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PURPOSE AND SCOPE OF FINAL EIR

The Burbank-Glendale-Los Angeles Rail Transit Project Final Environmental Impact Report
(FEIR) has been prepared to address the public's comments reCeived during the project's 45-day
CEQA public review period. Following the close of the comment period, the Los Angeles
County Transportation Commission (LACTC) interpreted, analyzed, and responded to comments
which applied to the content of the Draft BIR. The FEIR consists of the contents of the Draft
EIR, with revisions that respond to public comment, and the addition of the following three
components: '

(1) Comments and recommendations received;

(2) A listing of public agencies, organizations, and private citizens commenting on
the Draft EIR; and

(3) The Lead Agency's response to significant environmental points raised in the
review and consultation process.

PUBLIC REVIEW OF DRAFT EIR

Opportunities to respond to the Burbank-Glendale-Los Angeles Draft EIR were afforded to the
public in three formats: written comment, public testimony, and a bilingual "For the Record"
telephone hotline. LACTC conducted three public hearing and workshops on the Burbank­
Glendale-Los Angeles Rail Transit Project. Public notice was given through local and regional
newspapers; notices were mailed to civic groups and homeowner associations; and
Environmental Impact Reports were mailed to elected officials and public agencies in the local
vicinity of the proposed project. Announcements were also distributed in English, Spanish,
Chinese, and Armenian.

The first hearing and workshop was held in the City of Glendale at the Environmental
Management Center on July 15, 1992 at 780 Flower Street. The second was held at the
Burbank Hilton and Convention Center on July 23, 1992 at 2500 Hollywood Way in the City
of Burbank. The final hearing was held at Loreto Elementary School in the Northeast District
of the City of Los Angeles on July 28, 1992 at 3408 Arroyo Seco Avenue. Spanish translation
was provided at the Loreto School hearing.
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ExEC1.ITIVE SUMMARY

LACTC received 57 written comments during and after the 45-day comment period. In
addition, 19 persons spoke at the three public hearings and workshops conducted during the
official review period. No comments were received on the telephone hotline. Appendix ill of
the Final EIR provides the complete text for each comment and testimony received.

In addition to these hearings, at the request of Los Angeles City Councilman Mike Hernandez
and local" residents , LACTC held a public presentation on September 17, 1992. This meeting
was held at Aragon Elementary School and was intended to keep the Cypress Park Community
intimately involved in the public process. Representatives from the Pasadena-Los Angeles Light
Rail Project, Taylor Yard Specific Plan, and Metrolink were on hand, and provided detailed
answers to a variety of issues.

ADDITIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS

CEQA Guidelines, Section § 15132, require the lead agency to respond in the Final EIR to
significant environmental points raised in the review and consultation process. Concerns brought
to attention most frequently by those submitting official comments included pedestrian safety,
air quality, noise, traffic and circulation, utilities, and construction impacts. Responses to these
concerns have been addressed and incorporated into the body of the text of the Final EIR for the
Burbank-Glendale-Los Angeles Rail Transit Project.

In addition to these topics, other concerns raised during the public review process require
additional research and documentation. These concerns focus on specific elements of the Draft
EIR, and were brought to attention by multiple parties. Because these issues require more
detailed attention, additional environmental analysis more specifically addresses these topics:

• Old Los Angeles City Jail Taking and Demolition
Pasadena Line Junction Alignment Alternatives

• Project Route Alignment Alternatives
Downtown Glendale- Brand Boulevard Project Route Alternatives
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A A34UIt;wa ....ine Junction Alterr.atives

The proposed Burbank-Glendale-Los Angeles Rail Transit Project Draft EIR indicated that "after
thorough analysis of various alignment alternatives, the engineering feasibility for the proposed
project recommends that the most effective alignment connecting the Burbank-Glendale-Los
Angeles rail line to the Pasadena-Los Angeles Blue Line would be through the site of the Old
City Jail Building" (Burbank-Glendale-Los Angeles Draft EIR, p. 160). In an effort to provide
full disclosure of preliminary engineering conducted for this segment of the alignment, as well
as respond to the comments received regarding the displacement and demolition of the Old Los
Angeles City Jail Building, additional environmental analysis for the Pasadena Line Junction has
been prepared.

View looking north at Pasadena Line Junction

The additional environmental analysis for the Pasadena Line Junction provides a comparative
analysis between the originally proposed alignment that traverses through the site currently
occupied by the Old City Jail Building (fonnerly the Lincoln Heights Jail) and two route segment
alternatives that would avoid the displacement and demolition of the jail: 1) a "Behind the Jail"
alternative, and 2) a "Front of Jail" alternative.

As summarized in Table 1 and Figure 2, 3, and 4, the additional environmental analysis that
focuses on the Old City Jail site compares the three segment alternatives by examining three key
factors: engineering feasibility, project costs, and environmental impact.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Table 1
Comparative Analysis Between

Pasadena Line Junction Alternatives

Alternative 11: Alternative 12: Altllrnatlve '3:
Category -Through the Jail" -Behind thll Jail" • Front of Jail"

ENGINEERING • Best engineering feasibility; • Poor engineering geometry. • Requires .traddle bent
FEASIBILITY' maximizes the alignment's at- • Could result In sohedullng stNctures &bove Avenue 19.

grade configurstion. and operational conflicts
with design of the Paudena
rllilline.

• Requires straddle bent
struotures over IIxisting
Southern Pacific tracks.

• Requi res relocetion of
large, overhead tower
transmission lines.

• Columns to be constructed
very olose to the edge of
the Los Angeles River.

• Turnout at junctIon would
be looated on bridge,
thereby requiring a complex
structure.

COSTS2 $55 million $64 million $ 54 million

ENVIRONMENTAL • Land Use Dlsplecement • Utility Relocation • Lend Use Displacemant
IMPACT-! • Land Use Relocation • Water- Weterways, Flood • Historic Resources

• Property Acqui,ition Control, and Drainage • Street Displaoement
• Historic Resources Demolition • Naturel Resources • Impacts to Streat Perking and

(Los Angeles River) Existing Circulation
• Conflict with proposad San • Conflict with proposed Sa n'

Fernando Roed on-ramp, Fernando Roed on-ramp,
component of proposad componant of proposed
LA DOT Alameda Bypass. LADOT Alameda Bypess.

• Visual Impact on parkland.

SOURCES:,
Bechtltl Corporation. 2 LACTC-Rail Constructio':! Corporation. 3 Gruen Associates.

NOTE: Project Cost Estimates refleot the amount only for the Pasadana line Junction to Taylor Yard tegment of the
elignment.
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Conclusion

The purpose of the FEIR's comparative analysis is twofold. First, it presents the engineering
feasibility analysis conducted for the Pasadena Line Junction; and second, it explores possibilities
for saving the Old Los Angeles City Jail Building, while minimizing the rail transit project's
additional impacts on the environment.

Based on the findings of the comparative analysis, the "Behind the Jail" alternative has been
removed from further consideration. Although this alternative alignment would preserve the Old
City Jail from demolition, it would result in environmental impacts that include relocation of
major overhead utility lines; construction of straddle bent structures and other complex forms
within or near the Los Angeles River; disruption of views from the Los Angeles River and
Elysian Park; and potential conflicts with an on-ramp for LADOT's proposed Alameda Bypass.
In addition, this alignment would increase project costs by approximately $9 million.

With respect to the two other route alignments, the "Front of Jail" and "Through the Jail"
alternatives both exhibit contrasting opportunities and constraints.

• The "Front of Jail" alignment would reduce project costs by approximately $1 million.
It would also save the Old City Jail Building from demolition and improve the visual
quality on the east side of Avenue 19. However, this alternative would displace various
commercial and industrial businesses employing approximately 40 workers. Construction
of its straddle bent structures would also impact circulation and parking on Avenue 19,
and its aerial configuration would conflict with an on-ramp to Alameda Bypass as the
alignment crosses over the Arroyo Seco.

