FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL
IMPACT REPORT

Los Angeles East Side Corridor
June 1994

7
Volume |l
California State Clearinghouse Number 91091063
Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority







=T 50703393

CHAPTER 6: RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE AA/DEIS/DIER
6-1 INTRODUCTION

This section responds to public comments provided during the public review period for the
Eastside Corridor Alternatives Analysis/Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Draft
Environmental Impact Report (AA/DEIS/DEIR). The AA/DEIS/DEIR was issued on May 7, 1993
and the public review period remained open until June 23, 1993. Notice of the availability of the
AA/DEIS/DEIR was published in the Los Angeles Times, La Opinion and Los Angeles Daily
Journal. In addition, a series of five newsletters were also produced by the MTA to promote
public awareness of the project. All community meeting times and locations were announced
in the local media including the Los Angeles Times, La Opinion, Los Angeles Daily Journal and
the local newspapers of the Eastern Group Publications and Northeast Newspapers. Copies of
the AA/DEIS/DEIR were made available at public libraries near the alternatives considered and
included: Anthony Quinn Public Library, El Camino Real Public Library, Benjamin Franklin Public
Library, East Los Angeles Public Library, Montebello Regional Library, Alhambra Public Library,
City Terrace Public Library, Stevenson Public Library, Malabar Public Library, City of Commerce
Public Library and Bruggemeyer Public Library (City of Monterey Park). During the public review
period, a number of community meetings took place throughout the study area and included:
Brightwood School Cafetorium, Thursday June 10, 1993, 5:00 PM to 9:00 PM, Saint Alphonsus
Church School, Tuesday June 15, 1993, 4:00 PM to 8:00 PM, International Institute, Thursday
June 17, 1993 4.00 PM to 8:00 PM, and Resurrection Church Parish Hall, Tuesday, June 22,
1993, 4:00 PM to 8:00 PM. Table 6-2.1 below lists and assigns a number to each comment letter
and speaker at the public hearings. This chapter provides a copy of each comment letter
followed by written responses to each of the comments in that letter. These letters/responses
are followed by a copy of the transcript for the public hearings and responses to comments
made at the hearings.

6-2 LIST OF COMMENTORS

TABLE 6-2.1: LIST OF COMMENTORS ON THE AA/DEIS/DEIR

ELECTED OFFICIALS
1 Councilman Richard Alatorre, City of Los Angeles 6/22/93 6-6
2 Assembly Member Louis Caldera, California Legislature 6/23/93 | 6-10
3 Senator Charles M. Calderon, California State Senate 6/22/93 | 641
4 Assemblywoman Martha M. Escutia, California Legislature 6/22/93 | 644
5 Samuel K. Kiang. Council Member, City of Monterey Park 6/14/93 | 647
6 Assemblywoman Diane Martinez, California Legislature 6/23/93 | 649
7 Assemblywoman Grace F. Napolitano, California Legislature 6/22/93 | 654
8 Assemblywoman Grace F. Napolitano/Bernie Gallie 6/22/93 | 6-58
Assembly Member Richard Polanco, Senator Art Torres, Senator Charles
9 Calderon, Assembly Member Martha Escutia, Assembly Member Louis 6/22/93 1 660
Caldera, Assembly Member Grace Napolitano, California Legislature
10 Congresswoman Lucille Roybal-Allard, Congress of the United States 6/17/93 | 679
1 Richard Torres, City Administrator, City of Montebelio 6/18/93 | 693
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FEDERAL AGENCIES
12 G.W. Rodenhurst, U.S. Coastguard 5/6/93 | 6-96
13 Richard H. Broun, U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development 5/12/93 | 698
14 Gordon Leisch, U.S. Department of the Interior 5/4/93 | 6-100
15 Deanna M. Wieman, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 6/23/93 | 6-105
STATE AND REGIONAL AGENCIES
16 Wilford Melton, California Department of Transportation 6/15/93 | 6-116
17 Robert L. Therkelsen, California Energy Commission 6/8/93 | 6-119
18 Mark R. Pumford, California Regional Water Quality Control Board 6/2/93 | 6122
19 Christine Kinne, Governor's Office of Planning and Research 6/18/93 | 6-125
20 Cindy S. Greenwald, South Coast Air Quality Management District 6/23/93 | 6-128
COUNTY AGENCIES
21 Brian T. Sasaki, County of Los Angeles Department of Public Works 6/21/93 | 6-135
22 Brian T. Sasaki, County of Los Angeles Department of Public Works 6/24/93 | 6-139
23 Frederick M. Hungerford, County of Los Angeles Pubilic Library 5/17/93 | 6-143
24 Marie L. Pagenkopp, County Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County 5/7/93 | 6-146
CITY AGENCIES
25 Dal L. Howard, City of Los Angeles Department of Fire 6/14/93 | 6-148
26 James M. Okazaki, City of Los Angeles Department of Transportation 6/23/93 | 6-152
27 Chris J. Jeffers, City Manager, City of Monterey Park 6/10/93 | 6-165
28 Chris J. Jeffers, City Manager, City of Monterey Park 6/18/93 | 6-195
29 Sina Zarifi, Community Redevelopment Agency of the City of Los Angeles 6/22/93 | 6-197
30 Omero Suarez, East Los Angeles College 6/3/93 | 6-201
31 Joan Friedman, Los Angeles Unified School District 6/23/93 | 6-203
COMMUNITY ORGANIZATIONS
32 Steve Barba, Boyle Heights Chamber of Commerce 6/10/93 | 6-218
a3 él::::1 ‘iianlzzear, Eastside Neighborhood Revitalization Study Citizens Advisory 6/21/93 | 6220
34 Jimmy Tokeshi, Japanese American Citizens League 6/22/93 | 6-227
35 Marshall McNott, Los Angeles Mission Foundation 3/3/93 | 6229
3 INDIVIDUALS AND BUSINESSES

36 Il Rodolfo Alba, Jack in the Box 6/21/93 | 6-232
37 Rudy Alba, Jack in the Box NA 6-235
38 Antonio Allah NA 6-237
39 Felicitas B. Coria NA 6-239

Joseph Coria NA 6-239
41 Joseph Coria NA 6-241
42 Rosario de Alba NA 6-241
43 Amparo Flores NA 6-243
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TABLE 6-2.1: LIST OF COMMENTORS ON THE AA/DEIS/DEIR

MMES COMMENTOR
44 A.L. Garcia NA 6-245
45 Leo Hayashi NA 6-247
46 M. Hernandez NA 6-247
47 Amy Heyer NA 6-247
48 Minoru Inadomi, John & Sons, Inc. 6/23/93 | 6-249
49 David Kiya, Fine Discount ~ NA 6-251
50 Margarita C. Martinez 6/22/93 | 6-253
51 Heather LM. Medrano 6/17/93 | 6-255
52 Ernestina Monteliano 6/23/93 | 6-257
53 Roger Palmer 6/23/93 | 6-259
54 Arthur K. Snyder, Snyder & Archuletta 5/10/93 | 6-261
55 Tom Nelson 6/9/93 | 6-263
56 Victor Robles, Victor Robles & Associates 6/4/93 | 6-265
57 Kazuo Shibata NA 6-269
58 Oscar Singer NA 6-269
59 Shigzku Sugata NA 6-269
60 Estela Torre NA 6-271
61 Gloria Trujillo 6/19/93 | 6-273
62 Utah Elementary School students NA 6-275
63 White Memorial Medical Center NA 6-297
64 Dean Zellman 6/15/93 | 6-302
65 Unsigned NA 6-304
Esther Castillo Long, Eastside Community Transportation Organization, and
66 oetionors 9 ty Transp 9 5/21/93 | 6306
PUBLIC HEARING SPEAKERS
67 Judy Chu, Council Member, City of Monterey Park 6/10/93 | 6-317
68 Marie Purvis, Mayor Pro Tem, City of Monterey Park 6/10/93 | 6-319
69 Jann Talarico, Monterey Park Chamber of Commerce 6/10/93 | 6-321
70 Brooke Morris, Majestic Realty Company 6/10/93 | 6-322
71 Chris Jeffers, City of Monterey Park 6/10/93 | 6-324
72 Marsha Spira 6/10/93 | 6-326
73 Gerardo Alvarez 6/10/93 | 6-328
74 Rev, Joseph D. Pina, St. Alphonsus and U.N.O. 6/15/93 | 6-341
75 Juventino Gomez, St. Alphonsus and U.N.O. 6/15/93 | 6-344
76 Frank Tena, U.N.O. 6/15/93 | 6-346
77 Ermohenes Fajardo 6/15/93 | 6-347
78 Eduardo Sanchez, U.N.O. 6/15/93 | 6-347
79 Anthony E. Lowery 6/15/93 | 6-348
80 Jose Luis Garcia 6/15/93 | 6-351
81 Antonio Allah 6/17/93 | 6-368
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TABLE 6-2.1: LIST OF COMMENTORS ON THE AA/DEIS/DEIR

82 Adeline Yoong, representing Congresswoman Lucille Roybal-Allard 6/17/93 | 6-371

83 Margaret Mendoza 6/17/93 | 6-383
84 Sal Mota 6/17/93 | 6383
85 Esther Castillo Long, Eastside Community Transit Organization 6/17/93 | 6-384
86 Jeff Farber, Los Angeles Family Housing Corporation 6/17/93 | 6-388
87 Pat Moser 6/17/93 | 6-390
88 Vladimir Cerna, East L.A. Popular Education Center 6/17/93 | 6-392
89 Alfredo Perez, Neighborhood Housing Services 6/17/93 | 6-394
90 John Silva 6/17/93 | 6-398
91 Rev, Joseph D. Pina, St. Alphonsus and U.N.O. 6/22/93 | 6-415
92 Adeline M.L. Yoong, representing Congresswoman Lucille Roybal-Allard 6/22/93 | 6-417
93 Gerard Orozco, representing Councilman Richard Alatorre 6/22/93 | 6-431

94 Jerry Okamato, representing Assembly Member Louis Caldera 6/22/93 | 6-434
95 Emmanuel J. Ramirez, representing Assembly Member Grace F. Napolitano | 6/22/93 | 6-446
96 Bill Maibe, representing Assemblyman Richard Polanco 6/22/93 | 6450
97 Alan Clayton, representing State Senator Art Torres 6/22/93 | 6-454
98 Esther Castillo Long, Eastside Community Transportation Organization 6/22/93 | 6-458
99 gz:lespge(l?:enra, LAC-USC Medical Center and East Los Angeles Occupational 6/22/93 | 6464
100 Aurora Castillo, Mothers of East L.A. 6/22/93 | 6-465
101 Linda Villanueva 6/22/93 | 6-466
102 Carlos Escobedo, representing Congressman Xavier Becerra 6/22/93 | 6-468
103 Arturo Herrera, Eastside Neighborhood Revitalization Advisory Committee 6/22/93 | 6-472
104 Fred Chen, American Architects/Engineers Association 6/22/93 | 6475
105 Brooke Gee Person, White Memorial Medical Center 6/22/93 | 6477
106 Jess Lopez, Community Redevelopment Agency 6/22/93 | 6-479
107 Al Taira, Los Angeles River Artists and Business Association 6/22/93 | 6-480
108 Martin Hernandez, Labor Community Strategy Center 6/22/93 { 6-481

109 Jose Andrade 6/22/93 | 6-482
110 Ernestina Montellano 6/22/93 | 6-484
111 Wilson Liu, Cherry Land Company 6/22/93 | 6-484.
112 Lisa Sugino, Little Tokyo Service Center 6/22/93 | 6-485
113 Alfred Perez, Neighborhood Housing Services 6/22/93 | 6-487
114 Ana C. Moreno, Mothers of East L.A. 6/22/93 | 6-490
115 Archie Miyatake, Little Tokyo Business Association 6/22/93 | 6-49N1

116 Octavio Hernandez 6/22/93 | 6-491

117 George Yepes 6/22/93 | 6-492

6-3 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
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RICHARD ALATORRE

COUNCILMAN
June 22, 1993 ~ FOURTEENTH DISTRICT

Mr. Jim de la Loza

Los Angeles County
Metropolitan Transit Authority
818 West 7th Street, Suite 1100
Los Angeles, CA 90017

Deaf Mr. de la Loza:

I am very pleased that many residents of East Los Angeles and
Boyle Heights have attended the hearing tonight. I truly appreciate
the time that residents take out of their daily routines to attend
these meetings and provide input.

The proposed extension of the Metro Red Line into East Los
Angeles is the largest transportation/ public works project that
East Los Angeles will experience in the near future. It is critical
that +the benefits be maximized and any adverse impacts be
substantially mitigated.

I have reviewed the Alternatives Analysis/Draft Environmental
Impact Statement/Draft Environmental Impact Report (AA/DEIS/DEIR).
I have also talked and met with many residents in the 1local
community where the different alternatives for Eastern Extension
are being considered. From my initial review of the proposed
alternatives and my awareness of the current community input it is
imperative that the Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transit
Authority (MTA) address the following issues:

1.A .J 1. Economic Development and local Community Employment. The
o AA/DEIS/DEIR has identified the great potential the Eastern

e Extension has to generate local economic development and local
i employment. I regquest that the MTA create a proactive program to
anticipate and effectively include the greatest community business
participation and local employment.

1.B - 2. The AA/DEIS/DEIR has identified in the Eastern Extension Study
Area the existence of a very dense population that includes a very
large sector of children and youth. I request that the MTA target
its business and employment program to aggressively include youth
training and employment programs.

,1.C " 3. The AA/DEIS/DEIR has identified a several residential dwellings
{ around some stations as potential properties to be acquired and
demolished. I request that the MTA structure a housing relocation

CITY HALL, 200 N. SPRING STREET, LOS ANGELES, CA 90012 (213) 485-3335 _
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Mr. Jim de la Loza
Page 2
June 22, 1993

and replacemeht program to adequately relocate displaced residents
and replenish the housing stock. .

4. The AA/DEIS/DEIR has identified property acquisition and
relocation of and temporary disruption of some businesses around
some stations. I request that the MTA structure a business
relocation and business disruption program based at a minimum on
MTA past Metro Red Line projects and specifically designed to deal
with local business needs.

5. The AA/DEIS/DEIR has identified a series of construction impact
areas: Residential, schools, business, traffic, parking, air
quality, noise and vibration and utilities. I request that the MTA
create a construction mitigation program to anticipate, plan and
coordinate general and specific mitigation actions. This program
should be staffed by MTA personnel and structure with suhstantial
community participation.

6. At some of the previous public hearings and community meetings,
community residents raised the issue of community participation and
monitoring of mitigation actions and programs. I request that the
MTA in conjunction with local community residents, local elected
representatives and community organlzatlons structure a Eastern
Extension Oversight Committee. :

7. The AA/DEIS/DEIR has identified a series of land use and general
community planning issues that need to be addressed to best
mitigate and maximize community benefits. I request that the MTA
closely coordinate with ongoing community planning and economic
development initiatives so as best achieve consistency and support
local community efforts.

8. I have initiated a Eastern Extension Community Transportation
Linkages Program, if the MTA board approves this program, I request
that programs not addressed in this letter but included in the
Linkages program and related to the AA/DEIS/DEIR.mltlgatlon.be made
part of an overall m1t1gatlon program.

attention. I request that you give
and assistance to best accommodatsg
at this current public hearings.

'ouncllman 14 Dlstrlct
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Responses to: Richard Alatorre, Councilmember, Fourteenth District, City of
Los Angeles
(Comment Letter number 1)

1.A The MTA appreciates the support for the proposed Eastern Extension from
Councilmember Alatorre. Section 4-2 of this Final Environmental Impact Statement/Final
Environmental Impact Report (FEIS/FEIR) discusses the potential for the proposed
project to generate employment and economic activity. A portion of this economic
activity would occur in the vicinity of the project site. For example, during operation of
the Eastern extension, some local businesses, such as retail establishments near
stations, are likely to benefit from the introduction of transit riders to these areas.

MTA will publish notices in local newspapers regarding contracting and procurement for
construction of the project. Local businesses will be encouraged to participate in
construction bids. As part of MTA’s Community Transportation Linkages programs, local
employment and business participation strategies will be explored to further advance
MTA’s objective of promoting economic development within the area in which it operates.
It is important to note however, that MTA must work within the legal framework for third
party contracting. As set forth in UMTA Circular 4220.1B, "Grantees will conduct
procurements in a manner that prohibits the use of statutorily or administratively imposed
in-State or local geographical preferences in the evaluation of bids or proposals..."

1.B  The MTA will honor Councilmember Alatorre’s request that the MTA target its business
and employment program to aggressively include youth training and employment
programs. MTA/RCC will study the feasibility and develop a strategy to extend its TOP
youth employment and training program to public high schools near the Locally Preferred
Alternative (LPA). Please see Section 4-2 of this FEIS/FEIR.

1.C  Section 4-3 of this FEIS/FEIR identifies for each LPA station the number of residential
units that would be acquired to allow for construction of the LPA and discusses MTA’s
relocation program designed to mitigate the impacts associated with those acquisitions.
The MTA will relocate all residential dwellers (and businesses) displaced by the Metro
Red Line Eastern Extension. This relocation program will meet current local, state and
federal ordinances and guidelines.

Section 4-3 of this FEIS/FEIR also discusses the impacts of LPA residential acquisitions
on the local housing stock and provides associated mitigation measures. The MTA is not
required by law or policy to replace the housing stock that is acquired in order to
implement the Metro Red Line Eastern Extension, except as provided for under the
"housing of last resort" provisions of federal law (see Section 4-3). The MTA will work
with the community, elected officials, local housing agencies and other housing providers
to identify potential mitigation measures for the loss of housing caused by acquisitions.
The MTA is currently considering establishing a housing policy to encourage housing
production on the property acquired or within the vicinity of the station sites.

1.0  Section 4-3 of this FEIS/FEIR identifies non-residential property acquisitions required for

construction of the LPA. As described in that section, where acquisition and relocation
are unavoidable, MTA will foliow the provisions of the Uniform Relocation Assistance and

Metro Red Line Eastern Extension 6-8 Final EIS/EIR



Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970 and the 1987 amendments to that act as
implemented by the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition
Regulations for Federal and Federally Assisted Programs adopted by the Department of
Transportation. This would provide equitable treatment, compensation, and relocation
assistance to displaced businesses.

Disruption to businesses during construction and measures to mitigate disruption impacts
are discussed in Section 4-18.7 of this FEIS/FEIR. The mitigation measures described
in this FEIS/FEIR form the basis of MTA’s business relocation and disruption program.
These measures are comparable to those provided for past Metro Red Line projects and
will be designed to address specific needs of affected local businesses.

1.E  Construction impacts associated with the proposed project and mitigation measures for
those impacts are described in Sections 3-3, Parking; 4-16, Community
Facilities/Parklands/Cemeteries; and 4-18, Construction Impacts of this FEIS/FEIR.
Mitigation measures in this FEIS/FEIR will be included in the Mitigation Monitoring Plan
required for the project by the Federal Transit Agency (FTA) and in compliance with the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). Quarterly compliance reports need to be
made by the MTA to the FTA during and after construction of the project.

In addition, to provide for community participation, the MTA has created and is staffing
a Review Advisory Committee (RAC) and Station Area Advisory Committees (SAACs).
The primary mission of the RAC is to advise the MTA on its mitigation program and
structure a series of strategies focused on maximizing benefits associated with the
Eastern Extension and minimizing construction impacts. The SAACs were formed to
provide public input regarding site specific station construction impacts and planning
issues.

1.F  In addition to advising the MTA on its mitigation program for the project, it is currently
anticipated that the RAC and SAACs (described above) will assist MTA in monitoring the
implementation of mitigation measures.

1.G  Through the MTA’s Community Transportation Linkages programs, MTA will coordinate

- current and on-going planning and economic development initiatives with city and county

community plans, the Eastside Enterprize Zone Program and the Eastern Revitalization
Study. See Section 4-1 of this FEIS/FEIR for further discussion of these programs.

1.H  Programs in the Eastern Extension Community Transportation Linkages program that are
also mitigation measures for impacts identified in this FEIS/FEIR will be included in the
mitigation program for the project. Programs not identified as measures to mitigate
impacts discussed in this FEIS/FEIR will be reviewed by the MTA as enhancements to
the project and will be subject to MTA Board policy direction and funding review.

Metro Red Line Eastern Extension 6-9 Final EIS/EIR
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June 23, 19893

Mr. Jim de la Loza

Central Area Team

Los Angeles County Metropolitan
Transportation Authority

818 West 7th Street, suite 1100

Los Angeles, CA 90017

VIA FAX: (213) 244-6008

Re: Statement Re Red Line Eastern Extension
Dear Mr. de la Loza:

Please find enclosed my Statement Regarding the
—~ Alternatives Analysis/Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Draft
! Environmental Impact Report for the Los Angeles Eastside
Corridor. Thank you for providing me with the opportunity to
present our comments and suggestions to you. I am hopeful that
together we can accomplish great things for our communities with
the proposed Red Line extension.

If you have any questions concerning the enclosed,

please do not hesitate to contact me or my District Director,
Jeri Okamoto.

.;}f“- A t
SNE

-w?f v huis Caldera

ours,
\
]

LEC:jo
Enclosure

Not Printed at Taxpayer Expense
Printed on Recycled Paper
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I.
PREFACE

The 46th Assembly District, which I represent, includes
several of the areas that will be directly impacted by the
proposed Eastern Extension of the Metro Red Line, namely Union
Station, Little Tokyo, the loft/light industrial district and
Metro Rail Yard, Boyle Heights, and part of unincorporated East.
Los Angeles. (See Attachment A, District Map.) All of these
areas could benefit greatly from the Extension and rail -
improvements. Conversely, if the Metropolitan Transportation
Authority ("MTA") and its contractors do not establish and adhere
to a comprehensive and strict mitigation program during
construction, the Extension could cause irreparable harm to the
already suffering economic vitality of these areas.

The purpose of my Statement is twofold. First, I will
discuss some of the unique opportunities that the Red Line
Extension may present for development. I will also discuss the
reasons why I believe -~ based on the information available to
date -- that Route 9B will probably best serve the community and
should be selected as the Locally Preferred Alternative. Second,

! I will discuss the mitigation measures required to minimize the
disruption to our communities during construction.

II.

THE MTA SHOULD APPROVE THE EASTERN EXTENSION
OF THE METRO RED LINE BECAUSE -~- IF CONSTRUCTED WITH
APPROPRIATE MITIGATION MEASURES IN PLACE -- IT WILL PROVIDE
OUR COMMUNITIES WITH UNIQUE OPPORTUNITIES FOR
ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT AND REVITALIZATION

2.A The proposed Eastern Extension of the Metro Red Line
has tremendous potential for the economic development and
revitalization of our communities. It is the only major public
works project planned for the Easts1de, according to the *30-
Year Integrated Transportation Plan."™ (See AA/EIS/EIR at
sections 2-1.1 to 2-1.1.2.) As such, we should seize upon this
unique opportunity to enhance our neighborhoods.

The Red Line extension, coupled with appropriate bus,
Metrollnk, and other public transportation interfacing, will

' portions of this Statement were presented orally on my
behalf by Ms. Jeri Okamoto, my District Director, at the MTA
| public hearing held at Resurrection Church on June 22, 1993.

2
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{ provide area residents -- most of whom are dependent upon public
transportation -- with greater accessibility to their local
government and to the shopping districts to the west, and
throughout the Eastside Corridor. The addition of the Metro Red
Line subway ultimately will decrease automobile traffic and
congestion, and will also aid in the improvement of air quality
in this region.

2.A In addition, through creative planning and design, the
proposed Red Line stations can become showcases for our
communities that will attract shoppers and tourists. The
development of the stations and surrounding areas may also serve
as a much needed catalyst for residential and commercial
revitalization. (Proposals for the Metro Rail Yard, First and
Boyle and other Eastside stations are set forth in Section 1IV.)

III.

BASED ON THE PRELIMINARY INFORMATION PROVIDED IN TEHE
DRAFT AA/EIS/EIR AND ON COMMUNITY PREFERENCES,
I TENTATIVELY SUPPORT ROUTE 9B AS THE LOCALLY PREFERRED
ALTERNATIVE (SUBJECT TO THE PROVISION OF ADDITIONAL
INFORMATION REGARDING THE IMPACTS OF THIS ROUTE)

After studying the various alternative routes and the
. affected neighborhoods, and considering community preferences, I
{ tentatively support the selection of Route 9B as the Locally
Preferred RAlternative for the following reasons.

2B First, Alternative 9B includes a Metro Rail Yard
Station, unlike many of the other alternatives. Constructing a
station in this location -- near the loft, warehouse, and Little
Tokyo areas -- will provide opportunities for economic
development and revitalization in these areas. This area (most
of which is already owned by MTA) has tremendous potential for
developing mixed use housing (e.g., for senior citizens, low-
income families), entertainment, arts, business and recreational
facilities.

Given its proximity to the Little Tokyo area, siting a
station at the Rail Yard would serve to anchor Union Station to
these neighboring areas to the South and East, and set the stage
for further revitalization efforts between the Los Angeles River
and the Downtown historic and business districts.
(Representatives from the Little Tokyo community have expressed
support for the Rail Yard station and -development of the
surrounding areas. Additional information regarding the tax
implications of development and the mitigation program must be
obtained before any final determinations may be made.)

In addition, Alternative 9B with a Yard Station will
provide a site for excavation and dirt removal that is in a light
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industrial area, thereby avoiding major truck traffic and
excavation through res1dent1al and commercial areas.

Second, Alternative 9B is the only alternative that
integrates all of the major shopping and business thoroughfares
in the Eastern Corridor. While running a line straight through
the Eastern Corridor from Union Station may be more cost-
effective, those alternatives will not best serve our
communities. The proposed station at First & Boyle provides
accessibility to Wwhite Memorial Hospital, International
Institute, and other community sites. The proposed station at
Brooklyn & Soto will provide accessibility to the Brooklyn
shopping corridor and the El1 Mercado Plaza (via a station
S walkway) and help to revitalize this declining area.

e Alternative 9B goes on to connect these areas with the Whittier
- Boulevard shopping district.
2.B Third, according to the AA/EIS/EIR (at section 4-
4.1.2.), Alternative 9 services more of the Latino, transit-
dependent, and below poverty level population than any of the
other alternatives.

Fourth, Alternative 9's station at Atlantic and
Whittier is located in an area that is compatible with an
extension of the Red Line into the San Gabriel Valley and
Southeast Los Angeles.

In light of these considerations, I tentatively support
Alternative 9B as the Locally Preferred Alternative. (I cannot
fully endorse this route at this time based on the incomplete
analysis of the full impacts on the community provided in the
Draft AA/EIS/EIR.)

IV.

2C MTA SHOULD CREATE STATION-SPECIFIC DEVELOPMENT AREA
PLANS AND DESIGN STATIONS TO REFLECT THE FLAVOR OF THE
NEIGHBORHOODS IN WHICH THEY ARE LOCATED
The areas into which the proposed Metro Red Line will
extend have distinct personalities and cultural flavors which
must be reflected in the overall design of the stations and

2 This station is preferred over the proposed First & Soto
station in Alternative 6 because the Brooklyn & Soto station
provides the public with easier access to a greater number of
businesses in the area. Locating a station at First & soto, at
the base of the hill, may disadvantage Brooklyn merchants at the
top of the hill. It is my understanding that Alternative 9B
accommodates the E1 Mercado merchants' concerns by including a

| special station walkway to that shopping plaza.

4
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2.C surrounding areas. For each station, MTA must create a station-
specific plan to address area development, station design,
station artwork, zoning requirements, and the like.  In creating
this plan, there must be community input and acce551b111ty during
the process. (See Section V.A., infra, regarding Station
Oversight Committees and Sections V.C.6 & 7, regarding station
plans and aesthetics.)

A. Metro Rail Yard Statioh.

There are innumerable opportunities for development and
revitalization at and near the proposed Yard station. Wwhat is
MTA planning to do to actively encourage such development? What
are the tax implications on the Little Tokyo and surrounding
communities for development in this area?

Given its proximity to Little Tokyo, the Yard Station
design should be consistent with the Japanese-style architecture
prevalent in Little Tokyo. The station area should include
Japanese garden and park areas, integrating landscaping,
sculptures, creative lighting, and artwork comnsistent with this
theme. A trolley or other light transportation system should run
from the Yard Station to Little Tokyo proper (e.g., near the
Japanese American National Museum at First Street).

. There are approximately 18,000 artists lofts in the
vicinity of the Yard Station, i.e., in the Los Angeles Artists
River & Business Area. MTA must ‘explore the siting of an
International Arts Center in the area (including, but not limited
to, an International Martial Arts Center).

2.D In addition, MTA must provide (or work with non-profit
organizations or other private sector entities to provide)
affordable housing in or around the Yard Station development area
for senior citizens (e.g., like Angelus Plaza, Little Tokyo
Towers), low-income families, and others. The sites should
include child care and youth recreational and after-school
facilities, with a neighborhood library site.

The Yard Station development area should also include
other mixed uses, such as entertainment, restaurants, business
offices, and sufficient parking to service these uses. A police
substation should be located at or near the Yard Station site.

What will MTA do to explore these or other development
plans for the area?

If an Alternative, such as 9B, with a Yard Station is
selected and the impacted community endorses the development
project after review of the mitigation program, MTA shall give
priority to Yard station/Little Tokyo development projects over
. proposed extensions to the West to assist this community with

5
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2.D post-unrest recovery. Following the April/May 1992 civil unrest,
tourism in the Little Tokyo area has dropped dramatically. Wwill
the redevelopment and reinvigoration of this community be a
priority item for MTA, as it should be?

B. Mariachi Plaza (First/Boyle Station) And Other Eastside
Statiomns

There are also tremendous opportunities for development
and revitalization at and near the proposed stations east of the
Los Angeles River. What is MTA planning to do to actively
encourage such development?

2.E To maintain the cultural integrity and flavor of the
area, the stations east of the Los Angeles River should be
designed to reflect the rich heritage of the Boyle Heights/East
LA communities. For example, MTA should create a “"Mariachi
Plaza" at the First & Boyle Station that includes a shopping
plaza and marketplace, performance area, decorative tile work,
creative lighting, fountain courtyard, and police substation. A
similar theme (with similar resources) should be carried through
the other stations. What steps will MTA take to explore these
options?

2.F If the Golden Gate Theatre is chosen as a site for the
Whittier & Atlantic stop, MTA must preserve and incorporate this
structure as part of the station plan.

c. aAll statioms.

All new stations in the Eastern Extension must have
electronic signboards that can be used for MTA information, news,
community notices and other announcements. Each station must
have backlighted directional maps for the areas surrounding the
stations showing points of interests, historical sites,
restaurants, and local services. Cases for the display of local
artwork by senior citizens, students, and others must be provided
in the station areas.

2.G MTA must site and fund child and after-school youth
care programs at or near all stations located in the vicinity of
schools and churches, and provide police substations at or near
the station locations.

All station areas should be landscaped with trees,
planters of flowers and other foliage. The station areas should
have benches (designed to complement the theme), and exhibit
artwork consistent with the flavor of the neighborhood. (See
also Section V.C., infra, for additional mitigation items.)
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v.
SPECIFIC MITIGATION REQUIREMENTS AND COMMUNITY OVERSIGHT

As noted above, there is great potential for the
Eastern Extension of the Metro Red Line to enhance our
communities, particularly through development projects done in
conjunction with station design. However, if strong, meaningful
mitigation measures are not adopted, implemented, and adhered to
throughout the pre-construction and construction phases of
development, the Eastern Extension has the potential for creating
disastrous effects on the community, as we have learned from the
construction down Wilshire and through Downtown.

My office, together with the offices of several other
Greater Los Angeles area legislators, participated in extensive
meetings regarding the Draft AA/EIS/EIR. After careful study of
and deliberation on the numerous issues presented by the Eastern
Extension, a substantial number of the following mitigation items
were developed to safeqguard the families, children, businesses
and others in the community.

2.H If MTA does not choose to implement the programs., it
must _explain in detail why such measures cannot be taken and
provide alternative measures to address community concerns.

A. The MTA Sshall Incorporate A 45-Day Review Period On Any
Mitigation Program For The Eastern Extension Before It 1Is
Submitted To the MTA Board For Approval Of The EIR.

2.1 - To assure that community concerns are adegquately

addressed in the mitigation program, the MTA shall incorporate a

45~-day review period on the proposed mitigation program for the

Eastern Extension (following the public hearing period) before it

is submitted to the MTA Board for approval of the EIR.

MTA shall provide a copy of the mitigation program at
least ten (10) days before the commencement of the 45-day review
period that is not limited to, but will encompass the following:
(1) any organization or individual that attended or testified at
any of the MTA public hearings, MTA board meetings, or community
meetings; (2) all property owners or tenants within a 1000 foot
radius of any station; (3) all schools, churches, recreational

3 My office worked with the offices of Senator Art Torres,
Assemblymember Richard Polanco, Assemblywoman Martha Escutia and
others in crafting many of the mitigation measures set forth
below. These measures are also set forth in substantially the
same form in the Joint statement being submitted on behalf of the

i aforementioned legislators and myself to MTA this date.
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facilities, and non-profit organizations within a two-mile radius
of the stations; and (4) the offices of all local, state, and
federal elected officials within the boundaries of the projects.

MTA shall hold no less than three public hearings
during the 45-day review period. The public hearings shall not
be earlier than the 10th day, nor beyond the 35th day of the
review process.

B. A Community-Based Station Oversight Committee (SOC) Must Be
Formed.

Community-based Station Oversight Committees (“soc")
must be formed. One committee should be formed in the
neighborhood of each station location. Two members (a de51gnate
and an alternate) from each SOC shall serve as representatives on
an overall Project Oversight Committee ("POC"). The POC shall be
comprised of the SOC representatives and area elected officials
or their representative staff.

The SOCs shall serve as the "eyes and ears" of the
commuity regarding the contractors' compliance with the
mitigation program and the POC shall serve as the voice of the
East Los Angeles Extension community as it relates to this
project. BAll meetings shall be open to the public. Nothing
suggested here should be interpreted as denying any other
resident or organization input into the process of ensuring
project safety and compliance with the mitigation program.

A budget, paid staff, office space and supplies
(including postage) shall be made available to the POC in order
to maximize accountability, and mitigation compliance during
construction.

c. MTA Must Develop A Responsible Mitigation Program That
Addresses The Needs And Concerns Of The Impacted
Communities.

1. Transit.

The construction of the Eastern Extension will have an
impact on transit both during and after construction.
Specifically, what is the plan for providing shuttle buses to and
from remote parking lots to businesses near station construction
sites? Shuttle buses must be prov1ded to ensure convenient
access to affected businesses.

Because construction activity will impede vehicular
traffic in the area of station construction, it is essential that
bus service increase significantly to ensure access and
convenience for shoppers during construction.
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Considering the criticism that the MTA has faced
regarding the amount of subsidies provided for more affluent
suburban commuters, what will be the fare structure for riders of
the Eastern Extension? Also, to encourage ridership of the
completed section of the Red Line a special bus fare should be
implemented between the Eastern Extension station sites and the
Union Station Metro Red Line during construction.

2K As the Eastern Extension becomes operational, there
must be efficient interfacing of this new subway service and bus
service. Public meetings should be held to determine the needs
and desires of the local community. Bus service should be re-
routed as needed to maximize service and efficiency.

Bus routes should be directed from San Gabriel Valley
communities and the communities of Southeast Los Angeles County
to link up with the Eastside Extension to ensure access to rail
transit for these communities until the rail network is expanded.

As noted above, a trolley or bus service should be
established that will run between Union Station, Little Tokyo and
the proposed Rail Yard Station. MTA should also explore creating
a "cultural" shuttle that will directly connect the Union and
Rail Yard stations with Little Tokyo, Chinatown, Olvera Street,
and Koreatown.

To encourage alternative, pollution-free
transportation, a minimum of ten (10) bicycle lockers should be
placed at each station location.

2. Traffic.

During construction, traffic impacts are likely to be
severe. Cut and cover construction methods used at station sites
have proven to seriously impede traffic flow.

2L In section 4-16.1.1(c), the AR/EIS/EIR provides that

) "it is anticipated that none of the streets will be completely
closed to either vehicular or pedestrian traffic where
construction will take place in a street location."™ By contrast,
section 4-16.2.1 provides that *"[t)he roadway widths in East lLos
Angeles are relatively narrow. Therefore, opportunities to
channel traffic during construction will be limited, and there is
greater likelihood that construction activities will encompass
the entire roadway and overlap to sidewalk areas."

These two sections contradict one another. No streets
should be closed due to construction. Does the MTA anticipate
the need to close any streets? Which streets does MTA consider
likely to face closure? The prospect of street closure should be
more specific in order for those affected to evaluate the impacts
fully.
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It is lmperatlve that all streets remain open, with a
minimum of one lane in each direction open to traffic at all
times. Construction activity and equipment staging should be
minimized on the street surface. Absolutely no delivery of
construction material should occur during the rush hours or peak
evening shopping periods.

2.L In the interest of public safety, at any time when
fewer than four traffic lanes are in service at a station site,
the MTA should provide two traffic control officers (one at each
side of the station box) during the morning (6:00 a.m. to 10:00
a.m.) and evening (4:30 p.m. to 11:00 p.m.) rush hours. Twenty-
one (21) day notification, including the duration of impact, must
be provided to the SOC and interested parties whenever a street
will be reduced to one lane in each direction.

The MTA, the City of Los Angeles Department of
Transportation and the SOCs shall be notified at least forty-
eight (48) hours before any outsized construction materials are
delivered.

In order to minimize aesthetic and traffic impacts,
following the initial five to seven month period, the entire deck
at each construction site must be surfaced in asphalt to a depth
of six inches.

The technological feasibility of mining must be
explored for any stations that would be built under the street.

3. Parking.

2.M Parking in the vicinity of stations will increase to
varying degrees. Specifically, what tangible parking mitigation
will be provided for station options that will face significant
parking space utilization increases? The Brooklyn Avenue/Soto
Street station option is likely to see a 95.5% to 103.7% parking
utilization level, while the Whittier/Rowan station will be an
82.2% utilization. Wwhile anything over 80% is considered full by
drivers and anything over 100% will result in "spillover" into
surrounding neighborhoods, how can MTA prevent permanent negative
impacts of "spillover" parking to the neighborhoods surrounding
these station option locations.

Periodic studies of parking intrusion in neighborhoods
adjacent to station areas must be performed. Preferential
parklng districts within residential neighborhoods affected by
"spillover" parking must be made available, guaranteed and paid
for by MTA.

10
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In light of the need to ensure access to all local
businesses, all contractors must be required to lease remote,
off-street parking and shuttle to the work site.

—.

On-street parking must be maintained during
construction. Table S-5.1 of the AA/EIS/EIR provides that
between 361 and 409 on-street parking places would be displaced
as a result of Alternative 9B. Where exactly will this
displacement occur, and for what period of time? This
information is important when comparing the alternative routes
and impacts.

There should be no on-street parking displacement.
However, section 4-16.2.1 makes clear that we may face
displacement of entire streets. How can we prevent the loss of
on-street parking impacts described in Table S-5.1?

2.M The AA/EIS/EIR (at section 4-16.3.3) provides that
"[plrior to initiating construction of each station, the [MTA]
will develop and adopt a site specific parking plan which
identifies off-site replacement parking for all on-street parking
lost during construction." (Emphasis added.) However, some of
the proposed stations (e.g., along Brooklyn at both Bank of
America and the Market) will involve the taking of parking lots
used by the community when they visit the area to shop and
conduct business. Without these parking facilities,
accessibility to the businesses in the area will be negatively
affected. Thus, in developing the parking plan, MTA must also
identify and provide replacement parking for the spaces lost in
these lots.

Before losing any on-street or lot parking due to
construction, the MTA must notify the SOC with specific
information regarding the duration of the impact. Duration of
on-street parking loss must not exceed a cumulative period of two
weeks per year. Replacement parking must be made available prior
to the loss of any parking. If off-street parking is further
than one block from the station site, free shuttle bus service
shall be provided. (At the Barnsdall Park station excavation
site, MTA promised replacement parking for displaced parking at
the park. Months went by without replacement parking. This must
not be repeated in East Los Angeles.)

4. Pedestrian and Handicapped Access.

2.N ' An off-street pedestrian walkway connecting the
proposed Mariachi Plaza with White Memorial Hospital should be
constructed. The walkway should incorporate unique lighting,
trees and landscaping, water features and seating to enhance the
station area security and minimize vehicle/pedestrian conflicts.

11
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Each station design shall include two million dollars
worth of pedestrian improvements, such as wider sidewalks,
artwork, and special walkways within one-quarter mile of the
station to encourage pedestrian traffic in station areas.

Covered bus shelters should be provided at all bus
stops adjacent to the stations to ensure optimum interfacing
between bus and rail service. The bus shelters should be
designed to complement the station themes.

All sidewalks must be maintained at a minimum of ten
(10) feet wide to ensure pedestrian access to businesses.

2.N Stations must be designed to maximize accessibility for
handicapped riders. The MTA must consult with community-based
advocates and service providers for the handicapped to ensure
that the design features facilitate the use of rail service by
the physically challenged.

The MTA must provide one van for each station area to
provide shuttle service to senior citizens and the physically
challenged within a minimum of three miles of the stations. This
service should be available during the operating hours of the
rail system.

The vans/shuttle service for seniors and the disabled
must have lifts to facilitate access for those in wheelchairs.
MTA should provide a new replacement van every five years at each
of the stations to ensure reliable and efficient shuttle service.

MTA must provide curb cuts for wheelchairs where they
are lacking at any of the four corners within a quarter-mile
radius of each adopted station locatioms.

Directional maps, rider and other information at the
stations and surrounding areas must also be provided in braille.

5. Economic And Fiscal Impacts.

20 Business owners who have tried to survive the impacts
of Metro Rail construction elsewhere in the City of Los Angeles
have expressed that the construction of Metro Rail facilities has
had a significant impact on businesses in the vicinity of station
sites. The cut and cover method of construction impedes traffic,
visibility and access to businesses. Vibration, dust and noise
further negatively impact normal business operations. MTA
attempts to explain away the impacts as short term in section 4-
16.72 of the AA/EIS/EIR, defining "temporary" as "36 months" in
section 4-16. This being the primary concern in Downtown and on
Wilshire and Hollywood Boulevards, I am concerned about the
severe impacts to local businesses as a result of Metro Rail

; construction activity.

12
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In section 4-16.7.2(b), the AA/EIS/EIR makes clear -the
potential impacts to local businesses:

2.0 Typically, a minimum width of 60 feet is required
for station box construction, and many of the streets
in East Los Angeles are narrow. Adjacent sidewalk
space would need to be taken for station construction,
thereby reducing access to adjacent businesses.
Business impacts in these station construction areas
would include reduced visibility of commercial and
retail signs and of businesses themselves.

According to Table S-5.1, Alternative 9B would result in the
acquisition of 28 to 40 businesses displacing between 747 and 920
employees (this does not include businesses that fail because of
a lack of visibility and access during construction). Have all
the owners of the targeted businesses been advised of the
potential impacts to their businesses?

There are numerous mitigation measures that must be
incorporated into the EIR to assure that negative economic
impacts are properly addressed.

The MTA must provide prompt and complete monetary
compensation if access to any business is blocked as a result of
Metro Rail construction.

2.P The MTA must provide full monetary compensation for
business relocation costs to any and all businesses located
within 500 feet of a station construction site which chose to
relocate. The MTA must also provide non-monetary assistance in
relocation for those businesses that wish to relocate.

The MTA should design stations to maximize
opportunities for the creation of local, small business joint
developments. Displaced businesses should be given first
opportunity to return to the station area as part of a joint
development.

Loan guarantees to support joint development projects
should be provided by MTA. The MTA should appoint multilingual
staff members to coordinate and facilitate joint development
projects at each station location. Information regarding this
program must be multilingual and available throughout the
community, particularly to local print and broadcast media.

For those who wish to ride out the construction, MTA
must have in place a low interest "bridge loan" program, as well
as a "bridge grant" program to assist businesses to survive the
construction impacts. Specifically, what program exists today
for businesses impacted by Metro Rail and what are the necessary

13
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{ qualifications? Specifics regarding this program should be made
available in English and Spanish and distributed to potentially
lmpacgethESLnesses as soon as the locally Preferred Alternative
is selec .

2.P A comprehensive multilingual community-based newspaper,
local television and radio advertising program must be
underwritten by the MTR for all businesses impacted by station
construction activities. This program should extend for the
duration of Phase I station construction to support the retention
of business.

6. Land Use, Land Acquisition, Displacement, And
Relocation.

The MTA must work with the members of each SOC to
develop station master plans for areas in the vicinity of rail
stations. Public meetings should be organized and publicized by
the MTA staff, working with members of the SOC. These meetings
should focus on community needs and visions for the areas around
the new rail stations. These plans should include, but not be
limited to urban green belts, pedestrian and bicycle traffic
flows, an overall economic development strategy, as well as a
cultural development component to ensure that the cultural
integrity of the area is not only preserved, but enhanced. (See
Section IV., supra.)

2.Q Would the station development result in any zoning
changes? Any changes in zoning as a result of the station
development should be presented to the SOC during public meetings
organized in cooperation with MTA to ensure public awareness and
an opportunity for the public to ensure public awareness and an
opportunity for the public to prov1de input to both MTA and their
elected officials.

According to Table S-5.1, between four and six single-
family residences and 19 to 90 multi-family residential units
would be acquired displacing between 108 and 403 persons. Many
businesses would also be significantly impacted.

It is imperative that MTA provide businesses, non-
profit corporations, families and individuals with full and just
compensation and relocation to a structure of comparable value
and location.

wWhat will MTA do (beyond its federal, state, and local
mandates) to assure that individuals, famllles, and businesses
displaced by the Eastern Extension are relocated to decent, safe,
and sanitary homes.or business sites? The MTA must provide
"Housing of Last Resort" if comparable replacement housing is not
available to rehouse persons displaced by this project. (See
i AA/EIS/EIR at section 4-3.4.1.)

14
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The AA/EIS/EIR (at section 4~3.4.2) provides that
w[MTA] will work with the community, elected officials, and local
housing agencies to identify potential mitigation measures for
the loss of housing caused by the Eastern Extension."” The POC
shall serve in the oversight capacity in cooperation with an ad
hoc advisory committee representing clergy, community based
organizations and non-profit legal counsel. 1In the event that a
relocated person is dissatisfied with the assistance, he or she
will have full rights to appeal to the MTA Board of Directors.

It is essential that the tenants of the affected
structures be notified of the possibility of displacement as soon
as possible. 1Indeed, the tenants should already have been
notified to maximize their participation in this process, since
specific information may alter some person's positions on the
alternative routes. The maps in the back of the report are of
poor quality and difficult to read. Why weren't potentially
affected residents specifically notified of possible takes before
the public review and hearing process commenced?

7. Visual And Aesthetic Impacts.

All temporary construction fencing, safety barriers,
covered walkways, and the like should be uniform in design and
reflect the local community in which construction is taking
place. Temporary murals should be incorporated into wooden
fencing, with other art displays subject to the approval of the
S0C. Neighborhood youth, seniors, and local artists must be
incorporated into the art programming.

