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SECTION 1.0 
INTRODUCTION 

1.1 CONTENTS OF FINAL SUPPLEMENTAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 
REPORT 

This Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Report (FSEIR) for the Pasadena-Los Angeles 
Light Rail Transit (LR T) Project presents the comments received during the public circulation 
period for the Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Report (DSEIR) and the Los Angeles 
County Metropolitan Transportation Authority's (LACMT A) responses to those comments. Also 
included in this FSEIR are any corrections or additions to the contents of the DSEIR necessitated 
by public and agency comments, and/or by project refinements. The comments, responses to the 
comments, and additions and corrections are included in Section 2 of this FSEIR. 

Section 3 includes copies of the written comments as received by the LACMT A, and copies of the 
transcripts of the two public meetings held on April 13 and 20, 1994, at the Franklin High School 
Auditorium in Highland Park and the Pasadena Hastings Branch Library in Pasadena, respectively 

The DSEIR is incorporated herein by reference as part of this FSEIR. For further information on 
this FSEIR or to obtain a copy of the DSEIR, contact: 

Harley S. Martin, Environmental Specialist 
Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority 
818 West Seventh Street 
Los Angeles, California 90017 
(213) 244-6848 

1.2 PROJECT SUMMARY 

This SEIR for the proposed Pasadena - Los Angeles LRT Project analyzes the potential 
environmental effects that may result from the approval of a second set of planning and design 
modifications to the project as specified in the antecedent EIR [State Clearinghouse Nos. 
88042713 (Revised Draft, LACTC, 1989) and 89082327 (Final, LACTC, 1990)] and first SEIR 
(State Clearinghouse No. 92071005, LACTC, 1992). 

The LACTC expects to accomplish the following objectives through this transit project: 

• To provide the citizens in the Pasadena-Los Angeles Corridor with a safe and efficient 
light rail transit system: 

• To alleviate overcrowding and traffic congestion on local freeways that presently serve the 
region extending from Pasadena/West San Gabriel Valley to downtown Los Angeles: 

• To improve transportation mobility in the Pasadena-Los Angeles Corridor: 

Pasadena-Los Angeles LRT Project - Final SEIR Page 1-1 



• To connect Pasadena and the San Gabriel Valley with the regional transportation network 
consisting of Metro RaiL light rail. and busway facilities: 

• To improve regional air quality through the reduction of vehicle trips and roadway 
congestion: and 

• To construct this project and the other projects as expeditiously and cost-effectively as 
possible. 

The location of the proposed project is along the existing railroad right-of-way between Union 
Station in Los Angeles and the intersection of Sierra Madre Villa Avenue and the Foothill (210) 
Freeway in Pasadena [see Figures 2. 1-1 and 2.1-2 in DSEIR (LACMTA, 1994b.)] The proposed 
action consists of issues affecting the LRT alignment in the following five areas: ( 1) along 
Marmion Way in Mount Washington; (2) in the vicinity of Marmion Way and Figueroa Street in 
Highland Park; (3) in the vicinity of Arroyo Seco Park in Highland Park; ( 4) in South Pasadena: 
and (5) in the vicinity of Sierra Madre Villa in east Pasadena. 

The types of planning and design modifications proposed include the following improvements: 

(a) a change from street-running to semi-exclusive train operation along Marmion Way in 
Mount Washington and Highland Park; • 

(b) additional street closures in Highland Park; 

( c) additional property acquisition to provide adequate emergency vehicle access to 
streets along Marmion Way between Avenues 51 and 59; 

(d) additional property acquisition (three parcels in Arroyo Seco Park) to provide · 
temporary easements for Arroyo Seco Bridge renovation activities; 

(e) additional property acquisition (one parcel in Elysian Park) for construction of an 
access road between the LADWP Buena Vista Pump Station and Midway Yard 
[formerly an Atchison, Topeka and Santa Fe (AT&SF) switchyard]; 

(f) sound barrier wall modifications along Marmion Way in Mount Washington and 
Highland Park, and in South Pasadena; 

(g) a below-grade separation option in the vicinity of Marmion Way and Figueroa Street 
in Mount Washington, including closure of French Avenue; and 

(h) a change in alternative locations for a Park and Ride facility located at Madre 
Street/Sierra Madre Villa and the Foothill Freeway in east Pasadena. including two 
additional parcel acquisitions for the Johnson & Johnson/Merck alternative. 
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1.2. l Environmental Effects And Mitigation Measures 

This SEIR focuses on the following environmental resources/issues: earth resources. air quality. 
water resources (groundwater). noise and vibration, risk of upset. housing, 
transportation/circulation. public services. human health. and cultural resources. 

A complete environmental impact analysis, including environmental setting, environmental 
impacts. mitigation measures. and significance of impacts after mitigation for each CEQA topic is 
provided in Section 4. 0 of the DSEIR (LACMT A 1994b ). incorporated herein by reference 

The results of the various investigations indicate 
potentially significant impacts that require 
transportation/circulation, and cultural resources. 

1.2.2 Cumulative Impacts 

that the environmental issues resulting in 
mitigation are noise and vibration. 

Under CEQA [PRC, 21083 (b )], the Pasadena - Los Angeles Rail Transit Project EIR (LACTC 
1990) concluded that it would have a significant effect on the environment if, "possible effects of 
a project are individually limited but cumulatively considerable ... when viewed in connection with 
the effects of past projects, the effects of other current projects, and the effects of probable future 
projects." 

Under CEQA Guidelines (CAA. Section 15130). the project EIR considered the following four 
factors: ( a) definition of relevant area affected; (b) consideration of all sources of related impacts; 
(c) quantification of cumulative impacts, where appropriate; and (d) focused evaluation of 
significant impacts. The analysis was performed and subsequently accepted as part of the EIR 
Certification process. This was also the case for the first set of planning and design modifications 
studied in the antecedent SEIR. 

The second set of planning and design modifications evaluated in this SEIR does not _alter any of 
the previously conducted analyses or change their respective findings regarding cumulative 
impacts. The planning and design modifications proposed in the second SEIR in and of 
themselves are not affected by any past projects, other current projects, or known probable future 
projects. Nevertheless. the project as described in this SEIR and prior CEQA documentation is 
designed such that there will be an opportunity to establish an interface with Metrolink as part of 
its proposed Northern San Gabriel-San Bernardino Valley (NSG-SBV) Rail Transit Corridor 
Project. The proposed NSG-SBV Rail Transit Corridor .Project would be located within the 
AT&SF Pasadena Subdivision right-of-way from the terminus of the LRT alignment at Sierra 
Madre Villa Avenue in Pasadena to Montclair's Transcenter in San Bernardino County. This 
proposed rail transit project forms a part of the larger regional transit system that would link 
major activity centers within these cities with Metro Rail service in downtown Los Angeles and 
points b~yond. 
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1.2.3 Identified Areas Of Controversy And Issues To Be Resolved 

The subject second set of planning and design modifications evaluated in this SEIR present no 
areas of controversy and/or issues to be resolved. 
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2.1 INTRODUCTIOI'. 

SECTION 2.0 
RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

Section 2 presents a record of the substantive comments received on the DSEIR. Both written 
comments received during circulation of the document and oral testimony provided at the public 
meetings have been included. The public review period for the DSEIR commenced on March 25. 
1994 and ended on May 9, 1994. Public hearings were held at the Franklin High School 
Auditorium in Highland Park, the City of Los Angeles (820 N. Avenue 54) on April 13, 1994, and 
the Pasadena Hastings Branch Library in Pasadena, the County of Los Angeles (3325 E. Orange 
Grove Boulevard) on April 20, 1994 . 

During the course of the public _review period, 15 comment letters were received: 5 from public 
agencies; 15 from business; 4 from private organizations; and 1 from an individual representing 
the private sector. Two letters were received from the City of Los Angeles Bureau of 
Engineering, and six letters/memoranda were received from the City of Pasadena. They were 
counted as one submittal each. Some of the letters received raised a single issue and others 
contained multiple comments or questions. AJI of the letters submitted supported the LR T 
Project, but comments addressed potential project impacts and proposed mitigation measures 

At the two public meetings, IO speakers testified before the hearing officer, an LACMT A official. 
Some of the speakers duplicated comments which were expressed previously or were also 
submitted in written form. All speakers expressed support for the project. 

All written and oral comments have been organized by comment letter and by public hearing date 
The comments are presented below with an appropriate response for each. Comments were 
edited to eliminate unnecessary text and for clarification of the contents. Consequently, they may 
not represent complete quotations from the comment letters or testimony provided during the 
public review period. The editing was done solely for the purpose of reducing unnecessary text, 
with no intent of obscuring any comment or testimony received. Copies of the written comments 
submitted during the public review/comment period and the testimony received at the public 
meetings are included in Section 3. 
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2.2 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

2.2.1 Oral Comments Presented at Public Hearings 

2.2.1.1 Public Hearing Held April 13, 1994 

Comment 2.2.1.1-1: 

"I request that a concept wall site plan of the grade separation at Marmion and Figueroa be 
included in the Supplemental Environmental Impact Report prior to its certification." (David 
Kuehn, Los Angeles, Public Hearing 4/13/94) 

Response 2.2.1.1-1: 

See Figure 2-1 in Section 2.3. 

Comment 2.2.1.1-2: 

"Instead [ ofJ an underpass at Figueroa Street/Marmion Way, there should be (an] aerial fly,.vay 
which would free up additional money to speed up the construction of the Pasadena.Blue Line." 
(Pat Moser, Southern California Transit Advocates, Public Hearing 4/13/94) 

Response 2.2.1.1-2: 

An above-grade separation at Marmion Way and Figueroa Street was analyzed in the first SEIR 
(LACTC, 1992.) In response to the adverse community reaction to unavoidable visual impacts 
from the above-grade separation, a below-grade separation was analyzed in the subject SEIR 
(LACMT A, 1994a.) The below-grade separation is the environmentally-preferred alternative. 
CEQA requires that environmental analyses be performed irrespective of fiscal impacts. 

Comment 2.2.1.1-3: 

" ... when construction workers start on that underpass, where are they going to park') What time 
they going to start') What time they going to stop? Who is the contact person in case we got any 
complaints') And machinery, how much impact is that going to have on all that block in there')" 
(Victor Arredondo, Los Angeles, Public Hearing 4/13/94) · 

Response 2.2.1.1-3: 

Worker parking will be provided along the existing railroad right-of-way, to the maximum extent 
possible, during construction of the below-grade separation. Section 2.8.9, Construction Noise 
and Vibration Control, of the LAC MT A Systemwide Criteria is presented below in Section 2. 3. 
The criteria include noise level limitations for both daytime and nighttime to ensure that noise 
levels within 200 feet of the construction limits and beyond will not exceed Federal, State and 
local limitations. Daytime is defined as from 7:00 AM to 7:00 PM. Construction starting and 
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stopping times will vary slightly from these times. Construction during the night would require 
written permission from the board of police commissioners as provided in the Los Angeles Code 
Section 4 l.40(b ). The criteria also include measures to mitigate adverse noise impacts generated 
from construction machinery and vehicles. The contact person at LACMT A who is responsible 
for enforcing noise and other mitigation measures for the LRT Project is Mr. Harley Martin. 
Environmental Specialist, 8 I 8 West Seventh Street, Los Angeles, California 900 I 7. Mr. Martin 
may be contacted at (213) 244-6848. 

Comment 2. 2. 1.1-4: 

"The new light rail apparently is going to take the alley or right of way next to six garages, and I 
will no longer have access to these garages or any way to provide parking for the six houses next 
to them .. .I believe that those garages will have to be tom down. You'll have to pave an area to 
provide off-street parking for these tenants ... that l O foot wide right-of-way is going to be almost 
like a loss of property to me for future building because I will not be able to use the comer or the 
side of the alley which will be blocked." (Robert Argott, Los Angeles, Public Hearing 4/l 3/94) 

Response 2. 2. 1 .1-4: 

LACMT A has determined that the right-of-way of the subject property 1s owned by the 
LACMT A; tenants presently use LACMT A right-of-way to access the garages. 

Comment 2.2.1.1-5: 

"Regarding the parcel descriptions that are in the environmental impact report of Plots PA 248 
and 249, there is a misrepresentation of the alley width. It's not IO foot as proposed or expressed. 
and according to your own maps it's 15 foot, accor:ding to the Public Works maps." (Joanne 
Barker, Los Angeles, Public Hearing 4/13/94) 

Response 2.2.1.1-5: 
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Comment noted; 15 feet is correct. I 
Comment 2.2.1.1-6: i 

. " ... could you please tell me why it's taken from 1988 until now to discuss the fire department 
accessibility or any public service accessibility?" (Joanne Barker, Los Angeles, Public Hearing I 
4/13/94) '\ 

Response 2.2.1.1-6: I 
When the project EIR (LACTC, 1990) was written, street running was the proposed light rail 
operational scenario. Under the street running scenario, LRT vehicles would have operated at the I 
same speeds posted for other vehicular traffic operating on Marmion Way. LRT vehicles, cars, 
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and pedestrians would have been controlled by traffic signals where the right-of-way intersects 
local streets. Turning movement difficulties were not identified until prior to final design. 

To increase public safety and for other operational benefits, semi-exclusive operation was 
proposed and was evaluated in the subject SEIR (LACMT A, 1994a.) Semi-exclusive running 
includes train speeds greater than for street running (up to 35 miles per hour) and would require 
street closures (also addressed in the SEIR). Closure of the streets and full use of the right-of­
way made it impossible for emergency vehicles to negotiate the turns along the connector roads 
between each pair of closed streets. Emergency vehicles would presently encroach onto the 
railroad right-of-way to negotiate turns. Therefore, curb cuts and property acquisitions are 
required to widen the connector roads for emergency vehicle access. 

Comment 2.2.1.1-7: 

11 
••• we constantly talk about relocation of residents and the demolition of structures, and some of 

the structures are not historic and some ... are historic, but what I would rather hear them say is a 
relocation of residents and a relocation of historic structures ... Of particular interest to us is 5 3 23, 
a brown· bungalow structure which I'm trying to relocate in Echo Haze area if possible. And 
several houses that were taken in the initial EIR, which aren't addressed under the SEIR I think at 
5030 Marmion and 130 and 144 Avenue 51 should be looked at for relocation. And we would 
work with the counsel offices and with MT A to find appropriate locations for those relocations .. I 
must -- we must take exception to the taking of 5 3 I 8 and 5 -- 5 518 and 5 5 20 Marmion Way, two 
very historic homes, to make way for what you say the fire department needs for a major U-turn 
ability. I wish we could find some other ways to mitigate that by finding out whether the fire 
department could take other avenues rather than destroying those two homes .. I understand that 
some of the homeowners that were supposedly contacted and accepted and were interested in it 

. actually were not contacted and are not interested in being bought out and relocated .. 11 (Robert 
Evinger, Highland Park Heritage Trust, Public Hearing 4/13/94) 

Response 2. 2.1.1- 7: 

LACMT A would be willing to consider participation, up to the cost of building demolition, in the 
relocation of historically-significant buildings to appropriate locations determined by the Highland 
Park Heritage Trust. 

The curb cuts and property takes addressed in the SEIR (LACMT A, 1994a) were determined to 
be the alternative providing the most efficient and safest emergency vehicle access to streets that 
are proposed for closure. However, LACMT A would be willing to discuss any other alternatives 
proposed by the Highland Park Heritage Trust and/or the Los Angeles Fire Department. The 
LACMTA will evaluate alternatives to taking the two homes (5518 and 5520 Marmion Way). 

LACMTA has notified all owners of properties that would be affected by the modifications to the 
LR T Project as addressed in the SEIR (LACMT A, 1994a.) 

Pasadena-Los Angeles LRT ProJect - Final SEIR Page 2-4 



Comment 2.2.1.1-8: 

"We do have questions again regarding some of the takings and of course the relocation. Mr. 
Evinger spoke about this, and so did Miss Barker over at 5518. Those two in particular we are 
very concerned about because they are both historic homes ... The other -- there is a third alley that 
goes through that block and bisects it. Our feeling is that there is plenty of access to that 
particular block, and that block has much more access than most blocks do in the Highland Park 
area. We don't feel that the taking of these two houses is anywhere necessary ... The other ones in 
particular I just want to remind the MT A about the Avenue 61 power substation, that we are 
asking that the possibility of relocating that station to beside a portion of Avenue 61, the industrial 
property that is located next door. .. this property has been vacated by almost three years now and 
deteriorating. 11 (Charlie Fisher, Chairman, Highland Park Neighborhood Association, Public 
Hearing 4/ 13/94) 

Response 2.2.1.1-8: 

Please refer to Response 2.2.3-4, above. The Avenue 61 power substation has been addressed in 
previous CEQA documentation for. the project (LACTC, 1990 and 1992.) However, your 
reminder has been noted. 

Comment 2.2.1.1-9: 

" ... one, to my surprise, I ordered the EIR report, and I did notice our address up there, which is 
the first I've ever seen ... I've never been notified of anything or any interest to our property. 
Secondary, I'm opposing the closure of Avenue 53. My main concern is the crime problem on 
Avenue 53 and Monte Vista .. .I don't see where it would speed up the train any more by maybe a 
fraction of a second or so I can't imagine. 11 (Rose Xochiaua, Los Angeles, Public Hearing_ 
4/13/94) 

Response 2.2.1.1-9: 

LACMT A has notified all owners of properties that would be affected by the modifications to the 
LR T Project as addressed in the SEIR (LACMT A, 1994a.) 

When Avenue 53 is closed, alternate access will still be readily available from adjacent local 
residential streets, and no arterial or secondary streets will be closed as a result of the proposed 
project. The affect of the closure of Avenue 53 on crime in the vicinity of Monte Vista should not 
be significant. 

Please see DSEIR Section 4.8, Public Services and Safety (LACMTA, 1994b) for further 
information regarding security, police service, and public safety. 
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Comment 2.2.1.1-10: 

"There will be skirts on the trains .. When you build the sound walls, they do not have to cover the 
trains. They can go all the way up to the windows so there's no need for you to use sound 
walls .. .In addition, ... each car will have digital horns which will mitigate the loud noise as the train 
approaches a grade crossing." (Pat Moser, Southern California Transit Advocates, Public 
Hearing 4/ l 3/94) 

Response 2.2.1.1-10: 

LACMT A's noise analysis in the SEIR (LACMT A, 1994a) indicates the need for sound barrier 
walls to mitigate adverse impacts. However, the analysis indicates that, in some places, the walls 
need not be as high as proposed in the FEIR and first SEIR (LACTC, 1990 and 1992, 
respectively.) Please see DSEIR Section 4.4.5.1 for a discussions of sound barrier walls 
(LACMT A, 1994b ) • 
The use of audible warning devices on LRT vehicles is addressed in DSEIR Section 4.4.5. l 
(LACMT A, l 994b.) 

Comment 2.2.1.1-11: 

"There will be no adverse impacts on bus service." (Pat Moser, Southern California Tran sit 
Advocates, Public Hearing 4/ 13/94) 

Response 2.2.1.1-11: 

Comment noted. 

2.2.1.2 Public Hearing Held April 20, l 994 

Comment 2.2.1.2-1: 

;, ___ we feel that we want to be on record that this supplemental only expresses one view, and that's 
of the traffic patterns if the light rail and when the light rail goes in. It does not express traffic 
patterns of the PCC Skill Center or what's going t~ be developed on the property; therefore, we 
feel even though officially it's a correct document, unofficially it's flawed because we still have 
other documents to take into consideration." (Timothy Price, Daisyville Home Owners 
Association, Public Hearing 4/20/94) 

Response 2.2.1.2-1: 

The EIR for the proposed LR T Project, including a Park and Ride station in east Pasadena near 
the Foothill (210) Freeway and Sierra Madre Villa Avenue, was approved in 1990. The 
transportation/circulation analysis in this FSEIR (including the DSEIR incorporated by reference) 
pertains to alternate locations for the previously-approved Park and Ride facility. Potential 
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cumulative transportation/circulation impacts resulting from the addition of the Pasadena City 
College (PCC) Skill Center should be addressed in the CEQA documents prepared for that 
project. 

Comment 2.2. 1.2-2: 

" ... these traffic reports indicate ... that we were going to have significant traffic impacts at four 
major locations in our east end of Pasadena ... Level "F" mitigated is not acceptable .. .''E" is bad 
enough when you get occasional delays, but "F" is grid lock, and I think something has to be done 
further in the way of mitigation to look at what alternatives can be made in order to alleviate that 
traffic problem. 

"You looked at [CO] emissions, and ... by your own standards there are times when you are you 
barely, barely within the maximum acceptable level of [CO] emissions in an eight-hour period, 8.8 
parts per million, when the maximum is 9 .. .1 would almost challenge you to give us the detailed 
analysis of how that was calculated because I could think that you could slip over the other side of 
9 just as easily as you could slip under 9 knowing what the level is. 

"I acquired a copy, albeit it was done by I guess some staff engineer, that gave proposed layout 
for the Johnson & Johnson site. Here it is. It says the construction of the Park and Ride facility 
would be constructed at the proposed Johnson and Johnson work site or at the alternate Builder's 
Emporium site. At either site, proposed three story structure would be constructed with two and 
a half levels for the parking of a few cars and a half level of grade for bus loading, unloading and 
layover. This drawing -- and it's undated -- proposed a thousand car park encompassing 
everything from Sierra Madre Villa to Halstead, taking away a property that does not belong to 
Johnson & Johnson ... all through the discussions of this development of the Sierra Madre terminal 
. . . we talked about having multiple story park facilities provided that would also then provide 
room for businesses to de developed that would be compatible to the type of business that you 
would associate with egress and so forth from a station. If you cover the whole darn thing with 
parking lot, that won't leave any room to do that." (CiffBenedict, Public Hearing 4/20/94) 

Response 2.2. 1.2-2: 

The determination of significant impacts to transportation/circulation and the effectiveness of 
mitigation measures can be expresses in a simplified manner as a two-step process: 

l. To determine project impacts, levels of service (LoS) for impacted inte~sections prior 
to mitigations (unmitigated LoS) are compared to traffic volumes projected to the year 
20 l O that include growth in ambient traffic plus traffic from other developments 
(cumulative LoS); then 

2. To determine the effectiveness of mitigation measures proposed for the project, LoS' 
calculated assuming traffic reductions from implementation of mitigation measures 
(mitigated LoS) are compared to cumulative LoS values. 
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Using this procedure as required by CEQA, no significantly impacted intersection was increased 
to LoS "E" or "F" after allowing for proposed mitigations. Comparing cumulative LoS to 
mitigated LoS, two intersections would remain at level "E," one would remain at level "F," and 
two would be reduced from level "F" to "E" as a result of the mitigation measures proposed in the 
DSEIR (see Table 4. 7-3 (LAC MT A, 1994b )]. Those intersections projected to be at LoS "E" or 
"F" were the result of ambient and cumulative traffic projections and were not exacerbated by 
project-related traffic. Therefore, according to CEQA Guidelines, no significant impacts would 
occur as a result of mitigated project-generated traffic. 

The CO emission rate of 8.8 ppm was a conservative caiculation based on a worst-case scenario. 
The actual CO emission rate for the Sierra Madre Villa Park and Ride Facility is expected to be 
less than 8.8 ppm, in spite of variability in anticipated traffic. Therefore, it is unlikely that the 9.0 
ppm would be exceeded. Air emission calculations have been included in Section 2.3, below . 

The revised drawing for the Johnson & Johnson/Merck Park and Ride facility is presented in 
figure 2-2 in Section 2.3, below. It is proposed to take all of the structures located between 
Foothill Boulevard to the north, the Foothill (210) Freeway to the south, Sierra Madre Villa 
Avenue to the west, and Halstead Street to the east, with the exception of the Southern California 
Edison Company substation on Sierra Madre Villa Avenue and the Foothill Freeway .. Parking for 
1,000 vehicles would be provided. The project includes an alternative to construct a three-level 
parking structure with compatible businesses if there is private sector interest to do so. 

2.2.2 Comments Submitted in Writing 

2.2.2.l Letter l from Robert S. Horii, City of Los Angeles, Bureau of 
Engineering; May 9, 1994 

Comment 2.2.2.1-1: 

"The relocation of sanitary sewer at Marmion Way and Figueroa Street will have significant 
impacts on neighborhood traffic circulation, parking and private driveway access along the 
proposed route. This relocation route will include portions of Pasadena Avenue, French 
Avenue, Marmion Way, Loreto Street and Figuero Street (see attached plan). Due to the 
magnitude of these impacts, the Mitigation Measures of the original EIR are inadequate and 
need to be augmented in the SEIR." 

Response 2.2.2.1-1: 

The LACMT A is committed to provide mitigation measures recommended in the original EIR, 
the first SEIR, and this second SEIR. The LACMT A maintains that these measures are 
adequate to mitigate potential impacts to the city sewer system and local circulation. The 
"Worksite Traffic Control Plan," as required by the Los Angeles Department of Transportation 
(LADOT), will help mitigate potential impacts to local circulation, such as curb cuts, and 
parking that might be caused by project-related construction. 
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It should be noted that utility upgrades and relocations are common in the urbanized Los 
Angeles area, and the City of Los Angeles (City) has detailed procedures established for 
private developers and public agencies to construct such improvements with minimal impact to 
local businesses, residents, drivers, and pedestrians. All sewer relocations and traffic plans 
will be processed in accordance with local permit procedures, which will effectively mitigate 
potential impacts to local communities (See Table 1.1-1 in DSEIR). 

Comment 2.2.2.1-2: 

"The SEIR mitigation of impacts to Marmion Way between Avenues 50-58 are inadequate. 
Mitigation Measures should include all improvements shown on the 85 % Submittal Drawings 
for the Arroyo Seco to Los Angeles River - C6420 Contract." 

Response 2.2.2.1-2: 

The LACMT A is committed to providing safe emergency and local access to the areas to be 
improved. However, the improvements referred to by the City and outlined in Contract 
C6420 are considered "betterments." The City is essentially requesting LACMTA to rebuild 
an historically substandard portion of Marmion Way. The LACMTA will meet fire and safety 
requirements with its planned street improvements, but the additional improvements requested 
by the City are not necessary nor required as a direct result or impact of the proposed project. 

2.2.2.2 Letter 2 from Robert S. Horii, City of Los Angeles, Bureau of 
Engineering; May 9, 1994 

Comment 2.2.2.2-1: 

"The DSEIR did not include a discussion of the impacts associated with the relocation of 14-, .. 
18-, and 24-inch city trunk sewers in conjunction with the Figueroa Street at Marmion Way 
grade separation. " 

Response 2.2.2.2-1: 

These improvements were generally identified in Table 1.1-1. However, CEQA does not 
require a strict accounting of every planned utility relocation or improvement as long as their 
general impacts are identified. This is especially true of "standard" projects such as utilities 
that must be relocated or realigned as the result of new construction projects. Mitigation 
measures for utility relocation were adopted for the Final EIR, and no conditions have changed 
to warrant modification of the adopted measures. 

Comment 2.2.2.2-2: 

"The DSEIR should include an analysis of additional impacts on traffic and the surrounding 
areas that would be associated with street vacations and utility relocations." 

Pasadena-Los Angeles LRT Project - Final SEIR Page 2-9 

I 
I 
I 
I 
f 
I • 
I 
I 
I 

• 
I 
I 
I 
• I 

' I 
I 
I 
I 



I 
I 
t 
I 
1 
I 
• 
I 
J 
I 

-
I 
I 
I 
• I 
I 
I 

I 
t 

Response 2.2.2.2-2: 

Traffic impacts associated with utility relocations will be minimal and temporary. "Worksite 
Traffic Control Plans" will be prepared for each construction site to identify and alleviate 
specific circulation impacts. These plans will be reviewed and approved by LADOT. (Also 
see Table 1.1-1 in DSEIR.) 

The long-term traffic changes that will occur as a result of the various proposed street closures 
(vacations) are outlined in the traffic analysis of the SEIR. None of the traffic impacts at any 
of these locations were considered to be significant after implementation of recommended 
mitigation measures . 

Comment 2.2.2.2-3: 

"Construction sites five or more acres m size require a stormwater permit if construction 
activities disturb soils." 

Response 2.2.2.2-3: 

The LACMTA is aware of the stormwater NPDES permit requirements and will, along with 
the appropriate contractor, apply for such permits if needed. 

Comment 2.2.2.2-4: 

"Plans for the Southwest Museum station and child care center should be coordinated." 

Response 2.2.2.2-4: 

The LACMTA is presently coordinating the plans for these two facilities, and coordination 
will continue until construction of the planned improvements are complete. 

2.2.2.3 Letter from Nancy Key, City of Pasadena, Zoning and Subdivision 
Administration; May 9, 1994 

Comment 2.2.2.31: 

"Comments on this document are directed primarily towards the impacts of the proposed 1,000 
car park and ride facility in East Pasadena at either the Johnson and Johnson site or the former 
Builder's Emporium. 

"Since the project's impact on historical/cultural resources is a primary environmental impact 
affecting the City of Pasadena, as a preliminary to my comments portions of AB 2881 which 
became effective January l, 1993 are quoted. AB 288 l addresses historical resources and the 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). The 2nd Draft SEIR is inadequate because it 
does not consider alternatives at the Johnson and Johnson site to demolishing the structure. 
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"Section 5021. 1 of the Public Resources Code 
(j) 'Historical resource' includes, but is not limited to, any object, building, structure, 
site, area, place, record, or manuscript which is historically or archaeologically 
significant, or is significant in the architectural, engineering, scientific, economic, 
agricultural, educational, social. political, limitary, or cultural annals of California. 

"Section 21084.1 of the Public Resources Code with emphasis added. 
A project that may cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an 
historical resource, is a project that may have a significant effect on the environment. 
For purposes of this section, an historic resource is a resource listed, in or determined 
to be eligible for listing in, the California register of Historic Resources, historical 
resources included in a local register of historical resources, as defined in subdivision 
(k) of Section 5020.1, or deemed significant pursuant [to] criteria set forth in (g) of 
Section 5024.1, are presumed to be historically or culturally significant for the 
purposes of this section, unless the preponderance of evidence demonstrates that the 
resource is not historically or culturally significant. The fact that the resource is not 
listed in or determined to be eligible for listing in, the California Register of Historic 
Resources, not included in the local register of historical resources, or not deemed 
significant pursuant to criteria set forth in subdivision (g) of Section 5042.1 shall not 
preclude a lead agency from determining whether the resource may be an historical 
resource for purposes of this section." 

Response 2.2.2.3-1: 

The LACMT A acknowledges the definitions of historical resources and recognizes the authority 
of the City of Pasadena under CEQA regarding cultural resource designation. 

Comment 2.2.2.3-2: 

"The project Description is inadequate as it does not describe the existing landscaping of the 
current site nor the layout, ingress, egress, and landscaping of the proposed park and ride 
facility at the Johnson and Johnson site. Further there is no discussion of a parking structure 
at the Builder's emporium site. This site is much smaller than the Johnson and Johnson site 
and probably could not accommodate 1,000 surface parking spaces. The project description 
does mention that the park and ride facility will be lighted at night but mentions no shielding 
of light to prevent spillover on adjacent properties. There is also no discussion of how 
commuters would get from their cars to the station." 

Response 2.2.2.3-2: 

The project description necessarily describes aspects of the proposed project. A description of 
the historical aspects of the Johnson & Johnson/Merck site are included in the Cultural Resources 
section in DSEIR Chapter 4, as required by CEQA. General project alternatives were addressed 
in the antecedent EIR. It should be noted that the Johnson & Johnson/Merck and Builders 
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Emporium alternative park and ride sites were included in this SEIR at the request of the City of 
Pasadena. It should be further noted that the project description does not exclude the 
consideration of parking structures on either of these two park and ride sites as potential 
alternatives 

As stated by the commentor, the Builder's Emporium site is smaller than the Johnson & 
Johnson/Merck site. However, the proposal for 1,000 parking spaces is a conservative maximum 
estimate, and could include some combination of surface or structured parking. In this regard, 
either site is adequate in size for this amount of parking. 

The project description d<:>es not provide design details for parking structures on either site. 
However, the LACMT A has an extensive design review process that involves close cooperation 
with affected agencies. The City of Pasadena would necessarily be included in review of any 
proposed parking facilities or structures,. The issues of landscaping and shielding for night 
lighting could be addressed at that time. 

Comment 2.2.2.3-3: 

"Impacts from using the Johnson and Johnson site for a park and ride facility include but may 
not be limited to air, water, plant life, light and glare, land use, transportation/circulation and 
cultural resources. Impacts from using the Builder's Emporium site would probably involve 
possible impacts from building a parking structure which could have shade/shadow impacts . 
Due to the inadequate project description it is not possible to fully analyze all project impacts 
on the environment." 

Response 2.2.2.3-3: 

As stated in the previous Response 2.2.2.3-2, design aspects of any parking structures on either of 
these sites would necessarily include coordination with the City of Pasadena. The LACMT A 
maintains that this SEIR adequately characterizes the potential impacts of the project, including 
development of either park and ride site. Shade and shadow effects were not considered 
significant due to the probable location and size of such structures on either site (i.e., neither 
would cast shadows onto sensitive uses beyond the property boundaries). However, these and 
similar architectural issues would be most appropriately addressed at the design review stage. 

Comment 2.2.2.3-4: 

"Air could be an impact if the existing structures and landscaping at the Johnson and Johnson 
site are removed and replaced with asphalt for 1,000 surface parking spaces. The absence of 
landscaping, the increased impermeable surface adsorbing and retlecting sunlight and heat will 
increase the temperature on the site." 
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Response 2.2.2.3-4: 

The Final SEIR contains additional information on air quality impacts, including dust generation 
(see Section 2.3 .6.1) The LAC MT A will provide landscaping to meet local standards as part of 
site development (for either surface or structured parking). Given that the site was previously 
developed and that the entire area is already urbanized, the change in reflectivity from 
redeveloping either site is not considered significant. This conclusion is similar to those reached 
in other recent environmental documents processed through the City of Pasadena. 

Comment 2.2.2.3-5: 

"Water is an impact at the Johnson and Johnson site, due to the increase of impermeable 
surface and subsequent increase in water runoff. The quality of water run-off would also be 
degraded by containing high amounts of oil-derived residues from cars." 

Response 2.2.2.3-5: 

The strucutres and parking areas that presently exist on the Johnson & Johnson/Merck site do not 
present a significantly different impermeable surface area than would the proposed Park and Ride 
facility, with or without a parking structure. The proposed project will comply with all applicable 
requirements of the NPDES stormwater permit process. This may include oil traps or other 
structures to contain urban pollutants onsite prior to their discharge to the municipal storm drain 
system. This potential impact can be addressed at the time of permit review by the City, County 
flood control. etc 

Comment 2.2.2.3-6: 

"Plant life is an impact since it appears the landscaping will be removed at the Johnson and 
Johnson site. This landscaping is also part of the significance of the structure. It was designed 
by a well known landscape architect in cooperation with the architect of the building(s). As 
part of the park and ride facility, there was no mention of any landscaping which could 
provide shade, help filter the car emissions and moderate the heat island effect of a large 
surface parking lot." 

Response 2.2.2.3-6: 

This issue is more applicc1:ble to the analysis of cultural or historic resources. Disposition of 
existing onsite landscaping will necessarily be tied to the fate of the Johnson & Johnson/Merck 
facility, because the landscaping materials do not have intrinsic biological value (i.e. no significant 
native trees, endangered species, etc.). 

Development of either park and ride site will include landscaping to meet local standards, and 
significant impacts related to air quality or heat island effects should not occur. 
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Comment 2.2.2.3-7: 

"Light and glare can be an impact both from the absence of shade, if there is no structure, and 
the absence of landscaping planned on the Johnson and Johnson site. There will be glare 
reflected off the parked cars. The night lighting may spillover onto adjacent uses. There was 
no discussion of shielding the night lighting or of lessening daytime glare from both the cars 
and the presumed open surface parking lot." 

Response 2.2.2.3-7: 

As stated previously, the proposed Park and Ride sites will have landscaping installed to meet 
local standards for either surface or structured parking. Glare should not be a significant factor 
due to the location of either site (in a commercial/industrial area next to the 210 Freeway). 
However, the issues of glare and night lighting can be better addressed at the design review stage 
when a specific development proposal is submitted to the City of Pasadena for review . 

Comment 2.2.2.3-8: 

"Land use is an impact since it does not appear that the proposed park and ride facility 
conforms with the intent of the newly adopted Land Use and Mobility Elements. The Johnson 
and Johnson site is in the E. Pasadena Specific Plan Area which encourages institutional 
(particularly child care), commercial and industrial uses. There is no mixed development 
proposed on the site using the existing structure and constructing a parking structure as an 
alternative to demolishing the existing building and landscaping. Various policies and 
objectives in the newly adopted elements encourage both transit and pedestrian oriented 
development. There appears to be no provision of any amenities at either proposed park and 
ride site. Motorists would be pedestrians between their cars and their walk to the light rail 
station. Would commuters walking from home or bus stops be accessing the light rail station 
through the park and ride facility?" 

Response 2.2.2.3-8: 

The Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) recommends that land use and 
mobility elements of local cities accommodate park and ride facilities in appropriate locations to 
the greatest extent feasible. Either of these sites would be an optimum location for park and ride• 
facilities due to proximity to the 210 freeway and the -surrounding local street system. It should 
be noted that these two sites were added to the proposed project at the request of the City of 
Pasadena. 

No final determination has been made as to surface or structured parking for either site. Similarly, 
the proposed project would allow for mixed use or reutilization of existing structures such as the 
Johnson & Johnson/Merck building. The provision of pedestrian facilities is best addressed at the 
design review stage, which would necessarily include the City of Pasadena. It is likely that local 
residents may walk to either Park and Ride facility, and the existing street/sidewalk system can 
accommodate their access. 
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The LACMT A has installed child care facilities at other park and ride facilities, and will likely 
pursue similar facilities at either of these locations. 

Comment 2.2.2.3-9: 

"Transportation/circulation is a possible impact since transfers between different modes of 
transportation are not adequately discussed." 

Response 2.2.2.3-9: 

It is not known at this point whether access from either site to the adjacent 210 freeway would be 
by an overhead or underground structure. Multi-modal access (i.e. bus, rail, pedestrian, auto) to 
either site would be a design consideration of site planning and development. 

Comment 2.2.2.3-10: 

"Cultural resources is an impact if the Johnson and Johnson structure and landscaping is 
demolished and if the Craftsmen houses in Highland Park are demolished. No alternatives to 
clearing the Johnson and Johnson site and still using the site for a park and ride facility were 
discussed." 

Response 2.2.2.3-10: 

Mitigation measures for impacts to cultural resources are thoroughly discussed in DSEIR Section 
4. l O. Please see response 2. 2. 2. 5-7 for a discussion of alternatives. 

2.2.2.4 Memorandum from John Jontig, City of Pasadena Public Works and 
Transportation Department; May 9, 1994 

Comment 2.2.2.4-1: 

"The City of Pasadena prefers and recommends the J & J-Merck site for station access and 
park and ride garage for the station at Sierra Madre Villa. The former Builders Emporium site 
is now occupied by a new business, Orchard Hardware Supply, and is believed to have an 
unwilling seller. Condemnation costs plus relocation of a major business would prove to be 
prohibitive." 

Response 2.2.2.4-1: 

Comment noted. 
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Comment 2.2.2.4-2: 

"The Los Angeles to east Pasadena Light Rail Transit Project is the first phase of what is 
expected to be light rail service east to Irwindale to Azusa within or adjacent to the 210 
Foothill Freeway corridor. The requirement of a 1000 car park and ride garage is so sized as 
the Sierra Madre Villa location will be the interim terminal station." 

Response 2.2.2.4-2: 

The commentor is correct in both statements. 

Comment 2.2.2.4-3: 

"The City requests that the SEIR consider any environmental impacts to the Sierra Madre Villa 
site that would occur if the 1000 car park and ride garage were reduced in size due to the 
relocation of the light rail terminal to the east." 

Response 2.2.2.4-3: 

The overall impacts identified in the SEIR would occur regardless of various factors such as 
internal site design, access points, etc. Relocation of a light rail terminal to the east and 
downsizing of the Sierra Madre Villa site would produce less impacts than identified in the SEIR, 
due to fewer parking spaces and the resulting lower traffic volumes. Therefore, the analysis in the 
SEIR represents the "worst case" situation. 

Comment 2.2.2.4-4: 

"There is information (MTA preliminary surface parking drawing) that indicates the MTA may 
intend to take two parcels (A and B) in addition to the J & J-Merck property at the Sierra 
Madre Villa site." 

Response 2.2.2.4-4:· 

It is the LACMT A's intent to take the two identified parcels which were not specifically identified 
in SEIR graphics. The impacts of this action are anticipated to be within those already identified 
in the SEIR, other than the relocation of any existing businesses. This is a fiscal impact, however, 
which is not considered an integral part of the CEQA review process. (See Figure 2-2 in this 
FEIR, Section 2.3.4.) 
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Comment 2.2.2.4-5: 

"Parcel A at the corner of Foothill Boulevard and Halstead Street contains a business that has 
recently spent a great deal of money in upgrading the property and business. It would be 
environmentally detrimental to replace an upgraded building and business with surface 
parking." 

Response 2.2.2.4-5: 

It would be an economic impact to the particular business that was displaced, and could also be a 
minor fiscal impact to the City if the business were to relocate outside of the City. However, 
these are economic impacts which are specifically excluded from consideration in the CEQA 
process (i.e., not part of the natural environment). 

Comment 2.2.2.4-6: 

"It is the City's understanding that the property owner is unwilling to sell thus a take by 
condemnation would be required. That action would be very costly to the MTA to cover 
property, business and relocation costs. A garage structure appears to be environmentally and 
financially sound." 

Response 2.2.2.4-6: 

The LACMT A will base its decision to install surface or structured parking based on a variety of 
factors, including cost of construction and relocation of existing businesses. The costs 
associated with relocating this particular business may or may not be a key factor in the decision 
to install a particular type of parking. 

Comment 2.2.2.4-7: 

"The City is concerned about the possible problems caused by horn and operational noise of 
light rail transit in residential neighborhoods along the alignment including some within 
Pasadena. There is particular interest in horn sounds reverberating in parts of the City. The 
frequency and sound quality of the horns is also of concern. The City would like to continue 
to work with the MTA on mitigation efforts to reduce noise problems. We request that the 
SEIR address these environmental concerns." 

Response 2.2.2.4-7: 

For information on train horn impacts and mitigation measures, see Response 4 to the letter from 
the City of South Pasadena (Section 2.2.2.8). 
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Comment 2.2.2.4-8: 

"Pasadena Traffic Engineering staff has reviewed the Transportation and Circulation portion of 
the SEIR for the Pasadena-Los Angeles Light Rail Transit Project. .. While the mitigation 
provided in the SEIR appears to meet the requirements of the City of Pasadena it is 
recommended that the mitigations be revised as follows to ensure they appropriately address 
the traffic mitigations to the Foothill Boulevard traffic. Traffic control signals will have to be 
modified at the impacted intersections in order to make the mitigations work." 

Response 2.2.2.4-8: 

The LACMT A has coordinated the proposed conceptual plans at both potential Park and Ride 
sites with the City of Pasadena,. including the Traffic Engineering department, and will continue 
this coordination effort and final design plans are developed. 

Comment 2.2.2.4-9: 

"SECTION 4.7.5.2: SIERRA MADRE VILLA PARK AND RIDE: Staff agrees with the 
analysis for determining which intersections will be significantly impacted by this project. 
Several mitigation measures will have to be revised as follows: 

1. Halstead Street and Foothill Boulevard: The mitigation recommended is not 
applicable to the needs of Light Rail Park and Ride Facility. Beginning with the 
second sentence, the paragraph should be revised to read "This can be accomplished 
by widening Halstead Street four feet from Foothill Boulevard south to the cul-de­
sac to provide dual northbound left-turn lanes including protected left-turn signal 
phases for all directions and restriping the southbound approach to provide an 
exclusive right-turn lane. The eastbound approach should be restriped to provide 
for a minimum 100.fom long exclusive right-turn lane. This will require removing 
some parking along the south side of foothill boulevard. Signal timing changes and 
detector placements should be considered at the time of restriping." The ICU 
calculations should be revised to show this mitigation (use 2880 vehicles/hour 
capacity for the dual left-turn). 

2. 1-210 West-Bound Ramps and Sierra~Madre Villa Avenue: Parking management 
may crate a reduction during the peak periods, but for the purpose of providing 
quantitative mitigation, the mitigation should be to provide dual northbound left­
turn lanes onto the 1-:210 Freeway." 

Response 2.2.2.4-9: 

The LACMT A agrees to modify these mitigation measures consistent with the City's 
recommendations. 
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Comment 2.2.2.4-10: 

"GENERAL COMMENT: The intersection of Rosemead Boulevard and Colorado Boulevard 
is not in the City of Pasadena and should be reviewed [by] the County of Los Angeles. As a 
comment regarding the recommended mitigation, providing an additional through lane is only 
valid when the new lane can be carried for a considerable distance in order· to truly provide 
additional link capacity." 

Response 2.2.2.4-10: 

Comment noted. The LACMT A is coordinating street and other improvements with the 
appropriate jurisdictions, including the County of Los Angeles. 

2.2.2.5 Memorandum from City of Pasadena Cultural Heritage Commission; 
April 19, 1994 

Comment 2.2.2.5-1: 

"The Cultural Heritage Commission unanimously supports the retention and preservation of 
the ... [Johnson & Johnson/Merck Building, historically known as the Stuart Pharmaceutical 
Building]. Furthermore, this recommendation is based on the historical and cultural 
significance to the City of Pasadena, and the strong belief that the historically significant 
portions of the building can be adaptively used to the betterment of the design and function of 
the proposed light rail station and retain this site as a cultural resource in the East Pasadena 
community. 

"Nationally, when we.look at interstate travel - and intrastate travel within California - railroad 
and light rail stati-ons have become transportation centers, creating an active area and synergy 
that extend beyond the movement of the trains. While not initially used as a train station, the 
Stuart Building offers the opportunity to establish a similar setting for the East Pasadena site. 
With an internationally acclaimed building, the MTA has the possibility, if not the mandate, to 
provide the community with something more than a vast "sea of asphalt and automobiles." 

"The adaptive reuse of the building will provide additional business uses, extend the hours of 
the building, create interest in light rail, provide a more celebratory travel experience, and 
maintain an asset to the city of national significance. 

"The DSEIR identifies the Johnson & Johnson/Merck Building as a cultural resource; 
however, it errors greatly in proposing mitigation measures for the loss of such an important 
building. And, the DSEIR offers no alternative to demolition, despite existing real estate 
studies offering many options. 

"In closing we urge that MTA not only consider the reuse of the building, but review existing 
adaptive re-use studies. With the use of the Santa Fe Depot and the Stuart Building, the City 
of Pasadena would have two great transportation centers. These two centers will reflect the 
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growth of the city from an early resort center to a high-tech industrial center for the space age. 
The East Pasadena area would retain a landmark and community asset and the light rail would 
have wonderful entrance to the city." 

Response 2.2.2.5-1: 

Informational comments noted. While the SEIR identifies demolition of the Johnson & 
Johnson/Merck building as a worst case scenario, it does not preclude the option for adaptive 
reuse or at least temporary preservation of this historic structure. The LACMT A is continuing to 
discuss potential options for reuse, however, economic conditions have restricted current options. 

Comment 2.2.2.5-2: 

"[Pg. 2-5, 4-96] Demolition of the Johnson & Johnson/Merck building (historic name: Stuart 
Pharmaceutical Company) at 3360 East Foothill Boulevard, Pasadena, would be a significant 
.unavoidable environmental effect that could not be mitigated to a level of insignificance by 
photography, measured drawings, and oral _histories. The demolition should be listed on pg. 
5-1 under the category of significant unavoidable environmental effects." 

Response 2.2.2.5-2: 

The LACMT A maintains that the proposed measures are generally accepted in the industry as 
adequate to mitigate cultural impacts that would occur from the loss of this facility. It is also 
noted that review and approval of a mitigation plan by the State Historical Preservation Officer 
(SHPO) is required. 

Comment 2.2.2.5-3: 

"[Pg. 4-89] The paragraph describing the work of Edward Durell Stone has inaccuracies 
(e.g., "rare example of the New Formalism style of architecture," "industrial architecture." 
Waldorf-Astoria Hotel)." 

Response 2.2.2.5-3: 

Comment noted. However, the City did not provide substitute wording or indicate which 
portions of the description are inaccurate. Regardless of the details, the basic conclusion that the 
facility is a local historical resource does not change. 

Comment 2.2.2.5-4: 

"[Pg. 4-90] Pasadena Heritage, a private community organization not the Cultural Heritage 
Commission, has nominated the Johnson & Johnson/Merck building for listing in the National 
Register of Historic Places." 

Pasadena-Los Angeles LRT Project - Final SEIR Page 2-20 



Response 2.2.2.5-4: 

Comment noted. 

Comment 2.2.2.5-5: 

"[Pg. 4-16, 4-92] Under air quality, the environmental analysis identifies the demolition of a 
"maximum of seven buildings at the proposed Johnson & Johnson/Merck site" and describes 
demolition of seven buildings as a "worst case scenario." Subsequently, under cultural 
resources, the report notes - unequivocally - "all of the buildings would be subject to 
demolition." Which statement is correct?" 

Response 2.2.2.5-5: 

The air quality calculations prepared for the SEIR are presented herein in Section 2.3 .6.1. They 
include two scenarios: demolition of seven buildings or demolition of eleven buildings. Both 
scenarios resulted in air emissions below maximum allowable levels. The "eleven building" 
scenario would be the worst case alternative. However, the project allows the option of 
preserving these buildings in conjunction with a parking structure. The statement ·would be 
subject to demolition" was meant to indicate the potential, not a foregone conclusion. 

Comment 2.2.2.5-6: 

"A decision about the National Register nomination is not the only measurement of the 
significance (or "status") of the Johnson & Johnson/Merck building (and findings of 
"exceptional significance," well beyond the thresholds for the California Environmental 
Quality Act, are required to list a cultural resource under fifty years old in the National 
Register). In 1992, the City of Pasadena's Cultural Heritage Commission determined that the . 
building met the criteria for designation as a City "treasure" (a higher category of local 
landmark). Moreover, two extensively researched reports and numerous letters from scholars 
across the country attest to tJ,e importance of the building. 

"Given this evidence, the Commission disagrees with the conclusion that a "conservative 
approach" to mitigation is necessary only while the National Register nomination is pending. 

· "The mitigation plan cannot be linked to the possibility of actual "listing" in the Register. The 
building will not be listed in the Register because the property owners have formally objected 
to the nomination. At this point, the State Historical Resources Commission may only forward 
a recommendation to the National Park Service, the agency which ultimately determines 
eligibility for listing." 

Response 2.2.2.5-6: 

The intent of paragraph 4, DSEIR page 4-93, was only to point out that structures nominated for 
listing in the National Register of Historic Places must be treated as if listed until a determination 
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is made by SHPO. The LACMT A acknowledges the local historical significance of the subject 
buildings, but maintains that the proposed mitigation measures are considered adequate to 
preserve information on the resource. It should be noted that preservation of all structures with 
local historical value is not practical in terms of economy or land use. 

Comment 2.2.2.5-7: 

"The report does not consider alternatives to the proposed demolition of the building at 3360 
E. Foothill Blvd. According to the Public Resources Code of the State of California 
(California Environmental Quality Act, Sec. 15126), an EIR should discuss "a range of 
reasonable alternatives to the project ... [including] alternatives capable of eliminating any 
significant adverse environmental effects or reducing them to a level of insignificance, even if 
these alternatives would impede to some degree the attainment of the project objectives, or 
would be more costly." The report apparently considers the site formerly occupied by 
Builder's Emporium as the alternative project. Yet, it omits any discussion of adaptive reuse 
of the Johnson & Johnson/Merck building or of constructing a multi-level parking structure as 
an alternative to surface parking." 

Response 2.2.2.5-7: 

The original EIR examined a variety of alternatives to the overall project, as required by CEQA. 
There is no requirement for a supplemental EIR to examine additional alternatives unless they 
would reduce or eliminate a significant environmental impact. While the Johnson & 
Johnson/Merck facilities represent a local historical resource, the LACMT A has proposed 
measures to adequately mitigate impacts associated with their loss. It should be noted that 
preservation is not always the best alternative for older structures, but the LACMT A is willing to 
consider some type of preservation or adaptive reuse for these facilities if it proves to be 
economically viable while meeting the needs of the project.. 

Comment 2.2.2.5-8: 

"Until release of the supplemental EIR, the understanding of the Commission was that the 
Metropolitan Transit Authority would explore adaptive reuse of the historic building. A 
March 1993 adaptive reuse study of the site (by Halcyon Real Estate Advisors/Ernst & Young) 
considered eight options. Two of these options proposed integrating the historic building into 
new development accompanying the Sierra Madre Villa light rail station. This study 
recognizes that adaptive reuse of the building in connection with a light rail station would be 
difficult because of "surface traffic issues," but no analysis of adaptive reuse or the obstacles 
posed by traffic circulation are included in the EIR." 

