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ABSTRACT 

This Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) presents the 
revised project and impacts for the proposed Century-El Segundo 
Extension Rail Transit Project. Based on public c01m1ents 
received, the project would begin at the Century Rail Line 
Aviation Station and end at a rail yard site in Hawthorne. 
Within this 2.9 mile route, stations are proposed at Mariposa 
Avenue, El Segundo Boulevard, Douglas Street, and Compton 
Boulevard. Both at-grade and aerial Nash Street options are 
being cleared as part of this FEIR, from just south of Mariposa 
Avenue to just north of El Segundo Boulevard. 

This FEIR includes revisions to the project description and 
impacts; responses to comments received on the DEIR; a list of 
agencies, organizations and persons c011111enting on the DEIR; and 
revised plans and profiles. The DEIR is incorporated by 
reference as part of this FEIR. For further information on the 
FEIR or to obtain a copy of the DEIR, contact: 

Stephen H. Lantz, Manager 
Community Relations 
Los Angeles County Transportation Commission 
403 West 8th Street, Suite 500 
Los Angeles, California 90014 
(213) 626-0370 
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l.O SUMMARY 

The Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the Century/El 
Segundo Extension Rail Transit Project was released to the public 
on July 3, 1986, beginning the formal review period, which closed 
August 25, 1986. The DEIR evaluated a baseline project and 
several options. A public hearing was held August 12, 1986. 
Comments given at this meeting plus additional written ccnments 
are included in this Final EIR (FEIR) and can be sumnarized as 
follows: 

Nash Street Options 

All respondents stating a preference preferred the aerial 
option on Nash Street over the at-grade alignment. The City 
of El Segundo, Rockwell, Kilroy, the El Segundo Employers 
Association (ESEA) and others have particular concern about 
the at-grade crossing of Nash Street. 

Rail Yard and Length Options 

All respondents stating a preference preferred the Hawthorne 
Rail Yard and Length Option over the El Segundo Rail Yard. 
Respondents felt that the Hawthorne length option and yard 
site provided better transit service to a larger number of 
employees in the southern end of the employment center. In 
addition, Allied Chemical expressed concerns over the 
proximity of their chemical facilities to the proposed El 
Segundo yard site and warned of the need to maintain an 
adequate buffer around the facility in the event of an 
accident, a concern which was supported by others. 

Compton Boulevard Station Alternatives 

A consensus has been reached regarding the two Compton 
Boulevard Station alternatives identified in the DEIR. In 
several meetings held with TRW, the ESEA, Southern 
California Edison (SCE) and the City of Hawthorne, a Compton 
Boulevard Station plan agreeable to all parties has been 
identified. (See Drawing Number BL-6 in Section 4.0). The 
station platform, as planned, is located north of the tracks 
into the yard, providing optimal operational efficiency. 
Busbays, shuttle and auto drop-off spaces and short-term 
parking spaces are proposed south of the platform on SCE 
substation property and a park-and-ride lot is proposed 
under an SCE utility easement north and east of the 
platform. 

on September 24, 1986 LACTC selected the following options for 
final environmental clearance: 

o The Baseline At-Grade Route from Aviation Station to 
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the Hawthorne Yard with a modification to eliminate ·at­
grade crossings of Nash Street and Maple Avenue. The 
LR7 would be fully grade-separated over Northrop and 
Rockwell Corporation properties, cross over Nash Street 
and Maple Avenue, drop to ground level and cross 
Mariposa and Grand Avenues at-grade, and then rise to 
cross over El Segundo Boulevard. 

Nash Street Aerial 0Ption - Although the Baseline At­
Grade Route has been modified to include grade­
separations at Nash Street :and at Maple Avenue, this 
option would provide for an aerial configuration along 
the entire length of Nash Street. 

Hawthorne Rail Yard Site and Length Option - The El 
Segundo Rail Yard Site has been eliminated from further 
consideration and the initial route length will extend 
2.9 miles to the Compton Boulevard Station. 

Compton Boulevard Station North Site The southern 
site will be eliminated from further consideration in 
favor of the modified north site. (See Drawing Number 
B:-6 in Section 4.0). 

The FEIR Baseline Project is summarized in FEIR Figure 1 and FEIR 
Table 1 . 
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P'EIR Table 1 
CENTURY-EL SEGUNDO U·r&h'SICM RllL 'l'RANSIT PROJECT 

SUMMARY OF PROJECT CHARACTERISTICS 

ROUTE giAP.ACTERISTICS 
Limits 

OPJJ½TING PLAN 
Frequency 

The Baseline Route runs froa the Avi­
ation loulnard Station of the Century 
Rail Line to a rail storage and 
uintenance yard in the City of 
Hawthorne. Stations an provided at 
Mariposa A..._., 11 Sapndo loulffar'd, 
Douglu StrNt (nur ltoMcrana Anaue) 
and at ec.pton loulnard. 

7 days a WMk-6 ainute budvay durina 
peak hours; 20 aiJaate bMdvay durina 
off peak hours. 

Hours of Service 5:30 a. ■ • - 1:30 a.■ . 

Vehicles 3 car trains 
Average Speed (in study area) 25-35 ■ph 
Ha.xi.mum Spet-: 55 ■ph 
Capacity (L'iree car train ) 228 seated passengers & 483 standNS, 

illill 
Stations 

Par.king 

Bus/Shuttle 

ADJA@"'I LAND ysrs 
Office, Light Industry 
Heavy Industry 
Utility,Railroad,Public 
Undeveloped 
Residential 

High Level Platforas 
~riposa-At-Grade 
*El Segundo-Aerial vith 

elnator and stairs 
*Douglu-Aerial vith 

elevator and stairs 
*Compton-At-Grade 

Douglas Sta.tion-100+ cars 
Compton Station-35o+ cars 

At Al 1 Stations 

Linear l2i1wo,~ 
weu lut % 
1.6 mi. 1.0 Iii. 45% 

0.5 mi. 0.8 ■i. 22% 
0.4 ■i. 1.1 ■i, 26% 
0.4 ■i. 0 6% 

0 Q,03 Ji. 1Lll 

2.9 11i. 2.9 ■i. 100% 

4 

~entury Rail Lin~ 
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As a result of environmental concern and engineering refinements, 
the following modifications have been made to the route: 

c Alignment Shift at Nash Street and El Segundo Boulevard 
As a result of concerns over parking loss and proximity 
of the aerial guideway to the Westbay Plaza project, 
the alignment of the guideway has been shifted slightly 
to the west in this area as shown in Drawing Number BL-
3. This slightly changes the layout of the El Segundo 
Boulevard Station and reduces loss of parking from 
Westbay Plaza from 15 to 4 spaces. 

o Douglas Street Station Shift As shown in Drawing 
Number BL-5, the Douglas Street Station has been moved 
approximately 400 feet south in response to concerns of 
the City of El Segundo that future extensions of 
Douglas Street would be blocked by a station in the 
previous location. Moving the Douglas Street Station 
will also allow a direct tie-in to the proposed 
Continental Development, again at the request of the 
City of El Segundo. This shift necessitates moving the 
proposed park-and-ride lot south allowing possible 
future increase in the space available for parking. It 
is envisioned that the municipal parking lot in this 
area would remain and LACTC would construct its park­
and-ride lot adjacent to the city lot until an 
extension of Douglas Street is constructed. 

c Joint LRT/Freight Rail Bridge at Rosecrans/Aviation 
LACTC will consider proposals for a jointly developed 
freight r~il/light rail overcrossing at this 
intersection if: l} such proposals can be made in a 
timely manner so as not to delay the light rail 
construction schedule; and 2) such proposal results in 
no additional project costs or significant 
environmental impacts. 

o Compton Boulevard Station Redesign As shown in 
Drawing Number BL-6, the Compton Boulevard Station has 
been redesigned. Features include the following: 

* 

* 

* 
* 
* 

A 40-foot roadway from Compton Boulevard north to 
the station. 
A bus/shuttle van loading area south of the yard 
leads. 
A platform north of the yard leads. 
No impacts to TRW property or buildings. 
Station facilities located on SCE property. 

FEIR Table 2 Surranarizes the Revised Project's Environmental 
Impacts and Findings of Signficance. This document also includes 
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the detailed responses to comments received during ·the 
environmental review period, and the revised plan and profile 
sheets reflecting the above modifications to the DEIR . 
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ENVIRONHEl,TAL IMPACT 
CAIEGORY 

Land Use 
·Acquisition & I&lc.ing 

-Property Access 

Traffic Circulation 

-Confomity with 
Adopted Plans 

Freight Rail 

FEIR TABLE 2 
CENTURY-EL SBGUHDO &H-&hSic:8 

RAIL 'l'RAHSIT PROJECT 
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND SIGHIFICANCB 

IMPACTS 

ROW acquisition nquiru 11. 6 
acres of prifttaly bald property, 

and 2.5 acru of uiatina public 
roadway. About 109 -,la,.. 
parking spaces would be diapi.:.d 
hOWPer, 80 naw apacea would be 
conat.rw:ted bebind llub StrMt 
and .,n than 400 MV park and 
ride spaces would be crated. 

