
APPENDICES 





APPENDIX A 
BIBLIOGRAPHY 





Appendix A 
Bibliography 

1989 County of Los Angeles, Countv Services Citizens Guide. 

1991 County of Los Angeles Fire Department, Directorv of Administative Sites. 

1991 Libraries of the Los Angeles County Public Library (general information pamphlet available 
to the public). 

1992 Thomas Brother Street Guide. 

American Public Transit Association (APTA). Guidelines for Desian of Rail Transit Facilities. 
1981. 

American National Standard ANSI S3.29-1983 (ASA 48-1983). Guide to the Evaluation of Human 
~ X D O S U ~ ~  to Vibration in Buildinas. 

California Department of Water Resources. Planned Utilization of the Ground Water Basins of 
the Coastal Plain of Los Anaeles County. Ground Water Geology, Bulletin 104. 1961. 

California Department of Transportation, Division of Traffic Operations. 1989 Traffic Volumes on 
California State Hiahwavs. 

City of Norwalk. Norwalk Trans~ortation Center Feasibilitv Study. Prepared by HDR 
Engineering, Inc. and Anthony and Langford Architects. July 1991. 

County of Los Angeles Department of Regional Planning. Technical A~pendix to the Safety 
Element of the Los Anaeles Count General Plan (Hazard Reduction in Los Anaeles 

,- Count~). Los Angeles, CA, 1990. 

Crandall, Leroy and Associates. Re~or t  of the Geoloaic Studies Related to Ravmond Fault 
Identification. San Marino Hiah School. San Marino. California. 1978. 

Crook, Allen, Kamb, Payne, and Proctor. Quaternarv Geoloav and Seismic Hazard of the Sierra 
Madre and Associated Faults Western San Gabriel Mountains. U.S. Geological Survey, 
Professional Paper 1339, 1987. 

Damar. 1991 Los Anaeles Countv Tax Assessor Records. Los Angeles, C.A.: Damar, 1991. 

Department of Transportation, Urban Mass Transportation Administration (now Federal Transit 
Administration). "Guidelines for Preparing Environmental Assessments," Circular UMTA 
C 5620.1. Washington, D. C.: Government Printing Office. October 16, 1979. 

I_ Federal Transit Authority, Office of Grants Management. Draft Guidance Manual for Transit Noise 
and Vibration Impact Assessment. Prepared by Harris Miller Miller & Hanson, Inc. July 
1990. 



Gebhard, David and Robert Winter. Architecture in Los Anaeles: A Compleat Guide. Salt Lake 
City, UT: Peregrine Smith Books, 1985. 

Greensfelder, R.W. Maximum Credible Rock Acceleration from Earthauakes in California. 
California Division of Mines and Geology, Map 23, 1974. 

Hauksson, E. Seismotechtonics of the New~ort-Inalewood Fault Zone in the Los Anaeles Basin, 
Southern California. Bulletin of the Seismological Society of America, Vol. 77, No. 2, 
1987. 

Kurzweil, L.G. "Prediction of Community Noise from Rail Systems." Community Noise. ASTM 
STP 062 (1 979), pp. 197-21 6. 

Lamar, D.L. Geoloav of the Elvsian Park-Repetto Hills Area. Los Anaeles Countv. California. 
California Division of Mines and Geology, Special Studies Report 101, 1970. 

Los Angeles County Transit Commission. The Lona Beach-Los Anaeles Rail Project Desian and 
Performance S~ecifications. July 1987. 

Mendenhall, W.G. Development of the Underaround Waters in the West Coastal Plain Reaion 
of Southern California. U.S. Geological Survey, Water Supply Paper 139. 1905. 

Orange County Transportation Authority. Lona Ranae Transit Svstems Plan and Developement 
Strateav. Prepared by Parsons Brinckerhoff Quade and Douglas. October 1991. 

Southern California Association of Governments. Revised Reaional Housina Needs Assessment. 
Los Angeles, C.A.: Southern California Association of Governments, 1988. 

---------------- . Reaional Growth Manaaement Plan. Los Angeles, C.A.: Southern California 
Association of Governments, February 1989. 

r-. 

Southern California Commuter Rail Coordinating Council. Southern California Commuter Rail 
1991 Reaional Svstem Plan. June 1991. 

The 1992 Los Angeles Catholic Directory, published by the Archdioscese of Los Angeles. 

Transportation Research Board. Hiahwav Capacitv Manual. Special Repot 209. Washington, 
D.C.: Government Printing Office. 1985. 

U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census. 1990 Census of Population and 
Housina. STF1A. Washington, D.C.: U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1990. 

U.S. Department of Interior. The National Reaister of Historic Places (1974): Federal Reaister 
Annual Su~~lementa l  Listinas of Historic Properties 1979-1 984. Volume 3,1989. Updated 
to June 1991. 

J 

Yerkes, McCulloch, Schoellhamer, and Vedder. Geoloav of the Los Anaeles Basin. U.S 
Geological Survey, Professional Paper 420-A. 1965. 



APPENDIX B 
LIST OF PREPARERS 





Appendix B 
List of Preparers 

Gannett Fleming 

Walter Marriott Ill, Project Manager 
Donald Steeley, Project Engineer 
Sharad Mulchand, Project Planner 
Laureano Del Castillo, Design Engineer 

Mever Mohaddes Associates. Inc. 