• As proposed in the Draft EIR, the "Through the Jail" alternative requires the demolition
of the Old Los Angeles City Jail Building. The majority of the building is vacant, .but
some portions are occupied by the Bilingual Foundation for the Arts, the Los Angeles
Youth Athletic Club, and the Lincoln Heights Community Youth Gang Services. The
alignment, however, maximizes the potential for an at-grade alignment that would
facilitate construction of the Alameda Bypass, and the mitigation measure regarding
business relocation has been strengthened to allow coordination between the lead agency,
the City of Los Angeles First Council District, and the existing tenants of the structure.

Although these two alignment alternatives have somewhat different environmental impacts and
engineering configurations, they both appear feasible for construction. In each case, project
implementation would result in significant unavoidable adverse impact. As such, the lead agency
carries forward a course of action on this issue as part of the Final ErR's certification, findings,
and mitigation monitoring program.
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Downtown Glendale-Brand Boulevard Project Route Alternatives

During the public review period, a
number of comments were received
from public agencies, groups and
organizations, and interested private
citizens regarding the proposed
project's SPTC right-of-way route; In
each case, the comments focused on
the desire to see the proposed light rail
line travel through the City of
Glendale's Central Business District
(Figure 5) before reconnecting to the
SPTC right-of-way and continuing into
Burbank.

The additional environmental analysis Figure 2

conducted for the Downtown Glendale-
Brand Boulevard Project Route Alternatives provides a comparative analysis between the
proposed project's alignment along the Southern Pacific Transportation Corridor R.O.W. (SPTC
R.O.W.) and two alignments which would serve Glendale's Central Business District: 1) Brand
Boulevard to Broadway to SPTC R.O.W., and 2) Brand Boulevard to Glenoaks Boulevard to
SPTC R.O.W. (Flgure 6) As summarized in Table 2, the analysis compares the proposed
project with the two route alternatives in tenns of potential trip generators,· operations, costs,
and environmental impacts that occur in the segment between the Glendale Transportation Center
and the Northwest Glendale Station.
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Figure 6

BURBANK-GLENDALE-LOS ANGELES LINE ALIGNMENT ALTERNATIVES IN FINAL EIR
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T8ble 2
Compw8tlve Analysts Between

Proposed Project end Project Route AlternatIves

Altematlve Alignment '1; Brand-tlroadweyCategory I Proposed Project; 8PTC R.O.W.

RO·UT~~£)~~~~~~rr::~~:~r-~~;.;\{&~1t~~~?::j6t~::.~~~t;·::':-~:?:'.~~\/~~~~i~;:~:;;( r: ':t ,.v, >./: \~: .f::~~f\~tl:~~r:~J\rA~;~f~~~!~t;;~r:1:;\:~~:::: -::.;.-::';
:,;-..

AItefT\8tlve AlIQnm«1t 'Z; Br~·Gleooak.

~~::tf;!~l~f:tt~~~~~~j~i~~t:Wtt;. ·;:~:(.~::r::~i:~;·::··:~~:::(~:::~~~:;~:~'A:!J:'::i:;::,~jP'

Total Route Length I 11.9 miles 12.7 mlle6 , 3.3 mileS'

Right-of.Way Southern P;teIf1e (SPl R.D.W. Street end SP R.D.W. Stl'Mt" 8P A.D.W.

No. of StatIons 10; Flfler to FlQure 3. 11: 5aml as proposed project. Deletl Broadway. I 13:
Add stations at Brand-Chevy ChilSI lind the
Glendale Gallerla.

Same .a propoaed project. Delete
Broadway and Ventura Freeway. Add
stations on Brend lit Chevy Challe,
Glendale G.rla, end LllldngtOl'l, end on
Olanoalel at Monterey end ConcCH'd.

Potential Trip Geoeratorr S.n FlIl'nando Road Redevelopment CorrjdOf;
Southwest lind South Glendale Residential
Areas

Glefldale Galleria; Centr&! Bualness District; San
Fernando RolKl Rede~plTlllf'lt CCH'rIdOl"; Southwnt
and Southeast Glendale Residential Areas.

Train Speed • Maximum of 55 mlfu per hour (mph)
• AVllfllQ'e of 45-55 mph between Glendale

Transportation Center arid Ventura Freeway

• Maximum of 35 mph In IItreetof\lnnlnll section
(ful sigN! preemption essumed)

• Maximum of 35 mph, with .verage of 15 mph In
street-running section (no slgnal preemption)

Travel Times from BGP AIrport;
to Downtown Gktrldate ..
to Gland... Trans. Center ..
to Union Station ..

30 mlnutll1l (via Beeline Shuttle oonnlN:tionl
13 minutes
23 mlnutes

1Z·17 minutes (depending upon signal preemption)
18-21 minutes ldej:lendlng upon signal preemption I
28·31 minutes (d~ndlflQ upon alvnal preemption)

21 minutes
2B minutes
39 minutll1l

Travel Times from Union Stillion:
to Downtowl'l Glend.Ie.............. 27 minutes (via Beefil'le Shuttle connectlol'l) 15·18 minutes (depending upon lIlgnal preemption) 1B mlnutll
to Burbank Airport.................... 23 minutes 26-31 mlnutes (depending lJI)On 1191'1al preemption) 39 minute.

i

PedelltriBl'l Safety; Land Use Displacement:
Traffle and Circulation; Natural Resources;
Utility Relocation: All$thetlcs

Potential Imp~t..

Coat Estimate 42.80 m~lion U95 m~lion 6330 mN110n I•• lIt1lrllde)
(Taylor Yard to Gterldele) .410 mNIion (partl.1 eerial or subway)

·.ENViRON~ENTAE~MPAdftBi~••n O~nda~Vr;j~:~tloii.C.hter .r1~-~4~~,O',,~~i:StI~::::~i~::\);!\~!~{¥{ffittt;rfM::.ml:\l%C ."",.,.:.;.,...,.,,..,....---:~I
Pedelltrian Sallty; Land Use; Noise; Ptlyl-lcal PlIdeatrlan Safety; land USll Displacement:
R.O.W. Limitations: Traffic and Circulation; Historic Noise; Physical R.O.W limitations; Tr.fflc .nd
Resources; Aesthetics Clrcuhrtlon: Natural Aesourcl8: Historic

ReilOurces: A"sthetlca

Potential a-flell,' EHlN:ta L.nd Use Complrtibility; Enh.nced Visual
Qualitv; Potenttal to facilitste growth .Iong
planned San Fernando Road Redevelopment
Study AI'8oIIi Con'IdOf'.

Compatible Regional lIl'Id Commercial Uses; D1r.et
NtVIce to Centr8'l Buslnen District: Ret.lns much
of Br.-xl BoLMlVllfd Streetscape

Compatible Reglon.1 end Commercll.1 Uses;
Direct aervlc:e to Centrel BUBlnan District;
Improved aceo.. for North Glendale residents

SOURCES: I Manuel Padron" Assocl.tea.
t Gruen Assoeillt8S.

