
 
 Final Environmental Impact Statement/Final Environment Impact Report 

Appendix K – Responses to Comments Received 
 

C R E N S H A W / L A X  T R A N S I T  C O R R I D O R  P R O J E C T  
K-1 August 2011 

 

 

 

 
APPENDIX K-(S) 

REPONSE TO COMMENTS RECEIVED  
ON THE SDEIS/RDEIR 

 

 

 

 

© Metrd ____ _ 



 
Final Environmental Impact Statement/Final Environmental Impact Report  
Appendix K – Responses to Comments Received 

 

C R E N S H A W / L A X  T R A N S I T  C O R R I D O R  P R O J E C T  
K-2 August 2011 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY BLANK 

©Metrd 



 
 Final Environmental Impact Statement/Final Environment Impact Report 

Appendix K – Responses to Comments Received 
 

C R E N S H A W / L A X  T R A N S I T  C O R R I D O R  P R O J E C T  
K-1 August 2011 

K.0 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS RECEIVED ON THE 
SDEIS/RDEIR 

K.7 Overview 

The Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Recirculated Draft 
Environmental Impact Report (SDEIS/RDEIR) for the Crenshaw/LAX Corridor Transit 
Project) was circulated to the public for comment over a 30-day review period that 
concluded on April 11, 2011.  Section 15088(b) of the California Environmental Quality 
Act (CEQA) Guidelines describes the evaluation that is required in the response to 
comments: 

The written response shall describe the disposition of significant environmental issues 
raised (e.g., revisions to the proposed project to mitigate anticipated impacts or 
objections). In particular, the major environmental issues raised when the lead agency’s 
position is at variance with recommendations and objections raised in the comments 
must be addressed in detail giving reasons why specific comments and suggestions were 
not accepted. There must be a good faith, reasoned analysis in response. Conclusory 
statements unsupported by factual information will not suffice. 

In order to comply with Section 15088(b) of CEQA, reasoned, factual responses have 
been provided to all comments received, with a particular emphasis on significant 
environmental issues.  Generally, the responses to comments provide explanation, 
clarification, or amplification of information contained in the SDEIS/RDEIR.  All 
comments and responses will be considered by the Metro Board prior to certification and 
in any approval of the project. 

K.8 Organization of Comments and Response 

There were 198 written comments from 42 commenters and oral comments made by 53 
speakers received during the circulation period for the SDEIS/RDEIR.  Comments were 
received from federal, state, and local agencies, elected officials, community 
organizations, transit advocates, and from members of the general public.  Comments 
were received via mail, e-mail, phone, and the public hearings.  Comments were recorded 
in a database with the source, date, method of receipt, and issue area identified.   

Although alternatives to project components are not required under NEPA or CEQA, the 
DEIS/DEIR and SDEIS/RDEIR considered alternatives to the proposed maintenance 
facility for the proposed project.  Many comments received on the SDEIS/RDEIR were 
not related to the Site #14 – Arbor Vitae/Bellanca Alternative, the preferred maintenance 
site alternative selected by the Metro Board on April 28, 2011.  A Master Response was 
developed for questions and comments issue areas pertaining specifically to the other 
three sites.   

Supplemental Master Response 1. Regarding Comments Received regarding the 
potential selection of the Site #17 – Marine/Redondo Beach, Site #15 – 
Aviation/Manchester, and Division 22 Northern Expansion Alternatives.    
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Comment Noted.  Metro appreciates the ideas of the commenter and public input is an 
important part of the planning process.  Based on the evaluation of impacts of the four 
maintenance site alternatives and public comment received on the evaluation, on April 
28, 2011 the Metro Board of Directors selected the Site #14 – Arbor Vitae/Bellanca 
Alternative as the preferred site for the maintenance facility for the Crenshaw/LAX 
Transit Corridor Project.  Based on the Metro Board action, the Site #15 – Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca, Site #17 – Marine/Redondo Beach, and the Division 22 Northern 
Expansion Alternatives are no longer under consideration and will not undergo further 
environmental review for the purpose and need of this project.  No CEQA findings will 
be made for the Site #15 – Arbor Vitae/Bellanca, Site #17 – Marine/Redondo Beach, and 
the Division 22 Northern Expansion Alternatives and they will not be included in the FTA 
Record of Decision.  Further future consideration of these sites would require a new 
environmental review process with additional opportunity for public comment.  No 
additional response regarding the potential selection of the remaining three maintenance 
alternative sites is required, since they are no longer under consideration as potential 
sites for the maintenance facility.   

K.9 List of Commenters on the SDEIS/RDEIR 

This section lists the agencies, organizations, and individuals that commented on the 
DEIS/DEIR.  For ease of use, an index tables is provided for the reader to find their 
comment correspondence and responses.  Page numbers are provided in these index 
tables. 

Table K-1. List of Commenters on the SDEIS/RDEIR 

Comment # Name Agency/Organization Page # 

Public Agencies 

S10-1 Patricia Sanderson Port U.S. Department of Interior K-4 

S10-2 Connell Dunning  U.S. Department Environmental Protection Agency K-6 

S10-3 Dianna Watson Department of Transportation K-10 

S10-4 Gregg MacClain City of Hawthorne K-13 

S10-5 James T. Butts, Jr. City of Inglewood (City Council) K-19 

S10-6 Linda F. Tatum City of Inglewood (Planning Department) K-21 

S10-7 Perry A Banner  City of Lawndale (Community Development Department K-27 

S10-8 Mike Gin City of Redondo Beach (City Council) K-30 

S10-9 Gail Farber  County of Los Angeles ( Public Works) K-36 

S10-10 Richard J. Bruckner County of Los Angeles (Regional Planning) K-39 

S10-11 Michael M. Stevens  City of Inglewood (City Council) K-41 

S10-12 Ian MacMillan South Coast Air Quality Management District  K-45 

S-10-13 Scott Morgan Governor’s Office of Planning and Research K-49 

Public Agencies 

S20-1 Rob Antrobious  AMB Property Corporation/  property owner 4000 Redondo Beach  K-54 

S20-2 Gary Kehler  Aviation Center Owners Association ( President) K-56 

S20-3 Peter Jorgensen DHL Global Forwarding K-59 

S20-4 Amy R. Forbes Gibson Dunn LLP / Client: Avis Budget Car Rental  K-62 

S20-5 Hannah Bentley On Behalf of the Fusion Homeowners Association Board of Directors K-68 
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Comment # Name Agency/Organization Page # 

S20-6 Kevin H Brogan Hill, Farrer and Burrill LLP/ Client: AMB Spinnaker   K-116 

S20-7 Cyndi Hench  Neighborhood Council of Weschester Playa (President)  K-120 

S20-8 Joe Ahn Northrop Grumman/ Manager of Governt and Public Affairs K-122 

S20-9 Michael H. Leifer Palmieri, Tyler, Wiener, Wilhelm, and Waldron/ Client: US Storage   K-127 

S20-10 Ismael Rodriguez SkyOne Federal Credit Union Facility (Manager) K-130 

S20-11 Ben Wong  Southern California Edison ( Local Public Affairs Region Director) K-133 

S20-12 John S. Harmer  Southland Lumber and Supply Company Inc. (Manager) K-137 

S20-13 Alexis Lantz  Los Angeles County Bicycle Coalition  (Planning and Policy Director ) K-139 

S20-14 Michael H. Leifer 
Palmieri, Tyler, Wiener, Wilhelm, and Waldron/ Client: US 
Storage(Hawthorne Mini Venture)   K-145 

S20-15 DJ Moore Latham and Watkins K-151 

Individual Comments 

S30-1 Steve Cady K-169 

S30-2 Beckie Chan K-171 

S30-3 Silio Chianese 
Wiseburn Watch 
 K-174 

S30-4 Abby Frank K-177 

S30-5 Jason Gromski K-180 

S30-6 Patricia P. Gulto K-183 

S30-7 Raphaele and Jim Machado K-186 

S30-8 Jonathan Meister K-189 

S30-9 Erin Monroe K-192 

S30-10 Ann Murakami K-195 

S30-11 Mark Poulan 
Southland Lumber 
 K-198 

S30-12 Denny Schneider K-201 

S30-13 
Celinda M. Vazquez & 
George Avalos K-203 

S30-14 Debbie Bliss K-206 

Oral Comments From Flight Path Learning Center K-209 

Oral Comments From Inglewood City Hall K-264 
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COMMENT: S.10-1. Patricia Sanderson Port, United States Department of the Interior. 

 

________________ © Metro 
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IN REPLY REFER TO 
ER# 11/0173 

United States Department of the Interior 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY 

Office of Environmental Policy and Compliance 
Pacific Southwest Region 

1111 Jackson Street, Suite 520 
Oakland, California 94607 

Electronically Filed 

11 April 2011 

Mr. Roderick Diaz, Project Manager, Metro 
One Gateway Plaza, MS 99-22-3 
Los Angeles, CA 90012-2952 
Email: diazroderick@rnetro.net 

Subject: Federal Transportation Administration (FTA) Supplemental Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement (SDEIS)/ Recirculated Draft Environmental Impact Report 
(RDEIR), Crenshaw Transit Corridor Project, Updated Information on a New 
Evaluation of Maintenance Sites, Proposals to Improve Transit Services, Funding, 
Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority (LACMTA), Los 
Angeles County, CA 

Dear Mr. Roderick: 

The Department of the Interior has received and reviewed the subject document and has no 
comments to offer. 

Thank you for the opportunity to review this project. 

Sincerely, 

fix~~~-£ 
Patricia Sanderson Port 
Regional Environmental Officer 

S10 - 1 
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Response to comment S.10-1A. 
 
Comment noted.   
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COMMENT: S.10-2. Connell Dunning, United States Environmental Protection Agency. 

©Metro --------------------------------------

UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
REGION IX 

Mr. Ray Tellis 
Federal Transit Administration 
Los Angeles Metropolitan Office 
888 S. Figueroa Street, Suite 1850 
Los Angeles, California 90017 

75 Hawthorne Street 
San Francisco, CA 94105 

April 7, 2011 

Subject: Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Crenshaw/LAX 
Transit Corridor Project, Los Angeles, California (CEQ #20110054) 

Dear Mr. Tellis: 

The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has reviewed the above-referenced 
document ·pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), Council on 
Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations (40 CFR Parts 1500-1508), and Section 309 of 
the Clean Air Act. We previously reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
(DEIS) for the project and provided comments in an October 26, 2009 letter. We rated 
the DEIS as EC-2, Environmental Concerns, {nsujficient lnformation due to concerns 
about the air quality analysis for the project. We look forward to a discussion of those 
issues in the Final Environmental Impact Statement (FElS). We are rating the SDEIS as 
LO, Lack of Objections. Please see the attached Rating Factors for a description of our 
rating system. 

While we have a lack of objections to the project elements (maintenance 
facilities) discussed in the SDEIS, we have a few recommendations regarding selection of 
the facility site and future construction: 

• EPA encourages the Federal Transit Administration (FT A) and the Los Angeles 
County Metropolitan Transpmtation Authority (LACMTA) to avoid and 
minimize impacts to schools and other sensitive land uses and receptors in site 
selection and mitigation activities. 

• Due to unavoidable construction impacts to air quality and potential cumulative 
impacts if other construction projects take place during the same time and in the 
vicinity of this project, EPA encourages FT A and LACMT A to maximize use of 
mitigation measures to minimize these impacts, especially in the vicinity of 
sensitive receptors. 

S10- 2 
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• As stated in our comments on the DEIS, considering the existing impairment of 
local water bodies, EPA encourages aggressive efforts to manage stormwater 
runoff to minimize additional introduction of pollutants, including use of "green 
infrastructure" in onsite stormwater management. We commend FT A and 
LACMTA for committing to treatment control best management practices 
(BMPs), monitoring of those BMPs to ensure effectiveness, and employing green 
infrastructure strategies. 

We appreciate the opportunity to review this SDEIS. When the FEIS is released 
for public review, please send one hard copy and one electronic copy to the address 
above (mail code: CED-2). If you have any questions, please contact Carolyn Mulvihill, 
the lead reviewer for this project, at 415-947-3554 or mulvihill.carolyn@epa.gov. 

Enclosures: 
Summary of EPA Rating Definitions 

Sincerely, 

./ I I ,,, ~ 
(_.tf..1}1,.1,,Lf_ j_,t l 

Connell Dunning, Transportation Team Supervisor 
Environmental Review Office 

cc: Roderick Diaz, Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority 
Ray Sukys, Federal Transit Administration 
Steve Smith, South Coast Air Quality Management District 

2 

D 

E 



 
Final Environmental Impact Statement/Final Environmental Impact Report  
Appendix K – Responses to Comments Received 

 

C R E N S H A W / L A X  T R A N S I T  C O R R I D O R  P R O J E C T  
K-8 August 2011 

 
 

~Metro --------------------------------------------

SUMMARY OF EPA RA TING DEFINITIONS* 

This rating system was developed as a means to summarize the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency's (EPA) 
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 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT OF THE ACTION 

"LO" (Lack of Objections) 
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 man minor changes to the proposal. 

"EC" (Environmental Concerns) 
The EPA review has identified environmental impacts that should be avoided in order to fully 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 should 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) 
The 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 impacts. If the potentially unsatisfactory impacts are not corrected at the final EIS 
stage, this proposal will be recommended for referral to the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ). 

ADEQUACY OF THE IMPACT STATEMENT 

"Category 1" (Adequate) 
EPA believes the draft EJS adequately sets forth the environmental impact(s) of the preferred alternative and lhose of 
the altemati ves reasonably available to the project or action. No further analysis or data collection is necessary, but the 
reviewer may suggest the addition of clarifying language or information. 

"Category 2" (Insufficient Information) 
The draft EIS does not contain sufficient information for EPA to fully assess environmental impacts that should be 
avoided in order to fully protect the environment, or the EPA reviewer has identified new reasonably availllble 
alternatives that are within the spectrum of alternatives analysed in the draft EJS, which could reduce the 
environmental impacts of the action. The identified additional information, data, analyses, or discussion should be 
included in the final EIS. 

"Category 3" (Inadequate) 
EPA does not believe that the draft EIS adequately assesses potentially significant environmental impacts of the 
action, or the EPA reviewer has identified new, reasonably available alternatives that are outside of the spectrum of 
alternatives analysed in the draft EIS, which should be analysed in order to reduce the potentially significant 
environmental impacts. EPA believes that the identified additional information, data, analyses, or discussions are of 
such a magnitude that they should have full public review at a draft stage. EPA does not believe that the draft EIS is 
adequate for the purposes of the NEPA and/or Section 309 review, and thus should be formally revised and made 
available for public comment in a supplemental or revised draft EIS. On the basis of the potential significant impacts 
involved, this proposal could be a candidate for referral to the CEQ. 

*From EPA Manual I 640, Policy and Procedures for the Review of Federal Actions Impacting the Environment. 
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Response to comment S.10-2A. 
 
Comment noted.  A response to comments received from the USEPA on the DEIS/DEIR has been 
prepared as part of the FEIS/FEIR.  This response can be located in Appendix K of the FEIS/FEIR. 
 
Response to comment S.10-2B. 
 
Comment noted.  Metro and the FTA during the development of alternatives, identified sites that would 
have minimal impacts on residences and other sensitive land uses. 
 
Response to comment S.10-2C. 
 
Comment noted.  Where impacts where unavoidable, mitigation measures were provided to minimize the 
adverse effects the extent feasible, particularly in the vicinity of sensitive receptors. 
 
Response to comment S.10-2D. 
 
Comment noted.  Mitigation measure WQ in the SDEIS/RDEIR employs green infrastructure strategies 
as a way of managing stormwater runoff. 
 
Response to comment S.10-2E. 
 
Comment noted.  A hardcopy and electronic copy of the FEIS/FEIR will be provided to the address listed.   
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COMMENT: S.10-3. Dianna Watson, Department of Transportation District 7, Regional Planning. 

________________ © Metro 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
DISTRICT 7, REGIONAL PLANNING 
IGR/CEQA BRANCH 
100 MAIN STREET, MS # 16 
LOS ANGELES, CA 90012-3606 
PHONE: (213) 897-9140 

1'1ez your pow,,,r! 

FAX: (213) 897-1337 
Be mergy efficient! 

S10- 3 

March 14, 2011 

Mr. Roderick Diaz 

IGR/CEQA No. l 10305AL-RDIR 
Ref. IGR/CEQA No. 090916AL, DEIR 
Crenshaw/LAX Transit Corridor Project 
Vic. LA-10, LA-405, LA-105 
SCH # 2007091148 

Los Angeles County Transportation Authority 
One Gateway Plaza, MS 99-22-3 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Dear Mr. Diaz: 

Thank you for including the California Department of Transportation (Department) in the 
environmental review process for the above referenced project. This Supplemental Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement/Recirculated Draft Environmental Impact Report presents 
additional infonnation pertaining to the Crenshaw/Los Angeles International Airport (LAX) 
Transit Corridor Project, previously known as the Crenshaw Transit Corridor Project. The 
document provides additional environmental analysis of four new alternative maintenance 
facility sites for the proposed Project. 

The proposed project site is estimated to generate a total of 21 trips during the morning peak 
hours (9 inbound/12 outbound) and 23 trips during the evening peak hours (13 inbound/IO 
outbound). Based on this infonnation, there is no significant traffic impact to the State facilities. 

Storm water run-off is a sensitive issue for Los Angeles and Ventura counties. Please be mindful 
that projects need to be designed to discharge clean run-off water. Additionally storm water rwi
off is not permitted to discharge onto State highway facilities. 

Transportation of heavy construction equipment and/or materials, which requires the use of 
oversized-transport vehicles on State highways, will require a transportation pennit from the 
Department. It is recommended that large size truck trips be limited to off-peak commute 
periods. 

"Cctltrrlrr.s improves mobility aero.rs California,. 
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Mr. Roderick Diaz 
March 14,2011 
Page2 of2 

If you have any questions, please feel free to contact me at (213) 897-9140 or Alan Lin the 
project coordinator at (213) 897-8391 and refer to IGR/CEQA No. I lOJ0SAL. 

~~ 
DIANNA WATSON 
IGR/CEQA Branch Chief 

cc: Scott Morgan, State Clearinghouse 

"Cahrom improves mobility across Califorriia" 
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Response to comment S.10-3A. 
 
Comment noted.   
 
Response to comment S.10-3B. 
 
The maintenance facility will be designed to discharge clean run-off water.  Storm water run-off will not be 
discharged on State highway facilities.  The nearest highway to the preferred maintenance site facility 
would be the I-405 which is located approximately 0.5 miles from the site. 
 
Response to comment S.10-3C. 
 
Metro acknowledges that the use of oversized-transport vehicles on State highways will require a 
transportation permit from the Department of Transportation and one will be obtained shall it be 
necessary.  Consistent with the provisions of the permit, Metro specifications shall require the contractor to 
limit these truck trips to off-peak commute periods. 

©Metrd 
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COMMENT: S.10-4. Gregg McClain, City of Hawthorne. 
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S10-4 

CITY OF HAWTHORNE 4455 West 126th Street• Hawthorne, California 90250-4482 

PLANNING & COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 
"CITY Of GOOC NEIGHBORS· 

(310] 349-2970 
Fax(310)644-6685 

April 5, 2011 

Roderick Diaz 
Project Manager 
Metro 
One Gateway Plaza, MS 99-22-3 
Los Angeles, CA 90012-2952 

RE: Crenshaw/LAX Corridor Metro Project 
Potential Site Expansion of existing ND22 in the City of Hawthorne 

Dear Mr. Diaz: 

Thank you for the opportunity to review the Supplemental EIR/EIS ("EIR"), which 
evaluates four alternatives for a maintenance yard that will service the proposed 
Crenshaw/LAX Corridor. The maintenance yard identified as ND22 and located within 
the City of Hawthorne is one of the sites being taken into consideration for facility 
expansion. The City of Hawthorne has the following concerns regarding the EIR and 
potential impacts to uses adjacent to ND22. 

The EIR clearly indicates improvements will be required at the existing site (pp. 2-1, 2-
13, 2-15), but the document is significantly deficient in evaluating potential impacts of 
these proposed improvements to the adjacent uses. The document is also unclear as to 
the exact nature of these improvements, as opposed to the improvements in the 
expansion area to the north. Therefore, in order to properly evaluate the impacts, it is 
necessary for the document to clearly explain how use of the existing site (ND22) is 
proposed to be altered from its present condition. 

In further evaluating the impacts of the Hawthorne expansion site (ND22N), the EIR is 
often unclear if it is referring to impacts upon the neighborhood called ''Holly Glen,'' the 
housing complex known as "Fusion" (also known as "Willow Glen"), or other adjacent 

A 

uses. Holly Glen is north of Rosecrans Avenue approximately 750 feet from the B 
northernmost point of ND22N and Fusion fs adjacent and south of ND22, at one point 
less than 250 feet from ND22N. This apparent confusion in the discussion of impacts 
makes it difficult to follow the narrative related to impacts and thereby nearly impossible 
to properly understand these impacts. 
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The EIR states many technical conclusions and provides graphs and charts without 
citing to where in the technical appendices the supporting material can be found. This C 
makes it difficult to properly evaluate the conclusions presented and supported by the 
graphics. 

Many of the mitigation measures referred to in the EIR are illusory because they are 
required only "when feasible", or "where possible" (see e.g., pp.3-110, 3-111, 3-115), 
and some mitigation measures are improperly deferred because they rely on plans to be D 
developed without any reference to standards that will apply to those plans. Additionally, 
the EIR relies on the use of BMPs as mitigation. However, there is not sufficient 
information to conclude that significant impacts will not remain after BMPs are put in 
place. 

The EIR concludes odors and contamination will be limited to on-site impacts, but no 
explanation is provided to substantiate this conclusion. 

As the Hawthorne site is the only alternative adjacent to residential uses, and noting 
that the combined NO22 and NO22N site is not adequate to meet Metro's needs (p. 2-
7), we strongly encourage Metro to remove this site from further consideration. Should 
ND22N remain in consideration after this review period, we request a complete analysis 
of potential impacts be conducted to fully understand the significance to the adjacent 
and nearby residential uses. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Gregg McClain 
Acting Director of Planning and Community Development 
Hawthorne 

CC: James H. Mitsch, City Manager 
Russell Miyahira, City Attorney 

Encl.: City Council Resolution 7357 
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RESOLUTION NO. 7357 

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL, OF THE CITY 
OF HAWTHORNE, STATE OF CALIFORNIA, OPPOSING 
THE CONSIDERATION OR SELECTION OF 14724 
AVIATION AS A SITE FOR AN EXPANSION OF THE 
~ETRO RAIL MAINTENANCE FACILITY IN 
CONJUNCTION WITH THE CRENSHAW/LAX AND 
GREEN LINE EXTENSION PROJECTS 

WHEREAS, the Measure R Expenditure Plan as approved by the voters of Los Angeles 

Comity in November 2008 will provide the funding for the proposed Crenshaw/LAX Transit 

Corridor, a Light Rail Transit Line in the Crenshaw District which runs along Crenshaw 

Boulevard from Exposition Boulevard to the Metro Green Line, extending approximately 10 

miles from Wilshire Boulevard on the North to El Segundo Boulevard on the South; and 

WHEREAS, the Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority (MTA) has 

completed the Draft Environmental Impact Report/Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

(DEIS/DEIR), in compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act and the National 

Environmental Policy Act for the proposed Crenshaw Transit Corridor; and 

WHEREAS, four sites for the facility have been identified through a screening process 

and Metro is currently finalizing an Environmental Assessment/Revised Draft Environmental 

Impact Report (EA/DEIR) for the selection of one of these sites as a rail maintenance facility that 

would service and support the proposed Crenshaw Transit Corridor, and has only recently 

released its findings and presented them at a public hearing; and 

WHEREAS, one of the sites identified as a candidate site for a rail maintenance facility 

in connection with the proposed Crenshaw Transit Corridor is located within the City of 

Hawthorne near the Fusion Center at South Bay and is described as "Metro Division 22 Northern 

Expansion"; and 

WHEREAS, the residents at the Fusion Center have expressed strong opposition to the 

proposed maintenance facility expanding next to them and sought the assistance of the City 

Council in their opposition. 
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NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the City Council of the City of 

Hawthorne, California, does hereby declare, find, determine and order as follows: 

Section 1. The City Council does hereby resolve that it is officially opposed to the 

consideration of the expansion of the MTA maintenance facility described as "Metro Division 22 

Northern Expansion" at Aviation and Marine near the Fusion at South Bay. 

Section 2. The City Manager and/or his designees are hereby authorized to: 

• Participate in any and all hearings, meetings and discussions regarding the 

locating of a MT A maintenance facility in the City of Hawthorne. 

• Send and respond to official correspondence regarding locating a MT A 

maintenance facility in the City of Hawthorne including, but not limited to, 

comments on all environmental review documents. 

• Take all other actions necessary to advocate for the City's official position. 

Section 3. The City Clerk shall certify to the adoption of this Resolution and shall 

cause this Resolution and his certification to be entered in the Book of Resolutions of the Council 

of the City. 

Section 4. This resolution shall be in full force and effect immediately upon its 

passage aud adoption thereof 

The City Attorney is authorized to make minor typographical changes to 

this Resolution that does not change the substance of this Resolution. 
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PASSED, APPROVED AND ADOPTED this 22~ay of \-e..\J'i'--iJc,..r'-{ , 2011. 

A'IThST: 

, ity Clerk 
City of Hawthorne, California 

L 

APPROVED AS TO FORM: 

&,,/,I~ 
RUSSELLMIYIRA,City Attorney 
City of Ha~1horne, California 
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Response to comment S.10-4A. 
 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility. 
 
Response to comment S.10-4B. 
 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility. 
 
Response to comment S.10-4C. 
 
Comment noted.  In order to make the document more reader friendly, much of the technical analysis has 
been moved to the Appendices.  References to which appendix are provided in the appropriate sections. 
 
Response to comment S.10-4D. 
 
Comment noted.  Environmental legislation requires lead agencies to consider feasible mitigation 
measures to avoid or substantially reduce a project's significant environmental impacts.  Mitigation 
measures have been provided to reduce potential adverse effects that would result from implementation of 
the project.  The BMPs provided for water quality and geological resources in the SDEIS/RDEIR would 
result in no adverse effects.  A mitigation monitoring program has been developed with the FEIS/FEIR to 
ensure that the mitigation measures provided in the SDEIS/RDEIR and FEIS/FEIR are adhered to with 
implementation of the project.   
 
Response to comment S.10-4E. 
 
Comment noted.  Odors emitted from a maintenance facility site are typical of industrial uses and would 
not warrant a detailed discussion of potential impacts.  The impact discussion acknowledges that the type 
of land use would not generate adverse odors.  Therefore the conclusion is substantiated.   
 
Response to comment S.10-4F. 
 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility. 
 
Response to comment S.10-4G. 
 
Comment noted.  Metro acknowledges receipt of the resolution.  Please refer to Supplemental Master 
Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility. 
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COMMENT: S.10-5. James T. Butts, Jr., City of Inglewood, Office of the Mayor. 
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• 
Inglewood 

CITY OF INGLEWOOD 
OFFICE OF THE MAYOR 

bOd 
At-AIBlcaCIJ 

,,111.1 
2009 

James T. Butts, Jr. 
Mayor April 5, 2011 S10- 5 

Roderick Diaz, Project Manager 
Metro 
One Gateway Plaza, MS 99-22·3 
Los Angeles, CA 90012-2952 

Re: the Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Recirculated Draft Environmental 
Impact Report (SDEIS/RDEIR) 

Dear Mr. Diaz, 

I would like to take the opportunity to submit my comments for the SDEIS/RDEIR dated February. 
2011. As the Mayor of the City of Inglewood, I feel that it is important to offer the following 
comments: 

The Manchester/Aviation Alternative, also referred to as Site No. 15, is located on the City's western 
border. As mentioned in the SDEIS/RDEIR. this site contains industrial uses, including A 
National/Alamo Car Rental, Crimson Technical College. as well as an industrial park. Currently, the 
City is collecting sales tax and other revenue from these entities; the acquisition of these parcels by 
the Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation (Metro) would remove these parcels from the 
tax rolls, in perpetuity. Impacting land currently used by National/Alamo, which is one of the City's 
largest tax generators, may cause this entity relocate outside of the City: simply put, this is revenue 
the City cannot afford to lose. 

Although the City has supported the selection of the Inglewood Maintenance Facility in the past, as a 
newly-elected member ol'the City Council, I believe that an economic analysis is needed before the 
City fully supports the selection of Site No. 15 by the Metro Board. The creation of this maintenance 
facility will preempt other potential development uses for the proposed site. Therefore. in order to 
protect the interest of our citil.enry. the City must conduct an analysis to determine whether or not the B 
development of the maintenance facility will have an adverse fiscal impact to the City's General 
Fund (OF). If the economic impact analysis reveals a significant loss in OF revenue, the City 
Council will to challenge the selection of Site No. 15 by Metro. 

I look forward to working with you and your staff and coming to a resolution that benefits the City of 
Inglewood. If you have any questions or concerns, do not hesitate to contact me by phone at (310) 
412-5300. 

(__ 

Sincerely, 
r, -7 -z. .. • 
, __ c..:-c::_::;-,;/,l<- l 

. --:;_,,. 

-James T. Butts,~ 
Mayor 

One W. Manchester Boulevard / Inglewood, California 9030 I / (310) 412-5300 / Fax (310) 330-5763 / www.cityofinglewood.org 
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Response to comment S.10-5A. 
 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility.. 
 
Response to comment S.10-5B. 
 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility.. 

©Metrd 
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COMMENT: S.10-6. Linda F. Tatum, City of Inglewood, Planning Department. 

©Metro ---------------------------------

• CITY OF INGLEWOOD 
Planning and Building Department 

April 7, 2011 

Mr. Roderick Diaz, Project Manager 
Metro 
One Gateway Plaza 
MS 99-22-3, 
Los Angeles, CA 90012-2952 

Inglewood 

lt1011 mr 
2009 

S10- 6 

RE: Comments on the Crenshaw/LAX Transit Corridor Recirculated Draft Environmental 
Impact Report and Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement (SC No. 
2007091148) 

Mr. Diaz: 

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the Recirculated Draft 
Environmental Impact Report (RDEIR) and Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement (SDEIS) for the LAX-Crenshaw light rail extension and maintenance facility 
project. The City of Inglewood would like to offer the following comments for your 
consideration: 

3.1.2.2 Level of Service Intersection Analysis (Page 3-5) 
Four intersections near Site No. 15 were analyzed for the LOS Intersection analysis in A 
the document. The maintenance facility would generate a small number of vehicle trips, 
particularly relative to the size of the site, and their impact on area intersections is not 
significant. However, an existing pedestrian signal on Aviation Boulevard, proximate to 
Site No. 15 which serves existing land uses was not evaluated. If Site No. 15 is 
selected, the need for this signal should be reviewed and either modified or removed as 
determined appropriate. 

A recommended mitigation measure applicable to this signal is as follows: "Conduct an 
operational analysis of the pedestrian traffic signal on Aviation Boulevard and modify or 
remove the pedestrian traffic signal and related traffic devices as warranted prior to 
development." 

3.1.2.2 Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities (Page 3-7) 
The Circulation Element of the Inglewood General Plan designates Arbor Vitae 
Boulevard, adjacent to Site Nos. 14 and 15, as a Class Ill bicycle route. The City of Los 
Angeles' Bicycle Plan has proposed a Class II bicycle lane along Manchester 
Boulevard. As such, bicycle facilities may be placed in the area adjacent to Site Nos. 
14 and 15 in the future. Based on the demographic analysis shown in Table 3-52, the 
surrounding area is relatively low-income. Low-income individuals tend to utilize 
alternative modes of transportation such as bicycles and transit at a higher rate than 

One W. Manchester Boulevard• Inglewood, CA 90301 • Phone P:(3101412-5230 • B:(3101412-5294 
F:1310(412-5681 • www.cityofinglewood.org 
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moderate or upper income individuals. Potentially, many of the employees of a facility 
at Site Nos. 14 or 15 may come from low-income households, and the facility should 
incorporate resources to support alternative forms of transportation. 

A recommended mitigation measure is as follows: "Development of the site shall not B 
preclude the implementation of bicycle facilities on streets adjacent to the site." and 
"Site improvements shall provide for bicycle access and include storage facilities for 
bicycles." If Site No. 15 is selected, the facility must comply with the requirements of 
Section 12-42.1 (Transr,ortation Demand Management) of the Inglewood Municipal 
Code which includes development standards and operational requirements intended to 
encourage the use of alternative modes of transportation. 

Table 3•8: Parcels Potentially Displaced (Pages 3-21 to 3-23) 
Table 3-8 provides parcel specific information for the 39 properties that make up Site 
No. 15, including information about the businesses at each site. Please be advised that 
our records indicate that there may be additional businesses located within Site No. 15 
that are not identified in Table 3-8. These additional businesses include the following 
(by address}: 

8709 Aviation: JE Components 
8713 Aviation: Prosthetic Records and Music Publishing 
8717 Aviation: Upswing Logistics 
8719 Aviation: JA CH Trucking: Packare Resources; ESolutions Freight Forwarding; 
CCL Customs Services. C 
8729 Aviation: GSA Logistics Freight Forwarding; IEC Freight Forwarding; Punch Studio 
Warehouse 
9131 Aviation: Harry's Airport Garage 

A number of these businesses are airport related uses that require a location in clos 
proximity to the airport. Prevention of loss of business goodwill must be taken int 
account when considering the adequacy of relocation sites, should Site No. 15 b 
selected. Further, the EIR should provide analysis of the potential relocation impact 
so that impacts to the existing workforce is minimized. 

3.13. 1.5 Educational Facilities (Page 3-94) 
The document states that the sites are near 11 educational facilities. The document 
should note that one of these facilities, Crimson Technical College (CTC}, is located on 
Site No. 15. As stated in the report, CTC currently utilizes an aircraft hangar as their D 
educational program focuses on aircraft maintenance. It should be noted that this 
institution may be difficult to relocate in close proximity to LAX. 

3.13.2 Environmental Impacts/Environmental Consequences (Page 3-95) 
Table 3-34 does not reflect that development of Site No. 15 will result in the acquisition 
of Crimson Technical College site, as indicated in Section 3.3, and potential significant E 
impacts to the facility if a comparable site cannot be found. 
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3.14 Economic and Fiscal Impacts (Page 3-97) 
Some of the existing businesses within Site No. 15, although not a point of sale, support 
business operations of other locations within the City of Inglewood that generate 
significant sales tax revenue (auto rentals). It is essential that impacts to businesses 
relying on these existing businesses be considered when evaluating the adequacy of a 
relocation site should Site No. 15 be selected . Any disruption to businesses that 
generate sales tax revenues to the City will result in reduced general fund revenues 
creating a negative impact on city services. The City is in the process of commissioning 
a fiscal impact study/economic analysis to quantify fiscal/economic Impacts to the City 
should Site No.15 be selected for the maintenance facility. 

3.16.2.1 Construction Impacts: Traffic and Parking (Page 3-103) 
Site No. 15 is the only alternative site with on-street parking. According to this section, 
there will be temporary reductions in on-street parking due to construction. Although 
they will be temporary, facilities near the construction site will be negatively affected. 
The report does not provide any short term/construction mitigation measures to address 
this inconvenience. It is stated that a traffic management plan would be implemented 
during construction. The EIR should specify that this plan will address these impacts. 

The repair of damaged/deteriorated curb/gutter/sidewalk and replacement of unused 
driveways would be addressed through the City's Site Plan Review (Inglewood 
Municipal Code Section 12-39) process. 

A recommended mitigation measure applicable to the possible selection of Site No. 15 
would be: "Prior to the issuance of any permit and with each phase of construction the 
preparation and implementation of a construction traffic and parking management plan 
is required. That plan shall address, as a minimum, construction vehicle access and 
staging, construction vehicle site access, materials storage, and construction employee 
parking." Further, the plan should address the repair/reconstruction of any damage to 
parkway improvements including replacement of unused driveways. 

3.19.3.2 (Environmental Justice) Indirect Impacts (Page 3-136) 
This section references Construction Mitigation Measure 20 (CON20) which relates to 
incorporation of construction Best Management Practices during the construction 
process. It appears that CON21, which relates to ensuring surrounding businesses 
remain accessible during construction, should be referenced instead. Furthermore, 
CON21 which stipulates that businesses and commercial property owners shall be 
notified of ttie construction schedule, does not go far enough in ensuring that 
surrounding businesses, a number of which may be minority owned or have significant 
minority workforces based on the demographic analysis, are not significantly 
economically impacted as a result of the construction of the maintenance facility. An 
appropriate mitigation for impacts to minority disadvantaged communities include an 
active outreach program to identify these businesses and assess potential impacts that 
result from their displacement. 
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Part II-Section 4(f) Evaluation (Part II-Page 9) 
The document indicates that Centinela Park is not a protected resource under Section 
4(f) of the Federal Department of Transportation Act of 1966. Centinela Park contains a 
number of active recreational facilities however the majority of the space is dedicated to 
passive recreation and quiet contemplation. As such, pursuant to Section 4(f), it is 
appropriate to classify the park as a protected resource for purposes of evaluating the 
impacts of noise and vibration that would result from construction of the light rail line 
which will be abut areas devoted to passive recreational use within this park. 

If Site No. 15 is selected, the proposed maintenance facility will require several planning 
entitlements. This site will require a General Plan Amendment from the existing 
Industrial land use designation to a Public/Semi-Public designation. A zone change 
from the existing M-1 (light Manufacturing) zoning to T-C (Transportation Corridor) 
zoning is also required. A Sile Plan Review (SPR) pursuant to Section 12-39.50 of the 
Inglewood Municipal Code will be required. In keeping with the purpose of the SPR 
process ( Section 12-39 .51 ), the facility design should reflect the 'application of optimum 
rather than minimum design standards'. During that process, the project will also be 
reviewed and commented on by the Department of Public Works, the Building Division, 
Los Angeles County Fire Department, Southern California Edison and other outside 
agencies. Subsequent to obtaining Planning entitlements, construction permits will be 
required from the Building Division. 

Should you have any questions regarding the above items, please contact me at (310) 
412-5230. We look fo,ward to receiving updates on the status of this project and we 
appreciate the opportunity to provide input. 

Sincerely, 

/»idei. J Jct l u1Y7 
Linda F. Tatum, AICP 
Planning Manger 

CC: Mr. Raymond Sukys 
Mr. Ray Tell is 
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Response to comment S.10-6A. 
 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility.. 
 
Response to comment S.10-6B. 
 
Comment noted.  The street right-of-ways adjacent to the maintenance facility would not be affected by the 
project and designated bicycle lanes would be maintained.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response 
regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility.. 
 
Response to comment S.10-6C. 
 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility.. 
 
Response to comment S.10-6D. 
 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility.. 
 
Response to comment S.10-6E. 
 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility.. 
 
Response to comment S.10-6F. 
 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility.. 
 
Response to comment S.10-6G. 
 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility.. 
 
Response to comment S.10-6H. 
 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility.. 
 
Response to comment S.10-6I. 
 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility.. 
 

© Metrd ____ _ 
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Response to comment S.10-6J. 
 
Comment noted.  The reference to Mitigation Measure CON20 has been revised to CON21.  Please refer to 
Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for 
the maintenance facility.. 
 
Response to comment S.10-6K. 
 
Comment noted.  Centinela (Edward Vincent Jr.) Park was identified as a parkland and is subject to the 
provisions of 4(f).  A 4(f) evaluation of the park was discussed in Part II of the SDEIS/RDEIR and it was 
determined that no constructive use (which includes noise and vibration effects) of the park would occur 
from implementation of the project.   
 
Response to comment S.10-6L. 
 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility. 
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COMMENT: S.10-7. Perry A. Banner, City of Lawndale. 
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14717 BURIN AVENUE • LAWNDALE, CALIFORNIA 90260 • (310) 973-3200 • FAX (310) 644-4556 

Roderick Diaz, Project Manager 
Metro 
One Gateway Plaza 
Mail Stop 99-22-3 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

April 11, 2011 

Re: Crenshaw/LAX Transit Corridor SDEIS/RDEIR 

Dear Mr. Diaz: 

S10- 7 

The City of Lawndale ("Lawndale") has reviewed the Supplemental Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement (SDEIS)/RecircuJated Draft Environmental Impact Report (RDEIR) that has 
been prepared for the proposed Crenshaw/Los Angeles International Airport (LAX) Transit A 
Corridor Project ("Project"). Lawndale would like to take this opportunity to provide comments 
and express concerns on the proposed Project, in particular, with regard to the new alternative 
maintenance facility sites. 

First, there is a discom1ect between the number of employees the SDEISIRDEIR states 
that the maintenance facility reqnires for staff und the number of vehicle trips the traffic analysis 
purports will be generated. It seems very unlikely that the approximately 200 employees with 
approximately 60 employees working each of3 shifts, plus visitors and truck deliveries, will 
generate only 21 lrips during the morning peak hour and 23 trips during the evening peak hour. 
As well, the traffic study does not appear to include as a cumulative project to Site #17 - B 
Marine/Redondo Beach Alternative the proposed hotel and RV storage project to be located at 
2410-2420 Marine Avenue, Redondo Beach, which is to the immediate northeast of the 
Marine/Redondo Beach Alternative site. The cumulative impacts of these projects on the 
Inglewood Ave/Marine A,•e, Inglewood Ave/1-405 NB, and Inglewood Ave/1-405 SB 
intersections need to be analyzed. Furthermore, the traffic study needs to be expanded to analyze 
the impacts of the proposed Project on the intersection at Inglewood Avenue and Manhattan 
Beach Boulevard, which was absent from the study. 

Under Section 1.2, Purpose of the Light Rail Maintenance Facility, it is stated that, "In 
order to provide LRV service that is reliable, cost effective, and does not adversely affect the 
remainder of the LRT system, it is important that the maintenance facility be located in close 
proximity to the proposed alignment for the light rail tracks." However, of the 18 potential sites 
analyz.ed, Site #17 - Marine/Redondo Beach Alternative is the farthest from the Crenshaw/LAX C 
Corridor the maintenance facility is intended to serve. Furthermore, in combination with the 
existing Division 22 facility, a disproportionate share of maintenance facilities serving the entire 
Metro LR V fleet would be concentrated in the South Bay Area should the Marine/Redondo 
Beach Alternative be selected as the Locally Preferred Alternative ("LP A"). The SDEIS/RDEIR 
also states that the Metro Board has a consolidated development strategy for maintenance 
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facilities associated with the expansion of the Metro Green Line and the Crenshaw/LAX Transit 
Corridor, but it would seem premature to select a site based on this factor when in fact the Metro 
Green Line extensions have neither been approved nm have completed an environmental review 
of their own. 

Section 3.7.1.1, General Noise Setting, concludes that there are no sensitive receptors 
within range of Site #17 - Marine/Redondo Beach Alternative. However, the City of Redondo 
Beach approved a hotel and RV storage project in 2010 that will be located at 2410-2420 Marine 
A venue - to the immediate northeast of the Marine/Redondo Beach site, with the proposed 
hotels being within a 1,000-foot unobstructed view of the site. According to the criteria used in 
the SDEIS/RDEIR, the hotels are in fact sensitive receptors within range such that mitigation 
measures need to be analyzed and included. 

Under Section 3.3, Displacement and Relocation of Existing Uses, the fact that the 
greater Los Angeles market has one of the tightest vacancy rates for industrial land in the nation 
should be taken into account. The loss of3 l 6,111 square feet of industrial/warehouse space at 
the Marine/Redondo Beach site would be detrimental to the local market and not just the specific 
property/business owner( s). 

Lastly, under Section 4.0, Community Participation, it was unclear as to whether or not 
the Centinela Valley Union High School District ("CVUHSD") had been notified about the 
SDEIS/RDEIR. CVUHSD is a jurisdiction in close proximity to both the Division 22 Northern 
Expansion Alternative and the Marine/Redondo Beach Alternative. Accordingly, the applicable 
laws mandate that CVUHSD be given notice of this proposal. 

Sincerely, 

$_____-
Perry A. Banner 
Community Development Manager 

Cc: Members of the Lawndale City Council 
Dayle Keller, Interim City Manager 
Otis Ginoza, Deputy City Manager 
Marlene Miyoshi, Public Works Director 
Tiffany Israel, City Attorney 

Roderick Diaz 
Page2 
April 11, 2011 
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Response to comment S.10-7A. 
 
Comment noted.  Metro appreciates the ideas of the commenter and public input is an important part of 
the planning process.   
 
Response to comment S.10-7B. 
 
Comment noted.  The trip generation estimates for the project were prepared using empirical data 
collected at an existing LRT maintenance facility, MTA Division 22 serving the Metro Green Line at 14724 
Aviation Boulevard in Lawndale. Classified driveway traffic data were collected at this maintenance facility 
using a video camera for a 24-hour period. Data related to number of passenger cars and trucks going in 
and out of the site were collected on a typical weekday.  Division 22 serves a total of 39 light rail vehicles 
(LRVs). The proposed Project is expected to serve a total of 70 LRVs.  Trip generation for the proposed 
facility was estimated by applying a factor proportional to the size of the facility in terms of number of 
LRVs served. The proposed project is estimated to generate a total of 21 trips during the morning peak 
hour (9 inbound/12 outbound) and 23 trips during the evening peak hours (13 inbound/10 outbound).  
The intersections and development that the commenter refers to would not be affected by the preferred 
maintenance alternative.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response.  
 
Response to comment S.10-7C. 
 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility. 
 
Response to comment S.10-7D. 
 
Comment noted.  Planned extensions that have identified funding sources are reasonably foreseeable 
projects that can be incorporated into long term development strategies. 
 
Response to comment S.10-7E. 
 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility. 
 
Response to comment S.10-7F. 
 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility. 
 
Response to comment S.10-7G. 
 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility. 
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COMMENT: S.10-8. Mike Gin, City of Redondo Beach. 
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- ....... -• redondo 
B E A C H 

Michael A, Gin 
Mayor 

415 Diamond Street, P,O, BoK 270 
Redondo Beach, California 90277-0270 
www.redondo.org 

tel 310 372-1171 
ext 2260 

fax 310 379-9268 S10 - 8 
March 24, 2011 

Roderick Diaz, Project Manager 
Metro 
One Gateway Plaza, MS 99-22-3 
Los Angeles, CA 90012-2952 

RE: Crenshaw/LAX Transit Corridor DEIR/DEIS- Official City comments 

Dear Mr. Diaz: 

The City of Redondo Beach appreciates the opportunity to comment on the Recirculated 
Supplemental DEIR/DEIS for the Crenshaw/LAX Transit Corridor Maintenance Facilities. While 
the City of Redondo Beach supports Metro's goal to reduce congestion and supports the 
Crenshaw and Green Line Extension projects, the City does not support the Marine/Redondo 
Beach Alternative for a Light Rail Maintenance Facility. 

On February 1, 2011 the City Council of the City of Redondo Beach considered the known 
potential land use, environmental, socio-economic and other impacts of locating a rail 
maintenance facility at 4000 Redondo Beach Avenue and found and determined that such a 
facility would have significant adverse impacts to the neighborhood and community. In reaching 
their decision, embodied in Resolution No. CC 1102-422, the City Council considered evidence 
and found and determined that alternative sites are available that are environmentally superior, 
less costly to acquire, would result in less dislocation of existing businesses and have not 
officially been opposed by the municipalities in which they are located. Therefore, the City of 
Redondo Beach continues to urge Metro to remove the Marine/Redondo Alternative from 
consideration. Absent this action, the City of Redondo Beach hereby submits the following 

comments: 

1. Section 2.2 of the document discusses specific thresholds of significance and states 
that the CEQA impacts would be considered significant if a maintenance site altemative 
has the potential to result in: 
I. Physical division of an established community 
II. Inconsistency with any applicable land use plan, policy or regulation 
Ill. Incompatibility with adjacent and surrounding land uses 

A 

B 

C 
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City of Redondo Beach 
SDEIR/SDEIS Comments 
March24, 2011 

The City of Redondo Beach submits that the Marine Avenue alternative will have 
significant and adverse impacts in all three of the above-mentioned analysis areas for 
the following reasons: 

• The site is a critical component of, and central to, a well-defined aerospace, research 
and development and industrial complex bounded by Marine Avenue to the north, 
Aviation Boulevard to the west, Manhattan Beach Boulevard to the south and the 1-
405 Freeway to the east. As such, relegating the single largest parcel east of 
Redondo Beach Avenue to an incompatible light rail industrial use would divide and 
disrupt the current and future orderly development of the area. 

• The Land Use Element of the Redondo Beach General Plan (page 2-81) clearly 
states that, "The emphasis for the northerly industrial area, designated "1-1", is to 
continue the same type of development stressing larger scale "campus-park" type of 
developments. Objective 1.43 of the General Plan provides that existing industrial 
districts shall be retained and enhanced while maintaining environmental quality and 
compatibility with adjacent residential neighborhoods and commercial districts. 

• Primary land uses permitted in this district include light manufacturing, research and 
development. spacecraft manufacturing and associated aerospace operations, 
business park offices, and warehouse retail uses. The construction and operation of 
a rail maintenance facility is inconsistent with the Goals, Policies and Objectives of 
the City's General Plan. Further, the use is inconsistent with Title 1 O of the Redondo 
Beach Municipal Code as a rail maintenance facility is not a use specifically listed as 
permitted or conditionally permitted in the 1-1 Industrial zone. 

2. Section 3.0 of the SDEIR/SDEIS states that, "The No Build Alternative for the Maintenance 
Facility Project would be the same as the No Build Alternatfve analyzed in the 
Crenshaw/LAX Transit Corridor DEIS/DEIR." 

C 

Given that the Marine/Redondo site was not identified at the time that the Crenshaw/LAX D 
EIR/EIS was prepared, no site specific analysis of the No Build Alternative has been 
conducted. The SDEIR/SDEIS should study and fully analyze the significant environmental, 
social and economic benefits from not constructing and operating a Rail Maintenance facility 
at the Marine/Redondo site. 

3. In discussing Transportation, Section 3.1.1.1 states that, "The areas surrounding the 
maintenance site alternatives to not contain any designated bicycle lanes or high levels of 

Pedestrian activity." While this statement may be true for other site alternatives, the E 
Marine/Redondo site located on Redondo Beach Avenue, a designated Class 2 Bikeway, 
that is an important last link in the newly constructed North Redondo Beach Bikeway to the 
Redondo Beach Green Line Station. Older 2008 counts show up to 17 bicycles per hour on 
this street segment. 

The site is also impacted by significant pedestrian activity, particularly Aerospace related 
foot traffic between Northrop Grumman's main campus, their satellite campuses to the east F 
and to the Green Line Station. Northrop's employees are a significant component of the 
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City of Redondo Beach 
SDEIR/SDEIS Comments 
March24, 2011 

Green Line ridership. Pedestrian traffic is significant enough to have warranted installation F 
of enhanced pedestrian crossings at Space Park Drive and should be fully considered in the 
environmental document. 

4. In discussing Direct Environmental Impacts and Consequences, Section 32.2.1 and Section 
3.4.3 Table 11-1 conclude that the selection an operation of the maintenance facility would 
not result in the division of an established community and that the use would be compatible 
with surrounding land uses. The City of Redondo Beach respectfully disagrees with these 
conclusions and submits that the Marine/Redondo Alternative will both physically divide an 
established aerospace/industrial community and be incompatible with surrounding land uses G 
and the City's General Plan land use and zoning designation. Evidence supporting these 
conclusions is provided in comment No. 1 above. 

5. The CEQA determination in Section 3.2.4 is not supported in evidence. The use will have 
significant adverse impacts in the analysis areas of physical division, compatibility and land 
use consistency. 

6. Part I, 3.0 discusses the dislocation of existing businesses, jobs and the loss of parking 
from a partial taking of a parcel to the east of the 4000 Redondo Beach Avenue site. The 
following comments relate to dislocation, property acquisition and socioeconomic impacts: 

• No analysis as to the effect of the partial taking on the adjacent business to the 
south, particularly their ability to meet code required parking has been provided. 

• The current use and development of the property is consistent with the City's 
General Plan and provides substantial benefits to the community including jobs, 
taxes and other revenues to Redondo Beach and adjacent communities. 

• The following are examples of the community benefits of existing operations: 

• There are a total of 337 DHL employees on-site; split between 212 office employees 
and 125 warehouse employees 

• There are 48 JR286 employees at t'1is location, plus 50 - 60 third-party employees in 
the warehouse 

• The average annual income for office employees (including benefits) is $78,681 and 
the average annual income for warehouse employees (including benefits) is $70,461 

7. The project would result in the displacement and loss of businesses critical to the economic 
vitality and stability of the area. Moreover, the unique attributes of these businesses and 
their current facilities make relocation infeasible. The following facts support this conclusion: 

• DHL moved to the site five years ago, is in the fifth year of a 10-year lease and has 
an option for five more years 

H 
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City of Redondo Beach 
SDEIR/SDEIS Comments 
March24, 2011 
10. In discussing anticipated Economic and Fiscal Impacts Section 3.14 includes information 

that the project would result in a local loss of $390,908 in property tax (2009) and that 39 
percent of General Fund revenue to the City of Redondo Beach is derived from property tax. L 
This same section shows that property tax constitutes only 13-16 percent of General Fund 
revenue in the other communities. Therefore, the potential loss of these property tax 
revenues to the City of Redondo Beach is substantially more significant than it would be for 
other alternative sites. 

11. While the SDEIR/SDEIS concludes that significant adverse impacts of economic dislocation 
are to be expected from the project, and proposes to mitigate those impacts through 
Uniform Relocation practices, no meaningful mitigation has been included to mitigate the M 
identified significant impacts to local revenues should displaced businesses not be relocated 
within the same jurisdiction from which they are displaced. Such mitigation measures 
should be required. 

The City of Redondo Beach thanks you for the opportunity to comment on the SDEIR/SDEIS 
and looks forward to your response. 
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Response to comment S.10-8A. 
 
Comment noted.  Metro appreciates the ideas of the commenter and public input is an important part of 
the planning process.   
 
Response to comment S.10-8B. 
 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility. 
 
Response to comment S.10-8C. 
 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility. 
 
Response to comment S.10-8D. 
 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility. 
 
Response to comment S.10-8E. 
 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility. 
 
Response to comment S.10-8F. 
 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility. 
 
Response to comment S.10-8G. 
 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility. 
 
Response to comment S.10-8H. 
 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility. 
 
Response to comment S.10-8I. 
 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility. 
 

©Metrd 
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Response to comment S.10-8J. 
 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility. 
Response to comment S.10-8K. 
 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility. 
 
Response to comment S.10-8L. 
 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility. 
 
Response to comment S.10-8M. 
 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility. 
 
 

© Metrd ____ _ 



 
Final Environmental Impact Statement/Final Environmental Impact Report  
Appendix K – Responses to Comments Received 

 

C R E N S H A W / L A X  T R A N S I T  C O R R I D O R  P R O J E C T  
K-36 August 2011 

COMMENT: S.10-9. Gail Farber, County of Los Angeles Department of Public Works. 

 

________________ © Metro 

S10 - 9 

G.\I 1. ~ARBl:11. Dirmor 

April 4, 2011 

Mr. Roderick Diaz 
Projt'!Ct Man~ger 

COU~TY OF LOS ANGELES 
D[PARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS 

'·To Enrich Lives Through Effective and Caring Service" 

900 SOI /TH FRE'>IONT AVENUE 
ALHAMBRA. CALIFORNIA 91 B0,-133 l 

Telephone: i6J6) !5~-51iJO 
hUp:/ldpw.lacount}.go, 

Los Angeles County Metropolitan 
Transportation Authority 
One Gateway Plaza, M/S 99-22-3 
Los Angeles, CA 90012-2952 

Dear Mr. Diaz: 

RECIRCULATED DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 
CRENSHAW/LAX TRANSIT CORRIDOR PROJECT 
LOS ANGELES COUNTY 
METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY 

ADDR<'SS ALL CORRESPONDENCE TO: 
P 0. BOX 1460 

ALHAMBRA, CALffORNIA 91802-146() 

jN Kl:;i>L Y ~u:.A~I::. 

RF.FER rn SILE LD-1 

We reviewed the Recirculated Draft Environmental Impact Report for the 
Crenshaw/LAX Transit Corridor project. The project involves a light-rail transit 
alignment that would extend approximately 8.5 miles from the Metro Green Line 
Aviation/LAX Station to the Exposition Line. The evaluation of new alternative sites 
resulted in the selection of four sites to be analyzed in this Recirculated Draft 
Environmental Impact Report. 

The following comments are for your consideration and relate to the environmental 
document only. 

Hazards-Flood/Water Quality 

The area of proposed maintenance site No. 14 contains a Los Angeles County Flood 
Control District facility, Underground Storm Drain Project No. 113. If an 
encroachment, connection or alteration to a Los Angeles County Flood Control 
District facility is required, please apply for a construction permit from the County of 
Los Angeles Department of Public Works' Land Development Division, Permits 
Section. 

If you have any questions regarding flood comment, please contact 
Mr. Araik Zargaryan at (562) 861-0316 or azargar@dpw.lacounty.gov. 

A 
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Mr. Roderick Diaz 
April 4, 2011 
Page 2 

Hazards-Geotechnical/Soils/Geology 

All or portion of the site is located within a potentially liquefiable area per the State of 
California Seismic Hazard Zones Map-Hollywood and Inglewood Quadrangles. 
Also, all or portion of the site is located within the Alquist Priolo Earthquake Fault 
Zone. Site-specific geotechnical and geologic reports addressing the proposed 
development and recommending mitigation measures for geotechnical and geologic B 
hazards should be included as part of the Environmental Impact Report. 

If you have any questions regarding geotechnical/soils/geology comment, please 
contact Mr. Jeremy Wan at (626) 458-4925 or jwan@dpw.lacounty.gov. 

Services-Road Maintenance 

Construction equipment traffic on County roadways may have detrimental effect to 
the existing road pavement, which increases our maintenance cost and schedule. 
The impact to the existing pavement condition will need to be evaluated to determine 
if any repairs should be included as part of the project after it is complete. 

If you have any questions regarding the road maintenance comment, please contact C 
Mr. Joseph Young at (310) 348-6448 or jyoung@dpw.lacounty.gov. 

We request the opportunity to review and comment on the Final Environmental Impact 
Report once available. If you have any other questions or require additional information, 
please contact Mr. Toan Duong at (626) 458-4945 or tduong@dpw.lacounty.gov. 

Very truly yours, 

GAIL FARBER 
Director of Public Works 

✓--
¥,'A~THCJN-c. NYIVIH 

Assistant Deputy Director 
Land Development Division 

JY:ca 
P:\LDPUB\CEQA\COM TO\Mi:.TA.O l'•'ITA~CRENSHAW-LAX TFUNSIT CORRIOO~ PROJECT.ROEIR DOC.doc 
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Response to comment S.10-9A. 
 
Comment noted.  If encroachment on Underground Storm Drain Project No. 113 is required, Metro will 
apply for a construction permit from the County of Los Angeles Department of Public Works’ Land 
Development Division. Permits Section. 
 
Response to comment S.10-9B. 
 
Comment noted.  Site specific borings and geotechnical reports were analyzed to evaluate impacts in the 
FEIS/FEIR and are included in the technical appendices.   
 
Response to comment S.10-9C. 
 
Comment noted.  Construction of a maintenance facility on the preferred Site #14 – Arbor Vitae/Bellanca 
Alternative would not require the use of unincorporated County of Los Angeles roadways for construction-
related traffic.  
 

©Metrd 
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COMMENT: S.10-10. Richard J. Bruckner, Los Angeles County Department of Regional Planning. 

© Metro _______________ _ 

April 4, 2011 

Mr. Roderick Diaz 
Project Manager 

Los Angeles County 
Department of Regional Planning 

Planning for the Challenges Ahead 

Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority 
One Gateway Plaza, MS 99·22-3 
Los Angeles, CA 90012·2952 

• Richard J. Bruckner 
Director 

S10 - 10 

RE: LOS ANGELES COUNTY DEPARTMENT OF REGIONAL PLANNING COMMENT 
ON CRENSHAWfLAX TRANSIT CORRIDOR PROJECT SDEIS/RDEIR 

Dear Mr. Diaz: 

Your agency requested the Department of Regional Planning to review and comment on the 
Crenshaw/LAX Transit Corridor Project Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement/Recirculated Draft Environmental Impact Report (SDEIS/RDEIR). Regional 
Planning has reviewed the SDEIS/RDEIR evaluation of four proposed maintenance facility 
sites and their potential impact on parklands and cultural resources listed or eligible for 
listing in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) along the proposed north-south A 
light rail transit (LRT) corridor. 

Regional Planning concurs with the SDEIS/RDEIR analysis that the LRT corridor is suitable 
as the Locally Preferred Alternative (LPA) and that any potential environmental impacts 
from the four proposed maintenance facility sites on parklands or cultural resources will not 
be adverse. None of the four proposed maintenance facility sites are located in the 
unincorporated County of Los Angeles, however, the Arbor Vitae/Bellanca and 
Manchester/Aviation sites are within a mile of the unincorporated community of Lennox and 
the Marine/Redondo Beach and Division 22 Northern Expansion sites are within a mile of 
the unincorporated community of Del Aire. While the communities are not physically B 
connected to the proposed maintenance facility sites, the SDEIS/RDEJR demonstrates that 
these sites are sufficiently distant from the unincorporated communities of Lennox and Del 
Aire to have less•than-significant impacts on their existing land uses. 

Sincerely, 

RJB:JS:MSH:msh 

320 West Temple Street• Los Angeles, CA 90012 • 213-974-6411 • Fax: 213-626•0434 • TDD: 213-617-2292 
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Response to comment S.10-10A. 
 
Comment noted.  Metro appreciates the ideas of the commenter and public input is an important part of 
the planning process.   
 
Response to comment S.10-10B. 
 
Comment noted.  Metro appreciates the ideas of the commenter and public input is an important part of 
the planning process.   

©Metrd 
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COMMENT: S.10-11. Michael M. Stevens, Councilman District 1, City of Inglewood. 

 

©Metro ------------------------------

MICHAEL M. STEVENS 
Councilman District 1 

One Manchester Boulevard, 9th Floor, Inglewood, CA 90301 

Via email to diazroderick@metro.net. 

Roderick Diaz 
Project Manager 
METRO 

RE: CRENSHAW/LAX TRANSIT CORRIDOR 
Meeting Date : March 31, 2011 
Where Inglewood City Hall 

April 11, 2011 

S10 - 11 

Subject Comments Re: Development Site for New 
Maintenance Facility in the City of Inglewood 

Dear Mr Diaz, 

As councilman of District 1 whose district is inclusive of the Crenshaw/LAX 
Transit Corridor, I formally request that MTA make all major crossings throughout A 
the City of Inglewood and intersections adjoining the City of Inglewood either 
aerial or below grade crossings. 

As Councilman of the 1st District in the City of Inglewood my major concerns are 
traffic congestion and vehicle and pedestrian safety. Case and point: at the 
intersection of Florence and Centinela Avenue, Centinela Avenue has a 45 
degree 565 feet slope. A vehicle with a manual transmission would find it B 
extremely difficult to hold their vehicle in check on that hill slope while waiting for 
a train to pass. Because of traffic light sequencing vehicles usually traveling 
south are able to flow through the intersection without stopping. 

Also, there is the issue of the sounding of MTA light rail horns at intersection. If 
the train is allowed to travel through at either aerial or below grade, the sounding 
of horns every 15 / 20 minutes will not be an issue. But if the trains are at grade c 
every 15 to 20 minutes the horns will be disruptive to our residential 
neighborhoods in the area. MTA does not provide soundproofing of residences 
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MICHAEL M. STEVENS 
Councilman District 1 

One Manchester Boulevard, 9th Floor, Inglewood, CA 90301 

as LAX does and so for this reason MTA should accommodate Inglewood with 
either aerial or below grade crossings. 