Exclusive at-and• ROW on Nub 
St. vill block acc .. s to 
properties on the vest aide 
bet"'"n El Segundo Blvd. and 
Maple Ave . 

Excluain at-grade LRl' on Naab 
St. vill narrow ROW for use of 
traffic. Traffic vill be 
attracted to Park and Ride lots. 

lbe project conflicts vith 
planned extension of Doual.&& St. 
in th• Circulation ll~t of the 
El Segundo Gmeral Plan. 

Design of the Douala& Street on• 
rup to the Century PrNvay 
around which the I.RI al~t 
has bean panned, nquiru 
IDOdification of an existing spur 
line. 
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Unnoidabla lllpact-
Priftta laid talwlls ban been 
ldni■iad u wll u tba IILllber 
of panJ,ia apacea diapl.-:ed . All 
altanatiftS studied i.Jffalftd 

are pri..u laid tvinp- 11o 
other f ... ibla altanati'ftll 
Gist . 

Sipificant-
Nitiption f ... ible through 
constzuction of a new access 
roadway which vould be 
constructed by LACrC north of 
Nllripou A ..... U tba at,nde 
altarnatin ware c:onatnx:ted 
south of Mariposa, access vould 
be d ... loped u a part of site 
danlopeent when tbue parcels 
are d ... 1opec1. 

Not Sipificant· 
Nitiption fauible tbrOUlh 
planned one-vay traffic couplet 
syata■ on Naab & Doualas Streets 
and ■odaat interuction fiaru. 
to ace~te additional turning 
i-s. Inc.reued traffic in 
ricinity of station ar-.s ia mot 
aipif icant. 

Not Sipificant· 
Station bu been 80T9d south to 

allov for an at-p-ade extension 
of Douala& .....,th aeral 
su.idwa)'. 

lot Sipificant· 
lxiatin& spur tracu are not in 
uae. If freipt Hnice is 
reinstated, the spur can be 
raconfipred to prc,nde accau to 
all facilitiu . 



Noise and Vibration 

Visual 

Construction 

'1unic 1pa 2 Ser,ices 

Air Qua l itv 

Earth 

Rail line paases in close 
proxiaity to two sensitive 
receptors . 

Aerial structures will block 
vistas and caaae sbadovs along 
sidewalks, streets and sc.e 
adjacent stnx:t.uru. 

Hinor disruption of traffic flow 
would occur on Naab, Maple, 
Mariposa, Grand, Douglas, El 

Segundo, Rosecrans and Aviation 
during the construction of tracks 
and aerial structures. Minor 
noise-related disruption would 
also occur for residences in 
Holly Glen. Dust effects -y 
result from p-ading, excavation, 
and hauling activities. N\aerous 

underground and overhead utility 
relocations will be required. 

Station areas, particularly 
during off·pe&lt hours of 
operation may require police 
assistance and patrol. A 
potential fire station location 
on Cl'levron property along Nash 
St. may be affected by rail 
vehicle ac,v-,it.s on the at-grade 
rail line. 

Transit illprov-,its are an 
integral part of the Ragional Air 
Quality Managaant Plan. Any 
shift from .auto to transit vould 
be beneficial. Sall Park and 
Ride lots at the Douglas and 

C011pton St&tions, u well as 
shuttle van zone at all stations 
would attract Tehicle trips to 
these locations. 

No active earthquake faults are 
crossed and there are no below 
grade sections. 

8 

Not Significant· 
Noise and vibration iap&cts are 
within existing .. bient lenls at 
these locations. Further studies 
bPe been conducted at two office 
locations and l'W9Ul no adverse 
iap&cts. 

Not Significant 

Sipificant•lut taporary 

Conatnx:tion pbuing wil 1 be 

Prosr-d to ■iniaize impacts, 
how9ver some streets will require 
t1111p0rary restrictions, half the 
street at a time. Construction 
activities will be governed by 
city and county codes . 

Not Si~ificant-
Local police will be supported by 
transit security patrols. If t.he 
Fire Station is relocated to Nash 
Street, the I.RI will stop at 
times of -rgency response. 

o..r&ll Beneficial l■p&ct· 
At the local lavel Park and Ride 
lots would bPe an insignificant 
effect on air quality. 
Const.ruction iap&ct.s vould be 

governed by standard industry 
codes and practices as vel l as 
Federal, State and local laws 
regarding air quality. 

Not Significant 
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Water 

Transportation 
Services 

Risk of Upset 

Energy 

Gro~"th Inducement 

Ecological 

Historical and 
Cultural 

Modest increases in illperviows 
surface area would be created by 

the construction of parking lots. 
Relocation of certain Mjor 
utilities vill be required. 

Existing R:m, South lay Shuttle, 
ESIA ec-Jter Shuttles and other 
local carriers vill bff9 their 
routes altered to M1"ft lail 
Station locations. 

Potential for rail/auto 
collisions exists at at-sracte 
crossings. Potantial for Rail 
Iranait/Freiibt Rail collisions 
exists in the e'ffftt of 
derailment. 

Some reduction in energy use vill 
result fraa reduced auto trips. 
This savings uy be offset by 

energy requir-,its of 
construction and operation of the 
rail syst•. 

Construction of the rail 
extension project w,:,uld generate 
short-term eaployaent. Operation 
of the syst• would create a 
S>derate raaber of full-ti.ae 
jobs. Construction of rail 
transit •Y increase the 
development potential of SOiie 

sites near station areas . 

No Impacts Anticipated 

No Illpacts Anticipated 
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Hot Sip1ificant 

~icial lllpac:t 

Not Sipificant-
Sipllp and ■ipals will reduce 
tba potatial for rail/auto 
accidents. Duip of rail 
tnmlit line rill ainiaize the 
pountial for transit/freight 
rail collision. 

Hot Significant 

Hot Sip1ificant-
lbe rail project would increase 
the potential niaber of trips 
into the area by all 
transportation aodu. However, 
land usu are controlled by local 
govenwent . 

Hot Significant 

Not Sipificant 
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2.0 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

TRAFF~C CIRCULATION IMPACTS 

Corrment 1: The Draft EIR indicates the baseline dropping to 
grade before crossing Nash Street. The Draft EIR glaringly omits 
the A.M. peak-period traffic analysis for Nash Street. The at­
grade crossing at Nash Street will create significant traffic 
congestion in light of the fact that the I-105 Freeway off-ramp 
will be located less than 1,000 feet north of the crossing 
(Kilroy, ESEA, City of El Segundo). 

Response: We have reevaluated our traffic data and concur 
tha~ the peak period for Nash Street will be in the morning 
hours as opposed to the P.M. which was used in the analysis 
for level of service in the D.E.I.R. (Table 5 - page 75). 
Using A.M. peak hour traffic counts for Nash Street 
decreases the level of service at the intersection of Nash 
and Hughes Way north to an unacceptable level with an at­
grade rail crossing. For this reason the LACTC has modified 
its at-grade option to exclude the at-grade crossings of 
Nash Street. The modified at-grade alignment crosses over 
Rockwell's property on aerial structure and doesn't descend 
to grade until after it crosses Nash Street and Maple 
~ven~e. 

Vnder the one-way Nash Street scenario, the remaining at­
grade intersections at Mariposa and Grand Avenues would 
operate at a level of service B without the LRT, and levels 
c: service D with the LRT during the AM peak period. 

AM Peak Period 

Intersections 
At-grade LRT 
1-Way Traffic 

Aerial LRT 
1-Way Traffic 

Nash/Mariposa 

Nash/Grand 

Conment 2: 
vandalism, 
more than 
Lynch). 

The 
and 

the 

at-grade 
accidental 

$12 million 

0.81 D 

0.86 D 

0.64 B 

0.69 B 

alignment will result in trespass, 
injuries costing the Commission much 
saved on construction (D'Amato & 

Response: The Commission is building numerous sections of 
its light rail system at-grade. Light rail systems world­
wide utilize similar designs without the level of impact 
indicated in this comment. 
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Conwnent 3: An at-grade system will not travel much faster than a 
bus on Nash Street (D'Amato & Lynch). 

Response: Since the distance of at-grade operation on Nash 
has been reduced significantly, there should be little 
travel time difference between the at-grade and aerial 
alternatives. The at-grade alternative will run within a 
separate right-of-way and will likely have signal pre­
emption at any grade crossings giving it a free flow through 
the at-grade segment. 

Corrrnent 4: The rail line should proceed down the back of the 
buildings along Nash Street instead of in front of them. Such an 
alignment would not only eliminate the access problems to the 
properties fronting on Nash Street, but would also conveniently 
serve the office structures and hotels that are presently being 
built south of Mariposa Street and west of Nash. This alignment 
would also preserve the Nash Street frontage of the valuable 
Chevro~ property (Westbay Plaza). 