All Eastern Extension facilities and stations must be
considered to be a part of the Metro Rail ART program and subject
to compatible art funding and display. A local community based
Metro Art steering committee should be established to ensure
participation of local artists. This committee should work in an
advisory capac1ty to the SOCs on temporary construction site art
projects and displays.

All construction sites, fencing, etc. shall be
constructed of graffiti resistant material or repainted daily by
the contractor to remove graffiti as needed.

Again, if Alternative 9B (or other aerial route) is
selected, the bridge across the Los Angeles River must be
designed to be aesthetically compatible with the historic bridges
that exist in the area.

I reiterate that if an alternative is selected that
includes a station at Whittier and Atlantic, the MTA must ensure
that the station is architecturally and aesthetically compatible
with the Golden Gate Theatre and character of the local
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community. Also, as noted above, the Metro Rail Yard station
must reflect the culture and architecture of Little Tokyo. It
should include proper and creative lighting, landscaping and an
indoor and outdoor space for the public display of public art and
sculpture.

8. Jobs And Job Training.

Alternative 9B could result in the loss of
approximately 920 jobs as a result of construction impacts; but
it is anticipated that the project will create between 2,000 and
3,000 construction jobs. In order for employment displacement to
be mitigated, MTA must provide job training opportunities to
local residents to increase access to employment with MTA. Job
training should include a cooperative effort with local trade
unions, community colleges, state universities, and other schools
to ensure proper preparation and skill development for a wide
range of responsibilities and job descriptions at every level of
the agency.

MTA must initiate aggressive employee recruitment
campaigns using local community based multilinqual newspapers,
local television and radio. MTA must provide oversight for its
primary contractors to ensure equal opportunity in employment.

MTA must set ambitious goals for local hiring and
contracting with Minority and Women Business Enterprises
(MBE/WBEs) and establish firm controls to ensure compliance.
Such goals are meaningless if there are no controls that mandate
that every effort is made to attain those goals.

What programs will MTA implement to assure fair
representation of minorities, women, and local persons in the
hiring and contracting for the Eastern Extension jobs and job
training programs?

9. Community And Neighborhood Impacts.

The MTA must extend and expand the TOPS youth
employment program for all high schools in the Study Corridor

" until construction is completed during final engineering. the

number of TOPS positions offered per year should be no less than
500.

The MTA should also hire at least 200 youths who reside
within the study area each summer for ‘community improvement and
corridor maintenance work. This work may include, but would not
be limited to, urban forestry and basic station site maintenance,
including graffiti abatement in adjacent neighborhoods. The
summer youth jobs program should continue until construction is
completed during final engineering.
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Given the unique impacts of the transportation
infrastructure project on education facilities, it is essential
that young people in the community be provided with direct
mitigation. All primary and secondary school aged children
residing within the study area shall be eligible for afterschool
tutoring through the Phase One Station Construction period. The
MTA should provide four million dollars annually to fund the
tutoring program for the duration of the construction during
final engineering.

In addition, all secondary school aged children should
be eligible to apply for MTA-funded college scholarships that
would lead to eligibility to work at MTA. The MTA should provide

~one million dollars per year through completion of the project.

In light of the potential for air-borne particulates,
MTA should provide air conditioning for local schools, churches
and senior centers within one-quarter mile of any Red Line
construction site.

MTA should work with community based greening
organizations to implement a community-wide greening effort.
This includes, but is not limited to, the distribution of trees
for neighborhood plantings and start-up funding for community
gardens with the goal of improving air quality and increasing
environmental awareness along the transportation corridor.

The MTA should fund full-time, around the clock foot
patrols at each station site throughout construction, seven days
a week. Once the system is complete, MTA should provide full-
time police officer coverage of the system to a level equal to
that provided for the Blue Line in 1990-1992.

The MTA must provide crossing guards and full
mitigation acceptable to the governing board of the school or
school district for affected public/private accredited schools
within a one-mile radius of a construction area. No Metro Rail
or contractors! construction trucks shall pass by schools during
school hours or during the hours that children are walking to and
from school, or being dropped off or picked up from school.

The school based rail safety program implemented on the
Long Beach Blue Line, including the safety mascot "Travis the
owl" must be implemented and expanded throughout the study area
to assure that children understand the system and the hazards it
presents. :

10. Air Quality.

Where are the proposed excavation sites for the :
alternative routes going to be located? The excavation site for
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tunneling must be in a non-residential, industrial area so that

it will have the least impact on the people in our community.

Limits to the volume of truck traffic in and out of the
excavation sites must be established as part of the mitigation
program. Transporting the muck off-site by rail is the preferred
option to reduce truck volume and noise and air pollution.

To minimize the impacts of fugitive dust, trucks
leaving an excavation site must be hosed down and their loads
covered. Mounds of dirt on site also must be watered down

regularly.

Streets adjaceﬁt to construction sites must be swept
every 48 hours or more, as deemed necessary by the SOCs.

11. Noise And Vibration.

The MTA must audit actual noise and vibration levels
experienced in buildings adjacent to and near construction and
share the results with the SOC on a monthly basis.

Property owners shall be fully compensated for any and
all noise or vibration damage caused by Red Line construction.
In the event that actual experience shows higher than expected
levels of noise, MTA will adopt construction techniques that will
reduce noise and vibration impacts.

With reference to the "three single-family residences
near Lorena Street" discussed at section 4-7.7.2 of the
AA/EIS/EIR, have the owners/tenants of these properties been
notified that significant groundborne noise and vibration impacts
under their property may be unmitigable? Will the
owners/occupants be eligible for MTA's relocation mitigation
program?

12. General.

The mitigation program for the Eastern Extension must
be incorporated into the EIR document so that it will be legally
binding. The oversight committees discussed above must be formed
to assure compliance. What penalty or fine structure will MTA
develop for contractors who do not comply with the mitigation
program? In evaluating contracting bids for the Eastern
Extension, will MTA take into consideration (as a negative)
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i whether that contractor has previously violated MTA contract/
2.cC mitigation requirements on other projects? '

vI.
CONCLUSION

As discussed above, the Eastern Extension of the Red
Line through the 46th Assembly District and beyond, presents
unique opportunities for our community -- for economic
development, commercial and residential revitalization, jobs, and
increased accessibility to many parts of the region. If
implemented in a responsible way that is sensitive to our
communities' needs and concerns, we will provide future
generations with a valuable legacy.

However, unless MTA and its contractors are held
strictly accountable to the communities that they will invade
-during construction, the legacy could be one of economic decline.
I stand committed to continue to work with MTA and with our
communities, yet to remain a vigilant watchdog over MTA and its
contractors to assure that this does not happen in our
communities.

LEC/jo
Attachment
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Responses to: Louis Caldera, Assemblymember,
Forty-sixth District, California Legislature
(Comment Letter number 2)

2.A  MTA concurs with the benefits of the Locally Preferred Alternative (LPA) as identified in
the letter and with the assessment that the Eastern Extension of the Metro Red Line
provides a unique opportunity for economic development and revitalization by providing
increased access for a highly transit-dependent population. Through its Community
Transportation Linkages program, MTA intends to continue the necessary planning to
promote the station areas as "showcases" for the Eastside community and to serve as
a catalyst for residential and commercial revitalization.

2B The MTA Board of Directors selected in July 1993 an LPA that is generally the same as
the stated preference in the letter of Alternative 9B. As described in Chapter 2 of this
FEIS/FEIR, the LPA basically consists of Alternative 9B with the following changes:

° Alternative 9B passed under the Evergreen Cemetery. In response to public
opposition to traversing the cemetery, the MTA Board directed that the LPA be
rerouted to avoid passing under the cemetery.

. Alternative 9B had a station in the right-of-way (R.O.W.) of Indiana Street near First
Street. By not passing under the Evergreen Cemetery, the LPA was changed so
that this station is now under First Street west of Indiana Street. This change
offers several advantages including:

o reduction in the number of residential acquisitions that are required,

o avoidance of placing the station in the narrow R.O.W. of Indiana Street
near the Los Angeles Unified School District Ramona High School,

o placement of the station under the wider First Street R.O.W. and nearer

the commercial area known as El Mercado.

As discussed in Chapter 2 of this FEIS/FEIR, the LPA includes a station in the Little
Tokyo area, although the station is no longer proposed to be within the Metro Rail yard
but is rather proposed as a subway station under Santa Fe Avenue. As discussed in
Section 4-18 (Construction Impacts), any station could potentially be used for the removal
of tunnel spoil, depending on the Initial Operable Segment (IOS) that is chosen and the
contract packaging that will occur during final design of the LPA. Haul routes will be
selected to avoid residential and commercial areas where possible. See Section 4-18 of
this FEIS/FEIR for further discussion.

The MTA concurs that the Alternative 9B, particularly as modified for the LPA, integrates
the major shopping and business activity centers in the Corridor, including: First/Boyle
(with access to White Memorial Hospital and other community sites), Brooklyn/Soto (with
access to this community shopping area), First/Lorena (with access to the El Mercado
Plaza), and the stations in the Whittier Boulevard shopping district. Service to the highest
number of transit-dependent and below-poverty-level populations among the alternatives
was clearly an important consideration for selection of the LPA.
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This FEIS/FEIR provides a detailed analysis of the impacts and proposed mitigation
measures for the proposed project (the LPA), based on additional engineering and
design that has occurred (called Preliminary Engineering) for the LPA since the circulation
of the AA/DEIS/DEIR.

Station-specific, conceptual plans will be developed by MTA via the currently funded
Community Transportation Linkages program to address individual station design and
planning. These pians will recognize the individual character of each station area. MTA
has developed Station Area Advisory Committees (SAACs) to provide community input
regarding station-specific construction impacts and planning issues. The MTA sponsored
Community Transportation Linkages program is currently underway to explore ways to
maximize appropriate transit-based development opportunities in areas surroundings the
stations while insuring community urban design character and architecture are preserved.
Please see Section 4-1 of this FEIS/FEIR, Land Use and Development, for further
discussion of MTA’s Community Transportation Linkages programs.

The MTA has structured the Community Transportation Linkages program which aims to
develop a strategy to maximize opportunities in transportation/land use based
development.

The linkages program is structured to insure that community urban design character and
architecture are preserved and enhanced and that transit-related developments are
compatible with the existing urban fabric. Proposed developments, such as an
International Arts Center, will be discussed and analyzed through the program with input
from its respective SAAC.

The MTA is currently considering establishing a housing policy to encourage housing
production on the property acquired or within the vicinity of the station sites. Section 4-3
of this FEIS/FEIR also discusses the impacts of LPA residential acquisitions on the local
housing stock and provides associated mitigation measures. The MTA is not required
by law or policy to replace the housing stock that is acquired in order to implement the
Metro Red Line Eastern Extension, except as provided for under the "housing of last
resort" provisions of federal law (see Section 4-3). The MTA will work with the
community, elected officials, local housing agencies and other housing providers to
identify potential mitigation measures for the loss of housing caused by acquisitions. The
allocation of MTA staff efforts and funding among various projects requires major policy
consideration by the MTA Board and is not within the scope of this document.

Please see the response to comment 2.C, above. The Mariachi Plaza is discussed in
Section 4-18.7, Business Disruption, of this FEIS/FEIR.

The Golden Gate Theatre property has been identified as an entrance location for the
Whittier/Atlantic Station. Prior to project approval, MTA will have entered into a covenant
which will ensure the preservation of the theater building. The building will be integrated
into the station area plan developed through the Community Transportation Linkages
program. For further discussion of the project’s effects on this structure, see Sections
4-14,4-15 and 4-17 of this FEIS/FEIR.
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The MTA recognizes the need for back lighted directional maps for the areas surrounding
the station. This is a cost effective means of enhancing passenger orientation and speed
in using the station and will be provided as part of station construction. Cases for the
display of art work will also be provided. The provision of electronic signboards and
landscaping will be considered as part of final design and the individual station design
efforts described above in the response to comment 2.C.

As part of its Community Transportation Linkages program, the MTA will identify possible
sites for child and after school youth care programs and police sub-stations where
appropriate at station sites. MTA will seek public input through the Review Advisory
Committee (RAC) and Station Area Advisory Committees (SAACs) on these locations.
MTA may donate sites as part of joint development, will involve the private sector in
development opportunities and will assist others in seeking grants. MTA will seek funds
for child care facilities as has been done at the Chatsworth and Sylmar Metrolink facilities.
MTA will work with the community, non-profits and other public agencies to develop a
strategy for child-care facilities within the Community Transportation Linkages program.
Security services (including sub-stations where appropriate) will be included as part of
operations. ‘

MTA appreciates the effort that has been put forth by the elected officials to propose a
number of mitigation measures for the Metro Red Line Eastern Extension (as contained
in the letter). As suggested in the comment and as required by law (the National
Environmental Policy Act [NEPA] and the California Environmental Quality Act [CEQA]),
MTA has prepared a response to each comment made by the public during the comment
period for the Eastside Corridor AA/DEIS/DEIR. These responses are included in this
FEIS/FEIR and contain the rationale for including or excluding proposed mitigation
measures. Under federal and state law (NEPA and CEQA), the MTA is responsible for
evaluating mitigation measures for impacts that are associated with the proposed project.
Conversely, MTA is not required to adopt mitigation measures that are not related to
project impacts. As a matter of policy, the MTA Board may elect to review and possibly
implement additional enhancements in relation to the project, although these
enhancements would not be fundable under the Full Funding Grant Agreement with the
federal government (Federal Transit Agency) but rather would need to be funded using
local or state monies.

The comment states that MTA shali incorporate a 45-day review period for the mitigation
program associated with the Metro Red Line Eastern Extension and shall provide a copy
of the mitigation program 10 days in advance of this review period to: (1) any
organization or individual that attended or testified at any MTA hearing, MTA Board
meeting or community meeting, (2) all owners and tenants within 1,000 radius of a
station, (3) all schools, churches, recreational facilities and non-profit organization within
a two-mile radius of the stations and (4) the offices of all local, state and federal elected
officials within the boundaries of the projects. The comment also states that MTA shall
hold no less than three public hearings on the mitigation plan.

These demands far exceed the legal requirements contained in federal and state law.
Both the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and the California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA) provide for the opportunity for the public to comment on draft EISs
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and EIRs. By law, the lead agency(ies) [in this case the Federal Transit Administration
(FTA) and the Metropolitan Transportation Authority (MTA)] must then respond to these
comments in the Final EISs and EIRs. In addition, under CEQA, the lead agency (MTA)
must adopt a mitigation monitoring plan along with the Final EIR. There is no provision
under either NEPA or CEQA for a public review period or for public hearings related to
this mitigation monitoring plan. CEQA does require that responses to comments made
by a public agency be provided to that agency 10 days prior to certification of the EIR
under CEQA.

Consistent with the spirit of this comment, however, the MTA has gone beyond the legal
requirements in the development of the mitigation monitoring plan. in an effort to provide
for a continuing dialogue between the MTA and the community, the MTA has worked
directly with a Review Advisory Committee (RAC) made up of 26 community
representatives. Continuing discussions with a community committee during the
development of the mitigation monitoring plan is unprecedented for the Metro program,
i.e., this approach was not taken for the first two segments of Metro System. The MTA
has discussed with the RAC the results of the preliminary engineering, the proposed
construction methods and the mitigation issues identified by the RAC as critical; and
comments made by the RAC have been taken into account in the development of the
mitigation monitoring plan for the project. While not all mitigation measures requested
by the public have been incorporated into the project, explanations for inclusion or
exclusion have been provided in the response to comments chapter of this FEIS/FEIR
and have, in most cases, been discussed with the RAC as part of the ongoing dialogue
between the MTA and the RAC.

The MTA has created and is staffing a Review Advisory Committee (RAC) and Station
Area Advisory Committees (SAACs). The primary mission of the RAC is to advise the
MTA on its mitigation program and structure a series of strategies focused on maximizing
benefits associated with the Eastern Extension and minimizing construction impacts. The
SAACs were formed to provide public input regarding site specific station construction
impacts and planning issues.

MTA will continue its policy of open meetings regarding the Metro Rail Eastern Extension
Project.

MTA intends to maintain adequate parking within walking distances of the stations during
construction to avoid the need for shuttle buses from remote lots to businesses. Parking
impacts due to construction are anticipated only at the First/Boyle, Brooklyn/Soto and
Whittier/Rowan stations; therefore, replacement parking will be provided for construction-
related parking losses at these stations. The exact location and design of such parking
will be determined by MTA in cooperation with affected land owners and through station
area planning. Please refer to Section 3-3.8.1, Construction-Related Parking Mitigation.

MTA intends to maintain bus service levels in the Eastside Corridor during construction.
The fare for the Eastern Extension is currently projected to equal that of a local bus fare

at the time. The Eastern Extension fare machines will be constructed to allow for
distance based fares, as are the existing machines. If distance based fares are adopted,
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it would be possible to have lower fares for short trips within East Los Angeles and to
Downtown as compared to longer trips, for example to North Hollywood. No decision
has been made on whether to ultimately adopt distance based fares. MTA cannot afford
to fund a reduced cost bus fare during construction. Note that today, ridership on the
existing Red Line plus a local bus is still available for only the cost of a local bus fare plus
transfer.

Bus service in the Eastside Corridor has been reviewed and refined to maximize efficiency
for the bus/rail service in the area. Bus routes have been directed to the Red Line where
appropriate to ensure access to rail transit from the San Gabriel Valley and Southeast
Los Angeles County as well as other areas that need to be linked with the Eastside. For
a discussion of the currently planned relationship between the bus and rail transit service,
please see Section 3-1 of this FEIS/FEIR.

As part of the Community Transportation Linkages program, MTA will study various
options for providing shuttle service, including a "cultural” shuttle that would run between
Union Station, Little Tokyo and other local activity centers.

MTA recognizes the need for bicycle facilities at stations and will place either ten lockers
or a larger number of rack spaces at each station.

During final design, site and street specific Worksite Traffic Control Plans would be
developed in cooperation with the City of Los Angeles Department of Transportation and
appropriate Los Angeles County agencies to accommodate required pedestrian and
traffic movements. These plans wiil review the need for traffic control officers as well as
other traffic mitigation measures. RCC, MTA’s construction arm, currently has a public
and adjacent property owner/tenant notification program for anticipated street closures
and other major construction activities. This program is expected to continue for the LPA
construction. Street closures and the impacts of construction on traffic are discussed in
Section 4-18.2 of this FEIS/FEIR. Sidewalk mitigation measures are provided in Section
4-18.7.

Due to safety reasons, MTA does not pave decks with asphalt. The asphalt does not
adhere to the temporary decking, and over time, cracks and creates safety hazards. See
Section 4-18.2 for a discussion of traffic mitigation measures that will be implemented
during construction.

The feasibility of mined stations has been examined by the RCC and rejected due to
subsidence and cost considerations.

Section 3-3 of this FEIS/FEIR discusses parking impacts during the project’s construction
and operation and mitigation measures for those impacts. MTA will pay for the
establishment of preferential parking districts but not for the permits.

MTA will study the potential for a pedestrian walkway connecting the proposed Mariachi
Plaza with White Memorial Plaza, as well as other pedestrian improvements and
walkways, as part of its Community Transportation Linkages programs. MTA will pay for
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pedestrian improvements on its property and arrange for the larger set of improvements
to be part of its Call for Projects.

MTA will ensure the construction of bus shelters at each station site. MTA will first
attempt to use the existing city/county program of having advertising revenue pay for
shelters. If this program is unsuccessful in securing the bus shelters, MTA will construct
those shelters on the block where the station is built. MTA will also perform streetscape
studies for the major boulevards along which the LPA runs. When these studies are
completed, the resulting projects will be able to apply for the annual MTA call for projects.

See Section 4-18.7 for a discussion of sidewalk mitigation measures.

All stations will be fully handicapped accessible in compliance with the Americans with
Disabilities Act. MTA will consult with established community advocacy groups for the
handicapped as well as the RAC during final station design.

MTA’s Metro Access, which provides van service to the disabled, will be tied into the Red
Line stations. These vans are equipped with lifts and are replaced when worn out.

MTA will provide wheel chair curb cuts on the block or blocks where the station is
constructed. As part of the Community Transportation Linkages program MTA will study
the need for curb cuts within one quarter mile of each station and convey its findings to
agencies with jurisdiction.

MTA will provide directional maps as requested.

Consistent with this comment, the MTA has reviewed its policies with regard to methods
to minimize impacts on businesses adjacent to or near construction sites. In fact, this
concern led to the selection of two off-street station locations as part of the LPA, rather
than locating the stations within the street right-of-way. Off-street station locations have
been selected for the Brooklyn/Soto and Whittier/Arizona stations. Selection of these
off-street locations clearly reduces the adverse impacts that would otherwise have
occurred at these locations, which are characterized by narrow streets with extensive
commercial/pedestrian activities. In addition, during the preliminary engineering for the
LPA, the First/Boyle station was rotated counter-clockwise from its location in the
AA/DEIS/DEIR. Rather than being positioned fully in the First Street right-of-way, as
shown in the AA/DEIS/DEIR, the station now intersects First Street; and the adverse
affects on local businesses from station construction should be reduced as a result of this
station location change. These LPA station locations decisions reflect the MTA concerns
for business disruption impacts.

Other mitigation measures have also been identified in this FEIS/FEIR, including
noise/vibration criteria, air emissions controls, traffic/pedestrian contro! plans including
signage, business outreach efforts and a construction hotline. Please see Section 4-18.7,
Business Disruption, of this FEIS/FEIR.

Extensive public meetings and hearings regarding the project were held as well as
meetings just for affected businesses and with the local chambers of commerce. As part
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of the MTA outreach efforts, businesses will be surveyed prior to construction and notified
regarding MTA’s detailed construction plans and schedule. In the course of developing
its Relocation Plan, MTA will contact every business to be relocated as part of the project.

See response to comment 2.0 and Section 4-18.7 for mitigation measures that will be
implemented to avoid and minimize business disruption impacts.

The MTA will provide full relocation assistance to all businesses it takes for construction.
MTA will mitigate impacts on nearby businesses but is not required to and cannot
relocate businesses wishing to leave due to the effect this would have on project costs
and community cohesion.

The MTA’s Planning and Community Transportation Linkages program aims to develop
a strategy to maximize opportunities in transportation/land use based development
around station locations. This would include joint development opportunities for local and
small businesses.

Displaced commercial enterprises will be notified of opportunities to return as a part of
a development on MTA station property. Developers selected to construct and operate
projects at MTA station sites will be encouraged to invite previously displaced tenants to
submit qualifications; however, it will remain the developers’ responsibility to select
tenants on the basis of the desired tenant mix and each tenant’s qualifications.

MTA Real Estate and Relocation staff will work with Joint Development and Community
Affairs staff to establish and maintain a data bank of businesses interested in future joint
development projects. The Joint Development staff will meet with interested business
owners to inform them of future plans and provide information and advice regarding
opportunities to becoming tenants in future MTA joint development projects.

The provision of secured loans for joint development is a policy issue that requires full
Board review and policy formulation.

MTA will provide a multilingual marketing program for the affected station areas. See-
Section 4-18.7, Business Disruption, for an additional discussion of business impacts and
mitigation measures.

As described above in the response to comment 2.C, the MTA has created Community
Transportation Linkages programs to develop master plans for the areas around stations.
Station Area Advisory Committees will provide public input into the process.

Proposed development strategies around station areas, that are community supported,
may require changes to existing zoning. The Los Angeles Department of City Planning
and the Los Angeles County Department of Regional Planning have direct responsibility
and jurisdiction over zoning and zone changes. All zone change proposals would be
deferred to these two public agencies for their review, analysis and recommendations.
Both of these public planning agencies require public hearings as part of their zone
change procedures.
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Full and just compensation and relocation will be offered to businesses and residents.
Residents will be relocated to safe and sanitary housing which is at least equal to and
may in some cases be superior to their current housing. The MTA will adhere to existing
federal, state and local relocation laws and policies, providing assistance to businesses,
non-profit organizations, tenants and homeowners, as discussed in Section 4-3.5 of Land
Acquisition/Displacement and Relocation. Should comparable replacement housing not
be available for persons displaced by the LPA, the MTA may provide "Housing of Last
Resort," as discussed in Section 4-3.5.

Section 4-3 of this FEIS/FEIR also discusses the impacts of LPA residential acquisitions
on the local housing stock and provides associated mitigation measures. The MTA is not
required by law or policy to replace the housing stock that is acquired in order to
implement the Metro Red Line Eastern Extension, except as provided for under the
*housing of last resort" provisions of federal law (see Section 4-3). The MTA will work
with the community, elected officials, local housing agencies and other housing providers
to identify potential mitigation measures for the loss of housing caused by acquisitions.
The MTA is currently considering establishing a housing policy to encourage housing
production on the property acquired or within the vicinity of the station sites.

All members of affected communities were notified of the public review for the
AA/DEIS/DEIR through notices in local newspapers and via other public outreach efforts.
Please see Chapter 5 of this FEIS/FEIR. This notification goes beyond the requirements
of NEPA and CEQA. When exact acquisition requirements are determined, affected
individuals will be notified.

The MTA recognizes that the inclusion of art in the design of public spaces creates a
more inviting environment, fosters a sense of community pride and contributes to a
positive experience for the systems’s riders. Consequently, and in accordance with the
MTA’s public art policy, artists will be commissioned to develop art work for each of the
Metro Rail East Side Extension stations.

In accordance with MTA public art policy and goals, a community advisory group and
artist selection panel will be formed to ensure community input in the process. The MTA
A-R-T Community Advisory Group will also work in collaboration with the SAACs to
promote temporary construction-related art projects, including construction barriers.
Young people in the community will be encouraged to participate in the MTA’s Young
Artists Program.

MTA will have construction fences repainted as needed or made graffiti resistant.

The Locally Preferred Alternative includes a station in the Little Tokyo area, although the
station is no longer proposed to be within the Metro Rail yard but is rather proposed as
a subway station under Santa Fe Avenue. Correspondingly, the river crossing is now
proposed to be underground rather than on a bridge. Therefore, possible visual impacts
to the historic bridges in this area are no longer an issue.

The Golden Gate Theatre property has been identified as an entrance location for the
Whittier /Atlantic Station. Guidelines for joint development projects and multi-level parking
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structures at Metro Red Line stations located near historic properties were developed in
1983 for this project in Part IV. A. of the Memorandum of Agreement among UMTA (now
FTA), the California Historic Preservation Officer, and the Advisory Council on Historic
Preservation. MTA will follow these guidelines to ensure that the station is architecturally
and aesthetically compatible with the Golden Gate Theatre and the character of the local
community. See also Sections 4-14, 4-15 and 4-17 of this FEIS/FEIR for further
discussion of this issue.

See also response 2.C, above.

Section 4-2 of this FEIS/FEIR discusses the potential for the proposed project to generate
employment and economic activity. MTA will publish notices in local newspapers
regarding contracting and procurement for construction of the project. Local businesses
will be made aware of opportunities and encouraged to participate in construction bids.
As part of MTA’s Community Transportation Linkages programs, local employment and
business participation strategies will be explored to further advance MTA’s objective of
promoting economic development within the area it operates.

MTA/RCC will study the feasibility and develop a strategy to extend its TOP youth training
and employment program to public high schools near the Locally Preferred Alternative
(LPA) and will provide a job training program. Please see Section 4-2 of this FEIS/FEIR.

MTA policy is to use community-based newspapers to advertise DBE opportunities and
employment recruitment efforts. MTA will set and enforce goals for Disadvantaged
Business Enterprise participation in accordance with State and Federal regulations.
Please see Section 4-2 of this FEIS/FEIR.

MTA will extend its TOP youth employment and training program, or its equivalent, to the
Eastern Extension corridor to the same level as in previous rail construction corridors.
(Due to budget constraints, the program cannot be expanded.) Please see Section 4-2,
Economic Impacts. Additionally, MTA will participate in the annual city/county summer
youth employment program within the study corridor.

MTA is responsible for mitigating significant impacts associated with the project.
Although laudatory, tutoring programs for school children and college scholarships go
well beyond this requirement and the expenditure of four million dollars per year on
student tutoring or one million dollars per year for scholarships cannot be justified as a
project expense. However, secondary school students will be eligible for scholarships
through the TOP youth training and employment program. In addition, MTA has received
project funds from the U.S. Department of Labor for Transportation Academies, one of
which will be located near the project area (Wilson High School). MTA will work
voluntarily with the Los Angeles Unified School District (LAUSD) to develop a
transportation presentation and accompanying reading list if requested by LAUSD.

An assessment of potential air quality impacts during construction and measures that can
be implemented to mitigate those impacts is provided in Section 4-18.3, Construction Air
Quality. Construction impacts on community facilities are also discussed in Section 4-16.
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The goal of MTA’s Greenway Program is to provide increased recreational and scenic
access to points of interest and to provide a network of trails across the County.

MTA will continue to work with community-based greening organizations such as Tree
People and Northeast Trees, as well as participate in the implementation of community-
wide greening efforts. This may include MTA’s participation through the ISTEA grant
process and others in the distribution of trees for neighborhood plantings and start-up
funding for community gardens. This will assist the Eastside community with the goal of
improving air quality and increased environmental awareness along the Eastern Extension
Corridor.

MTA will provide 24-hour site guards at construction sites as directed by the Chief of
Police or County Sheriff. It is expected that guards will not be needed during daylight
work shifts. MTA will provide full time police coverage of the system once completed,
consistent with Red Line policy.

During final design, site and street specific Worksite Traffic Control Plans would be
developed in cooperation with the City of Los Angeles Department of Transportation and
appropriate Los Angeles County agencies to accommodate required pedestrian and
traffic movements. These plans will review the need for traffic control officers as well as
other traffic mitigation measures. Please see Sections 4-16, Community Facilities, and
4-18.2, Construction Traffic.

MTA is committed to safety awareness through education and will bring its rail safety
program, including Travis the Owl to East Los Angeles. In addition, MTA will study the
feasibility and develop a strategy to extend its TOP youth employment and training
program to the Eastern Extension corridor.

As discussed in Section 4-18 (Construction Impacts), tunnel excavations could occur at
any of the proposed station sites, depending on the Initial Operable Segment chosen and
the contract packaging identified during final design. Excavation would occur within the
area acquired for construction staging. These property acquisitions are intended to
reduce the staging and construction equipment in streets and to provide a buffer to
adjacent properties.

The Los Angeles Department of Transportation and the County of Los Angeles will limit
haul times and establish haul routes. (See Section 4-18.2 and response 2.L, above.)

MTA agrees that construction site roadways will be paved or that trucks leaving the
excavation site must have their wheels washed. All loads of loose material must be
covered; mounds of dirt on the site must be regularly watered; and streets adjacent to
the construction sites must be swept regularly. These requirements will be included in
construction contracts. See also Section 4-18.3, Construction Air Quality.

The City and the County of Los Angeles are responsible for the enforcement of local
noise regulations. Please see Sections 4-7, Airborne Noise, 4-8, Groundborne Noise and
Vibration and 4-18.4, Construction Noise.
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MTA will comply with federal and local noise standards and will modify construction
practices as needed to comply. Compliance methods are identified in the Mitigation
Monitoring Plan which the MTA Board will approve. Noise/vibration standards will be
contained in the MTA construction contracts as discussed in Sections 4-7, 4-8 and 4-18.4
If damage occurs as a direct result of its construction activities, MTA will provide just

compensation.

The "three single-family residences near Lorena Street" discussed in the AA/DEIS/DEIR
would not be affected by the LPA.

Under CEQA, Section 21081.6, the MTA must adopt a mitigation monitoring program
when it makes findings regarding the Project. The program “shall be designed to ensure
compliance during project implementation." (PUC Section 21081.6) Thus, CEQA requires
that the mitigation monitoring program be legally binding.

The law requires adoption of this mitigation monitoring program but does not require that
it be made a part of the FEIR. Standard MTA practice is to include in the FEIR the same
mitigation measures that are contained in the mitigation monitoring program. It is also
standard practice for the MTA Board to adopt a mitigation monitoring program along with
a statement of findings prior to FEIR certification or project adoption.

The RAC and SAACs have been formed to offer advice and/or assist with monitoring
compliance with the construction mitigation program.

The MTA will use Resident Engineer directives and, if necessary, stop work orders to

ensure contract provision compliance. Prior performance typically is considered in
selecting contractors for MTA construction contracts.
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COMMITTEES:

TOXICS AND PUBUIC SAFETY
MANAGEMENT, CHAIRMAN

AGRICULTURE AND

{ WATER RESOURCES

DISTRICT OFFICE BANKING AND COMMERCE
400 N. MONTEBELLO BLVD. 710t BUDGET AND FISCAL REVIEW
MONTEBELLO. CA 80640 HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES
JUDICIARY

" Jalifornia State Senate Lock. covemmenT

SUBCOMMITTEE ON
FAMILY AW
SENATOR SUBCOMMITTEE ON YOUTH
CHARLES M, CALDERON PHYSICAL HEALTH AND

N 3
TWENTY-SIXTH DISTRICT FITNESS. CHAIRMAN

SPECIAL COMMITTEE ON
June 22, 1993 SOLID AND HAZARDOUS

WASTE CHAIRMAN

SACRAMENTO OFFICE
STATE CAPITOL. ROOM 4048
SACRAMENTO. CA 95814
(916) 327-8315

LACMTA

818 W. Seventh Street, Suite 1100
Los Angeles, CA 90017

attn: Jim de la Loza

Dear Mr. de la Loza

I am taking this opportunity to express my comments to the
Alternative Analysis/Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Draft
Environmental Impact Report for the Los Angeles Eastside Corridor
Project.

' I am extremely concerned about the lack of analysis and
planning for an extension of the Eastside Corridor for Southeast
Los Angeles County and communities throughout the San Gabriel
Valley. I want to be assured that this project is but the first
step in larger transportation infrastructure plan that will extend
south and east to serve Southeast Los Angeles County and
communities throughout the San Gabriel Valley.

3.A In that regard, I object strongly to the apparent decision by
the MTA to concentrate most of the project resources in the
Western Region. I find that the lack of any study or proposal to
include the future extension of the eastern corridor to serve the
Southeast Los Angeles County and communities throughout the San
Gabriel Valley to be totally inequitable. These communities maybe
the areas in most need of such a project and yet the most
neglected by the MTA.

I strongly request that MTA designate Southeast Los Angeles
County and the San Gabriel Valley as the extension of the Metro
Red Line Eastside Corridor and prepare the appropriate plans and
reports. No consideration of expansion should be given to any
approved corridor until a Metro Red Line project is in place for
Southeast Los Angeles Count nd the San Gabriel Valley.

Y,

LES M. CALDERON
ATOR, 26TH DISTRICT
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Responses to: Charles M. Calderon, Senator, Twenty-sixth District,
California State Senate
(Comment Letter number 3)

3.A  MTA will conduct a multi-modal study of the best means of extending mass transit
through the San Gabriel Valley and the Southeast area of the county.
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June 22, 1993

Metropolitan Transportation Authority
818 Seventh Street
Los Angeles, CA 90017

COMMENTS BY ASSEMBLYWOMAN MARTHA M ESCUTIA REGARDING THE
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT ON THE LOS ANGELES EASTSIDE
CORRIDOR PROJECT STUDY

RE

Dear Commissioner:

In addition, to the comments included in the report presented by
7 - members of the State Legislature. I want to comment on specific
issues which impact the Southeast Cities I represent.

It is imperative that easy access to the Red Line Eastside Corridor
be available to the residents of Huntington Park, South Gate, Bell,
Bell Gardens, Vernon, Commerce, Maywood, Cudahy, Walnut Park,
Florence and Miramonte. The Southeast has been excluded from all
major public transportation projects in the 30 year plan.

To begin to address this problem, the Metropolitan Transportation
Authority must ensure that the Eastside Corridor be accessible to
residents using public transportation in this area. The Southeast
is primarily a public transit dependent community. As such, it
requires accessibility to major transportation systems such as the
4.A Eastside Corridor. However, the EIR did not indicate how residents
in the Southeast can access the Eastside Corridor, or how the
Corridor can be expanded into the Southeast along Atlantic Avenue.
Extension into the Southeast would alleviate multiple bus transfers
for residents traveling north on Atlantic Avenue to the Union
.Station area, and reduce the traffic congestion which is now
unbearable along this route.

Shuttle service or trolley buses traveling along Atlantic Avenue,
through the cities of Long Beach, Bellflower, Compton, Lynwood,
South Gate, Cudahy, Bell, Maywood, Vernon, Commerce, and East Los
p Angeles would ensure that residents along these communities have
access to the Red Line Eastside Corridor. This transportation
effort is essential. What is being done to implement such a plan?

Representing the cities and communities of. Bell, Bell Gardens, Commerce, Cudahy, East Los Angeles,
Florence-Graham, Huntington Park, Maywopd, Miramonte, South Gate, Vernon, and Walnut Paric
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In addition, the EIR did not explore options for connecting the Red
Line and the Blue Line. The Blue Line runs on the western border
of the Southeast coomunities. The drop-off point for the Blue Line
4.B is the intersection of Holmes Avenue and Florence Avenue. Shuttle
service or trolley buses traveling east on Florence Avenue, north
on Atlantic Avenue, ending at the terminal station on Atlantic and
Whittier can be established. What efforts will be made to address
this area of concern? !

f“&

Expanding the Eastside Corridor into the Southeast is of utmost
importance to me. As Vice Chair of the Transportation Committee,
I will continue to monitor and support all efforts that will
enhance this process. :

Sincerely, ; )

Martha M Escutia
Assemblywoman, 50Th District
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Responses to: Martha Escutia, Assemblywoman, Fiftieth District,
California Legislature
(Comment Letter number 4)

4.A  MTA will maximize access to Metro Rail and Metrolink for the Southeast Community and
the East San Gabriel Valley area by creating bus interfaces with every Eastern Extension
rail station. MTA will review the deployment of bus service for the region and adjust

accordingly.

4B This comment will be referred to Bus Operations Planning for consideration.
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CITY OF MONTEREY PARK

i 320 west newmark avenue « monterey park, california 91754
« municipal services center

June 14, 1993

Mr. Jim de la Loza

Los Angeles County Metropolitan
Transportation Authority

818 West Seventh Street

Suite 1100

Los Angeles, California 90017

Subject: Comments to EIR/EIS for Red Line Eastside Corridor
Extension

Dear Mr. de la Loza:

I am writing this letter to express my opposition for
alternatives 4 and 10 within the Environmental Impact Report for
the Red Line Eastside Corridor Extension. These two
alternatives, as proposed, will impact devastating fiscal and
environmental damage to the City of Monterey Park.

o~

The Draft Environmental Impact Report either fails to state the
proper impact or address all concerns relating to the routes of
the Red Line through Monterey Park. As a member of the City
5.A Council, I personally could not consider or vote in favor of any
project without first having the full confidence that every
significant issue has been studied and every reasonable question
has been satisfactorily answered.

As a public .official, I recognize the long-term benefits of
ch regional and local mass-transit. However, the impact of
e alternatives 4 and 10 will severasly impact our City and do little
o to achieve the goal of regional transit efficiency. The City of
o Monterey Park is willing to assist the Metropolitan
Transportation Authority in exploring solutions and alternatives
: which will satisfy project objectives without negatively
impacting the City.

Sincerely,

< [
Samdel K. Kia
Council Member

SKK:wts

T ~ CCLE3
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Samuel K. Kiang, Council Member, City of Monterey Park

Responses to:
(Comment Letter number 5)

5.A Opposition from the City of Monterey Park to Alternatives 4 and 10 (as described in the
AA/DEIS/DEIR) was among the reasons for selecting the Locally Preferred Alternative
(LPA), which does not pass through the jurisdictional boundaries of Monterey Park.
Concerns that the city may have had regarding Alternatives 4 and 10 no longer appear

to be relevant given the selection of the LPA.
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June 23, 1983

Metropolitan Transit Authority
818 W. Seventh Street
108 Angeles, CA 90017

Dear Commissioners:

I am concerned with certain issues surrounding the Metro Red
Line Bastside Corridor Project.

For instance, discussions regarding mitigation for local
communities which are negatively impacted by this project
seemed non-specific and vague in nature. Unfortunately, in
the past the NTA has made numerous promises which never
reached fruition, and often local business community was
left holding the bag. Because of this track record, I think
we need to consider if the MTA should post a bond as a good
faith gesture towards meeting these pledges.

Aftar reviewing drafts of Environmental Impact Statements
and Reports (EIS/RIR), and discuseione with tho Monterey
City Council as well as my district residents, I would like
to express specific concerns and recommendations:

SAFETY:

The MTA should fund 24-hour foot patrols at each station
construction site, seven days a week. Upon completion of
the project, MTA should provide full-time police officer
coverage of the system equal to that provided for the Blue
Line during 1990-92. _

MTA should provide crossing guards and appropriate
mitigation for affected public/private fully-accredited
schools within a one-mile radius of the construction site
areas., Mitigation must be acceptable to the governing board
of the school or school district. :

Metro Rail contracted constfuction trucks should be

prohibited from passing school sites during school hours and
while students are arriving or departing.
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IRAXFIC:

Many streets currently riencing heavy traffic will be
further impacted by Eastside Project construction. I feel
that it is lmperative that all streets remain open, with a
6.C | minimum of one lane in each direction open to traffic at all
times. Construction activity and equipment staging should
be minimized on the street surface. Absolutely no delivery
of construction materials should occur during commute hours
or evening commeyce periods. .

However, if MTA anticipates street closure, I ask that those
streets be named immediately in order that the full impact
such closures may be calculated.

GRAFFITI: .
All construction sites, fencing, walkways, etc.,.should be

6.D | constructed of graffiti-resistant material or repainted
daily by the contractor to remove graffitli as needed.

MITIGATION PROGRAM REVIEW:
I feel that our community was ill-informed of the public

notice period pertaining to this Draft EIS/EIR. Therefore,
I have the following recommendations:

1) MTA should incorporate & 45-day review process on any
mitigation program prior to the MTA Board adoption of.
the EIR. :

6.E ]2) NTA should provide a copy of the mitigation program 10
days prior to the commencemernt of the 45-day review
period. The program report should include, but not be
limited to:

(a) any orianizntion or individual that attended or
tegtified at any of the MTA hearings, board
meatings, or community meetings;

(b) all schools, churches and non-profit organizations
within a two-mile radius of the statioms;

(c) all property owners or tepants within a 1,000-foot
radius of any station; and,

(4) the offices of all local, state and federal elected
officials whose constituents would be impacted by
the project.

3) The MTA shall hold no less than three public hearings
during the 45-day review period. These hearings should
be announced by written notification and mailed to

, interested parties and offices of elected officials and

! should not be held earlier than the 10th day, nor beyond

the 35th day, of the process,

] IR
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( Thank you for the opportunity to express my concerns and to
suggest measures to mitigate these factors.

DIANE MARTINEZ :
Asgemblywoman, 49th District

DM:ch

Metro Red Line Eastern Extension 6-51 Final EIS/EIR



Responses to: Diane Martinez, Assemblywoman, Forty-ninth District,

6.A

6.B

6.C

6.D

6.E

California Legislature
(Comment Letter number 6)

The MTA is committed to the successful completion of this project. Under the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), Section 21081.6, the MTA must adopt a mitigation
monitoring program when it makes findings regarding the project. The program “shal
be designed to ensure compliance during project implementation." (PUC Section
21081.6) Thus, CEQA requires that the mitigation monitoring program be legally binding
and posting a bond is not necessary.

MTA will provide 24-hour site guards at construction sites as directed by the Chief of
Police or County Sheriff. It is expected that guards will not be needed during daylight
work shifts. MTA will provide full time police coverage of the system once completed,
consistent with Red Line policy.

During final design, site and street specific Worksite Traffic Control Plans would be
developed in cooperation with the City of Los Angeles Department of Transportation and
appropriate Los Angeles County agencies to accommodate required pedestrian and
traffic movements. These plans will review the need for traffic control officers as well as
other traffic mitigation measures. Please see Sections 4-16, Community Facilities, and
4-18.2, Construction Traffic.

Section 4-18.2, Construction Traffic, discusses lane ciosures required to accommodate
construction of the Locally Preferred Alternative (LPA). During final design, site and street
specific Worksite Traffic Control Plans would be developed in cooperation with the City
of Los Angeles Department of Transportation and Los Angeles County to accommodate
required traffic movements.

Acquisitions discussed in Section 4-3 of this FEIS/FEIR (Land Acquisition/Displacement
& Relocation) would reduce the staging and construction in streets.

MTA will have construction fences repainted as needed or made graffiti resistant. See
also Section 4-18.7, Business Disruption.

The comment requests that MTA provide a 45-day review period for the mitigation
program associated with the Metro Red Line Eastern Extension and provide a copy of the
mitigation program 10 days in advance of this review period to: (1) any organization or
individual that attended or testified at any MTA hearing, MTA Board meeting or
community meeting, (2) all owners and tenants within 1,000 radius of a station, (3) all
schools, churches, recreational facilities and non-profit organization within a two-mile
radius of the stations, and (4) the offices of all local, state and federal elected officials
within the boundaries of the projects. The comment also states that MTA shall hold no
less than three public hearings on the mitigation plan.

These requests/demands far exceed the legal requirements contained in federal and
state law. Both the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) provide for the opportunity for the public to comment

Metro Red Line Eastern Extension 6-52 Final EIS/EIR



on Draft EISs and EIRs. By law, the lead agency(ies) [in this case the Federal Transit
Administration (FTA) and the Metropolitan Transportation Authority (MTA)] must then
respond to these comments in the Final EISs and EIRs. [n addition, under CEQA, the
lead agency (MTA) must adopt a mitigation monitoring plan along with the Final EIR.
There is no provision under either NEPA or CEQA for a public review period or for public
hearings related to this mitigation monitoring plan. CEQA does require that responses
to comments made by a public agency be provided to that agency 10 days prior to
certification of the EIR under CEQA.

Consistent with the spirit of this comment, however, the MTA has gone beyond the legal
requirements in the development of the mitigation monitoring plan. In an effort to provide
for a continuing dialogue between the MTA and the community, the MTA has worked
directly with a Review Advisory Committee (RAC) made up of 26 community
representatives. Continuing discussions with a community committee during the
development of the mitigation monitoring plan is unprecedented for the Metro program,
i.e., this approach was not taken for the first two segments of Metro System. The MTA
has discussed with the RAC the results of the preliminary engineering, the proposed
construction methods and the mitigation issues identified by the RAC as critical; and
comments made by the RAC have been taken into account in the development of the
mitigation monitoring plan for the project. While not all mitigation measures requested
by the public have been incorporated into the project, explanations for inclusion or
exclusion have been provided in this response to comments chapter of this FEIS/FEIR
and have, in most cases, been discussed with the RAC as part of the ongoing dialogue
between the MTA and the RAC.
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Phone: (310) 406-7322

Fax: (310) 27 Serving the cities and communiies of Los Nistog, Mantsbelio,

Norwak, Pico Rivera, Santa Fe Springs, South El Monte, South Whittier, Whitter

MEMORANDUM

TO: The Honorable Board of Commissioners
Metropolitan Transportation Authority

S FROM: The Honorable Grace F. Napolitano
. 58th Assembly District

DATE : June 22, 1993

: Addendum To Latino Caucus Memorandum

The Metro Red Line Eastside Corridor Study presents an
excellent opportunity to meet the transit needs of the community
while supporting business and social concerns.