As for the maintenance facility site the residence of District 1 wish for the 
maintenance facility be located at the Arbor Vitae and Aviation (Dollar Rent-A
Car site) for this shall impede LAX expansion and does not negatively impact 
residences in Westchester or Hawthorne. 

Respectfully Submitted, 

Michael M. Stevens 
Inglewood City Councilman 
District 1 

D 
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Response to comment S.10-11A. 
 
Comment noted.  Metro appreciates the ideas of the commenter and public input is an important part of 
the planning process.   
 
Response to comment S.10-11B. 
 
Comment noted.  Traffic, vehicular and pedestrian safety were all evaluated in the FEIS/FEIR and 
SDEIS/RDEIR.  No significant impacts were found to occur to locations within the City of Inglewood.  The 
intersection that the commenter refers to was analyzed as part of this evaluation of impacts.   
 
Response to comment S.10-11C. 
 
Comment noted.  Noise from warning devices or horns was evaluated in the FEIS/FEIR.  The following 
table summarizes the results of warning noise analysis near the City of Inglewood. 
 

Table K-2.  Warning Signal Noise 

Location 
Distanc
e (feet) 

FTA 
Noise 

Categor
y 

Leq or Ldn (dBA)1 

Existing 
Project 
Noise3 

Moderate 
Impact 

Sever 
Impac

t Impact? 

Aviation Blvd and Arbor 
Vitae St  

682 3 66 42.6 67-72 >72 No 

Florence Ave and Hindry 
Ave  

No Receptor 

Florence Ave and Oak St 120 2 68 57.7 63-68 >68 No 

Florence Ave and Cedar 
Ave 

430 2 68 46.6 63-68 >68 No 

Florence Ave and 
Eucalyptus Ave 

408 2 68 47.1 63-68 >68 No 

Florence Ave and Ivy Ave  350 3 68 48.4 63-68 >68 No 

Florence Ave and 
Centinela Ave 

72 2 69 62.1 64-69 >69 No 

Florence Ave and West 
Blvd 

36 2 69 68.1 64-69 >69 Moderate

Florence Ave and 
Brynhurst Ave 

120 2 69 57.7 64-69 >69 No 

 
Mitigation Measure N1 is also provided which would eliminate the one moderate impact identified at the 
Florence Avenue and West Boulevard intersection.   
 

© Metrd ____ _ 
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Response to comment S.10-11D. 
 
Comment noted.  Metro appreciates the ideas of the commenter and public input is an important part of 
the planning process.   

©Metrd 
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COMMENT: S.10-12. Ian MacMillan, South Coast Air Quality Management District. 
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South Coast 
S10 - 12 

Air Quality Management District 
21865 Copley Drive, Diamond Bar. CA 91765-4178 
(909) 396-2000 • www.aqmd.gov 

E-mailed: April 5, 2011 
diazroderick@metro.net 

Mr. Roderick Diaz 
Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority 
One Gateway Plaza MS 99-22-3 
Los Angeles, California 90012-2952 

April 5, 2011 

Review of the Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Report (Draft EIR) 
for the Crenshaw/LAX Transit Corridor Project 

The South Coast Air Quality Management District (AQMD) appreciates the opportunity 
to comment on the above-mentioned document. The following comment is intended to 
provide guidance to the lead agency and should be incorporated into the final 
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) as appropriate. 

Based on a review of the draft ElR the AQMD staff is concerned about the project's 
significant localized construction air quality impacts to sensitive receptors including 
residents and school children located less than 1,000 feet from the proposed project site. 
In order to reduce these air quality impacts the AQMD staff recommends that the lead 
agency require additional mitigation to reduce diesel equipment exhaust emissions during 
construction activities. 

Pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21092.5, please provide the AQYID with 
written responses to all comments contained herein prior to the adoption of the final EIR. 
Further, staff is available to work with the lead agency to address these issues and any 
other questions that may arise. Please contact Dan Garcia, Air Quality Specialist CEQA 
Section, at (909) 396-3304, if you have any questions regarding the enclosed comments. 

Attachment 

IM:DG 

LACI 10215-05 
Control Number 

Sincerely, 

/,.. 1( ?.J;. ?,Vt 
Ian MacMillan 
Program Supervisor, CEQA lnter-Govcmmental Review 
Planning, Rule Development & Area Sources 

A 

8 
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Mr. Roderick Diaz 2 April 5, 2011 

Construction Equipment Mitigation Measures 

l. Given that lead agency's localized construction air quality analysis demonstrates that 
the project's criteria pollutant emissions will exceed the AQMD's daily significance 
thresholds for PM 10 and PM2.5 for each build alternative, the lead agency should add 
the following mitigation measures to reduce the project's significant air quality 
impacts, if feasible: 

• Provide dedicated tum lanes for movement of construction trucks and 
equipment on- and off-site, 

• Reroute construction trucks away from sensitive receptor areas, 

• Consistent with measures that other lead agencies in the region (including Port 
of Los Angeles and Port of Long Beach) have enacted, require all on•site 
construction equipment to meet EPA Tier 2 or higher emissions standards 
according to the following: 

✓ April I. 2010, to December 31. 2011: All offroad diesel•powered 
construction equipment greater than 50 hp shall meet Tier 2 offroad 
emissions standards. In addition, all construction equipment shall be 
outfitted with the BACT devices certified by CARB. Any emissions 
control device used by the contractor shall achieve emissions reductions 
that are no less than what could be achieved by a Level 2 or Level 3 diesel 
emissions control strategy for a similarly sized engine as defined by 
CARB regulations. 

✓ January I, 2012. to December 31. 2014: All offroad diesel•powered 
construction equipment greater than 50 hp shall meet Tier 3 offroad 
emissions standards. In addition, all construction equipment shall be 
outfitted with BACT devices certified by CARB. Any emissions control 
device used by the contractor shall achieve emissions reductions that arc 
no less than what could be achieved by a Level 3 diesel emissions control 
strategy for a similarly sized engine as defined by CARB regulations, 

✓ Post-January 1, 2015: All offroad diesel-powered construction equip:nent 
greater than 50 hp shall meet the Tier 4 emission standards, where 
available. In addition, all construction equipment shall be outfitted with 
BACT devices certified by CARB. Any emissions control device used by 
the contractor shall achieve emissions reductions that are no less than what 
could be achieved by a Level 3 diesel emissions control strategy for a 
similarly sized engine as defined by CARB regulations. 

✓ A copy of each unit's certified tier specification, BACT documentation, 
and CARB or AQMD operating permit shall be provided at the time of 
mobilization of each applicable unit of equipment. 
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Mr. Roderick Diaz 3 April 5, 2011 

• For additional measures to reduce off-road construction equipment, refer to 
the mitigation measure tables located at the following website: 
www.agmd.gov/ceqa/handbook/mitigation/MM intro.html. 

• The lead agency should consider encouraging construction contractors to C 
apply for AQMD "SOON" funds. As an example, incentives could be 
provided in the bidding process for those construction contractors who apply 
for AQMD "SOON" funds. More information on thls program can be found 
at the following website: 
http://www.aqmd.gov/tao/lmplementation/SOONProgram.htm 
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Response to comment S.10-12A. 
 
Comment noted.  Metro appreciates the ideas of the commenter and public input is an important part of 
the planning process.  The comment provides mitigation measures to reduce PM2.5 and PM10 emissions 
during construction activity.  Metro is in the process of developing a green building policy.  These policies 
will include construction best management practices designed to substantially reduce fugitive dust and 
equipment exhaust emissions.  The suggested mitigation measures listed in the comment will be 
considered during the adoption of the green building policy.   
 
Response to comment S.10-12B. 
 
Comment noted.  Please refer to response to comment S.10-12A.   
 
Response to comment S.10-12C. 
 
Comment noted.  Please refer to response to comment S.10-12A.   

©Metrd 
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COMMENT: S.10-13. Scott Morgan, Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, State Clearinghouse and 
Planning Unit. 

©Metro -------------------------

S10 - 13 

Jl!RlW" B:ROW:N 
GOVl!\ll'IOll 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

GOVERNOR'S OFFICE of PLANNING AND REsEARca 
STATE CLEARJNGHOUSE.AND PLANNrnG UNIT 

April 12, 2011 . 

J(oderick Diaz 
Los Angeles County Metropolitan TrEIIlllportation Authority 
One Gateway Plaza 
MS 99.22~3 
Los Angeles, C;A 90012•2952 

'Subject: Crenshaw Transit Corridor Project 
SCH#: 2007091148 . 

Dear Roderick Diaz: 

The S-tate Clearinghouse submitted the above named Draft EIR to selected state agencies for review. On 
the enclosed Document ,Details Repon please note that the Clearinghouse has listed the state agencies· that 

- ~-eviewed your document. The review period closed on April 11, 2011,and the co:mments from the 
responding agency (ies) is (are) en.closed. If this comment pac)cage is nofimirder, please notify the State 
Clearinghouse immediately. Please refer to the project's.tcn•digit State Cl~aringhouse number in funue 
couespondence so that we may respond prornpl:ly. 

Please note that Section 21104(c) of lhe California Public Resources Code states that: 

"A responsible or other public agency.shall only make substantive comments ,egarding those 
activities involved in a project which are within an areii 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." 

These comments are forwarded for use in preparing your final environmental do.rumen!. Should you need 
more information or'clarification of the enclosed commeuls, we recommend that you contact the 
conunenting agency directly. · 

This letter acknowledges that you have complied with the State C!earinghowie review requirements Ior 
draft environmental documents, pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act. Please contact the 
State Clearinghouse at (916) 445•0613 if you have a~y questions regarding the environmental review 
process. 

'~+ Sco~n- • • 

Director, State: Clearinghouse 

Enclosures 
cc: ResoUices Agency 

1400 10th Street P.O. Box 3044 Sacramento, California 95B12·3044 
(916) 445-0613 FAX (916) 32'·3018 www.opr.ca.gD"V 

A 
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SCH# 
Project Title 

Lead Agency 

2007091148 

Document Details Report 
State Clearinghouse Data Base 

Crenshaw Transit Corridor Project 
Metropolitan Transportation Authority 

Type EtR Draft EIR 

Descrlplion . Note: Recirculated EIR/ElS 

This document evaluates maintenance facility sites considered after the EIR Statement and DEIR was 

circulated to public agencies and the general public between Sept. 11 and Oct. 25, 2009. Additionally, 
this document evaluates the Section 4(1} resources (parklands and historic resources) for refinements 

made to the Locally Preferred Alternative (LPA) and the corresponding area of potential effects (APE) 

for the Project based on more advanced engineering design. 

Lead Agency Contact 
Name 

Agency 
Phone 
email 

Address 

Roderick Diaz 
Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority 
(213) 922-3018 Fax 

One Gateway Plaza 
MS 99-22-3 

City Los Angeles State CA Zip 90012-2952 

Project Location 
County Los Angeles 

City Los Angeles, City of, Inglewood. Hawthorne, El Segundo, ... 
Region 

Lat/Long 
Cross Streets North to Wilshire Blvd and the Park Mile area.east to Arlington Ave 

Parcel No. 
Township Range 

Proximity to: 
Highways 1-105, 405 

Airports LAX 
Railways BNSF, UPRR, Harbor Subdivision 

Waterways 
Schools Numerous 

Land Use M2-1, M-1, 1-1, M2-1 

Section Base 

Project Issues Air Quality; Archaeologic-Historic; Economics/Jobs; Geologic/Seismic; Noise; Toxic/Hazardous; 
Traffic/Circulation; Water Quality; Land.use; Other Issues 

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

Division of Aeronautics; California Highway Patrol; Caltrans, District 7; Air Resources Board, 
Transportation Projects; Regional Water Quality Control Board, Region 4; Department of Toxic 

Substances Control: Native American Heritage Commission; Public Utilities Commission 

Date Received 02124/2011 Start of Review 02/24/2011 End of Review 04/11/2011 

Note: Blanks in data fields result from insufficient information provided by lead agency. 
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© Metro, ________________ _ 

STATEOf(;AJ JFOB.Nl/\::::ffiJSIN§$ Jl!At/lPQRTATION ,'ND IJQUSINGAQ!iNC.~-Y ___________ ~l',DM~l/=N=D a,,.,~pgo...._..WN-IB-Ooycp=~ 

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
DISTRICT 7, REGIONAL PLANNING 
fGR/CEQA BRANCH 
JOO MAIN SlllEET, MS# 16 
LOS ANGELES, CA 90012·3606 
PHONE: (213) 8!17-9140 
FAX: (213) 897-1337 

Maroh 14, 2011 

Mr. Roderick Diaz 

RECEIVED 
MAR 16 2011 

STATE CLEARING HOUSE 

IGR/CEQA No. l 10305AL-RD1R 
Ref. IGR/CEQA No. 090916AL, DEIR 
Crenshaw/LAX Transit Corridor Project 
Vic. LA-10, LA-405, LA-105 
SCH # 2007091148 

Los Angeles County Transportation Authority 
One Gateway Plaza, MS 99-22-3 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Dear Mr. Diaz: 

f1a)'l)Urp,Jwn-! 
Be '""'7i' efficitA/1 

Thank you for including the California Department of Transportation (Department) in the 
environmental review process for the above referenced project_ This Supplemental Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement/Recirculated Draft Environmental Impact Report presents 
additional information pertaining to the Crenshaw/Los Angeles International Aiiport (LAX) 
Transit Corridor Project, previously known as the Crenshaw Transit Corridor Project The 
document provides additional environmental analysis of four new alternative maintenance 
facility sites for the proposed Project. 

The proposed project site is estimated to generate a total of 21 trips during the morning peak 
hours (9 inbound/I 2 outbound) and 23 trips during !he evening peak hours (13 inbound/I 0 
outbound). Bused on this information, there is no significant traffic, impact to the State facilities. 

Storm water run-off is a sensitive issue for Los Angeles and Ventura counties. Please be mindful 
that projects need to be designed to discharge clean nm-off water, Additionally storm water run
off is not permitted to discharge onto State highway facilities. 

TrWJsportation of heavy construction equipment and/or materials, which requires the use of 
oversized-transport vehicles on State highways, will require a transportation permit from the 
Department. It is recommended that large size· truck trips be limited to off-peak commute 
periods. 
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________________ © Metro 

Mr. Roderick Diaz 
Man:h 14,2011 
Pagc2of2 

If you have any questions, please feel free to contact me at (213) 897-9140 or Alan Lin the 
project coordinator at (213) 897-8391 and refer to IGR/CEQA No. 110305AL. 

Sincerely, 

4_c1~~c!c_ 
DIANNA WATSON 
IGR/CEQA Branch Chief 

cc: Scott Margan, State Clearinghouse 

'"CQ/11'r11U 111,pro- mohillt:,acro,. Cal/fontia" 
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Response to comment S.10-13A. 
 
Comment noted.  The attached comment letter from the State Clearinghouse was responded to in S10-3. 

© Metrd ____ _ 
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_________________ © Metro 

S20- 1 

Good Evening: 

My name is Rob Antrobius. I am the Vice President for AMB Property 
Corporation, the land owner of 4000 Redondo Beach Boulevard. Our 
property is referred to as the Marine/Redondo Beach for purposes of this 
maintenance facility site selection process. 

I am here to state AMB' s unambiguous opposition to the selection of our 
property for a Metro maintenance facility in conjunction with the 
Crenshaw/LAX Transit Corridor Project. I want to be clear that under no 
circumstances would we be a willing seller. 

AMB is the world's leading third-party owner/operator of air freight 
distribution real estate at and near major cargo and logistical airports, and 
is especially prominent in the Southern California region. This particular 
property stands out as unique because of its size, proximity to the airport, 
support from the city in which it is located and because of its unique 
combination of office and warehouse space. 

It is because of the fact that this property is literally irreplaceable that I am 
also here to support the interests of our two principal tenants, OHL Global 
Forwarding and JR286. These are two world class tenants. OHL is a global 
leader in the air and ocean. freight markets and JR286 is an entrepreneurial 
leader in the manufacturing and distribution of branded licensed sports 
accessories. JR286 recently became an exclusive distributor of the Nike 

brand. 

A 

B 

To recommend or select this site as a prospective location for a 
maintenance facility would jeopardize both of these companies and the C 

over 400 employees they have at this site. 

I respectfully urge you to select a site with less significant impacts or at the 
very least a willing seller. D 
Thank you. 
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Response to comment S.20-1A. 
 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility. 
 
Response to comment S.20-1B. 
 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility. 
 
Response to comment S.20-1C. 
 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility. 
 
Response to comment S.20-1D. 
 
Comment noted.  Metro appreciates the ideas of the commenter and public input is an important part of 
the planning process.   

© Metrd ____ _ 
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COMMENT: S.20-2. Gary Keleher, Aviation Center Owners Association. 

 

________________ © Metro 

VIA E-MAIL & U.S. MAIL 

Roderick B. Diaz, Project Manager 
Los Angeles County Metropolitan 
Transportation Authority 
One Gateway Plaza 
Los Angeles, CA 90012-2952 

April 11, 2011 

S20- 2 

(949) 851-7284 

(949) 825-5412 

mleifer@ptwww,com 

36451-000 

Re: Supplemental Draft EIS/Recirculated Draft EIR for Crenshaw/LAX 
Transit Corridor and Objection to D-22 Northern Expansion site 

Dear Mr. Diaz: 

This is sent on behalfofthe Aviation Center Owners Association ("Association"). 

The Association membership consists of the businesses located at 14500, 14600, 
14620, 14650 and 14680 Aviation Boulevard, Hawthorne, California. 

It is our understanding that the Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation 
Authority ("MTA'') is reviewing and analyzing four sites for a new maintenance faci1ity A 
along the proposed Crenshaw-LAX light rail line. One of the sites being considered for 
the new maintenance facility is the D-22 Northern Expansion Alternative that will require 
the acquisition of one of the Association's members-the U.S. Storage facility located at 
14680 Aviation Boulevard. 

This is to notify the MT A and MT A Board that the Association is strongly 
opposed to the selection of the D-22 Northern Expansion Facility alternative for the new 
maintenance facility. 
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Roderick B. Diaz, Project Manager 
April 11,201 I 
Page2 

The selection of the D-22 Northern Expansion Facility alternative would have a 
negative impact on the property values and businesses that are part of the Association. 
The MT A's environmental doc'ument has wholly failed to consider the impacts to the 
Association that will occur if the D-22 Northern Expansion Facility alternative were to be 
selected. The environmental document is deficient. 

Further, covenants, conditions and other restrictions, such as exist for the 
Association, are compensable property rights pursuant to the California Constitution, 
Article I, Section 19. (Southern California Edison Co. v. Bourgerie (1973) 9 Cal.3d 
169.) Accordingly, if the D-22 Northern Expansion Alternative is selected, the MT A will 
be required to compensate for the taking of such covenants, conditions and other 
restrictions and will have to compensate for the damage caused to the Association and 
Association members. The environmental document and the MT A's cost estimates have 
wholly failed to consider such acquisition costs. 

The Association opposes the D-22 Northern Expansion Alternative for the 
maintenance facility site. There are other site alternatives that will not have the same 
significant impacts to the neigl1boring land uses and communities as the D-22 Northern 
Expansion Alternative. 

Our Association is not the appropriate site. There are other site alternatives that 
will meet the MT A's stated needs and requirements for a maintenance facility, including 
the need for future expansion. The D-22 Northern Expansion Alternative will not be able 
to meet the MTA's stated capacity needs. The appropriate site is not the D-22 Northern 
Expansion Alternative. 

Very truly yours, 

Gary Keleher 
President, Aviation Center Owners Association 

B 

C 

D 
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Response to comment S.20-2A. 
 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility. 
 
Response to comment S.20-2B. 
 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility. 
 
Response to comment S.20-2C. 
 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility. 
 
Response to comment S.20-2D. 
 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility.  

©Metrd 
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© Metro _______________ _ 

DHL Global Forwarding ==' -•;;• ==; 

&OB.AL_ FO/?U,4/?0/N6 

March 1, 2011 S20- 3 

Good Evening: 

My name is Peter Jorgensen. I am the District Manager for OHL Global 

Forwarding, the largest tenant at 4000 Redondo Beach Avenue, the site referred to 

in the analysis as the Marine/Redondo Beach Alternative. 

I am here to state OHL's unequivocal opposition to the selection of this site 

as the preferred alternative for a new light rail maintenance facility. OHL has been 

a tenant at this site for five years. We have S years left on our lease, with an option 

for S more years. Before moving to this facility, we paid for an extensive search 

for properties that were large enough to suit our operational needs and close 

enough to LAX to remain competitive in our industry. Literally, this was the only 

location we could find and the same would be true ifwe did another search today. 

After spending roughly $7 million on improvements and going through an 

extremely lengthy and expensive process to be certified and bonded by US 

Customs and the TSA, it would be a great burden to have to go through the same 

process so soon after completing it. In addition, this is the only "gateway" facility 

OHL has in the Western United States, and any disruption on the movement of 

critical freight and our employees working environment, would have considerable 

impacts on the OHL system and our customers globally. 

We currently employ 337 people at this location, including 212 office 

employees and 125 warehouse employees. These are good paying jobs, with the 

average annual income for office workers being over $70,000 and for warehouse 

workers over $75,000. A majority of these jobs are union jobs as well, 

represented by Teamsters Local 986. 

OHL Glob•I Forwarding 
4000 Redondo Beach Avenue 
Ste 103 
Redondo Beach, CA 90278 

Phone ,1 J1t,-297-4A01 
Fax +1 310 297 4405 

www.dhl-dgf.com 

FMC 00031S~F 
FMC 17482Nf 

A 

B 

C 
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-=•·~•..,·· -
6LOBAL rO/?FWlli'Dn✓u 

On behalf ofDHL and the hundreds of employees who rely on these high 

paying jobs with our company, I urge Metro to consider the significant adverse 

impacts selecting our site for a maintenance yard would have. We respectfully ask 

that you direct your attention elsewhere for the project site. 

Thank you. 

Peter Jorgensen 

District Manager 

DHL Global Forwarding 

LOS ANGELES 

2 of 2 

C 
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Response to comment S.20-3A. 
 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility. 
 
 
Response to comment S.20-3B. 
 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility. 
 
Response to comment S.20-3C. 
 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility. 
 

© Metrd ____ _ 
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COMMENT: S.20-4. Amy R. Forbes, Gibson Dunn. 

________________ © Metro 

GIBSON DUNN Gibson, Dunn & Crutcher LLP 

333 South Grand A11enue 
Los Angeles, CA 90071-3197 
Tel 213 229.7000 

WYl"fi/.g1bs.ondunn.com 

Amy R. Forbes 
Direct 213.229.7151 

April 8, 2011 fax: 213.229.6151 
AForbes@gibsondunn.com 

VIA PDF AND U.S. MAIL Client T 19691-00010 

Mr- Roderick Diaz 
Los Angeles Metro 

S20-4 
One Gateway Plaza, MS 99-22-3 
Los Angeles, California 90012-2952 

Re: Crenshaw Transit Corridor SDEIS/RDEIR 

Dear Mr. Diaz: 

Our client, Avis Budget Car Rental, LLC ("Avis"), a tenant with major airport related 
operations located on Site 14, has significant concerns about the adequacy of the 
SDEIS/RDEIR prepared with respect to the selection of a light rail maintenance facility for 
the Crenshaw/LAX Transit Corridor Project (the "Project"). As proposed, the Project would 
seriously jeopardize the ability of the City of Los Angeles (the "City") to meet the goals and 
comply with the policies established in the City's General Plan with respect to LAX. These 
impacts were not disclosed or considered. In addition, the SDEISIRDEIR provides that the 
Avis uses on Site 14 might be able to be accommodated in a consolidated rental car facility 
at LAX at some point in the future. In fact there is no evidence that the consolidated rental 
car facility will be built, or that even if it is built it can accommodate the maintenance (as 
opposed to car rental) activities that take place on Site #14. The analysis in the 
SDEIS/RDEIR needs to be revised to reflect the inconsistency with the City's general plan, 
and provide a more accurate analysis of the true impacts of the Project. 

The SDEIS/RDEIR is inadequate because it fails to fully consider the impact of the Project 
on the City's General Plan goals and polices. The General Plan is clear that LAX is a major 
generator of economic activity, both in the immediate vicinity of the airport and throughout 
the entire Southern California region. Yet, the Project does not adequately analyze the 
impacts of the Project on the economic policies in the General Plan Framework Element 
(noted in the chart below). 

GOAL 7B: A City with land appropriately and sufficiently designated to sustain a robust cormncrcial and 
industrial base 

Objective 7 .2: Establish a balance of land uses that provides for commercial and industrial 
development which meets the needs of local residents, sustains economic growth, and assures 
maximum feasible environmental quality. 

Policy 7.2.13; Facilitate environmentally sound operations and expansion of the Port of Los 
Angeles and the Los Angeles International Airport as major drivers of the local and regional 
economy, 

:3•u~,~1'5 • Cen l1,r~· ('1tv • D3da~, • D ;n1.,~r, J,.b;i. · Lv11J.,11 · l us A:1!=?:: 11;:, • M,rn 1cl1 • -~~w Yu'"'·· Orar•~~ C(,urh 

Palo .\Ile, . P::r ,;, • 5 ;; ri Frd, 1(1~,n ,. :,c1,_, Pa lhl . "-:rg.w,.~ri::. \h'.:,sl11r.g lu.1, 'J ,{ 

A 

B 
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GIBSON DUNN 

Mr. Roderick Diaz 
April 8, 2011 
Page 2 

GOA.I. 7C: A City with thrivinR and exoandin.g businesses 

Objective 7.3: Maintain and enhance the existin2 businesses in the City. _________ --J 

Policy 7.3.4: Recognize the crucial role that the Port of Los Angeles and the Los Angeles 
International Aiiport play in future employment growth by supporting planned Port and 
Airoort exoansion and modernization that mitigates its negative imoacts. 

ln addition, there are other goals, objectives and policies in the Los Angeles lntemationaJ 
Airport Plan (which is the land use plan for the LAX area in the City's General Plan) that the 
Project would disrupt: 

Goal 3: Optimize LAX's critical role in supporting the economy as a major generator of 
economic activity. 

• Objective 2: Maximize, where feasible, the public benefits of airport development to 
adjacent land uses, such as direct economic benefits to local business districts. 

Goal 5: Acknowledge neighborhood context and promote compatibility between LAX and 
the surrounding neighborhoods. 

• Objective 2: Maximize the public benefits of airport development, particularly to 
adjacent land uses. 

The activities on Site 14 are directly supportive of Avis' auto rental business, which in tum is 
directly supportive of tourism and passenger related service at LAX and the broader Los 
Angeles economy. Forced relocation of these facilities, with no viable relocation option 
adjacent to the airport, will work to directly undennine the airport's activities. 

At page 3-18 the SDEIS/RDEIR states (emphasis added): 

"Over the years, specific businesses have located around LAX, including rental car 
agencies, freight forwarders, warehousing, aircraft mechanics training, etc. A number 
of these airport related businesses are located on and considered as part of the 
maintenance site alternatives. The success of many of these potentially affected 
businesses depends on their proximity to the airport. However, the airport vicinity is 
highly urbanized and developed. As a result, relocation sites with proximity to the 
airport are scarce. The displacement of businesses from the maintenance sites could 
be disruptive to the airport business environment and create competitive pressures for 
land in the airport vicinity or land use change in immediately adjacent areas." 

C 

D 
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Thus the document acknowledges the near impossibility or finding a relocation site and the 
negative impact on businesses supporting the airport. However, the resulting adverse impact E 
to consistency with the City's general plan is not disclosed or analyzed. Nor is there any 
realistic mitigation proposed. 

Indeed, the SDEIS/RDEIR is farther inadequate because the analysis relies on an incorrect 
assumption regarding the consolidated rental car facility. Proposed Mitigation Measure DR 
3 requires Metro to work with Los Angeles World Airports ("LAW A") to "to ensure that 
potential displacement and relocation or rental car businesses are compatible with the long F 
tenn implementation of the LAX Master Plan consolidated rental car center However, 
although the consolidated rental car facility will consolidate all "on-airport" rental car 
operations for LAX-there is no indication that the consolidated rental car facility will 
provide for "off-airport" operations such as car maintenance activities associated with 
operating a large fleet of rental cars. 

The Avis site houses the maintenance operations for the rental cars. Its displacement will not 
be mitigated even if the consolidated rental car facility is approved and built. Moreover, 
even assuming maintenance uses were to be relocated into the consolidated rental car facility, G 
there is no way the consolidated rental car facility, which is neither designed, funded or 
approved, can be considered certain by 2015, the timcframe for implementing the Project. 

The SDEIS/RDEIR does not acknowledge the obstacles associated with identifying, 
selecting and purchasing a site for the consolidated rental car facility, and thus the 
SDEIS/RDEIR relies on an unreasonable mitigation assumption that the consolidated rental 
car facility could be completed by opening day or the Crenshaw/LAX Transit Corridor 
Project in 2018. Currently, there is no concrete plan in place for the consolidated rental car H 
facility. LA WA has not obtained the necessary approvals for such a site. Additionally, as 
referenced in the legislative history for SB 1192 (adopted in 2010 to increase certain rental 
car fees) , rental car fees collected to subsidize construction of the consolidated rental car 
facility are not bringing in enough money to cover the estimated $800 million construction 
costs for the con so Ii dated rental car facility. 

The SDEIS/RDEIR fails to acknowledge the difficulties of undertaking completion of the 
consolidated rental car facility, and thus fails to fully disclose the impacts of the Project to 
the public and the decision makers. These difficulties could leave existing business 
permanently displaced. The SDEIS/RDEIR must provide analysis of the foreseeable 
consequences to the implementation of the displaeement of these beneficial uses, and 
mitigation for this impact. There is no discussion of potential impacts to traffic, circulation, 
or land use, for example resulting from the permanent dislocation of the existing uses. 
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The SDEIS/RDEIR must provide additional details and analysis so that the public and the 
decision makers can appropriately assess the impacts of the Project, as is required by law. 
For example, the SDEIS/RDEIR indicates that the preliminary capital cost for a maintenance 
facility is estimated to range from $116 to $333 million, but no break down of the costs or 
supporting information is provided so that the public and decision makers can verify the 
assumptions made. The SDEIS/RDEIR. should provide a breakdown of the estimated costs 
consistent with the underlying assumptions regarding relocation. On its face, it seems to 
make no sense to locate the Project on land related to airport uses, if the cost to relocate the 
displaced use will be as high or higher than the cost ofland for the Project. 

We request that additional information and analysis be provided on the Project so that the 
significant environmental impacts are disclosed. We request that the SDEIS/RDEIR be 
recirculated with an accurate reassessment of the impacts and possible mitigation. We look 
forward to reviewing additional reports and analysis, and providing additional comments on 
the Project. 

Very truly yours, 

/) /1 

\/- \ ~ 'v-'~ 

Arny R~rbes 

ARF/hhk 

cc: Lorie M. Tallarico 
Erika R. Randall 

101054015_3.DOC' 
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Response to comment S.20-4A. 
 
Comment noted.  The project was analyzed for consistency with the City of Los Angeles General Plan and 
was found to be consistent with all of the applicable land use policies.   
 
Response to comment S.20-4B. 
 
Comment noted.  The SDEIS/RDEIR acknowledges that adverse effect to displacement and relocation 
could occur with the selection of the Site #14 – Arbor Vitae/Bellanca Alternative.   
 
Response to comment S.20-4C. 
 
Comment noted.  Policy 7.2.13, facilitating environmentally sound operation and expansion of the port and 
airport, is not generally applicable to the project, but the provision of a maintenance facility would not 
prohibit expansion or operations of the port or airport.  The project would be consistent with Policy 7.3.4, 
supporting airport expansion and modernization, because it would provide the infrastructure to transport 
airport-related employees and passengers within the area without contributing to the high levels of traffic 
surrounding the airport and thereby resulting in lower energy consumption from fewer automobile trips.  
 
Response to comment S.20-4D. 
 
Comment noted.  The project would not prevent the optimization of LAX’s critical role in supporting the 
economy as a major generator of economic activity as stated in Goal 3 of the airport plan.  Site #14 is 
located in an industrial area along the Harbor Subdivision railroad right-of-way and would be compatible 
with adjacent lands uses as stated in Goal 5 of the airport plan.  The displacement of businesses on Site 
#14 – Arbor Vitae/Bellanca, which includes car rental facilities, would not adversely affect the public 
benefits of airport development to adjacent land uses.  Relocation benefits would be provided to businesses 
and owners displaced by the maintenance facility alternative.  The provision of a maintenance facility 
would allow an alternate mode of transportation, with greater public utility, to provide accessibility to the 
airport and surrounding airport-related development.  The area vacated by residences that have been 
purchased as part of the airport noise abatement zone would provide the opportunity for such additional 
development should the demand require it.   
 
Response to comment S.20-4E. 
 
Comment noted.  The adverse effect to businesses displaced on the preferred maintenance site alternative 
is acknowledged and would preempt approximately 14 acres of development.  The provision of a 
maintenance facility would allow an alternate mode of transportation, with greater public utility, to provide 
accessibility to the airport and surrounding airport-related development.  The area vacated by residences 
that have been purchased as part of the airport noise abatement zone would provide an opportunity for 
such additional development of airport-related businesses should the demand require it. Therefore, the 
displacement of these businesses would not be inconsistent with the City’s general plan to support airport 
development. 
 

©Metrd 
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Response to comment S.20-4F. 
 
Comment noted.  The comment asserts that because the SDEIS/RDEIR does not consider off-airport 
operations, that it is not consistent with the LAX Master Plan.  Because the exact programming and site 
layout of the consolidated rental car facility is unknown at this time, the SDEIS/RDEIR does not rely on 
any specific assumptions related to whether car maintenance facilities associated with rental car facilities 
could be provided in the consolidated rental car facility.  Mitigation Measure DR3 is provided to support 
and ensure compatibility with the LAX Master Plan and to reduce the effects of displacement and 
relocation to the greatest extent feasible.  Implementation of this mitigation measure would not reduce 
displacement and relocation effects to less than adverse.  The project would remain consistent with the 
LAX Master Plan.   
 
Response to comment S.20-4G. 
 
Comment noted.  The SDEIS/RDEIR provides Mitigation Measures DR1 and DR2 to reduce the effects to 
displacement and relocation to the greatest extent feasible.  Mitigation Measure DR3 is provided to 
maintain consistency with the LAX Master Plan.  Effects to displacement and relocation would remain 
adverse after mitigation.   
 
Response to comment S.20-4H. 
 
Comment noted.  The mitigation measure the commenter refers to is provided to maintain consistency 
with the LAX Master Plan and is not focused on the specific relocation issues that are being referred to by 
the commenter.  Metro can only provide relocation benefits and the exact location where tenants and 
owners would relocate cannot be reasonably foreseen.  The consolidated rental car facility is part of an 
adopted plan and the mitigation identified is to provide consistency with that plan.   
 
Response to comment S.20-4I. 
 
Comment noted.  Refer to response to comment S.20-4H.  Because the future sites of relocation for the 
businesses displaced by the project cannot reasonably foreseen, the analysis of those future impacts cannot 
be determined. 
 
Response to comment S.20-4J. 
 
Comment noted.  The preliminary costs provided for the maintenance facility alternatives are provided as a 
relative comparison of sites, based on similar assumptions, and cost estimating factors, and are not 
intended to be final costs.  The final costs would be dependent on preliminary engineering and real estate 
negotiations, which would not be completed until after the environmental document is certified.  The 
SDEIS/RDEIR acknowledges that there would be adverse effects from displacement and relocation for 
Sites #14, #15, and #17.  The refinement and breakdown of costs would not alter that determination.   
 

© Metrd ____ _ 
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COMMENT: S.20-5. Hannah Bentley, Fusion Homeowners’ Association Board of Directors. 
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HANNAH BENTLEY APC 
1500 ROSECRANS AVE,, STE, S00 
MANHATTAN BEACH, CA 90266 

(310)697-39960 I (310)496-1!191 F 
INW'W',BE/tlTL£YE'5QUfRE'.CO,., 

April 11.WII 

Mr. Roderick Diaz 
Project MMager 
Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transporllltion 
Authority 
One Gateway Plaza, MS 99-22"3 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

!&1..~NGER - HAND DEUVERY 

Mr. Raymond Sukys 
Office of Planning and Program Development 
Federal Tr,,nsil Administration Region IX 
201 Mission Street, Suite 1650 
San Francisco, CA 94 !05 

Hon. Members of the Board of Directors 
Metropolilan Tl11.1lsportation Agency 
Ooe Gateway Plaza 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Attn: MIA Boml of Directors 

Mr.Ray Tellis 
Federal Transit Administration Region IX 
Los Angdes Metropolitan Office 
888 S. Figueroa SI., Suite 1850 
Los Angeles, CA 90017 

YIA CERTIFIED MAIL RE1VRN PECEIPT REQUESTED 

Re: Comments on Recirculated Draft Environmental Impact Report/Supplemental 
Draft Environmenlal Impact Statement for the Crenshaw/LAX Transit Corridor 
Project 

Honorable Members of the Board of Directors, and Messrs. Diaz, Sukys, and Tellis: 

This letter provides the comm en ls of the Board of Directors of the Fusion Homeowners' 
Association on the Crenshaw/LAX Transil Corridor project Supplemental Dnift Environmental Impact 
Statement/Recirculated Draft Environmental Impact Report ("the SDEISIRDEIR"). This letter will address 
the following topics in order: (I) What is the Fusion Homeowners' Association, and how we are relevant 
to the SDEIS/BDEIR, (2) Why we have problems with the process that ibe MTA and its staff have 
followed with regard to lite development of a Maintenance Facility Alternative, (3) Why lhe analysis of 
environmental and public health effects in !he SDEIS/RDElR is deeply flawed, (4) Wily the economic 
impact analysis in the document is skewed and reveals deep bias in favor of development at Division 22, 
and (5) Why we implore you to •ake these issues seriously - and identifies a minimum list of specific 
questions this comment leUer raises which we think you should answer in your response to comments. 
There nre a variety of Attachments to this l~tter, some relevant documents from MT A and related agencies; 
some further detail in suppor1 of the issues we have with the SDEIS/RDEIR itself. The allllcbments are of 
course part of this letter and need to be part of the Administrative Record or ROD in the event we or some 
other party has a dispute with MTA and/or PT A. 

Before we get into !he heart of this letter, we need to say this: Many Fusion residents, including 
members of the Board, appreciace the value of transit i.n the Los Angeles County region. We recognize its 
importance in reduciug emissions due to automobile traffic (both in tenns of criteria pollutants and 
greenhouse gases). Many of us voted for the Measure R Sales TaJt. Many of us support the p,:ovision of 
new light rail transit to the C.rcn,ho.w Community and believe the process wilh reganl to the line it.self may 

S20-5 
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Me.,rs. Diaz, Sukys, an<i Telli•; Hon. Mcmben, of the Boud of Oir:ectors of the 
I A Metropolitan Tran•po<'•tion Authority 
Re: Proposed Crenshaw Transit Maintenance Facility SDEIS/RDEIR - Comments 

April I I, 2011 - page 2 

well have been productive and inclusive. Having said that, planoing and envimn=ntal analysis based 
upon GHG emission~ concerns (worldwide or within the sllUeJ needs to go hand-in-hand with responsibl~ 
planning regarding local impacts from construction, emissions. and ooxic air pollutants. Planning for transit 
for ao undcrserved community does not meet environmental justice goals when it plops a giant paiot & 
body shop down right next to a toddler's playground in a densely packed multifumily complex between a 
busy arterial and a fn:eway. Especially when that site wa~ chosen after the rejection of a large industrial-
1.oned space, well buffe~ from any residential sites, to favor the interests of a major railroad and Oil 
Company. 

Nocbing in Measure R or any stale, or federal law allows you to ignore the actual re~idents of the 
corn.muoity in which you plao to do construction in conducting CEQA and NEPA review. It is also just not 
a very good idea. 

Having seen the way MTA has completely disregarded our commu11ity in the CEQA/NEPA 
process. sidestepped meaningful review. having seen how staff plugged the site right over the waH from us 

B 

into the "tinal tier" of maintenance sites lo be considered (even t},oush that tier was supposedly created C 
with community p-articipatioJ1 based on a list of criteria that our site does noc meet}, we we profoundly 
distressed . We would uot have voted for Measure R had we known that the sales llUles we pay would be 
used to evade meaningful environmental review and fundamental public process. We m~y not vote for 
future MTA efforts to raise revenue. We can be expected to closely monitor your expenditure of resources, 
your efforts to lobby for new resources, •nd your contentions as to why your process is adequate. 

We do not think that MTA has been a ~ood TICiHhbor. 

1. Diyisig• 2Z'• N,;ghbor 1g tbe Sggth qnd Eqsl; Tb, Pcoscl)-Pq,;kµI ftl<ian B,sidentigl 
CPlMHlnitY With Nq,ngous Stuitiu Rueqtqcs 

Who We An, Fusion is a complex of 280 condominiums and town homell, with approximately 500 
residents. located directly adjacent to the Metro Division 22 Maiotcnance Facility ("Division 22"), to the 
South and East. The community's residents are diverse in terms of socioeconomic background, racial and 
cultural heriuge, income level , age . and ciri7.enship . We have many young families with small children, we 
have elderly residents , and we have everything in-berween. A number of us work from home, are retired, 
or sl.ly at home to care for children who also live io the complex. 

How Lonr We Have &en Here, The Fusion community was built between 2005 and 2008 and 
most, if not all. of •he residences had been occupied by the time that the original Draft Envimnmen!al 
lmJ18Ct Stateinent and Environmental Impact Report for rhe Crenshaw/LAX Transit Corridor ("the 
DEIS/DEIR") was being circulated. Certainly , by the time that the MTA Board of Directors held its 
hearing on the DEIS/DEIR in December of 2009, the Fusion Complex was fully occupied, a development 
approved by the City of Hawtho111e under its adopted Willow Glen Specific Plan, surrounded by what is 
zoned as C-1 (for "Freeway/Commercia '/Mixed Use Classification"). We were Division 22's exisfng, 
very close, residential neighbon; to the south, Md until this development proposal came up, it is probably 
fair to say we were willing to tolerate I he exist•ng facility .1 

This statement is somewhat qualified because Division 22 does much of its work at night and this 
Ila., always created noise disturbances for tlte residents facing the facility. The Fusion Board hns heard of 
calls being ltlilde by residents to !he Facility next door regarding the bells from trains that go off all night 
(50 feet from residence8, at 2, 3, or 4 a.m.J, and that staff memben; at Division 22 have infonned residents 
that the operntors are not to use the bells, and will be told not to. The bells still go off nightly. We 
understand from a number of resident.! that !hey cannot keep •he;r windows open at night for thi~ reason, 
regardless of the temperature outside. We are aware that MTA Staff put together a video for the March 31. 
201 I Open House showing pictures of Fusion resic!e=s, windows closed, and a caption asserting that 
Fusion residen~• were happy with existing noise levels, and kepi their windows open. This is mrher like a 
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Messrs. Diaz, Sukys, and Tellis; Hon. Members of :he Board of Direc10rs of the 
LA Metropoliran Trnnsponarion Audtority 
Re: Proposed Crenshaw Transit Maintenence Facility SDEISIRDEIR - Commcnls 
April 11, 2011 -page 3 

How Close Are We? As noted, our complex is dirtttly alljacenl to Division 22 to its South and 
East. This feet could Rcarce!y have gone unnoticed by the MTA ·s staff, including its environmental and 
project management staff working on the LAX/fransil Corridor project or the new Maintenonce Fac'!ity 
RDEIS/RDElR. Those working at Division 22 must have been consulted1, and they would have bad a hard 
time missing the large four-story-plu•-U shaped buildings, each containing 16 to 1 S units. rising up around 
them. The Green Line Train operators bringing trains into Division 22 would have had difficuliy not 
seeing buildiag 5400, roughly 22 feet to !heir left. as they were bringing their cars in to Division 22 for 
maintenonce. A tolal of approximately 42 units are within about 25 feet of Mr A's property line and 
rougltly 24 are withln about 50 feet of MTA 's planned new construction on the Division 22 site. 

How Close Are Q11r Common Recreational F~ Hawthorne's Zoning Code provides in 
general that condominiums must have a minimum common open space/rureational component,' and in 
keeping with that mandate, Fusion has three small recreational open areas for all of its 500-plus resi~ents, 
all three of which would be impacted by the proposed construction on •he Division 22 site. The first is an 
open air bartieque facility and grassy area in the Northwest comer of the complex, immediately adjac.:nl to 
Division 22's present parking lot on Aviation - an area from which much of the planned construction 
would have to be slaged. The second is a quaner-sizoo basketball court wilh one hoop comb'ned with a 
small sand 10! that has a t:Oy jungle-gym appar.,tus on which small children can play tic-tac-toe (the "tot 
lot"); this space is immediately adjacent to Division 22's Southeastern comer, alld 50 to JOO feet from 
where MTA would erect several buildings two stories in height, including a Paint & Body Shop from 
which it plans to vent VOCs and other noxious chemicals. Our third recreational ~pace - an open-air pool 
and jacuzzi area - is oo the other side of the complex from lhe Division 22 Yard: hO\vever. the ,pace 
between much of the planned Division 22 conslruction and the pool itself is largdy open and would easily 
be a corridor for dust and noise from the project. 

So below are: 

(1) How you depicted .. the Division 22 Northern Expansion Allemative" in a variety of places 
throughout :he SDEIS/RDEIR (actually, all of them, except the one diagram of where the actual 
construction would OCCJ:l') (f'u <iun I igrm· I-la, 1-1 h, I .fr, I -IJ, and I-fr are reproductions or 
details of figures from the SDEIS/RDEIR. We have added red outlines showing the existing 

Soviet-era Five Year Plan. There is no support in the record, or reality, fo.-Staffs assertions. and they 
appear to be postw-ing to bolster the agency's position should it be taken to co:.:rt for approving the 
Division 22 altemative. 
2 fn fact, we k.now they were, because an employee of the Division 22 Ynrd walked next door lo the 
front gate of Fusion substantially before •his SDEIS/RDEIR wa.s finished, in order to ask about arranging 
with our property management company to t:ike noise measurements inside the complex . He encountered a 
member of our Board ofDirutors there. gave her his card and indicated the rea.son for his visit. She 
'ndicated that there had been noise complaint and he acknowledged to her that MTA had indeed gollen 
several complaints (regarding noise from the existing facilily) from Fusion residents. We believe this 
happened in late December or early January - way before the SDEIS/l!DEIR was finished, or at least 
circulated. We have nothing against the employee who was likely merely doing the bidding of someone 
else in lhis regard, but it does establish !hat MI'A Staff a: Division 22 was aware of the project, was aware 
of Fusion's location, and did participate in the clevelopment of the SDEIS/RDEIR that does not properly 
de.scribe our cormnunity or its locatioo relative lo the Division 22 site. Accordingly, we will Sijbmit a copy 
of this ca.rd with the authentication from the person who received it so Iha! it may become a part of the 
Administrative Record ("AR") and Record of Decision ('"ROD") :n this matter. So ai; to protect that 
employee's privacy, we will submit it under separate cover. To prote~t his privacy, we might be amenable 
10 a stipul,.ion to be entered into the AR and ROD on this point before either such record is closed. 
3 See Hawthorne Municipal Code, Zoning, section 17 .21.072 (generally applicable to 
Condominiwns and Community Projects). 
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Messrs. Diaz, Sutys, and Tellis; Hon. Memben of the Bo.,-d of Di,..,tors of tho 
LA Metropolilan Transpmation Authority 
Re, Propooed CrcnshawTmnsil Maintenance Faciliry SDEISIRDEIR • Comments 
April II. 2011-page 4 

Division 22 from which most impaclll will emanate, and we have added green outlines showing 
Fusion's boundaries where necessary), 

(2) The one diagram on page 2-16 of the SDETS/RDEIR -your Figure 2-17 - which acrually shows 
lhe intensive aclllal construction and industrial use you plan right over lhc wall from us - although 
here you have not shown one or two of the residential buildings dull ate closest lo yomr train tracks 
(Furin11 Figure l-2), so we have taken the liberty of putting those in lo mak.e the map accurate, 
and 

(3) A figure superimposing the diagram of your planned construction over the existing and proposed 
D22 site and the distances of proposed building and consaucrion from us (F11.ri,m Fig11re J .J J: 
and 

(4) One further aerial close-up that even the maps we marked up cannot adequately capture: the very 
close dislancc al which the MI' A uacks run around Bnilding 5400, where some of our patios arc at 
a dislancc of 22 feet from the tracks. These neighbors would be impacted by noise and vibration 
from increased operatio11s, in a manner that would be inl<llerable. See Fu,·inrt Fi,:ur• I-I. 

FuiilJn F,~urc f .J n: SDEISIRDEIR Figure 3-29 (Aesthetic Resources) from page 3-40. Red outline 
depicts main area for construction; green outline depicts Fusion 

' 
~n-.. ........ 
la,.-• - l-l, __ ..,, -

F111io11 Fig•ir• J ./ b SDEIS/RDETR Figure 3-11 ("Neighborhoods and Community Facililielo'' 
from page 3-33); red oudine depicts exii;ting site for most construction, yellow area to somh is F11sion 
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________________ © Metro 

MessB. Diaz, Sulc.yo, and Tellis; Hon. Members afth• Board of Directors oflhc 
LA Metropolilan Transportation Amhori1y 
Re: Proposod Crenshaw Tiansil Maintenance facility SDEIS/RDFIR - CommenlS 
April II. 20 II - pagd 

Fu<ion Figure 1-lc: SDElSIRDEIR Figure 3-32, page 3-52, regarding Noise Olld Vibralion - !he noise 
and the "cenlerofthc noise eeneraring activity" would mostly come from the c~isting site which we have 

outlined in red. 

D D 

Fusion Figure 1-ld: SDEIS/RDEfR Figun: 3-2, page 3-4, depicting location of Ailcmativc. 
Red outline is site of existing Division 22 where mosl consuuction Olld noise would occur; 

Qrce.n outline is Fusion. 
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Mes,11. Dio:z, Sulcyo, ond Tellis; Hon. Membccs of tbe Board of Directors of the 
I.A Metropolitan Transportation Authority 
Ro: Proposed C',reffahaw Trsnsit Maintenance Facility SDEISIRDEIR - Comments 
April 11, 2011 - page 6 

Fuio11 Figurr 1-le; SDEIS/RDEIR Figure 3-9, page 3-27, on Displacement 
Dashed Black Outline (from original) is what you have decided to call "the project." Red is area of all 

phnnd consuucrinn except new tracks. Green is Fusion. 
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________________ © Metro 

M .. ,,.. Diaz. Sukys. and Tellis; Hon. Members of the Board of Directors o( the 
LA Mouopalitan Tranoporta•ian Alllhority 
Re: Proposal Cn:noha"" Transit Maintem>ncc Fa,;ilily SDEISIRDEIR - Comments 
April II, 2.011 - page 7 

J8)o 
I - --------- ----" 1 

DIVISfON 22 NOIITHEltN u..=_ -} 

~11.tetro 

Fll1ion Figure 1•2: Herc is Figure 2-17 from the SOEISIRDEIR; we added a bolder dashed black onll;oe 
around the site your EIR calls the project since your ondioe was still lhcre. bot more muted, in this ooe 

instance. The site of ffll lhc propo,;ed co11strncti.oo, Division 22, io outlined by os in red; our residences are 
onllincd by us in green. The derlr brown and grey buildings oo the existing Dhrision 22 site are all planned 

construction that is part of the project. 
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MessIS. Diaz, Sukys, •nd Tellis; Hon, Members of l:bc Boatd of Directors of lhe 
LA Meuupoli1"n Transpanation Authority 
Re: Propo,ed Crenshaw Tr>nsit Maintenance Facility SDEIS/IIDEIR - Comments 
April 11, 2011-page 8 

Fu~ion Fl,gure 1-J : Satellite pbOlo of the Fu~i:ort Con:am011ity and propei-ed dht1m;--e-i- Numbe-re-J buildings are in 1hr: F11:t1mn 
Comple).. The existing_ MTA l)i-Yi\-iort 22 Ma.Lntenaru:::e Yard is. Lo the immediate north a11-d west. SLtperimposc::d Oi'CT existing Div. 22 

k. J-ljgure 2-17 .from page 2-1-{i of th~ SDEIS/RDEIR. It shm\!S pl-o.nned construction ~,11 lh~ exiMing ~. shaded bro'WII ~ll(l grey, 

Figure 1-3 Table of Fealllns (below) 

Feature of Fusion Complex I Letter in 1-1 Approx Dista ices (Feet) 

Resitknlial condorninirun SO feet (from southern wall of southernmost planned 
11nits: Br,ilding 5405 A bui]d"ng); 25 feet (from Div. 22 Property Line & exit 

(in white) road for constructio11. vehicles) 

Sandbox I Tot Lot B Appro;<imate -
(in blaclc) 150 feet from E edge of planned paint/body shop 

Backboard & Basketball 1/4 C 1641 feet to edge of cons'roction (paint/body, maint) 

C1Jr,rt (in black) 1341 feet to new office structure 

Residential condominiflm D 22 feet from existing rail ines with ·ncrea•ed traffic 

flnits: Br,ildin,r 5400 (in white) 1541 feet from closest new rail line 

Cnmmon Baroeq,•e/Picnu: E (white) 50 feet from sole conslrnctioo/operntional exit 

Area: Fire Lane Eldt 25 feet from sole construction/operationw exit 

C1Jffllfl0n Poal/Jacuw Ana F (white) 2541 feet from construction site 
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McssB. Diaz, Sukys, and Tellis; Hon. Memhe<s of lhc Board of Director.; of the 
l.A Metropoltuin Transportation Authority 
Re: Propo6cd Crenshaw Transit Maintenance Facility SDFIS/RDfJR- Comn1ent& 
April 11. 2011 - page 9 

Fu,io11 Fi/!11re 1-4: Photo, from Google Earth, of dislance of planned and future lracks lo Dhision 22 silc, 
from Nor.hcastem-most building in Fusion complex. 

Disiancc from Palio lo middle of !>ff A lrack is 22 feet. 

As we detail below, Ihe hislory of MT A staff's <ff orts to involve us in the public review of tl>is 
project is minimal. We cover why we were not on notice of any of the proceedings prir.1r lo t.hc notice 
regarding the development SDEISIRDEIR, which went to one resident. See F11,11,.,, . \ttuchme,11 I -1. 

2. How .UTA 's Public Procw on Choq,ing and Analyzjng Maintenance FaciJjty Alternatiw Has 
a, Seems De(ibaateM lgnoml the fuqgn Resj41Jjts and lb# Concerns VUU Fact Rqim 

The SDEISIRDFlR, and the DEIS/DETR before it, were prepared to comply wilh the Califomia 
EnviromnencaJ Qualicy Act ("CEQA"), and the Nalional Fovironmental Policy Act ("NEPA"). among other 
rcquircmcnls. CEQA was enacted ooe year after NEPA; both were intended to require public agency 
decisionrnaker< to document and consider the cnvironmcolal implications of proposed actions before Ibey 
were undertaken. See. e,g., Pub. Res. Code 21000. 21001, No Oil. Inc. v City of Los Angeles, 13 Cal.3d 68, 
73-75 (1974)("No Oif'). Mouritain lion Foundation,. Fish & Game Camm ·n, 16 Cal.4"' 105. I 12 
(1997)("Mo~11tain lion") (CEQA authorities); see also 42 U.S.C. 4331, 4332 (statute), 14 C.I' R. Part 
1500.1 ("CEQ Regulations"), subsection (b) ("NEPA procedures must insure lhat environmenlal 
information is available to the public officials and citizens before decisions are made and before actio11s are 
taken") (emphasis supplied) (NEPA authoricy). Both CEQA and NEPA require agencies to follow a public 
process for tl,e environmental review of projec~ so that the public and local agencies affected by a 
proposed project ate informed of and can pmYide input inlo ii before (he agency commits to undertaking it. 
See, q .. Pub. Res. Cude 2l003(f), 21092, 2l09l(d) (CEQA provisions). 42 IJ.S.C. 4332 (statute), CEQ 
Regulations. Part 1500.l(b), 123 C.F.R. Til.lOS(c) (Federal Highway Administration and Federal Transit 
Adminislralion, Environmental Impact and Related Procedures ("Fr A NEPA Proc«lures")) (stating that it 
is "the policy of the Administration that ... public involvement 311d a syslemalic •ntenlisciplinat) approach 
be essential parfs of the development process"). 

The "purpose of CEQA is not lo generate paper. but to compel government at all levels to make 
decisions wilh environmental consequences in mind." Bozu.ng v. Local Agency Formation Commission, 
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LA Metropolitan Transportation Authority 
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13 Cal.3d 263,283 (1975)("Bo;.ung") . The 'nte111 behind NEPA, the slatute on which CEQA was modeled, 
can hardly be said to be anything different. See, e.g., CEQ Regulations , Part 1500.l(c) ("NEPA's purpose 
is not to generate paperwork - even excellent paperwork:- but to foster excellent action. The NEPA 
process is intended to help public officials make decisions that are based on underslanding of 
envir<mmental consequences, and lake actions that protect, restore, and enhance the env:ronment"). 

In addition lO these procedural mondat~, CEQA also commands that public agencies in California 
decline to approve projects with significant effects if there are "feasible alternatives or mitigation 
measures" that can substantially reduce those impacts. Pub. Res. Code 21002, Mount.ain Lion, 16 Cal.4'" at 
134. The California Supreme Court hes made clear that "CEQA should be intc,:preted so as to "afford the 
fullest po.ssible protection to the environment within the reesonable scope of the statutory language." 
Friends of Mammorh v Boord of Supen,iwrs, 8 Cal 3d 24 7, 259, 262 ( 1972) ("Friends of Ma,nmoth"), 

With this foundation in mind, we come lo some of the fundamental problems the MTA 's process 
had with reganl to Division 22 site selection and analysis. First, we question whether MTA and the f'T A 
met thdr legal requirements for notice and consulLation. We believe approval of the proposed project 
affects the fundamental interests of at least some residents such that notice and truly adequate 
predeprivation hearings arc required. Even as 10 CEQA, MTA hes not done what it might have done (and 
many other agencies routiaely do, in the case of projects adjacent to landowners) to make a good faith 
effort 10 involve us in the process in the manner which CEQA and NEPA obviously intended, Second, 
MT A has ahcady committed to construction of the part of the project that raises many of our greaiest 
cooocms regarding zoning and land use, noise, traffic, and air quality. This violates CEQA and NEPA. 
Third, the SDEJSIRDEIR represents an improper "piecemealing" of the project, a• there are a oumber of 
plans MTA has in mind involving the e~pansion of the Division 22 facility, which it eilher has not •nalyz.ed 
or has not identified as parts of the other projects in question. Fourth, although CEQA in som• cases 
allows agencies with appropriate authority and expertise lo adopt "thresholds of significance" for 
evaluating particular potential impacts, MTA here seeks to adopt standards based on a result-oriented 
approach that is wildly at odds with any logical or legal foundation, 

a. MTA 's and FTA 's Effons to Notjf::J FuVDO ud ,,., Cite qfHaw#wrnt Bwwfine Uu 
SDEISIRDEJR Cerl¢nfy Wat Not Cakulql,4 to Solicit Our Camon, or lnvolwn,nt 
- and May Not Have Bun SteMarih or Constitutionally Sufficient 

Both NEPA and CEQA contain detailed procedt•rcs for involving "the public" in the 
environmental review of projects that affect them. Obviously, solicitation of comment fmm "the public" 
must mean from the public that would be affected by or concerned with a project. See, e-s., CEQA 
Guidelines, 15002(i) ("Public Involvement. Under CEQA, an agency must solicit and respond to comments 
from the public and other agencies concerned wirh the project") (CEQA) (emphasis supplied); CEQ 
Regulations Pm 1503.l(a)(4) ("After preparing a craft [EIS) and before preparing a final [EIS] the agency 
shall , .. [r]"'IUe\t comments from the public, afjirma1ively soliciting comments.from thou persons or 
organizations who may be interested nr ajfectetf') (NEPA) (empha8is supplied). Additionally, both CEQA 
and NEPA require consultation with local agencies having jurisdiction over the proposed project. ; , CEQ 
Regulations.Part 15062(d) ("To better integrate [EISs] into Slate or local planning p!OC"8Ses,statements 
sha'l discuss any inconsistency of a proposed action with any approved state or local plan and laws 
(whether or not federally sMClioned). Where an inC011sislcncy txists, the statemeot should describe the 
extent to which the agency would reconcile its proposed action with the plan or law") (NEPA). 

Nol/(e lo th, Fu,dgn Communi{)' and Baidrn/S Was Calculaled Not to lnvolv, Us. Fusion is 
located significantly to lhe South of the "Study Area" for •he original DEIS/DETR on the Crenshaw/LAX 
Tl1lJlSit Corridor. We wen, not largeted for oolice with regard ro thal document , which identified the 
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altemarives for LRT Mainu:nance Facilities.4 11le MT A Board rnmoved one oF the proposed LRT 
Maintenance Sites from consideration while otherwise approving thal DEIS/DEIR m December 2009 (see 
FrHi111r I IIIH·iwr,·m ;:.1 1, and MTA staff apparently held one or more workshops regarding possible new 
Mainlenance Facility altemalivc~ in the fim partof2010.' Again,howcvcr, these workshops were within 
the original Study Arca, pn,pared for community memben; and stakeholdcn; in the Study Arca, given at 
fadities wilhin the Study Area, identifying additional proposed sites exclusively within the Study Area. 
See, e-1:., ~Maintenance Facility Woricshop #I Presentation," titled "'Crenshaw/LAX Transit Ccnidor Srudy 
Supplemen1.al Maintenance Facility Site Analy;,is , Feb, 24, 20 IO" from MT A Website , Slide 9 ( depicting 
potential sites solely within Study Area) (r11,,,,,, -\rta.-/1111, ·111 .' -2). All records indicate, and the 
SDEIS/RDEIR largely confirms, that "the public" outside of the Srudy Area was not notified or involved in 
the maintenance site selection process UDlil the sites to be discussed in the SDEISIRDEIR had already been 
chosen, in late 2010.• 

The SDEIS/RDEIR also mentions, at 4-1. the December I, 2010 10 a.m. "Open House" at Del 
Aire P~rk, describing the mo!eling as "Briefings to update site selection process ." But even this notic~ was 
no notice al all - for two very obvious reasons. 

Notice qfthe lh;cemlzer l..fJJllLHou.v w,w to Qac Be,iihntoftht fusion Comp/c<- 1t is of 
course hard to fathom how MTA might not have reached more of us. After all, Pub. Res . Code 
21092(b)(3)(C) specifies that agencies can provide notice of a draft EIR by, among other things "Direct 
mailing to the owoen and occupants of contiguous property shown on the last equali7.ed a.~scssment roll." 
MT A knows how to do this, because it does it all , he time . And this is how MT A reached aU the record 
owners and tcnuts of the parcels. it is cons.ideriog acquiring - by purchase or eminent domHi n - to attempt 
to negotiate purchases toward a maintenance facility alternative. The APNs of these parcels, and the 
identitie.~ of their tenants and owners, are included in the SDEIS/RDEIR itself, so it simply would not have 
been that hard lo act1•elly reach us if that had been the intent.' 