Response 2.2.2.5-8: 

For information on alternatives, see Response 2.2.2.5-7, above. Although the LACMTA has not 
ruled out adaptive reuse, recent economic conditions and transit considerations of the site severely 
limit the agency's options regarding adaptive reuse. 
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Comment 2.2.2.5-9: 

"[Pg. 4-82] The locations of sound barrier walls within Pasadena are not identified in the 
report. At heights of four or eight feet, these walls could have an adverse visual impact on 
historic resources (especially if proposed for locations within the Old Pasadena National 
Register District)." 

Response 2.2.2.5-9: 

It was not the intent of this SEIR to address sound .barrier walls in Pasadena. The project 
description (DSEIR Section 3.3.5) limits sound barrier wall modifications to Highland Park and 
South Pasadena. However, the City of Pasadena has been involved in the process of locating 
and/or reducing the height of various sound walls. The LACMT A is not aware of any sound 
wall location that would block views of local historical resources in Pasadena. Nonetheless, the 
LACMT A is willing to review the design and/or placement of any sound walls that preclude 
public views of significant historic resources. 

2.2.2.6 Memorandum from City of Pasadena Design Commission; April 27, 1994 

Comment 2.2.2.6-1: 

11 [Pg. 1-7] The supplemental EIR contends that the light rail project would have no significant 
effects on plant life, light and glare, and aesthetics. The introduction of a surface parking lot 
for 1,000 cars at the Sierra Madre Villa station, however, would have potentially significant 
effects on plant life, light and glare, and aesthetics. The parking facility, for example, would 
affect plant life by removing mature landscaping on the grounds of the Johnson & 
Johnson/Merck building. Among the notable plant life on these grounds are Mediterranean fan 
palms and cypress trees, orange trees, and olive trees. The illumination of 10 acres of surface 
parKing might cause substantial light and glare, and nine acres of surface parking would 
visually degrade the area. 11 

Response 2.2.2.6-1: 

Information on these potential impacts are discussed in the responses to comments in the letter 
from Nancy Key (Responses 2 through 7 in particular), City of Pasadena Zoning and Subdivision 
Administration (Section 2.2.2.3). 

Comment 2.2.2. 6-2: 

"[Pg. 2-5, 4-96] Demolition of the Johnson & Johnson/Merck building (historic name: Stuart 
Pharmaceutical Company) at 3360 E. Foothill ijoulevard, Pasadena, would be a significant 
unavoidable environmental effect that could not be mitigated to a level of insignificance by 
photography, measured drawings, and oral histories. The demolition should be listed on pg. 
5-1 under the category of significant unavoidable environmental effects. The building and its 
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grounds are a noted work of the internationally renowned architect, Edward Durell Stone 
(1902-1978), and the distinguished landscape architect, Thomas D. Church (1902-1978)." 

Response 2.2.2.6-2:. 

This issue is discussed at length in various responses to comments by Nancy Key with the City of 
Pasadena and the City of Pasadena Cultural Heritage Commission. Please refer to Sections 
2.2.2.3 and 2.2.2.5, above. 

Comment 2.2.2.6-3: 

"[Pg. 3-10] The report indicates that the Sierra Madre Villa park-and-ride facility requires 
1,000 spaces. It does not, however, describe the facility in any detail. Previous studies from 
the Metropolitan Transportation Authority proposed (for the Johnson & Johnson/Merck site) a 
three-story or five-story parking structure adjacent to the Foothill Freeway. An alternative 
study proposed a nine-acre, surface parking lot. Without a physical description of the park­
and-ride facility, no assessment of environmental effects (notably the three concerns previously 
cited) is possible." 

Response 2.2.2. 6-3: 

This issue is discussed at length in various responses to comments by Nancy Key with the City of 
Pasadena, and the various memoranda from the City of Pasadena. Please refer to Sections 2.2.2.3 
and 2.2.2.5, above. 

Comment 2.2.2. 6-4: 

"[Pg. 4-16, 4-92] Under air quality, the environmental analysis identifies the demolition of a 
"maximum of seven building at the proposed Johnson & Johnson/Merck site" and describes 
demolition of seven buildings as a "worst case scenario." Subsequently, under cultural 
resources, the report notes - unequivocally - "all of the building would be subject to 
demolition." Which statement is correct?" 

Response 2.2.2.6-4: 

This comment is identical to Comment 2.2.2.5-5 from the City of Pasadena Cultural Heritage 
Commission. Please see Response 2.2.2.5-.5, above. 

Comment 2.2.2.6-5: 

"The report does nor consider alternatives to the proposed demolition of the building at 3360 
E. Foothill Blvd. According to the Public Resources Code of the State of California 
(California Environmental Quality Act, Sec. 15126), an EIR should discuss "a range of 
reasonable alternatives to the project. .. [including] alternatives capable of eliminating any 
significant adverse environmental effects or reducing them to a level of insignificance, even if 
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these alternatives would impede to some degree the attainment of the project objectives, or 
would be more cost I y. 11 The report apparently considers the site former I y occupied by 
Builder's Emporium as the alternative project. Yet, it omits any discussion of adaptive reuse 
of the Johnson & Johnson/Merck building or of constructing a multi-level parking structure as 
an alternative to surface parking. 11 

Response 2.2.2. 6-5: 

This comment is identical to Comment 2.2.2.5-7 from the City of Pasadena Cultural Heritage 
Commission. Please see Response 2.2.2.5-7, above. 

Comment 2.2.2. 6-6: 

"[Pg. 4-82] The locations (if any) of sound barrier walls within Pasadena are not identified in 
the report. At heights of four or eight feet, these walls could have an adverse visual impact on 
the visual character of the light rail corridor." 

Response 2.2.2.6-6: 

Please see Response 2.2.2.5-9, above, in the memorandum from the City of Pasadena Cultural 
Heritage Commission, and Response 2.2.2.8-1, below, in the letter from the City of South 
Pasadena. 

2.2.2. 7 Letter from Robert Huddy, City of Pasadena Transportation Advisory 
Committee; May 9, 1994 

Comment 2.2.2.7--1: 

"Park and Ride Facility at Foothill Boulevard and Sierra Madre Villa: 
The report was general in nature and did not disclose what type of facility was to be located at 
the site. The Commission had information that indicated a 1000 car surface lot was to be built 
at this site. The Commission feels this is not appropriate for the site and would be 
environmentally detrimental to t.he area. The expected garage on the southern section of the 
site, next to the freeway, would be reasonable and appropriate to the site." 

Response 2.2.2. 7-1: 

For information on the Sierra Madre Villa park and ride site, see various responses (including 
Response I 0) in the letter from Nancy Key with the City of Pasadena. Please see Responses 
2.2.2.3-2, -3, and -8; 2 2.24-6; and 2.2.2.5-1, -7, and -8. 
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Comment 2.2.2. 7-2: 

"Builders Emporium Site: 
The former Builders Emporium site is no longer available as the site and building have been 
modified for a new tenant, Orchard Hardware Supply." 

Response 2.2.2. 7-2: 

Comment Noted. 

2.2.2.8 Letter from Ken Farfsing, City of South Pasadena; May 5, 1994 

Comment 2.2.2.8-1: 

"NOISE WALLS - There were several noise walls which did not make any apparent sense. 
Sections of walls were adjacent to commercial and industrial property, where they are clearly 
not necessary. There were several houses. immediately adjacent to the alignment with no 
sound walls." 

Response 2.2.2.8-1: 

The optimum location and size of sound walls depends on many complex factors such as local 
topography, distance from noise sources, ambient noise levels, and local perceptions of 
existing noise. For example, noise levels in some locations along the project route may exceed 
present standards, while other areas are relatively quiet. In addition, residents in quiet areas 
would be more likely to perceive a greater increase in overall noise levels as a result of the 
project compared to areas with .already high noise levels. For these reasons, the planning, 
design, and construction of sound walls must be coordinated with local jurisdictions to 
adequately mitigate potential noise impacts. 

It is LACMT A's policy to work closely with local officials on the design of sound walls within 
their jurisdiction. To this end, the LACMTA has met on a regular basis with the cities 
involved on this project, including the City of South Pasadena. The information in the SEIR 
on location and size of sound walls was the most current available to the LACMT A. 
However, final design and actual construction of the sound walls for this project may change· 
based on further input from the affected agencies. 

The LACMT A will add the following measure to the mitigation monitoring plan to assure that 
sound walls best meet applicable noise criteria as well as· aesthetic and other local needs: 

"LAC MT A will coordinate final design and construction of sound barrier walls with 
affected agencies. Final plans will be submitted to the building departments of affected 
agencies at least 45 days prior to the start of construction, and revised as necessary." 
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Comment 2.2.2.8-2: 

"Arroyo Vista School requires focused sound studies . " 

Response 2.2.2.8-2: 

The noise study in the antecedent EIR did examine the Arroyo Vista School site and 
recommended appropriate measures to mitigate potential noise impacts. However. the 
LACMTA will conduct an additional noise survey before, and will meet with school 
representatives to discuss the survey and mitigation design prior to proceeding with a 
mitigation. 

To this end , the LACMTA will add the following measure to the mitigation monitoring plan : 

"The LACMTA will conduct a noise survey at Arroyo Vista School to design the most 
appropriate noise mitigation measure. If the survey determines that applicable noise 
standards will not be met, the LACMT A will install additional improvements such as 
replacing windows or doors . Prior to constructing any improvements in this regard . 
the LACMT A will meet with school officials to explain the improvements and plan 
their installation." 

Comment 2.2.2.8-3: 

"I am transmitting with this letter exhibits which indicate the correct locations of noise wall s. 
Please include these exhibits in the SEIR as the required mitigation measure for the areas 
within the City of South Pasadena . " 

Comment 2.2.2.8-3: 

The LACMTA will review the exhibits provided by the City and include into them in the final 
sound wall design , as app,ropriate. It should be noted that very few of the sound wall s 
proposed in the original EIR for South Pasadena were modified . The LACMTA lowered or 
shortened certain walls at the request of the community to alleviate concerns over aesthetics 
(i.e. walls that were too massive) and line of sight problems (i.e. by train operators and drivers 
at crossings). The LAC MT A will also be using various off site measures such as double-paned 

· glass arid noise resistant doors to further reduce potential noise impacts. 

Comment 2.2.2.8-4: 

"HORN NOISE - RCC and MTA staff met with the City of South Pasadena on April 25 , 1994 
to discuss the horn noise situation and wayside horn system. We were given a copy of an 
April 6, 1994 study of a wayside horn system . The draft SEIR should include this study. The 
SEIR should also state the current progress of the design of the electronic car horn. 

The ~EIR should include the following mitigation measures for horn noise: 
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I. The MT A/RCC will continue to develop the wayside horn system. Cities along the 
corridor will continue to be consulted on the development and implementation of 
the wayside horn system. 

2. The RCC/MTA will use good faith efforts to seek approval of the wayside horn 
system from the Public Utilities Commission. RCC/MTA staff shall continue to 
work with PUC staff in the development and testing of the wayside horn system. 

3. MTA/RCC will continue to develop and implement the electronic car horn. Cities 
along the corridor will be consulted on the car horn noise issue. MTA/RCC will 
work with the cities on the duration, pitch and other horn variables prior to the 
implementation of the car horns ." 

Response 2.2.2.8-4: 

Because . a wayside horn study has not yet been submitted to the CPUC for approval , it is 
considered too speculative to include in this SEIR. However, the LAC MT A will continue its 
work on the wayside horn system and will implement it if, and when, approved by the CPUC. 

In this regard , the LACMTA will include the following measure into the mitigation monitoring 
plan : 

"LACMTA will continue to develop a wayside horn system and seek its approval from 
the CPUC. LACMTA will work with local cities regarding the duration, pitch and 
other horn variables prior to implementation." 

Comment 2.2.2.8-5: 

"TRACTION POWER STATIONS - Neither thi s Draft SEIR nor previous documents discuss 
the potential historic resource losses due to the traction power station at 1111 Magnolia Street. 
The property has one of the original Rancho Santa Fe homes, which is currently proposed for 
demolition by the RCC. 

The following mitigation measures should be incorporated into the draft SEIR: 

1. RCC staff shall notify the City of South Pasadena six months prior to the proposed 
demolition of the residence located at 1111 Magnolia Street. 

2. RCC staff shall permit the City of South Pasadena to relocate the home within the 
six-month period. RCC shall sell the residence at a nominal value to the City. 

3. All heritage trees and significant trees shall be retained on the traction power station 
sites. These trees shall be integrated into the final landscape development plans for 
the site ." 
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Response 2.2.2.8-5: 

Although the traction power station is not a subject of this SEIR, the LAC MT A will 
incorporate the following measures into the mitigation monitoring plan: 

"The LACMT A will notify the City of South Pasadena at least six months prior to 
demolition of the residence located at 1111 Magnolia Street. The LAC MT A will 
permit the City to relocate the home during this period. If requested, the LACMT A 
will sell the residence at or below fair market value to the City. Heritage or significant 
trees on this site will be retained to the greatest degree feasible, and shall be integrated 
into the final landscape development plans for the site." 

Comment 2.2.2.8-6: 

"Please include these comments and mitigation measures in the Draft SEIR. The City 
respectfully requests a copy of the Notice of Completion in order that we may exercise our 
rights under CEQA in a timely manner." 

Response 2.2.2.8-6: 

The LACMTA has reviewed these comments and m1t1gation measures, and has incorporated 
them into this Final SEIR and Mitigation Monitoring Plan as indicated above. The LACMTA 
will provide a copy of the Notice of Completion to the City of South Pasadena within 5 days 
after the Final SEIR is certified. 

2.2.2.9 Memorandum from Wilford M·elton, California Department of 
Transportation (Caltrans); April 29, 1994 

Comment 2.2.2.9-1: 

"On Page 2-5, Table 2.2-1, Transportation and Circulation - the contra-flow lane proposed as a 
mitigation measure for access to the E/B I-21 0 from the Johnson & Johnson parking site will have 
significant traffic impacts on state facilities. Early coordination with Cal trans is recommended ." 

Response 2. 2. 2. 9-1: 

LACMT A understands that Caltrans will not accept a contra-flow lane for the proposed project 
Significant impacts will be adequately mitigated without contra-flow lanes. 

Comment 2.2.2. 9-2: 

"On Page 3-10, Section 3 3 7, the description should include the proposed contra-flow lane 
arrangement as a mitigation measure for traffi c circulation impacts for access to the E/B 1-210 
from the j ohnson & Jo hnson parking site." 
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Response 2.2. 2. 9-2: 

Contra-flow lanes are no longer being considered for the proposed project. Significant impacts 
will be adequately mitigated without contra-flow lanes. 

Comment 2.2.2. 9-3: 

On page 4-59, section 4. 7.2, for projected traffic volumes for the on and off-ramps at the Sierra 
Madre Villa intersection, Cal trans criteria needs to be considered if it gives larger volumes " 

Response 2. 2. 2. 9-3: 

During a telephone conversation between Mr. Kent Norton (of LACMTA's contractor, Tetra 
Tech, Inc) and the commentor (Mr. Wilford Melton ofCaltrans) on May 11, 1994, Mr. Melton 
indicated that the criteria of the City of Pasadena used to calculate traffic volumes at the Sierra 
Madre Villa intersection are appropriate and Caltrans criteria need not be considered . 

2.2.2.10 Letter from Donald Johnson, California Public Utilities Commission; 
April 28, 1994 

Comment 2. 2. 2. 10-1: 

"We note ... on page 3-4, Section 3. 3 .4. 3 that reference is made to a switch yard operated by 
AT &SF. The Midway Yard is actually operated by SPTC." 

Response 2. 2. 2.10-1: 

Comment noted . 

2.2.2.11 Letter from Kevin Sweeten, Kevin Michael Studio, Pasadena; April 26, 1994 

Comment 2.2.2.11-1 : 

"l . What will the site look like') A large parking l9t and/or train station') 
"2 . Where will passengers be going or coming from? 
"3 . The asking price of that property is high. Why would the MT A need such a large ;ind 

expensive piece of property anyway')" 

Response 2. 2. 2.11-1: 

l. Please refer to Figure 2-2 in Section 2.3 herein for a drawing of the proposed Johnson & 
Johnson/Merck Park and Ride facility . The facility will be a 1,000 car parking lot with an 
alternative for a future multi-level parking structure. 
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2. The passengers will be going between the Park and Ride facility and the station that will be 
located in the Foothill (210) Freeway median . 

3. The property is one of three alternative sites that has been reviewed in this document and the 
Final EIR (LACTC. I 990 ) The California Environmental Quality Act requires that projects 
be analyzed according to their potential impacts on the environment, irrespective of cost . 
Cost is, of course, a practical issue that will be considered in the selection· of the final Park 
and Ride site . There are also hidden costs, such as hazardous waste cleanup expenses, that 
must be considered when comparing the three alternative sites . 

2.2.2.12 Letter from King Leonard, Lacy Street Production Center; May 4, 1994 

Comment 2.2.2.12-1: 

11 
• •• Section 4 of this Draft SEIR identifies 'Orion Pictures' and the facilities generally as 

'Railroad Industrial'. We wish to point out that Orion Pictures was simply a lessee of the 
facilities ... but the ownership was at that time and continues to be, the present owners." (p.2) 

Response 2.2.2.12-1: 

Comment noted; the property is owned by Lacy Street Production Center. 

Comment 2.2.2.12-2: 

"Our evaluation of this Draft SEIR was hampered by missing information, missing references, 
and inconsistency between various CEQA documents prepared over an extended period of 
time. 11 (p.3) 

Response 2.2.2.12-2: 

Several individuals and agencies commented on various aspects of the overall project , and it is 
critical to keep in mind the role this particular document plays in the CEQA process for the 
overall LRT (Blue Line) Project. This document is the second Supplemental EIR, which 
analyze aspects of the project that have been modified from the original EIR and first 
Supplemental EIR. Similarly , the first SEIR analyzed those aspects of the project that were 
modified from the original EIR. The complexity of this project, and the need for changes over 
time , have led to the preparation of three sepa,_rate but related environmental documents. This 
type of document (SEIR) .should not be confused with a focused EIR which wou'ld analyze in 
detail various technical aspects of a specific development project. The LACMT A 
acknowledges that this process may be confusing to the general public, but is required to meet 
the intent and legal requirements of CEQA. However, it must be remembered that this SEIR 
analyzes only the most recent changes to the proposed project and by definition does not 
analyze aspects that have not changed significantly from previous CEQA documents. 
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Comment 2.2.2.12-3: 

"We noted certain information missing from this document, such as the proposed electrical 
booster station which is now proposed to the east of our facilities. Originally we thought this 
facility would be to the south of our facilities and was sufficient distance from the studios so as 
not to be a significant impact. We believe that this general problem of the electrical booster 
stations and the noise levels emitted from such facilities has not been focused on in this SEIR 
at a time when property purchases are eminent. .. " 

"In some instances booster stations may require different zoning or a conditional use permit, 
depending upon the jurisdiction. We noted no analysis of jurisdictional requirements for these 
types of discretionary decisions and wondered if MT A/RCC were required to meet any such 
standards. At a minimum, the SEIR should address the design standard and noise/acoustical 
improvements that could be provided to mitigate impact of these booster stations. We believe 
that putting a booster station adjacent to a film studio creates very significant impacts that 
should be mitigated and that should be reflected in a Mitigation Monitoring Plan." (pp. 3 to 4) 

Response 2.2.2.12-3: 

The overall discussion of noise and land use impacts of TPSS (booster stations) was analyzed 
in sufficient detail in the original EIR, and is not part of this SEIR. While the subject power 
traction station has been moved slightly from its originally proposed location, this change is 
not considered significant and no additional noise or vibration impacts. are anticipated. It 
should be noted that the LAC MT A has been working with the Lacy Street Production Center 
due to the noise-sensitive nature of its operations. The LAC MT A will identify any specific 
potential noise impacts to this business (from the traction power substation) and develop 
appropriate measures to minimize noise impacts, if necessary. The original ·EJR did not 
identify any significant land use impacts from installation of power traction stations. 

Comment 2.2.2.12-4: 

"We note that the State Supreme Court has held that the notice requirements of CEQA, while 
sufficient to encourage general public participation in the environmental decision making 
process, are inadequate to meet due process standards for notice on the underlying project(s) 
where fundamental interests are substantially affected." (p. 3) 

Response 2.2.2.12-4: 

The MT A considers its notification procedures adequate to meet CEQA requirements as they 
apply to this project. Additional notification required under a city or due process will be made 
at the appropriate time(s). 
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Comment 2.2.2.12-5: 

"In the general section on noise and vibration we noted that Section 4.4.2, again needs 
clarification as to "Orion Pictures" and "Railroad Industrial". At a minimum the studios 
should be called out as a designated film studio and the acoustical standards that we provided 
you through the Charles M. Salter report (and again noted in the Wilson Ihrig report prepared 
by your office) should be properly cited in the SEIR and included as appendices." (p. 4) 

Response 2.2.2.12-5: 

The data and analyses provided in the SEIR regarding land use and noise standards meet local 
requirements and are considered adequate to identify potential impacts. However, the 
LACMT A periodically reviews specific requests to reduce or eliminate potential noise impacts 
from its operations. Site specific analyses and standards are not within the scope of this SEIR 
but can be addressed through a third party agreement with the LACMTA. 

Comment 2.2.2.12-6: 

"We noted comments by the City Administrator of Pasadena regarding horn noise and the 
SEIR tends to focus on some kind of decision hopefully to be rendered by the California 
Public Utilities Commission (CPUC). We would suggest that these kind of deliberations at the 
California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) level are not a solution to the set of problems 
that require mitigation at the project level. It may be necessary for you to establish standards 
at the state level but mitigation of the problems should occur in the SEIR and be reflected in 
the Mitigation Monitoring Plan." (p. 4) 

Response 2.2.2.12-6: 

The LACMTA is currently developing a wayside horn program, which will be implemented if 
and when it is approved by the CPUC. For additional information, see the related Response 
2.2.2.8-4 in the letter from.the City of South Pasadena (Section 2.2.2.8). 

Comment 2.2.2.12-7: 

"As for mitigation for the vibration impacts from the proposed transit system, we continue to 
· believe that BMC or BMS construction should be included to the rear of the Lacy Street 

Production Center and shown in Table 4.4-10. We b~lieve that the elimination of sound walls 
generally may not be good where trains are approaching the 26th Street Station on a curve. 
Additionally, a low wall along and adjacent to the tracks would eliminate much of the wheel 
noise that will probably occur in the future... Additionally, the track area has some drainage 
problems associated with it and since our buildings are directly abutting the r~ilroad right of · 
way we believe the drainage problem should be resolved prior to construction of the Pasadena 
Blue Line... We would propose that mitigation of vibration and noise impacts be 
accomplished before construction is undertaken m 1995 so that filming can continue 
uninterrupted. 
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"Our preferred alternative, as recommended in the Salter report, is a barn/tunnel type 
enclosure of the transit line behind the studios, approximately 600 feet in length. However, 
we have suggested to your staff that a logical method of handling any on-site mitigation is a 
third party agreement similar to that used by the Bay Area Rapid Transit District... PUC 
Section 180 l06(b) permits transit authorities broad latitude in hiring and contracting. PUC 
Section 180154 governs bidding procedures and provides MTA/RCC with more than adequate 
legal protection for undertaking third party type agreements. 

"The SEIR provides some indication of site specific mitigation measures but these have not 
been offered to Lacy Production Studios in our discussions with staff. An example would be 
the replacement of windows and special treatment of older buildings. The SEIR does speak to 
the issue of "historic buildings" but does not recognize the studio as having historic character. 
We would suggest that the historic buildings are no different than many of the older buildings 
in China Town, along Lacy Street, or in the Pasadena area. When a transit system is 
developed in older areas of a city then special architectural treatment and acoustical treatments 
are required. This kind of work cannot be generically treated in a transit authorities Line 
Construction Standards Manual. 

"In Table 4.4-2 the footnote references to vibration measurement locations should be clarified. 
We're not certain that the public knows what the "WIA, 1993" report is about. Does this 
include the Wilson Ihrig report completed for the studios? The test below refers to more 
restrictive criteria, however there is no mention of motion picture studios and the NC35 
criterion in the Wilson Ihrig Report. 

"Under "off-site mitigation", page 4-41, no mention is made of older buildings such as the 
studios where sealing entire buildings to mitigate noise and vibration will result in need for 
additional air conditioning units ... 

"Station construction and operation will require different considerations with respect to the 
studios. A portion <?f the "chop shop", indicated on Figure 2 as the garage set, abuts the 26th 
Street Station area. The need to mitigate noise levels on this side of the complex is critical and 
there needs to be considerable thought given to the architectural treatment along 26th Street as 
it relates to the station architecture (textures, colors, materials). The increased levels of noise 
from doors, horns, gongs, and parking lot activity should be considered in the SEIR and 
mitigated for an important facility such as a motion picture studio." (pp. 4 through 6) 

Response 2.2.2.12-7: 

The location, height, and length of sound walls, proposed in this (second) SEIR, as well as 
those previously proposed in the EIR and first SEIR, were determined by calculating potential 
noise impacts on sensitive receptors compared to local noise standards. This also applies to 
off-site mitigation recommended for sensitive receptors in this document. The site specific 
information provided in this comment is not within the scope of this SEIR, but should be 
addressed through a third party agreement with the LACMTA. 
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This SEIR does not analyze stations or other facilities to be constructed that were already 
addressed in the original EIR and first SEIR, and where no significant changes have occurred 
to the project and/or related facilities. 

Comment 2.2.2.12-8: 

"As a general comment we noted that there is no mention of the timing of mitigation measures 
or construction. A schedule should be part of the Mitigation Monitoring Plan. 11 (p. 6) 

Response 2.2.2.12-8: 

The Mitigation Monitoring Plan will include the timing of measures and construction . It will 
also include a general schedule for construction, pre-operation , and other milestones needed to 
implement the project. 

Comment 2.2.2.12-9: 

"We have previousl y provided your staff with information regarding the Department of Water 
& Power (DWP) facilities being constructed to the south of our facilities . There appears to be 
no information in the SEIR regarding permits in the pipeline, types of permits , construction 
under way on other properties and the cumulative implications of transit to these land uses ." 
(p. 6) 

Response 2.2.2.12-9: 

Construction of the DWP facilities is not within the scope of this SEIR. Impacts from the new 
DPW facilities should have been addressed in the environmental documentation for those 
facilities . However , related construction will meet all permitting requirements of applicable 
agencies. (See Table 1.1-1 in the DSEIR .) 

Comment 2.2.2.12-10: 

"Other impacts to the Lacy Street Production Center will include reverberation of noise from 
the new DWP high rise building south of the studios, loss of outdoor filming areas, loss of 
light and ventilation, and the psychological impact on location managers due to passing trains . 
We are continuing to work with our staff on finding solutions to these problems as directed by 
your Board in August of 1993. 11 

( p. 6) 

Response 2.2.2.12-10: 

Impacts from the new DWP facilities should have been addressed in the environmental 
documentation for those facilities. For additional information on mitigation, see Responses 
2.2.2.12::-3 and 2.2.2.12-6. However, the scope of this SEIR is not intended to cover the Lacy 
Street Production Center. 
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Comment 2.2.2.12-11: 

"SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS: 

"A. Very significant, unavoidable, and cumulative impacts, particularly to the Lacy Street 
Production Center and the number of people employed in the center each year, should 
be recognized in this SEIR. 

"B. Project objectives should be expanded in the Initial Study to include recognition of the 
importance of land use changes and impacts upon specialized facilities such as motion 
picture studios and older structures." (p.6) 

Response 2.2.2.12-11: 

As outlined previously, these concerns are outside the scope of this SEIR, and most impacts 
are either not significant or can be reduced to a level below significance by the implementation 
of the mitigation measures recommended in the FEIR (LACMTA, 1990). LACTC will 
continue to meet with representatives from Lacy Street Production Center to resolve their 
specific issues. 

Comment 2.2.2.12-12: 

"SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS ... 

"C. There are two essential tests that an SEIR must pass. It must focus upon substantial 
new information of importance to a project and it must include information necessary to 
make the previous EIR adequate for the project as revised [CEQA guidelines , Section 
15163 (b)]. This SEIR does not appear to meet either of these tests as we understand 
the CEQA process and based upon the information we have previously provided to 
your office in this letter ." (p.6) 

Response 2.2.2.12-12: 

The com mentor is incorrect; the LAC MT A believes that this SEIR does provide "information 
necessary to make the previous EIR adequate for the project as revised." The com mentor may 
be confusing the requirements of a focused EIR with a Supplemental EIR, as described in 

previous Response 2.2.2.12-2. 

Comment 2.2.2.12-13: 

"SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS .. . 
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11D. Some references and footnotes are unclear and misleading. These need to be cleaned 
up and additional information provided in this SEIR if the document is to meet the test 
of adequacy and completeness. 

"E. The need for recirculation of this SEIR appears to be necessary after rev1s1ons are 
made. We would like to have a copy of the recirculated document when it is available 
for public review . 11 (p. 7) 

Response 2.2.2.12-13: 

Some references and footnotes in the draft document may receive minor revisions in the final 
document. However, the com mentor does not indicate which items are either unclear or 
misleading. The LACMTA maintains that this document contains information of sufficient 
depth and detail to allow for informed public review and decision-making by elected officials. 

Comment 2.2.2.12-14: 

"SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS ... 

11F. We have continually asked for Public notices. In December we did not receive notice 
that an SEIR was being prepared. Through other sources we found that the document 
had been prepared but it was late in arriving , and consequently our time to prepare 
comments was reduced. We went to the public meeting held in Highland Park in 
which the documents were to be presented but they were not available." 

Response 2.2.2.12-14: 

As stated in Response 2.2.2.12-4, the LACMTA considers its notification procedures adequate 
to meet CEQA requirements as they apply to this project. Additional notification required 
under city or due process will be made at the appropriate time(s) . The proposed project 
modifications do not impact the alignment near Lacy Street Production Center. The public 
meeting attended by Lacy Street Production Center personnel was not associated with the 
CEQA/SEIR process . Documer.ts were available at the public hearing (April 13 , 1994) for the 
SEIR, as published in local newspapers. 

Comment 2.2.2.12-15: 

"The type of analysis required when an SEIR is prepared at the project level is necessarily 
more detailed and, in this case, requires higher levels of analysis . This can only be 
accomplished with adequate architectural and engineering studies running concurrently with 
work being undertaken by MTA/RCC. 11 (p. 7) 
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Response 2.2.2.12-15: 

The commentor statements are appropriate to a focused project EIR , but not to a Supplemental 
EIR . The latter document need only address those aspects of the project that have changed 
from previous environmental documents (in this case, the original FEIR and first SEIR). The 
level of detail is determined by the characteristics of the project changes, not the overall level 
of detail represented by the total project. 

2.2.2.13 Letter from Sharon Lowe, Legal Aid Foundation of Los Angeles; 
May 9, 1994 

Comment 2.2.2.13-1: 

"Construction Air Quality Impacts: Demolition of Buildings . 

.The Draft SEIR discloses the potential exposure of the community to asbestos, however it is 
deficient in that it fails to disclose the even greater potential of exposure of the community to 
lead during the proposed demolition of subsequently acquired residential structures, 
particularly along the Marmion Way Corridor in the Highland Park community and the greater 
potential of fugitive contaminated lead dust particles therefrom. The residential structures 
proposed to be acquired and subsequently demolished are significantly older structures and 
have a high probability of lead-based paint throughout them . As a result of this failure, the 
Draft SEIR is inadequate in its failure to analyze the extent of this potentially significant 
environmental impact to the air quality and human health of the impacted communities or to 
propose any mitigations thereof. 

Impacts Mitigated to Insignificance by Existing Regulations. 

For the reasons stated above, the proposed mitigations are inadequate . The statement within 
the Draft SEIR that existing regulations render the environmental impacts insignificant is 
insulting and erroneous. The standard is reasonableness and regulations are generall y 
construed as minimum standards to be applied. Reasonableness is to be determined as to the 
direct impact and application on the affected communities/residents/businesses . 

Minimum standards for lead-based paint removal and encapsulation have been developed.­
However, the Draft SEIR is void of any information with regards to the various types of 
mitigation measures in relation to the removal of lead-based paint. Appropriately tailored 
analysis and application must be conducted based on the nature and demographics of the 
densely populated residential community of Highland Park. Reasonableness requires a specific 
mitigation monitoring implementation plan coordinated with the impacted communities which 
include but is not limited to the following elements of: community-based and culturally 
sensitive involvement through contacts with impacted communities' schools , preschools. 
churches, parks and recreation centers, senior centers; notice and dissemination of information 
to impacted communities in languages spoken, including but not limited to English, Spanish, 
Chinese, Vietnamese and Tagalog re: all findings relating to existence of lead and asbestos 
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and/or any other hazardous materials: schedule of demolition; potential and projected impacts 
on adjacent residents (health, access impacts, street closures, haul routes) specific types of 
mitigation measures such as twice daily water spraying; washing down of equipment , streets. 
hours of construction, etc: and joint development of a mitigation monitoring and 
implementation plan." 

Response 2.2.2.13-1: 

The LACMT A has already established procedures for assessing potential lead and asbestos 
contamination of houses to be demolished. These procedures are based on applicable local, 
regional (SCAQMD), state, and federal (NESHAPS) regulations, including sampling and 
removal protocols. These procedures, and the regulations upon which they are based, are 
designed to minimize human exposure to hazardous compounds such as lead and asbestos , 
particularly during the demolition of older residential structures where there is more likelihood 
of finding such materials . These regulations provide reasonable, practical, and cost effective 
methods of removing such hazardous materials, which is why it is especially important to note 
their contribution to maintaining public health and safety during demolition of older structures . 

The LACMT A will add the following measure to the mitigation monitoring plan to identify its 
procedures for alleviating hazardous materials from structures to be demolished: 

"LAC MT A's Construction Manager will ensure that all applicable safety regulations 
are followed relative to hazardous materials (e .g. removal , encapsulation, etc .) during 
demolition of older structures. The Construction Manager will prepare an annual 
report for review by the MT A/RCC Boards. Each Board will take appropriate action 
as needed to prevent unsafe exposure of the public to hazardous materials from its 
demolition activities. " 

Comment 2.2.2.13-2: 

"Noise Mitigation 

"Draft SEIR' s discussion of proposed m1t1gation measures are inadequate m that it fails to 
address the potential of its proposed mitigations to create resultant and significant socio­
economic environmental impacts in the form of community urban blight. 

"The proposed noise mitigations of lower sound 't>arrier walls and acquisition of noise 
easements could potentially result in the creation of community urban blight along the 
Marmion Way Corridor of Highland Park. The Draft SEIR is deficient of any analysis with 
regards to the potential long term socioeconomic impact of "prime target graffiti walls" along 
the entire length of the Marmion Way Corridor. 

"No proposed mitigation measures and/or monitoring implementation maintenance plan exists 
in the Draft SEIR re : ongoing maintenance and/or landscape buffering of the negative visual 
aspects of the proposed sound barrier walls . Recommendation is made to consult and include 

Pasadena-Los Angeles LRT Project - Final SEIR Page 2--~') 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
• 
I 

' I 
• 

I 
I 
I 
• I 

' I 
I 
I 
I 



-I 
I 
t 
I 
._ 
I 
• 
I 
J 
I 

-
I , 
I 
• I 
I 
I 

t 

the Highland Park community's artist colony with regards to creative and collaborative 
maintenance mitigation measures. 

"The Draft SEIR was also deficient of any analysis of long term real estate devaluation of 
properties on which noise easements are acquired and on adjacent properties as a result of the 
existence of such easements on their neighbors' properties. The Draft SEIR proposes 
compensation of current property owners, which is a bare minimum standard, however no 
mitigation is proposed or explored with regards to the long term land devaluation to the 
Highland Park community and the potential to create a blighted corridor along the length of 
Marmion Way. 

"The Draft SEIR fails to analyze the most detrimental impact of its proposed noise mitigations 
in that they will create an entire corridor of residences along Marmion Way which are likely to 
become blighted in the near future. The value and desirability of the residences will further 
decrease as a result of the implementation of these proposed mitigation measures. Impacted 
property owners will be unmotivated to upkeep their properties, causing them to fall into 
disrepair. Thus, the proposed project has created an unmitigated significant environmental 
impact, 'i.e. , urban blight. 

"In the FEIR prepared and certified by the County of Los Angeles for its proposed LAC-USC 
Medical Center Replacement Project (April 12, 1994), the County clearly acknowledged that 
its proposed project would have an adverse socio-economic impact on "strip" residences 
adjacent to but not included within its project site and the remaining community as a result of 
the isolation and physical location next to a 3000 car eight-story parking structure. 

"We recommend inclusion of analogous language in the Final SEIR with regards to LACMTA 
acknowledging the significant adverse impact on the remaining Marmion Way Corridor of 
Highland Park. As a separate but concurrent action with the certification of the Final SEIR 
and approval of the proposed project, we recommend that the LACMT A authorize a feasibility 
study be prepared to determine and assess the LAC MT A's and the residents' joint options to 
prevent further adverse socio-economic impact to the Marmion Way Corridor of Highland 
Park such as blight, , including but not limited to the exploration of acquisition and "park-like 
landscaped" open space re-use buffer zone and/or off-street parking for adjacent residents 
only. 

"At the bare mm1mum , the Draft SEIR should conduct environmental analysis of the 
unmitigated blight that will be created by the implementation of the project's proposed noise 
mitigations. The proposed mitigation of such blight and its resultant socio-economic impact on 
the adjacent communities abutting the project must be identified." 

Response 2.2.2.13-2: 

The LAC MT A has had several years of experience in creating transportation corridors in 
surrounding urban areas . In this time, the LACMTA has observed no evidence supporting the 
belief that its light rail corridors create urban blight. The addition of sound walls, or any type 
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of public wall or building , does increase the opportunity for graffiti . To date , the LACMTA 
has been very successful in controlling graffiti , even in areas that experience high crime and 
vandalism . 

If the argument is accepted that sound walls do contribute to the creation of blighted corridors, 
lower or less extensive walls , as proposed in this SEIR, should produce comparativel y less 
impacts than those walls proposed in the original EIR or the first SEIR. 

In addition , houses located near new rail stations should actually appreciate in value due to the 
proximity to a valuable and convenient public improvement. The LAC MT A maintains that 
neighborhood disinvestment is not a natural result of constructing sound walls , but is rather a 
consequence of neighborhood decline. In fact, many social observers have concluded that 
neighborhood decline is not necessarily a foregone consequence of neighborhood recycling , 
but is indicative of the type of neighborhood being studied . In other words, "stronger" 
neighborhoods can resist or even benefit by outside perturbations such as the addition of a 
public transit corridor , while "weaker" neighborhoods (i.e . those more susceptible to negative 
conditions) might succumb to thi s and other pressures to decline . The key is the condition of 
the neighborhood , which is more a function of the resolve , commitment, and attitudes of the 
local residents rather than on the physical conditions of structures (although outward 
appearances are often signs of local attitudes about the neighborhood). 

For additional information on meeting community needs relative to the size and location of 
sound wall s, please see the responses to comments from the City of South Pasadena (Section 
2.2.2. 8) . 

The LACMTA proposes the following measure be added to the mitigation monitoring plan to 
help prevent the creation of blighted urban corridors : 

"LACMTA wil l establish a program specifically for graffiti / tagging removal, installing 
landscaping on or along sound walls , and mural painting to create a more aesthetically 
pleasing urban environment. The LACMTA/RCC Boards wi ll establish a fund for a 
two-year pilot project in this regard , and review its progress annually to determine if, 
or at what level , it will receive future funding. This program will be implemented by 
the LAC MT A's Environmental Department which will prepare an annual report for 
review by the LAC MT A/ RCC Boards . The LAC MT A will work with the artist 
colonies in Highland Park and elsewhere to identify the most appropriate locations for 
community murals to reduce the potential for graffiti or tagging." 

Comment 2.2.2.13-3: 

"Total Parcel Acquisitions 

"The statement within the Draft SEIR that existing regulations render the environmental 
impacts insignificant is in sulting and erroneous. The standard is reasonableness and 
regulations are generall y construed as minimum standards to be applied . Reasonableness is to 
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be determined as to the direct impact and application on the affected 
communities/ residen ts/businesses. 

"The Draft SEIR fails to provide any analysis of the significant environmental impacts on the 
City of Los Angeles' Housing Element Component of the City's General Plan. As of 1989. 
the City of Los Angeles had identified a need of 27,270 lower income dwelling units and had 
produced only 13 ,951 such units or 51%. (Local Progress in Meeting the Low Income 
Housing Challenge, California Coalition for Rural Housing, 1989). Furthermore, as of 1991 , 
the City of Los Angeles was found by the State not to be in compliance with its own Housing 
Element. 

"The Draft SEIR is further void of any analysis of the significant environmental impacts on the 
County of Los Angeles' Housing Element Component of the County's General Plan. As of 
1989 the unincorporated portion of the County of Los Angeles had identified a need of 15, 735 
lower income dwelling units and had produced only 1,815 such units or a mere 12%. (Local 
Progress in Meeting the Low Income Housing Challenge, California Coalition for Rural 
Housing, 1989). The total Los Angeles County need for lower income dwelling units is 
67,745 and as of 1989, only 22,425 (33%) such units have been produced throughout the 
county. (Local Progress in Meeting the Low Income Housing Challenge, California Coalition 
for Rural Housing, 1989) . 

"Therefore, the proposed elimination of an unidentified number of units of affordable housing 
is clearly a significant environmental impact on a worsening city-wide and county-wide 
affordable housing need. which the Draft SEIR has not only failed to analyze, but also fails to 
mitigate. In addition. the Draft SEfR fails to analyze the cumulative impact on the loss of 
housing by the proposed additional acquisitions with its existing proposed taking of residences 
in conjunction with the French Street Station and such projects as the County's proposed LAC­
USC Medical Replacement Project which will result in the loss of 160 units and the 
displacement of 205 households . 

"The proposed Draft SEIR proposes no mitigation and this fails to adequately address the need 
for replacement housing for the unidentified number of affordable housing units that will be 
destroyed, and the unidentified number of households that will be displaced . 

"When a public entity displaces residents as a result of any displacing activity (demolition, 
rehabilitation, eminent domain, etc .), the public entity is required to provide those displaced 
persons with relocation assistance to assure that within a reasonable period of time, the 
displaced person is able to relocate to a "comparable replacement dwelling." (Gov. Code 
Section 7261). "Comparable replacement dwelling" is defined as 

. .. any dwelling that is all of the following: 
(1) Decent, safe, and sanitary. 
(2) Adequate in size to accommodate the occupants. 
(3) In the case of a displaced person who is a renter, within the financial means of the 
displaced persons . A comparable replacement dwelling is within the financial means of 
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a displaced person if the monthly rental cost of the dwelling minus any replacement 
housing payment available to the person does not exceed 25 percent of the person's 
average monthly income. 
(4) Comparable with respect to the number of rooms, habitable space, and type and 
quality of construction ... 
(5) in an area not subject to unreasonable adverse environmental conditions. 
(6) in a location generally not less desirable than the location of the displaced persons 
dwelling with respect to public utilities, facilities, services, and the displaced person's 
place of employment. (Gov. Code Section 7260). 

"However , where no comparable replacement dwelling is available to a displaced person, and 
the public entitv determines that a comparable replacement dwelling cannot otherwise be 
provided , the public entity is responsible for providing a comparable replacement dwelling 
through "any action necessary or appropriate to provide the dwellings by use of funds 
authorized for the project." (Gov. Code Section 7264 .5; see also 42 USC Section 4626, "such 
action as is necessary or appropriate to provide such housing by use of funds authorized for 
such project"). 

"The statutory directive in Government Code Section 7264.5 is supplemented by the California 
Administrative Code in that "no person shall be required to move from his dwelling ... unless 
comparable replacement housing is available," and a public entity "may not proceed with any 
phase of a project . . . or shall terminate or suspend further implementation of the project 
activities . .. unless it provides such housing." (Cal. Admin .Code, tit 25, Section 6054). 

"The Draft SEIR is void of any analysis of the volume and/or socio-economic make-up of the 
impacted households to be displaced by the proposed project. Thus no analysis exists as to 
whether or not "comparable replacement dwellings" are available. The Draft SEIR further 
fails to respond to this critical environmental impact with any proposed mitigation. 

"Both the Federal and State replacement housing laws require that where the public entity 
taking housing units cannot locate comparable replacement dwellings for the displaced 
households, the public entity is required to provide dwellings for those households by any 
action which is necessary. (Gov.Code Section 7264.5; Cal. Admin. Code, Tit 25, Section 
605; USC Section 4626; 49 Code of Federal Regulations, Section 24.404 ( 1992); McKenon v. 
Hastings College of Law 230 Cal.Rptr. 176, 186-87, 185 Cal.App.3e 896 (1986); Osburn v. 
Department of Transportation 270 Cal.Rptr. 761, 765, 221 Cal.App.3d 1347 (1990)). 

"The Federal Code of Regulations lists several means by which the public entity can provide 
comparable replacement housing: 1) rehabilitation of and/or additions to an existing 
replacement dwelling, 2) construction of a new replacement dwelling, 3) relocation and, if 
necessary, rehabilitation of a dwelling , and 4) purchase of land and/or replacement dwelling 
by the displacing entity and subsequent sale or lease to, or exchange with a displaced 
household. (Code of Fed. Reg. , Section 24.404(c)( l )). 
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"In such instances, precedence exists for the implementation of mitigation measures such as the 
creation of replacement housing trust funds to assist nonprofit developers to construct the 
actual replacement housing units of analogous type within the impact communities abutting the 
proposed project. The Century Freeway Expansion Housing Trust Fund is an example of such 
mitigation measures. 

"Thus the final SEIR must include a plant for how the LACMTA will provide housing units 
for the number of households for which there is no available comparable replacement 
dwelling. This replacement housing plan must be done immediately so that the replacement 
housing is available prior to the dislocation of any household. Without such replacement 
housing being made available, the LACMTA cannot proceed with any part of the proposed 
project (Cal.Admin.Code, tit 25, Section 6054) . 

"In the instances where replacement housing units are identified. the Final SEIR must state 
such replacement housing meets the criteria set forth in Government Code Section 7260 (i) and 
442 USC Section 4623{a)( I )(A) and 4624{2). 

"The Final SEIR is deficient of any analysis as to the availability of comparable replacement 
dwellings for the rental and homeowner households that will be displaced by the pr6ject. 

"*Draft SEIR · is void of information indicating that the replacement dwellings are "decent. 
safe, and sanitary ." (Gov.Code Section 7260(i)(l)). 
*Draft SEIR is void of information indicating that the replacement dwellings are comparable 
"with respect to the habitable space. and the type and quality of construction ." (Gov . Code 
Section 7260(i)(4)). A large majority of the displaced renter households will be displaced 
from dwellings which were single family residences. 
*Draft SEIR is void of information indicating that the replacement dwellings are comparable 
with respect to location. (Gov. Code Section 7260(i)(6). 

"The Final SEIR must include a comprehensive evaluation of available replacement housing . 
Without more specific information , the facts upon which the LACMTA is relying to document 
the availability of replacement housing is deficient under the law. (Keith v. Volpe)." 

Response 2.2.2.13-3: 

Despite the length and detail of the arguments offered by LAFLA, the discussion of property 
acquisition impacts in this document hinges on the requirements of CEQA versus those found 
in other parts of the California Government Code regarding relocation of residents displaced 
by condemnation procedures. 

CEQA in fact does not require the depth or complexity of socioeconomic analyses argued by 
the com mentor. However, local agencies are required to prepare relocation plans and 
programs to assess the economic conditions of those who may be relocated by agency 
activities. An agency pursuing relocation 1s required to meet a host of state and federal 

Pasadena-Los Angeles LRT Project - Final SEIR Page 2--+-+ 



housing requirements . The LACMTA has and will continue to comply with applicable 
regulations as part of its relocation activities . 

The commentor has quoted and referred extensively from various state and federal housing 
relocation regulations . The LAC MT A· s actions in the past have been consistent with these 
regulations regarding the relocation of residents displaced by LACMT A projects . The LACMT A 
commits to meeting these and subsequent regulations in this regard on future projects . 

There does not appear to be a present need to establish a separate housing trust fund within 
LACMT A as suggested by the commentor. The proposed project changes as addressed in thi s 
SEIR will only remove six additional units, which does not represent a significant impact on 
regional housing stock Given current economic conditions, adequate replacement housing 
should be available in the immediate or surrounding area at comparable costs . However, the 
determination of unit availability, unit conditions ( e.g . decent, safe, and sanitary), unit type, and 
location are part of the LACMT A relocation assistance process, and not the purview of this 
CEQA document. 

The commentor is incorrect is asserting that the SEIR is deficient under state law because it does 
not include a "comprehensive evaluation of available replacement housing .. , The LAC MT A 
maintains that the SEIR is adequate as it fulfills the requirements of CEQA 

Comment 2.2.2.13-4: 

"On behalf of our clients, we strongly propose adoption and inclusion of language regarding 
the mitigation measures provided in the FEIR prepared and certified by the County of Los 
Angeles for its proposed LAC-USC Medical Center Replacement Project (April 12, 1994) [See 
pages 290-211 of FEIR and relevant responses to DEIR comments, State Clearing House No . 
92101010]. The issues and concerns raised by the community in conjunction with that project . 
are the same as those raised by our clients in connection with the LAC MT A's proposed 
project. Thus the LACMTA should follow the lead of the County and adopt similarly and 
appropriately tailored miti_gation measures to address community and impacted residents' 
concerns regarding displacee issues ; relocation assistance issues; and one for one replacement 
housing needs issues as it relates to affordability , type (single family/homeownership) and 
physical location within the impacted communities. 

"In adopting its proposed mitigation measures, the County acted in good faith to reflect the 
intent of the applicable laws governing relocation of displaced residents, i.e . , to implement the 
legislature's attempt to render the adversely impact displaced residence "whole" again to as 
great an extent as is feasibly possible. To this end , the Final SEIR should include similar 
language which acknowledges the cumulative adverse environmental impact on the affordable 
housing needs of the Northeast communities through its displacement of households in the . 
Highland Park community . The LAC MT A should further acknowledge the severe hardship its 
project will have on these displaced residents , and therefore should include language within the 
Final SEIR of the intent of the LAC MT A to adopt an adequate mitigation measure in the form 
of a Relocation Assistance Program Plan fo r the proposed project, which will be customized , 
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applied and implemented in a sensitive manner to render the residents as "whole as is feasibl y 
possible" according to their individual needs and situations ." 

Response 2.2.2.13-4: 

LACMT A staff have reviewed the analysis and mitigation measures referred to by the commentor 
in the LAC-USC EIR. The LACMT A maintains its relocation program fulfills the intent and 
requirements of state and federal housing regulations . A copy of the socioeconomic section from 
the LAC-USR EIR is included in this document for reference. It should be noted the data used in 
the LAC-USR EIR is applicable to the proposed project because the two projects are in the same 
geographic area . The LACMT A will continue to assist residents and businesses, as appropriate, 
as part of its rail construction projects . Due to current economic conditions and the small number 
of units to be demolished by this project, there is no need for LACMT A to initiate a program to 
create new affordable housing at this time. 

The number of units proposed for removal is the minimum needed to achieve safe emergency 
access which will actually benefit the entire neighborhood. As stated previously, the LAC MT A 
already operates a relocation assistance program for its projects, which will be sensitive to the 
relocation needs of affected residents. 

Comment 2.2.2.13-5: 

"Partial Parcel Acquisition s 

"The Draft SEIR fails to analyze the cumulative impacts of its failure to m1t1gate the 
detrimental impact of creating an entire corridor of residences along Marmion Way which are 
likely to become blighted in the near future. The value and desirability of the residences will 
decrease further as a result of the implementation of these proposed mitigation measures. 
Impacted property owners will be unmotivated to upkeep their properties, causing them to fall 
into disrepair. Thus , the proposed project has created an unmitigated . significant 
environmental impact, i.e., urban blight. 

"The Draft SEIR is also deficient of any analysis of long term real estate devaluation of 
properties on which partial acquisition will occur and on adjacent properties as a result of the 
existence of the reduction of front or back yard areas, reduced vehicle access, and/or loss of 
parking . The Draft SEIR proposes compensation of current property owners, which is a bare 
minimum standard , however no mitigation is proposed or explored with regards to the long 
term land devaluation to the Highland Park community and the potential to create a blighted 
corridor along the length of Marmion Way . 

"As stated in Section II above, we make reference to the FEIR prepared and certified by the 
County ·of Los Angeles for its proposed LAC-USC Medical Center Replacement Project 
(April 12, 1994), and propose the same recommendation as stated therein above." 
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Response 2.2.2.13-5: 

The commentor assumes that the improvements proposed as part of this project will by 
themselves create blighted conditions along Marmion Way. In fact, the proposed improvements 
will likely benefit local residents by providing better emergency access, create a public transit 
station within the community that local residents can use, and incrementally improve the 
underutilized conditions that presently exist in the area. For additional information on the 
potential for the proposed project to create blight, see Responses 2.2 .2. 13-2 and 2.2.2. 13-4 . 