Resoonse: This alternative was discussed at length during 
the Route Refinement Study with the City of El Segundo, 
Chevron, and the El Segundo Employers Association. The 
overwhelming consensus was to have the rail line along Nash 
Street, preferably on aerial structure. This discussion is 
noted in Chapter 2 of the DEIR. 

Comment 5: The description of Nash Street as a "secondary 
arterial road~ay which serves as a discontinuous feeder route to 
the regional transportation network" is, in our view, misleading. 
The City of El Segundo Traffic Circulation Element of the General 
Plan ~st~mates average daily traffic on Nash Street in the year 
2000 at 33,000 vehicles. From a traffic standpoint, Nash Street 
serves as a major arterial. 

(On page 59, the DEIR indicates that grade separations will be 
utilized at major arterials such as Aviation Boulevard, El 
Segundo Boulevard, and Rosecrans Avenue, which have daily traffic 
volumes i~ the range of 30,000 to 44,000 vehicles per day.) 

Although Nash Street and Douglas Street are classified as 
seccndary arterials in the City of El Segundo Circulation 
Element, it should be noted that by the year 2000 the daily 
traffic volume on both streets will be in the range of 30,000 to 
40,000 vehicles per day. Therefore, from a traffic standpoint, 
both streets are expected to serve as major traffic arterials 
(ESEA). 

Response: LACTC has dropped the at-grade crossing of Nash 
Street from further consideration. 
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Corrrnent 6: We are unclear on the meaning of the statemen-t: 
"Overall transportation benefits will be planned so as to not 
create traffic 'hot spots' around station areas." Also, what 
assurances can the LACTC give that this in fact will happen? 
(ESEA) 

Resoonse: LACTC has included conceptual station plans in 
the DEIR and has reviewed these plans with major property 
owners, the cities and other agencies having jurisdiction 
over their layout and design. 

During the Draft EIR circulation and connent period, further 
refinements have been made to these station plans as a 
result of particular concerns of the City of Hawthorne, the 
City of El Segundo and several property owners. A paramount 
concern during these review sessions was that adequate 
traffic circulation in and around station sites be provided 
and that planned city improvements be coordinated with 
co~struction and operation of the LRT stations. These 
revised station plans are included in Section 4.0 of this 
FE3:R. 

Comment 7: The DEIR states that: "The DeLeuw Cather Study also 
revi ewed the proposed Nash/Douglas one-way couplet and determined 
that such a change was desirable and should be implemented along 
with either of ~he two preferred on-ramp confiqurations." In 
fact, the study concluded that: ''Analyses indicates that one-way 
tra:f:c flows are not supported for the Caltrans ramp 
(a~ternative ) ." [Emphasis added.) The report goes on to say: 
"If tte Caltrans alternative is implemented, it is recommended 
that one-way traffic flow could be accommodated and should be 
considered. 

This is a critical issue since the LACTC will make its decision 
on whether Nash Street will be at-grade or aerial prior to 
Caltrans making a decision about which ramp alternative to build. 
A decision to build at-grade LRT on Nash Street presupposes a 
one-way couplet. If this supposition turns out to be wrong, and 
if the DeLeuw, Cather report is correct, the result would be 
substantial conflicts between auto traffic and LRT on Nash 
Street. ( ESEA) 

Response: The traffic analysis was done on the assumption 
that the preferred ramp alternative would be implemented. 
The traffic analysis did not consider the possibility of 
permanent two-way traffic on Nash Street and Douglas Street 
with the original Caltrans on-ramp. It is true that · such a 
situation would not be workable with an at-grade LRT 
crossing of Nash Street. 

LACTC has agreed to elevate the rail line above Douglas 
S~reet, Nash Street and Maple Avenue in order to avoid the 
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impacts that would occur if the original Caltrans ramp were 
tc be constructed and two-way traffic flow were to remain on 
Nash Street and Douglas Street. 

Comment 8: The DEIR states that: "The analysis presumes that if 
LRT Station generated trips have an insignificant impact on this 
intersection [i.e. Rosecrans/Aviation], then there will be no 
significant impacts at any other project area intersections." We 
don't see how this necessarily follows (ESEA). 

Response: The Rosecrans/Aviation intersection is located 
midway between the only two LRT stations on this line which 
have park-and-ride lots. Park-and-ride lots are the major 
source of vehicle trips along the rail line and therefore 
this particular intersection would be impacted by traffic 
from both the Douglas Street and Compton Boulevard Stations. 
No other project area intersections are impacted to this 
degree. 

Comment 9: !n the comparison of Nash Street LRT at-grade and 
aer~a: options, Table 7 does not even mention interference with 
a~to traffi= for the at-grade option. (ESEA) 

Response: Table 7 was included in Section 4.2 of the DEIR 
titled Land Use Impacts and because of this did not mention 
traffic impacts in the comparison of aerial and at-grade 
Nash Street comparisons. These comparisons were discussed 
:~ Section 4.1 titled Traffic Circulation. 

Comment 10: · On oage 23, the DEIR states that "The Baseline 
=cute begins at Aviation Boulevard and runs westerly within the 
A7 & SF Railroad right-of-way on an aerial structure .... The line 
descends to at-grade just before crossing Nash Street and runs in 
an exclusive at-grade right-of-way on the west side of Nash 
Street." 

The transition from an aerial structure to an at-grade right-of­
way Just east of Nash Street represents a change from the route 
description contained in the September 1985 Route Refinement 
Study. This change would add two at-grade crossings, one at Nash 
Street and another at Maple Avenue. The DEIR states that all of 
the at-grade crossings would have signal pre-emption. It should 
be ncted that under the recommended DeLeuw, Cather & Company 
Douglas Street I-105 ramp alternative, a new traffic signal would 
be required at the intersection of the proposed Hughes Way 
north / I-105 ramp road and Nash Street. Therefore, there would be 
three traffic signals within a distance of only 400 feet. The 
DEIR should discuss in greater detail how the various signals 
a:ono Nash Street with the LRT at-grade option would operate 
without creating unreasonable traffic delays and LRT system 
ooeratino speeds. (City of El Segundo) 
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Response: LACTC has modified the configuration in this area 
tc be aerial as it crosses Nash Street and Maple Avenue and 
wou : ~ therefore have no effect on signal phasing in this 
area. 

Cormnent 11: On page 27, the DEIR states that "Should the 
Hawthorne rail yard be determined to be the most feasible site, 
then the initial route alignment would proceed south ••• beneath 
the Southern California Edison 66 kv high towers which would be 
raised by 25-30 feet ... then over the AT & SF LA Harbor mainline 
tracks to the elevated Douglas Street station." 

The proposed LRT structure over the AT & SF Railroad tracks would 
preclude the extension of Douglas Street over the tracks and 
would limit any future extensions to either an at-grade crossing 
or an underpass. In either case, the Douglas Street extension 
would need to be located east of the AT & SF tracks. The present 
design of the Douglas Street station would make it difficult to 
include the extension due to proposed park-and-ride and 
pedestrian access facilities. The DEIR should. therefore, review 
the design of the Douglas Street station such that it would not 
preclude a future extension of Douglas Street at-grade or 
underpass. 

Furthermore, the Douglas Street station should be shifted 
southerly such that it can be better integrated with the 
Continental Park Phase V project. The developer has agreed to 
provide a point of connection to the platform and pedestrian 
access across the site, as well as a contribution of up to 
$50,000 fc~ a bridge from the platform to the site. These 
contributions wil l not be required for the station location shown 
in the Draft EIR. (City of El Segundo) 

Response: We concur with the City of El Segundo's concerns. 
As illustrated in the revised plans (Drawing Number BL-5) we 
have shifted the Douglas Street Station . south to allow a 
direct connection into the Continental Park Phase V project. 
Furthermore, the LRT structure will not preclude either an 
at-grade crossing or underpass of Douglas Street with the 
San~a Fe rail line. 

LAND USE AND DEVELOPMENT IMPACTS 

Comment 1: The Mariposa Avenue 
to Maple Avenue because the 
exceeds that contemplated for 
Hughes). 

Station should be shifted north 
existing density along Imperial 
the Mariposa location (Kilroy, 

Response: The City of El Segundo states in their comments 
to the D.E.I.R., "Memorandum dated July 26, 1986 from ESEA 
to its members reiterated a preference for a station north 
of Maple Avenue on Nash Street instead of the station south 
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of Mariposa Avenue. The primary advantage of the Maple 
Avenue site is that it would better serve the major 
err.p:oyment centers such as Hughes Aircraft Company. While 
this is an important factor, the Mariposa Avenue station 
also has several positive features, including: 1) it is 
more equally spaced between the Aviation Boulevard and El 
Segundo stations; 2) it is more easily reached by the 
residents of El Segundo west of Sepulveda Boulevard, 3) it 
would require less land-taking since Nash Street is wider 
south of Mariposa Avenue; and 4) it is located adjacent to 
the Chevron development area, which will have a large 
employment population in the future." LACTC concurs with 
the City's position. 