~ LACTC-Rall Construction Corpor8tloo.
• City of Glendale and LACTC, Glend6,. CDrrldM RlIH Tntfl!llr Pro/.cr Rnrll Rllpurt.
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Conclusions

The comparative analysis between the proposed Southern Pacific right-of-way alignment and the
Brand Boulevard route alternatives reveals that each of the three alignments studied have very
distinct opportunities and constraints. However, the proposed project, despite its shortcomings
with respect to providing direct service to Downtown Glendale and other potential trip
generators, would create fewer significant impacts than either Route Alternative #1 or #2. As
detailed in th~ Glendale Corridor LRT Alignment A.lternatives Study, Burbank-Glendale-Los
A.ngeles Rail Transit Project Draft EIR, and in this additional environmental analysis, the Brand­
Broadway and Brand-Glenoaks alignments would have significant traffic, noise, and visual
quality impacts on the environment. The construction of either alternative alignment would
dramatically change the character of their surrounding areas. The placement of the alignment
in the median of Brand Boulevard would change the identity of the Central Business District.
Location of the alignment along Brand or Broadway would also impact adjacent residential and
community service buildings. In selecting the Southern Pacific right-of-way alignment, the
transit route could serve as the principal facilitator of the growth planned for by the City of
Glendale along the San Fernando Road corridor and Northwest Glendale area, while still serving
Downtown Glendale via a local circulator system connection at its Ventura Freeway, Broadway,
or Glendale Transportation Center stations.

In addition to these considerations, the proposed at-grade route alternatives would also cause a
$35-$70 million increase in project costs, and add an extra 8 to 13 minutes in travel time,
assuming operations similar to the Blue Line. These issues are most extreme with the Brand­
Glenoaks alternative; additionally, the at-grade Brand-Glenoaks alignment would cause major
displacement where the old Pacific Electric Red Car right-of-way has been lost. With respect
to the Brand-Broadway alternative, the increased run time could be mitigated through the ,use
of signal preemption; this would, however, exacerbate already heavy traffic congestion in the
Central Business District, particular in the area near the Glendale Galleria.

Nevertheless, it should be noted that the proposed Southern Pacific right-of-way alignment does
not preclude the potential for a future direct service connection into Downtown Glendale. Based
on LACTC's Glendale Corridor Rail Transit Project Final Repon, a loop connector serving the
entire Brand Boulevard corridor would cost $3 million for a shuttle bus alternative, and up to
$70 million for a fixed-route trolley. In addition, the proposed layout for the Glendale
Transportation Center station has been designed to allow for the possibility of a future LRT
branch line into the City's Central Business District.

The proposed SPTC right-of-way route alternative for the Burbank-Glendale-Los Angeles Rail
Transit Project, combined with a local circulator system, would provide a high level of access
to Downtown Glendale, while simultaneously providing a high-quality regional connection for
through trips. Implementation of the proposed project altemative would also be in keeping with
the adopted position of the City of Glendale, which calls for development of a local circulator
system linking to the regional trunk system.
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APPENDIX

SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANT COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO
DRAFT EI R FOR THE

BURBANK-GLENDALE-LOS ANGELES RAIL TRANSIT PROJECT



Document
Reference

Section Pl!lge Responders to Dreft EIR Comment Response

, .1.2 3 Cal trans Include Amtrak and Metrolink as responsible egencies that should be Comment noted. Incorporated into Final EIR.
contacted.

3.1 21·22 Kevin Devilin. Private Citizen Proposed project should utillzll seme technology as lIxlsting Long Comment noted. Rafar to page 21-22 of Fino! EIR.
Beach to Los Angeles Blue Line.

3.1 -- A. Allen Havens, Private Citizen CO/'l6ider low-floor rail vehioles or vehicles equipped for highllow ThE! proposed project oonfiguratlon intends to allow
B. M. Dick.llraon. Privete Citizen entrances. eventuel through service once connection ill mede

@ BURBANK HEARING with the eJdBting Blue Line. Station plans cal! for
high-platform stations, es required bV Metro Blue line
vehicles.

3.2 27 A. Ted McConkey, Comments on Hollywood Way-Burbank Airpon Stetion; Although tho Hollywood Way Station would sluve
Bumlmk Ranch Homeowners airport petrons with origins or de!l1lnatlons In
@ BURBANK PUBLIC HEARING All. Why does the LRT not go into Burbank Airport? Wh81 is Downtown LOB Angeles, the prlmery purpose of this

B. Mike Hoblinsk.I, Prlvetll Citizen the need for a mtion at Hollywood Way? Airport station is to Bervll as the principal park-end·ridll
C, rat Moser, passengers would not be served since the project does not faolllty for commutllrs traveling from North Valley end

Southqrn California go into the Airport. Santa Clarlte. Construction of this station, however,
Trsnsit Advocates (SCTAI dOll1l not preclude the potentia! for future direct
@ BURBANK PUBLIC HEARING connection into tha Airport.

3.2 29 A. Caltrllns Comments on Buena Vista Station: If an egreement cannot be rllached between Caltrans
B. Ted McConkey. and LACTC, the Buena Vista Iltation will not heve B

Burbrlnk Rancho Homeowners 1>.. Proposlld utilization of Caltrans Maintenance facility for the Buena perk-and-ride faoility end will principally seIVe as e
@ BURBANK PUBLIC HEARING Vistll Stlltlon Is unacceptable to Caltrans. Caltrans dOBs not plan looal Btation serving neerby rllsidential communities.

to leasll any of the property to LACTC for a surfaoe park-and-ride
lot. The proposod Welmart locetion would involve a

station along Victory Place north of Burbank Blvd.
8. Burbank. Rencho Homeownenl do not see the need for e station at This location is currantly isolated and Ineooesslble.

Buena Vista Street. Identifies p01l!lntiel need neer Sen Fernando Conditions may changll If Walmert Is constructed,
Boulevard end Empire Avenue to serve planned WeIman but this i8 uncert:8ln.
Department Store development.

3.2 30 T.A. Nelson, Private Citizen The Burbank. City Centre Stlltlon should include a pedE!strian bridge A plldll1ltrian bridge ia plannad a8 part of the 8urbank
over tha Golden Stete Fraeway. Multi-Modal Transportation Feoility Projeot.

3.2 41 Sallie Neubauer, Opposed to the pl9nned number of parKing spaces (SOO) at Retohllr The Glendale Frllllway-Retcher Drive station is
CitiZ9n$ CommittfJ9 Drive Station. Recommends that perking et this station site be envisioned liS a potential "catch point" for North

3.4.5 to SOV8 8ysiBn Pork reduclld to 100 cars ma)(imum. Recommends Ventura Freeway Glendale, LII Cllneda-Fllntridge, end Montrose
@ LA PUBLIC HEARING station parking copflcity to be e)(panded since the sito is in a commuters travelling to Downtown through the Echo

predominantly Industrial urea. Park corridor. This station'lI purk-and-ride facility
could potlllntially reduce the e)(isting heavy congastion
elong this corridor.



Document
Reference

Section Pege Re6ponders to Draft EIR Comment Re8pon8e

J

3.2 43 A. County of LOll Angelos, Comments on Tlylor Verd and Te-y4or VlIrd Stationl1: Comments noted. The location of tho rllli e1lgnment
Public WorKs thrOUQh Tlytor Vwd, ., well 811 ell its stationer will be

8.4.3 251 B. Pllt Mosllr, SeTA A. Concerned with both 81terl'lativll station sites within Taylor Vard coordinated with I.ACTC'8 Taylor ylltd Trl!Jfl$;t
C. Elysian VlIlley Assoeletion and the corridor's presllnt alignment. Locetion of the eorridor osve!opmtlflr Study, e.peatDd to be completed at the
D. Southern California A.ssocilltlon Icross the middle of the remaining parcels end LACTC's property end tJf February 1993.

of Governments (SCAG) precluDes the opportunity to develop the Yard', potentisl for flood
control, recreation, lind the enh8nced eeathetio QUality. Request A complete di8cuBlion of the Cumulative Impeot of
grnter flexibility in finel station and corridor designs which win be T.ylor Y.rd _pplllr8 in Section 8.4.3 of the Final EIR.
compatible with tho needs ot tho community and on-going
planning studies.

B. Division Street Ststlon: Locate station closer to VlIrdugo Rd. lind
Eagle Rock Blvd. to enhance access tor bus treos1er and
pedestrien passengers.

