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7.0 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT SEIS/SEIR

7.1 INTRODUCTION

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

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

The executive summary of the Draft SEIS/SEIR was translated into Spanish and was available at the
public hearings and for those individuals who requested a copy. Three public hearings were held
throughout the study area at the following locations: 1) Japanese American National Museum, March 29,

2001 at 6:00 PM; 2) Roosevelt High School April 4, 2001 at 6:00 PM; and 3) Garfield High School April
5, 2001 at 6:00 PM.

Table 7-1 lists and assigns a number to each comment letter and speaker at the public hearings. This
chapter provides a copy of each of the comment letters, and the written responses follow the comment
letters. A copy of the transcript for each of the public hearings follows the letters and responses. The
chapter concludes with the responses to the comments made at the hearings.
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7.0: Responses to Comments on the Draft SEISSEIR \l
Introduction '
TABLE 7-1: LIST OF COMMENTORS ON THE DRAFT SEIS/SEIR
COMMENT DATE | PAGE .
NUMBER | COMMENTOR REC’D | NO.
ELECTED OFFICIALS
] Gilbert Cedillo, Assemblymember, 46 District 04/17/01 | W-1
2 Nick Pacheco, Los Angeles City Councilmember, 14" District 04/04/01 W-3
3 Nick Pacheco, Los Angeles City Councilmember, 14® District 04/17/01 w4
FEDERAL AGENCIES ‘
4 Lisa Hanf, United States Environmental Protection Agency 04/09/01 W-7
5 Rick Yorczyk, United States Department of Commerce, National Oceanic 04/09/01 w-9 \
and Atmospheric Administration '
5-1 Amaglio Sandro, Federal Emergency Management Agency 05/15/01 Ww-9
STATE AND REGIONAL AGENCIES
6 Laura Simonek, Metropolitan Water District of Southern California 04/20/01 W-10 l
7 Jeffrey Smith, Southern California Association of Governments 04/18/01 W-10
8 David Solow, Metrolink 04/11/01 W-11
9 H. A. Acevedo, California Highway Patrol 04/09/01 W-11 '
10 Stephen Buswell, California Department of Transportation, Office of 04/17/01 Ww-12
Regional Planning, District 7
1 Terry Roberts, Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, State 04/17/01 W-13
Clearinghouse
12 Dr. Knox Mellon, California Resource Agency, Dept. of Parks and 05/01/01 W-13
Recreation, Office of Historic Preservation
13 Kenneth Trott, California Resource Agency, Dept. of Conservation, Office 04/27/01 W-13 I
of Governmental and Environmental Relations
Tery Roberts, Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, State W-14
Terry Roberts, Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, State /
15 Clearinghouse 05/02/01 w-14
COUNTY AGENCIES {‘
16 gia\",il:io lIl..exmnger, County of Los Angeles Fire Department, Forestry 04/23/01 W-14
17 James Noyes, County of Los Angeles Dept. of Public Works 04/17/01 W-14 ‘
18 Leroy D. Baca, County of Los Angeles Sheriff’s Dept. 04/16/01 W-17 \l
19 Richard Alonzo, Maravilla Community Advisory Committee 04/19/01 W-17
20 George Magallanes, Adalante Eastside Redevelopment Project 04/19/01 W-18
CITY AGENCIES '
21 Frances Banerjee, City of Los Angeles Dept. of Transportation 04/17/01 W-18
22 William Bamattre, City of Los Angeles Fire Dept. 04/18/01 W-30
23 Jerry Scharlin, Community Redevelopment Agency of Los Angeles 04/17/01 W-31 \'
24 Steve Gonzales, City of Monterey Park 04/16/01 W-32 :
25 Ray Dipple, Los Angeles Unified School District, Environmental Heaith 04/17/01 W-32
and Safety
26 No Comment with this number. W-36
COMMUNITY ORGANIZATIONS .
27 Eric Orosz, Bus Riders Union 04/17/01 W-36
28 Stephan Finnegan, Automobile Club of Southern California 04/16/01 W-37 ,I
29 Thomas Stanley, Campaign for Better Transit 03/19/01 | W-38
30 Silvia Viramontes, Union y Fuerza de la Comunidad 04/04/01 W-38 {
31 Silvia Viramontes, Union y Fuerza de la Comunidad 04/17/01 W-38 '
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7.0: Responses to Comments on the Draft SEIS/SEIR

Introduction

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

COMMENT DATE PAGE
NUMBER COMMENTOR REC’D NO.
32 E. Richard Larson, NAACP Legal Defense and Educations Fund, Inc. 04/17/01 W-44
33 Barbara Schultz, Legal Aid Foundation of Los Angeles 04/17/01 W-45
34 Irene Hirano, Little Tokyo Community Council 04/16/01 W-45
35 Margarita Sanchez, Boyle Heights Mejoramiento 04/02/01 W45
36 Margarita Sanchez, Boyle Heights Mejoramiento 04/15/01 W-46
37 Margarita Sanchez, Boyle Heights Mejoramiento 04/18/01 W-49
38 Emestina Montellano, CAARP 04/04/01 W-49
39 Emestina Montellano, CAARP 04/18/01 W-49
40 Mary Lou Trevis, Mothers of East Los Angeles 04/23/01 W-50
41 Dr. Ramon Garcia, Latino Urban Forum 05/01/01 W-51
42 Darrell Clarke, Friends 4 Expo Transit 05/02/01 W-51
BUSINESSES
43 Dean Perton, Catellus Development Corporation 05/01/01 W-51
44 Shoji S. Shimizu, AIA, Mangrove Estate 04/17/01 W-51
45 Robert Volk, Volk Properties 04/16/01 W-53
46 Nancy Araki, Japanese American National Museum 04/16/01 W-54
47 Ricky Monugium, Business Owner, 3™ Street 04/05/01 W-54
48 Gary Einstein, Einstein & Speigel, Attorneys at Law 04/13/01 W-54
49 Darren Stroud, Esq., Taira Services Corporation 04/17/01 W-54
50 Rolando Hidalgo, Law Offices of Manuel Hidalgo 04/17/01 W-59
51 %:I\:;;nd George Matsibayashi, Los Angeles Hompa Hongwanji Buddhist 04/18/01 W-60
52 Greg Heet, Heet Sound Products 04/18/01 W-62
53 Albert Deininger, White Memorial Medical Center 05/01/01 W-62
INDIVIDUALS
54 Byron Edwards 04/23/01 W-63
55 Diane Zaeptel, Garfield High School 04/12/01 W-63
56 Silvia Viramontes 04/04/01 W-63
57 Gerardo Salas 04/04/01 W-63
58 Anita Castellanos 04/04/01 W-63
59 Philip Nurenburg 04/04/01 W-64
60 Silvia Viramontes 03/29/01 W-64
61 James Fujita 03/19/01 W-65
62 Charles Hockett 03/28/01 W-65
63 Jackie MacCauley 03/29/01 W-65
64 George Del Rio 03/19/01 W-65
65 Clara Solis 03/27/01 W-66
66 John Smart 03/19/01 W-66
67 John Arroyo 04/16/01 W-66
68 Jesus Samono 04/16/01 W-67
69 Robert Wang 04/12/01 W-67
70 Raymond Covarrubias, Davis Blue Print Company, Inc. 04/17/01 W-67
71 Renee Chavez 04/17/01 W-67
72 Jose Gomez 04/17/01 W-69
73 Sylvia Sanchez 04/13/01 W-70
74 Tim Adams 04/05/01 W-70
75 Sandra Sandoval 05/01/01 W-70
76 Robert Bellinger 05/01/01 W-70
17 John G. Sullivan, 208 N. Alameda Partners, L.P. 04/24/01 W-70
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7.0: Responses to Comments on the Draft SEIS/SEIR

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

COMMENT DATE | PAGE
NUMBER | COMMENTOR REC'D | NO.
78 Nadine Diaz 05/02/01 W-70
79 Mima Troncoso 05/01/01 W-71
80 Gladys Bryant 05/01/01' | W-71
81 J. Lesko 04/25/01 W-71
82 Tony Chavez 04/25/01 W-71
83 Estella Gonzalez 04/27/01 W-72
84 Tunde T. Thomas 04/24/01 W-72
85 Alexis Navarro 04/30/01 W-72
86 Alberto Rodriguez 05/03/01 W-73
87 Juaquin Castellanos 04/23/01 W-73
88 Ron Mukai 04/30/01 W-73
89 Juan Moralez : 04/05/01 W-74
90 Robert Lopez 04/05/01 W-74
91 Servando Omelas 04/05/01 W-74
92 Unreadable 04/06/01 W-74
93 Unreadlable 04/06/01 W-74
94 Jarome Weymouth 03/28/01 W-74
95 SRM 03/28/01 W-75
96 Adelina Portillo 04/05/01 W-75

