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Response to comment 10-16-H. 
 
During advanced conceptual engineering, an at-grade configuration was determined to be technically 
infeasible along this segment.  The incorporation of Design Option 6 would be required to connect to the 
Exposition Line subject to financial feasibility.
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COMMENT: 10-17. City of Los Angeles Environmental Affairs Department. 
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Response to comment 10-17-A. 
 
Mitigation Measure T2 of the Transportation Impacts Section of the FEIS/FEIR requires that a traffic 
management plan be implemented to facilitate the flow of traffic in and around construction zones.  This 
plan would take into consideration the timing of deliveries to construction staging areas, as well as the flow 
of construction vehicles and vehicular traffic.  Mitigation Measure T1 of the Transportation Impacts 
Section of the FEIS/FEIR would plan and designate haul routes which would minimize noise, vibration, 
and other air environmental impacts.  To comply, the designated haul routes would be located as far away 
from noise sensitive receptors as feasible.  Locating truck routes for dirt and aggregate and all other 
materials and equipment near freeways and non residential streets would also be considered for 
minimizing air quality impacts.  Employee parking locations would be located on or as close to 
construction staging areas as feasible to minimize impacts to surrounding residential neighborhoods and 
communities.   
 
Response to comment 10-17-B. 
 
A landscaping maintenance plan will be established for parcels acquired for the project.  Landscaping 
improvements along the alignment would be minimal.  Vegetative buffers will be drought tolerant and low 
maintenance to conserve water.   
 
Response to comment 10-17-C. 
 
The comment lists air quality mitigation measures for reducing pollution during construction activity.  
Many of the suggested measures are designed to reduce fugitive dust emissions.  The proposed project is 
required by law to implement South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) Rule 403 
(Fugitive Dust).  The DEIS/DEIR includes nine mitigation measures (CON4 through CON12) to ensure 
compliance with Rule 403, some of which overlap with the mitigation measures suggested in the 
comment letter.  Compliance with SCAQMD Rule 403 will reduce fugitive dust emissions to the greatest 
extent feasible and no additional measures are necessary. 
 
The comment lists mitigation measures to limit vehicle idling, suspend the use of equipment during smog 
alerts, and ensure that equipment is properly maintained.  Similar mitigation measures are included in the 
DEIS/DEIR under Mitigation Measures CON11, CON13, and CON15.  Revisions to the existing 
mitigation measures are not necessary.    
 
The comment also includes additional air quality mitigation measures that have been incorporated into the 
DEIS/DEIR.   
 
CON18 Construction staging and vehicle parking, including workers’ vehicles, shall be prohibited 

on streets adjacent to sensitive receptors such as schools, daycare centers, senior facilities, 
and hospitals. 

 
CON19 The construction process shall utilize an on-site rock crushing facility with water control to 

suppress dust, when feasible. 
 
CON20 Portable generators shall be low-emitting and use ultra low sulfur diesel (<15 parts per 

million) or gasoline. 
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CON21 Construction equipment shall use a combination of low sulfur diesel (<15 parts per 

million) and exhaust emission controls. 
 
CON22 The construction process shall use equipment having the minimum practical engine size 

(i.e., lowest appropriate horsepower rating for the intended job). 
 
CON23 Contractors shall be prohibited from tampering with construction equipment to increase 

horsepower or defeat emission control devices. 
 
CON24 Metro shall designate a person to ensure the implementation of air quality mitigation 

measures through direct inspections, records reviews, and complaint investigations. 
 
The comment suggests a mitigation measure to limit the long-term construction impact on sensitive 
receptors.  The entire construction process would occur over approximately four to five year period.  
However, local construction activity would be relatively short-term along specific portions of the alignment.  
The DEIS/DEIR included 14 construction-related air quality mitigation measures and this response to 
comment includes an additional seven mitigation measures.  These 21 mitigation measures would 
substantially reduce localized exposure to air emissions.  No additional mitigation measures (e.g., site-
specific air filtration) are being considered at this time.        
 
Response to comment 10-17-D. 
 
The comment suggests that a noise control plan be prepared for construction activity.  As stated in Section 
4.15.2.8 of the FEIS/FEIR, the construction noise mitigation measures (CON25 and CON26) are 
examples of those that will be incorporated and should be re-evaluated in greater detail during preliminary 
design because adverse effects to residences cannot be accurately determined without detailed construction 
plans and schedules.  The general mitigation measures are guidelines in developing measures to reduce 
construction noise.  The measures will be incorporated into site-specific construction plans to minimize 
adverse noise effects to sensitive receivers along the project corridor.  Equipment noise emission limits 
also will be developed and/or adopted from existing sources.  Construction hours will be set, and 
construction activity noise level emission criteria will be determined and compliance required during 
construction. 
 