Comment 2.2.2.13-6: 

"Transportation and Circulation 

"The draft SEIR fails to address the cumulative impact that the proposed five additional street 
closures and the partial parcel acquisitions will have on the on-street parking in the area. The 
impacted Highland Park community consists of older residential structures with limited to no 
off-street parking, and the loss of existing off-street parking will further exasperate this 
parking need . Thus, the Draft SEIR is deficient for its failure to provide or otherwise propose 
any mitigation measures for this negative environmental parking impact." 

Response 2.2.2.13-6: 

The traffic analysis in the SEIR indicates that traffic circulation conditions in the affected 
neighborhoods will actually improve as a result of the street closures. It is especially important to 

note that, with the planned increase in daily rail traffic in these areas, the street improvements 
planned along with the closures will improve overall safety and circulation . 

Contrary to the assertion of the commentor, very little on-street parking will actually be lost as a 
result of the project Six informal covered parking spaces will .be lost along Marmion Way, but 
there is adequate on-street parking still available on Avenue 57 and along the south side of 
Marmion Way. Because the area _to be lost is presently unimproved and the six parking structures 
mentioned above do not have building permits, this impact is not considered significant 

Comment 2.2.2.13-7: 

"Human Health 

"AU of the concerns and comments stated above in Section 1 are incorporated by reference 
herein. Especially as they relate to the failure to address potential lead exposure during the 
construction/demolition of buildings phases." 

Response 2.2.2.13-7: 

For a discussion of hazardous materials related to demolition, see the previous Response 
22.2. JJ .: J 
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Comment 2.2.2. 13-8: 

"Cumulative Impac ts 

"Concerns and comments regarding the cumulative impacts of the proposed project are stated 
above in Sections III and IV are incorporated herein by reference." 

Response 2.2.2. 13-8: 

Section 2.3 in the DSEIR addresses cumulative impacts of the project. In addition, the previous 
responses to comments have addressed various cumulative impact topics, such as hazardous 
materials (222-13-1), neighborhood blight (2 .2.2.13-2, -4, and -5), housing (2 .2.2.13-3), and 
traffic (2 .2 2.13-6) The previous EIR also examined the cumulative impacts of this and other 
related projects, as required by CEQA. The changes proposed in and analyzed by this SEIR do 
not change the previous analysis or conclusions regarding cumulative impacts of this project. 

Comment 2.2.2.13-9: 

"Conclusion 

"For all the reason s stated above, the Draft SEIR is deficient in that it fails to adequatel y 
inform the public as to the extent and magnitude of the proposed project's negative 
environmental impacts and the reasonableness of the Draft SEIR' s proposed mitigation 
measures. The public is thereby denied its mandated opportunity to adequately comment 
thereon ." 

Response 2.2.2.13-9: 

The LACMT A maintains that this SEIR is adequate and fulfills its function under CEQA. It 
properly analyzes proposed changes to the original project, and proposes reasonable and feasible 
mitigation measures applicable to those changes. The LACMT A further maintains that the public 
has had adequate opportunity to review and comment on this SEIR. 

2.2.2.14 Letter From T.A. Nelson, P.E., Consulting Engineer; May 2, 1994 

Comment 2. 2. 2. I 4-1: 

"Page 4-35 -- Sound levels along Marmion Way may not be intrusive to residents . A ·sound that 
is expected and occurs regularly, if not overly excessive, is often ignored . This has been my 
experience, having lived and attended school next to streets carrying electric interurban lines. 
Walls tend to divide communities; landscaping may be substituted. The lower sound level emitted 
by the new L.A. Standard LRVs may be acceptable without external mitigating measures." 
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Response 2. 2. 2.14-1: 

The noise analysis in the SEIR identified 57 residences in the Mount Washington area. and 48 
residences or buildings in South Pasadena, that may experience adverse noise impacts from the 
project. However, measures have been recommended in the SEIR which mitigate these impacts 
to the greatest extent feasible . Although it is possible that actual impacts may be less than 
expected. the noise analysis is based on accepted procedures which are used to provide a "worst 
case" estimate of potential impacts. 

Comment 2.2.2.14-2: 

"Page 4-58, 4. 7.1.3 -- A drawing of the Marmion Way/Figueroa St. below-grade separation 
should be included with the Final SEIR." 

Response 2. 2. 2.14-2: 

See Figure 2-1 in Section 2.3 in this FSEIR. 

Comment 2. 2. 2.14-3: 

"Page 4-63 , 4. 7. 3. 3 -- Due to the nature of excavations. a below-grade separation at 
Figueroa/Marmion will have greater construction impacts than an aerial structure. Figueroa will 
probably be narrowed or detoured during construction ." 

Response 2. 2. 2.14-3: 

Compared to an aerial structure, a below-grade separation would have greater construction 
impacts from excavation However, impacts from constructing either structure would be 
temporary and are not considered significant. An aerial structure would also create adverse visual 
impacts in the surrounding community 

Comment 2. 2. 2.14-4: 

"Based on preliminary drawings, it appears that residents southwest of French Ave. will lose 
direct access to Pasadena Ave. via French and will be required to use Ave. 37. This negative 
impacts may be considered mitigated by the improved access to an LRT station at French Ave. 
compared to the previously planned station location at Figueroa St. the realignmen! of Pasadena 
Ave. with Marmion Way at Figueroa does improve the street system." 

Response 2. 2. 2.14-4: 

As previously stated, construction of the Figueroa Street station will improve overall access in the 
immediate area. The closure of French Avenue is addressed in Section 2.3.6 of this FSEIR. 
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Comment 2.2.2. 14-5: 

"Page 4-82, 4.8.3.3 -- Criminal activity in the below-grade separation at Figueroa may be limited 
by strategically placed fencing and lighting Monitoring may be possible from closed-circuit video 
cameras mounted either side of Avenue 3 7 and Figueroa, if they can be made theft proof" 

Response 2.2.2.14-5: 

All new LACMT A facilities , including the below-grade separation and stations, will be designed 
to limit unauthorized activities. The LACMT A will employ methods, designs and surveillance 
systems proven effective in previous applications, such as closed circuit TV and fencing . 

Comment 2. 2. 2.14-6: 

"In referring to utilities relocation, the most important entity was omitted, the Dept of Water and 
~ower The Gas Co , Pac Tel , and TV cable company may be involved, also." 

Response 2.2.2.14-6: 

Comment noted . The appropriate public or private companies will be contacted regarding utility 
relocation, as required by state (CPUC) regulations and local (City of Los Angeles, etc .) 
regulations. 

2.2.2.15 Letter from Sally Neubauer, Citizens Committee to Save Elysian Park; 
May 6, 1994 

Comment 2.2.2.15-1: 

"(In) the original EIR document , the Midway Yard was listed along with Taylor_ Yard and the 
Cornfield-Bullring Yard as a potential site for a maintenance facility , but in a subsequent 
paragraph was dismi ssed as being too small. Now MT A has decided to use the yard that 
is ... too small. .. " 

Response 2.2.2.15-1: 

In the original EIR, the Midway Yard was proposed_ to be. a full service maintenance facility. 
The current proposal is to use the Midway Yard only for storage , inspection , and light 
maintenance . The LACMT A has determined that this site is of sufficient size and shape for 
these purposes. 

Comment 2.2.2.15-2: 

" ... MTA has decided ... the yard ... requires a secondary fire road that will cost $millions to 
build. Add to that that th is fire road will both take park land with no compensation offered 
and permanently scar an Elysian Park hillside--all for a temporary facility ... 
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"It would be a much better solution to realign the road down the natural draw which is what 
the Department of Water and Power (DWP) pump station road follows. When DWP 
completes construction of its new chlorination station, it will have no need for the old pump 
station building, and MT A could continue the road down into the yard through that site. This 
scenario would both save the hill and trees from destruction, as well as eliminate huge and 
unsightly retaining walls. Assuredly, it would also cost a fraction of the currently proposed 
overly engineered road." 

Response 2.2.2.15-2: 

The LACMT A has determined that the proposed road alignment is the most cost effective that 
meets both local fire access requirements and existing site constraints. As part of its planning 
design process, the LACMTA examined a variety of roadway alignments into Midway Yard, 
including extending the current road through the LADWP pump station as recommended by 
the Citizens Committee to Save Elysian Park (CCSEP). However, such an alignment is not 
feasible for several reasons. First, there is not enough room for a fire truck to turn north after 
reaching the bottom of the hill (called "touching down") due to the location of the railroad 
tracks. Second, the fire department requires two access points to the site, and a southern 
alignment would be considered an extension of Buena Vista Drive to the southeast. Third, the 
road must touch down to the north to directly serve the northern end of the planned yard 
building. Finally, the pump station contains a large foundation structure that is in the process 
of being removed but, at present, it would prevent extension of the existing pump station road . 
Although a southern alignment might cost less than a northern alignment, and would not 
impact the neighboring hillside, it did not meet engineering or fire access requirements and 
was therefore eliminated . 

The proposed roadway and yard complex will be permanent LACMTA facilities. The 
roadway , as proposed, impacts a very small, isolated portion of the park (i.e. less than 3 acres 
of inaccessible slopes) while most of the road, including almost all of the retaining wall(s), is 
on LACMTA property. The LACMTA will apply to the City Parks Department and other city 
departments for the appropriate approvals in this regard. Use of this property would therefore 
not be considered a "taking" of valuable or useful parkland, and is in fact an appropriate use of 
this area given its location and historical use. 

It should be noted that this roadway will primarily impact a small isolated "shoulder" slope 
that extends east from the higher, more prominent north-south trending ridge that forms the 
eastern border of the park. This slope is not visible from other park property, and the road 
would only be visible from isolated portions of State Highway 110 (Pasadena Freeway), and 
from some taller industrial buildings across the Los Angeles River. For these reasons, the 
LACMTA maintains that this impact is not significant. The LACMTA will -meet with the 
CCSEP to discuss roadway modifications that reduce the size of retaining walls, or to install 
retaining structures that can be planted to reduce visual impacts. 
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Comment 2.2.2.15-3: . 

"The proposed retaining walls for thi s road are not 0-36' as indicated on Figure 3.3-6. 
Current plans call for walls on both the upper and lower banks of the road totaling up to 50' in 
height for as long as 280 feet." 

Response 2.2.2.15-3: 

Figure 3.3-6 notes that the "upper" (up slope or western) retaining wall will vary in height 
from zero feet high at the northern end where the road "touches down", to 36 feet high at the 
southern end where there is the most grade/elevation difference. It may have been more clear 
to add a second note that the "lower" (down slope) wall would be zero to approximately 14 
feet high. The original note on Figure 3.3-6 applied to each slope. The CCSEP is correct that 
the cumulative height of the slope may exceed 50 feet, while the LACMTA note is correct in 
referring to the height of each individual slope . 

Comment 2.2.2.15-4: 

" . .. the road . as planned would destroy a hilly nob in Elysian Park replete with mature trees . 
To state that 'No Impacts . . . will be significant. Therefore mitigation measures are not 
required .' (4. 7.5.4) is ludicrous ." 

Response 2.2.2.15-4: 

The proposed roadway will excavate a small portion of east-facing hillside not visible from the 
park, but it will not remove the hilly knob located further to the west that separates this slope 
from the developed park property to the west. The LACMT A maintains that this impact is not 
considered significant, but is willing to meet with representatives of CCSEP and the City Parks 
Department to consider a road design more sensitive to the natural contours and vegetation (see 
Response 2.2.2.15-2). 

As stated by the CC:SEP, construction of the proposed road may cause the removal of several 
(less than five) oak trees . While this potential impact is not considered significant, the 
LACMTA proposes to add the following measure to the mitigation monitoring plan: 

"The LACMTA will provide replacement trees of similar species at a 2: 1 ratio for trees 
removed by construction of the access road into Midway Yard . The type and location 
of replacement trees will be coordinated with the CCSEP and the City Parks 
Department." 

Comment 2.2.2.15-5: 

" .. . taking park land is illegal per City Charter unless the taking agency bequeaths equal or 
greater acreage in the area as replacement park land . .. there must be additional landscape 
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m1t1gation for such an expanse of retaining wall and the mature trees lost must be replaced 
with an equal or greater amount of mature trees." 

Response 2.2.2.15-5: 

For information on the proposed roadway impacts on parkland, see Response 2.2.2.15-2. For 
information on impacts to trees, see Response 2.2.2.15-4. 

Comment 2.2.2.15-6: 

" ... CCSEP fully expects MTA to commit to constructing a bike path from Taylor Yard into 
Elysian Park as mitigation. Before recent work involving new tracks and bridges for both the 
maintenance facility and Metrolink , uninterrupted access in the form of a crude path existed 
along the Los Angeles River from Barclay Street (where the current approved bike path ends) 
to Elysian Park via the Midway Yard. Because of rugged topography, the Buena Vista area of 
the park above Midway Yard is the only logical point to connect Elysian Park to the river 
bikeway which it is hoped will eventually extend to Long Beach. As a transportation agency, 
LAC MT A has a responsibility to preserve this access." 

Response 2.2.2.15-6: 

Not related to mitigation for this SEIR, or previous EIRs, LACMTA has been working with 
Councilwoman Gloria Molina's office and Councilman Mike Hernandez's office regarding 
bicycle path access in thi s area . It is the LAC MT A's understanding that such a trail would 
enter the Midway Yard site at the northern end, then proceed up the slope on Elysian Park 
land. The City's Bureau of Engineering is now estimating the cost of constructing a bicycle 
bridge west of this proposed trail to make it continuous through the park. 

At this point , the LACMTA has agreed to allow construction of a bicycle trail across the 
northern corner of its Midway Yard property, but does not consider itself responsible for 
constructing a long segment of trail planned on City park property. The LAC MT A will 
continue to meet with City officials and others on this issue. 

2.2.2. 16 Letter from Elizabeth J. Harris, Los Angeles Unified School District; 
May 9, 1994 

Comment 2.2.2.16-1: 

"The District's January 18, 1994 comments to the Notice of Preparation (NOP) asked that 
impacts of this project on students' safe pedestrian routes to school be considered in the SEIR. 
Not only did the SEIR not provide a plan of the proposed below-grade alignment at Marmion 
Way and Figueroa Street, it did not even mention that this alignment would involve closure of 
French Avenue to traffic, bicyclists, and pedestrians. We were not aware of this closure until 
yesterday when, in response to our request, we received the engineer drawings for the below­
grade option. We noted that the station had been moved further to the north than was 

Pasadena-Los Angeles LRT Project - Final SEIR Page 2-5 ] 

I 
I 
I 
I 
t 
I • 
I 
I 
I 

• 
I 
r 
I ,. 
I 

I. 
I 
I 
I 

' 



I 
I 
1 
I 
._ 
I • 
I 
J 
I 

• ·­
I 
1 
I 
• I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

indicated in the previous EIR. so that it partially blocked the intersection at French A venue. 
We were told by Metropolitan Transportation Authority (MTA) staff that they recently 
determined that French A venue would be closed. 

"The importance of keeping French A venue open for students is an issue which we addressed 
in our comments to the previous SEIR. The Final EIR of January 1993, in the Response to 
Comments section, stated that French A venue will remain open. this is important because this 
route is used by a large number of students who attend Loreto School, as well as by students 
of other schools in the area. Loreto School in particular has perhaps 100 students who live on 
the east side of Figueroa Street and the tracks; many of these students walk or bicycle to 
school via French A venue which is the most convenient and safest route. A crossing at 
Avenue 37, to the north of French Avenue, is not a good alternative. Nor is the pedestrian 
bridge over the Pasadena Freeway , just south of Loreto Street School, a good alternative 
pedestrian route because it is not considered safe by many in the community. It is imperative 
that the MT A maintain the crossings to vehicular, pedestrian and bicycle traffic at French 
Avenue. 

"Please describe in detail the route that will be available over French Avenue to pedestrians. 
bicyclists. and vehicles . 

"We have also been advised by MTA staff that it is possible that during construction, both 
French Avenue and Avenue 37 might be closed to vehicular, bicycle, and pedestrian traffic . If 
this should be the case , we ask that the MT A provide a shuttle bus to take students to and from 
school." 

Response 2.2.2.16-1: 

The Notice of Preparation for the SEIR indicated there would be no significant impacts to 
schools as a result of the proposed project. The LACMTA has reviewed this finding and still 
concurs that no significant adverse impacts are expected to school services from the project. 
As stated by the school district , French Avenue is regularly used as an at-grade railroad 
crossing by vehicles , bicycles , and pedestrians traveling to and from several local schools . 
The rail line recently experienced little rail traffic , and presently experiences no rail traffic. so 
access across the tracks at French A venue is unimpeded by rail traffic . However, if this 
crossing were to be maintained after the proposed light rail project was implemented , 
significant safety impacts would occur. 

The closing of French A venue was proposed as part of this project as a result '?f physical 
restraints of the below-grade separation, and after in-depth examination of local vehicular and 
pedestrian circulation patterns, including "safe routes to schools" as maintained by the LADOT 
and the Los Angeles Unified School District (LAUSD). The French Avenue Station will be 
designed to preclude crossings of the tracks at this point to maintain safe emergency exit routes 
from the station , and to prevent potential conflicts between light rail vehicles and pedestrians. 
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This potential street closure was most recently examined in the "Traffic And Transportation 
Task 10 Report" prepared for the RCC in May of 1993. That report projected that roadway 
levels of service would be substantially improved as a result of the station and associated road 
improvements. The single most important improvement of this project, in terms of vehicular , 
bicycle, and pedestrian circulation is a grade-separated crossing at Avenue 37 , just east of 
French Avenue. This plan would incrementally increase travel times (less than five minutes) 
for some pedestrians and bicyclists traveling to and from local schools. However, it would 
significantly improve local pedestrian and bicycle safety compared to maintaining an at-grade 
crossing at French Avenue given the increase in local train traffic. According to LAU SD ' s 
boundary map provided , only a few students would be impacted by French Avenue closure. 
The LACMTA therefore disagrees with the district's assertion that " ... a crossing at Avenue 
37 . .. is not a good alternative" and that "French Avenue is the most convenient and safest 
route." While French A venue may be more convenient and safe at the present because there is 
no train traffic , the LACMTA maintains that the improved safety of the new crossing is worth 
the trade off of a few minutes of convenience from the old crossing. 

The LAC MT A also examined a crossing at the Pasadena Freeway and constructing a 
pedestrian overcrossing at French A venue. However, these were considered less safe and cost 
effective than the new proposed crossing at Avenue 37 . 

The new route for students traveling to and from local LAUSD schools would be to divert 
approximately 500 feet east of French Avenue to Avenue 37. While the present walking route 
may be shorter, the LAUSD is aware that the shortest route may not always be the safest 
route. The LACMT A believes th is new route will improve overall safety for students 
traveling to and fro m local schools. Local "Safe Route to School " maps should be revised by 
LADOT the summer prior to implementation of the street closures with a note as to the 
changed routes. 

Closure of both French Avenue and A venue 37 would create serious access problems during 
construction for local LA USD students. Therefore, the LACMTA will include the following 
measure in the mitigation monitoring plan to assure that simultaneous closure of French 
Avenue and Avenue 37 does not occur: 

"The LAC MT A will plan and implement construction of the French A venue Station 
and Marmion Way/Figueroa Street grade separation so that French Avenue and Avenue 
37 are not closed at the same time . • The Construction Manager of this project will 
discuss the construction schedule regularly with school and district officials , and notify 
them at least 48 hours in advance of foreseeable schedule changes regarding these two 
locations ." 
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Comment 2.2.2.16-2: 

"Despite our request in our letter of January 18, 1994, there is nothing in the DEIR to address 
the impacts that the project will have on students' safe pedestrian routes to school. The 
concerns of the District's Student Traffic and Safety Education Section are therefore 
resubmitted , and we ask that you address them in the Response to Comments Section of the 
Final SEIR." 

Response 2.2.2.16-2: 

The proposed closure of French Avenue and the planned improvements at Avenue 37 
(including a grade-separated crossing) will improve pedestrian safety for LA USD students 
walking or riding bicycles to and from school. They will also improve vehicular safety due to 
the potential conflicts of local traffic at French Avenue and the increased number of trains 
utilizing these tracks as a result of the project. For additional discussion of this issue, see 
Response 2. 2.2.16-1 and the responses to comments by the LAUSD Student & Traffic Safety 
Education Section (Section 2.2 .2. 17). 

Comment 2.2.216-3: 

"Please provide a mitigation measure to ensure that the very successful 'School Safety 
Program ' will continue to be provided to schools which are impacted by the Marmion Way 
street closures and ligh t rail construction and operation ." 

Response 2.2.2.16-3: 

The LACMTA has added the following measure to the mitigation monitoring plan to help 
reduce potential vehi cular , bicycle , and pedestrian safety concerns: 

"LACMTA will sponsor the 'School Safety Program' at LAUSD schools affected by 
the street closures at French A venue and the Marmion Way area. This program will be 
offered by the LAC MT A's Public Affairs Office during construction and pre-operation 
phases of the project. " 

Comment 2.2.2.16-4: 

"It is particularly important that a mitigation measure be added to ensure that school principals 
be provided adequate notice of street closures and of construction that may interfere . with the 
established student pedestrian routes." 

Response 2.2.2.16-4: 

The LACMT A proposes the following measure be added to the mitigation monitoring plan to 
help coordinate street closures and construction activities: 
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"LACMTA' s Construction Manager will regularly review construction schedules and 
planned street closures with school and LA USO personnel. The Construction Manager 
will contact officials at least 48 hours prior to any planned activity that could impede 
local vehicle, bicycle, or pedestrian circulation." 

Comment 2.2.2.16-5: 

"In regards to our response to the NOP that impacts on Arroyo Seco School be further 
analyzed, we have been advised by MTA staff that the SEIR did not analyze these impacts 
because the project description did not include changes made in the area of the Arroyo Seco 
School; the alignment segments weren't re-analyzed there because there were no street 
closures, nor was there a need to reduce the height of the soundwall because there were no 
visual obstructions to train operators , pedestrians. or motorists in these areas. 

"Are we therefore correct in understanding that the January 1993 Final EIR, together with the 
mitigation measures described therein and incorporated into the Mitigation Monitoring 
Program, is valid as it pertains to the Light Rail project in the vicinity of Arroyo Seco School? 
In particular, do the noise mitigation measures which were added to the Final EIR in January 
1993 remain unchanged?" 

Response 2.2.2.16-5: 

The commentor is correct; all previously approved mitigation measures will be enforced unless 
supplanted or modified by measures in this SEIR's Mitigation Monitoring Plan. Please see 
Section 4.3.8.5 for documentation listing the improvements that are proposed near Arroyo 
Seco Alternative Magnet School. 

Comment 2.2.2.16-6: 

"Please provide a plan of the construction staging areas, and the extent of the construction in 
relation to Loreto School . and Hillside School. Please identify the haul routes, and the 
frequency of the haul trucks. We understand the construction phase may last for seventeen 
months. If these trucks pass schools, please either quantify the noise and air impacts, or 
provide a mitigation measure that these trucks will not pass by schools during school hours." 

Response 2.2.2.16-6: 

A plan of construction staging areas for the project is not available yet, but will be available in 
the "Worksite Traffic Control Plan" required by City of Los Angeles' Department of 
Transportation (LADOT) . These plans will be made available to affected local schools and 
LA USO officials at least 30 days before the start of construction . The excavation/hauling · 
phase of construction is expected to last 8.5 months. 
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Haul routes will depend on the final locations of work storage and stockpiling areas , which are 
not available as yet. However, local haul routes have already been designated by the City and 
are generally oriented away from sensitive land uses such as schools . 

2.2.2.17 Attachment from School Traffic and Safety Education Section; 
November 24, 1993 

Comment 2.2.2.17-1: 

"Closure of Avenues 51. 53, 55, and 61 (south of Figueroa Street) across the railroad right-of­
way appear to impact the integrity of the current Pedestrian Routes Map for students attending 
the following schools: Aldama School (Avenue 51); Monte Vista School (Avenue 53); Monte 
Vista School (Avenue 55); and Garvanza School (Avenue 61). A study must be made to 
identify alternate safe and convenient pedestrian routes . DOT will need to revise current map 
to reflect any changes." 

Response 2.2.2.17-1: 

Pedestrian Route Maps for these schools will have to be changed, however, these changes are 
not necessarily considered significant or even adverse. Various street improvements are 
planned , and pedestrian access will be maintained within the area which will actually improve 
overall pedestrian safety. This is especially true considering the planned increase in the 
number of trains that will utilize this corridor daily. Changing pedestrian routes to schools 
does not necessarily require a specific study; these maps are subject to periodic revision as a 
result of new development or street changes not associated with rail projects. With respect to 
Garvanza School, it is not located near the rail alignment and its access will not be impacted as 

· a result of the proposed street closures. 

Comment 2.2.2.17-2: 

"It is imperative that METRO provide at no charge to the school district an instructional rail 
safety program and 111aterials to all affected elementary and middle schools." 

Response 2.2.2.17-2: 

As outlined in Response 2.2.2.16-3 of the letter from Elizabeth J. Harris (Los Angeles Unified 
School District) above , the LACMTA sponsors the "School Safety Program" at LAUSD 
schools. This program will be offered by the LACMT A's Public Affairs Office during 
construction and pre-operation phases of the project. 

Comment 2.2.2.17-3: 

"School Transportation must be contacted regarding the potential impact, if any, upon existing 
school bus routes ." 
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Response 2.2.2.17-3: 

The LACMTA has added the following measure to the mitigation monitoring plan to help 
coordinate its activities with LAUSD bus routes and operation: 

"LAC MT A's Construction Manager will regularly review construction schedules and 
planned street closures with LA USO School Transportation personnel. The 
Construction Manager will contact officials at least 48 hours prior to any planned 
activity that could impede local bus circulation." 

Comment 2.2.2.17-4: 

"Contractors must guarantee that safe and convenient school pedestrian routes are maintained. 
Contractors must maintain ongoing communication with administrators at impacted school sites 
providing sufficient notice to forewarn children and parents when currently existing school 
pedestrian routes will be impacted." 

Response 2.2.2.17-4: 

The LAC MT A has proposed measures to coordinate its activities with local school, district, 
and transportation personnel (see Responses 2.2.2.16-3 and -4 of the letter from Elizabeth J. 
Harris , Los Angeles Unified School District) for details of these additional mitigation 
measures. [Also see Mitigation Monitoring Plan prepared for this SEIR (May 1994) .] 

Comment 2.2.2.17-5: 

"Appropriate traffic control s (signs and signals) including automatic crossing gates and 
warning signals , must be installed as needed to ensure pedestrian and vehicular safety." 

Response 2.2.2.17-5: 

The LACMTA will install such controls according to federal, state, and its own safety 
guidelines, as appropriate, to ensure vehi cular and pedestrian safety. LACMTA' s commitment 
to do so is included throughout the DSEIR , incorporated herein by reference. 

Comment 2.2.2.17-6: 

"Construction scheduling should be sequenced to minimize conflicts with pedestrians , school 
buses and cars . " 

Response 2.2.2.17-6: 

In addition to coordinating street closures and other project activity with local schools and 
LAUSD personnel , the LACMTA will schedule and carry out construction to minimize such 
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conflicts to the greatest degree practical. The measures outlined above in 2. 2. 2. 16-1, -3, and -
4 will help minimize potential conflicts. 

Comment 2.2.2.17-7: 

"Funding for crossing guards to be provided when safety of children compromised by 
construction related activities at impacted crossings. 

"Funding for a flag person to be provided as needed where construction related act1v1t1es 
compromise the safety of pedestrians and/or motorists while traveling to and from school." 

Response 2.2.2.17-7: 

The LACMTA proposes the following measure be added to the mitigation monitoring plan to 
help coordinate its activities with LA USO bus routes and operation: 

"LAC MT A's Construction Manager will ensure that safe crossings and/or personnel are 
provided to help school children cross streets or construction areas where needed . Such 
arrangements will be coordinated with local school and LAUSD officials." 

Comment 2.2.2.17-8: 

"Pedestrian right-of-way near rail line must be clearly marked to m1mm1ze trespassing . 
vandalism, and short-out attractions ... Barriers must be constructed as needed to minimize 
trespassing . vandalism, and short-out attractions ... Fencing should be installed to secure 
construction equipment to minimize trespassing, vandalism and short-out attractions." 

Response 2.2.2.17-8: 

Pedestrian access points along LACMTA rights of way will be clearly marked. LACMTA 
facilities and equipment are designed to minimize or resist vandalism. Barriers and other 
structures will be used to limit access to the LACMTA rights-of-way to prevent trespassing 
and attracting short-outs. 

Comment 2.2.2.17-9: 

"Security patrols should be funded and . provided to m1mm1ze trespassing and short-ou 
attractions." 

Response 2.2.2.17-9: 

The LACMTA maintains its own security force. Along LACMTA rights-of-way and ; 
LAC MT A stations, it is the security personnel's primary function to minimize trespassin 
(including short-out attractions) . 
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less than 8 .8 ppm. in spite of variability in anticipated traffic . Therefore. it is unlikely that the 
9 .0 ppm would be exceeded and the facility is not in danger of violating California state standards 

Con1111ent 2. 2. 2.19-3: 
' 
' • " .. Your d escri pt ion of the pro posed station on page 4- l 9 does not agree with a proposed parking 

site plan (attached) that l obtained this week from the City of Pasadena which was not a part of 
this SEIR Further. the parking site plan included property at the corner of Halstead and F oothi\\ 
that is not a part of the Johnson & Johnson facility . . Consideration should be given 10 

reconft guration oft he site to accommodate l , 000 vehicles " 

j 

Response 2. 2. 2.19-3: Please see Section 2.3 for a revised drawing of the Johnson & JohnsonfMerck alternate Park and 
Ride facilitv The drawing indicates that the entire property. except for the Southern California 
Edison Companv substation. would be taken for the Park and Ride facility . which would 
accommodate 1,000 vehicles (Also see Sections 2 2.2 .3 through 2 .2 .2 7 for responses from the 

City of Pasadena's co1nments on the Park and Ride facility 

2.2.2.20 Letter from Susan Mossman, Pasadena Heritage; May 7, !99~ 

Comment 2.2.2.20-l: 

"Table 2.2- l 
The Johnson & Johnson /Merck facility has been determined by the City of Pasadena Cultural 
Heritage commission to meet the criteria for an "Historic Treasure," the highest landmark 
designation in the City of Pasadena. two landmark nominations (City and National Register 

of Historic Places) are pending. as stated in the document 

The loss of this building is recognized in the document as a significant negative impact with 
mitigation required. Documentation of the building is not acceptable mitigation under CEQA -

Section 2.4 
The demolition of the Johnson & Johnson/Merck building is a controversial issue and needs to 

be resolved ... 

• 
I 
L 
I 

Section 4.10.3 
The statement is made that "If the Johnson and Johnson/Merck site is selected .. . a\\ of the 
· -"Sings and structures would be subject to demolition . Demolition of any structure at the 

' fnr listing in the National Register of Historic Places would result in a 
· - ' cultural resource." The DSEIR recognizes that the building 

· -~ 1 Register ." 
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Response 2.2.2.20-1: 

For information on the Johnson/Merck facilit y lease, see various responses to comments from the 
City of Pasadena in Sec tions 2 2 2.3 through 2.2 2. 7. 

Comment 2.2.2.20-2: 

"Section 4.10.1 
The description of the site and its significance is adequate. Please note that on page 4-90, 
second line, Pasadena Heritage is the complete name of the organization (a private non-profit 
organization). The word "commission" should be deleted." 

Response 2.2.2.20-2: 

Comment noted . The word "commission is not applicable. 

Comment 2.2.2.20-3: 

"Alternatives to demolition which would m1t1gate this significant adverse impact should be 
presented as part of this document. (While recordation may be part of the process , it is not 
mitigation and does not reduce the negative impact to zero.) 

Alternatives should incl ude, but not be limited to : 

Developing a reuse alternati ve for the historic building which could meet needs of the 
agency and using the rest of the site as the Park and Ride facility. 

Using that portion of the site which is vacant or currently has nonsignificant buildings 
for the Park and Ride facility and leasing the building. 

Entering int~ a joint development agreement with another agency or private party to 
reuse the building and construct the parking jointly . 

Seeking a subdivision of the property and purchasing the southern portion of the 
property only. " 

Response 2.2.2.20-3: 

See response 2.2.2. 19- L above. 

Comment 2.2.2.20-4: 

"What changes in circulation plans would be indicated if the building were preserved or 
reused? What would the relative costs and savings be for each alternative?" 
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Response 2.2.2.20-4: 

See Response 2. 2. 2. 19-1 , above. 

Comment 2.2.2.20-5: 

"With regard to the 106 process. how is the treatment of historic properties addressed in the 
Memorandum of Agreement , Programmatic Agreement or Memorandum of Understanding 
signed by the MTA , ACHP and FHA and the SHPO?" 

Response 2.2.2.20-5: 

LACMT A will pursue the appropriate agency agreements during the project design phase. 
including consultation with the City of Pasadena regarding the structures at the Johnson & 
Johnson/Merck site. 

Comment 2.2.2.20-6: 

"If there are interested parties concerned with the preservation of the cultural resources, must 
not consideration be given to the preservation of the significant structure? " 

Response 2.2.2.20-6: 

Please see various responses to comments from the City of Pasadena, Sections 2.2.2.3 through 
2.2.2.7. 

2.2.2.21 Transmittal from .John\\:. Caldwell, John Caldwell Design; April 12, 1994 

Coinment 2.2.2.21-1: 

"My concern is parking. The last_ few years parking availability on El Centro has dimini shed . now, 
it is almost non-existent. Therefore, the Park and Ride locations that are being considered i the 
area are a must.. .I have suggested to Bill Campbell of the South Pasadena Planning Department 
and now to your office, that there be no parking between 6:00 A.M. and 9 A.M. Monday through 
Friday in the area surrounding the Light Rail station .'' 

Response 2. 2. 2. 21-1: 

The project modifications addressed in this SEIR did not include LR T parking for South 
Pasadena . Traffic and parking for South Pasadena was addressed in the Final EIR for the project 
(LACTC, 1990) The public comment period for the Final EIR was closed in 1990, according to 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines. Nonetheless, your comment has been 
noted . 
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2.2.2.22 Letter from George W. Sabin, April 21, 1994 

Comment 2.2.2.22-1: 

"Please do not consider the new Orchard Hardware Supply prope11y located at 3425 E. Colorado 
Blvd. in East Pasadena for the proposed light rail trolley stop ... Why were they permitted to spend 
large sums preparing the site for the new store if this was in your plans'J Johnson/Merck on E 
Foothill has been vacant for a long time and Kodak Datatape is also available." 

Response 2.2.2.22-1: 

Your comment has been noted. The propel1y presently occupied by Orchard Hardware Supply is 
being considered as an alternative location for the Sierra Madre Villa Park and Ride facility when 
the property was occupied by Builders Emporium. Builders Emporium and the City of Pasadena 
were aware of LAC MT A's intentions to include the site in its Park and Ride analysis Other sites 
that were suitable for the Park and Ride facility were also analyzed, including the Johnson & 
Johnson/Merck site, as suggested in your comment. 
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2.3 CORRECTIONS AND ADDITIONS 

2.3. I Air Quality 

Figures 4.2-1 and 4.2-2 (pages 4-7 and 4-8) are incorrectly labeled . The figure titles should be 
reversed to match the correct figures . 

2.3.2 Marmion Wav/Figueroa Street Below-Grade Separation 

The below-grade site plan proposed for construction in the vicinity of Marmion Way and Figueroa 
Street is presented on Figure 2-1 . 

2.3 .3 Marmion Way Property Acquisitions 

The DSEIR identified the need for approximately 50 curb cuts and 6 full parcel takes along the 
Marmion Way corridor in Highland Park. Ten buildings located on the 6 parcel takes would be 
demolished . It may become necessary to add or delete structures proposed for demolition as the 
project progresses toward completion . Proper CEQA documentation and analysis would be 
completed should candidate buildings be determined to be of historic or other ~ignificance. 
LAC MT A will communicate with local officials regarding changes to parcel takes 

2.3 .4 Sierra Madre Villa (Pasadena) Park and Ride Facility Alternatives 

The revised drawing for the Johnson & Johnson/Merck Park and Ride alternative for the Sierra 
Madre Villa Station in east Pasadena is presented on Figure 2-2 . 

2.3. 5 Arrovo Seco Bridge Archaeological Inventory 

Subsequent to the distribution of the DSEIR for public/agency review, the records search for the 
Arroyo Seco Bridge was received from the Archaeological Information Center, UCLA Institute of 
Archaeology. The results of the records search, including a site defined as approximately one-half 
mile in radius around the bridge, are 

• No historic or prehistoric sites have been identified within the site: 

• The National Register of Historic Places and the California State Historic Resources· 
Inventory list no properties within the site: ·and · 

• The California Historical Landmarks ( 1990) _of the Office of Historic Preservation, 
California Department of Parks and Recreation, indicate that there are no California 
Historical Landmarks within the site . 
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2.3 .6 French Avenue Crossing 

The alternative to construct a below-grade separation at Marmion Way and Figueroa Street has 
necessitated the closure of French A venue to pedestrian and vehicular traffic . A pedestrian 
crossing will be provided for at Avenue 3 7 

2.3 7 Acquisition of Two Parcels 

Two additional parcels, PA-209 and -210, are proposed for acquisition. They are located on the 
west side of Halstead Street at Foothill Boulevard (Figure 2-3). In order to reduce traffic impacts 
along Halstead Street, it is proposed that Halstead Street be widened south of Foothill Boulevard 
It would be necessary to demolish the buildings on parcels PA-209 and -210 to accommodate the 
street widening. The properties would also be used as part of the alternative Johnson & 
Johnson/Merck Park and Ride site. The businesses occupying the buildings on the two parcels 
would need to be relocated, but the action will not result in significant impacts to the community 

2. 3. 8 Supporting Documentation 

Documentation in support of the DSEIR (LACMT A, 1994b) is presented on the following pages . 
A list of the documentation is as follows 

• Air Quality Calculations 
• MT A Systemwide Criteria, Section 2 8 9, Construction Noise and Vibration Control 
• Evaluation of Change in Noise Impacts, Proposed Blue Line Wayside Horn System 
• Changes to Transportation/Circulation Section 
• LRT Improvement , Near Arroyo Seco Alternative Magnet School , LAUSD 

Pasadena-Los Angeles LRT Project - Final SEIR Page 2-70 

I 
I 
t 
I 
t 
I 
• 
I 
I 
I 

• 
I 
r 
I 
• I 

' I 
I 
I 
I 



.. 

co 
"' 3: 
a: 
a: 

w 
w 
VI 

- --
U ON No) 4.) 

l(M) ' '.-.c.c 
O()wN Or 
H4 , tti)lcff 9"4 c, 262 e,9 ~oe 

:.:.:_: cl( v 11.J n, 

~,,~~ 

~'--- L ,, 
- .--, 1 \ir~· t~ 
I LJ ' 
... _ -:t : I 
/:~I 
If , I J _..!. : I ., / l •r'u I -· ·· 
~ Ir 

/'1 ,, ~-; 
1r• ,, 

JI ,,, 
u 

f__:::':) 

- ... -·- .. - , - ... -·- .., - .. - .. 
- ,----.---=-._ " 

~ _--·e~e•J•-----_------ -- ~===-~ ~?O~~?. _B~~\~:~~~~; ·u~?_-__--- -~~~---=•••·•• s~_L-_ -~

1
\ 

,v\ •., 

,;:: .. 11 

i .. 
C 

r. .., .. 
; 

~ --

r -
/c;;; 

• X 
~ 

'-

i: ,. 
~ 

--· - -- .... - - - ----------- . . - . ' 

---'7:--~ -- --r -.. - - .. ,-_~---~=-;: ~::.'.::~~::•_10=~ {• ? ( ) r 610

'

0 

I i - 1:,~ .. ·._., . . , (\ ( f 'I f ij 
i i~ I: .-,--"--'-" ·; • --_-= :1 •t•w,-,.,_, ~ I I ' , .I,, 1,. ·- ,_. _.i~.,--- , g ~ ~ .:; I I 
·----::~.~---- -- - "' . :_ - ----~ 3 ~ •• ,. 0 r. / '1 . ·-:-··: '-- ,· ::; r~Ll>OO_~ I ' r I ' 

' ,- I 

' ;+·•' ,c,, ~~ ~; !, 

, Ir\_. __ l .... r' 

1
-, '' 
' ~ 

·c-•- L .,. ,,, ""· · o r 1 ~ ., . 1 ---- c: \~'. ----,~-;-- 7

·'--- ·a, ~ ✓· / ·0 r-~\ ....... °'= 

~--

1

--'-------- -~- ~ \ r1 1 1•.~•r•;/ f -:, \ 1•• 1 Pn1 ;;-:: 

- _. _____ -___ • . -~ --1: . / ,,,-- ;er~ '°, ·~t r-- ,.,. 11 ~lo·e _,.. i>ooo· j =, · 

~ -· . 

i, 1: 

0 

! '""' '/ I,---.. 
I ' [~a-- ... t,.I 

~ ~ 

I - I ) ~ ; .1 
j N4. 166.eoo '--, , _ .• .J 

·/ i rn·,r~ :-.,,., 
I 

i 

,· -(~-.-~ ; r-----r·,· I .... . ..,, ?_ l ( J . . I ~ ' ·I °" I I ,.,J l,""\.--,/ --~ -o q~t"~""'r"',.. g ! 
\, .. !'• o PA lKJ d r·, r· ., . .., ~ ~ 2 

. tl ri ' .. t'J I ' _.: ~ 9 ••c • I 

I liP> l" JO - "!' 

,_, 
LJ i) .. '._~.;;; ; i ; __ J)_ . \J ·. ;":_,z - \ 

) / !-r:-.--... 
. w 
'a:: 

t-

.. ,l....,. 

/ /, .. , ~,::.~t ll r , . 

:,, G 

q(._,n,U#iff +tr'. I .,....---~ ' - / / ~ - r ---; 
/ .. ,. I I 

I I , 
__ C7, I I 

1 it ' I I 
'". \ l -: I . ' -' I ' lin . I 

~- l , I 1 \ 
'- '•·=-) ' i • . , 

·._ _) I \ . • ,"-..!-
'' · •'\!PJ :-;,; 

6 r \ 

'- N88 " 49•50 'C 
G'l:'l 

.\ ;1•11 I \-I :' 

150 00' ·-

111 • 
0 l \ :, :"I ~ -\!i\l'::; 

,<( 
w 
t-

'I Vl 

[ 
.; 

' •. ,' • . I ,, ;· I; ; ,-; 
-- . ~ .l . • 

I " -~ 
·1;~ 

',J-~;. 
• 1i , ~ 

:: =. i 
~ .....:: • . "'" .·,i:., :: ' (+ •• . '66 .60 0 

IL~~" : 
--=---, 17• 11 / .[ ! 

..... tr ·1, ·:•''"'' _,·,·n,· .. 

--~----~--:-----~:--~-:::; !. '. t· ·-·1 
1. flt! o ... ,.., SHOwM °"4 tt4'i ,...,. AH010R Pl ... rs rs coMP'- co j f. ,: 1 

r~o w '""8t..lC SOVltC[S N-0 ,s SU8J(CT TO rl(lO V[lllfl('.t.f l()"f I' . I ~L-==.....:~.....:•c._•c..• _ uc_ ______ _ 
2 . SEARING N4l COOAOtNAT[S ARC l!!I AS(O ON ( .A(.lf()RMA COOROi,uf( I I ' 

1 

;._ 
1 

' 

!!2.!.L 

SYST(li.l ZON( VHOOffOINAl(S oer~o ,Row l.,OS AHC(l[ S ( ITT I I 
SURv(., arv,s,o,.,_ I ! I 

I I 
I •=m I "'" V{Sf~O . .. I .::~· t ·:C~' ""~~~ .. ~ .. ,\ .. " ~~·ri~t. '' ~ 

PAR((l ()[Nflf !C ATIO N ANO 
T TP( Of H((O 

.:; 
..O .. Y.H 1. .o..~ I 1927 2~ J91 12 ~ I :...---f=_!_ . ~ I I 
m, u P..s,a_,." l n }~ 1 .• ~ _ ~ :; 7i, ! . f7_ J lg .;.

1 
.• 

P .-AC[L ( [lll!Ti,-1{0 

-- .,u.- I •••. _,,.,,.,c-=c: 'r 
=-~ ,,, .--=:-=--=-_<, ;" < ; -.: 

::~ J ::g.;g I I . .. ~ _I l 
- - ,1 1 ~ .fll(QUR(O l.-.CTC PAOP[Rtr 

--•-- P-..tC[l PROP[lth L•,CS 
I ~ - L4PACf (O lkA.()1,,-,c LNCS 

,;-\-,J_.) - -~ I o • 

' ~ "'"' " --~-= . ·1 , 'Soller 
\ 1;1.q r, • , r 15 , 2JL_ .--' -... ~ 

H81'" 1 l'";&··r 

lJoC TC P[AUAN[Nf N((O l !"4l S ~~-~_)=-~- c~;:~ ---:. -~S'.'.' ~o:~2,_-=-_ 
A l) W t 1t1I 

J "'"" · I _,- - 7 

,--::-:--r- SALIC O• uos...,, 

-I 1 
, ----- A,c111 or -w,u , , ,;,,~ 

: ·\ ' · : ( : ---,~...:._____ '"'' ·'re:·.,. ·1 ./:·•-i"'"· .· · ·~~' 
-------- -- -

FIGURE 2-3 PARCELS PA-209 and PA-210 



THIS PAGE lNTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK 

I 
I 
t 
I 

' I 
• 
I 
I. 
I 

• 
I 
r 
I 
• I 

I. 
I 
I 
I 

' 



, 
I 2.3.8.1 Air Quality Calculations 

t 
I 

._ 
I • 
I 
J 
l 1 

• 
I 
1 
I 
• I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

Pasadena-Los Angeles LRT Project - Final SEIR 

1 



THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK 

I 
I 
t 
I 
t 
I 
• 
I 
I. 
I 

• 
I 
r 
I 
• I 

I. 
I 
I 
I 

' 



, 
I 
t 
I 
._ 
I 
• 
I 
J 
I 

-
I 
1 
I 
• I 

' I 
I 
I 
1 

REVISION 0, MARCH 25, 1994 
PMio EMISSIONS FROM DEMOLITION OF 

ALTERNATE PARK AND RIDE SITES 

CALCULATION OF EMISSIONS 

E = 0.00042lbs PM 1Jft3 x V 

Where: 

Q 

E 

0.0042 

V 

Q 

= 

= 

= 

= 

PM 10 emissions in lb/day 

emission factor for building demolition 

building volume (ft3) 

number of days to demolish building(s) 

JOHNSON & JOHNSON/MERCK SITE 

Building l 
Building 2 
Building 3 
Building 5 
Building 6 
Building 7 
Building 8 

10,000 ft2 X 10 ft = 
10,000 ft2 X 20 ft = 
13 ,500 ft2 

X 10 ft = 
30,000 ft2 X 10 ft = 
30,000 ft2 X 10 ft = 
25 .000 ft2 X 20 ft = 
6.800 ft2 

X 20 ft = 

100 000 ft3 , 
200,000 ft3 

135,000 ft3 

300,000 ft3 

300,000 ft3 

500 ,000 ft3 

68 ,000 ft3 

TOTAL = 1,603 ,000 ft3 

0.00042 x 1,603,000 ft3 = 67 .32 lb/day 
10 

BUILDERS EMPORIUM SITE 

287 ft X 155 ft X 20 ft = 889 ,700 ft3 

0.OOQ42 x 889,700 = 74 .73 lbs/day 
5 



REVISION 1, MAY 9, 1994 
PM 10 EMISSIONS FROM DEMOLITION 

Of AL TERNA TE PARK AND RIDE SITES 

CALCULATION OF EMISSIONS 

E = 0 .00042lbs PM 1J ft3 x V 
Q 

Where : 

E = PM 10 emissions in lb/day 

0 .0042 = Emission factor for building demolition 

V = Building volume (ft') 

Q = Number of days to demolish building(s) 

JOHNSON & JOHNSON/MERCK SITE 

Building 1 
Building 2 
Building 3 
Building 4 
Building 5 
Building 6 
Building 7 
Building 8 
Misc. Office Space 
Converse Envirolab 

10,000 ft2 X 10 ft = 
10,000 ft2 

X 20 ft = 
13, 500 ft2 X 10 ft = 
46 ,350 ft2 

X 20 ft = 
30,000 ft2 X 10 ft = 
30 ,000 ft2 X 10 ft = 
25 ,000 ft2 X 20 ft = 
_6 ,800 ft2 X 10 ft = 
l l , 000 f t2 X 10 ft = 
11 ,000 ft2 X 10 ft= 

total 

E = 0.00042 lbs PMl0/ft3 x Vft3 

Q 

100,000 ft3 

200 ,000 ft3 

135,000 ft3 

871,200 ft3 

300,000 ft3 

300 000 ft3 

' 
500 000 ft3 , 
68,000 ft3 

110,000 ft3 

110.000 ft3 

2,694 ,200 ft3 

E = 0.00042 lbs x 2,694, 200 = 87 .04 lbs . of PM 10 per day 
13 

BUILDERS EMPORIUM 

No change 
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PHASE 1 
FUGITIVE DUST PM10 CALCULATIONS 

EARTH MOVING OR BULLDOZING OPERATIONS 

E = 0.45 x (G)u 
X I X J 

Where: 

E= 

(H) u 

E = PM 10 emissions from earth moving (lb/day) 

G = Silt content of aggregate (%) = 7.5 

H = Moisture content of surface material (%) = 2.0 

I = 2.2046 kg/hr/lb/hr 

J = Hours of earth moving operations 

0.45 X (7.5) 15 

x 2.2046 x 5 = 38 .61 lb/day 
(2. 0) 14 

38 .61 lb/day x 22 days/mo x 3 mo/quarter = 

2000 lb/ton 
1.27 tons/quarter 



Equipment 

llulldo7er 

\ \ 'h.:d.:d I .oader 

llackhoe 

rrader 

.'(,nina~tnr 

ranc: 

E1111ipnu·nt 

D11111p Tmd. 

Wal.:r Trud, 

Worker \ ".:hides 

Ddi,wY Tm,ks 

Noles: 

.. -

CALCU LATIONS FOR PHASE I AIR EMISSIONS 

l\lonthly 

llsllge No. of Quar1erl~· IIP Pollutant Emission Factors Pollutant Emission Rates (lb/oullr1u) 
(hr) Pieces IJSlll!e Ratin!! l 'nits co ,me NOx SOx Pl\110 co ROC NOx SOx Pl\110 

110 2 330 lh hr 0 .3-1 6 0.148 1.260 0. 137 0.112 228.36 97.68 831.60 90.42 73 .92 
110 2 330 lh .hr 0 .572 0.291 1.890 0. 182 0. 172 377.52 192.06 1,247.40 120. 12 113.52 
110 2 330 - lh hr 0 .572 0.291 1.890 0.182 0.172 377.52 192 .06 1.247.40 120.12 113.52 
11 0 I 330 lh hr 0. 151 0.039 0.7 13 0.086 0 061 49.!O 12.87 235 .29 28.JX 20.13 
11 0 I 330 21 0 I b hp-hr 0 .007 0.002 0.020 U.002 0.001 485 .10 138.60 1,386.00 138.60 69.J0 
11 0 I 330 200 lh lip-hr 0 .009 0.003 0023 0.002 0 00 15 594 .00 198 .. 00 1,5 18.00 132.00 99.00 

Sl lHTOT.\L 2,112.33 H31.27 6, ,65.69 629.6-1 -IH9.J9 

l\ lunlhl) Qm111erl~· Cold Cold Start Emission Factors 

l lsagt' No. of { ls,.ge St..11s/ Pollutant Runnin• Emission Factors (lb/mi ) lbistar1 Pollutant Emission Rah•s (lb/11ua11n) 
(mi) I I nits 

660 3 
-1 40 I 

880 30 

880 3 

CO - Carhon monoxide . 

I IP or hp - I lorse power. 

hp-hr - I lots< po\\er - hour. 

NOx - Nilrogcn nxides. 

(mi) Quarter ('() 

1.980 l?R 0.022 

1.120 66 0 022 

26.400 1,980 0.008 

2,6-10 198 0 022 

1'~110 - l'ar1i,·ul ate mater ( IO microns in diamdcr or k ss ). 

R< IC - Reactiw urganic carbon. 

SOx - Sulti1r oxides 

.. •Ja ---

ROC 

0.005 
0.005 

0.006 

0.005 

.. 