PUBLIC HEARING SPEAKERS

P-1 Michael Vega 03/29/01 PH-1
P-2 Frances Hashimoto 03/29/01 PH-1
P-3 Charles Adelman 03/29/01 PH-1
P-4 Thun Wing Motto 03/29/01 PH-1
P-5 Edgar Sanchez, Bus Riders Union 03/29/01 PH-2
P-6 Sean Armstrong 03/29/01 PH-2
P-7 Mich Sakata, Los Angeles Hompa Hongwanji Buddhist Temple 03/29/01 PH-3
P-8 Albert H. Taira, 1* Street South Plaza 03/29/01 PH-3
P-9 Ayako Hagihara, Little Tokyo Service Center CDC 03/29/01 PH-3
P-10 Joel Bloom, Los Angeles River Arts and Business Association 03/29/01 PH-4
P-11 Shoji S. Shimizu, AIA, Mangrove Estate 03/29/01 PH-4
P-12 Barbara Schultz, Legal Aid Foundation of Los Angeles 03/29/01 PH-5
P-13 Anita Castellanos 03/29/01 PH-5
P-14 John Walish, Bus Riders Union 03/29/01 PH-5
P-15 Kauru Matsumoto (Doug) 03/29/01 PH-6
P-16 Emestina Montellano, CAARP 03/29/01 PH-6
P-17 Gerardo Salas, Union y Fuerza de la Comunidad 03/29/01 PH-7
P-18 Margarita Sanchez, Boyle Heights Mejoramiento 03/29/01 PH-7
P-19 Artemio Dominguez 03/29/01 PH-7
P-20 Santiago & Consuelo Cardona 03/29/01 PH-8
P-21 Olga Salas 03/29/01 PH-8
p-22 Silvia Viramontes 03/29/01 PH-8
P-23 Michael Weinraub 03/29/01 PH-8
P-24 Jo Itow 03/29/01 PH-9

P-25 Keri Itow 03/29/01 PH-9
P-26 Juaquin Castellanos, Boyle Heights Neighbors Organization 03/29/01 PH-9
P-27 Rachel Santos 03/29/01 PH-9
P-28 Anne Abraham 03/29/01 PH-9
P-29 Roger Christensen 03/29/01 PH-9
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7.0: Responses to Comments on the Draft SEIS/SEIR

Introduction
TABLE 7-1: LIST OF COMMENTORS ON THE DRAFT SEIS/SEIR
COMMENT DATE PAGE
NUMBER | COMMENTOR REC'D | NO.
P-30 Sherry Breskin, Ramona High School 04/04/01 PH-10
P-31 Concepcion Vasquez 04/04/01 PH-10
P-32 Raul B. Vasquez 04/04/01 PH-10
P-33 Silvia Diharce, Ramona High School 04/04/01 PH-10
P-34 Leticia Sanchez, Humphreys Avenue Middle School 04/04/01 PH-10
P-35 Frances Galvan 04/04/01 PH-10
P-36 Dan Farkas, Councilmember Pacheco’s Office 04/04/01 PH-11
P-37 Linda Sabori, Ramona High School 04/04/01 PH-11
P-38 Lupe Lopez, McDonalds 04/04/01 PH-12
P-39 Victor Delgado 04/04/01 PH-12
P-40 Antonio Maldonado, Parish of Resurrection 04/04/01 PH-12
P41 Lupe Lopez, Mothers of East Los Angeles 04/04/01 PH-12
P42 Rosa Gabaldon 04/04/01 PH-12
P-43 Ron Granados, Las Americas Foundation 04/04/01 PH-12
P-44 Ross Valencia 04/04/01 PH-12
P-45 Anita Hernandez 04/04/01 PH-13
P-46 Robert Lopez 04/04/01 PH-13
P47 Al Santillanes, Adelante Eastside CRA 04/04/01 PH-13
P-48 Arturo Herrera 04/04/01 PH-13
P-49 Louis Martinez, Comite de Padres 04/04/01 PH-13
P-50 Carlos Montante 04/04/01 PH-14
P-51 Edgar Sanchez, Bus Riders Union 04/04/01 PH-14
P-52 Gerardo Salas, Union y Fuerza de la Comunidad 04/04/01 PH-14
P-53 Emestina Montellano, CAARP 04/04/01 PH-14
P-54 Jose S. Leon 04/04/01 PH-14
P-55 Armida Marquez 04/04/01 PH-14
P-56 Mary Louise Reeves 04/04/01 PH-15
P-57 Richard Alonzo 04/04/01 PH-15
P-58 Margarita Sanchez, Boyle Heights Mejoramiento 04/04/01 PH-15
P-59 Patricio Sanchez 04/04/01 PH-15
P-60 Armando Herman 04/04/01 PH-15
P-61 Santiago Sandona 04/04/01 | PH-15
P-62 Anita Castellanos 04/04/01 PH-16
P-63 Olgas Salas 04/04/01 PH-16
P-64 Ricardo Mireles 04/04/01 PH-16
P-65 Arturo Osoro 04/04/01 PH-16
P-66 Erica Friedman, Roosevelt High School 04/04/01 PH-16
P-67 Connie Gomez, Abulitos de Boyle Heights 04/04/01 | PH-16
P-68 Rita Govea 04/04/01 PH-16
P-69 Silvia Viramontes 04/04/01 PH-16
P-70 Alfonso Falcon 04/04/01 PH-17
P-71 Lester Garcia 04/04/01 PH-17
P-72 John Sanchez, Homeboy Industries 04/04/01 PH-17
P-73 Paul Perez 04/04/01 PH-17
P-74 Gabriele Garib 04/04/01 PH-17
P-75 Alan Gee, Latino Urban Forum 04/04/01 PH-18
P-76 Renee Chavez 04/04/01 PH-18
P-77 Luis Hernandez 04/04/01 PH-18
P-78 Jose Luis Jimenez 04/05/01 PH-18
P-79 Jorge-Mario Cabrera 04/05/01 PH-18
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7.0: Responses to Comments on the Draft SEIS/SEIR

Introduction
TABLE 7-1: LIST OF COMMENTORS ON THE DRAFT SEIS/SEIR
COMMENT DATE PAGE ,
NUMBER | COMMENTOR REC'D | NO. ’i
P-80 Felipe Agredano-Lozano 04/05/01 PH-18
P-81 Anita Castellanos 04/05/01 PH-138
P-82 Ron Granados 04/05/01 PH-19 '
P-83 Lucy Delgado, Mothers of East Los Angeles 04/05/01 PH-19
P-84 Antonio Gardea 04/05/01 PH-19 .
P-85 Gilberto Cortez 04/05/01 PH-19 i
P-86 Tomas Perez 04/05/01 PH-19
P-87 John Arroyo 04/05/01 PH-19
P-88 Rita Rodriquez 04/05/01 PH-20
P-89 Servando Omelos 04/05/01 PH-20
P-90 Victor Duran 04/05/01 PH-20
P-91 Gerardo Salas, Union y Fuerza de la Comunidad 04/05/01 PH-20
P-92 Ron Mukai 04/05/01 PH-20 .
P-93 Olga Salas 04/05/01 PH-21
P-94 Edgar Sanchez, Bus Riders Union 04/05/01 PH-21
P-95 Bertha Faustinos 04/05/01 | PH-21 !}
P-96 Juan Patricio Sanchez 04/05/01 PH-22 '
P-97 Guadalupe Lopez 04/05/01 PH-22
P-98 Jose Ruiz, Our Lady of Lourdes 04/05/01 PH-22
P-99 Mario Prietto, Homeboy Industries 04/05/01 | PH-23 |
P-100 John Langoria, East Los Angeles Chamber of Commerce 04/05/01 { PH-23
P-101 Emestina Montellano, CAARP 04/05/01 PH-23 a
P-102 Esther Ibarra 04/05/01 PH-23 ‘
P-103 Luis Soto 04/05/01 PH-23
P-104 Santiago Cardona 04/05/01 PH-23
P-105 Lillian de Loza 04/05/01 PH-23 l'
P-106 Daniel Walker, Sierra Club 04/05/01 PH-23
P-107 William Morrison 04/05/01 PH-24
P-108 Karen Hirai-Olen 04/05/01 | PH-24 .
P-109 Ramon Ramirez, East Los Angeles College 04/05/01 | PH-24
P-110 Joaquin Castellanos 04/05/01 | PH-24
P-111 Dana Gabbard 04/05/01 PH-25
P-112 Ramon Montanez 04/05/01 PH-25 l
P-113 Raul Vazquez 04/05/01 PH-25
P-114 Annette Ramirez, Latino Urban Forum 04/05/01 PH-25
P-115 Lester Garcia, Bus Riders Union 04/05/01 PH-25 '
P-116 Robert Montanez 04/05/01 PH-25
P-117 Adela Mendoza 04/05/01 PH-26
P-118 Margarita Sanchez, Boyle Heights Mejoramiento 04/05/01 PH-26 l
P-119 Carlos Montes, Centro CSO Community Service Organization 04/05/01 | PH-26
P-120 Consuelo Cardona 04/05/01 PH-27
P-121 Robert Lopez 04/05/01 PH-27 ,
P-122 Armando Ybarra 04/05/01 PH-27 "
P-123 Feliciano Gomez 04/05/01 PH-27
P-124 Anita Castellanos 04/05/01 PH-27
P-125 Ray Montanez 04/05/01 PH-27 '
P-126 Michael Diaz 04/05/01 PH-28
P-127 Juan Carlos Morales 04/05/01 PH-28
P-128 Richard Salas Mojarro 04/05/01 PH-28
P-129 F. Castro 04/05/01 PH-28 '
Los Angeles Eastside Corridor Final SEIS/SEIR Page 7-6 l
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7.0: Responses to Comments on the Draft SEIS/SEIR

Introduction

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

COMMENT DATE | PAGE
NUMBER | COMMENTOR REC’'D | NO.

