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Response to Letter B1 

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
L W - O l l l h I . ~ u a T m K m m  

P O  &U>tlt 
M U D T L M  UIIOIUelnS  

July 3,2001 

JUL 0 9 2001 
SCANNED 
1R RMC 

OHice of h e  Chief 
Operations Branch 

Mr. Kwh Michel 
Lor Angder County Mstropolilon Transit Avlhorify (MTA] 
One Gateway Plozo, 22nd Floor 
MS.99-22-5 
Lor Angeles, CA 9001 2 

Dear Mr. Michel: 

The Corps h reviewed your document, h n  Fernando Volley East-West 
Transit Corridor DEIS/DEIR, Volume l ond Volume 2 (May 2001). The Corps h a  
he fdlwring requsstr: 

11. A 4M consullotion per p. 4-288. 'Construc?ive Use, (3)". 
2). A noise survey olong h e  Sepulvedo Flwd Conhd kdn-SPRR corridor 

inletlace in the vicinity o l  the L a  Angeler River (UR). 
31. A detailed Kit-of-Woy map (1 inch : 50 H, or less) rhowing the MTA 

ROW (fea property) ond the Corps' fee properly dong !he entire Sepulvada Flood 
Control b l i n  (FCB) segment lo dixusr real estate issum such as construction 
occess, rood crossings, ond the exiting bikeway. Our maps lock  hit level of 
daoll. 

Alrhough Ihe MTA $on$ to keep h e  boswoy entire17 on its property, 2.5 
ndkr of Ihe burwoy obuts/possar through he Sepulveda Flood Ccntrd Busin 
which necessitates more meetings with the Corps os your projed progresses. It 
appeorr thol the Corps locks rood easemenk for 4 - 5 roads which cross MTA's 
ROW. We requesl tho8 MTA keep 011 these crmsings open while wa discuss this 
sitwtion wifh you. 

The term "buwmf in our ldlowing cmrnenls refers to all the olterno~ives, 
MOS, BRT . . . etc: 

Comment B1-1 

The MTA has met with representatives of the Army Corps on several 
occasions in order to discuss the proposed project, including potential 
Section 4(f) issues. MTA will continue to be available to meet with the 
Army Corps, as required. 

Comment 81-2 

As listed in Tables 4-44 and 4-45 of the Draft EISIEIR, a total of 33 long- 
term (24-hour) and 15 short-term measurements were performed at various 
locations in order to accurately characterize the ambient noise conditions 
along the project alignment. These measurements were then used to 
identify potential noise impacts and develop appropriate mitigation. In 
addition, two noise measurements were conducted in the Sepulveda Flood 
Control Basin in October 2001. Please also see the responses to Comments 
B1-30 and B1-32 regarding noise impacts within the Sepulveda Flood 
Control Basin. 

Comment B1-3 

MTA is currently preparing right-of-way drawings at a 1:100 scale, which 
will be appropriate for locating property lines. The Army Corps will be 
provided with copies of these drawings when they are available. 

Comment 81-4 

MTA is continuing to meet with Army Corps representatives to coordinate 
regarding easements and access. See response to Comment B1-5. 
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Comment B1-5 
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The MTA has met with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, the City of Los 
Angeles Department of Recreation and Parks, and the military facilities 

BI-5 within the Sepulveda Flood Control Basin to discuss crossings of the MTA 
ROW. The comment by the Army Corps mentions four at-grade crossings 
of the MTA ROW. The disposition of these will be as follows: 

Haskell Avenue - Currently, the extension of Haskell Avenue south of the 
MTA ROW is used only by the City of Los Angeles Department of 
Sanitation to gain access to a truck washing facility within the Tillman 
Water Reclamation Plant. This access is made available on a day-to-day 
basis. The City has confirmed that they do not need this access, and MTA 

National ~ua i -d  facility (crossing the MTA ROW from Victory Boulevard), 
will become a secondary access for use only during emergencies, and will 
be controlled with a stop sign and a gate. Access to the facility is available 
from Woodley Avenue via an entry that does not cross the MTA ROW. 
Further coordination will take place as the design of the projects progresses. 
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Bielensen Park Road - MTA has met with the City of Los Angeles 
Department of Recreation and Parks, the user of the Bielensen Park Road. 
This road is actually an informal path across the MTA ROW used 
infrequently by the City to gain access to the bike path along Victory 
Boulevard. Based on discussions with the City and the Army Corps, the 
MTA will close this informal access. Access to the bike path is readily 
available from Victory Boulevard, and will not adversely affect City 
operations. 

814 will revoke it as construction begins. 

Air National Guard - The MTA has met with the Air National Guard and 
the Army Corps to determine an appropriate access to the Air National 
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Access from White Oak Avenue to the Agricultural Fields - Currently, the 
farmer leasing the Army Corps property south of the Los Angeles River 
between White Oak Avenue and Balboa Boulevard uses the MTA ROW to 
access the fields. However, no legal access agreement of easement has been 
granted by MTA for this purpose. Access to the agricultural field within the 
MTA ROW will no longer be possible once the BRT project is constructed 
and the operator of the agricultural use will need to coordinate with the 
Army Corps for alternative access arrangements. 

81.7 

016 

Comment B1-6 

The busway would not significantly degrade the visual quality of the 
Sepulveda Basin. The busway, like the existing railroad track, would 
generally have a low profile. Because no new bicycle/pedestrian facility 
would be constructed adjacent to the busway through the Basin, no lighting 
is planned atong the MTA ROW (except at stations). The only new vertical 
elements other than at stations would be new landscaping and, through the 
S-curve segment of the MTA ROW between Balboa Boulevard and White 
Oak Avenue, a new fence would be installed on the east side of the right-of- 
way to match the existing fence on the west side. Walls would not be 
constructed through the Sepulveda Basin other than where the MTA ROW 
runs adjacent to the NavyJMarine Corps Reserve Center (an existing facility 
within the Basin that includes a wall for security purposes). 

At the two proposed station locations at Woodley Avenue and Balboa 
Boulevard, vertical elements such as canopies, ticket machines, and lighting 
would be introduced. However, these station locations would not introduce 
substantial new lighting, since they would be located along existing major 
lighted and signalized arterial streets with neighboring land uses such as 
four-story office buildings, military facilities, and an existing park-and-ride 
lot. 

Comment 81-7 

MTA plans to re-landscape the existing right-of-way, but does not intend to 
remove or replace existing trees or other landscaping outside of its right-of- 
way. There may, however, be isolated instances in which existing 
landscaping outside the right-of-way could be affected by the close 
proximity of construction activity, although this is not anticipated. 
Continued coordination with the Army Corps will take place as the project 

- - 
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moves forward into the designlbuild process to ensure that trees within the 
Corps jurisdiction are identified and protected, to the extent possible. 

Comment 81-8 

As noted in the response to Comment B1-1, MTA staff has met with 
representatives of the Army Corps to discuss the proposed project 
subsequent to the circulation of the Draft EIWEIS. Based upon the current 
design of the BRT project within the Sepulveda Basin, there is no required 
use of Army Corps land that is protected by Section 4(9. Under 
consideration is a potential land exchange, at two locations in the Sepulveda 
Basin, involving land owned by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and 
MTA. In both cases there would be no net loss of property in the basin and 
no parkland, in use for either active or passive park uses, would be lost. 

Comment B1-9 
Continuing discussions will be undertaken with the Army Corps to resolve 
this, and any other permitting requirements that may need to be addressed. 
It is still expected however, that a NEPA EIS should be sufficient for this 
purpose. 

Comment B1-10 
The comment is correct in stating that the proposed project would constitute 
a new noise source, both within the Sepulveda Flood Control Basin and 
along the entire alignment. Noise-sensitive receptors were identified 
pursuant to FTA Guidance along the portion of the project alignment within 
the Sepulveda Flood Control Basin (please also see response to Comment 
B1-32). 

As discussed in Section 4-9 of the Final EIStEIR, mitigation measures are 
recommended to minimize noise impacts associated with project operations. 
Therefore, the comment is not at variance with Goal #4 (Minimizing Noise 
Impacts) of the stated goals and objectives of the San Fernando Valley East- 
West Transit Corridor. 

Comment B1-11 

The proposed project wouId be located entirely within an existing corridor 
that has been historically used for transportation purposes. It would not 

interfere with the network of other roadways, bicycle paths, and pedestrian 
trails already in the Sepulveda Basin. 

Comment 81 -1 2 
The text of the Final EISJEIR has been modified in response to the 
comment. 

Comment B1-13 
In the Sepulveda Basin between White Oak Avenue and Balboa Boulevard, 
the bike path would not parallel the busway in close proximity but would 
generally utilize existing bike paths within the Sepulveda Basin constructed 
by the City of Los Angeles Department of Recreation and Parks. Heading 
east from White Oak Avenue, cyclists would use an existing bike path 
paralleling Oxnard Street to its end, east of Louise Avenue. Here, the bike 
path enters the Sepulveda Basin Recreation Area and runs parallel to the 
Los Angeles River. A short segment of the bike path would be constructed 
adjacent to soccer fields just west of Balboa Boulevard. Cyclists would 
cross under Balboa Boulevard on the existing bike path parallel to the Los 
Angeles River. Cyclists would then use the existing bike path on the east 
side of Balboa Boulevard and cross the busway at a signalized intersection 
just south of Victory Boulevard. The crossing will be designed in 
accordance with design criteria developed by the City of Los Angeles 
Department of Transportation (LADOT) and MTA. Cyclists would 
continue east along an existing bike path on the south side of Victory 
Boulevard. 

There are numerous access points to the bike path between White Oak 
Avenue and Balboa Boulevard. Cyclists can gain access to the bike path 
from Oxnard Street between White Oak Avenue and Louise Avenue. 
Within the Sepulveda Basin, between Louise Avenue and Balboa 
Boulevard, cyclists can reach the bike path from existing recreational 
facilities. 
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There are also numerous access points to the existing bike path along 
Balboa Boulevard. In general, by using largely existing bicycle facilities 
through the Sepulveda Basin, cyclists will have much greater ability to get 
on and off the bike path than if the path paralleled the busway through the 
Basin. Using these existing facilities will reduce the footprint of new 
construction within the right-of-way as it passes through the Sepulveda 
Basin, reducing the width of the bridge crossing the Los Angeles River. 

Comment B1-14 
Please see the response to Comment B 1-5. 

The Army Corps of Engineers will have one designated crossing of the 
BRT right-of-way between Sepulveda Boulevard and Woodley Avenue. 
This crossing, Hudgens Way, will be equipped with a stop sign for the north 
and south movements and an active "bus coming" icon sign that will flash 
when a bus is approaching. The crossing will not be equipped with a traffic 
signal. Since this crossing gate will only be used for emergency situations 
(using a locked gate, at the discretion of the Army Corps of Engineers), the 
crossing will be controlled by a stop sign for the north-south movements 
(without an active sign). Adequate sight distance will be provided at the 
Army Corps of Engineers access road intersection with the busway. 

Locating a signal at the intersection of the Corps of Engineers access road 
with the busway could create a potentially hazardous situation in which a 
motorist traveling north on the access road could travel through a green 
signal indication and then be faced with an immediate stop controlled 
intersection at a distance of 100 feet. For this reason, and the absence of 
high traffic volumes at this location, a signal will not be installed. 

Comment 81 -1 5 
The statement in Section 3-1.1.2 of the EISIEIR that is cited in the comment 
refers only to the location of the proposed project corridor within the City of 
Los Angeles transportation and traffic system and is not intended to 
describe any public or private property jurisdiction in the corridor study 
area. 

Comment 81 -1 6 

The project will not be using the property in question. 
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The EISEIR has been revised to add the Sepulveda Flood Control Basin 
(FCB) Master Plan as the land use policy document for the Sepulveda 
Basin. The Generalized Land Use Map in the Master Plan (and shown in 
the comment letter submitted by the Army Corps) illustrates how planned 
land uses are distributed adjacent to the MTA ROW. South of the Los 
Angeles River, Low-Intensity Recreation is planned west of the corridor 
and High-Intensity Recreation is planned east of the corridor. North of the 
Los Angeles River to Bull Creek, the corridor passes through an area of 
planned High-Intensity Recreation, although just west of Balboa Boulevard 
the corridor is separated from recreational uses by the existing Navy 
installation. From Bull Creek to just west of Woodley Avenue, the planned 
land use is Low-Intensity Recreation, although the corridor is separated 
from existing recreational uses in this area by Los Angeles Department of 
Recreation and Parks maintenance facilities in this area. From just west of 
Woodley Avenue to 1-405, the corridor is adjacent to Non-Recreational 
uses, including military facilities and a water reclamation plant. Through 
the Sepulveda Basin, the MTA ROW itself is shown as a Non-Recreational 
use. 
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Comment B1-18 

61-21 

The Final EISfEIR has been revised to state that the Sepulveda Flood 
Control Basin (SFCB) Master Plan and Final ElWStaternent set land use 
policy within the Sepulveda Flood Control Basin, owned by the Army 
Corps of Engineers. In the Sepulveda Basin, the City's land use 
designations reflect the Army Corps' land use designations contained in the 
SFCB Master Plan. The City's designation of "Open Space" corresponds to 
the Corps' land use designations of "Recreation - High Intensity Use" and 
"Recreation - Low Intensity Use." The City's designation of "Public 
Facilties" corresponds to the Corps' land use designations of "Operations - 
Service" and "Non-Recreational Uses." 

pMb, mn lrnpol 

Comment B1-19 
The objectives and policies regarding mixed-use development within the 
Encino-Tarzana Community Plan would only apply to land where the 
planned land use designations would allow this type of development. In the 
Sepulveda Flood Control Basin Master Plan, land designated for 
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recreational or military facility uses would not be available for mixed-use 
development. The EISJEIR has been revised to clarify that mixed-use 
development could occur only where the planned land uses permit it. 

Comment 81  -20 
The busway would be compatible with adjacent planned uses described in 
the Sepulveda Flood Control Basin Master Plan. The BRT Alternative 
through the Basin would be comprised of a two-lane, 26-foot-wide, at-grade 
busway. The remainder of the typically 100-foot right-of-way would be 
landscaped with trees, shrubs, and groundcover. Landscaping within the 
Sepulveda Basin would use native species and would be coordinated with 
existing species within the Basin. As a two lane roadway, the busway 
would be similar to other roadways passing through Sepuheda Basin 
recreation areas. In addition, because the MTA ROW has historically been 
used as a transportation corridor and is recognized as such in the Sepulveda 
Flood Control Basin Master Plan, the BRT Alternative would not represent 
a major change of land uses within the Basin. The BRT Alternative, which 
has a station at Balboa Boulevard located adjacent to an existing parking 
lot, would also increase access to the recreational uses within the Sepulveda 
Basin, a beneficial effect for the planned land uses in the Basin. 

Comment B1 -21 
The description of the methodology for the existing land use compatibility 
test has been revised to state in Section 4-1.2 that 'The localized land use 
analysis assesses ifand how the proposed project would alter the existing 
land use pattern ..." Furthermore, the existing land use pattern and 
development character of Army Corps land would not be altered by the 
BRT Alternative. As described above, the use of the MTA ROW as a 
transportation corridor is a historic use of that right-of-way, a use that is 
acknowledged in the Sepulveda Flood Control Basin Master Plan. 