The comment letter states that all local sound and noise level rules, regulations, and ordinances should be 
listed in the environmental document.  Section 4.6.2, Regulatory Framework, of the Draft EIR discusses 
local construction and operational noise regulations for the Cities of Los Angeles, Inglewood and El 
Segundo and the County of Los Angeles.  Refer to this section for a complete discussion of local noise 
regulations.         
 
The comment letter states that the construction noise analysis should ensure that interior noise levels for 
adjacent commercial and residential uses achieve an interior noise level at or below the appropriate CNEL.  
The construction noise analysis was consistent with the methodology set forth by the Federal Transit 
Administration.  The proposed project will include comprehensive noise mitigation measures designed to 
reduce construction noise to the greatest extent feasible.   No additional mitigation measures are being 
considered at this time.        
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Response to comment 10-17-E. 
 
The DEIS/DEIR provided mitigation for tree replacement if a tree was protected under the Native Tree 
Protection Ordinance.  The following mitigation measure has been revised at the request of the 
commenter to provide for the replacement of all mature trees that are removed during the construction of 
the Crenshaw/LAX Transit Corridor Project. 
 
V3 Any mature trees that are removed during construction of the Crenshaw/LAX Transit 

Corridor Project shall be relocated or replaced with a tree of similar size and species, or if 
inappropriate for climate conditions, a species that is low-water use and compliant with 
the applicable City’s landscape ordinance. Replacement should occur at a ratio which is 
the ratio acceptable to the Los Angeles Bureau of Street Services Street Tree Division.   

 
Response to comment 10-17-F. 
 
Mitigation Measures CON26 (now GEO2 in the FEIS/FEIR) and CON27 (now GEO3 in the 
FEIS/FEIR)have been revised to reflect the changes suggested by the commenter to the following: 
 
GEO2 Hazardous Material and Debris Removal - All hazardous materials, drums, trash, and 

debris shall be removed and disposed of in accordance with regulatory guidelines.  Waste 
would be disposed of by a licensed hazardous waste transporter at an authorized and 
licensed disposal facility or recycling facility utilizing properly completed Uniform 
Hazardous Waste Manifest forms.  A Department of Health Services certified laboratory 
should sample waste to determine the appropriate disposal facility. 

 
GEO3 A health and safety plan shall be developed for sensitive receptors with potential exposure 

to the constituents of concern identified in the preliminary Geotechnical Report contained 
in Appendix H. 

 
Response to comment 10-17-G. 
 
Mitigation measure CON31 (now WQ3 in the FEIS/FEIR) was revised as follows to include treatment 
methods as suggested by the commenter. 
 
WQ3 A dewatering permit is required due to the high groundwater table.  The proposed project 

is located in an urbanized area where potential groundwater contamination may exist.  If 
contaminated groundwater is encountered during construction, the contractor shall stop 
work in the vicinity of the suspect find, cordon off the area, and contact the appropriate 
hazardous waste coordinator and maintenance hazardous spill coordinator at Metro and 
immediately notify the Certified Unified Program Agencies (LAFD, County of Los 
Angeles Fire Department, and Los Angeles RWQCB) responsible for hazardous materials 
or waste incidents.  Coordination with the appropriate regulatory agencies will be initiated 
immediately to develop an investigation plan and remediation plan for expedited 
protection of public health and environment.  Contaminated groundwater is prohibited 
from being discharged to the storm drain system.  The contractor shall properly treat or 
dispose of any hazardous or toxic materials, according to local, state, and federal 
regulations.  Potential treatment methods include, but are not limited to, extraction, 
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treatment and reinjection, bioremediation, recirculating wall technology, deep well 
treatment, vapor extraction, and natural attenuation.  The appropriate method of 
treatment and monitoring would be subject to the responsible agency determined in the 
Mitigation Monitoring Reporting Program. 

 
Response to comment 10-17-H. 
 
During the construction, Metro is incorporating a local hiring policy and actively pursues: 
 

 Construction Careers program participation 
 Joint Labor Agreements 
 Local hiring goals and program support 
 Contractor participation  

 
Response to comment 10-17-I. 
 
The impacts for the specific design options are identified in Chapter 4.0, and are discussed and identified 
throughout Chapter 4, Affected Environment.  In addition, the Metro Board of Directors decided to carry 
all of the design options for the project forward during preparation of the FEIS/FEIR for further review 
and consideration. 
 
Response to comment 10-17-J. 
 
The comment discusses project-related greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions and compliance with GHG 
reduction plans.  As shown in Table 4-13 of the FEIS/FEIR, the LPA would decrease automobile VMT and 
associated GHG emissions compared to baseline conditions by 19,741 metric tons per year.  The LPA 
would reduce regional emissions and, as such, would be consistent with regional greenhouse reduction 
plans (e.g., SB 375).  Construction air quality mitigation measures included in the DEIS/DEIR would also 
reduce GHG emissions.  These include: 
 
CON13  Contractors shall maintain equipment and vehicle engines in good condition and in 

proper tune per manufacturers’ specifications. 
CON14 Contractors shall utilize electricity from power poles rather than temporary diesel or 

gasoline generators, as feasible. 
CON15 Heavy-duty trucks shall be prohibited from idling in excess of five minutes, both on- and 

off-site. 
 