P-130 Renee Chavez 04/05/01 PH-28

P-131 Jose Huizar, LAUSD Candidate 04/05/01 PH-28
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ON THE DRAFT SEIS/SEIR
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(213) 833-2800 GILBERT 'A. CEDILLO M‘rm
(213) 833-2907 FAX ASSEMBLYMEMBER, FORTY-SIXTH DISTRICT

E-mail: G} Cedillo @ assembly.ca.gov

April 17, 2001

Mr. Julian Burke

Chief Executive Officer

Los Angeles County

Metropolitan Transportation Authority
One Gateway Plaza

Los Angeles, CA 90012-2952

ATTN: Steve Brye, Project Manager

Dear Mr. Burke:

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

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

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

1.A l e Employ cross guards at all intersections near schools during school hours
- throughout the duration of construction and operation of the light rail system;
1.8 I o Educate the school children about the benefits and the related dangers of the
) light rail system;

o Provide financial assistance to businesses that lose money during

1.cl .
construction;

1.0 0 « Set aside repair funds for structural damages incurred during construction;

1.E I e Earmark improvement funds e.g. landscaping, where necessary in order to
maintain or improve the aesthetics of the affected communities; and

* Give local residents priority when hiring for positions related to the light rail
1.F project. '

Serving tre communvities of downtown Las Angeales, Civic Center, Boyle Heighits, Koreatown, Litte Tokyo, Fico Union,
Piipino Town, South Park, Tample-Beaudry, Westiake, Wishire Certsv, portions of Chinatown and East Los Angeles

-
Printad on Recycied Paper




The proposed project offers Eastside residents a cleaner, safer and more efficient mode
of public transportation. | trust that the Metropolitan Transportation Authority will do

everything possible to provide Eastside residents a transit system that the city and the
county would be truly proud of and deserve.

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

Sincerely, .
GILBERT A. CEDILLO
Assemblymember, 46™ District

B D) GOR B WS O G W .
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District Office

617 South Olive Street, Suite 710
Los Angeles, California 90014
Tel: (213) 833-2900

Fax: (213) 833-2907

SUBJECT:

PAGES (including cover sheet): 3

REMARKS:

Sgr}n(wg the communities of downtown Los Angeles. Civic Center, Boyle Heights, Korealown, Liltle Tokyo, Pico Union,
Pilinina Town, South Park, Temple-Beaudry, Westiake, Wilshire Ceater, portions of Chinatown and East Los Angeles
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pe b 200 North Main Street
@ttg @Uunl:tl City Hall East, Room 504
of the Los Angeles, CA 90012-4878
Nick Pacheco ity of Tos Angeles Tel: (213) 485-3335
Councilmember Fax: (213) 847-0680

Fourteenth District

March 29, 2001

Steven Brye

Project Manager

East Side Extension Light Rail Project
Metropolitan Transportation Authority
One Gateway Plaza, 22™ Floor

Los Angeles, California 90012

Re: East Side Light Rail Project Safety

Dear Mr. Brye:

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

I recognize that a number of my major concerns regarding pedestrian safety, traffic congestion
and air pollution in my District have been already addressed by MTA’s incorporation of my
recommendation to construct a tunnel under most of the Boyle Heights portion of the light rail’s
alignment. However, there are surface parts of the alignment where additional safety
improvements should be given greater consideration. This can best be achieved by MTA initiation

of a comprehensive study of the need for significant safety improvements where the light rail
alignment is at-grade.

In addition, I call upon the MTA to undertake the following initiatives to provide optimal safety
conditions for my constituents: ’

. The stationing of crossing guards at all impacted schools during school hours; esp.,

2.B during the hours immediately prior to and after the school day, for the duration of
the project;

”



Steven Brye
Page 2
March 29, 2001

. The conduct of separate state-of-the art transit safety programs at all pre-schools,
2C elementary schools, high schools and senior citizen centers in the vicinity of the
alignment;
. A determination of how all the latest technological improvements to improve the

light rail system can be incorporated into the East Side project; including, but not

2.0 limited to safety gates, illuminated signs and safety improvements on light rail cars;
and
. A separate study to explore ways of ensuring the safe running of the light rail cars
2E on such narrow streets as Indiana Street between First Street and Third Street

should the financing of extending the tunnel to this location prove infeasible.

Finally, I agk the MTA Board and its entire staff to give the highest priority to these and other
2F proposed safety mitigations in order to ensure that the East Side Light Rail project is the safest
: and the best possible project for all East Side residents.

Sincerely,

}2/{
Nick Pachec
Councilmember, 14" District




7 pe 200 North Main Street
ity Qouncil 200, North Main Steet
: of the Los Angeles, CA 90012-4878
Nick Pacheco ity of Tos Angeles Tel: (213) 485-3335
Councilmember Fax: (213) 847-0680

Fourteenth District

April 16, 2001

Steven Brye, Project Manager

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

Dear Mr. Brye,

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

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

L Pedestrian Safety:

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

Stations:

The 1* and Alameda Street Station, and the 1* and Utah Street Station will be constructed

at street level. Since construction of the light rail transit platform in the middle of the
3.A street will compromise pedestrian safety, mitigation efforts need to facilitate safe “curb-

to-curb” pedestrian travel. The use of signalized crossings, pedestrian walkways, well-

defined pedestrian paths, signage and barriers will reduce the possible conflicts between
trains and pedestrians at the two-tunnel portals.

Schools and Senior Centers:
A number of schools and senior centers surround these five stations. Crossing guards
should be stationed at all impacted schools during the school hours, especially during the
3B hours immediately prior to and after the school day, for the duration of the project. There
should be separate state-of-the-art transit safety programs at all pre-schools, elementary
schools, high schools and senior citizen centers in the vicinity of the alignment.
Moreover, there should be a determination of how to incorporate the latest technological
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Steven Brye
April 16, 2001

During construction, the MTA will need room for construction staging activities and storage. By
3. locating the MTA’s construction staging area on Cesar Chavez Avenue, rather than on 1¥ Street,
there will be a diminished need for the MTA to acquire additional property on 1* Street.

3.J | The MTA should sequence construction impacts to the extent reasonably possible to avoid
removal of multiple blocks of curb parking on 1¥ Street at any given time.

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

3L Lastly, Council District 14 requests the MTA’s written position on eminent domain concerns for
) all potentially impacted businesses and residences.

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

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

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

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

.M |
VI.  Quality of Life:
Visual and Aesthetics:
3.N Trackwork and catenary system would add to the visual clutter already experienced in the
|

vicinity of the 1* St. Bridge. Installation of span-wire catenary system will avoid the need
for additional mid-street supports.

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

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

Page 3 of 4
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Steven Brye
April 16, 2001

improvements to the light rail system into the East Side project. These include, but are
not limited to, safety gates, illuminated signs and safety improvements on light rail cars.

I1. Indiana Street Configuration:

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

Housing Takes:

MTA should minimize housing takes on Indiana between 1* and 3™ Streets if any of the
three proposals are implemented.

III. Street Widening at 1* Street and Utah Street:
The sidewalks at 1* Street and Utah Street will be narrowed by four feet to accommodate a light
rail station. Widening of 1* Street at this location will allow easier vehicle maneuverability,

especially if MTA Line 620 is rerouted there. First Street could be restored to its full width if
planned in conjunction with any new development.

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

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

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

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

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

IV. MTA’s Eminent Domain Policy:

Undoubtedly, businesses on 1% and Soto Streets will experience disruption during MTA »
construction.
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Option 2 - The first row of structures along the west side of Indiana would be removed,

3.Q

exposing yards from the remaining residences to view from passing motorists, transit
riders and properties on the east side of Indiana. MTA’s development of some of the

acquired parcels as open space or recreation may mitigate any negative impacts.

Noise and Vibration:

Option

3 may create ground noise and vibration impacts. The following may mitigate

negative impacts:

3R} .