Comment B1-22 
Higher development concentrations would not automatically occur within 
station areas. Land use policy and zoning regulations would still dictate 
what level of development could occur near stations. Two transit stations 
would be constructed near Corps property, at Woodley Avenue and Balboa 
Boulevard. Because the Sepulveda Flood Control Basin Master Plan sets 
land use policy for land south of Victory Boulevard at both Woodley and 
Balboa, and this land is designated "Low Intensity Recreation" and "High 
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Intensity Recreation" in the Plan, development concentrations within the 
Flood Control Basin would not likely change with the construction of the 
transit station. A park-and-ride lot currently exists at the site of the 
proposed Balboa Boulevard station and would be expanded as a part of the 
BRT Alternative. No other development is planned on the either the Balboa 
Boulevard or Woodley Avenue station sites. 

North of Victory Boulevard, development would be limited by City of Los 
Angeles land use and zoning designations, such as neighborhood 
commercial facilities and two- to three-story apartments. Therefore, higher 
development concentrations would not be likely to occur either within or 
near Army Corps property. 

Comment Bt -23 
The Final EISEIR has been revised to state that in the Sepulveda Basin, 
recreation and agricultural uses are located immediately adjacent to the 
MTA ROW. 

Comment 81 -24 
The assessment of potential indirect effects on public park and recreation 
areas depends in large part on the extent to which certain features or 
attributes (e.g., noise-sensitive areas or important views) are considered 
important contributing elements to the value of the resource (see 23 CFR 
771.135(~)(4)). In the case of the soccer and baseball fields referenced in 
the comment, it is unlikely that the users of these facilities would expect the 
degree of serenity and quiet enjoyment that would be typical of the passive 
use portions of the Sepulveda Basin, such as the Wildlife Reserve or the 
Japanese Tea Garden. As the response to Comment B1-32 notes, the 
ambient noise environment in the area of the ballfields is already affected 
by traffic noise along Oxnard Street. More importantly, when these 
facilities are in use, the noise levels greatly increase and are dominated by 
the onsite recreational activities themselves. Given the relatively high noise 
levels associated with baseball and soccer games, it is unlikely that noise 
from BRT operations would adversely affect or interfere with these 
activities themselves. With respect to potential visual effects in the ballfield 
area, please see the responses to Comments B 1-25 through B 1-27. 
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Comment 81 -25 
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Sepulveda Basin, fewer trees would be removed due to the busway. A new 
fence will be constructed on the western property line of the MTA ROW in 
this segment of the Sepulveda Basin. The project will include 
approximately 4,000 new trees along the length of the right-of-way. 

White Oak Avenue and Balboa Boulevard, approximately 50 non-native 
trees (predominantly Washingtonia robusta) could potentially be removed. 
However, because the design of the BRT Alternative has been modified to 

E l - 2 5  

8 1 - 2 6  

Comment 81 -26 

nlght. ir ~4 -t eliminate construction of a new bicyclelpedestrian path within the 

The elevated berm is an existing topographic feature that would be used for 
the BRT project through the area of the Los Angeles River. The height of 
the berm would not be substantially changed. Twenty-six feet of the 100- 
foot-wide MTA ROW located on top of the existing berm would be paved, 
which would modify but not substantially change the visual character of the 
area. 

Comment 81 -27 

No additional lighting is planned for the BRT Alternative through the 
Sepulveda Basin. Additional landscaping would be planted along the edges 
of the right-of-way to reduce the effects of vehicle lights. Regularly spaced 
trees will be located along both sides of the busway and there will also be 
groupings of shrubs along the corridor. A fence will be located on both 
sides of the right-of-way that will also help to reduce glare from vehicle 
lights. It is not anticipated that substantial use of the basin recreational 
areas would occur during nighttime hours. 
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Comment B1-28 
In the Sepulveda Basin, no additional lighting is planned between stations. 
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The character of the right-of-way and the surrounding area between Haskell 
Avenue and White Oak Avenue is not homogenous. Through much of this 
segment, the right-of-way acts as an "edge," the division between the park- 
like Sepulveda Basin and the urban surroundings of Victory Boulevard and 
the remainder of the San Fernando Valley. The EISIEIR states that the 
project would be compatible with the existing urban character of Victory 
Boulevard because it is a broad arterial street with both residential and 
commercial development alongside. The busway also passes through the 
Sepulveda Flood Control Basin between Haskell and White Oak Avenues. 
Many portions of the Basin have "park-like qualities," and the BRT 
Alternative would be compatible through the preservation of existing trees 
and the installation of new landscaping. 

Comment 81-30 
The text referenced in the comment provides a general description of the 
overall noise conditions for those portions of the Full BRT Alternative that 
are not located within close proximity to major traffic sources. Two noise 
measurements were conducted in the Sepulveda Flood Control Basin in 
October 2001. The measured sound levels of 56 to 57 dBA, L,, were 
typical of portions of the study area that are not located directly adjacent to 
major traffic noise sources. Please also see the response to Comment B1- 
32. 

Comment 81-31 
The EISlEIR has been revised so that all references to Section "D" are 
identified as Victory Boulevard from White Oak Avenue to the San Diego 
Freeway. 

Comment B1-32 
A portion of the BRT, including both the Full BRT Alternative and the BRT 
with LankershimIOxnard On-Street Alignment, traverses the Sepulveda 
Flood Control Basin. Current uses within the Sepulveda Flood Control 
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Basin adjacent to the alignment include active recreational areas (i.e., 
baseball fields), agricultural lands, and the Los Angeles River Rood 
Control Channel. The existing active recreational areas are located within 
the western portion of the Sepulveda Flood Control Basin between the 
proposed alignment, the Los Angeles River, and Oxnard Street. When the 
baseball fields are not in use, noise levels in this area are relatively low and 
are generally associated with traffic on nearby streets. However, when in 
use, the noise levels greatly increase and are dominated by the onsite 
recreational activities. To the east, the existing agricultural uses within the 
Sepulveda Flood Control Basin are adjacent to Balboa Boulevard; therefore, 
noise levels in this area are substantially higher due to vehicle traffic. 

As stated in Section 4-9.2 of the Final EISIEIR, the FTA Noise Impact 
Criteria group noise sensitive land uses into the following three categories: 

Category I: Buildings or parks where quiet is an essential element of their 
purpose. 

Category 2: Residences and buildings where people normally sleep. 

Category 3: Institutional land uses with primarily daytime and evening 
uses. 

In general, the FTA Guidance Manual does not consider baseball fields, or 
other similar active recreational areas, as noise-sensitive receptors. Given 
the relatively high noise levels associated with baseball games, it is unlikely 
that noise from BRT operations would affect or interfere with these 
activities. Additionally, portions of the proposed project are separated from 
other adjacent recreational areas by berms. Therefore, noise impacts within 
the Sepulveda Flood Control Basin are not anticipated. 

Comment 81 -33 

As discussed in Response to Comment B1-32, the noise analysis was 
performed in accordance with FTA Guidelines. As a result, noise impacts 
were not identified at the park units (i.e., baseball fields) within the 
Sepulveda Flood Control Basin adjacent to the project alignment. See also 
responses to Comments B 1-30 and B 1-32. 
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Comment 61-34 
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There will be no net fill in the Los Angeles River; the current footings in the 
streambed will be removed and replaced. The California Department of 
Fish and Game will be officially notified of construction to occur across all 
five drainages (including the Los Angeles River). The necessity of a 
Streambed Alteration Agreement will be assessed at that time, however 
since construction in the channels is minimal and the potential harm to fish 
and wildlife populations is also minimal, it is unlikely that a Streambed 
Alteration Agreement would be required. 
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Comment B1-35 

81-35 

81-38 

The interim use of Army Corps-owned land within the flood control basin 
for agricultural purposes has been the subject of some discussion in the 
context of several specific land parcels that are adjacent to the proposed 
BRT project. The Army Corps has identified several locations in which it 
leases property to private agricultural users, with the provision that the 
agricultural leases may or may not be renewed in favor of some other 
(typically recreational) use. MTA is cognizant of this arrangement and 
intends to work closely with both the Army Corps and potential recreational 
users to ensure that the BRT project is compatible with both existing and 
future land uses in the Sepulveda Basin. Continuing coordination will be 
conducted through the remainder of the BRT project development. 
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Comment 81-36 
The Sepulveda Basin serves as a stopover for migratory bird species. 
Typical species include Canada Geese, Mallards, White Pelicans, and 
Cormorants. Neither the construction nor the operating busway will 
interfere with the ability of the birds to use the Basin in this manner. The 
presence of fences will not interfere with any known wildlife corridor. As 
the construction zone is one-half mile away from the Basin Wildlife 
Preserve, construction noise and other indirect impacts will not be a factor. 
An ornithologist will be present to locate and band active bird nests. 
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Comment 81 -37 
As the basin is isolated from large unfragmented areas, no wildlife species 
larger than a coyote (such as deer and mountain lion) are expected to use the 
basin. Coyote, raccoon, opossum, and other wildlife species that are present 
in the basin are already well adapted to human uses and roadways in the 
area. In addition, since the corridor will be fenced, it will protect wildlife 
from entering the corridor. It should be noted that wildlife will still be able 
to use the Los Angeles River to cross from one side of the corridor to the 
other. 
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Comment B1-38 

61-39 

The public announcement (PA) system is a security feature and would not 
be used on a regular basis. Furthermore, the PA system will be located near 
the station platforms and will direct sound towards the platforms and away 
from local residences. Therefore, the inclusion of a PA system at BRT 
stations would not represent an additional noise impact. 

Comment 81 -39 
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Please see response to Comment B 1-24. 
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Comment B1-40 

6142 

B l 4 3  

Information provided by the National Park Service indicates that no 
property acquired or developed with assistance under Section 6(9 would be 
converted from its existing recreational use as result of the proposed 
project. 

Comment B1 -41 

Any housing development that may indirectly result from the proposed 
project would be subject to all applicable plans, policies, and regulations, 
including those which restrict human habitation in flood control basins. 
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Comment 81 -42 
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The statement cited in the Corps' comment summarizes the overall impact 
of the BRT Alternative. Section 4-6 of the EISEIR provides greater detail 
on the Visual and Aesthetic conditions and impacts of the alternatives. 
However, the proposed project would not significantly degrade the 
viewshed along and across the corridor in the Sepulveda Basin. As 
described in greater detail in Chapter 2 and Section 4-6, the BRT 
Alternative will be constructed at-grade within an existing railroad right-of- 
way. Existing trees will be preserved, where feasible, and new native trees 
will be planted within the right-of-way, improving the appearance of the 
corridor. 
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Comment B1-43 

61-44 

Please see the responses to Comments B1-30 and Bl-32. 

Comment B1 -44 
The MTA owns the right-of-way in fee as it passes through the Sepulveda 
Basin. The MTA will coordinate with the Corps should access to Corps 
property be required for construction. The MTA and the Corps have 
already participated in a number of coordination meetings to facilitate the 
project and to insure that the MTA understands and complies with 
legislation, policies, permits, and requirements that are the responsibility of 
the Corps. 

Comment 81-45 
The at-grade BRT Alternative in a historic transportation corridor would be 
consistent with land use designations in the Sepulveda Flood Control Basin 
Master Plan. The High-Intensity and Low-Intensity Recreation 
designations in the Master Plan would not be adversely affected by the 
construction of the BRT Alternative. The BRT Alternative will also 
increase access to the recreational uses within the Sepulveda Basin, a 
beneficial effect for the planned land uses in the Basin. 
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Comment 81-46 

48 

Section 4-6 of the EISIEIR indicates that there are approximately 1,400 
existing trees in the right-of-way between North Hollywood and Warner 
Center. Less than 10 percent of these trees are native to California. 
Existing native trees include Coast Live Oak, Sycamore, California Pepper, 
Washingtonia filiferia, and Walnut. The construction of the BRT 
Alternative could result in the loss of approximately 420 existing trees in 
the 14-mile long corridor. However, only a few would be native. The final 
design will determine if any isolated native trees are affected. Native trees 
removed would be replaced by new native trees in the right-of-way. In fact, 
approximately 4,000 trees, many of them native, would be planted within 
the MTA ROW. 

arr Opndians k w h  sfatr. 

In the Sepulveda Basin, approximately 25 to 50 trees would be affected by 
the busway. These trees are predominantly Washintonia robusta and are 
not native. 

Comment B1-47 

Any additional road crossings over MTA ROW and serving Army Corps 
property could possibly affect the travel speeds, however the overall run 
time and delay are affected by the major signalized arterial intersections 
along the alignment. It is expected that any additional road crossings over 
MTA ROW and serving Army Corps property would have minimal peak 
period traffic volumes and could be incorporated without significant 
reductions to the overall busway travel speed. 

Comment 81 -48 

The MTA began coordination with the Corps as the Draft EIStEIR was 
being prepared, which has continued during the preparation of the Final 
EIS/EIR and Preliminary Engineering. MTA's Third Party Coordination 
section has been the primary contact with the Corps. The Corps has also 
facilitated meetings with the military services, which also have facilities and 
future plans within the Sepulveda Basin. Similarly, the Corps has 
facilitated coordination with the City's Department of Recreation and Parks, 
who lease land from the Corps and also have facilities within the Basin. 
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Response to Letter 62 
U N m O  STATES ENWONMENTAL PflOTECTlON AOENCY 

e€O*WII 
SCA,YNIO 

?S HawIhotno 5t1e.1 
IN RMC Comment 82-1 

San Fran~isco. Ch 94105.3901 
JUL 12 2001 The United States Environmental Protection Agency's (USEPA's) support 

for the BRT project is acknowledged for the record. 
Jllly 3.2IX)I 

Comment B2-2 

The conformity analysis for the TSM Alternative has been included in the 
Final EISIEIR. 
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Comment B2-3 

The revised pollutant emissions have been included in Table 4-28. 
Additionally, a mitigation measure has been incorporated into the EISEIR 
in Section 4-7.5.3~ such that reactive organic gases (ROG) emissions for the 
MOS would be reduced to levels that do not exceed the Federal Conformity 
Criteria for bus operations. Commuter raiVdiesel emissions that may occur 
would be associated with Metrolink operations, for which operating 
parameters and mitigation members are under the control of the Southern 
California Regional Rail Authority. No modifications to current or already 
planned Metrolink service are proposed as part of the BRT project. 