4 Because this point is so obvious, and the citations to the record to prove it are so extensive, we 
have ~ct out a listing of them in an Attachment to this letter , as noted earlier. See I· u,ion \fl<J,h11u-111 I-I . 
5 The SDEIS/RDEIR sets out what might ;nitially look lilce an impressive list of meetings it says 
staff held to involve "the public" in selection and review of additional maintenance facility sites. Ste 
SDEIS/RDEIR at page 4-1. While the DEIS/DEIR lists five meetings on this topic which occurred prior to 
MT A's having identified and reviewed the sites that were included in the SDEIS/RDEIR (February 24 , 
Marci, 14,Marcli 25, March 27, March 3/, 2010) all available records indicate that the primary focus of 
every rneetini except the first wa.~ on station location and design in the .irea of the meeting , not LRV 
maintenance facility alternatives. To the extent sites were discussed, they were possible sites within the 
Srudy Area, only - as the SDEIS/RDEIR effectively concedes. 
6 The SDEIS/RDEIR states at 4-1 that in "September 2010 through January 201 I," MTA staff held 
"Meetings with potentially affected individual tenants and property oWTim," Since, per the 
SDEIS/RDEIR 's analysis, only on.rite tenants or property ownen; were to be displaced (in the .1oosc that 
their property would be taken either by purchase or emiDCnt doma;n), we think the meetings referred to 
here did not constirute meet'J1gs with occupants of residences or businesses for purposes of CEQA or 
NEJ>A public participation, In any event, none of us have any record of having beett notified. 
7 To press the point a little further, only a few of us received notice of 1hc March I Optn House at 
the flight Path Learning Center. Many of us signed up at , or prior to, the March I meeting in order to get 
future notices regarding the proj~t frum MT A, and last we knew a ~umber of us had not gotten them. If 
notice did go out regarding the March 31, 2011 Open House in Inglewood, we should have gotten that 
nonce, pursuant to Pub. Res. Code 2 I092(b)((3), CEQ Regulations, l506.6(b)( I). 

At the close of lhe Flight Path Leaming Center Open House, the Project Manager claimed that 
MTA staff had acquiml a "commercial mailing lis!" for Fu\ion residents, ~nd perhaps the mailing list did 
not include some of the newer residents who had moved · n subsequent to build-out. We find this 
explanation no! to be credible. A number of us on the Board did oot receive notices even though we are the 
first owners of our UPits. The undersigned is also an original owner, and did not re.;eive a notice. 
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However, as far as we can rell, •fter asking around quite a bit. as far as Fusion was concerned, !he 
Notice of the December I, 2010 Open House was sent to; 

One (1) unit 
In wl,iL:h one (I) ofth~ com,,wnil)I'• 500-plw NlllmMN li~es. 

This situation is particularly disturbing as !here are a number of Homeowners' Associations listed 
in Append'x B to !he SDEIS/RDEIR al B· 7 from as far away as Baldwin Hills, etc. A number of tbese 
HOAs are nowhere near any of the proposed alternative sires. We are baffled as to why our Homeowners· 
Association, directly next door to Division 22. closer than any olher HOA to any of the sites, WIIS not 
norified. 

ThdJJJtu;e Qjthe Sitf s Selecml for Review in the SDE[S!RQEIR Jrulicatcd that MTt\ Wqs 
Causiderin&. Deve/QPment Only IQ Its North and Nor Adiacou to Fu.sign In n fallacy that was carried out 
and conlrunin1.1ed es..entially all the analysis in the SDEISIRDEIR, the flyer accompanying the notice of 
December I Open House (that went to one resident) - entitled "Crenshaw/LAX Transit Corridor Project 
Candidate Maintenance Sites Selected for Environmental Review" (hereafter, "the Dec. 1 Open House 
Flyer," or "the Flyer'') - f!H.tly states that the site under consideration for development and !he constroction 
of new facilities is nu/ adjacent to Fusion or any residential di!ve!oprnent. Although !he mainten·,nce 
facility purpose was "to store, maintain, repair and clean light rail vehicles," lhe site ide,1tificd as the 
"Metro Division 22 Northern Expansion" wa.s pictured a.s a small triangle to the north of tbe Division 22 
site, and to the west of !he BNSF right of way - a piece of property which is l 50 feet fmm the Fusion 
development at its closest point. 

The "sltemati~e" w•s described in !his manner: 

The Metro Division 22 Northern Expansion Alternative is 
approximately 3 5 acres in siu and is located in the City of Hawthorne. 
The existin11 iand use is industrial, and co71tains a public srora11e 
Jaciliry. The site is bounded by the existing Metro Division 22 Green 
Line Maintenance Facility to the south, the Harbor Subdiei,ion to the 
east and north, and is adjacent to professio71a/ office b11ildings to rhe 
west. The site would only be accessed by raj/ from tM existing Metro 
Divisio" 22 Mainten(Illce F aci/ity to the south across the Sou/hem 
California Edison Easement. 

(emphasis supplied). L"ke the SDEISIRDEIR that followed it, the picture above Illa! quoted text depicts the 
3.5 acre parcel to be acquired - not the existing Division 22 site, not the development that would occur on 
the existing •ite (which is most of it), and not lhe large area oi Fusion that is more or less adjacent lo that 
development. 

Images of the front of the Dec. I Open House Flyer, and the relevant description regarding the 
Project and the Division 22 Northern E~pansion, are reproduced below (Su Fusion Fig·,res 2·/, 2•1, u11d 

J.JJ. A copy oflhe flier itself is attached hereto as F11sion .-1.ttachmRnt 2-3. 

Finally, after the Flight Path Learning Center event, at which roughly 80 fusion residents attended 
lo uaifonnly register opposition ro the Division 22 ocite and MT A's process in this matter, the Project 
Manager asked to come meet with lhe Fusion HOA Board at its March 9 evening meeting. Because he dio 
so the day before the meeting, not many residents could be there, but we did meet wilh h'.m. He asked for a 
mailing list for the community and we provided a compete listing of addresses for all units in the Fusion 
Community. Nevertheless, to our knowledge, no resident has received any notices from MTA as a result of 

its use of !his !isl. 
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Crenshaw/LAX 
Transit Corridor Project 

• 
~· II. i!fll II I I II I. 
~ - • ___ _.e-.-n 

(I)Metro 

f,'ugon F11111re 2~1 -
•1 1 •\ 1 , [· ... \ 1r- •11lt 

Although lhc statements in the Flyer, insofar as they concern the acquisition of the 3.5 acre parcel, 
may be Technically true, t~is far from the whole of !he project that MT A is planning. The bull< of that is to 
happen a few feet away f1om us. See 1-'us,011 f-"1.g11r.·1 1-Ja-,·. This is nowhere made apparent in lhe 
Flyer's photo or text. To the cunmuy. it is obscard. 

In short, the Dec. I Open House F-lycr appears carefully framed to dissuade potentially interested 
parties (including residents of Fusion, the CiTy Council of Hawthorne, and any regional public agencies 
conccmeJ wilh land use planning or transit. other than MfA) from worrying about the proposed plans or 
looking into the matter further. Whether or nol lhe inlcnt of lhe Flyer was to mislead. it did so. We mow 
that some of lbc residents of Fusion, who al some point received aotl eventually reviewed a copy of lhe 
Dec. 1 Open House Flyer cooduded that any co~stn1ctioo or development would occur on lhe U.S. Storage 
site, not right next lo us. 
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Project O<>cr puon • R)"'-T p2 Div 2:? Altl·mative Description & Photo- Fl).e.r ~ 

Gnqd Fq#h Effam 41 Nofib and lnvolfe fm,ilwn 22'6 Dir:,clly Adiaqnt N,ighboa -l(Nnt 
Requind Unthr cEQA, NEPA. P" lelatd Plapning Law• - w,,, Nerel1bflm BaPiwl 
Constitutionally. rt is true that in its most recent iteration, Pub Res Code 21092 does not require notice to 
all adjacent property owners for CEQA pmposes, if there has been notice posting at the site of the proposed 
project or if notice of the EIR was published in a newspaper of general circul.a.tion. We don't know if either 
bappeued here: the RDEIR does not attach the notice that was used." The burden of proof for compliance 
with respect to notice is on the agency, uot the public. See, e.g., Burnec Waste Industries v. City of Colton, 
97 Cal.App.4th I 133 (2002). If the Maintenance :Facility Project involves agency approvals that require 
more extensive public notice than under CEQA's general notice rule, that more extensive notice would 

8 Prominent legal commentators suggest providing notice to adjacent property owners even where 
CEQA does not explicitly require it - and many agencies listen to them. Providing nolice to adjacent 
property owners, even if ii is not tcc...nically required, tends to avoid the sort of controversy that bas 
erupted here. 
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have been necessary.• CEQA also requires ootke to adjacent landowners where ccr1ain fuels are lo be 
bumt, or bumt in grnater quantities. '0 

As noted above. some individual members of our community specifically signed up for notices on 
this project and have not gotten any. To the extent there have been notices that were not sent to them, this 
does represent a violation of the notice provisions of CEQA and NEPA, every time it happens. Pub. Res. 
Code 21092(b)((3). CEQ Regulations, 1506.6(b)( I). 

Fin•IJy, the notice you did not give us was required a~ a constitutional matter. Pro_jccts which may 
affect the "fundamental interes1s" of certain persons re,,u;re notice "reasonably calculated to afford affec!ed 
persons the ..:alistic opportunity to protect their intcrcm." Horn v. County of Ventura, 24 Cal.3d 605,617-
61 B (1979). This is a due process standard, and when it applies, it requires a meaning/11I predepriva1ion 
hearing to affected propeny owne~. A hearing :n conne<:tion with the environmental review of a propos,:d 
project does not qualify as a meaningful predeprivation hearing. Horn. The property values of •he Fusion 
residents will be severely affected by this project, particularly in its projected two-year construction phase. 
Other constitutional interests may be impacted as well; their simple ability to live in their homes during 
conSD11ction will be dimip1ed by noise, dust including particulate maUer (PM10 and PM2.5) and diesel 
particulate m~tter ("DPM"). This right to notice may depend on whether the property owners' interests 
were impacted by a "quasi-adjudicative" or a "quasi-legislative" agency decision. In a quasi-legisla•ive 
action an agency makes rules, in a quasi-adjudicative action, it applies those rules to a particular situation. 
We are in the laller category- both because the agency supposedly is applying set criteria to a sariety of 
possible sites. ~nd. more importantly, because as a zoning matter, MTA is purporting to gmnt itself a 
conditional use pennit for a C l zoned site so that it can cre<:t ever ... more aonconforming bujld '.na~ and 
engage in ever-more non-conforming uses. The grant of a Conditional Us,: Permit is a clearly quasi
adjudicative function. See Horn, 24 Cal 3d at 617-618, see also Cadiz Land Co v. Rail Cycle. 
83 Cal.App.4~ 74, 118-120 (2000), Neigliborhoo.f Action Group v Counry of Calaveras, 
156 Cal.AppJd 1176, 1186 (1984). If you wish to argue that you are granting yoorself a variance ;ostead, 
the result would be the same. Topanga Ass'nfor <1 Scenic CommlJniry v. Coumy of los Angelos, 
11 Cal.3d 506 (1974). 11 

Such may be Che ca,,e here either because MTA or some other state or regional agency is required 
lo amend plans or issue other approvals in connection with this project. Such may be •he case here also 
because Hawthorne's approval may be required for a conditional use permit so that MTA may e~pand 
nonconforming uses anu put in new nonconforming buildings on the site at Division 22, wbich is zoned 
C l, and b•s been ever since MTA acqu:red ii. 

ta The SDEIS/RDFfR indicaces that the planned facility will have a "transformer generator'' and a 
"ln!ction power substalion;· SDEIS/RDEIR at I-7 to 1-8. and that these items are p•rt of the "Proposed 
Project Specific Maintenance Facility Requiremenrs." Id. at 1-7. We presume the tr?nsformergenerator 
will run on diesel fuel and generate diesel particulate. We do not believe this was evaluated adequately or 
at all in term, of quanlity of emi~sioos or proJ1imity to our resideno:s. This should have been evaluated. in 
the SDEIS/RDElR if it is part of the project end it is relevant to the adequacy of statutory notire . Of 
course, notice may very well also have been r&iuired due to the Paint & Body Shop unevDluated in the 
SDEISIRDEIR. 

11 Even if Mf A ·s decioioa were legisl.:itive in nature, due-process-type notice would be appropriate 
in an instllllce in which an agency's legislative action reflecc«:f a panicularized animus toward~ property 
owner affected by that action. See Harri., v. Cou11ry ()j Riverside, 904 F.2d 497 (9"' Cir. 1990). With all 
due respect, we must advise you that looking into some knd of animus seems appmpriate. There was a 
complete lack of notice to us regarding the consideration of a Division 22 ai1cmative until you had a·reacty 
decided co include it. anrl then the notice mischaracteri7..ed the prupllsed development in a manner that 
seems deliberate, Given that your Division 22 staff and management see us daily and are well aware that 
some of our buildings are about 50 feet from where you propose to put major new buildings. we •rink some 
sort of review regaroing animus is appropriate. 
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~Metro ---------------------------------

Mc=. Diaz, Sutys, and Tc.lis: Hon. Members or me Board of Din:c1rn of the 
LA MclropOlitan T,,.nspor'ation Au1bority 
Re: Proposed Crcnshow Tr.wsit Manlenance Facility SOEISIRDEIR - Comments 
April ii. 201 I page 16 

Notice qnd Consultatjon ..,;th the City ofHawt/w11, Was Ddiciqrt. Consultation with the City 
of Hawthorne, within whose boundaries MT A lies . also appear.. to have been inadequate. CEQA requires 
that public agencies engage in coosultation with ''responsible agencies" having jurisdiction over a resource 
or area- or bordering upon it - ''prior to completing an environmental impact repon." Pub. Res. Code 
21153, 21 !04. This obligation begins anew in the case of an EIR that is not certified and has to be 
recirculaled. Pub. Res. Code 2I092.I . See also CEQA Guideline 15088_~ (pub:k agency must reinitiatc 
"consultation pursuant to [Guidelines] Section l.'i086" in case of recirculated EIR). We note that with 
other cities, tlle notice of the SDEIS,RDEIR wa.s sent to the entire City Council. In our case, it was sent to 
the Mayor, but not any members of the City Council or Planning Commission. We <.lo not know the 
content of the notice, or when ii was sent, but it was not sent to the member of the City Council who sits on 
the South Bay Council of Governments, it was l\Qt calculated to alert the City to the significant potential 
impacts from the project. The conlent of the DEIS/DEIR did nol include our area as part of the Study Area, 
and even youi promotional materials did not indicate that any1hing would occur except on the 3.5 acre site 
zoned '•industrinl ," so we do believe MTA did not give notice in a manner calculated to acrually involve the 
City . 

b. MTA Has AlrtHV f'r«ommitted to Expan.-iea of DiVWPa 22, Wubulfl Gjl'ing U, 
Notice or tbc Qppqm#v to '9ammt 

"CEQA requires :hat an agency determine whe•hcr a project may have a siguificant environmental 
impact, and thus whether an EIR is required, befvre it approves rhat project.'" laurel lleighrs I, 47 Cal.3d 
376,394, quoti11g No Oil /,re. v. City of Los Angeles, I 3 Cal.3d 68, 79 (1974) (i!alics :n original). 

At its February 2011 Regular Meeting, lhe Board of D'rectors approved a Fundiog Agreement 
Term Sheet and Master Coopera1ive Agreement Term Sheet and au1hori1.ed MTA 's CEO lo eJtecute 
agreements in compliance with those Term Sheets. The agreemeors were to be entered into with the 
Exposition Metro Line Construction Authority and were to idenhfy cos LS to be allocated between Metro 
and the Conswction Authority in relation to Pha.se 2 of the Project. A true and correct copy from the 
MT A's website of the Memo to the Board of Directors from its February 20 I I meeting (Item 12) reveals 
that •he funding agreement w:,s specifically to provide that MT A would build a Paint & Body Shop, right 
ne:rt door to Fusion at Division 22, about 70 feet away from residCflces, to service - apparently- all th, 
CIJl'Sfro,n tJu E.rJl(J U"", sioce the Expo Line does not ha,·e a Paint & Body Shop. See F11 .,·iou 
.4.na,·hrnenl2-I (MTA February 24, 20! I, Regular Board Meeting Item 12, s,e page 12). Based on that 
Board Memo. the planned (that is, committed-to) Division 22 Paint & Body Shop would be de~ignated to 
service al least 4 7 cars from the EJCpo Line. 

The Budget approved by the Board in connection with the Funding Agreement provided for $ I l 
million to be expended toward this Paint & Body Shop, starting this year with Sj00,000. Id. at 29. While 
we do not seem robe able to find a copy of the agreement e,nered into online , we know ii was executed 
acconiing to numerous news reports. We think the agreement may have aclually a;,,signed the cost for the 
Paint & Body Shop 1a the Construction Authority - but it oppam1tly ha., not changed its location. Metro 
and the Construction Authority have precommitted m construct a giant Pei:\\ & Body Shop right next door 
to UR, without any enviro:1mental review. F11 , ion Atrad,mn,t 2-5 (Expo Construction Line Authority 
Memo to Board and Press Release re Conclusion of Agreement, March 2011 ). We're not e"actly sure why 
that change was made - perhaps because prec-Ommitting to a project might present a CEQA/NEPA 
problem. ft does. Bur getting another ageocy to do it for you - pa11icularly a different agency. when it is 
pursuant to an agreement you enti!r:ro into with that other agency? ... Well, we aren ' t sure that is any 
better. 
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________________ © Metro 

Messr3. Diaz, Sukys, and Tellis; Hon. Members of :he Board of Direct(')re of the 
LA MctropoJ.ilan Tre.ns.portation Authority 
Re: Proposed Crenshaw Transit Maintenance F~ciliry SDEIS/RDBR - Comments 

April 11. 2011-page 17 

The 'mages below (Fusio11 Figure 2-4} are just e~cerpts of •be key paragraphs of the Temi Sheet 
(F11siu11 Attach111e11J 2-3) approved by the MTA Boanl on which MT A's CEO n:lied io onler to fund the 
placement of Lhe Paint & Body Shop ne~t door. And to agn:e with another o.gency that that was what MT A 

would do. 

4. LACM I A shall incur co,ts OBd e,pens« for 1"• fap,c, Pmjccl Pha,-e 2 and ~'>< ,R', 
Pmjcet as''" fonh belo"' (1"< "LACM rA Pnject Coru"). 

R. Thc. LACMT I\ PMj«1 Cos:l'i. lll1: ,o brr u~ 'iOlcly for. 

ii. Cost and c,pei,se for L/ICMTA to design and con>i.n.:t • new &,dy 
Rep.jr and Painting Facilil)- at ~e C,n,,;n Line Slora.~c 4nJ M!lintcl\ODIX 
FJiCility loc.1ttd at nh"'ision 22, oChef\\i<ie lcno~ll as H:;a"'thome Yard. 
Since <he O & M l'aciliiy to be provided as part of 1,.xpo Project Phmc : 
will not include a body and paint shop, these costs al Di, ision 22 ~ p1r1 
of !ht LACMTA Project Costs. 

Fuiion Figure 2-4: E, ccrplS from MTA-appro,cd form of agreement with hpo Construction Authonty 
(see also our Attachment 2-1) 

This sort of precomrnitment to a project makes CEQA Rlld NEPA n:siew meaningless. See, e.g., 
Save Tara v. City of West Hollywood, 45 Cal.4"' 116,132 (2008).Riverwatch v. O/ivenhairr Mu11icipal 
Water Dist .. 170 Ca!App.4"' 1186 (2009). ln Save Tara. the Califomia Supreme Court made dear that a 
CEQA compliance condition would not save an agency agreement ftom challenge if the agreement, viewed 
in light of all the sonuundiog circumstances, commits the public agency as a practical matter to the 
project." As lhe Supreme Court noted, "a public entity that, in theory, retains legal discretion to reject a 
prop<>~d project may, by e~ecuting a detailed and definite agreement with the private developer and by 
lending its poli,;cal nod financial assistance to the project, have as a practical matter commiued itself to the 
project." The Court concluded that it had '"empha,ized the practical over the formal in deciding whether 
CEQA review can be poslponed, insisting it be done early enough to serve, realistically, as a meaningful 
contribution to public decisions." Save Tara, 45 Cal.4"' al 135." 

While MT A entered inw a coulract with another public agency, not a private party, the effect is 
the same. The agency commined 10 using public funds (at least some of which funds obtained It.rough the 
Measure R sales laJ<) to constructing a facility 1bat should never have even been considered as an 
alternative. Aud it commined those funds without having done the required env:ronmental review." 

12 There is no specific CEQA compliance condition in the Funcing Agreement Term Sheet, and, as 
we said, we have been unable to obtain a copy of the executed Funding Agreement itself. although we 
know that ii e~ists. There an: a couple of opaq uc provisious that may be interpreted as referring to or 
calling for CEQA compliance. If they call for it in the future, 1hey would have to satisfy the tests set out in 
Save Tara. If they refer to past CEQAINEPA compliance then that review would have to have been 
conducted by the appropriate agency in a process that reached out to and involved all affected ,\tak:ebolders, 
including, in the case of c~pansioo of Division 22, us, and the City of Hawthorne, etc. 
13 One wonders whether, if MT A were to approve the Divisiou 22 proiect in whole or in part, a.nd 
Fusion's HOA chose to challenge i• in court on behalf c,f its residents, the HOA would be in the wienviablc 
position of b.,ving to pay its own litigation costs during the proceeding, and MT A's hy virtue of the 
Measure R sales tax. Would those of us in the comple. who voted for Measure R do so again knowing that 

our funds would be spenl iu this manner? Maybe oot. 
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~Metro ---------------------------------

Messrs. Div., Sukys. •nd Tellis; Hon. Membcn of the Board of Dire,;tors of the 
LA Metropolitan Transporuuion Authority 
Re: Proposed Crenshaw Transit Maintenance Facility SDEIS/1\DEIR - Comments 
April ll, 2011 - page l 8 

Finally, whelh~r MT A is a responsible agency or a lead agency with regard to the Paint & !3ody Shop as a K 
reSll[t of this agreement makes not a bit of difference under Rivenvatch. 14 

c. MTA Has LlfVICDwb "Pieccrawk4," or SceMfaWI, Its Rpiew of th, Division 22 
Exoansion So 6• to Mlnimiu or Fully Ai>0id Analuis Dilts Ukcfv E■yiro/l/l!CDIW and 
PMf,lk Health Iq,acg 

The SDEIS/RDETR pw,,oru to analyze the expansion of M•intenance Facili1y Cnpacily in 
connection with - a~ one might expect -the construction of the Crenshaw/LAX transit project. However, 
in an effort to "kill two birds with one s:one" - or maybe three or four- MTA is acl\lally seeking approval 
for expanded rail captt~-ily for the construction of multiple new lines and expansions. The SDEISIRDEIR 
states, 

In December 20IO, the Metro Board adopted a coosolidated development strategy for 
maintenaoce facilities associated with the expansions of the Melro Green Lino: ~od the 
three new transit extensions - the Crenshaw/LAX Transit Corridor , the South Bay Meuu 
Green Line Extension, and the Metro Green Line Extension to LAX. In order to 
ac:eommodaJe futurt growth of aJJ these line•, consideration is being made for the 
ma'nten.ance facility to have a base capacily of 4~ LRVs and to evenrually expand the 
maiJlle!IMce facility to accommodate up to 70 LRVs. 

SDEIS/ROBIR at 1-1 (emphasis supplied). When read in conleXI with background MT A rlncu men!• 
approved by the Board already, it is clear that MTA plans to expand the use of the chosen site here far 
beyond that required for the Crenshaw/LAX Extension. At a minimum, it !>eems the project for a 
ma•ntcnance facility involves potentially all train cars from the Green Line, iu u:te,ukd to indr,dt all 
three of the uw projects - oot just Crenshaw. MT A Memo 10 Board, December 2010, 1'11 ,.;,,,, 
Attach-nt 2-6, at 2. 

Addltlo1111lly, it appeen that the Malnlcnan.:e Fac:11lty alternatives addres..cd In this 
SDEISJRDEIR are meant to covu - appareotly - 'he 11Dderscrnd ma1DtenaJ1ce neelb of four uisting 
and upandal Metro Lig/il Rail U1tes as of 2018: (l) the Green Line (ezpanded by tltrte or four 
projects), (2) the Gold Une (which needs a paint & body shop), (J) the BIMe Line, and (4) the Expo Line 
(pl,ases I anil :Z). See SDEIS/KDEJR at 1-6 to 1-8; see also Table l-3 at 1-7. 

While the SDEIS/RDEIR ~,sens that all the needs assessed are those of the Crenshaw/LAX 
project, we question whether the document accurately analyzes the impact ;n terms of volume of trips lo 
and stOJ-age at !he Division 22 site. Tndeed, the document asserts - or at very least suggests - that most or 
potentially all Pa:nt & Body Shop work for the excess capacity on all four ' ices would be serviced by 
Division 22. SDEIS/RDEIR at 1-4 through 1-7 . Even if the storage for cars at Division 22 (as expanded) 
would be limited lo 60. or 70. or 90 cars (depending on various scenarios mentioned), the additiooal traffic 
of rail cars into and out of ihc facilily could be staggering if facilities at Di vision 22 are relied on for 
maintenance needs, including heavy repair and paint and body work, for all •hese lines- as expanded. 

"Piecemeal;ng"' and "Segmenwtion" are alternate terms that refer to the situation in which an 
agency cuts a project into smaller pieces rather than reviewing "the whole of [the) action." II is prohibited 
under both CEQA, see, e.g., Pub . Res. Code 21159.27, and NEPA, since the result is that the environmental 
effect of the whole project may never be fully analyzed, and certainly may not be before :he first pnrt.s of 
the project are undertaken and commined to, 

14 One last note: we rlid not get notice of the DEIS/DEIR on the Expo Phase I or Phase 2 project~ . 
We hear the Phase I envitonmenu,J review wa~ recently finalized and has been challenged. We were not 
part of the study area and we doo 't believe that document reviewed the environmental impacts of a Paint & 
Body Shop. 
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----------------~ Metro 

Messrs. Diaz, Sukys, and Tellis; Hon. Membei,; of lhc Board of Dir«;loro of lhc 
LA Mctrupolita.n Transpor'ation A•Jthorily 
Re: Proposed Crenshaw Transit Ma.intenaiice Fw:ility SDF.TS/RDEIR • Comments 
April 11. 2011 page 19 

The words used i11 a founda1iunal case on .~egmentation with regard to~ environmental rc,·iew of 
the Pott of LA are applicable here. Jn response to agencies efforts to break analysis of a coma'ner terminal 
into three phases. the Court of Appeal wrote, 

Thisc:se goes to the first principles ofCEQA. The CEQA process is in1eoded to be a 
careful e:umina1ion, fully open to the public, of the environmental c-onsequences of a 
given project. covering the entire project, from start to finisb . This ext1mi1t111ion ;., 
intended to provide the fullest injomwrion reasonnl>/y available upon which the decision 
makers and the public they serve con rely in deremrining whether or not ro start the 
projector oil, nor merely to decide wlte1her to.finish ir. The EIR is intended to.furnish 
borh rhe mad map and the environmental price tag for a proj,cr so that the decision 
maker and llll' public both k,w,.·, before the journey begins, jusr where the journey will 
lead, and how much they -and the environ111e11t - will hove to givl' up in order 10 rake 
that journey. 

Hero, the [MTA and the E~po Transit Authority] have reduced CEQA to a process whos~ 
result will be la'iely tu generate paper to produce an ElR tl\at describes a journey whose 
destination is already predetermined and contractually comm.ir.ed to before the public has 
any chance to see either the road map or •he fu II price tag. . . . [f]his is segmentation of 
lhe project ~lid a pa se violation of the statute. 

Natural Rnourc~s JJef<t1 .,c Council v. City of ws An11el~s. 103 Cal.App.4'' 268 . 271 -272 (2002) (~mph:Lsis 
supplied). 

As notw in the Section 2.b of this letter immediately above, MTA's agreement wilh the E,i:po 
Construction Authority is a precommitmenl that violates other prec.,pts of CEQA and NEPA - but as a 
p,ecommitment Iha! was not reviewed as a part of this SDElS/RDEIR. it is abo evidence of piccemealing . 
In the particular case of •he construction of the Paint & Body Shop, the agreement calls for the construction 
of infrastructure that would have the "cumulative impact of opening the way for future development." 
Ciry of Antioch Y. Ciry of Pittshurg, 187 C-al.App.3d 1325. 1333-1334 (1986)." 

Why does it matter that MTA is trying to evaluate filling its maintenance needs for other Green 
Line projects - and for other Metro Rail line needs - wirh this SDEISIRDErR? Of course there is nothing 
wrong wilh efficiency - but it should be pursued in compliance with CEQA. If MTA wants to fulfill all 
these needs wilh a single maintenance facility, it should have a full public proass that fn,~kly addresses 
'hat point. That did not happen here. ·n preparing •lid circulating u DEIS/DEIR, state and federal agencies 
need to go through R scoping process and consultation process that is not fully replicated in the conteJ<t of a 
Supp/emmtal DEIS/ Recirculated OF.IR; it was not fully replicated in this instance. A number of the 
Scoping and Consultation requirements simply were nor followed here. CEQA and NEPA include those 
procedures so as lo involve all interested stakeholders from all affected communities on the development of 
alternatives as w,/1 as the commen· :ng stage. This is one reason why precommitment and segmentation are 
prohibited. Another reason - as the Court noted in NRDC - is that it m~kes it very difficult to assess what 
the true impacls of the frll projc,:t will be. Both potential concerns fully play out here. 

15 The SDEIS/RDEIR and its Appendices are truly schizophrenic as to whether or not those 
documents intend to provide environ menu! review of lhe Paint & Body Shop. We will address this in 
Section 3.c of thi~ letter bclr,w. However, even if the SDEIS/RDEIR had contluclcd environmental review 
on the Paint & Body Shop. and even if that review were adequate, MTA precommitted to the project hy 
planning for ilnd entering into a contract with t1H, E,i:po L:ne ConslnlCtion A ulhority to build it in advaoce 
of actually considering the results of that review. 
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~Metro ---------------------------------

Mcssn. Diaz, Sukys. and Telli.~; Hon. Members of the Bo•rd of Directors of the 
LA Metropolitan Transporta.don Au,hority 
Re: Proposed Crenshaw Tiansil Ma,nten,nce Facility SDEIS/RDEIR • Commento 
Ap,il 1l , 20 I I - page 20 

d. MTA Has lmprqJ,cd• Relied on "llegulqlqa Thresholds" in a Mana,r Thu Violates 
Egqlllidwi CE;QA Prece4cru 

One of I.he most litigated aspects of CEQA is the degree to which other regulatory staad:m's can 
infonn an agency's conclusion as to whether or not an envimt>menlal impact is or may be significant . 
Since a finding tJ.at an impact is or may be signific>tot plays o critical role under CEQA, "[a) Jang line of 
the Courts of Appeal decisions holds ... that the impacts of a proposed project are ordinarily to be 
compared to the actual environmental conditions at the time of CEQA analysis, rather than lo allowabl~ 
conditions defined by a plan or regularory frameworl:: ." Communities for a Better Environment v. South 
Coast Air Qlllllity Management District, 48 Cal.4"' 310. 321 (2010), (cillltions omitted). 

Similarly , and perhaps even more 10 the point, in Commurtities for a Better Environment v 
California Resources Ag~ncy, 103 Cal.App.4"' 98,(2002) the slate Court of Appeal in Sacramento 
invalidated the California Resources Agency ' s former version of Guidelines 15064(hl(3), which had 
provided that a lead agency should rely on a "threshold" promulgated by another agency with jurisdiction 
unless 'here was (1) a statutory mandatory finding of significance, (2J a conflict in threllholds between 
agencies with jurisdiction, or (3) the lead agency found the standard was not based on substantial evidence . 
The Court found that the Guideline improperly limited the duty of a lead agency under CEQA, because the 
Guideline mandated "the application of an established regulatory sU111dard in a way that forecloses the 
consideration of any other substantial evidence showing that there may be a significant eff~ct." 
l03 Cal.App.4'" at J 14. 

Thus, MTA cannot rely on another agency's regulatory stW1dard or permit proce11S to refuse to do 
analysis regarding how the environment will change as a result of the project. 

With regard to NEPA, "One agency cannot rely on another ' s examination of env:ronroental effects 
under NEPA" - it is not proper simply to rely on another agency's grant of a permit to conclude there is no 
possible significant environmentnl effect. Solithem Oregon Cititens Against Toxic Sprays v Clark, 
720 F .2d 1475 , 1480 (9"' Cir. 1984). Additionally. under NEPA feder~J agencies must deal mare 
fo!tluighrly with JlO"Sible impacts in the event of iw:ientific unc-ertainty. 

3. Win tbc Euironmental and Public lhaJth Aaaluis in the SDEIS{RDEJR is Deeph Flawed. 

We will bn,ak down our comments on the SDEIS/RDEIR's analysis of public health and 
environmenlal matters into the seven co.tcgories where we believe its failur~s are the most glaring: 
( I) Significance <>flmpacts. given that the document misrepresented the affected environment [that is , the 
nature and density of the Fusion residential site). the location and nature of the project. (2) Analysis of 
Alternatives regarding Maintenance Sites, (3) Air Quality Impaos from the Proposed Facility (Both for 
Construction and Operation), ( 4) Noise Jmpac-ts from the Proposed Facility (Both for Construction and 
Operation), (5) Land Use Planning Consistency and Zoning, and (6) Traffic lmpac1s, both d,·ring 
Construction and Operation, and Public Safety , (7) Cumulative Impacts. Tnclucling Those of 
Electromagnetic Fields. 

a. for Qiyjsjgn 22, tfw CAAfidtrqJfgn o(Sitalwm Jmp,grs PW Not Ce'Mid€r Che Whole 
of the Ex.,qn,jon Proiect 

As noted in <>ur discussion of segmen1111ion, in Section 2.c. ofthis letter, MTA underslllted the 
impacts of this project by foiling 10 analyze all ,be reasonably foreseeable development and use at Division 
22 should the use of 1na1 site he approved. Under CEQA, an EIR "rnu~t include an analysis of the 
environmental effects of future e~pansion or other action if ( l) it is a reasonably foreseeable consequence 
of the initial project, and (2) the future expansion or action will he signific2n1 in that it will likely ch~nge 
the ~cope or nature of the initial project or its environmenllll effects." Laurel Heighrs Improvement Ass •~ v. 
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________________ © Metro 

Mesm. Dia2, Sukys, and Tellis; Hon. Membcc. of tile Boan1 of Directors of the 
LA Metropo·itan Transportation Au'horil)' 
Re: Proposed Cn:nsrawTran,it Maintenance Facility SDEIS/RDEIR • Comments 
April 11. 2011 - page 21 

B(J(Jrd Qj'Regena. 47 Cal.3d 376,296 (1988) . See also Pub. Res. Code 21065. The Division 22 project 
meets rhis standard for many reasons previously mentioned. 

As noted, the SDElS/RDEIR misrepresents the Division 22 project '.,Dd its impacts by repeatedly 
contending that the project is only the ocquisition and development of the 3.5 acre parcel. This 
chllJ'llcterization badly skews its assessments of impacts with regard to, al the very least, alternatives, its 
discussions of land use, zoning :md the division of e•isting communities. air quality, hazardous materials ". 
•nd noise (construction noise at least, probably operational noise as well). 

Finally, the S DEIS/RDEIR mentions componems of the present ma :ntenanre facility project at the 
exisring Di vision 22 site which it has not assessed in adequate delllil at all . Into this category fall impacts 
from a permanent pa:nt & body shop for rail cm; from both the Green Une wtd the Expo Line which would 
emit toxic air pollutants headed toward our toddlers using Fusion's only playground.just over the boundary 
line wall. Additionally, apparently there is a planned "transfonner/generator,. for operational use on the 
site - we don't know how big ii is, what it will run on, or how often it will run. We suspect it will run on 
diesel fuel, meaning that it will emit diesel pa,iiculate matter ("DPM"), anotbcr toxic air contom'nant. 
Again, we don ' t know. 

Other anomalie.~ or false statements: (1) The DSEJS/RD!' IR asserts that the comple>: is made up 
of 18 "two story buildings" when they are four story buildings - apparently because this helps minimi?..e 
impacts in the Visual Impacts section.or perhaps with regard to noise impact assessments. See. e.g .. 
SDEIS/RDEIR at 3-38. (2) It asserts that there is no pedestrian or bicycle traffic past the facility on 
Aviation, see SDEISffiDEIR at 3-2. 3-7, when there is quite a bit - from Fusion and surmund'ng areas -
and :hat traffic is affected by vehicle traffic in and out of Fusion and the Maintenance Facility (and will be 
more affected by increased traffic and construction traffic were MT A ro approve the project at this site). 

b. MLi'.t.AIUrnati•e• Anafysjs Lacks Lofieaf Coheo:oo 

Both CEQA and NEPA BuwMcquateAk,rnpljmAnqlym CEQA and NEPA both require 
a thorough analysis of alternatives - for two very important reasons. First, it is ooly through an analysis of 
alternatives that the decision-making body or acting agency can consider environmental effects and less 
damaging options. Second, both recognize that it is the public ·s right to understand and participate in th is 
process. 

CEQA ·s Stqndµrds According IO Guidelines 15026.6. the "key question" in considering 
alternative sites is " whether any of the significant effects of the project would be avoided or suhstantially 
lessened by pulling the project in another location. "Only locations that would avoid or substanti<1/ly lessen 
any ofrhe signijicm1t ejfe~ts of the project ,ieed be considered:' Id. If no alternative is feasible, the EIR 

N 

should explain why , and "where a previous document has previously analy1ed a range of altr-111arives," the Q 
agency should look to that previous document for guidance . Id. Thus, avoiding the significant 
environmental effe<:ts of a project, not "economic feasibility," should guide an agency's selecrioo aod 
analysis of alternatives. Frier1ds off.el River v. Sonoma County W<1ter Agency, 108 Cal.App.4h 859 
(2003),San Franciscans Upholding the Downtown Pinn v. San Francisco, l02 Cal.App.4~ 656 (2002) . 
MTA most definitely did not follow these rules. 

In l.nure/ Height., I. 47 Cal.3d 376, the California Supreme Court made clear that an ogency's 
alternatives analysis must to be mean'ngful and transparent, emphatically rejecting !he argum~nts by the 
Regents of the University of California that they had done enough: 

1 6 fn the ha1.mlous materials section the SDEIS/RDEIR actually characterius a potentially 
hazardous underground storage Ulllk on the existing Division 22 property as an "offsile" h3?ard - even 
though, for all we know, it is d:.rcctly underneath the area where MTA needs to do excavation and grading 
for consrruction. Cf. McQueen v. Board of Directors, 202 Ca1App.3d 1136 (1988}. 
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~Metro ---------------------------------

Mess111. o;.,,, Sukys, and Tellis; Hon. Members of I.he Board of D'=tors of the 
LA Melropolitan Transportation Aulhoricy 
Re: Proposed Crenshaw Transit Maintenance Facili1y SOEJS/RDEIR - Comments 
April 11, 2011 - page 22 

The Regents argue that alternatives had already been considered and found to be 
infeasible d1,ring lhe University's various internal piaoning processes and thal an EIR 
need not discuss a clearly infeasible project alternative. The Regents apparently believe 
that, becalL'le they and UCSF were already fully informed as to the alleged infeasibility of 
alternatives, there was no need lo discuss them in the EIR. 

TIM lkrcn4 mis• tbr triljra/ gpinr that the tnlbfi& must be equally iaftmQfd. Wilhou 
-aningfa/ anal1sis of alt,rnati~es in tl,e ElR, ruids,r du, coum nor dre p1'blic '°" 
fw(firl tlleir proJMr .-oks in tlle CEQA process. We do not impugn the integri()' of the 
Regents, but neidrer can ,.,. counll!nance a result tllat would .-eq11ire blind trust bJ t/ie 
publit:, •SJNCiallJ i11 li,:llt of CEQA 'sf•nda11W1'1al goal tltat tlle public be fi,lly 
uifonned as to tl,e environ-ntal conseqHro:tes of aetion by tiuir publk oJJicials. 'To 
facilitate CEQA's informational role. the EIR ,rum contain f1icts and analysis, notjiat 
111., agency's bore concl1'sio,u or opinions.' An ElR ,,.,_st ir,clulk lklaU suff1de11t to 
flMble tllos. who did not pamripau in its preparatinn to undersland and to consider 
mear,ingfwly the I.sues nnsed by 1he proposed proj""t. 

47 Cal.3<1 at 404-405 (some emphasis in original; further emphasis supplied; multiple citations 
omitted). 

The Court made profoundly clear that its ruling re,,ted on the lead agency's duty lo the 
public under CEQA: 

Even if the Regents are correct in theiI conclusion that .here are no feasible alternatives 
lo the Laurel Heights site, •he EIR is nonelheles\ defective 1•nder CEQA. As we stated in 
a context similar to CEQA, there must be a disclosure of the "analytic route tlle ... 
agency lra!H!ledfro,n e~id,nce to actior, .' . .. An EIR's discussion of alternatives must 
conta;n analysis sufficient to allow informed decision malting. 

47 C111Jd at 404 (emphasis supplied), citing Toponga 1hm. for a Scenic Communiry , . Counry of 
Los Angeles, 11 CPl.3d 506, SIS (1974) ("Topanga").arid San &rnardir.o Valley Audubon 
Society, Inc. v. County of Sor, Bernardino \5S Cal.App.3d 738, 751 (19S4). See also Son Joaquin 
Raptor!Wildlife Rescue Ce11ter v, County of Stanislaus, 27 Cal .App.4"" 713 ( 1994 ), City of Santee 
v. Cou,,ry of San Diego. 214 Cal.App.3d 1438 (1989), and Kings County Farm Bureau v Ciry of 
Hanford, 223Ca1App.3d 692 (1990). 

TlgNEPA Parallel Under NEPA, an alternatives analysis scn,es the same role. and must provide 
"substantial treatment to e11eh alternative considered in detail including the proposed nclion so that 
reviewers may evaluate their comparative merits." 40 C.F.R. 1502.14(b). 

Tht DEIS/DEIR wr4 SDElSIRDE/R Disclost tlllll MTA Dul Not Follow An Ang/l'li& But1 
fuun El'i41R«to,iclipn-Al[&ost Not Q11e thal Q,wlifus UndyCEQA. ln TofHlllga, the Supreme 
Court roled that an agency action must be based on findings, so as to assure "orderly analysis and mi,,;miz.e 
the likelihood that the agency will randomly leap from evidence to conclusions," to "enable the reviewing 
court to trace and examine the agency's mode of analysis," and to "persuade the parties that the 
administrative decision-making is Cllfeful, reasoned, and equitable." 11 Cal.3d 106, at 516-517. The 
alternatives •alysis proces.s in the SDElS/RDElR and DEIS/DEIR before it does 001 sll!nd up by any of 
these stan<!ards, and it does not slllnd up under CEQA. 

DJLI.~resJ..Ss;uJ.~ss" Wu• /yeither Tiered Nor a ~JU..i!r= The 
SDEISIROEIR breaks the alternatives analysis process up into essentially five phases, which it seeks to 
suggest were "tiered" in a logical order. 
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----------------~ Metro 

Messrs. Diez, Suli:ys, and Tellis; Hon. Members or the Board of o:rector., of the 
LA Metropolitan Transportation Authority 
Re: Propo<ed Crcnohaw Tn.nsit Mainlenance Facihty SDEIS/R DEIR • Comments 
April 11, 2011 - page 23 

First, two of the sites considered in the DEIS/DEIR were rejected at the Board's December 
2009 meeting. SDEIS/IIDEIR Section 1 ("Purpose and Need"). We don't know what 
happened as to the other two. SDEIS/RDEIR at 2-1 to 2-4. 

Secoad, sixteen sites were idenlified and reviewed in early 2010 ;n workshops staff held with 
involving members of the community consulted on the original Crenshaw/LAX project. 
Division 22 was not on th ;s list, nor were ~ny other sites from outside the original Study Area. 
No scoping or consultation process took place such as would have happened for an EIR/EIS. 

Third, apparently, as a result of that process, using the twelve criteria, the list of si~teen was 
cut down to eight. Division 22 was not on the list of eight. SDEIS/RDEIR at 2-4. 

Fourth, the "Project's Te(hnical Advisory Committee" cut the list of eight down to four 
based on unidentified tecl>nical planning concems. Division 22 was not on the list of four. 
The four sites that remained on the list as of that time. however, had (at least according to the 
SDEIS/RDEIR) gotten there as a result of the screening criteria identified in Tnble 2-2 of the 
SDEISIRDBJR. SDEIS/RDEIR at 2-4 to 2-5. 

Fifth, apparently the Technical Advisory Committee chose to eliminate two more of rhe 
<lriginal sixteen Niles, so 1here were only two left. Then it added two more •hat had never been 
screened to begin with. IT IS THE FOUR RESULTING SITES - TWO SCREENED 
f?XTENSTVELY UNDER THE ORIGINAL CRITERIA,AND TWO THAT WERE NEYER 
MADE TO MEET THOSE CRITERIA -THAT ARE EYALUATEn IN THI? 
SDEIS/RDEIR. SDEIS/RDEIR at 2-5 to 2-6. 

Tbuo, the two llites the Technical Advisory Commltue identified were never subject to review under 
the original crilcria identified by at least Mlnte members of the public, nor (in the case of Division 22) do 
we meet those criieria. None of the four sites have been subject to a CEQNNFPA s..-oping or CC\nsulttrion 
process, and only two have been subject to any review by members of 11,e public at all.", were suddenly 
addctl based upon "pOlcntial economic effects," which apparently meant "potential economic effeccs to 
MTA 's capital budget." The stated re.ssons for add'og Division 22 and the Redondo site were (see 
SDEIS/RDEJR at 2-6): 

o Right of way acquhitio,r costs 
o Co,rnection cost! 
o Dirpltuerrwnt of jobslresi/unts aad di.ffic11lly of relocating eristing bwinenes. 

The SDEIS/RDETR concedes that not only were the new sites added without meeting the original 
screen:Og criteria, but the Technical Team also apparently decided that a smaller footprint could meet the 
needs of the maintenance facility. Nevertheless, it went forward with the previously unscreened Div is ion 
22 and Redondo siie.,. and it did not go back to reconsider any of the other 18 sites screened out on the 
basis that a new smaller foo1prin1 would do. 

The On(\' Idemifird Bq,is fw Eliminarinr Site• B and P Ww Pofiricalb· Por,crM OJ!position As 
the SDEIS/RDEIR notes, MTA 's Board first considered alternatives for a maintenance facility site in 
connection with the Crenshaw/LAX project in 111c DEIS/DEIR. This is how the SDEISIRDEffi 
summari7.es what happened; 

17 The only public process the SDEIS/RDElR refers 10 for this phase is "meetings with key property 
owners ~nd tenants." In some cases.perhaps, since MTA was the landowner involved as well as 11,e project 
propooent, rhese were meetings between MTA and itself. SDEIS/RDEIR at 2-6, 2-7. There is no mention 
of any meetings or attempts to contact residents at Fusion or the City of Hawt!iome. To th.! corurary, it 
appears to us that all efforts were calculated lo obscure the process from us for as long as possible. 
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©Metro ----------------------------

Mesm. Diaz, Sukys, and TeUis; Hon. Member, or the Boord of Dirc:ctots of the 
LA Mciropolilan Transponation AuU!ority 
Re: Propo>ed Crenshaw Transit Maintenance F'.,cility SDEISIRDEIR - Comments 
April 11, 2011 -- page 24 

Based on lhe analysis, the four potential maintenance facility sites were ranked [with B 
and D being the preferred choices], Site A and Site C were screened out based on the 
criteria and Site B and Site D were evaluated in the DEIS/DETR. During circulalion of 
the DEIS/DEIR, Siu D and Siu B elicited ID,:al oppowionfro,n some, induding 
municipal offidab, elected 1'flpresentaliPes, and ablllti"g busine1s Qlld pro~rty owners. 

To try to addNtss aNl resol,e these concerns, the Metro Board directed that Sites D and 
B be 1'f/lf10Ped from further conKitlerrnion and an additional alternative maintenance 
facility sites [sic] be evalutlted. 

SDEJS/RDElR at l-4. 

"The criteria" that '.he SDEIS/RDEIR refeis to in the above passage was a list of seven 
standards included in Table 2-3 from the DEIS/DEIR. 

Size and Proximity, 
Land Use and Zoning, 
Land Ownership, 
Buffers, 
Potential Expansion, 
Community Disruption, and 
Preemption of Most Valuable/Best Use. 

DEIS/DEIR et 2-11!. 

Site, B, C and Dall were zoned industrial, B and C required demolitions. Sites C and D 
did not require buffers from resideDces. Sites B and C would have had mode.rate community 
disruption, and D would have low disruption. D was judged by staff lo be the least likely to 
preempt a better use. As far as we c•n tell, the site has not been developed. We canDot tell who 
owns it. It is bordered by train tracks used by BNSF for transporting material on behalf of 
Chevron's refinery nearby. A parcel to the south is induslrial and use and has been for some time. 
A parcel somewhat lo the north is now occupied by a shopping center. We believe the site is 
either owned or rented by a large railroad or a large oil company. 

Sites B and D were indeed eliminated by the Board at the December 2010 regular 
mi:eting, for re•sons not explained:,, the Minutes of that Meeting. Theunly explanation offered 
for the e:imination of these sites iD the SDEIS/RDEJR or anywhere that we have found is that they 
were politically unpopular. 

After mapping the sites identified ii also appears that sites A and C were not revisited in 

20!0. 

The DM,ion 22 Site Never Met the Ori~inal l2 Scree11ing Cdteria - and It Camu>1,. The 
SDEISIRDEIR notes that the 2010 process started wi!h 12 screening criteria that all sixteen of ,he 
initial sites met. Those criteria included proximity to residences. Had the D22N site been among 
the sites proposed for evaluation in 2010, it would Dever have met the initial screening criteria. 
Among the early sites, any of these conflicts was considered a fatal flaw and that sire was removed 
from consideration. Quoting directly from the SDEISIRDE!R, with nnmbering added here for 
comparison purposes: 

11'irial Screeninc 
After the identification of initial sites, a screening process was initiated that considered the 
following evaluation criteria: 
[I.] Minimi:r:e Impacts to Residential Areas 
[2.J Minimiu: Potential Noise impacts 
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________________ © Metro 

Messrs. Dia,, Sukys.and Tellis; Hon. Members oflhe Boan! of Dirc<:lors of the 
LA Metropolitan Transponation Authority 
Re: Proposed Crenshaw Transit Maintenance Facility SDEIS/RDEIR - Comments 
April II, 20ll - page 25 

[3.J Compatible with Adjacent Land Uses end Adopted Plans 
[4.J Minimi1.e Displacement 
[5.J Construction Cost Effectiveness 
[6.J Accessibilit)I of Site to Workers 
[7 .) Minimi,.e Traffic Disruption 
[8.J Accessibility 10 LRT Tracks 
[9.J Adequate Size and Shape 
[IO.] Minimize Impacts to Other Transporration Facilities 
[l 1.] Minimize h1pacts to the LRT System 
[12.] Ease of Land Acquisition 

These esaluation criteria were used to el'minate unacceptable sites." 

SDEISIRDEIR at 2-4, iee al,o id. at 2-5 (Table 2-2). As a result of this initial screening, eight site, 
allegedly hd fatal flaws, and they went oD from there. SDEIS/RDEJR at 2-4, 2-5. 

Ho.,. would the D22N site have stacked up against these screeni11g criteria? l.<!l's review: 

I-fail (would affect 280 homes directly adjacent to the south) 
2-fail (sensitive receptors as close as 22 ft from operational activity) 
3-fail (The MT A facility would be the only D:1Jly industrial use in rhe area) 
4-fail (certain to disrupt and possibly displace 280 households duo 10 inverse condemnation and 
one storage business) 
5-pass (one of only two redeeming characteristics of this site) 
6-fa;l (consD:\Jction and employee traffic has on entrnm:e on an already congested street with no 
traffic control device) 
7-fail (Aviation cannot handle existing trnffic without severe congestion) 
8-pass 
9-fail (does not meet any of the size and shape criteria in the ir,itial sourcing criteria and allows 
nu room to expand to meet future needs) 
JO-fail (severe disruption to vehicular traffic on a major north-south tr8ffic corridor) 
! I-fail (construction at the existing yanl would undoubtedly disrupt existing maintenance 
functions) 
l Z-pass (MT A already owns most of ii.) 

By no means does this history represent a logical process or a process as to which the public was able to 
trace the route from an·,Jysis to action that its decision makers took. Perhaps that is deliberate. But we do 
not o,-;pect it to sm1d up under review by either members of the public, or the Courts. 

c. MTA 's A ic QH«Jity PIJllec/lqns du flawed - Both as IQ the Proiufs Constructipn and 
Qpcrational Pham 

Wh, ttitlmoosribte To Test orA•sm the Docum,:nt's Assertions 011 Air Quq/iLY - and They 
Do Not Amorml to fHU Disclosure, The SDEISIRDEIR · s discussions of Air Quality :mpacts are almost 
completely unintelligible, and they hide what looks to be a lot of ;mportant information that should most 
def.nitely have been the subject of CEQA review, regional review, federnl review, and review by the City 
of Hawthorne. Jt is for this reason ~hat the exclusion of Hawthorne from t~is process is particularly 
egregious. 

The SDElSIRDEIRLoo,;,hes conmulictory conclusions on .,ignilicance Qfair qua/iry inlpaclS. 
Then: arc mdtiple segments scattered throughout the SDEISIRDEIR oD air qualit)I impacts. There an: two 
portions of the SDElS/FDEIR itself. Then there are a couple of appendices that address it - lhe second half 
of Appendix C consists of hundreds of pages of raw computer model printouts regarding a'r quality, with 
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~Metro ·----------------------------

Messrs. Diaz, Suky•, and TeUi,: Hon. Members of the Board of Director, nf the 
LA Merropolilan Transpottalion Authority 
Re: Proposed Cren.'lhaw Tnnsit Maintenance Facility SDEISIRDEIR • r~mments 
April I 1, 2011 pagc26 

virtually 110 explanation as to inputs or assumptions. Finally, Appendix D sets oul "regulatory thresholds," 
and contains <1 pages regarding allegedly applicable regulatory " thresholds'' on Air Quality . 

Wod:ing our way through them, it appears that Section J .6 of the DSEIS/RDEIR itself covers Air 
Quality operationally, and Section 3.16 covers construction impacts.11 Looking al sign:ficance findings 
through the d.ocumenl we find this: 

Section 3 .6 (possible ~operational" analysis) says none oftltc sites wil l lead to sign,ficant 
air quality impacts. DSEISIRDJER at 3-45, 3-48, Tables 3-l4and 3-15. 

o The '"Surnma,y Table" at the beginning of the SOEIS/RDEIR is con~istent with 
that. SDEIS/RDEIR at S-S. 

Section 3.16 (which is "construction'" analysis, mostly . it seems} states at Table 3-41 
(SDEIS/RDEIR page 3-102) that comtruction 2ir quality impacts will not be significant 
at Division 22 trnder either the analysis of Locali1.ed or Region:i.l Impacts. And it 
contrasts this with the situation for two of the o!her alternatives (Sites 14 and IS), where 
ii posits that PM,0 and PM,_, impacts will be significant. SDEIS/RDEIR at 104, Table 3-
42. 

o However, this time, the Summary Tahle,SDEIS/RDEIR at S-8,is NJt 
co,uis/<111t. staring there will be a "Siglli,lkanl and Unaw,idabk b11{)Qd." 
SDEIS/RDEIR at S-8. 

o The incaruistency is a violation in and ofilself is improper under CEQA, as 
thal is what sets all review as to what •he impact is and how it is to be mitigated . 

This makes all the analysis :n the SDEIS/RDEIR of air quality impacts which relied upon the data and 
models in Appendh C completely invalid. Again, the discussion is obtuse but we think that means all 
•nalysis as to operational and construction impacts for either criteria pollutants or YOCs. The reader of the 
SDEJS/RDE;R is simply tokl :11 the end that the air quality impacts to Fusion from con.~ction (not 
operation) would be "significant and unavoi~oble." But that level of information is not adequate for 
purposesof CEQA or NEPA for an EIS/EJR. 

The Raw Computer Mod,:/ Runs Are Not S11bsran1ial Evidence. As noted above, Appendix C part 
2 contains hundreds of pages of printouts of analysis of potential impacts Crom criteria pollutanls at the four 
sites, supposellly relating to both operation~! and coostruclion air quality impacts. The models assess 
potential exposure of "receptors" at the sites 10 the criteria pol lu1ants (Carbon Monoxide, Ozone, NO, . 
PM 111 • PM:..,, and Reactive Organic Gases (ROGs), which we assume may be a stand-in for Volatile 
Or&anic Compouoos (YOCs). There are numerous underlying assumptions that go into these runs that are 
not disclo~d. Without that disclosure it is impossible to validate their conclusions. Some of the 
assumptions dial are disclosed invalidate the conclusions reached - but others that are relevant remain 
missing. 

V,c Sjgnifu;aacc Threslwlds Yvs Purpoct tp Adopt t\u fnvqijdand S,l(-Senjng. Air quality 
regulation happens at the federal. state , regional, and local levels. Unless some sort of preemp1ion awlies , 
all oflhese levels of authority are importl!nt and ne<:d to be addressed. The SDE[S/RDEIR did not do this, 
and seems mostly to have just app'.ied the most lenient standard. Appendi~ Don thresholds states: 

This section eumines the affected environment related to air quality . The analysis was 
b.ased on a combination of federal and local guidance. The taric air contamiMnt 
a.ssessme11t wa.s based on tM 2006 Fetkrol Highway Adrninistrotion (FHW A) Interim 
G11itla"ce 011 Air Tones Analysis i11 NEPA doc1tlfW!nts. The transportation conformity 
analysis was based on a compilation of guidance documents published by the FHWA. 

16 Jt's not clear, for one, because the GHG impacts discussion coverng construction is in the 3 .6, the 
section !hat rnoslly seems to discuss operation. 
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________________ © Metro 

Messr.;. Diaz, Sukys, lllld Tcl:is; Hon. Members o{ lhe Board of Dircct0'1! of tllc 
LA Metropo·itan Tnrnspormtion Authority 
Re: Proposed Crenshaw Tran.sit Maintenance Facility SDEIS/RDEIR • Commenrs 
April II, 2011 P•Ee 27 

The l«aliud anal,1Jif was based on SoUlh Coast ,lir Qualily Managemenl Dis~t 
(SCAQMD) gaidanct. 

SDEIS/RDEIR, Appendi;,: D at 6-1 (emphasis supplied). While there is nothing wrong with assessing 
:mpacts in part with the authorities listed above, they cannot provide thresholds. 

~- The notion that a FHW A document can provided a CEQA thre.sbold i~ rather 
astounding. Even if there were preemption there would have to be ~nalysis . There are stringent To;,:ic Air 
Conlllmillant rules at the state level and rules that SCAOMD has in place to carefully liinit the placement of 
new Toxic AirConramina1ll Facilities. There ere entirely valid end imponant rules that Hawthorne has put 
:n place to protect residents.just as any other municipal ii)' does. Tile FTA may require assessment of 
roxics for NEPA purposes using the FHW A Manual. perhaps (albeit as a "floor,~ rather than as a ceiling. 
see CEQ Regulations, 1502.16), but thnt does not preclude MTA ·s duty to apply &Cate, regional and local 
analysis and 10 follow state, regional, and local rules to protect public health and safely. Both SCAQMD 
rules and local zoning rules provide standards by which you need to assess the proposed ru:tions. The 
agency was require<! 10 consider !hose local plaos under both CEQA and NEPA. See CEQ Regulations at 
1m.16. 

Parilrulme Maller. Again, local zoning provides a relevant standanl. That zoning is •here to 
prohibit expcsure to e;,:cessive dust in residential w-eas. That wning would preclude the proposed project. 
Both PM» and PM,., need co be ev~luate<I. We are unsure that the URBFMIS model you relied on, or the 
way in which you gave it :nputs, adequately calculates the resulting PM 10 or PM,, emissions . We are not 
sure that the miti~ation factor it relies on for SCAQMD rule compliance "per acre" is appropriately applied 
here or that it would lead to the same results regarding both types of pollutants. 

YQCJ.. With regard to VOCs, to the extent this is what ROGs represent in your model~. this is not 
something that sh<Juld be eliminated from evaluation based on a regional "threshold,. from SCAQMD 
alone. Again, Hawthorne has authority, and would not support this project. 

~. Again. reliance on a furore permit does oot permit en agency to avoid conducting 
CEQA analysis of the Hke!y impacts of the project. 111llt pre-.:omnfrment assessment is also required. so 
that agency decision makers carefully consider the effects of their action on the environment and those who 
inhabit it, and so that the membe~ of the public whom those decision malcers are accountable to have the 
ability to consider them as well. CBE v. SCAQMD. 

FaiiMrt to Condpct Rjsk Asussments MT A is required to conduct risk a~sessmems regarding 
Toxic Air Contaminants ewitted by the project° s construction or operation under srnte law. We understaod 
this measure to be mandated in the case of Toxic Air Contaminants by the California Department of Public 
Heeltb and various provisions in the Heahh snd Safety Code. The fact Iha! those assessments may be pan 
of a furore SCAQMD permitting process does not allow you 10 defer those assessments until later. ns they 
are an imponant pm of the CEQA review of this project. We note that had you started this project before 
doing this review, you would have ltad ro provide all Fusion resic'ents with notice. See, e .g., South Coast 
AirQualiiy Management District Rules 1401, 1401.1, and 212. regard;ng ;he construction of new facilities 
that may emit To~ic Air Cou•aminants located between 500 and !000 feet of school and requiring and 
n• memus olher provisious in Title XIV and relating thereto. Risk as.sessments provide the detaH that 
makes CEQA review meaningful, and they should be made availeble to the public bcfon: the agency 
commits to a project. 

Co1r.1m,c1jon. As to construction there are numProus DPM-emitting items of heavy conSfruction 
equipment Rnd trucks. You acknowledged this ~nd did some review as to lhe particulate emissions of these 
vehicles and machinery but not the much more concerning DPM. We are uncertain whether the asb,mos 
removal or demolition of concrete structures also triggers risk assessment procedures; in any event that 
analysis seems lacking. You make the statement that you do not have to ev c.luate cancer risk because 
SCAQMD requires a cancer nsk assessment for DPM as a To:,:ic Air Contaminant based on an •ssumed 70-
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year ellposure period. and ellposure to DPM as a result of cons'rlictioD will only last two yew,. 
SDEIS/RDEJR at 3- 105. We had not understood health risk assessments to be unnecessary under 
SCAQMD rules if the opponent of the project cannot show that a receptor will be ellposed to a pollutant for 
70 years. Such a reading may be contrary to state law even outside of that in CEQA. The 70-year 
;ndividual c•ncer risk assessment is meant to simply provide a standard. See, e.g., South Coast Air Quality 
Management District Rule 140](c), discussing MJCR (Maximum Individual Cane<:r Risk) (MICR "is the 
estimated probability of a potential maximally exposed individual contracting cancer as a result of exposure 
to toxic air conlllminants over a period of 70 yew;s for residential receptor locations.") Calculation of the 
risk level doe, not require likelihood or even probability of exposure for 70 years. We doubt SCAQMD 
reads the rules the way you do, and if it does, we question the legality of rhose rules, particularly if they are 

used as thresholds. 1• 

Qpqa1ion. As to operation, the project involves a Paint and Body Shop that almost certainly 
would be regulated under Title XIV of SCAQMD's rules. Such facilities, even much smaller ones, emit 
highly toxic pollutants including hexavalent chromium. Additionally, you say that operation will involve a 
transformer generator which likely runs on diesel and generates its own DPM. 