Rubber-booted rail for embedded track;

High resilience direct fixation fasteners for embedded track and fixation fasteners
for embedded track in underground subway tunnels;

Ballast mats for ballast and tie track;

Floating slab track work for either embedded or direct fixation track; and
Spring-loaded switch frogs or high resilience direct fixation fasteners for areas
where impacts may be caused by cross-overs and switches.

VII. Bus Reroute of MTA Bus Line 620:

The rerouting of MTA Bus Line 620 from First and Clarence Streets to 3™ Street and Utah Street

3.8
or cost.

should be feasible to aid light rail/bus interfaces as long as it doesn’t affect the lme s patronage

VIII. Pecan Park Mitigation:

During construction, the City anticipates a loss of services at Pecan Park. Children play at this
park year round and participate in swimming activities during the Summer months. In order to

3.T | continue park access for children, the MTA should provide a round trip shuttle service to
neighboring parks.

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

Sincerely,

Nick Pacheco

Councilmember, 14® District
City of Los Angeles
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LN Councilmember Nick Pacheco
WHE", 200 North Main Street
049 Ere) City Hall East, Room 504
2y Los Angeles, CA 90012-4878

Steven Brye, Project Manager

East Side Light Rail Project
Metropolitan Transportation Authority
One Gateway Plaza, Mail Stop: 99-22-2
Los Angeles, California 90012-2952
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
REGION I1X
75 Hawthorne Street
San Francisco, CA 94105-3901
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Erv Poka

Metropolitan Office

Federal Transit Administration/

Federal Highway Administration, Region 9
201 North Figueroa Street, Suite 1460

Los Angeles, CA 90012

Dear Mr Poka:

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

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

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

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



We appreciate the opportunity to review this SDEIS. When the Final Supplemental EIS
is completed, please send two copies to me at the address above (Mail Code: CMD-2) . If you
have any questions or comments, please feel free to contact me or Nova Blazej, the pnmary staff

person working on this project. Nova Blazej can be reached at 415-744-2089 or
blazej.nova@epa.gov.

Sincerely,
Lisa B. Hanf, Manager
Federal Activities Office

Attachments: Summary of EPA Rating Definitions
Detailed Comments
Fleet Maintenance Pollution Prevention: Availability of Publications

2000 Buy-Recycled Series: Construction Products and Landscaping Products
Construction Waste Management

cc: Ray Sukys, Federal Transit Administration
Steve Brye, Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority
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HAZARDOUS WASTES
Construction

While the SDEIS discloses the locations where hazardous substances may be encountered from
tunneling and foundation excavation for the LRT (p.4.19-33), the same level of detail is not
provided for the maintenance and storage facilities options (p.4-20.1). To provide the public

with a complete set of information, the types of contamination and the level to which areas may
be contaminated should be disclosed at the SDEIS stage.

Recommendation: In the FSEIS, provide greater information on the type and degree of

hazardous waste contamination likely to be encountered at the maintenance and storage
facilities sites under consideration.

If hazardous substances are encourtered in the construction of this project, the Resource
Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) and associated State hazardous waste disposal

requirements will apply. These issues are appropriately addressed in the SDEIS and do not need

to be postponed until the development of the project specifications.

» Recommendation: In the FSEIS, identify the provisions of RCRA and associated State

hazardous waste disposal requirements that apply to this project, and provide more

specific information on how contaminated materials will be handled and treated. The

FSEIS should describe in detail the procedures that will be followed in order to meet the

4D requirements. The FSEIS should discuss: 1) that FTA, MTA, or their contractor may

’ become a hazardous waste generator upon extraction of contaminated materials, 2) that a

generator Identification number must be obtained in order to transport hazardous
materials, and identify the location of, and haul-route to, the anticipated disposal facility,
3) the methods that will be used to treat the material on-site, and 4) the procedures that

will be used to comply with the land ban requirements for handling and dlsposmg of
hazardous waste.

WATER RESOURCES
Parking Lots

The proposed project includes the development of two park-and -ride surface parking lots. The
SDEIS acknowledges that impervious surfaces contribute to increased stormwater runoff. EPA

strongly encourages reducing polluted stormwater runoff by minimizing impervious surfaces and
by treating stormwater on-site.

>

Recommendation: In the FSEIS, commit to minimizing impervious surfaces in the park-

and-ride parking lots by implementing specific landscape designs and techniques that will
reduce stormwater runoff and provide on-site treatment.

U.S. EPA Comments: Los Angeles Eastside Corridor SDEIS April, 2001
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US. EPA DETAILED COMMENTS
SUPPLEMENTAL DEIS: LOS ANGELES EASTSIDE CORRIDOR

AR

Construction .
The SDEIS states that project construction activities will result in the emission of particulate

matter less than ten microns (PM10) in exceedance of the South Coast Air Quality Management
District’s significance threshold (p.4.19-19). Because the South Coast Air Basin is in serious
non-attainment for PM10, all steps should be taken to reduce these emissions. In addition, the
SDEIS states that the air quality impacts are localized and short term. However, the construction
period will last four to five years and will impact residences and a local high school. For these
reasons, steps should be taken to reduce all air emissions from project construction.

[ 4

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

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

for construction equipment.”

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

emissions.

>

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

U.S. EPA Comments: Los Angeles Eastside Corridor SDEIS " April, 2001
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4.G

POLLUTION PREVENTION

The Resource Conservation & Recovery Act (RCRA) Section 6002 requires federal, state, local
agencies, and their contractors, that use appropriated federal funds to purchase EPA-designated
recycled matenals, including EPA-designated transportation, construction, and landscaping

products. In addition, EPA supports deconstruction and matenals reuse in projects where
existing structures are removed.

»>

Recommendation: In the FSEIS, commit to matenals reuse, where appropriate and
feasible, and include a commitment to the Buy-Recycled requirements in the FSEIS. For

further details, please see EPA’s web site at http://www.epa.gov/cpg, as well as attached
materials on Buy-Recycled and Construction Waste Management.

FLEET MAINTENANCE

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

- Recommendation: In the FSEIS, specifically outline the regulatory requirements for
handling hazardous waste in the maintenance and starage facilities, as well as the
pollution prevention and industry housekeeping practices that will be employed. For

more information on pollution prevention techniques, see the attachment on Fleet
Maintenance Pollution Prevention.

TEXT CORRECTIONS

Figures 4.10-1 to 4.10-3 are very difficult to read. Please proVidc clean copies of these figures in
the FSEIS. '

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

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

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT OF THE ACTION

“LO* (Lack of 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 than minor changes to the proposal.

~EC" (Environmental Concerns) '
'I'thPArevxewhasldumﬁedmvmnmemlmpaasthatshmddbeavmdedmordetmﬁxuyprotwtthe
cavironment. Corrective measures may require changes to the preferred alternative or application of mitigation '
measures that can reduce the environmental impact. EPAwmld like to work with the lead ageacy to reduoe

these impacts.
' “EO" (Environmental Objections)
The EPA review has identified significant environmental impacts that must be avoided in order to provide
adequate protection for the eaviroament. Corrective measures may require substantial changes to the preferred
alternative or consideration of some other project altemative (including the no action alternative or a new
_ altemative). EPA inteads 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 inteads 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 CEQ.

DEQUACY OF THE A ATEME

) Category 1" (Adequate) y

EPAbehm&cdmﬁﬂSadquaﬁlys«s&dhﬁwmmmmﬂlmad(s)oﬂhcprefmedahamﬂwandm

oftheahammmsomblyamhbbmhepmjeaorm Noﬁuthumalyszsordatacoﬂeﬁomsmry,
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"Categay 2" (Insuﬁ':aau I:gfamwaon)

beamdedmotdamﬁdlypmmcmmmmtmﬂnEPAmhsMﬁedmmmblyaﬂﬂabb
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of alternatives analysed in the draft EIS, wbxchshmddbcamlysedmordertoreducethcpctenmllyasmﬁm:

' EIS is adequate for the purpases of the NEPA and/or Section 309 review, and thus should be formally revised and
made available for public comment in a supplemental ot revised draft EIS: Oudnbas:sofﬂxepotmﬂagmﬁant'
mpactsmvolwd,thlspmposalowldbeaand:dmform&ualto&ecsq i Ty .ch_ ‘ . "”"f‘
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Office of the Under Secretary for
x f Ocsans and Atmosphere

hic 1 Al Washington, D.C. 20230

March 30, 2001

Mr. Steve Brye

Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation
One Gateway Plaza

Los Angeles, California 90012

Dear Mr. Brye:

Enclosed are comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for Los Angeles Eastside

Corridor Los Angeles, California. We hope our comments will assist you. Thank you for giving
us an opportunity to review this document.