Comment 82-4 

The United States Environmental Protection Agency provides four 
recommendations to be incorporated in the EISIEIR. These 
recommendations refer back to Comments B2-2 and B2-3. Please see the 
responses to these comments. Information regarding a mitigation measure 
to reduce bus-related ROG emissions has been incorporated into the 
EISEIR. (See Section 4-7.5.3c.) 
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Comment 82-7 
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Eertials ntnl.rlalltlr*.ra lor I'hf Ill. all hlcps alirrrdd Ir. 1ahc11 lo  rrclltrr l l r w  emirricm I'hr 
cuirrlrucllon pcriirl wrll la51 lu*cr ycxn 2nd 11111 i l i l p ~ ~ l  r c s ~ r k n c ~ ~  UIIJ SS~OUIY. p I ~ n l t a l  IIIC~IIIIILL 
drcnsit ive rwep~ur .  For l k s e  r cwnr .  SIC~S s l ~ u l d  be Iukcn IV miucc all air eorisrio~rn fmm 
pn>jecl consmw~on 

R f t ~ ~ n ~ r n ~ n ~ t ~ ~ t ~ ~ m r :  
In the Air I'~rn~lnrliaw~ Impxis sfcitot~ I5 .X  2 .I(all ia l lu lcnckar  ctnarrrnt rtuu.evcn 
u i l l i  lltc in~trlrtnenl~rio~i of mrllymon nw;lrurrbs. I'M10 urru~siirns Inmr lhr CIHIS~~IIC~~~?~ 

af ~ l L W W ' ~ ~ r ~ . w n u l d  r ~ c ~ r d  I!*# rkni4icsnce thr~lmW w 5 L s l x d  h. Ihr 
~ - .  .. , - 

SI:AC?MIl. Aiso ~ n c l w k r l a r ~  l tu~l  rhc Snull*('oa4 A n  Iiusln 18 tn mots ncm. 
nltainmrnr for I'SiIII. 
Idrni~ry setatli%e rrvcyt181s t v i l h i~~  tlrc curofnu.~icm arc*. 
Makc a ~ ~ ~ t . ~ t c & ~ a i o l ~ l e r o r r r n ~ ~ l r r o l  rt1111r atrqudl~r). miligatic%~ IW~PUICS. 111 I ~ C  

miligal~on t~uawras I m d .  rcplacc rllc wiud "Jlrould"or r i r h  "shalt." For caarnylc. 
c h m p  "Ccnstruailul cnmncts dt811~lri explsitly wipulac I~JI all dlcwl pu ,c r  rqioiplncnl 
8Jmrrlrlbc p r q r r l  utried and mnrn~anl~ul" to '~ .hnsmw~un cui~tracts slurll cxl~licrtly 
n ip la te  lhr l  all r l~~%l p r v n  Equi~nrml d t l M  h' p r o p l y  ltlnctl a d  maint;~inrcl: hiak 
th~r dmnt,c lrotn "hl~wld"  shall" i r k  Lhe scntcntc. " I n w  sulfur Curl shall Ir used for 
cnnstnvlion rqurprml"  (p.S.34). 
h v i &  &ails nn how. the t w n f  nn-si~c d i m l  co~renrt irm equipnxnl wilt tw 
minimired. especielly in  areas u i lh  scnrttiw rccefxurr, such as schmls and rcsidmtcs. 

W R D  
t*A i s  conccmcd ahuc the p m p l l  lo provide J1MX) ncw parlr-and-nk s p ~ ~ m .  Whik ucc. 
undcntsnd lhc iyrrai imal i ~ ~ m c  QT pmviding c q  pamwn srzess ro the tramit facility. W A  
Umi~gly m l a p  btrdIcgIa to d w e  VMT. IhC KW ClrnandlVan Nup md 
O x n a d ~ i v &  p~rt-and-ti& rxi l i t i rs will i o p r k r  pmvik ?;260 new parltins specs. 
including an ucesr of 345 paking spaxs n h v c  Uv projmlcd hmand. TIC uolrr~n! n l  parking 
p p o d ,  u well a. thecrccu pnkingrpxes, has the pamtlal toimlucc parking demand md 
Lrwu vm.  

L?PA it .Isocmccmcd that Ihc OxnaYYan Nuys park-ad-ride Ia~ i l i t y  may haw Envirimmeml 
J u n k  impms. Ihe OrnardrVan Nuyr SIPII~ is l o ~ a ~ c d  in  an =I UUI is 70 percent m i M i r y  
with the accdnJ l o w s l  avenge pcrcapiu i- i n  Iheatdy uer ($14.580)(p.4.R3). 'Ik U S  
rhwld discus whclhw tho nnnmunry m n d  l h rOxnard /V~  Nup Sation i s  qual ly  rewed by 
the pa&-md.tidc facility a w l w k  the emimunily i s  hc~~gdiylrop#tianafrcnvlmnmcnlaI 
intpufa by park-und.ri& uacn (rum wtri& lhc community. 

The statement in the Draft EISlEIR that is referenced in the comment was a 
typographical error and has been deleted in the Final EIS/EIR. As Table 4- 
8 indicates, the demographic characteristics of the Van NuysIOxnard station 
area are generally consistent with both the Valley and the City, and are not 
indicative of potential environmental justice concerns. In addition, no 
comments related to environmental justice issues have been received from 
members of the community in this station area. 

Comment 82-8 

The air quality analysis in Section 4-7.3.3 of the EIStEIR provides an 
analysis of the potential air quality impacts associated with the park-and- 
ride facilities. CO concentrations were estimated based on lot capacity and 
lot demand for each of the facilities. As shown in the analysis, the park- 
and-ride facilities are not anticipated to violate the Federal CO standard. 

Comment 82-9 

The MTA considers the multi-modal linkages, both existing and planned, to 
be one of the primary strengths of the project. As part of the project, the 
service frequencies of the MTA's existing local northlsouth service will be 
increased. 

Generally, the BRT right-of-way is approximately 100 feet wide, of which 
only 26 feet are required for the busway. In the space remaining, 
approximately 15 feet have been reserved for bike and pedestrian paths, 
which will provide additional means of access from adjacent neighborhoods 
to each station. 

The MTA's Long Range Plan has identified Van Nuys Boulevard as one of 
the near term corridors that will have northfsouth Metro Rapid Bus Services 
added. This will provide express service along Van Nuys Boulevard that 
will be time-competitive with the automobile. The Governor's 
Transportation Initiative has also earmarked $100 million additional dollars 
to improving northfsouth transit in the San Fernando Valley, and the Van 
Nuys corridor has been identified as one of the primary corridors that might 
have improved transit service as a result. The MTA is currently in the 
process of procuring a consultant to begin the Major Investment Study and 
the Van Nuys corridor will be one of the alternatives looked at in the study. 
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There will be a kiss-and-ride drop-off area located at the stations. 

t40v1dc o clear sumnlmy or Ihe mnl~ululagy used lo d e l m i m  told daily rilrship, 
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p ~ i k  and ride ridcn Miginale. Dixusr whclhcrchc n~irnmly comnlunity in the 
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cirstrla6~1 ;~r*lr ir quality inipcu. 
hbk+o p d  lpI si& hrililitr Inh  grcdcsl catenr purihle. 
i ~ u s r i w g ~ r ~ n i l  the rnaki.nwM qlrioris for ilnking to lhc pnrpcxd propct. 
Considcr utingpark-urd-ridc funds to irnpruvc multi-morfil options far linking IU the 
propaw1 I)n>jinllccl. 
Any park-and.ridc fmilily llm ir ylovided sltould irrlUdl. fcaurcs 40 rcducc non-pint 
soam pollu~ion fmm the parking fuciliticr. such nr s p i r t  landuap &signs d 
lcchnrqws !hat will rcdw Uonnwawr tu~~nlT m d  prrtvidcon-ritc h t m c n l .  

W l J t  AllVI! IMPACFS 
'Ila D13S i~uludcr ZY Mion on Cu~nulativc Lmprls Lhsl mvieu3 e u h  o l  Ute nudy uws 
aldrcsd in  Chaplcr 4. such u I d  Use a d  lkvclymrnt, Aquirilionr and D i s p l ~ o c ~ m s ,  
cic. 71c Cumulsrivc lmp~cls Mctian would Lw l~npmvod by fucuing i m k l  crl rrcsowm at risk 
and rsscssinp Ila curnulalive inlpacu 10 tlloa specific murm. Rcsoulrcr at risk fvr Urir 
pmjm would include air quali~y, wjcerquality, v a n s ~ o n .  and, po(e~rGally. wrnmunity 
&ion errcrmrcc6. EI'A would be @ad lu provide I T A  and MTA wilh nciditinwt guidance 
ea f h i l  topic. 

It must be recognized that Valley residents are highly auto dependent and 
will use cars to access park-and-ride lots. This is evidenced at the Red Line 

IB2& station in North Hollywood, where the parking facilities have continually 
needed to be expanded since opening day. This experience as well as 

r2-' numerous comments throughout the public participation process resulted in 
the conclusion that significant park-and-ride lot spaces will be needed to 

132-6,8 
satisfy MTA customers, including those in the Van Nuys area. While MTA 

162-6 
shares the goal that it would be preferable to have patrons access the BRT 

182-6 via transit, bikes, and walking, it is necessary to recognize that many of 
182-9 them will prefer or need to drive to the BRT stations. 

1999, pmjoctr whim acur on fedvpl Ipndsaan IcdvPlfyfundEdmuct mbkato ~ r "  . I 
avnilohlrty olappopriatianr, d vilhin Admin&mim bdgcaq l i n l i k  uscrrlersnt p o ~ w ~  

udaulM( ier  lo: I) mvcn l  ~~~ Inuoduc l tmd lnvar i ve  lmicr: iildam and wmndnnidlv I 
manner; iti) nmi lor  inrerrc rpcua popllalronrmunldy ud reliably; d ~ v j ~ v i d c  for 
trsrcdion of native r p i c s  bbiW conditionr in ccoryskm chu hrvc k n  lnvadcd ' I 
R e d o r i o n :  

hwmpliamx wi0t.O. 13112. EPA highly mmnincnda am dl lurdnmpingmd 
rcplvtmcnt of m a w  lmtr Irc &me wilh Mcirc dmu@-toknnc finla and uccs. I 

Comment B2-10 
The park-and-ride facilities will be designed so that there will be minimal 
run-off onto adjacent properties. Best Management Practices will be 
utilized at park and ride facilities. Please also see the response to Comment 
B8-8. 

Comment 82-1 1 
The cumulative effects analysis has been prepared in accordance with 
applicable regulations (40 CFR 1508.7) and the Council on Environmental 
Quality guidance ("Considering Cumulative Effects Under the National 
Environmental Policy Act" [January 19971). The MTA would welcome 
additional guidance materials provided on this subject by the USEPA. In 
order to provide additional focus on those resources at risk of cumulative 
effects, the following conclusion has been added to the Final EISIEIR: 

4-16.2.4 Conclusion 

Since all environmental effects will be sufficientlv mitigated. the ~ r o ~ o s e d  
proiect will not contribute to adverse cumulative impacts. It is also 
anticiuated that monitoring plans and uermitting requirements currentlv in 
place will ensure that potential water quality and air aualitv effects will be 
addressed. Therefore. there will be no cumulative impacts to the total 
effects on any resource. ecosystem. or human community. 
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Comment 82-1 2 

gaP. 9 .  Nn A ..- . : 
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The landscaping contract specifications will comply with E.O. 131 12. The 
goal is to achieve an attractive and easily maintained landscape using 
drought-tolerant, mostly native species. Most of the vegetation will be 
comprised of indigenous plants found in the inland foothills. Some non- 
native (but non-invasive) species will be used that tolerate similar 
conditions. 

82-14 

The areas near the stations and the park and ride lots will receive 
supplemental irrigation and hence more ornamental type plants can be used. 
These include, California Fan Palm, Madrone, Pasadena Oak, Manzanita, 
and Willow species. See Appendix K for the landscape palette. 

The majority of the landscaping will occur along the length of the corridor 
between the stations. Plants will be used that can survive without 
supplemental irrigation beyond the establishment period. Species will also 
be grouped together to support pollinators and small fauna. In these areas, 
expected species include California Sycamore, Coast Live Oak, California 
Black Walnut, Black Sage and Buckwheat. 

Comment 82-1 3 

Comment 82-1 4 

The proposed BRT project would not require additional bus storage or 

To the extent practicable and appropriate, MTA will use recycled materials 
in the construction of the BRT project, and the design-build specifications 
will be prepared to reflect that policy. 

i l w d d b e  

Comment 82-1 5 

82-15 maintenance facilities. As is noted in Section 2-2.6.1, existing MTA Bus 
Divisions 8 and 15 are envisioned to house and maintain the additional 
buses required for the BRT system. At both locations, adequate capacity is 

The comment is correct that 1990 U.S. Census data were used in the Draft 
EISIEIR, and that some portions of the 2000 U.S. Census have subsequently 
become available. The Final EISIEIR retains the 1990 U.S. Census data 

available for this purpose. Existing hazardous materials handling and 
pollution prevention procedures will be followed, as they are at present. 

San Fernando Valley 
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because not all variables (e.g., those variables derived from 2000 Census 
Summary File 3) and not all geographic levels (i.e., blocks and block 
groups) have been released. At present, only the 1990 U.S. Census data 
provide demographic information that is consistent across all variables and 
all geographic levels. 
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T T f f  M M W S X m -  ~ T M V a w  

DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME 
~ C ~ R . p a  
* O ) O ~ A m u  
O a O W o r * W l 2 S  
a wm1 -&V , 

Mr. Ktvir nwd 
LIM AngeksCawy Mclmpoblan T d  Amhorky 
1 G l t m y  Pbn. hkil Stop 99-24 (MTA) 
ml ~ o r t h  F K U ~  SIW. SW 1460 

Dmr Mr. MicM: 

I)nh F,nvironmcnt8l Impad RrporVE8vlrmncat1l lapact S h l c s n t  lor 
Sari Ymaado V a k y  Fast-Wnt Tnndt i:orrldor 

SClil19951018SO. Imr An&sCorn ly  

Ihc Ikporlmcnt oiFhh d ndm ( I k p l m o l )  appncktcs lljs opprrtunily lo mmnr* 
onthc hc Enuiolsirn(n1 lmpvd R c p , r U l : n ' c ~ r l  Inpad %tam (D1PRIIfllJS)AH Ihc 
nhavelrfnmad pmjn. mbivc m impecb to biubpi mwurrrr Thc p t t p d  pro& 
~wtvcs 1Ih; condnrtion ofa I4.mik Sli, I ~ c d u  VaUy I:&-Wca T r d  f d ~ r .  'Ihnu 
. h a d i v a  hluding n Nu Pmjccl, TnraportatwnSyrram Murgcnrru CTSR) Md a B u s ~ d  
~I.Rla# (RRT) Syslenl ue dhcuRed 7hc p m p ,  p r o j ~ t  p i s  th'olhough prrdamimlely 
&anid arcas of the San F d  Vdky and will aka mss -1 drainagm k lud ' i  Ihr. Los 
AngcIn Riw. 

'Ihe f&+ a a l n a t s  and c o m l r  h0.w hca prqad lo the Ikpr(nmt's 
odturity ar't'nsfn Agcmy d h  jwisdinbn o\pr N I W ~  %wurus &%led by th proPct 
(CEQA Wall 15386) and put& lo om uulhnily 6 Reqcmiik hgnr). Mda CEQA 
%?ion 15311 OM I ~ I X  pqMIof lhE pmpoPed Ih.l m m  lnxlP Ihe puvieworh 
CdiLmi E- S p r u  Ad (Fish Ynd O a m  Cucle %lion 1050 ci Ycq) a d  Pkh ml 
DamtCoJeSMbn1MW)aaq.: 

11m.aea la Bblogkal R-n 
lhc I>tilWnlilS s k r u w h l y s  puttdal d\m implr-(r lo wsting bids from diiturbnrrc%cn 
m . r i v e H ~  I h U . n m m ~ ~ ~ ~ L . l l h i p r n ~ h ~ k E l ~ I S ~ o a w d l k  I 

Response to Letter 84  

The D&tnrm futher mctnmadr 5W-loothtffer &unl rrirc raplor near l l w  
W i  s y u n  fir sine spcricJ otnplon arh m rd-dhl hwk, d-sbuldnal ImWL &nd 
prm~-huwd owl nny rununcnce as early as I l h n w ~  I .  I'bxc rpxrcics nrrdptnn will ncd in 
w W  arnu with wfliificnt WSI 1- or smrurum md XI h u k i  ULUJ bu u~nridmxl in rny 
prow1ldnr?an I & ~  t icd .wq. 