NOx SOx l'I\IIO co I ROC NOx co ROC NOx SOx 
0.0 18 0.001 0.001 0. 181 0.0IO 0.006 166.52 31.68 I0K.11 5.94 
0.0 18 0.00 1 0.00 1 0 I 8 1 0.0IO 0.006 40.99 7.26 24.16 1.32 

Sl!HTOTAL 207.S I 3H.9-I 132.27 7.26 

Tola! Dired Emissions from Conslmction E4uip111.:nl Exhaust 2,3 19.8-1 870.21 6.597.96 636.90 

Emission Rales, tons. quarter - lb 2000 lb 'ton 1.15 0.44 3.10 0.1.l 

0 .001 0.0001 0.0002 0.160 0.0 10 0.006 950.99 67.)2 9 1.0X 7.92 

Emission Rah!s, lons 'quarter - lb12000 lb ton 0.48 0.0.l 0.05 0.00 

0.0 18 0.00 1 0.001 0. 181 0.0 10 0.006 210.08 41.58 143.74 7.92 

Emission Rates, tonSi<JUarter - lbs '2000 lb/ton 0.11 0.02 0.07 0.00 

- I - ... --- -.- .. 

Pl\110 

5.94 
1.12 

7.26 

496.65 

0.25 

15 .X4 

0.00 

7.92 

0.00 

- .. 
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PHASE 2 
PM 10 EMISSION FROM AGGREGATE HANDLING 

E = k(0.0032) (u/5) 13 

(m/2)' -1 

Where: 

E = Emission factor (lb/ton) 

k = Particle size multiplier (0.35 for PM 10) 

U = Mean wind speed (mph) = 3 mph 

M = Material moisture content ( % ) = 2 

E = (0 .35)(0.0032) (3/5)' ·3 

= 0.36376 lb/ ton 
(0 .02/2) 14 

Assume 1,613 ft3 of aggregate is handled each day (soil density= 115 lb/ ft3): 

1,613 ft3 x 115 lb/ft' = 185,495 lb of soil handled each day 

lS5A95 lb x 0.36376 = 33.74 lb of PM10/day 
2000 lb/ ton 

33. 74 lb/day x 22 days/mo x 3 days/quarter = 2,226.84 lb/quarter 

2,226.84 lb = 1.11 tons of PMlll per quarter 
2 ,000 lb/ton 



El1uip11u-11t 

I lu iltlo7.t'r 

\\'ht't'kd I .oadcr 

0radcr 

.._' 01npadur 

.._· ran!! 

~orH.:n:h: Pump 

Equlpm .. nt 

Workt'r \°d1ides 

Ddiver, Trucks 

Nott's: 

.. -

CALCULATIONS FOR PH ASE 2 AIR EMISSIONS 

l\lunthl)· 

lls11j!e No. of Quarter!)· IIP Pollutant Emission Fadors Pollutant Emission Rates 0h/qu,u1n 

(hr) Pieces Usaee R11tinl!' ( lnits co ROC NO t SOx 1'1\1111 co ROC 

100 I 300 - lb:hr fU-U, 0.1-lX I 260 0 .137 0. 11 2 IOJ .80 4-l.40 

100 I 300 - lb hr () -176 0.2'J I I .890 0. 182 0 172 1-12 .80 87.30 

100 I 300 - lb hr 0. I 5 1 0 .039 0.7D 0.086 0.06 1 -15 .30 11.70 

100 I 300 210 I b hn-hr 0 .007 0 .002 0.020 0.002 0.00 1 -l-1100 126.00 

100 I 300 210 lb11n -hr 0 .009 0 .003 0 023 0 .002 0.00 16 567.00 189.00 

100 3 300 100 lh hn-hr 0 .020 0 .003 0.024 0 .002 0.00 16 1,800.00 270.00 

Dirt'cl Poll utant Emissions, Conslru.tion E<1uin111t'nl 3,099.90 728.40 

Tons 'uuartt'r (ihs 2000)1 u5 1 0.361 

l\lunthl)· Cold Pollutant Rwming Emission Fadors Cold Start Emission Fadors 

( lsagr No. of Q1111rterl)' 

(ml) llnits l lsa l!'t' (mi) 

880 15 

293 .30 IO dav 

C< > - Carhon monoxidt'. 

II I' or hp - llorst' powt'r. 

hp-hr - 1 lorst' po,wr - hour. 

N< h - Nitrogen oxid.:s. 

2,640 

880 

Starts/ 
Quartrr co I 

990 ooo,d 

220 0.0221 

1•~ 110 - Parti<Culat.: malt'r ( IO microns in diamekr or k ss). 

R< >C - R.:ac1i,.: organi<' carbon. 

S<h - Suili.ir oxid.:s 

ROC I 

0 0061 

0 .0051 

.. _,. -.- .. 

lb/ml lb/start 

NOx I SOx I Pl\110 co I ROC I NOx 

oood 0.000 1 I 0.0002 0 1811 I 0.006 

Emiss ion Rates, tons/4uartt'r (lb/2000)1 

0 .0181 0 .001 ! 0.00 1 0.1811 00101 0.006 
Emission Ralt'S, tons/4ua1kr (lbs/2000 

- ' - ... ---

NOx SOx 1'1\110 

378.00 -1110 '' (,() 
567.00 5-l .60 5161) 

213 .90 25 .XO i !UO 

1.260.00 126.00 6.H)O 

1,449 .00 126.00 JOO.XO 

2,160.00 IXO 00 1-l-l (HJ 

6,027.90 553 .50 -l 11 30 

3 021 0 .28 1 021 1 

Polluhmt Emission lhtu (lb/ou11rter) 
co ROC NOx S01 Pl\110 

495 .99 .JJ.66 -15 .54 3.96 7.92 
0.25 0 .02 0 .02 0.00 0.00 

233 .42 46.22 159.72 8.80 8.HO 
0.12 0 .02 0 08 0.00 0 00 

-.- .. - .. 
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2.3.8.2 MTA Systemwide Criteria, Section 2.8.9, Construction Noise and Vibration Control 

Pasadena-Los Angeles LRT ProJect - Final SEIR_ 
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2.8.9 Construction Noise and Vibration Control 

A. General 

Perform construction operations in a manner to minimize noise and 
vibration. Provide working machinery and equipment with efficient noise 
suppression devices and employ other noise and vibration abatement 
measures necessary for protection of both employees and the public. In 
addition, restrict working hours and schedule operations in a manner that 
will minimize to the greatest extent feasible the disturbance to the public 
in areas adjacent to the work and to occupants of buildings in the vicinity 
of the work. Protect employees and the public against noise exposure 
in accordance with the requirements of the Occupational Safety and 
Health Act of 1970 and the current statutory noise limits set by the 
Occupational Safety and Health Administration (Ref. 7). Compliance with 
the requirements of this Section will not relieve the Contractor from 
responsibility for compliance with the state and local ordinances, 
regulations, and other Sections of this criteria document. 

. B. Special Requirements 

Compliance with the requirements of this Section will require the use of 
machines with effective mufflers or enclosures and selection of quieter 
alternative procedures. Compliance may also require the use of 
completely closed enclosures (tongue and groove plywood or sheathing) 
around work sites or a combination of closed boarding and effective 
mufflers or enclosures. It will also be necessary to arrange haul routes 
to minimize noise and vibration at residential sites and it may be 
necessary to place operating limitations on machines and trucks. Shop 
drawings of work sites and haul routes showing provisions for control of 
construction noise shall be submitted to the Engineer for approval. 

C. Monitoring 

Monitor noise and vibration levels of work operations to ensure 
compliance with the noise and vibration limitations contained herein and 
retain records of noise and vibration measurements for inspection by the 
Engineer. Promptly inform the Engineer of any complaints received from 
the public regarding noise and vibration. Describe the action proposed 
and the schedule for implementation, and subsequently inform the 
Engineer of the results of the action. 

D. Definitions 

Daytime/Nighttime. Daytime refers to the period from 7:00 a.m. to 7:00 • 
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p.m. local time daily except Sundays and legal holidays. Nighttime refers 
to all other times including all day Sunday and legal holidays. 

Construction Limits. The right-of-way lines, construction easement 
boundary or property lines as indicated on the drawings. 

Special Zones or Special Construction Sites . These may be designated 
outside of the construction site by the agency having jurisdiction where 
the construction site is located. These specially designated zones shall 
be treated by the contractor as if they were within the construction limits. 

Noise Level Restrictions 

Noise Level Restrictions in All Areas. In no case expose the public to 
construction noise levels exceeding 90 dBA (slow) or to impulsive noise 
levels with a peak sound pressure level exceeding 140 dB as measured 
on an impulse sound level meter or 125 dBC maximum transient level as 
measured on a general purpose sound level meter on "fast" meter 
response . 

Noise Level Restrictions at Affected Structures. Conduct construction 
activities in such a manner that the noise levels 200 feet from the 
Construction Limits or at the nearest affected building, whichever is 
closer, do not exceed the levels listed Tables 2-13 and 2-14. 

Continuous Noise. Prevent noises from stationary sources, parked 
mobile sources or any source or combination of sources producing 
repetitive or long-term noise lasting more than a few hours from 
exceeding the limits of Table 2-13. 
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TABLE 2-13 
LIMITS FOR TOTAL CONSTRUCTION SITE NOISE 

Affected Structure or Land Use 

Residential 
Single family residence not along a major 
arterial. 

Land uses along an arterial or in multi-family 
residential areas, including hospitals 

In commercial areas.including hotels 

Commercial 

In noise-sensitive semi-residential/commercial areas, 
including schools, libraries, churches, etc. 

Maximum Allowable 
Continuous Noise Level, dBA 

Daytime 

60 

65 

70 

Nighttime 

50 

55 

60 

At all Times 

70 

In non-noise-sensitive commercial areas with no nighttime 
residency 75 

Industrial 

All locations 80 

Intermittent Noise. Prevent noises from non-stationary mobile equipment 
operated by a driver or from any source of intermittent, non-reoccurring 
on a long term basis, non-scheduled repetitive, short-term noises not 
lasting more than a few hours from exceeding the limits of Table 2-14 . 

. TABLE 2-14 
LIMITS FOR INTERMITTENT CONSTRUCTION NOISE 

Affected Structure or Land Use 

Residential 
Single family residence 
not along a major arterial 
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Maximum Allow_able 
Intermittent Noise Level, dBA 

Daytime 

75 

Nighttime 

60 
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Land uses along an arterial or in multi-family 
residential areas, including hospitals 80 65 

70 In commercial areas.including hotels 85 

Commercial At all Times 

In noise-sensitive semi-residential/commercial areas, 
including schools, libraries, churches, etc. 85 

In non-noise-sensitive commercial areas with no nighttime 
residency 85 

Industrial 

All locations 

F. 

90 

Special Zone or Special Construction Site. In areas outside of 
Construction Limits which have been determined to be outside of noise 
sensitive areas, but for which the Contractor has obtained designation as 
a special zone or special construction site from the agency having 
jurisdiction, the noise limitations for buildings in industrial areas apply. 

In zones designated by the local agency having jurisdiction as a special 
zone or special premise or special facilities, such as hospital zones or 
areas with libraries, schools, etc., the noise level and working time 
restrictions imposed by the agency st.lall apply. These zones and work 
hour restrictions shall be obtained by the Contractor from the local 
agency. 

More Than One Limit Applicable. Where more than one noise limit is 
applicable, use the more restrictive requirement for determining 
compliance. 

Noise Emission Restrictions 

Use only construction equipment meeting the noise emission limits listed 
in Table 2-15, as measured at a distance of 50 feet from the equipment 
in substantial conformity with the provisions of the latest revisions of SAE 
J366b, SAE J88, and SAE J952b (Refs. 8, 9, 10) or in accordance with 
the measurement procedures specified herein. 
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TABLE 2-15 
NOISE EMISSION LIMITS ON CONSTRUCTION NOISE 

MAXIMUM NOISE LIMIT 
Date Equipment 

Acquired 

TYPE OF EQUIPMENT 
Before 

1-1-1986 
On or After 
1-1-1986 

All equipment other than highway trucks; 
including hand tools and heavy equipment 90 dBA 85 dBA 

Date Equipment 
Acquired 

Before 
1-1-1988 

On or After . 
1-1-1988 

Highway trucks in any operating mode or 
location 83 dBA 80 dBA 

G. 

Peak levels due to impact pile drivers may exceed the above noise 
emission limits by 1 O dBA. 

Vibration Level Restrictions 

Vibration Limits in All Areas. Construction activities shall be conducted 
so that vibration levels at a distance of 200 feet from the construction ' 
limits or at the nearest affected building (whichever is closer} do not 
exceed the following root-mean-square (rms} unweighted vibration 
velocity levels in any direction over the frequency range of 1 to 100 Hz: 

Vibration Type and 
Permissible Aggregate Duration Limit 

Sustained ~ 1 hr/day} 0.01 in/sec (80 dB re 1 o-o in/sec} 

Transient (<1 hr/day} 0.03 in/sec (90 dB re 10-0 in/sec) 

Transient (<10 min/day} 0.10 in/sec (100 dB re 10-oin/sec} 

Special Zone.s. In zones designated by the local agency having . 
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jurisdiction as a special -zone or special premise or special facilities such 
as hospital zones, or areas with libraries, schools, etc., the vibration level 
and working time restrictions imposed by the agency shall apply. These 
zones and work hour restrictions shall be obtained by the Contractor from 
the local agency. 

Noise and Vibration Control Requirements 

Notwithstanding the specific noise and vibration level limitations specified 
herein, utilize the noise and vibration control measures listed below to 
minimize to the greatest extent feasible the noise and vibration levels in 
all areas outside the Construction Limits. 

• Utilize shields, impervious fences or other physical sound barriers 
to inhibit transmission of noise. 

• Utilize sound-retardant housings or enclosures around noise­
producing equipment. 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

Utilize effective intake and exhaust mufflers on internal combustion 
engines and compressors. 

Line or cover hoppers, storage bins and chutes with sound 
deadening material. 

Minimize the use of air- or gasoline-driven saws . 

Conduct truck loading, unloading and hauling operations so that 
noise and vibration is kept to a minimum. 

Route construction equipment and vehicles carrying spoil, concrete 
or other materials over streets and routes that will cause the least 
disturbance to residents in the vicinity of the work. Advise the 
Engineer in writing of the proposed haul routes prior to securing a 
permit from the local government. 

Site stationary equipment to minimize noise and vibration impact 
on the community, subject to approval of the Engineer. 

Use vibratory pile drivers or augering for setting piles in lieu of 
impact pile drivers. If impact pile drivers must be used, their use 
is restricted to the hours from 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. weekdays in 
residential and in semi-residential/commercial areas. 
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1. INTRODUCTION/SUMMARY 

This memoril!ldum snmmari1.e~ our review and analysis of using wayside horns al grade crossings to 

replace the normal train mounted horns for warning pedestrians and motorists of approaching trains. The 

goal of the wayside hom system is to reduce noise impact~ for communilies near grade cros~ings without 

compromising motorist or pedesLnan safety . Section 2 summa.rize.'i some of the literature that we reviewed 

and Se.ction 3 is a preliminary noise 11npact analysis for wayside horns compared to nom1al train mounted 

horns. Section 4 lists some of our preliminary recommendations for the wayside horn system and gives 

a list of the issues and unresolved questions that will be considered in testing of the prolotype wayside 

horn S)'litem . 

Following is a summary uf general conclusions and observations from the work. we ha·.-e done to d.ite : 

l. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

Noise lmpacl: SwiLching to stationary h()ms could dramatically reduce noise impact near the grade 

crossings . The amount of reduction would depend on the loudness and directivity of the wayside 

horm~- To some degree , the re.duction would also depend on how many and where the wayside 

horns arc insta lled . 

Grade Crossing S:ifely: There is the real possibility that safety at the grade crossings will be 

imprnv~I with the way~ide horns. Present plans are Lhat the waysiJc hon1s will be sounded for the 

full approach time of 8 to IO :.cconds. Even though the muimum sound levels of the wayside 

horns may be .slightly lower than the maximum sounc.l levels of the existing train horns. b~cause the 

wayside homs would be located right at the interscc_tion, lhe warning signal al crossing danger 

wnes would be louder except for lhe la~t one to two secondci before the tr.un reai::hes the 

intersecliun, at which point it would probably be too late for a car to get out of a danger zone. 

Train Diroction: The stationaiy horns will not provide infom\ation about which direclion the trains 

are coming from . lt is unclear how important this is !iincc it is difficult to identify the direction of 

a sound source from i~ide a car, particularly with the windows closed and the r-ctdio on. From 

spending a short time at 130th Street listening to trains approaching lhe grade crossing, it seemed 

like I could sometimes tell which direction the train was coming from. I suspect this is most 

important when two trains itpproach the grade crossing al almost the same time or when a driver 

is in the danger 1.one a.c; the train approaches . 

Literature Review: A review of the literature reveals considerable research into grade crossing 

safety, although most is oriented toward active devices such as warning lights, bells and automatic 

HA"AIS MIU.EA t.11~ 6 HANSON INC. 
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5. 

5. 

----·-- .. --

gates. ft is clear that installiltion of automatic gatc::s at grnde crossings has s;gniticantly reduced the 

national .accident rate ac nlilroad grade crossings. It is also clear that sounding trarn homs before 

crossings with active warning devices represents a redundant warning and is not the primary method 

of alerting people that a train is approaching. There i~ no indication in the available studies that 

the ability to dctcnnine from the horn noise the diroction that a train is coming from is a relevant 

factor for grade crossing safety. 

Emergency Vehicle Sirens: Studies of effectiveness of emergency vehicle sirens nave shown that · 

the siren noi1.e must be quite high right outside a (,.,"af to be sure that the driver will hear the siren. 

Although ttain homs ~crve a similar purpose as emergency vehicle sirens, since the hon, is not lhc 

primary warning that a train is approaching, studios on effectiveness of erncrgency vehicle sirens 

may not be relevant lo grade crossing safety. Drivers are not nonnally expo.:ting emergency 

vehicles, which means that the siren rnust cut through thi; background noise and g<'-1 the attention 

of a driver who is not lhinking about an emergency vehicle. b contrast, al a gated crossing with 

tht gates down, lights flashing and bells ringing, mo~t people ,tre expt:e:ting that a train i.s 

approaching the crossing . When drivers get imp'1lient and go around the gates. they will probably 

hear a train horn and initiate evasive action even though the horn sound level is well below what 

is required for most people to hcar a., emergency vehicle siren 

Florida Whistle Ban: A study of the accident rate following banning of nighttime train whistle~ at 

most public gra<le crossings on the Florida East Co~t Railroad clearly demonstrated lhat the 

accident rate increased as a result of the whistle ban. The study concluded that the grade crossing 

accident rate-.appn.,x.imately lripled as a result of the nighttime whistle ban. This was a surprising 

result, but does seem ro show that, al least for this one freight line, the lrain homs contribute to 

grade-crossing safely. A more limited ban on train whistles in Eugene, Oregon showed a similar 

result. 

HAAAIS t-.AIL.l.ER Ml\.LER &. H.-.NSON INC. 
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2. SUMMARY OF LITERATURE REVIEW 

• 
As part of our aissessmtnt . we did a literature search of available research and design infonnation on 

rai lroad grade crossings. We particularly lvakcd for information on effectiveness of audible warning 

signals and approac~es to i11 1pruve !.afety . Some of the 111ost interesting reports are summarized hclow. 

Study of Acoustic Characteristics of Railroad Hom S ystem!i (l 993) 1 • 

This sludy reports on sound l~vel characteristics of train warning homs including severa! freight 

locomotives, commuter rail locomotives, and a prototype automated wayside horn system. The report 

provides usetul information on acoustic characteriMics of era.in horns. A general observation was chat a 

horn with a broadband signal is more likely to overcome background noise and auract motorists' attention. 

The i,nplicatiou is that a five-chime horn system is more effective than a three-chime horn syia.cm. The 

same group ha.~ apparently completed a draft report on train horn autlibility inside motor vehicles , but that 

report is not available at th.is point. In fact, the per$on that l tn1Jced to at the Volpe National 

Transportation Sy.stems Center wa~ pointed in not revealing any of the conclusion~ of thaL study . In a 

subsequent conversation with another person involved in the study, I got the impre..;;sion that the results 

muy seem to contradict the rci,ults of lhe study on the Florida Train Whistle (fa., (discussed below) . 

Method for Est imat ing the Aud ibilit"" and Effective Loudness of Sirens and Speech in Automobil ~ 

( 1976)2 

Effcctivenc:ss of Audible Warning lkvices on bmergency Vehicles (1978)3 

The overall conclusion was lhat emergency vehicle warning signals ofll;n are not noticed by motorists . 

Ensuring that all motori .s ts will hear warning signals requires a relatively high noise level outside the 

vehicle because of pokntial m~lung noise from nonnal road noise and radios and the: high level of 

outside-iuside sound insulation when winl.iows arc closed. We did not find any specific studies of 

audibility or effec tiveness of train horns , just these two studies from the late 70' s on emergency vehicle 

sirens. 

Driver Behavior at Rail-Highway Crossin&! (1990)4 

This is a fairly recent comprehensive review of literature pertaining to driver behavior at grade crossings. 

TI1cre is a wealth of general information in here related to grade crossing safety, although onJy a brief 

discussion of train horns with the general conclusion that the horns are useful to supplement the visual 

clues, but not as the primary mew\S of alerting the motorist. They note that: "Perhaps consistent with this 

• Reference~ I ii; t.ed 11t end of r1.,-port 

HA~R1$ M ILLE" M ILJ.£R & HANSON INC . 
Report 292940- , _ 

A 

I 
I 
I 
I 

' I • 
I 
I 
I 

• 
I 
r 
I 
• I 

I. 
I 
I 
I 

' 



• ' I . l • 

I 
I 
t 
I 
l 
I • 
I 
J 
I 

-
I , 
I 
• I 
J 
I 

I , 

i", , ._ • t.._ • 1_ ..J I - I , .:_ ·- ' - ~ .., - a:. -, -1 - • • • ..._ 
. , C ~ - - : • -' 

Noise Impacts, Bluo Line Wayside Horn System 4 
April 6. 1994 __________ __ _ - -- --- · ·----· ---· - -- -

view , there is rdaLJvely little research, or c '1en dJsc1.1ss1on 1n the l:terature, aoout the effectiveness of 

auditory signals .'' Following is a summary of some of th <.: discussion about the horns: 

• 

• 

• 

ln contrast to visuol stimuli , auditory signals have the advantage of nol requiring th~ listener to be 

oriented toward lhe sigmil. However, auditory signals for gmde cros.~ings suffer from serious 

drawbacks and are not gener..1lly considered sufficient as a primary rneans of alerting th<.: motorist. 

The author states that auditory signals arc best ¥1ewec1 as a supplementary form of warning. 

No actual research on the i>erception of train signals wa:; uncovered. Neither the change in loudness 

nor the Doppler eff~t were considered lO be irnporu.nl for detecting trains . 

The conflict with community noise is an inherent limi1.ation on use or train horns at grade crossings . 

An optimal warning signal must .tlert rnost mowrim when the train i~ stiil Eufficicntly far from the 

crossing that the motorist can take appropriate action. AnMyance and interference with home or 

workplace activities can taice place at sound level~ much iower than tho.~ required co meet the 

driver warning criteria. 

The inten~ily of an acoustic signal is limited by three important consuaint.s in ~ddition lo the 

realistic limits on the sound level at the soun.:c: ( I) geo!netric spreading attenuation (6 dB 

nttenuiition with eve!')· doubling of the sourcc:Jrece i·, er d istance); (2) physical barriers that reflect 

or absorb sound including the car stru<.:lure and winuuw , fo iiage, and buildings; and (3) climatic 

<.:onditions, parti<.:ularly wind, which can reduce the i;ound level 5 to IO dR at distances of 1000 ft . 

Based in part on a study by Aurelius and Korobow5 in 1975, ll 1985 NTSB Safety Study 

concluded that currenl FRA Sland.a.rd~ for horn performMCe levels were inadequate , and 

recomini:ndcd that they at least be raised to the level s of Amtrak horns. The current FRA standard 

is a minimum sound level of 96 dBA 100 feet in front of the train and Amtrak horns arc 10 to l S 

dB louder than this. Because of the difficulty in hearing trai:ls from inside a motor vehicl¢, there 

have been suggestions that all drivers be required to roll down their windows and reduce ipced 

when approaching grade crossings. 

The results of the Aurelius and Korobow study was also referenced as indicating that a warning 
signal of 109 dB was required to be heard inside a motor vehicle traveling between 51 and 65 mph. 

With the Blue Line train horns, you have t.o be wilhin 25 fut of the front of the train before the 

sound level is l 09 dB. Clearly if motorists do nol hear the trai" horn until it is 25 feel away , it is 

already too late. 

HARRIS MILL.J!R M tLLE:R & HANSON INC. 
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Given the limitations of visual warnings , il would be desirdble to provide redund:i:1t information 

through other channels such as rumble strips :n tile pavement. These i;uffer :he limitation of being 

passi\.·e devic~. unrelated lo train prcsena. The author suggested th.:t considera_:ion be gn,en to 

other active devices to provide auditory/tactile cues such as raising or lowering some otherwise . ' 

flush elements in the road or highly focused acoustic signals that are less environmentally intrusive . 

Thi! second suggestion souuds very similar to the proposed wayside horn system for the Slue Line. 

Some interesting observation!\ an<l conclusions in this report thal are not spccifo.:ally related lo the train 

horns are: 

• Tr.iins ar~ not very visible at night. Use of xenon strobe lights can markedly improve vi~ibility and 
the ability of peor,lc to judge train sp~d . There have. beer. .,;ome Mudies with xenon strobes, 

however the "evidence supporting the effectiveness 01 roof mounted xenon ~trobes consist~ of 
primarily subjective judgemenl.5 of conspicuity, made by obsen.iers who were expecting to see a 

strobe-equipped train." 

• 

• 

• 

\.1/hitc xenon strobe lights were found to be much more conspicuous than st:sndard 8 .3/8" 

incandescent flashers . They were recommended as a supplement lo standard flashers on the 

crossing buck or the gate. Some possible drawbacks to thi!. approach were pointed out. 

Warnings lose Lhcir effectiveness if they are not credible. Fahe alarms are the most serious case. 

;,tlthough the credibility of active signals will also be weakened if the delay before a train is so long 
trmt waiting is unn~cssary 

Violations at crossings with active warning devices arc less common when !hey have a constant 

time warning featur~ . Four quadrant gates were found in one study to have violation rates near 

zero. I understand that the Southern Pacific tracks sharing the right-of-way with the Rlue Linc have 

constant tim<; warning signals. 

People often have difficully judging the speed, distance. and closing rate of trains at grade 

crossings. 

Directional arrows were su_ggested as a means of indicating direction of the oncoming train. These 

apparently arc used in some countries . 

There are a small percent of people who believe it is okay lo go around gates . 
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People are oflen 1n.ca.:nsiti,.·e Lo multiph.: track crossings and do not comprehend sight re.,;lrictions at 

grade crossings . 

Motorisls who go around gates and get hit are not aware of how close the train is to the grade 

crossing, mi~judge lhe trn.i11 tipeed, have impaired judgement because of akohoUdrug use. or do not 

realize a second tnlin is coming. lt seems npparenl that anybody driving around a grade crossing 

gate must be aware :hat a train could ~ coming because of the bells. lights, and automatic gates. 

This seems to indicate that there is no need to provide the rc;dundanl warning of the horn for 

motorists who arc still some distance fro111 the grade crossing. Also, anything that makes the t.r"ins 

more visible and make)) it easier to perceive train speed would improve.:. safety . 

Florida's Train Whistle Ban (l 'J92)6 
In 1984. the Florida. Su,te Legi~lature enacted lcgislalion that allowed local jurisdiclions to han nighttime 

train whi~tlcs at all eligible grade crossings. To be eligible, the crossi11gs had to be C({uipped with 

automatic g1ttes, flashing lights, bells, and special advance warning signs. This legislation primarily 

applied to the Florida East Co.1St Railway Company (FEC). By the end of 1989, the ban was effective 

at all but 89 of FEC 's 600 puhli1.: grade crossings. This FRA study was in rc.spo11se to a request by a 

florida Repcesentative rn su if there was ''any correlation between those areas that have regulations about 

whistle blowing after dark and the number of treighL [train] crossing accidents'!" The _study, which seems 

to have been a very careful lil.atistical analysis, shows a dramatic increase in the accident rate. The study 

authors responded to a number of suggestions that other factors that might be respor1l)ible for the incre"se 

in accident rdte and appear to have carefolly evaluated the potential for these factors to hJve any influence 

on the resu lts. l have not attempted Lu c.:heck the stati~Lical analysis, however, there docs not seem to be 

any question but that the ac~idcnt rate increa.~ed after whistles were banned at night. 

The conclusion of this report seems to be a dircx;t colllradiction of all the information that warning signals 

are not very audible inside molor vehicles. Since all of the grade crossings had automatic iates. flashing 

lights, and warning bells, it seems unlikely that motorists involved in accident.~ did not realize a train was 

probably approaching the crossing. Assuming duit motorists know that a train could be coming, accidents 

must be due to errors in judgcinent about how far away the train is or by not seeing the tr.tin. Sounding 

the whistle might provide an extra degree of warning or a verification that a train is really coming. This 

may be what it takes to stop a driver who is prone to go around a down gate. Correspondingly, if the 

driver is already around the gate and on the tracks, they would be vc:ry sensitive 10 train horn noise and 

likely lo react quickJy to accelerate out of the danger zone when they heard a train whistle. 
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As a result of this study, the Federal R~lway Administrauon issued F'RA Emergen1.:y Order No . 15 

requiring the Florida East Co.1st Railway Company t<> use train-bome audible warning devices. 

3. NOISE IMPACT ASSESSMENT 

3.1 Noise Models 

We have developed mathematical models to calculate noise exposure al grad~ crossing~ with both train 

mounted and wayside horn system~ . These have been used to develop no!se ex.posure contoun; for the 

El Segundo Blvd. Md 130th Street areas. The grade crossings at El Segundo Blvd. and 130th Street ~ave 

been selected for demonstration of the wayside bom system. The crossings are located in the 

Willowbrook. area. approximately 0 .1 miles apart. There are two Blue Line track.c; and one Southern 

Pacific track al both cros.sings. The crossing.s are presently protected by automatic f1ac:hing lights , gates, 

bells, and traffic signals . 

The input fo, the tntin horn model is based on sound level measurements of the ho,n on a Blue Line 

vehicle. For the wayside horn, we have used the information provided by Clever Dev ices and the sound 

level recommendations summari7.ed in Section 4. The inpu·t parameters are summarized in Table I. 

3. 7. 1 Train Horn 

Following is a bdef summary of the p:imary feat1,1rcs of the train hom model: 

Loudness: We did some measurements in tho storage yard of the sound level of the hom on a Blue Line 

vehicle. The horn system is a single. air horn located at the lower righ!-h.and side of the vehicle. 

1t is mounted on the truck slightly under the front of the car. The meas1.1rements ~howed lhe sound 

level to be 95 to 97 dBA. 100 feet directly in front of the vehicle. We understand that the 

specification is for a sound level of 97 dBA. The level would drop slightly below this just before 

the air compressor would kick in to recharge the air pressure. 

The ,pecification for the Blue Line horns requiring 97 dBA at a distance of 100 feet is equivalent 

to the Federal Railroad Administration (FRA} requirement for freight train horns, although the horns 

used on Amtrak trains and most freight tcaim are considerably louder than the FR.A requirement 

The California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) requirement is tlut horns on light rail vehicles 

ha'Ve a sound level of at least 8S dB A a.t a distance of l 00 feet. 
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Directivity: The horn noise is loudest diroctly in front of the tr.tin. The measurements in the Blue Line 

storage yard indicate that the sound level drops about 7 dB perpendicular to the ~rain and 14 dB 

directly behind the train. We modeled the diroctivity as a smooth function by fitting lhe known 

values to a cardioid function . 

Duration: The model ctllows specifying the distance from the intersection that tllc train horn s~uence is 

initialed. For the modeling, we assumed that the horn is sounded continuously f rorn th1s point until 

the ttwn reaches the intersection. We did not tty to nlodel the Jong-short-long-long i;equen~e. 

Since the break between each part of the sequence i, quite short, this simplifying assumption has 

an insignificant effect (less than l dB) 011 the projectiom; of community noise . 

Shielding: The buildings and other structures around the grade crossing will act as acoustical shielding 

reducing the levels of train noise for receivers behind the 8tructure8. At this point, we h,we not 

accounted for shielding when calculating the noise e.xposure eontours. As cJiscusscd lacer, we did 

approximate shielding when estimatting the time history of train honi noise at the intcrsoction . The 

shielding will limit the impact zones to one or two rows of buildings from the trach . 

The model stalts U1e train horn at the specified di.stance from the crossing and aJ.Sumes that it is sounded 

continuously Wltil the train reaches the crossing . Train speed, which is M input variable, is used to 

determine how long the horn is soun<.lc.d. Sound levels are caJculated over a grid around the grade 

crossing. At each point in the grid. SEL • is calculated by numerical integration of sound level for 

specified time steps . In a similar maimer, the maximum sound level (Lrrw:) is determined using r.he same 

time steps. By using a numerical approach, it is not necessary to force the directivity function into any 

simple mathematical model. We used the cardioid functions simply because they seemed to give a 

reasonable representation of the directivity. Other functions could be :J&ed without changing the model 

formulation. It is possible to get a closed form solution for this model when a uniform (monopole) 

directivity is used. We did not use this approach since the train hams cannot be accurately modeled as 
monopole noise sources. ' 

The model was implemented using MathCAD to calculate SEL and Lmax over a grid of point-. aroond the 
grade CroiSing. Two models were Nn, one for a. grade crosi;ing where the horn blowing starts 800 feet 

before the cro&sing and one where it starts 580 feet before the crossing.•• The results were combined 

•SEL (Sound Exposure Level) is a measure of the souod energy of a single trainlhorn event 

••The 800 fooc diawice applies to traini; approachina El Seguado southbound and 130th Street nonhbound. the 
580 foot di.stance appli~ to the other directions where the trajns are between El Segundo and 130th. 
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into a single sprcadshc.et of noise exposure at grid points covering the entire El Segundo/130th Strecl area. 
This gnd was then u.1;ed co generate noise exposure contours. A ~imilu grid of Lmax values W3S used to 
generate lnw: contours. 

• 3.1,2 Wayside Horn 

Loudness: The loudness of the horns is a variable 1n the model. As di1eus.~cd below. we tried to pick 

a horn sound level lhar would provide wamin& equivalent to lhe tnun hums. ln addition, contours 
were developed for 5 dl3A louder and quieter wayside horns. 

Directivity: The hom attenuation at O degrees (looking straight down the tracks) is assumed to be O ~B. 
The hom attenuations at 90 and 180 degrees are input variable$ for the model. Cardioid (unctions 
are used to creatt: a smooth directivity function connecting these three points. 

Duration: The wayside horns were assurned to be sounded exactly the same as the train mounted hems. 
Duration is one of the parameters put into the model. 

Location: Two loudspeakers were assumed for each grade crossing, 011e at the arproximate location of 
each crossing gate. The speakers were assumed t.o be cantilevered over the center of the oncoming 
tnafflc lanes, pointed perpendicular to the tntcks. It docs nOl appear that the noise impact would 
change much if the loudspeaker locations were shifted 10 to 20 feet either dircc::tion. 

The .model for the wayside horn is considerably 11implcr than the model for the train horn since the horns 

are stationary. The; model was implemented in a spreadsheet with sound energies calculated for a grid 
of points around the grade crossing. The grid values were used t_o generate contours for Lmax and LdlL 

3.2 Compariaon of Noise Impacts. 

With the way1ide horn system, the overall noise impact will depend on how loud the hnms arc. the 

direction Ibey are pointed in. how long they are aounde4 for each £rain passby. 8Jld whete they are 

mounted. For this jftitial assessment. we have assumed that two homs will be used and that they will be 

located above the center of the n,ht lane at the approximate location of the grade crouina gate. The 
specific parameters usod for the noise impact comparison are summarized in Table I. 

To define an appropriate leivel for the wayside hom, we looked at the Clain hom sound level time history 
at three typical motorist positions; · 
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Location I : A car waiting at the hght to make a le~ turn from the southbound direction of 

Willowbrook West. onto El Segundo eastbound . 

Location 2: A car on El Segundo eastbound waiting ar the intersC1.:tion of F.l Segundo and 

Wi llowbroo~! W c :j(. 

~lion 3: A car waiting to make a right turn from northbound Willowbrook We:st onto El 
Segundo eastbound. 

Figure l illustrate~ the sound level of the Lra.in horn as it approaches !.he interse<.:tion . For this calculation, 

we have incorporated a reasonable estimate of excess attenuation of the train horn ~ound levels to make 

the comparison of the wayside and . train hom levels more realistic. This accountS for eff~ts such as 

shielding by building:- ctnd other obstacles, and C,t(:ess ground attcnuacion from propagation along soft 

ground. We have assumed 8 dB excess attenuation when the train i'- 800 feet away, and l dB when the 

train is 200 feet away. At distances less than 150 feet, no excess attenuation i!'\ assumed. Linear 

interpolation wM used to generate a smooth function, 

The wayside horu comparfaons i;hown in Figure l assume a sound level of 90 d8A at 100 ft for the 

wayside horns. A particularly notable feature of this figure is that although the :na:umum train horn noise 

levels are between 90 and 94 dBA, the horn noise does not exceed 85 dBA until the train is about 2 

seconds from the intersection. An 85 dBA ~Ol!nd would be difficult to hear inside many cars if the 

windows arc closed. With n.:specl to che appropriate loudne~s for the w11ysid1.: horn system, Figure 1 

indicates chat: 

L Wayside horns gcnercil.ing 90 dBA at 100 ft wiU have maximum sound levels 1 to 4 dBA lower 
than the existing train hores. 

2. 

3. 

It appear~ that lhe warning that would be provide.a by 85 dBA wayside horns would be 

approximately equivalent to the warning provided by the existing tmin horns. The maximum sound 

level of the train horn is higher, but only for one or two seconds before the train enteB the 
intersection. There should be a tradeoff between the lower maximum levels and the longer time 

that the signal i~ audible. 

Wayside horns generating sound levels o{ 95 dBA at 100 feet would be considerably louder than 
the existing train horns . At location; where pcde$tnaru wait for the trains to pms, the sound levels 

could be as high as 100 dBA, wruch would probably sound inappropriately loud 
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Figure 2 illustrates Lma.x • contours for train and wayside horn ~ystc.ns asrnming a wayside hom sound 

level of 90 dB A at I 00 feet. This illustrates that the maximum i;ound levels ace approximate! y the same 

for both systems in lhe imrnc-0iate vicirjty of the grade crossings. However, the train horn spreads the 

noise out over a much larger area than the wayside horn .. 

A better indication of the community noii1e impact is gi\-cn by the Ldn•• contour~ m Figures 3 through 

5. Ldn provides a belt(;r compari:;on of total noise impact since i\ is a measure u! cumulative community 

exposure to noise over a 24-hour period. Each figure ihows the Ldn 65 and 70 dBA contours. Allhough 

we do not have noise measurements in the vicinity of the El Segundo and 130th Street crossings, ignoring 

all train noise, the ell.isting Ldn is likely to be around 65 dB. Since the model we used to esLimate Ldn 

docs not include any factor for acoustic 1hielding, these contours tend lo overestimate the impact except 

jn areas wit.h a clear view of the tracks and the grade croasing. Following arc some points of note about 

the three Ldn figures : 

l. If an 85 dBA wayside horn c.an provide sufficient warning of approaching trains, noise impact can 

be reduced to the immediate vicin ity of the grade crossings. 

2. For a 90 dBA w"yside horn, the noise impact within a couple c,f hundr,;d feet of the grade crossings 

will be approximately the same as now cxisl.5. However, t.~e impact at greater distances from the 

crossings will he substantially less. 

3. lf 95 dBA wayside horns musl be used lo provide adequate \1/atning, then.! are likely to be: some 

areas where noise impact increases within 300 to 600 !tct of the grade crossing. The total impact . 

area would nol be significantly smaller than what exists now as can be lieen in Figure 5 . If il is 

necesliary to use a horn that is this loud, the wayside horn system will not significantly reduce 

community noise impact. 

•Lmu: 1be maximum sound level during an cveot. This is the moimurn number lhat would be read off of 
a aouDd level meter as a traia approaches the grade crossing with the born blowiJlg. 

0 Ldo: Ldn is the abbreviation for tbe D•y-J'liipt Equi;alc:ol Level. lbc abbreviation DNL i, als<-' used_ Ldo 
is a meuurc of community noise c:.q,osurc over a 24-bour period. It is basically a iaugc of how much noise enerJY 
there is io a community over a 24-hour period ac.counti111 for the oumber and duration of &II noise events- lo 
calcul&tini lAo, a 10 decibel weiJbting i, added to nighttime noises 10 ~ounl for people being men sensitive to 
noise at night than duriag the daytime hours. The effect of lhis 'Neiibting is that. in calculating l.dn, one train at 
night ii equivalent 10 JO uain.s during the daytime. Ni;attimc i5 defined u 10 pm to 7 am. 
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Table l. Param~ters Used for Noise lrnpact Comparison 

Train Horn 
Sound Level:" 96 dBA 

O degrees 
90 degrees 

180 degrees 

@ 100 ft 

0 dB 
.7 dB 

•H dB 

birectivity: ~ 

Train Speed: 

Horn Start: 
SB 

NB 

55 mph 

800 ft before El Segundo Blvd . 
580 ft before 130th Street 
800 ft before 130th Street 
580 ft before El Segundo Blvd. 

Stationary Hom 
Sound Levels: 85 dBA 

90dBA 
95 dBA 

@ 100 ft 
@ 100 ft 
@ 100 ft 

Directivity: O degrees 
90 de~rees 

180 degrees 

OdB 
-7 dB 

-12 dB 

Locations: Two horns located above center of right traffic lanes at approximate 
location of crossing gate. Homs facing perpendicular to tracks. 

Duration: Same as tor train mounted horn (approximately 10 sec when 
started 800 feet before crossing and 7 to 8 seconds when started 
580 feet before crossing) . Both waysk1e horns sounded for every 
NB and SB train. 

Equivalent number of trains per day: .. 248 In each direction 

Sound level and directivity based on measurements of a Blue Line vehicle 
horn. 
Equivalent number of trains per day for Ldn calculation. This Is equal to 
the total number of daytime trains plus 1en time the number of nighttime 
trains. 
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Location 1: 

Location 2: 
Location 3: 

Southbound Willowbrook (west barrel) 

Eastbound El Segundo 
Northbound Willowbrook (west barrel) 

Figure 1. Horn Sound Levels at Motorist Positlom 
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Lmax: Maximum sound level from train hom or wayside horn. 

Figure 2. Lmax Contoun, 90 dBA Wayside Horn 
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4. PRELIMINARY RECOMMENDATIONS ANO ISSUES TO BE RESOLVED 

Base on the analysis to this point. we have develuped the foUowing recornTT'enda.Lions for r.he wayside 

horns demonstration projec t: 

I. Area of Influence: S ince most motorises .u-e aJready alerted that a tram may be approaching by the 

lowered g1ttes , flashing light~. and ringing bells, it seems sAfe to ~ume that most vctudes will stop 

at the grade crossmp. The horns would then serve to rnake sure that th~se people realize that a 

train is really coming . The horn will not be a primary means of alcr'\ing motorists driving on 

W illowbrook or other streets who .ue approaching the grade crossing . This means that the horns 

only need to be heard by moLor.~Ls and pedestrians in the imm~iate vicinity of the grade crossing . 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

~umber and Location of llomi;: For our noise imp.tet analysis , we have assumed two way~ide 

horns at each grade <.:rossing will provide sufficient coverage. The data ~hcet from Clever Devices 

indicates a clirectivity wilh relatively uniform coverage from ~bout Oto 45 degree<; with the sound 

levels drorpi ng off to abour • 7 dB at 90 degrees . We have assumed -12 dB at 180 d¢~rccs ( directly 

behind the hum). The optimum location for the horns appears to he mounted fairly high over the 

ccnler of the oncoming traffic lanes . Pointin& the horns slightly downwards will tend io focus the 

noise towards areas where audible ~aming is most likely to make a difference. T!tis wiU also 

minimize radiation of the horn noise inlo the surrounding community . 

Loudness : In order for the ways ide horns to provide a warning that is as effecti..-e as the trai n 

horns. the sot.mJ ievel should be at least 85 to 90 d8A at 100 fl. It would be best i.f the volume 

can be adjusted after the wayside nom ,yslem is in pl3Ce to allow for subj~uvc evaluation of the 

appropriate sounJ level. 

Pedcstriam: The li terature we ~ viewed did not include any discuuion of whether train hor.:is are 

importact for ped,;.mian safety. It r.ecms th.al the crossing gate bells would be a sufficienl warn.1ng 

of an approachin& tea.in, howc\lcr, it is possible that the redundant warning from train horns reduces 

the pedestrian accident rate. 

Evaluation of Effecti.·eness: There seems to be at lea.st two basic approaches to evaluating the 

effoctiven~ of the warning system: interviews of motorists and pedestrians after they have waited 

at the grade crossing intersection or video !apes of behavior at the grade crossing. In both cases 

it is desirable to do ,imilar lests before and after the way&ide horns are operational. Both 

approaches can be labor intensive for a thorough, statistically valid evaluation. 
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Some ot the unresolved 4uesc1or..s and i~sucs to be resolved by testing include: 

I. Placement of loudspeakers: For our modeling we as~t1med lhe homs would be cantilevered over 

the center of the onco1ning traffic lane. The field tests should confinn whether this is an 

appropriate •Jocation and whether one loudspeaker on elCh sidr of the grade :::mssing pro...-ides 
i;ufficienc coverage. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

Directing loudspeaki.:r..: With the loud~~lkers located relatively tugh above th(. intersections, il 

may be possible by pointing the speakers downward to focus the sound at the interseccion and 
reduce the sound radiated into the community. This woulo be moist effe.ctive with the speakers 

located relatively high over Lhe inte~ion. 

Loud.\pcakcr volume: With the l-1udspeakers located close to the danger areas, it may be feasible 

to rcduc~ the loudispcal:er volume even further than assumed fur our modeling. Ar. important a.~pecl 

of the field tests will be to define the optimum sound level for a wayside horn sysccni. 

Variable volume: One possibility for makmg the W:iming more noticeable is to have the loudness 

of the horn sound i~rease depending on how close lhe train is to the intersection. This would 

probahly be difficull with the phtMed syscem of activ111mg the wayside horns usin& \he u-ajn horn 
button. 

AutomaLic.: volume control: It may be possible lo use a circuit to control loud~peaker volume based 
on the background noise. This type of c.:ircuit will reduce the loudspeaker volume when background 

noise 1s low. particularly during nighttime hou". The type of system i1 sometimes used for public 

addres~ ~yslcms to make sure that announcements arc always audible o,·er the hackground noise but 

are not excessively high. 

Two U-.lins at same lime: In the shon time thill I observed at the 130th Street grade cros~ing, there 

were sevt!r~ times where nor:th.boumJ mid southbound trains approached the croasing simultaneously. 
A quest.ion to be considered is whether wayside loudspeakers can be as effective as the train horns 

in alerting motoris&s and pedestriao1 thu a second train is approaching lhc grade crossing. A 
concern is that the hom sound for the second train will be intcq>Rled as a continuation of the 

warning for the first train. With train mounted horns, there is the possibility that being able lo 

detect which di.reccion the lr'din is coining from reduces the danger of nearly simultaneous trains. 

HAlll~IS Mn.~A MIU..l!R & H~SON INC. 

Report 292940-1 
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2.3.8.4 Changes to Transportation/Circulation Section 

Pasadena-Los Angeles LRT Project - Final SEIR 
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ECHELON JN(JUSTUS. INC. 

1"811 E. COUMA RO., surrE 620. WALNVT. CA 91789 
PHONE: /SKJ~ 6N-11197 FAX: (9()gJ 598-3870 

May 3, 1994 

Mr. Harley Martin 
Environmental Planner 
Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority 
818 West Seventh Street, 5th Floor 
Los Angeles. California 900 J 7 

RE: Pasadena-Los Angeles Light Rail Draft SEIR Addendum 

Dear Mr. Martin : 

Listed below are changes to Table 2.2-1 and Section 4.7, the traffic analysis portion of the above 
· referenced project. Please note that the changes are to be made in the draft SEIR by Tetra Tech. 

Location 

· Original 
Text 

Revised 
Text 

Location 

Original 
Text 

Revised 
Text 

Page 2-5 
Table 2.2-1 
Environmental Issue: Transportation and Circulation Mitigation Measures 

1. Exclusive "left tum," "right turn," and "contra-flow" lanes, restriping, 
signing, signal timing, on-street parking restrictions, and Park and Ride 
management 

1. Exclusive ''left tum" and "right tum" lanes, restriping, signing, signal 
timing, and on-street parking restrictions. 

Page 4-54 
Section 4.7.1 
Paragraph 1, Sentence l 

The revisions to the LRT project include Park and Ride facility alternatives 
(approximately 1,000 spaces) in the vicinity of Sierra Madre Villa Avenue in 
Pasadena, closure of Avenues SI , 53, 55, 58, and 61 proposed along the 
Marmion Way corridor in Highland Park, and a below-grade separation at 
Marmion Way and Figueroa Street. 

The revisions to the LRT project include Park and Ride·facility alternatives 
(approximately 1,000 spaces) in the vicinity of Sierra Madre Villa Avenue in 



:Mr. Martin 
May 3, 1994 
Page 2 

Location 

Original 
Text 

Revised 
Text 

Location 

Original 
Text 

Revised 
Text 

Location 

Original 
Text 

- r­
'-- 18183~ 152~1 c.c9 

Pasadena. closure to through traffic of Avenues 51 , 53 , 55. 58. and 61 (~uth 
of Figueroa), where the streets cross the LRT nght-of-way, proposed along 
the Marmion Way corridor in Highland Park, and a below-grade separation at 
Marmion Way and Figueroa Street. 

Page 5-54 
Section 4 7. 1.1 
Paragraph 1, Sentence l 

Semi-exclusive operation of the LRT in the Mannion Way corridor and the 
closure of Avenues 51. 53, 55. 58 (south side) have been proposed 

Semi-exclusive operation of the LRT in the Marmion Way corridor and the 
closure to through traffic of Avenues 51, 5 3, 5 5. 5 8, and 61 ( south of 
Figueroa), where the streets cross the LRT right-of-way, have been proposed 

Page 4-54 
Section 4.7.1. 1 
Paragraph S 

An analysis of existing conditions was conducted using the lCL' approach, as 
described above and as requested by LADOT. 

An analysis of existing conditions was conducted using the Intersection 
Capacity Utilintion (ICU) approach. This is the methodology prescribed by 
the Los Angeles Department of Transportation (LADOT). The operating 
conditions at intersections arc measured on a scale from A to F, inclusive. 
These values are referred to as Levels of Service (LoS). LoS A represents 
excellent operation conditions with minimal or no delays, while LoS F 
represents signiflcant congestion and measurable delays At LoS F, the traffic 
demands typically exceed the capacity of the roadway. Appendix D contains a 
more detailed description of LoS standard~ (Table D-1 ). 

Page 4-58 
Section 4.7 1.2 
Heading: East-West Roads 
Paragraph 3 

An analysis of existing conditions was conducted using the Intersection 
Capacity Utilization (ICU) approach. This is the methodology prescribed by 
the City of Pasadena [and the Los Angeles Department of Transportation 
(LADOT)] . The operating conditions at intersections are measured on a scale 
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:\ir. Martin 
May 3, 1994 
Page 3 

Revised 
Text 

Location 

Original 
Text 

Revised 
Text 

Location 

Original 
Text 

Revised 
Text 

Location 

18183~1 ~251 ~ - lJ 

from A to F, inclusive. These values are referred to as Levels of Service 
(LoS). LoS A represents excellent operation conditions with minimal or no 
delays, while LoS F represents signjficant congestion and measurable delays. 
At LoS F, the traffic demands typically exceed the capacity of the roadway 
Appendix D contains a more detailed description of LoS standards (Table D­
I) . The Johnson and Johnson/Merck site and the Builders Emporium site are 
referred to as the Northern and Southern Sites, respectively, in Appendix D 

An analysis of existing conditions was conducted using the ICU approach, as 
described above and prescribed by the City of Pasadena. 

Page 4-76 
Section 4.7.5.2 
Subheading: Sierra Madre Villa Avenue and Foothill Boulevard 
Paragraph 1, Sentence 3 

Changes to signal timing and detector placement would also be required. 

Changes to signal timing and detector placement would also be required. On­
street parking on the ncnh side of the westbound approach within 200 feet of 
the intersection will also have to be prohibited . 

