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PREFACE

The draft environmental document for the San Fernando Valley East-West Transit
Corridor Project was written and circulated as a combined Draft Environmental Impact
Statement (DEIS) pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and Draft
Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) pursuant to the California Environmental Quality
Act (CEQA). At the time the draft document was circulated, it was intended that both the
federal lead agency under NEPA (the Federal Transit Administration [FTA]) and the lead
agency under CEQA (the Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority
[MTA]) would jointly complete the NEPA and CEQA environmental processes and
jointly participate in implementing the proposed BRT project. It was understood at that
time, however, that a specific funding commitment on the part of the FTA had not been
identified and that therefore the joining of the two environmental processes was being
done to qualify the BRT project for federal funding should a later commitment be made.
Since completing the Preliminary Engineering process, and recognizing that a federal
funding commitment has not been identified, the MTA has elected to pursue the two
environmental processes independently of one another. To that end, this Final
Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) is being processed by MTA (the CEQA lead
agency) and a project will be identified for implementation at the completion of that
process. MTA has identified sufficient funding under its direct control to permit the BRT
project to be constructed, without the need for federal funding. However, MTA wishes to
retain the option of seeking federal funding for a portion of the project cost, and therefore
it may elect to complete the environmental document under NEPA (with FTA as the lead
federal agency) as a separate process. A decision to move forward with the NEPA
portion of the process may (or may not) be made subsequent to completion of the CEQA
process.

In order to permit the environmental document to move forward under NEPA, some of
the contents have been retained, such contents being responsive specifically to either
NEPA requirements or FTA policy guidance. Specifically, the following portions of the
document remain for that purpose:

Entries in Section S-5 (shown in Tables S-1, S-2, and S-3) indicate NEPA impact
characterizations (“adverse” impacts, “potentially adverse” impacts, “minor adverse”
impacts, and “not adverse” impacts). The reader should note that CEQA impact
characterizations are also included (‘“significant” impacts, “potentially significant”
impacts, “not significant” impacts).

Section S-6 (Financial Analysis and Comparison of the Alternatives)
NEPA impact characterizations in Chapter 4 (Affected Environment and Environmental

Consequences) and Chapter 5 (Construction Impacts) of the same nature as described
above under Tables S-1, S-2, and S-3.




Analysis contained in sections 4-14 and 5-14 prepared pursuant to Section 106 of the
National Historic Preservation Act.

Sections 4-3.1.d, 4-3.2.c, 4-3.3.3, and 4-3.4.3 - Environmental Justice considerations
required pursuant to Executive Order 12898.

Section 4-15 (Section 4[f] Evaluation) - required under the Department of Transportation
Act and not under CEQA.

Chapter 6 (Purpose and Need and Financial Comparison of Alternatives) — required by
FTA guidance.

Chapter 7 (Comments and Coordination) — references to Final EIS/EIR mean Final EIR,
for purposes of this environmental document, and remain in the Responses to Comments
should the NEPA process be subsequently pursued.
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Executive Summary

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

S-1 PURPOSE OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT
STATEMENT/ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT
(EIS/EIR)

The purpose of the EIS/EIR is to assist in the selection of the most appropriate transit option for
the San Fernando Valley East-West Transit Corridor, while ensuring that potentially significant
environmental impacts are considered and disclosed to the public. Fhis-decumentis-being The
Draft EIS/EIR has been circulated for public and agency review and comment. In addition to

accepting written comments, the Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority
(MTA), on its own behalf and that of FTA, w4l conducted a public hearings to obtain input from
the general public as part of the decision-making process.

The MTA Board action of July 26, 2001, identified a Locally Preferred Alternative. The Board
approved moving forward with Preliminary Engineering (PE) on the Full BRT Alternative, but
with added requirements that MTA staff: (1) “continue to study the Oxnard/Lankershim
alternative during the PE and Final EIS/EIR phase as a possible operating alternative on
Saturdays and Sundays should the Board choose not to operate the BRT on Chandler Boulevard
on Saturdays and Sundays” and (2) “continue to work with adjacent communities during the PE
and Final EIS/EIR phase to refine project design features where appropriate to address
concerns.”

S-2 NEED FOR THE PROPOSED ACTION

S-2.1 Study Corridor

The San Fernando Valley East-West Transportation Corridor study area is located in the central
part of Los Angeles County, approximately 20 miles northwest of the Los Angeles Central
Business District (see Figure S-1). The corridor connects major activity areas through the heart
of the San Fernando Valley, including Warner Center, Pierce College, the Sepulveda Basin
Recreation Area, the Valley Government Center in Van Nuys, Valley College, and the North
Hollywood Arts District. The San Fernando Valley today is home to over 1.3 million people,
and if considered as a separate city, would comprise the sixth largest city in the country.

San Fernando Valley page S-1
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The San Fernando Valley began its development as a major suburb of Los Angeles in the 1940s.
With the gradual development of major employment centers throughout the 1980s, the Valley
had generated enough employment to theoretically support its own population, but many
residents continued to commute to jobs outside the Valley. After recovering from the economic
recession in the early 1990’s, employment in the Valley once again began to grow. Employment
growth in the Valley study area through 2020 is forecast to be on par with the City of Los
Angeles, which is expected to increase employment 30 percent between 1994 and 2020.
Employment in the East and West Valleys is expected to increase 22 and 42 percent respectively
in the same time period.

The Valley has also been experiencing substantial population growth in recent years. Between
1994 and 2000, the East Valley’s population increased by about 6 percent and the West Valley’s
increased by 4 percent. Another 29 percent population increase in the East Valley and 22
percent increase in the West Valley is projected for 2000 to 2020. Unlike growth in the past that
was dominated by in-migration, this growth is in part attributed to the relatively high birth rates
among Hispanics (the fastest growing single segment of both the Valley's and city's populations)
and migration to the Valley from other parts of the county and the world.

S-2.2 Travel Patterns and Services

The five-county transportation planning region is divided into areas called Regional Statistical
Areas (RSAs), and contains the project area represented by RSA 12 (West Valley) and RSA 13
(East Valley). RSAs 17 (Hollywood, Mid-Wilshire, Beverly Hills), 21 (Downey, Southeast LA),
and 23 (Downtown LA) are other subareas in Los Angeles County that would be potential
service areas for an east-west Valley transit facility. The Valley can be directly connected to
these RSAs through the connection of the East-West Transportation Corridor with the Red Line
at North Hollywood and the Red-ine extensions of transit service planned to the east and west
of downtown Los Angeles. Travel statistics indicate that currently 62 percent of all Valley
residents in RSAs 12 and 13 work outside of the Valley and over 29 percent of these commute to
jobs located within RSAs 17, 21, and 23.

The San Fernando Valley is served by five major freeways under the jurisdiction of the
California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) and the arterial and local street system under
the jurisdiction of the City of Los Angeles. During the morning and evening peak periods, many
of the freeways and arterials in the Valley are operating at or near capacity in the peak direction
of travel. Increasing the capacity on these freeways and roadways is very difficult due to limited
rights-of-way.

The San Fernando Valley has an extensive transit system. Currently there are four major transit
operators providing fixed-route bus service in the San Fernando Valley:

Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority (MTA)

City of Los Angeles Department of Transportation (LADOT Commuter Express/DASH)
Antelope Valley Transit Authority (AVTA express)

Santa Clarita Transit

San Fernando Valley page S-3
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Non-traditional transit service (e.g., paratransit) and commuter (Metrolink) and intercity rail
(Amtrak) service are also provided.

Growth projections indicate that increases of 9 16 percent in total daily vehicle trips are
expected to be generated in the Valley between 1998 and 2020. Vehicle miles of travel (VMT)
are projected to increase by 44 37 percent between 1998 and 2020. Vehicle hours of travel will
increase by +02 109 percent. It is projected that by 2020 average speeds will decline by 29 34
percent from 35-7 32.4 mph to 254 21.4 mph (see Table 1-6).

Despite its recent widening projects, the Ventura Freeway (US 101) is currently operating at
capacity in both directions during peak hours. This corridor has been projected to be one of
Southern California’s most congested corridors in the future, operating at 50 to 60 percent over
capacity by the year 2020, suggesting the need for up to eight new lanes in each direction. The
1995 2001 MTA Long Range Plan did does not propose HOV lanes on US 101 in the next 20
years due to limitations in available room for widening and the expense of the project. A study
of the U.S. 101 corridor will-be-condueted-shertly is underway, which may consider HOV lanes
for U.S. 101. It is uncertain, however, whether funding and construction of an HOV lane will be
possible within the next 20 years. As a result, increased freeway congestion would result in no
travel time advantage to carpools or commuter express buses on freeways.

By the year 2020, the east-west arterials are projected to be the most congested in the Valley.
The most severely congested arterial segments would include Victory Boulevard, Vanowen
Street, and Sherman Way, from west of Balboa Boulevard to east of Van Nuys Boulevard. Other
arterial segments for which severe congestion is projected include Ventura Boulevard through
Tarzana and Encino, and Roscoe Boulevard near 1-405. In general, miles of severe arterial
congestion are projected to increase by over 90 percent in 2020 compared to the late 1980s.

S-3 SCREENING PROCESS

A series of studies have been conducted over the past 17 years to identify promising transit
alternatives and rail technologies for the San Fernando Valley East-West Transportation
Corridor. The most significant among them are:'

Preliminary Route Assessment, 1983
Route Refinement Study, 1985-1986
Initial Alternatives Evaluation Report, 1987

San Fernando Valley East-West Rail Transit Project Environmental Impact Report (EIR),
1990

® San Fernando Valley East-West Rail Transit Project Subsequent Environmental Impact
Report, 1992

® Ventura Freeway Advanced Aerial Technology Alternative (SEIR), 1992
® Ventura Freeway Rail Transit Draft Project Study Report (PSR), 1994

! For all studies conducted prior to this EIS/EIR, the Southern Pacific ROW is referred to as the SP ROW. For all
references pertaining to this EIS/EIR, the SP ROW, which was purchased by MTA, is referred to as the MTA ROW.
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Southern Pacific (SP) Burbank Branch Pre-Preliminary Engineering Study, 1994
Study of Restructuring Public Transit Service in the San Fernando Valley, 1994
Major Investment Study (MIS) Alternatives Screening Report, 1996

RTP Transit Restructuring Plan, 1998

Regional Transportation Alternatives Analysis, 1998

San Fernando Valley East-West Rail Transit Corridor Major Investment Study, 2000.

The evaluation and sequential narrowing down of candidate alternatives in the San Fernando
Valley East-West Transit Corridor is discussed below and is illustrated on Figure S-2.

S$-3.1 Preliminary Route Assessment

In 1983, the Los Angeles County Transportation Commission (LACTC, now the MTA) initiated
preliminary assessment of various above-ground rail transit alternatives for an east-west corridor
through the San Fernando Valley. From north to south, the alignments initially considered were:

SP Coast Mainline

Sherman Way

Los Angeles River

SP Burbank Branch (SP ROW)
Ventura Freeway

Ventura Boulevard

Based on the preliminary assessment of the candidate routes, in October 1983 LACTC selected a
light rail line generally following the SP Burbank Branch alignment as a representative route for
system planning purposes.

S-3.2 Route Refinement Study

The preliminary assessment was followed by a route refinement study conducted in 1985-86,
focusing on options within the SP ROW. However, in response to local opposition to the SP
Burbank Branch alignment, LACTC broadened the range of alternatives under consideration to
include again three other routes: the SP Coast Mainline, the Los Angeles River, and the Ventura
Freeway. Victory Boulevard was also added.

In February 1987, LACTC authorized the preparation of an EIR for the proposed rail transit line
connecting the West Valley to the Metro Rail station in either North Hollywood or Universal
City. The Initial Alternatives Evaluation Report, a precursor to the EIR, was issued in September
1987, and detailed conceptual plans were prepared for the five alternatives. Each of these routes
was analyzed with respect to engineering issues, environmental impacts, and land uses. For all
five alternatives, the rail technology evaluated was light rail, operating along a combination of
at-grade and grade-separated alignments. Following completion of the [Initial Alternatives
Evaluation Report, LACTC eliminated the SP Coast Mainline, Victory Boulevard, and Los
Angeles River alignments from further consideration.
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Of the five alignments documented in the [Initial Alternatives Evaluation Report, LACTC
retained the Ventura Freeway and SP Burbank Branch for future consideration. However, in a
series of public meetings opposition was voiced by residents along all five route alternatives. In
particular, there was concern that light rail transit in the SP Burbank Branch alignment, as
proposed, would disrupt an Orthodox Jewish community located along Chandler Boulevard in
the North Hollywood area. In November 1987 LACTC voted to defer environmental impact
studies of the project and requested assistance from elected officials serving the San Fernando
Valley to decide whether to continue with a rail project in the Valley and, if so, where the project
should be located. In August 1988 the panel issued its report, entitled Transportation Solutions,
which recommended that LACTC pursue further studies of the SP ROW and the Ventura
Freeway alignments. In response, LACTC commissioned an EIR on the SP Burbank Branch and
Ventura Freeway alignments for the proposed rail transit project.