C011111ent 2: We are distressed that the rail system is planned to 
be flush against our property thereby diminishing the value of 
the property (D'Amato & Lynch). 

Resoonse: Your property on the southwest corner of Nash 
Street and Maple Avenue is currently used for warehousing 
purposes. With an at-grade alignment on Nash Street it will 
be necessary to access the property from Maple. LACTC is 
proposing to construct a new access road from Maple to 
Mariposa on the 50' wide Santa Fe right-of-way behind this 
p=operty. In addition to the roadway LACTC will construct 
up to 40 parking spaces behind this facility. These spaces 
could be deeded to the property. LACTC feels that these 
improvements as well as regional rail access provided by the 
Mariposa Station will not decrease, and should increase your 
p=operty values over existing levels. 

Corranent 3: The DEIR states that the rail transit project will 
req~ire the taking of 5,400 square feet of our property resulting 
in the loss of 15 parking spaces. The loss of the parking, in 
particular could place in jeopardy the future viability of our 
property as an office building. In addition, the plan shows the 
track as coming unnecessarily close to our building, posing a 
serious noise and light pollution problem. We see no reason why 
the alignment can't use the fire station property across the 
street (Westbay Plaza). 

Resoonse: At the Westbay Plaza property owners' request, 
L~CTC staff in conjunction with Gannett Fleming 
Transportation Engineers undertook a detailed analysis of 
four alignment options for the El Segundo Boulevard Station. 
These four options are detailed in technical memorandum to 
Westbay Plaza property owners and Hughes' EDSG - the two 
parties affected - and are swnmarized below: 

Option One was presented in 
5,400 square feet including 
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Plaza for a station entrance on the northeast corner of El 
Seg~ndo Boulevard and Nash Street. 

Option Two moves the alignment as tar off Westbay Plaza as 
possible while still maintaining a station entrance on that 
corner. The amount of Westbay property required under this 
option is reduced from 5,400 square feet to 2,100 square 
feet with a corresponding reduction in lost parking from 15 
to 4 spaces. It is LACTC's contention that a station 
entrance on the corner of Westbay Plaza will increase the 
value of this property over and above any decrease 
associated with the proximity of . the LRT. This option does 
not change the impacts to Hughes' EDSG. 

Option Three removes the aerial structure from Westbay Plaza 
but still requires a 6-8 foot column on the corner of their 
property. This option requires tight curves at both ends of 
the El Segundo Boulevard Station and restricts the length of 
tangent between the curves and edge of platform to below 
design criteria standards. It also precludes any future 
potential to lengthen the platform to allow a 4-car train as 
p~anned for the Century Line. Lastly, although the station 
platform would have to be constructed over El Segundo 
Boulevard no access to the north side of that street would 
be possible. This option does not change the impacts to 
Hughes' EDSG. 

Option Four eliminates all impacts to Westbay Plaza but 
requires the removal of Hughes' helipad and an additional 
215 EDSG parking spaces over and above the other three 
options. This option also requires LACTC to acquire an 
additional 2 acres of prime real estate from the EDSG over 
the other three options. 

In summary, Option One was unacceptable to Westbay Plaza 
owners; Option Three is unacceptable to LACTC; and Option 
Four is unacceptable to Hughes. Because Option Two reduces 
property taking impacts to Westbay Plaza by 73 percent and 
reduces parking loss from 15 to 4 spaces over Option One, 
LACTC supports Option Two for final environmental clearance. 

Environmental impacts resulting from Option two have been 
evaluated. The edge of the rail transit structure is 
approximately 80 feet away from the nearest edge of the 
Westbay Plaza building. A consultant was retained to 
determine whether any noise or vibration impacts would occur 
as a result of this proximity. The results are ~ummarized 
below. 

Noise measurements were taken at this 
hour starting at 1600 on 23 September. 
measured as 1 10 was 72 dBA while the 
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measurement location was about 75 feet from the proposed LRT 
line. At this location the noise due to LRT operations will 
be lower than usual since the trains will be running slowly 
as they arrive and depart the station above El Segundo 
Boulevard. Noise levels due to LR~ operations will be below 
the measured traffic noise at this location. Vibration 
levels will also be much lower here due to slower speeds. 
No adverse vibration impact will be experienced by personnel 
in nearby buildings even if the LRT was operating at the 40 
mph planned speed. 

In regards to light pollution, the LAC'l'C will work with 
station designers to minimize any glare that could impact 
your building during the evening hours. 

-I.astly, the LACTC cannot use the fire station property 
across the street from Westbay Plaza for station facilities 
because the LRT alignment is turning southeast at this point 
and locating a station on the northwest corner of El Segundo 
Bo~levard and Nash Street is impossible from an engineering 
point of view. 

Conment 4: TRW is concerned about the proposed kiss-and-ride and 
shuttle drop-off zone that would impact one of their classified 
buildings. The design of the station facilities are unacceptable 
as drawn in the DEIR. (TRW, Continental) 

Response: Since the DEIR was released LACTC staff has met 
with TRW, ESEA, SCE, the City of Hawthorne, Andrex, and the 
U.S. Air Force to identify a mutually acceptable plan. On 
August 27, 1986 such a plan was approved by all parties. 

~he revised Compton Blvd. Station is illustrated in Drawing 
Number BL-6. The revised plan does not impact TRW's 
classified building. 

Conment 5: Allied Corporation objects to the use of its property 
for the El Segundo Rail Vehicle Storage yard because of its need 
to maintain a buffer around its chemical manufacturing plant and 
because it plans to expand its facilities (Allied Corporation). 

Response: The El Segundo Yard Site has been dropped from 
further consideration. 

Conment 6: If the surface rail transit alternative were 
implemented Chevron estimates their loss in property values would 
be approximately 30\ of current market value. This 30\ includes 
15\ for additional internal circulation and 15\ for impaired land 
use. For this reason Chevron recommends the Nash Street Aerial 
Option (Chevron). 

Response: LACTC has located a station directly adjacent to 
Chevron's undeveloped land holdings. This station, whether 
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aerial or at-grade, will greatly increase the value of 
Chevron's property by providing a direct link to a regional 
ra:l network thereby making this property more accessible 
and mere desirable than a similar property without regional 
rail access. Because of the size of Chevron's holdings it 
is likely that internal circulation elements would be 
required under any circumstances. Since no formal plans 
have yet been approved, Chevron's land planners should have 
no trouble accessing this property from Mariposa and Grand 
if an at-grade alignment is chosen. LACTC feels that the 
alleged 30 percent loss in property value is unwarranted and 
believes the property would increase in value whether the 
LR7 is at-grade or aerial. 

Conment 7: LACTC is planning a column line directly adjacent to 
Rockwell property between Lapham and Douglas. Rockwell is 
concerned that these columns will preclude access to their 
building during construction of the Century Freeway (Rockwell). 

Resoonse: LACTC will work closely with Rockwell to 
maintain access to their facilities during the construction 
of the LRT and the Century Freeway. 

Comment 8: Rockwell 
across their property. 
impact parking areas 
(Rockwell). 

is distressed about the at-grade alignment 
The at-grade alignment will significantly 
and block access to Rockwell facilities 

~esponse: As a result of traffic impacts associated with 
the at-grade crossing of Nash Street we have modified our 
a~-grade alignment. This modification results in a fully 
grade-separated alignment across Rockwell's property thereby 
eliminating any parking or access impacts. 

Comment 9: On page 87, the DEIR states that park-and-ride spaces 
will mitigate lost employee parking. Tpis statement is not 
entirely correct since some park-and-ride lots will serve a 
different user. The DEIR should carefully evaluate the 
significance of the loss of parking spaces, provide information 
on the percent of total spaces lost by employers and anticipated 
percent reduction in parking demand attributed to transit users. 
(City of El Segundo) 

Response: The FEIR modified route will displace 109 
parking spaces - 105 from Hughes's EDSG, and 4 from Westbay 
Plaza. That is a 75 percent reduction from the DEIR maximum 
displaced parking of 400 spaces. Furthermore, LACTC could 
construct up to 80 new employee parking spaces in 
conjunction with the new roadway behind the industrial 
building fronting on Nash Street. Although more than 400 
park and ride spaces will be constructed it is agreed that 
the new spaces created in park and ride lots would not serve 
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project area employees, but would most likely serve 
residents of the area and the South Bay who would drive to 
the stations to proceed to locations outside of the area. 
The argument is rather that the rail transit line would 
allow employees to commute to work by transit and would 
therefore more than mitigate any loss of parking by reduced 
demand for parking. 