C. What Is dlsteMe Teylor Verd stations from Sen Fernando Road?,

D. Should the alignment bs closer to Sen Fernando Roa(H

3.2 45 A. Coalition Against the Pipeline Comments on Avenue 19·Lawry's California Center Station: A.. Par'dnv has not been provid&d .. Lllwry's because
B. Pet Mosor, SeTA the proposed project views tM aite as II

A. Why is no pe",ing planned at Lawry's? destil'lation center. The proposed protect slso
does not wish to preclude .ny potential private

B. Avenue 19 Station should be pleced as elMe as possible to dovelopment or joint ventures which could provide
Avenue 26 to serve needs of walk.-in riders, Glessel! Perk II more coordinated lind slinsitively developed rail
residenta, and facilitllte bUll transfertl. trllMit parking facility in the future.

B. To oonstruot tho mln6mum treck radius required to
implement an LRT etlltion ptlltform 16000 foet),
additional right'Of-W8V taKjnge would be required
from both San Fernando ROld end Southarn
Paoific.

3.2 25-45 Pat Moser, SeTA Stlltion Recommendlltions Comments noted. The namss provid&d for 8tations in
@ GLN. PUBLIC HEARING (1 ) ~'jminate Buena Vista etation the Final EIR ere for identification PUrp01lBS only.

(2) rename following stations: With respect to the prDPOtJed station relocations:
• 'Northwest Glendele' to 'Grand Central'
e 'Ventura Freeway' to 'Doran Street' 1) The Buene Vistll Station ill intended to "rYe
• 'Glendllle Transportation Center' to 'Ce"ito, Avenue' residential commuters.
• 'FlotoMr Drive' to 'Glassell ParK' 2) The Broadw8V location providos bettor shuttle
• 'Division Street' to 'Cypress PerK' service connection to Glendale', Central BYsino8S

(3) ,move Broadway stetion cl08er to Colorado District end more conv&nient shuttle transfer.
(4)' move Division Street stetion clo"r to Verdugo Road 3) Tho Iooatlon of st8tlol'lS In Tlytor Vard will be

deolded during the proc.., of LACTC', TlIyfor
ylltd Trlin$ir Osvflloptrlf1f1' Study.



Document
Rehlfl!.nce

Section

3.2

3.3.1

4.8

5.1

5.1

Page

46·47

86

89-90

89-90

RMponder9 to Dreft EIR

A. Pet Moser. SCTA
B. Alen Ashel, Prlvote Citizen

A. Caltran.
B. Elysiln Valley AS9ocietion
C. Darrell CJar1c.a, Private Citizen

@ GLN. PUBLIC HEARING

Publlo Utllitius Commission

A. John Hisserich,
NorthfJBSt Los Ang~8S CPAC
@ LA PUBLIC HEARING

B. Public Utiliti08 CorTVnlssion

Metrolink

Comment

How will bus looess be provided to various stations?

Comments on Patronege Forecast:

A. Petronage foreclI$t should iooicata whether el(peotod petrons ere
anticipated to Dome from transit riders, eutos, or a mil(.

B. What statistJcs do you have on present Blue Une ridership? What
will heppen to the llxiating bus systems?

C. Challenges the validity of anticipeted number of riders per dllV
since the ellgnment does not serve high density oentsrs of
Downtown Glsooale.

A larger number of treins pess through the area than quoted In the
EIR: two Sante Barbara treins, one Amtrak Coast train each wey
daily, and three oommuter trains from Santa Clarite and SImi Valley
each way daily as well. A large amount of freight trefflo e1so travel9
through the Irell each day. This freight trllfflc currantly amounts to
epprOlCimately 12 trains per day.

Comments on Pedestrien end Vehicular Safety:

A. Concern oVllr safety of pedestrians eoo vehicles cro89;ng the
treclta. Mentions examples of Blue Une vehicle-tr.n collisions.
RecOrTVneoo, malClmlting grade separations lind maximizing
slIlety consideralioM.

B. PS880nger safetv should be a paramount conslderetion in areas
where pesf/engers would congregate or where tnlJ passengers of
either the light rail system or Amtrak would be required to orots
·Iive~ tracks. EJ(lmples include lewry's California Center end
Hollywood Wav·Burbenk Airport.

Potential impacts to Metrollnk acons at Burbank end Glendale
Stations. LRT should provlc:le grade-separated pedestrian access
ecross the light reil trecke.

Response

LACTC will coordinate with SCRTD snd other local
bus service providers to develop approprilte interface
with the fixed-route bus nlltworit.

P1e8M refer to Section 3.3.1 of the Anel EIR for IIln
explallllltion of the methodology utlllzod to determine
the patronage forecast for the proposed Burbank­
Glendllh~-Lo8 Angelss Rail T1enslt Project. In snort, the
patronage modelling, conducted by Schimpeler­
Corradino Aesotlates, was performed as pert of a
larger bne trensit network. The details Ind nulnces
of the modelling IIlre outlined in the body of the text of
this report,

Commant noted. The additional dlrtll provided has
been incorporated into the Anel EIR.

LACTC considers the safety of pedestrians end
motorists 81J a primllry point of Importance. At the
reil transit pro;ect'. et-grede oro"inge, automatic
crossing gate' will btl provided, along with werning
lights lind belle. Operstors will be required to souoo II

horn in edvsnoe of eaoh oroulng, and trains will be
eQUipped with a top-mounted ~cyclops~ light that ha.
reoentlv been introduced on the Long Beach to Los
Angeills Blua Une. In the C8" where significant
conflicts mav erise between pedestrlans(motorists and
train vehicles, LACTC win consider the potentiel for
constNctlng grede-separated crossings to ensure the
safety of podestrilns aoo motorists.

As for the Avenue 19 station, the plan for en at-grade
pedestrien crossing has been eliminated.

CorTVnent noted. Stallon. at these looatlons propose
to conneat passengers to the center-loading Metrolink:
and Amtrak platforme by means of a pedestrian
bridge or tunnel. This r"pons. 8Pgear. in greater
detail In Seotione 3.4.2, 3.4.4, .nd 5.1 of the FEIR.
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5.2.1 9S Friends of the Los Angeles Riller Development at Teylor Verd llhCKlld awelt the rHults of pllnning Comment noted. The elements of the proposed
studies underway for the eree. project located within Teylor Vsrd will be coordinated

8.4.3 251 end implemented within the lerger fremework of the'
reyfo, Yard Tren$it OflVtlloplTHlnt Study thet is
expected to be oompleted by the end of February
1993.

5.2.2 97 Alen Hllllene, Private Citizen Four or possibly filiI' trecke will be loceted in the R.O.W'- in the future Commenr. noted. The eddit10nal right-ot-wey
(2 lRT end 3 SPlMlltro!inkl. Elsllwhere In the EIR, it is indicetlld that necessary is Ioceted withi n the 1oo·foot SPTC
additionel right-of-way will be needed for projllct implementation In corridor. Reter to page BG-23 of the projeot'.
this spc:tion. Thi. fact should be 90 indiceted in tnll caption to Figure EnginHr'nl/ "'." & Proflf,s which IPpellr under
59, p. 151. leparete COVIH.

The fiR should explain terms of the SP-LACTC R.O.W. ptJrchese The tarms of thll LACTC-SPTC agrellment appear in
egreamllnt. It cannot be demonstreted that the LRT line as dHcrlbed the Land Use section 15.21 of the Finel EIR. In short,
is feesible and precticable. the term8 allOW for the use of the 40-foot LACTC

R.O.W., while retaining the existing SP facilitles.
LACTC Is ourrently negotiating to purchese the entire
1DO-foot right-of-wey. In whioh ca'iB the existing
Shered USB Agreement will heve no effect.

5.3 106-107 South Coast Air Quality Use the 1991 Monitoring Date in the Air Quelity Setting. At the time thll Drllft EIR wes pfllpered, the 1991
Management District SCAQMD date Wll8 not available. The Anal EIR

includes this date.