S-3.3 Preparation of the 1990 EIR and 1992 SEIR

The remaining candidates, the SP Burbank Branch and the Ventura Freeway, were carried
forward for full-scale environmental analysis under the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA). The San Fernando Valley East-West Rail Transit Project Final EIR, certified in 1990,
studied a variety of alignments and technologies for these two routes. In addition, a “phased
length” option was considered for each alternative, under which the rail line would initially be
built only to Sepulveda Boulevard, roughly halfway between Universal City and Warner Center.
The Final EIR, completed in 1990, identified “Alternative 3a,” the Burbank Metro Rail Red Line
Extension with deep-bore subway in residential areas comprising 9 miles of the total 14 miles of
the route as the environmentally superior alternative.

On March 28, 1990, LACTC adopted Findings and a Statement of Overriding Considerations
and approved a Mitigation Monitoring Program for the Red Line extension, thus completing
CEQA environmental clearance for the project. It also requested, however, a study of two
additional alternative alignments. The Ventura Boulevard alignment, previously discarded, was
revived for study as a candidate for a Metro Rail subway extension. An alignment in the Ventura
Freeway median (rather than the edge of freeway) was also considered for the use of advanced
aerial technology, including monorail, mag-lev trains, and driverless LRT.

In June 1991, the California Legislature enacted Public Utilities Code Section 130265, which
limits any rail transit project “within the right-of-way of the Burbank Branch line of the Southern
Pacific Railroad,” which is along Chandler Boulevard between the western edge of the
Hollywood Freeway and Hazeltine Avenue, some 3.5 miles to the west, to “a subway system
which is covered and below grade.” This legislation has been determined to not be applicable to
the currently proposed busway project.

In 1991, a report entitled Supplemental Evaluation of Ventura Boulevard and Ventura Freeway
Alternatives was released. Based on cost estimates from that study, LACTC deleted the Ventura
Boulevard alternative from further consideration due to the expense of constructing an all-
subway alignment. The Ventura Freeway median alignment was retained, however, for
consideration in a Subsequent EIR to supplement the existing 1990 EIR.

San Fernando Valley page S-7
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The purpose of the Subsequent EIR, completed in 1992, was to provide LACTC with a basis for
determining whether advanced aerial technology located in the Ventura Freeway median would
provide a more cost-effective alternative to the already-adopted Metro Rail subway extension
along the SP Burbank Branch. In December 1992, LACTC conditionally adopted the Ventura
Freeway alignment as the preferred route for the San Fernando East-West Transportation
Corridor, pending the completion of engineering studies that would provide greater detail on
project costs and feasibility. In January 1993, LACTC ordered that pre-preliminary engineering
studies be done for both the Ventura Freeway and SP Burbank Branch alternative alignments.

S-3.4 Pre-Preliminary Engineering and Selection of the SP
Burbank Branch Alignment

Following the Northridge earthquake in January 1994, revised construction standards adopted by
the MTA meant that wider support columns would be needed, which in turn meant the freeway
median might need to be widened beyond its current 6-foot width. Citing public safety concerns,
Caltrans determined that the “full standard” alternative was preferable. Under this design, the
freeway would have to be widened by 34 feet (17 feet on each side) to provide five 12-foot wide
traffic lanes in each direction of travel, a design which would meet Federal Highway
Administration standards and provide a safer traffic facility.

In a parallel effort, the MTA prepared cost estimates for the SP Burbank Branch alignment in the
Pre-Preliminary Engineering Study, completed in September 1994, that revealed that the cost
savings of an aerial configuration on the Ventura Freeway versus a subway in the SP ROW were
less than expected, due primarily to the construction of the subway with cut-and-cover methods
and proposed use of open-air station construction in the SP ROW.

After examining the results of these studies and hearing testimony from all interested parties, in
October 1994 the MTA’s Board of Directors reaffirmed LACTC's earlier endorsement of the SP
Burbank Corridor over the Ventura Freeway Corridor.

In 1995, the MTA Board of Directors directed the preparation of a Major Investment Study
(MIS) for alternative alignments within the SP Burbank Branch Corridor. This MIS contains
information on costs, benefits, and transportation impacts of each alternative, and assesses each
alternative's cost-effectiveness, efficiency, and mobility improvements.

S$-3.5 MIS/EIS/SEIR

In May 1996, the MTA prepared an MIS Alternatives Screening Report, in which a range of
alternatives was identified for consideration in the SP ROW. Following a review of the cost-
effectiveness of the alternatives, on May 22, 1996, the MTA Board of Directors approved the
findings of the MIS Alternatives Screening Report to carry forward a reduced number of
alternatives for environmental review, including: (a) Red Line Extension to [-405 (SP ROW), (b)
Red Line Extension to [-405 (Oxnard), (¢) Light Rail Transit to Valley Circle, (d) Enhanced Bus,
and (e) No Project. In March 1997, these alternatives were examined and an Administrative
Draft MIS/EIS/SEIR was prepared and submitted to FTA for review. However, before the FTA
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reviewed the document, the MTA entered into a financial and organizational restructuring that
put all long-range planning, including for the San Fernando Valley project, on hold.

In 1998, a restructuring plan was prepared to satisfy requirements that the MTA produce a
“financially constrained” rail recovery plan, which complies with the Consent Decree for
enhanced bus service. (The Consent Decree is a legally binding agreement made by the MTA to
reduce and maintain load factors on its core bus service.) As part of the MTA’s new focus on
bus transit enhancements, the MTA Board directed staff to proceed with a Metro Rapid Bus
demonstration project. The three demonstration project lines include Eastside, Mid-
City/Wilshire, and San Fernando Valley.

S$-3.6 Major Investment Planning

In June 1999, the MTA initiated a Major Investment Study (MIS) for the San Fernando Valley
East-West Transit Corridor. This MIS was built to a large degree on work previously done in
this corridor. The alternatives considered in the MIS included Bus Rapid Transit (BRT), Light
Rail Transit (LRT), Heavy Rail Transit (HRT), Dual Mode Rail, and Diesel Multiple Unit
(DMU) Technology, as well as profiles including at-grade guideway, aerial guideway, deep-bore
tunnel, cut-and-cover tunnel and open-air depressed guideway. Only one horizontal alignment
was considered, namely the SP Burbank Branch, with a variation from the North Hollywood
Metro Red Line station north on Lankershim Boulevard and west on Oxnard Street to meet the
SP Burbank Branch at Woodman Avenue. The MIS evaluated the alternatives in light of capital
costs, operation and maintenance (O & M) costs, ridership, cost-effectiveness, travel time,
environmental effects, and community outreach.

The Bus Rapid Transit Alternative was found to have the lowest capital and O & M costs of all
the build alternatives. It was also the most cost-effective alternative per new transit rider. The
BRT, while slightly slower than the rail alternatives, would still provide cross-valley travel time
savings over local and Metro Rapid Bus service. For these reasons, MTA staff was directed to
proceed with environmental documentation of the BRT Alternative, including the
Lankershim/Oxnard On-Street alignment and a Minimum Operable Segment (MOS), extending
from Woodman Avenue to Balboa Boulevard. Also to be considered would be a No Build
Alternative and a Transportation System Management (TSM) Alternative. The MIS document
(February 18, 2000) was presented to the MTA Board on February 24, 2000, and the Board
directed staff to proceed with the environmental document.

S-4 EIS/EIR ALTERNATIVES

Three alternatives for the SP ROW (alse-known—as—the MFAROW-sinee—it-waspurchased by
MTAY (referred to as the MTA ROW for purposes of this environmental document) are-being

were carried forward in this the Draft EIS/EIR. They #elude included a No Build Alternative, a
Transportation Systems Management (TSM) Alternative, and a Bus Rapid Transit (BRT)
Alternative. The BRT Alternative also has had three variations: the Full BRT, Lankershim/
Oxnard On-Street alignment, and Minimum Operable Segment (MOS). In July 2001, the MTA
Board seclected the Full BRT Alternative as the Locally Preferred Alternative for the San
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Fernando Valley East-West Transit Corridor. They directed that Preliminary Engineering be
conducted for this alternative and that a Final EIS/EIR be prepared. In addition, they directed
MTA staff to study the Lankershim/Oxnard On-Street Alignment for potential weekend service.
This Final EIS/EIR retains the alternatives analyzed in the Draft EIS/EIR and includes
refinements to the Full BRT Alternative developed during Preliminary Engineering.

S-4.1 No Build Alternative

The No Build alternative reflects the conditions anticipated for the year 2020, based on SCAG’s
growth forecast, if no major transit improvements investments are made within the Valley’s
East-West Transit Corridor. This scenario would mean that the SE MTA ROW would not be
used for a transit project. All existing highway and arterial facilities are assumed to be in place,
but no new roadways or major widening of arterial highways in the San Fernando Valley are
anticipated in this alternative. The transit network would include existing routes and rail-bus
interfaces, as applicable.

The urban rail network in the No Build Alternative definition would include the following
components: Blue Line from Long Beach to 7™ and Flower Streets, and from Union Station to
Pasadena; Green Line from Norwalk to El Segundo; Red Line segments from North Hollywood
to Union Station and from Western to Union Station; the current Metrolink system, plus any
funded improvements in the RTIP, STIP, and MTA Call for Projects.

MTA routes reflect the implementation of the Red Line bus-rail interface plans. The No Build
Alternative is also required by federal and California Environmental law and serves as a baseline
for comparing the costs and performance of the other transit alternatives.

S-4.2 TSM Alternative

The TSM Alternative would sigaifieantly improve mobility within the San Fernando Valley in
general, and the East-West Transit Corridor in particular, through enhancement of the existing
bus system rather than construction of an exclusive busway transit project. Major capital
expenditures for street widening that would require property displacement, land takings, and
relocation of homes and businesses are not included in this alternative. The TSM Alternative is
defined as the optimal level of bus service that could be provided on the existing highway and
roadway network (see Figure S-3).

The TSM alternative route network would be essentially the same as the No Build Alternative;
however, the TSM Alternative would improve basic transit service levels across much of the
Valley. Selected recommendations of the San Fernando Valley Transit Restructuring Study are
assumed to be implemented. Headways (the length of time between arrivals at bus stops) would
be significantly reduced on numerous bus routes. Base period headways on many routes would
be reduced from 60 minutes to 30 or 40 minutes, an improvement of between 33 and 50 percent.

San Fernando Valley page S-10
East-West Transit Corridor
'TETY) EIS/EIR



Executive Summary

LEGEND
smessss Rapid Bus Comidor ——— Improved Bus Headways
[Feak: Ko belkdm TEM ¢ Base: Ho Buld o TSM, Misutes)
'l = !.'.:' m_; - ‘" + i PR E iy S :'-E_'.r':‘.':': - 52
q_::-:-.: '\-'...d—--—-_-.!_ . i —_— | - | % G |
I'| | ___ = ) D R il | samarn mw—
5 A : i (I
BT a3 | 4T 3 4
; .... - a ﬂ ] B a
Y e - [ ]
w-f-;,_ s = ;—T& i 3 ¥ g{ﬁ
ey B ! H L1 Semmeore areper | | B
e AN 8
i~ L e ] & = - kS i
i = :- = b
h ! 1 i I T ‘ pa
i i i
| 1 ! E I'. ® il i
: e q |7
- 4083 L E-
A & Rl i
5 E'I'hli i3 : { :
| ] |
I 1 K LT 1 i
rd
ml
'y DO IR i)
-~ m
| & I i
i ter
L
= RS
- - | Rl
. i A 2
LT T e B B A Py
I'.-' = - ! ¥ i
_\\l — 1 |
e |_- =
Ll - 1 p
L] ,,,a."’lﬁ d _J_.- - r
W —h ki 1 DTS ECEATLE "
e Y y

Figure 5-3: Transportation System Management (TSM) Alternative

San Fernando Valley
East-West Transit Corridor
TELR EIS/EIR

page 5-11



Executive Summary

Both east-west and north-south routes would be improved, giving the Valley a comprehensive
grid of higher frequency bus service. Major transit corridors would continue to be improved,
with headway reductions along Sherman Way, Vanowen Street, Van Nuys Boulevard, Sepulveda
Boulevard, and Reseda Boulevard to 10 minutes or less during peak periods.

S-4.3 Bus Rapid Transit Alternative (BRT)

The Bus Rapid Transit Alternative represents an improvement over conventional on-street bus
service. This alternative is similar to the one described in the February 2000 MIS document,
with some modifications. Exclusive bus lanes would remove buses from street traffic,
eliminating queuing and congestion delays. BRT would also increase travel speed by limiting
stops and implementing signal priority at intersections. The BRT Alternative would be entirely
at grade. The design of the busway would support either typical 40- to 45-foot buses or single
articulated 60-foot buses with increased capacity. Three variations of the BRT are included in
this document: Full BRT (running from North Hollywood to Warner Center), a Lankershim/
Oxnard On-Street Alignment as an option to the Chandler Boulevard portion of the corridor, and
a Minimum Operable Segment (MOS), which would be the shortest meaningful busway that
could be constructed, if funding becomes constrained to that level. In July 2001, the MTA Board
selected the Full BRT Alternative as the Locally Preferred Alternative, and directed that the
Lankershim/Oxnard On-Street Alignment be studied for potential weekend service.