Sincerely,

%v Scott B. Gudes
; Acting Under Secretary for Oceans

and Atmosphere Administrator an
Deputy Under Secretary ‘

Enclosure

@Pﬁmedonkecycbdhper

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMEHC!
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MEMORANDUM FOR:  Margaret R. McCalla

Acting Director of Policy and Strategic Planning
FROM: Charles W. Challstrom

Director, National Geodetic Survey
SUBJECT:

DEIS-0301-02 Los Angeles Eastside Corridor Los Angeles,
California

The subject statement has been reviewed within the areas of the National Geodetic Survey’s

(NGS) responsibility and expertise and in terms of the impact of the proposed actions on NGS
activities and projects.

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

identifying the location and designation of any geodetic control monuments that may be
affected by the proposed project.

If there are any planned activities which will disturb or destroy these monuments, NGS
requires not less than 90 days’ notification in advance of such activities in order to plan for

their relocation. NGS recommends that funding for this project includes the cost of any
relocation(s) required.

For further information about these monuments, please contact Rick Yorczyk; SSMC3 8636,
NOAA, N/NGS; 1315 East West Highway; Silver Spring, Maryland 20910;

telephone: 301-713-3230 x142; fax: 301-713-4175, Email: Rick. Yorczyk@noaa.gov
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MAY 18741
Federal Emergency Management Agency

Region IX
Building 105
Presidio of San Francisco
San Francisco, California 94129

MAY |5 <dui

Mr. Steve Brye, Project Manager

Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation
Authority (LACMTA)

One gateway Plaza

Los Angeles, CA 90012

Dear Mr. Brye:

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

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

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

Floodplain Management Criteria for Construction in SFHAs

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

e [ssue permits for construction.
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e Ensure that the lowest floor (including basement) is elevated to or above the base
flood elevation shown on the community’s FIRM.

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

e Maintain records of permits and lowest floor elevations.

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

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

Effects of the Project on Flood Hazards

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

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

e FEMA has designated floodways along certain flooding sources. The floodway,
which is the area that must remain free of development to ensure the safe passage
of floodwaters, is shown on the FIRM. The NFIP regulations prohibit construction in
the floodway unless it can be demonstrated that the construction will not cause any
increase in base flood elevations.

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

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

Thank you for providing us with the opportunity to comment on this project. If you have
any questions, or if we can be of further assistance, please do not hesitate to contact
our NFIP branch at 415.923.7175.

egional Environmental Officer
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MWD
METROPOLITAN WATER DISTRICT OF SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA

Office of the General Manager

April 16, 2001

Mr. Steve Brye

Project Manager

Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transport Authority
One Gateway Plaza

Los Angeles, California 90012

Dear Mr. Brye:

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

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

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

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

6.A

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

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




THE METROPOLITAN WATER OISTRICT OF SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA

Mr. Steve Brye
Page 2
April 16, 2001

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

Very truly yours,
kel
4 i
PrincipaPEnvironmental Specialist
DTF

Enclosures
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Guidelines for Developments in the
Area of Facilities, Fee Properties, énd/or Easements
of The Metropolitan Water District of Southern California

Introduction

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

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

Plans, Parcel and Tract qu;

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

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

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

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

d. Metropolitan's records of surveys must be
referenced on the parcel and tract maps.



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

Easements on Metropolitan's Property

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

right-of-way.

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

Landscaping

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

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

b. All landscape plans shall show the location and
size of Metropolitan's fee property and/or easement and the
location and size of Metropolitan's pipeline or other
facilities therein.



a. Permanent structures, including catch basins,
manholes, power poles, telephone riser bcxes, etc., shall
not be located within its fee properties and/or easements.

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

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

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

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

£. When piping is jacked or installed in jacked
casing or tunnel under Metropolitan's pipe, there must be
at least two feet of vertical clearance between the
bottom of Metropolitan's pipe and the top of the jacked
pipe, jacked casing or tunnel. We also require that ‘
detail drawings of the shoring for the jacking or
tunneling pits be submitted for our review and approval.
Provisions must be made to grout any voids around the
exterior of the jacked pipe, jacked casing or tunnel. 1If
the piping is installed in a jacked casing or tunnel the
annular space between the piping and the jacked casing or
tunnel must be filled with grout.

-




y s Potholing of Metropolitan's pipeline is required
if the vertical clearance between a utility and
Metropolitan's pipeline is indicated on the plan to be one
foot or less. If the indicated clearance is between one and
two feet, potholing is suggested. Metropolitan will provide
a representative to assists others in locating and
identifying its pipeline. Two-working days notice is
requested.

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

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

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

"CAUTION BURIED WATER PIPELINE"

2) Gas, 0il, or chemical pipeline: A
two-inch yellow warning tape shall be imprinted
with: .

"CAUTION BURIED - PIPELINE"

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

"CAUTION BURIED PIPELINE"
4) Electric, street lighting, or traffic

signals conduit: A two-inch red warning tape shall
be imprinted with:

"CAUTION BURIED CONDUIT"
5) Telephone, or television conduit: A
two-inch orange warning tape shall be imprinted

with:

"CAUTION BURIED CONDUIT"



o. Control cables connected with the operation of
Metropolitan's system are buried within streets, its fee
properties and/or easements. The locations and elevations
of these cables shall bhe shown on the drawings. The
drawings shall note that prior to any excavation in the
area, the control cables shall be located and measures
shall be taken by the contractor to protect the cables in
place.

P- Metropolitan is a member of Underground Service
Alert (USA). The contractor (excavator) shall contact
USA at 1-800-422-4133 (Southern California) at least 48
hours prior to starting any excavation work. The contractor
will be liable for any damage to Metropolitan's facilities
as a result of the construction.

Paramount Right

Facilities constructed within Metropolitan's fee
properties and/or easements shall be subject to the
paramount right of Metropolitan to use its fee properties
and/or easements for the purpose for which they were
acquired. If at any time Metropolitan or its assigns
should, in the exercise of their rights, find it necessary
to remove any of the facilities from the fee properties
and/or easements, such removal and 3éplacement shall be at
the expense of the owner of the facility.

Modification of Metropolitan's Facilities

When a manhole or other of Metropolitan's facilities
must be modified to accommodate your construction or recons-
truction, Metropolitan will modify the facilities with its
forces. This should be noted on the construction plans. The
estimated cost to perform this modification will be given to
you and we will require a deposit for this amount before the
work is performed. Once the deposit is received, we will
schedule the work. Our forces will coordinate the work with
your contractor. Our final billing will be based on actual
cost incurred, and will include materials, construction,
engineering plan review, inspection, and administrative
overhead charges calculated in accordance with Metropolitan's
standard accounting practices. If the cost is less than” the
deposit, a refund will be made; however, if the cost exceeds

the deposit, an invoice will be forwarded for payment of the
additional amount.
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14.

imposes loads no greater than AASHTO H-10. If the cover is
between two and three feet, equipment must be restricted to
that of a Caterpillar D-4 tract-type tractor. If the cover
is less than two feet, only hand equipment may be used.
Also, if the contractor plans to use any equipment over
Metropolitan's pipeline which will impose loads greater than
AASHTO H-20, it will be necessary to submit the specifications
of such equipment for our review and approval at least one
week prior to its use. More restrictive requirements may
apply to the loading guideline over the San Diego Pipelines
1 and 2, portions of the Orange County Feeder, and the
Colorado River Aqueduct. Please contact us for loading
restrictions on all of Metropolitan's pipelines and
conduits.

b. The existing cover over the pipeline shall be
maintained unless Metropolitan determines that proposed
changes do not pose a hazard to the integrity of the
pipeline or an impediment to its maintenance.

Blasting

a. At least 20 days prior to the start of any
drilling for rock excavation blasting, or any blasting, in
the vicinity of Metropolitan's facilities, a two-part
preliminary conceptual plan shall be submitted to
Metropolitan as follows:

b. Part 1 of the -conceptual plan shall include a
complete summary of proposed transportation, handling,
storage, and use of explosions.

C. Part 2 shall include the proposed general concept

for blasting, including controlled blasting techniques and
controls of noise, fly rock, airblast, and ground vibration.

CEQA Requirements

a. When Environmental Documents Have Not Been
Prepared
1) Regulations implementing the California

Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) require that
Metropolitan have an opportunity to consult with the
agency or consultants preparing any environmental
documentation. We are required to review and consider
the environmental effects of the project as shown in
the Negative Declaration or Environmental Impact Report
(EIR) prepared for your project before committing
Metropolitan to approve your request.



le.

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

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

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

Caution

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

and other field investigations as you may deem prudent to
assure yourself that any plans for your project are corxrect.
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April 16, 2001

Mr. Steve Brye

Project Manager

Los Angeles County

Metropolitan Transportation Authority
One Gateway Plaza

Los Angeles, CA 90012

RE: Comments on the Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement /
Draft Subsequent Environmental Impact Report for the Los Angeles
Eastside Corridor - SCAG No. 1 20010111

Dear Mr. Brye:

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

The attached detailed comments are meant to provide guidance for considering the
proposed project within the context of our regional goals and policies. If you have any

questions regarding the attached comments, please contact me at (213) 236-1867. Thank
you.