T~- Again, the fact that risk assessments may be conducted is supplemental to CEQA. lf you 
want to do them with SCAQMD after your CEQA review perhaps that is OK, but you should do them 
twice in that instance. Even if MTA wishes to evade review of the risks underCEQA, PTA would have to 
look into the"" impacts under NEPA. See 40 C.F.R. 1502.22. 

Tb< SQBISIRDEIR Sieni(,cantly Vndeystimates Conorr,,¢n,, lmpgcu to fusion ln Other 
Reset.As Well. From what we can discern, the assessment of construction impacts in the computer 
model runs for the cri•eria pollutants and ROGs were based on several assumptions that were wrong. First. 
Appendix D slates that the analysis was based on the closest "residential receptors,. being "located 150 feet 
or further to the south." SDEIS/RDEJR. App. D, at 6-3. Appendix D also states that there are no closer 
receptors. This tells us that the writers of the SDEJSIRDEJR did their analysis as if all emissions were to 
come from the 3 .5 acre U.S. Storage Parcel - not the acrual planned construcrion site. See also Appcndill 
D at 16-1, 16-2 (stating that construction emissions would be less intense at D-22 site because it would only 
involve d,ily grading at "3.5 acres" as opposed to 10). It is true that some demolition would occur at a 
maximum of150 feet of one of our residential buildings, and grarling, and that this would create <lust. But it 
is also uue that essentially all of the consrruction (and presumably some demolition and grading in 
conr1ection with it) would occur within 50 feet of us. Furthennore, it appean that all of the duit from the 
site would be removed using the road on the ellisting Division 22 parcel, about 25 feet From ow- residences 
and playgro,ind. 

Additionally. Appendix D states that development at Div'sioP 22 would result in coostniction 
emissions thaure "less intense" because it would only involve 35 truck nips per day. as opposed to 75. 
Again, we are not sure that the computer models accounted for the fact that the dnst from those trucks was 
to pass within 25 feet of us. 

ln common with the other sites, Appendix D informs us that there would be: 

30 worker vehicle trips per day with a round trip distance of 26.6 miles; and 
8 pieces of heavy-duty construction equipment operating simultaneously for ten hours per 

day; 

Appendix D at Hi-1, 16-2. Since the only co11~trnction at Division 22 (other than the laying of planned 
tracks) is jJ11[11ediately adjaoent to our homes. assumptions regarding exposure at 150 feet rather than 50 are 

19 Further, we wish to note that since operational features of the facility also would involve DPM 
emissions, the conclusory reliance on a two year construction time frame so as not to look into tMs would 

not be wcrranted. 
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invalid. The aotion that 8 pieces of heavy coostructioo equipment, involving 35 truck trips and 30 worker 
vehicle !rips per day. for a period of 2 years, most of it occurring within 50-75 feet of some of our front 
doors, not having a significant air quality impact i• implausible . 

It appears !hal the SDEIS/RDEIR relies for its conclusions of uisignificant impacl.'l from dust 
based on rhe ootion that dust will be abaled to "below a significant level' based on watering the site dnwn 
in the morning and evening. which the "URBEMIS 2007" model awarently says reduces dust by a factor 
of6!%perac·re. That61% assumption has to depend on how close dust is to residences to begin with and 
probably is based upon the notion of construction of residences in less developed areas. We thi,,k it is 
highly unlikely that such reduction would occur in this ioslance ."' It is very difficult to foresee any kind of 
effe<:tivc mitigation when all of this is talcing place less than 100 feet from residences, with only a ten-fnnt 
high wall between the constructioo zone and lhese three- and four-story h.omes. 

Tiu Document Cgntaj11s 011w M4iPrinpccuracics as to tbr Ooo-qtipnql Ne QgqUty Impacts, 
We noo: that lhe SDF..IS/RDEIR hems and haws as to the Paint & Body Shop and whether it is analyzed in 
this document. Section I. pmpose and need, docs oot refer to it •s part of •.he project. Section 2, 
Alternatives Analysis, depicts the Paint & Body Shop a, "a Separately Funded Project," suggesting it is not 
uode:rn:viewhen: . SDEIS/RDEIR at 2-16, Figure 2-17. Section 3, Affected Environment, suggests that 
the Paint & Body Shop is under review here. SDEIS/RDE!R at 3-48 ("Toxic Air Contaminants") (although 
it then states that no mctual analysis is required before MT A con •mi ts to the project (further)). 

In other wmd•, there is no analysis for Toxic Air Contaminants emanating from the giant paint & 
bod)' shop for (potentially) all trolns from the Gru11 Luu, the E:,,po I.in~ , r;,.14 LiM, or the BliK LiM, 
and that facility is to be buih about 50 feet from the boundary with our complex, and (we'll repeat this 
e.ga;n) not much farther from our toddler's playground. As you are well aware, severe restrictions on 
emissions from this type of facility (if it could be built at all) would be imposed if you put it, at say, the 
Redondo sile, since it is within 500 feet or 'A mile of a school. That law was enacted to prote<:t children of 
school age. Ironically, you seem 10 have chosen instead to place it much closer to a playground used by 
infants and •oddleJ'$.11 You should be well aware of the impac1S that Paniculate Matter and DPM in 
particular have on the lung development of growing children . Kindly assess the potential impacts to our 
ch;Jdl'ell in 1he document. 

Additionally, the SDEIS/RDEIR refers to a ''transformer generator," but we do not see the 
emissions modeled anywheie in the air quality analysis. As with the noise section, the steps from analysis 
to action should be set out in the document aod irs appendices in an intelligible way so lhftt the public and 
the elected officials who repcesent them can make appropriate decisions based on undcr,;tandahle 
environmental analysis. 

lt is well establish,:,d that the use of a ~rmit does not allow an agency to avoid CEQA review. 
The California Supreme CoUJ1'. reiterated this very recently in Communirie., Jor a Beller F:nvironmenr v 
SCAQMD. even if a higher emissions level is permissible under other laws regulating pollution, that doe$ 
not mean that an agency can avoid CEQA review because no mitigation is permissible: 

io We recently witnessed cons1n1ction that has taken way longer than anticipated and left dust clouds 
waf\ing across Aviation Boulev,u-d from the comer of Aviation and Marine, which made visibility for those 
of us driving nn Aviation quite poor. We know they were following the same twice-da:Jy watering 
pmrocol. 
21 So, to be cle.-v. we do 1101 think your siting of the Pai11t & Body shop would be pennitted under 
StalJl law,buteven if you were, meaningful CEQA and NEPA review in C<lnjunction with that process 
would be necessary-. Please advise us of all the sreps you have taken to obtain permits for the consrruction 
on the existing and expanded D22 sites. 
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Finally, beyond the fact that CEQA review of the Diesel Project could not affect 
ConocoPhillips right to continue operating the boilers the Dislrict's and 
ConocoPhillips"s contentions fail for a more fundamenlal reason. Even if environmeolal 
review were 10 indicate that the project's adverse effects could be mitigated only by a 
condition requiring ConocoPhillips to n:dnce or limil ilS usc of an individual boi1er below 
a pn:viously permitted level, but ConocoPhillips' vested rights precluded imposition of 
that coodilion, CEQA. wo,lld still demand o,, dnalysil of the project'• true ilfjem. TliaJ 
,i partkrlltlr lllillgatian lfffll,..,,., IIUIY IHI i,ifeuibk or precllllk4 •.. u not a judificatiart 
for 11ot J#rfonnhlg en'lliron•ental review; ii doe, not uc111e the arc,■ey fro•follmring 
tlse dicmw1 ofCEQA and reolutiully a111111ping du project'I effecu. 

48 Cal.4,. at 324-32S (emphasis supplied). See also Com,wunitiesjr,ra Better Environme,uv. Califernia 
Resor,ru.s Agency. I 03 Ca!App.4'" 98, 111-114 (2002) (invalidating former CEQA Guideline 15064(h) on 
thn,sbolds of significance to the extent agencies could use it to rely on thresholds lo evade full review of 
projects lhal might otherwhe rcquin, it); arrd cf. CURE v Moj~ Deserr Air Quality Manaaenunr Disrrict, 
178 Cal.App.4'" 1225 (2009). 

d. The SDEISIRDEIR'• dlWfPICJI( q(Noiu IIIJlllldl l9 F,ujo• Sik ii Not Bau on 
Suf,rlflntigl Eri4ffl«· ft Bcliu na Tlttt,t,qbl, qfSjpifi/:JJJrq thpl da Lectdh 
lnflPPrmuiRlt fl/Id 1,auw tlvc1/lqidJ that Ar, T&nUY Mandated 

As with so many other parts of the SDEIS/RDEJR, we an, unable to test the validity of the 
document's analysis on noise because-even if we usc the FTA Manual cired-tb=are too many 
variables missing to apply the various computations provided for in the Manual. As to operational noise, 
for example, the document fails to provide the expected average uaffic, peak traffic, traffic speed, or 
average number of cars. 

Construe/ion Noise, The SDEISIRDFIR concludes, at 3-1 (16, that imp-.icts to residences and 
businesses from construction of lhc Division 22 alltmalive would not be significant. 

We an, nol even sure MT A is standing by the statements in its Consb"llclion Impacts seclion on 
noise, as the Summary Section nf the SDEISIRDFJR on the Division 22 ali:eru.ative is directly to Jhe 
contrary, concluding !hat there would be a "Significant and Unavoidable Impact." See F11doN Fig■rrt 34•1 
below (reproducing portion of Summary Table on page 5-9 of SDEISIRDEIR) . 

Cunw-..-.11an.f,.,J .,.I .-r~s.m~ rnpc~ Jo:-ll-i<J•S'#lt,lL,l,llll!rlJa!Alk,r- sp,....n.1~U1.-.1114-~ ·-- -
Obviously, where the analysis draws one conclusion aad •he summary reache.• the opposite one, 

CEQA is not complied with. It is impossible to lcll wbetlier mitigation will he required or moniton,d. The 
soundness of the analysis could not be more questionable and it is not hosed on snbstantial evidence. 

If lherc is any doubt on the poiol though, we just want to look carefully al the statements made at 
SDF.ISIRDEIR page 3-106 to point out a few fundamental problems with the conclusions they reach: 

The Ff A has published conslNction noise criteria in Transi1 Noise and Vibration 
lmpacl Assessment (May 2006). Based on daytime conslrUction activity, the Ff A 
guidance states that residential locations should be identified where residential 
exposure would exceed 90 dBA L.,and commerciallindusuial exposure would 

exceed 100 dBA I....,. 

Construction activity wo11ld generate a nois,r level o/91.5 dBA aJ SO feet. The 

p 

Q 



 
Final Environmental Impact Statement/Final Environmental Impact Report  
Appendix K – Responses to Comments Received 

 

C R E N S H A W / L A X  T R A N S I T  C O R R I D O R  P R O J E C T  
K-98 August 2011 

________________ © Metro 

M(Sor.L Dia,, Sul<ys. JUUi Tellis; Hun. Membc'" of the Boan.I of Dircclonl of 'he 
LA Metropoliran Transportation Authority 
Ro: Proposed Cn:nshaw Transit Maintenance Facility SDEIS/RDEIR - Comments 
April II, 2011 - page 31 

11earest residendal land use lo any Project site is located qppro.ri,ngtely 150 fret 
from tht Wrwon 22 Northern Ezqgn,lon slh. At this distance, the construction 
noise level would he 82 .0 dBA, whkh wou Id be less than the 90-dBA significance 
threshold. 

(emphasis supplic<l). From these statements, the SDEIS/PDEIR arrives al the cooclusion that 
"Construction .activity would not result in an adverse noise impact at residential ... land ui;es under any 
alternative." ld. There are a variety of problems with the conclusion. First. by its own logic, the analysis 
is incorrect. The construction equipment is to be used 50 feet (sometimes maybe less) from the Fusion sire. 
EHn assu,,..g lhlll the FTA ManMal provides the Threshold, at SO fel!t we are past iJ: as th, paragruplt 
itself conceu,,111 SO feet, the noise kl',! would be 91 .S dBA, and tlUJt i>· signifi,ca11tf1Jr a reiidential 
area.:2 

Se"'lnd, the Ff A Manual itself notes lhal local land use policies are the relevunt measure as to 
permissible coos•ruccion noise irrpacts, and that the Ff A Manual is meiely providing minimum guidelines 
in the event that the local codes do not provide such guirlance. And Hawthorne's Zoning Code does 
provide such guid.lnce and ii makes clear that this amount of noise is way over acceptable rnwtimums. If 
our property were zoned C-1, the general rule regard:ng noise levels abutting C-l property is that it should 
not exceed presumed .. ambient noise base levels" by 5 dbA at any tune. Those "ambient noise base levels" 
are -

-
Zone Time Jledbels 

Property zoned C-1 and all property abutting such C-1 10:00 p.m. to 7;00 a .rn. 50dbA 
zoned orooertv 
Property :roood C-1 and all properly aburting such C-1 7:00 a.m. to 10:00 pm. 60dbA 
1.0ned or,mertv 
Property zoned C-1 and al I property abutting such C-1 Anytime 65dbA 
zoned orooenv 

See Hawthorne Municipal Code, section 17.25.070, parts A, B, and C. If the base level observed is higher, 
it may be used. According to the SDEIS/RDEIR, the base noise level would be, at most, 61 dbA, so the 
construction noise anticipated wou Id be a "prim a facie violation" of the Code, see Municipal Code Section 
17.25 .050, section A.2. The only exception is for "perform~nce of emergency work." Id., subsection B. l. 
:.n fact, we suspect that the noise rules for properties abutt:ng ours are more stringent. We have been 
unable to access the noise standards relating to noise in land uses abutting the Willow Glen Specific Plan 
area that covers the Fusion Complex, but we suspect that the restrictions on noise would be even more 
stringent. See, e.g., Hawthorne Municipal Code sections 17 .2 I . I 6~ (providing lower presumed m~ximum 
ambient noise levels for condominium projects in gener.11), 17 .22.060 (providing thet provisioos of a 
Specific Pl··n that conflict wi•h other zoning provisions should control in a Specific Plan area, and that if 
the Specific Plan is silent, the general zoning provision should control). 

Operational Noi,t. There are a number of problems with the SDEIS/RDEIR/• a.!!Sessment of 
operational noise impacts as well. First, just as with construction noise, local law. not the Ff A Manual 

22 A few pages of additional calcu!atiou.~ on noise are provided at the end of the lnlflic or Air Quality 
portion of Appendix C. The calculations for Fusion do not provide the missing data or make us any more 
comfonable. They appear to sutge~t that the nearest noise receptor measurements may have •ssumed we 
were actually 250 feet away. Additionally tbey add to our concern that all noise measurements were taken 
inside, that ace, ,rate train 'raffic data was not used for the measurements, that the incremental increase to 
noise or vibration from the tracks 22 feet away from homes - or anywhere on the existing D22 site - was 
not assessed. 

Q 



 
 Final Environmental Impact Statement/Final Environment Impact Report 

Appendix K – Responses to Comments Received 
 

C R E N S H A W / L A X  T R A N S I T  C O R R I D O R  P R O J E C T  
K-99 August 2011 

~Metro ---------------------------------

Mes<rs. Diaz, Sukys, BJld Tellis; Hon . Members of the Board of Directors of the 
LA MctropolitWl Transportation Authority 
Re: Proposed Crenshaw Transit Maimenance Paci ity SDEIS/llDEIR - Cowmcnts 
April 11, 201 l - page 32 

should provide a threshold standard if it i; more stringent. Again, that would be the proYisions of the 
Haw•horne Municipal Code . 

Second, ii appears MT A skews its impacts analysis here by improperly identifying " the center of 
the noise-genera•ing activity" somewhere within a maintenance building- not the sc=ching wheels and 
train horn tests that happen repeatedly late in the evening and in the early morning hours. SDEIS/RDEIR at 
3-55 ("The majoricy of sources would be located within '.he mainten2nee ·.:nd storage facility bu 'ldings ... 
ff openings are necessary, building shell end openings would be designed and oriented to control noise ar 
nearby noise sensitive land ui;cs. ") Measurements ~hould have been tulcen from the outdoor noise sources 
nearest to Fusion, and it appears that they were not. See SDEIS/RD&IR at 3-55. The SDEIS/RDEIR states 
that its Table 3-19 shows the projected noise levels "based on the distance from the cen1er of tl1e wort area 
to the sensitive receptors." SDEISIRDEIR at 3-5S.'l It would appear that pursuant to the 'f<"l' A Manual 
measuremeots should have been taken from the center of the tracks closest to Fusion as well as from inside 
closed buildings. That would ;nclude the tracks ihac are 22 feet away from re,;ideoces - IC".tcks that are now 
supposed to get a lot more traffic. Even as to indoor noise we do not think it evaluated noise from lhe 
nonexistent paint & body shop. 

Third, we do not think MY evaluation wa.~ done on predictable increase in outdoor ooisc on the 
tracks 22 fi::ct away from one of the residential buildings . 

One of the fundamental purposes of environmental review like this is to allow the public to test the 
validiiy of the conclusions reached in the document. We do not have all the necessary variables to do that 
here. We do not lcnow how rt,,, me.a•11rements were done . We do not lrnow the volume of trnin traffic at 
the facility's busiest hour, or how much that volume :s ellpected to increase. We do not know the point 
from which noise measurements were taken or whether the fac:lity was fully operational that day. We do 
not know how MT A chose to project the difference between exisl'ng operations and projected oew 
operations. Inexplicably, (JI/ measurements for existing operatioral noise are identicol to those expected 
with the project , for all the sitc:s analyzed, in Table 3-19. 

Did the MT A use a proportionate increase in assessing rhe machinery noise inside a building? Did 
it assess any of the noise outside?" Did it measure ua·n horn test noise and screeching wheel noise - or 
were the horns not tested on that ponicular day?" Did it consider applying a proportional factor that 
reflects the liul:, /,rcreased trwn trq/Jic to tlte rite/or ,nair,te,ranu, no< just the accual increased number 
of cars plarutcd stored there (per discussion 'n Section 3.a of this letter, above)? 

The FT A Manual stales rhat with increasing nnise, the permissible addi1ior,a/ noise must be more 
and more cim,mscribed. 

23 Table 3.19 in its last row refer,; to "Figure 3-22.1D No. l" as depicting the "sensitive receptor" 
evalnatcd - Fusion. We note that like all the other depictions of the D22 site, it is only the acquisition 
parcel that is identified as "!he Maintenance Site," kav;ng decision 111akers and the public to believe a 
fiction - that there actually is some parcel bdween us a1Jd the operation and constnJction noise. 
24 We ilso are suspicious ofMTA's use of the term "obstructed" with regard to its assessment of 
noise impacts to Fusion. Even if measurements of outside noise were used. we note that the fT A Manual 
provides different assessment criteria for "obstructed" and unobstructed" views. As noted in Section 3 .a of 
this leller, the SDhlS/FDEIR states that Fusion's buildings arc "two stories" rather than four. See 
SDETS/FDEIR at 3-38. 
25 A lthongh MTA does not acknowledge it iu the SDEIS/RDElR , there is a long history of noise 
disturbances to Fusion residents throughout the night as a result of bells and wheel and brake screeching 
sounds in the late night and early morning hours when traffic is the heaviest - as noted in Section I of this 
letter. 

Q 



 
Final Environmental Impact Statement/Final Environmental Impact Report  
Appendix K – Responses to Comments Received 

 

C R E N S H A W / L A X  T R A N S I T  C O R R I D O R  P R O J E C T  
K-100 August 2011 

________________ © Metro 

Mess,.., Diaz, Sukys, and Tellis; Hon. Members of lhc Board of Di reel a... of !ho 
LA Motropoli1a11 Tl'llll•porta1ion Amhoricy 
Ro: Propo!ied Cronshaw Transil Maiotonaft<e Facility SDFJS/RDEIR - Commonls 
April 11, 2011-pagc 33 

The curve defining the onset of noise impact stops increasing at 65 dB for Category I 
end 2 land use, a standard limit for an acceptable living environment defined by a 
number of Federal agencies. Project noise ahove the upper curve is considered to 
cause &vere Impact since a significant percenJage of people would be highly 
annoyed by the new noise. This curve flattens out at 75 dB for Category I and 2 land 
use, a level associated with an unacceptable living environment. 

Ff A Mo.nual at 3-5 (~mpbasis supplied). By the MT A's own measurements, without the project, we ere 
aln:ady at 61 L,,. Reproduced below as Fusion Figure .ld-1 is Table 3-1 from the FfA Manual- a table 
included in the SDEIS/RDEIR's thresholds discussion but apparently not used. 
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Fu,ion Fig,ue 3d-1 - Table J.I from FT A Manual. using existing noise levels and listing increased noise 
levels al which project would ha~c "Moderate" or"Sevcn:" Tmpaa 
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©Metro ---------------------------------

Messrs. Diaz, Sukys, and Tellis; Hon. Members of lhe Boan! of Ditectors of !he 
IA Mctropolilao Transportalion Authority 
Ro: Propoaed Crenahaw Transit Maintenance Facility SDFIS/RDBR - Commenls 

April II, 2011 - pagel4 

,. The Diw,mon qfµu,tl Un fbrnmnr and Zoning Conmkna Wa, RttmU-Qricntsd 
anti LWJIWUlll/1 

Tbe discussion of zooing and land use considerations also repeatedly confuses "lbe project'' with 
the iwquisition of lbe 3 .Sacre parcel to tbe North of the existing Division 22 site. Below as Fution Fi,ur, 
J11-l., made slightly larger so thot the map may be viewed, is a reproducrion of a portion of lbe 
SDEISIRDEIR"s Figure 3-S: 

The small blue mangle identified as the "Division 22 Northern Expansion Altcmative" is in fact zoned M-1 
under Hawthorne's Zoning Map. But the brown area below it,just above the orange rectangle with the 
foot-shaped c~lcosion. is zoned C-1. Tbe orang~ shape slightly below is Fusion, subject to 1110 Willow 
Glen Specific Plan as a mixed family residential development. The brown areajnst above Fll8ion is 
Division 22. It is zoned C-l. 

Hen: is roughly the same area as depicted in Hawdlomc's Z,oning Map, along with the key from 
that map as to the planning sreas depicted_ (Fusion Figures J~-2 and Je-J): 

I 
CITY OF HAWTHORNE 

ZONING MAP 

n ir--t-~C-t \ 

(: V-1$ 551!: ·~◄,a - a.at .-l 
KALE. 1·•1-- N 

~---~ - •-4'~ • ~- - r. -• -~ 
- - L.:; • -

F11,fon l'ig11rn Je-2 u.mf 3: Portmn of Hawthorne Zoning Map c ,~~ring PrnjC<."l area anti Fusinn. Key to 
,hadrnJ f..,,n map 
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----------------~ Metro 

Messrs. Din, Suky•. and Tellis; Hon. Members of lhc Boan! of Directors or lhe 
LA Metr0p0litan Transportation Au!Mrity 
Re: Pn,poscd Crenshaw Transit Maintenance FIICility SDEIS/RDEJR - Comments 
April 11,201 I -pa1c 35 

Thus, the existing Divi~ion 22 site is within the C-1 zone (and, we are told, was in that zone when 
MT A acquired it). The liltle strip to the oorth of :hat which is part of the parcel to be acquired is also C-1. 
The only land zoned "industrial" (M-2) is the small US Storage parcel itself. 

Pretty much nothing MTA docs on the eJ<isting Division 22 site no»· is permitted :n a C-1 zone; 
thu.s, at best, lhese uses would be characterized as "nooconfonning." See Hawthorne Zoning Code, section 
17.25. Funhennore, Hawthorne's zoning code makes clear that increases in nonconforming uses, or 
additional noncoofonning structures in C-1 zones,aro not to be tolerated. Id., 17 .38--050. 

Amazingly, even though both the present Division 22 and the new small parcel to be acquired are 
within the City of Hawthorne's jurisdiction, the SDEIS/RDEIR hardly bothers to discuss how the Division 
22 project would affect Hawthome's zoning, general plans and goals at all (and to the eJ<tent it does, it 
mischaracterizes them)'°. We hear that MTA may be ta1cing the position that it is not subject to municipal 
zoning codes (or general plans). We are not sure we agree with thi5 legal conclusion. Jn any event 
however, for CEQA and NEPA purposes, a public agency needs to evaluate consistency with local land use 
laws and policies a,1ywoy- so as to determine whelher a proposed project is compatible with the land use 
plans and policies. MTA and FTA mosc definitely have not done an adequate assessment in this regard. 

Table 3-3 of the SDEIS/RDEIR flatly states that the Division 22 project has a ,.Land Use" that is 
"Industrial; Public F•cilities," and thal the Zoning is "M2-I, Heavy Industrial." SDEIS/RDEIR, Table 3-3 , 
fmal row, at 3-8. This is incom:ct as previously noted - only the US Storage site is mdustrial. The Table 
then describ.!s as "Nearby Uses" "Office and hotel uses to the west, public facilities and residential to the 
sou•h, and industrial uses to the north and east." Given that the constnJc!ion of all new buildings and the 
bulk of the new use would be on the existing Division 22 site, I.his is not an adeqnate description of the 
project. Additionally, we see no further properties zoned industrial to the north or east of lhe US Storage 
site. See Fusion Figure 3e-2 above. If the site of the project were properly described, it would therefore 
read: ,.Offic•s and hole! uses to lhe west. residential to the south and east, with new , and far more 
intensive , industrial uses on a si!e that is not 1,0ned for it." 

Additionally, the purpose of zoring laws and general plans is to prevent a patchwork of 
incompatible uses that break up a community. Hawthorne designated this area as C-1 to be a mixed use, 
comm1'nity, zone. That is not what MTA ·s pmposal would do. 

26 See, e-s., SDEIS/RDEIR at 3-13 (Only starement regardini, Hawthorne's General Plan is that 
" [t]he northern expansion of the Division 22 Maintenance Facility would provide additional capacity for 
the Crenshaw/LAX LRT line to operate in combination with the existing Metro Green Line . Tliis would be 
consistent with the City of Hawthorne's land ose policies which encourage the ex.pansioo of I.he LRT 
system"; no discussion regarding land use consistency J. 

See afro SDEISIRDEIR at 3-32 ("City of Hawthorne. The City of Hawthome has a population 
over 90,000 residents and is made up of appruJ<imately eight residential neighborhoods. Tlte HoUyglen 
co,,_n;q of Hawlhone is Ille neanit nwle11tial n1igl,borl,ood ~ the Di¥isio11 11 Nori/um 
Expan•ion IJtentalil'• and is locaJ~d approxbnat•IJ 0.15 miles to tlte ,wnl, «mu Rosecm,u A~enue. 
This neighborhood h~s no direct physical connection to the maintenance site altematives. There is an 
opproJri,naJe/y 180-unit multi-family nsukNJial tk..ek>p=nt localed adjoce,it to tlie south of tlu e.risting 
DM1Jo1111 Mainu110tu:ef«ilily .. . the Willow Glen Specific Plan area .... The immuitJw amz 
,nunlf1Nling tire DivisiOII ZZ Nortliem ExpansiDn Alternad" is primarily illdustnallw-~ial and the 
City of Hawthorne has designated the s•l.mluoding area as Freeway Commercial/Mixed Use") (Italicized 
scatements an: false). 
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©Metro ---------------------------------

Messrs. Diaz. Sukys, and Tellis; Hon. Members of the Boord of Directors of Ille 
LA Metmp,;, ltan Transpor1ation Au,horily 
Re: Proposed Cren.,hawTramit Msintenance Facility SDEIS/RDEIR - Comment, 
April ll , 2011 -- page36 

f. Tb, Trqf(J,; Impact. Analysis Was Fla,wl Bolh a.s to thg Coastructign oa4 Qperqtig,rql 
Pham of the Proiect 

The SDEIS/RDEIR fails lo analyze any lraffic impacts from construction, and severely 
underestimales traffic impacts from eventual operation. For the s~me reason thal construction and 
operntioo impacts from traffic would be significant, they also raise safety concerns llutt the document did 
not address. 

lbc AnqI•w oflmpa,;u lo Ta,fflc from Cq,utruclion Dul Not Rely on Any S04dil• Wbo/wm, 
owiRqis1ScriousE"l("encySeryic,s Concerns. The SDEISIRDEIR in Section ~.16.2.1 asserts that: 

Construction of th~ mainlenonct focilily woulll be luniled to the sius and would only 
requ·re limited and te'""°""ry lane clo.ru"s and/or reduc1ioos in parldng .... [T]he 
siles OIY located i11 the airport area . . .. The number of truck rrips and construction 
equipment needed to construct •.he facility wou Id not adversely affect lhc surrounding 
traffic circuh1tion patterns. Trllck trips during comtructlon ""' not anlieipa~d to 
uceed eight per hour and woulll ,wt tkgrade the (eye[ of sen>ice at surround/,ig 
intersections. A 1rafftc management plan to assure access to local roads and businesses 
would be implemented during the approximately iwo-year coos1n1ction period. These 
effects would be temporary and no adverse effects 10 traffic. circulation and parking ere 
anticipated. 

SDEIS/RDEIR at 3-103. 

The SDEIS/RDEIR seems only to be thinking about rhe sites near the airport, and flatly 
sta~s that the sunounding uses wee industrial . This is clearly not the case at D22.17 

Additionally, the conclusory assertion !hat constructioo traffic during lhe two year period 
would result in only "temporary" lane closures !hat would not degrade intersection levels of 
servic,, does not, in the ~ase of the D22 site, have ?.ny support at all. There is nothing in the Fehr 
& Peers analysis in Appendix C that addresses construction impacts. All projections arc for 
operation in year 2018, when Levels of Service are expected to improve. Traffic at the 
Aviation/Rosecrans inrersection is presen:Jy at LOS F, as the Fehr & Peers data reflects . 

The year 2018 operational analysis was based on a "per car equivalent" (PCE) toral of 18 
or 21 morning peak and 20 or 23 evening peck , ,epresenting a PCE change of 5-8 morning. and 9-
3 evening atUibutable to the pruj<:ct." See SDEJSIRDEIR Appendix C, at Approx 5, and IO· 12 
(Fehr & Peers Memo of Nov. 23. 20 IO, to Tcny Hayes Associates, page 3, and Tables 2 and 3, 
"Traffic Data from MTA Division 22 Survey," end "Proposed Crenshaw O&M Facility Trip 
Generation Projections."), SDEIS/RDEIR at 3-2." This seems attributable to a presumption that 
there will be 60 additional vehicle trips to the D22 facility as a result of its expansion. which we 

-------------
27 Fwthermore, Section 3.16.2.4 claims that" . . . none of the four maintenance site alternatives would 
alter or block access to any community assers ... " - again assuming lhe actual ,,ming of rhe D22 site and 
Fusion completely out of existence. 
ie The consult:>nt calculated PCE by doubling the value of a daily operational truck trip relative to a 
passenger car trip. It seems clear that the value of trip fhat was made by a hauling truck for he•vy 
machinery , or a truck removing soil and debris, would have to be much higher. 

29 The range of 3 in morning peak/evening peak projected traffic volumes appears to rcsuh from the 
assumption of only 60 LR Vs being present at D22. an ~s.sun1ption Iha! may not be accurate either in terrns 
of what the analysis should have been underCEQA and NEPA given likely more extensive use. The 
assumption also may not be carried •.hrough in the e,:isti.ng "nalysis of the rest of the document. 
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K-104 August 2011 

________________ © Metrd 

Messrs. Diaz, Sul.yo, and Tellis; Hon. Members of lhc BOllltl of Directors of dtc 
LA Me1ropolitan Transportation Authority 
Re: Prcpo5ed Crenshaw Tronsit Ma'nteaance Fadli,y SDEISIRDEI.R - Comments 
April II, 2011 - page l7 

think may be an underestimate. Nevertheless, tb.ere simply was no analysis done as to impacls on 
the LOS D and F intersections surrounding Fusion during peak hours as II result of construction 
traffic, and the evidence is quite clear that the traffic from cons:ruction will be much more intense. 
As noted with regard to Air Quality, the SD EIS concedes that there wi:l be 30 worker vehicle 
trips, and 35 tmck trips, per day, during the two year period, along with the moving in and out of 8 
pieces of heavy duty conSU1Jction equipment."' And ii conced~s that there will be lane closure~ 
and traffic :nterruptions. There is one road that exits the 022 site and it is directly adjacent to 
Fusion's approximately 20-foot wide emergency lire lane and not far from the only road that all 
500-plus residents and visitors use to enter and cJ<il the complex absent an emergency. The bare 
assumption that I I J providing notice to local businesses about , raffle interruptions and [21 limiting 
construction traffic to "off peak houro, as fe~sible," SDEIS/RDEIR Imp.acts Summary, Mitigation 
Measures CON- 18, Md CON-21 , will reduce :.he impact to peak traffic on Aviation is not 
supported by any e~idence in the record . The assumption that lhis does not pose a threat lo 
residents in teons of Emergency Service egress or ingress is completely without founruilion.31 

ll· 

The SDEWRDEIR A mids Anv Mcaoir1du/ mscussjgn of Cumulqlire {m,,acts. The 
SDEIS/RDEIR relied on one programmatic EIR/EIS to assert lhat no cumulative impact• would occur. 
Thal docun1ent does not and cannot provide all material site-specific information on cumulative impacts for 
this site. 

AddilipnalAir Qyaljty Conc,rns Regvirnl cu,,..lmj., lmpa,;t A nafysi• We note that we are, 
many of us, within 500 foet of Aviation Boulevard, which is a major highway which may get traffic 
exceeding 100,000 vehicles per day such that analysis or risk assessment for p,.rticulare matter and DPM 
may have been required under DPH regulations as a separnte matter of sta1e law. Additionally. we are 
slightly over 500 feet from the 405 Freeway (on the other side). Regardless of whether other state health 
& s•fety laws required it, though, cnmulatively, MTA should have looked at rhe overall Toxic Air 
Comaminantrisk cumulatively. Ms.ny of us are sensitive receptors and the Children's Health Study 
recently indicated why such analysis is critical with regard to par1iculate mancr and DPM . 

We believe such analysis may be required under Federal law as well. See 40 C.F.R. 1502 22 
(requiring specific minimum information be provided to the decision maker when there is scientific 
uncertainty). 

Ekctn>mam,tic Fir/th. Homes in the Northeastern comer or Fusion already have above normal 
exposure to EMFs - probably b«euse they are nearest to the Division 22 facility tracks and ro the SCE 
transmission lines. The highest reading there is 4.1 mG, while the national average is 0.9mG. Expansion of 
the site and :ncre.ised traffic of ele<'lric trains 22 feet from the affected residen•ial building can only 
incrementally :ncrcase these readings. And it appears that the levels are steadily increasing. The initial 
reading at this peak point in 2007 was 3.8 mG. The reading at the same location in 2011 had increased to 
4 .1 mG. (All readings were cal<.en by a Southern California Edison employee). 

The placement of a transformer generator and an electrical subsfation on the facility can only 
worsen tbe situation. The SDEISIRDE:.R did not analyze or even mention this issue. 

30 Section 3, 16.2. i goes on to project eight truck trips an hour, again through lhe one access point 
onto Aviation. Imagine, if you will, morning and evening rush ho1-t traffic on that boulevard. with lines of 
!tucks waiting to tum into the same spot that lines of cars arc waiting lo exit from. all while cro,;sing at 
least •hree lanes of bumper-to-bumper co111muter,; . We 'd really rather not. 
31 It ~ems that the City of Hawthorne was not even consulted with regard to emergency services in 
!his regard, as Appendix D regard;ng thresholds mentions other police departments, bot not Hawthorne's. 
SDEIS/RDEIR, Appendix D, at 15-1. 

s 
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©Metro ---------------------------------------

Messrs. Diaz, Sukys. and Telli•: Hon. Member> of thc Board of Dire<:loll< of the 
LA Metropolitan Transporlalion Avlhorily 
Re: Proposed Cr,,n&llaw Transit Maintenance Facility SDEIS/RDEIR - Comments 
April I l, 2011 - page 38 

Prolonged cxposv~ IO levels of 2.0mG has been considered unsafe in many studies and a similar 
level has been regulac:ed es the maximum in the European Union . Even though this env:ronmental concern 
exists, the MTA failed to do any kind of cumulative impact analysis . 

'There arc avaiiable standards on the matter: the stllle Departme11t of Education has enacted 5 Cal . 
Code Regs. 140109(c) which provides that without a Department-approved exemption. an proposed school 
sites shall meet cert8i.o setback requirements as measured from the edge of easement of overhead 
transmission lines, depending on the strength of the overhead tr.insmission lines. The minimum setback is 
100 feet. Other 5tandanJs exist for protecting wor~er health. The health of residents who sleep in the!ie 
units should be given the same consideration. 

Again, even if Ibis is a duty lhat MTA cnn evade under CEQA, FT A cannot do so under NEPA. 
40 C.F.R. 1502.22 requires a wont case Ma.lysis in the absenoe of scientific cenainry. 

4. The SQEISIRDE/R's &011onc Immu;ts Analrsi.t IF WhollY lntuhqHte 

Unl,lce CEQA, NEPA does allow for the analysis of socioeconomic impacts when "economic or social 
and natucal or physical env;ronmental effecls are inlerrelated, then the environmental impa.c;t statement will 
discuss :lll oflhese effects on the huma,1 environment." CEQ Regulations, 1508.14. To thc elttent that 
economic analysis WAS called for here, the analysis done with reg>nl ID impacts from the selection Df the 
Division 22 altanative was hopelessly flawed . The manner in which MTA and FT A reflect the costs and 
benefits from this al!emative reflect the deep biEK that ot least MT A <=m• tn have in favor of this 
1J1ernative. The only economic impacts it assumed were five lost jobs and the lost property tax revenue to 
Hawthorne in connection with the US Storage site, in the amount of slightly over $2000 a year. lt left out 
the dan1age to property values for every Fusion residence and the loss of revenue to Hawthorne and other 
jurisdictions in this rcgwd (indudaig special assessments applicable !D the Specific Plan uea). II left out 
the loss of Tenant OccupBJ1Cy Tait revenue from the hotels on the other ~ide of the Division 22 site, whose 
business would doobllcss be affected. l1 left out the more than likely loss of revenue lo rhe City of 
Hawthorne from licensing relating to the Iii ming that occurs at the credit unions in the same complex. It 
ignored the lost business to those businesses neighboring D22 and US Storage, the lost time for all 500 + 
daily resident and visitor trips to Fusion ~s a result of traffic impacts. Etc. These= aU equally relev•nt to 
any economic impacts analysis 11nder NEPA. and they amount to much more in the way of cost. No doubt, 
using this as a limitation made the MT A's aualysis easier, but it also leaves out MTA's very possible 
liability to Fusion residents for inverse conde1Poation for noise, nuisonce and dust as a result of choosing 
this project site . Cf. CEQ Regulation~ at 1502.23 (If an agency does a cost benefit analysis, indirect: 
impacts as well as dire<-"! impacts must be considered, and the environmental and public health impacts 
must be considered as wc!I). And, of course. ccooomic .inalysis of this Ir.ind itself is prohibic«I in HD 

alternatives 1111alysis under CEQA. 

T 

u 



 
Final Environmental Impact Statement/Final Environmental Impact Report  
Appendix K – Responses to Comments Received 

 

C R E N S H A W / L A X  T R A N S I T  C O R R I D O R  P R O J E C T  
K-106 August 2011 

________________ © Metro 

Mes.rs. Diaz, Sukys, and Telli•; Hon. Members or the Board of Directors of the 
LA Metropolitan Transportation Authority 
Re: Proposed Cren,haw Transit Maintenance F•cility SD~IS/RD):;IR • Camn,ents 
April 11,201 I - page 39 

On behalf of the Fusion Homeowners' Association Board of Directors, I thank you for this 
opportunity to comment on your environmental document. All questions and follow-up should be directed 
to Christopher Richert, member of the HOA Board of Directors, whose contact information is below: 

Christopher Richert 
5406 W 149th Place #8 
H: 424-456-7465 
C: 3 l0-429-3382 
cgrichertl l 2o<r:iJJ:,.otm_ail.c2m 

:i};~-4~{ 
Hannah Bentley, Esq. ~ ( 
cc: The Honorable Ma~ine Wat/rs, U.S. House of Representatives, 35th Cong'I District, California 

Office of the California State Attorney General, CEQA Section 
The Honorable Rod Wright, Callfornia State Senate Representative, 25"' Senate District 
The Honorable Steven Bradford, Californi~ State Assembly Representative. 51 '' Assembly District 
Members of the City Council, City of Hawthorne 
Representatives to the Sou:h Bay Council of Governments 
Mr. Gregg McClain, Director, City of Hawthorne Planning Dept. 
Mr. Steve Lantz 
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© Metro _______________ _ 

Messrs. Dia.1,, Suky!>, and Tellis; Hon. Memben of Lhc Board or Directors of the 
LA Metropolitan Transportation Authorit)' 
Re: Proposed Cn::mshaw Tr~ns.lt Maintenance Facility SDE[S/RDEIR - CommeJ1ts 

April I I, 2011 - page 40 

LIST OF ATTACHMENTS 

Nam1:/N11m!.l!:r Ui:s:n111i11D 

Fu.1io11 Artaclune/11 I -I HP-.COry. wtth c1Httions. ,, DEl'd >EIR 0 11 1 ·, , ·11, h ·J\1 ,' i AX 
covenng. ~tudy area 1ha1 . ihi 111 1'. , · .... 1end u , f-".;q,_ 1:1 

d~ ·,i:.• h1r•1n :·1: 

F1Hio11 Artachrrumt !-I Memo lo MTA Board m Advance ,,f December 2009 Regula, 
Meeting. concemmg proposed approval of Crenshaw/LAX 
DEIS/DEIR and nro1ect. 

, 11sio11 A1tacl111umt 2-2 MTA Febniary 2010 prcscnL,uon regarding mamtenancc site 
\creen111g for original Crenshaw/LAX project; MT A - and 
web-posicd Presentation Board< f, om Same Series of 
Presentauons 

Fo,sion Artachment 2-3 MT A December I , 20 IO Open House Fl ·er 
F 11siorr Attachment 1-1 M1 A February 24, 2011. Rcguhr Boord MeelinQ Item 12 
F,nion Artarlwumt 1-5 March 18.2011 Memo to Expo Construction Authority Boar : 

of Directors from CEO; March 18. 20 I I Press Release by 
ExDo Con,truction Authority 

Fusion AttadJme11t 2~6 Memo to Board, December 2010, re Mamtcn3nce F3c1hty 
Consolid1ted Devclor,mcnt Strate~v 
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________________ © Metro 

Messrs. Diaz, Sukys. and Tellis; Hon. Members of the Boa,d of DmctorS of the 
LA Meiropolitan Transport.lion Authority 
Re: Propos,:d Crenshaw Transit Mainten,,ncc Facility SDEIS/RDEIR - Comments 
April 11,2011- page 41 

FUSION ATTACHMENT 1-1 

DETAILED ANAl,YSJS OF NOTICE TO RESIDENTS 
RELATING JO THE CRENSHAW0,AX DEIS/DEIR 

(MEETINGS AND ANALYSlS LIMITED TO THE ''STUDY AREA," AS TO wmcu 
FUSION WAS FAR TO THE SOUTHl 

The original Crenshaw/LAX Extension DElS/DEIR addressed 3.lternat:ives for the development 
and construction of a new transit line along the Crenshaw Corridor. Pursuant to NEPA and rules for 
coordinating the NEPA process with che CEQA process, the Feder.ii Transit Administration ("FT A") issued 
a Noti~ of Preparation for the DEIS/DEIR in the Federal Register in late 2007, and Scoping Meetings 
were held in community facilities located within the identified project area. See Notice of Intent to Prepare 
an Environmental Impact Statement and Proposed Transit Tmprovements in '.he Crenshaw-Pr.iirie Transit 
Corridor, Los Angeles, CA, 72 Fed. Reg. ~6126 (Oct. 2, 2007) ("FTA Scoping Notice") (indicating that 
Scoping Meetings were to be held that month in facilities in Inglewood and Los Angeles within the area to 
be served by the Crenshaw/LAX Extension). 

The Scoping Notice described the project as "transit improvernenls within the Crenshaw-Prairie 
Corridor, whicb extonr1s approximately 10 miles from Wilshire Boulevard on the nonh to El Segundo 
Boulevard on the soulh." FTA Scoping Notice, 72 Fed. Reg. 56126. The Notice described the "study area" 
as "the area extending north to Wilshire Boulevard, east to Arlinglon A venue. south to El Segundo 
Boulevard, and west to Sepulveda and La Tijera Boulevards." 

Con.,islent with the FTA Scoping Notice, the DEIS/DEIR itself. published for circulation in 
October 2009. identified the study aiea a.~ extending north from El Segundo Boulevard to w;lshire 
Boulevard.. See DEIS/DEIR, page 1 4 ("Figure 1-1. Study Area"), consisting of a map depicting the sn1dy 
area's southern boun~ary as El Segundo Boulevard between Sepulveda Boulevard to the west and Van 
Ness Ave. to Lhe west. A small copy of the full-page graphk from the original DEIS/DEIR depicting the 
S1udy Area is reprinted below (1 '11Iim, f'igure , \ I-/). The DEIS/DEfR identified and analyzed four LRT 
Maintenance Sites "Alternatives" and depicted them on a map; all of the proposed alternatives were within 
the "Study Area." DEIS/DEIR at 2-48, Figure 2-25 (" Alternative LRT Maintenance and Operational 
Facility Sites.") The DEJS/DEIR map of the study area is more or less identic,J to a graphic of the study 
area depicted on MTA ·s website regarding rhe Crenshaw/LAX Transit Corridor project as of the end of 
January of 2011. See F 1mo11 FiK<fl< 11-J. below. 

The map of the Study Area for the propoiaed project was unchanged when it was ind~ded in the 
Report to the MTA Board in December 2009 recommending approval of the DFJSIDEIR. Su 1: ,uiu,, 
I igure AJ-Ja. /,.and,· below (repr;nting pages from De~mber, 2009 Memo to the Boan! recommending 
approval of the DEIS/DEIR). 
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Me.,srs. Diaz, Sukys, and Tellis: Hon. Member, of the Bo•rd of Directors of lhe 
LA MerropolilBll T ranoponation A ~lhorily 
Re: Propo,cd Crenshaw Transit Mainienance Facility SDEISIRDETR - Commen1S 
April 11 , 2011 - page 43 

Crenshaw/LAX Transit Corridor 

~~ .......... h_ N 
-=--=~➔. ..... ·--- --....... .. ==---=!... ••.•• _a.-..,.._ _,.., -------

Ll)C.IU,, p,._Jem,d AUlll!rnalNe Lift Ahgnmel'II 

1..-t ·= 
f lA-=• 1· f __ ~ ---.. ---

~J ... " I 1·· -I -0-t===· --- / _JJS AIIGRES 
1 

// "''"" 

mMdro 

---wm ..... , 
...... _~--

,,.,. 

GARDENA 

Fu,io11 Figure Al-2: Cren haw/LAX Transtl Corridor from MTA •, Website for Crenshaw/LAX 
fa tension ProJCCI (as of late January, 2011) 



 
 Final Environmental Impact Statement/Final Environment Impact Report 

Appendix K – Responses to Comments Received 
 

C R E N S H A W / L A X  T R A N S I T  C O R R I D O R  P R O J E C T  
K-111 August 2011 

 

 

©Metro ---------------------------------------

MeS&B. Diaz, Sukys. and TcUia; Hon. Membcis or the Boml of Directors of the 
LA Metropoliran Transpor1lllion Aulhoricy 
Re: Proposed Crenaha,. Transil Maintenance Facility SDErSIRDEIR - Comment, 
April 11. lOJl - pas• 44 

Farion Figure Al-3": 

ATTACHMENT f 

Map of DF.ISIDBR "Sn1dy Area" from Dec. 2009 Board Memo \Allachmenl Ii I 

---™' __ _ 
_, 7JSliliiIR ·-

···-, , . D 
. 
I 

7 
0 -

Frmon Figure Al-3b: Fusion Figure Al-3,:: 

'1, 

Map of Mainl<:nancc Fac1hty Polcntial Siles. Dec. 
2,)09 Board Memo 

M:tp of Mainlenancc Fac1bty Potculial Sitc.s. Dc<l. 
2009 Board Memo 



 
Final Environmental Impact Statement/Final Environmental Impact Report  
Appendix K – Responses to Comments Received 

 

C R E N S H A W / L A X  T R A N S I T  C O R R I D O R  P R O J E C T  
K-112 August 2011 

Response to comment S.20-5A. 
 
Comment noted.  The structure of the commenter have been noted and the attachments will be included 
as part of the administrative record.  
 
Response to comment S.20-5B. 
 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility. 
 
Response to comment S.20-5C. 
 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility.  An open process for consideration of a 
maintenance facility has been carried out.  Meetings were advertised.  Briefings were accommodated and a 
full 45-day comment period with full disclosures was conducted.   
 
Response to comment S.20-5D. 
 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility. 
 
Response to comment S.20-5E. 
 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility.  It is noted that the comment acknowledges the 
presence of uses associated with Division 22 when the Fusion residential development was constructed 
and that the spatial layout of the residential community was developed in that environmental context. 
 
Response to comment S.20-5F. 
 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility. 
 
Response to comment S.20-5G. 
 
Comment noted.  The project has been developed in compliance with both CEQA and NEPA.  The proper 
noticing and consultation for the proposed project has been ongoing for an extended period of time 
allowing for disclosure to all affected parties to occur.  An extensive public outreach process has been 
implemented and the potential impacts of the proposed alternatives have been disclosed prior to decision 
making.  The environmental analysis covered all of the elements of a maintenance facility including those 
elements funded from other sources, such as a paint and body shop.  The examination of impacts is 
actually broader than the commenter suggests.  Segmentation would not apply to this condition.  
Thresholds, which have been identified in the document, are commonly used in the southern California 
region and are accepted by agencies with jurisdiction in their perspective environmental resources.  Please 
refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor Vitae/Bellanca) as the 
site for the maintenance facility. 

©Metrd 
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Response to comment S.20-5H. 
 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility. 
 
Response to comment S.20-5I. 
 
Comment noted.  The project has been developed in compliance with both CEQA and NEPA.  The proper 
noticing and consultation for the proposed project has been ongoing for an extended period of time 
allowing for disclosure to all affected parties to occur.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response 
regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility. 
 
Response to comment S.20-5J. 
 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility. 
 
Response to comment S.20-5K. 
 
Comment noted.  Metro has not committed to part of the project which has been identified in the project 
description.  The environmental analysis covered all of the elements of a maintenance facility including 
those elements funded from other sources, such as a paint and body shop.  Please refer to Supplemental 
Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance 
facility. 
 
Response to comment S.20-5L. 
 
Comment noted.  Metro has not committed to part of the project which has been identified in the project 
description.  The environmental analysis covered all of the elements of a maintenance facility including 
those elements funded from other sources, such as a paint and body shop.  Please refer to Supplemental 
Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance 
facility.  The SDEIS/RDEIR identifies a need for a maintenance facility based on the requirements for the 
Crenshaw/LAX Transit Corridor Project.  The maintenance alternative sites have a base capacity to serve 
the need for established for the Crenshaw/LAX Line, except for the Division 22 Northern Expansion 
Alternative which has been identified as having constrained capacity.  The sites also have an identified 
expansion potential for the Crenshaw/LAX Line which would operate in conjunction with other planned 
and existing rail lines in the Long Range Transportation Plan for the horizon planning year of 2030.  The 
analysis of environmental impacts was based on a worst case assumption of 70 light rail vehicles to provide 
the most conservative estimation of impacts.  No segmentation of impacts has occurred for the 
Crenshaw/LAX Transit Corridor maintenance facility .  If anything, the impacts have been overstated for 
the maintenance facility alternative sites because they are based on maximum future expansion potential.  
 
Response to comment S.20-5M. 
 
Comment noted.  Metro has not relied on another’s examination of effects under NEPA.  The commenter 
does not identify the reliance on “other’s” impacts that is implied by the comment so that Metro can 
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accurately respond to the comment.  Metro has identified all possible environmental effects of the 
proposed project which can be reasonably foreseen.   
 
Response to comment S.20-5N. 
 
Comment noted.  As stated in the description of alternatives, the SDEIS/RDEIR took into account the 
improvements to the existing Division 22 Maintenance facility and not just the additional acquisition of the 
3.5 acre parcel.  Therefore, the evaluation of impacts is not understated as suggested by the commenter.  
Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor Vitae/Bellanca) 
as the site for the maintenance facility. 
 
 
Response to comment S.20-5O. 
 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility.  The alternative analysis identified a full range of 
alternatives that is consistent with the goals and objectives of the Crenshaw/LAX Transit Corridor Project.   
 
Response to comment S.20-5P. 
 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility.  The air quality analysis is evaluated for both the 
operation and construction of a maintenance facility.  The SDEIS/RDEIR is intended to be a reader 
friendly document and the technical analysis to support the air quality conclusions is found and referenced 
in the Technical Appendix.  Air quality thresholds are used to provide a meaningful evaluation of impacts 
of each of the maintenance site alternatives.  The summary of construction impacts the commenter refers 
to (Table S-8), takes into account both NEPA and CEQA analyses. Therefore, the table represents the worst 
case conclusions.  Significant impacts to localized concentrations are identified in the summary even 
though there is no impact to localized concentrations under NEPA for the Division 22 Northern Expansion 
Alternative.  Section 3.16 identifies impacts from localized concentrations for both NEPA and CEPA.  
Under NEPA (Table 3-42), the SDEIS/RDEIR correctly finds that no localized impacts would occur for the 
Division 22 Northern Expansion Alternative.  Under CEQA (Table 3-46), localized impacts would occur for 
the Division 22 Northern Expansion Alternative.  The emissions associated with the operation of a 
maintenance facility are not substantial enough to warrant a detailed health risk assessment.  The 
generator shown on the site plan is an emergency generator that would operate approximately one hour a 
month.   
 
Response to comment S.20-5Q. 
 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility.  The assumptions stated to evaluate the noise 
impacts are stated in both the text and technical analyses contained in the technical appendix.  The 
methods used to evaluate impacts are consistent with both state and federal methodology.   
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Response to comment S.20-5R. 
 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility.   
 
Response to comment S.20-5S. 
 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility.  The analysis of operational traffic impacts was 
based on a maintenance site facility that serves 70 light rail vehicles.  The construction effects are based on 
previous construction projects of a similar size and duration of construction.  
 
Response to comment S.20-5T. 
 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility.  A cumulative analysis was completed in 
compliance with CEQA/NEPA which took into account the potential air quality effects that the commenter 
cites.  Based on the analysis, the project would not make a cumulatively considerable concentration to 
operational air quality.   
 
Response to comment S.20-5U. 
 
Comment noted.  The economic analysis was based on estimates of costs from lost property tax revenue 
and job loss.  This information was provided as a tool for comparison of the alternatives.  The additional 
revenue sources referred to by the commenter would not be adversely affected by the project based on the 
analysis of environmental effects.  A cost benefit analysis was not conducted for the maintenance site 
alternatives.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility. 
 
Response to comment S.20-5V. 
 
Comment noted.   
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COMMENT: S.20-6. Kevin Brogan, Hill, Farrer & Burrill. 
 

________________ © Metro 

HILL, FARRER& BURRILLI.LP 
ATTORNEYS. EsTABLISHED 192::J 

April 11,201 I 

Via Facsimile and Email (diazroderick@metro.net) 

Roderick Diaz 
Project Manager 
Metro 
One Gateway Pla.7.a 99-22-3 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

One California Plaza 
37th Floor 
300 South Grand Avenue 
Los Angeles, Califomia 
90071-3147 

PHONE: (213) 620-0460 
FAX: (213) 624-4840 
l)l!U£f: (213) 621-0815 
E-MAIL: kbrogan@hillfarrer.com 
wimsrrn: www.hillfarrer.com 

Re: Comments on Supplcmcnfal Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement/Recirculated Draft EJR, Crenshaw/LAX Transit Corridor 

Dear Mr. Diaz: 

This firm represents AMB Spinnaker, the owner of 1000 Redondo Beach Doulevard, 
Redondo Beach, une uf the sites being considered for acquisition by MT A for a maintenance 
facility for the Crenshaw/LAX Transit Corridor. 'Ille I.ACMTA has designated AMD 
Spinnaker's site as Site 17. This letter is submitted as additionc1l comment tu the public 
comments made during the hearings on March L 2011 and Marcb 31, 2011. 

1. Inadequate Project Description of Site 17. An adequate project description is 
critical to any CEQA analysis. The Supplemental DE1R1DEIS state~ that Site 17 is not of an 
adequate size to constitute a complete maintenance facility, and states that an expansion of the 
existing Division 22 facility will be required if Site 17 is selected. The DEIS/DEIR fails to 
adequately describe the exact changes and additional facilities that will be required to be placed 
on the Division 22 site, and fails to study the impacts of those additional facilities, which may or 
may not indude the expansion option described for the possible selection of the Division ~2 site. 
This is a fatal flaw in the analysis. 

2. City of Redondo Beach's Opposition. The City of Redondo Beach is opposed to 
the use of Site 17 as a maintenance facility. ln his letter of March 24, 2011 , the Honorable 
Michael A. Gin, Mayor of the City of Redondo Beach, wrote that the City Council of the City of 
Redondo Beach opposed the MT A's use of Site 17 for a maintenance facility. He submitted a 
copy of the February 1, 2011 Resolution of the City of Redondo Deoch, Resolution No. CC-
1102-422. wherein the City Council found that a maintenance facility at Site 17 would violate 
the Land Use Element of the City' s General Plan, would be incompatible, and would disrupt the 
current and orderly development of the areo. The City Council further found that the proposed 
maintenance facility at Site 17 would be inconsistent with the Goals. Policies and Objectives of 
the City's General Plan. AMA Spinnaker incorporates the statements in Mayor Gin's letter of 
March 24, 2011 and, rather than restating them, incorporates objections of the City to the 
DEIS/DEIR. 
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Roderick Diaz 
April 11, 2011 
Page 2 

3. Inconsistencies In Description of Site 17. The DEIR/DEIS is inconsistent 
concerning the number of employees at Site 17. At page 2-17. the DEIR/DEIS references 400 
employees at Site 17 but the alternative analysis references 250 jobs at page 3-98. Also, the 
DEIR/DEIS fails to identify the office uses on Site 17, incom:ctly stating that there arc no 
commercial or office facilities on Site 17 (page 3-17). An adequate and accurate description of 
the project. and the proposed uses on the property to be acquired for the project. is critical to a 
proper CEQA assessment. The inconsistencies and omissions in the DEIS/DEIR show that it is 
inadequate. 

4. The Difficulties of Relocating the Tenants on Site 17. As the DEIS/DEIR noted. 
"there is no certainty that all displace businesses can be relocated in areas that ensure that there is 
no adverse effect on their competitive position." Page 3-28. As many employees ofDHL, the 
major tenant of A.MB Spinnaker on Site 17. noted at the public hearing on March 31, 201 I, DHL 
spent years attempting to consolidate its LAX facilities to one facility, and could only do so once 
if found the 278,816 square foot building owned by AMB Spinnaker. The employees of OHL 
explained how important it is to DHL for the operations to remain consolidated al one location, 
such as the facility at Site l 7. 

5. Underground Gasoline Pipeline and Easement. The DEIS/DEIR st.ates that there 
arc no undeq,'Tound easements impacting Site 17. That statement i~ incorrect. There is rui 

underground pipeline easement owned by Chevron which has a pipeline transporting highly 
flammable fluids. This underground pipeline will impact future uses on Site 17 and yet the 
DEIS/DEIR omits any mention of it, let alone any analysis of its impacts on the MT A's proposed 
uses on Site 17. 

6. Northrup Grumman's Letter of April 10, 201 l. AMB incorporates the comments 
reflected in the letter of Northrup Grumman dated April I 0, 2011. 

7. Other Significant Omissions. 

a. The project description fails to consider the access track or the existence 
or cost of the aerial connection at the existing Metro Green Line Marine Station, as raised at 
Page 2-13. 

b. V{hile the DEIS/DEIR states that the nearest sensitive land use is a school 
(page 3-50), we understand Northrup Grumman's adjacent uses are extremely sensitive to noise 
and vibrations. 

c. The stated acquisition costs on Site 17 are substantially understated. DHL 
spent over $6 million in tenant improvements on the site, and unlike the other sites, it is 
substantially improved with a state of the art freight forwarding facility. 

d. AMB notes that two of the other parcels, Sites 14 and 15, have significant 
car rental facilities. The LAX Master Plan anticipates consolidation of all car rental facilities at 
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________________ © Metro 

Roderick Diaz 
April 11, 2011 
Page 3 

LAX. Proper land planning would be for the MT A to coordinate with the LAX master planners 
to coordinate both acquisitions and to minimize disruptions. The DEIS/DEIR inadequately 
studies this issue, dismissing any attempt at coordination between LAX and the MT A. 

In conclusion, AMB Spinnaker feels that the public testimony on March 31, 2011 was 
spot on. Neither Site 17 nor the expansion of the current Division 22 site should be used as a 
maintenance facility for the Crenshaw/LAX Light Rail line. AMB is opposed to the acquisition 
of its site. 

Y.b 
OF 

HILL, FARRER & BURR1LL LLP 

CC: Martin Coyne, AMB 

Hfll I 03ij9~11 i'-5028003 
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Response to comment S.20-6A. 
 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility. 
 
Response to comment S.20-6B. 
 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility. 
 
Response to comment S.20-6C. 
 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility. 
 
Response to comment S.20-6D. 
 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility. 
 
Response to comment S.20-6E. 
 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility. 
 
Response to comment S.20-6F. 
 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility. 
 
Response to comment S.20-6G. 
 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility. 
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COMMENT: S.20-7. Cyndi Hench, Neighborhood Council of Westchester Playa. 

 
 

________________ © Metro 

Neighborhood Council of Westchester Playa 
8726 South Sepulveda Boulevard, PMB 191A Los Angeles, CA 90045 

213.473.7023 ph • 310.301.3564 fx 
email: inqu,iries@pCVJpdr.org • www.ncwpdr.org 

April 11, 2011 S20- 7 
Mr. Roderick Diaz, Metro Project Manager 
One Gateway Plaza, MS 99-22-3 
Los Angeles, CA 90012-2952 
Via email: diazroderick@metro.net 

Re: Crenshaw/LAX Transit Corridor MTA Project Maintenance Yard Selection and reiteration of our 
support for the Manchester/ Aviation station. 

Dear Mr. Diaz, 

We thank you for your extensive outreach efforts and visits to the Neighborhood Council. Our 
Neighborhood Council representation area includes the Westchester portion of the Harbor 
Subdivision where the train route will pass both business and residential areas. 

We undemand that selection of the subject Maintenance Yard will be addressed later this year. In 
the last several status meetings you have indicated that the selection process has been narrowed to 
four sites which vary in size with each located south of Manchester along the route. 

Our preferred alternative is Site 3, the largest land area site, which is located just south of the 
"optional" Manchester/Aviation station. Westchester deserves a station that is accessible and the 
proposed station at Manchester/Aviation meets that requirement Selection of Site 3 increases the 
likelihood of this station becoming a reality and is therefore a win-win alternative. In addition to 
providing an opportunity for consolidating construction activities with the optional site, this 
alternative has the least negative impact on area businesses while providing good accessibility. 

Sites 2 (Arbor Vitae/Bellanca) and 4 (Marine/Redondo Beach] are also acceptable because they have 
limited impacts, but they do not provide synergy with the Manchester/ Aviation station. Site 1 
(Metro22 in Hawthorne), although functional, is less desirable due to its inability to be expanded to 
meet future increased requirements for greater repair activity needs beyond the current project. 

ln our previous communication we opposed placement of the maintenance yard and/or station at 
Hindry because of the impacts on local residences and the distance to feeder line buses. We thank 
you for listening. We again thank you in advance for listening to us and selecting Site 3. 