. - I respectfully submit the following additional
i recommendations for incorporation in the Latino Caucus Memorandum:

1) Notification: Written notification wvia letters to all
7.A concerned parties of all review processes and mitigation efforts
must be incorporated in the Mitigation Program Review.

2) Transit: Small bus service must be provided to the businesses
7.B and communities affected by the construction. Stops must be made
every 15 minutes by shuttle service buses at a reduced fare
structure for all riders of the Eastern Extension.

3) Public Meetings: Public meetings must be held to determine
the needs and desires of the local community.

Spanish print and radio and must utilize community-based
newspapers. .

] 5) Child-care programs must be funded and utilize nonmprofit
organizations. Funding shall be $§5 million dollars per year for

I 4) Advertising programs must be comprehensive in English and
I the duration of the construction projects.
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7.F

7.G

7.H

7.1

The Honorable Board of Commissioners
Metropolitan Transportation Authority
June 22,-1993

Page 2 of 2

6) Education Programs: Construction Firms must provide math and
science based internships for Business Magnet Schools as well as
schools affected by the construction projects-in the area.

7) Higher Education Internships: Construction. Firms must
incorporate 500 year-round college internships per year with
community oversight for local commnity colleges and 4-year public

and private colleges in the project-affected areas.

8) DBE/WBE: All Constructions Firms must meet and exceed local
community-based employment and job training goals described in the
memorandum with employees and job placement in the project
area.Community-based Newspapers

The Latino Caucus has made specific recommendations which
will require additional community input and on-going monitoring.

Based on the track record of MTA notification to affected
communities and their respective participation in other transit
projects in Los Angeles County, it is imperative that MTA

_ incorporate all of the Latino Caucus' recommendations to ensure

that communities impacted will have a voice in the future of their
transportation projects, community business retention and 3job
creation.

It is only just that the community residents impacted by
transit projects such as the Metro Red Line and the Metro Green
Line have oversight of the projects causing displacement and
disruption in the community.

Metro Red Line Eastern Extension 6-55 Final EIS/EIR



Responses to: Grace F. Napolitano, Assemblywoman, Fifty-eighth District,

7.A

7.B

7.C

California Legislature
(Comment Letter number 7)

Both the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and the California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA) provide for the opportunity for the public to comment on draft EISs
and EiRs. By law, the lead agency(ies) [in this case the Federal Transit Administration
(FTA) and the Metropolitan Transportation Authority (MTA)] must then respond to these
comments in the Final EISs and EIRs. In addition, under CEQA, the lead agency (MTA)
must adopt a mitigation monitoring plan along with the Final EIR. There is no provision
under either NEPA or CEQA for written notification via letters to all concerned parties of
all review processes and mitigation efforts. CEQA does require that responses to
comments made by a public agency be provided to that agency 10 days prior to
certification of the EIR under CEQA.

The MTA has gone beyond the legal requirements in the development of the mitigation
monitoring plan. In an effort to provide for a continuing dialogue between the MTA and
the community, the MTA has worked directly with a Review Advisory Committee (RAC)
made up of 26 community representatives. Continuing discussions with a community
committee during the development of the mitigation monitoring plan is unprecedented
for the Metro program, i.e., this approach was not taken for the first two segments of
Metro System. The MTA has discussed with the RAC the results of the preliminary
engineering, the proposed construction methods and the mitigation issues identified by
the RAC as critical; and comments made by the RAC have been taken into account in
the development of the mitigation monitoring plan for the project. While not all mitigation
measures requested by the public have been incorporated into the project, explanations
for inclusion or exclusion have been provided in this response to comments chapter of
this FEIS/FEIR and have, in most cases, been discussed with the RAC as part of the
ongoing dialogue between the MTA and the RAC.

MTA intends to maintain adequate parking within walking distances of the stations during
construction to avoid the need for shuttle buses from remote lots to businesses. Parking
impacts due to construction are anticipated only at the First/Boyle, Brooklyn/Soto and
Whittier/Rowan stations; therefore, replacement parking will be provided for construction-
related parking losses at these stations. The exact location and design of such parking
will be determined by MTA in cooperation with affected land owners and through station
area planning. Please refer to Section 3-3.8.1, Construction-Related Parking Mitigation.
MTA intends to maintain bus service levels in the Eastside Corridor during construction.

The fare for the Eastern Extension is currently assumed to be equal to a local bus fare
at the time service begins. MTA can not afford to fund a reduced cost bus fare, however,
ridership on the existing Red Line plus a local bus will be available for only the cost of
a local bus fare plus transfer.

MTA will continue its policy of open public community meetings regarding the Metro Rail
Eastern Extension Project. Community meetings allow discussions of important issues
and are valued by the MTA. The establishment of the Metro Rail Review Advisory
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7.E

7.F

7.G

7.H

7.1

Committee (RAC) and the Station Area Advisory Committees (SAACs) will provide several
public community meetings for the duration of the construction of the rail project.

The MTA policy on advertisement and publishing public notifications is to maximize public
outreach and awareness by using community-based newspapers. MTA additionally
provides newspaper print advertisements, mailers and flyers in various languages
(Spanish, Japanese, Korean, Russian, several Chinese dialects and other languages).

The MTA will use the Community Transportation Linkages program to identify sites for
child and after school youth care programs where appropriate at station sites. The MTA
will seek public input through the Review Advisory Committee (RAC) and Station Area
Advisory Committees (SAACs) on these locations. MTA will seek funds for child care
facilities as has been done at the Chatsworth and Sylmar Metrolink facilites. MTA will
work with the community, non-profits and other public agencies to develop a
comprehensive strategy for child-care facilities within the Community Transportation
Linkages program.

While requiring construction firms to provide special math/science based internships for
business magnet schools primary/secondary students is highly desirable, it does not
mitigate any of the project’s impacts and therefore is beyond MTA’s legal requirements.

While requiring construction firms to incorporate college internships is highly desirable,
it does not mitigate any of the project’s impacts and therefore is beyond MTA’s legal
requirements.

Section 4-2 of this FEIS/FEIR discusses the potential for the proposed project to generate
employment and economic activity. MTA will publish notices in local newspapers
regarding contracting and procurement for construction of the project. Local businesses
will be made aware of opportunities and encouraged to participate in construction bids.
As part of MTA’s Community Transportation Linkages programs, local employment and
business participation strategies will be explored to further advance MTA'’s objective of
promoting economic development within the area it operates.

MTA/RCC will extend its TOP youth training and employment program to public high
schools near the Locally Preferred Alternative (LPA) and will provide a job training
program. Please see Section 4-2 of this FEIS/FEIR.

MTA policy is to use community-based newspapers to advertise DBE opportunities and
employment recruitment efforts. MTA will set and enforce goals for Disadvantage
Business Enterprise participation in accordance with State and Federal regulations.
Please see Section 4-2 of this FEIS/FEIR.

In an effort to provide for a continuing dialogue between the MTA and the community,
the MTA has worked directly with a Review Advisory Committee (RAC) made up of 26
community representatives, as described above in the response to comment 7.A. In
addition, the MTA is working directly with Station Area Advisory Committees (SAACS)
regarding short- and long-term impacts and plans for the station areas in the LPA.
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Responses to: Bernie Gallie
(Comment Letter number 8)

8.A  Cut-and-cover/open-cut construction methods would be used to construct the proposed
stations as well as the shaft and vent structures. The amount of cut-and-cover
construction would be limited to the dimensions of the station and their ancillary
structures. The Whittier/Atlantic station would be the longest at 944 feet. Decking would
be provided at the on-street stations to minimize traffic inconveniences.

The order in which the stations are constructed is dependent on which initial operable

segment is chosen and will take a number of factors into account, including cost,
engineering and environmental constraints.
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- Joint Statement by Assembly Member Richard Polanco, Senator Art Torres,
Senator Charles Calderon, Assembly Member Martha Escutia, Assembly Member
Louis Caldera, and Assembly Member Grace Napolitano in response to the
Alternative Analysis/ Draft Environmental Impact Statement/ Draft Environmental
Impact Report for the Los Angeles County Eastside Corridor Project

" Resurrection Church
June 22,1993

This document is a collaborative effort and represents our views, concerns and
recommendation regarding the Eastside Cormridor Project. Each of us represents a district
which will be directly or indirectly impacted by this project. This document is significant in
that it demonstrates our organization as a coalition and emphasizes our commitment to
ensuring proper oversight and accountability in the process of developing this project.

The Metro Red Line Eastside Corridor Project presents two possible scenarios for our
community. The project can serve to demonstrate the right way to build a subway in an
urban area by including the local community, offering ample time for community input and
making an honest commitrment to proper mifigations, or it can serve as an example of how
not to build a subway by paying lip-service to community impacts and concems. For the
contractors involved, I am sure it would be easier to do the latter. However, the
Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTA) has an absolute responsibility as a public
agency to serve the interests of the community, not the contractors.

From downtown Los Angeles to the Wiltern Theater, from Bamsdall Park to the
intersection of Hollywood and Highland, the attitude of the MTA and its contractors has
left many community members disillusioned and angry. Based on our knowledge of the
former Los Angeles County Transportation Commission, MTA and Rail Construction
Corporation (RCC) activities in Downtown Los Angeles, on Wilshire Boulevard and in
Hollywood, we are concerned that MTA is more concerned with getting projects done than
getting them done right.

This project will be different. This project will not be "business as usual” for the MTA.
Elected officials will work with the community by watching, monitoring and making
demands of the MTA and its contractors every step of the way. We are committed to
holding the MTA, the RCC and its contractors accountable to the community.

We endorse this project with mixed emotions because on the one hand we support mass
transit and believe that once completed this project will be of great service to our

9.A community, while on the other hand many people will be negatively impacted by this
project. The construction will go on for years. The impacts will be real. Some people will
lose jobs-and others will be displaced. Businesses will struggle to survive through years of
construction.

ATWATER VILLAGE. ANGELENO HEIGHTS, BOYLE MHEIGHTS, CHINATOWN, CYPRESS Parx. EAGLE ROCK. EAST LOS ANGELES. ECHO PARK. ELYSIAN VALLEY.
GLASSELL PARK, HERMON, HIGHLAND PARK. HOLLYWOOD, LINCOLN HEIGHTS, MONTECITO HEIGHTS, MONTEREY HILLS. MT. WASHINGTON, SILVER LAKE
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But along with the negative there will be positive impacts. Some people will win jobs and
9.A encounter new opportunities. It is up to the community, to us as elected officials and to the

. public servants at the MTA to ensure that mitigations are in place to soften the impact of this
project on our families, our neighborhoods and local businesses. And, to create new
opportunities for our community through this project.

The MTA must set goals, ambitious goals, for local hiring and contracting with Minority
and Women Business Enterprises (MBE/WBEs) and establish firm controls to ensure

9.B compliance when contracting. We all know that goals for local hiring and contracting with
MBE/WBEs are meaningless if there are no controls that mandate that every effort is made
to artain those goals.

We must also ensure that this project is but the first step in larger transportation
infrastructure plans that will extend south and east to serve Southeast Los Angeles County

9.C and communities throughout the San Gabriel Valley. We strongly request that effective and
efficient study plans be prepared and later implemented to expand the Eastern Extension
through the San Gabriel Valley and the Southeast area of the County.

Because of the lack of specific information available in the Alternatives Analysis/ Draft
Environmental Impact Statement/ Environmental Impact Report (AA/EIS/EIR), we offer
9.D only our tentative support for alternative 9b. We express our support for alternative 9b
because it shares the positive benefits of subway service among the major commercial areas
in the East Los Angeles corridor. We offer the following specific comments, questions,
and recommendations in response to the Report.

Mitigation Program Review

The MTA should incorporate a 45-day review process on any mitigation program prior to
the MTA Board adoption of the Environmental Impact Report. MTA should provide a
copy of the mitigation program, 10 days prior to the commencement of the 45-day review
period, to the following interested parties (1) any organization or individual that attended or
testified at any of the MTA hearings, board meetings, or community meetings, (2) all
property owners or tenants within a 1000 foot radius of any station, (3) all schools,
churches, recreation centers and non-profit organizations within a two mile radius of the
stations, and (4) the offices of all local, state and federal officials whose constituents would
be impacted by the project both directly and indirectly.

9.E The MTA should hold no less that three public hearings during the 45-day review period.
The public hearings should be announced by written notification mailed to interested parties
and offices of elected officials. The hearings should not be earlier than the 10th day, nor
beyond the 35th day of the process.

Upon the adoption of station site locations, community based Station Oversight
Committees (SOC) should be formed. They should include local residents, merchants and
representatives of community based organizations. One committee should be formed in the
neighborhood of each planned station location. Four members, (two designates and two
alternates) from each SOC should serve as representatives to an overall community based
Project Oversight Committee (POC). As well as representatives from each SOC the POC
should be comprised of elected officials or their representative staff.
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The SOCs would serve as the eyes and ears of local neighborhoods and merchants
regarding the contractors’ compliance with the mitigation program and the POC would
serve as the voice of the East Los Angeles community as it relates to this project. All
9.E meetings would be open to the public. Ample notice would be provided prior to each
meeting by the MTA working in coordianation with the SOCs and the POC. Nothing
suggested here should be interpreted as denying any resident or organization input in thc
process or ensuring project safety and compliance with the mitigation program.

MTA should provide a budget, staff, office space, and supplies (including postage) to the
POC in order to maximize effectiveness and mitigation program compliance during
construction.

Transit

The construction of the Eastern extension will effect transit both during and after
construction.

Specifically, what is the plan for providing shuttle buses to and from remote parking lots to
businesses near station construction sites? Shuttle buses must be provided to ensure
convenient access to affected businesses.

{ Because construction activity will impede vehicular traffic in the area of station
construction, it is essential that bus service increase significantly to ensure access and
convenience for shoppers during construction.

9.F Considering the criticism the MTA has faced regarding the amount of subsidies provided
for more affluent suburban commuters, what will be the fare structure for riders of the
Eastern Extension? Also, to encourage ridership of the completed section of the Red Line a
special bus fare should be implemented between the Eastern Extension station sites and the
Union Station Metro Red Line during construction.

As the Eastern Extension becomes operational there must be efficient interfacing of this
new subway service and bus service. Public meetings should be held to determine the
needs and desires of the local community. Bus service should be re-routed as needed so as
to maximize service and efficiency.

Bus routes should be directed from San Gabriel Valley communities and the communities
of Southeast Los Angeles County to link up with the Eastside Extension to ensure access to
rail transit for these communities until the rail network is expanded.

A trolley bus or similar service should be established running between Union Station, Little
Tokyo and the Rail Yard Station proposed in altemative 9b.

To encourage alternative, pollution free transportation, a minimum of 10 bicycle lockers
should be placed at each station locaton.
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| Traffic

During construction traffic impacts are likely to be severe. Cut and cover construction
methods used at station sites have proven to seriously impede traffic flow.

In section 4-16.1.1 (c) the report states that "it is anticipated that none of the streets will be
completely closed to either vehicular or pedestrian traffic where construction will take place
in a street location".

In section 4-16.2.1 the report states that "The roadway widths in East Los Angeles are
relatively narrow. Therefore, opportunities to channel traffic during construction will be
limited, and there is a greater likelihood that construction activities will encompass the
entire roadway and overlap to sidewalk areas".

9.G These two sections contradict one another. No streets should be closed due to
construction. Does the MTA anticipate the need to close any streets? Which streets does
MTA consider likely to face closure? The prospect of street closure should be more
specific in order for those affected to fully evaluate the impacts.

' It is imperative that all streets remain open,with a minimum of one lane in each direction
{ open to traffic at all times. Construction activity and equipment staging should be
minimized on the street surface. Absolutely no delivery of construction material should
occur during the rush hours or peak evening shopping periods.

In the interest of public safety, at any time when fewer than four traffic lanes are in service
at a station site, the MTA should provide two traffic control officers (one at each side of the
station box) during the moming (6:00 am. to 10:00 a.m.) and evening (6:00 p.m. to 10:00
p-m.) peak hours. Twenty-one day notfication including the duration of impact must be
provided to the SOC, and interested parties whenever a street will be reduced to one lane in
each direction.

The MTA, the City of Los Angeles Department of Transportation and the SOCs shall be
notified forty-eight hours before any outsized construction materials are delivered.

In order to minimize aesthetic and traffic impacts, following the initial § - 7 month period
the entire deck at each construction site must be surfaced in asphalt to a depth of six inches.

9.H The technological feasibility of mining must be fully explored for any stations that would
) be built under the street.

Parking

Parking in the vicinity of stations will increase to varying degrees. Specifically, what
tangible parking mitigations will be provided for station options which will face significant
9.l parking space utilization increases? The Brooklyn Ave./Soto St. station option is likely to
see a 95.5 percent to 103.7 percent parking utilization level while the Whittier Blvd./Rowan
Ave. will be 82.2 percent utilization. A utlization level over 80% is considered full by
drivers and anything over 100% will result in "spillover” into surrounding neighborhoods.
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How can MTA prevent permanent negative impacts of "spill over" parking to the
neighborhoods surrounding these station option locations?

Periodic studies of parking intrusion in neighborhoods adjacent to stations areas must be
performed. Preferential parking districts within residential neighborhoods affected by
"spill over" parking must be made available, guaranteed and paid for by MTA.

Because of the need to ensure access to local businesses, all contractors must be required to
lease remote, off street parking and shuttle to the work site.

9.l On street parking must be maintained during construction. In table S-5.1 the report states
that between 361 and 409 on-street parking placed would be displaced as a result of
alternative 9b. Where exactly is it proposed these displacements occur, and for what
period of time? This information is important when comparing the alternative routes and

impacts.

There should be no on-street parking displacement. However, section 4-16.2.1 makes
clear that we may face displacement of entire streets. How can we prevent the loss of on-
street parking impacts described in table S-5.1? Prior to any on-street parking being lost
due to construction, the MTA must notify the SOC with specific information regarding the
duration of the impact. Duration of on-street parking loss must not exceed a curnulative
period of two weeks per year. Replacement parking must be made available prior to the
loss of any on-street parking. If off-street parking is further than one block from the
station site, free shuttle bus service shall be provided. At the Barnsdall Park excavation
site, MTA promised replacement parking for displaced parking. Months passed without
replacement parking. This must not be repeated in East Los Angeles.

Pedestrian and Handicapped Access

An off-street pedestrian walkway connecting the proposed Mariachi Plaza with White
Memorial Hospital should be constructed. The walkway should incorporate unique
lighting, trees and landscaping, water features and seating to enhance the-station area
security and minimize vehicle/pedestrian conflicts.

9.J Each station design should include two million dollars worth of pedestrian improvements
such as wider sidewalks, artwork, and special walkways within one quarter mile of the
station so as to encourage pedestrian traffic in station areas. v

Covered bus shelters should be provided at all bus stops adjacent to the stations to ensure
optimum interfacing between bus and rail service.

All sidewalks must be maintained at a minimum of 10 feet wide to ensure pedestrian access
to businesses.

Stations must be designed to maximize accessibility for handicapped riders. The MTA
must consult with established community based advocates for the handicapped to ensure
design features that facilitate the use of rail service by physically disabled individuals.

Metro Red Line Eastern Extension 6-64 Final EIS/EIR



9.J

9.K

oa.L

Joint Statement by State Legislators
June 22, 1993
Page 6

The MTA must provide one van for each station area to provide shuttle service to senior
citizens and the disabled residing within three miles of statons. This service should be
available during the operating hours of the rail system.

The van/shuttle service for seniors and the disabled should have a hydraulic lift to facilitate
access for those in wheelchairs. MTA should provide a new replacement van every five
years at each of the stations to ensure reliable, efficient shuttle service.

MTA must provide curb cuts for wheelchairs where they are lacking at any of the four
comers within a quarter mile radius of each adopted station location.

Land Use*

The members of each Station Oversight Committee (SOC) should work with MTA to
develop station master plans for areas in the vicinity of rail stations. Public meetings
should be organized and publicized by the MTA staff working in coordination with
members of the SOC.

These meetings should focus on community needs and visions for the areas around the new
rail stations. These plans should include, but not be limited to urban green belts, pedestrian
and bicycle traffic flows, an overall economic development strategy as well as a cultural
development component to ensure that the cultural integrity of the area is not only preserved
but enhanced.

Would the station development result in any zoning changes? Any changes in zoning as a
result of the station development should be presented to the SOC during public meetings
organized in cooperation with MTA to ensure public awareness and an opportunity for the
public to provide input to both MTA and their elected officials. (*For further issues of
Land Use please see Land Acquisition/Displacement & Relocation below)

Economic and Fiscal Impacts

Business owners who have tried to survive the impacts of Metro Rail elséwhere in the City
of Los Angeles have expressed that the construction of Metro Rail facilities have a
significant negative impact on businesses in the vicinity of rail station sites. The cut and
cover method of construction impedes traffic, visibility and access to businesses.
Vibration, dust, and noise further negatively impact normal business operations. While
MTA tries to explain away the impacts as “short term” in section 4-16.7.2 (b) it defines
“temporary” as "36 months” in section 4-16. This being the primary issue of concemn in
Downtown Los Angeles, on Wilshire Boulevard and Hollywood Boulevard, we are
concerned about the potential for severe impacts to local businesses as a result of Metro
Rail construction activity. -

In section 4-16.7.2 (b) the report makes clear the potential impacts to local businesses. The
report reads, "Typically, a minimum width of 60 feet is required for station box
construction, and many of the streets in East Los Angeles are narrow. Adjacent sidewalk
space would need to be taken for station construction, thereby reducing access to adjacent
businesses. Business impacts in these station construction areas would include reduced
visibility of commercial and retail signs and of businesses themselves".
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According to table S-5.1, altemative 9b would result in the acquisition of 28-40 businesses

9.L displacing between 747 and 920 employees. That does not include businesses that simply

. go under because of a lack of visibility and access. Have all the owners of the targeted
businesses been advised of the potential impacts to their businesses?

There are numerous mitigation measures that must be incorporated into the EIR to ensure
that negative economic impacts are properly addressed.

The MTA must provide prompt and complete monetary compensation if access is blocked
to any business as a result of Metro Rail construction.

The MTA must provide full monetary compensation for business relocation costs to any
and all businesses located within 500 feet of a station construction site which chose to
relocate. The MTA must also provide non-monetary assistance in relocation for those
businesses that wish to relocate.

q.M MTA should design stations to maximize opportunities to create local, small business joint
developments. Displaced businesses should be provided first opportumty to return to the
station area as part of a joint development.

Loan guarantees to support joint development projects should be provided by MTA. The
MTA should appoint a multilingual staff member to coordinated and facilitate joint
development projects at each station location. Information regarding this program should
be muld-lingual and available throughout the community, especially local community
newspapers.

For those who wish to ride out construction, MTA must have in place a low interest
"bridge loan" program as well as a "bridge grant” program that will help businesses
financially survive the construction impacts. Specifically, what program exists today for
businesses impacted by Metro Rail, and what is necessary to qualify? Specifics regarding
this program should be made available in Spanish and English and distributed to businesses
along the LPA as soon as the preferred alternative is adopted.

A comprehensive English and Spanish community based newspapers, local television and
radio advertising program must be underwritten by the MTA for all businesses within 500
feet of station construction activities. This program should extend for the duration of
Phase I station construction to support the retention of businesses.

Land Acquisition/Displacement & Relocation

According to table S-5.1 (Land Acquisition/Displacement & Relocation) between 4-6 single
family residences and 19-90 multi-family residential units would be acquired displacing
between 108-403 persons. As stated above, businesses would also be significantly
impacted.

It is imperative that MTA provide businesses, non-profit corporations, families and

9.N individuals full and just compensation and relocation to a structure of comparable value and
location. It is essential that the tenants of the affected structures be notified of the
possibility of displacement as soon as possible. We believe that they should already have
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been notified to maximize their participation in this process since specific information may
alter some people’s positions on the alternative routes. The maps in the back of the report
S.N are of poor quality and difficult to read. Why weren't potentially affected residents
specifically notified of possible takes?

The POC will serve in the oversight capacity of relocation activities and work in
cooperation with an relocation advisory committee representing clergy, community based
organizations and non-profit legal counsel. In the event that a relocatee is dissatisfied with
assistance the relocatee will have full rights to appeal to the MTA Board of Directors.

Community/Neighborhood Impacts

The MTA must extend and expand the TOPS youth employment program for all high
schools in the Study Corridor until construction is completed during final engineering.
The number of TOPS positions offered per year should be no less than 500.

9.0 The MTA should also hire at least 200 youths who reside within the study area each
summer for community improvement and corridor maintenance work. This work could
include, but would not be limited to, urban forestry and basic station site maintenance
including graffiti abatement in adjacent neighborhoods. The summer youth jobs program
should continue until construction is completed during final engineering.

Given the unique impacts of this transportation infrastructure project on educational
facilities it is essential that young people in the community be compensated. All primary
and secondary school age children residing within the study area will be eligible for after-
9.P school tutoring throughout the Phase I Station Construction period. The MTA should
provide 4 million dollars annually to fund the tutoring program for the duraton of the
construction through final engineering.

All secondary school age children should be eligible to apply for MTA funded college
scholarships in fields of study which would lead to eligibility for work at MTA. The MTA
should provide one million dollars a year for the scholarship program through the
completion of the project. -

. Because of the potential for air-borne particulates, MTA should provide air-conditioning for
2.Q local schools, churches and senior centers within one-quarter mile or any Rail construction
site.

MTA should work with community based greening organizations to implement a

9.R community-wide greening effort. This could include, but should not be limited to,
disaibution of trees for neighborhood plantings and start-up funding for community
gardens with the goal of improving air quality and increasing environmental awareness
along the transportation corridor.

The MTA should fund full-time around the clock foot patrols at each station site throughout

9.S | construction, seven days a week. Once the system is complete, MTA should provide full-
time police officer coverage of the system to a level equal to that provided for the Blue Line
in 1990 - 1992.
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MTA must provide crossing guards and provide full mitigation acceptable to the governing
board of the school or school district for affected public/private fully accredited schools
9.T within a one mile radius of a construction area. No Metro Rail contracted construction
trucks will pass by schools during school hours or during the hours children are dropped
off or picked up by family members.

The school based rail safety program implemented on the Long Beach Blue Line, including
9.U the safety mascot program "Travis the Owl" must be implemented and expanded
throughout the study area to ensure that children understand the rail system and the hazards
associated with it.

Air Quality

As the issue of excavation has been controversial at Barnsdall Park in the Hollywood
District, where specifically are the proposed excavation sites for the alternative routes? The
excavation site for tunneling for any alternative adopted must be in a non-residential,
industrial area where it will have the least impact on people. Excavation sites must not be
located within one quarter of a mile of any school, recreation site or church.

i Trucks leaving an excavation site must be hosed down and their loads covered to reduce
fugitive dust.

9.V Mounds of dirt on site must be watered down regularly to minimize the impacts of fugitive
dust.

Limits to the volume of truck traffic in and out of the excavation sites must be established
as part of the mitigation program.

Transporting the muck off-site by rail is the preferred opton to reduce truck volume, and
noise and air pollution.

Streets adjacent to construction sites must be swept every 48 hours or as deemed necessary
by the SOCs.

All park and ride lots shall provide priority parking spaces for car pools and van pools.
Noise

The MTA must audit actual noise and vibration levels experienced in buildings adjacent to
construction and share the results with the SOC on a monthly basis.

9w Property owners will be fully compensated for any and all noise or vibration damage
caused by Red Line construction. In the event that actual experience shows higher than
expected levels of noise, MTA will adopt construction techniques which will reduce noise
impacts.
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Visual and Aesthetic Impacts

All temporary construction fencing, safety barriers, covered walkways, etc., should be
uniform in design and reflect the local community in which construction is taking place.
Temporary murals should be incorporated into wooden fencing as well as art displays
subject to the approval of the SOC. Neighborhood youth must be included in the art

programming.

All Eastern Extension facilities and station must be considered to be a part of the Metro Rail
ART program and subject to compatible art funding and display. A local community based
Metro Art steering committee should be established to ensure participation of local artists.
This comrnittee should work in an advisory capacity to the SOCs regarding temporary
construction site art projects and displays.

All construction sites, fencing etc., shall be constructed of graffiti-resistant material or
repainted daily by the contractor to remove graffit as needed. '

If alternative 9b is adopted, the bridge across the Los Angeles River must be designed to be
aesthetically compatible with the historic bridges which exist in the area.

If an alternative is selected which includes a station at Whittier/Atlantic, the MTA must
ensure that the station is architecturally and aesthetically compatible with the Golden Gate
Theater and the character of the local community.

If adopted, the Metro Rail Station must reflect the culture and architecture of Little Tokyo.
It should include proper lighting, landscaping and indoor and outdoor space for the display
of public art and sculpture.

Jobs and Job Training

Alternative 9b could result in the loss of 920 jobs as a result of construction impacts. Itis
anticipated that the project will create between 2,000 and 2,300 construction jobs. In order
to mitigate employment displacement MTA must provide job training opportunities to local
residents in order to increase access to employment with MTA. Job training should include
a cooperative effort with local trade unions, community colleges and state universities to
ensure proper preparation and skill development for a wide range of responsibilities and job

'descriptions at every level of the MTA.

MTA must initiate aggressive employee recruitment campaigns using local community
based Spanish and English language newspapers, local television and radio. MTA must
provide oversight for its primary contractors to ensure equal opportunity in employment.

Again, we want to reiterate that the MTA must set ambitious goals for local hiring and
contracting with Minority and Women Business Enterprises (MBE/WBEs) and establish
firm controls to ensure compliance.
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Conclusion

In conclusion we would just like to restate a few points. Proper mitigation and community
input are the difference between this project being an asset or a liability to our community.

A Mitigation review process as outlined at the beginning of this response must take place.
The mitigation program must be incorporated into the EIR document to make it legally
binding. Oversight committees must be formed and fines and penalties must be imposed
on contractors who fail to comply with the mitigation program.

Job training must be provided. Local hiring must be a priority and goals for contracting
with women and minority owned businesses must be met. We have a rare opportunity to
make a long-term positive difference for our community with this project. But that requires
that this project be built right.
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9.A

9.B

9.C

9.D

Art Torres, Senator Charles Calderon, Assembly Member
Martha Escutia, Assembly Member Louis Caldera, and Assembly
Member Grace Napolitano
(Comment Letter number 9)

MTA agrees that the project has mixed effects, including both positive and negative.
Under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), the lead agency (MTA) must
adopt a mitigation monitoring plan along with the Final EIR. Mitigation measures
contained in these documents will be designed to mitigate the impacts associated with
the project, i.e., to "soften the impact" on families, neighborhoods and local businesses.

In addition, the MTA has formed the Review Advisory Committee (RAC) and three Station
Area Advisory Committees (SAACs) to offer advice and/or assist the MTA/RCC in
mitigating impacts on the community during system construction.

MTA agrees with this comment and will set and enforce goals for Disadvantaged
Business Enterprise participation in accordance with State and Federal regulations. Every
possible effort will be made to ensure fairness in hiring.

MTA agrees with this comment and will conduct a multi-modal study of the best means
of extending mass transit through the San Gabriel Valley and the Southeast area of the

county.

The MTA Board of Directors selected a Locally Preferred Alternative (LPA) that is nearly
the same as the stated preference of Alternative 9B. The LPA basically consists of
Alternative 9B with the following changes:

] Alternative 9B passed under the Evergreen Cemetery. In response to public
opposition to traversing the cemetery, the LPA avoids passing under the
cemetery. :

o Alternative 9B had a station in the right-of-way (R.O.W.) of Indiana Street near First
Street. By not passing under the Evergreen Cemetery, the LPA was changed so
that this station is now under First Street west of Indiana Street. This change
offers several advantages including:

0 reduction in the number of residential acquisitions that are required,

o avoidance of placing the station in the narrow R.O.W. of Indiana Street
near the Los Angeles Unified School District Ramona High School,

o placement of the station under the wider First Street R.O.W. and nearer

the commercial area known as El Mercado.

The MTA concurs that the Alternative 9B, particularly as modified for the LPA, provides
“the positive benefits of subway service among the major commercial areas in the East
Los Angeles corridor."
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The comment states that MTA shall incorporate a 45-day review period for the mitigation
program associated with the Metro Red Line Eastern Extension and shall provide a copy
of the mitigation program 10 days in advance of this review period to: (1) any
organization or individual that attended or testified at any MTA hearing, MTA Board
meeting or community meeting, (2) all owners and tenants within 1,000 radius of a
station, (3) all schools, churches, recreational facilities and non-profit organization within
a two-mile radius of the stations and (4) the offices of all local, state and federal elected
officials within the boundaries of the projects. The comment also states that MTA shall
hold no less than three public hearings on the mitigation plan.

These demands far exceed the legal requirements contained in federal and state law.
Both the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and the California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA) provide for the opportunity for the public to comment on draft EISs
and EIRs. By law, the lead agency(ies) [in this case the Federal Transit Administration
(FTA) and the Metropolitan Transportation Authority (MTA)] must then respond to these
comments in the Final EISs and EIRs. In addition, under CEQA, the lead agency (MTA)
must adopt a mitigation monitoring plan along with the Final EIR. There is no provision
under either NEPA or CEQA for a public review period or for public hearings related to
this mitigation monitoring plan. CEQA does require that responses to comments made
by a public agency be provided to that agency 10 days prior to certification of the EIR
under CEQA.

Consistent with the spirit of this comment, however, the MTA has gone beyond the legal
requirements in the development of the mitigation monitoring plan. In an effort to provide
for a continuing dialogue between the MTA and the community, the MTA has worked
directly with a Review Advisory Committee (RAC) made up of 26 community
representatives. Continuing discussions with a community committee during the
development of the mitigation monitoring plan is unprecedented for the Metro program,
i.e., this approach was not taken for the first two segments of Metro System. The MTA
has discussed with the RAC the results of the preliminary engineering, the proposed
construction methods and the mitigation issues identified by the RAC as critical; and
comments made by the RAC have been taken into account in the development of the
mitigation monitoring plan for the project. While not all mitigation measures requested
by the public have been incorporated into the project, explanations for inclusion or
exclusion have been provided in this response to comments chapter of this FEIS/FEIR
and have, in most cases, been discussed with the RAC as part of the ongoing dialogue
between the MTA and the RAC.

MTA intends to maintain adequate parking within walking distances of the stations during
construction to avoid the need for shuttle buses from remote lots to businesses. Parking
impacts due to construction are anticipated only at the First/Boyle, Brooklyn/Soto and
Whittier/Rowan stations; therefore, replacement parking will be provided for construction-
related parking losses at these stations. The exact location and design of such parking
will be determined by MTA in cooperation with affected land owners and through station
area planning. Please refer to Section 3-3.8.1, Construction-Related Parking Mitigation.

MTA intends to maintain bus service levels in the Eastside Corridor during construction.
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The fare for the Eastern Extension is currently projected to equal that of a local bus fare
at the time. The Eastern Extension fare machines will be constructed to allow for
distance based fares, as are the existing machines. If distance based fares are adopted,
it would be possible to have lower fares for short trips within East Los Angeles and to
Downtown as compared to longer trips, for example to North Hollywood. No decision
has been made on whether to ultimately adopt distance based fares. MTA cannot afford
to fund a reduced cost bus fare during construction. Note that today, ridership on the
existing Red Line plus a local bus is still available for only the cost of a local bus fare plus
transfer.

Bus service in the Eastside Corridor has been reviewed and refined to maximize efficiency
for the bus/rail service in the area. Bus routes have been directed to the Red Line where
appropriate to ensure access to rail transit from the San Gabriel Valley and Southeast
Los Angeles County as well as other areas that need to be linked with the Eastside. For
a discussion of the currently planned relationship between the bus and rail transit service,
please see Section 3-1 of this FEIS/FEIR.

As part of the Community Transportation Linkages program, MTA will study various
options for providing shuttle service, including a shuttle that would run between Union
Station, Little Tokyo and other local activity centers.

MTA recognizes the need for bicycie facilities at stations and will place either ten lockers

_or a larger number of rack spaces at each station.

During final design, site and street specific Worksite Traffic Control Plans would be
developed in cooperation with the City of Los Angeles Department of Transportation and
appropriate Los Angeles County agencies to accommodate required pedestrian and
traffic movements. These plans will review the need for traffic control officers as well as
other traffic mitigation measures. RCC, MTA’s construction arm, currently has a public
and adjacent property owner/tenant notification program for anticipated street closures
and other major construction activities. This program is expected to continue for the LPA
construction. Necessary street closures and the impacts of construction on traffic are
discussed in Section 4-18.2 of this FEIS/FEIR. Sidewalk mitigation measures are
provided in Section 4-18.7.

Due to safety reasons, MTA does not pave decks with asphalt. The asphalt does not
adhere to the temporary decking, and over time, cracks and creates safety hazards. See
Section 4-18.2 for a discussion of traffic mitigation measures that will be implemented
during construction.

The feasibility of mined stations has been examined by the RCC and rejected due to
subsidence and cost considerations.

Section 3-3 of this FEIS/FEIR discuss parking impacts during the project’s construction
and operation and mitigation measures for those impacts.

MTA will study the potential for a pedestrian walkway connecting the proposed Mariachi
Plaza with White Memorial Plaza, as well as other pedestrian improvements and
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walkways, as part of its Community Transportation Linkages programs. MTA will pay for
pedestrian improvements on its property and arrange for the larger set of improvements
to be part of its Call for Projects.

As described above, the MTA has created Community Transportation Linkages programs
to develop master plans for the areas around stations. Station Area Advisory Committees
will provide public input into the process.

Proposed development strategies around station areas, that are community supported,
may require changes to existing zoning. The Los Angeles Department of City Planning
and the Los Angeles County Department of Regional Planning have direct responsibility
and jurisdiction over zoning and zone changes. All zone change proposals would be
deferred to these two public agencies for their review, analysis and recommendations.
Both of these public planning agencies require public hearings as part of their zone
change procedures.

Consistent with this comment, the MTA has reviewed its policies with regard to methods
to minimize impacts on businesses adjacent to or near construction sites. In fact, this
concern led to the selection of two off-street station locations as part of the LPA, rather
than locating the stations within the street right-of-way. Off-street station locations have
been selected for the Brooklyn/Soto and Whittier/Arizona stations. Selection of these
off-street locations clearly reduces the adverse impacts that would otherwise have
occurred at these locations, which are characterized by narrow streets with extensive
commercial/pedestrian activities. In addition, during the preliminary engineering for the
LPA, the First/Boyle station was rotated counter-clockwise from its location in the
AA/DEIS/DEIR. Rather than being positioned fully in the First Street right-of-way, as
shown in the AA/DEIS/DEIR, the station now intersects First Street; and the adverse
affects on local businesses from station construction should be reduced as a result of this
station location change. These LPA station locations decisions reflect the MTA concerns
for business disruption impacts.

Other mitigation measures have also been identified in this FEIS/FEIR, including
noise/vibration criteria, air emissions controls, traffic/pedestrian control plans including
signage, business outreach efforts and a construction hotline. Please see Section 4-18.7,
Business Disruption, of this FEIS/FEIR.

Extensive public meetings and hearings regarding the project were held as well as
meetings just for affected businesses and with the local chambers of commerce. As part
of the MTA outreach efforts, businesses will be surveyed prior to construction and notified
regarding MTA’s detailed construction plans and schedule. Inthe course of developing
its Relocation Plan, MTA will contact every business to be relocated as part of the project.

See response to comment 9.L. and Section 4-18.7 for mitigation measures that will be
implemented to avoid and minimize business disruption impacts.

The MTA will provide full relocation assistance to all businesses it takes for construction.
MTA will mitigate impacts on nearby businesses but is not required to and cannot
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relocate businesses wishing to leave due to the effect this would have on project costs
and community cohesion.

The MTA's Community Transportation Linkages program aims to develop a strategy to
maximize opportunities in transportation/land use based development around station
locations. This would include joint development opportunities for local and small
businesses.

Displaced commercial enterprises will be notified of opportunities to return as a part of
a development on MTA station property. Developers selected to construct and operate
projects at MTA station sites will be encouraged to invite previously displaced tenants to
submit qualifications, however, it will remain the developers’ responsibility to select
tenants on the basis of the desired tenant mix and each tenant’s qualifications.

MTA Real Estate and Relocation staff will work with Joint Development and Community
Affairs staff to establish and maintain a data bank of businesses interested in future joint
development projects. The Joint Development staff will meet with interested business
owners to inform them of future plans and provide information and advice regarding
opportunities to becoming tenants in future MTA joint development projects.

The provision of secured loans for joint development is a policy issue that requires full
Board review and policy formulation.

MTA will provide a multilingual marketing program for the affected station areas. See
Section 4-18.7, Business Disruption, for an additional discussion of business impacts and
mitigation measures.

Full and just compensation and relocation will be offered to businesses and residents.
Residents will be relocated to safe and sanitary housing which is at least equal and may
in some cases be superior to their current housing. The MTA will adhere to existing
federal, state and local relocation laws and policies, providing assistance to businesses,
non-profit organizations, tenants and homeowners, as discussed in Section 4-3.5 of Land
Acquisition/Displacement and Relocation. Should comparable replacement housing not
be available for persons displaced by the LPA, the MTA may provide "Housing of Last
Resort," as discussed in Section 4-3.5.

Section 4-3 of this FEIS/FEIR also discusses the impacts of LPA residential acquisitions
on the local housing stock and provides associated mitigation measures. The MTA is not
required by law or policy to replace the housing stock that is acquired in order to
implement the Metro Red Line Eastern Extension, except as provided for under the
"housing of last resort" provisions of federal law (see Section 4-3). The MTA will work
with the community, elected officials, local housing agencies and other housing providers
to identify potential mitigation measures for the loss of housing caused by acquisitions.
The MTA is currently considering establishing a housing policy to encourage housing
production on the property acquired or within the vicinity of the station sites.

All members of affected communities were notified of the public review for the
AA/DEIS/DEIR through notices in local newspapers and via other public outreach efforts.
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Please see Chapter 5 of this FEIS/FEIR. This notification goes beyond the requirements
of NEPA and CEQA. When exact acquisition requirements are determined, affected
individuals will be notified.

As described above, the RAC and SAACs will serve in an oversight advisory capacity for
the proposed mitigation program, including relocation.

MTA will study the feasibility and develop a strategy to extend its TOP youth training and
employment program, or its equivalent, to the Eastern Extension corridor to the same
level as in previous rail construction corridors. (Due to budget constraints, the program
cannot be expanded.) Please see Section 4-2, Economic Impacts. Additionally, MTA will
participate in the annual city/county summer youth employment program within the
corridor.

MTA is responsible to mitigate impacts associated with the project. Although laudatory,
tutoring programs for school children go well beyond this requirement.

The MTA will target its business and employment program to aggressively include youth
training and employment programs. MTA/RCC will study the feasibility and develop a
strategy to extend its TOP youth employment and training program to public high schools
near the Locally Preferred Alternative (LPA). Children involved in the TOP program will
be eligible for college scholarships during project construction. Please see Section 4-2
of this FEIS/FEIR.

An assessment of potential air quality impacts during construction and measures that can
be implemented to mitigate those impacts is provided in Section 4-18.3, Construction Air
Quality. Construction impacts on community facilities are also discussed in Section 4-16.

The goal of MTA’s Greenway Program is to provide increased recreational and scenic
access to points of interest and to provide a network of trails across the county.

MTA will continue to work with community-based greening organizations such as Tree
People and Northeast Trees, as well as participate in the implementation of community-
wide greening efforts. This may include MTA’s participation through the ISTEA grant
process and others in the distribution of trees for neighborhood plantings and start-up
funding for community gardens. This will surely assist the Eastside community with the
goal of improving air quality and increased environmental awareness along the Eastern
Extension Corridor.

MTA will provide 24-hour site guards at construction sites as directed by the Chief of
Police or County Sheriff. It is expected that guards will not be needed during daylight
work shifts. MTA will provide full time police coverage of the system once completed,
consistent with Red Line policy.

During final design, site and street specific Worksite Traffic Control Plans would be
developed in cooperation with the City of Los Angeles Department of Transportation and
appropriate Los Angeles County agencies to accommodate required pedestrian and
traffic movements. These plans will review the need for traffic control officers as well as
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other traffic mitigation measures. Please see Sections 4-16, Community Facilities, and
4-18.2, Construction Traffic.

MTA is committed to safety awareness through education and will bring its rail safety
program, including Travis the Owl to East Los Angeles. In addition, MTA will study the
feasibility and develop a strategy to extend its TOP youth training and employment
program to the Eastside Corridor.

As discussed in Section 4-18 (Construction Impacts), tunnel excavations could occur at
any of the proposed station sites, depending on the Initial Operable Segment chosen and
the contract packaging identified during final design. Excavation would occur within the
area acquired for construction staging. These property acquisitions are intended to
reduce the staging and construction equipment in streets and to provide a buffer to
adjacent properties.

The Los Angeles Department of Transportation and the County of Los Angeles will limit
haul times and establish haul routes. (See Section 4-18.2 and response 2.L, above.)

MTA agrees that construction site roadways will be paved or that trucks leaving the
excavation site must have their wheels washed. All loads of loose material must be
covered; mounds of dirt on the site must be regularly watered; and streets adjacent to
the construction sites must be swept regularly. These requirements will be included in
construction contracts. See also Section 4-18.3, Construction Air Quality.

Park and ride lots would provide priority parking spaces for car pools and van pools as
described in Section 3-3.

The City and the County of Los Angeles are responsible for the enforcement of local
noise regulations. Please see Sections 4-7, Airborne Noise, 4-8, Groundborne Noise and
Vibration and 4-18.4, Construction Noise.

MTA will comply with federal and local noise standards and will modify construction
practices as needed to comply. Compliance methods are identified in the Mitigation
Monitoring Plan which the MTA Board will approve. Noise/vibration standards will be
contained in the MTA construction contracts as discussed in Sections 4-7, 4-8 and 4-18.4
If damage occurs as a direct result of its construction activities, MTA will provide just
compensation.

The MTA recognizes that the inclusion of art in the design of public spaces creates a
more inviting environment, fosters a sense of community pride and contributes to a
positive experience for the systems’s riders. Consequently, and in accordance with the
MTA'’s public art policy, artists will be commissioned to develop art work for each of the
Metro Rail East Side Extension stations.

In accordance with MTA public art policy and goals, a community advisory group and"
artist selection panel will be formed to ensure community input in the process. The MTA
A-R-T Community Advisory Group will also work in collaboration with the SAACs to
promote temporary construction-related art projects, including construction barriers.
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Young people in the community will be encouraged to participate in the MTA’s Young
Artists Program.

MTA will have fences repainted as needed or made graffiti resistant. See also Section
4-18.7, Business Disruption.

The Locally Preferred Alternative includes a station in the Little Tokyo area, although the
station is no longer proposed to be within the Metro Rail yard but is rather proposed as
a subway station under Santa Fe Avenue. Correspondingly, the river crossing is now
proposed to be underground rather than on a bridge. Therefore, possible visual impacts
to the historic bridges in this area are no longer an issue.