For example, Hughes Aircraft Company would lose 
approximately 105 existing parking spaces for the 
construction of the El Segundo Boulevard Station. Based on 
computer tabulation done by Hughes of their El Segundo 
employees' zip codes, it was determined by Hughes that 
nearly 8,000 of their 30,000 employees in El Segundo could 
find the Century-El Segundo Rail line a convenient means of 
commuting to work. LACTC's patronage estimates for 
boardings at the El Segundo Boulevard Station (based on 
conservative employment projections) forecast between 3,200-
4,200 daily boardings at the El Segundo Boulevard Station in 
the year 2000. (See Table 3 of DEIR) 

LACTC has minimized the amount of taking required of 
existing employee parking spaces and has attempted to 
provide park and ride lots at station locations. The impact 
on the overall employee parking situation is anticipated to 
be a significantly positive impact in spite of a reduction 
in absolute number of spaces used by employees. 

Comment 10: With the Nash Street at-grade option, the DEIR 
implies on pages 13, 88 and 95 that the LACTC is not obligated to 
replace the loss of access to abutting properties but instead 
such access can be provided when the parcels are developed by 
"others". 

The DEIR should address in greater detail alternative measures to 
mitigate the loss of access prior to the development of the 
parcels during additional study of the Nash Street at-grade 
option. Also, the DEIR shoula includ~ a discussion on the cost 
of damages for loss of access, and should be revised to reflect 
that responsibility to replace access lies with LACTC. (City of 
El Segundo) 

Resoonse: LACTC proposes to pay for the construction of a 
new driveway within the Santa Fe right-of-way behind the 
industrial buildings on the west side of Nash Street between 
Maple and Mariposa Avenues under the at-grade alternative. 
This roadway will be 30 feet wide allowing two-way traffic 
to all parcels. Furthermore, the LACTC would be willing to 
construct up to 80 new parking spaces for these businesses 
adjacent to the new roadway within the existing 50 foot 
Santa Fe right-of-way. None of these improvements would be 
constructed with the aerial option. 
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Conwnent 11: On page 97, the DEIR contains Table 7, a comparison 
of advantages of the aerial vs. at-grade Nash Street options. 

The Table is incomplete and, furthermore, would be more 
appropriately located in the Introduction and summary. Other 
issues which should be added to the Table are traffic circulation 
and damages for loss of access. (City of El Segundo) 

Response: The Nash Street Aerial Option is described on 
page 10 of the Introduction and Sunnary and the reader is 
referred to the Environmental Impact chapters dealing with 
Traffic Circulation, Land Use, and Municipal Service Impacts 
for fu=ther description. 

Table 7 is included in Section 4.2: Land Use Impacts and 
- deals only with a comparison of land use impacts that would 

occur from either the aerial or the at-grade alternative. 
Traffic circulation impacts that would result from the two 
options are discussed in Section 4.1. Loss of access 
impa=ts are itemized for each property along the route in 
Table 6, however estimating damages for loss of access is 
beyond the scope of the EIR. Mitigation for loss of access 
has been discussed however on pages 88-96. 

VISUAL IMPACTS 

Connent 1: The City must be involved in the design review of 
visual impacts and maintain continuous interaction with the 
LACTC. (City of El Segundo) 

Response: LACTC will work closely with the City of El 
Segundo to identify ways of reducing visual impacts 
associated with LRT construction. 

NOISE AND VIBRATION IMPACTS 

Comment 1: No noise, vibration, or visual impact analysis was 
provided for the Aviation/Rosecrans Center Building. It is our 
contention that each of these issues will have a significant 
negative impact on the value of our property. (Damon Lawrence) 

Response: LACTC hired a noise and vibration specialist to 
ascertain the level of these impacts to the property on the 
southwest corner of Aviation and Rosecrans Boulevards. The 
results of this analysis are summarized below: 

Background traffic noise measurements were taten at the 
property line of this location on 23 September 1986 during 
the hour starting at 1700. The peak noise level of Lio was 
i3 dBA and the Leq was 71 dBA for this time period. This 
compares to a measured hourly Leg of 65 d.BA in the Stocker 
backyard, on the northeast corner of Rosecrans and Aviation, 
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(over 200 feet from the intersection). Accordingly, when 
one assumes consistency of traffic noise, a CNEL of 70 dB 
due to traffic noise is obtained by adding the measured Leg 
differential to the measured CNEL at the Stocker residence. 

It is predicted that passbys of the LRT at this location 
will generate a CNEL of 62 dBA, well below the LACTC 
criteria. In addition, the vibrations due to LRT operations 
at 100 feet will be acceptable for occupants of nearby 
buildings. 

In summary, no noise or vibration impacts will result from 
LRT operations over existing levels created by auto and 
truck traffic at the intersection of Rosecrans and Aviation. 
Visual impacts to the property resulting fram the LRT bridge 
over this intersection will~ negligible because there is 
already an existing freight rail bridge crossing this 
intersection. The nearest edge of the LRT bridge as planned 
will be 60 feet away from the nearest edge of the building. 
If local jurisdictions can fund the incremental differences 
in cost of a joint LRT/freight bridge, then the structure 
could be moved an additional 20 feet away from the 
building. 

Lastly, this building will be located within a short walk of 
the Douglas Street Station located behind the Continental 
Development across Rosecrans Boulevard. The proximity of 
your building to the regional transit network should 
increase the leaseability of your property to tenants who 
value accessibility for their employees. 

CONSTRUCTION IMPACTS 

connent 1: The proposed route could extensively impact Edison's 
overhead and underground distribution facilities. Major 
relocations of the facilities may be required including the 
conversion of existing overhead lines underground to avoid 
conflicts (SCE). 

Response: LACTC will work closely with SCE to determine the 
extent of utility impacts. LACTC will pay for any 
modifications of SCE facilities required by LRT 
construction. 

Connent 2: Edison has met with representatives of the El Segundo 
Employers Association, TRW, the City of Hawthorne, and LACTC to 
discuss the partial utilization of Edison's El Nido Substation 
site to accommodate station facilities (SCE). 

Response: LACTC revised Compton Blvd. Station plan (Drawing 
Number BL-6) utilizes the northern portion of SCE's El Nido 
Substation as agreed upon at a meeting held at SCE offices 

22 



August 27, 1986. Park and Ride facilities are also located 
under SCE transmission wires at both the Compton Blvd. 
Station and the Douglas Street Station. 

Conrnent 3: Department of Public Works' records indicate several 
unmet drainage needs within the proposed project area. 
Coordination with the DPW is necessary if the proposed project 
requires connection, extension, enlargement, or modification to 
any storm drains. The disposal of hazardous and non-hazardous 
wastes generated during construction of project should be 
addressed. In addition, any water discharged to County storm 
drains from the yard and shop areas must meet State water quality 
requirements. (Department of Public Works, County of Los 
Angeles). 

Response: Existing major utilities which would require 
relocation are itemized in Table 10, page 113 of the DEIR. 
Future projects of the Los Angeles Department of Public 
Works or others will be considered during the Final 
Engineering design of the Rail Transit Project. Coordinated 
efforts in the construction of these facilities will be 
considered at that time. It cannot be expected, however, 
that LACTC will rebuild utilities it does not immediately 
affect. 

Any hazardous and non-hazardous wastes generated as a result 
of construction of the rail transit line will be disposed of 
i n accordance with the Los Angeles County Building Code. 

Wate~ quality impacts and mitigation are discussed on page 
130 of the DEIR. 

Comment 4: On page 109 the DEIR concludes that: " no adverse 
vibration impact within Hughes EDSG Building is expected." This 
applies to operation of the LRT. Has a similar analysis been 
done regarding vibration impacts during construction? (ESEA) 

ResDonse: LACTC has maintained contact with Hughes Aircraft 
Company throughout the planning and environmental clearance 
phases of the project and has responded to specific concerns 
of the Company regarding noise and vibration impacts to 
their facilities. In their conwnents on the Draft 
Environmental Impact Report for the Century-El Segundo Rail 
Extension, the Company stated that they were "satisfied that 
the incremental vibration resulting from a rail line in the 
vicinity of sensitive testing facilities will cause no 
noticeable adverse impacts." 

Vibration studies done for Hughes were for long-term 
operation of the line only. No studies were done for 
temporary effects due to construction noise. It can be 
stated however that distances from the Hughes Electro-
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Optical and Data Systems Group Facility and the proposed 
rail line are approximately the same as to other potential 
b~ilding sites along El Segundo Boulevard and similar 
construction methods as would be used for office building 
construction (including pile driving) would be used for the 
rail transit line. LACTC will continue to work with Hughes 
to make certain no unacceptable vibration impacts during 
construction will be generated. 