Cyndi Hench, President 

CC: Councilmember Bill Rosendahl 
Supervisor Don Knabe 
Supervisor Mark Ridley Thomas 

A 

B 
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Response to comment S.20-7A. 
 
Comment noted.  Metro appreciates the ideas of the commenter and public input is an important part of 
the planning process.  The optional Manchester Station was removed from consideration during the final 
design process because of low ridership projections.  The project has been designed to not preclude the 
inclusion of Manchester Station over the aerial crossing at a future time. 
 
Response to comment S.20-7B. 
 
Comment noted.  Metro appreciates the ideas of the commenter and public input is an important part of 
the planning process.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 
(Arbor Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility. 
 
Response to comment S.20-7C. 
 
Comment noted.  Please refer to response to comment S.20-7A. 
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COMMENT: S.20-8. Joe Ahn, Northrup Grumman. 

________________ © Metro 

S20- 8 

NORTHROP GRUMMAN 

~ 

April l O, 2011 

Roderick Diaz, Project Manager 
Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority 
One Gateway Plaza, MS 99-22-3 
Los Angeles, CA 90012-2952 

Northrop Grumman Corporation 

Aeroapnce Systems 

One Space Park 

Redondo Beach. CA 90278 

Subject: Crenshaw/LAX Transit Corridor SDEIS/RDEIR 

Dear Mr. Diaz: 

Supplemental DEIS/Recirculated DEIR - February 2011 
Candidate Maintenance Sites Selected for Environmental Review 

Northrop Grumman Corporation appreciates the opportunity to provide comments concerning the 
proposed Crenshaw/LAX Transit Corridor Project and its accompanying SDEIS/RDEIR 
Supplemental DEIS/Recirculated DEIR - February 2011. 

The following comments are submitted to the Metropolitan Transportation Authority (MT A) 
within the 45-day comment period established by the MT A "Notice of Public Hearing/Notice of 
Completion and Availability of Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Report/Recirculated 
Draft Environmental Impact Report" (NOC) and are intended to become part of the administrative 
record. 

Northrop Grumman operates a 110-acre facility at One Space Park, Redondo Beach, California 
90278, which is directly west of the Marine/Redondo Beach Candidate Site, one of the four 
candidate sites for the Crenshaw/LAX Transit Corridor maintenance and operations project. 
Northrop Grumman currently employs 8,000 people at the Space Park facility with an annual 
economic benefit to the region of approximately $$770 million. The Redondo Beach campus plays 
a key role in the company's aerospace operations that support U.S. Department of Defense (DoD) 
objectives to carry out the military mission; NASA space exploration, research and development, 
engineering, test and evaluation, and collection of global climate change data on behalf of the 
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA). Northrop Grumman employees have 
worked in Redondo Beach for more than 50 years on a variety of projects for the DoD, NASA and 
NOAA (see enclosed factsheet). 

As a longtime member of the South Bay business community, Northrop Grumman recognizes the 
benefits of the Crenshaw/LAX Transit Corridor Project's proximity to our existing operations. We 
also recognize the regional benefits that may be associated with appropriate regional rail transit 
development. However, the proposed revisions to existing land-use zoning and the introduction of 

A 

B 



 
 Final Environmental Impact Statement/Final Environment Impact Report 

Appendix K – Responses to Comments Received 
 

C R E N S H A W / L A X  T R A N S I T  C O R R I D O R  P R O J E C T  
K-123 August 2011 

© Metro _______________ _ 

Los Angeles Metropolitan Transportation Authority 
Crenshaw/LAX Transit Corridor Marine/Redondo Beach Avenue Maintenance Site 

Page Two 

light rail maintenance operations adjacent to our facility raise issues that have not been fully 
addressed in the SDEIR/RCDEIR and <lo not take into consideration impacts to our continuing 
operations. 

The Marine/Redondo Beach Candidate Site would generate noise, sound vibration, radio and 
wireless frequency, environmental health and site security issues that would impaet operations at 
our state-of-the-art facilities and affect our ability to execute current and future Department of 
Defense, NASA and NOAA programs to support the military mission and space exploration. 
Northrop Gnnnman performs low-level dynamic vibration measurements on space hardware to 
verify critical performance parameters. At present, these measurements collect vibration 
amplitude data at the sub milli g (< lxlOe-3 g's) level. Future requiremmts using non-contact 
type vibration measurement equipment will collect data in the nano g (lXlOe-9 g's) range. C 
Broadband (20 Hz -2000 Hz) PSD measurements above a noise floor of approximately lXlOe-6 
g**2/Hz (.005 g RMS) arc also typical of the measurements made. Ambient ground vibration 
conditions detectable at this level become a significant concern in that the true perfom1ance 
measurement can become tainted by ambient vibration. The proposed site design and placement 
will cause interference in the 2.2 GHz band and interfere with antenna receive operations when the 
antenna is in the low (close to horizontal) pointing range and impact the operations of the 
Telemetry Orbital Testing Station roof parabolic antenna. 

In addition, Northrop Grumman's Space Park site ha~ more than 14 huilding.~ with 170,000 square 
feet of statc-ot~the-art clean rooms and laboratories to conduct research and development, testing 
and manufacturing of space-based platforms, which require controlled ambient air conditioning. 
Metro site construction activities as well as increased release of air particulates emanating from the D 
maintenance site will degrade the filtration systems and require Northrop Grumman to develop, 
test and implement new monitoring systems and filtration upgrades, which will disrupt day-to-day 
operations to develop current and foture space programs. Northrop Grumman will submit an 
addendum to the DEIR/RCDEIR prior the MTA Board hearing on the final site selection. 

Despite these concerns, we believe that active participation in the environmental process 
established under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) will give us the opportunity 
to discuss these issues, to better understand the nature of the project, and to evaluate opportunities E 
for the site 's location and development that do not unduly impact Northrop Grumman' s operations. 

Sincerely, 

Joe Ahn 
Manager, Government and Public Affairs 
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enc: Northrop Grumman in Redondo Beach fact sheet 

cc: Office of Los Angeles County Supervisor Don Knabe: M~. Julie Moore, 1\fr. Steve Napolitano 
Honorable ~ke Gin, 1\fayor of Redondo Bea.ch 
Honorable Richard Montgomery, 1\1ayor of1\1anhattan Beach 
:Mr. Bill Allen, President and CEO, Los Angeles County Economic Development Corporation 
Ms. Jackie Bacharach, Executive Director, South Bay Cities Council of Governments 
Mr. Donald Camph, Executive Director, El Segundo Employers Association 
Mr. Kelly McDowell, Executive Director, LA County Independent Cities Association 
.Ms. Helen Duncan, President and C~O, ivlanhattan Beach Chamber of Commerce 
:Ms. Creasie James, Chair, South Bay Association of Chambers of Commerce 
Ms. Tracy Rafter, Pre~idcnt and CEO, Los Angeles County Business Federation 
Ms. 1\farna Smeltzer, President and CEO, Redondo Ileach Chamber of Commerce 
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Northrop Grumman Redondo Beach 

Site Facts 

8,000 employees 

400 PhDs 

Northrop Grumman's site in Redondo Beach, California, develops a broad range 
of systems at the leading edge of space, defense and electronics technology, all 
of which contribute significantly to the nation's security and leadership in science 
and technology. The site is also the headquarters of Northrop Grumman's 
Aerospace Systems sector. Northrop Grumman celebrated 50 years of 
performance, innovation and discovery in space in 2007. 

One of the South Bay's largest employers. (With 21,000 employees in Los Angeles County, Northrop Grumman is the second
largest private employer in the region.) 

$770 million annual economic benefit to the South Bay 

275 South Bay suppliers 

Major Programs 

Civil Space 

Missile & Space Defense 

High-Energy Lasers 
Information Surveillance 
Reconnaissance 
Satellite Communications 

Technology Development 

James Webb Space Telescope; Earth Observing Systems -Aqua and Aura; Lunar Crater 
Observation and Sensing Satellite; Defense Weather Satellite System; Space observatories 
Space Tracking & Surveillance System 

Two of Airborne Laser's high-power lasers; Joint High Power Solid-State Laser 
Defense Support Program, Trinidad 

Payloads for current Milstar satellites and next-generation Advanced Extremely High Frequency 
Satellite Communications systems 
Highly advanced technologies including microelectronics, communications, high-energy 
chemical and solid-state lasers, and space technologies from propulsion to cryocoolers 

Unique Facilities/Capabilities 
Clean Room Facilities (ISO 14644-1) 
• ISO Class 4 (Class 10) 
• ISO Class 5 (Class 100) 
• ISO Class 7 (Class 10,000) 
Test-Bed (On Orbit) and Development Labs 
Microelectronic & Spacecraft Manufacturing 
High Bays: 300,000 square feet 
• Hook heights up to 72 feet and crane capacities up to 30 tons 
• All high bays are nominally ISO Class 8 (Class 100,000) or better 
Environmental Testing Facilities (up to full size spacecraft) 
• Thermal vacuum chambers 
• houstic test chambers 
• Vibration test tables 
• ft.nechoic test chambers 
State-of-the-art technical presentation center, standalone child care center, two full service cafeterias, standalone fitness center 

Awards and Recognition 

• NASA George M. Low Award 
• Goddard Space Flight Center"s Contractor Excellence Award 
• Six Nunn-Perry Awards from the Department of Defense for Mentor-Protege program with small socio-economic businesses 
• Award of Distinction, U.S. Small Business Administration 
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Response to comment S.20-8A. 
 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility. 
 
Response to comment S.20-8B. 
 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility. 

 
Response to comment S.20-8C. 
 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility. 
 
Response to comment S.20-8D. 
 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility. 

 
Response to comment S.20-8E. 
 
Comment noted.   
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COMMENT: S.20-9. Michael H. Leifer, Palmieri, Tyler, Wiener, Wilhelm & Waldron. 
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RYAN M. F"RAGER 

CHADWICK C BUNCt-1 
ANNIE t, CHl,.I 

JERA.D 8ELTZ 

i!60.3 MAIN ST~~~T 

EAST TOWER - SUIT~ l300 
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'36451-000 

VIA E-MAIL & U.S. MAIL 

Roderick B. Diaz, Project Manager 
Los Angeles County Metropolitan 
Transportation Authority 
One Gateway Plaza 
Los Angeles, CA 90012-2952 

Re: US Storage (Hav.1horne Mini Venture) Property Located at 14680 
Aviation Blvd., Hawthorne, CA 

Dear Mr. Diaz: 

As you are aware, this office represents the US Storage property located at 14680 
Aviation Blvd., Hawthorne, California. 

1 have been advised that at yesterday's public heflring held in Inglewood. you 
stated that the costs of the various maintenance site alternatives are being reevaluated and 
revised. Please provide me with the revised cost estimates of the four alternative 
maintenance facility sites for our review. 

Also, we have received some conflicting information regarding the end of the 
comment period for the environmental document. In your February l 7, 2011 letter to this 
office, you stated that the public review period will end on April 11, 2011. However, the 
enclosure to your letter provided that the deadline for comments is April 4, 201 I. 

' •• 1, 

A 

B 
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Roderick B. Diaz, Project Manager 
April I, 2011 
Page 2 

Please confirm that the deadline for public comments to the environmental I B 
document is April 11, 2011. 

Very truly yours, 

MHL:mp 

cc: Clients 
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Response to comment S.20-9A. 
 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility. 
 
Response to comment S.20-9B. 
 
Comment noted.  Revised costs have been reflected Chapter 8.0 of the FEIS/FEIR for the Crenshaw/LAX 
Transit Corridor Project.  Comments will be accepted until the close of the comment period on April 11, 
2011. 
 
 

© Metrd ____ _ 



 
Final Environmental Impact Statement/Final Environmental Impact Report  
Appendix K – Responses to Comments Received 

 

C R E N S H A W / L A X  T R A N S I T  C O R R I D O R  P R O J E C T  
K-130 August 2011 

COMMENT: S.20-10. Ismael Rodriguez, Sky One Federal Credit Union. 

 

________________ © Metro 
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·1,1600 Avinlion Boulevard Hawthorne CA 90250 

f'EDF.l?JJ.L CREDIT UNiOIV 

VIA E-MAIL & U.S. MAIL 

Roderick B. Diaz, Project Manager 
Los Angeles County Metropolitan 
Transportation Authority 
One Gateway Plaza 
Los Angeles, CA 90012-2952 

April 11, 2011 

800.421.711-1 www.$ky0ne.org 

(949) 851-7294 

(848) 825-5412 

mleifer@ptwww.com 

~6451-000 

Re: Supplemental Draft EIS/Recirculated Draft EIR for Crenshaw/LAX 
Transit Corridor and Objection to D-22 Northern Expansion site 

Dear Mr. Diaz: 

This letter is sent on behalf of the SkyOne Federal Credit Union, located at 14600 
Aviation Boulevard, Hawthorne, California. SkyOne Federal Credit Union is a member 
of the Aviation Center Owners Association. 

It is our understanding that the Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation 
Authority ("MT A'') is reviewing and analyzing four sites for a new maintenance facility 
along the proposed Crenshaw-LAX light rail line. One of the sites being considered for A 
the new maintenance facility is the D-22 Northern Expansion Alternative that will require 
the acquisition of one of the- mt:mbers of the Aviation Center Owners Association-the 
U.S. Storage facility located at 14680 Aviation Boulevard. 

This is to notify the MTA and MTA Board that SkyOne Fedt:ral Credit Union is 
strongly opposed to the selection of the D-22 Northern Expansion l"acility alternative for 
the new maintenance facility. 
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c;t.,.~g 
,11,~N'!A 

14600 Aviation Boulevard Hawthorne CA 90250 

FEDERAL CREDIT UfJION 800.421 I 111 WWW.Sky() ce. org 

Roderick B. Diaz, Project Manager 
April 11, 2011 
Page 2 

The selection of the D-22 Northern Expansion alternative would have a negative 
impact on the SkyOne Federal Credit Union. The SkyOne Federal Credit Union property B 
is located approximately 50 feet or less from the site. 

The SkyOne Federal Credit Union property is an active banking branch for its 
members as well as the headquarters for the company. The telephone center for SkyOnc 
Federal Credit Union faces the area that is proposed to be the new maintenance facility. C 
SkyOnc Federal Credit Union is very concerned about the noise and air pollution that will 
be caused if the D-22 Northern Expansion Alternative is selected. 

If the D-22 Northern Expansion Alternative is selected, it will have a negative 
impact to the SkyOne Federal Credit Union employees and members/customers. 

The MTA's environmt:ntal document has wholly failed to consider the impacts to 
the SkyOne Federal Credit Union that will occur if the D-22 Northern Expansion 
Alternative were to be selected. The environmental document is deficient. 

D 

SkyOne Federal Credit Union strongly opposes the D-22 Northern Expansion 
Alternative for the maintenance facility site. There are other site alternatives that will not E 
have the same significant impacts to the neighboring land uses and communities as the D-
22 Northern Expansion Alternative. 

There are other site alternatives that will meet the MT A's stated needs and 
requirements for a maintenance facility, including the need for future expansion. The D-
22 Northern Expansion Alternative will not be able to expand for future maintenance 
uses without the acquisition of other private property interests-likely involving those of 
other members of the Association. MTA should not be short sighted in its planning and 
should select a site tbat meets both its current and future needs. That site is not the D-22 
Northern Expansion Alternative. 

Very truly yours, 

r 
✓~.J/_ ~J,_,,_ry 

Ismael Rodriguez 
Facility Manager 
SkyOne Federal Credit Union 

F 
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Response to comment S.20-10A. 
 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility. 
 
Response to comment S.20-10B. 
 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility. 
 
Response to comment S.20-10C. 
 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility. 
 
Response to comment S.20-10D. 
 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility. 
 
Response to comment S.20-10E. 
 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility. 
 
Response to comment S.20-10F. 
 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility. 
 
 

©Metrd 
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SOUTHEllN CAUFOYNIA 

EDISON 
At! EDISON INTBRNATJONAL1i1. Company 

April 11, 2011 

Mr. Roderick Diaz, Project Manager 
Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority 
One Gateway Plaza, MS 99-22-3 
Los Angeles, CA 90012-2952 

RE: Crenshaw/LAX Transit Corridor Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement/Recirculated Environmental Impact Report (SDEIS/RDEIR) 

Dear Mr. Diaz: 

Southern California Edison (SCE) appreciates the opportunity to review and provide comments 
on the Metro SDEIS/RDEIR for the Crenshaw/LAX Transit Corridor. As described, the 
SDEIS/RDEIR evaluates four alternative maintenance facility sites for the proposed project that 
are identified as Site ff l4 Arbor Vitae/Bellanca Alternative, Site f/15 Manchester/Aviation 
Alternative, Site #17 - Marine/Redondo Beach Alternative, and Division 22 Northern Expansion 
Alternative. 

While SCE understands a preference for alternatives that may have a benefit to Metro from a 
cost or engineering point of view there are significant impacts to SC E's existing transmission 
facilities, rights-of-way, easements and land rights, which we feel must be addressed. 
Specifically, Site D22N would have major impacts on existing transmission facilities and 
depending on the scope of the project may require additional environmental review. 
Alternatively, Site 17 has moderate impacts and Sites 14 and 15 appear to have limited impacts. 
Specific comments on each of the sites are as follows: 

Division 22 Northern Expansion Alternative - The expansion of the Metro maintenance yard 
poses significant challenges to SCE, as it will conflict with existing facilities in a long-standing 
high-voltage transmission corridor. This alternative proposes construction of three tracks that 
would cross SCE property underneath both 66 kilovolt (kV) and 220kV transmission lines. SCE 
overhead lines and structures must adhere to CPUC General Order (GO) 95 minimum 
requirements for vertical and horizontal clearances from ground and othl!r structures. Existing 

A 

heights of the 66kV and subsequently the 220kV above any overhead catenary wires used to B 
power trains will also likely not meet GO 95 vertical clearance standards and will require SCE to 
increase the height of several towers along the adjacent right-of-way as well as possibly several 
towers down-line. Fwther, based on drawings and plans provided to SCE it is not clear if there 
is sufficient horizontal clearance for the 220kv towers. Accordingly, this may require the 
relocation of 66kV or 220kV towers or realignment of the proposed track. As a separate but no 
less significant issue to SCE, 24-hour access must be provided to SCE employees to repair and 
maintain all structures and facilities. Currently, SCE employees attempting to access company-
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owned facilities blocked by the existing maintenance yard experience significant wait times 
when contacting Metro to be granted access. The addition of three tracks may further burden 
SCE employees attempting to access the facilities for repair and maintenance which may delay 
restoration of electricity during an emergency or power outage. Also, if at any point during the 
future SCE needs to reconductor the 66kV or 220kV lines for regular maintenance or emergency 
service, all access by trains across the right-of-way could be cut-off. 

Site #17 - Marine/Redondo Beach Alternative - This alternative does not appear to have 
major direct impacts to SCE fadlities, however there are a few specific issues that should be 
noted. First, based 011 preliminary drawings, tracks used by trains to enter and exit the facility 

B 

pass close to an existing 220kV tower. There was no indication in the plans received from Metro 
about the exact distance from the tower footings to the track, but it would need to be designed to C 
meet GO 95 specifications. Additionally, Metro would need to indicate the vertical clearance 
between the overhead catenary wires and the transmission lines. Finally, since the proposed track 
crossing SCE right-of-way will cut-off access to the transmission tower, SCE requires that 
permanent 24-hou.r access be provided. 

Site #14-Arbor Vitae/Bellanca Alternative, Site #15- Manchester/Aviation Alternative -
These alternatives have 110 SCE transmission (over 50kV) facility impacts. There may be some 
replacement or relocations required for distribution (under 50 kV) facilities located in the D 
vicinity. More detailed site plam; will be required from Metro to determine to what extent, if any 
there are impaL1s. 

For all alternatives, please ensure that any required environmental review necessary be 
considered prior to U1e issuance of the Final SDEIS/RDEIR. In addition, please note that SCE is 
subject to California Public Utilities Commission General Order 131-D (GO 131-D). Electric 
facilities between 50kV and 200kV are suhject to the CPUC's Pem1it to Construct (PTC) review 
For facilities subject to PTC review, or for over 200kV electric facilities subject to Certificate of 
Public Convenience and Necessity (CPCK) requirements, the CPUC reviews utility PTC or 
CPCN applications pursuant to CEQA and serves as Lead Agency under CEQA. 

GO 131-D provides for certain exemptions from the PTC and CPCN requirements, some of 
which enabk SCE to proceed with certain construction or relocation activities associated with 
over 50kV facilities without environmental review. At this time, however, because SCE has not 
yet conducted design and engineering to determine specific impacts to SCE's 66kV and 220 kV 
facilities associated with each alternative (as well as any identified crossings associated with the 
Crenshaw Transit Corridor that may require the relocation of SCE over 50kV facilities along the 
route), SCE cannot currently ascertain whether or not SCE's scope of work will be eligible for 
certain PTC or CPCN exemptions or may otherwise require SCE to file a PTC or CPCN 
application at the CPUC. Accordingly, SCE recommends that Metro work. closely with SCE to 
farther define and evaluate impacts in the SDEIS/RDEIR process, hccausc if needed, such efforts 
may enable SCE to proceed "exempt" from certain CPUC permitting requirements or may 
facilitate and expedite any required CPUC review through the use of the Metro Final Final 
SDEIS/RDEIR. 

E 
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SCE looks forward to working with Metro to ensure the success of this project. If you have any I 
questions regarding the information in this letter, please feel free to call me at (323) 720-5292 or E 
Ben.Wong@sce.com. 

Sincerely, 

~ 0Jtr 
Local Public Affairs Region Director 
Southern California Edison Company 
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Response to comment S.20-11A. 
 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility. 
  
Response to comment S.20-11B. 
 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility. 
 
Response to comment S.20-11C. 
 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility. 
 
Response to comment S.20-11D. 
 
Comment noted.  Detailed utility relocations have been identified in the civil engineering drawings for the 
FEIS/FEIR for the Crenshaw/LAX Transit Corridor Project.  Necessary utility relocations will result in 
consultation and coordination with the applicable organizations with authority over the utility prior to 
construction.   
  
Response to comment S.20-11E. 
 
Comment noted.  Metro will coordinate with SCE to identify opportunities to streamline permitting 
processes.   

©Metrd 



 
 Final Environmental Impact Statement/Final Environment Impact Report 

Appendix K – Responses to Comments Received 
 

C R E N S H A W / L A X  T R A N S I T  C O R R I D O R  P R O J E C T  
K-137 August 2011 

COMMENT: S.20-12. John S. Harmer, Southland Lumber & Supply Co. 
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SOUTHLAND 
LUMBER & SUPPLY CO. INC. 

8710 AVIATION BLVD. • INGLEWOOD, CA 90301 

March 21 2011 

Roderick Diaz 
Project Manager, Metro 
One Gateway Plaza, 99-22-3 
Los Angeles CA 90012 

Dear Sir: 

"SERVICE AND THEN SOME" 
(310) 641-8150 • (323) 776-3530 

SALES FAX (3 I 0) 641-5243 
ACCOUNTING FAX (310) 337-2936 

We are a Retail Lumber Yard with 165' frontage at 8710 Aviation Blvd, and leasing 
Property at 8631 Aviation Blvd. Your proposed site for the corridor and portal 
would effectively put us out of business, established in 1945. 

Aviation Blvd is alternate to the 405 and is heavily traveled with traffic to and from 
LAX. The corridor and its construction would seriously impair traffic. 

Could not the corridor follow the abandoned railroad right of way, and the portal 
moved further south to some of the vacant property there? 

Yours truly, 

John S. Harmer, Mgr 

salesdesk@southlandlumber.com • accounting@southlandlumbe1.com 

S20 - 12 

A 

B 
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Response to comment S.20-12A. 
 
The properties that the commenter refers to would not be acquired for the maintenance facility site 
alternatives or for the project as a whole.  The light rail line would operate at-grade within the Harbor 
Subdivision right-of-way when in the vicinity of the properties described.  No portal would be required in 
this area.   
 
Response to comment S.20-12B. 
 
The number of truck trips and construction equipment needed to construct the facility would not adversely 
affect the surrounding traffic circulation patterns.  Truck trips during construction are not anticipated to 
exceed eight per hour and would not degrade the level of service at surrounding intersections.  A traffic 
management plan to assure access to local roads and businesses would be implemented during the 
approximately two-year construction period.  These construction effects would be temporary and no 
adverse effects to traffic, circulation, and parking are anticipated.   
 
The traffic analysis for the project found that the operation of a maintenance facility site would generate a 
total of 21 trips during the morning peak hour (9 inbound/12 outbound) and 23 trips during the evening 
peak hours (13 inbound/10 outbound).  The proposed project would not create adverse traffic effects at the 
study intersections during the morning or the evening peak hours for the maintenance site alternatives. 
 
The light rail line would operate within the abandoned railroad right-of-way.  During the maintenance site 
selection process, no vacant land for a maintenance facility site was available that satisfied the evaluation 
criteria (which included size requirements and proximity to the rail line) identified through the selection 
process.  
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COMMENT: S.20-13. Alexis Lantz, Los Angeles Bicycle Coalition. 
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LACBC 
April 13, 2011 

Roderick Diaz 

Los Angeles County Bicycle Coalition 
634 S. Spring St. Suite 821 
Los Angeles, CA 90014 
Phone 213.629.2142 
Facsimile 213.629.2259 
www.la-bike.org 

Project Manager Metro 
Crensha.w/L.-\X Trnnsir Corridor Project. 

RE: Crenshaw /LAX Transit Corridor Comments on the Recirculated DEIR Regarding 

S20-13 

Consistency with the 2010 Los Angeles Bicycle l'lan, Bicycle Parking, and Station Access for Bicyclists 

De,11· \.fr . .Dis ✓,, 

'!'he Los Anb><elcs County .Bicycle Coalition bri.ngs together the diverse bicycling community in order to make Los Angeles 
County a better place to ride. Recognizing that many of the bicychsts we represent do not own cars and depend on both 
bikes and tnu1slt Cor n1obilit.y, Ollr t~orr1n1t"rils foc11s <>r1 integrat.ing hicydt-:s ~nrl. t.r~risit in th("'. Crenshaw C:orrftlor, This ld:t.<"'.f 

describes our concerns with shortcomings in the DEill, including. 

The omission of the 2010 Los Angeles .Bicycle Plan, a maror revision of the Tr=sportation Element of the City o f 
Los Angeles General Plan. The DEIR should report on whether project alternatives are consistent with the Bicycle 
Plan. 
'Ihc DEIR does not make it clear whether or not the proposed prn1ect alternatives would make it more difficult to 
implement the designated bikeways in the 2010 Bicycle Plan. 

TI1e DEill does not report on whether project alternaci,cs arc compatib le with the Metro Bicycle Transportation 
Strnregic Pls11, nor do any of the proposed a.lternari.-es ineorpornte this pion's recommendation to de'<'elo p hike
trnnsit hubs along tl1c Crenshaw Ccrridoc. 
TI1c DEill docs not report on how much bicycle parking w11l be pro,ided at trnnsit stations, or on the quru.ity of 
this bicycle parking. Bicycle parking is a key element of station access. 
The DEIR projects car parking demand ar stations w1thout regard for the price of parking, which defies basic 
econ,nn1cs. 

The DEIR docs not make the trade offs between altemalives dear; in purticular, it fails lo h ighlight the ltm.le offs 
between BRT, which will connect a longer section of the corridor, achieve higher ridership, and cost less, and 
I.RT, which pro,,ides e smoother ride ,ind hes a greater obility to stim11hre trnnsit-oriented developmen t. 

We conclude by offering some specit,c guidance on bicycle parking al stations. w~ look forward lo our comments being 
addressed. 

Safe Routes to Stations: the 2010 Los Angeles Dike Plan 

\Ve are concerned that the DETR has disregarded a major revision to the Transportation E lement of the City of Los 
r\ngde.s' G<".ne.rnl Plan. This m~jor rev,sion is the 2010 Bi,,ycle Phn, s.pprov~<l by th <'. Los Angd<cs City Cot1nd a.n<l sign~cl 
by l\'Iayor V11laraigosa in March 2011. 

"fhus, the final ElR should include a revision of the table on page ES-64, which summarizes whether or not the various 
project altematives are consistent with the Transportation and Land Use Elements of rhe City o fLos Angeles General 
Plan. 11 particular, the fmal EIR should report explicitly on project impacts on designated bikcways in the Bike Plan. These 
1nclude: 

a des;gnated bicycle lane on Crenshaw Blvd from \X'ilshire to the LA City boundary south of 76th streets 
designated bicycle lanes on streets that intersect proposed project alignments: 

A 
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o 54th Street (intersects Crenshaw Blvd) 
o Martin Luther King (intersects Crenshaw Blvd) 
o Exposition (intersects Crenshaw Blvd) 

• designated bicycle-friendly streets - traffic-calmed neighborhood routes - o n streets that intersect p roposed p roject 
alignments: 

o 67th Street (intersects Crenshaw Blvd) 
o Hyde Park (intersects Crenshaw Blvd) 
o 60th Street (intersects Crenshaw Blvd) 
o 52nd Street (intersects Crenshaw Blvd) 
o 46th Street (intersects Crenshaw Blvd) 
o 43rd Street (intersects Crenshaw Blvd) 
o 39th Street (intersects Crenshaw Blvd) 
o Stocker Street (intersects Crenshaw Blvd) 
o Coliseum Street (intersects Crenshaw Blvd) 

The EIR should state whether or not the project will change the street cross-sections in ways that make these bikeways 
more difficult to implement. Not only that, we would like to see the revised EIR specify how each of the alternatives can 
implement b ike facilities at the same time that the transit project is built. For example, if the pavement is going to be dug 
up for the Crenshaw line, then the Crenshaw bike lane should be striped when the road is repaved. This adds a bikeway to 
the project and improves station access for basically no cost. In addition , when a roadway is under construction, it is an 
opportune time to perform a road diet because vehicle traffic patterns are already ad)usted to lower capacities on the road. 
Implementing the Crenshaw bike lane may reqwre a road dlet, and 1f it does, then that is all the m ore reason to st ripe the 
lane concurrently with the Crenshaw Line construction. We recommend that you consult with LADOT Bikeways to 
execu te the Crenshaw bike lane. 

Similarly, if signals at intersections are going to be reprogramm ed in ord er to accommodate at-grade transit vehicles, then 
we should concurrently install intersection treatments specified in the Bike Plan. These include push-buttons for bicyclists, 
bicycle loop detectors, and vehicle diverters. 

The DEIR should also report on how consistent each proJect alternative is with the policies spelled out in the 2010 Bicycle 
Plan. These include 

• Bike Plan, Policy 1.3. lA: Bikeways along Exclusive Transit Righ ts-of-Way 
• Bike Plan, Policy 1.3. lB: Bicycle Transit-only Lanes 
• Policy 1.3. lC T ransit Station Bicycle Parking 
• Policy 1.3.4B Th ree-Bicycle Racks, 
• 1.3.4C: Advocacy for Bicycles on Trains 
• 1.3.4E Turnstile Design 

All of these policies ensure that the integration between bicycling and riding transit is a seamless one, whether the 
Crenshaw Line ends up being light rail or bus rapid transit. Some of these policies are only relevant to certain project 
alternatives - for example, 1.3.4E is only relevant to those project alternatives that include stations with turnstiles and pre
paid boarding. We expect that the revised EIR will parse the relevance of these policies to each alternative and will specify 
to what extent each project alternative is consistent with the applicable Bike Plan policies. 

Metro Bi cycle Transportation Strategic Plan 

We would also like the revised EIR to comment explicitly on whether or not each proJect alternative is compatible with the 
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Metro Bicycle Transportation Strategic Plan. This plan identifies bike-transit hubs throughout LA County. It calls for hubs 
at both LAX and the Inglewood Bus Center because of high employment, transit ridership, and bicycle ridership 
surrounding these places. We encourage Metro to incorporate the transit hub concept into future designs for the Crenshaw 
Corridor. Bikeways that leads to transit hubs on the Crenshaw Corridor should be built concurrent with construction of 
transit unprovements. 

Station Access for People on Bicycles Requires Bicycle Parking 

We expect that the revised EIR will specify the number of bicycle parking spaces that will provided at each station, if a 
project alternative with stations is chosen. Bicycle parking shou ld include both short-term spaces on inverted U racks and 
long-term spaces in lockers.The final designs for the Crensh aw Corridor should also provide for bicyclists to carry their 
bicycles on board, whether this be by accommodating for bicycles on trains or by providing 3-bike racks on buses. 

Projected Access / Egress Mode Split 

For the BRT and LRT alternatives specifically, we are disappointed that Metro has projected parking demand by assuming 
that all parking will be free. We tire of Metro's park-n-ride policies which systematically subsidize those who drive to access 
transit at the expense of those who bike and walk to access transit. The revised EIR should include the price o f parking as 
a parameter in predicting parking demand, as basic economics dictates. The revised EI R should state what parking p rice 
would be necessary for the parking spaces to pay for themselves rather than be taxpayer subsidized. 

BRT vs. LRT 

We are somewhat disappointed to see that LRT will likely be built in the Crenshaw Corridor even though this DEIR 
predicts higher ridership and lower costs on the BRT. We understand that a major driver of the higher ridership on the 
BRT is the fact that it reaches Wilshire Boulevard, a major destination and one of the nation's most heavily traveled transit 
corridors. The LRT, on the other hand, stops short of Wilshire, requiring riders to make a t ransfer. 

It is well known in m ode choice modeling that p eople hate to transfer. What has not been emphasized o r explored is the 
possib ility that bicyclists hate to transfer even more than average riders.For a bicyclist, the need to h aul one's bike off the 
train, possibly up and down stairs at a station, and then place it on a bus is a significant transfer penalty. 

We urge the revised EIR to more clearly highlight the trade-offs embedded in the DEIR In particular, while LRT may 
provide a higher perceived quality of service, it will not cover the entire corridor, and riders will have to transfer. While 
BRT may run on b uses, it is projected to have higher ridership. We call on Metro to go beyond the technical requirements 
of CEQA in the revised EI R, and to clearly communicate to the public the trade-offs inherent in choosing how to mvest in 
the Crenshaw Corridor. Make it easy for n ot only bicyclists but all stakeholders to understand what the different project 
alternatives will accomplish, where they excel and where they struggle, and how much they cost. 

Specific Recommendations Regarding Bicycle Parking at Stations 

All stations along the Crenshaw /LAX Transit Corridor should have both bicycle parking lots for park and ride as well as 
bicycle lockers. Bicycle lockers provide an option for more secure bicycle storage. Bicycle parking should b e in areas that 
are highly visible and easily accessible. T he bike parking areas should be well ht and secu re. This will give a sense o f 
security to those who must leave their bikes for an extended penod of time or those who must re trieve their bikes late at 
night. By creating an environment that is favorable to bicyclists, more commuters would be encouraged to ride their bikes 
to the transit stations than drive, lowering the n umber of automobiles being used for daily commutes. 

The first stop at the northerly terminus of the Crensh aw /LAX.Transit Corridor is perhaps the stop that requires the most 
attention. The stop a t Exposition and Crenshaw Blvd is situated midway along the Exposition Bike P ath as well as a 
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transfer junction with the Expo line. Access from the Expo path should be easily accessible and clearly defined. Because 
we can expect highest volumes of bicycle traffic at this stop, it is pertinent that a large number of parking spaces be 
dedicated to bicycle parking. It could also be a critical point for those who want to park and ride to LAX where they will 
fly out of town and must leave their bikes for an extended period of time. Adequate number of bike lockers should reflect 
this population. 

The stations at Martin Luther King Jr. Blvd, Vernon and Slauson should each have proper amounts of b icycle parking 
according to pro1ected rider-ship. Agam, it is of utmost importance that these parking areas are in accessible, visible and 
well-lit areas to ensure safety for bicyclists retrieving their bikes. These are all major intersections with heavy automobile 
traffic therefore proper bicycle facilities are pertinent to ensure a safe commute to the Metro stations. Some bike lanes 
already exist such as the ones on Martin Luther King Jr. Blvd. However, as of the 2010 Bicycle Plan, Slauson and Vernon 
do not yet have any bicycle facilities. Bike lanes should be installed on these streets and the existing lanes should be 
reexamined to ensure the safe bicycle travel. Bike lanes should extend a minimum of a two -mile radius from each transit 
station on these streets. It is at these stops that bicycle specific traffic signals and left tum lanes should be installed 
wherever it is appropriate. Proper way-finding signage to minimize confusion should also be used to keep bicyclists safe. 

For the stops that enter and exit Inglewood we must use the same cntena as the other stations in mamtaining a high 
standard of safety. Bike lanes should sufficient for a safe commute and clear signage should be used here just as at the 
other stations. The final stops at Century and LAX should also adhere to projected rider-ship. Bicycle parking should be 
adequate for these two stops. There should be sufficient bicycle facilities for entering and exiting for these final stops. 

Sincerely, 

~ ,/ 
Alexis Lmtz 
Planning & Policy Director 
Los Angeles County Bicycle Coalition 

cc: Lynne Goldsmith, Metro Bike Program Manager 
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Response to comment S.20-13A. 
 
Comment noted.  A revision to the FEIS/FEIR has been made to include the City of Los Angeles Bicycle 
Plan and the analysis of consistency with applicable policies.  The FEIS/FEIR discusses the street 
configuration for the at-grade portion of the alignment along Crenshaw Boulevard, which includes a 
discussion of bicycle lanes.  Consideration of bicycle linkages was incorporated in all stations along the 
Crenshaw/LAX Transit Project alignment.  The exact configuration of bicycle facilities will be determined 
final design of the project. Crenshaw Boulevard between Martin Luther King Jr. Boulevard and Exposition 
Boulevard is currently identified as having potential for bike lanes in the City of Los Angeles 2010 Bicycle 
Network Plan. Potential Bicycle Lanes are described as “key corridors where bike lanes are desirable, but 
would require either roadway widening or the removal of travel lanes or on-street parking.” The description 
from the plan would also apply to the affected section of Crenshaw Boulevard.  Bicycle lanes are proposed 
to be added along Crenshaw Boulevard between 48th and 57th Streets.  The operation of the light rail line 
along the Harbor Subdivision railroad right-of-way would not affect designated bicycle facilities.  Parking 
demand for the project was estimated using a worst case scenario, which is equivalent to free parking.  
Should Metro choose to implement paid parking, the parking would be reduced and a lower level of 
impact would result.   
 
An Alternatives Analysis was completed during the preparation of the DEIS/DEIR to identify the transit 
alternatives to be evaluated in the DEIS/DEIR.  The results of the Alternatives Analysis is presented in 
Chapter 2, Alternatives Considered, of the DEIS/DEIR.  This analysis used criteria including but not 
limited to, regional connectivity, ridership, and cost-effectiveness to compare the different modes of transit 
and alignment options and determine which alternatives would be carried forward for further analysis into 
the DEIS/DEIR.  The Alternatives Analysis identified that a light rail transit and a bus rapid transit 
alternative be studied for further consideration based on the evaluation criteria.  The two alternatives 
identified for further study in the Alternatives Analysis, along with a No Build Alternative and a 
Transportation Systems Management Alternative underwent a comprehensive environmental review in 
the DEIS/DEIR.  Based on the results of this evaluation and public input received, the Metro Board of 
Directors selected the Light Rail Alternative as the Locally Preferred Alternative.  The Crenshaw/LAX Light 
Rail Transit Alternative proved to generate the greatest travel time savings and reliability, higher ridership 
for comparable segments, a stronger support of community goals for economic development, and 
connectivity with other elements of Metro’s regional transit system (specifically, the Metro Green Line).  
The BRT Alternative did not yield strong travel time benefits due to mixed-flow operation and the slow 
speeds required of BRT vehicles at un-gated crossings along the Harbor Subdivision railroad right-of-way.  
Additional traffic impacts would occur from the conversion of mixed flow lanes in narrow sections of 
Crenshaw Boulevard.   
 
Response to comment S.20-13B. 
 
Comment noted.  The analysis has been revised to include the Transportation element with the latest 2010 
City of Los Angeles Bicycle Plan.  54th Street is the only designated bicycle lane on Crenshaw Boulevard that 
would intersect the project at-grade.  The project would not prohibit the use of this designated bicycle lane 
across Crenshaw Boulevard.  Please refer to response to comment S20.13A.   
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Response to comment S.20-13C. 
 
Comment noted.  Please refer to response to comment S.20-13A and B.  Prior to operation of the project, 
streets disrupted during construction would be restored at a minimum to the existing condition if no 
improvements are implemented.  Coordination with LADOT is ongoing and will continue throughout the 
construction of the project.   

Response to comment S.20-13D. 
 
Comment noted.  The project was analyzed for consistency with all of the policies identified by the 
commenter and no inconsistencies were found to occur.  A description of each individual policy within all 
of the jurisdictions of the alignment is not required.    
 
Response to comment S.20-13E. 
 
Comment noted.  The transit hubs identified by the commenter are beyond the scope of the project.  
Comments should be directed to the Metro Long Range Planning Department. 
 
Response to comment S.20-13F. 
 
Comment noted.  Please see response to comment S.20-13A. 
 
Response to comment S.20-13G. 
 
Comment noted.  Please see response to comment S.20-13A. 
 
Response to comment S.20-13H. 
 
Comment noted.  Please see response to comment S.20-13A. 
 
Response to comment S.20-13I. 
 
Comment noted.  Metro appreciates the ideas of the commenter and public input is an important part of 
the planning process.  Please see response to comment S.20-13A. 
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COMMENT: S.20-14. Michael H. Leifer, Palmieri, Tyler, Wiener, Wilhelm & Waldron. 
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Re: US Storage (Hawthorne Mini Venture) Property Located at 14680 
Aviation Blvd.2 llaw_t_h_om_e~, _C_A ____________ _ 

Dear Mr. Diaz: 

As you arc aware. this office represents the owners of the US Storage (Hawthorne 
Mini Venture) Property located at 14680 Aviation Blvd., Hawthorrie, California 
(hereinafter the subject property). 

It is our understanding that the Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation 
Authority ("MTA'') is reviewing and analyzing four sites for a new maintenance facility 
along the proposed Crenshaw-LAX light rail line. One of the sites being considered for 
the new maintenance facility is the subject property which is part of a business park. 

As we have previously advised the Ml A and its real estate-acquisition agent, my 
client is opposed to the selection of the subject property. It is not irit&ested whatsoever 
in being considered for acquisition by M'IA. further, we are informed and believe that 
the re~idents arountltbe subject property are opposed to the project. The businesses in 
the bu_siness· park are opposed. 
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Roderick B. Diaz, Project Manager 
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Further, in reviewing the February 2011 Supplemental Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement/Recirculated Draft Environmental Impact Report (hereinafter the 
Environmental Document), we provide the following comments: 

It appears that the MTA has unreasonablv pre-committed to selecting the D-
22 Northern Expansion Alternative before completing environmental review. 

Based upon information received, it appears that the MT A has improperly already 
pre-committed itself to expanding the D-22 mail1tenance facility to include a new Body 
Repair and Painting facility for the Exposition Boulevard Light Rail Transit project. The 
location of the Body Repair and Painting Facility appears to be the exact location that the 
MT A now claims to be considering as the new maintenance facility for the Crenshaw
LAX line. The MT A has inappropriately failed to include that component in the 
environmental analysis. The MT A is not permitted to piecemeal the environmental 
review. 

The MTA has improperly committed to the D-22 Northern Expansion Alternative 
before going through environmental review. This sort of sham planning and 
environmental review is exactly what CEQA and NEPA were meant to prevent. 

The MT A's Environmental Document is insufficient in that it improperlv 
limits the scope of the project. 

The MTA's Environmental Document restricts its description of the project in 
order to limit the environmental review of the project. The MTA has failed to consider 
the future expansion of such a maintenance facility and the impacts of such expansion. 
The MTA also failed to consider the use of the maintenance facility by lines other than 
the Crenshaw-LAX line. The Environmental Document fails to anticipate all the traffic 
that will occur at the maintenance facility-especially in light of the Exposition 
Boulevard Light Rail Transit project which the MT A has already contracted to build a 
new Body and Repair and Painting Facility at the D-22 facility. 

Because of the MT A's limited scope of the project, the Environmental Document 
underestimates the environmental impacts that will be caused by the project. 

B 
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The D-22 Northern Expansion Alternative is inferior to the other alternatives 
in that it will not provide sufficient capaci!)' for the MT A's stated needs. 

The Environmental Document provides that the requirements for a new 
maintenance facility include a minimum operating capacity of33 Light Rail Vehicles 
("LR Vs") for opening day and a base capacity of 45 LR Vs with potential to expand to 70 
LR Vs: be designed to allow for future expansion of additional services; and contain at 
least 40 parking spact:s. The D-22 Northern Expansion Alternative does not satisfy these 
requirements. In fact, D-22 is not even close to the stated needs. 

Rather, the Environmental Document provides that the D-22 Northern Expansion 
Alternative will only service 16 additional LR Vs, contain no parking spaces and have no 
additional expansion capability. 

Based upon the opposition, the failure to meet capacity and the inadequate 
environmental document, D-22 should not be selected. 

The Environmental Document bas not sufficiently analyzed the impacts tu 
land use, neighborhood and the communih for the D-22 Northern Expansion 
Alternative. 

The Environmental Document has not sufficiently analyzed the impacts that will 
result if the D-22 Northern Expansion Alternative is selected. 

Jf selected, the D-22 Northern Expansion would also impact the business 
association (A\liation Center Owners Association) of which the subject property is a part. 
It would also impact the neighboring land uses which include professional office 
buildings, a hotel and residences. 

The analysis of the D-22 Northern Expansion alternative is inadequate. It only 
analyzes the approximately 3 .5 acre parcel of the subject property that will be used as an 
expansion to the current D-22 maintenance facility. It does not adequately analyze the 
impacts that will occur from the expansion of the current D-22 maintenance facility site 
to accommodate the additional LRV1;, etc. 

Further, as it relates to the residential area to the south of the proposed site, the 
Environmental Document provides conflicting information relating to the distance from 
the proposed site to the residential area. Providing such inaccurate and/or conflicting 
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information shows that the Environmental Document does not sufficiently analyze the I E 
impacts of the D-22 Northern Expansion Alternative. 

Because the D-22 Northern Expansion Alternative was only recently added 
for consideration, it has not beera afforded the same public feedback and response as 
some of the other alternatives. 

The Environmental Document outlines a process that began one year ago. That 
process was to provide for public participa!ion and feedback regarding the potential 
locations for maintenance facilities. 

According to the Environmental Document, after the public outreach and 
feedback, MT A then began the process to narrow down the potential locations for the 
maintenance facilities through an initial screening, secondary screening process and 
advanced screening and design refinement process. It was not until the screening and 
design refinement process resulted in the elimination of two out of the four remaining 
sites that the MTA added the D-22 Northern Expansion Alternative. 

Thus, the MT A did not have the benefit of public comment and feedback 
regarding the D-22 Northern Expansion Alternative prior to the drafting of the 
Environmental Document. Had the D-22 Northern Expansion Alternative been included 
in the public outreach effort one year ago, it is unlikely that it would have ever made it to 
and past the initial screening stage. 

Further, even at this stage of enviromnental review. the MTA did not appropriately 
notice those members of the public that may be impacted by the D-22 Northern 
Expansion Alternative. 

The cost estimates for the D-22 Northern Expansion Alternative are deficient. 

The MT A staff recently announced that the MT A's cost estimates are deficient. 
Further, the Environmental Document wholly ignores the fact that the subject property is 
part of a greater association the Aviation Center Owners Association ("Association"). 

The selection of the D-22 Northern Expansion Alternative would have a negative 
impact on the property values and businesses that are part of the Association. The 
Association is a business park. It is not to be a train maintenance station. The MT A's 
Environmental Document has wholly failed to consider the impacts to the Association 
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that will occur if the D-22 Northern Expansion Alternative were to be selected. The 
Environmental Document is deficient. 

The covenants, conditions and other restrictions, such as exist for the Association 
and its members, are compensable property rights pursuant to the California Constitution, 
Article 1, Section 19. (Southern California Edison Co. v. Bourgerie (1973) 9 Cal.3d G 
169.) Accordingly, if the D-22 Northern Expansion Alternative is selected, the MTA will 
be required to compensate for the taking and severance damages to the remaining 
members of the Association and the business participants in the Association. The 
Environmental Document and the MT A's cost estimates have wholly failed to consider 
such acquisition costs. 

Conclusion 

There are better sites to be selected. The community opposes the D-22 Northern 
Expansion Alternative. 

There are other site alternatives that will not have the same significant impacts to 
the neighboring land uses and communities as the D-22. 

Moreover, the D-22 will not be able to accommodate the need expressed by the 
MTA. The other alternatives will not only be able to accommodate the need and 
requirements of a maintenanee facility, they will be able to meet the foreseeable needs for 
future expansion. 

The MTA should not be short-sighted. It should select a site that meets both its 
current and future needs. That site is not the D-22. 

MHL:mp 

cc: Clients 
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Response to comment S.20-14A. 
 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility. 
 
Response to comment S.20-14B. 
 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility.  The environmental analysis covered all of the 
elements of a maintenance facility including those elements funded from other sources, such as a paint 
and body shop.    
 
Response to comment S.20-14C. 
 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility. 
 
Response to comment S.20-14D. 
 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility. 
 
Response to comment S.20-14E. 
 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility. 
 
Response to comment S.20-14F. 
 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility.  An open process for consideration of a 
maintenance facility has been carried out.  Meetings were advertised.  Briefings were accommodated and a 
full 45-day comment period with full disclosures was conducted.   
 
Response to comment S.20-14G. 
 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility. 
 
Response to comment S.20-14H. 
 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility. 
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Filo No. 048415-0002 

Re: Crenshaw/LAX Transit Corridor: Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement/Recirculated Draft Environmental Impact Report 

Dear Chair Knabe and Honorable Directors: 

S20 - 15 

On behalf ofNSHE Lebanon, LLC ("NSHE"), the owner of real property located at 
9310-9430 Bellanca Avenue in the City of Los Angeles (the "Property"), we are Mi ting to 
express our concerns regarding the Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority's 
("Metro") February 201 I Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Recirculated 
Draft Environmental Impact Report ("SDEIS/RDEIR") for the proposed Crenshaw/LAX Transit 
Corridor light rail project (the "Crenshaw Line"). As explained in the SDEIS/RDEJR, the 
primary purpose of this document is to evaluate four new sites for the Crenshaw Line's proposed 
Maintenance Facility "that were not originally evaluated in the DEIS/DEIR." (SDEIS/RDEIR, 
p. S-2.) One of these new sites, identified as "Site #14 - Arbor Vitae/Bellanca Alternative," is 
the location ofNSHE's Property. In a staff report presented to the Metro Board's Planning & 
Programming Committee at its April 20, 2011, meeting, Metro staff recommended that Site 14 52 O- l 5A 
be selected as the location for the Maintenance Facility over the three other sites evaluated in the 
SDEIS/RDEIR. 

After careful review of the SDEIS/RDEIR, we have several concerns about the analysis 
regarding the development of the Maintenance Facility on Site 14 as well as Metro staff's 
recommendation that Site 14 be selected over the alternative sites that were presented. 
Specifically, we have noted several points where the SDEIS/RDEIR fails to comply with the 
requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act ("CEQA"), Public Resources Code 
Section 21000, et seq. and the CEQA Guidelines, California Code of Regulations, title 14, 
Section 15000, et seq. The SDEIS/RDEIR violates CEQA by, among other deficiencies, (I) 
failing to adequately describe the Maintenance Facility project; (2) improperly "piecemealing" 
the project into smaller projects to avoid considering the project as a whole; and (3) failing to 
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adequately analyze the project's significant environmental impacts in numerous impact areas and 
failing to anaJy,.-.e feasible mitigation measures or alternatives to those impacts. Each of these 
concerns is discussed in more detail below. 

While NSHE has concerns about the SDEIS/RDEIR's evaluation of Site 14, NSHE 
wishes to convey to the Metro Board that it is a strong supporter of safe and reliable public 
transit that is compatible with the surrounding community. NSHE also appreciate Metro's 
efforts to bring together stakeholders, including the property owners of potential Maintenance 
Facility sites, to explore the alternative sites and to participate in the site selection process. 
However, because the SDEIS/RDEIR did not adequately consider the potential environmental 
impacts of developing the Maintenance Facility on Site 14, we believe that additional review is 
required. All of the issues set forth below need to be addressed in the FEIS/FEIR and a revised 
staff report must be presented before any decision can be made on staffs current 
recommendation. We ask that the Metro Board of Directors carefully consider the potential 
impacts of developing the Maintenance Facility on Site 14 as it continues to work with its staff 
and stakeholders, including NSHE, to explore all of the alternative sites, facility configurations 
and mitigation measures that will be necessary for the proposed Maintenance Facility. 

I. THE SDEIS/RDEIR'S PROJECT DESCRIPTION OMITS ESSENTIAL 
COMPONENTS OF THE PROJECT AND PROVIDES INSUFFICIENT 
INFORMATION 

The SDE[S/RDEIR fails to fully disclose the planned future uses of the Maintenance 
Facility site, as well as the demolition of existing buildings that will be required. For an 
environmental document to evaluate the environmental ramifications ofa project adequately, it 
must first provide an accurate description of the project itself. "(A]n accurate stable and finite 
project description is the sine qua non of an informative and legally sufficient EIR." (San 
Joaquin Raptor Rescue Center v. County ofMerced (2007) 149 Cal.App.4th 645,655 ("San 
Joaquin Rapt or IF') (quoting County of Inyo v. City of Los Angeles (1977) 71 Cal.App.3d 185, 
193.) Furthermore "[a]n accurate project description is necessary for an intelligent evaluation of 
the potential environmental effects ofa proposed activity." (Silveira v. Las Gallinas Valley 
Sanitary District {1997) 54 Cal.App.4th 980, 990 (citation omitted).) 

While extensive detail in a project description is not necessary, CEQA mandates that an 
EIR describe a proposed project with sufficient detail and accuracy to permit informed 
decisionmaking. (See CEQA Guidelines,§ 15124.) Thus, where a project description is either 
inaccurate or incomplete, a CEQA document's analysis of significant environmental impacts is 
rendered inherently unreliable. As discussed below, the SDEIS/RDEIR fails to meet this basic 
standard. 

The SDEIS/RDEIR's project description does not even provide the most basic 
information about the size and scope of the Maintenance Facility that is being proposed. The 
project description notes only that the Maintenance Facility should have a "minimum operating 
capacity" of33 Light Rail Vehicles ("LRVs"), with a base capacity of 45 LRVs and an ultimate 
storage capacity of70 LRVs. (SDEIS/RDEIR, p. 1-7.) Additional details are provided about the 
number of proposed employees (approximately 125 to 200 working in three shifts), number of 
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parking spaces (at least 40), and ancillary facilities that would be constructed on the Maintenance 
Facility site (a transformer generator and traction power station, a sheriff/security trailer, and 
buildings/shops to perform maintenance facility functions). (See SDElS/RDEIR, p. 1-8.) 
However, there is no description of the size of any of these project components, including square 
footages and structure heights, the number of total structures proposed, or critical elements such 
as setbacks to adjacent properties. 

There is a similar lack of detail about the demolition of existing structures on Site 14, 
including the amount of equipment and duration of activities that would be needed to demolish 
all of the existing industrial buildings on Site 14. (SDEIS/RDEIR, p. 2-9.) Demolition of 
existing structures on Site 14 is an integral part of developing the Maintenance Facility on that 
property, and therefore the SDEIS/RDEIR's project description should describe the project's 
demolition activities with sufficient detail to enable the public and the Metro Board to 
understand the full scope of those activities and their potentially significant effects on the 
environment. 

The actual characteristics of physical development on the Maintenance Facility site and 
the project's demolition activities could greatly alter the impact analysis, In particular, the 
characteristics of structures on the site and building setbacks could impact whether the 
Maintenance Facility is consistent with applicable zoning and Ueneral Plan requirements, as well 
as whether the Facility would have impacts to aesthetics and visual resources. Page 2-10 of the 
SDEIS/RDEIR provides a proposed Site Plan for development of the Maintenance Facility on 
Site 14, demonstrating that more detailed information about the size and scope of the 
Maintenance Facility was available at the time the SDEIS/RDEJR was prepared. To the extent 
that Metro has specific plans for Site 14 (or any of the alternatives considered), the 
SDEIS/RDEIR's project description must describe those plans and discuss the distribution of 
specialized uses on the site. (See Bakersfield Citizens for Local Control v. City of Bakersfield 
(2004) 124 Cal.App.4th 1184, 1213.) 

A CEQA document's project description is meant to provide the level of detail needed for 
evaluation and review of a project's environmental impacts. (CEQA Guidelines,§ 15124.) By 
omitting discussions of both the Maintenance Facility's demolition activities as well as the size 
and scope of its proposed uses from the project description, the SDEIS/RDEIR excludes critical 
aspects of the Maintenance Facility project from the environmental analyses. Thus, the 
SDEIS/RDEJR lacks the information necessary for reasoned and informed consideration of the 
Maintenance Facility's environmental impacts, which is one of the primary purposes ofCEQA. 
(See CEQA Guidelines, § 15121 ( a); San Joaquin Rapt or/Wildlife Rescue Cir. v. County of 
Stainslaus (1994) 27 Cal.App.4th 713, 712-22.) 

II. THE SDEIS/RDEIR IMPROPERLY PIECEMEALS THE PROJECT 

In addition to foiling to describe the scope of the Maintenance Facility project in any 
meaningful detail, the SDEIS/RDEIR's project description also improperly "piecemeals" the 
project by failing to describe the impacts of relocating the Dollar Rent-A-Car facility from Site 
14 as well as the other businesses that exist on the property. As discussed above, the 
SDEIS/RDEIR also fails to describe the scope of the demolition activities required to implement 
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the project on Site 14, and thus does not appear to fully analyze the project's demolition impacts. 
Under CEQA, a public agency "may not divide a single project into smaller individual projects 
to avoid its responsibility to consider the environmental impacts of the project as a whole." 
(Sierra Club v. Wes/ Side lrrigalion Dist. (2005) 128 Cal.App.4th 690, 698.) As the California 
Supreme Court has recognized, an accurate EIR must ensure that "environmental considerations 
do not become submerged by chopping a large project into many little ones - each with a 
minimal potential impact on the environment - which cumulatively may have disastrous 
consequences." (Bozung v. Local Agency Formation Comm 'n of Ventura County (1975) 13 
Cal.3d 263, 283-84.) By failing to analyze the impacts of developing new facilities for the 
existing businesses on Site 14 that will be displaced by the Maintenance Facility, the 
SDEIS/RDEIR improperly splits the Maintenance Facility project into smaller individual 
projects and therefore dramatically understates the Maintenance Facility's actual impacts. 

Here, the Maintenance Facility project necessarily includes the relocation of existing 
businesses from Site 14 (or from any of the other alternative sites) to some new location. It is 
reasonably foreseeable that the Dollar Rent-A-Car facility in particular would need to be 
relocated from Site 14 to some other site near LAX and that a suitable space for Dollar's rental 
business would need to be constructed. Moreover, it would be unreasonable to assume that 
Dollar would halt its rental car business at LAX - the sixth busiest airport in the world - until 
LAX develops the consolidated rental car facility proposed in its LAX Facilities Master Plan, 
which may never happen. Because relocation and construction of the Dollar facility is a 
reasonably foreseeable consequence of developing the Maintenance Facility on Site 14, the 
SDEIS/RDEIR was required to analyze it as part of the project. (See Laurel Heights 
Improvement Assn. v. Regents of University of California (1988) 47 Cal.3d 376,396 ("an EIR 
must include an analysis of the environmental effects of future expansion or other action if: (1) it 
is a reasonably foreseeable consequence of the initial project; and (2) the future expansion or 
action will be significant in that it will likely change the scope or nature of the initial project or 
its environmental effects.") 

The SDEIS/RDEIR's failure to include the relocation and construction of new facilities 
for the existing businesses on Site 14 in the project description permeates the SDEIS/RDEIR's 
impact analyses and renders them legally deficient. For example, the SDEIS/RDEIR's 
construction air quality analysis does not take into account the construction emissions that would 
be associated with constructing new buildings for the displaced businesses, including the Dollar 
rental facility. (See SDEIS/RDEIR, pp. 3-111 to 3-117.) In addition, the SDEIS/RDEIR's 
construction traffic analysis does not consider the potential impacts to traffic and circulation that 
would be associated with developing those new buildings. (SDEIS/RDEIR, p. 3-103.) 
Therefore, the Metro Board should not allow the SDEIS/RDEIR to move forward until it is 
amended to analyze the whole of the Maintenance Facility project, including the relocation of the 
existing businesses on Site 14, to ensure that the SDEIS/RDEIR fully discloses the full scope of 
the project's significant impacts. 

Analysis of the impacts of demolishing existing structures on Site I 4 is also required in 
the SDEIS/RDEIR. Although the construction of the Maintenance Facility at any of the 
proposed alternative sites will necessarily involve the demolition of existing structw-es on the 
selected site, the SDEIS/RDEIR fails to describe those structures in any detail and thus deprives 

LA\2251330.2 

S20-l 5C 



 
 Final Environmental Impact Statement/Final Environment Impact Report 

Appendix K – Responses to Comments Received 
 

C R E N S H A W / L A X  T R A N S I T  C O R R I D O R  P R O J E C T  
K-155 August 2011 

©Metro ------------------------------------

Metro Board of Dfrectol"l!I 
April U, 2011 
Page! 

LATHAMa.WATK I NS•v 

the public and decisionmakers from understanding the full scope of environmental impacts that 
could be implicated by the demolition activities. Details that would be relevant to understanding 
the full scope of demolition activities on Site 14 in particular would include building square 
footages, current and historic industrial uses on the properties (which could involve the use of 
hazardous materials that may not be disclosed in a Phase I Environmental Site Assessment), and 
whether the existing buildings contain substances like asbestos that could be exposed to the 
public during demolition. Instead of describing the existing structures on Site 14 in any 
meaningful detail, the SDElS/RDEIR provides only the barest of details and states that the "site 
contains industrial uses, Dollar Car Rental, Avis Car Rental administrative offices, Barthco 
International, and Oounnet Trading Company." (SDEIS/RDEIR, p. 2-9.) Demolition activities 
may not be "piecemealed" into a separate, ministerial project, where as here, those activities are 
an integral part of the larger Maintenance Facility project. (See Bozung, 13 Cal.3d at 283-84.) 
Therefore, the SDEIS/RDEIR should be revised to properly describe the whole of the 
Maintenance Facility project so that all of its impacts may be analyzed. 

III. THE SDEIS/RDEIR FAILS TO PROPERLY ANALYZE THE PROJECT'S 
TRAFFIC IMPACTS 

The flaws in the SDEIS/RDEIR's traffic analysis preclude the public from understanding 
the true scope of the Maintenance Facility's potential impacts on existing traffic conditions. 
Under CEQA, "[a]n EIR must focus on impacts to the existing environment, not hypothetical 
situations." (County of Amador v. El Dorado County Water Agency (1999) 76 Cal.App.4th 931, 
955.) CEQA further provides that it is only against the baseline of existing conditions that a 
project's significant environmental effects can be determined. (See CEQA Guidelines, §§ 
15125, l 5126.6(a).) As the Supreme Court has explained "[a]n approach using hypothetical 
allowable conditions as the baseline results in 'illusory' comparisons that 'can only mislead the 
public as to the reality of the impacts and subvert tu.II consideration of the actual environmental 
impacts,' a result at direct odds with CEQA's intent." (Communities.for a Better Environment v. 
South Coast Air Quality Management Dist. (2010) 48 Cal.4th 310,322 (citation omitted).) Here, 
the SDEIS/RDEIR neither accurately describes the existing traffic conditions around Site 14, nor 
compares the Maintenance Facility's traffic generation to those conditions, and thus violates 
CEQA's requirements. 