. SMITH, AICP
Senior Planner
Intergovemmental Review
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COMMENTS ON THE
DRAFT SUPPLEMENTAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT /
DRAFT SUBSEQUENT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT
FOR THE
LOS ANGELES EASTSIDE CORRIDOR
SCAG NO. 1 20010111

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The proposed Project considers the development of a light rail transit system from
Downtown Los Angeles, east through the City of Los Angeles and communities of
unincorporated Los Angeles County. The proposed Project consists of a six-mile light rail
transit system. Alternatives under consideration include the No build Aiternative and a
LRT Build Alternative, including three alignment options. The Eastside Corridor is a

transit corridor segment included in the Southem Califonia Association of Governments
1998 Regional Transportation Plan.

INTRODUCTION TO SCAG REVIEW PROCESS

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

letter. The Regional Mobility Element (RME) constitutes the region's Transportation Plan.
The RME policies are incorporated into the RCPG.

Ancillary chapters are those on the Economy, Housing, Human Resources and Services,
Finance, Open Space and Conservation, Water Resources, Energy, and Integrated Solid
Waste Management. These chapters address important issues facing the region and may
reflect other regional plans. Ancillary chapters, however, do not contain actions or

policies required of local government. Hence, they are entirely advisory and establish no
new mandates or policies for the region.

- Bridge chapters include the Strategy and Implementation chapters, functioning as links
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between the Core and Ancillary chapters of the RCPG.
Each of the applicable policies related to the proposed project are identified by number

and reproduced below in italics followed by SCAG staff comments regarding the
consistency of the Project with those policies.

GENERAL SCAG STAFF COMMENTS

1. The Draft SEIS / Draft SEIR in Sections S.0 (Executive Summary), 1.0 (Statement of
Purpose and Need), 4.4 (Communities/Neighborhoods), and 4.7 (Air Quality), includes
a discussion of compliance with SCAG’s Regional Comprehensive Plan and Guide
(RCPG) policies and growth forecasts and the Regional Transportation Plan. The
Draft EIS / Draft SEIR adequately addresses the relationship of the proposed project
to applicable regional plans as required by Section 15125 [d] of Guidelines for
Implementation of the California Environmental Quality Act.

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

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

o Perform Major Investment Studies on transit corridors.

3. The Draft EIS/ Draft SEIR on page 4.1-1 includes a discussion and list of SCAG's

RCPG policies and goals that focus on the need to coordinate land use and
transportation demand within the region. The discussion does’ not provide a
determination on whether the proposed Project is consistent with or supportive of
the listed policies and goals. It would be helpful if the Final SEIS / Final SEIR would
provide a discussion and address the manner in which the Project is supportive of or
detracts from the achievement of these policies.

4. The Final SEIS / Final SEIR should address the relationships (consistency with core

policies and support of ancillary policies) to SCAG’s Regional Comprehensive Plan
and Guide and discuss any inconsistencies between the proposed project an
applicable regional plans. :
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CONSISTENCY WITH REGIONAL COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AND GUIDE POLICIES

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Mobility - Transportation Systems should meet the public need for improved
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access, and for safe, comfortable, convenient and economical movements of
people and goods.

o Average Work Trip Travel Time in Minutes — 22 minutes

« PM Peak Highway Speed — 33 mph

« Percent of PM Peak Travel in Delay (All Trips) — 33%

Accessibility - Transportation Systems should ensure the ease with which
opportunities are reached. Transportation and land use measures should be
employed to ensure minimal time and cost.

o Work Opportunities within 25 Minutes — 88%

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

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

Safety - Transportation Systems should provide minimal, risk, accident, death and
injury. (All Trips)

o Fatalities Per Million Passenger Miles — 0.008

o Injury Accidents — 0.929

Livable Communities - Transportation Systems should facilitate Livable
Communities in which all residents have access to all opportunities with minimal
travel time. (All Trips)

o Vehicle Trip Reduction - 1.5%
o Vehicle Miles Traveled Reduction — 10.0%

Equity - The benefits of transportation investments should be equitably distributed

among all ethnic, age and income groups. (All trips)

e Low-Income (Household Income $12,000)) Share of Net Benefits — Equitable
Distribution of Benefits

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

The Draft SEIS / Draft SEIR considers the Transportation Investments based on
SCAG's adopted Regional Performance Indicators. In addition, Project Goals and
Objectives listed on page S4 support the Regional Performance Indicators. The
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Project is consistent with this core RTP policy.

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

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

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

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

4.04 Transportation Control Measures shall be a priority.

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

7.c | the Final SEIS / Final SEIR would provide a discussion and address the manner
in which the Project is supportive or detracts from the achievement of this policy.
Based on the information provided in the Draft SEIS / Draft SEIR, we are unable
to determine if the Project is consistent with this core RTP policy.

4.16 Maintaining and operating the ex:stmg transportation system will be a pnonty over
expanding capacily. '

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

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

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

3.05 Encourage patterns of urban development and land use, which reduce costs on

3.08

3.09

7.0

infrastructure construction and make better use of existing facilities.

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

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

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

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

SCAG staff comments. See SCAG staff comments on policy 3.05. The Draft
SEIS / Draft SEIR in Sections 3.0 (Transportation) and 4.18 (Utilities) identify
infrastructure and service delivery facilities to serve the Project. Improvements
reflect necessary extension of existing facilities or the construction of new facilities,
where none currently exist. Infrastructure should be designed to minimize cost to
the maximum extent. In addition, Section 5.0 (Financial Analysis and Comparison
of Alternatives) includes a discussion on operating and funding sources. The
Project is supportive of this ancillary RCPG policy. -
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3.10 Support local jurisdictions’ actions to minimize red tape and expedite the permitting
process to maintain economic vitality and competitiveness.

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

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

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

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

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

3.13 Encourage local jurisdictions' plans that maximize the use of existing urbanized
areas accessible to transit through infill and redevelopment.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

SCAG staff comments. The Project is proposed in a manner, which will minimize
environmental impacts. Mitigation measures included in the: Draft EIS/EIR are
recommended to address identified environmental impacts. The City of Los
Angeles, the County of Los Angeles, the Metropolitan Transit Authority, and other

7.E | jurisdictions potentially affected by the proposed Project should carefully consider
the adequacy of these measures. The Project is supportive of this ancillary RCPG
policy.

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

SCAG staff comments. The Draft SEIS / Draft SEIR in Section 4.12 (Natural
Resources and Ecosystems) discusses the Projects’ impact on vegetation, wildlife
and jurisdictional waters. The Draft SEIS / Draft SEIR concluded that no mitigation
measures are required. The Project is supportive of this ancillary RCPG policy.




April 16, 2001
Mr. Steve Brye
Page 10

3.21

3.22

3.23

Encourage the implementation of measures aimed at the preservation and
protection of recorded and unrecorded cultural resources and archaeological sites.

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

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

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

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

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

GMC POLICIES RELATED TO THE RCPG GOAL TO PROVIDE SOCIAL, POLITICAL,

AND CULTURAL EQUITY

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

sustainable communities and provide, equally to all members of society,
accessible and effective services such as: public education, housing, heaith care,
social services, recreational facilities, law enforcement, and fire protection.

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

AIR QUALITY CHAPTER CORE ACTIONS

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

5.07 Determine specific programs and associated actions needed (e.g., indirect source

7.F

5.11

rules, enhanced use of telecommunications, provision of community based shuttle
services, provision of demand management based programs, or vehicle-miles-
traveled/emission fees) so that options to command and control regulations can be
assessed.

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

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

SCAG staff comments. The Draft SEIS / Draft SEIR in Sections 3.0
(Transportation), 4.1 (Land Use), 4.2 (Economic and Fiscal Conditions), 4.7 (Air
Quality) and 5.0 (Financial Analysis) acknowledges regional air quality,
transportation, land use and economic relationships to ensure consistency and
minimize conflicts. The Draft SEIS / Draft SEIR also addresses the matter of
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regional transportation, air quality modeling and conformity in Section 4.7.

Mitigation measures outlined in each section are recommended to address
identified impacts. The Project is consistent with this core RCPG policy.

WATER QUALITY CHAPTER RECOMMENDATIONS AND POLICY OPTIONS

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

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

SCAG staff comments. The Draft SEIS / Draft SEIR does not address the subject
of water reclamation. It would be helpful if the Final SEIS / Final SEIR would
provide a discussion and address the manner in which the Project is supportive

2 or detracts from the achievement of this policy. Based on the information
provided in the Draft SEIS / Draft SEIR, we are unable to determine if the Project
is consistent with this core RCPG policy.