S-4.3.1 Full BRT

The Bus Rapid Transit Alternative consists of primarily exclusive bus lanes on the SB MTA
ROW between the North Hollywood Metro Rail station and the planned Warner Center Transit
Hub (see Figure S-4). An on-street alternative alignment along Oxnard Street in the East Valley
is described in Section S-4.3.2.

In the East Valley, the alignment extends west from the North Hollywood Metro Red Line
station at Chandler and Lankershim Boulevards. (The alternatives for bus circulation at the north
Hollywood station are discussed below.) The alignment continues westward in the median of
Chandler Boulevard, crossing the intersection of Fulton Avenue and Burbank Boulevard
diagonally near Valley College. The route then parallels Oxnard Street to Sepulveda Boulevard.
The alignment crosses under the 1-405 in an existing underpass, entering the West Valley.

In the West Valley, the alignment continues along the northern perimeter of the Sepulveda Basin
Recreation Area, crossing the Los Angeles River before White Oak Avenue. The alignment
continues west in the SP MTA ROW, paralleling Topham Street and then Victory Boulevard
after passing Winnetka Boulevard. Near the intersection of Victory Boulevard and Pe-Sete
Variel Avenue, the busway leaves the SB MTA ROW and continues on-street in mixed traffic to
a terminus at the planned Warner Center Transit Hub. The Warner Center Transit Hub is located
along Owensmouth Avenue between Erwin and Oxnard Streets, adjacent to the Promenade
Shopping Mall.
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The 26-foot wide, at-grade busway is typically located in the center of the SR MTA ROW, which
is approximately typically 100 feet wide. The wide right-of-way provides an opportunity to take
the busway beyond conventional bus network design. The busway would be more like a typical
rail alignment in terms of its exclusive right-of-way and stations. Furthermore, this width
provides adequate space for landscaped treatment such as berms, trees, fences/walls, and shrubs
to buffer the busway from adjacent homes and businesses.

The route would be landscaped, including trees, defining the busway and softening the view
from residential areas. The busway concept has also been designed for flexibility. The wide
right-of-way will also be maintained, and wHl-be-availablete would also accommodate fatare
transit-enhancements;suchas a bikeway/ and pedestrian path.

Between Variel and Coldwater Canyon Avenues, except through the Sepulveda Basin, a Class 1
bike path/pedestrian path would be constructed within the MTA ROW adjacent to the busway.
This path has been developed in conjunction with the City of Los Angeles Department of
Transportation. Through the Sepulveda Basin (between White Oak and Haskell Avenues), the
proposed bicycle/pedestrian alignment would diverge from the MTA ROW and make use of
existing bicycle/pedestrian facilities. Cyclists would rejoin the MTA ROW at either end of the
Basin. The path would be provided with lighting along most of its length, and cyclists and
pedestrians would cross streets at signalized crossings. Along Chandler Boulevard east of
Coldwater Canyon, Class II bike lanes would be designated along the North and South Chandler
roadways. The bike lanes would continue to the eastern terminus of the BRT at Lankershim
Boulevard. Separate environmental documentation will be prepared for this bicycle/pedestrian

facility.

Along Chandler Boulevard in the East Valley, the SR MTA ROW is in the median, typically 60-
feet wide, but 100-feet wide west of Whitsett Avenue. To address community concerns
expressed in previous studies, there-are several busway cross-section options under-econsideration
were considered during the development of the Major Investment Study. The option under
which buses would run in the median of Chandler Boulevard was pursued for environmental
analysis in the Draft and Final EIS/EIR (see Chapter 2).

As a part of the Full BRT Alternative, a number of pedestrian amenities would be constructed
within the Chandler Boulevard median. These amenities were developed and refined during the
Preliminary Engineering of the BRT Alternative. Along Chandler Boulevard, as well as along
the entire alignment, all existing crossings of the MTA ROW would be retained. On the Jewish
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Sabbath and Jewish holidays, pedestrian signals would operate on a timer and would not need to
be manually engaged. Two signalized mid-block crossings of the MTA ROW would be
constructed along Chandler Boulevard, one at Agnes Avenue and the other at Goodland Avenue.
Two pedestrian paths would be constructed within the MTA ROW paralleling portions of
Chandler Boulevard where sidewalks do not currently exist. In addition, a pedestrian path would
be constructed on the north side of the realigned North Chandler roadway near Ethel and the
Chabad facility. Refer to Volume 3 of the Final EIS/EIR for plans of these amenities.

Station platforms would be able designed to accommodate three eenventional low-floor 40- to

45-foot foot buses or two articulatedbuses 60 foot single-articulated buses Stattons—wouldbe

W&W%QM% The medu}af statlon des1g Would estabhsh a unlfymg theme

throughout the line, giving the busway corridor a clear visual and functional impression in the
context of the Valley. Site amenities such as seating, lighting, screen walls where needed,
bicycle racks/lockers, and ticket vending machines, would be included at each station. Every
station weuld may be equipped with an Advanced Travelers’ Information System (ATIS),
electronic signage that would inform travelers of the wait time until the next bus and provide
other real-time transitway operating information.

Park-and-ride facilities at six stations would provide commuters with approximately 35600 2,900
to 3.200 new parking spaces in addition to the existing parking spaces at the Metro Red Line
station and at Balboa Boulevard, for a total of approximately 4,606 4,000 to 4,300 spaces.
Pedestrian amenities and landscaping would be provided adjacentte at the stations. Park-and-
ride lots would also be landscaped. Thirteen stations would be provided in the following
locations: North Hollywood Transit Center, Laurel Canyon Boulevard, Valley College (Fulton-
Burbank), Woodman Avenue, Van Nuys Transit Center, Sepulveda Transit Center, Woodley
Avenue, Balboa Boulevard, Reseda Boulevard, Tampa Avenue, Pierce College (at either Mason
or Winnetka Avenues), De Soto Avenue, and Warner Center Transit Hub.
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During the Preliminary Engineering of the BRT Alternative, the alternatives described in the

Draft EIS/EIR for the eastern terminus of the alignment adjacent to the North Hollywood Metro
Red Line station (see—Figure—S-5—and-Figure S-6) were investigated and one alternative was
identified (see Chapter 2 and Volume 3 Plan and Profile Drawings). This alternative, called
Alternative 2c, is similar to Alternative 2b of the Draft EIS/EIR (see Figure S-6a).

Buses traveling east from the Laurel Canyon station would continue along the exclusive busway
within the Chandler Boulevard median. The busway would pass between existing commercial
and industrial uses west of Tujunga Avenue. The bus terminus would be located between
Tujunga Avenue and Lankershim Boulevard. Passengers would be dropped off and picked up
along a bus turnaround north of the historic Lankershim Depot.
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Buses would turn within the MTA ROW and proceed west toward Laurel Canyon Boulevard
along the exclusive busway, again passing between the existing commercial and industrial uses
in the vicinity of Tujunga Avenue. Bus layover space would be provided within the MTA ROW.
The design of the turnaround developed during Preliminary Engineering would not require
displacement of the lease at the southeast corner of Tujunga and North Chandler. However, this
option has been retained in the Final EIS/EIR should MTA choose to expand the bus turnaround
in the future.

Routing for on-street bus service within Warner Center is shown on Figure S-7.

S-4.3.2 Lankershim/Oxnard On-Street Alignment and Weekend Service

To respond to potential community concerns in the Chandler Boulevard area, an alternative
alignment was under consideration whiehk that would operate in mixed traffic flow is-alse-under
eonstderation on Lankershim Boulevard from the North Hollywood Metro Red Line station to
Oxnard Street, and on Oxnard Street from Lankershlm Boulevard to Woodman Avenue (see

Figufe—S—é).
e*rstmg—b&s—pl—a—za—sml—&&to%&tematwe—l— In JulV 2001 the MTA Board d1rected that the

Lankershim/Oxnard On-Street Alignment be studied as potential weekend service only for the
Full BRT Alternative.

$-4.3.3 Minimum Operable Segment (MOS)

If funding is not available immediately for the full length of the busway, construction could
commence in phases. The first phase would be called a “Minimum Operable Segment,” or MOS
(see Figure S-8). The MOS integrates a shorter exclusive busway segment with bus transit
projects already planned by LADOT along Oxnard Street and Victory Boulevard in the San
Fernando Valley East-West Transit Corridor. The result would be a transit corridor from North
Hollywood to Warner Center, running partially on exclusive lanes and partially on-street. The
MOS variation is not being pursued because a funding shortfall is unlikely.

As a part of the MOS, an at-grade busway would be constructed on the SR MTA ROW between
Woodman Avenue and Balboa Boulevard with the same characteristics as the full project
busway described above. This section of the right-of-way traverses some of the most congested
areas in the Valley, crossing Van Nuys Boulevard, Sepulveda Boulevard, and the 1-405. The
traffic is particularly congested near Victory Boulevard and 1-405. Buses, however, would still
make the full North Hollywood to Warner Center trip, simply running on-street at either end of
the busway.
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From east to west, buses would leave the North Hollywood Metro Red Line station and head
north, on-street, along Lankershim Boulevard to Oxnard Street. Buses would continue on-street
west along Oxnard to Woodman Avenue. At Woodman, buses would enter the exclusive
busway and continue west to Balboa, passing under the [-405 in an existing underpass. At
Balboa, buses would again leave the busway and continue west on-street along Victory
Boulevard. At Owensmouth Avenue in Warner Center, buses would head south to the planned
Warner Center Transit Hub near the Promenade Shopping Center.

Along the busway portion of the alignment between Woodman Avenue and Balboa Boulevard,
profile and concept design would be similar to the description in Section S-4.3.1 for the full-
length busway. On-street segments would operate in mixed traffic, and no traffic lanes would be
taken for exclusive bus operation. Some transit enhancements could be installed in on-street
segments, such as bus pullouts at stations.

The MOS would have 13 stations, five 4 along the busway and eight 9 on-street (see Figure S-8),
located at the same north-south arterials as the full project busway stations. However, some
stations would be shifted north or south of their full project locations in order to fall along
Oxnard Street in the East Valley or Victory Boulevard in the West Valley. The Laurel Canyon
Boulevard and Valley College stations would be moved to Oxnard from the SR MTA ROW.
The Woodman station would be on-street, just north of the proposed Full BRT stations. The

Reseda Boulevard and Tampa Avenue stations would be moved to Victory Boulevard from the
SP MTA ROW. Flve stations would have park and ride facilities (two ex1st1ng) Befeh—pl-&tfems

Busway statlons would be similar in de51gn to the stations descrlbed in Sectlon 2- 2 3 for the full
busway. Buses along Victory and Oxnard would use new stations adjacent to existing local bus
stops.

$-4.3.4 Bus Maintenance Facilties

MTA Bus Divisions 8 and 15 are the logical locations for housing and maintaining the buses
used for the busway. Division 8 is located in Chatsworth about 3.2 miles from the western
terminus of the proposed busway. Division 15 is located in Sun Valley, about 6.8 miles from the
North Hollywood terminus. Both divisions have CNG fueling capabilities. The need for
expansion of bus maintenance facilities is based on the number and size (articulated vs. standard)
of new buses required by an alternative.

Some excess capacity is available at both Divisions 8 and 15. This would accommodate the
increase of 38 buses for the TSM alternative over No Build. Enough capacity is also expected to
be available in these divisions to accommodate the number of new buses required by the BRT
alternative and its variations. However, some modifications may be necessary at the divisions to
accommodate articulated buses. Maintenance of articulated buses would be consolidated in one

lelSlOl’l shlftmg standard buses to other lelSlOl’lS During later engincering phases. more
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S-5 SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS AND
PROPOSED MITIGATION MEASURES

Tables S-1, S-2, and S-3 are summaries of the environmental impacts and mitigation measures
for the San Fernando Valley East-West Transit Corridor Alternatives.

As noted in the introductory sections of Chapters 4 and 5, the California Environmental Quality
Act (CEQA) requires a determination of impact significance, whereas the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) does not. For purposes of this combined NEPA/CEQA
document, “adverse impact” under NEPA is taken to mean a “significant impact” under CEQA.
A “minor adverse impact,” or “not adverse impact,” under NEPA, as used in this document,
would be a “less than significant impact” under CEQA. A “beneficial effect” is a change
producing a beneficial consequence. “No effect” means essentially no change from either
existing conditions or the No Build Alternative.
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e Provide protected left-turn lane and signal phasing

on Topham Street.

b Residual
egree Impact:
Alternative Potential Environmental Impacts NEPA Mitigation Measures NEPA
(CEQA) (CEQA)
3-1 Effects of the Project on the Transportation System
BRT ¢ Increased Transit Mode Share Beneficial [e None required. Beneficial
(Al Alignments) (Beneficial) (Beneficial)
¢ Increased Transit Ridership Beneficial |e None required. Beneficial
(Beneficial) (Beneficial)
e Decreased Daily Vehicle Trips (Highway) Beneficial | e None required. Beneficial
(Beneficial) (Beneficial)
3-2 Effects on San Fernando Valley Travel Corridors
BRT e Decreased Daily Vehicle Trips Beneficial [e  None required. Beneficial
(All Alignments) (Beneficial) (Beneficial)
3-3 Localized BRT Crossings and Station Area Traffic Impacts
Full BRT ¢ Intersection of Laurel Canyon Blvd/Chandler Blvd Adverse |e Add protected left turns in all directions while Not Adverse
(Significant) widening into existing MTA ROW. (Not
BRT ¢ Intersection of De Soto Ave/Victory Blvd Adverse |e Add an extra left turn lane EB; may will require Not Adverse
(All Alignments) (Significant) widening into the MTA ROW. (Not
Significant)
¢ Intersection of Winnetka Ave/Victory Blvd Adverse e Add NB protected left turn signal phase. Not Adverse
(Significant) (Not
Significant)
¢ |Intersection of Tampa Ave/Topham St Adverse | s—Additionalthrough-lane;-may-require-widening-or Not Adverse
(Significant) restricting-leftturns-onTopham-Stduring-peak (Not
hours: Significant)

BRT = exclusive busway from North Hollywood Metro Red Line station to Warner Center Transit Hub along the former SP ROW

now MTA ROW.