Michael P. Meyer, Principal 
Abbas Mohaddes, Principal 
Ravi Goli, Associate Transportation Engineer 

Harris Miller Miller & Hanson 

Hugh Saurenman, Senior Consultant 

The Tanzmann Associates 

Virginia Tanzmann, Principal-in-charge 
Carlton Davis, Design Director/Project Manager 
Blair Ripplinger, Project Designer 
Kevin Kim, Project Designer 
lssabella Scuratovsky, Draftsperson/CAD Operator 

Mvra L. Frank & Associates 

Gary L. Petersen, Project Manager 
Olivier Kramsch, Planner 
Lora Zier, Planner 
Richard Starzak, Architectural Historian 
Mona Miyasato, Planner 
Michael Lott, Planner 
Jigar R. Patel, Planner 
Gilberto Ruiz, Planner 
Quyen Vuong, Planner 
Beverly Lafontaine, Technical Editor 





APPENDIX C 
LIST OF PERSONS AND ORGANIZATIONS 

CONSULTED 





Appendix C 
List of Persons and Organizations Consulted 

Persons Consulted 

Linda Alvarez, Historic Heritage Commission 
Jill Anderson, City of Norwalk 
Paul Barbe, Traffic Committee Staff, Los Angeles County Department of Public Works 
Connie Fuentes, Griffith Company 
Carmine Gendusa, City of Norwalk, Traffic Engineering Department 
Randy Hillman, City of Norwalk 
Kathy Hsiao, Caltrans, District 7 Transportation Planning 
Dan Keen, Deputy City Manager, City of Norwalk 
Ron Kosinski, Caltrans, District 7 
Ram Kumar, Los Angeles County Transportation Commission 
Monica Penninger, Library Director, City of Santa Fe Springs 
Jerry Stock, City of Norwalk 
Bill Stracker, Transportation Engineer, City of Norwalk 
Lynn Struthers, Rail Construction Corporation 
Kay Van Sickle, Orange County Transportation Authority 
Nina Webster, Los Angeles County Transportation Commission 

Oraanizations Consulted 

City of Norwalk Department of Parks and Recreation 
Little Lakes City School District 
Los Angeles County Sheriffs Department 
Los Angeles County Fire Department 
Norwalk-La Mirada School District 





APPENDIX D 
NOTICE OF PREPARATION 





NOTICE OF PREPARATION 
May 1, 1 992 

TO: All Interested Agencies, Organizations and Individuals 

FROM: Los Angeles County Transportation Commission 
81 8 West Seventh Street 
Suite 1 100 
Los Angeles, CA 9001 7 

SUBJECT: Notice of Preparation Draft Environmental Impact Report 

The Los Angeles County Transportation Commission, in cooperation with the California 
Department of Transportation, Rail Construction Corporation and the City of Norwalk, hereby 
presents notice that it will be the Lead Agency for an Environmental lmpact Report (EIR) for the: 

PROJECT TITLE: Metro Green Line Easterly Extension Project 

We need to know the views of your agency as to the scope and content of the environmental 
information which is germane to your agency's statutory responsibilities in connection with the 
proposed project, If your agency is a Responsible Agency as defined by State CEQA Guidelines . 

(Section 15381), your agency will need to use the EIR prepared for this project when considering 
your permit or other approval for the project. If your agency is not a responsible agency as 
defined by CEQA Guidelines, or if you are an interested individual or organization, we would still 
appreciate your views on the scope of the environmental document for this project. 

The project description, location map and the probable environmental effects are contained in 
the enclosed materials. A copy of the Initial Study is enclosed. 

Due to the time limits mandated by state law, your response must be sent at the earliest possible 
date but no later than 30 days after the receipt of this notice. Please send your responses before 
June 1, 1992 to the Los Angeles County Transportation Commission, 818 West Seventh Street, 
Suite 1 100, Los Angeles, CA 90017 ATT'N: Ram Kumar. Please include the name of an 
appropriate contact person in your agency for continued EIR coordination. 

BACKGROUND 

In November of 1980, Los Angeles County voters approved Proposition A, which authorized a 
one-half percent sales tax to improve and expand public transit countywide and to construct and 
operate a rail rapid transit system. Several transportation corridors were identified as part of the 
regional network. They are: Los Angeles to Long Beach (Blue Line), Norwalk to El Segundo 
(Green Line), Los Angeles to San Fernando Valley, Los Angetes to Pasadena, Los Angeles to 
Glendale, and Los Angeles to Sylmar. The Blue tine has been constructed and has been in 
operation since July 1990. The Green Line is currently under construction, with its opening date 
slated for 1995. The Red Line is currently under construction and scheduled for operation in 
1993. The other routes are either in various stages of design or EIR preparation. The Metro 
Green Line Easterly Extension is intended as a rail gap closure between the Metro Green Line 
and the Los Angeles to Orange County Commuter Rail Line. 



PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

The Metro Green tine Easterly Extension will be consistent with Metro Green tine technology, 
and will extend beyond the eastern terminus of the Metro Green tine in the vicinity of the Route 
105/Route 605 Junction. The proposed rail project would extend approximately 2.5 miles to the 
proposed Norwalk Transportation Center, located at the city yard at the junction of lmperial 
Highway and the A.T. & S.F. Railroad. The project location is shown in Figure 1. 