5.3 110 South COllst Air Quality Discusll;on of TSM end TOM does not Include 811 potentiel treffie Comment noted. Reoommended mitigation meesures
Management District reduction measures; programs ehould be provided for Improlled bus are inc:orporeted into the Anel EIR. II) edditlon to

transit plans, park.-and·ride lots. preferentilll perking for ridesharers. thote recommended, LACTC should cootdlMte with
SeRTO and other locel bUll lervioe ptOvideNl to
improve bue seMce and bull trsnrillr lit LRT etetions.
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5.4

Page

128

R"pondars to Draft EIR

Caltrans

Commont

Insufficient traffic analysis conducted for the I·S/Buena Vista NB
ramps, the 1-5/San Fernando SB ramps. SR-134/Doran NB ramps, SR­
134/Fairmount S8 ramps, and I-51 Verdugo at Front Stroet ramps.

Response

The following summerizes the response to comments
to Caltl'Bns' concerne. The full response appears In
Section S.4 of the Final EIR:

• Buana Viste-Golden State Freeway: Becausa of the
smell size of the proposed parking faoillty, It is
unlikely this station will attrect enough vehicle­
oriented patrons to the station via the Golden
State Freeway. A mora likely llKit would ba at
Hollywood Way.

• Ventura Freawey: The freeway intersectio.ns, both
currently unsignalizad. experience fairly light traffio
volumes. Given the modest traffio volum1l8 et
these intersections, It appears doubtful that thlltle
Intersections would ralleh the significance
thrashold criteria.

• Front Street-Golden Stllte Fraewey: 'Bec8Usa tha
ellgnment perlllleis the fraewey. few r6i1 transit
patrons wil1aCtleS8 tha Burbank City Center via
the Front Street ramp.

5.4

5.4

128,131 I Los Angel" Department of
Transportation (LADOT)

-- , Pat Moser, SeTA
@lLA PUBLIC HEARING

Circulation analysis parformed for the five stations In the City of Los
Angeles does not appear to futty dascribe impacts and possible
mitigation ma.!llJures for those impacts. Main issue8 of concern:
Fletcher Drive/Slln Farnllndo Road Intersection, Hughes Market
5 tation accass, Avenue 19 narrowi ng, relationship to proposed
Alameda Bypass, and other misctliitmeous refarence chenges.

Tha EIR should also consider the traffic impacts of perk-end-ride end
kiss-and-ride patrons Bcoessing each site by Division Street.

Please rater to Section 5.4 of the Final for a full
response to the comments of LADOT ragarding
traffio-related Impaots lind Sl-udV methodology.

Because the Taylor Yard etlltions wlll be refinad
during the TlIyfor Ysrd Transit DSlfeiopment Study
process, additional analysis of the Diviaion Street
slation would bll unnecesS8ry at this time.
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Section

5.5

5.5

5.5

5.6.1

5.6.4

Page

132

139
142
'43

146

RespondlHS to Draft EIR

Los Angeles
UnIfied School District (LAUSDI

Los Angeles
Unified School District

Elysian Valley Association

Alan Havens, Privete Citizen

County of Los Angeles.
Public Works

Comment

Nona of thll looatlons selected for noise analysis were District
schools. To determine how District schools could b«I impectlld from
the OPIHStiOI1 of the LRT, measuramants should be taken Itt theSll
sohools.

The CNEL js the most appropriate metric to use for residantial land
uses baceu8e of 8ensltivity to nlghttima noiso. Howell'er. for non·.
resideotial land U8es, 8uoh as schools, daytime Leq's should be used.

Experienc9d loud rumbling, shaking of ground at Lawry's California
Center that resulted from passing Southern Pacific freight trains.

Clarification of Smaller Rail for LRT:

EtR 8tete9 that smaller gauge rells are usad for LRT. This is incorrect.
Gauges for LRT ere the same as SP trains. Rails used by LRT lines
todey are not much lighter in waight than those used by main line
reilroads. The term 'light rail' refers to lower capacity than rapid
trensit, not to lightweight oars or track.

Existing hazardous waste managament (HWMI faciliti9s in L.A.
County arll Inadequate to hendlll the hazardous waste currently beIng
gllnerat9d. The proP08ed commerciallindustrllll development mllY
genorat9 hazardous waste, which would lIdvenlely impllct existing
HWM facilities. MItigation measures should bll provided.

RlI9pOne8

Tho air quality and nolslI estimates conducted at the
site of Pater Noster High Sohool (now Ribet Ac8damyl
should be oonsldered represllntative of future air
quality lind noislI Impectll sinca this school site Is the
CIOBlilst to the elignment (600 feetl. Glllssell Park,
Fletcher Drive, lind Aragon schools arB loollled furthBr
from the proposed LRT line, thereby indicatinll' thet
impacts at the8a schools should be less than th0ge at
Patllr Noster.

In an effort to enswer the LAUSD's questions 8nd
concarntl, edditional analysis of construction end
operation impllcts have been performad at AtIN8tar
School and Irving Middle School. The findings from
this enlllvsls lIPptlars In the body of the text of the
Final EIR.

The oomment is correct. However, tho CNEL metric
was used for all nOlS8 anlllyBis In thll Draft EIR. Using
the CNEL metric Is considered I' more conservative
llpproech to noi8a impeot lind mitigation, generally
resulting in noise tllvels 1-2 dB higher thsn daytime
Leq's.

Th8 comment ra1e1'9 to the vibration of a freight treln.
At II distanc:e of 100 feet, those trains OrBatB
vibrlltion levels CJf llpproximlltely 78 dB, whita an LRT
crllat8s a maximum vibration level of approximately
66 dB. It is generally accllpted thllt vibration levels of
72 dB cauSlil slaep disturbance; tbus, no significant
impacts are antJoipllted from thll propol/&d projact.

Comment notlld. PlH8se refer to the ·Miscellaneous·
comments of Robert Richmond and the responS8 to
the comment.

Corrwnent noted. Mitiget10n Measuras for Halardou8
Wllfltll dlsposel heve been incorporatlld Into SlJctlon
5.6.4 of the Final EIR.
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5.6.4 144 Cllltrllns EJR provides no mention of the known potential hazardous mlltsvial The hazardous meterial contemlnetion at the Old
contamination problem at the Old Burbank. Station site. Burbllnk Reil Depot Station aite Is currllntly baing

remBdiatud 118 Pllrt of the Commuter Rail Metrollnk
project, which Is expllctlld to open in late October

. ' 992. Aocordlng to representativee of the City of
Burbank, remlldilltion of hazardoue materials will bll
completed prior to the oommenoement of service of
Metrolink.

5.7.3 152- Los Angllies Fire Depertment Make following corrections to Table 27: Comments noted. Change6 have belln made to Table
27 in the Final EIR.. Fire Station ,4- Task Force Stetion, Truck & Engine Company,

Hazardous Materiels Squad, Staffing = 14

• Fire Station '50- TlIsk Force Station, Truck & Engino Company,
Battaflon Two HBBdquBrtBre, Staffing = 12.

5.7.3 153-' 54 Glendale Fire Department Incorporate miscellaneous reference changll$ Bnd proposed Comment noted. Incorporeted into Final EIR.
mitiglltions to environmental setting for Fire.

5.8.1 '58 Burbank Parks and Recrelltion There is an omission of one tretl species located along the SPTC Comment noted. Inoorporated Into Flnel EIR.
right·of-way from Buena Vista to Hollywood WBY: Lagenltroemla
indice ICrepll Myrtlll); include in Table 29.