First, the SDEIS/RDEIR's traffic analysis does not accurately present the existing traffic 
conditions surrowtding Site 14 or any of the alternative sites considered. Although the 
SDEIS/RDEIR purports to present the existing traffic conditions in 2010 when the analysis was 
prepared, the SDEIS/RDEIR's presentation of these facts is entirely misleading, (See 
SDEIS/RDEJR, pp. 3-2 to 3-5.) A closer examination of the Maintenance Facility's Traffic 
Impact Assessment, which is attached as Appendix C to the SDEIS/RDEIR and upon which the 
traffic analysis is based, reveals that the Traffic Impact Assessment relied on traffic studies 
prepared for other projects in the vicinity of the proposed Maintenance Facility sites in 2007 and 
2008. (See SDEIS/RDEIR Appendix C, p. 2.) Moreover, the Traffic Impact Assessment 
discloses that "no growth adjustment was applied to traffic counts from Year 2007/2008 to 
estimate Year 2010 traffic volumes." (Id.) While the Traffic Impact Assessment claims that no 
gro"'1h adjustment was necessary due to a "comparative analysis of historic traffic count data" in 
the area, there is no evidence to support this conclusion. 
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Although it is disturbing that the SDEIS/RDEIR has buried in a technical appendix the 
fact that its traffic counts were taken in 2007/2008 from analyses for unrelated projects, the fact 
that the traffic counts were not updated to reflect existing conditions in 2010 renders the analysis 
defective under CEQA and inconsistent with other assumptions in the Traffic Impact 
Assessment. As the Traffic Impact Assessment admits in its projections of future conditions, 
"[b ]ased on historic trends and projected growth in the region over the next years, it was 
established that an ambient growth rate factor of 1 % per year should be applied to adjust the 
existing base year traffic volumes to reflect the effects of regional growth and development by 
the Year 2018." (See SDEIS/RDEIR Appendix C, p. 3.) Given that the Traffic Impact 
Assessment found that "historic trends and projected growth in the region" made it necessary to 
apply a I% per year growth factor to establish future traffic conditions around the potential sites, 
it is nonsensical and wholly inconsistent that it did not apply a similar growth factor to account 
for traffic growth between 2007/2008 and 2010. Since the SDEIS/RDEIR's traffic coW1ts were 
not properly updated to reflect existing conditions in 2010, the SDEIS/RDEIR violates CEQA by 
presenting hypothetical conditions that do not give the public an accurate assessment of how the 
Maintenance Facility would impact the existing environment. (See Communities for a Better 
Environment, 48 Cal.4th at 322.) 

On top of the SDEIS/RDEIR's failure to describe existing physical traffic conditions, the 
SDEIS/RDEIR also fails to assess the Maintenance Facility's potential traffic impacts against the 
hypothetical existing conditions it did describe. Instead, the SDEIS/RDEIR only evaluates 
potential impacts against forecasted future traffic conditions in 2018. (See SDEIS/RDEIR, p. 3-2 
to 3-7.) The Court of Appeal in Sunnyvale West Neighborhood Ass 'n v. City of Sunnyvale City 
Council (20 I 0) 190 Cal.App.4th 135 I, recently rejected an EIR's use of this methodology. In 
that case, the EIR used hypothetical future traffic volumes as its "baseline" to evaluate the 
project's traffic and related impacts Wlder CEQA. (Id.) The Court found this approach violated 
CEQA, observing that "a straightforward assessment of the impacts produced by the project 
alone on the existing environment is the foundational information ofan EIR.'' (Id. at p. 1383.) 
This failure amounted to a prejudicial abuse of discretion, since "[ e ]valuation of the [ ] project 
Wlder those projected worse traffic conditions of the future obscures the existence and severity of 
adverse impacts that would be attributable solely to the project under the existing conditions .... " 
(Id. at p.1387.) Just as in Sunnyvale, the SDEIS/RDEIR's failure to evaluate the Maintenance 
Facility's impacts against the existing environment obscures the project's actual impacts on 
existing conditions and violates CEQA. 

In addition to the SDEIS/RDEIR 's flaws concerning its evaluation of existing traffic 
conditions, the SDEIS/RDEIR omits a critical intersection from its evaluation of the 
Maintenance Facility's potential traffic impacts for Site 14. In identifying the relevant 
intersections to analyze in connection with Site 14, the SDEIS/RDEIR includes the Manchester 
Ave./Aviation Blvd. intersection. (See SDEISIRDEIR, Table 3-1.) However, in its analysis of 
the Maintenance Facility's impacts Wlder future traffic conditions, the SDEIS/RDEIR 
inexplicably eliminates this intersection from Site 14's analysis. (See SDEIS/RDEIR, Table 3-
2.) This omission is particularly troubling given that the SDEIS/RDEIR's analysis of Site 15 
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shows the Manchester Ave.I Aviation Blvd. intersection will operate at an unacceptable level of 
service (LOS F) under future conditions. (See id.) 

In order to correct each of the deficiencies identified in the SDEIS/RDEIR's traffic 
analysis and to promote informed decisionmaking, the traffic analysis should be revised so that 
the Maintenance Facility's actual traffic impacts can be evaluated, 

IV. THE SDEIS/RDEIR'S LAND USE ANALYSIS FAILS TO DISCLOSE 
POTENTIAL IMPACTS WITH APPLICABLE PLANNING DOCUMENTS 

The SDEIS/RDEIR's analysis of the Maintenance Facility's potential land use impacts is 
cursory at best and fails to engage in a meaningful evaluation of the project's potential 
inconsistencies with applicable land use planning documents. As discussed above, because the 
SDElS/RDEIR's project description does not disclose the actual siz.e of the project, including 
number of structures, building square footages, building heights and setbacks, it is impossible to 
determine whether the project would be consistent with applicable zoning regulations. The 
absence of this information is particularly egregious because the SDEIS/RDEIR also fails to 
disclose the limitations of the relevant zoning regulations - so no comparisons can be made 
whatsoever (even if such comparisons were possible). (See SDEIS/RDEIR, pp. 3-8 to 3-15.) 
For example, the only mention of zoning for Site 14 is that it is "M2- l ; Light Industrial," but the 
SDEIS/RDEIR provides no additional information about the uses allowed in this zone or whether 
the proposed Maintenance Facility would be compatible. (See SDEIS/RDEIR, p. 3-8.) By 
failing to present any of this relevant information, the SDEISIRDEIR provides insufficient 
information to the public and decisionmakers about the project's potentially significant effects. 
(See CEQA Guidelines§ 15121(a).) Where an EIR fails to include such relevant information 
and thereby precludes informed public participation, it fails as an informational document. (San 
Joaquin Raptor II, 149 Cal.App.4th at 653.) 

The SDEIS/RDEIR also fails to discuss any of the Maintenance Facility's potential 
inconsistencies with the land use planning documents it chooses to discuss in some detail. 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15125(d) requires that an EIR "discuss any inconsistencies between 
the proposed project and applicable general plans and regional plans." This analysis is important 
in a CEQA document for several reasons. First, "[a]n inconsistency might indicate a likelihood 
of environmental harm and thus trigger a careful review of any potential impacts." (1 Kostka & 
Zischke, Practice Under the Cal. Environmental Quality Act (Cont.Ed.Bar 20IO) § 12.34.) In 
addition, "[ a]n inconsistency may also support the conclusion that the underlying physical 
impact is significant." (Id.) When an EIR fails to address inconsistencies between a proposed 
project and applicable plans, the decisionmakers are deprived of information necessary to make a 
meaningful assessment ofa project's environmental impacts and certification of the EIR is an 
abuse of discretion. (Napa Citizens for Honest Gov 't v. Bd. of Supervisors (2001) 91 
Cal.App.4th 342, 361 ("The failure to provide enough information to permit informed decision
making is fatal.").) 

In the case of Site 14, the SDEISIRDEIR focuses only on the Maintenance Facility's 
consistencies with applicable planning documents, but it fails to disclose any potential 
inconsistencies. Courts have held that an EIR is not required to analyze consistency with an 
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applicable plan, only inconsistency. (Cily o_f long Beach v. Los Angeles Un(fied School Dist. 
(2009) 176 Cal.App.4th 889, 918-19.) Here, for example, while the Maintenance Facility may 
have some consistencies with the Westchester-Playa Del Rey Community Plan, it also has 
several potential inconsistencies with the Plan that the SDEIS/RDEIR was required to discuss. 
The SDEIS/RDEIR also does not discuss inconsistencies with the City of Los Angeles General 
Plan or the LAX Facilities Master Plan. (SDEIS/RDEIR, p. 3-13 to 3-14.) 

One example of the Maintenance Facility's potential inconsistency with land use plans 
for Site 14 is with Community Plan Policy 3-3.1, which requires new industrial projects to use 
"urban design techniques, such as appropriate building orientation and scale, landscaping, 
buffering and increased setbacks in the development of new industrial properties to improve land 
use compatibility with adjacent land use." The SDEIS/RDEIR provides none of these critical 
details about the project's design, landscaping or setbacks, so it is reasonable to assume that the 
project may be inconsistent with some or all of this policy. In addition, Community Plan 
Industrial Urban Design Policies 4 and 10 require the screening of mechanical and electrical 
equipment from public view, as well as the screening ofloading and delivery facilities. While 
the SDEIS/RDEIR discloses that the Maintenance Facility will include a transformer generator, 
traction power substation and a storeroom to facilitate the shipping and receiving of parts, each 
of which could implicate these policies, it fails to discuss whether some or all of this 
development would be inconsistent with the Community Plan. 

To cure these deficiencies, the SDEIS/RDEIR's land use consistency analysis must 
properly identify inconsistencies, classify these inconsistencies as significant impacts where 
required, and mitigate for the significant impacts identified. The Maintenance Facility cannot be 
approved unless it is consistent with the General Plan and the Community Plan. (Gov't Code § 
65680(d).) 

V. THE SDEIS/RDEIR FAILS TO DISCLOSE AN ENVIRONMENTALLY 
SUPERIOR ALTERNATIVE 

Although the SDEISIRDEIR analyzes four alternative locations for the proposed 
Maintenance Facility, the alternatives analysis does not satisfy CEQA's basic requirements, 
CEQA requires an EIR to identify and discuss feasible alternatives to a proposed project. (Pub. 
Res. Code,§§ 21002, 21002.l(a), 21061, 21100(b)(4).) Of the alternatives considered, the 
CEQA Guidelines require than an EIR identify the "environmentally superior alternative," which 
assists decisionmakers in considering a project approval. (See CEQA Guidelines, §§ l 5126.6(a), 
(e)(2).) Here, the SDEIS/RDEIR only describes the alternatives considered, but it does not 
identify an environmentally superior alternative that would minimize the Maintenance Facility's 
significant environmental effects. (See SDEISIRDEIR, pp, 2-1 to 2-17.) 

A closer examination of the SDEISIRDEIR's impact summary reveals that Site 14 -the 
alternative that Metro staff is recommending - cannot be the environmentally superior 
alternative. (See SDEIS/RDEIR, pp. S-5 to S-10.) According to the SDEIS/RDEIR, 
Development ofthe Maintenance Facility on Site 14 would result in a total of three significant 
and unavoidable impacts, which is a greater number of significant impacts than would result 
from development of the project at any of the other alternative sites. Disclosure of this 
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information is critical to the Metro Board's evaluation of the alternatives, since CEQA prohibits 
agencies from approving projects as proposed if there are feasible alternatives that would 
substantially lessen the significant environmental effects of such projects. (Pub. Res. Code § 
21002.) 

The SDEJS/RDEIR's failure to disclose an environmentally superior alternative is 
necessarily prejudicial, where as here, agency staff is recommending an alternative that is clearly 520-15 F 
not environmentally superior. Under CEQA, a proper analysis of alternatives is essential to 
comply with CEQA's mandate that significant environmental damage be avoided or substantially 
lessened where feasible, (Pub. Res. Code,§ 21002; CEQA Guidelines,§§ 15002(a)(3), 
15021 (a)(2).) Accordingly, the SDEIS/RDEIR should be revised so that it accurately presents 
which of the feasible alternatives analyzed is environmentally superior to Site 14. 

VI. THE SDEIS/RDEIR DOES NOT ADEQUATELY ANALYZE THE PROJECT'S 
AIR QUALITY, CONSTRUCTION NOISE AND GEOTECHNICAL IMPACTS 

A. Air Quality 

The SDElS/RDEIR appears to omit significant aspects of the Maintenance Facility's 
construction from its emissions modeling, and thus appears to base the modeling on 
inappropriate assumptions. Due to the significant health impacts associated with construction 
emissions in the South Coast, proper calculation and disclosure of these construction emissions is 
particularly important. Specifically, in the SDEIS/RDEIR's construction noise and vibration 
analysis, eight different pieces of construction equipment are identified (i.e., excavator, loader, 
backhoe, crane, compactor, paver, grader, and pneumatic tool.) (SDEIS/RDEIR, p. 3-105.) 
However, in the "Regional Construction Emissions (Sites 14, I 5 and 17) - Mitigated" modeling 
worksheet provided in SDEIS/RDEIR Appendix C, only three pieces of construction equipment 
are modeled for purposes of determining the project's construction emissions (i.e., excavator, 
grader and loader). Omission of the emissions that would be generated by the other equipment 
the SDEIS/RDEIR explicitly identifies as being used during project construction is significant, 
and indicates that the SDEIS/RDEIR severely underestimated the Maintenance Facility's 
construction emissions. 

In addition, the SDEIS/RDEIR fails to include a site-specific analysis of construction 
emissions in its construction air quality analysis. (See SD EI SIR.DEIR, p. 3-104 to 3-105.) 
Instead, the SDEIS/RDEIR assumes that construction will occur over a 24-month period at all of 
the alternative sites evaluated, regardless of the existing conditions on those sites. (See 
SDEIS/RDEIR, p. 3-102.) The failure to conduct a site specific analysis for Site 14 is 
particularly egregious because Site 14 contains multiple, large industrial buildings that.will 
require substantial demolition activities. Due to the lack of information provided in the 
SDEIS/RDEIR's construction air quality analysis, it is impossible to know if these added 
demolition activities were fully taken into account in the project's air quality modeling. 
Moreover, it is clear that demolition of the existing structures was not taken into accowit in the 
content of toxic air contaminants, because the potential release of asbestos from demolition of 
the existing structures is not disclosed or mentioned. (See SDEISIRDEIR, p. 3-105.) 
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It is well understood that "[a]n EIR must include detail sufficient to enable those who did 
not participate in its preparation to understand and to consider meaningfully the issues raised by 
the proposed project." (Laurel Heights Improvement Assn., 47 Cal.3d at 405.) As discussed 
above, the SDEIS/RDEIR's construction air quality analysis contains significant gaps in S2O-1 SG 
information that most likely indicate substantial flaws that preclude the public from meaningfully 
considering the project's impacts. Where, as here, an EIR fails to include relevant information 
and thereby precludes informed public participation, it fails an informational document, (See 
San Joaquin Raptor Il, 149 Cal.App.4th at 653.) 

B. Construction Noi11e and Vibration 

Although the SDEIS/RDEIR does not identify any noise sensitive uses adjacent to Site 
14, it fails to specifically consider the adjacent Neutrogena facility to the west, which contains 
research laboratories that could be particularly susceptible to noise and vibration impacts. (See 
SDEIS/RDEIR, p. 3-105 to 3-106.) Noise and vibration impacts are highly localized, and thus 
the SDEIS/RDEIR should have engaged in a more detailed evaluation of the potential noise and 
vibration impacts associated with developing the Maintenance Facility on Site 14. The 
SDEIS/RDEIR evaluates potential impacts associated with noise and vibration using thresholds 
used by the Federal Transit Authority. (See Federal Transit Authority, Transit Noise and 
Vibration Impact Assessment, May 2006 ("FTA Guidelines").) Under the FTA Guidelines, the 
Neutrogena facility's laboratory are likely "noise sensitive" uses. 

The FT A Guidelines address noise impacts based on three categories of "noise sensitive" S2O-15 H 
land uses that, "apply to business uses which depend on quiet as an important part of operations, 
such as sound and motion picture recording studios," (See FTA Guidelines Sec, 3.2.1 and Table 
3-2.) The FTA Guidelines also address vibration impacts and identify television and recording 
studios as uses that are very sensitive to vibration. The buildings that house such uses are 
characterized as "Special Buildings" and are subject to stringent analysis, (See FT A Guidelines, 
Table 8-2.) The FTA Guidelines recognize that each Special Building may have a unique 
specification for accepta hie vibration levels and thresholds should be determined on a case-by-
case basis. (See FTA Guidelines Sec. 8.2.2.) 

The laboratory operations in the Neutrogena facility may depend on quiet as an important 
part of their operations. Thus, the SDEIS/RDEIR's failure to evaluate whether the construction 
of the Maintenance Facility could have an adverse noise and vibration impacts on operations at 
the Neutrogena facility is inconsistent with the FT A Guidelines, which may require that 
Neutrogena's operations be given special consideration and be subject to a more stringent 
analysis. The SDEIS/RDEIR contains no evaluation of the impact of noise or vibration on the 
Neutrogena facility's laboratories, and thus it is impossible to know whether construction of the 
Maintenance Facility could have an adverse impact on any sensitive laboratory uses. 
Accordingly, the SDEIS/RDEIR should be revised to include a more detailed evaluation of the 
Neutrogena facility's laboratory uses and whether they require more stringent analysis under the 
FT A Guidelines. 
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C. Geotechnical Impacts 

Although the SDEIS/RDEIR describes the geologic setting for all of the alternative 
Maintenance Facility sites using a general description of geology in the Los Angeles Basin, it 
does not engage in a site specific geologic investigation of any ofthe sites - including Site 14. 
(SDEIS/RDEIR. p. 3-62.) ldentifying potential geotechnical impacts requires a site-specific 
amllysis that cannot be accomplished through a broad description of geologic conditions in an S20-151 
entire region. Missing from the SDEJS/RDEIR's discussion of potential geotechnical impacts is 
a discussion of existing geologic conditions on Site 14, a description of the amount of excavation 
and fill that will be required to develop the Maintenance Facility on that site, and whether those 
activities have the potential lo result in significant environmental impacts. Additional 
environmental analysis of the site-specific geotechnical impacts is required before any final 
action is taken on the Maintenance Facility. 

VII. THE SDEIS/RDEIR'S CUMULATIVE IMPACT ANALYSIS IS INADEQUATE 

The SDEIS/RDEIR provides scant analysis of the Maintenance Facility's cumulative 
environmental impacts and violates CEQA 's fundamental requirements for a cumulative impacts 
analysis. An EIR must discuss cumulative impacts. (CEQA Guidelines, § 15130.) Thal is, an 
EIR must discuss a project's impacts over time in conjunction with past, present and reasonably 
foreseeable future projects. (Pub. Res. Code,§ 21083; Guidelines,§ 15130; see also id,§ 
l 5355(b) (defining cumulative impacts as "two or more individual effects which, when 
considered together, are considerable or which compound or increase other environmental 
impacts").) "An EIR which completely ignores cwnulative impacts of the project is inadequate." 
(Fairview Neighbors v. County of Ventura (1999) 70 Cal.App.4th 238, 245.) 

The SDEIS/RDEIR devotes a mere three pages to analyzing the project's potential 
cumulative impacts at all four alternative locations, despite the fact that two of those locations 
(Sites I 4 and 15) would be heavily impacted by the approved LAX Facilities Master Plan (the 5 2 O- 7 5 J 
"Master Plan"). The Master Plan contemplates significant development at and surrounding 
LAX, including the development of a new Ground Transportation Center, Intennodal 
Transportation Center, Consolidated Rent-A-Car facility, an Automated People Mover rail 
system, the demolition and construction of new tenninals, and the development of approximately 
4.5 million of airport-related industrial and commercial uses as part of the LAX Northside 
project, among others. Each of these Master Plan components is therefore "reasonably 
foreseeable" and deserved substantially more analysis than the cursory discussion provided in the 
SDEIS/RDEIR. 

Although the SDEIS/RDEIR does mention the Master Plan generally, it does not engage 
in the level of analysis required, particularly in the area of construction-related impacts. The 
CEQA Guidelines require that an EIR's "discussion of cumulative impacts shall reflect the 
severity of the impacts and their likelihood of occurrence ... [t]he discussion should be guided 
by the standards of practicality and reasonableness ... " (CEQA Guidelines§ 15130(b).) Here 
the SDEIS/RDEIR notes only that "[i]n the event that all proposed LAX facilities would be 
constructed in the same time frame as the maintenance facility, there would be cumulative air 
emissions from construction equipment, as well as traffic disruption from haul trucks, detours 
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and lane closures.'' (SDEIS/RDEIR, p. 3-120.) Missing from this discussion, however, is the 
critical analysis of the severity of the impacts identified in areas such as traffic, air quality and 
water quality, as well as a discussion of impacts in a host of other critical areas such as noise and 
vibration, greenhouse gas emissions, and hazards. Given that the Final EIS/EIR for the Master 
Plan details all of the Master Plan's environmental impacts in extensive detail, it was both 
practical and reasonable for the SDEIS/RDEIR to disclose each of those impacts and to quantify 
the Maintenance Facility's contribution to those impacts. 

In addition, the SDEIS/RDEIR fails to identify whether the Maintenance Facility's 
contribution to the Master Plan's cumulative impacts would be cumulatively significant. An 
EIR's cumulative impact analysis must take a two-step approach: first, the EIR must detelllline 
whether combined effects from a project and other projects would be cumulatively significant; 
and second, based on the answer to the first step, the EIR must determine whether the proposed 
project's incremental effects are cumulatively considerable. 1 (See Communities/or a Belter 
Environment v. Cal. Resources Agency (2002) I 03 Cal.App.4th 98, 120 ("Communities/or a 
Better Environment").) Further, and as explained in Communities for a Better Environment, an 
EIR cannot simply compare a proposed project's impacts against the collective impacts of other 
projects to determine the proposed project's "relative" impact. Instead, the EIR must add the 
proposed project's impacts to those of the related projects and determine in that context whether 
the projei.:t's incremental effects are cumulatively considerable. (Id. at pp. 117-21.) Simply 
comparing the project's impacts to the cumulative impacts of other projects would result in the 
de minimis approach (aka the "ratio approach") disapproved in Kings County Farm Bureau v. 
City of Hanford. ((1990) 221 Cal.App.3d 692, 72 I ("Kings County") (noting such an approach 
would allow "approval of projects which, when laken in isolation, appear insignificant, but when 
viewed together, appear startling.").) 

Here, the SDEIS/RDEIR's approach to analyzing cumulative impacts does not even come 
close to the basic requirements articulated in Communities for a Better Environment. The 
SDEIS/RDEIR does not identify whether any of the potential cumulative impacts from the 
Master Plan and the Maintenance Facility are significant, and thlls it cannot reasonably 
detennine whether the Maintenance Facility's impacts are cumulatively considerable. (See 
SDEIS/RDEIR, p. 3-120.) Despite this fact, the SDEIS/RDEIR summarily concludes that the 
Maintenance Facility's impacts would not be cumulatively considerable "due to low intensity 
use, small peak hour trip generation, and the industrial character of the use." (Id. at 3-121.) 

This approach is similar to the discredited de minimis approach discussed in Kings 
County. (See Kings County, supra, 221 Cal.App.3d at p, 721.) Specifically, the Kings County 
court noted that an EIR's cumulative impact analysis cannot simply identify a potential overall 
environmental problem and then conclude that a project's relative effects will not have a 
significant impact because it "avoids analyzing the severity of the problem and allows approval 
of projects which, when taken in isolation, appear insignificant, but when viewed together, 

1 
A project's incremental contribution is cumulatively considerable if the incremental effects of the project are 

significant "when viewed in connection .with the effects of past projects, the effects of other current projects, and the 
effects of probable future projects." (CEQA Guidelines, § l5065(a)(3),) 
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appear startling" (Id.) Herc the SDEIS/RDEIR identified that there may be cumulative impacts 
- at least in the areas of construction air quality and traffic - and the EIR's failure to 
appropriately quantify and analyze whether the Maintenance Facility's contribution to those 
impacts is cumulatively considerable must be addressed. Moreover, the SDEIS/RDEIR's failure 
to even mention, let alone quantify and analyze potential cumulative impacts in all of the other 
environmental impact categories - noise, land use, hazards, and public services, among others -
makes the document's cumulative impacts analysis a pointless exercise that in no way accurately 
reflects the project's true cumulative impacts. 

As a result of these numerous deficiencies, the SDEIS/RDEIR does not engage in a 
"reasonable analysis of the cumulative impacts of the relevant projects" as required under 
CEQA. (CEQA Guidelines,§ 15130(b).) Furthermore, the absence of this analysis precludes 
any ability to identify potential mitigation measures that could reduce any significant cumulative 
impacts, which also violates CEQA. (See CEQA Guidelines, § 15130(b )(5) (" An EIR shall 
examine reasonable, feasible options for mitigating or avoiding the project's contribution to any 
significant environmental effects.") 

The SDEIS/RDEIR's failure to engage in a reasonable cumulative impacts analysis 
renders the document fatally defective. In sum, the SDEIS/RDEIR did not reflect a 
"conscientious effort to provide public agencies and the general public with adequate and 
relevant detailed information" about cumulative impacts. (San Franciscans for Reasonable 
Growth v. City and County of San Francisco (1984) 151 Cal.App.3d 61, 79.) As the San 
Franciscans.for Reasonable Growth court held, omitting such information that is reasonable, 
feasible and practical to include in an EIR is an abuse of discretion that requires an EIR 
certification to be vacated. (id. at p. 8 I.) 

VJJI. METRO'S STAFF REPORT IS MISLEADING 

In addition to the deficiencies identified in the SDEIS/RDEIR, the staff report presented 
to the Metro Board's Planning & Programming Committee at its April 20, 2011, meeting (the 
"Staff Report") is misleading, and underestimates the true environmental impacts of developing 
the Maintenance Facility on Site 14. In essence, the Staff Report appears more concerned with 
selecting a recommended site for the Maintenance Facility that will be the least controversial and 
that will cost the least to acquire, rather than selecting a site that will result in the least impacts to 
the environment, as CEQA requires. As discussed above, in approving CEQA the Legislature 
found that "it is Lhe policy of the state that public agencies should not approve projects as 
proposed if there are feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation measures which would 
substantially lessen the significant environmental effects of such projects." (Pub. Res. Code,§ 
21002.) Accordingly, Metro's evaluation of the alternative sites for the Maintenance Facility 
should be focused on selecting a site that will cause Lhe least environmental harm. 

The Staff Report completely ignores the significant and unavoidable impacts that will 
result from developing Lhe Maintenance Facility on Site 14, and Lhus fails to adequately represent 
the actual significant impacts that would result on Site 14. Specifically the Staff Report provides 
that "Site 14 (Arbor Vitae/Bellanca) is being recommended ... The potential significant 
environmental impacts associated can be entirely mitigated." (Staff Report, pp. 2-3 (emphasis 
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added).) This statement is inaccurate and is directly contradicted by the SDEIS/RDEIR. As 
discussed above, and as disclosed in the SDEIS/RDEIR, development of the Maintenance 
Facility on Site 14 would result in three significant and unavoidable impacts, which means that 
those impacts cannot be mitigated. (See SDEIS/RDEIR, pp. S-5 to S-10.) When the analysis is 
corrected, as noted above, additional significant and unavoidable impacts may be identified. 
Those already recognized are in the areas of construction noise, construction air quality and 
economic and fiscal impacts. (Id.) Moreover, as described earlier in this letter, the number of 
significant and unavoidable impacts associated with Site 14 is greater than the significant and 
unavoidable impacts associated with each of the other alternative sites. (Id.) This information is 
critical to the Metro Board's consideration of alternative sites and its ability to proceed in the 
manner required by CEQA, and should be disclosed accurately to the Board before it takes any 
action. 

In addition, the Staff Report inexplicably reduced the estimate of the cost to develop Site 
14 from the estimate presented to the public in the SDEIS/RDEIR. The Staff Report provides 
that "[t]he cost of developing this maintenance facility [on Site 14] is estimated to be $280-290 
million, which is cost-effective compared to the other sites studied." (Staff Report, p. 3.) 
However, the SDEIS/RDEIR estimates the cost of developing Site 14 as $302.9 million, which is 
significantly more than the estimates to develop Site D22N ($116.6 million) and Site 17 ($221. 1 
million). (SDEISIRDEIR, p. 2-17.) Accordingly, the cost to acquire Site 14 appears to be more 
than two of the three other alternative sites studied, so it is misleading to suggest that the cost of 
acquiring Site 14 is "cost-effective" when compared to those other sites. 

According to Metro staff's PowerPoint presentation provided at the April 20, 2011, 
Planning & Programming Committee meeting, staff revised its cost estimates for developing the 
alternative sites on April 6, 2011, but has provided no evidence to support these revised 
estimates or any explanation as to why the estimates differ from those presented in the 
SDEIS/RDEIR. Under the revised estimates, the costs to develop the sites are as follows: 

• Site D22N: $1 l0-$120 million (in the same range as the $116.6 million estimate 
in the SDEIS/RDEIR); 

• Site 14: $280-$290 million ($23 to $13 million less than the $302.9 million 
estimate in the SDEIS/RDEIR); 

• Site 15: $290-$300 million ($36 million to $26 million less than the $325.8 
million estimate in the SDEIS/RDEIR); and 

• Site 17: $275-$285 million ($53 to $63 million more than the $222.l million 
estimated in the SDEIS/RDEIR). 

(See Metro Staff PowerPoint (April 20, 2011), p. 5; SDEIS/RDEIR, p. 2-17.) 

This dramatic change in development estimates is disturbing, given that the estimates 
changed by tens of millions of dollars in the three months since the SDEIS/RDEIR was released 
to the public in February 2011. Even more concerning is the fact that the estimate for developing 
the site that Metro stal'fis recommending- Site 14- is now within the range of the cost of 
developing Site 17, despite the fact that the SDEIS/RDEIR estimated it would cost $80 million 
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more to develop Site 14 than Site 17. Without any evidence to support the rationale for the 
changes in these estimates, it is impossible for the public and the Metro Board to understand why 
these estimates have changed so dramatically in such a short period of time. This disparity is 
even more troubling where, as here, the SDEIS/RDEIR does not disclose an environmentally 
superior alternative that would enable the Metro Board to accurately consider the environmental 
issues associated with developing Site 14 in comparison to the other alternative sites, in addition 
to comparing the costs of development. 

Metro staff should be required to disclose to the public and the Metro Board the reasons 
for the changes in these cost estimates, including the changes in staff's underlying assumptions, 
so there can be a full evaluation of the revised estimates to determine if they are accurate. In the 
absence of such a full disclosure, the Metro Board may end up selecting a site that in fact costs 
tens of millions of dollars more than most of the other sites evaluated, and thus would not be 
proceeding in a manner that is either "cost effective" or fiscally responsible. 

IX. CONCLUSION 

NSHE continues to support the efforts of Metro and the Crenshaw Line project in 
general. We also understand and appreciate the fact that Metro staff has worked hard to identify 
potential sites for the location ufthe Maintenance Facility. However, we ask that MeLro address 
the significant environmental concerns raised in this letter, and direct staff to work with NSHE 
and resolve these issues before moving forward with a site selection for the Maintenance 
Facility. NSHE also reserves its rights to make additional comments on the SDEIS/RDEIR, the 
to-be-prepared FEIR/FEIS and the Maintenance Facility project during Metro's ongoing 
administrative process. 

cc: Roderick Diaz, Project Manager 
Marc Nathanson 
Chuck Ng 
Alex Horvat 
Lucinda Starrett, Esq. 

LA \225 I 330.2 

S20-7 5 
I( 

S20-75L 
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C R E N S H A W / L A X  T R A N S I T  C O R R I D O R  P R O J E C T  
K-166 August 2011 

 
Response to comment S.20-15A. 
 
Comment noted.  Metro appreciates the ideas of the commenter and public input is an important part of 
the planning process.  Please refer to responses to comments S.20-15B through S.20-15K. 
 
Response to comment S.20-15B. 
 
Comment noted. The comment states that specific physical building details, such as square footage, are 
necessary to assess impacts. This contention for a maintenance facility is incorrect. Impacts are driven by 
the number of cars serviced and stored and the overall size of the site.  This description allows for 
informed decision making.  Please refer to response to comment S.15-G for a discussion of demolition 
activity. 
 
Response to comment S.20-15C. 
 
Comment noted.  The comment states that the impacts of the relocated tenants/owners from the 
maintenance facility site need to be addressed. This is incorrect. Metro is providing relocation benefits per 
the Uniform Act.  It is speculative as to where the tenants would or could relocate. Metro is not required to 
address unknown speculative secondary effects. 
 
Response to comment S.20-15D. 
 
Comment noted.  Technical details are raised about the existing conditions. The uses displaced generate 
substantially more trips than the maintenance facility.  Traffic counts were taken during the pm peak hour 
on May 9, 2011.  The existing uses on the Site #14 – Arbor Vitae/Bellanca Alternative generated 147 
inbound and 258 outbound trips during the pm peak hour.  The maintenance facility is anticipated to 
generate 23 trips during the pm peak hour.  Under no circumstance, could there ever be a traffic impact. 
Because none of the four sites analyzed would have more traffic than existing conditions, these effects 
would not be used in determining a staff recommendation. 
 
Response to comment S.20-15E. 
 
Comment noted.  Please refer to response to comment S.20-15B.  The project analyzed consistency with all 
applicable plans and policies.  Had any inconsistencies been determined, they would have been stated.  No 
inconsistencies with land use policies were found.  The comment also states that the project does not 
respond to urban design requirements of the community plan.  The project is however only designed to 
the level of understanding if the site plan works on the allotted acreage.  The plans were developed only to 
the level to compare alternative sites and analyze impacts. 
 
Response to comment S.20-15F. 
 
Comment noted.  The comment asserts that the superior alternative was not disclosed and prejudices the 
staff recommendation.  The staff recommendation is based on variety of cost and feasibility factors to 
discern between the maintenance facility sites.  Environmental evaluation is just one of the considerations. 
The comparative effects of the alternatives have been presented in the document for consideration by the 
Board.   

©Metrd 
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C R E N S H A W / L A X  T R A N S I T  C O R R I D O R  P R O J E C T  
K-167 August 2011 

 
Response to comment S.20-15G. 
 
Comment noted.  The comment states that the air quality analysis is inadequate for not addressing site 
specific construction emissions, including the demolition of buildings.  The analysis provided in the 
SDEIS/RDEIR addresses, as required by SCQAMD, a worst case day, which is typically site grading and 
preparation and not the building demolition phase.  The construction thresholds established by the 
SCAQMD are based on pounds per day of emissions.  The project analysis was completed assuming that 
the maximum daily emissions would occur during the site preparation phase of construction activity.  Site 
preparation activity would utilize more equipment than demolition activity and would generate more 
fugitive dust emissions.  As an example, the SCAQMD has provide example emissions in Sample 
Construction Scenarios for Projects Less than Five Acres in Size (February 2005).  Although the project site 
is larger than five acres, the emissions from a five acre site can be used to compare relative demolition and 
grading emissions.  Localized demolition emissions are estimated at 19.7 pounds per day for CO, 43.9 
pounds per day for NOx, and 3.5 pounds per day for PM10.  Localized site preparation emissions are 
estimated at 43.6 pounds per day for CO, 101.7 pounds per day for NOx, and 10.4 pounds per day for 
PM10.  This example shows that localized emissions are typically higher for site preparation compared to 
demolition.  The project analysis assumed 75 truck trips per day.  It is not anticipated that this quantity of 
trucks would be exceeded during any construction phase.  
 
Response to comment S.20-15H. 
 
Comment noted.  The comment states that the Neutrogena research lab would be adversely affected by the 
project generated noise and vibration.  Neutrogena was noticed about the project and provided no 
comments or concerns.  It should noted that the Neutrogena facility is located directly beneath the LAX 
flight path and operates today with heavy air traffic passing approximately 200 feet above the facility. The 
cosmetics manufacturing facility has adapted to these significant existing environmental effects.   
 
Response to comment S.20-15I. 
 
Comment noted.  The comment states that there is no site specific geotechnical analysis.  This is 
inaccurate. A Phase I Assessment was prepared for the Site #14 – Arbor Vitae/Bellanca Alternative. 
 
Response to comment S.20-15J. 
 
Comment noted.  The comment states that the document does not indicate whether the maintenance 
facility's impacts are cumulatively considerable.  This assertion is not correct. That determination is made 
on page 3-121 of the SDEIS/RDEIR. The commenter also questions the depth of the analysis. As the Lead 
Agency, Metro has determined that the analysis presented allows a reasonable comparison of the 
environmental impacts of the alternative sites. 
 
Response to comment S.20-15K. 
 
Comment noted.  The comment references a staff recommendation report and does not address 
environmental issues/questions regarding the SDEIS/RDEIR. 
 

© Metrd ____ _ 
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C R E N S H A W / L A X  T R A N S I T  C O R R I D O R  P R O J E C T  
K-168 August 2011 

Response to comment S.20-15L. 
 
Comment noted.  Metro has addressed the concerns of the commenter. 
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C R E N S H A W / L A X  T R A N S I T  C O R R I D O R  P R O J E C T  
K-169 August 2011 

COMMENT: S.30-01.Steve Cady. 

© Metro _______________ _ 

1 
S30 - 1 
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C R E N S H A W / L A X  T R A N S I T  C O R R I D O R  P R O J E C T  
K-170 August 2011 

Response to comment S.30-1A. 
 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility. 
 
Response to comment S.30-1B. 
 
Comment noted.  An Alternatives Analysis was completed during the preparation of the Draft EIS.EIR to 
identify the transit alternatives to be evaluated in the Draft EIS/EIR.  The results of the Alternatives 
Analysis are presented in Chapter 2, Alternatives Considered, of the Draft EIS/EIR.  This analysis used 
criteria including but not limited to, regional connectivity, ridership, and cost-effectiveness to compare the 
different modes of transit and alignment options and determine which alternatives would be carried 
forward for further analysis into the Draft EIS/EIR.  Based on the results of this analysis, a light rail transit 
alternative and a bus rapid transit alternative were determined to be the modes of transit capable of being 
supported by the Crenshaw Corridor.   
 
Response to comment S.30-1C. 
 
Comment noted.  The extension of the Red Line is not part of the proposed project.  Information on other 
Metro projects can be obtained at the Metro website at www.metro.net, under the Projects and Programs 
tab. 
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C R E N S H A W / L A X  T R A N S I T  C O R R I D O R  P R O J E C T  
K-171 August 2011 

COMMENT: S.30-02.Becky Chan. 

 

© Metro. _______________ _ 

S30-2 

Crenshaw /LAX 
Transit Corridor 

Project 

Suppnaeatall>RftEnrilwlt:allmpectStatemeot/ 
hdrmlated.Dnft Emk--.Ilmpa«B,prt 

Comment Form 
Theei-baw/UX TlllDlit Onidm-project tam weloomi!s JQJrcmmnmts Clll the evaluatkmof~ ....,....,,_._lirality llitmiJr 
Metrd1 light nil .,-tem md ID update Qll potmtw impacts to parldmds md mnmic resourceL ~ fill out this iJrm md-addiliaalJ. 
abdb.if'necemry. On this bin to prqectltall'or retmn toMetro{ICedirecticm Olllrewne~ 

Nmm$:if!hJ!-.~J 
BE: lK\t; Lf-'tt~r,.. 

• .!:,,.. f o , 
&:iail. (mlff Miham~pnmficl"Jd~) 

r~·"' o..v..<; \.\ ~ ~ i w ~. g_. '-"'VV"-

,__ _______________ _ 
_ Yes _No 

_ St.e #H Albor Vl1aellldlmca 
_ lite #15 Manchester-/ Aviauoo. 
_ Sue#n Marine/Redondo Bedl 
...L.... Divilionu NcrthF.lcpanaiml 
- General Comments 

c-t{plmlepriat): 
1· ,,..,,...,\ .!Ii 

c&ME&-.1. ... c...""',L \t --\b !.1.ly * u.-....-,\,..,Y\-L. 
~ ll..11_"'-<,..,.... ,h V .~ ',:, .... ·\r-:... ½"M~\tl,,,,. 
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A 
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C R E N S H A W / L A X  T R A N S I T  C O R R I D O R  P R O J E C T  
K-172 August 2011 

 

 

________________ © Metro 

_ Live in the project area? 

_ Work in the project ma? 
_Otbm _______ _ 

Resident - Business 
Community or Neigbbm'hood Orgamution 

PublicAgmi:y 

~tal Organization 

Qd; Orpnkation 

E'£ODOmic .Development Orgmintion 

Omer-

~Metro 

Thank You! 
Give thi8 bill. to project 9talF or return to Metro: 

Postal Mail 

Roderick Diaz, Project Mamg-er 
Loe Angdes County Metropolibm 
Tnnsportalion Authority 
Om~yl'lu.a 
MailSCgp:99-29-3 
Li. Ang,,leo, CA 9001t-e9H 

Eaiail 
diazrodm:k@metr.nrt 

Project Hotline 
(tlS)9tM7S6 

C.Omment3 must be received by April 11, 2011 by 5pm. 

-2-
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C R E N S H A W / L A X  T R A N S I T  C O R R I D O R  P R O J E C T  
K-173 August 2011 

Response to comment S.30-2A. 
 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility. 
 
Response to comment S.30-2B. 
 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility. 

© Metrd ____ _ 
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C R E N S H A W / L A X  T R A N S I T  C O R R I D O R  P R O J E C T  
K-174 August 2011 

COMMENT: S.30-03.Silvio Chianese. 

 

©Metro ---------------------------------

S30- 3 

Crenshaw /LAX 
Transit Corridor 

Project 

Supplemental Dnft Environmemal Impact Su.u:tnfflt/ 
Recirc\llated l>Nft F.nvironmenta1 Impact Report 

Comment Forn1 
~ ~!Mw/LAX Transit Corridor project team weloxnes your COfil.lllmts oo the e-valuatioo ofprvposed rn.aintenmoe lacility sites for 
Mmo's light nil s~tem and 1r1 upd.ai,, on potential impacU to parklanda and historic l"e90Ult:eL Piease 61l out this form and us,, additional 
sheets, if-...y. Give this bm to Pl't!ect std or mum to Me<ro (,ee ~om on rrvenie). 

Name (Fint ~ uut N-, Org,zm,Jlio,,) 

5, lvio CA,·a,ie,c.. 
' Address (Snt, ~ Stak, 7#) 

'fou w. n, ,...-',,.. ~ ~- .. ( CA foJ.: 

,-.. , , r ,1 , 1 1 ; _:' I , 

Maiiltenanoe Facility Sites: 

_ Sire# I♦ Arbor Vibe/Bellanca 
_ Site# 15 Manche,iter/ Ayqtion 
.J!.... Sii,, #17 Marine/Redondo Beach 
_ Division i2 North Expmsioo 
-15... General Commm.ts 

Would you like to be added to lhep;-oject mailing list' 

a'....,Ycs No 

Conm,ent (pleue print). 

Sift,. J1 ,'$ tk Nit o/'"'"o/'r,',--/.,. &"1k ,£,.. ~ 

s, e j s c:r .j ooJc-.,,Jk.d. :r,. ,..1.1,·fl~ .. J 

Ji, r f1 k ir t"'l"'J,, c l.e,,,u :,(.,., & Milk /4,..,_ y,;...~ 
F. ... 1/f ~ 4..., fi"""c '1.,,;,,.,~~¼ 1', r</4,.g. tlf s;+,< 17 

C'7'!~t' ,-. -14 «~ r,/aT . 
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C R E N S H A W / L A X  T R A N S I T  C O R R I D O R  P R O J E C T  
K-175 August 2011 

 

 

© Metro, _______________ _ 

Comment (continued)= 

_i/1.M in the proje.:t area? 

.j Work in the pro_je.:t area? 
Otb!r? ________ _ 

Ownabus-· sintbe 'ectarea? jiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiil _____________ _ 

AIISPII Thank You! 
,C. R.!sident Bmi:ne!s Give thi.9 funn ID project staff or return ID Metro, 

_L C.01Jl1111l1Uty or Neighborhood OrgilDiution 

Public Agmcy 

F.nmonmental Organiwion 

av;,; Organization 

Ea,,,.omlc ~elopment Organi!ation 

Other 

©Metro 

Postal Mail 

Roderick Diaz, Project Man.ager 
Los Ai,gdes County Metropolitm 
T rmaportation Authority 
One Ga.teway Plaza 
Mail Stop, 99-!2.S 
Loo Ange],:s, CA 900 li-2951 

F.inail: 
diauoderick@metro.net 

Project Hotline 
(i1S)9H..Zi36 

Comments mWlt be received by April 11, 201 l by 5pm 

-!1-
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C R E N S H A W / L A X  T R A N S I T  C O R R I D O R  P R O J E C T  
K-176 August 2011 

Response to comment S.30-3A. 
 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility. 
 
Response to comment S.30-3B. 
 
Comment noted.  The criteria used to evaluate the maintenance alternatives is both qualitative and 
quantitative and is identified in the Chapter 2.0, Alternatives of the SDEIS/RDEIR.  This criterion, along 
with the environmental analysis and comments received on the alternatives, were used to make a staff 
recommendation to the Metro Board of Directors to select Site #14 Arbor Vitae/Bellanca as the preferred 
maintenance site alternative.   

©Metrd 
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C R E N S H A W / L A X  T R A N S I T  C O R R I D O R  P R O J E C T  
K-177 August 2011 

COMMENT: S.30-04.Abby Frank. 

 

©Metro ---------------------------------------

From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Abigail Frank [absterabs@hotmail.com] 

Tuesday, April 12, 2011 9:30 PM 

Diaz, Roderick 

Subject: mta expansion 

Attachments: mta card.pdf 

Dear Mr. Roderick, 

S30-4 

As mentioned in the Fusion at South Bay Homeowners Association public romment letter, page 3, footnote 2, 
please find attached a ropy of the card and ITT/ statement authenticating it so that it may become a part of the 
Administrative Record ("AR") and Record of Decision ("ROD") in this matter. So as t.o protect that employee's 
privacy, we are submitting it under separate cover as opposed t.o including it in the actual lett.er. I personally met 
the MTA employee and he gave me his card. Here is a recap of the events: 

I was out front with my neighbor Martine (he lives in the front building diagonal to me). There was a man 
standing outside the gate looking like he was trying to get in. Martine went up to the gate and spoke with the 
man and he said he was from the MTA. He was asking about who he could talk to about testing. Then Martine 
said my name and said I was on the board. Martine opened the walking gate and the MTA guy (Joe Daniels) said A 
he wanted to know who to contact to notify the residents when they would be doing testing. I gave him Ariel's 
(our property manager) phone number. 

Then Martine and I were discussing the noise from when the trains come in. He said they have been working on 
that to make them quieter since they had been getting a lot of complaints. He said that if we or any other 
resident had any concerns to contact them directly and then gave me all those phone numbers, one of which is 
his cell number. He said they take all concerns seriously and will do what they can to make it better for us. I told 
him how at night it seems the loudest when they are bringing them in. I explained that it sounds like nails on a 
chalkboard, but 10 times louder. I made a comment about using WD40 and he laughed. He said that was not 
good and we shouldn't have to live like that. Things have not changed since that conversation. This was at the 
end of last year when he came bv. 

Sincerely, 

Abby Frank 
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C R E N S H A W / L A X  T R A N S I T  C O R R I D O R  P R O J E C T  
K-178 August 2011 

 

 
 

_____________ __:© Metro 
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C R E N S H A W / L A X  T R A N S I T  C O R R I D O R  P R O J E C T  
K-179 August 2011 

Response to comment S.30-4A. 
 
Comment noted.  The existing operations of the Metro Division 22 Green Line Maintenance Facility are 
not part of the proposed project.  Comments regarding the existing Division 22 facility should be directed 
to the Metro public relations office.   
 

© Metrd ____ _ 
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C R E N S H A W / L A X  T R A N S I T  C O R R I D O R  P R O J E C T  
K-180 August 2011 

COMMENT: S.30-05.Jason Gromski. 

 

________________ © Metro 

Crenshaw /IAX 
Transit Corridor 

Project 

Suppl.emenllll Dnft. umninmental lmpact Statement/ 
Re<:irculated Draft Environmeotal l.aipa,;t Repon 

Comment Form 

S30- 5 

The Cnmbaw/LAX Tranait Corridor prl!jeet team wacomea -your 00mment, on the evalwition of proposed maintmance .&cility sim for 
Metro's light rail ,ymm ....t ui update on pob:ntial impact3 to parldands and hiltoric ~-Please fill out Ibis fonnand use additional 
ai-ts, if-=-u)'. Gi.-e this ICJnn 11o prcjeet staff' or mum to Metro (-directions on reverse~ 

Name (Fint & 1..41tN-, Orgm,ir,atit,n) 

,,.j °' So C, GraM.S k 
Address (S!ri< Ci,y, ~ ~) 

1 5""\'is' W 1 3 ,.. 5 ' ..,_;,·h<1 •me CA 
F.mail. (OIIN addrtM lo r,,ui,,epmodic pr,,jafl/Jf)alzs) Would you like to be added to tu project mailing Jist) 

MliDtmana: Facility Si!el: 

_ Site#l+A1bof'V~ 

~ 
Site #IS Manchater/ Aviation 
Site #1 T Marine/Redolldo Beech 
Di.viai1111 6 North Expansion 
General Conumnts 

I 
..,.:._ Yes _No 

.., t> or ... ,- 1, he. + k!'._n 

A 
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C R E N S H A W / L A X  T R A N S I T  C O R R I D O R  P R O J E C T  
K-181 August 2011 

 

 

~ Metro, _______________ _ 

What is your home rip code: 

Do you: ( cbeclc all that ~ly) 

j___ uve in the project are.a? 

__L_ Work in the p;<1ect area? 

j_ Corru:no.ne through the project area_, 

_Othm-? ________ _ 

R...ident Businesa 
Commuoi.ty or Neighborhood Organization 

Public: Agmcy 

F.oviromn=tal Organization 

Civic Orgmiutioo 

F.cooamic Oevek,proent Orga,ri,.alion 

Odie,-

©Metro 

Thank You! 
Give this Jnn:n to project staff or return to Metro: 

Postal Mail 

Roderick Diaz, Project M.maga
Los .\ngcles County Metropolitan 
Transportatio,, Authority 
One Gateway Plv..a 
Mail Stop: 99-ii-S 

Loe Ang,,les, CA 9001 !ii-!!95!1 

Email.: 
diazrodt!rick@pnetro.nd 

Project Hotline 
(i!!S) 92!1-i~S6 

Comments must be received by April 11, 2011 by 5pm. 

-ii -
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C R E N S H A W / L A X  T R A N S I T  C O R R I D O R  P R O J E C T  
K-182 August 2011 

Response to comment S.30-5A. 
 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility. 
 

©Metrd 
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C R E N S H A W / L A X  T R A N S I T  C O R R I D O R  P R O J E C T  
K-183 August 2011 

COMMENT: S.30-06.Patricia P. Gulto. 

 

~ Metra _______________ _ 

Crenshaw /LAX 
Transit Corridor 

Project 

Supplemental Draft .Environmental Impact Statemmt/ 
Redn:ulated Dnft F.nviromnmtal hnpect. Beport 

Comment Form 

S30-6 

"!be C=haw/LA .. X Trans;t C,,rr!dll, P"'""' ,_ w~lwmes your oom,1.oent, on the ev>lu:iti,m <>fprup,,o,,d m•int- fart"lity sites h,r 
Metro's light rail system and an update 011 p,>tfflLiai imparLs tD p11rlJand• and hiswric re,,mirs--es Pk,ue fill out this fonn and u,,e addiriorul 
sbttts, if necessary. Give this fonn to project ~talf or retun\ to Metro (see din:ctiou• on re•,e:rse). 

n) 

'-i',;,--!r-;c /~! iJ G u(fo 
Addre•• {S~ C~ Slilk, Zip) 

Email("'"' lllldrai., naiwp,riodicp,f!i,atfdata) 

m,,J, .:;,;..l'. ().~~ -______ 111!!!!11111 ___________ _ _No 

Maintmance Facility Sites: 

- Site #t 4, Arbor Vitae/Benmca 
_ Site#l5 Mane.bester/Aviation 
_ Site #17 Marine/Redorxlo Beach 
_ Division ill North Expansion 
- General Comments 

Comment (p1eue print): 

A:~ &: tr,~ A-11-?d,J N,~fof'·r-tl'l, ;r. nu d fo 
&lkbY ,d-<fJ U(~f}'- '7 IN.. vty t#,44 A 
'#1LA.l, 'hL-~r~':4 "!' ( U):I Cr!~ {er,:; C;.-,...4,;r{i '/ 'f ?' 

,~ ~ fL:L; tr,e !-(_ , -fM".dJ1 {!.£,m i,,-r M,.,,1:1,,, , i, w1?-:,'(;J~ 

-,1:, e,uAfR ~- ~ ( !/-!' 1< a,11 J'11A.A n/J/:, 

u.uL-t-.... l:u,~K p f~ . & --H-'-« D 
}:d -I,,:,,_,_ $ ' ~~ 

C 
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C R E N S H A W / L A X  T R A N S I T  C O R R I D O R  P R O J E C T  
K-184 August 2011 

 

 

©Metro ---------------------------------

O>nnnent (contiDJed): 

J/1 ~d "'i.5 an £1-ri..,-1 /~, - , t: .4-c-
Ac,r10¥ v .21 ,, "7k-<s ~v ,:_"> ~/!,:,!.,ttd~, 

ad( , fJ ..-;~uc.-< .,..J L•J'fMV 1,,.!,,__u...,,..._. 1 ;;; 

Do yoo: (check all that apply) 

~ in che project~ 

_~in !he project area? 
Othm' _______ _ 

winaw.-
J Rmdm~_8usinels 
~ Community or Neighborhood Organization 

~ PublicAgt!llCy 

Fnvironmental Organization 

CTvie Orpnizmon 

Economic Development Organization 

Other 

ttjMetro 

Thank You! 
Give this furm to project ttaJf or return to Me1nt. 

Postal Mail 

Rodericlr. Diaz, Project Mauger 
Loi Allp.ea County Metropolitan 
Tnnsportation Autbar:ity 
One Gateway Plaza 
Mail Stop: 99-i~ 
l.oll Anpes, CA 900 li-Sl952 

Email: 
diazrodcrick@metro.net 

Project Hotline 
(t 13) 9ft-i7:16 

Comments must be received by April 11. 2011 by 5pm. 

-ii -
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C R E N S H A W / L A X  T R A N S I T  C O R R I D O R  P R O J E C T  
K-185 August 2011 

Response to comment S.30-6A. 
 
Comment noted.  The provision of public transportation within the Los Angeles area provides an alternate 
means of transportation to eliminate reliance on the automobile and address increasing congestion that is 
occurring in the region as the population continues to grow.  
  
Response to comment S.30-6B. 
 
Comment noted.  The need for a maintenance facility is described in Chapter 1.0 Purpose and Need of the 
SDEIS/RDEIR.  The existing maintenance facilities cannot accommodate the light rail vehicles needed to 
operate the Crenshaw/LAX Transit Corridor Project. 
 
Response to comment S.30-6C. 
 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility. 
 
Response to comment S.30-6D. 
 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility. 
 
Response to comment S.30-6E. 
 
Comment noted.  The concerns that the commenter raises are all evaluated in Chapter 3.0 of the 
SDEIS/RDEIR. 
 
Response to comment S.30-6F. 
 
Comment noted.  Please see response to comment S.30-06A. 
 
Response to comment S.30-6G. 
 
Comment noted.  The economic effects of the maintenance facilities are evaluated in Section 3.14 of the 
SDEIS/RDEIR.  Adverse economic effects would occur for all of the alternatives except the Division 22 
Northern Expansion Alternative. 
 
 

© Metrd ____ _ 
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C R E N S H A W / L A X  T R A N S I T  C O R R I D O R  P R O J E C T  
K-186 August 2011 

COMMENT: S.30-07.Raphaele & Jim Machado. 

 

©Metro ----------------------------

Crenshaw /LAX 
Transit Corridor 

Project 

Supplemental D.raft Environmental Impact Su.temeat/ 
Recirculat.ed Dnft Environmental .hnpa.ct Report 

Comment Form 

S30- 7 

Tiie Cre,.sbaw /LAX Tramit Corridor project team wel,:omes your comme,il.!i on the evaluation of proposed msmtenanre firility sites fur 
Metro's light rail sy,i~ and an update on potential impacts to parl<lands and historic n,soun:es. Please 611 out this limn and use additional 
sheets, if necessary. Give this form to project staff or return to Meuo (see directions on ren,r-,e). 

Namr (Fim& LastNamr, Orgammion) 

B.lrP rt A- t;:" LE 9:: ..rI t-1 

Email {ml4r adtiral ID ~peritx.li&pru}ld z,pdata) Wmilil you lie ti) be added to lhe projE:Ct muling li5iti' 

JI,"-'t NP...AP@ /tOL, C..CH Yes _No 

1
1 !!!~(·0~1;.Ji•.'\ I Ml·!..\ 11 ~·10 

Mainl:ena.n(e Facility Sites: 

_ Site #1+ Arbor Vitae/Bellanc. 
_ Site #15 Manchest,,r/Aviation 
~ Site #17 Marine/ludoodo Beach 
_2i. DivisiOII ii North Expansion 
_ General Comments 

_ Parldands md Historic Resouroes 
(Section <9(f) Raoun:es) 

Comment (please print}. 

WE. &,st; TlfflT yo~ C f/t:IT' SE O /IJ S 
Cl F s j rE,,s Tfrll:T L/IJ I t..L Nor ltFEBC.5T° B 
Qu.R l-bM1 £:, 

-l-
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C R E N S H A W / L A X  T R A N S I T  C O R R I D O R  P R O J E C T  
K-187 August 2011 

 

 

© Metro, ______________ _ 

0o JOU: (dleck an that apply) 

){_Liwindiep'Oject-.? 

_Odlll'? _______ _ 

.x.. Remmt _eu.i-
Comm.mi1y or Ntigtohmhood Organizatian 

Pub&Apr:y 

Enviroamental Orpiization 

CMc Orpmatiaa 

EcxmnieDrwlopmmt OrpniAlian 

_)S_ Other ~,-.,cerz_ r J Ta<~ 
/ff;>M E; 0 IIJ ,J ~ 

Thank Youl 
Give tbil bm to project std" or ret1ll1I to Metro: 

Postal Mail 

RoderidtDia, Project Mauga
Loe Anpa Couaty M«rqditm 
TnmpartatiGa Authority 
OneG&trny Pia& 
Mail~&MW 
LoeAapia.CA 9001!1~52 

Fma.iL ~-
Project Hotline 
(t IS) &n-lTSIS 

C.Ommena must be received by April 11, 2011 by 5pm. 

~t-
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C R E N S H A W / L A X  T R A N S I T  C O R R I D O R  P R O J E C T  
K-188 August 2011 

Response to comment S.30-7A. 
 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility. 
  
Response to comment S.30-7B. 
 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility. 
 

©Metrd 
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C R E N S H A W / L A X  T R A N S I T  C O R R I D O R  P R O J E C T  
K-189 August 2011 

COMMENT: S.30-08.Jonathan Meister. 

 

©Metro --------------------------------------

S30-8 

From: Meister, Jonathan Omeister@24-r.com] 

Sent: Monday, April 11, 2011 5:42 PM 

To: Diaz, Roderick 

Subject: Comment on LAX/Crenshaw Expansion Project 

Dear Mr. Diaz, 

I attended the last two Public Hearing Meetings, one at the beginning of March at the Plight Center on 
Imperial HWY, the other at the Inglewood City Hall at the end of the month. We spoke together briefly 
at the end of the Inglewood City Hall meeting through a sign language interpreter. I was unable to find 
the online forum to register a comment, so please accept this email to you as my Comment and forward 
to the appropriate source. 

As a trained professional in architecture and urban planning, I hope that my comment will lend 
some weight. I ha'\'e two points I'd like to make: 

1. The ultimate aim of any urban planning project should be to cultivate a healthy urban environment by 
using ingredients already present at the site orto inject new ingredient~ to the site. The sites ofD-22 
and Site 17 already has viable ingredients for a healthy and growing urbM environment-- the 
development of the Fusion HOA, and the world renown tenants at Site 17 including DI-IL. LA Metro's 
presence is already evident especially at tbe D-22 site, and this is an opportunity to cultivate a healthy 
relationship between LA Metro and the neighborhood by keeping the D-22 site to the manageable scale 
it already has. There is much opportunity for community education at this manageable scale. Any 
growth to this site-- even a small S5M expansion-- will upset the scale and cause D-22 to become a 
industrial blight. 

2. A government funded project has the privilege to exercise long-te1m strategic and financial planning, 
and each such project SHOULD take advantage of this privilege. As it stands on the boards, the lower 

A 

cost option is to appropriate Site 17 and use D-22 for some expansion (which will come to B 
approximately $20M). However, this is face cost. The embodied cost will be far different. The 
expansion will bring an industrial scale to a location that is one of the more coveted residential locations 
in Los Angeles, and threaten to parasitically devalue this residential location. The total cost given these 
scenarios will be far higher than if one of the other sites were selected. 

In conclusion, I appeal to LA Metro to eliminate D-22 and Site 17 from final consideration, so that 
the ultimate aim of this urban pla1ming project is reached-- which is to ensm·e the new or 
continued vitality of the urban eumonment that is being appropriated. A sin1ple statement, but it 
defines an attitude that I ask that you all take with you to the decision table, and to honor all the C 
eloqnent statements already made by the caring and intelligent citizens whose personal and career 
lives stand to be affected by this project. 

Thank you for your consideration of my statement, 

Jonathan Meister 

In Service, 

4/13/2011 
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C R E N S H A W / L A X  T R A N S I T  C O R R I D O R  P R O J E C T  
K-190 August 2011 

 

 

_______________ (!, Metro 

Jonathan Master 
Business Developer & Project Manager I 24 Hour Restorati~n ® 1-888-524-4687 toll free 
jmeister@24-r.com I 310.728.6197 tel I 888.249 0024 fa~ 

Q 24HOlJIRESTORATION 
1-888-524-4687 EMERGENCY IIESl'ON5E 

!• 

CA LIC # 89~339 
Restoration Certified Firm# 118327 

This communication is the property of 24 Hour Emergency Restoration, Inc. It is intended only for the 
person or entity to which it is addressed and may contain information that is privileged, confidential, or 
otherwise protected from disclosure. Distribution or copyin6 of this communication, or the information 
contained herein, by anyone other than the intended recipient is prohibited. If you have received this 
communicaticn in error, please immediately notify Jonathan Meister by e-mail at jmeister@24-r.com or 
telephone at 1-949-269-2793. Please delete and destroy any copies of this communication. 

4/13/2011 
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C R E N S H A W / L A X  T R A N S I T  C O R R I D O R  P R O J E C T  
K-191 August 2011 

Response to comment S.30-8A. 
 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility. 
  
Response to comment S.30-8B. 
 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility. 
 
Response to comment S.30-8C. 
 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility. 
 
 

© Metrd ____ _ 
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C R E N S H A W / L A X  T R A N S I T  C O R R I D O R  P R O J E C T  
K-192 August 2011 

COMMENT: S.30-09.Erin Moore. 
 

 
 
 

©Metro -----------------------

Crenshaw /LAX 
Transit Corridor 

Project 

~ Draft Enviromneatal Impact Staument/ 
Ruircula~ Draft Environmental Impact Report 

Comment Form 

S30- 9 

11,e Cremhaw /LAX Tomit Corridor prq,,c,: teaxo welcomes your colllDll!llls on the evaluation of proposed maintenance facility ,nte, for 
Metro's light nil sy,,tem and an update on potential impacts to parklands and historic ffllOunu. Pleue fill out this form and uoe additional 
sheets, if necessary. Give this limn to P"'!iect staff or return to Metro (see directioos Oil revenei 

~ oj1 you like to be added to the project mailing list? 