The Golden Gate Theatre property has been identified as an entrance location for the
Whittier /Atlantic Station. Guidelines for joint development projects and muilti-level parking
structures at Metro Red Line stations located near historic properties were developed in
1983 for this project in Part IV. A. of the Memorandum of Agreement among UMTA (now
FTA), the California Historic Preservation Officer, and the Advisory Council on Historic
Preservation. MTA will follow these guidelines to ensure that the station is architecturally
and aesthetically compatible with the Golden Gate Theatre and the character of the local
community. See also Sections 4-14, 4-15 and 4-17 of this FEIS/FEIR for further
discussion of this agreement.

Station-specific, conceptual plans will be developed by MTA via the currently funded
Community Transportation Linkages program to address individual station design and
planning. These plans will recognize the individual character of each station area. MTA
has developed Station Area Advisory Committees (SAACSs) to provide community input
regarding station-specific construction impacts and planning issues. The MTA sponsored
Community Transportation Linkages program is currently underway to explore ways to
maximize appropriate transit-based development opportunities in areas surroundings the
stations while insuring community urban design character and architecture are preserved.
Please see Section 4-1 of this FEIS/FEIR for further discussion of MTA’s Community
Transportation Linkages programs.

Section 4-2 of this FEIS /FEIR discusses the potential for the proposed project to generate
employment and economic activity. MTA will publish notices in local newspapers
regarding contracting and procurement for construction of the project. Local businesses
will be made aware of opportunities and encouraged to participate in construction bids.
As part of MTA’s Community Transportation Linkages programs, local employment and
business participation strategies will be explored to further advance MTA’s objective of
promoting economic development within the area it operates.

MTA/RCC will study the feasibility and develop a strategy to extend its TOP youth
employment and training program to public high schools near the Locally Preferred
Alternative (LPA) and will provide a job training program. Please see Section 4-2 of this
FEIS/FEIR.

MTA policy is to use community-based newspapers to advertise DBE opportunities and
employment recruitment efforts. MTA will set and enforce goals for Disadvantaged
Business Enterprise participation in accordance with State and Federal regulations.
Please see Section 4-2 of this FEIS/FEIR.
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Congresswoman Lucille Roybal-Allard
. Statement for the
Alternatives Analysis/Draft Environmental Impact Statement/
Draft Environmental Impact Report
for the Metro Red Line Eastside Corridor

International Institute
17 June 1993

Thank you for the opportunity to discuss the Metro Red Line
Eastside Corridor Project. This project is one of particular
significance to me, not only because the Eastside extension was a
project that was hard fought and hard won by our community, but
because this project will permanently change the landscape of the
East Los Angeles area as we know it today.

I am here to express my preference for alternative 9B-yard Station
Option (02) because it best serves all major commercial business in
the Eastside corridor. More importantly, however, I am here today
to ensure that the changes the Metro Red Line project will bring
are ones that will benefit our community. My statement today will
focus on the adverse impacts that will inevitably accompany
construction of the Eastside Extension and the measures that MTA
should implement to mitigate these factors. Specifically, I will
comment on thirteen impact categories. -

1. In the area of transit impact mitigation measures, MTA should
take the following actions:

(a) A bus/rail interface plan needs to be prepared for the
Eastside extension. Public meetings should be held to
determine the best routes to service the community.

(b) Bus service along the arterial impacted by construction
must be increased and these new buses should be linked to
the nearest completed, operational Red Line station.

(c) Shuttle bus service between temporary remote parking lots
and through adjacent neighborhoods to businesses directly
along the rail station construction sites needs to be
provided. ,

2. Mitigation measures for traffic impact must take into account

construction consequences on both the flow of automotive and
pedestrian traffic.
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(a) MTA should maintain four (4) lanes of traffic during peak
hours. At least one (1) lane in each direction must be
open to traffic at station sites at all times.

(b) Traffic control officers have to be stationed during the
morning and evening rush hours at all intersections
operating at Level of Service (LOS) E or worse.

(c) Delivery of outsize construction materials must not occur
during weekday rush hours or prime evening and weekend
shopping hours.

(d) No material storage should be allowed on Brooklyn Avenue,
wWhittier Boulevard, First Street, Arizona Street, Indiana
Street or Atlantic Boulevard. All material laydown and
delivery, vehicle storage and concrete pouring must be
conducted from an off street location acceptable to the
MTA and Advisory Committee.

(e) All contractors should be required to lease off street
parking in remote lots. _

(£) All bus stops in the study area should have covered
shelters at bus stops to ensure optimum bus/rail
interface.

(g) Each station should incorporate unique station area
street lighting. Station area lighting plans must be
provided to area merchants and residents for review and
should reflect the unique character of station area.

(h) A pedestrian plan for each station must be developed as
part of preliminary engineering (PE).

(i) All sidewalks should be 10 feet wide at all times.

(j) Street light signals must be synchronized and adjusted as
needed. .

(k) oOn-street parking should be maintained to avoid impacts
on merchants.

All displaced parking must be replaced.

The MTA and the Local Planning Agency, in cooperation with the
community, elected officials and 1local businesses, must
develop station area master plans for the areas adjacent to
the rail stations. These master plans should be developed
according to the local community’s desires. The plan should
include, but not be limited to, pedestrian circulation plan,
economic revitalization strategy, and planning and urban
design quidelines compatible with the existing character of
the station area communities. MTA must work with the
necessary agencies and elected officials to make any zoning
revisions desired by individual communities.
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5. While the economic benefits of the project are plentiful,
extreme care must be taken to ensure that existing businesses
along and near the selected alignment are minimally impacted
and survive to benefit from the rail project.

(a)

(b)

(c)

(d)

(e)

(£)
(9)

(h)

MTA must develop a business program to provide technical
assistance to businesses in the surrounding area, with
priority given to merchants directly along the rail
alignment. More specifically, aggressive
marketing/promotion campaigns (print and radio ads,
flyers, etc.) designed to retain business volume during
project construction should be developed and implemented.
If necessary, MTA should subsidize impacted merchants
along the alignment.

All station sites must have opportunities for commercial
joint ventures. MTA needs to work with local developers
to offer the opportunity for these joint developments to
be complete on station opening.

If 1local entrepreneurs cannot secure bank loans to
construct the needed joint development, the MTA should
provide properly secured loan guarantees to allow joint
development construction.

The MTA should appoint a joint development contact person
for the project and/or each station site. Names of
contact(s) must be displayed in a prominent and permanent
location at each construction site with a bilingual,
English and Spanish, explanation of their role.

MTA needs to provide business relocation assistance to
all businesses fronting any Red Line construction site
prior to the start of construction. . In addition,
businesses choosing relocation assistance should have the
right to relocate to their original location following
the close of Phase I station construction.

Any displaced commercial enterprises should be offered
the opportunity to return as part of a joint development.
MTA should pay building owners whose tenants choose to
relocate their fair net building profit for the period
during which Phase I station construction continues.

No catering trucks should be allowed within 500 feet of
a construction site to ensure fair competition with
neighborhood eating establishments.

6. Residential and business displacements and relocations are
necessary outcomes of this worthwhile project.

(a)

MTA must ensure that any and all businesses, non-profit
groups, families or individuals displaced by the
construction will receive full, humane and fair
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Metro Red Line Eastern Extension

relocation to a structure of comparable wvalue and
location at no expense to themselves. A committee,
comprised of community representatives, elected officials
and MTA staff, should be established to determine the
adequacy of relocation assistance offers. Decisions
should be subject to appeal before the MTA Board.

Rent subsidies should be extended for a period of 10
years.

MTA should provide seed money of not less than $5 million
to a non-profit organization to build replacement
housing.

following neighborhood/community mitigation measures

should be implemented to ensure that property values near
stations are not adversely impacted:

All single family residences, apartments or other
residential structures within one-quarter mile of any
station should receive one twenty-four inch box tree
planted between the curb and the sidewalk.

Curb cuts for wheelchairs must be provided at all corners
within a one-quarter mile radius of each station site.
Each station design should include one million dollars
worth of pedestrian improvements (i.e. wider sidewalks,
artwork, special pavers, etc.) within one-quarter mile of
the station.

8. Visual and aesthetics mitigation measures to maintain or
improve existing character of impacted area should include,
but not limited to, the following:

If an alternative is adopted which 1nvolves site F-1 of
the Whittier/Atlantic station, MTA must ensure that
design of the station is consistent with the Golden Gate
Theater and the surrounding area’s existing visual
character.

If an alternative 1is adopted which involves the
construction of a bridge across the Los Angeles River,
the bridge must be designed to be as aesthetically
compatible with the existing bridges across the river as
possible.

All temporary construction fencing and safety barriers
should be painted by neighborhood youths through an MTA-
funded youth arts program.

Two daily graffiti abatement efforts, to include
surrounding blocks, should be enacted.

All Eastern Extension facilities and station sites should
be part of the Metro Rail ART Program. The ART Program
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(f) The ART Program must include a local advisory committee
to ensure local artists are provided an opportunity to
participate.
9. Noise and pollution from construction activity should be

alleviated through appropriate measures including, but not
limited to, the following:

(a)

(b)

(c)

(d)

(e)

(£)

No construction work above ground within one-quarter mile
of residential structures. Heavy construction above
ground must be limited from 3 pm to 7 pm for areas by
business districts.

Noise must not exceed 75 DBA between the hours of
midnight and 6 am, even during special exception
construction activity.

Construction sites, surrounding areas and walking
surfaces must be cleaned 4 times a day and be free of
refuse, dirt and debris. In addition, streets and
walking surfaces within one block of the site must be
watered down twice each day.

Muck haul trucks must have fitted, secured tarp over
their loads and their wheels washed sufficiently to avoid
tracking dirt and mud through the community.

If an alternative is adopted which involves yard station
option (02), MTA must have the muck removed and
transported by rail at the Metro rail yard to reduce
truck travel through communities.

Contractors must not be allowed to drill dropholes at
locations other than at station sites.

10. Mitigation programs for schools, churches and senior centers
should include, but need not be limited to, the following:

(a)

(b)

(c)

(d)

MTA must extend its TOPS youth employment programs to all
high schools in the study corridor until construction is
completed during Final Engineering.

In addition to TOPS, MTA needs to hire 100 youths each
summer to provide community service work during
construction, including maintaining construction site
cleanliness and planting trees.

All children of primary and secondary school age residing
within the study area should be provided special after-
school tutoring in a math/science program throughout ths
Phase I Station Construction period.

All children of secondary school age must be eligible for
college scholarships leading to eligibility to work at
agencies like the MTA. $100,000 per year should be
allocated for those scholarships until construction is
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11.

12.

13.

allocated for those scholarships until construction is
completed during Final Engineering.

(e) MTA should provide free shuttle service for schools,
churches and senior centers within one-half mile radius
of any construction site. .

(£f) MTA must provide air-conditioners and double pane windows
for schools, churches and senior centers within one-
quarter mile radius of any construction site.

Safety and security measures are vital during and following

construction.

(a) Full-time three-shift construction security should patrol
surrounding blocks, 7 days per week.

(b) MTA must provide full-time police officer coverage of the
system once completed, to a level equal to the security
provided for the Blue Line in 1990-1992.

(c) A police substation should be located within a station
site.

(d) MTA must provide crossing guards and fence off
construction areas within a 1 mile radius of any schools.

(e) MTA must develop rail safety programs for elementary
school children. 1In addition, MTA must develop public
service announcements and advertisements on rail safety
to be aired and printed in both English and Spanish media
channels.

One of the most sought after and long awaited benefits that

the Red Line Project will generate is that of jobs.

(a) In order to ensure that local Eastside residents have
their fair share of Jjobs on the project, MTA must
established a job training program. MTA must work with
trade unions to initiate job training programs so that
area residents will have the necessary skills for
employment on the project.

(b) MTA should adopt a 30% local employment goal.

(c) MTA must meet a goal of 5% for contracts to be awarded to
area businesses.

Mitigation measures are only as good as their strict
enforcement. Therefore, MTA must develop appropriate fines
and penalties for all contractors failing to meet any of their
responsibilities. A committee should be created to monitor
mitigation and construction activity, review construction
impacts, provide mitigation recommendations and impose fines.
The committee should be- comprised of community
representatives, elected officials and MTA staff. Budget,
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10.Q staff and fully equipped office space should be supplied for
- use by the committee.

10.R I Ultimately,‘the Metro Red Line Eastside Extension will bring to

: transit-dependent populations in the East Los Angeles area a

transportation system that is timely, affordable and safe. Our job

now 1is to ensure that the project is built to benefit the
communities it was designed to serve.

“Once again, I thank you for the opportunity to express my concerns
‘of the project’s impacts and to suggest measures to mitigate these
factors.
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Responses to: Lucille Roybal-Allard, Congresswoman, Thirty-third District, Congress
of the United States
(Comment Letter number 10)

10.A The MTA Board of Directors selected a Locally Preferred Alternative (LPA) that is nearly
the same as the stated preference of Alternative 9B. The LPA basically consists of
Alternative 9B with the following changes:

° Alternative 9B passed under the Evergreen Cemetery. In response to public
opposition to traversing the cemetery, the LPA avoids passing under the
cemetery.

° Alternative 9B had a station in the right-of-way (R.O.W.) of Indiana Street near First
Street. By not passing under the Evergreen Cemetery, the LPA was changed so
that this station is now under First Street west of Indiana Street. This change
offers several advantages including:

o reduction in the number of residential acquisitions that are required,

o avoidance of placing the station in the narrow R.O.W. of Indiana Street
near the Los Angeles Unified School District Ramona High School,

o placement of the station under the wider First Street R.O.W. and nearer

the commercial area known as El Mercado.

The MTA concurs that the Alternative 9B, particularly as modified for the LPA, serves all
major commercial business areas in the Eastside Corridor. Due to a number of
engineering considerations, including disruptions to operation of the Metro Rail yard, the
Little Tokyo Station is now proposed to be constructed in a subway under Santa Fe
Street.

10.B A bus/rail interface plan will be developed for the Eastern Extension and presented to the
Review Advisory Committee (RAC) and Station Area Advisory Committees (SAACs) to
allow for public input.

As described in Section 4-18 of this FEIS/FEIR, MTA will implement measures to mitigate
traffic impacts during construction to the extent feasible. Although MTA cannot increase
bus service along the affected routes, it will reroute bus service based on community
input as provided through the Community Transportation Linkages program.

MTA intends to maintain adequate parking within walking distances of the stations during
construction to avoid the need for shuttle buses from remote lots to businesses. Parking
impacts due to construction are anticipated only at the First/Boyle, Brooklyn/Soto and
Whittier/Rowan stations; therefore, replacement parking will be provided for construction-
related parking losses at these stations. The exact location and design of such parking
will be determined by MTA in cooperation with affected land owners and through station
area planning. Please refer to Section 3-3.8.1, Construction-Related Parking Mitigation.
MTA intends to maintain bus service levels in the Eastside Corridor during construction.

10.C Section 4-18 of this FEIS/FEIR discusses the construction scenario for the project and
mitigation measures for traffic impacts associated with construction activities.
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10.C Section 4-18 of this FEIS/FEIR discusses the construction scenario for the project and
mitigation measures for traffic impacts associated with construction activities.
MTA will aim to maximize the number of open lanes on streets near construction sites,
but in some cases street closures would be necessary. All main streets would remain
open with at least one lane in each direction during daylight hours and until 10 P.M.
Occasionally main streets will have to be closed during night hours to allow for the
installation of outsize items (steel beams, emergency exhaust fans, etc.). As discussed
in this FEIS/FEIR, several streets and alleys would be closed for 3 to 4 years during
construction of the station. Other streets would be closed at night and/or would have
daytime lane closures while the street was being decked. Lane and night closures would
occur for an estimated 3 to 7 months, depending on the station.

During final design, site and street specific Worksite Traffic Control Plans would be
developed in cooperation with the City of Los Angeles Department of Transportation and
Los Angeles County to accommodate required pedestrian and traffic movements. These
plans will determine the need for traffic control officers and delivery routes and schedules.

Delivery of outsized construction materials will not occur during weekday rush hours or
prime evening and weekend shopping hours.

MTA intends to acquire a sufficient area around station construction sites so as to avoid
the use of streets for construction activity and storage. It is anticipated that these areas
will be sufficient for material laydown and delivery and vehicle storage, but not . for
concrete pouring in some cases.

To avoid significant adverse affects of construction worker parking demand, off-street
parking for workers will be provided in the vicinity of the Little Tokyo, First/Boyle,
Brooklyn/Soto, and Whittier/Rowan stations. An alternative for these stations would be
to provide a shuttle service for construction workers to and from a more distant off-site
parking facility. '

MTA will provide bus shelters at all bus stops adjacent to the station as part of the
bus/rail interface plan. Wherever possible, the MTA will use the existing city program of
having advertising revenue pay for shelters. Only as a last resort will construction funds
be used for this purpose. MTA will include the provision of covered shelters in its "Call
for Projects" program.

The MTA has created a Community Transportation Linkages program to develop master
plans for the areas around stations with public input from the RAC and Station Area
Advisory Committees (SAACs). Station area street lighting would be considered as part
of the Community Transportation Linkages program.

Pedestrian access to and within each station has been considered as part of preliminary

engineering. Pedestrian plans for the area surrounding each station will be developed
as part of the Community Transportation Linkages program.
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Sidewalks that provide pedestrian access to businesses will be maintained at a width of
10 feet during the construction period where feasible.

Street lighting signals will be synchronized and adjusted where desirable.

As described above in the response to comment 10.B, on-street parking will be
maintained to the extent possible.

10.0 See response 10.B above and Section 3-3 of this FEIS/FEIR for a discussion of parking
displacement and mitigation measures for parking impacts.

10.E  MTA through its Community Transportation Linkages program, with public input from the
SAACs, will develop plans which address planning strategies. MTA is committed to
working closely with the community and public agencies. All findings will be forwarded
to the appropriate authorities for review and implementation.

10.F  Consistent with this comment, the MTA has reviewed its policies with regard to methods
to minimize impacts on businesses adjacent to or near construction sites. In fact, this
concern led to the selection of two off-street station locations as part of the LPA, rather
than locating the stations within the street right-of-way. Off-street station locations have
been selected for the Brooklyn/Soto and Whittier/Arizona stations. Selection of these
off-street locations clearly reduces the adverse impacts that would otherwise have
occurred at these locations, which are characterized by narrow streets with extensive
commercial/pedestrian activities. In addition, during the preliminary engineering for the
LPA, the First/Boyle station was rotated counter-clockwise from its location in the
AA/DEIS/DEIR. Rather than being positioned fully in the First Street right-of-way, as
shown in the AA/DEIS/DEIR, the station now intersects First Street; and the adverse
affects on local businesses from station construction should be reduced as a result of this
station location change. These LPA station locations decisions reflect the MTA concerns
for business disruption impacts.

Other mitigation measures have also been identified in this FEIS/FEIR, including
noise/vibration criteria, air emissions controls, traffic/pedestrian controt plans including
signage, business outreach efforts and a construction hotline. In instances where
vehicular access to businesses is temporarily eliminated, the MTA will provide
compensation to affected businesses. As part of the MTA outreach efforts, businesses
will be notified regarding MTA’s detailed construction plans and schedule. Businesses
to be acquired will be notified of the MTA property acquisition/dispiacement and
relocation policies.

The MTA has structured a Community Transportation Linkages program which aims to
develop a strategy to maximize opportunities in transportation/land use based
development around station locations. This would include opportunities for local and
small businesses.

Displaced commercial enterprises will be notified of opportunities to return as a part of
a development on MTA station property. Developers selected to construct and operate
projects at MTA station sites will be encouraged to invite previously displaced tenants to
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submit qualifications. However, it will remain the developers’ responsibility to select
tenants on the basis of the desired tenant mix and each tenant’s qualifications.

MTA Real Estate and Relocation staff will work with Joint Development and Community
Affairs staff to establish and maintain a data bank of businesses interested in future joint
development projects. The Joint Development staff will meet with interested business
owners to inform them of future plans and provide advice on accessing opportunities to
becoming tenants in future projects.

The provision of secured loans for joint development is a policy issue that requires full
Board review and policy formulation.

MTA will provide advertisements for local businesses located within a 1/2 mile of any
project construction activity and thus affected in such a way that normal business efforts
are hindered. Advertisements will cover, but are not limited to, any required changes to
their normal patterns of doing business such as changes in hours, location, parking or
pedestrian detours.

Although the City and County of Los Angeles, and not MTA, are the governing authorities
on the location of catering trucks, MTA is concerned with the economic impacts its
construction project may have on local businesses and will request that the appropriate
agencies review this issue.

10.G The MTA will adhere to existing federal, state and local relocation laws and policies,
providing assistance to businesses, non-profit organizations, tenants and homeowners,
as discussed in Section 4-3.5 of this FEIS/FEIR, Land Acquisition/Displacement and
Relocation. Should comparable replacement housing not be available for persons
displaced by the LPA, the MTA may provide "Housing of Last Resort," as discussed in
Section 4-3.5.

Extending rent subsidies is not necessary to mitigate any of the project’s impacts and
therefore is beyond MTA'’s legal requirements.

The provision of seed money to build replacement housing is a policy issue currently
being considered by the MTA.

10.H The provision of trees at all residences within one-quarter mile of each station and
pedestrian improvements within one-quarter mile of each station site are not necessary
to mitigate any the project’s impacts and therefore is beyond MTA'’s legal requirements.
However, landscaping may be considered as part of the station area master planning to
be conducted through the Community Transportation Linkages program and MTA staff
will assist others in securing tree planting programs.

MTA will provide wheel chair curb cuts on the block or blocks where the station is
constructed. As part of the Community Transportation Linkages program MTA will study
the need for curb cuts within one quarter mile of each station and convey its findings to
agencies with jurisdiction.
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A budget will be allocated for improvements to each station site. This will cover
improvements needed to mitigate direct construction impacts. In addition, the MTA has
implemented a Community Transportation Linkages program that will develop a plan for
pedestrian improvements in the vicinity of the station sites.

101 The Golden Gate Theatre property has been identified as an entrance location for the
Whittier/Atlantic Station. Guidelines for joint development projects and multi-level parking
structures at Metro Red Line stations located near historic properties were developed in
1983 for this project in Part IV. A. of the Memorandum of Agreement among UMTA (now
FTA), the California Historic Preservation Officer, and the Advisory Council on Historic
Preservation. MTA will follow these guidelines to ensure that the station is architecturally
and aesthetically compatible with the Golden Gate Theatre and the character of the iocal
community. See also Section 4-14, 4-15 and 4-17 of this FEIS/FEIR for further discussion
of this agreement.

10.J The Locally Preferred Alternative includes a station in the Little Tokyo area, although the
station is no longer proposed to be within the Metro Rail yard but is rather proposed as
a subway station under Santa Fe Avenue. Correspondingly, the river crossing is now
proposed to be underground rather than on a bridge. Therefore, possible visual impacts
to the historic bridges in this area are no longer an issue.

10.K The MTA recognizes that the inclusion of art in the design of public spaces creates a
more inviting environment, fosters a sense of community pride and contributes to a
positive experience for the systems’s riders. Consequently, and in accordance with the
MTA’s public art policy, artists will be commissioned to develop art work for each of the
Metro Rail East Side Extension stations.

In accordance with MTA public art policy and goals, a community advisory group and
artist selection panel will be formed to ensure community input in the process. The MTA
A-R-T Community Advisory Group will also work in collaboration with the SAAC to
promote temporary construction-related art projects, including construction barriers.
Young people in the community will be encouraged to participate in the MTA’s Young
Artists Program.

MTA will have construction fences repainted as needed or made graffiti resistant. See
also Section 4-18.7, Business Disruption.

10.L Noise and air quality construction mitigation measures are described in Section 4-18 of
this FEIS/FEIR.

Some construction activities must occur above ground; however, MTA intends to acquire
land around each station site to minimize intrusion of construction equipment and vehicle
on surrounding streets. This area will also buffer to some extent noise and air quality
impacts on surrounding residences. MTA will implement the requested construction
mitigation measures as follows: a) any limitations on times of heavy construction activity
will be worked out with the community in accordance with the approach outlined in
Sections 4.18.4 and 4.18.7; b) noise levels will not exceed 75 dBA at 50 feet during
midnight to 6 AM; ¢) construction sites and adjacent walkways will be cleaned twice each
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day; d) muck haul trucks will have fitted secure tarps over their loads; and e) construction
site roadways will be paved or trucks leaving the excavation site will have their wheels
washed.

In addition, MTA will consider the use of rail for transporting construction spoils and the
economic feasibility of this option. However, drop hole locations in street areas between
stations will be required for concreting tunnel line sections, but will be kept to a minimum.

10.M MTA/RCC will extend its TOP youth training and employment program to public high
schools near the Locally Preferred Alternative (LPA).

MTA will participate in the annual city /county summer youth employment program within
the corridor.

MTA is responsible to mitigate impacts associated with the project. Although laudatory,
tutoring programs for school children go well beyond this requirement.

Children of secondary school age enrolled in public high schools in the vicinity of the LPA
will be eligible for college scholarships through the TOP youth employment and training
program during project construction.

MTA will maintain vehicular access to community facilities and reroute existing shuttle
service to maintain access during the construction period. It will also maintain the bus
service in force at the time construction starts.

10.N  MTA will mitigate significant construction noise impacts on schools, churches or senior
centers near construction sites, as described in Section 4-18.4 of this FEIS/FEIR. Double
pane windows or air conditioning is not necessary to mitigate project impacts based on
air and noise analyses.

10.0 The MTA agrees that safety and security measures are vital during construction and
operation of the project. Towards that end:

o MTA will provide site guards at construction sites as directed by the Chief of
Police or County Sheriff. It is expected that guards will not be needed during
daylight work shifts.

] MTA will provide full time police coverage of the system once completed,
consistent with Red Line policy. This will include substations as needed;

o MTA will continue to provide crossing guards where needed during the
construction period;

° MTA is committed to safety awareness through education and will bring its rail

safety program, including Travis the Owl to East Los Angeles. MTA will develop
multi-lingual public service announcements concerning rail safety.
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10.P

10.Q

10.R

Section 4-2 of this Final Environmental Impact Statement/Final Environmental Impact
Report (FEIS/FEIR) discusses the potential for the proposed project to generate
employment and economic activity. A portion of this economic activity would occur in
the vicinity of the project site. For example, during operation of the Eastern extension,
some local businesses, such as retail establishments near stations, are likely to benefit
from the introduction of transit riders to these areas. MTA will publish notices in local
newspapers regarding contracting and procurement for construction of the project.

Local businesses will be made aware of opportunities and encouraged to participate in
construction bids. As part of MTA’s Community Transportation Linkages programs, local
employment and business participation strategies will be explored to further advance
MTA’s objective of promoting economic development within the area it operates. It is
important to note however, that MTA must work within the legal framework for third party
contracting. As set forth in UMTA Circular 4220.1B, "Grantees will conduct procurements
in @ manner that prohibits the use of statutorily or administratively imposed in-State or
local geographical preferences in the evaluation of bids or proposals..."

The MTA will use Resident Engineer directives and, if necessary, stop work orders to
ensure contract provision compliance.

The RAC and SAACs have been formed to offer advice and/or assist with monitoring
compliance with the construction mitigation program.

MTA agrees with the statement that the Eastern Extension will bring a timely, affordable
and safe transportation system to a transit-dependent population in the Eastside Corridor.
It is MTA’s intent to assure that the project is built to benefit the communities it is
designed to serve.
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Responses to: Richard Torres, City Administrator, City of Montebello
(Comment Letter number 11)

11.A Per the comment, the selected Locally Preferred Alternative (LPA) has a terminus at
Whittier /Atlantic and does not run along Atlantic Boulevard. Therefore, the LPA serves
the higher density Whittier corridor and does not duplicate the municipal transit service
provided by the Montebello Bus Lines.

11.B  MTA is not presently considering the suggested change to Line 18 service. See Section
3-1 for bus system changes associated with the proposed project.
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Commander

U.S.Department .
Eleventh Coast Guard District

of Transportation

J United States
Coast Guard

Metropolitan Transportation Authority
Attn: Jim de la Loza

Project Manager

818 W. Seventh Street, Suite 1100
. Los Angeles, CA 90017

Dear Mr. de la Loza,

Federal Bldg.
501 W. Ocean Bivd
g;ﬁ Baach, CA 90822-5399
Staff Symbol: (aov)
Phone: (310)980-4300 X189

6280 e
6 May 1993_:

0t

10 ) e

Thank you for including the United States Coast Guard for review
of AA/DEIS/DEIR for the Eastside Corridor. This report has been

12.A I reviewed with no comment.

Respectfully,

LU, [l finat-

G. W. RODENHURST

Transportation Specialist
Eleventh Coast Guard District
By direction of the District Commander
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Responses to: G.W. Rodenhurst, Transportation Specialist,
by direction of District Commander, Eleventh Coast Guard District,

U.S. Department of Transportation, United States Coast Guard
(Comment Letter number 12)

12.A° Comment acknowledged.
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MAY 12 1993

Mr. Jim De La Loza

Los Angeles County Metropolitan
Transit Authority

818 W. Seventh Street

Los Angeles, CA 90017

Dear Mr. De La Loza:

I am in receipt of the draft "Alternatives Analysis/Draft
Environmental Impact Statement for the Eastside Corridor”. I
have forwarded the same to Mr. Ceferino Ahuero, the Los Angeles
HUD Office Environmental Officer. If the Department has comments
on the alternatives, they will be sent to you by Mr. Ahuerec prior
to your June 23, 1993 deadline.

:f* Thank you for sending HUD a copy of the Draft Environmental
- Impact Statement and allowing us to comment.

Sincerely yours,

Directdr, Office of
Environment and Energy
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Responses to: Richard H. Broun, Director, Office of Environment and Energy,
U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development.
(Comment Letter number 13)

13.A No response required.
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United States Department of the Interior America S——

]
' —
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY ) e

Washington, D.C. 20240 * 7 - Ui b

REQUEST FOR ADDITIONAL COPIES

DATE: May 4, 1993

TO: Jim de la Loza
Project Manager
Metropolitan Transportation Authority
818 W. Seventh Street, Suite 1100
Los Angeles, CA 90017

SUBJECT: Los Angeles Eastside Corridor, Los Angeles County, CA

We have received one copvy of your review document for the subject
project.

This distribution is not in accord with the Department of the
Interior's review procedures (copy enclosed) and may result in
delay in obtaining the Department's comments.

We will endeavor to meet your commenting date of_June 23, 1993.
our ability to do this, of course depends on how quickly we receive

review copies.

14.A Please send a sufficient number of review copies (14) to this
. Office for distribution as specified in the enclosure.

o ot [

Gordon Leisch, Acting Chief
Transportation and Urban Projects Division
Office of Environmental Affairs

Phone: 202/208-7564

Enclosures
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United States Department of the Interior [XBEN '
——
=

8

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20240

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW PROCESS
(TRANSPORTATION AND URBAN PROJECTS)

Applies to: Department of Transportation, including the U8 Coast
Guard (bridge permits and other construction projects), Federal
Aviation Administration, Federal Highway Administration, Federal
Railroad Administration, Federal Transit Administration (formerly
the Urban Mass Transportation Administration); Department of
Housing and Urban Development; Other Federal . Agencies
(transportation and urban construction projects)

In order to expedite requests to the Department of the Interior for
the review of environmental documents under the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA); Section 4(f) of the DOT Act (49
U.S.C. 303); and requests for coordination and consultation early
in project planning; please note the following instructions.

Appendix III to the Council on Environmental Quality's (CEQ)
regulations (49 FR 49778; December 21, 1984) lists the Director,
Office of Environmental Project Review (now the Office of
Environmental Affairs), as the individual responsible for receiving
and commenting on other agencies' environmental documents.
Consequently, please send all officially approved documents
reqguesting environmental review to the following address for review
and comment by the Department of the Interior:

Director, Office of Environmental Affairs
Department of the Interior

Main Interior Building, MS 2340

1849 C Street, NW

Washington, D. C. 20240

It is unnecessary to send copies of environmental review requests
to any other bureau or office within Interior. However, a
sufficient number of copies must be sent to the Office of
Environmental Affairs (OEA) to allow distribution of the document
to those Interior bureaus being requested to participate in the
review. The requested numbers of copies allow for simultaneous
review throughout each bureau thus producing the Department's
consolidated review in the shortest possible time. A review can be
initiated with less than the stated number, but this may lead to a
longer review time. The following numbers of copies should be
provided:

everd
Twelve (12) copies of a draft and,gix (7) copies of a final
document for projects in the Eastern United States including
MN, TA, MO, AR, and LA. The same numbers of copies should be
provided for projects in AS, GU, HI, PR, VI, and the Trust
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Territories.

Thirteen (13) copies of a draft and eight (8) copies of a
final document for projects in KS, ND, NE, OK, SD, and TX.

Fourteen (14) copies of a draft and nine (9) copies of a final
document for projects in AK, AZ, CA, CO, ID, MT, NM, NV, OR,
UT, WA and WY. The same number of copies should be provided
for review requests which are national in scope (e.g. agency
regulations, scientific reports, special reports, program
plans, and other interagency documents).

Appendix II to the CEQ regulations (49 FR 49754; December 21, 1984)
lists Interior bureaus and offices with jurisdiction by law or
special expertise on environmental quality issues. Appendix II
should be used to determine appropriate Interior contacts for
coordination during early planning, NEPA scoping, and other
preliminary activities.

All early coordination and scoping requests, environmental
assessments or reports, findings of no significant impact,
preliminary or working draft or final environmental impact
statements, and similar material of a regional nature should be
sent directly to Interior bureaus at the field level. It is not
necessary to send copies of these documents to the OEA in
Washington, D. C. (with the single exception of official requests
from transportation agencies for reviews pursuant to 49 U.S.C.
303). Please note that our Regional Environmental Officers (REO)
serve as representatives of OEA and should be contacted if there
are any questions about these procedures at the field level. An
REO list is attached.

Representatives of your organization should establish direct
working relationships with Interior's field level offices, which
welcome such contact. This type of relationship is important not
only during early project coordination, but also to expedite the
early resolution of environmental issues that would otherwise
surface during the formal review of a project document. In many
cases, Interior's comments on an environmental review will
designate an office at the field level for follow-up activities.

Since we continue to have problems with documents and requests
being misdirected, a wide distribution of this information should
be made within your organization. Such a distribution will greatly
assist our agencies in better meeting our obligations under
existing laws and in planning projects that will be mutually
beneficial. '

Attachment (REO List)
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U.S. DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR

OFFICE OF ENVIRONMENTAL AFFAIRS
REGIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL OFFIGERS, ASSISTANTS AND SECRETARIES

BOSTON - CT,MA,ME,NH,NY,RI,VT

William P. Patterson
Andrew L. Raddant
Patricia R. Mazzarella

FAX: 617-223-8569%

617~-223~-8565

408 Atlantic Avenue, Room 142
Boston, Massachusetts 02210-2209

PHILADELPHIA - DC,DE,MD,NJ,PA,VA,WV

Donald R. Henne
Michael T. Chezik
Carol D. Beall

FAX: 215-597-9845

215-597-5378

Custom House, Room 217

200 Chestnut Street
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19106

ATLANTA - AL,FL,GA,KY,MS,NC,PR,TN,SC,VI

James H. Lee
Gregory L. Hogue
Vacant

FAX: 404-331-1736

404-331-4524 :
Russell Federal Building, Suite 3
7S Spring Street, S.W.

Atlanta, Georgia 30303

CEICAGO - IA,IL,IN,MI,MN,MO,0H,WI

Sheila M. Huff
Vacant
Annie L. Hawkins

FAX:312-353-1051

312-353-6612

John KRluczynski Building, Room 34
230 South Dearborn Street
Chicageo, Illinois 60604

ALBUQUERUE =~ AR,LA,NM,O0K,TX

Vacant
Glenn B. Sekavec
Susan G. LeFevre

FAX: 505-766-105%
505-766~3565

Post Office Box 649
Albuguerque, New Mexico 87103
(421 Gold sSW, Room 310)

DENVER -~ CO,KS,MT,NE,ND,SD,UT,WY

Robert F. Stewart
Barbara M. Schmalz
Le M. Watkins

FAX: 303-236-4093
303-236-69%00

P.O. Box 250007 (D-108)
Denver Federal Center
Denver, Colorado 80225-0007
(Building 56, Room 1018)

SAN FRANCISCOC -~ AS,AZ,CA,CM,GU,HI,NV

Patricia S. Port
William C. Allan
Tracey Y. Queripel

FAX: 415-744-4121
415-744~4090

600 Harrison Street, Suite 515
San Francisco, CA 94107-1376

PORTLAND - ID,OR,WA

Charles S. Polityka
Preston A. Slegger
Kay Kier-Haggenjos

FAX: 503-231-2361
503-231-6157

S00 NE Multnomah Street
Suite 600

Portland, Oregon 97232-2036

ANCHORAGE - AK

.Paul D. Gates
Pamela A. Bergmann
Douglas L. Mutter
Rosemarie Braden

FAX: 907-271-4102
907-271-5011

1689 C Street, Room 119
Anchorage, Alaska 99501-5126
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Responses to: Gordon Leisch, Acting Chief,
Transportation and Urban Projects Division,
Office of Environmental Affairs, U.S. Department of the Interior
(Comment Letter number 14)

14.A An additional 14 copies of the AA/DEIS/DEIR were sent to the U.S. Department of the
Interior in May, 1993.
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCYF|i MED

ot REGION Ix COFY iN R
75 Hawthome Street -
San Franclsco, Ca. 84105-3901 7 [, 3L 2 8 JUHZ6a

June 23, 1993

Stewart F. Taylor

Regional Administrator

Federal Transit Administration
211 Main Street, Suite 1160
San Francisco, CA 94105

Re: Draft Environmental Impact Statement
Los Angeles Eastside Corridor

Los Angeles County, California
Dear Mr. Taylor:

The U. S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has reviewed
the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the Los
Angeles Eastside Corridor Project in Los Angeles County,
California. We provide our comments pursuant to the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), Section 309 of the Clean Air Act
and the Council on Environmental Quality’s (CEQ) Regulations for
Implementing NEPA. We appreciate the extension of time you
provided to submit our comments on this project.

The DEIS evaluates ten alternatives, including a No Build
and a Transportation Systems Management alternative, and eight
rail alternatives. The rail alternatives begin at Union Station
in the Los Angeles Central Business District and travel east to a
terminus near Atlantic Boulevard; they would be extensions of the
Metro Rail Line. The alignments vary in length from 5.4 to 7.5
miles and include from five to seven transit stations and a park-
and-ride facility at the eastern terminus.

Based on our review of the Draft EIS we have classified this

. document as Category EC-2, Environmental Concerns - Insufficient

Information (See enclosed "Summary of Rating Definitions and

Follow-up Action".). The DEIS is rated "EC", Environmental

Concerns, because of potential localized air quality impacts that
15.A could occur in the vicinity of transit stations. The DEIS is
rated "2", Insufficient Information because the DEIS incorporates
several detailed reports by reference without providing
sufficient summaries of the detailed reports’ contents. This in
turn affects one’s ability to fully evaluate the merits of each
alternative.

The Final EIS should provide more information on the purpose
each alternative is intended to serve, traffic analyses and the
consequent air quality impacts.

Printed on Recycled Paper
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our detailed comments and specific concerns are enclosed as
an attachment to this letter.

We appreciate the opportunity to review and provide comments
on this Draft EIS. Please send two copies of the Final EIS to
this office at the same time it is officially filed with our
Washington, DC office. If you have any questions, please feel
free to contact me at (415) 744-1015, or Kathryn Mazaika of the
Office of Federal Activities at (415) 744-1575.

Deanna M. Wieman, Director
Office of External Affairs

Enclosure: 5 pages
MI# 001183: EASTSIDE.DEI

cc: Robert Hom, Federal Transit Administration
Ken Mowll, Federal Transit Administration
Jim de la Loza, Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transit
Conmission
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers~Los Angeles District

Metro Red Line Eastern Extension 6-106 Final EIS/EIR



SUMMARY OF RATING DEFINITIONS AND FOLLOW-UP ACTION

Environmental Impact of the Action
LO-Lack of Obiections

The EPA review has not identified any potential environmental impacts requiring substantive changes to the proposal.
The review may have disclosed opportunities for application of mitigation measures that could be accomplished with no
more than minor changes to the proposal.

EC-Environmental Concerns R

The EPA review has identified environmental impacts that should be avoided in order to fully protect the environment.
Corrective measures may require changes to the preferred aiternative or application of mitigation measures that can reduce
the environmental impact. EPA would like to work with the lead agency to reduce these impacts.

EO-Environmental Objections

The EPA review has ideatified significant eavironmental impacts that must be avoided in order (o provide adequate
protection for the environment. Corrective measures may require substantial changes to the preferred alternative or
consideration of some other project alternative (including the no action alternative or 2 new alternative). EPA intends to
work with the lead agency to reduce these impacts.

EU-Environmentally Unsatisfactory

The EPA review has identified adverse environmental impacts that are of sufficient magnitude that they are
unsatisfactory from the standpoint of environmental quality, public health or welfare. EPA intends to work with the lead
agency to reduce these impacts. If the poteatial unsatisfactory impacts are not corrected at the final EIS stage, this proposal
will be recommend for referral to the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ).

Adeguacy of the Impact Statement

Category 1-Adequate

EPA believes the draft EIS adequately sets forth the environmental impact(s) of the preferred alternative and those of
the alternatives reasonably available to the project or action. No further analysis or data collection is necessary, but the
reviewer may suggest the addition of clarifying language or information. h

Category 2-Insufficient Information

The draft EIS does not contain sufficient information for EPA to fully assess environmental impacts that should be
avoided in order to fully protect the environment, or the EPA reviewer has identified new reasonably available alternatives *
that are within the spectrum of alternatives analyzed in the draft EIS, which could reduce the environmental impacts of the
action. The identified additional information, data, analyses, or discussion should be included in the finat EIS.

Category 3-Inadequate

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

*From: EPA Manual 1640, "Policy and Procedures for the Review of Federal Actions Impacting the Environment.”
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15.B

15.C

15.D

15.C

U.S. EPA Comments - Draft Environmental Impact Statement
Eastside Transit Corridor

Los Angeles County, California

June, 1993

GENERAL NEPA COMMENTS

Incorporating Documents by Reference

The DEIS refers to numerous detailed studies and
incorporates these studies into the DEIS by reference.
Incorporating information by reference is acceptable if it will
cut down on bulk without impeding agency and public review of the
proposed action. The content of referenced material, however,
should be summarized briefly (40 C.F.R. § 1502.21). Instances
where referenced documents should be described further include
Sections 2.5 and 4.0 of the Eastside Corridor Ridership
Forecasting Methods Report referenced in the section for Growth

.Projections (page 2-37), the results of the Intersection Capacity

Utilization analysis contained in the Transportation Results-
Report, March 1993 (page 3-27), and the impacts predicted in the
Eastside Corridor Noise and Vibration Impacts and Mitigation
Report (page 4-7.16).

Purpose and Need

Among the project goals and objectives are to support land
use and development goals and achieve local consensus. In
viewing the proposed alignments for the eight build alternatives,
we observed that one alternative runs due east (Alternative 4),
several alternatives cross the Pomona Freeway at a right angle,
and other alternatives slope south and then east toward a
terminus near Atlantic Boulevard. The Final EIS should clarify
the purposes that each of these alignments is intended to
achieve.

Another stated project goal and objective is to improve
access and mobility. The DEIS states that all major freeways are
currently over capacity during peak periods and for many hours in
the off-peak period and that no major improvements are planned to
existing freeways in the study area in Regional Mobility Plan.

It also states that local streets and current freeways cannoct be
expanded sufficiently to handle forecasted demand (page 1-10).
We recommend that the Final EIS include information that
demonstrates the benefits of transit on mobility such as
including maps depicting levels of service (LOS) on freeways and
local streets in the project area with and without the proposed
action.

Alternatives Analysis

The DEIS states that detailed descriptions of each
alternative can be found in a report titled, Conceptual and

Detailed Definition of Alternatives (November 1992) (page 2-1).
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15.C

15.D

16.E

15.F

U.S. EPA Comments - Draft Environmental Impact Statement
Eastside Transit Corridor

Los Angeles County, California

dJune, 1993

Although the DEIS describes the physical characteristics of each
rail alternative, such as length, number of stations and the
general alignment each alternative follows, it is not clear what
purpose each alignment is intended to serve. The Final EIS
should clarify the purpose of each alignment.

Cumulative Impacts Analysis

The DEIS states that cumulative traffic conditions for the
study area and the surrounding region are encompassed in the
projections because the analysis used Southern California
Association of Governments (SCAG) projections on anticipated
patterns of growth and development in population and job
opportunities. The intersection capacity analysis focused only
on the local streets in the study area, however. We believe it
would be helpful if the Final EIS portrayed the changes in levels
of service one could expect on highways adjacent to the study
area such as the Pomona Freeway (SR 60) and the Long Beach
Freeway (I 710) because this information is presently
unavailable.

TRANSPORTATION SETTING

The DEIS states that the difference in new transit trips
projected for each alternative is not sufficiently large,
compared to the volume of vehicular traffic along screenlines, to
expect significant differences between traffic volumes, and
therefore a comparison was performed only for Alternative 9,
which could generate the most new trips (page 3-35). Elsewhere
in the DEIS, “"significant" is defined by the Los Angeles
Department of Transportation (LADOT) Guidelines for acceptable
peak hour operating conditions (page 3-33). Since the DEIS makes
comparisons only to Alternative 9, it is not possible to
determine whether increases beyond the highest threshold
(Alternative 9) may occur, such as degradation of -levels of
service which would qualify as significant based .on LADOT’s
Guidelines. This Final EIS shcould provide sufficient information
to evaluate the related transportation effects of each »
alternative.

AIR QUALITY
Carbon Monoxide (CO{ Microscale Analysis

The Transportation Setting Impacts.and Mitigation section of
the DEIS identified a number of intersections that would be
adversely affected by building most of the alternatives (page 3-
60). The intersection at Route 101 southbound ramps at Fourth
Street was among those identified. We recommend that Final EIS

2
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U.S. EPA Comments - Draft Environmental Impact Statement
Eastside Transit Corridor

Los Angeles. County, California

June, 1993

clarify whether this intersection has been included among those
evaluated in the carbon monoxide microscale analysis. We

15.F recommend including this intersection in the microscale analysis
as it is identified as one where adverse traffic impacts are
likely to occur.

The DEIS notes that EMFAC7EP emissions factors were used for
the carbon monoxide microscale analysis (page 4-6.11). The
project sponsors should note that EPA has approved the use of
EMFAC7EPSCF2 emission factors until EMFAC7F has been approved.
15.G We recommend that the project sponsors estimate carbon monoxide
impacts using the most recent models and emissions factors
possible, because the project is proposed in a nonattainment area
and EMFAC7F emission factors are likely to be approved by fall of
1993. ’ )

WATER RESOURCES

Nonpoint Source Pollutants

In January, 1993, EPA and the National Oceanic and
-Atmospheric Administration jointly announced the availability of
the Guidance for Specifying Management Measures for Sources of

Nonpoint Pollution in_ Coastal Waters (Guidance) pursuant to
Section 6217(g) of the Coastal Zone Reauthorization Amendments of

1990. We recommend considering this Guidance for the Eastside
Transit Corridor project.

15.H Section 6217 (g) (5) defines management measures as,
"economically achievable measures for the control of the addition
of pollutants from existing and new categories and classes of
nonpoint sources of pollution, which reflect the greatest degree
of pollutant reduction achievable through the application of best
available nonpoint pollution control practices, technologies,
processes, siting criteria, operating methods, or ‘other
alternatives."