5.8.1 1SO Friends of the LOll Angeles River Possible impllcts to the Southwostern Pond Turtle were Idontified, The Draft EIR has attempted to identity all possible
but no mitlglltion mOBSUrB1l were proposed. One approprillte moallure 8ensitive epecies that may Ilxist In the project erea.
appeers to ba expension of its local habitllt. The riparian habit6t of the Arroyo Verdugo Wash and

LOll Angeles River would not be thrtl8tllned or
significantly Imp80ted since the proposed proj8ct is to
be cOl'llltructed over the concrete channel section of
the Arroyo Verdugo W89h. The Southwestern Pond
Turtle's area of potantla( habitation Is locatBd more
then 500 fellt from the Arroyo Verdugo Wash Bridge.

5.8.2 --- Los Angales Parks end Recreation Strongly suggest coordination with lACTC to discuss ways to Comment noted.
minimize impects to City of Los Angele6 recreetlonal facillt!es.

5.9.1 164-155 Southern CalifornlB The new rail alignment and Division Straat site altarnat!vll within The LRT trackway end OCS Systems are designed to
Edl50n Company Taylor Yard are very closll to a double circuit 56kV transmission line minimize Impact8 to existing utilitiee. Where an

located northwest of the proposed site. overheed conflict is unavoidable, tha utility oompany,
in coordination with LACTC, would nlled to raise its

ThB Van de Kemp Bakery elternative is located on the east sldll of wlrB1l Dr request othllr apprQpriatll measures to
Fletcher Drive. Perallllllng Fletcher Drive on the IIBst side Ie a double mitiQete this impaot.
circuit 66k.V transmission wood pola line. Some poles may rsqulre
relocation and due to the tight area, steel polB1! may be required.
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5.9.1

5.9.1

5.9.1

5.9.1

Page

165

165

R08Pondo~ to Draft EIR

B4Jrbenk, Public Servio,

B4Jrbenk, Public Service

Alan Havens, Private Citi18n

A. Southern Celifornia
Assooiatlon of Governments
(sCAGl

B. Alen Havans, Private Citizen

Comment

Add mitigetion stating thet overhead eleotrio line oonstruotlon and
underground electric supply Bnd oommunicatlon systems shall meet
the stllte of California Public Utilities Commission Generel Order Nos.
95 lind 128 requirtlments.

Light reil PIIS911S oVllr 17 City water mains. Pipe1l must be protected
against vllrticalloading and impact. Corrosion o~used by stray
currllnts resulting from treck ruturns Is IIlso II DonOllrn.

SP has crossover privilages with lit-grade reil crossings of LACTC
track on the 40-foot ellsement to IIccess customers.

Comments on traok lind right-of-way capllcity:

A. Provide detall on treck lind right-of-wily requirements for
Metrolink tmd the SPTC; und6r terms of tho right-of-way
purchase agreement with SP, the SeRRA may naed to vaoate thll
freight trllcks whloh wm ba used initially, end locate at le8st one
commuter roll trllck. on thair 4O-foot easemant within ona or two
decades. The EIR should IIlso discuss track cllpllolty Issue, liS
reillted to high-speed rell proposal of LOB Angeles/Fresno/Bay
Aroll-slIcramento High spoad RlIiI Study. Disouaa relative rolea of
commuter and light rllil on this corridor lthair function in ralation
to such sarvice axpllnsion), which should blt answered.

B. Identifies problam with construction of two LRT tracks on tha 40­
foot eosement purchased from Southern Pllcific Trllnsportation
Co",peny liS potllntiel preamption of operating raverse-peek
oommuter reil sarviclI to be shllr6d batween SP lind Metrolink.
Recommends provision for additional track capacity north of
Taylor Yard lind south of Burbllnk to allow provision of future
triple traoking. sidings, etc. for main line train use. Reoommends
downtown Glendale IIlignmltnt with use of stretctl between
Glendale old rail depot lind NorthwBtlt Glendale for right-of-way
Bltt asIde purposes.

Rnponll

Comment noted. Incorporetlld into Final EIR.

Comment noted. The City's recommended mitigation
has been Incorporated into the Utilities sootlon of the
Final EIR.

LRT traoks oan sofllly cross freight spurs eaflllv,
provided that the freigtlt is reguillted and Installs
appropriate track in'lIrlocks. The condition exists on
the Long Belloh to Los Angofes Blull Line in two
locations: North of Rrestono Bouillvard and lit the
remnllnt of the SPTC Santa Monica Bnmch south of
Wll9hington Bouleverd.

The Southern Paolflo right-of way Is currently double­
tracked from Taylor yard to Buenll Vista, and 1/lnglll­
trllcked from Buena Vista north. WithIn the double­
trfloked section, It is possible to construct the LRT
within tho 4O-foot R.C.W. Between Buena Vlstll and
Hollywood W(JY. there will stlll be room for Metrollnk
to construot a 8IIcond track on sP property. Sinoe
the shorad USB Agreement requires the seoond track
to be built on LACTC property beginning In 2006, it
may beoome neOll9sary at that time to modify the
LACTC-SP ogreement, as it applios to thle 1.3·mlle
Begment. However, LACTC Is currently negotiating to
purchase the entire 1oo-foot R.O.W. In that CIlge,
neither the existing Shared Use Agreement nor
R.O.W. Impacts will have eny effect on LRT Dr
Metrolink operation.

Becau8e muoh of the 100-foot R.O.W would be
utilized for sPTC Froight, Amtrak, Motrollnk, and LRT
811l"1li011, there appears to be little room fDr lin Bt-grade
high-epeed rairllne. This implies that any plans for
such a facility will hava to be clDsely cDordlnlltl'd wIth
the owners of thll R.O.W.
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5.9.2 166 Elysian Valley Auociation Provide 'nfomll!ltlon tMt explains how the estimated co~umption Df P'l1l1l811 IlItllr to Footnota "9 in Section 5.9.2. Tho
1,720 gallons of fuel per dey wes determined. When, are the fects oalculatlon Is based Dn II fuel coneumption fectO( of
to support this? /lPproxirNltely 22 milea per gallon.

5.10 168-169 Elysian Vaney A880ailtion Miscellaneous dootlment chenga to eesthetios section regarding Comment noted. Inoorporated into Rnal fiR.
description of the community as predominanrly IndU61:rial.

5.10 176 Metrolink The proposed project is involved wit" the deBign and funding 01 the Comment noted. Incorporated Into the Ae8thetlcs
Sill' Fernllndo Road fence and lendscllping lIree. That element needs section of the Final EIR.
to be noted in the EIR.

5.10 .- Los Angele8, Arst Council District: In an agreement reached proviouety with LACTC and II Steering Comment noted. TI'Ie guidelinel referred to In thill
Mike Hernandez Committee, urbln design guidelines studied the effects of comment will be developed 88 part of LACTC'Il Teylor

devlliopment elong tha oorridor. Thllse guidelines that focus on YfJfd Trsnsir D,,~pmfmt Study.
economic develDpment stratagies as wall as environmentlll Impacts
must be incorporated into any final EIR.