In addition, the mitigation measures suggested in the comment letter and discussed above in Response to 
Comment 10-17-C would reduce regional construction GHG emissions.  No additional mitigation 
measures are being considered at this time.        
 
Metro is committed to constructing energy efficient stations and operating state-of-the art, efficient rail 
cars.  The majority of GHG emissions will occur during the generation of electricity that will be used to 
power the light rail system.  Metro does not generate the electricity and cannot directly reduce emissions 
(increased efficiency will indirectly reduce emissions).  Electricity will be provided by the Los Angeles 
Department of Water and Power (LADWP).  LADWP, in conjunction with the Mayor’s directive, is 
working to increase renewable energy and decrease regional reliance on fossil fuels.  This change in energy 
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source will result in a long-term decrease in GHG emissions, including that associated with operation of 
the LRT.      
The City of Los Angeles is working diligently to reduce GHG emissions.  The goal of the Green LA Action 
Plan (Plan) is to reduce greenhouse gas emissions 35 percent below 1990 levels by 2030.  Transportation 
goals in the Plan include expanding the regional rail network and promoting walking and biking to work, 
within neighborhoods, and to large events and venues.  To this extent, the proposed project is consistent 
with the Plan. 
 
The Southern California Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) presents the regional transportation vision 
through year 2035 and provides a long-term investment framework for addressing the region’s 
transportation challenges.  RTP goals include: 
 
 Maximize mobility and accessibility for all people and goods in the region 
 Ensure travel safety and reliability for all people and goods in the region 
 Preserve and ensure a sustainable regional transportation system 
 Maximize the productivity of our transportation system 
 
Transportation within and from the Crenshaw/LAX Transit Corridor is constrained, congested, and 
urgently in need of system improvements.  Implementation of an effective north-south transportation 
network within the Crenshaw/LAX Transit Corridor  is vital to alleviate current and projected connectivity 
and mobility problems affecting corridor residents and businesses by providing essential linkages from 
residential areas to commercial, activity, employment, and institutional centers within and adjacent to the 
corridor.  The proposed project would increase regional mass transit and decrease the volume of passenger 
vehicles on the transportation system.  This would reduce congestion thus increasing mobility and 
accessibility for people and goods in the region.  To this extent, the proposed project is consistent with the 
RTP. 
 
On September 27, 2006, Governor Schwarzenegger signed Assembly Bill 32, the Global Warming 
Solutions Act of 2006 (Núñez, Chapter 488, Statutes of 2006).  This plan calls for an ambitious reduction in 
California’s carbon footprint.  The goal of AB 32 is to reduce GHG emissions to 1990 levels by 2020.  This 
would entail cutting approximately 30 percent from business-as-usual emission levels projected for 2020, 
or about 15 percent from existing levels.  The California Air Resources Board developed a Scoping Plan to 
reduce overall greenhouse gas emissions in California.  The Scoping Plan states that implementing sound 
transportation policies to lower VMT and shift travel modes would reduce GHG emissions.  To this extent, 
the proposed project is consistent with AB 32.   
 
The commenter asks that project-related GHG information be made available to local/regional agencies.  
The FEIS/FEIR is a public document available to all agencies or persons.  Metro will comply with all 
requests for supporting documentation for assisting agencies with preparing GHG inventories.  
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COMMENT: 10-18. California Department of Transportation, City of Los Angeles. 
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Response to comment 10-18-A. 
 
Please Refer to Master Response 6 regarding selection of the locally preferred alternative. 
 
Response to comment 10-18-B. 
 
On December 16, 2009, the Metro Board of Directors selected a locally preferred alternative (LPA) for the 
Crenshaw/LAX Transit Project.  The selected LPA includes two underground segments for light rail along 
Crenshaw Boulevard, between 39th Street and 48th Street and between 60th Street and Victoria Avenue.  The 
inclusion of these two underground segments follow a consistent application of criteria for considering 
grade separations for LRT.  These criteria include availability of right-of-way, environmental impacts (such 
as traffic impacts, visual impacts, impacts to historic resources, and environmental justice impacts), and 
Metro’s established Grade Separation Policy.  In locations where there is available right-of-way, where 
there is a lack of significant environmental impacts, or where conditions fail to meet the criteria of Metro’s 
Grade Separation Policy, the Light Rail Transit alignment is proposed to remain at grade.  Please Refer to 
Master Response 11 regarding the vertical profile of the segment from 39th Street to Exposition Boulevard.   
Provisions for parking are located at the La Brea, West and Exposition Stations  
 
Response to comment 10-18-C. 
 