~es _No 

-1-
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C R E N S H A W / L A X  T R A N S I T  C O R R I D O R  P R O J E C T  
K-193 August 2011 

 

 

~ Metro~--------------

Comment (coatinued): 

Resident ~ 
Omummity or Neighborhood Organization 

PublicAgmcy 

Enviromnental Organization 

Qvic Orpnizatic:a 

Eccmamic Developmmt Orpniulian 

Other 

Thank You! 
Give this bm 11) Jm!ject staff or return to Metro. 

Postal Mail 

Roderick Diaz, Project Muuger 
La, Angdes C-ounty Me1ropolitan 
Tnmaponarion Authority 
One Gateway Plaza 
Mail Stxip 99-iliHI 
Loe Angdei, CA 9001-952 

Email: 
diazroderick@metro net 

Project Hotline 
(IJS) 911-t73fl 

Comments must be received by Ap'il 11, 2011 by 5pm. 

- 1-
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C R E N S H A W / L A X  T R A N S I T  C O R R I D O R  P R O J E C T  
K-194 August 2011 

Response to comment S.30-9A. 
 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility. 
  
Response to comment S.30-9B. 
 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility. 
 
Response to comment S.30-9C. 
 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility. 
 
Response to comment S.30-9D. 
 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility. 
 
Response to comment S.30-9E. 
 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility. 
 
 

©Metrd 
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C R E N S H A W / L A X  T R A N S I T  C O R R I D O R  P R O J E C T  
K-195 August 2011 

COMMENT: S.30-10.Ann Murakami. 

 

© Metra. _______________ _ 

Crenshaw /LAX 
Transit Corridor 

Project 

Supplemental D:nft Environmmtal llllplct Statemmt/ 
Recirculated Dnft Environmental Impact lleport 

Comment Form 

S30 - 10 

1me Crenshaw/LAX TDDSit Corridor project team wekolues you,: comrnenb on the evaluation ofpropoaed rrwntenallce &.:ility .sites for 
Metro's light nil eyst'<!m 111d m update on potential impacts to parltl&ndo md bi1toric resources. ~ 6Jl Ollt tbi, rorm and use additional 
shffla, ifneceosu,. Give this form to pft!jcct .ca&' w retuni to Metro (see directi.oag on revene). 

Name(Fim&LimNIJffl4, ~) 

lj; Irv l--'k,r~l-6#; I 
Address (Slr~ ~ SriZllr, Zip) 

b'/01/ (,,.,J )Jjfk.. ?/ 

Main~ Facility Sites: 

_ Site #14, Amor VlUe/l!elluai 
Site #15 Manchester/ Aviation 
Site #17 Marine/Redondo Beacll 

V Divi&ion 22 North E:xpmsion 
- General Commmts 

Would you like to be addoo to the pro;ect mailing list.> 

_Ly.. No 

Commmt (please print): 

- I -

A 
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C R E N S H A W / L A X  T R A N S I T  C O R R I D O R  P R O J E C T  
K-196 August 2011 

 

 

________________ © Metro 

Comment (continued): 

What is your home zip code, 

Do you: (meek all that apply) 

JlUwlll diepqect _, 

_ Wort In the project Ila.' 
_Other? _______ _ 

Resident 81lllml!l8 
Comnwnity or Neigbborbood Organization 

Public Agency 

F.nvironmental Organu.atioo 

Clvic Organization 

Eoonomic Developmmt Organization 

Other 

(DMetro 

Thank You! 
Give this timn to project stall' or return to Metro: 

Poetal Mail 

Roderick Diaz, Prqect Mmaga
LOII Angela Olunty Metn,polilm 
Trmaportation.Autharity 
OaeO.W.,Plna 
Mail Stop: 99-U-S 
1-Anp1m, CA 90012-'l95!i! 

Email: 
~tro.net 

Project Hotline 
(t15) 9H-i7~ 

Comments must be received by April 11, 201 I by 5pm 

-t-
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C R E N S H A W / L A X  T R A N S I T  C O R R I D O R  P R O J E C T  
K-197 August 2011 

Response to comment S.30-10A. 
 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility. 
 

© Metrd ____ _ 
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C R E N S H A W / L A X  T R A N S I T  C O R R I D O R  P R O J E C T  
K-198 August 2011 

COMMENT: S.30-11.Mark Poulvan. 

 

________________ © Metro 

Crenshaw /LAX 
Transit Corridor 

Project 

Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement/ 
Recirculated Draft Environmental Impact Report 

Con1ment Form 

S30-11 

"lbe CrL'llshaw/L,\X Transit Corridor project team welcomes your comments on the evaluation of proposed maintenance facility sites for 
Metro's light rail system and an update on potential impacts to parklands ,md historic resources. Please fill out this form and use additional 
sheets, if necessary. Give this form to project staff or return to Metro (see directions on reverse).· 

Name (First Cs La.st Name, Orgamzalion) 

___&~,L p(:)0\JUA ~jllw.J w"-V 
Address (Stru~ Ciry, Staie, z;p; 

37 /(J 1/U_ic.-,._t~_- f/vi_'f_~=..-=--1• _,_~_r}J_O_/ ~-- ------
Emai1 ( en/er address to receive periodic prio:t 1,pdales) 

t'\'1. ovl~~47 e_s l>G&/dJ,../. ~ 
Would you like to be added to the project mailing list? 

Maintenance Facility Sites: 

Site # 14 Arbor Vitae/Bellanca 
Site #15 Manchester/Aviation 
Site # 17 Marine/Redondo Bearh 
Division 21! North Expansion 
General C'.-0mmcnts 

Parklands and Historic Resources 
(Section 4(t) Resources) 

.t,/Yes No 

Comment (please print): 

UJ4' ft.-c -e_~;sfr ~, ru· h~J n;ll,J ~ 
-z:;7.., ~ l (I "''w :;;;;,be!; &,... fi Vf~ 

--~ d: ,,--:z/4 ,;;:4µf fG.. ~~J-Jwu.o.r40 

4"'s hJ;,.,. ke: 

- l -

A 
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C R E N S H A W / L A X  T R A N S I T  C O R R I D O R  P R O J E C T  
K-199 August 2011 

 

 

~ Metro. _______________ _ 

Comment (continued): 

n:1 I l':-. .\BUL' I ) < 1[Jl{:-,Fl I 

What is your home zip code: Work zip code: 

Do you: (check all that apply) 

_ Live in the project area~ -· Commute through the project area~ 

_ Work in the project area? 
Other, __________ _ 

Ownahusii~ 

iiNidil&-----
Resident __ Business 
Community or Neighborhood Organization 

Public Agency 

Environmental Organi,.ation 

Civic Organization 

Economic Development Organization 

Other 

Metro 

Thank You! 
Give this form to p,tj ect staff or return to Metro: 

Postal Mail 

Roderick Diaz, Project Manager 
Los Angeles County Metropolitan 
Transportation Authority 
One Gateway Plaza 
Mail Stop: 99-21!-S 
Los Angeles, CA 90012-2952 

Email: 
diazroderick@metro.net 

Project Hotline 
(2 I 8) 9:i2-27S6 

C'.mnments must be received by April 11, 2011 by 5pm. 
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C R E N S H A W / L A X  T R A N S I T  C O R R I D O R  P R O J E C T  
K-200 August 2011 

Response to comment S.30-11A. 
 
Comment noted.  The existing railroad right-of-way is being used for the project alignment.  The project 
would not travel within the Aviation Boulevard right-of-way.  

©Metrd 
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C R E N S H A W / L A X  T R A N S I T  C O R R I D O R  P R O J E C T  
K-201 August 2011 

COMMENT: S.30-12. Denny Schneider. 

 

~Metro ---------------------------------

To Ken Alpern, Chair, CDll Transportation Committee 3-12-2011 

Re: Crenshaw/LAX Transit Corridor MTA Project Maintenance Yard Selection 

I understand that the subject Maintenance Yard will be discussed by the Transportation Committee. 

Bottom line Maintenance Site recommendation: Site 3 is best; Sites 2 and 4 are acceptable; 

and Site 1, although functional, is less desirable due to its limited ability to be e,cpanded to 

meet greater repair activity needs if, (when) the system ls e,cpanded beyond the current 

project. 

Our Westchester Neighbors Association (WNA) has held several meetings with MTA to hlghllght this 

project and to provide community input. WNA has expressed support for the MTA project as a whole 

and has asked for the "local" rail stop site to be located at Manchester/Aviation. 

I have had the privilege to be involved In this process for almost two years and am selected for the 

Crenshaw/LAX leadership Council which will help to review and guide the development of the 

environmental evaluation. 

Four candidate sites remaining In contention for selection later this year: 

1. Metro Division 22 Northern Expansion 3.5 Acre site just south of Rosecrans off the Harbor 

Subdivison rail at Isis adjacent to an existing rail maintenance yard In Hawthorne. 

2. Arbor Vitae/Bellanca 17.6 Acre site just south of Arbor Vitae off the Harbor Subdivision rail line 

in LA near Aviation. 

3. Manchester/Aviation 20.5 Acre site just west of the Harbor Subdivision rail line to Aviation in 

Inglewood from Arbor Vitae to the potential Manchester/Aviation proposed rail stop. 

4. Marine/Redondo Beach 14.2 Acre site off Redondo Beach Ave north of Manhattan Beach Blvd. 

Although none of these are outright reject able, Site 1 is an adjunct to an existing facility and is not 

expandable to meet future needs should they arise when the rail system is expanded. The other three 

meet are expandable and therefore more desirable. 

From our perspective Site 3, Manchester/Aviation, is the largest and most desirable. It is farthest from 

residential areas and displaces the least amount of business activity because most of the land is 

consumed by rental car facilities which will eventually be moved into the LAX Consolidated Rental Car 

facility. Further, construction at this site will improve construction costs for the "optional" 

Manchester/Aviation rail stop due to simultaneous construction overlap opportunities. 

There is strong support for a rail stop located at Manchester/Aviation within the Westchester 

Community. It is the only local stop within walking distances of residences and is easily accessible to 

connector bus lines. MTA has projected that this stop will be a very highly used when the South 

extension branch of the Crenshaw/LAX line is enacted. 

Denny Schneider, community advocate 

Oenny@WeLiveFree.com 

S30-12 

A 

B 

C 

D 
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C R E N S H A W / L A X  T R A N S I T  C O R R I D O R  P R O J E C T  
K-202 August 2011 

Response to comment S.30-12A. 
 
Comment noted.  Metro appreciates the ideas of the commenter and public input is an important part of 
the planning process.  The optional Manchester Station was removed from consideration during the final 
design process because of low initial ridership projections.  The project has been designed so as not to 
preclude the inclusion of Manchester Station over the aerial crossing at a future time. 
 
Response to comment S.30-12B. 
 
Comment noted.  The commenter correctly asserts that the Division 22 Northern Expansion Alternative 
does not have the future expansion potential that the other three alternatives have.   
 
Response to comment S.30-12C. 
 
Comment noted.  The commenter correctly asserts that the Site #15 Manchester/Aviation Alternative is 
the largest site, and along with the Site #17 – Martine/Redondo Beach Alternative, are the furthest from 
residences.  The amount of business activity that the commenter refers could be seen as a subjective 
qualification.  This site has the most businesses located on site.  The presumption that the rental car facility 
could be moved to the consolidated rental car facility is speculative and cannot be reasonably weighed in 
the characterization of business activity. 
 
Response to comment S.30-12D. 
 
Comment noted.  Please see response to comment S.30-12A.  Metro acknowledges the support from the 
Westchester community for a Manchester Station and the increased ridership potential if the South Bay 
Extension of the Metro Green Line is implemented.  
 

©Metrd 
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C R E N S H A W / L A X  T R A N S I T  C O R R I D O R  P R O J E C T  
K-203 August 2011 

COMMENT: S.30-13. Celinda Vazquez & George Avalos. 

 

©Metro --------------------------------------

From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Cc: 

Subject: 

Celinda Vazquez [celindavazquez@gmail.com] 

Monday, April 11, 2011 4:19 PM 

Diaz, Roderick 

George Avalos; ariel@scottmgmt.com; Ball, Rob 

Crenshaw/LAX Transit Corridor/Site #17 Marine/Redondo Beach: Opposition Letter 

Attachments: Metro Opposition Letter Vazquez-Avalos.doc 

Hello Mr. Diaz, 

Attached please find a letter of opposition to tlu: Crenshaw/LAX Transit Corridor/Site # 17 
Marine/Redondo Beach proposed project. 

S30-13 

Should you have any questions please do not hesitate to contact me. My contact information is below. 

111ank you, Celinda 

Celinda M Vazquez 
5405 W. 149th Place, Unit 5 
Hawthorne, CA 90250 
310.844.8076 
celindavazquez@gmail.com 
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C R E N S H A W / L A X  T R A N S I T  C O R R I D O R  P R O J E C T  
K-204 August 2011 

 

 

________________ © Metro 

April 11, 2011-04-11 

Roderick Diaz, Project Manager 
Metro 
One Gateway Plaza, MS 99-22-3 
Los Angeles, CA 90012-2952 
diazroderick@met ro.net 

RE: CrensJiaw/LAX Transit Corridor - Maintenance Facility Site !1117 Marine/Redondo 
Bueti Proposed Project 

Dear Mr. Diaz: 

My husband and I are homeowners at Fusion Condo (Building 5405 Unit 5). I am writing this letter in 
strong opposition to the proposed Metro Maintence Facility Site #17 project. There are several reasons 
for this opposition. They are as follows: 

► We are gravely concerned with the air pollutio n this construction will cause as we have a two 
year old and our building is 50 feet away from this site. Our son plays daily in our community's 
Tot Lo. This construction site is absolutely in a residential area not an industrial one as Metro 
has described. This site is bounded by young children. It is not acceptable to expose young 
children to this kind of environmental hazard. My son is not the only child resident at Fusion. 
There are many, many young children in the community. 

► Noise coming from this current site is a nuance, but we knew that when we purchased our 
home and have to deal with it. However, expanding this site will further the noise level. 

► At this difficult time in our economy and housing market, it is simply unthinkable to do more 
harm to homeowners/tax payers l>y cont ributing to lowering property values. Construction 
dust, noise and traffic issues will absolutely negatively impact our property value. 

► Lastly, we didn't learn about this project until our Homeowners Association and Property 
Management Company informed us ofit and from what we understand they were not notified 
in a pro-active timely manner by Metro. 

We urge you to reconsider this project and avoid putting innocent children in harms way. 

Sincerely, 

Celinda Vazquez&. George Avalos 

A 

8 

C 

D 
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C R E N S H A W / L A X  T R A N S I T  C O R R I D O R  P R O J E C T  
K-205 August 2011 

Response to comment S.30-13A. 
 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility. 
 
Response to comment S.30-13B. 
 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility. 
 
Response to comment S.30-13C. 
 
Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor Vitae/Bellanca) 
as the site for the maintenance facility. 
 
Response to comment S.30-13D. 
 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility. 
 
 

© Metrd ____ _ 
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S30-14 

Dear Mr. Diaz and whomever else it may concern: 

Please consider this email written to express my strong opposition to the MTA 
Expansion in Hawthorne, California. 

I am a resident of the Fusion at South Bay Community. I was one of the first buyers and 
have been living here since December 2006. 

As a relatively long-term resident, I am extremely concerned about the proposed 
expansion efforts for the following reasons: 

• - I work at home several days a week and will be significantly disrupted by the 
construction noise. 

• - I also rent my 2nd bedroom, and both the noise and proximity of the 
construction work to my home will be unappealing to prospective renters and 
may even turn desirable tenants away. 

• - Since I live in this community, which is less than 50 feet away from the 
proposed construction site, the work would absolutely be "adjacent to" a 
residential area and should not be inaccurately classified otherwise in order to 
make it okay. 

• - In addition to dust and other construction related air pollution, truck nolse and 
increased traffic on Aviation, the singular point of access to the community, will 
negatively impact quality of life in Fusion at South Bay. 

• - Currently, I believe that the Fusion community is adequately insulated from 
the main street to the west, the MTA site to the north and the Federal Building to 
the south. Some units, including mine, are also separated from the electrical field 
on the eastern border. However, if MTA expands as proposed, construction, 
publicity, public opinion and the final MTA facilities will significantly impair the 
value of my home. 

In addition, I am unacceptably uninformed by MTA of plans to build a car servicing and 
paint facility in this space adjacent to my home, but strongly oppose it for the same 
reasons as listed above. 

I most certainly would not have purchased a home in the Fusion community if I had 
known previously of the possible MTA expansion, and may reconsider continuing to live 
here if the plan is approved. 

In the given economy, it will probably be more realistic to rent than sell my home. And if 
the MTA expansion project proceeds, I may be forced to rent at a below market price. I 
fear that some neighbors may feel the same way. Ultimately, this could result in a 
complex that does not have the same culture of owner-occupied pride, visual aesthetics 
and safe surroundings. 

A 

B 

C 

D 

E 
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Please consider these points of strong opposition to the proposed expansion and find 
another place for the new facility/facilities. If you have any questions, please do not 
hesitate to ask. 

Thank you for your time and consideration, 

Debbie Bliss 
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Response to comment S.30-14A. 
 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility. 
 
Response to comment S.30-14B. 
 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility. 
 
Response to comment S.30-14C. 
 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility. 
 
Response to comment S.30-14D. 
 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility. 
 
Response to comment S.30-14E. 
 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility. 
 

©Metrd 
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LOS ANGELES COUNTY 

METROPOLITAN TRANSIT AUTHORITY 

CRENSHAW /LAX TRANSIT CORRIDOR LIGHT RAIL 

PROJECT 

OPEN HOUSE/PUBLIC MEETING 

FLIGHT PATH LEARNING CENTER 

6661 WEST IMPERIAL HIGHWAY 

LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA 

MARCH 1, 2011 
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S44-1 

were received. 

Please come to the mic when your name is called. 

Each speaker will be given two minutes to speak. There will be a timer 

on the screen for you to keep track of your time left. 

If you have any additional comments when your time is up, once again, 

you'll be able to submit rnrnments today or at a later date prior to April 11th by 5:00. 

Please remember to state your name, speak clearly and into the 

microphone so that the court reporter will be able to record all your comments. 

Oh, wr= have one more representative. We have Alex Varga with the 

Office of Mayor Pro Tern -- I'm sorry. We have Alex Varga, Mayor Pro Tern, in 

attendance as well, with the City of Hawthorne. I apologize. 

Okay. Robert Leabow, take it away. 

- PUBLIC COMMENT FORUM -

ROBERT LEABOW: Robert Leabow, Rolling Hills Estates. 

Looking at the four proposals, the one on -- for the Yard 22 Norlh seems 

too small but that seems like the most logical location since you do have some facilities 

there. 

And of the olher three yards, I would suggest the one in Redondo Beach 

because I think the ones closer to the airport, the land could be put to better use than a 

railroad yard. 

And the one in Redondo Beach, if it is built, will they -- the question I 

know you can't answer is: Will they have two yards, no matter which one is chosen, 

other than 22, operational almost side by side, or will they combine the Lwo? 
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S44-2A 

S44-28 

S44-2C 

TI1ank you. 

MR. G L'TIE RREZ: Thank you. 

If I could please have Chris Richert up at the mic. 

CHRIS RICHERT: Chri8 Richert. I am a resident of Hawthorne. I'm 

also a board member for the Fusion at South Bay Community Association. 

We have some serious concerns about the expansion of Di vision 22. 

First, we are in such close proximity, it's going to be a real noise 

nuisance as well as directly affect our property values. 

We have homes that are within 20 feet of the tracks existing. If we are, 

you know, potentially doubling the track, like there's no way that's not going to be a 

directimpact on quality of life. 

Another concern we have is it seems like we've been categorically 

excluded from the selection process as well as the information gathering. 

I have a copy of the distribution lists for the community groups, both 

from the September EIR as well as the one that was just released in February. 

We have homeowners associations from all over the city that are 

included on lhe dist.ribulion list. We are categorically excluded from both. Nol once 

has the MTA reached out to us as homeowners or as an organization to solicit our 

feedback. 

I know part of the requirement for an expansion of a facility like this is 

to, you know, notify people within a certain radius of the impacted area of public 

hearings, of environmental impact reports. 

There was a public hearing similar to this in December. I didn't receive 

a single notice and I found out after the fact and it was brought to my attention by a 

neighbor. 
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S44-2D 

S44-3A 

S44-3B 

S44-3C 

For this hearing I received nothing from the MT A and, again, only 

through our proactivity did we know about this. 

You know, property values for us -- you know, we're one of the only 

facilities that you're considering that's directly bordering, adjacentto a residential 

neighborhood. All the other sites are industrial, commercial. 

Yon know, these are kids. These are homes. These are -- wow. We 

really have a buzzer? 

MR. G l.5TIERREZ: "Thank you. 

Can I ph:ase have Mary Jo Farrell. 

MARY JO FARRELL Hi. I'm Mary Jo Farrell. I reside in Hawthorne. I 

also live in the Fusion at South Bay Community. 

Just to put it in perspective for you, if the D22 North expansion takes 

place, those guys will be working less than a hundred feet from my front door. 

I can already tell you, based on the noise from that facility, which one of 

those guys working nights is having trouble with his wife and whether they're getting 

along any better now, because all that noise comes into my home. 

And, yes, we boughl afler that thing was established but, you know what, 

we bought because it was a relatively contained, quiet facility. 

We did not sign on for a two-year construction process that will have 

eight trucks an hour trundling down our driveway right next to ours, with the noise, 

with the dust, with the stock-piled materials, with all that stuff blowing around. 

Now, another perspective for you is I find il disingenuous that the maps 

all show a tiny little triangle on the north border 650 feet from our homes. In reality, 

that's a staging area. 

The actual maintenance and preventive maintenance and painl and body 
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S44-3D 

S44-3F 

S44-48 

work is done 50 feet from a child's playground, 70 feet from the only park that our 

residenh! have access to. 

There's one way in and out of Fusion. There's one way in and out of 

D22 North. This is not the place to put a two-year construction project. 

Second thing that I find disingenuous is the financial impact is stated as 

only a loss of $2894 after the U.S. Storage facility goes away. 

You have to realize that the 280 residences at Fusion South Bay 

contribute two million dollars to this county's economy by way of property taxes. 

You're going to chop tholle Ly whatever prnpmtion property values drop. 

And 1 'm guessing, as a real estate professional, that we won't be able to 

give those homes away after a two-year construction period with twice the number of 

trains coming in and out of there. 

Thank you. 

MR. G LTIERREZ: Thank you. 

Up next we have Jim Segner. 

JIM SEGNER: My name's Jim Segner. I'm a board member of the 

Fusion community thal's being affected by this as well. 

What's interesting is l just received a map and I'd like to also verify that l 

did not receive, as two of my neighbors did not receive, any correspoudence on any of 

the hearings from the MT A. 

One thing I'd like to point out is what the gentleman before pointed out 

as Lo where the construction and the property was going Lo be brought in. They were 

pointing that out as the side yards, the storage yards for the trains. 

So what they did not point out is that when they do the expansion. that if 

you look at the map of what they're going to expand -- I'm going lo go on with whal 
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S44-4C 

S44-4D 

S44-4E 

S44-SA 

Maryjo said here -- is that the facilities to be expanded are right riext Joor to the 

homes. 

All the construction, all the 70 trains a day that are going to be 

maintained instead of the 17 they currently now have will be done within 50 feet of our 

homes. That is not acceptable. 

TI1e other thing I'd like to point out is that we were one of the facilities 

that was added on as an afterthoUEht. So when they talked about at the beginning of 

the presentation when they sought out public comments as part of the E IR, well, since 

we are not part of the <Jriginal selection process, none of us, even if we would have 

been notified, which we have not been notified, had no comment, no process, no way 

to input to the selection process and the criteria. 

And, second of all, the gentleman who said that there's no criteria for 

evaluating a major project like this, I work for a major aerospace company, and on a 

project this size there's always evaluation criteria on how it will be evaluated to make 

the final site selection based on technical, cost and public comments. So, sir, you 

misled us again. 

Thank you. 

MR. G LTIERREZ: "111ankyou. 

Up next we have Matthew Hetz. 

MATTHEW HETZ: TI1ank you. 

Matthew Hetz, Westchester resident, transit rider since 1992, so I greatly 

support the line. 

And as a Los Angeles resident, l think l '11 have to go to bat and support 

the Arbor Vitae/Bellanca site. As it being in a commercial area, there's no homes 

taken. I don't befa:,ve there's any homes close lo il, so that makes sense. 



 
 Final Environmental Impact Statement/Final Environment Impact Report 

Appendix K – Responses to Comments Received 
 

C R E N S H A W / L A X  T R A N S I T  C O R R I D O R  P R O J E C T  
K-215 August 2011 

© Metro ---------------------------------------

S44-5B 

S44-SC I 

S44-6A 

S44-6B 

And perhaps with the construction of the yard, perhaps the City of 

Los Angeles could be approached to help redevelop the whole business area there 

because it's rather old, falling down, decrepit and so forth. 

So it could be a win for trarnit, it could Le a win for the maintenance 

yard and for the city of Los Angeles to get a redeveloped business area in that center. 

I also support the station at Manchester and Aviation as an option. 

So I look forward to the line. I'll ride it. I can't wait for it to start. 

Thank you. 

MR. G LTIE RREZ: Thank you. 

Our next speaker is Tom Gutta. 

TOM G UTTO: Hi. Good evening. My name is Tom Gutto and I'm also 

a resident at the Fusion townhome complex there on 149th Place, and I just basically 

wanted to go on the record to voice my opposition to the D2.2 e.'<Pansion. 

My wife and I bought our home there hi July, so we were kind oflate to 

this whole process, and we just don't want to see our propert-y values decline anymore 

than they already are. 

Along wilh Lhe poinls Lhat my colleagues have made regarding traffic, 

the distance to our complex, the children playing there in the playgrounds, I just think 

that of the four sites you have, this is probably the worst site, and we definitely 

vehemently oppose that expansion. 

Fusion. 

Thanks. 

MR. GLTIERREZ: Thankyou. 

Next speaker is David Slavin. 

DAVID SLAVIN: My name is David Slavin. I'm also a resident at 
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S44-7A 

S44-7B 

S44-7C 

I was looking at the relative merits and co~ts of the different sites, and it 

seems like an expansion of Redondo is only relatively small in terms of price compared 

to the D22 choice. 

And there'~ a possibility that if you actually expanded one of the other 

three areas you could build more than you intended and also -- so that you could 

replace the work at D22 so that all •· you could actually take that away. You could sell 

that property. 

If you're going to buy property now for 14 or 17 or the other one, you're 

going to be buying at a lower price. 

If after two or three years, when you've built up that new facility, you 

could then sell the property at 22A for a higher value, it can offset the overall cost of the 

project. 

You would, then, not only get the advantages of that money that you'll 

get for selling the land if you sell it to something like condos or townhornes, you'll get 

an increased revenue strain from future property taxes. 

And I noticed that D22A is cunently marked as industrial. That 

particular plol may be induslrial bul lhere is nothing around Lhere lhal is industrial. 

1 he closest thing that's industrial is across the street which is a semiconductor fab area 

for ~orthrop. Butthat building is made so that whatever goes on inside is quiet and 

there's no noise or light coming out of there. 

The noise and light that currently comes out of the DZ2A facility is very 

anno}ing and disruplive to our property values and our way oflife. 

So if you could consider that as a possibility. I think that's a win-win for 

the city. the county, MTA and the residents in that area. 

Thanks. 
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S44-8A 

S44-9A 

544-9B 

MR. G LTIE RREZ: Tiiank you. 

Up next we have Bonnie Shrewsbury. 

BONNIE SHREWSBURY: Hi. I'm Bonnie Shrewsbury. I also live in 

Fusion. I wanted to reiterate what my neighbors have heen saying. 

"Ibis is the one site, the one choice that is adjacent to residential. The 

expansion that you're talking about up on th1: north property, the actual expansion will 

be happening 50 feet from people's homes. There are children that live there. 

You have other o-ptions and I would like to ask that you please choose a 

site that does Tl()t impact residenc1:s, dcJes not impact LA. County prop1:rty taxes. 

Fusion. 

MR. GUTIERREZ: Thank you. 

Next speaker is Jennifer Newman. 

JENNIFER NEWMAN: Hi. My name is Jennifer Newman. I also live in 

I just wanted to go on the record to say that it ddinitely n1:eds to be taken 

into consideration that it is not just an industrial site. Everything in that presentation 

suggested that it was industrial, leading everyone to believe that it is. but if I could go 

on I.he record to make thal wall thal we have right now higher, I would, but Lhal's nol 

even an option. 

We are already inconvenienc1:d by the sounds and the noise and dust and 

everything going on right now. To expand it would -- it would be unbearable. We'd 

have to leave and our property values would go down, so we'd be at a bigger loss than 

when we started, so thanks. 

MR. GUTIERREZ: Thankyou. 

I will be announcing two at a time so we can make sur1: everyone has 

Lime to make I.heir commen ls tonight. 
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S44-lOA 

S44-10B 

S44-lOC 

So first up is John Bacon followed by Hannah Bentley. 

JOH'-/ BACON: I'm a local electrical engineer. 

MR. GUTIERREZ: Can you please state your name into the record. 

JOH\/ BACON: John Bacon is my narnic and, having grew up in 

Chicago, l 'm familiar "'ith this particular technology under consideration; rail 

technology. 

It seems to me that one thing you could do instead of building these -

having these special storage lots in one small area, we could just have lines -- have a 

storage track paralld to the line -- well, the present Green Line along the 105. Tilere 

should be enough room for at least one track all along there and it would cut down on 

deadheading in the evening and in the morning because of the heaviest traffic that 

sources from the east end. 

Also, it would be more convenient to drop off failed trains and activate 

fresh ones so you could maintain reliability. 

Certainly, you would have to have some way of cutting the cost of 

moving to and from the maintenance facilities, which there's enough room right now 

where they're doing il now, bul you could do it aulomatically using electronics. 

I mean, there's an electronics revolution and some rail -- some 

commuter lines actually run without requiring personnel on board at all, even in 

passenger service. And certainly for deadheading and so on you could do that; have an 

automatic operation, rather. 

The original Green Line was designed so you could have automatic 

operation because none of it's along the street. 

So, anyway, I would suggest that you use electronics for control to avoid 

having to have any of these four sites expanded for storage and i l would be more 
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S44-llA 

S44-11 B 

S44-llC 

S44-11 D 

S44-11 E 

convenient and lower rnst in operation as well as initial construction. 

Thank you. 

MR. GCTIERREZ: Thank you. 

So we have Hannah Bentley up next followed by Steven Johnson. 

HAN~AH BENTLEY: Hi. My name is Hannah Bentley. I'm a resident 

of Fusion complex. I'm also an envirnnmental lawyer and I've done a lot of work 

under CEQA. So I have a lot of things I want to say very quickly. 

First of all, I think there's a segmentation issue with regard to this EJR. 

think that's tme bemuse we know that you're looking at maintenance facilities for a 

number of different lines and it appears that you've just tried to jam this issue onto 

this EIR. So l don't think that's appropriate because you're considering more traffic 

than is covered in the present EI R at that site. 

Second, the project area that you described, as many other residents have 

discussed, you're talking about buying a little triangle to the north, but all of the 

construction is going to occur right next to our residences, so that's not -- it's quite 

deceptive. 

That brings me to notice. There's a huge issue about nobody in Lhe 

complex knows about it. We're talking about 280 units and thousands of people going 

in and out of this oue driveway. And that brings me to h·affic. 

So you haven't talked about traffic that would result from the 

construction at the site and how this would affect all the residents who are trying to get 

in and ou:t of this one entrance at Fusion. 

There's h~e issues about noise that other residents have brought up 

and questions about inverse condemnation. It's nice that we're here next to the airport 

today and there's precedent regarding inverse condemnation due to noise, so I would 
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S44-11 F 

S44-12A 

S44-12B 

S44-12C 

S44-12D 

just cornrnend that to your attention. 

Zoning and land me. I thought that discmsion is not really adequate 

because you're talking about dividing an established community and you're saying 

that's not happening, hut if you get a critical mass of trains going in and out of this one 

site that's basically like a finger sticking between a commercial area and a residential 

area, it's a problem. 

Thank you. 

MR. G T..:TIERREZ: "Thank you. 

Steven Johnson followed by Brandon Bentley. 

STEVEN JOHNSON: Hi. I'm Steven Johnson. I am also a board 

member of the Fu~fon and I've been following this issue for the past few months. 

You know, my personal unit, I look out my window and I look right into 

the Metro yard. Granted, l knew it when I bought it and, you know, right now l can't 

have my windows open at night he cause they like to test their horns at night, and just 

to increase that noise to a triple-, quadruple-fold is going to be a problem. 

Another issue we're having is EMFs; electromagnetic fields. Right now 

our ralings are 3.8 right by the tracks from about Building 5400 on the norlh side and 

national average is .9. So when you double in the amount of trains that come across, 

you're going to increase that rating potentially even more. 

As others have said, that area where it's north expansion is not really a 

northern expansion. It's a full expansion of all of Division 22. That area's just going to 

be just for storage. 

1 haven't seen personally, yet, the building plans and how the 

construction's going to work there and what's going to be the aesthetic appeal. Maybe 

you're looking al improvements. I think we need to see some more of that 
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S44-12E 

S44-12F 

S44-12G 

S44-13A 

infonnation. 

As far as -- you know, Fusion is the only residential community that is 

going to be impacted by any of your four sites. The other three sites are primarily 

industrial, and I find it very interesting that our community even got considered. 

'lhe other problem I see is long-term expansion. You know, it's our 

facility. Unless you start buying out all of Fusion and maybe buying out the office 

buildings Lhat are next to it, there's really no other place to expand right there. You 're 

pretty much tied in with streets, with corridors, v,1:ith buildings that are probably not 

taken -- that you can't take over, where the other site~ you have a lot longer, l)igger 

expansion. 

So I think the best thing would be, obviously, build and consolidate and 

gel rid of that facilil-y altogether and bring up our property values and do the reverse. 

l 'm sure we would all be happy with that. 

So we would just like to keep seeing more information but, obviously, 

the association and the homeov,mers are wholly against this. We have 280 homes, over 

500 to 600 residents that would be impacted by this. 

MR. G LTIERREZ: Thank you. 

If we could have llrandon llentley nai followed by Mason Rathert. 

BRANDON BENTLEY: Brandon Bentley, resident of Fusion. I live in 

Building 5400 which is the closest building to the tracks that enter Division 22 facility. 

Trains. What'd you say? 17, I think, is the number someone gave. 17 

trains Lhat are there now expanding to 70 trains. That's 70 trains going by my Cron t 

door every day. More than that, because we have the other track that goes to and fro 

every day as well. 

But if you don't think that thal's going to impact the way that I live in my 
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S44-138 

S44-13C 

S44-13D 

S44-l 3E 

home, the way that you 1ive in your home if you lived that dose -- granted, when we all 

bought in Fusion we knew that that facility was there, but we did not expect for them to 

double or triple or quadruple the size of that facility. 

And it's not even the size. It's the number of trains that are going in and 

out of that facility. 

And, to reiterate everything that everyone else has said from Fusiou here, 

the little triangle that you're talking about, you've already stated you're not putting a 

building on that site. You're just using that to store your trains. 

All the buildings are going to be el(panding, the buildings that are 

currently there, which means two years of construction, two years of dust and noise, all 

of that right on top of us and I don't think that's right. 

I think either one of Lhe two LAX facilities would be much bigger. Your 

board over there says that the expansion possibilities on Site 22. after this expansion are 

zero. TI1e expansion possibilities on your other three sites, you can practically double 

those. 

Why would you go for this one when you can't expand when you know 

you wanl lo expand in Lhe fulure, you wanl to add more rail lines to the cily of L.A., 

which the city of L.A. needs. 

Why would you pick a site that you cannot expand any further than what 

it is right now. Why not go with a site that you can take and you can build it lo what 

you need now but it can also expand for your future needs. 

Thank you. 

MR. GUTIERREZ: Thankyou. 

Mason Rothert followed by Joel Reeves. 

MASON ROTHERT: Hi. My name's Mason Rolhert. I'm a resident of 
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Fu8iou as well. 

I want to say pretty much everything that my fellow residents are saying 

about property values and traffic and noise. It's a problem but I think that what we're 

al8o leaving out is the fact that behind Fusion 18 a massive power grid for the F.di son 

power station. 

You've got a lot of electricity blasting out there. You're going to put more 

overhead contact lines for trains that are already there. 

I've got an eight-month-old daughter. I've got a wife who works at home, 

and I'm vt~ry concerned about the electromagnetic field that's going to increase with 

that. 

So I hope that you guys find something that's away from Fusion. We 

have too many children, loo many young families and we don't need to increase that 

electromagnetic field. 

So thank y()u. 

MR. GUTIERREZ: Thank you. 

Joel Reeves followed by Elin Monroe. 

JOEL REEVES: Joel Reeves. I also live in the Fusion condo complex. 

Just to reiterate what my neighbors have said eloquently, l vehemently 

oppose Division 22 as well as Site 17, the Marine/Redondo one, for three main 

reasons. 

One, as a citizen of Hawthorne, the MTA's disclosure and 

announcement of possible sites was not handled, in my understanding, according to 

procedure. 

Number two, as a resident, I'm concerned about possible radiation and 

other health-related issues and impact on my family, just like Mr. Rotherl pointed out. 
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I don't understand the total impact of electrnrnagr1etic fiel<ls, but it 

makes me nervous enough that we've got the power grid behind us, we've got the rail 

station right here. The last thing I want to do is to increase that. 

And, thirdly, a8 a real estate prnfessional, I'm extremely concerned about 

property .-alues especially in Fusion, as well as the entire area, and I personally don't 

want to see my property value go down. 

Thank you very much. 

MR. G T..:T IE RREZ: "Thank you. 

Erin Monrne followed by Alex Vargas. 

ERIN MONROE: Hi. My name is Erin Monroe. I also live at the Fusion 

complex. 

I actually li'ie on the opposite side, away from the train station that's 

there, and I actually can hear it from my window as well. I keep my windows closed at 

night. The light is very, very b1ight. 

To piggyback on what everybody else has already said, I would like to say 

all that plus the electromagnetic field. 

We have babies; a lot of newborn babies. Those are very young families 

that live there. So just -- I feel like l 'm in an fain llrockovich mo,ie with -- you know, 

with that it's a very scary thing if you Ii ve there. 

I live at home. I work at home. I'm there all day long. My fiance's there 

all day long. It's a big deal to us. 

Property values •· I mean, we can't even imagine. There's so many more 

things that I want to say. 

The wall that separates us from the train station is literally from where 

you're standing lo probably about this post and it's probably aboul a foot-wide brick 
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wall that's maybe a little higher than me. It's not very much of a separation. I mean, 

we're talking, when people are saying 50 feet, it's literally 50 feet. It's right there. 

What else did I have to say. 

Also, the security. All oftho8e people coming in and out, 70 more trains, 

all those constmction workers, all those people in and out. 

TI1ere is the one driveway everybody keeps talking about, again, about 

that wide, separated by the brick wall. There's a lot more people coming to our 

backyards. 

280 units. TI1at's a lot of homes in that tiny, little area. A ton of people 

are going to be affected by just this one simple thing that can be easily put somewhere 

else. It's just a lot of people to move and to affect that way. 

Also, the consultation. 1 've only received one letter about a month ago 

and this was already all done. Never once was I asked if I was okay with this. So that's 

the last thing l'<l !ike to say. 

Thank you. 

MR. G LTIE RREZ: Thank you. 

Alex Vargas followed by Peler Jorgensen. 

ALEX VARGAS: Hi, there. My name's Alex Vargas. I'm the mayor pro 

tern for the City of Hawthorne and I'm here in solidarity with the residents of 

Hawthorne and the residents of the Fusion complex. 

And I just wanted to make note that the City of Hawthorne city council 

has passed a resolution opposing Lhe expansion of lhc maintenance facility al lhe right 

north of the Fusion complex. So that's one of the things I wanted to note. 

But I personally am here as mayor pro tem for the City of Hawthorne in 

solidarity with lhe residents. And I definitely won't take away some of the points that 
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t}u~ residents want to make, hut we are opposing it because it is adjacent to residences 

and the increased activity is going to affect the residents in a negative way. 

And also I want to make note that to the northwest we also have some 

hotel~ and some long-term-housing hotel complexes right tl1ere that might be affected 

as well. 

And one of the things I want to •· you could take away is •· okay, if not 

build it here, where else. 

WelL this is a site that is very small. lt's about 3.5 acres, 4 acres at the 

max, so the opportunity for expan~ior1 is not there. And we do have three other site~ 

that are not surrounded by residences which is one of the major considerations that 

you should have. 

And I also wan led to touch base on lhe evaluation process and the 

gentleman did say that they were going to take the totality of all the information but, as 

we know, this is public money and everything I do and everything all the other 

agencies stated they do are subject to accoun tabilit-y. 

So we would hope that there's going to be some accountable information 

Lhat's going lo be presented lo lhe taxpayers and lo lhe residenls. 

MR. G LTIE RREZ: "111ank you. 

Peter Jorgensen followed by Rob Antrobius. 

PETER JORGENSEN: Good evening. My name is Peter Jorgensen. I'm 

the district manager of OHL Global Forwarding, the largest tenant at Redondo Beach, 

the sile referred to in Lhe project as Marine/Redondo Beach Alternative. 

l 'm here to state that DH L clearly opposes the selection of the site as 

preferred alternative for the new light rail maintenance facility. 

DH L has been a tenant at the sile for five years. We have a lease lefl for 
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five years and we have an option for another five years. 

Before moving to this facility, we paid for an extensive research for 

properties that were large enough to suit our operation's needs and close enough to the 

last remaining competitor in our industry. Literally, this was the only location we 

could find and the same would be true if we did another search today. 

After spending roughly 7 million dollars on improvement .md going 

through extremely lengthy and expensive process to be certified and bonded by U.S. 

Customs and TSA, it would be a great burden to have to go through the same process 

soon after this is completed. 

In addition, itis the only gateway facility of OHL Global Forwarding in 

the western U.S. and any disruption on the move and our critical freight and our 

employees' working environment would have considerable impact on the DHL system 

and our customers globally. 

We currently employ 337 people at this location including 212 office 

employees and 125 warehouse employees. These are good paying jobs. The average 

annual income of an office worker is around $70,000 and for warehouse $75,000. The 

majority of these jobs are union jobs as well represented by Teamsters Local 986. 

On behalf of 1) H L and hundreds of employees, we rely on these highly 

paying jobs. 

Thank you. 

MR. G l.:TIE RREZ: Thank you. 

Rob Antrobius followed by Ken Alpern. 

ROB ANTROBlUS: Good evening. My name is Rob Antrobius. l'm the 

vice president for AM B Property Corporation and an officer out of our Los Angeles 

offi.ce. 
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We're the landowner of 4000 Redondo Beach Boulevard. Our property is 

referred to as the Marine/Redondo Beach for purposes of this maintenance facility site 

selection process. 

I am here to state AM B's unambiguous position -- opposition to the 

selection of our property for a Metro maintenance facility in conjunction with the 

Crenshaw/ LAX Tr.msit Corridor project. We want to Le clear that under no 

circumstances would we be a willing seller. 

AM B is one of the leading owner-operators of air freight and distribution 

facilities in the world and we are especially prominent here in S outlu:rn California. 

This particular property stands out as unique because of its size, 

proximity to the airport and support by the city of Redondo Beach. It is because of this 

fact that this type o[ property is literally irreplaceable. 

And I am also here to support the interests of our two principal tenants, 

OHL GloLal, whom you just heard from, and JR286. 

D HL Global is a leader in the air and ocean freight market, and JR286 is 

an entrepreneurial leader in the manufacturing and dish;bution ofbranded licensed 

sporls products. JR286 actually just became the exclusive distribulor for lhe Nike 

brand. 

To recommend or select this site as a prospective location for a 

maintenance facility would jeopardize both of these companies and, most importantly, 

the over 400 employees they have at this site. 

We respectfully urge you to select a site wilh less significant impacts or, 

at the very least, a willing seller. 

Thank you. 

MR. GUTIERREZ: Thank you. 
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Ken Alpern is next followed by Jim Machado. 

KEN ALPERN: Good evening. My name is Ken Alpern and I co-chair 

the Grassroots Friends of the Green Line. I am also Bill Rosendhal's counsel, District 

11, Transport.ation Advisory Committee Co-diair but, really, I can only speak for 

myself. 

I have l.Jeen a big advocate of the Crenshaw Line and the Green Line 

going to the South Bay for qLtite some time, but I also understand the principles that 

they have to be cost effective and also we need to, if possible, go in the path ofleast 

resistance. And I could lie wrong, l.Jut 1 'm gettir1g the idea Hawthorne's not too foolish 

about their local site. 

Also, Redondo Beach, you know, to be my knee-jerk sort of selfigh, 

preferred place, because il would help get the Green Line into the South Bay, that, 

unfortunately, has to sort of step below the options of 1 ~ and 15 for a very painful 

reason. 

Those of us who have dealt with the FAA blocking, really blocking the 

fact that we've Green-Lined to LAX, we may discover to our honor that that is not 

gonna -- Lhat's going to continue. Thal's going to drag on. There will always be 

obstructionists. 

It may force us, to our horror, that we have to establish a maintenance 

location north of the LAX runway simply because getl-ing the Expo Line to LAX, 

Century and Aviation will be something that we can do before the connection to Green 

Line. 

This isn't something 1 say happily but I've been observing the FAA 

obstructionism for quite a few years -- a decade, as a matter of fact -- and this is just a 

hard, painful reality. 
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What'8 interesting is I've not yet heard any Westchester residents 

badmouth either 14 or 15 by preference in terms of the shape and the size is for 15 for 

that reason. 

And on a final note, we do realize we're trying to extend the Crenshaw 

Line to the Wilshire corridor and beyond, maybe, so having a very large but expensive --

1 'm sorry -- expensive, large facility may be, in the short and long run, the right thing to 

do. 

Thank you very much. 

MR. G LTIE RREZ: Thank you. 

Jim Machado followed by Craig Saulsbury. 

JIM MACHADO: Jim Machado and I would just like to say shame on 

you MTA. 

How you can stand in front of us and give a presentation like this and 

put up a chart where the Fusion is standing there, with all those people, all the 

construction, the 70 trains coming forward, and what do you do? You show a small 

graphic as if that was going to be part of the action. I don't know how you could stand 

in front of us and give us misinformation like that. 

We're only a few people here. When they leave and they take this 

information, it goes out to the community and that's how it's going to be voted. 

There's only a few of us. These people are giving the community 

misinformation. 

I insist thal you change lhal damn chart and put on it where ihe Fusion 

is. where the kids are and what you're trying to do. 

I don't know who's going to get the benefit of your choice, but how we 

ended up al Lhe very last minute on Lhe list, how we ended up not getting any 
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infonnation shows me poor government and poor administration. 

I am ashamed of both of you. 

MR. GCTIERREZ: Thank you. 

Next speaker is Craig Saulsbury followed hy Celinda Vasquez. 

CRAlG SAULSBURY: Yes. Craig Saulsbury, also a resident of f<usion. 

You know, it's very difficult to stand up here and make a lot of great 

points when most of them have already been made. I think the last presenter with a lot 

of zest really hit two points. 

I'm standing in the bark rDom with a four-month-old. My wife•~ 

traveling. I'm a concerned resident so I'm here, actually, with a young baby which is 

one of many at this facility. 

And I'd actually ask any of you guys lo come on any day and see how 

many strollers are being pushed around and ask if that's where you'd want your kid to 

be. 

With the last gentleman, a couple points that I'm just standing back 

there all night listening to is everybody's transparency and disregard. 

The amounl of lransparency has obvio u.sly been lacking and I hope you 

guys take it to heart and really take a moment to say if this is a location near the Fusion 

property that you want to use, did you actually give the people around it the ability to 

have a voice. 

Full disclosure absolutely not there. 

Disregard. I've seen multiple people with MTA badges leaving. I've 

seen people in the back room chatting. 

We're your constituents in a sense. We're the people that hopefully 

we're working -- Mr. Diaz I talked Lo for quite a while. He's like, "We want lo be good 
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neighbors." l haven't i;een much neighborly interaction happening here. 

I think you guys really need to take a look at the court reporter's list and 

line item every single thing that's been discussed. There's no reason for me to 

reiterate it except for really take a good look and when you say indu8ma1 for the other 

options and leave it out for this option, 1 'm wondering, if we go back to the 

transparency piece, are you guys really being transparent with us. 

Thank you for your time. 

MR. G T..:TIERREZ: "Thank you. 

Celinda Vasque,>. followed hy Mike Stevenii. 

CELINDA VASQUEZ: My name is Celinda Vasguez and I'm a 

homeowner at Fusion and I'm also a mother of a two-year-old. 

I grew up in the area so l 'm very familiar with the community and l 'm 

really displeased with the description of this project. 

We are absolutely -- this site is absolutely bounded 1.Jy resident!!. I see 

children all over the complex and it really is disheartening to be here as a mother and 

to really understand clearly that that has not been taken into con!!ideration. 

The heallh impacts, as others mentioned before, Lhe EMFs. We were 

concerned when we first purchased our home four years ago, five years ago. We did 

the research and we felt comfortable with what was in place at the time. 

My building is right next to the maintenance facility as well and we hear 

the noise at night. Increasing any activity there would just absolutely impact the 

quality oflife for the residents, for Lhe children that are there, for the families. 

1 urge you all to look at this. l urge our elected officials to look at this 

and to really voice the concerns of the residents. 

The children IJ1at are nol here today that will be impacted, it's just -- it's 
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really disheartening to see this process. And as someone that comes out of 

government, I just know that we can do better. 

MR. GLTIERREZ: Thank you. 

Mike Stevens and our last speaker card for tonight is JeffTiddens. 

MlKE STEVENS: My name's Mike Stevens. I'm an Inglewood resident. 

Years ago we •· well, it still exists. LAX expansion. Now, we covered area 

from Playa de! Rey all the way to South Central Los Angeles, from El Segundo to 

Westchester and Culver City. 

Now, I want to say two things here. TI1e best solution here would be 

Arbor Vitae and Bellanca. That property ·· Dollar Rent-A-Car has proposed a master 

plan for LAX to be relocated. So what we would do is just simply remove them earlier 

than what supposedly is going to be projected. 

Bottom line is that's where it should go. 1bere's no residences. LA. has 

acquired the property all the way to the 405 Freeway. 

So from what I've been able to observe here from what you have here, 

my choice would be for you to impact the area of Arbor Vitae and Bellanca because no 

one lives Lhere. The only people that you have lo really deal wilh is the rental agencies 

and LAX. 

Now, I want to say something to the people who are here. 15 years ago, 

when LAX proposed to expand its airport, many of you felt that it was good for 

commerce and business. ]nose of us who lived around the airport, we tried to let you 

know how we were negalively impacled. 

This fight is not over yet with LAX expansion. But just as you're 

complaining about the electromagnetic waves, we complain about diesel soot and 

diesel particulate matter. Benzene causes cancer. 
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I 'cl like for you all to keep the same frame of mind that you have today 

when L.A. proposes bringing this airport all the way to the 405 Freeway. 

If this transit center was placed where it needs to be, at Arbor Vitae and 

Hell an ca, LAX may not be able to expand its run way all the way to the 405 Freeway. Do 

you see? 

We're all in this together. You have a good evening. 

MR. G LTIE RREZ: Thank you. 

The last speaker card is for ) effTiddens. 

JEFFTIDDENS: My name is JeffTiddens. I'm a resident of Fusion a8 

well and my son's one of -- basically the troublemaker around here that's been rallying 

up and clapping for everybody from Fusion. 

So !hank you, Parker. 

But he's a perfect example. He goes and plays on that play lot and 

10 feet away is the wall and on the other side of it's a bunch of trains. 

Not only -- luckily, we only have 17 to deal with right now but I can tell 

you he's been woken up in the middle of the night not because of traffic on the rai1way 

right !here, bul actually up in fronl of Fusion where they're pulling in some of lhe cars 

out on the semis. 

Have you ever heard a semi try to stop with a megaton trailer on the back 

at 2:00 in the morning? Guess what. It wakes you up. And it's woken him up and it's 

woken us up. 

That's only one part of lhe noise pollulion that we're going Lo have. If 

you have 70 more trains corning in, guess what, you're going to have a lot more 

pollution. 

All Lhe construction !hat goes back there, guess what, that's back by the 
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play area. TI1at's where our kids are going to have all that dust and exhaust corning 

into their lungs. 

My kid's played back there. I've seen hundreds of other kids play back 

there and our Fusion apartment•· or Fusion rnmplex is young. We have a lot of young 

families. We're hoping to create a very family-oriented area. '!bat only happens when 

people stay around. 

And guess what. We won't be able to sell our places ifwe do want to 

move because of this. So guess what. We're going to be in there for the long haul. 

hope you guys are with us. 

There's two options up there that seem a lot better than going right at 

Fusion or D22 or whatever it is. So I hope you guys really do consider everybody's 

speeches tonight. They absolutely did a wonderful job expressing everything that we 

have. 

So thank y()u very much. 

- CLOSING REMARKS -

MR. G lTIERREZ: ·111ankyou. 

If there aren't any other speaker cards, I'm going to pass it back to the 

project manager, Roderick Diaz. Thank you. 

MR. DIAZ: I won't address all of the questions, but a lot of you made a 

few points that I do want to address related to the layout of the facilities. Thal is a fair 

point and that's why I pointed out the pages in the Environmental Document where 

those are pointed out. We will make efforts to place them on boards for our public 

hearing and into the presentation. That is a fair recommendation to make. 
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A lot of you did rru:ntion notice. We did purchase c:omrnercial mailing 

lists within a half mile of each of the sites that were purchased. Maybe some of you are 

new people who purchased into it that aren't on the commercial mailing lists that we 

purchased. 

If there is a way where we can enter your complex and put hangers on 

the doors or whatever and make flyers, we'd like to be able to do that, and maybe one of 

you can contact me with a way and a strategy to have better notice related to this. 

All of you who did sign in are on our mailing list now and will receive 

Tl otices, most prominently thrnugh e-mail, of fuhlre meeting8 and future activities 

related to this project. 

But we're glad that you all did get notice of this meeting and were able to 

come tonight. So we do look forward to attendance al the March 31st hearing. It will 

be structured in the very same way. 

TI1e last thing I will address is the evaluation criteria. Of course, we do 

have evaluation criteria. There are some listed there in tenns of a comparison of 

proposed alternatives, but it's impossible at this point as to what's the most compelling 

of all of these evaluation cri leria. 

Part of what we get from these hearings is to get a sense of what is 

important to the residents and that's why I say the totality of the comments and the 

technical information is what we use to make recommendations to our Board. 

And so with that, Edgar, did you have any closing commentsl 

MR. GLTIERREZ: No. 

MR. DIAZ: Okay. l 'd like to thank you all for coming this evening. We 

did certainly hear a lot of good comments and a lot of very technically focused ones that 

we do have to focu.g on and develop responses lo. 
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TI1ere are people in Laclges. We will remain until the encl of the periocl 

and even after if you so choose to stay with us. 

I don't know if there are airport representatives here but we'll stay as 

long as we're allowtd to stay. 

Thank you very much. If we can answer any more questions, we'd be 

happy to do so. 

Thank you. 

And if you want to attend our next hearing, it's March 31st. 

(At 8:00 p.m. the meeting was c]()secl.) 

-oOo-
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Response to comment S.44-1A. 
 
 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility. 

© Metrd ____ _ 
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C R E N S H A W / L A X  T R A N S I T  C O R R I D O R  P R O J E C T  
K-240 August 2011 

COMMENT: S.44-2. Chris Richert. 
 
Response to comment S.44-2A. 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility. 
 
Response to comment S.44-2B. 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility. 
 
Response to comment S.44-2C. 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility. 
 
Response to comment S.44-2D. 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility. 
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C R E N S H A W / L A X  T R A N S I T  C O R R I D O R  P R O J E C T  
K-241 August 2011 

COMMENT: S.44-3. Mary Jo. Farrell. 
 
Response to comment S.44-3A. 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility. 
 
Response to comment S.44-3B. 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility. 
 
Response to comment S.44-3C. 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility. 
 
Response to comment S.44-3D. 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility. 
 
Response to comment S.44-3E. 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility. 
 
Response to comment S.44-3F. 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility. 
 
 

© Metrd ____ _ 
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C R E N S H A W / L A X  T R A N S I T  C O R R I D O R  P R O J E C T  
K-242 August 2011 

COMMENT: S.44-4. Jim Segner. 
 
Response to comment S.44-4A. 
 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility. 
 
Response to comment S.44-4B. 
 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility. 
 
Response to comment S.44-4C. 
 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility. 
 
Response to comment S.44-4D. 
 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility. 
 
Response to comment S.44-4E. 
 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility. 
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C R E N S H A W / L A X  T R A N S I T  C O R R I D O R  P R O J E C T  
K-243 August 2011 

COMMENT: S.44-5.  Matthew Hetz. 
 
Response to comment S.44-5A. 
 
Comment noted.  The Site #14 – Arbor Vitae/Bellanca Alternative was selected as the preferred alternative. 
 
Response to comment S.44-5B. 
 
Comment noted.  While the maintenance facility could replace underutilized land uses, there is no 
evidence that it would lead to the redevelopment of adjacent businesses in the area. 
  
Response to comment S.44-5C. 
 
Comment noted.  The optional Manchester Station was removed from consideration during the final 
design process because of low ridership projections and comments in opposition to the station.  The 
project has been designed to not preclude the inclusion of Manchester Station over the aerial crossing at a 
future time. 
 
 

© Metrd ____ _ 
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C R E N S H A W / L A X  T R A N S I T  C O R R I D O R  P R O J E C T  
K-244 August 2011 

COMMENT: S.44-6. Tom Gutto. 
 
Response to comment S.44-6A. 
 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility. 
 
Response to comment S.44-6B. 
 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility. 

©Metrd 
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C R E N S H A W / L A X  T R A N S I T  C O R R I D O R  P R O J E C T  
K-245 August 2011 

COMMENT: S.44-7. David Slavin. 
 
Response to comment S.44-7A. 
 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility. 
 
Response to comment S.44-7B. 
 
Comment noted.  The goal of the project is to provide transit infrastructure for the efficient movement of 
passengers through a transit dependent corridor.  The selection of the site is based on criteria that does not 
include future earnings 
 
Response to comment S.44-7C. 
 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility. 
 

© Metrd ____ _ 
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C R E N S H A W / L A X  T R A N S I T  C O R R I D O R  P R O J E C T  
K-246 August 2011 

COMMENT: S.44-8. Bonnie Shrewsbury 
 
Response to comment S.44-8A. 
 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility. 
 

©Metrd 
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C R E N S H A W / L A X  T R A N S I T  C O R R I D O R  P R O J E C T  
K-247 August 2011 

COMMENT: S.44-9. Jennifer Newman. 
 
Response to comment S.44-9A. 
 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility. 
 
Response to comment S.44-9B. 
 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility. 
 
 

© Metrd ____ _ 
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C R E N S H A W / L A X  T R A N S I T  C O R R I D O R  P R O J E C T  
K-248 August 2011 

COMMENT: S.44-10.  John Bacon. 
 
Response to comment S.44-10A. 
 
Comment noted.  Metro appreciates the input from the commenter.  The Harbor Subdivision right-of-way 
is constrained and does not have enough space for a continuous third storage track to provide maintenance 
services. 
 
 
Response to comment S.44-10B. 
 
Comment noted.  Currently automated maintenance service is not a technology available to Metro based 
primarily on financial feasibility and need. 
  
Response to comment S.44-10C. 
 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Response to Comment S.44-10A and 10B. 
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C R E N S H A W / L A X  T R A N S I T  C O R R I D O R  P R O J E C T  
K-249 August 2011 

COMMENT: S.44-11. Hannah Bentley. 
 
Response to comment S.44-11A. 
 
Comment noted.  The SDEIS/RDEIR establishes the base capacity and expansion potential for the site.  
The planned future extensions of the Metro Rail system have not been approved and no segmentation of 
the current SDEIS/RDEIR has occurred. 
 
Response to comment S.44-11B. 
 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility. 
 
Response to comment S.44-11C. 
 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility. 
 
Response to comment S.44-11D. 
 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility. 
 
Response to comment S.44-11E. 
 
Comment noted.  A noise analysis was completed for the project that added project noise to existing noise.  
Upon project approval, Metro enters into voluntary negotiations with owners if the acquisition of their 
property is required.  If a price cannot be negotiated Metro will provide compensation based on a third 
party appraisal.   
 
Response to comment S.44-11F. 
 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility. 
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C R E N S H A W / L A X  T R A N S I T  C O R R I D O R  P R O J E C T  
K-250 August 2011 

COMMENT: S.44-12.  Steve Johnson. 
 
Response to comment S.44-12A. 
 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility. 
 
Response to comment S.44-12B. 
 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility. 
 
Response to comment S.44-12C. 
 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility. 
 
Response to comment S.44-12D. 
 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility. 
 
Response to comment S.44-12E. 
 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility. 
 
Response to comment S.44-12F. 
 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility. 
 
 
Response to comment S.44-12G. 
 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility. 
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C R E N S H A W / L A X  T R A N S I T  C O R R I D O R  P R O J E C T  
K-251 August 2011 

COMMENT: S.44-13.  Brandon Bentley. 
 
Response to comment S.44-13A. 
 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility. 
 
Response to comment S.44-13B. 
 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility. 
 
Response to comment S.44-13C. 
 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility. 
 
Response to comment S.44-13D. 
 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility. 
 
Response to comment S.44-13E. 
 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility. 
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C R E N S H A W / L A X  T R A N S I T  C O R R I D O R  P R O J E C T  
K-252 August 2011 

COMMENT: S.44-14.  Mason Rothert. 
 
Response to comment  S.44-14A. 
 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility. 
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C R E N S H A W / L A X  T R A N S I T  C O R R I D O R  P R O J E C T  
K-253 August 2011 

COMMENT: S.44-15.  Joel Reeves. 
 
Response to comment S.44-15A. 
 
Comment noted.  Please Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 
(Arbor Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility. 
 
Response to comment S.44-15B. 
 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility. 
 
Response to comment S.44-15C. 
 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility. 
 
 

© Metrd ____ _ 
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C R E N S H A W / L A X  T R A N S I T  C O R R I D O R  P R O J E C T  
K-254 August 2011 

COMMENT: S.44-16.  .Erin Monroe 
 
Response to comment S.44-16A. 
 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility. 
 
Response to comment S.44-16B. 
 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility. 
 
Response to comment S.44-16C. 

 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility. 
 
Response to comment S.44-16D. 
 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility. 
 
Response to comment S.44-16E. 

 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility. 
 
Response to comment S.44-16F. 
 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility. 
 
Response to comment S.44-16G. 

 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility. 
 
Response to comment S.44-16H. 
 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility. 
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C R E N S H A W / L A X  T R A N S I T  C O R R I D O R  P R O J E C T  
K-255 August 2011 

COMMENT: S.44-17.  Alex Vargas 
 
Response to comment S.44-17A. 
 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility. 
 
Response to comment S.44-17B. 
 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility. 
 
Response to comment S.44-17C. 

 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility. 
 
Response to comment S.44-17D. 
 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility. 
 