Conment 5: On page 14, the DEIR states that construction impacts 
are not significant. Any obstruction of right-of-way during peak 
traffic periods will have a significant effect on traffic 
circulation. Therefore, this finding should be changed to 
"significant but temporary" with respect to traffic impacts. 
(City of El Segundo) 

Response: As discussed on page 111 of the DEIR, the 
construction phase of the project will require partial 
closure of Nash Street, half the street at a time, for 
relocating underground utilities and constructing the line. 
Also, Douglas Street, El Segundo Boulevard, and Rosecrans 
Avenue at Aviation Boulevard will require partial closings 
f~r construction of overcrossings. 

These temporary closures were not considered significant as 
they would occur prior to the opening of the Century Freeway 
and prior to the construction of many of the planned 
projects in the study area that are included in the year 
2000 traffic projections. 

However, 
they are 
impacts 
impacts 
traffic 

to the extent that they do require street closure, 
"significant-but temporary" with respect to traffic 
and will be coordinated with similar construction 
of the Century Freeway Project to insure that 

detours and/or delays are minimized. 

Conment 6: The DEIR should disclose where pile-driving 
construction will 
complaints from 
construct.ion. 

be used. The City has experienced noise 
nearby office workers during this type of 

Response: Pile driving may be necessary for the 
construction of aerial guideways although the decision of 
whether to use piles or spread footings is dependent upon 
subsurface conditions which cannot be determined until the 
final engineering design phase of the project. 
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FREIGH7 RAIL IMPACTS 

Conment 1: A preliminary review indicates the amount of 
clearance provided between the proposed light rail tracks and the 
Santa Fe tracks may be insufficient in several locations. our 
engineers are currently defining the amount of clearance needed 
(Santa Fe). 

Response: LACTC is confident that in most areas where LRT 
is planned adjacent to freight rail that the 100 foot right­
of-way will be sufficient to accormnodate both facilities. 
However, if the Santa Fe requires a maintenance road between 
freight rail and light rail activities then it may be 
necessary for LACTC to relocate the freight rail track 
within the 100 foot Santa Fe right-of-way. 

Cormnent 2: On page 30, the DEIR states that as the LRT 
"alignment continues southeast along the AT & SF right-of-way, it 
spans the intersection of Aviation Boulevard and Rosecrans on a 
new bridge located west of the existing freight rail bridge." 
The City cf El Segundo has requested the California Public 
Utilities Commission to include the Aviation Boulevard/Rosecrans 
Avenue railroad bridge in the State Grade Separation Priority 
Lis: to enable the City to widen the intersection as recommended 
in ~he City Circulation Element. 

The construction of a new LRT bridge presents an opportunity to 
design a structure that would be used by both the light rail as 
well as for freight instead of having two structures. Such a 
joint-use bridge could receive more favorable consideration by 
the PUC and improve the priority rating. In any case, the DEIR 
should not overlook the possibility of designing a single joint­
use structure. (City of El Segundo, ESEA, Damon Lawrence). 

Response: The DEIR in no way precludes a joint-bridge over 
the Rosecrans Aviation intersection. As planned, the rail 
transit alignment crosses the intersection on a bridge 
constructed for its own use. However, a joint bridge could 
be designed with little change to the LRT alignment as 
planned. The ESEA has suggested that it would take the lead 

. in identifying the potential to construct a joint bridge and 
funds to pay for the cost of the structure over and above 
the costs associated with a separate LRT bridge. The LACTC 
would have no objections to contributing the cost of a 
separate LRT bridge towards the cost of a joint bridge. 

MUNICIPAL SERVICE IMPACTS 

COJm1ent 1: We question the finding that the impact on municipal 
services is "not significant." In particular, we find the 
comment tha~ "Alternate Fire Station locations [to the proposed 
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Chevron property location) exist: to be incomplete - what other 
locations are there? (ESEA) 

Response: See Municipal Service Comment 2. 

Conment 2: There would be no impact to fire services with the 
aerial option. For the at-grade option, impacts on Fire 
Department service delivery center around three issues: 1) 
impact on emergency response times due to additional traffic 
problems and traffic delays caused by· ground-level crossings of 
the rapid transit cars at the intersections of Nash and Maple, 
Nash and Mariposa, and Nash and Grand; 2) delays caused by train 
cars passing in front of the existing location for a planned fire 
station; and 3) the added impacts of intermittently stopping 
traffic during peak periods that would possibly domino to other 
intersections. 

Specifically, the Fire Department is not convinced that signal 
pre-emption is a viable solution. There are conflicting 
s~atements in the DEIR as to whether all necessary signals will 
have an emergency override pre-emption. Additionally, the 
Department would require that fire/life safety systems for the 
entire line within El Segundo comply with Section 28, Fire/Life 
Safety, of the LACTC system design criteria. 

Without additional analysis, the City cannot support a finding of 
no significant impact on emergency response and fire services for 
the at-grade option (page 14). (City of El Segundo, ESEA) 

Response: The aerial LRT option along Nash Street has no 
impact to existing or future fire service response times in 
the study area. The at-grade LRT option has no impact to 
existing fire service response times in the project area. 
The question raised here is whether the at-grade LRT would 
have an impact on future fire service response times if a 
future fire station were to be sited along Nash Street or 
~long Ma~iposa Street in the project area. 

The El Segundo Fire Department has identified two potential 
sites for a future Fire Station in the at-grade segment of 
the rail transit line. The first site is located on the 
west side of Nash Street mid-block between Mariposa Avenue 
and Grand Avenue. The second site is located on the south 
side of Mariposa Avenue mid-block between Nash Street and 
Continental Boulevard. 

If the first site were to be selected as a Fire Station 
location, the rail transit line would pass in front of the 
driveway of the Fire Station. In times of a fire alarm, as 
is typically the case, red lights would stop traffic on Nash 
Street to allow fire trucks to exit the fire station and 
proceed onto Nash Street. Just as automobile and bus 
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t=affic would stop to allow fire service vehicles to leave 
the fire station, so also would rail transit vehicles stop 
u~ti: all emergency response vehicles had exited the fire 
station. 

If the second potential site were to be selected for the 
location of a Fire Station, emergency response vehicles 
would exit the fire station onto Mariposa Avenue and proceed 
either west or east. There would be no impact on Fire 
Service vehicles proceeding to the west. Fire service 
vehicles responding to the east would cross the LRT line at 
the intersection of Nash Street and Mariposa Avenue. In 
these instances, the Fire Station alarm would trigger a 
signal pre-emption at the Nash-Mariposa intersection which 
would stop all traffic on Nash Street including LRT 
vehicles. Fire response vehicles would then proceed through 
the intersection. 

LACTC has studied traffic circulation impacts in the EIR and 
has included signal pre-emption as a factor in ICU 
calculations for Nash Street intersections. 

It was found that both Nash/Mariposa and Nash/Grand 
intersections would improve from a Level of Service D to 
either a Level of Service -C or B during the PM Peak Hour. 
(Pages 59-81). The assumptions going into this traffic 
analysis were reviewed with the City of El Segundo both 
p=ior and during traffic circulation analyses to assure that 
city concerns were addressed within the study. 
Additio~ally, LACTC has agreed to grade-separate the transit 
line at Douglas Street, Nash Street and at Maple Avenue as a 
further reduction of traffic circulation impacts. 

Conment 3: The Police Department feels that the statement on 
page 121 that "the overwhelming majority of ... police service 
would be responded to by transit personnel" is misleading. While 
transit security may invoke a visible presence along the line, 
the jurisdiction of the El Segundo Police Department remains 
paramount. Consequently, all criminal investigations, traffic 
matters, routine preventative patrol and related activities will 
be handled by members of this Department. To downplay the impact 
that this project will create upon this Police Department is an 
inaccuracy which should be acknowledged. (City of El Segundo) 

Response: Neither LACTC nor their consultants intended to 
downplay the importance of the role of the El Segundo Police 
Department in the safe and secure operation of the rail 
transit line. A close working relationship between transit 
security personnel and the El Segundo Police Department is 
of paramount importance. 
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TR~~S?OR7~T!ON SERVICE IMPACTS 

Convnent 1: The bus system presented in Table 11 on Page 124 
s~ould be changed as follows (RTD). 

Route SCRTD ~125 Rosecrans Avenue, reroute through Douglas Street 
Station+ 0.3 mile. 

Route SCRTD ,126 Manhattan Beach Blvd. Reroute through Compton 
Blvd. Station+ 0.5 mile. 

Response: Table 11 has been modified to reflect these 
changes (See page 28). 