Comment noted.  Please Refer to Master Response 12 regarding a Crenshaw/Vernon Station. 
 
Response to comment 10-18-D. 
 
Consideration of a Class II bikeway along Crenshaw Boulevard between 48th and 60th Streets was given 
consideration during the final design phase, where it was determined that bicycle lanes could be added 
from 48th to 57th Street.  Bicycle linkages will be incorporated in all stations along the Crenshaw/LAX 
alignment where feasible. 

Response to comment 10-18-E. 
 
The location and size of the park and ride facilities was refined during the Advanced Conceptual 
Engineering Phase.  The Crenshaw/LAX Transit Corridor Project will have park and ride sites at the La 
Brea, West, and Exposition Stations.  The West Station park and ride lot is planned to contain 
approximately 120 spaces, the La Brea Station park and ride lot is planned to contain approximately 100 
spaces, and the Exposition Station park and ride lot is planned to contain approximately 110 spaces.  
Together, these facilities would serve the transit corridor’s parking demands. 
 
Parking loss for the Crenshaw/LAX Transit Corridor Project would primarily occur on the inner portion of 
the frontage road bordering both sides of Crenshaw Boulevard between 48th and 60th Street. There is a total 
loss of 308 on-street parking spaces along Crenshaw Boulevard with a loss of 142 northbound and 166 
southbound on-street parking spaces.  A parking utilization survey conducted during the Advance 
Conceptual Engineering Phase determined that the loss of on-street parking would not result in a parking 
shortage for the area.   
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Response to comment 10-18-F. 
 
Comment noted.  Design Option 4 was incorporated into the LPA in part to the reasons cited by the 
commenter. 
 
Response to comment 10-18-G. 
 
Comment noted.  Design Option 2 was incorporated into the LPA in part to the reasons cited by the 
commenter. 
 
Response to comment 10-18-H. 
 
Comment noted.  Design Option 1 was incorporated into the LPA in part to the reasons cited by the 
commenter. 
 
Response to comment 10-18-I. 
 
Please refer to Master Response 2 regarding comments pertaining to the effects of potential Maintenance 
Facility Site B or D. 
 
Response to comment 10-18-J. 
 
See Response to Comment 10-18-A. 
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COMMENT: 10-19. County of Los Angeles Department of Parks and Recreation. 
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Response to comment 10-19. 
 
Comment noted.  Metro appreciates the views and input from the commenter as it is an important part of 
the planning process. 
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COMMENT: 10-20. County of Los Angeles Department of Public Works. 
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Response to comment 10-20-A. 
 
The following language was added to the regulatory discussion in Appendix F of the FEIS/FEIR: 
 

The specific steps to obtain an NPDES permit are as follows: 

 File the appropriate NPDES application forms with the Regional Water Board. 

 State or Regional Water Board staff reviews the application for completeness and may request 
additional information. 

 Staff determines if the discharge is to be permitted or prohibited. If a permit is needed and the 
application is complete, staff prepares a draft and sends out a notice for a 30-day public comment 
period. 

 The discharger must publish the public notice for one day in the largest circulated paper in the 
municipality or county and submit proof of posting or publication to the Regional Water Board 
within 15 days after posting or publication. 

 The Regional Water Board holds a public hearing after the 30-day public notification. The State or 
Regional Water Board may adopt the permit as proposed or with modification, or not adopt it at 
all. A majority vote of the Water Board members is required to adopt the permit. USEPA has 30 
days to object to the draft permit, and the objection must be satisfied before the permit becomes 
effective. 

The permit issuance process takes approximately six months, but may take longer depending upon the 
nature of the discharge. 

After the LPA was selected by the Metro Board of Directors, a hydrology study was submitted to the County 
of Los Angeles Department of Public Works for review and approval as requested by the commenter.  This 
study also addressed applicable storm water mitigation plan and total maximum daily load requirements.    

Response to comment 10-20-B. 
 
Comment noted.  During the design process, it was determined that there is a potential conflict with two 
Los Angeles County Flood Control storm drains; one eight foot by ten foot drain with a six foot cover, 
located approximately 29 feet west of Aviation Boulevard centerline and another nine foot storm drain with 
a two foot cover. These are located along aerial portions of the alignment. There is a three foot RCP storm 
drain with a 12 inch cover located six feet south of the centerline of 39th Street, which crosses the alignment 
and is therefore in vertical conflict with the alignment.  The Public Works Construction Division has been 
contacted for permitting requirements.   
 
Response to comment 10-20-C. 
 
Site-specific geotechnical and geologic reports were not included as part of the DEIS/DEIR.  These reports 
and recommended mitigation measures were completed during the final design phase and preparation of 
the FEIS/FEIR, when the final design of the alignment was identified.  The geotechnical reports are 
located in the Appendix of the FEIS/FEIR and the refined mitigation measures were included in the 
FEIS/FEIR. 
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Response to comment 10-20-D. 
 