5.11 179 loe Angeles Conservancy explain methodology utilized in survaying historic resources for tha The following response !'les been incorporated into the
Draft EIR. Tile report sllould explain tne criteria by which propertills Historic Resources Saction of the Fine! fiR:
wera identified. The lack of this o)(plenation milke, It difflCtJlt to
understand how the8e historic resourcae IIrll idantified. Tha report A preliminary field review we8 cDnducted with the
al!Jo falls to $J)eolfloe!ly Identify structures, other then the lincoln projllOt archeoologlst to llItIt8bllsh II context for the
Heights JIllJ, which lire to ba demolished for the rail project, eveluatlon of hlstoric and cultural resources along the
consequently, it is uncertain whether these buildings are nistDriD prDpofled project route. A subeaquent survey wall
resources, requiring mitigation measures. perfolTl'led from AvefKle 19 to Hollywood Wey,

utilizing the pro~t Planning Context Map (Figure 3)
ItS the besls for enatysls. The routa alignment, station
Meas, Ilnd the surrounding arallS, within 14 mile, ware
surveyed and photographed. From thlllle surveys, 28
pr098rt;ell were Idontlfled as potlntle!ly significlInt.
Seven wore deemed to have historic and/or culture!
slgnlflcenoe bued on the National Historic Landmarb
Criteria for Eveluation e6tablishod by the KMper of
tha National Register of Historic Pieces.
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5.11.2 .- A. Los Angl!lles CCII'lSllrvllncy Comments on tn. proposed demolition of the Old Los Angehlll City PlellSe rllhlr to Section S.4.1 of the Fin. EIR for ..
B. Sallie Nllubeullr, Jail: comperetive engineering end .nvironmental anllllysis

Citiz9flS Committs9 between the prl)po1led ~Through the Jail" alignment
8.4.1 227 to Savs 8YS;8n Prvlc A. Concerned lIoout the pos61blo demolition of the Old City that would disphlce.nd demolish'he Old City Jell

@ LA PUBLIC HEARING Jeil, formerly tho Uncoln Heights Jail, lind abandonment of Building and two .'emative segment. that W04JId

C. Mount Washington Association the Deyton Tower 5ignel Tower. The Finel EIR should seYe tha historic structure:
D. Bill Hunter, SeTA analYlIl alternatll/e alignments, including one thet rune to

@ LA PUBLIC HEARING the west of the propoSlld elignment. • "Behind the JlIiI- Alignment
E. Pst Moser, SeTA • "Front of JlIil" AlIgrment
F. Alan Havens. Private Citizen B,C. Concerned and opposed to the demolition of tne Old Los

Angeln City JlIil. Recommend that lIItsrnative aligrmllnt1l
ba st\Jdied and depicted in the Finel EIR.

D,E,F. Opposed to the demolition of the Old Los Angeles City Jail.
Recommllnd thet II second bridge be constructed over the
Loa A"1;lelolf River .nd design of the lIIignment .Ilould bll
plaoed to the west of thll structur•• Or study the potential
of the line contilllJing to AVII(l\Je 26, turning north, and
connecting to thll SPTC right-of-way lit the northern
termlnul!l of Avenue 26.

5.12 , a15-' 89 South COll8t Air Qulllity Provid. lin lIfl'tlrTl8le of construction raillted .misslons. QUllntify all Comment notl'd. Thll Finel EIR reflects the oomments
Men8gement District sources of construction emissions end propos. mitigstion menuret. of thie egllncy and InclodllS empiriclIl dllta thet deplote

8l(haullt lIm1sslon. from construction eml811ione a.
well 8lI for fugitive dust emlS1llons, and provide.
lIdditionel mllaSUr81l to mitigate impacte.

5.'2 1B8·189 Friend. of the LOll Angeles River Prevent construction-related debris from r~ltChing the LA River 100 Comment notad. The Anlll EIR refleetlJ edditionel
Arroyo Verdugo Wellh. Primerv concern should fOOUB on wildlife thet construotlon mitigation measures that: minimize.
el(ista there. impacts on sensitive land US88.
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6.2

8.4.2

6.2

6.3

Page

193

237

194-195

Responders to Draft EIR

A. SCAG
B. Southllrn Celifornia

Ropid Transit Dlstrlot (SeRTD)
C. Bill Hunter, SeTA

@ LA PUBLIC HEARING
D. Charles Hobbs, SeTA

@ GLN. PUBLIC HEARING
E. Pat Moser, SeTA
F. Alen Fishel, Private Citilen
G. Alan Havens, Private Citilon
H. John Heller, Private Citizen
I. Michael Dickerson,

Private Citilen
@ BURBANK PUBLIC HEARING

J. Ron Fechter, Private Citilon
K. T.A. Nelson, Privete Cith~an

Los Angeles Conservanoy

A.SCAG
B. James Norton, Private Citilen

Comment

Comments on proposed Project Alignment Alternatives:
• Connection to Downtown Glendale Centrol Business District

A,B. Recommend Brend Boulevard-Downtown Glandale
alignment. Density, population, ridofship, end destinations
afe In Downtown Glendale. Rocommend that Finol EIR
provido a more detailed comparison between the proposed
project and its altemotives.

All. Rail line should serve Downtown Glendale, preferably Brand
Boulevard. Suggested alignments Inoluded;
• Brand-Glenoaks
• Brand·Dnmge-G!enoak.s
• Brand (or Centrall-Broadway
• Glendelo Boulevard-Montrose R.D.W.
• Downtown-Echo P!lrk-Glendale Bouleverd

F. What would the cost differance be between having tho Iina
run at-grade up Brend Boulevard \15. the Southern Pacific
R.D.W.? Further analysis should also include population
and dll1Jtinat\on models: to compare the two elternativ~.

G. Comperison of Trip Generators: A land use compllrison
between the centrel area of Glendale end the San Fernsndo
Road transit alignment oonsidered In the EIR Is very
Instruotive in evaluating possible LRT elternativas.

Project Alternatives 14, #5, and 16 of Section 6.2 do not list
potential impacts to historic rasources.

Comments of Project Mode Alternatives:
• Expansion of Commuter Rail Metrolink service

A,B. The EIR should provide information whether an exponded
commuter reil operetion, with saveral additionel station
stops, end some roverae peak commuta servico, would
satisfy commuting needs of the community.

Response

Plene refer to Section 8.4.2 of the Final EIR for a
comparlltivll analysis between the proposfld Southern
Paoific right-of·wey alignment and two alternative rail
traf\sit routes that would BaNII GllIndal .. 's Central
Buslnells Distriat:

• Brand to Broadway to SPTC R.O.W.
• Brand to Glenoaks Boulavard to SPTC R.O.W

The information has been derived from field 8urveys
lind the City of Glendale's Gflnf/rel Pff/n: Historic
Prf1SflfVfJrion Bemflf/f. The respons/lR appear In the
body of the text of the Fi nel EIR.

An e)(1ensive comparison of LRT and Commuter Reil
service was included in LACTC's Downtown Los
Angelf1$ to Sylmar/Santa C1er1tfl RBiI Trens;t Corridor
Study. Based on this analysIs, ccmmutllr rail provldev
an Bffective ehort-term improvement, but LRT ie tha
moat effective long-term solution in this eorridor due
to the following faotors: Ita lower proJacted cost par
rider; oapability to serve more stations; lind superior
ability to flloillt8tll desirable land USB end
development.
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7.1 204 Los Angeles, Fifth Cooncll DlstIict: The Draft EIR feils to consider two potenti. envlrol'll'mlntel impeets of Tho proposed .project ha, flO signlfioant, direct
ZtN Veros!avsky 'hi' line: III ReI.,lon between thie line end the Lend Acquisition end relationship to the proposltd Bumank-Glendele-

Replacement hrmine4 Project proposed by the Burbank Airport; lind PllIsedene Airport project. Altl'lough the Hollywood
(2J the potonDlI1 for thi, Ana to increase use of the Airport, the.18 WilY stetlon dDes intend to "rYe airport petrons, Ita
Increaaing the flOiso impact of that Airport on 8urroundlng primeIY uee will be by commuter. tr.veling from the
commur'lilills. North Valley and 5.1'118 Cillrita, To the extent .rport

petrone do uae the rail project, motor velllO\llar treffic
(i.e., r8nt81 c.rs, 18xl,) wiR be reduced, ~, furthering
region.1 elr qu.. lty go.a. The proposed rail tr.nsit
eV8tem is viewBd ... fllCili18tor rether than en
lnducllr of eirport growth. The degr88 to which the
number of flightll and resulting l'IOia8 Incre8aee i,
dependent on pollol.. established bV the Airport
Authority,

7.2 - Ely,ian Valley Association Concerned with cumulative impect of Teylor Yerd. Page 57 of the Section 8.4.3 ot the Finel EtR provid.. a oumulative
Draft EIR shows e mllP (Figure 381 of Glesull Pllrk-Tsytor Yard. WhV impact enelV8ie of development at Taylor Verd, lind

8.4.3 251 eren't tllll buildings to bll built end elreedy constructed dllpicted on ite potent'" Impact on the surrounding community.
this msp1

Misc. TllchniclIl A. County of LOI Angetee, All. Miscellaneous document chengel. Comm&f\ts notBd. Changes recommended by these
Edit' Public Works agencies heve been incorporated Into the Final EIR.