PROJECT ALTERNATIVES 

Although the specific details of the project alternatives have not been defined, two alternatives 
are under consideration: subway and elevated. The project alignment will run from the 
proposed 1-605 Metro Green tine Station, north on Studebaker Road and east on lmperial 
Highway to the proposed Norwalk Transportation Center. Three alternative routes were originally 
considered, but after preliminary environmental and engineering evaluations, the Studebaker 
Road - lmperial Highway alignment was identified as offering the least impediments from 
environmental and engineering perspectives. This alignment would affect a smaller number of 
residential units and require fewer, if any, property takings and relocations. The other alignments 
under consideration were: 1) from the proposed 1-605 Metro Green tine Station, north on 
Studebaker Road to Firestone Boulevard, southeast on the Southern Pacific right-of-way, across 
lmperial Highway, north on Pioneer Boulevard, east on lmperial Highway to the proposed 
Norwalk Transportation Center, 2) from the proposed 1-605 Metro Green tine Station, south on 
Studebaker Road, east on Rosecrans Avenue, northeast on San Antonio Boulevard, east on 
lmperial Highway to the proposed Norwalk Transportation Center. 

In addition to engineering and environmental evaluations that will be conducted as part of the 
development of the project, the station at the Nowalk Transportation Center will be considered 
for possible future lines or paired with future lines of the Orange County Urban Rail tine. No 
intermediate passenger station is proposed between the 1-605 freeway and the Commuter Rail 
Station. 







ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT CHECKLIST 
METRO GREEN LINE EASTERLY EXTENSION 

Identification of Environmental Effects 

1. ' Earth. Will the proposai result in: 
YES MAYBE NO 

a. Unstable earth conditions or in changes in 
geologic structures? ( 1 ( 1 ( X I  

It is not anticipated that the project will result in unstable earth conditions or changes 
in geologic structures. Existing soil and geology information will be obtained and 
reviewed for potential problems. It is anticipated that adequate engineering solutions 
and approaches are available to mitigate problems that might arise. 

b. Disruptions, displacements, compaction or overcovering 
of the soil? 00 ( 1 ( 1 

Development of the proposed project will require grading, including excavation and 
fillwork. However, it is not anticipated that the grading will result in significant 
impacts to the soil. 

c. Change in topography or ground surface relief 
features? ( I ( 1 ()0 

The project would either be elevated or subway. Because the project is in an urban 
area that has already been significantly altered, the minor potential for creating berms 
or other localized changes in topography is not significant. 

d. The destruction, covering or modification of any 
unique geologic or physical features? ( 1 ( 1 ()o 

The project area is largely developed, and it is unlikely that there are any remaining 
unmodified unique features which could be destroyed or covered. 

e. Any increase in wind or water erosion of soils, 
either on or off the site? 

Construction activities would temporarily increase potential soil erosion by exposing 
bare soil to wind. This is expected to be of minimum significance. Increased erosion, 
however, would be mitigated through standard construction practices such as prompt 
reseeding, site watering, check dams, and hay bales. 

f. Changes in deposition or erosion of beach sands, 
or changes in siltation, deposition or erosion 
which may modify the channel or a river or 
stream or the bed of the ocean or any bay, inlet, 
or lake? 



YES MAYBE NO 

The only body of water located near the proposed project is  the San Gabriel River, 
approximately 3,400 feet west of the project's origin on Studebaker Road. Neither 
construction nor operation is expected to produce changes in siltation, deposition or 
erosion which may modify the river. . 

g. Exposure of people or property to geologic 
hazards such as earthquakes, landslides, 
mudslides, ground failure, or similar hazards? 

It is not anticipated that the proposed project area would expose people or property 
to geologic hazards other than those present generally in Southern California. Seismic 
conditions pertinent to the study will be identified using data regarding fault locations 
and areas of elevated liquefaction potential. It is assumed that conditions to be 
encountered will be sufficiently typical of the Southern California area to be readily 
accommodated through standard engineering practices that will be identified as 
mitigation measures. 

, 
2. AIR. Will the proposal result in: 

a. Substantial air emissions or deterioration of 
ambient air quality over the long term? 

The proposed project is presumed to produce a net benefit in operational air quality, 
. 

since its purpose is trip diversion from automobiles. Using patronage projections, this 
potential benefit will be estimated for the criteria pollutants of concern to the South 
Coast Air Basin. The project will also be examined in the context of the existing 1991 
AQMP. Local air quality effects may also occur as a result of the project, mainly from 
vehicles operating in and around stations. These effects will be analyzed as carbon 
monoxide "hot spot" areas, using the Caline line source estimating technique. The 
effects should not be significant. 

b. The creation of objectionable odors or dust? . ( ) ( X I  ( I  

Construction dust will be created in amounts sufficiently small to be considered 
insignificant. Fugitive dust creation and emissions resulting from construction 
equipment and vehicles will be estimated. It is not anticipated that the project will 
produce objectionable odors. 

c. Alteration of air movement, moisture or 
temperature, or any change in climate, either 
locally or regionally? ( 1  ( 1 ( x )  

Neither construction nor the operation of the proposed project is anticipated to 
change climactic conditions, moisture or temperature. No significant impacts are 
anticipated. 



yES MAYBE NQ 

3. WATER. Will the proposal result in: 

a. Changes in currents, or the course or direction of water movements, in either marine 
or fresh waters? ( 1 ( 1 ( x )  

The project corridor is not located near marine or fresh waters and therefore would 
not produce changes in the course or direction of water movements. 

b. Changes in absorption rates, drainage patterns 
or the rate and amount of surface water runoff? ( 1 ( 1 00 

The absorption and drainage in this urban area would not be changed by an elevated 
or subterranean system. Runoff would be directed to existing storm drains but no 
increase is anticipated. 

c. Alterations to the course or flow of flood waters? ( 1 ( 1 ( x )  

Available flood insurance maps indicate that there are no 100-year floodplains in the 
study area. 

d. Change in the amount of surface water in any 
water body? (e.g., perennial or intermittent 
streams; seasonal or year-round springs; ponds 
and marshes? ( 1 ( 1 ( x )  

There are no lakes, ponds, or streams in the study area. Drainage would be directed 
to existing storm drains. 

e. Alteration of water quality including, but not 
limited to, temperature, dissolved oxygen, or 
turbidity? ( 1 ( 1 ()o 

The project is not expected to change the constituents of surface water runoff. 

f. Alteration of the direction or rate of flow of 
groundwaters, including changes in infiltration 
or percolation rates? 