We recommend that the project sponsors include management
practices to minimize the effects of nonpoint source pollutants
that will be generated in the park-and-ride areas around transit
stations. Aamong the management practices that the project
sponsors should consider are proper handling, application and
disposal of herbicides to control weeds and other unwanted
vegetative material; inclusion of water quality inlets in designs
for settling grit, sand and silts, and removal of oils, gas and
grease. You may also wish to contact Debbie Smith, the Nonpoint
Source Coordinator, at the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality
Control Board (RWQCB), regarding other appropriate management
practices for your project area. You can reach Ms. Smith at
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U.S. EPA Comments - Draft Environmental Impact Statement
Eastside Transit Corridor
Los Angeles County, California

{ dure, 1993

(213) 266-7500.

Waters of the U.S., including Wetlands

The DEIS identifies the Los Angeles River as the major
surface water resource in the project area (page 4-9.1). It also
states that the project is proposed in an area that is mostly
urbanized, but that remnants of native vegetation occur on some
15.1 hillsides within the Los Angeles Coastal Plain (page 4-10.1).

The Final EIS should clarify whether there are any other sources
of surface water in the project area and if the project has the
potential to affect them. The Final EIS should also state
whether or not these resources include any special aquatic sites
such as wetlands and whether the project would affect them.

POLLUTION PREVENTION

Pursuant to Public Law 010-508, Pollution Prevention Act of
1990, "It is the policy of the United States that pollution
should be prevented or reduced at the source whenever feasible;
pollution that cannot be prevented should be recycled in an
environmentally safe manner, whenever feasible; pollution that
cannot be prevented or recycled should be treated in an
environmentally safe manner whenever feasible, and disposal or
other release into the environment should be employed only as a
15.d last resort and should be conducted in an environmentally safe
manner."

We encourage the project sponsors to include pollution
prevention measures in the Final EIS for the Eastside Transit
Corridor project such as placing glass, aluminum and paper
recycling receptacles and installing water/energy conserving
devices at transit stations and using solar energy, where
possible.

CLARIFTICATIONS /ADDITIONS TO THE DOCUMENT
Transportation Setting, Impacts and Mitigation

1. The DEIS indicates that for Alternative 4, 14 intersections
are estimated to be significantly affected by station access
traffic (page 3-56). In listing those intersections, only two
15.K appear in the sentence that follows. Further, Table 3-2.5
indicates that building Alternative 4 would cause significant
effects at 4 intersections. The Final EIS should reconcile these
differences. .

2. The DEIS indicates that for Alternative 10, the Full Build

15.L project would significantly affect 3 intersections when compared
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U.S. EPA Comments - Draft Environmental Impact Statement
Eastside Transit Corridor

Los Angeles County, California

June, 1993 )

to the No Build. It lists five intersections. Table 3-2.5
indicates that building Alternative 10 would cause significant

15.L effects at 3 intersections. The Final EIS should reconcile these
differences.

3. The Final EIS should clarify how "significant" is used to
draw the conclusions depicted in Tables 3-2.5 and 3-2.7. The
DEIS states that for the purposes of this study, significance is
defined as increases > 0.02 in the Volume:Capacity (V:C) at
15.M intersections already operating at LOS E or worse. The Los
Angeles Department of Transportation Guidelines define
significance throughout a range of V:C that would translate to
LOS of A through F (page 3-34). It is not clear how many
intersections that operate at I0S better than E will experience
degraded levels of service and how this affects the conclusions
drawn in the tables noted above.
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Responses to: Deanna M. Wieman, Director,

15.A

15.B

15.C

15.D

15.E

Office of External Affairs, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
(Comment Letter number 15)

Per EPA’s request, for each of the alternatives considered in this FEIS/FEIR, more
information is provided on localized air quality impacts in the vicinity of the transit
stations. Additional information is provided regarding the purpose of the alternative,
the traffic analysis and the consequent air quality impacts. The ability to provide this
information in this FEIS is enhanced given that the AA/DEIS/DEIR reviewed the
impacts of ten alternatives, while this FEIS/FEIR reviews the impacts of two
alternatives, i.e., the "no project" Alternative and the Locally Preferred Alternative.

Per EPA’s request, additional information is provided in this FEIS/FEIR regarding
ridership forecasting, the results of the transportation analysis, and the
noise/vibration impacts and mitigation measures. The information in the FEIS is
more detailed because the AA/DEIS/DEIR reviewed the impacts of ten alternatives,
while this FEIS/FEIR reviews the impacts of two alternatives, i.e., the "no project"
Alternative and the Locally Preferred Alternative.

Each of the "build" alternatives in the AA/DEIS/DEIR was designed to serve a
different set of activity centers in the Eastside Corridor. Service to these varying
activity centers was the focus of much of the discussion during the selection of the
Locally Preferred Alternative (LPA), and the MTA selected an LPA that appears to
best serve the critical activity centers in the Corridor, i.e., the Little Tokyo area (with
retail in the core of Little Tokyo and loft housing near the station), the retail/hospital
(White Memorial) area in the First/Boyle Station area, the community retail areas
near the Brooklyn/Soto and First/Lorena stations, the residential area near the
Whittier/Rowan station and the major commercial area served by both the
Whittier/Arizona and Whittier /Atlantic stations. These stations also represent good
bus intercept locations in the corridor. Opposition to service in the Monterey Park
area also contributed to the selection of the LPA.

The MTA patronage model has been run for 1990, 2010 No-Build and 2010 with LPA
scenarios. Forecast traffic volumes on freeways and major roadways paralliel to and
crossing the LPA have been analyzed both with and without the project. The results
of the analysis, as presented in Section 3-2 of the FEIS, show that without the
project, traffic within the study area is forecast to increase by approximately 16
percent on average by 2010. With the project, traffic volume in the study area is
expected to drop by approximately three percent relative to 2010 No-Build
conditions. Without the project, freeway service levels, which are currently LOS E
and F will continue to degrade to worse LOS F conditions. The project will relieve
some of the increased congestion; however, the freeways will still operate at poor
service levels due to the level of regional through traffic which will continue to occur
on the regional freeway system. Section 1 also provides additional information
about future forecast traffic conditions in the study area.

See Section 3-2 of this FEIS/FEIR for a detailed assessment of the transportation
effects associated with the LPA and the No Build alternatives.
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15.F The intersection of Route 101 southbound ramps with Fourth Street was not one of
the 15 intersections analyzed in the AA/DE!IS/DEIR. The 15 intersections included
those intersections that would be expected to have the greatestincreases in project-
related traffic volumes and, thus, the greatest CO impacts. As noted in the
microscale analysis in this FEIS/FEIR, significant impacts would not occur at any of
the 15 intersections with the greatest traffic increases; therefore, significant impacts
would not occur at the remaining intersections including the Route 101/Fourth Street
ramps intersection.

15.G EMFAC7F series emission factors were used for the analysis presented in this
FEIS/FEIR.
15.H In accordance with the Guidance for Specifying Management Measures for Sources

of Nonpoint Pollution in Coastal Waters (Guidance) as issued by EPA and NOAA
in January, 1993, the MTA will include in its management practices specific
measures to minimize the effects of nonpoint source poliutants that may be
generated in park-and-ride areas around transit stations. Specific requirements to
ensure these management practices are implemented will be included in the
construction documents when invitations for bids (IFBs) are issued. As applicable,
specific attention will be devoted in the construction documents to the proper
handling, application, and disposal of herbicides; the design of water quality inlets
for settling grits, sands, and silts; and removal of oils, gas, and grease. During the
preliminary engineering and final design processes, coordination efforts will be
undertaken with the Nonpoint Source Coordinator at the Los Angeles Regional
Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB).

15.1 There are no sources of surface water in the project area other than the Los Angeles
River. See Section 4-10, Water Resources, for further discussion of the project’s
effects on surface waters.

15.J Waste receptacles are typically not provided inside Metro Line stations. MTA will
use water/energy conserving devices as described in Section 4-12 of this
FEIS/FEIR.

15.K Comment noted. The AA/DEIS/DEIR incorrectly stated that there would be 14

intersections significantly affected. The correct number is four. The following
intersections should have been listed in addition to the two in the AA/DEIS/DEIR:

o Atlantic Boulevard at Brooklyn Avenue
° Route 101 southbound ramps at 4th Street

Because Alternative 4 is not the Locally Preferred Alternative (LPA), it is not
discussed further in this FEIS/FEIR. This FEIS/FEIR focuses on the LPA (similar to
Alternative 9B in the AA/DEIS/DEIR) and the No Build Alternative.

15.L Of the five intersections listed, three are correct. The following should be eliminated:

° Lorena Street at Brook Avenue
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® Arizona Street at Whittier Boulevard

Because Alternative 10 is not the Locally Preferred Alternative (LPA) it is not
discussed further in this FEIS/FEIR. This FEIS/FEIR focuses on the LPA and the
No Build Alternative.

15.M The FEIS states in Section 3-2.2 how "significant" traffic impacts are defined, as
follows:

For this study, an intersection is considered to be significantly
affected if project traffic is projected to cause a deterioration in level
of service to E or worse, or results in an increase in the
Volume/Capacity ratio of 0.02 or more at an intersection projected
to operate at LOS E or worse under No-build conditions.

These criteria were established by MTA for previous Metro Red Line projects and
were used as the criteria for this project as well so as to maintain consistency in
regional rail analysis. Tables presented in Section 3-2 document intersection
Volume/Capacity ratios and levels of service with and without the project and show
the exact impact of the project at each location.
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State of California Business, Transportation and Housing Agency

Memorandum

Yo : o UM Date

e anal June 15, 1993

Mr. Tom Loftus N )

State Clearinghouse 2L 3091 2 I#6% No.

1400 Tenth Street, Room 121 IGR/CEQA/DEIR

Sacramento, CA 95814 Los Angeles County
Metropolltan Transp.

Wilford Melton-District 7 Authority LOS ANGELES

EASTSIDE CORRIDOR
From : DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPQRTATION

Vic. LA-Various
Project Review Comments

Subject :
SCH No.91091063

Caltrans has reviewed the above-referenced document. Based
on the information received, we have the following comments:

We cannot complete our review of this project without the
Intersection Capacity Utilization (ICU) analysis worksheets.
Table 3-2.5 summarizes the results for all the alternatives.
However, without the worksheets showing volumes (exlstlng,
background and proposed), lane configurations (existing and .
proposed), it is 1mp0551b1e to check the adequacy of the analysis.
We are interested in seeing the ICU analysis worksheets for the
following locations which may impact our State Freeway and Highway
system:

1. Route 5 at Brooklyn Avenue

2. Route 60 at Indiana Avenue

3. Route 60 at Whittier Boulevard

16.A 4. Route 60 at Lorena Avenue

5. Route 60 at Atlantic Avenue

6. Route 72 (Whittier Boulevard) at Atlantic Avenue
7. Route 101 at 1lst Street

8. Route 101 at 4th Street

9. Route 101 at Whittier Boulevard
10. Route 710 at Brooklyn Avenue

At most of the above locations, we are especially interested
in the projects impacts to our on/off ramps in both directions.

Page 4-8.8 and Page S~57 (Table S-5.3) referring to chemical

grouting of the soils ahead of the Tunnel Boring Machine for soil

16.B | stabilization. Permits will be required for locations under State
Facilities that will require chemical grouting. The construction
timetable should allow for the time that these reviews will take.
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Mr. Jim de la Loza
Page Two
June 15, 1993

There is no mention of the Permits or Reviews by Public
16.C Agencies other than the requirement for approval from the USCOE
for the Los Angeles River locations.

Thank you for this opportunity to comment. If you have any

questions regarding these comments, please call me at (213) 897-
1338.

Sincerely,

Origina! Signed By

WILFORD MELTON

Senior Transportation Planner
IGR\CEQA Coordinator

Advance Planning Branch

cc: Jim de la Loza v

Federal Transit Adm./L.A. County Metropolitan Trans.
Authority

818 West 7th Street
Los Angeles, CA 90017

nh\5046
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Responses to: Wilford Melton, Senior Transportation Planner,
IGR/CEQA Coordinator, Advance Planning Branch, State of California
Department of Transportation (Caltrans)
(Comment Letter number 16)

16.A The MTA will make FEIS/FEIR analysis worksheets available for Caltrans review
upon request.

16.B As the preliminary engineering and final design steps progress on the Locally
Preferred Alternative (LPA), the specific requirements for chemical grouting of soils
ahead of the tunnel boring machine will be defined in great detail. In accordance
with Caltrans requirements, applications for permits will be submitted along with the
background documentation necessary to support each of the applications. The
permit applications will identify where chemical grouting is required adjacent to or
underneath state owned facilities such as columns and foundations. The
construction timetable will include the time required for Caltrans to review and
approve the permit applications.

16.C The list of permit requirements provided in Table S-9 of the AA/DEIS/DEIR includes

USCOE permits as well as permits from other agencies. This table has been revised
for the LPA and is provided in Section S-12 of this FEIS/FEIR.
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA——THE RESOURCES AGENCY PETE WILSON, Governor

CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION

1516 NINTH STREET
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814-5512

June 8, 1993

Mr. Jim de la Loza, Project Manager

Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority
818 West. 7th Street, Suite 1100

Los Angeles, CA 90017

Dear Mr. de la Loza:
LOS ANGELES EASTSIDE CORRIDOR DRAFT EIS REVIEW AND COMMENT

Staff of the california Energy Commission (Commission) have
reviewed Metropolitan Transportation Authority's Draft
Environmental Impact Report for the Los Angeles Eastside Corridor.
We have no specific comments, however we are enclosing a copy of
the Commission's Energy-Aware Planning Guide because it contains
information which may be useful in the following ways:

o Section 4-11 Energy - The Guide provides summary energy
information in the introduction to the Transportation and Land
Use Section. This information may help decision makers to

better understand the economic and environmental importance of
energy savings to the state and the city.

17.A o The Guide was designed for use by local governments, planners
and the interested public. It may be useful for providing
examples of projects that have been successful at, for example,
providing shops and services at transit stops or designing for
pedestrian access at transit facilities. These may be essential
components of the locally-preferred alternative and should be
discussed at workshops.

o Information in the Guide may be useful for educating those
likely to sustain construction impacts about the full range of
benefits which may be realized by the operation of a well
designed transit system. The Summaries of Programs in Operation
sections may help citizens visualize what transit could be in
their neighborhood and enable them to better participate in the
selection of a locally preferred alternative.

We hope that the Energy-Aware Planning Guide will be useful to you
in developing the locally-preferred alternative. We would very
much like to receive 1) a copy of the Preferred Alternative Report
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Mr. Jim de la Loza
June 8, 1993
Page 2

when it is completed and 2) notices of any public workshops or
meetings regarding the preferred alternative. If you have any
questions regarding these comments please contact Nancy Hanson at
(916) 654-3948.

Sincerely,

Zafo?- 2 fe

ROBERT L. THERKELSEN, Deputy Director for
Energy Facilities Siting and
Environmental Protection

Enclosure
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Responses to: Robert L. Therkelsen, Deputy Director for Energy Facilities Siting and
Environmental Protection, California Energy Commission
(Comment Letter number 17)

17.A MTA appreciates the information provided by the California Energy Commission.
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA—ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY PETE WILSON, Governor

CALIFORNIA REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD
LOS ANGELES REGION

101 CENTRE PLAZA DRIVE
MONTEREY PARK, CA 917542156
(213) 2667500

FAX: (213) 266-7600

(@¢]

vl i

June 2, 1993

Jim de la Loza

Project Manager

City of Los Angeles

818 W. Seventh Street, Suite 1100
Los Angeles, CA 90017

ALTERNATIVES ANALYSIS/DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT/DRAFT
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPORT PREPCRT FOR TEE EASTSIDE CORRIDOR BY THE
FEDERAL TRANSIT ADMINISTRATION AND L.A. COUNTY METROPOLITAN
TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY SCH #91091063 (File No. 700.190)

We have reviewed the subject document regarding the proposed
project, and have the following comments:

D We have no further comments at this tinme.

& The proposed project should address the attached
comments.

Thank you for this opportunity to review your document. If you have
any questions, please contact Hari Brown at (213) 266-7598.

i

Mark R. Pumford, Chief
Stormwater Unit

cc: Tom Loftus, State Clearinghouse

Attachments: SE
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Jim de la Loza
Page 2

1. Soil Erosion Concerns:

O ..

X g,

18.A

soil Erosion
(05/26/93)

Metro Red Line Eastern Extension

Every precaution should be taken to prevent water
quality impacts resulting from soil erosion and
increased surface runoff, especially during grading
and construction activities.

Adequate storm drainage facilities should be made
available to minimize soil erosion.

Based on the information provided, the project site
is an area potentially subject to high erosion and
high mud flow conditions. In addition, the site is
located in an area having moderately high slope
instability. Development of the site may result in
additional impermeable surfaces, which could
increase the volume and intensity of storm water
runoff and accelerate soil erosion. Therefore, the
project should include mitigation measures that
will minimize the water quality impacts surrounding
the site.

Discharges ©of storm water associated with
construction activity resulting in soil
disturbances of five acres or more are required to
submit a Notice of Intent (NOI) to be covered under
the General Construction Activity Storm Water
Permit to the State Water Resources Control Board.
Storm water discharges from construction activity
that results in a land disturbance of less than
five acres, but which is part of a larger common
plan of development or sale, are also required to

apply.

6-123 Final EIS/EIR



Responses to: Mark R. Pumford, California Regional Water Quality Control Board
(Comment Letter number 18)

18.A In accordance with Regional Water Quality Control Board requirements, a notice of
intent (NOI) along with a permit application and detail plans, as required, showing
how discharges of storm water associated with construction activity that may result
in soil disturbances will be submitted by the MTA. This will be accomplished during

the final design of this project and prior to any construction activity.
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STATE.GF CALIFORNIA PETE WILSON, Govemor
—_—

GOVERNOR'S OFFICE OF PLANNING AND RESEARCH

TENTH STREET
i 14\°C°RAMENTO, CA 95814 - LA-C.M.T.A,
" 393 a2,

PH12: 39

Jun 18, 1993

JIM DE LA LOZA

LOS ANGELES COUNTY TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION
818 WEST SEVENTH ST., STE 1100

LOS ANGELES, CA 90017

Subject: EASTSIDE CORRIDOR TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENTS IN LOS ANGELES
SCH # 91091063

Dear JIM DE 1A IOZA:

The State Clearinghouse submitted the above named environmental
document to selected state agencies for review. The review period is
closed and none of the state agencies have comments. This letter

19.A acknowledges that you have complied with the State Clearinghouse review
requirements for draft environmental documents, pursuant to the
California Environmental Quality Act.

Please call Tom loftus at (916) 445-0613 if you have
any questions regarding the environmental review process. When
contacting the Clearinghouse in this matter, please use the eight-digit
State Clearinghouse number so that we may respond promptly.

Sincerely,
y

/f 4 * . _{f//.
%L:” ’ ?.Z:;‘\‘C-/ At PP A

Christine Kinne
Acting Deputy Director, Permit Assistance
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Responses to: Christine Kinne, Acting Deputy Director, PermitAssistance, Governor’s
Office of Planning and Research
(Comment Letter number 19)

19.A Comment acknowledged.
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‘ | South Coast LACMTA,
AIR QUALITY MANAGEMENT DISTRICGE py | 25

21865 E. Copley Drive, Diamond Bar, CA 91765-4182 (909) 396-2000

June 23, 1993

Mr. Jim de la Loza

Los Angeles Metropolitan
Transportation Authority

818 West Seventh Street # 1100

Los Angeles, CA 90017

Dear Mr. de la Loza

Subject: Draft EIS/EIR: Los Angeles Eastside Corridor
SCAQMD #LAC930513-01

The South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) has reviewed the
Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Report (Draft EIS/EIR) for the proposed
Los Angeles Eastside Corridor. The transit corridor will extend eastward from the
Los Angeles Central Business District (CBD) towards Garfield Avenue, southward
towards Telegraph Avenue and westward back to the CBD.

Based on the review of the Draft EIS/EIR, SCAQMD staff believes that the project
20.A impacts have not been adequately analyzed, cﬁarticularly the carbon monoxide "hot

spots” analysis of the park and ride lots. Additional mitigation measures to reduce
the project related impacts are recommended by the SCAQMD staff.

Air Quality Setting

The Draft EIS/EIR uses 1989-91 data from the SCAQMD Air Quality Monitoring
20.B Stations at Los Angeles, Whittier and Pico Rivera to describe the Air Quality
Setting. The 1992 data is currently available and should be included in the Final
EIR (Attachment 1). -

Construction Impacts

The construction related emissions are provided in three tables, showing quantified
emissions for underground construction, tunnel boring and areal structures. Since
the Draft EIS/EIR states that it is most likely that multiple construction activities
would occur simultaneously, it is also likely that emissions of criteria pollutants
20.C would exceed the SCAQMD thresholds. e Final EIS/EIR should provide a
reasonable estimation of activities such as tunnel boring, underground and areal
construction, which are expected to occur simultaneously. The emission estimates
from these activities should be added together to determine the potential impacts
from construction. A separate table should be used to provide this information.

The Draft EIS/EIR has proposed several mitigation measures to reduce the
20.D construction emissions based on three separate construction activities. The level of
emission reduction after mitigation for all construction activities should be
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Mr. Jim de la Loza 2- June 23, 1993

estimated. Additional mitigation should be proposed for reducing PM10 and NOx
emissions to the greatest extent feasible. Construction phasing should be considered
as one of the mitigation strategies.

The Draft EIS/EIR states that emission reduction methods found to be successful
during several Metro Rail projects could be used to reduce congestion related
20.D vehicular emissions. Specific reduction methods are not provided in the Draft EIR.
Streets and intersections with potential construction related congestion are analyzed
in the Draft EIR without a discussion of the details of the emission reduction
methods that could be used. The Final EIS/EIR should fully .discuss and
implement, if feasible, all emission reduction techniques used during prior Metro
Rail construction which proved to be effective.

Carbon Monoxide Modeling

The Draft EIS/EIR considers the park and ride facilities to be potential CO "hot
spots”, due to “"the large numbers of cold-start vehicles exiting the lots." The Draft
20.E IS/EIS, however, has included only 250 parking spaces out of a total of 1,200
;paces at the park and ride lots for the purpose of the CO analysis. The Final
IS/EIR should clarify why only 250 parking spaces out of 1,200 spaces were
utilized in estimating the potential for CO hot spots at the park and ride lots.

Conclusion

The Draft EIS/EIR's analysis of the project related impacts is not adequate,
Particularly, impacts from construction related congestion and the potential for CO
hot spots should be further analyzed. Additional mitigation measures proposed in
this document should be considered for reducing project impacts to the greatest
extent feasible, ’

The SCAQMD appreciates the opportunity to comment on the Draft EIS/EIR for
the Los Angeles Eastside Corridor and would appreciate a response to the
comments prior to the adoption of the Final EIS/EIR. If you have any questions
regarding these comments, please contact Connie Day, Program Supervisor, at (909)

396-3055.
Sincerely,
Cindy S. Greenwald
Manager, Planning and
Technology Advancement
CSG:CAD:PF
Attachment
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ATTACHMENT 2
MITIGATION MEASURES
LOS ANGELES EAST CORRIDOR

Minimize Construction Activity Emissions
F{Vﬁter cgnstruction site morning and evening in accordance with SCAQMD
e 403. '

Operate street-sweepers on paved roads adjacent to site.
Cover dirt in trucks during on-road hauling.
Cease construction during periods when winds exceed 25 miles per hour, or
during Stage 1 and 2 episodes.
Spread soil binders on site, unpaved roads, and parking areas.
Reestablish ground cover on construction site through seeding and watering.
Wash off trucks and the wheels when leaving site.
Construction equipment should be properly tuned.
Avoid using on-site temporary electric power generation; use (less-polluting)
Bower from the main power lines.

rovide rideshare incentives for construction personnel.
Provide transit incentives for construction personnel.
Provide a flagperson as needed at construction sites.
Provide paved parking areas. Traffic speeds on unpaved road surfaces
should be reduced to less than 15 miles per hour to prevent dust emissions.

o 0O0o O}

00000

Q000

Limit Long-Term Emissions

Install automated traffic signals as appropriate.

Ensure traffic flow management. :

Coordinate the Transportation System Management programs.

Landscape with native drought-resistant plant species to reduce water
consumptior.

Provide HOV lanes or equivalent Average Vehicle Occupancy (AVO) levels
from the beginning of the project. -

coooly

=}
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Responses to: Cindy S. Greenwald, Manager, Planning and Technology Advancement,
South Coast Air Quality Management District
(Comment Letter number 20)

20.A This FEIS/FEIR includes a more detailed analysis of potential air quality impacts
associated with the Locally Preferred Alternative (LPA), including carbon monoxide
"hot spots” and potential impacts at park and ride lots. Please see Sections 4-6 and
4-18 of this FEIS/FEIR for a complete discussion of air quality impacts and
mitigation measures.

20.8B The 1992 SCAQMD Air Quality Monitoring Station data are now included in Section
- 4-6 of this FEIS/FEIR.

20.C This FEIS/FEIR provides the MTA’s best estimate for construction activities that are
likely to occur simultaneously and compares predicted cumulative emissions to
SCAQMD thresholds in a separate table. Please see Section 4-18 of this
FEIS/FEIR.

20.D Curtailing construction activities during second stage smog alerts would reduce
construction emissions 100 percent for those days having second stage alerts. The
effect on total emissions is unquantifiable.

Provided below are estimated emissions reductions with implementation of specific
measures to mitigate the impacts of grading activities.

] Application of soil stabilizers would reduce PM,, from grading activities by
30 to 65 percent.

° Using groundcover would reduce PM,, from grading activities by 15 to 49
percent.

(] Applying stabilizers, covering, watering, or enclosing soil stockpiles would

reduce PM,, from this source 30 to 74 percent.

o Watering sites would reduce PM,, from grading activities by 34 to 68
percent.

(] Covering haul trucks or maintaining two feet of freeboard would reduce
PM,, from grading activities by 7 to 14 percent.

L Street sweeping would reduce PM,, from soil carried onto roadways 25 to
60 percent.

L Wheel washers would reduce PM,, from truck tires 25 to 60 percent.

° Applying water or soil stabilizers to unpaved roads would reduce PM,, from

grading activities by 45 to 85 percent.
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° Limiting traffic on unpaved roads to 15 mph would reduce PM,, from
grading activities by 40 to 70 percent.

° Paving construction roads would reduce PM,, from this source 92.5
percent.

Full implementation of PM,, mitigation measures would achieve an estimated PM,,
emission reduction of roughly 15 percent or approximately 145 pounds per day.
However, estimated PM,, emissions would still exceed SCAQMD thresholds.

20.E Carbon monoxide levels have been estimated in this FEIS/FEIR for the parking

facilities referred to in the comment. No violations of the National Ambient Air
Quality Standards (NAAQS) have been found.
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COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES 21
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS

900 SOUTH FREMONT AVENUE
ALHAMBRA, CALIFORNIA 91803-133!
Telephone: (818) 458-5100

pm o 8 ADDRESS ALL CORRESPONDENCE Tt
RIS AYE 2 P.0.BOX 1460
ALHAMBRA, CALIFORNIA 91802-146C

IN REPLY PLEASE P_4
REFER TO FILE

June 21, 1993

Mr. Jim De La Loza

Project Manager

Metropolitan Transportation Authority
818 West Seventh Street, Suite 1100
Los Angeles, CA 90017-3434

Dear Mr. De La Loza:

RESPONSE TO A DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT (DEIS)/
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT (DEIR)-EASTSIDE CORRIDOR

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the DEIS/DEIR for
the proposed Eastside Corridor Improvements. Although we have not
completed the review of the DEIS/DEIR, we offer the following comments.
we will forward additional comments when we complete our review.

Solid waste

Current estimates indicate that a shortfall in permitted daily land
disposal capacity in Los Angeles County will occur within the next five
years. The proposed project will entail an extensive excavation of
subsoils and the demolition of existing structures. These activities
and other collateral developments resulting from the proposed project
will result in an increased generation for solid waste which will
negatively impact existing solid waste management facilities in the
County. -

21.A Therefore, the EIS/EIR must identify the measures the project proponent
will implement to mitigate this impact. These measures may include,
but are not limited to, the implementation of waste reduction and
recycling programs to divert the construction and demolition wastes
from the landfills.

All mitigation measures should be done in furtherance of the solid
waste diversion goals mandated by the State Assembly Bill 939 (AB 939).
AB 939 requires each jurisdiction to divert 25 percent and 50 percent
of .their generated solid waste by <the years 1995 and 2000,
respectively.
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21.C

21D

21.E

21.F

Metro Red Line Eastern Extension 6-136

Mr. Jim De La Loza
June 21, 1993
Page 2

Hazardous Waste

The existing hazardous waste management (HWM) facilities in this County
are inadequate to handle the hazardous waste currently being generated.
The DEIS/DEIR indicated that several sites containing potentially
hazardous materials were identified in most of the proposed alignment
alternatives. However, the DEIS/DEIR did not specify how these
hazardous wastes will be disposed. The hazardous waste generated by
this project will adversely impact the existing HWM facilities. This
issue should be addressed in the EIS/EIR.

Underground Tanks

Should any operation relating to the subject project within the County
unincorporated area require the storage of materials in underground
tanks or the installation or removal of underground storage tanks, this
office must be contacted for issuance of the necessary permit.

Industrial Waste

Should any operation relating to the subject project within the County
Unincorporated are require industrial wastewater discharge into the
County Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County Sewer System, this
office must be contacted for issuance of necessary permits.

Methane Gas

Should any enclosed structure relating to the above project be located
within 1,000 feet of an inactive landfill containing decomposable
material, the EIS/EIR must discuss the impact this proximity to a
landfill will have on the subject structure. This discussion should
include the topics of subsurface lateral migrationm of landfill gas,
migration detection and control systems, and protection systems for
enclosed buildings and structures.

Mitigation Monitoring Program

Any mitigation measure monitoring program performed by the Los Angeles
County Department of Public Works (LACDPW), Waste Management Division,
will require a funding account to be established by the project
proponent to pay for the required service. The amount of necessary
funds will be determined at the time monitoring will be performed. The
LACDPW, Waste Management Division, must be contacted to establish the
funding account.

If you have any questions regarding these comments, please contact
Mr. Chukwuemeka Agu of our Waste Management Division at (818) 458-2188.
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Mr. Jim De La Loza
June 21, 1993
Page 3

If you have any questions regarding the environmental reviewing process
of this Department, please contact Ms. Clarice Nash at the previous
page address or at (818) 458-4334.

very truly yours,

T. A. TIDEMANSON
Director of Public Works

M;Zzg§;Z;%L£%22§;2ﬂ7%AJD
Assistant Deputy Director
Planning Division

MA:my/264
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Response to: Brian T. Sasaki, Assistant Deputy Director of Planning Division,

21.A

21.B

21.C

21.D

21.E

21.F

County of Los Angeles Department of Public Works
(Comment Letter number 21)

Disposal of Class lil soils excavated during construction will be done at the
discretion of the contractor. Often, the contractor is able to sell the soil for use as
fill at other sites. In the interest of cost savings and efficiency, the MTA does not
limit the use of this soil by the contractor. Re-use of this soil as fill is clearly a case
of waste diversion and is therefore consistent with the provisions of AB 939. See
Sections 4-9 and 4-18 of this FEIS/FEIR.

See Section 4-9.2 of this FEIS/FEIR for a discussion of sites along the Locally
Preferred Alternative (LPA) that may contain potentially hazardous materials and
potential disposal/remediation options for contaminated soils.

The LPA will involve tunneling within the unincorporated area. As part of the
preliminary engineering, the process for removal of identified underground storage
tanks will be described along with provisions for the temporary or permanent
storage of any materials that may have to be stored underground as part of the
construction or operation of the system. In accordance with established procedures
of the Department of Public Works, the planning division will be contacted during
the final design process, and the appropriate permit applications will be prepared
for review and approval prior to the initiation of any demolition or construction
activities.

As the preliminary engineering of the LPA moves forward, the amount and nature
of industrial waste water that will have to be discharged into the county sanitation
districts sewer system will be defined. As required, the MTA will prepare the
necessary applications and documentation for permits should there be any
requirement for any industrial waste water discharge into the county sewer system.

There are no inactive landfills in the project area that would affect the project
structure. Section 4-9.1 of this FEIS/FEIR discusses issues related to the presence

of subsurface gases.

The MTA anticipates negotiation of a master agreement with Los Angeles County
which would include funding, as required, for a mitigation monitoring program to be
undertaken by the Department of Public Works should such services be required
and appropriate. In lieu of a master agreement with Los Angeles County, the MTA
will negotiate a funding account with the Department of Public Works for any
mitigation monitoring services required from the department.
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COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES ]
WICROFIMep
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS COPV I R
900 SOUTH FREMONT AVENUE ! RMC
ALHAMBRA, CALIFORNIA 915031331 2 Ly 3Lco .
THOMAS A. TIDEMANSON, Director Telephone: (818) 458-5100 ADDRESS ALL CORRESFONIERGE TO!
P.0.BOX 1460

ALHAMBRA, CALIFORNIA 91802-1460

June 24, 1993 INREPLY PLEASE P _ [

REFER TO FILE

Mr. Jim De La Loza

Project Manager

Metropolitan Transportation Authority
818 West Seventh Street, Suite 1100
Los Angeles, CA 90017-3434

Dear Mr. De La Loza:

RESPONSE TO A DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT (DEIS)/
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT (DEIR) - EASTSIDE CORRIDOR

As indicated in our June 21, 1993 letter, we are forwarding additional comments
on the Eastside Corridor DEIS/DEIR. Our comments are as follows:

We generally agree with the study that the Eastside Corridor project will improve
the mobility needs of the region by increasing transit accessibility for
residents to employment and retail centers.

We also agree with the study that the proposed project may significantly impact
key intersections located within the study area and that acquisition of
additional right of way for roadway widening improvements may be required for
adequate mitigation. However, the study states that "the requirement to purchase
22 A right of way is inconsistent with the dedication of transit agency dollars for
' the provisions of mass transit service rather than to accommodate automobiles®
(3-2.4 Mitigation, pages 3-61). While the Eastside Corridor project will improve
mobility by increasing transit accessibility in the area, the project should
ensure that impacted by the rail 1line extension and/or can be adequately
mitigated to a before project level. We recommend that MTA be responsible for
securing funding and ensuring that significantly impacted intersections/roadway
be adequately mitigated.

Work Site Traffic Control Plans shall be included with submittal of design plans
22.8B to our Department for review and approval. The plans shall be signed and stamped
by a Registered Civil Engineer.

In addition, we recommend that the following information be submitted to our
Department for review and approval:

+The Intersection Capacity Utilization (ICU) capacity analyses for the
intersection of Atlantic Boulevard/Route 60 Eastbound Ramps, Arizona
Avenue/Whittier Boulevard, and Atlantic Boulevard/Whittier Boulevard
22.C should be revised utilizing 1,600 vehicle per lane per hour with a ten
percent yellow clearance cycle. A capacity of 2,880 vehicle per lane per
hour should be used for dual left-turn lanes. ICU analyses should be
submitted for existing conditions, Year 2010 no build conditions, and for
the Year 2010 rail line alternatives.
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Mr. Jim De La Loza
June 24, 1993
Page 2

sMitigation is required when the proposed project together with other
related projects takes the Level of Service (LOS) of an intersection to an
22.D unacceptable level (more than .90 LOS) or further degrades as existing
poor LOS. Proposed mitigation for impacted intersections/roadways should
be included. The need for addition right of way should be addressed.

+Rail 1ine station site plans should be provided which show ingress/egress
22.E and adjacent roadway striping. The need for any turn lanes should be
addressed.
22 F I «Traffic signal warrant analyses for impacted intersections and
: ingress/egress station driveways should be provided.

22.G Programs Development Division should review the report for park -and-ride 1ots and
- other matters within their area of expertise.

22 H I We recommend that Caltrans and the Cities of Los Angeles, Monterey Park, and
: Commerce review this project for impacts within their jurisdiction.

If you have any questions, please contact Mr. Joaquin Herrera of our Traffic and
Lighting Division at (818) 458-5909.

If you have any questions regarding the environmental reviewing process, please
contact Ms. Clarice Nash at the previous page address or at (818) 458-4334.

Very truly yours,

T. A. TIDEMANSON
Director of Publiic Works

W

BRIAN T. SASAKI
Assistant Deputy Director
Planning Division

MA:my/278

Final EIS/EIR
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Responses to: Brian T. Sasaki, Assistant Deputy Director of Planning Division,

22.A

228

22.C

22.D

County of Los Angeles Department of Public Works
(Comment Letter number 22)

The MTA will mitigate significantly affected intersections. Street widening is listed
as one of two options for mitigating significant affects at the Whittier/Lorena and
Whittier/Indiana intersections. Please see Section 3-2 of this FEIS/FEIR for a
discussion of traffic impacts and mitigation.

Work Site Traffic Control Plans will be developed before the start of construction in
coordination with the Los Angeles City Department of Transportation, the County of
Los Angeles Department of Public Works, and other affected jurisdictions. These
plans will be submitted to the Department of Public Works for review and approval.

In response to a City of Los Angeles comment, the intersection analysis
methodology was changed from ICU in the DEIS to Critical Movement Analysis
(CMA) methodology in the FEIS. To be sure that this also meets County of Los
Angeles standards and adequately addresses the issue raised in this comment, lane
capacity values were used that are consistent with the values stated in this
comment. The actual lane capacities which were used are 1500 vehicles per lane
for two phase signals, 1425 per lane for three phase signals and 1375 per lane for
signals with four or more phases. Dual left turn lanes are assigned a capacity of
2730. These values are more conservative than the values stated in the comment,
and therefore result in a conservative (worst case) analysis. CMA analyses have
been completed for 1990, 2010 No-Build and 2010 with Locally Preferred Alternative
(LPA) scenarios, and CMA worksheets are available for review.

The MTA will make available to the Department of Public Works this FEIS/FEIR
analysis worksheets upon request.

The FEIS states in Section 3-2.2 how "significant" traffic impacts are defined, as
follows:

For this study, an intersection is considered to be significantly
affected if project trafficis projected to cause a deterioration in level
of service to E or worse, or results in an increase in the
Volume /Capacity ratio of 0.02 or more at an intersection projected
to operate at LOS E or worse under No-build conditions. [Level of
Service E corresponds to a Volume/Capacity ratio of 0.90 to 0.99.]

These criteria were established by MTA for previous Metro Red Line projects and
were used as the criteria for this project as well so as to maintain consistency in
regional rail analysis. Tables presented in Section 3-2 document intersection
Volume/Capacity ratios and levels of service with and without the project and show
the exact impact of the project at each location.

Mitigation measures have been recommended for all intersections where significant
impacts are identified based on the significance criteria established by MTA for rail
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22.E

22.F

22.G

22.H

projects. See Section 3-2.4 for mitigation measures. Also, see the response to
comment 22.A.

Rail station site plans showing additional detail including ingress /egress have been
prepared for this FEIS/FEIR and will continue to be revised and updated as the
design of the project progresses. Such plans will be provided to Los Angeles
County Department of Public Works for review and all issues invoiving modifications
of County roadways and intersections will be coordinated with the County of Los
Angeles Department of Public Works during the design phase of the project.

At stations where no parking is programmed, no additional traffic signals are
projected to be needed since only minor increases in local traffic volumes are
expected due to the project. Most patrons will access the stations via walking,
connecting transit services, bicycle or kiss-and-ride. Only kiss-and-ride will generate
new traffic around those stations. The two exceptions to this are the terminal station
at Whittier/Atlantic where 1200 spaces are programmed and at the First/Lorena
station where 500 parking spaces are programmed. The potential need for
additional traffic signals at the access points at those stations will be evaluated as
the project design continues. At this stage in the project design, such analysis is
not possible since the exact location and configuration of parking area access and
egress points are not known. MTA should work with the city and county to
determine the need for signals at any parking/bus loading access and egress
points.

Please see Section 3-3 of this FEIS/FEIR for the results of the parking analysis.

Caltrans, Monterey Park, the City of Los Angeles, and the City of Commerce have
been given the opportunity to review the AA/DEIS/DEIR and provide input. Caltrans
and all affected cities will likewise be provided this FEIS/FEIR for review.
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County of Los Angeles Public Library

7400 East Imperial Hwy., P.O. Box 7011, Downey, CA 90241-7011 g
"$10) 940-8461, TELEFAX (310) 803-3032 L == = ==
S i 200 623

SANDRA F. REUBEN
COUNTY LIBRARIAN

May 17, 1993

Jim de la Loza

Project Manager
Metropolitan Transportation Agency

818 West Seventh Street, Suite 1100
Los Angeles, California 90017

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT FOR THE
LOS ANGELES EASTSIDE CORRIDOR METROLINE PROJECT

Dear Mr. de la Loza:

We have reviewed the Alternatives Analysis and Draft Environmental impact Report for the
Eastside Corridor project. The County of Los Angeles Public Library has two libraries located

adjacent to the railway on several of the proposed routes which are listed below.

Alternative 4
Anthony Quinn Library

3965 Brooklyn Avenue

Los Angeles, California 90063

Alternatives 3, 5, 6-A, 6-B, 7. 8-A, 8-B, 9-A, 9-B, 10

23.A
El Camino Real Library .
4264 East Whittier Boulevard
Lcs Angeies, California 50925
A quiet environment is essential to the successful operation of a public ﬁbrary facility.
However, the information in Table S-5.1, Summary of Environmental Impacts, indicates that
these libraries may be significantly impacted by noise and vibration related to Metro Red Line
operations. We are, therefore, concerned that the proposed mitigation measures provide
adequate relief since excessive noise and vibration could negate the viability of these sites for

library service.

‘Serving the unincorporated areas of Los Angeles County and the cities of:  Agoura Hills = Artesia «Avalon « Baldwin Park « Bell = Bell Gardens « Belfflower
« Bradbury = Carson = Claremont « Compton e Cudahy « CuiverCity « Diamond Bar « Duate = ElMonte = Gardena = Hawaian Gardens « Hawthome o

Hermosa Beach « Hidden Hills » Huntington Park = La Canada Flintridge « La Habra Heighls = Lakewood = LaMirada e« Lancaster « LaPuente « LaVeme

slawndale « Lomita s Lynwood « Malibu « Manhattan Beach «Maywood = Montebello = Norwak e Paramount s Pico Rivera « Rosemead « San Dimas «
San Fernando « SanGabriel « SantaClarita = SouthEl Monte e South Gate « Temple City = Walnut « West Covina = West Hollywood = Westtake Village
Final EIS/EIR
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™ Jim de la Loza
May 17, 1993
Page Two

If you have any questions or require further information, please contact me directly at
(810) 940-8450.

Very truly yours,
Frederick M. Hungerford
Head, Staff Services

c: David Flint

Margaret Wong
Roger Woelfel
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Responses to: Frederick M. Hungerford, Head, Staff Services,
County of Los Angeles Public Library
(Comment Letter number 23)

23.A The El Camino Real Library operated by the County of Los Angeles Public Library
is not expected to be significantly affected during construction or operation of the
Locally Preferred Alternative (LPA). Mitigation measures such as resilient rail
fasteners and floating slab trackbed are generally expected to reduce noise impacts
to levels that are less than significant.

Alternative 4 in the AA/DEIS/DEIR was not selected as the LPA, thus the Anthony
Quinn Library operated by the County of Los Angeles Public Library would not be
affected by construction or operation of the LPA. The LPA is located over 4,000 feet
from the facility.

See Sections 4-7, 4-8, and 4-18 of this FEIS/FEIR for a more detailed discussion of
noise and vibration impacts and mitigation.
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COUNTY SANITATION DISTRICTS
OF LOS ANGELES COUNTY

WASTEWATER
RECLAMATION

1955 Workman Mill Road, Whittier, CA 90601-4998

Mailing Address: P.O. Box 4998, Whittier, CA 90607-4998 CHARLES W. CARRY
Telephone: (310) 699-7411, FAX: (310) 695-6139 Chief Engineer and General Manager
May 7, 1993
File No: 2-00.04-00
16-00.04-00

Mr. Jim de la Loza, Project Manager
MTA

818 W. Seventh St., Suite 1100

Los Angeles, CA 90017

Dear Mr. de la Loza:
Los Angeles Eastside Corridor

The County Sanitation Districts received a Draft Environmental Impact Report for the subject project
on May 3, 1993. The proposed development is located within the jurisdictional boundaries of District No. 2
and District No. 16. We offer the following comments regarding sewerage service:

] The proposed project will impact several existing and/or proposed Districts’ trunk sewers over which
it will be constructed. Existing and proposed Districts’ trunk sewers are located directly under and/or
cross directly beneath the proposed project alignment. The Districts cannot issue a detailed response
to or permit construction of the proposed project until project plans and specifications which

24.A incorporate Districts’ sewer lines are submitted. In order to prepare these plans, you will need to

submit a map of the proposed project alignment, when available, to the attention of Calvin Jin of the

Districts’ Sewer Design Section at the address shown above. The Districts will then provide you with

the plans for all Districts’ facilities which will be impacted by the proposed project. Then, when

revised plans which incorporate our sewers have been prepared, please submit copies of the same for
our review and comment.

. The Sanitation Districts are empowered by the California Health and Safety Code to charge a fee for

the privilege of connecting to the Sanitation Districts’ Sewerage System or increasing the existing
. strength and/or quantity of wastewater attributable to a particular parcel ocr operation already
24.B connected. This connection fee is required to construct an incremental expansion of the Sewerage
System to accommodate the proposed project which will mitigate the impact of this project on the
present Sewerage System. Payment of a connection fee will be required before a permit to connect
to the sewer is issued.

If you have any questions, please contact the undersigned at (310) 699-7411, extension 2717.
Very truly yours,

Charles W. Carry

I 7
' Matie L. Pagenkop

Engineering Technician
Financial Planning &
Property Management Section
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Responses to: Marie L. Pagenkopp, Engineering Technician of Financial Planning &

24.A

24.B

Property Management Section, County Sanitation Districts of Los
Angeles County
(Comment Letter number 24)

In accordance with procedures of the County Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles
County, the MTA will submit during the preliminary engineering phase a map
showing the alignment of the Locally Preferred Alternative (LPA). The map will be
submitted to Mr. Calvin Jin of the District Sewer Design Section in order to obtain
plans for all District’s facilities which will be affected by the project. As the design
evolves and the information related to the District's facilities is collected and
transferred to the plans, a set of detailed plans will be submitted to the District for
review and comment.