Comment noted. Alignment option C-2, identified by the commenter, was eliminated during the 
screening of alternatives.  Alignment option C-1 was included as part of the LPA selected by the Metro 
Board of Directors. 
 
Response to comment 10-20-E. 
 
Please refer to Master Response 2 regarding comments pertaining to the effects of potential Maintenance 
Facility Site B or D. 
 
Response to comment 10-20-F. 
 
Please refer to Master Response 2 regarding comments pertaining to the effects of potential Maintenance 
Facility Site B or D. 
 
Response to comment 10-20-G. 
 
Please refer to Master Response 2 regarding comments pertaining to the effects of potential Maintenance 
Facility Site B or D. 
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COMMENT: 10-21. Los Angeles City Councilmember Bernard Parks. 
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Response to comment 10-21-A. 
 
Comment noted.  Metro appreciates the views and input from the commenter as it is an important part of 
the planning process. 
 
Response to comment 10-21-B. 
 
Comment noted.  Metro appreciates the views and input from the commenter as it is an important part of 
the planning process.  Careful time and consideration went into the planning and design of the 
Crenshaw/LAX Transit Corridor Project to provide the best possible transit line while maintaining quality 
of life. 

Response to comment 10-21-C. 
 
Comment noted.  Metro appreciates the views and input from the commenter as it is an important part of 
the planning process.  Metro through the environmental process analyzed the potential effects from the 
construction and operation of the Crenshaw/LAX Transit Corridor Project, which included the issues of 
land use and development, and safety brought forth by the commenter.  
 
Response to comment 10-21-D. 
 
Please Refer to Master Response 6 regarding selection of the locally preferred alternative. 
 
Response to comment 10-21-E. 
 
On December 16, 2009, the Metro Board of Directors selected a locally preferred alternative (LPA) for the 
Crenshaw/LAX Transit Project.  The selected LPA includes two underground segments for light rail along 
Crenshaw Boulevard, between 39th Street and 48th Street and between 60th Street and Victoria Avenue.  The 
inclusion of these two underground segments follow a consistent application of criteria for considering 
grade separations for LRT.  These criteria include availability of right-of-way, environmental impacts (such 
as traffic impacts, visual impacts, impacts to historic resources, and environmental justice impacts), and 
Metro’s established Grade Separation Policy.  In locations where there is available right-of-way, where 
there is a lack of significant environmental impacts, or where conditions fail to meet the criteria of Metro’s 
Grade Separation Policy, the Light Rail Transit alignment is proposed to remain at grade.  The physical 
conditions and the lack of significant environmental impacts do not require the alignment to be placed 
underground between 48th Street and 60th Street.  The cost of constructing a fully grade-separated project 
along the entire length of Crenshaw Boulevard would be beyond the scope of Metro policies and the 
approved Metro budget for the project and financially infeasible.   
 
Response to comment 10-21-F. 
 
Please see response to comment 10-21-E.  The DEIS/DEIR determined that there would be significant and 
unavoidable traffic impacts at the Crenshaw Boulevard/Exposition Station if the alignment was at-grade 
from 39th Street to Exposition Boulevard.  The DEIS/DEIR found that there would be no visual or safety 
impacts from the light rail transit system operating at grade from 39th Street to Exposition Boulevard.  
Metro acknowledges the importance of the District Square redevelopment project and has planned and 
design the light rail system to reduce any potential impacts to this development to the greatest extent 
feasible.  The Metro Board authorized continued environmental review of an extended below grade section 
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between Exposition Boulevard and 39th Street (Exposition/Crenshaw Grade Separation) originally Design 
Option 6.  During advanced conceptual engineering, an at-grade configuration was determined to be 
technically infeasible along this segment.  The incorporation of Design Option 6 would be required to 
connect to the Exposition Line subject to financial feasibility.    
 
Response to comment 10-21-G. 
 
Comment noted. Alignment Design Option 4 was included as part of the LPA selected by the Metro Board 
of Directors for many of the reasons cited by the commenter. 
 
Response to comment 10-21-H. 
 
Please Refer to Master Response 12 regarding a Crenshaw/Vernon Station. 
 
Response to comment 10-21-I. 
 
A station community workshop took place to identify the community’s interests, particularly in regards to 
the location of the West Boulevard Station.  There were competing community interests regarding whether 
the station was located in the City of Inglewood, west of West Boulevard or in the City of Los Angeles, east 
of West Boulevard.  The community participation was included as part of the final evaluation for station 
locations. As the alignment of the LRT line prevented the location of the station right at Crenshaw 
Boulevard, the station needed to be located at least two blocks to the west. A careful evaluation of physical 
conditions and community comments resulted in the location of the at-grade West Station west of West 
Boulevard, north of Florence Avenue and south of the Harbor Subdivision in the City of Inglewood.  
 
Response to comment 10-21-J. 
 