BRT-Lankershim/Oxnard On-Street (O/S) Alignment Only = a variation of the BRT with buses running on-street from the North Hollywood Metro Red Line station, north on Lankershim

Boulevard to Oxnard Street, then west to Woodman Avenue.
BRT—Minimum Operable Segment (MOS) Only = a segment of the BRT between Woodman Avenue and Balboa Boulevard.

BRT (All Alignments) = BRT, BRT-Lankershim/Oxnard O/S Alignment, and BRT-MOS.
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Residual
Degree Impact:
Alternative Potential Environmental Impacts NEPA Mitigation Measures NEPA
(CEQA) (CEQA)
. i . g
Significant}
BRT e Intersection of Lankershim Blvd/Burbank Blvd Adverse o Add an-exira left-turn EB |lanes in each direction; Not Adverse
(All Alignments) (Significant) may will require widening within existing City ROW. (Not
Significant)
¢ Intersection of Haskell St/Victory Blvd Adverse |e Retime traffic signal. Not Adverse
(Significant) (Not
Significant)
¢ Intersection of Sepulveda Blvd/Victory Blvd Adverse ¢ Retime traffic signal. Not Adverse
(Significant) (Not
Significant)
¢ |Intersection of Sepulveda Blvd/Oxnard Blvd St Adverse |e Retime traffic signal. Not Adverse
(Significant) (Not
Significant)
o [Intersection of Woodman Ave/Oxnard St Adverse o Retime traffic signal. Not Adverse
(Significant) (Not
Significant)
BRT ¢ Intersection of Lankershim Blvd/Burbank Blvd Adverse |e Add left-turn lanes in each direction; will require Not Adverse
(Lankershim/ (Significant) widening within existing City ROW (would be (Not
Oxnard implemented as part of Full BRT) Significant)
Weekend Only)
BRT-MOS Only | e Intersection of Winnetka Ave/Victory Blvd Adverse |e Add NB protected left turn. Not Adverse
(Significant) (Not
Significant)
o Intersection of Lankershim Blvd/Burbank Blvd Adverse o Add an-exira left-turn lanes EB in each direction; Not Adverse
(Significant) may will require widening within existing City ROW. (Not
Significant)

BRT = exclusive busway from North Hollywood Metro Red Line station to Warner Center Transit Hub along the former SP ROW,_now MTA ROW.
BRT-Lankershim/Oxnard On-Street (O/S) Alignment Only = a variation of the BRT with buses running on-street from the North Hollywood Metro Red Line station, north on Lankershim

Boulevard to Oxnard Street, then west to Woodman Avenue.
BRT—Minimum Operable Segment (MOS) Only = a segment of the BRT between Woodman Avenue and Balboa Boulevard.

BRT (All Alignments) = BRT, BRT-Lankershim/Oxnard O/S Alignment, and BRT-MOS.
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b Residual
egree Impact:
Alternative Potential Environmental Impacts NEPA Mitigation Measures NEPA
(CEQA) (CEQA)
¢ Intersection of Sepulveda Blvd/Victory Blvd Adverse |e Retime traffic signal Not Adverse
(Significant) (Not
Significant)
3-4 Parking
BRT ¢ Potential at-capacity or spillover parking areund at Potentially Monitor Not Adverse
North Hollywood, Pierce College, and Adverse parking demand at BRT stations with assistance (Not
Oxnard/Reseda BRT Stations. (Potentially from LADOT. Prepare parking management Significant)
Significant) strategies to address spillover parking, if it occurs.
Develop responses in consultation with LADOT.
MTA to provide additional parking on MTA property,
if necessary.

BRT = exclusive busway from North Hollywood Metro Red Line station to Warner Center Transit Hub along the former SP ROW,_now MTA ROW.

BRT-Lankershim/Oxnard On-Street (O/S) Alignment Only = a variation of the BRT with buses running on-street from the North Hollywood Metro Red Line station, north on Lankershim
Boulevard to Oxnard Street, then west to Woodman Avenue.

BRT—Minimum Operable Segment (MOS) Only = a segment of the BRT between Woodman Avenue and Balboa Boulevard.

BRT (All Alignments) = BRT, BRT-Lankershim/Oxnard O/S Alignment, and BRT-MOS.
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Table S-2: Summary of Operational Impacts

. Residual
Alternative Potential Environmental Impacts — Operation NEEi%?Ed A) Mitigation Measures Impact:
NEPA (CEQA)
Land Use and Development (Section 4-1)
No Build e Would not affect local land use or development. No Effect ¢ None required. No Effect
TSM (No Effect) (No Effect)
BRT e Would require the displacement of 6 residential units. Adverse e See A&D-1 in section 4-2. Not adverse
(Significant) (Not
Significant)
e Some stations in close proximity to residential areas Adverse e LU-1: Landscaping and walls in-areas where Not adverse
with potential effects related to noise, air, etc. (Significant) stations are close to residential-zoned areas. (not
Significant)
BRT e Would not result in the loss of a major land use in a No Effect ¢ None required. No Effect
(All Alignments) specific area. (No Effect) (No Effect)
e Would generally be consistent with local planning No Effect o LU-2:- A Classt-and-Class-H-bikeway-as-part-of No Effect
and zoning. (No Effect) Preliminary-Engineering: (No Effect)

e None required; however, a Class | and Class |l
bikeway were explored as part of Preliminary

Engineering.

¢ Winnetka station park-and-ride option would result in

Not Adverse

e None required.

Not Adverse

an inconsistency but existing uses are already (Not (Not
inconsistent. Significant) Significant)
BRT ¢ Overall, would not result in a large increase in Minor adverse |e LU-32: Joint-development proposals for the Not adverse
(All Alignments) development. Site-specific development projects ~ (Not Sepulveda park-and-ride should will ~ (Not
may occur at some stations. Significant), incorporate measures to protect the Cameron Significant),
some Woods neighborhood. some
Beneficial Beneficial
(Beneficial) (Beneficial)

BRT = exclusive busway from North Hollywood Metro Red Line station to Warner Center Transit Hub along the former SP ROW

now MTA ROW.

BRT-Lankershim/Oxnard On-Street (O/S) Alignment Only = a variation of the BRT with buses running on-street from the North Hollywood Metro Red Line station, north on Lankershim
Boulevard to Oxnard Street, then west to Woodman Avenue.
BRT—Minimum Operable Segment (MOS) Only = a segment of the BRT between Woodman Avenue and Balboa Boulevard.

BRT (All Alignments) = BRT, BRT-Lankershim/Oxnard O/S Alignment, and BRT-MOS.
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populations.

. Residual
Alternative Potential Environmental Impacts — Operation NEBig(gaEe(:.lA) Mitigation Measures Impact:
NEPA (CEQA)
Acquisitions and Displacements (Section 4-2)
No Build ¢ No effect on existing MTA lease agreements or No Effect ¢ None required. No Effect
TSM private property. (No Effect) (No Effect)
Full BRT e Termination of 94t0-95 109 MTA lease agreements Adverse e A&D-1: Businesses displaced through Not Adverse
resulting in the displacement of 23-te-28 14 (Significant) termination of MTA leases may receive (Not
businesses and 27 16 outdoor advertising signs. relocation assistance under both the federal Significant)
e Full acquisition of 8 7 parcels outside the MTA right- Uniform Act and California Act, depending
of-way resulting in the displacement of 44 9 upon the individual lease agreement. Potential
businesses-and-2religiousfacilities. - property acquisitions and occupant
displacements oefproperty outside the MTA
right-of-way would be subject to both the
federal Uniform Act and California Act.
BRT- e Termination of 62 80 MTA lease agreements Adverse e A&D-1: Same as above. Not Adverse
Lankershim/ resulting in the displacement of 24 12 businesses (Significant) (Not
Oxnard O/S Only and 12 outdoor advertising signs. Significant)
¢ Full acquisition of & 4 parcels outside the MTA right-
of-way resulting in the displacement of 4- 7
businesses-and-1-religious-facility.

BRT-MOS Only | e Termination of 60 80 MTA lease agreements Adverse e A&D-1: Same as above. Not Adverse
resulting in the displacement of 42 11 businesses (Significant) (Not
and 44 12 outdoor advertising signs. Significant)

¢ Full acquisition of 4- 2 parcels outside the MTA right-
of-way resulting in the displacement of 4- 2
businesses-and-1-religious-facility.
Demographics and Neighborhoods (Section 4-3)
No Build ¢ No effect on demographics, neighborhood character, No Effect ¢ None required. No Effect
access, and security, or minority and low income (No Effect) (No Effect)

BRT = exclusive busway from North Hollywood Metro Red Line station to Warner Center Transit Hub along the former SP ROW

now MTA ROW.

BRT-Lankershim/Oxnard On-Street (O/S) Alignment Only = a variation of the BRT with buses running on-street from the North Hollywood Metro Red Line station, north on Lankershim

Boulevard to Oxnard Street, then west to Woodman Avenue.
BRT—Minimum Operable Segment (MOS) Only = a segment of the BRT between Woodman Avenue and Balboa Boulevard.

BRT (All Alignments) = BRT, BRT-Lankershim/Oxnard O/S Alignment, and BRT-MOS.
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East-West Transit Corridor
'TEIY) EIS/EIR

page S-29



Executive Summary

Table S-2: Summary of Operational Impacts

. Residual
Alternative Potential Environmental Impacts — Operation NEBig(gaEe(:.lA) Mitigation Measures Impact:
NEPA (CEQA)
TSM ¢ No effect on demographics or neighborhood No Effect ¢ None required. No Effect
character, access, and security. (No Effect) (No Effect)
e Would improve transit service for minority and low- Beneficial ¢ None required. Beneficial
income populations. (Beneficial) (Beneficial)
BRT ¢ Displacement of 6 residences and 48 17 persons Not adverse |e None required. Not adverse
located in a commercial area with no effect on (Not (Not
neighborhood composition. Significant) Significant)
BRT ¢ No significant shift or gain/loss in population. Not adverse |e None required. Not adverse
(All Alignments) (Not (Not
Significant) Significant)
¢ Would be compatible with histerie previous Not adverse |e None required. Not adverse
transportation uses of corridor and neighborhood (Not (Not
character. Significant) Significant)
¢ Would not eliminate legal crossings; would add 3 No Effect ¢ None required. No Effect
more signalized crossings, anrd-weould-include (No Effect) (No Effect)
including two mid-block crossings in Orthodox
Jewish community.
¢ Station locations would not affect neighborhood Minor adverse | e D&N-1: Fill in landscaping gaps so that Not adverse
security, no new views into adjoining neighborhoods (Not backyards and second stories are shielded (Not
would be created, and security against crimes would Significant) from views and restore sense of perceived Significant)
be maintained through active processes and passive security to adjacent residential neighborhoods.
measures.
e Would improve transit services for minority and low- Beneficial ¢ None required. Beneficial
income populations.

BRT = exclusive busway from North Hollywood Metro Red Line station to Warner Center Transit Hub along the former SP ROW, now MTA ROW.

BRT-Lankershim/Oxnard On-Street (O/S) Alignment Only = a variation of the BRT with buses running on-street from the North Hollywood Metro Red Line station, north on Lankershim
Boulevard to Oxnard Street, then west to Woodman Avenue.

BRT—Minimum Operable Segment (MOS) Only = a segment of the BRT between Woodman Avenue and Balboa Boulevard.

