-2932 

Subject: Eastside Transit Corridor Study-Light Rail Transit Project 
SCH#: 1999081061 

Dear Steve Brye: 

The enclosed comment (s) on your Joint Document was (were) received by the State Clearinghouse after the 
end of the state review period, which closed on April 12, 2001. We are forwarding these comments to you 
because they provide information or raise issues that should be addressed in your fmal environmental 
document. 

I The California Environmental Quality Act does not require Lead Agencies to respond to late comments. 
cr; However, we encourage you to incorporate these additional comments into your fmal environmental 
: document and to consider them prior to taking fmal action on the proposed project. 

Please contact the State Clearinghouse at (916) 445-0613 if you have any questions concerning the 
environmental review process. If you have a question regarding the above-named project, please refer to 
the ten-digit State Clearinghouse number ( 1999081061) when contacting this office. 

Sincerely, 

~~ 
Terry Roberts 
Senior Planner, State Clearinghouse 

Enclosures 
cc: Resources Agency 

1400 TENTH STREET P.O . BOX 3044 SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA 95812 -3044 

916- 445-0613 FAX 916-323-301 8 WWW.OPR .C. ... GOV/ClEARINGHOUSE.HTMl 
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State of California The Resources Agency 

MEMORANDUM 

To: Project Coordinator 
Resources Agency 

Date: April23, 2001 

Mr. Steve Brye 
Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority 
One Gateway Plaza 
Los Angeles , CA 90013 

From: Department of Conservation 
Office of Governmental and Environmental Relations 

Subject: Draft Supplemental Environmentg! Impact StatementiDraft Subsequent 
Environmental Impact Report (DSEIS/R) for the Los Angeles Eastside Corridor 
Project - SCH #1999081061 

The Department of Conservation's Division of Oil, Gas and Geothermal 
Resources (Division) has reviewed the DSEIS/R for the referenced project. The 
Division supervises the drilling, maintenance, and plugging and abandonment of oU, 
gas and geothermal wells in California. We offer the following comments for your 
consideration. 

The proposed project crosses through the administrative boundaries of the Union 
Station and Boyle Heights oil fields. There is one plugged and abandoned oil well 
within close proximity to the project boundaries. The well is identified in Pivlsion · 
records and on Division Map 119 as ARCO Western Energy "Evergreen'! .1 (API 
Number 037-01124). Records indicate that the well is located approximately 104 feet 
south and 68 feet east of the intersection of the centerlines of First and Rivera Streets 
(see attached). . The Division recommends that this, and any other web discovered 
within or In close proximity to project boundaries be accurately plotted on future project 
maps. 

We recommend against building over or in the proximity of plugged and 
abandoned wells. If avoidance is not possible, affected wells may need to be plugged 
or re-plugged to current Division spec:ifiCations. Also, the State Oil and Gas Supervisor 
is authorized to order the reabandonment of previously plugged and abandoned wens 
when construction over or in the proximity of wells could result in a hazard (Section 
3208.1 of the Public Resources Code). If reabandonment becomes necessary, the cost 
of operations will be the responsibility of the owner of the property upon which the 
structure wiU be located. Finally. tf construction over an abandoned well is unavoidable, 
an adequate gas venting system should be placed over the well. 

RECEIVED 
APR ~ 3 2301 

STATE CLEARINGHOUSE 
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State of Califomia 
GRAY DAVIS, GOVERNOR 

GOVERNOR'S OFFICE OF PLANNING AND RESEARCH 
STATE CLEARINGHOUSE 

1400 TENTH STREET 

SACRAMENTO, CA 9 58 I 4 

P.O. BOX 3044 
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'-'ray Davis 
GOVERNOR 

.,.,.., • v • 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

Governor's Office of Planning and Re~fl~~{) 
State Clearinghouse 

May 2, 2001 

Steve Brye 
Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority 
One Gateway Plaza 
Los Angeles, CA 90012-2932 

Subject: Eastside Transit Corridor Study-Light Rail Transit Project 
SCH#: 1999081061 

Dear Steve Brye: 

C..UVI 

Steve Nissen 
DIRECTOR 

The enclosed comment (s) on your Joint Document was (were) received by the State Clearinghouse after the 
end of the state review period, which closed on April 12, 2001. We are forwarding these comments to you 
because they provide information or raise issues that should be addressed in your fmal environmental 
document. 

' 

The California Environmental Quality Act does not require Lead Agencies to respond to late comments. 
~ However, we encourage you to incorporate these additional comments into your final environmental 
:? document and to consider them prior to taking final action on the proposed project. 

Please contact the State Clearinghouse at (916) 445-0613 if you have any questions concerning the 
environmental review process. If you have a question regarding the above-named project, please refer to 
the ten-digit State Clearinghouse number ( 1999081061) when contacting this office. 

Sincerely, 

TorryRn~~ 
Senior Planner, State Clearinghouse 

Enclosures 
cc: Resources Agency 

1400 TENTH STREET P.O. BOX 3044 SACRAMENTO, CA LIFORNIA 95812-3044 

916-445-0613 FAX 916-323-3018 WWW.OPR.CA.GOV/CLEARINGHOUSE.HTML 



• 

-
• 

• 

• • 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

STATE OF CALlFORNIA-BUSINESS, TRANSPORTATION AND HOUSING AGENCY 
Governor 

GRAY DAVIS, 

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
OFFICE OF REGIONAL PLANNING 
DISTRICT 7, IGRICEQA 1-IOC 

120 SO. SPRING ST. 
LOS ANGELES, CA 90012 
TEL: (213) 897-6696 ATSS: 8-
FAX: (213) 897-6317 

7~CEIVED I a . . 
. 

' 

Mr. Steve Brye 
County of Los Angeles 

APR J 0 7801 

STATE CLEARINGHOUSE 

Metropolitan Transp<rtatioo. Authority 
I Gateway Plaza 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Dear Mr. Brye: 

April17, 2001 

Draft EIR!EIS 
County of Los Angeles 
Eastside Light Rail Corridor Project 
Union Station toBeverly/ Atlantic 
Vic. LA-101/5/601710 
SCH# ·~ • 

lqqqo 8'lobl 

Thank you for including Caltrans in the environmental review process for the above-mentioned project . 
Based on the information received, we have the following comments regarding the bridge structure over the 
US-101 Freeway at Alameda Street, tmmeling under the US-101 and 1-5 Freeways at 1st Street, the at
grade segment tmdt2" State Route 60 Freeway, and portions over 1-710 freeway and tmdt2" the 710/60 
connector all within the Eastside LRT Corridor . 

Cooperative Agreements and/or Enaoachment Pt2"mits with Caltrans will be needed for work to 
be performed within State Right-of-way. Preparation of related Caltrans Cooperative Agreements, 
Master Cooperative Agreements and otht2" related agreements will be handled through Caitrans 
District 7's Office of Public Transportatioo, Rail a,nd Stormwater Coordination. 

Transportation projects within Caltrans Right-of-way which will cost over $1 million will need a 
Caltrans Project Study Report or Project Initiation Document. 

Bridge Structures proposed within Caltrans Right-of-way will need to conform with Caltrans 
design standards. Caltrans Division of Structures is responsible for all structures located 
within the State right of way. All projects on the state Highway system roost be designed 
and developed in accordance with the procedures detailed issued by Caltrans. This 
includes the bridge overcrossing over highway 101 as well as the tunnel portions under 
the 1-5 and 101 freeways. 

Coordination with Cattrans Freeway Operations will be needed in respect to any freeway 
~nline dosures during construction of the bridge structure OYer the US-101 freeway . 

Caltrans information and procedure guides provides the information, guidelines, 
checklists and suggested practices for accomplishing the Caltrans oversight 
responsibility . 



STATE Of CALIFORNIA- BUSINESS, TRANSPORTATION AND HOUSING AGENCY 
Governor 

GRAY DAVIS, 

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
OFFICE OF REGIONAL PLANNING 
DISTRICT 7, IGRICEQA 1-IOC 

120 SO. SPRING ST. 
LOS ANGELES, CA 90012 
TEL: (213) 897-6696 ATSS: 8-
FAX: (213) 897-6317 

7~CEIVED I a . 
. 

' 

Mr. Steve Brye 
County of Los Angeles 

APR J 0 7801 

STATE CLEARINGHOUSE 

Metropolitan Transp<rtatioo Authority 
I Gateway Plaza 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Dear Mr. Brye: 

Aprill7, 2001 

Draft EIR/EIS 
County of Los Angeles 
Eastside Light Rail Cocridor Project 
Union Station toBeverly/Atlantic 
Vic. LA-IOI/5/60niO 
SCH# ·~. 

lqqqo~lobl 

Thank you for including Caltrans in the environmental review process for the above-mentioned project. 
Based on the information received, we have the following comments regarding the bridge structure over the 
US-10 I Freeway at Alameda Street, twmeling mder the US-10 I and 1-5 Freeways at I st Street, the at
grade segment lDlder State Route 60 Freeway, and portions over 1-710 freeway and under the 710/60 
connector all within the Eastside LRT Corridor. 

Cooperative Agreements and/or Encroachment Permits with Caltrans will be needed for work to 
be performed within State Right-of-way. Preparatioo of related Caltrans Cooperative Agreements, 
Master Cooperative Agreements and other related agreements will be handled through Caltrans 
District 7's Office of Public Transportation, Rail a,nd Stonnwater Coordination. 

Transp<rtation projects within Caltrans Right-of-way which will cost over $1 million will need a 
Caltrans Project Study Report or Project Initiation Document. 

Bridge Structures proposed within Caltrans Right-of-way will need to conform with Caltrans 
design standards. Caltrans Division of Structures is responsible for all structures located 
'lllithin the State rigti of way. All projects on the State Highway system roost be designed 
and developed in accordance 'IIIith the procedures detailed issued by Caltrans. This 
includes the bridge overcrossing over highway 101 as well as the tunnel portions under 
the 1-5 and 101 freeways. 

Coordination with Caltrans Freeway Operations 'lllill be needed in respect to any freeway 
~nline dosures during construction ci the bridge structure over the US-101 freeway. 

Caltrans information and procedure guides provides the information, guidelines, 
checklists and suggested practices for accomplishing the Caltrans oversight 
responsibility. 
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P. MICHAEL FREEMAN 
FIRE CHIEF 
FORESTER & FIRE WARDEN 

April19, 2001 

Steve Brye, Project Manager 

COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES 
FIRE DEPARTMENT 

1320 NORTH EASTERN AVeNuE 
LOS ANGELES, CAUFORNIA 90063-3294 

(323) 890-4330 

Los Angeles City Metropolitan Transportation Authority 
One Gateway Plaza 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Dear Mr. Brye: 

APR 23 2001 
SCANNED 

IN HMC 

EASTSIDE CORRIDOR RAIL PROJECT-- DRAFf SUPPLEMENTAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 
STA TEMENTIDRAFf SUBSEQUENT ENVIRONMENTAL IMP ACT REPORT AND APPENDIX, 
(EIR #1096/2001) 

The Eastside Corridor Rail Project, Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement and Supplemental EIR 
and Appendix has been reviewed by the Planning, Land Development, and Forestry Divisions of the County of 
Los Angeles Fire Department. The following are their comments: 

PLANNING SECTION: 
The description of existing fire protection service in the unincorporated area segment of the route is inaccurate. 

The Corridor will traverse the jurisdictions of two County fire stations. Station 3, located at 930 S. Eastern 
Avenue, Los Angeles, CA 90022-4801, has a 4-person engine company, a 4-person quint (a combination 
engine/ladder truck apparatus), and a 2-person paramedic squad. Station 22, located at 928 Gerhart Avenue, 
Commerce, CA 90022-4108, has a 3-person engine company. 

LAND DEVELOPMENT UNIT: 
The tunnel portion of this project is located entirely in the City of Los Angeles. Therefore the City of Los 
Angeles Fire Department has jurisdiction concerning Ulis project and will be setting conditions. The eastern 
portion of the above ground section is located within the jurisdictional area of the County of Los Angeles Fire 
Department. Therefore the County of Los Angeles Fire Department will work with the City of Los Angeles 
Fire Department to set conditions concerning the entire above ground section. 

All streets and highways shall be designed and constructed to comply with the Los Angeles County Code, Title 
21. 

SERVING THE UNINCORPORATED AREAS OF LOS ANGELES COUNTY AND THE CITIES OF: 

AGOURA HILLS BRADBURY CUDAHY HAWTHORNE LA MIRADA MALIBU POMONA SIGNAL HILL 

ARTESIA CALABASAS DIAMOND BAR HIDDEN HILLS LA PUENTE MAYWOOD RANCHO PALOS VERDES SOUTH EL MONTE 

AZUSA CARSON DUARTE HUNTINGTON PARK LAKEWOOD NORWALK ROLLING HILLS SOUTH GATE 

BALDWIN PARK CERRITOS EL MONTE INDUSTRY LANCASTER PALMDALE ROLLING HILLS ESTATES TEMPLE CITY 

BELL CLAREMONT GARDENA INGLEWOOD LAWNDALE PALOS VERDES ESTATES ROSEMEAD WALNUT 

BELL GARDENS COMMERCE GLENDORA IRWINDALE LOMITA PARAMOUNT SAN DIMAS WEST HOLLYWOOD 

BELLFLOWER COVINA HAWAIIAN GARDENS LA CANADA-FLINTRIDGE LYNWOOD PICO RIVERA SANTA CLARITA WESTLAKE VILLAGE 
WHITTIER 



Steve Brye, Project Manager 
April 19, 2001 
Page 2 

GENERAL REQUIREMENTS: 
Size, complexity, and projected use of the proposed project may necessitate multiple ingress/egress 
access for emergency response issues. The development of this project must comply with all 
applicable code and ordinance requirements for construction, access, water main, fire flows and 
hydrants. 

The development of this project must also comply with the California Building code Section 414, National Fire 
Protection Association (NFPA) 130, and the County of Los Angeles Fire Code. 

All streets and highways shall be designed and constructed to comply with the Los Angeles County Code, Title 
21. 

Specific fire and life safety requirements for the construction phase will be addressed at the building fire plan 
check. There may be additional fire and life safety requirements during this time. 

Every building constructed shall be accessible to Fire Department apparatus by way of access roadways, with 
an all weather surface of not less than the prescribed width, unobstructed, clear-to-sky. The roadway shall be 
extended to within 150 feet of all portions of the exterior walls when measured by an unobstructed route around 
the exterior of the building: 

STATIONS/PLATFORMS, STORAGE AND MAINTENANCE FACILITIES: 
Development may require fire flows up to 5,000 gallons per minute at 20 pounds per square inch residual 
pressure for up to a five--hour duration. Final fire flow_s will be based on the size of the buildings, their 
relationship to other structures, property lines, and types of construction used. Fire hydrant spacing shall be 
300 feet and shall meet the following requirements: 

1. 

2. 

No portion of lot frontage shall be more than 200 feet via vehicular access from a public fire hydrant. 

No portion of a building shall exceed 400 feet via vehicular access from a properly spaced public fire 
hydrant. 

3. Additional hydrants will be required if hydrant spacing exceeds specified distances . 

4. A Fire Department approved turning area shall be provided at the end of a cul-de-sac. 

Turning radii shall not be less than 42 feet. This measurement shall be determined at the centerline of the road. 
A Fire Department approved turning area shall be provided for all driveways exceeding 150 feet in length and 
at the end of all cui-de-sacs. 

All on-site driveways shall provide a minimum unobstructed width of 26 feet, clear-to-sky. The on-site 
driveway is to be within 150 feet of all portions of the exterior walls of the first story of any building. 
Driveway widths for the proposed project shall be increased when any of the following conditions will exist: 



Steve Brye, Project Manager 
April 19, 2001 
Page3 

1. Provide 28 feet in width, when a building has three or more stories, or is more than 35 feet in height, 
above access level. Also, for using fire truck ladders, the centerline of the access roadway shall be 
located parallel to, and within 30 feet of the exterior wall on one side of the proposed structure. 

2. Provide 34 feet in width, when parallel parking is allowed on one side of the access roadway/driveway. 
Preference is that such parking is not adjacent to the structure. 

(!) 3. 
cD 

Provide 42 feet in width, when parallel parking is allowed on each side of the access 
roadway/driveway . .... 

:I: 
cD 

4. All "Fire Lanes" will be depicted on the final map, and will be designated with the appropriate signage. 
"Fire Lanes" are any ingress/egress, roadway/driveway with paving less than 34 feet in width, and will 
be clear-to-sky. 

LIMITED ACCESS DEVICES (GATES ETC.): 

1. Any single gate used for ingress and egress shall be a minimum of 26 feet in width, clear-to-sky. 

2. Any gate used for a single direction of travel, used in conjunction with another gate, used for travel in 
the opposite direction, (split gates) shall have a minimum width of 20 feet each, clear-to-sky. 

.... 3. All limited access devices shall be of a type approved by the Fire Department. 

4. Gate plans shall be submitted to the Fire Department, prior to installation. These plans shall show all 
locations, widths and details of the proposed gates. 

-: All proposals for traffic calming measures (speed humps/bumps, traffic circles, I TRAFFIC CALMING MEASURES 

!! . submitted to the Fire Department for review, prior to implementation. 
roundabouts, etc.) shall be 

Should any questions arise regarding design and construction, and/or water and access, please contact: 

Inspector Mike McHargue 
. (323) 890-4243 

Land Development Unit 
Environmental Impact Review 

Chief John Tripp 
(213) 922-7277 
Metro Rail Coordinator 



Steve Brye, Project Manager 
April 19, 2001 
Page 4 

FORESTRY DIVISION- OTHER ENVIRONMENTAL CONCERNS: 
The statutory responsibilities of the County of Los Angeles Fire Department Forestry Division include erosion 
control, watershed management, rare and endangered species, vegetation, fuel modification for Very High Fire 
Hazard Severity Zones or Fire Zone 4, archeological and cultural resources and the County Oak Tree 
Ordinance. The proposed project will not have significant environmental impacts in these areas. 

If you have any additional questions, please contact this office at (323) 890-4330. 

Very truly yours, 

DAVID R. LEININGER, ACTING CHIEF, FORESTRY DIVISION 
PREVENTION BUREAU 

DRL:lc 



COUN1Y OF LOS ANGELES 
FIRE DEPARTMENT 
1320 N. EASTERN AVENUE 

LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA 90083-329<4 LA. c . ~ . T.A. 

01 APR 211 ,1N 7:47 

STEVE BRYE, PROJECT MANAGER 
L.A. CITY.METRO# TRANSP. AUTHORITY 
ONE GATEWAY PLAZA 
LOS ANGELES, CA 90012 
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COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES 
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS 

JAMES A. NOYES, Director 

April 17, 2001 

Mr. Julian Burke 
Chief Executive Officer 

900 SOUTH FREMONT A VENUE 
ALHAMBRA, CALIFORNIA 91803- 1331 

Telephone: (626) 458-5100 

Los Angeles County Metropolitan 
Transportation Authority 

One Gateway Plaza 
Los Angeles, CA 90012-2932 

Attention Mr. Steve Brye 

Dear Mr. Burke: 

ADDRESS ALL CORRESPONDENCE TO: 
P.O. BOX 1460 

ALHAMBRA, CALIFORNIA 91802-1460 

IN REPLY PLEASE 
REFER TO FILE: 

PD-5 

COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT SUPPLEMENTAL ENVIRONMENTAL 
IMPACT STATEMENT EASTSIDE TRANSIT CORRIDOR 
TRANSPORTATION ELEMENT OF THE TECHNICAL REPORT 

We have reviewed the subject documents for the proposed project partially located in the 
unincorporated East Los Angeles area within Third StreeUBeverly Boulevard from Indiana 
Street to east of Atlantic Boulevard. 

We agree with your studies that the proposed Light Rail Transit (LRT) project will have 
significant traffic impacts on County intersections and roadways. In order to fully identify 
and quantify these impacts, we recommend the traffic report be expanded to include the 
following: 

Traffic Studies Section 

Provide a comprehensive analysis of the capacity impacts of the proposed reduction of · 
one travel lane in each direction along the LRT alignment, plus the elimination of some 
left-turn lanes along Third StreeUBeverly Boulevard discussed on pages 2-28 through 
2-31 of the report. 

Note in the report that detailed signing, striping, detour, and signal modification plans 
will need to be submitted to the Department of Public Works for review and approval. 



Mr. Julian Burke 
April17, 2001 
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A discussion on the traffic impact and management plan along with a mitigation plan for 
parking impacts during the construction period should be provided in the report. 

Provide backup oftraffic counts, the level of service calculations, and lane configurations 
for all County intersections analyzed in the study. 

Use the County traffic impact analysis criteria when evaluating County roadways and 
intersections. 

Traffic Design Section 

The proposed split phase signal operation for signalized intersections with left-turn 
movement should be modified to provide partial signal operation during the 
LRT crossing of the intersection. 

~ 1· Provide left-turn pockets at signalized intersections to enhance the efficiency of the 
• . operation of the intersection. 

Use 12 feet as the standard width for travel lanes in accordance with the State Highway 
Design Manual. 

Use raised curb instead of rumble strip with raised dots as the separatio·n barrier 
between the travel lanes and the LRT. 

The proposed Option 1 at Indiana Street does not address the issue of providing refuge 
area for disabled vehicles, therefore, this option is very undesirable. 

Traffic System Section 

Provide details regarding traffic signals operations. In particular, how left-turn traffic will 
be handled. 

~~· Include integration of light rail priority with traffic signal control. Traffic signal 
• modifications and signal controller upgrades may be needed. 

17
.M 1· Include high-speed communications (fiber optic) on Third Street for traffic systems and 

light rail operations, monitoring, and surveillance. 

17.N J • Consideration of pedestrian mobility and access to the stations must be addressed. 
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Mr. Julian Burke 
April17, 2001 
Page 3 

East los Angeles Civic Center 

The County is currently in the design phase of a major renovation of the existing 
East los Angeles Civic Center. This development involves work on both sides of 
Third Street from Mednik Avenue to approximately one-fourth mile easterly. The work will 
involve installation of, or modifications to, traffic signals, pedestrian access, lane 
configurations as well as landscaping and signage. The LRT project needs to coordinate 
its proposed work with this project. This will involve the need for a left-turn movement at 
the main entrance on Third Street as depicted on the enclosed plan. 

We also have the following comments regarding the three alignment options proposed 
from lorena Street near Hicks Avenue. The three options include: Option 1: Indiana 
Street/remove parking option; Option 2: Indiana Street/acquire additional right of way 
option; and Option 3: Extended subway option. Of the three options included in this 
analysis, the County advocates the third option because of its advantages over Options 1 
and 2 in the areas of parking, right of way impacts, circulation safety, pedestrian 
movement, and our belief that it is a better fit for the community in the are.a. 

We look forward to working with you on this high-priority project. If you have any 
questions, please contact Mr. Bill Winter at (626) 458-3902. 

Very truly yours, 

JAMES A. NOYES 
Director of Public Works 

ili~lt!~~4 
ONAlD J. ORNEE 

Assistant Director 

WJW:ts 
C001582 
P:IPDPUBIPUBLIC\SECFINAL\TRANSil\LETIERS\EASIDE TRANSIT CORRIDOR.WPD 

En c. 

cc: Supervisor Gloria Molina 
los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority (Walt Davis) 





.. 

"STUDY SCREENING 
OF SCE SUBSTATION 
AS PUBUC ART' . 

/; 
I I 

I . 

lj 

7~..,00R:.~!.RT' :s.: A 
LC""'"-AT::O IN 
~:nA.~: Cl~~~c:"1S 

POMONA FWY. 

COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES 

EAST LOS ANGElES CIVIC CENTER .. URBAN-PlANN~NG STUDY 
FIRST SUPERVISORIAL DISTRICT • DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS • CHIEF ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICE 

I 
l!.llll~f~r",.llii<-.GTOTAL.••• 
-!~ ~!~:> c.:>G!...,. 1"'\.-

I ~~<~ac. ~- ~ ,..•-...:.o..c:. 

~, . i.""j·~~ ... ~---~ ... ~:~~,~~'""~:~.,..._._~x:~~ I --···~.,:'; 0. =-~·~ 

~!5 

I 
I 

I 
~ct.-"')~IL1 \0'«'!"V:: I 

~--~ S': .&T~I""U' I 
~---)~":LllC:N'~I 

0 ~...lC~~ ... 
~ I .)O 11<!--'L.~~ 

I ~ 1"1 ~ f(!"ti~.C:!L.C'T 

~ ... : 
l!) J C"<.!)~ 

SITe PL~N 
01%> 

11-28-00 

FIELDS 
DEVEREAUX 
AHHITECTl 
&EHGIHEHl 

Hit 1tUUII( JQ.\(UU 
tD\ u;n.Q, WJfOUit. f'IOI' 
lll.fC.J44< Ill J'-0 

·---~ 
..... ..._ ___ _ 
.,..,.., ..... ...., 
-·--··~ -·--"""'·..-u. -··--···· ----.!.,., 
-~--""~-.. .,., .... , .... ,. _____ ,...., 
••-.c.-..._,_ tl;ll--·rD'----..o--c• 
a-.110~ ---·fiCJ.-...o _,.,.f'CI-c_UIJ 
~--.!a.t ... llD-ci_6J. __ _ ._ ... ,.. ... ....,-·-··elf-·----·--..::~. -~ -11:-·--a-,__,__ -
SITE 
PROGRAM 
STUDY 
PHASE-I 

lllO! 

P-1 
· · ~ - • C('~ ., - ·:~: ... <i:~~~t~ 





PROGHAf~S 
COUNTY OF los ANGELES 

DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS 
P.O. BOX 1460 

ALHAM BRA. CA 91802·1460 

: ... •~;:: c 

LA.c.r~; 
OJ APR 23 /' 

·o Cll 
wVJ 
t-< 
0:. ... ou 
(I) 1-
u,CI) 

fj 

· · ·~ ..- · •••'n* c_.< ttr• · 

.;:.'t.X}•;. - · t. -:.-o t t-.4 Cf4 SOt...i .,._ . .,.-·• ,':,;i• 

MR STEVE BRYE 
LOS ANGELES COUNTY METROPOLITAN 

TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY 
ONE GATEWAY PLAZA 
LOS ANGELES CA 90012-2932 

:t.'J-' ~ 
,:::, ! ! r·.~ r:::· -:~ 0 0 j, ;;::~ 11,1,,11 I"'' I I II I I''"''' I ,I I II I I, I I 1,1," l I Ill,, I II I 111.1 I ,I 

\ 

. ~ : 



LEROY 0 . BACA , SHERIFF 

April 2, 2001 

<!Inunl!! nf liJ ~s 1\ngeles 
~heriff'g iDepartment ifeahquarter.ll 

4700 JRnm\}na 1!!lnuletmr~ 

lJtlln~tere!! l¥Jarh, <!Ialifnqtia 91754-2169 

(323) 264-4151 

Los Angeles County Metropolitan 
Transportation Authority (LAC:~·..tTA) 
Steve Brye, Project Manager 
One Gateway Plaza 
Los Angeles, Ca. 90012 

Dear Mr. Brye: 

A member of my staff reviewed the Eastside Corridor Draft Supplemental Impact Statement and 
Draft Subsequent Environmental Impact Report and a couple of concerns were brought to my 
attention. In these reports the ingress and egress routes to our facility were unclear. With the 

I tracks being placed on Third Street, will emergency vehicles have access to our Sheriffs Station 
18.A from eastbound Third Street? Additionally, will patrol vehicles have access to eastbound Third 

Street upon leaving our Sheriff's Station? 

I would appreciate you addressing these questions. 

Sincerely, 

LEROY D. BACA, SHERIFF 

mas P. Angel, Cap ain 
East Los Angeles Station 

:71 7radilion oj cServ.ice 
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APH 19 2001 

MARAVILLA COMMUNITY ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
C/0 Centro Maravilla 

4716 Cesar Chavez Ave. 
Los Angeles, CA 90022 

(323) 260-2804 
(323) 780-7986 fax 

April 16, 2001 

Mr. Diego Cardozo 
Metropolitan Transportation Authority 
One Gateway Plaza 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

RE: Concerns of Maravilla Community Advisory Committee
CAC- of MTA Eastside Lightrail Project; 

Dear Mr. Cardozo: 

The Maravilla Community Advisory Committee (CAC) is a 
community organization created by Supervisor Gloria Molina 
to advise her on events affecting the Maravilla 
Redevelopment area in East Los Angeles. The MTA's proposed 
Eastside Light Rail Project will directly affect the 
businesses and residents of Maravilla by coming down 3rct 

street, between Ford Blvd. And Mednik Avenue. 

Some CAC members were supportive of the project and some 
were very concerned about the safety issues and business 
impact issues that the Light Rail would bring. 

However, The Board of Directors for the Maravilla CAC 
decided to include provisions for the Light Rail Project in 
our Five Year Implementation Plan, which stated that if the 
Light Rail comes to East Los Angeles, we had the following 
issues and concerns. 

SCANNED 
lN RMC 



19.A 

19.8 

• 

• 

Maravilla must get the maximum monies available for 
s treet beautification and o ther public improvements and 
Maravilla must receive this mo ney on a time ly basis, 
whether the rest of the pro j e ct is d e layed or not. 3 rct 

Street must be beautified n ow. 

Businesses must be protected during the c onstruction of 
the Project. We do not want all the traffic to dry up 
o n 3 rct Street due to the constructi o n. The CAC must be 
included in any construction meetings and consulted 
before any traffic is impacted. Traffic includes 
vehicles, public transportation and pedestrian traffic. 

19.CI. There must be left hand turn access in the 
Redevelopment area, both northbound and southbound, for 
major streets such as Mednik and Ford. The rest of the 
redevelopment area depends on this north/south access. 

19.01· 

19.EI. 

There must be another stop at the intersection of Ford 
Blvd. And 3rct Street . . Ford Blvd. Is a maj o r street and 
must have a Light Rail stop. 

The residents of Maravilla must be able to make left 
turns (going eastbound) onto 3rct street. They must have 
a way to go East out of their neighborhood without 
going around the block. 

Adequate compensation for any businesses or residents 
that are impacted by the MTA, including relocation 
assistance. 

The Light Rail must be safe. The train must obey all 
traffic lights and observe the speed limit. 
Significant outreach must be done in the community. 

We have many more concerns. We, as the CAC, are united to 
ensure that the MTA respects our community and that we get 
a first rate, safe Light Rail system, delivered in a timely 
manner, without significant adverse impact on our · residents 
and businesses. 

We want to work very closely with the MTA to ensure that 
all residents and businesses in Maravilla have a full 

19.H understanding of the proposed Light Rail project and have 
the ability to participate in the planning of the Project, 
including any jobs that are created during the construction 
and operation of the Eastside Light Rail. 



We look forward to further presentations at our monthly CAC 
meetings and to working together to better our community. 

If you have any questions, please feel free to contact our 
members who are also on the MTA's Residential Advisory 
Committee: Ron Mukai (323) 263-7359, Richard Alonzo (323) 
263-9117, Victor Duran and Luigi Torres. 

Sincerely, 

Richard Alonzo 
East Los Angeles Chamber of Commerce 
President 

c. Supervisor Gloria Molina 
Raul Rodarte, Maravilla Businesspersons Association 
John Longoria, East Los Angeles Chamber of Commerce 
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SCANNED 

Adelante Eastside Redevelopment Project 
Project Area Committee 

April4, 2001 

Julian Burke, Chairman 
Metropolitan Transportation Authority 
One Gateway Plaza 
Los Angeles, CA 90012-2952 

3500 Whittier Blvd., Suite 107 
Los Angeles, CA 90023 
323.264.3807 

~ 
APR 2001 

Office of lhe CEO 

Subject: Eastside Transit Corridor Light Rail System - Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement and Supplemental Environmental Impact Report 

Dear Mr. Burke: 

IN RMC 

This letter is a request to postpone the deadline for comments on the Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement and Supplemental Environmental Impact Report for the Eastside 
Transit Corridor Light Rail System for the Eastside community of Boyle Heights. At its 
regular meeting of March 27,2001 a consensus was reached by the Project Area 
Committee (PAC) to request this delay on behalf of the community. The PAC heard 
testimony from community residents at the meeting regarding concerns from residents 
about not having enough time to review these documents to comprehend the impacts of 
the proposed system on the community. 

Therefore, the PAC respectfully requests that additional time be made available to the 
Eastside community for the review and comments of these important documents. If you 
have any questions about this request, please contact me at 323-258-0450. 



ROUTE SLIP 
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CITY OF LOS ANGELES 
FRANCES T . BANERJEE 

GENERAL MANAGER 

CALIFORNIA 

RICHARD J . RIORDAN 
MAYOR 

April 17,2001 

James de Ia Loza, Executive Officer 
Planning and Programming 
Metropolitan Transportation Authority 
One Gateway Plaza, Mail Stop 99-22-5 
Los Angeles, CA 90012-2952 

DEPARTMENT OF 
TRANSPORTATION 

22 1 N . FI G U EROA STREET. SUITE 5 00 

L OS A N G ELES . C A 900 1 2 

(2 131 580- 11 77 

FAX 12 131580- 11 8 8 

COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT SEIS/SEIR FOR THE EASTSIDE TRANSIT CORRIDOR 

The City of Los Angeles has reviewed the Draft SEIS/SEIR for the Eastside Transit Corridor and 
has major concerns with issues related to traffic and transportation, street widths and sidewalks, 
street lighting, environmental and land use issues, economic and fiscal , and construction impacts. 
The City of Los Angeles Department of Transportation (LADon submitted comments to you and 
your staff on the Eastside Tran~it Corridor Re-Evaluation MIS and SEIS/SEIR on July 13, 2000, 
October 4, 2000, and December 13, 2000, regarding many of these same concerns. The Draft 
SEIS/SEIR is deficient in its analysis of potential environmental impacts within the City of Los 
Angeles as outlined below. 

KEY CITY CONCERNS 

A. Traffic and Transportation 

1. Alignment 

In LADOT'S comments submitted to the MIA in July, October, and December of 2000, 
concerns were expressed about MIA's plans to run the Eastside Light Rail Transit (LRT) 
line down the medians of Alameda Street and First Street. At least two alternative 
alignments were requested for consideration. In addition, LADOT has met with MIA staff 

21.A on several occasions to discuss these matters and develop an acceptable design and alignment 
modification to be considered in the project documents (See Attachment "A" - "Eastside 
Transit Corridor - LADOT Proposal" AutoCAD drawing). However, except for the 

AN EQUAL EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITY- AFFIRMATIVE ACTION EMPLOYER 
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21.A 

21.8 

21.C 

acquisition of-additional right-of-way on the east side of Alameda Street to preserve some 
roadway capacity, the Draft SEIS/SEIR does not reflect LADOT's recommendations. We 
have been advised by you and your staff to submit LADOT's proposal as part of the City's 
comments on the Draft SEIS/SEIR. We are hereby requesting that the Final SEIS/SEIR 
include the LADOT proposal and a full analysis of its environmental impacts. 

MT A '.s current alignment proposal for the LRT wouid disrupt major truck and bus operations 
and interfere with the House Moving Route on Alameda Street (Designated House Moving 
Routes require a minimum horizontal clearance of 40 feet and a vertical clearance of24 feet 
within the roadway). It would seriously disrupt intersection operations on Alameda Street 
from north of the El Monte Busway entrance to First Street, and provide no southbound or 
eastbound access into the Mangrove Estate site (on the east side of Alameda Street between 
Temple and First Streets) or the existing DWP maintenance yard. There would be no left 
turns at intersections along First and Indiana Streets, and right turns from westbound 3n1 
Street to Indiana Street would be prohibited. 

2. Traffic Forecasts 

The Existing Conditions Screenline ADT Analysis is misleading and should have been done 
for the peak hour period instead of a 24-hour period (peak hour is more critical than 24-
hour). The 24-hour analysis and the assumptions about lane capacities and pe_rcentage of 
daily traffic in peak hour are unrealistic, and therefore V /C and LOS figures · are overly 
optimistic. Actual field observations indicate V /C and LOS are much worse. The V /C 
calculations were done using lane capacity volumes of between 750 to 900 vehicles per lane 
per hour. LADOT' s practice when analyzing segment volumes and capacities is to use a 
capacity value of 700 vehicles per lane per hour. 

3. Traffic Impacts 

Traffic conditions are worsened at every intersection that was evaluated along the alignment. 
The report states that fourteen intersections out of twenty two will continue to be impacted 
to significant levels even with the proposed mitigation measures. The traffic impact analysis 
for First Street and Alameda Street was done only for evening peak hours, contrary to the 

21. D City's understanding that morning peak hours would also be analyzed for these two streets 
which experience heavy morning commute traffic. It was also our understanding that the 
SEIS/SEIR would include an analysis of key signalized intersections using the Highway 
Capacity Manual's (HCM) delay methodology, as we requested in our letter of July 11 , 
2000, to MT A. After reviewing the SEIR/SEIS traffic analysis, which indicates that nine out 
of fourteen intersections along the LRT route in the City would be significantly impacted 
with project implementation and mitigation, we request that the Final SEIS/SEIR include 
an HCM analysis of delay for all significantly impacted intersections in the City listed in 
Table 3-12 for both AM and PM peak hours. 
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21.E 

4. Parking 

The light rail route in the median of First Street is predicated on removal of on-street 
parking. · However, there has been no study to verify that adequate off-street parking is 
available to permit removal of on-street parking. If on-street parking can not be prohibited 
along First Street, then the existing roadway must be widened to accommodate a light rail 
route in the median and still provide one lane in each direction. The removal of on-street 
parking with the proposed single lane operation would impact retail businesses along First 
Street. 

B. Street Widths and Sidewalks 

21.F 

21.G 

21.H 

21.1 l 
·21.J 1 

Alameda Street is classified in the City's General Plan as a Major Highway Class II with a 
planned right-of-way of 104 feet; it should have an 80-foot roadway, 12-foot sidewalks and three 
travel lanes in each direction. For this reason, a minimum 52-foot half-width right-of-way needs 
to be maintained along Alameda Street, in addition to any width needed for the light rail. 
Currently, Alameda Street has an existing 80-foot right-of-way with two travel lanes in each 
direction and left turn channelization within a 64-foot wide roadway from First Street to Temple 
Street. From Temple to Commercial, the street has a 90-foot right-of-way, three travel lanes in 
each direction and left turn channelization within a 70-foot roadway, and widens to a 1 00-foot 
right-of-way with an 80-foot flare at Commercial Street 

First Street west of Mission Road is classified as a Major. Highway Class II, carries significant 
traffic volumes in the morning and evening peak hours, and is used by commuters for access to 
and from the 5, 10, and 101 Freeways at Mission Road. The First Street bridge roadway is 56 
feet wide, leaving enough room for only one 15-foot. through lane in each direction after 
installation of the rail line. Similar right-of-way constraints affect the remainder of First Street, 
which is classified as a Secondary Highway east of Mission Road with a planned right-of-way 
of90 feet, 70-foot roadway and 10-foot minimum sidewalks. It is imperative that two lanes of 
traffic in each direction be maintained along most of First Street to accommodate the current as 
well as future traffic volumes. It should be noted that there are no readily available alternate 
routes between the Boyle Heights freeway ramps and Downtown, and this light rail project is not 
expected to reduce demand along this commuter route. 

With only one travel lane in each direction on First and Indiana Streets, any utility or road work, 
bus stops, breakdowns and right turns blocked by pedestrians would create bottlenecks and could 
disrupt travel for long durations in the affected direction, resulting in wider-ranging congestion. 
Utility and road work would actually create street closures, resulting in detours through the 
surrounding neighborhoods. Moreover, there would be no passing lane for emergency vehicles 
and therefore frequent encroachments onto the rail right-of-way. The unidirectional roadways 
would be less than 20 feet in width (as narrow as 11 feet in segments), which does not meet City 
fire safety standards for fire vehicle access. Eleven-foot wide roadways would prevent driveway 
access. Pedestrian circulation would be impeded by the narrowing of sidewalks to as much as 
3 feet (which violates City and ADA standards). 



21.K 

21.L 

21.N 

21.0 
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C. Street Lighting 

The original street car system running on the First Street bridge was designed to combine 
catenary poles with street lighting poles on the outer edge of the bridge, but this resulted in an 
unattractive visual effect. The clutter of wires in this system created the effect of a mesh on top 
of the bridge, and it became more like a tunnel. This design would also require the manufacture 
of approximately 35 poles (existing poles could not handle additional loads for catenary wires, 
etc. )and reconstruction of all electrical systems at an approximate cost of$2 million. The visual 
problem, construction and maintenance difficulties and excessive costs make this option 
undesirable. Catenary poles in the center of the bridge, as an independent system from the 
lighting poles on the outer edges of the bridge, is a superior design. The City will not support 
a system to mimic the original design. 

Any equipment installed for traffic signal improvements and lighting as part of the LRT project 
will need to conform in appearance to the historical/ornamental streetlights along the alignment. 
The new design of combination traffic/lighting poles must maintain the appearance of the 
original historical/ornamental poles. When Mariachi Plaza was constructed, the BSL, under a 
"Loan Agreement", provided several original historical pedestrian scale poles; they are now 
located around the Plaza. These, along with the kiosk and other historical elements, must be kept 
visible to the public, and vis~~l impacts must be minimized. 

D. Environmental and Land Use Issues 

Light and Glare impacts must be fully addressed. Lighting equipment and design of lighting 
systems will be closely evaluated in terms o( added value to public lighting -light trespass, light 
pollution, glare, equipment maintenance, equipment energy efficiency and others. 

The document should note that the Community Plan Update for Central City North was adopted 
by the Los Angeles City Council on December 15, 2000. The Central City North planning area 
is located immediately north and east (to the Los Angeles River) of the Central City plan area. 
The frontage along First Street" east of Alameda Street is designated for Commercial (north side, 
to Vignes), Commercial Manufacturing (south side, to Vignes), and Light Manufacturing (both 
sides, Vignes to the Los Angeles River). The Central City North Plan designates the area just 
south of the 101 Freeway, north of First Street and east of Alameda Street for increased 
commercial development. The updated Plan also includes an urban design policy section. 

The document should also note that the Community Plan Update for Boyle Heights was adopted 
by City Council on November 10, 1998. The major policies listed in the Draft SEIS/SEIR are 
no longer reflective of the updated Plan. The Plan's updated policies encourage pedestrian
oriented commercial uses along First Street east of Lorena Street (in the vicinity ofEl Mercado), 
retention of neighborhood-serving retail along First Street in the vicinity of Mariachi Plaza (First 
and Bailey), and higher density housing in proximity to rail transit stations. The updated Boyle 



21.01 

21.P 

21.Q 
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Heights Community Plan is available on the City of Los Angeles I Planning Department 
website. 

E. Economic and Fiscal Impacts 

The requirements of Proposition 218 with respect to lighting improvements must be addressed 
in this report. In general, any street/pedestrian lighting improvements that create new 
assessments or increase existing assessments to property owners require that the Proposition 218 
process be followed. This process requires community participation and public approval through 
a ballot process. Depending on its classification under Proposition 218 (private or public road 
and facility), the jurisdiction and lighting standards of the City may apply only to portions of the 
project. Proposition 218 does not impact improvements to private facilities. Complete 
information of the Proposition 218 process is available at the Bureau of Street Lighting. This 
process typically takes about six months to complete. The lighting assessment is paid by property 
owners through the County property tax. Assessments must be confirmed by City Council 
before construction of the system starts. 

F. Construction Impacts 

The identification of the full extent of construction impacts is inadequate. On streets that are 
prqposed for single lane operation, there will likely be full street-closures with no vehicular 
access in the block during construction. This is not clearly identified, evaluated or mitigated, 
although these closures will impact neighborhoods, businesses and possibly schools. At 
locations where the tracks change ali"gnment (e.g., Alameda/ Commercial/ Aliso, Alameda/ First, 
First/ Indiana) there will likely be closures of two streets while the crossing is constructed. These 
closures will result in detours that impact not only frontage along the alignment, but frontages 
along the detour routes. Staging areas for contractor equipment, material and vehicle storage, 
offices, and construction seem to be under-estimated, especially in the single lane areas, subway 
stations and at the portals. The impacts need to be identified and appropriate mitigation 
measures developed. 

LADOT'S PROPOSAL 

In order. to address mitigation problems and retain much-needed traffic capacity and access along 
Alameda Street and First Street, LADOT recommends the following modifications to the MTA's 
proposed LRT alignment (See attached "EASTSIPE TRANSIT CORRIDOR - LADOT 
PROPOSAL" AutoCAD drawing): 

Keep the LRT aerial (above grade) along the north side of Commercial Street to the east side of 
Alameda Street and descend to grade along the east side of Alameda Street between Ducommun 
Street and Temple Street. The proposed single track service line on Ducommun Street would 
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have to ascend to link to the main line. An aerial configuration of the LRT along Commercial 
and Alameda Streets will eliminate significant traffic impacts at the intersections of Commercial 
and Alameda Streets, Temple and Alameda Streets, and First and Alameda Streets (Draft 
SEIS/SEIR Subsection 3.2.4.2, p. 3-13). These impacts would be unacceptable because of the 
high volume of commercial trucking and other traffic along Alameda Street. LADOT's 
alignment would eliminate the loss ofleft-tum channelization on Alameda, which would allow 
northbound access from Alameda Street to the Japanese American National Museum at First 
Street and the federal building complex opposite Ducommon Street. It would also allow 
southbound left-tum access to the DWP maintenance yard and Mangrove Estate site. The 
modified alignment also allows Alameda Street to continue functioning as a House Moving 
Route. 

Move the Little Tokyo Station from First Street to the east side of Alameda Street between 
Temple Street and First Street, in front of the Mangrove Estate site. The station platform could 
have access at both ends. This will maintain two travel lanes and/or turning lanes in each 
direction on First Street without disrupting station access from the service area. 

3. From Alameda Street, turn the LRT into the median of First Street and run along the centerline 
through Boyle Heights and maintain two travel lanes in each direction on First Street (except for 

21. a short segment over the First Street bridge) with spot right-of-way acquisitions and widenings 
(see attached AutoCAD drawing prepared by LADOT). The LADOT proposal would also 
permit full access to the Mangrove Estate site from First Street with a potential traffic signal at 
Hewitt Street and adequate pedestrian access along First Street. 

21.U 

21.V 

1

4. Move the First & Utah station east of Utah Street to take advantage of existing Housing 
Authority land on the north side of First Street for right-of-way acquisition and street widening 
around the station platform. This will permit the continuation of two travel lanes in each 
direction along First Street. 

5. Implement Option 3, continuing the subway tunnel to ]fd Street east ofHicks Avenue. Ifthis is 
not feasible, install signalized intersections at Concord Street for pedestrians, widen the north 
side of First Street to standard half-width for a Secondary Highway from west of Concord to east 
of Lorena Street, maintain minimum 8-foot sidewalks, and run a single track between Lorena · 
Street and Rowan A venue or split the track on two different streets. These measures will reduce, 
although not mitigate, the significant transportation impacts which would result on First and 
Indiana Streets at the east end of the tunnel under Options 1 and 2. 

The LADOT proposal maintains adequate capacity on First and Alameda Streets, allows for turning 
movements as needed, minimizes disruption of major bus, truck and intersection operations, retains 
left turns on Alameda Street at Temple and First Streets, protects the House Moving Route on 
Alameda Street, potentially allows for wider sidewalks on Alameda Street, allows for southbound 
and eastbound access to the Mangrove Estate site, allows for possible retention of on-street parking 
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along First Street during non-peak hours and eases transportation impacts at the east end of the 
twmel and along Indiana Street. 

CITY OF LOS ANGELES SPECIFIC COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT SEIS/SEIR FOR THE 
EASTSIDE TRANSIT CORRIDOR 

The City of Los Angeles Department of Transportation (LADOT), Department of City Planning 
(DCP), Department of Recreation and Parks (DRP), Bureau of Engineering (BOE) and Bureau of 
Street Lighting (BSL) have the following specific comments on the Draft SEIS/SEIR for the Eastside 
Transit Corridor. Also, separate comments may be submitted directly by the City of Los Angeles 
Fire Department to MT A. 

SEIS/SEIR EXECUTIVE SUMMARY - COMMENTS 

Section S.3: Alternatives Considered 

1. Page S-17. Subsection S.3 .3.2 (Alternatives Considered in this Draft SEIS/SEIR - LRT 
Build Alternative): The provision of traffic signal preemption similar to other MT A in
street running systems is not feasible due to the severe negative impact of this system on the 
operation of streets in which it is located. However, transit priority signalization may be 
possible. "Transit priority signalization" should be substituted for "signal preemption" 
throughout the Draft SEIS/SEIR. (LADOT) 

21.X I 2. Page S-18. Subsection S.3.3.2 (Alternatives Considered in this Draft SEIS/SEIR- LRT 
Build Alternative): The "Bus Service" section needs to discuss and identify mitigation for 
the signficant adverse impacts of increased bus operations and passenger transfers on streets 
operations, particularly at stations with only one traffic lane in each direction. (LADOT) 
Page S-22. Subsection S.3.3.2 (Alternatives Considered in this Draft SEIS/SEIR- LRT 
Build Alternative): Due to the severe impacts of the proposed alignment, it should be 
modified to remain aerial over Commercial Street, lowering to at-grade along the eastside 
of Alameda prior to reaching Temple, then along the east side of Alameda with a station 
located between Temple and First. Along First Street, the LRT would remain in the center 
of the street, but two lanes of travel in each direction should be maintained. (LADOT) 

3. 

21.Y 

21.Z I 4. 

21.AA1 5. 

Page S-23. Subsection S.3.3.2 (Alternatives Considered in this Draft SEIS/SEIR- Build 
Alternative): Existing street speed limits vary from 25 to 35 mph; however, with the narrow 
lanes and unidirectional roadways on each side of the centerline-operating LRT, even lower 
speed limits may be necessary. (LADOT) 

Page S-24. Subsection S.3.3.2 (Alternatives Considered in this Draft SEIS/SEIR- LRT 
Build Alternative): The creation of unidirectional roadways less than 20 feet wide, especially 
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21.AAI 

21.Acl 

21.Aol 

21.Ael 

with a 6" raised curb, would likely be unacceptable to LAFD due to safety and operational 
problems, resulting in significant fire and life safety impacts. It is indicated that left turn and 
crossings would only be permitted at major streets. There are numerous signalized inter
sections along the LR T alignment at secondary streets, collector streets and local streets . 
. The document should identify which of these would be closed if the project is built. Also, 
the impacts of shifting all left turns to the major street crossings are not identified in the 
report. In fact, the lack of detailed traffic reassigrurtents and intersection analyses severely 
restricts the ability of reviewing agencies to conduct an informed analysis of the docwnent' s 
adequacy. The ability of vehicles to make right turns into and from driveways or cross 
streets will be severely restricted if not prohibited unless specific mitigations measures are 
identified. The lack of striping plans (similar to those contained in the Mid-City/Westside 
Transit Corridor Draft EIS/EIR) also severely restricts the ability of reviewers to assess the 
impacts of the LR T. The proposed restriction ofleft turns on narrower streets along the LRT 
at certain intersections during some hours of the day but not others is not well-defined for 
the purposes of impact analysis. The lack of detailed information seems to be a consistent 
theme for this document. (LADOT) 

Section S.4: Summary of Environmental Impacts and Proposed Mitieations 

21.AF I 
6. 

21.AGI
7

· 

8. 

21.AH 

10. 

21.AI 

21.AJI11. 

Page S-29. Table S-7 "Summary of Impacts" (Transit - LRT Build): The impact of 
additional buses and bus loading/unloading activities on street operations is not adequately 
identified or evaluated. (LADOT) 

Page S-29. Table S-7 "Summary of Impacts" (Traffic - LRT Build): Traffic analysis 
documentation is not provided, so review of the adequacy of the traffic impacts section is not 
possible. (LADOT) 

Page S-30. Table S-7 "Summary oflmpacts" (Parking- LRT Build): Although the Draft 
SEIS/SEIR says that MT A is committed to a parking replacement plan to replace 140 on
street parking spaces, parking impacts are still potentially significant. Consolidation of off
street parking in one area does not adequately substitute for on-street parking in terms of 
short-term parking needs in front of retail businesses. Replacement parking in other 
locations can also have impacts on the surrounding neighborhood. (LADOT) 

Page S-30. Table S-7 "Summary of Impacts" (Other Modes - LRT Build): The proposed 
narrowing of the sidewalks to 4 feet at the First/Utah and the First/Lorena stations is 
inconsistent with the LA City/MTA's adopted "Land Use/Transportation Policy," City 
sidewalk standards and federal ADA requirements. Therefore, the proposed narrowing 
would have a significant impact even with mitigation measures and should be so noted. 
(LADOT) 

Page S-31. Table S-7 "Summary oflmpacts" (Economic and Fiscal Impacts- LRT Build): 
Additional security enforcement may be needed to cover eight new stations and seven miles 
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21.AK I 
12. 

21.AL I 
13. 

14. 

21.AM 

15. 

21.AN 

21.A~ 16
· 

21.AP 

of LRT track, as noted under "Safety and Security" on page S-36, incurring fiscal impacts 
on the City and/or County. The Draft SEIS/SEIR should recommend appropriate mitigation 
committing MTA to provide funding for this additional security. (LADOT) 

Page S-31. Table S-7 "Summary of Impacts" (Land Acquisition/Displacement and 
Relocation- LRT Build): Areas proposed for the First/Soto and First/Lorena stations under 
Option 3 for construction staging and lay down areas appear to be inadequate in size. 
(LADOT) 

Page S-37. Table S-7 "Summary of Impacts" (Community Facilities/Parklands - LRT 
Build): Crossing guards in the City of Los Angeles are an LADOT operation. Revise 
"Mitigation Measures" to "work with LAUSD, LADOT and private institutions ... " and to 
"make arrangements for MT A funding." (LADOT) 

Page S-38. Table S-7 "Summarv of Impacts" (Construction Impacts - Transportation 
"options 1 &2"): Street widenings would need to be completed prior to any rail construction 
in the center of the street. Portal construction west of Lorena would result in the closure of 
westbound First Street. This impact needs to be identified, discussed and mitigated if 
possible. (LADOT) 

Page S-38. Table S-7 "Summary of Impacts" (Construction Impacts - Transportation 
"Option 3 "): Metro Red Line Station construction at this location included widening of 
First Street along the south side, but this is not identified or discussed. The MTA parcel at 
First and Lorena Street will be needed for construction staging and lay down. How could 
it also serve as parking mitigation during construction? (LADOT) 

Page S-38. Table S-7 "Summary oflmpacts" (Construction Impacts- Transportation "All 
options"): Consider shifting the First/Soto station westerly and rotating the stairs 180° to 
avoid construction decking on Soto. 
• Track bed construction will require nightly closures of streets- MTA should commit 

to requiring plate bridging to allow daytime re-opening of streets crossing track beds. 
• Rail installation typically takes one to three days for a crossing. These closures are 

typically only be permitted Friday night to late Sunday, so some variations may be 
necessary. Traffic circulation plans and off-site mitigation will be necessary. 

• Mainline freeway closure will be necessary for aerial structure construction. Traffic 
circulation plans and off-site mitigation will be necessary. 
All Worksite Traffic Control Plans and Traffic Control Plans for work in the City of 
Los Angeles require acceptance by LADOT and the Department of Public Works 
(DPW). 

• Sidewalk closures and alternate routes should be identified on Worksite Traffic 
Control Plans and require acceptance by LADOT and DPW. 

• Temporary Street Closures for construction require Board of Public Works/City 
Council Approval. 
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• Night work requires LAPD Commission approval, and nighttime ambient noise 
measurements should be taken by the Los Angeles Police Department. (LADOT) 

oll5. 21.Al 
Page S-38. Table S-7 "Summary of Impacts" (Construction Impacts - Land Use and 
Development "LRT Build"): Staging/Lay down/Construction areas for subway stations at 
First/Boyle, First/Soto, and First/Lorena (Option 3) are not clearly identified, and the 
proposed areas appear to be inadequately sized. (LADOT) 

21.AR 

21.AT 

21.A 

16. 

17. 

Page S-39. Table S-7 "Summary of Impacts" (Construction Impacts - Visual and 
Aesthetics): Screen fencing needs to be modified at gates and access points so as not to 
create sight obstructions for vehicles and workers entering and exiting the construction site. 
(LADOT) 

Page S-42. Table S-7 "Summary oflmpacts" (Construction Impacts- Utilities): The Metro 
Red Line Eastside Extension plans included a contract to provide Rapid Response for a 
variety of potential problems involving utilities, subsidence, etc. This needs to be reviewed 
for possible inclusion in the LRT Project. (LADOT) 

Section S.S: Financial Analysis and Evaluation 

18. Page S-48. Subsection S.5.2.1 (Evaluation- Effectiveness in Improving Mobility): Under 
the discussion of"Travel Time Comparisons" it should be noted that due to severe impacts 
on street operations and limited street capacity, it is not known what, if any, signal priority 
will be provided LRT vehicles. In addition, due to the narrow unidirectional roadways, 
speed limits will be re-evaluated. Both of these areas could adversely affect expected LRT 
travel times. (LADOT) 

Section S.6: Issues to be Resolved/Areas of Controversy 

19. PageS-53: The document does not adequately identify and mitigate construction-related 
impacts. Since the traffic analysis and striping plans are not furnished, the adequacy of the 
Draft SEIS/SEIR for transportation cannot be ascertained. It is apparent that the impacts 
from the currently proposed alignment on Alameda and First Streets cannot be mitigated, and 
the LADOT proposal for alignment modification needs to be evaluated and adopted as 
mitigation. (LADOT) . 

CHAPTER 1 -PURPOSE AND NEED- COMMENTS 

Section 1.1: Overview of Purpose and Need 
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20. Page 1-4. Subsection 1.1.4 (Eastside Corridor Alternatives): Streets adjacent to the 
proposed LRT stations (Figure 1-2) will require lighting improvements per the City's 
standards. Any of the three options will have an impact on public lighting in the affected 
streets, and the Draft SEIS/SEIR should include a separate analysis of Light and Glare 
impacts per CEQA requirements. (BSL) 

Section 1.2: Background and Planning Context 

21. The section should include a description of the City of Los Angeles' Transportation Element, 
adopted on September 8, 1999, which designates Transit Priority Streets and sets forth street 
classifications and standards. (LADOT) 

Section 1.3: Transportation Conditions and Needs 

22. 

23. 

24. 

25. 

Page 1-12. Subsection 1.3.1 (Roadway Conditions): In the last paragraph, Table 1-2 
volumes are for selected major, secondary, collector, and local streets. Modify the second 
to last sentence to reflect this and show roadway classifications in the table. These 
comments are also applicable for Table 1-3. (LADOT) 

Page 1-13. Subsection 1.3.1 (Roadway Conditions- Figure 1-4): Local Street should be 
identified as Local or Collector Street. . Also, Figure should state that the map is accurate 
only for the area bounded by Alameda/Olympic/Atlantic/Cesar Chavez. (LADOT) 

Paee 1-14. Subsection 1.3.2 (Roadway Conditions - Table 1-2): Table 1-2 "Selected 
Average Daily Traffic Volumes" sho~ld show ADT Count on Alameda Street North of 
Commercial Street. (LADOT) 

Page 1-15. Subsection 1.3.2 (Roadway -Conditions- Table 1-3): Number oflanes- Does 
this include left-tum lanes? Alameda Street- Is there on-street parking between 101 Fwy 
and First Street? (LADOT) 

21.881 
26

· 
Page 1-20. Subsection 1.3.3 (Transportation System Performance- Table 1-7): There is no 
discussion/indication ofhow V/C or LOS was arrived at. (LADOT) 

27. 

21.8C 

Page 1-21122. Subsection 1.3 .3 (Transportation System Performance - Table 1-8): The 
detailed traffic analysis is not furnished, and there is no discussion on the method utilized 
to arrive at LOS. MTA had previously committed to LADOT to perform AM & PM analysis 
utilizing HCM delay methodology on key intersections. LOS A for the 
Aliso/Commercial/ Alameda intersection casts doubt on the overall accuracy of the traffic 
analysis. (LADOT) 
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CHAPTER 2 -ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED- COMMENTS 

Section 2.4: Alternatives Condsidered in this Draft SEIS/SEIR 

28. 

29. 

30. 

31. 

32. 

33. 

Page 2-12. Subsection 2.4.1.2 CNo-Bui1d Alternative- Highway/Roadway Improvements): 
The widening of Commercial Street from Alameda Street to Santa Fe Avenue should be 
mentioned in this section. It should be noted that this project was submitted to the MT A 
under the "Call for Projects". It is scheduled for FY 2006-07 construction if approved by the 
MTA. (BOE) 

Page 2-12. Subsection 2.4.2 (LRT Build Alternative): See comment 1. on traffic signal 
preemption. This LRT is not similar to other LRT operations (LA-LB or Pasadena). Neither 
of those systems resulted in major or secondary highways being reduced to a single lane with 
a width varying for 1 0 to 15 feet. (LADOT) 

Page 2-13. Subsection 2.4.2 (LRT Build Alternative): The LRT Build Alternative includes 
a subway or tunnel segment. At the 2 portals and their 3 stations, major street work will take 
place; including lighting improvements, refer to figure 2-4. Consideration should be given 
to the impact to existing public lighting, and requirements to future lighting improvements; 
(BSL) 

Page 2-16. Subsection 2.4.2.1 (LRT Build Alternative - Bus Service): This section states 
that "at three station locations, bus lines would be rerouted in order to provide access to the 
light rail system." The text describes the locations of the rerouted bus lines; however, it does 
not show an. illustration of rerouted bus routes vs. existing bus routes. A map (figure 2-x) 
for the proposed rerouted bus lines should be developed illustrating the proposed vs. existing 
bus routes. (LADOT) 

Page 2-18. Subsection 2.4.2.2 (LRT Build Alternative - Bus Service): The section should 
include a more detailed description of the proposed LRT alignment (e.g., north side of 
Commercial Street, median of Alameda Street) and discuss LADOT' s alternative alignment. 
Option 3 is preferred for Indiana Street which would extend the tunnel east of Lorena Street 
to connect with Third Street at-grade east oflndiana Street. This would eliminate any traffic 
and pedestrian impacts of an at-grade alignment on Indiana Street. Options 1 and 2 may be 
infeasible. (LADOT) 

Page 2-18. Subsection 2.4.2.3 (LRT Build Alternative- LRT Service Characteristics): The 
LRT running time based upon traffic signal preemption similar to existing MTA street
running operations may not be possible due to severe impacts that currently proposed 
alignment will have on street operations. Also, speed limits on very narrow major 
/secondary highways will be reviewed and may need to be reduced. (LADon 
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34. 

35. 

Page 2-19. Subsection 2.4.2.3 CLRT Build Alternative - LRT Service Characteristics): 
Right-turns into or out of driveways or cross-streets along proposed single lane operation 
along First Street or Indiana Street would likely require encroachment into rail operating 
area. The restriction of left-turns or track crossings to major intersections is unacceptable. 
These operations should be provided for at all signalized intersections. The provision ofleft
tums at some times of the day and not at others does not seem feasible. A better description 
of this proposal is needed. (LADOT) 

Page 2-23. Subsection 2.4.2.7 (LRT Build Alternative- Maintenance and Storage Facility): 
It is not clear why the track between the main line and the yard needs to split at Hewitt 
Street. This is a non-revenue operation bringing trains into and out of operation. (LADOT) 

CHAPTER 3- TRANSPORTATION- COMMENTS 

Section 3.1: Transit 

36. Page 3-10. Subsection 3.1.2.2 CLRT Build Alternative): In the discussion of "Eastside LRT 
Patronage Forecasts," information should be provided on how the forecasts were developed, 
including underlying assumptions. (LADOT) 

37. Page 3-11. Subsection 3.1.3.1 (Mitigation - Rerouted Bus Lines): There may be major 
impacts due to existing, re-routed, or new bus operations on roadways reduced to a single 
lane due to full blockage of street during loading/unloading. (LADOT) 

Section 3.2: Traffic 

38. 

39. 

40. 

The section should specify all traffic modeling assumptions, including assumptions about 
mode split and vehicular trip reductions due to increased transit ridership in the corridor. 
(LADOT) . 

Page 3-11. Subsection 3.2.1 (Affected Environment): This section should specify the 
classification of each of the named streets (e.g., major highway, secondary highway) as well 
as performance standards (e.g., vehicles per lane per hour) and required number of lanes for 
each classification. For streets in the City of Los Angeles, this information is available in 
the Transportation Element of the General Plan. For example, Alameda Street is a Major 
Highway Class II with two travel lanes in each direction, left turn lane/median, two part-time 
parking lanes and 12-foot minimum sidewalks. The performance standard for a Major 
Highway Class II is 800 vehicles per lane during peak hours. This information will provide 
a basis for analyzing the project's impacts on traffic. (DCP) 

Page 3-11. Subsection 3.2.1 (Affected Environment): In the early 1900s, two railroad 
tracks within a 15-foot wide railroad right-of-way in the center of First Street were operative 
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21.BP 

41. 

21.8 

42. 

21.BR 

21.ss 

1
43. 

44. 

21.BT 

within an 80 foot wide street right-of-way. Another double track system existed in the center 
of Alameda Street and was replaced by a single track in 1977 within the 80-90 foot street 
right-of-way. Both Alameda Street and First Street west of Mission Road are designated as 
Major Highways and are currently substandard. First Street turns into a Secondary Highway 
beyond Mission Road. The proposed light rail corridor will occupy 26 feet of street right-of
way for the rail line and 3 7 feet for the station platforms. This will limit the use of these 
streets for vehicular circulation and access. If the LRT is constructed as proposed and further 
street widening becomes necessary, the Citywillnothave the necessary right-of-way. (BOE) 

Page 3-11. Subsection 3.2.2.1 (Existing Traffic Conditions- Traffic Analysis Locations): 
MT A concurred with LADOT on performing an HCM delay analysis. The following 
intersections should have been reviewed: 1) Alameda/Cesar Chavez, 2) Los 
Angeles/ Alameda, 3) Arcadia/ Alameda/Route 101 Fwy off-ramp, 4) signalized intersections 
on First Street at Utah Station, 5) First/State. (LADOT) 

Page 3-11. Subsection 3.2.2.2 (Existing Traffic Conditions- Screenline Traffic Analysis): 
The Existing Conditions Screenline ADT Analysis is misleading and should have been done 
for the peak hour period instead of a 24-hour period (peak hour is more critical than 24-
hour). The 24-hour analysis and the assumptions about lane capacities and percentage of 
daily traffic in peak hour are unrealistic, and therefore V /C and LOS figures are overly 
optimistic. Actual field observations indicate V /C and LOS are much worse. The V /C 
calculations were done using lane capacity volumes ofbetween 750 to 900 vehicles per lane 
per hour. LADOT's practice when analyzing segment volumes and capacities is to use a 
capacity value of 700 vehicles per lane per hour. Trying to expand peak hour capacities to 
24-hour capacities is problematic at best. (LADOT) 

Page 3-14. Subsection 3.2.2.2 (Existing Traffic Conditions- Screenline Traffic Analysis): 
Screenline analysis provides no description of analysis and lane capacity per lane in Table 
3-6 seems excessive. (LADOT) 

Page 3-14. Subsection 3.2.2.3 (Peak Hour Traffic Analysis): The traffic impact analysis 
for First Street and Alameda Street was done only for evening peak hours, contrary to the 
City' s understanding that morning peak hours would also be analyzed for these two streets 
which experience heavy morning commute traffic. It was also our understanding that the 
SEIS/SEIR would include an analysis of key signalized intersections using the Highway 
Capacity Manual's (HCM) delay methodology, as we requested in our letter of July 11, 
2000, to you. After reviewing the SEIR/SEIS traffic analysis, which indicates that nine out 
of fourteen intersections along the LRT route in the City would be significantly impacted 
with project implementation, we request that the Final SEIS/SEIR include an HCM analysis 
of delay for all significantly impacted intersections in the City listed in Table 3-12. What 
happened to AM analysis that MTA agreed to do? ATSAC already operational. It is my 
understanding that Calca DB is inappropriate for use here and MTA had agreed to use HCM 
Operational Analysis.(LADOT) 
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Page 3-15. Table 3-6 (Existing Conditions Screenline ADT Analysis): Per the various 
footnotes to this table, it appears that the calculations utilized for establishing existing 
capacity for the listed street alignments have been overestimated. Chapter VI - B of the 
Transportation Element (Selection/Performance Criteria for Street Designations) sets forth 
the following vehicles per lane hour thresholds (vplh): for Major Highway Class II, 
800vplh; for Secondary Highway, 700vplh. The- level-of-service analysis needs to be 
revised on that basis. (DCP) . 

Page 3-17 thru 3-32. Tables 3-9, 3-10. 3-12. and 3-15 (Intersection Level of Service 
Analysis): The V/C ratios and LOS figures appear to be unrealistically favorable. Actual 
calculations should be provided so that V /C and LOS figures can be verified. (LADOT) 

Page 3-18 thru 3-21. Subsection 3.2.3.2 (Future Traffic Impacts- LRT Build Alternative): 
The proposed alignment for the light rail route in the median of First Street would reduce the 
capacity of First Street to one lane in each direction. Unless there is a major diversion of 
traffic to other parallel arterial streets such as Fourth Street or Sixth Street/Whittier 
Boulevard, there will be significant congestion and delay along First Street. (LADOT) 

The elimination of one lane in each direction on First Street to end up with two 15-foot wide 
travel lanes without street widening would make it difficult to turn at the intersections, 
especially given existing tight curb returns. Specify whether large vehicles (trucks, buses) 
will be able to make turns on to and off of First Street without encroaching onto the LRT 
tracks. (BOE) 

Page 3-20.21. Subsection 3.2.3.2 (Future Traffic Impacts- LRT Build Alternative): The 
discussions of "Alameda Street" and "1 51 Street" should be revised to reflect LADOT' s 
recommended alignment and street design discussed above. The light rail line should stay 
aerial along Commercial Street, cross over to the east side of Alameda Street and descend 
to grade between Ducommun Street and Temple Street. The rail line would continue to run 
along the east side of Alameda Street to First Street, where it would turn into the median of 
First Street. There would be no through lanes removed on First Street except along the 
middle portion of the First Street bridge. Right-turns into and out of driveways, intersections 
would likely encroach into track area How was the split phasing incorporated into the 
intersection analysis and the impacts of pedestrian timing constraints included? What 
location would have left-turns prohibited? LAFD typically requires a minimum 20-foot 
roadway for emergency equipment movement. The 20-foot to 32-foot cross section 
eliminates at least one lane per direction in addition to the elimination of left tum lanes at 
numerous locations. Beside the impact of the limit line setback, the at-grade 3-car train will 
require approximately 45-seconds to traverse the intersection. How has this impact been 
accounted for and mitigated. Numerous buses destined for the El Monte Busway also utilize 
this intersection. Southbound Alameda left turns would be eliminated at Ducomun. 
Northbound Alameda left-turns to the Japanese-American Museum and to the Federal 
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21.BY 

21.BZ 

21.CAI49. 

21.CB 

1
50. 

51. 

21.cols2. 

21.cel 53. 

Building complex would be eliminated. Northbound left turns would be shifted to Arcadia, 
Los Angeles, and Cesar Chavez- all locations that were not analyzed. Show cross-sections 
at U-channels and Lorena Station. Also, there are numerous locations with left turn lanes 
at signalized intersections- show cross-section. 11-foot lanes between two curb lines would 
make most if not all turning movement impossible without encroachment into rail right-of
way. Placements of a catenary pole in 6-foot sidewalk will likely result in less than ADA 
required walkway width. (LADOT) 

It should also be noted that during the early morning commute ( 6:00-6:30am), the westbound 
traffic on First Street between the Santa Ana Freeway off-ramp and Alameda Street is heavy. 
By eliminating one travel lane, the traffic will slow down to the point of congestion 
especially at the First Street Bridge. By eliminating travel lanes on Alameda Street and First 
Street, the same volume of traffic would be carried on a lower number of lanes. In some 
lanes, the volume of traffic will double, which increases the Traffic Index for designing the 
pavement section of the street. The existing pavement was designed for a much lower Traffic 
Index, with a pavement thickness not designed to handle the increased traffic volumes per 
lane. (BOE) 

In the discussion under " 1 51 Street," it should be noted that removal of a travel lane "where 
the LRT system is at grade" effectively downgrades First Street below its street 
classifications of Major Class II Highway west of Mission Road and Secondary Highway 
east of Mission Road. These classifications have no provision for removal of mixed flow 
lanes, unlike a designated Primary Transit Priority Arterial which does contemplate 
exclusive transit lanes. (DCP) 

Page 3-22. Figure 3-6 (P' Street Typical Cross-Sections): This figure should include a 
cross-section of the First Street bridge, which has a roadway width of 56 feet. (LADOT) 

Page 3-23. Figure 3-7 (Indiana Street Cross-Sections North of 2nd Street): The City/County 
boundary line runs at the center of Indiana Street. Show the boundary line on the cross 
sections where the City of Los Angeles is on the west side of the line. (BOE) 

Pages 3-24. Subsection 3.2.3.2 (Future Traffic Impacts - Traffic Circulation and 
Neighborhood Accessibility): Rerouting of pedestrians to only signalized crossings would 
result in excessive walking distances or encourage violations. The LAFD finds the 6" 
mountable curb unacceptable and requires a Caltrans Type E rolled curb. (LADon 

Pages 3-27. Subsection 3.2.3 .2 (Future Traffic Impacts - Summary of Traffic Lane 
Reductions along the LRT Alignment): Table 3-11 fails to identify left-tum lanes and right
turn lanes. (LADOT) 

Pages 3-27. Subsection 3.2.3.2 (Future Traffic Impacts- Intersection Traffic Service): The 
detailed traffic analysis and work sheets need to be furnished so that a completed review can 
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54. 

55 . 

56. 

57. 

be conducted. It is not clear how pedestrian timing constrains were addressed or how the 45-
second turning movement at Commercial and at First Street were addressed. (LADOT) 

Page 3-28. Subsection 3.2.4.1 (Mitigation- Intersections): This section contains several 
intersections proposed to be mitigated by contributing to the design and implementation of 
ATSAC at the location. Each of the intersections listed is already a part of either the Central 
City East A TSAC System or the Boyle Heights A TSAC System. Two of the intersections, 
First Street and Indiana Street and Third Street and Indiana Street, are maintained by the 

· County ofLos Angeles, and inclusion in the City' s ATSAC System is not feasible. The list 
of proposed mitigation measures needs to be revised and expanded. The proposed mitigation 
to contribute to the design and implementation of A TSAC along Alameda and First Streets 
is meaningless since A TSAC has already been designed and implemented in this area. 
Changes in signal operation to improve efficiency are hollow measures which would not 
mitigate the impacts identified. . These proposals indicate the poor quality of the 
transportation impact analysis and mitigation in this report. (LADOT) 

Page 3-32. Subsection 3.2.4.1 (Mitigation- Intersections): The proposed mitigation at First 
Street and the 101 Freeway southbound off-ramp is to signalize this intersection. Before a 
new signal can be installed at this freeway off-ramp, it must be warranted by both LADOT 
and Cal trans. No· warrant sheets for the installation of a new signal have been pro vied. This 
also holds for the Fourth Street and 1-5 southbound on/off ramps. The prohibition of left 
turns at Lorena and at Indiana would severely impact local circulation and force· circulating 
traffic onto local streets and into residential neighborhoods. Access to El Mercado from 
eastbound First Street would be eliminated. The First/Indiana intersection is controlled by 
an LA County signal, so jurisdiction would need to be transferred. (LADOT) . 

Page 3-33. Subsection 3.2.4.2 (Mitigation- Impacts After Mitigation): Every intersection 
evaluated along the alignment in City of Los Angeles would continue to be impacted even 
after all the MT A proposed mitigation. The City's proposed alignment modifications on 
Alameda and First needs to be evaluated and utilized as mitigation. (LADOT) 

Page 3-34. Subsection 3.2.4.2 (Mitigation- Impacts After Mitigation): Without the detailed 
traffic analysis the adequacy ofTable 3-17 cannot be commented upon. (LADOT) 

Section 3.3: Parking 

58. 

59. 

Page 3-36. Subsection 3.3.1 (Affected Environment): Table 3-18 does not reflect left tum 
lanes at Vignes, Mission, Boyle and Lorena. (LADOT) 

Page 3-37. Subsection 3.3.2.2 (Impacts- LRT Build Alternative): Under the discussion of 
"P1 Street," it should be noted that the north side sidewalk west of Lorena Street will be 
reduced to a 3-foot width. Allowable widths for sidewalks are specified in Standard PlanS-
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470-0 (10' sidewalks for Secondary Highways and 12' sidewalks for Major Highways). 
(BOE) 

Page 3-43. Subsection 3.3.3 (Mitigation): The light rail route in the median of First Street 
is predicated on removal of on-street parking. However, there has been no study to verify 
that adequate off-street parking is available to permit removal of on-street parking. If on
street parking can not be prohibited along First Street, then the existing roadway must be 
widened to accommodate a light rail route in the median and still provide one lane in each 
direction. (LADOT) It should also be noted that park and ride facilities and parking lots 
must include adequate public street and pedestrian lighting improvements. (BSL) 

Section 3.4: Other Modes 

61. Page 3-46. Subsection 3.4.2.1 (Impacts- LRT Build Alternative): Under the discussion of 
"Sidewalks," the final sentence of the first paragraph misstates the City standard. Per the 
City's Standard Plan of Street Dimensions (Standard Plan S-470-0), the Secondary Highway 
standard sidewalk width is ten feet. The Standard Plan (Note 6) also contemplates widened 
sidewalks (i.e. wider than ten feet) adjacent to transit stations. Under the discussion of "1 51 

Street," sidewalks "narrowed ... to 8 feet or less" in proximity to the First/Utah and 
First/Lorena LRT platforms contradicts the City standard cited above and could effectively 
narrow sidewalks precisely in the areas where greater pedestrian activity is anticipated. This 
is a potentially significant impact and should be so noted. (DCP) 

For "Sidewalk~( use Standard Plan S-470-0 which calls for 10' sidewalks for Secondary 
Highways and 12' sidewalks for Major Highways. At _the First/Lorena Station, a 3-foot wide 
sidewalk is proposed. This does not satisfy any standards. Along "Indiana Street" the 6-foot 
sidewalk width with catenary poles would not seem to satisfy ADA standards. "Crossing 
Issues" - to discourage illegal crossings along Washington, pipe railings were installed 
within the median between the tracks. For the Pasadena Blue line, a low level fence will be 
installed between the tracks for the street running segment. (LADOT) 

Street and Pedestrian lighting is critical in the area of"Safety" for any LRT design, minimum 
sidewalk widths from Standard Plan S-470-0 should be allocated throughout the project for 
proper space needed for installation of lighting equipment. (BSL) 

'

62. 
21.CN 

Page 3-47. Subsection 3.4.2.1 (Impacts- Bicyclists): The planning process for Bicycle 
Routes should involve LADOT and the BureauofStreet Services' Bikeway Design Group. 
(BOE) 

63 . 

21.CO 

Page 3-51. Subsection 3.4.3.1 (Mitigation - Pedestrians): "Coordinated development 
planning" cannot be considered a mitigation measure for CEQA purposes. Even if it were 
adequately defined and described, this "mitigation" would only be implemented "in 
redevelopment areas along 1st Street". The First/Utah LRT platform vicinity is not located 
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within a City-designated redevelopment area. This discussion is defective and inadequate. 
(DCP) 

21.CO Street and pedestrian lighting are critical for pedestrian safety in an LRT design, and 
sidewalk widths from Standard Plan S-470-0 should be used to accommodate street lighting 
equipment. (BSL) 

21.C 

21.CR 

21.CS 

The cycle length required for the MTA proposed split phasing would hardly be conducive 
to pedestrian~riented crossings. Is funding assured for implementing MT A linkages 
recommendation or just the study? Pedestrian rerouting will be circuitous. This is not 
mitigated. (LAOOT) 

Section 3.5: Summary of Impacts 

64. 

65. 

66. 

Page 3-53. Subsection 3.5.1.2 (Unavoidable Significant Adverse Impacts- Impacts Found 
Not to be Significant after Mitigation): In the "Other Modes" section, has Cesar Chavez been 
evaluated for possible implementation of a bikeway facility? (LADOT) 

Page 3-53. Subsection 3.5 .2 (Impacts Found Not to be Significant- Traffic): Bus impacts 
in single lane operating areas not fully evaluated - there may be impacts due to extended 
loading/unloading times and complete blockage of roadways. Impacts found not to be 
significant still require review of detailed traffic analysis - which MT A refused to furnish. 
(LADOT) 

Page 3-54. Subsection 3.5.3. (Cumulative Impacts- Other Modes): The sidewalk right of 
way is 12 feet wide on First Street, however this does not necessarily mean that there are 
continuous 12-foot wide concrete sidewalks along the street. The section should specify 
exactly how wide the sidewalks would be after narrowing and whether the final concrete 
sidewalk widths would satisfy ADA requirements. Relying on future new developments to 
restore the sidewalks to full-width could leave the City with substandard sidewalks for a long 
period of time and is an Unacceptable mitigation measure. (BOE) 

EIR CHAPTER 4- AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT AND ENVIRONMENTAL 
CONSEQUENCES- COMMENTS 

Section 4.1: Land Use And Development 

67. Page 4.1-6. Subsection 4.1.1.2 (Affected Environment- Study Area): Under the discussion 
of"General Plan Summaries- Central City North/City of Los Angeles," the Community Plan 
Update for this area was adopted by City Council on December 15, 2000. The Central City 
North planning area is located immediately north and east (to the Los Angeles River) of the 
Central City plan area. The frontage along First Street east of Alameda Street is designated 
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for Commercial (north side, to Vignes), Commercial Manufacturing (south side, to Vignes), 
and Light Manufacturing (both sides, Vignes to the Los Angeles River). The Central City 
North Plan designates the area just south of the 101 Freeway, north of First Street and east 
of Alameda Street for increased commercial development. The updated Plan also includes 
an urban design policy section. Under the discussion of General Plan Summaries - Boyle 
Heights/City of Los Angeles, the Community Plan Update for this area was adopted by City 
Council on November 10, 1998. The major policies listed are no longer reflective of the 
updated Plan. The updated Plan includes policies to encourage pedestrian-oriented 
commercial uses along First Street east of Lorena Street (in the vicinity of El Mercado), 
retain and encourage neighborhood-serving retail along First Street in the vicinity of 
Mariachi Plaza (First and Bailey), and encourage higher density housing in proximity to rail 
transit stations. The updated Boyle Heights Community Plan is available on the City of Los 
Angeles I Planning Department website. (DCP) 

Page 4.1-11. Table 4.1-1 (Recent And Future Development Activity): For informational 
purposes, the line item in this table regarding the Mangrove Estates Project should provide 
greater detail. The Mangrove Estates Project is a mixed use project which includes a hotel, 
multiple-unit residential, and ancillary retail and should not be classified as simply 
commercial. (DCP) 

Section 4.2: Economic and Fiscal Impacts 

69. Page 4.2-3. Subsection 4.2.3.2 (Impacts- LRT Build Alternative): A new subsection called 
"Lighting Improvements and Proposition 218" should be added to this section. In general, 

. any street/pedestrian lighting improvements that create new assessments or increase existing 
assessments to property owners require the Proposition 218 process. This process not only 
requires community participation but also public approval through a ballot process. 

21.C Depending on the classification of this project (private or public road and facility), the 
jurisdiction and lighting standards of the City may only apply to portions of the project. 
Proposition 218 does not impact improvements to private facilities. Complete information 
Of the Proposition 218 process is available at BSL. This process typically takes about 6 
months to complete. The lighting assessment is paid by property owners through the County 
property tax. Assessments must be confirmed by City Council before construction of the 
system starts. (BSL) 

70. Page 4.2-5. Subsection 4.2.3.2 (Impacts- LRT Build Alternative): Under the discussion of 
"Significance oflmpacts," add: "if a new street lighting maintenance assessment is created 

21.CV or an existing assessment is increased, property owners will pay that assessment. A typical 
rate for the year 200 I, on a major street in a commercial zone, is approximately $2.45 per 
foot; only benefitting frontage is assessed." (BSL) 
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Section 4.5: Equity and Environmental Justice Considerations 

71. Page 4.5-7. Subsection 4.5.4.2 (Adverse Impacts and Mitigation Measures - LRT Build 
Alternative): "Traffic Circulation and Pedestrian Safety" -Traffic conditions are worsened 
not at several but at every intersection along the alignment that was evaluated. Construction 
impacts, especially in areas with proposed single lane operation will require closure of street 
to construct project- this is not clearly identified, evaluated or mitigated. These closures will 
impact the neighborhoods and possibly schools. (LADOT) 

Section 4.6: Visual and Aesthetics 

• 72. Page 4.6-5. Subsection 4.6.3.2 (Impacts- LRT Build Alternative): Proposed modifications 
of the present street layout (striping, parking lane removal, right-of-way acquisition, etc .) 
most likely will involve redesign and reconstruction of the lighting system for the new 
configuration (Figures 3-5 thru 3-10). Any equipment installed for traffic signal 
improvements and lighting as part of the LRT project will need to conform in appearance to 
the historical/ornamental streetlights along the alignment. The new design of combination 
traffic/lighting poles must maintain the appearance of the original historical/ornamental poles 
(Figure 3-4). (BSL) 

• 21.CX 

• 
• 73. Page 4.6-7. Subsection 4.6.3.2 (Impacts- LRT Build Alternative): Under the discussion of 

"Subway Station Entrances," it is stated that the lack of an enclosing element at the First 
Street/Boyle Avenue station would have a significant negative visual impact on Mariachi 
Plaza. This impact and proposed mitigation measures should be more specifically described. 
(BOE) 

• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 

21.CY 

21.CZ 

21.DA 

74 . 

When Mariachi Plaza was constructed, the BSL, under a "Loan Agreement", provided 
several original historical pedestrian scale poles; they are now located around the Plaza. 
These, along with the kiosk and other historical elements, must be kept visible to the public, 
and visual impacts must be minimized. (BSL) 

Page 4.6-9. Subsection 4.6.3.2 (Impacts- LRT Build Alternative): Under the discussion 
of "Light, Glare, Shade, and Shadow," the opening statement is not correct. BSL can 
require installation of new lighting systems in public areas that had no lighting before 
construction of the LRT. In other instances, BSL can require an increase in existing lighting 
levels for safety reasons. (BSL) 

Section 4.8: Noise and Vibration 

75. Page 4.8-8. Subsection 4.8.3.2 (Impacts- LRT Build Alternative): Under the discussion of 
"Wheel Squeal," it is stated that wheel squeal impacts could occur along tight curves in the 
track with radii of less than 400 feet. The proposed alignment includes numerous curves 
with radii of just over 100 feet, so it is clear that wheel squeal impacts will occur. Under 



21.CW 

21.CX 

21.CY 

21.CZ 

21.DA 

James de Ia Loza -21- April 17, 2001 

Section 4.5: Equity and Environmental Justice Considerations 

71. Page 4.5-7. Subsection 4.5.4.2 (Adverse Impacts and Mitigation Measures - LRT Build 
Alternative): "Traffic Circulation and Pedestrian Safety" -Traffic conditions are worsened 
not at several but at every intersection along the alignment that was evaluated. Construction 
impacts, especially in areas with proposed single lane operation will require closure of street 
to construct project- this is not clearly identified, evaluated or mitigated. These closures will 
impact the neighborhoods and possibly schools. (LADOT) 

Section.4.6: Visual and Aesthetics 

72. 

73. 

74. 

Page 4.6-5. Subsection 4.6.3.2 (Impacts- LRT Build Alternative): Proposed modifications 
of the present street layout (striping, parking lane removal, right-of-way acquisition, etc.) 
most likely will involve redesign and reconstruction of the lighting system for the new 
configuration (Figures 3-5 thru 3-10). Any equipment installed for traffic signal 
improvements and lighting as part of the LRT project will need to conform in appearance to 
the historical/ornamental streetlights along the alignment. The new design of combination 
traffic/lighting poles must maintain the appearance of the original historical/ornamental poles 
(Figure 3-4). (BSL) 

Page 4.6-7. Subsection 4.6.3.2 (Impacts- LRT Build Alternative): Under the discussion of 
"Subway Station Entrances," it is stated that the lack of an enclosing element at the First 
Street/Boyle A venue station would have a significant negative visual impact on Mariachi 
Plaza. This impact and proposed mitigation measures should be more specifically described. 
(BOE) 

When Mariachi Plaza was constructed, the BSL, under a "Loan Agreement", provided 
several original historical pedestrian scale poles; they are now located around the Plaza. 
These, along with the kiosk and other historical elements, must be kept visible to the public, 
and visual impacts must be minimized. (BSL) 

Page 4.6-9. Subsection 4.6.3.2 (Impacts- LRT Build Alternative): Under the discussion 
of "Light, Glare, Shade, and Shadow," the opening statement is not correct. BSL can 
require installation of new lighting systems in public areas that had no lighting before 
construction of the LRT. In other instances, BSL can require an increase in existing lighting 
levels for safety reasons. (BSL) 

Section 4.8: Noise and Vibration 

75. Page 4.8-8. Subsection 4.8.3.2 (Impacts- LRT Build Alternative): Under the discussion of 
"Wheel Squeal," it is stated that wheel squeal impacts could occur along tight curves in the 
track with radii of less than 400 feet. The proposed alignment includes numerous curves 
with radii of just over 100 feet, so it is clear that wheel squeal impacts will occur. Under 
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mitigation for wheel squeal (page 4.8-19), it is stated that mitigation measures should be 
immediately available to treat a potential problem as soon as pre-revenue system operations 
begin. It would be more cost effective and efficient if these mitigation measures were 
implemented during the design/build stage. (BOE) 

Section 4.13: Energy 

21.08' 
76. 

1
77. 

21.0C 

Page 4 .. 13-3. Subsection 4.13 .3.2 (Impacts- LRT Build Alternative): This section should 
address the potential of"stray currents" created by the huge power lines that cross 1st Street 
near the L.A. river. What will the effects be on the catenary lines? (DRP) 

Page 4.13-4. Subsection 4.13.4 (Mitigation): Add the following: "High-energy efficient · 
fixtures only to be specified in all public lighting improvements (exclude use of MV, LPS 
and incandescent lamps)." (BSL) 

Section 4.14: Safety and Security 

78. 

21.00 

79. 

Zf.OGI 
21.0H 

Page 4.14-1. Subsection 4.14.2.1 (Methodology for Impact Evaluation- Accidents and 
Safety Issues): This section should discuss pedestrian safety at the portals. It should 
specifically discuss the portal near Pecan Park where there is an outdoor community 
swimming pool that attracts over 11,000 children each summer. This number will only 
increase as the 550 families move back into the neighborhood upon the completion of the 
Aliso housing project. This section should also discuss pedestrian safety in regards to the 
catenary wires transition from the poles to the tunnel, and in regards to preventing 
pedestrians from slipping or jumping onto the track and into on-coming trains from the 
walkways within the tunnel. (DRP) 

Page 4.14-3. Subsection 4.14.4.1 (Mitigation- Accidents and Safetv Issues): The at-grade 
LRT line goes underground just east of the Clarence Street and First Street intersection. This 
intersection is near Utah Elementary School and several School Crossing Zones. The plans 
should include safety features to protect school children from walking or falling into the U
section. (BOE) 

Add the following to the list of mitigation measures: "Appropriate lighting shall be provided 
at all locations where there is conflict between the movement of pedestrians, vehicles, 
bicycles and trains. In addition, lighting shall provide excellent visibility for train operators 
to be able to react to possible conflicts, especially to pedestrians crossing the tracks." (BSL) 

At what locations will left-tum restriction gates be considered? Crossing guards in City of 
LA are an LADOT operation. Coordination should also occur w/ LADOT and funding 
arrangements committed to. (LADOT) 
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80. Page 4.14-4. Subsection 4 .14.4.1 (Mitigation- Accidents and Safety Issues) : Final traffic 

21 .0\ signal and striping plans will be prepared by LADOT in the City of Los Angeles. Many of 
the mitigation measures will be incorporated by LADOT into these plans for construction 
by MT A. (LADOT) 

Section 4.15: Historic/Archaeological/Paleontological Resources 

21.DJ 

1
81. Page4.15-11. Subsection 4.15.3.2 (Impacts- LRT Build Alternative): Any historical/ 

ornamental electroliers at the cultural resources listed on Table 4.15-2 must be retained, 
refurbished and upgraded. (BSL) 

21.DK 

21.DL 

82. Page 4.15-19. Subsection 4.15.4.2 (Architectural/Historic - Visual): This section is not quite 
correct. The first rail system running on the First Street Bridge was designed to have 
catenary poles combined with the street lighting poles on the outer edge of the bridge, but 
this did not create a pleasant visual effect. The clutter of wires in this system created the 
effect of a mesh on top of the bridge, and it became more like a tunnel. This visual problem 
in addition to construction and maintenance difficulties and costs make this option less 
desirable. Catenary poles in the center of the bridge, as an independent system from the 
lighting poles on the outer edges of the bridge, would be a much better option. BSL will not 
support a system to mimic the original design. If this option is selected, it would require the 
manufacturing of approximately 35 poles (existing poles could not handle additional loads 
for catenary wires, etc.) and reconstruction of all electrical systems at an approximate cost 
of $2 million. (BSL) 

Section 4.16: Communitv Facilities/Parklands 

83. Page 4.16-9. Subsection 4.16.3.2 (Impacts- LRT Build Alternative): "Schools" - While 
some schools are not adjacent to LRT alignment, they may still be impacted since each 
school has "Safest Routes to School" (STEPS) Maps that in City of LA are prepared by 
ALDOT. As mitigation MTA should fund City LADOTILAUSD review ofthese maps for 
necessary revisions and development of mitigation at crossings. (LADOT) 

21.DM 1
84. Page 4.16-10. Subsection 4 .16.4 (Mitigation): Add "LABSL" to the second bullet to read 

as follows: "Work with LADOT, LAPD, LABSL and the County Sheriff to implement 
mutually agreed upon measures, such as posting ... " (BSL) 

21.DN 

Section 4.18: Utilities 

1
85. Page 4.18-1. Subsection 4.18.1 (Affected Environment- Table 4.18-1): Add to Table 4.18-1 

under Providers," Los Angeles City Public Works Department, Bureau of Street Lighting" 
(BSL) 
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87. 

Page 4.18-2. Subsection 4.18.3.2 (Impacts- LRT Build Alternative): There are existing 
main sewer lines that run below the center of Commercial Street and Ducommun Street. If 
the existing sewers are too close too the LRT line, it will be very difficult and costly for the 
City to do any sewer repair or reconstruction in the future. The City will need sewer 
easements from the MT A to get access to the sewers. The average age of the existing sewers 
is 1 00 years. The City will need to televise all the impacted sewers to assess their condition 
and perform any necessary work before LRT construction takes place. (BOE) 

Page 4.18-2. Subsection 4.18.3.2 (Impacts - LRT Build Alternative): The storm drain 
system is over 85 years old. Similar to the sewer system, the storm drain system will need 
to be televised to assess its condition, and easements should be obtained for future 
maintenance. Repair or replacement of the storm drain system after the LRT is constructed 
would incur extra construction costs because contractors would be working within a railway 
corridor. These costs would be borne by the City, which should be noted. There are also 
minor storm drain systems along First Street that will be affected by the at-grade LRT line. 
These systems should receive the same treatment as required for the storm drain system in 
Alameda Street. (BOE) 

Section 4.19: Construction Impacts 

21.0QI88. Page 4.19-1. Subsection 4.19.1 (Construction Methods): Add to the list of work activities: 
"The installation or modification of street lighting systems." (BSL) 

89. 

21.08 

21.DTI90. 

21.0U 

1
91. 

The extent of full street closures may be greater than identified and the need for off-site 
mitigation greater. Extensive utility relocations/modification may be required prior to rail 
work. (LADOn 

Page 4.19-2. Subsection4.19.1.1 (Construction Methods- Required Construction Areas and 
Easements): The staging areas at the First/Soto and at First/Lorena subway stations do not 
appear adequate from what has been furnished. Street level LRT station staging areas, 
especially off-street, need to be identified for impacts. Using the streets adjacent to the 
stations when there is only a single lane would result in full street closures and the inability 
to provide access to residences and business. These closures would also impact local streets 
and surrounding neighborhoods due to detours. (LADOT) 

Page 4.19-2. Subsection 4.19.1.2 (Construction Methods- General Construction Scenario): 
On table 4.19-1 , add under Tasks for Item 5, Light Construction: "Lighting". (BSL) 

Page 4.19-2. Subsection 4.19.1 .3 (Construction Methods - Surface Construction): 
Mountable curbs and less than 20-foot roadway widths are not acceptable to LAFD. 
(LADOT) 
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21.DV 

93. 

21.DW 

93. 

21.DX 

21.DY 194
· 

21.DZ I 95. 

96. 

21.EA 

21.EB 197. 

Page 4.19-3: Subsection 4.19.1.3 (Construction Methods - Surface Construction): 
Construction in areas that leaves only one lane open may not provide adequate access to 
residences and businesses. This needs to be clarified in order to address impacts. Some 
crossings should provide the ability for bridging over the track area for reopening when 
construction is not occurring. Closure would typically be permitted only from Friday night 
to early Monday morning for rail installation. (LADOT) 

Page 4.19-4. Subsection 4.19.1.3 (Construction Methods- Surface Construction): Under 
the discussion of"Bridge Construction," it should be noted that the First Street Bridge was 
under construction recently as part of the Bridge Seismic Retrofitting Program. The MTA 
designers should examine the new plans as well as the old as-built plans and use the latest 
Caltrans codes and loading requirements to make sure the bridge will be able to sustain the 
proposed LRT line. The designers should also consult with the City' s Bureau of 
Engineering, Structural Division about safety issues on the bridge and other criteria such as 
the Catenary Overhead Height Requirement. (BOE) 

Under "Bridge Construction," add a discussion of freeway main line closures, impacts and 
detours. (LADOT) 

Page 4.19-4. Subsection 4.1 9 .1. 4 (Construction Methods - Underground Construction): The 
proposed "U-Section" and "Cut & Cover" excavations will impact existing utilities including 
sewer and storm drain systems. These systems must be operative during construction before 
they are restored to their original depths, locations and grades. In determining how to 
construct the U-sections and the box structures, care must be taken not to eliminate sewers 
or storm drains. If this is unavoidable, new systems must be constructed at different 
configurations to serve the same functions. (BOE) 

Page 4.19-5. Subsection 4.19.1.4 (Construction Methods - Underground Construction): 
Restoration of City facilities would be to City standards. (LADOT) 

Page 4.19-6. · Subsection 4.19.1.4 (Construction Methods - Underground Construction): 
Under the discussion of "Street Restoration/Site Restoration," restoration of City streets 
would be to City standards. (LADOT) 

Page 4.19-7. Subsection4.19.1.4 (Construction Methods- Underground Construction): For 
Figure 4.19-1, typically an 8-foot sidewalk clear of obstructions is the goal. What does the 
17 -foot area represent? Is this typical for the Eastside project? Also, K -rail would be utilized 
between construction and traffic areas and between sidewalk and construction area. 
Restoration of City facilities would be to City standards. (LADOT) 

Page 4.19-8. Subsection 4.19.1.4 (Construction Methods- Underground Construction): For 
Figure 4.19-2, very few of the Red Line Stations utilized a crane and bucket to bring 
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98. 

excavated material to the surface. What is likely to be used on the Eastside project? 
(LAoon 

Page 4.19-12. Subsection 4.19.1.4 {Construction Methods - Underground Construction): 
Under the discussion of"Ventilation Shafts and Emergency Exits," there is no mention of 
access hatch locations. Ventilation shafts and emergency exits should be located in MT A 
property whenever possible. Iflocated in City right-Of-way, future widening of streets to City 
standards may be precluded. (LADOn 

21.ED 1
99. Page 4.19-13. Subsection 4.19.2.1 (Construction Period Impacts and Mitigation- Transit): 

As mentioned elsewhere, closures may be more than night only if project gets built as 
proposed with only "single" narrow lane adjacent to rail cross-section. (LADOT) 

21.EE 1
100. Page 4.19-14. Subsection 4.19.2.2 (Construction Period Impacts and Mitigation- Traffic): 

See earlier comments on narrow single lane impacts. The aerial structure impact would close 
half of Commercial Street. This should be addressed. (LADon 

21.EF 1
101. Page 4.19-15 . Subsection 4.19.2.3 (Construction Period Impacts and Mitigation- Parking): 

The MTA-owned site at First and Lorena Streets will likely not be adequate for construction 
staging, so how could it be used for parking? Free parking should be provided to contractor 
employees. (LADOT) 

102. Page 4.19-26. Subsection 4.19 .2.9 (Construction Period Impacts and Mitigation- Economic 
Activity): Under "Mitigation," change the seventh line of the paragraph to read, "The survey 

21.EG would aid MTA and City/County in developing Worksite Traffic Control plans .... " Is 
funding being provided to implement the Review Advisory Committee and Station Area 
Advisory Committee measures recommended for implementation? (LADOT) 

21.EH 

1
103. Page 4.19-27. Subsection 4.19.2.10 (Construction Period Impacts and Mitigation -

Neighborhoods): Street closures along the alignment will result in detours involving local 
streets and residential areas. What will be. done to mitigate this? What about additional 
noise? (LADon 

104. Page 4.19-28. Subsection 4.19 .2.11 (Construction Period Impacts and Mitigation -
Community Facilities/Parklands): This section should contain a subsection called "Pecan 
Park". Within this subsection Proposition 12, which is a grant application that proposes to 
rebuild the large outdoor community swimming pool in FY 2003-04, and Proposition K, 

21.EI which proposes a $3 million gyrnnasiwn to be constructed during FY 2003-04, should be 
discussed in regards to possible conflicts in construction schedules with the LRT 
construction. Also, within this subsection, special considerations should be discussed for 
protecting the outdoor community pool from dust/dirt and any possible damage from 
vibration or settling. (DRP) 
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106. 

107. 

108. 

1
109. 

Page 4.19-29. Subsection 4.19.2.11 {Construction Period Impacts and Mitigation -
Community Facilities!Parklands): What will detour impacts be on these facilities and what 
will the mitigation be? (LADOT) 

Page 4.19-31. Subsection4.19.2.13 {Construction Period Impacts and Mitigation- Geologic 
and Seismic): During Red Line Eastside design, a "Rapid Response Contract" was 
developed. Will this be done for this project? Also, other tunneling in Hollywood and from 
North Hollywood to Hollywood had daily reports on tunneling, settlements, and other issues. 
Will these reports be done for Eastside tunneling and furnished to outside agencies? 
(LADOT) 

Page 4.19-32. Subsection 4.19.2.13 {Construction Period Impacts and Mitigation- Geologic 
and Seismic): Under the discussion of "Mitigation - Tunneling-Induced Ground Surface 
Settlement," it is stated that "for the suspended Metro Red Line project, the warning level 
for settlement five feet above the tunnel crown was 1.5 inches and 2 inches was the 
maximum allowable. Settlement limits similar to those used for the suspended project are 
anticipated for the LRT Build Alternative tunnel." Specify if and how the settlement five 
feet above the tunnel crown would affect the street surface and what the settlement at surface 
would be. (BOE) 

Page 4.19-38. Subsection 4.19.2.15 {Construction Period Impacts and Mitigation - Water 
Resources): Under the discussion of" Impacts- Surface Water," it is stated that "water from 
de-watering would be discharged into the storm drain system, which, in turn, drains into the 
Los Angeles River." The section should specify the following mitigation measure: 
"Prior to discharging into the City storm drain system, 
(a) Obtain water samples from the locations and depths where the dewatering is planned. 
(b) Perform water quality sampling tests to determine the different constituents and levels 
of contamination. 
(c) Present your findings to the Regional Water Quality Control Board to obtain an NPDES 
permit that will determine the allowed levels of contaminants and volume of discharges into 
the storm drain system. 
(d) Provide the City of Los Angeles with a ccipy of the NPDES permit." (BOE) 

Page 4.19-42. Subsection 4.19 .2.17 {Construction Period Impacts and Mitigation- Utilities): 
In the "Significance of Impacts - Mitigation" section, add the following as one bullet: 
"Provide temporary Street and Pedestrian lighting at all times during construction phase." 
(BSL) 

110. Page 4.19-44. Subsection 4.19.2.19 {Construction Period Impacts and Mitigation- Safety 
and Security): In the "Impacts - Security and Crime Prevention" section at the end of the 

21.EO third paragraph, add the following: "Security lighting shall be provided for emergency 
response around construction zones. The City of Los Angeles will require standard lighting 
leveis for detour roadways through and around construction zones." In the "Mitigation -
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Accident and Safety Impacts" section, the last part of the last bullet should read as follows: 
" ... station sites; and installation of appropriate signing and lighting as required." (BSL) 

21.EP 

1

111. Page 4.19-45. Subsection 4.19.2.19 (Construction Period Impacts and Mitigation- Safety 
and Security): Temporary fencing, if solid or with gawk screens, should be modified at 
driveways to provide visibility between pedestrians and vehicles. Also, flag persons would 
be required at access points to construction sites. (LADOT) 

21.EQ 

Section 4.20: Maintenance and Storage Facilities 

112. Page 4.20-3. Subsection 4.20.2.1 (Option 1-Red Line Yard- Option 1A-Red Line Yard): 
The type of control system (signals, stop signs, gates) will be subject to further review by 
LADOT, the MT A and the California Public Utilities Commission. Specify the locations of 
decking operations. (LADOT) 

New Section 4.X: Light and Glare 

The following comments should be considered for a new section on light and glare impacts: 

113. Specific proposals for lighting systems for pedestrians and park and ride facilities at LRT 
Station"s need to be made. City standards and the LA City/MT A "Land Use/ Transportation 
Policy" should be referenced for designing such improvements. (BSL) 

114. Any proposed improvements, modifications or upgrades of existing street lighting may result 
in changing the current street lighting assessments and therefore be impacted by Proposition 
218 requirements. (BSL) 

115. Lighting levels to be proposed for this project are in the range of2.0- 2.5 foot-candles along 
the LRT path, in the range of3.0- 4.0 foot-candles at intersections, and in the range of 1.0-

21.ER 2.0 foot-candles for sidewalks. Uniformity ratios will be in the range of3:1- 6:1. (BSL) 

116. Existing historical electroliers ( 4 Keystone 8 CI Long Bell) at Mariachi Plaza must be 
returned to the Bureau of Street Lighting if they are replaced by a different type of 
equipment. (BSL) 

117. Full cut off fixtures only to be specified in all lighting improvements. (BSL) 

118. Lighting equipment and design of lighting systems will be closely evaluated in terms of 
added value to public lighting -light trespass, light pollution, glare, equipment maintenance, 
equipment energy efficiency and others. (BSL) 
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EIR CHAPTER 5- FINANCIAL ANALYSIS AND COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVES 
COMMENTS 

Section 5.1: Financial Analysis 

119. Page 5-1. Subsection 5.1.1 (Capital Cost Estimates): Typically, estimates for public right
of- way improvements, and more specifically lighting improvements, are underestimated. 
This section does not discuss the costs of improvements required for public roadways and 
facilities (within capital cost). The project will impact areas that contain expensive 

21.ES ornamental/historical poles in the City of Los Angeles. Refurbishing and/or duplication of 
these poles to bring the system up to present standards will be costly. The typical $3 ,000 or 
$5,000 per pole used in other financial analyses will definitely be very low for this type of 
system. In addition, several impacted areas can be expected to go to the high-end cost (e.g., 
Alameda Street). BSL is available to- provide input for a reevaluation of the lighting 
improvement cost estimates. (BSL) 

This concludes the comments of the City ofLos Angeles Department ofTransportation, Department 
of City Planning, Department of Recreation and Parks, Bureau of Engineering and Bureau of Street 
Lighting. If you have any questions, please contact Susan Bok of my staff at (213) 580-5425. 

,~If!- ~;G~ ·, 
CES T. BANERJEE 

eral Manager · 

Attachment 

cc: Steve Brye, Project Manager, MTA 
Jaime De La Vega, Mayor' s Office 
Roberto Mejia, Office of the Chief Legislative Analyst 
Ninth Council District 
Fourteenth Council District 
Fifteenth Council District 
Franklin P. Eberhard, Department of City Planning 
Michael Littleton, Fire Department 
Maureen Tamuri, Department of Recreation and Parks 
Robert La France, Bureau of Engineering 
Orlando E. Nova, Bureau of Street Lighting 
Dung Tran, Bureau of Street Services 
Patricia Huber, OARS 
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FORM. GEN. 160 (Rev. S-aO) CITY OF LOS ANGELES 
INTER-DEPARTMENTAL CORRESPONDENCE 

April 16, 2001 

TO: Metropolitan Transportation Authority 
One Gateway Plaza 
Los Angeles, CA 90012-2952 

Attn: Steve Brye 

FROM: Fire Department 

SUBJECT: DRAFT SUPPLEMENTAL ENVIRONMENTAL 
IMPACT STATEMENT AND SEIR 

PROJECT LOCATION 

Los Angeles Eastside Corridor 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

To evaluate the Light Rail Transit (LRT) Build Alternative along with its three transition 
options between 1st Street and 3rd Street (near Indiana Street) and the No-Build 
Alternative and for the Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority (MTA) 
Board of Directors to select the most appropriate transition option for the Eastside 
Corridor while ensuring that potentially significant environmental consequences are 
considered as part of this process. In addition, the Board will select one of the three 
Maintenance and Storage Facility (M&SF) sites for further analysis in subsequent 
documents. 

The following comments are furnished in response to your request for this Department to 
review the proposed development: 

A. Fire Flow 

The adequacy of fire protection for a given area is based on required fire
flow, response distance from existing fire stations, and this Department's 
judgment for needs in the area. In general, the required fire-flow is closely 
related to land use. The quantity of water necessary for fire protection 
varies with the type of development, life hazard, occupancy, and the degree 

- of fire hazard. 
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22.A 

B. 

C. 

zz.e I 

Fire-flow requirements vary from 2,000 gallons per minute (G.P.M.) in low 
density residential areas to 12,000 G. P.M. in high-density commercial or 
industrial areas. A minimum residual water pressure of 20 pounds per 
square inch (P.S.I.) is to remain in the water system, with the required 
gallons per minute flowing. The required fire-flow for this project has been 
set at 4,000 G. P.M. from 4 fire hydrants flowing simultaneously. 

Response Distance 

The Fire Department has existing fire stations at the following locations for 
initial response into the area of the proposed development: 

Fire Station No. 4 
800 N. Main Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Task Force Truck and Engine Company 
Hazardous Materials Unit 
Staff- 14 

·Fire Station No. 2 
1962 Cesar Chavez Avenue 
Los Angeles, CA 90033 
Task Force Truck and Engine Company 

· Paramedic Rescue Ambulance 
Staff- 12 

Fire Station No. 25 
2927 Whittier Boulevard 
.Los Angeles, CA 90023 
Single Engine Company 
Staff- 4 

All portions of the Los Angeles Eastside Corridor are within the 1% mile 
maximum response distance to LAFD Fire Stations. 

Firefighting Access, Apparatus, and Personnel. 

Submit plot plans indicating access road and turning area for Fire 
Department approval. 
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22.c I During demolition, the Fire Department access will remain clear and 
unobstructed. 

22.01 

;;:e I 
22.F I 

22.GI 

22.H I 
22.1 1 

Fire lanes shall be a minimum of 20 feet free and clear on both sides of 
track outside the dynamic envelope. When a fire lane must accommodate 
the operation of Fire Department aerial ladder apparatus or where fire 
hydrants are installed those portions shall not be less than 28 feet in width. 

Fire lanes, where required and dead ending streets shall terminate in a cul
de-sac or other approved turning area. No dead ending street or fire lane 
shall be greater than 700 feet in length or secondary access shall be 
required. 

Adequate public and private fire hydrants shall be required. 

Whenever any tunnel is under construction or major repair, all portions of 
the California Administration Code Industrial Relations Title 8, Sub 20, 
Tunnel Safety Orders shall be adhered to. 

In order to mitigate impact of street closures to an acceptable level, the 
Operations Control Dispatch Section of the Fire Department access to 
street, fire hydrants, or structures. Notification is to be made by calling the 
Operations Control Dispatch Section at (213) 485-6185. 

The proposed project shall comply with all applicable State and local codes 
and ordinances, and the guidelines found in the Fire Protection and Fire 
Prevention Plan, as well as the Safety Plan, both of which are elements of 
the General Plan of the City of Los Angeles C.P.C. 19708). 

CONCLUSION 

The proposed project shall comply with all applicable State and local codes and 
ordinances, and the guidelines found in the Fire Protection and Fire Prevention Plan, as 
well as the Safety Plan, both of which are elements of the General Plan of the City of Los 
Angeles C.P.C. 19708. 
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For additional information, please contact Inspector Joseph Jackson of the Construction 
Services Unit at (213) 485-5964. 

WILLIAM R. BAMATTRE 
Fire Chief 

Richard A. Warford, Assistant Fire Marshal 
Bureau of Fire Prevention and Public Safety . 

RAW:JFJ:gm 
c:Metropolitan Tran.sp Authority 4-16-01 
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Com;nunity Redevelopment Agency 

of the City 

of los Angeles 

23.A 

Peggy Moore, Chair 

354 Soutb Spmg Stmet 

Suite IXXJ 

l..osAI¢es 

Cilifumia 90013-1258 

213 971 1600 

Fax 
1_.,113 Ill 1665 

Julian Burke, ChiefExecutive Officer 
Metropolitan Transportation Authority 
One Gateway Plaza 
Los Angeles, CA 90012-2952 

Date APR 1 7 2001 

file Code 

Subject: Eastside Transit Corridor Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact 
Statement (DEIS)/Subsequent Supplemental Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) 
for the Proposed Light Rail System 

Dear Mr. Burke: 

The purpose of the letter is to summarize CRA staff comments on the DEIS/DEIR 
for the Proposed Light Rail system through Boyle Heights. The realization of a 
major improvement to the regional transportation system through the proposed 
construction of a Light Rail system complements CRA's efforts toward long-range 
economic revitalization. As you know, CRA is involved, through the Adelante 
Eastside Redevelopment Project, in implementing a long range economic 
revitalization plan to improve the Eastside. Improved transportation providing 
accessibility for residents and workers to employment is consistent with the goals 
and objectives of the redevelopment plan. 

CRA' s main concern is for the economic revitalization of the Adelante Eastside 
Redevelopment Project Area. Accordingly, CRA strongly supports the tunnel 
option through Boyle Heights as a means of minimizing surface impacts, especially 
given the narrow street alignments and dense development pattern along the route. 
A properly built transportation system will secure long-term economic goals. 
However, after careful review of the draft environmental documents, there is a 
concern about the impacts to local businesses and residents, especially during the 
construction phases of the system. Through designated MT A coordinators, there 
should be (a) financial assistance available for inipacted businesses during the 
critical construction period, which may last between three and five years; (b) 
business exit strategy planning available for businesses unable to sustain operation 
throughout construction; (c) clarification available for businesses and residents as 
to where construction impacts will likely occur in relation to the business corridors, 
i.e. muck removal shafts, etc.; and (d) a program for special signage for parking and 
business identification during construction as was done in other areas. 

Armando Vergara, Sr. , Vice Chair 
Javier 0. Lopez, Treasurer - -
Gr - Hutton 
C King 
Do. R. Ring 
Chrisune M Robert 

Jerry A Schartin 
Administrator 
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Next, surface rail operations and especially transitions at key points within the 
community raise special concerns. The environmental documents do not address 
these transitions in a comprehensive manner. For example, tunnel entrances/exits 
impact the surrounding neighborhoods uniquely with their close proximity to these 
system areas, especially with highly used pedestrian paths to nearby shopping and 
schools. There should be: (a) a priority given to careful, sensitive design of the two 

· tunnel transitions for their impacts on the quality and safety of the community-for 
instance, special consideration should be given to the Light Rail warning systems, 
both visual and auditory, as trains enter and leave the tunnel; and (b) a detailed 
station design plan, which includes provisions for safe pedestrian and vehicular 
circulation, must be responsive to the needs of the community. 

Further, CRA believes that both the community and transit system will be best 
served if the rail system remains underground to Third Street and Rowan Street, 
however, if it is necessary to transition to the surface at Lorena Street, we strongly 
urge that the station platform be located east of Lorena Street. This request is made 
with consideration for easier access to the adjacent commercial nodes by riders, 
which will complement the economic development efforts of the redevelopment 
plan. Lastly, system appurtenances and ancillary facilities can have significant 
impacts on both businesses and residents. We are particularly concerned about 
these impacts in the community since the report is unclear as to the locations of 
these facilities. 

Finally, let me reiterate that we are in support of the proposed Light Rail System 
and believe that it will positively change the community ofBoyle Hei~ts if these 
concerns are addressed and responded to by the MT A. We hope that these points 
are clear regarding the review of the environmental documents. If you have any 
questions, please contact Al Santillanes; Project Manager for the Adclante Eastside 
Redevelopment Project at 323.264.3807. 

Sincere! . 

l,J~ 
erry Scharlin 

Administrator 
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Mr. Julian Burke 
Chief Executive Officer 
Metropolitan Transportation Authority 
1 Gateway Plaza 
Los Angeles, CA 90012-2952 
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STEVEBRYE 

CITY OF MONTEREY PARK 
320 west newmark avenue • monterey park, ca 91754-2896 

• municipal services center 

PROJECT MANAGER 
LOS ANGELES COUNTY 
.METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY 
ONE GATEWAY PLAZA 
LOS ANGELES CA 90012 

APR 19 2001 
SCANNED 
IN RMC 

RE: LOS ANGELES EASTSIDE CORRIDOR LIGHT RAIL TRANSIT- COMMENTS 
ON DRAFT SUPPLEMENTAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 
STATEMENT/SUBSEQUENT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 

Dear Mr. Brye: 

The City of Monterey Park Planning Division has reviewed the Draft Supplemental Environmental 
Impact Statement/Draft Subsequent Environmental Impact Report for any potential impacts to the 
City. Ahhough the Light Rail Transit will not be constructed within the Monterey Park city limits, 
traffic to local streets will be affected. Two intersections within the City of Monterey Park would 
have potential impacts according to the EIR The two intersections are identified as follows: 

1. Atlantic Boulevard & Cesar Chavez Avenue 
2. Atlantic Boulevard & 1st Street 

Staff does reconunend that the proposed mitigation measures for the two above intersections be 
adopted as conditions of ~roval to offiet the impacts of L TR traffic vohunes. They are as 
follows: 

1. Atlantic Boulevard & Cesar Chavez Avenue - WJ.den and re-stripe the westbotmd 
and eastbound Cesar Chavez Avenue approaches to provide the following: one left-tum 
lane, two through lanes, and an exclusive right-tum lane. 

2. Atlantic Boulevard & 1st Street - Widen and re-stripe the westbound approach from 
SR-60 westbound ramp to provide the following: one left-tum lane, one through lane, 
and an exclusive right -turn lane. Widen and re-stripe the eastbotmd approach on 1st 
Street to provide the following: one left-tum lane and two exclusive right-tum lanes. 



24.c 

The proposed SEIS/SEIR shall fully identifY the responsible party to complete the improvements 
for traffic mitigation, such as the Metropolitan Transit Authority, and be fully incorporated into the 
Mitigation Monitoring program of the EIR 

The City of Monterey Park also has concerns regarding traffic impacts during the construction 
period. The EIR has concluded that during the construction ofthe LRT there would be temporary 
interference with normal traffic flow. As a mitigation measure for any overflow traffic interference 
into the City of Monterey Park for the aoove-mentioned intersections, a Traffic Control Plan should 
be developed during final design. The Traffic Control Plan should include any intersections or 
streets that could possibly be affected within the City of Monterey Park. 

Staff feels other potential impacts generated by the proposed development such as air quality, noise, 
light and glare, sewers, storm drainage and population and housing will not have any direct 
significant impacts to the City of Monterey Park. 

If you have any questions regarding this matter please contact me at (626) 307-1331. 

Sincerely, 

~¥ 
Steve Gonzales 
Associate Planner 

RAY HAMADA 
PLANNING MANAGER 

c: Adolfo Reta, Director of Community Development 
Ron Merry, Director ofPublic Works 
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' ROMER ANGELO BELLOMO 
.. . rinlendeni of Schools Director, Office of 

Environmenial Health and Safety 

Environmental Review File 
MT A - EASTSIDE TRANSIT CORRIDOR "V ARlO US SITES" 

25.A' 

25.8 1 

25.C I 

April 16, 2001 

Mr. Steven Brye, Project Manager 
Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority 
One Gateway Plaza 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Dear Mr. Brye: 

SUBJECT: MT A- EASTSIDE TRANSIT CORRIDOR 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact 
Statement/Draft Subsequent Environmental Impact Report. We appreciate that you consulted 
with the District in the preparation of this document. Because of this involvement the school 
administrators and community have been advised about this project. 

The Los Angeles Unified School District has reviewed the Draft Supplemental Environmental 
Impact Statement/Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Report (DSEIS/DSEIR) for the 
Eastside Transit Corridor and submits the following comments on the content of the 
DSEIS/DSEIR. . 

Mitigation Agreement 
Attached is the June 21, 1994 agreement between MT A and the District, and the July 21, 1997 
amendment to that agreement, on the East Side Extension Final EIS?EIR. The measures set forth 
in that agreement to address school impacts should be shown as mitigation in the DSEIS/DSEIR 
and be made a part of the revised project. 

Impacts 

Air/Noise 
The Districts Office of Environmental Health and Safety has prepared Attachment A on air 
quality and noise. The measures proposed in the attachment should be made conditions of project 
approval to offset the project's adverse effect upon schools near project construction activity. 

Bus Transportation 
The District' s Transportation Branch has prepared Attachment Bon school bus transportation. 
The measures proposed in the attachment should be made conditions of project approval to offset 
the project' s adverse effect on bus routes. 

BUSINESS SERVICES CENTER ANNEX: 1449 S. San Pedro St., Los Angeles, CA 90015• MAILING ADDRESS: Box 512298, Los Angeles, CA 90051 • 
Telephone (213) 743-5086 • Fax (213) 749-720 I 



Mr. Steven Brye, Project Manager 
April 16, 2001 
Page 2 

Pedestrian Safety 

I 
The District ' s School Traffic and Safety Section has prepared Attachment Con 

25.0 pedestrian safety. The measures proposed, in the attachment, should be made conditions 
of project approval. The enforced conditions offset adverse project effects on student 
safety as they travel to and from school. 

I 
The DSEIS/DSEIR does not address the chosen alternative for the light rail location 

25.E adjacent to Ramona Opportunity High School. This choice is a concern to the District 
and we request involvement in the decision process. 

The District appreciates the efforts to include our staff, the school administrators and the 
community in the several meetings provided by the Transportation 
Authority. Please call me at (213) 743-5086 should you need additional information. We 
look forward to working with you on a cooperative basis to address the District's 
remaining concerns regarding this project. 

Sincerely, 

10 
Raymo 
Assistant Environmental Planning Specialist 

RD:rd 

Attachments 

c: David Jensen 
Bonnie S. Rubio 
Emma Rodriquez 
Joe Nardulli 
Enrique Boull ' t 
Enrique Juarez 
Robert G. Quihuis, Principal, Belvedere Elementary School 
Elsa M. Lonon, Principal, Utah Elementary School 
Judith Wisotsky Leff, Principal, First Street Elementary School 
Mary Lee White, Principal, Marianna Elementary School 
Raul Perez Salcido, Principal, Griffith Middle School 



TO: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

2S.F 

25.G 

INTER-OFFICE CORRESPONDENCE 
Los Angeles Unified School District 

Ray Dippel Date: April 2, 2001 
Assistant Environmental Planning Specialist 

Robert Manford / f I /~ 
Environmental Planning SpecialistftA vV 

MTA- LOS ANGELES EASTSIDE CORRIDOR PROJECT 

Thanks for the opportunity to review the Air Quality and Noise sections of 
the Draft EIS/Draft Subsequent EIR. for the Los Angeles Eastside Corridor 
project. 

The EIS/EIR. adequately analyzes the project's impacts to the environment, 
given the existing setting presented in both the Air Quality and Noise 
sections of the document. It should, however, be noted that the analyses do 
not specifically analyze the noise and air quality impacts to all the schools 
(Utah Street School, Second Street School, First Street School, Ramona 
High School, Belverdere Elementary School, and Griffith Middle School) 
indicated by your March 12, 2001 memo. 

It is my understanding, from reading through project files and previous 
correspondence on this project, that there was a Memorandum of 
Understanding (MOU) between the District and the MT A, regarding the 
District's environmental concerns, and how MT A would address those · 
concerns. The MOU addressed the District's air Quality and Noise impacts 
concerns about the proposed project. If the project description has not 
changed since the preparation ofthe MOU, the contents of the MOU, dated 
June 21, 1994, and subsequently amended on July 21, 1997, would still 
hold. 

However, if the project description has changed since the preparation of the 
MOU, then the Final EIS/EIR. must analyze the project's noise and air 
quality impacts to all the schools located within t_he vicinity of the rail 
alignment. If the analysis shows that the revised project would result in 
significant impacts to the schools, mitigation measures that would reduce 
those impacts to less than significant levels would be required to be 
implemented. 

c: Dave Jensen 
Joan Friedman 
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TO: 

FROM: 

INTER-OFFICE CORRESPONDENCE 
Los ANGELES UNIFIED ScHooL DISTRicT 

Raymond Dippel, 
Assistant Environmental Planning Specialist, Date 
Environmental Health and Safety 

Eruique Boull ~ 
Deputy Direc~Transportation Branch 

March 26, 2001 

SUBJECT: 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT RESPONSE 
MT A LOS ANGELES EASTSIDE CORRIDOR- DSEISIDSEIR 
Near Utah ES, Second St ES, First St. ES, Belvedere ES, Ramona SH, and Griffith MS 

The following are the environmental impact concerns and the mitigation measures necessary to 
address the related issues for transported students and bus routes near these six District schools. 

OVERALL IMPACT 

This project has the potential to greatly impact school transportation for over 130 school bus 
routes and the safety of over 3,600 student pedestrians at/near school bus stops. 

Near Utah ES 

0 Approximately seventeen (17) buses transport approximately 890 students within 
one-eighth mile of this portion of the proposed site to integration programs in the 
greater Los Angeles area. 

0 Six (6) buses transport students to integration programs from three (3) stops 
within 3 blocks ofUtah ES. 

0 Five (5) buses deliver fifty-eight (58) students with disabilities to special 
education programs at Utah ES. 

0 Other special education buses also travel through and make home pick ups in this 
area. 

Near Second St. ES 

0 Approximately s1xteen (l6) buses transport approximately 900 students within 
one-eighth half mile of this portion of the proposed site to integration programs 
in the greater Los Angeles area. 

0 Five (5) buses deliver students from six (6) stops within three: (3) blocks of 
Second St ES. 

Near First St. ES 

0 Approxtmately nine (9) buses transport approximately 560 students within one
eighth half mile of this portion of the proposed site to integration programs in the 
greater Los Angeles area. 

PORM )4-AUf·.l (STlt. NO. u s•ot) R..-. 11 -tl 
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0 Five (5) buses deliver students from 1 stop within 3 blocks of this portion of the 
proposed site. 

0 One (1) bus delivers five (5) students with disabilities to special education 
programs at First St. ES. 

0 Other special education buses also travel through and make home pick ups in this 
area. 

0 One (I) special education bus picks up two (2) students with disabilities at First 
St. ES to deliver to special day classes at two (2) other sites. 

Near Belveden ES 

0 Approximately four (4) buses transport approximately 240 students within one
eighth mile of this portion of the proposed site to integration programs in the · 
greater Los Angeles area. . 

0 'Three (3) buses transport students to integration programs using three (3) bus 
stops within 3 blocla; of this portion of the proposed site. 

0 Two (2) buses deliver twelve (12) students with disabilities to special education 
programs at Belvedere ES. 

0 Other special education buses also travel through and make home pick ups in this 
area. 

0 One (1) special education bus picks up one (1) student with disabilities at 
Belvedere ES to deliver to special day classes at another site. 

Near Ramona Continuation SH 

0 Approximately nine (9) buses transport approximately 520 students within one
eighth mile of this portion of the proposed site to integration programs in the 
greater Los Angeles area. 

0 Five (5) buses deliver students from five (5) bus stops within three (3) blocks of 
this portion of the proposed site. 

0 Special education buses also travel through and make home pick ups in this area. --< 

Near Griffith MS 

0 Approximately eight (8) buses transport approximately 400 students within one
eighth mile of this portion of the proposed site to integration programs in the 
greater Los Angeles area. 

0 One (I) bus delivers students from one ( 1) bus stop within 3 blocks of this 
portion of the proposed site. 

0 Four ( 4) buses deliver seventeen ( 17) students with disabilities to special 
education programs at Griffith MS. 

0 Other special education buses also travel through and make home pick ups in this 
arc: a. 

0 Two (2) special education buses pick up students at Griffith MS to deliver to 
special day classes at another site. 

APR-15-2001 07:38 3232274351 99% P. 03 



II ENYIRONM:ENIAL D1PACIS 

25.H 

25.J 

ON SCHOOL TRA..NSPORTATION 

a During the construction phase. truck rraffic and construction vehicles may cause 
traffic delays for our transported students. 

0 Some additional costs to the District for additional drivers ' time generated by 

a 
0 

routing delays or diversions. 
Rough street surfaces may be caused by construction and heavy equipment. 
During and after construction, changed traffic patterns, lane adjustment, traffic 
light patterns and altered bus stops may impact school bus on-time perfonnance 
and bus passenger safety. 

ONSTUDENTPEDESDUANS 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Additional dangers to student pedestrians may occur from staging of trucks along 
streets along portions of the project, increased truck traffic, maneuvering of 
heavy equipment, and other construction activities. 
Access to construction sites may expose student pedestrians to unexpected 
dangers . 
Trucks, workers, and equipment may draw the attention of students who may not 
respond appropriately to the excitement of construction activity. 
During and after construction, changed traffic patterns, lane adjustment, traffic 
light patterns and altered bus stops may impact student pedestrian safety. 

OUlER CONSIDERATIONS 

0 

0 

Because of provisions in the California Vehicle Code, other trucks and 
construction vehicles may encounter school buses using the red flashing lights 
and must stop. 
Because of the nearness of the schools, trucks and construction equipment may 
encounter concentrations of student pedestrians. 

ill ADDITIONAL MITIGATION MEASURES REQUESTED 

25.K 

25.L 

PRIOR NOTICE 

0 The Project Manager or designee should notify the LAUSD Transportation 
Branch of the expected start and ending dates for the various portions of the 
project that may affect traffic through the areas. 

TRAFfiC MANAGEMENT 

Contractors to avoid staging trucks and equipment along streets in the area to 

3 

APR- 16- 2001 07:38 3232274361 99% P . 04 



25.L 

25.M 

25.N 

0 

0 

0 

facilitate the movement of buses during peak traffic hours. 
Contractors to provide t1ag-men to assist traffic when moving truclcl and/or 
heavy equipment on/off the proposed sites or when temporarily closing traffic 
lanes. 
When possible, avoid heaviest construction traffic between the hours of6:30 
a.m. to 8:00 a. m. and between 2:30 p. m. and 4 :00p. m to minimize delays to 
the arrivals and departures ofbuses and encounters with student pedestrians. 
Time spacing of portions of the project to minimize traffic flow impacts. 

STUDENT SAFETY 

0 Contractors to provide temporary fencing at the construction sites to deter entry 
of student pedestrians. 

0 Contractors to restore affected street and sidewalk surfaces to reasonable 
smoothness to minimize the potentiai for bus accidents and trip & fall injuries to 

0 
student pedestrians. 
The Los Angeles Unified School District will evaluate special education bus 
stops in the area for possible routing alternatives and will modify integration 
routing 1 f necessary. 

OiliER CONSIDERATIONS 

0 Contractors to remind their drivers of construction vehicles of the requirement to 

stop for the red flashing lights of any school bus. 
0 Contractors to remind drivers to be alert to the presence of children and exercise 

D 

D 

care. 
Contractors should notify drivers that the presence of a crossing guard and 
school zone flashing lights do not exempt school buses from using the red 
flashing lights. 
The presence of any crossing guard, school zone flashing lights or the red lights 
of a school bus do not guarantee that student pedestrians will act appropriately 
when crossing streets. 

Thank you for your attention and diligence to this important issue. If you have any further 
questions or concerns, please feel free to contact me. 

AA: ala 
C: A. Rodriguez 

A. Altieri/ 
D. Palmer 
P. Butts 
M. Young 
W . Snyder 

APR- 15- 2081 07 : 39 
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25.01 

25.P I 
25.QI 

25.R I 

25.S I 

INTER-OFFICE CORRESPONDENCE 
Los Angeles Unified School District 
Student Auxiliary Services Branch 

DATE: April4, 2001 

TO: Raymond E. Dippel, Environmen~view Unit 

Joe Nardulli, Coordinator ~ (!_ ~ 
School Traffic and Safety Education Section 
(818) 997-2455 Fax (818) 346-4621 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: MTA LOS ANGELES EASTSIDE CORRIDOR PROJECT
DSEIS/DSEIR- AFFECTED SCHOOL SITES 

School traffic and pedestrian routes will be impacted by the activity at this 
project. The proposed project · is close to school sites, and is on the pedestrian 
routes to many school sites. Construction and operation of this project will 
impact student/vehicular access to sidewalks/roads. Mitigation measures will be 
necessary to safeguard pedestrians/motorists. It is requested that the following 
mitigation measures be taken into consideration: 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

OPERATIONAL MITIGATION MEASURES 

On-going safety education funding provided by the MTA to conduct biannual 
safety education programs at all affected schools within a 2-mile radius of the 
proposed project. 

Perimeter fencing be installed for the entire length of the proposed project to 
serve as a barrier between the right-of-way and the busway. 

Grade separations be considered for critical locations adjacent to school sites. 

"Four-quadrant" style gates be installed at all busway crossing intersections to 
enhance motorist safety. 

"Pedestrian" style gates are installed at all pedestrian crossings to enhance 
pedestrian safety at all busway/railway-crossing locations. 

MTA LOS ANGELES EASTSIDE CORRIDOR PROJECT 
LAUSD 

Page I of2 



MTA LOS ANGELES EASTSIDE CORRJOOR PROJECT 
LAUSD 

CONSTRUCTION MITIGATION MEASURES 

Page 2 of2 

25.T J I. LAUSD Transportation Branch, (323) 227-4400, must be contacted regarding 
the potential impact, if any, upon existing school bus routes. School buses 
must have access to affected school sites. 

25.U 12· 
Contractors must guarantee that safe and convenient pedestrian routes to 
affected school sites are maintained. 

25.V I 
25.W I 
25.X I 
25.Y I 
25.Z I 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

Contractors must maintain ongoing communication with the administrators of 
t~e affected schools, providing sufficient notice to forewarn children and 
parents when existing pedestrian and vehicular routes to schools will be 
impacted. 

Appropriate traffic controls (signs and signals) must be installed as needed to 
ensure pedestrian and vehicular safety. 

Construction scheduling and haul routes should be sequenced to minimize 
conflicts with pedestrians, school buses and cars at the arrival and dismissal 
times of the school day. Haul trucks are not to be routed past affected school 
sites, except when school is not in session. 

No staging or parking of construction vehicles, including vehicles to transport 
workers, on streets adjacent to affected school sites. 

Funding for crossing guards to be provided when safety of children is 
compromised by construction-related activities at impacted crossings. 

25.AA r Funding for a flag person to be provided as needed where construction-related 
activities compromise the safety of pedestrians and/or motorists while 
traveling to and from school. 

25.AB I 
25.AC I 
2s.Aol 

9. Barriers must be constructed as needed to minimize trespassing, vandalism, 
short-cut attractions and attractive nuisances. 