Comment 84-1 

t.54- 1 

A preconstruction bird survey by a qualified biologist will be performed in 
the immediate vicinity of the project site. It is unlikely that any raptor nests 
will be located on the project site, based on observations conducted to date. 
Should any sensitive species be identified, provisions will be made at that 
time, including appropriately sized buffer zones. Appropriate restrictions 
will be specified in the design-build contract. 
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Comment B4-2 
Mr. .Knia M i i l  
L m A q d e r ~ M c t m p o U L n T m d A u t W  
Jlao a 2001 
Prpz 

b. ~ ~ n m t ' r k n m m x o t a . c r c a n b e d ~ h ~ b c o n d d c r c d r  
poiest Ibtbu~bCEQA Toh*lit.tconria*acooltkgcnncnl.lbc 
a c p s r c m c r r R s 8 ~ ~ l a d a c e Q A ~ ~ I h c b u l  
jurbdika's (*d .*aey) doammi Tor Ibt pro*. To u h h k  addiibd 
r s q u ~ b y ~ ~ u n * r ~ A t k d a c n a a r b o u h I ~ i d a a i  
I ~ ~ * 1 ~ t o 1 r d n i v s c ~ l j ~ ~ a d ~ ~  
~~)ldsluA tnit*m mnilo* d =pDr(qg cnamil&s br - oflbc 
agmmL f h a D ~ S d o o r n o l p o v i k l b ? M d d c ( . l d ( h h h l o  
b c i s l l r ( h t p e p a t m a l ' r ~ o f ~ ~ . g l s c r r r n .  Modifiatibnofthe 
p m p o o d p m p t n a ) . b c r c q l r m d t o o v ~ i d o r ~ ~ t o ~  Ph+ - Mr Rdtycoutncr~ (661) 2634306 lo dbar finba. 

There are five water crossings along the proposed BRT at the following 
locations: Caballero Creek, the Los Angeles River, Bull Creek, the Tujunga 
Wash, and the Central Branch of the Tujunga Wash. Construction at all 
drainage crossings will be limited. The most extensive is the replacement 
of the bridge footings at the Los Angeles River. After the footings are 
removed and replaced, the channel lining will be restored to the current 
condition. This is the only site where construction will occur directly in a 
drainage channel. At Caballero Creek the current box culvert will be 
extended 20 feet to the north and 30 feet to the south. The bridge at Bull 
Creek will be widened. At the Tujunga Wash the bridge will be raised. No 
construction will take place on the culvert at the Central Branch of the 
Tujunga Wash. 

The Department of Fish and Game will be notified of this project prior to 
construction. All five drainages are concrete lined. The construction will 
not require diversion (temporary or permanent) of the flow of water at any 
crossing. Construction-related pollution reaching the water will be 
managed by adherence to NPDES standards. Some vegetation is present 
100 yards downstream of the Los Angeles River and 20 yards downstream 
at Bull Creek. In both these areas no sensitive species were identified. 
Temporary and permanent impacts to plant communities will be minimal at 
most. For these reasons significant harm to wildlife populations is not 
anticipated and the necessity of a Streambed Alteration Permit does not 
appear likely. 
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Response to Letter 8 5  

IZO SO. SFRLNO sr. 1161.1. mi 
10SANGFITS.Ch Pm12 

(2 13) iPld6W ATSS b 6476646 KIRCEQA d I 0 S W  

FAX:(111)I974317 I h R  l!l%TlR MTA e.n. Wcrl A FsmQ Vdlq 
L U  bpid  fna* Obn(da  

cnn*orlsh&a 
k*blpdiu Trmparmlm h~&ully 
I ( Y a y  nu* 
laAnpda.CA POOll 

CordRum w* hr(Uofm6Ilpram d T m ~ h O ( T # n ( r W ( r  I m m a n .  
bl. md Slmnwan Cwdndm nll bnahi k r e  1aa.ga -rr 

Comment B5-1 

As requested, MTA will coordinate with Caltrans regarding any work on 
Caltrans right-of-way. 

Comment B5-2 
To the extent that such restriction can be imposed without undue constraint 
on the construction schedule, construction-related truck trips will be limited 
to off-peak commute periods, as requested in the comment. 
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Response to Letter 86 

Mr. Em). Pd,. 
R&nt T n n l l  Admlahrah.  
M-bs Olkr 
201 Rr Fqwnr TWII 
S&. 1440 
LrAazcb.CA Hall 

a r r  Mr. Eni. kka:  

mnl Corn~rolr: 
A.) r a m r b r e u r  curmemu warn@ far lbk p m j a  l h t  fa& (Mr*lm~~' e&14- 

way D ~ S  t. be -*)I &-dW k 4 . r  ra Cahmu la ndrl p- n d k  
Spr IRr  a n * s M r w e m  LeCmLmn 4 & 1 a r ~ I m ~ d  in Ihkprejecl Md.: t k  anas 
swnrd im~ I& b l t m u l b a  of tM LA-4nSa.d VWa).  Ikdmrd, I L ~  U.170 mmdDu.rd 
S t d .  Id IC h l f t  .d CL..dk.Bsllnrrl 

r Eurocknret R m l a  ar bur.b wilt lmnqrlnd UC8hnnr * h ~ C m a y  b laeb@ 
m . l fbfmwmmu r. 1k e d a l q  Park a& R I k  k w d  ~ l O f y r d S 1 ~ 1 ~ d  I(* LA I m a m  
prrtnfIhhpmjaZ p r J b I e ~ . e n r b n r a l r  dblmrhmr CahnsdqblJ.ray m y  ha 
red&. l f rhbrr ef h l d  orcar. l h r  e A a t * r r h b  L h  a l k e  b d 

1 B6-3 
. ~ m n k s e l b 1 1 ~ n r * y ~ + . ~ - 1 1 ? ( ~ n r r ~ l d b ~ a ~ l - 5 : ~ m n * ~ ~ & ~ n ~ s  - 

A* t b  S I m  k n s J 1  VbIky Enl -Ww T u r s  p*aw Ik HaWl Awma radrxup*. 
rhirh rdl mqmn d*.lk. **b C*mm to & W d c  Inn* lswa o. #be SR W d 
a - m a p  tnRk k k  Wit. s+.Ilud im-cdm be poprd? A b r m d  Oarmdrbr B8-4 
1 & l b d q d C 1 h ~ m 1 t l d 1 1 4 k R A m d I W L ?  A I . ( L r l l l t ~ r u * M ~ . a n u *  
or Rllr a.d F3de . n p r * d d  b, ibr-t I . h 4-2s amd 4-29 hd Uu l ) m b u w 1  Sm*l: altm&umade la& d r n m m  . 

m . Uralms+s .)Wn ur bolted mar  Cnlrmar Wt Mwarar  L M d  Y k w y B r * n f d .  LA- I B6-7 
l W a m d 0 u d S b n c . d  L A - U O a J C b a d k r  Baknnl. 

Comment 86-1 
MTA owns a large portion of ROW under the 1-405 overcrossing between 
abutments. Proposed BRT and bikeway construction will be confined 
within MTA ROW limits. Therefore, no encroachment in Caltrans ROW is 
anticipated for construction of the BRT. 

Comment 86-2 
In the EISIEIR the areas of concern mentioned in this comment have been 
addressed extensively from a traffic and transportation standpoint. The 
traffic analysis included the assessment of operating conditions at 1-405 
northbound rampNictory Boulevard, Haskell AvenueJVictory Boulevard 
(directly adjacent to I-405), SR-170 northbound rampsloxnard Street, 
Laurel Canyon Boulevardfoxnard Street (adjacent to SR-170). and 
Lankershim Boulevard/Chandler Boulevard (adjacent to SR-170). In 
addition, drawings along the alignment at these areas of concern are 
included and illustrate the relationship of the project elements with the 
above state facilities. 

Comment B6-3 
The existing signal at Haskell Avenue will be modified to accommodate the 
entrance to the park and ride facility. This intersection has been studied in 
detail in the EIStEIR (intersection #20 in Appendix I: Supplemental Traffic 
Data). It was shown that this intersection would be significantly affected 
under the BRT Alternative, and therefore the recommended mitigation 
measure at this location is modification and re-timing of this signal. 

Comment 86-4 
The BRT project will not alter current conditions that affect the park-and- 
ride lot located at Oxnard Street and Laurel Canyon Boulevard. 

Comment 86-5 
Alternate designs are being prepared as part of preliminary engineering in 
coordination with Caltrans. 
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Comment B6-6 

- -- - 

Ldu f..lrmanl.l bun 
- d t . n r r m m l  Ph.mi.( 

Coordination will be undertaken with Caltrans regarding the physical 
relationship of the BRT project to the 1-405 overcrossing. 

Comment 86-7 

The drainage systems noted in the comment have been called out on the 
engineering drawings. Only limited construction will occur at the drainage 
crossings. The centraI branch of the Tujunga Wash drainage is not 
considered a sensitive waterway, as it is concrete lined and lacks vegetation. 
During construction of the BRT, the culvert at the Central Branch of the 
Tujunga Wash will not be altered as a result of construction of the busway 
and no construction will occur in the channel. 

There are two waterways that drain into the Sepulveda Dam Recreational 
Area, the Los Angeles River and Bull Creek. Much of the bridge at the Los 
Angeles River will be replaced, however, the only work in the channel will 
include the removal and replacement of the footings. No net fill will be 
added to the channel. At this location there is a riparian habitat, consisting 
mostly of non-native species, approximately 100 yards downstream of the 
project. At Bull Creek the current bridge will be widened but no 
construction will occur directly in the channel. Vegetation is present 
approximately 20 yards downstream of this site. Again, no sensitive or 
listed species were found in this area. The central branch of the Tujunga 
Wash drainage is not considered a sensitive waterway, as it is concrete lined 
and lacks vegetation. Direct impacts to the associated riparian areas are not 
expected, however indirect impacts, such as runoff could occur. As such, at 
all water crossings Best Management Practices (BMP's) will be 
implemented to meet water quality standards. Construction of the BRT will 
comply with Section 1600 of the California Fish and Game Code and 
Section 404 of the Clean Water Act. 

Comment 86-8 

The central branch of the Tujunga Wash drainage is not considered a 
sensitive waterway, as it is concrete lined and lacks vegetation. 
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Comment B6-9 
The discussion of the historic analysis of the rail right-of-way is presented 
in Section 4-14.2 of the EISEIR under the sub heading SP Burbank- 
Chatsworth Branch Rail Line. As indicated in that section, the historic 
analysis was completed for the line by a qualified railroad historian. 

The text containing the determination that the rail right-of-way is ineligible 
for the National Register reads as follows: 'The Burbank-Chatsworth 
Branch as a railroad line does not meet any of the National Register 
criteria." The analysis and determination for the rail right-of-way are 
summarized in the above referenced section of the EISIEIR. Greater detail 
is provided in the Request for Determination of Eligibility and Efects 
Report, prepared as a supporting technical document for the EISEIR. 

Comment B6-10 
An affirmative investigation of hazardous materials has been initiated 
through an MTA environmental specialty subcontractor. Appropriate 
additional mitigation measures, if necessary, will be made part of the 
construction specifications. An Initial Site Assessment will not be 
necessary because there will be no excavation occurring within Caltrans 
right-of- way. 
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-LC.--- CALIFORNIA TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION 
trow,,*".- 

* D O I M 1  

July 30,2001 -.IIIC.. -.p* 
HLCI. w,a,* 
. % . I * W I  
I**YUI 

Mr. I d i  Ride 
Chief Excuuiw Ollicer 
las Angcln CowIy Mcvepolilm 

Tmnrpoctnlion AuthnriQ 
On c h t c w y  Plaza 
Lea h~cla, CA W12-2952 

T h  Cmnmisiun S iM July 11-12.2001 rreting, dis& Ik Lor Angtles County 
Mampolim l 'nnrplMon Aulhority'r (MTA) D n R  Enuixwmmtat Impact 
SIolareoVRcpxl (EISElR) for thc San Fernado Valley F m - W a  Bus R.pid T w i t  
(BRT) Canidor. As 1 fun&$ petmet, the Comiuion a p p m h  UTA's  w i l l iqmr  
m Ihe Cornmurim's meting acheduk and MI& &c heCmunidon't 
cmmmtr .An rhc i m d  uKNnent p i o d  lor the Lh& E I E I R .  As a mrpomiMe 
bgency. Ihc Commtuion hna h e  fullowing uaunmts: 

I 
MT.4 rbodd consider, i f  rrvwues pennit, gnJe upmliont h g  d r  proposed 
full Bw R@d Transit (BRD linc at Ippmpiae inlmonianr lo c- llul BRT 87-1 
can mainls inri fcm itc a v q c  a&% dareax badwayr pad noid aoKa 
q e s t i o n .  I 
The M f A  bani  should cmun cba1 iln: mliciptcd $151.2 million qsrotinp 
M I  is andied by impkmcnti. the - w r y  snakgka k - d  by iu 1 87-2 
Coai Rcduclion Teun to dimirutc the ahoddl. 

If y w  Lw my q u c i m  regarding b Camiwim'r c m m m  pkuc call R o t a  
Chunk hnmiwion Dcplty D i m ,  ed 916-654-4245. 

ALLEN LAWRENCE 
C h . i  

Response to Letter 87 

Comment 87-1 

Through analysis of intersection operations and determination of significant 
impacts, it was found that given the implementation of recommended 
mitigation measures, corridor intersections would operate at acceptable 
levels without the need for any grade separations along the right-of-way. 
Discussions with LADOT have confirmed that an at-grade busway can be 
implemented without grade separations along this corridor. 

Comment 87-2 
The MTA is committed to implementing agency cost reduction strategies 
for operation and construction previously identified; significant progress 
has been made to date. More specifically related to the project under 
consideration, the MTA is committed to prudently using public resources in 
the design and operation of the proposed busway. Value engineering has 
been included as part of the preliminary engineering effort, and numerous 
opportunities to reduce costs have been identified. Value engineering will 
be continued through the final design and construction process. The MTA 
also plans to construct the project via a designfbuild process, which should 
also help to cut costs and risk to the agency. 
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RE Cannm m Uu Dnn EnbIrnmmdA kpM Sunmm I h*t 
Emlmnmccllll knpra Report for tlw Sm Femando V.l*y EnWUnt 
Tt&Cwrfda.WOtYa IZWtOiD 

Thank you la w M i W  Ihs Omn Envicmnmal hnpd Wanm( I hrlt 
E n v i m m  Impad Rqmt r a  th. Ssn Fmm3n V* EntrWnt TnmR 
Conidorto SCAG fu tYViw and mammenl. Aa anawil*desmhipkomsfor t+maUy 
sianiiicanl oroieclr. SCAG r e v ~ c m  Ihc mmlslencv ot low1 dons, WKU. and 

Guidance provide4 by lhsse mvlnvs Is Inlmckd lo amka I o d  atymcJen and pmpd 
wan- lo take YllMn that comlitK)(e lo the ananmtnt or reWnrl p& and 
wicks I f W l u ~ . m l W g m ~ V 4 * . d * d m m m r r . ~ ~ U m l M n u  
d 015) 1%1m7. T W  m. 