Page 4-76 
Section 4 7. 5.2 
Subheading: 1-210 West-bound Ramps and Sierra Madre Villa Avenue 
Paragraph l 

1-210 West-bound Ramps and Sierra Madre Villa Avenue - If the Johnson 
and Johnson/Merck site is chosen. the impacts at this intersection will need to 
be mitigated. This can be accomplished through parking management or two 
left tum lanes onto I-210. A 6 to 7 percent reduction in the peak periods 
should be adequate. 

J-210 Westbound Ramps and Sierra Madre Villa Avenue - If the Johnson 
and Johnson/Merck site is chosen, then the impacts at this intersection will 
need to be mitigated . Th;s can be accomplished either through parking 
management or by providing two northbound to westbound left-turn lanes 
onto 1-21 O. 

Page 4-77 
Section 4.7.5.2 



Mr. Manin 
May 3, 1994 
Page 4 

Original 
Text 

Revised 
Text 

18153~15251 P.11 

Paragraph 2 

In summary. the impacts of the SMV Park and Ride operation can be mitigated 
with a combination of restriping, signal timing, on-street parking restrictions, 
appropriate management of the Park and Ride operation and continuation of 
the Regulation XV program. The choice of northern or Builders Emporium 
site need not be detennined by traffic impact issues. 

In summary. the impacts of the SMV Park and Ride operation can be mitigated 
with a combination of restriping, signal timing., on-street parking restrictions, 
appropriate management of the Park and Ride operation and continuation of 
the Regulation XV program. It should be noted that parking management of 
the park and ride site is desirable but not required ; the mitigation measures 
proposed will effectively mitigate the project's impacts. In addition, the choice 
of northern or Builders Emporium site need not be determined by traffic impact 
issues. 

If you have any additional questions or concerns, please do not hesitate to give us a call . 

Sincerely, 
Echelon lnd1m,;e$, 1,tc. 

SaQdra S. Miller, P.E. 
Principal Associate 
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ECHELON INIW$TRIE&. INC. 

111611 I. COi.Jiii~ IID., SUffE 620, WALNUT, CA 9061' 
ntONI: fllt»I SfU-1191 flAX: IIIOSIJ Na-3610 

May 3, 1994 

Mr. Harley Martin 
Environmental Planner 
Los • .i\ngeles County Metropolitan Transponation Authority 
818 West Seventh Street. 5th FJoor 
Los Angeles. California 90017 

RE: Pasadena-Los Angeles Light Rail Draft SElR 
· Traffic Impact Analysis 

Dear Mr. Martin: 

18183': L':c1 P .12 

We received your FAX containing the Notice of Preparation (NOP) for the Pasadena City College 
Community Skills Center Project Friday, April 30, 1994. We have not previously been provided 
any infonnation about this proposed project and therefore it has not been included in our analysis. 

If you have any additional questions or concerns. please do not hesitate to give us a call 

Sincerely, 
Echelon 1nt1ut11•. 1nc 

~~'<ef-~ 

Sandra S. Miller. P.E 
Principal Associate 

SSM/kj/ LAPAS.l.02 
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2.3.8.5 LRT Improvements Near Arroyo Seco Alternative Magnet School. LAUSD 

Pasadena-Los Angeles LRT Project - Final SEIR 
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Suite 300 
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April 21, 1994 

Ms . Elizabeth Harris 
Business Services Division 
Los Angeles Unified School District 
P.O. Box 2298 
Los Angeles, California 90051 

Dear Ms . Harris: 

ARROYO SECO ALTERNATIVE MAGNET SCHOOL 

This letter addresses our recent discussions and field trip to the 
Arroyo Seco Alternative Magnet School located along the Pasadena 
Blue Line in Highland Park. 

We have enclosed two sets of full-size design drawings C-0311, 
C0312, C-0361, C0362, S-1401, S-1414 and S-1415 which depict 
the LRT improvements along the existing railroad alignment between 
Woodside Drive and North Avenue 49. The improvements are 
summarized below: 

• Construction of two LRT tracks with alignment and profile as 
ind icated on the enclosed drawings. 

• Installation of drainage piping consisting of continuous 
underdrains to collect surface runoff within the right o·f way. 

• Construction of retaining walls on the east side of the right of 
way extending from approximately 400' south of the extension 
of North Avenue 49 to the north end of the school playground. 
These retaining walls are necessary to widen the track bed for 
two LRT tracks and, with the proposed drainage improvements, 
should alleviate your concerns on slope stability. We have 
enclosed a letter received from our geotechnical consultant, 
Law/Crandall Inc., which addresses the stability of the slope. 

• MT A will install a sound wall within the limits of the retaining 
walls discussed above either by raising the height of the wall or 
some other suitable treatment. The sound wall will mitigate 
LRV wheel noise but will not "hide" the entire vehicle. 



Ms. Elizabeth Harris 
April 21, 1994 
Page 2 

• Right of way fencing has not yet been determined, however, 
th is particular area would certainly warrant fencing preferably 
placed at the right of way line. The fencing height would be 
approximately 6' to 8'. MTA cannot justify your request for a 
30' high fence along the playground. As you indicated, LAU SD 
is already considering the installation of a high fence in this area 
to be built on school property. 

If you have any additional questions, please contact me at (213) 
244-7130. 

ROBERT BALL, P.E. 
Acting Deputy Project Manager, Engineering 
Pasadena Blue Line 

RB [R05-EX250] 

cc : Laurence Weldon 
Erik Collett 
Kathryn Lim 
Clark Adams 

I 
I 
t 
I 

' I 
• 
I 

' I 
• 

I 
I 
I 
• I 

' I 
I 
I 
I 



, . 
I 
t 
I 
l 
I 
• 
I 
J 
I 

• 
I , 
I 
• I 

I 
I 

I 
t 

r 

LAW/CRANDALL, It~C. 
ENGINEERING AHtl EHVIRONIHNTAL SERVICES 

April 18, 1994 

Mr. Erik Collett 
Engineering Management Consultant 
707 Wilshire Boulevard, Suite 2900 
Los Angeles, California 90017 

Subject: Supplemental Recommendations for Retaining Wall RB7 
Avenue 45 to Avenue 50 
Proposed Metro Pasadena Line Proje<:t 
for the Los Angel~ County Metropolitan Transportation Authority 
Law/Crandal,I Project 2661.20672.00 I 0 

Dear Mr. Coll ett: 

94-:09694 

RECEIVED 

APR 1 9 1994 
DCC 

This letter presents foundation recommendations for the design of Retaining Wall RB7 located 
along the Metro Pasadena Line ,alignment from Avenue 45 to Avenue 50. A portion of this wall 
is located at the top of the slope that extends from the Arroyo Seco Alternative School to the east 
of the Metro Pasadena project in Highland Park . We performed a geotechnical investigation for 
the entire Metro Pasadena Line Project and suhmitted the results in a report dated June 9. 1993 
(L92045 .AE4 ). 

Slope and Retaining Wall 

The slope is on the eastern side of the proposed Metro Pasadena Line alignment, and currently has 
dense tree growth over portions adjacent to the Arroyo Seco Alternative School, especially at the 
base of the slope. Portions of the upper slope are less vegetated, being currently sporadically 
covered with seasonal weeds . There appears to be minimal control of sheet flow of water over _the 
top of the slope. The slope generally appears to be grossly stable. 

-
We have received plans for the proposed retaining wall from Mr. Eric A. Johnson of Willdan 
Associates, the Section Designer. The proposed retaining wall will be located at the top of the 
existing slope. The slope has an inclination that varies from about l: l to about 1.5: 1 (horizontal 
to vertical) . The wall will have a length of appro~imately 758 feet and will retain 2 to 9 feet of 
earth above current grade. 

Recommendations 

Geologic mapping during the geotechnical investigation and our closest borings to the wall area 
show that the existing railroad right-of-way is a filled embankment over either topsoil, older 
alluvium, or Puente Formation siltstone and sandstone. Because of the steepness of the existing 
slope, we recommend that the footings for the retaining wall be established below a plane having 
an inclination of 2: 1 (horizontal to vertical) drawn upward from the base of the slope. This 
deepening of the retaining wall footings will reduce the influence of the walls and new fill on the 
existing slope and should not cause a reduction in the inherent stability of the slope. 

200 CITADEL DRIVE • LOS ANGELES. CA 90040 
(213) 889 -5300 • FAA (21 3) 721-6700 

ONE Of TIE LJ.W COilPl,Hl[S (!} 



, . -' • 
Engineering Management Consultant 
April 18, 1994 
Page 2 

There is a possibility that the soils at the elevation of the planned footing bottoms could be fill 
soils. We recommend that all fill soils be excavated and replaced as properly compacted fill. The 
proposed retaining wall may be supported on either properly compacted fill or the undisturbed 
natural soils. The bearing value of the soils may be assumed to be 2,500 pounds per square foot. 
Footings should extend at least 2 feet below the lowest adjacent grade. A coefficient of friction 
of 0.5 may be used between the wall footing and the supporting soils. Because of the steep slope 
away from the wall, we do not recommend that the passive resistance of the soils be used for 
lateral resistance. 

The retaining wall should be designed for the lateral earth pressure as given in the geotechnical 
report . In addition to the recommended lateral earth pressure, the wall should also be designed 
for the appropriate surcharge due to the traffic or rail vehicles . 

All backfill should be properly compacted . Drainage of the wall backfill should be provided to 
prevent the buildup of hydrostatic pressures behind the wall. Either a backdrain or weep holes 
should be provided . To limit the amount of water flowing on the slope, we recommend that a 
I ined drainage ditch be constructed at the base of the wall to collect water coming from the weep 
holes and to convey the water to an appropriate drainage device. 

If designed and constructed in accordance with these recommendations, it is our opinion that the 
stability of the existing slope above the school will not be significantly affected by the proposed 
retaining wall. 

The professional opinions presented in this letter have been developed using that degree of care and 
skill ordinarily exercised, under similar circumstances, by reputable geotechnical consultants 
practicing in this or similar localities. No other warranty, expressed or implied, is made as to the 
professional advise included in th is letter. 

Please call if there are any questions regarding this letter. 

Sincerely, 

LAW/CRANDALL, INC. 

r;,_~ 
Mike Shahabi 
Project Engineer 

661/20672-10 .Ll 1/ymc 

(2 copies submitted) 

cc : Engineering Management Consultant 
Attn : Mr. Bomi Ghadiali 

Marshall Lew. Ph .D. 
Principal Engineer 
Vice President 
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SECTION 3.0 
PERSONS, ORGANIZATIONS, A '1D PUBLIC AGENCIES COMMENTING ON 

THE DRAFT SEIR 

3.1 COMMENT LETTERS 

Copies of all the letters received by the LAC MT A commenting on the DSEIR are 
presented on the following pages. They consist of the following : 

Public Agencies 

City of Los Angeles, Department of Public Works, Bureau of Engineering (two letters) 
City of Pasadena (six letters and memoranda) 
City of South Pasadena 
California Department of Transportation 
California Public Utilities Commission 

Businesses 

John Caldwell Design, South Pasadena 
Kevin Michael Studio, Pasadena 
Lacy Street Production Center, Los Angeles 
Legal Aid Foundation of Los Angeles 
TA. Nelson, P.E ., Consulting Engineer 

Private Organizations 

Citizens Committee to Save Elysian Park, Los Angeles 
Los Angeles Unified School District 
Neighborhood Information Network, Pasadena 
Pasadena Heritage 

Individuals 

George W . Sabin 

Pasadena-Los Angeles LRT Project - Final SEIR Page 3-1 
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CITY OF Los ANGELES 
BOARD OF PUBLIC WORKS 

MEMBERS 

OiARL.ES t. OJCKE~N 111 
PRl!GICUiT 

J . r> EU.~AN 
VIC~·PRE510£-.T 

1"£RCV 01.JRAN, Ill 

M , E " "l!D" MARTlNEZ 

CAUFORNIA OEPAATMENT OF 
f'UBUC WOAKt. 

BUREAU OF 

ENGINEERING 
R08ER'T S. HORII 

cn'I' 11:NGINE°' 

550 SOUTI-• S~NG ST. SUITE 200 
I.OS ANGEL.ES, CA goo I 4 - 1 Q 1 1 

JAMES A. GIBSON 
StCRET,lt.RY 

RICHARO .J . RIO~OAN 

Mr. James Sowell, Manager 
Environmental Compliance 
Los Angeles Metropolitan Transportation Authority 
818 West 7th Street, Suite 500 
Los Angeles, CA 90017 

Dear Mr. Sowell, 

MAY O 9 1994 

METRO PASADENA PROJECT • DRAFT SUPPLEMENTAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 
REPORT· W.O. E1900042 

We have completed our review of the Draft Supplemental En'lironmental Impact Report (SEIR) 
for this project. Please address the following comments in the Final SEIR: 

1. The relocation of sanitary sewer at Marmion Way and Figueroa Street will have significant 
impacts on neighborhood traffic circulation, parking and private driveway access a1ong the 
proposed route. This relocation route will inciude portions of Pasadena Avenue, French 
Avenue, Marmion Way, Loreto Street and Figueroa Street {see attached plan). Due to the 
magnitude of these impacts, the Mitigation Measures of the original EIR are inadequate and 
need to be augmented in the SEIR. 

2. The SEIR mitigation of impacts to Marmion Way between Avenues 50-58 are inadequate. 
Mitigation Measures should indude all improvements shown on the 85% Submittal 
Drawings for the Arroyo Seco to Los Angeles River - C6420 Contract. 

Please refer any questions to Mike Stafford at {213) 847-5040 or Mark Chmielowiec at (213) 847-
5042. 

MHSMO-GGHl7 , 
En<;loaum . 
cc: Joe Kennedy, LAOOT • STOP 5gg 

Proj4ot Management Dlvi•ion , Alll1 : K•r.n John1011 • STOP 939 
Oa11c Slmp10n, Utilty Co0rdin1tor 
LQe ·-'na•le• Metropolltan Tnn•portatlon Authony 
P.O. BolC 1~. Loa Angelo, CA ~53 

Sincerely, 

Robert S. Horii 
City Engineer 

by A di/.dvw. ~A 
Gene D. McPherson tJ 
District Engineer 
Central Engineering District 

-.uoRESS "LL C0"4~UNICATION!. ,o TM( CITY 1:NCINEll:II 

AN EO.U.t.L !MPLOYMENT OPPORT\.JNrTY - AFf'IAMATIV!! ACTION eMPLOYEA ~w--c,dld•••@ 
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HO SOUTM l""tNO IT. SYlTE too 
I.a.I 1.NGILES. CA t00,4'-1911 

Date; MAY O 9 1994 
Mt. 1 amea l... Sowell 
Los Ange1ca County Metropolitan 

Transportation Authority - Rail Construction 
818 Weet 7th Street, Suite 300 
Los Anaeles, CA 90017 

Dear Mr. Sowell; • 

COMMENTS ON THE DRAPT SUPPLEMENTAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 
REPORT (DSEIR) FOR THE PASADENA•LOS ANGELES RAIL TRANSIT PROJECT 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the above referenced document. The following 
comments have been prepared by staff of the Bureau of Hnpnooring: 

• The DSFJR did not include a discussion of the impacts associated with the 
relocation of 14-, 18-, and 24-inch clty trunk sewers in oonjunction with the 
Figueroa. Strtet at Marmion Way p-ade sepatation. 

I , 
I 

•• 
I 
I 
I 
I 
t 

The DSBIR should include an analysis of additiOT11l impacts on traffic and the 
!urrounding areas that would be associated with street vacations and utility 
rcloe&tions. 

Please see the attached document entitled "Stormwater Considerations for CEQA 
Analyses" for information re&ardin& stormwatu permit requirements . 
Construction sites five or more acres ln size require a !tormwat.er permit if 
conatruction a.cti.vitiu disturb 10lls. 

As you are probably already aware, tho City of Lo, Angeles Commuruty 
Redevelopment Aaency (CRA) is prOJJO'in1 to rehabilitate the Ziesler House 
(4601 Nonh Piaueroa St:rcct), a City of Loa Anaeles Historic-Cultural Monument. 
The buildin1 will be~ u a child care center. Tho CRA'a proJ)Olal includes · 
a small parkin1 lot adjacent to the propo.ed Southwest Muaeum station, Plans 
for the Southweat Muaeum station and child care centec should be coordinated: 

If you h~vc any qumtion11 please contact Karin Johnson at (213) 84'7.8699. 

I\COM:118 ALL ~et'-IMUNIC.ATtQNf TO T~I Ol'T'I' INC;IN!iEII 

AN IQUM, IMPLOYMINT Olll'""°'"'I.INITY-AFFtRMATIVI ACT,oN IM•LOYSA ~w--~-@ 
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RSH/SBH/kj 
A:let/blue 

Sincerely, 

ROBERT S. HORll 
City Bnaineer 

ST6PHEN B. HOUCK 
Actlna Div.won Enaineer 
Project Manaaemtnt Diviaion 

Attachm111t: Stormwater Considerations for CEQA Analyse» 

cc: Ray Saldi, LD&M 
Stop 901 

Mike Stafford, Central District 
Stop 49• 
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STORMWATER CONSIDERATIONS FOR CEQA ANALYSIS 

lmc04YGSLQ.Q 

Several Items In the Callf ornla Environmental Quality Act (CEOA) Initial Studies Checklist addreai 
potential Impacts to 1tormwater1

• These Item, Include: Section I, earth, items (e~ and (fl 
Section Ill, Weter, items (a)(b)(c)(e)(g) and Ii); and S1ctlon XVI, Utilities and Service System, 
lttm (el 1, 

Hl1torlcally, •nalv1la of sto,mw•t•r lmp1ct1 In CEOA documenta has typically been limited tc 
lmptJctl to naturaf watercourses where riparian ayatema may experience adverse eff•cts trorr 
the project, or to flood hazard effects of a project. Recent heightened public awaren•H 01 
1tormwater l11uee, Including the heavy pollutant loads present in moat urban runoff, lndJoatH 
1 need for mo(e comprehenaiv• and detailed con1id1r1tlon in CECA analyses of impact• to 
st0tmw1t1r, and for more attention to appropriate mitigation measures. 

In addition to Increased public awareness of etormwater isaues, amendments to the Federa l 
W1t1r Pollution Control Act ct 1972, commonly referred to as the Clean Water Act (CWA). 
ett11bliahed permit reQulrements for atormwater di10harg•• from a variety of 1our011. Thia 
narretivi h,e been prepared by the City of Los Angalva Qureau of- Engineering to offer aome 
guidance for CEOA analyses of atormwater impacts, and to summarize sonie of the &tormweter 
permit requirements . Sources of additional information are included at the end of thi~ document . 

National Pofli.uJo• Ptaoharae Eljminatign S)'.tt•rn <Nf Pi&I 

Discharge of pollutants into waters of the United States via stormwate"r is prohibited by the 
CWA. Section 402 of the CWA set~ iotth the requirements for NPDES permits (required for 
most dlacherges Into water bodies), Congretalonat reauthorization of the act in , 987 established 
the NPO!S provisions gov• rnlng atormweter discharges from · municipal. industrial and 
commerclsl sites. NPOES permit• for "non-point• discharges from these types of sites (such as 
shee·t•flow off of a parking lot) ere commonly ref erred to •• "stormweter permits". In California 
the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) has the authority to administer the NPOES 
program on behalf of the U.S. Environmental Protection ~gency, 

The SWACB has Issued "generel" NPDES permits for construction activities and for certain types 
of Industrial and commercial oper1tlons. Although it is possible to apply for an Individual permit, 
the general permits reduce the amount of time and expense reQuired to comply with th• NPOES 
provisions of the Clean Water Act. In addition, an application for an individuel permit may be 
denied, wtiaraaa coverage under the general permits Is automatically assured if the permits' 
provf1lon1 are followed. 

' A re\'lnlf lnltlal ~tudy Checlch, i, i r>vluoed In the "&u11p1•.-,.r~I"/ lnlo,mat;Of\• Hello" af i1>4 UIIZ r11wi1i11nol the Cf04 Ouidel;r,•• th•t ••,a•MUl'IA aid 
lt•m XVI ta inelu4e 11,-Aee OIIDmt u weH H utiliti., . ..t4 \• ~ct 1;,111t1eall:e 1ub-ca1e111'iet,l"Cl\lllil111 "1b•c:al cgi>rr ;6), •s •orn, walDI or. In .xi•• . 
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a.,,.,., Con~t,uotion ActMty ltormwater ('ermlt (GCAS/IJ I 
A N,.O!S permit is required for construction 1ctivitiea that disturb 1011,, includlng ctearln .. 
grading, 0r •ic~1v1tion, if the tot• I c:~n1truction •it•~ five or more acres In size. In genera [, th~ t 
GCASP permits the atormwater d11charo•• frcim a c0natruction site, and · prohibits non­
stormw1ter discharge,~ and any dla0huge1 containing reportable quantitiea of haiardous 
subatancea•. Permitted 1tormwater d,-cherges are not restrict1c:t by numerical effluent 
limitations. Instead, diachargers are required to implement " •ppropriatt pollution prevention 
control practices and/or Beat Management Practice• (BMP1)". Compliance with the GCASP 
con1itt1 of three basic etepa. 

I 

' Ftrat, a Notlc1 of Intent (NCO must b1 filtd with the SWACB in Saoram1nt0, a1ong with a 
•2so.oo filing fee,. The NOi notifies the state that the applicant intend, to begin conetruction, 
and that thev will comply with the provisions of the GCASP. The NOi must be flied before 
oonstruction commencea9

• Filing of 1h• NOi compl•t•• this step •· the SWRCB wlll not 
"approve" or "deny" th, NOi. The GCASP muat remain In force until conatructicn ia completed. 
Failure to comply with NPOES raqulremanu can reault in fines of t28,000 per day of vloletlon 
ind imprisonment . · · 

Secondly, a St0rmwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPPJ must be prepared. This report must 
deecribe the constr1.1ction lite, identity potential aources of pollution and potential raceptora, and 
deacribe the BMPs which will be used to QOntrol pollut1nta, both during ·con1tructl0n- and post• 
construction. Within the context of CECA, BMPa are roughly ec;ulvelent to mitigation measures. 
The SWPPP must be completed before conatructi0n commencea, It ia not necessary to file or 
1eek approval of th• SWPPP, however, the SWPPP muat be avallable et the construction site at 

I 
• 
I 
l 
I 

all times, and construction activities muat follow the plan. . • 

Lastly, at the completion of c·onstructlon, • Not1ot of Termination must be filed with th• SWRCB 
in Sacramento, · 

a.,,.,~ lndu•trl•f Stormwat•r Permit (GISPJ 

A NP'DES perm it Is required for certain typ11 of industrial and commercial sites. In gentHal, \he 
type• of •ctivities which requir1 permit• 1r1 li1t1d in 40 Code of Fed1r1I Regulations (CFR) 
Secti on , 22. 26(b)( 14) (Federal Register, Volume 66, pages 48065•68) . However, the Region al 
Water Quality Control Boards (RWQCBs) have the authority in California to require NPOES 
permits for any approptiate facility, regard less of the federal requirements, 

. . 

Whereas t he GCASP ie oriented mostly towards ahort•term construction related impacts, the 
GISP addresse& long•term operation of certain t ypes of facilities. Compliance requirements are 
similar for bot h of the General Permits . The NOi for the GISP must be filed at leaat 30-daya prior 
t o operating new f ,ellit i11. A SWPPP is also required , Aa with the GCASP, the primary focus 

• AkNuftlMl"••l•r-•t•r•••tl"fet ,,. PNlh!D"-1 Dy lh• GCAU, e•Hlll'-,,•tft ... ..w,d for lllhin dinll1r,eath"1 .,. w ..... ,o tricnin1r..1no1ut1nt: 
'""l\lon for . , .. a."ce"''' '· pi,, 111.i•h.no, l\ftvl w • ..,,n,, 1nd Mwattrlfll , ·~~"l>iOUlKl'l• ,Vfl 1f1111Qt prohillilH , Ulal• -'IIHlrfGlionl: &M~ m!At 

lat llliflltd, w.ce, ,.11, llty n,11,.,,u"''"' Mi N .1o,., ..... ,,., .nh•r 1ppkMl•11•rmit, ll'\O~l•tMtllll'"V1I .,. CIIIIHl"tld IL•• ftWO_CII -•""'i" wdewlltri11QI, 

1 
'TM 8f"\Ut'I , •• it u~ '" mo•I • • LH t./, ..... ~ " ' " · IP'lllw•~ . ,. . , ..,. 0l'V o! Lor ""GtlH, In etfl .. "'"' ol lhl ttlll , WP'l it:11M91\11 1 i:owrtd by• 
Mwnlrlp t l N PO&I P.t rmil , the .,_,,.,.1 lot H f 600 . 

·, 
Thtfl Is ... . ••ulfl•• ''"'· -mlt lo, 1111\c, . • ,IMI, th • ~ .... , .... ••nUrwlll"Hffllll f llHI, Thi sw"ee ..... , .. ,. ,j • lott,11 ccmlalnln;, , iKh~ra..-idontlllUllc,n 
~ ""tie r ta r.e1P'11,tm 1,/\eir 1wc1:p 1 ut 1111 HOI To u ,.,,. t: l>'"IJJll • r,11 , 111111e11,, 1119\lld bl r•c•lll•d " ''" ettUl"'41iO II comma,.u1 , 
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is on Identifying _and . lmpltm•,:,tlng SM_Ps to r~duce/tllmln1t1 potential pollution of receiving 
waters. One. m21J0r d1fferenca 11 a requirement 1n the QISP to monitor th• effectivenea, of th• 
8MPs by colfecting and analyzina stormwater runoff from the site. 

QEaA Aaalyaes, IMP•, and Mitigation Measur•a 

A1 with most potentlal impacts, stormwater Impacts fall into two general categories: •hort-term 
con~tructlon related impac11, and long-term operational impaota. In moat ca,es it ahould be 
poS$ible to use BMPa to mitigate any potential •hort-term construction Impacts so that they art 
not significant. There are also BMPs to addreu many long term Impacts, In genoral, BMPa can 
be also be divided into two c1tegorie1: 1tructurtl, and non-structural. Whereas structural BMPs 
involve construction of a facility or device of eome kind, non-structural BMPa focu, on 
procedure, •nd practices . 

Short•t•nn Construction lmp1ot• and •MPs 

For proJeots subject to the GCASP, proper complfanca wlll mitigate most potential ahort-term 
Impacts to acceptable levels. Any conatruction 1lt1 contains a variety of meterlal5 which are 
potential sources of stormwater pollutlon . Tha other major source of atormwater pollution 
common to many construction sites le earth moving activities. 

Categories of conetruction materials containJng pollutants Include: adhesives; cleaning agents: 
lendscaplng, plumbing, painting, heatlng/coollng, and masonry materlelai floor ind wall 
coverings; demolition debris; and construction equipment, vehicles, end maintenance supplies. 
Routine safety precautions for handling and storing toxic and hazardous materials may effectively 
mitigate the potential pollution of &tormw1ter by the1e materia ls. Theae same typ.as of common.:. 
aen&e, •good housekeeping" procedure• can be extended to non-hazardous stormwater 
pollutant, auch as sawdust end other solid wastes. 

The second major pollutant le sediment, tvpically produced by wind or water erosion . Gradlr,g 
and brush clearing •etivities can greatly Increase erotlonaf processes. Two general &trategiea 
should be used to mitigate eroalon. First, BMPs should be designed and Implemented to limit the 
amount of exposed soil and to control thoae areu which myst be, exposed , Trenching or grading 
acti\li'ti11 should be phased 10 that trench•• are backfilled, and graded aretts are landacaped or 
otherwise covered, as quickly as practical. Appropriate dust auppresslon techniqu11, such •• 
watering or tarping, ahould be used in areas which must be exposed . Se~ondly, tht area should 
be secured to control off-sl'tt migration of pollutants. Many of the common mitigadon me·asurea 
for controlling fugitive dust emissions are also effective stormwater BMPs. Construction 
entrance& should be designed to facilitate removal of debris from vehicle• exiting the site, by 
passive means such 1a paved/grevelled roadb1ds, and/or by active means auch as truok washing 
f1cil itiea. Loads should be tarped. If nece111ry, roadways should be swept or washed down 
to prevent generation of fugitive dust by locel vehicular traffic. Simple aedlment filter• ahould 
be constructed at or near the entrances to th1 storm drain system wherever feasible . 

For constrl.letion sites of five or more seres, the required SWPPP wll l eff ectlvely addre&s the•• 
types of Impacts, and the appropriate BMPs. Although it 1, not reQu ired. a draft of tne SWPPP 
can be inc luded as an appendiJ( to t he CEOA document , This procedure can simplify the 
regulatory burden combining the development of CECA-mandated mitigation measur•s with 
\IPDl:S requirements to develop BMPs, Ctrculetion w ill prov ide Interested regulatory agencies 
with an opportunity to contribute constructive comments or indicate potential conflicts. At the 
very least, BMPa should be included in the M it igat ion Monitor ing /Reporting Plan within the final 
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CEOA document. ~or lu;e p,0J1ctt, tncluslon ot 8MP1 in the prcJec:t• plana or apeciflcatione wm 
enaure that the contractor h11 been notifi1d about requlrtd e0mpli1nc1 procedure, and avoi 
pctentl•lly costly chang1 ordtr1, delays, 01 p1nafti1e. 

l..on1-t11rm Operatlonal lmpaot• attd BM~ 

Two basic areas of ooneern are 1t0rmw1ter quality, and Quantltv. BMPa that implement good 
housekeeping procedure,, 1uch 11 regular 1w••~ing of paved areas, can be used to addr,as 
Quality oonctrna. BMP1 that 1ddr111 dt• lgn con1id1r1tl0ns, 1uch as ch1nn1llng runoff from 
paved areas into landacaped ar11s, c•n effectively address both Quality and Quantity 
conslderatlone. In general It i1 desirabre to: minlmfrt the amount of pav1d area, u•e permeabrt 
tvJ'eS of paving m1terial1 whenever pcasible, design on-site dr1in1ge to m~v• w1ter Into 
landscaped areas, and g,ade fand1caped are•• to maximize the retention of runoff. 

The SWPPP for the GISP ahould alao •ddreaa lssu•• r•levant to the CeQA· document, and 
identify BMPa that mitigate pot,nti1f effeeu. However, 1ince the m1in focus of the GISP is on 
stormwater Quality, rether than Quantity, it may be nece111ry to provide 1dditlon1, discussion 
of quantity issue, in tht CECA document, beyond ihat contained in the SWPPP. Alt1rnatl\lely, 
BMP1 oriented toward• quantity control could be included in th, SWPPP. Al mentioned above, 
BMPs which Umit the runoff generation from a project site oftan provide mitigation with respect 
to quality concerns as well. 

I 
I 
t 
I 

' I • 
I 
I. 
I Any lncraase in the ratio of imperm,able to permeablt •urfaco• at the elte Is llkely to result In 

increased runoff. Much of the Lot Angil•• River, and other parts of tl"le flood control 1ysttm, 
are subject to flooding during design 1torm17

• Therefore, an Iner•••• In runoff in one pert of 
th• drainage basin m•y contribute to flooding aomewhere in the basin. As previously stated, • 
thre1holda of significance regarding storm water Impacts are poorly defined. How,ver, regardle•• 
of the level of 1ignific1nce, the CEOA document ehould Identify feaalble mitigation m,,sure.s 
(BMP1) evsilable to maximize on-•ite retention/detention of atormwater. Th•ee BMPs can redue, 
the flooding potential by decreasing or shifting the timing of -peak flow1, and enhance runoff 
quality by allowing ••dlments to 1ettle•out. 

'-~ 
lurnm•~· 
Federal NPOES 11tormw11ter permits Jre ret1ulred for ceroln construction actlvltlts and industrial 
and commercial facilitfe1. Compliance requfr•a the development •nd implementatlon of BMPa 
to the maximum practical extent. Stormw,t1r BMP1 are functionally eQuivalent to CEOA 
mitigation measures, At this time there ls very little clear guidance available to determint 
whether a project's ;m~acte on stormwater are "significant", However, BMPa •s reQull'ed by th• 
GISP and GCASP, and mitigation measures as required by CEQA have the aame common 
objective of eliminating 1dver1e fmJ:'ICte to the extent feaelble. In moat case,, a SWPPP which 
fulfills the NPDES permit requirements will provide an analysts of po1antial 11t0rmwater Impacts 
and mitigation measure, (BMPa), that are aufficlent for CEQA purpo•••· BMPt that aatiaf ectorily 
1ddre11 NPOES permit 1t1nderde regarding runoff wru fn mott cases M(tigat• potential 
•tormweter impacts to l•vels that are not ai;nificant. ihe time ind expenae· required for 
reoulatory _compliance may be reduced by including_ a draft SWPPP in the CEOA document. 

1 lv•tel'II t•Ocl•m:i•u•• 19•1\llllelll II\~ Army Corl!• •f £1'1t/-• IA• AnQ114tCDWl!1V 0•• inao• 4ru "-view 10o~•mht, 1 HI I. ll'o, th• LH Ang• IH""Y• t 

th• CGfJI• LlHI •• 100,,u,· dHiQn ,10, .... . Thie 1, 1'1• lhCOfftiul • t.111\ .,,."' wniel'I 11 ... t\41\l•"CIIP,tll•lktlty of oc,w,rtna anu i". 100 +;Uf .. , ... . 
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n•tercoce• aod sau,011 or •ofocrn•stoa 
t:Mlloml• ,,_,,,, W1tw • .., MM...,,_,,t ~~ff H•MIIIHltlaJ 
Thia la I aetlH of thrt1 handbook1 whiQh lddreu cht 1htH tvPH of Gener1I N~DES permits 1-vailable In Catifvt'ni• 
(M1.1nlclp1I, Conatruction, lr,d lncfu~r11r). Eact'I l'landboolt 11\Ctudtt detalled descr iption• of SMP1. Pricea ren .. from •12 
io t 13, plu• •hipping tnd handlint , To s:iurcMce one Ot more hal'laba·oka, oo"t•ct: 

llue flrlnt &e,,,;c, 
1100 J1ff• raan Street 
01kl1r'ld CA 94812 

Phone 
Fa)( 

1110, 4• 4•8771 
. (&101 444-1282 

1111, W•t« lifHourtfll Control •aw (WHICaJ 
The IWFIC8 lhould be eonteeted if yeu ha-ve any qu11tion• about the, GCASP Ot the GISP, Also, NOl'J must bt filed 
wllh the SW"CB . 

ltete Water f'tHurcu Conttel 1011d 
OiYi1fon of Water Qu•iity 
Attention: Storm W,ter ,e,mlt Uni1 
P,O, lox 11,, 
leo,emento CA 95812·1177 

PhoM 
PhOl'II 

1910) 867•0919 
(118l e51-114e 

ltt~f W118r Gwltty COlffflll Roud IRWQCBJ 

lr,dustrl•I Activ'.it iu StQrmwater Permits 
Construction Activity Stormw"er '"""" 

The PM'OCB for the Los Ang1I01 Region 1hould be oot'\tloted regarding any 1pccific water quality tar,&lderation1. 

• . C1llforni1 Rtglvnal W1ter OutGty Control Board · 
L .. Angelos ~;1on 

I , 
I 

•• 
I 
I 
I 
I 
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101 Centre ~HI Orive 
Monterey Park CA 9175 4 

Phon• .C2131 H9•?!O0 

cttr of La. An~• lu,_.11 of l,wiMMrt~ 
,or qua11lol"lt ,,girding CEQA documtnt1 and/er comments on 1h11 docume,n : 

Envl,onmat1t• I M1n19emtnt See1ion 
At\lntion1 ltormwater Ut'llt 
8&0 South lpring Street, Ste f.1OO 
LA, CA 80014·1111 

" 

Phone 

For quertlon1 regarding i"• Cltv'• 1tormw.ier drain•;• infruiruoture; 

C.rw• I Ol1trlot 
H•rbct Dilttict 
V1!11y Olstrl~ 
WHt L.A. Dl1crlc1 

(2131 847-1511 
(310) &48-7414 
1818) 999-8431 
1310) 57&·8SH 

For question, rega ,dln; tht City' s Munlolpa l NPOES Permit: 

Stormwater M • n• gement Oh,i• ion 

.. v'"'°''-' , •" ... , • .. u#au r~,- , , , 

Carl MIii, 
Patrick Qlbbon, 
Geor;e Groves 
Henry G1llt 
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tOO NOR"TH GARFlEl.D AVENUE 
P.O. eox 7115. PASAOENA. CA 9110S,..7Z15 

: ZONING ANO ~0M81CN 

: 40MtNIITMTION 
tlN'\U111:l' 

Mayj 9, 1994 
I 

Mr. James L. Sowell, 
Manager, Environmental compliance 
Los Angeles County ~etropolitan Transportation Autllo~ity 
81.8 w. ·,m. s-eree-c, !:iui te ~uu 
Los Angeles, CA 90017 \ 

I 

Dear Mr. Sowell: 

Thank you for the opportunity to revie~ and comment on the 2nd 
~ft SEIR for the Pasadena-LOs Angeles Rail Transit Project. 
CoDIJlents on this document are directed primarily !towards the 
impacts of the proposed 1,000 ca.r park and ride tacility in East 
Pasadena at either the Johnson and Johnson site or the former 
Builder's Emporium.. \ · 

l 
since the project's impact on historic/cultural resources is a 
I\r;mi1ry 11nvirnnm411nta1 impact af'f"actinq the City of Pasadena, as a 
preliminary to m.y comments portions of AB 2881 which becaJD.e 
affQetivo .1anUM:y 1., 1.993 are quoted. AB 2881 addr~A.«t hi!ll't'.n,..-

- ical resources and the California Environmental Quality Act 
( CEQA) • The ~nd Oraft SEll is inad.•quate because : it does not 
consider alternatives at the Johnson and Johnson site to deraol-
iohing the otructuro. ; 

Dection so2i.i of the Pub1io nesources Code . 
( j) •Historical resource• incl:u.des, but is not !limited 
to, any object:, buil.ding, s=act::w:'e, • ite, area,; plooe, 
record, or 1111nuacript ldlicll is historical.ly or a!rchaeo:-
1~.lc.lly 21.l'Ai,lticaut, o:t: . is si.gni.t'icant in the! arcbi­
tectura.l., engineering, scientific, econOllic, agripultur­
al, educational, social, polit1.ca1,·nJ.itary, or ~ultur-
al annals of cal.ifornia. · 

Section 21084.1 of the Public Resourcee COda with apbuis added. 
A project tna:t: may cause a sw:.,:an~ial ac1verse ~ge in 
the significance of an historical resource, is a ~roject. 
that may have a s1gn1!1cant arrect on tlle envirpnmet":e. 
For purposes of this section, an historic resour~e is a 
resource listed, in or determined to be elig1Dle !or 
listing-in, the California register of Historical Re­
sources, historical resources included in a local reg-
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ister of historical resources, as defined in subdivision 
(k) of Section 5020.l, or deeaed significant pursuant 
criteria set forth in (g) of s.ction .5024.1., are pr­
sumed. to be historically or culturally significant tar 
the purposes of this section, unless the preponderance 
of evidence demonstrates that the ruogrce is not his­
torically or culturally significant. '!be fact t:bat tbe 
resource is nnt l i «tad in or datar:lli.Jlc to be elicJible 
for listing in, the california Raqistar of Historic 
Reaouroes, not included in tba lacal. r99fster of hild:o-r­
ical. resources, or not decJ11al! significant pursaaDt to 
criteria cat ~arth in subdivision (CJ) d ~OD'.50£2.1 
sbaJJ not preclude a lead agency b:aa deteraiDi.DrJillbet.h­
er tba resource. aay be aa hi.ct::arioal zwaaaroe f(?r pur­
poa; .. of this sectian. -Prgject Description 

The .,roject Description i5 inadequate as it dou net aescri.be the 
existing lamscapinq of the current site nor tbe layout, ingress, 
egress, a.nc1 lanclscaping o! the prup,.181id park and ride!facility at 
the Jobnson and Jab:nson site. Furthar there is no discwssion of 
a parking structure •~ the BUilder's Baporima alt.a. i1us· site i& 
mu.Ch smaller than the Johnson and Johnson site and probably could 
not accouoc:ta-ee 1,000 suttace parking spaces. 'l'ha!pr0ject d­
scription does mention that the park and ride facility will be 
lighted at night but ••ntions no SQ.iei41DcJ ot 11911~ to prevant 
spillovar on adjacent properties. There is aLso no djscussion of 
bow conu.ters wou1d get fr'Oll their.cars to tne sud.oil • 

-tp.pacts ' 
Impacts from usinq the Johnson and Johnson site for a pace and 
ride facility include :but may not be limited to air, ~ter, plant 
life, liQtlt and qla.re, land use, tramli,m:tation/circul.atioo and 
cultural resources. Impacts from using the Builder's Daporium 
site would probably involve p0saihl• iapacts froa1 tmild.inq a 
parking structure which could have sbade/shadow uapa~. Due to 
the i"•dAqnat• project description it is not PQaaibl• to fully 

...analyze all project uapacts on the anvi:romaent. : 

Ak could be an impact if the ex.isti.ng structures andllandscaping 
at the Johnson and John.con sit• are rnoved And raplaced. witb 
asphalt tor 1,000 surface parking spacas. 'fhe amence of land.­
aoapin9, tho increased ~l.• aurtace aJ:,s~ ~ reflect­
ing sunlight and. beat will increase tba taaperature ~ tbe site. 

-- • I 
- . I Watar is an impact at the JohnSon and Johnson site~ due to the 
increaae in illpermea.ble surface a.nd ~ inaroue in Wll'ter 
runort. '.!!ha qual.ity of water run off would al.ao ba\de;raded by 
conta.utinq hic,h uaounu o~ oil deri•ed zeai4u- ~roa ~-

-- i Pl40t. 1l!t;; is 4!1ll i:mpGct :since it appem the landaca.ping vill be 
rUlOved at the Johnson and Johnson site. This l•dacaping is 
also part ot" the :;j.i.9ni!ica.nce of the stru.ctm:'e. J:t 11ae deaigned 
by a well known landscape a.rchi tect in cooperation with ~• 
architect ot 1:he :nuild.ing(s). AB part. u! t.lle paxk and ride 
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' facility, there was no mention of any lan.ciscaping 'which could 
provide shad~, help fi lt.P.r the car emissions and moderate the 
heat island effect of a large surface parking lot. ' 

Light and glare can be an impact both from the absence of shade, 
if there i:i no :::truoturc, and a.b&ence of landscaping plannM on 
the Johnson and John.son site. There will be glare reflected off 
the ~ked ccr~. The night lightulg may spill(WGr onto adjacant 
uses. Thane was no discussion of so.ielding the night; lighting or 
vr lesseni ng daytime glc..re from both the CQX-C and t:.he pre6~ed 
_gpen surface parking lot. 
__.,,, . 

Land use is an impact since it does not appear that tjle proposed 
parx and ride racility con£orW:> with the intent of the newl.y 
adopted Land Ose and Mobility E.laments. The Johnson! and Johnson 
si~e is in ui.e ~- ~asadena speciric Plan A.rec whic~ encourage$ 
institutional (particularly child care), commeri::ia.l and industri­
al a..ses. There is no mixed. development proposed en the :::.l t.e 
using the existing structure and constructing a par]tipg structure 
as an alternative to demolishing the exist:.i.ng miilcling ane1 land­
scaping. various policies and objectives in the newly adopted 
elements encourage both transit and pedestrian oriented. develop­
ment. There appears to be no provision of any pedes:trian ameni­
ties at either proposed park and ride site. Motorists would be 
pedestrians between their cars and their walk to the light rail 
station. Would commuters walling from home or ~ stops be 
accessing the light rail station throuqh the park and ride facil.-
·ty~ I 
1- • ' --Transportation /circulation is a possible impact 
between diffQrent modP.s nf' transportation are 
discussed. 
~ 

I 

since transfers 
no~ adequately 

cuitnral resources is an impact Uthe Johnson and Jqhnson struc­
ture :ind landscapi..ig u demolished and U the ~t"t.-nn.m houses 
in Highland Park are demolished. No alternatives to :Clearing the 
JoMSOn Qnd Joh.nnon ~ito and. r.t:.ill usin9 the site fo~ a park ~nd 
ride facility were discussed. ---- I 

I h.ave attachQd staff co111J1ents from both the Traffic :Engineer and 
the Light Ra.il Projec:t Coordinator of the City'n ~rtation 
Division of the Public Works and Transportation oepa.t:tlDent. 

A4<---. i 
I~ you have any questions regarding my comments, I may be reached 
at the current Planning S•ctlun u! the Planning and Permitting 
Department, (sis) 405-4152. If you have questions r~q the 
commen-cs of the 'l>rar:tlc Engineer, plealie ~ntact Keil Mal>erry, 
ASsociate Trrlfic Engineer at (818) 40!5-4.191. If you have any ' 
questions rega.ra.ing the CODem:s ot the Light Rail P$,ject HADG.g-
er, please contact John Jontig at (818) 577-6134. : 

3 
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Sincerely, 

'J!.a~~d~ 
Nancy B. Key, AICP 
Sr. Planner 

CC: Denvar,Miller, Environmental Adm.inistra.tor-clJttent Planning 
Jeff Cronin, Principal Plnnn2r-Design ' 

& lii.storic Preservation 
John Jontig, Light Rail Manager-

Works & Transportation Dept. 
Minder Da.y, Principal Traffic RnginQQr-Public ~ork~ & Trans­

portation Dept. 
~ura. Dahl., ~r. PlQnn~-Ad.vance Plannjng 
Keil. Maberry, AsSoc. Traffic Engineer -

Puhl.ic Work:, & TrnnGportation Dept. 

4 

I 
I 
t 
I 
t 
I 
• 
I 

' I 
-

I 
r 
I 
I 
t 
I 
I 
I 
t 



.I 
I 
t 
I 

._. 

I 
• 
I 
J 
I 

•• 
I , 
I 
\ 
J 
I 
I 
I 
t 

DATE: 

TO: 

MEMORANDUM • CITY OF PASADENA 
Public Works and Transportadoa Depadmeat 

May 9, 1994 

Nancy Key 
Setaior Plaones:-, Ettviroammtal 
Cmnot Planning 

DRAFT 

FR.OM: JohnJoaU& 
I 

I 

RE: RIB - PASADENA-LOS ANGELES LIGHT BAU, TRANSJ'[ PRO.TECI' 

Pasadena l..ipt Rail Proie,ct staff bas reviewed the SEIR for the PuadeJn,..Los Anacles 
light Rail Transit Project. : 

-- . "i 
1. The City of Pasadena. premm and JMCIDIIDalfs the J & J~Merck site for 

station ~ and pa.rt aud ride prage for the statiOJl at Sie~ Madre VillL 
The former Builders Emporlwu site is now occupied by a new bvsmess. 
Orchard Hardware Supply, and is believed to ]lave an ~ seller . 
Coudernnati'>n costs plus raloc:atioa of a major basincas waiu1d prove to be 

bibi 
• I 

pro uve. l 
- I 

2 The Los Angeles to east Pasadena Liaht Rail Transit Project js the fiDt phase 
of what is expected to be light rail sel'Vim east to Irwmdale or Azusa witbin 
or adjacent to the 210 Footh.iJl Frccwey ccmidor. The ~mcnt of a 1000 
car pm and ride prage is so sized u the Sierra Madre vmal Iocation will be * interim t@rminal station. ! 

I 
I 

The Gty requem that the SEIR consider any emiroameutal impacts to the 
Sierra Madie VD1a lite that 1'01l1d occar if the 1000 car puklmid lido garage 
were reduced in size due to the relocmion of the light rail 1ienataal to the 
east. ! 
- ~ j 
~ I 

l 
there is information (MTA prelmriDany smface parting drawiag) that 
indicms the MTA may mt.end to tab two parmls (A aacl ~ ia awliLiua to 
~ 1 & I-Merck property at the Sierra Madre Villa site. i . 

I 

. I 
Parcel A at the comer of Foothin Baalevanl and H11lst~J1d ~ 0011tains a 
business that Im recently spent a peat deal of money IQ uparading the 
property and bmmea.1- It would be amJODmentally dctruneJl~ tu rep~ 1111 

_ypgraded building and businea with smface parmll. l 
I 

I 

I 
I 
I 

i 
i 
! 
; 

' ' 
. . ; 
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Nancy Key 
May 9, 1.994 
Page 2 

3. 

4. 

It i3 the City's UI1dcrstanding that the property owner is uuwµting to sell thus 
a me by condemnation would be required. That action would be very costly 
to the MTA to cm·e-.r property, ba:smess and relocation costs. A garage 
structure appears to be environmentally and financially sound. 

The City is conccmcd about the pos:nok probklI13 cased by horn and 
operational noise of light rail transit in residential neighboi:hoock along the 
alignment induding some within Pasadena. There is partibilar interest in 
horn sounds reverberating in partS of the Qty. The ~cy and sound 
quality of the horns is also of concern. The aty would ~ to continue to 
work with the MTA on miti?tiOD cffora to reduce noise! problems. We 
t~est that the SEIR address these environmental concerns. 

Pasadena Traffic Engineering staff ha-; reviewed the T~rtation and 
Circulation portion of the SEIR for the Pasadena•Los Angeles Light Rail 
Transit Project. Staff will only comment on the Sierra Ma.dtj: Villa Park and 
Ride Facility. The following are staffs comments: 

i 

' 
While the mitieation provided in the SF.TR appea~ tn meet thf! -reqoiremr.nt, 
of the City of Pasadena it is recommended that the mitigat:i~ be revised ~ 
follows to ensure they appropriately addreM the traffic ~a.nows to the 
Foothill Boulevard traffic. Traffic control signals will have~ be modified at 
the impacted intersections in order to make the mitigations:work. 

SECTION 4.75.2: SIERRA MADRE VILIA PARK AND RIDE: Staff agrees with the 
anal~ fur dcl.enniaiag which intt:rsectiun.:s will ht: lripfficantly impacted by thi5 project. 
Several mitigation measures will have to be ~ ~ follows: · 

i 

l. H2ktHCI S~ and Foothill Boulev:ard: The mitigation rccdmmended i5 not 
applicable to the needs of the Ught Rail Park and Ride Fa<.;ility. Beginning 
with the second sentence, the paragraph should be revised tp read ·1hlJ can 
Ix accomplished by widming Halstead Strm four fut from Fqothlll Botd&arci 
south to the cul-de-sac to provfde du.al northbound left·tuni ltzMS including 
prout:t~,l left-rum rignal phaus for all dinctions and rutriping du southbound 
approach to pravuk an aclusive right-tum lanL The ta.rtbound~roach should 
be resrrlped to provide for a mtntnuun JOO fooi long ad~ rlgfu-lUm ~ 
The eastbound approach should bt: ralliped to prt:Witk for a mmimum 100 foot 
long aclusive right•turn la.ne.. This will re.quire removing S011U! parking along the 
south side of FoolhiJJ Boulevard. Signal riming chan(P &md deie.ctor plaamenls 
should be considered at w 'time of restriping," The ICU calcul~tions should be 
revised to show this mitigation(~ 2880 vehicles/hour ca~ty for the cioa! 
left-rum). ' 
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2. 1-210 w~t-Byum.1 Ramps and Sierra Madre Vina Aymue: Parking 
management may creme a reduction durlng the peak pen~ but tor the 
purpose of providing quantitative mitigation, the miti2atk)n should be to 
provid~ dll2) northboand left-turn bme,; onto the T-210 Freejway. 

Nancy Key 
May 9, 1994 
Page 3 

GENERAL COMMENT: The intersection of Rcamead HouJevani and Colorado Boulevard 
~ not in the City of Pasadena and should be reviewed the Coamy of Los ADaeles. As a 
comment regarding the recmnrneuded uutiga:tian. providing III additional throlljh lane is 
ouly valid wbcJJ then~ lane can be carried for a ommdemblc dmucc ~ order to tJuly 
provide additional link capacity. : 

JOHN JONTIG 
Light RAil Project ManaeeT 

; 

. ; 
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100 NORTI-1 GARFIELD AVENUE 
P.O . BOX 71 15. PASADENA. CA 91 '. 09-7215 

MaYi 9, 1994 

~.r- James L. Sowell, i 
Manager, Environmental compliance I 

Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation 
818 w. 7t.n st:reee, ~"Uite ~uu 

I ,. 
Autho~ity 

I 

Los Angeles, CA 90017 

Dear Mr. Sowell: 
I 

I 
I 

I have attached comnents from the City's CUltural Keritage Com­
mission, Design commission and Transportation Advisory Commis-
sion. 1 

' I If you have any questions regardinc; the comments ot tµie Design or 
cultural Heritage commissions please contact Jeffrey Cronin, 
Principal Planner of the Desion and H.i.storic Preservation Section 
of the Planning and Permitting Department, (818) 495-4228. If 
ynn h,iiv111. ,.ny qu,a_c;t1 ons regardinq the comments of' th~ Transporta­
tion Advisory COlDJli.ssion, please contact Terri Slimmer, Transpor-
tation Coordinator at (sis) LOS-4191. ! 