CONCLUSIONS

7.4
e seEusssRes 7.H

74

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

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

2. As noted in the General Staff Comments, the Final SEIS / Final SEIR should address

the relationships (consistency with core policies and support of ancillary policies) to
SCAG's Regional Comprehensive Plan and Guide and discuss any inconsistencies
between the proposed project and applicable regional plans.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Responsible (along with the San Diego Association of Governments and the Santa Barbara County/Cities
Area Planning Council) for preparing the Southern California Hazardous Waste Management Plan
pursuant to California Health and Safety Code Section 25135.3.

Revised January 18, 1995
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Orange County
Transportation Authonty.
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Mr. Steve Brye Transportation Commission.
Project Manager Sun Bemasdin
Eastside Corridor Draft SEIR/SEIS e
Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority mwwn Commission.
nd cio Members:
One Gateway Plaza, 22" floor Sorther Calioeria
Los Angeles, CA 90012 Assodiation of Governments.
San Diego Assocation

RE: Los Angeles Eastside Corridor g v,
Draft SIES / Subsequent EIR

Dear Mr. Brye:

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

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

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

ief Executive Officer

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

Attachment

700 S. Flower Street 26th Floor Los Angeles CA 90017 Tel [213] 452.0200 Fax [213] 452.0425

www.metrolinktrains.com
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COMMENTS ON LOS ANGELES EASTSIDE CORRIDOR
DRAFT SEIR Dated March 2001

by Michael E. McGinley, P.E.
Director of Engineering,
Southern California Regional Rail Authority

April 2, 2001

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

Page S-25 Passenger Statioﬁs

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

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

Page S-26 Maintenance and Storage Facility

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

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

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

Eastside LRT use of the Red Line central maintenance facility south of the 101 freeway
would eliminate any conflict between Amtrak and SCRRA’s operating tracks and/or
planned storage tracks.

Table S-7 Summary of Impacts

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

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

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

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

It should be noted that the number of trains using Union Station in year 2001 is at an all-
time high. SCRRA'’s Strategic Plan projects that this number of trains will nearly double
within 20 years.
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Figure 2-12 East Bank Yard Area - Option 3

This site is reached by an LRT yard lead that is constructed on much of the same property
that is of concern for the West Bank Option. The location noted as aerial structure on the
West Bank is in fact a ramped section that is in conflict with the track shown clearly on
the figure. While this option does not take the Keller St. property, it seals it off from the
railroad lines that would bring SCRRA trains to and from that site. Field observation
indicates that the access track could, with redesign of its passage beneath the SR 101

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

The access track to Option 3 also appears to impinge upon the alignment of SCRRA’s
San Bernardino Line, route of 28-30 passenger trains each weekday, 12 Saturday and 8
Sunday trains as well as Amtrak’s Sunset Limited and proposed Las Vegas trains.

Page 4.20-12
4.20.3 Option 2 — West Bank Yard Land Use and Development

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

Page 4.20-16 Option 3 — East Bank Yard

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

Section 6

There is no mention of contacting the SCRRA or Amtrak, as operators of the affected
railroad lines, nor of California Department of Transportation (Division of Rail),
California Public Utilities Commission, or Catellus Development Corporation (owner of

Union Station), who are all stakeholders in Union Station, nearby lands, or the operation
of rail passenger service in this area.

/
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State of California—Business, Transportation and Housing Agency GRAY DAVIS, Governor
DEPARTMENT OF CALIFORNIA HIGHWAY PATROL

oy
East Los Angales Area P Iy CAN NED
1601 Corporate Center Drive =2/ IN RMC
Monterey Park, CA 91754

(323) 9804600
(800) 735-2929 (TT/TDD)
(800) 735-2922 (Voice)

April 6, 2001

File No.: 535.11745.12586

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

RE: State Clearinghouse Number 1999081061

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

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

Our specific concerns are as follows:

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

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

Flex 3
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Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority
Page 2
April 6, 2001

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

e On page S-38 MTA addresses temporary traffic lane closures. Specifically, these
closures may affect normal traffic flow during construction. Although MTA
addresses working with city and county transit operators, depending upon the
nature and length of the closure, the CHP should be consulted prior to the closures,

and when appropriate, utilized for this purpose within the unincorporated county
areas.

In closing, it appears that the long term benefits of this project outweigh the
inconveniences facing the East Los Angeles community during the construction phase.
The East Los Angeles Area will assist to ensure the safe and efficient use of the
roadway during the construction phase. Moreover, we look forward to forming a

partnership with all of the involved entities to ensure the safety of the motoring pubilic,
construction workers, and area residents.

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

Sincerely,

. A. ACEVEDO, Captain

Commander
East Los Angeles Area

cc:  Southern Division
Office of Special Projects
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA—BUSINESS, TRANSPORTATION AND HOUSING AGENCY GRAY DAVIS,
Governor

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
OFFICE OF REGIONAL PLANNING
DISTRICT 7, IGR/CEQA 1-10C

120 SO. SPRING ST.

LOS ANGELES, CA 90012

TEL: (213) 897-6696 ATSS: 8- 647-6696
FAX: (213) 897-6317

April 17, 2001

Draft EIR/EIS

County of Los Angeles

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

SCH # 19991081061
Mr. Steve Brye

County of Los Angeles

Metropolitan Transportation Authority
1 Gateway Plaza

Los Angeles, CA 90012

Dear Mr. Brye:

Thank you for including Caltrans in the environmental review process for the above-mentioned project.
Based on the information received, we have the following comments regarding the bridge structure over the
US-101 Freeway at Alameda Street, tunneling under the US-101 and I-5 Freeways at 1st Street, the at-

grade segment under State Route 60 Freeway, and portions over [-710 freeway and under the 710/60
connector all within the Eastside LRT Corridor.

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

10.A

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

Bridge Structures proposed within Caltrans Right-of-way will need to conform with Caltrans
design standards. Caltrans Division of Structures is responsible for all structures located
within the State right of way. All projects on the State Highway system must be designed
and developed in accordance with the procedures detailed issued by Caltrans. This

includes the bridge overcrossing over highway 101 as well as the tunnel portions under
the I-5 and 101 freeways.

10.C

Coordination with Caltrans Freeway Operations will be needed in respect to any freeway
‘o_’ mainline closures during construction of the bridge structure over the US-101 freeway.

Caltrans information and procedure guides provides the information, guidelines,

checklists and suggested practices for accomplishing the Caltrans oversight
responsibility.
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Mr. Steve Brye
April 17, 2001
Page Two

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

0.E

1

The various {RT structures proposed to be located within Caltrans Right-of-way easements will
need to be reviewed and approved by Caltrans Right-of-way Air Space.

10.F

The report indicates that the LRT project will have an impact on the I-5 Southbound freeway
ramps and the US-101 Freeway southbound ramps. Traffic mitigation measures wiil be needed to
improve traffic signalization at these locations. Additional traffic mitigation may be needed at the
freeway ramps on State Route 60 and I-710 Freeways.

10.G

10.H
PIATEAEEN  SSLENE  SESSEREE SRR

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

Coordination with Caltrans will be needed when developing Traffic Management Plans for read
closures, detours, parking restrictions, etc. which will impact freeway on/off ramps. We
recommend that construction related truck trips on State highways be limited to off-peak commute
periods. Transpart of oversize or overweight vehicles on State highways will need a Caltrans
Transportation Permit.

10.1

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

10.J

10.K I Caltrans recommends that bird nesting counts be conducted prior to removal of trees in the
. corridor. The vicinity around Union Station/US-101/Alameda Street include known sensitive
archeological sites. Caltrans Office of Environmental Planning will need to be contacted if
10.L I investigations indicate possible archeological sites within Caltrans Right-of-way. Also, please
submit a copy of the Historic Property Survey Report to Caltrans. A Relocation Assistance
Program will be needed in respect to impacts to residents and businesses who will be relocated
10.M | along the proposed rail corridor.

Additional Caltrans comments may be forthcoming from other functional reviewing units. If you have any

questions regarding our response, refer to Caltrans IGR/CEQA Record # ¢s/010319, and please do not
hesitate to contact me at (213) 8974429,

SE"Z‘MA_Z»

STEPHEN BUSWELL
IGR/CEQA Program Manager

cc: Mr. Scott Morgan, State Clearinghouse




Adjacent Projects

EA 119910

07-LA-101 KP 0.58/1.38 (PM 0.36/0.86)

Route 101 Southbound From Center Street to Los Angeles Street

PA/ED Phase

Alternative 2: New Ramps at Vignes St. & Outside Widening (Recommended Alternative in PSR)
Alternative 3: New Ramps at Garey St., Outside Widening, and Straighten Alignment of Freeway in
Southbound Direction (Might Be Recommended Alternative in PR)

EA 633034

07-LA-KP 0.89

Construct Run-Through Tracks Across U.S. 101 From Los Angeles Union Station to Mainline Tracks
along the Los Angeles River

6 Altematives, Tracks over Freeway, Possible Extension of the Metro Blue Line South of Station)

PSR Phase

?