June 2s. mt 
Mr. Kwh M ' i  
p.pDP 

COMMENTS ON W E  
man EWRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENTI 

MWT ENWRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 
FOR M E  

SAN FERFUNW V A U N  
EAST! WEST TRANSIT CORRIDOR 

SCAG W. I 2W10256 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

fhs propopad PraJed conddefs the devebpment of a bus rapid transit {BUT) syslem 
han lk+ W a m r  Trensk Center Hub and e M h g  wsstwatd to the NMth tidywood 
Me$o Redlkre &lion. The proposed Project consists of a 14miIe busway systenr. A 
tdat of 13 s l a b  em prcpxed aiong this route. Alternatives under mideralion 
W w d e  a No Pro)ed PJIemaTke, a Milmum Opera& Segmcnl Mematiwe, and a 
Tranpponalkxl System Management Alternative. The San Fernando Valley E m M  
TfBW )s lnduded h the Swtnerfl C m i  As-Uon ol G o v e r m h  1998 
and 2001 Regional Trampwtatbn Pbns. 

tNlRODWTION TO SCAQ REYIEW PROCESS 

The dcament the prwkles the prknsry efmum for SCAGS profecl review adlvtty k 
the Regbnal Comprsheclske Plan snd Guab (RCPG). The RCPG chirpten fall Mo 
mree &egaies: w e ,  anday, and brdge. The G r ~ h  Managernem (-re4 ~une  
1W). Repiml Transpwtabw, Plan (-led Aml2001). Aw Qual'W ( a d W  Octobec 
19%). liaiardcus W& ~ a n q k n t  (adoptd November 10W),akd Water Quality 
(adopted January 1Q95) chaplen msUutr the w e  chapters. These m e  chaptws 
respond d i i  lo fsQerel and $We p m  requirements. Ttwi core c h a p b  mtitute 
the bare wt which bcsl gwernmmb ensure mMistency d lhek plans mlh Bpphble 
fWDnal plaN uvbr CECA The Air QuaMy and Grovrlh Management cheplera cantam 
bdh cab and anulMw polnies. which are dinerantialad in the m n l  of Vm 
lelter. Tha RegmI  f ~ ~ t i i  P$n (RTP) mdr(utao the region's  rans spa la ti on 
P h .  The RTP pdides are hcoqxwated Into the RCffiPO 

M a y  chaplen ere lhooe on h e  Economy, Housing. Human Resarrces and Sew*, 
Fhancs. Open Spsca and ~ t i b n .  W r  Rasawtes. Enargy, and \ntegte(ed Solid 
Wash Managanent. Thew chapters eddmss important issw facing the regiDn ud my 
r e M  a h r  rsgimal plans. Ancillary chsphns, however. do not mtain scfions or 
politlrn q&ed of &at governmefit. Hanca. they are enlire4 aduisory and esiablii no 
new mandab or pdkiea (or Me regin. 
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Comment 88-8 

5.71 M u g h  Vw, envimrrmontal rknmmI m?%w pmces, censure lhal plans a1 a# 
levels of government (regronal, alr basin, cwnly. submghd and h r )  
air quality, jond uso, m n s p f a b a n  and emmnic ralelionshlps to msum 
consistency and minimize uwrffids. 

SCAG staff w m n l s .  ?b Drtrll ElSIElR in Secllon 4-7 (Ak Quahty) -. , . -. . . 
acknowidgos regional air guali&, relahnshiis to ensure consistency a d  
mlnhim c o n e .  The Draft EtSlElR aba addresoas h matter of air qualw 
conlormNy on page 4-184. M l i l i o n  m u m  outlined in Saclion 58 h 
refwnmended lo address MentiTed impads lo construdin. The Pmject k 
consktent wi(h ttia core RCPG @icy. 

WATER QUALITY CHAFER RECOMMENDATIONS AND POLICY OPTIONS 

Wlts~,9.~!-W..Cha~w am, r.mrnmendations and paAcy cptions rbte to ths two 
wafer quality goals: to reslore a d  maintarn Vie chemical. p h y s i  and bbtogical integrity 
of Uu, nafm's water, and. to achmve and maintain watw quality objedrves that-are 
necessary to p M  all benerujal me$ of all waters. 

11.07 E m a g e  walw m l m t i w ,  fhmqhoul Ihe region where I! is cwf -~Wive .  
basibl. and appmpriafe lo reducu rah'amx on Imporled wakw nnd wastewter 
dischnrges. C w w t  tnlministmltve Rnpedimenls to inmesed use d westemref 
shovld be &.d. 

SCAG slafl comments. The Draft ElSIElR doss not addtsss the subject d water 
recbmatii. 11 would ba helpful if the Final EIS/EIR wouU provide a dkatssion 
and address ths manner In which the Pmjecl is suppwtwe or detads horn the 
achievement of this policy. Based on the information pmvided in tha Drall 
EISEIR, wa are unable to determine if the Project is wneieteol with thm ews 
RCPG pllcy. 

CONCLUSIONS 

%. A6 RDIBd in the staff awnments. Ihe proposed San Fernando Valley EasWYesl Transit 
Conidor Projed Drafl Envircnmta! Impact Stakment lEnvimmenlal Impad Report 
is cons&enl wilh or aupportr ~ x n e  of the mrs and ancillary pcliciss in Uu, Regional 
Comprehensive Plan a d  Guide and Rqional TrsnsporbGon Plan. 

Based on Uw information in lhe &ah EISEIR, we are unabla lo detemina whather 
the Proiecl is uwrsistent wPh m e  @ides 4.04.5.07 and 11.07. 

MTA intends to fully comply with federal, state, and local requirements for 
stormwater discharge, reclamation, and diversion. Under mitigation 
measure WR- 1 (Final EISEIR Section 4- 12.4.1) project discharges will be 
governed by NPDES permit. During the designlbuild process, all 
applicable Best Management Practices (BMPs) will be implemented and 
consideration will be given to alternative approaches to dealing with runoff, 
including techniques to foster natural percolation. 

In fact, the design of the San Fernando Valley Bus Rapid Transit project 
already incorporates many of the provisions of the Standard Urban 
Stormwater Mitigation Plan (SUSMP) and its BMPs including: 

Properly design parking area: 
Reduce impervious land area to the extent possible. 
Treat runoff utilizing oiYwater separators before it reaches the storm 
drain system. 

Conserve natural areas: 
Align the BRT generally in the center of existing ROW and landscape 
portions of the remaining area. 
Limit clearing and grading of native vegetation and trees. 
Maximize trees and other vegetation and promote the use of native 
and/or drought tolerant plants. 

Minimize stormwater pollutants of concern using the following BMPs: 
Incorporate landscape buffer areas between sidewalks and streets. 
Reduce the overall imperviousness of the busway by designing 
busway and residential streets for the minimum required pavement 
widths needed to support travel lanes and bike path lanes and to 
vegetate open channels. 
Reduce the overall imperviousness of parking lots by providing 
compact car spaces, minimizing stall dimensions, and incorporating 
efficient parking lanes. 
Direct canopy runoff to pervious areas. 
Utilize existing and proposed vegetated swales. 
Incorporate oiYwater separators into the parking lot drainage systems. 
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Jum26.2001 
Mr. K m  Mdrnl 
Pspo 12 

2. A4 mted in the General Stafl Commenb, Ihe F i  ElSIElR shwld address the 
relaliihipt (consistency with oore pdicier and support d andlary pdidtn) to 
SCAO's Regional Comprehemive Pbn and Guide and Regiial Transportatbn !4an 
Bnd d h s  any inconsistencies tAwam tho proposed p* and appliceble 
regmd plam. In ddi i ,  refer- msda to tfia 1998 RTP should be updated 
Mdlw changed to reW U\s 2001 RTP in (he Finat ElSlElR fw the pro& Project. 

Protect slopes and channels. 
Utilize natural drainage systems to the maximum extent practicable. 
Control flow to natural drainage systems to the maximum extent 
practicable. 
Stabilize permanent channel crossings. 

Properly design trash storage areas. 
The trash storage areas at the platforms have been properly designed. 

Comment 68-9 

Please see the response to Comment B8-4. 

Comment 88-1 0 

All mitigation measures to be implemented in conjunction with the project 
will be monitored in accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15097. 

San Fernando Valley 

East-West Transit Corridor 
ElSlElR 

page 7-76 







Group 6 - Public Agencies 

Response to Letter B10 

COUNTY OF LOS ANCELES 

July 2. 2OOt 

Mr E ~ t n  Polo 
Federal Transit Adminislrabon 
Metropoiitan Office 
201 North figuerca Street. Suite $460 
Lcs hgelas. CA 900 12 

Deer Ms. Poka 

RESPONSETO AORAFT ENVtRONMENTALlMPACTREPMIT FOR SANFERNANOO 
EAST.WEST TRANSIT CORRIDOR 
ClTY OF SAN FERNANOO 

Thenk you for the opporhrn~ty to p f o v d  Commenls on the Draft Envtronmmlrl Impad 
Repon lor the proposed San Fernando East-West Trans~t Corndor prqed We have 
rwlewed the submrnai and offer Ihe f o h n g  comments. 

As prqecled In the Los Angeles County Counlywde Sllrng Elemenl which ma approved 
by a malcrity of me uhes m Los Angslsa County u, late 1997 and by the Cwnty Board of 
Supetv!rors m January 1998, a shartfall In pemllisd dally landfill capauty may 
be expcrlenced In the Cmnly wthn the next few years The wnatrucfm and/or 
predevelopment aebvtties assac:aled W I I ~  the p r o w  project may Increase the 
generatron of sold waste and may negabvely lrnpacl solid waste mw$gemenl 
~nlrastnrcture ~n the County Therefore, the proposed env4ronmental document must 
~dentlfy what measures the project proponent may lmpkment to mltrgate the Impact 
Mltlgalton measures may ~nclude, but are not limited la !mplementatwn of mate rsdudkon 
and recycling programs to dlverl Me $old waste. w'!€Iud~ng construtlion and demolitkon 
waste from the landfills 

Comment B1 0-1 
It is not expected that substantial amounts of waste material - sufficient in 
magnitude to tax the capacity of existing landfills - will be created by 
construction of the proposed BRT project. However, in order to reduce 
waste where feasible, the designlbuild contractor will be made aware that 
waste reduction and materials recycling are to be pursued as a matter of 
policy, including recycling of railroad ties. 
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Comment B1 0-2 

Mr. Ervin Poka 
Jub 2.2001 
Page 2 

The Cal~fornia Solid Waste Reuse and Reeycllng Acceaa Act of 1991, a$ amended, 
muiras each develo~manl ~roiecl to m e  an a t  a f a n  a d  t 81 0-1 
cekwal d recyclebis matiriais The environmentsl docmen? should ~ncludeldiiuss COnfrd 
.M.rch to prod. Mequate ml stormge a m s t o r ~ ~ t o r a g e o ~ r ~ a ~  and I 
green wasle materiala for Ulii pfojed. I 
The Lw Angeles County UnHorm Buildhg Code. W i n  110.3. reguIresVla1 a buitdicg or 
structure localed on w within 1,D00 feet (M4.8m) ol a landfill wntaining d v o s e t r b  
material mud be protected agamat landfill gas intrusion. The project rite b located on w 6 10-2 
appears lo be lccated withn t,W feel of a landti11 mntaining decomposable material. I 
Thh Issue ahouhl be addressed and mlligatfon measures pmvided. The discussion should 
lnduda subsurfaw lateral m m r a h  of landfill oas. rniaration detection. and control and I 
pmtsclion systems fct affect4 enclosed buildkgs ar? $tructuras Our Envlronmenlll I 
Programs Division must be contacted lor issuance of nscessary perrnita. 

Theexlst'! hazardous wastemanagement (WM)Iaciliiies in lhi3Cwntfare inadequate 
to handla the hazard~b waste currently being generated The proposed pwed may 61 0-4 
generate hazardous wasle, wh~ch unrld adve* impact existing HWM facilities. This 
18sue tbld be addressad and miligath measures prwded. I 

The LosAn@?!es County Bulkling Code, Section 110.4 rsquireslhat buiMingsorstntdures 
d~nl  lo or W i n  200 feet (7620 mm) of active, abandooed or idla oil or gas w&l(s) be 
provided with rrmihane gas protecton ayatems. The projed site conlaha, appears to 
contclin, lies vmhin 200 feet of aaive, abandoned or idle otl or gas wslts. This h u e  
shculd be addressed and mitigalicn measure provided Our Environmental Programs 

All developmenl and redevelopment proms which fa8 inta one of the Sbndsrd Ulban 
Storm Water Miiigalian Ptans (SUSMP) projed types. characteristics or activitMs must B10-5 
obtain SUSMP approval. I 

81 0-3 

IS you haw any quest~ws regarding Vie above comments, please contact 
Ms. Dene Schuke at (626) 458-3568. 

Qiikimn must be conlacled for issuance d necessary permilo. 

There is no BRT building or structure located on or within 1,000 feet of a 
landfill containing decomposable material. In fact, in the geotechnical 
investigation conducted to date, no landfill containing decomposable 
material was encountered. The station structures are designed like an 
extended sidewalk along a city street and are open in nature. 

Comment B10-3 
No enclosed buildings or structures are proposed within 200 feet of active, 
abandoned, or idle oil or gas welts. 

Comment B10-4 
It is likely that some hazardous waste will be encountered within the project 
corridor during construction. As is noted in section 5-10.3.2, appropriate 
procedures will be followed for the removal, transportation and handling of 
such materials. No mitigation is available to reduce the amount of 
hazardous material to be encountered. To the extent that County facilities 
do not have capacity to accept hazardous waste discovered during 
construction, other alternative appropriately rated landfill sites will be 
found. 

Comment B10-5 
If required as determined during the design-build process, SUSMP approval 
will be obtained. Please also see the response to Comment B8-8. 

San Fernando Valley 

East-West Transit Corridor 
ElSlElR 

page 7-80 



Group B - Public Agencies 

Comment B10-6 

Mr. Ervin Poka 
July 2.2001 
PaOe 3 

If you ham any questions rsgarding the abwe comments, please conlad Mr. Amir A h  
at (626) 458-3883. 

Ths prcposed project wll not have sign~Rcanl snvirwrmsnlal efleds frwn a geology and 
soil8 rtandpoht. The pmJW is located with! a mapped potentialv liifiabk area, par 

State of CatKwnia Seismic Hazad zone Map. Van Nuye and Canoga Pmk 
Quadrangles. However, bquefaction analysis is not warranled at this time. Detailed 
liqwlach analyses, conforming to the requimmsnts of IheSUte ofCalifort& D'vioiof 
Mines and Geology. Special PubHuUon 117. muat be condude4 at lha Tento!& Map 
andlor Grsd*lglBuilding Plans stages. 