If constructed as a subway, some interception of groundwater during construction may 
occur. This will be investigated during the environmental study. No change in 
percolation rate is anticipated. 



YES MAYBE NO 

g. Change in the quantity of groundwaters, either 
through direct additions or withdrawals, or 
through interception of any aquifer by cuts or 
excavations? 

See response to 3.f. on previous page. 

h. Substantial reduction in the amount of water 
otherwise available for public water supplies? 

Public water supplies are provided from sources outside the study area, including 
Northern California and the Colorado River. 

4. PLANT UFE. Will the proposal result in: 

a. Change in the diversity of species or number of 
any species of plants (including trees, shrubs, 
grass, crops and aquatic plants)? ( 1 ( x )  ( ) 

The area through which the proposed project passes is highly urbanized, which makes 
it unlikely that the project would result in a change in  the diversity of number of any 
species of plants. The California Natural Diversity Data Base will be queried; should 
any species of concern be found, appropriate treatment will be recommended. 

b. Reduction of the numbers of any unique, rare or 
endangered species of plants? 

The highly urbanized character of the study area makes it unlikely that any unique, 
rare or endangered species of plants remain near the project corridor. Should any 
species be identified, appropriate mitigation measures will be specified. 

c. Introduction of new species of plants into an area, 
or in a barrier to the normal replenishment of 
existing species? 

New landscaping, if any, will use native California plants or common landscaping 
species. 

d. Reduction in acreage of any agricultural crop? ( 1 ( 1 ()o 

The project corridor is highly urbanized and no agricultural crops exist in the study 
area. 



MAYBE 

e. Any effect upon a Significant Ecological Area 
which is identified in the Los Angeles County 
General Plan? ( 1 ( 1 ( x )  

No Significant Ecological Areas are identified in the Los Angeles County General Plan 
for the project study area. 

5. ANIMAL UFE. Will the proposal result in: 

a. Change in the diversity of species, or numbers 
of any species of animals (birds, land animals 
including reptiles, fish and shellfish, benthic 
organisms or insects)? 

The project corridor is highly urbanized, and it is unlikely that construction or 
operation of the proposed project would result in any adverse impacts to any species 
of animal. Should any species be identified as adversely affected, appropriate 
mitigation measures will be identified. 

b. Reduction of the numbers of any unique, tare or 
endangered species of animals? ( 1 0() ( ) 

The highly urbanized character of the study area makes it unlikely that any unique, 
rare or endangered species of animals remain near the project corridor. Should any 
species be identified, appropriate mitigation measures will be specified. 

c. Introduction of new species of animals into an 
area, or result in a barrier to the migration 
or movement of animals? ( 1 ( 1 ( x )  

No new species would be introduced and an elevated or subterranean system would 
not introduce a barrier to the area. 

d. Deterioration to existing fish or wildlife habitat? ( 1 ( 1 00 
' The project corridor is highly urbanized, and no fish or wildlife habitat has been 

identified. 

6. NOISE. Will the proposal result in: 

a. Increases in existing noise or vibration levels? ( x )  ( 1 ( ) 

Construction and operation of the proposed project may increase noise and vibration 
for areas adjacent to the rail line. All sensitive receptors will be identified and 
measurements of ambient noise to characterize the existing noise environment will be 

5 



YES MAYBE NO 

taken. If there are any sensitive receptors where the noise and vibration criteria may 
be exceeded, mitigation measures will be recommended. Noise assessment will 
consider both impacts caused by operation of the rail transit train and traffic pattern 
or traffic volume changes in the vicinity of the stations. Vibration impact will be b k e d  
on the maximum projected vibration velocity level from the rail transit trains. 

b. Exposure of people to severe noise levels? ( x )  ( 1 ( 1 

Nearly 30 percent of the adjacent property to the alignment is residential in nature. 
Other sensitive receptors in close proximity include churches, schools, convalescent 
hospitals, motels, medical facilities, a senior citizen center, a park, a library and a 
mobile home park. If noise and vibration criteria are exceeded at any sensitive 
receptor, specific mitigation measures will be recommended. 

7. UGHT AND GLARE. Will the proposal produce 
new light or glare? ( 1 ( x )  ( 1 

The project area does contain concentrations of residential and other sensitive uses 
that would be susceptible to adverse effects of light and glare. The extent of possible 
light or glare will be examined, and issues of proximity will be discussed. Appropriate 
mitigation measures will be identified. 

8. !AND USE. Will the proposal result in: 

a. A substantial alteration of the present or 
planned land use of an area? 

It is not anticipated that the proposed project will alter the present land use of the 
area. A detailed inventory of land uses adjacent to the project will be developed and 
potential alterations to existing land use patterns will be examined however. The 
project should be compatible with proposed land use objectives and plans deveioped 
by the City of Norwalk for the project vicinity. 

b. A conflict with adopted environmental plans and 
goals of the community where it is located? ( 1 ( 1 ( ) o  

The relationship of the project to local land use policies, including community 
projects, related projects and redevelopment projects, and general land use 
compatibility issues will be examined. Land use issues of particular concern will 
include the relationship of the proposed project to land use plans of the City of 
Norwalk. It is not anticipated that the proposed project would conflict with such plans. 