In accordance with the California Health and Safety Code, the MTA will be prepared
to make payment to the Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County, as required, for
any required sewer connection fees. Payment will be made after approval of final
design plans and before a permit will be issued by the Sanitation Districts to connect
to the sewer. The permit will be received prior to initiation of construction of the
project.
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City oF Los ANGELES 25

BOARD OF CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF FIRE
FIRE COMMISSIONERS

200 NORTH MAIN STREET

485-6032 LOS ANGELES. CA 90012
DONALD O. MANNING

CHIEF ENGINEER
AND
GENERAL MANAGER

CARL R. TERZIAN
PRESIDENT

KENNETH S. WASKINGTON
VICE-PRESIDENT

AILEEN ADAMS )

JAMES £ BLANCARTE
NICHOLAS H. STONNINGTON TOMMBA‘33RDLEY

EVA WHITELOCK
EXECUTIVE ASSISTANT

June 14, 1983

Jim de la Loza, Project Manager
Metropolitan Transportation Authority
818 West Seventh Street, Suite 1100
Los Angeles, CA 390017

Dear Mr. de la Loza:

Alternatives Analysis/Draft Environmental Impact Statement/

Draft Environmental Impact Report - Los Angeles Eastside Corridor

The following items are of major concern to this Department an they should be
included in the Final Environmental Impact Report.

TRAFFIC/CIRCULATION, PAGES S-30, S-31, 4-4.17, 4-16.19
TABLE 3-2.7, PAGE 3-53

The Fire Department has existing fire stations at the following
locations:

25A Fire Station No. 2
) 1962 East Brookliyn Avenue
Fire Station No. 25

2927 Whittier Boulevard

Both Fire Stations would be affected by traffic and street closures.
All street intersections with a level of service of "E” or "F" decreases
the level of fire protection and emergency medical services provided
by the Department.

a. PRE-CONSTRUCTION CONSIDERATIONS
b. SUB-SIDEWALK VAULTS, PAGE 4-16.3

25.B Access for Fire Department apparatus and personnel to and into all
structures shall be required.
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June 14, 1983
Page 2

25.C

25.D

Metro Red Line Eastern Extension

- GEOTECH, PAGES S-14 AND TABLE S-5.3, 4-8.11, 4-8.12
d. AERIAL STRUCTURES, PAGE 4-16.17
FIGURE 4-16.9, PAGE 4-16.18

There are additional current and existing standards which could be
adopted to address the fire safety issues relative to the Eastside
Corridor Project.

Examples of these are:

City of Los Angeles Fire Code

Title 8, Title 19, and Title 21 of the California
Code of Regulations

Uniform Building Code

National Fire Protection Association Standard
No. 130 which deals with Fixed Guideway Transit
Systems, and the

Rail Construction Corporation’s Metro Rail
Fire/Life Safety Criteria

Current rail technologies for monorail systems provide an exit
walkway between rail lines. This method will be necessary to fulfill
life safety criteria and provide proper exiting to a safe location.

RAIL ALTERNATIVES, PAGES 4-5.3 TO 4-5.56

APPENDIX 5 -- PLAN AND PROFILE DRAWINGS OF RAIL TRANSIT
ALTERNATIVES 6B, 8B, AND 98

b. CROSSOVERS AND POCKET TRACK STRUCTURES, PAGE 4-16.16

Of primary concern will be the issue of emergency access to the aerial
structures and transit stations. Fire lanes or access roads should be a
minimum 28 feet clear to the sky to the satisfaction of the Fire
Department. '

Overhead clearance of the pedestrian bridge shall not be less than 14
feet.

ALTERNATIVES 6B, 8B, AND 9B would require the relocation of the
traction power substation sites for the Electric Trolley Bus project.
Alternate sites selected shall provide adequate Fire Department
access.

inal EIS/EIR
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Mr. Jim de la Loza
June 14, 1993
Page 3

CONCLUSION

The Eastside Corridor Project shall comply with all applicable State and local codes

25 E | and ordinances, and the guidelines found in the Fire Protection and Fire Prevention
Plan, as well as the Safety Plan, both of which are elements of the General Plan of
the City of Los Angeles (C.P.C. 19708). :

For any additional information, please contact our Hydrant Unit, at (213)
485-5964.

Very truly yours,

DONALD 0. MANNING
Chief Engineer and General Manager

Dal L. Howard, Assistant Fire Marshal
Bureau of Fire Prevention and Public Safety

DLH:ASM:cec:laesicor.wp

~cc:  Councilman Richard Alatorre, Council District Fourteen
Battalion Chief Robert L. Aaron, Metro Rail Project
Environmental Affairs Commission
Fire Department Planning Section

Final EIS/EIR
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Responses to: Dal L. Howard, Assistant Fire Marshall, Bureau of Fire Prevention and

25.A

25.B

25.C

25.D

25.E

Public Safety, City of Los Angeles
(Comment Letter number 25)

Section 4-18.2 discusses in detail the potential impacts of construction related street
closures and lane closures. In general, only very low volume local streets are
proposed to be closed for the full construction period. While such closures would
result in the need to re-route emergency vehicles, detour plans will be prepared, and
congestion is not anticipated on the detour routes as a result of the closures. Lane
closures on arterial roadways will also occur, although such closures will be for only
limited time periods. Mitigation measures are proposed for such closures to help
avoid severe congestion or limit the level of congestion during peak time periods.
Worksite Traffic Control Plans will be developed in cooperation with the City of Los
Angels Department of Transportation and Los Angeles County. Such plans should
also be reviewed with Bureau of Fire Prevention and Public Safety to receive
comments regarding impacts of temporary and long-term street closures and lane
closures.

Significant project-related impacts for the Locally Preferred Alternative (LPA) are
forecast at only one intersection in the City, Whittier/Lorena. That impact is forecast
to be relatively minor, with a change in V/C ratio just above the minimum level
considered significant. Mitigation measures are suggested for that impact, as well
as other impacts in the County of Los Angeles, which would lower the project
impact to less than significant levels. The rail project will also reduce traffic volume
in the study area on routes parallel to the LPA as well as those crossing the LPA.
Patronage model results indicate that the project will result in an approximate
decrease in local traffic of three percent, with higher reductions expected
immediately closely adjacent to the LPA, which will benefit emergency vehicle
access.

Please see Section 4-18 of this FEIS/FEIR for a discussion of street closures and
traffic impacts.

MTA will comply with all Fire Department requirements for the provision of access
to its structures.

The Rail Construction Corporation will review applicable fire safety standards for
incorporation in the project. Walkways will be provided as necessary to meet
fire/life safety criteria.

The Locally Preferred Alternative does not include aerial structures or a pedestrian
bridge. Emergency access to transit stations will be provided to the satisfaction of
the Fire Department. The Electric Trolley Bus Project is not presently under
consideration by the MTA.

MTA will comply with all applicable State and local codes and ordinances and the
guidelines found in the Fire Protection and Fire Prevention Plan and the Safety Plan.
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0s ANGELES 26
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June 23, 199
434 3 TOM BRADLEY

MAYOR

Mr. Franklin White, Chief Executive Officer

Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority
818 West Seventh Street, Suite 1100

Los Angeles, CA 50017

Attn: Jim de la Loza, Central Area Teanm

COMMENTS ON ALTERNATIVES ANALYSIS/DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT
STATEMENT/DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT (DEIR) FOR THE LOS
ANGELES EASTS8IDE CORRIDOR

The Department of Transportation has reviewed the April 1993
version of the above document. The following comments are
submitted for your consideration. General comments are provided
first, followed by comments relating to specific text in the DEIR.

ior cit eic

In general, the Intersection Capacity Utilization (ICU) analysis
technique is not acceptable to the Department for traffic studies,
in contrast to the statement on page 3-27. Dopartmont policy for
intersection capacity analysis is to use the Critical Movenment
Analysis (CMA) technique. The Dapartment understands that the
prime consultant, Parsons Brinckerhoff Quade & Douglas, used the
ICU methed in the Auguet 1992 FESEIR for the Metro Rail Mid-city
26.A Segnent from Wilshire/Western to Pico/San Vicente, .and therefore
assumed that the same technique would be acceptable to the City for
the Eastside Corridor study. Unfortunately, the Department was not
consulted regarding that assumption. However, Lhe two methods of
analysis should produce comparable results and the intersection
levels-of-service (LOS) should be similar, Additionally, a table
should be added to Section 3-2.1.2 to show the correlation between
IcU values and 103, especially since ICU values are as high as

1.81.

ak_Per 1 5

contrary to the statement on page 3~27, the Department was not
26.B consulted in the decision to analyze evening peak hour (P.M.)
conditions only and to exclude morning peak hour (A.M.) conditions
from this particular study. Department policy requires analysis of
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both the A.M. and P.M. peaks. Traffic patterns and congestion vary
with the time of day, as evidenced by Table 3-2.3: the
intersections ot lst & Alameda and 3rd & Alameda are currently
operating at LOS E or worse in the A.M. peak but not in the P.M.
peak. The Department therefore requests that the A.M. peak
26.B analysis be performed for the 63 intersactions that were excluded
from A.M. study to ensure that all potential impacts are examined.
Although the Department prefers the CMA technique, ICU is
acceptable in this case. All new data should be presented in
tabular format as discussed below. It should be noted that tLhe
intersection capacity for the CMA technigue is 1500 vehicles for a
two-phase signal operation, 1425 for a three-phaec, and 1350 four a
four~or-more phase signal operation.

Significant Impact Definition

As addressed in Section 3-2.2, LADOT defincs a “significant trafric
impact" for all proposed projects as:

FINAL V/C RATIO FINAL 10S OJECTED= T R IN V/C
0.00 - 0.70 A, B equal to or greater than 0.06
26.C | 0.71 - 0.80 ¢ equal to or greater than v.04
0.81 - 0.90 D equal to or greater than 0.02
0.91 or greater R, P equal to or greater than 0.0l

The statement at the bottom of page 3-33, “For this study an
intersection is considered to be significantly affected if....",
does not follow the above definition and may is therefore be

incorrect.

Traffic Growth Factor

Despite the rationale presented in Section 3-2.2.1 for selecting a

26.D | traffic growth factor of 20% (a 0.9% increase per year for 20
yvears), the Department believes that itrs standard 2% increase per
year in traffic is still a valid assumptien,

Data DPresentation/significantly Impacted Intersections

Tablee 3-2.5 and 3-2.7 are inadequate and ambiguous. The
presentation of data in Table 3-2.5 makes it impossible to
ascertain whether the significant impacts (denoted by X‘s) are due
26.E | to future conditions (no-build) or due to the project. For
cxample, consider intersection £12 and #15 from Table 3~-2.5: both
are significantly impacted under the no~build alternative, but only
intersection #15 is impacted under Alternative 3. This impact must
therefore be caused by the project, but Soto Street and Marengo
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Etreet (#13) 1s not 1listed as being a significantly impacted
intersection on page 3-42. Furthermore, the differencee in v/cC
ratios and in LOS between shaded and unshaded boxes is unclear.

26.E Tables 3-2.5 and 3-2.7 should be revised to include ICU/CMA values
and LOS designators as in Table 3-2.3. Additionally, they should
folluw the standard format below:

’ Future w/
Existing Future w/o Future w/f Project w/
Congditions Proiject Project Mitigation

A separate table should be created far each of the alternatives (#3
- #10), with separate tables for A.M. and P.M. data for clarity.

Typical format examples can be found in the June, 1992 DEIR for the
Burbank~Glendale~Los Angeles Rail Transit Projcct; the August, 1992
26.F FSEIR for the Metro Rail Mid-City Segment from Wilshire/Western to
Pico/San Vicente; or the May, 1992 DEIR for the Exposition Park
Branch Line Rail Transit Corridor Route.

Without the clarification of the reviged format, it is not possible
to determine or verify which of the interscctions are siynificantly
irpacted by project traffic,

The conclusions reached in Section 3-2.2.2 through 3-2.2.10
26.G regarding significantly impacted intersections are theretore
inconclusive.

Mitigation Measures

All feasible mitigation meacures must be identifiea in the EIR for
every intersection that is significantly impacted by project
traffic. Page 3-33 correctly states Lhat Department guidelines
require nitigation to levels of insignificance. For example, this
neans that if the no-build V/C ratiov for an intersection is 1.06
and the with-project V/C is 1.07, then the mitigation measures will
have to decreaee the V/C by 0.01. :

26.H In general, striping changes without street improvements on
roadways that are not constructed to the street’s designated
standards arc not acceptable. cCity standards for a Major Highway
are 40-foot half widths and 10-foot sidewalks, while those for a
Secondary Highway are 35-foot half widths and 10-foot sidewalks.
Streets within the cut-and-cover station construction limits should
be rectored according to the City of Los Angeles’ General Plan,
where feasible,
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Because there is no provision for parking facilities between the
terminal stations, most of the patrons will bc accessing the
station by bus or other vehicles. Special consideration should be
given to addressing the impacts of vehicular leoading adjacent to
26.1 the station entrances. Beyond the right-of-way dedication needed
to meet City street standards and to facilitate pacsenger loadinys,
5 to 10 foot building set-backs on MTA proparty should be
considered to create wider sidewalks to accomedate the increased
pedestrian activity at Metro Rail stations.

On page 3-62 mitigation measures are proposed for the intersections
of Soto Street & Fourth Street, Lorena Street & Whittier Boulevard
and Atlantic Boulevard & Brooklyn Avenue, but the text notes that
26.J "no feasible methods to fmplement! havec been identifiud for these
intersections. Thus, it should be clearly shown that the traffic
problems created at thexe intersections eare unavoidable adverse
| impacts of the project.

Parking Impactg

The Department is very concerned with the potentlial spillover
parking into the neighborhood and associated impacte at the interinm
rail termini. The text on page 3-71 states that the impacts have
not been quantified. If it is assumed that the parking demand at
the terminal stations under the full length alternatives will be
the approximate demand at the interim terminal stations, then the
folloving parking shortages can be projected:

Interim Spaces Available Spaces Needed

Station (Table 3-3.2)a/ (Table 3-3.4)b/ Shortage
26.K Indiana/First 323 1100 777

Brooklyn/Indiana 778 1100 322

First/Lorena 353 1100 - 747

Whittier/Lorena 329 1100 771

a/ Aogume best case scenario: 1uU0% of the total existing spaces
are available.

b/ Assume 1100 spaces are demanded on average at terminal
stations.

Clearly, the interim terminal stations will experience parking
shortages. Specific mitigation measures must be proposed for theses
spillover impacts, as well as for those at the full-length
alternative locations.

The measures proposed on pages 3-72 and 3-73 are too general: How
will the parking impacts at Brooklyn Avenue & Soto Street and
Whittier Boulevard & Rowan Avenue be mitigated? Where will the
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park-and-ride facilities at terminal stations be located and how
26.K much will they cost? Who will pay for parking enforcement of
adjacent private commercial parking?

1t should be noted that the following LADOT comments on
preferential parking were deleted from our rcsponse to the Notice
of Preparation summarized in Table 6-3.1:

"The establishment of residential preferential parking areas is
frequently and systematically suggested as a mitigation measure for
parking impacts. However, it may not be acceptable to impose the
fees and inconveniences of a prefercntial parking system on the
very residents these transportation system improvements would
serve, especially if the recidential community consists of low and
moderate income families.™

26.L

Preferential parking districts may be an acceptable form of
mitigation if the MTA is willing to pay for the implementation and
operational costs of such a system.

Construction

Section 4-16.2.3 and Table S-5.1, “Summary of Environmental
Inpacts" under construction impact mitigation wmeasures should
incorporate the following comments: .

* "Move First/Soto EBtation to west uf Soto Street, to preclude
major impacts on pedestrian and vehicular circulation.

. Move the Indiana/First Station to south of First Street, to
preclude major impacts on pedestrian and vehicular

circulation.

26.M . Move the First/Boyle Station to east of Boyle Avenue, to
preclude major impacts on . pedestrian and vehicular

circulatien.

L] Mer the First/Lorena Station to west of Lorena Street, to
preclude major impacts on pedestrian and vehicular
circulation.

. The same .effort that is now being made to minimize
construction impacts on city streets in Hollywood should be
made for any alignment through this corridor. Availability of
curbside parking is critical to the vitality of the businesses

in this active retajil area.

L The First/Boyle Station crosses the intersection of 3rd Street
and Boyle Street, The impact of decking across the
intersection should be mitigated by staging the decking

inal EIS/EIR
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installation so that only one of the two streets is closed at
any time.

H ] Based on current experience with major impacts on properties
adjacent to the Red Line Segment 2 station construction on
Wilshire Boulevard, raised decking should not bc used.

. Construction within the public right-of-way ghould not ocuur
o? both sides of the sgtreet or both sidewalks at the same
time.

. Assign specified time duratiens for consctruction activitles
which have significant impacts on traffic and public access,
to limit disruptions.

. Based on the experience with excavating and construcling the
Hollywood/Vermont tunnel, the document should address the
impacts of obstructing street circulation from the activities
associated with constructing ventilation shafts and holes used
for dropping fresh concrete along the entire tunnel alignment.

26.M . For the aerial alignment alternative, the impact of vacating
Anderson Street at 4th Street would eliminate a major access
point for all vehicles acceeeing the adjacent industriail

businesses.

. The Department will prepare the Worksite Traffic Control Plans
(WTCPs), signal) relocation plans and final restoration plans,
as previously done for MOS-1 and MOS-2,

. Video surveillance cameras may be required, as well as traffic
control officers, at certain station locations to mitigate

construction traffic impacts.

. Truck staging areas and haul routes should be coordinated with
both the Dapartment of Transportation and the Bureau of

Engineering.

. City policy for ventilation openings and emergency exits at
station sitec requires that they be located on LACMTA/RCC
property. However, under certain conditions, openings and
exits may bc located on sidewalks in the public right-of-way.

ific € nte
The following comments relate to specific text in the DEIR:

26.N 1 * p 1-4: Revise the text to note that the County’s "limited
secondary highway" is equivalent to the City’s "collector

street".

Final EIS/EIR

Metro Red Line Eastern Extension 6-157




1-4:

Revise Table 1-2.1 s

_rirat street _
. BJO Nission Road
- W/)0 Mission Road

'rourth Street, w/o Indiana Rtreet : 7
E/O Golden State Freeway .
W/0 Goldcn state Preeu:y

Alanada Street .- -

"State Street S
. N/O Brooklyn Avenue
" 8/0 Brooklyn Aveanue

‘Gollector -

'p 2-21: Replace Figures 2-1.6 through 21,11 with the
11/18/91 LACTC graphics for Alignment Alternatives, :which
highlight important streat names and eliminate background
clutter.

the' May 1992 LACTC

<9 Q K .,h P 2=29: Replace Figurc 2 1. 12 with
E,ga' g Alternative 9 graphic. . »

p 2-30: Replace Figure 2-1,13 with the ‘May 1992 'LACTC
Alternative 10 graphic and change the Whittierlatlantzc
- gtation to Atlanticlﬂubbard. v g

“'p 2-40: Clearly indicate that Figures 2

, 4.1 to 2-4.5, datea
" B8/1/91, are preliminary only. : L LT

p 3-34: It is unclear wlxat the phrase
'1whola' refers to. :

~p 3=39: "The same two intarsections presentl
' B or worse during tlhie morning peak hour* should be chanqed »

;the gggning peak hour.‘j

o ﬁ"a-ao: For Table 3-2 3, verify if the chanqej'
‘. intersection #27 in the P.M. peak from .0.48
‘correct. The change seems too drastic.

j IR
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roperate at 10§ E or F, - )
. counted twice if they" perate
ReM, and P.K. peaks.

26.AA

Sicii g b 3eg1t Will the eaétbound lef
26.BB l times or during peak hours?.::

sccl ¢ BT

] p 3-71: By our calculations,

astimated peak parking demund appear-to. bs too low. -
26.0D}) example, for Alternative 3, ocur calculation ield a value of
Rapetns -outlined in the
.  text. Namely, 85% of ‘the A.M. ‘peak 'trips and 35% ©f the
( 15 difference betwsen the dai.ly trips ana the A.X. trips

.85 X 772

.35 X (2606 - 'nz)

James M. Okazaki
Chief of Transit PrograXs

'J’uo,'mi?c:m

coum.n,nan kichard Alatcrre, ‘

- Mayor's Office :

. ... Rulth conrie, city Adninistrativ

E William McCarley, Chief Legislative Analyl i

' - con Howe, City Planning 7.
Robert Horii, Bureau of Enqineer
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Responses to: James M. Okazaki, Chief of Transit Programs, City of Los Angeles

26.A

26.B

26.C

26.D

Department of Transportation
(Comment Letter of number 26)

In response to the City of Los Angeles comment, the intersection analysis
methodology was changed from ICU in the DEIS to Critical Movement Analysis
(CMA) methodology.

The City of Los Angeles Department of Transportation was contacted in July 1992
regarding the City’s preference for intersection locations and peak hours to be
analyzed as part of the DEIS. The Department representatives who were contacted
include Joe Kennedy, Transportation Engineer for the Central District at that time,
and Helene Jacobs, Transportation Planner in the Transit Section. The list of
intersections included in the study and the time periods analyzed at each
intersection were chosen based on that July 1992 coordination effort. Intersections
within the county were chosen in coordination with the Los Angeles County
Department of Public Works, Traffic and Lighting Division, in cooperation with Chris
Ramstead and Emiko Kanayama.

The FEIS states in Section 3-2.2 how "significant" traffic impacts are defined, as
follows:

For this study, an intersection is considered to be significantly
affected if project traffic is projected to cause a deterioration in level
of service to E or worse, or results in an increase in the
Volume/Capacity ratio of 0.02 or more at an intersection projected
to operate at LOS E or worse under No-build conditions.

These criteria were established by MTA for previous Metro Red Line projects and
were used as the criteria for this project as well so as to maintain consistency in
regional rail analysis. Tables presented in Section 3-2 document intersection
Volume/Capacity ratios and levels of service with and without the project and show
the exact impact of the project at each location.

The traffic growth factor of 20 percent used in the AA/DEIS/DEIR was based on the
regional travel model which was specifically developed and calibrated for rail corridor
and approved by the Federal Transit Administration for use in this analysis. This
model is built upon accepted regional growth forecasts from the Southern California
Association of Governments (SCAG). The 20 percent growth factor is based upon
detailed, locally based analysis of future traffic patterns around the Red Line project
and is therefore considered more accurate than an assumed city-wide assumption
of 2 percent growth per year at all intersections. The 20 percent traffic growth factor
is likewise assumed for this FEIS/FEIR.

During the preparation of this FEIS/FEIR, LADOT staff were contacted regarding
growth rates for the eastside area. LADOT staff responded that in that portion of the
city, a one percent growth rate is usually requested for traffic analyses. Therefore,
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26.E

26.F

26.G

26.H

26.1

26.J

26.K

based on current LADOT guidance, the 20 percent growth rate is consistent with
LADOT preferred assumptions for East Los Angeles.

These tables have been modified in this FEIS/FEIR to reflect the requests of the
LADOT and focus on the Locally Preferred Alternative (LPA).

The tables appearing in this FEIS/FEIR have been modified to provide greater clarity
and focus on the LPA. Modified tables for the alternatives presented in the
AA/DEIS/DEIR are not included in this FEIS/FEIR since the latter addresses only
the LPA and the No Build Alternative. See also the response to comment 26.E
above.

The traffic analysis in this FEIS/FEIR has been modified to provide greater clarity
and focus on the LPA. Please see Section 3-2 of this FEIS/FEIR. See also the
response to comment 26. E

Mitigation measures for traffic impacts identified as significant are discussed in
Section 3-2 of this FEIS/FEIR. Please see the response to comment 26.C above
for a discussion of significance criteria.

As requested by the LADQOT, streets within the cut-and-cover station construction
limits will be restored in compliance with the guidelines of the City of Los Angeles
General Plan where feasible.

The station area planning effort, which will be conducted as part of the Community
Transportation Linkages program, includes detailed review of all the issues related
to station design including, but not limited to, bus loading areas, pedestrian access
and circulation, sidewalk design and widths, and kiss-and-ride areas. Additional
detail regarding the Community Transportation Linkages program station area
planning is presented in Section 4-1 of this FEIS/FEIR.

Measures needed to mitigate significant traffic impacts associated with the LPA are
discussed in Section 3-2 of this FEIS/FEIR. Section 4-19.1 describes the
unavoidable adverse impacts associated with the LPA.

Section 3-3 of this FEIS/FEIR describes park and ride facilities and discusses
parking impacts during the project’s operation and mitigation measures for those
impacts. Cost estimates for construction of the proposed park and ride facilities are
currently not available.

With regard to preferential parking districts, the MTA will work with the communities
to determine whether such districts are appropriate and desired by the community.
The MTA will pay to establish the districts; permit fees are assumed to pay for their
operation.

MTA will not pay for parking enforcement on adjacent private commercial parking.
This is assumed to be a private sector cost.
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26.M

Section 3-3 of this FEIS/FEIR discusses parking impacts during the project's
operation and mitigation measures for those impacts. The concerns raised in the
NOP response have therefore been addressed.

The 1st/Soto Street and Indiana/1st Street stations are not included in the LPA, and
therefore are not being further studied.

The 1st/Boyle station was not shifted east of Boyle street as requested, but was
rotated 45 degrees to preclude major impacts on pedestrian & vehicular circulation.

it was not possible to move the 1st/Lorena station west of Lorena Street as
requested without resulting in unacceptable subway operating speeds between that
station and the Brooklyn/Soto station.

Section 4-18 of this FEIS/FEIR identifies mitigation measures that MTA will take to
minimize potential parking and business disruption impacts during construction.
These measures are similar to those implemented in Hollywood. MTA is fully
committed to implementing these measures in order to minimize impacts on city
streets in East Los Angeles.

The 1st/Boyle station will not cross the intersection of 3rd and Boyle Streets,
eliminating impacts on that intersection. Decking installation will be staged to
ensure that some access is available at all times.

Raised decking will not be used.

Installation of decking will not occur on both sides of the street at once. However,
once the deck is installed, construction work can be done anywhere under the deck
without ordinarily disrupting the deck or automobile and pedestrian activity on the
street above. The installation of large items within the station will require the
removal of some of the deck at intervals, but some traffic capacity will be maintained
at all times.

Traffic and construction schedules will be developed in cooperation with City of Los
Angeles and County of Los Angeles, with regard to both times of day and noise
levels.

This FEIS/FEIR does not include a specific analysis of the traffic impacts from fresh
concrete drops and the construction of vent shafts because these activities can not
be specified in sufficient detail at this time. These impacts are not expected to be
significant because they would be spread out over the route and would involve
relatively short times. Impacts from these activities would be not unlike utility
relocations.

The LPA does not include a bridge over the L.A. River, and therefore Andersen
Street will not be closed.
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26.0
26.P
26.Q
26.R
26.5

26.T

26.U
26.V
26.W
26.X

26.Y
26.Z2

26.AA

The MTA will cooperate with LADOT in their development of Worksite Traffic Control
Plans (WTCPS), signal relocation plans and final restoration plans.

The MTA will work with LADOT to develop plans for traffic control officers and other
traffic control devices at station locations to mitigate construction impacts on traffic.

Truck staging areas & haul routes will coordinated with the Department of
Transportation and the Bureau of Engineering, as requested.

MTA agrees that under certain conditions, openings and exits may be located on
sidewalks in the public right-of-way.

The text has been revised as requested.

The table has been revised as requested.

The figures have been replaced with clearer graphics showing the LPA.

This figure has been replaced with clearer graphics.

This figure has been replaced with clearer graphics.

The figures have been replaced with clearer graphics.

The phrase "the region as a whole" refers to the portion of the Southern California
Association of Governments (SCAG) region covering Los Angeles, Orange, Ventura,
San Bernardino, Riverside and Imperial counties which is included in the regional
travel demand model. The subject area generally covers the urban portion of those

counties.

A more detailed analysis of the LPA using the CMA approach requested by LADOT
has been included in Section 3-2 of this FEIS/FEIR.

Corrections noted. The text has been changed to reflect more detailed analysis of
the LPA.

Corrections noted. The text has been changed to reflect more detailed analysis of
the LPA.

The change in the PM peak ICU for intersection #27 from 0.48 to 1.50 is an error.
It should read 1.049 to 1.254. Please see Section 3-2 of this FEIS/FEIR.

The use of LADOT guidelines has been clarified in the text of this FEIS/FEIR.
The number of intersections at LOS E or F has been clarified in this FEIS/FEIR.

MTA will work with the community to identify locations of parking restrictions if they
are used as a mitigation measure.
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26.BB These turn restrictions are not recommended as part of this FEIS/FEIR mitigation
measure package.

26.CC Comment noted.
26.DD The parking impact analysis has been substantially revised and further details

regarding parking effects and mitigation measures are provided in Section 3-3 of this
FEIS/FEIR.
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27.B

Metro Red Line Eastern Extension 6-165

CITY OF MONTEREY PARK

320 west newmark avenue « monterey park, california 91754
« municipal services center

June 10, 1993

Mr. Jim de la Loza

Central Area Team

Los Angeles County Metropolitan
Transportation Authority

818 West Seventh Street

Suite 1100

Los Angeles, California 90017

Subject: Comments to EIR/EIS for Red Line Eastside Corridor
Extension (State Clearinghouse No. 91091063)

Dear Mr. de la Loza:

Attached please find the initial comments of the City of Monterey
Park to the above-referenced environmental document.

The City of Monterey Park recognizes the long-term benefits of
regional and local mass-transit facilities. For example, the
City continues to strongly support the Metrolink surface rail
station adjacent to Monterey Park at California State University,
Los Angeles, both monetarily and through staffing assistance.

It is apparent even from the limited detail presented in the
EIR/EIS, however, that the Red Line extension alternatives
proposed within the City of Monterey Park (Alternatives 4 and 10
in the EIR/EIS) would have a devastating fiscal and environmental
impact on the City. Accordingly, the City of Monterey Park is
strongly opposed to those alternatives as described in the

EIR/EIS.

Thank you for this opportunity to provide input into the
selection of alternatives for this project. The City of Monterey
Park will make every effort to cooperate with you in exploring
solutions and alternatives which will satisfy project objectives
without severely damaging the City’'s fiscal health and the local
environment for its businesses and residents.

Sincerely’ yours,
-

o

Chris J. Jeffér:
City Manager

CJJ:wts

Enclosure
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COMMENTS TO RED LINE EIR/EIS (EASTSIDE CORRIDOR)

27.C

27.D

27.E

27.F

- 27.G

Metro Red Line Eastern Extension 6-166

Failure to Include Monterey Park in Scoping Process. Alternatives for the

Eastern Corridor extension under consideration at the time the notice of
preparation for the EIR/EIS was issued in September of 1991 did not include any
alignments entering or passing through Monterey Park. Monterey Park was not
represented at the 18 monthly Interagency Management Committee technical
meetings, which provided "critical" advice regarding the alignments selected for
evaluation. (See EIR/EIS p. 6-12.) Monterey Park staff members were contacted
during preparation of the EIR/EIS to obtain factual information, but at no point
were city officials consulted regarding the addition of alternatives passing through
Monterey Park. Alternatives 4 and 10, which enter the city, were apparently
added at the suggestion of the County of Los Angeles during the scoping process.
(See EIR/EIS p. 6-7.) Pending evaluation by city officials following receipt of
responses to the following comments and questions, the City of Monterey Park is
opposed to any alignment entering or passing through its jurisdiction.

Lack of Fixed Project Description or Preferred Alternative. Use of the

EIR/EIS as a tool for evaluation is made difficult or impossible due to the length
of the document and the large number of relatively similar alternatives presented
(ten, not counting sub-alternative station and line configurations).

a. Document Length. Under both CEQA and NEPA, an EIR/EIS for even
a very complex project should be no more than 300 pages. (14 Cal. Code
Regs. § 15141; 40 C.F.R. § 1502.7.) This EIR/EIS, by contrast, is more
than 550 pages, not including hundreds of pages of other appendices and
documents incorporated by reference.

b. Too Many Alternatives. The information overload is due to the fact that
the document attempts to describe 10 alternatives for the project, plus sub-
options for rail alignments 6, 8 and 9, and alternative sites for stations B
(4 options), E (5 options), F (2 options), I (2 options) and O (2 options).

c. Too Narrow a Range of Alternatives. The project goals, as stated on
page S-1 of the EIR/EIS, are to improve air quality and provide mobility.

According to the EIR/EIS, "[c]urrent freeway and local street facilities
cannot be expanded sufficiently to handle the forecasted demand for
mobility.” Based on these goals and constraints, the alternatives chosen
for analysis include (i) minor improvements in bus service; and (ii) eight
rail alignments extending 5.4 to 7.5 miles eastward from Union Station.
Given the enormous expense and disruption associated with each of the rail
alternatives, the EIR/EIS should have examined other means of producing
equivalent gains in air quality and mobility, such as programs to buy back
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heavily-polluting older cars and programs to promote ride-sharing by
automobile commuters as identified by SCAG in the Regional Mobility
Plan and the Air Quality Management Plan. For instance, data presented
in the AQMP indicates that the air quality gains associated with even the
most beneficial of the rail alternatives (alternative 9: 8.7 ppd ROG, 453.5
ppd CO, and 58.3 ppd NOx) could be obtained at a_cost of less than one
million dollars under an automobile buy-back program. (See SCAG
AQMP, 1991 Revision, Appendix IV-E, p. IV-21.) Similarly, there may
be TDM measures (such as bus fare discounts and car-pooling incentives)
that would increase regional mobility at a far smaller economic and
environmental cost than the proposed alternatives. Rather than exploring
a variety of true project alternatives, including air quality and TDM
measures identified by SCAG, the EIR/EIS suggests that the expensive and
disruptive rail options presented are a foregone conclusion.

Alternatives in Monterey Park. Even assuming a rail line into Monterey
Park is appropriate, the EIR/EIS should have examined environmentally
superior alternatives, such as constructing Station I by tunnelling and
mining rather than "cut-and-cover" methods. Furthermore, if the concern
of the MTA is to better serve East L.A. Community College, then
additional thought should be given to locating the station on the college
grounds. A parking agreement with the college could provide for a park
and ride facility on the campus.

Failure to Identifv a Project or Preferred Alternative. A primary or
preferred alternative should have been identified in the EIR/EIS. The

large number of very similar alternatives presented in the EIR/EIS
preclude analysis of any one option in sufficient detail, and dilutes public
controversy and input into the approval process. Further scoping,
including consultation with officials of the City of Monterey Park, would
have led to presentation of a more manageable and feasible set of options.

3. Parking Lot for Station I (Brooklvn/Atlantic).

27.G
d.
27.H
e.
271
a.
274
b.
27.K

Metro Red Line Eastern Extension

Inconsistent Terminology. The analysis of parking to be provided at
Station I is confusing and inadequate. First, the EIR/EIS refers to the
"south” parking option as "Station I-2" and the "north” parking option as
"Station I-1". (See, e.g. pp. S-9, 2-18.) The schematic drawings in
Appendix 5, however, label the north parking option "Station I-2" and the
south option as "Station I-1" (the pages of Appendix 5 should have been
numbered, so that a specific page could be referred to).

Inadequate Information Re Phasing. Reference is made (pp. S-9 and 2-
18) to an "initial" phase of 250 spaces, and subsequent expansion to meet
demand (700 spaces for Alt 4 and 1,180 for Alt 10). Why isn’t the full
amount of parking necessary to meet demand provided at the outset? What
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would be the timing of the subsequent expansion? What are the impacts
of the unmet demand during the initial phase? What are the construction
and operating impacts of the parking facilities? These issues should be
addressed in the EIR/EIS.

North_Alternative Infeasible. The text acknowledges that the north
parking location is too small to accommodate the required parking, but
suggests that parking demand "would be accommodated by a combination
of surface parking and parking structure (two to four levels), in
conjunction with East Los Angeles Community College." There is no
indication in the EIR/EIS, however, of any consultation with officials of
the college (see list of persons consulted, p. 6-12), let alone an analysis or
plan for providing the required parking. The EIR/EIS fails to provide any
basis in fact for concluding that the college would provide parking for the
station.

South Alternative Infeasible. As the EIR/EIS discusses at p. 4-2.7, the
south parking option for Station I would require a full take of the Camino
Real Chevrolet dealership. The EIR/EIS, however, seriously understates
the economic importance of this business to the City of Monterey Park.
In fact, it is the city’s largest auto dealership, generating roughly
$200,000.00 annually to the city, or roughly 6% of the city’s total sales
tax revenues. Substantial property tax revenues are also produced. This
is by far the most significant business disruption or loss impact of any of
the proposed rail alternatives, and clearly requires that Alt 4 and Alt 10 be
withdrawn from consideration. While mention is made of mitigating this
impact by relocating the business elsewhere within the city, no alternative-
site is identified, and the costs of relocation are not estimated. Even if a
suitable vacant lot could be found to accommodate the relocation (which
we doubt), the removal of a prime 3.5 acre commercial site from the city’s
commercial land inventory would be a large financial blow. The EIR/EIS
disguises this significant impact by comparing the alternatives based on the
number of commercial businesses displaced, rather than on the total fiscal
impact of the displacement. (See Table 4-3.1, p. 4-3.5; Table 5-1, p. 5-4.)

4, Incorporation by Reference. The EIR/EIS incorporates numerous studies and
reports by reference. (See, e.g. pp. S-10, 1-11, 2-10, 2-34, 2-37, 3-2, 3-62)

27.N Copies of the incorporated documents do not appear to have been forwarded to

the City of Monterey Park. At a minimum, relevant portions of the incorporated
documents should be summarized in the EIR/EIS, so that the City can determine
whether or not a copy of each report needs to be obtained and reviewed.

5. Planning Impacts. Table S-5.1 on pages S-32 and S-33 indicates that Alt 4 and

Alt 10 could have significant impacts on growth and development patterns in the

27.0 vicinity of Station I. MTA/County financial participation in developing a local
specific plan for the South Atlantic Area would be one appropriate mitigation

Metro Red Line Eastern Extension

al

6-168 Final EIS/EIR



270 |

6.
27.p

7.
27.0

8.
27.R
27s |°

10.
27.T

1.
27.U

12.
27V

13,
27.wW

Metro Red Line Eastern Extension

measure.

Local Bus Service. The EIR/EIS fails to mention or discuss the "Spirit" bus
service operated in the Station I area by the City of Monterey Park (see Table 1-
2.3). The City’s transit system is complex and has been designed to operate in
a timely and efficient manner. Two of the City’s four transit routes would be
directly affected by the proposed Station I construction. Impacts on bus routes,
schedules and service should be analyzed. Mitigation for the impacts should also
be explored. Additionally, possible connections between the "Sprint” buses and
proposed rail stations under each alternatives should be addressed.

Related Projects List. The local related projects list (p. 2-35) does not appear
to include past, present and reasonably foreseeable future projects in the City of
Monterey Park. If a revised EIR/EIS is prepared, the City’s planning department
should be contacted to obtain an up-to-date list of projects.

Further Eastward Red Line Extension.. Another related project that the
EIR/EIS fails to analyze is the potential for further extension of the Red Line
eastward from the termini identified in Alternatives 3-10. Implementing any of
these alternatives could serve as merely an interim phase in an extension further
eastward, perhaps following generally the Pomona (60) Freeway. The potential
for this further expansion should be discussed.

Operating Costs Estimates. Are operating and maintenance costs (discussed at
pp. 2-34 to 2-35) gross or net of fare revenues?

Screening and Selection of Alternatives. Section 2-4, beginning at page 2-37,
gives the misleading impression that all affected local agencies were involved in
the alternatives selection process which began in 1987. To the contrary, the City
of Monterey Park was not consulted concerning the decision to add alternatives
passing through the city.

Terminology Not Explained. The EIR/EIS uses transportation jargon and
technical terms which are not explained, such as "revenue car miles/revenue train
hours” (p. 3-2) and "knock-out panels" (p. 2-13). A glossary of technical terms
should be provided to allow readers who are not transportation engineers to
understand the analysis.

Charts and Exhibits Not Explained. Figure 3-1.1 on page 3-3, is impossible to
decipher. Are the numbers within the black arrows supposed to indicate peak
hour bus volumes in thousands? Why are some routes shaded while others (e.g.
710 S.) are not? Why does the shading end where it does?

Questionable Travel Time Comparisons. Information is presented on pages

3-22 through 3-26 comparing travel times from various points of origin to various
destinations under the TSM alternative and each of the rail alternatives. Very

N
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little information is given as to assumptions used in the comparison, and therefore
it is difficult to assess the relevance and accuracy of the data.

For example, in comparing travel times with and without the proposed
eastside extension, travellers should still be assumed to maximize use of
other rail projects. For example, in travelling from a point in the Eastside
Corridor to Pico/San Vicente in Los Angeles, the only difference will be
in the time it takes to get to Union Station. From Union Station, both the
bus traveller and the rail traveller will presumably take the Red Line #1

train to their destination.

While rail travel will undoubtedly be faster for commuters who live
adjacent to one of the 5-7 stations and who work in Union Station, it may
not be faster for those who must take busses or walk at either end of their
trip. In the one example explained on page 3-26, the rail passenger is
assumed to live within 4 minutes’ walking distance of the rail station.
This is an unrealistic assumption, given that only 5-7 stations will serve
the 25-square mile study area. Most residents will live within walking
distance of a bus line however (see the extensive bus network depicted on
Figure 3-1.2), and in many cases those bus lines will drop them a short
walk away from their destination. The EIR/EIS should be revised to
reflect more realistic comparisons, so that the assumed mobility gains can
be critically examined.

Affected Intersections and Road Segments. The analyses of existing

traffic volumes (Table 3-2.1), future no-project traffic volumes (Table 3-
2.2), future no-project intersection performance (Table 3-2.3), project
intersection impacts (Table 3-2.5), and initial segment impacts (Table 3-
2.7) are incomplete.

a. Table 3-2.1. Item 7 on this table identifies existing conditions east
of Atlantic Blvd. Brooklyn Avenue does not extend east of
Atlantic; apparently the data presented applies to Riggin Street
(mislabeled as "Riggine" on Figures 1-1.2 and 1-2.1). Similarly,
First Street does not extend east of Atlantic; this is a westbound
SR-60 offramp. Also, traffic counts should be presented for street
segments west of Atlantic as well. Due to turning movements,
these segments may carry significantly different volumes than their
eastside continuations.

b. Table 3-2.2. See comments to Table 3-2.1 above. The analysis
is not complete without data on Brooklyn Avenue, First Street, and
Floral Drive west of Atlantic Boulevard.

c. Table 3-2.3. At least three key intersections are omitted from the
analysis, namely (i) Atlantic/Floral; (ii) Collegian/First; and (iii)

T

6-170 Final EIS/EIR



27.2

27.AA

27.BB

27.CC

Metro Red Line Eastern Extension

15.

16.

Collegian/Floral. Also, why were the ICU analyses limited to PM
peak hour? City records indicate that AM peak hour conditions
may be more congested in some cases.

d. Table 3-2.5. The same three intersections should be added to the
analysis (Atlantic/Floral, Collegian/First and Collegian/Floral).
Where is the ICU/LOS information from which this table was
created? It is impossible to evaluate the summary information
without these calculations. AM peak hour conditions also need to
be analyzed. Data on intersections operating better than LOS "E"
should be presented as well. Finally, why does the intersection of
Atlantic and First improve under Alt 4?

e. Table 3-2.7. See comments to Table 3-2.5 above. Why does the
intersection of Atlantic and First not improve here, but does
improve under Table 3-2.57 Will upgraded traffic signal facilities
be provided where the project will adversely affect the ICUs?

Traffic Impact Significance Thresholds. The EIR/EIS explains on page 3-33
and 3-34 that LADOT traffic impact criteria are being ignored in favor of

standards less protective of the environment, because mitigating impacts under the
stricter standards would "entail diversion of transit agency dollars from the
provision of mass transit service to the accommodation of automobiles.” This is
questionable on several grounds.

a.

First, it assumes that mass transit is inherently a better use of money than
the accommodation of automobiles. The focus, however, should be on the
cost effectiveness of alternative means of achieving air quality and mobility
goals. The EIR/EIS should not assume without supporting analysis that
transit expenditures are necessarily more cost effective than local street
improvements.

Second, it is local agencies like the City of Monterey Park that pay the
price for the local street impacts ignored by projects such as this. The
City is responsible for maintaining adequate traffic flow on local streets,
and the transit agencies have a responsibility to consider and mitigate the
impact of their projects with a field of view beyond their own agency
agenda. Consequently, the departure from LADOT significance thresholds
is unwarranted.

A similar flawed rationale is offered on page 3-61 to support the alleged
infeasibility of measures needed even to mitigate the deficiencies identified
under the EIR/EIS’ relaxed significance threshold.

Significant Traffic Impacts.
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Alternative 4. Section 3-2.2.3(a) at the top of page 3-56 presents
conflicting information concerning traffic impacts. Fourteen intersections
are estimated to be significantly impacted under Alt 4, yet only two
(Soto/Fourth and Atlantic/Whittier) are listed. The text should discuss the
impacts at Atlantic/Brooklyn in the City of Monterey Park, which the
figure on page 3-48 indicates would be significantly impacted even under
the relaxed significance thresholds used in the EIR/EIS.

Alternative 10. The discussion of Alt 10 at the bottom of page 3-59 is
also internally inconsistent. The text states that three intersections are
significantly impacted, and then proceeds to list five intersections. To
make matters worse, Table 3-2.7 on page 3-55 indicates that only two
intersections are significantly impacted under Alt 10. With these kinds of
internal inconsistencies, it is impossible to understand the traffic impacts

of the project.

The summary of impacts on page 3-60 needs to be revised in light of the
comments made herein, particularly after AM peak hour impacts are
studied.

17.  Traffic Impact Mitigation. Section 3-2.4 on pages 3-60 through 3-62 identifies
both generic mitigation measures and mitigation for specific intersections.

a.
27.0D
b.
27.EE
c.
27.FF
a.
27.GG
b.
27.HH
c.
27.1

Metro Red Line Eastern Extension

Some of the generic mitigation measures may involve additional impacts
which are not addressed in the EIR/EIS. For example, increasing
intersection approach capacities by restricting on-street parking would have
environmental impacts (because of increased parking demand) and
economic impacts on nearby businesses.

Confusingly, specific mitigation is suggested for Atlantic Boulevard at
First/SR-60 WB Ramp (Alt 4), even though the impacts at this location
were not considered significant by the text (p. 3-56) or Table 3-2.7 (p. 3-
54). This suggests another error or inconsistency in the traffic analysis.
Concerning widening the westbound ramp approach, what signal
improvements are proposed to accommodate this modification? Will
through-lanes align, or will split-phasing be required? What impact will
this have on the progression system in place on Atlantic Boulevard?

For the intersection of Atlantic Boulevard and Brooklyn Avenue in
Monterey Park, the text states simply: "Second northbound and
southbound left turn lanes needed; no feasible method to implement
identified.” No explanation is given concerning why these improvements
would be infeasible. The existence of this incurable traffic flow deficiency
along two major aerials should preclude further consideration of Alt 4.
Yet the final evaluation chart (Table 5-1, p. 5-4) presented at the end of
the EIR/EIS compares alternatives solely on the basis of impacts before

-
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18.

19.

20.