B. Celuens
C. SCAG

Misc. 255-256 Allin Hevllns, Privllte Citiun Previoos LACTC Policy Concerning Duplicate Feollitles: Ave yeers Under Propolllnon A, 35 peroent of the funds lire
ago, the question erose over the use of Proposition A funds for lIarmerked toward oonstruction of reil trenelt IYStoms
commuter rllillines thet roughly per.lel idllntified Mellsure A umen Illong speclfiBd oorrldors. LACTC Illter epproved
rlli! corridors. The policy I18tebliehed at the tlme wa, thet funde IIxpendlturll of these fund. tor commuter reil in
could be uaed for CDmmuter reil if umBn relt improvement would not Prop01lition A corridors w".re urban rail improvemenUI
take pleclI within tlln yeer8 .fter the inception of commuter service. were I'IOt planned to occur within ten years.
In tills case, the LRT corridor would follow lllCltCdy the same corridor However, this policy W88 I'IOt intended to restrict
es the Mlltrolink Illlrvlce. future lACTC ection8 should eddltionel funding

beoome evailable. At the time of approval of the
Metrolink sV8tem. therll wers insufficient Prop08ition
A funcls to construct the proposed rail transit proJeat
within 10 yellrll. The approval of Proposition C hili
made it poesiblll to construc, 8 number of urben reil
line' sooner th8n previouely .ndclp.ted.
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Misc. 255-256 A. Elysian Velley Associetion Comments on Public Review Procese: Chapter 8, particuler1v Soction 8.4.4. de8cnt..1l the
B. Bryen Allen. Private Citizlln public review process. As requested Appendix III hes

@l LA PUBLIC HEARING A. Public review process does not efford enough review time, r811es been added to Inolude eI/ written and orel comments
too muoh on workshops, and develops no community llWarene6ll. received. including thOlle not directly related to the

EIR. The public hearing trenscripts are lIIIeo shown,
B. Does not agrell with current public heering process. Recommends lind inolude Instructions providlld 8t the stllTt of eech

the following suggestions: (1) Subject !III tostimony to review by a hearing. to the effect that commonts should foous on
professional not involved in the EIR Preparation; (2/ Establish a the contents of the Draft EIR.
subdivision in Rnal EIR's comment response section entitled
"Environmentel Enhencement Issues" to suggest enhanCllments of In term. of the process for r"ponding to Domnonts.
previ()IJs onvlronment81 conditions; (3) Estllblish Appendhc in Finel CEQA requires e good-feith. reasoned snalysis in
EIR in which allll1Jblltantlvo and nonenvlronmentlll comments order for responses to be considered adequate. The
recolve response es if required bv CEQA; (4) Establish II standerd internal proce88 used to develop the responlle. does
thot the qualitv of overy response shell be the seme IS) Subject not determine edeqtJecv; it ~ the~ of the
every response to comment to scrutiny bv LACTC lI1.etf member commonts whloh must demonstrate a good~falth,

not essocjat~ with the subject EIR. reasoned en.lvsls.

Misc. - Robert Rlclvnond, SeTA Light Rail VlJ. Repid Transit1 Disputes thet light rllillines qualifV .s RapkI trenMt lor hellvy reil) ie faster Bod ceo earlY
@ BURBANK PUBLIC HEARING r6pid transit systems. Argues that light reil cannot bll defined a8 motlt pll1l8engers than LRT S'($tems. Bot the light rail

rapid transit MaBUS' it is not fast enough. safe enough, nor relieble can also be II serious contender as II rapid movar of
enough. people. The proposed LRT would tend more to

resemble a full heevy rail rapid trllnsit system since
the ttllgnmont will have few grede crosainos. utilizes
high platform loedi ng, and trllvel at relativelv high
speed due to the long straight traok sllctlons.

Misc. -- A. Glendale-Office of the Mayor Tho88 publIc agencies, groups elnd organizations, end private citizens Comment noted.
B. Bu rbenk-G lendale-Pll1Iedenlll have expressed their support for the proposed Burbank-Glendale-Los

Airport Authority Angeills Rail Transit Project.
C. Beitler Commercial Realty
D. Burb. Chamber of Commerce
E. Copy Central
F. Giddens
G. Mount Washington Association
H. Ryan Herco Product Corp.
I. SYDS Electricel Cornpeny
J. Warner Bros.
K. LlJc Benoit. Privete CitiZlln
L. Christogpel Carroll.

Private Citizen
M. Pamela Corradi, Private Citizen
N. Tlld Damon, Private Citizen

@ BURBANK PUBLIC HEARING
O. Kevin Devilin. Privete Cltlzen
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Misc. -- US Sprint Reserves comment$ on Impl!lCts to US Sprint facilities until final Comment noted.
design of' the project Is $ubmltted tor relfiew.

MillC. -. City of Glendale, PubliCI Serlfioe Requ&$tll review of any plens for proposed construction along the Comment n<.>tod.
right-of-way to determin., if said conatructlon Intllrteres with any
racilities .

Misc. -- City of Burbank, Publio Works Need for maintenanoe conslderetlon for streets, sldewelks, alleys, Comment notod.
and ettencllint features such es signals due to increesed demeM on
trlnsportatlon and circulation elements.

Misc. - A. A. Moreno, letvnael Chavez, All. Requost that no more melntenance f8Cillties be built or Comment noted. Corrrnent does not Involve oontents
Gustevo Moreno, Guadelupe proposed in the community. of thia project, but rather refara to the Supplemental

IRodriguez, Privet., Cltlzans fiR olmently being prepared for the Pawena-Los
B. J.C. Ucon, Private Citizen Angeles Rail Transit Projact.
C. P. Reynoso, Private Citizen I

Misc. -- Elena Honquria, Privata Citizen Pasadena-los Angeles Rail Transit Project comments rOQardlflQ Comment noted. Comment dOlls not lnl/Dlve contents
Marmion Way Station end conditions on Los Angalea-Long Beach I of thia proj:ect. However, all IIt11ted In, Seo.tion 6.7.2,
Blue Line: earely, graffiti, etc. thlle)(isting Longl Beaah to LOll Angel.. Blue Line

experi.ances very Iittl'e crime. Conditions of grllffltl
endl blight lin the corridor were arreadv p~..ei'lt prior to

I construction 'of the ~ine'. The irn:r!lesed activity ane(
law ,enforcement prll8enCIl due to the Blue 1I,ne Is
thought to Ihavee, positive ,Impact on ,reduciflQ blignt
In lhe sU'-rounding eree.

Misc. -" Elysian Volley Association Major uCElvalions and grading at Taylor Yard have already bee," done COl'IYnol'lt noted~ CotTnll!lnt cioes not Invol,ve contente
without people along the rout" being notified. of tnil project, Ibut father refers to the con$truetlQn of

the Commu,tar R8if (MetroIinkl' Maintenance Fecility

JIIndi Yal'd being oonstruotad In illVlo~ YlIrd.

Misc. --- A. City of Burbank, No comment. None.
Community Development

B. Pacific Bell
C. U.S. Dept. of Trensportation,

Federal RlIilroad Administration

Miso. -- City of Bufbenk, No restriction, no special prolfislon required. None.
Rre Prevention Bureau