The following features are the accommodations that have been recommended for the stations: a 16 foot 
wide by 270 foot long platform, protection walls on the street side of tracks, two (2) ticket vending 
machines, free-standing double sided map cases, 12 seating stations (including one ADA compliant 
seating station), weather protection in the form of canopies covering the ticket vending area and the 
platform, Metro identification pylon, trash receptacle, trash receptacle, Stand Alone Validators (SAV) 
instead of entry gates due to space limitations, station attendants booth, unisex restroom for Metro drivers, 
two (2) fire hydrants, one (1) recessed hose bib, one (1) passenger assist telephone, and one (1) public 
telephone.  
 
Response to comment 10-21-K. 
 
At all stations a description of services and informational materials would be displayed adjacent to ticket 
vending machines.  Also, ticket vending machines will be equipped to handle sales of passes and other fare 
media.  Any additional police personnel that is determined to be necessary would be staffed at existing 
locations along the alignment. An additional security facility will be located with the maintenance and 
operation facility.  
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Response to comment 10-21-L. 
 
The Crenshaw/LAX Transit corridor would result in the removal of 308 on-street parking spaces along 
Crenshaw Blvd.  Please Refer to Master Response 8 regarding parking along Park Mesa. 
 
The location and size of the park and ride facilities was refined during the Advance Conceptual 
Engineering Phase.  The Crenshaw/LAX Transit Corridor Project will have park and ride sites at the La 
Brea, West, and Exposition Stations.  The West Station park and ride lot will contain approximately 120 
spaces, the La Brea Station park and ride lot will contain approximately 100 spaces, and the Exposition 
Station park and ride lot will contain approximately 110 spaces.  Together, these facilities would serve the 
transit corridor’s parking demands. 
 
Response to comment 10-21-M. 
 
Comment noted.  During the construction, Metro is incorporating a local hiring policy and actively 
pursues: 
 

 Construction Careers program participation 
 Joint Labor Agreements 
 Local hiring goals and program support 
 Contractor participation  

 
In addition, Metro will comply with all Federal Transportation Agency construction standards. 
 
Response to comment 10-21-N. 
 
Metro actively pursues joint development opportunities.  The extent to which these developments can and 
will occur is dependent on the economic climate and interest of private investors since Metro does not 
initiate these development projects.   
 
Metro will include landscaping treatment wherever possible.   A bike facility is being planned along 
Crenshaw Boulevard where the LRT is proposed to operate at grade.  The FEIS/FEIR analyzed the 
potential noise impacts of the Crenshaw/LAX Transit Project and found that the project would not 
significantly impact surrounding residences or other sensitive receptors.  The FEIS/FEIR analyzed the 
potential safety impacts to school children from operation of an at-grade LRT system and found that there 
would not be adverse effects.  Please Refer to Master Response 7 regarding safety treatments and approach 
to safety for the project. 
 
Response to comment 10-21-O. 
 
Comment noted.  Metro appreciates the views and input from the commenter as it is an important part of 
the planning process.
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COMMENT: 10-22. City of Los Angeles City Councilmember Bill Rosendahl. 
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Response to comment 10-22-A. 
 
Please Refer to Master Response 6 regarding selection of the locally preferred alternative.  
 
Response to comment 10-22-B. 
 
The Light Rail Transit mode provides an opportunity to connect to other existing rail facilities in the 
corridor (i.e., the Metro Green Line).  The Crenshaw/LAX Transit Corridor Project would connect to the 
existing Metro Green Line as it travels south towards the South Bay where it would stop at the existing 
Green Line Mariposa Station.  Transit riders would then have the opportunity to transfer to another Metro 
Green Line Light Rail vehicle where they could have the option to either travel to the east of further south. 
New Metro Green Line Service will also be able to extend from Norwalk to the proposed LAX connection at 
Aviation/Century.  
Response to comment 10-22-C. 
 
Metro, throughout the planning process, has coordinated with LAWA to develop a connection at the 
Century Station which would satisfy all interested parties. 
 
Response to comment 10-22-D. 
 
Please refer to Master Response 2 regarding comments pertaining to the effects of potential Maintenance 
Facility Site B or D. 
 
Response to comment 10-22-E. 
 
The FEIS/FEIR identifies mitigation measures for the construction and operation of the Crenshaw/LAX 
Transit Corridor Project that would reduce any potential impacts to the greatest extent feasible.   
 
Response to comment 10-22-F. 
 
The location of the optional Manchester Station was designed to ensure convenient access to the existing 
buses that travel along Manchester Boulevard and to residents and businesses of the surrounding 
community.  These concerns raised by the commenter were also raised during the station area planning 
workshop for the Manchester Station, and Metro has given them serious consideration in the design 
process. 
 
Access to and from Hindry Avenue, which was initially considered for closure, will be maintained, except 
for rare closures, during construction and operation of the Crenshaw/LAX Transit Corridor Project. 
 