21.

mitigation, and makes no distinction between curable and incurable traffic
impacts.

d. Why are the impacts to Atlantic Boulevard at First Street and Brooklyn
Avenue only limited to Alt 47 Alt 10 also affects these intersections.
Again, insufficient information is provided in the EIR/EIS to adequate]y
review and confirm the findings. .

e. The text concludes, "When implemented, the measures identified above
would mitigate project impacts to insignificance.” This kind of "canned”
conclusion is misleading, given the admitted infeasibility of certain of the
mitigation measures.

Parking Utilization Survey. Where are the 455 parking spaces around Station

I (Table 3-3.1) located? Are residential on-street parking spaces included in the
analysis? Also, the parking utilization analysis was apparently based on a survey
conducted July 20-22, 1992. (See footnote to Table 3-3.1.) For Station I, this will
greatly overstate true parking capacity, since East L.A. Community College is not
in regular session during the summer. Another study must be performed during
the school year when normal school traffic is present.

Park_and Ride Parking Demand Mitigation. Proposed generic mitigation

measures for parking impacts are suggested on pages 3-72 and 3-73. There is no
discussion of the cost or feasibility of these alternatives, and no discussion of how
they might apply in a particular situation. This would be a good place to add an
analysis of the phased/cooperative park-and-ride parking options suggested for
Station I on pages S-9 and 2-18. What mitigation will be provided for the
increased cost to the City of Monterey Park to implement measures such as (i)
feeder bus lines; (ii) studies of neighborhood parking intrusion; (iii) parking
districts; (iv) signage; (v) rideshare programs, etc.?

Existing TL.and Use Map. The land use map on page 4-1.2 is hard to understand.
Shading patterns used on the map do not appear to correspond to patterns on the
legend. Some uses are not shown at all, such'as the commercial development on
the west side of Atlantic Boulevard between Brooklyn Avenue (Riggin Street) and
the 60 Freeway.

Impacts of Station I on Local Deve]opmen The discussion on page 4-1.22 of

impacts from the Atlantic/Brooklyn station in Monterey Park is inconsistent and
misleading. At the top of the page, the EIR/EIS acknowledges that the station
vicinity is "characterized by some of the lowest amounts of vacant land in the
study area (3.9 acres).” At the bottom of the page, however, the text states:
"Because of a sufficient pool of existing non-residential lot square feet in the
[Station I] influence area, the provision of rail service could have a beneficial
influence by supporting future commercial development and stimulating existing
commercial markets.” The latter statement not only contradicts the former, but
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22.

23.

it also ignores the fact that the largest auto dealership in Monterey Park would
have to be shut down to make room for the station entrance and parking. In fact
the project would have a serious adverse impact on the commercial base of the

City of Monterey Park.

Benefit to East Los Angeles Community College. Page 4-1.22 also makes

mention of the alleged benefits of providing rail access to the college. There is
no factual basis for concluding that rail service to the college is necessary. Given
the enormous cost of extending the line to this station and its impacts on the City
of Monterey Park, at least a transportation survey of college faculty, students and
administration should be conducted, and the rail alternatives should be compared
in costs and benefits with bus and shuttle alternatives.

Local Police, Paramedic and Fire Costs.

a. The discussion of municipal service cost impacts concludes without
analysis that there will be no significant impacts on local police and fire
service costs. Even if MTA personnel handle routine station and rail car
incidents, fire, police and paramedic services from the City may be
utilized for certain incidents and for areas adjacent to the stations. What
about fire and police protection for the proposed park and ride lots?
Police patrols required adjacent to the station entrances? Traffic control
and parking enforcement during construction and ongoing operation? The
cost to the City of Monterey Park of providing these services needs to be
analyzed and quantified in the EIR/EIS.

b. Coordination and cooperation between MTA security personnel and City
police officers will be required. A lack of effective and professional MTA
coverage in and around station areas will endanger and burden City
officers. Accordingly, it is imperative that sworn officers rather than

security guards be employed by MTA.

c. - The City would require a Memorandum of Understanding to be entered
into prior to the commencement of tonstruction, to cover procedures,
jurisdiction, and minimum staffing levels to be provided by MTA during
construction and operating phases. Mitigation should be identified for the
additional costs of training City police, fire and rescue personnel to deal
with station- and train-related safety equipment and risks. The City should
be consulted regarding station design and security equipment proposed for
Station I and adjacent parking areas. If video surveillance will be used,
surveillance recordings should be made available to the Monterey Park
Police Department as needed for law enforcement purposes.

d. What services would the Monterey Park Fire Department be asked to
provide? If the Department will be asked to provide any service to MTA
facilities, the following concerns need to be addressed:
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i Present staffing is insufficient for a project of this nature. No City
funds are available to expand current service.

ii. Projected ridership and potential incidents may overburden
emergency medical services.

iii. The Fire Department does not provide training for underground
firefighting.

iv. Mutual aid agencies (other fire and rescue departments) are not
obligated to provide assistance.

v. Fire prevention and inspection activity needs may overburden the
City’s fire prevention bureau.

Property Acquisitions. According to page 4-3.1, "Property acquisitions resulting
from the construction of the Eastside Corridor would be confined to station
entrance locations and off-street cut-and-cover construction areas for stations and
crossovers.” This clearly ignores vent and parking acquisitions. And while we
have not performed a legal analysis, it would appear that the right-of-way for the
subterranean rail tunnels would also have to be acquired.

Notice to Affected Property Owners. If it has not been done already, notice of
this proposed project and related public meetings and hearings should be mailed

directly to owners of property potentially subject to acquisition.

Employvee Displacement. Table 4-3.1 contains a misleading summary of
employees displaced by property acquisitions for each station alternative. The
omission of displacement for parking purposes suggests that Station I would have
minimal employment impacts, when in fact a large number of employees from the
displaced businesses would be affected.

a. North Parking Location. The north entrance/parking option for Station
I would displace a Chevron gas station” currently operating on the half-acre
site at the northwest corner of Atlantic and Brooklyn Avenue (Riggin
Street). This business displacement is not discussed in the EIR/EIS (see
Section 4-3.2, pp. 4-3.7 to 4-3.9). The business generates roughly
$35,000.00 in annual sales and property tax revenues to the City. Table
4-3.1 erroneously shows only one employee being affected by this option.
Discussion of visual impacts on page 4-5.13 also suggests that a portion
of the parking lot for the Community Thrift & Loan Bank building would
be taken for the station entrance and parking lot. If that is correct, there
would be significant impacts on the Bank and on the Monterey Park
Redevelopment Agency's proposed "Majestic” commercial center on that
site. None of these impacts is analyzed in the EIR/EIS.

-10-
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b. South Parking Location. The south entrance/parking option for Station
I would, as discussed above, require condemnation of the entire 3.5 acre
Camino Real Chevrolet property. Yet Table 4-3.1 shows only four
displaced employees. The property owner should be consulted to
determine the actual number of employees.

Need for Monterey Park Station. Figure 4-4.3 on page 4-4.7 shows that the
station proposed for Monterey Park, Station I, would serve the lowest number of
poor households without private transportation. Furthermore, there is no study
in the EIR/EIS which indicates that persons proposed to be served by Station I are
not adequately accommodated by existing bus service.

YVibration Impacts. Page 4-7.13 states that Alt 4 would pass under East L.A.
Community College, yet noise and vibration impacts on the college are not
addressed in Table 4-7.8 or the surrounding text. Noise and vibration impacts on
the Prado Center retail site should also be addressed. '

Soils_Conditions. The EIR/EIS states on page 4-8.5 that no information is
available on subsurface conditions for the majority of the proposed Brooklyn
Avenue Alignments (east of Soto). For a project of this size, test borings should
be conducted along the proposed route so that cost and hazard factors can be
identified. The borings should be at appropriate regular intervals, and should
extend to at least the depth of the proposed tunnel and station excavations. The
failure to adequately assess soil, groundwater and hazardous waste conditions in
advance of construction will prolong the excavation period and resulting impacts.

Dewatering Impacts. The text on page 4-8.5 also indicates that much of the
tunnelling east of Soto Street would occur below the local water table. According
to page 4-8.9, this would require water to be pumped out and discharged into the

storm drains.

a. How much water may be involved in the Monterey Park area? Where is
this water proposed to be discharged? If in fact the quantity of dewatering
is impossible to predict at a given location (see p. 4-9.12), then please
provide the range of actual quantities discharged during prior Red Line
construction.

b. According to the text, "suspended solids would be removed in siltation
basins and, where necessary, hydrocarbons would be removed in oil/water
separators.” Where would these basins and separators be located? What
kind of equipment and procedures are involved in this process?

c. The mitigation proposed for dewatering impacts (p. 4-9.13) is compliance
with "applicable” requirements of several RWQCB orders and an NPDES
permit. Since these requirements were imposed prior to the addition of
alternatives passing through Monterey Park, they may need to be updated

1t

Final EIS/EIR



27.EEE |

27.FFF

27.GGG

27.HHH

27.111

27.J4J

27 KKK

27.LLL

27.MMM

Metro Red Line Eastern Extension 6-177

|35.

31.

32.

33.

34.

36.

37.

38.

to anticipate or apply to construction activities in Monterey Park.

Subsurface Gas/Tunne] Fire Hazard. No discussion is given to the safety

record of past Red Line excavations. There was at least one major tunnel fire in
Los Angeles within the past 36 months. The experience with that fire should be
discussed, and an analysis should be made of the risk of a similar fire in the

proposed Eastside extension.

Hazardous Waste Sites. Table 4-8.1 shows that Alt 4 and Alt 10 (the two which
pass through Monterey Park) involve by far the most potential hazardous waste
sites. Which of the identified potential sites are located in Monterey Park, or
would affect soils extracted from the station excavation in Monterey Park?

Maximum Credible Earthquake. Page 4-6.8 states that a magnitude 6.8

earthquake on the Elysian Park Thrust is the maximum credible earthquake. The
Monterey Park police department reports that it frequently hears experts predict
a magnitude 8.0 earthquake in Southern California within the next 20-30 years.

Energy Consumption. The cursory one-page discussion of energy impacts on
page 4-11.1 fails to quantify or discuss the energy required to construct and
operate the rail alternatives or the energy savings alleged to occur because of
substituting rail trips for car trips. Generation of the electricity used by the trains
and hazards associated with electric rail should also be discussed.

Security Incidents. Data should be presented regarding the recent experience of
crime incidence along existing Red Line and Blue Line routes.

Community Facilities. The discussion of community' services on page 4-14.1
must be revised to include services provided by the City of Monterey Park.

Section 4(f) Historic Sites. The text on page 4-15.2 conflicts with the data in
Table 4-15.2. The text says that Alt 8 would involve the fewest historic sites (2)

and Alts 3 and 9B would affect the most. The table, by contrast, indicates that
Alts 7 and 8A would affect only one site, and ‘Alts 3, 9B and 10 each would affect
the most (7 sites).

Subsoil Extraction. One of the most significant environmental effects of the rail
alternatives would appear to be the extraction, transport, and discarding of soil
and rock from station and tunnel excavations. The EIR/EIS makes no attempt to
quantify this impact, stating only that the amount of material withdrawn is
"substantial” (p. 4-8.6) and could, unless contaminated, be sold or deposited in
a Class III landfill.

a. What is the total amount of soil excavated under each rail alternative?
What is the impact on declining landfill space? What percentage of
excavated material from past Red Line excavations was sold vs. sent to a

11
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landfill?

b. What amount of material would be extracted at the Monterey Park (Station
I) location? How many double-load tractor trailer trips would be required
to export this material? How many truck loads per day would occur
during the peak excavation period? Where would the trucks queue up
awaiting loads? What mitigation is proposed for the wear-and-tear on road
surfaces?

c. What landfills will be used to receive the material? How far away are
they? What haul routes are proposed through Monterey Park? What are
the traffic impacts of these truck trips?

Extent of Surface Excavation. The EIR/EIS presents incomplete and

inconsistent information regarding surface excavation required for Station I
(Atlantic/Brooklyn).

a. Will an additional 250 feet of Atlantic Boulevard have to be torn up to
install a track crossover at Station I? Appendix 5 shows a crossover at
Station I for Alt 10, but not for Alt 4. Table 4-16.1 and Table 4-16.15
indicate no crossover at Station I. The text fails to indicate one way or the

other.

b. Section 4-16.1.2 on page 4-16.14 states innocuously that stub-end tail
tracks east of the Atlantic station will be constructed by cut-and-cover
methods. Does this mean that under Alt 10 an additional 2000 feet of
Atlantic Boulevard, extending nearly to Brightwood Street, would have to
be torn up? No discussion of the impacts of such extended surface

excavation is presented.

c. Page 4-16.14 also mentions that "pocket tracks" at various points along the
line would be constructed by cut-and-cover methods. Yet the EIR/EIS
makes no attempt to indicate the number, size, location, or impacts
associated with these track features. ~

Support of Adjacent Structures. The text states on page 4-16.4 that MTA will

monitor adjacent buildings for movement and subsidence during construction.
What specific procedures and equipment would be used? How effective have
these measures been in previous Red Line construction? Has there been any
unexpected damage to adjacent structures? Will special support issues arise if the
line passes under the Pomona (60) Freeway?

Location of Staging Areas. The text mentions on page 4-16.16 that 2,500 to
5,000 sq. yd. staging sites will be needed for construction of each station. Where

would the staging site for Station I be located? What would be the impact to
adjacent homes and businesses?
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42.  Construction Impacts on Traffic. The general discussion of construction
methods indicates that Atlantic Boulevard would be reduced to only two lanes of

traffic for a period of three years.

a. The analysis of impacts at specific station sites is grossly inadequate. The
EIR/EIS offers nothing more than an "X" in a table (Table 4-16.2)
marking whether or not a particular study intersection may be significantly
impacted. = Likely impacted intersections such as Atlantic/Floral,
Collegian/Floral and Collegian/First are not analyzed. This kind of
shallow analysis tends to downplay the potentially severe local effects of

the construction gridlock.

27.0QQ b. A detailed traffic study should be performed showing construction impacts
on levels of service. Traffic may be diverted onto surrounding local
streets, increasing noise and congestion. These impacts, though not
permanent, must be weighed against the supposed mobility gains from the

project.

c. The new construction traffic impact study should look at AM peak
conditions as well as PM, and include peak (school year) East L.A.
Community College parking and traffic assumptions.

43, Construction Air Quality Impacts. Air emissions from construction are

deceptively understated in the EIR/EIS by being broken down into station-by-
station emissions. (See pp. 4-16.28 through 4-16.31.) Although the text
acknowledges that more than one station could be under construction at one time,
it claims that the proximity and distribution of work is too speculative to predict.
27.RRR Data from previous Red Line construction as to the total amount of equipment and
manpower in use during peak construction periods should be provided. This
would provide a rough basis for-calculation of project impacts. Contrary to the
terminology used on page 4-16.31, these are project impacts, not cumulative
impacts under CEQA. The EIR/EIS should also examine the impacts of project
construction in combination with impacts from construction and operation of

related projects.

44, Utility Disruption/Relocation.

a. Will any utility service be disrupted during construction? What has been’
the past experience with Red Line construction? What mitigation measures
are planned?

27.8SS b. The 81-inch concrete storm drain in Atlantic Boulevard is one of the

largest utilities that the proposed rail line construction would encounter.
A specific discussion should be provided concerning how this utility will
be handled during construction.

-14-
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Coordination with City. If any construction goes forward in the City of
Monterey Park, construction plans, utility relocation plans, work schedules, dust

and erosion control procedures, traffic control plans, and haul routes should be
submitted to the City for advance review and approval. A 24-hour hot line should
be set up for the City’s use in emergencies. The City should be included at all
pre-construction meetings and construction progress meetings. The City building
and fire officials must review all plans, including street access points and
driveways for parking facilities, and landscaping plans.

Business Disruption. No information, other than the number of businesses
affected, is given in the EIR/EIS. Discussion and analysis of disruption and
proposed mitigation for specific businesses around Station I in Monterey Park
should be included. Apart from the impact to private business owners, there is
an impact on the Monterey Park Redevelopment Agency’s multi-million dollar
investments in redevelopment projects in the vicinity of Station I. There is no
factual basis in the EIR/EIS to suggest that the alleged long-term benefits of the
rail line would outweigh the adverse impacts of the extended construction period

and the loss of revenue-producing properties.

The City would also encourage the MTA to develop a Business Disruption
Compensation Program to assist those businesses trying to survive the losses
created by the Red Line construction.

Mitigation Monitoring. A mitigation monitoring program should be developed
and circulated for public review and comment.

Summary of Unavoidable Impacts. The summary of unavoidable significant
impacts on page 4-18.1 should be revised in light of the above comments. Among

other things:

a. Traffic. The conclusion that significant traffic impacts for all rail
alternatives is unavoidable appears to be inconsistent with the analysis in
the EIR/EIS. Specifically, the discussion of mitigation measures on pages
3-61 and 3-62 suggests that only some of the rail alternatives require
mitigation which is deemed infeasible.

b. Fiscal. The loss of the Camino Real Chevrolet dealership would have an
impact of $200,000.00 annually on the City of Monterey Park. In
addition, police, paramedic and fire service costs would increase because

of the rail station and parking development.

c. Solid Waste. The summary fails to acknowledge the impacts of excavated
material on limited landfill capacity.

Impacts Not Found Significant. Based on the above comments, the conclusion
that impacts on "(8) safety and security ... and (10) construction impacts - traffic,
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parking, air quality and utilities” are not significant (p. 4-18.2) needs to be
reexamined.

50.  Growth-Inducing Impacts. The discussion of growth-inducing impacts on page

27.AAAA 4-18.2 should include an analysis of future rail line extensions (or linked services)

from the tail ends under consideration.

51.  Financial Analysis and Evaluation of Alternatives. (Chapter 5, pp. 5-1 to 5-8.)

d.

27.BBBB

27.CCCC

27.0DDD

27.EEEE

27.FFFF

Metro Red Line Eastem Extension

The text states that the Red Line is the MTA’s "top priority” and that the
MTA has already "committed to implementing the Eastside Extension."
This may explain why much of the EIR/EIS analysis (particularly the
narrow range of alternatives considered) appears to be a justification of a
foregone conclusion rather than a good faith analysis of alternatives.

The side-by-side comparison of alternatives (Table 5-1) is presented in a
manner which precludes a meaningful evaluation of the "no project” and
"TSM" alternatives. For example, these alternatives are shown as having
annual operating and maintenance costs of $94 million, based on the costs
running the Red Line segments west of Union Station. The appropriate
comparison would be between $0 annually for the TSM and No-Project
alternatives as compared to $23-31 million in incremental operating costs
for each of the rail alternatives. Similarly, several of the impact categories
show "N/A™ for the TSM and No-Project alternatives, when "0" would be
the appropriate basis for comparison (this would be the case, for example,
with "number of intersections with significant impacts under CEQA" and
"number of potential pre-existing hazardous waste sites near rail

alignments™).

Setting aside the operational air emissions benefits, which the EIR/EIS
acknowledges are "small” (p. 4-6.7) and the questionable travel time
savings (see above comment re assumptions), the No-Project and TSM
alternatives are clearly environmentally superior. They would avoid the
numerous unavoidable impacts associated with the rail alternatives, and at
a tremendous cost savings to the public. The EIR/EIS is flawed in failing
to identify the environmentally superior alternative.

When economic costs are considered, the advantages of the TSM and No-
Project alternatives are even more striking. For example, the annual
operating costs of the rail alternatives alone far exceed the dollar value of
the travel time saved as presented in Table 5-1.

As noted above, other far less expensive alternatives, not considered in the
EIR/EIS, may be able to achieve the same air quality and mobility benefits
projected for the rail alternatives.

6-181 Final EIS/EIR



a.

27.GGGG

52. Lines Ending Short of Monterev Park are Superior. If a rail project

nevertheless is to go forward, then, given the impacts discussed above and the
poor cost-benefit ratio of extending the rail line into Monterey Park, line
configurations which end short of Monterey Park are environmentally superior.

Alternative 10. Alt 10 is essentially the same as Alt 3, but with an added
leg extending north into Monterey Park. As shown on the summary table
on page 5-3, the addidonal 1.2 mile leg would cost nearly
$300,000,000.00, but would serve only 2,000 additional (round-trip) daily
riders. The extra leg therefore would cost $150,000.00 per added rider,
compared with a unit cost of $50,000.00 per rider for the first 5.8 miles.
The EIR/EIS failed to consider the reduced marginal benefits of the
extension into Monterey Park, or to consider possible alternatives such as
adding shuttle bus service between East L.A. Community College and the
Whittier/Atlantic terminus for Alt 3.

Alternative 4. Similarly, with Alt 4, the line makes a lengthy (and
therefore extremely costly) detour in order to reach Monterey Park. The
EIR/EIS presents insufficient information to make a determination, but it
would appear that the marginal benefit from the detour into Monterey Park
is far outweighed by the costs and environmental impacts. - Alternatives
similar to Alt 4, but ending at Brooklyn/Eastern, or proceeding directly
from Brooklyn/Eastern to Whittier/Goodrich should have been considered.

53.  Recirculation Required. Based on the inadequacies noted above, the EIR/EIS
27 HHHH must be revised and recirculated. Alternatives entering the City of Monterey Park
’ should be eliminated unless a configuration acceptable to city officials can be

devised.

Metro Red Line Eastern Extension
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Responses to: Chris J. Jeffers, City Manager, City of Monterey Park

27.A

27.B

27C

27.D

27.E

27.F

(Comment Letter number 27)

MTA appreciates the City of Monterey Park’s support for regional and local mass-
transit facilities, including its monetary and staffing support for the Metrolink rail
station at California State University, Los Angeles.

The stated opposition from the City of Monterey Park to alternatives 4 and 10 was
one of many reasons for the selection of the Locally Preferred Alternative, which
does not pass through the City of Monterey Park.

As stated in the comment, the City of Monterey Park was not included in the
Interagency Management Committee meetings because at the time that committee
was formed, the MTA was not considering any alignments through the City of
Monterey Park. The MTA regrets that the City of Monterey Park was not included
earlier in the process. However, the city was provided the opportunity to comment
on the alignments considered in the AA/DEIS/DEIR, and the city’'s comments on
the AA/DEIS/DEIR were a major factor in the decision not to select alternatives
through the city.

As shown in the AA/DEIS/DEIR, a number of options appeared to be reasonable
and feasible for the provision of improved transit service to the Eastside Corridor.
The MTA made an effort to ensure that the community had a broad range of
alternatives to review and evaluate. The AA/DEIS/DEIR was designed to a evaluate
these multiple alternatives. Based on comments received during the federal and
state scoping process, two alternatives were added (Alternatives 4 and 10) that
would provide service to the East Los Angeles Community College and the City of
Monterey Park. Sub-alternatives were identified in an effort to review techniques for
reducing community impacts, e.g., multiple off-street station options.

It became clear to the MTA during the preparation of the AA/DEIS/DEIR and the
selection of the Locally Preferred Alternative that the alternatives and sub-alternatives
presented were very different (rather than similar as suggested by the comment) in
their service characteristics and impacts, and the MTA made every effort to identify
these differences to aid the reader in the review of the alternatives. The
AA/DEIS/DEIR was designed to aid rather than obscure this evaluation process,
and the MTA hopes that it succeeded in this effort.

It is important to note here that the stated opposition from the City of Monterey Park
to alternatives 4 and 10 was one of many reasons for the selection of the Locally
Preferred Alternative, which does not pass through the City of Monterey Park.

Inclusion of the number of alternatives and sub-alternatives in the AA/DEIS/DEIR
did serve to lengthen the environmental document, but it also allowed for the review
of multiple reasonable and feasible alternatives and sub-alternatives.

See Responses to comments 27.D. and 27.E.
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The MTA has ongoing programs designed to review and implement TDM measures.
Promotion of the buy-back program, while useful in reducing air emissions, is not
designed to improve the mobility and access for a given area. As identified in the
AA/DEIS/DEIR, the Eastside Corridor is very transit-dependent (although this is less
true for the Monterey Park alternatives 4 and 10). Car-pooling options would
therefore be less effective for this Corridor. Reduction in bus fares also would not
be expected to be as effective in increasing the use of transit, since a high
percentage of residents are already dependent on public transportation. The heavy-
rail atternative was selected to improve regional access and reduce travel times for
the residents and employees in this highly transit-dependent Corridor.

MTA appreciates the suggestions regarding a station at the East Los Angeles
Community College. As noted above, the Locally Preferred Alterative does not
include an alignment or stations within the City of Monterey Park, and does not
serve the Community College. The station identified in the AA/DEIS/DEIR for
Monterey Park was located so as to serve not only the Community College but also
the retail establishments along Atlantic Boulevard.

While identification of a preferred alternative is acceptable under the California
Environmental Quality Act, the National Environmental Policy Act regulations require
that all alternatives be treated equally. Federal Transit Administrative regulations and
procedures call for the selection of a locally preferred alternative after a draft
Environmental Impact Statement is circulated.

Based on a number of community comments and recommendations (as shown in
this Chapter of this FEIS/FEIR) and the information in the AA/DEIS/DEIR, the MTA
Board was able to differentiate between the atternatives and select a Locally
Preferred Alternative. See also responses to comments 27.C. and 27.D.

Comment acknowledged.

The Brookiyn/Atlantic Station is not part of the Locally Preferred Alternative. The
MTA intends to provide sufficient parking to accommodate demand as it increases
from the initial phase through the forecast year 2010; the intent for phasing is to
identify the possibility of providing parking spaces via joint development, so that the
costs for parking can be partially offset and the spaces can serve more than one
use. The visual, traffic and air quality impacts of parking facilities are discussed in
Sections 4-5, 3-3 and 4-6 of the AA/DEIS/DEIR and sections 3-2, 3-3 and 4-6 of
this FEIS/FEIR.

The Brooklyn/Atlantic Station is not part of the Locally Preferred Alternative. The
AA/DEIS/DEIR is based on conceptual plans for a number of alternatives. More
specific engineering and planning supports the analysis of the Locally Preferred
Alternative (LPA) in this FEIS/FEIR.

The AA/DEIS/DEIR did recognize that acquisition of the Camino Real automobile
dealership would represent a significant fiscal impact for the City of Monterey Park.
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This impact was among the reasons for not selecting Alternatives 4 or 10 as the
Locally Preferred Alternative.

Copies of reports incorporated in the AA/DEIS/DEIR by reference were publicly
available at MTA offices during the AA/DEIS/DEIR review period. In order to
provide a concise report that facilitates the reader’'s ability to evaluate the
alternatives, the AA/DEIR/DEIS includes only that information from the report that
is sufficient to provide an understanding of the project background or relevant to the
AA/DEIR/DEIS analyses.

Because the Locally Preferred Alternative does not include Station | and would not
result in significant impacts on growth and development patterns in the vicinity of
that station location, mitigation is not necessary.

The Locally Preferred Alternative does not include Station | and does not traverse
the area served by the Spirit bus service. The potential for connections of local
transit services to the Locally Preferred Alternative (LPA) stations is discussed in
Section 3-1 of this FEIS/FEIR.

The list of related projects in the AA/DEIS/DEIR was based on projects with
completed EIRs within 0.4 miles of the station locations. The LPA does not pass
through the City of Monterey Park and none of the station study areas include
portions of the City of Monterey Park.

A further eastward Red Line extension is beyond the scope of the currently
proposed project. The potential for a future expansion is not clearly defined at this
time and therefore is not discussed as a related project.

Operating and maintenance costs are gross costs.
Please see response to comment 27.C, above.

The AA/DEIS/DEIR was written with the intention of being understood by a non-
technical audience. In response to this comment, an extra effort was made to avoid
the use of technical terms and to define them where their use is necessary in this
FEIS/FEIR.

Graphics have been revised for this FEIS/FEIR to provide greater clarity. In Figure
3-3.1 of the AA/DEIS/DEIR, the numbers in the black arrows indicate the number
of express buses (not passengers) during the AM peak hour on I-10, I-5 and Route
60. Shading was provided on major routes to graphically represent the magnitude
of flow on those routes.

Travel patterns and commuting times associated with the LPA, as compared to
existing conditions, are further discussed in Section 3-1 of this FEIS/FEIR. The TSM
alternative is no longer under consideration and therefore is not discussed in this
FEIS/FEIR. Travel time comparisons are meant to illustrate the differences between
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alternatives relative to each other, not to serve as a precise measure of future
conditions.

Bus transit service will remain the primary transit mode for the majority of the transit
riders in the region. Bus service will not be removed from the transit system but will
be modified in the LPA study area to provide effective bus/rail interface connections.
Feeder bus service will provide connections to the LPA for local and regional trips
as well as serving shorter trips. Patrons may still utilize bus service if they find the
bus mode more attractive than rail. The LPA will provide a transit alternative which
may be faster and more comfortable than bus transit. Region wide travel demand
forecasts support this conclusion.

Because the Brooklyn/Atlantic station is not included in the LPA, traffic conditions
in this area are not further discussed in this FEIS/FEIR. Street name corrections
have been made in this FEIS/FEIR where applicable.

See response to comment 27.X, above.
See response to comment 27.X, above.

See response to comment 27.X, above. Data for the CMA analysis conducted for
the LPA as part of this FEIS/FEIR will be available for review at the MTA offices, as
they were for the AA/DEIS/DEIR.

The Atlantic/First intersection under Alternative 4 should have been included in the
list of intersections predicted to operate at LOS E or worse in Table 3-2.5

See response to comments 27.X and 27.AA, above. See Section 3-2.4 for a
discussion of mitigation measures for traffic impacts caused by the project.

The FEIS states in Section 3-2.2 how "significant" traffic impacts are defined, as
follows:

For this study, an intersection is considered to be significantly
affected if project traffic is projected to cause a deterioration in level
of service to E or worse, or results in an increase in the
Volume/Capacity ratio of 0.02 or more at an intersection projected
to operate at LOS E or worse under No-build conditions.

These criteria were established by MTA for previous Metro Red Line projects and
were used as the criteria for this project as well so as to maintain consistency in
regional rail analysis. Tables presented in Section 3-2 document intersection
Volume/Capacity ratios and leveis of service with and without the project and show
the exact impact of the project at each location.

Mitigation measures have been recommended for all intersections where significant
impacts are identified based on the significance criteria established by MTA for rail
projects. See Section 3-2.4 for mitigation measures.
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The implementation of local intersection improvements may temporarily resuit in
localized, short-term air quality benefits due to enhanced traffic flows achieved
through reduced congestion. Such improvements will not, however, result in the
reduction of and may even increase vehicle trips or vehicle miles travelled.
Increases in automobile travel will adversely affect emissions and air quality in the
longer term, while transit projects such as the Red Line will result in a net decrease
in vehicle trips, vehicle miles travelled and emissions per state and federal air quality
mandates. SCAG regional and subregional travel forecasts conducted for the
Regional Comprehensive Plan Mobility Element indicate that alternatives which
emphasize improvements to existing surface transportation systems will fail to meet
federal mobility and air quality mandates.

The statement on page 3-56 of the AA/DEIS/DEIR should read as follows:

‘compared to No-build conditions, station access traffic is expected to result in
significant impacts at four intersections: Soto Street at Fourth Street; Route 101 SB
Ramps at Fourth Street; Atlantic Boulevard at Brooklyn Avenue; and Atlantic
Boulevard at Whittier Avenue."

The LPA would not affect these intersections or any other intersections in the Clty
of Monterey Park.

The statement on page 3-59 of the AA/DEIS/DEIR should read as follows:

"compared to No-build conditions, station access traffic under Alternative 10 is
expected to result in significant impacts at three intersections: Boyle Street at First
Street; Route 101 SB Ramps at Fourth Street; and Atlantic Boulevard at Whittier
Avenue."

The summary of impacts in the AA/DEIS/DEIR has been corrected according to
responses 27.DD and 27.EE, above.

Secondary impacts of all traffic-related mitigation measures such as the potential
reduction in parking supply due to intersection improvements are noted in the FEIS.

Mitigation may be applied to impacts that are less than significant. Because the
LPA would not result in impacts on Atlantic Boulevard at First/SR-60 WB Ramp, this
intersection is not analyzed in this FEIS/FEIR.

Because the LPA would not result in impacts on the Atlantic Boulevard/Brooklyn
Avenue intersection, this intersection is not analyzed in this FEIS/FEIR.

Because the LPA would not result in impacts on Atlantic Boulevard at First Street
and Brooklyn Avenue, these intersections are not analyzed in this FEIS/FEIR.

Because alternatives 4 and 10 were not selected as the LPA, traffic impacts on
intersections in Monterey Park associated with those alternatives would not occur
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and mitigation measures for those impacts are not further discussed in this
FEIS/FEIR.

Because station | is not included in the LPA, parking utilization in the area of this
station is not further discussed in this FEIS/FEIR.

The LPA does not include any stations within the City of Monterey Park and
therefore would not result in parking impacts in the city. Mitigation measures for
parking impacts specific to the LPA are discussed in greater detail in Section 3-3.4
of this FEIS/FEIR.

Because the LPA does not pass through the City of Monterey Park and would not
result in any land use impacts on the city. Land use maps for the LPA, provided in
Section 4-1, were refined and clarified.

The environmental impacts associated with alternatives that include Station | and the
expressed local opposition to those alternatives were among many reasons for the
selection of the Locally Preferred Alternative, which does not include Station |. The
apparent inconsistency can be clarified by recognizing that the first statement refers
to vacant land zoned for residential use while the second statement refers to
commercially zoned vacant land.

The AA/DEIS/DEIR states on page 4-1.22 that Station | could result in a potentially
beneficial influence by providing direct access to east Los Angeles City College but
does not conclude that rail service to the college is necessary. Station | is not
included in the Locally Preferred Alternative.

The LPA does not pass through or include any stations within the City of Monterey
Park and therefore would not result in any increased municipal service costs for the
City of Monterey Park. See Section 4-16 of this FEIS/FEIR for a discussion of
municipal services impacts for the LPA.

MTA agrees that coordination and cooperation between MTA security personnel
and local police officers will be required. MTA will provide full-time qualified police
coverage of the system once completed, consistent with Red Line policy.

The LPA does not pass through or include any stations within the City of Monterey
Park and therefore would not require a Memorandum of Understanding with the city.

The Locally Preferred Alternative does not pass through the jurisdictional boundaries
of the City of Monterey Park and therefore the Monterey Park Fire Department would
not be asked to provide regular services for the project.

Please refer to Section 4-3 of this FEIS/FEIR for a discussion of property
acquisitions and where tunnel easement requirements. Potential acquisitions for
vent shafts along tunnel line sections are discussed in Section 4-18.1.3 of this
FEIS/FEIR. Permanent loss of parking lots is shown in Table 4-3.1 in this
FEIS/FEIR and temporary loss of parking spaces is addressed in Section 4-3.
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In order to inform the local residents and businesses of the proposed project, MTA
posted a public notice in local newspapers (i.e., Los Angeles Times, Eastside
Journal, Eastern Group, La Opinion, Los Angeles Journal) including the dates and
locations of AA/DEIS/DEIR public hearings. Public notices were posted 45 days
in advance of the public hearing dates. In addition, flyers announcing the dates and
locations of the public hearing were personally distributed to all residents and
businesses along the affected routes.

Station | is not included in the LPA and therefore no employee displacement
impacts are expected at this location. The property acquisition/displacement
analysis presented in Section 4-3 of this FEIS/FEIR includes acquisition required for
parking facilities.

The LPA does not include a station at Brooklyn/Atlantic and would therefore not
affect either the Chevron gas station located on the northwest corner of Brooklyn
and Atlantic Avenues or the Community Thrift and Loan Bank building.

The LPA does not include a station at Brooklyn/Atlantic and would therefore not
affect the Camino Real Chevrolet property.

The LPA does not include a station at Brooklyn/Atlantic. The low number of poor
households without private transportation and adequacy of local bus service around
Station | (Brooklyn/Atlantic) were contributing factors to the selection of an
alternative that did not include this station.

The LPA does not pass under East L.A. Community College or the area near the
college and therefore would not result in noise or vibration impacts on college
buildings.

The noise and vibration analysis for the AA/DEIS/DEIR accounted for the tunnel
depth, distance from potentially affected buildings to the tunnel, general soil
characteristics, train operation parameters in the adjacent portion of the alignment,
and characteristics of the affected buildings, including their sensitivity to noise
and/or vibration. Based on this data the analysis indicated that there would be no
significant impacts on buildings of the college campus if alternative 4 had been
selected. Similarly, significant impacts on the Prado Center retail center wouid not
be expected.

Soil borings along the LPA and in adjacent areas were undertaken as part of the
preliminary engineering program to identify subsurface soil conditions, potential
hazards, if any, and other relevant geotechnical information required for the tunnel
alignment and configuration. Areas that have the potential for hazardous materials
such as abandoned oil fields, were subjected to extensive soil boring tests. The
results of these tests are summarized in Section 4-9 of this FEIS/FEIR, along with
the identification of ground water and hazardous waste conditions and appropriate
measures to either avoid or mitigate hazardous waste problems.
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The soil boring program will be even more extensive during the final design phases
in order to ensure that the subsurface soil conditions will be fully known prior to the
completion of the final design work for the tunnel and stations.

The LPA does not enter and would not require dewatering in the City of Monterey
Park.

Because the area involved in the LPA alignment is several miles from the site where
water was present in previous Red Line construction (MOS-1) and had to be
pumped and treated prior to its discharge into the Los Angeles River in accordance
with established Water Quality Control Board requirements, the volumes of MOS-1
water discharge are not relevant to the proposed project. It is important to note,
however, that the water volumes estimated in the MOS-1 preliminary engineering
and final design analyses were not present, in fact, when the construction contractor
began excavation in the vicinity of Union Station. Because the water volumes were
significantly less than anticipated, the measures taken by the contractor were more
than adequate.

Siltation basins and oil/water separators would be located in close proximity to the
materials being removed. At this point in the project’s preliminary engineering, the
locations of basins and separators have not been identified. The specific
procedures and types of equipment involved would depend on the volume of water
to be removed and also have not been defined at this point in the project’s
engineering.

Because the LPA does not enter the City of Monterey Park, updating requirements
to apply to construction in Monterey Park was not necessary.

In regard to subsurface gas/tunnel fire hazards, the experience of MTA is that no
previous MTA tunnel fires or hazards have resulted from methane gas or any
subsurface gas conditions. The tunnel fire in 1990 that occurred in the vicinity of the
construction at Union Station stemmed from the use of wooden lagging to support
the tunnel excavation. The fire was caused by a welder’s torch which apparently
caused hot metal to fall down onto the wooden lagging which resulted in a fire
several hours later after the workers had left the site. Immediately after the fire, the
practice of contractors using wooden lagging at station and tunnel construction sites
was prohibited by the Rail Construction Corporation which is the arm of MTA that
is responsible for the construction program.

The LPA does not enter the City of Monterey Park, and therefore would not affect
or be affected by any potential hazardous waste sites in Monterey Park.

In terms of maximum credible earthquakes, the Elysian Park thrust fault is projected
to have a magnitude of no greater than 6.8 by experts at Cal Tech and elsewhere.
The reference to magnitude 8.0 earthquakes is on the San Andreas fault which
passes no closer than 40 miles to downtown Los Angeles. The probable effects of
a magnitude 8.0 earthquake on the San Andreas fault would be much less than a
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6.8 earthquake with an epicenter in the vicinity of the tunnel alignment identified as
part of the LPA.

Previous Metro Rail energy consumption analyses have demonstrated that the
differences between rail and no build alternatives are not significant enough to
warrant detailed analyses. For example, the 1987 Los Angeles Rail Rapid Transit
Project DEIS/DEIR showed a savings of approximately 3,000 billion BTU with rail
transit compared to a base consumption level of 643,635 bilion BTU.
Consequently, Section 4-11 of the AA/DEIS/DEIR focused on identifying
opportunities for energy conservation during operation of the system.

The electrical rail will be covered and is located away from boarding platforms, thus
it is not expected to present a hazard to system riders.

Experience with security issues along the existing Red and Blue lines has
contributed to the development of MTA’s current security system. Please see
Section 4-13 of this FEIS/FEIR for a discussion of security issues.

The LPA does not pass through the City of Monterey Park and therefore effects on
community services provided by the city are not expected to occur.

The AA/DEIS/DEIR text should have indicated that Alternatives 7 and 8A would
require the fewest “uses" of 4(f) sites and Alternatives 3, 9B and 10 would involve the
greatest number of sites.

The amount of material to be excavated at each station and tunnel segment is
estimated in Section 4-18 (Construction Impacts) of this FEIS/FEIR.

The Atlantic/Brookiyn station (Station I) discussed in the AA/DEIS/DEIR within
Monterey Park is not included within the LPA.

Section 4-18 of the FEIR/FEIS estimates the number of truck trips required to haul
excavated material by station and tunnel segment and describes potential haul
routes. Disposition of Class Il soils excavated during construction will be at the
discretion of the contractor. Often, the contractor is able to sell the soil for use as
fill at other sites. In the interest of cost savings and efficiency, the MTA does not
limit the use of this soil by the contractor. Therefore the ultimate destination of
excavated material cannot be determined. The construction traffic impact analysis
in Section 4-18.2 of this FEIS/FEIR includes trucks required to remove material from
the site.

Station | (Brooklyn/Atlantic) is not included in the LPA and therefore is not further
discussed in this FEIS/FEIR.

Support of adjacent structures would be accomplished by use of excavation support
systems, in conjunction with proper excavation and bracing procedures. As
described in Section 4-18 of this FEIS/FEIR, a soldier pile and timber lagging
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sheeting system would be used. The construction equipment required is also
discussed in Section 4-18.

Past experience has demonstrated the overall effectiveness of these measures.
Where damage has occurred, MTA has negotiated settiements. The current Red
Line system was constructed under the I-110 freeway without any complications.

Station | (Brooklyn/Atlantic) is not included in the Locally Preferred Alternative and
therefore no further construction planning or analysis beyond that provided in the
AA/DEIS/DEIR has been undertaken.

Further detailed analysis of construction impacts on intersection LOS were
conducted for the LPA and are discussed in Section 4-18.2 of this FEIS/FEIR. The
analysis covers all potentially affected intersections in the vicinity of the stations,
examines LOS changes, and includes peak AM, peak PM, and school year traffic
condition assumptions.

This FEIS/FEIR provides the MTA’s best estimate for the construction activities that
are likely to occur simultaneously and compares the predicted cumulative emissions
to the SCAQMD thresholds in a separate table. Please see Section 4-18 of this
FEIS/FEIR.

The total emissions resulting from simultaneous construction activity is considered
a project impact under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). The term
"cumulative” was used in the AA/DEIS/DEIR to convey that these impacts were the
sum of multiple construction activities. The addition of impacts associated with the
construction and operation of related projects is not expected to result in any
significant increase in air quality impacts due the limited number and small scale of
related projects near station sites. In addition, these related projects are expected
to be completed before construction of the eastern extension begins. Please see
Section 2-8 of this FEIS/FEIR for a discussion of related projects.

Piease see Section 4-18.6 of this FEIS/FEIR for a complete discussion of utility
disruption and relocation. There have been no significant disruptions to utility
service associated with past Red Line construction.

An 81-inch storm drain does not exist at the Whittier/Atlantic station. An 18-inch
storm drain does exist at the site and will be protected during construction.

The LPA does not involve any construction activity within the City of Monterey Park,
thus no coordination is required.

The LPA does not include Station | (Brooklyn/Atlantic) and does not involve any
construction within the City of Monterey Park, therefore business disruption in the
city would not occur.

Under CEQA, the lead agency (MTA) must adopt a mitigation monitoring plan along
with the Final EIR. There is no provision under either NEPA or CEQA for a public
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review period or for public hearings related to this mitigation monitoring plan. CEQA
does require that responses to comments made by a public agency be provided to
that agency 10 days prior to certification of the EIR under CEQA.

Consistent with the spirit of this comment, however, the MTA has gone beyond the
legal requirements in the development of the mitigation monitoring plan. In an effort
to provide for a continuing dialogue between the MTA and the community, the MTA
has worked directly with a Review Advisory Committee (RAC) made up of 26
community representatives. Continuing discussions with a community committee
during the development of the mitigation monitoring plan is unprecedented for the
Metro program, i.e., this approach was not taken for the first iwo segments of Metro
System. The MTA has discussed with the RAC the results of the preliminary
engineering, the proposed construction methods and the mitigation issues identified
by the RAC as critical; and comments made by the RAC have been taken into
account in the development of the mitigation monitoring plan for the project.

Comment noted. Please see Section 3-2 of this FEIS/FEIR for a discussion of traffic
impacts associated with the LPA.

The LPA does not include a station at Brooklyn/Atlantic and does not enter the City
of Monterey Park, thus the city would not be subject to potential negative fiscal
impacts.

See response 27.MMM, above.

The conclusion as to what impacts are not significant has been reexamined in this
FEIS/FEIR in light of a more focused analysis of the LPA and comments received
regarding the AA/DEIS/DEIR. Please see Section 4-19.2 of this FEIS/FEIR for an
identification of impacts found not to be significant under CEQA.

The MTA is responsible for developing a transit system for the Los Angeles County
portion of the Southern California Association of Governments’ (SCAG) regional
transportation planning area. The MTA has developed a 30-Year Integrated
Transportation Plan that establishes a framework of transportation policies and
projects designed to address current and projected mobility needs in Los Angeles
County. The elements of this plan, including future rail line extensions, are designed
to respond to and alleviate the negative effects associated with growth, not to
induce growth. Thus, the discussion of growth-inducing impacts related to this
project does not include an analysis of future rail line extensions.

The AA/DEIS/DEIR considered eight rail alternatives, a transportation systems
management alternative, and a no-build alternative. The LPA emerged from an
analysis of these alternatives and reflects a great degree of public input.

Comment noted. Although the suggested changes to Table 5-1 may, in some
cases, be appropriate, the table does not preclude meaningful comparison of the
alternatives presented in the AA/DEIS/DEIR.
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Environmentally adverse effects as well as environmentally beneficial effects were
considered in selecting an environmentally superior alternative in the
AA/DEIS/DEIR. Although the No Build and TSM Alternatives would result in the
fewest adverse environmental effects, they would not result in the beneficial effects
on transit services and air quality that are anticipated with the rail alternatives. The
conclusion is that the net effect of the rail alternatives is environmentally superior.

The decision to proceed with a rail project is based on a variety of considerations
of which economic cost is one. Other benefits that are considered in this decision
include achieving regional transportation goals, accomplishing air quality
improvements associated with implementation of transportation control measures,
and the improvement of transportation service to an extremely transit dependent
portion of the region.

The MTA has assessed a full range of alternatives designed to meet that project’s
goals, as described in the Draft and Final EISs/EIRs.

The LPA does not resemble alternatives 4 and 10 from the AA/DEIS/DEIR and does
not pass through the City of Monterey Park.

The AA/DEIS/DEIR and its public review meet all the NEPA and CEQA requirements
and does not require recirculation. Comments expressed by City of Monterey Park
officials were among the many reasons that contributed to the selection of the LPA,
which does not enter the City of Monterey Park.