© Metrd ____ _ 
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C R E N S H A W / L A X  T R A N S I T  C O R R I D O R  P R O J E C T  
K-256 August 2011 

COMMENT: S.44-18.  Peter Jorgensen 
 
Response to comment S.44-18A. 
 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility. 
 
Response to comment S.44-18B. 
 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility. 
 
Response to comment S.44-18C. 

 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility. 
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C R E N S H A W / L A X  T R A N S I T  C O R R I D O R  P R O J E C T  
K-257 August 2011 

COMMENT: S.44-19.  Ron Antrobius 
 
Response to comment S.44-19A. 
 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility. 

© Metrd ____ _ 
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C R E N S H A W / L A X  T R A N S I T  C O R R I D O R  P R O J E C T  
K-258 August 2011 

COMMENT: S.44-20.  Ken Alpern 
 
Response to comment S.44-20A. 
 
Comment noted.  Metro appreciates the input from the commenter. 
 
Response to comment S.44-20B. 
 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility. 
 
Response to comment S.44-20C. 

 
Comment noted.  Metro and FTA actively pursue coordination with agencies with jurisdiction regarding 
the project. 
 
Response to comment S.44-20D. 
 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Response to comment S.44-20D. 
 
Response to comment S.44-20E. 

 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility. 
 
Response to comment S.44-20F. 
 
Comment noted.  The northern extension of the Green Line is part of a different study.  Comments 
concerning that study should be directed to the Metro Long Range Planning Director. 
 
 
 
 
 

©Metrd 



 
 Final Environmental Impact Statement/Final Environment Impact Report 

Appendix K – Responses to Comments Received 
 

C R E N S H A W / L A X  T R A N S I T  C O R R I D O R  P R O J E C T  
K-259 August 2011 

COMMENT: S.44-21.  Jim Machado 
 
Response to comment S.44-21A. 
 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility. 

© Metrd ____ _ 



 
Final Environmental Impact Statement/Final Environmental Impact Report  
Appendix K – Responses to Comments Received 

 

C R E N S H A W / L A X  T R A N S I T  C O R R I D O R  P R O J E C T  
K-260 August 2011 

COMMENT: S.44-22.  Craig Saulsbury 
 
Response to comment S.44-22A. 
 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility. 
 
Response to comment S.44-22B. 
 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility. 
 
Response to comment S.44-22C. 

 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility. 
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C R E N S H A W / L A X  T R A N S I T  C O R R I D O R  P R O J E C T  
K-261 August 2011 

COMMENT: S.44-23.  Celinda Vasquez 
 
Response to comment S.44-23A. 
 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility. 
 
Response to comment S.44-23B. 
 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility. 
 
Response to comment S.44-23C. 

 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility. 
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C R E N S H A W / L A X  T R A N S I T  C O R R I D O R  P R O J E C T  
K-262 August 2011 

COMMENT: S.44-24.  Mike Stevens 
 
Response to comment S.44-24A. 
 
Comment noted.  The timing of the planned consolidated rental car facility is unknown and cannot be 
relied on to provide relocation for any potential car rental facilities.  Relocation benefits will be provided to 
all displaced owners and tenants.  The commenter is correct in stating that no residents are located on the 
Site #14 – Arbor Vitae/Bellanca Alternative.   
 
Response to comment S.44-24B. 
 
Comment noted.  The expansion of LAX is not part of this project.  However cumulative impacts 
associated with LAX projects have been analyzed with implementation of this project.   
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C R E N S H A W / L A X  T R A N S I T  C O R R I D O R  P R O J E C T  
K-263 August 2011 

COMMENT: S.44-25.  Jeff Tiddens 
 
Response to comment S.44-25A. 
 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility. 
 
Response to comment S.44-25B. 
 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility. 
 
Response to comment S.44-25C. 

 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility. 
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C R E N S H A W / L A X  T R A N S I T  C O R R I D O R  P R O J E C T  
K-264 August 2011 

PUBLIC COMMENT: S.45 Inglewood City Hall 3/31/11 

©Metro ------------------------------------------

S45-lA 

given two mi:rntes to speak. There will be a t~rner. 

Given the 1-;umber of S]='eaker cards = 've already 

received and t:1e temperature in t'.-iis room, = think 

we'll want to move throuqh this pretty quickly. 

And please remember to state your name, speak 

clearly into the microphone so that our court reporter 

is able to accurately cap--:ure your comments. 

Are there any additional speaker cards that 

anyone would like to . 

Okay. So our first five speakers~ will call, 

and please go to the microphone, is Mary Jo Farrell. 

Second is Ho~orable Councilman Daniel Juarez, Raphaele 

~achado, 8ri~ Monroe and Chris Richert. 

Ms. Farrell. 

- PUBLIC COMVrENT FORUM -

MAifY JO l::'AkH..l,LL: Good evening. My name is 

:1ary LTo Farrell and I'm a resident of the community 

Fusicn at So-.1t'."1 Bay which is immediately south -::,f the 

Division 22 North maintenance facillty. 

first of all, I have to tell you that I am a 

fan of public transportation and I use Metro whenever l 

can, so don't misunderstand my opposition to mainly D22 

Ncrth as an expaGded facility. Had that been one of 
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C R E N S H A W / L A X  T R A N S I T  C O R R I D O R  P R O J E C T  
K-265 August 2011 

©Metro -----------------------------------------

S45-1 B 

S45-1 C 

the original choices, it's our posi tior:. tJ-_at it would 

never have rrade it past the initial scree~ing. 

On the 12 criteria that were used to measure 

likely projects, that one fails all but three of therr. 

1 don'-:::: see jaw it can be considered. 

Second, it's not in MTA's best i~terest to use 

tha-:::: facility, either, as a long-term solution. There 

isn't enoug:-, room, as you can see, to last beyond the 

nex-:::: two or three years, and I don't know about all of 

you, but l really don't want to do this again in two or 

three years. 

finally, I believe that the environmen-::::al 

impact report wa1= baBed on flawed data. 'l'he repor':: 

references, repeatedly, :3 households adjacent tc that 

facility. Tjat data is tremendously outdated. There 

are 319 residences bet.;een two complexes. 

We're very familiar with it. The exis-::::ing b2.y 

door is about a hundred feet from my front door, so the 

remodeled one would be about 30 feet from my front 

door. 

J t·1in}; you cou~.d agree that at. the end of a 

two-year construction pro7ect with eiqht trucks an hour 

coming in and out of that driveway, 200 conscruction 

workers plus t:-ie regu:;_ar load of employees all trying 

to enter and exit tt:.e on: y access point, ,,;h:'cch is 
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C R E N S H A W / L A X  T R A N S I T  C O R R I D O R  P R O J E C T  
K-266 August 2011 

©Metro ------------------------------------------

S45-2A 

S45-2B 

S45-2C 

Av::_ation Boulevard , which is 15 feet from our driveway, 

I think it ~akes no sense to consider that as a 

pcssibility. 

Tha:-ik you. 

MR. J'ACKSOI\ : Thank you. 

Cou:-icilman Daniel Juarez. 

COUNCILMAN JUAREZ: Good evening. ~y name is 

Daniel J·ua.c:ez, Councilman fro:n the City of llawthorne, 

and I represent 90,000 people but today I'm here 

representing my constituency over at the ~Usion 

project . I ' m :-iot going to repeat what wa:o said already 

but just go over some other items that were net 

covered. 

The biggest concern that I have is the noise 

concerns. You knew, we talked about -- or we were told 

about a project over ::_n Pasadena where there was a 

buffer zone. Well, over here there's no room for a 

buffer zone so it wou:d do us no good. 

The other item is the electromagnetic fields. 

Right now over at the Fusicn they've got a rating 

higher than the standard and that is unacceptable for 

our residents. 

We talk about property value. Righi:. now with 

th::_s construction going over there and we're a:ready in 

a d,:,wn economy, this is going to bri:1g dm,;n the values 
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tha:: much mor:e, especial::_y when you bring in an 

expanded facility there. 

We already talked about the capacity and I 

guess what irritates me ::_s if we're going to have to do 

this again, let's do ~t right the first time. There's 

1 imi ted money. So let's not go that route. 

Lirr.i ted access. There's very litt:e access. 

Aviation. I wcrk for Northrop Grumman. I've 

been there for four years and I have to fight that 

traffic e·,ery day on Avia-::ion. This is just going to 

create ~ore congestion a:l the time. 

The required notice that was given, the other 

potential sites were given a lot rr.ore time. Our folks 

at Fusion were not i;;iven enough or ample time to do 

this. 

We talked about ::he saople size and I just 

want to end by saying tha-:: this issue's about quality 

of life and l hope that those that are making the 

decision thi:1k about wou:d I want to put th::_s facility 

next to my house and ::_f you don't, then don't vote for 

it and put it in another spot. 

Tha:1k you, 

MR.. ,JACKSON : Raphaele Machado. 

RAP~AELE MACHADO: Raphaele Machado and r•~ a 

resident of the Fusion at South Bay and my unit is 
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actua::_ly on the north end, which is right next -:::o the 

~etrc mainte~ance yard, and with this conr.ection that 

we' re talki;-i,;:r about, :;_ t would definitely create a 

problem fo~ ~s as far as -::he noise and the congestion 

and the air quality, which is rcy concern. 

I go out ar:,d clean my deck every day and 

there's this heavy, b:ack soot on my dee~ and: can 

just imagine having more cars and more cor_struc-:::ion and 

al: that would iust exacerbate the situation already. 

rl~s the air quality is a big cor.cern of mine 

and I think it would def::_nitely have an impact on our 

air quality and, not to mention, you kr:,ow, the value of 

our pro~erties. We're already in a bad rea::_ est.ate 

market and I think with this construction going en for 

a year or two, it wou::_ct definitely destroy whatever 

va:ue that we might have left now. 

So I am definitely against havinq the 

expansion of this property, and 1 think some of the 

other locations definite::_y would work better in that 

they're la~ger ar.d would be able to accommodate the 

traffic that you' re talking aoout and so, anyi,;ay, 

tha-:::' s it. 

'l'ha~k you. 

MR. JACKSON: Our next speakers are Chris 

Richert but prior to her, I'll ask that Joel Reeves, 
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Samantha Millman, Jav!d Slavin, Kevin Brogan and the 

Honorable Alex Vargas please come to the microphone. 

Chris. 

ERIN MONROE: Jl.c-::ually, I'm Erin Moni:oe. I 

also live in t~e fusion co~plex and l came to the 

previous meeti~g that was held at the beginning of 

March. 

I'~ a little bit confused today because I 

th!nk -::hat all of tte residents were pretty clear at 

tha-:: meeting aboLt what this actually does mean to us, 

and on the video that I just saw, it said that all the 

residents that are living right next to that facility 

have no problem opening up their windows because the 

no!se level is so low; so a little bit of a disconnect 

and l think that's also on video, so I'm just s-::ating 

that that's ,ot true. 

And, if we need -::c, I'm happy to go door to 

door for those people tha-:: couldn't make it at six 

o'clock tonite and ask them and get a petit!on because 

I think there's a whole ::_ot oore people U,an could 

actually corr.e tonight tha-:: would also agree wi. th me on 

top of what ,everybody else has said. 

1 also don't understand why it's even 

considered. When I look at all those criteria, it's 

ha::_f the size. It is ha::_f the money, so maybe -::hat's 
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why. I don't know. Half the capacity. There's 

residents next to it. 

I haven't seen any reason why it's even on the 

lis-::, why it made it, why it was added at the end, why 

it's the fourth one. 

to be clarified. 

So l guess rr.aybe that j us:: needs 

And, also, their slairn that there was zero 

displaced ~esidents, well, I think there's 300 

households tjat are qoinq to be displaced and very 

unhappy when this happens. And if it does happen, 1 

have a feel i~tg a lot of people wi 11 be movin~ out. 

Whether or not we can se:l, I don't know. 

Also, the EMFs. We talked about the EMFs, 

tha~ they're o~t of control as it is and to do ~his 

would jusi::, I thini;:, make it toxic for us a:1 to live 

there, especially with babies, all the babies that are 

there. There's ~ust so many thinqs but it's all on the 

previous video, so that's all 1 have to say ::oday. 

Tha:-ik you. 

MR. JACKS OK : Thank you. 

Chri.s. 

CHRIS RICHER'::': Chris Richert. I'm alsc a 

resident of ~usion at Sou~h Bay. 

The previous speakers as well as probably ~ost 

of ~he speake~s behind me will probably talk about the 
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quality of life issues, so I'm going to skip that 

tcnigh-::.. I'm going to talk about this ~rom a concerned 

taxpayer's standpoint. 

Yes, I understand the initial cost fer the 

expansion of 022 is 1:1 million, approximately, but 

everyone has stated so far that barely meets, you know, 

our opening day and medium-term goals. 

rcom for expansion. 

It gives us no 

One of these other sites is qoinq to have to 

be considered a few years down the road anyway. We 

brough-::. this up, actually, with m~ltiple people with 

the Jv:TA staff and, you know, one of the resp-onses I got 

was, you know, when 1 said we're going to have '::o go 

through this ,-,hole process again a few years from now, 

the response was: Well, you know, the ~lR process is 

on:y a couple million bucks. 

Well, that's a couple of million bucks from 

al: cf us. We voted for Measure~- We paid increased 

sa:es -::.axes to fund these projects. When I hear ic's 

on:y a couple million bucks or when I hear, well, we're 

gcing ~o do a $117 mi:lion Band-Aid and then probably 

have to spend 300 mil:ion later, for a combined tocal 

of 400 and cjange, when we could have done ~c for 300 

and done it right the first time, I am real hesitant to 

ever support an MTA project aqain when I hear that's 
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hew my :noney' s being used. 

Tha:-ik you. 

MR. JACKS OK : 

Joel. 

Thank you. 

ciOBL :i.EEVES: Hi. Good evening. My name is 

Joel Reeves. I'm also a ?usion =esident and this is 

probably the third or fourth ~eeting that I've been to 

where we kind of look at ~he sa~e map that's been 

redrawn a little bit and look at it anc:i here's -;::he same 

information. 

This was plil:ed off the website. - believe 

that every other meeting that I've attended, someone in 

the group has asked the ques~ion, "What's the 

criteria?" And they've touched on it briefly, but no 

one has ever answered ~ha~ before. 

Here's the criteria from the website. Here's 

the matrix tiat people have alluded to. There's 11 or 

12 cri~eria on here. 

If you see those red dots on there, those are 

other sites. Originally, there were 16 sites and the 

D22 was not one of those originally. It. was added 

after that. Every red do-::: you see on there was a 

failed site becaLse of a specific reason. 

I tii~k one of the othe= residents, Mary Jo , 

had mentioned that there's only 3 out of 11 or 12 of 
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these ~hat t~te D22 compli_es with. So the very first 

th::_ng -- and this is off -::.he website too as -::.he 

mai_ntenance facility eva::_uation criteria is the impact 

to residents. So you'll hear over a:1d over again the 

impact to residents is fiscal, it's quality of life, 

it's the concern of raising our kids. 

We already have power lines behi~d us and so 

it's pollution, it's noise, it's not being able to open 

your windows in the m::_dd:_e of the niqht to en.-j oy the 

fresh air instead of brea~hing exhaust. 

we shouldn't have to dea::_ wi~h. 

1'hese -::.hings 

So I agree with another one of the residents, 

Chris, in saying let's no~ just ax D22 now. Can we 

please ax it for ~uture expansion as well. Can we just 

eliminate it beca 1_ise i_ c would never even r_ave passed 

the i ni tia l .3creen, so why are we even cor_sid.ering it. 

Tha:-ik you. 

Mk.. JACKSOK : 

Sarr,,:'tntha. 

'l'hank you. 

S.1\MANTHA MILLMJl.N: Hi. My name is Samantha 

Mi~lman and I'm here from Vill~an Redondo Properties. 

We own the property ad-jacent to directly r_orth of -che 

subject property in Redondo Beach. We're at 4020, 4030 

Redondo Beach Avenue. We've owned this property since 

1978, and Northrop Grumman has been our tenant sinc8 
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1987 when at that time they were TRW. 

For starters, M~A's failed to prov~de any 

notice to us. No notice ::hat it was under 

ccnsideratio~, no not~ce of the public hear~r_q on the 

1st, no notice of this hearing, and that is even after 

concacting MTA on February 14th and asking to be put on 

the list. 

facility. 

Redondo Beach is no~ the right place for this 

D~L has spent millions of dollars upgrading 

the facility nextdoor tc ours. lt is perfectly located 

for what OHL does and it would be very hard for them to 

find a new facility. 

Many businesses including our tenanc, Northrop 

Grumman, ,rnuld be very disturbed by this facility. 

Northrop Grumman, in particular, '.'las ir_vested millions 

of dollars i, highly technical and noise-sensitive 

equipment which is not copacetic with a rai~ 

ma~ntenance yard. 

The City of Redondo Beach is opposed to the 

facil~ty and, in addition, there's a large Chevron 

pipeline that goes ~nderneath the subject property in 

Redondo Beacj and the vibration caused by the continual 

ingress and egress of heavy rail cars could have a 

severe negative impact on that pipeline wr.ich also runs 

under our property. 
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In abort, this is really not the right place. 

It's also not the cheapes-= option despite what's been 

presen-=ed. It's not cheaper than Arbor Vitae and 

~anchester. The costs of relocation are incredibly 

high for DHL and the other tenants. 

The time frame to get the Redondo Beach 

approved will be much longer due to li tigati:rn and 

eminen~ domain proceedings, and the price calculations 

need to be redone to take this into accou~t. 

'l'he City of _:_ng::_ewood appears to want -=he 

~anchester site and cheaper relocation costs for Arbor 

Vitae and Ma:-ichester in that area seem to welcome the 

cost. 

Tha:1k you. 

MR. JACKsm;: Thank you. 

David. 

D.i\VID SLAVIN: Hello. My name is =:iavid 

Slavin. 1•~ also a resident at ~~sion. l ::_i ve in a 

uni-= that's about as far away fro~ tie train yard in 

the proposed expansion at D22 as you can still live in 

the complex, a;-id even I can hear that loud, piercing, 

blood-curdli:1g sound that happens every time the trains 

brake ~o co~e into the facility. 

If yo~ were here earlier, you heard that 

feedback from the mic when i-= was beinq ad7usted and 
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you multiply that by abou~ a factor of 10 and you have 

it 9c on tor about ::JO seconds or rr,aybe even a minu-ce , 

that's the kind of sound that comes ~rom that yard. 

Now, it comes from that yard a few times a day 

and that is aomethi~g that's currently acceptable. I 

can hear that sound through a double-paned glass, half 

of a building and then a whole row oi build~ngs be-cween 

me. I can still hear tha~ sound. Gut if that happens, 

you know, ~egularly throughout the day and niqh~, -chat 

is gcing to become a cc,mplete nuisance. 

The only bci:ding in that entire stretch of 

Av~at!on, probably within about a half-mile radius of 

that property that generates that amount of no~se and 

sound and light pollution is that facility. Currently 

it's annoying. lt would be completely unacceptable. 

And so in terms of long-term plann!ng, it 

seems to me that choosing a larqer facility cha~•s in a 

more truly i~d~strial zone makes a lot of sense. 

Leavi~g that facility the way it is and 

potentially thinking about selling it and turning it 

into another place where residents will be close to the 

line, which would be potential users of the rail, would 

be much better in the long-ter~. 

If the plan !s to turn a luxury set of condos 

into Section 8 housinq, then choose D22A. 
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MR. JACKSON: Kevin. 

KEVIN BROGAN: ':'hank you. My name's Kevin 

Brogan, B-=-o-g-a-n. 

:iwner of Site 17. 

I represent AMB Spircnaker, the 

Site 17 is a 336,000 square-foot building 

which, to give you an idea, is about 7 acres under 

roof, which employs over 400 people involving twc 

tenants; DHL's key facili~y and DK2B. 

We are opposed to the acquisitio~ of Site 17 

for this mai~tenance yard and we'll submit a le~ter to 

~r. Diaz that will forma:ly detail at length a:1 of our 

issues. But for the purpose of tonight's hearing, I'd 

like to address a couple of matters. 

first of all, the MTA acknowledges in its 

Draft EIS that it wil: be difficult to relocate tenants 

to ~he sar'.le proximate area with =espect to LAX. 

a very important :':actor with respect to tr,ese 4 00 

emplcyees and, of course, OH.:..,. 

That's 

Secondly, Site :_7 only works i: the Jv:':'A 

expands its facilities at Divisio~ 22 at Eawthorne; in 

other words, Site 17 is coupled to the expansion of 

Division 22. 

According to the ~IR, if it c~ooses s~~e 17, 

the Jv:TA must create a paint and body sr,op in 

Division 22, build more tracks, add more bu~ldinq 
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space, create ancillary facilities including additional 

ut~lity lines and par~ing all on Division 22. 

The EIR glosses over the combined effect of 

the impact of both Site ::_7 and the Division 22 

acquisitions and certainly creates a greater impact in 

two areas as opposea to one in some of the o-cher sites. 

I'd like to pain~ out that the City cf Redondo 

Beach has passed a resolu~ion opposing -- opposing the 

acquisition of Site 17 for the oaintenance yard as a 

use inconsistent with the cicy's proposed zoning and 

general pla:-i. 

And, finally, I'd like to point out there's a 

underground pipeline that pushes jet fuel under the 

subjecc property, under Site 17, that has not been 

addressed at all in the ElR. 

We will address ~he rest of oGr issues in a 

let~er to Mr. Diaz. 

'l'ha:1k you. 

MR. ,TACKSO[\, : Thank you. 

Our next speakers are Alex, however, = would 

li~e to call up Martin Coyne, Aa~on Jones, ~om Gutto, 

Kim Bordet a~d Marc Gephart. 

Honorable Alex Vargas. 

AL~X VARGAS: Thank you. My name ~s Alex 

Varqas. I 'rr. mayor pro tern for the City of Hawthorne 
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and I'm here in solidarity with the residents of the 

Fusion project and the residents ot ,fawthorne as a 

whole. 

I had the pr!vi!ege of being invited by the 

Fusion residents to go to the site, to go to their 

resident corr.pl ex, ar.d I have been witness to a::_1 the 

concerns that they are feeling that might happen with 

the expansio~ of the site. 

One of the things that the city counc:'._l of 

Haw-:horne rarely does is issue resolutions against 

these types of projects. We're usually on board but in 

th::_s case we can't. Overwhelmingly, we support a 

resolu-:ion opposing this. 

And I was presen-: at the Fusion complex and I 

am concerned as well and I understand their concerns 

with regards to the EMFs. That's nothing negligible. 

I'm a physicist. I'm an engineer. I Gnderstand what 

the impacts of that could be health-wise. 

negligible as some people may say. 

'~'hey' re not 

Noise pollution definitely a concern with the 

increased activity that migh~ happen there at that site 

and the iss~es with property values and the whole 

litany cf additional ::_terns that t:-i.e residents of Fusion 

are going to be presenting to you today. 

One item of concern that was not real:y 
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men~ioned waa the fact that ~he residents of the Fusion 

project were not included in the early phases of 

ccnsideratio:-l for the maintenance sites. There was a 

list of abo~t 20 neighborhood associations but the one 

resident horr,eowners association t~at 's closest ~c or 

directly affected by tJ-,is type of expar~sion was not 

included in that list, so that's of concern LC me. 

But other than that, I'm here as a resident of 

Haw~horne. I'm here as mayor pro tern for the City of 

Haw~horne reapect~ully asking the board to please 

consider an alternative site. 

MR. JACKSOt-.:: Martin. 

MARTIN COYN8: Good evening. My name is 

~ar~in Coyne. That's C-o-y-n-e. I'm :cenior vice 

president and regior.a:;_ manager for l'JvJB Property 

Corporation. We own the property at 4000 Redondo Beach 

Avenue referred to in your do:::ume,1ts as Marine/Redondo 

Beach Alternative or Site 17. 

I W,:'tnt to restate AJVIB 's unambiguous cpposi tion 

to the selection of our property for a Metro satellite 

maintenance facility in conjunction with the Crenshaw/ 

LAX Transit Corridor Pro1ect. I want to be clear Lhat 

under no circumstances are we a willing sel:er. 

AMB is the world's leadi:-ig third-party owner 

and operator of air-freight distribution real estate at 
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and near r'.lajor cargo and logistic airports such as LAX. 

We are especially prominent in the southern California 

regicn. 

This particu:ar property is distinctive 

because of its size, proximi~y to the airport, support 

from the city in ,,,hich it is located and because of its 

un~que combi:-iation of office and warehouse space. 

It is because of the f2ct t~at ttis property 

is literally irreplacoab:e that I am here to support 

the interests of our twc principal tenants, UHL and 

JR286. These are two world-class tenants. 

DHL Global Forwarding is a leader in air and 

ocean freight markets, and JR286 is an entrepreneurial 

leader in ma~ufacturing, dis~ribution o~ branded 

licensed sports accessor~es. JR286 has recently become 

the exclusive distributor for Nike. 

To recommer:d ·::,r select this site as a 

prospective location f~r a satellite maintenance 

facili ~y wo·.1ld jeopardize both these companies and over 

400 employees they have on this site. That is 400 

empJ.oyees. 

In liqht of these facts, I respectfully urge 

you to rer'.love from consideration the Site 17. 

Tha:-ik you. 

MR. JA.CKSCIS: : Thank you. 
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Next speaker is Aaron Jones. 

AARON ,JONES : Good evening. I'm Aaren Jones, 

the planning director fer the City of Redondo Beach. 

Pleasure to be here this evening. I wanted tc 

reinforce some of the sta~ements made earlier this 

evening. 

The city has unanimously adopted a resolution 

opposing the location of ~he Marine/Redondo site, and I 

would like to qo a little bit fu::::ther and discuss sorr.e 

of ~he ratio~ale =or that decision. 

In particular, the envi::::onmental document 

spends very little time addressing the issues of 

physical divi.sion in the community, inconE.isi:.ency with 

our general plan, our land use goals for th::_s critical 

area of our community, and does not discuss in any 

detail the zoning consistency; in fact, it completely 

erroneously states a conclusion about consistency with 

zoning. 

We ~tave subm::_ tted written comments on 

March 24th addressing these issues as well as the prio:::: 

resol1;tion. 

I do think it's impo~tant to note that this is 

a critical aerospace campus section of our community 

and that all of our land use goals for the area are for 

aerospace campus, industrial and other large-scale 
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campus park ·.1se o:: th::_s property. 

Our major businesses and employers demand that 

th!s locatio~ be free from heavier industrial uses, 

especially tjose qe~erat::_ng impact such as vibration. 

And we, in particular, in a long-range perspective 

certainly sJpport transit-oriented development in and 

around the site that wou~d not be at all consis-:ent 

with a rail maintenance facility in close prox::_mity to 

those ~ypes of uses. 

So thank you fer your consideration and your 

time this evening. 

MR_ JACKSOt-.: : Thank you_ 

Next spea~er is Tom. 

TOM GUTTO: ~om Gutto. I'm a resident cf 

Fusion complex as wel::_ and my constituents have so 

eloquently spoken about the quality of life issues. 

My wife and:, shcrtly after our one-year 

wedding anniversary, bought a home for the firs-: time 

in -:he Fusio:1 complex. We had a nurnber of reasons for 

wanting to live there; the occupants there, the value 

of our homes, the location. 

We were a little concerned with the E~A site 

as was but we thought we could really build a ~ife 

there. We tjoJght we could make Fusio~ a part of our 

life for the lonq-term. 
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Whe:1 we found ou-::. about thia proposed D22 

expansion, we were shocked, you know. We can't believe 

that of all the sites chosen that this was even under 

consideration for all the points made prior regarding 

the increase ici traffic on Aviation, the EMFs, the 

noise, the construction. 

There are a lot of young families that live in 

Fusion and we wo1..:ld l::_ke -::.c be one of tho2e young 

families very soon. We're having s8cond though-::.s about 

raising chiljren in a place where yo~•ve got a doubled 

increase in trains running in and out, noise a:.l night 

long and decreased property values. 

I j~st urge the board here to think about 

se:.ecting another site. 

'.rha:1ks. 

MR. ,JACKSCK : Thank you. 

Next spea~er is Kim Bordet. 

KlM BOH.Db:'l': 1--ie:.lo. Good evening, everyone. 

My name is Kim Bordet and I work for CHL Globa: 

Forwarding a:1d I'd like to talk a little bit cf a 

personal nat~re. 

To me, that is my residency. Unfortunately, I 

work there lJ to 12 hours. My boss is here sol 

thought I'd put that o~ the line. 

Whe:1. we ::irst moved to this facility, we had 
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come frcm fo~r di~ferent facilities and it was a real 

issue for us because having an operation ot ocean, air, 

import, export, domestic under four separate 

facilities, it meant that we :::ould not communicate well 

between eac~ other. 

An import operation has to give c:iocuments to a 

brokerage department. A brokerage departmenc has to 

give docur::ie:-its to a domes:.ic department. And when 

you' re in fo· . .ir sEJparate facilities, it makes it really 

impossible a:1d really impacts our customer and our 

overall operation. 

Whe:1 you come to our facility and we give you 

the tour, t~e first thing we say is we're so proud to 

be in one building where we can all be to;;ether, wo:::k 

in unison and support each ocher in a way that we could 

bunch in and, yoc il:r,ow, provide excellent customer 

service. 

l act~ally am married to someone at UH~ Global 

Forwarding, so my husband and I are both very concerned 

that our jots could be displaced. They cou:d possibly 

be moving out of the Redondo Beach area which we love 

sc much. 

And this is the first time l've come to these 

presentation.3. I wish I'd have come to t~e others. 

I'm very happy to see many support from our co:leagues 
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and others with DHL, and I can tell yot.: tJ-_at we have a 

wcndertul group o~ people and there will be, I teel, 

issues if we move into another facility, whether four 

different sites again or one facility witt double, 

triple the cost, and: hope you will recons::_der our OHL 

site. 

Tha:-ik you. 

MR. JACKSm,: Thank you. 

I'd like to cal: up Peter Jorqensen, Cory 

Se::_ber~, kafael Galban, S-:::even Johnson and Gordon 

Ylichael Mego. 

Our next speaker is Marc Gephart. 

MARC GEPHART: 'I'hank you. Marc Gephart, 

G-e-p-h-a-r-t. I am also from DHL, also known as 

Site :;_7_ I'm here to vo::_ce my opposition to the 

acquisition of Site 17 and as an occasional Metro Green 

Line rider rc:yself ar:d representing t'."le 350 approximate 

employees t~at we have at □l--1.:..,, we are very opposed to 

th::_s. 

As ~im mentioned, we did consolidate from four 

large facllities into one major facility for us to be 

ab:_e to do □-ir operatian. There is nowhere ad-jacent to 

the aircort that we can relocate to without significant 

cost. And i., a recession and in an environment where 

we are conpeting ::or nickels on every shipment -:::hat we 
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do, we cannot absorb the cost it's going to take to 

re_'._ocat.e us. 

Additionally, we have to co:-isider the 

employees that work at DH::, that come from various parts 

of the southland. There is no access to Green ~ine 

anywhere else we may relocate to, and 1r;e J-;ave a 

significant :1umber of riders o,t the Green L::_ne who are 

also a gree:-i partner with the South aay Econom::_c 

Ccmmit:;ee and we take our responsibility as a citizen 

int.he city of Long Beach -- Redondo Beach very 

seriously. 

We are opposed adamantly to Site 17. We don't 

feel it. is t:7.e best use of the Metro's money and we 

hope you will take LS off the consideration list.. 

'.rha:1k yo,_i. 

MR. ,JACKSCK : Our next speaker is Peter. 

PET3R JORGENSEN: Good eveninq. My name is 

Peter Jorgensen. 

Mr. Diaz, I know we've talked a few times. I 

just want to -- I already did ~y public last time, but 

I just want to say -- I'-_]_ spare you the repeat, but 

one of our big concern is that we had a very hard t.i~e 

to find this location for all of our employees, and we 

wi:l have a very hard time finding a new site, at least 

consclidate all the d::_fferent operations. 
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I' rr. very concerned with our employees due to 

be:'..ng very competitive now· in one building and, 

apprcxi:nately, we also have 200 members with agents and 

council wernLers which have all been affected by moving 

out of this area if we have to find another location. 

So, again, I cer~ainly hope you can consider 

us removed for this site. 

Tha:1k you. 

MR. JACKSCI\ : Thank you. 

Next speaker's Cory Seibert. 

CORY SEIBERT: =•m Cory Seibert. =•ma 

resident of the area and also an employee of DH~ Global 

Forwarding. 

E'rom what I understand from this project, you 

guys have an overall goa:'.. cf helping the community and 

he:ping all of us improve our lifestyles beth with 

reducinq traffic and also creatinq some iobs. 

l tjink those are great, great goa:s to have, 

and I'm really happy to hear that we're try~ng ~c do 

something about the traffic, since I drive on the 405 

al~ the time a~d it's packed all the ttme. 

But what I'd like to say and poiEt out is that 

there's about 350 emp:oyees at DHL a!"ld if one of our 

goals is to create jobs and from what the -- what it 

was stated is about 100 to 200 iobs we're goinq to 
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create, but if we're tak::_ng away our facility with 350 

people plus the site next to us with anotter 50, we're 

go!ng to da~age the jobs of about 400 of us tc create 

100 to 200 jobs which I think really de~eats the 

purpose of tjis project. 

And so what ='d ask is that you guys 

reconsider a~d think abcuc the lives you're gc::_ng to 

affect by taking away our facility a;1d our jobs, 

because a lot of us here at DHL today are worr::_ed 

about, you k~m,, are we going to toe able to maintain 

:::,ur employme~t if you -cake away o-.ir facility, and so I 

ask that you reconsider taking away Site 17. 

'rha:,ks _ 

MR. JACKSOK : Rafael Galcan. 

RAFAEL GALBAN: Good evening. My name is 

Rafael Galba~. I'm an employee of DHL Global 

Forwardinq for 36 years. I actually -- we ::_nitiated 

the move into 4000 Redondo Bec1ch approximately six 

years ago a;1d it was hard work to actually find that 

facil::_ty. 

As stated by my colleagues prior me here, it 

was very hard to =ind facility and put a operation, 

wh::_ch is world-class operation, together wh::_ch affects 

many lives, .'ind I'm here to express my cor.cern of the 

employees t:-1at are currently with us, which is 



 
Final Environmental Impact Statement/Final Environmental Impact Report  
Appendix K – Responses to Comments Received 

 

C R E N S H A W / L A X  T R A N S I T  C O R R I D O R  P R O J E C T  
K-290 August 2011 

©Metro ------------------------------------------

S45-18A 

545-18B 

S45-19A 

approximately 350, a hundred of those within the 

warehouse, a:1d t~eir families, which we count ~s 

apprcximately 1500 people that will be affected. And 

that's not o:1ly the people that will be affected. 

We are a gateway, the major gateway cf DHL 

which is north America. We have a 24-hour, 

seven-day-a-week operation bringing in cargo intc 

Un~ted States and shipping cargo overseas and 

domestically. 

Major accounts are handled in that business 

in that building and a lo~ of people here have cell 

phones and computers. Well, we bring those in .:m a 

da~ly b3sis a.nd we have a perfect site with employees, 

you know, very good peop:e and they don't deserve to 

lose their jobs. 

Curcently, we have no other site that would 

fit our l:::usi:1ess in the area. We try, yov ;cncw, to 

express our concern and for the committee to reconsider 

another site instead of our site. 

Tha:1k you. 

MR. JACKSON: Thank you. 

Next speaker is Steven Johnson. 

S'l'J,;VJ,;N JOHNSON: Hi. Steve:1 Jahr.son. 1 'm on 

the board of directors for Fusion; beer. very involved 

in this for the past twc months now. 
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Yeah, just th~nking of this ~rom a purely 

business -- I'm a very business-minded person and 

looking at a 15-, 20-year strategy, if I was looking at 

a prcperty at Fusion with three and a talf acres versus 

a prcperty tiat tas 1~ to 20 acres and 1 have grcwth 

potential, I have, easily, expansion from moving to 

maybe we have another four lines that are added or 

maybe we need to add ar.other hundred cars that we'd 

have to do ma.intenar:ce on, I would look at wJ-wt my 

cheapest expansion alternative wo~ld be. 

At fusion we are contained. There's not 

really any rr.ore unless they "'::ry to do emir:ent do:nain on 

280 units, w:-1ich I don't see happening very cos::. 

effectively or even being possible. 

So I would a:i.ways look at, okay, 1 can take 

th~s expansion, I have this area, maybe I' L. build a 

park riqht now, but now: have another 10 acres that I 

can la--::.er on remove and add, you know, another ::.wo 

lines, another 50 cars coming in. 

It is already w~ "'::hin ou::- cornmuni ty. My 

personal houae faces the open area of the maintenance 

yard. They ionk their horns at night, they bang, ~hey 

do other things. 

I knew about th~s co:ning into it. I ::.ive with 

But tryinq to double that o::- triple that of the 
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amount cf ve~ticles or cars that keep movir_g in, it' 11 

be nonstop. I mean, there will be never any t::_mes when 

it's going to be open during day or night due to that 

ma::_ntenance and the amoun-::: of traffic that runs 

through. 

The opposition here has been 95 percen~, 

probably, 90 percent, at least, betweer_ 17 and our D22. 

The other ones we've been hearing very litt:e about 

from an overall perspect::_ve so -- and there's 

clearly -- l think we have a big car lot. 

clearly easier spaces for it to move o~t, so it should 

be removed from the list and we'll be pursuing -:::his 

further and the City of Hawthorne is behind us, as 

you've heard before, with a resolution against ~his 

project. 

Tha~1k you. 

MR. JACKSOt, : 

:-1.ichael Mego. 

Our next speaker is Gordon 

GORDON MICEAEL MEGO: Hello, everyone. My 

name's Gordon Michael ~ego. I'm a native and resident 

of Hawthorne since Oc~ober the 8th, 1952, and I have a 

mechanical engineering background and currently I am 

working with the City of Hawchorne. 

I come from a large family, grew up en, you 

know, che so~thwest s::_de and I've iust seen like a 
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steady decli:-ie ir. tt.e quality of life, whether it's 

re~ated to, you know, infrastructure expar.s~ons, some 

of which we're tal~ing about here to~ight, the rail 

line would exacerbate tha~ and for a n~mber Jf reasons. 

The District 22 wculd be the least desirable 

choice and s:,ould be eliminated from consideration, you 

know, especially the res~dential aspect. You knew, 

that's the primary concern. Quality of life, property 

va:_ues, etc., a number of people have mentioned that. 

Husinesses that would be greatly affec~ed that 

are very large concerns and they generate a lot of 

revenue in tie area that -- jobs and so forth that is 

very, very important to this region and to disturb that 

would be, yo~ know, just wrong, you know. 

And then when I look at the di~ferent other 

locations thE,t are out there, you really r.eed to look 

at a site that can be encompassinq a large enough area 

that can be da~e right. 

And if you're talking about 45 and even mayl:::e, 

you know, 70 care, obviously, Hawthorne's not going to 

do it, so it's like i.t should be a no-bra.iner. Why 

even consider it. 

And there's a whole host of other problems 

whether it's pipelir.es or, you know, traffic 

consideratio:,s. And now, like, I have a sister who 
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works for DHL Global Forwarding, although not a~ this 

site here. 

MR. JACKS OK : Thank you. Time i::: up. 

I have four ::.ast -- okay -- five rema~ning 

speaker cards. 

Is there anyone else that would like to speak? 

Please fill out a speaker card and give it to s~aff. 

Okay. So I'm going to call up next Tu= Hayes, 

Vic=or Taylor Sl, Honorable Councilwoman Judy Dunlap 

and Ken Alpern. Will ycu please come in that order, as 

we::.l as John Koppelman. 

Mr. Hayes, you have two minutes. 

'I'UT HAYES: You cc1n't trust these people. 

Don ' t worry about what they're going to do. Lec.'s look 

at whaL they have done. 

Before the B:ue ~ine was constructed, I told 

them the platforms were toe short. They took the short 

ones anyw·ay. Many years later they extend the platform 

at =he cost of the entire platfo=~-

They make a map of Lhei= transit system; a 

fu'_l-color rr..c;.p. They had UCLA three miles away from 

where it'a located. 

airpon:.. 

Sarne thing, too, wit~ Santa Monica 

The Red Li~e trains have a decal showing where 

you should p·.1t your whee::.chair, you= bicycle and your 
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baby stroller but it's at the opposite end of the place 

where you p-~1t them. 

Eacj coach has spring doors bGt they don't put 

that. indicatio~ at the door where it belongs. 

Now, what they will do is operate with such 

stupidity, i:1competence and opposition to public needs 

is incredible. 

Thia train doesn't go to the airport. No 

train does. Why not? Ge-:: an aerial view of the 

airpcr-:: facility. You 1 1: see hundreds and hundreds, 

maybe thousa~tds o: parking which you pay for, eight. 

bucks a day or more, and they have shuttle servi~es 

that take yo·_t back and forth to the airport. 

Now, they say they didn't put in an a~rport -

al:ow it ~o go to the airport to tegin with because it 

might obst=uct the airplane flights. Put it 

underground. They ca:l that a subterranean. All 

right? 

In Washington they go to the airport, 

Ba:timore they go to the airport, but not in L.A. Not 

with these people. 

And you're not qoinq to run this train past 

Grenshaw Higj School. Now, that's a de:inite. 1 'm not 

askin,;i you. I'm not pleading. I'm telling you. All 

right? You can do anyth~ng you like but you're not 
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go::_ng ::c run it past a h::_gh school. 

Tha:-ik you. 

MR. JACKS OK : Thank you. 

Next speaker is Victor Taylor El. 

Goi:-ig once. 

Victor Taylor E:, going twice. 

Okay. Our next speaker is Honorab~e 

Ccuncilwot:la:1 Judy '.:;t.;nlap. 

COUNCILWOMAN JUDY DUNLAP: Thank you very 

much. Councib,oman Judy Dunlap, City o:" lngl ewocd. 

I'd l::.ke to welcome a:l of you to our city. Thank you 

very much for participat::_ng in this very critical 

public heari:-ig this evening. 

I would like to, I'm going to say, 

ccngrai::.ulate MTA staff because of the 200 people here, 

no one is supporting any of your project areas. Zero. 

So I don't luow r.ow much mcney it cost to qet to this 

po::_nt, out I t'.'.link you're bat.ting a zero at the moment. 

Witi regard to -- I'm going to speak on behalf 

of Hawthorne because :'._i::.'s a neighboring city. When I 

see how close that is to ~he residential. proper~ies, I 

7us:: can't even believe 

even been co:-isidered. 

That should never have 

I don't thin:.;: my colleagi1es or, tr.e -- my peers 

on ::he Hawt:1orne city ccuncil would mind you speaking 
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to ~hat becaJse I cou:dn'~ believe what I'm seeing and 

what I'm hearinq with reqard to the proximity to 

residential properties. It's a tremendou::: impact. It 

has to be a ~o and I agree with them. 

How it got added, 1 have no idea because it 

doesn•~ fit ,:'tnything and it's just an a:':fron-c to any 

homeowner anyw-r-iere to see that any governmenta: agency 

would even consider a project of this mag~itude so 

close ~o where people are living and raising their 

families. 

And with regard ~o ~he site for Inglewood, 

with the speaker who said no one else seems to want it 

but they seem to want it in 1nglewood 20 put it there, 

no, no, no. I don't want it. We don't have any 

resolution either way with regard to the city but I'm 

speaking for myself. 

I do not want it in the city o:': Inglewood. We 

have businesses there tha~ we don't want to have to he 

re:oca~ed becaJse they are functioning just fine the 

way they a~e. A~d our c~~y staff will be preparing 

in-dep'::.h corr,me:-its for planning and our ctr.er 

departments, traf:':ic and econoffiic, all of that prio~ to 

the deadline. 

But., once again, I want to than" a~l of you. 

Please conti~ue to participate because you are making a 
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difference. 

Tha:-ik you. 

MR. JACKS OK : Thank you. 

Our next speaker is Ken Alperr.. 

KEN ALP1':RN: Good evening. My name is Ken 

Alpern and I co-chair the Council District :1 

Transportation Advisory Co:nmi ttee for Bill Rosendhal 

and I chai~ the nonprofit transit coalition. 

first of::, I'd 2-ike to thank Metro, LAX, City 

of lnglewood, ~oderick Diaz, Allen Pitasnia~ (phonetic) 

and Wendy Berlin (phonetic) for all the work they've 

done. 

And I really wan-;: to er'.lphasize that this has 

the pocential to be something big, something huge. 

This is the first major north-south light rail line 

that will co:-inect, potentially, the mid-city to the 

South Bay. 

'l'his is very, very i:npo'ctant and 1 'm meaning 

no disrespect to the previous speaker. I want you to 

recognize that these maintenance site facil~ty 

mee"':.ings, they don't at.tract people who want. i.t. They 

on:_ y a"'.::tract people who don't want it. Ar:d with that 

in mind, it's pretty obvious as to who is here but you 

must listen to who is not here. 

There is or.l y one person from Inc;lei.,;cod who 
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just spcke opposing the Sites 14 or 15. Just one. And 

no one trom Westchester or the city of L.A. 

There's been outreach, so please recognize, 

read into who is not here because the Century Boulevard 

corridor is 2. wonderful place fa.,_· industrial job 

development. 

I'K going to focus on what I'm for. Clearly, 

the South Bay isn't that densified. You know, ~rying 

to build a w:1.ole bur.ch of concentrated inc:iustr::_al land 

really doesn't work there but it does on the Century 

Boulevard corridor. ~t•s next to LAX. It's a jobs 

magnet. It's the one place secondary to downtown that 

we need more :obs. 

This line's going to go someday to Wi:shire, 

down to To~rance. We need to have it go to the west 

side as well. I've made it clear on many occasions lf,y 

agenda is to get this also to the originally planned 

Playa Vista ~p to Lincoln boulevard corridor. 

Sorr~day we may see a 405 Sepulveda Line go 

under or alo~g Sepulveda. We need to have ::_t atwixt of 

the light rail line. ~ake it at least a parking lot at 

Sepulveda and Lincoln. Please, let's focus on Sites 14 

or 15. They are our best investment. 

Tha~k you very much. 

MR. JA_CKSCIS: : Thank you. 
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Our next speaker is John Koppelman. 

JOHN !'CCPPELMAN: Good evening. My name is 

John Koppelrr.a.n. I am the president of the Del Aire 

~e~ghborhood Associat~~n. 

homes in r:iy community. 

I 2urrently represent 207 

We stand i~ support of the City of Haw~horne 

and their □~position t~ this project. I perscnally 

have worked in a career for 35 year2 and l'm very 

familiar witi heavy maintenance facilities. I know 

wha~ kind of noise and dust and what kind of negative 

impact they do create. =~•s entirely an inappropriate 

use w!thin tie close proximi~y of residences and we 

oppoBe this. 

And I'd also -- I can't help but -- I just 

can't let it go. You need to listen to the people who 

are here because the people who aren't here didn't find 

it necessary to show up, sc I can't help but add that. 

Please liste~ to the people who are here. 

Tha~k you. 

MR. JACKS OK : Thank you. 

Our next speakers will be in this 

order: Mr. ~ames Bert, Jacqueline Hamilton and then 

Gharlotte Lee Gunter. 

Will you come in that order. 

Please state ycur name. 
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anybcdy else tnat wishes -:c speak this even:'cng? 

Okay. Our last speaker shall be Char~otte Lee 

Gun:.er. 

CHA~LOTTE LEE GUI-.J'IER: My name is Charlotte 

Lee Gunter a:1d, frankly, l had not planned to speak 

this evening b~t I'm rising to the cjallenge. 

I really am in sympathy with what =•ve heard 

here from yo~ fusion pecple. All I can say is have 

courage. I really don't know where this is qoi_ng to 

go, but l ca:1 tell you that Kenwood Players and the 

Westchester community got together a!1d we have 

attended -- I have attended every meeting since the 

inauguration of this process and we were liscened to 

and it is my sincere hope that you will be ::_istened to 

also or that a resolution will co~e about. 

As I said, I wasn't planning to speak because 

we have been resolved and resolved in a way thac we're 

very pleased with. 

wi~l be pleased. 

Hopefully, in the end, you, too, 

- CLos=t-.JG REMAR,.CS -

MR. JACKSON : 'I'hank you. 

Again, thank you for attending ttis evening 

and providing your input -::::o our process. If you have 
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C R E N S H A W / L A X  T R A N S I T  C O R R I D O R  P R O J E C T  
K-302 August 2011 

©Metro ------------------------------------------

S45-25A 

S45-258 

JAM~S BCRT: Thank you for letticg me come and 

speak. I'm a welder by trade. I'm an electrician by 

trade. I have never seen -- the only thing I want them 

to leave [unintelligible) where it is, leave Walqreens 

where it is and put that sta~ion somewhere else. 

That's all I want. 

The maintenance sta~ion's going over near the 

airpor~. Who's been over there lately? It's nothing 

:iver there. Planes flying too low. That's why they're 

put~ing a maintenance sta~ion. 

we::_der for Lie next two years. 

That ' s where l'm a 

That's where I'll be an 

electrician for the next ~wo yea'::'s. 

Now, I want to know how can I get one of ~hern 

good jobs like you got when they first start off. Now, 

that's all l want to know. 

I'~ waiting for my answer. 

14 seconds, 13. 

I got one minute, 

Mk.. JACKSOK: 'l'his is the comment period. 

JAl'ES BURT: The reason I ask yoL;, tr.at, I 

asked you before, becat:se :uy grandson want to be an 

engineer. I'm looking ou~ for DY g~ancison because I 

ain't qot m:ich time left. 

So the most of you people t!'lat never rode on 

the light rail, go down there and buy you a day pass or 

two-day pass. Go frc•m one to the other. We call it 
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C R E N S H A W / L A X  T R A N S I T  C O R R I D O R  P R O J E C T  
K-303 August 2011 

© Metro -----------------------------------------

S45-25C 

S45-26A 

the silent killer because (unintelligible) and we can't 

hear it comi:-ig. It's sc quiet. 

bad. 

Anybody stay in a place for 30 years, ~hat's 

You do:-i't kno;;,,; what's har;pe'."ling on the cuc:side. 

1 keep :11ovi'."l(J from state :.o state, sometimes from 

country to cou:1try. Everybody got (unintelligible) and 

Jot stuck becailse I don't have no way out of here. 

And look wt.at happened in Japan. All :.her.i 

beautiful trains they lcs~. 

Let's bLild this subway so 1 can get::_~ before 

I die, :nake this mor:ey and get r.iy grand3on a job with 

that man there being an engineer; okay? 

'rha:1k you. 

MR. JACKSOK : Thank you, Mr. Burt. 

Jacqueline Hami~c:on. 

JACQUSLTNE HA."IILTON: Hello, everyone. I':n 

Jacqueline Hamilton. I'm with the Tilskegee Airmen 

lncorporated Los Ange:.es Chapter organization. l'r.i 

als:, with t:-ie LAX Focus Grcup and the LAX Mast.er Plan 

Stakeholde= Group. I am someone who former:.y lived in 

the 1".anchest.er square area of the LAX r:-edevelopment 

project. 

Thi3 information is also part of the project. 

One cf the t.ji~gs we're trying to do i~ being involved 

in several rrnntorinq act::_ vi ties is to find out where 
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C R E N S H A W / L A X  T R A N S I T  C O R R I D O R  P R O J E C T  
K-304 August 2011 

 
 

©Metro ------------------------------------------

S45-26A 

S45-268 

are we going to receive our safety in all of this. 

Several of us have already been displaced in 

housing. We've been displaced in our employmen~, in 

living in the Manchester square area. When I lived 

there, l worked as a mergers and acquisitions 

consul:.ant, aoftware engineer and manager, customer 

services r:ianager, for a company called Unicom Systems 

lncorporated. There are several of '_,[S who :..ived in 

tha:. area who are direct descendents of Wor:d War II 

veterans. 

My father's ~nforma~ion has been d~sp:ayed at 

LAX and we're trying to find out what's going on with 

these projects, so several of us are doing assessments. 

I've actually worked for the census bureau. I 

worked for 2JlJ census. I was one o~ the ones who was 

immediately promoted t0 assistant manager of 

technoloqy. 

We all need careers that will last for 

decades. We all need the funds. We all need jobs. 

Th~s state needs a rehau:ing of the economy. So what 

we' re ~ryj ng to do is mee:. with everyone r.ow to find 

out what'c going on and to also qiv£2 our comrnen:.s. 

Tha~k you for listening. 

MR. JACKSON: Thank you. 

I have one last speaker card. Is tl-,ere 
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C R E N S H A W / L A X  T R A N S I T  C O R R I D O R  P R O J E C T  
K-305 August 2011 

COMMENT: S.45-1.  Mary Jo Farrell 
 
Response to comment S.45-1A. 
 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility. 
 
Response to comment S.45-1B. 
 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility. 
 
Response to comment S.45-1C. 

 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility. 
 
 

© Metrd ____ _ 
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C R E N S H A W / L A X  T R A N S I T  C O R R I D O R  P R O J E C T  
K-306 August 2011 

COMMENT: S.45-2.  Councilmen Daniel Juarez 
 
Response to comment S.45-2A. 
 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility. 
 
Response to comment S.45-2B. 
 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility. 
 
Response to comment S.45-2C. 

 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility. 
 
Response to comment S.45-2D. 

 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility. 
 
Response to comment S.45-2E. 

 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility. 

©Metrd 
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C R E N S H A W / L A X  T R A N S I T  C O R R I D O R  P R O J E C T  
K-307 August 2011 

COMMENT: S.45-3.  Raphaele Machado 
 
Response to comment S.45-3A. 
 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility. 
 
Response to comment S.45-3B. 
 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility. 
 
Response to comment S.45-3C. 

 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility. 
 

© Metrd ____ _ 
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C R E N S H A W / L A X  T R A N S I T  C O R R I D O R  P R O J E C T  
K-308 August 2011 

COMMENT: S.45-4.  Erin Monroe 
 
Response to comment S.45-4A. 
 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility. 
 
Response to comment S.45-4B. 
 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility. 
 
Response to comment S.45-4C. 

 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility. 

©Metrd 
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C R E N S H A W / L A X  T R A N S I T  C O R R I D O R  P R O J E C T  
K-309 August 2011 

COMMENT: S.45-5.  Chris Richert 
 
Response to comment S.45-5A. 
 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility. 
 
Response to comment S.45-5B. 
 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility. 
 
Response to comment S.45-5C. 

 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility. 

© Metrd ____ _ 
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C R E N S H A W / L A X  T R A N S I T  C O R R I D O R  P R O J E C T  
K-310 August 2011 

COMMENT: S.45-6.  Joel Reeves 
 
Response to comment S.45-6A. 
 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility. 
 
Response to comment S.45-6B. 
 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility. 
 

©Metrd 
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C R E N S H A W / L A X  T R A N S I T  C O R R I D O R  P R O J E C T  
K-311 August 2011 

COMMENT: S.45-7A.  Samantha Millman 
 
Response to comment S.45-7A. 
 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility. 
 
Response to comment S.45-7B. 
 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility. 
 
Response to comment S.45-7C. 

 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility. 

© Metrd ____ _ 
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C R E N S H A W / L A X  T R A N S I T  C O R R I D O R  P R O J E C T  
K-312 August 2011 

COMMENT: S.45-8A.  David Slavin 
 
Response to comment S.45-8A. 
 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility. 
 
Response to comment S.45-8B. 
 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility. 
 
Response to comment S.45-8C. 

 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility. 
 
Response to comment S.45-8D. 

 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility. 

©Metrd 
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C R E N S H A W / L A X  T R A N S I T  C O R R I D O R  P R O J E C T  
K-313 August 2011 

COMMENT: S.45-9A.  Kevin Brogan 
 
Response to comment S.45-9A. 
 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility. 
 
Response to comment S.45-9B. 
 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility. 
 
Response to comment S.45-9C. 

 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility. 
 
Response to comment S.45-9D. 

 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility. 
 
Response to comment S.45-9E. 

 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility. 

© Metrd ____ _ 
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C R E N S H A W / L A X  T R A N S I T  C O R R I D O R  P R O J E C T  
K-314 August 2011 

COMMENT: S.45-10.  Alex Vargas 
 
Response to comment S.45-10A. 
 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility. 
 
Response to comment S.45-10B. 
 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility. 
 
Response to comment S.45-10C. 

 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility. 
 

©Metrd 
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C R E N S H A W / L A X  T R A N S I T  C O R R I D O R  P R O J E C T  
K-315 August 2011 

COMMENT: S.45-11.  Martin Coyne 
 
 
Response to comment S.45-11A. 
  
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility. 
 
Response to comment S.45-11B. 
 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility. 
 
Response to comment S.45-11C. 

 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility. 
 

© Metrd ____ _ 
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C R E N S H A W / L A X  T R A N S I T  C O R R I D O R  P R O J E C T  
K-316 August 2011 

COMMENT: S.45-12.  Aaron Jones 
 
Response to comment S.45-12A. 
 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility. 
 
Response to comment S.45-12B. 
 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility. 
 
Response to comment S.45-12C. 

 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility. 
 
 
 
 

©Metrd 
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C R E N S H A W / L A X  T R A N S I T  C O R R I D O R  P R O J E C T  
K-317 August 2011 

COMMENT: S.45-13. Tom Gutto 
 
Response to comment S.45-13A. 
 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility. 
 

© Metrd ____ _ 
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C R E N S H A W / L A X  T R A N S I T  C O R R I D O R  P R O J E C T  
K-318 August 2011 

COMMENT: S.45-14.  Kim Bordet 
 
Response to comment S.45-14A. 
 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility. 
 
Response to comment S.45-14B. 
 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility. 
 
Response to comment S.45-14C. 

 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility. 
 
 
 
 
 
 

©Metrd 
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C R E N S H A W / L A X  T R A N S I T  C O R R I D O R  P R O J E C T  
K-319 August 2011 

COMMENT: S.45-15.  Marc Gephart 
 
Response to comment S.45-15A. 
 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility. 
 
Response to comment S.45-15B. 
 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility. 
 
Response to comment S.45-15C. 

 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility. 

© Metrd ____ _ 
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C R E N S H A W / L A X  T R A N S I T  C O R R I D O R  P R O J E C T  
K-320 August 2011 

COMMENT: S.45-16.  Peter Jorgensen 
 
Response to comment S.45-16A. 
 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility. 

©Metrd 
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C R E N S H A W / L A X  T R A N S I T  C O R R I D O R  P R O J E C T  
K-321 August 2011 

COMMENT: S.45-17.  Cory Seibert 
 
Response to comment S.45-17A. 
 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility. 
 
Response to comment S.45-17B. 
 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility. 
 
Response to comment S.45-17C. 

 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility. 

© Metrd ____ _ 
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C R E N S H A W / L A X  T R A N S I T  C O R R I D O R  P R O J E C T  
K-322 August 2011 

COMMENT: S.45-18.  Rafael Galban 
 
Response to comment S.45-18A. 
 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility. 
 
Response to comment S.45-18B. 
 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility. 

©Metrd 



 
 Final Environmental Impact Statement/Final Environment Impact Report 

Appendix K – Responses to Comments Received 
 

C R E N S H A W / L A X  T R A N S I T  C O R R I D O R  P R O J E C T  
K-323 August 2011 

COMMENT: S.45-19.  Steven Johnson 
 
Response to comment S.45-19A. 
 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility. 
 
Response to comment S.45-19B. 
 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility. 
 
Response to comment S.45-19C. 
 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility. 
 
Response to comment S.45-19D. 
 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility. 
 

© Metrd ____ _ 
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C R E N S H A W / L A X  T R A N S I T  C O R R I D O R  P R O J E C T  
K-324 August 2011 

COMMENT: S.45-20.  Gordon Michael Mego 
 
Response to comment S.45-20A. 
 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility. 
 
Response to comment S.45-20B. 
 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility. 
 
Response to comment S.45-20C. 
 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility. 
 

©Metrd 
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Appendix K – Responses to Comments Received 
 

C R E N S H A W / L A X  T R A N S I T  C O R R I D O R  P R O J E C T  
K-325 August 2011 

COMMENT: S.45-21.  Tut Hayes 
 
Response to comment S.45-21A. 
 
Comment noted.  The views and opinions of the commenter are appreciated. 
 
Response to comment S.45-21B. 
 
Comment noted.  Public input and ridership projections have shown that an airport connection would be 
desirable. 
 
Response to comment S.45-21C. 
 
Comment noted.  The FAA has regulations about crossing adjacent or near a runway.  Metro and FTA 
have ongoing coordination with FAA to establish what protocols are necessary to ensure airport and 
passenger safety.  Crenshaw High School is located one block east of the alignment.  The light rail vehicles 
would travel within the center of the street right-of-way between two way traffic.  The FEIS/FEIR 
determined that no adverse safety impacts would occur. 
 

© Metrd ____ _ 
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C R E N S H A W / L A X  T R A N S I T  C O R R I D O R  P R O J E C T  
K-326 August 2011 

COMMENT: S.45-22.  Councilwoman Judy Dunlap 
 
Response to comment S.45-22A. 
 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility. 
 
Response to comment S.45-22B. 
 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility. 
 
Response to comment S.45-22C. 
 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility. 
 
Response to comment S.45-22D. 
 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility. 

©Metrd 
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Appendix K – Responses to Comments Received 
 

C R E N S H A W / L A X  T R A N S I T  C O R R I D O R  P R O J E C T  
K-327 August 2011 

COMMENT: S.45-23.  Ken Alpern 
 
Response to comment S.45-23A. 
 
Comment noted.   
 
Response to comment S.45-23B. 
 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility.  
 
Response to comment S.45-23C. 
 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility. 
 
Response to comment S.45-23D. 
 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility. 
 
 

© Metrd ____ _ 
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C R E N S H A W / L A X  T R A N S I T  C O R R I D O R  P R O J E C T  
K-328 August 2011 

COMMENT: S.45-24. John Koppelman 
 
Response to comment S.45-24A. 
 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility. 

©Metrd 
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Appendix K – Responses to Comments Received 
 

C R E N S H A W / L A X  T R A N S I T  C O R R I D O R  P R O J E C T  
K-329 August 2011 

COMMENT: S.45-25. James Burt  
 
Response to comment S.45-25A. 
 
Comment noted.  Walgreens in Inglewood will not be displaced because of the project.  The Florence/La 
Brea Station has been moved further east along the Harbor Subdivision right-of-way.  Warning signals will 
be present at all grade crossings to alert pedestrians to oncoming light rail vehicles. 
 
Response to comment S.45-25B. 
 
Comment noted.  Please refer to response to comment S.45.25A. 
 
Response to comment S.45-25C. 
 
Comment noted.  Please refer to response to comment S.45.25A. 
 

© Metrd ____ _ 
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C R E N S H A W / L A X  T R A N S I T  C O R R I D O R  P R O J E C T  
K-330 August 2011 

COMMENT: S.45-26. Jacqueline Hamilton  
 
Response to comment S.45-26A. 
 
Comment noted.  You have been added to the stakeholder database and will receive all further notices 
about the Crenshaw/LAX Transit Project. 
 
Response to comment S.45-26B. 
 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Response to comment S.45-26A. 

©Metrd 
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Appendix K – Responses to Comments Received 
 

C R E N S H A W / L A X  T R A N S I T  C O R R I D O R  P R O J E C T  
K-331 August 2011 

COMMENT: S.45-27.  Charlotte Lee Gunter 
 
Response to comment S.45-27A. 
 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Supplemental Master Response regarding the selection of Site #14 (Arbor 
Vitae/Bellanca) as the site for the maintenance facility. 
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