9. NATURAL RESOURCES. Will the proposal result in: 

a. Increase in the rate of use of any natural 
resources? ( ( 1 (X I  



YES MAYBE - 

Development of the proposed project would result in only an incremental increase in 
the use of natural resources. These increases are not expected to be substantial in 
relation to increases normally associated with similar developments. No significant 
impacts are anticipated. 

b. Substantial depletion of any nonrenewable 
natural resource? 

Although the project would be electrically powered, there would be no substantial 
depletion of fossil fuels, concrete or other nonrenewable resources as a result of the 
construction or operation of the proposed project. 

10. RISK OF UPSET. Will the proposal involve: 

a. A risk of an explosion or the release of hazardous 
substances ( including, but not limited to oil, 
pesticides, chemicals or radiation) in the event 
of an accident or upset conditions? ( ()o ( 1 

A hazardous materials investigation will be conducted for the route. Based on a 
preliminary field survey, it would appear that sites of potential hazardous materials 
would be confined to a number of existing gas stations. In addition, the historical land 
use of each site will be estimated, insofar as its potential for hazardous materials is 
concerned. 

b. Possible interference with an emergency response 
plan or an emergency evacuation plan? 

It is not anticipated that the proposed project wouid interfere with any proposed plans. 

c. Exposure of people or property to a flooding 
hazard, such as a change in location of 
flooding in the event of an accident or 
upset condition? ( ( ) o() 

There are no lakes, ponds, or streams in the study area. Furthermore, available flood 
insurance maps indicate that there are no 100-year floodplains in the study area. No 
significant impacts are anticipated. 

1 1. POPULATION. Will the proposal alter the location, 
distribution, density or growth rate of the human 
population of an area? ( ) ( 1 ( x )  

The proposed project is expected to have a minimal effect upon population in the 
area. Neither distribution nor density should be affected. 



. . VES MAYBE NO 

12. HOUSING. Will the proposal affect existing housing 
or create a demand for additional housing? ( 1 ( 1 ( x )  

The proposed project is expected to have no effect upon housing in the area. 

13. TRANSPORTATION/CIRCULATlON. Will the 
proposal result in: 

a. Generation of substantial additional vehicular 
movement? ( 1 (XI ( 1 

Once completed, the proposed project will link the easterly terminus of the Metro 
Green Line to the proposed Norwalk Transportation Center. By incorporating the 
Norwalk Center into the regional Metro rail system, the project may increase transit 
patronage and decrease automobile usage and congestion. However, the project 
could generate additional traffic in the vicinity of proposed stations. 

b. Effects on existing parking facilities, or demand 
. for new parking? ( ) ( x )  ( 1 

The proposed project could increase the demand for parking at the Norwalk 
 rans sport at ion Center. The potential for spillover parking at the Norwalk 
Transportation Center and the Metro Green tine station will be addressed and 
appropriate mitigation will be proposed in the EIR. 

c. Substantial impact upon existing transportation 
systems? ( ) . ( X I  0 

The proposed project will have a long-term, beneficial effect uporr existing 
transportation systems. The project's purpose is to link the end of the Metro Green 
tine to the proposed Norwalk Transportation Center, thus incorporating the Norwalk 
Center into the regional Metro rail system. During construction, local adverse traffic 
effects will result from additional traffic generated by truck and construction vehicles 
and temporary street and lane closures. 

d. Alterations to present patterns or circulation or 
movement or people and/or goods? ( ) o  ( ) ( ) 

Construction of the project may result in temporary lane or road closures or detours, 
adversely affecting local circulation patterns. Impacts on roadway and intersection 
levels of service after completion of the project will also be evaluated and appropriate 
mitigation measures will be identified. In station areas, the impact analysis will focus 
on local circulation issues including transit access (the impact of station-related traffic 
on local streets and intersections) and parking impacts (potential for spillover 
parking). Also see response to 13.a. above. 



e. Alterations to waterborne, rail or air traffic? ( 1 00 ( 1 

The proposed project will link the easterly terminus of the Metro Green Line with the 
proposed Norwalk Transportation Center. Construction activities may temporarily 
affect Metro Green Line operations. No impacts to freight rail, waterborne or air traffic 
are anticipated. 

f. Increase in traffic hazards to motor vehicles, 
bicyclists or pedestrians? 

Implementation of the proposed project would result in additional vehicular traffic in 
the vicinity of station areas, create new parking areas and possible pedestrian 
crossings, ail of which are potential traffic conflict points. However, with proper 
signage and signals, the increased risk of traffic hazard is not expected to be 
significant. 

14. PUBUC SERVICES. Will the proposal have an effect 
upon or result in a need for new or altered 
governmental services? 1 ( x )  ( 1 

public and community services may be potentially affected by the proposed project. 
Specific facilities which will be identified and examined are hospitals, schools and 
other community facilities. Should adverse effects be found, appropriate mitigation 
measures will be recommended. Possible adverse effects on accessibility during 
construction will also be considered. 

15. ENERGY. Will the proposal result in: 

a. Use of substantial amounts of fuel or energy? ( ) 1 ( x )  

Development of the proposed project would result in only a small increase in the use 
of natural resources in relation to increases normally associated with similar 
developments. No significant impacts are anticipated. 

b. A substantial increase in demand upon existing 
sources of energy or require the development of 
new sources of energy? 