Final EIS/EIR



CITY OF MONTEREY PARK

320 west newmark avenue » monterey park, california 917‘44_5\ M '
« municipal servicesﬂggits&” 2 M.T.4A
2

JreNeTy

‘MII: 3y
June 18, 1993

Mr. Jim de la Loza

Central Area Team

Los Angeles County Metropolitan
‘Transportation Authority

818 West 7th Street

Suite 1100

Los Angeles, Ca 90017

Re: Eastside Corridor Project - June 30th MTA Board Meeting
Dear Mr. de la Loza:

At the community meeting held at the Brightwood Elementary School
in Monterey Park on June 10, 1993, MTA representatives indicated
-} that the MTA Board would be meeting on June 30, 1993 to select a
28.A Locally Preferred Alternative for the Eastside Corridor Red Line
extension. The City of Monterey Park remains strongly opposed to
the alternatives involving a station at Atlantic and Brooklyn
Ave/Riggin Street in Monterey Park (Alternatives 4 and 10 in the
AA/EIR/EIS.

The City of Monterey Park hereby requests that it be provided
with a copy of the staff report and agenda package for the

June 30th MTA Board meeting as soon as they become available,
together with a copy of all written comments, communications and
reports presented to the Board in connection with their selection
of a Locally Preferred Alternative.

These materials should be forwarded to my attention at the City;
alternatively, if you prefer, I would be happy to send someone to
pick them up from your offices. Thank you.

Chris J. Z%

- City Manager

CJJ:1mb

CJLA37
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Responses to: Chris J. Jeffers, City Manager, City of Monterey Park
(Comment Letter number 28)

28.A Comments expressed by City of Monterey Park officials were among the many

reasons contributing to the selection of the Locally Preferred Alternative, which does
not include a rail alignment through the City of Monterey Park.
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June 22, 1993

Mr. Jim de la Loza

Project Manager

Central Area Team

Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority
818 West Seventh Street, Suite 1100

Los Angeles, California 90017

Dear Jim:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Alternatives Analysis/Draft Environmental
Impact Statement/Draft Environmenta! Impact Report (AA/DEIR/DEIS) for the Los Angeles
County Eastside Corridor. The following is our comments and concerns regarding the report:

4th/Santa Fe Optional Station

CRA strongly supports the inclusion of a station at 4th and Santa Fe (Metro Rail Yards) regardless
of the route ultimately chosen. This station will serve an important function in providing transit
service to the eastern and southern portions of Downtown and the western most portions of Boyle
Heights, and would provide important joint development opportunities.

Parking

The DEIR indicates that the transit system would provide parking only at the ultimate terminus
stations. Interim terminus and other stations would not be provided with any parking by the
system even though the DEIR acknowledges that "Rail patrons driving to and parking at a station
may require increased parking in the iocal station vicinity” (page 3-62). The DEIR instead
indicates various mitigation measures (page 3-72) which are all left up to local jurisdictions and
communities to implement. The DEIR should more thoroughly assess the lack of system-provided
parking at stations.

Also, under 3.33, "Cumulative Impacts”®, it is stated that °...new development within the study area
would be required to provide adequate parking ...". Under the proposed “Land
Use/Transportation plan® being developed by the City and MTA, as well as under TDM and CMP
provisions, it is anticipated that parking requirements in station areas will be reduced, a desirable
goal but one which will likely diminish the parking available for system park-and-ride.

6-197
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Redevelopment Areas (4-1.2.3)

In addition to the two Boyle Heights revitalization Areas, the CRA is conducting a 15-month
Revitalization Study for the East Side (Boyle Heights & E! Sereno). The study has developed a
series of development-guiding principals and a number of Implementation Strategy
recommendations, one of which is to initiate a redevelopment feasibility study for the Boyle
Heights community. These guiding principals should be included as part of your mitigation
requirements. '

Station Construction Methods (4-16.1.1)

Given the narrow rights of way, access difficulties and built up conditions in the Eastside,
MTA/RCC should look at and consider mining as an aiternate method of station construction.

Noise Control (4-16.5.2 a)

Consideration should be given to tapping commercial power (as will be done in Hollywood) rather
than operating generators in noise-sensitive areas.

Thank you again for this opportunity. If you have any questions, please call me at 977-1729.

portation Planner

cc: Don Spivack, CRA
Dan Beal, CRA
Al Santillanes, CRA
Andy Altman, CRA
Rudy Bocanegra, CRA
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Responses to: Sina Zarifi, Transportation Planner, Community Redevelopment

29.A

29.B

29.C

29.D

29.E

Agency of City of L.A. (Comment Letter number 29)

The Locally Preferred Alternative (LPA) includes a station in the Little Tokyo area
under Santa Fe Avenue at Third Street.

Parking would be provided for the Initial Operable Segment end-of-the-line station
(First/Lorena) and the ultimate end-of-the-line station (Whittier/Atlantic). Section 3-3
of this FEIS/FEIR assesses the impacts on parking in the vicinity of stations where
parking would not be provided as part of the project.

It is possible that local or regional agencies may change existing policies regarding
parking, which would allow or mandate fewer parking spaces for automobiles at
transit stations. If this occurs, it will affect new development projects, not existing
developments. It would also not affect the provision of parking at the proposed
park-and-ride stations, since the programmed station parking is not based on city
code, but instead is based on the anticipated demand for park-and-ride as derived
from the patronage model.

Also, if special transit station parking requirements are ultimately imposed for
purposes of reducing incentives to automobile travel, it is likely that other policies
will also be implemented simultaneously which will discourage auto travel to and
from local land uses. For example, mixed-use development may be encouraged
through zoning regulations, which would reduce the need for off-site trips by
residents and would reduce the need for parking at retail developments. New
developments will also likely be encouraged to implement physical and operational
measures which encourage use of transit such as preferred high occupancy vehicle
parking, shuttle system amenities, transportation coordinators, etc. Therefore,
although the parking requirements may be reduced for new development, the
demand for parking should also be reduced due to land use policies, and overall
parking for transit should not be affected.

The Eastside Neighborhoods Revitalization Study consists of a set of revitalization
principles to guide the revitalization process for all of the Boyle Heights and El
Sereno communities; implementation strategy recommendations to initiate the
revitalization process; and revitalization opportunities for the residential, commercial
and industrial sectors. The revitalization opportunities include concepts and specific
recommendations for rehabilitation, in-fill development, adaptive reuse, mixed-use
development, new development and public improvements.

The MTA will review and discuss the revitalization principles, implementation strategy
recommendations and the revitalization opportunities with the Community
Redevelopment Agency of the City of Los Angeles. They will be incorporated, as
appropriate, in the development of conceptual station master plans for each of the
stations in the Boyle Heights community.

The feasibility of mined stations has been examined by the RCC and rejected due
to subsidence and cost considerations.
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29.F See Section 4-7 for a discussion of noise impacts from ancillary equipment and
mitigation measures for those impacts.
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East Los ANGELES COLLEGE e
1301 Brooklyn Avenue, Monterey Park, California.g1754:6099 »:213,265-8650

Omero Suarez, Ph.D.
President

June 3, 1993

Mr. Jim de la Loza

Central Area Team

Los Angeles County Metropolitan
Transportation Authority

818 West 7th Street, Suite 1100
Los Angeles, CA 90017

Dear Mr. de la Zoza:

Afterreviewing the Alternatives Analysis/Draft EnvironmentalImpact Statement/Draft
Environmental Impact Report (AA/DEIS/DEIR] for the Los Angeles County Eastside
Corridor, we are pleased that Alternatives 4 and 10 include a station that would
serve the campus of East Los Angeles College. The college not only serves 15,000
students each semester and an additional 10,000 persons through Community
Services Programs annually but, is the major cultural center for Eastside corridor
_residents. -

30.A Or all the proposed alternatives, my staff and | have determined that Alternative 10 -

Brooklyn Avenue/Whittier Boulevard/East Los Angeles Community College is the
preferred route. This route directly serves the college community, but does not
involve interference with the grounds or facilities of the college.

Additionally, because Alternative 10 includes Brooklyn Avenue until Indiana Street
and then south along Whittier Boulevard, it is felt that the route would reach a
greater number of community residents offering them transportation to the college.

Alternative 4 offers the second best choice for inclusion of Metro Rail service ts the
college. This route is acceptable: however, it does involve interference with the
grounds and facilities of the college and therefore may pose interruption of service
to our college community and/or monetary considerations on the project.

We hope that East Los Angeles College will play an important role in the choosing of
the Alternative to best serve this great community.

Omero Suarez, Ph.D.
President
OS:nm
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Responses to: Omero Suarez, Ph.D., President of East Los Angeles College
(Comment Letter number 30)

30.A The MTA has selected a Locally Preferred Alternative (LPA) that is most similar to
Alternative 9B. Alternatives 4 and 10 were not selected partly because of strong
local opposition. Although the LPA would not provide direct access to the East Los
Angeles College, it will still serve coliege employees, students and visitors who may
use a combination of the Red Line and local buses to travel to and from the college.
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SIDNEY A. THOMPSON Business Services Division ‘ DAVID W. XOCH

_i Supurinsssdest of Schools Busiaase Mamager
Environmental Review File B €. DOUGLAS BROWN

Metro Rail - Eastern Extension m Depucy Businass donages

BOB NICCUM

Diracosr of Fuciiies Masaieg &

Rasl Seemse

June 23, 1993 -

Mr. Jim de la Loza

Los Angeles County Metropolitan
Transportation Authority

818 West 7th Street, Suite 1100
Los Angeles, CA 90017

Dear Mr. de la Loza:

Re: Eastside Corridor - Metro Rail
The following are the Los Angeles Unified School District's comments to the EIR/EIS
for the above-referenced project. Unfortunately, the District was not involved in

31.A the scoping process for this project, and must now address issues which should have
" been already covered in this document.

PROPOSED ALTERNATIVES

The District's preferred alignment is along Whittier Blvd, Alternatives 7 or 8. That
line would serve the greatest number of school sites, providing transportation for
our students and staff. The second preference is the alignment along First Street,
31.B Alternatives 5 or 6. The least preferable alignments are those which follow
Brooklyn Avenue, since those alternatives would serve the fewest number of
schools. Additionally, alignments #3, 9, and 10 would include an interim terminus
station which is too close to the District's Ramona High School., Such a station at this
location would result in significant adverse impacts.

OPTIONAL STATIONS

If one of the (least-desirable) Brooklyn Avenue alternatives is selected, the District
would urge that the Metropolitan Transportation Authority (MTA) select Option 3 for
the Brooklyn/Soto station. We strongly oppose Option 1 which would bring the
station within 80 feet of Sheridan Street School. The impacts during construction
31.C | would endanger the health of the students and disrupt the learning process.
Because the school is on multi-track calendar, it would not be possible to construct
the station at a time when the school is not in session. In addition to construction
impacts, a station north of Brooklyn at this location would exacerbate existing
problems of traffic congestion and the lack of available parking spaces at this
crowded school.

BUSINESS SERVICES CENTER: 1429 & Sen Padre 3¢, Rosm 101, Los Angaies, CA ¢ MAILING ADDEESK Bax 1299, Los Angties, CA 90051 ¢ Teiaphoos: @19)743-7381; FAX: (219)7467-3483
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Jim de la Loza -2~ June 23, 1993

Our understanding is that a preferred alignment alternative will be selected by the
MTA Board before the FEIS/FEIR is considered. Once a specific alignment has been
designated, the District will be in a position to more thoroughly evaluate the impacts
on the affected schools. It is essential that the District have an opportunity at that
time to participate in the development of the specific measures which will be made
part of the final EIS/EIR.

OPERATIONAL IMPACTS

Traffic

According to the document, several intersections in the vicinity of our schools will
experience increased vehicular traffic because of this project. Feeder buses and
other vehicles delivering passengers to and from the stations along the route will add
to the traffic volume. The District is concerned that this additional traffic could
endanger the students walking to and from school and impact traffic circulation
around our school sites.

The pollutants emitted by these additional vehicles will further deteriorate the
already poor air quality and affect the health of our students. Please refer to our
comments to the Air Quality issue set forth below, and in the attachment.

Crossing guards may be needed at those schools where the additional traffic

(especially station traffic) would impact existing student walk routes. State and

local warrants (guidelines) should be followed in determining whether crossing

guards will be required. Once an alignment has been selected, the District is to be

consulted as to where crossing guards should be placed. Please provide a mitigation

measure to stipulate that the lead agency will follow state or local warrants in order

to make a determination of where crossing guards should be provided; if it is

determined there should be crossing guards in areas near schools, the lead agency -
should arrange for this without further request from the Los Angeles Unified School

District.

The project's impact on traffic circulation around school sites in the vicinity of the
proposed stations was not addressed in the document. The projected additional
traffic could delay buses, disrupt the pick-up and drop-off of students, and
otherwise endanger students. Of particular concern are the schools which will be
in the vicinity of the interim terminus of the line. As acknowledged in the document
on Page 3-72, the interim terminus would be expected to experience additional traffic
and invasion into adjacent neighborhoods because of the lack of parking facilities.

The Final EIR must address traffic circulation and provide measures to ensure that
our schools which are already located in areas of high traffic congestion will not be
further impacted. Once an alignment has been selected, the District must be
involved in determining what measures are to be taken to maintain proper traffic flow
around our schools. :
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Parking o
According to the document, the lack of on-street parking is already a problem in the

vicinity of the proposed stations at Brooklyn/Soto and Whittier/Rowan and will be
even further impacted by the additional traffic the project is expected to bring to the
area. If an alignment encompassing either or both of those stations is selected, the
31.d availability of on-street parking at Sheridan Street School and Rowan Avenue School
will be especially threatened. The lack of sufficient on street parking is already a
problem at Sheridan Street School, and any loss of parking spaces would have a very

significant impact.

According to the document, the streets surrounding the interim terminus may be
expected to suffer a loss of available street parking, as provisions have not been
31.K | made to accommodate those riders. Reference is made to Page 3-72 of the EIR/EIS.

: If Station C or Q is selected as the interim terminus, the parking around Romona
High School or Lorena Street School could be adversely impacted.

Measures must be incorporated into the project to ensure that there is no loss of
parking in the vicinity of our schools. The document references the establishment

31.L of preferential parking districts within residential neighborhoods adjacent to
stations. The District must be involved in the decision making regarding the
establishment of those districts.

Air Quality
Please see the attached comments on air quality which are provided by the District's
Environmental Health and Safety Branch.

Of particular concern are the traffic-related air emissions which might occur should
an interim terminus station be built near Ramona High School. This school serves

31.M { not only expectant mothers, but infants and older children. Thus, while most of our
schools are "sensitive receptors", this particular school serves a group of students
who are especially sensitive to air emissions.

Noise/ Vibration -
Please see the attached comments on noise which are provided by the District's
Environmental Health and Safety Branch.

District staff has reviewed the report on Noise and Vibration Impacts prepared by
the acoustical consultants, in order to determine impacts on project vibration at
schools. We ask that the criterion for allowable groundborne vibration levels be
31.N | decreased from 75 (dB) to 70 (dB) at schools, and mitigation measures adjusted
accordingly. This would put schools in the same category as churches. Students
are more sensitive and responsive to the effects of vibration than are adults.
Pperational vibration, even at very low levels, can be a continuing, if intermittent,
interference to the learning environment at schools.
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Security
The District has previously expressed concern that the stations may attract loiterers

and truant students. We hope to work cooperatively with the MTA to ensure that
students do not hang out in the stations during school hours. We would ask that the
transit police communicate directly with the schools in the vicinity of the stations,
and report any suspected truants. In turn, the District officers would welcome
access to the station areas to check for truant students.

CONSTRUCTION IMPACTS

According to the document, construction activities cannot be expected to be confined
to the station site. Because construction activities can disrupt the learning
environment and endanger the health and safety of students, the existence of school
sites must be considered in the selection of construction sites. Tunneling activities
associated with line and crossover construction, other project-related construction
activities as well as the required staging sites should not be proximate to any of our
schools.

Is the MTA considering the use of consolidated excavation sites? If so, what are the
proposed locations of these sites? If any are close to schools, please advise us of
this at the earliest possible opportunity, and before distribution of the Final EIR.
At the minimum, these sites should be identified in the Final EIR.

Where the construction of a station and the associated tunneling impacts our schools,
sufficient measures must be incorporated to protect the learning environment and
health of our students and staff. Until an alternative alignment is selected and the
exact location of station sites determined, the District is unable to fully evaluate the
extent of the impacts our schools will be subjected to during the construction phase.
As we have discussed, the District must be involved in the determination of
appropriate measures to ensure that those measures will be adequate.

Traffic

According to the document, Worksite Traffic Control Plans will be developed with
LADOT und will involve closure of traffic lanes and sidewalk access. We ask that the
District be consulted about those plans to protect the access to our schools for buses
and to protect evacuation routes. It is essential that safe and convenient student

walk routes be maintained.

We ask that the Traffic Control Plans include measures to minimize delays to RTD bus
routes, ws many of the District's older students take the RTD to school, and timely
arrival ix important.
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Haul Routes

On page 4-16.39 reference is made to the routing of construction equipment and
vehicles so as to least disturb sensitive receptors. The text states that this should
31T be a measure to be considered. The District is strongly against haul routes passing
any of our schools. If routes past schools cannot be avoided, we ask for limitations
on the number of trucks and hours of operation so as to ensure that the learning
environment at the schools will not be disrupted. The staging of trucks must not be
allowed in the vicinity of school sites.

Parking
According to the document, construction activities will remove existing spaces. In
the vicinity of Sheridan School, the existing parking will be fully utilized during
construction and at Rowan School the area parking will be significantly impacted.
31.U The measure providing for off-site replacement of the parking lost during
- construction does not satisfactorily address the potential parking problems at our
schools. Measures must be incorporated to ensure the availability of parking around
our school sites during the construction phase of the project.

F Also, there is no mention of where construction workers will be parking. Where

31V those vehicles will affect the availability of parking around school sites, a measure

should be included for mandatory off-site, off-street parking for workers, with
arrangements for transporting those employees to the construction sites.

Air Quality
Please see attached comments from the District's Environmental Health and Safety
Branch.

In addition to the equipment involved in the construction activities, the project-
related additional truck traffic will add to the already poor air quality in the project
area. Under our discussion for traffic related construction impacts, we requested
31.W [ that haul routes not pass school sites. If this is not feasible, please add to the
measures provided on page 4-16.32 that all trucks carrying excavated material be
covered. Please also provide a mitigation measure for periodic cleaning of impacted
school sites, as necessary, to keep them free from construction dirt and dust. Of
special concern is fugitive dust and "black residue" on school benches and open-air
lunch areas.

Noise
Please see the attached comments from the District's Environmental Health and Safety
Branch.

Measures, suchas those listed on page 4-16.38, will have to be incorporated to bring
construction noise levels within District thresholds. This may necessitate the

31.X | construction of noise walls and barriers around stationary equipment, and limiting
the noisiest activities (such as pile driving) to hours when classes are not in
session.
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31.X Noise at Ramona High School would be a particular problem, and wculd need
- extraordinary mitigation measures due to the sensitive population.

Vibration
Reference is made to our comments under Operational Vibrations. The criterion for
allowable groundborne vibration levels should be set at 70 (dB) at schools.

Principals at District schools have experienced problems with sink holes on school
31.Y sites, which resulted from other construction projects, especially after heavy

rainfall. Mitigation measures should be provided to prevent this, and to provide

prompt repair of any damage should sink holes occur as a result of this project.

Safety and Security

This issue, though addressed separately for when the line is operational, is not

covered for the construction phase, where construction sites may be attractive
312 nuisances. The District is concerned that where construction sites are in the

vicinity of our schools or along student walk routes, those sites be properly

secured. The District should be consulted in planning for evacuation routes and

emergencies that may occur during the construction.

To protect the safety of students walking to and from school, crossing guards must
31.AA ] be provided along student walk routes where construction activities or project-
related traffic could endanger our students.

ENFORCEMENT OF MITIGATION MEASURES

This is a particular concern of District staff, since complaints about unsafe
conditions or about construction-related problems are not always handied
expeditiously. Where such conditions affect children, extraordinary care must be
taken. Can you provide mitigation measures to ensure that the Rail Construction
Corporation, or responsible party, respond quickly to concerns of school site
administrators?

31.BB

Thank you for your consideration of our concerns. District staff and school site
administrators are enthusiastic about this project. We look forward to working with
MTA staff to ensure that an alignment is selected which will be compatible with area
schools, and to participate in developing mitigation measures which might be
necessary to minimize adverse impacts.

Very truly yours,

<\pm\g1~; gﬂ

Joan Friedman
Environmental Review Unit

JF:1df

Attachment
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TO:

FROM:

SUBJECT:

31.cC

31.DD

Metro Red Line Eastern Extension

INTER-OFFICE CORRESPONDENCE
Los ANGELES UNIFIED ScHOOL DISTRICT

Facilities Planning/and Real Estate Branch June 21, 19932

/

Elizabeth Harris,L;jalty Agent Date

Janice Sawy .
EnvironmentaljjHealth and Safety Branch

DRAFT EIR: LOS ANGELES EASTSIDE CORRIDOR

Per your request, the Environmental Health and Safety Branch has

reviewed the draft environmental impact report for the above-referenced

project.

Our review revealed the following concern:

AIR QUALITY

In order to determine the air quality impacts on adjacent District
sites, the following must be provided:

- Model input and output files for CAL3QHC

- Cartisan grids for all links and receptor combinations

- Calculations for emission factors from EMFACTEP which must
include hot and cold start percentages for vehicle fleet mix

CONSTRUCTION NOISE IMPACTS

Complying with local noise ordinances will negatively impact
District schools which are adjacent to the stations. This is
because local ordinances limit ncise levels during night and early
morning hours. Therefore, the noisy operations are limited to
daytime hours when school is in session.

The construction of the proposed stations can result in high noise
levels above criteria. Although construction noise impacts may be
localized and short-term, it may result in disruptions to the
learning environment of adjacent schools.

If you have any questions, please feel free to call me at ext. 7371.
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Responses to: Joan Friedman, Environmental Review Unit, L.A. Unified School

31.A

31.B

31.C

31.D

31.E

31.F

31.G

District (Comment Letter number 31)

The purpose of the public review period for the AA/DEIS/DEIR is to allow for input
such as that provided by the Los Angeles Unified School District. The expressed
concerns raised with regard to the scope of the document are addressed below.

The MTA has selected a Locally Preferred Alternative that most closely follows
Alternative 9B. The selection of the Locally Preferred Alternative (LPA) is discussed
in Section 2-4 of this FEIS/FEIR. As described in that section, the LPA alignment
was modified to avoid tunnelling beneath Ramona High School and the associated
impacts.

With the selected LPA, the Brooklyn/Soto station would be located off-street to the
southeast of Brooklyn Avenue and Soto street approximately 1,300 feet away from
the Sheridan Street School building (station option 3). Selection of this off-street
station would minimize construction and parking related impacts to the school. The
other station options discussed in the AA/DEIS/DEIR are no longer under
consideration for the LPA Brooklyn/Soto station.

In accordance with FTA guidelines, the MTA Board of Directors selected an LPA
after considering the AA/DEIS/DEIR conclusions and public comments received on
that document. As described in Section 4-16, potentially significant impacts on
LAUSD schools are not expected to result from the proposed project.

MTA will work with LAUSD with regard to walk routes in the vicinity of station
construction and the provision of crossing guards where warranted to ensure
student safety.

Overall, operation of the project will reduce vehicle trips and will therefore result in
a cumulative reduction in the potential of vehicular and pedestrian accidents.
Additional transit vehicles providing feeder bus services to stations will also reduce
the number of automobiles using the street system. Please see Section 3-2 of this
FEIS/FEIR for a discussion of traffic impacts and mitigation.

Overall, operation of the project will reduce vehicle trips and will therefore result in
a cumulative reduction in the amount of vehicle emissions. Please see Section 4-6
of this FEIS/FEIR for a discussion of air quality impacts associated with operation
of the project.

During final design, MTA will discuss site and street specific Worksite Traffic Control
Plans with LAUSD prior to developing them with the City of Los Angeles Department
of Transportation and appropriate Los Angeles County agencies to accommodate
required pedestrian and traffic movements. These plans will review the need for
traffic control officers. Please see Sections 4-16, Community Facilities, and 4-18.2,
Construction Traffic.
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31.H

31.1

31.J

31K

31.L

31.M

31.N

Parking facilities would be provided at First/Lorena, the interim terminus under IOS-
2. Parking facilities would not be provided at First/Boyle, the interim terminus under
I0S-1. Potential parking impacts and appropriate mitigation for all station areas are
discussed in Section 3-3 of this FEIS/FEIR.

The project’s impact on traffic circulation is discussed in Sections 3-2 and 4-18.2 of
this FEIS/FEIR and includes affected intersections around schools.

Sections 3-2 and 4-18.2 of this FEIS/FEIR discuss potential traffic impacts at all
affected intersections and streets and includes mitigation measures where required.

LAUSD will be consulted regarding mitigation measures in proximity to schools
where there are significant impacts.

No parking will be lost within three blocks of Sheridan Street School during
construction. However, operation of the system is projected to result in an
increased demand for parking that will exceed the supply. Please see Section 3-3
of this FEIS/FEIR for a discussion of parking mitigation measures.

The Rowan Street School is approximately 1/4 mile from the Whittier/Rowan station
and therefore would not be affected by loss of parking spaces resulting from
construction or increased demand during operation.

Stations C (First/Indiana) and Q (Whittier/Lorena) are not included in the LPA, thus
potential parking impacts at schools near these locations are no longer relevant.
Please see Section 3-3 of this FEIS/FEIR for a discussion of parking impacts and
mitigation within the vicinity of the stations included in the LPA. It should also be
noted that of the two interim terminal stations proposed, First/Lorena (I0S-2) would
have provisions for parking while First/Boyle (I0S-1) would not.

Please see Section 3-3 of this FEIS/FEIR for a discussion of parking impacts and
mitigation within the vicinity of stations included in the LPA. LAUSD will be notified
according to standard practices regarding the potential implementation of any
preferential parking districts within which LAUSD property falls.

The LPA does not include a station at First/Indiana near Ramona High School. The
nearest station to the school is First/Lorena, several blocks away from Ramona
High School. Analysis has indicated that there would be no air quality impacts
associated with operation of the project. Please see Sections 4-6 and 4-18.3 for a
discussion of air quality impacts and mitigation.

This comment requests that schools be treated similarly to churches with respect
to the appropriate vibration criterion used. Although the commentor’s point is well
taken, neither the analogy nor the evaluation is quite correct. The request is
specifically that a vibration criterion of 70 dB be used for schools. The vibration
criterion for churches given in Table 4-7.3 of the AA/DEIS/DEIR is a range of 70 to
75 dB, whereas the criterion for schools is 75 dB. Consequently, schools are being
treated similarly to churches in the manner discussed below.
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An appropriate vibration criterion for a particutar building is dependent on the normal
use of the affected building spaces and the existing ambient noise and vibration
conditions inside the building. Ambient conditions play a substantial role, because
the perceptibility of vibration to building inhabitants is dependent somewhat on the
typical ambient interior noise as well as ambient vibration. Ambient interior vibration,
if high enough, may mask vibration generated by external sources (e.g., transit
trains).

The normal use of the building space is important because certain levels of
vibration, although perceptible, may still be acceptable as long as they are not high
enough to be disruptive. It should be noted that vibration levels of 70 dB or less
would generally not be perceptible, whereas 70 to 75 dB would be just barely
perceptible. It should also be kept in mind that the duration of and frequency of
occurrence of train vibration would be minimal during the typical school day. The
vibration from a train passby during the day would typically last 5 seconds and
occur approximately every 10 minutes (trains in both directions included), or less
than 1% of the time. In a typical class period of 45 minutes, there would be at most
four train passbys.

A church, being a place of worship, is more sensitive to noise and vibration than are
schools. In general, churches are designed to minimize awareness of the outside
world. Due to their typically massive construction, most churches are usually quite
effective in reducing exterior noise and vibration. Also, special attention goes into
the design and construction of churches to produce quiet building ventilation. The
result is usually a very quiet interior ambient environment where groundborne noise
and vibration would be more perceptible than under higher interior ambient noise
conditions.

As noted above, the vibration criterion for churches is a range of 70 to 75 dB.
Where higher exterior noise conditions exist and/or the church’s exterior
construction would not adequately reduce exterior noise, higher vibration levels
would be less noticeable and more acceptable due to the resulting higher interior
ambient noise environment. The upper end of the 70 to 75 dB range would be
appropriate for churches under these circumstances.

Schools are normally constructed less substantially than churches. Consequently,
even when removed from traffic noise, interior ventilation noise can be clearly
noticeable, although not necessarily disruptive. Schools also have numerous other
interior sources of sound, such as student-teacher dialogue, bells, playground noise,
students walking in hallways, and school related vehicles. In addition, all of the
schools potentially affected by the LPA are located on busy streets with high
ambient noise levels.

A vibration level of 75 dB from subway trains would not be disruptive to students’
normal activities in school. We are unaware of any studies that would lead to the
conclusion professed by the commentor that students (presumably in grades K to
12) are more or less sensitive to vibration than the average adult (presumably age
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31.P

31.Q

31.R

31.8

31.T

31.U

31V

31.W

20 to 60). Consequently, a vibration level of 75 dB or less is appropriate for
schools.

As part of their duties, transit security officers will work cooperatively with the school
district regarding any suspected truants. In addition, LAUSD officers will have full
access to the station areas.

All construction activities and staging would occur at the station sites. None of
these sites is located closer than 850 feet from a school. Please see Section 4-16
of this FEIS/FEIR for a discussion of project construction impacts on schools.

The MTA may consolidate excavation activities, however, the consolidated
excavation site would be one of the seven station construction sites identified and
described in Section 4-18.1 of this FEIS/FEIR. None of these sites is located closer
than 850 feet from a school. Please see Section 4-16 of this FEIS/FEIR for a
discussion of project construction impacts on schools.

Please see Section 4-16 of this FEIS/FEIR for a discussion of the project’s impacts
on schools and mitigation measures for those impacts and response to comment
31.1 regarding LAUSD involvement in mitigation measures.

In developing Worksite Traffic Control Plans, access and safety issues related to
schools will be considered and discussed with LAUSD.

Traffic mitigation measures in the Worksite Traffic Control Plans for the project would
minimize bus service delays.

The RCC will develop preferred haul route plans for each construction package
which entails removal of excavated material. The haul route plans shall prohibit the
use of local residential streets. The haul route plans shall also avoid utilizing streets
on which schools are located. In the case of a potential haul route past a school,
where there are no nearby alternative arterial streets which provide access to east-
west freeways, trucks shall be prohibited from hauling past the schools during
normal school hours.

Staging of construction vehicles would not be allowed adjacent to schools.

Please see Section 3-3 of this FEIS/FEIR for a discussion of parking impacts and
mitigation.

To avoid significant adverse affects of construction worker parking demand, off-
street parking for workers will be provided in the vicinity of the Little Tokyo,
First/Boyle, Brooklyn/Soto, and Whittier/Rowan stations. An alternative for these
stations would be to provide a shuttle service for construction workers to and from
a more distant off-site parking facility.

Please see the response to comment 31.T concerning haul routes and Section
4-18.3 for a discussion of mitigation measures for air quality impacts during
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31.AA

31.BB

31.CC

31.DD

construction. Trucks carrying excavated material will be covered in compliance with
the suggestion from the SCAQMD. MTA will consult with LAUSD if truck haul routes
pass schools.

The analysis of construction noise impacts, presented in Section 4-18.4 of this
FEIS/FEIR, recognizes the sensitivity of school children. Noise limits (i.e., maximum
aliowable) for construction near schools are indicated in this section. These noise
limits are consistent with the protection of the school learning environment and
recognize the general ambient noise to which schools are typically exposed.

No station area is closer than 850 feet from an LAUSD school site. Therefore,
construction noise and vibration impacts on schools are not expected to be an
issue. Pile driving is prohibited on Metro Rail projects; piles are pre-drilled, not
driven. Construction noise mitigation measures are also discussed in Section
4-18.4. See also Section 4-16 for a discussion of project impacts on schools.

As there is no longer a station located within the vicinity of Ramona High School,
measures would not be required as requested by the commentor.

There is nothing in the geotechnical reports done for the project to suggest that sink
holes would be a problem. Documented damage caused by construction would be
compensated.

Please see Section 4-16 of this FEIS/FEIR for a discussion of safety and security of
construction sites in regard to schools. During final design, site and street specific
Worksite Traffic Control Plans would be developed in cooperation with the City of
Los Angeles Department of Transportation to accommodate required pedestrian and
traffic movements. MTA will work with LAUSD to ensure safe walk routes for
students including the provision of crossing guards where warranted. The need for
evacuation routes and emergency plans will also be discussed with LAUSD.

Please see the response to comment 31.G concerning crossing guards.

The RCC maintains a telephone hot-line that is available 24 hours a day. In
addition, it is expected that RCC and LAUSD will agree on emergency procedures
that would be applicable in extraordinary situations, and this agreement will be
developed during a pre-construction consuitation.

Backup data for the analyses presented in this FEIS/FEIR will be provided
separately upon request.

The noise and vibration criteria used for construction of the LPA are RCC System
Design Criteria limits, unless there are local criteria or standards that are more
restrictive. The RCC System Design Criteria limits on construction noise at schools
apply at all times, including school hours. These limits are consistent with federal
standards.
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There are no LAUSD schools closer than 850 feet from a station construction site.
As described in Section 4-16, the proposed project is not expected to result in
significant construction noise impacts on schools. Construction noise limits will be
incorporated into contract documents in order to minimize construction site noise.
Please see Sections 4-7, 4-8, 4-18.5 and 4-18.6 of this FEIS/FEIR for further
discussion of noise and vibration impacts and mitigation for operational and
construction period impacts, respectively.
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Boy}e - %
1, Hel ght S cChamber of Commerce _; (213) 888-2685

P.Q. Box 33598, Los Angeles, California 90033-9998

3
93

21,2781 i
June 10, 1983 '

Jim De La Loza, Program Manager
Metropolitan Transportation Authority
818 W. Seventh Street, Suite 1100
Los Angeles, CA 980017

Dear Mr. De La Loza,

The Boyle Heignts Chramber of Comrnerce would like to reaffirm its previous endorsement
of the Metro Line, Alternative 9. Historically, the areas affected by this route have been
the Centers of Commerce on the Eastside of Los Angeles. However, businesses aiong
this route must be provided with assistance during the construction phase. Alternative
32.A 9 would provide citizens accessibility to the three large commercial strips along Brooklyn
Avenue, First Street and Whittier Boulevard. An increase in patrons along the
commercial areas would improve business and assist the local economy.

Additionally, a stop at First Street and Boyle Avenue will enable Los Angeles residents
and tourists to conveniently visit Mariachi Plaza, a future cultural center.

Thank you.
Sincerely,
,%N Sen o
teve Barba,
President

cc; Lawrence Garcia
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Responses to: Steve Barba, President, Boyle Heights Chamber of Commerce
(Comment Letter number 32)

32.A The MTA appreciates Boyle Heights Chamber of Commerce’s support for the Metro
Line. The MTA has selected a Locally Preferred Alternative (LPA) that is similar to
Alternative 9B and includes a station at First Street and Boyle Avenue. Please see
Section 2-3 of this FEIS/FEIR for a description of the LPA.

Mitigation measures have been identified in this FEIS/FEIR to reduce the impact of
construction on businesses. Measures include noise/vibration criteria, air emissions
controls, traffic/pedestrian control plans, signage, business outreach efforts, and a
construction hotline. Please see Section 4-18.7 of this FEIS/FEIR for additional
discussion of business impacts and mitigation measures.
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Eastside Neighborhood Revitalization Study
Citizens Advisory Committee

June 21, 1993

Mr. Jim de la Loza

Central Area Team

Los Angeles County Metropolitan
Transit Authority

818 West 7th Street, Suite 1100
Los Angeles, CA 800017

RE: RESPONSE TO ALTERNATIVES ANALYSIS/DEIS/
DEIR FOR THE EASTSIDE CORRIDOR

Response

The subject report is deficient in its failure to mention the Eastside Neighborhoods
33.A Revitalization Study, as part of Chapter 4, Land Use and Development. We are confident
that this oversight can be corrected. More significant, the Eastside Neighborhoods
Revitalization Study states the Revitalization Principles, Implementation Strategies and
Revitaiization Opportunities to upgrade the Boyle Heights and Ei Sereno communities.
We are therefore requesting that the identified revitalization principles, strategies and
opportunities be adhered to in the planning and implementation of the metro-rail for the
33.B Easiside Corridor as it affects the Boyle Heights community. Furthermore, they shouid
be used to direct and enhance mitigation measures, particularly with regards to
development and revitalization efforts around proposed metro-rail stations. Finally, we
request that future detail planning of the metro-rail including selection of the preferred
route, detail engineering, station design and development of mitigation measures involve
discussions and meetings with the Eastside Study Citizens Advisory Committee.

Backaround

The Eastside Neighborhoods Revitalization Study was initiated on July 12, 1989 through
a City Council motion by Councilman Richard Alatorre. The study was funded by the
Community Redevelopment Agency of the City of Los Angeles and approved by the City
Council on January 2, 1990. (Attachment A,B) The study itself was actually started in
January, 1992 and was assisted by Eastside Study Citizens Advisory Committee,
appointed by Councilman Richard Alatorre.
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June 21, 1993
Page 2

The study covers approximately 10 square miles and includes the Boyle Heights and El
Sereno Community. (Attachment C) The scope of the study was to identify community
issues and revitalization goals; evaluate opportunities to revitalize residential, commercial
and industrial sectors as well as opportunities to generate jobs and to maintain on-going
community participation in all revitalization efforts.

The study did identify a variety of revitalization opportunities, an implementation strategy
and a set of revitalization principles to guide future development and revitalization efforts.

(Attachment D)

The study was completed on June 16, 1993 with a final presentation to the community
at large. Approvat of the study and its recommendations are scheduled for the
Community Redevelopment Agency Board of Commissioners in July, 1993 and by the
Los Angeles City Council in September, 1993.

Sincerely,

Alex Saiazarf’Chairma?
Eastside Study Citizens Advisory Committee
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Attachment A

With the designation of an Economic and Employment Incentive
Z2one, a public commitment to economic development and job
production has been established for Eastside communities within
the City of Los Angeles. Based on the designation of this Zone,
the potential for commercial revitalization should be enhanced.
There exists a broader need for revitalization to complement
economic development and job production wzth sound housing and

stable neighborhoods. .
The Zone designation will be a useful tool in revitalization
of the area, however additional strategic planning must be
developed in order to make full use of the zone's potential and to
identify supplemental activities which may be needed. It is my -
objective to encourage revitalization, with an appropriate
predictable funding base, to contribute to the overall well being

of the Eastside Community.

I, THEREFORE, MOVE, that the Community Redevelopment Agency
prepare a comprehensive revitalization strategy for the Eastside
with the participation of residents and business persons from the
community and in cooperation with appropriate City Departments.

I FURTHER, MOVE that this motion be forwarded to the
Community Redevelopment Agency for appropriate action, including
the identification of required funding, the preparation of the
necessary schedule, and the completion of tasks needed to permit
the preparation of a strategy including a draft outline of the
major components of a strategy to gulde future revitalization in
the Eastside communities of the City.

July 12, 1989 PRESENTED BY:

Richard Alatorre
Councilman, l4th District

sEconDED By: _ LINDSAY

CAP235

CO?L:: J:y'!ﬂ .and'J' Q”\-,G
' JUL 12 1888
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/- Attachment B
PILE NO. 89-1550

TO THE COUNCIL OF THE
CITY OF LOS ANGELES
Your COMMUNITY REDEVELOPMENT AND EBOUSING Committee

reports as follows:

PUBLIC COMMENTS: YES

COMMUNITY REDEVELOPMENT AND HOUSING COMMITTEE report regarding Council
Motion (Alatorre-~Lindsay) concernzng a requested study for the purpose of
identifying a comprehensxve revitalization strategy for the Eastside area.

Recommendation for Council Action as recommended by the Communxty
Redevelopment Agencys:

APPROVE report.submitted by the Community Redevelopment Agency in
connection with Council Motion (Alatorre-Lindsay) concerning a
requested study for the purpose of identifying a comprehensive

. revitalization strategy for the Eastside Area.

SUMMARY

On December 11, 1989, the Community Redevelopment and Housing Committee
consxdered and approved a report submitted by the Community Redevelopment .
Agency in connection with Council Motion (Alatorre-LGdsay) concerning a
requested study for the purpose of zdentlfyan a comprehensive
revitalization strategy for the Eastside Area.

The feasibility study is scheduled to be developed over a 12 month peried.
The amended FY 89~90 Agency budget allocates $496,473 for preparation of
the study ($258,000 of this money is to be provzded for professional and
technical consultant servzces, and the remaznzng $238,473 1is for Agency
direct labor cost). Communzty partlczpatlon and Council office involvement

will be integral to the feasibility study process.

The study will be developed within four primary phases. The first phase
consists of defxnlnq community goals and objectives for the area, the
second phase consxsts of gathering the physical, social and economic data,
the third phase is the development of program strategies and alternatxves,
and the fourth phase is the preparatlon of a final report which includes
recommendations and implementation actions. The study's funding will.be
presented to the City Council for review and direction.

Respectfully submitted,

A
v i COMMUNITY EVELOPMENT AND HOUSING COMMITTEE

KR ;C..-r._, . M FEPT

- sam

- 12-12-89 L ADOPTED
t D 14 . (
'..A_'_ A | JAN 02 1830 )
v hie A
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Attachment C

EASTSIDE
NEIGHBORHOODS REVITALIZATION STUDY
BARRIO PLANNERS, INC.
Meza & Madrid Development, Ioc.
Alichael Popwell Assodates
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BUSINESSES AND INDIVIDUALS
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A Division of
Foodmaker, Inc.

100 N. Barranca Avenue
Suite 200

West Covina, CA 91791-1600
818/838-0668

FAX: 818/858-0379

June 21, 1993

Mr. Jim De La Loza

Central Area Team

Los Angeles Metropolitan
Transportation Authority

818 West 7th Street, Suite 1100

Los Angeles, CA 90017

Dear Mr. De La Loza:

We recently learned that the Los Angeles Metropolitan
Transportation Authority is proposing to build the eastside
corridor project station of the Metro Rail in East Los Angeles.
My name is Rudy Alba. I am the Area Manager of the JACK IN THE
BOX restaurant located on the corner of Eastern and Brooklyn in
East Los Angeles.

I would like to inform you that JACK IN THE BOX opposes the
construction of the Metro Rail station at the above-mentioned
corner. We have been a part of this community for the last 24
years. We employ 45 people including management. This
particular JACK IN THE BOX is a great job resource in a low
income community and is considered a landmark by many of us who
reside here. The property is well kept and adds value to the
area.

36.A There is no restaurant that projects a better image on Brooklyn
Avenue. We have invested thousands of dollars to keep and
maintain this location in top shape. This JACK IN THE BOX
location generates about $1.3 to $1.5 million dollars in yearly
sales and creates thousands of dollars in tax revenue for the
City of Los Angeles.

JACK IN THE BOX has been one of the leaders in the inner-city,
building several restaurants in low income areas. The most
recent restaurant opened on Indiana and Third Avenue and another
‘at Central Avenue and Vernon in South Central Los Angeles.

I am requesting that you please reconsider another corner. I
would suggest it be the opposite corner on Eastern and it will
serve the same purpose. Again, the possible closure of this
location will affect the 45 employees, the community at large and
the image of Broocklyn Avenue.

Mr. De La Loza, I would like to meet with you at your convenience
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to further discuss this very urgent issue.

Thank you for your time and I loock forward to hearing from you.
Sincerely,

FOQDMAKER, INC.

WU

Rodolfo a
Area Manager
JACK IN THE BOX Division

RA:jao
cc: A. Flores, Region Manager

E. Morrow, Real Estate Legal
P. Schultz, Div. I Vice President
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Responses to: Rodolfo Alba, Area Manager, Jack in the Box Division,
West Covina, Ca.
(Comment Letter number 36)

36.A The MTA Board has selected a Locally Preferred Alternative that does not include

a station at the corner of Eastern and Brooklyn Avenues, therefore the project would
not adversely affect the Jack In the Box restaurant at that corner.
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‘i Queremos saber sus opiniones!
We would like to know your opinions!

Por favor tome un momento para anotar sus ideas y sus comentarios sobre la extensién del Metro al Este de Los Angeles.

37 |

Please take a moment to note your ideas or comments regarding the Eastern Extension of the Metro System to East Los Angeles.
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Responses to: Rudy Alba, Jack in the Box, , West Covina, Ca.
(Comment Letter number 37)

37.A The MTA Board has selected a Locally Preferred Alternative that does not include

a station at the corner of Eastern and Brooklyn Avenues, therefore the project would
not adversely affect the Jack In the Box restaurant at that corner.
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Responses to: Antonio, Allah, 130 8th Street, #203, Long Beach, Ca. 90813
(Comment Letter number 38)

38.A Based on the AA/DEIS/DEIR and community input, the MTA has selected a
modified version of Alternative 9B as the Locally Preferred Alternative (LPA). Please
see Section 2-3 of this FEIS/FEIR for a description of the LPA and Section 2-4 for
a discussion of the rationale for selecting the LPA.
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Por favor tome’ un momento para anotar sus ideas y sus comentarios sobfe la extensién el Metro al Este de Los Angeles. :
" st take a moment to note your ideas or comments regarding the Eastern Extension of the Metro System to East Los Angeles. . /4 -
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i Queremos saber sus opiniones! , . _
We would like to know your opinions! : 40

Por favor tome un momento para anotar sus ideas y sus comentarios sobre la extensién del Metro al Este de Los Angeles.
Please take a moment to note your ideas or comments regarding the Eastern Extension of the Metro System to East Los Angeles.
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Responses to: Felicitas B. Coria
(Comment Letter number 39)

39.A The Locally Preferred Alternative (LPA) travels along Whittier Boulevard as far as
Atlantic Avenue. See Section 3-1 of this FEIS/FEIR for a discussion of transit
services that would serve the LPA.

Responses to: Joseph Coria
(Comment Letter number 40)

40.A Based on the AA/DEIS/DEIR and community input, the MTA has selected a
modified version of Alternative 9B as the Locally Preferred Alternative (LPA). The
LPA includes the stations requested in the comment. Please see Section 2-3 of this
FEIS/FEIR for a description of the LPA and Section 2-4 for a discussion of the
rationale for selecting the LPA.

MTA will conduct a multi-modal study of the best means of extending mass transit
through the San Gabriel Valley and the southeast area of the county.
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Responses to: Joseph Coria
(Comment Letter number 41)

41.A The allocation of MTA staff efforts and funding among various projects requires
major policy consideration by the MTA Board and is not within the scope of this
document. The proposed project represents a significant commitment of resources
to the eastside by MTA.

Responses to: Rosario De Alba
(Comment Letter number 42)

42.A The MTA appreciates your support for the Red Line East project. This FEIS/FEIR
discusses the impacts this project may have on the surrounding community and
defines mitigation measures to minimize or eliminate these affects. Please see
Sections 4-5, 4-13, and 3-3 of this FEIS/FEIR for a discussion of station appearance,
security, and parking, respectively.
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