Response to comment 10-22-G. 
 
Metro acknowledges that the construction of the light rail line would change traffic patterns, reduce on 
street parking and change access to local businesses during construction, which would include the area 
north of Manchester Avenue, south of 83rd Street and east of Osage Street, as referenced by the 
commenter.  Metro will work with and coordinate with local businesses to minimize adverse effects to the 
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extent feasible.  During operation of the Crenshaw/LAX Transit Corridor Project, access to surrounding 
businesses and residences would be improved 
 
Response to comment 10-22-H. 
 
Access to/from 83rd Street which occurs through Hindry and Isis Avenues would be maintained during 
construction and operation of the Crenshaw/LAX Transit Corridor Project. 
 
Response to comment 10-22-I. 
 
No development is required at Hindry Avenue, therefore no remediation for ground contamination would 
occur.  
 
Response to comment 10-22-J. 

 
None of the three park and ride stations for the Crenshaw/LAX Transit Corridor Project would abut single-
family residences. 
 
Response to comment 10-22-K. 
 
Please refer to Master Response 2 regarding comments pertaining to the effects of potential Maintenance 
Facility Site B or D. 
 



 
Final Environmental Impact Statement/Final Environmental Impact Report  
Appendix K – Responses to Comments Received 

 

C R E N S H A W / L A X  T R A N S I T  C O R R I D O R  P R O J E C T  
Page K-182 August 2011 

COMMENT: 10-23. Los Angeles City Councilmember Herb Wesson, Jr. 
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Response to comment 10-23-A. 
 
Comment noted.  Metro appreciates the input from the commenter as it is a valuable part of the planning 
process.  On December 16, 2009, the Metro Board of Directors selected a locally preferred alternative (LPA) 
for the Crenshaw/LAX Transit Project.  The selected LPA includes two underground segments for light 
rail along Crenshaw Boulevard, between 39th Street and 48th Street and between 60th Street and Victoria 
Avenue.  Please Refer to Master Response 10 regarding a below-grade segment in Park Mesa Heights.  
Please Refer to Master Response 11 regarding the vertical profile of the segment from 39th Street to 
Exposition Boulevard.  The physical conditions and the lack of significant environmental impacts do not 
require the alignment to be placed underground between 48th Street and 60th Street.  The cost of 
constructing a fully grade-separated project along the entire length of Crenshaw Boulevard would be 
beyond the scope of Metro policies and the approved Metro budget for the project and financially 
infeasible.   
 
Response to comment 10-23-B. 
 
Please Refer to Master Response 11 regarding the vertical profile of the segment from 39th Street to 
Exposition Boulevard. 
 
Response to comment 10-23-C. 
 
Metro acknowledges that the CRA and City of Los Angeles have significant investments planned along 
Crenshaw Boulevard.  Metro has coordinated with these agencies throughout the planning process to 
minimize the effects of the Crenshaw/LAX Transit Corridor Project has on these investments.  The 
Crenshaw/LRT Project is being designed to be consistent with planned improvements under the 
Crenshaw Vision Plan.   
 
Response to comment 10-23-D. 
Metro acknowledges that the City of Los Angeles and CRA have significant investments planned along 
Crenshaw Boulevard.  Metro has coordinated with these agencies throughout the planning process to 
minimize the effects of the Crenshaw/LAX Transit Corridor Project has on these investments during 
Advanced Conceptual Engineering.  The City of Los Angeles has approved the plan for District Square to 
preclude the at-grade LRT configuration disclosed in the DEIS/DEIR.  Therefore, the Crenshaw/LAX 
Transit Corridor Project was designed to minimize the potential impacts to the District Square 
redevelopment project.  
 
Response to comment 10-23-E. 
 
The Metro Board authorized continued environmental review of three design options including an 
extended below grade section between Exposition Boulevard and 39th Street (Exposition/Crenshaw Grade 
Separation) originally Design Option 6.  During advanced conceptual engineering, an at-grade 
configuration was determined to be technically infeasible along this segment.  The incorporation of Design 
Option 6 would be required to connect to the Exposition Line subject to financial feasibility. 
 



 
 Final Environmental Impact Statement/Final Environment Impact Report 

Appendix K – Responses to Comments Received 
 

C R E N S H A W / L A X  T R A N S I T  C O R R I D O R  P R O J E C T  
Page K-185 August 2011 

 
COMMENT: 10-24. Los Angeles Unified School District Office of Environmental Health and Safety. 
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Response to comment 10-24-A. 
 
Comment noted.  Metro appreciates the concerns and input from the commenter as it is a valuable part of 
the planning process.  Please Refer to Master Response 6 regarding selection of the locally preferred 
alternative.   
 
Response to comment 10-24-B. 
 
Please Refer to Master Response 7 regarding safety treatments and approach to safety for the project.  
 
Response to comment 10-24-C. 
 