See response to 15.a. above. 

16. UTILITIES. Will the proposal result in a need for new . systems or substantial alterations to utilities such as, 
but not limited to, gas, water, sewer, storm water 
drainage or solid waste disposal? 



YES MAYBE 

Possible utility conflicts may occur as a result of rail construction. Alterations 
considering both the operating line and station areas will be investigated. 

17. HUMAN HEALTH. Will the proposal result in: 

a. Creation of any health hazard or potential health 
hazard (excluding mental health)? 

Project implementation will not result in the creation of any health hazard or potential 
health hazard. No significant impacts are anticipated. 

b. Exposure of people to potential hazards? ( 1 ( 1 ( x )  

See response to 17.a above. 

18. AESTHETICS. Will the proposal result in: 

a. Obstruction of any scenic vista or view from 
existing residential areas, public lands or roads? 

The potential for adverse visual effects is a concern given that the proposed project 
is located in an area with residential exposure and other sensitive uses. The presence 
of an elevated guideway and catenary wires could constitute such an effect, and 
therefore this situation will be investigated. Similar effects could occur where station 
areas abut sensitive uses. In these areas, existing views will be described and 
compared with the post-project condition. For locations where an adverse effect is 
found, mitigation will be recommended, such as landscaping or other visual 
screening. However, with the subway alternative, these impacts would be minimized. 

Creation of an aesthetically offensive site? ( ()o ( 1 

Development of the proposed project may create a site that could be considered 
aesthetically offensive by some members of the community. However, measures will 
be recommended to enhance the aesthetic value of the project. 

c. Change in character of the general project area? ( 1 ( ) ( x )  

Although a few residential areas exist in the project area, the general character of the 
area is urban and largely commercial. The extent to which the proposed project is 
compatible with existing and future land uses will be examined by consulting land use 
plans of the City of Norwalk. 

19. RECREATION. Will the proposal result in an 
impact upon the quality or quantity of existing 
recreational opportunities? ( o() ( 1 



YES MAYBE NO - 

Recreational facilities and parks In proximity to the project will be Identified for 
analysis. Potential effects would largely be related to accessibility, during both the 
construction and operational phases of the project Proximity effects such as noise 
and vlsual effects could also be encountered, however, and these would also bo 
examined. - 

20. CULTURAL, ARCHAEOLOGICAL, HISTORICAL 
AND PALEONTOLOGICAL RESOURCES. Will 
the proposal result in: 

a. Alteration or destruction of a prehistoric or 
historic archaeological site? 

A preliminary investigation has revealed one National Register historic resource 
adjacent to the alignment. The location of other historically significant resources 
which may be affected will be determined by a documentation search of aH national, 
state and local lists, and any appropriate site specific surveys will be consulted. An 
archaeological inquiry will be made to determine the presence of any sensitive 
resources. 

b. Alteration or destruction of a paleontological 
resource? ( )  0 )  ( 1 

The project area is urban and developed. It is unlikely that any previously 
undiscovered paleontological resource would be found in the project area. However, 
project grading and excavation may reveal new finds, for which mitigation procedures 
would need to be followed. 

c. Physical changes which would affect unique ethnic 
cultural values? ( 1 ( 1 ( x )  

No known ethnic, cultural or reigious values are associated with the project area. No 
significant impacts are anticipated. 

d. Restriction of existing religious or sacred uses 
within the potential impact area? ( 1 ( X I  ( 1 

An initial field survey has revealed two churches adjacent to the proposed project 
which may be subject to noise and vibration impacts. For those locations where an 
adverse effect is found, specific mitigation measures will be recommended. 

21. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE. 

a. Does the project have the potential to degrade the 
quality of the environment, substantially reduce the 
habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or 
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wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining 
levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal 
community, reduce the number or restrict the 
range of a rare or endangered plant or animal a 

or eliminate important examples of the major peri- 
ods of California history or prehistory? ( ( 1 ( x )  

The project is not anticipated to adversely affect any of the above subjects. 

b. Does the project have the potential to achieve 
short-term, to the disadvantage of long-term, 
environmental goals? (A short-term impact on the 
environment is one which occurs in a relatively 
brief, definitive period of time, while long-term 
impacts will endure well into the future.) ( 1  ( 1  o ( ) .  

The focus of this project is to link the Metro Green Line with the proposed Nomalk 
Transportation Center and hence improve regional transportation. As such, this would 
result in a beneficial effect. 

c. Does the project have impacts which are indivi- 
dually limited, but cumulatively considerable? 
(A project may impact on two or more separate 
resources where the impact on each resource is 
relatively small, but where the effect of the total 
of those impacts on the environment is significant.) ( X I  ( ) ( 

The project should result in a cumulatively beneficial effect on the movement of 
vehicles within the corridor and throughout the region. 

d. Does the project have environmental effects which 
will cause substantial adverse effects on human 
beings, either directly or indirectly? ( 1 ( x )  ( I 

Nearly 30% of the area adjacent to the rail alignment is residential, and many sensitive 
receptors are within close proximity. Individuals residing in  these areas may be 
susceptible to adverse effects of light, glare, noise or vibration impacts from 
construction and operation of the project. Public and community services, such as 
hospitals and schools, may be potentially affected by the proposed project. 