10. Security patrols should be funded and provided to minimize trespassing, 
vandalism, and short-cut attractions. 

11. Fencing should be installed to secure construction equipment to minimize 
trespassing, vandalism, and short-cut attractions. 
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June 21, 19tl4 

Mr. Robert Niccum 
Environmental Review Unit 
Los Angeles Unlfted Schaal Cistrict 
1425 s. san Pedro Street 
Las Arlgeles, CA sa::n~ 

RE: Metro East Side Eden8lon FaR 

1. Worksite Traffic COntrol Plan 

2. 

In ~ b the WOIIcslta Trelflc Control Pllln, LAJJSD 
School Tratlio Ia · SllJrsty Oepllrtment wiiJ be lrNited to 
particJpalll u pert d MTA•a Thin:/ Patty Cootdlnallon group to 
diNelop the Plan ptlor b apptrJVal Of the Plan by LAOOT. 

Construollon Vehlclet 

MTA will enue that 11* aneaan is included as part a 1he . 
Uitiga6on Mcllltomg Plan .. folows: 

. 

ccn.tructlon vehicles. JncJUding veNr:J• tD tratlsportworkers, 
wiJJ not stage or park along $tiN$ IJOtC:/fltlng school .sites. 

3. Emergency RoutasfEVacuallon Plana 

AlTA ~ . Mllnagement W/11 llBinta/n ongoing 
c:omiJIItllcdon ..,. ~at ltrtpa:lf!ld IChooJ ... 
~ CJIIIclfR ,.,._ to 101...-m chlldten Md ptl/8tJt$ 
when etannly sdlsllng «:hoot peaesB1 IOUI8S wBJ be/ 
~ St:llool Pet:ltAtllan Rt:ula maps wRI be frJrrWhed 
upon ~·sst . 

4. Nolle and VIbration 

MTA Ita ~ Its canstruclian noltle c:tilada shown In 
Taa'es 4-18.2! end 4-1&2S Wid IOUrid them to be c=ot78Ct 
OUr nolle ~ on Mfilro Red Une, wr1son Ihrig & 
~ RXICaf8s that#]e cdletfa o/86 DEJA lor lnl.ermittsnt 
nol8e ""'* In commercial, ~ areasinclu(Jing 
schOOia, wa ~ in recogn/1/on rA generally high 
ambient ncis8 --In $1/Ch ...._ MTA could not c1range Its 

TOTI=L P.13 
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or1tet1a bUt will continue to coorr:Jlnate with LAlJSO and 
lncJMf:Jw/ schoO/$ acJmiNSiratOtS during detlign and 
~on. II nol.e from . construction activities creates 
dlstuptlon at achcols, MTA wiH take 4CIIon to resolve the IsSue 
thlough reducing Of blocking noiSe t-om reach/rl(l the 8ChtJol 
or #tilling CCNtiUcfon aotMJes to Jess .-.lflwtllme periods. 

5. AJr Emlasiont 
. 

77Je PIC/eet deactlpiJon shown In the F1nlll EJRjEJS int:llcas 
that ~ would be at least 700 teet f10n the neat'8St 
$dJOOL It Is not antielpdd that tunnellta(l ~ 
¥:1/Vitiw. would occur .ot/X ~ or ~ ~ ·~
~ atalan~alles. 

If the ProjeCt di5CI iptJon were to change. so that the stat/on 
. locatiOn or tunnel excevat1on sites were ~ Cloaet to a 

school than TOO- feet, MTA would prepare the appropriate 
envitonmerltiJJ document that WOUld Qe Wbject tQ review and 
apprCvll of fhe AlTA decision maJdng body. Thbl 
~ ~ntdOn would analyze all categories at 
potential /mpiJda lnclurJing air queJily. AJt quality analysts 
Could lnt:lut:Je IIIOtMJ4 d lit em/_.,. lmpactl en aendJve 
reoeptcta 111 the Clected.,... Prior to~ by tile 
AlTA dei:Won mekes, the ltiTA would COIJiactfhe ~and 
gtve rhtm an oppottunlly to ftlllaw the ctocument and~ 
input iniD the etMronmel1tal enalyae$ t11at would be required. 

6. crcaing Guards (Ccnstructlon PhaSe) 

7. 

MTA Will ptClllde CtOStllng gusrrJ$ wlhln the vicinity d all 
lfllflon and ant ring COtl8trUct#QtJ .._ anrJtNck haul roq~as 
• ~In~ wifll the Cl'll8tlcln ciJniiilnedln1he 
-o.Jifomla OOT Ttdlc t.lem.JtiJ, ChapW 10.07 .3, Watnii'Jts for 
NJult ClouiiJQ ~ 

Crossin; GuardS (lntertm/flnaJ Termini) 

MTA cannot agree b provld8/tuna Ct0$Slng gtJIIIf1s der 
conatnleb1. At that time, the dltltuptive asp8as of 
OOI1IfnJctton .,. fini.ned and ttte lranSit qatem becOmes patt 
al the buUt ttMrOtmerrt. :"7'11ti 'date fer 8alt a/ opaattJns Ia 
determined SliJIIIdJ ,.._,. In acMinCe with adequate time tor 
LAJ.JSD lo budget lor nec~SU~Y crossing guatds. If my 
~ ~First end Lotwa .-e nomm.MJ In the tuture 
&I Interim tetmlnaJS, MTA will prepare apprcpri4te 
envitcntnet'UJ CfoCUmentatlon for the project Change and wilt 

. . ·:· ~ :····· 
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~ 

coon:lnate CtOSWng safety with LAUSD during any future 
enviiOM'Ielfl;fl ol.ance. 

a. Ran Safety Program 

AlTA will pnMde at no charge trJ L.AUSD an lnstrr.tctlonal rail 
safety program waft tntltStiaJ$ to all a/fet:.bJd elet~JW~taty and 
middle IChOcl& . 

9. SChool Bus Routes 

LAUSD SdiOOI TratllpOltation will be ~ raga«:Bng lhe 
potenllal ~ , aiPf, upon tiJIII!IIng «Jhhoo ., ,.,., · .. .. . 
duting l:Jclh ~ w Jong-tMm ~allen. .. 

10. Pedeatrtan Routes 

L.AIJSIJ school nmc ~ uJtty t'JepiJltJTtent w111 be invttet:J to 
partlcJptlte • p11t r:t RCC's·Thlra P~ Cootdlnlllion QraJP to 
ensura fiiSt.,. end OOI'Iti'BitifR chool peduUan roue. are 
1l'1lllntlinfld As C0Mtruc11on pl'CX& acts, liT A oant1Uflty 
l1!lllfiOnl cmcn w11 COQ'~n• with the aleated $ChQCia 
~ jo ... safe and ~ ptM'Iastl'lan 

. rwtes fO aohoola n maln1alned. School Pedulrfsn Routes 
maps will be tumllhed f!pot'J request. 

11. Construction Sohedullng 

RCC wf!l COOtdlnlte ~end n«<y L.AUSO to the fullest edent 
pr..ste the ccnd'ciCt1on ICheduDng planned lor the Metro 
Eat Side ~ to minimize contllcts wllh ~ 
school bf-.llld piSSMgtf''lflhidfla In mula~ 8Choo/. 
In ~ I IJ #Je AlTA'• iDnffon t1wtt the- l:lllndlltrJ· 
IIIIIJgdon ,_... (Jeecrlbet:l in the mitlgdon monllorlng 
ptOgtan'lundt/r~ ~also applytobl.AUSD. / 

12. Reg ~'~nona 

Flag peraons .,. to be provided at consllUc::tkln siteS as 
n••• whef9 canstruc::t1cn relaiiKJ aclivlti• comptrJITAe the 
~ d pedestrian~~ and/cr II10IDnsts while tnMJBng to and 
flcm school. 

13. Barrtera 

Barriers wtn 08 constructed at constructiOn Sl1es as needed to 
mJnimize tretpess/ng, vandalism, and strott..cut atltaetions. 
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l71ese will be enhilnced to the tulleat e:tent poa.IOie thtough 
the UTA·Arttor Ral Transit for Rail Program (AR1). 

14. sec=1tV Patrols .... 
Security jAbala wfJI be provided at c:ontdn.lc:liol .. to 
mfnimla tretpaas~ng ana 8hOff-CUt &Utactlons. 

15. Fenctng 

Fencing wlllbfl lnfltaJied tc S8CUI'8 COIJIItNct/on equ/ptr'letY to 
mlllimiZe napesllllg, ~ and llhott-cut aftliiAins. 

=-:-~==-~ IUIIelt~P?.~~~,·~~'-~· ~!· .. ;! 

tt has been a pleasure 10 work wltl you and yru &taft. JQan Fciadfnan 
and 8bel......, Harris have been very helpful in aafUr IQ an agreement 1hat 
advances the SCtiOOtl lnt8 .. and fadlbates the proper erNinrlmllltaf 
clearance far 1he Mefra Efllt Side Ex!al8iccL 

If you haw eny ques1IQrat ptJ& ae cal me • (213) 244 5261 or Prq&tt 
Manager. Diego Clrdolo at·{213) 244 6982 

JAMES De LA I.OZA 
Director 
cantril Area Team 

c:c: Join Friedrnera, LAUSD 
J. Michael Deluca 
~Wiscn, MTA 
Chwles Stark. RCC 
Jin Sowell. RCC 
CiegO~MTA 

- ' . 



Los An&elel Councy 
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AlrtllorHy 

ll July 1997 

Ms. JOID Flicdmaa 
&viramnc:Dtal Rmew Unit 
Los Aqeles Uaiiied School District 
3SS S. Grmd Ave., SuiSB 500 
Los Angeles, CA 90071 

One aatwavPIID SUIIJECI': AMMENDMENT TO 21 ruNE 19,_. LETTEB. AGREL'\IENT 
Loslon&eJef. CA BE'l'WEEN LAUSD AND MTA 

I would lib to thank you for your COIIDDIIIdS ICpidiag lbo MTA•a tC8pODIIS to your lS 
JIJ.gu.6aoo Apd11997 c-"'""cut Wtrz OD tbe Eut Side Bzteasion MocW!cd bUtiat 

Study/Eilvironmemal Allclsznent. YOll apiCIIOd caa=m tbat cmuiDa Jlllldl WID DDt. 
goiDg to be povided fix' 1b8 Secxmd Streit School durlDi CODICnJCtion of the First/Boyle 
Station because the localltrcctl did DDt meet Ca1ifamia Dcpirtmcat ofTI'IIDIPQI1Ition 
wmmt1 for adult cmssiDa ~ u clcfinecJ ia Itan # 6 in our 211uDc 1994 lAtter 
,Apeemem (attriwl). At aremlt, MTA ltlfi'met with you and Caole Takaki of your 
School Traffic md Safety P.cluclttoo ""Ctitm OD2.41uac 1'197 to discus5 )'OUr OODCCrDL 

--··· -----. ·- ·-

Susazma SaDchoz provided a IUimDI!)' oiMTA ac:tiou tbat have already occum:d to 
implemalt the lama of1he I..clW A&rw•tU ~ iacluded mwjnp with atl1be 
a1fcotecf etemnnmy IDCl middle IChool pthJQpall amS staff to di&cUII WCR'klito Traftic 
Control Plans. emcrpacy/evacution pima, c:roaiq gumls. pecJostrim routes.. 
CODitruetion ecl1edaliDg ad the iaiJ llfety propam. · 

The MTA has qreed to pmvldo crouiD& IUifda at a111ho af&ctc:d elaJlC'!Wary ad midd1e 
sdJools dmiDg CGDIImctian. Tbe MTA JA¥1•1D ameod Item# 6 of our 2111D 1994 
LeUc: Acreemeat by adding a aeccm4 paaraph u folloM: 

UWhcm the aove Cllifinia J)eplnmeat ot1'laDsportation (CalTraus) Tmtlic 
Mmual criterion does DOt Wlmlllt p1accmeot of c:roaiq pards, the M'IAmay 
provide CI'OIIiq prdt clmiD& ICIIaol benD (0700 1D 1530) Gil a a speci8c baiJ 
CODiidclrbJ.J the ccmc1iticmJ aDd eritericm iD Qapter lG-07.3 of1he ClltriDI Tmftic 
Manual. The MT A will provide laDporlly C1015i:na peds dudag IChool hours fhr 
MTA ccatlildim. wbere rallted laDe c:baac:s will div«t trafBc to lalidaltial 
~ ntilimt by elaneDtary aDd middle IChool students." 



21 July 1997 
Ms. loan Fri«<man 
hgo2 

Please considar tbe above ammdaM!at to Item## 6: if1he LAUSD coucun with the 
pmpoiOd IIIMDfmcat. Ibm ICDd your confirmadoa in writiq to Mr. Altimso Rodrlguez, 
But Side Bxtcalion Pzojoct Mauapr. The MT A will ttwm. ape ro the taaDI, md attach 
1hia leUer ~mavhne:nt tc the 211uae 1994 Leta' Apaneot. If)'OU have my qaatioas, 
please contact me: at 213-922-7305. TbiDk you 1Dr )Uir eflbrtiiDil coaaidcntioD. 

~~ . 

HAlU.EY MARTIN 
BnvitomnCma1 Specialist 

HSM·bn 

E=lomre: 21 June 1994 Lettor Agreement between LAUSD/MTA Cor the East Side 
Exteasion 

cc: Clrole Tabid, LAUSD 
Albllo Rodrlguez, MTA 
Diego c.doso, MTA 
Robezt Calix, MTA 
SUIIDDa SIDdatz, MI'A 
Peter Braster, MTA 
Chron/RMC 

: .·.: J: .. ,, 



BUS RIDERS UNION Sindicato P.e .. P a.s.a· en~s 
· 'II I : ; II . , :I : . .. . . : 

Mr. Steven Brye 
Project Manager, LACMT A 
One Gateway Plaza 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

$t?.,.r~ 
Dear 'M~etm' 

April 17, 2001 

We are writing to urge the MTA Board of Directors to reject the Los Angeles Eastside 
Corridor Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement and the Draft Subsequent 
Environmental Impact Report. As the board knows well, the Bus Riders Union opposes the 
proposed Eastside light rail project because the project violates the Consent Decree's mandate to 
make the improvement and expansion of the bus system the MTA's first priority. The following 
are specific concerns raised by the Draft SEIS/SEIR itself: 

1. Draft SEIS/SEIR includes no alternatives to the proposed Light Rail Transit Build 
Alternative. The Draft SEIS/SEIR studies only the impacts of the Light Rail Transit (LRT) 
option and includes no study of cheaper, more efficient, alternative options such as the 
possibility of dramatically increasing bus service in the coiridor and region. The Draft 
SEIS/SEIR compares the LRT option only to the No-Build alternative, an option that would 

27 .A mean making no transportation improvements in the corridor and region. There is a need for 
a new SEIS/SEIR that studies low-cost alternatives such as a program that includes the full 
implementation of Rapid Bus, the introduction of MT A community shuttles and circulators, 
the creation of a freeway bus network throughout the region, and the purchase of expansion 
buses to comply with the load factor deadlines agreed upon in the Consent Decree. 

. 27.8 

2. Draft SEIS/SEIR does not genuinely address questions of transportation equity and 
compliance with Title VI. In its section on "Equity and Environmental Justice 
Considerations", the Draft SEIS/SEIR suggests that because the majority of passengers who 
would use the proposed LRT are minorities, the LRT would help increase access to public 
transportation, improve overall regional mobility, and lower travel times for minority 
communities, therefore bringing greater transit equity to an historically underserved region. 
Given that the LRT goes straight through minority communities, it follows that those who 
will use it will be largely minorities. However, that does not mean that the LRT will be an 
overall transportation improvement for minority communities, rather it means that transit 
dependent passengers in a region as underserved as the studied corridor will use whatever 
form of transportation is available to them. The Draft SEIS/SEIR should include a study that 
compares the increased service rendered to minority communities through much less costly 
increased Rapid Bus and other bus service improvements and that offered by the 6-mile very 
high cost proposed LRT. Further, the Draft SEIS/SEIR omits that the MTA is obligated by a 
signed consent decree to bring about transit equity through the meeting of bus 

), I 
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27.C 

overcrowding reduction deadlines and through the expansion of county-wide bus service, a process 
that will be undermined if its necessary funds are used to build the proposed LRT. 

3. Draft SEIS/SEIR shows that LRT will not significantly reduce passengers' travel time. The 
relatively insignificant travel time reductions that would result from the very costly construction of 
the Eastside LRT demonstrate that even the most optimistic predictions of the LRT's impact on 
travel are not very good. In comparison to the No-Build alternative, which would mean that the 
MTA would add literally no service in the next 20 years, the LRT only reduces travel times 
between the studied corridor and other destinations in LA County by a few minutes. For example, 
the best scenario presented by the Draft SEIS/SEIR is a travel time reduction of ten minutes 
between the studied corridor and Wilshire/Fairfax. In other studied trips, such as one between the 
studied corridor and 1st/Hill in downtown, the LRT would only reduce travel time by two minutes. 
There is a need to study actual alternatives to the LRT, beyond the No-Build alternative-for 
instance, the implementation and expansion of the already very successful Rapid Bus program and 
the establishment of a freeway bus network on top of existing bus service-that could reduce travel 
times by at least as much as the LRT, if not much more, at a much lower cost. 

In addition, the Draft SEIS/SEIR only studies travel time impacts on passengers travelling in the 
studied corridor when, in fact, passengers in the region travel in an infinite number of directions 
and patterns not even touched in the study. Again, a study of the LRT's capacity to move people in 
the region all over the County should be compared to the capacity of expanded Rapid Bus, freeway 
network of buses, etc. to improve general mobility, at much lower costs, throughout the entire 
region, not just along one single corridor. 

4. Draft SEIS/SEIR demonstrates the low ridership numbers that will be generated by the LRT. 

I 
The Draft SEIS/SEIR predicts a ridership of just over 15,000 daily passengers, less than 5,000 of 

27 0 which appear to be new passengers (9,700 new daily trips are predicted by the Draft SEIS/SEIR). 
· Such numbers can not possibly justify a nearly $1 billion capital expenditure, when the first two 

Rapid Bus lines have generated 20,000 new daily passenger trips (roughly 10,000 new daily riders) 
at a fraction of the cost of the LRT. 

5. Problems of worsening air quality resulting from LRT. We are deeply concerned about the 
Draft SEIS/SEIR's report on the high levels of airborne toxins that the Eastside community would 
be exposed to during proposed light rail construction and about the Draft SEIS/SEIR's seeming 

27.E absence of a plan to mitigate some of the most serious impacts. We have deduced from the Draft 
SEIS/SEIR that both the levels ofNOX and PM 10 that would be released during light rail 
construction would be much higher than the thresholds established by South Coast AQMD 
regulations. We urge the board to reject the Draft SEIS/SEIR on these grounds alone, until full and 
acceptable mitigation measures can be established. 

For these reasons, we urge the board to reject the Los Angeles Eastside Transit Corridor Draft 
SEIS/SEIR and send its contents back to MT A staff until the above concerns can be addressed in 
the document. 

s·lJ\~ 
Enc Mann, Deborah Orosz, 
Bus Riders Union Planning Committee Bus Riders Union, Planning Committee 
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• 
AUTOMOBILE CLUB OF SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA 

April 16, 2001 

Mr. Steve Brye, Project Manager 
Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority 
One Gateway Plaza 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

RE: Los Angeles Eastside Corridor Draft SEIS/SEIR 

Dear Mr. Brye: 

Thank you for this opportunity to provide comments on the Los Angeles Eastside 
Corridor Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact StatemenV Subsequent 
Environmental Impact Report (SEIS/SEIR) dated March 2001 . The draft SEIS/SEIR is 
well prepared and reflects a considerable amount of high quality staff and consultant 
work. 

The Eastside Corridor communities of Boyle Heights and East Los Angeles are home to 
280,000 residents and 170,000 jobs immediately adjacent to downtown Los Angeles. 
The demographic and land use make up of the Eastside Corridor contribute to the 
area's relatively high rate of transit usage and transit dependence. Given this existing 
condition, and the projected growth that is expected to occur over the next two decades, 
it is surprising to note that transit ridership on the proposed Eastside light rail line is 
expected to be only 15,000 in 2020. Based on this information, the MT A should make 
every effort to improve transit services to, and through, the Eastside Corridor for less 
than the estimated $700-$850 million cost of the proposed light rail line. Opportunities 
for accomplishing this include changing the selected technology to bus rapid transit, 
reducing the number of light rail line stations, and building a single joint vehicle 

2s.A maintenance yard for both the Pasadena Blue Line and the Eastside light rail lines. The 
following sections include additional comments on more specific aspects of the draft 
SEIS/SEIR and the proposed project. 

Traffic Impacts 

' 

The removal of traffic lanes and the elimination of left tum movements to accommodate 
28.8 the proposed ligh! rail line will have significant. negativ~. impa?ts on tr~ffic opera~ions in 

. the area.- The frnal SEIS/SEIR should · provrde addrtronal rnformatron regardrng the 

Headquarters: Los ANGELES • Administrative Offtces: C OSTA MESA 
Mailing Address: P.O. Box 25001, SANTA ANA, CA 92799-5001 



Los Angeles Eastside Draft SEIS/SEIR 
April 16, 2001 
Page2 

impacts the project will have on the ability of motorists, truckers, bus users, cyclists, and 
pedestrians to travel throughout the corridor. The final report should also provide 

28.B specific data regarding reduced traffic volumes on streets where traffic lanes are 
planned to be removed, increased traffic volumes on adjacent and parallel streets, new 
intersection Levels of Service (LOS), and the impact these items will have on mobility 
and safety along the corridor. 

Parking Impacts 

The draft SEIS/SEIR indicates that the proposed light rail project will require the 
removal of between 118 and 188 off-peak parking spaces and that plans call for the 
replacement of only some of these spaces. The final report should either include the 
replacement of all removed parking spaces or it should provide clear and convincing 
information explaining why the replacement spaces are no longer needed. 

2R.C In addition to the removal and replacement of existing on-street parking, we are also 
concerned about the availability of adequate parking for riders at station locations. The 
draft environmental report indicates that parking is only planned for the Beverly/ Atlantic 
station and that only 200 spaces will be provided at this location. The final S_EIS/SEIR 
should include information regarding the amount of parking that will be required for each 
station location and the MTA's plan for meeting these parking needs. 

28.0 

28.E 

System Improvements 

The draft SEIS/SEIR indicates that a separate vehicle maintenance yard will be 
constructed for the Eastside light rail line. Since the Pasadena Blue Line and · Eastside 
light rail line are designed to operate as one single combined line, once they are both 
competed, the MTA has the opportunity to reduce costs by combining yards for the two 
lines into one single facility. This combined facility would be less expensive to build and 
operate than two separate yards, yet it could service all vehicles using the jointly 
operated Pasadena and Eastside rail lines. 

In addition to combining maintenance yards, the MTA could reduce the Eastside light 
rail line's costs by eliminating one or more of its proposed stations. The proposed 
project is only six miles long, yet it is planned to have eight new stations, in addition to 
the existing Union Station. Industry standard is to have the number of stations equal to 
approximately the number of rail segment miles. The close proximity of stations in 
some areas along the Eastside Corridor provides an opportunity for the MT A to reduce 
the project's costs without significantly impacting ridership. This can be accomplished 



28.F 

Los Angeles Eastside Draft SEIS/SEIR 
April 16, 2001 
Page 3 

by deleting one station from each, or any one, of the following three-station pairs for a 
reduction of up to three of the new proposed light rail stations: 

• 1st Street/ Utah 
• 1st Street/ Lorena Street 
• 3rd Street/ Mednik Avenue 

verses 
verses 
verses 

1st Street/ Boyle Avenue 
3rd Street/ Rowan Avenue 
Beverly Blvd./ Atlantic Blvd. 

If anticipated future ridership is expected to someday require these additional stations, 
provision could be made in the design and construction of the system to accommodate 
adding them at a future date. 

Financial Issues 

The capital costs for the LRT build alternatives also include expanded bus service. The 
final SEIS/SEIR should provide more detailed information regarding the costs for all 
capital items, including various LRT and bus expansion components. The draft 
SEIS/SEIR indicates that federal funds are anticipated to cover about 70% of the 
Eastside light rail line's cost and that no local Proposition A or C funds are committed to 
the project. The final report should include an alternative financing strategy showing 
how the project would be funded if the federal contribution is reduced to 50% and the 
impacts this funding change may have on other MT A projects and programs. 

Again, thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the draft environmental 
report for the Eastside Corridor. Please call me at 714-885-2307 or John Zeigler at 
714-885-2308 if you have any questions or if you need any additional information. 

Sincerely r 

~{Z 
Principal Transportation Policy Specialist 
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Mr. Steve Brye 
L.A. County Metropolitian 
Transportation Authority 
One Gateway Plaza 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
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March 15, 2001 

Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority 
Steven Brye, Project Manager 
One Gateway Plaza 
Los Angeles, California 90012 

SCANNED 
IN RMC 

MAR 19 2001 

SUBJECT: LOS ANGELES EASTSIDE CORRIDOR, DRAFT EIS/EIR 

Dear Mr. Brye and LACMTA Board of Directors: 

East Los Angeles was promised direct, seamless rail transit for many years. When 
plans for the Eastside Metro Red Line extension were dropped, that promise was 
broken. Many Eastside residents were very disappointed. 

With the so-called Eastside Corridor Study, the MT A is obviously trying to stick to its 
original promise to Eastsiders, albeit with a seriously "watered down" version of the 
original promise. 

The original promise was for an extension of the "top of the line" heavy rail and 
completely subterranean Metro Red Line into East Los Angeles. The MT A now seeks 
to deliver a lesser quality light rail line, most of which will run at street level, 
dangerously mixing with cars and pedestrians. 

Obviously, the MT A has found a way around the 1998 prohibition on local sales tax 
revenue being spent on subways in Los Angeles County. This is highly laudable, 
however, it certainly begs the question: if the MTA can put a significant segment of the 

'

Eastside light rail line in a subway tunnel (including new subway stations), why 
29.A couldn't the MT A build short extensions to the Metro Red Une subway into the 

Eastside and keep the original promise? 

29.8 

A busw~y or no project at all is out of the question--the Eastside was promised a Metro 
Rail line! 

Seeing that extending the Metro Red Line into the Eastside has the chance of a 
snowball in you-know-where, it is the recommendation of this endeavor to build the 
light rail line as is proposed along the Eastside Corridor with as much of the line as 
possible fully grade-separated for service safety and reliability. This means avoiding 
the Indiana Street transition altogether by building the extended subway option #3 to 
completely bypass that neighborhood street. 



29.C 

Page 2 

Moreover, this endeavor is strongly in favor of the inclusion of a station at Eastern 
Avenue. Eastern Avenue is a major thoroughfare in the Eastside community, with 
access to the City Terrace district and the California State University, Los Angeles. 

Finally, subway station entrances should not necessitate the removal of any existing 
buildings, such as the neighborhood grocery store that is mentioned in the Report. 
Please be more creative with the size and location of station entrances. 

Thomas Stanley 
Campaign for Better Transit 
Los Angeles 

BetterTransitLA @aol. com 
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April4,2001 

Steve Brye 
Project Manaaer 

JO» IDa Street Loe Anaelel, CA 90013 
Tdephont (313) ~1119 Fa~ (3U) 1~U61 

Lol ADaeles County Metropolitan transponation Authority 
One Gateway Plaza 
Lot Ange1es. CA 90012 

~ . : 

RI: Eutalde Corridor Draft Supplemental Impact Statement Drift SubsequeDt 
Eaviroameatal Report (SEill) 

Dear Mr. Bryc: 

Union y Fuerza de Ia Comunidad is a local ~mmunity based organi~pn with a mission 
to help residents in our community better understand the impacts of Jand use, 
environment, and transportation development in East Los Angeles (ELA). As we are out 
in our community every day, we have come to realize that ELA residents have not bad 
enough time to fully dipt the contents of the draft SEIR. 

The draft SEIR is very dense and long, and not easily accessible to workill& class people 
who may not be profic~ in reading English and have few hoW'S a day to devote to su'b 
endeavor. Many reaidc:Db require a Spanish translation of the draft SEIR. to effectively 
review it and provide~ comments. in order to have meaningful public 
participation in this process. It is extremely important that ELA rt$dents have the 
opportunity to rca4 md react to the draft SEIR • because of the ex1e1rt to which the project 
will significantly impact our community. We believe the Metropolitan Transit Authority 
(MT A) should extend the deadline for public comment. 

Therefore, we are writing to request a 90-day exteasioa of time of. tbe p•blic period 
10 that the commaalty eaa properly review aDd commeot on tlae dndt EJR. In liaht 
of the aize of the proposed Project and the utban environmental ~ iDvolvcd. along 
with tbe oumbcr of community members for whom Enelish is a second language or 
Spanish translation is required, we believe this request is reasonablt ~necessary to 
allow for meaningful public input into the decision-making process: 

Thank you for your consideration. 

7L-t11~ 
Silvia Viramontes, Member 

~}/.~;.~A.:/ 
Ventura Guzman.~-~"' 

,~6'Urcl 
Gabriel Rioo, Member 
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303t Inez Sire« Los Allgelu, CA 80023 Phone: 3l~264-828V; 
FAX 323-733-3831 
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Union y Fuerza de Ia 
Contunidad 
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C"OM\) 3039 Inez Street Los Angeles, CA 90023 Telephone (323) 264-8289 
Fax (323) 733-8861 

Aprill7, 2001 

Steve Brye 
Project Manager 
Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority 
One Gateway Plaza 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

RE: Comments to Eastside Corridor Draft Supplemental Impact Statement/ 
Draft Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (DSEIR) 

Dear Mr. Brye: 

The following are comments from Union y Fuerza de Ia Comunidad regarding the Eastside Corridor 
SEIR for the Light Rail Project ("Project"). Union y Fuerza de la Comuiridad is a community based 
organization that is dedicated to educating East Los Angeles (ELA) residents about the impacts of 
land use and transportation development in ELA. 

Our perspective on this DSEIR is entirely concerned with the health, safety and quality of life 
issues that this project presents to the primarily low-income Latino residents of our community who 
live and work in the area surrounding the proposed project 

Of particular concern to us is the lack of a real alternative to which our community can compare to 
the proposed Project While the light rail may be a benefit to our community in some respects, we 
believe there may be alternatives that would benefit ELA to an equal or greater extent, without the 

31.A significant negative environmental impacts the Project will impose upon our community, especially 
during the construction phase. Because these impacts will be felt almost exclusively by low-income 
people of color, we believe the Project raises serious environmental justice issues. 

L General Comments 
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31.61 

31.C I 

A. 45-day public comment period is too short. 

Union y Fuerza de Ia Comunidad, as well as a number of other organizations and individuals, 
recently requested additional time to review the voluminous Project DSEIR. One of the main 
reasons for the request was that many of our members who will be directly impacted by this 
proposed development need a Spanish language translation of the complete DSEIR to effectively 
review it and provide educated comments. The request for additional time to review the DSEIR 
was denied without explanation. This seems particularly unreasonable in light of the fact that those 
in charge of the project have indicated a final SEIR will not be out until October at the earliest. We 
believe this denial clearly violates t:Jie tenets of environmental justice and the public participation 
requirement of one of its legal bases, Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964. 

As discussed in the DSEIR and these comments, this Project will generate significant negative 
environmental effects on a minority and low-income community. By the denial of additional time, 
members of that community are being deprived of the opportunity to closely review the DSEIR and 
its discussion of identified environmental impacts and their predicted magnitude. 

By refusing this request for additional time, the Mf A is refusing to include essential input in the 
fmal SEIR regarding the magnitude and variety of potential environmental impacts as well as the 
effectiveness of proposed mitigation based upon the real life daily observations of impacted 
residents. This refusal to extend the time to comment also deprives both community members and 
decision-makers of the formal response by the SEIR consultants to this community input, 
undermining the adequacy and validity of the SEIR process. 

Our strenuous objection stated, Union y Fuerza de Ia Comunidad submits the following comments 
on the DSEIR at this time, to comply with the inexplicably short comment period. 

B. The previous EIR was not made available for review 

According to CEQA §15162(d), a subsequent EIR must state where the previous document is 
available for review. There is nothing in this DSEIR stating where the original project EIR is 
located for review thus limiting the public' s opportunity to compare the two documents. This 
omission, along with the short comment period and lack of translation noted above, deprives the 
public of meaningful review. · 

31.0 1 c. The DSEIR does not clearly list the thresholds of significance 

The DSEIR rarely noted exactly what thresholds of significance were used in making the analysis 
of which impacts were significant or not. Without knowing these thresholds, it is very difficult for 
the public to assess the significance of a particular impact. The Final SEIR should clearly include 
those thresholds used by the consultants. We suggest it include those thresholds found in the draft 
L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide. 

II. SPECIFIC CO:M:MENTS ON DSEIR 
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We find several sections of the DSEIR to be inadequate in terms of thresholds of significance, 
analysis of impacts, and mitigation measures, including: 

31.E I A. Alternatives 

31.F 

Whereas a supplement to an EIR merely augments a previously certified EIR, a subsequent EIR. is a 
complete EIR requiring findings that include alternatives. An EIR must describe a reasonable range 
of alternatives to the proposed project that would feasibly attain most of the project's basic 
objectives while reducing or avoiding any of its significant effects. This DSEIR compares the 
proposed Project only to a "no-build" alternative. The DSEIR. discusses other alternatives that were 
allegedly analyzed and discarded by the MT A during a "major investment study" prior to this 
DSEIR.. The fact that the MfA may have looked at an array of alternatives prior to drafting this 
document does not relieve the MTA of it's duty to comply with CEQA by presenting to the public a 
range of reasonable alternatives within the DSEIR. document. 

Further, the MT A is required to do a Transportation Systems Management (TSM) alternative to test 
it against the locally preferred alternative (allegedly the Project). We do not believe that the DSEIR. 
offers any real alternative, nor is the "no build" alternative adequate in terms of a TSM alternative. 
We would like to see a Rapid Bus alternative tested against the Project, with Rapid Bus lines 
running both east-west and north-south and including the feeder lines proposed in the Project. This 
could also be tested against an alternative with just regular bus service improvements. Rapid Bus is 
a reasonable alternative that would quite feasibly attain most of the project's basic objectives while 
reducing or avoiding many of its significant effects, such as construction noise and pollution and 
rail safety concerns. We believe that only by a comparison of real alternatives can we discover 
whether the burdens imposed upon our community by this Project are worth the alleged benefits. 
As stated by the court in Laurel Heights Improvement Association of San Francisco, Inc v. Regents 
of the University. of California: 

"Without meaningful analysis of alternatives in the EIR., neither the court nor 
the public can fulfill their proper roles in the CEQA process ... we [cannot] 
countenance a result that would require blind trust by the public, especially 
in light ofCEQA's fundamental goal that the public be fully informed as to 
the environmental consequences of action by their public officials." 4 7 
Cal.3d 376, 404 

This DSEIR is inadequate because of the lack of alternatives and should not be finalized without 
the addition of reasonable alternatives such as Rapid Bus. 

I B. Traffic/Parking 

According to Table 3-12 (p.3-29), the number of intersections rated "Poor" ("represents the most 
vehicles intersection approaches can accommodate; may be long lines of waiting vehicles through 
several signal cycles") increase from 2 existing to 4 in the LRT alternative. The number of 
intersections rated "Failure" ("backups from nearby locations or on cross streets may restrict or 
prevent movement of vehicles out of the intersection approaches. Tremendous delays with 
continuously increasing queue lengths") increase from 2 existing to 19 with the LRT alternative. 
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Looking at Table 3-15 (p.3-31) (summary of2020 LRT Build Intersection Impacts) we wonder why 
two intersections, Cesar Chavezflndiana and Pomona/Atlantic were found to have no significant 
impact, when all the others rated E or F were found to have significant impacts. The DSEIR claims 
to mitigate all but 14 of the intersections to less than significant impacts--even if that is true, 14 
significantly impacted intersections is excessive, especially considering that one of the goals of this 
Project is to improve traffic, not worsen it. We fear that an already difficult traffic situation in the 
Eastside corridor will be worse as a result of the project. 

We are also concerned with a loss of parking spaces as a result of the project. According to Table 3-
23 (p. 3-43), up to 188 parking spaces could be removed at off-peak hours (140 for peak period). 

3'\.G We are concerned what this might mean for smaller businesses in the area, as well as the air quality 
and traffic impacts when people have to drive around and around looking for parking or they 
double-park. One of the mitigation measures being considered is to put replacement parking where 
the Pico Aliso housing is being redevelope~but presumably the low-income tenants at Pico Aliso 
will need parking, and that should not be taken away from them. 

31.H 

31.1 

31.J 

31.K 

C. Land Use 

This section fails to analyze the extent to which the existing communities or land uses would be 
disrupted, divided or isolated, and the duration of the disruptions and the number, degree, and type 
of secondary impacts to surrounding land uses that could result from implementation of the 
proposed projects (Draft L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide p. A 1-2). The Eastside communities have 
already been subjected to 30 years of freeway construction, as the DSEIR points out (p. 4.5-2), 
"resulting in impacts on neighborhood cohesiveness, pedestrian and traffic circulation impacts, 
visual, and noise impacts on nearby residences, schools, parks, and other public facilities" (ld) . We 
fear that this project could be another similar incursion into our communities. 

We believe the land use section is inadequate because the study area was drawn too narrowly. This 
project will impact a much larger area than that studied. The project calls for altering several bus 
lines that will effect areas beyond the narrow east-west corridor. Impacts on traffic and parking will 
also be felt beyond the area studied. 

D. Land Acquisition/Displacement 

This section does not analyze whether the project is consistent with adopted city and regional 
housing policies such as the Framework and Housing Elements, HUD Consolidated Plan, CHAS 
policies, redevelopment plan, Rent Stabilization Ordinance, and the Regional Comprehensive Plan 
and Guide (Draft L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide p. B.2-3) and thus is inadequate. 

This Project would displace between 52 and 128 residents from their homes. Boyle Heights has 
long been short of affordable housing and in the past few years, it has got even worse. Over 500 
units of public housing were demolished due to expansion of County USC hospital and then over 
one hundred housing units to make way for the East Side Red Line subway-though the project had 
already-been cancelled before several buildings were demolished. Boyle Heights suffers one of the 
highest over-crowding rates in the County and is in desperate need of affordable housing. There is 
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31.L 

31.M 

little chance of those displaced being able to find near-by replacement housing. Those who have 
rented their units for a long time would lose lower rent-stabilized rental prices, and a move to 
another unit, even one that is also rent-stabilized, would most likely mean a steep rent increase that 
a one-time relocation fee would not cover. The loss of these affordable housing units would be 
significant and the DSEIR does not do an adequate job in analyzing the impact on affordable 
housing units. 

The mitigation offered by the MIA is insufficient. The $2.6 million revolving loan fund is for units 
demolished by the MT A prior to this Project. This fund was established as a result of a settlement 
agreement arising out of Fonseca et.al.. v. LAMIA (case number BC195151), a lawsuit concerning 
demolition of units after the suspension of the Metro Red Line East Side Extension. This money 
was meant to fund replacement housing for those units already demolished, it did not take into 
account future demolition. If this Project goes forward, the MT A should increase this fund 

The DSEIR states that between 15-28 persons will likely lose their jobs due to commercial 
displacement. We believe this number is somewhat deceptive. One commercial enterprise the 
DSEIR does not consider is the Ranch Market, presumably because it was slated for demolition in 
the earlier project but was spared If this Project goes forvvard, the Ranch Market will be 
demolished with a loss of approximately 30 jobs. The community will also lose one of the few 
supermarkets in the area. There are no mitigation measures that address this loss of livelihood and 
the fmal SEIR should include such measures. 

E. Communities/Neighborhoods 

The DSEIR fails to adequately analyze whether the project will induce substantial growth on the 
project site or surrounding area and whether this might require additional infrastructure. This is 

31.N particularly relevant with regards to housing. Boyle Heights is already a very dense area, with little 
unused habitable housing. If this project is as successful as projected in the Plan, it is likely that 
there will be an increased demand for housing in the immediate vicinity of the project. This in tum 
could raise prices and drive out life-long residents who could no longer afford to live here, as well 
as require infrastructure improvements not accounted for in the DSEIR. 

31.0 

31.P I 

F. Environmental Justice 

The Environmental Justice section includes a promise oflocal hiring (p. 4.5-6), however includes 
no details. It is important for the community to know the extent of this benefit before deciding it is 
worth the burdens. The final SEIR should include a detailed local hiring plan. This plan should 
focus on jobs, not just training. It should include such details as: the minimum percentage goal, the 
percentage of new hires versus transfers, the percentage of full-time and part-time work, 
percentages for both construction work and full time work, the types of job categories, as well as 
clear reporting requirements. 

The Environmental Justice section is far too narrow in its scope in that it fails to consider the low
income. and minority community of Los Angeles as a whole. While a rail line may conceivably help 
those low- income riders who live within the corridor, it may actually harm other low-income 
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31.Q 

transit riders. If the money required to build and operate this light rail line means less money for the 
bus system or an inability to comply with the Consent Decree, then it will likely do more harm than 
good to the low-income/minority population of Los Angeles. This is partic\llarly true if an 
alternative mode, such as Rapid Bus, could achieve the same goals as this Project for less 
expenditure and far fewer construction impacts. For instance, one measure ofEnvironmental 
Justice employed by the MTA in the long range plan is travel time. Table 5-5 (p. 5-7) lists transit 
travel times from selected origins in the Eastside corridor to selected destinations. On such trip is 
from lst/Soto to Wilshire/Fairfax; it is 60 minutes on LRT (doesn't say what time of day) and 70 
minutes with the "no-build". However, if this trip is compared to rapid bus then the same trip, at 
morning rush hour, would be 47 minutes . [If you boarded bus 252 at 8:33a.m. at 1st/Soto, changed 
to #720 Rapid Bus at Soto and Whittier (8:39), you would arrive at Wilshire and Fairfax at 9:20 
a.m. (a 41 minute ride if you walked down Soto from 1st to WhittierX3127101 conversation wl 1-
800-commute operator)] Therefore it appears that an already existing Rapid Bus line is more 
efficient than the proposed $714.6-$854.5 million dollar Project (p. s-45). It is certainly very 
conceivable that an alternative that included expanded Rapid Bus lines would do very well against 
the Project, and might well be more beneficial with fewer burdens. We also would like some 
guarantee that the successful #720 Rapid Bus route will not be taken away from us if this project is 
built. Many people who use this bus travel all the way to the Westside, it would be a shame if 
commuters had to change from the rail to a bus, like those in the San Fernando Valley now have to 
do in North Hollywood. We also do not want to lose any of our present DASH lines. 

G. Noise (operational) 

The DSEIR failed to clearly analyze whether the Project will increase sound; it is considered a 
significant impact if the increase is 3 dBa or greater to sensitive receptors, (or to above 70 dBa) or 
any increase of 5 dBa or greater. (Draft L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide p. 1.3-3). The DSEIR 
included table 4.8-4, but either the Project actually makes the locations quieter (doubtful) or the 
table merely lists the dBa levels generated by the project without analyzing how it adds to the 
existing ambient noise level. Considering the Project also includes several new bus lines, there 
appears to be no analysis ofhow this portion of the Project contributes to the general noise levels. 

H. Vibration 

Table 4.8-6 (p. 4.8-17) indicates that 42 out of 52 street-running segments will exceed the FTA 
vibration criteria. There are a nwnber of older residences, including historical buildings, that could 

1 R suffer irreparable harm as a result of this excessive vibration. Many of these structures are already 3 . 

31.S 

weakened from the effects of placement near freeways and truck routes. The MT A should provide 
further mitigation including: information on how to inspect foundations, walls and ceilings; and 
compensation for any damage caused by both construction and operation.. 

I. Geology 

I 
The geology section does not analyze possible impacts from erosion. The Draft LA CEQA 
thresholds guide states that a project would have significant impacts if it would "Constitute a 
geologic hazard to other properties by causing or accelerating instability from erosion" (p.2-3). Due 
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to large scale earth movement required by this Project, the FSEIR should include a section on 
erosion. 

31.T 70' by 80' sinkhole and a tragic collapse that killed workers, as well as the resulting loss ofbusiness I 
Considering all the problems run into by the Metro Red Line tunneling in Hollywood, including a 

3'\.U 

for local enterprises, the eastside cornmwrity needs detailed analysis explaining why this will not 
happen to us. 

J. Energy 

The DSEIR does not adequately discuss the use of electricity. With California in its present energy 
crisis, more detail needs to be given to this section in the final SEIR in terms of where the supply 
will come from (which plants will generate it), how the significant rate hike will effect this Project, 
what Will happen if an adequate supply is not available, and how this Project then would compare 
to an alternative project that did not include rail. 

I 
Wear~ also concerned about pos~ible air quality imp.acts that relate to ~h~ en~rgy necessary to run 

31.V the trams. The final SEIR should mclude data regarding how the electnc1ty will be generated and 
what pollutants will result from this process. 

31.W 

K. Safety 

We are very concerned with the safety of both pedestrians and drivers. According to a Pasadena 
based group, the Long Beach Blue Line has seen 425 injury resulting accidents since 1990 (345 
from train-vehicle accidents and 80 involving pedestrians); and 44 people have died (29 of those 
deaths were pedestrians) (www.noblag.org/consequence I safety.htm) . Considering there are 29 
schools within half a mile of the proposed project, about 14 of which are near an above-ground 
segment, we are seriously worried about the safety of our children in particular. The Association of 
American Railroads, California Department of Transportation and the United States Department of 
Transportation Federal Highway Administration are all calling for safety policies that eliminate 
railroad at-grade crossings because of the dangers they pose. We believe the at-grade crossings 
from this project will endangerour community. We want to see more mitigation measures in the 
fmal SEIR to protect residents, particularly children, should the project be approved 

At a recent forum held by the MT A on safety issues, it was noted that the MT A is considering using 
quad gates to try to keep cars from going around the gates. It was also noted that there are some 
quad gates that have sensors that will cause them to automatically rise if a vehicle is stuck in 
between the gates, and others that don' t. We strongly believe the MT A should purchase gates with 
sensors. If not, it is conceivable that a car driver could get stuck between the quad gates and 
perhaps stall in a panic, or not realize that he needs to break through the gates. 

L. Construction: 

There is very limited information offered by the DSEIR concerning construction impacts. Without 
sufficient detail, the final SEIR should be found inadequate. 
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31.X 

31.Y I 

31.Z 

Air Quality 
The DSEIR section on construction impacts is not adequately detailed. Thresholds missing include: 
Combustion emissions from construction equipment: type, number of pieces and uses for each type 
of construction equipment, estimated fuel usage and type of fuel for each type of equipment, and 
emission factors for each type of equipment (Draft L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide p.E .l-3 ); in terms 
of fugitive dust missing thresholds include: the amount of soil to be disturbed on-site or moved off
site, the emission factor for disturbed soil, the duration of grading, excavation and hauling 
activities, the type/number of pieces of equipment to be used, and the projected haul route; and for 
toxic air contaminants, the proximity of the toxic air contaminants to sensitive receptors ( eg. 
schools) (Draft L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide p.E.1-3). 

There is no construction schedule in the DSEIR, nor is there any details on the type of equipment 
that will be used or the hauling routes. Without this information it is impossible for the public to 
understand the impacts of construction. 

We are extremely concerned about the air quality impacts the construction of this Project would 
bring to our families. Last year, the South Coast Air Quality Management District published the 
Multiple Air Toxics Exposure Study II (MATES II), described as one of the most comprehensive 
air toxic programs ever conducted in an urban environment. The study measured over 30 air 
pollutants, including particulates. The study used both monitoring and computer modeling to 
measure pollution. MATES II found that 90% of the carcinogenic risk in the South Coast Air Basin 
is due to mobile source emissions (cars, trucks, etc.), including 70% attributable to diesel 
particulate emissions, or PMIO. (Mobile Air Toxic Emissions Study II, March 200o~·p. ES-3.) 
MATES II also specifically found that the average carcinogenic risk in the Los Angeles region is 
about 1,400 per million people. This means that 1,400 people out of every million have an 
increased risk of getting cancer if exposed to a particular source over 70 years. In a4dition, the 
locations with the greatest cancer risk are South Central and East Central Los Angeles, according 
to the AQMD monitoring studies forMA TES II. 

·According to this DSEIR, during the construction phase, both PM 10 and NOx will exceed safe 
thresholds. PM 10 will be over ten times the SCAQMD threshold for at least 26 months, possibly 
all 54 months [Table 4.19-4 (p. 4.19-18) doesn' t say whether phases are simultaneous or 
contiguous, table 4.19-1 notes heavy construction from 26-54 months]. After mitigation it is still 
twice the SCAQMD threshold. NOx will be double the SCAQMD threshold for 26-32 months. This 
means our children, who are particularly at risk for airborne pollutants, will have to suffer unsafe 
levels ofPM 10 and NOx for upwards of five years! 

East Los Angeles is home to 61,000 children under the age of 18 (EPA). Particularly at risk are 
children with asthma and other existing respiratory illnesses who have been shown to actually 
suffer from reduced lung capacity. Researchers at the Southern California Environmental Health 
Sciences Center, a partnership between USC and UCLA, estimate that between 10-20% of children 
in East Los Angeles suffer from asthma (conversation on 4116/01). Children living in East Los 
Angeles are particularly at high risk for undiagnosed or inadequately treated asthma, since many 
residents do not have access to Spanish translated materials on asthma nor adequate access to 

8 

I I 



health care (www.epagov/children/whatwe/lal). A recent joint study by scientists from the 
Department ofPreventative Medicine, University of Southern California School ofMedicine, 
Sonoma Technology Inc., Air Resources Board of the State of California, and the National Institute 
of Environmental Health Sciences shows that common air pollutants- particularly N02 and PMIO
slow asthmatic children's lung development over time. The ten-year-long study, is considered one 
of the nation's most comprehensive studies to date of the long-term effects of air pollutants on 
children and the findings are based on Southern California communities. 

Construction for this Project will impact 29 schools (Table 4.16-3), meaning thousands of children 
will be exposed to these unsafe levels of contaminants for far too many years. The mitigation 
proposed is not adequate. If this Project goes forward the MT A should provide the following 
mitigation measures: 

- Provide air filters in all local schools and childcare centers in the area. 
- Provide supplemental funding to local health clinics to offset the increased loads from increased 
asthma and respiratory problems in the community. 

31 .Z - During construction, all vehicles used on-site must be clean fuel vehicles -- no diesel vehicles 
should be used 
- All non-road equipment required on site during construction should be retrofitted to minimize 
diesel emissions into the environment, including Nox, CO, ROC, and PMl 0. This includes adding 
particulate traps where necessary. 
- The MT A/contractors should comply with applicable Proposition 65 notice requirements in the 
event that construction activities utilize toxic materials, or cause toxic materials to be released into 
the air, including fugitive dust. · 
- Because of the health risks involved and heavy cumulative impacts experienced by local 
residents, the MTA' s contractors should be required to water, enclose, cover or treat greater silt 
content more than that required by manufacturer specific~tions during construction. 
- To ensure these measures are followed, we request that regular meetings be convened with 
community residents and the appointed construction relations officer so that resident concerns can 
be addressed on an ongoing basis. 

We are also concerned about the cumulative air quality impacts. As stated in the DSEIR, our 
community is surrounded by five freeways. Truck traffic is· very likely to worsen as a result of the 
Alameda Corridor project-with trains terminating at Washington, just south of Boyle Heights, 
there is likely to be a drastic increase in trucks traversing the roads of Boyle Heights in order to get 
to points both North and East. 

Other construction impacts 
There is a complete lack of detail in several other areas of the construction section including: 
vibration (p. 4.19-20) which should have a direct comparison to FT A thresholds, as well as 

31.AA information regarding the duration ofvibration impacts. The noise section fp. 4.19-20-22) gives no 31.AB 
- detailed information about the dBa for construction equipment mctud.mg the mine trains which will 

run all night. The section on tunneling ( o. 4.19-30-) requires more info regarding potential soil 
dangers (see above for Hollywood smkhole, collapse) and the Boyle Heights Oil Field, for which 
the DSEIR states there is a potentially hazardous concentration of methane gas, but "insufficient 

31.AC 
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31.AF 

field data" and "additional investigation required" (p. 4.10-34). The public is entitled to this field 31.AO 
data now, not after the FSEIR is approved. We are also concerned about the loss of custom to our 
local businesses. There should be a mitigation fund for ~mall businesses that suffer losses during 
construction to prevent such enterprises from going out ofbusmess . .rmally, the DSEIR states that 
Mariachi Plaza will '"be closed for the duration of station and tunnel construction (estimated three 
to four yearsf (p.4.17-2). This is unacceptable due to both its cultural significance to our 
community and its role as a shopping and transportation hub. 

M . Financial Analysis and Comparison of Alternatives. 

This section is especially disingenuous, considering there are no alternatives in the DSEIR. It 
merely compares the three different versions of the light rail project, rather than comparing the 
Project to a real alternative such as expanded Rapid Bus. Without such a comparison this section is 
pointless as well as grossly inadequate. 

We believe we also need more analysis concerning the costs of light rail. On page 5-9, the DSEIR 
states that the operating cost per passenger mile of both the no build and the LRT will be $.32. How 
did they arrive at this figure? Where are the figures that include capital costs? The final SEIR 
should also include data on new riders (excluding transfers from other transit modes) and 
projections of the cost of each new rider. The Orange County Grand Jury Report on Light Rail 
noted that light rail has negligible impact on traffic congestion because it attracts few automobile 
drivers, while noting that the most cost-effective light rail systems have required subsidies of 
$5,000 plus per new rider (Report of the Orange County Grand Jury, May 27, 1999). If East Los 
Angeles is to suffer the burdens. of a rail system, we would like assurances that such expenditure is 
not being made merely to put bus riders on a train. If that is the case, we would much prefer an 
expanded bus system. 

CONCLUSION 

We are extremely disappointed by this DSEIR. The document is fatally flawed in a number of ways 
explained above. Of particular note is the fact that the DSEIR contains no real alternatives as 
required by CEQA (CEQA Guidelines §15126). Because of it's many inadequacies and the lack of 
opportunity for the public to understand the impacts and respond to them, this document should be 
re-drafted and re-circulated before it is finalized. 

Thank you for the opportunity to-comment. 

Signed for Union y Fuerza de Ia Comunidad 

~(l/~ 
Silvia "'{iramontes, Member 
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1 Mr. Steve Brye 

[ These are Union y Fuerza's comments regarding the DSEil for the Light Rail Project pro-
! posed by the Metropolitan Transportation Authority to be buih in Boyle Heights and East Los Ange
l les. We will look forward for your an~wers. We are also faxing over a copy to Gloria Moliao's office 

so she knows about our concerns and disagreements on this Issue. 

Best regards, 

Gerardo Salas 
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COM\)+... 2729 112 E. 4"' Street, Los Aneeles, CA 90023, Telephone (323) 262-2665 
Fax (323) 888-8874 

April17, 2001 

Steve Brye 
Project Manager 
Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority 
One Gateway Plaza 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

RE: Comments to Eastside Corridor Draft Supplemental Impact Statement/ 
Draft Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (DSEIR) 

Dear Mr. Brye: 

The following are comments from Union y Fuerza de la Comunidad regarding the Eastside Corridor 
SEIR for the Light Rail Project ("Project"). Union y Fuerza de la Comunidad is a community based 
organization that is ·dedicated to educating East Los Angeles (ELA) residents about the i.mpacu of 
land use and transportation development in El.A. 

Our perspective on·this DSEIR is entirely concerned with the health. safety and quality of life issues 
that this project presents to the primarily low-income Latino residents of our community who live 
and work in the area SUITounding the proposed project. 

Of particular concern to us is the lack of a real alternative to which our community can compare to 
the proposed Project. While 1he light rail may be a benefit to our community in some respects, we 
believe there may be alternatives that would benefit ELA to an equal or greater extent, without the 
significant negative environmental impacts the Project will impose upon om community, especially 
during the constnlction phase. Because these impacts will be felt almost exclusively by low-income 
people of color, we believe the Project raises serious environmental justice issues. 

I. General Comments 
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A. 45-day public comment period is too short. 

Union y Fuerza de la Comunidad, as well as a number of other organizations and individuals, 
recently requested additional time to review the voluminous Project DSEIR.. One of the main 
reasons for the request was that many of our members who will be directly impacted by this 
proposed development need a Spanish language translation of the complete DSEIR to effectively 
review it and provide educated comments. The request for additional time to review the DSEIR 
was denied without explanation. This seems particularly unreasonable in light of the fact that those 
in charge of the project have indicated a final SEIR will not be out until October at the earliest. We 
believe this denial clearly violates the tenets of environmental justice and the public participation 
requirement of one of its legal bases, Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964. 

As discussed in the DSEIR and these comments, this Project will generate significant negative 
environmental effects on a minority and low-income commwlity. By the denial of additional time, 
members of that community are being deprived of the opportunity to closely review the DSEIR and 
its discussion of identified environmental impacts and their predicted magnitude. 

By refusing this request for additional time, the MT A is refusing to include essential input in the 
final SEIR regarding the magnitude and variety of potential environmental impacts as well as the 
effectiveness of proposed mitigation based upon the real life daily observations of impacted 
residents. This refusal to extend the time to comment also deprives both community members and 
decision-makers of the formal response by the SEIR consultants to this community input, 
undermining the adequacy and validity of the SEIR process. 

Our strenuous objection stated, Union y Fuerza de 1a Comunidad submits the following comments 
on the DSEIR at this time, to comply with the inexplicably short comment period. 

B. The previous EIR was not made available for review 

According to CEQA § 15162( d), a subsequent EIR must state where the previous document is 
available for review. There is nothing in this DSEIR stating V~ohere the original project EIR is 
located for review thus limiting the public's opportunity to compare the two documents. This 
omission, along with the short CQmment period and lack of translation noted above, deprives the 
public of meaningful review. 

C. The DSEIR does not clearly list the thresholds of significance 

The DSEIR. rarely noted exactly what thresholds of significance were used in making the analysis of 
which impacts were significant or not. Wi~out knowing these thresholds, it is very difficult for the 
public to assess the significance of a particular impact. The Final SEIR. should clearly include those 
thresholds used by the consultants. We suggest it include those thresholds found in the draft L.A. 
CEQA Thresholds Guide. 

II. SPECIFIC COMMENTS ON DSEIR 
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We fmd several sections of the DSEIR to be inadequate in terms of thresholds of significance, 
analysis of impacts, and mitigation measures, including: 

A Alternatives 

Whereas a supplement to an EIR merely augments a previously certified EIR, a subsequent EIR is a 
complete EIR requiring fmdings that include alternatives. An EIR must describe a reasonable range 
of alternatives to the proposed project that would feasibly attain most of the project's basic 
objectives while reducing or avoiding any of its significant effects. This DSEIR compares the 
proposed Project only to a "no-build" alternative. The DSEIR. discusses other alternatives that were 
allegedly analyzed and discarded by the MT A during a "major investment study" prior to this 
DSEIR. The fact that the MT A may have looked at an may of alternatives prior to drafting this 
document does not relieve the MT A of it's duty to comply with CEQA by presenting to the public a 
range of reasonable altemati\'es within the DSEIR document. 

Further, the MTA is required to do a Transportation Systems Management (TSM) alternative to test 
it against the locally preferred alternative (allegedly the Proj~). We do not believe that the DSEIR 
offers any real alternative, nor is the "no buildr. alternative adequate in terms of a TSM alternative. 
We would like to see a Rapid Bus alternative tested against the Project, with Rapid Bus lines 
running both east-west and north-south and including the feeder lines proposed in the Project. 1bis 
could also be tested against an alternative with just regular bus service improvements. Rapid Bus is 
a reasonable alternative that would quite feasibly attain most of the project's basic objectives while 
reducing or avoiding many of its significant effects, such as construction noise and pollution and 
rail safety concerns. We believe that only by a comparison of real alternatives can we discover 
whether the burdens imposed upon our community by this Project are worth the alleged benefits. As 
stated by the court in Laurel Heights Improvement Association of San Francisco. Inc v. Regents of 
the University of California: 

"Without meaningful analysis of alternatives in the EIR, neither the court nor 
the public can fulfill their proper roles in the CEQA process ... we [cannot] 
countenance a result that would require blind trust by the public, especially in 
light of CEQA' s fundamental goal that the public be fully informed as to the 
environmental consequences of action by their public officials." 47 Cal.3d 
376,404 

This DSEIR is inadequate because of the lack of alternatives and should not be finalired without the 
addition of reasonable alternatives such as Rapid Bus. 

B. Traffic/Parking 

According to Table 3-12 (p.J-29), the number of intersections rated .. Poor' ("represents the most 
vehicles intersection approaches can accommodate; may be long lines of waiting vehicles through 
several signal cycles") increase from 2 existing to 4 in the LRT alternative. The number of 
intersections rated "Failure" ("backups from nearby locations or on cross streets may restrict or 
prevent movement of vehicles out of the intersection approaches. Tremendous delays with 
continuously increasing queue lengths") increase from 2 existing to 19 with the LRT alternative. 
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Looking at Table 3-15 (p.3-31) (summary of2020 LRT Build Intersection Impacts) we wonder why 
two intersections. Cesar Chavezllndiana and Pomona! Atlantic were found to have no significant 
impact, when all the others rated E or F were found to have significant impacts. The DSEIR claims 
to mitigate all but 14 of the intersections to less than significant impacts-even if that is true, 14 
significantly impacted intersections is excessive, especially considering that one of the goals of this 
Project is to improve traffic, not worsen it. We fear that an already difficult traffic situation in the 
Eastside corridor will be worse as a result of the project. 

We are also concerned with a loss of parking spaces as a result of the project. According to Table 3-
23 (p. 3-43), up to 188 parking spaces could be removed at off-peak hours (140 for peak period). 
We are concerned Vlfilat this might mean for smaller businesses in the area, as well as the air quality 
and traffic impacts when people have to drive around and around looking for parking or they 
double-park. One of the mitigation measures being considered is to put replacement parking where 
the Pi co Aliso housing is being redeveloped-but presumably the low-income tenants at Pi co Aliso 
will need parking, and that should not be taken away from them. 

C. Land Use 

This section fails to analyze the extent to which the existing communities or land uses would be 
disrupted, divided or isolated, and the duration of the disroptions and the number, degree, and type 
of secondary impacts to surrounding land uses that could result from implementation of the 
proposed projects (Draft L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide p. A.l-2). The Eastside communities have 
aheady been subjected to 30 years of freeway construction, as the DSEIR points out (p. 4.5-2), 
"resulting in impacts on neighborhood cohesiveness, pedestrian and traffic circulation impacts, 
visual, and noise impacts on nearby residences, schools, parks, and other public facilities" (ld). We 
fear that this project could be another similar incursion into our communities. 

We believe the land use section is inadequate because the study area was drawn too narrowly. This 
project will impact a much larger area than that studied. The project calls for altering several bus 
lines that \\ill effect areas beyond the nmow east-west corridor. Impacts on traffic and parking will 
also be felt beyond the area studied. · 

D. Land Acquisition/Displacement 

This section does not analyze whether the project is consistent with adopted city and regional 
housing policies such as the Framework and Housing Elements, HUD Consolidated Plan, CHAS 
policies, redevelopment plan, Rent Stabilization Ordinance, and the Regional Comprehensive Plan 
and Guide (Draft L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide p. 8.2-3) and thus is inadequate. . 

This Project would displace between 52 and 128 residents from their homes. Boyle Heights has long 
b~n short of affordabl~ housing and in the past few years, it has got even worse. Over 500 units of 
public housing were demolished due to expansion of County USC hospital and then over one 
htm.dred housing units to make way for the East Side Red Line subway-though the project had 
already been cancelled before several buildings were demolished. Boyle Heights suffers one of the 
highest over-crowding rates in the County and is in desperate need of affordable housing. There is 
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little chance of those displaced being able to find near-by replacement housing. Those who have 
rented their units for a long time would lose lower rent-stabilized rental prices, and a move to 
another unit, even one that is also rent-stabilized, would most likely mean a steep rent increase that 
a one-time relocation fee would not cover. The loss of these affordable housing units would be 
significant and the DSEIR does not do an adequate job in analyzing the impact on affordable 
housing units. 

The mitigation offered by the Mf A is insufficient. The $2.6 million revolving loan ftmd is for units 
demolished by the MT A prior to this Project. This fund was established as a result of a settlement 
agreement arising out of Fonseca et.al .. v. LAMIA (case number BC195151), a lawsuit concerning 
demolition of units after the suspension of the Metro Red Line East Side Extension. This money 
was meant to fund replacement housing for those units already demolished, it did not take into 
account future demolition. If this Project goes forward, the MTA should increase this fund 

The DSEIR states that between 15-28 persons will likely lose their jobs due to commercial 
displacement. We believe this number is somewhat deceptive. One commercial enterprise the 
DSEIR does not consider is the Ranch Market, preSUIDilbly because it was slated for demolition in 
the earlier project but was spared. If this Project goes forward, the Ranch Market will be demolished 
with a loss of approximately 30 jobs. The community will also lose one of the few supennarkets in 
the area. There are no mitigation measures that address this loss of livelihood and the final SEIR 
should include such measures. 

E. Communities/Neighborhoods 

The DSEIR fails to adequately analyze whether the project will induce substantial growth on the 
project site or surrounding area and whether this might require additional infrastructure. This is 
particularly relevant with regards to housing. Boyle Heighu is already a ''et'Y dense area, with little 
unused habitable housing. If this project is as successful as projected in the Plan, it is likely that 
there will be an increased demand for housing in the immediate vicinity of the project This in tum 
could raise prices and drive out life-long residents who could no longer afford to live here, as well 
as require infrastructure improvements not accounted for in the DSEIR. 

F. Environmental Justice 

The Environmental Justice section includes a promise of local hiring (p. 4.5-6), however includes 
no details. It is important for the community to know the extent of this benefit before deciding it is 
worth the burdens. The final SEIR should include a detailed local hiring plan. This plan should 
focus on jobs, not just training. It should include such details as: the minimum percentage goal, the 
percentage of new hires versus ~fers, the percentage of full-time and part-time work, 
percentages for both construction work and full time work, the types of job categories, as well as 
clear reporting requirements. 

The Environmental Justice section is far too narrow in its scope in that it fails to consider the low
income and minority community of Los Angeles as a whole. While a rail. line may conceivably help 
those low- income riders who live within the corridor, it may actually harm other low-income transit 
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riders. If the money required to build and operate this light rail line means less money for the bus 
system or an inability to comply with the Consent Decree, then it will likely do more harm than 
good to the low-income/minority population of Los Angeles. Ibis is particularly true if an 
alternative mode, such as Rapid Bus, could achieve the same goals as this Project for less 
expenditure an~ far fewer construction impacts. For instance, one measure of Environmental Justice 
employed by the MTA in the long range plan is travel time. Table 5-5 (p. 5-7) lists transit trav~l 
times from selected origins in the Eastside corridor to selected destinations. On such trip is from 
lst/Soto to Wilshire/Fairfax; it is 60 minutes on LRT (doesn't say what time of day) and 70 minutes 
with the "no-build". However, if this trip is compared to rapid bus then the same trip, at morning 
rush hour, would be 47 minu1es. [If you boarded bus 252 at 8:33a.m. at lst/Soto, changed to #720 
Rapid Bus at Soto and Whittier (8:39), you would anive at Wilshire and Fairfax at 9:20a.m. (a 41 
minute ride if you walked down Soto from 1st to Whittier)(J/27/0J conversation w/1-800-commute 
operator)] Therefore it appears that an already existing Rapid Bus line is more efficient than the 
proposed $714.6-$854.5 million dollar Project (p. s-45).lt is certainly very conceivable that an 
alternative that included expanded Rapid Bus lines would do very well against the Project, and 
might well be more beneficial with fewer burdens. We also would like some guarantee that the 
successful #720 Rapid Bus route will not be taken away from us if this project is built Many people 
who use this bus travel all the way to the Westside, it would be a shame if commuters had to change 
from the rail to a bus, like those in the San Fernando Valley now have to do in North Hollywood. 
We also do not want to lose any of our present DASH lines. 

G. Noise (operational) 

The DSEIR failed to clearly analyze whether the Project will increase sound; it is considered a 
significant impact if the increase is 3 dBa or greater to sensitive receptors, (or to above·10 dBa) or 
any increase of 5 dBa or greater. (Draft LA. CEQA Thresholds Guide p. 1.3-3). The DSEIR 
included table 4.8-4, but either the Project actually makes the locations quieter (doubtful) or the 
table merely lists the dBa levels generated by the project without analyzing how it adds to the 
existing ambient noise level. Considering the Project also includes several new bus lines, there 
appears to be no analysis of how this portion of the Project contributes to the genexal noise levels. 

H. Vibration 

Table 4.8-6 (p. 4.8-17) indicates that 42 out of 52 street.running segments v.ill exceed the FTA 
vibration criteria. There are a number of older residences, including historical buildings, that could 
suffer irreparable harm as a result of this excessive '<ibration. Many of these structures are already 
weakened from the effects of placement near freeways and truck routes. The MTA should JXOYide 
further mitigation including: information on how to inspect foundations, walls and ceilings; and 
compensation for any damage caused by bo~ construction and operation. · 

L Geology 

The geology soction does not analyze possible impacts from erosion. The Draft LA CEQA 
thresholds guide states that a project would have significant impacts if it would "Constitute a 
geologic ha:lard to other properties by causing or accelerating instability from erosion" (p.2·3). Due 
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to large scale earth moYem.ent required by this Project, the FSEIR should include a section on 
erosion. 

Considering all the problems run into by the Metro Red Line tunneling in Hollywood, including a 
7CY by 80' sinkhole and a tragic collapse that killed workers, as well as the resulting loss of business 
for local enterprises, the eastside community needs detailed analysis explaining why this will not 
happen to us. 

J. Energy 

The DSEIR does not adequately discuss the use of electricity. With California in its present energy 
crisis, more detail needs to be given to this section in the final SEIR in terms of where the supply 
will come from (which plants will generate it), how the significant rate hike will effect this Project, 
what will happen if an adequate supply is not available, and how this Project then would compare to 
an alternative project that did not include rail. 

We arc also concerned about possible air quality impacts that relate to the energy necessary to run 
the trains. The final SEIR should include data regarding how the electricity will be generated and 
what pollutants will result from this process. 

K. Safety 

We are very concerned with the safety of both pedestrians and drivers. According to a Pasadena 
based group, the Long Beach Blue Line bas seen 425 injlllj' resulting accidents since 1990 (345 
from train-vehicle accidents and 80 involving pedestrians); and 44 people have died (29 of those 
deaths were pedestrians) ('WWW.nob/ag.orglconsequence / safety. him). Considering there are 29 
schools within half a mile of the proposed project: about 14 of which are near an above-ground 
segment, we are seriously worried about the safety of our children in particular. The Association of 
American Railroads, California Department of Transportation and the United States Department of 
Transportation Federal Highway Administration are all calling for safety policies that eliminate 
railroad at-grade crossings because of the dangers they pose. We believe the at-grade crossings from 
this project will endanger our community. We 'WBil.t to see more mitigation measures in the final 
SEIR to protect residents, particularly children, should the project be approved. 

At a recent forum held by the MT A on safety issues, it was noted that the MT A is considering using 
quad gates to try to keep cars from going around the gates. It was also noted that there are some 
quad gates that have sensors tha! will cause them to automatically rise if a vehicle is stUCk in 
between the gates, and others that don't We strongly believe the MTA should purchase gates with 
sensors. If not, it is conceivable that a car ~ver could get stuck between the quad gates and perhaps 
stall in a panic, or not realtte that be needs to break through the gates. 

L. Construction: 

There is very limited information offered by the DSEIR concerning construction impacts. Without 
sufficient detail, the final SE1R should be found inadequate. 
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Air Quality 
The DSEIR section on construction impacts is not adequately detailed. Thresholds missing include: 
Combustion emissions from construction equipment: type, number of pieces and uses for each type 
of construction equipment: estimated fuel usage and type of fuel for each type of equipmen~ and 
emission factors for each type of equipment (Draft L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide p.E.l-3); in terms 
of fugitive dust missing thresholds include: the amount of soil to be disturbed ori-site or moved off
site, the emission factor for disturbed soil, the duration of grading, excavation and hauling activities, 
the type/number of pieces of equipment to be used, and the projected haul route; and for toxic air 
contaminants, the proximity of the toxic air contaminants to sensitive receptors (eg. schools} (Draft 
L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide p.E.l-3). 

There is no construction schedule in the DSEIR, nor is there any detail~ on the type of equipment 
that ~ill be used or the hauling routes. Without this information it is impossible for the public to 
understand the impacts of construction. 

We are extremely concerned about the air quality impacts the construction of this Project would 
bring to our families. Last year, the South Coast Air Quality Management District published the 
Multiple Air Toxics Exposure Study II (MATES ll), described as one of the most comprehensive air 
toxic programs ever conducted in an urban environment. The study measured over 30 air pollutants, 
including particulates. The study used both monitoring and computer modeling to measure 
pollution. MATES II found that 90% of the carcinogenic risk in the South Coast Air Basin is due to 
mcbile source emissions (cars, trucks, etc.), including 700/o attributable to diesel particulate 
emissions, or PMIO. (Mobile Air Toxic Emissions Study ll, March 2000, p. ES-3.) MATES II also 
specifically found that the average· carcinogenic risk in the Los Angeles region is about 1,400 per 
million people. This means that 1,400 people out of every million have an increased risk of getting 
cancer if eKpOsed to a particular source over 70 years. In addition, the locations with the greatest 
cancer risk are South Central and East Central Los Angeles, according to the AQMD monitoring 
studies for MATES ll. . 

According to this DSEIR, during tl:le construction phase, both PM 10 and NOx will exceed safe 
thresholds. PM 10 will be over ten times the SCAQMD threshold for at least 26 months, possibly 
all 54 months [Table 4.19-4 (p. 4.19-18) doesn't say whether phases are simultaneous or 
contiguous, table 4.19·1 notes heavy construction from 26-54 months]. After mitigation it is still 
twice the SCAQMD threshold. NOx will be double the SCAQMD threshold for 26-32 months. This 
means our children, who are particularly at risk for airborne pollutants, will have to suffer unsafe 
levels of PM 10 and NOx for upwards of five years! 

East Los Angeles is home to 61,000 children under the age of 18 (EPA). Particularly at risk are 
children with asthma and other C1dsting respiratory illnesses who have been shown to actually suffer 
from reduced hmg capacity. Researchers at the Southern California En-..ironmcntal Health Sciences 
Center, a partnership between USC and UCLA, cstim4te that between lQ-20% of children in East 
Los Angeles suffer from asthma (conversation on 4116101). Children living in East Los Angeles are 
particularly at high risk for undiagnosed or inadequately treated asthma, since many residents do not 
have access to Spanish translated materials on asthma nor adequate access to health care 
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(www.epa.gov/children!whatwella!). A recent joint study by scientists from the Department of 
Preventative Medicine, University of Southern California School of Medicine, Sonoma: Technology 
Inc., Air Resources Board of the State of California, and the National Institute of Environmental 
Health Sciences shows that common air pollutants- particularly N02 and PMlO- slow asthmatic 
children's lung development over time. The ten-year-long srudy, is considered one of the nation's 
most comprehensive studies to date of the long-term effects of air pollutants on children and the 
5ndings are based on Southern California communities. 

Constru.ction for this Project will impact 29 schools (Table 4.16-3), meaning thousands of children 
will be exposed to these unsafe levels of contaminants for far too many years. The mitigation 
proposed is not adequate. If this Project goes forward the MTA should provide the following 
mitigation measures: · 

- Provide air filters in all local schools and childcare centers in the area. 
- Provide supplemental funding to local health clinics to offiet the increased loads from increased 
asthma and respiratory problems in the community. 
- During construction, all vehicles used on-site must be clean fuel vehicles •• no diesel vehicles 
should be used. 
- All non-road equipment required on site during construction should be retrofitted to minimiz:e 
diesel emissions into the environment, including Kox, CO, ROC, and PMlO. This includes adding 
particulate traps where necessary. 
- The MT A/contractors should comply with applicable Proposition 65 notice requirements in the 
event that construction activities utilize toxic materials, or cause toxic materials to be released into 
the air, including fugitive dust. 
- Because of the health risks involved and heavy cumulative impacts experienced by local 
residents, the MTA's contractors should be required to water, enclose, cover or treat greater silt 
content more than that required by manufacturer specifications during construction. 
- To ensure these measures are followed, we request that regular meetings be convened with 
comrinmity residents and the appointed construction relations officer so that resident concerns can 
be addressed ob an ongoing basis. 

We are also concerned about the cumulative air quality impacts. As stated in the DSEIR, our 
community is surrounded by five freeways. Truck traffic is very likely to worsen as a result of the 
Alameda Corridor project-· with trains terminating at Washington, just south of Boyle Heights, 
there is likely to be a drastic increase in trucks traversing the roads of Boyle Heights in order to get 
to points both North and East. 

Other ~onstruction impacts 
There is a complete lack of detail in severalother areas of the construction section including: 
vibration (p. 4.19-20) which should have a clirect comparison to FT A thresholds, as well as 
information regarding the duration of vibration impacts. The noise section (p. 4.19-20-22) gives no 
detailed information about the dBa for construction equipment including the mine trains which will 
run all night. The section on tunneling (p. 4.19-30-) requires more info regarding potential ~oil 
dangers (see above for Hollywood sinkhole, collapse) and the Boyle Heights Oil Field, for which 
the DSEIR states there is a potentially hazardous concentration of methane gas, but "insufficient 
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field data" and "additional investigation required" (p. 4.10-34). The public is entitled to this field 
data now, not after the FSEIR is approved. We are also concerned about the loss of custom to our 
local business~s. There should be a mitigation fund for small businesses that suffer losses during 
construction to prevent such enterprises from going out of business. Finally, the DSEIR states that 
Mariachi Plaza will "'be closed for the duration of station and tunnel construction (estimated three to 
four years)" (p.4.17-2). This is unacceptable due to both its cultural significance to our community 
and its role as a shopping and transportation hub. 

M . Financial Analysis and Comparison of Alternatives. 

This section is especially disingenuous, considering there are no alternatives in the DSEIR. It 
merely compares the three different versions of the light rail project, rather than comparing the 
Project to a real alternative such as expanded Rapid Bus. Without such a comparison this section is 
pointless as well as grossly inadequate. 

We believe we also need more analysis concerning the costs of light rail. On page S-9, the DSEIR 
states that the operating cost per passenger mile of both 1he no build and the LRT "'ill be $.32. How 
did they arrive at this figure? Where are the figures that include capital costs? The final SEIR 
should also include data on new riders (excluding transfers from other transit modes) and 
projections of the cost of each new rider. The Orange County Grand Jmy Report on Light Rail noted 
that light rail has negligible impact on traffic congestion because it attracts few automobile drivers, 
while noting that the most cost-effective light rail sys1cmS have required subsidies of $5,000 plus 
per new rider (Report of the Orange County Grand Jury, May 27, 1999). If East Los Angeles is to 
suffer the burdens of a rail syStem, we would like assurances that such expenditure is not being 
made merely to put bus riders on a train. If that is the case, we would much prefer an expanded bus 
system. 

CONCLUSION 

We arc extremely disappointed by this DSEIR. The document is fatally flawed in a number of ways 
explained above. Of particular note is the fact that the DSEIR contains no real alternatives as 
requil'M by CEQA (CEQA Guidelines §15126). Because of it's many inadequacies and the lack of 
opportunity for the public to understand the impacts and respond to them, this document should be 
re-drafted and re-circulated before it is finalized. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment. 

-

Signed for Uni~n y Fueru de~-~ _Comunidad c---·-·. f 
Gerardo Salas. Member f.oeco..v1: ~los 

Cc: Gloria Molina. Supervisor, First District, County of Los Angeles 

10 



32.A 

NAACP LEGAL DEFENSE AND EDUCATIONAL FUND, INC. 

Regional Office 
1055 Wilshire Boulevard, Suite 1480 

los Angeles, CA 90017 
213.975.0211 Fox 213.202.5773 

Tuesday, April 17, 2001 

The Honorable Yvonne Burke 
Chair, Board ofDirectors 

c/o Steve Brye, Project Manager 
L.A County Metropolitan Transportation Authority 
One Gateway Plaza 
Los Angeles, CA 900 12 

Re: Comments on MT A's Los Angeles Eastside Corridor Draft SEIS/SEIR 

Dear Ms. Burke: 

The NAACP Legal Defense and Educational Fund, Inc. -- counsel for plaintiffs and the class 
in the lawsuit styled Labor/Community Strategy Center v. MT A-- is pleased to submit its comments 
on MT A's Eastside Corridor Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement I Subsequent 
Environmental Impact Report (hereinafter "Draft SEISISEIR") (March 2001). 

Given that MT A's Draft SEISISEIR was prepared to support a federal grant application, and 
given that MT A thus was required by law to study the Transportation System Management ("TSM") 
Alternative which best represents "the best that can be done to improve transit mobility in the corridor 
without the construction of major new transit facilities," Draft SEISISEIR at 2-5, we are extremely 
displeased with the misrepresentations and inaccurate costs-benefit projections contained the Draft 
SEISISEIR, and so too with the inaccurate data relied on in the so-called best case TSM Alternative. 
For example: 

• The TSM Alternative incorrectly is premised on very-old projected data pertaining to 
Rapid Bus Line 720 (Wushire/Whittier), despite the fact Rapid Bus Line 720 has been 
in operation since June 2000, despite the fact that MT A has heralded its .a&t.lli!1 data 
showing in reality a huge increase in ridership (labeled «latent demand" for bus riders 
by MTA) on this East-West route because of better bus service, and despite the fact 
that this ~ data is fully presented in MT A's earlier Draft 200 I Long Range 
Transportation Plan for Los Angeles County ("LRTP") (February 2001), with both 
documents having been prepared by the same MTA personnel. 

+ Much worse, the TSM Alternative includes no data whatsoever on the rougly six (in 
the narrowly construed Eastside study araea) of the promised total of24 Rapid Bus 
lines scheduled to begin operation in the near future. 

·"Jtional Office Regional Office The NAACP Legal Defense and Educofionol Fund, Inc. (LDF/ is not a part of the National Association for the 
Ad.-ancement of Colo.-ed People (NAACP) although LDf was founded by the NAACP and shores its com· 
mitment to equal rights. LDf has had, since 1957, a separate board, program, stoff, office and budget. 
Contributions ore deducnb/e for U.S. income tax purposes. 
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1444 Eye Street, N.W. , 1Oth Floor 
Washington, DC 20005 
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The foregoing mistakes/misrepresentations alone mean that the ISM Alemative understates 
potential bus ridership and bus travel-time savings, and vastly overstates the projected light rail 
ridership. Much worse are the faulty data relied on by MT A to present its entirely incorrect cost
benefit analyses, among other MT A misrepresentations. All of this is set forth in our LDF comments 
enclosed herewith. 

32.A All of which also is to say, in summary, that the transit-dependent and transit-hungry residents 
in East L.A would be much better served by full implementation of the Rapid Bus lines, coupled with 
more frequent and expanded bus service and less overcrowding as agreed to in the Consent Decree, 
rather than by depleting MT A resources (with much of the financing available for bus operations) 
through a very expensive and cost-ineffective construction and operation of a light rail line serving 
only very few riders in a single short and narrow corridor. A properly prepared Draft SEIS/SEIR, 
we respectfully submit, would confirm this. 

MT A, having predetermined that it wants a light rail line in the Eastside corridor, seems llQ1 
to have the will to prepare a proper and kg& Draft SEIS/SEIR 

Enclosure 

Sincerely, 

/$~c//;p~~ 
E. Richard Larson 
Western Regional Counsel 
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NAACP Legal Defense and Educational Fund, Inc. 
Comments on MTA Los Angeles Eastside Corridor Draft SEIS/SEIR 

The NAACP Legal Defense and Educational Fund, Inc., counsel for plaintiffs and the class in 
Labor/Community Strategy Center v. MTA, is pleased to present its comments on MTA's Eastside 
Corridor Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement I Subsequent Environmental Impact 
Report ("Draft SEIS/SEIR") (March 2001 ). (All references cited below are from the Draft 
SEIS/SEIR unless otherwise noted.) 

The Draft SEIS/SEIR improperly focuses on the construction of a specific high-visibility, expensive 
project at the expense of vitally needed improvements in transit services that are actually useful to 
the numerous transit-dependent and near transit-dependent residents of Los Angeles County. By 
carefully narrowing the scope of this study to only specifically selected types ofhigh-cost exclusive 
transit guideways in an extremely narrowly defined corridor (just over four miles long and less than 
five miles long and well under a mile wide at the greatest dimensions 1

) that was specifically selected 
32.8 to exclude more productive and cost-effective alternatives and options, this study manages to 

' 'justify" the selection of a locally preferred alternative of a light rail with a capital cost of 
$714.6-854.5 million2 for approximately 5.9 miles3 of bi-directional revenue track ($121- 145 
million per mile) over many far more productive and cost-effective options. 

We find MTA's methodology for this study to be extremely deficient, both in terms of professional 
standards and legal/regulatory requirements. As this study is a justification for a federal grant 
application, MT A is required to study the Transportation Systems Management Alternative. MTA 
has not properly done so. 

The following is presented verbatim from §2.3.3 "Alternatives Considered for Evaluation in theRe
Evaluation!MIS," page 2-5 : 

"The Transportation System Management ["TSM"] Alternative is defined by the Federal 
Transit Administration as the No-Build alternative plus lower cost transit capital and 
operational improvements that are intended to enhance the performance ofthe transportation 

Measurements from Figure S-1 , "Eastside Corridor Study Area," page S-2. 

Table S-9, "Capital Cost Estimates," page S-45. (Given MTA's long history of 
extremely poor projection of capital costs and large acknowledged and unacknowledged cost 
ovenuns on similar projects, the accuracy of these projections must be taken with a certain 
degree of s~epticism .) 

§3.2.3.2, "LRT Build Alternative," Page 3-18. 
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system within the study corridor. The TSM Alternative in comparison to the "build" 
alternative should be a relatively low cost approach to addressing the transportation 
problems. The TSM Alteernative should represent the best that can be done to improve 
transit mobility in the corridor without the construction of major new transit facilities. The 
TSM Alternative for the Eastside Corridor includes additions in bus service frequencies to 
the major east-west and north-south existing transit routes as well as the implementation of 
the Whittier/Wilshire Rapid Bus line from Whittier and Garfield (Montebello) to Colorado 
and Ocean (Santa Monica). This Rapid Bus Line was approved for implementation in June 
2000 and provides a combined operating frequency of 1. 7 5 minutes during the peak periods 
and five minutes during the off-peak periods. This service would provide a strong linkage 
(no transfers) between a portion of the Eastside Corridor study area to Downtown, Mid
Wilshire, and the far Westside of Los Angeles. The TSM Alternative also includes more 
frequent service for the Metro Red Line." 

We note many omissions from the TSM, and other requirements, relating to the above statements 
and other Draft SEIS/SEIR contents and non-contents: 

1. From the language above ("This Rapid Bus Line was approved for implementation in June 
2000 .... "), it appears that the actual model runs for this TSM comparison may have been 
performed prior to the opening of Line 720 (as this line is designated by MTA). We now 
know that Line 720 has proven extremely successful, with a 29% overall speed 
improvement,4 a 25.40% increase in total ridership,5 and a Net New Subsidy per new 
Passenger of $.62, 6 and this occurred in only the first 90 days of service. Therefore, if the 
Draft SEIS/SEIR analysis was performed using older, pre-opening· of service data, MTA 
should have revised its analysis to utilize the best available data, based on known, actual 
performance. 

4 MTA, Draft 2001 Long Range Transportation Plan for Los Angeles County, 
("LRTP") (February 2001), Table 2-2 (unnamed), page 2-32. 

5 LRTP, Table 2-3, "Total Unlinked Ridership," page 2-34. (Tl;J.e percentage 
calculation from the data in the Table is actually 25.38%.) 

6 LRTP, Table 2-10, "Weekday Corridor Performance," page 2-42. (There is no 
supporting detail for this calculation and, based on our review of both the data that are presented 
and our past experience with MTA calculations of this sort, we do not have a high degree of 
confidence in the accuracy of this figure. However, as this is MT A's computation, not ours, we 
feel that it is entirely proper to utilize it in this commentary, on the basis that, right or wrong, 
these are data that were known to and accepted by MT A and should have been taken into account 
in this SEIS/SEIR process.) 



Comments on MTA Eastside Draft SEIS/SEIR 
April17, 2001 
Page3 

2. Line 720 is only one of a number of Rapid Bus lines that has been proposed for this study 
area (also, there are many proposed Rapid Bus lines that do not actually operate to or through 
the study area proper that are likely to be highly utilized by residents ofthe study area in their 
travels to other areas of Southern California and for individuals who reside outside of the 
study area that will use them to travel to the study area). The additional Rapid Bus lines that 
actually travel through the study area include those on the following streets7 and general 
compass orientation: 

32.0 

• Atlantic (North-South) 

• Garvey (East-West) 

• Long Beach (North-South) 

• Pica/East First (East-West) 

• Soto (North-South) 

• West Third (East-West) 

The TSM Alternative model runs evidently do not include any of these Rapid Bus lines, nor 
do the comparable Light Rail model runs. Without any question, this means that the TSM 
ridership and travel time savings are understated, almost certainly by a significant amount. 
Also, if the Light Rail model runs had been made with these Rapid Bus lines included, the 
projected light rail ridership, and travel time savings, would almost certainly be significantly 
reduced, as many riders would find the Rapid Bus lines better suit.;!d to their travel 
requirements. 

This is not a case of an outside party bringing in a proposal at the last minute. The Rapid 
Bus initiative is MTA' sown proposal, and it has been in planning for many years. Although 
the full24-line Rapid Bus network in the LRTP is fairly new (our representatives first saw 
it in the latter part of calendar year 2000, when it was first presented to the LRTP Focus 
Group), there was an earlier 16-line Rapid Bus network, dating from no later than March 
1999.8 The same MT A personnel responsible for this Draft SEIS/SEIR prepared (or had the 
major role in preparing) the March 1999 Rapid Bus document, the LRTP, and every other 
Rapid Bus proposal. Even if the individuals who worked on the Draft SEIS/SEIR had 
somehow never heard of Rapid Bus or ofMTA's Rapid Bus expansion plans, the several 

7 LRTP, page 2-47 and "Existing and Proposed Metro Rapid Routes," page 2-48. 
(The names for the 22 additional Rapid Bus lines are incomplete and the route map is tiny and 
lacks street names. The list is our interpretation of the intended Rapid Bus routes, but it may 
contain errors.) 

8 MTA staff presented its "Metro Rapid Bus Implementation Plan" at the March 
1999 MTABoard Meeting, so undoubtedly there had been much work on this document well 
before that date. 
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supervisors who signed off on the Draft SEIS/SEIR were the same people who signed off on 
the Rapid Bus plans and the LRTP. 

32.0 
It is extremely difficult to reach any conclusion other than there was a deliberate, conscious 
decision by MTA personnel not to include Rapid Bus expansion in the model runs for the 
TSM and for the Light Rail options.9 

32.0 

32.E 

3. We note on page S-18, under Bus Service, the following: 

32.E 

"As a major component of implementing Light Rail Transit service in the Eastside 
Corridor, MT A has designed a corresponding increase in feeder bus and increased 
service to existing routes that would serve the LRT stations. Table S-3 shows the 
increase in service frequency as well as the addition oftwo routes [31A and 258A] 
expressly recommended to support the LRT Build alternative [sic] . Increases in 
service are proposed for all MT A bus services in the Eastside Corridor as well as 
increased service for routes operated by Monterey Park and Los Angeles County. 
This increase in bus service will require an increase of over 40 peak period buses. 
The capital cost of these improvements as well as the increased bus operating costs 
are included in the costs for the LRT build Alternative."10 

9 On page 2-5, we have, "The No-Build Alternative [sic] includes all highway and 
transit projects and operations that the region and MTA expect to be in place in the year 2020 
[the future analysis year for this SEIS/SEIR]. These include improvements to the local bus 
system and the completion of the Red Line to North Hollywood and the Pasadena Blue Line to 
Sierra Madre Villa in Pasadena." 

Since the first two Rapid Bus lines, line 720 on Wilshire/Whittier and Line 750 on 
Ventura, had been approved by the Board and were actually implemented many months prior to 
the date of this Draft SEIS/SEIR, one would expect that they would be included in the "No
Build" option. However, even Line 720 is not mentioned until the following paragraph, which 
defines TSM [and is reproduced above] . This leads to the conclusion that not even the two 
existing Rapid Bus lines were included in the ''No-Build" option model run- which is clearly 
improper. The result of this wrongful action would be to cause the Light Rail model run to show 
a larger increase in transit trips and in time savings because the advantages of the Line 720 would 
not be included in the "No-Build" option for comparison. 

Of course, if the Light Rail option model runs included the Rapid Bus lines in the 
LRTP, and the No-Build and TSM option runs did not, that would be extremely improper. 

I 
10 While we do not have sufficient data to quantify many factors herein discussed, 

we can do at least rough estimates of some. 
· · 40 added peak period buses implies, with a 20% spare factor, a requirement to 

(continued ... ) 
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32.E 

Contrast the above with the comparable language for increases in bus service from the ISM 
option, as cited above: 

"The TSM Alternative for the Eastside Corridor includes additions in bus service 
frequencies to the major east-west and north-south existing transit routes as well as 
the implementation of the Whittier/Wilshire Rapid Bus line from Whittier and 
Garfield (Montebello) to Colorado and Ocean (Santa Monica)." 

10
( ••• continued) 

purchase a total of 48 additional buses. If we assume a cost per bus of $390,000 (LRTP, page B-
15), the total cost would be $18.72 million. Discounting this over the standard "Federal Transit 
Administration" useful life of 12 years at the U.S. OMB A-94 discount rate of?% produces an 
annualized capital cost of approximately $2.4 million. 

From MIA's 1999 National Transit Database (NTDB) report to the Federal 
Transit Administration, Forms 301MB DO and PT and 406MB DO and PT, we have an 
operating cost per peak bus of $380,000. Multiplying this by the 40 peak buses. produces $15.2 
million in annual operating costs. Since some of this service may be operated by lower-cost 
Muni operations, we will round this down to an even $15.0 million. (Note: All Draft SEIS/SEIR 
year-of-expenditure dollar values are 1999 [pages S-44/45].) 

Added linked trips is far more speculative, but a rough approximation could be: 
Per the NTDB cites above, the average hoardings per MTA peak bus in 1999 was 194,573. 
Multiplying this by the 40 added peak buses, then multiplying it by two-thirds (under the 
assumption that this added service would be only two-thirds as productive as the average MT A 
bus), and then dividing by the 1.637 average ratio of unlinked-to-linked trips form the 1991-1993 
Southern California Rapid Transit District "On-Board Survey," produces annual added unlinked 
trips of 3,169,587. Dividing this by the Annual-to-Weekday day conversion factor of 320.5 
obtained from the Form 406 MB DO and PT produces weekday added linked trips of 
approximately 10,000 (while the above computations are carried to more significant digits, it is 
obvious that any high degree of exactitude in the rendering of the final product is not justified). 
(This is specifically intended to be a "low" projection to be on the "safe" side. The ''two-thirds" 
factor could arguably easily be doubled, or more, given the extremely high transit usage in this 
area.) 

If we combine the values above, we have annualized costs of $17.4 million and 
3.2 million added linked trips, we have a added cost per added linked bus-only trip of $5 .43 . 

Again, for service in this highly transit-dependent area, this value appears far too 
high, with a value of half that not at all unreasonable, and actually still probably too high. 
Therefore, we are going to make a further adjustment- to increase the cost per new bus rider to 
$10. Working backwards, this produces 1.74 million new bus-only linked trips if these funds 
were utilized for bus alone, with no Light Rail costs in the Light Rail option. 

We will utilize these values later in this presentation. 
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We have already discussed the Whittier/Wilshire Rapid Bus line (Line 720) above. What we 
are left with, therefore, is, in the TSM option, "additions in bus service frequencies to the 
major east-west and north-south existing transit routes" to be compared to the far more 
detailed description for the Light Rail option. 

Because of the great difference in the degree of detail provided, it is not possible to make 
precise, quantitative comparisons of bus service changes between these two additions. 
However, any reading of these two leads to a conclusion that it is likely that more bus service 

32.E is being added in the Light Rail option than the TSM option. At a minimum, the Light Rail 
op_tion description includes two new bus lines, neither of which is mentioned in the TSM 
option description. 

It is important to recognize that the comparative results of the TSM and the Light Rail 
options are not, "Add light rail and the difference is ... " The differencP-s are the changes 
between the two transit systems that were modeled. Since the Light Rail option appears 
likely to have a significantly higher increase in bus service and ridership, this must be 
understood in analyzing the results. 

4. Let us now tum to Table 5-7, "Cost-Effectiveness Calculation: Incremental Values Over No
Build," page 5-8. Here we have the following data elements (for Option 1, the lowest cost 
Light Rail option): 

32.F 

Annualized Capital Cost 
Annual O&M Cost 
Annual Linked Trips (increase) 

$51.45 million 
22.5 million 

3.074 million 

In Table 5-8, "Cost-Effectiveness Of LRT Alternative: Annualized Cost Per New Daily 
Transit Trip," we see a Cost Per New Rider (over that of the No-Build option) of$24.02 for 
LRT Option 1 (the lowest cost of the three Light Rail options). 

Going back to our analysis above, where we projected the costs and ridership for bus alone 
in the Light Rail option, we produced values of: 

Annualized Capital Cost 
Annual O&M Cost 
Annual Linked Trips (increase) 
Cost Per New Rider 

$ 2.4 million 
15.0 million 

1.74 million 
$10.00 

Now let us subtract the bus data from the Light Rail option total (which includes both bus 
and rail data) to produce the Light Rail only data: 
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32.F 
Annualized Capital Cost 
Annual O&M Cost 
Annual Linked Trips (increase) 
Cost Per New Rider 

$49.05 million 
7.5 million 
1.334 million 

$42.3911 

11 The 1.334 million Linked Trips value shows why we had to arbitrarily increase 
our cost per added bus rider to $10. We had to decrease the number of added linked trips. Our 
original calculation produced 3.2 million added linked trips for bus alone, while the total added 
linked trips in the Light Rail option runs was only 3.074 million. 

In the world of the MTA Light Rail option, what is probably happening is that 
MTA is planning on operating a far lower levelofbus service than we assumed. Note that in the 
above, fully two-thirds of the operating costs are bus operating costs. 

On page S-23, under "LRT Service Characteristics," we see: "The operating plan 
for the LRT build Alternative is comprised of two components: 1) the LRT operating line 
between Union Station and Beverly/Atlantic Boulevards with five-minute peak service and 12-
minute off-peak service; ... Because the individual cars can be "trained" together, the train 
lengths can then vary from one to three cars depending upon the demand and time of day." From 
MTA's 1999 NTDB From 406 LR DO, we see that there are eight hours of peak and 
approximately 11 hours of off-peak service for light -rail per working weekday. Assuming twelve 
trains/hour during peak and five during non-peak periods produces approximately 152 

32.F trains/working weekday in each direction, or 304 in both directions. Also on S-23, we have 
travel times of 15.5 minutes for Options 1 and 2 and 15 minutes for option 3. Using the lower 
figure of 15 minutes per one-way trip, this works out to 76 revenue train hours/day. (Normally, it 
would be necessary to add the "recovery/turnaround" time at the end of each trip to the actual 
running time. However, since the Eastside Light Rail Line will be operated as an extension of 
the Pasadena Blue Line, there is already a recovery time included at each end of each trip on that 
line. Therefore, assuming that MT A is correctly costing the additional costs of the Eastside Line 
as the difference between the costs of operating the Pasadena Line and that for the Pasadena+ 
Eastside Line, there is nothing to add in here for recovery time.) 

Now we have to determine the average train "consist," or the number of trains per 
car. While the above states that trains from one to three cars are possible, one-car trains are 
extremely unlikely on this line. MTA has never run 9ne-car trains on the Long Beach-Los 
Angeles Blue Line and, if the ridership on the Pasadena and East Side lines match MTA's 
projections (which I have doubts about, but it would be illogical to assume that MTA would use 
one set of ridership projections for purposes such as deriving cost per new passenger and a 
different set for determining the required level of service), it does not appear likely that one-car 
trains would ever be utilized on the Pasadena/Eastside line. Since it is difficult and time
consuming to change train consists on trains that are in service all day during the day, the 
common pt.:actice is to operate the same consists all day long. Therefore, I will assume all service 
in 2025 will be operated with three car consists. This produces 228 daily revenue vehicle hours 

(continued ... ) 
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32.F 

Therefore, even using assumptions that are extremely unfavorable to bus as an option, it 
appears that it costs well over four times as much to add transit trips by light rail, or by a 
combination of light rail and bus, as by bus alone in this corridor. 

Is this a proper analysis for these purposes? Given the scarcity of detail in regard to these 
vital considerations in the Draft SEIS/SEIR, this cannot be guaranteed. However, we do 
believe that our calculations and presentation above are not at all unfair to Light Rail -
indeed, we believe that we above were extremely unfair to bus. Even if there were extensive 
errors that worked against Light Rail, it would still likely be far less productive and cost
effective than other options. There is one very simple way to settle this - do a proper 
analysis ofTSM and comparison to the Light Rail options. 

In addition to doing the TSM analysis in the proper manner, it also would be quite 
enlightening for MIA to do two additional model runs: ( 1) the light rail option without light 
rail (that is, only the bus improvements), and (2) the amount of funding devoted to bus 
service improvements in the Light Rail model runs, but with the funding reallocated, most 
likely to more East-West service roughly paralleling the Light Rail route (although service 
to Union Station, hardly a significant trip generator to/from the Eastside in its own right, 
should be downplayed in favor of service to other points of more interest to Eastside 
residents). 

From the definition of TSM in the Draft SEIS/SEIR quoted above, we have, "The TSM 
should represent the best that can be done to improve transit mobility [emphasis added] in 

1
\ •• continued) 

of service. Using the ratio ofannual-to-dailyrevenue vehicle hours of335.7 from MIA's 1999 
NTDB Form 406 LR DO, this results in a projection of approximately 76,540 annual revenue 
vehicle hours. From the MTA 1999 NTDB Forms 301 LR DO and 406 LR DO, we have an 
average cost per revenue vehicle hour of$306.49. For 76,000 hours per year, the annual 
operating cost at this rate would be approximately $23.5 million. 

l2.F However, $23.5 million exceeds the $22.5 million shown in Table 5-7 for the 
Annual O&M Cost for the ,Eastside Light Rail line and the increase in bus service. There are a 
number of possible explanations for this difference, including, but not limited to: (1) MTA is 
planning on extensive service with trains shorter than three cars, (2) Because the Eastside line 
will be operated, for all practical purposes, as part of the Pasadena Line, and there will be little or 
no additional costs for certain pre-existing MIA light rail functions, such operating the Union 
Station light rail station and the train control room, the cost per hour of adding this line will be 
lower than that for service that is operated now, (3) MT A has significantly underestimated 
operating costs. 

There is not sufficient data available to delve further into this issue at this time. 
However, there are many important unanswered questions. 
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32.F 

5. 

32.G 

6. 

32.H 

7. 

32.1 

I the corridor without the construction of major new transit facilities ." The TSM option that 
is presented in this document hardly satisfies this requirement. 

We also find it interesting that in Section 5.0, Financial Analysis and Comparison of 
Alternatives, there is absolutely no mention ofthe TSM option, let alone a comparison of the 
costs and benefits of the TSM option compared to that of the No-Build and Light Rail 
options. This clearly is not acceptable. What is the purpose of requiring a TSM option to 
be done if there is no comparative data presented? 

Let us now look at the Annualized Cost per New Daily Transit Trip for light rail and for a 
bus option. For light rail, for Option 1 (the lowest of the three presented), it is $24.02. As 
we have discussed above, it appears that the cost per new passenger for the actual light rail 
trips is likely far higher, as the $24.02 value appears to be lowered by averaging high light 
rail trip costs with far lower bus trip costs. However, ignoring this for the current purpose, 
let us compare this $24.02 value with the added subsidy per new trip that MTA has provided 
for Line 720 Wilshire/Whittier. Since the Line 720 value is subsidy, and the Light Rail value 
is cost, we must first make an adjustment. From 1999 MTA NTDB Forms 201 and 406 LR 
DO, we have an average fare per light rail trip of38¢. Deducting this from the $24.02 cost 
produces a subsidy per new light rail trip of$23.64, which is over 38 times the 62¢ subsidy 
per new trip on Line 720.12 

This comparison speaks for itself. No commentary is required. 

The emphasis of the Draft SEIS/SEIR process, and its evaluation criteria, is improper. 
Because the Light Rail option that MTA favored prior to commencing this process only 
provided significant benefits for travel in the small study corridor and to the West, the 
process was set up to study this travel, and this travel only. The only bc:nefits to travelers 
who begin their trips in the corridor who wish to travel in any other direction are from the 
bus enhancements. 

A far superior study methodology would have been to study how all travel in Los Angeles 
County could be improved- this should have been the emphasis of the LRTP, which MTA 
failed to utilize, and which we have commented on under separate cover. For this corridor, 
the study should have been on travel to and from all areas and in all directions, not just from 
the corridor to the West along the proposed light rail alignment, or even the travel 
improvements to the North, East, and South that Rapid Bus would provide, as discussed 

I 
12 

_ . Because MTA does not provide detail to back either of these figures, there is 
32.H significant possibility that there are not presented on a comparable basis. However, even if this 

true, there is a very significant possibility that the ratio is far higher than what is shown above. 



Comments on MTA Eastside Draft SEIS/SEIR 
April17, 2001 
Page 10 . I above, but in all directions, which includes an overall upgrade in bus service and connections 32 .• 

throughout the County. 

8. 

32.J 

We find the Title VI analysis in the Draft SEIS/SEIR particularly offensive. Because this 
corridor has a high minority population, it must follow that any improvements that are made 
to transportation in this area- no matter how ineffective- will primarily benefit members 
of the minority communities. MTA has seized upon this simple fact to attempt to claim that 
the proposed Light Rail line is a fine project as measured by Title VI implications. 

However, the test that should be applied is quite different - how can the members of the 
minority communities within the study corridor- and outside ofthe study corridor- best be 
served? What can be done to do the most to improve their travel conditions? The answer 
to these questions are not extremely expensive, short rail lines that provide only 
transportation in one direction - a direction that is now very well served by existing bus 
service- but rather in improved transit in all directions. The improvements should include 
faster service (such as Rapid Bus and freeway express lines), shorter headways, reduced 
overcrowding, and lower fares, among other improvements. The high costs and low 
utilization of light rail provide minor benefits to a handful of residents at costs far out of 
proportion with the benefits provided. 

In concluding our remarks, we request the right to respond to any MTA replies to the points we have 
made above. We have far too much experience with MTA "spin control" to allow MTA the 

32.K uncontested "last word." In addition, we are making a Public Records Act requests for the financial 
models and output reports and the detailed specifications and output reports for MIA's 
transportation model runs. 
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Long Beach, CA 90802 
(562) 435-3501 

Steve Brye 
Project Manger 
Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority 
One Gateway Plaza 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
via FAX: 213 922-3005 

APR 19 2001 
SCANNED 

·:·l. IN RMC 

RE: Comments to Eastside Corridor Draft Supplemental Impact Statement/ 
Draft Subsequent Environmental Impact Report ("DSEIR") 

Dear Mr. Brye: 

The following are comments from the Legal Aid Foundation of Los Angeles ("LAFLA") 
regarding the Eastside Corridor SEIR for the Light Rail Project ("project"). LAFLA is the 
frontline law firm for low-income people in Los Angeles and as such is committed to 
promoting access to justice, strengthening communities, combating discrimination, and 
effecting systemic change through representation, advocacy, and community education. 

Our comments to this DSEIR are limited to the topic of local hiring. We were very glad 
to see that the DSEIR mentioned local hiring (p.4.5-6), but were disappointed at the lack 
of detail. The mere existence of a local hiring plan ("plan") does little good to the 

33.A immediate community; it is the details of that plan that matter, and they must be in place 
before any contracts are awarded. We realize chat the M'iA most likely has not written a 
detailed plan yet, and therefore would like to offer the following recommendations to 
ensure that, should this project be built, a good local hiring plan is put into effect that 
truly benefits the East Los Angeles communities. 

I. GENERAL PRlNICIPLES 

There are several general principles that should guide how a detailed local hiring plan is 
33.B written. The first consideration is who is intended to benefit from the plan. We believe 

special consideration should be given to the low-income residents who live within the 
project.area. The second consideration is what the plan should address. We believe the 
plan should include a training component, but be tied to actual jobs. It is important that 

-,r.-~-· ' " 
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the plan address both construction (temporary) and post-project (permanent) jobs. All 
relevant labor organizations, Community Based Organizations ("CBO"s) and recognized 
public agencies that can refer residents from the Eastside Corridor ("corridor") such as 
One-Stop Career Centers ("OSCC") should be involved in the development of the plan 
from the onset. There should be a minimum goal (Local Worker goals, eg. 30-50% 
measured in work hours) set for new (not transfer) hires on a craft by craft basis and 
details regarding the percentage of part-time versus full-time jobs, as well as the duration 
of employment. The plan should address: whether there will be preferences for long-term 

33.8 residents (and if so should state how such residents with no fixed address will be 
included); the geographic boundaries of"local" (how "local" is defined); income 
requirements; what the outreach effort will look like; what kind of monitoring will occur; 
and what enforcement, such as penalties for non-compliance, will be put in place. In 
terms of reporting requirements, there must be data on pre-existing employees for each 
firm involved, in order to evaluate how many new local workers were hired. The reports 
should be broken down by craft, and the hours of each new hire must be reported. 
Another provision we would like to see would be third-party beneficiary status granted 
to the public to ensure that compliance can be sought or enforced by the people meant to 
benefit from the plan. Lastly, the MTA should offer support services to low-income 
workers such as transportation and childcare subsidies. The MT A might consider 
partnering with CAL WORKS offices that offer such assistance, in which case the MTA 
should still supplement those workers who are not enrolled in CAL WORKS so that they 
may have the same opportunity to take part in the local hiring program. 

33.C 

In order for a local hiring plan to work, the MT A must ensure that there is adequate 
funding set aside for developing and implementing the plan, meaning there will be money 
available for outreach, training, actual hiring and monitoring. · 

II. SPECIFIC CRJTERJA 

A. PERMANENT JOBS 

The MTA should create provisions for permanent jobs with the MTA, following the 
general principles outlined above. A starting point may [,e making special outreach 
efforts to the corridor communities for present job openings, and contacting relevant 
labor organizations regarding recruitment of corridor residents. The next section contains 
specific provision regarding construction contracts; many of the same provisions could · 
apply to an MTA local hiring plan for permanent jobs within the MT A. 

B. CONSTRUCTION JOBS 

I 
There are both pre-award and post-award criteria that the MT A must establish for the 

33_0 local hiring program. A good sample is the Alameda Corridor Transportation Authority 
provisions, most of which are outlined below. Any provisions adopted by the plan should 
be included in any contract executed by the MT A and their contractors. 
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1. PRE-AWARD 

Before awarding any contracts, the MTA will demand of each applicant contractor a 
preliminary plan for job training and hiring that includes: 

~ Local Worker Hiring Plan 

• A preliminary listing of all workers, including apprentices, identified by trade 
or job classification that the contractor and any listed subcontractor will utilize 
and any unlisted subcontractor is projected to utilize for the project and the 
anticipated number of work hours required for each position. 

~ Coordination with Trade Unions 

• The initial efforts the contractor will undertake to : 

33.0 •!• Coordinate with trade unions, CBOs, OSCCs to locate a training center(s) 
for existing pre-apprenticeship programs in the project area; 

•!• Obtain agreement from trade unions to increase union membership and 
enrollment in union apprenticeship programs by accepting qualified 
trainees/graduates from the contractor's pre-apprenticeship program; and 

•!• Encourage unions to assign graduates to unioJ?. apprenticeship programs, to 
the project, and to other regional projects. 

~ Contractors Pre-Apprenticeship Program 

• The initial efforts the contractor will undertake to : 

•!• Establish a new pre-apprenticeship program for the relevant occupations 
from which workers will be utilized for the project, in conjunction with 
CBOs and OSCCs; 

•!• Ensure accountability, quality of training, and maximum job opportunities 
for graduates of its pre-apprenticeship program; 

•!• Support and recruit community enrollees in its pre-apprenticeship 
program from local CBOs, OSCCs; 

•!• Refer graduates to union apprenticeship programs; and 
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•!• Ensure that the first pre-apprenticeship program class is ready to 
commence no later than sixty (60) days after the initial Notice to Proceed. 

~ Non-Trade (construction support) Job Training 

• The initial efforts the contractor will undertake to: 

•!• Establish non-trade training programs or link to existing programs 
sponsored by CBOs, OSCCs; 

•!• Recruit local residents to non-trade training programs; 

•!• Obtain cooperation from CBOs, OSCCs with existir.g programs to modify 
their programs to fill the non-trade positions required for the project; 

•!• Identify job opportunities and refer graduates of non-trade job training 
programs to the project, and other jobs in the region; and 

•!• Ensure that the first non-trade job training program class is ready to 
commence no later than sixty (60) days after the initial Notice to Proceed. 

~ Affidavit 

• An affidavit signed by a responsible company official of contractor, agreeing 
to perform all necessary and reasonable steps to implement the approved job 
training and development program 

2. POST-AWARD 

After the MTA has awarded the contracts, there should be post-award requirements such 
as: 

~ Job Training Officer 

• The contractor will designate a job training officer who has the responsibility 
. for and must be capable of effectively recruiting, administering and promoting 
the job training and development program and who would be assigned 
adequate authority and responsibility to do so. contractor will provide an 
organization flow chart identifying the name and duties of each person 
responsible for administering each component of the job training and 
development program and the relative management authority of each. 

-• All members of the contractor's staff who are authorized to recruit, hire, 
supervise, promote, and discharge employees, or who recommend such action, 



33.0 

April17, 2001 
Page 5 

or who are substantially involved in such action, will be made fully cognizant 
of and shall implement, the contractor's job training and development 
program. A set of minimum required actions should be required such as: 

•:• Periodic meetings of supervisory and human resource personnel will be 
conducted before the start of work and then not less often than once every 
two months, at which time the contractor's job training and development 
program and its implementation should be reviewed, explained and 
evaluated. All new supervisory or human resource personnel will be given 

· a thorough indoctrination by the job training officer, covering all major 
aspects of the contractor's job training obligations within thirty (30) days 
following their first day of employment; 

•:• All members of contractor's staff who are engaged in direct recruitment 
for the work will be instructed by the job training officer in the 
contractor's procedures for locating, recruiting and monitoring job training 
applicants and local workers; 

•:• Notices and posters setting forth the contractor's job training and 
development program will be placed in areas readily accessible to 
employees, applicants for employment and potential employees; and 

•:• The contractor's job training and development program and the 
procedures to implement such program will be brought to the attention of 
employees by means of meetings, employee handbooks, or other 
appropriate means. 

~ Recruitment of Trainees and Local Workers 

• Contractor will establish procedures to identify the number of job 
opportunities arising on the project and to recruit job training applicants and 
local workers in order to meet MTA's goals. A set of minimum required 
actions should be required such as: 

•;• Enumeration, in detail, of the efforts the contractor will undertake to meet 
the local worker goals; 

•:• When advertising for local workers, the contractor will include in all 
advertisements a description of contractor's pre-apprenticeship program, 
contractor's non-trade job training programs and other available job 
training programs and the entrance requirements for each. All such 
advertisements to be placed in publications having a large circulation 
among corridor communities residents; 
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•:• The contractor will conduct systematic and direct recruitment for 
construction trade labor and non-trade services through public and private 
labor referral sources likely to yield applicants from the corridor 
communities. To meet this requirement, the contractor will identify 
sources of potential workers and training, including CEOs, OSCCs and 
recognized public agencies and establish procedures whereby applicants 
from the corridor communities may be referred to the contractor for job 
training and employment opportunities; 

•:• The contractor will coordinate its recruiting efforts with the MT A; 

•:• The contractor will encourage its present employees to refer residents of 
the corridor conununities for job training and to discuss referral 
procedures with its employees; and · 

•:• The contractor will periodically review the recruitment needs and shall 
encourage eligible residents from the corridor communities to apply for 
such training and employment through the use of workshops, job fairs and 
similar outreach efforts. 

33.0 );> Pre-Apprenticeship Program 

• Identify the entity that will administer the pre-apprenticeship program. 

• State the location of the training center(s) within one or more corridor 
communities. 

• If contractor elects to create its own pre-apprenticeship program, provide for 
coordination with other existing job training programs in the corridor 
communities including jointly implementing job development, referrals to 
union apprenticeship programs, referral to non-union employer outreach 
activities and entering into agreements to pay or share the costs of training 
services. 

• If the contractor utilizes an existing CBO, OSCC or recognized public agency 
that has the capacity or proven experience to implement a pre-apprenticeship 
program, include evidence of its existing and ongoing relationship with the 
organization to ensure the quality of instruction provided. The contractor may 
provide its own instructor to achieve this objective. Additionally, the 
contractor may implement an agreement of cooperation with the organization 
that outlines the program requirements. 

• Consistent with the contractor's work force requirements and as permissible 
under federal and state regulations provide for utilization of existing training 
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programs. 

• Describe linkages established with appropriate agencies designed to enhance 
the provision of job training, transportation, and child care support services 
and to avoid duplication. 

• Include procedures for identifying, recruiting and selecting pre-apprenticeship 
program participants. 

• Describe-

•!• The assessment process that will identify participants' entrance skill 
levels; 

•!• The process for providing information and referrals for applicants and 
participants relating to appropriate program and service providers; 

•!• The services to be provided, including the means for involving labor 
organizations, CEOs, OSCCs and recognized public agencies in the 
provision of services and the estimated duration of service; 

•!• The competency levels to be achieved by participants as a result of 
program participation and the procedures for evaluating the progress of 
that achievement; and 

•!• The procedures for referring program graduates to union apprenticeship 
programs. 

~ Union Apprenticeship Programs and Member Referrals. 

• The contractor will use its best efforts to obtain the cooperation of trade 
unions to accept graduates from contractor's pre-apprenticeship program for 
union membership and to encourage the referral and utilization, to the extent 
permitted by law of qualified residents from the corridor communities as 
journeymen and apprentices on the project and on other corridor projects. The 
contractor will endeavor to secure agreement from unions to accept enrollees 
from the contractor's pre-apprenticeship program referred by contractor and 
subcontractors, without regard to whether the contractor or subcontractor 
performs work at other sites on either a union or non-union basis, and without 
regard to whether employees of the contractor or subcontractor are or are not 
members of any union. Actions by the contractor either directly or through a 
contractors' association, acting as agent to include procedures such as: 

•!• The contractor will use best efforts to facilitate enrollment of graduates of 
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contractor' s pre-apprenticeship program in union apprenticeship 
programs; 

•!• The contractor will use best efforts to incorporate ajob training clause and 
core group referral clause into each union agreement so that such union 
shall be contractually bound to refer graduates of contractor's pre
apprenticeship program to the project, to other corridor projects and to 
other projects in the region; 

•!• The contractor will use best efforts to incorporate a job training clause and 
core group referral clause into each union agreement so that such union 
shall be contractually bound to refer members from the corridor 
communities to the project and to other corridor projects, including, but 
not limited to, obtaining agreement to designate residents of corridor 
communities as a name request for selection of workers; 

•!• The contractor will obtain information as to the referral practices and 
policies of the labor unions except that, to the extent such information is 
within the exclusive possession of the labor union and such labor union 
refuses to furnish such information to the contractor. The contractor will 
so certify to the MT A and will set forth what efforts have been made to 
obtain such information; 

•!• The contractor will implement procedures to require all subcontractors 
who will be performing work for six ( 6) months or more to indicate how 
many apprentices will be indentured throughout the course of the work as 
part ofthe subcontractor's bid and to provide this information to the MTA 
before award of the subcontract; and 

•!• Establish a joint agreement ofthe contractor, trade unions and 
governmental agencies for the training and employment of persons who 
have not previously qualified to be employed on construction projects of 
the type of the corridor. The contractor will agree to make good faith 
efforts to assist in the proper implementation of such orders, regulations or 
agreements for the general benefit of the residents of the corridor 
communities. 

);> Non-Trade Job Training 

• Identify the entities that will administer the non-trade job training programs. 

• Include procedures for identifying, recruiting and selecting program 
participants. 



April 17, 2001 
Page 9 

• Describe: 

•!• The assessment process that will identify participants' entrance skill level; 

•!• The services to be provided, including the means for involving labor 
organizations, CBOs, OSCCs and recognized public agencies in the 
provision of services and the estimated duration of service; 

•!• The competency levels to be achieved by participants as a result of 
program participation; 

•!• The procedures for evaluating the progress of participants in achieving 
competency; and 

•!• The procedures for referring program graduates for employment 
opportunities. 

~ Referrals 

• Graduates of the contractor's pre-apprenticeship program and graduates of 
non-trade job training programs will be referred for employment to: 1) The 
contractor and project subcontractors; 2) contractors and subcontractors on 

33.0 other corridor projects; 3) other construction projects in the region; and 4) 
union apprenticeship programs in the case of pre-apprenticeship program 
graduates. 

• Graduates of the contractor's pre-apprenticeship program, graduates of 
contractor's non-trade job training program and corridor communities 
residents will, if appropriate, be referred for enrollment to other job training 
programs sponsored by local CBOs, OSCCs and recognized public agencies. 

• Qualified corridor communities residents to be referred for employment to: 1) 
the contractor and project subcontractors; and 2) contractors and 
subcontractors on other corridor projects. 

~ Subcontractor Implementation. 

• All subcontractors will be required to accept and be bound by the terms of 
these specifications, including, but not limited to, local worker requirements, 
and the approved job training and development program. Such requirements 
will be included in any subcontractor contract, or if no contract, 
subcontractors shall evidence their acceptance by executing a letter of assent 
to the job training and development program concurrently with execution of 
the subcontract. 



3~.0 

April 17, 2001 
Page 10 

~ Records and Reports 

• The contractor and each of its subcontractors will keep such records as 
necessary to document compliance with the job training and development 
program requirements set forth in these specifications. Such records will be 
retained for a period of three (3) years following completion of the work and 
to be available at reasonable times and places for inspection by authorized 
representatives of MT A and upon proper request by the public. 

• The contractor will provide progress reports to MTA in January, April, July 
and September of each year including the following information on a current 
and cumulative basis: 

•!• Local workers on the project 

+ The name and address, including ZIP code of each local worker 
including identification of graduates from contractor's pre
apprenticeship program and non-trade job training program: 

+ The job classification, rate of pay and number of work hours for each: 
• local worker; 
• .non-local worker; 

+ A comparison of the total number oflocal workers versus the total 
number of non-local workers; 

+ A comparison of the total number of work hours performed by local 
workers: 
• versus the total number of work hours performed by non-local 

workers; 
• as a percentage of total work hours; 

+ The total number of work hours performed by: 
• graduates of contractor's pre-apprenticeship program; 
• pre-apprenticeship program graduates as a percentage of total work 

hours; 
• graduates of contractor's non-trade job training program; and 
• graduates of contractor's non-trade job training program as a 

percentage of total work hours. 
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•!• Union membership 

• The number of union members who reside in corridor communities; 
• The number of corridor communities resident union members: 

• employed on the project; 
• employed on other corridor projects; 
• employed on other projects in the region; and 

+ The number of union members who reside in the Los Angeles basin. 

•!• Contractor's pre-apprenticeship program 

+ The number of corridor communities residents who: 
• apply for the pre-apprenticeship program; 
• enroll in the pre-apprenticeship program; 
• apply for the pre-apprenticeship program and are referred to other 

programs; 

• The number of graduates from the pre-apprenticeship program; 

33.0 + The number of pre-apprenticeship program graduates: 
• enrolled in union apprenticeship programs; 
• employed on the project; 
• employed on other corridor projects; and 
• employed on other projects in the region. 

•!• Contractor's non-trade job training 

+ The number of corridor communities residents who: 
• apply for the non-trade job training program; 
• enroll in the non-trade job training program; 
• apply for the non-trade job training program and are referred to 

other programs; 

• The number of corridor communities graduates: 
• from the non-trade job training program; 
• from the non-trade job training program employed on the project; 
• from the non-trade job training program employed on other 

Corridor projects; and 
• from the non-trade job training program employed on other 

projects in the region. 
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III. CONCLUSION 

We have outlined above both some general principles we would like to see applied to any 
local hiring program enacted by the MT A, as well as specific criteria taken from the 
Alameda Corridor project. Neither of these lists is exhaustive. The MTA should provide 
ample opportunity for residents of the impacted communities to participate in the 

33.E development of their local hiring plan. It is very important that, between now and the 
time the final SEIR is released, the MT A devote adequate time and funding to develop a 
good, detailed local hiring plan that meets the needs of the East Los Angeles 
communities. 

Thank you for this opportunity to comment. 

Sincerely, 

\ )~/~) 
B~ara J. Sctltz 
Attorney-at-Law 
Legal Aid Foundation of Los Angeles 
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April12, 2001 

Mr. Steve Brye 
Project Manager 
los Angeles Counry 
Menopolitan Transportation Authority 
One Gateway Plan, Mail Stop 99-22-2 
Los Angeles, CA. 90012-295 2 

Dear Mr. Brye: 

Littte Tokyo Commu•ity Council 
369 East First Street 
Los Angeles. California 90012 
213 830.5651 Fax 21 3 625.1770 

We appreciate the ongoing work by the Metropolitan Tnnsporwion Authority 
co design the Eascside lighc Rail Project. The little Tokyo community continues 
co support che efforts by the MTA co include Little Tokyo in rhe MTA plans. 
We are graceful for the time that MTA staff have clken to updare che Little 
Tok."Yo Community Council and ro hold community hearings in Lirde Tol]'O. 

I &m writing on behalf of che Little Tokyo CommWlity Council to respond co rhe 
EIR Reporc which '9.'2S issued by the MTA. The Little Tokyo Comm\.Ulity 

\

Council reviewed che Report. We are wricing co express concern over the impact 

34.A on First Street vehicular craffic in the currenc design. The current traffic with 
. rwo lanes of ctaffic going ease and wes' is very heavy_ First Street is a.n important 

thoroughfare inca Licde Tokyo by vehicular traffic. The Council has asked char I 
convey the community's concerns rhac a reduetion to one la.ne in each direCtion 
ovet the Firsc Srreet bridge would have detrimental impact on the businesses in 
licde Tokyo. 

We recogni~e chat the MTA has proposed this alternative in order to provide a 
Station near che corner of Fim a.nd Alameda Scrtets. However, rhe resulting 
reduetion in tmffic lanes over the First Street: bridge is noc supported by the 
Council. We respecrfully request that alternative solutions be developed. We 
would be plea!ed to meec together with you &nd representatives of the 
TtanSportation Dep«rtmenc of the Cicy. oflos Angeles. We know that the City's 
Transportation Department have been actively providing input on alternatives 
that would minimize the impact on Little Tokyo and adjacent downtown areas_ 

Thank you again for your willingness co work with rhe lircle Tokyo Communiry 
Council and ics members. We look forward tO meeting wich you soon. 

icde Tokyo Community Council 

cc: The Hono~ble Lucille Roybal Allud 

ZOOIZOO"d O<;H # 
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BOYLE HTS MEJORAMIENTO 
Mr. Steve Brye 
Project MAnager 
LA. County Metropolitan Tunsportstion Authority 
One Gateway Plan 
Los.Al!geles, Ca 90012 
(213) 922-9078, fax (213} 922-3005 

Marprita Sanchez 
Boyle Bts Mejonmie~~to 
2474 E. "fl1 Street 
Los Angeles, Ca. 90023 
(323) 260-n9o 

Re: Request for • 90 Day Extau~ion of the Review Period of the Los Allgefcs ~stside Conidor Draft 
Supplemental EnviroDJDentallmpact Report by the Federal Traasit AdmiD.istratioa U.S. Department 
ofTraDSpOrtation :aod the Los Augeles County Tnpsportatiott Authority. 

Dear Mr. Brye, 

35 A Corridor Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Report. The planned Los Angeles Eastside Corridor I 
We ofBoyle Hts Mcjoramieoto request a 9o.day extension of the Rc:view Period for the LA Eastside 

· Tnmm Improvements (ligitt lWI) Project is not only an enormous coDJJDitmem ofpubllc monies, but is also 
a disruption of our commpnity mtegrity duriDg the 4-7 years construction and forever tlunafter. 

35.8 

Tlumk you for the speedy dc:livc:ry oflhis repon to my home. However, this delivery came after a number of 
phone messages to your office, and ]eft me with only about 30 days to review and r~ond by the Aprill7. 
2001 deadline. This draft is over 600 pages of"detairecf technical research. and~ have ts1cm s hishJy 
professional team m&Dy, many mouths to complete. PersollS with such level of expertise are rare; and as of 
yet I have Dot CD(X)untered any sadt expert pmon residing in Boyle Hts, the project ~ For this rea$0,!! 
alone. A 00-day !?Ci!pstop should bo r;nmtcd us ~sidcots ofBo.ylc HI.§. (In addilion &0 the Draft Supplcmcntal 
Report, I uve become aware that there is m onpw report to wbki tJds is the suet>letnental, as wen as an 
Executive SummaJY, which should· have been ofl'eJed to me, and Mich I now request bo1h.) 

I 
Ofprinwy ooncem to us is the disruption integrity of our community. We feelttiat most Jikclytherc will be a 
Boyle Hts COIDDDmity-wide neptive impact ~ the addition of yet another traJJsportation stmcture midway 
between the East· West freeways that have akeady severely impacted our COJDIDIIIIily. lo the iDteres&s of the 
wdl-beiag of our comrmmity we feel that an mteasive review of the enviroamental impacts of' the planned 
Ught Rail is ll~"iilry. We hereby of&cia~Jy reqaest a 9<klay e:a:teuioll to J"C'Yfcw a11d rapond to the 
Los ADgdcs Eastside Corridor Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement I Draft 
Subsequent Environmental Impact Report of' March lOOJ. 

Siucerely, 
Mesa Directiva, ~oyle Hts Mejorami~o ~ 

Margarita Sanchez ~~, 
OJMa&JoseRen~/~~ f~ Oudo 
Alcjandra Ocvila ~C¥14t;;VrT 

Bella Laguna J/ I_ I~ . _... / ~ ·· ,. 
Leo & Guadalupe Vidrio c/~ ~ ) c.~~) /1/--v.t;.-~~-'-Jo~. fie .... ~--. -
~.&Alfonso Barba ;;!i/~f<f~-c fl~ 
Patricto Sanchez ~- • • 

.,. -.7 
. . 
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323 2607799 

Request of Extension for light RaU Environ. Rpt. 

Message: 
aludos, 

We and ether Community Organization& en requesting an extenskxl to review 
respond to the Draft Environma'1tal Report of the Eastside light-Rail Project. 
e current daacline. is. Apri117, 2001 and we req• .eat lit leaat 90d2aye extenGion. 
many of us &tal8d at 1he Public Hearing on March 29, 2001, it appears there will 
severe environmer tat impad on cu comrramitY ... weft.as.there was in 

IHoiiiVWOOd, c.nd we ccrnm;Hty persana-neettttme to review this~ report_ 
PrA~support us ~ this matter. Thank You, Margarta 

p. 1 



!BOYLE HTS MEJORAMIENTO I Anril n. 2001 

.L . 

Mr. Steve Brye 
Project Manager 
L.A. County Metropolitan Transportation Authority 
One Gateway Plaza 
Los Angeles, Ca 90012 
(213) 922-9078, fax (213) 922-3005 

Margarita Sanchez 
Boyle Hts Mejoramiento 
2474 E. ?'h Street 
Los Angeles, Ca. 90023 

Re: Public Comments on the Los Angeles Eastside Corridor Draft Supplemental Environmental 
Impact Report by the Federal Transit Administration U.S. Department of Transportation and the Los 
Angeles County Transportation Authority. • 

Dear Mr. Brye and MT A, 

We of Boyle Hts Mejoramiento requested a 90-day extension of the Review Period for the L.A. Eastside 
Corridor Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Report, which was not granted. The planned Los 
Angeles Eastside Corridor Transit lmP.rovements (Light Rail) Project is not only an enormous commitment of 
public monies, but is also a disruption ~four community integrity during the 4-7 years construction and 
forever thereafter. This disruption of the integrity of our community is of primary concern to us. We feel that 
most likely there will be a Boyle Hts community-wide negative impact with the addition of yet another 
transportation structure midway between the East-West Freeways that have already severely impacted our 
community. In the interests of the well-being of our community we still feel that an more intensive 
review of the environmental impacts of the planned Light Rail is necessary. We hereby submit our 
community perspective comments on the Draft EIR. 

I. ALTERNATIVES: NO-BUILD VS. LIGHT RAIL 

• 

• 

• 

No alternative to the Light Rail is offered. EIR 1.2 Background and Context, p.l-6 "The MTA 
Restructuring adopted in May 198 called for the agency to study 'viable and effective options' for all 
parts of Los Angeles County, with an emphasis on the corridors in which the rail lines had been 
suspended." The No-Build" Alternative" leaves the community with the pre-existing deficiency 
of services, and cannot be considered a viable and effective option, nor be considered as an 
alternative counter option. Per EIR 4.21.6, p.4-21-6 "The No-Build Alternative would not involve a 
short-term use of environment but would allow long-term conditions to worsen, such as poor transit 
access, particularly for transit dependent portions of the population, and increased traffic congestion, 
and associated air quality problems." A realistic Alternative such as Rapid and Dash Services 
should be explored. 
EIR S.2.3 The Mobility Problem p. S-4: "Adequate transit services are not being provided to locations 
of higher demand." Also, EIR 1.3.3 Transportation System Performance, p.l-22 "The existing system 
of bus lines in the Eastside Corridor does not sufficiently serve the daily needs for mobility of those 
that are dependent on the system of public transit services." 
EIR 2.4 ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED IN TillS DRAFT SEIS/SEIR, TABLE 2-1 p. 2-11, 
indicates that increased services will only be offered with the LRT Build option. MTA has been 
aware _of needed services, has been under a Consent Decree for years, and has neglected to 
provide needed services, and will continue to deny such services if the No-Build "Alternative" 
were selected. We suggest that the needed services be immediatelv provided in the form of 
Rapid and Dash Lines. 



• 
• 

• 

• 

• 

36.C 

• 

• 

36.0 

The LRT Proposed Platforms are similar to a needed Rapid Line, which should have been provided . 
EIR Appendix E Drawings show a total of nine (passenger loading) Platforms at: 

o Union Station (route origin) 
o 1st St/ Alameda St. 
o 1st St./Utah St. 
o 1st St./Boyle Ave. 
o 1st St./ Soto St. 
o 1st St./Lorena St. 
o 3rd St./Rowan Ave. 
o 3rd St./Mednik Ave. 
o Beverly Blvd./ Atlantic Blvd. (end of route) 

There are seven bus stops for the 720 Metro Rapid Bus from Downtown L.A. to Whittier 
Blvd./ Atlantic Blvd. according to the 6/24/00 Timetable Brochure at: 

o 5th or 6th Sts./Broadway (one way streets) 
o 5th or 6th Sts./Main St.-Los Angeles St. (one way streets) 
o Whittier Blvd./Soto St. 
o Whittier Blvd./Indiana St. 
o Whittier Blvd./ Herbert.St. 
o Whittier Blvd./ Arizona Ave. 
o Whittier Blvd./ Atlantic Blvd. 