Sincerely, 

Neuicy B. Key,, AICI' 
Sr. Planner 

i 

CC; Ot:Ul'lt:U: Millar, Environment:41 A0lllinistrator-currerit Planning 
Jeff cronin, Principal Planner-Design 

& H.1.storic Preserv~tlon 
Mary .Jo Winder, Sr. Planner-

ue.sign & Historic !-'reservation 
Brad Smith, Sr. Planner--

Design & Hist:ori.c Preservation 
Terri Slimmer, Transportation Coordinator 

Pul:,lic works & Transportation Dept. 

l trailc.sei 5.9.94 

; 

' .! 
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100 NORTH GARFiaD AVENUE 
P.O. BOX 7115. PASADENA. CA 9t 1Q9.721S 

!URAN ~AflOfj 
I .ao..111 

~ ... 6CIIMI. 

Memorandum 

TO: 

From: 
SuujQ.;~ 

Los Angeles County .Metropolitan Tnwit Authority EnvironJental 
Compliance Office 1 
Citv of Pasadena Cultur:il Herita:e Commimon l 
D1afi. SuiJJJku:c:11La.l Euvhou,,,euw Itnpact Repcut Pa.sadcna.-It,os Angeles 
Light Rail Project ' 

Date: April 19, 199-. 

' 
At a public meetL,g held on April 18, the CultUral Herltagc Commission ~ewed the draft ; 
supplemental environmental impact report for the Pasadena-Los Angeles Ugpt Rail Project and 
voted unanimously to forward tnc following statement and list of concerns~ the Los An&eles 
Cowity Metropolitan Transit Authority. l 

I 
I ; 

We have read and reviewed with ereat concern the Draft S~pplemental Environmental Impact · 
Report (DSEIR) for the Los Angeles-Pasadena . Ught Rail Project, espcri'.aJJy those secnons : 
pertainin~ to the creation and location of the &.1t ~-and-Ride Facili~ The ~or ; 
. .a.n:a of ggneem is the proposed demolition of the 1Ji:ffi & 1onmoiJM Bull .,;,· - --
_histori~ known as ~tuart Phannaccutical Buildinr;. 

The Cultural Hcrica&e Commission unani:nously supports the retention and presavation of the: 
Stuart Pharmaceutical Building. Furthennore, mi! recommendation is based on the historical 
and cu1~1 ~ftlific:ance. tn the City nf l>a.udena. and the strong belief ~ the ~ly 
significant portions of the building can be ~vely used to the betterment of the design and , 
function of the proposed light nil station and retain this site as a cultural resource in the. E.ast 
Pasadena community. ! 

i 

Nationally, when WC look at interstate travel - and intmtme ~vel v.ithin Cdifomia. tailfoad 
nnd light rml smtions lulv~ became !r:ln~on 08ltters, erecuing aa, •vt ma. and synergy 
that extend beyond the movemcn~ of the aains. While not initially used as ja tn1in station, the 
Stuart Building oft'cn the ~rtunitr. to c:etablish a similar ac:'sJ, for the ~ ;I»uadcn& si~ 
With an imcmationally acclaimed bmld~g, the MTA has the ility, if t the mandaz, to 
provide the comm unit-, with somethi.-\g mo:-e dw\ :i vast • sea. of asphalt and I tomobila. • 

The adaptive reuse of the building will provide additional business wcs, c!ia.cad. the hours of 
the building, create interest in lifhl rail. ptOvide a more celebratory ~ experience, ~d 
111a.int.ai11 all as:,et. LO Ult: dLy ur llcl.UUllal signiliwllJU:. ; 

- ! 
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however, it er.ors gre.:.tly in. proposing mitigation measl!IeS for the loss of sue~ an importaJ1t 
buildini. And, rte DSEIR offers no alternative to demolition. despite existiag real estue 
studies offering many options. ! 

' In closing we urge that MTA not only consider the reuse of t,e building, b¢ review existing 
~tfaptive re.-nse. gi1rlie.s Wtrh rhP: 11~ nf tht; s~n~ Fe n~pot and the Stuart Buildin&, the City 
of Pasldena would have two great transpOrtation centers. These two centers will reflect the 
growth of the city from an early r~.sort c.e.nter to i high-tech incf ttsTri~l c-.P.nr~ for thf'! ~ aee. 
The East Pasad_ena area would retain a landmark and community asset and tflC light rail would 
have wonderful entrance to the city. 

Sp«:ific:illy, our concerns with the DSEIR 3.re: 

I 
1. ~g. 2-S", 4-96] Dcmolitior. of the Johnson & John.son/Merck building (historic nnme: 

Stuart Pharmaceutical. Company) at 3360 wt Foothill Boulevard, Pasadena, would be 
a significant unavoidable environmez1tal effect that could not be. mitigated to a. level of 
insignificance by photography, measured drawings, and oral histories~ The demolition 
should be lis~ 011 ~i- 5-1 under the cate,ocy of si;nificant unavoidable environmental 
effects. ; 

I 

2. [Pg. 4-89] The paragraph describing the work of Edward Durell Stone has inaccuracies 
{e.g., ·rare example of the New Formalism style of architCCtu:rC; "iru1usaial 
architeetIJre," Waldorf-Astoria Hotel). - ' 3. "[l>g. 4-90] Pasadena Heritage, a private community organization,; not the Cultural 
-lientage Commission, has nominated the Jonnson & Jor.nson & Johnson/Mer-ct 
building for listing in the National Register of Hlstoric Pl.aces. · 

--4. [Pg. 4-16, 4-92] Under air quality, the environmental analysis idcn~ the demolition 
of a nm.aximum of seven buildin&s at the proposed Johnson & Johnson/Merck site• and 
describes demolition of seven buildinll;s as a •worst case sc:enariol• Subsequently, 
under cultural resources, the report notes - unequivocally - •a11 of the buildinp would 
be subject to demolition." Which statement is correct'] i 
- i . 

5. A decision about the National Reaister nomination is not the only m~urement of the 
significance (or •status0

) of the Johnson & Johnson/Merck buildini (and findinp of 
"ex~onal ~ftlificmcc," well heyond the th~hnld~ fnr the C"'.alifomfa 'F.nvimnmenrnl 
Quality Act, are required to list a cultural resource under fifty years ~ld in the National 

·• ~)- In 1992, th~ City of Pasadena.'s C\l.ltlnl Heritap Commission determined 
that the building met the criteria for designation as a City •treasure• (a higher catqory 
of local landmaric:). Moreover, two extensively researched reports and numerous letters 
from scholars across the country attest to the importance of the buil.ditjg. 

Given this evidence, the Commission disagrees with the conclusion ~ a •con.se:rvative 
approach• to mitigation is necessary oruy while the National R.c&isltcr nommation is 
pending. I 

The mitigation plan cannot be linked to the =Hicy of actuai "listina· in the 
Register. The b~ will 110& be listed in \he • tc1 because tbc pro~ owllll:n 
have formally obj to the nomination. At this point, the State ~rical Resources 
Cuuunis:siun may only forward a recommendadon to the Natlonal Park Se:vice, the 
qency which ultimately determines eligibility for listing. ! 
...._ ; 
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Q. 

7. 

8. 

\., .I. l ). 1., t r ."\ ~ -~ L...' .""l. 

The repo:t does not ~nsider alternativ::s ta the proposed demolition bf the b~ilding at 
3360 E. Foothill Blvd. Accordini to the Public Resources Cod~ of the State of 
California (California Environmental Quality Act, Sec. 15126), an EIR. should discuss 
"a ranEe of reasonable alternatives to the project. ... rmcludinil ~ capable of 
eliminating any significant adverse environmental effects or reducin& them to a level of 
insignificance, even if these al.emativ~ would impede to qime rl~ the a~inment of 
the project objectives, or would be more costly.• The report appam.ltly considers the 
site fnnneny OC'.cttpf!"li hy 'R11iltiP.1"1

\: F.mporium as the cltemati.ve proj~. Yet, it omits 
any di.spu.ssion of adaptive reuse of the Johnson & Johnson/Merck building or of 
c-.onstructing a multi-level parking sa-Jcture as an aitemative to ~ parking. -- ' 
Until release of the supplementtl EIR, the undet"SUU\ding of the Codnnimon was that 
the Metropolitan Transit Authority would explore adaptive reu~ of the historic 
building. /\ Mnrch 1993 !ldnptivc reuse stUdy of the site (by I~on Real E.1tate 
Advisors/Ernst & Young) considered eight options. Two of th~ :options proposed 
intecratinc the historic building into new development acc0mpanying1thc Sierra Madre 
Villa liSht rail station. This Stlldy recognizes that adaptive reuse qf the buildini in 
connection with a. ligh.t rail station would~ difficult because of •SLU-facc uaffjC lss1.ics, • 
but no analysis of adaptive reuse or the obstacles posed by t:l'a.fac c:irculation are 
included in the EIR. : 
~ . 

' [P~. 4-82J Th~ locations of sound. barrier walls Within Pasadena~ not identified in 
the report. At. heights of four or eight feet, these walls could have an adve.t5e visual 
impact on historic resources {especially if proposcci for location~ within the 01<1 
Pasadena National Recister District). · · 

3 
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TO: 

1 00 NOrrT'I I G"-RnC..C AV'CNUC: 

PASADENA. CA 91 1 OSl-7215 

MEMORANDUM 

i 

I® 
I l'\Nll'IINO DM91CN · U- CONallVAnoN 8":nCN ; 
I cm ~ ~ 111 i 
I : 

ICl•Gt-.....UO 

., • ...._,,u. 
19tC -71 tnlDI 

Metropolitan 1ian~µu1cliu11 AuLholity Environmental Compliance Office 
FROM: Design Commission, City of Pasadena ; 
RE: 

DATE: 

Cunummts on Orafr Supplemental environmental lmpa~ Report, 
Pasadena-Los Angeles Light Rail Project · 
Aprfl 27, 1994 

l 
i 

On April 25, 1994, the Design Commission reviewed portions of thei draft 
supplemental EIR (dated march 25, 1994) relating to the City of Pasadena. The 
Commission subsequently voted to forward the following comments! and 
recommendations to the City Council and to the Metropolitan Transportation 
AuthoritY: ! 

, . 

2, 

i 

[Pg. 1-71 The supplemental EIR contends that the light rail! pmjAr.t would 
have no significant effects on plant life, light and glarer and aesthetics. The 
introduction of a surface parking Int for 1,000 cars at the Si~ra Madre vma 
station, however, would have potentially significant effe~ on plant Ufa, 
light anci gh,rll.. 111nd ~esthetfcs. The parking facility, for example, would 
affect plant life by removing mature landscaping on the grounds af the 
Johnson & Johnson/Merck building. Among tha notable pla~t lifo on these 
grounds are Mediterranean fan palms and cypress trees, orange trees, and 
olive trees, The inumination of 10 acrca of :surfnce parking might ceuse 
substantial light and glare, and nine acres of surface parking ,

1
· would visually 

dogradc the crcc. . · 
- I / I 

[Pg. 2-5, 4-96] Demolition of 1he Johnson & Johnson/i,ften::k · building 
(historic name: Stuart Pharmaceutical Company} at 3360 E. Foothill 
Boulevard, Pa5adena, woul\l btt a ~ignlftcant unavoldable I enV1ronmen1&I 
affect that could not be mhfgated to a level of ins,gniftcance by 
ph0Loyrc:1µtiy, mvc:1~ured drawtngs, and oral nlstorles. The derinolltlon should 
be listed on pg. 5-1 under the category of significant unavoidable 
environmental effeets. The building and its grounds are a noted work of the 
Internationally renowned architect. Edward Durell Stone (19~2-19781, and 
the distinguished landscape arehitect, Thomas D. Church (19q2-1978). 

! 

i 
I 
; 

I 
i , · 
\ 
I 

I.. 



3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

. ~ • ~ _,, ~ r :'\ J .-u, c. ... -i. 

I 

I 
' 

[Pg. 3-101 The rei:,011 indicates that the Sierra Madre Viii~ park-and-ride 
facility requires 1,000 spaces. It does not, however, describe the facility in 
any further detail. Previous studies from the Metropolitan! Transportation 
Authority proposed (for the Johnson & Johnson/Merck. site) a three-story or 
fivA-Mory parking structure adjacent to the Foothill Freeway., An alternative 
study proposes a nine-acre, surface parking lot. Wrthout a physical 
description of thP. pRrlc-;md-ride facility, no assessment of: environmental 
.effects (notably the three concerns previously cited) is possible. 

I • 

I 

[Pg. 4-16, 4-921 Under air quality, the environmental analysJs identifies the 
demolition of a "maximum of seven buildinos at thP. prnp011ed Johnson & 
Johnson/Merck site a and describes demolition of seven buildings as a •worst 
case scenario." Subsequently, under cuttural resources. the report notes -
unequivocally - "ell of the buildings would be subject to demolition.• Which 
s~~M~~~~ ; 

I 

The report does not consider alterna'tives to the propoacd d~morrtion of the 
building at 3360 E. Foothill Blvd. According to the Public Besources Code 
of the S U1l~ uf California (Callfomie Environmental Quality Act, Sec. 16126), 
an EIR should discuss •a range · of reasonable alternatives to the 
proJect •.•. [lncluding] altemoLiv~.; c.;apable of eliminating eny significant 
adverse environmental effects or reducing them to a level or in.ignificance. 
even if these alternatiVes would Impede to some u~y,ee the attainment of 
the project objectives, or would be more costly.• The report apparently 
considers the site formerly occupied by BUIider's Emporium a, th~ iilLe:rnative 
project. Yet, it omits any discussion of adaptive reuse of ithe Johnson &. 
Johnson/Merck building or of constructing a multi-level parking structure as 
.a.o alternative to surface parking. l 
[PQ. 4-82] The locations (if any) of sound barrier walls withjn Pasadena are 
not identified in the report. At heights of four or eight ftlet, tnese wans 
could have an adverse visual impact on the vfsual character! of the light rail 
corridor. ! 
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100 NORTH GARRELD A VENUE 
P.O. BOX 7115. ?ASAOENA. CA 911~7215 

Transportation Advisory Comroiwon 

May9,_ 1994 

Mr. lames L Sowell 
M.o.nqer 
Environmental Compliance 
Les Angeles Coun~ 

Metropolitan Transportation Authority 
P. 0. Box 194 
Los Angeles, CA 90053 

i 
kE: DRAFI' SUPP.LEMEN1'AL ENVDlONMJ:;N'l"AL IM¥AC1· DJ'OK!.l' i'A!iAD~-

LOS ANGELES IJGHT RAIL TRANSIT PROJECT I 
~ Mr. Sowell: 

! 

'lbe Uty ot Pasadena ·1·ransportation Advis0ly Commimon bas reviewed th~ Supplemental 
Environmental Impact Report for the Los Aqeles-Pasadena Light Rail 1ioject. 

I 

At the Owrnission's public meeting held on April 14, 1984 the following ~mmeo.ts were 
adapted as ~ of the rea,rd of pincttdinp: j 

1. Parle and Bide FuJJtty at FgqthlQ )loglmn,I and Siem Mith Vlll,r. 
The nport was general in natun and c1id not disclose what~ of facility was 
to be located at the site. The Coaumi:llkw had wowaaliou llm&. iaclic.:a&m a 
-1000 mr snrface lot was to be built at this site. 'lbe Ovnrni-knu feels this is 
not appIOprlate for the site and woa1d be euvinmmwaDy detrimeatal to the 
a1ea. The exiiec::ted pnige nn the MRtlaem sedi.an of the ~. mm to the 
freeway, would be reasonable and apprOptiate to the site. l 

I 
i 
i 



Mr. James L. Sowell 
May 99 1994 
.l:'age 2 

__ .. .;..! - - -

2. Byllden Emporium Site. ; . 
'Fhe former Builders Emporium site is no lonpr available; as the site and 
buildiJl& have been modified fer a new tenant, Orchard ~ Supply. 

Since.rely, 

ROBERTmmnY 
Chairman 
TraaspoH.a.tiuu .AllviliUry O::mnnimon. 
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CITY OF SOUTH PASADENA 
J4U Mwioti S,1u1 • So1111t P""'4MO • Cfll¢ornill SUOJO 
TEL (&18) 799-9/01 • FAX (818) ?99-JJ09 2 6 2 0 7 I NAY-6 ~ 

I 
._ KENNETH C. FARFSING 

CITY MANAGER 
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James L. Sowell, Manager 
Environmental Compliance 
Lo• Angeles county 
Metropolitan Transportation Authority 

818 We•t Seventh Street, Suite aoo 
Los Angele• , California 90017 

21& DaUt IVPPLIUll'J.'AL DVJ:ROJIIPlll'l!AL DIP&C'l' U.OltT -
PUAD~ • LOS AHGILBS LICIJl'l' IAIL RUll%'1' noJBCT 

Dear Mr. Sowell: 

The City ot south Pasadena has completed. it• review of the 
Dratt SBIR tor the Pa•adena Blue Line. our comments are baaed 
on review of the 400UJ1ent and our latter of Decemb9r 22, 1993, 
commenting on the Notice of Preparation. We are diaappointed 
that the draft SEIR has ignored the concern• of the city of 
South Paaadana. 

RCC and M'I'A staff mat with th• City of South Pasadena on March 
12, 1994 • We walked the entire alignment and discovered 
several proj act related impact• vhi-ch are not discussed in thi• 
document or any cf the previous environmental documents. The 
draft appears only to discus• changes in Pasadena, Hiqhland 
Park and the Midway Yard. 

NOISE WALLS - There were several noi•• wall• which did not 
make any apparent ••n••· section• of wall• were adjaaent to 
commercial and industrial property, where they •r• clearly not 
nece• aary. 'l'here were • evaral hou••• iDaa.ediately adjacent to 
the alignment with no aound walls. Arroyo Viata School 
reguir•• toousaed aound atudi••• 

I am transllitting with thia letter exhibit• which indicate the 
correct location• ct noise walls. Please inclUde th••• 
exhil:>it• in the SEIR •• the r-iuired miti9ation ••••ur• for th• 
area• within the city of South Pasadena. 

HORN NOISE - RCC and M'I'A atatf ut with the city ot south 
Paaadena on April 25, 1994 to di• cua• the horn noiae aituation 
and wayside horn syatam. we were given a copy of an April 6, 
1994 •tudy of a wayside horn •yatem. Th• draft SBXR • hould 
include this study. The SBIR should alao atate tha current 
progress of the design of the electronic car horn. 



James L. Sowell 
Re: Draft SEIR - Pa• adena/Lo• Angeles 

Light Rail Transit Project 
May 5, 1994 Page 2 

The SBIR •~ould include the following mitigation measures tor 
horn noise: 

1, 

2. 

3 • 

'l'h• MTA/RCC will continue ta develop the way• ide horn 
syatem. cities along the corridor will continue to be 
con•ulted on the development and illl)lamentation of the 
wayaida horn system. 

Th• RCC/MTA will u•e good faith effort• to ••elt approval 
of the wayside horn ay• tem from the PUblic utilities 
Commia• ion. RCC/MTA •taff shall continue to work with PUC 
staff in the development and ta• ting of the wayside horn 
system. 

M'l'A/RCC will continue to develop and implement the 
electronic car born. Cities along the corridor will be 
conaultad on the car horn noise i••ue. MTA/RCC will work 
with the citi•• on the duration, pitch and other born 
variable• prior to the implaentation of the car horns. 

TBAQTIQN POWJR STATIONS Nei tbar thi• Draft SBIR nor 
praviou• docwnent• discuss the potential hi• tor ic reaource 
lo•••• due to the t.raction power atation at 1111 Magnolia 
street. The property has one of th• original Rancho Santa Fe 
homes, which is currently proposed ~or demolition by the RCC. 

Th• followinq mitigation measures abould btl incorporated into 
the draft SEIR: 

1. 

2. 

3. 

RCC •taff shall notify the City of South Pasadena • ix 
month• prior to the propo• ed demolition of the residence 
located at 1111 Maqnolia Street. 

RCC • taff shall permit the City of South Paaadena to 
relocate the home within th• • ix-month pariod. RCC •hall 
aell the residence at a nominal value to th• city. 

All heritage tr••• and aignificant tr••• ahall be retained 
on the traction power station • it••. n .. e trees aball be 
integrated into the tinal land•cape development plans for 
the site. 
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James L. Sowell 
Re: Draft SEIR - Pasadena/Loa Angeles 

Light Rail Transit Project 
May 5, 1994 Page 3 

Plea• e include theae comment• and mitigation measures in the 
Dratt SEIR. Th• City respectfully requests a copy of the 
Notice of Completion in order that we may exerci•• our rights 
under CEQA in a timely maMer. 

It you have any que•tiona regarding thi• matter, pl•••• do not 
hesitate to contact me. 

Sincerely, 

/C...--.~------.;;;. 
Xe~eth c. farfsin 
City Manager 

XCF:sllh. 
att: Noi• e Wall Exhibits 

cc: city council 
Blue Line Comaittee 
Laurence Weldon 
Jila Van Winkle 
Horn Noi•• Working Group 

Die~A-Sowall.ltr 

• ~ _, _ 'II C! 2 ~ n • -, T w ,., ._ TAT ...,. , e.: • - ,...., ...., r=:- • , ,..... • - -~ 
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Butinen, Tran1portatlcln and Houtin9 Ag•ncy a 
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Memorandum 

I 
1 From 

Mr. Mark Goss 
State Clearinghouse 
1400 Tenth street, Room 121 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

' Wilford Melton - District 7 
D&PARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

I A .,·. '.• ·r • . 
.,.., • \J • i I" I •; \ • 

l9S~ HA y ~, .''.'-:°if• !.~S April 29, 1994 

File No.: 

IGR/CEQA/SEIR 
LA County MTA 
Pasadena-LA 
Light Rail 
Transit Project 
Vic LA-110-VAR 

LA-210-VAR 

I Subject, Project Review CoJl11'lents 

• 
I 
J 
I 

--
I , 
I 
• I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
t 

acH no, 93121099 

Caltrans has reviewed the above referenced document. It 
analyzes project modifications proposed since the adoption of the 
final project. Based on the information received, we have the 
following comments: 

On Page 2-!, Table 2.2-1, Transportation and Circulation - the 
contra-flow lane proposed as a mitigation aeasure for access to the 
E/B I-210 from the Johnson & Johnson parking aite will have 
significant traftic impacts on state facilitiea. Early coordination 
with Caltrans is recommended. 

On Page 3-10, Section 3.J.7, the description should include 
the proposed contra-flow lane arrangement as a mitigation aeasure 
for traffic circulation impacts for access to the E/B I-210 from 
the Johnson & Johnaon parking site. 

on page 4-59, Section 4.7.2, for projected traffic volumes for 
the on and off-ra•ps at the Sierra Madre Villa intersection, 
Caltrans criteria needs to be considered if it gives larger 
volumes. 

Thank you for this opportunity to co1n111ent. It you have any 
questions regarding this response, please call •eat (213) 897-
1338. 

✓ cc: Harley s. Martin 
LACMTA 
818 w. 7th. street 
Los angeles, CA 9001? 

WILFORD MELTON 
Senior Transportation Planner 
IGR/CEQA Coordinator 
Advanoe Planning Branch 
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F· . := . : . C = F ' :;. M TEL : ~ 1 3- ~ L\ ::l - t O ·: 1 

ll}uhlir ~tiliti~s Clinnnnission 

April 28,' 1994 

Mr. James L. Sowell 
LACMTA 

ST A Tii OF CAUFORNIA 

818 w. 7th street, suite 300 
Los Angeles, CA 90017 

1 : : ::, E, 'l ~ . (I: : • : . U: 

AOOltt!&S AI.L COMMUNICATION9 
TO TMI! COM~N 

1<¥7 IOUTH MOADWAY, ROOM 1108 
LO. ANClm.N. CA 90018 
Tm.all'MON11: ca, a, N?• 

Id . • A L .,6 .. C..:'1 , l . .. 

FIi.• NO, 

Subject: CPUC Staff Comments on the Draft supp1emental 
Environmental Impact Report Pasadena-Los Angeles Light 
Rail Transit Project 

Dear Mr. Sowell: 

The subject document has been reviewed by the Commission staff 
and we have no outstanding safety concerns at this time. We do 
note however on page 3-4, section 3.3.4.3 that reference is made 
to a switchyard operated by AT&SF. Th• Midway Yard is actually 
operated by SPTC. 

Please feel free to directly contact Susan Feyl at 213-897-3546 
it you have any questions concerning this matter. 

Very truly yours, 

_JJ,_,~~ 1 Q. 
DONALD R. JOHNSON~ 
Supervising Engineer 
Rail Transit Safety Branch 
Sat'ety Division 
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JOHN CALOWEL.L DESIGN 

A::ir 2:'9.:: 

COPY IN.RMC 
1 -- . c::- -.. u. - ._! 

TRANSMITTAL LA.C.M.T.A. 

19S4 A~R 13 A~ iO= 44 
Name. ____ Mr. J~es S. Sowe~l-I~«~lfll~n~a~g_c_r __________ _ 

fS!!!fJ...!n-t-~· ___ L9s Angeles Cou,:2_ey Metropolitan Transit Authority 

From: __ ,r_o_hn W. Caldwell 

pat~, ____ ...;A.;;,,pril 12, 1.9"'"9 ___ 4 __________________ _ 

§JJ!}iBC .... ..._t'-: ----=-=Th~ sou ch Pds.adena Liqht Rail parking _______ _ 

1 'm t.1-,.,. <)wr,~r ot ehe pr.:iper:y and che bu~ine:;-s lo(~.~ccd at th!:' 
n,iffi·ess bf;.1vw, tor the pt!:;t 15 year.s~ 

My concerr. .:.s pa.O.inq. The last r•w years parking av,3ilabilicy 

on El C'ent.ro llar. diminished: now. it .is dlmoac: non-exis<..e11 c:. 
T!Jflretore. Che Park and Ride locacions that are being considered 

in the area ar~ a muse. 

Lir••icin;; p,;tz-kin,, lloun;, to discourage Park ,ind Ride from u!,inr, up 
on-sere-et p,,rking, is bej nq con.sidaz·ea J.;y clle South Pasaden.:i 

Pla.nrii111_1 Committee .,nd light Rail, thereby proteccing retail, 
Gommcrcial ,ind rccidenci«>l parking. Tiljs i.t; iniperative,. r hc1vP. 

suJgesr.ed co Bill Cc1Inpbell of the South Pasadena Planning 
Depar:me1nt ar.d now to your office, that: r:ll~re be ng rn)rk.ir1o.> 
bet;'@'t:il 6: QQ ,l M c>nd 9 A M. Monday ct;ru frjday in the area 
!;1.Jn·ounding tlJG Light: R,ii l st.at ion. Tllis would discouz\lQe Park 
aTJd R.i.de all dc.1y p,i1ti:king. This would cause ~ewer inconveniences 

!'or busiriessl?.s and residen:s chari c./le proposed two J1()ur parking 

l imi c i11 L.he ai·ea wlJi,~h i.<. beiIJg con:;idcred. 

In any evenr., I am a Sllpporcer of Light Rail dI2d thank you for 
your ,:or..!;;•ic.iez.;ition on chis issue. I[ 'I c,m be of any service on 

.:my of your cnmmitte1:-:., I r,:ould be haJ;py to do so . 

.Jol1n Joi. Caldw..ill 

901 El Centro Sr,e.,., 

Ca,.,omia 910:J0-31 r5 

Pno11e {2131 txl3-2809 

Ftix {818, 79g.9s15 



THIS PAGE lNTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK 

I 

•• I 
I 
I 
I • 
I 
I 
I 

• 
I 
r 
I 
• I 

' I 
I 
I 
t 



.a 
I 
t 
I 
._ 
I • 
I 
J 
I 

-
I 
1 
I 
• I 
I 
I 

I 
t 

'r, • r-.1_.-, t..Jr-r •~1 :.L:~1:---'-'-c,U_·. 

KEVIN MICHAEL 
STUDIO 

April 26, 1994 

Mr. Harley Martin 
Metropolitan Transportation Authority 
818 West 7th Street 
Los Angeles, California 90017 

Dear Harley: 

l l : lJ .:. . 1 ·: , U ~· :.. - . ! _ i _ 

L I' r·, • ,- -• , 
r\. -·· ,•·i. : .A. 

Our business haa just relocated to 3400 East Foothill in 
Pasadena, il'lll\\ediately next door to the Johnson & Johnson 
building propoaed as a potential location for the final 
stop of the Pasadena Blue Line trolley. 

Because I am extremely concerned as to the impact this will 
have on our business, I would appreciate any and all 
information pertinent to this destination, such as: 

1. What will the aite look like? A lar9e parking lot 
and/or train station? 

2. Where will passengers be going or coming from? 

J. The asking price of that property is high. Why 
would the MTA need auch a large and expensive piece 
of property anyway? 

I would certainly appreciate your co11111enta and concern. 
Please also adv~•• us as to further information you may have 
as it develops • 

Reapectfully, 

Kevin sweeten 

/'Jals 

HOO EAs-:- Foorn1Lc Bou:.t:v11~r1 

P.a..SAllENA. (.t,UFORNIA !) I I 07 

818-585~ 
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__ JO Lacy Street 

'-.Jr , ~ I'' 

' ... 
Los Arigeles. CA 900~­
--------~9..1 " 0 ' B 
(213) 222•1172 "I l'iA I : ;:, 4: as 
FAX (213) 222-1258 

. 
DA'l'B: 

TOI! 

FROM1 

SVBJBCTa 

May 4, 1994 
✓ 

Harley Martin, Los Angele• county Metropolitan Tran•it 
Authority (MTA/RCC), Bnvironmental Compliance 

King Patrick Leonard, AICP ASLA~~-
Lacy Street P~oduction Studio• /0-
Reapon•• to Draft supplemantal Bnvironmental ImpeQt 
Report, Pa• adena - Loa An9el•• Light Rail Ti:anait Project 
(Pa• adena Blue ~ine), SCI t 93121099 

In• continuing 1pirit of cooperation, snd on bohalf of the Laoy 
Street Production Center (• tudioa) I offer the following ccmments 
regarding see 193121099 (&BIR) • 

• 
I 

The Lacy Street Produotion Canter studio• are located at 2~30 Lacy 
Street in the Lincoln Seighta neighborhood of Loa Angeles. Th• 
•tudioa are located directly acroas f:rom the Lo• Angeles City 
Animal Shelter and parking facilitiea. Approximately 463 f••t of 
the southerly portion of the facilit1•• are adjacent to the 
proposed PaaAdena Blue Lina Project. The distance of buildinge to 
the n• are• t rail line varie1 from 15-33 feet. Pigure 1 • howe the 
9enerAl loc:a.tion and layout of the • tudioe with re• pect to the 
existing rail line and.the proposed 26th Street Station. 1 

I 
• I 

' I 
I 
I 
t 

A• we hava indicated in thl!I pa• t. to your project • taf :f, th• • tudioa 
are an important part of 'th• Lincoln H•i;ht• CODIIIUlnity as well as 
th• film inc;lu•t.ry in general. There are approximately 98,000 
people employed in·the film induetry within th• Lo• Angel•• area. 
over 10\ of th••• people vork at scma time during th• y .. r within 
th• Lacy Street Production Center. Several thousand additional 
people provi.de aateri119 •ervicaa, con• truotion ••rvio•• and related 
aervic••• Xn 1993 alone the •tudia• were-• utilised by 130 
production ooap•Pi••• ·Film•, N'1'V production•, co ... roial filma, 
and media preeentationa are prepared at the • tudio1. 'l'be •tudio is 
the lu9e1t •IAPloYMnt oenter in th• Bait Laa An9• les/Lincoln 
Bei;ht• area. The atudio: .qompl•x i • unique in that there are only 
17 film studio• remaining in th• LC>• An9•l•• metropolitan area, 
none of which have the unique uchltectural ohar&oteriatioa of the 
~acy Street •tudio•• Additionally, other • tudioa in the region 
hav• b•en impacted eavar•ly by r•oent earthquake activity, however 
the Lacy street Production cent•r ha• continued to operate 2, how:-• 
a day, i day• a week to o!f• et •OM of th• demand that haa been 
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placed upon the tacilitie• a• th• result of the lo • s 0£ other 
tacilitia• tor filming in the a.r•a • Con• equently, our conc:ez-n• are 
both unique and significant to the Pa•adena Blue Line development 
proceae. · 

In tha Initial Study for this SEIR, the Lacy Streat fac:ilities Are 
generally dee'cribed ae k>eing in · th• vicinity of Mar1nion Way. 
Previous environmental impact reporte'have incorrectly identified 
the atudios as "Orion Picture,••. Section 4 of this Ora ft SHIR 
identif.ies "Orion Picture•" and the facilitiea generAlly as 
"Railroad Industrial". We wi• h to point out that Orion Picture• 
wa• 1illlply al••••• of the tacilitie• at the time the Cagney & 
Lacey television 1eriea·wa1 be1n; filJaed, but the owner•hip waa at 
that timo, and continu.ea to be, the pr•••nt owner•• Similar to The 
Alien Hation aerie• filmed h•r• J:>y Fox Studio•, tho facilitie • were . 
lea1•d in large part by a • ingle oo,iapany. Thi• W&I unusual for u• 
to do t.hi• but both of th••• produotion• required moat of t·he 
• tudio facilities in order to continually prepare feature• on a 
weekly basi•• Figure 2 provides a general idea of how . the 
facilities were being utilized at the end of 1993. J:.ike most 
atudio• we continually 0hanc1e the • tag• areas and improve tbam each 
time they are used for differ•nt film product1ona. Becauae th• 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) review proc••• for the 
Pasadena Blue Line ha• been going on • ince 1988, it i1 difficult 
for MTA/RCC ateff and their con•ultant, to k••P up with the 
nwurou1 chan;ea that 000ur throu;hout the • tudio1 •• well ae th• 
neighborhood. 

our comment• are structured ,o ae to·1 

l. Identify potontial project impacts upon th• • tudica and 
filming activitie1. 

2. De•erib• the need for mitigation for apecitic and unique 
imp«ct• .that tha P•••d•n• llu• Line Project will have 
upo~ th• •tudio• both during conetruc:t1on and in the 
opera~ional • tag••• 

3. sugge•t mitigation •••urea to aa•ure that uninter:upt•d 
filmin9 can continua. 

4. Sug9e• t way• to.1noorporate mitigatio~ maaaure• into the 
required Mitigation Monitorin9 Plan.· 

S. Provide a a\lllllAJ:')' of previoua action• and coaunant.• by 
Lacy straat Prqd~ction cantar that have been provided to 
H'l'A/acc ataff ·re9ardin9 the Pa,adana Blu• Lia• Proj•ct. 
We notad that· auch of the •i91lificant work we hava 
completed 111 aoou1tical analy• i.• wa• not. aentioned in 
thi• Draft SBIR, and thi• type of new information • hould 
be a part of the CBQA proc•••• 
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MIMO - May 4, 1994 

Our evaluation of thi• 0raft SBIR wae hampe:ed by mia1ins 
information, fnia • ing refe:enc:o• and.inconeietency between various 
CEQA documents prepared over an extended period of time. 

,,Unfortunately this kind of C!QA p:oc•••, extended ov• r •~ch a long 
· period of time, causes aome confuaion for the publLc, inc:l\lding 
our•elvee, in evaluating the· document• and pre0i•• impact• UJ?Qn the 
• tudios. However, we have tried to focus on thoae areae that are 
mo•t pertinent to th• •tudio• •• oppo•ed to •ome of our·earlier 
comment• which foou• ed upon neiqhborhoad concern•, W• oonti.nue to 
bali•ve · that at the project level thi• kind of SSJ:Jt 1hould be 
focuainq upon th• nwnerous public improvement• required to aupport 
auoh a maaaiva project u tha Paaadena Blue ~ine6 The &BIR appear• 
to suffar from the implication that only tb• project ia important 
and not the land uses and ot.her public improvement• needed to 
aupport th• project. For th••• :ea1on1 we believe the acope of 
.th1• document ia inadequate to addr••• many of th• conoarna we have 
previously indicated to you as well &I th• project level kinda of 
decisions that mu• t be 111ade in th• n••~ future if thi• projeot ie 
to be developed in the time frame anticipated. We understand from. 
the ataff that th• time frAllle ha, been moved forward fo~ one year. 
We hope to b• able to provide you with additional comments and 
au9ge• tion• in thie extended time fram• to deal with th• more 
compl• x i11ue1 of the drainage, •treet i:ic;ht of way i •• ue•, 
pede• trian safety, vi• ibility from· vehicle•, and architeotural 
treatment around the 26th Street Station area. 

We noted certain intormation missing from thi• docWll9nt, such as 
the propoaed ·ele0tric•l boo•t•r 1tation which i• now proposed to 
the • a1t of our faoiliti••• Originally•• thought tbis facility 
would b~ to th• aouth of our faciiiti•• and wa• •uffioient distance 
from the studio• • o as not to b• a • ivnificant impact. We believe 
that this -9•n•r•l problem of tbe al• atrioal boo•ter station• and 
tho noi•• leval• emitted froa • uoh faoiliti•• ha• not been focuaed 
on in thi• SB?R at a ti.JN when p~oparty purcba••• are amin•nt. We 
note t.hat th• State lupr•• court ha• held that the notice 
r•quir•1119nt• of CBQA, while •u£fioi•nt to eneoura;e general public 
participation in the • nvi~onmental deci•ion ~king proce1• , are 
inadequate to ••t due -proo••• 1tandarda for no tic• · on th• 
underlying project ( •) where !und ... ntal intere•t• are aubatantially 
affeot•d• 

In 1oae instance, booater at&tion• nay requ1~• different zonin~ or 
a oonditional n•• ,•rmit, dependin9 upon the juriadiotion. We 
noted no analy•i• o juri1dictional requirements for th••• typee of 
di•cretionary deciaion• and wondered ~f M'l'A/RCC were required. to 
... t any • ucll standard•• At a minimum, the SBIR 1bould addr••• t.ha 
d••ign standard• and noi••/acouatical improvem•nta that QOUld he 
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provided to mitigate impact of thees boo1t•r station•• We belie~• 
that put~ing a booster • tation tdjaaent to a film •tudio create• 
very significant impact• that ehould be mitigated And that ahould 
be reflected in a ttitigation M0nit0rin9 Plan. 

In the general •ection on n0i1e and vibration w~ noted tbat Section 
4.4.2, again needs clarification a• to •orion PicturoaN and 
•Railroad Indu1trial". At a minimUffl the studio• should be call•d 
out as a designated film etudio and the acou•tiQal •t•ndards that 
we ~rovided you through the Charla• M. Salter repo~t (and again. 
noted in the Wil• on Ihrig raport prepared by your office) • hould be 
p~oparly cited in the 8EIR and included•• appendic••· 

We ~oted comments by the City Adlnini• trator of Paeadena regardin9 
horn noia• and th• SEIR tend• ta focua on some kind of deci• icn 
.hopefully to be rend•rad by the California Public Utiliti•• 
Commi•aion (CPUC). W• would 1u99e• t that th••• kind of 
deliberations at the California Public Utilities COl1111\i11ion (C1UC) 
level are not a solution to the ••t of problems that requi~e 
miti9ation at the frojeat level. It may be neceeaary for you to 
eatabli• h standard, at th• •t.ate level but mitigation of the 
problems should _OCQur in the SBIR and be reflected in tbe 
Mitigation Monitoring Plan. 

A• for mitigation for the vibration impacts fxom the pi:opo•ed 
tran• it ay•tem, we continue to believe that BMC or BMS con• t~uction 
• bould be included to the rear of the Laay Street Production Cent•r 
and • hewn in· Table 4~4-10. W• believe t.hat th• elimination of 
sound wall• 9enarally may not ba good where train• ue approaching 
the 26th Street lt&tion on a curv•. Additionally, a low w•ll along 
and adjacent to the track• would elillinate muoh of the wheal noiaa 
that w!ll ·probably occur in the future. ff• h&ve rai• ed this i••ue 
in • ome of our di•cu• sion• with tbe ataff in the paat and have yet 
to receiv~ an ad•~•to re•pon•• •• to what alte~native, if any, ia 
propoaed to the rear of ~h• • tudio•• Additionally, the track area 
ha• •ome drainage problmu •••oaiated with it and • inc• our · 
buildin9• are directly abutting the· railroad right of way we 
believe the drainage probl•m •hould be reaolved prior to 
aon• truction of ·the Paaadena Blue Line. ~h•r• i• & oonaiderabl• 
amount of en9ineerin9 work r•quired in doing thi•• · The 
oon1truoti0n drawing• that•• have eauined to data do not propo•• 
any •olution• to th••• ,roblem• to the nar of the • tudio•• •• 
would propose that aiti9ation of vibration and noi•• ilDpaa~•·be 
aaaoapli1hed before 00n1truction la undertaken in 199~ • o that 
filming can continue uninterrup~ed. 

Page 4 of ·e 

I 
I 
t 
I 

' I • 
I 
I 
I 

-
I 
r 
I 
• I 

' I 
I 
I 
t 



.a 
I 
t 
I 
l 
I • 
I 
J 
I 

• _, 

I 
1 
I 
• I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

l .:l : "5 0 ~i c . ~ I_/:_ : • : f: 

MEMO - May 4, 1994 

Our preferred alternative, aa recommended in th• Salter roport, i• 
a ba.n/tunnel type enclosure of the transit lina b•hind the 
atudio•, approximately 600 feet in length. However, we have 
auggested to·your etaff that a logical method of handling any on­
aite mitigation i1 a third p&~ty agr••ment similar to that used by 
the· Bay Area Rapid Transit Diatrict·. Throu.;n • third party 
agreement th• •t~dio can control any ~•quired deaign and retrofit 
work, if needed, in addition to th• tunnel, and in conjunction with 

~. the complex scheduling a;,roblama of three oz:- more film companies 
op-,.ating on th• eite at one time. Ad~itionally, the 1tudio can. 
control .the character ot the woz-Jc which ia important to maintain 
the New York industrial look of th• • tudio•• It· i • beoauae of the 
architectural character of the •tudioa that they hav• b••n •o 
auoeeasful in attracting so many film coJ11pani••• PUC Section 
l80106(b) permits tran•mit authorities broad latitude in hiring and 
contracting. PUC Section 180154 govern• bidding procedures and 
provide• MTA/RCC with more than adequate lega.l protection for 
undertaking third party type a9reementa • 

'l'h• SBIR provides 1oma indication of site apacific mitigation 
meaeures but these have not been offered to Laay Production Studio• 
in our di•cussion• with 1taff, An example would be the replacement 
of window11 and apecial treatment of older buildings. The SBIR doe a 
1peak to the i•1ue of •hi•toric buildings" but do•• not recognize 
the •tuciio as having hiatorio charac:ter. We would au9ge1t that the 
hi• tc:ic building• ara no different than IIUlny of the older 
building• in China Town, along Lacy Street, or in the P•••d•n• 
a~ea. When a transit •Y•tem i1 developed in older •r••• of A oity 
than apecial architectural treatment and acouatiaal t~••tmenta are 
required, Thi• kind of work cannot be v•n•rically t:eated in a 
tranait authorities ·Line Conatruction Standards Manual, 

in ~able 4.4~2 the footnote references to vibration meaeurament 
location• should b• clari!ied. wa•r• not certain that the public 
know• what th• •WIA, 1193~ report i• about, Doe• thi• include the 
Wil1on Ihrig Report complet•d tor the •tudio1? Tha t•xt below 
z-•fer• to more raatrictive criteria, however ther• i• no untion of 
motion picture atudioa.and th• 1'C35 criterion in the Wilaon Ihriq 
R•port. · 

' · Under "of:f-• ite mitigation•, page ,-,1, no mention i• made of older 
building• •uch aa the •tudio• wh•r• •••ling entire buildings to 
aitigat• noi•• and vibration will reault in need for additional air 
conditionin9 unit•• 
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MEMO - May 4, 19~4 

'\ 

As a general coJ11D1ent w• noted thAt there is no mention of the 
timing of mitigation mea•ures er ocnatruction. A • chadule 1hould 
be part of the Mitigation Monitoring Plan. 

Station conetruction and operation will require diff•rent 
considerations with respect to the studio•. A portion of the "chop 
•hop•, indicated on Figure 2 aa the garage aat, abuts the 26th 
Streat Station area. The need to mitigate noi•• level• on thia 
• id• of the oomplex is critical and thero need• to be coneiderable 
thought given to the architectural treatment along 28th Street a• 
it relate• to th• station architecture (textures, colors, 
material•). 'l'h• incre••ed l•v•la of noi•e from doors, horns, 
gong•, and pQrking lot activity should be con• idered in the SEIR 
and Mitigated for an important fagility auah •• a moticn picture 
•tudio. • 

ff• hGve previously p~ovided your ataff with information regarding 
th• Depcrtment of Wate~, Power (DWP) taciliti•• being conetrugted 
to the •outh of our faail.1.ti••, There appecu;·• to be no information 
in the SEIR regarding permit• in the pipeline, types of permits, 
conetruction under way on other properti•• and the cwnulati ve 
implication• of tranait to th••• land u•••• 

Other impact, to the L~oy Street Pr~duction Center will include 
reverberation of noise from the new DWP hi;h ri•• building aouth of 
the atudioa, loaa of outdoor filming area•, lo•• of light and 
ventilation, and the psyohol09ical impact on location managers due 
to paa•ing trains. We are continuing to work with your •taff on 
finding solutions to th••• problem• aa directed by your Board in 
August of 1993. 

SUMMARY AN~ CONC~USIONSt 

A. Ver, • ignifiaant, unavoidable, and cwnulativ• impact•, 
particularly to -the Lacy Street Praduation Canter and the 
number of peopl• employed in the caatar each yeu, •hould 
b• reco9ni1ed in thia SIIR. 

B, Project objeativea ahould be expanded in the Initial 
study to include rea09aition ot the iml)ortanae of land 
u•e change• and impact• upon •peciali1ecl faailiti•• BUCb 
•• motion pictut• •tudio• and older • trv.atur••· 

c. . '!'here are two •••ential te•t• that an SBIR must P•••• It 
muet. focu• upon eub•t.antial new information ot importance 
to a project and it mu• t include information neoe•• ary to 
make th• previous BIR adequate !or the project aa revi• ed 
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MEMO - May 4, 1994 

(CEQA guideline•, Section 15le3(b). Thia SEIR do•• not 
app,ar to meet either of t.h••• tests as we und•r•tand the 
CEQA procea• and baaed upon the inf or1nation we have 
previ~u• ly.p:ovid•d to your ottic• and in this letter. 

D. Some reference• and footnote• ·•r• unclear anti mi• laading. 
Tho•• need to be cleaned up and additional information 
provided in this SEIR if the document is to m•• t. the teat 
of adequacy and oOJnplatan•••• 

B. Th• need for recirculation of thi• SEIR appear• to be 
neo••••ry &!t•r raviaicn• are 111ade. we would 1ike t~ 
have a copy of the recirculated document when it i• 
available for pul)lio review. 

r. we have continually 1.1ked for Publio notices. In 
December we did not receive notice that an SBIR waa being 
prepared, Through other souroea we found that the 
document had been prepared but it wa• late in arriving, 
and conaequantly our time to prep•~• comment• wa• 
reduced. We wont to the public m••tinc; held .in Bi9hland 
Parle in which the document• were to be preeented but tney 
were not available. 

The type of analyai• required when an SBlR ii prepared at the 
project level 1• necessarily more detailed and, in thi• co.11e, 
require• higher level• of •nalysi•• Thi• can only be acccmplished 
with ·•d•quat•. arahit•ctur•l and engin•erin; •tudie• running 
oonourrently with work·being undertaken by MTA/acc. 

In the spirit of coop.ration we will continue to work with you to 
ro• olv• th• problem• that we have identified in pr•vioua 
correspondenca and ~n this letter • 
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ATTACHNENTSz , 

l) Pigure l - Lacy Street Production Center Map 

2) Figure 2 - Lacy Street Produotion·Center Facilities Layout 

cci Jue& s. Knight, C!O, Lacy Streat Production Cant•r 
Jack Freytag, Pl, Charl•• M. Salter Aa• ociat•• 
P&Ql D~•g, AIA, Architect 
Office of Councilman Hernandez 
Alliance of Motion Fictur•• Producer• and Direatore 
LACH'l'A/RCC Boar~ and Staff 
Rob Ball, Proj•ot Manager, t.ACMTA/RCC 
MAyor Reardon•• Office, Attns Cody Cleff 

Page 8 of 8 

-· 

I • 
I 
I 
I 

• 
I 
r 
I 
• I 

' I 
I 
I 
t 



• - .. _._ -·- ..,_ 
I 

_._ -·- _,_ 

~ 

·1 
:::- ?I i •:1,_1--====== 

.. - .. 
-.1: 

' 
.­
L 
-r 

"' ... 
Ir 
41. 

OlY OF lOS ANGELES ANIMAL SHELTER ;~ 

=-~ ... .... 
;! 
fl) 

-f1 

f 
PRO..ECT NORTH 

KING P. L£0NARD. AU'/ ASLA 

ClTY P'AR1<1NG 

FIGURE 1 
LACY STREET 

0 

PROPOSED 
S,.ECTAIC'A­
BOOS i Efl 
SlJlfflON 

PRODUCTION CENTER LOCATION 

fl' 
r 
I , 
,_, .._,. 

I 
I 
!C:.. 
I.:. 
I 

,)) 

.. _ ... 

_✓• 

n, 
\L 

,_, 
I (1 

I() 

Jc, 

G 

\'•J 
I_, 

z 
0 

C) 

G 
~ -' 

I) 

I -,-. 



. r- • ' -

FIGURE 2 
-LACY STREET 
PRODUCTION ' . 

CENTER 
FACILITIES 
I ' 

.. 

© 
SION~OP --+-

• 
PROJECT NORTH 

~ 
! 
i.--

0fF1CU 
l;--
t-
t-
t-
t-
t-

L 

SECOND FLOOR 

1 .~ • 7 -., . ~ ...... 

APT.SU 

_J 

B 

- . ' - ' ' .... I 
I 
t 
I 
I 
I • 
I 
I 
I 

• 
P()l.,,/gE 0fflQ£ !ET:S . I ~----r-~~'rr7==rn. 3ETTTI~~~~7 

~- ., 

MU. 

~ 
. ' ' 
UlN>INO: 

GROUND FLOOR 

I 
• I 

' I 
I 
I 

KING P. LEONARD. AlCP/ASLA 

' 



a 
I 
1 
I 
l 
I • 
I 
J 
I 

• 
I 
1 
I 
• I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
t 

--·_,1· -
COMM.UNITY ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT UNIT 

LEGAL AID FOUNDATION OF LOS ANGELES · 
~ F 4--P A :r::;,r"-'C,..h!ft w.• ; - ,,eJi SC 9.J;p~;<RC"..ll!Z: IIA 

u\CMTA 
818 Wett 7th Street 
Suite eoo 
Lot Angeles, Calffomia 90017 

Attn: Mr. Haney Martin, 
Environmental Specialist 

• 

May 9, 1994 

TRANSMIJIEP VIA FAX AND U.8,-NAIL 

RE: Our ~lent: Tri-Communities Organl7.ation 
Comments on Draft SEIR for 
Puedena-Lot Ang•• Ught Raft Transit Project 

Dear Mr. Hart.y: 

PINN be acMNd that our offlee represents th• abov.,..,.renced cliant-organlzation, Tri­
Commun&t Organlmtlon (0ypr911 Par1<-ElyclanVallay-G11...UP1t1c),an unincorporated association, and 
theca wrtlten comments are herein submitted on their behalf. 

Our comments are spec::fflcalCy referenced to the sections a, ldantffied in the Craft SEIR for the 
Paudena-Lot Ang.tN Ught Rall Tran1it Project and•• found In SeQtion. 4: Environmental Impacts. 

I. Section 4.2: Air Quallty 

4~natnlctlon AJr Quality lmpac:ta: Demolltlon of Bulldln91. -
b ~C::.. 

The Draft SEIA d4tclOMt the potential exposure of the communly to ubestoa, however It ii 
deficklnt In that It faU1 to dttcloM th• wen g,..., poblnUal of a,cpoeure of the community to lead during 
the propoNd demolition of 8Ublequ1ntty acquired re1id1ntJal ttructure1, particufarty atong the Marmion 
Way Con1dor In th9 Highland Park community and the graater potantlal of fugitive contaminated l•d dust 
partidel thlf'lfrom. The rattdential structures propONd to be acquired and subtequently demoUthed are 
1lgnlftcantly older ttructurN and have • high probability d lead-bued paint throughout thern. As• result 
of thll faffura, the Drat SEIR II Inadequate tn Its tanure to analyze a,e utant of this potentially slgnffieant 
tnYfronmental Impact to the air quality and twman health of the impacted communities or to propoH any 
mitigationl thereof. 