BIO-6 

We racomrnand the Slats of California DepaRmeM of Tmnaportatlon and adjoining titles 
review this document for aign~rkanl impad€Jfnilgati~t~S within their jurisdiibns. 

We agree wilh tiw document that (he prop& transit syntsrn impvemsntr will help to 
reduca laday's tmfk congedon and Uls future foreastad IraKi dernand in the valley 
area, as well as Countykde. We do nct behve the propod pm@d will have any 
sign-t Impad an County roadways orinlersaclions. No further information is required. 

llyou have any questions tegarding the above comments. pbaw cantacl Mr. Keith Hwy 
or our TraKi Studies Sscfion at (626) 300-4867. 

81 0-7 

The MTA has already begun coordination with numerous city, county, state, 
and federal agencies regarding the BRT project, and this intensive 
coordination effort will continue throughout the design and construction of 
the project. Appropriate soils and geotechnical tests will be conducted so 
that the facility can be designed to adequately address existing conditions, 
including soil settlement and liquefaction. It should be noted that the 
alignment has already been in transportation use for railroad purposes for 
over 100 years, so the risks along this corridor are already well understood. 

Comment B10-7 

The comment is acknowledged for the record. 
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Mr. Enln P&a 
JuIy2,ZM)l 
P q e  4 

If you hPM any questions regarditq the envlronmanhl reviewhy procsu of thts 
Depamnent. plaaso wnlact Ms. Messie M u m  a1 h e  address on the fimA page or at 
(626) 45843SQ. 

JAMES A. NOYES 
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File: 800112-0972-DEZW 

Mnropdiru SUBJECT: SFVBRT TRANSIT PROJECT 
Tmspudw AGENCIlUTtLlTY REVIEW 

*.hit ,  PRELIMINARY ENGtNEERlNO DESIGN SUBMITTAL 

DearhgmyNllily Rnprenantnlivo: 
Ow C ~ r q  Flrar 

La A w h  CA  ha ~ c a  moeles Counlv Melrowilan T~msDOMtion AuUarihi (MTA) herw4h oncbas 
wc12 1 9 ~ 1  &&id mi SFVDRT i rnns l l~ rwc l  frt.*ki~wy ~ n ~ l ~ ~ i g d o r a j n w b m h l  k# your 

AqencyKJO~t,'r deolyn rw#ow mu! common. TNs re* sat should aha be LUKI hu 
early coordinalbm ol nny mior  des pn pr&ms conNcts and krwr. Pboco us0 (hc 
mimed l a m  fw wur ismnknts I ~ Y O U  have alrylDchrdcni nuestiis dudma h e  plln 
roG4 &or$. p&lts~ contact Mr. l&mh Palel hy e-rnol at &&@@an5 or by 
lelephm .?t (213) 872-7212 

Plrase orwide all tonlornts 017 cf tmlore Jurv $8. EQ1 Tax Ika comments lo Al 
~ u ~ t ' a l  lax nwnber 1713)022-7JL/ tw smul In rqpcI@III(B-n,J AdtPVYWUy. !he 
,maw form ~IlrlChBd IS mamlaNe In E~eckom larm lor p a  anrcnam. MED90 
mqwn Al Rilppd by e-MI1 if yad ~ o ~ l d  I LO on slbdronc l a m  

I! yctr lraw my oher querrmis, plcdsa calM Ruppcl m (213) (n2.720lor John Higglns 
at (213) 971727255. 

Kevin Mkhel 
Plorvring Proiod Managar 
SFVBRT Tmnsil l'rojscl 
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Response to Letter 81 2 

CITY OF BURBANK 
275 EAST OLIVE AVFNCE P 0 B0K 6459. RUIIBANK. CALIFQRNIIPl5t0.6459 

Kcrin biichrl 
I os hnxcla C'uunlr ' I ~ n r ~ ~ n t i l i o n  Adnui t r  

RP: ShS FERNAX'M \'AI.I.BY l:AS T-\VlW 'I KANSII'COKRIOOR 
C0MhfI:W IS US I>C:lS1:IR 

Iku Xlr. 5 1 ~ k I :  

Tfu City ef llurhull. llla~ rmenal y w  inritinhv! for cmtmrnU on the D[:ISIR fiw tk abnc- 
trwntiwrrl nruicrt. :\n~r rcbicainn flu m>&l kscrintilm mJ mn uaiTuambl IiL turubnit 
hruannt tw*s~ownsi~cr  n h i k  &&@lo nlnvc firnard withlhe ~ r t > j m  

hlub,w S1. lo (.l!hilm hw The bikeway is ~mnd to k ~al1inualt l lnlghIhr ('$1) of [.a 
At~&!Icr LO thc hlclru RcJ I.im Slnrum in Nunh H d l > n d .  Ihc CJ pin1 lrl'tlrc p n > m d  Rus 
R g i J  rnnsil 1~1~)jccr. It in mll'r undnstnndisrp t l u l  lhcre are oo ruturn p b  Iacxl~?*l LC Llu* 
RJpid T w i t  I'mjm heyad I& hlum Kd I.iru Swim in Ihc Chandler Iilr*. righidi-ray 
~ h i c h  a411 he w q i d  6)  the hil;ma>. Ik City of U w h k + s p ~ i u n  a l t l r  C W l c r  IUd. 
r*tuf-way is ha4 uilbin rerirlcnlial ncighlxnllarl~mJ is Is* chon 100 r a t  n& 

l u r u n j w i i m  ~ i r h  his Im&~;ml'm& w l f f  lrupponr Ihr I.AWJT and hl I'A'a pltmh? mnanrl 
il hikc w lb  aiow (Iu riuhl-of.tvnun, concwr~vI1v xi lh thc buruar.. Ihir u d  CtCaK a ci~ntinurus 

a~ s~!~.E!nmj.6!J,&h,g:t.iIs ify'du uirh d i s c w t l ~ ~ n t l m f u n k r .  We look rm&d iu 
swing thc nutun~\c of UIC htTKs dcciri(m no tlnir ]nnjcxc. 

The eastern limit of the BRT project is Lankershim Boulevard. Extension 
of a busway or other transit project east of Lankershim Boulevard is not a 
part of this BRT project, but may be considered by MTA in the future. 
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Response to Letter B13 

d n q  ill- 
*-** YII 

u+ 
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The design of the BRT Alternative and its North Hollywood terminus is 
being coordinated closely with the City of Los Angeles Community 
Redevelopment Agency (CRA), as well as with the North Hollywood 
community. Several meetings have been held with CRA staff during 
preparation of the response to comments. In addition, MTA staff attended 
CRA workshops to coordinate the CRA project and the BRT Alternative. 
During the Preliminary Engineering (PE) phase of project development, 
MTA has continued to refine the design of the North Hollywood terminus 
in consultation with CRA. A plan of the North Hollywood terminus of the 
BRT Alternative can be found in Section 2-2.3.6 of the Final EISIEIR. 

Coordination with CRA will continue as the BRT Alternative enters final 
design and construction. Much of the coordination between CRA and MTA 
concerns the historic Lankershim Depot within the median of Chandler 
Boulevard, just west of Lankershim Boulevard. In the Draft EISIEIR, 
several alternatives were under consideration for the North Hollywood 
terminus of the BRT Alternative. During PE, one alternative was selected 
and refined, taking into account the historic facility alongside it. A plan of 
the North Hollywood terminus/turnaround is included in Volume 3 of the 
Final EISiEIR. The proposed turnaround for the BRT would be constructed 
just north of the historic depot. An existing railroad track along the north 
side of the depot would be left in place, and CRA plans for restoration of 
the southeast corner of the site are also shown on the BRT plan. Station 
canopies and ticket vending machines would be placed across the 
turnaround from the Depot along North Chandler Boulevard and would not 
obscure views of the Depot. 

BRT buses would remain in the Chandler Boulevard median all the way to 
the planned BRT station, just west of Lankershim Boulevard, and buses 
would twn around within the median. The busway crossing at Tujunga, 
through which buses would remain in the median of Chandler, would be 
synchronized with existing vehicular and pedestrian movements and would 
operate as a single signal. Chapter 3 (Transportation) and Section 4-13 
(Safety and Security) provide detailed information on how busway 
operations would be coordinated with vehicular and pedestrian movements. 
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Many CRA projects in the area would benefit through the increased access 
provided by the busway, such as the NoHo Arts and Entertainment District 
and other future developments in North Hollywood. Proposed bicycle 
facilities have been incorporated into the Preliminary Engineering Plan and 
Profile drawings along Chandler Boulevard. Preliminary Engineering Plan 
and Profile drawings include a Class I1 bicycle facility along Chandler to 
Lankershim Boulevard. In the preliminary engineering design of the North 
HolIywood terminus, pedestrians would reach the Metro Red Line by 
crossing Lankershim Boulevard at South Chandler Boulevard at the existing 
pedestrian crossing and entering the subway through a portal on the east 
side of Lankershim. However, the preliminary engineering design for the 
North Hollywood terminus could accommodate a future portal built on the 
west side of Lankershim Boulevard, directly linking the BRT and the Red 
Line subway. The design of any portal on the west side of Lankershim 
would be coordinated with CRA to ensure preservation of the historic 
integrity of the Lankershim Depot. 
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Response to Letter 61 4 

Comment B14-1 

Please see the response to Comment B 13. 

Comment 81 4-2 
The evaluation of overall parking supply and demand concluded that the 
North Hollywood Metro Red Line Station is anticipated to remain at 
capacity with implementation of the BRT project. This is a joint park-and- 
ride station with the Metro Red Line. The indicated parking demand at this 
station will result from the combination of the two transit services. 
However, it is acknowledged that the parking situation in neighborhoods 
around the station should be monitored and mitigation measures 
implemented if inconveniences are created on the adjacent neighborhoods 
as a result of spillover parking. Measures described in Section 3-4.3.1, 
Station Area Parking Spillover Impacts, will be considered to reduce or 
eliminate parking spillover into the adjacent neighborhood. It should be 
noted that currently there are an estimated 915 parking spaces available on 
the existing MTA Metro Red Line property. Currently being proposed by 
MTA is a 1,500-space parking structure to be located on the northeast 
corner of Lankershim and Chandler Boulevards as part of a joint 
development project. 

Comment 81 4-3 
The Final EIS/EIFt has been revised to include the Amended Redevelopmenr 
Plan for the North Hollywood Redevelopment Project (1997) and the 
Revised Design for Development: North Hollywood Commercial Core 
(1981). (The redevelopment area includes the MTA ROW from the 
proposed BRT terminus west of Lankershim Boulevard to Camellia 
Avenue.) The Amended Redevelopment Plan contains the key 
redevelopment goals for the North Hollywood Redevelopment Area. The 
Final EIStEIR lists those goals that could apply to the BRT Alternative and 
describes whether the BRT Alternative would be consistent with those 
goals. 
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The Revised Design for Development: North Hollywood Commercial Core 
was adopted in 1981 to guide the redevelopment of area along Lankershim 
Boulevard between Chandler Boulevard and Magnolia Boulevard. The 
MTA ROW is located directly to the north of this "commercial core," and 
the BRT Alternative would provide increased direct access to this core from 
the rest of the San Fernando Valley. The description of these plans has 
been added to Section 4-1.1.3, Planned Land Use and the potential impacts 
analysis is described in Section 4-1.3.2, Consistency of Alternatives with 
Planning and Zoning. 

Comment 81 4-4 
As described in Section 4-14 (Cultural Resources), the design of the BRT 
Alternative would retain the Depot and its historic context. The MTA is 
currently coordinating with CRA to ensure that this occurs. The BRT 
station site plan for this area incorporates the planning concepts developed 
jointly by CRAIMTA's consultant, including improvements to the station 
and the corner of Lankershim and South Chandler Boulevards. The station 
plans include pedestrian and bicycle amenities including landscaping, 
seating areas, bicycle racks and lockers, etc. In terms of land use 
compatibility, however, the Lankershim Depot has historically been used as 
a transportation facility, which would be compatible with the BRT 
Alternative. Potential future uses of the Depot include commercial and 
civic uses, which would also be compatible with the BRT Alternative. 

The impact of the BRT Alternative on the historic depot in terms of "place- 
making" would be beneficial. As described above, the configuration of the 
North Hollywood terminus of the BRT Alternative has been selected. The 
design of the BRT Alternative allows for the restoration of the Depot, the 
preservation of a portion of an existing track north of the Depot, and the 
recreation of a historic plaza at the southwest corner of the site. Kiss-and- 
ride for the BRT would be provided. Buses would stop adjacent to the 
Depot and adjacent to North Chandler. In addition, any fixed station 
amenities at the North Hollywood BRT terminus would be located so that 
views of the historic Depot would not be obscured. Finally, by keeping all 
bus movement either within the median of Chandler, or within the North 
Hollywood terminus, pedestrian circulation along sidewalks in the area 
would not be impeded. 
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8 t 4-7 
cont'd 

Although not covered in this EISIER, the design of the BRT could 
accommodate a future portal to the Red Line subway on the west side of 
Lankershim Boulevard, thereby improving development opportunities on 
the large parcel on the east side of Lankershim Boulevard. Therefore, the 
station area development potential in North Hollywood would be increased 
with the BRT Alternative. 

Comment 81 4-5 

As described in the responses to Comments I313 and B14-4, the design of 
the North Hollywood BRT turnaroundlterminus would take into account the 
historic Lankershim Depot and fixed station elements such as canopies and 
ticket vending machines would not be placed directly in front of the Depot. 
Because the design would not block any significant views of the Depot, no 
adverse visual impacts would occur due to the BRT turnaround at North 
Hollywood. This analysis has been incorporated into Section 4-6, the 
Visual and Aesthetic Conditions analysis in the Final EISIEIR. 

Comment B1 4-6 

As discussed in Section 4-9.5 of the Final EISIEIR, it is unusual for buses to 
cause groundborne vibration problems. If bus related ground-borne 
vibration problems do exist, they are most likely attributable to specific 
roadway conditions (e.g., potholes, bumps, expansion joints, or other 
discontinuities in the roadway surface). As BRT buses would operate on 
smooth-road surfaces, no adverse vibration impacts (significant vibration 
impact under CEQA) are anticipated at the depot. Even if roadway 
conditions were poor, the resulting levels of ground-borne vibration would 
be well below the threshold for minor cosmetic damage to fragiIe buildings. 
In addition, buses within close proximity to the Historic Lankershim 
Southern Pacific Depot would be operating at low speeds as they enter or 
exit the proposed bus bay, which would further reduce any potential 
ground-borne vibration levels. Therefore, additional analysis is not 
warranted. 