BRT (All Alignments) = BRT, BRT-Lankershim/Oxnard O/S Alignment, and BRT-MOS.
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. Residual

Alternative Potential Environmental Impacts — Operation NEBig(gaEe(:.lA) Mitigation Measures Impact:
NEPA (CEQA)

Community Facilities and Services (Section 4-4)

No Build e Would not affect police or fire services, schools, No Effect None required. No Effect

libraries, or religious institutions. (No Effect) (No Effect)
TSM Would not substantially increase demand for police Minor adverse None required. Minor adverse

and fire services or emergency response times. (Not (Not

Significant) Significant)

TSM Would improve access to schools, libraries, and Beneficial None required. Beneficial

some religious facilities. (Beneficial) (Beneficial)
BRT Would not substantially increase demand for police Minor adverse None required. Minor adverse

(All Alignments) and/or fire services or emergency response times. (Not (Not
Significant) Significant)
Would improve access to schools, libraries, and Beneficial None required. Beneficial
some religious facilities. Mid-block pedestrian (Beneficial) (Beneficial)
crossing provided at two locations serving religious
institutions.
Fiscal and Economic Conditions (Section 4-5)
No Build ¢ Would not affect the local or regional job supply or No Effect None required. No Effect
result in the loss of property tax revenue. (No Effect) (No Effect)
TSM Would generate a total of approximately 632 588 Beneficial None required. Beneficial
FTE jobs. (Beneficial) (Beneficial)
Would not result in the loss of tax revenue No Effect None required. No Effect
(No Effect) (No Effect)
Eull BRT Would result in the loss of between-25-and-66 Minor adverse None likely to be required given available Not adverse
(Al Alignments) approximately 53 jobs. (Not relocation opportunities. Relocation assistance (Not
Significant) where necessary (see Section 4-2). Significant)
Would generate approximately 986 1,078 FTE jobs Beneficial None required. Beneficial
(Beneficial) (Beneficial)

BRT = exclusive busway from North Hollywood Metro Red Line station to Warner Center Transit Hub along the former SP ROW, now MTA ROW.

BRT-Lankershim/Oxnard On-Street (O/S) Alignment Only = a variation of the BRT with buses running on-street from the North Hollywood Metro Red Line station, north on Lankershim
Boulevard to Oxnard Street, then west to Woodman Avenue.

BRT—Minimum Operable Segment (MOS) Only = a segment of the BRT between Woodman Avenue and Balboa Boulevard.

BRT (All Alignments) = BRT, BRT-Lankershim/Oxnard O/S Alignment, and BRT-MOS.

San Fernando Valley page S-31

East-West Transit Corridor
'TEIY) EIS/EIR



Executive Summary

Table S-2: Summary of Operational Impacts

Residual
Alternative Potential Environmental Impacts — Operation NEBig(gaEe(:.lA) Mitigation Measures Impact:
NEPA (CEQA)
Full BRT e Would result in the annual loss of between-$15;000 | Minor adverse None available. Minor adverse
and-$23,000 $19,080 in tax revenue (Not (Not
Significant) Significant)
BRT- e Would result in the loss of approximately 39 jobs. Minor adverse None likely to be required given available Not adverse
Lankershim/ (Not relocation opportunities. Relocation assistance (Not
Oxnard O/S Only Significant) where necessary (see Section 4-2). Significant)
e Would generate a total of approximately 1,080 FTE Benéeficial None required. Beneficial
jobs. (Benéeficial) (Beneficial)
e Would result in the annual loss of approximately Minor adverse None available. Minor adverse
$13,740 in tax revenue. (Not (Not
Significant) Significant)
MOS e Would result in the loss of approximately 15 jobs. Minor adverse None likely to be required given available Not adverse
(Not relocation opportunities. Relocation assistance (Not
Significant) where necessary (see Section 4-2). Significant)
e Would generate a total of 922 FTE jobs. Beneficial None required. Beneficial
(Benéeficial) (Bené€ficial)
e Would result in the annual loss of approximately Minor adverse None available. Minor adverse
$10,070 in tax revenue. (Not (Not
Significant) Significant)
Visual and Aesthetic Conditions (Section 4-6)
No Build ¢ Would not affect existing visual and aesthetic No Effect None required. No Effect
conditions. (No Effect) (No Effect)
BRT e Visual impacts would be minimal. Existing Minor adverse V&A-1: A certified arborist shal-be was Not adverse
(All Alignments) abandoned rail corridor would be landscaped, (Not retained to conduct an inspection of potentially (Not
industrial leases would be terminated, and a busway Significant) affected eucalyptus trees. H-rRemoved; trees Significant)
and aesthetically unobtrusive stations constructed. shall be replaced with trees of similar qualities
Some mature trees would be removed. (evergregn, vertical, fast growing) shau—be
aratioof 3:1 consistent with Preliminary
Engineering specifications.

BRT = exclusive busway from North Hollywood Metro Red Line station to Warner Center Transit Hub along the former SP ROW, now MTA ROW.

BRT-Lankershim/Oxnard On-Street (O/S) Alignment Only = a variation of the BRT with buses running on-street from the North Hollywood Metro Red Line station, north on Lankershim
Boulevard to Oxnard Street, then west to Woodman Avenue.

BRT—Minimum Operable Segment (MOS) Only = a segment of the BRT between Woodman Avenue and Balboa Boulevard.

BRT (All Alignments) = BRT, BRT-Lankershim/Oxnard O/S Alignment, and BRT-MOS.
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. Residual
Alternative Potential Environmental Impacts — Operation NEBig(gaEe(:.lA) Mitigation Measures Impact:
NEPA (CEQA)
BRT o V&A-2: During preliminary-and-final design; Not adverse
. and construction, the busway alignment and (Not
(Al Alignments) placement of elements such as soundwalls, Significant)
fences, and berms sheuld will avoid removing
existing mature trees, where possible.
o V&A-3: The following Metro Art policies (based
on FTA circular 9400.1A) will be applied: 1)
Metro Art staff will form a Metro Art Advisory
group to generate ideas, establish and monitor
the budget, and select design teams; 2) design
excellence will be an important criterion for
selection of design team members; and 3)
graphic signage and wayfinding elements will
be designed to be logical and easy-to-read.
Air Quality (Section 4-7)
No Build ¢ Would not increase or decrease criteria pollutants. No Effect e None required. No Effect
(No Effect) (No Effect)
TSM e Would result in a decrease in ROG and CO, and a Minor adverse | ¢ None required. Minor adverse
negligible change in NOx and PM+o concentrations. (Not (Not
All criteria pollutants would change by less than 1 Significant) Significant)
percent and would not violate CFR 40 Part 51.
TSM e Would not exceed State one- or eight-hour CO Minor adverse | e None required. Minor adverse
standards. (Not (Not
Significant) Significant)
e Cumulatively, would not increase regional daily Minor adverse | e None required. Minor adverse
emissions of criteria pollutants. (Not (Not
Significant) Significant)

BRT = exclusive busway from North Hollywood Metro Red Line station to Warner Center Transit Hub along the former SP ROW

now MTA ROW.

BRT-Lankershim/Oxnard On-Street (O/S) Alignment Only = a variation of the BRT with buses running on-street from the North Hollywood Metro Red Line station, north on Lankershim
Boulevard to Oxnard Street, then west to Woodman Avenue.
BRT—Minimum Operable Segment (MOS) Only = a segment of the BRT between Woodman Avenue and Balboa Boulevard.

BRT (All Alignments) = BRT, BRT-Lankershim/Oxnard O/S Alignment, and BRT-MOS.
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Oxnard O/S Only

by 43 billion BTUs.

. Residual
Alternative Potential Environmental Impacts — Operation NEBig(gaEe(:.lA) Mitigation Measures Impact:
NEPA (CEQA)
BRT e Would result in a decrease in CO, NOx, and PM1g Minor adverse | e None required. Minor adverse
and a negligible increase in ROG concentrations. (Not (Not
Criteria pollutants would not violate CFR 40 Part 51. Significant) Significant)
BRT- e Would result in a decrease in CO and ROG, a Minor adverse | ¢ None required. Minor adverse
Lankershim/ negligible increase in NOx, and no change in PM1o (Not (Not
Oxnard O/S Only concentrations. Criteria pollutants would not violate Significant) Significant)
CFR 40 Part 51.

BRT-MOS Only [e Would result in a decrease in CO and NOx and no Minor adverse | s«—Nonerequired: Minor adverse
change in ROG and PMjo concentrations. Criteria (Not ) ) . (Not
pollutants would not violate CFR 40 Part 51. Significant) | *® gﬁl-; ; 1'\ng buses will comply with SCAQMD Significant)

BRT ¢ Would not exceed the State one- or eight-hour CO Minor adverse | ¢ None required. Minor adverse

(All Alignments) standards. (Not (Not

Significant) Significant)
e Cumulatively, would reduce daily regional emissions. Beneficial o None required. Beneficial
(Beneficial) (Beneficial)
Energy (Section 4-8)

No Build e Would not affect energy consumption. No Effect ¢ None required. No Effect
(No Effect) (No Effect)
TSM ¢ Would decrease energy consumption compared to Beneficial ¢ None required. Beneficial
No Build by approximately 60 billion BTUs. (Beneficial) (Beneficial)
BRT ¢ Would decrease energy consumption compared to Beneficial ¢ None required. Beneficial
No Build by 108 billion BTUs and compared to TSM (Beneficial) (Beneficial)

by 48 billion BTUs.
BRT- ¢ Would decrease energy consumption compared to Beneficial ¢ None required. Beneficial
Lankershim/ No Build by 103 billion BTUs and compared to TSM (Beneficial) (Beneficial)

BRT = exclusive busway from North Hollywood Metro Red Line station to Warner Center Transit Hub along the former SP ROW,_now MTA ROW.
BRT-Lankershim/Oxnard On-Street (O/S) Alignment Only = a variation of the BRT with buses running on-street from the North Hollywood Metro Red Line station, north on Lankershim

Boulevard to Oxnard Street, then west to Woodman Avenue.
BRT—Minimum Operable Segment (MOS) Only = a segment of the BRT between Woodman Avenue and Balboa Boulevard.

BRT (All Alignments) = BRT, BRT-Lankershim/Oxnard O/S Alignment, and BRT-MOS.
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Lankershim/

Oxnard O/S Only

BRT-MOS Only

e Would affect 43 noise-sensitive receptors.

noise emissions.

e N&V-2: Sound Barriers. Installation of
soundwalls and/or berms along the alignment
to block the sound path. (See Preliminary
Engineering drawings for locations.)

The following measure will be implemented if the
first two mitigation measures do not reduce noise
impacts to below the level of significance.

e N&V-3: Sound Insulation. Noise control at the
receivers, including replacing or improving
windows, weather stripping doors, and
installing central air-conditioning systems.

. Residual
Alternative Potential Environmental Impacts — Operation NEBig(gaEe(:.lA) Mitigation Measures Impact:
NEPA (CEQA)
BRT-MOS Only | e Would decrease energy consumption compared to Beneficial ¢ None required. Beneficial
No Build by 97 billion BTUs and compared to TSM (Beneficial) (Beneficial)
by 37 billion BTUs.
Noise and Vibration (Section 4-9)
No Build e Changes in traffic limited to normal growth resulting No Effect e None required. No Effect
in marginal noise increases. (No Effect) (No Effect)
TSM e Increased bus traffic would result in marginal noise No Effect [ None required. No Effect
increases. (No Effect) (No Effect)
BRT o Would affect 454 noise-sensitive receptors. Adverse e N&V-1: Quieter Vehicles. Include noise limits M.' PotAegtially
BRT- « Would affect 440 noise-sensitive receptors. (Significant) in the vehicle specifications to minimize vehicle | “'Nor Adverse

(Not Significant)
to Not Adverse
(Not Significant)
if all mitigation
measures are
applied
e Potentially
Adverse
(Potentially
Significant) at
some loc’s. if
quieter buses
cannot be
placed in service
(Residual
impacts: Full
BRT=250
receptors; On-
Street=1454 155
receptors;
MOS=+43
receptors)

BRT = exclusive busway from North Hollywood Metro Red Line station to Warner Center Transit Hub along the former SP ROW

now MTA ROW.

BRT-Lankershim/Oxnard On-Street (O/S) Alignment Only = a variation of the BRT with buses running on-street from the North Hollywood Metro Red Line station, north on Lankershim

Boulevard to Oxnard Street, then west to Woodman Avenue.
BRT—Minimum Operable Segment (MOS) Only = a segment of the BRT between Woodman Avenue and Balboa Boulevard.

BRT (All Alignments) = BRT, BRT-Lankershim/Oxnard O/S Alignment, and BRT-MOS.
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] Residual
Alternative Potential Environmental Impacts — Operation NEBig(gaEe(:.lA) Mitigation Measures Impact:
NEPA (CEQA)
BRT ¢ Would potentially cause vibration impacts exceeding Potentially [e N&V-4: Vibration Reduction Measures. If an Not Adverse
ETA vibration criteria at one sound studio. Adverse adverse significant impact materializes after (Not
(Potentially construction of the sound studio and the BRT, Significant)
Significant) MTA will employ appropriate mitigation
measures to reduce the resultant impact to a
level of insignificance. Among the measures
that may be employed are a vibration reduction
trench and a reduction in bus speed.
Geotechnical Considerations (Section 4-10)

No Build e No geotechnical considerations. No Effect None required. No Effect
TSM (No Effect) (No Effect)
BRT ¢ No major landform alterations or mineral loss would No Effect None required. No Effect

(All Alignments) occur. (No Effect) (No Effect)
¢ No Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zones cross the Potentially GEO-1: Comprehensive fault rupture hazard Not Adverse
proposed corridor. A fault may cross between Laurel Adverse investigation sheuld will be performed and (Not

Canyon and North Hollywood stations. (Potentially appropriate design changes sheuld-will be Significant)
Significant) made during final design.
¢ No evidence of subsidence currently occurring within No Effect None required. No Effect
the project area. (No Effect) (No Effect)
e Would not substantially increase the level of risk of Potentially GEO-2: Detailed geotechnical investigation Not adverse
seismic settlement. Minor Adverse sheuld will be performed to delineate specific (Not
. . ) ) (Not areas of potential liquefaction or settlement. Significant)
e Soils are poteptlally liquefiable and could affect Significant) Further details will be developed during the
structures during earthquakes. final design phase.
e Would not result in public exposure to contaminated No Effect None required. No Effect
soils. (No Effect) (No Effect)

BRT = exclusive busway from North Hollywood Metro Red Line station to Warner Center Transit Hub along the former SP ROW

now MTA ROW.