Conmen~-2: On page 23, the DEIR states that the Mariposa station 
would have only on-street shuttle, van and bus zone facilities 
since it is expected that this station will be used mostly by 
walk-i~s working within a 5-7 minute walking distance. While 
this statement is true, the DEIR should also address the needs of 
the residents of El Segundo west of Sepulveda Boulevard. It is 
likely that some residents will prefer to drive their car to the 
Mariposa Avenue station and park their vehicle while using the 
station to destinations in central Los Angeles. The DEIR should, 
therefore, consider the inclusion of a small 10-15 vehicle park­
and-ride lot for use by El Segundo residents. The alternative 
would be to reach the station by bus, which would require a 
tra~s:er. (City of El Segundo) 

Response: The Mariposa Avenue Station will be a destination 
station for riders on the Century Line to access their 
p:aces of employment in the City of El Segundo. Bus, 
shuttle, van, and auto drop-off and pick-up areas will be 
made available at curb cuts on both Nash Street and Mariposa 
Avenue. No long-term parking is provided at this station. 
Transit users wishing to drive personal autos to access the 
rail system will have available 1,000 parking spaces at the 
.z..v.:.ation Station one mile away from the Mariposa station. 
In addition, 120+ parking spaces will be available at the 
Douglas Street Station. Since the transit user is accessing 
the line by personal auto it is not unreasonable to expect 
them to drive slightly further to a planned park-and-ride 
let, a transfer (car-to-rail) would be required in either 
case. 

OTHER NEGLIGIBLE IMPACTS - RISK OF UPSET, ACCIDENTS 

Conment 1: We question the finding that the potential for 
rail / auto collisions at at-grade crossings is "not significant." 

Response: The potential for rail-auto collisions at at­
grade crossings was considered insignificant since such 
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Tab:i.e 11 
POTENTihL SERVICE MODIFICATIONS TO 
PROJECT h~~A TRANSIT SERVICES 
CENTURY-EL SEGUNDO RAIL TRANSIT PROJECT - EXTENDED LENGTH OPTION 

Route 
SCRTO 
# 120 Imperial Highway 
# 124 El Segundo Blvd. 
# 125 Rosecrans Avenue 
# 126 Manhattan Beach Bl. 

# 42 LA-Westchester-
Redondo Beach 

# 222 Sepulveda Blvd. 
# 439 Douglas Street 

M 225/226 Doug·as Street 

Other Public Carriers 

Torrance Transit 

Lawnda l e Tro ll ey 

E1 Segundo Di al -A-Ride 
(proposea ; 

Private Carriers 

TRw 
Hughes 
Rockwe l l 
Northrop 
Aerospace 
Xerox 

Other Services 

Airport Shuttles 
Taxi Services 
Hotel Shuttles 

Source: SCRTD, ESEA 

Potential Nodifiation 

No Change-Will serve Aviat;on Sta. 
Will serve El Segundo Station 
Reroute through Douglas St. Sta. 
Reroute through Compton Blvd Sta. 

No Change-Will serve Av;ation Station 
Reroute through El Segundo Station 
Reroute thru Compton Blvd Station 

Reroute thru Compton Blvd Station 

Possible future line to Compton Blvd. 
Station and LAX-lot B or C 

Possible future connection to Compton 
Blvd. Station 

Possible service to project stations 

Employee shuttle services could be 
extended to LRT Stations 

Services could be extended to LRT 
Stations 
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Route 
length 
Chuae 

0 
0 

+0.5 mile 
+0.5 mile 

0 
+1 mile 
+0.5 mile 

+0.5 mile 



grad; ~rossings are common practice in many cities including 
SQ~ Die;~ and San Francisco. Adequate lighting and signage 
arc generally sufficient to insure that adequate safety is 
maintained. 

cormnent 2: The DEIR states that: " ••• in order to mitigate 
possible ~RT/vehicular or LRT/pedestrian accidents at at-grade 
street crossings, publicity and driver education programs coupled 
with highly visible signage and signal systems would be 
implemented in order to reduce the possibility of these hazards. 
Local police would then be required in the event of any accidents 
involving LRT trains and other vehicles." 

Is the LACTC proposing to conduct driver education 
the 50,000+ workers in the El Segundo employment 
25,000 additional workers expected in the coming 
questi~n the adequacy of this response. (ESEA) 

programs for 
area plus the 

decade? We 

Resconse: The driver education program would include a 
p \.J::,~ic awareness and safety campaign for employees in the El 
Segundo Employment areas. Immediately prior to opening the 
line, an intense orientation and safety program would be 
undertaken in the areas surrounding at-grade crossings. 
L~CTC expects ESEA assistance in this program. 

FINANCIAL RESOURCES 

Comment 1: ~he Commission should go one step further and clear 
e:-:·: :.::-o:--.,~e:;:a::.y the entire route length for an aerial structure 
!Hughes) 

ResDonse: The Commission's goal is to build low-cost, cost­
effective facilities adequate to meet desired quality of 
service. Along the east property line of the Hughes' EDSG 
facility the Commission is able to proceed at-grade at a 
cost savings of about S 3.6 million. If the Hughes 
Corporation wishes to pay the difference between the at­
grade and aerial alternative, LACTC would certainly be 
willing to build the aerial alternative. Should such a 
request be forthcoming, nothing in this document would 
preclude such a change nor lead one to believe there would 
be a significant change in environmental impact. The 
Commission would expect to clear this change either through 
a Negative Declaration or, at most, a supplemental EIR. 

Corrrnent 2: The DEIR states that the aerial alignment would cost 
an extra S12 million to build. However, when you take into 
account not simply the square footage which would be taken but 
also the impacts associated with reduced development values and 
the need fer a parking structure to replace lost parking under 
the at-grade alternatives, the net costs would be less for the 
aerial option. (ESEA, KILROY) 
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ResDcnse: The Commission has modified its proposed at-grade 
a::g~~e~t by excluding at-grade crossings of Nash Street and 
Maple Avenue. This drops our estimated additional cost for 
the aerial option along Nash Street from S 12 million more 
to s 8 million over the cost of the at-grade alternative. 
This cost difference is associated primarily with the higher 
unit cost of constructing an aerial guideway and station as 
opposed to much lower construction costs for at-grade 
facilities. Under the modified at-grade alignment the only 
property take required is a 6' strip of Chevron property 
adjacent to the Mariposa Avenue Station and a 2'4" strip of 
Rockwell property along the east side of Nash Street. 
Admittedly, some properties along the west side of Nash 
Street will lose access from that street. However, the 
Commission proposes to restore access to parcels between 
Maple Avenue and Mariposa Avenue on the west side of Nash 
Street by purchasing the unused Santa Fe property running 
behind those properties and constructing not only a new 30-
foot roadway but also up to 80 new parking spaces. Since 
Chevron property is undeveloped and no plans have been 
subm:tted to the City of El Segundo, any development on this 
property could be designed to take access from Mariposa and 
Grand Avenues, rather than Nash Street. The Commission 
staff feels that the construction of a new roadway between 
Maple and Mariposa and more significantly the location of a 
rail transit station providing regional access on Chevron's 
property compensates for any loss perceived from an at-grade 
alignment on .Nash Street. With a station located within 
wa:king distances of all parcels fronting on the at-grade 
alignment it can be expected that their development values 
will go up. Secondly, it is not necessary to remove any 
parking under either scenario. Therefore, it is felt that 
$8 million is an appropriate cost difference between the at­
grade and aerial alignments. 

C0111nent 3: Also related to this point, · LACTC staff has on 
numerous occasions implied that the aerial option would be 
feasible only if a significant share of the cost (assuming it 
does cost more) were paid by the City or businesses in the area. 
To our knowledge, the LACTC has no adopted policy on this. 
Moreover, even if this is the LACTC policy, we question whether 
it is consistent with policies (adopted or implicit) in effect 
for the L.A.-to-Long Beach LRT project. (ESEA) 

Response: The LACTC has adopted goals in support of low­
cost, cost-effective rail transit which minimizes over­
building of facilities. The baseline project with an at­
grade section along Nash Street supports these goals. Any 
improvement beyond this level of design and service should 
be paid for, in part, by those requesting the improvement. 
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The LAC'r'C: has taken this same position on the Los Angeles­
tc-Long Beach light rail line. 

M!SCE:.L~EOUS 

Comnent 1: We were never contacted with respect to the proposal 
before we received the Draft EIR. (D'Amato , Lynch, Damon 
Lawrence, Westbay Plaza). 

ResDonse: LACTC met with community leaders and major 
employers in the project area. Public meetings held prior 
tc undertaking the formal environmental impact report 
process were promoted in the press and by individual 
letters. Mailings were made to property owners, or their 
representatives, as listed in the Los Angeles Assessor's Tax 
Rolls. One of the partners of Westbay Plaza hosted the 
first open house in the s ~~ ing of 1985, in the lobby of a 
bu~lding his firm manage s. The Draft Environmental Impact 
Report was mailed to all known property owners adjacent to 
the right-of-way. We are by law only required to send 
co~ies of the draft EIR to affected parties. We are not 
required to contact all affected parties before the draft is 
released. 

Cormnent 2: The D.E.I.R. does not address the use of landscaping 
to screen views, noise or light. Parking areas do not show 
vegetation to enhance the quality of the environment for the 
trar.sit user. Construction of the LRT will require some 
la::~scaping to be removed (County of Los Angeles Fire 
Depar~me~~, D'Amato and Lynch.) 