Similarly, needed Dash Services intended to feed into the Light Rail, could have already been 
servicing the community feeding into Union Station and Rapid Lines. 
The 720 Rapid Bus has noticeably improved services with improved travel time and decreased 
passenger overload of the regular # 18 bus line. 
A Rapid Bus on the proposed LRT route would similarly improve the currently deficient bus services 
for routes 30/31 and routes 40, 341, 342, 343 (see EIR TABLE 2-1 ). 
Non-Diesel Rapid and Dash Routes as a "viable and effective option" would eliminate the 
problem of excessive Air Quality PM1o and NOx emissions during the EIR 4.19.1.2 General 
Construction Senario " ... approximate 48-54 month period.", of construction. EIR 4.19.2.6 Air 
Qualitv p. 4.19-17 problem of"NOx and PM1oemissions are anticipated to exceed SCAQMD 
significance thresholds during the construction period.". Also see p.4-19-19 TABLE 4-19-5, 
CONSTRUCTION PHASE DAILY PM1o "As indicated above, even with application of best 
available control measures, PM1o emissions are anticipated to exceed the SCAQMD significance 
threshold of 150 ppd during the tunnel boring (202 ppd) and at grade platforms and rail 
installation construction phases (181 ppd) ." (Simultaneous 319 ppd and 193 ppd). (/talicizedppd 
numbers inserted from amounts shown in TABLE 4-19-5.) 
Buses emitting diesel fumes contribute greatly to the current PM1o levels in our community . 
Routes of Non-Diesel Rapid, Dash and Regular Buses as a "viable and effective option" would 
most likely reduce the existing problem of Air Quality PM1o and NOx emissions as compared to 
EIR 4.7.3.2, p. 4.7-9 (the LRT) "When compared to the No Build Alternative, ... NOx and PMto 
emission reductions would be negligible." 
Non-Diesel Rapid and Dash Routes as a "viable and effective option" would avoid the problems 
of added traffic congestion and decreased parking on the eliminated street lanes of the LRT 
route, as well as the non-addressed problem of crossing traffic congestion near the platforms 
during loading and unloading of passengers and the additional traffic added to other busy E-W 
streets due to the decrease lanes of the LRT route. EIR2.4.2.3 LRT Service Characteristics p. 2-19 
"It is expected that the streets where the LRT tracks are located will become more 'transit' oriented 
and through traffic will be reduced and shifted to other streets within the corridor. .. The reduction of 
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one traffic lane in each direction would impact the level of service and possible ease of access by 
automobile to commercial buildings and other public activities." Also,_ EIR 4.4.4 Mitigation, p. 4.4-
11 "One impact on neighborhoods, worsening of conditions at several traffic intersections under 
all options~ cannot be mitigated." 

ll. EQUITY AND ENVIRONMENTAL INJUSTICE 

• The LRT Project with construction period of 48-52 or more months, and thereafter, 
op_erati.Dnal imn_act is. planned for a low-income, minority COJilmunity already 
excessively impacted by previous transportation projects. EIR 4.5.1.3 Major Issues of 
the Eastside Communities,_pQ. 4.5-2.and 4.5.-3, "After World War II, the Boyle Heights and 
East Los Angeles communities were subjected to 30 years of freeway construction as a 
result ofimplementing_the current regional freeway_networlL FJ.Ye freeways traverse these 
communities, mostly througb residential areas, resultin_gjn impacts on neighborhood 
cohesiveness,. ~estrian and_ traffic circulation impacts,_ visual, and noise impacts on 
nearby residences, schools,. _parks,_ and other public facilities. In addition, the area has 
been exposed to automobile..and.truck traffic due to the location of freeway on- and off-

36.E ramps and the East Los Angeles freeway interchan_ge. It has been estimated that about. __ 
2,900 housing units were..removed and 10,000 persons. wer.e disglaced as a resuh of the 
freew~y construction in the Boyle Heights comnnm~ alone. B.eeause the freeways were 
buih prior to erulctment ofNEPA_and__CEQA, no eD.Yironmental impact documentation was 
prepared for any of these freeway projects. Current provisions for relocation benefits to 
displaced persons were non-~ent. These issues are_ of m.aj.pr concern to both current and 
former residents of the Bol1e Heigllts and East Los Ang_eles communities, who bore the 
burden _of the major tr:ansporta_tion investments without receiving the benefits of 
improved mobilicy and enhanced regional connections." 

• The LRT Project_ofa_p_~ 4._8-54 month constniction p_eriod is similar to a new freeway 
_placed midway between the 1-10 and 1-60 freewa_y_s,_ and will also resuh in "impacts on 
neigb_borhood_cohesiveness.._J!edestrian and traflk circ_ulation impacts, visual, and 
noise impacts on nearby residenc~~par~and otber public facilities." 

• The..SCAG 2001 RTP U~tdate, '[echnicalAJm_eru:lix_VoL1,. It,D-18 (copy enclosed) lists an 
Eastside Light Rail (Stud~}_fromAtlantic & Beverly_ to Norwalk & Whittier Blvd. lfthe 
long rang_e intent i£!o provide s.eiVice from Norwalk & Whittier_Blvd., and likely also 
promote decrease of automobile tr.affic over the. I-5 freeway ,__wh~ was there no alternative 

36.F plan. considered utilizing_the l~r 4-Slane. inner-city commercial streets such as 
Washington Blvd,_ or even Olympic Blvd. east to Norw_..alk? (According to SCAG 
Regional Transit Trends of 1984-1998,_ the passenger trends are very similar with an 
approximate 20% rider increase_ofboth over 1986-1998._ Norwalk also provides about 
200,000 more trips/year than Commerce.(SCAG 2001RTP Updated, Vol1, p.D-3, enclosed) 

• MTA has neglected to implement needed bus,__ra_pid and dash services to our 
community, and now intends to run tbe LRT through our residential community, 
midway between two higb polluti.ng.freeway.s,___is unable to-mitig3tc.~ traffic, noise, 

3&.G vibration and air n_ollutants, _and offers no more feasible alternative plan. To our 
heavily impacted communicy in Bo~e Hts/East L.A.,_ the EDVironmental Injustice is 
evident. We rec_ommendthat more feasible op__tions be considered. 

• Since about the 1960's the 5 freeways running_throuib- Boyle.Hts/East L.A have spewed 

I pollutants upon our residents with noticeable dust fihh upon our living environment and 
36 G cancers, asthmas and pollution related ailments of the _population.A>nly during these current 

· few years are we finally able to gain. sound walls, which aftluent communities such as 
Brentwood and Westwood.llave had for many decades .Most...of.the.Freeway embankments 

~ 
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• 

• 

have deficient foliage and water sprinkling. EIR 5.2.4.1, p.S-9 states "In addition, the 
corridor has borne the disproportionate effects of a regional freeway system that has 
cut through its neighborhoods to reach suburban destinations. Implementing LRT 
service in the corridor would help restore the balance of regional capital transportation 
expenditures as well as compensate for the adverse impacts that previous transportation 
planning decisions have caused." The disadvantages to the community by yet another 
transportation system seem to outweigh benefits and should be more thoroughly 
considered. 
Why not balance the regional capital transportation expenditures by providing the 
long needed non-diesel Rapid and Dash buses? Pushing more traffic on to our other 
busy streets only increases the non-mitigatable congestion increasing the noise and 
particulate pollution, and will not "compensate for the adverse impacts that previous 
transportation planning decisions have caused. EIR 4.4.4 Mitigation, p. 4.4-11 "One 
impact on neighborhoods, worsening of conditions at several traffic intersections 
under all options, cannot be mitigated." Study of clean-up measures to compensate for 
the adverse impacts of previous transportation planning and existing diesel soot producing 
buses is recommended. 
Studies and information should be included, available and analyzed regarding the 
impacts of several simultaneous projects occurring during these 5 years. Some 
projects are the Alameda Corridor, traffic impacts, container stations, container 
movements and city deliveries, 3 different 1,000 unit project constructions in the 
project nearby areas, the listing of several Boyle Hts community streets as "truck 
routes" by SCAG/DOT, as well as the LRT construction. 

Ill. CONSTRUCTION AND OPERATIONAL HAZARDS 

A. VIBRATION 

• Preferred use of TBM for the mining work, drilling continuously 24 hours per day is 
indicated but not assured. EIR 4.19.2.7 Noise and Vibration, p. 4.19-21 states, "The 
primary conclusions of the study are: -Vibration from the tunnel excavation will rarely be a 
significant problem in adjacent communities, although the vibration can be sufficient to 
cause several hours of intrusive low level ground-borne vibration at residential 
buildings above the tunnel. -Although well below any damage thresholds, vibration 
from mine trains bas the potential of causing intrusive ground-borne noise inside 
buildings above the tunnel. 

• EIR TABLE 4.8-6 GROUND-BORNE VIBRATION ANALYSIS: STREET-RUNNING 
SEGMENTS p.4.8-16 shows only 10 of the 52 locations are predicted to be under the 
FT A Vibration Criteria (V dB) of 72-75. 

36.J • EIR TABLE 4.8-7 GROUND-BORNE NOISE AND VIBRATION ANALYSIS: 
UNDERGROUND SEGMENTS, p.4.8-17, shows 9 of the 42 locations predicted to be 
less than 71 VdB, with FTA Vibration Criteria (VdB) of72-75. 

• EIR 4.19 .2. 7 Noise and Vibration, p. 4.19.20 states "The criteria levels, presented in Table 
4.19-6 would be used to judge the potential risk of damage to historic buildings or cultural 
resource structures during construction of the project... These levels are significantly greater 
than the_F.TA vibration criteria of72-75 VdB for LRT operations and are also greater than 
the maximum vibration levels projected from the LR T operations at any structure along the 
alignment." It would seem that lower levels not higher levels would be used to judge 
potential risk. Additionally, no meaningful mention is made that the homes in this area 
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are 50 to 100 years old, grand-fathered to current building and safety codes, and in fact, 
many have walls and foundations without footings, rebar or current cement 
composition. Experience of living near freeways and truck routes, have necessitated 
continuous inspection of foundations. Additionally, hairline cracks oflathe and plaster walls 
and ceilings occur with current traffic vibrations. 24-54 months of 24 hour per day vibration 
can very likely cause damage to homes within the entire project area. This will likely 
become another negative impact upon our community caused by this project. Residents 
and Homeowners should receive bi-lingual literature advising them 1) how to 
continuously inspect their walls, ceilings and foundations, 2) of reporting procedures, 3) 

36.K of assistance available, of compensation, etc . . 
• Existing Vibration levels should be measured and available. 
• AN EQUITABLE, SIMPLE AND EXPEDIENT REP AIR/REPLACEMENT 

PROCEDURE SHOULD BE AVAILABLE PRIOR TO CONSTRUCTION TAKING 
PLACE. 
EIR 4.19.2.7 Noise and Vibration, p. 4.19.22, "If vibration levels at residences located above 
the subway segment disrupt daytime activities or nighttime sleep, MT A will provide hotel 
accommodations for those residents during the short time that the equipment is expected to 
tunnel underneath their residences." Just compensation should be immediately available 
and given for losses, hardship and inconvenience caused. 

B. NOISE 

• EIR 4.19.2. 7 Noise and Vibration, p. 4.19-23: Significance of Impacts Remaining After 
Mitigation: "Although mitigation would be implemented to minimize the impacts, it is 
possible that the noise and/or vibration levels during construction at some locations still 
may not be reduced to the applicable criteria. Therefore, impacts remaining could be 
potentially significant." 

• EIR TABLE 4.8-7 GROUND-BORNE NOISE AND VIBRATION ANAYLYIS: 
UNDERGROUND SEGMENTS, P.4.8-17 shows only 9 of the 42 locations predicted 
noise levels will be beneath the FTA Ground-Borne Noise Criteria (dBA) of35-40dBA. 
This indicates a future continuous level of unacceptable noise pollution. 

• The NOISE STUDY REPORT for Interstate Route 5 Freeway from Euclid Ave. to Boyle 
Ave. in the City of Los Angeles in Los Angeles County by California Department of 
Transportation District 7 Noise Investigations Section Office of Environmental Engineering 
and Feasibility Studies of January 2001 (copy enclosed), Analysis Summary- Table 1, EA 
07-03511, shows Existing Noise Levels (dBA) o{68-74 along the 1-5 in Boyle Heights. 

36.M Predicted Noise Levels in dBA [or the Year 2020 range (rom 69-74 dBA without Sound 
Walls to 60-67 dBA with Sound Walls. Page 41ists "A range of noise levels associated 
with common activities is shown in the table below.": "Noisy urban area, daytime 75 
dBA, Commercial area heavy traffic at 90m (300 {t) 60 dBA, Quiet urban, nighttime 40 
dBA, vs a Quiet suburban, nighttime 35 dBA likened to the Common Indoor Activities 
of a Library, bedroom at night." Boyle Heights is already an excessively noise polluted 
area with significant impact, any additional impacts should not be considered as 
acceptable. 

• No existing noise levels measurements are supplied, or mentioned. As the area is 
impact~d by freeway and traffic noise, there can likely be a greater cumulative effect 
than is indicated in EIR Table 4.8-7. 

• Exterior Noise is not addressed. When neighbors close their doors and remain indoors 
to avoid the noise, neighborhood cohesiveness is negatively effected. Public places are 
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• 

negatively impacted. Noise samplings of existing conditions should be done and made 
available prior to approval. 
A bare mention is made in the EIR of exterior sound walls. Exterior sound walls on a 
communitv street further destroys the neighborhood cohesiveness, traffic flow and 
visual relationships. Exterior sound walls also follow the pattern of community division 
bv the freeway svstem and increases the likeness of the LRT to a freeway. 
LA TIMES article dated January 28, 2001 pages Bland B7 of the METRO section 
states "Acoustical studies show that ambient noise above federal standards of 52 
decibels inside classrooms and 67 decibels on the school grounds may impair speech 
perception, interfere with learning to read, cause annoyance and aggravate bearing 
problems in children. One study likened 67 decibels to the noise generated by an old 
car idling." .. . "David Luhman, a Westminister-based acoustical engineer who is 
working to lower federal noise standards inside the nation's classrooms, said the ability 
of non-English-speaking children to adapt to a new language is also hindered by such 
excessive noise. In predominantly immigrant areas such as Boyle Heights, "it's 
especially important for children who are just learning to speak or read to be in a quiet 
environment," Luhman said. "There are some phonemes in English that are not in 
Spanish. If you can't hear theses phonemes, then you can' t speak them. Ifyou don' t 
learn them when you're young, the chances are poor you'll learn them when you' re 
older." (Article enclosed.) 

C. POLLUTION: AIR QUALITY 

• 

• 

• 

There will be excessive Air Quality PMto and NOx emissions during the EIR 4.19.1.2 
General Construction Senario " ... approximate 48-54 month period.", of construction. 
EIR 4.19.2.6 Air Quality p. 4.19-17 problem of "NOx and PM10 emissions are anticipated to 
exceed SCAQMD significance thresholds during the construction period.". Also see p.4-19-
19 TABLE 4-19-5, CONSTRUCTION PHASE DAILY PMto "As indicated above, even 
with application of best available control measures, PM to emissions are anticipated to 
exceed the SCAQMD significance threshold of 150 ppd during the tunnel boring (202 
ppd) and at grade platforms and rail installation construction phases (181 ppd)." 
(Simultaneous 319 ppd and 19 3 ppd). (Italicized ppd numbers inserted from amounts shown 

. in TABLE 4-19-5.) 
The BOYLE HEIGHTS MICROSCALE AIR QUALITY STUDY by SCAQMD, 
Report prepared October, 2000, 7.3 Elemental Carbon, p. 12 states, "The levels at Boyle 
Heights is slightly above those measured in Los Angeles and Burbank which are 
considered in the influence of central Los Angeles County ... " FIGURE 5- PM10 
COMPARISON- FOUR COMMON SAMPLING DATES: JUNE/JULY 2000 shows a 
level of 42 PM10-ug/M3 for Boyle Hts. (Document enclosed.) 
No existing levels ofPMto nor NOX levels where indicated by the EIR Draft. As noted by 
the SCAQMD report of October, 2000 Boyle Heights levels of PM1o are currently 
slightly above those measured in Los Angeles and Burbank. A 48-54 month 
Construction Period of excessive levels will increase the current impact. 
FINAL REPORT- MA TES-11, by SCAQMD on March 2000, 4.1 On-Road Mobile 
Sources, p. 4-1 states, "On-Road Mobile Sources include cars, trucks, buses and 
motorcycles ... . The above process produces the emissions inventory for criteria pollutants 
(VOC, NOX, PM, CO, SOX). Toxic compound emissions inventory is obtained by 
applying latest ARB speciation profiles to the VOC and PM emissions. The diesel 
particle emissions are of special interest to this study since the California EPA bas 
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classified the particle portion of diesel exhaust (from internal combustion engines) as a 
toxic air contaminant." And 4.4 Summarv of Toxic Emissions, p.4-3 states "Diesel 
emissions account for 80 percent of the overall cancer risk ... ". (Document enclosed.) 

• EIR 4.19.2.6 Air Quality: Mitigation, p.4.19-18, states, "The contract will require specific 
stipulations that the contractor must follow to meet criteria included in MTA's Systems 
Design Criteria and Standards, Volumes I through IV, to minimize adverse affects during 
construction. The following measures are options available to mitigate construction-related 
air quality impacts: Diesel Equipment Usage. Minimize use of on-site diesel construction 
equipment, particularly unnecessary idling." Minimal usage of on-site diesel construction 
should be mandatory. Alternative Fuel Medium and Heavv Equipment does exist and should 

36.0 be mandated at every opportunity. Incentives for decreased diesel emissions should be 
given. Baffling of exhaust systems and conversions should be mandated and encouraged by 
incentives. Monitoring of emissions and compliance should be mandatory. Several water
mistings daily should be done at all pertinent sites. 

E. HAUL ROUTES 

• 

EIR 4.19 .2.2 Traffic: Impacts: p. 4.19-14 states, "Haul and delivery truck routes will affect 
residents and commuters along the alignment. Tunnel spoil hauling, rail and catenary 
deliveries, and general construction traffic will affect traffic patterns as well. In addition to 
affecting traffic patterns, there may be slight physical damage to the roads from haul trucks." 
EIR 4.19 .2. 7 Noise and Vibration: Mitigation: p.4.19-22, states, "A void residential areas 
when planning haul truck routes." This should be mandatory, no haul trucks should be 
wandering around in our residential community! 

E. GEOLOGIC AND SEISMIC CONDITIONS 

• EIR 4.9.1.1 Geologic Setting, p.4.9-1 states: "The study area is underlain by the Elysian 
Park Thrust, which is generally accepted as the source of the 1987 Whittier Narrows 
earthquake ... The result of the fault investigations along the Coyote Pass Escarpment 

• performed for the project indicate that this structure is active .. . " Also according to EIR 
TABLE 4.9.1 MAJOR NAMED FAULTS CONSIDERED TO BE ACTIVE OR 
POTENTIALLY ACTIVE IN SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA, P. 4.9-4, under "Considered 
Active", is the "Elysian Park Thrust" with "0.0" miles of" Approximate Distance From 
LRT Build Alternative (Miles)", and "Considered to be Potentially Active" is Coyote Pass 
with "0.2" miles from the LRT. 

• EIR 4.9.3.2 LRT Build Alternative: Ground Deformation, p. 4.9-7 states, "The LRT Build 
Alternative does not appear to cross the Coyote Pass Escarpment. However, in the area of 1st 

Street and So to Street, the escarpment approximately parallels 1st Street. Therefore, 
ground deformation is anticipated to have a potentially significant impact under CEQA 
on the LRT Build Alternative." 

• EIR 4.9.1.4 Groundwater, p. 4.9-2 states: "Based on available information, groundwater 
levels in the area of 1st and Lorena Streets are approximately 80 to 100 feet beneath the 
existing ground surface. Groundwater levels west of the Los Angeles River, between Union 
Station on the north and 1st Street on the south, are reportedly 30 to 45 feet beneath the 
existing-ground surface." EIR 4.19.1.4 Underground Construction, p. 4.19-5 states, 
"Conceptual design depths range from about 50 to 60 feet." 

• EIR 4.9.1.5 Subsurface Gases, p.4.9-2, states, "Also, based on available publications and 
subsurface information from previous geotechnical investigations in the vicinity of the 

7 



• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

36.Q ,. 

~~u~ \ • 

36.QI • 

proposed tunnel segment, there is documented subsurface methane and hydrogen sulfide 
gases, as well as free oil and tar, and petroliferous bedrock in the area between Union Station 
and the Los Angeles River." 
EIR 4.19 .2.14 Hazardous Materials: Boyle Heights Oil Field, p.4.19-34, states: "However, 
based on previous investigations, methane gas appears to be present (1% to 20% LEL) in 
potentially hazardous concentrations in several areas, including 151 Street and Boyle Street, 
and near the former Boyle Heights oil field. Previous environmental reports do not have 
sufficient field data near the 151 Street and Soto Street area of the LRT Build Alternative to 
completely assess the environmental concerns .. . .Investigations are planned for the 
Preliminary Engineering phase and are expected to be completed in February 2001. Why is 
the completed investigation report not provided? What is the potential for an 
explosion? 
EIR 4.9.1.6 Corrosivity, p.4.9-2, states, "Based on results of chemical testing performed as 
part of the previous investigations ... subsurface materials along the LRT Build Alternative 
are classified as corrosive to sev.erely corrosive to metals and moderately corrosive to metals 
and moderately deleterious to concrete." 
EIR 4.19.2.13 Geologic and Seismic: Significance of Impacts, p.4.19-31 , states, "Ground 
surface settlement. excessive sloughing and localized caving in poorly graded, poorly 
cemented sand and gravel, and groundwater may have a potentially significant impact under 
CEQA on the construction of the LRT Build Alternative." 
151 Street and 151 St. & So to St. are located on the Elysian Park Tirrust and the Coyote Pass 
Escarpment Active Faults, have Groundwater Levels of 30 to 45 feet beneath the existing 
ground surface, methane gas present (1% to 20% LEL) in potentially hazardous 
concentrations, and subsurface materials corrosive to severely corrosive to metals and 
moderately corrosive to metals and moderately deleterious to concrete ... and no viable 
alternative option is being considered! Investigation of routes along Washington 
Blvd/Olympic Blvd or Valley Blvd or a Rapid-Dash-Bus (non-diesel) alternative should be 
considered. 
Information related to the similar and dissimilar conditions of the Hollywood tunneling 
should be available and included in the EIR. 
Does Boyle Heights, in fact, have comparable conditions which led to the Hollywood cave
ins? 
What are the issues of litigations filed due to the Hollywood tunneling? Where there any 
explosions? 
Was the TBM utilized in Hollywood and/or other tunneling, and what were the limitations 
and problems encountered? 

IV. STREET CLOSURES DURING CONSTRUCTION 

• EIR 4.17.2.1 Parks and Recreation Property, p.4.17-2 Mariachi Plaza: Application of Section 
4(f) Criteria for Use: "The section of street, Mariachi Plaza de Los Angeles, between Boyle 
A venue and 151 Street would be closed for the duration of station and tunnel construction 
(estimated three to four years)." 

• EIR 4.19.1.3 Surface Construction. p.4.19-3: "Depending on allowable working hours, full 
blocks may require closures during excavation, preparation of subgrade, and track 
foundati_ons placement." 
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V. EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITIES 

36.S 

• EIR 4.5.3.2 LRT Build Alternative: Emplovment Opportunities: p.4.5-6, states, "The 
LRT Build Alternative is anticipated to generate approximately 47,000 (Options 1 and 2) 
to 54,000 (Option 3) new construction jobs and, within the first 14 years of operation, 
1 ,000 permanent jobs to operate and maintain the LRT line. In addition, MT A is 
formulating a local hiring policy for the corridor that will be reviewed by the Eastside 
Corridor Review Advisory Committee. MT A will provide resources to train people in 
the community, as needed, to employ as many local residents as possible in the 
construction and operation jobs generated by the Eastside Corridor project." 

• Under-employed applicants of the Boyle Heights/E.L.A/Japanese community project 
area should be the only recipients of the job training. 

• All job training should lead to real full-time jobs within 2-4 months after training 
completion. 

• All new permanent jobs should be given to under-employed area residents (e.g. new 
hires not transfers). 

• Assistance in the form of stipends, bus passes, child care allowances, clothing and 
equipmentlbook allowances should be given all trainees. 

• Training and jobs should only be given within the inner-city and E.L.A. areas. 
Recruitment and Community Outreach programs should be given reasonable operational 
grants and/or minimal $250.00 per person recruited. 

• Bi-Lingual Public Notices should include home delivery with the mail, high-school, 
occupation/trade school and college counselor notifications, radio and newspapers. 

• Entry requirements should be reasonable, with no more than a two week initial, stipend 
paid orientation. 

• (Alameda Corridor training, although available to Boyle Heights residents, was not 
publicized, did not have built in stipends or bus fare, extended orientation, and low level 
of immediate job placements after training. Few Alameda Corridor jobs were actually 
available to trainees, many waited extensively on lists for Union apprenticeships, and no 
training was done in the E.L.A.Ihmer City Area. Required orientations were done in the 
Lennox area! 

• Policing of the LRT should require bi-lingual officers, with incentives for residence in the 
E.L.A./Boyle Hts/Japanese community area. 

VI. RESIDENTIAL AND COMMERCIAL DISPLACEMENTS 

• Residential and Commercial Displacements cause a loss in community integrity. Any 
displaced individual suffers much more than financial moving and replacement costs. 
Displacement causes severe stress, spent time, and hardship of reestablishment. Such 

36.T hardship should receive compensation to each individual of no less than $10,000 each adult 
and $2,500 each child! 

• Commercial Displacements should be insured against any losses during the typical 3-years of 
non-profit during starting and/or relocating a business. Additionally, commercial 
displacements should be insured against various cost increases (taxes, rents, transport, etc.) 
associated with relocation. 

• The 2.6 million revolving loan fund, should not deduct monies used for the cancelled Red 
Line Extension. 
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VB. NEW GROwrB 

• EIR. 4.21.4 Growth-Inducing lmpact!b.p.4.21-5, states, ''Station locations would be the most 
likely areas where future growth.could occur .. . To the_ extent that measures to promote 

36.U revitalization efforts are successful, new _growth resultin_g from the ~roposed project is likely 
to be__directed to ares most suitable for more intense land uses and is likely to occur in the 
form of high density, multi: unit development." 

• Our elementaiy schools are already over-crowded. 
• New ,.growth should be mandated to offer rentals which correlate precisely and 

proportionately with the current rental rates and inco~e levels. 

VIII. OTHER COMMENTS 

• Community Impact Data is insufficient. 
• No Thresholds of Si~cance were included. 
• No viable and Effective Option to- the LRT was presented. 
• Monitoring_ and Contract Remmements are insufficient. 

36.v J • Community Notices ofDetours and Ch~ges ofBus Lines should require a 10-daynotice at 
the locations and bus stops. All notices. should be at least 1 0-days in advance. 

36
.W 1 • Various investigations related to the construction phase are not yet available or completed. 

• The community envir.onment p.olluted by th.e..fteeways o.ver the past 40+ years has not been 
cleaned up and needed bus services have not been _provided, but MT A is investing public 
monies in the LRT with it's many areas of excessive pollution after mitigation efforts! This 
lo~ should be reconsidered. 

sro.cerely, 
Mesa Directiva, Boyle Hts Mejoramiento 

Margarita Sanchez 
Olivia Rendon 
Alejandra Davila 
Belia Laguna 
Leo & Guadalupe Vidrio 
Maria & Alfonso Barba 
Patricio Sanchez 

Encl: SCAG Draft 2001 RTP Up.date,. Technical Appendix Vol y_p.D-~& ~1& 
NOISE STUUY REPORT for I-5 Frwy,. CALTRANS District 7, Jan.2001, p.4 & TABLE 1 
IA TIMES Article ''Struggle to Study in Peace",.Jan. 28,_.2001, METRO, pp. B1 & B7 
BoyleJieights.Micro!icale Air Quality Study, SCAQMD, October 2000 
Fmal Report: MATES II, SCAQMD, March 2000 
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AGURE4 

Small-to Annual URiinked P • nges J:l:ips._ 
Medium - .. 

- ()peratlxs . 1984- . r-- 1986- '1988- - 1990- f-
1992.- . 1:9!M .1996 1998 

·laguna Beach- - 1ii9;6fJ&- 1-t2;00EH-~ 104,000 74,000 83,000 . . 
VJciDr Valley .. - - - - - - ~.000 643,000 ................ 

Antelope Valey - 32!f,()(l(f 39ir,ooo· f- IXil,UlAJ _ ~.UlAJ . . f;f72r,oe»o 1,704,700 2,010,700 

r- : r- . .862,000 f- .mJXD. f- 1,086,000 -CoA'imerce ..a24,000 299,(XX) . _.811,{XX) . 915,00(). -1,031,000 
1- r- r- f-

f- - -
·Hoi walk 1,S8+;eoo ·· -988;000 · -1~~.eoo - ·1;e59;009·· -·1-082;009 . ·1-;0a2;009 1,204,000 1,284,000 .. - . 
- r-

-~ ·:-t~;tXX> . r-1-;§41.900 . -·-~ -2,239;000' _:_-2;62,5;000• ~2. t>>O,IAJV 2,939,000 3,309,000 

· r- f- - 1-
SuaUne -- 1,«121lXl - cur:; nrv\ 1;:BliDr.· :3;1l26 lDl - 2J59l;_m) 2,809,000 3,407,000 

- r- r-

CUIYI!Faty - ... <¥r7 ......... . ">O<:A nnn · ..,,....nnn · .., <>1"7 ,_.. ·· ~ 1>0'2 IYY\ . 3,+l3,CXXl 4,211,000 4,652,000 
-

Gardella -· .~ ...... - ....... """' ·4;422;000 4,150,000 5,193,000 ...,., •"""" -...,. ................ .. ~.~ ~ ....... _... 
.. 

_'1-ommce 3-;f'lu,OOT ~~IV, IAN £.1~1,\AN ~~·,!.AN 3;S82;0eG- 4,690,000 4,644,000 
. . 
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TABLE2 

Long-Range Conidors 

The Transit Corridor Task Force members and other transportation authorities submitte9 constrained 
and long-range transit corridors for the 2001 Re.gianal Transportation Plan (RTP). The constrained list, 
those in the Governors Plan or in the R~Transportation I!Tlp[OWment Program, were the 
corridors included in the 2001 RTP. The followin_g table contains_all of Jhe.uncaostrained or long-range 
corridors submitted by the counties within the SCAG region. 
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.. North Extensions.(Centeruner 
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1-' 

"Cast-Mesa ·-
1-
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: 

no 
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A range of noise levels associated with common activities is shown in the table below. 

COMMON OUTDOOR NOISE LEVEL COMMON INDOOR 

ACTIVITIES dB A ACTIVITIES 

Jet fly-over at 300 m (1 000 ft) 105 Rock Band 

Gas lawn mower at 1 m (3 ft) 95 

Diesel truck at 15m (50ft) at 80 Garbage disposal at 1 m (3ft) 

80 kph (50 mph) 

Noisy urban area, daytime 75 

Gas lawn mower, 30 m (l 00 ft) 70 Vacuum cleaner at 3m (10ft.) 

Commercial area heavy traffic 60 

at 90 m (300 ft) 

Quiet urban, daytime 50 Dishwasher, adjacent room 

Quiet urban, nighttime 40 Theater, large conference 

room 

Quiet suburban, nighttime 35 Library, bedroom at night 

Quiet rural, nighttime 25 

10 Broadcast I recording studio 

Lowest threshold of human 0 Lowest threshold ofhwnan 

hearing hearing 

Changes in noise levels are perceived as follow: 3 dBA barely perceptible, 5 elBA readily 

perceptible, and 10 dB A perceived as a doubling or halving of noise. 

A number of descriptors have been devised by acousticians to rate noise on the basis of 

such things as annoyance, loudness, short term, long term and by statistical levels. All Caltrans 

highway traffic noise analysis is currently for the of worst noise hour Leq(h) which is the 

equivalent steady state noise level in a stated period of time that would contain the same acoustic 

energy as the time varying sound level during the same period. In this descriptor the 

instantaneous noise energy levels are averaged over a period of time. The result is the average 

acoustic energy for that period of time, which is converted back to sound pressure level. 



NOISE ANAL y L J SUMMARY 

LA-5-KP 25.9/27 0 (PM 16.1/16.8) TABLE 1 Between Euclid Ave. and Boyle Ave 

Existing 
Predicted Noise Levels in dBA for the Vear2020 

Barrier Height Alternatives . . Noise 
' "'"' Begin I End Wall Stations Wall Level No Wall (8'1 (10'1 (12'1 (14'1 (16'1 o. Dlr. Limits 

(METRIC) Location (dBA) (dBA) l.44m 3.05m 3.66m 4.27m 4.88m 

i 
SB West of Mott St. to Orme St. "LINE I" Sta 5+35 to 7+40 EP 68 71 67 66 65. (64) N/A 

SB EP 69 72 64 62. (61) 60 N/A 

I 

SB Orme St. to Euclid Ave. O.C. "LINE Q" Sta 2+80 to 8+00 EP 66 69 61 59. (57) 56 N/A I 

SB EP 68 70 63 61 • (60) 58 N/A I 
! 

NB Between Euclid Ave. and Camulos St. "LINE N" Sta 4+00 to 6+90 R/W 69 72 67. 66 66 (65) 64 ' 

I NB Between Camulos St. and Marietta St. "LINE N" Sta 3+20 to 4+00 RIW 73 75 65. (63) 61 60 59 

I NB 
Between Marietta St. and 

RIW 74 75 65. (63) 61 60 59 

Mott St. 
"LINE C" Sta I +75 to 3+65 

I NB RIW 71 73 66. (64) 61 60 59 
' 

J NB Soto St. Overcrossing "LINE D" Sta 2+05 to 2+80 EP 71 73 67 (65). 64 63 N/A 

~ NB Soto St. O.C. to Breed St. "LINE D" Sta 0+40 to 2+05 EP 71 73 67 65• (64) 63 N/A 

o,J NB Along 1-5 NB Onramp from 7th St. As shown on Attachment B R/W 73 74 67. 65 (63) 60 58 
---~ ----- -- --- -- -- ---- --- ----

Caltrans wall height recommendations 

Edge of Pavement RIW "' Right of Way 

3n.s minimum requirements: 5dBA (Leq) noise reduction, 2.44m (8') wall height, achievement of less than 67dBA (Leq) 

and breaks line-of-sight to 3.50m (11.5') truck stacks. 

= Lowest height that breaks line-of-sight between 3.50m (11.5') truck stack and receptor. 

"' All stations are considered plus or minus with reference to Freeway (or Connector) center line. 

EA 07 • 053511 
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I &OY-LE -HTS -ME JORAMI E-NTO-- ~ _ . '--r7Z:_nn_~--~-,~200_~_-~_>.-; ____ · -~~-r~ 
Mr. Steve Brye 
Profed Manager 
L.A. C01D19' Metropolitan Transportation Authority 
One Gateway Plaza 
Los An__gele_s, Ca 90012 
(213) 922-9078, fax (213) 922-3005 

Margarita Sanchez 
.ll§yle HCs Mejoramiento 
2474 E_ .,.. Street 
Los Angeles, Ca. 90023 

Re: Supplemental to AprillJ,. 2001 Public Comments on the Los Anples Eas1jside Corridor Draft 
~emental Emironmentallmpad Report by the Federal Transit .Admimstratioo U.S. Department 
of Transportation and the Los ~es County Transportatioo Authority, submitted by us. 

Dear Mr. Brye and MTA, 

We hereby submit ~ additional pqhlic rom:ments: 

37.A 

37.8 

37.C 

37.0 

r Street and Intersection Oosures during constructim; all, especially Mariacha Plaza, vvi1J. 
negatively effect community pedestrian and auto access to sch~ls, homes, parks, 
businesses and other facilities for an estimated three to four years. Some other alternative 
should be investigated. 

• Safety: We are very cmcemed with this new element ofunsafene~ to be introdnced to our 
residential community by a LRT. Accordingto a Pasadena based group, the Lmg Beach 
Blue Line has seen 425 inj_~ resulting_ accidents since 1990 (345 from train vehicle 
accidents and 80 involving pedestrians): and 44 people have died (29 of those deaths were 
pedestrians) (www.nobla&orglconsegp.en.ces/safety.htm). There are 29 schools within half 
a mile of the proposed proj_ect, about 14 ofwhich are near an above-ground segment, we are 
seriously worried about the safety of our children in_particulp, including the children 
crossed in strollers by ymm.gmothers ofRamma School We believe the·at-grade 
crossings are dangerous and detrimental to -our community and should be eliminated. < ,_, 

Possible Elimination of Rapid and Dash Buses: We would like a guaraD!ee that these 
routes \Vill. not be eliminated prior to. during or after constructi.m. 
Adjudication of aaims for Damap: We support a system of prompt adjudicatim of 
any claims arising from the future construction of the LRT; ~cally thr«;»ugh Little 
Tokyo and E.L.A We support the proposal submitted by RAC Member, Att. Anita L. 
Castellanos. ( C<m,Y enclosed). We feel her~rcwosal will enhan.ce mitigation of damages 
suffered. 

• We ~uee with the Ora~ Coun~Catifomi.a Grand J~'s R~rt on light Rail, 
May 27, 1999, (copy enclosed), whose "analysis strongly suggests that Orange County will 
experience that: 

o Light r_¢1 will have neg]i~ble impact on traffic con~stiop because it attracts few 
automobile drivers from their cars. 

o Demographic trends will make light rail much less efl,,t:ctive than predicted by 
planners. . 

o Light rail is expensive. The most cost-effictive,..Jederaljy fimded systems have 
- .required subsidies of$5,000 and more per new ride. New rides are those riders 

brought out of their cars and into the.. transit system. 
o Light rail is inflexible once in place. The OCTA 's bus system routes are adjusted 

three times. o.year. 



Sincerely, 

o Light rail cost and ridership forecasts will be erroneous and biased in favor of light 
rail. 

o light rail will not spur development. Development along light rail corridors is 
spurred by tax subsidies, not light rail. 

o Light rail will not improve commuter travel times~ energy cqnservation and safety. " 

Mesa Directiva, :ec>yle Hts Mejoramiento 

Margarita Sanchez 
Olivia Rendon 
Alejandra Davila 
Belia Laguna 
+eo & Guadalupe Vidrio 
Maria & Alfmso Barba 
'_llatricio Sanchez 

Fn.cl: Proposal for Adjudication of Claims for Dama_g_es, Letter A_pril4,._J001 by Att. Castellanos 
Orange ColDlty, California Grand Jury Report on Light Rail , May 27, 1999 



Orange-COunty; California 
Grand·~-Ju-ry-Report-en Light Rail 
-(P-resentecfWithout-Alteration) 

84Jgin: Grand Jury Report 

Report of the Orange County Grand Jury, May 27. 1999 

-ORANGE-CQUNTY.T-RANSPORTATION 

AUTHORITY-.l\NO -t-IGHT -RAIL -PLANN lNG 

Summary 
The Orarlge County T~.~.utho~s..(O.CIA)_.Board..Df Diredor.sJS scheduled todecide in 
Oec:eatlef .1999-wl:le~to.~ with the-construGtiGn of a multHiillion, dollar. 28-mile light rail system 
in .tbe.central Oraage~Xoaido(', That a:itical decision coul~t the county to a significant 
financ:ial.and-polic:y course- and.~ the futl.re of transit systems in Orange County. The Grand Jury has 
studied the prooass_for..t.batdecision-aQd found it wanting. 

llle-OCTA has-implicitly~ the- need fOf light rail is-to-le6sen. traffiC congestion and pollution, 
..andJ.o promote eoonomic..dmle · sed light rail system is 
estimated by...OCTA to caRY. at-best; a-daily ridership of 60;000. Total Orange County daily ridership in 
2020 is expected~ OCTA to be 10 milli~EWW 2. millio.o.froottoday's ridership. The light rail 
portion would be less than 1% (0.6%) of total county ridership in the year 2020. · 

The national e~ence with urban .!igbt rail ~ems· abili~ to solve traffic~ air ..PQ!Jutioo and 
related urbaR-problerns-ha&-been-pggr. The Grand -.My-~ined th&last-12.~ _light rail systems 
developed in the U.S. The Grand.Jury.analysis strongty suggests...that Or~' County will experience that 

• light rail will have negligible impact on traffic cOngestion because it attracts few automobile drivers 
from tbeic ca:s... 

... ....Demographic trerds wiK m*e liglt rail mr 'C:h less effective than ~!!fa aided by planners. 
.. light raiLis. expensive .Thamost.cost-«fec:tNe,federally f~ems have required subSidies of 

.. .$5,000 Bnd.mor:e.per .new lide.. . .New rides are.Jbase...tider:s bror ~ out of their cars and into the 
transit..system. . 

.. ..Ligbt.raiUs inflexihle . .LV¥:e..ic:l.plaaLThe. OCTA'~ bu.s. system I'OI.&te!l.are adjusted thtee·times a year, · 
• light rail oost and ridership forecasts will be erroneous and biased in favor of light rail. 
• . .Light rail ..will not sp r deveqvneot Oev~ent almg light rail corridors is spurred by tax 

subsidies, not light raiL 
• light rail will not improve commuter travel times. energy conservation and safety. 

There is a promotion. of light rail ~ OC.T A in its. public. Outreach/Center Line doaJments and briefrngs, 
rather than a process of study, analysis and evaluation as to light rairs merits and cost benefrt. 



The Grand Jury recommends that 

• The OCT A Dlr9ctors be made aware of the naticnat..expec:ier.x:e..in light rail over lhe past 18 years 
and light rail's documentettinability to solve urban transit problems adl::asJraffic congestion and 
pe~MioA, Along those lines; we fu1her-suggest thatdisintele$ted e~ from academia be invited 
to.proW:ie the historic:abpers to the.Direc:tor:s.-

• The Directors· instruct the OCT A staff to emend Outreadl Pi':ogl:amsJo.ioc:lude data regarding the 
recent and ongoing national expesience~ 1he cost-efficiency and effteaey of light rail in 
·faiting to solve-urban problems of lraffiC congestion, pollution, etc . 

.,; · ."The.OCTA establish and publish in their Otrlreach literature rneasu-able goals for light rail 
·· regarding "the amourir OftrSffic CORgeStion-reduction, poHution ~ and cost effectiveness 
-tssueswhic:h witt1Je·osed~1>uild" alteria l<:f the development decision process. 

-Intr-odUc-tion-And Purpose 
The-OCT A 8oattot-f)irectors is scheduled lo decide wfiether.to~ lllllltllh&.development and 
cooslnJdion of-a-28 mite ligll rait system in the central Otar)ge County"eerrid6 by the end of 1999. This 
is-a. significanl-decisioA that-wilkemmit tA& county on an irnpottent 1ong term fiAa!)Cial and transit policy 
cous:se:· t.arge.~Ql tax dollars-ae.at stake:- the-capital ~from this project will 

· · run-mto· billions: of~ "AnDiJal i'idetShip ~ng subsidies-wiU IU1 il:fl tbt;t-millions of dollars. The 
· sOili"Ce"of these fUIIds isilOh:::lear. · 

The-citizens an<tttreir represenfafiVes 'Who make the 'build,.no.bt.rild" decisjoo sho! M receive full 
disclosure d-aft the perceived belefits, ·a awbacks, · COS1s ar td ittipdds tt l3l ttfts:pmject would have before it 
is-approved er disapJifOYeC1 This- deeisiM shatJid·not be ~ 011 public retations fluff; itshould not be a 

. "dooe dear VJIIowed bv a seafeb- il$ jwstifitalicn ~ it shet:tiEl he aA oeen, unbiased, rational 
seard'l that takes intoBCiCOI'nt ecaKJmics, utitity,.alld ~ cfp81'foPMDCe of recent light rail 

-oevetopments; 1'hErt1istDr:il recixd 0( f1llmit.ipa11ight rail ;a· the. II s stnt!d not b8 ignored as it yields the 
· at;(UftJ!ated ecperienoe-of-some~2 cities that boitt1igt'ltrait ~lor many of the same reasons 
. ~is considering. 

The-1998-99"Grand Jury st1Jdiecfthe_process by which thiS decision wiJf.be.made, and how the information 
wii-be made available-t&the'Bcerd d"Dire<:to! s who witt have to make the Ueeision and the taxpaying 
public who will- ultimately. Mt.ra..te bear the east ~ 

Method 
The Grand JOIY gathered data from many sources ii1dUdtng: the.f~ cities and agencies 
1hat have deveteped' 19 • rai~ OOTA;-academia; at id trt" 1icat sources listed in the 

Bibliography: The Grand Jury anatyze<ftr&n$itperformancedata.a"Jd past forecasts to derive the actual 
perfonnance ofthe-iight rail segment cf transit ~stetns as compa ed ~_prpjectionS of that 
pedormance. Past pmjedione-~ te adl:lal peftalmanees eet:oblisA.whal ~ County couJd 
expect from a..JSimilac tigy mil system lb&Gra:d Jlsy c:gqci s1ed .Aerviews witb. the OCT A, transportation 

· · and economics.. expert&. in acadfornVl,. and I ns MgeteJ; 'lllue.Uoe: operators <tnd ptcinnefs. 

--Background 

Urban Rail Systems 



Ur:baR c:ail systems-111Ch • .~Riil, commuta: rail, or t:leevy-taiJ...are-ofteA. prqposed as a solution to the 
U'ban problems of air pollution and traffiC coogestion. The most sjgnifteant Offic congestion occurs during 
·wallday peak travel periods wh&A-the majomy of woe:kers ' tra\teUo. and ~work. A major test c:4 ~ 
rairs success is the extent to which it reduces traffic ~ ~llJ ~peak hours. AdditionaJJy, 
~rail-systems are. given th&~ c:4-promotiRg~ l.Wban development along 
the rail corridors and offering ene_my savifJgs c:ompared to automotive alteo:!ittives. These rail systems are 
~significant portion of the entire transit system, which consists of buses, road and fre8way 
~· and rail systems. 

There are three types of urban rail: 

• UjJht Rail .{W'face raiD which_general!y Qj)el8tes withoutgade ~(usually at street level) 
~it may-have gc:ade-separation. Ught rail cars are the cu~ for streetcars or trolleys 
that used to operate in most large U.S. cities from the late 191h centu(y to the mid-20th centl.l:y . . 
lJght-raU-CMO-ar&pow!Ad by-electricity that is-collested from over1leacllines. The average speed 
for new U.S. systems is a little over 16 miles_per hour. light rail can theoretically cany up to 15,000 
to 25,000 Rdee:s per.J:lout-iR-eac:h diredloA in-3-c3: ~Some examples of new light rail include 
the Stlouis Metrolink, Pof1land MAX. Los Angeles "Blue Line",~ the San Diego Trolley . 

.. ~·~· freight railroad~~~!-~~downtown railroad 
stations. Propulsion is either. c:tiessl.oc electric. Tha aYe£age ~ is 33.2 miles per hour. 

Trains-are-oftenup-to-W.cars IQng or IROR3-and may-be-~ deck. ~es of commuter rail 
. ..5)lSlems.include.tbe..Lo.sAogeles Metmlink~ ChicagQ Metro, aod.Naw.YMc:sJ onglslaod 
Railroad. 

• Heavy Rail (rapid rail). operates w\th_g:ade separation .and is often_kl subways or elevated 
structures. Heavy rail is normally electricity powered from a third rail and operates at an average 

speed of 19..5 miles.per-llaur ~~ rail is expensiv8 to b ild For example, costs in Los Angeles 
approaGheG$300million per mi~before the project was.canoeUed. ~rail can cary up to40,000 
ridersper hour in..eacb..direction in tl:ains.made.up.of 1Qcam..~es of heavy rail include the 
New York subway system, the Chicago El, Washington (DC) Metrorail, the Paris METRO, and the 
London Undefground. 

"Jlli5. GranciJ\My-r~QA.ight-faii systems because light- raU.~ the Primary l6ban raif system 
under CXll'lsideration by. OCTA fcr_devalcpmenlin.caotral. Qraqge Counj)l..."(tjere are no technical barriers 
to light rail development 

History of OCTA 

The OCTA was aeawthy, 'PEM:Qjng..eleven transQoaatian=lelated entities and Mds into a single agency. 
This. step was..irtitiatad.~ the. passage. of stata.legislation. and OCT lfbegan SEifVing the public on Jl.l'le 20, 
1991 Eleven voti~ dicec:tors tcxm the governing bncly at the Al!lborif¥ Jhe.aJeven ¥Otir9 members 
iAdude 4 Cemty Supeplisets;-6 aty.GOYnGil representatNes., 1 ptblic member, and 3 alternates. ln 
addition, a representatiw appointed b)' the Govemor at.Cslifcmiaserves in~ non-voting capacity. 

The.OC.TA defines its missim as_"tO..aeate,..coordinate.-manc:e,. .and.del~ an easy to use transportation 
netwaJk which ke_ef)6 Oraog_e .Colstb'. moving_~ meets the~ic needs.; The OCT A, ac:cording to its 
I-M9-Range..f.iORQC.iaLPJan,. is responsible fa." paMding mnn1jnatpd efficient, and comprehensive 
tranp)rt.ation.planQigg and services. within OrarJge Coul!Y." OCT A's lofll.term strategy is to help meet 
fulure transportation demands in csntraL Orange County_ and is based on the Corridor Major Investment 
Study. (MIS}completed-in July.1997. The Oc:TA Board of Directors approved a Locally Preferred Strategy 
{LPS) on June 9. 1997. 1111)fementation of the LPS is to occur over the next 22 years. 

--- ···- -· ·-·---· . .. 



@ 
The following three elements oompf'ise the LPS (as described by the long Range Financial PIM1999 
Edition): 

1. Implementation of the Transportation Systems ~ment al~tive. a 49 % inaease in bus 
service. 

2. Significant expansion of the Metrolink <:QmmUter rail system. 

:l AEM~Acement-of-a 2~ rail- system-inW-the-PreliminaJy-E~ineeringJOraft Environmental 
Impact Statement phase to. c:oodude. with a final decision by the OCTA Board in December 1999 on 
whether to proceed with building the urban rail system. 

The OCTA has established a Public Involvement Prqgram.{PIP...)...also known as the Outreach Program and. 
more recently, Cemefl.ine, The-PIP; as descfibed· in the OCT A Major Investment Study Final Evaluation 
Report (June 1997)... " .•. pmwf~.s}Jor.the..selection cf tran$iP<)1atioo ~alternatives for analysis 
~ ~ public support The PIP also assure(s) these alternatives were evaluated according to aiteria 
the general public viewed as impot1ant" 

.One.of .lbe..goals..of ..tbe..P~ .is..to..g_et pc lblic feedback ancle¥aluation of .1he . 
transportation. altemati:\tes.. .The. Graod...Jury. scrutinized.the PIP Outr~terune material and briefings 
Jmm .:1$8. tn..da!e.. .The . .2JP ...fumished no mc;t effertiveness..data regan::ling. the alternatives presented in 
the. Outreach liter:atlze..and.briefiogs.braught to the.. public. for evaluation..qcTA's OutreachfCenterUne 

.program has .not actin •Jated .or dna llllpOted what the tangible goals of light rail should be for the County 
except in broad, nebulous generalities. 

Similarly, .the .OCIA 0• ttreach bas oot dpscrihecf what the tangible economiG and environmental 
pedamanca.ailsria shoui<Ule.fac. building.ligbtca.il. nor. established wbat is the decision aiteria for making 
such a large financial commitment The Grand Jury can only specula~ what those aiteria might be: 

• Efficiency. as to how light rail removes congestion from the County's freeways and streets. 
• .Amouot of poll• moo remo.,ed trcvn..countv...air~ 
• Amount of unsubsidized development that can be expected along the light rail tracks. 

Additionally, the OCTA PIP. has fl mislled citizens little or no data regaroi~tP&efficaC)Land cost 
effectiveness of urban tight. rail systems built recentlY.- in other cities over the past 18 years. The national 

.expecience ~ing the cost effectiveness am the efficiency of urban t;~ rail systems has been poor. 
The philosopher Santyana has commented that those who ignore history are doomed to repeat it. 

!he .ocrA.long~ . .Financial Plan (l.RP} .identifies capital f! ltlding sex 'met for • Mtlan rail-systeltUIS 
federal granls...Slate.Tr.ansportation lmpr.oYemeal.Program funds. .. and.Measllre M. The OCTA estimates 

-today that the ''low cost attemati.ve"IQ'lt rail S;YS'em will cost $1 316 billion (.$47 million per mile) exclusive 
~right of way GOSts.· Ueasum M-funds identified for-~ rail will be aboul-$340 million over the life of the 
.Measure, Jeayjng...sources extenal-to ~ Cat~ the major aWrib rtt¥ of capital. The OCTA cannot 
finance light rail unless it drastically amends its LRP or attempts a light rail ballot tax measure. 

_()pet:ating.mvenues fer • 1rban rail are identified as" measuf& monetary eAdowmeRt; conoastioo 
managemeat..and.quality..fuods. fares and..endolMnent interesteamings."ln other words, it must be 
.heaW¥ subsidized since fares will ~Y. reco 1p abO' at 30 % of tbe operating expenses of light rail 
based on previous light rail experiences. 

Measure M Ftmcts and ExpeadiSures-Qrange Cmnty voters aJ'li'X»'A" the Orange County TraffiC 
~~MaAagementPian(Measure M) in NOYernber 199{). Financing for projects 

.identified .in the plan is provided. t)¥ tba one half percent state..sa)es and 11se tax. Whictl became effective 
Apr.il1, 1991. and. sunsets. in 201.Llhe.impieme.nting. Measle .M Ordinance No. 2 requires that saleS tax 
revenues be spent only on pr~cts induded in the ordinance. 1he Revised Traffic Improvement and 



Growth Management Plan cA that measure regulates MeaSI.J'e M expenditures. 

The.pfarupecifJCally defails the .percentage of sales tax expenditures allocated for_tralsit mode projects. 
That pereenrage is 25~ and illdudes expendjture9 foriight ·f'ail The-~ Plan in OCT A's 
1999-edition of the long Range-Financial Plan identifies some $340 millicxl.(in 1988 dollin} fer rail transit 
spending o~r the 20-yeai.lif&d.Ueasure M, The lPS..idenfified costs...tci.deveiOp "1he Cortidoi" at1rom 

·s1 ~3" binion ( streeflevelaltem8tive}. to n:BbilrKxf(f«"ltle-etevated wrsion} in 1998 dollars. 

What is Orange County Light Rail's Job? 

l.q1t rail is ~studied by the OCTA to service a 28-mite segment otOrarge. County from Fullerton to 
Irvine (lhe MIS ·cou idor"): A plan-to-this- efld is undergoing CCI meptuat q~ study that is to be 
completed-by Naiealbel 1-999: The 696tS tGbuild a street kMll altematiV&comPared to an ~ated 
.allema~Ne:d.Jtle.~..pcqea are.pmjededb)'OCTA at this timeto' be.""$'1 .. "316 billion to $1 .876 billion 
($47 million to $67 million per mile), not counting ngtrt of way acquisition costs. 

The proposed $yStem is estimated" by OCTA tn cany, at best; a~ ridership af GQ.OOO. Total Orange 
County daily trips in 262& is ~by-OCT A t&b&tQ millieR peeple, ~RW!j_on from today's ridership. 
The liglt rail portion would be ~e-~ ~%-{0-.~c;l. total cc tnty ridetship.il the year 2020 . 

. The.OCTAOulr:aac:llliterature is.siletlt..on..!he.goals.of Oraoge.Col.alty.lighlrail ~ OCTA Outreach 
fitemture stale$1hat ~the COUnty has "an extensive hi_ghway system, ~- little open space for new or 
expandedtrigtTwys, a suc:cessfut and'gto.ril rg bus $Yslem; Met!e!Al.: ." ~ ~es a [JJ8Stion •ts this 

.. - - suftideut fcr2020?" .The.sama:Ol-M.eam litef:aWre pgse& a ~cal question, 'Why is congestion a 
problem?" ancfanswers it bY statft'JJ, "1ncreas~ ~ion leads io ~: ~flexibility, economic 
vitality, tourism; appeal as If btlsine !I! C8t'ltef, property valtles;-teeal ~. wor1doroe productivity, 
quality of life." ll-is-Jeft-~fGF-th&~~-of congestion is one of 
fighl rairs goals, "Suild-AO build". thresholds ace not desciihed lust haw much trafrac congestion will be 
reduced in Oi'ange County to merit lhe..~ of liglt rail is not stated. 

National and Local Demographic Trends 

The documented failUre of new lij;Jht f'aif ~to make a material~ to _ifllX'Oving traffic 
congestion andairpotlution isn'tafaiftn eff8il teeAAelegy.· ljgRt Fail GaA IRecreticafly carry a lot of people 
lhat.:areattfadedfwm.tbeif.mJtot « .GthermQdes-oftlaRSit.. The-reality is ttlat.it dOeSn't because light rail 
is obsofete with respect to the needs of most American urban commuters. 

lkban areas havoe StJburbanized censiderably since Wor1d War II wittTresidenoes and employment 
sprawling ave Ia get aeas at rntJCh lowet densities ~~per square mile). Since 
1950, the natioA's lap UfbaAii!ed ar:aa& Rave arpec ienced pop dation grr-tb of about 35 %. At. the sane 
time, the land-ar:ea CXMRd by tbe same urban areas bas iocreesed sjX times..aslast"(2't4'"%}."The result is 
a.4S'% decline in.pq:ii1latm per square. mile from ~4001cr3~ ~:eantral city population has 
dec lined 51 .s;w'e, d n las.baite ·i .. :a epser121:8:$;£Yert:lii!DDi8~ the eec mal cities that hall8 not 
made signifieant ~· there has been a 22% population loss from 221 million to 17.3 minion. 
Their suburbs~ population by 18.7 million. 

As msidencss dispersed, empk)ynlenl .tencred to increasit1gly A!toc:ale to the~. Downtown areas 
employ a smatter pet ceute_ge c:1 the wert< tiofee. lt.a ekw e. --.lfilrtrawel-patlems are more random. In 
the-past, a large-pet eef'ltage ef ~ IFips WBF8 from ouUying C8RIRII cit¥ ocJ;UbUrbs to the central area. 
Now, twice as-many-peopi&ooam.Ae from s om to S! om as·Jmm sutub tO a central city. Travel 
paDems are also. mara cxxq;Jex ""'Many Oltbe .. ~· mQS ·are- S&QI!d lted ~'"the! I save tAOfe than one 
pt..rpOSe~-These:~-~·"donotiesldthemselves-to1ransit-because-$peedypo~· servioo-is 
generally not available for the trip segments. 

These trends take a heavy toll oo transit, especi~ ~gh capacity modes such as light rail. Rail transit is 
most effective irrmowiug tatge ntll'l\bets dpecple bauoliAg:k> aAEI ff:em the~ general locations. little of 
contem(lor.ary lftaA tFavel OOA6isk ef that type d mcwecnent. As a result nationwide: 

-- -- --- -- -- ·- - ------- ····- - - - --- - ·- ·--· . ·-



• Transit's share of land travel in the U.S. has dropped from approximately 6% to less than 1% since 
1950 . 

.... . P..ublic,SI.Ibsicfies... failed-..to rever:se tr.ansifs.treods..Transit subsidies have risen to nearly $20 
billion a year from nearly zero in 1970. Yet in 1995, transit ridership df9pped to its lowest level in 20 
years. 

• ·· Percentage of work trips ~ transit haS fallen from 13 % in 1960 to 5. 1 % in 1990, a 60 % reduction. 

Ught Rail and Consumer Mismatch 

light rail may have been effective for the pre-World War H city, but it has been rendered obsotete by the 
demographic fort:es that haYe poduoedc:ontemporary-Orange-GooFWy:· bighl.tairs ability to move large 
numbers of people hes ·Yil1tially Ae valwe tg #l8 modem L.ltaR ~ heca '5A ildoSSn't match the needs of 
the modem l6ban ir:avetef:.-Oemographic sh!(ties have shown the fnllowjng_fadix's important to the peak 
hour commuter: 

• Proximity - Consuners want service that is conveniently dose to both their trip origin and 
destination. The trip by aato ar transit mt~St-begifl-~and end near work 

.- Ffeq~want-freedclm to travel whenever they want or need. That equates to 
service that is frequent and available virtuatty.all day, every day . 

.. Tfaolel.time~ want to get where they are going as quickly as possible. Additionally, 
ridacs dislike traosteai"o from one route to another. 

• .Segmented trips -The work trip has increasingly become segmented A segmented trip is one with 
more tl'larTone"_potpOSe. · F1 equet It anctcon't'enien_t point-to-peiAt &a ~service is simply not 
available for those trips. 

• Cost - Work trips must be affordable. 

P.mposed light C8Jl tines.are often aiticized for "not. goiiJg to .the rjght place". Residential or employment 
densities in Orange County Siburbart areas ae S& low there is liWe eitferliiACIEl. between routes in their 
ability to generate-traffic.. Studies Aa¥e sA9wR tAat tfaA&it is ~ingly ~e for the 'W'OI1< trip to 

.. -subumanareas. Transit has RO. a:Naa dage for those consa mers:Wba.can afford to make a choice in 
. deciding how to make peak hot.r trips in the iJfbaA area. The aAo, -on ~other hand, provides the on

demand, rapid service-point to poiint ia ~ eommtlters te Sl:IS~ jobs want. . . 

The National Experience With light Rail 

... Beflxe any rational disaJSSiort.canbe made on the future ot.I!Qht rail for C>l"ar1ge .County, a look should be 
faKen at all the new J91t Jail syt;ten.s draelcped within the ~18 yeafS 8AQ see how their performance 
matched up with ~MS&td PfeelietiaA&o SYm-~ pe~1p&dN& allows.reasonable expedations 
of what a ~ighl raitsystem-migtlt do or not do for QraQge Canty's udlan tr3nsport.ati0n problems . 

. .Liglt.rail'"s historical expe08nce has been di~ in eYefY<::ase except.QOS (San Diego). although 
dlsappointrnentshave"occasiot aally been b ta•tpeted as 'C'ietaries by ~ Fail proponents. The San Diego 

. exception.wili:bet:fittuMoEI separote'y .DJe.;Q(;TAoccesima'tyt'$as the PQrtlarid experience as a light 
rail poster child. Portland realities are also discussed in this section. -

Twelve new light rail lines have been buRt in the U.S. over the past 18 years.· Unhappily, they have 
provided vi:tuatlyuo 1 eOOc:tiat d batrte a1ugeslion afld; eeflSeql:feAtly. ~udion in air pollution. The 
pen;entage of people l:tSing lfaAsit te get tG 'M¥k has declined in all majoc..~tropolitan areas. and the 
dediAe-ttas baen as signitic:aat in the metropolitan areas thafbuilf.ligblcait as 1h the ones that did nol 

--·------



. llgnf RaitObjectives and Claims 

ObjectJves 

· ·lig!1t-reit·flas-been proposed-a~ solution .to our J.llbao .lransportatioo problems. The. OCT A planners imply 
that-light -Jail .can .reduce tr3fiC • :o~esfion. (arB:t 1hereby air" pollution?} anct-d&i>o for lower costs than other 

· - alteroatiws~.e.g., .fi:eew.ay ~ tSion orbcs-Jins-expansion): ~ h8s been implied in 
. .Oi.atreach fiteratunJ· at id public meeti1 ~ tc obtain veter OF ~lirw ageACy approVal for the proposed light 

rail system currenUy under study. 

Benefits Claimed 

. The.foiJowing . .claims.are made for the adoption of light rail. 

.. - R41duc:tioA .of Traftic: Congestion· r ight Lairs .theoretical capacity for traffic reduction is 
~.Advocates frllqueoUy pointootthat a siugle light raii-liAEHuJs the capacity to cany the 
.same number of peopte as-six Ia es of freewey. Capacity;-Ae~W'IeC.-does not equate to usage. 

• Reduction or AlrPolutian. Autes (pFiYete ~~ehictes) ara the pMdpal rriobile sources of air 
polltJtia.L To the~ that light rail is 5I ICCQSsful inred•ring taiffic.congestion and1tlel'Uilbei of 
autes-enthe rQSG,ait poltutioo may be redcce<Jby.a oorr~t 

• Co.t ElfediveneSs'"'Beca •se it can carry_ higtlerg_a~ volumes pee vehicle and per transit 
empk>yee,ligfil rail ls_Qaimed tow-more -cost effec:tiveih21rt1>ther-~es, including 

·. h!JSSS ·Fa..exampte;_:a-sing_ie-driver can eperate-a bus wi#l. up-to 60-to 7S passenger:s;.a~ 
light rail train can carry up to 400 passengers. 

• AdditioAal Ber.efita Claimed: 
.-. ~of more des:lse commercial and.teSiaential development Which would also reduce 

overall levels of auto usage 
• -Improved travel times 
• -Improved safety 
• ~eciueed 1ransit defiCits (s•lbsidies) as.bigbec.passenger vo1umes·on1ightl'aitirnprove-1he 

percentage oftota' ~from passenger fares. 

-the-Grand .h.wy-eMamiAed-.and -sludied each. of tbe daimed .. benellts in l1ght oUhe experiences of the 12 
ligbt-Fail System$-developedteeenf!Y. Tl$y nmt"namerit fcr~ation problems in 
Orange County . 

.light.Rail.Realities in the United States 

=rwe!Ye new light4aiJ-liAes have-beenopened.in.tbs Uoited .States in the _past 18 years. Those light rail 
-~were locatedih.&dliinOm,.BtJtmra,.Danas. .Derrvet , tos-AI]ge~ Mianii, Pittsburgh, Portland, 
SaCramento, S8ri DiegO, Sln .R:Ise-, ~ toors:-Forexan!ple: . 

- • --TheLosAtlgejes. Bhe1m~.carries ~ly 50,000 riders per day. 
-• .San Oiego..r.arrfes about 60,006 I ideS OJ I its lw& Ae':N light ra11 lines. 
• St. touis carries 11101 e that r <45, oeo ridef5 per day m two light rail cacridors. 
• tines-in Portland; Bt:Ma1e; SaEfaA'Iellf.Q, San Jcse, and Baltvnore ~more than 20,000 riders per 

day: 
• Denver's light mil liM c;:Vries more lllan 15,000 riders per day. 

-=fhe-OOTA~~-an-OraRge.County.Corridor~ will cany 45~000 to 60,000 daily riders. 
-Based on other .citi&s' . .experieoce,ffifS .dailY ridership_predictiot 1 iiJlP"dd'S higl 800 unlikely to be achieved.. 
However, evea.if realized, manep:esa 1ts1ess lha 1 ~of the daily~ in Orange County for 
the 2020 time peood. -

· Nationa!Jy! -light-fail ·Gafries ~.a maximum.ot .30 .. %.of.total . .tr.ansit ridership .(Saaamento) to less than 5 % 

- - --- - ----- ---



· (L-1)! Angeles). TherefGre,. the-capability. of ligbtsail..to.reduce Jraf'fk: congestion in peak hours is 
· ~.ttlan the overall ..capacity af.Jrarniit to" reduce~ congestion. 

Traffic Congestion and Ught Rail 

.According to OCT A's Outreach documents, a fundamental purpose of light rail appears to be the reduction 
of traffic congestion. Dailyirips- in OfaAg&-C9Ynty are~xpected to reacb ... llLQ.mllrJOO by the year 2020, an 
inaease of 20 million "OYef·lhe·S.O million trips made...now..:.Tbe..pmposecttigtttl'3itsys1em is estimated by 
OCTA to canyat best,..a.daily.tidec5hip.Q[6QJ)OO. Toca1 ~-County daill ridership in~ 
by:OCTAtabe·ro million.peopte,...up 2 million fwm1oday's·ridership, .fhe-Ught rail portion would be less 
tharn%\0:6%lnf1ota1-ooantyTid8rship in the year 2020. 

The most-tmractable-SM.predictable traffic .coogestion occurs during the weekd~moming and evening 
peak..periods. Rush .hours .are generally 7· ~ to 9 Nk; anct4-PMto 6 PM: "Haffic congestion can occur at 

. times other than rush hour, but is less predictable; -more~ and often the result df 
temporary · · E'.OA6tA.Idion. Peak.houc.tr8ffic ~on results from the fact 
thBtthe majol ity of~ {)CC If during peak pedodlr.Witboul1hese worl< trips, peak hour traffic 
epngestion would be as inftequent aS during off-peak times. 

·A test« light· rairs success~ ~- how .many .peopte....are on the trains; it is hew many ~ liglt rail has 
remo¥ed fr:om.the.road,. e:specialfV di.lriag.peak hours: tJt lfa lui .atel], ~- does not reduce traffic 

.coogestion.becair.l!d!!ads rew auto tiives. For example, ~atelv,20% of Washington, D.C. 
rapid rail ridership b1He1!Y mo•e atJtos ~theif.tfips, whii&2S.~'s light rail riders were 
former auto tiivers:-The majefity ef ReNiigRt r:ail r:i~ are: 

• ·-Former-bus-r~-have beeA .for.ced.to.traosfer .to.r.ail.becauseiheir.bus routes now feed rail 
-stations-instead oUbe fOrmer:OOStflldfiOIIS~f1Ydowt Jtvwt !). . 

• .Rider:sin ''fl'Befie~dDwntown mnes-(sudi as Porttand, St:~ aad Buffalo). For example, all 
light rail arRt bus se Yice it 1 OOwittown POI'tland is epeFa'ect ~ faies .... 

• Orivers"who use flee ~ ,_eripAeFal.parking at rail stations to avoid downtown parking 
charges-aid ride shac:t EtistaAc:e&- to tteir jobs.:. This reds1CAS.auto use· by 1r vety SlliBII at iOUI1t and 
has·liWe positi\la effect oo po!h rtinn as.wen.. 

..... Former car pn6l dfleni.wllose car QOOts~or have become single-occupant trips. 
The autos stay on the road. 

Light rail has not reduced traffic ~ion on neatb¥ freeways. 

·-• · For example, -in.P.atfand,. tmffic.on.the:.adjaceut.ft'eeway has continued to g«Nt and is nJ:N1 at \east 
.. sa.%higber.that.befixe liQflfmTWBS.opei led. Out nm , usi• hoUI. ~freeway 1ane carries 
...seven times as manyridets as l!gtlt•ait illbotlildtodo¥~ ~se direc:tion, a single 
freeway lane ca ties OYet 80 times the pass eAger:& CilA U:le.light railline. · 

• In St Louis; ffeeway tfaffiG in tf:la light r:ail conidoc has.ocntioued to ~aw 31 rates twice as fast as 
the total-St loui&- n'Atrcpolitat area ... Slnce. T.gh't rail openea:_t "Ori"d"33Tiew' passenger miles has 
been traveled. on, traosit.or....to ~Jt another~ 32-oot"Of SS·new passenge:tmiles-have-Ret been 
on transit at whut light rail is an integral part. 

Air Pollution and light Rail 

· ~~has been made.in.impmving..air.quatity in the United States and C&lifomia's Los 
-Angeles basin.. F. tom 1911Tto 1992;-:"~it a eased b_y ITIOie than 100%. At the same time, 
transportation- cartJontiiUIK>Xide etiissioiiiSfeH ~-~emissions fell 53%, 
and nitrQ980 oXide emissous rose ooly 1 'Mr. Unheal#ly -.qualitv days '"''I 1JY¥iby more than-two thirds in 
U:S. ~~~19e7 m t9e6r-and a• do pnll•djon is expe<W.[IO~ about 25% more from 
1996-to 20IDde$pileE:c:Xltinuing ~rrWh inml\es traveted ... ·llle·"best yearfcrairpoltaon in the los Angeles 
area f()( the paSf50 year:s_was,"W97~sprte·a bi{:!litqdthebasim.1'QPU!ation. Most of the improvement 
ill air qtJality·is imgroved vehicle emission tecltttology . .lJifWaUy OOAe <)f. the.pellution improvement is 
attributable1o1ransit.-Because-light-raifdoes 1Klt-appf8Ciably reduce ... muse, US-.Department of 



Transportation reports state it cannot materially reduce air pollution. For-example: 

• The Washi'1Qt00, DC, rapid rail system~ which C8fTies more than twi<;e as many riders as the 
combined new light rail lines in nine urban areas, is credited with removing about 1% or emissions 
in..the.area. 

- - tlew A~ R~il ~elfts mitM eAiy medest air q~talit)' i"'JJ~eftleA\s t!e=m "Se enty part of the additional ridership 
of. these systems.is.dtawn.fmm.single .occupant vebide.users .. others ant drawn from buses, c;w- pools, and 
llMRt demaAd {new rides wno are AdiAg because *he r:ail syssem is ROW a~lailable -IIAOeouldftl-yae autos or 
buses). Atlractiag..tiders..fmal. autos .ctoes..not. reduce aitpollution. Of the few auto drivers attracted io light rail. 
. many driye to rail stations (Pa« aQd ~- The shorter trips to the stations may proO.Jce nearly as mudl 
pollution as the former longer trips. The shorter trips still entail cofd starts and subsequent engine 

. .cool ..down. Ihis.portion.Df..a..drill.iog trip generatesJbe.llulk...of hydrncacbon emissions because of the 
auids.~lative inefficiency and higher emission rates while wanning up and higher gasoline 
eva~on rates while cooling down 

Light Rail and Cost Effectiveness 

_.-Since .the.eady .1970s, pt thHc transit operating msts per mile have risen at aweJbar;l.double the tate of--
tba..Consuiile(_ericatndex ... :uaosiLis.Jhe. ooty. pas.sengec oc .freight transportation mode that has not 

-improved its-~ effeGtiveAess siAGe 1980. As a JeSI:IIt; IFansil has beeeme much more expensive than 
even the auto. In 1995: 

• Ibe full cost per passenger .mile of operating an auto.lllla.S...S0.16. Transit expenditures per 
passenger mile were $0.60 - nearly.4 times that of the auto. 

... Traosit tares, exd••sive of s• bsidized costs, have become more costly than the full cost of the auto -
$0.17 per passenger mile. 

• _l.jghLiaiJls.expeosive .relative to other. traosit modes-:.1996ligblrail expend itt !CBS per vehicle 
revenue mile in urbanized areas exceeding 200,000 population were twice the bus rates per mile. 

Cost per ..New.Ride index, as described by the Federal Tr.aosi1Admioist, captures the annual capital 
and operating_ cost of a transit project in relation to the increase in ridership attributable to the project. (If a 
tider..tr:ansfer.s.his.rider.sbip.fmm..a.busJo tight mil, this does not ro !Of as a reH ride since it is effectively a 
transfer of ridership internal tn.the traosit.system.) The fewer new riders, the higher the cost per new rider. 
The .cost per new.side.c.ao.. I rsed to estimate the cosf per each npwjrv1jvic1J tAl rider traveling tO ancf iaJm 
wcr:k. by ligbt rail. Up..untiUhe. early 1990s. The Federal Transit Authority considered $6 per ride to be a 
maximt nu-easonahle mst-effediveness index foe new traosit deveq:xneot Jne daily cost per new rider is 
doLb!e the <XlS.t. par rida.sinca the W<rter has. to get to and. return from 't\.'Ork. The «<St per new ride for 
r.ecent~¥ developed light rail systems has avetaged oeady $17 89, or atx».t $8,040 anrual cost per new 
commuter rider in 1994 dollars. By comparison, .in 1995, the full cost per av~ auto commute was 
.estimated .to be $2 88 each way ~...SS.Z6...per~ 1 ,300 per~.A!Ulflbe..auto cost is bome by the user. 
Tba.cost per_ new ride of l'li9'M light rail~ is heavily subsidized since fare box recovery tends to be 
about a third of the cost- around $4.00 to $6.00 per roU'ld trip. 

_ lhe-bot\oln line is that tbe high cost per-l8N ride Pellects the fact that new urban light rail systems attract 
relatively feN new riders, and as a natural result, few trips are attracted from autos. 

Light Rail and Energy Consumption 

E• rhlic transit is less fl ael-efficient than tbe 91 do Onl~ coa:m Iter r:ail, Sl.m as Metro! ink, is more energy 
efficienlthan.lbe..auto.. to.t995..liQht rail consumed 13% more enerw than the auto per passenger mile. A 

__principal factor Jn thA enecgy intensiveness at the electric rail rrvxie$ (light rail and heavy rail) is the great 
amount of eAergvneeded to.produce electli<:ity. For instance, coal generation of electricity consumes 
three times as much.eoergy as it produceS In eledricity. 

Commercial and Residential Development and Light Rail 

Ught rail has been credited with encouraging new devel~ent. For example: 



• Pcrtland claims thatligtlt rail played an important part in the placement of a new basketball arena 
and a. new conwRtioQ center in central Portland. 

-St. bol.lis claims-tAat-lighl-railwas impOOant in th&plS€emel'lt of a new domed footbaH stadium, a 
new basketball and.. hockey: arena, and a new convention center in.downtown St. Louis. 

Thes&-daims-are.less.persuasive.when examined dosely. All the sports facilities above were partially or 
fully tax funded-arising from_goverrmental d.ecisions. oot t?y the decisions Qf.private investors who were 
~to develop land along light rail r.nes_ Conveotion centers are normally built with tax subsidies and 
in metropolitan areas near the central business district a<f]acent to hotels and downtown shopping. 

-
Peltland;-Ofegoo i~·10-yeanrof pmperty~fergiveness for qu~ projects within walking 
distance of l!ght rail statjms bec;a•!Sft tbere.has been virtuai!Y-~ity development aqjecent to 
most-light r:ail stalioA&,-If.Jighl rail drove development,. it. would not ·be nec8ssary to sU)sidize private 
developments along the route. The critical element in such development is tax subsidies. 

~- rail were-AaviRg signifK:aAt pesitive-eftects.gn.development, it~ follow that the areas best 
served - namely the downtown amas.- woutd be lhri'li!lJ-with risingJ!nJ)~ share and lower office
vacancy rates than in the suburbs. However, the central areas of some neW Ji~ rail cities are having 
difficulty. For example: 

.Portland's central-city empiO¥ment has .lisen 1 ,000 iobS froo:~ .199ruo...1994..while suburban Portland grew 
by..nearty 94.,000.jobs_ The.. central city share of metropolitan employment fell by 9% over that period . 
..Dow.otown. oflics vacancies rontins lA to.lle.blgber than in the s• !h! .ms .Ibe city of Portland has recently 
celaxed pad<.ing development restridions to make downtown more competitive and at least three multi-
. story par:kiog stn ICtures haw been teeentl¥; constn 'Cted along. the lig_ht rail line It lMOI dct seemJbat.a 
downtown area that had been transformed by light rail would have an excess of parking, not a shortage . 

• ..Dawntown.Ral1imore..bas..experisl::u:: job tosses.ducing..tbe .. 1990s. Downtown population loss 
ratahas.. mare. than. doubled.. . 

_. .Downtown St 1 a •is'. office-vacancy rates are among the highest in !he country and triple the rate in 
the.&.uburbs. The population loss rate has ac:celerated since light rail opened. 

• .. Dallas opened lhrae.ligbt rail lines .in 1996 and rontinues to have tbe nation's highest downtown 
office-vacancy. rate, tJiple that of its .suburbs .and double that of Ft. Worth which is not served by 
light rail. 

If l_ight rail were driviog.cQgional development trendS... then the downtown<¥~ they service would be 
prospering·relati'l&-to their suburban areas.. A&of..'\.997, downtown office vacancies were above suburban 
.vacaocies in.all 'P9'rted light rail• ubao areas exrept sacmmento lhe ~ vacancy rate averaged 
70 % above the suburban rate. The average, non-rail, downtown-area vacancy rate was 15% below that of 
the light rail downtowns . 

. lJght.rail .is .not.a catalyst foe private developments except vktere gcntemments provide subsidies to 
developers. 

Travel Times. and Light Rail 

A.pr.incipal. reasoo. that.udlan.ligblrailhas. ClOt attracted significant~ of commuters from autos is its 
.. slower~ speed 1 igpt rail does not improve rommr.mrq~s ta: Alllo commuters because the 
national experience has been that few riders abandon their cars for li~ IC!il. 

-L-ight mil is tilewer then tAe aute. The EJYeFage seiAml:lter speed is 34.7 miles per hol.r for autos. This is 
_more than double that at new light rail svstems .Theca also is a waiting time..assnclated with ligblrail, 
w4licb iRGreases the-advantage a the auto_ The. average transit commute trip is some 31 minutes longer 
than the ave~ .commutaby..auto- more .than an hour a day_. The average auto wor1< trip is about 19 
minutes while the average transit worX trip is 50 minutes. 



l!ght rail offers no ~s over express buses. Express buses have an a,~ operating speed of 26 
miles per ~:lour, which is about GO.% fastef..tnan.lighWairs 16.2-miles-pes:.hour. Two factors make express 
buses faster than light rail: 11 buses caqy passeogen:; from residential a-ass to downtown, making fewer 
~Qil; and 2) ~buses operate-on ~s. Ught rail routes are fiXed, Ytt\ile buses can 
adjust wtth passenger demand-the OCTA adjusts bfJS routes three times a year. 

The San Diego Exception 

The San DiQQO ljght rail was the eaf1iest rail system developed {1982) that was analyzed by the Grand . 
JUlY for historical relevance to Orange County. It was built under a mandate to minimize costs and has 
emphasized tight ~ement since QPeniog. San OiQgO made a decision not to seek federal fU'lds on the 
ir:Wal..southbound phases of coostruction. This allowed lowe~ to be inCurred in the ocnstrudion 
process b_y avoidiog federal mandates on all aspects o(.planniog and consb1Udion. The 'Tijuana Trolley" 
pomons of San Diego light rail were-completed under budget at $116.6 million. Fare box recovery has. 
been up to 70 % for the San D~ to rquana ~ment of the transit~stem.. Overall San Diego transit 
system farebox recoveries are- 47 %for bus services. San Diego has the unique advantage, not available 
to other light rail cities~ of connecting a large, densefx_populated city (San DiQQQ). with a .densely..pgpulated 
bof:Eief city thal-provides mudl of San Diego's labor force. The San Diego model does not apply to Orange 
County. 

Findings 
ACIXlCding to E'mJal..cccJe §933 and §933 05, responses ace c~ •iced to ell findings. The Orange County 
Transit Authority Board of Directors is required to respond to all the findings presented below . 

. 1 . . The national experience.mgaiXitng..tbe cost effectiveness and.tbe efficacy-otwbao.Jight.J:ail 
~to.solve traffic..ccngestiQn. .airpallution aod.other urban problems has been poor. No 
mention of these performanoes has been found in OCTA ~ literature or bfjefings. 

2. The.OCTA Outreac:hiCeoterline..documelltation. is..alleged.lo. '.'.-~e the public as to the 
.. transpor1atioo choices available to ()r'acQ> Co mty _" One ot the 'l"a's of OutreachiCenterUne is to 

get public feedback and. evaluation of the transportation alternatives. However Outreac:h/Centerline 
d.documeotatioru: not desrxibe what the ljght rail system is supposed to do in a quantitative 

. d.envir~. or. fiPancial sense. 

3. There is.apromoticnaf .ljgbt.rail ~OCTA.ln its OutreachiCentert.ine documents and briefmgs, 
rather than a process of study, analysis and evaluation as to its merits a1d cost benefit 

·-Recommendations 
In accnrdance wjth Penal Code §933 and §93.3 05, rpc;ponses are CAQIJirad to all recommendations. The 
Orange County Transit AuthoFity 8oaAI of Dindoni is required to respond to all the Recommendations 
below. Based en the findings the 19S&~ Omnge_Countx_Grand-Jury recommends: 

1. The.OClADir~ctOfS-be-made-aware.of.the.natianal experience in ~t rail over the past 18 years 
and light rairs._dog l!lf:[lled inability to .&Dbllt.urbarl transit.pr:'Qblems &UCh as traffic congestion and 
pollution. AloRg tho6e line&;-we fw1her suggest that<isintei8Stecl-~ from~ be invited 
to provide thfi.historical perspedive..tn. the Directors. lni»JlS should COJne from a variety of sources, 
especially experts .in ec:onomics, transit and light rail, who do not have a vested interest in the 
promotion of fight .rail for the County. (Finding Number 1 ) 

- -
2-. llle--Oitedors insaruct the OCTA staff to amend Outreach Programs to include data regarding the 
recent and ongaing.oa.tiaoaexp.erieoce cegacding_the cost-effiCiency and eff!CSCY of light rail in 

' I 



failing to solm_urban problems. of traffic. congestion~ pollution, etc. (Findings I and 2) 

3. The Directors instruct OCT A staff to develop. and ptblish in a timely manner, quantifiable "build
no build" criteria on ligtrt rairs effect on. .. Jor ~e. urban traffic congestion, pollution abatement 
and ability to support unsubsidized ~ in Of'ange County. These criteria should be 
~ aru1.inplaca1ar_ tbe..Q.irect.or.s.ao the ~~ir;!Q.public $0 they cat be utilized in the 
"build-no build.' decision processes scheduled for Oe<:ember 199S. That information will enable 
reasoned and-meaningful citizen evaluation on th& various transQortation alternatives. .including . 
light rail, that OCTA-has.presented for public support.. To date, that data has not been forthcoming 
in tbe:OCTAOutread:l..Program .. (Findings 1, 2 and 3) 

Bibliography 
FASTEDRWABD:...A..l.JJrJ!l__-BalJgJi _T~ etao....FY .. 1998-2020 Exea.rtive SUmmary, Adopted 
July 27,1998, OCTA 

LDng-Range_Financial Plan, 1999 Edition, OCTA 

-
The Corridor, Majof' lnves1ment Study, Final Evaluation Report .. June 1997 .. OCTA. 

SR-22/West Dra~Wt Countx.Cannection_Draft MIS Evaluation Retl9rt July 13, 1998. Submitted to 
OCTA by Parsons Brinckerhoff Quade & Douglas, Inc. 

Vision and Missi.aa.Staternent, ·~ed, OC.TA External Affairs. 

-
.Board of Directors, 1"25199, OCTA Internet Web Site (http://www.oda.net/board .. shmtl) .. 

What is Measure M? ~ 1l'25tS9....0CJAintemet W@ Site (bttQ;/Jwww.octanetlmsml.shtml) 

New Rail Alternative Could Saw Millions, Nov/Dec 1998. Newsline, OCTA Internet Web Site 

{http:/fwww .. octa..net/newsline .. shtml) 

Measura-AA Uilestones, Measure M Annual Re!pt FaU 1998, ·ocT A Interne~ Web Site 

(httpJfwww.octanetlmilestone.shtml) 

Newsline, January 1998, OCTA publication. 

News/ine, March/April 1998, OCTA publication .. 

Newsline. July/A~ust 1998, OCTA publication. 

-
Newsline, May/June 1998, OCTA publication. 

Newsli~ Septernber/OctQber 1998, OCTA publication. 

Newsline, Nov/Dec 1998, OCTA publication .. 

Newsline, Feb/Mar 1999, OCT A publication. 
.. 

Should Urban Rail Be In Orange County's Future? undated, OCTA briefing charts. 



Fax 
Please deliver immediately to: Project Mgr Steve Brye 

of: MTA 

Fax ~mber: 1213 9223005 

Voice number: 1213 9229078 

Fax received from: Margarita Sanchez 

of: Boyle Hts Mejoramiento 

Fax n~mber: 323 2607799 

Voice number: 323 260n99 

Date: 4/17/2001 

Time: 12:36:45 PM 

Wumber of Pages: 17 

Subject: 

-Message: 

I 
I 



HP OfficeJet 
Personal Printer/Fax/Copier/Scanner... 

last Fax 

Identification 

1213 9223005 

Fax History Report for 
Margarita Sanchez 
323 2fJJ7799 
Apr-17-01 12:41pm 

If.ration ~ Result 

0:00 0 No. answer 



38.A 

Committee Against the Adelante Redevelopment Project 
3118 Wabash Ave., Apt. # 5 
Los Angeles, CA 90063-27 40 

Emestina Montellano, CAARP Chairperson 

Mr. Steve Brye 
Project Manager 
Los Angeles County, MTA 
One Gateway Plaza 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Dear Mr. Brye: 

The people signing this letter are addressing this to you, Mr. Brye, to request 
an extension of at least 6 months of the public comment period for the Draft 
of the Supplemental Environmental Impact Report for the Light Rail 
Eastside Project. We are sure it took the MT A's full time staff at least two 
years or so to put this big book together. Therefore, our community should 
also have enough time to read it and make its comments. 

We are enclosing the letter We got from Joe Coria, Chairperson of the 
Review Advisory Committee for the Light Rail Project as an example of the 
need of the extension we are requesting. In this letter we are told that the 
March R.A. C. meeting was postponed to give the RAC members the 
opportunity to get themselves prepared for the SEIR Public Hearings. This 
letter proves that the MTA's deadline (April 17th) has created so much 
pressure in members of our community that important events such as the 
RAC Meetings have to be suspended. This is unacceptable because in the 
most important moment of this process (Public Comments to the DSEIR) 
when the need for the community to get informed is the greatest, the 
meetings are canceled. This shows no respect and it is another violation to 
our rights. 

The Light Rail Project going through First Street will have a great negative 
impact on a convalescing Home, the First Street Elementary School, the 
Evergreen Cemetery, etc. The digging, closure of streets, and the narrowing 
of sidewalks and roads are going to jeopardize the safety and well being of 



Page 2, Mr. Brye 

our people. Is there any money set aside in case of any accident? The Red 
Line Eastside Extension took away homes and businesses from our 
community. We do not need the light rail to exacerbate the damage already 
done by the failed Red Line Project. What we need is more homes and more 
buses (Rapid ones and Dash ones). Never mind your light rail and tunnel 
that actually is intended to get profits for contractors, big businesses, and 
politicians. The Light Rail Project is not for the betterment of our 
community, but for the removal of our people. This is greed. 

Thus, we are demanding a 6 months extension of the public comment period 
of the DSEIR and we are looking forward to get a response to this demand 
as soon as possible. 

Best regards, 

. '-\,., :1\ . 
..)6\A'\<LA~· ~V'-.~~ 
Ernestina Montallano 

List of very concerned residents of Boyle Heights and East Los Angeles. 



................ ______________________ _ 

Metropolitan 

Transportation 

Authority 

•ne Gateway Plaza 

Los Angeles, CA 

90012-2952 

March 16, 2001 

Dear Resident: 

We are writing to notify you that the March RAC meeting at the Knights of 
Columbus is postponed. In ~he interest of the project it is best to use this 
time to prepare for the public hearings for the MT A Eastside Light Rail 
Project DEIS public comment. We are scheduling the next RAC meeting 
on April 11, 2001 at the Downtown Play House in the Little Tokyo Arts 
District. The location is 929 E. 2"d Street #5. Street Parking is available 
along 2"d Street between Alameda ana Santa fe. We will be sending you a 
notice for this meeting. The rescheduled Knights of Columbus RAC 
meeting will be on May 9, 2001 at 6:00pm. 

As a reminder we are having our public hearings on: 
Thursday, March 29,2001 at 6:00pm 
Japanese American National Museum 
369 E. First Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Wednesday, April4, 2001 at 6:00pm 
Roosevelt High School 
456 S. Mathews St. 
Los Angeles, CA 90033 

Thursday, April 5, 2001 at 6:00pm 
Garfield High School 
5101 E. Sixth Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90022 

"· 

.-

Please join us on these days and we will be available to assist you in 
obtaining further information regarding this project. If you have any 
questions please feel free to call Luzr.iaria Chavez 323.726.7734 ext 25. 

Cordially, 
,\ // 

Joe Coria, Chairman 
Review Advisory Committee 



Petition for a 6 month extension of the Public Comment Period for The 
Supplemental Environmental Impact Report for the Light Rail Project. 
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Committee Against the Adelante Redevelopment Project 
3118 Wabash Ave., Apt. # 5 
Los Angeles, CA 90063-27 40 

Emestina Montellano, CAARP Chairperson 

Tuesday, April 17, 2001 

Steve Brye 
Project Manger 
Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority 
One Gateway Plaza 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

RE: Comments to Eastside Corridor Draft Supplemental Impact Statement/ 
Draft Subsequent Envirorunental Impact Report (DSEIR) 

Dear Mr. Brye: 

I am writing on behalf of Committee Against the Adelante Redevelopment Project. We 
are a local community based organization with a mission to help residents in our 
community better understand the impacts of land use and transportation development in 
Boyle Heights. The following are some of the ideas we have regarding the DSEIR. 

In its Chapter 1 (Policy) CEQA law establishes tbe following: "(g) Require goverrunental 
agencies at all levels to consider qualitative factors as well as economic and technical 
factors and long-term benefits and costs, in addition to short-term benefits and costs and 
to consider alternatives to proposed actions affecting the envirorunent." Therefore, the 
same Chapter declares: 

21001.1. Review of Public Agency Projects 

"The (California) Legislature further finds and declares that it is the policy of the state 
t.'lat projects to be carried out by public agencies be subject to the same level of review 
and consideration under this division as that of private projects required to be approved 
by public agencies". 

Well, Mr. Brye, we are making these comments hoping that this time a truthful public 
review of the Light Rail Project will begin. Until this day, public participation has been 
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only a tool for the MT A to have promotional events to sell the Light Rail Project. Instead 
of having a process of study, analysis and evaluation of the LRT project, what we have 
had is a very dull advertising campaign. 

Mr. Brye, in the various meetings held by the MT A we repeatedly asked for details of the 
LRT project. The main reason why we never got those important details was the 
elaboration of the DSEIR. "Wait to the release of the DSEIR", we were told over and 
over. But after the release of the DSEIR, we found out that the DSEIR is also part of that 
same advertising campaign. Let us mention just one example ofthis discouraging 
situation: the mitigation offered by the MT A to address the lost of affordable housing due 
to the proposed property acquisitions of the Light Rail Project is the $2.6 million 
revolving loan fund agreed upon as a result of the settlement arising out of Fonseca et 
al.. w. LAMT A (case number BC 195151 ). This lawsuit was intended to make the MT A 
comply with the CEQA law in the elaboration of a proper Supplemental Environmental 
Impact Report after significant modification carried out by the MT A to the original 
design of the Metro Red Line Eastside Extension. After numerous meetings a settlement 
was reached to create a $2.6 million revolving loan fund to help in the replacement of the 

I 
units demolished by the MTA during the failed construction ofthe Metro Red Line 
Eastside Extension. Thus, this fund cannot be used to mitigate the lost of affordable 
housing that the new Light Rail Project will bring to our community. 

It seems to us that, as usual, the MT A is not going to pay any attention to this request. 
Actually, the name of this EIR (Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Report) is 
telling us that the MTA is regarding this document and therefore the LRT project as a 
continuation of the failed Metro Red Line Eastside Extension Project. The fanny thing is 
the fact that for the purpose of mitigation the DSEIR mention things done and agreed for 

I the old project, but for the purpose of assessing significance of environmental impacts the 
DSEIR neglects the following two things: 

1. In order to build the subway stations, the MT A, according to its own accounts, 
spent$ 17,885,784 to acquire "a total of24 properties containing 21 buildings 
on 7.3 acres". These acquisitions were done between 1996 and 1998 at the 
corners of 1st Street/Boyle A venue, Cesar Chavez Avenue/Soto Street, and 1st 

Street/Lorena Street. As a result of that purchases, 123 families were 
removed from Boyle Heights, and 24 businesses were relocated {most of 
them just disappeared). 

2. The Rancho Market is still functioning. Before the Metro Red Line Eastside 
Extension, this company owned the place where it is located. Now it is renting the 
place. The Light Rail Project is going to displace this business because that property 
is needed for the project. 
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If the DSEIR is going to take into account the $2.6 million revolving fund as a part of its 
mitigation program, it must take also into account the negative impacts describe in 
paragraph # I above. It also has to add the future disruption that the Mariachi Plaza will 
undergo after the removal of the Rancho Market (paragraph# 2). These two things must 
be considered for a proper assessment of the significance of impacts caused by the Light 
Rail Project. So the new data should be as follows: 

! . Between 52 and 128 person will be displaced+ 123 families already removed by the 
Metro Red Line East Extension (let's say and average of 4 people by family), we have 
a total between 544 and 620 displaced persons. 

39.C 2. Between 9 and 14 businesses will be removed + 24 removed by Metro Red Line East 
Extension, + the Rancho Market, we have a total between 34 and 39 business 
displacements 

3. Between 8 and 28 jobs will be lost+ 60 lost due to the Metro Red Line East 
Extension, + 35 that will be lost by the removal of the Rancho Market, we have a total 
between 103 and 123 jobs lost by our community. 

If this DSEIR is to be a useful document, it must add the figures above described. It is up 
to the MT A to make this document a boring pamphlet or a serious assessment of the pros 
and cons of the Light Rail Project. 

What we are saying above is just one complaint of so many that can be made regarding 
the DSEIR. We would like to point out another thing. In page 4.9-8 of the DSEIR it is 
said: "Since soil conditions can vary significantly within the same city block, only the 
data from specific tested area (where the LRT Build alternative intersects or is coincident 
with the previous alignment of the suspended Metro Red Line Project) is reliable enough 
to utilize for the LRT Build Alternative." We have been asking for a serious assessment · 

39.0 of the conditions of the Evergreen Cemetery during the construction period of the LRT. 
As far as we know, that same area (First Street/South portion ·of the Evergreen Cemetery) 
was part of the alignment of the failed Metro Red Line Project. Thus, according to the 
DSEIR, data should be available on the soil conditions. There is no such a data in the 
DSEIR, but just big speculations which do not help to make an educated guess of what 
could happened to the Evergreen Cemetery. We demand that information because it is 
stated in the DSEIR that you already have it. Thus, what is the purpose of not releasing 
that data? 

The geology section does not analyze possible impacts from erosion. The Draft LA 
CEQA thresholds guide states that a project would have significant impacts if it would 

39.E "Constitute a geologic hazard to other properties by causing or accelerating instability 
from erosion" (p. c.2-3). Due to large-scale earth movement required by this Project, the 
DSEIR should include a section on erosion. 
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Considering all the problems run into by the Metro Red Line tunneling in Hollywood, 
including a 70' by 80' sinkhole and a tragic collapse that killed workers, the Eastside 
community needs detailed analysis explaining why this will not happen in the Evergreen 
Cemetery, the resting place of our loved ones. 

In page S-4 ofDSEIR we find a remarkable description of the conditions of the public 
transit in Los Angeles Eastside Corridor: "There are approximately 40,000 weekday 
transit hoardings in the area with several heavily used bus transit corridors that include 
Soto street, Cesar Chavez Avenue, 151 Street. Whittier Boulevard, and Olympic 
Boulevard ... The average speed for all bus routes in the area is 12.9 MPH, and the typical 
passenger trip length for transit riders is between one and three miles . . . The existing bus 
system has very high ridership on many routes during peak periods and moderate to low 
levels of ridership on other routes during peak as well as off-peak periods. Adequate 
transit services are not being provided to locations ofhigher transit demand." In page S-5 
we also found the following idea: "Nine percent of work trips from the Eastside Corridor 
were destined for the Los Angeles CBD, 36 percent for areas north and west of the CBD, 
13 percent for the South Bay region of the County, 24 percent for locations within the 
corridor, and 18 percent for areas in the remainder of the County". In page S-6 there is 
another very interesting statement: "SCAG forecast data for the year 2020 show an 
increase in the number of trips generated in the study area as the population grows. The 
forecast results indicate that there will be less reliance on the Los Angeles CBD and a 
greater number of trips being made to other sub-areas of the Los Angeles region. Work 
trips to the West Los Angeles area are projected to increase by 57% from the study area, 
and work trips to the southern part of the County are expected to increase by 42%. While 
work trips to the San Fernando Valley are expected to decrease by 46%, work trips to the 
San Gabriel Valley are expected to increase by 100%. Work trips destined for Orange 
County are expected to increase by 50%. As employment and activities in the region 
decentralize, greater reliance will be placed upon modes of travel that provide relatively 
convenient and timely service, especially in light of the increase in the amount of traffic 
congestion and resulting public transit delays that will be experienced in the coming 20 
years". These are some of the statements in the DSEIR that we agree upon. The MTA 
has made a right diagnosis, but has come out with a troublesome solution. The long 
paragraphs that we quoted show what is a national trend: the decentralization of 
employment, commercial areas and homes. Without big employment and commercial 
hubs, the LRT project is going to fail to address the transportation needs of the Eastside 
corridor. Technologically speaking, a light rail is able to carry .lots of people. Capacity is 

39.F not an issue here. The problem with light rail arises from the mismatch between its 
capacity and USA demographic trends that the DSEIR depicted very well in the quoted 
paragraphs above. A decentralized growth requires a solution that meets the various 
needs that this growth imposes over transit. That solution has to have one main 
characteristic: flexibility. The LRT project has one big disadvantage: it is a fixed 
guideway that once in place cannot be adjusted to meet any change in the transportation 
needs of the Eastside Corridor. 
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Another very important problem with the LRT project as a solution of the transit 
problems describe by the MT A is that the people of Los Angeles Eastside Corridor have 
to wait for about 8 years to see any improvement. Actually, what is certain to happen is a 
further deterioration of the public transit service due to the negative impacts that the 
construction period will have in the area. In page 2-13 the DSEIR declares: "As a major 
component of implementing Light Rail Transit service in the Eastside Corridor, MT A has 
designed a corresponding increase in feeder bus and increased service to existing routes 
that would serve the LRT stations" . .. "This increase in bus service will require an increase 
of over 40 peak period buses. The capital cost of these improvements as well as the 
increased bus operating costs are included in the costs for the LRT Build Alternative ... ". 
The increase of bus service is something that has been needed since a long time ago. The 
description of the conditions of public transit given in the DSEIR proves that. Actually, 
the MTA should have increased the bus service long before. Now as a part of the LRT 
project an increase is offer but within 8 years and after 4 to 6 years of construction 
impacts. The fact that the MT A has not allocated any money to increase the bus service 
in Los Angeles Eastside Corridor even though it knows about the urgent need for 
improvements, leaves room to think that the proposed increase in bus service is intended 
to secure a ridership big enough to justify the project, but not to address public transit 
needs. To disprove this conclusion, the MTA must increase the bus service before the 
construction of the LRT project. Once the construction begins, the mitigation plan must 
encompass the. increase of at least 6 routes of bus service: 68, 31, 30, 251, 252, and line 
40 (Montebello City Service). The~ongestion produced by years of construction will 
n.eed a significant improvement of the bus service in these routes. 

Another issue is the California's electricity crisis. A light rail uses huge amount of 
power. How such a big amount of power is going to be generated? What are the strains 
that the whole power system will undergo in order to meet the huge demand of power for 
the LRT? Data have to be included. regarding this issue. There is also another related 
problem. It is true that the use of electricity makes the light rail environmentally speaking 
safer. However, it should be clarified how that power is generated and what kind of fuels 
are used to do it so. There is the chance that the generation of the clean electricity could 
involve the burning of fuels that actually pollute the environment. The DSEIR must 
include data about this. 

CONCLUSION 

As we have stated at the beginning of this document, the DSEIR is just another 
expression of the promotional campaign that the MT A has undertaken in order to gain 
acceptance of its project. Unless the MTA take into account the public comments and 
make the changes (we do not want only responses) sugested by our Committee and the 
conirilents and sugestions of many other concerned residents of Los Angeles Eastside 
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Corridor, this document cannot be accepted as a proper environmental assessment. Our 
conclusion is that the DSEIR is not an accurate and serious 
study to allow the public to make a smart choice. Thus, we believe 
•he DSEIR should be re-drafted and re-circulated. 

Sincerely, 

~c_/')/f~UJ.. rn~,Jd.tv/0 
Ernestina Montellano 
Chairperson, 

CC: Gloria Molina, Supervisor, First District, Los Angeles County. 





@ tio~~~ of East Los Angeles 

4U.A 

April 20, 2001 

Steve Brye, Project Manager 
MTA 
One Gateway Plaza 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Subject: Response to Draft Environmental Document Eastside Light Rail 

Dear Mr. Brye: 

I am responding to your Draft Environmental Impact Supplemental Report on behalf of 
the Mothers of East Los Angeles. We are a non-profit group who has been a strong 
advocate for a safe mass transit system in the East Los Angeles Community. We 
fought as hard as we could against Proposition A, but unfortunately the voters were 
unaware of the final impact and the Proposition passed. Now we are left with a light rail 
system instead of the promise given to this community of the Metro Red Line Extension. 
Broken Promises. This is the motto we have for the MT A. I hope this will not continue 
and this system we have been working with you for the past year and a half will be built. 

We will continue to follow the progress and for that reason we have taken time to review 
this entire document. Our major concern is pedestrian safety especially all of the 
various intersections in which Children, their parents and grandparents will be crossing 
to and from the schools. Ramona High School is a big concern since Indiana Street is 
so narrow for the at grade train . 

The environmental document in Section 3.2.2.3 states the current intersection at First 
Street and Alma Avenue has an "F" grade. As a schoolteacher I give MTA the "F" grade 
for not thinking logically of exacerbating this problem around Ramona High School. 
MTA needs to place the tunnel extension past Ramona High School to lessen the traffic 
levels around the school. We must provide a safe environment for our children and 
grandparents to walk and cross these large highly traffic area intersections. 

This community fought to keep El Mercadito to a limit and not increase the traffic and 
provide additional impacts to the adjacent residential uses. Option 1 & Option 2 will 

40.8 provide an impact of traffic, loss of housing and loss of parking for this neighborhood. 
Option 3 is what is best for the transition from First Street to Third Street. During your 
next design phases give this option a serious consideration and look to see other cost 
savings available to make this Option 3 a viable option. 

3354 E. Olympic Boulevard • Los Angeles, CA 90023 

P.O. Box 23151 • Los Angeles, CA 90023 



Mothers of East Los Angeles @ MELA 
3354 E. Olympic Boulevard • Los Angeles, CA 90023 

Steve Brye, Project Manager 
MTA 
One Gateway Plaza 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 



LATINO URBAN FORUM 
improving the quality of life in Iatino communities 

April 30, 200 I 

Los Angeles County 
Metropolitan Transportation Authority 
One Gateway Plaza 
MS 99-22-5 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Attn: Mr. Jim de Ia Loza 

RE : Eastside Light Rail 

The Latino Urban Forum (LUF) approves the Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact 
Report/Statement for the Eastside Light Rail. This report does a very good job in addressing 
CEQA!NEPA requirements and assessing community needs. 

LUF is dedicated to improving the quality of life in Latino communities' through the built 
environment. We believe that the Eastside Light Rail will improve the quality oflife for 
residents in Boyle Heights and East Los Angeles Unincorporated by providing them with a 
safe, clean energy, quality public transportation system. 

LUF would like to advocate urban design as a top priority for the project. Latino 
communities are very unique in their urban design and the light rail project has a tremendous 
opportunity to enhance the existing built environment. LUF recommends that at each station 
have one-day design charette with local residents, urban planners and architects. 

41
.
8 
I Please ensure that all safety and environmental mitigations are implemented as agreed upon at 

the conclusion of the public hearing process and approval by the MTA Board. 

Latino Urban Forum 

wwvv.latinourbanforum.org 
725 S. Spring Street, Los Angeles, CA 90014 213.629.9122 LUFOO@hotmail.com 
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Friends 4 Expo Transit 
P.O. Box 64943, Los Angeles, CA 90064 
310.393.9025 fax 310.393.9810 
friends4expo@aol.com 
www.friends~xpo.org 

Mr. Steve Brye 
Project Manager 
MTA 
One Gateway Plaza 
Mail Stop 99-22·2 

Los Angeles CA, 90012-2952 
Fax 213-922-3005 

323 930 7063 

Friends 4 Expo Transit is an independent citizens group, volunteering for effective 

I 
transit on the Westside. We would like tu slate our emphatic support for the Eastside 

42.A light rail project during the Eastside Draft SEIS/SEIR process. 

The Eastside Light Rail Corridor project will bring electric rail mass transit to a low 
income, transit-dependent corridor in vibrant East Los Angeles. This project will greatly 
benefit and enhance Boyle Heights and East Los Angeles unincorporated. 

One of the densest parts of Los Angeles, the 2000 U.S. Census documents this corridor's 
15,127 people/ square mile within 112 mile of the line (10,214 people/ square mile within 2 
miles). This is 20% denser than even the I.Dng Beach Blue Line's 12,6o7 people/square 
mile within 1f.z mile - which is considered the most successful light rail line in the United 
States. 

It will also add another vital core corridor to the emerging Los Angeles rail network. 

Darrell Clarke 
Co-Chair 

P.Ol 
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May 1, 2001 

Metropolitan Transportation Authority 
Mr. Steve Brye 
One Gateway Plaza - Mail Stop: 99-22-2 
Los Angeles, CA 90012-2952 

RE: LOS ANGELES EASTSIDE CORRIDOR 
DRAFT SEIRJSEIS COMMENTS 

Dear Mr. Brye: 

As the owners of Los Angeles Union Station, and the steward of the region's transportation hub, Catellus 
Development Corporation has long been a proponent of transit development in the region and the extension of a light 
rail system to the eastside in particular. 

We look forward to working with the MTA to develop a more detailed understanding of the broad range of issues 
required to assure the success of the Eastside Corridor. Based on ~ur preliminary review of your document, we have 
identified several issues that relate to adopted land use plans and the alignment of the proposed transit extension, 
which we would anticipate exploring in greater detail with the MT A. These include the following: 

I . SURF ACE STREET SYSTEM ISSUES 

• 

~I 

As a function of the at-grade alignment of the proposed Eastside Light Rail Extension along Alameda and 
First Streets, the Draft EIR document identifies conditions that could affect traffic on the segment of 
Alameda between Union Station and I 51 Street. The Los Angeles City' s adopted Alameda District Plan is the 
land use program for Union Station, a component of which is to assure certain levels of transportation 
mobility in and around Union Station. As one of the stated goals of the light rail extension program is to 
" ... support land use and development goals as stated in the City of Los Angeles and County ofLos Angeles 
plans for community plan consistency . .. " we have a number of questions as to how the traffic conditions will 
be addressed. We anticipate the need to review existing and anticipated traffic movements to assure 
appropriate coordination with Alameda District Specific Plan development at Union Station. 

2. TRANSIT/HOY ISSUES 

• 

~I 

The MT A Board recently approved a feasibility analysis using federal funds to study connecting Union 
Station and the El Monte Busway to the Harbor Freeway Transitway via surface improvements (e.g., peak 
hour HOY lanes, some grade separations) along Alameda Street and the 1-10 freeway. The proposed at
grade alignment for the Eastside line along Alameda Street may cause conflicts with and may affect the 
feasibility of this critical regional connection. We would appreciate understanding how the light rail 
extension and this important regional program can work together as opposed to one component precluding 
the other. 

3. ALAMEDA DISTRICT SPECIFIC PLAN MITIGATION ISSUES 

• 

~I 
The Alameda District Plan sets forth a series of transportation requirements linked to the phasing of 
development at Union Station and Terminal Annex. The proposed alignment of the light rail extension, as 
we understand it, could preclude and/or "eliminate some of these transportation mobility improvements. We 
need to understand how these surface street mobility improvements will be able to be implemented along 
with theiight rail extension. 

CA TELL US DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION 
800 N. ALAMEDA, SUITE 100, LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA 90012 · TEL (213) 625-5865 ·FAX (213) 626-0948 
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Catellus has worked for more than a decade in partnership with the City of Los Angeles, the MT A, and other 
agencies to strike an appropriate balance between land use planning and transportation infrastructure development. 
We look forward to continuing this dialogue to assure that the Los Angeles Eastside Corridor is built in an alignment 
that serves the City and the people of Los Angeles as well as the land use program adopted under the Alameda 
District Specific Plan. 

Thank you for the opportunity to provide these comments. 

Sincerely, 

Catellus Urban Development Corporation, LLC 

Dean Perton 
Associate Vice President 

cc: Doug Gardner 
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Metropolitan Transportadon Authority 
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Shimizu 
Architect 
A Professional Corporation 

LEITER OF TRANSMITTAL 

April 17, 2001 
Date: ____________ _ 

Project No: _1_1_1-=..4_-...:...7-=..0 _____ _ 

To
·. Los Angeles County Metropoli ·tan,.... . . 

Transportation Authority uehvered Through. 

One Gateway Plaza 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 0 U.S. Mail 
Attn: Mr. steve Brye, Project Managelf=]u.P.S. 

e9 Hand Delivery 

0 Pick-Up 

Project Name: Mangrove Estate Project 0 Federal Express O Messenger 

Re: ______________ _ 

We are sending you the following items: 

0 Originals 
0 Renderings 
0 Samples 

Copies Sheet No. 

0 Progress Print 
0 Shop Drawings 
0 Change Order 

Date 

These are transmitted as indicated below: 

0 As Requested 
0 For Approval 
0 Coordination 

0 For Your Use 
0 For Your Files 
D For Your Action 

Remarks: 0 Please return the floppy disk 

0 Other-------------

0 Copy of Letter 
0 Floppy Disk 

0 Specifications 
O Estimates 

0 Other--------------

Description 

0 For Review and Comment 

O~her ---------------------

Please f1nd enclosed three (3) copies of Comments to DSEIS/ 

OSSIR for the Los Angeles Eastside Corridor dated April 17, 2001. 

cc: ------------------------------ _/)-,7 
. / 

Signed By: G/~~~~~z;;;:::.::::;;;:~~::::. 
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Suite 101 • Los Angeles • CA 90012 • Phone: (213) 628 
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Shoji 
Shimizu 
Architect 
A Professional Co rporation 

April17, 2001 

Mr. Steve Brye, Project Manager 

Los Angeles County Metropolitan 

Transportation Authority 

One Gateway Plaza 

Los Angeles, California 90012 

Re: Comments to Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/ 

Draft Subsequent Environmental Impact Report -

Los Angeles Eastside Corridor 

Dear Mr. Brye: 

This letter is written on behalf of Mangrove Estate, B. V. , the owner of approximately 10 acres of 

property located within a portion of the block bounded by Alameda Street, First Street, Vignes Street 

and Temple Street in the City of Los Angeles, to submit comments and corrections to the Draft 

Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement and Draft Subsequent Environmental Impact report for 

the proposed project. 

I 
Our specific comments are organized in relation to the sections in the Draft EIS/EIR.. In summary, our 

~ comments are that the document does not recognize the vested development entitlements on the subject 

~ property and does not adequately address the impacts of the proposed surface fixed guideway project 

on the access and circulation to the subject property. The owner has obtained approval from the City 

of Los Angeles for the development of a mixed use project with 2. 7 million square feet, consisting of 

1,200 residential units, 600 hotel rooms, 234,800 square feet of commercial/retail space, 495,650 

square feet of office space, 15,020 square feet of recreational space, and 4,987 parking spaces. (Refer 

to the Site J>lan and bird's eye view of the project included in this document.) These development 

rights were approved by the City Council on December 15, 1995, under a General Plan Amendment 

and zone and height district change, which redesignated the property as Regional Commercial and 

201 So. Santa Fe Ave • SUite 101 • Los Angeles • CA 90012 • Phone (213 ) 628-0800 • FAX (213 ) 628-0361 
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rezoned the propertv to permanent [TJ[O 1C2-0D zoning. Further. the Citv approved Vesting 

Tentative Tract .Hap Nos. 5200-; and 52008 to subdivide the propertv into 7 lots and to vacate 

portions o(Banning Street and Turner Street >t•ithin the subject propertv. 

As a part of entitlement process the Owner demolished 33 existing brick and concrete structures ranging 

from one to five stOI)' high consisting total floor area of 706,765 s. f. These structures have been 

vacant for many years and were becoming public nuisances. The property was contaminated with 15% 

diesel fuel and 8 5% fuel oil. 80.000 c. y. of soils were excavated, treated, back filled and re-compacted. 

These entitlements were conditioned upon the provlSlon of additional dedication and street 

improvements on First, Alameda. Temple and Banning Streets surrounding the property. Development 

of the property to its full entitlement requires significant, direct driveway access to all of these streets 

m in order to achieve adequate access and circulation for the property. The proposed lightrail transit 
..:i 
"'t alternative would result in a substantial reduction in the traffic cafl)'ing capabilities of the adjoining 

streets, as well as the turning movements into and out of driveways from the subject property. 

Specifically. the following re\.isions and corrections should be made to the documents : 

44.C 

Page 3-21: The top two paragraphs regarding Alameda Street and First Street should be 

re\.ised to include more specifics regarding the limitations to be placed upon adjoining properties 

along Alameda and First Streets, with regard to driveway access, particularly the prohibition of 

left turn movements. 

Pages 3-29 and 3-30: Table 3-12 and the last paragraph on page 3-30 clearly indicate that 

the three intersections ser\.ing the subject property, Temple Street and Alameda Street, First 

Street and Alameda Street; and First Street and Vignes Street will all operate substantially above 

the threshold for level of senice F. Additional information should be included in the EIR to 

44.0 indicate the impact of this reduced vehicular traffic capacity on these streets to the surrounding 

properties. 

Page 3-33, Section 3.2.4.2: The paragraph indicates that the same four streets will still be 

impacted, after proposed mitigations and Table 3-16 clearly indicates that the kvel of impacts 
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44.E 

access and circulation to the adjoining commercial properties. 

Figure 4. I -2: Indicates that the subject property is designated on the City's Central City North 

Community Plan as commercial Manufacturing and Heavy Industrial. The map and 

accompanying text should be corrected to indicate that the property is now designated on the 
Central City North Community Plan as Regional Commercial. This redesignati0n was approved 

by the City Council on January 8, 1996, at the same time the City Council rezoned the property 
from CM-1 and M3-1 to permanent [T][Q]C2-2D. 

Page 4.1-11: Table 4.1-1 identifies the subject property as Mangrove Estate's project, but 

does not indicate the level of approved development which is 2. 7 million square feet of mixed 

44.F use, including 1,200 residential units. Further, the chart indicates that the project is proposed, 

when in fact, the project is vested by the City Council's actions and the approved vesting 
tentative tract maps. 

44.1 

Page 4.1- I 2, Section 4.1. 3.2, Compatibility with local plans and policies. This section should 

be revised and corrected to indicate that the proposed LR T build alternative would not be totally 
compatible with the policies of the Central City North Plan, in that it would reduce accessibility 

to the subject property, which is designated as a Regional Commercial site. 

Page 4.1-I4, Section 4.1.4.1, Significance o(lmpacts Remaining After Mitigation. The 

paragraph should be revised to indicate that impacts on land use policies relating .to the subject 

property would be significant. 

Page 4.3-5-6, Non-Residential Displacement. The two paragraphs relating to Alameda 

between commercial and First, and First/ Alameda intersection should include reference to the 

fact that the subject property is approved and vested for a major mixed use development of2. 7 

million square feet and that impacts would occur, due to the reduction in access and circulation 
and therefore, development density of the property. 

Page 4.21-I. Section 4.2I-1. Unavoidable Significant Adverse Impacts. This paragraph 

should include specific reference to the impacts of reduced access and circulation to the subject 

property and the resulting reduction in development density. 



l'v!r. Steve Brye, Pr0je.::t :vl<mager 
Ll'S .-\ngeles County l\·1etrl'politan 
Tramportation Authority 

Cl'rnrnents tl' Draft ElS ' EIR 

Page -1 
April I~ . 2001 

44.K 

should include specific reference to the impacts of reduced access and circulation to the subject 

property and the resulting reduction in development density. 

Pages Sl thru S52. Executive Summarv: The summary should be re\.ised to reflect the 

revisions, additions and corrections noted previously; specifically the significant impacts to the 

subject property resulting from the reduced access and circulation of the adjoining streets, 

caused by the at-grade fixed guideway construction and operation within the existing public 

streets at .>\lameda and First Streets. 

Since design and construction of permanent rail road system is a long term investment it is essential 

to consider distant target for projecting future needs in the area. The study did not recognize the 

future development potential within the study area. Mangrove Estate, First Street South Plaza 

and other project<; adjacent to directly east of Alameda Street and north and south side of First Street 

together we have development potentials of approximately up to 5 million s.f. of building including 

over 2000 dwelling units and place for over 6,000 jobs. This is based on current zomng and 

GeneraL'Community plan. 

I 
This type of project is essential to properly support public transportation s.ystem such as Eastside Light 

~ Rail system. Facilitating low density area with expensive transportation system doe~ not efficiently 
~ 

contribute to the improvement of environment, economy nor community. 

I 
The SEISiSEIR clearly indicates drastic reduction of traffic handling capabilities of the streets in the area 

z which would destroy or diminish the development potential of needed housing and commercial facility 

~ in the area. The concept of ~-fangrove Estate is to provide housing where the job is . . .-\bout 60°o of 

allowable floor area is allocated for housing consisting of 1200 dwelling units. 

We will support public transportation systems provided that the system will promote development of the 

area which ultimately contribute to increase of rider ship. But we can not support a system conflicting 

\-vith surrounding establishments as it is built. Only solution to the problem is to go underground. If 

there are no sufficient funds to build an underground system, we should chose no-build altemative. 

If we chose build alternative, \Ve will be facing problems for several decades to come due to conflicting 

transportation modal and other daily activities sharing the same surface space which will create more 

accidents, noise and vibration and aesthetically does not contribute to the sutToundi.ng community. 



Mr. Steve Brye, Project Manager 
Los Angeles County Metropolitan 
Transportation Authority 

Comments to Draft EIS/EIR 

Page 5 
Apri117, 2001 

Thank you for the opportunity to present our comments, corrections and additions to the subject Draft 

EISIEIR. Should you need additional information or documentation, please contact :tv1r. Shoji Shimizu 

at (213)628-0800. 

Very truly yours, 

~~-=~ ProJect Manager 
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Photo 1 

Washington Blvd. at Hill Street looking west. 

Washington Blvd is considerably wider than First Street. It contains full two lanes plus parking lane or left tum pocket each direction. 
24 feet right of way at center 





Photo 2 

First Street at Los Angeles Street looking east. 

At this location First Street is reasonably wide, west of San Pedro Street. Three full lanes each direction with left turn pocket. 
Third lanes are used as restricted parking during off rush hours. 
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Photo 3a 

,i,• 
First Street at Hewit Street looking west. 

Towards easterly direction, stat1ing from San Pedro Street, First Street becomes 80 feet wide street. 
With the dedication of 10 feet wide strip of land by Mangrove Estate, the street between Alameda Street and Vignes Street will become 
90 feet wide, but at the bridge and east of the bridge the street can not be widened. 





----- --------
Photo 3b, a composite photo 

A LR T station was superimposed onto Photo 3a. This photo simulates a street width of 80 feet plus 10 feet of dedication along 
Mangrove Estate property. 

First Street is totally inadequate in width to build light rail transit system and it would result in substantial reduction in the traffic carrying 
capabilities of the street. An analysis by our traffic engineer indicated this reduction would exceed 60% which directly corresponds to 
our development capacity of the land. Refer to a traffic analysis by Crain and Associates included in this report. 





- - - -
Photo Jc, a composite photo 
The phot9 showing not1h side of the Little Tokyo Station along Mangrove Estate Project Site. Three major driveways are located along 
the street providing in and egress to and from three parcels: Parcels A, B, and C. Subject SEIS/SEIR, page 3-34, Table 3-16 Titled 
"Yr. 2020 LRT Built Alternative (With Mitigation) Intersection Level of Services" indicates at intersections Temple St. at Alameda St. , 
First St. at Alameda St., First St. at Vignes St., and First St. at Mission Road are over capacity ranging from 56.4% to 117.9% 
indicating as LOS (level of services rating) "F": Failure. 

Page 3-16, Table 3-7, titled "Signalized Level of Service D~fmitions" ·indicates these four intersections as worst level of service, "F"; 
F AlLURE, and described as "Tremendous delays with continuously increasing queue lengths". 
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Photo 4a, a composite photo 

First Street looking east at Vigiles Street ·towards the bridge. 

In accordance to subject SEIS/SEIR, the level of service after the mitigation measures will be approximately 60% over the capacity of 
the intersection which is rated as a service level "F". Within the confmed space available at the bridge and with the congestion of trains, 
automobile and pedestrians create an extremely dangerous situation. 

-
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Photo Sa, a composite photo 

First Street near Mission Road looking west over the bridge. 
This intersection is also projected to be by the year 2020. Traffic condition will be 62% over the threshold. 

Having four consecutive major intersections being over the capacity as service level "F", and those areas that are provided with one lane 
for each direction and no provision for left turns allowed, under such conditions traffic flow will be very limited and the quality of traffic 
will be undesirable. The public will stay way from such an area. This phenomenon will reduce business oppmtunities in the vicinity 
affected. New larger developments will be diminished because the rider ship of the train alone can not support large projects planned in 
this regional commercial district. 
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TRAFFIC ANALYSIS 

Crain & Associates 
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2007 Sawtelle Boulevard, Suite 4 
Los Angeles, California 90025 

Telephone (31 0) 473-6508 
Facsimile (31 0) 444-9771 

HAND DELIVERED 

April 17,2001 

Mr. Shoji Shimizu 
President 
Shoji Shimizu Architects 
201 South Santa Fe Avenue, #101 
Los Angeles, California 90012 

RE: Summary Review of the Transportation Effects of the Proposed Eastside Light 
Rail Project on the Mangrove Estates Project 

Dear Mr. Shimizu, 

As you requested, we have reviewed the proposed Eastside Corridor Light Rail project. We 

have reviewed the proposed preliminary alignment plans supplied by the MTA as well as the 

r;>raft EIR for the project. 

Based on this review, we have concerns regarding access and egress for the approved 

Mangrove Project. As noted below, we have concluded that the proposed light rail line, if 

constructed as outlined in the Draft EIR., would result in significant reductions in access 

capacity to the Mangrove Project. This reduction in access/egress capacity will result in 

reduced trip making into and out of the proposed site. This reduction will affect, through 

elimination of turning moves or lane capacity, approximately 49 percent of the development 

trips to the site during the morning peak hour. In the afternoon peak hour, approximately 62 

percent of the site trip generation would not be able to have access or egress. This will result 

in a more than 50 percent reduction in site development capability. 

When Mangrove first planned this project, several key assumptions went into the project 

planning, the approval and your entitlements. From a transportation standpoint, these 

included: 

o Adequate corridor capacity and intersection capacity at Temple Street, Alameda 

Street and 1st Street; 

o Good local access capacity along these routes; 

MENLO PARK LOS ANGELES SEA TILE 
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2007 Sawtelle Boulevard, Suite 4 
Los Angeles, California 90025 

Telephone (31 0) 473-6508 
Facsimile (31 0) 444-9771 

HAND DELIVERED 

April 17, 2001 

Mr. Shoji Shimizu 
President 
Shoji Shimizu Architects 
201 South Santa Fe A venue, # 10 1 
Los Angeles, California 90012 

RE: Summary Review of the Transportation Effects of the Proposed Eastside Light 
Rail Project on the Mangrove Estates Project 

Dear Mr. Shimizu, 

As you requested, we have reviewed the proposed Eastside Corridor Light Rail project. We 

have reviewed the proposed preliminary alignment plans supplied by the MTA as well as the 

r;>raft EIR for the project. 

Based on this review, we have concerns regarding access and egress for the approved 

Mangrove Project. As noted below, we have concluded that the proposed light rail line, if 

constructed as outlined in the Draft EIR, would result in significant reductions in access 

capacity to the Mangrove Project. This reduction in access/egress capacity will result in 

reduced trip making into and out of the proposed site. This reduction will affect, through 

elimination of turning moves or lane capacity, approximately 49 percent of the development 

trips to the site during the morning peak hour. In the afternoon peak hour, approximately 62 

percent of the site trip generation would not be able to have access or egress. This will result 

in a more than 50 percent reduction in site development capability. 

When Mangrove first planned this project, several key assumptions went into the project 

planning, the approval and your entitlements. From a transportation standpoint, these 

included: 

o Adequate corridor capacity and intersection capacity at Temple Street, Alameda 

Street and 1st Street; 

o Good local access capacity along these routes; 

MENLO PARK LOS ANGELES SEATTLE 



Letter to Mr. Shoji Shimizu 
April 17, 2001 
Page Two 

o Parking structure phasing and design which allowed loading from Temple Street, 

Alameda Street and 1st Street for the various uses of the site; and 

o Left turns into and out of project driveways as well as left turns at street 

intersections serving the site. 

All of the assumptions are effected by the Eastside Corridor Light Rail project. 

The Eastside Corridor Light Rail Line will severely limit access and egress to the site. 

Given the project layout, access is not only desirable, but quite necessary at multiple 

locations around the large site. The proposed eastside rail line will require additional right

of-way takes from your project not identified earlier. The greatest impacts, from a traffic 

standpoint, however, relates to the development potential of the site. 

o The alignment shown in the Draft EIR and in the MTA plans will eliminate 

vehicular left turn access at key driveway locations along Alameda Street and on 1st 

Street; 

o There will be a reduction in access lane capacity along 1st Street and Alameda 

Street; 

o A complete redesign of the Mangrove parking structure, if that were undertaken, is 

expected to only partially compensate for the impacts to access capacity of the site; 

o The traffic study included in the Mangrove EIR and entitlement documents assessed 

the project traffic implications for the 2.7 million square feet of mixed use 

development. Based on data contained in those approved entitlement documents for 

your project, we have determined that of the 1,716 trips expected to be generated by 

your approved project, 49 percent of these in the morning peak hour arriving at the 

site and 43 percent leaving the site in the morning peak hour could not be made, due 

to the proposed Eastside Corridor Light Rail project. 

o In the afternoon peak hour, your approved mixed use project was expected to 

generation 2,281 trips. Approximately 62 percent of these trips bound for the 

project in the afternoon peak hour and 39 percent of the trips leaving the site could 

not be made due to the Eastside Corridor Light Rail project. 

Granted, while the rail facility will increase the opportunity for some employees, tenants and 

residents to access the site via transit, this is not expected to provide for even 1 0 percent of 

the total site generation. 



Letter to Mr. Shoji Shimizu 
April 17,2001 
Page Three 

We therefore, must alert you that the plan, as proposed, could easily affect more than 50 

percent of the development capability of the site. Further there are the following deficiencies 

in the DEIR: 

o The draft environmental document for the Eastside Corridor Light Rail extension 

fails to analyze the traffic and circulation impacts to private developments along the 

proposed rail alignment; 

o The DEIR uses the technique of ambient growth only, and does not account for 

future growth expected from development projects along the proposed alignment; 

o Adjacent to the Mangrove project, the potential impacts as noted in the DEIR are 

significant and result in volume to capacity ratios in excess of2.0, with only 

minimal and ineffective mitigation proposed; and 

o Reliance on the City of Los Angeles ATSAC for mitigation may be inappropriate 

since that system should be operative long before installation of the proposed light 

rail system. 

Please call me if you have any questions on the above summary of issues. 

SR:sdk 
C10531 

cc: O'Malley Miller 
Tom Sternnock 

Sincerely, 

~~ 
Sam Ross 
President 





Volk Properties 

April 13, 2001 

Mr. Steve Brye ·-,. 
Project Manager 
Metropolitan Transportation Authority 
One Gateway Plaza, Mail Stop 99-22-2 
Los Angeles, CA 90012-2952 

Dear Mr. Brye: : 
i 

As the owner of the SW corner of First/Alameda, I am 
extremely concerned over the proposed design of the MTA 
Light Rail. A copy of the proposed design is attached. 

This design would greatly reduce vehicular traffic on both 
First Street and Alameda and lead to massive vehicular 
congestion. 

Currently there are two lanes of vehicular traffic in both 
directions plus a left turn lane in each direction on both 
First Street and on Alameda. 

The proposed design would reduce vehicular traffic to one 
lane in each direction and would substantially reduce the 
left turn option. 

The end result will be to create catastrophic vehicular 
congestion at the intersection of First Street and Alameda . 

Moreover, the plan to reduce the vehicular traffic to one 
lane in each direction on the First Street Bridge over the 
Los Angeles River would create a tremendous vehicular 
traffic bottleneck. 

It is difficult for me to understand the current MTA surface 
concept for Little Tokyo. This concept can onlJ' lea.d to 
catastrophic vehicular congestion. In East Los Angeles, the 
streets are no narrower than in Little Tokyo. Still, in 
East Los Angeles the proposal is to go underground from lst 
and Utah to 1st and Lorena. 

It would seem only fair that a similar underground approach 
be taken in Little Tokyo and that it include a separate 
crossing of the Los Angeles River independent of the current 
1st Street Bridge. 

I look forward to seeing these valid concerns addressed in 
the Final Environmental Impact Report. 

Very truly yours, 

1440 ORLANOO ROAD. SAN MARINO. CALIFORNIA 91108 TELEPHONE (626) 796-9010 
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April12, 2001 

Mr. Sceve Brye 
Project Manager 
Los Angeles Councy 
Metropolitan Transportation Authority 
One Gateway Plaza.. Mail Step 99·22·2 
Los Angeles, CA 90012-2952 

Pear Mr. Brye: 

This letter is to respond to the current draft EIR Repon: on the Eastside Ligh~ R.&i1 Project 
developed by the Metropolitan Transpottacion Aurhoricy. The Japanese Amuican National 
Museum appreciares the inclusion of the prop~ little Tolcyo station in close proximity to First 
and Al&meda Srretts. The proximity ro the National Museum, the Museum of Contemporary Art 
Geffen Contemporary and the future Children's Museum. which will be built: adjacent to the tWO 

existing museums, will provide significant access to future visiron ro the three museums. 

We are writing to request chat several items~ considered as the final plans for the Eastside Light 
Rail Project are developed. These include: 

1. Reductinn of vehjQ!lar traffic on Firsr Scrm;: The National Museum along with the 
Litde Tokyo Community Council members and property owners in the area a%e concerned 
with the reduction of traffic lanes on the First Street Bridgt. First Street is one of the major 
access roads inco Licde Tokyo and the current traffic with two lanes in each direction is 
already heavy. Reduction of on~ lane in each direction will have a negative impact on ~cess 
inca Little Tokyo. 

2. Access on Alameda Street tn the rwo museums: The current plan addresses our previous 
concerns dw: truclc access from Alameda intO che loading dock areas of the rwo museums was 
~ntial. We urge that as alternative designs are developed based on input from the ElR 
Review thar maximum ~ess for trucks and other large vehicles be maintained. 

We appr~iace your consideration of these rwo points in further design plans. Again, our thanks 
for your interest in che impact of the Eastside Rail Project on che japanese American National 
Museum and ocher institutions and businesses in little ToL"Yo. If you have a.ny further qutStions, 
please do noc hesitate to conna ~at (213) 830-5649. 

Sincerely, 

cc: - The Honorable Lucille Roybal Allard 

zoo11oo·a oc;u# 
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Eastside Light Rail 
Transit Corridor Public Hearing 

Roosevelt High School 
April 4, 2001 

Name Date 
~~~~~~~-+~~~~-- ~~--~---

Phone , 
~~~--~~~~~=-~~----~--~--------

Address~~-L~~~~~~~~~~~---------

Please return comments to: Steve Brye, Project Manager 
MTA MS 99-22-2 
One Gateway Plaza 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
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RICKY,S CAR WASH 

April5,2001 

Metropolitan Transportation Authority 
One Gateway Plaza 
los Angeles, CA. 90012 

Re: MTA Eastside lVrt Rlil Project 

4247 E. Third Street 
East Los Angeles, CA. 90063 

(323) 265-2671 

To Whom It May Concern, .. _ · ~ -

My n5ne is Ricky,MnJgist ll1d I snlhe ~ d ~~located oolhe ~ d Tl1rd St.llld Eastern 
Ave. in East Los Angeles. I attended 1he forum yesterday at Roosevelt ~ School 5\d after heaing lhe proposed 
pltllS as to lhe coostruction d lhe light nil system I roost enlighten your agency as to lhe concerns I have with lhe 
i~ lhe coostruction would have on my car wash business. I believe that ttis construction would be detrimenta to 
my business. 

As I mentioned to )OJ I own a hcr1d car wash 5\d for a major cooslruction project to happen at my location would 
effectively OO:lp my business by at least 40% - 60%. Wdh the proposed no left tum fran eastbound Thrd St. to my 
business would have a severe ifr4:lact on foot traffic 5\d potentia business that I would olherwise receive. Wrth lhe 
construction barriers and blockades it would make my aJStomers uncomfortable 5\d disinterested with my car wash 
services. 