BRT-Lankershim/Oxnard On-Street (O/S) Alignment Only = a variation of the BRT with buses running on-street from the North Hollywood Metro Red Line station, north on Lankershim

Boulevard to Oxnard Street, then west to Woodman Avenue.
BRT—Minimum Operable Segment (MOS) Only = a segment of the BRT between Woodman Avenue and Balboa Boulevard.

BRT (All Alignments) = BRT, BRT-Lankershim/Oxnard O/S Alignment, and BRT-MOS.
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East-West Transit Corridor
'TEIY) EIS/EIR

page S-36



Executive Summary

Table S-2: Summary of Operational Impacts

. Residual
Alternative Potential Environmental Impacts — Operation NEBig(gaEe(:.lA) Mitigation Measures Impact:
NEPA (CEQA)
Biological Resources (Section 4-11)

No Build e Would not directly or indirectly affect any biological No Effect None required. No Effect
TSM resources. (No Effect) (No Effect)
BRT e Project area does not support habitat for protected No Effect None required. No Effect

(All Alignments) species. (No Effect) (No Effect)
¢ Runoff could marginally affect riparian habitat and Potentially BIO-1: Project will be required to comply with Not adverse
other vegetation downstream of the Los Angeles Minor Adverse applicable provisions of sections 401 and 402 (Not

River crossing. (Not of the Federal Clean Water Act Significant)
Significant)
¢ Project area does not include any established native No Effect None required. No Effect
resident or migratory wildlife corridors or native (No Effect) (No Effect)
nursery sites.
¢ Would not conflict with established policies. Potentially Coordinate construction and nesting time Not Adverse
Removal of active bird nests may be a violation of Minor Adverse frames to avoid impact. (See Table S-3.) (Not
the MBTA. (Not Significant)
Significant)
¢ Project area is not part of any adopted Habitat No Effect None required. No Effect
Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation (No Effect) (No Effect)
Plan, or other approved habitat conservation plan.
¢ Would not indirectly affect wildlife, wildlife dispersion No Effect None required. No Effect
corridors, or sensitive species. (No Effect) (No Effect)

BRT = exclusive busway from North Hollywood Metro Red Line station to Warner Center Transit Hub along the former SP ROW,_now MTA ROW.

BRT-Lankershim/Oxnard On-Street (O/S) Alignment Only = a variation of the BRT with buses running on-street from the North Hollywood Metro Red Line station, north on Lankershim
Boulevard to Oxnard Street, then west to Woodman Avenue.

BRT—Minimum Operable Segment (MOS) Only = a segment of the BRT between Woodman Avenue and Balboa Boulevard.

BRT (All Alignments) = BRT, BRT-Lankershim/Oxnard O/S Alignment, and BRT-MOS.
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] Residual
Alternative Potential Environmental Impacts — Operation NEBig(gaEe(:.lA) Mitigation Measures Impact:
NEPA (CEQA)
Water Resources (Section 4-12)
No Build ¢ Would not increase impervious surfaces and would No Effect ¢ None required. No Effect
TSM not affect groundwater resources or floodplains. (No Effect) (No Effect)
BRT ¢ Relatively minor increase in impervious surfaces Potentially e WR-1: Runoff weuld will be managed by Best Not adverse
(All Alignments) resulting in a small increase in runoff. Minor Adverse Management Practices and a Storm Water ~ (Not
9 (Not Pollution Prevention Plan under NPDES permit | Significant)
Significant) requirements. Consider, in final design,
alternative methods to collect and discharge
runoff that foster conservation.

e Would be separated from water table and would not Potentially [e WR-2: Additional piezometers to will be Not Adverse
substantially affect groundwater resources or Minor Adverse installed and monitored to better establish ~ (Not
beneficial uses. (Not groundwater conditions. Significant)

Significant)

e Would include new bridges across flood control Potentially | * WR-3: Final design of the bridge across the Not adverse
channels that either span the channel or would be Minor Adverse Los Angeles River and other water crossings (Not
compatible with the hydraulic design capacity of the (Not will be reviewed by the U.S. Army Corps of Significant)
channel. Significant) Engineers and L.A. County Flood Control

District to ensure compatibility-with adequate
hydraulic capacity.

WR-4: Site-specific design accommodations
will be made to structures and drainage
facilities may-berequired-through will be
located within the Sepulveda Flood Control
Basin. Design/build specifications will require
consultation with U.S. Army Corps.

BRT = exclusive busway from North Hollywood Metro Red Line station to Warner Center Transit Hub along the former SP ROW

now MTA ROW.

BRT-Lankershim/Oxnard On-Street (O/S) Alignment Only = a variation of the BRT with buses running on-street from the North Hollywood Metro Red Line station, north on Lankershim
Boulevard to Oxnard Street, then west to Woodman Avenue.
BRT—Minimum Operable Segment (MOS) Only = a segment of the BRT between Woodman Avenue and Balboa Boulevard.

BRT (All Alignments) = BRT, BRT-Lankershim/Oxnard O/S Alignment, and BRT-MOS.
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. Residual
Alternative Potential Environmental Impacts — Operation NEBig(gaEe(:.lA) Mitigation Measures Impact:
NEPA (CEQA)
Safety and Security (Section 4-13)
No Build e Would not increase accident rates, crime rates, or No Effect None required. No Effect
emergency response times. (No Effect) (No Effect)
TSM ¢ Potential for marginal increase in bus accidents; Potentially None required. Not Adverse
BRT however, net benefits are likely due to improved Minor Adverse (Not
All Al " signalization and grade-separation exclusive (Not Significant)
( ignments) busway. Significant)

e May result in an extremely small increase in crime, Potentially None required. Not Adverse
remain unchanged, or be reduced as a result of Minor Adverse or Beneficial
added surveillance, monitoring equipment, or to Beneficial (Not
communications devices. Security against crimes (Not Significant)
would be maintained through active processes and Significant) or Beneficial
passive measures. to Beneficial

¢ Would not affect emergency response times. No Effect None required. No Effect

(No Effect) (No Effect)
Cultural Resources (Section 4-14)
No Build ¢ Would not affect cultural resources. No Effect None required. No Effect
TSM (No Effect) (No Effect)
BRT e Would not result in any significant direct or significant | Minor adverse None required. Minor adverse
All Al " indirect effects to cultural resources. (Not (Not
(All Alignments) Significant) Significant)

BRT = exclusive busway from North Hollywood Metro Red Line station to Warner Center Transit Hub along the former SP ROW,_now MTA ROW.

BRT-Lankershim/Oxnard On-Street (O/S) Alignment Only = a variation of the BRT with buses running on-street from the North Hollywood Metro Red Line station, north on Lankershim
Boulevard to Oxnard Street, then west to Woodman Avenue.
BRT—Minimum Operable Segment (MOS) Only = a segment of the BRT between Woodman Avenue and Balboa Boulevard.

BRT (All Alignments) = BRT, BRT-Lankershim/Oxnard O/S Alignment, and BRT-MOS.
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efficient transit system with regional links.

. Residual
Alternative Potential Environmental Impacts — Operation NEBig(gaEe(:.lA) Mitigation Measures Impact:
NEPA (CEQA)
Section 4(f) Evaluation (Section 4-15)

All Alternatives | e Would not result in the direct, constructive, or No Effect None required. No Effect
temporary use of protected public parks and (No Effect) (No Effect)
recreation areas, public wildlife and waterfowl
refuges, or protected historic sites.

Other Impact Considerations (Section 4-16)
No Build e Would not result in indirect or cumulative impacts, No Effect None required. No Effect
TSM substantially affect either short-term use of the (No Effect) (No Effect)
environment or long term productivity, involve any
substantial irreversible and irretrievable commitment
of resources, or induce substantial growth.
BRT e May result in indirect effects related to transportation Beneficial None required. Beneficial

(All Alignments) through benefits in local and regional air quality and (Beneficial) (Beneficial)
congestion as transit ridership increases and daily
vehicle trips on highways decrease.

e May result in indirect effects related to land use Minor None required, other than following local Not adverse,
through joint-use development opportunities at Adverse, (Not planning policies. (Not
station areas and along the right-of-way. Significant) Significant)

some some
Beneficial Beneficial
(Beneficial) (Beneficial)

e May result in indirect effects related to community Beneficial None required. Beneficial
facilities and services through increased transit (Beneficial) (Beneficial)
access.

e May result in indirect effects to fiscal and economic Beneficial None required. Beneficial
conditions as businesses would be served by a more | (Beneficial) (Beneficial)

BRT = exclusive busway from North Hollywood Metro Red Line station to Warner Center Transit Hub along the former SP ROW,_now MTA ROW.
BRT-Lankershim/Oxnard On-Street (O/S) Alignment Only = a variation of the BRT with buses running on-street from the North Hollywood Metro Red Line station, north on Lankershim

Boulevard to Oxnard Street, then west to Woodman Avenue.
BRT—Minimum Operable Segment (MOS) Only = a segment of the BRT between Woodman Avenue and Balboa Boulevard.

BRT (All Alignments) = BRT, BRT-Lankershim/Oxnard O/S Alignment, and BRT-MOS.
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Table S-2: Summary of Operational Impacts

greater Los Angeles.

. Residual
Alternative Potential Environmental Impacts — Operation NEBig(gaEe(:.lA) Mitigation Measures Impact:
NEPA (CEQA)
BRT e May result in short-term indirect noise and vibration Potentially See section 5-10. Potentially
(All Alignments effects associated with construction activities. Adverse Minor Adverse
(Potentially (Not
Significant) Significant)
¢ May result in indirect biological effects from Potentially See section 4-11. Not Adverse
pollutants entering the Los Angeles River. Minor Adverse (Not
(Not Significant)
Significant)
¢ No adverse cumulative effects; some beneficial Beneficial None required. Beneficial
cumulative effects related to transportation, land use (Beneficial) (Beneficial)
and development, community facilities and services,
fiscal and economic conditions, air quality, and
energy.
e Would maintain and enhance productivity and Beneficial None required. Beneficial
general quality of life in San Fernando Valley and (Beneficial) (Beneficial)

e Short-term uses of the environment include
temporary, localized traffic obstructions, air
emissions, noise, vibration, light, and glare near
construction activities.

Minor adverse
(Not
Significant)

None required.

Minor Adverse
(Not
Significant)

e Would involve irreversible and irretrievable

Net Beneficial

None required.

Net Beneficial

commitment of a range of natural, physical, human, (Beneficial) (Beneficial)
and fiscal resources, primarily for construction.
¢ Would not cause any significant unplanned growth. Potentially None required. Potentially
Minor Adverse Minor Adverse
(Not (Not
Significant) Significant)

BRT = exclusive busway from North Hollywood Metro Red Line station to Warner Center Transit Hub along the former SP ROW,_now MTA ROW.

BRT-Lankershim/Oxnard On-Street (O/S) Alignment Only = a variation of the BRT with buses running on-street from the North Hollywood Metro Red Line station, north on Lankershim
Boulevard to Oxnard Street, then west to Woodman Avenue.
BRT—Minimum Operable Segment (MOS) Only = a segment of the BRT between Woodman Avenue and Balboa Boulevard.

BRT (All Alignments) = BRT, BRT-Lankershim/Oxnard O/S Alignment, and BRT-MOS.
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Table S-3: Summary of Construction Impacts ‘

Degree: Residual
Alternative Potential Environmental Impacts - NEPA Mitigation Measures Impact:
Construction (CEQA) NEPA
(CEQA)
Transportation and Parking (Section 5-2)
No Build * No adverse effects on congestion or accessibility, | No Effect | None required. No Effect
TSM due to no assumed construction. (No Effect) (No Effect)
BRT e Temporary traffic disruption and congestion at Adverse |e T&P-C1: Preparation and implementation of work site Minor
(All Alignments) varying locations in the construction area. (Significant) traffic control and traffic circulation plans. adverse
e Temporary lane and street closures. e T&P-C2: Constrain/minimize street closures. Sigr(:i\#icc):tant)
e Some loss of on-street parking. o T&P-C3: Develop and adhere to preferred haul route
plans.
e T&P-C4: Coordinate construction with other projects.
e T&P-C5: Develop and adopt parking plan including
off-street parking for construction workers.
e T&P-C6: LADOT to provide latest versions of
applicable contractor guidance regarding
requirements, signs, and traffic control plans.
Acquisitions and Displacements (Section 5-3)
BRT o Limited number of temporary construction Minor e A&D-1: Businesses displaced by the termination of Not adverse
(All Alignments) easements may be required, exact number adverse MTA leases may receive relocation assistance under (Not
depending upon final engineering. (Not both the federal Uniform Act and California Act, Significant)
Significant) depending upon the individual lease agreement.
Temporary displacements of property outside the MTA
right-of-way would be subject to both the Uniform Act
and California Act.