SUMMARY 

Factor 

Earth 

Air 

Water 

Plant Life 

Animal Life 

Noise 

tight and Glare 

Land Use 

Natural Resources 

Risk of Upset 

Population 

Housing 

Transportation/Circuiation 

Public Services 

Energy 

Utilities 

Human Health 

Aesthetics 

Recreation 

Cultural Res., et al 

Mandatory Findings 
of Significance 

No Possible , 
Significant 
Effect 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

Possible 
Significant 
Effect* 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

Explanation 

- 

Construction and operation of the proposed 
project may increase noise and vibration for 
areas adjacent to the rail line. 

Several sites of potential hazardous materials, 
i.e. gas stations, are located in the project 
area. 

Construction of the project m y  result in 
temporary land or road.closures adversely 
affecting local circulation patterns. 

Public and community services. such as 
hospitals, schools and other community 
facilities, located near the alignment may be 
potentially affected by the proposed project. 

A national historic site and two churches are 
adjacent to the alignment and may be 
potentially affected by the proposed project. 
although significant effects are unlikely. 

The project m y  have environmental effects 
which could result in substantial adverse 
effects on human beings. 
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APPENDIX E 

RESPI 

AGENCY OR INDIVIDUAL 

11 South Coast Air Quality 

11 Management District - 

11 Governor's office of Planning 

Ci of Santa Fe Springs 

State Fire Marshall a 
California Public Utilities 
Commission 

Required assessment of flora 81 fauna in project area; 
project effect on biological resources 

Requested discussion of runoff, sedimentation and other 
effects on watercourses 

Requested discussion of alternatives to minimize adverse 
effects 

Provide outline of Air Quality Analysis to be documented in 
the EIR 

SCA # 92051033 assigned 

Expressed concerns regarding effects on surrounding 
circulation system 

ldentified areas of traffic concerns to include lmperial 
Highway, intersection of Imperial Highway and Bloomefield 
Avenue, with reference to Norwalk Transportation Center 

ldentified 79' Metropolitan Water District Feeder Line 
Located in Imperial Highway 

ldentified oil pipe in vicinity of project, and the potential 
effects of stray electrical current on those pipelines. 

No comments 

INE EASTERLY EXTENSION 

RESPONSEjLOCATlON IN EIR 

Section 3.3 

Section 3.2 

Section 3.2., 3.3, Chapter 5 

Section 3.12 

Title/Cover Sheet 

Section 3.10 

Section 3.10 

Section 3.7 

Section 3.7 

Not required 



APPENDIX E (continued) 

RESPONSES TO NOTICE 

AGENCY OR INDIVIDUAL 

Metropolitan Water District 

Los Angeles County Sanitation Districts 

Southern California Association of Governments 

California Dept. of Fish & Game 

California Dept. of Transportation, District 7 

OF PREPARATION FOR METRO GREEN LINE 

ENVIRONMENTAL COMMENT 

Identified MWD's lower feeder located along 
Imperial Highway (map provided) 

Requests MWD review of project drawings, when 
available copy of MWD guidelines for projects to 
be developed in vicinity of MWD facilities provided 

Identified up to 5 trunk sewers in vicinity of 
project. Requests project drawings to be 
provided when available 

Identifies wastewater discharge points for Nowalk 
Transportation Center & Metro Green Line Station 

Map of facilities in project area provided 

Project classified as 'Regionally Significant' 

EIR documentation requirements provided 

Duplication of previous comments 

Project will impact 1-105 terminus. 

Project should evaluate integration of an HOV 
facility along with the Metro Green Line extension 

EASTERLY EXTENSION 

RESPONSE/LOCATION IN EIR 

Section 3.7 

Section 3.7 

Section 3.7 

Section 3.7 

Section 3.7 

Classification acknowledged 

Requirements acknowledged 

Not required 

Section 3.10 

Section 2.4 







C o m m i t t e e  R e c o m m e n d a t i o n s  
METRO GREEN LINE EASTERLY EXTENSION 

CERTIFICATION OF FINAL EIR 

The Planning and Mobility Improvement Committee, at its February 10, 1993 Meeting, 
approved the staff recommendations with the following comment: 

On Page S-16 of the Final EIR, the mitigation proposed for impact of the aerial alignment 
on historical and architectural resources should be changed from "Substahtial landscaping 
should be provided to "Appropriate landscaping should be provided. 

10s Angeles County 818 West Seventh Street 
f ansportation Suite 1100 
Comission Los Angeles, CA 9001 7 

LACTI: Tel213 623-1 194 

L e a d i n g  t h e  Way  t o  G r e a t e r  M o b i l i t y  





January 28, 1993 

MEMO TO: PLANNING AN11 MOBILITY IMPROVEMENT COMMI.'ITEE 

FROM: NEIL PETERSON 

SUBJECT: METRO GREEN LINE EASTERLY EXTENSION CERTIFICATION OF 
FINAL EIR 

ISSUE 

The Final ~nviro&ental Impact Report (Em) for the Metro Green Line Easterly 
Extension has been made available for review for a 45day period. The document is now 
ready for certification as required by the California Environmental Quality Act. 

RECOMMENDATION 

Staff recommends that: 

1. The Authority adopt the attached resolution regarding the Metro Green Line 
Easterly Extension Rail Transit Project EIR. In so doing, the Authority will certifjr 
the adequacy of the EIR for both the aerial and subway alignments. 

2. Staff be directed to return to the Authority to approve the project, and authorize the 
Notice of Determination at the appropriate time after a decision on sequencing of 
the "Candidate Comdorsu has been made. 

3. Staff be directed to return to the Authority with Findings, SMtement of Overriding 
Considerations, and Mitigation Monitoring Program for adoption when project is 
approved and Notice of Determination is authorized. 