On a final note, lhe customers that would run the gauntlet and wax to get to my business would be treated to dust 
and debris fallout from the construction site onto their "just washe<r veticle. llis will potentially ruin my car wash 
business during lhe period c:t construction 

Please consider my thoughts and concems and I would appreciate any assistance that can be provided my company 
in ttis matter. 

• 

Sincerely, 



~ltt-;ttN~ ~~ . .,:<• ··-,, ••. ,, .. _ . ,., 

Metropolitan Transportation Authority 
One Gateway Plaza 
Los Angeles, CA. 90012 



GARY EINSTEIN 
STEPHEN SPIEGEL Einstein & Spiegel 

A lTORNEYS AT LAW 
5243 EAST BEVERLY BOULEY ARD 

Los Angeles, California 90022-2078 

April 11, 2001 

(323) 685-8191 
(323) 722-4155 

FAX (323) 685-9179 

SCANNED 
IN RMC 

APR 13 2001 

Metropolitan Transportation Authority 
One Gateway Plaza 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Attention: Steve Brye, Project Manager 

RE: COMMENT ON DRAFT SEIS/SEIR 
Los Angeles Eastside Corridor 

Dear Mr . Brye: 

Please accept this letter as my comment to the above 
referenced environmental impact report . 

I am one of the owners of the real property at 5243 East 
Beverly Boulevard (directly where the proposed Beverly Boulevard 
Metro end of line stop will be) which houses my law practice 
which has been ope~ating at this location for 40 plus years. 

I applaud the work of the MTA and recognize the need for a 
low cost rapid transit system between the East Los Angeles area 
and Downtown Los Angeles (and beyond). However, I see two 
problems with the plan as it exists regarding the Beverly 
Boulevard portion. 

DRAINAGE The -northern portion of Beverly Boulevard between 
Hillview and Atlantic Boulevard has a severe flooding problem . 
It is typical that the gutter area overflows, flooding the 
sidewalks and running into the businesses along the northern 
half of Beverly Boulevard with any significant rainfall over a 
short period of time. The County of Los Angeles attempted to 
rectify this problem by installing a new storm drain within this 
stretch. While this action did provide some relief, the 
flooding still occurs on a regular basis. The construction of a 
Metro Station in the middle of the street will only add more 
asphalt and concrete thereby worsening the flooding conditions . 

PARKING The problem I see with the MTA plan is the lack 
of significant parking for the Atlantic and Beverly Boulevard 
end of line station. The plan, at this point, appears to be the 
taking of a gas station at the corner of Atlantic and Beverly 
for parking use and the shared use of an existing Pep Boys 
parking-lot. THIS WILL PROVIDE VASTLY INSUFFICIENT PARKING FOR 
THE METRO STATION. 
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The residential area between Beverly and Pomona Boulevards 
consists of small apartment buildings and duplexes. Most of the 
units rented do not include the use of a parking space. Most 
garages are rented out to third parties for commercial storage. 
The result now is there is insufficient parking for the 
neighborhood. Normally, upon arriving at the office in the 
morning hours, our four space parking lot usually contains one 
or more residential neighbor vehicles parked within our lot. 
There is no on street parking available for them to use. 

Adding to this mix, hundreds if not thousands of additional 
vehicles looking for parking spaces in the area, it would result 
in utter chaos. 

I note that the end of the Metro Green Line in Norwalk's 
parking area contains multiple hundreds of car parking spaces. 

Attached is a copy of a Los Angeles Times article from the 
April 7, 2001, edition, discussing the lack of parking spaces at 
the end of line North Hollywood Station. 

It should be further noted that the proposed Atlantic and 
Beverly Boulevard station is approximately two to three blocks 
off the Pomona Freeway and will involve numerous (hundreds if 
pot thousands) of commuters leaving the Pomona Freeway at 
Atlantic and taking the Metro Rail into Downtown Los Angeles. 
The North Hollywood lot contains over 1,000 parking spaces and 
is insufficient. Two to four hundred spaces at the proposed 
Beverly and Atlantic Station will obviously be insufficient also 
and result in, not only gridlock and people looking for parking 
spaces, but, also, frustration for non commuters trying to 
locate a space while conducting business locally. 

If the project is to go forward, increased parking must be 
part of the plan. Should you have any questions, please do not 
hesitate to contact me. 

GE/ms 
Enclosure 
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Saturday, April 7, 2001 

MT A Fails to Solve Parking Shortage at Subway Station 
• Transit: Despite the addition of a temporary lot at the North Hollywood stop, 
commuters still struggle to find spaces. 

By ERIKA HAYASAKI. Times Staff Writer 

It's going to take more than a temporary parking lot to satisfy commuters 
irritated by the Metropolitan Transportation Authority. 

When the subway was extended to North Hollywood last year, completing the 
$4.5-billion system, commuters swarmed. The 750-car parking lot filled on 
weekdays, frustrating many motorists. 

The MT A added 256 spaces, including a temporary lot with 186 spaces, after 
receiving complaints that subway riders, unable to find parking, were leaving their 
vehicles along curbs and driveways. MT A officials also suggested that motorists 
ride buses instead. 

Two months later, motorists are again circling the North Hollywood Red Line 
station like sharks, and some are parking illegally. 

The lot is full, "and they just keep coming," said security guard Policarpo 
Gomez. 

The MT A has submitted proposals for joint property development around the 
station, which could include up to 400 new parking spots, said spokesman Rick 
Jager. But he said it is not known when a decision on the proposal will be made. 

Officials are not surprised that parking is still a problem, he said. 
"We had always anticipated that once the [subway] system was up and 

running, people would use it," Jager said. "We are thrilled to death that people are 
using it, but in a way we are victims of our success." 

On a recent morning, the new lot across the street and to the west of the station 
was full by 10 a.m. At least 10 drivers created their own spaces, parking at the 
ends of rows or in marked no parking zones. A gray Plymouth was left partly 
obscuring a stop sign on the pavement. 

The original lot, which was recently repainted to create 70 new spots, was full. 
Nearly 30 cars were parked in no-parking zones. 

Keith Freshwater of Valley Village circled the lot for at least 1 0 minutes 
before fmding a spot. 

He said the parking crunch has eased since the new spots were added, but it's 
still a problem. Usually, he avoids parking near the station, and walks five blocks 
to catch the subway. 

"I could circle for a half-hour some days. And some days I just give up," he 
said as he speed-walked to the subway. 

Gomez said the bigger lot is usually packed by 8:30a.m. on weekdays, and the 
lot across the street fills up by 1 0 a.m. 

"It's never going to be enough," he said. 

04/10/2001 11 :37 AM 



LA limes 

2 of2 

http://www .latunes.cornlcgt-Olil!pnnt.c: 

"It's never going to be enough," he said. 
Rute Heidner, 49, ofNorthridge, who takes the subway to her job as a massage 

therapist in Los Angeles four days a week, has resorted to parking on a street two 
blocks away. She said it is dangerous because she gets off work at 9 p.m. and has 
to walk to her car alone in the dark. 

Police are expected to step up citations and ticketing of drivers who park 
illegally, Jager said. The MT A hopes increased enforcement will encourage 
people to take the bus, ride bikes, carpool or walk to the station, he said. 

Jager said he isn't sure when a decision will be made on whether to add 
parking spaces. 

Motorists may not get relief for a while, but bicyclists will: The MTA will add 
32 bicycle spaces by the end on the month, bringing the total to 76, Jager said. 
Copyright 2001 Los Angeles Times 

04/10/2001 11:37 I~ 1 
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Steve Brye, Project Manager 
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Re: Comments to the Metropolitan Transit Authority's Draft 
Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Draft Subsequent 
Environmental Impact Report for the Los Angels Eastside Corridor 
Transit Improvements Project 

Dear Mr. Brye: 

We represent Taira Services Corporation ("Taira"). Taira is the developer of the 
First Street South Plaza ("FSSP") project, which is a 7.29 acres site consisting of three areas 
located at: (a) a block bounded by Alameda Street on the west, First Street on the north, Rose 
Street on the east, and Second Street on south; (b) the block bounded by Second street on the 
north, Hewitt Street on the east, Third Street and Traction A venue on the south, and Rose Street 
on the west; and (c) a portion of the block bounded by First Street on the north, Hewitt Street on 
the east, Second Street on the south, and Rose Street on the west. In particular, the FSSP project 
is a mixed used development comprised of 615,866 gross square feet (gsf) of office space, 
75,750 gsf or retail space, 130,666 gsf health club, and 1,154 dwelling units. The proposed land 
uses would be housed in seven high rise structures with 4,646 parking space in a three-level 
subterranean and seven-level above-grade parking structure. The FSSP project also entails 
approximately two-acres of open space and two pedestrian bridges. A copy of the outlay of the 
FSSP project is enclosed with this letter. Taira has received all project approvals for the FSSP 
project and can began development at anytime. 

The FSSP development areas are immediately adjacent to the Metropolitan 
Transit Authority's ('MTA") Alameda Street and First Street above-grade rail segments ofthe 



JACKSON DEMARCO & PECKENPAUGH 

Steve Brye 
April 17, 2001 
Page -2-

proposed Light Rail Transit ("LRT') Build Alternative, which is the preferred alternative for the 
Los Angels Eastside Corridor Transit Improvements Project ("Project"). According to the Draft 
Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Draft Subsequent Environmental Impact Report 
("Draft SEIS/SEIR") prepared for the Project, the LRT Build Alternative is a six mile LRT 
Eastside route that runs from Union Station to Beverly and Atlantic Boulevards in East Los 
Angeles via Alameda Street, First Street, Indiana Street, Third Street, and Beverly Boulevard. 
Draft SEIS/SEIR, pp. S-17 - 18. The LRT Build Alternative would be an electrically powered 
dual track configuration running down the center of selected streets with a potential subway 
tunnel segment. ld. at S-17. The LRT Build Alternative would include eight new stations with 
rerouted bus line connections. !d. at 18. 

Taira is generally not against mass transit programs. In fact, Taira has in the past 
been a vocal supporter of the Eastside subway line, which was suspended in 1998, and has 
subsequently been abandoned. Unfortunately, Taira is unable to support MTA's proposed 
Project since aspects of the LRT Build Alternative unconstitutionally conflict with Taira's FSSP 
project and the Draft SEIS/SEIR does not adequately address the significant, adverse 
unavoidable environmental impacts associated with the LRT Build Alternative, and therefore, 
violates the California Environmental Quality Act ("CEQA"). The constitutional and CEQA 
violations of the proposed LRT Build Alternative are discussed in detail below. 

I. The Proposed LRT Build Alternative would Constitute an Illeeal Takine of 
Taira's Property, which is Prohibited by United States and California 
Constitution's unless there is Just Compensation 

According to the Draft SEIS/SEIR, four proposed traction power substations 
("TPSS") are required along the proposed six-mile LRT route. !d. at S-18. TPSSs house high
voltage switch gear, transformers, rectifiers, breakers, and other related equipment for providing 
electric power to LRT vehicles. !d. at 4.6-8. One of the TPSSs would be located in a parking lot 
near the First/ Alameda station. !d. at S-18. According to Appendix E, the proposed location for 
this TPSS site would be on the comer of First and Rose Streets. !d., Appendix E, RW-003 . This 
proposed TPSS site is on Taira's property. In fact, this proposed TPSS site would be in an area 
where an office tower is to be erected under the FSSP project. 

~ 
~ Pursuant to well-established constitutional law, the placement of the TPSS on 

Taira' s property would be a physical invasion of private property constituting a per se taking. 
Lorretto v. Teleprompter Manhattan CATV Corp., 458 U.S. 419 (1982). Under both the United 
States and California Constitutions, MT A would have to provide just compensation for its 
unconstitutional taking ofTaira' s property. See U.S. Const. amend. V; Cal. Const. Art. I, §19. 

In addition to the unconstitutional physical invasion ofTaira's property, the LRT 
Build Alternative would also constitute a taking since it would substantially destroy Taira' s 
beneficial use of its property in undertaking the FSSP project. According to the Draft 
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SEIS/SEIR, the LRT Build Alterative would eliminate one lane of traffic in each direction on 
First Street to make room for the LRT line down the center of the street. Draft SEIS/SEIR at 3-
20-21 , 3-37 -39. In the proposed First Street station area, the remaining two traffic lanes would 
be 13.5 feet wide, curbside parking would be prohibited, and side walk areas would be narrowed 
from 10 feet to 8 feet. /d. As a direct result of these proposed actions, current level of traffic at 
the Alameda/First Street intersection would increase from an acceptable level of service (LOS) D 
to an unacceptable LOS ofF. /d. at 3-29. Furthermore, mitigation measures proposed to reduce 
the significant traffic and safety impacts associated with the LRT Build Alternative, would 
prohibit left turns from Alameda on to First Street, prevent left turns on First Street except for at 
certain signalized sections, allow no crossing of the LR T tracks except at certain signalized 
sections, and egress from parking lots and driveways on First Street would be limited to only 
right turns. /d. at 3-24. Also, the mitigation measures could conflict with the FSSP conditions of 
approval; Taira hereby reserves the right to amend its comment to address this issue. 

All of these long-term operational traffic impacts and restrictions coupled with the 
LRT Build Alternative's noise and vibration, air quality, and safety and security impacts, as well 
as construction-related impacts, would essentially deprive Taira of all beneficial use of the FSSP 
project. As mentioned earlier, the FSSP project, which is located directly adjacent to the 
Alameda/First Street segment of the LRT Build Alternative, is a mixed used development 
comprised of office space, retail space, a health club, dwelling units; and parking spaces. 

: Because of these significant traffic, noise and vibration, air quality, safety and security, and 
~ construction-related impacts it will be almost impossible for Taira to attract tenants to the FSSP 

project. For example, potential tenants will not want to be inconvenienced by long traffic delays 
associated with two one-way traffic lanes or only being allowed to inake certain types of left or 
right turns. Furthermore, especially potential residential tenants, would not want to be subject to 
constant track noise and vibrations from LRT operation, exposure to air pollution associated with 
increased idling emissions from traffic delays, and increased crime associated with the First 
Street LRT station. 

Although Taira could potentially use the property for -some other type of 
development, it has substantially lost its beneficial use of the FSSP project, which took Taira 
almost 12 years to secure. The California Supreme Court has recently indicated that "a 
regulation . .. may effect a taking though it does not involve a physical invasion and leaves the 
property owner some economically viable beneficial use of his property." Kavanau v. Santa 
Monica Rent Control Board, 16 Cal. 4th 761 , 774 (1997). 

Furthermore, the LRT Build Alternative deprives Taira of its expectation of 
creating a profitable mixed use development that would attract various types of tenants. Due to 
the significant traffic, noise and vibration, air quality, safety and security, and construction
related impacts associated with the LRT Build Alternative, it its unlikely that the FSSP will 
attract sufficient tenants to make the development viable. The character of MT A's action is 
extremely intrusive as it deprives Taira of its ability to develop the FSSP project as it has been 
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approved to do. 

II. The Analysis of the Environmental Impacts Associated with the Proposed 
LRT Build Alternative have not been Adequately Addressed in the Draft 
SEIS/SEIR, and therefore, Violate CEQA 

A. CEQA Principles Violated Throughout Draft SEIS/SEIR 

Fundamentally, the Draft SEIS/SEIR inadequately addresses the environmental 
impacts associated with the LRT Build Alternative throughout the document because: (1) it uses 
the incorrect existing baseiine to determine the significance of impacts associated with the LRT 
Build Alternative; (2) it does not include Taira's FSSP project into its cumulative impacts 
analysis; and (3) most of the mitigation measures that are relied on to reduce significant or 
potentially significant impacts are improperly deferred mitigation. Each one of these 
fundamental flaws is discussed below. 

1. Improper baseline 

The proper environmental baseline for project analysis is the preexisting physical 
condition of the environment, i.e., the status quo, rather than some hypothetical conditions 
reflecting build-out under existing land use designations. Environmental Planning and 
Information Council v. County of ElDorado, 131 Cal. App. 3d 350, 352-54 (1982); See also 
Christward Ministry v. Superior Court, 184 Cal. App. 3d 180, 186-87 (1986) (finding that "the 
local agency must examine the potential impact of the amendment on the existing physical 
environment; a comparison of the proposed amendment and the existing general plan is 
insufficient.") 

In violation of these CEQA principles, MTA uses an improper baseline for 
estimating the impacts associated with the LRT Build Alternative. According to the Draft 
SEIS/SEIR, the No Build Alternative, as defined by the Federal Transportation Agency ("FTA"), 
"should represent the baseline case consisting of existing and committed elements of the region's 
transportation plan, excluding the proposed fixed guideway transit (bus and light rail) 
investments for the study corridor. The No Build Alternative includes all highway and transit 
programs and operation that the region and MTA expect to be in place by the year 2020." Draft 
SEIS/SEIR at S-13- 14, 2-9. Unfortunately, for many of the impact areas analyzed in the Draft 
SEIS/SEIS, MTA uses this 2020 No Build Alternative baseline as the baseline of environmental 
conditions for the purposes of determining the LRT Build Alternative' s future environmental 
impacts. ld at. 3-24, 3-31 , 4.3-1 , 4.7-9, 4-13.3-3. As a result of using this improper baseline, the 
Draft SEIR/SEIS significantly underestimates the LRT Build Alternative' s impacts. This 
violates CEQA and deprives the public and decision-makers of critical information necessary to 
make an informed decision on whether the LRT Build Alternative' s benefits outweigh it 
significant impacts. Only through an accurate view of the project' s impacts may affected 
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outsiders and decision-makers balance the project's benefits against environmental costs, 
consider the effectiveness of mitigation, assess the advantages of terminating the project, and 
weigh other alternatives. County of Jnyo v. City of Los Angeles, 71 Cal App. 3d 185, 192-193 
(1975). 

MTA may argue that the proper baseline is the 2020 No Build Alternative since it 
is conducting a Supplemental EIR to the previously approved Eastside Corridor Redline 
Extension project. However, the previously approved project was abandoned, and therefore no 
longer in effect. In essence, despite the fact that MT A has prepared a Draft SEIRJSEIS, which is 
somewhat misleading, the LRT Build Alternative constitutes a new project. Accordingly, the 
proper baseline for the LRT Build Alternative should be the existing environmental conditions in 
the project area when MT A published the Notice of Preparation for the Draft SEIS/SEIR. 

If MT A used the 2020 No Build Alternative baseline based on FTA guidance, 
although this would be acceptable for complying with the National Environmental Protection Act 
("NEPA"), this would not comply with CEQA. CEQA requires agencies to adopt project 

m alternatives and mitigation measures to reduce environmental impacts, CEQA is more health 
~ • protective than NEPA. San Francisco Ecology Center v. City & County ofSan Francisco, 48 

Cal. App. 3d 584, 590 (1975). Therefore, when CEQA, as here, imposes a more stringent 
requirement than its NEPA equivalent, the joint document must satisfy the stricter CEQA 
requirement. CEQA Guidelines § 15221. The primary requirement of the joint preparation of an 
EIRIEIS is that the document must fulfill the requirements of both state and federal statutes, 
including both procedural and rules regarding the level of analysis. CEQA Guidelines § 15221 ; 
40 CFR § 1506.2. . 

Accordingly, MTA must revise the Draft SEIS/SEIR to base its impacts analyses 
on the proper baseline consisting of the physical environmental conditions in the vicinity of the 
project, as they existed at the time the Notice of Preparation was published. Once revised, 
pursuant to CEQA Guidelines § .15088.5, MIA must recirculate the Draft SEIS/SEIR for public 
review and comment. 

2. Cumulative impacts 

Pursuant to the CEQA Guidelines, "(a]n EIR shall discuss cumulative impacts of 
a project when the project' s incremental effect is cumulatively considerable .. .. " CEQA 
Guidelines§ 15130(a). A lead agency shall find that a project may have a significant effect on 
the where "[t]he project has possible environmental effects which are individually limited but 
cumulatively considerable. ' Cumulatively considerable' means that the incremental effects of an 
individual project are considerable when viewed in connection with the effects of past projects, 
the effects of other current projects, and the effects of probable future projects." CEQA 
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Guidelines§ 15065(c) (emphasis added). See also CEQA § 21083(b), CEQA Guidelines§ 
15355. 

However, the Draft SEIS/SEIR cumulative impacts analysis does not include the 
FSSP project. Draft SEIS/SEIR at 3-53, 4.21-1-2. In particular, the Land Use and Planning 
section of the Draft SEIS/SEIR does not list the FSSP project as part of any General Plan, 
Redevelopment Area, or future development activity. /d. at 4.1-6 - 11 . This is surprising since 
MTA seems to be aware of the project, as noted in Appendix E of the Draft SEIS/SEIR. /d., 
RWT-001 (noting that the proposed TPSS near the First/Alameda station would be located on the 
FSSP project site). 

Considering the size, type, and location ofTaira' s FSSP project and the fact that 
development could commence at anytime, the omission of its already-projected impacts from the 
LRT Build Alternative analysis could mislead the public and decision-makers as to the real 
benefits ofMTA's Project. Omitting Taira' s FSSP from the cumulative impacts analysis leads to 
a substantial underestimation of all environmental impacts analyzed in the Draft SEIRJSEIR. 
For example, if construction activities associated with the LRT Build Alternative Alameda/First 
segment and the FSSP project, directly adjacent to this segment, occurred simultaneously traffic 
impacts would be much greater than discussed in the Draft SEIRJSEIS. Conceivably, no traffic 
other than construction traffic would be allowed in this area for months due to the significant 
number of delivery and haul trips associated with construction activities. 

Omitting Taira' s FSSP project from consideration in the Draft SEIS/SEIR 
diminishes the fact thaf it has already received its approvals to develop the project. This unfairly 
creates the perception that the LRT Build Alternative is an inherently more important project 
than Taira' s FSSP project. 

MT A must revise the Draft SEIS/SEIR cumulative impacts analysis to include the 
already projected impact$ of Taira' s FSSP project. Once revised, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines 
§ 15088.5, MT A must recirculate the Draft SEIS/SEIR for public review and comment. 

3. Mitigation measures 

An EIR niust propose and describe mitigation measures to minimize the 
significant environmental effects identified in the EIR. CEQA §§ 21002.1(a), 21100(b)(3); 
CEQA Guidelines§ 15162.5. An EIR must propose mitigation measures that are designed to 
minimize the project's significant impacts by substantially reducing or avoiding them. CEQA §§ 
21002, 21100. 

However, an agency should not rely on mitigation measures of unknown efficacy 
in concluding .that project significant impacts can be mitigated to a level of insignificance. 
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Sundstrom v. County of Mendocino, 202 Cal. App. 3d 296, 306-314 (1988)1
• The deferral of 

environmental assessment until after project approval violates CEQA's policy that impacts must 
be identified before project momentum reduces or eliminates the agency' s flexibility to 
subsequently change its course of action. !d. at 306-308. Accordingly, a lead agency cannot rely 
on after-the-fact mitigation (e.g., delay) to conclude that impacts can be mitigated to a level of 
insignificance. !d. at 306-314. 

Unfortunately, as shown in the table below, throughout the Draft SEIS/SEIR the 
MT A relies on deferred, ambiguous, and unspecified mitigation to conclude that various 
significant impacts associated with the LRT Build Alternative will be mitigated to a level of 
insignificance. 

Impact Area Mitigation Draft SEIS/SEIR Cite 

Traffic Contribute to the design and 3-32 
implementation of A TSAC 

Parking Work with the City Housing S-30, 3-45 
Authority to develop parking. 

Other Modes Develop MTA-funded S-30, 3-51 
Community Linkages Studies 

Coordinated development 
planning 

1 See also League for Protection of Oakl.ands 's Architectural Historic Resources v. City of 
Oakland, 52 Cal. App. 4th 896 (1997) (rejecting in part the mitigated negative declaration for the 
demolition of historic property due to the tentative and vague proposal to incorporate unspecified 
design features of the historic property into the new building as mitigation); Gentry v. City of 
Murrieta, 36 Cal. App. 4th 1359 ( 1995), (rejecting mitigated negative declaration for a proposed 
residential development project due to the deferral of mitigation pertaining to the Stephens 
kangaroo rat); Oro Fino Gold Mining Corporation v. County of ElDorado, 225 Cal. App. 3d 
872, 884-85 (1990) (finding that planning staff of lead agency improperly recommended 
approval of use permit for mining operations based on a negative declaration whose mitigation 
measures included the post-approval formulation of plans to reclaim disturbed land and control 
dust and erosion). 



JACKSON DEMARCO & PECKENPAUGH 

Steve Brye 
Aprill7, 2001 
Page -8-

Impact Area 

Land Acquisition 

Visual and Aesthetics 

Noise and Vibration 

Safety and Security 

Historic/ Archaeological 
Resources 

Community and Parks 

- . 

Mitigation 

Relocation Assistance 

Residences and business are 
unable to find replacement 
homes or businesses in the 
Eastside Corridor Area 

Not enough detail to 
determine whether impacts 
are consistent with visual 
policies 

Mitigation measures will be 
determined during 
preliminary design stage 

MT A will work with the City 
and County traffic control 
depts. and also LAUSD to 
develop measures 

MT A will work with the 
LAPD and County Sheriff to 
establish plans 

MT A will work with all 
public safety agencies to 
address concerns 

During preliminary 
engineering, MT A will study 
options 

Memorandum of Agreement 
will be formulated 

Work with LADOT, LADP, 
and the County Sheriff to 
implement mutually agreed 
upon measures 

Draft SEIS/SEIR Cite 

S-31 , 4-3.7, 4.3-9 

4.6-10 

4.9-1 

S-35- 36, 4.14-3 -4 

4.15-18 

4.16-10 
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Impact Area 

Construction 

Mitigation 

See bullet points below under 
Construction Impacts 
discussion 

Draft SEIS/SEIR Cite 

See bullet points below under 
Construction Impacts 
discussion 

"[T]he CEQA process demands that mitigation measures timely be set forth, that 
environmental information be complete and relevant, and that environmental decisions be made 
in an accountable arena." Oro Fino, 225 Cal. App. 3d at 884-885. Accordingly, MTA must 
revise the Draft SEIS/SEIR to include specific information about the mitigation measures that 
will be implemented to reduce significant impacts. Once revised, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines 
§ 15088.5, MTA must recirculate the Draft SEIS/SEIR for public review and comment. 

B. Proposed LRT Build Alternative does not Accomplish Project Goals 

The description of the project in an EIR shall contain "[a] statement of objectives 
sought by the proposed project." CEQA Guidelines§ 15124(a). "The statement of objectives 
should include the underlying purpose of the project." !d. According to the Draft SEIS/SEIR, 
the goals and objectives of the Project are: (1) improve access and mobility for residents, 
employees, and visitors to the Eastside Corridor; (2) support Land use and development goals; 
(3) achieve local consensus; (4) provide a transportation program that is compatible with and 
enhances the physical environment; (5) provide a transportation program that minimizes impacts 
on the community; and (6) provide a transportation project that is reasonably with in budget 
constraints. Draft SEIS/SEIR at S-5- 6, 1-24-25. 

Although these are laudable goals, the proposed LRT Build Alternative in its 
current form will not meet these goals and objectives. First, mobility may not be improved due 
to the elimination of traffic lanes and the restrictions on traffic movements in the Project area. 
Second, land use goal are not consistent with various plans since Taira's FSSP project is not 
taken into consideration in the Draft SEIS/SEIR impacts analysis. Third, consensus is unlikely 
considering the takings implications of the LRT Build Alternative and the underestimation of the 
Project's impacts. Fourth, the LRT Build Alternative will not be compatible with or enhance the 
physical environment due to its conflict with the FSSP project and underestimation of the 
Project's impacts. Lastly, budget constraints could be exceeded due to delays associated with the 
simultaneous construction of the LRT Build Alternative Alameda/First Streets segment and the 
FSSP project. 

Accordingly, MTA must revise the Draft SEIS/SEIR to address the shortcomings 
in its goals and objectives. Once revised, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines § 15088.5, MTA must 
recirculate tJle Draft SEIS/SEIR for public review and comment. 



JACKSON DEMARCO & PECKENPAUGH 

Steve Brye 
April 17, 2001 
Page -10-

C. The Draft SEIS/SEIR does not Adequately Address Transportation 
Impacts 

In analyzing transportation impacts (e.g., traffic delays) associated with the LRT 
Build Alternative (e.g., removal of traffic lanes and restriction on traffic movement -left or right 
turns only, signalization, no vehicular or pedestrian crossing of tracks, etc.), MT A compares the 
year 2020 LRT Build Alternative impacts to the year 2020 No Build alternative baseline. The 
result of this comparison is that the LOS at the First and Alameda Streets intersection, directly 
adjacent to the FSSP project, due to the LRT Build Alternative will increase to an unacceptable 
LOS ofF. Draft SEIS/SEIR at 3-29. Furthermore, the volume to capacity ("V/C") ratio will 
increase by 1.157. /d. at 3-31. 

However, as discussed above, this is the incorrect approach for determining the 
LRT Build Alternative' s transportation impacts, because the wrong baseline is utilized. The 
correct approach is to compare the existing environmental conditions 01 IC of 0.895, p.3-17) at 
the time the Notice ofPreparation was published. CEQA Guidelines §15125. Applying this 
approach, the actual increase in V /C would be 1.349 (2.244 - 0.895) -- potentially about a 20 
percent increase in traffic delays at the First and Alameda Streets intersection. 

To mitigate the significant traffic impacts associated with the LRT Build 
Alternative, MT A indicates that it will contribut~ to the design and implementation of the 
ATSAC. Unfortunately, this unspecified and deferred mitigation violates CEQA. Sundstrom, 
202 Cal. App. 3d at 306-314. 

For parking impacts associated with the LRT Build Alternative, parking spaces 
will be removed along First Street in the vicinity of the LRT stations. Draft SEIS/SEIR at 3-37-
38. To mitigate this significant impact, MTA indicates that it will implement a parking 
replacement plant. !d. at 3-45. Once again, this unspecified and delayed mitigation that violates 
CEQA. Sundstrom, supra. 

For other modes of transportation impacts associated with the LRT Build 
Alternative, certain First Street sidewalks would be narrowed from 12 to 8 feet to accommodate 
the LRT stations within existing right-of-ways. Draft SEIS/SEIR at 3-46. To mitigate this 
significant impact, MTA indicates that coordinated planning and MTA-funded Community 
Linkage Studies will reduce impacts to a level of insignificance. !d. at 3-51. However, as with 
the proposed traffic and parking mitigation measures, this is unspecified and delayed mitigation 
that violates CEQA. Sundstrom, supra. 
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This is one of the few impacts sections that has a discussion of cumulative 
impacts associated with the LRT Build Alternative. According to the Draft SEIRISEIS, the 
number of small-to-medium development projects either under construction or planned in the 
Eastside Corridor would benefit from the LRT Build Alternative and would not create significant 
cumulative impacts. Draft SEIRISEIS at 3-53 - 54. However, this is an incorrect conclusion 
since Taira' s FSSP project is not incorporated into this analysis. 

Considering the size, nature, and location of Taira' s FSSP project and the fact that 
development could commence at anytime, the omission of its already projected impacts from the 

L&. LRT Build Alternative analysis could mislead the public and decision-makers as to the real 
~ benefits of the project. Furthermore, omitting Taira' s FSSP from the cumulative transportation 

impacts analysis leads to a substantial underestimation of transportation impacts associated with 
the LRT Build Alterative in the Draft SEIRISEIR. For example, if Taira was able to develop the 
FSSP, which is unlikely under the Project's current configuration, the simultaneously traffic 
impacts associated with FSSP tenants in conjunction with employees, residents, and visitors of 
the Eastside Corridor would be much greater than discussed in the Draft SEIRISEIS. 

Accordingly, based on the preceding comments, MTA must revise the Draft 
SEIS/SEIR to adequately address the transportation impacts associated with the LRT Build 
Alternative. Once revised, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines § 15088.5, MT A must recirculate the 
Draft SEIS/SEIR for public review and comment. 

D. The Draft SEIS/SEIR does not Adequately Address Land Use and 
Planning Impacts 

According to the Draft SEIS/SEIR, significant land use and planning impacts 
could occur if the LRT Build Alternative conflicted with land use plans/policies/regulations. 
Draft SEIS/SEIR at 4.1-11. The Draft SEIS/SEIR then concludes that the LRT Build Alternative 
is generally compatible with local and regional plans and land use policies. !d. at 4.1-13. 

However, this is conclusion is incorrect since Taira's FSSP project is not even 
considered in this analysis. !d. at 4.1-6 - 11. The Draft SEIS/SEIR provides a table of the recent 
and future development activity in the Eastside Corridor area. Conspicuously missing from this 
table, is the FSSP project (!d. at 4.1-11), even though the MTA appears to be aware of the project 
(!d., Appendix E, R WT -001 ). 

(!) 
en 
~ Due to the size, nature, and location of the FSSP project and the fact that 

development can commence at any time, the LRT Build Alternative would conflict with the 
FSSP project. Under the Draft SEIS/SEIR's significant criteria, this would constitute a 
significant land use and planning impact that as of yet has not been addressed. Further, the 
cumulative impacts associated with the simultaneous operation of the FSSP project and the LRT 
Build Alternative have not been addressed. 
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Accordingly, based on the preceding comments, MT A must revise the Draft 
SEIS/SEIR to adequately address the land use and planning impacts associated with the LRT 
Build Alternative. Once revised, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines § 15088.5, MT A must recirculate 
the Draft SEIS/SEIR for public review and comment. 

E. The Draft SEIS/SEIR does not Adequately Address Land 
Acquisition/Displacement and Relocation Impacts 

According to the Draft SEIS/SEIR, significant land acquisition and replacement 
impacts could occur if the LRT Build Alternative caused the relocation of businesses and/or 
would result in the loss of jobs or decreased accessibility between residences and places of 
employment. Draft SEIS/SEIR at 4.3-2. The Draft SEIS/SEIR indicates that it uses a "worst-
case" approach-- full acquisition of properties if the project physically intruded on private 
property- to determine if the LRT Build Alterative would result in significant impacts. !d. at 4.3-
1. However, in the case of parking lots only a portion of the lot needed for the public right-of
way was included. !d. 

In the context ofthe Taira' s property, the MTA erroneously assumes that Taira' s 
property is a parking lot. Based on this assumption, MT A indicates that it only needs to acquire 
5,000 square feet ("sf') for the First/Alameda TPSS (!d. at S-18, 4-3 .6, Appendix E, RWT-001), 
and that this acquisition of parking spaces would not be considered a significant impact. 

However, this is a flawed conclusion considering that this TPSS site is located on 
:r: the site ofTaria' s FSSP project. Therefore, under the Draft SEIS/SEIR' s significance criteria, 
~ since the acquisition of the 5,000 sf of property could prevent Taria from developing the FSSP 

project resulting in the loss of future jobs, a significant land acquisition and replacement impact 
could occur. This is an unaddressed impact that must be further analyzed in the Draft 
SEIS/SEIR. 

Despite its flawed analysis in the context of the FSSP project, the Draft 
SEIS/SEIR concludes that the LRT Build Alternative would not create significant land 
acquisition and replacement impacts unless displaced residences and business are unable to find 
replacement homes or businesses in the Eastside Corridor Area. !d. at 4.3-9. The future 
determination of whether displaced residences or business are unable to find replacement homes 
or businesses is an environmental analysis that cannot be delayed until the future. Sundstrom, 
202 Cal. App. 3d at 306-08. The MTA should make this determination before it approves the 
Project and should included in this determination the replacement impacts on Taira' s FSSP 
project. 

Accordingly, based on the preceding comments, MTA must revise the Draft 
SEIS/SEIR to adequately address the land acquisition impacts associated with the LRT Build 
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::c I Alternative. Once revised, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines § 15088.5, MTA must recirculate the 
cri Draft SEIS/SEIR for public review and comment. 
~ 

F. The Draft SEIS/SEIR does not Adequately Address Visual and 
Aesthetics Impacts 

According to the Draft SEIS/SEIR, significant visual and aesthetics impacts could 
occur if the LRT Build Alternative caused a substantial alteration or obstruction of view, 
changed the visual quality or character of the adjacent land use, or introduced light, shadow or 
glare. Draft SEIS/SEIR at 4.6-4. The Draft SEIR/SEIS concludes that with the implementation 
of mitigation all impacts would be reduced to a level of insignificance. !d. at 4.6-13. 

However, a majority of the mitigation measures have not been determined at this 
time because future analysis is required to determine the type and extent of mitigation. !d. at 4.6-
10 ("Project plans not developed to enough detail to determine."). The future determination of 
whether the LR T Build Alternative creates visual and aesthetics significant impacts is an 
environmental analysis that cannot be delayed until the future. Sundstrom, supra. The MT A 
should make this determination before it approves the Project. 

As with many impact areas analysis in this Draft SEIS/SEIR, there is no 
discussion on the potential impacts on the FSSP project caused by the LRT Build Alternative. 
Considering the size, nature, and location of the FSSP project in relation to the LRT Build 
Alternative, significant visual and aesthetics impacts could be created by blocking FSSP views, 
changing the character of the First/ Alameda area as the FSSP project has a distinctive 
architectural design, and creating light, glare, and shadow that could effect FSSP tenants. These 
potential impacts must be addressed in the Draft SEIS/SEIR. 

Accordingly, based on the preceding comments, MT A must revise the Draft 
SEIS/SEIR to adequately address the visual and aesthetics impacts associated with the LRT . 
Build Alternative. Once revised, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines §15088.5, MTA must recirculate 
the Draft SEIS/SEIR for public review and comment. 

G. The Draft SEIS/SEIR does not Adequately Address Air Quality 
Impacts 

Unfortunately, it is difficult to provide in-depth comments on the operational air 
quality impacts analysis due to the fact that most of the results from MTA' s analysis are 
presented in summary and tabular form with little or no explanation as to how the impacts were 

"'1 estimated. As is the custom with most large projects requiring an air quality impacts analysis, a 
0) 

~ technical appendix was not included in the Draft SEIS/SEIR. Apparently, the methodologies that 
were used to estimate the air quality impacts for the LRT Build Alternative are contained in a 
separate document. Draft SEIS/SEIR at 4.7-9. Accordingly, Taira reserves the right to submit 
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further comments on MTA' s analysis once it has had an opportunity to review the separate air 
quality technical report. 

However, based on the information contained in the Draft SEIS/SEIR air quality 
impacts analysis, Taira offers these comments. The South Coast Air Quality Management 
District's "SCAQMD" 1997 Air Quality Management Plan was amended in 1999. /d. at 4.7-3. 
The MTA should also use the most current SCAQMD air quality data in its analysis. /d. at 4.7-7. 
Further, with the U.S. Supreme Court's decision in Whitman v. American Trucking Associations, 
121 S.Ct. 903 (200 I) (upholding the constitutionality of the Clean Air Act as EPA had 
interpreted it in setting the 1997 NAAQS for ozone and PM), the MTA should verify the status 
of the EPA' s efforts to implement the lower ozone and PM2.5 standards and its potential effect 
on the LRT Build Alternative. /d. at 4.7-8. If these revised standards are applicable, the LRT 
Build Alternative' s projected air quality impacts would be much greater than the estimates 
currently presented. 

With the exception of carbon monoxide ("CO"), the Draft SEIS/SEIR only 
addresses the regional air quality impacts (e.g., mass daily emissions) of the LRT Build 
Alternative. /d. at 4.7-9. However, considering the fact that significant traffic delays will occur 
around the Eastside Corridor Area due to the removal of traffic lanes and the implementation of 
traffic and safety and security restrictions, localized impacts should also be addressed. The 
MT A, through approved ambient air quality computer models, should determine if increased 
mobile source emissions (e.g., idling at intersections and increased traffic delays) would 
contribute to a degradation of the air quality in the Eastside Corridor source receptor areas. 

For the regional impacts analysis that was done, it appears that MTA used the 
wrong baseline to determine if the LRT Build Alternative would result in significant impacts. 
The Draft SEIS/SEIR indicates that the LRT Build Alternative was compared to the No Build 
Alterative. /d. at 4.7-9. The correct approach is to compare the existing environmental 
conditions at the time the Notice ofPreparation was published. CEQA Guidelines §15125. 
Applying this approach, the actual increase in emissions associated with the LRT Build . 
Alternative could be substantially greater than the Draft SEIS/SEIR estimates. 

For the CO hotspots analysis, the Draft SEIS/SEIR concludes for the intersections 
with a LOS ofF in the year 2020 due to the LRT Build Alternative, no significant impacts would 
occur. /d. at 4.7-9. This conclusion is based on using CO background concentrations of 4.5 parts 
per million ("ppm") and 3.2 ppm for the 1- and 8- hour averaging period, respectively. /d. at 4.7-
10. However, to estimate the "worst-case" CO hotspot impacts MT A should use the maximwn 
1-hour and 8-hour concentrations recorded by the SCAQMD in the Eastside Corridor source 
receptor areas. Under this approach, CO hotspot impacts are likely to be significant. 

- ·Once again, there is no discussion of the cumulative impacts associated with the 
simultaneous operation of both the FSSP and LRT Build Alternative. Considering the size, 
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nature, and location of the FSSP project in relation to the LR T Build Alternative, significant 
cumulative air quality impacts could occur. These potential cumulative impacts must be 
addressed in the Draft SEIS/SEIR. 

Accordingly, based on the preceding comments, MTA must revise the Draft 
SEIS/SEIR to adequately address the air quality impacts associated with the LRT Build 
Alternative. Once revised, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines § 15088.5, MT A must recirculate the 
Draft SEIS/SEIR for public review and comment. 

H. The Draft SEIS/SEIR does not Adequately Address Noise and 
Vibration Impacts 

There is no discussion of the cumulative impacts associated with the simultaneous 
operation of both the FSSP and LRT Build Alternative. Considering the size, nature, and 
location of the FSSP project in relation to the LRT Build Alternative, significant noise and 
vibration impacts could be created. These potential cumulative impacts must be addressed in the 
Draft SEIS/SEIR. 

MT A indicates that measures for mitigating significant noise and vibration 
impacts associated with the LRT Build Alternative' s operation will be determined during 
preliminary and fmal design. Draft SEIS/SEIR at 4.8-20. Unfortunately, this unspecified and 
delayed mitigation violates CEQA. Sundstrom, 202 Cal. App. 3d at 306-314. 

Accordingly, based on the precedi.ng comments, MTA must revise the Draft 
SEIS/SEIR to adequately address the noise and vibration impacts associated with the LRT Build 
Alternative. Once revised, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines § 15088.5, MT A must recirculate the 
Draft SEIS/SEIR for public review and comment. 

I. The Draft SEIS/SEIR does not Adeq~ately Address Energy Impacts 

For the regional impacts analysis that was done in the Draft SEIS/SEIR, it appears 
MTA used the wrong baseline to determine if the LRT Build Alternative would result in 
significant energy impacts. The Draft SEIS/SEIR indicates that the LRT Build Alternative was 
compared to the No Build Alterative. Draft SEIS/SEIR at 4.13.3. The correct approach is to 
compare the existing environmental conditions at the time the Notice of Preparation was 
published. CEQA Guidelines §15125. Applying this approach, the actual increase in energy 

..J usage associated with the LRT Build Alternative could be substantially greater than the Draft 
~ SEIS/SEIR estimates. 

The Draft SEIS/SEIR is unclear as to its methodology for determining whether 
the LRT Build. Alternative would create significant energy impacts. MT A must clarify the 
methodology used to estimate the energy impacts associated with the LRT Build Alternative. 
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One method for determining a project's energy impacts is to compare the project's energy 
demands to current and anticipated supplies. Normally, an incremental increase over one percent 
is considered significant. 

Once again, there is no discussion on the cumulative impacts associated with the 
simultaneous operation of both the FSSP and LRT Build Alternative. Considering the size, 

_, nature, and location of the FSSP project in relation to the LRT Build Alternative, cumulative 
~ significant energy impacts could occur. These potential cumulative impacts must be addressed in 

the Draft SEIS/SEIR. 

Accordingly, based on the preceding comments, MT A must revise the Draft 
SEIS/SEIR to adequately address the energy impacts associated with the LRT Build Alternative. 
Once revised, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines § 15088.5, MTA must recirculate the Draft 
SEIS/SEIR for public review and comment. 

J. The Draft SEIS/SEIR does not Adequately Address Safety and 
Security Impacts 

The Draft SEIS/SEIR notes that on-street accidents for the years 1993 - 1999 
associated with MT A's current light rail system was four accidents per mile with 1999 having 
5.1 per mile. Draft SEIS/SEIR at 4.14-4. The Draft SEIS/SEIR then indicates that using these 
same statistics the projected LRT Build Alternative accidents range between 15 to 20 per year. 
/d. To reduce these impacts, the MTA indicates that it will implement various traffic restrictions 
to prevent private vehicles and pedestrians from interfering with LRT operation. /d. at 4.14-3 -
4. According to the MTA, these restrictions will reduce safety impact to a level of 
insignificance. /d. at 4.14-5. 

However, MTA's approach for estimating safety impacts underestimates the real 
safety impacts associated with the LRT Build Alternative. First, the length of the LRT Build 

:E Alterative is six-miles. Multiplying thi·s by MTA's statistics would yield an accident rate 
~ ranging between 24 and 30 per year. Second, the MTA's analysis does not account for the 

increase in vehicles and people associated with Taria' s FSSP project, which will be substantial. 
Third, there is no discussion of the consequence of an accident. MT A appears to only 
concentrate on the probability of an accident. Lastly, some of the mitigation that MT A relies on 
to reduce the significant safety impacts is delayed mitigation. MT A indicates that during 
preliminary engineering it will study options as to the best mitigation to ensure LRT vehicle 
safety. /d. at 4.14-4. This unspecified and delayed mitigation violates CEQA. Sundstrom, 
supra. 

Once the MTA reevaluates the safety impacts and derives more accurate 
estimates, it will also need to further determine if the increased number of accidents would 
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warrant an increase in fire and police services. Currently, the Draft SEIS/SEIR indicates that the 
LRT Build Alternative will not cause an increase in these services. Draft SEIS/SEIR at 14.4-3 . 

In the context of security impacts, the Draft SEIS/SEIR notes that in 1999 within 
Los Angeles County, 67 thefts, 69 auto thefts, ten burglaries, and two arsons were reported for 
MT A's current light rail line. !d. As result, the Draft SEIR indicates that crime associated with 
the LRT Build Alternative could be significant if not mitigated. The MT A asserts that increased 
policing and clear visibility will substantially minimize security impacts. !d. at 14.4-5. 

:::& However, this type of cursory security analysis is inadequate for the LRT Build 
~ Alterative. When MT A originally adopted the current rail line system, it undertook a thorough 

security analysis to determine the potential public safety impacts due to the potential increase in 
crime associated with the rail system2

• Considering the potential increase in crime associated 
with the LRT Build alternative, this type of thorough analysis is warranted here. In conducting 
this more thorough analysis, the MT A should also evaluate the potential security impacts to 
Taira's FSSP project associated with the LRT Build Alternative. 

Accordingly, based on the preceding comments, MTA must revise the Draft 
SEIS/SEIR to adequately address the safety and security impacts associated with the LRT Build 
Alternative. Once revised, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines § 15088.5, MTA must recirculate the 
Draft SEIS/SEIR for public review and comment. 

K. The Draft SEIS/SEIR does not Adequately Address 
Historic/ Atchaeologicai!Paleontological Resources Impacts 

One of the significant historical resources in the Eastside Corridor area is the First 
Street Bridge over the Los Angeles ·River. It is listed as a historic property eligible for the 
National Register. Draft SEIS/SEIR at 4.15-6. However, the Draft SEIS/SEIR indicates that 
under the LRT Build Alternative it will be modified by installing replacement catenary and LRT 
tracks. !d. at 4.6-5. Although not explicitly indicated, it appears that two traffic lanes will also 

z be removed. 
0'1 
.q-

Yet despite these significant modifications, even though the Draft SEIS/SEIR 
indicates that significant impacts to historic properties could occur if property is physically 
destroyed or altered (!d. at 4.15-1 0), MT A concludes that historic impacts to the First Street 

2See Final Report, For the Development of Milestone 7: Safety, Fire/Life Safety, Security 
and Systems Assurances, (SCRTD 1983); and Technical Report, Crime Impact Analysis of 
SCRTD Metro Rail Project, (SCRTD 1983). These documents set forth the type of analysis that 
MTA must undertake before it can conclude that security impacts associated with the LRT Build 
Alternative are not significant or can be mitigated to insignificance. 
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Bridge are not significant (!d. at 4.15-17). The MT A bases this conclusion on the fact that the 
modifications would not have significant visual or aesthetics impacts. Unfortunately, MTA is 
mixing apples and oranges. Viewshed determinations should be related only to visual and 
aesthetic impacts, not historic impacts. Therefore, since modifications are required to the First 

z Street Bridge as a result of the LRT Build Alternative, historical impacts should be significant 
~ and feasible mitigation would be required to reduce these significant historic impacts. 

Accordingly, based on the preceding comments, MTA must revise the Draft 
SEIS/SEIR to adequately address the historic impacts associated with the LRT Build Alternative. 
Once revised, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines § 15088.5, MTA must recirculate the Draft 
SEIS/SEIR for public review and comment. 

L. The Draft SEIS/SEIR does not Adequately Address Utilities Impacts 

The Draft SEIS/SEIR indicates that significant utilities impacts could occur if an 
additional demand upon utilities were to exceed existing or planned capacity requiring 
substantial infrastructure improvements. Draft SEIS/SEIR at 4.18-1. The Draft SEIS/SEIR 
summarily concludes that the LRT Build Alternative would not create significant impacts to 
existing utilities during operation. !d. at 4.18-2. 

However, this conclusion is suspect. The LRT Build Alternative will consist of 
an electrically powered rail system. !d. at S-17. The amount of electricity needed to power the 
system is expected to be substantial. Considering the recent rolling brown outs in Southern 

q California due to the lack of electrical capacity, it is possible that LRT Build could further 
~ exacerbate this problem. The Draft SEIS/SEIR should include a comparison of the electric 

demand of the LRT Build Alterative to the current and future electrical supply. Furthermore, the 
utilities analysis does not taken into consideration of the substantial utilities needs of Taira's 
FSSP project. 

Accordingly, based on the preceding comments, MTA must revise the Draft 
SEIS/SEIR to adequately address the utilities impacts associated with the LRT Build Alternative. 
Once revised, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines § 15088.5, MTA must recirculate the Draft 
SEIS/SEIR for public review and comment. 

M. The Draft SEIS/SEIR does not Adequately Address Construction 
Impacts 

I Rather than provide comments related to each impact area subsection, Taira will 
~ organize its comments into the following categories: Impacts Analysis, Mitigation, and 
~ Cumulative impacts. 
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1. Impacts analysis 

This section' s analysis of various construction-related impacts is cursory and 
conclusory. See Draft SEIS/SEIR at 4.19-14 (Traffic), 4.19-18 -19 (Air Quality), 4.19-20 (Noise 
and Vibration), 4-19-43 (Energy), 419-43 - 44 (Safety and Security). These cursory analyses do 
not afford the reader or decision-makers the opportunity to corroborate MT A's construction
related impacts results in the Draft SEIS/SEIR. Therefore, the public and decision-makers are 
unable to intelligently make a decision on whether the benefits of the LRT Build Alternative 
outweigh its impacts. MT A should, either in the text of the Draft SEIS/SEIR or a technical 
appendix, provide the assumptions, formulas, and methodologies used in these analyses. 

The air quality analysis in particular is conclusory in nature and does not 
adequately address construction-related air quality impacts. As with the operational impact 
analysis, results for the construction-related air quality impacts analysis are presented in 
summary or tabular form with little or no explanation. 

Additionally, once again, MT A appears to have only addressed the regional air 
quality impacts (e.g., mass daily emissions) of construction-related activities for the LRT Build 
Alternative. Draft SEIS/SEIR at 4.19-18 - 19. MTA justifies this approach indicating that 
construction impacts are short-term. !d. at 4.19-19. However, these construction impacts are not 
short-term and will be ongoing for a period of four to five years. !d. at 4.19-1 . Considering the 
long duration of construction activities and the fact that the construction of the LRT Build 
alternative will involve massive construction equipment (e.g., graders, dozers, cranes, cement 
mixers, flat bed trucks, dump trucks, boring machines, etc.) and traffic detours and delays, 
significant localized air quality impacts could occur in the Eastside Corridor source receptor 
areas. Therefore, MT A through approved ambient air quality computer models should determine 
if the increase in combustion and mobile source emissions as well as fugitive dust associated 
with the LRT Build Alternatives' construction-related activities would contribute to a 
degradation of the air quality in the Eastside Corridor source receptor areas. 

Furthermore, since diesel exhaust from large construction equipment is considered 
a toxic air contaminant, MTA should undertake a health risk assessment to determine the LRT 
Build Alternative' s toxic impacts to nearby sensitive receptors in the Eastside Corridor area. 

Lastly, Table 4.19-5 should be modified to include the percent reduction 
associated with the various PM mitigation measures and correctly note that the implementation 
of these mitigation measures reduces PM not creates a "Net Benefit." !d. at 4.19-19. Even with 
mitigation, PM construction-related impacts are still significant. 
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2. Mitigation 

As with the LRT Build Alternative operational impacts analyses, MTA, as shown 
below, relies on deferred, ambiguous, and unspecified mitigation to conclude that various 
significant impacts associated with LRT Build Alternative construction-related activities will be 
mitigated to a level of insignificance. Unfortunately, this only postpones and delays the 
implementation of mitigation measures, which may or may not reduce significant construction
related impacts to a level of significance. 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 
• 

• 

• 
• 

Mitigation plans will be developed by MTA working closely with the city, 
the county, and affected transit operators. Draft SEIS/SEIR at 4.19-13 
(Transit). 
Worksite Traffic Control Plans will be developed in cooperation with the 
LADOT and Los Angeles County. !d. at 4.19-14, 4.19-16 (Traffic and 
Other Modes). 
A parking mitigation plan will be developed with the City and County 
prior to construction activities. !d. at 4.19-15 (Parking). 
Geotechnical evaluations will be required during final design. !d. at 4.19-
32 (Geology and Seismic). 
Emergency response procedures will be developed. !d. at 4.19-32 
(Hazardous Materials). 
Prior to construction, a comprehensive investigation will be done. !d . 
(Hazardous Materials). 
Develop contingency plan for emergency repairs. !d. at 4.19-42 (Utilities) . 
Work with local solid waste vendors to investigate methods of minimizing 
waste. !d. (Utilities). 
Develop Worksite Traffic Control Plan. !d. at 4.19-44 (Safety and 
Security). 
Coordinate with LAUSD. !d. (Safety and Security) . 
Coordinate and notify with LAUSD. !d. (Safety and Security) . 

Accordingly, the above listed unspecified and delayed construction mitigation 
measures violate CEQA. Sundstrom, supra. 

3. Cumulative impacts 

Throughout the Draft SEIS/SEIR's construction-related impacts analyses, there is 
no discussion of the cumulative impacts associated with the simultaneous construction activities 
of both the FSSP project and LRT Build Alternative. Considering the size, nature, and location 
of the FSSP project in relation to the LRT Build Alternative, significant transportation (e.g., 
transit, traffic, .parking, and other modes), land use and development, air quality, noise and 
vibration, visual and aesthetics, historic resources, utilities, energy, and safety and security 
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cumulative impacts could be created. These unaddressed potential cumulative construction
related impacts must be analyzed in the Draft SEIS/SEIR 

ex: Accordingly, based on the preceding comments, MTA must revise the Draft 
~ SEIS/SEIR to adequately address the construction-related impacts associated with the LRT Build 

Alternative. Once revised, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines § 15088.5, MT A must recirculate the 
Draft SEIS/SEIR for public review and comment. 

N. The Draft SEIS/SEIR's Summary of Impacts is Misleading and 
Incorrect 

tJ) I Because of all the inadequacies in the Draft SEIS/SEIR' s impacts analyses, as 
ci discussed in detail above, most if not all the conclusions in the Summary Section are incorrect. 
~ Therefore, this section will have to be revised consistent with the revised impact analyses. 

III. Conclusion 

Although Taira is generally supportive of mass transit programs, it is unable to 
support the LRT Build Alternative in its current configuration due the its taking implications of 
Taira's property as well as the fact that the Draft SEIS/SEIR does not adequately address the 
environmental impacts associated with this Alternative, especially in the context of Taira' s FSSP 

I 
project. Accordingly, ifMTA wants to precede forward with the LRT Build Alternative in its 

:;; current configuration, it must justly compensate Taira for the taking of its property as well as 
~ revise the Draft SEIS/SEIR to adequately address impacts associated with the LRT Build 

Alternative. Once the Draft SEIS/SEIR is revised, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines §15088.5, 
MT A must recirculate it for public review and comment. 

If you have any questions concerning any of the foregoing, or if you wish to 
discuss any of these comments, please feel free to contact us. We are also available to meet with 
you in person to discuss Taira' s concerns with the LRT Build Alternative. 

DWS/tms 
Enclosure 
409824.1 

Very truly yours, 

-17~. 
~ -Darren W. Stroud 
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Central City North Community Plan Ana 
Couacil District 9 

EIR NUMBER 89-8882-(MPR){SUB)(ZC)(HD)(V AC) 
STATE CLEARINGHOUSE NUMBER 90010231 

FIRST STREET SOtrrH PLAZA 

DATE: January 1995 

PROJECT: 

FJISt Street South is a mixed use development comprised of 615,866 gross square feet (gsf) of office 
space, 75,750 gsf of retail space, 130.666 gsf health club and 1.154 dwelling units. The proposed land 
uses would be housed in seven high-rise sttuctures. Parking is proposed for 4,646 spaces (a ratio of 1/430 
sq. ft. in 3-level subterranean and 7-level above-grade parking sttucture. The site is 7.29 acres and is 
currently zoned :M3-1 and CM-1. The site consists of 3 areas: (a) the block bounded by Alameda Street 
on the west. FJISt Street on the north. Rose Street on the east and Second Street on the south: (b) the 
block bounded by Second Street on the north. Hewitt Street on the east. Third Street and Traction Avenue 
on the south and Rose Street on the west; (c) a portion of the block bounded by FJISt Street on the north. 
Hewitt Street on the east, Second Street on the South and Rose Street on the west The development of 
the project would require a General Plan amendment from a Heavy Industrial and Commercial 
Manufacturing designation to a Community Commercial designation and a zone change and height 
district change from CM-1 and :M3-1to (T) (Q) C2-2 to permit the construction of the project. Height 
District No. 2 is being requested to permit a floor area ratio (FAR) of 6:1. Additional discretionary 
review and action may include conditional use permits; for uses such as the sale of alcohol in the 
proposed ground floor restaurant(s) and density averaging. a zone variance for the number of proposed 
off-street parking spaces. a zoning administrator's approval of shared-use parking, a sewer hookup penn it. 
and a street vacation and temporary street encroachment permits. 

Additional related discretionary approvals will include a vesting tentative and final map: a reversion to 
acreage: Department of Public Works permits for excavation and shoring in public right-of-ways; 
issuance of permits from the Department of Building and Safety that may include permits for grading, 
approval of the haul route for the export and import of soil materials; issuance of demolition, and 
foundations only, structural steel, and other building permits; issuance of all required permits from the 
Mechanical Bureau: and installation of public utilities and related permits. 

APPLICANT: Taira Services Corporation 
Attention: Mr. Albert Taira 
201 South Santa Fe Avenue, Suite 100 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

PREPARED BY: Environmental Review Section 

* 

Los Angeles City Planning Department 

The Draft EIR. is available for review at the following locations: Los Angeles City Hall, 200 North 
Spring Street, Room 655; Central Library, 433 Spring Street; Little Tokyo Library, 600 E. Third 
StreeL 
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HAND-DELIVERED 

Steve Brye, Project Manager 
Metropolitan Transit Authority 
One Gateway Plaza 
Mailstop 99-22-2 

LAW OFFICES OF MANUEL HIDALGO 
A ~ROF'ESS I ONAL. CO"~OftATION 

S220 EAST BEVERLY BOULEVARD 

LOS ANGELES, CAUFORNIA 90022·2076 

TELEPHONE 323-724·5171 

FAX 323-722· 21523 

April17, 2001 

Los Angeles, California 90012-2952 

Complaint re: Eastside Light Rail Project Draft SIES/ SIER 

Dear Mr. Brye: 

In response to your lener of :March 7, 2001, this law office registers the following complaint to the proposed 
construction and operation of a railway station directly in front of our building. 

DEDICATED LONG-TERM PRIVATE INVESTMENT INTO CO~TY 

Since the 1960's, through the long-term investment of a dedicated number of real estate, medical and legal 
professionals with community development in mind, Beverly Boulevard, particularly between Atlantic Boulevard and 
Hillview Avenue, has developed into a respectable, quiet, professional district. The reality and reputation for this 
district in the Eastside engenders pride in the cormnunity, yet at the same time requires maintenance of its solitude 
and light traffic to preserve its vision. 

DESTRUCTION OF COMMUNITY PLAN 

Traditionally, the nature of the businesses along this section of Beverly Boulevard do pot profit from high
volumes of foot traffic, nor are the businesses here prepared to meet the demands of such traffic; noise, trash, crime 
and other accompanying burdens of a high-traffic retail-sales district or mall Public facilities (public phones, water, 
toilets) are not in place, nor are the businesses of the nature to be equipped or desirous of meeting these needs at a 
high volume. 

The needs of pedestrians for a place to stand or sit in waiting for a train, for directions and help in other 
contingencies that arise with trave~ and the vagrancythat results from untimely or missed trains create noise, 
pollution, and public demands that small professional business staffs are not equipped to address. 

Established businesses rely on existing street parking (including handicapped parking just east of the Law 
Offices of Manuel Hidalgo), which is presently used to its capacity, its acrual or effective removal by a rail station 
exacts an unfall< taking from cormnunity service-oriented businesses. 
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Steve Brye, Project Manager 
Metropolitan Transit Authority 
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Vehicular traffic at Beverly and Atlantic, particularly from southbound drivers on Atlantic, turning left 
eastbound onto Beverly, continues to grow during late afternoon rush-hour. 1bis left-nun of vehicular traffic onto a 
street shared by a rail station would be disastrous; placing what reasonable minds SHOUlD EXPECT to be people 
crossing Beverly mid-street to a rail station in danger of converging passenger car, commercial truck, public bus and 
rail"Way traffic. 

DESTRUCTION OF LAW OFFICES OF MANUEL HIDALGO 

The planned transit station directly in front of the Law Offices of Manuel Hidalgo is absolutely RUINOUS 
to its decades of legal and social commitment to this community, recognized by The Los Angeles Tunes, La Opinion, 
Hispanic Business Magazine, California Consumer Attorneys of California (previously the California Trial Attorneys 
Association), Los Angeles Trial Lawyers Association, Mexican American Bar Association, California State University 
at Los Angeles, Latin American Law Enforcement Association, Los Angeles County Sheriff's Department, Los 
Angeles County Board of Supervisors, Asociaci6n de Cllarros de Los Angeles, and Necaxa Soccer Team. 

The professional, low-traffic setting over the course of four decades has served for client counseling, attorney 
conferences, depositions, and arbitrations, all of which require a still environment. It is this setting, from these very 
offices and its library, that has succeeded in inspiring, conceiving and drafting pleadings and legal briefs that have 
resulted in 20 published legal opinions in State and Federal courts, which shape tort law for the citizens of California 
and in states across the country.1 

The racket of jack-hammers, construction equipment and crews over the construction period will displace 
this office's work. Thereafter, continuation of this law practice is. inconceivable with: 

a) Bell, hom, brake, wheel noise and ground rumble from approaching and departing trains, and the 
clamor of crowds that will disrupt the decorum that depositions and other court-reported proceedings 
requrre; 

b) The visual distraction of comnruters coming, going, congregating and loitering; 

c) The impedance of street access to and from this office across Beverly Boulevard (for Pomona and 
Long Beach Free"Wayaccess to courthouses across the countY}, which access into and out of the 
office's parking lot has existed since the office was built; 

d) The accumulation of garbage at the building's street-front, curbside and sidewalk, and collection of 
trash and destruction of its office-front garden planted and maintained for area beautification; 
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e) Loitering: the conscripted burden of this office as a place of rest, or refuge from rain, sun and periodic 
street flooding at the law office's building front, or at its garden's step; the lure of eyes in want of 
railway or other personal assistance - or vice, and 

f) Oime: theft, vandalism- conversion of this law office's unobstructed glass front, an architectural 
tribute to the safety and reverence of this professional district unmarred bythe unsightly plight of 
security cross- bars, to a security lock-out. 

With the rail station comes vagrancy, panhandling, assaults, theft, graffiti, property destruction and other 
unwanted elements on what has been, and what was invested to be a low-volume, calm, relatively crime-free 
professional area. 

MTA- SUMMARY OF IMP ACf; ADMISSION OF DESTRUCfiON 

In a "Frequently Asked Questions at Public Meetings" produced by your office, it is stated: 

"In the area where the system will run at street level there will be a loss of one 
traffic lane in each direction, which could cause more traffic congestion." 

The loss of one traffic lane- on Beverly will displace Montebello's bus-line "60" that today efficiently serves 
Montebello through the central downtown Los Angeles business district (which the proposed Light Rail route does 
NOT- requiring transfers to bus or subway via Union Station). Further is the disruption and additional congestion 
of this frequently used route for commercial trucks and passenger vehicles, which congestion continues to grow even 
after the addition of controlled left tum signals at Beverly and Atlantic. 

Table 7- "Summary of Impacts" contained in the Executive Summary, March, 2001 forewarns the 
expectation of: 

"Disruption of service or loss of access" to utilities during construction; 

"Energy required for construction activities" and presumably operation 
of the railway in an area already plagued with electrical black-outs; 

"Significant ground-borne noise and vibration impacts;" 

_ "Loss of curb parking," and 

"Car thefts, robberies, vandalism, loitering and other crimes" around stations. 
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LAW OFFICES OF MANUEL HIDALGO 
A PROFESSIONAL CORPORATION 

EMINENT DOMAIN 

In essence, the Mf A is uprooting and converting the tranquility of this professional district. In the case of 
this law office, the Mf A is effecting the taking of a long-honed profession that specializes in complex litigation that 
each· year realizes tens of millions of dollars to meet life-long medical needs of the people of this community. The 
disruption of this office's profession is a taking of its long-established goodwill, and its widely-known refuge at the 

I.L corner of Beverly and Atlantic for the severely disabled victims of this Countfs medical malpractice and other 
ci 
It) toruous wrongs. 

:r: 
0 
It) 

Because of its destruction of long-planned development by those who believe in this area, it is imperative that 
the construction and/ or location of the rail station be reconsidered. 

ALTERNATIVES 

In the "Eastside Light Rail Transit Project Fact Sheet" dated November 20,2000, the "Beverly and Atlantic" 
station is described as a "street level station near future Kaiser Permanente Oinic." 

For the apparent benefit of the Kaiser Oinic, which will presumably be located at or near Pomona 
Boulevard, is the location of the planned rail-terminal better placed on Pomona Boulevard? With low business 
density east of Atlantic, is this area naturallysuited for reduced crime; and as a result better suited for any crime 
control? With closer proximity to retailers at the corners of Pomona and Atlantic, is the level section of Pomona 
Boulevard east of Atlantic a better location for this station? Is this street section of Pomona Boulevard wider than 
Beverly, with less traffic volume, and better able to accommodate a center station; with or without the elimination of 
a lane·. of street traffic? 

Does the "Transportation System Management" /"No-Build" Alternative enhance public transit currently in 
place to meet the needs of the community without the costly and destructive burdens of the planned rail-line? Do 
current bus-lines and the proposed TSM Alternative more directly serve commuters to Downtown, :Mid-WU.shire and 
the far westside of Los Angeles? Does the rail project abandon the flexibility of No-Build solutions in meeting the 
specific needs of growing communities over the next 5, 10, 50 years? Does the reported 2-12 minute advantage of 
rail over No-Build alternatives at SEIS/SEIR Draft page S-48 (though unlikely in practice with required transfers) 
justify irreparable damage to this community? 
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LAW OFFICES OF MANUEL HIDALGO 
A PRO F ESS IO NA L C ORPORAT ION 

Mr. Brye, the Metropolitan Transit Authority's reconsideration of the location of a railway station at the front 
of this law office is requested, as is your office's response to its public taking of this office's history and future of 

. . 
cornmu.ruty semce. 

Very truly yours, 

LAW OFFICES OF MANUEL HID~ , ;; 
~--' 

Rolando Hidalgo / 

11 Gastelum v. Gtyof Torrance (1969) 2 Cal.App.3d 582; Fonseca v. County of Orange (1972) 28 Cal.3d 361; 
Oernente v. State of California (1980) 101 Cal.App.3d 374; Bakia v. County of Los Angeles of California (1982) 
687 F .2d 299; Estrella v. Brandt (1982) 682 F.2d 814; Lopez v. Martin Luther King, Jr. Hospital (1983) 97 F.RD. 
24; Oemente v. State of California (1983) 147 Cal.App.3d 49; Cortez v. County of Los Angeles (1983) 96 F.RD. 
427; Gurrola v. County of Los Angeles (1984) 153 CalApp.3d 145; County of Los Angeles v. Superior Court 
(Borbon) (1985) 169 Cal.App.3d 1095; Torres v. Friedman {1985) 169 Cal.App.3d 880; Martinez v. County of 
Los Angeles {1986) 186 Cal.App.3d 884; Burciaga v. St. John's Hospital (1986) 187 Cal.App.3d 710; Oemente v. 
State of California (1986) 40 Cal.3d 202; Torres v. County of Los Angeles (1989) 209 Cal.App.3d 325; Swaithes v. 
Superior Court (Hunter) (1989) 212 Cal. App.3d 1082; Contreras v. Goldrich {1992) 10 Cal.App.4th 1431; 
Carlino v. Los Angeles County Flood Control District (1992) 10 Cal.App.4th 1526; Salgado v. County of Los 
Angeles (1997) 57 Cal.App.4th 574; Logacz v. Limansky(1999) 71 Cal.App.4th 1149; Salgado v. County of Los 
Angeles {1999) 19 Cal.4th 629 
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PHONE 
(213) 680-9130 

Los Angeles Hompa Hongwanjt Buddhist Temple 

* 5fK * LY-~ ~ *-1 1ft ~IJ FJt 
815 EAST FIRST STREET. LOS ANGELES, CAUFOANIA 90012-4304 

Mr. Steve Brye 
Project Manager 

Apri l 12, 2001 

L.A. County Metropolitan Transit Authority 
One Gateway Plaza 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Re: Los Angeles Eastside Corridor 
DSEIS/DSEIR 

Dear Mr. Brye: 

The ministers and lay leaders of the Los Angeles Hompa Hongwanji Buddhist Temple have 
reviewed the Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Draft Subsequent 
Environmental Impact Report for the Los Angeles Eastside Corridor. 

The temple had the opportunity to comment on this project at the public hearing held at the 
Japanese American National Museum on Thursday, March 29, 200 l. We also indicated at that 
time that a more comprehensive written commentary would be submitted following the hearing. 

Enclosed is the written commentary on the Light Rail Transit system that is described in the 
DSEIS/DSEIR. Our temple ~ support the system as proposed and can only support ~ 
Build Alternative due to the adverse impact on our temple, members, and community as 
described in our written commentary. However, we would welcome the opportunity to have our 
concerns addressed. 