BRT = exclusive busway from North Hollywood Metro Red Line station to Warner Center Transit Hub along the former SP ROW, now MTA ROW.

BRT-Lankershim/Oxnard On-Street (O/S) Alignment Only = a variation of the BRT with buses running on-street from the North Hollywood Metro Red Line station, north on Lankershim
Boulevard to Oxnard Street, then west to Woodman Avenue.

BRT—Minimum Operable Segment (MOS) Only = a segment of the BRT between Woodman Avenue and Balboa Boulevard.

BRT (All Alignments) = BRT, BRT-Lankershim/Oxnard O/S Alignment, and BRT-MOS.
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Table S-3: Summary of Construction Impacts

Degree: Residual
Alternative Potential Environmental Impacts — NEPA Mitigation Measures Impact:
Construction (CEQA) NEPA
(CEQA)
Demographics and Neighborhoods (Section 5-4)
BRT e Temporary, localized, intermittent nuisance from Potentially None required beyond measures related to Not adverse
(All' Alignments) changes in air quality, noise, vibration, glare, or Minor transportation and parking, community facilities and (Not
reduced access associated with construction Adverse services, visual and aesthetic conditions, air quality, Significant)
activities in small areas along major roadways. (Not noise and vibration, and safety and security.
Significant)
e Some additional construction jobs generated. No Effect None required. No Effect
However, additional workers would likely (No Effect) (No Effect)
commute from surrounding areas.
Community Facilities and Services (Section 5-5)
BRT ¢ Would result in temporary impairment of access Potentially CF-C1: Implementation of Best Management Minor
(All' Alignments) to some community facilities due to street or lane Adverse Practices, adherence to local and state ordinances, Adverse
closures. (Potentially and approval of traffic management plan. (Not
Significant) Significant)
¢ Emergency response times may be adversely Potentially CF-C2: Plans weuld will be reviewed with emergency Minor
affected by some street and lane closures. Adverse personnel prior to construction. Emergency vehicle Adverse
(Potentially access will be included in construction specifications. (Not
Significant) Significant)
e Temporary, localized, intermittent impact to Potentially Adherence to local standards and ordinances Potentially
schools and libraries, religious institutions, and Minor regarding noise and air quality. Minor
health care facilities from changes in air quality or | Adverse Adverse
noise associated with construction activities. (Not (Not
Significant) Significant)

BRT = exclusive busway from North Hollywood Metro Red Line station to Warner Center Transit Hub along the former SP ROW, now MTA ROW.

BRT-Lankershim/Oxnard On-Street (O/S) Alignment Only = a variation of the BRT with buses running on-street from the North Hollywood Metro Red Line station, north on Lankershim
Boulevard to Oxnard Street, then west to Woodman Avenue.

BRT—Minimum Operable Segment (MOS) Only = a segment of the BRT between Woodman Avenue and Balboa Boulevard.

BRT (All Alignments) = BRT, BRT-Lankershim/Oxnard O/S Alignment, and BRT-MOS.
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Table S-3: Summary of Construction Impacts

Lankershim/
Oxnard O/S Only

BRT-MOS Only

Approximately 11,280 FTE jobs generated.

) ) Degree: Residual
Alternative Potential ngronmer_ltal Impacts — NEPA Mitigation Measures Impact:
onstruction (CEQA) NEPA
(CEQA)
BRT ¢ Student safety could be affected by hazards Potentially [e CF-C3: School officials would will be consulted to Not Adverse
(All Alignments) associated with construction sites. Standard Adverse provide for least intrusive feasible construction (Not
construction practices would minimize this (Potentially process. Significant)
impact. Significant) | ¢« CF-C4: School officials weuld will be consulted to
ensure maintenance of safe student walk routes and
access for passenger vehicles and school buses.
e CF-C5: Crossing guards or flag men weould will be
provided at construction sites in proximity to schools
and where school pedestrian routes cross construction
areas.
e CF-C6: Construction scheduling and haul routes
would will be sequenced to minimize conflicts with
pedestrians, school buses, and vehicular traffic during
arrivals and dismissals of the school day.
Fiscal and Economic Conditions (Section 5-6)
BRT e Temporary, intermittent, localized construction- Minor ¢ None required beyond measures in other subject Not Adverse
(All' Alignments) related impacts on air quality, noise, vibration, Adverse areas. (Not
safety risks, aesthetics, visibility, and accessibility (Not Significant)
of businesses in the project area. Significant)
BRT e Approximately 22,730 21,440-22,350 FTE jobs Beneficial | e None required. Beneficial
generated. (Beneficial) (Beneficial)
BRT- e Approximately 19,590 FTE jobs generated.

BRT = exclusive busway from North Hollywood Metro Red Line station to Warner Center Transit Hub along the former SP ROW

now MTA ROW.

BRT-Lankershim/Oxnard On-Street (O/S) Alignment Only = a variation of the BRT with buses running on-street from the North Hollywood Metro Red Line station, north on Lankershim
Boulevard to Oxnard Street, then west to Woodman Avenue.
BRT—Minimum Operable Segment (MOS) Only = a segment of the BRT between Woodman Avenue and Balboa Boulevard.

BRT (All Alignments) = BRT, BRT-Lankershim/Oxnard O/S Alignment, and BRT-MOS.

San Fernando Valley
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Table S-3: Summary of Construction Impacts

AQ-C3: Use site wetting to reduce dust.

AQ-C4: Cover haul trucks.

AQ-C5: Sweep streets in areas of dust production.
AQ-C6: Follow SCAQMD Rule 403 for dust control.
AQ-C7: Suspend grading in high winds.

AQ-C8: Apply water to disturbed surface areas to
maintain stabilized surface.

AQ-C9: Apply chemical stabilizers to disturbed surface

areas within 5 days of grading completion.

AQ-C10: Apply water to all unpaved roads every 2
hours of construction activity.

AQ-C11: Reduce vehicular speeds to 15 mph on
unpaved roads.

Degree: Residual
Alternative Potential Environmental Impacts - NEPA Mitigation Measures Impact:
Construction (CEQA) NEPA
(CEQA)
Visual and Aesthetic Conditions (Section 5-7)
BRT e Short-term visual impacts due to the presence of | Potentially None required. Potentially
(All Alignments) construction equipment and fences. Minor Minor
Adverse Adverse
(Not (Not
Significant) Significant)
Air Quality (Section 5-8)
BRT e Temporary increases in emissions and localized Adverse AQ-C1: Minimize use of diesel equipment. Minor
(Al Alignments) concentrations, at varying locations. (Significant) AQ-C2: Coordinate haul routes and staging areas with Adverse
LADOT. _ (Not
Significant)

BRT = exclusive busway from North Hollywood Metro Red Line station to Warner Center Transit Hub along the former SP ROW,_now MTA ROW.
BRT-Lankershim/Oxnard On-Street (O/S) Alignment Only = a variation of the BRT with buses running on-street from the North Hollywood Metro Red Line station, north on Lankershim

Boulevard to Oxnard Street, then west to Woodman Avenue.

BRT—Minimum Operable Segment (MOS) Only = a segment of the BRT between Woodman Avenue and Balboa Boulevard.
BRT (All Alignments) = BRT, BRT-Lankershim/Oxnard O/S Alignment, and BRT-MOS.
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Table S-3: Summary of Construction Impacts

Degree: Residual
Alternative Potential Environmental Impacts — NEPA Mitigation Measures Impact:
Construction (CEQA) NEPA
(CEQA)
Noise and Vibration (Section 5-9)
BRT ¢ Noise exceeding annoyance levels at locations Adverse N&V-C1: Install temporary soundwalls and use Potentially
(All Alignments) nearby to construction activities. (Significant) property line noise limits in construction specifications. Adverse
Potentiall
N&\(-C2: Requirg cqntractor to adhere to site and (Significant);
equipment specifications.
BRT ¢ Potential for localized vibration exceeding Potentially N&V-C3: Use construction specifications for vibration Minor
(All Alignments) annoyance levels. Adverse limits. Limitations on areas of high-vibration activity, Adverse
(Potentially and monitoring. (Not
Significant) Significant)
Geotechnical Considerations (Section 5-10)
BRT ¢ Underpass construction beneath 1-405 requires No Effect None required. No Effect
(All Alignments) slope design considerations. (No Effect) (No Effect)
e Potential for subsurface hazardous materials and | Potentially GEO-C1: Conduct remediation and cleanup as Not Adverse
on-site usage during construction. Minor required by applicable regulations. (Not
Adverse Significant)
(Not
Significant)
Biological Resources (Section 5-11)
BRT * Potential for removal of trees containing nesting | Potentially BIO-C1: Use omnithologist to survey construction zone | Not Adverse
(All Alignments) birds, subject to Migratory Bird Treaty Act Adverse and provide appropriate avoidance measures. (Not
requirements. (Potentially Significant)
Significant)
¢ Potential for construction runoff to enter Potentially BIO-C2: Comply with Section 404 and 1601 Not Adverse
subsurface waters having downstream biological Adverse requirements, as applicable. (Not
value. (Potentially Significant)
Significant)

BRT = exclusive busway from North Hollywood Metro Red Line station to Warner Center Transit Hub along the former SP ROW,_now MTA ROW.
BRT-Lankershim/Oxnard On-Street (O/S) Alignment Only = a variation of the BRT with buses running on-street from the North Hollywood Metro Red Line station, north on Lankershim

Boulevard to Oxnard Street, then west to Woodman Avenue.
BRT—Minimum Operable Segment (MOS) Only = a segment of the BRT between Woodman Avenue and Balboa Boulevard.

BRT (All Alignments) = BRT, BRT-Lankershim/Oxnard O/S Alignment, and BRT-MOS.
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Table S-3: Summary of Construction Impacts

CR-C2: Contact County Coroner if human remains
found.

Degree: Residual
Alternative Potential Environmental Impacts — NEPA Mitigation Measures Impact:
Construction (CEQA) NEPA
(CEQA)
Water Resources (Section 5-12)
BRT ¢ Potential for runoff containing construction Potentially WR-C1: Comply with regulatory requirements Not Adverse
(All Alignments) contaminants into surface waters. (Ié)(jtéi:;ell regarding runoff. S r(wri\#icc):tant)
Significant); WR-C2: Implement SWPPP and Best Management g
Practices.
Safety and Security (Section 5-13)
No-Buiild ¢ Potential for exposure to hazardous construction Potentially S&S-C1: Implement ene-or-more-of the following: (1) | Not Adverse
sM activities. Adverse consult with emergency and school officials, (2) (Not
(Potentially maintain safe walking areas to/from schools, (3) use Significant)
BRT e . ;
= Significant) flag men and crossing guards where appropriate, (4)
(All Alignments) . N ;
arrange construction schedule to minimize conflicts
with pedestrians, as practicable.
Cultural Resources (Section 5-14)
BRT ¢ Potential for encountering archaeological Potentially CR-C1: Cease construction if buried cultural remains | Not Adverse
(All Alignments) remains. Adverse encountered; use services of archaeologist to evaluate (Not
9 (Potentially and manage necessary recovery activities. Significant
Significant)

BRT = exclusive busway from North Hollywood Metro Red Line station to Warner Center Transit Hub along the former SP ROW,_now MTA ROW.

BRT-Lankershim/Oxnard On-Street (O/S) Alignment Only = a variation of the BRT with buses running on-street from the North Hollywood Metro Red Line station, north on Lankershim
Boulevard to Oxnard Street, then west to Woodman Avenue.
BRT—Minimum Operable Segment (MOS) Only = a segment of the BRT between Woodman Avenue and Balboa Boulevard.

BRT (All Alignments) = BRT, BRT-Lankershim/Oxnard O/S Alignment, and BRT-MOS.
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S-6 FINANCIAL ANALYSIS AND COMPARISON OF
THE ALTERNATIVES

Capital costs and operating costs have been developed for each alternative, and the MTA’s
ability to afford project alternatives has been assessed (see Chapter 6).

An evaluation of the alternatives was conducted using a variety of measures consistent with FTA
guidelines (see Chapter 6). Measures were grouped into the following categories: effectiveness
in improving mobility, cost-effectiveness, operating efficiencies, environmental benefits, equity,
and community involvement response. Table S-4 provides a summary of the comparison among
alternatives for cost (in 1999 dollars), transit ridership, and other statistics, as well as cost-
effectiveness, as shown in the Draft EIS/EIR.