RELATIONSHIP TO 30-YEAR INTEGRATED TRANSPORTATION PLAN 

The Metro Green Line Easterly Extension is one of the "Candidate Corridors" included in 
the 30-Year Plan. Certification of the EIR will facilitate the Authority's evaluation of this 
project during the Candidate Corridor Selection process. 

BACKGROUND 

The Metro Green Line Easterly Extension is viewed as a rail gap closure between the 
proposed Commuter Rail Station in Nonvalk, and the Metro Green Line eastern terminus 
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at the 1-05 Freeway. The easterly extension will be approximately 2.8 miles in length, and 
will enable the transfer of passengers between the Commuter Rail Service and the Metro 
Green Line Rail Transit. 

At its October 28, 1992 meeting, the LACTC placed on record, this project is exempt from 
the requirements of CEQA under Public Resource Code 21080(b) (13) and Section l!jZ75@) 
of the Guidelines. Yet LACTC elezted to prepare and circulate an EIR in order to fully 
assess and disclose potential environmental effects of the project and to permit public 
participation in the planning and implementation of the project. 

1 

At its March 1991 meeting, LACE approved to fund half the cost of preparation of a 
Route Refinement Study (RRS) and EIR for the Metro Green Line Easterly Extension Rail 
Transit Project. The City of Norwalk agreed to fund the remaining half of the RRS/EIR 
effort. The preparation of the RRS and EIR commenced in November 1991. A task force 
consisting of representatives from City of Noma& Caltrans, RCC, and LACLC, directed 
the preparation of RRS and EIR. 

After evaluating three alternative routes, the one along Imperial Highway was identified as 
the preferred route. I . .  May 1992, the Commission directed staff to analyze both an aerial 
and a subway alignment, along the Imperial Highway route, to the same level of detail in 
the RRS and EIR. 

The Draft EIR was released on October 28, 1992 for a 45-day public review period that 
began November 2, 1992 and ended December 22, 1992. A public hearing was held on 
November 18, 1992, at the Norwalk City Hall, which was attended by approximately 25 
persons. A total of 13 pieces of written communication requiring responses were received. 
5 individuals provided testimony at the public hearing. Written comments and responses 
to these comments prepared by members of the task force and consultants are included in 
the Final EIR. 

The majority of the comments received from the residents of Norwalk supported the subway 
alignment. The City of Norwalk also supported the subway alignment The cost estimates' 
for the aerial and subway alignments are $215 million and $240 million, respedtively. At its 
May 1992 meeting, the Commission indicated that the subway alignment may be selected 
if the City of Norwalk agreed to pay the difference in cost between the aerial and the 
subway alignments. At this time, the City of Nowalk is not in a position to commit funds 
to the Metro Green Line Easterly Extension, beyond the contribution of the site for the 
Nowalk Transportation Center to facilitate interface between Green Line, Commuter Rail, 
and possible future Orange County Urban Rail System. 
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By certifying the EIR which addresses the impacts due to both the aerial and the subway 
alignments, the Authority retains the flexibility to select one or the other based on funding, 
operations, and community issues. The certification of the EIR will also facilitate the 
evaluation of the Metro Green Line Easterly Extension during the "Candidate Comdor" 
selection process now underway. 

PREPARED BY: RAM K. KUMAR 
Project Manager 
Southeast Area Team 

&zz2* 
Executive Director 





RESOLUTION NUMBER 14 1 

RESOLUTION of the Los Angeles County Transportation Commission ("the 
LACTC') for the Metro Green Line Easterly Extension Rail Transit Project ("the Project"), 
certifying the adequacy of the Environmental Impact Report (EIR). 

WHEREAS, in November 1980 the Los Angeles County voters approved Proposition 
A, providing for comprehensive mass transit improvements, including development of a 
countywide rail transit system; and 

WHEREAS, in March 1991 the LACTC authorized the preparation of an EIR for the 
Project, clearing the way for further engineering and design work and preparing the Project 
for implementation as a part of the Proposition A rail transit system; and 

WHEREAS, in November 1992 a Draft EIR was issued; and 

WHEREAS, a public hearing was held to receive public comments on the Draft EIR; 
and 

WHEREAS, pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act ("CEQA"), the 
LACK prepared in January 1993, Final EIR for the Project; and 

WHEREAS, the LACTC has reviewed and considered the information contained in 
said environmental documents. 

NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE LACTC: 

1. to CERTIFY (in accordance with California Public Resources Code 21082.l(c) 
(2)) that the Cornrnisssion has independently reviewed the Final EIR, that the report reflects 
the Commission's independent judgment, that the Project's Final EIR has been prepared in 
compliance with CEQA, and that it adequately and completely identifies the probable 
significant environmental impacts associated with implementing the Project 
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PRESENTED, PASSED AND ADOPTED by the Los Angeles County 
Transportation Commission this Twenty-fourth day of February, 1993 by the following vote: 

AYES: 9 

NOES: 0 

ABSENT: 2 

ABSTAIN: o 

W S  AbEGELES COUNTY 

By: 
Chairman 

Attest: 

W S  ANGELES COUNTY 
TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION 

n \ ,  

By: 

I hereby certify that at its meeting of February 24,1993, the foregoing Resolution was 
adopted by the Los Angeles County Transportation Commission. . 

W S  ANGELES COUNTY 
TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION 

By: 

Approved as to Form: 

DeWitt W. Clinton 
County Counsel 

By: L l4lL-J 
Attorney 