Comment B 14-7 

As indicated in the Draft EISJEIR, consultation between MTA and CRA 
was undertaken regarding plans for the Lankershim Depot. In consultation 
with CRA, the bus bay plans were modified to respect the setting of the 
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depot. The plans currently indicate that an existing railroad track will be 
restored and that passenger shelters have been moved away to the northern 
end of the site. The comments were addressed by plan modifications 
subsequent to circulation of the Draft EISIEIR. The most current plans are 
located in Volume 4. 
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Response to Letter B16 

Comment 81 6-1 

The BRT Alternative has been taken through the Preliminary Engineering 
(PE) stage in order to complete the Final EISIEIR. Although this EIS/ER 
does not cover the environmental impacts of a bicycleJpedestrian path, it 
does require that the BRT be designed to accommodate a bicycle/ 
pedestrian facility. During PE, the bicycldpedestrian facility has being 
designed along with the BRT, ensuring that the BRT design will 
accommodate a bicycle/pedestrian faciIity. The design of the BRT and the 
bicycle facility is being coordinated closely with the Los Angeles 
Department of Transportation. For most of the route except as described 
below, a Class I Bike Path would be constructed within the right-of-way 
alongside the BRT. In the Sepulveda Basin, existing Class I bicycle paths 
would be utilized. Along Chandler Boulevard east of Coldwater Canyon 
Avenue, Class I1 bicycle lanes would be constructed. In no place would a 
Class I11 bicycle route be created. 

Comment B16-2 

In locations where a Class I bicycle path is planned, the BRT Alternative 
will accommodate a bicycle path that meets appropriate design criteria 
prepared jointly by MTA and LADOT. Where Class I1 bicycle lanes are 
planned, these will be constructed in accordance with Los Angeles 
Department of Transportation (LADOT) bike lane standards. 

Comment 81 6-3 

The Preliminary Engineering design of the BRT Alternative includes 
bicycle parking, including both bicycle lockers and bicycle racks at all 
proposed stations. 

San Fernando Valley M East-West Transit Corridor 
EISlElR 

page 7-97 





Group 6 - Public Agencies 

Response to Letter 817 

Comment B17-1 

ClTY OF LOS ANGELIS SPECIFIC COhihlENTS ON THE DElSmEIR 
F<)R TllE SAN FERNANDO VALLEY EAST-\YEST 

TRANSIT CORRIDOR 

1. -ZL . . -" " ' s S W  - ' 

The larr lcnlencc of the lirst pmgruph *ass the4 "Bmrgwy vehicb rvovlld m~tyuce the 
cxc l ls i~~c l~whcnreyund ing io~~~~ ieswi th inoc immJis lc ly  *ljaxnlru~nli$n.of- 
way:'~lllei~snlaimar*lolrym)'vchicky*ab~rrlrlhcdilcloraiink~ 
un&r<:hnptcr4.9,'-N1>i% snlVihPl~on,"sirn~ n o w M c ~ a n r ~ p r ~ I o ~ t r i f l t h c w  
oldrcns in ~kcrcfusiue lims. (DOTI 

2. ' - 7  : ThcCl lyhsrml i~hedtppndpcl the  
~ d l l k m n M M d b y l l r A r p O i t h f  BRT 1 817-2 
project. The teat in this section drmld be revised xcordingly. (m 

3 ~ ~ ~ t p ~ L p  %&llcpllhuaowpMdtkBRTpmla(slmhCtty 
hmlcl~nqu~Jvdsponsmh~pd~ubtku~) pnlofl IotheXCA Ihcrcll6tpling"NOTAPART 
OFTHI9 PWUJFXT should be modtficdorm~~~,ved Ihc h m n s m  ol the htkewh and 817-3 
~rntnpahshwMh?~nd~clned~lp~~s~bk AlahI~houldbnWcdtothdouc~Ilnwtngin 
Rgun. 2-9 to IIIQL~C n lelrr wpmling Uu: hrrway and lhc b~keway 0 I 

5. &&$1,Bw32.3 5 Ft t'!?nacm: Hicyck parking and O C C C ~  should bc 
addm~xd. lticyrk ? a k c r $ e w  m a s  4 w u W  Ir proviJcJ nt #ations 1- 1 81 7-5 

As indicated in Section 2-2.3 of the EISIEIR, any use of the exclusive BRT 
lanes by emergency vehicles would be extremely infrequent and would be 
limited to emergency situations involving the busway only. The noise 
generated by the emergency vehicles, including sirens, would be temporary. 
Given the proximity of the proposed alignment to major roadways, noise 
associated with the emergency use of the exclusive lanes would be similar 
to existing conditions. As a result, the assessment of noise impacts from 
emergency vehicles is not necessary. Please also see the responses to other 
comments concerning emergency vehicle response. 

Comment B17-2 
Via the City's Call for Projects application to the MTA for the Valley 
bikeway and the MTA Board's action to award funding for the project, 
MTA is the recognized lead for the bikeway project. The EIStEIR for the 
busway does not include the bikeway or analyze it, though it does discuss 
that the busway is being designed so that a bikeway can also share the 
former rail right-of-way with the busway. A separate environmental 
evaluation of the bikeway and separate funding plan for the bikeway are 
being prepared by MTA in coordination with the City. The MTA will work 
with the City so that the final design and construction of both projects can 
proceed together in order to save costs and minimize the construction 
impacts that would occur if both projects were constructed separately. 
After construction of the bikeway, it would be turned over to the City to 
operate and maintain. 

Comment B1 7-3 
The bikeway is not a part of the busway project and the details of the 
bikeway design were not available at the time the Draft EISIEIR was 
prepared. Though the busway and the bikeway are being evaluated via 
separate environmental processes and have different funding, their design 
and construction schedules will be coordinated through a joint designlbuild 
process. The preliminary engineering drawings for the two projects are 
being coordinated and the MTA will share those details with the City as 
they are developed. A label indicating a fence between the busway and the 
bikeway has been added to Figure 2-9 in the Final EIStEIR. 
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Comment E l  7-4 

h Anxnvlyrizdlhcmlcl &,t~p~nenlr falhr 1998hWPW kak hour EairlingCwJilitm. 202.0 
r\hi/FM k a k  hnur (No I'~ojcct) a d  2020 AWPM I'uk k r  Altcrnal~vc I ~ c w r ~ m  wu 
condueled. Ihc traffic dmutslion mukl  during bollr ~ h t  AM and PM peak hwri is rillrin I 
Acunrpoliu~n ofthc iur1rrcZU20 hurc wn~riolo~lrecxisringtmllu counts w.~sondoctedfo 
asure lhAsuf f~~t r rur f i i~u .1h  iaiu~~'uInlfurtlrclUdyu(a ~rtmTcfoca.u~lwlho 
lufu~ebncsco+lrionbng~hcem(.wcmidmrr~mlm wnuaIgawthmehvminhmosn 
0-5's mld 2%. While Ihc trall~c n n k l  remmahly dcmwutralcr y m l h  alomg tk'ropanp* 
CWipm.bIIp;l, a d R d h  s c m l i i .  thcfu(un: rrrvh uppuslightly Mdcr~ninlkd akng 
Ihc Vm N u y  and ( k i l h m n  scmlinu. 

Tpblc~3~nd4(a1t~hcrl)compalr1knwnlfI~sela~ar1hcYear~2oBaseCnndi~innstolhc 
Yclr 2020Rvja4 Altcm:~lv\r I. Thincom~uni&~~.rha~nl~~-'~oIumcrd~~ vimally 
~@(ic.Ikudffrarri~fl(ah*ryrcl~vcirrrnrlyidmiwltotk&~ 
forthe lulurc hycrmrio). liaucvrr, ifvmplemrd, rhrpja1 i r e x ~ u i  wtrJurrhllWc 
dnnondulmgpanllclc.yt-martncb. Tl~lkodditimal trundt m . i n w o ~ ~ W  liL.lymutl~inIm 
~rhickmpsonrlxnr*hmys~cm. 'Ihf mdelmltslnthe Al&n I -may nxfully 
reteal Ihe benclit of LC BRT xrvicc lo pianlkl roalmys. (WT) 

8 p: I. . . buh 13-1.1Ci~vrlQ1stl~lslnc1 C n a v ~ w r  
Mn~~n~cnlenl A s ~ t x t ~ o n  cltcd In the first lull pm~pmph no b p r  cnirt$ and 
h u l d  rcfrrcnce lo f l  sbuM be dekwd (DOT) 

1 81 7-8 

9. l ' iWulJnt ! .k :~~  . c r ink W i c e  m e  r i r: Add"SunVnllcy"w 
t l r  S IS I$<~  s E ~ ~ d = ~ & ~ I i ~ k ~ ~ k ~ V d ~ ~ t i ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ i l l i ~ ~ ~ ~  in April B17-9 
tOUl. iWT) I 

A global change has been performed in the Final EISIEIR to make this 
clarification. 

Comment 81 7-5 
The preliminary engineering of the BRT Alternative includes bicycle 
parking, inchding both bicycle lockers and bicycle racks at all proposed 
stations. The description of the BRT Alternative in Chapter 2 has been 
revised to reflect this. 

Comment 81 7-6 

A slight reduction in traffic is expected along parallel east-west streets due 
to the operation of the transit facility, as reported in Table 3-1 1. This table 
shows that traffic growth factors for the Full BRT compared to base 1998 
conditions, at the study intersections along the corridor in both the east and 
west Valley, are slightly less (5 percent) than that for the No Build 
Alternative. 

Comment 81 7-7 
This table was intended to provide historical information on general daily 
traffic levels on the east-west arterials. The table provides generalized wide 
ranges of daily volumes and is intended to show relative differences for 
illustrative purposes. The data in this table are not used for analytical 
purposes. 

Comment 817-8 

The text of the Final EIS/EIR has been revised in accordance with the 
comment. 

Comment B17-9 

The text of the Final EIS/EIR has been revised in accordance with the 
comment. 
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10 & g & & $ g ~ - t & w ~ ~ n & g n _ r & % r r i w :  It rhouldbcmcd ~n%hcImt vmemof B 4 7- 10 
the first pngrai~h 111cit Ihc A~~tclopc Vallcy Ltnc alroarrrr, a rlira+~n lo Sun Valley tLWT1 I 

11. Y-~M In@rmodnl Huh: Add dlscurs~on of lhe Nonhridgc 
)rlnmlinkStation,!vhichinmi~~~anlImnpln~imf~~lityinthcValky. 7hcCharrwuslh 
MnmlinkSnlirnr~31mxn~dhySimVutlryl'a11si1KoutcC. IheCity C w n c i l U l a ~ l o ~ ~ ~  

pru\i&r l i m i w d f r e c p r k i n ~ f m r a i l ~ n s ~  DASHPYloru~C~$~snNu~'~Lcrv~this 
slnion. hlrrmlink's VcnruruCounly nnJ Anlckw Valley Liner nlsoahvc lheCl& Slalim 
Wnnrr Cmrcr is alw rwcd  by the Vebn~rn Cci~nty Tranrpmnticn Co~nmisrion'r Conejn 
Crmidm bur .wuice. (Dm) 

&&m 52: Yk~lure Codi l lnw and A- 

12. ~ : ' l h t r W w n  shouldisludraI;IMc umlrlo'I'abk3-23howmg pjeclcd volmon 

I 
x~ectmi mnlujulr IV IL y u r  2020. {DOT) 1817-12 

13. ~ & T . a h L ~ - 3 3 ; 3 L ~ ~ b Y ~ k 7 s J f ! ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ K w ~  
'&g&xxlli,mf&,am: rtrcrsir~uld rr~sldnily puss, nipsin Lr*i .bpkrCounly lor YW 
IWRi* rcluiibely au~skniwi&UacI$uly ~ s x m w p s i n S C A C  1WRc~lnvlTmqnmFim 
M(NJcI. &uhmtim;llclha1tlrddlype~~mIr~lwlfuCowr~y~enearI~3Umill1on tIo*em, 

thtd~hctwal Wiy pcwmvips, I . ~7 .95Swm wamitmp~ Thisismorc~hmSCAG'r 1997 
c~~irnaicol R13.YO8 daily Innsit trip. The rcarar fw the d~ffmir*. may he lh.t!thc Corridm 
~ u ~ l y  i w I U d ~ s " ~ h U U t ~ r i p h y ~ h w l  b~s'~inUTt~(aIfw~NUillrip. A ~ ~ ~ I I ~ I D S C A G ' ~  
d l .  t h m  wtrc m ,werage nl319.452 rehml t r ip by b. SN the table helm fur a 
compariscm dlhc I r u  rrpxlr: 

Uaily l ' m n  Trips 

Comment 817-10 

SCAG'r I997 H q k w ~ ~ l  
Tnmydnatbn MlHkl ltrtn 

"I. Tmnril Trip o t  
Pcnofi Trips 

The text of the Final EISIEIR has been revised in accordance with the 
comment. 

Snn Fc'cmundo V a b  Fa*- 
WiS'KnnJl C'arrYor Study 

(IWltl 

?Y.3%.6? 1 

Comment 817-11 

3U52Y.122 

3.43% 

The comment concerning revised information for major intermodal hubs 
has been noted and corresponding text has been modified. 

%23.'NUL 

JlY.452 

Daity 'rfxa4t Trip% 

2.78 L* h l l  day}: 3.iI?S& (peak p i & )  

Comment B17-12 

r 

1.U37.QSS 

Traffic forecasts used in the EISIEIR were derived from the LACMTA 
travel demand model. The traffic impact analysis was solely based on AM 
and PM peak hour impacts of the project. No daily highway traffic volume 
projections were available from the MTA travel demand model and 
therefore it was not possible to develop a 2020 daily arterial volume table. 

Sdnul Ourl'ri&n not chowlt 

Comment B1 7-1 3 

Table 3-8 compares transportation indicators for each alternative with the 
1998 and 2020 base condition. These indicators (including modal split) are 
presented in this table for comparison purposes only. The method of 
determining the transit modal split is identical for all alternatives and 
therefore provides an accurate assessment of relative changes among 
alternatives, which is the main intent of this analysis. 

Comment B17-14 

Bicycle as a mode of access is not explicitly shown, but is included in the 
transitlwalk category. The category heading has been updated to read 
'Transit/WalWOther." 
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Comment 817-1 5 

14. ~ . . : m ~ h  1B17-14 
rtwlukl k iwludcd n r lnde of w c u  lo ~ h c  ntiH~~ms lldata ir available. (DOT) 

IS. & p 3 . 2 ( I . S u h ~ ~ . 3 . 2 . 2 . c  BRT Altcmntivc: Dedicatcdhus lon.1 in the median along 
C h m i l c r h k v a n l  will ~ u i r e c o ~ l i c ~ d ~ i ~ a a l ~ i m a ~ o c w a n l i ~ t e ~ 1 ( 6 n l l w  
movemnl lordl mxb inu~ngbures,miadcllwuehicul;trlramc,bieycli~ 8mJpcdabi.n~. 1 
imprnrcrrmnrithoclt thecomplic~cd ~ignalopnttonad&layslomher hpffie,~ wdlpr 

m i n u i n  s~lcty lor pekstnans and transit patmm. 1 

the p j r r t  SIXUI~ t ,~  pmvhdcd &-. $07, I 

17. & & & S p  . . ' : Ihc RRTdiagond a l i ~ t - B h k  
Baulo.ud und Pullun A v s n l ~  will cmk a six-kad in lmt im.  I t  shwklbc uvlcdlhat I 
appnpsiae gemeuumu rill k laken ~furin~lhe kc" d this inlcr%xtion lo pmvidc adequate 81 7-1 7 
p d c r t r i ~  dm@. W)7isdllmuxmrl&nd t k ~ i ~ m d l h h i n t a r c l i o n I m l m * r l d l i l  I 
lo rc r grr* -lion for thc URT n lhis locatim. (DOT) I 

19. J'ore 3-48. Tohk 3-2% hIUS Hldcwhin nnd Mnle or Parking d the 
V i c ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ a n J R i & L c ~ i ~ p x m i n n l I ~ ~ b w p u r m u n l y , M t l ~ r ~ c * p l d a ~ b i n J i c a c a l  017-19 
(DOT) 

CAAPFEH 4-AEli~XTE1)ENVIHONClENTAND BNVIUONMENTAI, CONSEQ1KXC;CES 

I 

The option of operating buses in a dedicated curb lane along Chandler 
Boulevard was considered and rejected prior to initiating work on the Draft 
EISIEIR. This option was determined not to be reasonable and feasible 
primarily because it would remove neighborhood parking and result in 
undesirable noise impacts by moving buses closer to homes. 