Sincerely, 

1Peo. h ---- t//~1-/~ 
Rev. Geo~tsubayashi ~ 
Rimban (Head Minister) 

~~~ 
Mich Sakata 
Vice President, Board of Directors 

FAX 
(213) 680-2210 



Los Angeles Hompa Hongwanji Buddhist Temple 

Pre-Construction Overview 

Advantages for temple: 

Disadvantages for temple: 

Slight, if any 

Substantial during construction and post
construction phases 

April 12, 2001 

Comparisons of impact of Light Rail system on First Street and on Washington 
Boulevard: 

Overall design - Similar but with substantial differences 

Similarities 

1. Two sets of tracks in center lanes 
2. Center raised island for boarding passengers (Exhibit A) 
3. No street parking (Exhibit B) 

Differences 

1. Two lanes of traffic in each direction on Washington (Exhibit C) 
versus one traffic lane in each direction on First Street 

2. Light Rail tracks closer to establishments along First Street 
3. Left turn pocket on Washington (Exhibit D) versus none(?) on First 
4. One lane available for maintenance on Washington versus none 

on First Street 
5. At bus stops, one lane available for traffic ·on Washington 

(Exhibit E); traffic blocked behind buses on First Street 
6. Traffic can pull over to right lane for emergency vehicles on 

Washington; traffic can only stop but would block emergency 
vehicles on First Street 

7. In the event of accident on street, traffic may be able to use second 
lane on Washington; traffic blocked on First Street 

Construction Phase 

Impact on temple with respect to 

A. Environment 
B. Access 
C. Operations 

A. Environment 

1. Dust pollution 

• Adverse effect on pre-school children in temple's daily day-care 
51.A program 

• Potential adverse effect on senior citizens in senior day-care center that 
is in planning stage 
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• Adverse effect on delicate artwork in temple 

2. Noise Pollution 

51.81 

• Excessive noise level unacceptable during religious services. Services 
conducted on weekdays, week nights, as well as full schedule on 
weekends 

3. Aesthetics 

51.C I • Temple and its grounds reflect style of Japan. Construction equipment 
near temple grounds would impair one of main assets of temple, its 
appearance 

B. Access 

51.0 

• With First Street closed (up to two years in front of temple), severe 
impact on access to temple 

• With limited access to Vignes Street, impact on access to temple 
• Street closures or limited access to Vignes will cause confusion for 

many families who attend special family memorial services. In some 
cases these families come from distant locations including out of state 

• During the tunnel construction (up to five years), one of main routes to 
the temple via the First Street off-ramp from the northbound 101 
freeway will be closed. Many families from communities east of Los 
Angeles including Monterey Park, Montebello, Rosemead, South San 
Gabriel, Whittier, HaCienda Heights, and other such communities will be 
directly affected. The impact on attendance for services and events at 
the temple is not known but will certainly not help 

C. Operations 

51.E 

• Direct impact on daily incoming and outgoing attendees to services and 
events 

• Potential severe impact on temple's Centennial observance 

In 2005, the Temple will be observing its Centennial. Many activities for this 
occasion are in the plannfng stage. 

Any construction on the Light Rail system near the temple that begins 
before the fall of 2005 will _severely impact the temple's Centennial. The 
construction will detract from the Centennial events due to construction 
equipment. More importantly, access to the various planned events for this 
occasion will be very limited and confusing for many including members, 
visitors, and guests including may dignitaries. 

Post-Construction Phase 

Impact on Temple with regards to 

2 
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A. Access 
B. Environment 
C. Operations 
D. Security 

A. Access 

• One traffic lane in each direction on First Street 

Limits access to the Temple. Not certain that eastbound traffic on First 
Street will have left turn lane at Vignes Street. If traffic backs up due to left 
turn lane, eastbound traffic in through lane will be blocked 

• Buses on First Street would hinder traffic, especially at bus stops 
• Any accident would block traffic 
• Any maintenance work on First would block traffic 
• Emergency response at or near the Temple would be impacted due to 

limited traffic lanes 

51.F Delays, or worse, harm to individuals and/or facilities may result than if the 
Light Rail system were not installed 

• Confusion for those not accustomed to using a street with Light Rail system 

In a recent site survey at Washington Boulevard, a driver and passengers . 
attempting to make a left turn from Washington would appear to be in perit: 
The left turn signal along Washington (Exhibit F) stays green even though a 
commuter train is within less than 1 00 feet of the intersection. A driver 
could easily become confused over what action to take, viz. turn or wait, 
while seeing the train approach. 

B. Environment 

• Potentially more noise from Light Rail system than Washington due to 
tracks being located closer to curb and establishments 

• If crossing gate with wigwag signal installed at Vignes intersection for 
51.G safety, additional noise would result. This would be potentially disruptive 

during solemn memorial and funeral services. These services, which are in 
addition to the Sunday services, number about 1000 for a year. 

51.H 

C. Operations 

• Traffic patterns for Temple services including weddings and funerals require 
change due to restricted flow patterns on First Street 

• Parking access probably restricted to Vignes Street 

Parking access by way of Banning Street impeded by those using what is 
left of Banning as a parking street. If Banning can be vacated, then access 
to Temple parking facilities improves greatly. 

3 
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51.1 

D. Security 

• Unknown impact on Temple security due to addition of Light Rail system 

The Temple has suffered theft, vandalism, and physical harm to individuals 
due to persons outside the temple community. Whether the installation of 
the Light Rail system may result in increased security problems is unknown 
at this time. 

Recommendation 

There are slight, if any advantages for the temple in building the system. There are 
substantial disadvantages for the temple if the Light Rail system is constructed as 
proposed. The principal disadvantages have been stated above and include 
adverse impact on the Temple from the following: 

• Reduced and impeded access to the temple 
• Potential adverse impact on the environment 
• Adverse impact on temple operations, especially during temple Centennial 
• Potential for increased security problems 

The Temple does endorse improvements to the bus system that serves the eastside 
community. However, the Temple recommendation for the Eastside Light Rail 
system is the No Build Alternative. 

Los Angeles Hompa Hongwanji Buddhist Temple 
815 E. 151 Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
(213) 680-9130 
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Rev. George.Matsubayashi 
Rimban (Head Minister) 

Rev. Gregory Gibbs 

Fujiyoshi Yamamoto, President 

Ernest Hida, President-Elect 
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Los Angeles Hompa Hongwanji Buddhist Temple 
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Gary Kawaguchi, Vice President 

Mich Sakata, Vice President 

Shoichi Sayano, Immediate Past President 

Amy Miyakawa, President 
Buddhist Women's Association 

Koichi Sayano, Superintendent 
Dharma School (Sunday School) 

Kenji Hatakeyama, Scoutmaster 
Boy Scout Troop 738 

Ken Kawasaki, Chairman 
Cub Pack 738 Parents' Committee 

Dennis Kimura, Chairman 
Girl Scout Troop 1213 Parents' Committee 

Susan Mukai, Director, Nishi Center 
(Pre-School Day Care Center) 
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Heet Soun . :-toducts 
611 Ducommun Street 
Lcs Angeles, CA 90012 
USA 

MTA 
Steve Brye 
Re: East Transit Corridor 
Please include the following in summary report. 

Phone (213) 687-9946 
FAX (213) 625-1944 

email: greg@ebow. com 

April 18,2001 

I own property near the proposed beginning of the light rail line. We have operated a light 
manufacturing and recording business at this location for 26 years. At various times, this location 
acts as a loft space and as a studio for research and development in acoustic and other musical 
fields. We have remained here because of the quiet necessary for our tasks. After 4 PM and on 
weekends, the area is especially conducive to recording. 

Though we are just 250 feet from the proposed path, we were not directly notified of the 
proposed project until just over a week ago giving us little or no time to submit objections. This is 
reminicent of the MT A metro rail benefit assessment district my neighborhood was burdened with 
20 years ago. It was similarly proposed and passed without regard to my business and again 
without direct notification. I have been paying for this so-called 'benefit' for 20 years. I vehemently 
object to any rail system placement so close to our business and would likely be forced to take my 
recording and manufacturing business elsewhere, probably out of the city, if this project is allowed 
to go forward. 

I anticipate train rumblings and wheel squealing as ~ot one but two 90 degree turns are 
proposed very near my property. One located at Ducommun and Hewitt and the other at 
Commercial and Hewitt. While larger radius turns and excruciatingly slow speeds might minimize 
the squeal and rumble, I doubt the impact will be negligible. The lack of direct contact with this 
property owner, though this project has been in planning for a long time, is evidence enough that 
once again, the MT A works with minimal concern for the neighborhood businesses and property 
owners. 

Again, I would consider this proposed project a direct acoustic intrusion int~ my operation 
and most likely require relocation out ofthe area. I am appreciative of Steve Brye's last minute 
summary of the proposal and the extension of the objection deadline by 24 hours for this 
submission. Also, his offer to have speed limits and wide tum.radii while compassionate will likely 
not eliminate the problem. Please relocate the proposed rail path. 

Sincerely, 

GregH~e~ 
• Heet Sound Products 



White Memorial Medical Center 
--~dventist 

Health 

April 30, 2001 

Mr. Steve Brye, Project Manager 
Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority 
One Gateway Plaza 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Re: MT A Eastside Light Rail Project 

DearMrr: ~ 

1720 Cesar E. Chavez Avenue 
los Angeles, CA 90033 
323-268-5000 

On behalf of White Memorial Medical Center, we want to thank you for the 
opportunity to view the MT A's Eastside Light Rail Project Scope (DSEIS) and provide 
comments about it. As you are aware, we also strongly supported the Metro Redline 
plan. We also appreciated the chance to share our presentation on the New W:MMC 
building project. 

As you know White Memorial Medical Center has been serving the East Los 
Angeles/Boyle Heights community for nearly 90 years . We are currently in the process 

ct of completing design documents to rebuild our hospital campus to meet new seismic 
~ standards. From your presentation it appears that our respective projects will run 

somewhat parallel construction schedules. Preliminary construction schedule and site 
maps are attached for your review.· 

Furthermore, we are excited to see that the subway station location (Boyle and 1st 

Streets) is planned just one (1) shoit block from our campus. We believe the location 
placement midway on and facing Bailey Street, fits favorably with our site plan. We 

· strongly request that the location of the station entrance not be moved from the current 
designated location because it will best serve our patients and employees. We hope that 
as our respective plans continue to develop, we might have opportunity to merge 
pedestrian traffic patterns between us. As mentioned, we would be open to discussions to 
jointly develop the site in ways that would benefit our communities' healthcare and 
public service needs. We would appreciate any "First Right of Refusal" option to do so. 

Integrity Compassion Respect Quality Stewardship 



items: 

53.C I 
s3.o I 

53.E 

2 

On a construction and development-planning note we are interested in a few 

1) 

2) 

3) 

Due to space and parking constraints during out project, is there an 
opportunity to gain temporary use of MT A lots for construction parking 
and/or supply staging? 

That First, Bailey and State Streets remain open at all times. 

If the MT A will adopt a new transportation and land use policy with the City 
of Los Angeles to reduce parking requirements for hospitals facilities 
adjacent to Light Rail Stations? 
Currently many or our employees and patients utilize public transportation to 
access our campus and facility. 

In conclusion, we want to emphasize our support and excitement for this project. 
We look forward to participating in the planning purposes as it relates to our campuses 
and community interests. 

Please feel free to contact me if you need additional input or response . 

. Deininger 
Vice President, Ambulatory Services 
White Memorial Medical Center 



Site-Specific Context 

Project Up<ble I March 21, 2001 

Site Development Plan 
(Scheme D) 

Completion Dated 

1 I Remodel Cancer Center ~c 1999 

~---~~;=:=========~~ 0 1 Upgrade Central Plant 

0 1 Relocate HR & Accounting 

G R GJI Relocate Loading Dock 

~c2002 

J~y 2001 

~2002 
~2003 

Project Update I March 21, 2001 

01 Site Infrastructure 

01 MOB and Parking Structure 

[2]1 Construct Acute Care Bldg. 

[!]I Renovate O&T Building 

0 1 Renovate East Building 

B Renovate South Buildin 

J+2004 
J+2005 
~2006 
A~r2006 

G2J ~O;e;m;o;l;is~h~W;e;s;t:;;&~M;;ai~n~B;I;dgs~-~~:~=:: 
G I Lobby & Site Work I J+ 2007 

~I 
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White Memorial 
Medical Center 

-,\dventist 
Health 

Administration 

1720 Cesar E. Chavez Avenue 
Los Angeles, CA 90033 
323-268-5000 

Mr. Steve Brye, Project Manager 
Los Angeles County Metropolitan 
Transportation Authority 
One Gateway Plaza 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 



Steven Brye 
Project Manager 
Los Angeles County MTA 
One Gateway Plaza 
99-22-2 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Dear Mr. Brye: 

16563 Rancho Escondido Drive 
Riverside, California 92506 
April 20, 2001 

APR 23 201 , 

SCANNfD 
IN RMC 

The Blue Line Plan is misconceived. You have laid on a 
"suburban commuter line" when you should be planning an "urban 
street car line." 

A far better plan would by-pass Union Depot. Why would anyone 
on the Eastside (or Pasadena for that matter) want to go to the 
Union Depot? A better plan would have the line proceed from 
Pasadena, down Broadway (where the shopping is), East through 
the Garment district (where the jobs are) across one of the 

54.A wonderful Viaduct Bridges to Boyle Heights. Forget the 
underground. You should have stops at nearly every intersection 
through the downtown and then out along 3rd Street or one of the 
paralleling streets. Your plan is a Park and Ride system where 
a Street Level Shopping and Job street car system is needed. 

But better light rail than the original heavy underground subway 
proposal. 

Respectfully, 

Byron Edwards PhD 



Byron Edwards 
16563 Rancho Escondido Drive 
Riverside CA, 92507 
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Project Manager 
Los Angeles County MTA 
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Eastside Light Rail 

Transit Corridor Public Hearing 
Garfield High School 

April 5, 2001 

..... 
SCANN D 

! ~·i "'Fll ': 

Name G;_4N. ~bJ Date ~/o1 
(Phone '}/OJ £. t:, 771 . £ LA 9oo z_ z_ 

~Addre~ (323) 2&S-Cf3lel 

Lttp Os fhea an: dzn ~'! Dus 
QVJ -ftu_. ~ <;f-r-ub . 

Please return comments to: Steve Brye, Project Manager 
MTA-MS 99-22-2 
One Gateway Plaza 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
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Eastside Light Rail Transit Project Public Hearing 

Name: 
Address: 
Date: 

Silvia Viramontes 
3039 Inez Street Los Angeles, CA 90023 
April4, 2001 

I think a new Environmental Impact Report (EIR) should be done because 
the current one is based on the original EIR which was done almost ten years 
ago and so is obsolete. Things have changed since then. Boyle Heights is 
not the same. Secondly, the old EIR is based on a plan for a subway not 
lightrail. 

If more properties are going to be demolished, the Metropolitan Transit 
Authority (MTA) needs to set aside additional mitigation funds to aid with 
the loss of property. The MTA cannot go back and use the 2.6 million that 
Union y Fuerza sued them for because it is already promised to the people 
that were affected by the Eastside Metro Red Line Project. This is a new 
project, the MT A needs to do a new EIR, and get new money for the 27 
houses that are going to be demolished. 



57.A 

April 2, 200 1 

Mr. Steve Brye 
Project Manager 
Los Angeles County, MT A 
One Gateway Plaza 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Dear Mr. Brye: 

The signing petitioners are addressing this letter to you to request a 90-day 
extension of the public comment period for the DSEIR of the Light Rail Project. 

The light rail is a huge project that is going to reshape our community. Its impacts 
are going to be felt for several years and will change the life of many people 
forever. The MT A already disrupted the life of our community with the Red Line 
Eastside Extension. 18 million dollars of public money were used for 24 property 
acquisitions, 123 families were removed from the area, 24 businesses disappeared, 
and dozens of jobs were lost. At the end, nothing was built and ugly empty lots 
were left as a remainder of the failure of the MTA to manage public funds 
properly. 

Now with this Light Rail Project one could think that the MTA would try to build 
some trust and demonstrate good faith toward the community, but as we are 
finding out, the MT A seems to repeat the same mistakes. 

Months before the release of the DSEIR many residents requested details of the 
DSEIR. The MTA completely ignored this request. The community meetings held 
by the MT A and the Review Advisory Committee never gave meaningful 
information about the environmental issues discuss in the DSEIR. Thus, our 
community did not have the opportunity to get prepared for the reading and 
understanding of the DSEIR. Instead of addressing this problem, the MT A handed 
out the DSEIR on the date it concluded was enough to comply with 45 days legal 
requirement for public comment. Although legally speaking that is correct, it is 
not right if we look at the following facts: 

1. The DSEIR is a very dense and long book written by specialist people who 
have had plenty of time to elaborate such a big study. To fully digest the 
contents of the DSEIR, working class people need time. On the contrary, our 
community has been given less that 45 days to read it, understand it, and 



Page 2, Mr. Brye 

prepare their comments. It is unfair for us to undertake the job of a specialist in 
such a short period of time. 

2. Many residents in our community are Spanish speaking people who need a 
reliable Spanish version of the DSEIR. The availability of Spanish versions of 
the DSEIR is very scarce. As a result, a vast majority of our community is 
being denied the right of a meaningful public participation. 

3. The MT A was late to delivered a copy of the DSEIR to many residents. The 
reason is pretty simple: it is not possible to reach all the community in just a 
few days, so by the time many residents got their copies they had only between 

57.A 20 to 30 days left to read the DSEIR and make their comments. 

4. There are in other areas examples of projects using federal and local funds in 
which the periods of the public comment have been extended. In other words: 
si se puede! Then, we do not see why the MTA cannot give to the community 
of Boyle Heights and East Los Angeles and extension. Remember that the 
MT A has to build some trust among the community. It is time to do it now! 

Therefore, we are requesting a 90-day extension oftime of the public comment 
period so that the community can properly review and comment on the draft SEIR. 
In light of the size of the proposed project, the urban environmental impacts 
involved, and the number of community members for whom English is a second 
language or Spanish translation is required, we believe this request is reasonable 
and necessary to allow meaningful public input into the decision-making process. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 

L~~~ c;:c-~Lc0 

Petitioners 
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1 i 11 Mariachi Plaza 
de Los Angeles 

LOs Angeles, CA 90033 

P.O. Box 4957 
West Hills, CA 91308 
(818) 348-0552 
(818) 348·2001 fax 

58.A 

April 4, 2001 

Metropolitan Transit Authority 
One Gateway Building 
Los Angeles California 

Re: RED LINE EXTENSION - Little Tokio/E.L.A. 

Gentlemen: 

G .. "~@., . 
~T'\ ':::. ~ACJA(I.v\.5 

This letter is to set forth in writing the pro·posal for 
a prompt adjudication of any claims arising from the future 
construction of the Red Line: specifically through Little 
Tokyo and E. L.A. It is the same proposal I have been. 
stating for the last six years as a member of the RAC. 

PROPOSAL FOR ADJUDICATION OF CLAIMS FOR DAMAGES: 

1. The filing of a "claim form" within 60 days of 
discovery of the damage. 

2. MTA shall have 30 days after the .clairn form is filed 
to respond to the claim form. If it is accepted, the 
payment shall be made within 60 days • . If it is either 
rejected . or not acted upon within these 30 days: 

3. Within 90 days after rejection of a claim or the lapse 
of the 30 day response period without .action on the 
part of MTA, the matter will be scheduled for ARBITRATION. 

4. The arbitration process will be paid fox solely by MTA 
and the neutral arbitrator will be picked at random by 
the personnel in the arbitration unit · of the Los Angeles 
Superior Cour~. The arbitrator will be selected from 
the current list of Superior Court appointed arbitrators. 

5. The arbitration will be binding on both parties. 

I welcome a response . to my proposal from MTA within 30days from 
date hereof. Said response will be made available to all 
my -neighbors in the above communities. 



TRADUCCION 

CABALLEROS: 

La presente es para someter par escrito la sugerencia que 
he presentado par 6 anos como miembra del comite ~RAC" para 
la rapida resolucion de RECLAMES POR DANOS Y PERJUICIOS que 
pueda ocacionar la constuccion del ~Red Line'' par el Este 
de Los Angeles y Little Tokyo. 

PROPUESTO: PARA RAPIDA -RESOLUCION DE RECLAMES 

1. 60 dias para llenar la forma oficial de reclamacion 
y entregarla al MTA. Estos 60 dias empezaran a correr 
de cuando la persona se entere del dano causado. 

2. El MTA tendra 30 dias para contestar el reclame. Si 
se aceptan los danos, la cantidad sera pagado dentro 
de 60 dias. 
Si no acepta re reclame dentro de los 30 dias o no hay 
contestacion de parte del MTA, el caso sera encarrilado 
en el proceso para arbitraje. ~z 

3. Dentro de 90 dias despues de empezar el proceso de 
arbitraje, se ventilara el caso ante un arbitro neutral. 

4. El costo del proceso de arbitraje sera totalmente pagado 
por el MTA. El arbitro ._ neutral sera escogido sin 
favoritismo por los empleados de la seccion de arbitrajes 
de la Corte Superior de Los Angeles. El arbitro sera 
seleccionado de la lista de arbitros que ya existe en 
el sistema judicial. 

5. La decision del arbitro sera la ultima palabra en el 
asunto y no habra apelacion de la decision disponsible 

para el MTA o la persona damnificada. Cualquier decision 
a favor del reclamante para pago de dinero par danos y 
perjuicios sera pagada dentro de 60 dias despues de la 
decision del arbitro. 

Yo invito al MTA que me hagan comentarios tocante a esta 
propuesta o que me indiquen una contra-propuesta dentro de 
30 dias de esta fecha. DICHA CONTESTACION DE PARTE DEL 
KTA SERA DISTRIBUIDA POR MI A"TODOS MIS VECINOS ~EN~LA 

COMUNIDAD. 

Atentamente, 

Lie; ANITA L CASTELLANOS 
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PHILIP R NURENBERG 
PMB 758 
8424 SANTA MONICA BLVD 
W HOLLYWOOD CA 90069-4267 USA 
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Cucchi, Joanna 

From: 
Sent: 
ro: 
3ubject: 

Brye, Steven 
Saturday, March 31 , 2001 8:31 PM 
Roybal, Dolores; Cucchi, Joanna 
FW: East L.A. Light Rail 

Could you work on a draft reply for my signature. Thanks sb 

-----Original Message----
From: Customer Relations 
Sent: Tuesday, March 20, 200112:26 PM 
To: Brye, Steven 
Subject: FW: East L.A. Light Rail 

The attached e-mail regarding the Eastside Light Rail Transit Project was received in Customer Relations. We are 
forwarding it to you for review and consideration as appropriate. 
Thank you, 
Bertha Bruner 
Customer Relations 

-----Original Message----
From: Customer Relations 
Sent: Tuesday, March 20, 200112:12 PM 
To: 'jfujita@earthlink.net' 
5ubject: RE: East L.A. Light Rail 

This will acknowledge receipt of your e-mail regarding the Eastside Light Rail Transit Project. We have sent a copy 
to the Project Director. 

Additionally, please know that three public hearings are scheduled to receive public input. The dates and locations 
are available on our website under Press Releases and Viewpoints and may be accessed by clicking on "MTA Releases 
Draft Environmental Report For Eastside Light Rail Transit Project." 
Thank you for your comments. 
MTA Customer Relations 

-----Original Message-----
From: James Fujita [mailto:jfuj ita@earthlink.net] 
Sent: Monday, March 19, 200111:06 PM 
To: customerrelations@mta.net 
Subject: East L.A. Light Rail 

Dear Sirs: 

I read on the MTA website that the MTA has decided to build a light rail 
ine in the East Los· Angeles area. I think that's a wonderful idea and I 
.an't wait for construction to start as soon as possible. 
I also noticed that one of the proposed stations would be an underground I 61.A 

1 



station at First Street and Boyle Avenue ("Mariachi Plaza") 
Since the MTA already drew up plans for a 1st/ Boyle underground subway 
station as part of the indefinately delayed Eastside Metro Red Line 
extension as shown in 
http: I /www .mta.net /metro/ construction/ eastside/firstboyle/FIRS TBOYLE.HTM 
it seems to me you could use these fairly recent designs, modifying them 
if necessary to fit light rail instead of subway, to save some time and 
money. Even if the light rail tunnel is built "cut and cover" rather 
than "deep bore" style, the exterior station entrances could be the 
same. At the very least, the new plans could borrow ideas from the old. 
I believe the same might be true of the 1st/ Lorena station. 

-James Fujita 
28512 Vista Madera 
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275 

2 
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Ms. Jackie McCauley 
15063 Excelsior Dr 

La Mirada. CA 90638 
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March 26, 2001 

Office of Gloria Molina 
Supervisor, First District 
East Los Angeles Field Office 
5264 East Beverly Blvd. 
Los Angeles, CA 90022 

Attn: Alvin D. Parra 
Special Projects Coordinator 

MAR 2 9 2001 
SCANNED 
IN RMC 

In response to the Eastside Light Rail Transit Project Environment Impact report. I 
would like to indicate my strong support for the project. However, there are a number of 
issues and concerns that you need to address in the design of the system. I am concerned 

64.A I that the light rail proposal in center of 3rd street may impact pedestrians safety and the 

I 
beautification of our community. I am afraid that the wires might look ugly, and that you 

64.8 may need to conceal them from site, I have seen this done in some cities. 

64.C 

In addition safe pedestrians crossing should be included to allow the community people 
safe to the station which will be in the middle of the street. I have also seen this kind of 
beautification in the City ofPasadena and it would help people. I am also concerned 
because senior citizens may need to be transported to the station, for example; the Telacu 
Senior Housing Project is 3 Y2 blocks away from the station if the East Los Angeles 
Shutt!e drove into the parking lot of the senior housing and transported them to the 
Mednik Ave. Station they would not have to walk the 3 1;2 blocks because most of our 
senior citizens can 't walk that far. . I As a resident and a member of the Maravilla community, we would be better served if the 

64.0 station would be located west ofMednik Ave. to be closer to the commercial area. I hope 
that you will consider these recommendations for our community. 

Sincer~~ 
George Del Rio 
East Los Angeles Community Resident 

cc: Metropolitan Transit Authority 



March 26, 200 I 

Office of Gloria Molina 
Supervisor, First District 
East Los Angeles Field Office 
5264 East Beverly Blvd. 
Los Angeles, CA 90022 

Attn: A..lvin D. Parra 
Special Projects Coordinator 

RECEIVED 
MAR 2 8 2001 

First Supervisorial District 

In response to the Eastside Light Rail Transit Project Environment Impact report. I 
would like to indicate my strong support for the project. However, there are a number of 
issues and concerns that you need to address in the design of the system. I am concerned 
that the light rail proposal in center of 3rd street may impact pedestrians safety and the 
beautification of our community. I am afraid that the wires might look ugly, and that you 
may need to conceal them from site, I have seen this done in some cities. 

In addition safe pedestrians crossing should be included to allow the community people 
safe to the station which will be in the middle of the street. I have also seen this kind of 
beautification in the City ofPasadena and it would help people. I am also concerned 
because senior citizens may need to be transported to the station, for example; the Telacu 
Senior Housing Project is 3 Y2 blocks away from the station if the East Los Angeles 
Shutt!e drove into the parking lot of the senior housing and transported them to the 
Mednik Ave. Station they would not have to walk the 3 Y2 blocks because most of our 
senior citizens can't walk that far. 

As a resident and a member of the Maravilla community, we would be better served if the 
station would be located west of Mednik Ave. to be closer to the commercial area. I hope 
that you will consider these recommendations for our community. 

Sincerely~ck(J~ 

George Del Rio 
East Los Angeles Community Resident 

cc: 1\tietropolitan Transit Authority 



George Del Rio 
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Metropolitan Transit Authority 
Attn:Steven Brye 
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BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 
COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES 

856 KENNETH HAHN HALL OF ADMINISTRATION I LOS ANGELES. CALIFORNIA 90012 I (213) 974-4111 

GLORIA MOLINA 
SUPERVISOR. FIRST DISTRICT 

Mr. George Del Rio 
2424 Eastlake 

April 10, 2001 

Los Angeles, California 90031 

Dear Mr. Del Rio: 

Thank you for contacting my office regarding the Eastside 
Blue Line extension. 

As your concerns are of importance, I am formally 
forwarding your letter to the Metropolitan Transportation 
Authority (MTA), so that your suggestions and concerns may 
be included in the Final Environmental Impact Statement 
(FEIS). If you would like more information regarding this 
project, please call Ms. Dolores Roybal, Transportation 
Planner for the MTA, at (213) 922-6000. 

If you have any questions or concerns regarding any other 
MTA issue, please feel free to contact my Transportation 
Deputy, Nicole Englund, at (323) 881-4601. 

Supervisor, First District 

GM/NE/vc 

- · Cc: Dolores Roybal, MT A Transportation Planner 



GLORIA MOLINA 
BOARD Of SUPERVISORS 

FIRST DISTRICT 

856 KENNETH HAHN HALL OF ADMINISTRATION 
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March 16, 2001 

MTA 
Mail Stock 99-22-2 
Attn: Steven Brye 
1 Gateway Plaza 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Dear Committee Members: 

Clara M. Solis 
348 South Humphreys A venue 
Los Angeles, CA 90022-1532 

(323)269-3612 
claramsolis@earthlink. net 

MAR 2 7 2001 
SCANNED 

IN RMC 

I have lived in East Los Angeles all of my life. I was, as most people in East Los Angeles, 
supportive of a subway through East Los Angeles. I was angry when Zev Y aroslavsky stopped 
the subway from being built. When the light-rail proposal surfaced, I was pleased but worried. 
Unfortunately, it is true that when the government has planned projects in our community and in 
communities like it (lower income, working class, minority) residents have suffered. In the case 
of East Los Angeles, the freeways have had a tremendous negative effect. As my husband and I 
look to purchase our _first home in East Los Angeles, it is difficult to find a home that is not 
impacted by the freeways. I'm certain that other sons and daughters of East Los Angeles, who 
are now becoming mothers and fathers face the same dilemma It is sad because professionals 
who may have stayed in East Los Angeles have moved out. 

My primary concern about the light-rail project is the safety of residents. We have all heard 
stories about the Blue-Line and children and adults being hit, maimed or killed. I hope that the 
planners will do everything they can to make certain that this does not occur in East Los Angeles. 
It is simple to say that people should know better than to cross the tracks. But should a child be 
given a death sentence for making the mistake of crossing the tracks? Residents where I live have 
been accustomed to crossing Third Street wherever it is convenient. This is especially true of 
adolescents going to Griffith Middle School Kids will cross the street. That is a reality that the 
planners and decision-makers must face. Therefore, the light-rail tracks must be made safe or 
unaccessible to adults and children attempting to cross. If this is not done, there will be deaths 
due to this project. 'fh:e planners should also be cognizant that on Sunday on Third Street 
between Eastern Avenue and Downey Road, churchgoers park their cars on the south side of the 
street and cross to reach Our Lady of Guadalupe church. Arrangements must be made to 
accommodate this fact. 

I 
Another concern I have is with traffic. Currently, many commuters use Third Street as an 
alternate route to using the Pomona Freeway. People from all over Los Angeles County use it as 

65.8 a route fro~ the westside to t~e ~astside. I have talked to people in Whittier who use it to get to 
UCLA. Planners must take this mto account. In the past year the traffic on Third Street has 

·-



gotten worse. During rush hour, traffic backs up along Third Street from the Ford Blvd. light to 
Humphreys A venue where I live. This traffic impacts the neighborhood severely because it is a 
community already under siege from traffic noise and air pollution from the Pomona and Long 
Beach freeways. Any additional traffic would make life miserable for residents in this community. 
Therefore, planners should consider how reducing the number of lanes will impact traffic and 
devise ways to discourage commuters from using Third street as a defacto freeway. 

I 
Finally, planners should consider how the unity of the community will be altered by making it 
more difficult for residents to the north and south ofThird Street to reach each other. The 

65.C freeways already separate the community into many subdivisions. How will the further fracturing 
effect residents? 

I hope that the planners and decision-makers will consider these concerns and devise ways to 
mitigate ti:te problems caused by an above-ground rail system. As I have indicated, I would have 
preferred a subway, but given the choice of no rail or above-ground rail, I support the light-rail 
option. 

The community of East Los Angeles has continued to carry the burden of everyone else's traffic 
through its streets while others, like South Pasadena, have unfairly refused to take responsibility. 
Where other communities like Alhambra, San Marino and Montebello have devised barriers, 
speed bumps, roundabouts and gimmicks, such as "traffic calming" to mitigate how traffic impacts 

65.0 their community, East Los Angeles has been forced to accommodate the freeways. Streets have 
been widened, trees have been cut, and homes have been razed all to accommodate more and 
more traffic. This time, this government project, the light-rail project, should be forced to 
accommodate the residents ofEast Los Angeles. 

Sincerely, 

c_y~ 0l, ~Q__L_ 
Clara M. Solis 

I I 
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Clara M. Solis 
348 South Humphreys A venue 
Los Angeles, CA 90022-1532 
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Steve Brye 
MTA 
One Gateway Plaza 
Mail Stop: 99-22-2 
Los Angeles, CA. 90012 

Dear Steve Brye, 

April 13, 2001 

My name is John Arroyo. I am a resident of the Eastside and I live in the Belvedere 
district. I have written this letter to show my crucial support of the Los Angeles Eastside 
Corridor Project. 

Currently I a junior at USC. Not able to afford both tuition and campus housing, I 
commute to school at least 4 times a week. At times when I do not have access to a car 
or have to share it with my sister (also in college), I find my trip on the local bus system 
often frustrating and time consuming. If the Red Line extension exists in the near future, 
my commute would only account for my time walking to the corner of3rd Street and 
Rowan, the site of one of the eastside corridor's proposed Metro stops. 

It is evident that Los Angeles is city dependent on car culture. Yet, for many, especially 
those low-income families that live in the Eastside, owning a car is not a viable option 
when considering their income. 

We have been long past due in achieving an efficient rapid transit system. The Blue Line 
opened in 1990. The Green Line and Red Line came later. But, even with an inadequate 
bus system, East Los Angeles saw no representation in the early incarnation of Metro 
Rail plans. 1 0 years later the Eastside finally has a chance for representation in formal 
transportation. Sadly enough, the project is now at risk. 

Many of the families on the eastside work in the informal or blue-collar sector. Often 
their jobs are located in the central city or on the westside. How do you expect them to 
get to work to pay their bills and make a living to support a family without access to · 
adequate transportation? 

East Los Angeles has the highest concentration of Latino's (95%), more than any other 
area in Los Angeles. Not surprising, Latinos also comprise the community which has·the 
largest population of users of rapid transit in Los Angeles. The fact that the eastside 

67.A wasn't included in the preliminary construction of the Metro was disappointing. Hoping 
the halt the program altogether to rob us of our access to efficient transportation is even 
worse. 

In my 20 years, I have lived in the same house where my mother grew up. My 
comm~ty is quite special and important to me. Other cities have plans for a Metro 



extension in the works, access to cars of their own, or an efficient private bus system, 
such as Santa Monica's Big Blue Bus system. I demand that my community gain the 
same access to transportation services. 

I urge you to continue your plans on constructing the Los Angeles Eastside Corridor. As 
a member of the community, I believe in the importance of building a system which is 
pedestrian friendly, one which implements beautiful landscapes, and one which would 
help yield traffic calming in the area. In turn, the area will gain a viable opportunity to 
become an attractive space for business, retail, and real estate. As a current rider of the 
existing Metro and a future rider of it's Red Line extension, I implore you to consider the 
important impact this project would have on my community, both today and in the future. 

Sincerely, 

John C. Arroyo 



JESUS SAMANO 

April 11, 2001 

Steve Brye 
Project Manager 
L.A. County Metropolitan Transportation Authority 
One Gateway Plaza 
Mail Stop: 99-22-2 
Los Angeles, CA. 900012-2952 

To Steve Brye, 

APR 16 2001 
SCANNED 

IN RMC 

This letter is in relation to the property located on 167-169 S. Indiana Street, Los Angeles 
Ca. 90063. It is concerning the Eastside Light Rail Transit project; I am opposed to this · 
development and asking you to change your plans of ruining my neighborhood. I am a 
land owner in East Los Angeles and this one plan can affect my whole financial status for 

68.A my family and I. The income I receive from this property is essential in paying my 
children' s college education; ~th out this income it will be a burden on my family. I am 
asking you to reconsider other options, for example, maybe building it underground like 
the way they did in Hollywood. Even choosing another neighborhood. This one project 
will affect hundreds of lives, so I am asking you to take that into importance. 

Sincerely, O~-~~ . ;;/ · 
~-d~~o. 

Jesus Samano 
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69.A 

69.8 

69.C 

Mr. Steve Brye, 
Project Manager, 
Los Angeles County 
Metropolitan Transportation Authority 
One Gateway Plaza 14~1~ fJ'f~zz-z. 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Dear Mr. Brye: 

Robert J. wang 
12249 Collins Street 
North Hollywood, CA 91607 
April 5, 2001 

After review of the Draft Supplemental Envirenmental Impact 
Statement/Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Los 
Angeles Eastside Corridor project, I have three areas of concern. 
They include aesthetics for each station, landscaping of the 
streetscape, and whether the light rail line will have the 
right-of-way over veh~cular traffic at intersections within the 
project limits. 

The first area of concern, the aesthetic treatment of each statio1 
The project traverses through a very diverse area of Los Angeles. 
Will there be architecture at station stops reflecting the 
culture of the area? I would like to see design concepts of 
each station reflect the area's cultural heritage, particularly 
that of the Mariachi Plaza and the Little Tokyo area. 

The second area of concern; landscaping of the streetscape 
surrounding the at-grade portions of the light rail. Is there a 
a tree plan for the long term care of trees such as wa~ering, 
pruning, and fertilizing? When selecting trees and designing 
tree wells easeful attention should be given to the tree wells 
diameter to ensure the sidewalk is not damaged. Is there also 
a landscape plan for the streetscape, I did not see one in the 
draft document? 

The last area of concern, will the light rail portions that are 
at grade have signal overidding technology to bypass the surface 
street traffic? The document is not clear on whether there will 
be "Metro Rapid bus like" signal overidding eapabilities, so that . 
the light rail would have priority over vehicular traffic, thus 
facilitating light rail travel time. If there are no plans to 
give light rail traffic priority over vehicular traffic then I 
would like to know why and the justification for not implementing 
such a technology. 

Thank you for this oppurtunity to comment on the draft environment J 
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document. I look forward to the completion of this long 
awaited project. I hope to see more light rail in the 
near future, in particular for the San Fernando Valley, 
along the 101 Freeway, and in West Los Angeles, along 
Exposition Boulevard to UCLA. 



., 
Robert J. Wang 
12249 Collins Street 
North Hollywood, CA 91607-1769 
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Apri117, 2001 

Mr. Steven Brye 
Project Manager 
CoWlty of Los Angeles 
Metropolitan Transportation Authority 
One Gateway Plaza 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

RE: Eastaide Light Rail Project 
Response to Comments 

Dear Mr. Brye: 

Thank you very much for the opportuni to respond to your pratt Environmental Impact 
Statement Document for the Eastside Li t Rail Project. 1 

As a local business owner of Davis 
numerous meetings I noticed the am 
wonderful project. When I questioned 
back to the community in which this 
disappointment began when I was 
environmenal document, which I took 
I was unable to get the work because o 

ue Print Company, l:and my attcndat'ce at your 
of copying and blue printing done for this 

o does the work 1· why is this work not given 
em is impacted, 1 greatly disappointed. My 
asked to bid for e copying of the full draft 
time to prepare a ~uotation to only be told that 

our currently in ho~ printing services. 

' 

The MTA should realize how much · community has tan up already and jobs in 
which we can prosper and can be giv to us to prodUce grow, will once again be 
takcm away by the large monopo · · companies. Why I DOt a minority owned local 
business that hires local people, we the computer capaqilities and latest technologies 
available in today' s market. The o eason is we are in 'ast Los Angdes community 
and not in a nice Downtown high rise uite. We as commlljPity people deserve the work 
ill which your project will be imp · • We will be dtivin~ the streets and adjust to the 
incoming project, all we ask is tow with us and providF us the chance to worlc with 
the MT A by giving us local fums th available work. Of ~ the miles of metro system 
that exists in the Los Angeles Con..,..,~y local blueprint cpmpany bas not received any 

business from the MTA. 

Do not continue to give to compani who mcnopo~ tllc system and 1ake the work 
away from the community you are m' o.scntl· li!. ' 

Thank You, 

RaymoDd Covarrubias, President 
Davis Blue Prim Coxnpauy 

3205 N. Main Street Los Angeles. Cali(! ia 90031 • Tel(323~225-4703 Fax(323)225-2622 
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Aprill6. 2001 

Mr. Steve Brye 
Project Manager 
Los Angeles County 

Renee M. G. Chavez 
Post Office Box 71203 
Los Angeles, CA 90071 

Metropolitan Transportation Authority 
One Gateway Plaza 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Via Facsimile (213) 922-3005 

Re: Los Angeles Eaitside Corridor Draft Supplemental Enviroomental lmpKt Statement/Draft 
Subsequent Environmental Impact Report - March, 2001 

Dear Mr. Brye: 

The foUowing is my questions as they relate to the above referenced. doaunent. Where I have 
been able, I have made reference to Lhe section I have questioned or «>IDIW:Ilted on. 

I found that the following is not discussed in the docamcmt but I would like a response: 

• 

• 

What steps bas the MT A and MT A Doatd taken to secure fimding for Plan 3 -the 
exte11decl subway option? More importantly, what seeps will be taken to make sure 
that tlt.e :fimdiq will he in p~ for Plan 3? 

What guarantees will be made that this project won't be suspended? 

• Who wm manage the fim.ding upon the start of tho project? 

After reading the documeDt I have the fol1owing questions/oonmtenUr. 

M~tro Art Program (4.6.48): 

A specific plan fur providing "adequate administration and teclbrica1 support" should be provided 
71.C for the public an portion of the project. In addition. there needs to be more specific language as 

to artists that will be hired for the project as well as a minimnm goal of '0% hired from the 

P• l 
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71.0 

71.E 

Mr. Steve Brye 
Metropolitan Transportation Authority 
Page 2 ofS 

Air Quality (4. 7): 

There have been several comments about air quality during various RAC meetings and the recent 
Public Hearlugs. I rerogniu tbat the LRT would eventuaJiy provide better air quality for the 
Eastside. However, it is not clear as to what mitigaticm will be put in place to e~~sure that the 
construction does uot add more pollutants to the area. 

What muiieslreadiqs will be recorded cfuriDs the constructi011 period to memorialize the eff:ec:ts 
to the air quality in the uea? 

Energy (4.13): 

Califumia is currently suffering the effects of deregulation of the electric power industry. Those 
areas that are llot SCIVk:ed by the Los Angeles Depart;malt of Water md Powa are ad have been 
subject to rollmg blackouts. The dmft ElRIElS statement has not .ideatifiedldiscu~ this 
sitaation Please detail the mitigaticm that is goiag to be provided to cnmre uniDtcrrupted sc:Mce 
through the emire line and especially that sec:tioD that is m the County of Los Augelcs serviced by 
Southern C&1ifomia Edi&on. 

I 
~ityand Crillu Pr~vention /SSlleS (4.14.4.2): .·. 

Should a private agency be contracted to provide security (parkiza&'~Dillon-board) though the 
71.F LR.T projed. there should be a minimum of75% local hiriD.a requirement. This requirement 

should include mmagematt aa.d sup«visory positioa.s within the project area. 

71.G 

HisJoric/Archaeo/Qgical Resources (4.15.1) : 

Mariachi Plaza (Ytgme 4.6-1) is referred to throughout the doamx:nt, in error. as a bistoric 
resoun:.e or seUiDg. A1thougb. it is an atttKtive 5Ke within Boyle Heights, it should not be giveu 
such status as it wu oaly wmplctcd m mid-1990. The site does DOt meet the Nationalllcgistez
aitcria for sigpifi~. Fa~" the pwposcs of discussion, f:VWJ refcnm;c to MariadU Plau as 
bistori.c r. inaccurate and sb.ould be ®anged 

In. particalar, there are referettces to the property where the 1• and Soto StJ'eet Statioa will be 
(Ranch Market) as if it were part oftbe Mariachi Plaza. It is irresponsible to s.sggest that Raad1 
Marlc.et..can be cousi~emi part of uy historic scUiag. his a~ to the~ but 
not at all a requiremeat. The property, cun:eDt site ofRaclt Market. was purchased by MT A for 
the purpose of transportation and it slrould be used fur !bat pupose OD1y. bferel1ces in the 
EIRIEfS mggesting ay importance to Ranch Market is ridiculous. Suggesting altering Mariachi 
Plaza for the purpose ofaot demolishing the market is irrespon:sible. Mlriacbi Plaza's existing 
improvements should be left m taa. 
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Mr. Steve Bryc 
Metropolitan Transportation Authority 
Page3 ofS 

Table4.1~5 

71.H I Salesian Youth & Family Center on 4th & Breed in Boyle Heights is omitted. The Center was 
completed and opened in 2000. 

71.1 

71.J 

Utilities (4.18): 

California is currently suffering the effects of deregulation of the electric power industry. Those 
areas that are not serviced by the Los Angeles Departmellt ofW ater and Power are and have been 
mbject to rolling blackouts. The draft EIRIEJS statement has not identified/discussed this 
situation. Please detail the mitigation that is ,going to be provid.eci to ensure UDinterrupted service 
through the emire line and especially that section that is in the County ofLos Angeles sei'\iced by 
Southern California Edison. 

Comtruction Impacts (4.19): 

What mitigation will be put in place to ensure that the construction and construction equipment 
do not add more pollutants to the area? 

During what hours wiD. construction occur? Will construction be limited or cease during the 
morning anival and afternoon departure times for the ~by/impac~ schools? 

I 
What minitnnm local hiring percentages will be imposed during construction? Of those 
minimums, \Wat percentage will be required for management and supervisory positions? Will 

71.K there be any requirements for local/minority/women owned business contractors and/or 
consultants? 

Traffic (4.19.2.2): 

I There is no mc:otion of my notification to the COIIDDUDity mentioned as mitigation for street 
71.L closures. What is the notification process that will be employed during the C<Jll.Struaion period? 

A detailed plan for 11otifiutioo should be la pia~ before conaructiun begins. 

Parlcing (4.19.2.3): 

71 M I wm curreDt "No Parking"' restrictions for street cleaning be suspended during construction? 
• What plans have been developed md/or discussed with IADOT? 

Economic Activity (4:19.2.9): 

71 
N I What percentage of construction employment from the within the corridor will be required? From 

· that number, what percentage will be for management and supervisory positions? 
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Mr. Steve Brye 
Metropolitan Transportation Authority 
Page 4 of5 

Where is the MTA with the formation of Station Area Advisory Committees (SAA.Cs)? As a 
RAC member, I have not been notified of the formation of the above referenced committees. 

What locations have been identified for the Metro F'~eld Offices mentioned in the EIIVEIS? What 
lcx:al hiring opportunities wiD be provided in the Metro Fteld Offices? 

NeighborJwcds (4. 19.2. 10): 

I There is no mention of any notification to the commrmity mentioned as mitigation fur street 
71 ·0 closures. What is the notification process that will be employed duri:ag the construction period? 

Safety (4.19.2.19): 

I 
What percentage of the required security at oon5truction sites will be satisfied by local hiring? 

71.P ~0% should be required for security personnel and 20% for management, supervisory and 
admiaistrative personnel as mjounum guidelines. 

71.Q 

Utilities (4.21.3.15): 

California is currently suftmng the effects of deregulation of the dectric power industry. Those 
areas that are not serviced by the Los i_\ngdes Department ofWater and Power are and have been 
mbject to roBing blackouts. ne draft EIIVEIS statement has not ideotifiedldiscussed this 
situation. Please detail the mitisation that is going to be provided to ensure umnterrupted service 
through the eotire line and especially that section that is in the County of Los Angeles &erVked by 
Southem. Califi>mia Edison. 

Employment Opportunities (5.2.4.4}: 

50% of the permanent jobs created by the LR.T should be from the corridor should be established 
as the minhnum This number should inchlde Inllllagement, supervisory and administrative 
positions. 

This project is late in coming. I not only support it but also demand its inception and completion 
in a timely IDIIJmef. The Eastside deserves a quality transportation project that will connect it to 
the rest of our City. The-project-fimnerly known as dle Red LiRe extension is lost so we rely on 
your staff and the MfA Board to provide the Eastside with a viable, safe md forward thinking 
and rcadJ:ins project. Members of the Eastside eonmmity should get tile best transportation 
system that will provide fOr the future. Of aH the alternatives, Plan 3 is the most responsive and 
appropriate. 

Please send your response and the final EISIEIR report to the address listed above. Please note 
that although I am a RAC member, I did not receive a copy in the mail. I did, however, receive 
the executive summary. 

r- • • 
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Mr. Steve Bryo 
Metropolitan Transportation Au1hority 
PageS ofS 

Should you require additional information/clarification on my comments, please feel free to 
contact me during regular business hours at (213) 861-3320. 

'fhank you for your time. 

/file 

,.. ..... 
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April17,2001 

Mr. Steve Brye, Project Manager 
LA County 
Metropolitan Transportation Authority 
One Gateway Plaza 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

RE: Response to Draft Environmental Report for Eastside Light Rail Project 

Dear Mr. Steve Brye: 

l want to formally submit my comments to the draft EIS for the Eastside Light 
Rail Project In the review of the document I was impressed with the level of 
detail and the analysis performed by the consulting team in the preparation of 
this document. In particular I was impressed with the mention of the community 
outreach program in which as a member of the BeUa Vista Community I have 
been one of the participants of your Review Advisory Committee meetings. In 
order to listen and obtain feedback on the concerns the impacted cornnunity as I 
attended the public hearings conducted over the course of the past year and a 
half. I have been involved in the East Los Angeles community for many years 
and am in favor of progress for our community. 

In .the course of the public outreach I have taken notice that many people have 
come out in support of a rail project to ELA and I have taken notice that the 

72.A system of preference is the subway heavy rail similar to the one going to 
Hollywood. However, after the MTA Board selected the route and the system. 
The community has come to realize that the budget made available for this 
project by the MTA Board meets the need of building a light rail beyond the city 
limit line and carries it miles further all the way to Atlantic. The project becomes 

I 
more effective for the available budget and it will get people better access to 
downtown thereby connecting them to the rest of the MTA county wide systems 

72.8 at Union Station. Including the Metro Red Line, Blue Line and of course the 
green line in the south. 

There is a strong endorsement of a rail project by members of the RAC and the 
people I have come to meet. I would like to add my list of those supporters who 
stmngly support this project. However, I have also come to realize that the light 
rail system which is more like the Long Beach Blue Line has a history of public 
safety issues. These issues need to be fixed before it becomes more accessible 
as it travels through Little Tokyo and the inner city of Boyle Heights into the 
terminus at the Bella Vista Community. 



April 17,2001 
Page Two 

As it exists on Lorena it has the same valuable argument of the narrow streets 
problems, which exists in the Boyle Heights neighborhoods which dictated the 
underground tunnel as a transit way. But I must point out that from Lorena and 
First to Rowan and Third you have analyzed three options. The meeting at Our 

72.0 Lady of Lourdes indicated that there is a lot of concern on how the transit way 
transitions from the tunnel to an at~rade system and were given the three 
options. I support the tunnel extension as the most prudent. safest and 
environmentally planned solution. The other two create traffic congestion or the 
removal of housing to a population that has already lost more housing stock than 
any other part of the City or County for the sake of transit concerns. The current 

72.E concerns of the Ramona High School principal also need to be taken into 
consideration. To provide a safer system for our youths attending schools we 
should underground the system all the way pass Our Lady of Lourdes to Gage 
Avenue. 

I 
Another concern you should be aware of in our community is the amount of 
persons who park along the north side of Calvary Cemetery to attend Sunday 

72.F masses at the Santuario de Guadalupe Church located along Third Street. I 
strongly feel a pedestrian signalized crossing needs to be placed at this location 
in order to allow the parishioners to safely cross the tracks. 

As a construction advocate I hope the MTA will train and hire the people of our 
community for all of the construction jobs which will be available for this project. 
There should be an employment policy to make sure a percentage of the jobs for 
each trade is a part of the invnediate community which Is impacted by this 
project. Let's give back to this community in which we are imposing this project 
on. I would like to see if the MTA can form a community oversight committee to 

72.G over see that a percentage of the jobs are for the residents of this community. 
We must also keep in mind that there are other trades such as blue printing, 
copying, delivery and other construction/design related trades, which should also 
come from these communities of Little Tokyo, Boyle Heights to East Los 
Angeles. 

Once again thank you for the opportunity to respond to your document and for 
allowing me to be a part of the Review Advisory Committee to be sure I look out 
for our people. 

Sincerely, 

Jose L. Gomez 
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To \Vhom It May Concern:. 

I am writing to express my opinion of the East Side light rail project. Although I am a 
volunteer with a non-profit group that chaperones children on educational trips using public 
transit, I am not writing on hehalf of this organi1.ation. These views are strictly my own. 

I have been told that the light rail project may die. I have two reactions, which. I admit, 
are rather contradictory. 

The first reaction is that I lack sufficient knowledge to judge whether or not light rail 
should be built in East Los Angeles. I have read books by genuine transit experts - Robert 
Cervero, Newman and Kenworthy, Anthony Downs and others. These books have given me a 
healthy respect for what 1 don't know. 1 do not know anything about the funds available to MTA 
for various transit projects, and how these projects compare; the breakdown of federally vs. 
locally provided funds~ current ridership figures on East Los . .<\ngeles bus lines; population 
dtmlogr.tphics in East Los Angelt:s, and areas of population con~tralion~ and ridership 
projections for East Side light rail. Without this information, any opinion I might offer would be 
poorly informed. 

. My second reaction is visceral and emotional : I would be disappointed if the project 
doesn't happen, as 1 was disappointed to learn of the cancellation ofthe East Side Red Line 
extension. With more information, I might agree that it shouldn't happen, but I would be 
emotionally disappointed nonetheless. 

I live next to a Red Line station, and I love to ride it. I have escorted dozens of first time 
MTA rail patrons on train trips, and almost all have loved the experience. Children, of course, 
love train trips; to them it is like something out ofDisneyland! If this project is cancelled, it 
would strike me as one more instance in which Los Angeles stakeholders can't agree on a 
decision to build up the city's transit infrastructure : to rescue Los Angeles from gridlock, to help 
create an environmentally-sustainable future for our children. 

Los Angeles' needs might be best provided by HOV lanes, or busways, or transit-centered 
communities, or a liberalization oflaws governing paratransit, or an extension of our light and 
heavy rail lines, or by congestion pricing. My despairing wish is that these decisions would be 
left to the real experts, and that Los Angeles would follow the advice of the experts once it is 
given. 

Sincerely, 

Tim .A.c\arns 
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Sandra Sandoval 
950 S. Flower Street #916 
Los Angeles, CA 900 15 

sandra_ sandoval@hotmai I. com 

Steven Brye, Project Manager 
Los Angeles County MT A 
One Gateway Plaza 
Maii Stop 99-22-2 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Dear Steven Brye, 

MAY 1- 2001 
SCANNED 
IN RMC 

I attended the public hearing held in Little Tokyo and reviewed the Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement I Environmental Impact Report. I thought this plan was to build a 
complete subway to East Los Angeles, not partly a rail, partly a subway. 

Several years ago, I recall visiting the First Interstate Bank located on the corner of 
Whittier and Atlantic Blvd. There I saw drawings of the different stops the subway 
would be making throughout East Los Angeles. One of those stops was on the southwest 

75.A comer of Whittier and Atlantic Blvd where the Golden Gate Theater remains standing 
today. Because this theater has been closed for several decades, I believe this is an 
excellent location for the subway to stop. 

I grew up in East Los Angeles and continue to visit my friends and family . Building a 
rail transit on the street level will not improve the neighborhood. It will increase traffic 
and accidents . 

Either we pursue the original pla..1 to build a complete subway, or NO Eastside Light Rail 
Transit Project at all. Thank you. 

Sincerely, 

Sandra Sandoval 



Sandra Sandoval 
950 S. Flower St . #916 
Los Angeles . CA 90015 

Steven Brye, Project Manager 
Los Angeles County MT A 
One Gateway Plaza 
Mail Stop 99-22-2 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
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~CANNED 
IN RMC 

f r o m t h e d e s k o f • MAY 1- 2001 
ROBERT C. BELLINGER 

Post Office Box #20256 
Long Beach, CA 90801-3256 

Tel. (562) 495-5089 

Steven Brye, Project Manager 
LA County MTA 
One Gateway Plaza - Mail Stop 99-22-2 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Dear Mr. Brye: 

RE: Eastside Transit Corridor 

27 April 2001 

I believe that building a light rail line instead of a 
heavy rail [i. e., subway] to the Eastside is wrong. But I do 
understand the political reasons for doing so. The Blue Line 
to Long Beach is already overloaded and probably would justi
fy being converted to a heavy rail line if funds would 
permit. 

With the projected population increase for LA and 
suburbs during the next 20 to 30 years, I would suspect that 
the Eastside Light Rail line will likewise be overloaded in a 
deca.de o:ot- so. 

Therefore, I humbly suggest that the Eastside Light Rail 
line be engineered to pre-metro:o standards; that is to:o say, 

76.A that whatevet- is built can be co:onverted to heavy rail without 
having to be entirely re-built as would most o:of the Blue 
Line. 

literail.est 
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Mr. Steve Brye, Project Manager 
Eastside Light Rail Transit Corridor 
One Gateway Plaza, MS 99-22-2 
Los Angeles, CA 900 12 

Dear Mr. Brye: 

SCANNED 
IN RMC 

2537 Micheltorena Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90039-2533 
April 18, 2001 

I am writing on behalf of 208 N. Alameda St. Partners, L.P., owner of the parking 
facility at that street address, currently leased to and operated by "Grant Parking" . The 
purpose of this letter is to express strong opposition to LR T Build Options 1 and 2, as 
outlined in the Lqs Angeles Eastside Corridor Draft SEISISEIR Executive Summary, 
dated March, 2001 . 

I Either of the "Build" options shown in the Executive Summary would severely limit or 
77 .A prevent the owner of this property from continuing to operate as a profitable business 

enterprise for at least the following reasons: 

• Two of four traffic lanes on that portion of Alameda St. would be eliminated, 
significantly reducing "pass-by" traffic essential to the successful operation of a parking 
facility. 

• Construction of the rail project down the center portion of Alameda St. would most 
likely prevent southbound automobiles from turning left into the parking facility, thereby 
eliminating approximately half of the facility's potential business. 

• Construction ofthe project down the east side of Alameda St. would preclude all access 
to the parking facility, as access is only from Alameda Street. 

• If the LRT project is, in fact, implemented on Alameda St. , traffic disruptions due to 
the lengthy construction process would undoubtedly have a substantial negative financial 
effect on the owner of this business. 

Table S-7 of the Draft SEISISEIR does not adequately address the significant impacts 
shown above, nor are the Mitigation Measures shown in Table S-7 sufficiently detailed to 
show actual impact mitigation. 

Until the concerns expressed above are resolved to our mutual satisfaction, the property 
owner at 208 N. Alameda St. will continue to oppose placement oftfe LRT project on 

Alameda Street. ~ \ 
S crely~ ~ 

John G. Sullivan 
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78.A 

May2,2001 

Comment to the EIR 

My name is Nadine Diaz and I reside at 120 Chcesbrougb's Lane Los 
Angeles, Ca. 90063. I am an Anthropologist who is a stakeholder in Boyle 
Heights with a long history in the community. I am Japanese Mexican 
American aod part Yaqui Indian. I was born in 1962 and over the years I 
have seen many changes tab place in Boyle Heights. We lack theatres, 
department stores, quality grocery stores, bookstores, hlnries, computer 
stores, modem schools, and a quality transportation system tbat services the 
entire commUDity. 

Snaal yean ago tbe MTA purdlascd a lot of land, and businesses 
were either uprooted or driven out ofbusiness because of the MTA plans to 
build a subway. Residents were rel~ and housing was demolished to 
make way for tbe subway. Today 1be laDd is bat en and there is a lack of 
housing and no economic base that proclw:es tax incremeut mooies. The 
MT A is a black cloud in my community because of its factual histoJy of 
problems. 

A traoSport.ation system needs to be properly designed and bmlt in 
Boyle Heights, East Los Angeles. I am uosure if the MTA is qualified and 
reliable enough to build a transportation system, but what I do know is that 
Boyle Heights, East Los Angeles deserves a quality transportation system 
that meets and services the needs of 1bc people who rely ~ public 
transportation! 

It's time that Boyle Heights, East Los Angeles, as well as Little 
Tokyo, and the Arts DistriCt have a trausportation system that CODDeCts us 
throughout the City of Los ADgeles. 

Sin«R)y, ~ 
~~-

Nadine Diaz 

• 
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Tuesday, May 01, 2001 

Mr. Steve Brye 
Project Manager 
Los Angeles County, MT A 
One Gateway Plaza 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

3039 Inez St 
Los Angeles CA 90023 
myrna.troncoso@stanfordalumni.org 

Subject: Comments to Eastside Corridor Draft Supplemental 
Impact Statement/Draft Subsequent Environmental Impact 
Report (DSEIR) 

Dear Mr. Brye: 

I want to state my disapproval of the proposed Eastside Light Rail and I want to 
explain why I hold this position. 
First, as far as transportation is concerned "Light Rail" as is popularly and 
academically known, is not the kind of system that resolves (or even helps) a 
lack of enough mass transportation. Economically speaking, the proposed 
Eastside Light Rail would not be a sound plan for spending public funds because 
it does not actually address the massive lack of transportation. If you build this 
light rail you will probably then terminate some bus lines and further increase the 
already blight situation. And since light rail is seemingly slower than buses, 
especially slower than the Rapid Buses·. how can you justify the spending of a 
huge amount of money in the name of "transportation"? Some community 
members have already figured out that this light rail Plan is basically a 
redevelopment ploy to oust the poor, working class. Perhaps there are many 
Latino Bourgeoisie that would like to change the face of this Barrio, but in reality 
nobody but the working class could be willing to live side-by-side with so many 
freeways (hence pollution). So you are basically wasting your money and time if 
you think that if you build a light rail in Boyle Heights things will change for the 
better. You will not answer the transportation problem, and you will not attract a 
more affluent population because it is too polluted here. But you will build 
something akin to a monument only it will never shine. 

Aside from the practicality of a light rail, the Draft Environmental Impact Report 
(DSEIR) does not state that the Mass Transportation Agency (MTA) will enforce 
the use of clean fuel equipment during the construction period. In my mind (and I 
will continue to hold this point of view) the DSEIR should establish clearly that all 
contractors and subcontractors (contracted by the MTA or not for this project) will 
not use_ diesel equipment at any time. Because I work at the Southern California 
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Environmental Health Sciences Center (of USC and UCLA) I am aware that it is 
believed that 50% of cancer incidence is attributable to diesel emissions. The 
DSEIR does not address what an increase for 7 years of diesel emissions in this 
area could mean for residents' health. I personally am a survivor of Acute 
Promyelocytic Leukemia and I am only 25 years old. I am not the only one from 
this area to be so young and already a cancer survivor. In fact, from the 
Roosevelt High School class of '95 there are among us already 2 in 900 that 
have already had cancer (maybe more), and I am one of them. 

I propose that the MT A: 
• Take the state of public health in the areas that will be affected more seriously 

by writing (and enforcing if the plan goes through) strict regulations against 
the use of diesel fuel equipment and vehicles. 

• That the MTA seriously reconsider the implementation of a different mass 
transportation plan, like one that addresses: a) the reality of the lack of 
enough mass transportation and b) the dire environmental health condition of 
Los Angeles because of the high concentration of diesel emissions. For 
instance, the purchasing of thousands of clean-fuel buses. 

Best regards, 

Ml"Ri\lH T~UNCOSO 
Mirna Troncoso 
Boyle Heights Resident 
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Gladys Bryant 
4416 W. 61st Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90043 

April30, 2001 

Steve Brye 
Project Manager 
Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority 
One Gateway Plaza 
Los Angeles. CA 90012 

Dear Mr. Brye: 

This letter is concerning the construction of the Eastside Subway/Light Rail. My name is 
Gladys Bryant and I have at least 2~ of my loved ones buried in the, Evergreen Cemetery 
located on Evergreen and First Street. I also have a burial plot resetved for me at this 
cemetery. 

I would like to know what is eoin2 to happen to my loved ones wb~n the digging begin? 
Are you going to assure me that they are not going to be caught in the digging, drilling 
and be removed from their sacred places? 

My dream has been to be buried among my loved ones. with this project in place I will 
not be able to fulfill this important desire of mine. 

I understand the need for public projects and construction, but this is very personal to me. 
No one has asked me for my opinion or approval or advice on this matter. I feel that I 
deserve the ri&ht to be consulted in this endeavor and taken into account. I am sure that I 
am not the only family member to feel this way. 

Please correspond to this letter at the utmost urgency, thank you. 

Sincerely, 

. I 



To1 Steve Brye, Project Manager Prom: 
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I.e: Public Comment for Eastside Corridor CC:a 

Draft Supple~! Impact Statement 

Draft Subsequent Environmental Impact 
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April 25, 2001 

Steven Brye 
C/OMTA 
One Gateway Plaza 
Los Angeles, CA 900 12 
Mail Stop 99-22-2 

Subject: Project Manager of the Eastside Blue Line 

Dear Mr. Brye, 

SCANNED 
IN RMC 

APR272001 

Now lets see if I really receive a reply regarding this letter. I feel I 
have the right to forward you these suggestions because I have 
been a loyal bus patron for over 40 years. I might own two 
vehicles but I prefer riding MTA. I just recently read your 
advertisement in the L.A. Downtown News and I feel the public 
would be better served by the following: First of all we know that 
there isn't really anything at Beverly and Atlantic Streets. Why 
not end at Floral and Atlantic. The buses could layover by East 

83.A Los Angeles College where lines 30 and 31 stop. You would be 
allowing the public to shop at Atlantic Square. It may not be a 

I 
mall but at least it's a place to shop. Second: Increase lines 30 and 

83.8 31 on First Street. This is already an existing line. Have the. 
Eastside Blue Line originate from Atlantic and Floral, continue 
your projection but then go north on Boyle Street and continue to 
go to the USC General Hospital, with a stop at the Express Lane. 
We know a great majority of the Hispanic community does not 
have insurance and this facility is vital to them. Educate them that 
by stopping at the Expressway they continue to go Union · 
Station/Olvera Street or perhaps if they choose to go east where 

I 
they can make connections to El Monte Station. I would like for 
your company to cut back and save as much as you can so that the 

83·c Eastside Blue Line runs on Saturday and Sundays. Should my 
suggestions get trashed please see to it that when the time comes to 



83 0 
I place benches on the streets, you will place them where there is 

· shade. Be careful in the choice of benches because of graffiti and 
individuals who use that the device to cut glass. I have always felt 
that my suggestion would be benefiting to your company, only 
because I ride your buses. Who better to make suggestions but the 
people who actually ride them? . 

Sincerely, ~ 
~~ 

Estella Gonzalez 
404 San Pasqua! Drive 
Alhambra, CA 9180 1 

(213) 244 3092 work 

83.E I P.S. I forgot to mention: Offer the public a free blue promotional 
transfer so they can experiment with connecting lines. 



requtrements ot the NatiOnal bnv}ronmental Policy Act (NEPA) and 
the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). The SEIS/SEIR is 
_circulated for public review to disclose potential environmental 
impacts associated with building the project as an alternative to the 
suspended subway Metro. Red Line. The alternative is the direct result 
of public input and comments from the Major Investment Study 
(MIS) and ongoing outreach with interested public agencies and ·the 

I . 

public. This corridor study considers future bus and Metro service 
· expansion and the same regional road improvements . . Selected bus 
service r_putes and schedules will be reconfigured to operate as a feed
ers system for the Eastside pr9ject. 

. /~astside Metro 
System · 

.... .... 

83.F t+---....... -----..... ----i - ~ ,--~ ~ i 

/ 
/ 

send your written comments (postmarked by May 02, 2001) to: 
Steven Brye, Project Manager 

Los Angeles County MTA, 
One Gateway Plaza 

Mail Stop 99-22-2, Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Phone: 213/922-3078; Fax: 213/922-3005. 

Your written and verbal comments will be addressed during the 
preparation of the response to comments for the Final Environmental 
Impact Statement/Report. 

;, WHO TO CONTACT FOR A COPY OF 
ENVIRONMENTAl REPORT ;,; ;:. ::_: 1-: 

'~~~' _·:-~·: :'_ 

~ : ·' 

For information regarding the availability of copies of the ·· 
Environmental Impact Report, please contact Ms. Dolores Roybal 

. at the MTA at (213) 922-3024. 
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9 Station for 
the Eastside Blue Une. 

1. Union Station 

·2. 1st St./Alameda St. 

3. 1st St./Utah St . 

4. 1st St./Boyle ,Ave . 

5. 1st St./Soto St. 

6. 1st StJL.orena St. 

7. 3rd St./Rowan Ave. 

8. 3rd St./Mednik Ave. 

9. Beverly Blvd./Atlantic Blvd. 
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555 W. filt h Street Los Angeles. CA 90013-1011 

: ~ 
~ Sempra Energy· 

Facilities Management 

The California Public Utilities Commission 
does not regulate this company (see back) . 
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Rojas, James 

Alexis Navarro [anavarro1 01 @hotmail.com] 
Monday, April30, 2001 9:36PM 
RojasJ@MT A. NET 

james can you please forward and address the following letter to steven brye 
correct ly , i dont know his title and correct spelling of his name . thanks 

Dear Steve 
I am writ ing this letter to express my enthusiastic support of the proposal 
to e~tend the metro rail line east into the community of East Los Angeles. I 
have lived and worked in this community for over 25 years and as an 
architect and professor at East Los Angeles College, I am most intimately 
aware the beneficial consequences this project would bring this community. 
My architecture students have repeatedly expressed their excitement of this 
possible project and they have in the past been involved in exploring the 
design possibilities of the transportation stops. The vast majority of ELAC 
students use public transportation to arrive at our campus and they need a 
21st century transportation system to meet their needs, not more buses, 
which will further contribute to the increasing congested traffic lanes and 
endanger the safety of pedestrians. Adding more buses will ultimately prove 
to be a futile and misuse of this grand opportunity to bring a modern 
transportation system to our community. Pleas~ add my voice to those of us 
who are looking for ways to improve our community through the extension of 
the metro rail project into east Los Angeles. 

1 

Thank you , 
Alexis Navarro, Architecture Professor 

Get your FREE downl oad of MSN Explorer ·at http://explorer.msn.com 

2 

Y•. 
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March 8, 2001 

To Whom It May Concern: 

MAY 03 2001 

SCANNED 
IN RMC 

I am writing this letter in support of the modified light rail that is proposed for the 
Eastside Corridor. I have been a resident of Boyle Heights for 26 years and I have the 
best interests of this community at heart. Boyle Heights and the East LA Community 
need dependable and safe public transportation. I believe that the modified light rail, part 
subway and part light rail, will not only be cost effective but also very reliable in meeting 
the transportation needs of the transit depends citizens residing on the Eastside. In the 
construction of Alternative Three, as this transportation option is known, there are several 
criteria that should be met. First, people from the community should be hired and placed 
in key construction and management positions. This will help the community by giving 
residents desperately needed jobs and participation in the building process. 

Secondly, every precautionary measure should be taken to ensure the safety of 
individuals on the Eastside. All signs must be clearly posted and the latest technology 
should be utilized. Whenever possible, the light rail should avoid heavily traveled areas, 
even if it means extending the underground portion of the course father into the Eastside. 

Thirdly, the health of the citizens of the Eastside demands that electdcally-run trains-not 
gasoline fueled buses-should transport people from the city's outskirts to the inner city. 
Buses, no matter how cheap, deteriorate and cause tremendous amounts of pollution in a 
region already choked by smog. While at the local library, I had an opportunity to read 
the environmental impact report performed by the MT A and I am satisfied that 
Alternative Three will minimize air pollution and maximize pedestrian safety which is 
important in such a dense community. Investment in public transportation is long 
overdue on the Eastside and building a modified light-rail that will safely traverse the 
streets of the Eastside is the right choice. Thank you for allowing me to express my 
thought on this matter. 

Sincerely, 
) 

· : t 

,J/ t ,, v--
'-

Alberto Rodriguez 

cc: County Board of Supervisors 
cc: Richard Riordian 
cc. Antonio Villaraigosa 
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Re: Eastside Light Rail Project; impact on East Los Angeles; East Los Angeles Civic Center Plaza-
3rd and Mednik; Traffic Mitigation and Access on 3rd and Mednik 

Dear Walt, 

It was a pleasure speaking with you several weeks ago at the Garfield High School public forum. I was 
very encouraged after our talk regarding the steps you and the MT A are taking to ensure that traffic 
impact is minimized at the intersection of3rd and Mednik Avenue in East Los Angeles. 

I agree with your conclusions that left tum arrows are needed for traffic going all directions at the 
3rd/Mednik intersection since there are many pedestrians who cross at the intersection, and without 
separate left tum arrows, many drivers would be unable to make a left tum safely. 

I also hope you will consider installing a right tum pocket on 3rd street (going westbound). Given the 
Ill( traffic and pedestrian considerations and the available space on the northeast comer, many community 
oa members, including myself, believe that a right tum pocket will allow drivers turning northbound onto 
co Mednik to not congest traffic on 3rd street while they wait to make a right tum. This is especially 

important given the number of pedestrians that use the crosswalks at certain times of the day. 

As we discussed, I am a member of the Maravilla Community Advisory Committee (CAC), the Maravilla 
Businesspersons Association (MBA), the MT A Resident Advisory Committee (RAC) and on the Board 
of Directors for the East Los Angeles Chamber of Commerce. If you need the assistance or input from 
any of these organizations, or from residents or businesses that are affected by the Light Rail Project, I 
will be happy to facilitate a meeting to discuss any issues or answer any questions. 

I thank you for letting me be part of the planning process, and I look forward to working with the MT A 
on the East Side Light Rail Project. 

Sincerely, 

-~ 
Ron Mulcii . 
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7. 0: Responses to Comments on the Draft SEISISEIR 
Responses to Written Public Comments 

Responses to Gilbert Cedillo, California Assemblymember, 46th District 
(Comment Letter 1) 

A Section ' · ofthe Final SEIS/SEIR calls for providing crossing guards in vicinity of 
all construction sites and haul routes as warranted in accordance with California DOT 
Traffic Manual, Chapter 10-07.3, Warrants for Adult Crossing Guards. Where the manual 
criterion does not warrant placement of crossing guards, MT A will provide crossing guards 
during school hours on a site-specific basis during construction, where related lane closures 
will divert traffic to residential streets utilized by elementary and middle school students or 
upon request of school administrators. Section 4.14 states that once the LRT is operational, 
MT A will provide a crossing guard during daily arrival and dismissal times at the schools 
closest to the alignment (Ramona High, Utah Elementary, Our Lady of Lourdes, and 
Griffith Middle Schools), upon request by the school administrators for as long as their 
presence is requested. 

B Section 4.14 states that MTA will provide to LAUSD an instructional safety program with 
materials at no charge to all affected schools in the study area. 

1 C Each of the above referenced comments relate to the Construction Impact Program that is 
developed, implemented and managed by MTA's Public Affairs Department throughout the 
preconstruction, construction, and pre-revenue phases of transit corridor development and 
completion. 

Critical to the development of the construction impact program are the factors specified in 
the Final SEIS/SEIR. This document has legal standing and calls out the major areas of 
concern that must be addressed for the benefit of the community during the course of 
construction. Impacts to parking, access, and circulation are examples of areas of major 
concern. Building on the data in the Final SEIS/SEIR, Public Affairs conducts door-to-door 
surveys to individually interpret these impacts to businesses, residents, schools and facilities 
and the population inhabiting, working or frequenting these locations. 

Development of a construction impact program is the result of the compiled data from the 
surveys and ongoing meetings with individuals and groups in the community. A true 
understanding of the patterns for commerce, education, recreation and general circulation is 
the underpinning for a successful construction impact program. With this knowledge, the 
Public Affairs team develops individual impact programs for businesses, facilities, and 
residents. These programs may include signage, advertising, improved access, parking, 
cleaning, community fairs, security and pursuing flexibility for scheduling work activities if 
feasible. Construction impact programs are developed and budgeted annually in 
consultation with affected businesses and facilities. 

As part of the construction impact program, the Public Affairs team has the responsibility to 
keep the community informed of all current and expected construction activities and 
impacts. This is accomplished through regularly scheduled meetings in the community, 
publication of newsletters and the distribution of construction notices. Public Affairs 
officers represent the community's concerns at meetings with the MTA's contractors and 
third party participants such as the utilities. Public Affairs Officers are on call and on page 
for immediate response to concerns or urgent matters affecting the community as a result of 
transit corridor construction. 

The Construction Impact Programs will be developed in accordance with MTA Board 
adopted criteria for the Construction Impact Program. They will be developed to the same 
Board approved standard used in the MTA Red Line MOS-3 Project. 
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7. 0: Responses to Comments on the Draft SEISISEIR 
Responses to Written Public Comments 

1 D For the construction ofthis system, the MTA's contractors will be required to carry the 
insurance, and it will thereby be the contractors' insurance carriers who will have primary 
responsibility for processing damage claims. To ensure the timely processing of these 
claims, the MT A will, through its contract specifications, set forth a procedure and time 
frame for responding to claims. These responses will be monitored on a monthly basis, and 
penalties will be invoked for non-compliance to the specifications for claims response. In 
addition, the MTA's Risk Management Department, along with Public Affairs, will assign 
management level liaisons to coordinate with the community and the contractors to facilitate 
claims issues. 

1 E 

1 F 

Prior to commencement of construction, a comprehensive pre-construction survey will be 
conducted along the light rail alignment to establish the condition of properties. Videotaped 
and catalogued, this survey will establish a baseline beneficial to all parties for future claims 
adjudication as it may relate to property damage alleged to be caused by construction 
activities. 

Loss of business claims are investigated and processed according to criteria distinguishing 
those related to a specific event with a specific impact and time duration and those claims 
which relate to impacts to business over a sustained period of adjacent construction activity. 
In both instances, businesses must be prepared to document activities and earnings to 
substantiate their claims. 

To maintain the best possible relationship to the community during the course of 
construction, MTA will closely monitor the contractors' obligations for timely response to 
claims and work diligently to ensure the fair and appropriate processing of worthy claims. 
Comprehensive coverage with evidence of coverage by the MTA's contractors is required as 
part of an executed agreement between the MTA and its contractors. 

The claims processing language placed in MTA contracts and requirements for insurance, as 
well as the pre construction survey will all be developed in accordance with existing MTA 
Construction Design Guidelines. 
The MTA is committed to providing a project that not only provides improved transit 
service in the area, but also a project that enhances the physical aesthetics of the 
neighborhoods in which it is planned. The Eastside Light Rail Project budget includes 
funding for new landscaping, lighting, art, signage, and other amenities, which will enhance 
the communities in which the project runs. The MTA will also be conducting a Community 
Linkage Study/Program that will identify further improvements that will tie surrounding 
communities to the project beyond the immediate station area. 
Section §;9. of the Final SEIS/SEIR discusses the potential for the proposed project to 
generate employment and economic activity. MTA is committed to formulating a local hire 
policy that will be reviewed by the Eastside Corridor Review Advisory Committee. The 
local hiring process will be developed at least equal to the Alameda Corridor program. 
MTA will be formulating a local employment policy for construction and operational
related job opportunities for the corridor. Such a program will include resources for job 
development and training and will be made available to persons unable to find jobs as a 
result of business relocations. 

Re-sponses to Nick Pacheco, Los Angeles City Councilmember, Fourteenth District 
(Comment Letter 2) 
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7.0: Responses to Comments on the Draft SEISISEIR 
Responses to Written Public Comments 

A MTA agrees with Councilmember Pacheco and will conduct the requested study. The 
E development of rail facilities in an already ' 'built out" urban environment does require the 

modification of existing lighting configurations in such a way as to allow operation of the 
rail system and providing for improved automobile and pedestrian movements. In response 
to the issues listed below the project will include the following mitigations; (1) The MTA 
has initiated a rail safety and pedestrian safety analysis/study near light rail facilities that 
includes the development of crossing control devices for automobiles and pedestrians. The 
MTA will direct that study to include specific application to locations along this rail 
corridor. Safety improvements specified by the Public Utility Commission (PUC) and the 
State of California Highway Design Manual (HDM) will be included in the construction of 
the rail system. In addition to improvements specified above, the project will include 
additional safety devices in priority areas identified in the rail safety and pedestrian study. 
Funding for pedestrian safety devices beyond those specified by the PUC and HDM has 
been identified for demonstration of new technology safety devices on the Pasadena Blue 
Line and could be incorporated into the Eastside Corridor project. 

B calls for providing crossing guards in vicinity of all construction sites and 
haul routes as warranted in accordance with California DOT Traffic Manual, Chapter I 0-
07. 3, Warrants for Adult Crossing Guards. Where the manual criterion does not warrant 
placement of crossing guards, MT A will provide crossing guards during school hours on a 
site-specific basis during construction, where related lane closures will divert traffic to 
residential streets utilized by elementary and middle school students or upon request of 
school administrators. Section 4.14 states that once the LRT is operational, MTA will 
provide a crossing guard during daily arrival and dismissal times at the schools closest to 
the alignment (Ramona High, Utah Elementary, Our Lady of Lourdes, and Griffith Middle 
Schools), if requested by the school administrators for as long as their presence is requested. 

C Similar to the safety precautions it takes for the Metro Blue Line, the MTA will visit all of 
the schools and senior citizen centers, if requested by the centers, along the Eastside 
Corridor alignment on a regular basis, in a continued effort to educate youth on the 
importance of staying away from Metro Rail tracks. For several years now, the MTA has 
been hosting similar classes that pertain to Metro Blue Line safety, with a great deal of 
success. Safety programs will also be conducted at senior citizen centers in the vicinity of 
the alignment if requested by the centers. 

D The MTA agrees with this recommendation. Money has been set aside in the Eastside 
Corridor budget for the purpose of identifying and implementing pedestrian and traffic 
safety apparatus along the alignment. The MTA is currently talking to other light rail train 
operators and vendors around the country to identify the latest technologies in safety and 
security equipment. The Project will be constructed in full accordance with existing MTA 
Fire Life Safety Criteria and will be reviewed for safety adequacy by the MTA Fire Life 
Safety Committee, which includes two fire chiefs, one each from the City and County Fire 
Departments. Their participation is funded by MTA. 

F Comment noted. Public safety is of utmost concern to MT A. The project will inco!:£orate 
the many design features and measures that are discussed in Sections ~4B,;;A?d4ta:fi:a 
~~of the Final SEIS/SEIR to enhance safety. The project will be required to meet 
MTA Rail Transit Design Criteria and Standards, Fire/Life Safety Criteria, Volume IX. 

Responses to Nick Pacheco, Los Angeles City Councilmember, Fourteenth District 
(Comment Letter 3) 

3 A The MTA is committed to providing an accessible and safe project to the communities in 
which it serves. The Eastside Light Rail Project budget includes funding for pedestrian 
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lighting, signage, pedestrian crossings, and other safety features, which will enhance the 
effectiveness and safety of the project. Pedestrian walkways, paths and crosswalks may be 
colorized to ensure visibility of pedestrians. 
MTA with Councilmember Pacheco and will take the requested actions. Section 

ofthe Final SEIS/SEIR calls for providing crossing guards in vicinity of all 
construction sites and haul routes as warranted in accordance with California DOT Traffic 
Manual, Chapter 10-07.3, Warrants for Adult Crossing Guards . Where the manual 
criterion does not warrant placement of crossing guards, MT A may provide crossing guards 
during school hours on a site-specific basis during school hours during construction, where 
related lane closures will divert traffic to residential streets utilized by elementary and 
middle school students. Section 4.14 states that once the LRT is operational, MTA will 
consider providing a crossing guard during daily arrival and dismissal times at the schools 
closest to the alignment (Ramona High, Utah Elementary, Our Lady of Lourdes, and 
Griffith Middle Schools), if requested by the school administrators for as long as their 
presence is requested. 

Similar to the safety precautions it takes for the Metro Blue Line, the MTA will visit all of 
the schools along the Eastside Corridor alignment on a regular basis, in a continued effort to 
educate youth on the importance of staying away from Metro Rail tracks. For several years 
now, the MTA has been hosting similar classes that pertain to Metro Blue Line safety, with 
a great deal of success. Safety programs will also be conducted at senior citizen centers in 
the vicinity of the alignment upon request by the centers. 

The MTA agrees with your recommendation to incorporate the latest technological 
improvements to enhance safety. Money has been set aside in the Eastside Corridor budget 
for the purpose of identifying and implementing pedestrian and traffic safety apparatus 
along the alignment. The MTA is currently talking to other light rail train operators and 
vendors around the country to identify the latest technologies in safety and security 
equipment. The project will be constructed in full accordance with existing MTA Fire/Life 
Safety Criteria and will be reviewed for safety adequacy by the MTA Fire/Life Safety 
Committee, which includes two fire chiefs, one each from the City and County Fire 
Departments. Their participation is funded by MT A. 

3 C MTA agrees with Councilmember Pacheco and will conduct the requested study. The 
development of rail facilities in an already ''built out" urban environment does require the 
modificatioR of existing lighting configurations in such a way as to allow operation of the 
rail system and providing for improved automobile and pedestrian movements. In response 
to the issues listed below the project will include the following mitigations; (1) The MTA 
has initiated a rail safety and pedestrian safety analysis/study near light rail facilities that 
includes the development of crossing control devices for automobiles and pedestrians. The 
MT A will direct that study to include specific application to locations along this rail 
corridor. Safety improvements specified by the Public Utility Commission (PUC) and the 
State of California Highway Design Manual (HDM) will be included in the construction of 
the rail system. In addition to improvements specified above, the project will include 
additional safety devices in priority areas identified in the rail safety and pedestrian study. 
Funding for pedestrian safety devices beyond those specified by the PUC and HDM has 
been identified for demonstration of new technology safety devices on the Pasadena Blue 
Line and could be incorporated into the Eastside Corridor project. 

3 D MT A will minimize housing takes to the extent possible on Indiana Street between 1 st and 
3"rd-Streets as requested by the Councilmember. The MT A Board adopted Option 1 at its 
May 24, 2001 meeting which places the light rail project in the center oflndiana, 
minimizing residential takes. However, the need to replace lost on-street parking is 
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projected to require the acquisition of six multi-family residential housing units on the east 
side of Indiana Street. Since circulation of the Draft SEIS/SEIR, MTA has been meeting 
with LAUSD and LADOT to discuss their concerns relating to Ramona High School, traffic 
and parking issues on Indiana Street, and the operation of the LRT in the vicinity. As a 
result of these discussions, MTA has decided to study an additional option in the Final 
SEIS/SEIR (refer to Chapter 2.0 for a complete discussion of the option). The option 
includes building a new school at another site in the community or major reconstruction of 
the existing school building and addition of a LRT station at 3rdllndiana, which will provide 
the students and faculty with convenient access to the LRT. MTA, with LAUSD and 
LADOT input, will decide whether to implement this option or the one that does not require 
acquisition of school property after considering all of the findings in the Final SEIS/SEIR 
regarding environmental impacts of each option. This new option involves acquisition of 
housing and other existing uses on the east side of Indiana Street between 151 and 3rd Streets. 
The acquisitions would allow the existing two travel lanes and the on-street parking to 
remain along this narrow street. The LRT track would operate on the acquired parcels east 
of Indiana Street. 

MTA is required to follow all of the stipulations of the Uniform Relocation Assistance and 
Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970 as amended. The legislation requires certain 
relocation services and payments be made to eligible residents, businesses, and non-profit 
organizations displaced by construction and operation ofMTA transit-related projects. The 
Act provides for uniform and equitable treatment of persons displaced from their homes, 
businesses, and farms by federal and federally assisted programs, and establishes uniform 
and equitable acquisition policies. Section of the Final SEIS/SEIR provides additional 
information about mitigation for those property owners that would lose their properties. 

3 E Due to the built environment surrounding the Utah Station, it is infeasible to widen the 
street any further. To do so would require the acquisition and demolition of surrounding 
businesses. 

3 F See response to Comment 3A. 
3 G See response to Comment 3B. 
3 H This will be addressed during the Community Linkages Study/Program, funded by the 

MTA. Refer to Section~ of the Final SEIS/SEIR. 
3 I We will locate a construction staging site on Cesar Chavez as requested. Every possible 

item and all possible support services, such as offices and employee parking, will be located 
at Cesar Chavez so as to minimize the 151 and Soto take as requested. 

3 J To the extent possible, construction will be accomplished in limited areas at a given time. 
It is likely that parking in multiple block areas will need to be removed for limited durations 
(several months) to accommodate the track installation which is much more efficient if it 
can be accomplished in longer sections. 

3 K Critical to the development of the construction impact program are the factors specified in 
the Final SEIS/SEIR. This document has legal standing and calls out the major areas of 
concern that must be addressed for the benefit of the community during the course of 
construction. Impacts to parking, access, and circulation are examples of areas of major 
concern. Building on the data in the Final SEIS/SEIR, Public Affairs conducts door-to-door 
surveys to individually interpret these impacts to businesses, residents, schools and fac ilities 
and the population inhabiting, working or frequenting these locations. 

"Qeyelopment of a construction impact program is the result of the compiled data from the 
surveys and conducting ongoing meetings with individuals and groups in the community. A 
true understanding of the patterns for commerce, education, recreation and general 
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circulation is the underpinning for a successful construction impact program. With this 
lmowledge, the Public Affairs team develops individual impact programs for businesses, 
facilities, and residents. These programs may include signage, advertising, improved 
access, parking, cleaning, community fairs, security and pursuing flexibility for scheduling 
work activities if feasible . Construction impact programs are developed and budgeted 
annually in consultation with affected businesses and facilities. 

As part of the construction impact program, the Public Affairs team has the responsibility to 
keep the community informed of all current and expected construction activities and 
impacts. This is accomplished through regularly scheduled meetings in the community, 
publication of newsletters and the distribution of construction notices. Public Affairs 
officers represent the community's concerns at meetings with the MTA's contractors and 
third party participants such as the utilities. Public Affairs Officers are on call and on page 
for immediate response to concerns or urgent matters affecting the community as a result of 
transit corridor construction. 

The Construction Impact Programs will be developed in accordance with MT A Board 
adopted criteria for the Construction Impact Program. They will be developed to the same 
Board approved standard used in the MTA Red Line MOS-3 Project. 

3 L It is MTA's policy to first seek to acquire the required property interests by negotiation. 
However, MTA has the power of eminent domain and may acquire real and personal 
property and other property interests by the process of condemnation. If MTA intends to 
acquire any interest in property by exercise of the power of eminent domain, it will institute 
formal condemnation proceedings and not intentionally make it necessary for the owner to 
institute legal proceedings. 

3 M The MTA has been in contact with the various partners involved in Aliso Village Hope VI 
project and the White Memorial Hospital expansion project. It is anticipated that both 
projects will be complete prior to initiation of construction on the Eastside Light Rail. 
Coordination with the City, CRA, and the hospital is occurring in order to reduce the 
possibility of project conflicts. 

3 N Section ·6:M of the Draft SEIS/SEIR indicates that a span-wire catenary system would be 
used to avoid the need for additional mid-street supports and also to mimic the design of the 
original street car system that ran along the bridge. However, since circulation of that 
document, LADOT has indicated their strong preference for installing catenary poles in the 
center of the bridge, instead of using span wire to connect to the lighting poles on the outer 
edges of the bridge. They believe that the span-wire concept would result in a less attractive 
effect than use of center poles. Their objections to the span-wire concept also regarded the 
need to manufacture about 35 additional poles (existing poles could not handle additional 
loads for catenary wires, etc.) and reconstruction of all electrical systems that would cost 
about two million dollars. For these reasons, the span-wire concept was eliminated in favor 
of the catenary poles in the center of the bridge. This system will be designed compatible 
with the historic fabric and will adhere to guidelines established by the Secretary of the 
Interior's Standards for the Treatment of Historic · resulting in no impact to the 
viaduct. Ei:~oo~~&ii~~[ll~OO]~~~ 

3 0 MTA is developing a Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) with the State Historic 
Preservation Office (SHPO) to ensure that the historic integrity of the plaza will be kept 
intact. The specifics of the ~MP.A'~y$'tl<;flt(1 in the Final SEIS/SEIR. 

~ P To shield properties against glare from headlamps on Indiana Street, landscaping or other 
screening material will be planted in the path ofheadlamps. This will reduce the impact of 
glare to less than significant. 

3 Q The MTA Board decided on May 24, 2001 to eliminate Option 2 from consideration due to 
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adverse impacts of the acquisitions. However, Option B, which is a modification of Option 
1, that was selected by the MTA Board for further study, requires acquisition of the 
properties on the east side oflndiana Street. Chapter 2 of the Final SEIS/SEIR provides a 
description of Option B. If Option B is selected for implementation, the excess property 
will be landscaped to provide a linear plaza/park-like setting with sidewalks and street 
furniture as discussed in Section 6 of the Final SEIS/SEIR. 

3 R The MTA Board decided on May 24, 2001 to eliminate Option 3 from further consideration. 

3 S Line 620 is one of the lines that is being considered for rerouting. Refer to Section !:0:!~::! 
of the Final SEIS/SEIR for more information on the Bus Route Interface and the procedure 
for service changes. 

3 T MT A will not close any neighboring parks during construction or operation of the light rail. 
MTA will be implementing various safety measures to ensure the safety of all community 
members using those parks adjacent to the construction sites. The MTA will provide 
crossing guards and fencing sufficient to maintain safe access to all parks. Major 
construction areas will have a security guard during non-working hours to provide safety to 
community members. 

Responses to Lisa B. Hanf, Manager Federal Activities Office, U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency, Region IX (Comment Letter 4) 

~ A As detailed in · in Section of the Final SEIS/SEIR document, the 
underground excavation, tunnel boring, finish stations, welding operations, and platform/rail 
installation, is antici ated to have a duration of 14, 12, 15, 26, and 26 months, respectively. 

B 

In addition, Table ~ indicates that worst-case PM10 emissions are expected to occur 
during a 6-month period, during simultaneous excavation and tunnel boring activity. 

All contractors will be subject to the provisions of SCAQMD Rule 403, which require that 
fugitive dust emissions be mitigated to the greatest extent feasible . In addition, all 
contractors must meet MTA Section 01566 pollution controls requirements, which requires 
that all equipment engines be properly tuned at all times. 

MT A will implement and enforce a variety of measures to mitigate construction-related air 
quality impacts. Such measures include the use of non-diesel and electrical equipment 
where electrical service is available, site watering, covering ofhaul trucks, street sweeping, 
and other measures in conformance with construction specifications, as well as local, 
regional, and state ordinances and laws. Air quality in the Eastside area will improve 
because of operation of the Eastside Light Rail. MT A will require contractors to install 
wheel-washing equipment at the exits of tunnel construction sites so that trucks hauling 
excavated material will have clean wheels and undercarriages when they leave the sites and 
enter the paved public roads. Section ~L 9.2.6 has been revised to provide air quality 
mitigation commitments as requested. 
MTA will request that all contractors minimize the use of on-site diesel equipment. 
However, heavy earthmoving equipment such as dozers, backhoes, and graders have no 
non-diesel equivalent. Only ancillary equipment, such as small generators and compressors 
have non-diesel equivalents. Since most heavy-duty construction equipment does not have 
a non-diesel equivalent, no emissions reductions related to the "minimized use of on-site 
dje.sel equipment" were considered in calculating construction emissions. 

In an effort to minimize all equipment emissions, contractors will be required to conform to 
MTA Section 01566 mandates that require equipment engines to be properly tuned at all 
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times. Section has been revised to reflect this information. 
C The proposed storage and maintenance yard site is currently being used by the Metro Red 

Line as a storage and maintenance yard. If contamination is encountered, refined and 
naturally occurring petroleum hydrocarbon compounds are expected. The potential for 
encountering contamination during construction is possible but is highly contingent upon 
the depth of excavation required. Considering that the site is already being used as a storage 
and maintenance yard, the likelihood of encountering contamination is considered low. 
Considering that mitigation efforts would have been performed as part of the construction 
for the existing facility, it is unlikely that significant impacts will remain that would affect 
the proposed construction or operation. 

D The MTA will include information regarding RCRA compliance and other State hazardous 
waste disposal requirements that apply to this project in the Final construction documents. 
The MTA has recently initiated an environmental and geotechnical investigation of the LRT 
alignment, and data obtained from the investigation will be used to formulate more specific 
options for handling and treatment of contaminated materials. As a response to specific 
questions, the MTA's comments follow: (1) The MTA is currently regulated as a hazardous 
waste generator, and all manifesting of potentially hazardous materials will be conducted 
with the MTA as sole generator. The FTA and/or contractor will not be regulated as 
hazardous waste generators as it relates to this project; (2) The MTA has an EPA Generator 
Number. As chemical properties and disposal classifications of contaminated soils 
excavated will be variable, haul routes and anticipated disposal facilities are not known at 
this time. However, haul routes and waste disposal facilities will be included within the 
final contract documents; (3) No on-site treatment of hazardous soils will be conducted 
during the project. All contaminated soils and hazardous soils will be transported off-site to 
the MTA's temporary storage facility regulated by the Department of Toxic Substances 
Control (DTSC); (4) The MTA will follow the provisions CCR Title 22, Division 4 and 
CCR Title 23 Chapter 15 as it relates to the classification and disposal of hazardous wastes. 
All soil believed to be contaminated will be sampled in accordance with SW -846 sampling 
protocols, and profiled into a legally acceptable and properly permitted disposal facility. 

E During preliminary engineering, construction, and operation of the Eastside LRT project, 
the MTA will strive to minimize storm water runoff within construction areas and within the 
parking lots and platforrils of the finished project. The MTA will comply with storm water 
regulations of the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) and the Los Angeles 
Regional Water Quality Control Board (LARWQCB) during construction and operation of 
the project. Storm water regulations applicable to the project include the General NPDES 
Storm Water permit program, and the use of structural best management practices (BMPs) 
as specified by the LARWQCB's newly adopted Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation 
Plan (SUSMP). Construction, drainage, and landscaping techniques consistent with storm 
water runoff minimization will also be employed during construction and operation of the 
project. 

F During design and construction of the Eastside LRT project, the MTA procurement 
department will comply with the requirements of Resource Conservation and Recovery Act 
(RCRA) Section 6002 (EPA' s Buy-Recycled program) where technically feasible and 
appropriate. The MTA will strive to incorporate the latest Comprehensive Procurement 
Guide (CPG) listings of recycled or re-used materials applicable to construction, 
landscaping, and transportation products used on the Eastside LRT project. Procurement 
decisions regarding RCRA Section 6002 compliance will consider the price of designated 
items made with recovered materials versus typical products, the competition base of 
recovered goods suppliers, unusual and unreasonable delays for procurement of products, 
and the compliance of recovered and/or recycled goods with MTA design criteria for the 
LRT project. Text has been added to Section 19.2. of the Final SEIS/SEIR to reflect 
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~ G The regulatory requirements for handling of hazardous waste at the Maintenance and 
Storage Facility (M&SF) will be similar to those described in the response to Comment 4D. 
All materials handling, pollution prevention, and housekeeping practices will be conducted 
in accordance with the applicable regulations of the Department of Toxic Substances 
Control, Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board, Environmental Protection 
Agency, and any other applicable federal , state, and local regulatory agencies. The above 
items will also be included within the final contract documents. 

The MTA will coordinate all hazardous waste issues within State-owned rights-of-way with 
Cal trans Environmental Engineering. In accordance with the Caltrans Stormwater Manual 
and the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board (LARWQCB) General NPDES 
Permit for Construction Sites, a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) will be 
prepared and implemented throughout the project. 

~ H have been made; new format is one graphic instead of three, and is called 

Responses to Scott B. Gudes, Acting Under Secretary for Oceans and Atmosphere 
Administrator and Deputy Under Secretary, U.S. Department of Commerce 
(Comment Letter 5) 

5 A The MTA and MTA's preliminary engineering consultants have reviewed the NGS 
monuments during the surveying activities for mapping the project and have located all 
known monuments within the study area. MTA will notify the NGS at least 90 days in 
advance of any construction activity that may affect any NGS monument and will pay for 
the relocation and/or resetting related to them. 

Responses to Sandro Amaglio, Regional Environmental Officer, Federal Emergency 
Management Agency, Region IX (Comment Letter 5-1} 

5- A As described in Sections 4.11 and 4.20, the LRT Build Alternative would not result in 
1 affecting floodplains as none of the project' s facilities or components would be located 

within a Special Flood Hazard Area (SFHA), or 100- or 500-year floodplain. Regulations 
adopted by the local communities regarding SFHAs is irrelevant because the project would 
not affect such areas. 

5- B See response to Comment 5-1 A. No new structures would be located in SFHAs or in areas 
1 that would otherwise affect floodplain levels, so no new mitigation would need to be added 

to reduce impacts for such events. 
5- C See response to Comment 5-1 A. Construction would not result in any change to the flood 
1 hazard data shown on the FIRM in any of the project areas, so there is no need to revise the 

FIRM. 
5- D See response to Comment 5-1A. As no impacts associated with floodplains would occur, 
1 the goals of the NFIP are irrelevant with respect to the project. 

Responses to Laura J. Simonek, Principal Environmental Specialist, Metropolitan 
Water District of Southern California (Comment Letter 6) 

6 A The subway portion of the Eastside LRT project will be below the MWD Palos Verdes 
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Feeder and was considered in the preliminary engineering designs that will be submitted to 
MWD for review and comment. 
All preliminary engineering and final design level drawings and typical sections will be 
submitted to MWD for review and comment. 

Responses to Jeffrey M. Smith, Senior Planner, Intergovernmental Review, Southern 
California Association of Governments (Comment Letter 7) 

~ A The following has been inserted into Section of the Final SEIS/SEIR: The LRT Build 
Alternative would be compatible with policies in SCAG's RCPG in several ways. The 
project would be influential in supporting transportation demand management in that it 
would decrease overall demand for vehicle ridership in the project corridor. By reducing 
vehicle demand and providing another mode of transportation, a more balanced demand for 
several modes of transportation would be supported. Land use patterns that are consistent 
with transportation and transit characteristics, such as transit-oriented development, would 
also be supported by the LRT Build Alternative, as discussed in further detail in this section. 
The project would support safe and convenient means of non-motorized transportation, 
including bicycle and pedestrian-friendly environments near the project. The LRT Build 
Alternative would also be located along an ideal corridor for its use, which would maximize 
the use of existing urbanized areas, support redevelopment, and increase density of land 
uses in many locations along the corridor. 

7 B See response to Comment 7 A. 
~ C The Eastside Corridor LRT project is a transportation improvement project that is included 

in the SCAG Regional Transportation Plan. As discussed in the Final SEIS/SEIR, long
term project implementation is anticipated to reduce VMT and have a beneficial effect on 
regional air quality. Therefore, the project is consistent with the RTP. With regard to 
SCAG RCPG policies 4.04 and 5.07 (see Comment 7F), the project is supportive of these 
policies as it will increase public transit capacity and reduce regional automobile VMT. 
With regard to project construction, MTA will require (through the construction contract 
administration process) that all contractors shall implement car/vanpool programs 
throughout the construction process to minimize worker travel related VMT. 

7 D The Eastside LRT project has been designed to provide more transportation infrastructure 
for the Eastside communities and to provide supportive and enhanced bus transit services 
that will reduce the continued need to provide additional roadway projects. 

7 E MTA developed the mitigation measures specified in the Final SEIS/SEIR to minimize or 
avoid adverse impacts to the extent possible. The other jurisdictions have had the formal 
opportunity to comment on the adequacy of these measures pursuant to both the National 
Environmental Policy Act and the California Environmental Quality Act during the public 
review period of the Draft SEIS/SEIR. Their comments can be found in Volume II of the 
Final SEIS/SEIR. In addition, MTA has held individual meetings at other times during the 
study process to solicit their input on the mitigation measures. 

7 F See response to Comment 7C. 
FJ G The following has been inserted into Section 4.1 of the Final SEIS/SEIR: As part of the 

MTA's project commitments, where water is needed for irrigation of landscaping, bathroom 
facilities , and wherever else feasible , reclaimed water will be used to reduce reliance on 
imported water and wastewater discharges. 

7 H See responses to Comments 7C, 7F, and 7G. 
7 I See responses to Comments 7A through 7H. The project is consistent with SCAG's RCPG 

and applicable regional plans. See Section 4.1 of the Final SEIS/SEIR for additional 
information. 
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All mitigation measures associated with the project will be monitored in accordance with 
CEQA requirements. 

Responses to David Solow, Chief Executive Officer, Metro link, Southern California 
Regional Rail Authority (Comment Letter 8) 

A MTA during the preliminary engineering and design development activities will detail the 
passenger movements in conjunction with the Pasadena Blue Line and Amtrak 
improvements. The Eastside LRT project will be completed after the Pasadena Blue Line 
project is in operation but before the Amtrak southward extension project is 

B The Final SEIS/SEIR considered the requested analysis. Please see Section 
travel demand model indicates that the weekday peak period (six hours) hoardings (and 
same amount of alightings) at Union Station are 2,577 passengers under Option A and 2,700 
passengers under Option B that are attributable to the Eastside LRT extension project. This 
represents approximately ten percent of the total weekday peak period hoardings at Union 
Station for Metrolink (6,900), Metro Red Line (11 ,300), and the Pasadena-Eastside LRT 
Line (8,500) combined. There have been previous analyses done at Union Station for the 
subject transit services that would allow for accommodating this small increase 
(approximately ten percent) in activity due to the Eastside LRT project. 

C The MTA Board, on May 24, 2001 , adopted the existing Red Line Maintenance and Storage 
Facility as the site for development of a M&SF for the LRT. Therefore, no adverse impacts 
on SCRRA's planned facility are anticipated. 

D See response to Comment 8C. 
E The West Bank Yard is no longer being considered as the site for the M&SF. Therefore, the 

LRT project will have no impact on SCRRA's plans. 
F The East Bank Yard is no longer being considered as the site for the M&SF. Therefore, the 

LRT project will have no impact on SCRRA's plans. 
G MTA, Catellus Corporation, and Cal trans have hosted a regular series of interagency 

meetings concerning transportation planning at and adjacent to Union Station throughout 
the course of Project Development including SCRRA, Amtrak, Catellus, Caltrans, and the 
Los Angeles Department of Transportation (LADOT). These meetings have ensured 
coordination of the Eastside Corridor Project with other projects such as the elimination of a 
curve on the 101 Freeway by Cal trans, the proposed Freeway crossing by Amtrak, widening 
of Commerical street by LADOT, and related projects. 

Responses to H.A. Acevedo, Captain, Commander East Los Angeles Area, Dept. of 
California Highway Patrol (Comment Letter 9) 

~ A The MTA agrees with this recommendation. The MTA will consult with the CHP regarding 
traffic matters along the 3 rd Street segment of the Eastside Corridor project. 

9 B On May 24, 2001 the MT A Board adopted Option 1, which has been slightly modified and 
is now called Option A. If Option A is selected for implementation, MTA will fund a quick 
response tow truck service during operations to specifically target the Indiana transition 
point to minimize any impact during construction or operation. As discussed in Section 2.0 
of the Final SEIS/SEIR, a new Option B has been added for consideration in the vicinity of 
Indiana Street. It involves acquisition of properties on the east side of Indiana Street to 
accommodate the LRT track off-street. In this case, the existing travel lanes and on-street 
parking will be retained. 

9 C See response to Comment 9A. The CHP will be consulted on all traffic safety enforcement 
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9 D MTA will permanently fund school zone safety programs. MT A will fund law 
enforcement for the light rail project. The existing Red, Blue and Green lines have law 
enforcement contracts. So will the Eastside Corridor Light Rail Project. MTA will consult 
with the CHP during Project development and operation to ensure that CHP input is 
received. 

9 E The CHP will be notified of any traffic closures that could have an impact on freeways and 
other roads in which they have jurisdiction. 

Responses to Stephen Buswell, IGR/CEQA Program Manager, California Department 
of Transportation, Office of Regional Planning, District 7 

10 A All Caltrans requirements will be met by MTA and are being coordinated during the 
preliminary engineering phase. 

10 B MTA will prepare the required Project Study Report (PSR) type documents during the 
design development phase of the project. 

10 C MTA will conform to all applicable Cal trans design standards related to the crossings of all 
Caltrans facilities. 

10 D MTA will consult with Caltrans operations staff related to the crossing ofUS 101. 
10 E MT A will also consider Cal trans seismic design standards and will address all settlement 

impacts that may affect Caltrans facilities. 
10 F MTA will provide to Caltrans the preliminary engineering plans showing the plans and 

profiles for their review and comment. 

10 G Mitigation measures will include the signalization of some unsignalized intersections to 
accommodate LRT crossings, such as the on-ramps to the SR-60. Where traffic signals will 
affect operation of the ramps, a Permit, Engineering Evaluation Report will be developed as 
per Caltrans regulations, to be approved by the California Transportation Commission. In 
the County of Los Angeles, from Indiana Street, along 3rd Street, to the terminus on 
Beverly or Pomona Boulevards, MTA will consult with the California Highway Patrol 
(CHP) on traffic matters including intersections and pedestrians. Refer to Section 

10 H MTA plans to continue close coordination with state and local agencies in order to minimize 
potential project conflicts. The projects outlined in the Cal trans attachment have been 
noted. 

10 I Section 4.19.2.2, Construction Impacts: Traffic, has been revised to take these comments 
into account. 

10 J 

The following sentence has been added to the first paragraph under the Mitigation section: 
"In the event that freeway access ramps are affected by construction, Traffic Control Plans 
will be developed in coordination with Caltrans as well." 

Cal trans has been added to the list of agencies that will be consulted when developing haul 
routes. 

The following sentence has been added to the second paragraph under the Mitigation 
section: "Oversize and overweight vehicles will obtain Transportation Permits from 
Cal trans if their routes require the use of any State Highways." 

The MTA will coordinate all hazardous waste issues within State-owned rights-of-way with 
Caltrans Environmental Engineering. In accordance with the Caltrans Stormwater Manual 
and the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board (LARWQCB) General NPDES 
Permit for Construction Sites, a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) will be 
prepared and implemented throughout the project. 
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10 K MTA is aware that, according to the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBT A), it is illegal to 
directly kill, or destroy a nest of, nearly any bird species, and not just endangered species. 
While CEQA guidelines do not specifically address the MBTA, MTA will undertake 
suitable mitigation measures such as removing trees that are in the path of construction 
before the nesting season begins. 

10 L A copy of the Historic Property Survey Report has been prepared for the Eastside Corridor 
project which parallels areas addressed by the (Caltrans format) Historic Property Survey 
Report (HPSR), Archaeological Survey Report (ASR), and Historic Architectural Survey 
Report (HASR). A copy of this document has been submitted for Caltrans review. 

10 M MTA will implement a relocation assistance program to comply with both the federal 
Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisitions Policies Act of 1970 and 
California' s Relocation Act (Government Code Section 7260, et seq.). Refer to Section 4.3 
of the Final SEIS/SEIR for additional information. 

Responses to Terry Roberts, Senior Planner, State Clearinghouse, California 
Governor's Office of Planning and Research, State Clearinghouse 
(Comment Letter 11) 

11 A Comment noted, and MTA has responded to the letters. 

Responses to Dr. Knox Mellon, State Historic Preservation Officer, Office of Historic 
Preservation, Dept. of Parks and Recreation (Comment Letter 12) 

12 A Comment noted. 

Responses to Kenneth E. Trott, Environmental Coordinator, California Dept. of 
Conservation, Office of Governmental and Environmental Relations 
(Comment Letter 13) 

13 A Plugged and abandoned oil wells (ARCO Evergreen and Taylor Royalties) located within 
close proximity to the project limits will be shown on the project contract drawings. In 
addition, the final geotechnical report for the underground segments will include a 
discussion of the oil fields and any known wells. 

13 B See response to Comment 13A. Also, at this time, no known wells have been located in the 
area of tunneling or underground station construction. Provisions will be included in the 
project specifications (similar to those for the suspended project and previous Red Line 
segments) to instruct the contractor as to procedures to be followed if a well is encountered. 

13 C Comment noted 

Responses to Terry Roberts, Senior Planner, State Clearinghouse, Governor's Office 
of Planning and Research (Comment Letter 14) 

14 A Comment noted. MTA has received the letter from California Department of Conservation 
and has responded to the comments. 

Responses to Terry Roberts, Senior Planner, State Clearinghouse, Governor's Office 
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of Planning and Research (Comment Letter 15) 

15 A Comment noted, and MTA has responded to the letters. 

Responses to Chief John Tripp, Metro Rail Coordinator, County of Los Angeles Fire 
Department (Comment Letter 16) 

[~ A Comment noted. Section 4.14.1 has been corrected. 
16 B Comment noted. 
16 C Comment noted. Where the LRT project requires changes to the streets, they will be 

designed and constructed to comply with the code. 
16 D The MTA understands that the alignment must meet all safety and security codes as stated 

by the City and County of Los Angeles. During the design phase of the Eastside Corridor 
Project, a fire chief from each ofthe Los Angeles City and County Fire Departments will be 
on-hand to ensure the project meets all City and County Codes. 

16 E Fire hydrant flows and spacing will be developed as specified on page 2 of your letter. In 
addition, all project drawings will be reviewed by the MTA Fire Life Safety Committee, 
which includes a fire chief each from the City and County Fire Departments. No facilities 
will be built or operated which the Chiefs deem unsafe. If initial designs contain flaws, we 
will meet with the fire chiefs until they certify that the design is correct. In addition, all 
designs will meet MTA Board adopted Fire Life Safety Criteria. 

16 F See response to Comment 16D. 
16 G See response to Comment 16D. The MTA will work with the Los Angeles City and County 

Fire Departments to be sure all designs are acceptable. 
16 H All designs will include the limited access devices contained on page 3 of your letter. MTA 

will ensure that the Fire Departments are able to verify this to your satisfaction, in the 
drawings and after the project is constructed. MTA personnel will train with firefighters in 
preparing for project-related emergencies at MTA expense prior to project opening. 
Training will include simulated fires, simulated passenger with a heart attack etc, to the 
satisfaction of the MTA Fire Life Safety Committee, which includes a fire chief each from 
the City and County Fire Departments. 

16 I Any proposed traffic calming measures will be submitted for review prior to 
implementation as requested. 

Responses to Ronald J. Ornee, Assistant Director, County of Los Angeles, Department 
of Public Works (Comment Letter 17) 

17 A The requested capacity analysis is presented in Sections B~ .· ;iii(F.~:Z of the Final 
SEIS/SEIR. Table ··t presents the 2020 LRT Build Traffic impacts with mitigation for 
the corridor study intersections. Although existing left turn lanes will be eliminated along 
the LRT alignment, left turns at most signalized intersections would be permitted with split 
phasing signal operations. At the five locations listed below, it is proposed that the 
following left turn movements be prohibited to facilitate overall intersection traffic flow and 
accommodate LRT movements. 
+ 1st Street and Lorena Street- Prohibit eastbound and westbound left turns off 1st Street 

onto Lorena. 
+ · 1st Street and Indiana Street - Prohibit eastbound left turns off 1st Street onto Indiana. 
+ 3rd Street and Indiana Street - Prohibit westbound left turns off 3rd Street onto Indiana. 
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+ Beverly Boulevard and Atlantic Boulevard - Prohibit eastbound left turns off Beverly 
onto Atlantic under Option A. 

+ 3rd Street and Pomona/Beverly!Woods- Prohibit westbound left turns from Beverly to 
Woods under Option B. 

17 B MTA agrees and will comply with this request. 
17 C Traffic impacts and proposed mitigation measures are discussed in Sections 

Proposed mitigation measures for parking impacts during operations are discussed in 
Section . •. For both traffic and parking, MTA will coordinate closely with the City of 
Los Angeles and the County of Los Angeles in developing appropriate traffic and parking 
management plans during construction. Section of the Final SEIS/SEIR provides 
estimated construction activity durations which are useful in understanding the probable 
duration of parking impacts. Section lists construction parking impact mitigation 
measures adopted in the Final SEIS/SEIR. The construction parking mitigation plan will be 
developed to the standards ofLADOT and LA County DPW which will review and approve 
it, providing an independent check on the judgment of MT A. MT A commits that all 
contractors will be required to provide off-street parking for their workers, to minimize the 
impact on the community. 

17 D The requested counts, calculations and lane configurations were furnished to LA City and 
LA County on December 11, 2000. The data is included in the Traffic Technical Report. 

17 E County traffic impact analysis criteria were used in analyzing County roadways and 
intersections. Refer to Section : . ~ and~~~ 

17 F The requested partial signal operation during the LRT crossing phase will be discussed with 
LA County staff during the preliminary engineering phase. However, without dedicated left 
turn lanes along the corridor, left turn vehicles traveling parallel to the LRT tracks would 
block the through traffic lane adjacent to the LRT tracks. If through traffic is allowed to 
move during an LRT train phase, that traffic will be stopped by vehicles waiting to complete 
their left turn. 

17 G Provision of left turn pockets would require either the loss of one of the two proposed peak 
hour through lanes or purchase of additional right-of-way. Given the built up character of 
the 3rd Street corridor, MTA has concluded that the lesser environmental impact occurs by 
not purchasing additional right-of-way and using split phase signals to accommodate left 
turns. MTA commits to continued cooperative review of traffic lane designs with County 
Public Works final · 

17 H As shown in of the Final SEIS/SEIR, existing street widths do not 
permit the use of a standard 12-foot traffic lane and a standard parking lane width in most 
locations. 

17 I Rolled or raised curbs, rumble strips, or other similar devices can be used as a divider 
between train and vehicle traffic. The MTA will work with LADOT and LACDPW and the 
elected officials of the area, allowing them to determine which barrier would work best for 
their community. 

17 J Comment acknowledged. Under this option, Indiana Street would not provide space for 
disabled vehicles. MTA will make provision for the rapid arrival of tow trucks to remove 
disabled vehicles routinely. However, in an emergency, law enforcement officers and MTA 
Transit Operations Supervisors can direct traffic around disabled vehicles utilizing the track 
space, under close direct supervision. Light rail service would be somewhat slowed in this 
circumstance. As discussed in Section 2.0 of the Final SEIS/SEIR, a new Option B has been 
added for consideration in the vicinity oflndiana Street. It involves acquisition of 
properties on the east side oflndiana Street to accommodate the LRT track off-street. In 
this case, the existing travel lanes and on-street parking will be retained. Disabled vehicles 
would not be an issue if this option were selected. 

17 K See response to 17 G. 
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17 L LRT priority will be integrated with traffic signal controls as requested. Traffic signal 
modifications and signal controller upgrades will be provided at project expense. 

'1 M Fiber optics communications lines for the Eastside LRT will be provided. In addition, 
necessary communication connections between MTA LRT vehicle detectors and traffic 
signals will all be provided at MT A expense. The MTA will provide space in piping, 
enabling additional fiber optics to be added at later date if a need for additional lines arises. 

1!2 N The development of rail facilities in an already ''built out" urban environment does require 
the modification of the existing roadway and sidewalk conditions in such a way as to 
preserve the character and structures already in place while accommodating installation and 
operation of a rail system. The project will be designed or modified to ensure the following 
in the areas directly adjacent to the rail stations: (1) Sidewalk widths will be designed with 
the widest dimensions feasible in conformance with the LA City/MTA's adopted "Land 
Useffransportation Policy", and where practical, with widths up to and exceeding ten feet; 
(2) Where existing building lines or landscape areas periodically preclude these preferred 
widths, minimum widths will not be less than those allowed by the State of California Title 
24 access requirements, or the Americans with Disability Act (ADA) design 
recommendations' (3) Where physical conditions present potential restrictions in pedestrian 
access, compliance with ADA or Title 24 minimum requirements, accommodating 
pedestrian movements and flows will take priority over other transportation improvements 
including automobile access; (4) As a mitigation of any potential impacts from periodic 
narrowing, the MTA will conduct a Community Linkages Study/Program and implement, at 
a minimum, physical improvements to ensure that all stations are fully accessible as defined 
in the Americans with Disabilities Act; (5) Alternative routing for pedestrians that allow 
completion of access to the station and to destinations in the immediate vicinity ofthe 
station will be developed through the Community Linkages/Program Study. 

The Community Linkages Study/Program will include the identification of preferred 
pedestrian access to each station, general pedestrian circulation within the immediate 
vicinity of the station, and potential sites for improvements in pedestrian queuing areas. 
The study will also include identification of preferred connections to bus services in the 
immediate vicinity of the rail station. The purpose of the study includes ensuring adequate 
circulation, access, and information important to potential users of the rail and bus systems. 

17 0 The MTA will work with the County to ensure that the necessary left tum is provided. 
MT A will also work with the County throughout design to ensure traffic and overall design 
coordination at the ELA Civic Center. 

17 P The County' s comment is noted. The MTA Board adopted Option 1 on May 24, 2001. 
Option 1 best meets the objectives of the project. Option 1 has lower real estate impacts 
than Option 2 and a lesser construction time and excavation requirement than Option 3. 
While Option 3 reduces operating impacts compared to Option 1, it is not within the 
construction budget at this time. As discussed in Section 2.0 of the Final SEIS/SEIR, a new 
option has been added for consideration in the vicinity of Indiana Street. It involves 
acquisition of properties on the east side of Indiana Street to accommodate the LRT track 
off-street. In this case, the existing travel lanes and on-street parking will be retained. Note 
that if this new option is not adopted for implementation, parking losses along Indiana 
Street will be mitigated by replacement off-street parking in the area. Chapter 3.0 and 
Section 4.14 of the Final SEIS/SEIR provide details of mitigation planned to minimize 
parking, traffic, and pedestrian impacts. 

Responses to Thomas P. Angel, Captain, East Los Angeles Station, County of Los 
Angeles Sheriff's Department Headquarters (Comment Letter 18) 
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18 A The Sheriffs department will have input into design of the system in order to insure 
accessibility to the Sheriff Station. The curbs along the tracks will be mountable by 
emergency vehicles to ensure access at all times in cases of emergency. There will be a left 
hand turn provided in order to go east on 3rd Street from the Sheriff Station. 

19 

19 

19 

19 

19 

}9 

Responses to Richard Alonzo, President, East Los Angeles Chamber of Commerce, 
Representing Maravilla Community Advisory Committee (Comment Letter 19) 

A The project does include funds for urban design in order to incorporate the Light Rail 
project into the streetscape and community. It may be possible to secure additional funding 
for further enhancements by working with the County to apply to the MTA's funding 
program, called Call for Projects. This funding program occurs every two years, and 
jurisdictions are granted funds based on a competitive application process and evaluation. 

B Prior to any construction, the MTA will meet with the businesses and the community groups 
to contribute to the Construction Impacts Program. The input received from the community 
members will help dictate how construction will proceed in order to minimize impact on the 
businesses and residents. The MTA will strive to minimize construction impacts as much as 
possible. The MTA will work with the CAC as requested. 

C Each intersection was analyzed to determine the need for left hand turn access. If sufficient 
volume was observed at these intersections, a left hand turn was provided. Unless this 
volume was met at the intersection, it will most likely not have left turn access. With the 
exception of the five intersection locations listed below, left turns will be permitted at most 
future signalized intersections along the entire LRT corridor: 
+ 1st Street and Lorena Street- Prohibit eastbound and westbound left turns. 
+ 1st Street and Indiana Street - Prohibit eastbound left turns. 
+ 3rd Street and Indiana Street- Prohibit westbound left turns. 
+ Beverly Boulevard and Atlantic Boulevard - Prohibit eastbound left turns under Option 

A. 
+ 3rd Street and Pomona/Beverly/Woods- Prohibit westbound left turns from Beverly to 

Woods under Option B. 
D Option B, that is now also being studied in the Final SEIS/SEIR, would provide a station at 

3rd/Ford instead of 3rd/Rowan. Refer to Chapter 2.0 of the Final SEIS/SEIR for more 
information. The MTA Board will decide which option to implement once the 
environmental studies are completed, and public input has been received. 

E The anticipated access/egress for the Maravilla neighborhood will be as follows: 1) From 
2nd St. , Gleason St. , Dangler and McDonnell residences-via signalized intersection at 3rd 
and McDonnell with all turn movements permitted; 2) From Arizona St. residences-via 
signalized intersection at 3rd and Arizona with all turn movements permitted; and 3) From 
Kern St. residences-via signalized intersection at 3rd and Arizona, plus right turn 
access/egress at 3rd and Kern, plus potential westbound u-turn at 3rd and Arizona to go 
eastbound on 3rd Street (assumes LA County DPW will permit u-turns at this modified 
intersection). 

F See response to Comment 1 C. Regarding relocation compensation and assistance, as stated 
in Section 4.3.4 of the Final SEIS/SEIR, MTA will follow all stipulations of the Uniform 
Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970 and the 
California Relocation Act. 

G ~uplic safety is of utmost concern to MTA. The project will in co orate the many design 
features and measures that are discussed in Sections ~. 4 i:l%1-:19.2.19 of the Final 
SEIS/SEIR to enhance safety. Train operators will be required to obey the traffic lights and 
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observe the speed limits. The project will be required to meet MTA Rail Transit Design 
Criteria and Standards, Fire/Life Safety Criteria, Volume IX. Many opportunities for public 
outreach have already been offered as discussed in Chapter 6 of the Final SEIS/SEIR. MTA 
intends to provide an ongoing instructional rail safety program to all affected schools and 
senior citizen centers in the study area during construction and operation of the LRT. 

19 H The Review Advisory Committee meets on a monthly basis and its agenda is geared to 
update the community on the Eastside Light Rail Project and to voice their concerns. You, 
as a member ofthis community, can raise issues of concern ofthe Maravilla Businesses and 
residents to ensure that they are heard. 

Responses to George Magallanes, Acting Chairperson, Adelante Eastside 
Redevelopment Project, Project Area Committee (Comment Letter 20) 

20 A The comment deadline was extended by two weeks. 

Responses to Frances T. Banerjee, General Manager, City of Los Angeles, 
Department of Transportation (Comment Letter 21) 

21 A MTA and LADOT have reached a negotiated agreement that incorporates most of the 
LADOT comments. This is reflected in the Final SEIS/SEIR 

21 B All of the issues regarding Alameda Street have been resolved with negotiations between 
MTA and LADOT. The restriction on eastbound left turns on 1st and Indiana is deemed to 
be essential to smooth traffic flow as is the westbound left tum from 3rd to Indiana. Right 
hand turns will be permitted. 

~i C Screenline analysis was conducted to provide an overview of existing Corridor traffic 
volumes and capacity only, and was not used for intersection impact analysis. The 700 vph 
capacity value provided by LADOT has been substituted in Table : . of the Final 
SEIS/SEIR. 

:U D MTA has committed to conducting an AM peak hour analysis of major intersections, as 
well as the PM peak hour analysis summarized in the Draft SEIS/SEIR. However, as noted 
in our letters to the City of Los Angeles dated September 14, 2000 and December 10, 2000, 
MTA stated that the Critical Movement Analysis (CMA) methodology would be utilized 
rather than a traffic operations methodology as requested by the City. The CMA analysis 
satisfies EIS/EIR requirements and is consistent with the analysis done in the previous 
Eastside Corridor EIS/EIR. The additional AM peak hour counts and analysis will not be 
completed in time for incorporation into the Final SEIS/SEIR, but it will be forwarded to 
LADOT for review and comment once it is completed per agreement with LADOT. 

21 E Chapter • of the Final SEIS/SEIR includes the analysis oflocations where replacement 
parking is needed and identifies locations where replacement parking will be provided. 

21 F All issues regarding Alameda St. have been resolved through negotiations between MTA 
andLADOT. 

21 G See response to Comment 21B. 
21 H See response to Comment 21B. Also, traffic flow impacts and loss of on-street parking, 

generated by Option 1, will be mitigated by parking replacement, urban design, and traffic 
management mitigations as discussed in Chapters 3 and 4 of the Final SEIS/SEIR. Note 
also that since circulation of the Draft SEIS/SEIR, MTA has been meeting with LADOT 
and LAUSD to discuss their concerns relating to Ramona High School, traffic and parking 
issues on Indiana Street, and the operation of the LRT in the vicinity. As a result of these 
discussions, MTA has decided to study an additional option in the Final SEIS/SEIR (refer to 
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Chapter 2.0 for a complete discussion of the option). The option includes building a new 
school at another site in the community or major reconstruction of the existing school 
building and addition of a LRT station at 3rd/Indiana, which will provide the students and 
faculty with convenient access to the LRT. MTA, with LAUSD and LADOT input, will 
decide which option to implement after considering all of the findings in the Final 
SEIS/SEIR regarding environmental impacts of each option. This new option involves 
running the tracks on off-street right-of-way on the east side of Indiana Street between 151 

and 3rd Streets allowing the existing travel lanes and on-street parking to remain along this 
narrow street. Traffic lanes and parking would not be issues with implementation of Option 
B. 

I MTA agrees to the LADOT proposal to widen 1st Street, by at least ten feet on the north side 
between Alameda and Vignes, to address the comment regarding roadways ofless than 20 
feet along most of 151 Street as requested. Regarding Indiana Street, the issue of sufficient 
fire truck access width will be accommodated by making the stamped concrete in which the 
track is embedded strong enough to carry fire trucks. In an emergency, fire trucks will be 
able to travel on the track. Therefore, no added street width will be acquired. However, as 
noted in the response to Comment 21H, if Option B were selected, additional roadway 
width would be provided along Indiana Street. 

J The development of rail facilities in an already "built out" urban environment does require 
the modification of the existing roadway and sidewalk conditions in such a way as to 
preserve the character and structures already in place. The project will be designed or 
modified to insure the following in the areas directly adjacent to the rail stations: (1) 
Sidewalk widths will be designed with the widest dimensions feasible in conformance with 
the LA City/MTA's adopted "Land Use/Transportation Policy", and with widths up to and 
exceeding ten feet; (2) Where existing building lines or landscape areas periodically 
preclude these preferred widths, minimum widths will not be less than those allowed by the 
State of California Title 24 access requirements, or the Americans with Disability Act 
(ADA) design recommendations; (3) Where physical conditions present potential 
restrictions in pedestrian access, compliance with ADA or Title 24 minimum requirements, 
accommodating pedestrian movements and flows will take priority over other transportation 
improvements including automobile access; ( 4) As a mitigation of any potential impacts 
from periodic narrowing, the MTA will conduct a Community Linkages Study/Program and 
implement, at a minimum, physical improvements to ensure that all stations are fully 
accessible as defined in the Americans with Disabilities Act; (5) Alternative routing for 
pedestrians that allow completion of access to the station and to destinations in the 
immediate vicinity of the station will be developed through the Community Linkages 
Study/Program. 

The alternative of removing or significantly altering existing building frontages facing the 
track or stations would create a more significant impact on the integrity and uniqueness of 
the surrounding community than periodic reductions in the adjacent sidewalk widths. In 
lieu of altering the building frontages or further reductions in the roadway width, alternative 
routing of pedestrian travel and improvements to the surrounding pedestrian network as part 
of the Community Linkages Study/Program will provide a significant improvement to the 
pedestrian access to the station and to adjacent destinations beyond potential inconveniences 
resulting in periodic sidewalk narrowing. 

K Implementation of the LRT Build Alternative will restore an historic function of the First 
Street Viaduct. The structure was designed and built in 1927-1929 to carry streetcar lines in 
addition to vehicular traffic and included a double track along the center of the roadbed. A 
suspension system for catenary lines was integrated into the streetlight standards. This 
system was in place during the viaduct's period of significance, established by the 
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Determination of Eligibility (National Register) to be from 1929 to 1963. 

MTA has revised the LRT design on the 151 Street Bridge so that the catenary system will 
use poles in the center of the bridge as requested. Given the historic precedent for a catenary 
system, the new system, compatible with the historic fabric , will not result in impacts to the 
historic character of the viaduct. Design of any new components will adhere to guidelines 
established by the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for the Treatment of Historic 
Properties, resulting in no impact to the viaduct. Note that the revised design is 
conditional upon approval by the State Historic Preservation Officer. 

L The historical resource survey established that existing street lighting is typically of the 
utility pole mounted or free-standing aluminum gooseneck type, of relatively recent 
manufacture. Traffic signals are of similar style and age. The only historical streetlights 
identified along the LRT alignment are the light poles of the 151 Street Viaduct from which 
the original lamps have been removed. In 1998, MTA installed street lights that appear, but 
are not, historic at Mariachi Plaza. All streetlights around Mariachi Plaza, as well as the 
kiosk and any other historical elements around the plaza, will remain intact and visible to 
the public. The station entrance and associated features will be designed in a manner that 
will compliment the Plaza's historic features and minimize visual impacts. 

M As discussed in Section 4.6 of the Final SEIS/SEIR, the LRT Build Alternative will not add 
new light sources in areas that are currently dark. Option A would not result in headlight 
glare into sensitive uses, except where the guideway vehicles traveling west on 3rd Street 
and turning north on Indiana Street would shine their headlamps into the adjacent residential 
area. Under Option B, the alignment would be placed further from the residences on the 
west side of the street, therefore, the potential for headlamps shining into these residences 
would be reduced. Landscaping or other shielding/screening material will be placed in the 
path of the headlamps to offset light/glare impacts to property and/or business owners along 
Indiana Street. Note that there currently is no screening material that reduces the effects of 
glare from vehicles traveling on Indiana Street. The only major change to shade and 
shadows would occur where the elevated structure crosses US 101, near Union Station. 
This would be a minor impact because the motorist that would view this shadow would only 
do so momentarily, while passing under it on the freeway. See also response to Comment 
21CL. 

N the Final SEIS/SEIR have been revised to reflect the 
updated Central City North Community Plan. 

0 Section 4.1 of the Final SEIS/SEIR has been revised to include policies from the 1998 
Boyle Heights Community Plan. 

P The text of Section ·,.. · ·- of the Final SEIS/SEIR has been revised to state the following : 

Lighting Improvements and Proposition 218 

In general, any street or pedestrian lighting improvements within the City of Los Angeles 
that create new assessments or increase existing assessments to property owners require the 
Proposition 218 process. This process not only requires community participation but also 
public approval through a ballot process. Not all lighting improvements will require the 
process, but all lighting improvements associated with the LRT Build Alternative will be 
reviewed for eligibility by the City of Los Angeles prior to installation. The lighting 
assessment is paid by property owners through the County property tax. 

21 Q See responses to Comments 21 AQ and DR. 
21 R See response to Comment 21F. 
21 S See response to Comment 21 F. 
21 T See response to Comment 21 F. 
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U The issue of the 1 51/Utah Station location has been resolved through cooperative 
negotiations with LADOT/HACLA and CRALA resulting in the station remaining where it 
was shown in the Draft SEIS/SEIR so as to best serve the Rebuilt Pi co/ Aliso housing 
project and related new commercial development. 

V MTA will not widen 151 Street from W. of Concord to East of Lorena. Instead it has opted 
to place the tunnel portal on the north side of 151 Street as agreed with LADOT due to the 
potential to create unsafe pedestrian conditions adjacent to the Mercado. During the Draft 
EIS/EIR process, split track on two streets was considered and rejected due to unavoidable 
environmental impacts on residential areas. Similarly single track segments were rejected 
due to impacts on LRT operations. 

The MTA Board adopted Option 1 on May 24, 2001. Option 1 best meets the objectives of 
the project in part through minimizing construction impacts and being constructible within 
the available funding. Traffic flow impacts and loss of on street parking, generated by 
Option 1, will be mitigated by parking replacement, urban design, and traffic management 
mitigations. Option B, now being studied as part of the Final SEIS/SEIR, eliminates 
problems associated with the portal since no station will be provided at 1 51/Lorena; instead, a 
station will be provided at 3rdllndiana. 

W Transit priority signalization will be implemented during the PE phase. Transit priority will 
be substituted for preemption as requested. 

X Please refer to Section 3 .1.2.2, Bus Operation Impacts, where these impacts are discussed. 
MTA will widen 1st Street to provide two lanes each way from Alameda to Vignes Street, 
which will eliminate the blockage of a single traffic lane by a loading bus. On those streets 
with one traffic lane in each direction, the following mitigation measures will be 
implemented: For both options, if any bus stops are displaced due to street design changes 
with the introduction of the LRT system, a replacement bus stop will be designated within 
one-eighth of a mile of the original stop. Bus stops will be relocated to the adjacent comer 
of the same intersection if possible in order to maintain service access for bus passengers. 
Local bus service schedules will be reviewed and adjusted if required to reflect the modified 
traffic conditions with LRT operations. 

Y See response to Comment 21F. 
Z Comment noted. Posted speed limits will be reviewed by MTA in cooperation with 

LADOT in developing the LRT Operational Plan. 
AA See response to Comment 211. See conceptual traffic layout drawings furnished to LADOT 

for signalized intersections where left turns would be accommodated via split phase signal 
operations, except for the following five left tum locations: 
+ 1st Street and Lorena Street- Prohibit eastbound and westbound left turns off 1st Street 

onto Lorena (both options). 
+ 1st Street and Indiana Street - Prohibit eastbound left turns off 1st Street onto Indiana 

(both options). 
+ 3rd Street and Indiana Street- Prohibit westbound left turns off 3rd Street onto Indiana 

(both options). 
+ Beverly Boulevard and Atlantic Boulevard - Prohibit eastbound left turns off Beverly 

onto Atlantic under Option A. 
+ 3rd Street and Pomona/Beverly/Woods- Prohibit westbound left turns from Beverly to 

Woods under Option B. 
AB Signalized intersections to be closed are listed above in 21 AA. Traffic forecasts and 

intersection analyses were previously furnished to the City of LA on December 11 , 2000. 
AC The MT A realizes the importance of allowing delivery trucks to access business along the 

Eastside Corridor right-of-way. Delivery trucks will be able to access business via right 
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hand turns. If there is not enough room to accommodate a right hand turn, the MTA will 
provide an alternative access point. 

21 AD Conceptual traffic layout plans (striping plans) were furnished to Mr. Joe Kennedy of 
LADOT on January 5, 2001. 

21 AE With the exception of the five intersection locations listed below, left turns would be 
permitted at most future signalized intersections along the entire LR T corridor. 
+ 1st Street and Lorena Street- Prohibit eastbound and westbound left turns. 
+ 1st Street and Indiana Street- Prohibit eastbound left turns. 
+ 3rd Street and Indiana Street- Prohibit westbound left turns. 
+ Beverly Boulevard and Atlantic Boulevard - Prohibit eastbound left turns under Option 

A. 
+ 3rd Street and Pomona/Beverly/Woods- Prohibit westbound left turns from Beverly to 

Woods under Option B. 
21 AF Please refer to Section Bus Operation Impacts, where these impacts are discussed. 

21 AG 

21 AH 
21 AI 
fi AJ ........ 

21 AK 

fz': AL 

21 AM 

21 AN 

MTA will widen 1st Street to provide two lanes each way from Alameda to Vignes Street, 
which will eliminate the blockage of a single traffic lane by a loading bus. 

Traffic analysis calculations were provided to MTA in December of 2000. 
See response to Comment 21E. 
See response to Comment 21J. 
MTA will fund all law enforcement and security needs of the Project as it does for the 
existing Red, Blue and Green Lines. This verbage has been added to Section of the 
Final SEIS/SEIR. 
See response to Comment 21AQ. The areas proposed for construction staging and lay down 
areas are adequate in size, having been carefully calculated by civil engineers. 
MTA will work with all LA · with regards to crossing guards in the City of 
Los Angeles. to the summary of impacts table in the Final 
SEIS/SEIR. 
Alternative designs and mitigations for the Lorena Street portal have been discussed 
between MTA and LADOT to address DOT concerns at this location. See response to 
Comment 21 V. 
Option 3 was not adopted by the MTA Board. For the options being evaluated in the Final 
SEIS/SEIR, the MTA property at 1 51/Lorena is substantial in size and is projected to suffice 
for both laydown and worker parking needs. If the contractor needs more parking area, they 
will need to lease it on the open market. The construction contract will stipulate that on
street worker parking is not allowed. Contractor lease of supplemental parking has been 
effective on all previous MTA projects when needed. 

21 AO The request has been incorporated into the design. 
21 AP MTA will coordinate closely with LADOT to develop a worksite traffic control program 

and construction sequencing plan to meet LADOT requirements. 
21 AQ Careful investigation during preliminary engineering indicates that lay down areas identified 

in the document are adequate. Portions of the former Chavez/Soto station site will also be 
used for staging and lay down. 

21 AR Gates or access points do not currently exist along the 1st Street side of Pecan Park; 
therefore, the screening along Pecan Park will not include gates or access points to the park. 
It would simply provide a temporary solid barrier where there is currently only a fence to 
reduce the "attractive nuisance" views from the park into the construction site in the center 
median of 1st Street where a portal would be installed. Because there are no gates or access 
points on this side of the park, no sight obstructions would occur. 

21 AS The MTA will work with all City, County and State agencies to ensure that all contracts are 
abided by. The MT A is also working closely with all City, County, and State agencies to 
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ensure that all construction and operation related issues are addressed. MTA will ensure 
that all emergency requirements are met specifically in regards to problems that may occur 
outside of the day-to-day construction operational issues such as utility emergencies, natural 
disasters, subsidence, etc. The MTA will assure compliance with these responsibilities by 
developing its plans and contracts in accordance with adopted MT A Design Criteria 
including MTA Fire Life Safety Criteria. All safety related procedures will be reviewed 
with the MTA Fire Life Safety Committee which includes a City and a County Fire Chief. 
The Final SEIS/SEIR has addressed changes to Alameda Street and 1st Street which will 
maintain basic street capacity, which will maintain the travel time comparisons as shown in 
the Draft SEIS/SEIR for the City of Los Angeles portion of the project. 
See response to Comment 21F. 
See responses to Comments 21M and 21CL regarding analysis of light and glare impacts. 
MT A does not plan to install new street lights unless a street is widened, or the sidewalks 
are modified. If some street lights need to be replaced, MTA will reproduce conditions that 
are currently in place and conform to existing conditions. Furthermore, studies considering 
upgrades will consider and stress conformity, safety, and accessibility. 

~ A W Section • has been revised to include a description of the City of Los Angeles' 
Transportation Element under Section H. This resulted in the numbering being revised 
for all of Section •. Street classification and standards from the Transportation Element 

~ AX 

~ AY 

~ AZ 

gr. BA 

2] BB 

21 BC 
21 BD 

21 BE 

21 BF 

21 BG 

21 BH 
21 BI 

are outlined in Section 
,.. - ~- ~ ·-
~- ::3:::_·_-{'~-=-~~::: 

The sentence has been modified. The table has been modified, and a new table has been 
inserted. See response to Comment 21AW. 

The figures have been revised for the Final SEIS/SEIR. 

Average Daily Traffic (ADT) counts were performed at 15 locations, which were selected 
as representative locations along the corridor. These locations correspond to screenlines, as 
explained in Section 3 .2.2.2. ADT was not determined for Alameda Street north of 
Commercial Street as it was decided that a count on Alameda south of Temple Street would 
suffice. 

The number oflanes in Table 1-3 does not include left turn lanes. Left turn lanes are 
typically only at intersections. This table covers the lane configurations for the study length 
of the street. There is no parking on Alameda Street - the table has been modified. 

Refer to Section 3.2.2.3. A discussion ofV/C has been added to this section. 

See response to Comments 21D and 21CE. 
The improvements being proposed by LADOT in conjunction with the MTA are shown on 
the engineering drawings that support the Final SEIS/SEIR. 
Text of the Final SEIS/SEIR has been revised to reflect Eastside conditions. See response 
to Comment 21 W. 
MTA will coordinate with the Bureau of Street Lighting related to the existing and future 

requirements and improvements. 
of the Final SEIS/SEIR shows the proposed bus routings for the LRT project and 
shows the existing routes. In the text on it explains the route changes 

and the reasons for them. 
See responses to Comments 21 F and 21 V. 
The LRT project running times have been revised during the preliminary engineering and 
Final SEIS/SEIR work efforts to reflect the new street configurations and operating 
conditions. This also includes some additional delays due to street congestion and signal 
priority systems (versus signal preemption). Approximately one minute has been added to 
the overall running time. 

21 BJ See response to Comments 21AB, 21AC, and 21AE. 
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21 BK The yard lead track plans have been revised as discussed in Chapter 2.0 of the Final 
SEIS/SEIR. The track is no longer split at Hewitt Street. Dual tracks traverse Ducommun 
Street. 

~ BL Patronage forecasts for the Eastside Corridor project were developed using the MTA's 
Travel Demand Model. The MT A mode choice model was developed and calibrated as a 
part of the Eastside Corridor Project. The MTA travel demand modeling process has been 
validated using observations of individual travel choices obtained through surveys in the 
region focusing on travel characteristics and behavior of travelers and their households. 

The MTA model encompasses portions of the five county area, like the Southern California 
Association of Governments (SCAG) regional model but with a greater emphasis on transit. 
SCAG is the metropolitan planning organization for the Southern California region, and 
provides the regionally accepted demographics to MTA to use in their modeling process. 
The MTA travel demand modeling process is a typical four-step model: trip generation, trip 
distribution, mode choice and trip assignment. More detailed information concerning the 
development, land use and demographic forecasts, travel forecasting procedures and 
calibration results of the model is available through MT A. 

21 BM Please refer to Section 3.1.2.2, Bus Operation Impacts, where these impacts are discussed. 
MTA will widen 1st Street to provide two lanes each way from Alameda to Vignes Street, 
which will eliminate the blockage of a single traffic lane by a loading bus. 

~ BN Chapter 3 has been modified as per the comment. 

21 BO Refer to the responses to Comments 21 A W and 21 AX. 

21 BP See response to Comment 21F. 
g_'i! BQ See response to Comment 21D. The additional intersections cited will not be reviewed at 

this time. A list of approved study intersections was approved by LADOT prior to the 
beginning of this study. It is referenced in Section 3.2.2.3, Peak Hour Traffic Analysis, of 
the Final SEIS/SEIR. 

21 BR See response to Comment 21 C. 
21 BS See response to Comment 21 C. 
21 BT See response to Comment 21D. 
21 BU Requested changes have been addressed in Table B. 
21 BV Refer to response to Comment 21C. 
21 BW Refer to response to Comment 21C. 
21 BX Refer to responses to Comments 21A and 21F. 
21 BY The Calca DB program developed by LADOT was utilized to analyze the signalized 

intersection level of service including the split phase operations proposed at signalized 
intersections along the corridor. Pedestrian movements would be made in conjunction with 
the parallel traffic movement phase. Left turn prohibitions are proposed as mitigation 
measures at the following five intersections: 
+ 1st Street and Lorena Street- Prohibit eastbound and westbound left turns off 1st Street 

onto Lorena. 
+ 1st Street and Indiana Street- Prohibit eastbound left turns off 1st Street onto Indiana. 
+ 3rd Street and Indiana Street- Prohibit westbound left turns off 3rd Street onto Indiana. 
+ Beverly Boulevard and Atlantic Boulevard- Prohibit eastbound left turns off Beverly 

onto Atlantic under Option A. 
+ 3rd Street and Pomona/Beverly/Woods- Prohibit westbound left turns from Beverly to 

Woods under Option B. 

The LADOT proposal for widening 1st Street between Alameda and Vignes to provide two 
lanes each way will be implemented. At other single lane locations, MTA will review 
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options for widening to provide two lanes each way along 1st Street and Indiana Street and 
continue to work with the LADOT on improving conditions. The level of service analysis 
assumes an average intersection train crossing time of 32 seconds and five minute peak 
period train headways, for an overall LRT capacity reduction factor equivalent to a V/C of 
0.22. Depending upon actual train operation requirements through specific 90' turns, greater 
LRT time allowances may be required at the four 90' turn locations along the LRT 
alignment. The LADOT proposed LRT alignment along the east side of widened Alameda 
Street will be implemented to address the LRT clearance time issue and left turn issue. The 
LRT U-section at the Lorena Station and the proposed traffic layouts at signalized and 
unsignalized intersections along the LRT alignment are shown in the conceptual traffic 
drawings furnished to LADOT on January 5, 2001. Street widths and turning movement 
access to and from driveways will be reviewed during preliminary engineering to ensure 
adequate property access in accordance with adopted MT A Design Criteria. Access to all 
driveways will be maintained during construction and after project implementation. If a 
driveway must be removed, an alternate means of access will be provided. Catenary pole 
design during preliminary engineering will recognize the need to meet ADA sidewalk width 
requirements along Indiana Street. 
See responses to Comments 21 A and 21 F. 
A new ~e has been added to illustrate the 151 Street Bridge cross section. This is now 
Figure a, and all other figure numbers have been changed as well. 

The requested change has been addressed in what is now Figure 
Signalization is required to provide safe, positive control of pedestrian crossing. Distance to 
nearest signalized intersection from closed crossings will be reviewed to determine whether 
an additional signalized pedestrian crossing should be considered at selected locations. Any 
proposed added pedestrian signalized crossings will be provided to LADOT and or the 
County of Los Angeles as well as the Review Advisory Committee for review prior to 
installation. Use of Caltrans Type E rolled curb will be considered during the preliminary 
engineering phase. A Type E curb is a rolled gutter used in special drainage situations. 

21 CD Table 3-11 is a summary of through traffic lanes along specific blocks. Left-tum lanes and 
right-tum lanes are typically located at intersections. Refer to supplemental traffic analysis 
calculations referred to in response to Comment 21AG for intersection information. 

21 CE A detailed traffic analysis was sent to the City of Los Angeles on December 10, 2000. As it 
pertains to pedestrian timing, please refer to response to Comment 21 CC. 

~1 CF Being that the MTA funded a high percentage of the City of Los Angeles's ATSAC system, 
it is aware that the system is in place in East Los Angeles. However, in order for the system 
to work with and compliment the Eastside Corridor project, software will need to be added. 
This software is equipment which will enable some preferential treatment to be given to 
trains, or to detect an coming train. The ATSAC system that is in place today, by itself, will 
not be of benefit to the Eastside Corridor project. But with new software, the system will be 
able to efficiently handle both car and train traffic. 

21 CG The MT A has not received permits and warrants for all the signalized intersections that will 
be impacted by the Eastside Corridor Project. However, before construction begins, all 
permitting processes will be completed. 

21 CH In response to comments made by LADOT and others, the MT A has relocated the Alameda 
corridor alignment entirely off street on the east side as LADOT requested. The MT A 
agrees with the City of Los Angeles' modifications to the alignment along 1st Street, 
between Alameda and the 1st Street Bridge. For this portion of the alignment, the roadway 
wi11 be widened to permit for two through lanes in each direction. 

21 CI Detailed traffic analyses were included in a letter sent to the City of Los Angeles on 
December 10, 2000. Subsequently, detailed schematics of the entire alignment were 
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21 CJ Table is a summary of existing typical mid-block roadway characteristics for each 
block on the project alignment. Left turn lanes were not identified in this table because they 
are located at specific intersections. 

21 CK See response to Comment 21J. 
21 CL See response to Comment 21E. Lighting will be provided at stations and parking lots for 

safety and visibility. LADOT has also expressed concern about added light and glare. 
MTA will balance lighting needs with the avoidance of intrusive light and glare by focusing 
light in the needed directions (i.e., into a park-and-ride lot for example), while shielding the 
light so as to avoid light being cast in private areas where darkness at night is desired. In 
commercial areas where merchants might welcome added lighting, MTA will evaluate 
removing shielding to share light. Review by the Review Advisory Committee will be 
provided. 

21 CM See response to Comment 21J. 

CN Wording has been added to Section - · in the mitigation section, to include LADOT 
and the Bureau of Street Services Bikeway Design Group in the bicycle route planning 
process. 

21 CO See response to Comment 21J. 
21 CP Cesar Chavez is merely suggested as an example of a potential bikeway facility. Other 

potential streets that run parallel to 1st St. between Alameda and Indiana may be considered. 
The alternate route will be evaluated and developed in collaboration with LADOT and the 
Bureau of Street Services during the Community Linkages Study/Program. Refer to 
Sections 

21 CQ Bus operations in single lane locations are discussed in Section of the Final 
SEIS/SEIR. A detailed traffic analysis was furnished to LADOT by MTA on December 
10,2000. 

21 CR See response to Comment 21J. 
21 CS Section 4.1 of the Final SEIS/SEIR has been revised to reflect the pertinent information 

from the Community Plan Updates for Central City North and Boyle Heights. See also 
responses to Comments 21N and 210. 

21 CT Comment noted. Revisions have been made to of the Final SEIS/SEIR. 
21 CU See response to Comment 21P. 

~ CV Section of the Final SEIS/EIR has been revised to state: 

21 cw 

21 ex 
~ CY 

If a new street lighting maintenance assessment is created or an existing assessment is 
increased, property owners will pay that assessment. A typical rate for the year 2001 , on a 
major street in a commercial zone, is approximately $2.45 per foot (only benefiting frontage 
is assessed). 
Construction will be implemented so as to avoid street closures. Construction times, haul 
routes, and permissible street widths during construction will be established in coordination 
withLADOT. 
See responses to Comments 21L and 21AV. 
The discussion of the removal of the grocery store to allow construction of the subway 
station entrance adjacent to Mariachi Plaza was described specifically in the Draft and Final 
SEIS/SEIR. It states that the removal of the grocery store "would continue to open up this 
area and make it appear less densely developed." The significance of this visual impact is 
discussed by stating, "while the addition of open space represented by the ground-level 
portion of the transit station would be a benefit for the majority of the surrounding areas, 
unless it was carefully designed, the lack of an enclosing element would have a significant 
negative visual impact on Mariachi Plaza." 
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Additional analysis of the visual character of the ground-level portion of the subway station 
is not necessary. Mitigation to address the design is discussed in Section 4.6 ofthe Final 
SEIS/SEIR. It states that "landscape materials, fencing, archways, or other 'edge' 
treatments" will be used at this station location to reduce the visual impacts to less than 
significant. This mitigation is sufficient to re-establish the "edge" and the sense of 