~eta Mltlg~ to lnalgnlfloanN by Exllllng AegulltlOlia. ~ 
For the rauont stated abcMt, the propolld mlligatJonl are Inadequate. The statement within the 

Draft SEIR that existing regulations Nnder th• enwonmental lrnpacll lnllgnlftcant II lnlutting and 
erroneous. The ltanderd II NUOnlblen ... and NgUlatlonl are generally oonatrued u min&mum 
ltAndardl to be appffed ..... .,,...,... II to be dttelmlned u to the direct Impact and appliclltian on 

-1he affected oommunltiN/~. 

/ 

Minimum andardt for llad-baNd pei,t l'lfflovaf and encapsulation have been devetaped. 
Howwer, the Draft ~A "void d any klforrnltlOn Yt1th regardt to the varloul ty,-of mligation mellUreS 
In relation to th9 removal of lad-baNd paint. App,aprlately 1dor9d analylll and appllciatlon mutt be 
conduct8d bleed on the natu,. lftcl demographics of the denNly popu1atld Midentlal community d 
Highland Park. Reuonaal-,•• requfrw a specffic mltlQation monitoring lmpllm8"tltlon plan ooordinated 
\\th the Impacted communll11 which Includes but ii not limited to the following elements· of: community­
baaed and culturally Hntltlv• lnvofvemant through contacll with Impacted communltl•' 1Choo11, pre­
tohoott, churchft, per1<1 and recnNltion centars, senior canters; notice and dllHmlnation of information 
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to Impacted communities In languages spoken, lneluding but not limited to English, Spanfsh, Chinese, 
VletnameN and Tagalog re: all findings relating to e>dstenca of IAAd 11nd Hboctos and/or 1ny other 
hazardou1 matarlal1; IChedule ot demolition; potential and projected Impact. c,r, adjacent rnidenta 
(hulth, aCCHS Impacts, street c:losum. haul routff); q,aclftc typH of mitigation moecurN euch ac twtoe 
daRy water spraying; wuhfng down of equipment, ttrNtl, houra .of conatruction, ac.; and joint 
devefcpment of a mitigation monitoring and impl•mentation plan. · 

11. Section •A: Nolu ind Vibration 

Aeetlon C3/ NolM Mllgatlon -

Draft SEIA'• discYHlon of propoeed mitigation meo1u,.. are Inadequate in that It falls Lo addreA the 
potential of Its propoHd mitigation• to create resultant and significant IOCio«onomic environmental 
lmpada In the form d community urban blight. 

Tho propONd nolN mltigatfon1 of lower sound barrier waU1 and •cqullldOn c:A noise taHmentl 
could potentfalty retult In the creation of community urban blight alcng the Mannion Way Ccrrtdor cl 
Hl9hland Part<. Th• Drat 8EfR fl deflck,nt of any analysll With ntglrdl to u,, pCMnUII long 1arm IOClo­
aconomlc Impact of •prtme target gtafflti watt•• along the entire length of thl Marmion Way Comdor. 

No p,opoNd mitigation mNtures lld/or monitoring lmplamentatlon maintenance plan exilts In 
U19 Draft S!JPI n1: ongoing maintenance and/or lanCISCape bUfftrtng of the nega~ vlaual apects of the 
propONd sound b•mer walls. Recommendation II made to consult encl Include th• Hightand Pan< 
ccmmuntty·• arust COfony Yt1tt1 regarc:11 10 crauv, and collaborative maintenance mitigation m•sur•. 

Tht Otaft SEJR Is uo ctdcient of any analysis of long tarm ,_, Htate dtvalullion of propeniec 
on which nclte MatmerD art acquired and on adjacent proptrtiN u a ..ult of the mdltlnce of 1uch 
8INffltntl on thtlr ntfghbort' propertiel. n. DMft SEIR propae• compansdon of currant prcperty 
ownn, Which It• bare minimum ltandard. hawawtr no mJtlgdon II propoMd or acplar,cl wlh rwgarda 
to the long tam, land devaluation to tht Highland Park communly and the pcantial to crliltl a blightad 
corridor aJong the ltngth of Mannion Way. 

The Drat SEIR faJls to anaivze the most dab1mtntal Impact af la prapaaad nolM mitigation• In 
that they wtlf creata an entire corridor of Nlidences along Mannion Way-.ich .,. likely to become 
bllahtad In the near future. The valut and d•irlblllty d Iha ratldanoM will bth« docrNN ••• ,-ult 
of the lmpftmtntatlon d th•• proposed mitigation meuurt1. lmpactad property owners will be 
unmotlvatld tc UpkHp their proportlec, eau9ing tMffl to tall Into dltrepalr. Thus, u,. propoood projOClt 
hat cr•tld an unmltlgatad slgnlftcant IIWlr0nmental Impact. I.e., urban blight. -

In tM FEfA preper9d and certiled bJ -the County of Lot Ang.,_ for II propoNd LAC.USC 
ModlaAI C.ntar Aeplllcomont Prqeot (Aprl 18. 1004), the County otearty • oknowledaecf that b propoHd 
protect would hive an advarll IOOlo-tconomlc Impact on 'lbtp' l'llldlllOII adjacent to but not Included 
wfthl" 119 prqect •lo and th• remaining oommunlly u a rNUlt of the lafMtlon and phyakiaf loGatlon nm 
to • sooo car light«ory parking ttruoture. 

We l'IOOffllntnd lnclullcn of analogous language in the Final SEIR with ragard1 to LACMTA 
aokn.tedpg the llgnlftoant aCMrN lmpacl on the nnnamlng Marmion Way 0orr1dor of Hlghllnd Park. 
Ma 1apa,ata but ooncurrent action wlh the certlbtlon of the Flnll Sl!IR and apprwal d the propoHd 
projecit. W8 recommet w,f that lhe LACMTA authola • fNllbllly IIUdy be prlp8Nd to dDffl'llne and 
11uu the I.ACMTA't and th8 ratidlntl' joint optlanl to prlVlflt further advtrlt IOClo-aconomlc inpact 
to UM. Marmion way Corrtdor of Hlgtund Park suet, •• bllQht, lneludlng but net limited to the ecplordon 
of acqullltk)n and •park-like landtcapecr open apace l'IMIM buler zone and/or otf-ttrNt parking for 
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adjacent residents only. 

N. the bare minimum, the Draft SEIR •hould conduct environmental analysis of the unmitigated 
blight that wfll be created by the implementation at the project'• proposed noise mitigations. The 
propocad mitigation of tuch potential bUght and Its rnuttant socb-eoonomic Imped on the adjacent 
eommunltf• abutting the project mu•t be identifted. . ' 

Ill. 4.8 Hou.Ing 
• 
~ Parcel Acqulaltlona -

The statement within the Drat SEIR that txilting ragwatk>ns render the environmental Impact.Ii 
Insignificant II Intuiting and .-roneou1. The ltandard is l'NIOll&blenau and regu&ation1 are generally 
canatruect a, minimum 1tandard1 to be applied. RNsonablen111 II to be datennlned II to the direct 
Impact and application on th• &traded communldet/rtlldents/bUline ..... 

The Drat SEIA 1101 to pnMCfe any anatyals of tha lignlbnt environmental Impacts on the City 
of Lot Angllal' Houeing Element Component of th• City'• General Plan. Aa or 1•, th• City of Los 
Angel• had Identified• nNd of 27,270 IOMr lncoma dwlUlnQ unite and had produced only 18.151 such 
units ot 61%. (Local Prpgrn, In MNtlnq Sb• Lqw lncom, f;1ouffnq ChfHtaAt, California Coalition for Rural 
Housing, 1988). FurUiarmore, •• of 1991, die Cly of Loi Angeles wu found by the State not to bt in 
compliance with It.I own Housing Element. 

The Draft SEIR Is further void of any analyals at the 1lgniftcant environmental Impacts on the 
County of Lot Angel•' Housing EJement Component of the County'• GeMraJ Plan. As of 1888, the 
unfnoorporated portion of Ule County of Lot Angelet had ldlntilled • need of 15,735 low9r inc0me 
dwaHing unb and had produced only 1,81& l&ICh units or• ffler9 l.D., (Lpcaf Prpqrag In Meeting th• 
Lew lnoqm• HcyJng ChaPtag1, Cdfomla Coalition for Awai Houtlng, 1•>· 111e total Lot Anglin 
County need tar IOMlr Income dwellfn9 units II e7,746 and•• of 1888, only 22,425 (~)-!_"Ch unit hava 
bNn prodUOld throughout the county. (Local Progren In MlfUng lbtJ,ow ln990'19 Hou.,,q Cb•IIIDAt, 
Celtfomil CaalKlon for Rural Houalng, 1889). 

Therefott, the propOMd eUmfnatlon of an unldenUlltd number of unb of affordable housing Is 
cl•rfy a lignlffcaM envtronmentaJ inpact Off • worsening city-wide and county-wide affordable housing 
need, which the 0faft SEIR hat net only failed to anatyze, but lllo falll to mlllgata. In addllion, the Draft 
SEIR faff• to analy,.a the oumcatlY9 Impact on the tau of hauling by the propoud addJtlonal acqUisttions 
Yt1tt'I It.I e,dttlng propoted taking c( relidenON In conjunction with the French 8trNt ttaUon and such 
prcj.cta u the County's propoud LAC-USC Madlcal Replacament Project which wll l'HUlt In the loss of 
190 unb and the dllplacement of IOI hOUHholclt • 

The propoud Draft SEIA propolN no mligltlon and thUI faJlt to adequately addrnt the need 
for replacement hoUllng for the unldantlled number of affordeble housing unll lhat wll be deltroyed, and 
the unldanlfflad IIUffllMr of hOUMholdl that wUI be dlsplaoed. 

. When • public entay dllplacet l1llfdenta a, a retUtt of any dflpladng aCUVly (demolition, 
rnb11tat1on, emlnant domain, ato.). a,, ,pubHp ,atltv It npquhd tp prpyldf thOff dlglaCfd Rl'l90f with 
re1opat1on aalltarJct tq 1180 that Within • reuonabl• period of time, the dJIDlloed "'90 • •bJ• to 
[lloc;att to I •QQfflPll'lblt flPJ•am•at Q!lllog! (Gov.Code Section 7211). 'Comparable ...,cacemant 
clWIUlng' it defined n: 

..• any dwelling that II all of the following: 
(1) Oeoent, ute, and •nftary. 
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(2) AcMquate In ala to accommodate the occupants. 
(3) In the cau of • dlaplace parson who ~ • rent•, within ttw flnanclal mHne of u,. 
dlepltctd peraon. A compa,.ble replacement dMlflng is wtthin tht financial means of 

a dlsplae.t pel"9on ff th• monthly rontal co,t of th• dwollln9 minue any roplaoomont 
housing payment available to th• person doec not eXCMd 25 ,.rcent of the peraon'• 
average monthly fneotM. · 
(4) Comparable with r•pect to the number of rooma, hlbltlblt 1paoe, and type and 
quality •f oonetlvotlon ... 
(5) In an ,,.. not aubjtct to unN110Mbl1 1dve1M environmental condlUona. 
(I) In a looatlon geMNlly not l•N deelrable than the locatfon of th• di•placed perlOfls 
dWtlHng with retpeet to public utllltiet, flcllltles, Nrvlces, and the displaced parson's 
plaae of employment. (Gov.Code Gection 7200). 

HOMWr, wtin no C;OQ1ptrabl• r•ptagpm,ol dm,Jflnq ;s mll•ble ta• dllplac.ct pnon, 1ng oie 
pubfJc 1nt1tvdftf(mfnn bt • compatlbJ• •aamtnt4m1Ulnacannot cthniff bl prqytg,g, the~ 
,nUIYJf tJJP9D!lbft fqr prqyldng • comam'21• n,e1tcem,m dWdlOR uirough ·•nv 1cn1on nece ... ry or 
appropttata to provide the dwlllng• by UH of funda tulhortlld for th9 project.• (Gov.Code Section 
12&us; '" 1•0 42 USC secuon 4620, -.uctt a«ton as ii ntce111,y or appropnate to prOYide such 
houclng by UN of fund• authorized for luch project'). 

The statutocy diradivt in Govtmmant Code Section 7214,5 is supplemented by the California 
AcSmlniStratiVe COdt in that •no pet'lon allall be r9qulred to IIIOVe from hla dwalllng• ••• unltM 
comparable rtplloement houalng II 1val1ble,• and a publlc entity "may not p~d with •nv phlN 
of • Protect ••. or shalt terminate or 1u1pend further Implementation of the project ac:tMties .•• un&tM 
It provldtl IUCh houalng.• (Cal.Admln.Code, 1ft 26, Seotlon 6014). 

The Dtaft SEIR It void of •nv analyal1 of the volume and/or 1ociHcanomic m•k•up of the 
lmpecqd houNholdt to be dlcpllCld by the propoMd project. Thul no analpll eilta u to wheth• or 
not •comparable replacement dwtlllng.-•re avalable. T"8 Drat SEIA futtherfll1 to,..~ to this c:rlical 
envtronmental Impact Wllh any propOMd rnltlgadon. 

Boeh the Fednl and State replacement housing laws require that ~ the pubUc entity takJng 
houstng units cennat locate compatabla raplaoer'l'Wlt dwalling, for the dftplaced hc)ucohold1, tn• publle 
•ntnv la ,.quired to provide dMlllngl for thoN houNholdl by.,,, 1otlon which II neciluary; 
(Gov.Code Soetlon 728'.6: Cal. Admln. Code, Tit IS, Sectlcn tol; 441 USC Section 4121; •O Code of 
Federal Regulatlon1, Section 24.4'04 (1892): McKtQOO Y,J:;faatina1 ColftQI of Law 230 Cal.Aptr. 176, 186-
87, 18& Cal.App.Sd HG (10N); Otbum y, o.,.,,,,.,. of Iraa1portatjon 870 CAI.Aptr, 711, 711, H1 
Cal.App-'d 1347 (19QO)). 

Th• Federal Code of Regulatlont Hit& ....-al meant by which the public entity can provide 
comparable repltoement hou•lng: 1) rehabllllallon cf and/« ad~ tG an Rtlng replacement 
dwlling, 2) conttructlon of• new raplacement dwelllng, a) rlloclaon and, If MONs&ry, rahabltation of 
a dwelflng,. and 4) pun.ha .. d land and/« a nlpllOamn c:tMllllng by 1M dilpladng entity and 
sublequent ute or lease tc, or 81.Changt wlh a dllpac9d houNhold. (Code of Fief. Reg,, Section 
24 • ..o4[GJ(1)), 

In tuch lnatances, preceaence IXiltl fOr u,e lmplemtmaUon of mttlgauon maasur• aucn II a,e 
creation of replacement housing tn.llt fund• to ••lit nonprofl clevelapn to conttruct the actual 
replacemtm t,ouslng unas at analogous type WNNn u,e Impacted communlln abUttlng the proposld 
project. The Century FNtWay Expansion Houtlng Trult F~ ts an example of such mitigation meaaurN. 

Thus, the Final SEIR must Include a plan for hcW tha LACMTA will provide housing units for the 
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number of households for v.nich there Is no available comparable replacementdwemng. Thi, raplacement 
housing plan must bl done immadataly sa that th• replacamant hau&lng I• available prior to th• 
dlslocatfon of any houaehdd. Without IUch r8')11ctffltnt housing being made awilabie, the LACMTA 
cannot prOCNd wfth any part of the p,opoud projact. (C..I.Admln.Code, tit 2S, ~ 606'). 

In tna lnlblneac wt.re r•plllcement housing units .,. ldentliod, th• Final SEJR must state •uch 
replacement housing meetl the ettaia set forth In Government Code Moo neom and 442 use 
$tctlQn 4GSC•l[1HAJ •Od fUfl2J, · 

Th• Final' S&JR It cteftotent of any analy•I• •• to tho avalabhity or oompcarable ropkloement 
dwellings for the rental and homacMmar households that will bt displaced by tht project. 

• Draft SEIA II void of Information indicating that the rapllcement dWllllng1 ara •dtctnt, eaft, and 
unlta,y.• (Gow.Cod• Section 12GO[l)[1J). 

• Dtal SEIA It void of information indicating that the rep&acament dWelllnga are camparablt -vmt, 
r•pec.t to the habl&ble epace, and the type and quaDly of can•liucUon.• (Gw, CcKte e.c:tlon neo(ij (41). 
A large fflllorttv of the dilplacacl renter hcusaholdl will bt dl1ptaced from dwallngs Which W1r8 tingle 
famny rald1111ces. 

• Dtd SEIR Is veld of Information Indicating that tht replaoament dw8Uing1 are comparablt wttt1 
rasped 10 locaUon, (Gov,COde &ectlon 7200(1)[8)). 

n,e Final SflR must lndude • comprth1n1tva tvalultlon ot avallble repiacemant nou11ng. 
Wrthcut more specific Information, the facts upon which the LACMTA II rtlytng to document the availabftity 
of replacement housing II Nflctent under the Law. lKelth v. Yofp9). 

On behatf of our clilntl, we wongly propou adoption and lndulion of language regarding the 
mlUgatJon m ... u,. pt'OYldtd In ttle FEIR prepared and oertffled by the County of Loi Angel• 1or ltl 
propoHd LAC.USC Mldlcal CentMReplacement Prajed (Aprll 12, 1884t (Set paget 808-211 of FEIR end 
rNYlll"t rtlPonNI to OBA comment,, State Clearing Houle No. 92101010I. The INU9J and conoems 
raJNd by the community In conjunction Wld'I that pralact are tha llffle •• thou ralMd by·our clianta In 
connection with the LACMTA't proposed project. Thul the LAOMTA lhould follow thl lead of the County 
and adopt llmla11y and 1ppropnataly taftorad mitigation mllSU'81 to adchla community end impact.ad 
radtnts' 001 IC8fflt regarding dl1placte lnues: relocation atlltlnceittuet: and one for on• replacement 
housfng needs l&au• u It relates to affordability, type (linGla famltylhomaownlflhip)""and phyal 
location wllhln tha lmpac:tad communities. 

In adc,ptfng ltc prapoud mligatSon mMCUl'OC, th• County adad In good tilth to rdeet the 111i.nt 
of the ,pplfcabl• laws gOYlffllng rtlocadcn of displaced retlc:lenta, I.e., to lmptement the leglslatura's 
attempt to render the adverNly lmpa«ed dltplaoed ,..fdera •whole" again to • ttNt an extent u i. 
f•libly po.1lble, To thll end, the Final SEIA lhculd lncludt milar languag• Which aClcnOWlldg11 the 
oumulatlv• adY8rH erwfronmtntal ntpad an t,e affordable hOU91nf nHCM of the Northeat oommunltln 
through II clilpllclmtnt of hOUl8holdt In the H1Qhllnd Park communlly. Thi IM:MTA should further 
acknowledge th• ..v.re hardlhlp Ill project will have on theN displaced ,..rdtntl, and thelwfON ahould 
Include language v.thln the FlnlJ SER d thl lnt8nt of the LACMTA to adopt an adequa mitigation 
meuu,. In 1he form of• AefOG&tlon Altllt.ange Program Plan for the propoMd ~ whfdl will be 
customlzad, appllld and Implemented In • Nnlltlve manner to render the rellcllntl u 1v.t\Cle u la 
fN•lbly poHfbl .. •coardinv 10 thw lndfvldual Med• •nd .._lions, 

--..e.a.2 P111111 PIIMI AOC(Ulllllont -

TIit Draft setR falls to analyZe tht cumulatiYt 1mpac11 or _ltl fallure to mltlgata 111 aetrtmental 
Impact of creati1g an entire corrldc, of retldtncet along Marmion Way ¥11'\lch are likely to blcome bllghtacf 
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In th• near future. The value and desirability of the residences wtll decrease further as a r•sult of the 
Implementation of these proposed mitigation meaurH. Impacted proporty ownorc will bo unmotivatod 
to upkeep their properoes, causing them to fall Into dis.repair, Thus, me proposed project h11 created an 
unmitigated significant AnvirOl'lm•ntal Impact, i.e., urban blight. 

Tho Oraft SEIR Is also doficlont of •nv •n•l~I• of long torm real e:,tote devaluation of properU•• 
on Which partial acqutcltlon will occur ind on adjacent propertlN as a result of the exiltence of the 
reduction of front or back yard aroac, roduoed vehicle acoeH, and/or los, of parking. The Draft SEIR 
propONS comp9(1Ution of current property owners, Which is a bare minimum standard, howe'ier no 
mitigation II propoeed or O><f)lorod with re;ardt to the Ieng tem, lend devaluation to the Highland 19ark 
community and the potential to crtata • blighted corridor along lhe length of Marmion Way, 

As stated In Section II above, wa make reference to the FEIR prtpa1ed and certified by the County 
of Lot Angel" for Its proposed LAO-USC Medical Center Replacement l'roJect (Apr11 12, 199•), and 
propose the same racommandatien •• stated therein aboVt. 

,,,.--
~Tnntpor1at1on and ClrculaUon -

The Draft selR falls to address the cumulative Impact that the proposed five additional street 
. dosur• and the partial parcel acqwaitions Will have on tht on--strHt parking In the area. Th• impacted 

Highland Pari< community consists of older residential structures with llmlttd to no off-strfft parking, and 
the toss of ex!StJng off-strHt parking WIii further oasperate this pari<ing need. Thus, the Craft SEIR I• 
defident for tta failure to provide or otherwl11 propose any mitigation measures fer this negative 
enVironmental parking Impact. 

V. •~uman Health -

All cf the concerns and comments stated above In Section I are Incorporated by reference herein . 
Especially u they relate to the falur• to addrNS pctentlal lead npocura during the 
conctruction/demolltlon d bullding1 phaMI. · 

~mutative Impact, --

Concems and comments regarding the cumulative mpacts of the proposed project are stated 
abovo In $Actions 111.-nd IV aro lnco,porat.d herein by roforenco. 

VII. rc;ncluslon -
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For all tho r~conc otAtod above, the Draft SEIA ia dekient in that It fail• tc adequately inform the I 
public as to the extent and magnitude of the propoNd project's negatiYe environmental Impacts and the 
rea1JOnablen .. , of the Draft 8EIA'• propOled miligatiQl'l m••urn. The public i• \her.by denied Ila • 
mandated opportunty to adequately oomment thereon. I 

RaapectfuUy submitted, . 

cc: Tn-Communltl• Organl7.atlon 
Cypress Park-Elyclan vaney-Glassell Park 
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M.-.~., R.c.:. c:FY ~M TEL:213-24a-EoJ1 

T.A. NELSON, P.E. 
CONSULTING ENGINEER 

TRANSPORTATION CONSULTANT 
2563 Dearborn Dr., Los Angeles, CA 90068 (213) 462-5500 

Me.y 2, 1994 

Je.mes L. Savell .. 
Mgr., Enviror.r.ienta:. Com~lie.nce 
L. A. County Metro. Transp. Author:. ty 
818 W. 7th Street, Suite 300 
Los Angeles, CA 90017 

Dear Mr. Sowell : 

This letter is in reference to the second Dratt Supplemental. EIR, Pasadena-L.A. LR:l' 
Project dated !-w-ch 25, 1.994. The OSEIR does a credible job of covering t.he i:ssu.es in 
the five areas studied. I have a few comments as f'ollovs. 

Page 4-J5 - Sound levels along Marmion Way 'lA8;f not be intrusive to residents. A aoum 
that is expected and occurs regularly, if not overly excess.1.ve, is often ignored. This 
has been liij" experience, having lived and atteDded school next to street:; carrying 
electric interurban lines. Walls tend to dirlde communities; landscaping may be 
substituted. The lover so\1l'ld. level emitted by the ne..., L.A. Standard LRVs may be 
acceptable 'without external mitigating measures. 

-

Page 4-58, 4.7.1.3 -- A dravill{r of the Marmion W~/Figueroa St. below-grade separation 
should be included -with the Final SEIR. 

I 
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Page 4-63, 4.7.J.3 - Due to the nature of excavations, a belm,-grade separation at 
Figueroa/>1armion 'Will have greater construction impacts thall an aerie.J. structure, 
Figueroa will probably be narrO\Jed or detoured during construction. Based on 
pr•l1tllina.ry drawings, it appears th.at residents south-west of French Ave. 'Will lose 
direct access to Pasader .. a Ave. via French and will be required to use Ave. 37. This · 
negative impact may be conside~ed. mitigated by the improved &ccess to an LRT station 
at French Ave. com.pa.red to the previously planned station location at Figueroa St. 'l'he 
realignment of Pasadena Ave •. \/ith Marmion W~ at Figueroa does improve the street syBtam. 

·-
Page 4-82, 4.s.3.3 - Crimine.l activity 1n the below-grade separation at Figueroa may 
be 1:lmitad by strategioa.l.ly placed fencing and lighting. Monitoring mq be possible 
from cloaed-cirouit video cameras mounted either aide of Ave. )7 am. Figueroa, 1r they­
can~ made theft proof. In ret'erring to utilities relocation, the most import.ant 
entity' was omitw, the Dept. of Water and Powe:r. The Gas Co., Pac Tel, alld TV cable 
company nia:y- be invol~d, also. 

Sincerely, 

... ,. A.N~ 

Electr1c Utlllty Operations 
Manufacturing Ouallry Control 
of Power System Equipment 

Railroad Traneportatlon 
Coal by Rall 

Fixed Guldeway Tranalt 
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RE: 

Jair.es 1. Sowel:. 
Manager, 'Er.viror.mental Compli a.nee 
L.A.County r-1TA 
818 West 'lth Street, Suite JOO 
~os Angeles, CA 90017 

Dea.r ~~. Sowell: 

p. _1 of 2 

The Citizens Gommi tte a to Se. ve Elysian Pa.rk ( CC SEP) would like to er.ail en ge 
the DSEIR on several cou~ts regarding the Midway Yard . 

tn 
To begin.~:he original EIR document the Midway Yard was listed a:or.g with 
Ta.y:or Yard a.r.d the Cornfield-Bullring Yard as a potential site fer a 
mainten&nce facility, but in a s~beequent paragraph waa disir.iseed as 
being toe sme.ll. Now MTA has decided to use the yard that is not only 
too srna:: b~t also requires a secondary fire road that will cost $millions 
tc ouil~. Add to t~at that this fire road will botr. take park land wi~h 
no compe~satio~ offered a~d permanent:y scar an Elysian Park hil:eide-­
all ~or a ~e~porary facility, 

The proposed retaining walls for this road.are not 0-36' ae indicated on 
Figure 3,3-6, Current plans c&ll for walls on both the upper and lower 
ba~ks of tr.e road totallir.g up to 50 1 in height for as long a! 280 1 • 

Furthermore, tr.e ~oad as planned ~ould destroy a hilly nob in Elysian Park 
replete with mature trees. To state theat "No impacts •.. will be ei~nificant. 
Therefore ~itigation measures are not required. 0 (4.?.5.4) is ludicrous. 

Firstly, taking of park land is illegal per City Charter unless the taking 
agency bequeaths equal or greater acreage in the area as replacement park 
land. Secondly, there must be additional landscape mitigation for such 
an expanse of retaining wal~ and the mature trees lost must be replaced 
w:th an equal or greater amount of mature trees. 

It would be a ~uch better solution to realign the road down the natural 
draw which ie what the Department or Water·and Power (DWP) pump stati~n 
road follows, When DWP completes construction of its new chlorination· 
station, it vill have no need for the old pump station building, and MTA 
could cor.tinue the road down into the yard through that site. Thie scenario 
would both save the hill and trees from destruction, as well as eliminate 
h~ge and unsightly retaining walls. Assuredly, it would also coet a 
~~action of the currently proposed overly engineered road. 

----- ,.-., • <19 _,. ._ ..__......_ ,._ ,.. • ,._., • ..._. ~.- ..-....... 'P' I ,,-.. • - ,-., 
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Gomn:ents to MTA 
~E: Draft Supple~ental Environmental Impact Report-­

Pasaden~-~os Angeles light Rail 7-ransit Project (DSE:R) 
SCH# 9J'i2i099 

t 

:astiy, CCSEP ru:ly expects MTA to co~mit to c~nstructicg ~ bi~e patt 
~rem ~aylor Yard into E~ysian Park as mitigation. Before recent wo:k 
involving new tra~ks ~nd bridges for both the ~aintenance facil~ty and 
Metro~ink, ~ninterrupted access in the form of a crude path existei 
a:ong the Los Angeles River from Barclay Street( whe~e the current apprcved 
bike pa~h er.ds) tc Elysian Park via the Midway Yard. Because of rugged 
~opography, the E~ena Vista ares of the park above Midway Yard is the 
or.ly logical poin: to connect Elysian Park to the river bikeway which 
it is toped w~ll eventually extend to Long Beach. As a t~ansportation 
agency, MTA has a responsibility to preserve this access. 

Sincerely, 

b /J/f!~6~~ 
Sallie~. Neuba~er 
President, CCSEF 
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Los Angeles Unified School District 
Pac:Wties Asset Mua&"elDCllt Divtsloll 

ll'IDlim:i H. ....... 
l,,,d.i~•flfA~, 

~9. 1994 

Mr. Harley Martin 
LoeAngeieaCounty 
MetlopoUlan T,wwportation Auihcritf 

s1a w,11. 7th Streat 
Loi Angeles, CA G0017 

Dear Mr. Martin: 

Re: Pa$idena-Los Angeles LiQht Rail Transit Project 

C Doqps Brown ---~ 

Thank you for proviaing us the opportunity to comment on the Draft SUpptemental EnviR>nmenta 
Impact Report (SEIR) ror the above-referenced project. The at1ac:had C011WT1ents d the Oistricf s 
Environmental Heati, and Safety Branch, toge1her with the comments below, eonstitUte our 
rwaponse to the doo.lment 

THE DRAFT SEIR WAS NOT RESPONSIVE TO LAUSD'S COMMENTS ON NOP 

Need To Malmaln Access across FrenGh Avenue. near Loreto School: 

The Oistrtcra Jan.mry 18, 1994 comments to t,e Notice of Preparation (NOP) asked that inpads of 
this projeel en students' safe pedestrian routes to school be considered in th_t-S&IR. ~ only dd 
lhe SEIR not provide a plan of the ptOpOSed bll~ alignment at Mtffl'nllv'\ ay and 
Street, it did DOt fNel'l mantion that this ali;M,ant wculd involve doa"'"9 rwnch Avenue ~ 
bicyclists, and r;,edestrfana. we wiera not IWa"I ot this closure until ~rday ~.···· • In ponse to 
OU' requett. we recalv9d lh• ~n• c:lra¥e1ngs ~ bak1N-pd8 ~~-We not8d 1hat the 
StatiOn had been moved furthar 1p the nonh1han WU' inclleatad in thl previous EIR, 10 tnat ft 
partially blocked the intersection ,at Franch Avenue. We were told by Metrq,olltan Transportation 
~uthority {MTA) staff that they racentty date~ inat French A-,ue woUld be dosed. 

The impatance or keeping French~Avinue open for studera Is an issu. ~ we addressed~ 
our comments to ha pravloul SEIR. The Final EIR or Janua,y 1883. in the R81p0nse to 
Comments MCtJon. atatect that Franctl Avenue win reman open. This Is Important because tis , 
route Is used by • large number of students who attend Lento School, • well as by atudents of 
0lher schools In the an.a. Loreto Schaol In partieular has perhaps 100 students \M10 IY8 on lho 
last side of Figueroa Street and the 1taeks; many Of tnlN studentl walk or bicyde to scriooa via 
French Avenue which 45 the most convenient and safllt route. A at1ssing at AVIC1Ue 37, to the 
:ior1h of Frencn Avenue, ii not a good altemative. Nor 1& 1he pedeltr1an bridge over the Paaadena 
Freeway, JUlt south of Lorek> Su.et Sdlool, a good alternative pedestrian route because It Is not / 
considered Rife by man)' in the comrru,tty, It is lmpernve that the MTA maintain lhe crossing, to 
'lehieu'8r, ~ed111rian and bicycle tra'ftc at French Avenue. 

t 
i 
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Mr . .E-lal'ley Martin -2- May9, 1994 

Please describe in dctall the route thr:1t will be available over French Avenue to pedestrians, 
bicydiats. and vehidei. 

We have atso been advised by MTA staff tnat it is possible that during constructian, both French 
Avenue and Avenue 37 might be closed tD vehio.Jlar, bicyde, and pedeS1rian traffic. If this should 
be the ease, we aik that the MTA provide a shutae bus tD take students to and from school. 

Attad'led ii a plan showing schools In the .,. of Mannion Way and Figueroa Snet. The 
attendance area of Loreto StrHt School is outrined in '9d. 

General Concerns Abo~ Safety of P41daltrian Routes to Schoolsi 

Deapite our request it our ldar of January 18, 1994, there ii nothing in the OEIR t.o address the 
· 1mpacts 1hat the project will hive on students' safe pedestrian routes to schoc(. The cone.ems of 
the Oism's S1udent Traffic and Safety education Sedion are therefore resubmitted, and we ask 
that yo1.1 address them in the Response to Commeru Section ot 1he Anal SEIR. 

Please pl'tlvide a mitigation measure to ensure that th• very successful -sd,ool Safety Program" 
wit continue to be provided to schools which ~ impacted by Chi Marmion Way street closcns and 
· "111 rai CDtlitrudion and operation. 

It is particularty important that II mltigaijon measure be added to ensure that school prindpals be 
prC>\lided adequate notice of street dosures and of construdion that may Interfere With the 
eatabtis>vad stlJdent pedestrian routes. Principals must have adequate notiol so ttiat they can 
advise students and parents ot these cr.anges. 

Mllgation of Jmpacta at Arroyo Saco ~hool: 

In regards to ou- reaponse to the NOP that impacts on Arro-jo Se0o School be further analyzed, M 
hava been advised by MTA ataff that the SeJR did not anatyZe theSe irT1>actS because t"te prcj~ 
~ dld not include changes made in the araa cl hi Airrr,o Seco SchOOl: the alignment 
aegments wwen't re-analyzed hire t>ecauN tt.. were no sweet dosures, nor wa, there a need 
to reduce the h8'Qht of the aoundwall because there wans no visual obstructions to train operators, . 
pedestriall, or motortsts In these arua. 

Ara we ther.fona c:orrect In Wlderstanding that the Janua,y 1993 Final EIR, 10gether wi1h the 
mltlgaUon meaa..ns described therein and II icorporated into Iha Mitigation MonitDdng PR)Qram. is 
valid u it pertains to 1he L""' Rail project In the Yiclnity cA Arroyo Seco Schoel? In partiQAar, do 
1he noise miUga&Jon measures v.tlD1 were added to 1he Final EIR in Jaooary 1983 remu1 
WlChlnged? 

Thank you fol' sending us the deSign drawings for the &le work near Arroyo Seco School. We will 
be ocmmenting on 1h19 by separate miil. 

I 
t 
I 

' I • 
I 
I 
I 

• 
I 
I 
I 
• I 

' I 
I 
I 
I 



SAfETY- TETRA ITCH. ; ;;: 5 1 IJ 
. - . . ' . . ... " .. ' . ' . 

~, 1 U l ·,fl. I . :\, ' (I.· 1... ~ • 
ti - ,~.J'"''-- ..., 959 ~ ~y 2'9 '9.: : 

j 
I 

t 
t 

I.
·•:·:, 
. _-,;.; : 

• I 
J 
I :::u}' 

. ' ~. . 

I 
I 

1! 
1· 
._ 

,, :·'.;, . r • 
I 
J 
I 

.ii\f\:) 

t"' 
I ._,. 

Mr. Harley Martin 

MISCEu.ANEOUSCOMMENTS 

Delcriptlon of staging INU and haul routes: 

-3- May 9, 1994 

Ple8M provide a plan of t,e construdian s&aging •eas, aid the extant Of the construction in 
relation 1D L.ore10 School and Hillside Sen~. Please Identify Iha hau l'OUbtS, and the frequency of 
the haul trucks. we underltand the contttudicn phaae may tast tor seventeen months. If these 
truc.k.s pass sehools, please either quantity 1M noiM and air lq,acts, or pro\lide a mitigation 
meaan that theM '1.!d<s wUI not pass by IChoois during lc.noof niDln. 

We look ~ 1D wcndng wUh ~ to more Uy idantify hJ inpads of this pt"Qject on District 
td'\OQII, and to plan for mitigatiOn meaans ao ttat student R>Ulea 110 lt.hools 'MIi remajn safe and 
convenient 