Response: The construction 
remove any vegetation other 
Hughes EDSG facility. The 
with land uses in the area. 
landscaping as needed in final 

of the line itself will not 
than a landscaped strip on 
light rail line is compatible 

LACTC will consider limited 
design. 

Comment 3: On page 49, the Draft EIR contains employment 
projections for the years 1984 and 2010. The Planning Department 
believes these are inaccurate for the following reasons: 

h: Year 1984 figures are an allocation of the 1980 Census 
with no growth added between 1980-1984. 

E: Year 1984 and 2010 figures do not reflect the actual 
distribution of floor area between subtracts. For 
example, subtract c presently contains approximately 
four million square feet of office development. The 
Draft EIR estimates 1984 employment at only 6001 

C: The Draft EIR shows an employment increase of 17,870 
from 1984 to 2010. The Draft SCAG Phase II LAX/TSM 
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Study projects an increase of 58,990 for the same 
pe~iod. The City of El Segundo projects an increase of 
30,000 from 1986 to 2010 using even conservative 
assumptions. 

The use of accurate employment data is extremely important with 
regard to the decision on initial route length. The City of El 
Segundo has prepared the following employment estimates. The 
LACTC consultant should contact all cities in the study area and 
correct Section 3.1 and any related ridership projections on 
pages 43-45. 

City of El Segundo Employment Projections 
Future (2010)* 

Existing 1986 Added Total 

Tract 6200 
A 700 -o- 700 
B 23,000 , 11,600 34,600 
C 11,500 6,900 18,400 
D 12,000 7,100 19,100 
E 10,800 4,500 15,300 

TOTAI.. 58,000 30,100 88,100 

* Future based on approved projects, applications or. file and 
development of vacant sites. (City of El Segundo) 

Response: Differences between employment projections 
developed by the City of El Segundo Planning Department and 
the Southern California Association of Governments are to be 
expected due to the different methodologies by which the 
projections are developed. The City estimates an increase 
of 30,000 jobs in the study area between 1984 and 2010. 
SCAG estimates an increase of approximately 24,000 for the 
same period. Differences are due to the fact that the city 
generates their estimates based on site specific data 
whereas SCAG's data is generated from regional growth 
projections that are disaggregated to the census tract and 
sub-tract level. 

SCAG developed patronage and -demographic projections 
specifically for LACTC on this project and numbers cited in 
the report were the most recent numbers available from SCAG 
in May 1986. Numbers developed by the City of El Segundo 
show the differences in the estimates between these two 
sources. 

whether 
of El 

for 

The point as to 
developed by the City 
ridership projections 
Transit line is a moot one 
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Hawthorne Route Length Alternative which would provide the 
maximum level of rail transit service to tne area. 

Conment 4: 
impacted by 
Preservation) 

Are 
the 

there any cultural or 
Light Rail system? 

historic sites being 
(Office of Historic 

Response: As stated on page 134 of the EIR, no historical, 
cultural or archaeological sites have been identified along 
the project route. There are no listings on the National 
Register of Historic Places within ·the project area. 

LACTC is conducting an archaeological site records and 
literature search through the Institute of Archaeology at 
the University of California, Los Angeles in order to verify 
that no sites exist in the project vicinity. In the event 
that any areas of potential environmental impact do exist, 
appropriate measures as recommended by the State Office of 
Historic Preservation will be followed during the 
construction phase of the project. 

Corrrnent 5: "Since this project, or most of it, will become part 
of the future Coast Line, some explanation of how the northern 
and southern part of that future line will junction with the 
Century-El Segundo extension could be given." (T.A. Nelson, L.A. 
County Department of Regional Planning, City of Los Angeles). 

Resoonse: The coast Line is being planned in three 
segments; (1) the El Segundo Extension, (2) the Marina 
Extensior. , and (3) the Torrance Extension. Conceptual 
planning for the Marina Extension is ongoing. The Marina 
Extension will begin (as does the El Segundo Extension) at 
the Aviation Station and travel north to LAX/LOT C, 
Northside, Westchester, Playa Vista, terminating at Marina 
Del Rey. The El Segundo Extension begins at Aviation 
Station and travels south to Compton Blvd. near the San 
Diego Freeway. The Torrance Extension has not yet been 
studied but will continue south from Compton Boulevard, 
enter the median of Hawthorne Boulevard, and continue south 
to Pacific Coast Highway. Once the Coast Line is completed 
alternate trains will run north-south on the Coast Line and 
east-west on the Century Line. 

Conment 6: The DEIR discussion on conformity with adopted plans 
on pages 77 & 78 does not include a discussion of conformity with 
the County of Los Angeles General Plan. The Transportation Policy 
Map shows a transitway along Century Boulevard, but does not 
provide for its southerly extension as proposed by this project. 
(Los Angeles County Department of Regional Planning). 
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Response: The Los Angeles County Transportation Corrmission 
has been mandated by county voters to plan, design and 
co~struct a regional rail network. In 1980 the county 
voters approved the Prop A map that generally defined 13 
rail corridors. The LACTC then approved 6 of these as high 
priority corridors which are now in various stages of 
construction or design. The County of Los Angeles should 
update their Transportation Policy Map to include the six 
high priority corridors so that regional planning efforts 
will be synthesized with the rail transit network. The 
County Planning Department has been kept appraiaed of all 
previous light rail planning work. 

Connent 7: With transients being forced out of the downtown area 
how will the design and operation of the light-rail line prevent 
the end-of-the-line station from becoming a "Hobo Junction". 
(Christensen, Wong) 

Response: surveillance and security equipment have been 
designed into the project. Law enforcement will be provided 
by the transit security forces assisted by local 
jurisdictional law enforcement agencies. 
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3.0 LIST OF AGENCIES, ORGANIZATIONS, AND PERSONS 
COMMENTING ON DRAFT EIR 

PiJBL:: AGENCIES 

City of El Segundo 
City of Hawthorne 
City of Lawndale 
City of Los Angeles 
City of Manhattan Beach 
City of Redondo Beach 
City of Torrance 
County of Los Angeles-Department of Public Works 
County of Los Angeles-Department of Regional Planning 
County of Los Angeles-Fire Department 
Southern California Rapid Transit District 
State of California-Office of Historic Preservation 
State of California-Office of Planning and Research 

BL:SINESS GROUPS 

El Segundo Employers Association (ESEA) 
Hawthorne Chamber of Commerce 
Manha~ta~ Beach Chamber of Commerce 
Redondo Beach Chamber of Commerce 

PROPERTY OWNERS 

Allied Chemical 
Atchison, Topeka and Santa Fe Railway Company 
Chevr=n Land and Development Company 
Continental Development Corporation 
Damon Lawrence 
D'Amato & Lynch 
The Goodglick Company 
Hughes Aircraft Company 
Ken Ruby Company 
Kilroy Industries 
Rockwell International 
Southern California Edison 

OTHERS 

E. Allessi 
T. Christensen 
JZK Associates 
T.A. Nelson, P.E. 
F. Wong 
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4.0 REVISED PLANS AND PROFILES 

The fo llowing drawings include all revisions to the plans and 
profiles contained in the DEIR. 

Drawing Number 

K-1 
BL-1 

BL-2 

BL-3 

BL-4 

BL-5 

BL-6 

B:;:.-i 
AO-1 

AO-2 

AO- 3 

CS- 1 
CS-2 
CS-3 
U- 1 
U-2 
U-3 
U-4 
U- 5 
U-6 

Contents 

Index of Drawings 
Baseline Alignment-Sta. O+00.to Sta. 25+00; 
From Aviation Blvd. _to juat east of 1'&sh St. 
Baseline Alignment-Sta. 25+00 to Sta. 55+00; 
From just east of Nash St. to just north of 
Grand Ave. 
Baseline Alignment-Sta. 55+00 to Sta. 86+00; 
El 5egUDdo Blvd. Station. 
Baseline Alignment-Sta. 86+00 to Sta. 116+50; 
Aerial Section; Horth end of Douglas St. 
Station. 
Baseline Alignment-Sta. 116+5·0 to Sta. 
140+00; Douglas St. Station. 
Baseline Alignment-Sta. 140+00 to Sta. 
150+00; Compton Blvd. Station. 
Hawthorne Yard Site. 
Aerial Option-Sta. 0+00 to Sta. 25+00; Frcm 
Aviation Blvd. to vest of Douglas St. 
Aerial Option-Sta. 25+00 to Sta. 55+00; 
Mariposa Ave. Station. 
Aerial Option-Sta. 55+00 to Sta. 86+00; El 
Segundo Blvd. Station. 
Station Cross-Sections. 
Station Cross-Sections. 
Station Cross-sections. 
Utility Cross-Sections. 
Utility Cross-Sections. 
Utility Cross-Sections. 
Utility Cross-Sections. 
Utility Cross-Sections. 
Utility Cross-Sections. 
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