enclosure at Mariachi Plaza, without removing the designers' flexibility to use the 
appropriate materials and design to accommodate the transit entrance while respecting the 
local context. 

lj CZ The first sentence in Section subsection "Light, Glare, Shade, and Shadow" is 
replaced with the following text: The LRT Build Alternative would not add major new light 
sources in areas that are currently dark. Generally, the areas through which the LRT would 
pass currently have street lights that are sufficient for visibility and safety. There would be 
new lighting in the vicinity of stations and station entrances, but these areas are not 
currently dark, and the additional lighting would not change the overall lighting levels in the 
vicinity of the stations. 

Note also that if safety is called into question because oflack oflighting, MTA will/may 
reproduce conditions that are in place today along safer parts of the LRT and conform to 
existing conditions. However ifBSL desires to upgrade or add street lights along the LRT 
or elsewhere it can at its own discretion under its own budget. MTA will replace lighting 
along the streets only if the streets are widened or if sidewalks are modified. 

21 DA Predicting where wheel squeal will occur is not possible so the mitigation measures that 
control squeal are determined during pre-revenue operations. The mitigation measures that 
are used to control wheel squeal are friction modifiers that are applied to either the transit 
vehicle wheel or the rail. These modifiers will either lubricate the wheel/rail interface to 
prevent sticking or increase the friction of the wheel/rail interface to prevent slipping, both 
of which could cause squeal. The use of a friction modifier is determined during pre
revenue operation when the sections of track that have wheel squeal are determined. 

DB The potential impacts of stray currents that cross 1st Street near the Los Angeles River, and 
at any other locations, will be prevented through standard practices stated in Section 
- Utilities, of the Final SEIS/SEIR. 

DC The mitigation measures section of Section 4.13 of the Final SEIS/SEIR has been revised to 
state that, regarding street lighting, the Los Angeles Bureau of Street Lighting requires that 
high-energy efficient fixtures only are to be specified in all public lighting improvements. 
This allows for the use of High-pressure Sodium, Metal Alloid, and Fluorescent lamps. 
This excludes the use of Mercury Vapor, Low-pressure Sodium, and incandescent lamps. 

DD A fence will be put in place at the U-section on the 1st St. alignment to discourage anyone 
from entering the tunnel. MTA will evaluate either an automatically closing gate, an alarm, 
or other advanced security measures against trespassing during final design. See response to 
Comment 21 DE also. The transition of the catenary wires to the tunnel will be similar to 
the 7th and Flower transition on the Long Beach Blue Line and also similar safety measures 
in place for that transition will be used on the 1st St. portal. 

DE A fence will be put in place at the U-section of the alignment to discourage anyone from 
entering the tunnel. MTA will evaluate either an automatically closing gate, an alarm, or 
other advanced security measures against trespassing during final design. The result will be 
reviewed by the MTA Fire Life Safety Committee, including fire chiefs from the City and 
County Fire Departments. 

Note also that money has been set aside in the Eastside Corridor budget for the purpose of 
identifying and implementing pedestrian and traffic safety apparatus along the entire 
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alignment. The MT A is currently talking to other light rail train operators and vendors 
around the country to identify the latest technologies in safety and security equipment. The 
Project will be constructed in full accordance with existing MTA Fire Life Safety Criteria 
and will be reviewed for safety adequacy by the MTA Fire Life Safety Committee. Their 
participation is funded by MT A. 

DF Comment noted. See revised mitigation discussion for Section 4.14. 
DG Locations have not been identified for left turn gates. However, they will be given 

consideration at all locations where left turns are permitted along 1st and 3rd Streets. Results 
of the design will be checked for adequacy with the MTA Fire Life Safety Committee, the 
Los Angeles Department of Transportation, Los Angeles County Department of Public 

DH 
DI 

DJ 

DK 
DL 

DM 
DN 
DO 

DP 

DQ 
DR 

DS 
DT 
DU 
DV 

DW 

DX 

DY 
DZ 
EA 

EB 

Works, Caltrans, and California Highway Patrol. 
See response to Comment 21AL. 
Comment noted. MTA concurs and will work with LADOT on development of these plans 
as needed. 
Any modification of the historic/ornamental electroliers associated with cultural resources 
will comply with the Secretary's Standard for the Treatment of Historic Properties. 
See response to Comment 21K. 
Safest Routes to School maps will be revised through third party coordination in order to 
update the maps to provide the safest routes for children to walk to school. This 
information has been added to Section~ of the Final SEIS/SEIR. 
The Final SEIS/SEIR text has been revised. 
The Final SEIS/SEIR text has been revised. 
The sewer at Commercal Street will be encased with concrete for protection per City 
Standards. The Ducommun Street sewer is to be re-located. 
A concrete slab is to be placed over the street east ofVignes for protection of utility systems 
at this location. 
Your comment has been added as requested to Section 4.19.1 of the Final SEIS/SEIR. 
Section 4.19 .1.3 of the Final SEIS/SEIR has been revised to discuss extent of street closures 
and to provide information about utility relocations/modifications. 
See response to Comment 21AQ. 
Your comment has been added to the table in the Final SEIS/SEIR as requested. 
Refer to response to Comment 211. 
Base line construction intent is to leave half of street open at all times. Any exceptions will 
be negotiated with LADOT. MTA agrees that some crossings will provide the ability for 
bridging over the track area for reopening when construction is not occurring, as requested. 
MTA agrees with closure limits listed. 
MTA will consult and be guided by Caltrans codes and consultation with City of Los 
Angeles, Bureau of Engineering, Structural Division about safety issues and other criteria as 
requested. 
Comment noted. There will be similar construction and utility relocation for U-sections as 
for cut-and cover-stations. 
Comment has been added to the Final SEIS/SEIR as requested. 
Comment has been added to the Final SEIS/SEIR as requested. 
See response to Comments 21DY and 21DZ. The 17-foot area represents the distance from 
the building line (foundation shown in to the traffic lane. The street width at Soto 
Street will be narrower, K-raillikely. Figure has been revised. 
Typically excavators will be used for the shallow excavations at the stations until the depth 
of excavation is sufficient to operate under the decking. Bulldozers and excavators will 
move soil to the station entrance area, where it will be stock piled and loaded on to trucks -
with cranes or conveyors. The crane would be on the street at the shallower excavation 
depths, and generally while sheeting and bracing is being installed and removed. This was 
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EC Hatches and shafts will be located on MTA property wherever possible as requested. 
ED Comment Noted. 

EE Please refer to Section -· Bus Operation Impacts, where these impacts are discussed. 
MTA will widen 1st Street to provide two lanes each way from Alameda to Vignes Street, 
which will eliminate the blockage of a single traffic lane by a loading bus. 

Construction of the bridge approach structure south of the 101 will 
include an aerial structure from the bridge which transitions to at-grade just before Alameda 
Street. Approximately one-half of Commercial Street will need to be closed during 
construction of this approach structure for access to the work. The US 101 off-ramp to 
Alameda Street will also be closed. Closure of the ramps will be coordinated with Caltrans, 
who will be re-aligning the section of the 101 freeway in this area and relocating the ramps 
to the east. Traffic along Commercial can be accommodated by providing one lane of 
traffic in each direction or by providing a temporary couplet of traffic movement along 
Ducommon and Commercial Streets. The discussion of the aerial structure in Section 
4.19 .1 of the Final SEIS/SEIR has been revised. 

EF MTA construction contracts will require all contractors to provide off -street parking for 
employees. Also see response to Comment 21 AN. 

EG The MTA agrees with the recommended language change requested by the City of Los 
Angeles and has modified Section- accordingly. Money has been set aside to 
implement ideas put forth by MTA-appointed citizen advisory committees and concurred in 
by the MTA Fire Life Safety Committee, which include two Fire Chiefs, one each from the 
City and County of Los Angeles Fire Departments. 

EH During fmal design, site and street specific Worksite Traffic Control Plans will be 
developed in cooperation with LADOT and Los Angeles County to accommodate required 
pedestrian and traffic movements in residential areas. As part of the coordination with 
LADOT and the County, traffic and construction schedules will be developed taking into 
account residential areas. To the extent possible, traffic lanes will be maintained in both 
directions, particularly during peak traffic hours. Access to homes and businesses will be 
maintained throughout the construction period. Detours through dense residential areas will 
be avoided to the extent possible. However, such detours may be necessary for short 
periods, and additional traffic noise is possible in those areas not normally subjected to 
higher traffic levels. In these cases, the residents will be informed of the temporary detour 
routes before they occur. 

EI Section - has been revised to include discussion of the Pecan Park construction. 
MTA will work with the City to avoid construction conflicts between the LRT project and 
gymnasium and pool construction. MTA encourages the City to move forward with these 
much needed projects as soon as possible and will coordinate project construction as 
necessary to avoid delays to either project. 

EJ The Worksite Traffic Control Plans that will be developed in cooperation with and must be 
approved by your agency and Los Angeles County prior to construction will determine 
locations and times of detours and therefore, the impacts on community facilities/parklands. 
The mitigation for unavoidable impacts will also be developed in cooperation with, and 
approved by, the two agencies. 

EK Both of these practices adopted for the Red Line will be used on the Eastside Corridor Light 
Rail Project. They will be supplied to all public agencies having oversight or construction 
c_o9peration roles on the project. 

EL The effect on the street surface will be dependent on the depth of the tunnel. For example, 
with good tunneling practice, and a tunnel 30 feet deep to the crown, settlement would be 
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expected to be less than 0.75 inches. It must be emphasized that this amount at the surface 
is variable depending on the geologic conditions, depth of tunnel, alignment, type of 
machine used, and the contractor's workmanship. Settlement above the crown is used as it 
is a more consistent measure of workmanship and it should not vary with the depth of the 
tunnel. 

EM Comment noted: The following text has been added to Section-: 

Prior to discharging into the City storm drain system, MT A will: 1) Obtain water samples 
from the locations and depths where the dewatering is planned; 2) Perform water quality 
sampling tests to determine the different constituents and levels of contamination; 3) Present 
these findings to the RWQCB to obtain an NPDES permit that will determine the allowed 
levels of contaminants and volume of discharges into the storm drain system; and 4) provide 
the City of Los Angeles with a copy of the NPDES permit. 

EN This measure has been added to the mitigation section of-, Safety and Security of 
the Final SEIS/SEIR. 

EO The text of the Final SEIS/SEIR has been revised. 
EP The MTA will provide various safety measures at its construction sites. MTA security is 

usually located at construction site access points. MTA will be following a strict 
construction methods manual developed as part of the Final SEIS/SEIR, which includes the 
use of flaggers, cones, and flashing lights, among other items, to enhance safety within the 
areas of construction. Flag persons and the recommended fence gaps will be provided. 

EQ The MT A will comply with all codes, rules, regulations, and permitting processes of the 
City and County of Los Angeles during the design and construction phase of the Eastside 
Corridor Project. MTA will supply decking locations as soon as they become available. 

ER See response to Comments 21L, 21M, 21CL, and 21CX. Special consideration will be 
given to the range oflight levels along the LRT path, intersections, sidewalks, and 
uniformity ratios. City standards and the LA City/MTA "Land Use/Transportation Policy" 
will be referenced for designing/proposals for lighting systems for pedestrians and park
and-ride facilities at LRT stations. 

ES The revised preliminary engineering capital cost estimate based on the preliminary 
engineering plans and proposed mitigations are presented in the Final SEIS/SEIR. The 
preliminary engineering cost estimate includes all applicable project costs related to the 
Eastside LRT project and that are eligible for federal funding participation. 

Responses to Richard A. Warford, Assistant Fire Marshal, Bureau of Fire Prevention 
and Public Safety, City of Los Ana=eles Fire Department (Comment Letter 22) 

22 A This will be done and checked by the Fire Department at MTA's expense during both 
design and construction. 

22 B The MTA will comply. 
22 C Comment noted. Access will remain clear and unobstructed. 
22 D Final lane width will be built to Fire Department requirements and verified by the Fire 

Departments at project expense. 
22 E This will be done and checked by the Fire Department at MT A expense. 
22 F Comment noted. Adequate fire hydrants will be provided. 
22 G Comment noted. Tunnel construction and repairs (after operations begin) will comply with 

the code. 
22 H Comment noted. Project contractors wtll be required to comply. 
22 I Comment noted. The project will be designed to comply. 
22 J See response to Comment 221. 
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Responses to Jerry Scharlin, Administrator, Community Redevelopment Agency of 
the City of Los Angeles (Comment Letter 23) 

23 A Each of the referenced comments relate to the Construction Impact Program that is 
developed, implemented and managed by MTA's Public Affairs Department throughout the 
preconstruction, construction, and pre-revenue phases of transit corridor development and 
completion. 

Critical to the development of the construction impact program are the factors specified in 
the Final SEIS/SEIR. This document has legal standing and calls out the major areas of 
concern that must be addressed for the benefit of the community during the course of 
construction. Impacts to parking, access, and circulation are examples of areas of major 
concern. Building on the data in the Final SEIS/SEIR, Public Affairs conducts door-to-door 
surveys to individually interpret these impacts to businesses, residents, schools and facilities 
and the population inhabiting, working or frequenting these locations. 

Development of a construction impact program is the result of the compiled data from the 
surveys and ongoing meetings with individuals and groups in the community. A true 
understanding of the patterns for commerce, education, recreation and general circulation is 
the underpinning for a successful construction impact program. With this knowledge, the 
Public Affairs team develops individual impact programs for businesses, facilities, and 
residents. These programs may include signage, advertising, improved access, parking, 
cleaning, community fairs, security and pursuing flexibility for scheduling work activities if 
feasible. Construction impact programs are developed and budgeted annually in 
consultation with affected businesses and facilities. 

As part of the construction impact program, the Public Affairs team has the responsibility to 
keep the community informed of all current and expected construction activities and 
impacts. This is accomplished through regularly scheduled meetings in the community, 
publication of newsletters and the distribution of construction notices. Public Affairs 
officers represent the community's concerns at meetings with the MTA's contractors and 
third party participants such as the utilities. Public Affairs Officers are on call and on page 
for immediate response to concerns or urgent matters affecting the community as a result of 
transit corridor construction. 

The Construction Impact Programs will be developed in accordance with MTA Board 
adopted criteria for the Construction Impact Program. They will be developed to the same 
Board approved standard used in the MTA Red Line MOS-3 Project. 

~ B Section 4.14 of the Final SEIS/SEIR discusses mitigation for the tunnel portals. A fence 
will be put in place at the U-section of the alignment to discourage anyone from entering the 
tunnel. MTA will evaluate either an automatically closing gate, an alarm, or other 
advanced security measures against trespassing during final design. The result will be 
reviewed by the MTA Fire Life Safety Committee, including fire chiefs from the City and 
County Fire Departments. In addition, MTA will utilize distinctive signs and lights to warn 
pedestrians of trains emerging from the tunnel. Note also that MTA is conducting station 
area meetings that provide local residents, businesses, and organizations the opportunity to 
provide input into planning for specific station areas. 

23 C On May 24, 2001, the Board approved an at-grade alignment from ls1/Lorena to 3rd /Rowan. 
Preliminary engineering has indicated that the addition of a station east of Lorena Street 
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creates additional significant impacts to businesses and residents. The major hindrance is 
the need to trench in front of businesses to allow for the station to meet ADA, MTA and 
State requirements. This trench prohibits left turns and creates a safety hazard to autos 
backing on to the street from existing businesses. 

23 D The Draft SEIS/SEIR did show the proposed locations of all system appurtenances and 
ancillary facilities. These facilities and certain locations have been ftn1:her refmed through 
preliminary engineering and are discussed in the Final SEIS/SEIR. Community meetings 
are also being held to discuss the locations. 

Responses to Steve Gonzales, Associate Planner, City of Monterey Park 
(Comment Letter 24) 

A Comment Noted. 

B The Final SEIS/SEIR and the Mitigation Monitoring Program will identify responsibility for 
implementation of all proposed traffic mitigation measures. 

II C Section-· Construction Impacts: Traffic, includes a section on Mitigation, which has 
been changed to include the City of Monterey Park in the coordination of Traffic 
Management Plans where appropriate. 

Responses to Raymond E. Dippel, Assistant Environmental Plannin2 Specialist, Los 
An2eles Unified School District (Comment Letter 25) 

~ A The project description has changed since the origination of the letter agreement between 
LAUSD and MTA. Nevertheless, MTA will adhere to those points of the agreement that 
were previously made as part of the former project and that can be applied to the new 
project at this time. MTA will work closely with PUC, State, County, City of L.A., and 
LAUSD to ensure all noise and air quality issues are addressed. 

li B MTA Will meet all PUC, State, City of Los Angeles, and LAUSD requirements in dealing 
with air quality and noise adjacent to school sites. The project description has changed 
since the origination of the letter agreement between LAUSD and MTA. Nevertheless, 
MTA will adhere to those points of the agreement that can be applied to the new project at 
this time. 

25 C See responses to Comments 25 H through 25N. 
25 D See responses to Comments 250 through 25AD. 
25 E Option 1 was selected by the MTA Board on May 24,2001 to be carried into the Final 

SEIS/SEIR. However, since that time, MTA has been meeting with LAUSD and LADOT 
to discuss concerns relating to Ramona High School, traffic and parking issues on Indiana 
Street, and the operation of the LRT in the vicinity. As a result of these discussions, MTA 
has decided to study an additional option (Option B) in the Final SEIS/SEIR (refer to 
Chapter 2.0 for a complete discussion of the option). Option B includes building a new 
school at another site in the community or reconstructing the school building at the existing 
location and adding a LRT station at 3rdllndiana, which will provide the students and faculty 
with convenient access to the LRT. MTA, with LAUSD and LADOT input, will decide 
which option to implement after considering all of the findings in the Final SEIS/SEIR 
regarding environmental impacts of each option. The new option involves acquisition of 
existing uses on the east side of Indiana Street between 1st and 3rd Streets. The acquisitions 
would allow the existing travel lanes and on-street parking to remain on this narrow street. 
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The LRT track would operate on the acquired parcels east of Indiana Street. If Option B is 
selected, MTA will commit to costs for relocating the school (if that is determined to be the 
course of action) to a site that is acceptable to LAUSD and MTA, and will also provide 
funds for construction of a new school off-site or reconstruction at the present location. 
LAUSD will conduct the necessary environmental studies once it is determined whether to 
relocate or reconstruct the school. The actions of LAUSD in replacing the school are 
beyond the scope of the analysis for the Eastside Corridor LRT since LAUSD will be 
directing that program. However, MTA will work with LAUSD during their separate 
studies when LAUSD's plans for the school are better known. 

25 F Regarding air quality analysis, Sections 4. 7 and 4.19 .2.6 of the Draft SEIS/SEIR presented 
the air quality analyses that were conducted for this project. The analyses are consistent 
with what the SCAQMD requires in their CEQA guidelines manual. No further analysis per 
CEQA is required. No mitigation for LRT operations is required because the project is 
expected to have a beneficial effect on air quality. To satisfy conditions of the 1994letter 
agreement with LAUSD on the suspended project, additional air quality construction 
analysis was conducted for the schools within 700 feet of the alignment. The results of the 
analysis are presented in Section 4.19.2.6 of the Final SEIS/SEIR. Construction air quality 
mitigation measures are also detailed in that section. In addition, all contractors will be 
required to conform to MTA Section 01566 mandates, that requires equipment engines to be 
properly tuned at all times. MTA will coordinate construction activities with school, 
daycare, and convalescent centers within the area that may be affected by the proposed 
project to minimize air quality impacts to these sensitive receptor locations. 

With regard to noise and vibration, Section 4.8.3 of the Final SEIS/SEIR evaluates impacts 
ofLRT operations on LAUSD's schools nearest the alignment, and no impacts are 
anticipated at any ofthem. Regarding construction impacts, as noted in Section 4.19.2.7, 
" ... if noise from construction activities creates disruption at schools, MTA will take action 
to resolve the issue through reducing or blocking noise from reaching the schools or shifting 
construction activity to less sensitive time periods. During construction the contractor will 
be required to implement mandatory mitigation measures to reduce potential noise and 
vibration impacts on nearby schools ... These measures will be based on maintaining 
acceptable interior noise levels within the school classrooms and occupied spaces. MTA 
will develop these criteria in coordination with LAUSD and the individual school 
administrators. MTA will require the contractor to prepare noise and vibration control plans 
to meet these criteria and will also require the contractor to adhere to a plan to monitor the 
construction noise and vibration levels to ensure compliance." 

iJ G The project description has changed since the origination of the letter agreement between 
LAUSD and MTA. Nevertheless, MTA will adhere to those points of the agreement that 
can be applied to the new project at this time. Regarding the project's noise and air quality 
impacts to schools near the alignment, please see response to Comment 25F. 

25 H Prior to actual construction, the MT A will meet with all impacted parties to devise a 
comprehensive Construction Impacts Program. The MTA is committed to minimize the 
construction impacts as much as possible and work with the community to facilitate this. 
This plan will be developed in accordance with MT A Board Adopted Design Criteria 
including Fire Life Safety Criteria. 

25 I The mitigation measures presented in Section 4.19.2.19, Safety and Security, of the Final 
SEIS/SEIR are designed to minimize these types of impacts on student pedestrians. 

~ J The contractors will be required to inform their drivers that they must drive cautiously in 
areas with concentrations of school children and must stop when they encounter school 
buses using red flashing lights. 
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As noted in the mitigation portion of Section 4.19.2.19, MTA and their contractors will 
coordinate and notify the LAUSD, to the fullest extent possible, the scheduling planned for 
LRT construction. They will also notify LAUSD of possible impacts on school pedestrian 
and bus routes. 
The construction contract will contain stipulations that the contractor will not allow vehicles 
to stage or park along streets bordering school sites unless they contain vehicle-mounted 
machinery actively in use as part of construction while the vehicle is parked. The 
construction contractor will also be responsible for providing flag persons at construction 
sites, as needed, where construction activities compromise the safety of pedestrians and/or 
motorists while traveling to and from schools. LAUSD will be invited to participate as part 
ofMTA's Third Party Coordination Group to develop Worksite Traffic Control Plans prior 
to approval by LADOT and the County Department ofPublic Works. The plans would 
consider ways to minimize potential conflicts with school buses and student pedestrians. 
The Agency will ensure that construction sites are contained. This includes proper fencing 
and site security. All routing alternatives, if any will be devised in cooperation with 
impacted parties. Modifying routes will be avoided as much as possible. 
See response to Comment 25J. 
Comment noted. MTA is committed to providing the funding for a safety education 
program at the affected schools. 
The use of perimeter fencing along the entire length of project is infeasible since the right-
of-way is in mixed flow traffic. Fencing the entire length would create traffic problems 
along the route as well as for motorists crossing the route. In addition, businesses would be 
negatively impacted due to the reduced access as caused by the fence. However, fencing 
will be used at all station and construction staging locations. All other at grade construction 
areas will be treated similar to typical street repaving or repair projects. 
Project budget does not allow grade separations at all schools but MTA construction will be 
providing train safety presentations to all adjacent schools. Noise impacts would likely be 
increased by an aerial grade separation, therefore, aerial grade separations were rejected. 
The MTA Board did not adopt the Busway alternative. MTA is examining advanced gates 
to govern left hand turns. All traffic safety measures for the project will be developed to 
fully comply with applicable laws and MTA Fire, Life, Safety Criteria. MTA will consult 
with LAUSD about school-related safety issues throughout design. The project description 
has changed since the origination of the letter agreement between LAUSD and MTA. 
Nevertheless, MTA will adhere to those points of the agreement that can be applied to the 
new project at this time. 
The MTA agrees with this recommendation. Designated/signalized pedestrian crosswalks 
will be provided at appropriate locations near schools. In addition, the MTA will provide 
professional crosswalk guards at these sites for as long as school administrators desire them. 
All locations for crossing guards will be reviewed by the MTA Fire Life Safety Committee 
for adequacy during both construction and operation. This committee includes a Fire Chief 
each from the City and County of Los Angeles Fire Departments. The Fire Life Safety 
Committee will approve the crossing guard plan prior to the start of construction, and if 
either fire chief rejects the plan, it will not be approved nor construction commenced until 
the fire chiefs concerns are met. Pedestrian gates will be looked on a case by case basis 
because such gates may not be appropriate in some situations (e.g., stations in the center of 
the street). MTA will comply with PUC safety standards for pedestrian crossings and will 
further explore othe- for increasing pedestrian safety throughout the corridor. 
As noted in Section , Safety and Security, LAUSD will be notified of impending 
impacts on existing school bus routes. Bus access to nearby schools will be maintained 
throughout the cons- eriod. 
As noted in Section , Safety and Security, MTA or their contractors will coordinate 
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with the LAUSD and school administrators to ensure safe and convenient school pedestrian 
routes to schools are maintained, including the publication and distribution of school 
pedestrian maps. 
As noted in Section-· Safety and Security, MTA or their contractors will maintain 
the ongoing communication and notice as requested by this comment. 
The MT A agrees with this recommendation. Appropriate traffic controls will be installed as 
needed. 
As noted in Section-· Safety and Security, LAUSD will be invited to participate as 
part ofMTA's Third Party Coordination Group to develop Worksite Traffic Control Plans 
prior to approval by LADOT and the County Department of Public Works. The plans will 
consider ways to minimize potential conflicts with school buses and student pedestrians. 
MTA or their contractors will coordinate and notify LAUSD, to the fullest extent possible, 
the scheduling planned for LRT construction. LADOT and DPW are responsible for 
determining haul routes and times. However, most of the excavated rock and soil materials 
from the tunneling operation will be removed at the construction staging area near the 
intersection of 1st Street/Boyle Avenue. Haul trucks would be routed along the on- and off
ramps of the nearby US 101 freeway, and impacts on sensitive uses in the project area 
would, therefore, be minimized. 
See response to Comment 25L. 
Section - calls for providing crossing guards in the vicinity of all construction sites 
and haul routes as warranted in accordance with California DOT Traffic Manual, Chapter 
10-07.3, Wa"antsfor Adult Crossing Guards. Where the manual criterion does not warrant 
placement of crossing guards, MTA may provide crossing guards during school hours on a 
site-specific basis during school hours during construction, where related lane closures will 
divert traffic to residential streets utilized by elementary and middle school students. 
See response to Comment 25L. 
As noted in Section -· the contractor will be responsible for providing safety and 
security at construction sites at a level that MTA determines to be appropriate. Among the 
possible measures cited includes installation of temporary fencing or other barriers around 
materiallaydown, s~cavation, and station sites. 
As noted in Section _., the contractor will be responsible for providing security at 
construction sites at a level that MTA determines to be appropriate. Among the possible 
measures cited includes use of security patrols. 
As noted in Section -· the contractor will be responsible for providing security at 
construction sites at a level that MT A determines to be appropriate. Among the possible 
measures cited includes providing barriers around materiallaydown, subway excavation, 
and station sites to minimize trespassing, vandalism, and short-cut attractions. 

26 No Comment Letter 

27 A 

Responses to Eric Mann and Deborah Orosz, Bus Riders Union Planning Committee 
(Comment Letter 27) 

The planning process leading to the selection of the LRT Build Alternative is fully 
documented in Chapter 2 of the Draft and Final SEIS/SEIR (especially Sections
•. The Re-Evaluation/Major Investment Study (MIS) considered over 47 alternatives and 
analyzed eight alternatives, including four bus rapid transit alternatives, a Transportation 
System Management Alternative, and the No Build Alternative. The MIS included an 
extensive and comprehensive public involvement program, an MTA Board workshop, and 
two MTA formal Board meetings leading to the decision on the alternatives to be included 
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27 B The MTA is committed to improving transit services within the area. In 1999, the MTA 
initiated the Metro Rapid Bus program on the Whittier/Wilshire Corridor. The program has 
been extremely successful. The Eastside Light Rail Project will further enhance transit 
service in the area by including Eastside communities on the regional rail network that will 
connect to Pasadena, South Pasadena, Lincoln Heights, Downtown L.A., Hollywood, North 
Hollywood, Mid-Wilshire, Long Beach, Compton, Artesia, and more. Included in the 
Eastside Light Rail Project budget is funding for new feeder bus services that will connect 
the communities to the stations. The MTA is able to utilize Federal funding as a portion of 
this project for the buses by including them as part of the Eastside Light Rail Project. If the 
project was not built, the MTA would not be able to utilize the Federal funding available for 
general bus purchase or operation because it was earmarked specifically for fixed guideway 
new starts projects. Cancellation of this Light Rail Project would cause hundreds of 
millions of Federal New Start dollars to potentially leave this City and County and be 
reallocated to other cities or states. 

In addition, the State and local funding which will be used to construct the Eastside Light 
Rail Project may not be used for bus operations. Therefore, a decision to not construct this 
line will not result in the availability of any additional funding for bus operations. 

The MTA has signed a Consent Decree which sets forth certain standards for bus 
overcrowding and which requires some limited new bus service. The MTA has already 
added substantial new bus service in response to the Consent Decree. There currently is a 
dispute between the parties to the Consent Decree as to the exact amount of service 
required, and this dispute will be resolved by the courts. The MTA is prepared to 
implement such new service as is ultimately ordered by the courts regardless of whether the 
MTA moves forward with the construction of the Eastside Light Rail Project. Nothing in 
the Consent Decree limits the ability of the MTA to construct new rail lines. To the 
contrary, the Consent Decree specifically states that "Capital improvement and 
programming for MTA shall include attention to all modes of transportation." 

27 c Travel time reduction is but one measure for the public and MTA to consider. Travel time 
savings as well as other factors are considered by the MTA Board in making a decision. 

27 D During the Re-Evaluation/Major Investment Study (MIS) trade-offs between bus rapid 
transit and light rail were considered by the MTA Board. The 15,000 daily passengers or 
approximately 2,500 passengers per route mile are considered very good ridership and well 
above other systems in the U.S. For example, the highly successful Long Beach Blue Line 
has approximately 2,800 passengers per route mile. 

27 E There are two plans, SCAQMD Rule 403 and MTA Section 01566 (Pollution Controls), to 
mitigate all criteria pollutant emissions to the greatest extent feasible. Nonetheless, as 
disclosed in the Final SEIS/SEIR document, worst-case PM10 and NOx emissions are still 
anticipated to exceed SCAQMD significance levels. Note that this impact will be included 
in the Statement of Overriding Considerations (CEQA Guidelines Section 15093) that MTA 
will prepare to balance the benefits of the project against its unavoidable environmental risk 
when determining whether to approve the project. 

Responses to Stephen A. FinneKan, Principal Transportation Policy Specialist, 
Automobile Club of Southern California (Comment Letter 28) 

28 A The ridership estimate for the six-mile project based on passengers per route mile is 
equivalent to the productivity of the Long Beach Blue Line. Every effort will be made 

Los Angeles Eastside Corridor Final SEISISEIR-Draft 10126101 Page W-36 ofW-75 



7.0: Responses to Comments on the Draft SEJSISEJR 
Responses to Written Public Comments 

during preliminary engineering to reduce the project cost and work closely with the 
Pasadena Blue Line authority on cost-savings measures. 

28 B Chapter 3 addresses traffic impacts and suggested mitigation measures, including 
anticipated traffic volume changes on parallel streets and projected LOS with and without 
the LRT project. In addition, MTA has made major LRT alignment modifications along 
Alameda Street and 1st Street since circulation of the Draft SEIS/SEIR to significantly 
improve traffic flow along those streets and to address LADOT concerns. 

28 C Section. of the Final SEIS/SEIR discusses areas where replacement parking is needed 
based on demand. MTA has committed to providing replacement parking for areas with 
high utilization. Locations where replacement parking will be constructed are also 
identified in that section of the Final SEIS/SEIR. 

The Eastside LRT Project will have excellent sup~s service providing access to 
each LRT station as discussed in Section 3.1 and ..-. As a result, no new parking 
facilities are planned along the LRT alignment, except at the Beverly/Atlantic terminal 
station under Option A and at the Beverly/Pomona terminal station under Option B. 

28 D The MTA is continuing to review the combined maintenance and operating facilities issue 
for the two projects. The Red Line yard is proposed for the Eastside fleet of 26 vehicles. 
The Mid Way yard will still be used for the combined operation and the start-up of the 
Pasadena Blue Line in 2003. A longer term study including the extensions to Claremont 
and Whittier may be undertaken by MTA at some time in the future. 

28 E The Final SEIS/SEIR considers the relocation of some stations but not a reduction in 
stations. The stations were selected based on community plans, accessibility, and potential 
ridership. The cost of the at-grade stations is not significant ($3-$4 million each) and 
deleting two or three stations will not significantly reduce the project cost. 

IJ F The details of the capital cost are available and will be provided upon request. The Final 
SEIS/SEIR includes updated cost estimates based on the decisions made in response to the 
public comments and to the project's preliminary engineering work efforts. Section 5 .1.3 of 
the Draft SEIS/SEIR details the proposed funding sources using state and federal funds. The 
proposed financial plan is consistent with MTA's Long Range Transportation Plan adopted 
in April2001. A refined funding plan is presented in Chapter 5 of the Final SEIS/SEIR. 
The issue of reducing the federal contribution and substituting local sales tax funds has been 
discussed by the MTA but that action by the MTA could possibly reduce the funding for 
other (transit related) projects if local sales tax funds were used instead of federal funds. 

Responses to Thomas Stanley, Campaign for Better Transit, Los Angeles 
(Comment Letter 29) 

29 A The Eastside funding proposal as presented in Section 5.1.3 of the Draft SEIS/SEIR does 
not use any local sales tax revenues. The MTA has not found a way around the 1998 
prohibition. 

29 B The MTA Board considered the extension of the subway (Option 3) but rejected it. The 
MTA Board directed staff to minimize the impacts to the Indiana Street transition and an at
grade, off-street option has been developed to respond to community concerns and is 
presented in the Final SEIS/SEIR. 

29 C More creative station entrances have been developed during Preliminary Engineering. The 
relocation of the Ranch Market is necessary for the implementation of the 1 51/Boyle plaza 
deSign. Alternatives do not provide adequate pedestrian pathways. Acquisition and 
demolition of the Ranch Market was environmentally cleared and approved in connection 
with the suspended Metro Red Line project. 
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A station at Eastern Ave would be next to two cemeteries, a car lot, and a car wash. These 
uses do not support the construction of a station at this location. L.A. County's Orange 
Line, which serves CSULA and City Terrace, and Monterey Park 5 Line which also serves 
CSULA will connect to the 3rd /Mednik station. 

Responses to Silvia Viramontes, Gabriel Rico, Ventura Guzman, and Jose Viramontes, 
Members, Union Y Fuerza de Ia Comunidad (Comment Letter 30) 

30 A MTA granted an extension to the public review period from 45 to 60 days. CEQA 
Guidelines (Section 151 05) state that "The public review period for a draft EIR shall not be 
less than 30 days nor should it be longer than 60 days except under unusual circumstances." 
No unusual circumstances have occurred with the Eastside Corridor LRT project; therefore, 
an extension beyond 60 days is not necessary. 

The executive summary of the Draft SEIS/SEIR was translated into Spanish and was 
available at the community meetings and for those individuals who requested a copy. Over 
100 copies were distributed to community members who requested a Spanish version of the 
executive summary. Presentation material at the community meetings was also translated 
into Spanish. 

Responses to Silvia Viramontes, Member, Union Y Fuerza de Ia Comunidad 
(Comment Letter 31) 

31 A Numerous alternatives have been considered during the course of this study and are 
documented in the Re-Evaluation/Major Investment Study (MIS) for the Eastside Corridor 
(February 2000). Input was solicited from the public through an extensive community 
outreach program to assist in defining eight build alternatives to be further assessed in the 
Re-Evaluation MIS. Preliminary mitigation measures were developed for the potentially 
adverse impacts of each alternative. The MTA Board considered the environmental and 
technical information contained in the MIS study in making their decision to select the LRT 
alignment that was assessed in the SEIS/SEIR. In selecting the LRT Build Alternative, the 
Board considered the reduced environmental impacts associated with tunneling through 
Boyle Heights as represented by the chosen alternative. 

Section 4.5 of the Final SEIS/SEIR discusses equity and environmental justice 
considerations. The conclusions are that the adverse impacts would fall primarily on low 
income and minority populations since they represent the primary population groups 
residing in the corridor. The potential long-term impacts for the LRT Build Alternative 
could be mitigated, with the exception of traffic impacts at some intersections in the study 
area, as discussed in Chapter 3 of the Final SEIS/SEIR. Some of the temporary 
construction-related impacts cannot be fully mitigated as discussed in Section 4.19 .2 of the 
Final SEIS/SEIR. In view of the considerable project benefits to people residing within the 
corridor and local support for implementing the LRT Build Alternative, the adverse impacts 
would not be disproportionate to the mobility, regional connectivity, equity, and economic 
gains this alternative could offer. 

31 B MTA granted an extension to the public review period from 45 to 60 days. CEQA 
Guidelines (Section 151 05) state that "The public review period for a draft EIR shall not be 
less than 30 days nor should it be longer than 60 days except under unusual circumstances." 
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No unusual circumstances have occurred with the Eastside Corridor LRT project; therefore, 
an extension beyond 60 days is not necessary. 

The executive summary of the Draft SEIS/SEIR was translated into Spanish and was 
available at the community meetings and for those individuals who requested a copy. Over 
100 copies were distributed to community members who requested a Spanish version of the 
executive summary. Presentation material at the community meetings was also translated 
into Spanish. 

C The Alternatives Analysis/Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Draft Environmental 
Impact Report for the Eastside Corridor, Los Angeles (1993) and the Final Environmental 
Impact Statement/Final Environmental Impact Report, Los Angeles Eastside Corridor, Los 
Angeles (1994) are incorporated by reference into the SEIS/SEIR (See Section 1.2 of the 
Final SEIS/SEIR). These documents are available for review at the offices ofMTA. The 
availability of these documents was inadvertently omitted from the Draft SEIS/SEIR; 
however, the Final SEIS/SEIR (Section 1.2) indicates where they are available. 

D Thresholds of significance are generally discussed in the "Methodology for Impact 
Evaluation" subsection for each category of impact analyzed in Chapter 4. MT A has not 
developed any specific thresholds of significance for use in CEQA documents. Therefore, 
for some categories of impacts, such thresholds are quantitative-based and are readily 
clarified. Other categories require a more qualitative approach and are based on federal, 
state, or CEQA guidelines, or on professional judgment where such guidance does not exist. 
The draft LA CEQA Thresholds Guide was not used in this document mainly because it is 
still in draft form and because it applies to the City of Los Angeles, and this project is 
located within both the City and County of Los Angeles. · 

E The MTA adequately covered the goals/objectives, purpose and need, alternatives 
development, technical analyses, and public involvement programs throughout the RTAA 
and MIS. A full range of alternatives was presented to the public during the MIS. All of 
the previous studies and actions are included by reference in the Draft and Final SEIS/SEIR 
and made part of the public record. Please refer to Chapter 2 of the Final SEIS/SEIR. 

F Table. refers to the Non-mitigated 2020 Build Condition. These are mitigated and the 
resulting improvements are shown in Table • . 

Significant impacts are determined by comparing the future (2020) Build and No-Build 
conditions. The intersections of Cesar Chavezllndiana and Pomona/ Atlantic were found to 
have no significant impact because the 2020 Build Condition resulted in better levels of 
service than the 2020 No-Build Condition. Refer to Section- under Summary of 
Impacts. 

The goals of the Eastside Light Rail Corridor are discussed in Section •. While 
improving traffic is not one of the goals of the project, the goals do include improving 
access and mobility for residents, employees, and visitors to the Eastside. 

G See response to Comment 28C. The Pi co Aliso site is a part of the replacement parking 
program. Coordination with the City Housing Authority on the redevelopment of the Pi co 
Aliso housing tract will ensure that residents will have sufficient parking. Refer to Section 
-of the Final SEIS/SEIR. 

H Where Options A or B would result in disrupting, dividing, or isolating communities or land 
uses (such as with the removal of all land uses along the eastern side of Indiana Street for 
Option B only), the significance of the impacts are discussed at the 
P..Ortion of Section. of the Final SEIS/SEIR. The CEQA Criteria of Significance for 
Divide Community are discussed in the Methodology for Impact Evaluation portion of 
Section •. Where construction of the project would result in disrupting, dividing or 
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isolating communities or land uses (generally associated with secondary impacts such as 
noise, dust, or traffic), impacts are stated under the CEQA Criteria of Significance for 
Divide Community in Section -· The duration of these impacts is referred to in 
Chapter 3 and Sections 4.6, 4.7, 4.8, and 4.19 of the Final SEIS/SEIR. 

31 I The study area includes the previous area of analysis for the Eastside corridor ( 1990 - 1994 
Red Line studies) and the general extent of the directly served residents and businesses (112 
to 1 mile each side of the alignment). 

J Section 4.1 of the Final SEIS/SEIR has been revised to discussed consistency with these 
plans. However, please note that the CHAS policies that you mention have been superceded 
by the HUD Consolidated Plan. 

31 K Section 4111. Loss ofHousing Stock, of the Final SEIS/SEIR, notes the following: To 
provide mitigation for the loss of housing stock, MTA would incorporate elements of the 
revolving loan fund program for the suspended project into a new Housing Replenishment 
Program for the LRT project. MTA will set up a new revolving loan fund to assist with 
affordable housing replenishment. Note that the loss of housing stock for the LRT project 
would not be as substantial as would have occurred with the suspended Red Line East Side 
Extension, and the supply of housing is expected to increase throughout the Corridor during 
the 20-year planning period. See also response to Comment 31L. 

L Comment noted. The discussion ofloss of housing stock in of the Final 
SEIS/SEIR has been revised to clarify MTA's commitment to providing a new revolving 
loan fund for the current project. 

31 M Comment noted. However, the Ranch Market had originally been displaced as part of the 
Metro Red Line project. The owners of the market received relocation monies to move the 
Market to the comer of 1st Street & Chicago. They chose instead to continue operating at 
the same location paying MT A a monthly rent. There are other full service markets located 
within the Boyle Heights area: Fines Market on Olympic, Food for Less on Olympic, Food 
for Less on First Street, Vons on Fourth Street, and Big Buy on Cesar Chavez. 

31 N As noted in Section 4.21.4 of the Final SEIS/SEIR, the LRT Build Alternative, combined 
with other projects in the area, would improve transportation service and could promote 
opportunities for new development, most likely in the station areas. However, much of the 
adjacent project area is currently developed which may limit opportunities for additional 
infill. To the extent that measures to promote revitalization efforts are successful, new 
growth resulting from the proposed project is likely to be directed to areas most suitable for 
more intense land uses and is likely to occur in the form of high density, multi-unit 
development. The Los Angeles Community Redevelopment Agency has indicated that the 
Central Business District and Union Station would be minimally affected with respect to 
inducing further development because there are already several modes of transportation in 
the area. The Little Tokyo District, however, would benefit from moderate induced growth, 
as the LRT Build Alternative would help to centralize and organize development along the 
project corridor. 

Regarding fire or police staffmg, Section-notes that the LRT Build Alternative 
could cause a slight increase in demand; however, if it occurs, the magnitude would not be 
significant. The project is not expected to require additional schools or other public 
facilities to be built. Because transit access would be improved to many of the existing 
facilities in the corridor, the LRT would have a beneficial cumulative impact since the 
addition of new transit connections would broaden the range of accessibility at the system 
level. 

With regard to your concern about increased demand for housing, no one can predict the 
real estate market over the long term; however, MTA is committed to making available sites 
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for joint development, including sites for affordable housing. A new revolving loan fund 
will be applied to this project. See response to Comment 31 L. The intent of the fund is to 
assist community based developers and property owners with financing commitments for 
construction and permanent financing; and assist with affordable housing rehabilitation. 

31 0 See response to Comment IF. 
31 P The successful Metro Rapid Bus and community Dash are providing service to both the 

transit dependent and those desiring to change from driving to taking transit. In either case, 
the people using the system have reduced congestion on the streets by taking transit. By the 
year 2020, congestion will increase due to the population and job growth within L.A. 
County. Our Metro Rapid Bus and Dash services will be at-capacity or worse, and traffic 
on the streets will be so congested that mobility, therefore access to jobs, will be impaired. 
The Eastside Light Rail Project will provide greater transit capacity and will ease 
congestion. It will provide fast, reliable service, no matter how bad adjacent traffic 
congestion gets due to the grade separated right-of-way. 

II Q The cumulative project generated noise from either train operations or ancillary facilities 
will add to the existing traffic noise and could have a cumulative effect on future noise 
levels. The expected increase in existing noise levels is less than 1 dBA at those receivers 
that are predicted to have no impact. Receivers that are moderately impacted would have a 
1 to 2 dBA increase in existing noise levels. Severely impacted receivers would have a 3 
dBA to 5 dBA increase in existing levels. 

31 R During the preliminary engineering detailed vibration testing is being conducted that will 
identify the ground attenuation at these impacted structures. The results of these tests will 
be used to determine the necessary vibration control measures that will be incorporated as 
part of the trackwork design. Potential structural or architectural damage to these buildings 
is not expected to occur during transit operations (see Section~- However, during 
construction, precautions will be taken by the Contractor to limit vibration levels. These 
requirements are part of the MTA Specification Section 01565, Construction Noise and 
Vibration Control. 

31 S While large-scale earth movement is required, it is for the most part covered, and will not be 
exposed to rain or running water, so the potential for erosion is not considered a hazard. 
The tunneled soil will be stockpiled at the staging areas but will not constitute a geologic 
hazard. Similarly station excavations will be covered, and initial support systems of the 
station walls will be either lagged (wood boards covering soil) or sprayed with concrete to 
prevent soil loss into the excavation. 

31 T For the Eastside LRT project, pressure face tunneling machines will be specified for tunnel 
construction. This machine has a "closed face" (steel cutting wheel at front of the machine), 
which can be completely closed to stabilize the tunnel face if necessary. In addition, the 
permanent ground support (tunnel lining) is installed within the body of the machine and 
grouted in place as the tunn~s greatly reducing the potential for collapse. 
Also see Final SEIS/SEIR ...._..for a description of the tunneling technology. 
In addition, MTA' s Public Affairs Officers will be administering a construction impact 
program. This program will provide a hotline number for a direct connection to MTA staff. 
MTA staff will provide individual consultation to residents or businesses impacted during 
construction. Should residences or businesses be impacted during construction, MTA staff 
will work individually on appropriate solutions. 

II U No rolling blackouts, rate hikes, significant cumulative electrical deficiencies, or other 
burdens to electrical supplies are anticipated for the LRT Build Alternative because the Los 
Angeles Department of Water and Power (DWP) will service the electricity demands of the 
rail, stations, and M&SF facilities. The DWP currently draws its energy from 24 major 
thermal generating units and 27 hydroelectric generating units. The DWP is entirely 
independent from State energy sources and demands, and has expressed its abilities to serve 
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its service areas with electricity without blackouts for years to come. This information has 
been added to Section 4.13 of the Final SEIS/SEIR. See also response to Comment 49L. 
As described in-· Air Quality Impacts, and -· Air Quality Cumulative Impacts, 
the LRT Build Alternative is anticipated to have beneficial impacts on the region's air 
quality due to its effect of reducing future vehicles on the road by implementing another 
mode of public transportation. Although the LRT Build Alternative would require 
additional energy generation from the DWP power plants (24 of which are thermal 
generating units; 27 are hydroelectric generating units), additional pollutant emissions from 
these energy-supplying sources are anticipated to be offset by the beneficial impacts of the 
project's public transportation element, especially in comparison with the No-Build 
Alternative and its anticipated pollutant emissions. 
MTA considers personal safety to be of utmost importance in the desi~ and 
~of the LRT. The mitigation measures presented in Sections__.. 
--of the Final SEIS/SEIR will be incorporated into the project to minimize the 
~ccident potential. The project will be required to meet MTA Rail Transit Design Criteria 
and Standards, Fire/Life Safety Criteria, Volume IX. See also response to Comment 25R. 
Section - presents the construction air quality analysis that was conducted for this 
project. The analysis is consistent with what the SCAQMD requires in their CEQA 
guidelines manual. No .further analysis is required. The mitigation measures that are also 
discussed in that section are designed to minimize air quality impacts to the extent possible. 
See response to Comment 31Z. 
The construction schedule will be dependent on factors such as contract packaging. 
Approximate durations for various phases of the work are provided in Section 4.19 .1. See 
response to Comment 25X. . 
Construction air quality mitigation measures are detailed in Section - ofthe Final 
SEIS/SEIR document. In addition, all contractors will be required to conform to MTA 
Section 01566 mandates that requires equipment engines to be properly tuned at all times. 

MTA will coordinate construction activities with school, daycare, and convalescent centers 
within the area that may be affected by the proposed project to minimize air quality impacts 
to these sensitive receptor locations. 

As required by state law, MTA must comply with all Proposition 65 requirements in the 
event that construction activities utilize Prop 65 identified toxic materials. 

Signs will be posted throughout the construction area that will include anticipated dates of 
construction activity, and the telephone number of a construction information desk that can 
log complaints, or offer additional information regarding the construction process. 

31 AA The means and methods of construction that will be used by the Contractor are not known at 
this time. Therefore, MTA has set vibration limits that will ensure that ground vibration 
generated during construction will not cause any damage or annoyance to nearby buildings. 

31 BB The equipment and methods of construction that will be used by the Contractor are not 
known at this time. Therefore, MTA has set noise limits that will protect building 
occupants from annoyance. Vibration from mine trains does have the potential of causing 
intrusive noise inside buildings above the tunnel (See Section- of the Final 
SEIS/SEIR). 

~ CC At the time the Draft SEIS/SEIR was prepared, site-specific geotechnical investigations had 
not been initiated, and results of the investigation for the suspended project were used. 
Since then (Beginning in May 2001) borings and monitoring wells have been placed along 
1.51-Street, and gas concentrations monitored. At this time, wells are continuing to be 
monitored. Data thus far shows that the highest methane level measured was 1, 700 parts 
per million (ppm), in one location. The lower explosive limit for methane is 50,000 ppm. 
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All other locations were below 100 ppm. No hydrogen sulfide has been measured in the 
borings for the 1st Street alignment to date. The Final SEIS/SEIR has been updated to 
reflect the recent investigations. 

31 DD See response to Comment 1 C. 
31 EE The use ofMariachi Plaza will be temporarily disrupted by excavation and finishing work 

on the eastern end of the plaza for the 1 51/Boyle Station. However, the gazebo and adjacent 
area on the western portion of this facility would remain intact throughout construction. In 
addition, the street bordering the plaza on the north would be closed for the duration of 
station and subway construction. 

31 FF The operating cost per passenger mile includes the total bus and rail operating costs for 
MTA (no capital costs are included in operating costs). The operating cost of the LRT 
Build Alternative additional bus · has a $22.5 million higher cost than the No-
Build Alternative but also produces more 
transit trips and therefore more passenger miles. Based on this standard FT A measure, the 
operating cost per passenger mile is similar for the No-Build and the LRT Build 
Alternatives. Please refer to Chapter 5 of the Final SEIS/SEIR. 

~T Build Alternative and each option is shown in 
._...___in both 1999 dollars and year of expenditure dollars. The 
capital cost for Option A and B (approximately $818 million in year of expenditure dollars) 
can be found in Chapter 5 of the Final SEIS/SEIR. 

The estimated cost per new transit rider is shown in -
-for the LRT Build Alternative options. The cost per new transit rider including 
both annual operating costs and annualized capital costs is between $24 and $27. This is far 
less than the $5,000 cost per rider included in your comment letter. The cost per new transit 
rider for Option A and Option B (approximately $28.15) can be found in Chapter 5 of the 
Final SEIS/SEIR. 

The LRT Build Alternative and supporting bus system will attract new transit riders (almost 
10,000 per day) as well as provide an alternative for existing transit riders. 

Response to E. Richard Larson, NAACP Legal Defense and Educations Fund, Inc. 
(Comment Letter 32) 

32 A The Re-Evaluation Major Investment Study (MIS) that was prepared (and incorporated by 
reference into the SEIS/SEIR) is discussed in Section - of the Final SEIS/SEIR. That 
document analyzed the TSM Alternative as well as several other alternatives. As a result of 
the findings, the LRT Build Alternative was selected for further analysis in the SEIS/SEIR 
because it was determined it would best meet the project goals and objectives as stated in 
Section •. MTA prepared the Re-Evaluation MIS in close coordination with FTA to 
meet Federal requirements and was approved by that agency. See also response to Comment 
27B. 

32 B The process outlined in Chapter 2 of the Draft and Final SEIS/SEIRs, as well as the 
previous environmental documents for the Red Line subway extension all took into 
consideration a wide range of alternatives, including the Transportation System 
Management Alternative. The current and previous MT A Board also had the option to 
serect the No-Build or TSM Alternative as the preferred alternative for the Eastside corridor. 
The processes and analyses conducted have followed all federal and state project planning 
guidelines including the development and analysis of a wide range of modal alternatives. 
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32 C The No-Build and the LRT Build Alternatives included the Line 720. This was an assumed 
operating route in the year 2020. The No-Build is defined in Chapter 2 of the Final 
SEIS/SEIR. It was also included in the model runs conducted for the MIS and in the TSM. 
The commenter must understand that the model runs and evaluations are done for the 
analysis year of2020. The analyses conducted assume that Line 720 continues in service 
with the LRT Build Alternative as shown in Figure 2-5, page 2-15 and Table 2-1, page 2-11 
of the Draft SEIS/SEIR and also in Chapter 2 of the Final SEIS/SEIR. 

32 D See response to Comment 32C. The model runs included Line 720. This was a very 
conscious decision by MTA to include the demonstration rapid bus project as a so-called 
"committed" project improvement in 2020 rather than removing them because the MTA 
Board had only labeled them as "demonstration" only projects. 

32 E See responses to Comments 32B, 32C, and 320. 
32 F As stated in the response to Comment 32B, a rigorous analysis was done of alternatives 

including many points of public input and comment. A proper analysis of the No-Build and 
TSM Alternatives has been conducted, and additional analysis would not provide the MTA 
Board, the community, and FTA with any better information by which to overturn the 
decision already made. 

32 G As stated previously, the TSM Alternative was evaluated and compared in theRe
Evaluation/MIS and presented to the public and MTA Board in public sessions. 

32 H Comment noted. 
32 I The MTA and SCAG regional plans study the needs of all travel in Los Angeles County and 

the region. That process identifies problem travel corridors for detailed studies related to 
the best modes of service for the related facilities within the corridor. The corridor study 
then analyzes improvements within the corridor that will help solve the identified long 
range problems in the corridor. This is the process outlined by the federal government in 
their planning regulations. 

32 J The LRT Build Alternative was determined to best meet the goals and objectives (presented 
in Section 1.3 .5 of the Final SEIS/SEIR) that were developed through planning and 
extensive community involvement activities. While the Eastside LRT defmitely provides a 
more convenient and reliable mode of transit to residents within the study area, persons 
outside the study area will benefit as well. For example, its convenient connections with the 
Pasadena Blue Line as well as the Metro Red Line will provide enhanced access to and from 
other areas throughout the metropolitan area. See also response to Comment 27B. 

32 K Comment noted. MTA will respond to the public records act request if and when made. 

Response to Barbara Schultz, Legal Aid Foundation of Los Angeles 
(Comment Letter 33) 

33 A See response to Comment IF. The details of the local hire program have not been finalized 
but they will be completed before the request for proposals is published. MTA is 
researching similar local hire programs used on other projects in order to assist MTA in the 
development of its own local hire program. 

33 B See response to Comment 33A. 
33 C See response to Comment 33A. 
33 D See response to Comment 33A. 
33 E See response to Comment 33A. 

Response to Irene Hirano, Little Tokyo Community Council (Comment Letter 34) 
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34 A MTA thanks you for your support for the LRT Project. Chapter 3 addresses traffic impacts 
and suggested mitigation measures, including anticipated traffic volume changes on parallel 
streets and projected LOS with and without the LRT project. In addition, MTA has made 
major LRT alignment modifications along Alameda Street and 1st Street since circulation of 
the Draft SEIS/SEIR that will significantly improve traffic flow along those streets and 
address LADOT concerns. 

The MTA will work with local businesses, organizations, and residents during the 
Community Linkages Study/Program to address access issues such as these. The MIS and 
previous studies on the Eastside Corridor analyzed several alternatives. The LRT option 
with the current route was the locally preferred alternative (LPA). Refer to Section 1.2 for 
more information on the background and context of the locally preferred alternative. 

The First Street Bridge, when originally built, was designed to carry the Red Line streetcars. 
By utilizing the First Street Bridge to cross the LA River, the MTA is maintaining the 
historical significance of the structure. 

Response to Margarita Sanchez, Boyle Heights Mejoramiento (Comment Letter 35) 

35 A MTA granted an extension to the public review period from 45 to 60 days. CEQA 
Guidelines (Section 151 05) state that "The public . review period for a draft EIR shall not be 
less than 30 days nor should it be longer than 60 days except under unusual circumstances." 
No unusual circumstances have occurred with the Eastside Corridor LRT project; therefore, 
an extension beyond 60 days is not necessary. 

The executive summary of the Draft SEIS/SEIR was translated into Spanish and was 
available at the community meetings and for those individuals who requested a copy. Over 
100 copies were distributed to community members who requested a Spanish version of the 
executive summary. Presentation material at the community meetings was also translated 
into Spanish. 

The original EIS/EIR is available from MTA Records Management or at the MTA Library, 
15th Floor , One Gateway Plaza. 

35 B Comment noted. There will be disruption during the construction period of the LRT. The 
mitigation measures presented in the Final SEIS/SEIR will be implemented to minimize 
adverse impacts to the extent possible. However, once completed, the LRT will enhance 
access and mobility for the residents and businesses within the community. 

Response to Margarita Sanchez, Boyle Heights Mejoramiento (Comment Letter 36) 

36 A The planning process leading to the selection of the LRT Build Alternative is fully 
documented in Chapter 2 of the .. SEIS/SEIR (especially sections- and also 
in Chapter 2 of the Final SEIS/SEIR). The Re-Evaluation/Major Investment Study (MIS) 
considered over 47 alternatives and analyzed eight alternatives, including four bus rapid 
transit alternatives, a Transportation System Management Alternative, and the No Build 
Alternative. The MIS included an extensive and comprehensive public involvement 
program, an MTA Board workshop, and two MTA formal Board meetings leading to the 
decision on the alternatives to be included in the Draft SEIS/SEIR. 

36 B See response to Comment 27B. 
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C From an air quality perspective, both alternative-fuel buses and light-rail are 
environmentally superior, when compared to the diesel bus. The main difference is that bus 
emissions will continue to occur locally, while light-rail emissions occur at some other 
location (the place of electricity generation). LRT has other advantages over buses because 
LRT is more convenient and reliable and also provides better access to the region through 
its easy connections with the Red Line and Pasadena Blue Line (now under construction). 

D See responses to 3A and 36H. 
E Comment noted. As discussed in the Final SEIS/SEIR, the extent of relocations required for 

the previous freeway projects was of much larger magnitude than those necessary for the 
Eastside LRT. The adverse impacts of the LRT project will be minimized by the mitigation 
that is planned and discussed in the Final SEIS/SEIR. In addition, it may be argued that the 
major purpose of the freeways is to carry traffic through the area. The local community is 
generally bypassed and opportunities to attract people or business to the area are mostly 
foregone. The LRT will bring people through the community and could serve as a conduit 
to attract people here. In addition, people must own or have access to a car to use the 
freeways. LRT will provide a convenient and reliable mode of transportation to all persons 
in the corridor. 

F The Re-Evaluation!MIS considered the full Eastside corridor to Norwalk/Whittier 
Boulevards, but neither community agreement nor funding was agreed upon east of Atlantic 
Boulevard. Olympic and Washington Boulevards at the time of the MIS were considered to 
be too far south and did not address the travel needs of the persons who would have used the 
Suspended Red Line project. 

G The MTA and other public agencies have made many improvements to the bus system 
including both Metro Rapid Bus and Dash. However, fine as these improvements are, they 
operate in mixed flow traffic and will be slowed as traffic congestion increases. The 
proposed light rail project operates in reserved right-of-way and will be much less impacted 
by traffic increases. The Major Investment Study (MIS) which preceded this EIS/EIR 
considered 47 alternatives with extensive community input before settling on the light rail 
alternative. See response to Comment 36H for more details. 

H The successful Metro Rapid Bus and community Dash are providing service to both the 
transit dependent and those desiring to change from driving to taking transit. In either case, 
the people using the system have reduced congestion on the streets by taking transit. By the 
year 2020, congestion will increase due to the population and job growth within L.A. 
County. Our Metro Rapid Bus and Dash services will be at-capacity or worse, and traffic 
congestion will have increased. The Eastside Light Rail Project will provide greater transit 
capacity and will ease congestion by creating a reliable system that does not stop in traffic 
and actually provides an alternative to driving. By easing congestion, both the air and noise 
quality are improved. 

I Table - in the Final SEIS/SEIR presents recent and planned development activity in the 
study corridor. Cumulative impacts are discussed in Section -· The Alameda Corridor 
Project is designed to reduce, not increase, conflicts between trucks and freight rail 
movements and passenger traffic including light rail. The totally grade separated Alameda 
Corridor freight rail lines will reduce the conflict that would otherwise occur between 
automobiles and transit and freight trains running to and from the Ports in Los Angeles. 
MTA will work cooperatively with SCAG, LADOT and the County of Los Angeles to 
ensure that the Light Rail alignment is not designated a major truck route or (as on 
Alameda) the light rail is assigned its own alignment off street. 

J The FTA vibration criteria are based on human annoyance. Table is based on 
15uilding damage. Humans are more sensitive to lower level vibrations while buildings can 
withstand much higher vibration levels before any damage will occur. 

K MT A will implement a pre-construction building inspection program for older buildings 
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that are within 50 feet of the tunnel alignment. Each building will be inspected and 
photographed to document its condition before construction. After construction any claims 
of damage will be assessed using the pre-construction surveys. 

36 L As noted in Section- of the Final SEIS/SEIR, ground-borne vibrations and ground
borne noise due to tunneling will be controlled to minimize disturbance to residents and to 
sensitive structures. The MTA will monitor noise and vibrations produced from the 
tunneling machine(s) and muck trains in the tunnel. Monitoring of vibration levels will give 
the MTA valuable information, which will be used to address any expected impacts to 
residents who may be affected as the tunneling machines advance near or under their 
residences or businesses. 

As a minimum, for those portions of the alignment where there is underground construction 
activity under residences and businesses, MTA will require the contractor to install an 
elastomer isolator between the floor of the tunnel and the rails and ties on which the muck 
train carrying excavated materials operates. If vibration limits are exceeded, the contractor 
will be required to take action to reduce vibrations to acceptable levels. Such action could 
include reducing the muck train speed, additional rail and tie isolation, and more frequent 
rail and wheel maintenance. 

In the event concerns are raised at any given time by a resident, the MTA will maintain a 
phone number, which will get a timely response from one of the members of the Public 
Affairs Team. 

36 M Existing 24-hour noise level measurements were taken at seven locations in the project area 
(see Table 4.8-1). 

36 N The maximum concentration of all criteria pollutants, which includes PM10 and NOx, are 
summarized in Table~ of the Final SEIS/SEIR for years 1997-99. In addition, Table 
- also discloses the number of days that pollutant concentrations violated Federal and 
State standards for the 1997-99 year period. Construction period impacts are presented in 
Section-. 

36 0 See response to Comment 4B regarding minimizing use of diesel-powered construction 
equipment. Additional air quality mitigation measures during construction are discussed in 
Section 4.19.2.6 of the Final SEIS/SEIR. 

36 P Designated haul routes for trucks and hours of operation will be established by LADOT, 
County DPW, and Caltrans and identified during final design. These routes will be situated 
to minimize noise, vibration, and other possible impacts on residential neighborhoods. The 
majority ofthe soil will be removed through the 151 and Boyle Street location, and it is 
anticipated that most of the hauling from that location would be acc~d via the 
nearby US 101 freeway, thus avoiding neighborhoods. See Section- of the Final 
SEIS/SEIR for more information. 

36 Q To date, gas measurements have been well below the lower explosive limit (which is 50,000 
parts per million by volume) for methane gas. Also see response to Comment 31 CC. To 
date, no hydrogen sulfide has been detected. During construction, as required by Cal 
OSHA, air will be sampled underground, at the machines soil discharge and at enclosed 
areas, all at specified intervals (minimum; beginning of each work shift) to determine the 
need for additional ventilation. 

During tunneling, tunnels will be continuously ventilated to prevent accumulation of gasses 
and to provide fresh air to the workers at the tunnel face. The contractor will be required to 
provide excess ventilation capacity 

Tunnel boring machines will have computerized and automated guidance systems to 
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maintain proper alignment of tunnels, thus avoiding any additional mining such as that 
which led to the Hollywood collapse. Also see Section - of the Final SEIS/SEIR on 
the tunneling technology to be used. 

R Claims against the MTA were filed when subsidence caused by the tunneling underneath 
properties created damages to properties and businesses. MTA settles claims as appropriate. 
Also see response to Comment lD. The mitigation measures discussed in Section 4.9 of the 
Final SEIS/SEIR will minimize the potential for damage from subsidence. 

S See response to Comment IF. 
T Compensation to residences and businesses for acquisition and relocation will be provided 

in accordance with the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition 
Policies Act of 1970 (Public Law 91-646, 84 Stat. 1894), as amended. MTA will be 
formulating a local employment policy for construction and operational related job 
opportunities for the corridor. Such a program will include resources for job development 
and training, and will be made available to persons unable to find a new job as a result of 
the business relocations. See response to Comment 31L. 

U Growth in the form of multi-family residences and/or rentals is already anticipated through 
zoning and land use designations throughout the corridor (Section 4.21.4, Growth-Inducing 
Impacts). In the case that the project or associated transit-oriented development, due to its 
nature of inducing growth by improving transportation service and promoting opportunities 
for new development, should warrant future zone and/or general plan land use policy 
changes, such changes would be made at the discretion of the governing bodies (City, 
County, etc.), and would undergo analysis for growth-inducing impacts (and other impacts 
such as adding to overcrowding in schools) at that time. Furthermore, rental rates and 
income levels, which are always on the rise, would increase, but local sales taxes and 
commercial taxes will also increase, and incomes should also increase, as described in 
Section- of the Final SEIS/SEIR, benefiting the community as a whole. In any event, 
MT A is committed to providing sites for joint development, including sites for affordable 
housing. See also response to Comment 31L. 

V The MTA agrees with this recommendation. Before any significant re-routing changes are 
made to East Los Angeles buses as a result of the construction of the Eastside Corridor 
project, fliers will be provided on buses at least two weeks in advance notifying riders of 
route modifications. In addition, hoods will be placed over the bus-stop signs, also 
notifying riders of what modifications have been made to the bus route. 

W Due to the need for very detailed information for some of the investigations, they cannot be 
completed until the fmal design phase. This phase occurs after the Final SEIS/SEIR is 
completed, and FTA signs the Record of Decision (ROD). FTA, as the lead agency, does 
not allow fmal design to begin until the ROD is signed. However, the studies and 
mitigation that may be proposed as a result of the studies will need to conform with the 
criteria specified in MTA's System Design Criteria and Standards Volumes I through IV 
and applicable federal, state, and local regulations. 

Response to Mar&arita Sanchez, Boyle Bei&hts Mejoramiento (Comment Letter 37) 

37 A Many alternatives were evaluated prior to preparation of the SEIS/SEIR. See Chapter 2 of 
the Final SEIS/SEIR for additional information. The LRT Build Alternative was 
determined to be the one that best meets the goals and objectives described in Section ... 
Section 4.19.2.2 states, "During final design, site and street specific Worksite Traffic 
Control Plans will be developed in cooperation with the City of Los Angeles Department of 
Transportation and Los Angeles County." The strategies of the plan will be designed to 
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minimize adverse impacts to the extent possible during construction. 
II B The LRTwould be in subway in the most densely populated portion of the corridor. 

However, funds are not available to build the entire project below ground or on an aerial 
structure. MTA considers personal safety to be of utmost importance in the design, 
~ion of the LRT. The mitigation measures presented in Sections 
____,.of the Final SEIS/SEIR will be iniio orated into the project to 
minimize the accident potential. As discussed in Section , crossing guards will be 
provided to the schools nearest the alignment, if the school administrator requests them. 
The project will be required to meet MTA Rail Transit Design Criteria and Standards, 
Fire/Life Safety Criteria, Volume IX. 

37 C DASH and Rapid routes will not be eliminated prior to, during or after construction as a 
result of this project. Rerouting of existing service may occur during and after construction 
to avoid any conflicts during construction but also to provide better service for the 
community who will be utilizing the new light rail once construction is complete. 

37 D See response to Comment 1D. 
3 7 E Thank you for your comment. 

Response to Ernestina Montellano, CAARP (Comment Letter 38) 

38 A MTA granted an extension to the public review period from 45 to 60 days. CEQA 
Guidelines (Section 151 05) state that "The public review period for a draft EIR shall not be 
less than 30 days nor should it be longer than 60 days except under unusual circumstances." 
No unusual circumstances have occurred with the Eastside Corridor LRT project; therefore, 
an extension beyond 60 days is not necessary. 

38 B See response to Comment lD. The mitigation presented in the Final SEIS/SEIR will be 
implemented to minimize adverse impacts in the community. 

Response to Ernestina Montellano, CAARP (Comment Letter 39) 

39 A Information has been distributed throughout the corridor since August 1999. There have 
been numerous community meetings as well as newspaper advertisements that notified the 
community of the meetings. In addition to these distributions, we have had two mail house 
distributions done twice to over 60,000 households. There are monthly Review Advisory 
Committee meetings, which you are currently on our mailing list, and you can address your 
concerns at these meetings. Flyers were also distributed door to door to all businesses and 
residents along the alignment route. 

3 9 B See response to Comment 31 L. 
39 C The residences, businesses, and jobs displaced as a result of the Metro Red Line project 

were previously assessed and cleared in the Los Angeles Metro Red Line East Side 
Extension, Final Environmental Impact Statement, 1994. All of the residences and 
businesses were acquired and compensated and all were relocated, with the exception of the 
Ranch Market, prior to suspension of the Red Line project. Because the project was 
suspended before the business was relocated, MT A and the Ranch Market owners agreed 
that the market could lease the property from MTA and continue operating until such time 
that MTA needed the property. As mentioned, this impact was already considered and 
cleared during the previous EIS process. 

39 D Data from the suspended Red line project from previously installed borings andre-sampling 
of previously installed vapor and groundwater-monitoring wells has been incorporated into 
the current LRT geo-technical investigation, which commenced April24, 2001. The LRT 
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geo-teclmical investigation is currently ongoing, and has included review of previous geo
teclmical and chemical data, installation of vapor and groundwater monitoring wells, 
drilling of geo-teclmical borings, laboratory testing, vibration testing, geophysical logging, 
pressure meter testing, and investigation of the Coyote Pass Escarpment near 1st and Soto 
Streets. Continuing activities include drilling of additional borings, periodic sampling of 
newly installed wells, ground shaking and deformation calculations, and preparation of the 
final geoteclmical report for the Eastside LRT preliminary engineering study. The final 
Preliminary Geoteclmical Report for Preliminary Design of Underground structures is dated 
August 9, 2001 and is available for review at MTA library 15th floor or at MTA Records 
Management, One Gateway Plaza, Los Angeles. A supplemental geoteclmical investigation 
began field work October 1, 2001. 

39 E See response to Comment 31 S. 
39 F Any fixed guideway project has permanency, and history has shown that the travel patterns 

adjust to these fixed facilities (such as freewa~astside corridor shows tremendous 
growth as depicted in the Purpose and Need- and in-of the Final 
SEIS/SEIR. 

39 G See response to Comment 27B. 
H See response to Comment 31 U. 

Response to Marv Lou Trevis, Mothers of East Los AnKeles (Comment Letter 40) 

40 A The MTA Board decided on May 24, 2001 to select Option 1 as the preferred option to be 
carried into the Final SEIS/SEIR. However, since that time, MTA has been meeting with 
LAUSD and LADOT to discuss concerns relating to Ramona High School, traffic and 
parking issues on Indiana Street, and the operation of the LRT in the vicinity. As a result of 
these discussions, MTA has decided to study an additional option (Option B) in the Final 
SEIS/SEIR (refer to Chapter 2.0 for a complete discussion of the option). Option B 
includes building a new school at another site in the community or reconstructing the school 
building at the existing location and adding a LRT station at 3rdllndiana, which will provide 
the students and faculty with convenient access to the LRT. MTA, with LAUSD and 
LADOT input, will decide which option to implement after considering all of the findings in 
the Final SEIS/SEIR regarding environmental impacts of each option. The new option 
involves acquisition of existing uses on the east side of Indiana Street between 1st and 3 rd 

Streets. The acquisitions would allow the existing travel lanes and on-street parking to be 
retained along Indiana Street, which is currently a narrow street. The LRT track would 
operate on ~east of Indiana Street. The mitigation measures discussed 
in Sections ---will help to minimize the potential for accidents between 
the LRT and pedestrians walking to and from nearby schools. The project will be required 
to meet MTA Rail Transit Design Criteria and Standards, Fire/Life Safety Criteria, Volume 
IX as well as PUC safety standards. See also response to Comment 25E. 

40 B Comment noted. 

Response to Dr. Ramon Garcia, Latino Urban Forum (Comment Letter 41) 

41 A The MT A understands the unique opportunity the communities on the Eastside hold. The 
existing area is rich in culture and ideas. The MTA has and will continue to work with the 
c-oinmunity through the Review Advisory Committee to gain input from the community on 
the design. The Metro Art Program will continue to work with its Art Advisory Panel, 
which is made of community historians, artists, etc. The Community Linkages 
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Study/Program will continue to work with the community to expand improvements from the 
immediate station to the surrounding areas. The Project will be designed to comply with 
MTA Design Criteria for Planning and Federal criteria to ensure good urban design. 

41 B The FTA, as lead agency, will require that MTA implement the mitigation presented in the 
Final SEIS/SEIR as a condition of project approval and release of federal funds. A 
mitigation monitoring program will also be implemented pursuant to CEQA to ensure that 
the mitigation is carried out. 

Response to Darrell Clarke, Friends 4 Expo Transit (Comment Letter 42) 

42 A MTAthanks you for your support of the Eastside Corridor LRT. 

~esponse to Dean Perton, Catellus Development Corporation (Comment Letter 43) 

43 A MTA will continue to coordinate with Catellus throughout the design and construction 
process. MTA currently hosts ongoing meetings with Catellus, Caltrans, LADOT, and other 
affected parties on the third Monday of each month and will continue to do so to ensure that 
the issues of the Alameda Corridor district plan are coordinated as requested. 

43 B No specific Alameda Street improvement plans were identified by the City of Los Angeles 
in response to request for planned improvements along the Eastside LRT Corridor. 

43 C Detailed coordination of project with the phasing of development at Union Station is 
handled through monthly meetings hosted by the MTA and including all interested public 
and private stakeholders. The SCAG demographic forecasts used for the transportation 
modeling incorporate future growth assuring that the light rail will be sized appropriately. 

44 

44 

Response to Shoji S. Shimizu, AlA, Man2rove Estates (Comment Letter 44) 

A Modifications to the proposed street lanes have been developed in cooperation with LADOT 
to ensure adequate access in the vicinity of 151 and Alameda Streets. 

B MTA has incorporated most LRT Project modifications proposed by LADOT to address 
traffic access and circulation along Alameda Street and 151 Street in the vicinity of the 
Mangrove Estates property. 

C The two paragraphs were revised as shown in-of the Final SEIS/SEIR to reflect 
the results of the above analysis of traffic access and circulation improvements in the 
vicinity of the Mangrove Estate Property: 

The proposed station location on the east side of Alameda Street, adjacent to the Mangrove 
Estate Property, will result in the closure of both Turner and Banning Streets and the 
prohibition of the northbound right turn movement from Alameda Street onto eastbound 
Temple Street. Along First Street, four lanes of traffic will be provided, and access to the 
Mangrove Estate Property will be located at Hewitt Street, where a new signal installation is 
proposed to accommodate all traffic movements in and out of the property. The Final 
SEIS/SEIR document will reflect these changes. 

D The proposed project has changed, and traffic capacity along 1st Street has increased due to 
provision of four lanes between Alameda Street and the First Street Bridge. Consequently, 
tliere is no longer any reduced vehicular traffic capacity at the three intersections of 
1st/Alameda, Temple/Alameda, and lst/Vignes. Due to the project changes at Alameda and 
1st, the intersections were re-analyzed. Chapter 3 of the Final SEIS/SEIR document reflects 
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E Thank you for your clarification. The Central City North Community Plan available at the 
time of the preparation of the Draft SEIS/SEIR stated the property as noted. The text and 
figure have been revised for the Final SEIS/SEIR. 

F Comment noted: Revisions have been made to-of the Final SEIS/SEIR. 
44 G MTA has agreed to widen 1st Street adjacent to Mangrove Estate to two lanes each way at 

Project expense to reduce the potential for adverse impacts on the Mangrove Estate project. 
In addition, MTA has agreed to locate its alignment off street on the east side of Alameda to 
avoid adverse impacts on Alameda. MTA will work cooperatively with LADOT and 
Mangrove Estate to make sure that the Little Tokyo Arts District station is well integrated 
with the pedestrian and vehicle access aspects of the Mangrove Estate Project. 

As noted in Section 4.1 of the Final SEIS/SEIR, because the LRT Build Alternative would 
result in restricting planned access to the Mangrove Estates multi-use project by closing 
both Turner and Banning Streets and resulting in the prohibition of the northbound right
turn movement from Alameda Street onto eastbound Temple Street, access to the property 
would be located at Hewitt Street, with installation of a new signal. An access point would 
be re-created as part of the LRT Build Alternative, thus the reduction of planned access to 
the multi-use project is considered a less than significant land use impact, as it would not 
significantly detract from the proposed commercial development (Mangrove Estates). It is 
anticipated that with mitigation in the form of coordination between MTA, the City of Los 
Angeles, and the Mangrove Estates developer, access issues would be offset further. 

44 H See Comment 44G above. Impacts on land use policies in the Central City North 
Community Plan would not be significant after mitigation for access, traffic signal, and 
coordination between MTA, LADOT, and Mangrove Estates. Although the LRT Build 
Alternative would result in displacing street parking along 151 Street, it is not anticipated that 
this would be a significant land use impact because the nearby land uses are presently 
vacant. In the future, if the property is developed as the Mangrove Estates multi-use 
project, the developer would provide on-site parking. 

I The text of Section - of the Final SEIS/SEIR has been revised to reflect that the 
property is approved and vested for a major, mixed-use development. Changes have been 
made to the project since circulation of the Draft SEIS/SEIR, as discussed in the response to 
Comment 44G, to minimize access and circulation impacts. Also, note that LADOT has 
agreed to provide MTA a ten-foot dedication on Alameda Street and on 151 Street. This 
dedication would also be requested from LADOT by the Mangrove Estate development 
should the property, which is currently for sale, be developed as planned. The LRT project 
will require only a minimal strip of additional property to accommodate the planned transit 
facilities, so there would be no impact on development density. See also response to 
Comment 44N. 

44 J See response to Comment 44D. 
44 K See comments 44A through 44J, which reflect the changes that have been made, related to 

the Mangrove Estate property, which is currently for sale. 
L The regional transportation demand model uses demographic data supplied by the Southern 

California Association of Governments (SCAG). This is required by federal regulation 
because SCAG is the federally designated Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO). 
These demographics include SCAG's estimate of future growth. This would include 
Mangrove Estates and other projects adjacent to it, although not necessarily by name. 
However, text has been added to Section 4.1 , Land Use, which includes the future 
development potential within the study area. Also included is text, which explains how the 
project would benefit such large-scale development by serving as an additional form of 
mass transit. LADOT has determined that all necessary automobile access to the Mangrove 
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Estates Project can be provided from 1st and Temple Streets. Major changes have been 
made to the proposed LRT alignment at the request ofLADOT to minimize traffic impacts 
and the potential for negative impact on the Mangrove Estates and adjacent projects, by 
placing the LRT off-street on the east side of Alameda. MTA will work cooperatively with 
LADOT and Mangrove Estates to ensure auto access and the use ofthe Little Tokyo Station 
to enhance access to Mangrove Estates and the surrounding community. With 
implementation of the mitigation for potential access and parking impacts along Alameda 
and 151 Streets as mentioned in response to Comment 44H, the future development potential 
of Mangrove Estates and First Street South Plaza projects would not be deterred. 
Specifically, coordination between MTA, LADOT, and Mangrove Estates is anticipated to 
offset any less than significant impacts. 

44 M The area and planned developments along the LRT project alignment are not low density 
and the project is supportive of the existing and planned land uses. 

44 N The LRT alignment changes as described in 44L provide adequate access to the property, as 
defmed by the LADOT, and will only enhance the housing proposed. 

44 0 The MTA Board has adopted the Locally Preferred Alternative that is the at-grade Option 1 
presented in the Draft SEIS/SEIR with modifications to respond to LADOT concerns 
including concerns about access to Mangrove Estate. MTA staff will work with Mr. 
Shimizu and the Mangrove Estate project to minimize environmental impacts and maximize 
the efficiency of the project serving Mangrove Estate and the community at large. 

Response to Robert Volk, Volk Properties (Comment Letter 45) 

45 A Comment noted. Chapter 3 of the Final SEIS/SEIR addresses traffic impacts and suggested 
mitigation measures, including anticipated traffic volume changes on parallel streets and 
projected LOS with and without the LRT project. In addition, MTA has made major LRT 
alignment modifications along Alameda and 151 Streets since circulation of the Draft 
SEIS/SEIR that will significantly improve traffic flow along those streets and address 
LADOT concerns. Refer to Chapter 2 for more information. 

The MIS and previous studies on the Eastside Corridor looked at several alternatives. The 
LRT option was the locally preferred alternative (LPA). Refer to Section. for more 
information on the background and context of the locally preferred alternative. 

It is more cost efficient to utilize the existing First Street Bridge. When originally built, it 
was designed to carry the Red Line streetcars. By utilizing the First Street Bridge to cross 
the LA River, the MTA is maintaining the historical significance of the structure. 

Response to Nancy Araki, Japanese American National Museum (Comment Letter 46) 

46 A Comment noted. Chapter 3 addresses traffic impacts and suggested mitigation measures, 
including anticipated traffic volume changes on parallel streets and projected LOS with and 
without the LRT project. In addition, MTA has made major LRT alignment modifications 
along Alameda and 151 Streets since circulation of the Draft SEIS/SEIR, which will 
significantly improve traffic flow along those streets and address LADOT concerns. See 
Chapter 2.0 of the Final SEIS/SEIR for more detail. The MTA will work with local 
businesses, organizations, and residents during the Community Linkages Study/Program to 
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46 B The light rail alignment has been moved to the east side of Alameda assuring access for 
trucks and other large vehicles to the loading docks of the two museums. 

Response to Ricky Monugium, Business Owner, 3rd Street (Comment Letter 47) 

4 7 A Mitigation for economic impacts to local businesses will include MT A contacting and 
interviewing individual businesses to discuss appropriate compensation and/or specific 
mitigation. More detail on the steps MTA will take to help offset economic impacts during 
construction is included in Section -· Economic Activity Construction Impacts 
Mitigation. Access to the car wash will be right in, right out. Section - discusses 
mitigation to be taken during construction to mimirnize dust in the area. Among the 
measures cited include site watering and street sweeping. 

Response to Gary Einstein, Einstein & Speigel, Attorneys at Law 
(Comment Letter 47) 

48 A No portions of the Eastside LRT route have been identified as being in areas subject to 
flooding as defined by the Federal Insurance Administration. Therefore, flooding is not 
anticipated to have a significant impact under CEQA on the proposed LRT Build 
Alternative. However, the street block in question will be designed to meet MT A criteria so 
as to prevent the possibility of any flooding in that station area. 

48 B The MTA has committed to implementing a parking replacement program, which will 
reduce project parking impacts to a less than significant level. The parking replacement 
program will be d~e coordination with affected Eastside community groups. 
Refer to Sections---· The Eastside LRT Project will have excellent 
~g bus service providing access to each LRT station as discussed in Section
--of the Final SEIS/SEIR. As a result, parking facilities are planned at the terminus 
of the LRT alignment at the Beverly/Atlantic (Option A) or Pomona/Atlantic (Option B) 
station. Approximately 200 spaces will be added at the terminus. 

Response to Darren Stroud, Esq., Taira Services Corporation (Comment Letter 49) 

49 A This comment discusses property taking issues and does not address significant 
environmental concerns. CEQA Guidelines (Section 15088) require that the lead agency 
respond only to comments regarding environmental issues. Note that the project does not 
require acquisition of any property for the proposed First Street South Plaza. 

49 B The SEIR applies the proper baseline throughout the document. CEQA Guidelines§ 15125 
states that the environmental setting or conditions in the vicinity of the project, existing 
when the agency publishes its NOP, or begins its environmental analysis if no NOP is filed, 
"will normally constitute the baseline physical conditions by which a lead agency 
determines whether an impact is significant." The SEIS/SEIR complies with this CEQA 
Guideline. 

The commenter cites Section S.3 .3 .1 of the DraftSEIS/SEIR, wherein the document states 
generally that the No-Build Alternative "should represent the baseline case consisting of 
existing and committed elements of the region's transportation plan, excluding the proposed 
fixed guideway transit (bus and light rail) investments for the study corridor." This 
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statement describes the method by which the No-Build Alternative is developed, but does 
not establish the baseline for the environmental analysis in the SEIS/SEIR. As set forth in 
each of the impact analysis sections (see e.g., Sections 3.2.2.2, 4.1.2, 4.3.2, 4.6.2, and 4.8.1), 
the baseline for the impacts analysis consists of existing environmental conditions in 
accordance with CEQA Guidelines§ 15125. 

In each case where the 2020 No-Build Alternative was compared with the 2020 LRT Build 
Alternative, the basis for creating the 2020 No-Build scenario was an extrapolation pursuant 
to methodological criteria established by the appropriate preparers from the baseline 
established by existing environmental conditions. 

C Below is an analysis of the cumulative impacts with regard to the FSSP project. Based on 
the analysis, the conclusion is that the cumulative impacts are not significant. 

Regarding traffic, the year 2020 traffic analysis is based on forecasts produced by the MTA 
regional transportation demand model, which represents future baseline growth and 
development conditions projected by the local agencies throughout the Los Angeles 
metropolitan area. These traffic forecasts reflect the overall level of urban growth and 
development and transportation system improvements planned for the region by the year 
2020, consistent with the MTA's recently adopted Long Range Transportation Plan. 

Regarding land use, the LRT Build Alternative would not restrict access to, nor displace or 
hinder land use-associated elements of the FSSP project, and therefore would have no 
cumulative impacts (see also response to Comment 49G). Furthermore, transit-related 
ridership created by the LRT Build Alternative would cumulatively benefit residents and 
workers of the FSSP project with its provision of access to Union Station and along the 
Eastside Transit Corridor. 

Regarding air quality, the mobile emissions portion of the air quality analysis is based on 
estimated year 2020 intersection traffic volumes and VMT. Traffic volumes and VMT 
related to the FSSP project were included in the No-Project alternative. Thus, emissions 
related to the proposed FSSP project were included in this analysis. In addition, as 
discussed in the Final SEIS/SEIR document, implementation of the proposed LRT Build 
Alternative is anticipated to have a net benefit to regional air quality. 

There are no cumulative vibration impacts expected with both FSSP and the LRT operations 
since the FSSP generates traffic from rubber-tired vehicles. It is unusual for vibration from 
cars and trucks to be perceptible even at locations close to major roads. Cumulative effects 
ofFSSP generated traffic noise and LRT noise would be minimal. The existing peak hour 
traffic noise levels on either 151 Street or Alameda Street is typically 70 dB A to 73 dB A, and 
the average 24-hour day/night noise levels are in the range from 69 dBA to 71 dBA. The 
noise contribution from the LRT operations are more than 5 dB lower than these existing 
noise levels. The cumulative effect of both the existing traffic noise and LRT noise would 
result in an overall noise level increase of 1 dBA. 

Regarding energy: after talking to Eric Tharp, Director of Public Relations for Los Angeles 
DWP, it was concluded that no cumulative significant impacts associated with the 
construction/operation of the FSSP project are anticipated. He was familiar with the project 
and stated that it would not pose any cumulative threats to energy supplies or demand when 
taken into account with the LRT Build Alternative. 

Regarding impacts during construction, the MT A will prepare a traffic alternatives report 
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for the City of Los Angeles building and safety department as part of the process for 
constructing in the public right-of-way near Alameda. This report will also consider 
construction ofLRT and other projects in the vicinity that may be simultaneously 
undergoing construction. Construction traffic impacts will be minimized to the extent 
possible. 

49 D The level of design that was available during preparation of the Draft SEIS/SEIR had, in 
some instances, precluded commitment of specific mitigation measures because the design 
plans were still conceptual in nature. As design has become more refmed, specific 
mitigation measures have been developed and are presented in Chapters 3 and 4 of the Final 
SEIS/SEIR. 

49 E The LRT project will achieve an increase in regional travel capacity within the County of 
Los Angeles and specifically for the communities immediately adjacent to the LRT. 
Regarding issues of mobility and removal of traffic lanes, alternative designs have been 
prepared to ensure that there will continue to be two lanes of traffic in each direction of 151 

Street between Alameda and the 151 Street bridge. With regard to your concern regarding the 
FSSP project not being considered in the land use analysis, see response to Comment 49G. 
Regarding your concern about achieving local consensus, there is considerable support for 
building the project. There will always be some who are opposed to almost any project. 
However, the Eastside Corridor LRT has been designed to minimize takings to the extent 
possible. The numbers of takings for the current project are considerably fewer than those 
anticipated for the suspended Metro Red Line project. The LRT project has been designed 
to be compatible with the community it serves, and, once built, would enhance the physical 
environment by providing a convenient and reliable source of transportation. The MTA 
Board has allocated adequate resources to construct the LRT in a timely manner. Adequate 
circulation, access, and traffic plans will be prepared so as to not preclude reasonable access 
to construction of other projects near the LRT construction areas. 

49 F The baseline for the analysis of transportation impacts is the existing environmental 
conditions within the study area, as described in SEIS/SEIR Sections 
against which future impacts generated by the No-Build and LRT Build Alternative can be 
measured. The SEIS/SEIR determines and analyzes potential changes in traffic operations 
within the study area by first assessing existing traffic conditions (utilizing LADOT traffic 
count data) (see-· and then, based on a one percent annual growth rate projection 
from existing conditions utilizing SCAG methodology, estimating future conditions to year 
2020 without the LRT project, but including existing and committed transportation projects. 
This forms the traffic analysis for the No-Build Alternative. The LRT Build Alternative 
consists of additions to the No-Build Alternative of the proposed project. The No-Build and 
LRT Build Alternatives are then compared against one another to determine likely 
conditions in 2020 with and without the project, in order to identify the potential significant 
impacts of the proposed project. Mitigation measures are then proposed for significant 
impacts. Regarding your concern about delayed mitigation, see response to Comment 490. 
See response to Comment 49C regarding cumulative impacts. 

49 The First Street South Plaza (FSSP) project has been added to-of the Final 
SEIS/SEIR. Regarding your concerns about land use impacts, the LRT Build Alternative 
does not have the potential to significantly conflict on a land use/planning basis with the 
approved FSSP project. The LRT Build Alternative would result in the construction and 
operation of surface light rail tracks along Alameda Street and 151 Street adjacent to where 
the approved FSSP project is located. Although there may be temporary land use impacts to 
the high-rise, multi-use development buildings (office, retail, and residential) during 
construction, which may temporarily restrict access and/or parking for these land uses, the 
LRT Build Alternative's transit and station operation would not restrict access to, nor 
displace or hinder land use-associated elements of the FSSP project, and therefore would 
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have no operational or cumulative impacts. Furthermore, implementation of the LRT Build 
Alternative would add a mode of mass transit and provide additional access for residents 
and workers in the FSSP project for travel to the Union Station area and along the Eastside 
Transit Corridor, thereby providing a beneficial land use impact. The LRT Build 
Alternative would not divide the FSSP project's sense of community nor would it conflict 
with land use policies associated with the FSSP project, as the LRT Build Alternative 
alignment would be limited to the existing street rights-of-way. No property will be taken 
from the FSSP project. The transit facilities would also be compatible with the adjacent 
"C2-2" zoning that is established for the FSSP project. This discussion has been added to 
-of the Final SEIS/SEIR. See response to Comment 49C regarding cumulative 
impacts. 
Since circulation of the Draft SEIS/SEIR, engineering refinements have occurred so that no 
property for the FSSP project is needed for the LRT project. The issue of whether 
replacement homes or businesses are available in the local community is unavoidable and a 
potentially significant impact that could occur if such replacements are not available within 
the local area at the time that the acquisitions are made and the displacements occur. This 
impact will be included in the Statement of Overriding Considerations (CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15093) that MTA will prepare to balance the benefits of the project against its 
unavoidable environmental risk when determining whether to approve the project. Section 
• of the Final SEIS/SEIR provides details on mitigation regarding this issue. 
The Light Rail project is being designed to the highest possible aesthetic standards. Stations 
will be custom designed and streetscape will be improved. Similar projects in Portland, San 
Jose and San Diego are considered assets to the Downtown Business District. Section 4.6 
of the Final SEIS/SEIR addresses visual and aesthetics impacts on the FSSP and mitigation 
measures for adverse visual and aesthetics impacts. 
1) MTA sent you the Air Quality, Transportation, and Noise and Vibration Technical 
Reports for the SEIS/SEIR for the Eastside Corridor Light Rail Project. These documents 
were sent on April30, 2001. 

2) Section- (Regulatory Setting) has been updated in the Final SEIS/SEIR to reflect 
the 1999 amendment to the AQMP. The air quality analysis performed for the SEIS/SEIR 
utilized the most current SCAQMD air monitoring data that was available at the time the 
analysis was conducted. Table~ has been updated in the Final SEIS/SEIR to include 
year 2000 data. As discussed in the Final SEIS/SEIR, implementation of the LRT Build 
Alternative is anticipated to result in a net reduction in Criteria Pollutant emissions. Thus, 
project implementation would complement EPA efforts to lower ozone and particulate 
levels. 

With regard to the USEPA's 1997 PM2.5 standard, CARB and local air districts must 
develop State Implementation Plans (SIP) to reduce unhealthful levels of PM2.s in areas 
violating the standard. Currently, there is no PM2.5 plan for the SCAB, only a monitoring 
network. The plan is anticipated to be in place by mid-decade. 

3) Of the six criteria pollutants, localized pollutant concentrations were analyzed with 
regard to carbon monoxide (CO) only. CO is considered to be the best indicator for changes 
in pollutant concentrations attributable to mobile sources (vehicles) because (1) in most 
urbanized areas, automobile traffic is the largest generator of CO, and (2) localized CO 
concentrations can be modeled using Federal and State recognized methods. The USEPA 
and CARB approved CAL3QHC microcomputer dispersion model was used to ascertain 
localized CO impacts. 

As for the five remaining pollutants: reactive organic gas (ROG), oxides of nitrogen (NOx), 
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oxides of sulfur (SOx), particulates (PM10), and lead (Pb ), localized impacts are generally 
evaluated for stationary emissions sources such as power plants, oil refmeries, etc., but not 
mobile sources. The concern with mobile ROG and NOx emissions is regional ozone 
formation, not localized concentrations, while mobile SOx, PM10, and Pb emissions are 
negligible. 

4) Section- of the Final SEIS/SEIR describes the baseline used for air quality 
impacts under the "Local Setting" paragraph. "[D]ata from the Downtown Los Angeles and 
Pico Rivera SCAQMD monitoring stations were used to characterize existing conditions in 
the vicinity of the study area, and to establish a baseline for estimating future conditions 
both with and without the LRT Build Alternative." This methodology complies with CEQA 
Guidelines§ 15125 concerning baselines. 

5) The CO hotspot analysis was performed consistent with USEPA, CARB, and SCAQMD 
approved methodologies. The second highest CO concentration recorded from the 
appropriate CARB air monitoring station was averaged for the prior 3-year period. This 
second high average is then adjusted to reflect future traffic conditions and emissions 
reduction strategies. 

6) See response to Comment 49C for discussion of cumulative impacts. 
K The noise and vibration impacts of the proposed LRT project have been identified in 

accordance with the impact assessment guidelines of the Federal Transit Administration 
(FTA) as presented in their guidance manual, Transit Noise and Vibration Impact 
Assessment, April1995. The FTA noise impact and vibration impact criterion were used to 
determine project impacts. Mitigation measures identified in the Draft SEIS/SEIR are based 
on reducing the project generated noise and vibration to a level that is equal to or less than 
the FT A criterion. The mitigation measures have been finalized as part of the preliminary 
engineering process and are included in Section- of the Final SEIS/SEIR.. An 
assessment of the LRT noise and vibration on the FSSP has been prepared and is discussed 
in-of the Final SEIS/SEIR. See response to Comment 49C for discussion of 
cumulative impacts. 

L After talking to Eric Tharp, Director of Public Relations at the Los Angeles DWP, we 
obtained annual use and current capacity numbers in order to compare our project (and 
others like the FSSP) with current demands and supplies for electricity. In fiscal year 2000 
(July 1, 1999- June 30, 2000), the DWP service area used 22.2 billion kilowatt-hours 
(kwh). Peak service/demand was recorded at 5.65 million kilowatts at any given time. The 
DWP has a curr~t capacity to serve up to 7.00 million kilowatts at any given time. In July 
2001 they will add another 0.30 million kilowatts to their capacity, and will continue to add 
facilities or make old facilities more efficient in order to serve its area for years to come. 
They anticipate a 1-2% growth in electricity demand over the next ten years. 

Regarding yol,lf request about clarifying the methodology used in the Draft SEIS/SEIR, one 
aspect of the methodology for determining significant impacts on energy resources is 
whether or not our project would be serviceable by the local provider. Eric Tharp ofDWP 
stated that our project not only is nominal compared to all other demands, but is also 
anticipated in its 1-2% demand increase in the next decade. Therefore, our project would 
not cause any significant or sudden changes in the demand, and therefore supply, of the 
provider or its resources. Another way to determine significance is by comparing the 
project's energy demands to current and anticipated supplies. Although there is no 
e·stablished significance threshold criteria, a 1% increase could be used as a significance 
threshold. The LRT Build Alternative would result in a net annual energy demand in the 
area of 3. 78 million kwh, compared to the No- Build Alternative. When this number is 
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compared to the DWP service area, annual demand of 22,200 million kwh, it is clearly less 
than 1% of the demand. Thus, no significant impact is anticipated. 

See responses to Comment 49B baseline and Comment 49C regarding cumulative 
impacts. The text of Sections of the Final SEIS/SEIR have 
been revised. 

II M The analysis included the forecasted employment and population estimates for the year 
2020 as provided in the SCAG and MTA Long Range plans. The demographics are 
provided by the City of Los Angeles and consider all existing and planned development. 
Based on these assumptions and the history of the Long Beach Blue Line in similar roadway 
operations, estimates were made. The Final SEIS/SEIR specifies the mitigation based on 
comments received and modifications made to the alignment along Alameda Street and 1st 

Street in response to your comment. 
49 N See response to Comment 21K. 
49 0 See response to Comment 49L. There is no need for the additional analysis requested. 
II P The SEIS/SEIR cannot possibly include all of the technical analyses that have been 

prepared for this project. It would be too voluminous. However, it does contain all of the 
important results and conclusions. Separate technical reports were prepared and are 
available for review at the MTA offices. They contain the assumptions, formulas, and 
methodologies used in the analyses. You have already received several of these reports 
(see response to Comment 491). All technical reports are referenced in the bibliography of 
the Final SEIS/SEIR. Also see response to Comment 31X. 

49 Q See response to Comment 49D. 
49 R The FSSP project has not provided a construction timeline. MTA has assumed that the LRT 

project will be in operation before the FSSP is developed. See also response to Comment 
49C. 

II S See responses to previous comments. Changes to the summary of impacts have been made 
where warranted. 

49 T See responses to previous comments. No property will be taken from the FSSP for the LRT 
project. Revisions to 1st Street have been made in consultation with LADOT to ensure that 
two lanes of traffic will be maintained in both directions on 1st Street. MTA will work with 
Mr. Taira and First Street South Plaza throughout project design to coordinate traffic issues. 
Regarding recirculation of the Draft SEIS/SEIR, there is no need to do so. 

Response to Rolando Hidalgo, Law Offices of Manuel Hidalgo (Comment Letter 50) 

50 A The mitigation measures discussed in the Final SEIS/SEIR are designed to minimize 
adverse impacts. Once operational, the LRT will provide the area with a convenient and 
reliable mode of transportation that will significantly improve access and mobility to transit
dependent persons as well as those who simply wish to use transit. Note also that, since 
circulation of the Draft SEIS/SEIR, another option (Option B) has been added, which 
removes the station from Beverly/Atlantic and places it near Pomona/Atlantic. Both options 
are studied in the Final SEIS/SEIR. The MTA Board will make a decision prior to issuance 
of the Record ofDecision (ROD) for the project which option will be implemented based on 
the results of the studies and the considerable community input that has been received. 

50 B The station at Beverly/ Atlantic is slated to have approximately 200 parking spaces 
constructed. As noted in Chapter 3 of the Final SEIS/SEIR, the parking will be provided 
t'hiough a shared use agreement with the owners of Pep Boys for use of their lot. In 
addition, property will be purchased near Pomona/ Atlantic to provide additional parking. 
The MTA has committed to implementing a parking replacement program for areas with 
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high utilization. This will reduce project parking impacts to a less than significant level. 
Refer to Section - for a list of the areas along the corridor that have been identified 
where replacement parking is required based on utilization, and the locations where 
replacement parking will be provided. 

50 C Refer to Section -· Split-phase traffic signal operation will be implemented to 
accommodate the Beverly Boulevard left-tum demand. Left turns across the tracks will be 
controlled via left turn arrows. Traffic and pedestrians would be allowed to cross the LRT 
tracks only at signalized intersections. Pedestrian access to this station is only from the east 
side of the Atlantic pedestrian crosswalk. 

50 D See response to Comment 50A. 
50 E According to our research, Montebello Bus Lines Route 60 runs from San Gabriel River 

Parkway to Telegraph Road in Pico Rivera. The Montebello Bus lines that will be affected 
by the LRT are Routes 10, 40, 341, 342, and 343. These lines will not be displaced. Refer 
to Section-· 

50 F This comment discusses property taking issues and does not address significant 
environmental concerns. CEQA Guidelines (Section 15088) require that the lead agency 
respond only to comments regarding environmental issues. See also response to Comment 
50 A. 

50 G In response to the direction of the MTA Board, an alternative station location has been 
proposed on Pomona Boulevard west of Atlantic Boulevard. See also response to Comment 
50 A. 

50 H The MTA Board determined that the No-Build Alternative does not meet the needs of the 
community which is planned to grow by 20 percent in population and by 30 percent in jobs 
over the next 20 years. The LRT project is supportive and consistent with the local 
community plans and regional programs. 

Response to Reverend Matsubayashi, Rimban, Los Angeles Hompa Hongwanii 
Buddhist Temple (Comment Letter 51) 

51 A Comment noted. No question posed. This potential impact is disclosed in the Final 
SEIS/SEIR document. Fugitive dust impacts during the construction period would be 
significant and unavoidable, even after the implementation of available mitigation measures. 
This impact will be included in the Statement of Overriding Considerations that MTA will 
use to weigh the benefits and adverse impacts before deciding on whether to proceed with 
the project. 

51 B The project generated noise levels ofLRT train passbys is predicted to be 8 dBA lower than 
~noise levels at the La Hompa Hongwanji Buddhist Temple (see
..->. Construction practices, times, and methods are consistent with current City of 
Los Angeles and County of Los Angeles approved practices. The MTA will recommend 
modifications to the contractor's practices if they are in direct conflict with the facilities 
normal operating times. 

I] C Comment noted. Construction will likely temporarily impair the appearance of the temple. 
However, it will not result in any long-term impacts to its appearance and will ultimately 
provide worshippers with much improved transit access. Section 4.19 .1 of the Final 
SEIS/SEIR provides estimates of the actual time involved for construction activities along a 
typical mile segment. The MTA will ensure alternative access to the temple if construction 
methods or practices preclude access to the current parking area. 

D It is recognized that construction of the LRT system would temporarily interfere with the 
normal flow oftraffic along 151 Street. Temporary lane closures would be minimized during 
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the daytime hours, with the bulk of the construction and utility relocation activities taking 
place at night. In order to minimize construction impacts, street specific Worksite Traffic 
Control Plans will be developed in cooperation with the City of Los Angeles Department of 
Transportation (LADOT) and Los Angeles County to accommodate the required pedestrian 
and traffic movements. To the extent practical, traffic lanes will be maintained in both 
directions, particularly during peak traffic hours and access to homes and businesses, 
including the temple, will be maintained throughout the construction period. At least one 
traffic lane in each direction in addition to pedestrian access will be maintained during 
construction. Consequently, specific construction techniques may be utilized that minimize 
the construction envelopes such as the use of segmental construction, which minimizes the 
need for extensive falsework on the ground. When certain facilities are closed to traffic for 
extended periods of time during tunnel construction, detailed signing and detour plans will 
be developed by MTA, in conjunction with the City and the County. These plans will 
identify alternate routes and provide adequate signage to guide the general public around the 
construction area with minimal impact. 

E MTA will meet with affected organizations and businesses in Little Tokyo to discuss 
concerns regarding construction and will make every attempt to avoid or minimize adverse 
impacts. Depending on the timing of the 2005 Temple Centennial activities, it may be 
possible to schedule the contractor to avoid construction activities in the area during that 
time. 

F Refer to for information on traffic circulation. MTA will widen 1st Street to 
provide two lanes each way from Alameda to Vignes Street, which will eliminate the 
blockage of a single traffic lane by a loading bus or stopped vehicle. 

For safety, left turns across the LRT alignment will be accommodated at signalized 
intersections only. There will not be a dedicated left tum lane for EB 1st Street at Vignes, 
due to a lack of available space. Split-phase signal operation will be used to accommodate 
the left tum demand at this location. However, the City of Los Angeles has been awarded 
grants to widen the ends of the bridge specifically at Vignes and 1st St. to provide a left hand 
tum lane onto Vignes. The City and MTA will coordinate on both projects. 

MTA will work with local businesses, community organizations, and residents during the 
Community Linkages Study/Program to address issues such as maintenance work on 1st 
Street. 

Emergency response options will be provided via mountable curbs used to separate the track 
from traffic lanes. These allow emergency vehicles to bypass stopped traffic or cross the 
LRT tracks when necessary. Refer to Section- for more LRT operating 
characteristics. 

Washington Boulevard comment noted. Refer to Section - for accident and safety 
information. 

51 G See response to Comment 51 B. The proposed LRT system will be street running (similar 
to a trolley) and will not have at-grade crossing gates with warning bells. 

51 H MTA will work with local businesses, organizations and residents during the Community 
Linkages Study/Program to address these traffic access issues. Additionally, the MTA has 
committed to implementing a parking replacement program, which will reduce project 
parking impacts to a less than significant level. The parking replacement program will be 
developed in close coordination with affected Eastside community groups. Refer to 
Section-. 

51 I t.arge concentrations of people and street level activity in areas of the station and park-and
ride lots may actually decrease crime rates. MTA will involve the LAPD and the County 
Sheriff in the planning and design of stations to improve station area security. In addition 
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MTA contracts with the LAPD and County Sheriff to patrol stations. Heightened security 
will be implemented during the initial years of operation. Security cameras will also be 
installed at stations. Lighting will be strategically placed throughout the LRT line to 
minimize criminal activity. 

Response to Greg Beet, Beet Sound Products (Comment Letter 52) 

52 A We have had meetings within the Little Tokyo Community for the past few years, and 
members of the Review Advisory Committee belong to the Little Tokyo Business 
Association as well as other organizations within the Little Tokyo/ Arts District 
communities. We have advertised the community meetings in the Los Angeles Times and 
the Downtown News. 

52 B MTA will conduct a vibration analysis for the recording studio that is located in a light 
manufacturing building on Ducommun Street near the planned LRT track that will lead into 
the maintenance and storage facility. If it is determined that train operations will impact the 
recording studio, vibration control measures will be provided to mitigate the ground 
vibration to a level where they will meet the MTA Systemwide Criteria for maximum 
ground-borne vibration in studios of 65 V dB. Section 4.19 .2. 7 of the Final SEIS/SEIR 
provides additional information. 

Response to Albert Deininger, White Memorial Medical Center 
(Comment Letter 53 ) 

53 A MTA will be working closely with all partners in the vicinity of the Eastside Light Rail 
Project to ensure that all required seismic standards are met. 

53 B The MTA is committed to providing a project that not only provides improved transit 
service in the area, but also a project that enhances the physical aesthetics of the 
neighborhoods in which it is planned. The Eastside Light Rail Project budget includes 
funding for new landscaping, lighting, art, signage and other amenities, which will enhance 
the communities in which the project runs. The MTA will also be conducting a Community 
Linkages Study/Program that will identify further pedestrian improvements that will tie 
surrounding communities to the project beyond the immediate station area. MTA's joint 
development team will perform a market analysis of the area and work with the community 
to attract joint development projects that will foster economic development and provide 
needed services to the area. MT A's current joint development policy does not provide a 
"First Right of Refusal" to adjacent property owners. However, MTA can enter into 
negotiations with adjacent property owners at anytime should the MTA Board choose to do 
so. 

53 C The MTA will be considering the use of property owned by the MTA for construction 
parking and staging during construction of the project. 

53 D Bailey and State Streets are located in the tunnel segment of this project, and as such, will 
remain open at all times. Segments of 1st Street potentially will be temporarily closed 
during construction. Section 4.19.2.2 states, "During final design, site and street specific 
Worksite Traffic Control Plans will be developed in cooperation with the City of Los 
Angeles Department ofTransportation and Los Angeles County." The strategies developed 
for the plan will help to minimize adverse impacts during construction to the extent 
possible. · 

53 E The MTA will be working with local jurisdictions to create policies to further incorporate 
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the new transportation project into the corridor and fully maximize the benefits of the 
project, however, ultimately the local jurisdictions have the fmal authority to make these 
policies decisions, and the Agency can only make recommendations. 

Response to Byron Edwards, PhD (Comment Letter 54) 

54 A Union Station is the hub of transportation activities in the region. The Eastside LRT project 
will provide access to buses, Red Line, light rail lines, Amtrak, and Metro link services. The 
Eastside LRT project does not preclude extensions to the west along 151 Street or south along 
Alameda Street. 

Response to Diane Zaeptel (Comment Letter 55) 

55 A MTA thanks you for your support of the Eastside Corridor project. 

Response to Silvia Viramontes (Comment Letter 56) 

56 A The Supplemental EIS/Subsequent EIR was prepared to assess the impacts of the LRT 
project. All of the baseline information has been updated to reflect current conditions. 

56 B Funds from the Union y Fuerza suit will not be used for any property compensation for this 
current project. The $2.6 million can only be used to replace housing units in Boyle Heights 
due to the previous suspended subway project. See Section 4.3 .4 of the Final SEIS/SEIR 
that discusses MTA's commitment to providing a new revolving loan fund for the current 
project for loss of housing stock. 

Response to Gerardo Salas (Comment Letter 57) 

57 A See response to Comment 35A. 

Response to Anita Castellanos (Comment Letter 58) 

58 A See response to Comment 1 D. 

Response to Philip Nurenberg (Comment Letter 59) 

59 A The MTA agrees with all of the comments. The agency wants to expand its bus system in 
East Los Angeles, and in the last three years, the MTA has added a number of new buses to 
the area. Soon, public hearings will be held which is the first step necessary to introduce 
rapid buses to East Los Angels. Although the MTA does have a number of diesel-powered 
buses, it has only purchased clean-fuel buses over the last three years and will continue to 
only purchase clean fuel buses as it retires older diesel powered buses. 

Response to Silvia Viramontes (Comment Letter 60) 
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60 A See responses to Comments 31AA, 31BB, 36L, 71J, and 73G. 

60 B The Eastside LRT will add transportation options for community residents. Traffic will 
increase over the next 20 years, regardless of what improvements are made. The LRT will 
help to control future traffic congestion by providing an alternative transportation choice. 

The MT A has committed to implementing a parking replacement program, which will 
reduce project parking impacts to a less than significant level. The parking replacement 
program will be developed in close coordination with affected Eastside community groups. 
Refer to Section- of the Final SEIS/SEIR. There are four areas along the alignment 
where replacement parking will be required. These are (1) on 1st Street between Anderson 
and Utah Streets (both options), (2) on 1st Street between Fresno and Indiana Streets (both 
options), and (3) along Indiana Street between 1st and 3rd Streets (Option A only), and (4) 
along Ducommun Street in the vicinity of the planned yard lead (both options). · 

Along 1st Street between Anderson and Utah Streets, there are a total of24 peak-period 
restricted parking spaces. This section, when compared to other blocks on 1st Street 
between Mission Road to US-1 01, has comparatively high parking utilization. Coordination 
with the City Housing Authority will provide replacement parking north of 1st Street where 
there are plans to redevelop the Pico Aliso housing tract. A parking utilization study was 
conducted for this area, and the results indicate relatively low parking demand in this area. 
With the active redevelopment of the Pico-Aliso complexes by the City, the parking 
requirement of development, redevelopment, and new uses would be taken care of as part of 
the development approval process of the City. MTA will contribute an appropriate parking 
space replacement fee (to be negotiated) to the City for the 24 spaces removed between 
Anderson and Utah. The remaining 55 spaces are not utilized and removal by the City 
would have no impact on the area and the adjacent uses. 

In both options, on-street parking will be removed on 1st Street between Fresno Street and 
Cheesbroughs Street. Nine spaces of replacement parking will be provided at 1st/Lorena on 
property currently owned by MT A. 

On Indiana Street under Option A, development of an off-street parking lot will be utilized 
for replacement parking. The relatively high utilization of on-street parking spaces on 
Indiana Street precludes the possibility of demand being sufficiently transferred to side 
streets, such as 2nd or Gleason Streets. Three parcels on the eastern side of Indiana would 
be purchased to provide replacement parking for Option A. There would be no parking 
spaces removed on Indiana Street under Option B, and therefore no replacement parking 
would be sought under this option. 

For the losses on Ducommun Street, parking will remain available on adjacent streets. 
Additionally, a metered parking lot will be developed on the northwest comer of 
Ducommun and Garey Streets in the parcel that will be acquired for the lead tracks. This lot 
will be administered by LADOT in a manner similar to that of the metered curb parking 
currently in place. 

The Eastside LRT Project will ha~us service providing access to 
each LRT station as discussed in~- As a result, no new parking 
facilities are planned along the LRT alignment, except at the Beverly/Atlantic (Option A) or 
Poinonal Atlantic (Option B) terminal station. 

60 C Comment noted. During the construction period, there will be adverse impacts that are 
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unavoidable. However, MTA will take steps, as discussed in Section 4.19.2 of the Final 
SEIS/SEIR, to minimize adverse impacts to the extent possible. Note that the adverse 
impacts will be included in the Statement of Overriding Considerations (CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15093) that MTA will prepare to balance the benefits of the project against its 
unavoidable environmental risk when determining whether to approve the project. 

Response to James Fujita (Comment Letter 61) 

61 A We will be using modified designs from the suspended project's subway station for the 
current Light Rail project. The stations are smaller in this project so the designs do need to 
be modified to fit the current project. 

Response to Charles R. Hockett (Comment Letter 62) 

62 A The MTA Board determined in 1998 that the Red Line extension to 1 51/Lorena was not 
fmancially feasible and MTA directed staff to study alternatives. The LRT project does 
include almost two miles of tunnel in the most congested and dense areas of Boyle Heights. 

62 B Comment noted. MT A believes that Gateway Center/Union Station provides a regional 
transit focus point. 

62 C Comment noted. Refer to response to Comment 62A. 
62 D Readers wishing to know the financial status of the Bus Riders Union should contact them 

directly. The issue does not pertain directly to the Eastside Corridor LRT Project. 

Response to Jackie McCauley (Comment Letter 63) 

63 A Comment noted. MTA thanks you for your support of the Eastside Corridor project. 

Response to George Del Rio (Comment Letter 64) 

64 A The mitigation measures presented in Sections of the Final SEIS/SEIR 
will enhance safety and minimize the potential for pedestrian accidents. The project will be 
required to meet MTA Rail Transit Design Criteria and Standards, Fire/Life Safety Criteria, 
Volume IX. 

64 B The analysis for visual impacts did not consider subjective judgments such as "beautiful" 
and "ugly" because people seldom agree on these values. However, the visual impacts of 
the catenary system are discussed in the visual analysis. Section - of the Final 
SEIS/SEIR states that "the catenary system would have significant visual impacts in some 
locations," specifically on the historic 1st Street Bridge and in residential neighborhoods. It 
stated that "catenary wires in residential areas may add to the visual clutter of existing 
telephone, electrical, and cable television wires," which would be especially significant 
along Indiana Street and in some locations along 1st and 3rd Streets. 

The wires cannot be "screened" from view. They must be in along the tracks, which are 
generally in the center of the street. Mitigation is proposed, requiring MTA to work with 
local utility purveyors to place other utility lines underground, thus resulting in no net 
increase in the amount of visual clutter, and potentially, some reduction. 

64 C All of the East Los Angeles Shuttle buses will connect to the proposed LRT stations. Refer 
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to Table 3-4 of the Draft SEIS/SEIR and Chapter 3 of the Final SEIS/SEIR. 
64 D The station will be maintained in its existing location adjacent to the Civic Center that is 

going through enhancements and will include new community facilities. The MTA, 
however, will continue to meet with the CAC to further discuss the coordination of the 
station in the Maravilla community. The MTA will also strive to create pedestrian 
connections to the station and the commercial area west of Mednik A venue to accommodate 
access from all directions. 

Response to Clara M. Solis (Comment Letter 65) 

65 A The mitigation measures presented in Sections of the Final SEIS/SEIR 
will enhance safety and minimize the potential for pedestrian accidents. MTA will provide 
the funding for a crossing guard at the Griffith Middle School, if the school administrator 
z:equests it. 

65 B Commuters will be discouraged from using 3rd Street as a defacto freeway with the advent 
of construction. Once construction of the LRT is completed, 3rd Street will have three 
through traffic lanes during the peak period (two lanes one direction, one lane the other 
direction), instead of the current five through traffic lanes during the peak period. This will 
reduce speeds and encourage commuters to take alternate routes. 

65 C Pedestrian crossings will still be available at each signalized intersection. Signs will be 
placed at the unsignalized locations indicating that crossing is prohibited and that the 
nearest safe crossing is nearby at a signalized crosswalk. 

65 D The MTA will work to design the Light Rail system so that it serves the communities of 
Little Tokyo, Arts District, Boyle Heights and East Los Angeles. 

Response to John Smart (Comment Letter 66) 

66 A Comment noted. MT A thanks you for your support. 
66 B Comment noted.· Color schemes are determined by the MTA Board of Directors. 
66 C Comment noted. MTA will proceed as fast as possible. 

Response to John C. Arroyo (Comment Letter 67) 

67 A Comment noted. MT A thanks you for your support. 

Response to Jesus Samano (Comment Letter 68) 

68 A MTA has no plans to acquire your properties for the LRT project. The mitigation measures 
presented in the Final SEIS/SEIR will minimize adverse impacts on surrounding properties. 

Response to Robert J. Wang (Comment Letter 69) 

~ A Yes, the cultural context of each station area will be taken into account by the architects. 
Artists, selected by panels comprised of community members and arts professionals, will be 
fabricating site- specific artworks at each station. Station area meetings were conducted 
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during August, September, and October 2001 with the community. Each architect was 
required to read the Cultural Needs Assessment from the original suspended Eastside 
Extension project. 

69 B MTA will have a comprehensive urban design for the project including trees. MTA will 
maintain all trees planted as a direct part of the project including; fertilizing, pruning, and 
watering. In addition, MTA will fund a Community Linkages Study/Program for the urban 
design of pedestrian pathways well beyond the limits of the project proper. Specific 
recommendations resulting from the Community Linkages Study/Program will be eligible 
for implementation on a competitive basis through the MTA call for projects. 

69 C The MTA agrees with this recommendation. It is anticipated that Eastside Corridor trains 
will receive priority treatment at all signalized intersections. 

69 D MTA and Caltrans have begun a study to evaluate transportation options for the US 101 
Corridor from Thousand Oaks to Downtown LA. MTA Board has also adopted LRT for the 
first phase of the Exposition Boulevard corridor from Downtown to Venice/Robertson. 
MTA thanks you for your support. 

Response to Raymond Covarrubias, Davis Blue Print Company (Comment Letter 70) 

70 A During the implementation of the construction impact program, representatives of the MTA 
seek to support local businesses, vendors, and services by including them in the opportunity 
to submit competitive bids or proposals in keeping with the procurement policies of the 
MTA. 

71 A 

71 B 

71 c 

71 D 

Response to Renee M. G. Chavez (Comment Letter 71) 

MTA staff has investigated additional funding sources for the extended tunnel in Option 3, 
but additional state money does not appear available because of the lack of any state 
surpluses due to the energy crisis in order to match federal funds if they were available. 
Based on Proposition A, no local MTA sales tax funds can be used for Option 3. Therefore, 
there are not any easily available local funding sources that could assist in financing Option 
3. 
The MTA Board, the State of California, and the Federal Government have approved 
resources to construct the project, pending the fmal approval and acceptance from the 
Federal Government. The MTA is currently in the process to ensure that construction begins 
in 2003. However, uncontrollable natural disasters or events such as the energy crisis, etc. 
could always have an impact on MTA's ability to implement projects. Notwithstanding the 
aforementioned, the MTA will continue to take the necessary steps to implement the 
approved project. 
The MTA will be including an art component to the project per our previous Metro Art 
programs that were implemented at currently operating stations. Artists selected for the 
project will indicate their relationship to the community and will work with an Art Panel 
that include historians, activists, artists, and others from the community. In addition, the 
MTA is planning to include a local hire program similar to other major public capital 
projects like the Alameda Corridor project. 
~uality readings will be taken during construction. However, as noted in Section 
- of the Final SEIS/SEIR, the mitigation measures stipulated will be taken to 
minimize impacts during construction. In addition, all contractors will be required to 
conform to MTA Section 01566 mandates that requires equipment engines to be properly 
tuned at all times. See also responses to Comments 4A and 4B. 
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71 G The triangular open space, which comprises Mariachi Plaza, was established with the initial 
laying out of the city street grid in the 1870s. Historically known as Mt. Pleasant Square, 
the area has been a center of commercial activity and an important crossroads in the city 
street system. It has functioned as a landmark for travelers along 1st Street and denotes the 
point of union of the downtown street grid with the East Los Angeles grid, and the eastern 
edge of ~e Heights neighborhood. The resource discussed as Mariachi Plaza in 
Section- of the Final SEIS/SEIR includes this entire urban open space, from 
building front to building front, and not only the immediate area of the kiosk. Recent 
demolitions of older buildings around the square have served to partially erode its historic 
configuration and character. R~g the historic nature of this space, mitigation 
measures proposed in Section - do not recommend retaining the Ranch Market, or 
recognizing it as historic, but seek to preserve the configuration of the space by requiring 
that construction along the sidewalk maintain the same alignment to help defme the 
triangular shape of the open area. The proposed approach would not alter Mariachi Plaza, 
but will assist in preserving its historic form and function. 

H Comment noted. The text and figure have been revised as requested. 
71 I See response to Comment 71E. 

J Construction phase air quality impacts are disclosed in Section- of the Final 
SEIS/SEIR document and mitigation measures are also discussed. PM10 and NOx emissions 
during the construction period, even after implementation of available mitigation measures, 
are anticipated to exceed SCAQMD daily significance thresholds, which results in an 
impact that is significant and unavoidable. This impact will be included in the Statement of 
Overriding Considerations that MT A will use to weigh the benefits and adverse impacts 
before deciding on whether to proceed with the project. 

Construction will generally occur between the hours of 7:00 AM and 10:00 PM. 
Construction will not cease during school arrival and departure times. However, the 
contractor will be required to inform their workers of the need to be especially cognizant of 
school children and others in the vicinity of the schools while they are performing their 
work. 

71 K See response to Comment IF. 
71 L Sections of the Final SEIS/SEIR indicate that property owners, 

residences, and businesses will be notified of major construction activities and also will 
provide the community with the name and telephone numbers of public affairs staff that 
they can talk to as needed. These sections also discuss other outreach efforts during 
construction. states, "During final design, site and street specific Worksite 
Traffic Control Plans will be developed in cooperation with the City of Los Angeles 
Department of Transportation and Los Angeles County." These plans will outline the 
sequence of events that must take place prior to a street closure, including the notification of 
residents and businesses. 

71 M MTA is working with LADOT and the County to ensure that parking and traffic needs are 
addressed throughout construction and implementation of the LRT. Section- states 
that a parking mitigation plan will be developed to the standards of, and reviewed by, 
LADOT and County DPW prior to construction to minimize impacts on curb parking. This 
will outline what streets will be affected as well as where replacement parking will be 
located. 

The MTA has committed to implementing a parking replacement program, which will 
reduce project parking impacts to a less than significant level. The parking replacement 
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program will be ~d in close coordination with affected Eastside community groups. 
Refer to Section-· See also response to Comment 60B. 

7I N See response to Comment IF. The MTA is currently working with the RAC on issues 
regarding the project. See also response to Comment 23B. 

7I 0 Refer to the response to Comment 7IL. 

7I P See response to Comment IF. 
7I Q See response to Comment 7IE. 
7I R See response to Comment IF. 

Response to Jose L. Gomez (Comment Letter 72) 

72 A Heavy rail was considered in the I998 Major Investment Study for this area. Unfortunately, 
Los Angeles County voted in I999 to prohibit spending of local funds for subway projects. 
Therefore, the MTA is not able to pursue subway projects without obtaining additional 
funds from another eligible source. With community input and support, the MTA Board 
decided to pursue a light rail line alternative that has more stations, is twice as long, and 
includes a direct connection to the currently constructed Pasadena Metro Blue Line. 

72 B The LRT Build Alternative, Option A, will run to the intersection of Atlantic and Beverly 
Boulevards. Under Option B, the LRT will run to the intersection of Pomona and Atlantic 
Boulevards. 

72 C The safety issues of the Blue Line relate more to the high speed section (>55 mph) of the 
operating line. The street running portion has very few fatalities. The Eastside LRT project 
will have the safest operation that is available at the time of operation. Section 4.I4 of the 
Final SEIS/SEIR discusses the safety issues and the proposed mitigations. 

72 D The MTA understands the concern the communities have with regard to building at-grade 
projects near schools. The MTA, however, does not have the necessary funding to be able 
to construct an extended tunnel at every school or at the particular school you have 
mentioned. The MTA has investigated many projects nationally that have similar projects 
near schools. In addition, the MT A currently operates the Long Beach Blue Line and will 
operate the Pasadena Metro Blue Line near some schools. At these locations, the MTA has 
implemented some of the most state-of -the-art safety measures including quad-gates, 
specialized pedestrian signals, and others. The MTA will continue to work with the schools 
located adjacent to the project to implement safety measures including education programs 
to insure that children are informed of the project. MTA considers safety first before all 
design/engineering solutions. 

72 E The concerns of the principal of that school as well as those of the Los Angeles Unified 
School District have been addressed. See responses to Comments 25A through 25AD and 
also responses to verbal public comments P-30A through P-30C. 

72 F Currently, there is a potential pedestrian safety issue at the Santuario de Nuestra Senora de 
Guadalupe Church. During worship services, many people park their vehicles across 3rd 
Street and illegally cross the street to go to church. To avoid the illegal crossings, MTA 
will install a pedestrian signal at Marianna A venue and provide a crossing guard on 
weekends during services. 

72 G See response to Comment IF. 

Response to Sylvia Sanchez (Comment Letter 73) 

73 A The vibration levels generated by LRT trains are significantly lower than the threshold 
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levels for building damage (see Section-· Construction Noise and Vibration Criteria, 
Table-· Damage Risk Vibration Criteria). 

73 B Comment noted. MTA will implement the measures discussed in Section- of the Final 
SEIS/SEIR to reduce the potential for criminal activities. 

73 C Comment noted. MTA will implement the measures discussed in Sections -
of the Final SEIS/SEIR to minimize adverse impacts of noise and 

pollution during construction and operation of the LRT. 
73 D Comment noted. Although real estate values along the corridor and areas it serves may 

increase, local sales taxes and commercial taxes are anticipated to increase along with 
incomes, as described in-of the Final SEIS/SEIR, benefiting the community as a 
whole. 

73 E MTA has no plans to acquire your property for the LRT project. Therefore, relocation is not 
necessary. 

73 F The Review Advisory Committee meets on a monthly basis where you can attend and voice 
your concern in regards to the project. 

73 G The Contractor will be allowed to begin construction at 7 AM and work until 10 PM. 

Response to Tim Adams (Comment Letter 74) 

74 A Comment noted. MTA thanks you for your support. 

Response to Sandra Sandoval (Comment Letter 75) 

75 A See response to Comment 72A. 

Response to Robert C. Bellin&er (Comment Letter 76) 

76 A The MTA Board in 1998 determined that the Red Line subway was not financially feasible 
any longer and that lower cost alternatives needed to be studied. The so-called pre-metro 
type of system (heavy rail) usually requires full grade separation. 

Response to John G. Sullivan (Comment Letter 77) 

77 A Existing through-lanes will be maintained on Alameda Street. However, left turns will be 
prohibited at unsignalized intersections. Business owners, employees, and patrons will have 
to enter and exit buildings by making right turns only. 

Response to Nadine Diaz (Comment Letter 78) 

78 A MTA can properly design and implement a quality transportation system for Boyle Heights. 
Most of the properties purchased will be useable for the LRT project. MTA thanks you for 
your support for having the Eastside connected to the whole City and region. 

Response to Mirna Troncoso (Comment Letter 79) 
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79 A The Eastside LRT project includes additional bus service to connect to the stations and will 
not terminate any bus line. One-half of the added operation cost goes to the additional bus 
services. The LRT project is consistent with the community plans and will minimize 
displacements if residents and businesses. The LRT project does address the needs of the 
community and provides a "permanent" mass transit line. 

79 B MTA will require all contractors to comply with all appropriate AQMD and State of 
California air quality standards for construction equipment. In an effort to minimize all 
equipment emissions, contractors will be required to conform to MTA Section 01566 
mandates that require equipment engines to be properly tuned at all times. The MTA will 
further request that all contractors additionally minimize the use of on-site diesel equipment. 
However, heavy earthmoving equipment such as dozers, backhoes, and graders have no 
non-diesel equivalent. Only ancillary equipment, such as small generators and compressors 
have non-diesel equivalents. 

79 C The MTA Board adopted the Locally Preferred Alternative (light rail) at its meeting of May 
24, 2001, following a massive Major Investment Study effort involving the consideration of 
4 7 alternatives including bus rapid transit, heavy rail, and light rail followed by the Draft 
Supplemental EIS/Subsequent EIR development process which further considered the 
current project in greater detail. Therefore, the MT A will not consider another project at this 
time. This project is designed to address the lack of enough mass transportation and the 
environmental health condition of LA because of the high concentrations of diesel 
emissions as the commentor requests. This light rail project will be electrically powered, 
and its feeder buses will be Compressed Natural Gas (CNG) powered precisely out of the 
concern of the MT A Board with clean air issues, including diesel emissions. 

Response to Gladys Bryant (Comment Letter 80G) 

80 A The tunnel and station will not enter or be constructed below the cemetery property. 

Response to J. Lesko (Comment Letter 81) 

81 A Thank you for your comment. Street signage does not fall under the jurisdiction of the 
MTA. 

Response to Tony Chavez (Comment Letter 82) 

82 A Currently installation of bus benches does not fall under the jurisdiction of the MT A. The 
City of Los Angeles is responsible for all street furniture on the sidewalk. However, the 
MTA is looking at including shelters and benches at this location for the Eastside LR T 
project. Unfortunately, this project cannot act promptly on your request as actual 
construction of this project including bus shelters is unlikely to begin until2003 . Therefore, 
at this time, this request should be directed to the Los Angeles Department of 
Transportation (LADOT) for a near term or, if possible, immediate response. Given your 
request, MT A will also discuss this with LADOT and see if early action on a bus bench is 
possible through them. 

Response to Estella Gonzalez (Comment Letter 83) 
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83 A Although the current project alignment does not stop at the door step of East L.A. College 
and Atlantic Square in Monterrey Park, the MTA understands the importance of both 
destinations points. Expanded service from the East L.A. Civic Center Station to ELAC is 
included within the budget. In addition, Monterey Park shuttles are planned to provide 
service from the station to Atlantic Square. The current alignment was selected because it 
provides a connection to the East L.A. businesses on Beverly Boulevard just east of Atlantic 
Boulevard (Option A) or to businesses on Pomona Boulevard near Atlantic Boulevard 
(Option B). It also provides a better alignment for a future extension should that become 
viable. 

83 B The Locally Preferred Alternative (LPA) does include increased bus service on lines 30 & 
31 . The LP A will not be able to connect directly to the suggested destinations. MTA, 
however, does see both the Atlantic/Floral site and the USC County General Hospital Site 
as being important destinations. Monterey Shuttle connections and an added MTA line are 
being included in the project cost to ensure connectivity to these sites. In addition, existing 
shuttle services to these areas will be analyzed to include connections to existing station 
sites. 

83 C MTA will operate the Eastside Light Rail Project seven days a week. 
83 D See response to Comment 82A concerning the near term provision of bus benches. As part 

of the project, all bus stops immediately adjacent to rail stations, where sidewalks need to be 
rebuilt, will receive bus benches and shelters at project expense in accordance with MTA 
Board Adopted Design Criteria. 

83 E The MTA's Public Affairs Department provides guided tours on the existing rail alignments 
for members of the community to become acquainted with the range of service currently 
available and to experience how the system may serve them in the future. In addition, the 
MTA has an Art Docent Tour, which is a comprehensive tour of rail alignments 
highlighting the origins and themes of the MTA's outstanding public arts program. During 
the pre-revenue phase of a rail project Gust a few months before an alignment opens for 
daily operation) there are a number of tours scheduled to provide members of the 
community a "preview" of their new rail system. 

83 F The tunnel segment through Boyle Heights was adopted by the MTA Board based on 
community comments during the MIS and reaffirmed during the Draft SEIS/SEIR comment 
period. 

Response to Tunde T. Thomas (Comment Letter 84) 

84 A MTA thanks you for your comment. However, it is outside the scope of the Eastside 
Corridor LRT project. 

84 B See response to Comment 84A. 

Response to Alexis Navarro (Comment Letter 85) 

85 A MTA thanks you for your support of the Eastside Corridor project. 

Response to Alberto Rodriguez (Comment Letter 86) 

86 A MTA will be formulating a local employment policy for construction and operational 
related job opportunities for the corridor. Such a program will include resources for job 
development and training and will be made available to persons unable to find a new job as 
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a result of the business relocations. See response to Comment IF. 
86 B To enhance safety and minimize the potential for accidents, MTA will clearly post signs and 

implement other safety measures discussed in Sections 3.4.3, 4.14, and 4.16 of the Final 
SEIS/SEIR. The alignment will be underground in the most densely populated segment of 
the corridor. 

86 C Comment noted. MTA thanks you for your support of the Eastside Corridor project. 

Response to Juaguin Castellanos (Comment Letter 87) 

87 A to avoid or minimize 
adverse impacts. Please refer to Sections for details. The 
project will be required to meet MTA Rail Transit Design Criteria and Standards, Fire/Life 
Safety Criteria, Volume IX. 

87 B Setting fares for transit services is an MTA Board responsibility. There are a number of 
advantages built into the current fare structure for seniors, students, riders with disabilities, 
and riders who purchase a monthly pass. Information on the entire MTA multi-modal 
system with a trip planning component and fare information can be accessed through 
MTA.net. A new element on the MTA website is the Stakeholder's page which covers a 
wide-range of current MTA policies, programs and media coverage. It provides an 
opportunity for maximum community involvement with state-of-the art information on the 
politics and plans of the region's transportation future. 

87 C This light rail project will be electrically powered, and its feeder buses will be Compressed 
Natural Gas (CNG) powered precisely out of the concern of the MTA Board with clean air 
issues. MTA is completely revamping its bus fleet having ordered more than 2,000 buses 
for FY2001. Already more than 1,200 new CNG buses have been delivered, and about 20 
new buses arrive weekly. By mid-2005 the entire fleet will be replaced and will be 100% 
CNG. 

87 D The existing North Broadway Bridge did not follow the route of the new Pasadena Blue 
Line and, therefore, a new bridge had to be built. The Eastside Light Rail Project will share 
the 1st Street Bridge, as did the historic P line streetcar. Thus, it will not destroy our history; 
but rather restore it. The historic eastside land use form and scale was developed in 
conjunction with the development of the former streetcar system. The historic streetcar 
system helped establish still existing residential and commercial land use patterns. 

Response to Ron Mukai (Comment Letter 88) 

88 A Construction of a westbound right tum lane on 3rd Street at Mednik is not anticipated in the 
current LRT project. Development of an additional lane would require the removal of the 
landscaped area along the north side of3rd Street. Improved pedestrian safety signalization 
and upgrading of the traffic signalization in the area will be installed as part of the LRT 
project. 

Response to Juan Carlos Morales (Comment Letter 89) 

89 A MTA thanks you for your support of the Eastside Corridor LRT. 

Response to Robert Lopez (Comment Letter 90) 
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90 A Safety issues and proposed mitigations to address the LRT project are discussed and 
presented in Section 4.14 of the Final SEIS/SEIR. 

Response to Servando Ornelas (Comment Letter 91) 

91 A Approximately two miles (1/3rd of the alignment) of the LRT project will be underground. 
There is not enough funding to build the whole project underground and that is why 
alternatives to the Red Line subway extension to 1 51/Lorena were studied at the direction of 
the MTA Board. 

91 B MT A is funded for transportation purposes by law and cannot divert its funding to non
transportation related uses. However, the MTA can, and will, cooperate with responsible 
agencies, non-profit groups, fmns, and private individuals to help make sure that 
transportation and public transit helps facilitate appropriate civic land use. The MTA has a 
Joint Development section which works actively to attract community desired land uses to 
MTA stations including commercial, residential, and mixed use projects. New examples at 
MTA stations through public/private co-venture efforts include the 26-story office tower 
over the Figueroa Entrance to the 7th Metro Center Station, the Trizac-Hahn development at 
the Hollywood and Highland Station, and apartments at the Hollywood and Western 
Station. Examples of public transit access to parks include the Pershing Square Station and 
the Westlake Station across the Street from MacArthur Park. In addition, a vast array of 
parks Countywide are accessible by MT A MetroBus. 

91 C Many community meetings were held, and support was obtained from the Legislative 
offices as well as the community on the Eastside Light Rail project and the current 
alignment. 

91 D See response to Comment 1 F. 

Response to Signature is Unreadable (Comment Letter 92) 

92 A Thank you for your comment. However, it is outside the scope of the Eastside Corridor 
LRT project. 

Response to Signature is Unreadable (Comment Letter 93) 

93 A MTA thanks you for your support of the Eastside Corridor LRT. 

Response to Jerome H. Weymouth (Comment Letter 94) 

94 A Regarding drawings in Appendix E: 

PP003--Project budget, safety, and maintenance requirements do not allow for the inclusion 
of entire switches, which may not be needed for many years. In addition, the exact location 
of needed switches for a possible future downtown connector have not been determined or 
environmentally cleared. In the event that a downtown connector is implemented in the 
future, switches could be installed at night, when service is stopped for maintenance, as has 
recently been done with the just completed 3rd car platform extensions of 
The Long Beach Blue Line. 
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PP008.3--Your desire not to see this alternative implemented is concurred with by the MTA 
Board in their Action ofMay 24,2001. 

PP009 .1--The Board has adopted this alternative as you indicate is appropriate. 

PP009.2--The MTA Board rejected this alternative. 

PP009 .3--The MTA Board did not adopt this alternative, complying with your request. 

Y002A-The Board rejected this alternative agreeing with your preference. 

Y003-The MTA Board adopted this alternative as you indicated you preferred. It is, as you 
stated, likely to be the least expensive alternative. 

Response to SRM (Comment Letter 95) 

95 A Thank you for your comments. However, they do not relate to the Eastside Corridor LRT 
project. Your comments have been forwarded to MTA's Bus Operations. 

Response to Adelina Portillo (Comment Letter 96) 

96 A Signs will be posted along 3rd Street informing pedestrians about the locations where they 
should cross. Barriers will be installed, where appropriate, along the alignment. Distinctive 
crosswalk treatments such as textured paving and eye-catching designs would be used to 
capture the attention of pedestrians and encourage the use of crosswalks. 

96 B Dust control mitigation measures will be employed by the contractor and monitored by the 
MTA throughout the duration of the construction project. South Coast Air Quality 
Management District Rule 403 and other applicable regulations will be strictly adhered to, 
and the procedures for dust control and mitigation measures will be included within the final 
contract specifications. The MTA will continuously monitor the contractor's performance 
of dust mitigation measures throughout the duration of the construction project. 

96 C MTA will work with local businesses and residents during the Community Linkages 
Study/Program to address issues such as these. However, due to the center alignment of the 
LRT, the center turn lane will be removed, and traffic will be prohibited from making left 
turns mid-block. _Left- and U-turns will be possible at signalized intersections, and 
customers will still be able to access your business. Refer to Section - for information 
on traffic circulation. 
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Los Angeles, California, Thursday, March 29, 2001 

6:00 P.M. 

4 MR. CARDOZA: We are going to start. Will you please 

5 take your seats. 

6 Good evening. My name is Diego Cardoza. I'm the 

7 director of the team that is in charge of this project. 

8 I would like to make some introductions of people 

9· that will be working with you tonight in the hearing and in 

10 the future. Some of you have already worked with us. 

11 So let me start with Steve Brye. Steve Brye is the 

12 project manager, in the back. Henry Gonzalez, who is the 

13 person that is helping us with the community outreach. 

14 Dolores Roybal, who will be making the presentation as one 

15 of the project planners. Joanna Cucchi, who's at the table 

16 over there. Adrian Alvarez, who will be in charge of the 

17 timing. Tom Jenkins, who is one of the consultants. The 

18 project manager for the consultant team. Frank Villalobos. 

19 Frank is somewhere here in the room -- Frank is over 

20 there who is helping us with urban design in community 

21 outreach. And Luz Maria Chavez, also who is with Barrio 

22 Planners. 

23 What we're going to do tonight, this is one of the 

24 first hearings that we are conducting in order to gather 

25 comment from the community regarding the environmental 
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1 impact report that we are preparing. Delores Roybal will 

2 explain what the project is, and then Judge will also 

3 explain how we're going to proceed with the hearing. 

4 I want to clarify that we have had many, many 

5 committee meetings to get to this point. On hearings, what 

6 we do is we gather comment. We do not answer questions. We 

7 do have documents that provide some -- quite a bit of 

8 information, plus the draft environmental impact reports 

9 that we have distributed. 

10 So, Dolores, will you please come so we can start? 

11 Dolores Roybal will make a short presentation of 

12 the project. 

13 MS. ROYBAL: Thank you. 

14 Good evening. Before I proceed with the project 

15 description, I would like to go over the method in which you 

16 can conduct public testimony. 

17 If you'd like to speak, please sign in at the 

18 reception table and fill out a speaker card. Speakers will 

19 be called in an order cards are received, and cards must be 

20 turned in prior to 9:00 p.m. 

21 If you'd like to submit written comment, please get 

22 some comment sheets that we have located at the reception 

23 table. You may either turn them in this evening or send 

24 them via the mail on the address noted on the card. 

25 I will proceed now with the project description. 
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1 The Eastside Light Rail Project is essentially from Union 

2 Station going to Beverly and Atlantic. The blue segments 

3 designate the portion of the alignment that will be at gray 

4 or what we call street level. And the red segment 

5 designates the stations that will be going through the 

6 tunnel segment, and they will be underground. 

7 Next slide. 

8 The project is essentially six miles, running from 

9 Union Station to Beverly and Atlantic. The total travel 

10 time is approximately 16 minutes. There will be nine 

11 stations including the one at Union Station. The tunnel 

12 segment is approximately two miles, going through Boyle 

13 Heights. The street surface speed will be approximately 35 

14 miles per hour or less. The system will include increased 

15 bus service, which will enhance access to the Light Rail 

16 Project. 

17 Based on mitigation measures developed through the 

18 environmental process prior, lessons learned from previous 

19 projects, as well as ongoing pedestrian safety studies that 

20 we will be conducting, the MTA will include several of these 

21 safety features: For example, crossing guards, crosswalks, 

22 signage, safety lights and fenders, and community rail 

23 safety education. 

24 Next slide. 

25 The significance of this light rail 
6 



1 project is that it will connect the community to the current 

2 Pasadena project that's under construction, as well as the 

3 MTA's network of rail and bus system, which includes the two 

4 metro rapid bus lines that are currently in service, as well 

5 as the additional phases that we're going to implement in 

6 the future. 

7 Next slide. 

8 This slide designates the environmental process 

9 that we must adhere to. There are two. One is governed by 

10 the state, which is called CEQA; and the other is governed 

11 by the federal government called NEPA. 

12 Currently we're in this phase, public 

13 review -- public and agency review. And this is what we're 

14 going through right now. And we're going to incorporate 

15 your comments into the final draft and ultimately draft or 

16 get a revised full funding grant agreement which secures the 

17 funding to actually implement the project. 

18 Next slide. 

19 The method in which we came about this current 

20 project and alignment was based on what we call a major 

21 investment study, which analyzed 47 alternatives. And this 

22 was done in conjunction with an extensive community outreach 

23 program which we conducted various public meetings, 

24 corridor-wide informational mailings, which reached over 

25 64,000 businesses and residents, public notices in major 
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1 newspapers, and went door-to-door to distribute the 

2 information. 

3 The project is funded by two sources, federal and 

4 state. The total project cost at this point is 714.6 

5 million plus interest. 

6 Next slide. 

7 There .will be two additional public meetings next 

8 week. The first one is Wednesday, April 4th, at Roosevelt 

9 High School, and the last one will be at Garfield High 

10 School, April 5th, both starting at 6:00. 

11 Next slide. 

12 The next phases of this process are the following: 

13 We'll be starting preliminary engineering, drafting the 

14 final environmental documents, going through final design, 

15 revising our full funding grant agreement between the MTA 

16 and the FTA. We're looking at the date of Spring 2002, and 

17 we're anticipating a construction period of between four to 

18 five years. 

19 That will conclude my presentation, and now we can 

20 proceed with the public testimony. 

21 THE JUDGE: Thank you. 

22 Good evening. Pleased to be able to participate 

23 here tonight with you in getting your comments and your 

24 discussions concerning the Eastside Transit Corridor. 

25 We are going to proceed as I'm going to call 
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1 the -- can you all hear me? 

2 THE AUDIENCE: No. 

3 THE JUDGE: Can you hear me now? 

4 THE AUDIENCE: Much better. 

5 THE JUDGE: Okay. 

6 The way we're going to proceed tonight is I'm going 

7 to call your cards; and when I call your name, please come 

8 forward. And before you begin your statement, we would 

9 appreciate it if you state your name and your address for 

10 our records. 

11 Also, I bear in mind that because of the time 

12 strictures we have, we will have to limit you each to three 

13 minutes; and when the indication is that the three minutes 

14 is up, please terminate your discussion immediately. 

15 As has already been indicated to you, it violates 

16 federal law for any of the MTA people to respond to your 

17 questions here orally. But they will respond to them in the 

18 final report, which will come out, as I understand it, after 

19 April the 17th. 

20 All right. I'm going to start with the first name. 

21 I may have a little trouble reading some of these, so you'll 

22 excuse me if I mispronounce it. But this one looks kind of 

23 easy. 

24 Michael Vega. 

25 MR. VEGA: I'm here. 
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THE JUDGE: Come forward, please. 

State your name and address. 

MR. VEGA: Thank you. 

My name is Michael Vega. And my address is 3645 

East 3rd Street. My office is just east of Indiana and 3rd. 

My comments have to do -- I've reviewed the EIR and 

EIS, the 500-page documents, and I notice that there's, 

like, two paragraphs dealing with how the people in the area 

actually do business with MTA. Your Section 4.2.1.2 talks 

about "MTA evaluating to ensure," and you're setting 

yo~rself up as an evaluator. 

What I would like the MTA ·to do is be a 

facilitator. Now, I'm used to forms and dealing with the 

government, and it's very tedious. Most of the people that 

I talk to in our neighborhood, it has it smacks of 

government interference, immigration, and all these things. 

My suggestion is probably a bit naive, but I'd like 

you to think about it, that the ultimate constructors and 

engineers of this project will comply with the federal 

rules, but perhaps to allow the people in the neighborhood 

to make avail themselves of the lower-tiered contractors 

outside of the DBE requirements and let it be a 

business-to-business basis. Because I haven't talked to 

anybody in my neighborhood that would go through the MTA 

process. 
10 
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And just to let you know how tedious it is, I have 

a Hub Zone cert, CalTrans cert, and City of LA cert, and I 

can't do business today with the MTA. But I'm going to 

file. I'm not -- I'm just saying it's very tedious. And 

that's my first point. 