Very tnAy ycurs, 

~~~~-L...C-
Eltzabeth J. Hanis 
Califomia Enwormantal Quailty Ad Offiear 

EJH:ldt 

Attaehments 

c: Ms. Quezada 
Ms.Kcrenlt9n 
~- Thompson 
Mr.Koch 
Mr. Brown 
Cr.Acaata 
Ms. Parachini 
tk. Ranck 
Mrs.Steuben 
Ms. Wong 
Or. Ziegler 
Counalrnan Hemandc 
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INTER-OFFICE CORRESPONDENCE 
Los ANGWS UNIFJ!.D ScHOOL Drsnucr 

EUzabcth Harris. CBQ 
Rw Estate Branch 

Date May 2, 1994 

FRC M: Jani~ Sawyc 
Environmental ..,.waA,.,. ilfety Branch 

SU1J JECT: DRAFT SUPPLEMENTAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT: PASADENA­
LOS ANGELES LIGHT RAIL 

In response to your request for comments rcprding the above referenced project. tbe 
followiq is provided. 

Under the California Environmental Quality Act, the applicant bas the responsibility to 
reasonably attempt to dis1;lose the tmpactS of i~ project on scmidve receptors 
popu latiom. Be low arc concerns that must be addressed: 

1. It is staffs recommendations that the criterion for allowable groundboroe 
vibration levels be decreased from 75 (dB) to 70 (dB) at schools. and any 
mitigation meuures be adjuSted accordmgly. Students are more se~ivc and 
responsive to the etfecta of vibration dlau arc adult.,. Operauonal vibration, even 
at very low levels, can i.Iierfere widl the leami.J2g environment. 

2. The Design Criteria indicate a maximum allowable level of 75 to 8S dBA for 
sensitive receptors depending on exisana uae along th! segments of the alignment. 
These levels are unacceptable and conflict widl District noise standardi (67 Leq 
for exredor noise and 52 Le(l for interior noise). The criteria should be adjusted 
to be within levels acceptable to the District. _ 

3. The details regardinS the below-grade segment is unclear. The location of the 
segment. haul ~. con.mucrton staging areu were not defined. Whhouc 
clarification, the impact to adjacem schools cannot be ascenaincd. 

U you should have any que,tion.\, please free to call me at 7371 . 

IS:js 
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cloaure of i.vanuu 151, 5l, ss, and 11 <•oath ot Pi;uerca 
n.r-t) ac:roa• tb• railroad ri¢it-of...,ay appar to lapaat 
tile inteqrity ot tha C\ln'ent Pedatrian aaaca• Nap tor 
at\lftftta attmulinq th• tollowinq ICboals: 

Aldaa Sahoal (Avanue ~1) 
Monte Viet.a SChOOl (Avnua 53) 
Monte Vista aobgol (Avanua 55) 
krvanaa SClbaol (Avenue 11) 

A 1tucty aust be aacl• t.c 1daftt1ty alt.ernate ••f• and 
convenient pNe• trian routea. 00'l' will need to rev1•• 
current up ~o reflect any cbafffM. 

In ad4it1on tc t.be alx>ve concerns, t:h• following aw:J9eestiona 
. · Ud concern• $.hOUld be addr•• --1 •• appyopri•~• tor the 

Mo\U1t Washington area u wll •• irn: the project in 9enua1i 

It i• b1pera ti ve chat d'htO provide at no cba.rv• to the 
aaaool dia~t-iot an iN1u-uet.i.anal n.il • afety p:tMp'aa a.no 
aat•rials to all &ff~ ele111mtary and aiddl• •cmoola. 
School Transportation JNat be contacted reqarding the 
pot.ential iapact, if any, upan uiatinq acnool bu• 
route•. 

cantractora mat 9',IU'&ntaa that safe and con-..nian't 
aunoo1 p.t...c.r1an rOllt.11• are aunbain.S. laDOol 
Pedenrian Rou-c•• •pe will be furni.abed upon r-,ueat. 

Cmrtractara 1111st uintain onqoinq cu • IJJ"ia&tion with 
adlliniatra=r• at iapaaud •aaool •itea prcwicU119 
sufficient notic• to fazmm oblWren ailcl ~u wbtm 
c:aurrantly uiatinq eabaol ~lan l"CIIU• w.i.11 ba 
iapac,t.ed. Scboal PldrNtrian llallltea •pa will be 
fm'lliabed upon requet, 

Appl'Qpiat;e uaftic control• (ai9U and • lAJnals) 
inclWlinq auumat.ia croui.nq 9ataa and V&ffli119 •i911•.l•• 
mt be inatalled •• naaded to .aura pecaauian and 
vu101&~•r ••rety. 
cona~ruetien aal\eduling abould be •e&1'l•naect 1:a •iniaJ.1• 
CSDn!liota with ped•triw, aabOol buM• and aan, 
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l'und1ng tor cro••in9 quarda t.o l)e providacl when .. f•ty of 
children caaprClliaed by oan• truatian ~•late.« activ1ti•• 
at iapac~ed crouinCJ•• 

Pwid~ng for a flag peraon to be provided•• nead•4 wba~• 
oon•truction related aotivitiea coapraaisa the aafllty of 
pec.1-tian• and/or 110torista while trav•ling to and froa 
IClhool. 

Pede•trian right-ot•way a,aar rail l.ina auat be clearly 
IIU'k«t to ainiaia• t.r•apaaain;, vancla11aa, and •hart-cut· 
attrac:1:ion1. 

Burier• muat be oonatnaated u nNded to ainiaiae 
t?'••p .. aing, vandaliea, and ehort•cut attract.ions. 

S•curity patrols • hould be tlUldad and proYided to 
• ini• is• treapa••in9 and short-out attnoticna. 

Fenainq should be in1called to aecure conatruction 
equip-.ent to minimi11 t-raapaaai119, vanc:laliaa and short.­
cut attracticna. 
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Neighborhood Information Network 
P.U.~ 1075'?, AI.N-,,., Ca.91111 

LACMTA 
818 W. 7th Street 
Suite 500 

Los Angeles, Ca. 90017 

Attn: Mr. Harley Martin, Environmental Specialist 

2 6 , , 2 9 ,• APR;; 4' Ta: (8JI) Jj/-llfJ.~ 

. 21 April, 1994 
~,, i '.. ~- ,j ··.11 :. , ' 

! .' •{ 

Re: Pasadena-Los Angeles LR T Project SElR 

Dear Mr. Martin. 
1'his letter will confirm my verbal testimony at your public hearing the evening of 20 April at the 
Hastings Ranch Library in the city of Pasadena. 

First I would like to cungratulate the MT A on finally addressing the concerns we voiced in late 
199 l and early 1992 about potential problems with air quality and traffic at the Sierra Madre 

terminus. Unfortunately, your additional studies confirmed that which we had teared the most. 
Traffic grid lock will most likely occur and the CO concentration!S will be dangerously high once 
the project is completed and in service. 

TRAFFIC 
The following comments apply to your analysis of traffic impact on the Northern site, the Johnson 
& Johnson property. 

Sierra Madre Villa llDd Foothill - LOS calculations for 2010(totaJ) show a level of 1.105. After 

mitigation a level of 0.942. 

· Halsted and Foothill - LOS cdculatiom, fur 2010(total) show a level of 1.012. After mitigation a 
level of 0.801. 

I 

Rosemead and Foothill - LOS calculations for 201 O(total) show a level of 1.099. After mitigation 
a level or 1.oos. 

Rosemead and Colorado Blvd. - LOS calculations for 2010(total) show a level of 1.037. 1 did not 
find mitigation measures for this intersection as related to the Northern site. However. the 

proposed mitigation measures for the Southern site of the same intersection showed a level of 
0.959. 
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Page 2 

The LOS definitions provided in the SEIR state that level E, with a range of .91 to 1.0, will 
provide "Unstable fiuws. Repre.fent.r; the capac11y '-!f tire i11ter.fect;on. '£hen: may he long q11eut.,· 
vf veh1de.,· waiting through several signal ,ye/es''. Al you know, the definition of Level Fis 
even wone! 

We do not agree with your conclusion (Table 2.2-1 on page 2-5) that the Transportation and 
Circulation problems are "Not .\·ig11ificcu,t". We believe they are quite sign{ficu11t!. 

Bottom line is that we request you consider fbrther mitilllltion measures to reduce the LOS impact 
on the two LOS level E and one leveJ F (after mitigation) intersections. Consideration might be 
siven to the following: The elimination of pedestrian cross traffic at these intersections by 

providing either overhead or underground pedestrian crossings. Provision of overhead or 
underground auto puses for through traffic. Utilization of counterflow traffic lanes depending on 
the time of day and traffic direction. A portion of Foothill Blvd. hu an unused median that could 
be placed in service as well as Rosemead Blvd. south of Colorado. 

AIR QUi\l.:ID' 
We are concerned that the anticipated level of CO emiuions at peak ambient 8-hour average 
concentrations at the Sierra Madre Station Park and Ride facility Me approaching the danger . 
level. The stated figures ( page 4-20) of 8.8 ppm is really too close to California Standards 8-hour 
level of9.0 ppm. A sJiyht error in caJculation of the amount of anticipated traffic could easily 
create a situation where the 9.0 ppm level would be exceeded. How do you mitigate this potential 
problem? 

STATION CONFIGURATION 
The following comment refers specifica.lly to the Northern Station site. Your description of the 
proposed station on page 4-19 docs not agree with a proposed parking site plan (attached) that I 
obtained this week ftom the city of Pasadena which was not a part of this SEIR. Further, the 
parking site plan included property at the comer of Halsted and foothill that is not a part of the 
Johnson and Johnson facility. Elimination of this property would reduce the proposed 
configuration by approximately 100 std. parking spaces. Consideration should be given to 
reconfiguration of the site to accommodate 1000 vehidcs. 

Thank you for the opportunity to make these comments about the SEIR. We trust you will 
respond favorably and assist us in building a lisht rail transit facility that will benefit East 
Pasadena and ,101 seriously impu,:t our community. 

cc: Cynthia Kurtz. Director 
Public Works, City of Pasadena 
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May 7, 1994 

Mr. Harley Martin 
Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority 
Rail Construction 
818 W. 7th Street 
Los Angeles, California 90017 

RE: Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Report 
LACMTA/RCC Pa~adena-Los Angeles Light Rail Tran~it Project: 

Dear Mr. Martin: 
I 

i 
i 

On behalf of the Board of Directors of Pasadena Heritage, 
you for this opportunity to comment on the DSEIR for the 
LACMTA/RCC Pasadena-Los Angeles Light ~ail Transit Project. 

i 
than~ 

' I 
I 

Our primary concer~ is the Johnson & Johnson/Merck site located 
on E. Foothill Boulevard in Pasadena, one of two sites under ! 
study as a potential park and ride location. Our comments are ds 
follows: l' 
Table 2.2-1 
The Johnson & Johnson/Merck facility has been determined by th 
City of Pasadena Cultural Heritage Commission to meet the , 
criteria for an "Historic Treasure," the highest landmark . 
designation in the City of Pasadena. Two landmark nominations i 
(City and National Register of Historic Places) are pending, a~ 
stated in the document. · 

The loss of this building is recongized in the docement as a 
significant negative impact with mitigation required. 
Documentation of the building is not acceptable mitigation 
CEQA . 

Section 2.4 
The demolition of the Johnson & Johnson/Merck building is a 
controversial issue and needs to be resolved. 

Section 4.10.1 1 

The descritpion of the site and its significance'.is adequate. 
Please note that on page 4-90, second line, Pasadena Heritage 
the complete name of the organization (a private non-profit 
organization). The word "commission" should be deleted. 

Section 4.10.3 · I 
The statement is made that "If the Johnson and Johnson/Merck siie. 
is selected ... all of the buildings and structures would be , 
subject to demolition. Demolition of any structure at the site ' 
nominated £or listing in the National Register of Historic Pla1es: 

' I I 
80 Wtrt D~J·ton s,,.,,,, 
p..,,uJm.1, '4JiforMa 911 OJ 
T,J,phon, 818 · 79,3 0617 
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I 

would result in a significant adverse impact to a cultural 
~esource." The CSEIR recognizes that the building should be " treated as eligible for the National Register. , 

' 
Alternatives to dereolition which would mitigate this significatt 
adverse impact should be presented as part of this document. 
(While recordation may be part of the process, it is not 
mitigation and does not reduce the negative impact to zero.) 

Alternatives should include, but not be limited to: 

Developing a reuse alternative for the historic building 
which could meet needs of the agency and using the rest of 
the site as the Park and Ride facility. 

j 

Using that portion of the site which is vacant or currently] 
has nonsignificant buildings for the Park and Ride facility 1 
and leasing the building. ; 

I 

Entering into a joint development agreement with another ! 
agency or private party to reuse the building and construct!! 
the parking jointly. . 

; 

Seeking a subdivision of the property and purchasing the 
southern portion of the property only. . 

r 
I 
• I 

I. 
I 
I 
I 

! 
What changes in circulation plans would be indicated if the \ .... 
building were preserved or reused? What would the relative cosis ..... 
and savings be for each alternative? I . 
With regard to the 106 process, how is the treatment of historic I 
properties addressed in the Memorandum of Agreement, Programat c 
Agreement or Memoradum of Understanding signed by the MTA, ACH_ ' 
and FHA and the SHPO? : 

I 

If there are interested parties concerned with the preservatio~ 
of the cultural resource, must not consideration be given to t~e 
preservation of the significant structure? i 

In closing, please let us reiterate that a thorough exploratio~ 
of alternatives for the Johnson and Johnson/Me~ck building mus1 be included in the Final EIR so that these can be considered as 
part of the decision-making process. 

Sincerely 

Susan N. Mossman 
Executive Director 
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Metropolitan Transportation 
c/o Harley Martin 
81 8 W. 7th St. , 
Los Angeles, CA 90017 

• 

rt'ilCROFILMED 
COPY IN RMC 

?f:i I 238 lPR25fpril 
Authorif:-1.1 

21, 1994 

Please do not consider the new Orchard Hardware Supply property 
located at--n2s E. Colorado Blvd. in EAst Pasadena for tho pro­
posed light rail trolley stop. We citizena need the store, and the 
city needs the tax ineome. 

Wh~ were they.permitted to spend large sums preparing the site 
for the new store if this waa in your plans? 
Johnson/Merck on E. Foothill has been vacant tor a long time and 
KOdak Datatape is also available. ~d/t:L-

George W. Sabin 
711 Lomora AV., 
Pasadena, CA 91107 
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3.2 TRANSCRIPTS OF PL'BLIC MEETINGS 

The transcripts of the public meetings held at the Franklin High School Auditorium in 
Highland Park on April 13, 1994, and the Pasadena Hastings Branch Library in Pasadena 
on April 20. 1994, are presented on the following pages. 

Pasadena-Los Angeles LRT Project - Final SEIR Page 3-2 
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HIGHLAND PARK, CALIFORNIA; WEDNESDAY, APRIL 13, 1994 

7:10 P.M. 

-000-

MR. LANTZ: GOOD EVENING, LADIES AND GENTLEMEN. 

THANK YOU FOR COMING OUT TONIGHT. TONIGHT WE HAVE AN 

INTERPRETATION TRANSLATION SERVICE AVAILABLE FOR THOSE THAT 

DO NOT SPEAK ENGLISH OR WOULD RATHER LISTEN OR SPEAK IN 

SPANISH. AND AT THIS TIME I'D LIKE TO INTRODUCE THE 

TRANSLATOR, MARIA GALYAN, WHO CAN GIVE YOU THE INFORMATION 

IN SPANISH ON THAT. 

(INTRODUCTION IN SPANISH BY INTERPRETER) 

MR. LANTZ: MY NAME IS STEVE LANTZ. I'M THE 

DIRECTOR OF THE SAN GABRIEL VALLEY TEAM FOR THE L.A. COUNTY 

METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY. IT'S A LONG TITLE. 

I'M HAPPY TO BE HERE AS YOUR OFFICIAL HEARING OFFICER 

TONIGHT. 

--
THIS PROCESS IS A LITTLE DIFFERENT THAN A 

COMMUNITY MEETING IN THAT THIS PORTION OF TONIGHT'S MEETING 

IS A FORMAL PUBLIC HEARING IN WHICH ANYBODY WHO WISHES TO 

SPEAK MAY DO SO AT THE MICROPHONE FOR THREE MINUTES AND IN 

WHICH THERE WON'T BE ANY FEEDBACK GIVEN TO YOU DURING THE 

PUBLIC HEARING. FOLLOWING THE FORMAL PUBLIC HEARING, ONCE 
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EACH PERSON HAS GIVEN THE TESTIMONY THAT THEY WOULD LIKE TO 

DURING THAT THREE MINUTES, THEN WE WILL HAVE STAFF AVAILABLE 

TO ANSWER QUESTIONS AND TO TURN THIS INTO MORE LIKE AN OPEN 

HOUSE. BUT IT IS IMPORTANT THAT WE SEPARATE THE TWO 

FUNCTIONS, THE ONE FUNCTION OF RECEIVING THE FORMAL 

TESTIMONY, ANO THE SEPARATE FUNCTION OF TALKING WITH YOU 

INFORMALLY ABOUT YOUR FEELINGS ABOUT THE PROJECT. 

I HAVE SOME FORMAL RESPONSIBILITIES. ONE OF THOSE 

IS TO READ THIS THREE-PAGE SCRIPT. SO IF YOU'LL BEAR WITH 

WE, I'LL TRY TO MAKE IT AS LIGHT AT POSSIBLE, BUT WE NEED TO 

USE THE SAME WORDS AT EACH OF THE PUBLIC HEARINGS. I WILL 

BE MODERATING TONIGHT'S PUBLIC HEARING ANO ENSURING THAT 

YOUR COMMENTS ARE ENTERED INTO THE ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD. I 

WOULD LIKE TO INTRODUCE OTHER TEAM MEMBERS WHO ARE PRESENT 

TONIGHT. THEY ARE ROB BALL WITH THE RCC, WHO IS A DEPUTY 

PROJECT MANAGER. ROB? 

NO APPLAUSE IS NECESSARY. 

SECONDLY, FROM THE RCC ENVIRONMENTAL UNIT WE HAVE 

JIM SAUL AND HARLEY MARTIN, BOTH OF THEM WITH THE 

ENVIRONMENTAL COMPLIANCE SECTION RESPONSIBILITY. 
~ 

THIRDLY, THE AUTHOR, THE PROJECT MANAGER, THE 

CONSULTANT FROM TETRA TECH, LOU MC MAYOR. THERE HE IS IN 

THE BACK. 

C.C. MELINSON FROM OUR REAL ESTATE DEPARTMENT, AND 

MARTA MAESTAS FROM PUBLIC AFFAIRS. THERE SHE IS IN THE BACK 

3 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

OF THE ROOM. AND ART CUETO, WHO IS THE PLANNING PROJECT 

MANAGER FROM MTA AS WELL. 

ON BEHALF OF THE TEAM MEMBERS, I WELCOME YOU TO 

TONIGHT'S PUBLIC HEARING AGAIN. THIS IS THE FIRST OF TWO 

PUBLIC HEARINGS THAT HAVE BEEN SCHEDULED FOR THIS PROJECT. 

THE FOCUS OF THIS PUBLIC HEARING WILL BE TO TOUCH ON THE 

ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES ADDRESSED IN THE SECOND SUPPLEMENTAL 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT, ESPECIALLY THOSE DIRECTLY 

AFFECTING THE LOCAL COMMUNITY. WE WILL FORMALLY RESPOND IN 

WRITING TO ALL COMMENTS RECEIVED TONIGHT. IN ADDITION, 

WRITTEN COMMENTS WILL BE ACCEPTED BY THE MTA UNTIL MAY 9, 

1994, WHICH IS THE CLOSE OF THE PUBLIC REVIEW PERIOD FOR THE 

SECOND SUPPLEMENTAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT. THIS 

REPORT WILL ALSO BE SUBJECT TO AN INDEPENDENT REVIEW BY OUR 

METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY BOARD. 

BEFORE WE BEGIN, I'D LIKE TO DISCUSS THE 

PROCEDURES WE WILL BE FOLLOWING THIS EVENING. IF YOU WOULD 

LIKE TO SPEAK, PLEASE FILL OUT ONE OF THESE BLUE SPEAKER 

REQUEST CARDS. 

MARTA? MARTA'S HERE. MARTA WILL BE AT THE BACK 

OF THE ROOM ANO CAN ACCEPT THESE CARDS ANY TIME DURING THE 

PUBLIC HEARING. IF YOU'LL TURN THEM IN TO HER, SHE CAN 

BRING THEM ON DOWN, AND WE CAN HEAR YOUR COMMENTS BEFORE THE 

PUBLIC HEARING IS CLOSED. 

WE HAVE A COURT REPORTER PRESENT. SO PLEASE STATE 
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YOUR NAME AND ADDRESS AND HELP ME BY SPELLING YOUR NAME, IF 

YOU WOULD, SO THAT WE GET IT ACCURATE ON THE RECORD. 

YOU HAVE A MAXIMUM OF THREE MINUTES TO SPEAK, TO 

MAKE YOUR COMMENTS. ART CUETO IS KEEPER OF THE STOPWATCH. 

HE IS A HANDY DANDY LITTLE ELECTRONIC BEEPER THAT I ASKED 

HIM TO TURN ON. WE'LL TRY NOT TO BE RUDE. BUT WHEN THE 

BEEPER GOES OfF, I WILL ASK YOU TO CONCLUDE YOUR COMMENTS SO 

THAT WE CAN HEAR FROM OTHERS AS WELL. 

THE PUBLIC HEARING IS BEING HELD TO ENCOURAGE 

PUBLIC PARTICIPATION DURING THE VARIOUS PHASES OF THE 

PROJECT'S PLANNING. ALTHOUGH NOT REQUIRED BY THE CALIFORNIA 

ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT, PUBLIC HEARINGS SUCH AS THESE 

ALLOW FOR AND FACILITATE A PARTICIPATORY PROCESS, A PLANNING 

PROCESS THAT ENCOURAGES INTERACTION WITH THE COMMUNITY AND 

RESPONSIVENESS TO THE COMMUNITY AND YOUR INTERESTS BY THE 

LEAD AGENCY ON IN PROJECT WHICH IS MTA. 

IN THE SPRING OF 1990, THE L.A. COUNTY 

TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION, A PREDECESSOR OF MTA, CERTIFIED 

THE ORIGINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT FOR THE 

PASADENA-LOS ANGELES LIGHT RAIL TRANSIT PROJECT. SINCE THAT 

TIME, MODIFICATIONS TO THE ORIGINAL PROJECT HAVE BEEN MADE, 

PLANNED, WHICH REQUIRE THE PREPARATION OF THE FIRST 

SUPPLEMENTAL EIR WHICH WE PREPARED IN 1992. FURTHER 

MODIFICATIONS AS WE'VE GONE FURTHER INTO DESIGN AND 

REFINEMENTS NOW REQUIRE PREPARATION OF THIS SECOND 
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TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION: 

THE RELOCATION OF THE PARK-AND-RIDE FACILITY FOR 

THE SIERRA MADRE STATION TO THE JOHNSON AND JOHNSON/MERCK 

SITE WILL POTENTIALLY IMPACT THE OPERATING CONDITIONS OF 

FIVE LOCAL INTERSECTIONS, AND FOUR INTERSECTIONS WOULD BE 

IMPACTED BY THE RELOCATION OF THE PARK AND RIDE LOT TO THE 

BUILDER'S EMPORIUM SITE. 

CULTURAL RESOURCES: 

LOSS OF POTENTIALLY HISTORIC STRUCTURES IN 

HIGHLAND PARK ALONG MARMION WAY, AND THE JOHNSON AND 

JOHNSON/MERCK FACILITY IN PASADENA WILL BE EVALUATED OR HAVE 

BEEN EVALUATED, AND POTENTIAL LOSS OR DAMAGE TO BURIED 

PREHISTORIC OR HISTORIC RESOURCES RESULTING FROM THE 

EXCAVATION FOR THE BELOW-GRADE SEPARATION, MIDWAY YARD 

ACCESS ROAD, AND ARROYO SECO BRIDGE FOUNDATIONS. 

AT THIS TIME I'D LIKE TO SAY ONE MORE TIME IF YOU 

ARE INTERESTED IN PROVIDING PUBLIC TESTIMONY, PLEASE PICK UP 

ONE OF THE BLUE FORMS AT THE BACK AND TURN IT IN, AND WE'LL 

GET YOU TO SPEAK. THIS PUBLIC HEARING WILL CONTINUE ONLY 

UNTIL ALL OF THE PEOPLE WHO HAVE TURNED IN THEIR FORMS HAVE 

HAD THEIR THREE MINUTES, AND THEN I WILL FORMALLY CLOSE THE 

PUBLIC HEARING, AND WE CAN GO ON AND TALK UNTIL WE'RE KICKED 

OUT OF THE ROOM, I GUESS. I'M NOT SURE WHAT THE CLOSING 

TIME IS. 

WITHOUT ANY FURTHER ADO, I'M GOING TO SIT DOWN, 
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AND I'M GOING TO CALL THE FIRST PERSON. 

THE FIRST PERSON REQUESTING TO SPEAK IS ROBERT 

ARGOTT, AND THAT'S SPELLED A-R-G-0-T-T, I BELIEVE, AND 

FOLLOWING ROBERT WILL WILL BE DAVID KUEHN, K-U-E-H-N; IS 

THAT CORRECT? 

MR. ARGOTT: YES. 

MR. LANTZ: LET'S START WITH ROBERT ARGOTT, AND IF 

YOU WILL APPROACH THE MICROPHONE. 

ONCE AGAIN, I'LL REMIND YOU, IF YOU DON'T FEEL 

COMFORTABLE SPEAKING PUBLICLY TODAY, YOUR WRITTEN COMMENTS 

ARE WELCOME PRIOR TO THE CLOSE OF THE PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD. 

MR. ARGOTT: MY NAME IS ROBERT ARGOTT. MY 

PROPERTY IS LOCATED AT 200 TO 204 1/2 NORTH AVENUE 58. THE 

NEW LIGHT RAIL APPARENTLY IS GOING TO TAKE THE ALLEY OR 

RIGHT OF WAY NEXT TO SIX GARAGES, AND I WILL NO LONGER HAVE 

ACCESS TO THESE GARAGES OR ANY WAY TO PROVIDE PARKING FOR 

THE SIX HOUSES NEXT TO THEM. ALSO, I USE THOSE GARAGES FOR 

STORAGE RIGHT NOW, AND THERE WOULD BE NO WAY OF USING THEM. 

I BELIEVE THAT THOSE GARAGES WILL HAVE TO BE TORN DOWN. 

YOU'LL HAVE TO PAVE AN AREA TO PROVIDE OFF-STREET 

PARKING FOR THESE TENANTS, ALSO BECAUSE THAT 10 FOOT WIDE 

RIGHT OF WAY IS GOING TO BE ALMOST LIKE A LOSS OF PROPERTY 

TO ME FOR FUTURE BUILDING BECAUSE I WILL NOT BE ABLE TO USE 

THE CORNER OR THE SIDE OF THE ALLEY WHICH WILL BE BLOCKED. 

THAT'S BASICALLY WHAT MY COMMENTS ARE EXCEPT THAT 
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I ~------------------------------, 
I'M FOR THE LIGHT RAIL. 

MR. LANTZ: THANK YOU VERY MUCH. 

SINCE THIS IS A PUBLIC HEARING, THERE'S NO NEED 

FOR APPLAUSE OR "BOOS" OR ANY OTHER INTERACTION TONIGHT. 

DAVID KUEHN FOLLOWED BY JOANNE BARKER, 

B-A-R-K-E-R. 

MR. KUEHN: MY NAME IS DAVID KUEHN, K-U-E-H-N. I 

RESIDE AT 4159 CAMINO REAL, CITY OF LOS ANGELES. 

I REQUEST THAT A CONCEPT WALL SITE PLAN OF THE 

GRADE SEPARATION AT MARMION ANO FIGUEROA BE INCLUDED IN THE 

SUPPLEMENTAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT PRIOR TO ITS 

CERTIFICATION. 

THAT'S MY ENTIRE COMMENT. THANK YOU. 

MR. LANTZ: THANK YOU FOR YOUR COMMENT. 

JOANNE BARKER FOLLOWED BY MR. PAT MOSER. 

MS. BARKER: MY NAME IS JOANNE BARKER. I'M ONE OF 

THE IMPACTED PARCELS BETWEEN AVENUE 55 ANO 56. MY ADDRESS 

IS 5518 MARMION WAY, AND I'M ALSO REPRESENTING THE INTERESTS 

5522 MARMION WAY. 

REGARDING THE PARCEL DESCRIPTIONS THAT ARE IN THE 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT OF PLOTS PA 248 ANO 249, THERE 

IS A MISREPRESENTATION OF THE ALLEY WIDTH. IT'S NOT 10 FOOT 

AS PROPOSED OR EXPRESSED, AND ACCORDING TO YOUR OWN MAPS 

IT'S 15 FOOT, ACCORDING TO THE PUBLIC WORKS MAPS. 

AND I STILL HAVEN'T HAD THIS FIGURED OUT YET, BUT 
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COULD YOU PLEASE TELL ME WHY IT'S TAKEN FROM 1988 UNTIL NOW 

TO DISCUSS THE FIRE DEPARTMENT ACCESSIBILITY OR ANY PUBLIC 

SERVICE ACCESSIBILITY? 

MR. LANTZ: WE WILL RESPOND IN WRITING IN THE 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT. THAT'S A GOOD QUESTION. 

MS. BARKER: AND AT THIS POINT I DON'T REALLY HAVE 

ANYTHING FURTHER. 

MR. LANTZ: PAT MOSER, M-0-S-E-R, FOLLOWED BY I 

THINK IT'S BOB EVINGER. 

MR. MOSER: PAT MOSER, SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA TRANSIT 

ADVOCATES. I'VE BEEN A RESIDENT OF NORTHEAST L.A. FOR MOST 

OF MY LIFE, ABOUT 33 YEARS. 

NOISE MITIGATION: THERE WILL BE SKIRTS ON THE 

TRAINS. YOU DON'T HAVE -- WHEN YOU BUILD THE SOUND WALLS, 

THEY 00 NOT HAVE TO COVER THE TRAINS. THEY CAN GO ALL THE 

WAY UP TO THE WINDOWS SO THERE'S NO NEED FOR YOU TO USE 

SOUND WALLS. IN THE -- IN ADDITION, THE TRAINS WILL -- EACH 

CAR WILL HAVE DIGITAL HORNS WHICH WILL MITIGATE THE LOUD 

NOISE AS THE TRAIN APPROACHES A GRADE CROSSING. 

THERE WILL BE NO ADVERSE IMPACTS ON BUS SERVICE. 

EXAMPLE IS THE LONG BEACH BLUE LINE WHICH HAS SEEN A 

DRAMATIC INCREASE IN BUS SERVICE SINCE THE LONG BEACH BLUE 

LINE OPENED IN 1990; HOWEVER, THIS IS WHERE WE DISAGREE. 

INSTEAD, AN UNDER PASS AT FIGUEROA STREET/MARMION WAY, THERE 

SHOULD BE AERIAL FLY WAY WHICH WOULD FREE UP ADDITIONAL 
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MONEY TO SPEED UP THE CONSTRUCTION OF THE PASADENA BLUE 

LINE. THE ONLY REASON THAT THE UNDER PASS IS BEING BUILT IS 

BECAUSE OF PRESSURE FROM THE MOUNT WASHINGTON ASSOCIATION. 

30 PEOPLE OUT OF THE THOUSANDS OF PEOPLE WHO LIVE ON MOUNT 

WASHINGTON ARE FORCING THE TAXPAYERS TO PAY AN ADDITIONAL 

AMOUNT OF MONEY FOR NOTHING. INSTEAD OF WASTING UP TO $15 

MILLION TO CONSTRUCT HOV LANES, THE BALANCE OF THAT $15 

MILLION SHOULD BE TRANSFERRED OVER WHICH WOULD HELP SPEED UP 

CONSTRUCTION OF THE PASADENA BLUE LINE AND THE OTHER RAIL 

LINES UNDER CONSIDERATION, SUCH AS THE EXPOSITION BLUE LINE. 

THEN EXISTING MONEY IN THE TRANS-CAPITAL FUND WOULD BE 

PRANSFERRED OVER TO THE OPERATING FUND SO THAT THERE WOULD 

BE NO NEED TO HAVE THIS FOOLISH PUBLIC HEARING ON APRIL 23RD 

TO CUT BACK DRASTICALLY BUS AND MAIL SERVICE AND TO INCREASE 

AFFAIRS. 

I WOULD LIKE TO SAY THAT NORTHEAST L.A. IS 

VIRTUALLY UNANIMOUS IN FAVOR OF THE PASADENA BLUE LINE. 

THERE IS ALMOST NOBODY WHO IS AGAINST IT, AND THAT INCLUDES 

THE CITY OF SOUTH PASADENA AND THE CITY OF PASADENA. ALL 

THREE AREAS ARE VIRTUALLY UNANIMOUS IN FAVOR. 

AND BEFORE I GO, LET ME SAY THAT ON APRIL 23RD, 

THE PUBLIC HEARING THAT I SPOKE OF TO DRASTICALLY CUT BACK 

BUS AND RAIL SERVICE AND TO INCREASE FARES WILL BE HELD AT 

10:00 A.M. AT THE BOARD OF SUPERVISOR HEARING ROOM, WHICH IS 

AT 500 WEST TEMPLE STREET AT GRAND AVENUE, AND THAT'S 
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SATURDAY, APRIL 23RD, 10:00 A.M . 

THANK YOU FOR YOUR TIME. 

MR. LANTZ: THANK YOU. 

BOB EVINGER, AND THEN I GUESS IT'S VICTOR 

ARRADONDO. 

MR. EVINGER: ROBERT EVINGER, E-V-I-N-G-E-R, AND I 

LIVE AT 369 NORTH AVENUE 53 IN HIGHLAND PARK FOR THE PAST 18 

YEARS. 

I'D LIKE TO ADDRESS THE LAST SPEAKER. IT'S MORE 

THAN 30 PEOPLE THAT WANTED THE GRADE TO BE UNDERNEATH 

(INAUDIBLE INTERRUPTION) 

BASICALLY I'M HERE TO SPEAK ON BEHALF OF MYSELF AS 

WELL AS THE HIGHLAND PARK HERITAGE TRUST. WE HAVE BEEN 

WORKING WITH THE MTA FOR A NUMBER OF YEARS NOW TO MITIGATE 

ANY PROBLEMS OF WHAT HAPPENED TO HISTORIC STRUCTURES WITHIN 

HISTORIC CORRIDORS IN THE HIGHLAND PARK AREA, ESPECIALLY THE 

MARMION WAY CORRIDOR WHICH CUTS DIRECTLY THROUGH THE CENTRAL 

PART OF THE CENTRAL HISTORIC DISTRICT . 

WHAT I GATHER IN READING SEIR IS WE CONSTANTLY 

TALK ABOUT RELOCATION OF RESIDENTS AND THE DEMOLITION OF 

STRUCTURES, AND SOME OF THE STRUCTURES ARE NOT HISTORIC AND 

SOME OF THE STRUCTURES ARE HISTORIC, BUT WHAT I WOULD RATHER 

HEAR THEM SAY IS A RELOCATION OF RESIDENTS AND A RELOCATION 

OF HISTORIC STRUCTURES. THIS OPINION WAS EXPRESSED BY THE 

CITY PLANNING COMMISSION LAST OCTOBER WHEN THEY APPROVED IN 
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HIGHLAND PARK OVERLAY ZONE ASKING MTA TO DO WHATEVER THEY 

COULD TO MITIGATE ALL HISTORIC STRUCTURES BY MOVING THEM 

WHENEVER THEY COULD, AND THEY EVEN ASKED FOR THE COMPLETE 

RENOVATION OF THESE BUILDINGS. 

I HAVE TALKED TO SEVERAL STAFF CONCERNING THAT, 

AND I THINK WE CAN CONTINUE TO TALK ABOUT MOVING SOME OF 

THESE STRUCTURES. OF PARTICULAR INTEREST TO US IS 5323, A 

BROWN BUNGALOW STRUCTURE WHICH I'M TRYING TO RELOCATE IN 

ECHO HAZE AREA IF POSSIBLE. 

AND SEVERAL HOUSES THAT WERE TAKEN IN THE INITIAL 

EIR, WHICH AREN'T ADDRESSED UNDER THE SEIR I THINK AT 5030 

MARMION AND 130 AND 144 AVENUE 51 SHOULD BE LOOKED AT FOR 

RELOCATION. AND WE WOULD WORK WITH THE COUNSEL OFFICES AND 

WITH MTA TO FIND APPROPRIATE LOCATIONS FOR THOSE 

RELOCATIONS. 

I MUST -- WE MUST TAKE EXCEPTION TO THE TAKING OF 

5318 AND 5 -- 5518 AND 5520 MARMION WAY, TWO VERY HISTORIC 

HOMES, TO MAKE WAY FOR WHAT YOU SAY THE FIRE DEPARTMENT 

NEEDS FOR A MAJOR U-TURN ABILITY. I WISH WE COULD FIND SOME 

OTHER WAYS TO MITIGATE THAT BY FINDING OUT WHETHER THE FIRE 

DEPARTMENT COULD TAKE ·OTHER AVENUES RATHER THAN DESTROYING 

THOSE TWO HOMES. 

I GUESS THAT'S PRETTY MUCH EVERYTHING I WANT. I 

UNDERSTAND THAT SOME OF THE HOMEOWNERS THAT WERE SUPPOSEDLY 

CONTACTED AND ACCEPTED AND WERE INTERESTED IN IT ACTUALLY 
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WERE NOT CONTACTED AND ARE NOT INTERESTED IN BEING BOUGHT 

OUT AND RELOCATED. 

I JUST WANT TO SAY IN CLOSING THAT WE HAVE ALWAYS 

SUPPORTED THE MTA AND THE BLUE LINE THROUGH HIGHLAND PARK TO 

PASADENA AND BEYOND. WE REALLY SUPPORT THE BELOW-GRADE 

SEPARATION AT MARMION AND FIGUEROA, AND WE ALSO SUPPORT YOUR 

RECONSIDERATION OF SOUND WALLS THROUGH THE MARMION WAY 

CORRIDOR WHICH WOULD DIVIDE THE COMMUNITY AND BE DANGEROUS 

TO BOTH THE ENGINEERS AND TO PEDESTRIANS. THANK YOU VERY 

MUCH. 

MR. LANTZ: THANK YOU. 

VICTOR ARRADONDO. FOLLOWED BY CHARLES FISHER. 

MR. ARRADONDO: MY NAME IS VICTOR ARRADONDO, 

A-R-R-E-D-O-N-D-0. I LIVE ON 3625 MARMION WAY, AND MY 

QUESTIONS ARE WHEN CONSTRUCTION WORKERS START ON THAT UNDER 

PASS, WHERE ARE THEY GOING TO PARK? WHAT TIME THEY GOING TO 

START? WHAT TIME THEY GOING TO STOP? WHO IS THE CONTACT 

PERSON IN CASE WE GOT ANY COMPLAINTS? AND MACHINERY. HOW 

MUCH IMPACT IS THAT GOING TO HAVE ON ALL THAT BLOCK IN 

THERE? 

I LIVE ONLY 50 FEET AWAY FROM THAT EXCAVATION, AND 

I WOULD LIKE TO HAVE ANSWERS ON THESE QUESTIONS BECAUSE 

SINCE 1986, WHEN I STARTED ON THIS DEAL, I HAVEN'T GOT 

STRAIGHT ANSWERS YET. 

SO PLEASE, IF YOU CAN DO IT THIS TIME, TELL ME. 
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MR. LANTZ: I THINK YOU'VE ASKED THE QUESTIONS AT 

THE RIGHT PLACE, AND WE'LL RESPOND IN WRITING. 

CHARLES FISHER, FOLLOWED BY ROSE, AND I'LL HAVE 

YOU PRONOUNCE YOUR LAST NAME. 

MS. XOCHIAUA: XOCHIAUA. 

MR. FISHER: MY NAME IS CHARLIE FISHER. I'M THE 

CHAIRMAN OF THE HIGHLAND PARK NEIGHBORHOOD ASSOCIATION. I'M 

JUST SPEAKING AGAIN TO REITERATE THE NEIGHBORHOOD 

ASSOCIATION'S SUPPORT OF THE BLUE LINE THROUGH HIGHLAND PARK 

AND BEYOND. IT'S LONG OVERDUE. MY PERSONAL OPINION IS THEY 

NEVER SHOULD HAVE RIPPED OUT THE RED CARS AND YELLOW CARS IN 

THE FIRST PLACE. BUT WE'RE HERE NOW. 

WE DO HAVE QUESTIONS AGAIN REGARDING SOME OF THE 

TAKINGS AND OF COURSE THE RELOCATION. MR. EVINGER SPOKE 

ABOUT THIS, AND SO DID MISS BARKER OVER AT 5518. THOSE TWO 

IN PARTICULAR WE ARE VERY CONCERNED ABOUT BECAUSE THEY ARE 

BOTH HISTORIC HOMES, AND WHEN WE INITIALLY DID OUR OWN 

STUDY, WE DIDN'T EVEN THINK THOSE HOMES WOULD BE TAKEN 

BECAUSE THEY BOTH HAD SUCH BIG SETBACKS. WE DIDN'T THINK 
. 

THERE WOULD BE SUCH A MASSIVE CUT IN THE ALLEY SO THE FIRE 

TRUCKS COULD DO THE U-TURN. 

THE OTHER THERE IS A THIRD ALLEY THAT GOES 

THROUGH THAT BLOCK AND BISECTS IT. OUR FEELING IS THAT 

THERE IS PLENTY OF ACCESS TO THAT PARTICULAR BLOCK, AND THAT 

BLOCK HAS MUCH MORE ACCESS THAN MOST BLOCKS DO IN THE 
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HIGHLAND PARK AREA. WE DON'T FEEL THAT THE TAKING OF THESE 

TWO HOUSES IS ANYWHERE NECESSARY. 

THE OTHER ONES IN PARTICULAR I JUST WANT TO REMIND 

THE MTA ABOUT THE AVENUE 61 POWER SUBSTATION, THAT WE ARE 

ASKING THAT THE POSSIBILITY OF RELOCATING THAT STATION TO 

BESIDE A PORTION OF AVENUE 61, THE INDUSTRIAL PROPERTY THAT 

IS LOCATED NEXT DOOR, WHICH AT THE TIME THAT THE ORIGINAL 

EIR WAS DONE WAS OPERATED BY AQUA-VENO WATER. BUT THEY HAVE 

SINCE MOVED OUT, ANO THIS PROPERTY HAS BEEN VACATED BY 

ALMOST THREE YEARS NOW ANO DETERIORATING. 

THIS IS SOMETHING THAT CAN BE LOOKED AT, AND WE 

THEREFORE WOULD NOT HAVE TO REMOVE HISTORIC HOUSING. ANO 

JUST A REMINDER. I KNOW THAT THERE A A LOT MORE THAN 30 

FAMILIES IN THE MOUNT WASHINGTON ASSOCIATION. 

MR. LANTZ: ROSE. ANO THAT'S ALL THE THE FORMS I 

HAVE. SO IF ANY OF YOU WOULD LIKE TO TESTIFY, PLEASE TURN 

IN YOUR FORMS. AND IN ADDITION, ON THE BACK OF THIS BLUE 

FORM, I'VE JUST LEARNED IS A PLACE WHERE YOU CAN ACTUALLY 

WRITE YOUR COMMENTS TONIGHT. SO WE'RE EVEN PROVIDING YOU 

THE PAPER ANO THE LINE. 

A. ROSE XOCHIAUA, x-o-c-H-I-A-U-A. I LIVE AT 207 NORTH 

AVENUE 53 ANO HAVE BEEN THERE FOR EIGHT YEARS. I'VE BEEN IN 

THE COMMUNITY FOR 19 YEARS. I, TOO, LOOK FORWARD TO THE 

METRO LINE COMING THROUGH HIGHLAND PARK. IT'S LONG OVERDUE 

I REALIZE. AND ONE TO MY SURPRISE, I ORDERED THE EIR 
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REPORT, AND I DID NOTICE OUR ADDRESS UP THERE, WHICH IS THE 

FIRST I'VE EVER SEEN. IT'S -- I'VE NEVER BEEN NOTIFIED OF 

ANYTHING OR ANY INTEREST TO OUR PROPERTY. 

SECONDARY, I'M OPPOSING THE CLOSURE OF AVENUE 53. 

MY MAIN CONCERN IS THE CRIME PROBLEM ON AVENUE 53 AND MONTA 

VISTA. BY CLOSING THAT STREET, IT WILL DEFINITELY CLOSE OUR 

IMMEDIATE STREET OFF TO THE ENTIRE COMMUNITY AND OPENING UP 

INTO A CRIME AREA THAT WE'D RATHER AVOID RATHER THAN BE 

CONFRONTED WITH. LOCKING US OUT WOULD BE AGAINST EVERYTHING 

I CAN THINK OF. WE WORKED VERY HARD TO KEEP THAT STREET IN 

ORDER AND HAVE WORKED WITH THE LAW ENFORCEMENT VERY MUCH. 

SO TO SEE IT BLOCKED OFF, I JUST DON'T FIND IT BEING JUST. 

SECONDARY, BY CLOSING AVENUE 53, I DON'T SEE WHERE 

IT WOULD SPEED UP THE TRAIN ANY MORE BY MAYBE A FRACTION OF 

A SECOND OR SO I CAN'T IMAGINE. 

OKAY. AND THAT'S MY TESTIMONY. 

MR. LANTZ: ANYONE ELSE? NO OTHER REQUESTS TO 

SPEAK? 

WELL, THANK YOU ALL FOR COMING TONIGHT. WE'LL BE 

DOING AN OPEN HOUSE, AND I DECLARE THE PUBLIC HEARING 

FORMALLY CLOSED. 

(PROCEEDINGS CONCLUDED AT 7:38 P.M.) 
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REPORTER'S CERTIFICATE 

I CERTIFY THAT THE FOREGOING IS A CORRECT 

TRANSCRIPT FROM THE RECORD OF PROCEEDINGS 

IN THE ABOVE-ENTITLED MATTER. 

- -
DATE: iL)~ 1c;; lo/71./ 

MARK SCHWEITZ I 
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PASADENA, CALIFORNIA; WEDNESDAY, APRIL 13, 1994 

6:30 P.M. 

-000-

MR. CUETO: I'M GOING TO GO AHEAD AND START WITH 

THE FIRST PART OF TONIGHT'S MEETING. BEFORE I GET STARED 

STARTED, BEFORE I ACTUALLY START WITH THE IF ANYONE HAS 

ANY COMMENTS THAT THEY WOULD LIKE TO MAKE AS TO THE 

SUPPLEMENTAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT WHICH HAS BEEN 

PRODUCED FOR BY THE MTA FOR THE PASADENA BLUE LINE PROJECT, 

WOULD YOU PLEASE FILL OUT ONE OF THESE BLUE CARDS? MARTA 

MAESTAS HAS THE CARDS AND WILL MAKE THEM AVAILABLE FOR YOU. 

IF YOU WOULD LIKE TO SPEAK, YOU MUST FULL OUT ONE OF THESE 

CARDS. IT IS IMPORTANT THAT YOU DO SO. SO WITH THAT IN 

MIND, LET'S GET STARTED WITH THE PROCEEDINGS FOR TONIGHT'S 

MEETING. 

MY NAME IS ART CUETO. I'M A PROJECT MANAGER WITH 

THE METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY, THE AGENCY WHICH 

IS RESPONSIBLE FOR THE CONSTRUCTION OF THE BLUE LINE. WITH 

ME THERE ARE SEVERAL STAFF MEMBERS PRESENT WHO ARE 

PARTICIPATING IN THE PLANNING AND CONSTRUCTION OF THIS 

PROJECT. AT THIS TIME I'D LIKE INTRODUCE THEM TO YOU. 

OVER THERE TO MY RIGHT IS HARLEY MARTIN. HE'S 

WITH THE MTA, AN ENVIRONMENTAL SPECIALIST. NEXT TO HIM IS 

C.C. MELINSON. SHE'S WITH MTA REAL ESTATE. IN THE BACK --
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OH, MY BOSS, STEVE, IS HERE. STEPHEN LANTZ, HE'S THE AREA 

DIRECTOR FOR THE SAN GABRIEL VALLEY AREA TEAM. ALSO IN THE 

BACK IS MARTA MAESTAS, WHO IS MTA PUBLIC AFFAIRS, AND ALSO 

FRED PIERSON. THERE'S FRED. HE'S OUR TRAFFIC CONSULTANT 

FOR THE PROJECT. 

SO WITH THAT IN MIND, WE'LL GO AHEAD. 

00 YOU WANT TO COME UP HERE STEVE, OR DO YOU WANT 

ME TO DO IT? 

WITH THAT IN MIND, I'LL HAVE STEVE TAKE OVER. 

WELL, BEFORE I DO THAT IF ANYBODY DESIRES ANY 

TRANSLATION OF THESE PROCEEDINGS TO SPANISH, WE HAVE OUR 

SPANISH INTERPRETER HERE. HER NAME IS LINDA KRAUSEN. 

MR. LANTZ: THIS I°S A BIT OF A REUNION FOR ME. I 

WORKED MY WAY THROUGH HIGH SCHOOL IN THIS LIBRARY AS A PAGE 

AND A CLERK. SO I THOUGHT I COULD GET OUT HERE WITH ALL DUE 

SPEED, AND I APOLOGIZE FOR THE TRAFFIC THAT HAS OCCURRED IN 

THE LAST 20 OR 30 YEARS. IT'S A LITTLE SLOWER GETTING HERE 

NOW THAN IT WAS WHEN I WAS A KID, EVEN WITH THE FREEWAY THAT 

WASN'T HERE WHEN I WAS A KID. 

ON BEHALF OF THE TEAM MEMBERS, I'D ALSO LIKE TO 

WELCOME YOU HERE TODAY TONIGHT. THIS IS A FORMAL PUBLIC 

HEARING IN THAT WE'VE ISSUED A SECOND SUPPLEMENTAL 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT. WE ARE HOLDING THIS PUBLIC 

HEARING IN ADDITION TO ANOTHER ONE THAT WAS HELD LAST WEEK 

TO RECEIVE PUBLIC COMMENT. 
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DURING THE FORMAL PUBLIC HEARING, WE WON'T BE 

GETTING INTO DIALOGUE WITH YOU. WE WON'T BE ANSWERING 

QUESTIONS; HOWEVER, THE STAFF WILL BE HERE AFTER THE FORMAL 

HEARING PERIOD AFTER YOU'VE MADE YOUR PUBLIC COMMENTS, AND 

WE CAN TALK TO YOU ABOUT IT. BUT DURING THE PUBLIC HEARING 

UNDER THE CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT, WE DO NEED 

TO HAVE IT BE YOUR COMMENTS THAT ARE ACCURATELY RECORDED. 

WE WILL THEN PREPARE WRITTEN RESPONSES TO THOSE COMMENTS 

THAT YOU MAKE, AND WE WILL REPLY IN A FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL 

IMPACT REPORT TO CONSIDER YOUR COMMENTS AND TO REPLY TO 

THEM. 

THE PROCEDURES THAT WE'LL BE FOLLOWING THIS 

EVENING ARE FAIRLY STRAIGHTFORWARD. IF YOU'D LIKE TO SPEAK 

-- I SEE SOME OF YOU HAVE ALREADY TURNED IN REQUEST TO SPEAK 

CARDS, THE BLUE CARDS. ON THE BACK OF THESE CARDS ARE 

WRITTEN COMMENT CARDS. SO IF YOU DON'T FEEL LIKE YOU WANT 

TO MAKE A SPEECH IN FRONT OF THE GROUP BUT YOU WANT YOUR 

COMMENTS NOTED, PLEASE WRITE THEM DOWN AND TURN IN THE CARD 

NOW. 

THE PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD WILL ALSO BE EXTENDED 

UNTIL MAY 9TH. SO IF YOU HEAR SOME THINGS HERE TONIGHT THAT 

GET YOUR BRAIN CELLS FLOWING, AND YOU WANT TO SIT DOWN AND 

WRITE US A MORE LENGTHY LETTER WITH SPECIFIC CONCERNS THAT 

YOU'D LIKE US TO ADDRESS AS WE COMPLETE THE ENVIRONMENTAL 

DOCUMENTATION, PLEASE FEEL FREE TO SUBMIT THOSE TO US BY MAY 
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9TH, AND THAT NEEDS TO BE SENT TO THE .L.A. COUNTY 

METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY AT 8189 WEST 7TH 

STREET, L.A. 90017. 

A LITTLE BACKGROUND ON THIS HEARING. IN THE 

SPRING OF 1990, THE L.A. COUNTY TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION 

CERTIFIED AN ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT FOR THE 

PASADENA-LOS ANGELES LIGHT RAIL TRANSIT PROJECT. 

MODIFICATIONS THAT HAVE BEEN MADE TO THE ORIGINAL PROJECT 

HAVE REQUIRED THE PREPARATION, FIRST, OF A SUPPLEMENTAL EIR 

IN 1992. 

ADDITIONAL DESIGN WORI< AND ENGINEERING HAVE 

UNCOVERED FURTHER MODIFICATIONS WHICH NOW REQUIRE A SECOND 

SUPPLEMENTAL EIR. PERHAPS THIS WILL BE OUR LAST BEFORE WE 

ACTUALLY APPROVE A PROJECT AND GET DOWN TO CONSTRUCTING IT. 

BUT AT THIS POINT THE CHANGES AND MODIFICATIONS THAT HAVE 

BEEN MADE ARE SUCH THAT WE ARE GOING THROUGH A FORMAL 

CIRCULATION OF A DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 

SUPPLEMENT. THE INTENT OF THIS SUPPLEMENTAL EIR IS TO 

ADDRESS ONLY THE INFORMATION NECESSARY TO MAKE THE 

PREVIOUSLY CERTIFIED DOCUMENTS ADEQUATE FOR THE PROJECT AS 

IT'S BEEN REVISED. 

THIS SUPPLEMENTAL EIR IS PREPARED SO THAT THAT NEW 

INFORMATION AND THE DESIGN 'ALTERNATIVES COULD BE ANALYZED 

AND REVIEWED BY THE PUBLIC PRIOR TO US INCORPORATING THEM 

WITH MITIGATIONS INTO OUR PROJECT. 

5 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

THE PROPOSED PROJECT CONSISTS OF SEVEN AREAS OF 

MODIFICATION TO THE ADOPTED LIGHT RAIL PROJECT WHICH REQUIRE 

ANALYSIS IN THIS DOCUMENT. 

THEY INCLUDE THE ACQUISITION OF SIX ADDITIONAL 

PROPERTIES AND UP TO SO MINOR CURB CUTS ALONG MARMION WAY 

BETWEEN AVENUES 50 AND 60, TO PROVIDE IMPROVED ACCESS FOR 

EMERGENCY VEHICLES ALONG THIS PORTION OF THE ALIGNMENT; 

CHANGING THE OPERATIONAL MODE FROM STREET RUNNING 

TO SEMI-EXCLUSIVE RIGHT OF WAY BETWEEN AVENUES 51 AND 61 

WITH RESULTING MODIFICATIONS TO GATED CROSSINGS, WARNING 

SIGNALS, ANO CLOSURE OF AT-GRADE STREET CROSSINGS AT AVENUES 

51, 53, 55, 58, AND 61; 

REEVALUATION OF SOUND WALL MITIGATION MEASURES; 

AND IMPORTANT TO THIS AREA, ALTERNATIVE LOCATIONS 

TO THE PREVIOUSLY CLEARED SPACE BANK FACILITY FOR THE SIERRA 

MADRE VILLA STATION'S PARK-AND-RIDE FACILITY. ALTERNATIVE 

SITES INCLUDE THE JOHNSON AND JOHNSON/MERCK, OR THE 

BUILDER'S EMPORIUM PROPERTIES; 

AND THEN FINALLY A BELOW-GRADE SEPARATION OF THE 
. 

INTERSECTION OF MARMION WAY AND FIGUEROA STREET. 

THE SUPPLEMENTAL EIR ADDRESSES A NUMBER OF 

ENVIRONMENTAL TOPICS INCLUDING LAND USE COMPATIBILITY, 

TRAFFIC, AIR QUALITY, NOISE, VISUAL, CULTURAL RESOURCES, AND 

OTHERS. AT THIS TIME I'D LIKE TO SUMMARIZE THE SIGNIFICANT 

AND UNAVOIDABLE IMPACTS ASSOCIATED WITH THE PROPERTY TAKES, 
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THE TRAIN OPERATION SCENARIOS, THE STREET CLOSURES, THE 

GRADE SEPARATIONS, AND THE ALTERNATIVE LOCATIONS FOR THE 

SIERRA MADRE VILLA STATION PARK-AND-RIDE LOT. 

THEY ARE NOISE AND VIBRATION: 

THE REEVALUATION OF SOUND WALLS ALONG MARMION WAY 

AND IN SOUTH PASADENA, ALONG WITH SEMI-EXCLUSIVE OPERATIONS 

WILL RESULT IN POTENTIAL NOISE AND VIBRATION IMPACTS. 

THE CONSTRUCTION OF THE BELOW-GRADE SEPARATION AT 

THE INTERSECTION OF FIGUEROA STREET AND MARMION WAY MAY 

RESULT IN SIGNIFICANT SHORT-TERM NOISE IMPACTS DUE TO 

CONSTRUCTION. 

TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION: 

THE RELOCATION OF THE PARK-AND-RIDE FACILITY FOR 

THE SIERRA MADRE STATION TO THE JOHNSON AND JOHNSON/MERCK 

SITE WILL POTENTIALLY IMPACT THE OPERATING CONDITIONS OF 

FIVE LOCAL INTERSECTIONS AND FOUR INTERSECTIONS WOULD BE 

IMPACTED BY THE RELOCATION OF THE PARK-AND-RIDE LOT TO THE 

BUILDER'S EMPORIUM SITE . 

THERE'S A POTENTIAL LOSS OF HISTORIC STRUCTURES IN 

HIGHLAND PARK ALONG MARMION WAY, AND THE JOHNSON AND 

JOHNSON/MERCK FACILITY IN PASADENA THAT MAY BE LOST. 

POTENTIAL FOR LOSS OR DAMAGE TO BURIED PREHISTORIC 

AND/OR HISTORIC RESOURCES MIGHT RESULT FROM THE EXCAVATION 

OF THE BELOW-GRADE SEPARATION, MIDWAY YARD ACCESS ROAD, AND 

ARROYO SECO BRIDGE FOUNDATIONS THAT NEED TO BE 
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RECONSTRUCTED. 

THIS SAME TESTIMONY OR SAME INTRODUCTION WAS GIVEN 

AT THE OTHER PUBLIC HEARING. SO THERE'S ISSUES THAT ARE OF 

CONCERN IN ALL STRETCHES OF THE PROJECT WITH THIS SECOND 

ENVIRONMENTAL. 

AT THIS TIME I WOULD LIKE TO OPEN THE PUBLIC 

HEARING TO COMMENTS. YOU'LL EACH HAVE UP TO THREE MINUTES 

FOR YOUR COMMENTS. ART HERE HAS HIS TRUSTY STOPWATCH THAT 

GOES BEEP, BEEP, BEEP. LAST TIME WE WERE IN AN AUDITORIUM 

AND THE BELLS WENT OFF. BUT I THINK WHAT WE'D LIKE -- IF 

YOU HEAR THE BEEP, BEEP, BEEP, I'LL SIMPLY ASK YOU TO 

CONCLUDE SO THAT OTHER TESTIMONY CAN BE HEARD. 

ONCE I HAVE FINISHED WITH THE BLUE REQUEST TO 

SPEAK CARDS THAT ARE HERE, I'LL ASK FOR ANY ADDITIONAL CARDS 

OR ANY OTHER ADDITIONAL SPEAKERS. IF THERE ARE NONE, WE'LL 

CLOSE THE PUBLIC HEARING. IN ADDITION, AS I SAID BEFORE, IF 

YOU DIDN'T GET A CHANCE TO SPEAK, FEEL FREE TO WRITE US THE 

WRITTEN NOTE OR SUBMIT WRITTEN COMMENTS BEFORE MAY 9TH. 

FINALLY, WHEN YOU DO COME UP TO SPEAK, PLEASE HELP 

OUR COURT REPORTER, WHO IS TAKING THIS DOWN AS VERBATIM AS 

HE CAN, BY SPELLING YOUR LAST NAME. IF YOU ARE AFFILIATED 

WITH ANY ORGANIZATION, WHOSE VIEW YOU REPRESENT OFFICIALLY. 

PLEASE GIVE US THE NAME OF THAT ORGANIZATION SO THAT WE CAN 

REFLECT THE FACT THAT IT'S AN ORGANIZATIONAL OPINION RATHER 

THAN A PERSONAL POSITION. 
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OTHER THAN THAT, I THINK THAT AT THIS TIME THREE 

CARDS THAT I HAVE SO FAR ARE FRED ZAPATA, TIMOTHY PRICE AND 

CLIFF BENEDICT: SO LET'S START WITH FRED. AND THERE'S A 

MICROPHONE OVER HERE ON YOUR RIGHT SIDE. SO IF YOU COME UP 

TO THE MICROPHONE AND SPEAK INTO THE MICROPHONE, THAT WOULD 

HELP US ALL OUT. IS FRED ZAPATA HERE? 

·OH, HE DIDN'T WISH TO SPEAK? WE'RE A THIRD DOWN. 

SECOND, TIMOTHY PRICE. 

MR. PRICE: MY NAME IS TIMOTHY PRICE, I'M 

PRESIDENT OF THE DAISYVILLE HOME OWNERS ASSOCIATION. EVEN 

THOUGH WE REALIZE THAT THE EIR REPORT DOES NOT REQUIRE YOU 

TO TAKE IN OTHER PROSPECTIVE CONDITIONS THAT MIGHT HAPPEN IN 

OUR NEIGHBORHOOD, ALBEIT THE DATA TAPE PROPERTY PASADENA 

SKILL CENTER, WE FEEL THAT WE WANT TO BE ON RECORD THAT THIS 

SUPPLEMENTAL ONLY EXPRESSES ONE VIEW, AND THAT'S OF THE 

TRAFFIC PATTERNS IF THE LIGHT RAIL AND WHEN THE LIGHT RAIL 

GOES IN. 

IT DOES NOT EXPRESS TRAFFIC PATTERNS OF THE PCC 

SKILL CENTER OR WHAT'S GOING TO BE DEVELOPED ON THE 

PROPERTY; THEREFORE, WE FEEL EVEN THOUGH OFFICIALLY IT'S A 

CORRECT DOCUMENT, UNOFFICIALLY IT'S FLAWED BECAUSE WE STILL 

HAVE OTHER DOCUMENTS TO TAKE INTO CONSIDERATION. 

THANK YOU. 

MR. LANTZ: OKAY. CLIFF BENEDICT. 

MR. MBENEDICT: I HAVE SEVERAL COMMENTS TO MAKE 
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REGARDING YOUR REPORT. 

FIRST OF ALL, I'D LIKE TO CONGRATULATE YOU ON 

DOING THE TRAFFIC STUDIES THAT WE REQUESTED BE DONE BACK IN 

1991, LATE 1991 AND EARLY 1992. 

WE FINALLY FOUND THEM IN THIS LATEST REPORT. 

IT DOES DEEPLY CONCERN MYSELF, HOWEVER, THAT THESE 

TRAFFIC REPORTS INDICATE PRECISELY WHAT WE FORESAW TWO OR 

THREE YEARS AGO, AND THAT WAS THAT WE WERE GOING TO HAVE 

SIGNIFICANT TRAFFIC IMPACTS AT FOUR MAJOR LOCATIONS IN OUR 

EAST END OF PASADENA, BEING COLORADO AND ROSEMEAD, FOOTHILL 

AND ROSEMEAD, SIERRA MADRE AND FOOTHILL, AND -- WELL, ONE 

OTHER ONE. 

IT'S ON YOUR MAP. 

LEVEL "F" MITIGATED IS NOT ACCEPTABLE. I MEAN 

REALLY, YOU'RE LOOKING AT MAJOR DELAYS IN INTERSECTIONS, AND 

THAT'S BY YOUR OWN DEFINITION. 

"E" IS BAD ENOUGH WHEN YOU GET OCCASION~ DELAYS, 

BUT "F"' IS GRID LOCK, AND I THINK SOMETHING HAS TO BE DONE 

FURTHER IN THE WAY OF MITIGATION TO LOOK AT WHAT 

ALTERNATIVES CAN BE MADE IN ORDER TO ALLEVIATE THAT TRAFFIC 

PROBLEM . 

YOU LOOKED AT CO2 EMISSIONS, AND THOUGH YOU DID 

SOME WORK ON THAT ONE, THE -- BY YOUR OWN STANDARDS THERE 

ARE TIMES WHEN YOU ARE YOU BARELY, BARELY WITHIN THE MAXIMUM 

ACCEPTABLE LEVEL OF CO2 EMISSIONS IN AN EIGHT-HOUR PERIOD,. 
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8.8 PARTS PER MILLION, WHEN THE MAXIMUM IS 9. AND I THINK 

THAT'S COMING AWFULLY CLOSE. AS A MATTER OF FACT, I WOULD 

ALMOST CHALLENGE YOU TO GIVE US THE DETAILED ANALYSIS OF HOW 

THAT WAS CALCULATED BECAUSE I COULD THINK THAT YOU COULD 

SLIP OVER THE OTHER SIDE OF 9 JUST AS EASILY AS YOU COULD 

SLIP UNDER 9 KNOWING WHAT THE LEVEL IS. 

SO I WOULD ASK YOU TO TAKE A LOOK AT THAT. 

AND THE LAST THING IS THAT THIS WEEK I ACQUIRED A 

COPY, ALBEIT IT WAS DONE BY I GUESS SOME STAFF ENGINEER, 

THAT GAVE PROPOSED LAYOUT FOR THE JOHNSON AND JOHNSON SITE. 

HERE IT IS. IT SAYS THE CONSTRUCTION OF THE PARK-AND-RIDE 

FACILITY WOULD BE CONSTRUCTED AT THE PROPOSED JOHNSON AND 

JOHNSON WORK SITE OR AT THE ALTERNATE BUILDER'S EMPORIUM 

SITE. AT EITHER SITE, PROPOSED THREE STORY STRUCTURE WOULD 

BE CONSTRUCTED WITH TWO AND A HALF LEVELS FOR THE PARKING OF 

A FEW CAR'S AND A HALF LEVEL OF GRADE FOR BUS LOADING, 

UNLOADING AND LAYOVER. 

THIS DRAWING -- AND IT'S UNDATED -- PROPOSED A 

THOUSAND CAR PARK ENCOMPASSING EVERYTHING FROM SIERRA MADRE 

VILLA TO HALSTEAD, TAKING AWAY A PROPERTY THAT DOES NOT 

BELONG TO JOHNSON AND JOHNSON. IT BELONGS TO SOME OTHER 

INDIVIDUAL THAT BOUGHT IT. AND I WOULD CALL TO YOUR 

ATTENTION THAT ALL THROUGH· THE DISCUSSIONS OF THIS 

DEVELOPMENT OF THE SIERRA MADRE TERMINAL -- YEAH, TERMINAL, 

WE TALKED ABOUT HAVING MULTIPLE STORY PARK FACILITIES 
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PROVIDED THAT WOULD ALSO THEN PROVIDE ROOM FOR BUSINESSES TO 

BE DEVELOPED THAT WOULD BE COMPATIBLE TO THE TYPE OF 

BUSINESS THAT YOU WOULD ASSOCIATE WITH EGRESS AND SO FORTH 

FROM A STATION. 

IF YOU COVER THE WHOLE DARN THING WITH PARKING 

LOT, THAT WON'T LEAVE ANY ROOM TO DO THAT. SO WE APPRECIATE 

YOUR TAKING THAT INTO CONSIDERATION. 

THANK YOU. 

MR. LANTZ: OKAY. IS THERE ANYBODY ELSE WHO WOULD 

WISH TO TURN IN A REQUEST TO SPEAK SLIP, A BLUE SLIP? 

HEARING NONE, THEN I DEEM THE PUBLIC HEARING 

CLOSED AND THANK YOU ALL FOR COMING. I KNOW THERE'S ANOTHER 

MEETING FOLLOWING, BUT WE'LL BE IN THE BACK, AND WE CAN TALK 

ONE ON ONE ABOUT -- INFORMALLY ABOUT SOME OF THE ISSUES THAT 

HAVE BEEN RAISED. AND ANY OF YOU WHO WOULD LIKE TO TALK 

INFORMALLY OFF THE RECORD TO US ABOUT CONCERNS THAT YOU 

HAVE, THAT'S FINE. IF YOU WANTED TO GET A LITTLE MORE 

CONVERSATION BEFORE WRITING YOUR COMMENTS, WE'D BE HAPPY TO 

HELP YOU GET A LITTLE MORE ANALYSIS BEFORE YOU WRITE IT 

DOWN, TOO. 

SO THANKS AGAIN FOR COMING TONIGHT, AND THE 

HEARING IS CLOSED. 

(PROCEEDINGS CONCLUDED AT 6:53 P.M.) 
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REPORTER'S CERTIFICATE 

I CERTIFY THAT THE FOREGOING IS A CORRECT 

TRANSCRIPT FROM THE RECORD OF PROCEEDINGS 

IN THE ABOVE-ENTITLED MATTER. 

DATE: 
MARX SCHWEIT 
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