Table S-4: Comparison of Alternatives in the Draft EIS/EIR

Transportation Lankershim/ Minimum
Full Bus
System . . Oxnard On- Operable
Rapid Transit
Management (BRT) Street Segment
(TSM) Alignment (MOS)
Capital Cost
20.0 284.3 245.0 151.4
(millions 1999%) s s s s
Operating Cost over No Build
12.9 23.7 23.8 20.5
(millions 1999%) $ $ $ $
Boardings 16,700 24,700 23,400 22,000
. Transit Trips
Dglly . (Over No Build) 9,000 15,300 14,600 13,800
Ridership
Transit Trips
(Over TSM) N/A 6,300 5,600 4,800
50
Runtime N. Hollywood to {viarapidbus-in 1
(minutes)? Warner Center 2000) 28.8 316 356
N/A
Travel Tlmg Savings (hours saved 285,000 439,000 423,000 407,000
over No Build)
Cost- Over No Build $5 $10 $11 $10° $9 ¢8°
Effectiveness
(Cost Per 3 3
New Daily Over TSM N/A $17 $23 318 $48 $13
Transit Trip)
Notes:
(1) Based on model-derived projections. Does not reflect real on-street and intersection congestion, leading to
increased on-street travel times. Estimated at a minimum of 34.3 minutes.
(2) For comparison purposes, the run time from Warner Center to Universal City on the Metro Rapid Bus, in 2001, is
approximately 50 minutes during peak periods today.
(3) Refinement to calculation during Preliminary Engineering phase.

Source: Manuel Padron Associates; Parsons Transportation Group, 2000.
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Major trade-offs between alternatives were summarized, though no attempt was made to provide
an overall ranking or single index combining all measures. These trade-offs allow the
community and its decision-makers the ability to weigh differences when considering a Locally-
Preferred Alternative.

The Table S-4a summarizes the refinements made to the Locally Preferred Alternative during
Preliminary Engineering. A more detailed analysis of signal delay at intersections was
undertaken, in concert with the City of Los Angeles Department of Transportation. As a result,
the BRT operating plan now includes a broader range of potential signal priority and timing
assumptions. Precise signal timing and priority parameters would not be set until just prior to
commencement of BRT operation and would likely be adjusted throughout the life of the project.
In order to accurately address the range of reasonable operating assumptions developed during
Preliminary Engineering, the Locally Preferred Alternative is described below in two columns,
the first based on a “lower-bound” and the second based on an “upper-bound” set of assumptions
about signal delay. In addition, this table includes information about the weekend service option
selected by the MTA Board for further study.

[Note: Table S-4a below is a new addition to the Final EIS/EIR and did not appear in the
Draft EIS/EIR. It is labeled Table S-4a to distinguish it from the table numbers in the
Draft EIS/EIR. Other new tables added to the Final EIS/EIR are treated in the same way.]

Table S-4a: Refinements to the Locally Preferred Alternative (BRT and the Weekend

Service Option)

Locally Preferred Alternative (LPA) Weekend Service

Lower-Bound' Upper-Bound' Option
Capital Cost (millions 2001$) $300.5 (283.3)° $289.2 (272.6)° Additional $1.8
Operating Cost over No Build (millions $22.5 $22.5 Same as LPA*
2001%)
. Weekday ridership
Boardings 24,700 18,700 same as LPA*
I . Transit Trips Weekday ridership
Daily Ridership (Over No Build) 15,300 13,000 same as LPA?
Transit Trips Weekday ridership
(Over TSM) 6,300 4,000 same as LPA*
Runtime (minutes) | N\; Hollywood to 28.8 40.0 31.6-42.8
Warner Center
Cost- Over No Build $10 $12 Additional $0.03?
Effectiveness —
(Cost Per New Over TSM $18 $27 Additional
Daily Transit Trip) $0.07 - $0.11

(1) The lower- and upper-bound columns are used to express a range for each evaluation measure based on the
range of reasonable assumptions about signal delay developed during Preliminary Engineering.

(2) Compared to the refined cost of the Locally Preferred Alternative.

(3) Cost in parentheses is deescalated to 1999 dollars for comparison purposes.
(4) Regional model estimates assumed similar to the LPA.

Source: Manuel Padron Associates; STV, 2001.
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Table S-4, Comparison of Alternatives (in the Draft EIS/EIR) reflects the lower-bound signal
delay assumptions for all variations of the BRT Alternative. The upper-bound assumptions for
the Full BRT, reflected in Table S-4a, cannot be compared directly to the Lankershim/Oxnard
On-Street Alignment and MOS variations in Table S-4. If upper-bound signal delay assumptions
were applied to the Lankershim/Oxnard and MOS variations, the ridership of these variations
could be expected to decrease similarly to the decrease associated with the upper-bound Full
BRT.

S-7 COMMENTS AND COORDINATION

An extensive public and agency outreach effort has been conducted for—this—study from the
initiation of environmental studies through completion of Preliminary Engineering, in order to
identify and involve various stakeholders in the project. More than 200 meetings have been held
and nearly 11,000 contacts are identified on the public outreach database. This included
meetings with a wide range of groups, organizations, and elected officials, station siting
workshops, newsletters, and the public seepirg outreach process associated with the
environmental document. A summary of the seepmg comments recelved is pr0V1ded in
Appendix G. ere
eeﬂs+defed—m—the—ehe+ee—e%a—pfefeffed—&}tematwe—The public comment perlod regardmg the
Draft EIS/EIR began on May 18, 2001, and was originally intended to close on July 3, 2001,
thereby providing the legally required 45 days of review. An extension was granted to July 26,
2001, thereby providing a total of 69 days for public comment on the draft environmental
document. Two public hearings were held, one on June 21 at Pierce College and another on June
26 at Valley College. In addition, public comments were taken at an MTA Board workshop on
July 19, 2001, and again at the MTA Board meeting on July 26, 2001.

Over 700 comment letters or other forms of written communication commenting on the
environmental document or the project were received. At the two public hearings combined, 129
speakers were heard, and at the Board workshop and formal Board meeting, 86 additional
persons spoke. Chapter 7 provides both the comments received and the responses to those
comments.

S-8 PREVIOUSLY STATED AREAS OF CONTROVERSY

Over the course of the development of the San Fernando Valley East/West Transportation
Corridor, which has occurred over the last 17 years, two main areas of controversy eentinte-to-be
have been discussed, as follows:

Valley Component of the MTA System. Since the passage of Proposition A in 1980, San
Fernando Valley residents, who comprise over 40 percent of the City of Los Angeles’
population, have paid sales tax dollars with the understanding that those dollars would go to
building a countywide rail transit system. In the recent past, an increasing number of San
Fernando Valley organizations and individuals have argued that the Valley taxpayers "are not
getting a fair share" of the transit projects. Stakeholders believe that they have little to show for
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their portion of sales taxes, which were supposed to be used for building a rapid transit system in
the San Fernando Valley. They feel that while the MTA has been studying concepts for the
Valley, other areas of the county have already obtained subway and/or other rapid transit systems
or are closer to getting improved transit. In addition to recently completed Metro Red Line
service to North Hollywood, implementation of the San Fernando Valley East-West Transit
Corridor project will be a substantial improvement to transit service in the Valley and a major
step forward to satisfying the stated shortcoming.

Selection of an Appropriate Alignment. Since 1980, the following transportation developments
have been implemented in the San Fernando Valley: HOV lanes on SR 118 and I-405, Metro
Rail Red Line service to Universal City and North Hollywood, widening of U.S. 101, two
Metrolink lines, Ventura Metro Rapid Bus service, and transit restructuring improvements.
Since the inception of studies to determine an appropriate location for transit improvements in
the Valley, a number of alternative corridors and technologies have been suggested and analyzed
in varying degrees of detail. The process of corridor selection has witnessed the broadening and
narrowing of choices, in response to engineering, financial and environmental considerations,
and community opinion. In October 1994, the MTA Board reaffirmed the position that had been
stated following the 1990 Final EIR, namely that the SP Burbank Branch should be the
designated corridor in the San Fernando Valley. That decision then led to the present Major
Investment Study effort, for which the SP Burbank Branch is the foundation.

For many years much debate has centered around the alignment and profile for proposed rail
transit in the Chandler Boulevard portion of the East-West Transit Corridor. As a result of
community opinion, Public Utilities Code Section 130265 was enacted in June 1991. Section
130265 restricts the rail corridor, as adopted by LACTC in 1990, to a below-grade covered
subway rail transit project in the area between Hazeltine Avenue and the Hollywood Freeway
(3.5 miles) and deep-bore tunneling in the vicinity of the Tujunga Wash. Section 130265,
however, states that it is not intended to mandate the selection of a route or the construction of
any route configuration or alignment, but is intended solely to define the route and alignment
adopted by the LACTC in 1990. Section 130265 has been determined to not be applicable to the
currently proposed busway project.

The project is no longer a rail project but an at-grade busway. However, discussion eentinues
has continued in the community on the route and its design. The residential neighborhoods and
the Jewish Orthodox Jewish community along Chandler Boulevard are have been concerned that
the busway could potentially divide their pedestrian community with high-speed buses 86-te100
feetJong, tall soundwalls, and a reduced number of pedestrian crossings. To address these
concerns, the project along the Chandler Boulevard portion of the SR MTA ROW weuld will
limit project operating speeds to the posted speed limit, use 40- to 60-foot buses operating on
compressed natural gas or other clean fuels, construct no permanent soundwalls in the median,
and provide low fences, retention—of retain existing and provide new landscaping, and provide
additional pedestrian crossings.

In—additien;—tThe Draft EIS/EIR inelades included an on-street variation in the Chandler
Boulevard area. Buses would run in mixed traffic along Lankershim Boulevard and Oxnard
Street, entering the exclusive SB MTA ROW at Woodman Avenue and proceeding to Warner
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Center, similar to the Full BRT. Although the On-Street variation was not selected as part of the
Locally Preferred Alternative, the MTA Board directed the staff to study service on the
Lankershim Boulevard/Oxnard Street alignment on weekends, rather than on Chandler
Boulevard. This variation was not selected because it would (a) add an estimated $1.8 million to
the project cost, (b) not provide a substantial service benefit, (c) likely be confusing to the user
and thereby reduce patronage, and (d) be less reliable because of possible confusion.

Selection of the Preferred Alternative constitutes a decision that resolves both the alienment and
method of service to be provided within the corridor.

S-9 RESOLUTION OF ISSUES-TO- BE RESOLVED

There are several issues that must are either currently resolved or are in the process of being
resolved, befere thereby permitting the proposed aetion—ean project to proceed further toward
implementation, as follows:

Preliminary Engineering activities. The purpose of the Preliminary Engineering activity is to
refine the project, further develop required impact mitigation measures, and permit a detailed
description of both to be provided in the FEIS/FEIR. This process has been completed and the
results are reflected in this final document.

Completion of the FEIS/FEIR and funding decisions by MTA and possibly FTA. During the
period in which the Preliminary Engineering is-beingecompletedwas underway, the DEIS/DEIR
will-be was completed to become an FEIS/FEIR, which sl includes a) refinements to the
project description resulting from Preliminary Engineering activities, b) additional specificity
and commitments regarding mitigation measures, and ¢) responses to comments received on the
DEIS/DEIR. The FEIS/FEIR will ther be submitted for approval by to the MTA Board (thus
completing the CEQA process) and potentially also the subsequent issuance of a Record of
Decision by the FTA (thus completing the NEPA process). These actions having been taken, the
project ean—ther will move forward into final-destgn a design/build procurement process and
subsequent construction. The FTA, by its issuance of a Record of Decision, alse-wewld if and
when it occurs, will indicate the potential eligibility of the project to receive federal portions of
project funding.

Permit processing and agency coordination. During the Preliminary Engineering pertod—of
projeet—development, additional coordination will-be has been undertaken with a range of
affected federal, state, regional, and local agencies (see section S-10 for a listing of them), in
order to ensure that all permit and approval conditions can either be met atthat-timeorthat
suffietent-assurance-ean-be-obtained such that approval would be forthcoming at the end of final
design activities. Included as part of this coordination would be a supplement to the MTA/City
of Los Angeles Master Cooperative Agreement to cover both the busway and design/build
aspects and spec1al permlttlng by the City of Los Angeles Department of Pubhc Works.—A
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S-10 USES OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENT

Once an FEIS/FEIR has been prepared, it will be used by federal, state, regional, and local
agencies to make a number of discretionary decisions regarding the project. The FTA and MTA
will decide whether to fund the project, and in—theproeess; the MTA w4l has designated ere
alternative the Full BRT as its Locally Preferred Alternative for implementation. The MTA
Board will, upon consideration of the Final EIS/EIR, approve the project for subsequent
implementation. In addition to these actions, other federal, state, regional, and local agencies
may be required to take actions, and weuld are expected to use the final environmental document
in considering those actions, which wewld include:

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Approve permits (e.g. Section 404) for water
crossings during construction

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency; Approve permits (e.g. NPDES) during

Regional Water Quality Control Board construction

Caltrans Appreval Coordinate with Caltrans to cross

SR 170 and 1-405 freeways; use of park-ride

lot for ra#} station—prior to construction
Southern California Association of Approve completion of MIS process;
Governments provide Clean Air Act conformity

determination prior to Record of Decision

Regional Water Quality Control Board Approve permits (e.g. NPDES) during
construction

Seuth-Coast-Aur Qualits FPPrOve permits

Los Angeles County Department of Public Works ~Approve permits during construction
Los Angeles County Flood Control District Approve water crossings (e.g. Tujunga
Wash) prior to construction

City of Los Angeles Department of Transportation Various approvals for construction activities
and traffic signalization and striping/signage
changes during construction and for final
restoration and operation
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