My second point is I noticed in the EIR that 

there's a shortfall of capital. And I would like to 

recommend that you try and reduce the operating and 

maintenance. There is a Office of Management and Budget 

analysis called A-76. It might help you to get more bang 

out of the maintenance budget than is perhaps being looked 

at today. 

My feeling is that the capital shouldn't be 

jeopardized. It ought to be you ought to look more 

closely at the maintenance. 

So those make up my two comments, and I thank you 

for your time. 

THE JUDGE: Thank you. 

Frances Hashimoto? Frances Hashimoto? 

MS. HASHIMOTO: My name is Frances Hashimoto. My 

address is 800 East 4th Street, Los Angeles. 

And I'm here -- well, I have a business in Little 

Tokyo. And our concerns -- and I'm also president of the 

Little Tokyo Business Association. 

I just want to reiterate that Little Tokyo, we have 
11 
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a lot of writers and people who work and live here, and the 

concern is that Alameda, which is a very busy street now, 

and 1st Street going both ways, is very busy. We want to 

really be ·sure that there will be car lanes, or at least two 

lanes on both sides on 1st Street as well as on Alameda 

Street, as this process proceeds, that we really would like 

to emphasize the need to have traffic spaces. As well as on 

1st Street right now, they do have parking lanes also, which 

is west of Alameda. 

However, our main concern is that there be enough 

to facilitate the traffic that's going to occur. 

And that's all. Thank you~ 

THE JUDGE: Thank you. 

Are you all having any trouble listening or hearing 

the speaker? 

Everybody here put your hand up if you have 

difficulty with the microphone. 

All right. Thank you. 

Charles it looks like Adelman? 

MR. ADELMAN: Charles Adelman. 6146 Eleanor Avenue, in 

Los Angeles. 

And my comment is basically the Eastside 

desperately needs a high-quality mass transit system so we 

can get with the rest of the city. But this system that is 

be being proposed here is going to take away street lanes in 
12 
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order to run the system at grade, and is going to go through 

corridors that aren't really the corridors where it's most 

needed. So basically, this is, like, a system that's not a 

very good proposal at all. 

What they really need is to go back to the original 

Plan 1, which was the Red Line Subway Extension, which would 

go through the corridor where it's most needed, where the 

highest demand for ridership is, and would run underground 

through the whole route, thereby not take away traffic lanes 

and reducing streets to absolute gridlock, which this one, 

according to the EIR will do, and will have much higher 

ridership capacity and much faster trip times. 

Thank you, very much. 

THE JUDGE: Thank you. 

Thun Wing Motto. Mr. Motto? Not here? 

Oh, here he is. 

MR. MOTTO: Motto. 

THE JUDGE: Motto. I'm sorry. Motto. 

MR. MOTTO: How do you do, ladies and gentlemen. My 

name is Motto Wing Thun. I was living in Los Angeles 

Chinatown since 1950. That is 51 years ago. 

When I first came here, they build Chinatown 

connect all this area. People don't know that. So I am the 

one has the pent up at the present time. 

I need public to know my case is a kidnap cases. 
13 



1 Embezzle, extortion, illegal transaction to many places. 

2 International also involved in this case. So people don't 

3 know that. 

4 They did not directly my name. They just call me 

5 in the newspaper, just name me as X. LAX Airport. That's 

6 my original label. 

7 I was working at Douglas Aircraft during the 1955 

8 in Santa Monica. That is the creation from thereon, ever 

9 after. So people never know and never heard of such thing. 

10 They label me as God. Jesus Christ, Superstar. And label 

11 me also as a scholar for the past 51 years. 

12 So people involved with the public from gossip, 

13 propaganda agenda from the government abuser, many, many 

14 other things. They call this is a silencer. A private call 

15 in local, international. 

16 So I want public to know this, who I am. It's 

17 nameless. Just named X. LAX. 

18 So that is 51 years ago. Also connected in Los 

19 Angeles Chinatown since 1950. The Chinatown, they call this 

20 the three coin in the fountain. Have you ever saw that 

21 movie? That is make sense. That's made in Rome in 1954. 

22 So I am the one relate to Chinatown since 1951. So 

23 they torture me, ignore me. People got killed. They don't 

24 know where they come from. You see. That is the essence of 

25 malaise. 
14 
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THE JUDGE: Mr. Motto, your time is up. Thank you, very 

much. 

MR. MOTTO: Thank you. 

THE JUDGE: Edgar Sanchez. 

MR. SANCHEZ: Hello. My name is Edgar Sanchez from the 

Bus Riders Union. 

We're . here basically to oppose the Eastside Rail 

Line. We have to understand that this rail line is in 

direct violation of a civil rights consent decree that the 

MTA signed with the Bus Riders Union to basically better the 

bus service. 

We have to understand that this money that's being 

spent, $750 million, is money that is the same money that 

can be spent to buy the 350 buses that a federal court 

ordered the MTA to buy to reduce overcrowding. It's the 

same money that 400,000 working class people and people of 

color who use the buses and need to get to work. 

I've been to various review advisory committees 

where -- I mean, obviously, this is supposed to be about 

transportation -- but I've been to a lot of review advisory 

committees where what people talk about is more about how 

businesses are going to get affected, how businesses are 

going to improve, how the Latino businesses in the Eastside 

are going to improve, how the Japanese merchant class here 

are going to get benefits. And so we have to understand 
15 
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that this rail line has nothing to do with transportation, 

but that it does have to do with basically benefiting, for 

example, the tourist industry here in Little Tokyo and 

businesses in the Eastside. 

So what we're saying is that this money belongs to 

the people who ride the bus. 400,000 bus riders who -- I 

don't know if you people use the bus, but it's mainly 

working class people and people of color on the bus who 

needs to get to work. So this money is being used at the 

expense of these people, and the consent decree is one of 

the only legal binding agreements right now in the country 

that it's literally saying that resources should be returned 

to working class communities of color; and right now the MTA 

is saying, no, we do not want to do that. 

So we're asking people here today to make a choice. 

The choice is clear, you know. Are you in favor of this 

rail line that's basically benefiting more middle class and 

upper class interest, or you are in favor of using this 

money to better the bus service for working class people and 

people of color? 

Thank you. 

THE JUDGE: Thank you. 

I'm having a little trouble with this one. It 

looks like Joe, is it Itow? 

MR. ITOW: Yes, it is. 
16 
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Could I postpone mine until a little bit later? 

THE JUDGE: All right. 

Keri Itow. 

MS. ITOW: Postpone. 

THE JUDGE: I-t-o-w? Can you read it better than I can? 

MS. ITOW: Can I be postponed? 

THE JUDGE: The second one who wants to postpone it; am 

I right? 

MS. ITOW: Yes. 

THE JUDGE: All right. 

S. Armstrong. 

MR. ARMSTRONG: Good evening. Sean Armstrong. I live 

at 900 East 1st Street -- actually, I manage the 900 East 

1st Street building right there on the corner of 1st and 

Vigness. 

And my ideas, and also reviewing other tenants of 

the building, is that they're not in favor of the metro 

rail, for one, the increase of graffiti that will hinder the 

performance and the look of all the properties that will 

align the surface streets of the light rail that will be on 

the surface. 

Using the example of the Blue Line, if you ride the 

Blue Line from downtown to Long Beach, you would see all the 

graffiti that aligns that route. So that will become an 

extra concern of ours. 
17 
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And also the noise level. How will you restructure 

the sound to keep the train noise and the effects of the 

train noise that will affect our daily performance, our 

daily living, our offices that we work -- we live and work 

in those buildings -- businesses, our lives, Christmastime 

waking up to trains, Thanksgiving trains, days-off trains. 

So if . there's any way that you can help the 

surrounding areas of that Blue Line, I know it's pretty much 

impossible to stop it, what you're going to do is what 

you're going to do. But if you can improve just that area 

by increasing the bus lines instead of having the train. 

Add a little extra umph to the trains -- or to the bus 

lines, I'm sorry. Even a double-decker bus maybe just to 

encourage more bus riders along that route. 

Just looking towards other alternatives instead of 

using such a thing $750 million to build a train, when you 

can use half of that and improve the bus services. 

That's it. Thank you. 

THE JUDGE: Thank you. 

Mich Sakata. 

MR. SAKATA: My name is Mich Sakata. I represent the 

L.A. Honpa Hongwanji Buddhist Temple, 815 East 1st Street, 

in L.A. 

My comments -- and all these will be summarized in 

a written report that will be submitted in writing to the 
18 
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MTA -- what I want to do is preface my remarks by describing 

our temple and its functions. Our temple functions from 

9:00 to 9:00 on weekdays, conducting services in the 

Buddhist tradition for several families. We also conduct a 

day care center for preschool children every day of the 

week. On weekends our calendar is quite full with services 

for families as well as our regular Sunday services. 

What I want to get to is a summary of the remarks 

based on the draft EIR/EIS report as envisioned up-to-date. 

From this report we can see only slight, if any, advantage 

to the temple in building the system. There are substantial 

disadvantages for the temple in the light rail system in the 

proposed construction. 

The principal disadvantages have been stated in 

this written report. I'll go through some of this. These 

really pertain to reduced and impeded access to our temple, 

potential adverse impact on the environment especially 

around our temple, adverse effect on the temple operations, 

especially during our upcoming temple centennial, which we 

plan to observe in the year 2005, and there's also some 

potential for security problems. 

We do endorse any improvements to the bus system 

for East L.A., as well as through downtown. However, the 

temple, based on the current draft EIR/EIS report, does not 

recommend building this system. These conclusions actually 
19 
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emanate from a breakdown in the report as we looked at it. 

These were based on a preconstruction overview, a 

construction phase analysis, and a postconstruction phase 

analysis. 

We notice that in the preconstruction overview, 

again, there's slight, if any, advantages, and tremendous 

amount of disadvantages. We looked at the Washington 

Boulevard light rail system in comparison to what is being 

proposed for 1st Street. And because there is only one 

traffic lane in each direction, that limits access to our 

te~ple tremendously every day of the week where we do have 

activities taking place. 

THE JUDGE: Your time is up. You can include the 

balance of your statement in your writing. 

Thank you, very much. 

MR. SAKATA: We will be sending the written statement. 

I thank you very much. 

THE JUDGE: Albert Taira. 

MR. TAIRA: Taira. 

THE JUDGE: Taira. Okay. 

MR. TAIRA: My name is Al Taira, and I'm representing 

1st Street South Plaza. 

THE JUDGE: State your address, please. 

MR. TAIRA: 201 South Santa Fe Avenue. Suite 100, L.A., 

Cal, 90012. 
20 
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THE JUDGE: Okay. 

MR. TAIRA: Thank you for allowing me to speak to you 

tonight. 

I am a very, very dedicated advocate for the 

subway. However, we do not have a subway proposed now. The 

light way rail system that you have proposed is totally 

inadequate. It allows only one lane of traffic on 1st 

Street going east and one lane of traffic going west on 1st 

Street. We're looking at possibly one lane of traffic going 

north and south on Alameda, also. 

So without -- I advocate the subway, I support the 

subway, but I cannot support the light rail system for the 

primary reason that it would choke off our community from 

the outside. Alameda corridor is very important to us. We 

must keep that lane -- those lanes open. 1st street is 

important to us. We must keep those lanes open. 

Without a subway, I have to oppose the light 

rail system for that reason. It would totally cut us off. 

We have a project coming up on 1st and Alameda 

that will require 4- to 5,000 parking spaces under the 

current Building Code. We plan to build over 2 1/2 million 

square feet of improvements, multiuse situation, and asking 

for 

4- or 5,000 parking spaces on a corner on 7 1/2 acres, how 

would MTA resolve that problem as far as ingress and egress? 
21 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 
P-9.A 

23 

24 

25 

So, No. 1, I'm for the subway. If we can't have 

the subway, I'm totally opposed to the light rail system. 

And if a light rail system is built, I would demand that we 

have two-way traffic east, north, south, and west. 

Thank you. 

THE JUDGE: Thank you. 

Ayako .Hagihara. 

MS. HAGIHARA: Good evening. My name is Ayako Hagihara. 

I work at 231 East 3rd Street, Suite G-106, Los Angeles 

90013. I'm a community organizer with the Little Tokyo 

Service Center Community Development Corporation, and I work 

with the Little Tokyo Residence Association. 

Just as a recap, as you all know, Little Tokyo is a 

robust community with over 600 businesses, 1200 residents, 

most whom are elderly and primarily· limited in their 

speaking. Many of them have known about the subway or the 

suspended plan; and this community has been promised that 

mass transit for many years, and we're still waiting for 

that. 

But this light rail plan obviously does not compare 

to the subway plan, and so mitigation must be provided if 

this plan -- or when this plan goes through. And it's not 

just at 1st and Alameda where the station is proposed, but 

for the rest of Little Tokyo that would be impacted by 

preconstruction, during construction, and during the 
22 
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operation. 

For example, obviously, the compensation for 

business laws, perhaps payments to local public safety 

association for increased security, payments to or 

cooperation with the Little Tokyo Business Association and 

other community institutions for marketing. And I urge the 

MTA to work closely with the City Department of 

Transportation, listen to and accommodate their concerns. 

James Okazaki at the City DOT knows this community 

well. He is from this community. And we urge you to 

accommodate his proposals. 

And also, as others have stated, this light rail 

plan must not move forward with plans that will eventually 

bottleneck the street -- the traffic on this street at the 

bridge. It must not deter development at Alameda and 1st. 

Little Tokyo has been counting on that development for many 

years. 

And also, the station design needs to take into 

consideration that Little Tokyo -- the majority of Little 

Tokyo residents are elderly and limited English proficient. 

This includes signage, as well as gates and safety measures 

that are enhanced. 

I'd like to I am a part of the Review Advisory 

Committee. Oh, and one last thing is I -- this light rail 

plan must -- or we need to protect important community 
23 
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institutions such as the Nishi Hongwanji Buddhist Temple and 

the Japanese American National Museum, and also must not 

block access to the Zenshuji Buddhist Temple that's East 

Alameda, plus Maryknoll Catholic Center. 

And I'd like to -- at this point I'd like to thank 

the MTA staff, because through my participation with the 

review advisory committee, I've seen their openness to 

community input thus far, and I hope that this will continue 

and that you will accommodate all of the community's 

concerns at this time. 

Thank you. 

THE JUDGE: Thank you. 

Joel Bloom. 

MR. BLOOM: My name is Joel Bloom, and I have a business 

over here in the arts district at Hewitt and Traction. 

THE JUDGE: Just back up just a little from the mic. 

MR. BLOOM: Okay. Gotcha. 

I'm also president of a Central City North 

organization called the Los Angeles River Arts and Business 

Association. 

Now, according to the EIR, my neighborhood doesn't 

exist. And I'd just like to read real quickly what the MTA 

believes my area is. 

"This area has remained largely industrial and 

with some vacant parcels." 
24 
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I'm here to tell you there's 600 arts and residents 

units in Central City North as well as Mr. Taira's proposed 

development. Going through the EIR, a lot of this is based 

on the fact that you go back to a 1979 Central City North 

community plan, as opposed to the 1996 Central City North 

community plan which calls for arts and residents usage 

between 1st anq 6th, Alameda and the river. 

If you don't admit that there is a neighborhood, 

how do you serve it with your light rail? 

I would also like to comment on one of your options 

for the maintenance facility, which is the Red Line yard. 

Again, states it's industrial and railroad uses. I'm sorry. 

The 900 East 1st building is near there. The 1001 East 1st 

building abuts the MTA rail yard. The 201 South Santa Fe 

build does. There are 20 condos being built. The 215 South 

Santa Fe. There's a quarter-mile long building that's going 

to house the Southern California Institute of Architecture 

that's right across the street from the maintenance yard. 

So I don't understand how this is industrial or railroad 

related. 

I'd also like to comment on your buses. You state 

that the DASH Line A serves this station. Well, it might. 

But if I get on that bus at 3rd and Alameda or 3rd and San 

Pedro, I have to go all the way to the Convention Center 

before I come to 1st and Alameda. I think somebody has to 
25 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

P·10.D I 8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 
P-11.A 

24 

25 

look into that. 

I mean, I have many, many, many more things to 

bring up; you'll get those in writing. Most of them I'm 

just here to tell you, and I'll leave off if you want. The 

list of the 627 arts and residents units that are in Central 

City North, we are not industrial, we are not vacant land, 

there are 1500 . there are as many residents in the arts 

district as there are in Little Tokyo, and we wish to be 

served by a station that abuts the arts district. 

You'll get the rest of what I have to say in 

writing. 

Thank you, very much. 

THE JUDGE : Thank you. 

Shoh Shimizu. 

MR. SHIMIZU: My name is Shoh Shimizu. My address is 

201 South Santa Fe, Suite 101, Los Angeles 90012. 

I totally oppose this current concept of putting 

trains on the surface. And it's -- we may not see today, 

but then with our effort and our neighbors' effort in the 

last 10 years, we do have now the large commercial district 

right at Alameda and 1st Street. And the zoning is 

permanently established as a C-22 FAR six times, which is 

considerable, and in future will be building up to 5 million 

square feet of commercial or housing or whatever. That 

could generate a minimum of about 10,000 cars. That's what 
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the plan for. And that's only high density area east of 

Alameda, and was approved based on that the location where 

they across the civic center, across the Little Tokyo area, 

and then that's regional commercial area. 

Now, this -- the way I feel that the public 

transportation is great. But something to supplement ease 

and for the betterment of the local or large area where 

there being traffic on freeway and so forth, but not by 

destroying current system we have and overriding. And that 

will create tremendous impact to the area. 

Now, people thinking about the two lanes. Two lane 

doesn't serve if it stops on only block go over to one lane. 

And traffic volume on the 1st Street will be tremendously 

reduced. During construction stage, maybe nil. That mean 

for long period of time there's no traffic, no public 

exposure for Little Tokyo area, and then business will 

subside and then it's detrimental to the area. 

So only system we can accept is the subway system, 

which doesn't interrupt the first conditions we have. And 

then that will even help us to serve the regional commercial 

district and the area will start to germinate. 

I will summarize this report in writing. 

Here is something I created because lot of people 

is doesn't visualize what they look like when you have 

a -- this is 1st Street today at six lanes and then 
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left-turn street in the middle. After you bring a train, 

it's only leaves one lane. 

THE JUDGE: I'm sorry. Your time is up. 

You can include the photographs in your written 

report. 

MR. SHIMIZU: Okay. Thank you, very much. 

THE JUDGE: . Thank you. 

Barbara Schultz. 

MS. SCHULTZ: Hi. My name is Barbara Schultz. I'm an 

attorney with Legal Aid Foundation of Los Angeles. My 

office is 8601 South Broadway, but we have six offices 

throughout L.A., including on Whittier in East L.A. 

The first thing I wanted to do is request that the 

MTA give an extension for the public comment period. This 

45-day comment period is really too short for such a 

voluminous and dense document. I think the MTA should also 

take into account the fact that many of the people who are 

most impacted have English as their second language and may 

require translation; and as far as I know, the MTA hasn't 

offered translation for the draft SEIR. 

The other thing I wanted to comment on is after 

reading the draft SEIR, the biggest impression that I was 

left with was the fact that there were no real alternatives 

given for which the community could compare the project to. 

It's hard to know really whether this light rail project is 
28 
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going to be good or bad for East L.A., because this document 

doesn't compare it to anything. So I believe that the MTA 

should make a real alternative such as a comparison with 

regular bus or with rapid bus going both north/south and 

east/west. 

And the last thing I wanted to comment on was I was 

very heartened to see in the environmental justice section 

that you mention local hiring. And I would like to 

encourage that any like local hiring program, if you set up 

a percentage goal, that that percentage be viewed as a 

minimum, not a maximum. Also, that it concern new hires, 

not transfers, and also full-time work, not all part-time 

work. And lastly, that any local hiring agreement would 

include both construction jobs as well as postproject jobs. 

I think the MTA should offer the community training 

and permanent jobs in the transportation field, and that 

would be a big benefit to the East L.A. community. 

Thank you. 

THE JUDGE: Thank you. 

Anita Castellanos. 

MS. CASTELLANOS: First of all, good evening, your 

Honor, and thank you for moderating this event tonight. Not 

many people in the audience know that you are a very 

respected retired jurist from our local bench and are now 

rendering your services as an arbitrator, very 
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well-respected by the legal community in assisting us in 

terminating voluminous litigation with a very fair and 

binding method, which is arbitration/mediation. 

That is my purpose in addressing this meeting 

tonight. I have just suggested to Steve Brye the idea that 

I have been espousing for the last six or seven years as a 

member of the ~eview advisory committee of this MTA project. 

We are from a poor community. I have had the 

privilege, or disadvantage perhaps, of looking at Hollywood 

and North Hollywood during the construction process, and I'm 

aware of the fact that Boyle Heights cannot handle 

litigation in the way that those people did in claiming 

losses against the MTA for any possible destruction or 

disruption of business or destruction of property, the 

damage to foundations, walls, whatever, from the tunnelling 

or simply from the construction. 

My suggestion to Mr. Brye is that for the next two 

meetings that he bring someone from the claims unit in MTA 

and the legal department and address the community's 

concerns. I own the property from 1703 to 1717 Mariachi 

Plaza, and I am concerned because the tunnelling is going to 

be very close to me. But it is my suggestion that we have 

people who will not just address the engineering design of 

this project, but who also address what happens to the 

little person who files a claim form with the MTA. What is 
30 
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the process now in place? They had experience with five 

another projects as to how to handle claims, but the 

community is not aware of what that process may have evolved 

into since Hollywood and since North Hollywood. 

We would like and I would strongly recommend that 

at the next two meetings the community be told what the 

claims process is. You file a claim form with MTA, then 

where does the paper go? How long does it take for you to 

hear yes, no, on your claim; and then what do you have to 

do? Do you have to go out and hire an attorney and litigate 

this for five years? 

I would strongly suggest that the MTA put in, in 

black and white, a very simplistic method. You file a claim 

form if you have any damages to claim from the MTA, and then 

within 30 days it is either adjudicated or not. If you 

don't hear from the MTA, you can deem it denied. And then 

within 90 days, that the matter be submitted for arbitration 

before a person of, say, your prestige in the legal 

community; pick, say, from the L.A. County Bar or from ADR 

or whatever the system is that is picked, but that MTA give 

the community a clear view now of what the process will be 

that can be followed so that they're not nervous about their 

little businesses going under while they are fighting MTA to 

get $500 or $5,000 back in their pockets. 

THE JUDGE: Thank you. 
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John Walsh. 

MR. WALSH: John Walsh, 6218 Yucca Street, Hollywood. 

For this lady tunnelling damage occurred in 1994. To this 

day some of those property owners are still in litigation 

with MTA seven years later and have not been paid. 

You know, this isn't the first rail project for 

East L.A. It's the second one. Who are members? The 

subway. The subway they spent $150 million in construction. 

150 million. 75 million local money, 75 million federal 

money. And what do we get? We didn't even get a hole. 

They destroyed housing in East L.A. Now they're starting 

all over again. 

Notice something they eliminated with the light 

rail. They eliminated the station in Little Tokyo. You 

want to know why the station was eliminated in Little Tokyo? 

Well, you just count how many Asian-Americans there are in 

the MTA and how many Asian-Americans there are in this -- on 

the County Board of Supervisors and how many Asians there 

are on the City Counsel. Zero, zero, zero, and that's why 

there's no station here. That's what it's about. It's 

about ethnic politics, ladies and gentlemen. 

And I don't have to tell people -- and I've been in 

this building -- older Japanese Americans about trusting the 

United States when they tell you something. You don't have 

to -- just go upstairs if you want to find out. 
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They spent, they claimed on the subway, 

108 -- 298,000 hoardings on the Red Line per day. There are 

currently 120,000. That was in the EIR, incidentally. 

298,000 hoardings on the subway; they're at 120,000. Under 

40 percent. The figures in this document are inflated 

ridership predictions. They are absolutely out of whack. 

Surface light rail with a subway, that's what 

they're building. Either it's a subway or it's light rail. 

They've done that because Prop A was passed in 1998 by more 

than 2 to 1 that says that none of our sales tax, our local 

county sales tax, can be used as matching dollars for 

federal money. The federal government gives you nothing 

except with a matching dollar. 

So now they have created a secret service, 

undercover light rail, hoping that the federal government 

would deem it a light rail rather than a subway, and that's 

why we're saying officially on the record, this is a subway. 

And if the EIR is approved by the federal government, if 

they accept it, I'm telling you there will be a lawsuit and 

not a dime of matching funds will come to pay for the -- for 

our local match. 

They spent $150 million. More than they spent on 

Belmont, on a subway that never got built, and their answer 

to that is to start a ligh~ rail. And on my mother's grave, 

this will never be built. Do you understand? It will never 
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be built. 

What's it about? It's about giving jobs to 

engineers. It's about giving jobs to planners. It's about 

giving jobs to MTA bureaucrats. 

They were going to build a subway to Santa Monica; 

they didn't build it. They were going to build one to 

Crenshaw; they didn't build it. They were going to build a 

light rail to Glendale; they didn't build it. But they 

spent -- and I'll finish by saying -- $1 billion in planning 

in the last 20 years on 16 rail lines that never got built. 

THE JUDGE: Thank you. 

Ms. Kaoru Matsumoto. 

MR. MATSUMOTO: My name is Doug Matsumoto. I'm speaking 

for my mother, Kaoru. I represent the property at 800 

Alameda. 

THE JUDGE: Excuse. me. You'll have to just speak just a 

little louder, please. You don't have to get necessarily 

closer to the microphone, but raise your voice so the 

reporter can hear you, okay? 

MR. MATSUMOTO: Thank you. 

I represent the property at 800 Alameda. And as we 

are directly affected by the light rail proposal, and 

especially if it's located on the east side of street, it 

would completely block off our property. 

Also, we feel that the light rail system also will 
34 
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impede traffic and stuff like that. And it's around the 

same position as the temple has on going down 1st Street. 

Whereas if the whole system is located underground subway or 

located elsewhere, this would be greatly appreciated, for 

one thing. And the traffic on 1st Street and the traffic on 

Alameda would be flowing a lot better than with the system 

in place. 

Also, the light rail system as imposed, as we can 

see with the Blue Line and stuff like that, has problems 

with surface traffic, pedestrian traffic, and with the 

am~unt of pedestrian traffic in the downtown area, this 

would be, I think, detrimental to the area. 

So we would like very much to have the whole thing 

either going back to the subway or located in another manner 

to help mass transit, which Los Angeles definitely needs. 

Anyway, that's my comments. Thank you. 

THE JUDGE: Thank you, very much. 

Ernestina Montellano. 

MS. MONTELLANO: Good evening. My name is Ernestina 

Montellano. I am here to request an extension of at least 

six months to be able to read the supplemental environment 

impact statements and reports that the light rail have our 

families and in our communities. 

I'm sure it took you at least two years or more to 

put this big book together. So please have the courtesy to 
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give us at least six month. 

I got a letter from the chairperson, Joe Coria, 

from the review advisory committee, letting me know that the 

March RAC meeting was postponed to get themselves prepared 

for the public hearing. 

I feel the community meetings are very important to 

all the people that will be impacted. We must be informed 

properly. Don't treat us like we don't count. We have the 

right to know, and you must respect that. 

The light rail is going to 1st Street. It will 

have a big impact on a convalescent home on the 1st Street 

School, on the Evergreen Cemetery. The buried, when they're 

going to bury their loved ones, it will be very difficult 

with all the digging and the closure of the streets. And 

there will also be sidewalks narrowed, closure of streets. 

Is there any money in case of accidents and deaths? 

The Red Line took away homes and business from our 

community. We don't need your light rail to come in and 

take away more homes and more businesses. We need more 

buses, also rapid transit. We need new buses, also. And 

DASH. Never mind your light rail and tunnel . . 

This is for the contractors and politicians and big 

business. It's not for us. This will push us out. This is 

greed. 

How will you ride your train and light the tunnels? 
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1 Where are you going to get electricity? What are you going 

2 to do, suck out the money from the poor? 

3 This plan is the mayor's plan and the politicians 

4 and the big contractors. This plan was not made for us. 

5 This will not benefit our communities in no way. 

6 Thank you. 

7 

8 

9 

THE JUDGE: Thank you. 

Goraido Salas. 

MR. SALAS: Good afternoon. My name is Goraido Salas. 

10 I'm living --

11 THE JUDGE: Your address, please. 

12 MR. SALAS: -- in 2729 East 4th Street. 

13 As you can see, I'm one block away from the route 

14 and two blocks away from one of the proposed stations at the 

15 corner of Soto and 1st. 

16 I've been living in Boyle Heights for 15 years, and 

17 during that time I've been using public transportation for 

18 seven, eight years. I used to go from Wabash Avenue to Del 

19 Amo Boulevard in Rancho Dominguez using public 

20 transportation, so I believe that I have a good 

21 understanding about public transportation in Los Angeles. 

22 And I -- I'm trying to match that sense that I got 

23 when I used the public transportation with all the figures 

24 that we can see in the environmental impact report. And 

25 believe me, you don't need to be sophisticated, you don't 
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need to be an educated guy in order to see that the figures 

that you see in the environmental impact report have kind of 

a problem. 

Those figures are numbers that are trying to show 

the people that we need a light rail. But the common sense 

of the people says that, well, maybe we need a light rail. 

We're not going to say no. But there is kind of a very 

basic problems that need to be addressed before you build 

any light rail. 

Like, for example, the Soto -- the street where 

routes pass bus lines 251 and 252, that routes are pretty 

crowded all the time. It's very hard to use those buses. 

When you go in summertime at 3:30, 4:00 p.m., and you try to 

use those buses, it's very hard because it's so crowded. 

The situation is even dangerous. 

And after reading the environmental impact report, 

I understood that even though $1 billion are going to be 

spent and also eight years are going to happen -- are going 

to pass, and this problem on Soto Street is not be 

addressed. So it's kind of shocking to see that in order to 

have a light rail, little problems that are very important 

to be addressed are going to be just the same as they are 

now in eight years after the spending of so much money. 

The other thing that I would like to say is that we 

should consider the extension problem. We don't have enough 
38 
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time to respond to this environmental impact report. We 

need an extension. 

THE JUDGE: Respond in writing, if you wish, to the MTA. 

MR. SALAS: Of course. 

THE JUDGE: Thank you. 

Margarita Sanchez. 

MS. SANCHEZ: Hello everybody. I'm Margarita Sanchez 

from Boyle Heights Mejoramiento. 

THE JUDGE: Your address, please. 

MS. SANCHEZ: 2474 East 7th Street in Boyle Heights, 

near Boyle. 

We come here to address the population here in this 

area. As you know, Boyle Heights when I grew up there, was 

a mixed population, Japanese, Jewish, and Mexican. It's 

changed since the freeways came in and disrupted the entire 

community. It's cut us all apart. 

Now, if you read from the papers, we've been 

fighting the very terrible, cancer-causing diesel pollution 

both from the freeways and from the truck traffic that we 

are subjected to. As well as the dust that we can never 

keep out of our homes. As well as the noise that make it 

impossible to sleep and study and racket all the time. You 

have to keep your windows and doors closed, and you can't 

even leave open your door and go out into your porch, it's 

so bad. 
39 



The gentleman was right when he made these 

pictures. This light rail is going to be a very ugly thing, 

because if you go down on Washington and take a look, it's 

dingy, it's ugly, people scattered around there are just 

waiting to go home from their jobs. You have a lot of 

traffic but very little room to put it in after you've got a 

light rail. 

Now, the report that we from Mejoramiento also 

requests a six-month extension in order to answer; and you 

will get this in writing from us, a request for extension. 

It's 800 pages long. 

Inside that report, way in the back somewhere, 

.like, about 600 pages down, it tells us that for about four 

or five years we will very easily be subjected to twice the 

level of PM-10 carcinogenics than is allowable. And they 

make no mention of the terrible levels we already have that 

the AQMD has found all along our freeway routes. So likely 

as not, we're going to be at three times the highest level 

even admissible for that amount of period of time. 

We have in my street multiple grandparents dying 

from cancer, multiple children, grandchildren, with asthma, 

respiratory problems, things that I never saw in my 

childhood. And even to this day, the State of California 

and the federal government do not do anything to help us. 

They do not clean it up, and that is what you are going to 
40 
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get with this light rail. Not to mention the noise, the 

vibrations which are going to make cracks in your homes. 

And you know as well as I in Boyle Heights and these areas 

over here, we have buildings that are 75 and 100 years old. 

And I -- in my home I have lathe and plaster that never had 

these cracks, and now I got these hairlines, even 

foundations starting to fall apart behind the vibrations of 

these truck and freeways. And that's what you're going to 

have 24 hours a day. 

THE JUDGE: Thank you, very much. Your time is up. 

Thank you. 

MS. SANCHEZ: I thank all population here in Japanese 

Town for having me here. 

THE JUDGE: Artemio Dominguez. 

I understand we need a Spanish translator for that. 

Do we have one, I understand? 

Where are they? 

Dominguez? 

MR. DOMINGUEZ: My name is Artemio Dominguez. 

I'm here I've noticed how the cars run from 

Rowan going north to west. The station that you're planning 

to build in Rowan and 3rd is a very dangerous place. To the 

left there is a school. East there is another school. Once 

you build that station between Rowan and 3rd, those children 

are going to be in a very dangerous situation. 
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Also, the parents who go to -- trying to turn to 

the right, they're going to be stopping traffic. 

And changing the subject, the days of activities at 

the church, the cars are waiting to enter into the church. 

A lot of people aren't going to like that because the street 

is going to be a lot smaller. Narrow. So the people who 

are attending church, they might run over these people. And 

they're going to be talking about how the people in East 

L.A. behave. That's why that point, that area's very, very 

dangerous. Because they're going to be on the street. If 

it's going under the street, there is not going to be any 

danger at all. So I'm thinking about the children who are 

walking from left to right. 

That's all. 

THE JUDGE: Thank you. 

Santiago Cardona. 

We also need the translator here. 

Cardona? 

MS. CARDONA: I'm Santiago Cardona's daughter. My name 

is Consuelo. And we live on 173 South Indiana Street. 

And the concerns we have as part of the community 

members is what's going to happen to our homes that will 

affected directly by the metro. Our home runs right along 

the Indiana Street where the metro will be running through. 

Our main concern is what's going to happen to our 
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home? Is it going to be demolished? How much time do we 

have to look for a new place, or will you be replacing our 

homes for new homes? Will these homes be better homes or 

will they be worse than what we're already living in at this 

moment? Those are one of our main concerns. 

I don't know if you have any answers for that at 

this moment, because we've been told that the city will pay 

for the homes. We've also heard that we will be replaced 

into a different setting, a different location. So we just 

want to know exactly how much time we have left to start 

looking for a new place. What is exactly going to happen to 

our homes? 

And unfortunately, we don't even think that the 

metro should be passing through our homes, first of all, 

because it does intervene a lot with the school that we have 

right across. We have the water and power that runs right 

next to our homes. 

A lot of homes will be affected by the whole thing 

that's going on. And what's worse, I believe, is we were 

not really fully informed as to what the metro when it 

was going to get started, how is it going to impact whole 

community. 

We have been given, like, the runaround. When we 

ask questions, we're still getting the runaround. ~~d we're 

just trying to get things straight because we're, like, off 
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in space somewhere, trying to understand exactly what's 

going on with this whole situation. Because we have been 

misinformed. 

So I don't know if you have any answers to the 

questions. 

THE JUDGE: Thank you. 

Olga ~alas. 

MS. SALAS: My name is Olga Salas, and I live in 2729 

1/2 East 4th Street, two blocks from 1st Street where the 

project is going to be done. 

I'm here to ask you please to consider an extension 

for the environmental report because it's not fair that we 

just have 45 days to check this document that is 800 pages. 

It's a lot of information, and for many of us around my 

community it's very difficult to understand the document 

that use words very difficult for us. As you see, my second 

language is English, and I'm really having a hard time doing 

this. 

Even though it's hard for me, the first thing, when 

I received the book, I check what the MTA is going to do 

about the safety of our childrens. And what I discovered is 

once more the MTA is not doing anything to ensure the safety 

of our childrens. Once more the MTA have done the same as 

five years ago when we fight, okay, this project. They're 

not addressing really how are they going to take care of our 
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childrena, okay. My daughter goes to 2nd Street School and 

Hollenbeck. 

And I have several friends they don't feel brave 

enough to come here because, as I say, English is our second 

language. 

Another thing I wanted to point out, it's very 

unfair that you sent these big, fat books, okay, just in 

English. We need those books in Spanish, okay. I can't 

believe that you're doing this project in our community and 

you're going to get you are salaries from our community and 

you're not even doing those books in Spanish. How could you 

do that? 

I'm holding you liable for anything that our 

childrens, okay, if they have any accident there, because 

you're not addressing the people that live there. I live 

there. 

I go to the laundry that is on the corner of Boyle 

and 1st Street, and that is where the station, the Mariachi 

Station, is going to be. I go the Roybal Hospital, and that 

is going to be another station, okay. I'm going to buy my 

groceries at Rancho Market, and you're going to take away 

Rancho Market. I have the option to go to Food 4 Less, but 

you're going to construct there the tunnel, so I'm going to 

be afraid of going there. If I'm going to have fun, I'm 

going to Mercadito, but now Mercadito you're going to dig a 
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1 tunnel also. 

2 So all the community where I live is going to be in 

3 great danger. I can't believe you are doing this to our 

4 community, and I can't believe you are doing again the same 

5 mistakes you did five years ago. 

6 I really encourage you to do this because we don't 

7 speak English properly as you educated people. But if 

8 something happens to our childrens because you're not 

9 addressing the problems or the risks, we are going to hold 

10 you liable, we're going to sue you and we're going to fight. 

11 Because really, really, you're doing once more to our 

12 community unfair. 

13 THE JUDGE: Sorry, your time is up. 

14 Thank you, very much. 

15 Silvia Viramontes. 

16 MS. VIRAMONTES: My name is Silvia Viramontes. I live 

17 on 3039 Inez Street, Los Angeles, California 90023. 

18 I read the questions and answers of the paper 

19 prepared by MTA, how the noise and dust is going to affect 

20 our children's lives during the five-year construction of 

21 the light rail. Now, we have a lot of traffic and reduced 

P-22.8 L 

25 I 
~4 

space to park our cars. During the construction we are 

going to have loss of traffic lanes and less space to park 

our cars on the street. In those five years construction, 

our community is going to be more polluted than it is now. 
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1 In one way it seems that it's going to better our 

2 lives, but in the other way it's going to ruin our lives 

3 with pollution, danger, and inconveniences. 

4 In the question and answers paper it seems that 

5 everything is going to be all right. But that's not true. 

6 We are the ones that are going to be impacted because we 

7 live here. 

8 THE JUDGE: Thank you. 

9 Michael Weintraub. 

10 THE WITNESS: My name is Dr. Michael Weintraub. I'm a 

11 pediatrician practicing in Los Angeles for 28 years. I live 

12 at 201 South Santa Fe, and I have the bonsai nursery at 622 

13 East 1st. 

14 Looking at the pictures that Al Taira and 

15 Mr. Shimizu presented, it's clear that I would do better to 

16 turn my bonsai nursery into an emergency room for the amount 

17 of accidents and problems that will develop in the area of 

18 1st Street. 

19 I've spent three years developing that nursery. 

20 It's the intersection between the Little Tokyo Japanese 

21 community and the arts community, two very powerful 

22 communities developing the future of the City of Los 

23 Angeles, each representing not just ethnic diversity, but 

24 ideas and concepts that will lead the city into the future. 

25 And we all agree that there's been a lot of 
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problems in the recent past with the school board issues, 

with the LAPD issues, and any other issues that we want to 

see resolved. 

I feel that having lived and worked early in the 

morning until late at night developing a bonsai nursery on 

East 1st, I know that street intimately. I've felt the 

pulse of it, I know the comings and goings of it. And it's 

clear to me that a light rail system quick fix that will be 

advantageous in some ways, but extremely destructive to the 

culture and environment that's developing there. 

Thank you. 

THE JUDGE: Thank you. 

Joe !tow. 

MR. !TOW: Good evening. My name is Joe Itow. My 

address is 525 South Normandie Avenue in Los Angeles. 

This is my daughter Keri. 

MS. !TOW: Hello. 18107 Harvard Street, Gardena 

Boulevard, 92078. 

MR. !TOW: My daughter Keri is 14 years old, and she is 

a bus rider and a public transportation person as myself. 

I choose to speak this way because what I have 

found with going to MTA board meetings and talking to the 

MTA, you're talking to deaf ears anyway. 

I also wonder about all these suits over here. 

Hi, gentleman. Are you public transportation 
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1 people or are you the authorities? 

2 THE JUDGE: Let's proceed. They're not able to respond. 

3 MR. !TOW: Thank you. Thank you. 

4 THE JUDGE: Just proceed, please. 

5 MR. !TOW: Nevertheless, I find that the issue here is 

6 not a pro-bus and a anti-rail issue at all. I think that's 

7 an oversimplification, and I think it tends to confuse the 

P-24.AI 8 

P-25.A 9 

public. This is a civil rights issue. That's exactly what 

this is, a civil rights issue. 

10 Let me direct my questions to my daughter here. 

11 Q. First of all, Keri, are you a member of the Bus 

12 Riders Union? 

13 A. Yes. 

14 Q. They can't hear you, Keri. 

15 A. Yes. 

16 Q. And do you like the Bus Riders Union? 

17 A. Yes. 

18 Q. Do you like riding the bus system in Los Angeles? 

19 A. Yes. 

20 Q. Is it a good system? 

21 A. No. 

22 Q. I remember a time, Keri, that we were riding the 

23 rail because you requested to, even though I tried to 
P-24.A 

P-25.A 24 explain to you, it goes way out of the way and will probably 

25 take us longer. 
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1 And many times it's very confusing because 

2 it's -- as I was told by one of the transit operators, that 

3 it just doesn't make sense down here. This is one of the 

4 rail operators. That it just doesn't make sense down here. 

5 Do you recall that one time that you insisted on 

6 riding that rail? Do you remember that time, Keri? 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

Yes. 

And since then what has happened? 

Nothing changed. 

And now you like to ride the rail? 

Nope. 

And what do we do instead? 

Ride the bus. 

14 Q. Because the rail -- and you correct me if I'm 

15 wrong -- the rail has a tendency to take you out of way 

Yes. 

-- right? 

Yes. 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

Q. Takes you out of way. In other words, you end up 

having to take a bus to the rail and from the rail. 

A. Yes. 

Q. All right. 

23 MR. ITOW: How many public transportation people are 

24 here? 

25 THE JUDGE: Let's just proceed with comments, please. 
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Comments only. 

MR. ITOW: You know, being here in this partic~lar 

museum takes me back to when I was a young college st~dent. 

And I remember doing protests out here during a time back in 

the '70s concerning redevelopment when our concerns as 

students were that the Japanese corporate businessmen were 

going to come through here like they did through Asia. 

THE JUDGE: I'm going to give you another three minutes 

because you both asked to speak. 

MR. ITOW: Thank you, very much. 

Also I'd like to -- this particular place to have 

this particular meeting is appropriate, as well. And I 

don't believe and I hope that the Asian community, 

specifically the Japanese community here, will not tolerate 

the MTA and their proceedings, specifically this rail, which 

I do not support. I am against this rail and I believe the 

public, once correctly informed, will also not support this 

rail. 

Please, Japanese public -- and I hear some of the 

established community members like the church -- please 

recall some of the misinformation that our government and 

city officials have given us that led us to relocation and 

led us to redress. 

I thank you, very much. And please discontinue 

this rail and please look into how this particular issue is 
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a civil rights issue. 

Thank you. 

THE JUDGE: Thank you. 

Joaquin Castellanos. 

MR. CASTELLANOS: Yes. Good evening. My name is 

Joaquin Castellanos. I live in Boyle Heights, 528 North 

Cummings Street. 

THE JUDGE: Just a little slower. Thank you. 

MR. CASTELLANOS: Thank you. 

I'm also part of the Boyle Heights Neighbors 

Or~anization. And we do believe that we need public 

transportation. Plus we don't believe the street level 

trains is the solution, not for Little Tokyo, not for Boyle 

Heights, not for East Los Angeles. 

What we need is a complete subway from Union 

Station to East Los Angeles. Because the subway is faster, 

it's safe, it doesn't endanger the environment, and plus I 

say before, is safe for all the community. 

Also, one more thing is please do not destroy our 

bridges. The bridges are history for Los Angeles, and the 

MTA plans to put a train in the middle of the bridges. What 

it's going to cause is going to be a lot of traffic. 

When it happens an accident, they're going to close 

the whole bridge. They're going to make worse the traffic. 

The traffic is going to go to the other bridges because the 
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1 bridges are the only way to get from East Los Angeles to Los 

2 Angeles. So that's one concern that we have. 

3 So please review the plans that you already have, 

4 because as I say before, we don't believe the trains on the 

5 street is a good solution for the public transportation. 

6 Thank you. 

7 THE JUDGE: Thank you. 

8 I think we've concluded with all the speakers who 

9 wished to speak, so on behalf of the MTA staff, we thank you 

for attending. 

Thank you. The meeting is concluded. 

(Recess.) 

THE JUDGE: We have another speaker. 

It is Rachel Santos. 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 MS. SANTOS: Yes. I'd like to make a couple of opening 

16 remarks. My name of is Rachel Santos, and I'm a resident 

17 and long time community 

18 

19 

THE JUDGE: Give us your address, please. 

MS. SANTOS: 3336 East Folsom, F-o-1-s-o-m, Street, in 

20 Los Angeles. We're just adjacent to the 1st and Lorena 

21 station that will be affected by the light rail. 

22 No. 1, this has been a long romance with MTA, and 

23 we were basically jilted at the altar. And we were promised 

24 a subway system to the Eastside, and then our sacrifice, of 

25 course, we had to settle for second best for the Blue Line 
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project. 

I'm here tonight after many years of investment of 

personal sacrifice to speak on behalf of my community. The 

impacts of the Blue Line Rail Project bring with it an 

opportunity for our community to connect to the rest of the 

city of Los Angeles and for the transit users. I'd like to 

say that it was our choice to make the decision to have the 

light rail. 

I resent that bus riders and other people, our 

so-called mayoral candidates, that I listen to attentively, 

think they have a real fast, snap decision by saying buy 

more buses. Well, that's not absolutely the best solution 

for our community. Our community was one in which was an 

old district, one that was important to preserve for the 

residents. And what little economic businesses there are, 

we didn't want to disturb. 

Of main concern that will have a major impact after 

the tunnelling that will end at 1st and Lorena, I want to 

urge the MTA, whether state and federal or matching funds, 

to extend the tunnelling all the way to Downey Road. There 

is a problem on Indiana Street that affects not only the 

residents and the businesses, but by the schools. Both the 

Ramona and the Belevedere Elementary Schools. There's a 

Catholic church that has a high parishioner congregration 

that will be greatly affected by the left-hand turn of the 
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rail project. 

So I want to urge and demand that that tunnel be 

extended all the way to Downey Road. There is the flow of 

both the on-ramp to the Pomona 60 Freeway and the exiting 

off Downey Road that will be majorly impacted if that tunnel 

is not extended further down for that whole East Los Angeles 

community. 

So that's one main thing that I want MTA to please 

ensure that that is done, whether it takes personal lobbying 

on behalf of the residents of East Los Angeles or our voice 

to the MTA at the board meetings, we want to make sure we 

get that done. 

THE JUDGE: Thank you, very much. 

I have to limit you to the three minutes so you 

don't get an undue advantage over other speakers. 

MS. SANTOS: All right. Thank you. 

THE JUDGE: Anne Abraham. 

MS. ABRAHAM: Hi. My name IS Anne Abraham. I'm a 

little late because I was riding the No. 40 --

THE JUDGE: Would you give us your address, please. 

MS. ABRAHAM: My mailing address is 3780 Wilshire, Suite 

1200, 90010. 

I'm a little late because I was running on a No. 40 

bus that was over a half hour late and was packed and 

overcrowded. 
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I'm representing myself and Juan Hernandez and my 

child, Gabriel Hernandez, over there, who is six years old. 

We're transit dependent people, and I really want the MTA to 

understand that you need to buy the buses. You have a 

third-class bus system. It's a terrible bus system. It is 

overcrowded, you sit and wait and wait even on most popular 

lines. The only good thing you guys have done lately is the 

Rapid Transit Bus, the Rapid Line down Wilshire and 

Whittier. 

To spend a lot more money on light rail when you 

can't even buy 350 little piddly buses for a city the size 

of L.A., you guys are irresponsible. And I just hope the 

federal government comes in and audits you guys, because you 

don't even deserve to have any tax or federal money of us. 

We're dirt poor, you know. I may be white, but 

I'm-- most people on that bus are people of color. And we 

just happen to be on the bus too. Because we're dirt poor. 

But, you know, you guys, you're just terrible. You 

guys sit in your offices, all you seem to care about is 

contracts for the big rails, you know, and putting -- I 

just -- and anyhow, even if you build this rail, you're 

going to have to do something about the buses because 80 

percent of the people who take the rail end up transferring 

to a bus. 

It's not like you could just leave -- say, oh, we 
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1 built this rail, you know, and leave the buses in the lurch 

2 as you always do. You know. And believe me, I'm on the 

3 buses every day. Every day I'm constantly on these buses. 

4 I'm talking from a very personal level. 

5 I came on the bus today, people standing in line, 

6 like, 30 people in the middle of the bus. On the 40. 

7 That's down Crenshaw, you know. That's ridiculous. You 

8 guys should have buses running every 10 to 15 minute down 

9 Crenshaw. We had kids standing in the line, I mean, people 

10 pushing over, children crying. You know, the back door 

11 didn't even open, you know. The bus driver was giving 

12 instructions on how to finagle the door because it didn't 

13 even open. 

14 It's just not okay, you know. As far as I'm 

15 concerned, you're criminals and you need to be stopped. You 

16 need to be stopped in your tracks. Because the poor people 

17 that are transit dependent are certainly suffering from your 

18 total abdication of your real role, which is to provide the 

19 city of Los Angeles -- it's is a huge city if you haven't 

20 guessed; you know, it's got, like, 11 million people -- to 

21 provide a first-class bus system. And believe me, you have 

22 the capital to do it. There should be no -- if you want to 

23 build your little light rail after you buy the buses and 

24 improve the bus system, maybe you guys should talk about it. 

25 But not now. You know. 
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1 And I just hope you go to court and hope everybody 

2 does a strategic lawsuit against public participation, which 

3 is what -- it's called a slap, and that's what you guys have 

4 done when you put us in the 9th Circuit Court of Appeals. 

5 There's a remedy for it. Because you're trying to stop 

6 people from speaking up and their speech, and that's why you 

7 really put the civil rights group in the 

8 THE JUDGE: Thank you, very much. · 

9 MS . ABRAHAM: Yeah. Thank you. 

10 THE JUDGE: Roger Christensen. 

11 MR. CHRISTENSEN: Hi there. My name is Roger 

12 Christensen, and I live at 14335 Houston, No. 205. 

13 I came here today on a bus and a train, and I did a 

14 lot of walking. I was here earlier at 6:00, and I had to 

15 leave and go to another meeting came back. And I heard a 

16 lot of responses that I thought was worth responsing [SIC] . 

17 I'm really saddened that this BRU line continues 

18 about rail versus buses. Just a complete lie, and it 

19 saddens me to see people come up here and say that money 
P-29.A 

20 being robbed for rail. But obviously, of course, the 

21 federal money and the state money has nothing to do with the 

22 buses; but they keep telling this lie and they keep revving 

23 people up with this, you know, and it's shameful. 

r P-29.8 25 

I heard one guy here today say that the light rail 

does not have a little Tokyo stop. I don't know what the 
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corner of 1st and Alameda is, as opposed to subway did; and 

that was because the city counsel, the MTA is racist and 

there are no Asians on, you know. 

I think for those of you that remember, that their 

subway stop, of course, was originally at 3rd and Santa Fe, 

which is a lot farther away from what we would call central 

Little Tokyo than what we have now. 

I've heard people say that there were no 

alternatives that have been explored, and that's a total 

lie. Becaus.e before the EIR approach was the RTAA. There 

were lots of alternative that were explored. This came 

through tons of meetings, and this is a rail is the 

choice of the community. It's an issue of capacity, you 

know. 

I came in on the Red Line today. I live in the 

Valley, and I stood on the Red Line from North Hollywood 

because there was not a seat in that six-car, SOC-capacity 

train. 

Let me tell you as a bus rider that bus people love 

the rail. They can't wait to get on the rail. They 

consider it -- rail is the buses best friend, not its enemy. 

And anyone tells you elsewhere is, of course, lying and the 

BRU are liars and they're good at that. 

Thank you. 

THE JUDGE: Thank you. 
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1 We'll wait to see if any other speakers come. In 

2 the meantime, we'll be here for you until 9:00. 

3 (At 8:36P.M., the proceedings were concluded.) 
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1 STATE OF CALIFORNIA) 
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2 COUNTY OF ORANGE ) 
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4 I, LISA L. GROOM, C.S.R. No. 11765, do hereby 
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6 That said proceedings were taken before me at 

7 the time and place therein set forth and were taken down by 
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Los Angeles, California, Wednesday, April 4, 2001 

6:00 P.M. 

MR. CARDOZA: We are going to start the hearing. 

5 Good evening. My name is Diego Cardoza. I'm the 

6 director of the team that conducts this project for the MTA. 

7 And I would like to welcome you to this hearing. 

8 And we have Judge Title with you. And thank you, 

9 very much, Judge Title, for covering the hearing. Judge 

10 Title is an alumni of Roosevelt High School. So am I. Then 

11 we have Steve Brye, the project manager; Dolores Roybal, who 

12 will be making a presentation; Joanna Cucchi; Adrian 

13 Alvarez, who was a young intern with us and now is a 

14 planner. Where's Adrian? He's also an alumni from 

15 Roosevelt High School. Henry Gonzalez, Walt Davis, Linda 

16 Ivey, who's with public affairs, MTA; Gary Sari [phonetic], 

17 MTA engineering. We also have the consultants Tom Jenkins, 

18 who is probably in the back talking to the public; Luzmaria 

19 Chavez with Barrio Planners; and Frank Villalobos. 

20 What we are going to do tonight is we'll make a 

21 short presentation. Those of you that need simultaneous 

22 translation, we have would you please tell if you need 

23 that. We have provided anybody that needs for that. We 

24 also have lots of materials in English and Spanish 

25 available. 
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Okay. Dolores, will you please come and start. 

MS. ROYBAL: Good evening and welcome. 

3 Before I proceed, I would like to go over the 

4 hearing process. 

5 If you would like to speak, please sign in at the 

6 reception table and fill out a speaker card. All cards will 

7 be called out in the order received. They must be turned in 

8 prior to 9:00, and each speaker will have three minutes to 

9 comment. 

10 If you would like to submit written comment, please 

11 ask for a comment sheet at the reception table. You may 

12 either turn it in this evening or via mail at the address 

13 indicated on the sheet. 

14 And just for logistics, the bathrooms are located 

15 in the back. 

16 I'll now start with the presentation. 

17 The Eastside Light Rail Project starts from Union 

18 Station and ends at Beverly and Atlantic. The blue segment 

19 designates the at-grade stations, and the red segment 

20 designates those that will be underground. 

21 Next slide. 

22 The project is essentially six miles, starting from 

23 Union Station to Beverly and Atlantic. Total travel time is 

24 16 minutes. There will be nine stations including the one 

25 at Union Station. The tunnel segment through Boyle Heights 
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1 is approximately two miles. The train at grade would be 

2 running at 35 miles or less. 

3 The system includes increased bus service, which 

4 will enhance access to the light rail. That includes 

5 additional bus lines, as well as increased frequency for the 

6 existing bus service. That's demonstrated on the board to 

7 my left. 

8 Based on previous lessons learned, as well as 

9 mitigation measures that are going to be developed through 

10 this environmental process, as well as other pedestrian 

11 safety studies, the MTA will include some of these safety 

12 features such as crossing guards, crosswalks, signage, 

13 safety light and fenders, and community rail safety 

14 education. 

15 Next slide. 

16 The significance of this project is that the 

17 Eastside Light Rail Project will be connected with the 

18 Pasadena line that's currently under construction, as well 

19 as the MTA rail system, which includes the Red Line going to 

20 North Hollywood, the Blue Line going to Long Beach, and the 

21 Green Line going to El Segundo, as well as the existing bus 

22 service, which includes the Metro Rapid Bus Lines in 

23 addition to the additional phases that will be implemented 

24 in the future. 

25 Next slide. 
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1 This project is governed by two environmental 

2 processes. One is governed by the State, which is CEQA, and 

3 the other one is NEPA. 

4 We are currently at the public and review agency 

5 period. And what this means is we'll be having these public 

6 hearings and including the comments that we receive at this 

7 time into the final revision of this environmental document. 

8 Next slide. 

9 The method in which we came to this current project 

10 was based on major investment study where we looked at 47 

11 alternatives, selected 8, and one of those alternatives was 

12 our current project. This was facilitated by an extensive 

13 community outreach program which consisted of various public 

14 meetings, corridor ride informational mailings, door-to-door 

15 distribution of the information, as well as --

16 Next slide, please. 

17 Funding for this project is based on two sources. 

18 One is federal; the other, state. The project budget is 

19 714.6 million plus interest. 

20 Next slide. 

21 This photo simulation is showing you currently what 

22 Indiana and 3rd Street looks like. We're showing this as a 

23 typical cross-section in the alignment. 

24 Next slide. 

25 This slide simulates what a basic light rail 
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1 system will look on Indiana transitioning onto 3rd. This is 

2 a basic skeleton system, and the community would be very 

3 much active in working out further improvements on the 

4 alignment, which would include signage, trees, safety 

5 measures, any other additional urban design. 

6 Next slide. 

7 Currently this is the second public hearing. We 

8 had one last week in Little Tokyo. The next one will be at 

9 Garfield High School starting at 6:00. 

10 The next steps in this process includes commencing 

11 preliminary engineering; preparing the final environmental 

12 document, which would include your comments that we'll be 

13 receiving until April 17th; final design; negotiating a 

14 revised full funding grant agreement between the FTA and 

15 MTA, due spring of 2002. We anticipate a construction 

16 period of four to five_years. 

17 And at this point this concludes the brief 

18 presentation, and we'll now open to public comments. 

19 THE JUDGE: Thank you. Good evening. Very pleased to 

20 participate in this hearing with you, particularly since as 

21 indicated, I graduated from this school, although I have to 

22 concede it was a couple of years ago. 

23 What we're going to do as indicated also is I'm 

24 going to call your cards. And please come forward when I 

25 call your card, and please give your name and address before 
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you begin to speak. 

We have to limit you to three minutes because we 

want to give everyone an opportunity to be heard tonight. 

So when I indicate that your three minutes is up, please 

terminate your statement quickly. 

And just lastly, let me point out to you that it's 

not possible under federal law for any of the MTA people to 

respond to your questions orally here. Hopefully, they'll 

be able to respond to them in the next written report, which 

I understand is due sometime after April 17. 

Is that correct? 

All right. So with those thoughts in mind, I'm 

going to call the first card. 

It's Sherry Breskin. Please come forward. 

MS. BRESKIN: Thank you. Good evening. My name is 

Sherry Breskin. I represent Ramona High School. 

THE JUDGE: Your address, please. 

MS. BRESKIN: 231 South Alma Avenue, L.A., 63. 

And as the principal of that school, my major 

response when I saw these plans is to surround a school on 

two sides, the major entryways of that school with trains 

that pass by every five minutes during work-hour traffic 

when the kids come to school is reprehensible. It should 

not be permitted. 

The only issue for not having the tunnel go 
10 
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underneath our school is money. And I don't think you can 

ever measure the lives of children, the lives of community 

members, or the life of a staff member in dollars. I think 

that that is unethical. 

And I'm speaking for myself as the principal now 

and all the future principals and on behalf of all the 

future children. 

My school is an all-girl school. These girls have 

not been successful in other schools. We have a tremendous 

program. Twenty-six of our girls bring their babies to 

school. We have an infants' center. Most of the girls 

come, you know, on foot traffic with their strollers, 

bringing their babies during work hours. 

Our girls sat out under the trees and counted 1800 

cars on an average that use that section between 8:00 and 

9:00 in the morning. 1800 automobiles. And we're going to 

add trains to that? I think that is absolutely impossible. 

We support the extension of the Eastside Corridor 

100 percent. Our community needs it. We're going to get 

many options and opportunities because of that corridor. We 

want the corridor; we are desperate for the corridor; we 

hope it comes right away. We just hope that it goes 

underneath Ramona High School. That will be the greatest 

thing you could do for us and these girls. 

Thank you. 
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THE JUDGE: Thank you. 

Concepcion Vasquez. 

MS. VASQUEZ: Good evening. My name is Concepcion 

Vasquez. I live on 2nd and St. Louis. 

I agree with the project because I think that the 

project is good for our community. Because we also deserve 

good transportation. And in the long run it is going to be 

beneficial for all of us. All right. 

Thank you so much. 

THE JUDGE: Thank you. 

Raul Vasquez. 

MR. VASQUEZ: Good evening. My name is Raul Vasquez. I 

live on 2nd Street in Boyle Heights. 

THE JUDGE: Give us your address, please. 

MR. VASQUEZ: 2101 East 2nd Street. 

It is now finally time for us to improve our 

community. As foreigners, we're accustomed to live in a 

country that is not progressing. When we return to our 

places of origin, we find out 10, 20 years later that the 

cities have not changed. And now that we have the 

opportunity of improving, we must support this with all of 

our hearts. 

Considering the fact that when we came to this 

country, we had adopted a new culture, a new language, and 

new neighbors, we cannot allow for other communities 
12 
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surrounding us to improve while we are still just as when we 

arrived. The benefits that we are going to have with these 

changes will be in the long run. 

We do understand that is going to take time. That 

it is going to cause difficulties while being built. But we 

do have the necessary people that are prepared and that 

would be in charge of making possible that all these 

troublesome times would be not felt so bad. 

We must also consider the fact that with this new 

project there's going to be more work, more commerce, and 

people would be able to move from one side to the other with 

less difficulty. 

Now, we have to consider also the fact that there's 

so many people in our community that don't have driver's 

license or because of the high cost of insurance and with 

these --

THE JUDGE: Thank you, very much. 

Just complete your sentence and your time is up. 

MR. VASQUEZ: Thank you. 

THE JUDGE: Silvia Diharce. 

MS. DIHARCE: Good evening. My name is Silvia Diharce, 

and I'm on 231 South Alma Avenue, representing Ramona High 

School. 

I'm a student body president at Ramona High School. 

On behalf of all the students at Ramona High School, I would 
13 
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like to say that we do support the MTA; however, we support 

the railroad system to be built underground. Too many of 

our teen moms and their children daily cross the street on 

Indiana and 3rd as well as myself. Safety of our students 

and people in our community is the No. 1 issue. 

If you are concerned with safety, you will agree 

that the safest way to have the railroad system travel will 

be underground. 

Thank you for this consideration. 

THE JUDGE: Thank you. 

Linda Saberi. 

I hope I'm pronouncing these correctly. It's a 

little difficult to read some of them. 

Saberi? 

She's not here? Pass. 

Leticia Sanche.z. 

MS. SANCHEZ: Leticia. 

THE JUDGE: What is it? 

Leticia Sanchez. 

MS. SANCHEZ: Good evening. My name is Leticia Sanchez, 

and I'm here representing Humphreys Avenue Elementary 

School, 500 South Humphreys Avenue. 

I've been speaking with some of the parents and 

teachers at our school, and they are in support of the MTA 

building the light rail system. 
14 
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Some of the suggestions are that we have crosswalk 

attendants during school hours, during the morning time and 

the afternoon time. Also, keep in mind that there is 

kindergarten time, so parents drop off and pick up your 

students in the middle of the day. Having more stop signs 

because there's not enough stop signs as there is right now, 

so it would just make it safer for our children, and having 

speed bumps on the streets surrounding our school area. 

So, thank you. 

THE JUDGE: Thank you. 

Frances Galvan. 

MS. GALVAN: Good evening. My name is Frances Galvan. 

And my address is 3312 East 6th Street, 90023. 

I'm aware that aboveground rail systems that are 

next to schools have caused many tragic accidents. It 

scares me that my life will be at risk with an above-rail 

system. Take it underground. 

And another thing is girls that go to school, they 

go to Jack in the Box early in the morning and they run to 

school, like, five minutes before, two minutes before. 

Because of the bell, they run to school. And even with cars 

we're at risk. 

But me, my mom drops me up right in front of 

school, and she has to hurry and she has to make U-turns 

just to go into school. And with having this rail system 
15 
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it's going to be even more worse because where you're 

blocking it off there's a wall, and she can't go into school 

to drop me off as she usually would. And it's just going to 

be -- it wouldn't be safer for me and my mom and my brother 

for her to take us to school, to go all the way around or me 

even walking across the street. 

Thank you. 

THE JUDGE: Thank you. 

Dan Farkas. 

MR. FARKAS: Good evening. My name is Dan Farkas. I'm 

the transportation deputy for Councilman Pacheco. 

The Councilman's asked me to be here tonight so 

that I could report back to him all the testimony that's 

being taken and he can take into account additional impacts 

that many of you suggested. 

However, he does have a few suggestions of his own, 

and he's made one in the past that's very significant. It's 

the undergrounding of the railroad through Boyle Heights, 

through substantially from 1st and Utah Street all the way 

to 1st and Lorena. And we believe that's going to solve a 

lot of problems. 

But we recognize -- the Councilman does -- that 

there are other things that need to take into consideration, 

and principally, those of pedestrian safety. And you've 

heard some of the comments already about pedestrian safety 
16 
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1 surrounding Ramona High School. 

2 And the Councilman has prepared a letter which he 

3 wanted me to read into the public record if we have time. 

4 THE JUDGE: You have three minutes less what you already 

5 talked about. 

6 MR. FARKAS: Okay. It says, "To the MTA board members." 

7 It says, "I strongly support the completion of the 

8 proposed Eastside Light Rail Project from Union Station 

9 through the Boyle Heights community in my district, to it's 

10 terminus at Atlantic and Whittier Boulevard. A true mass 

11 transit project has been needed to serve the heavily transit 

12 dependent communities along this corridor for many decades, 

13 and I am pleased to see that this project is finally moving 

14 forward." 

15 "However, I believe that additional measures need 

16 to be taken by the MTA to ensure that pedestrians and 

17 drivers within these communities are afforded every 

18 protection while the project is under construction, and to 

19 incorporate permanent safety improvements into its final 

20 design. 

21 "I recognize that a number of my major concerns 

22 regarding pedestrian safety, traffic congestion, and air 

23 pollution in my district have already been addressed by the 

24 MTA's incorporation of my recommendation to construct a 

25 tunnel under most of the Boyle Heights portion of the light 
17 
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rail's alignment. 

"However, there are surface parts of this alignment 

where additional safety improvements should be given greater 

consideration. This can best be achieved by MTA's 

initiation of a comprehensive study of the need for 

significant safety improvements where the light rail line is 

at grade. 

"In addition, I call upon the MTA to undertake the 

following initiatives to provide optimal safety conditions 

to my constituents: The stationing of crossing guards at 

all impacted schools during school hours, especially during 

the hours immediately prior to and after the school day for 

the duration of the project, as after construction also; the 

conduct of separate, state-of-the-art transit safety 

programs at all preschools, elementary schools, high 

schools, and senior citizen centers in the vicinity of the 

alignment. 

"Also, a determination of how all the latest 

technological improvements to improve the light rail system 

can be incorporated into the Eastside Project included but 

not limited to safety gates, illuminated signs, and safety 

improvements on all light rail cars. 

"And finally, a separate study to explore ways of 

ensuring the safe running of the light rail cars on such 

narrow streets as Indiana Street between 1st and 3rd Streets 
18 
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should the financing" --

THE JUDGE: Please wind it up. 

MR. FARKAS: I'm winding up. 

-- "should the financing that extend the tunnel in 

this location prove infeasible. 

"And I ask the MTA board and its entire staff to 

give the highest priority to these and other proposed safety 

mitigations that are considered here tonight." 

Thank you. 

THE JUDGE: Thank you. 

I understand that Linda Sabori is now here. 

MS. SABORI: Good evening. My name is Linda Sabori. I 

am a senior at Ramona High School, and I am also a teen mom. 

I have attended Ramona for about two years now. 

Every day when I go to school, I see other students and teen 

moms arriving just before the bell rings. Our concern is 

safety. We support the improvements for increased 

transportation in our community, but feel the light rail 

system will put us in danger when we try to cross the street 

to go to school. It's a daily struggle to carry our babies, 

strollers, and bags. 

The light rail system aboveground will make it more 

difficult and cause me and other teen moms crossing the 

street more stress. We would like for you to consider these 

safety issues and obtain additional funding in order to keep 
19 
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the light rail underground. We know this might be more 

costly; however, we believe the danger you will put our 

community in will be at an even higher price. 

On behalf of Ramona students, we strongly urge you 

to please consider other alternatives and ways to seek 

funding to keep the rail system underground. 

Thank you. 

THE JUDGE: Thank you. 

Lupe Lopez. 

MS. LOPEZ: Good evening. 

THE JUDGE: Your name and address, please. 

MS. LOPEZ: My name is Guadalupe Lopez, and I am 

representing 3rd Street in Los Angeles and McDonalds. 

My opinion is it is already time for us Latinos to 

stop being ridiculous. We don't need either rails nor 

tracks in our streets. As I already told you, I live on 

3rd. And instead of improving our neighborhoods, our 

properties are being devaluated with these projects. 

This project was not built where the rich people 

live, where the white people are living. 

Why is it that it has to be here with us, the 

Latino people? 

Our 3rd is a clean street. It's a wide street. It 

looks decent, not like the South Central. And this project 

is going to make it look just like South Central, setting up 
20 
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these projects that you're thinking. It's going to be 

horrible, and it's not going to look like Beverly Hills. 

Thank you. 

THE JUDGE: Thank you. 

Victor Delgado. 

MR. DELGADO: Good evening. Victor Delgado, 2323 City 

View Avenue. 

As a resident of Boyle Heights, I have come here to 

let you know that we need 

THE JUDGE: Just a little closer to the microphone. 

MR. DELGADO: Okay. 

-- we need the best public transportation here in 

our community. I was all for the heavy rail. Since we're 

not going to get it, I am now supporting the light rail 

system the MTA has offered for us. 

Thank you. 

THE JUDGE: Thank you. 

Antonio Maldonado. 

MR. MALDONADO: Good evening. My name is Antonio 

Maldonado, and I reside at 3342 Garnet Street in Los 

Angeles, the Parish of Resurrection. 

I and we support this project, hoping it will give 

us the best transportation possible. 

MTA should think on one very important thing. The 

project is going to take years to be built, and the same 
21 
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token, the population is going to increase. So we need the 

best transportation possible and also the cleanest. That's 

why we support the underground transportation. 

Thank you, very much. 

THE JUDGE: Thank you. 

We have another Lupe Lopez. You can go forward. 

Thank you. 

MS. LOPEZ: Good evening. My name is Lupe Lopez. I 

represent the Mothers of East L.A. I live at 3468 Siskiyou 

in Los Angeles. 

I have been a longtime resident of Boyle Heights 

and a member of the Mothers of East ' Los Angeles since we 

began in 1985, fighting against the construction of the 

state prison in our backyard. 

I have been an advocate for a better transportation 

system since the Metro Red Line was to come to the Eastside. 

I was greatly disappointed when Proposition A was passed and 

our hope for a subway was taken away and given to the white 

folks in the valley. 

Mothers of East Los Angeles are in favor of the 

Eastside Light Rail Project and are glad that our future 

generations will benefit from a better transportation system 

than currently exists. The light rail system is the wave of 

the future. Other communities throughout the United States 

live with light rail systems in a successful way. The other 
22 
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mass transit systems we in the Eastside will be connected to 

are great for our youth and seniors. 

Some of our community members are against this 

system because they prefer a better bus system. What better 

to have a wonderful rapid bus system which will link better, 

to have a wonderful rapid bus system which will link to the 

Eastside Light Rail. We can all benefit from the system, 

and eventually our youths and ourselves can travel to other 

areas of Los Angeles County within a well-accessible mass 

transit system. 

Thank you. 

THE JUDGE: Thank you. 

Rosa Gabaldon. 

MS. GABALDON: Good evening. My name is Rosa Gabaldon. 

I agree with this project --

THE JUDGE: Would you give us your address, please. 

MS. GABALDON: 1165 South Calada Street. I've been 

living in Boyle Heights for 44 years. 

If you cannot build a full subway for us, I agree 

with the project that you are offering us. But I would like 

to know, where were you? Where were these people that 

complained so much about this project? Why is it that they 

didn't go to complain to the Westside when they built their 

subway so beautiful; but if something is going to improve 

the community, those people are not in agreement with it? 
23 
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Thank you. 

THE JUDGE: Thank you. 

Ron Granados. 

MR. GRANADOS: My name is Ron Granados. I'm chairman of 

the board of the Las Americas Foundation and a resident at 

4632 East 2nd Street in Los Angeles. 

You know, in my lifetime I've had the opportunity 

to evaluate many environmental impact reports. But I find 

this one to be the most disingenuous, duplicitous 

environmental impact report that I have ever had the 

privilege to read. 

I would first like to address the issue of safety, 

and I'm not talking about patron safety, although the Blue 

Line for some reason has brought a great number of incidents 

of assault and robberies. I want to speak of the hundreds 

of people that have been killed by trains. 

The environmental impact report speaks nothing of 

the number of deaths caused by the Blue Line, the suicides, 

the number of children that have been run over and maimed by 

this butcherous train. 

They won't tell you about the killer trains because 

the fact remains that this train is dangerous. The MTA says 

that the trains are dangerous. Last year alone, according 

to article published in the Los Angeles Times three days 

ago, it indicated that we suffered 86 fatalities as 
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1 confirmed by the Federal Railroad Administration. 

2 THE JUDGE: Could you step back just a little from the 

3 microphone, please. 

4 MR. GRANADOS: Every day hundreds of children can be 

5 seen running along, ~arting across, not looking both ways, 

6 ignoring the sounds of whistles along miles of the Blue 

7 Line. The MTA people here won't put that kind of 

8 information in the environmental impact report because they 

9 don't want you to know that this train is, in fact, 

10 dangerous. 

11 They will confirm three things for you. That the 

12 Blue Line is dangerous, that the Blue Line kills, and the 

13 Blue Line mangles and maims children. 

14 We must not forget that the Blue Line will save you 

15 and your hermanos about 8 to 10 minutes of travel time to 

16 work every day. But is it worth having a young child 

17 confined to a wheelchair with no legs in exchange for this 

18 train in getting me to work 10 minutes early? It's not 

19 worth the four-year effort and billions of dollars. 

20 These people are better than the tobacco companies 

21 or General Motors when they calculate how much money they 

22 will expend in exchange for the lives that they will have 

23 sacrificed over this project. 

24 As Latinos this is not our culture. We are a 

25 caring group; we love all people, but there is important 
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1 characteristic in all of us to share. That we will not 

2 prostitute ourselves to get to work 10 minutes earlier in 

3 exchange for the life of a 10 year-old. 

4 Will the MTA, will Miss Roybal for the MTA, will 

5 Frank Villalobos or Julian Burke volunteer to be the one who 

6 will break the news to one of our mothers that the Blue Line 

7 has killed or mangled her child? I think not. 

8 The MTA knows that the operation of trains is an 

9 activity that kills. They cannot deny this, and this is why 

10 the MTA has just launched a county-wide campaign a couple of 

11 days ago, as spreading the message that playing near the 

12 tracks is dangerous. 

13 THE JUDGE: Please wind it up. Your time is up. 

14 MR. GRANADOS: Pardon me? 

15 THE JUDGE: Thank you, very much. 

16 MR. GRANADOS: Thank you, very much. 

17 Stop this train. 

18 THE JUDGE: Ross Valencia. 

19 MR. VALENCIA: How are we doing today, Judge Rough 

20 Rider? I had the pleasure of being in your court a few 

21 years back. And I think you beat me a couple of years here, 

22 but I also graduated from here some 50 years ago. It's a 

23 pleasure seeing you still around here. 

24 Ladies and gentlemen --

25 THE JUDGE: Give us your name and address first, please. 
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1 MR. VALENCIA: My name is Rosendo Valencia. In English 

2 it's Ross Valencia. I live at 1162 South Esperanza. 

3 Translate that, it's Hope Street. 

4 I've been hoping for the past 70 years that there 

5 would be some major kind of changes in my community for the 

6 betterment of my community and yours, those of you who live 

7 here. 

8 I feel quite badly. It upsets me when interlopers 

9 and obstructionists try to stop progress in our community. 

10 The MTA Light Rail Project that we, the members of 

11 this community, have been trying to get on the ground for 

12 better than three years is now being challenged. We 

13 accepted that after our elected officials negotiated for the 

14 conditions. There are representatives that did the best 

15 they could do with the situation as it was presented to 

16 them. And thereafter, we had to support their negotiations 

17 under duress. But we did it. 

18 

P-44.AI19 
20 

We need to show some unity. We now find ourselves 

in a position where the community and our elected officials 

are being opposed. 

21 When -- and I repeat that, when will we learn that 

22 unity is the way to go to get what our community wants and 

23 deserves? It seems to me that this could be a win-win 

24 situation with all parties achieving what is best of a 

25 difficult situation. 
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Go, on the transit. Go, for the subway. Go, for 

the betterment of our community. 

Thank you. 

THE JUDGE: Thank you. 

Anita Hernandez. 

MS. HERNANDEZ: I am Anita Hernandez, and I live at 1121 

Calada Street in Boyle Heights. I'm also a member of the 

Boyle Heights Homeowners Association. 

As some people or most people stated, they want a 

decent and a good form of transportation. And I think what 

we're going to get will be good and decent form of 

transportation and less pollution, too. So I'm going to 

wait -- as far as I'm concerned, that's what I'm going to 

wait for. 

Thank you. 

THE JUDGE: Thank you. 

Robert Lopez. 

MR. LOPEZ: My name is Robert Lopez. I live at 4622 

East 2nd Street. 

Now, before I came in here, I was looking at a 

drawing you have over here that shows Indiana and 3rd 

Street. You show one train going around there. I go by 

there maybe three or four times a week. You only show one 

train. If you put two trains on there, you won't be able to 

pass by there. I go by there all the time. It's too 
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narrow. I don't see how you're going to get -- there's a 

school right there. Now, how are people going to go by 

there? You know. 

And another thing I don't agree with. I live on 

3rd near 4th Street. Now, it's a beautiful street going 

down there. Are you going to put a train going down there 

with two walls there? It's going to look lousy. Because 

right now if you look down that street, that's the most 

beautiful street you can see. It's wide and two, three cars 

can go by, and you've got a middle lane. 

Now, I don't know how this is going to process 

more. I talked to a lot of people; these people said 

they're not going to sell their cars to ride that train. 

Everybody needs a car because you got to go one way to the 

market or church or whatever. 

Only the same .people that use the Metro right now 

are the ones that are going to use the train. It's going to 

be empty. You're going to lose money on it. Just because 

the federal government and the state is giving money, you 

people are going to put it on there. 

Now, I don't agree with it. First of all, it's 

going to lower the price. I own a home there. It's going 

to lower my property. Because when I get to sell it, nobody 

wants to buy a home near a railroad train there. 

That's all. Thank you. 
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THE JUDGE: Thank you. 

Lupe Lopez. 

I think both of the Lupe Lopezes have already 

spoken, have they? 

Thank you. 

Al Santillanes. First name Al. 

Is he here? 

MR. SANTILLANES: Good evening. My name is Al 

Santillanes. I'm the project manager for the CRA Eastside 

Adelante Eastside Effort. Our offices are located at 3500 

Whittier Boulevard, Suite 107, Los Angeles. 

The transportation system I think that's planned 

for the Eastside is something that is long overdue in many 

ways. The Eastside, I think, hasn't received its fair share 

of resources over the years. 

The Agency's position on this transportation system 

is that we strongly support the underground tunnel option 

that is being planned, because of the narrow streets that go 

through Boyle Heights with high pedestrian use and traffic, 

also because it goes through significant areas of 

residential neighborhoods. 

But there are safety issues that we're very 

concerned about that were raised in the environmental 

document. We feel that the tunnel entrances impact the 

neighborhoods with its unique residential character; also 
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the parks and the highly commercial used areas nearby. 

There should be a detailed station plan for each of 

the locations as they go through Boyle Heights. There 

should also be a circulation plan which outlines safety 

procedures and is responsive to the community. We also feel 

that there should be light rail emerging and exit warning 

systems as the trains come out of tunnels and into the 

tunnels. This is a very highly used residential area, and I 

think that's a very key point to safety in the community. 

Also, there's business -- impacts the local 

businesses. It will be heaviest during construction, which 

will be phased over three years. There should be financial 

assistance available for those businesses during that 

critical period. 

There also should be exit stretch planning for 

businesses choosing to leave the community. There also 

needs to be clarification on the construction impacts, where 

they're occur in relationship to the businesses, to the 

business corridor when they're going through and doing 

construction. 

Also, specific signage should be placed in the 

community during construction for parking needs for these 

businesses that need to have access to their -- to the uses. 

Also, there needs to be identification of 

construction items such as the muck removal areas, and those 
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should be clearly identified as how they impact commercial 

businesses. 

Next, we feel that the 1st and Lorena platform 

location should be moved east of Lorena Street so that it 

helps to activate the business corridor along Lorena Street. 

Currently it's shown inside of a tunnel area, and we feel 

that part of our long-rage revitalization needs to have that 

platform moved to the east. 

Then, finally, that the traction power substations 

that are mentioned in the environmental impact report are 

unclear. And they need to be reported and situated so that 

we can understand how they may minimize impacts to 

businesses. 

THE JUDGE: Please wind it up. 

MR. SANTILLANES: This concludes my comments. 

And again, I think this is a -- one of the 

long-range economic development tools that will help the 

Eastside community that it so richly deserves. 

THE JUDGE: Thank you. 

Arturo Herrera. 

MR. HERRERA: Good evening, sir. My name is Arturo 

Herrera. I live at 3438 Lee Street. Born and raised in 

Boyle Heights. 

I'm not here to get any sympathy from my fellow 

friends here. But as a veteran, I'm speaking on behalf of 
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them. As you know, west of the L.A. river there's over 

20,000 veterans that live in this area and the outgoing 

communities. 

We do support the light rail. As you know, our 

veterans are getting up in age. Our World War II veterans 

nearing over 80; our Korean veterans are over 70; our 

Vietnam and occupational forces in Lebanon are over 60 

already, and so on. And those who have served in the Cold 

War, they're up in their age also. And we do support and we 

been looking forward for this light rail system to get us 

from point A to B. 

We do support it, but we do support -- we're 

concerned about the safety features of this line. We do 

support that they do continue the underground from 1st 

beyond Ramona School. 

This hasn't been brought up, but there's a proposal 

of three options, and the third option is trying to get 

funded from Lorena to the other side of Ramona Street 

School. 

Like I say, our concern is we are and last of all, 

as you know, when we were in the front lines, nobody went up 

to speak for us. And thank God that we had a lot of people 

that spoke for us. We would have my fellow comrades 

standing here next to me. But due to the fact that nobody 

spoke for us, well, we do regret people coming in here 
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1 saying that they don't support the light rail, they don't 

2 support this. But we as veterans do support the light rail 

3 to get us from point A to point B. 

4 Thank you, very much, sir. 

5 THE JUDGE: Thank you. 

6 Louis Martinez. Mr. Martinez here? 

7 MR. MARTINEZ: My name is Louis Martinez. I live at 954 

8 North Rowan Avenue. And I'm representing Comite de Padres, 

9 community of parents for the protection of the students, 

10 community, and equal rights. 

11 And we support the project. And we also support 

P~A 12 the train to come out of underground farther down to the 

13 Ramona High School. 

14 Thank you. 

15 THE JUDGE: Thank you. 

16 Carlos Montante. 

17 MR. MONTANTE: Good evening. My name is Carlos 

18 Montante. I live in 1216 South Spence in Los Angeles. I'm 

19 a resident of this community for over 50 years. 

20 I sincerely beg you to pay attention to the needs 

21 of transportation by giving us the means of transportation 

122 P~A 

23 

that are decent and safe. That means heavy rail underground 

all the way. 

24 Thank you. 

25 THE JUDGE: Thank you. 
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Edgar Sanchez. 

MR. SANCHEZ: Could I take six minutes because I'm going 

to need the translation? 

Thank you. 

MR. SANCHEZ: My name is Edgar Sanchez. I'm from the 

Bus Riders Union. We are an organization that is fighting 

for the rights of over 400,000 people, and our users are 

mainly poor people and minorities. 

We are here opposing the rail in the East L.A. 

This rail is direct opposition with a mutual agreement 

signed by the MTA with these 400,000 users, and it is 

against the civil rights, as well. 

When MTA signed this agreement, they promised to 

improve the bus system and make it a priority. They 

promised to lower the rates and create new services so that 

people could make it to different work centers, educational 

centers, recreational centers, and health centers. 

And if you use a bus, if you board a bus, you will 

find out that the MTA has not complied with them. You will 

see people waiting for an hour, half an hour to board the 

bus. People take up to two hours in order to make it to 

work, when driving should take them only half an hour. 

Having to pay really high rates or having to ride the bus 

standing because by the time you are coming out of work, 

there's no seats available. 
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1 This is the type of treatment that these people 

2 have received from the MTA for over 10 years. 

3 Let me tell you frankly what this rail is all 

4 about. This rail has nothing to do with transportation. 

5 But it does have everything to do when it comes to 

6 benefiting these Latin political figures and making it a 

7 monument for themselves. 

8 It also has to do with economic projects, 

9 redevelopment projects, that has left the people of not so 

10 high resources just smashed, like the people from Pico 

11 Aliso, the projects of Pico Aliso. 

12 And this rail project is also a project to benefit 

13 only the construction companies with multimillion dollar 

14 projects. 

15 So for the union, this money that the MTA is going 

16 to spend building this rail, we think it should be used in 

17 order to improve the existing service and actually comply 

18 with the agreement that originally was signed to really 

19 provide a good service. 

20 This is a binding, legal contract that if the MTA 

21 was to comply with it, it would return millions of dollars 

22 for the improvement of the poor communities. 

23 THE JUDGE: You have to wind it up pretty shortly, 

24 please. 

25 MR. SANCHEZ: So basically what we have to do is to 
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decide whether this rail system is going to be really for 

the benefit of the whole community or if it is going to be 

only a benefit for the politicians. Just think of the 

400,000 users. We're talking people that are seamstress 

workers, basic, basic people. 

Thank you. 

THE JUDGE: Gerardo Salas. 

MR. SALAS: My name is Gerardo Salas. I live at 

2739 1/2 1st Street, right across this school. 

And before saying anything else, I really want to 

draw the attention of the people that is present today in 

this public hearing, to really think very carefully about 

this thing. 

Listen. It's not fair for the people that is going 

to be directly impacted by this project, to hear somebody 

else that lives at a safe distance from the route of this 

project say, I want this project, I support it, it's 

beautiful, let's build it. It's not fair. 

Because, for instance, as you hear today from the 

lady that spoke about 3rd Street, she said 3rd is a 

beautiful street, wide street. That now already has some 

traffic problems at peak hours, like 3:00, 4:00, 5:00 in the 

evenings. 

So it's not fair for the people that is living in 

that place to hear somebody else that lives in a very safe 
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1 place living, to say, hey, I want -- I want this light rail 

2 to be built in your place. It's not fair. You got to think 

3 about it. 

4 Also, before saying that we want this project, you 

5 should think about the mess that light rail already with the 

6 prior project, the Red Line inside extension. You got to 

7 remember how the community was mistreated by this failing 

8 effort to build the subway. The community never heard any 

9 good explanation about why this project stopped. 

10 And what we learned reading the newspapers and 

11 listen to other people that knows about this, is it was the 

12 responsibility of the MTA in managing public funds. Because 

13 it's easy to misspend money that don't belong to the people 

14 that is spending the money. It's very easy to spend 

15 millions and millions of dollars. 

16 I make a question, I remember, to the project 

17 manager, project manager Steve Brye, regarding the 

18 engineering studies. I say, I'm not educated, I'm not so 

19 sophisticated, but it seems to me that $22 million just to 

20 make some studies is too much money. And at that time he 

21 said, oh, we're going to try to make sure that we're not 

22 going to spend that much money. When I went to the 

23 meeting -- the board of directors meeting 

24 THE JUDGE: Please wind it up. 

25 MR. GONZALEZ: -- it happened just the opposite. 
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So it's not fair. Think about the people that is 

going to be impacted, please. 

THE JUDGE: Ernestina Montellano. Montellano. 

MS. MONTELLANO: Good evening. My name is Ernestina 

Montellano. I am a resident of Boyle Heights for 68 years. 

My address is 3118 Wabash Avenue, Apartment 5, L.A. 90063. 

First of all, I am against the light rail coming 

through our community. I was sent a draft book on the 

supplemental environmental impact statements and reports 

that the light rail will have on our families and in our 

community, Boyle Heights. 

I'm sure it took you about two years or so to put 

this book together. And we are requesting at least six 

months to read this huge book. Don't shove this down our 

throats. Treat us with respect. And remember, we have 

rights, and our taxes with paying your salaries and this 

rail is coming from our tax monies. 

The light rail will have a great impact on 

1st Street School, a convalescent hospital on 1st Street, 

and also on Evergreen Cemetery, which I have my son buried 

there and I also have my plot next to him. 

I'm concerned about the terrain shifting in the 

cemetery. Also sinkholes, maybe even little explosions, 

noises and vibrations. And there's going to be closures of 

streets. And small business and homes will be removed by 
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the light rail. 

Also, all the dangers to our children and our dogs. 

This is the mayor's plan, also the contractors and some of 

our politicians. 

We have everything to lose, and they will have 

money lining their pockets. Give us our rapid buses and new 

buses which were promised to us by Mayor Reardon on TV. 

Give us shuttles and Dashes that will serve our students, 

our seniors, and disabled and working people. 

The people that want the project are the people 

that will not be directly impacted. The people of the 

Resurrection Church and their friends and their priests want 

this project. Do us no favors. Put it in front of the 

church and in front of their homes. 

And Mr. Diego Cardoza, you were supposed to inform 

the cemetery to give -- to get in touch with the people that 

have loved ones there. 

What have you done about that? 

Thank you. 

THE JUDGE: Thank you. 

Jose Leon. 

MR. LEON: Good evening. My name is Jose Leon. I live 

in 3542 East 2nd Street, Los Angeles. I have lived in East 

L.A. on Indiana Street, basically, for the last 27 years. 

I have seen that Indiana become a parking lot from 
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1st Street to 3rd Street. It's already a very, very 

congested avenue. 

I live right on the corner of 2nd and Indiana, 

right there, and I have hard time getting in and out of my 

property. And I want to know how this thing is going to 

benefit me when I could not get in and out of my property 

right now as it is, and now getting a train going through 

the center it. 

Also, I know that changes always have oppositions. 

But I am glad finally that somebody is doing something for 

our community. I have lived there 27 years, as I said 

before, and I have not seen -- have never seen an 

improvement in our Boyle Heights communities. Finally 

somebody is doing something about it. 

But they're not doing it right. Why they coming 

down all the way down to Atlantic or going all the way down 

to Whittier underground? All the way down over there? Why · 

are you guys going to shove our Blue Line right in front of 

my house, which right now as it is, it's difficult to get in 

and out. 

Now, what's going to happen with construction 

companies that are going to be working in that street for 

the last, you say, four or five years? What is going to 

happen to our life? What is going to happen to the children 

that goes through our street, through our sidewalks to go to 
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1 Belvedere? They go to Belvedere, they go to Stevenson, they 

2 go to Ramona. Ramona is crowded as it is, traffic getting 

3 in and out in the mornings dropping womans with kids. I 

4 mean, a lot of kids and families that you see there. What 

5 is going to happen to all that? How are we going to 

6 accommodate that? 

7 What is going to happen to my property when I see 

8 all that noise with my windows? Somebody is doing something 

9 about it? Why we end up finding out now after living there 

10 25 years, we finding out that this project was on the table 

11 for three or four years? Why didn't they let us know then? 

12 Now, believe me. People, listen to me. This is 

13 happening. It's going to happen. They're going to shove it 

14 up to us. They're going to shove it up to our community 

15 now. And I don't think it's right that if they're going to 

16 do this project, they already have approved for Project 1, 

17 why not go to Project 3? Why not go underground all the 

18 way? 

19 Now, if you're going to approve something, at least 

20 approve Project 2 that is going to sacrifice my property but 

21 is going to benefit the community. 

22 I don't think it's right that Project 1 is never 

23 going to happen. 

24 If my people that live on my side will get together 

25 and we'll make a petition or something, and we'll complain 
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about it. We are not authorizing this railroad to go 

through my street without -- it's got to be something 

planned properly. 

THE JUDGE: Thank you, very much. Your time is up. 

MR. LEON: Thank you. 

THE JUDGE: Armida Marquez. 

MS. MARQUEZ: My name is Armida Marquez. I live at 128 

South Indiana. I've been there 50 years. 

And I really don't know how you're going to put a 

train on Indiana. You can hardly get out of the driveways 

at night. When it's 5:00 o'clock, you can't even cross the 

street because everybody's coming out of the freeway and the 

cars are at a standstill. I really don't know. 

Then in the morning I take my granddaughter to 

school to Lady of Lourdes. I pass Ramona. I see all these 

girls with their babies and everything, and they can hardly 

cross the street there. 

And children running. And children don't obey 

signs. They don't care. They run across the street. 

They're free. They don't read. They can't read. And my 

mothers that have four ann five children with strollers. So 

I go there every day. 

The crosswalk is full of children. There are how 

many schools? There are Stevenson, Rowan Avenue, Belvedere, 

Lady of Lourdes. I don't really know how you're going to 
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get that train down that cemetery, and then the freeway 

comes through there by McDonalds. 

I don't know, sir. You're putting that train in a 

bad place. You should have decided to put it somewhere 

else. 

Thank you. 

THE JUDGE: Thank you. 

Mary Louise Reeves. 

MS. REEVES: I'm Mary Louise Reeves. I live at 526 

Sloat Street, which is about five blocks north of where the 

train is to run. 

My concern is the cemetery. I own property there. 

And in your publications you have not said how far in the 

cemetery that you plan to excavate. And I would also like 

to know what will be done with the graves that you're going 

to disrupt. 

Thank you. 

THE JUDGE: Thank you. 

Richard Alonzo. 

MR. ALONZO: Hi. My name is Richard Alonzo. I live at 

4635 East 3rd, and I have a business at 46 -- I live at 4643 

East 3rd; I have a business at 4635 East 3rd. Across the 

street is McDonalds. And we've been in business since the 

late '50s. 

And I've always been participating in the Maravilla 
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area. I'm the president of the Maravilla Community Advisory 

Committee, which we hold our meetings every first Wednesday 

of the month. Our committee, we are working together to 

organize and request what we want for this Blue Line. We're 

all in favor of it. 

I'm also with the Maravilla Business Persons 

Association that's been around for about 25 years, and also 

the Maravilla Business Persons are in favor of it. 

The East L.A. Chamber of Commerce, which I 

participate in, we're also part of organizing, and we would 

like to see a train stop at the corner of Ford and 3rd. 

And we've been informing as many people as we 

possibly can at our CAC meetings, residents that live around 

us, and informing them of this thing that's going to happen. 

I mean, we need to progress with the world. I 

mean, everybody else has is getting trains and subways. 

Why do we have to stay behind? 

You know, all of us, we were taught by our parents 

to brush teeth and don't run in front of a train or a car. 

So we have to continue to show our children and 

grandchildren the same thing. I'm sure we're not going to 

let our kids run out in front of the train, because nobody 

wants that. 

One thing that I haven't heard from anybody is 

what's it going to do with the freeways? Of course it will 
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be of small impact with the freeway traffic, but it's going 

to help -- it's going to connect us with all the other 

trains. It's going to help a few percent of breathing a 

little clearer air in our lungs. 

I don't know why all these people oppose it. I 

mean, it's something for the betterment of our society and 

our younger generation that's coming around. It's just 

something that every city should have smog-free way of 

transportation, and we're all for it; we're doing everything 

that we can to help this process take place and go on and 

better our communities. 

Thank you. 

THE JUDGE: Thank you. 

Margarita Sanchez. 

MS. SANCHEZ: Hello. I'm Margarita Sanchez, 2474 East 

7th Street; resident o~ Boyle Heights for 49 years. 

I'm sorry to say that we have no good faith in MTA. 

I've been reading the environmental report. They 

face-forward say that we need buses, Dashes, and Rapids in 

these areas. And they know we need them and haven't given 

them to us. If we do nothing, they will not give them to 

us. But if we accept the light rail, we will get Dashes and 

Rapids. 

I've listened to the neighbors in the neighborhoods 

there, and they said, we don't need this light rail. We 
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need Dashes to get to the doctors and to downtown and stuff, 

and we need Rapids. 

Somebody took an estimate of the time shown in the 

MTA environmental impact report verses taking a bus, and the 

only difference on about a five-mile route was about two 

minutes during the traffic hours. So they're going to save 

two minutes by going on the light rail. 

No. I think this light rail is for other people, 

and I don't see why they didn't make circular route through 

the commercial areas rather than go through our residential 

streets. 

No. I don't have faith iri the MTA. I'm sorry. 

When I look and see the pollution figures for the PM-10 will 

be 350, about twice the most highest amount that should be 

acceptable, after mitigation, after they do everything they 

can to bring it down during the construction period of 22 to 

52 months. Four and a half years these areas are going to 

be subjected to the equivalent of diesel emissions. 

And they say nothing of the current levels we 

already have existing due to the beautiful construction of 

modern freeways we received 40-some years ago courtesy of 

our very faithful government, that still we do not have 

sound walls, that now our grandparents are dying of cancers 

and our children and our grandchildren have asthmas and 

respiratory diseases. 
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1 No. I don't have faith in the MTA when NOX 

2 emissions are shown to be excessive during the same 

3 construction periods. 

4 We need the Dashes and the Rapids. We don't need a 

5 light rail, and we don't need an underground rail. Somebody 

6 else needed it. It's very ambitious of our politicians. We 

7 might thank them for looking out for our concerns. 

8 But this unfortunate incident, the neighbors are 

9 concerned about the decrease in the property values. In 

10 fact, maybe not having any properties, maybe not having any 

11 businesses, and with the 1 percent vacancy rate shown in the 

12 environmental report, there will no place in Boyle Heights 

13 for them to go. As the vasinos (phonetic) of Aliso Pico 

14 know, many of the people displaced there are currently 

15 homeless. 

16 No. I don't think we want to be part of that 

17 homeless crowd either. But they are so far, the 

18 alternatives seem very slim. 

THE JUDGE: Thank you, very much. Your time is up. 19 

20 MS. SANCHEZ: We are against the light rail, and we need 

21 more help. 

THE JUDGE: Patricio Sanchez. 22 

23 MR. SANCHEZ: My name is Patricio Sanchez. My address, 

24 2478 East 7th Street. I've lived in Boyle Heights for 

25 approximately 48 years. 
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1 In this 48 years, when I first got here, they had 

2 Chavez Ravine problem, and it was a Mexican removal problem. 

3 They did take away our Chavez Ravine, they did put in a 

4 baseball field instead after fooling us, saying it was going 

5 to be for housing. 

6 Then after that we had a Bunker Hill problem. 

7 Mexican removal again. We had a question of fighting 

8 against a prison in East L.A. We had a question of another 

9 line if wanted put through East L.A., through Boyle Heights 

10 actually, down Soto Street. 

11 And now we have Pice Aliso where they're taking a 

12 large number of people out and only a few replacement 

13 housing. Only a small percentage. 

14 And this happens time and time again to Boyle 

15 Heights, to people that can't defend themselves that are 

16 either fooled by the kind of programs that are pushed. 

17 But one of the things about this program and light 

18 rail is that they don't tell you the whole story. It may be 

19 two or three phases that are involved. 

20 One of the phase they call the Alameda Corridor, 

21 and they figure they're not going to impact Boyle Heights. 

22 It is going to impact Boyle Heights, and it's going to put a 

23 lot of trucks into Boyle Heights. 

24 Why? Because for one thing they have container 

25 storage over here on the southeast corner of Boyle Heights, 
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1 and they have container storage next to the hospital across 

2 Mission Road. And they're going to bring in all the 

3 containers into these storage places where they're going to 

4 have trucks redoing the containers so they can catch the 

5 freeways and go to their destination. 

6 Now, when they bring all these containers in here, 

7 they're going to be redistributed with trucks, we're going 

8 to have a lot of truck traffic. And you think if they're 

9 going to -- if they can't get pass a car right now because 

10 on 1st Street because it's too narrow, as it's been 

11 expressed here, how they are going to think they're going to 

12 pass the trucks that are delivering· their storage container 

13 goods. 

14 This is going to impact. They're not telling you 

impact -- what the deal is. They also don't even tell you 1
15 

P·59.A 
16 

about the Alameda Corridor. They don't tell you what 

17 why they really want a light rail. They don't want the 

18 light rail for the people in Boyle Heights; they want the 

19 light rail for Atlantic and Beverly where they can get more 

20 middle class people to use their traffic facilities. 

21 This is going to make an equivalent of a railroad 

22 switching yard, where all you do is having trains back and 

23 forth switching around. They're going do that to Boyle 

24 Heights where they're going to have trucks coming in on 

25 container -- on these storage areas. They're going to 
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have --

THE JUDGE: Thank you very much. Your time is up. 

MR. SANCHEZ: In any case --

THE JUDGE: Thank you. Your time is up. 

MR. SANCHEZ: I realize that my time is up, but that's 

why I'm here. 

You want to drag me out of here? 

THE JUDGE: Your time is up. Please step down. 

MR. SANCHEZ: In any case, be very careful. You have 

10 to -- have a very close look at what's really going to 

11 happen. Including the --

12 THE JUDGE: Sir, I'm going to have to ask you to step 

13 down. It's unfair to the other people. They have a right 

14 to be heard. 

15 Thank you. 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

Armando Herman. Armando Herman. 

MR. HERMAN: Ready? Here we go. 

I really thought that public transportation was 

THE JUDGE: Give us your name and address, please. 

MR. HERMAN: Sir, you just pronounced my name. Just 

21 hold on. 

22 -- public transportation was for the community. 

23 THE JUDGE: You'll have to give us your name and address 

24 so we can have a record. 

25 MR. HERMAN: It's Armando Herman, sir. For your 
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1 interest, I live on Boulder Street. 

2 Now may I continue? 

3 Thank you. 

4 Anyways, public transportation is for the public. 

5 It was for minority people to start off with in the 

6 beginning; it was for those in the community to have access 

7 to anywhere within the city to get jobs, to get to work, 

8 anything that we need. 

9 But it's obvious that MTA has funny ways of 

10 spending tax paying dollars. Instead of utilizing that 

11 money for a purpose, well, it's obvious what you're doing. 

12 I mean, I'm for the train or whatever you want to 

13 put out or underground, but go ahead. You're going to do it 

14 anyways. You already had those intentions in mind. 

15 But the point I'm trying to say is what about the 

16 public's interest? What about safety? What about managing 

17 of this money? 

18 We've heard of the problems you've had before with 

19 improper use of tax paying dollars being paid off to certain 

20 organizations and other people within the working field of 

21 that MTA business. 

22 What are you going to do about it? Are you going 

23 to monitor that money, how it's spent? Are you going to 

24 have quarterly reviews of how you're spending that money? 

25 Are you going to go talk to our city counsel and say to 
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them, on this quarter we spent this much and this is how 

we're going to use the money? Because that's the bottom 

line. 

I mean, regardless of no matter what you put in 

view for us, you're still going to go ahead with the 

project. 

So all I'm asking is for the interest of the 

public, as you stop the bogus, behind-the-door meetings, and 

be up front with them. These people lived here longer than 

you or I. And they have an interest to have their life and 

their situations in life for the better of their own 

community. Not for your interest, not for corporate 

America, not for big business. 

Because you're going to do it anyways. So I say 

show interest to the people. The purpose of public 

transportation, prove to us that you're going to use this 

money to benefit us. 

So again, as I mentioned, be sure to have quarterly 

budget reviews, time lines on when you're going to finish or 

complete a certain section. And as some of these people 

mentioned, the traffic congestion, you're not going to 

resolve it. It's always going to be here. A metro city 

continues to grow, and it grows around people or into 

people. 

So again, I ask for on behalf of the constituents 
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of District 14, that you show a little more respect as far 

as being open with them, instead of putting things behind 

the doors. So I hope somehow that you guys have some 

conscience left in you to be up front with the people here. 

THE JUDGE: Thank you. 

Santiago Sandona. 

MR. SANDONA: My name is Santiago Cardona. I live at 

173 South Indiana. 

And I don't agree with the train that you are 

planning to put over there, passing in front of our 

property. There's already two of my neighbors that carne and 

said how much it is prejudicial for us. I'm just 

thinking -- everybody's thinking of our case. The progress 

for our children. 

Do you think there's a train going by where all the 

kids are going to be in danger when they are going to 

school? 

There's people that say here that we have to 

educate them. And I'm starting to think that there are 

parents that cannot take the kids to school because they 

have to work. In that case, support the people. 

See, we have three schools. Three elementary 

schools. Well, make it two elementary schools, and Ramona. 

This school that is next to the de Colores Clinic and next 

to the Belvedere Park, what's going to happen to that? 
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1 I'm asking myself, why don't you make it 

2 underground just as we did it in the -- why? Because over 

3 there they're millionaires. And you're not going to protect 

4 us just because we are poor, you are not going to protect 

5 us. Even if we are poor, we are honest. 

6 And I don't want to brag, but I'm the father of 10 

7 children. And out of those, five are working for the good 

8 of the communities and for public service. I have two 

9 teachers. One of them is a firefighter in Los Angeles. The 

10 other one works for the city controller. The other one is 

11 working as a teacher in Montebello. The other one is 

12 attending in the County. One of my daughters is studying 

13 law in Brooklyn; another one in Massachusetts, and there's 

14 another one that is trying to get a business. 

15 So you're not thinking that it's only just 

16 minorities; we don't have rights. Start thinking of the 

17 people, of us, and think of those children that can lose 

18 their life. They are the people of the future. 

19 I would like you to think from a human point about 

20 that. And don't say, yeah, we're going to go to train over 

21 time if you can have them. 

22 

23 

24 

25 

THE JUDGE: Thank you very much. Your time is up. 

MR. SANDONA: You're welcome. 

THE JUDGE: Anita Castellanos. 

The reporter's asking the interpreter to speak up a 
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1 little bit. She's having a little difficulty, so please do 

2 so. Thank you. 

3 MS. CASTELLANOS: Good evening again, Judge Title. And 

4 if I may approach, I will give you a copy as I've given to 

5 Mr. Farkas and the other young lady, of my suggestions to 

6 MTA. 

7 Strange thing happened to me tonight as I came in 

8 that door on the way to this microphone. I was stopped by 

9 two different MTA officials who had told me that my issue of 

10 a rapid resolution of damages that may occur from this 

11 construction is not the proper issue tonight; that tonight 

12 we only need to address the environmental issues. 

13 I just met Lynda Bybee, manager of public affairs, 

14 who promptly explained to me at the door that this is not 

15 the place to address the rapid resolution of any damages 

16 that may occur in this. construction. 

17 I think MTA needs to address that issue at every 

18 meeting that they hold. Because we do not want to be 

19 another Hollywood Boulevard with foundations cracked and 

20 then protracted litigation for six years against MTA to get 

21 a nickel. 

22 At Little Tokyo I told the audience something about 

23 the very Honorable Judge Julius Title. He is a very 

24 respected Superior Court judge who is retired. We attorneys 

25 select him very frequently to be an arbitrator for lawsuits 
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that are pending in Superior Court in order to get them out 

of the system and resolve the issues rapidly. I am 

suggesting to MTA that they put in place a system that they 

suggested to us now, to formulate now before they start 

construction, using a very respected jurist, retired judge 

like Judge Julius Title to resolve the issues that are going 

to arise. 

I tell everyone here from MTA, you know that there 

are damages that are going to arise from this construction. 

You know that already. So please have someone at these 

meetings from the claims department, the legal department, 

whoever it is, and set forth-- the . way you have these 

diagrams -- set forth a claim form and set forth a process 

that is to be followed after the claim is filed, if it's 

rejected, if it's not rejected, and how long a period of 

time it's going to take to pay. 

I have written my proposal out for MTA very simply, 

and I've handed it out. It's in two languages tonight. I 

invite MTA to answer my proposal with either a 

counterproposal that's just as fair and rapid and succinct 

or to come up with a plan of their own. But don't keep it a 

secret. Tell the public now what happens if their 

foundations crack and they file a claim. We don't want to 

be Hollywood. We don't want to litigate this for six years. 

We're a poor people in a barrio. I'm from Boyle 
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Heights. I was born and raised there 62 years ago, and I'm 

still here. And I'm going to fight for my barrio. 

THE JUDGE: Thank you. 

MS. CASTELLANOS: You're welcome. 

THE JUDGE: Olga Salas. 

MS. SALAS: Good evening, your Honor. My name is Olga 

Salas, and I live in 2729 1/2 East 4th Street, okay. 

MTA has taken its project to many other places 

before arriving to East L.A. The mistake made, they was 

taking it to the rich and nice and cute places and the 

places where the well-educated people and where businesses 

are and to people that are interested in the safety of their 

community and their children. Because they do know the 

importance of their kids. They do know. They want their 

kids to live in a very safe and healthy environment without 

contamination and with green areas. 

And guess what happened to the MTA? They rejected 

it. They said, get the hell out of here with your ideas. 

We don't need the Metro here. You see? 

Educated people, the people with money, reject 

those programs because they're not good for their children. 

So what did the MTA do? They came to East L.A., 

and here they passed. They passed with just a handful of 

people. People that we can't count. There's even some of 

those people here. And I'm not saying that those people are 
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not intelligent. Come on. 

The intelligent people there were the MTA ones, 

because they came to a place where because where it doesn't 

matter where does it hurt. Over 70 percent of the people 

that are here speak only Spanish. 

And there's a lot of people that isn't working 

right now. I should have been working right now. Of those 

people, nobody has been informed. Nobody has been told 

what's going to happen, you see. And that is called 

discrimination. 

MTA was able to get into the East L.A. community by 

discrimination only, and by violating our civil rights, you 

see. If we support MTA, we support being discriminated 

against, being stepped on. And just as a sample, we have it 

here in this 800-pages book. We're talking 800 pages in 

English. 

THE JUDGE: Thank you, very much. Your time is up. 

MS. SALAS: Nothing in Spanish. 

THE JUDGE: Ricardo Mireles. 

MR. MIRELES: My name is Ricardo Mireles, and I live at 

5936 Hayes Avenue, two blocks from the line that's going to 

Pasadena. So I do live maybe not outside the safe zone. I 

live close to one of the proposed projects. 

But we need that line. Let me tell you, the MTA 

does not inspire a lot of faith, and the people who are 
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running the bus operations at the MTA son a bola de pendejos 

[phonetic]. I know that because I worked there for five 

years, okay. 

But the BRU position is kind of funny too, okay. 

Check this one out. Bus service sucks; we want more buses. 

That doesn't -- there's something wrong there. I thought 

you thought the bus service sucked. And let me tell you, 

the same pendejos are going to be running those new buses. 

The service doesn't get better, all right. 

So, have you ridden the Metro lately? It is better 

than the bus. Have you gone to San Diego or San Jose or 

Sacramento? Have you seen those light rail lines? They're 

pretty good, folks. Oh, but those are for the other people, 

los ricos, los gavachos [phonetic]. 

Hey, East L.A. is Latino, and it's going to stay 

Latino. Highland Park is Latino, and it's going to stay 

Latino. You watch who's going to ride those lines. Maybe 

you won't, pero suz nieto si. Si, no va luzar [phonetic]. 

All right. 

Some of these arguments about these lines being 

like the Blue Line to Long Beach are not quite fair, all 

right. The line to Long Beach is not safe, and we need to 

make it safe. But it's very different from these ones 

because they're running two-mile stretches at 50 miles an 

hour, and those are where the accidents are. There's no 
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two-mile stretch in this plan where they're going 50 mile an 

hour. It's very different, all right. 

And for those people who are saying, what about the 

trains on our streets? Pos quesor vidado [phonetic]. What 

about the yellow lines that were in East L.A. 50, 60 years 

ago, the ones that Don Rosendo was talking about before. 

No los quitar un esos [phonetic], we need to fight 

for the economic development that this is going to bring to 

this area. And dez decer obstrucionistas necesitan 

participar [phonetic]. You need to fight to make this safe. 

You need -- to the last speaker who talked about rapid 

resolution, yeah, you need to fight for that. You need to 

fight for more Dashes to get you to this Blue Line, right. 

But you need to participate in the new vision of East L.A. 

en veza cera fortunista [phonetic] . 

THE JUDGE: Let's let him speak, please. 

Thank you. 

Arturo Osoro. 

MR. OSORO: Good evening. My name is Arturo Osoro. I'm 

going to talk on behalf of my business. We are at 2500 East 

1st Street. The name of my business is Art Electronics, 

with the computers there. 

And my concern is what's going to happen to my 

business when the construction ·starts. I live very close 

from Hollywood Boulevard, and I know what happened there, so 
61 



1 

P-65.A 2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

I'm very concerned about my business. I spend a lot of time 

and money in developing my business, planning my business, 

and now that it's a fact that the train may be on 1st 

Street, I'm really concerned. So that's my comment. 

Thank you. 

THE JUDGE: Thank you. 

Diana Tarango. 

AUDIENCE MEMBER: She just went home. 

THE JUDGE: Pardon? 

AUDIENCE MEMBER: She just left. 

THE JUDGE: Okay. 

Erica Friedman. 

MS. FRIEDMAN: My name is Erica Friedman, and I'm a 

teacher here at Roosevelt High School. 

Basically, the problem that exists in this 

community with the buses is that they're dirty, they're 

overcrowded, they're slow, and people can't get to work on 

time. Those are the problems. (Audience speaking). 

THE JUDGE: Let's proceed, please, with your --

MS. FRIEDMAN: Okay. 

THE JUDGE: Ms. Friedman, let's proceed with your 

statement, please. 

MS. FRIEDMAN: Okay. I'm sorry. 

If you're riding on Whittier Boulevard, you're 

riding at 5:00 o'clock, there's no place to sit. The buses 
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are crowded, the buses are filthy, and they're not serving 

the community the way they should. 

So instead of the 7-mile or 6-mile light rail, what 

would help transportation is a network of buses so 

that -- rapid buses, Dashes, so that people can actually get 

to where they're going on time in a comfortable way. 

Transportation in the biggest city in the United States 

should be better than it is here. 

MTA -- let me see -- the Bus Riders Union sued MTA 

for using the 1964 Civil Rights Act, saying that MTA was 

not adhering to the Civil Rights Act because the buses in 

this community, which is a 99 percent Latino community, 

working class community, were not the same quality 

transportation that exists in other communities. So the MTA 

agreed to these things. They agreed to expand their fleet 

of buses, it agreed to create new services, it agreed to 

reduce overcrowding. That stuff hasn't happened, and with 

the light rail it's not going to happen. 

What will help is buses. Rapid buses, DASH buses, 

that will make transportation faster and more comfortable. 

With the same amount of money that is being used for the 

6-mile light rail, a whole network of buses can be created 

which cover 400,000 square miles-- or 400,000 miles. With 

the same amount of money. So why -- it does not make 

sense -- it does not make sense to create a light rail 6 
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1 miles for Los Angeles. It just doesn't make sense. The 

2 money could be used in a much better way. 

3 This plan doesn't benefit working people, it 

4 doesn't benefit transportation, it benefit -- the people 

5 that it benefits are the construction companies that are 

6 going to be creating this light rail. Basically, it's for 

7 profit. It's not for transportation. 

8 THE JUDGE: Thank you. 

9 · Connie Gomez. 

10 MS. GOMEZ: Good evening, your Honor. Good evening, 

11 everybody. My name Connie Gomez, and I'm represent the 

12 grandparents of Boyle Heights. 

13 We have had a great fight, great, for over two 

14 years, trying to obtain the granting of this subway. But 

15 unfortunately, things have not happened the way we wanted. 

16 My hope is, just like my grandpa, used to say, 

17 you've got to find the solution of the time. If we want the 

18 rail transportation, we have to find the solution and 

19 actually adapt ourselves to what we have. 

20 So much have the grandparents thought that they 

21 decided that the rail system could be most actually the most 

22 appropriate. But as a last resource, as long as you 

23 consider that we do need more education for the children, 

24 for our seniors, more safety guaranteed by programs through 

25 the schools, that we have too many schools in the area. 
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MTA could actually present educational courses for 

everyone and accept we have if we want transportation. 

Because if we're demanding something that perhaps the 

circumstances are not going to allow it, we may end up with 

nothing. There's no money. That is the actual, crude 

reality. 

So let's try to find a solution for the problem, 

just like my grandpa used to say. Find a solution. 

Your Honor, my name Connie Gomez. I live at 1430 

Pennsylvania Avenue. For 11 years I've been there. And I 

have the high honor of representing the grandparents. 

THE JUDGE: Thank you. 

Rita Govea. 

MS. RODRIGUEZ: Good evening. My name is Rita Govea 

Rodriguez. I reside at 203 North Indiana Street. I also 

have a business at 3503 1/2 East 1st Street. 

We will be impacted by the rail as you're talking. 

I propose that the rail be completely underground. 

And I was taught to respect my elders, but I see 

that some elders don't respect youngers. And that makes me 

feel pretty bad. 

So anyway, I would like the rail to go underground 

all the way. And also that the adults be educated to help 

them educate their children when they cross the street, not 

to run against the red lights, not to run across diagonals 
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trying to catch the buses or jaywalking. It is the 

responsibility of the adults to teach the children, not us 

to teach the children. 

Thank you. 

THE JUDGE: Thank you. 

Silvia Viramontes. 

MS. VIRAMONTES: My name is Silvia Viramontes I live on 

3039 Inez Street, Los Angeles, California 90023. 

I think a new environmental report should be done 

because the current one is based on the original EIR which 

was done almost 10 years ago, and so it's obsolete. Things 

have changed since then. Boyle Heights is not the same. 

Secondly, the old EIR is based on a plan for a 

subway, not light rail. If more properties are going to be 

demolished, the Metropolitan Transit Authority, MTA, needs 

to set aside additiona~ mitigation funds to aid with the 

loss of property. 

The MTA cannot go back and use the 2.6 million. 

That will only sue them for because it's already promised to 

the people that were affected by the Eastside Metro Red Line 

Project. 

This is a new project. The MTA needs to do a new 

EIR and get new money for the 20 houses that are going to be 

demolished. 

Thank you. 
66 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 
P-70.A 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 
P-70.8 

21 

22 

23 

24 

P-70.C 125 

THE JUDGE: Thank you. 

Alfonso Falcon. 

MR. FALCON: My name is Alfonso Falcon. I live in 3452 

Opal Street. 

My viewpoint is that the underground train would be 

a guaranteed means of transportation for the city. It is a 

clean means of transportation, it's safe, it does less 

noise. But what I don't like is that on Indiana Street it 

should go underground and come up until 3rd. 

We don't want more buses. They're contaminating 

the air, they run over people and children almost every day. 

There's many accidents. 

This project should continue. And it will service 

thousands of people, and it is not fair that for only a few 

people that are opposing it, for you not to continue the 

project. 

Many of us remember the construction of the Dodger 

Stadium. Some people opposed it, but it was done. Now we 

can enjoy how beautiful it looks and the prosperity of the 

city that makes us feel proud. The citizens ask the honest 

people to do the necessary audits for this type of 

construction in order to stop at least a little, the 

corruption that was seen through the construction of the Red 

Line. 

Lastly, for the authorities of the MTA, for them to 
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show us the designs of the stations they are planning to do. 

Thank you. 

THE JUDGE: Thank you. 

Lester Garcia. 

MR. GARCIA: My name is Lester Garcia. I live in 532 

1/2 North Britannia Street. 

I'm here to tell you here in the community that MTA 

is trying to fool you. We know that the transportation 

system is pretty bad. We're the victims. We have to take 

the bus every day going to work, going to school, to do our 

errands every day, right? We do know how the conditions 

are. 

But the reason for having such a bad condition is 

that MTA continues to put all of our money in building a 

rail and building the Red Line, which cost $257 millions for 

each mile built, instead of buying new buses. 

This rail is going to go from west to east. What's 

going to happen with all the people that has to work in 

Vernon, in the factories over there, right? What's going to 

happen to all the people that has to go to other places? 

Still, when they get done with the rail, they have to take 

another bus, right? 

So the next time you're boarding a bus and you 

cannot find a seat or you'll be waiting for one hour or two 

hours, especially in the weekends, or when you're waiting 
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1 for the bus and the bus passes you because they have no room 

2 for more people, think of that rail. Think of the millions 

3 of dollars that they're going to spend in building this rail 

4 that are not going to benefit us whether it is underground, 

5 whether it goes -- it doesn't matter where it goes. If it 

6 goes underground or over, they're still going to spend our 

7 money, and they're still not going to benefit us. 

8 What we need is more rapid buses. What we need is 

9 a network of buses going all over the Los Angeles area, all 

10 over the freeways. They have to bring down the rates. Why 

11 is it that the buses in Santa Monica pay 50 cents and we pay 

12 $1.35? Why? Because the government is paying more for 

13 those buses. So what we need to do, what we people have to 

14 do is 

15 THE JUDGE: Thank you, very much. Your time is up. 

16 Thank you. 

17 

18 

19 

MR. GARCIA: One moment. 

THE JUDGE: Your time is up, sir. 

Please step down. We have other speakers. Let's 

20 be fair to them. Please step down now. 

21 MR. GARCIA: I just asked the people if they'd give me 

22 permission to speak a little while longer --

23 THE JUDGE: We have other people who want to be heard 

24 tonight. 

25 MR. GARCIA: -- and they just granted me 
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1 permission, so I'm going to go ahead. Just give me another 

2 minute or so and --

3 

4 

5 

6 

THE JUDGE: One minute. 

MR. GARCIA: I'll be done right now. 

THE JUDGE: One minute. 

MR. GARCIA: Thank you. 

7 What we have to do ourselves is we have to fight 

8 against that rail. Or what's going to happen is what 

9 happened with Chavez Ravine. Once again they're going to 

10 get us out. 

11 The reason for us to have so many freeways right 

12 here, the 5, the 10, all of the freeways that go by here, 

13 why, because they got our people out, right? And where are 

14 they putting them? Now they're homeless. They have nowhere 

15 to live. 

16 So we need to fight the MTA. What I'm telling you 

17 today, as we go, as we leave, don't just go home and think 

18 of what happened today. All of us, all the people that is 

19 present, has to get together, and I'm asking each and every 

20 one of you to come to the meetings we have. 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

THE JUDGE: All right. Your minute is up. Thank you. 

John Sanchez. 

MR. GARCIA: Can I have the promise of everybody? 

THE JUDGE: Mr. Garcia, your time is up. Thank you. 

John Sanchez. 
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MR. SANCHEZ: Hello. My name is John Sanchez, and I'm 

representing Homeboy Landscape Organization. Address is 484 

East 1st Street here in Los Angeles. 

I first and foremost I would like to thank MTA last 

year for having given us about five community beautification 

projects which Homeboy has put together for the community to 

beautify their neighborhood and help them-- help . employ 

them and keep them off the streets and out of gangs and 

other situations that are not healthy for them. 

And I'm hoping that MTA going forward with these 

projects, that they would help employ at least 10 percent of 

the workforce with Homeboy Landscapers so that we can keep 

these boys and these young men well-occupied throughout the 

days. 

Thank you. 

THE JUDGE: Thank you. 

Raul Perez. Mr. Perez here? 

MR. PEREZ: Is it Paul? Is it Paul? 

THE JUDGE: Could be Paul. Perez. 

MR. PEREZ: Good evening. My name is Paul Perez or 

Perez, depending on which side of the railroad track you're 

from. I live at 2360 Wescott; it's between Cesar Chavez and 

1st Street. 

Daily I drive or I take the bus from Atlantic on 

3rd or Beverly-Pomona all the way to downtown L.A. I too 
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1 welcome progress, but not everything that glitters is gold. 

2 And this is what I'm asking all of you to consider. 

3 Welcoming progress is great, but at what expense? 

4 We heard earlier that we have to have a win-win 

5 situation. We can never have a win-win situation when the 

6 health of our youth is not even being considered. We heard 

7 earlier that decent transportation is great. But why at the 

8 expense of our youth? 

9 · Many of us speakers here are adults. And by the 

10 time this so-called progress gets built, we will all be 

11 older or dead. But then what about our children? They'll 

12 still be around. But with increased respiratory ailments. 

13 And they have us to thank. 

14 The older people who came here to vote, those 

15 individuals who called this so-called progress, that's what 

16 got it built. There's always dust, dirt anywhere cars are 

17 being driven. But that kind of dirt and dust is heavy. We 

18 can brush it off. 

19 In the areas where there is rail service, that dust 

20 is ground to a very fine powder. Very light. It floats 

21 through the air. Then through the air it gets into our 

22 lungs. And as adults, we have a choice, but children don't 

23 have that choice. 

24 Go stand where rail service exists, and you'll find 

25 out what I'm talking about. 
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1 I agree as one gentleman said, that we've got to 

2 have something so we can go from point A to point B. That's 

3 terrific. But getting from point A to point B doesn't 

4 

P-73.AI: 

necessarily have to be a rail. It can be done with other 

modes of transportation. Cleaner buses, we've got solar 

energy. And this is existing now. Why can't we buy it? 

7 Those buses don't make that fine dust which our 

8 youth-- and, you know, they'll regret it 20 years from 

9 today. 

10 As for my fellow military comrades, I remember and 

11 remind you, how about Agent Orange? That was also progress, 

12 but did we vote for it? That was progress. 

13 Please rethink this program. More clean buses will 

14 do the job and at much less cost. 

15 Now, I've heard earlier that MTA is still going to 

16 do anything they want, whether we provide input or not. 

17 They're still going to do it. Let me remind you that about 

18 30 years ago something like this happened, and people united 

19 and they stopped the State from building a freeway through a 

20 predominantly anglo neighborhood. And that was the 710 

21 Freeway. They did it. Why can't we? I too went -- I want 

22 what the guarito [phonetic] wants . ' 

23 THE JUDGE: Thank you. Your time is up, sir. 

24 MR. PEREZ: but not at the expense of your health. 

25 If I want to ride the train, I'll go to Knotts 
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1 Berry Farm. 

2 THE JUDGE: Thank you. 

3 Gabriele Garib [phonetic] . 

4 MS. GARIB: Good evening. You probably wonder about my 

5 name. It's -- actually I'm from Germany, but I love this 

6 area. I have been here already for 25 years living, and I 

7 love the Mexican people and I don't want nothing to happen 

8 to anybody else. 

9 I would like to also tell everybody here what 

10 happens to the bus 30, 31, and 68. I ride all the time. I 

11 only wait a couple minutes, maybe five, ten minutes. The 

12 buses 30, 31 goes very quickly. 68 ' take a little bit 

13 longer. We have the Rapid bus on Whittier Boulevard, and I 

14 love it very much and I can go anywhere I want to. 

15 And I'd like you to consider what we have already 

16 is excellent. Sure, it's crowded, but it's crowded 

17 everywhere. And we just have to take our turn, and we have 

18 to be courteous. 

19 What I'd like to consider everybody the danger we 

20 are in if we have this light rail going. It will interrupt 

our lives. 

First of all, I want to say the dirt and the noise. 
. ', 

I live on-- I'm sorry, I forgot my address -- 216 1/2 South 

24 St. Louis Street, and I live only a couple blocks away from 

25 1st Street and work there. My boss is very concerned about 
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the noise and the trucks are going to come, everything is 

going to be disrupted here. 

And it's bad for business. Anybody who has 

business, I'm very concerned of the Boyle Heights -- Boyle 

Street all the way over here to Soto Street. There are 

small businesses; there are restaurants. And everything 

will be uphill. Everybody will be having the noise and the 

dirt going. And it's very bad. Because we already 

struggling there trying to make the neighborhood better and 

trying to get the business up. 

Then Mexican-American people are a small community 

people. They can walk anywhere. I have my church around 

the corner, I have the schools around the corner, I have the 

markets around the corner, the library, everything I have 

around the corner. I can walk anywhere I want to. It's 

four to six blocks around me. I don't need any light rail 

anywhere. If I want to go to the shopping plaza, I just sit 

on it and go to the shopping plaza. 

But I want to remind everybody who has a business, 

they see their customers on the Metro rail, they don't see 

them walking. Because they're only going from one point to 

the other, and we get off where the points are. In between 

are the businesses, and they're all going to be suffering. 

Also, I'm very concerned about it's so narrow. The 

street is narrow. We have a police department there. They 
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1 are rushing in and out constantly. They have to have the 

2 room. I have no idea how the police cars are going to get 

3 around the Metro rail. And I have no idea how all of us 

4 going to cross the street from here to there, because it's 

5 going to be very difficult. 

6 And I also say please, please, our safest money, 

7 get us better buses. If you need some more buses, okay. 

8 Let's get us some more buses on road so we don't have to 

9 wait so long. 

THE JUDGE: 

MS. GARIB: 

THE JUDGE: 

Thank you. Your time is up. 

Thank you. 

Thank you. 

Allen, it looks like Gree. Allen Gree? 

MR. GEE: Sorry for the handwriting. 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 Hi. I'm Allen Gee, and I live at 328 North Avenue 

16 53. It's actually in northeast Los Angeles, but I'm 

17 still -- I want to voice my concerns and issues and also my 

18 support for this plan. And the group that I'm representing 

19 here is the Latino Urban Forum, and it's a group of 

20 architects and urban planners; and that is the group's 

21 concern with the built environment and how it affects the 

22 Latino community. 

23 What I want to just state, personally, I'm an 

24 immigrant, as a whole lot of us in L.A. are, and I've spent 

25 a good number of years riding the bus going to junior high 
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1 school and high school. And my parents still ride the bus. 

2 So there's that real-world experience. 

3 But at the same time, what I want to say is there 

4 is light rail going to Pasadena; that's going to happen. 

5 The light rail is going to Long Beach now. The light rail 

6 is going to the Valley now. 

7 And let's make sure that East L.A. doesn't get 

P-75.A I: disconnected from the rest of the network. Because if this 

doesn't go through, then my only way of using public 

10 transportation would be to get on the light rail from 

11 Highland Park to Union Station and catch a bus or two. 

12 Which may not be bad, but I would rather take light rail 

13 from wherever I want to go, from the Valley to the Eastside 

14 to Long Beach, wherever. And that makes sense to me, as 

15 long as there is consideration given at the stops at each of 

16 those stops to connect with Dashes or other bus lines. 

17 So I just want to state that don't leave this area 

18 behind in the network of light rail, because we want 

19 to -- let's make sure L.A. is connected with each other, of 

20 the various neighborhoods. Let's make sure that people from 

21 the various neighborhoods throughout Los Angeles can get to 

22 these other parts of the neighborhoods and explore what's 

23 there and help the economy of the local businesses. 

24 And we appreciate that very much. Thanks. 

25 THE JUDGE: Thank you. 
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Renee Chavez. Renee Chavez. 

MS. CHAVEZ: Hi. My name is Renee Chavez, and I reside 

at 2711 Boulder Street. 

I am currently on the rack, and I represent the 1st 

and So to Street Station. I am disappointed to hear that a 

lot of the folks that are here are in opposition to the 

proposed project. 

Make no mistake, MTA doesn't have the best 

reputation, and for many good reasons as far as buses are 

concerned I personally drive past or I see a lot of our bus 

money went to, and that's the MTA shrine that we can take a 

look at from here. 

I believe -- actually, I can do without the revival 

clapping, thank you, very much. 

One of the things about this public hearing that 

I'm hearing is that most people are in opposition because 

this rail line is not needed. That's not true. We need any 

form of transportation that will get us from here to 

anywhere else in the city of Los Angeles. And by not 

supporting this project, then we disconnect ourselves from 

the rest of Los Angeles. 

The reality is we are getting the second best 

project. We're not getting what we should have gotten. 

Bottom line is what our money is really, we can take the 

subway from Union Station up to Universal. That's where our 
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money is. Because it's not here. We are getting second 

best. 

And the reality is is that we have to recognize 

that progress is painful. It is. It truly is, and it's not 

going to be easy. And all of the different areas that are 

going to be impacted, I travel through regularly, and a lot 

of our children do. And we make the -- making a commitment 

to this project should actually help remove some of the 

additional traffic that's going through our community. 

We talk about our children, we talk about current 

pollution levels, we talk about the safety of our children; 

and quite frankly, you're right. Most of the people here 

that are in opposition are correct when they talk about all 

different hazards that we have currently and what will be 

brought with this rail. 

Quite frankly, there are mitigations that hopefully 

will take care of them. I mean, all we can do is hope, 

because quite frankly, the same dangers that are there with 

buses and the high speed of traffic that currently exists 

with automobiles, we really face the same dangers for our 

children. It's a hazard. That's bottom line what it is. 

Our community without this rail system will lose 

the federal funding. The federal funding will not be reused 

for other projects. We won't -- federal funding will not be 

used for buses. And it's unfortunate it's true. Trust me, 
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there are a lot better uses for that kind of money. But 

it's unfortunate we would not be able to use it for anything 

else. 

The bottom line is we either use it or we're going 

to lose it. And I think it would be irresponsible for the 

MTA to allow that to happen to our community, and we 

shouldn't allow it. 

Thank you. 

THE JUDGE: Thank you. 

Luis Hernandez. 

MR. HERNANDEZ: Good evening. My name is Luis 

Hernandez, and I reside at 725 South Spring Street. 

I merely come to give a different perspective as 

someone who used to be part of the outreach effort in 1997 

for the Eastside extension. And like the previous person 

mentioned, that this is a great opportunity. And 

opportunities don't come knocking quite often. 

The first opportunity was in 1997, 1998 and even 

before. There was a planning for the subway. And that 

didn't happen for a variety of reasons, of which included 

funding. Some people call it racism; I don't particularly 

believe in that. But racism is a harsh word to say for an 

opportunity. And that's a very irresponsible expression to 

state. But anyways, I'll avoid that silliness. 

Now opportunities come knocking twice. And for the 
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Eastside -- for the Eastside communities to not see some of 

the transparencies of these outside organizations that come 

here and try to not allow progress to occur in this 

community is even more of an irresponsibility. 

The Eastside has a great opportunity right now to 

take this project and make it something very beneficial for 

this side. You talk about the lack of transportation, you 

talk about the need for more transportation, you talk about 

other things. Isn't this what this will achieve? 

Accomplish? . Of course it will. 

You cannot allow this community to be left behind. 

It is something that has already occurred once in 1997-98. 

And if you allow it to happen this time, this community will 

be further in the black. It cannot occur. 

East L.A. opportunities do not come often, and 

sometimes they're in violation of the very rights that we 

uphold. But right now the times have changed. 

We're here because we have an opportunity and an 

obligation to try to uphold progress and opportunities of 

this community. (Audience speaking) I do not live here. 

(Audience speaking) Because I think that you're missing a 

great opportunity, that's why. 

THE JUDGE: Let's conclude our statement, please. 

Let's let him finish his statement, please. Do not 

interrupt him. 
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2 

MR. HERNANDEZ: Just as irresponsible as your comments. 

I did. And I've noted that. I have nothing to 

3 hide on that. And I believe in what the MTA is doing. 

4 Granted, they have not done always the right thing. 

5 But right now the times have changed. And it's an 

6 opportunity that if you don't take advantage of, you will 

7 have the future of East L.A. wondering, well, you know, back 

8 in 1997 or back in 2001 we had these opportunities. Well, 

9 they don't . come knocking twice. And you should take 

10 advantage. 

11 

12 

13 

14 

THE JUDGE: Thank you very much. Your time is up. 

MR. HERNANDEZ: Thank you, very much. 

THE JUDGE: Thank you. 

I think that concludes the speakers for this 

15 evening. Thank you very much for attending and good night. 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

(At 8:56 P.M., the proceedings were concluded.) 
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Los Angeles, California, Thursday, April 5, 2001 

6:00 P.M. 

MR. CARDOZA: Hello. Will you please come in. We're 

5 going to start the hearing. We are going to start the 

6 hearing. 

7 My name is Diego Cardoza. I'm the director of the 

8 department that oversees this project, and I would like to 

9 introduce some of my staff. Steve Brye, the project 

10 manager. Dolores Roybal will be making the presentation. 

11 Joanna Cucchi and some of my staff are outside. And we also 

12 have the technical team. Tom Jenkins, Luzmaria Chavez, and 

13 Frank Villalobos, who are outside. 

14 And what we are going to do tonight is basically 

15 the third hearing. This is a process that we follow 

16 according to federal and state law for environmental 

17 clearance of major projects. 

18 In this hearing we will take testimony. We cannot 

19 answer the questions. That will be done when we complete 

20 the final environmental impact report, and we will provide 

21 written responses to all the comments that we have received 

22 through each comment. 

23 Dolores, will you please come here and start the 

24 presentation. Thank you. 

25 MS. ROYBAL: Good evening and welcome. 
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1 Before I proceed with the hearing process, I would 

2 like to mention that if anybody needs a sign language 

3 interpreter, to please sit in these first couple of rows in 

4 front. 

5 If anyone would like to speak, please sign in at 

6 the reception table and fill out a speaker card. The cards 

7 will be called out in order received. Each speaker must 

8 turn in their card prior to 9:00, and each speaker will have 

9 three minutes to speak. 

10 In addition, if anybody needs interpretation, 

11 please see the gentleman with the headphones. 

12 If you would like to submit· written comments, 

13 please request a comment sheet that we have at the reception 

14 table. You may fill it out this evening and submit it to us 

15 or send it via the mail at the address indicated on the 

16 sheet. 

17 I'll now start with the project description. 

18 The Eastside Light Rail Project starts from Union 

19 Station and Beverly and Atlantic. The red -- the blue 

20 segment designates at-grade stations. The red segment 

21 designates that that will be in the tunnel segment 

22 underground. 

23 Next slide. 

24 The project is six miles. Total travel time is 

25 - ·approximately 16 minutes. There will be nine stations 
6 
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including the one at Union Station. The tunnel segment 

through Boyle Heights is approximately two miles. The train 

will be operating at-grade at 35 miles per hour speed limit 

or less. 

The system will also include enhanced bus service 

which will enable those to access the light rail faster. 

This means additional bus lines, as well as increased 

frequency of the existing bus system. Based on previous 

lessons learned, as well as the mitigation measures that we 

are currently developing through this environmental process 

and additional pedestrian safety studies, the MTA will 

include safety features such as crossing guards, crosswalks, 

signage, safety lights and fenders, and community rail 

safety education. 

The significance of this project is that it will be 

tied with the Pasadena line that's currently under 

construction, as well as the MTA's rail system correction at 

Union Station with the Red Line going to North Hollywood, 

the Blue Line going to Long Beach, the Green Line going to 

El Segundo, as well as our current bus system which includes 

two lines of the Metro Rapid and the additional phases that 

we'll be implementing in the future. 

This project is governed by two environmental 

processes. One is governed by the state, which is called 

- ·cEQA; and the other is governed by the federal government, 
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1 which is called NEPA. We are currently at the public and 

2 agency review period where we are conducting -- this is the 

3 last of our public hearings. And we'll be accepting 

4 comments until April 17th, and these comments will be 

5 incorporated into the final environmental document. 

6 Next slide. 

7 The method in which we develop this current project 

8 was through a major development study where we studied 47 

9 alternatives. Of that we selected eight, and this current 

10 project is one of them. This was facilitated through an 

11 extensive community outreach program which consisted of 

12 public meetings, corridor-wide information and mailings that 

13 went to over 64,000 households, and door-to-door 

14 

15 

distribution of the information. 

Next slide. 

16 The project is funded by two sources, federal 

17 government and state. The total project budget is $714.6 

18 million plus interest. 

19 Next slide. 

20 What this slide demonstrates is an actual 

21 intersection at Indiana and 3rd. This is the existing 

22 conditions as it looks like today. 

23 Next slide. 

24 This slide demonstrates what the typical basic 

25 - ·train system would look like on Indiana and transitioning 
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1 onto 3rd. On 3rd Street there would be two lanes going to 

2 either direction, and this shows a two-car lane in the 

3 middle of the street. Like I said, this is a basic system, 

4 and the community will be engaged in developing further 

5 improvements. 

6 Next slide. 

7 This is the third of our last public hearings. We 

8 conducted two. The first one was Little Tokyo, and the 

9 second one was last night at Roosevelt. 

10 Next slide. 

11 The next steps in this process are the following: 

12 We'll be starting preliminary engineering, preparing the 

13 final environmental document which will include the comments 

14 that we'll be receiving during the public hearings and up 

15 until April 17th. Starting final design and revising a full 

16 funding grant agreement between the MTA and FTA which is due 

17 Spring of 2000, and finally we anticipate a construction 

18 period between four to five years. 

19 This concludes the brief project overview. 

20 We will now proceed with the public comment. 

21 THE JUDGE: Good evening. I'm Judge Title. I'm pleased 

22 to be here to participate in this hearing with you. 

23 Just let me make a couple of points as to how we'll 

24 proceed. As you probably understand by now, I have your 

25 - ·cards here; those who wish to speak, I will call your name. 
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1 When you come forward, for the purposes of our recording, 

2 please indicate not only your name, but also your address. 

3 In addition to that, we must limit you each to three minutes 

4 because of the time restrictions which we have. In order to 

5 be fair to those who wish to speak after you, please make 

6 certain when we indicate to you that your time is up that 

7 you '11 terminate quickly. 

8 Let me also indicate to remind you that none of the 

9 MTA people can respond to you orally here today, but they 

10 will respond to wri tteri questions hopefully in their final 

11 report which I understand will come out sometime after April 

12 17 of this year. 

13 We will start with the first card. Felipe 

14 Agredano-Lozano. Is he here? I guess not. 

15 Jose Luis Jimenez. 

16 AUDIENCE MEMBER: Your Honor, may I say something? You 

17 go on last night --

18 THE JUDGE: I can't hear you. 

19 AUDIENCE MEMBER: A number of us were offended last 

20 night by the continuing mispronunciation of our Spanish 

21 surnames. 

22 THE JUDGE: I do the best I can. 

23 AUDIENCE MEMBER: I understand that, your Honor. And 

24 this is no offense to you, but maybe if I may suggest -- I 

25 -· know you conduct these proceedings here, but I would suggest 
10 
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that maybe one of the Latino assistants that you have here 

who because a great number of people did not hear their name 

because their names were mispronounced. 

THE JUDGE: I get your point. We'll do that. 

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Thank you, your Honor. 

MR. ALVAREZ: We'll need the translator for this. 

Jose Luis Jimenez. 

MR. JIMENEZ: Good evening. I'm representing the 

community of the Lourdes parking. In this place there's 

many, many schools; there's the church. And most of the 

people are against this train to go there because there's 

going to be a lot of accidents. A car is easy to stop, but 

a train is not so easy. So I'm sorry. I apologize for the 

people that are doing this. But I urge you to look for 

other alternatives where there's not going to be that much 

danger. Because there's a lot of seniors that have to cross 

to the church, ladies that go with children, ladies that 

have strollers, and I think it is very dangerous. Besides, 

in the future I think it is going to be prejudicial for us 

because it is a very populated place. There's not going to 

be enough room for the cars. It's going to be a jam in 

traffic, and it's going to be prejudicial for most of the 

neighbors. 

So that's basically it. Thank you, so much. 

MR. ALVAREZ: Jorge-Mario Cabrera. 
11 
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MR. CABRERA: Good evening, everyone. I'm here 

representing Bienestar Human Services. We're a 12-year-old 

organization in Los Angeles County. We have six offices 

throughout Los Angeles. We primarily offer social services 

to Latinas and Latinos. We have an office here on Beverly 

and Atlantic. 

We're here to urge not only the support of this 

project, but also the understanding that any project of this 

sort must take in consideration the community's needs and 

its environmental affect that this project will have in the 

communities that this project will, in fact, encounter. 

We believe that people deserve not only an 

effective transportation system that includes an effective 

rail system but an effective bus system, as well. I recall 

the time when I used to be at UCLA. It would take me two 

and a half hours on the bus to get to UCLA. 

Our community deserves to get the services that 

they need, the services that will save their lives, and the 

services that will keep their kids safe and healthy. 

Thank you. 

MR. ALVAREZ: Felipe Agredano-Lozano. 

MR. AGREDANO-LOZANO: Good night, everyone. My name is 

Felipe Agredano-Lozano, and I live here in the Eastside. 

I'm the president of the Eastside Democrats, and I am also 

-·field representative for Senator Jack Scott. 
12 
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And as someone that believes in public 

transportation, believes in Metro, believes in rail, I am 

urging MTA and all those involved at county level, at ·the 

city level, at the state level, federal level, to bring this 

transportation to the Eastside. I think it's something that 

is due. It's overdue. 

We need the transportation on the Eastside. Many 

of the folks that live out here on the Eastside take this 

transportation and depend on it, use it, and it's necessary 

to the livelihoods and to the economic base on the Eastside. 

We're urging government officials, again the 

transportation folks, to include this in the proposal. This 

is something we really want as someone that believes in 

public transportation, that uses it, whose family uses it as 

well. My mother, my neighbors use it and depend on it. So 

I'm urging those involved to please consider transportation 

rail to the Eastside. 

I'm more familiar with public transportation. 

I've lived in places such as the Bay Area, in Boston, where 

it was a way of life. And that's something that we would 

like to see in Los Angeles transportation. 

Thank you, very much. 

MR. ALVAREZ: Anita Castellanos. 

MS. CASTELLANOS: Good evening again for the third time, 

-Judge Title, and friends and neighbors. 
13 
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Those of you that have heard me before know that 

my one issue has been that I need the MTA to take notice of 

the fact that we need a rapid resolution of any claim filed 

against MTA as a result of any possible damage arising from 

the construction of this project if this project, in fact, 

is built. 

Last night I submitted a letter. And in that 

letter I set forth a very simplistic process by which a 

learned jurist like Judge Title, who sits as an 

arbitrator -- he's picked by attorneys all the time to 

settle cases -- someone of his caliber be picked and paid 

for by the MTA, but selected neutrally from the list of 

available arbitrators that the Los Angeles Superior Court 

already has, to ensure neutrality and fairness; and that 

there be a turnaround time of maximum 120 days from the time 

that a claim is filed until the time that that damaged 

person gets paid for their damages by MTA. 

I am going to turn in another letter tonight, and 

I challenged MTA last night that I want either a 

counterproposal from them for a fair, short process such as 

the one I submitted, or comments on mine, something. But we 

cannot let my Boyle Heights area, your East L.A. area wind 

up like Hollywood. 

Do you know there are still claims in court from 

- ·the Hollywood people that were damaged? They still haven't 
14 
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been paid. 

Mine is a poor community in Boyle Heights. My 

neighbors are poor. I don't want to see them go through 

protected litigation. 

This is an issue I have been harping about for six 

years as a member of the RAC, and I'm not going to be 

silenced by any MTA employee who tells me that my subject is 

not a proper one for these forums. As long as it's a public 

hearing, then I'm going to stand up and speak for my public 

in Boyle Heights. I don't care who doesn't like it. 

There's another issue that I wish to bring up 

tonight. How many of you know -- let me see a show of 

hands -- that we are going to lose the only full-service 

market that we have in the Boyle Heights area if this 

project is built? That's the Boyle Ranch Market. How many 

of you didn't know that? The Boyle Ranch Market is going, 

friends. 

What happens if this project doesn't go through 

but they do the same thing they did the last time? They 

destroy the market, they take it away from us, and then, oh, 

sorry, now we're not going to build it because we ran out of 

money; senator so-and-so blocked this or did whatever, and 

we're left with another hole like where the 29 famous 

apartments were that were knocked down and those people are 

-·relocated. For what? For nothing. 
15 
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The MTA should take into account that they need to 

provide us with an alternative source that are easily 

accessible to our people in our community for a full-service 

market, since they're going to take away the only one that 

we have right now. The people in Pice Aliso get picked up 

now and they go to Boyle Ranch Market. Where are they going 

to go? 

THE JUDGE: Thank you, very much. 

MS. CASTELLANOS: You're welcome, Judge Title. 

MR. ALVAREZ: Ron Granados. 

MR. GRANADOS: I've read the environmental impact 

report, and absolutely is the most duplicitous, disingenuous 

report I have ever had the opportunity to read. 

I want to talk tonight about safety. The MTA 

admits that there's safety problems on the Blue Line and on 

the other lines, as well. 

They talk about their cars and problems that they 

have with their cars, and they referred to the environmental 

impact report that they will fix these things such as 

putting skirting along the side of the cars, if it's 

feasible. 

They don't talk to you about the number of 

children that have been killed; they don't talk to you about 

the number of children that have been maimed, the number of 

- · schools that they're going to go by over here and how many 
16 
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of those children are going to be put at risk. Not one life 

is worth this project. 

3rd Street does not need the Blue Line. We have a 

great bus company, and it's not the MTA. It's the 

Montebello Bus Company. They are the No. 1 bus company in 

the United States. They have the politest drivers, the 

cleanest buses, they're on time, and they provide a great 

service. 

Where they're having problems is over on Whittier 

Boulevard. That's where they should contract for Montebello 

to provide the same service that they're providing here down 

3rd Street. 

As the former CAC president, I fought for, during 

my two-year term, to take down all the telephone poles along 

3rd Street and restore it to the beauty that it has now with 

the trees trimmed, etc., etc. 

Now they're telling me that they're going to come 

back with poles down the middle of the road and again 

destroy our beautiful 3rd Street. This is ridiculous. This 

should stop this. 

But more than that, again, the safety of this line 

is horrendous. In the Los Angeles Times just three days ago 

there's an article came out that talked about the new MTA's 

program to promote safety with children county-wide. Why 

- ·county-wide? Because they're having problems county-wide 
17 



1 with children. 

2 Do you know how many children over at Griffin and 

3 at Ramona and Our Lady of Lourdes are crossing the streets 

4 down there? A great number of children. 

5 They're going to come in this neighborhood, 

6 they're going pollute with noise. As an example, now under 

7 federal law they must blow their whistles. So they cannot 

8 stop from blowing their whistles. It's mandated. 

9 The city of Placentia just went through some 

10 litigation over this issue right now, and their city counsel 

11 outlawed blowing of tqe whistle going through their 

12 community, people. Well, now they have to blow them, and 

13 these people can't sleep. They had so many counsel 

14 people -- so many people at city counsel meeting the other 

15 night, I mean, that filled the place up and went outside and 

16 around the corner. They had that many people. 

17 But again, this is a killer train. It kills 

18 children. The number of suicides that occur, I mean, it's 

19 just -- we can't bring that to our community. It just must 

20 not happen here. 

21 Again, fight for this. Please stop this train. 

22 

23 

THE JUDGE: Thank you, very much. 

MR. ALVAREZ: Please remember to state your address 

24 after you say your name. 

25 Lucy Delgado -is next. 
18 
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MS. DELGADO: My name is Lucy Delgado. 2314 City View 