EA 13210K
07-LA-110 KP 33.0/38.1, 07-LA-101 KP 0.0/2.6, 07-LA-10 KP 28.6/29.5

PSR Approved on May 2000
TSM (Alternative 2 - Recommended Alternative)
Direct Connection Between El Monte Transitway & Harbor Transitway Through Transit Friendly

Improvements on Surface Streets in Downtown

EA??

07-LA-101 KP ?

Ramirez Ramp OC Bridge No. 53-2827

Check with Allen Pease (Rail 1-2C or 213-897-1712)

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

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

Alameda Street / North Spring Arterial Redesign
LADOT, Feb 1999

EA 22560K

07-LA-101 PM 0.82

Bridge Over Santa Ana Freeway (Route 101)

Connecting Alameda Street HOV with El Monte Bus Way & Union Station

Draft PSR Stage

EA 22000K

07-LA-101 PM ?

Construct Amtrak & Commuter Rail Vaiduct

Check with Allen Pease (Rail 1-2C or 213-897-1712)
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April 12, 2001 RMC
Steve Brye
Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority
One Gateway Plaza

Los Angeles, CA 90012-2932

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

Dear Steve Brye:

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

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

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

These comments are forwarded for use in preparing your final environmental document. Should you need
more information or clarification of the enclosed comments, we recommend that you contact the
commenting agency directly.

This letter acknowledges that you have complied with the State Clearinghouse review requirements for draft

environmental documents, pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act. Please contact the State
Clearinghouse at (916) 445-0613 if you have any questions regarding the environmental review process.

Gt T
Terry Roberts

Senior Planner, State Clearinghouse

Sincerely,

Enclosures
cc: Resources Agency

1400 TENTH STREET P.O. BOX 3044 SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA 95812-3044
916-445-0613 FAX 916-323-3018 WWW.OPR.CA.GOV/CLEARINGHOUSE.HTML

=



SCH#
Project Title
Lead Agency

Document Details Report
State Clearinghouse Data Base

1999081061
Eastside Transit Corridor Study-Light Rail Transit Project
Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority

Type
Description

JD  Joint Document

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

4

™

Lead Agency Contact
Name Steve Brye
Agency Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority
Phone 213-922-3078 . Fax
emall
Address One Gateway Plaza
City Los Angeles State CA Zip 90012-2932
Project Location
County Los Angeles
City Los Angeles, City of
Region
Cross Streets Alameda/1st; 1st/Soto;3rd/Mednik;Beverly/Atlantic
Parcel No.
Township 1S Range 12-13W Section 31,32 Base USGS
Proximity to:
Highways 60,101,5,10,710
Alrports
Railways Metrolink; Freight RR
Waterways LA River
Schools
Land Use Urban area, residential and commercial activities, project consistent with present land uses, zoning,
and general plan designations.
ProjectIssues Aesthetic/Visual; Air Quality; Archaeologic-Historic; Drainage/Absorption; Economics/Jobs; Fiscal
Impacts; Flood Plain/Flooding; Geologic/Seismic; Minerals; Noise; Population/Housing Balance; Public
Services; Recreation/Parks; Schools/Universities; Soil Erosion/Compaction/Grading; Toxic/Hazardous;
Traffic/Circulation; Vegetation; Water Quality; Water Supply; Wetland/Riparian; Wildlife; Growth
Inducing; Landuse; Cumulative Effects
Reviewing Resources Agency; Department of Conservation; Department of Fish and Game, Region 5; Office of
Agencies Historic Preservation; Department of Parks and Recreation; California Highway Patrol; Caltrans,
‘ District 7; Caltrans, Division of Transportation Planning; Department of Housing and Community
Development; Air Resources Board, Transportation Projects; Regional Water Quality Control Board,
Region 4; Native American Heritage Commission; Public Utilities Commission; State Lands
Commission +
Date Received 02/27/2001 Start of Review 02/27/2001 End of Review 04/12/2001
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State of California—Business, Transportation and Housing Agency GRAY DAVIS, Governor
DEPARTMENT OF CALIFORNIA HIGHWAY PATROL

East Los Angeles Area

1601 Corporate Center Drive

Monterey Park, CA 91754

(323) 980-4600
(800) 735-2929 (TT/TDD)
(800) 735-2922 (Voice)

April 6, 2001
File No.: 535.11745.12586 - RECElve.
(v U e 1o 200 \
q IlQ')OI .i vaft o sWNGHOUSE
State Clearinghouse ‘Q STAft —
1400 Tenth Street, Room 121

Sacramento, CA 95814
RE: State Clearinghouse Number 1999081061

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

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

Our specific concems are as follows:

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

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

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

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

and when appropriate, utilized for this purpose within the unincorporated county
areas.

In closing, it appears that the long term benefits of this project outweigh the
inconveniences facing the East Los Angeles community during the construction phase.
The East Los Angeles Area will assist to ensure the safe and efficient use of the ‘
roadway during the construction phase. Moreover, we look forward to forming a

partnership with all of the involved entities to ensure the safety of the motoring public,
construction workers, and area residents.

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

Sincerely,

ALA , Captain

Commander
East Los Angeles Area

cc: Southem Division
Office of Special Projects
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA — THE RESOURCES AGENCY GRAY DAVIS, Go

OFFICE OF HISTORIC PRESERVATION

DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION
P.O. BOX 942896

SACRAMENTO, CA 94296-0001

'916) 653-6624 Fax (916) 653-9824

calshpo@mai2.quiknet.com

12.A

Aprit 23, 2001
REPLY TO: FTAO010315A

Steve Bry, Project Manager

Los Angeles County

Metropolitan Transportation Authority
One Gateway Plaza

LOS ANGELES CA 90012

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

Dear Mr. Bry:

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

On the basis of our review of the DSEIS/DSEIR, it is our hope that the
approaches described in the document regarding the identification, evaluation, and
treatment of probable historic properties existing within the proposed project Area of
Potential Effects (APE) may be helpful o FTA when addressing 36 CFR 800,
regulations implementing Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act.

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

Yiy

Dr. Knox Me,
State Historic Preservation Officer

IN RMC
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13.B

IN KMUL
APR27 2001
State of California The Resources Agency
MEMORANDUM
To: Project Coordinator Date: April 23, 2001

Resources Agency

Mr. Steve Brye

Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority
One Gateway Plaza

Los Angeles, CA 90013

From: Department of Conservation
Office of Governmental and Environmental Relations

Subject: Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Draft Subsequent

Environmental Impact Report (DSEIS/R) for the Los Angeles Eastside Corridor
Project — SCH #1999081061

The Department of Conservation’s Division of Oil, Gas and Geothermal
Resources (Division) has reviewed the DSEIS/R for the referenced project. The
Division supervises the drilling, maintenance, and plugging and abandonment of oil,

gas and geothermal wells in California. We offer the following comments for your
consideration.

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

within or in close proximity to project boundaries be accurately plotted on future project
maps.

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

Project Coordinator and Mr. Steve Brye
April 23, 2001
Page 2

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

To facilitate our review of building projects, the Division has published the
informational packet, Construction Project Site Review and Well Abandonment
Procedures, which outlines the information a project developer must submit to the
Division for review. Please contact the Division's Cypress district office for copies of
this publication.

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

AN

Kenneth E. Trott
Environmental Coordinator

Attachment

cc: David Sanchez
Division of QOil, Gas and Geothermal Resources, Cypress

Linda Campion
Division of QOil, Gas and Geothermal Resources, Sacramento



e .

NN 36

7 =~ —~& FIRST STREET —— - - o
I"
n
Y - .
8% o
! <
PROPERTY LINE - . ‘
4. » |
: : l’ - 100.0° -/} i
o }
3, ! B s 7 8 .
i
o i
2| !
| ;
I !
‘ ‘gd.‘-i WELL Ne.
U g tAt
! | ee.0" |
- :
Y
W o
N W
2 °
3 |
N
3 | NN
Wl Fic
> ¢ N b
14 a
g
o T 12
.
b
, 23
! LOTS §5,G,7,68,9, 19,11 £12 OF
'! AMMENDED MAP OF THNE FRANCESCA
‘ TRACT IN THE CITY & COUNTY OF
1

R T e ]

LOS ANGELES,  CALIFORNIA AS
RECORDED IN BOOK 4 PAG! 142,
MISC. RECORDS CF LOS ANGELES
COUNTY, CALIFORNIA,

E./ergnen' 1 (7- OIIUI) =

oraw Prasitt. | oAt 7-20-57. | LOCATION oOF
A’:HOVEO..I')!":Q—..O&.E scace 2 40" i WIAN t98

et
\ o ammtmaren o cevve e e

RICHFIELD OCIL CORPORATION




Mr. Steve Brye

Los Angeles County Metropolitan
Transportation Authority

One Gateway Plaza

Los Angeles, CA 90013
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA

Governor’s Office of Planning and Research

State Clearinghouse
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