Comment B17-16 
The De Soto AvenueNictory Boulevard intersection will be widened to 
provide a right-turn pocket. The design team determined that widening was 
not necessary for through lanes. Addition of a second left-turn lane as a 
mitigation measure is feasible within the existing right-of-way. All other 
mitigation measures can be implemented within existing right-of-way. 

Comment 817-17 
The need for pedestrian storage has been analyzed and adequate storage 
capacity has been incorporated in the design of this location. Through 
discussions with LADOT, it has been determined that an at-grade busway 
can be implemented without a grade separation at this location. 

Comment 81 7-1 8 
The revised text reads "Approximately 4,000 to 4,300 parking spaces will 
be available, including a total of 150 currently available spaces at the 
BalboaNictory station and 915 currently available spaces at the North 
Hollywood Red Line Station. 

Comment 81 7-1 9 
Table 3-23 has been modified to delete "* existing carpool lot" and remove 
"*" from the Lot Capacity column for Victory/Balboa. 
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20. eaps4-3' Suhrcaim1.1.1.3 c bs A n c e l r ~ C h n f  I l m I ' m n r w o h ~ T ~  U p  
dopim Iry City Crnl~ril of the Trmynaatitm FJernrnt uf the Fcncral Plan in I'M. t k  
Fr~m~~tl'm~~~mrl~~wrrramr~rt.d~oJcklc~~ul~objs~irra, pdiciepul rslsul 
nwpandtosubslitw here wirha~~kmetothe  xkqxafTn~~rFmJimEIcmcnl. TIIII*I~CIE 
arcrenr,"Frunuwnrl tmspcn;ltitmpnl~&." ThcepmgrdphrshouldheC1ncd. Ahrscbcd 
tg I)rtatcmncnt n~uytrsuhulitutcdtr~ indicate t h s l t l ~ c P r * n w t ~ d c l c ~ t o ~ h E T ~ a ~ i o n  
Elcmmlorr1~emcnu:dCicnml1'lan lranymtntionpdtcy. 1h1s fnctshoukfrhm)frclkncd 
in nuhueqwnt m a l y s  of a l tc rna t i~ntcdtu  F e m l  Plan wnsismcncy intheCily of Lnr 
Ansfh.rrldlnl-taUrFmm1wtedlingfa~4xalnil ant!il"in bihCuridarSau1d 
he &leted. (DCP) 

CHAPfER 3 .  COMSTRULTIOH IMPACTS 

Comment 817-20 
The Land Use and Development section has been revised to reflect that 
transportation policies have been moved to the General Plan 
Transportation Element from the General Plan Framework. In addition, 
references to the Framework calling for "fixed rail transit" in the corridor 
have been deleted. 

Comment 81 7-21 

The text of the Final EISEIR has been revised in accordance with the 
comment. 

Comment B17-22 

The text of the Final EISEIR has been revised in accordance with the 
comment. 

Comment 81 7-23 

The text of the Final EISEIR has been revised in accordance with the 
comment. 

Comment 817-24 

The text of the Final EISEIR has been revised in accordance with the 
comment. 

Comment B17-25 

The text of the Final EISEIR has been revised in accordance with the 
comment. 
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Comment 81 7-26 

ktim $2 'frmu-pomUon and hrkhy, 
I 

21. --: h ~ t  snmncc d t h e  third pmgmph st~wkl 1a17-27 
w e  that haul MJICS must be approved by the City of Lua AngcIc~. (WT) 

8. ~ ~ l i ~ f - L I L ~ 6 1 ~ ~ 4 4 S - Z Z 3 3 ~ :  The airquality rctmnca to 
%tim 5.7" should read "Section 5-8." (WT) 

211. AA5-2.3 hlrriru(ionT&P.Cb -Tk City of Lus Angclw 
wilt pmvide lo rhe eontmt~r  the latea rersion of tho i l h  ' ~ d S l y n r  
u&gm&. whlrh shall bc incoqwatd inm rhc cme ud%%%~elopin~ 
all w a k  site TnltiiControI Rmr" (DOT) 

Section 5-1.2.6 describes the step in the construction process involving 
paving and surfacing. A description of the traffic impacts that might be 
expected as streets are crossed is provided in section 5-2.2 and mitigation 
measures are provided in section 5-2.3. A description of the potential 
impacts on community facilities is provided in section 5-5.2 and mitigation 
measures are provided in section 5.5.3. 

E17-28 
Comment 817-27 

The text of the Final EIS/EIR has been revised in accordance with the 
comment. 

Comment B17-28 
The text of the Final EIStEIR has been revised in accordance with the 
comment. 

Comment B17-29 

The text of the Final EIStEIR has been revised in accordance with the 
comment. 

-- 
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ClTY OF LOS ANCELES DEPARTMENT OF '~MNSI'OH'rATfON 
SPECIFIC COLWttENTS ON ENGINEERING DRAWINGS 

F<)R THE SAN FERNANMI VALLEY EAST-WFST 
TCWNSIT CORRIDOR 

WAY.  2001) 

1. ~ 1 h ~ C . 0 2 ~  
&win. C-0501: Wncn shouldbe locoled an the ROW lines. If circumstancw pew1 Ihc 
fmces fmm k i n g  Iocn~alon the ROW lim. distnnrcsbclucen rhe Lwc and tk ROW line 
sharld bc ad. 

3. p r i n a  C- 
!&y 22 IbruinmC-019 Ihnr-: I b h i k c  pathirmwpanollhc B R T p m ~ , d m l h c  
City haxtlinquishcd rponsanhiiofiutikewrry pjea totk&ffA.  l h c t c x t ~ n g " N O T A  
PART OF TllIS I'ROJEff ehould hC indirk4 a removed. 

4. -1 Ihrv W ( d n w i ~ 7 l h ~ C - I 3 @ .  A bikpi tha  kkc lanu along ChandkBI. 
between Wfiitvtl Ave. and lhc 170lieeway should bc rho$**. 
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City of Malibu 
loan How 
hkw 

z;l.csCi1xCma71y.Y&Cc~W16f 
OiJ)4ICtUP FAX(3lU)ULtf& 

h- TmW& A- 
rt, -r, r:Y. - %*I %p $94.9 
1w.- CA w11.2912 

Response to Letter 81 8 

Comment B18-1 
The City's support for the BRT is acknowledged for the record. 

Comment B18-2 

Between 2,960 and 3,250 new park-and-ride spaces would be constructed 
along the BRT alignment as a part of the project. Of the park-and-ride 
spaces that would be constructed as a part of the BRT Alternative, the 
closest to Warner Center would be the spaces proposed at Pierce College 
station, 1 mile from Warner Center. The two westernmost stations, De Soto 
Avenue station and the Warner Center Transit Hub, lie within the 
boundaries of the Warner Center Specific Plan area. This Specific Plan area 
has been established by the City of Los Angeles to regulate land uses within 
Warner Center. Any new development within Warner Center that would 
increase the number of vehicle trips entering the area would be required to 
meet certain trip reduction requirements and potentially implement 
additional mitigation. These requirements would essentially preclude 
construction of a park-and-ride lot facility at Warner Center. The Warner 
Center Transit Hub is being pIanned and constructed by the City of Los 
Angeles. 

In addition, although the exclusive BRT alignment would end at Warner 
Center, not all bus lines using the BRT would terminate at Warner Center. 
The Operating Plan described in the EIS/EIR includes the concept of select 
bus routes servicing points north and west of the busway (including the Las 
Virgenes and Conejo Valley areas) and entering the BRT exclusive 
guideway to complete the trip to the eastern terminus at the North 
Hollywood Metro Red Line station. Several park-and-ride facilities already 
exist along the Ventura Freeway corridor west of Warner Center. A bus 
route could potentially pick up commuters from these park-and-rides and 
then enter the BRT corridor at Warner Center and operate as an express to 
North HolIywood. Not only would this reduce travel times for commuters 
from west of Warner Center, but it would eliminate the need for a transfer 
to the BRT at Warner Center. 
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I MI. Kevin Michcl 
1- Angelom Caunty 
Metropiitan Transpertation Aulhority 
One Cabway Plara, 2I* Rwr 
MS B9-12.6 
I& Angolea. CA 90012 

Sa,t. 

Suhjsl lbmmonb an the Dran EIWEIS fcr thr ValIry b m b W ~ . t  Transit 
Coridur Bu, Rapid h a w 1  Pmpct 

rr)2I)YUrruw Phr* 
SuUm ( b s t l n s l r a ,  
Sam C W r  F u  
cdacswl S I Y K Z I ~ ~  (sol) raerzs 
W m .  W W U ( U * m n  

June 29, ZUOl 

afar Mr. MisheI: 

Thank yw for Lhc opporlunity to comment cn the Drrk EIFVEIS fur thr 
Valley EaaCWeet T r w i i  Cwridor Dub Rnpid Rannil Prw 

Thr Draft KiWE1S identifisr Yanta CInrih n s n a i t  as one of tho four major 
baneit operatme who cunentty s~*l the Saa Fenundo Valley. Given thht 
fact, the City dhta Clmita in requesting fhat the MTA mnsllter ullowlnp 
Son& Chrita Tmn~it b u m  aceerrs b the W a n d  Corridor. Sank C l d t n  
T~nnnit h u h  793 and 798 c~rnrntly provide 6- lo Van Nup ,  end 
Route 786 prwidea rewiee In Warner Centpr. W la tlw Valley 
Fur-West Transit b d w  will p&Je Bank Clarita Trnmit viol  the 
ahillty to sene thee two d c ~ l i n n C i c ~  mom oR&ivaly, u well  iw Ulo 
opportunity b provide *mice to tho North HolIywodd Metro Rad Line 
Sw(im. 

TIlnnk p u  fm aonsidaing ow requcli. Shwld you have any quealIona, 
PIC- do Dd h i l a b  la umhcl  mo a t  (681) 244-4985, or lllut Yamwane. 
Tinnaportation Funding (booordinator, at (€411 2654991. 

dL f Z d f i 9  - 
Anthony J. N~rieh 
I)rr&roffinnsparLntrrm & Eng~neering.%rvless 

n: .I*ffruy L~rnbprt, I l i r eeb  orPlannin8 L Building Services 
Ron Kilmyno, Trsnsportntkn Manager 
Mark Yamamns,'bnepcrimtion Funding Cmdinnlur 

Response to Letter B19 

MTA along with its other regional partners are eager for this important 
transit project to commence operation. LADOT will also provide service 
along the BRT corridor. Starting in 2005, the plan calls for MTA to operate 
a dedicated bus fleet along the corridor. As the project matures over time, 
the plan calls for bus service to be expanded to accommodate increased 
rider demand. To satisfy future demand, MTA will also be considering a 
number of service delivery alternatives, including use of the busway by 
other lines and carriers. Expansion of terminal facilities, particularly at the 
North Hollywood Station, is also under consideration. 

With the initial startup, MTA plans to operate frequent service (e.g., every 7 
to 10 minutes) along the entire BRT alignment. In conjunction with this 
plan, MTA also proposes to coordinate with its regional partners to ensure 
that passenger wait times are minimized for riders. To this end, MTA will 
work with the City of Santa Clarita to review the range of options 
associated with use of the facility, including schedule connections between 
MTA services and City of Santa Clarita services. MTA will continue to 
coordinate with the City of Santa Clarita concerning this important 
transportation project. 
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Group B - Public Agencies 

Response to Letter 820 

hlr Kevin Michcl 
M e t r O p d i ( ~  Trampotistion Authority 
Dnc Gatway Pt7d 
Lor Angdcs. CA 90012-2152 

Subject: SPV-BUT, 'l'UAPiStT PROJECT, la the City of Lor Am@u 
C o w ~ ~ t y  of lror Anylea. 
Ware refer lo P F I  01-26-IT2 

Nonhrrn Rtgim Techniniul Smkn Ikpwment of The Gu Company cpmer 
and ninintainr rprnws Ygh a:~d medium preswrc gas mailu with'bt the limitr of  your 
propod prqect Copia of  our atlrr W s  me cnclowd dlowiny the nppmximale 
locations of cur Bcilitiei, p l a r  rcvirw atlas rhc+ls cndully 

P l u r c  bc advised that the prccim bcatinn or depth d o u r  pipclimr a n  only be 
dcrrnnineJ by excavation. 

Plcne nitir). L:&rg~*md Service Alert (USA) .r (f-M)(C4214I33) at kor( (2) 
wwking days prior to rhr start urmy c a r n t ~ a i ~ n  

Wc apprciaic tho opportunity to revinv he$e ud my f'ulure $ 8 ~  YOU n q  ~ P V C  
l r y w  haw my quminns, please fed frce to conlltct mc 

Planning hnachtc 
Nonhcrn Renmn 

The project entails installation of a new storm drain system for the BRT and 
reconstruction of the pavement. The storm pipe will be connected to the 
existing storm system. Where a conflict with the existing gas line is 
encountered, recommendations for its relocation will be made. 
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-quaurn3op 13e~luo3 
ppnq-u%!sap aql uo palou aq ~I!M sag!~!yr! uo!l3nnsuoa JO luarua~uaurmo~ 
03 ~oyd sJnoq gp .OD au!? adld uopbg %u!ur~oju! JO luauraJ!nbaJ 
agL .au!I adld uopnba 8u!ls!xa aql Molaq s! qgq~ 'walsXs ur~ols %u!ls!xa 
aql 01 pavauuo3 aq ~I!M ad!d urlols a41 'parua~vd aql jo uo!$3nqsuo3a~ 
pue ,L~Q aql JOJ waisLs uyv~p u~~ols Mau tr jo uo!lelIvlsu! sl!elua parold ayL 



Group B - Public Agencies 

NOTICE 
Equilon Pipelinc Company, LLC, on bchaif of 
Shell Oil Prodacts Coml)any and Texaco Trading 
& Transportation, laereby request that aIl future 
Utility Inquiries be addressed to: 

EquiIon Pipeline Cornpany 
Attn: Utility Coordinator 
P.O. Box 6249 
Carson, CA 90749-6249 

Or, for UPS or Fed-X: 

Equifon Pipeline Company 
Attn: Utility Coordinator 
20945 S. Wilrnington Avenue 
Carson, CA 90810-1039 

New Phone Number: (310) 81 6-2063 

Please update your records with the new address. 
Thank you in advance for your attention to this 
matter. 
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