Avenue, Los Angeles 90033. I'm speaking for the Mothers of 

East Los Angeles, MELA. 

Good evening, ladies and gentlemen. I have been 

an advocate of mass transit and public transportation for 

many years; and as a resident of Boyle Heights, I have 

fought hard to try and maintain a modern transportation 

system for our community. 

Recently the Air Quality Management District has 

hosted meetings on the findings of air reports. The 

Multiple Air Toxics Exposure Study, better known as 

MATES-II, has identified the I-5 corridor in East Los 

Angeles interchange as one of the most heavy pollution 

areas. 

Diesel fuel from buses and trucks which travel 

along this freeway have now been identified as a main source 

of pollution and are currently concerned over the 

overexposure of the minority communities such as ours, which 

are usually the target of environmental injustice. The East 

Los Angeles community does not want more diesel buses in our 

streets which will pollute and cause more congestion in our 

streets. 

The Mexican-Americans in East Los Angeles want a 

good transportation as Mr. Zev Yaraslovsky gave to North 

- ·Hollywood. We need to continue the bus system connections 
19 
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to the light rail to allow for the north and south 

communities to connect to the light rail and be able to 

travel throughout the system. 

Thank you. 

MR. ALVAREZ: Antonio Gardea. 

MR. GARDEA: I'm here speaking on behalf of myself. I'm 

a resident of East L.A., and I'd like to commend the staff 

on an excellent written report. It was informative. 

I'd like to say that I am in favor of the option 

of extending the light tail to East L.A. and would caution 

people against making this train out to be a monster. It's 

not a monster. These are fear tactics saying that the 

children are going to be run over. I doubt it. Usually 

that shouldn't be the responsibility of the MTA. I think 

that the parents should take responsibility for their 

children. 

Thank you. 

MR. ALVAREZ: Gilberta Cortez. 

THE INTERPRETER: We'll need the translator. 

MR. CORTEZ: The only thing I can say is --

THE JUDGE: Give us your name and address, please. 

MR. CORTEZ: My name is Gilberta Cortez. I live on 3rd 

Street. 

THE JUDGE: Could you give us the number, please. 

MR. CORTEZ: 3670 on 3rd Street. 
20 
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The only thing I can say is that this is a benefit 

for our community. We shouldn't see only the negative 

aspect of this. But since this project is going to create 

problems, it is also going to bring a lot of benefits, and 

that's what we should see. In the long run we're all going 

to win because everything is going to be developing easier 

for us. We're going to have better opportunities for people 

in order to transport themselves and being able to do a 

better job. 

Personally, I'm a plumber, and I'm interested in 

having transportation in the area where I live at. I see 

all of these very positively. To me it is much better to 

have this service of transportation, and I don't see 

anything negative of this. It has much more positive things 

to offer to our community. 

That is all. Thank you. 

THE JUDGE: Thank you. 

MR. ALVAREZ: Looks like Adelina Portillo. 

Is there an Adelina Portillo? 

THE JUDGE: Just go on. 

MR. ALVAREZ: Next is Tomas Perez. 

MR. PEREZ: Hello. Good evening. 

First of all, I would like to tell these 

members 

THE JUDGE: Give us your name and address, please. 
21 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

P-86.A 6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

MR. PEREZ: My name is Tomas Perez, okay. 

And I'm seeing some sort of discrimination right 

here with the people that are in favor of the MTA. The MTA 

is not doing anything good for the community. If the MTA 

wants to do something for the community, why don't they do a 

kind of transportation where the city looks more elegant, 

some sort of elevated freeway for the people to be able to 

drive at 40 or 50 miles an hour on the streets where the 

people are going to be crossing, where there's going to be 

more accidents. 

If you see on Alameda and Washington how many 

accidents and deaths have we had before when we didn't have 

that kind of transportation, and now we do. 

I think this is what you want to do to the east 

community. I don't see nicer; I see it uglier. I've been 

living here for a long time, and we have never needed this 

kind of transportation. 

Let's talk about the Montebello transportation on 

Montebello Boulevard. With that transportation we can go 

downtown and go anywhere we want, okay. The only thing that 

this is going to accomplish is make our community look 

uglier and our properties are going to go down. I can 

assure you, since you don't live in this area -- you live in 

an area where there's no rails nor a kind of transportation 

- ·that is going to make your community ugly. 
22 



1 Thank you. 

2 Look out for your community and put an ugly mean of 

3 transportation on your community. 

4 MR. ALVAREZ: John Arroyo. 

5 Please remember your name and address first for the 

6 records. 

7 MR. ARROYO: Hi. My name is John Arroyo. 303 North 

8 Herbert Avenue, Los Angeles 90063. 

9 Hi. I'm actually I live in the Belvedere 

10 District and I'm a student at USC, and like the 

11 representative from Bienestar had said, it takes a long time 

12 to get to school, especially when I'm sharing my car with my 

13 sister who goes to LMU across town. 

14 Owning a car is not really a viable option for a 

15 lot of the people in the area, and they really depend on 

16 this rapid transit to get them to their jobs especially, or 

17 school, especially if it's on the other side of town. 

18 I think we've been -- I think it's been a long time 

19 since we were considered for a plan like this, and I'm kind 

20 of disappointed that East L.A. wasn't considered in the 

21 preliminary plans when they first were building this Metro 

22 system in 1990. 

23 And I think this is a really good project for us. 

24 I think it's important to include the community like you're 

25 - uoing here, but I think everyone is really concerned about 
23 



1 traffic congestion. 

2 I think we really need beautiful landscapes; I 

3 think we need to make sure that the community knows that 

P-87.A 4 this project will be pedestrian friendly. I know a major 

5 issue in using public transportation right now is there's 

6 nowhere to park. So you might want to use the Metro, but 

7 parking is expensive in the area. 

8 I also think that this project would bring a lot of 

9 viable business, real estate options to the area. Metro 

10 transportation usually makes it really attractive for 

P-87.8 
11 developers, whether good or bad, and hopefully in case 

12 because our community is very important to us, bring really 

13 good things to happen to 3rd Street. 

14 I'm in support of this project so -- and I hope 

15 other young people who don't have too much access to cars, 

16 especially younger people trying to get across town would 

17 have that access, too. 

18 THE JUDGE: Thank you. 

19 MR.. ALVAREZ: Rita Rodriguez. 

20 MS. RODRIGUEZ: Good evening. My name is Rita 

21 Rodriguez. My address is 203 North Indiana Street. 

122 P-88.A 
23 

I will be impacted by the project. I request that 

the project be completely underground as a subway. 

24 THE JUDGE: Thank you. 

25 MR. ALVAREZ: Servando Ornelos. 
24 
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MR. ORNELOS: My name is Servando Ornelos. I live at 

6735 South McDonald Avenue. I'm a resident and I'm also A 

businessman in the area. 

Now, like she said, I just want to expand on what 

the lady said that was up here a minute ago. This part is 

all underground what's in red if you look at your map. Then 

we get to county of East L.A., now we're going to tear apart 

3rd Street. 

And a friend of mine just commented to me, why when 

we get to East L.A., do we run out of money? It seems like 

when we get over here, lo jesse cave [phonetic]. Right? 

Why is that? You know. 

I love the concept of mass transportation and 

whatnot, but at what price? Okay, we're going to tear up 

3rd Street. But I don't see MTA or State Allocation Board 

saying, you know what, I know all of 3rd Street has all 

these vacant lots and these older properties that need to be 

fixed up; we have this money that is available to you and 

can be allocated to you, but we're not telling you about it. 

Right? 

Understand -- another gentleman said we can do this 

development and whatnot. Well, think about that. If you're 

going to do something like that, another lady talked about, 

well, our market's going to go down the tubes. 

Well, make a condition. Okay, we'll have this mass 
25 
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transportation; make it underground, make sure if you're 

going to tear down a market, where are you going to put it? 

Where's another area where it can be rebuilt, newer, nicer 

looking, that's pleasing to the eye. 

Whoever lives in East L.A., you want to go down the 

street and say, wow, this is a nice place to live. This is 

a nice area. 

Our 5 Freeway -- what do we have, the 5, the 10, 

60, it's all been cut through. What do they call that? 

Environmental racism? You know, not in my neighborhood but 

in yours it's okay? 

Well, if it's going to be in my neighborhood, I 

really don't want to see it. And if it's going to be in my 

neighborhood, hell, pay me for it. You guys get paid for 

it. 

If it's going to go through your neighborhood and 

make adjustments, talk to people. Talk to your 

representatives and say, hey, I heard there's monies 

available. If this is coming through here, why is it not 

going underground? Or why isn't somebody saying, I'm going 

to build a park right there, or I'm going to build --

-·about it. 

What? (Audience speaking.) 

Exactly. 

Okay. Now you guys are thinking about it. Think 

26 



And let's see, anything else?' 

I guess that's about it. 

THE JUDGE: Thank you. 

MR. ALVAREZ: Victor Duran. 

MR. DURAN: Yeah. My name is Victor Duran. I live at 

4630 East 3rd Street. And now, for the record, I also have 

a property on 215 Indiana, which the Metro's going to turn. 

3555 also. I also have a beauty shop there that is also 

going to be affected. 

My concern is that I'm all for progress, but who's 

going to pay for everything else? If it's going to -- if my 

business is going to slow down, I'm going to lose money, 

that means I'm out of area, I'm out of my district, my 

community. I've been here 58 years. So just for the 

record, you know, if you're going to do it, let's do it 

right. Let's get informed, and hopefully everything works 

out pretty good. 

THE JUDGE: Thank you. 

MR. ALVAREZ: Gerardo Salas. 

MR. SALAS: Hi. My name is Gerardo Salas. I'm living 

in 2729 1/2 East 4th Street. 

This is the third time I'm talking regarding the 

environmental impact report. And I don't know how many of 

you have the opportunity to read that environmental impact 

- · report. I think there's one book over there, but I'm not 
27 
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sure. It's a thick book. I think almost thousand pages. 

And this meeting, this public hearing is -- the 

idea of this public hearing is to have the comments of the 

public on this thick book. 

And, well, I've been this is the third public 

hearing, and to be quite frankly to speak frankly, I 

think almost nobody has touched the different ideas that 

this book has. And you know why? Because it's so big. 

It's a very big, thick book. And also because, well, we are 

not full-time readers of the environmental impact report. 

We have other things to do. We got to go to work, 

we got to go to school, different activities. And only the 

people that have the opportunity to read this book is MTA 

staff. 

Actually, they are -- they are being paid with 

public money to read it, to study it, and to do all the 

conclusions they make in that environmental impact report. 

So if we don't -- if we don't have the opportunity 

to read the whole book, it's kind of an unfairness for us. 

It's not fair to be here and comment about something that we 

really don't know. That's the truth. 

What we've been doing is just telling our feelings 

about this project. Some people say that it is okay. 

Others like me believe that it's not a good project. It's 

- · not something that is -going to benefit. our community. This 
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is for big corporations. This is not -- actually, this 

project is not a transportation project. It's something 

else. It's big business. 

But it's six miles of a project that is going to 

spend $1 billion, is never going to be a good project for 

our community. Because most of us don't go just to Atlantic 

and Beverly. Most of us go to work to many different 

places. And it's impossible that this six-mile train is 

going to solve the problems that we have regarding public 

transportation. So --

THE JUDGE: Thank you. Please wind it up. 

MR. SALAS: So you got to think about this. 

THE JUDGE: Thank you. 

MR. ALVAREZ: Ron Mukai. 

MR. MUKAI: Good evening. My name is Ron Mukai, and I'm 

a member of the Maravilla Community Advisory Committee. I'm 

also a member of the Maravilla Business Persons Association 

and the East L.A. Chamber of Commerce. 

But I'm here today representing my family. My 

family has had a business on Mednik and 3rd Street -- and 

I'm sorry, 241 South Mednik, Los Angeles 90022. My family's 

had a business on Mednik and 3rd Street since 1972. My 

grandfather had a store on 3rd and Mednik since the 1940s. 

My brother works at the store every day. I'm there almost 

- ·every day, as well. 
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I believe that the light rail is a good thing if 

it's done right. It has to be safe. It has to be 

beautiful. It has to protect the people that live and work 

in the area during the construction and after the 

construction's finished. 

I feel very strongly especially about the impact 

during construction. I think in order for the community to 

respect the MTA, the MTA has to respect the community. We 

need to be involved in the decision-making process before 

things happen. And that includes left-hand turn closures, 

any kind of street restrictions, orange cones setup, 

pedestrian restrictions, especially I can only speak for 

myself -- on 3rd and Mednik I would be adamantly opposed to 

the MTA if they closed any -- made restrictions on left-hand 

turn access onto Mednik, because that would kill my project. 

And the MTA is a great thing for the community 

unless my business goes broke in the four or five years that 

it takes to build it. 

So traffic issues, any kind of traffic lane 

closures or left-hand-turn lane restrictions, we need to be 

notified beforehand and we need to be a part of the 

decision-making process. 

The MTA has to put in these public improvements. 

Because money's coming to our community, we need these 

- · public improvements in a timely manner whether or not the 
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rail's delayed. If we want street trees, we want new 

sidewalks, we want curb and gutter, we want trash 

receptacles, we want public art, and we want them on time. 

Even if the MTA takes five, six, ten years to come in, we 

want our streets looking beautiful. 

We want a preference for -- preference and 

technical assistance from local businesses to prepare for 

and participate in the MTA construction process so that 

since the MTA is coming in and spending so much money on 

this project, that the people that work in the area or have 

businesses in the area should benefit from those jobs 

created by the MTA bringing this, as the gentleman said, 

millions and millions of dollars in here. 

Again, traffic issues, my primary importance. 3rd 

Street must have four lanes open at all times. They can't 

be closing these lanes when they feel like it or when it's 

convenient. 

On page 4-19-13 it talks about when necessary. 

It's always necessary to have all your traffic lanes open. 

For all you businesses in the area, I urge you to be very 

vocal and very strong on this issue. Because even if we get 

our rail, which would be good for East L.A. in the long run, 

if our businesses go broke in the meantime, then the rail's 

not really going to do us a whole lot of good. 

Also --
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THE JUDGE: Please wind it up. 

MR. MUKAI: Also, one last comment. The train must stop 

with the traffic. It must obey the speed limit and stop 

with the traffic for safety reasons. 

Thank you. 

THE JUDGE: Thank you. 

MR. ALVAREZ: Olga Salas. Olga Salas. 

MS. SALAS: Good evening, your Honor. My name is Olga 

Salas, and I live in 2729 1/2 East 4th Street. 

My comments is regarding -- well, I don't know if 

the people that are in favor of the Metro has realized how 

ridiculous this project is here in the East Los Angeles and 

Boyle Heights area. I don't know if you have realized how 

it is that in other places, like on the Green Line -- you do 

know Los Angeles; right? You'd know where the Green Line 

is? 

The Green Line runs on the side of the freeway. 

The Blue Line runs in the middle of an industrialized area. 

Right there where there has been a lot of dead people, kids 

killed, lots of people that are killing themselves, or the 

drunk people that just go by and get killed. The Red Line 

goes through a tourist area. 

You know Hollywood; right? That is the kind of 

place where there's not civil people that are dealing with 

- working every day, and the only time that they really have 
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1 the time to unwind is when they go to home and watch TV. 

2 And now we're going to have to put up with all this noise of 

3 the hydraulic hammers and all this heavy machinery. 

4 And I'm completely against it. It bothers me. I'm 

5 against this project. It is a lie. It is a lie that this 

6 is going to benefit us. It is not going to benefit us. 

7 I live one block behind 1st Street. Takes me 10 

8 minutes taking the bus, the No. 31 bus, and it is 

9 ridiculous. It is stupid for me to put my family at risk 

10 for this project. 

11 And this is a humiliation. Why is it that you're 

12 going to put the Metro in an urban area? Why? Just think 

13 about it. 

14 The authorities and the politicians have filled our 

15 head with popcorn, saying, oh, yes, it's going to be nice. 

16 They're promising us -- they're promising us paradise. The 

17 last thing that they're missing to promise us is Adam and 

18 Eve. They're going around. 

19 We don't have to wait for the MTA to come over 

20 here. We have to force major reorganization to comply with 

21 the consent decree to bring more buses here for us to have 

22 transportation. For us to pay only 25 cents for 

23 transportation just like the rich areas. Fo~ them to fix 

24 our highways. And for the government to comply with us to 

25 - ·stop this humiliation. 
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MR. ALVAREZ: Edgar Sanchez. 

THE JUDGE: Let's get started. 

MR. SANCHEZ: Many people that are speaking in Spanish 

4 are being translated to English at the same time, and you 

5 cannot hear everything together. So I'm asking for six 

6 minutes, and he doesn't want to give me the six minutes. 

7 THE JUDGE: It's unfair to the remaining people who want 

8 to be heard. 

9 MR. SANCHEZ: We're talking a language. It's a right 

10 for the language. 

11 THE JUDGE: Let's proceed with your statement, all 

12 right. 

13 MR. SANCHEZ: So I hope to have the six minutes. 

14 My name is Edgar Sanchez, and I belong to the 

union the Riders union. 15 

16 Many people is talking about different things here. 

17 But what this is all about is transportation, obviously. On 

18 how to bring people that use the transportation to their 

19 work; right? So that's what I'm going to talk about. 

20 Whether this is a full rail or it is a light rail, 

21 this is going to take away money from the 400,000 passengers 

22 that are going to be suffering right now of the same 

23 conditions of overcrowding, buses that won't be there on 

24 time, taking two hours to work when you could drive in 30 

25 - ·minutes. 
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We already sued the MTA because the affected 

people, these 400,000 people, are the immigrants. They're 

the Latino people, they're the black people. We are talking 

the working force. 

The MTA signed an agreement considering it a 

priority, but they have not complied with this. They broke 

their promise. So we have to recognize --

THE JUDGE: Wind it up in another minute, all right? 

MR. SANCHEZ: the fact that this is not having to do 

with transportation, but with other interests. 

The people that are going to be benefited with this 

project are the politicians, the construction companies, 

people that are in charge of development projects, the 

people that left Pico Aliso already squashed. 

And you can see that this is going to be built over 

the backs of all these 400,000 passengers. With this kind 

of money that they're going to be spending, they could 

improve the bus transportation all over the county, ensuring 

that a seamstress or a worker could make it on time to work. 

THE JUDGE: Let's give somebody else a chance, all 

right? 

MR. SANCHEZ: I want six minutes for translation, sir. 

I think my point is very simple. It is very easy. 

We're talking about just making a decision whether you're 

- ·going to be on the side of the working class or whether 
35 
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you're going to be on the side of the politicians . 

So on April 26 there's going to be a meeting at the 

MTA where they're going to pass this environmental report, 

and we have to be altogether there to say that we do not 

accept this environmental report. 

THE JUDGE: All right. Let's step down, please. You've 

had your time. 

Thank you. 

MR. SANCHEZ: Thank you. 

MR. ALVAREZ: Bertha Faustinos. Bertha Faustinos. 

MS. FAUSTINOS: My name is Bertha Faustinos. I live on 

4556 East 2nd Street. I am a representative of the CAC, but 

this time I'm going to speak only for myself. 

Just like many people, I have many doubts of how 

this is going to work. Because we have kids in our 

community that are attending school, that are crossing 

streets; and our street, 3rd Street, is not so wide. So 

that is my concern, whether the construction of this rail is 

going to affect us, is going to affect the people that are 

crossing the street, is going to affect the kids that are 

attending schools, and is going to affect our community. 

Also, I want to know if when we make it back home 

from work, whether we're going to have easy access to our 

houses or whether we're going to have to go around a long 

-·distance in order to get access. 
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On the other hand I see a very, very great 

opportunity. And this is going to be for the benefit not 

only of me, but of many people. But we need to get 

informed. We need to get knowledgeable of this. We need to 

take charge as part of the decision-making process. Because 

we're just reacting through our doubts, and what we need is 

to have more knowledge of what is going on. 

So, thank you, so much. 

MR. ALVAREZ: Thank you. 

Next is Juan· Patricio Sanchez. 

MR. SANCHEZ: My name is Juan Patricio Sanchez. 

Address, 2478 East 7th Street in Boyle Heights. 

I've lived in Boyle Heights a greater part of my 

life. I'm certainly concerned about the area. I am 

certainly concerned about this idea of having a light rail 

cross -- divide our community in a certain way. 

The question of what this light rail will do during 

construction will bring a lot of turmoil, just strictly the 

start of it, the idea of the construction time that it takes 

to finish the project. 

This project again will raise up dust, will come up 

with, you know, very fine, gritty, very finely pulverized 

dust that adds to our freeway contamination and freeway 

particles that come up out of not only the cars that travel 

- ·the freeway but also the many trucks that are now going to 
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1 be added from the Alameda corridor. 

2 Again, on the Alameda corridor we have container 

3 loading areas around the Boyle Heights area. There's two 

4 that are definitely on the map already, already assigned 

5 out. There's another one right around Sears that -- that 

6 seems to be developing in the container area. 

7 Now, we have trucks will be associated to all these 

8 containers in all these areas. These trucks will add to the 

9 congestion of Boyle Heights, will add to the environmental 

10 problems. 

11 People are now dying of cancer, dying of -- or at 

12 least having lung problems, having bronchitis right around 

13 the freeway. We're surrounded by freeways. These freeways 

14 are now being added to because somebody outside the 

15 community wants to cross over and use this as a pathway, as 

16 a cheap pathway to do their thing. 

17 It's not our thing, it's their thing. And they 

18 have ulterior motives. They're not telling you all about 

19 it. Certainly I don't know all of the ulterior motives. 

20 But they do have their -- the way they operate shows that 

21 they're not really consulting, not really putting the facts 

22 on the table in terms of the total plans, not only the light 

23 rail, but the associated plans like Alameda corridor and 

24 whatever else is down the pike. 

25 We're concerned in terms of the houses that will be 
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demolished in the route. 

THE JUDGE: Please wind it up. 

MR. SANCHEZ: Whether the people are going to be 

compensated. 

THE JUDGE: Thank you. 

MR. ALVAREZ: Guadalupe Lopez. 

MS. LOPEZ: Good evening. My name is Guadalupe Lopez. 

I live on 4622 East 2nd Street in Los Angeles, at the 

crossing of McDonnell and 3rd. 

To begin with, your Honor, I would like to have a 

minute. 

How high are the walls going to be covering this 

train that is going to go on 3rd Street? What height are 

those walls going to have? 

MR. ALVAREZ: No questions can be answered during the 

public hearing. 

MS. LOPEZ: I'm asking this question because it seems 

like the train is going to be covered by two walls. And it 

seems like it is for it not to make noise, but how is it 

possible that they are going to have this train covered by a 

wall from side to side? 

It sounds like during the times of Pancho Villa for 

the people not to fall off. It's going to look ridiculous, 

our neighborhood, our street. 

But I spoke with one of the secretaries of Gloria 
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Molina, and it seems like this project has already been 

approved. It is supposed to be already -- it seems like it 

has already been approved by the politicians, not by our 

community, this Mexican-American community. It seems like 

this project is already done. 

This meeting that we're holding, or the several 

meetings that you've been holding, are not favoring us. But 

this is in favor of the rich people. You never do anything 

good for the poor people, let alone the Mexicans. 

This is a dangerous project for children. 

MTA has many millions to invest right here with us 

who's supposed to be stupid Mexicans,. 

There's too many disturbances, too many noises. 

It's enough with the fire trucks, the police cars, the 

helicopters, too much traffic, and now trains and rails on 

the only decent street that we have. Come on. 

Give me just one second. 

Why don't you put this back in Bel Air where the 

rich people live? Where Gloria Molina lives, for instance. 

Not here with us, the Mexican people. 

Our properties are going to lower in price. And 

we're going to be told, where do you live? Oh, right where 

the tracks are. Oh, then your property is worthless. 

Thank you. 

MR. ALVAREZ: Jose -Ruiz. 
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MR. RUIZ: Good evening. My name is Jose Ruiz. I'm the 

administrator of Our Lady of Lourdes Church, a Roman 

Catholic Church operating under the archdiocese of Los 

Angeles, headed by Cardinal Roger ~ahoney. We're located at 

3772 East 3rd Street, with the cross street of 3rd Street 

and Rowan. 

We presently serve a community of 18,000 people 

which are boundaried [sic] by Indiana Street on the west, 

Cesar Chavez on the north, Whittier Boulevard on the south, 

and Downey Road on the east. 

We already have a freeway that runs smack down the 

middle of our community. The freeway is located on the 

street behind our church. Now the MTA is looking forward to 

placing a railway on the front side of our church, thus 

enclosing our church. 

We've just celebrated our 90th anniversary, and our 

church buildings have been at the present site since 1920. 

In the 1930s our church was recognized for its artistic 

mission style of the Spanish Grandes. 

A station, poles, electrical lines, rails, cement 

and metal dividers in front our church, our corner on 3rd 

Street, will not in any way help beautify our church 

surroundings. 

Thank you. 

Additionally, placing this rail in front of our 
41 
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church will not allow the semi-trucks to enter our church 

via the 3rd Street driveway access, which is the only way 

that the semi-trucks can get in and out of our church. 

During the week, also, that we have vehicles 

transporting our school children. They come in through this 

driveway, the same driveway, and they also utilize our 

Eastman side street. 

On weekends, many more vehicles turn into this 

driveway to come for Sunday services. We also need to 

provide for our parishioners by having the parking available 

to them on the front side of our 3rd Street. 

Monday through Friday the hearses for funeral 

services park in front of our church on 3rd Street. On 

Saturdays the limos park in front of the church to enable 

brides and quincinieras [phonetic] to enter through our 

front church doors. 

Our way of life will be hindered by having this 

rail pass in front of our church. 

THE JUDGE: Thank you. 

MR. ALVAREZ: Mario Prietto. 

MR. PRIETTO: Hi. My name is Mario Prietto, and I'm 

here to represent Father Greg Boyle, Jobs for a Future, and 

Homeboy Industries. We just moved into a new building at 

1916 East 1st Street, between State Street and the 5. 

I'm here to talk about jobs, work, and employment. 
42 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 
P-99.A 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

Something that everybody needs at one time or another. 

I work every day with people who are hard to employ 

for different reasons. They're ex-cons, they've never had 

jobs before, many different reasons. Anyways, I try to help 

people find jobs. 

Jobs for a Future, Homeboy Industries will pressure 

the MTA for a commitment to the residents of the immediate 

areas impacted by the MTA, en punto. Like, that's the main 

point. 

If this goes to plan -- actually, no. Whatever the 

MTA decides to do in this area, we demand that they make a 

commitment to the communities immediately surrounding their 

work so that a certain percentage of people will be hired 

directly from this community. And we know that they have 

the sophistication the bureaucratic sophistication and 

the governmental pull to do these kind of things where they 

can say. 

Okay, so just imagine for second that they're doing 

anything. Even if they're buying up a block and ripping it 

down and then burning us, and you know, whatever, that these 

jobs, for who is going to do this work and who is going to 

get paid for this work, we can say the people can say we 

demand that 10 percent, 20 percent of the jobs come from 

people who live in this area. We can even say 10 percent, 

- 20 percent of these jobs are at-risk youth who have been 
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1 incarcerated, who have had substance abuse problems and who 

2 have been fired from jobs and who have been involved in 

3 gangs. We can make these requirements. They're doing it 

4 over at another development I won't mention. 

5 Anyway, so if the MTA is serious about supporting 

6 the people eastside of the river, the rich culture of East 

7 L.A., if they take that seriously, if you're earnest in the 

8 desire to connect Angelinos who live by Beverly and Atlantic 

9 with the people who live by Pico Union on North Hollywood, 

10 well, then no matter what happens, that we have to ask the 

11 question, who is doing the work? Who is the normal people 

12 who are doing the work and getting pay checks for the work 

13 that will get done? Whether it's creating -- widening the 

14 streets for more buses, whatever. 

15 At the same time we're trying to pressure the MTA 

16 to hire more people through places like Jobs for a Future, 

17 Homeboy Industries, whether it's at the MTA or as bus 

18 drivers or whatever. 

19 So just wanted to say that. And if you want any 

20 information about what we're doing, I'm right here. 

21 THE JUDGE: Thank you. 

22 MR. ALVAREZ: It looks like John Langoria. 

23 MR. LANGORIA: Good evening. My name is John Langoria. 

24 I am the president East Los Angeles Chamber, located at 5401 

25 - East Whittier Boulevard. 
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1 Good evening. First of all, I want to thank 

2 everyone who's here. Whether you're speaking for or against 

3 the project, it shows that you care about the project and 

4 care about your community. 

5 And we can agree to disagree, but I think most 

6 importantly it's important that you took the time out to be 

7 here and attend the other meetings to voice your concerns. 

8 But be clear that this project has received 

9 funding. There's guaranteed funding for this project. And 

10 90 percent of that funding can only be used if a fixed rail 

11 project is adopted and constructed. It can't go for more 

12 buses, it can't go for any alternative uses. 

13 If the community does not approve the project, that 

14 money gets lost. And I think that's important to remember. 

15 Because I walked with Gerardo, you know, five, six years ago 

16 when the initial Red Line extension was being planned for 

17 the Eastside. And we went door to door, every house, every 

18 business, from Pico Aliso to Boyle Heights and out this way, 

19 letting folks know how important this project is. 

20 And I know I have a short timeline, so I'll skip 

21 the history. But my heart and my soul is with the 

22 community. I want a project that benefits the community. I 

23 believe this project is good. We have over or nearly 20 

24 percent of the workers out here in East Los Angeles and 

25 - ·Boyle Heights use the public transportation to get to their 
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jobs. That is why this is important. 

If you go down 3rd Street, Cesar Chavez, Beverly at 

any time, you know how congested it is trying to get to and 

from work on any given day. It's needed. Our population is 

growing. We cannot afford more cars or buses on the 

streets. 

A really important point, it needs to be built safe 

with all the concerns that you've raised in terms of 

pedestrian safety, in terms of if it needs to go underground 

in front of Lourdes or in the passages where it's unsafe or 

it just does not make sense, that should be included. 

But the comments that you're making need to be 

addressed by MTA. 

But real important, a couple of other quick 

comments. This is a $750 million project. That's a lot of 

money. And we need to make sure that that money stays in 

the community. So there has to be requirements that we need 

to demand that of that $750 million, that this community 

gets its fair share of jobs for its youth, jobs for its 

adults, and jobs for business owners to be able to contract 

with these big contractors and design firms; that they make 

it easy and possible for small businesses to participate and 

get those contracts so they can create jobs. 

And also we feel the effects of the $750 million 

-·project to create jobs and beautify the community. 
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THE JUDGE: Thank you, very much. 

MR. ALVAREZ: Ernestina Montellano. 

MS. MONTELLANO: My name is Ernestina Montellano. I've 

been a resident in Boyle Heights for 68 years. I live at 

3118 Wabash Avenue. 

The MTA board meeting to vote for the light rail 

EIR, Thursday, April the 26th, at 9:30 a.m., at the MTA 

building at 1 Gateway Plaza. It's very important that the 

people go there, because this is a vote that's going to be 

decided whether this rail is going to be put in our 

community. Please be there. It's the 26th. Thursday, 

April 26th, at 9:30 at the MTA, 1 Gateway Plaza. 

Thank you. 

Wait. Okay. 

First of all, I am against the light rail coming 

through our community. I was sent a draft book on the 

supplemental environmental impact statement and reports. 

The light rail will have in our community in Boyle 

Heights and in our families what it will do to us, and our 

life and our memories are priceless to us. 

I'm sure it took you about two years or so to put 

this huge book together. We are requesting at least six 

months to read this book. Don't rush us. Treat us with 

respect. And remember we have the right -- we have our 

-rights. Our tax money is paying your salaries. You are 
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working for us, not the other way around. 

I pray to God he takes away all your greed and 

stops this light rail. 

The light rail will have great impacts in the 

community. The 1st Street School, the convalescent 

hospital, the Evergreen Cemetery where my son is buried and 

also my plot is next to him. 

I'm very concerned about the terrain shifting. 

Explosions, noise, closure of streets, all the dust going 

into our lungs. Also, the removal our homes and small 

businesses. 

This light rail is dangerous to our children and · 

adults. This is Mayor Reardon's plan. Also the 

contractors, big business, and most of our politicians. 

We will have everything to lose, and they will have 

money in their pockets and the use of your land. 

We need rapid transit also new buses that 

will -- that they promised to give us by the Mayor. 

We also need Dashes, buses, and shuttle buses to 

pick up the disabled and all the neighborhood people, the 

seniors, the working people, and the disabled. 

The light rail will disrupt our daily living. The 

people that want --

THE JUDGE: Please wind it up. 

MS. MONTELLANO: Please, could I haye a moment more? 
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1 THE JUDGE: Just one. Wind it up, please. 

2 MS. MONTELLANO: The people that want this plan are the 

3 people that don't live here and won't be directly impacted. 

4 Like the people of the Resurrection Church and the priest 

5 and their friends and the mayor and the contractors, the big 

6 business politicians. 

7 Please, please wake up. Please fight for yourself 

8 and for your rights. Think about it. 

9 THE JUDGE: Thank you, very much. You're finished, 

10 ma'am. 

11 MS. MONTELLANO: It will take away at least six years 

12 for them to be digging up in our neighborhood. Also they 

13 are going to put --

14 THE JUDGE: Please step down, ma'am. You're finished. 

15 Would you please step down. 

16 MS. MONTELLANO: -- a hazardous waste dump in Mission 

17 Road. 

18 Please don't let them do this to us. 

19 MR. ALVAREZ: Esther Ibarra. 

20 MS. IBARRA: Esther Ibarra. My address is 1165 North 

21 Stringer Avenue in City Terrace. 

22 I'm here to say that I'm in very strong support for 

23 this project. I think it would be very good for this area. 

24 I take the train, I take the bus. I have my whole 

25 - · life. Maybe some of you haven't. The bus is not safe. The 
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train's not safe. Cars are not safe. But 

Can you please shut up and let me speak? 

Okay. The thing is this is going to be good for 

East L.A. It might not be good in the short-term; 5 years, 

it's going to be hell. But 10 years from now, 15 years from 

now when you can shuttle yourself to downtown, to Santa 

Monica, to all those places in half an hour, that would be 

great. 

I went to UCLA. It took me two and a half hours to 

get there. Just -- 40 minutes just to get to downtown from 

here. 

THE JUDGE: Let's give her the courtesy for her to make 

her statement, please. 

MS. IBARRA: I have a car and choose to take the bus, I 

choose to take the train, because I think it's important. I 

think it's good, it's safe. Forget those cars. Get people 

out of their cars. 

Don't give away East L.A.'s money to the Westside 

or to the Valley or anywhere else. We need it here. It's 

going to bring economic development, better be sure of that. 

Because I'll be coming from wherever I am, and I'm going to 

shop out here. 

Yeah, I live in City Terrace. All the buses will 

connect to this light rail. And it's going to be good, it's 

- ·going to be great. 
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1 And I'm sorry that the money cannot be used for 

2 buses. I think we need more buses. But this money for this 

3 project cannot and will not. Just accept it, it's not going 

4 to go to buses. 

5 So we got to give at least the chance for this 

6 project to be built and demand that it be built safely, 

7 provide jobs for people in this community, and that they 

8 deal with each and every business owner along the whole 

9 tract and the residents to make sure that it's safe and to 

10 make sure that money is invested in those neighborhoods that 

11 are going to be put out of, you know, business for that 

12 meantime that this is being created. 

13 But it's going to be great. And I can hardly wait 

14 until it's built. 

15 THE JUDGE: Thank you. 

16 MR. ALVAREZ: Ladies and gentlemen, please remember this 

17 is a hearing. If you ask questions, they cannot be answered 

18 at this stage. If you feel you need to talk, you need to 

19 fill out a green slip. 

20 And we're requesting to keep comments to three 

21 minutes so everybody gets the same time and nobody gets more 

22 than others. Please keep that in mind. 

23 Next person is Luis Soto. 

24 MR. SOTO: Hello. My name is Luis Soto. I live in 3867 

25 - -1/2 Percy Street 90023. 
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1 First of all, I'm surprised that the lady, she went 

2 to UCLA, she doesn't get the point. What the point is that 

3 they are giving us money but -- but they are not letting us 

4 spend it in the things that we really need it. And if she 

5 really has an education in UCLA, I don't think she would 

6 tolerate that. 

7 I just graduated from Cal State L.A. I want to be 

8 a math teacher here in this area, and I'm not losing the 

9 focus of my community. I want to go back there where I 

10 graduated from. This is my school actually, Garfield High 

11 School. 

12 And they say that it's unfortunate that the money, 

13 the $750 million, cannot be spent on more buses. And I 

14 don't want that money for anything else. If they're not 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

going to at least clean the buses, because I take a bus. 

don't have a car. For six years since I started going to 

Cal State in '94, I've always taken the bus. 

Recently when they made the SOL, the new shuttle 

SOL, I started taking that one to save money. It takes me 

I 

20 an hour to get to Cal State L.A. because I have to transfer. 

21 I have to take two of those shuttles. 

22 And, you know, you could smell the difference. I'm 

23 talking smelling, you know. Because these buses, I take the 

24 65, you know. Used to take 65, but now I take the SOL. 

25 And even though I don't have a car, I'm not in 
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favor of this project. Because I see that it is going 

to -- it is to benefit the rich, the politicians, and not 

our community. 

And I don't care if those $750 million are wasted 

or they don't give it to us, but I'm not going to take 

something that is not going to benefit me or my community. 

All of you, why have them destroy our community? Just give 

the money. We don't need it. We haven't needed that rail. 

It's going to benefit some people, but like some 

other of you said, that's not the only place we have to go 

to work. There's other places that we also need to go. And 

buses is a very good alternative. 

Also I'm an active Catholic in Our Lady of Lourdes 

Church, and I also think there's more risks than benefits, 

especially for children who go to catechism. 

Also the ones that go to these different schools 

around these streets. The parking. The parking in the 

church is difficult right now, and with that rail going 

through, it's going to be even worse, as the last person 

that talked said. 

I think that money -- like I said, money -- I know 

we cannot suggest that money be spent on more buses, but I 

don't want money. No matter how much it is, that is not 

really going to help us. And I think we should forget about 

-that money. We don't need it. They're not trying do us a 
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favor. They are not trying to help our community. They're 

just trying to help ourselves. That's what I think. 

And one more thing. I think money should not be 

spent --

THE JUDGE: Please wind it up, please. 

MR. SOTO: I think money should not be spent on making a 

hostile environment. I'm not going to accept any money that 

creates a hostile and dangerous environment for us. 

Thank you. 

THE JUDGE: Thank you. 

MR. ALVAREZ: Next is Santiago Cardona. 

MR. CARDONA: My name is Santiago Cardona. I live at 

1734 South Indiana. 

Listen to all the comments. There are people who 

went to UCLA, but this person never thought about the fact 

that this train is going to be underground, in which this is 

not going to be damaging anything. 

And the one that they promised they were going to 

do, why don't they do it outside? Haven't they thought 

about the safety of your children? What do they want? 

They're saying that the train doesn't run over 

anybody. Who says this doesn't? The incidents happen. 

What's the reason? 

I would like to know that if you are against the 

-·fact that they're underground, that in reality they don't 
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1 have the sufficient funds. Just leave it the way it is. 

2 Mainly to me it bugs me, but it's bothering me the 

3 fact that my house is going to be destroyed. I would like 

4 to know where they're going to send me. Are they going to 

5 send me to an area where I wouldn't like? 

6 I've been living for 25 years there. My family has 

7 been raised there, educated there. And why? Just because 

8 they want, they're going to kick me out of there. 

9 How can the ones of Hollywood and the ones of 

10 Wilshire was underground? Why, because they're rich people? 

11 Millionaires? What about us? Just because we're poor? 

12 And they're saying this is not discrimination. I 

13 want you to think about that. If this is not 

14 discrimination, what is this? 

15 So I'm not against, but I want to have it 

16 underground, not on the streets. 

17 Think about the schools. There are a lot of 

18 schools, and one life isn't going to be paid with thousands 

19 of millions of dollars. You cannot pay a life with 

2 0 anything. 

21 Thank you. 

22 MR. ALVAREZ: Thank you. 

23 Next is Lillian de Loza. 

24 MS. DE LOZA: Hello. My name is Lillian de Loza. I 

25 -·live at 358 South Ferris Avenue, and I just bought property 
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at 357 La Verne Avenue. I'm within 500 feet, maybe give or 

take a few feet, of the proposed station at Mednik and 3rd 

Street. 

And I just want to say that I am very much in favor 

of this project and look forward to working with the MTA as 

we move forward through the preliminary design -- I mean 

preliminary engineering, design-build phase, and would 

encourage that you do a little bit more outreach into the 

residential community, specifically around Griffith Junior 

High School, because there are a lot of homeowners in the 

area that have a lot of interest, and there hasn't been, I 

don't think, enough outreach, especially as we move forward. 

That is critical in order to make it a safe and the 

state-of-the-art product that it could be. 

On another note, I think maybe perhaps you should 

consider a small park-and-ride lot at that station, because 

as it is, there is a lack of parking and a lot of spillover 

parking from teachers who park on Griffith along La Verne. 

You have the park there, you have the municipal court 

building and the library, which have a lot of traffic, and 

there isn't sufficient parking. And there's a lot of people 

who park. Which is good, but I think that with 

more -- there may be more space needed at the terminal 

station, because I think it's going to be a very popular 

- ·system, and I'm just concerned that there's going to be a 
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lot of spillover traffic. 

Thanks. 

THE JUDGE: Thank you. 

MR. ALVAREZ: Next is Daniel Walker. 

MR. WALKER: Okay. Thank you. And thank you to 

everyone who's still here. I appreciate the opportunity to 

come here and speak to everyone. My name is Daniel Walker. 

I live at 7416 West 82nd Street in L.A. 

And tonight I'm speaking on behalf of the 56,000 

members of the Sierra Club of Los Angeles. We are 

enthusiastic supporters of light rail for many reasons, some 

of which we've heard about already. 

Primarily, it will reduce congestion and air 

pollution in this part of town, and we desperately need it. 

We talked about health issues. Air pollution is probably 

one of the -- one of the worst things we can subject our 

children to in this part of town or any part of the city. 

I just want to address a few of the issues that 

came up from people that are concerned about the light rail. 

Some people have talked about safety issues. And it's an 

important concern that I have for any project. 

But I wonder if the people are aware of how many 

car accidents and bus accidents happen out in Los Angeles 

every day. There's thousands. There's thousands of people 

- ·that are hurt and some are even killed in car and bus 
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accidents. You just don't see in the front page of the L.A. 

Times or the news. 

The safety record for light rail in Los Angeles and 

throughout country is actually quite good. It's minuscule 

compared to accident rates of cars and buses. And most of 

the accidents are caused by people driving illegally around 

barricades. 

And now the MTA has quad-gate systems which will 

not allow anybody to get in the path of the train. It is 

much safer. It's been working well where they've used it. 

Also, a bright person came up and mentioned 

business development and jobs. And I think what we've seen 

in Long Beach and in many other cities around the U.S. is 

that light rail, it's a permanent presence, and businesses 

know that. They know they can get employees to come and 

they can get good jobs. 

People in East .L.A. can take the six-mile train and 

then connect to about a hundred stations of Metrolink and 

MTA around Southern California. So people can get to jobs 

in downtown and Hollywood. 

Rapid buses work for that, too. We're not against 

buses. We've seen other cities that the light rail causes 

enhanced bus service, as well. 

Certainly the Sierra Club is not against buses. 

- ·This is not rail versus bus. It's just that rail is much 
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cheaper to operate. And it spurs development. We really 

don't need hundreds of more buses coming up these streets in 

East L.A. 

Also, someone mentioned real estate prices. The 

facts of it is that people's values actually rise. You can 

see that in cities throughout Los Angeles, San Francisco, 

Salt Lake City. People actually advertise that my house is 

near the rail station. There's a lot of people that like 

that. Not everybody does; there are some of you obviously 

don't want to live near the rail station. But a lot of 

people do. 

THE JUDGE: Please wind it up. 

MR. WALKER: Okay. Thank you, very much, and I look 

forward to using your rail system when it's finished. 

THE JUDGE: Thank you. 

MR. ALVAREZ: Next is William Morrison. William 

Morrison. 

MR. MORRISON: Hello. How are you folks doing? My name 

is William Morrison. Of course Alvin Par knows me over 

here. 

Six years ago I ran for city councilman. 

THE JUDGE: Give us your address, please. 

MR. MORRISON: Okay. I live at 2728 Cincinnati Street. 

I am against this rail system. I've called up 

-Mr. Par's office to send me some literature. Unfortunately, 
59 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

M~A 
17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

his office hasn't sent nothing. I'm very concerned about 

the taxes in this community, what's going to happen with 

that. 

Also there's the repair of some of the streets 

within the past six years that I've taken my vacation, that 

I've been gone to Florida. Now that I've returned back I 

haven't seen no improvement. 

I know Mr. Alatorre didn't do nothing for this 

community. I know Pacheco's not doing anything either. I 

guess that's why Mr. Par works for Gloria Molina now. 

But unfortunately I'm back, and I'm back stronger 

than ever. So I want to say one thing. Some of these 

officials in office, I did say I was going to take a pay cut 

if I made it into government, and I'm going to be running 

for the 14th District. And I don't see this rail system 

there. Unfortunately, I feel that it doesn't -- provides 

nothing for the community. We need a lot more things done 

in our community which hasn't been done for these past six 

years. 

So now that I'm back, I'd just like everybody in 

the city office to know I'm back again. And I will be 

seeing Mr. Par once again. 

Thank you. 

THE JUDGE: Thank you. 

MR. ALVAREZ: Next is Karen Hirai-Olen. 
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MS. HIRAI-OLEN: Good evening. My name is Karen 

Hirai-Olen. I live at 4716 East Cesar Chavez, Los Angeles 

90022. 

I'm addressing the group tonight for two reasons. 

First, wearing my hat as the director of Central Maravilla 

Community Service Center. Two issues I'd like to discuss 

and my concerns regarding access and safety of the 25,000 

persons who come into central Maravilla every month. I have 

some concerns about the effect of the light rail, how it 

will push the traffic from 3rd Street onto 1st Street. 

On 1st Street between Atlantic and Indiana we have 

more than six schools. Most of them are elementary schools. 

The speed limit in the school district -- school areas is 25 

miles per hour. Any of you who've driven on 1st Street 

between rush hour times know that the traffic is going 40 or 

50 miles an hour. 

I think that there's going to be increased 

congestion, increased speed. I would ask the MTA during the 

construction phase to see what they can do to mitigate 

congestion and maintain access for pedestrians, for 

handicapped and disabled persons, and also for customers to 

go into the businesses. 

I think there's going to be a great problem with 

access during construction between the north and the south 

- ·sides of 3rd Street; and I think that if our businesses 
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suffer, then we become a weaker community. 

I would also ask that prior to any street closures 

that the residents be notified 24 hours in advance so that 

we can make preparations to do either alternate routes or to 

avoid the area. I think there's nothing more frustrating 

than getting caught in an area and not being able to get out 

of. 

There are other things that I need to say. For the 

residents of the community and for those of us who live 

there most of the time, there's going to be ,a great deal of 

noise and pollution during the construction phase. I would 

ask that the noise and pollution please be mitigated and 

that the construction hours be consistent with local noise 

ordinances. 

For those of us who went through the sewer street 

linings with the semis and the backhoes and all of that, we 

don't need to relive that. 

I would also ask as a member of the community, that 

the MTA during its bidding phase give priority to local 

businesses to be able to access and provide services to the 

construction phase. I would ask that there be a commitment 

or regulation for hiring from the community. 

In addition to that I would ask that the political 

offices and the people who plan it allow people --

THE JUDGE: Please wind it up. 
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MS. HIRAI-OLEN: Okay. 

That we develop training and apprenticeship 

programs because access to unions has been a traditional 

barrier to employment for people of color. 

Thank you. 

THE JUDGE: Thank you. 

MR. ALVAREZ: Next is Ramon Ramirez. 

MR. RAMIREZ: Hi. My name is Ramon Ramirez. I live at 

5255 Calico Avenue in Pico Rivera. 

I grew up and was I born and raised in the 

community, and actually I'm a graduate of Garfield High 

School, too. So it feels good to be back. Go Bulldogs. 

Anyway, I'm here representing my students. I teach 

architecture at East L.A. College, and I see firsthand on a 

daily basis some of the problems that they have coming to 

school. Not all of my students have the luxury of owning a 

car. And, in fact, when I was a student myself, I couldn't 

afford a car. 

And I think the light rail system here in this 

community will benefit us. I think the light rail system 

here would benefit this community and will join us to the 

rest of the city. 

And additionally, my grandfather and my mother are 

daily users of mass transit, and I think they should be able 

-·to have the same opportunities that the rest of the 
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1 grandfathers and mothers have throughout community. 

2 Thank you, very much. 

3 THE JUDGE: Thank you. 

4 

5 

MR. ALVAREZ: Next is Richard Alonzo. Richard Alonzo? 

Next is with Joaquin Castellanos. 

6 MR. CASTELLANOS: Thank you. Good evening. My name is 

7 Joaquin Castellanos, and I live in 528 North Cummings Street 

8 in Los Angeles, California, and I represent the Boyle 

9 Heights Neighbors Organization. 

10 But before I'm going to say that, I am also a 

11 member of the Sierra Club, and I want to answer the person 

12 who come here and he say he support this project. I don't 

13 support it because I live in Boyle Heights and I live -- and 

14 for the record, he should read our magazine and he should 

15 know that we have one of the worst intersections in the 

16 whole state of California that is on 7th, 8th, and Soto. 

17 Thank you. 

18 So Boyle Heights Neighbors Organization believes 

19 that we need a public transportation. But we, as many 

20 people who live and work in the audience where the light 

21 rail train is going to be built, know that our lives won't 

22 be the same once the light rail trains cross our 

23 neighborhood. 

24 Why our lives won't be the same? Those 

25 - ·neighborhoods answer those questions. And they say, 1, 
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2 

because light rail trains are not safe for people who walk 

and drive near the trains. That's true; 

3 No. 2, light rail is cheap to build, but it's very 

4 expensive to maintain in the future; and that's true. But 

5 
P-110.8 

the MTA wants to keep all these workers who make three times 

6 the money that we that live on this area are making, and 

7 that's correctly true; 

8 

P-110.CI9 

10 

No. 3, light rail won't help our environment in our 

communities. I'm from the Sierra Club member, and that's 

true. 

11 Light rail, yes, did work in the past when used to 

12 have the old trains. But we don't want to look in the past. 

13 We need to look in the future. We need our transportation 

14 that is going to help and is going to transport us fast. We 

15 need the transportation to be cheap for all the people so we 

16 can afford it. 

17 Boyle Heights Neighbor Organizations have been 

18 present in the two past hearings and also is present here to 

19 give our concerns. MTA needs really to work with the 

20 people. They need to listen what we really need. 

21 Little Tokyo, Boyle Heights and East Los Angeles, 

22 are those areas that will never going to be the same. And 

23 especially for East Los Angeles that they're going to be on 

24 TV all the time that they have an accident and people get 

25 -·killed. 
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We support the subway. Boyle Heights Neighbor 

Organization, we want the subway from Union Station and to 

Atlantic so that will help to all our neighborhood. 

And that's all they say. 

Thank you, very much. 

THE JUDGE: Thank you. 

MR. ALVAREZ: Next is Dana Gabbard. 

MS. GABBARD: My name is Dana Gabbard. I am executive 

secretary of Southern California Transit Advocates, 3010 

Wilshire. 

I'm a bus rider. Got here on a bus, I'll go home 

on a bus. Unlike many people, I know about buses because I 

ride them plus educating myself on issues relating to them. 

I'm also a member of the Sierra Club. I go to 

their transportation meetings, so I actually a little more 

know about these issues than the people who are Sierra Club 

members who are just there to declare themselves experts. 

Let's get a few things straight here. First, on 

the Blue Line the problem is in the middle section where it 

goes 55 miles an hour. This line will go nowhere near 55 

miles an hour. In fact, one of the ladies just mentioned 

basically that it will be probably be passed by the speeding 

cars which will be hitting the children at the schools. Not 

the trains. 

A lot of talk about bus service. What we're 
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finding in Los Angeles, the truth is that the rail system 

requires feeder service. Enhanced bus service. That's 

what's been going on in the Valley and in other places. 

And it's been stressed over and over again, this is 

not just a pot of money that can be shifted around. It is 

dedicated funding source. And, in fact, I'll tell you right 

now, absolutely, based upon my analysis of the situation in 

Sacramento, there will be no way. Even Eric Mann showing up 

with 500 of his puppets in Sacramento will not get one dime 

the way the energy crisis is now. That money will not be 

set aside again. 

If you are in any way keeping track of what the 

situation is -- and I'm going to issue a challenge to the 

Bus Riders Union. In the past month they've had some 

meetings, beating their chests again and declaring that they 

are going to go to Sacramento and that they are going to be 

big players in politics. It's time to put up or shut up. 

Can you go to Sacramento and get the kind of money 

you keep claiming for our improved bus service? Or are you 

just demagogues who just go around raising your big bucks 

and playing games with stage-managed protests that have 

nothing to do with the political process or improving bus 

service? Either put up or shut up. Fine, okay? 

And I just ask you all to understand. It isn't a 

- ·matter of switching the money around; it's either this 
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project or zero. Absolutely. Don't fool yourself about 

anything else. 

Thank you, very much. 

THE JUDGE: Thank you. 

MR. ALVAREZ: Next up is Ramon Montanez. 

We need to ask the audience to remain quiet. 

MR. MONTANEZ: My name is Ramon Montanez. I was born 

and raised in East L.A. I graduated from Roosevelt High 

School, and this is the first time I've been to Garfield. 

I got two comments to make here real quick. I 

think that before we even talk about the rail, which I'm 

against, we should have the 710 Freeway completed to the 

210. 

The second comment I want to give you is anybody 

has a pencil, I wish you have it in your hand. This rail 

according to the papers they gave me, was $765 1/2 million 

dollars for 12 miles. 

I worked in construction all my life. 40 years. I 

work in high-rise buildings, tilled up track homes, you name 

it, I've been there. The last road we worked on the freeway 

was the 105. That was four lane one way and four lanes 

back. The company that I was working for got the contract. 

We were the last linkage was one mile. 

The company that was ahead of us they bid at $9 

-·million a mile. If you divide 12 into 760,365 that's about 
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$63 million a mile. The company I work for, they bid it $6 

million a mile. That's eight lanes. And here it's cheaper 

to build a monorail like Disneyland, and it'd be cheaper 

than going through all of this. 

Thank you, very much. 

THE JUDGE: Thank you. 

MR. ALVAREZ: Next is David Guerra. 

Is David Guerra still here? 

Next is Raul Vazquez. Raul Vazquez. 

MR. VASQUEZ: Hi. My name is Raul Vazquez. I live at 

2101 East 2nd Street in Boyle Heights. I've been living 

there since 1975, and my family moved there in 1974. 

Basically, I speak today as just a resident. I 

know a lot of the people from the who oppose the light 

rail say that, well, you know, the buses are for the people 

of color and, yeah, for La Raza and all this, and light rail 

is discriminatory. 

But who the hell you think lives in East L.A.? I 

look out, I mean, I assume you people are from East L.A. 

You people are La Raza. You people are people of color. 

That's who lives there. That's who's going to get the $760 

million. Don't you understand that? 

I mean, we're trying to make the whole city a 

better place. It's either light rail or it's nothing. 

- ·understand that. That's all we're asking you. 
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You know, there's two options for East L.A. 

there's nothing or there's a light rail. That's what it's 

about. 

By the way, I'd like to point out that there's 

group of, like, 20 high school people over there, and they 

showed more maturity than the people in the middle who've 

been living here for, like, 60, 70 years or something like 

that. 

THE JUDGE: Let's let him make his statement, please. 

MR. VASQUEZ: And basically, somebody said, well, East 

L.A. never gets any money. I don't blame the Eastside for 

being skeptical. We have been screwed for over a hundred 

years. You know, after the 1950s with the freeways, with 

the subway. And now we're finally being thrown a bone. 

Let's take advantage of it. This is it. 

I think we should have more buses, too. I totally 

think we should have more buses than the rest of Los 

Angeles. But we need a light rail. Let's have both. Why 

are you going to kill a project that's going to hurt your 

own people? 

Think about it. 

THE JUDGE: Thank you. 

MR. ALVAREZ: Next is Annette Ramirez. 

MS. RAMIREZ: Hi. Good evening. My name is Annette 

- ·Ramirez, and I reside at 633 North Taylor Avenue in 
70 
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Montebello. And I'm here this evening representing the 

Latino Urban Forum. We're an organization of urban 

planners, architects, and community activists that are very 

interested in improving the quality of life in Latino 

communities. 

And we support this project. It's a project that 

will bring in $760 million into our community and provide 

the Eastside, Boyle Heights, and East L.A. and surrounding 

communities with a world-class transit system that's vitally 

needed in this community. 

I just also want to make a point that none of our 

officers or members received any compensation for advocating 

on behalf of this project. So it's just something that's 

very near and dear to us that we enthusiastically support. 

Thank you. 

THE JUDGE: Thank you. 

MR. ALVAREZ: Next is Lester Garcia. 

MR. GARCIA: Lester Garcia. 532 1/2 North Britannia 

Street. 

I'm a resident of Boyle Heights, and I am highly 

opposed to East L.A. light rail. First of all, I'd like to 

point out that some of the people who just spoke before me, 

one of them lives in Montebello, the other one lives on 82nd 

Street, which is a long way from 3rd Street. Another person 

- · live on Wilshire, right? These again, outsiders, it's not 
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going to directly affect them. 

They keep telling us that it's $760 million or 

nothing. Instead of saying, oh, let's take the $760 million 

or nothing, we have to ask ourselves, why is it nothing? 

Why is it always we throw you a bone or nothing? Well, we 

don't want a bone. We're tired of being thrown bones, 

right? We want to sit at the table. We want the whole 

fricken cow, right? We have to ask, why are they giving us 

nothing? Why are they offering us nothing? 

We have to go out and demand that they give us 

more. Demand to say, you know what, take your bone back. 

Take your $760 million back. We don't want it because it's 

not going to benefit us. Right? 

They're doing the same thing, you know, that they 

did over at Chavez Ravine, they did it at Bunker Hill, they 

did it with the freeways, right? 

The man from the Sierra Club said himself, real 

estate properties going to go up. Values are going to go 

up. Do you know what this means? Taxes go up. It means, 

yes, the property of your house goes up, but now you have to 

pay more rent. You have to pay more to live there. So us 

people who are already struggling to pay a mortgage or 

whatever, who can barely afford to live at the houses that 

we live in now, are going to have to pay more. 

They're moving us out. Just like Chavez Ravine 
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1 just like Bunker Hill, just like when they built the 

2 freeways. And why are they doing it? Because we're a 

3 barrio. Right? Because we're poor folks. Because we're 

4 Raza, right? 

5 Now, this isn't going to benefit any of us. It 

6 goes from west to east six miles. What about all the Raza 

7 that works over in Vernon, South Gate, Maywood, and all the 

8 different places over there, right? 

9 They're saying we could take this and go downtown 

10 and go to Santa Monica. I don't want to go to Santa Monica. 

11 I have no purpose in Santa Monica. I work in the Eastside. 

12 I live in the Eastside. Right? Our people are too busy 

13 trying to make a living to be going off to Santa Monica or 

14 whatever. We don't need this rail line, right? 

So we need to demand that if the MTA could find 15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

almost a billion dollars to spend on this light rail system, 

why can't they find money to buy more buses? Right? 

If the mayor can find millions of dollars to fund 

police, why can't they buy more buses? 

If they can spend $16 million to keep people from 

21 protesting at the Democratic National Convention, why can't 

22 they find some money for buses? Right? Why can't they find 

23 money for schools? Why can't they do that? Why do we have 

24 to settle for nothing? 

25 Again, we need to stand up and say that we're not 
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1 going to settle for nothing. 

2 THE JUDGE: Thank you, very much. 

3 MR. GARCIA: I would like to close by saying that for 

4 all those here that are opposed to the East L.A. light rail 

5 system, please do not leave without giving myself or some of 

6 the people here in the middle your name and your phone 

7 number. 

8 We need to unite and fight the MTA. Fight this 

9 East L.A. light rail system. Tell them we are demanding 

10 more buses. We're demanding better transportation. 

11 THE JUDGE: Your time is up. 

12 MR. GARCIA: We don't want concessions, okay. So please 

13 do not leave without giving us your name and phone number. 

14 We are going to have a meeting prior to the meeting at the 

15 MTA. We need to all unite, be there present, tell the 

16 mayor, tell everyone that sits on the MTA board that we are 

17 not going to have this light rail system built in our 

18 community. 

19 Thank you. 

20 (A brief recess was taken.) 

21 THE JUDGE: Folks, will you please take your seats. 

22 We're going to start again at this time. 

23 MR. ALVAREZ: The next person is Diane Zepfold. 

24 Is Diane Zepfold still here? 

25 Next person is Al Rivera. 
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Is Al Rivera still here? 

Is Robert Montanez here? Okay. 

MR. MONTANEZ: Hi. My name is Robert Montanez, and I 

live at 4106 Zaring. I live about two blocks away from 3rd 

Street, close to Eastern, towards all the cemeteries. 

And I'd like to notify that as a resident in the 

Eastside, I've lived here all my life. I was born at 

Doctors Hospital in East L.A., and I'm over 30 years here. 

And I'm attending Sanctuado de Guadalupe Church. 

This church on any given Sunday has about 10 masses from 

7 : 0 0, 8 : 0 0, 9 : 0 0, 1 0 : 0 0, 11 : 0 0, 12 : 0 0, 1 : 0 0, 4 : 0 0, 5 : 0 0, and 

6: 00. And most of the people that a.ttend the church park on 

3rd Street. With this light rail we will have no parking 

for people to practice or worship their God at our church. 

So I oppose it being aboveground. 

I'm for underground where it should have been in 

the first place to eliminate it. 

And to understand that we have one -- this is going 

to cost towards $1 billion is something that I can't see how 

they just can put a train. This train is not light. This 

thing probably weighs more than a Bradley tank in our wars 

we fight. 

So the way I put is with all this money they want 

to invest, if they can't go underground, then don't do it at 

- ·all; use the money for. funding. 
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1 I'm a coach; I'm a counselor; I work at YMCAs, and 

2 I coach at Overdon Park for baseball and basketball. And I 

can see a lot of that money being funding for proper uses. 

But the ones that are going to benefit off this is 

not the people of Eastside. The ones that are going befit 

6 are these politicians. The Molinas, I'm talking Feinstein, 

7 the Boxers, Romero, Solis. These contractors subsidize 

8 their effort to be elected. These are contractors that give 

9 them money so they can run for office. 

10 All the propaganda you receive in the mail is 

11 funded by these contractors or other individuals that are 

12 going to be making money, and it all falls back in our 

13 hands. These politicians are not representing us. They're 

14 representing themselves. 

15 And my theory is a true leader won't sacrifice 

16 their people; a true leader will sacrifice himself for his 

17 people. 

18 Thank you. 

19 THE JUDGE: Thank you. 

20 MR. ALVAREZ: I hope to pronounce the next one right. 

21 It's Adela Mendoza. Adela Mendoza? 

22 MS. MENDOZA: Good evening. My name is Adela Mendoza, 

23 and I live in 192 South Dangler, Los Angeles 90022. 

24 My comment is short. I just want to address the 

25 - ·people in charge of the project at the MTA and to the 
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politicians. 

I think it is sad that in this moment we demand the 

respect before this project is approved, because perhaps it 

is already approved. 

I think our community does not need rails, does not 

need trains, and let alone with this energetic crisis that 

we are going through, I think what the MTA should be doing 

is putting some money towards electricity and the power that 

we need. 

I think that what we need is for people to give us 

better parks, better libraries, better facilities for the 

communities, and not people that live outside of the 

community and come and comment about things that do not 

belong in the community. 

THE JUDGE: Thank you. 

MR. ALVAREZ: Next is Angelo Orosco. Is Angelo Orosco 

here? 

Okay. Margarita Sanchez. 

MS. SANCHEZ: Hello. I'm Margarita Sanchez, 2474 East 

7th Street. 

Yeah, over there on 7th and Soto where we've got 

that great intersection of freeway that CalTrans and the 

federal government provided for us about 41 years ago and 

that are now killing our grandparents and are giving 

-·respiratory ailments and asthmas to our grandchildren. You 
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might have seen some of the articles where it got quite 

publicized. But still nothing is done by it. Sierra Club 

hasn't even bothered to stop by, by the way. And they never 

did prevent it or do anything, but they have other priority 

I think. Or at least one person does. 

Yeah, you know, this modernization thing that's 

supposed to help our communities always seems to be left 

alone afterwards, and all the great monies go to maybe 

Westwood or Brentwood or things like this. 

You know we've been fighting for sound walls on 

those freeways and still haven't got them, but Brentwood had 

them when I was only 20. Gee, that was a long time ago. 

And we still don't have them. 

You think we're going to have any great things out 

of this little -- what do we call it -- light rail? No. 

You know what? You know where the buildings are going to go 

up? They're going to go up where they have the platforms. 

That's where the property values goes up. But that goes up 

when you build bigger buildings on top of them, and usually 

we don't have that kind of money. 

Actually, what they could do is they could put a 

Rapid with the same stops at those same platform areas and 

have the same speed of bus service. I don't know why they 

haven't thought of that because they haven't even thought to 

-· give us the bus service they already know we need, except 
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that maybe they'll give it to us according to their own 

documents after we suck in the light rail. 

Now, another thing, it's been sort of hard for me 

to have a lot faith in MTA, going through their 

environmental document. But it gets even harder when they 

don't even invite you to their own party. I see here on 

April 26 at 9:30 a.m., Thursday, over there in their 

luscious Italian marbled building right in front of Union 

Station there off of Cesar Chavez, they're going to have a 

great big MTA board meeting where they're going to vote on 

this light rail EIR which, is the environmental impact 

report. 

How come we get invited to go and request for 90 

day extensions -- I understand another communities get even 

greater ones -- for the review period of this documents that 

due on April 17th, and nine days later they already have 

planned to have it a done deal and voted in. Well, I guess 

that was business as usual. 

You know that their documents show they're going to 

have a great amount of PM-10 and under, the cancer causing, 

diesel-type of particulate matters in more than twice the 

amounts during construction phase of about four to six years 

as well as the dust that's going to be generated with the 

light rail itself. During this time it's our community that 

-·are going to be subjected this. 
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THE JUDGE: Will you, please, wind it up. 

MS. SANCHEZ: The residents in City Terrace have 

requested -- and I saw them at a meeting -- light 

rail -- not light rail, I'm sorry -- rapid transit and 

Dashes. They say this is what the community needs. Not the 

disruption by light rail. 

Thank you, very much. 

THE JUDGE: Thank you. 

MR. ALVAREZ: Next is Carlos Montes. 

MR. MONTES: My name is Carlos Montes, 511 Chandia in 

Boyle Heights. I'm on the board of the Centro CSO Community 

Service Organization. I also just recently got elected to 

the PAC, the Participant Advisory Committee of the CRA in 

Boyle Heights. 

And I want to affirmly [sic] come out that I am 

against the light rail for sure, and I support the -- and of 

course I want you to all be there also for the MTA meeting. 

And first of all, it is discriminatory because it's 

been found by a court of law that the MTA is violating the 

consent decree by not by rating the money that's supposed 

to be used for buses and using it for light rail. 

Secondly, this money can and should be used for 

buses. Clean air buses. It's been proven it can be done, 

and we want it done. 

Now, you know what, I don't ride the bus, and I'm 
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1 not going to ride the light rail. I drive a car and I do 

2 the freeways. So if there were clean air buses and plenty 

3 of them around, I would take the bus. I would use the bus, 

okay. 4 

5 

6 

So also -- thank you, thank you, thank you. Okay. 

Anyway, I graduated from Garfield High School, grew 

7 up in East L.A., I still, you know, live, work, and organize 

8 in the community, so I'm against the light rail. 

9 Thank you, very much. 

10 THE JUDGE: Thank you. 

11 

12 

MR. ALVAREZ: Next we have Consuelo Cardona. 

MS. CARDONA: My name is Consuelo Cardona. I live on 

13 173 South Indiana street. 

14 As I was sitting down there, I was thinking that 

15 it's a shame how people who do not live in our community are 

16 coming up to us to tell us how this light rail is going to 

17 benefit us. It's easy to talk when you're on the outside, 

18 but it's not easy to see what the reality we are facing is. 

19 Unfortunately for me, I will be losing my home due 

20 to this light rail because the light rail will be passing 

21 right in front of my house. Therefore, I will be losing my 

22 home. I do not know where I will be living; I do not know 

23 if I will be placed in a nice environment or in one of the 

24 worst places of the city. That is my most greatest fears, 

25 because I've been living in this community for over 20 
81 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

M~A 8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

P-120.8 14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

P-120.C 
21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

years. 

The next point I really wanted to say is that we 

are not really being given any answers to what our concerns 

are. We are being given pamphlets full of information as to 

what the light rail is going cost, where is it going to 

cross, beautiful, colorful pictures, and yet your answers 

are not being met. Our needs are not being met. We are 

being told what is going to be good for us, not what is 

going to be good for everybody. And they don't even belong 

in this community, and they're going to come and tell us 

what's best for us. I'm sorry, but I don't think so. 

My next point is all the information being 

received, at least at my house, all of it has been coming in 

in English. Unfortunately for my parents, they do not speak 

English. My sisters or I have to translate that information 

to them. 

All we ask from these people who are trying to 

bring about the light rail system is give us the pros, give 

us the cons. Tell us why is this light rail so good. Tell 

us what are the damages it's going to cause. Tell us 

everything, the whole story. Don't come and give us a 

beautiful picture. We're tired of beautiful pictures. We 

want reality. Go over to where the light rail has already 

been built, and how has it affected that community, and then 

come and tell us how it's going to effect ours before you 
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1 decide to plan this whole system around our community. 

2 We need the information most of all to be written 

3 in our native language. Whether it be Spanish, Japanese, 

4 Korean, whatever it is, they need to know. This way they 

5 can defend themselves. This way they can speak up and say 

6 what they really feel based upon the information that they 

7 are receiving at their homes. 

8 Don't come up to us and tell us, you know, this 

9 will benefit East L.A., this will bring about more commerce, 

10 this will bring about more money, this is the best thing 

11 that has ever happened to East L.A. We should not be 

12 standing up here trying to convince you guys why this is so 

13 bad. You should be convincing us why this light rail is so 

14 great. 

15 And finally to finish, you guys came in saying that 

16 you care for our community, you're trying to help us out. 

17 Well, if that's really the case, then listen to the 

18 community. 

19 Thank you. 

20 THE JUDGE: Thank you. 

21 MR. ALVAREZ: Next is Robert Lopez. 

22 MR. LOPEZ: My name is Robert Lopez. I live at 4622 

23 East 2nd Street. 

24 I've been looking at the drawings in this project, 

25 -·and it's going down 1st Street, and it's turning on Indiana, 
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1 which is a small little street; and you're going to have two 

2 train cars going by there. 

3 Why don't you just build this train going down 1st 

4 Street all the way to Mednik Street and you turn at the 

bridge, which is real wide, and you could have all the 
P-121.A 5 

6 streets, all the area you want, and then make a left turn on 

7 3rd Street. It would help the congestion, and you wouldn't 

8 ruin a beautiful street like 3rd Street. 

9 Okay. Thank you. 

10 THE JUDGE: Thank you. 

11 MR. ALVAREZ: Next we have Armando Ybarra. Is Armando 

12 Ybarra still in the house? 

13 MR. YBARRA: Right here. Good evening. My name is 

14 Armando Ybarra. That's with a "y." I live at 649 Acacia 

15 Avenue in the city of Whittier. 

16 My concern is I was raised East L.A. and my roots 

17 are in East L.A. and will always be in East L.A. 

18 I support the light rail. I also support the 

19 subtrain. That's what I would like to see. The way I see 

20 it, the way things are going in our communities is this way: 

21 Years ago when they had this bond to build the subways, they 

22 collected all this money to be invited to dance to a dance, 

23 to a party, to have a good time. Then because of 

24 mismanagement starting with the supervisors, the counsel, 

25 the mayor, and down the line, all of a sudden one particular 
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supervisor took it upon himself to get an initiative to take 

this money and do not invite us to the party. To cancel the 

party, which we're entitled to, each and every one of us. 

Not only us here, but the future generations. That's what 

I'm looking for, my grandchildren and the future 

generations. 

We deserve, we're entitled, and we should get a 

light rail and subway. I sincerely support the -- like this 

gentleman said earlier before -- Ramona to go underground. 

We have a third of a billion dollars. Go as far as we can. 

Let the other five or six years of your generations take 

care the rest. 

I visualize, I see not only a tunnel through 

Whittier Boulevard, through Cesar Chavez, through 1st 

Street, to Olympic, go all the way down to San Bernardino. 

I sincerely believe which all of us invest in the future, 

stick together, let's put our emotions aside and support 

each other. We're entitled, we deserve it, and we should 

get it. 

Thank you, so much. 

THE JUDGE: Thank you. 

MR. ALVAREZ: I'm going to call some missed names from 

earlier on. 

Is Adelina Portillo here? Richard Alonzo? David 

Guerra? Diane Zepfold? Al Rivera? Angelo Orosco? 
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All right. Next up is Feliciano Gomez. 

MR. GOMEZ: My name is Feliciano Gomez. I live in East 

Los Angeles for the last 50 years. 

And whatever happen in my communities, I care. But 

at this time I want to ask permit to pass my three minutes 

speak Anita. 

MS. CASTELLANOS: Thank you, Mr. Gomez. 

This is to set the record straight, your Honor. 

THE JUDGE: Ma'am, you've already had your time this 

evening. 

MS. CASTELLANOS: This man is conceding his time to me, 

sir. And I don't see anything in the rules that says I 

cannot use his time. 

THE JUDGE: You've got three minutes. 

MS. CASTELLANOS: So this is documented with the court 

reporter and on the tape, Steve Brye is still here. He is 

the project manager. Lynda Bybee is the manager for public 

affairs at MTA. They are still here. It is now a quarter 

to 9:00 o'clock in the evening on the third and last of 

these public hearings. 

THE JUDGE: Ma'am, you've already had your three 

minutes. 

MS. CASTELLANOS: Thank you, your Honor. 

I want on the record that at none of these -

THE JUDGE: I'm asking you to step down. 
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MS. CASTELLANOS: -- meetings was the public told about 

the April 26th meeting at 9:30 in the morning at the Gateway 

Building. I want that in the record so it's documented that 

the public was never told. And we just found by accident 

tonight about this meeting on the 26th of April where there 

will be a vote light rail EIR. As a matter of fairness, 

whether you're for this project or against this project, you 

have a right to know about the vote that's going to happen 

an April 26th. 

THE JUDGE: Call the next name. 

MR. ALVAREZ: Ray Montanez. 

MR. MONTANEZ: Hi. My name is Ray Montanez, and I live 

at 328 South Eastern, which is right off the proposed rail. 

I've got a question. I know that they're probably 

going to take away the left-hand lanes. I was wondering, 

are people going to be able to turn left? 

THE JUDGE: We can't respond to questions tonight. I'm 

sorry. Federal law. 

MR. MONTANEZ: Okay. Another thing I was wondering, if 

we have rolling blackouts, what's going to happen? 

Everybody's going to have to get off the bus and walk to 

their destinations? That's what I'm curious about. 

THE JUDGE: Thank you. 

MR. ALVAREZ: Michael Diaz. 

MR. DIAZ: Michael Diaz, longtime resident of East L.A., 
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currently living at 2652 Workman Street. 

I'm here to officially state that I support the 

Blue Line, I support this type of transit workings as long 

as -- I do have one concern, to ensure that there is proper 

bus-rail interface. 

Thank you. 

THE JUDGE: Thank you. 

MR. ALVAREZ: Looks like Juan Carlos Morales. 

MR. MORALES: Yes, sir. Good evening, your Honor, and 

good evening, ladies and gentlemen. 

THE JUDGE: Your name and address, please. 

MR. MORALES: Juan Carlos Morales. I live in 1925 

Vassar Avenue in the city of Glendale; however, I work for 

the court system, and I work here in the East L.A. 

Courthouse. 

I'm a court interpreter, and I happen to be 

knowledgeable of the mass transportation problem that we are 

experiencing here because I lived in Mexico City during the 

time that the Metro system at the point was built over 

there. 

True, it was painful, it was horrible to have to 

put up with all the dust and all the closing of streets and 

all that jazz. However, currently Mexico City has one of 

the best systems of public transportation in the world. 

They move thousands and thousands of people. And it is 
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reliable, it is safe, it is clean, and guys, we cannot 

afford not to have a public system of transportation that we 

so badly need. 

So I know that it is going to be painful. I'm 

going to have to put up with it now, once again, but truly, 

think about it. If they have now the best system of public 

transportation, why shouldn't we also? 

That's my comment. Thank you. 

THE JUDGE: Thank you. 

MR. ALVAREZ: Looks like Ricardo Salas Mojarro? Or 

Navarro. Ricardo Salas. 

I apologize if I mispronounce any names tonight. 

MR. SALAS: Apology accepted. My name is Richard 

Salas Mojarro, and I'm here to represent the community of 

East L.A., Los Angeles. 

THE JUDGE: Give us your address, please. 

MR. SALAS: My address is 732 Belden Street. 

And I'm here to represent also the Latinos, middle 

class, who use the MTA transportation daily. 

I have two questions for right now. But I heard 

you're not answering them, but I'm still going to ask them. 

Why is MTA trying to build a light rail in our 

community? 

Number 2, who's to benefit? 

And my comment -- my comment is that I would love 
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to attend the board meeting if I'm invited. And one final 

thought although well, actually, I have more thoughts, 

but as long as I have time -- that I really would like to 

reach an agreement or to get to an agreement where I thought 

this was a project where the community was going to 

benefit -- East L.A. -- where we'd basically have funds for 

the young kids to actually get a proper education and reach 

a better prosperity, better income, better quality of life. 

And I thought it was a good idea to build the light 

rail because I thought that we would actually -- the 

citizens of this community were going to get jobs where it 

actually would help us and my son for me to give him a 

better quality and a chance to attend school and receive a 

proper education. 

But there's also negative impacts that actually 

nobody feels them but the community. And we would only find 

out through the process, but through the process some things 

might happen that nobody knows. 

And my final thought is why should we work as a 

team if that's what MTA requests? And I would 

basically -- my best idea would be for I would love the 

light rail on East L.A., but underground, to be connected to 

the surroundings and having better chances to prosper and 

unite. 

THE JUDGE: Thank you, very much. 
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MR. SALAS : Thank you. 

MR. ALVAREZ: The name looks like F. Castro. 

MR. CASTRO: My name is Fernando Castro. I live in 

Pasadena on 1416 North Garfield Avenue. 

And a lot of feelings, a lot of emotions, a lot of 

passion tonight. Basically, I'm here as a cultural worker. 

I come into East L.A. to work at Bien Estar as a writer, 

giving out workshops, and also Tierra projects in the 

community, some as a cultural worker. 

I lived in Boston for about 10 years. And I saw 

meetings like this over there when it was my neighborhood 

and Jamaica Plain, which was primarily a Latino 

neighborhood, was being impacted by changes in the 

transportation mode. It changed from an elevated way into a 

lower. 

Somebody was talking about having an elevated way. 

It has much more impact than what is being proposed. 

A lot of L.A. neighborhoods are exactly built for 

street cars. That's sort of the original intent that a lot 

of these communities were connected with light rail from the 

very beginning. And the way the destiny of this city have 

it, cars took over. 

I obviously agree with the gentleman that was 

talking about the impact during the phase of construction. 

Yes, there is a lot of things that can happen during that 
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period of time. And of course the devil is in the details 

and of course community involvement is necessary during that 

process. 

But I think the overall benefit will eventually 

have a kind of a mass transit for all of Los Angeles, not 

just looking at Eastside, but also looking at the overall. 

Because I think that would benefit a particular people in 

the community who sometimes have to do three hours travel 

from one section to the next. 

We need more buses, that's for sure, but we also 

need an infrastructure that's going to be here longer than 

10 years and 20 years. We need something that can be here 

for the next hundred years for the next generation, and of 

course it will be if you could have an underground, yeah. 

But I don't think the money's there. 

Thank you, very much. 

THE JUDGE: Thank you, sir. 

MR. ALVAREZ: We have Renee Chavez. 

MS. CHAVEZ: Good evening. My name is Renee Chavez, and 

I with my son reside at 2711 Boulder Street in Los Angeles. 

I choose to spend our time on several committees, 

advisory boards for projects in and for the Eastside. Most 

of you see my son at many of these meetings, including the 

review advisory committee, also known the RAC, for this 

project. 
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I find it necessary to again speak for the record 

about the proposed project. As demonstrated yesterday, 

people from the Eastside are a passionate people. In fact, 

it's being demonstrated again tonight. 

For the most part we are a people of deep 

commitment to God, our families, our community, our history, 

and are typically people of great respect. It saddened me 

that some of the audience members made themselves an example 

to my 7-year-old of how not ~o behave a public hearing. 

Again, make no mistake, the Eastside is not getting 

the project we should have. We can point fingers at those 

responsible for this fact, and when doing so I point to the 

MTA board and Zev, who took our money to extend the subway 

to Universal Studios, then had the nerve to sponsor Prop A, 

which killed original Red Line extension. 

In addition I agree with many of those who are 

opposed to this project that there is a better way to do 

this without further impacting our freeway-divided community 

that should have been through the commercial corridors that 

is Whittier Boulevard. However, as it has been stated at 

several RAC meetings, the businesses didn't want it and 

consequently the MTA staff didn't pursue this alternative. 

Hence, here we are. I demand for the people of the 

Eastside, the best transportation system that current 

funding will provide, and expect our government 
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representatives and the MTA board to find the additional 

funding required to do this project right. And that would 

be Plan 3, the extended subway option. 

I demand that the MTA board, that it go forward 

with this project. I find it reprehensible that anyone 

would say that we don't need this system. With the very 

testimony of those opposed to this project, it becomes even 

more apparent that we are in desperate need for this 

project. 

As a community we are often forgotten. In fact, if 

you were to call city hall and said you were calling from 

East L.A., the Eastside, or east of Los Angeles, more often 

than not you would be told to contact the county. Look 

forward to our new mayor recognizing that there is an 

Eastside of Los Angeles. 

When this system is in place, we will truly be 

connected to the rest of the city. More importantly, the 

Blue Line will provide easy access to our community for 

others who would otherwise not be able to see that which of 

our culture and community has to offer. To say no to that 

promise is irresponsible. 

We have heard that we do not need this system. But 

make no mistake. Whether some here thinks that or not, we 

deserve this system. Actually, we deserve more, but this is 

a start. 
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1 One of the many attributes of our ethnic heritage 

2 is that we make due with what we have. Consequently some 

3 people equate that to a lack of need. That same argument 

4 was made when cable television was introduced. We certainly 

5 don't need to have cable or now satellite television, but 

6 isn't it nice to be able to choose it? And were that we 

7 were actually talking about something as simple as 

8 entertainment. 

9 We as a community deserve an adequate 

10 transportation alternative. Currently we don't have them. 

11 As a result many of our residents risk their lives getting 

12 into illegal taxis in order to get to various points within 

13 our community. 

14 THE JUDGE: Just wind it up, please. 

15 MS. CHAVEZ: Yes, sir. 

16 Make no mistake, we need better transportation in 

17 our community that includes additional Dash routes and 

18 better MTA service. This Blue Line extension will enhance 

19 our transportation, not take away from it. 

20 Thank you. 

21 THE JUDGE: Thank you. 

22 MR. ALVAREZ: Jose Huizar. 

23 Please, let's save any comments for outside the 

24 auditorium. We have one more speaker. 

25 MR. HUIZAR: Good evening. My name is Jose Huizar. I'm 
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a candidate for the L.A. Unified School District, 

District 2. District 2 covers southeast cities Boyle 

Heights, Pice Union, and Echo Park and parts of downtown. 

As a candidate I'm looking forward to having 

accessible transportation for our students. When our 

students as -- I grew up in Boyle Heights on 4th and Lorena 

where one of the near one of the stops that's proposed. 

And as a student and as we all know, when you open up the 

avenues and make transportation more accessible to your 

students, it opens up worlds. It not only gets a person 

from one place to another, but it really opens up the 

worlds. It opens up our kids' minds. 

As a future board member, I hope that we could have 

that line of transportation through the Eastside so that 

students do have access to a line of transportation that 

would open up their mind to other parts of the city. 

At the same time I hope that the MTA is planning 

pedestrian safety guidelines above and beyond what is 

usually required, because our students in some of the most 

dense areas in Boyle Heights are going to require those 

safeguards. 

Plain and simple, I also support the project. I do 

not and I was involved in RAC when we were proposing the 

Red Subway Line. As many of our residents in the area who 

fought hard for that were very disappointed when it did not 
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1 go through, I hope the same does not happen here. 

2 So as a -- just like to comment on the pedestrian 

3 safety and to make sure and support this project and hope it 

4 goes through. 

5 THE JUDGE: Thank you. 

6 Ladies and gentlemen, that concludes our program. 

7 We've had all of the speakers who wish to be heard, and we 

8 thank you for attending the meeting. 

9 (At 9:00 P.M., the proceedings were concluded.) 
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7.0: Responses to Comments on the Draft SEISISEIR 
Responses to Verbal Comments Submitted at the Public Hearings 

Response to Michael Vega 

P-1 A MTA Community Relations Department will work with any firms wishing to qualify to 
contract as a DBE finn with MTA to clarify the steps involved. Since all except the 
extraordinarily smallest purchases are made competitively with due regard to 
qualifications, firms dealing with MT A should expect to have to compete for numerous 
contracts and to not win every time. 

However, competing, even unsuccessfully, undoubtedly helps firms gain useful 
experience in securing contracts with MTA and other public agencies. 

P-1 B The capital program for the recommended alternative, Option 1, is fully funded by federal 
and state funds. The minor revisions that have occurred subsequent to adoption of Option 
1 and reflected in Options A and B, studied in the Final SEIS/SEIR, will also be fully 
covered by these funds. The Operations & Maintenance (O&M) costs are of concern to 
MTA, but new labor agreements and work rules agreed to by the unions and MTA in 2000 
will stabilize the O&M costs and reduce the hourly operating costs over time. MTA uses 
all resources available to assist in minimizing the ongoing costs of operations. 

Response to Frances Hashimoto 

P-2 A Refer to for information on traffic circulation. MTA will widen 151 Street 
to provide two lanes each way from Alameda to Vignes Streets, which will eliminate the 
blockage of a single traffic lane by a loading bus or stopped vehicle. The same number of 
existing through lanes on Alameda Street will remain with the LRT. 

Response to Charles Adelman 
P-3 A Since circulation ofthe Draft SEIS/SEIR, MTA has decided to widen 151 Street to provide 

two lanes each way from Alameda to Vignes Streets. 

Regarding your comment about the project being placed in the wrong corridor, MT A 
previously conducted a Re-Evaluation/Major Investment Study (MIS) for the study area. 
The study initially considered 4 7 alternatives in various corridors, and based on public 
input solicited at several community meetings and technical analysis, the number of build 
alternatives was reduced to eight; the No-Build and TSM Alternatives were also 
considered. All ten alternatives were looked at in greater detail. As a result of the 
environmental and technical information presented, the MTA Board determined that the 
corridor for the locally preferred alternative would best serve the community (refer to 
Section of the Final SEIS/SEIR for more details about the Re-Evaluation/MIS). 

Heavy rail was considered in the Re-Evaluation!MIS. Unfortunately, Los Angeles County 
voted in 1999 to prohibit spending oflocal funds for subway projects. Therefore, the 
MTA is not able to pursue subway projects without obtaining additional funds from 
another eligible source. With community input and support, the MTA Board decided to 
pursue a light rail line alternative that has more stations, is twice as long, and includes a 
direct connection to the currently under construction, Pasadena Metro Blue Line. 

Response to Thun Wing Motto 

P-4 A Comments noted. However, the issues discussed are outside the scope of the Los Angeles 
- Eastside Corridor project. 

Response to Edgar Sanchez, Bus Riders Union 
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7.0: Responses to Comments on the Draft SEISISEIR 
Responses to Verbal Comments Submitted at the Public Hearings 

P-5 A MTA has signed a Consent Decree which sets forth certain standards for bus 
overcrowding and which requires some limited new bus service. The MTA has already 
added substantial new bus service in response to the Consent Decree. There currently is a 
dispute between the parties to the Consent Decree as to the exact amount of service 
required and this dispute will be resolved by the courts. The MTA is prepared to 
implement such new service as is ultimately ordered by the courts regardless of whether 
the MTA moves forward with the construction of the Eastside Light Rail Project. Nothing 
in the Consent Decree limits the ability of the MTA to construct new rail lines. To the 
contrary, the Consent Decree specifically states that "Capital improvement and 
programming for MT A shall include attention to all modes of transportation." 

P-5 B The MTA is committed to improving transit services within the area. In 1999, the MTA 
initiated the Metro Rapid Bus program on the Whittier/Wilshire Corridor. The program 
has been extremely successful. The Eastside Light Rail Project will further enhance 
transit service in the area by including Eastside communities on the regional rail network 
that will connect to Pasadena, South Pasadena, Lincoln Heights, Downtown L.A., 
Hollywood, North Hollywood, Mid-Wilshire, Long Beach, Compton, Artesia, and more. 
Included in the Eastside Light Rail Project budget is funding for new feeder bus services 
that will connect the communities to the stations. The MTA is able to utilize Federal 
funding as a portion of this project for the buses by including them as part of the Eastside 
Light Rail Project. If the project was not built, the MTA would not be able to utilize the 
Federal funding available for general bus purchase or operation because it was earmarked 
specifically for fixed guideway new starts projects. Cancellation of this Light Rail Project 
would cause hundreds of millions ofFederal New Start dollars to potentially leave this 
City and County and be reallocated to other cities or states. 

In addition, the State funding which will be used to construct the Eastside Light Rail 
Project may not be used for bus operations. Therefore, a decision to not construct this line 
will not result in the availability of any additional funding for bus operations. 

P-5 C Refer to response to Comment P-5B. 

Response to Sean Armstrong 

P-6 A Because of the design of the Eastside Corridor project, opportunities for graffiti would be 
limited. Generally, the only potential surfaces for graffiti would be the elevated structure 
over the U.S. 101 freeway, above-ground portions of the portals at the west and east ends 
of the tunnel section, limited surfaces in the vicinity of the street-level stations (similar to 
bus-stop enclosures), walls and other surfaces associated with the entrances to the subway 
station entrances, the walls and other surfaces in the subway portions of the corridor, and 
the sides of the traction power stations. 

Some of these sources would have limited accessibility, such as the overhead structure 
and some of the subway portions of the project. Others would be potentially subject to 
graffiti. In consideration of this impact, Section of the Final SEIS/SEIR 
has been revised, and Section has been added to the mitigation discussion. 

P-6 B LRT train noise can be controlled the same as traffic noise. By closing windows and 
doors LRT train noise levels on the inside of a building can be reduced. Sections 

of the Final SEIS/SEIR discuss anticipated impacts and mitigation measures that 
- will be required to mitigate adverse noise and vibration impacts. 

P-6 C See response to Comment P-5B. 
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Response to Mich Sakata, Los An&eles Hompa Hon&Wanji Buddhist Temple 

P-7 A See response to Written Comments 51D and 51 F. Also see response to Comment P-11 B 
regarding the Construction Impact Program. 

P-7 B Comment noted. The mitigation measures presented in the Final SEIS/SEIR are intended 
to minimize adverse impacts on the community. Once the LRT is operational, the temple 
will benefit by the increased transit access within the region. See also responses to 
Written Comments 51D and 51F. 

P-7 C See response to Written Comment 51E. 

P-7 D See response to Written Comment 511. 

P-7 E See response to Written Comment 51F. 

Response to Albert H. Taira, First Street South Plaza 
P-8 A The MTA is working with LADOT on relocating the alignment to the east of Alameda 

thereby keeping all corridor lanes open. Since circulation of the Draft SEIS/SEIR, the 
plans for 151 Street have changed so that two lanes of traffic in each direction will be 
provided between Alameda and Vignes Streets. See also response to Comment P-7 A. 

P-8 B Refer to response to Comment P-8A. 

P-8 C Comment noted. See response to Comment P-8A. 

Response to Ayako Hagihara, Little Tokyo Service Center CDC 

P-9 A The MTA worked with the community in selecting a location for a station in this area. 
The current location was thought to be the most central for the Arts District, Little Tokyo, 
and the downtown offices including the civic center, the federal buildings, etc. The MTA 
will be initiating a Community Linkage Study/Program that will look at creating a 
stronger tie to the station. Signage, art, and other urban design components will be 
studied. The Arts District will be informed once this Community Linkage Study/Program 
has been initiated. James Okazaki has been involved in our discussion of the entire 
alignment within the City of Los Angeles. He is considered a valuable asset. 

P-9 B Refer to Section .. for information on traffic circulation. MTA will widen 151 Street 
to provide two lanes each way from Alameda to Vignes Street, which will eliminate the 
blockage of a single traffic lane by a loading bus or stopped vehicle. MTA will work with 
local businesses, community organizations, and residents during the Community Linkages 
Study/Program to address traffic access issues. 

P-9 C MTA conducted station area meetings within the months of August, September and 
October, 2001. In addition, on-going community meetings are being conducted to 
determine the needs of the community at each station including ensuring the safety of 
passengers and motorists. Materials will be provided to the community that will convey 
safety information and access information to residents including the elderly in the best 
format (including language) possible. Use of symbols instead of words will also be 
pursued in the signage program for stations to avoid any language barriers. All stations 
will be ADA compliant and therefore accessible for slower moving patrons. Crosswalks 
will be highlighted with color to provide increased pedestrian safety. 

P-9 D -Comment noted. Impacts on community facilities have been assessed and mitigation has 
been developed to minimize adverse impacts on these as well as other such facilities. 
Refer to Section 4.16 of the Final SEIS/SEIR for additional information. 
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Response to Joel Bloom, Los An&eles River Arts and Business Association 

P-10 A Comment noted. Revised text in Section 4.1, Land Use, of the Final SEIS/SEIR includes 
mention of arts and residential units, as well as proposed mixed-use projects that are 
located in the Central City North planning area. The LRT Build Alternative is anticipated 
to be consistent with these land uses, so no changes regarding significance of impacts 
have been added. 

P-1 0 B Comment noted. The Red Line yard (the M&SF site selected for implementation) is now 
being used as a M&SF for the Metro Red Line. The yard was previously environmentally 
cleared for a 200 vehicle facility under a separate project and currently has excess 
capacity to accommodate additional rail vehicles. No changes to the Final SEIS/SEIR are 
required regarding significance of impacts. 

P-1 0 C Comment noted. When the light rail is built, bus lines will be rerouted to better connect 
with the system. 

P~10 D See response to Comment P-9A. 

Response to Shoji S. Shimizu, AlA, Mangrove Estate 

P-11 A . See responses to Written Comments 44A, 44B, 44C, 44D, 44F, 44G, 44L. 

P-11 B See responses to Written Comments 44A, 44B, 44D, and 44G. Refer to Section 
for information on traffic circulation. MTA will widen 1st Street to provide two lanes 
each way from Alameda to Vignes Street, which will eliminate the blockage of a single 
traffic lane by a loading bus or stopped vehicle. 

The Re-Evaluation/Major Investment Study (MIS) and previous studies on the Eastside 
Corridor looked at several alternatives, including a subway. The LRT optionwith the 
current route was the locally preferred alternative (LPA). Refer to Section . for more 
information on the background and context of the locally preferred alternative. See 
response to Comment P-3A regarding reasons for not pursuing the subway system. 

Regarding construction impacts, a Construction Impact Program will be developed, 
implemented, and managed by MTA's Public Affairs Department throughout the pre
construction, construction, and pre-revenue phases of transit corridor development and 
completion. · 

Critical to the development of the construction impact program are the factors specified in 
the Final SEIS/SEIR. This document has legal standing and calls out the major areas of 
concern that must be. addressed for the benefit of the community during the course of 
construction. Impacts to parking, access, and circulation are examples of areas of major 
concern. Building on the data in the Final SEIS/SEIR, Public Affairs conducts door-to
door surveys to individually interpret these impacts to businesses, residents, schools and 
facilities and the population inhabiting, working or frequenting these locations. 

Development of a construction impact program is the result of the compiled data from the 
surveys and ongoing meetings with individuals and groups in the community. A true 
understanding of the patterns for commerce, education, recreation, and general circulation 

- is the underpinning for a successful construction impact program. With this knowledge, 
the Public Affairs team develops individual impact programs for businesses, facilities, and 
residents. These programs may include signage, advertising, improved access, parking, 
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cleaning, community fairs, security, and pursuing flexibility for scheduling work 
activities, if feasible. Construction impact programs are developed and budgeted annually 
in consultation with affected businesses and facilities. 

As part of the construction impact program, the Public Affairs team has the responsibility 
to keep the community informed of all current and expected construction activities and 
impacts. This is accomplished through regularly scheduled meetings in the community, 
publication of newsletters, and the distribution of construction notices. Public Affairs 
officers represent the community's concerns at meetings with the MTA's contractors and 
third party participants such as the utilities. Public Affairs Officers are on call and on 
page for immediate response to concerns or urgent matters affecting the community as a 
result of transit corridor construction. 

The Construction Impact Programs will be developed in accordance with MTA Board 
adopted criteria for the Construction Impact Program. They will be developed to the same 
Board approved standard used in the MTA Red Line MOS-3 Project. 

Response to Barbara Schultz, Legal Aid Foundation of Los Angeles 

P-12 A Public comments were accepted for an additional 15 days beyond the original45-day 
comment period. The Executive Summary of the Draft SEIS/SEIR was translated into 
Spanish and was available at the community meetings and for those individuals who 
requested a copy. Over 100 copies were distributed to community members who 
requested a Spanish version of the executive summary. Presentation material at the public 
hearings was also translated into Spanish. 

P-12 B MTA previously conducted a Re-Evaluation/Major Investment Study (MIS) for the study 
area. The study initially considered 47 alternatives in various corridors using different 
transit modes including buses. Based on public input solicited at several community 
meetings and technical analysis, the number of build alternatives was reduced to eight; the 
No-Build and TSM Alternatives were also considered. All ten alternatives were looked at 
in greater detail. As a result of the environmental and technical information presented, the 
MTA Board determined that the corridor for the locally preferred alternative would best 
serve the community (refer to Section . of the Final SEIS/SEIR for more details about 
the Re-Evaluation!MIS). 

P-12 C See response to Written Comment 1F. 

Response to Anita Castellanos 

P-13 A See response to Written Comment lD. 

P-13 B Refer to Response to Written Comment 1D. 

Response to John Walsh, Bus Riders Union 

P-14 A The LRT includes a station within Little Tokyo on Alameda Street just north of 151 Street, 
in close proximity of the Japanese American National Museum. 

P-14 B The ridership forecasts for the Eastside Corridor project were developed using the MTA's 
Travel Demand Model. The MT A mode choice model was developed and calibrated as a 

- j>art of the Eastside Corridor Project. Mode Choice models are mathematical expressions 
that are used to estimate the model shares of the travel market given the time and cost 
characteristics of the various competing modes and the socio-economic and demographic 
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characteristics of the urban residents. The MTA mode choice model structure is a nested 
logit mode choice model. A nested logit model recognizes the potential for something 
other than equal competition among modes, unlike multinomiallogit and hierarchical 
logit models. 

The MTA travel demand modeling process has been validated using observations of 
individual travel choices obtained through surveys in the region focusing on travel 
characteristics and behavior of travelers and their households. The MTA model is an 
acceptable tool, well suited for providing forecasts for transportation planning and 
analysis purposes. 

P-14 C A law, passed by the Los Angeles County voters in 1999, prohibits spending oflocal 
funds from Proposition A and C sales tax revenues for new subway projects. No local 
funds will be used for the construction of the subway portion of the Eastside Corridor 
LRT; the money will be totally fmanced through Federal funding. 

P-14 D Comment noted. There is no significant environmental issue to be addressed. 

Response to Kauru Matsumoto (Doug) 

P-15 A MTA has checked both 800 North Alameda and 800 South Alameda and have found that 
they are not located within the project area. If the property you describe is located on 
Alameda, then MT A has moved the 151

/ Alameda Station to an off street location on the 
east side of Alameda upon the request of the City of Los Angeles, Department of 
Transportation. MTA addressed this issue with LADOT. LADOT also stated that due to 
the high volume of traffic on Alameda, access to Alameda for newly developed properties 
located on the east side of Alameda would not have been approved. MT A will ensure that 
access to your property will be maintained on the east/west streets such as 1st and Temple. 

P-1 5 B The MTA agrees that if the alignment were underground, it would have less of an impact 
on surface street traffic. An underground option was reviewed during the MIS phase of 
the project, but rejected due to its high cost. See also response to Comment P-3A. 

P -1 5 C Refer to Chapter 3 and Sections for information on traffic 
and safety issues. 

Response to Ernestina Montellano, CAARP 

P-16 A MTA granted an extension to the public review period from 45 to 60 days. CEQA 
Guidelines (Section 15 1 OS) state that "The public review period for a draft EIR shall not 
be less than 30 days nor should it be longer than 60 days except under unusual 
circumstances." No unusual circumstances have occurred with the Eastside Corridor LRT 
project; therefore, an extension beyond 60 days is not necessary. 

The executive summary of the Draft SEIS/SEIR was translated into Spanish and was 
available at the community meetings and for those individuals who requested a copy. 
Over 100 copies were distributed to community members who requested a Spanish 
version of the executive summary. Presentation material at the community meetings was 
also translated into Spanish. 

P-16 B RAC meetings are scheduled for the second Wednesday of the month. If a meeting was 
postponed by the RAC it was because of the conflict in time with the Public Hearing 
process. 

P-16 C The impacts on the schools and cemeteries are discussed in Sections of 
the Final SEIS/SEIR. Temporary street and sidewalk closures are addressed in Section 
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Sidewalk impacts are also discussed in MT A will work with local 
businesses, community organizations, and residents during the Community Linkages 
Study/Program to address these issues and impacts. 

P-16 D See response to Comment P-13A. 

P-16 E See response to Comment P-5B. 

P-16 F The train and station systems will be powered by the City of Los Angeles Department of 
Water & Power throughout the alignment within the City of Los Angeles. The portion of 
the project that lies in the County will be obtained from the company that provides service 
to the area. The MT A will purchase the power from these companies just as MT A 
purchases fuel for our Clean Natural Gas burning buses. Currently, the electric power is 
less expensive than any fossil fuel available. 

Response to Gerardo Salas, Union y Fuerza de Ia Comunidad 

P-17 A Service on Routes 251 and 252 will be increased with operations money included in the 
Eastside Light Rail project. 

P-17 B See response to Comment P-16A. 

Response to Marearita Sanchez, Boyle Heights Mejoramiento 

P-18 A Comment noted. The MTA has and will continue to work with the community through 
the Review Advisory Committee to gain input from the community on the design of the 
project. The Metro Art Program will continue to work with its Art Advisory Panel, which 
is made of community historians, artists, etc. The Community Linkages Study/Program 
will continue to work with the community to expand improvements from the immediate 
station to the surrounding areas. The Project will be designed to comply with MTA 
Design Criteria for Planning and Federal criteria to ensure good urban design. 

P-18 B See response to Comment P-16A. 

P-18 C Comment noted. No question posed. The maximum concentrations of all criteria 
pollutants, which includes PM10, are summarized in of the Final SEIS/SEIR 
for years 1998-2000. That table also discloses the number of days that pollutant 
concentrations violated Federal and State standards for those years. 

P-18 D LRT operations will generate ground vibration levels. These levels may be perceptible on 
the inside of buildings that are within 75 to 80 feet of the tracks. LRT vibrations are 
significantly lower than the threshold levels for building damage. Section 4.8 of the Final 
SEIS/SEIR provides the results of the vibration analysis for buildings in close proximity 
of the LRT project and discusses measures that will be taken to minimize adverse impacts. 

P-19 A Refer to Sections and . for information on traffic and 
safety issues. The MTA-funded Community Linkages Study/Program will develop plans 
to reduce the potential for unsafe LRT track crossings by pedestrians. Plans will include 
the use of well-defined pedestrian paths, distinctive crosswalk treatments, signage, and 
barriers where appropriate. 

_ Refer to the third paragraph in Section . Split-phase traffic signal operation will be 
implemented to accommodate left- and right-tum traffic on 3rd Street. 
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Note also that an additional option has been added since circulation of the Draft 
SEIS/SEIR that would eliminate the 3rd/Rowan Station and replace it with another station 
further east at 3rd/Ford. The Final SEIS/SEIR compares the impacts of both options. 
Using the findings of the Final SEIS/SEIR, MTA will decide which option to select for 
implementation. 

P-19 B MTA will work with local businesses, community organizations, and residents during the 
Community Linkages Study/Program to address issues such as these. 

Response to Santiago and Consuelo Cardona 

P-20 A The MTA Board decided on May 24, 2001 to eliminate Option 2 from further 
consideration. That option would have necessitated the acquisition of your home. Your 
home will not be acquired as part of the current project. 

P-20 B Information has been distributed throughout the corridor since August 1999. There have 
been numerous community meetings as well as newspaper advertisements that notify the 
community of the meetings. In addition to these distributions MTA has had two mail 
house distributions sent to over 100,000 (over 60,000 per mailing, same households twice) 
households. There are monthly Review Advisory Committee meetings, for which you are 
currently on our mailing list, and you can address your concerns at these meetings. 

Response to Olga Salas 

P-21 A See response to Comment P-16A. 

P-21 B MTA considers the safety of children as well as others a 
mitigation measures stipulated in Sections 
SEIS/SEIR will help to minimize the constructiOn and 
operations. The project will be required to meet MTA Rail Transit Design Criteria and 
Standards, Fire/Life Safety Criteria, Volume IX as well as other criteria discussed in those 
sections of the Final SEIS/SEIR. 

P-21 C See response to Comment P-21B. 

Response to Silvia Viramontes 

P-22 A Site and street specific Worksite Traffic Control Plans will be developed during final 
design and will need to be prepared and implemented to the requirements of LADOT and 
the County DPW. These plans will include information on both traffic and parking during 
construction. Refer to Section -· 

P-22 B Comment noted. Construction phase air quality impacts are disclosed in the Final 
SEIS/SEIR document. PM10 and NOx emissions during the construction period, even 
after implementation of available mitigation measures, are anticipated to exceed 
SCAQMD daily significance thresholds, which results in an impact that is significant and 
unavoidable. This impact will be included in the Statement of Overriding Considerations 
that MT A will use to weigh the benefits and adverse impacts before deciding on whether 
to proceed with the project. 

Response to Michael Weinraub 

P-23 A Comment noted. The LRT will provide a convenient and reliable transit mode and will 
!n~rease access and enhance mobility to the transit-dependent members of the community 
as well as others who wish to use it. The mitigation measures presented in the Final 
SEIS/SEIR are designed to minimize adverse impacts. 
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P-24 A See response to Comment P-5B. Regarding travel times, of the 
p_25 Final SEIS/SEIR presents transit travel times from selected origins in the Eastside 

Corridor to selected destinations. All of the comparisons show an improvement over the 
No-Build Alternative. 

Response to Juaquin Casttellanos, Boyle Heights Neighbors Organization 

P-26 A See response to Comment P-3A. 

P-26 B It is not the MTA's intention to destroy the 151 Street Bridge. Until1963 there was a fully 
operational street car system that went over the 151 Street Bridge, the P Line, indeed its 
tracks remain buried within parts of the bridge deck; therefore, the MTA does not believe 
it is harming a piece of history by reintroducing a train to the Bridge. To resolve this 
issue objectively, Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 requires 
the MTA to consult the State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) and other interested 
parties on this and all historic issues along the alignment and to execute a Memorandum 
~. eement (MOA) with SHPO that specifies mitigations to minimize harm. The 
-is included in the Final SEIS/SEIR. 

The City of Los Angeles Department of Transportation (LADOT) has been awarded funds 
to widen the ends of the bridge and alleviate traffic congestion. In addition, LADOT is 
planning to apply to the state for funding to widen the entire 151 Street bridge. Should 
funding become available to LADOT and construction begins, MTA will coordinate the 
construction schedule with LADOT to reduce impacts to traffic. As currently planned by 
MTA, should an accident occur on the 151 Street bridge when the LRT is in operation, tow 
trucks will be allowed to obtain access to a vehicle by using the track ROW as a lane to 
haul the vehicle from the bridge. 

Response to Rachel Santos 

P-27 A Funds are not available to extend the subway all the way to Downey Road (see response 

P-28 A 

P-29 A 

P-29 B 

P-29 c 

to Comment P-3A). Decisions had to be made regarding how to best use the limited 
resources available to provide an effective transit system. Therefore, the subway only 
extends through the most densely-populated portion of the corridor. Mitigation measures 
presented in Chapters 3 and 4 of the Final SEIS/SEIR were developed to minimize 
adverse safety and traffic impacts. 

Response to Anne Abraham 

See response to Comment P-5B. 

Response to Roger Christensen 

Comment noted. 

Comment noted. 

Comment noted. 

Response to Sherry Breskin, Ramona High School 
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P-30 A MTA has been meeting with LAUSD to discuss the impacts related to Ramona High 
School and the operation of the LRT in the vicinity. As a result of these discussions, 
MTA has decided to study an additional option in the Final SEIS/SEIR (refer to Chapter 
2.0 for a complete discussion of the options). The option includes providing resources to 
LAUSD to purchase property and relocate the school to a new site chosen by LAUSD or 
to provide resources to LAUSD to redesign and perform reconstruction of the existing 
building and additional facilities. A station would be provided at 3rd/Indiana, which will 
provide the students and faculty with convenient access to the LRT. MTA, with LAUSD 
input, will decide which option to implement after considering all of the findings in the 
Final SEIS/SEIR regarding environmental impacts of each option. 

Note also that MTA considers the safety of children, as w~ty. 
The numerous mitigation measures stipulated in Sections...._._.. 
- of the Final SEIS/SEIR will help to minimize the potential for accidents during 
construction and operations. The project will be required to meet MTA Rail Transit 
Design Criteria and Standards, Fire/Life Safety Criteria, Volume IX as well as the other 
criteria cited in those sections of the Final SEIS/SEIR. 

P-30 B See response to Comment P-30A. 

P-30 C Comment noted. MTA thanks you for your support of the Eastside Corridor project. See 
response to Comment P-30A. 

Response to Concepcion Vasquez 

P-31 A MTA thanks you for your support of the Eastside Corridor project. 

Response to Raul B. Vasquez 

P-32 A Comment noted. MTA thanks you for your support of the Eastside Corridor project. 

Response to Silvia Diharce, Ramona High School 

P-33 A See response to Comment P-30A. 

Response to Leticia Sanchez, Humphreys Avenue Middle School 

P-34 A MTA will continue working with the community throughout fmal design as part of the 
Community Linkages Study/Program to develop traffic calming measures at strategic 
locations throughout the study area. 

Response to Frances Galvan 

P-35 A See response to Comment P-30A. 

P-35 B MTA will work with local businesses, community organizations, and residents during the 
Community Linkages Study/Program to address issues such as these. Due to the center 
alignment of the LRT, the center turn lane will be removed, and traffic will be prohibited 
from making left- or U-turns mid-block. Left- and U-turns will be possible at signalized 

. intersections. Mid-block pedestrian crossings will be possible only at marked signalized 
crosswalks. Potential locations for mid-block crosswalks will be determined during the 
Community Linkages Study/Program. 
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Response to Dan Farkas, Councilmember Pacheco's Office 

P-36 A Comments noted. Public safety is of utmost concern to MTA. The project will 
~y design features and measures that are discussed in 
---of the Final SEIS/SEIR to enhance pedestrian safety. The project will 
be required to meet MTA Rail Transit Design Criteria and Standards, Fire/Life Safety 
Criteria, Volume IX as well as the other criteria cited in those sections of the Final 
SEIS/SEIR. 

P-36 B The MTA agrees with this recommendation. Money has been set aside in the Eastside 
Corridor budget for the purpose of identifying and implementing pedestrian and traffic 
safety apparatus along the alignment. The MTA is currently talking to other light rail 
train operators and vendors around the country to identify the latest technologies in safety 
and security equipment. The Project will be constructed in full accordance with existing 
MTA Fire Life Safety Criteria and will be reviewed for safety adequacy by the MTA Fire 
Life Safety Committee, which includes two fire chiefs, one each from the City and 
County Fire Departments. Their participation is funded by MTA. 

36 C Section - of the Final SEIS/SEIR calls for providing crossing guards in vicinity of 
all construction sites and haul routes as warranted in accordance with California DOT 
Traffic Manual, Chapter 10-07.3, Warrants for Adult Crossing Guards. Where the 
manual criterion does not warrant placement of crossing guards, MTA may provide 
crossing guards during school hours on a site-specific basis during school hours during 
construction, where related lane closures will divert traffic to residential streets utilized by 
elementary and middle school students. Section 4.14 states that once the LRT is 
operational, MTA will provide a crossing guard during daily arrival and dismissal times at 
the schools closest to the alignment (Ramona High, Utah Elementary, Our Lady of 
Lourdes, and Griffith Middle Schools), if requested by the school administrators for as 
long as their presence is requested. 

Regarding safety programs, Section 4.14 states that MTA will provide to LAUSD an 
instructional safety program with materials at no charge to all affected schools. 
Educational material will also be provided to senior citizen centers within the project area 
upon request. 

P-36 D Refer to response to Comment P-36B. 

P-36 E One of the options included in the Draft SEIS/SEIR is an alternative that would take the 
trains under Indiana Street to 3rd Street. However, due to its high cost, this option was not 
chosen by the MTA Board on May 24, 2001. Per your recommendation and those made 
by several other community members and elected officials, the MTA is talking to Ramona 
High School in an effort to mitigate the impacts of the LRT project. See comment P-30A. 

P-36 F See response to Comment P-36A. 

Response to Linda Sabori, Ramona High School 

P-37 A See response to Comment P-30A and P-36A. 

P-37 B See response to Comment P-30A. 

- Response to Lupe Lopez, McDonalds 

P-38 A Comment noted. However, property values have actually been shown to increase in areas 
in close proximity of transit stations. For example, a recent study done for Dallas for the 
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Dallas Area Rapid Transit (DART) LRT system compared property values around DART 
stations (within ~ mile) to control neighborhoods where no LRT was located. The study 
found that property valuations were generally about 50 percent greater near the LRT 
stations. 

P-38 B The MTA is currently holding station area meetings to discuss the design and 
opportunities at stations within the area of each of the eight station locations. In addition, 
the Community Linkages Study/Program will continue to work with the community on 
additional design measures to be implemented beyond the immediate station area. The 
goal is to work together to build a system to fit into the local community and not be an 
eyesore. 

Response to Victor Delgado 

P-39 A MTA thanks you for your support of the Eastside Corridor project. 

Response to Antonio Maldonado, Parish of Ressurrection 

P-40 A Comment noted. MTA thanks you for your support of the Eastside Corridor project. 

Response to Lupe Lopez, Mothers of East Los Angeles 

P-41 A Comment noted. MTA thanks you for your support of the Eastside Corridor project. 

P-41 B Comment noted. MTA thanks you for your support of the Eastside Corridor project. 

Response to Rosa Gabaldon 

P-42 A Comment noted. MTA thanks you for your support of the Eastside Corridor project. 

Response to Ron Granados, Las Americas Foundation 

P-43 A Section 4.14 of the Final SEIS/SEIR discusses Metro Blue Line accident data and 
indicates that approximately 4.0 on-street accidents occurred per year per mile in fiscal 
years 1993 to 1999. For fiscal year 1999 only, the accident rate was about 5.1 per mile. 
The vast majority were auto conflicts with LRT vehicles. Only five percent involved 
pedestrians. Because the Eastside Corridor LRT will operate underground through the 
most densely populated portion of the alignment, the accident rate for this system will 
likely be less than that of the Blue Line. The project will the 
features and measures that are discussed in Sections of the 
Final SEIS/SEIR to enhance safety. The project will be required to meet MTA Rail 
Transit Design Criteria and Standards, Fire/Life Safety Criteria, Volume IX as well as the 
other criteria cited in those sections of the Final SEIS/SEIR. 

Response to Ross Valencia 

P-44 A Comment noted. 

Response to Anita Hernandez 

P-45 A Comment noted. MTA thanks you for your support of the Eastside Corridor project. 
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Response to Robert Lopez 

P-46 A The analysis for visual impacts (Section 4.6 of the Final SEIS/SEIR) did not consider 
subjective judgments such as "beautiful" and "lousy" because people seldom agree on 
these values. Therefore, it is a well-established analysis methodology to discuss physical 
changes, the changes that would occur in the visual environment due to these changes, the 
exposure of these changes to the viewing public, and the significance of this change. 

P-46 B Section 3.1 of the Final SEIS/SEIR discusses the anticipated increases in transit patronage 
anticipated as a result of implementation of the LRT. The forecasts were based, in part, 
on SCAG projections of future population and employment growth in the local area and 
the region. The forecasts show that light rail will be used by the community. Regarding 
your concern about lowered property values, see response to Comment P-38A. 

Response to AI Santillanes, Adelante Eastside CRA 

P-47 A Comment noted. MTA thanks you for your support of the Eastside Corridor project. 

P-47 B The MTA is taking various steps to mitigate the impacts of the project during construction 
as well as preparing the stations and tunnel exits and entrances with safety precautions. 
The MTA is currently studying each of the station areas and will be performing a 
Community Linkage Study/Program that will look at lighting, security, safety, pedestrian 
crossings, signage, art and other measures in order to create an improved environment and 
enhance the access to the project. The project will be required to meet MTA Rail Transit 
Design Criteria and Standards, Fire/Life Safety Criteria, Volume IX. 

P-47 C See response to Comment P-llB. 

P-47 D Signage will be a part of this program. Signage will be posted to provide access to 
existing parking locations of businesses that are impacted during construction. The 
parking replacement program will be developed in close coordination with affected 
Eastside community groups. Refer to Section - of the Final SEIS/SEIR. 

Construction methods are identified in Section 4.19 .1, and impacts such as muck removal 
areas are discussed in Sections 

P-47 E Preliminary Engineering of an east of Lorena platform location was found to be infea!Mble 
due to the major impacts on access to businesses already located in the vicinity. Station 
designs will assist in providing access to businesses along Lorena. In addition, the 
Community Linkages Study/Program will work with the residents, businesses and other 
parties to identify methods by which to provide greater connections to businesses, points 
of interest and high activity centers. See also response to Written Comment 23C. 

Response to Arturo Herrera 

P-48 A MTA thanks you for your support of the Eastside Corridor project. See response to 
Comment P-30A. 

Response to Louis Martinez, Comite de Padres 

P-49 A MTA thanks you for your support of the Eastside Corridor project. See response to 
Comment P-30A. 

Response to Carlos Montante 
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P-50 A See response to Comment P-3A. 

Response to Ed&ar Sanchez, Bus Riders Union 

P-51 A See response to Comment P-5B. 

Response to Gerardo Salas, Union y Fuerza de Ia Comunidad 

P-52 A Comments noted. The mitigations presented in the Final SEIS/SEIR were developed to 
minimize adverse impacts. Once completed, the LRT will provide a convenient and 
reliable transit mode to the community and will increase access and mobility to the many 
who depend on public transit to meet their transportation needs. 

Response to Ernestina Montellano, CAARP 

P-53 A See response to Comment P-16A. 

P-53 B See response to Comment P-16C. 
P-53 C See responses to Written Comments 31 T and 36Q. The Contractor will be required to 

meet construction noise and vibration limits set by MT A. These limits are intended to 
protect the occupants ofbuildings along the alignment. Section - of the Final 
SEIS/SEIR describes these requirements. 

P-53 D See response to Comment P-5B. 

Response to Jose S. Leon 

P-54 A The goals of the Eastside Light Rail Corridor are discussed in Section While 
improving traffic is not one of the goals of the project, the goals do include improving 
access and mobility for residents, employees, and visitors to the Eastside. 

The MIS and previous studies on the Eastside Corridor looked at several alternatives. The 
LRT option with the current route was the locally preferred alternative (LPA). Refer to 
Section for more information on the background and context of the locally preferred 
alternative. 

See response to Comment P-11B for information regarding impacts during construction. 
See response to Comment P-30A regarding access impacts. 

Response to Armida Marquez 

P-55 A The MTA-funded Community Linkages Study/Program will develop plans to reduce the 
potential for unsafe LRT track crossings by pedestrians. Plans will include the use of 
well-defined pedestrian paths, distinctive crosswalk treatments, signage, and barriers 
where appropriate. The project will be constructed in full accordance with existing MTA 
Fire/Life Safety Criteria and will be reviewed for safety adequacy by the MTA Fire Life 
Safety Committee, which includes two fire chiefs, one each from the City and County Fire 
Departments. 

Response to Mary Louise Reeves 

P-56 A No construction will take place on the cemetery property. No tunneling is to be excavated 
below the cemetery. 
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P-57 A Thank you for your support. This project will not affect the existing freeway facilities. 

Response to Margarita Sanchez, Boyle Heights Mejoram.iento 

P-58 A It is not true that no Dashes or shuttles have resulted from past MTA efforts. The Boyle 
Heights Shuttle serving the community including Delores Mission is an example. The 
County Shuttles serving the ELA Civic Center are other shuttles. MTA also funds the 
ACCESS service for individuals who qualify with disabilities requiring door-to-door 
service. MT A does attempt to respond to citizen requests. Examples include: 1) the 
entire bus fleet now has chairlifts; 2) based on passenger demands, low floor buses are 
coming into the MTA and LADOT DASH fleets to improve handicapped access beyond 
what wheelchair lifts can provide; and 3) MTA has the nation's largest fleet ofCNG buses 
to improve regional air quality, as well as a Board policy ofbuying only clean fuel buses 
(not diesel buses). Citizen and passenger input is vital to MTA, essential and 
implemented wherever appropriate and possible. 

P-58 B Comment noted. See response to Comment P-22B. 

Response to Patricio Sanchez 

P-59 A Comments noted. Many ofthe comments are outside the scope of the Eastside Corridor 
project. However, with regard to the narrowing of 151 Street due to the LRT, the project 
has been modified so that 1st Street will be provided with two lanes in each direction from 
Alameda to Vignes Street. In any event, it is unlikely that large trucks will use this street 
to any great extent except, perhaps, for local deliveries. The LRT will make this route 
less attractive for use by large trucks, and drivers will likely seek alternate east-west 
routes. 

Response to Armando Herman 

P-60 A See responses to Comments P-5B and P-70B. 

P-61 A 

Response to Santiago Sandona 

Comments noted. MTA considers safety a high priority. The proje~.e 
design features and measures that are discussed in Sections ___,... 

of the Final SEIS/SEIR to enhance the safety of school children and other 
pedestrians. The project will be required to meet MTA Rail Transit Design Criteria and 
Standards, Fire/Life Safety Criteria, Volume IX. 

To educate school children, Section 4.14 states that MTA will provide to LAUSD an 
instructional safety program with materials at no charge to all affected schools in the 
study area. 

Response to Anita Castellanos 

P-62 A _See response to Comment P-13A. 

Response to Olgas Salas 
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P-63 A See response to Comment P-5B. 

P-63 B The executive summary was translated into Spanish and was available at the community 
meetings and for those individuals who requested a copy. Over 100 copies were 
distributed to community members who requested a Spanish version of the executive 
summary. Presentation material at the community meetings was also translated into 
Spanish. Bilingual staff was also available to answer any questions at community 
meetings. 

Response to Ricardo Mireles 

P-64 A Comment noted. 

P-64 B MTA thanks you for your support of the Eastside Corridor LRT project. 

Response to Arturo Osoro 

P~65 A Section- of the Final SEIS/SEIR discusses mitigation measures to be taken to 
minimize impacts on businesses during construction. Among the measures to be taken 
include: advanced notification of traffic detours and delays and potential utility 
disruptions; maintenance of access to all businesses; support to those businesses most 

. affected to implement promotions for their businesses; and installation of signage to direct 
all traffic to businesses via alternate routes, if needed. See also response to Comment P
llB. 

Response to Erica Friedman, Roosevelt High School 

P-66 A See response to Comment P-5B. 

Response to Connie Gomez, Abulitos de Boyle Heights 

P-67 A Section 4.14 of the Final SEIS/SEIR states that MTA will provide to LAUSD an 
instructional safety program with materials at no charge to all affected schools in the 
study area. This instructional safety program with materials can be provided to senior 
citizens centers upon request. 

Response to Rita Govea 

P-68 A See response to Comment P-3A. 

P-68 B Comment noted. To help educate the children, MTA will provide to LAUSD an 
instructional safety program with materials at no charge to all affected schools in the 
study area (Please refer to Section 4.14 of the Final SEIS/SEIR for additional 
information). 

Response to Silvia Viramontes 

P-69 A The baseline information in the Supplemental EIS/Subsequent EIR has been updated to 
existing conditions, and the document evaluates the impacts of the light rail system that is 
currently proposed. 

P-69 B - For those properties being acquired for the LRT project, provisions of the Uniform 
Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act, as amended, apply. 
The Act mandates that certain relocation services and payments by MT A be made 
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available to residents, businesses, and non-profit organizations displaced by the project. 
The purpose of the Act is to provide for uniform and equitable treatment of persons 
displaced by federal and federally assisted programs. Section - of the Final 
SEIS/SEIR provides additional information about the stipulations of this legislation. 

Response to Alfonso Falcon 

P-70 A MTA thanks you for your support of this project. Regarding construction of a subway 
project, see response to Comment P-3A. 

P-70 B The MTA is working with the Federal Government on cost controls. A consultant has 
been hired by the Federal Government to audit MTA from time to time. The consultant, 
Project Management Oversight Committee (PMOC), will report to the Federal agencies of 
MTA's adherence to cost and schedule. 

P-70 C There will be more information about the designs of the stations as the project progresses. 
MTA is holding station area meetings during the months of August, September, October, 
2001, to present preliminary station designs to the community. Renderings, models, art 
pieces and urban design will all present the concept to the community. MTA will be 
taking input from the community on the designs. Notifications regarding each specific 
station area will be sent to the immediate community. 

Response to Lester Garcia 

P-71 A See response to Comment P-5B. 

Response to John Sanchez, Homeboy Industries 

P-72 A Comments noted. No significant environmental issue to be addressed. 

Response to Paul Perez 

P-73 A Comments noted. No question posed. 

Response to Gabriele Garib 

P-74 A Comment noted. The mitigation measures presented in Sections of 
the Final SEIS/SEIR are specified to minimize adverse air quality and noise impacts from 
construction to the extent possible. 

P-74 B See responses to Comments P-5B (regarding buses) and P-11B (regarding construction 
impacts). 

P-74 C The City and County of Los Angeles Police and Fire Departments will be consulted 
during the design phase. The Traffic Control plans developed prior to construction, and 
approved by LADOT and the County DPW will take into account the needs of the fire 
and police departments. Refer to Section 

Response to Alan Gee, Latino Urban Forum 

P-75 A Comment noted. MTA thanks you for your support ofthe Eastside Corridor project. 

Response to Renee Chavez 
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P-76 A Comment noted. MTA thanks you for your support of the Eastside Corridor project. 

P-76 B Thank you for your support. The LRT will provide many beneficial services to the 
community at large. 

P-76 C Comment noted. The federal funds that are being sought through the Federal Transit 
Administration are specially earmarked for the Eastside Corridor LRT project. The funds 
are not available for other local transit projects. 

Response to Luis Hernandez 

P -77 A Comment noted. MTA thanks you for your support of the Eastside Corridor project. 

Response to Jose Luis Jimenez 

P-78 A Comments noted. MTA considers safety a high priority. The ect will 
~ign features and measures that are discussed in 
.._. ofthe Final SEIS/SEIR to enhance the safety of school children, people 
attending church, and other pedestrians. The project will be required to meet MTA Rail 
Transit Design Criteria and Standards, Fire/Life Safety Criteria, Volume IX as well as the 
other criteria cited in those sections of the Final SEIS/SEIR. 

Response to Jorge-Mario Cabrera 

P-79 A MTA thanks you for your support of the Eastside Corridor LRT project. The major 
purpose of the SEIS/SEIR that has been prepared for this project is to evaluate the 
environmental impacts and to specify mitigation for adverse impacts. The community's 
needs are a key factor considered in the analysis. 

P-79 B See responses to Comments P-5B and P-78A. 

Response to Felipe Agredano-Lozano 

P-80 A Comments noted. MTA thanks you for your support of the Eastside Corridor project. 

Response to Anita Castellanos 

P-81 A See response to Comment P-13A. 

P-81 B The Ranch Market had originally been displaced as part of the Metro Red Line project. 
The owners of the market received relocation monies to move the Market to the comer of 
1st and Chicago. They chose instead to continue operating at the same location paying 
MT A a monthly rent. There are other full service markets located within the Boyle 
Heights area, Fines Market on Olympic, Food for Less on Olympic, Food for Less on 
First Street, Vons on Fourth Street, and Big Buy on Cesar Chavez. 

Response to Ron Granados 

P-82 A Comments noted. Section 4.14 of the Final SEIS/SEIR discusses Metro Blue Line 
accident data and indicates that approximately 4.0 on-street accidents occurred per year 
per mile in fiscal years 1993 to 1999. For fiscal year 1999 only, the accident rate was 

-about 5.1 per mile. The vast majority were auto conflicts with LRT vehicles. Only five 
percent involved pedestrians. Because the Eastside Corridor LR T will operate 
underground through the most densely populated portion of the alignment, the accident 
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rate for this system will likely be less than that of the Blue Line. MTA places a high 
priority on safety. The project will · the design features and measures 
that are discussed in Sections of the Final SEIS/SEIR to 
enhance safety. The project will be required to meet MTA Rail Transit Design Criteria 
and Standards, Fire/Life Safety Criteria, Volume IX as well as the other criteria cited in 
those sections of the Final SEIS/SEIR. 

The LR T will augment the current bus system and serve as an additional transit mode 
within the community. The LRT will provide a convenient and reliable mode of 
transportation and will enhance access and mobility to those depending on transit to meet 
their transportation needs. 

P-82 B See response to Comment P-18A. 

Response to Lucy Delaado, Mothers of East Los Anaeles 

P-83 A Comments noted. MTA thanks you for your support of the Eastside Corridor project. 

Response to Antonio Gardea 

P-84 A Comments noted. MTA thanks you for your support of the Eastside Corridor project. 

Response to Gilberto Cortez 

P-85 A Comments noted. MTA thanks you for your support of the Eastside Corridor project. 

Response to Tomas Perez 

P-86 A See responses to Comments P-18A and P-46A regarding aesthetics and Comment P-38A 
regarding property values. Relative to your comment about MTA building an elevated 
freeway, the purpose of this project is to provide enhanced transit services to the 
community. Construction of another freeway to accommodate more automobiles through 
the area will not achieve this goal. 

Response to John Arroyo 

P-87 A Appropriate landscaping is discussed throughout Section a, Mitigation. Special 
attention to the pedestrian environment was taken throughout the visual analysis. Several 
of the visual policies analyzed relate to the pedestrian environment. See also response to 
Comment P -18A. 

P-87 B MTA thanks you for your support of the Eastside Corridor LRT project. 

Response to Rita Rodriquez 

P-88 A See response to Comment P-3A. 

Response to Servando Ornelos 

P-89 A Third Street, as well as the other streets where the LRT alignment will be built, will 
-undergo reconstruction as discussed in Section 4.19 of the Final SEIS/SEIR. The 

mitigations, also discussed in that section, will help to minimize adverse impacts during 
the construction period to the extent possible. Once completed, the LRT will provide a 
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convenient and reliable mode of transportation and will enhance access and mobility to 
those depending on transit to meet their transportation needs. Regarding renovation of 
properties along 3rd Street, MTA has no jurisdiction and is, therefore, prevented from 
funding renovation of properties that are not part of the Eastside LRT project. 

P-89 B Comments noted. However, compensation will be provided only to owners of property 
that is needed for the LRT right-of-way. The light rail system will provide an overall 
benefit to the community by providing a reliable and convenient transit mode that will 
increase access and mobility to those depending on transit to meet their transportation 
needs! 

Response to Victor Duran 

P-90 A Your properties are not being acquired by MTA under either Option A orB on Indiana. 
Regarding impacts on businesses during construction, see response to Comment P-11B. 

Response to Gerardo Salas, Union y Fuerza de Ia Comunidad 

P-91 A See response to Comment P-16A. 

P-91 B Comment noted. No significant environmental issue to be addressed. 

Response to Ron Mukai 

P-92 A Thank you for your comment. The Review Advisory Committee meets every 2nd 
Wednesday of the month as you as a member knows. This committee was established as 
a forum to assure the community is informed on the status of the project and a place to 
voice concerns from the community. 

P-92 B See response to Comment P-18A. MTA will have a comprehensive urban design for the 
project including trees. MTA will maintain all trees planted as a direct part of the project 
including; fertilizing, pruning, and watering. In addition, MTA will fund a Community 
Linkages Study/Program for the urban design of pedestrian pathways well beyond the 
limits of the project proper. With the regard to the desire for landscaping even if the 
project is delayed, the results from the Community Linkages Study/Program would still be 
eligible for funding through the MTA call for project even if the light rail project is 
delayed. 

P-92 C See response to Comment P-12C. 

P-92 D Comments noted. Except during portions of the construction period, on 3rd Street, one 

P-92 

lane of traffic and a parking lane will remain in each direction and left turns will be 
allowed on to Mednik. Also, 3rd Street will have two lanes open in each direction during 
peak periods. Traffic plans will be developed and implemented during construction to the 
satisfaction of the LADOT and County DPW to address traffic issues during construction. 

E The LRT trains will follow the same laws as the adjacent traffic, .. ·, ,.., .... ,,... .. ,,1'. stopping at 
traffic signals and following the posted speed limit. Refer to Section of the Final 
SEIS/SEIR for more information. 

Response to Olgas Salas 

P-93 A -Portions ofthe Long Beach Blue Line operate within street rights-of-way. Section 4.14 of 
the Final SEIS/SEIR presents Blue Line accident data and then makes some observations 
about how it may apply to the Eastside Corridor project. The accident rate for the 
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Eastside Corridor project may be lower due to the fact that it would operate in subway 
through the most densely populated portion of the corridor. In any case, MTA places a 
high priority on safety. The project will · the · features and 
measures that are discussed in Sections of the Final 
SEIS/SEIR to enhance safety. The project will be required to meet MT A Rail Transit 
Design Criteria and Standards, Fire/Life Safety Criteria, Volume IX. 

Response to Ed&ar Sanchez, Bus Riders Union 

P-94 A See response to Comment P-5B. 

P-94 B The MTA performed several studies (1998 MIS, 2001 DraftSEIS/SEIR) that concluded 
the need for better transit service for the communities of the Eastside. The dense area is 
highly transit dependent. With the growth in jobs and population, this area will need to be 
able to have reliable, higher capacity transit to get people out of the traffic congested 
streets and to their jobs. It will also connect the area to the existing and future rail 
network that currently serves Long Beach, North Hollywood, Downtown L.A., Mid-City, 
Hollywood and, by 2003, Pasadena, South Pasadena and Lincoln Heights. 

Response to Bertha Faustinos 

P-95 A Safety of school children and other pedestrians is of utmost concern to MTA. The project 
will · the features and measures that are discussed in Sections 

of the Final SEIS/SEIR to ensure the safety of school 
children. The project will be required to meet MTA Rail Transit Design Criteria and 
Standards, Fire/Life Safety Criteria, Volume IX. Note that once the LRT is operational, 
MTA will consider providing a crossing guard during daily arrival and dismissal times at 
the schools closest to the alignment (Ramona High, Utah Elementary, Our Lady of 
Lourdes, and Griffith Middle Schools), if requested by the school administrators for as 
long as their presence is requested. In addition, MTA will provide to LAUSD an 
instructional safety program with materials at no charge to all affected schools in the 
study area. 

P-95 B From time to time parking along 151 and 3rd Streets will be eliminated while construction 
for utility relocation and track work is underway in those areas. Access to homes will be 
maintained. Some detours will be necessary for temporary street closures. 

P-95 C The Review Advisory Committee, composed oflocal residents, business owners, elected 
official representatives, and community organizations, meets on a monthly basis and its 
agenda is geared to update the community on the Eastside Light Rail Project and to voice 
their concerns. 

Response to Juan Patricio Sanchez 

P-96 A The Alameda Corridor project is outside the scope of the Eastside Corridor project. 
However, the many mitigation measures specified in Section 4.19 of the Final SEIS/SEIR 
will be incorporated into the construction phase of the Eastside Corridor project to 
minimize adverse impacts to the extent possible. MTA will be required to develop and 
implement traffic control plans to satisfy both LADOT and the County DPW concerns to 
minimize adverse traffic impacts during construction to the extent possible. 

P-96 B -For those properties being acquired for the LRT project, provisions of the Uniform 
Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act, as amended, apply. 
The Act mandates that certain relocation services and payments by MT A be made 
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available to residents, businesses, and non-profit organizations displaced by the project. 
The purpose of the Act is to provide for uniform and equitable treatment of persons 
displaced by federal and federally assisted programs. Section of the Final 
SEIS/SEIR provides additional information about the stipulations of this legislation. 

Response to Guadalupe Lopez 

P-97 A There will be no walls surrounding the train on 3rd Street. The only locations where any 
walls will be present are for very short distances where the tracks leave the east and west 
portals of the subway segment. The tracks will run down the center of 3rd Street and will 
be separated from traffic by a small curb that is mountable for emergency vehicles should 
an emergency occur. 

P-97 B Comment noted. 

P-97 C See response to Comment P-38A regarding property values. 

Response to Jose Ruiz, Our Lady of Lourdes 

P-98 A The impacts on Our Lady of Lourdes Church are thoroughly discussed in 
Section sub.:.section Visual Impacts on Important Visual Resources. In the middle 
of the street in front of the church, there would be the catenary system and rails embedded 
in the existing pavement. The station, under Option A, would be located about Y2 block 
west of the church. Under Option B, no station would be located near the church. 
("Metal dividers," as mentioned by the commenter, would not be part of the project.) 
While these elements would be visible from the church, their scale would not allow the 
"enclosing" of the church. Street-level stations would be relatively small-scale structures, 
providing only a small platform, an overhead structure, and stairways/ramps for 
pedestrian access. These features would be scaled and designed to be appropriate for their 
setting. Moving the station to be less visible from the church, thus reducing this less-than
significant impact, would also mean that this important facility would be moved further 
from the church, which is a major activity center that would benefit from the improved 
access by the transit-dependent population. Refer also to response to Comment P-19A. 

P-98 B MTA will work with local businesses, community organizations, and residents during the 
Community Linkages Study/Program to address access issues such as these. Due to the 
center alignment of the LRT, the center turn lane will be removed, and traffic will be 
prohibited from making left- or U-turns mid-block. Left- and U-turns will be possible at 
signalized intersections. Access to the businesses and residents along the alignment will 
be by right turn only. Vehicles will be prohibited from crossing tracks at non-signalized 
intersections. 

On-street parking will not be removed during the operation of the line. Current peak 
period parking restrictions will remain in effect. 

The MT A has committed to implementing a parking replacement program, which will 
reduce project parking impacts to a less than significant level. The parking replacement 
program will be developed in close coordination with affected Eastside community 
groups. Refer to Sections of the Final SEIS/SEIR. Also see response 

-to Comment P-19A. 
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Response to Mario Prietto, Homeboy Industries 

P-99 A See response to Comment P-12C. 

Response to John Lango ria, East Los Angeles Chamber of Commerce 

P-100 A See responses to Comments P-12C, P-21B, and P-43A. 

Response to Ernestina Montellano, CAARP 

P-101 A See response to Comment P-16A. 

P-101 B See response to Comment P-53C. 

Response to Esther Ibarra 

P-102 A Comments noted. MTA thanks you for your support of the Eastside Corridor project. 

P-103 

P-103 

P-104 

P-105 

P-105 

P-106 

P-106 

P-106 

Response to Luis Soto · 

A See response to Comment P-98B. 

B See responses to Comments P-5B and P-94B. 

A See responses to Comments P-3A and P-43A. 

Response to Lillian de Loza 

A MTA thanks you for your comment. We will notify the school on allowing a flyer to be 
distributed for future community meetings. Two large mailers were distributed to over 
100,000 (60000+ to the same households twice) households throughout the East Los 
Angeles community; this included households around Griffith Middle School. 

B Comment noted. Park-and-ride lots will be located in the vicinity of the Beverly/ Atlantic 
intersection and/or the Pomona/ Atlantic intersection depending on the LRT option 
selected for implementation. The lot(s) will be at the next station east ofthe 3rd/Mednik 
Station. 

Response to Daniel Walker, Sierra Club 

A Comments noted. MTA thanks you for your support of the Eastside Corridor project. 

B Comments noted. MTA thanks you for your support of the Eastside Corridor project. 

C MTA thanks you for your support 'ofthe Eastside Corridor LRT project. 

Response to William Morrison 

P-107 A See response to Comment P-115A regarding taxes. The MTA will be reconstructing the 
streets on which the project is located. It is not within the MTA'sjurisdiction to conduct 
general street maintenance within the City of Los Angeles. 

- Response to Karen Hirai-Olen 

P-108 A Comment noted. Please refer to Section 3.2.3.2, where traffic shifts are discussed. 
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P-1 08 B Safety of school children and other pedestrians is of utmost concern to MTA. The project 
1nr·nn-.nT!'ITP the features and measures that are discussed in Sections 

of the Final SEIS/SEIR to ensure the safety of school 
children. The project will be required to meet MTA Rail Transit Design Criteria and 
Standards, Fire/Life Safety Criteria, Volume IX. 

P-108 C Site and street specific Worksite Traffic Control Plans will be developed during final 
design. These plans will include information on traffic, congestion, and pedestrian access 
during construction. LADOT and the County DPW will · that these be 
developed to meet their requirements. Refer to Sections of the Final 
SEIS/SEIR. 

P-1 08 D Refer to response to Comment P-1 08C. 

P-108 E Site and street specific Worksite Traffic Control Plans will be developed in cooperation 
with the City of Los Angeles Department of Transportation and Los Angeles County. 
This plan will outline the sequence of events that must take place prior to a street closure, 
including the notification of residents and businesses. 

P-108 F Noise and vibration impacts during construction will require mitigation to meet the Los 
Angeles CEQA Noise Thresholds and MTA Baseline Specifications Section 01565, 
Construction Noise and Vibration Control. See Section - of the Final SEIS/SEIR 
for more information. 

P-1 08 G The MTA's Office of Small Business Diversity & Labor Compliance administers the 
Disadvantaged Business Enterprise Program (DBE) and the Small Business Enterprise 
Program (SBE) to ensure a level playing field in all aspects ofMTA contracting 
opportunities. See also response to Comment P-12C. 

Response to Ramon Ramirez, East Los An2eles Colle2e 

P-109 A MTA thanks you for your support of the Eastside Corridor LRT project. 

P-110 

P-110 

P-110 

P-110 

Response to Joaquin Castellanos 

A Comments noted. See response to Comment P-43A. 

B The operating and maintenance cost ofLRT, assuming the life of equipment and facilities, 
is less expensive than operating and maintaining an equivalent capacity (persons per hour) 
with standard buses. This analysis was part of the basis that the MTA Board of Directors 
used in the MIS analysis to select the LRT Build Alternative. 

C Comment noted. There will be some adverse impacts, especially during construction. 
However, the numerous mitigation measures presented in the Final SEIS/SEIR are 
designed to minimize adverse impacts on the community. Once built, the LRT will 
provide a convenient and reliable transit mode and will increase access and enhance 
mobility to the transit-dependent members of the community as well as others who wish 
to use it. 

D See response to Comment P-3A. 

Response to Dana Gabbard 

P-111 A _Comment noted. 

P-111 B Comments noted. The Eastside Corridor LRT will include a feeder bus system as 
described in Section - of the Final SEIS/SEIR. 
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Response to Ramon Montanez 

P-112 A The I-710 freeway project is a separate project from the Eastside Corridor LRT and is 
under the jurisdiction of Cal trans and the Federal Highway Administration. We 
recommend you contact Caltrans to discuss the status of that project. 

P-112 B Comment noted. 

Response to Raul V azguez 

P-113 A Comments noted. MTA thanks you for your support of the Eastside Corridor project. 

P-113 B Thank you for your comment. Please refer to response to Comment P-5B regarding 
additional buses associated with the Eastside Corridor LRT. Included in the Eastside 
Light Rail Project budget is funding for new feeder bus services that will connect the 
communities to the stations. The MTA is able to utilize Federal funding as a portion of 
this project for the buses by including them as part of the Eastside Light Rail Project. If 
the project was not built, the MTA would not be able to utilize the Federal funding 
available for general bus purchase or operation because it was earmarked specifically for 
fixed guideway new starts projects. 

Response to Annette Ramirez, Latino Urban Forum 

P-114 A Comments noted. MTA thanks you for your support of the Eastside Corridor project. 

Response to Lester Garcia, Bus Riders Union 

P-115 A Although real estate values along the corridor and areas it serves may increase, local sales 
taxes and commercial taxes are also anticipated to increase along with incomes, benefiting 
the community as a whole. Furthermore, Los Angeles rent control policies within the city 
boundaries are anticipated to control some rent situations in the corridor and affected 
areas from increasing to an unaffordable amount. 

Response to Robert Montanez 

P-116 A On 3rd Street, one lane of traffic and a parking lane will remain in each direction in the 
vicinity of the Santuario de Guadalupe Church. Parking will be restricted during peak 
periods only as is the current situation. 

The MTA has committed to implementing a parking replacement program, which will 
reduce project parking impacts to a less than significant level. The parking replacement 
program will be developed in close coordination with affected Eastside community 
groups. Refer to Sections 

The MIS and previous studies on the Eastside Corridor looked at several alternatives, 
including an underground option. The LRT option with the current route was the locally 
preferred alternative (LP A). Refer to Section 1.2 for more information on the background 
and context of the locally preferred alternative. See also response to Comment P-3A. 

P-116 B _See response to Comment P-94B. 
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Response to Adela Mendoza 

P-117 A See response to Comment P-SB. MTA is funded for transportation purposes by law and 
cannot divert its funding to non-transportation related uses. However the MTA can, and 
will, cooperate with responsible agencies, non-profit groups, firms, and private 
individuals to help make sure that transportation and public transit helps facilitate 
appropriate civic land uses. The MTA has a Joint Development section which works 
actively to attract community desired land uses to MTA stations including commercial, 
residential, and mixed use projects. New examples at MTA stations through 
public/private co-venture efforts include the 26-story office tower over the Figueroa 
entrance to the 7th Metro Center Station, the Trizac-Hahn development at the Hollywood 
and Highland Station, and apartments at the Hollywood and Western Station. Examples 
of public transit access to parks include the Pershing Square Station and the Westlake 
Station across the Street from MacArthur Park. In addition, a vast array of parks 
Countywide are accessible by MTA MetroBus. 

Response to Margarita Sanchez, Boyle Heights Mejoramiento 

P-118 A In May, 2001, the MTA Board adopted the Locally Preferred Alternative that is the at
grade LRT Option 1 presented in the Draft SEIS/SEIR. Minor modifications have been 
made to Option 1 to respond to public comments and are presented in the Final 
SEIS/SEIR as LRT Options A and B. See response to Comment P-12B. 

P-118 B An extension for comments was given to May 2, in lieu of April 17, 2001 . The 
community was allowed 60 days to review and comment on the Draft EIS. See also 
response to Comment P -16A. 

P-118 C Comment noted. No question posed. Construction phase air quality impacts are disclosed 
in the Final SEIS/SEIR document. PM10 and NOx emissions during the construction 
period, even after implementation of available mitigation measures, are anticipated to 
exceed SCAQMD daily significance thresholds, which results in an impact that is 
significant and unavoidable. This impact will be included in the Statement of Overriding 
Considerations that MTA will use to weigh the benefits and adverse impacts before 
deciding on whether to proceed with the project. 

Response to Carlos Montes, Centro CSO Community Service Organization 

P-119 A See response to Comment P-SB. 

P-119 B MTA has the nation's largest fleet of CNG buses to improve regional air quality, as well 
as a Board policy ofbuying only clean fuel buses (not diesel buses). 

Response to Consuelo Cardona 

P-120 A Comment noted. The project has included numerous opportunities for public input (as 
detailed in Chapter 6 of the Final SEIS/SEIR) as well as three separate public hearings 
during the circulation period of the Draft SEIS/SEIR. The purpose was to solicit input to 
use in developing a project that will best serve the transportation needs of the local 
community. Your home will not be taken as part of the LRT project. See also response to 
Comment P-30A. 

P-120 B -The executive summary of the Draft SEIS/SEIR was translated into Spanish as well as 
handouts distributed at meetings. All community meetings have been translated into 
Spanish, and the Little Tokyo meetings have had Japanese translators. Sign Language 
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interpreters have also been available for the public hearings. Spanish speaking staff was 
available to answer questions during public hearings. 

P-120 C MTA and FTA have been conducting the SEIS/SEIR study, which, by law, requires 
circulation to the public for review and comment. The major intent of the study is to 
disclose adverse impacts as well as benefits of the Eastside Corridor LRT project. 

Response to Robert Lopez 

P-121 A See response to Comment P-12B. Note that alignments on 1st Street east of Indiana were 
previously evaluated during the Re-Evaluation MIS but were rejected because of the 
narrow street width and because of the steep grade approaching Mednik A venue. 

Response to Armando Ybarra 

P-122 A See responses to Comments P-3A and P-27 A. 

Response to Feliciano Gomez 

P-123 A Comments noted. 

Response to Anita Castellanos 

P -124 A This Board Meeting date was not scheduled and so was not released to the community. 
The Board Meeting that discussed the Draft SEIS/SEIR for the Eastside LRT Project took 
place on May 24, 2001. 

Response to Ray Montanez 

P-125 A MTA will work with local businesses and residents during the Community Linkages 
Study/Program to address issues such as these. However, due to the center alignment of 
the LRT, the center turn lane will be removed, and traffic will be prohibited from making 
left turns mid-block. Left- and U-turns will still be possible at signalized intersections. 

P-125 B No rolling blackouts, rate hikes, significant cumulative electrical deficiencies, or other 
burdens to electrical supplies are anticipated for the LR T Build Alternative because the 
Los Angeles Department of Water and Power (DWP) will service the electricity demands 
of the rail, stations and M&SF facilities. The DWP currently draws its energy from 24 
major thermal generating units and 27 hydroelectric generating units. The DWP is 
entirely independent from State energy sources and demands, and has expressed its 
abilities to serve its service areas with electricity without blackouts for years to come. 
The project would also draw on electrical power from Southern California Edison where 
county facilities would be located, but would be able to draw on DWP supplies if Edison 
supplies dramatically decrease or blackouts are experienced. The text of Section 4.13 of 
the Final SEIS/SEIR has been revised to discuss this issue. 

Response to Michael Diaz 

P-126 A Thank you for your support. Please refer to Section 
_information on the proposed bus/rail interface. 

Response to Juan Carlos Morales 
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P-127 A Comments noted. MTA thanks you for your support of the Eastside Corridor project. 
The numerous mitigation measures stipulated in Section 4.19 of the Final SEIS/SEIR will 
be implemented to help minimize the adverse impacts during construction. 

Response to Richard Salas Mojarro 

P-128 A Chapter 1 of the Final SEIS/SEIR provides the background for the purpose and need of 
the project. 

P-128 B The LRT will provide a convenient and reliable transit mode to the Eastside communities 
and will increase access and mobility to the many who depend on public transit to meet 
their transportation needs. 

P-128 C MTA is required to expend its funds for transportation related purposes by law and 
therefore cannot divert its funds to non-transportation related education, no matter how 
important such education is. However MTA does provide educational opportunities 
through its Transportation Career Academies Program at five regional high schools and 
numerous internships for college and graduate school students working at the MT A. 

Response to F. Castro 

P-129 A . Comments noted. MTA thanks you for your support of the Eastside Corridor project. 
The numerous mitigation measures stipulated in Section 4.19 of the Final SEIS/SEIR will 
be implemented to help minimize the adverse impacts during construction. 

P-129 B Comments noted. See responses to Comments P-3A and P-SB. 

Response to Renee Chavez 

P-130 A Comment noted. See responses to Comments P-12B, P-27A, and P-30A. 

P-130 B Comments noted. MTA thanks you for your support of the Eastside Corridor project. 

Response to Jose Huizar, LAUSD Candidate 

P-131 A Comments noted. MTA thanks you for your support of the Eastside Corridor project. 
MTA places a high priority on pedestrian safety. The projec~e many 
~tures and measures that are discussed in Sections~ 
--f the Final SEIS/SEIR to enhance safety during c'onstruction and operation. 
The project will be required to meet MTA Rail Transit Design Criteria and Standards, 
Fire/Life Safety Criteria, Volume IX. 

Los Angeles Eastside Corridor Final SEISISEIR-Draft 10126101 Page PH-28 ofPH-28 