Potential noise impacts were identified as: no impact, moderate impact, or severe impact, in accordance 
with FTA Noise Impact Criteria.  The noise analysis in the FEIS/FEIR reflects the most recent design 
information for the project.  As a result, the number of noise impacted buildings is different than 
presented in the DEIS/DEIR because of design changes.  Moderate impacts would occur at 15 residential 
buildings (14 along La Colina Drive and one residence along East Beach Avenue).  A moderate impact 
would also occur at the Briercrest Inglewood Healthcare Center.  The resilient or damped wheels required 
in Mitigation Measure N1 would reduce passby noise levels by 2 dBA.  Mitigation Measure N1 would 
eliminate the unmitigated passby noise adverse impacts.     
  
Noise impacts from warning signal noise were found to occur at the intersections of Crenshaw and 
West Boulevards and Crenshaw Boulevard and 57th Street.  Mitigation Measure N2 would reduce 
warning signal noise by 6 dBA.  Warning signal noise at the 57th Street grade crossing would be 
reduced to 62.1 dBA, which would be less than the 63 dBA FTA impact threshold for this location.  
Warning signal noise at the West Boulevard grade crossing would also be reduced to 62.1 dBA, 
which would be less than the 64 dBA FTA impact threshold for this location.  Mitigation Measure N2 
would eliminate the unmitigated warning signal adverse impacts.      

General mitigation measures presented below are guidelines in developing measures to reduce 
construction noise.  The measures shall be incorporated into site-specific construction plans to 
minimize adverse noise effects to sensitive receivers along the project corridor.  Equipment noise 
emission limits also would be developed and/or adopted from existing sources.  Construction hours 
would be set, and construction activity noise level emission criteria would be determined and 
compliance required during construction. 

CON25 The construction contractor shall develop a Noise and Vibration Control Plan 
demonstrating how to achieve the more restrictive of the Metro Design Criteria noise 
limits and the noise limits of the city noise control ordinance.  The Plan should also show 
how to achieve FTA vibration limits.  The Plan shall include measurements of existing 
conditions, a list of the major pieces of construction equipment that will be used, and 
predictions of the noise and vibration levels at the closest noise-sensitive receptors 
(residences, hotels, schools, churches, temples, and similar facilities).  The Noise and 
Vibration Control Plan will need to be approved by Metro prior to initiating construction.  
Where the construction cannot be performed in accordance with the requirements of 
Metro, the contractor shall investigate alternative construction measures that would 
result in lower noise and vibration levels.  The contractor shall conduct monitoring to 
demonstrate compliance with contract noise limits. 
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CON26 The construction contractor shall utilize a combination of the following options of best 
management practices for noise abatement to comply with the Metro Design Criteria: 

 The contractor shall utilize specialty equipment equipped with enclosed engines 
and/or high-performance mufflers as commercially available. 

 The contractor shall locate equipment and staging areas as far from noise-sensitive 
receptors as possible. 

 The contractor shall limit unnecessary idling of equipment. 

 The contractor shall install temporary noise barriers as determined by the Noise 
Control Plan. 

 The contractor shall reroute construction-related truck traffic away from residential 
streets to the extent permitted by the relevant municipality. 

 The contractor shall avoid impact pile driving near noise-sensitive receptors 
(residences, hotels, schools, churches, temples, and similar facilities) where possible. 
Where geological conditions permit their use, drilled piles or a vibratory pile driver is 
generally quieter. 

Response to comment 10-24-D. 
 
The unlikely derailment of a light rail vehicle would be less likely along straight sections of the track. There 
are two locations where the alignment curves significantly, specifically at the Crenshaw/Harbor 
Subdivision turn and the Aviation Manchester turn.  There are no schools located in close proximity to 
these areas.  No significant impact from derailment would occur. 
 
Response to comment 10-24-E. 
 
The comment states that the lead agency failed to complete a localized construction analysis per South 
Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) guidelines.  Section 4.15.5 (CEQA Determination) on 
Page 4-481 of the DEIS/DEIR concluded that construction activity would result in a significant and 
unavoidable impact under CEQA.  The discussion references mitigation measures previously discussed 
within the NEPA analysis.  The mitigation measures applicable to the CEQA air quality construction 
analysis include Mitigation Measures CON4 through CON17 on Page 4-451 of the DEIS/DEIR.  The 
mitigation measures are: 
 
CON4  Water or a stabilizing agent shall be applied to exposed surfaces in sufficient quantity to 

prevent generation of dust plumes. 
 
CON5 Track-out shall not extend 25 feet or more from an active operation and track-out shall be 

removed at the conclusion of each workday. 
 
CON6 Contractors shall be required to utilize at least one of the measures set forth in South Coast 

Air Quality Management District Rule 403 section (d)(5) to remove bulk material from tires 
and vehicle undercarriages before vehicles exit the project site. 
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CON7 All haul trucks hauling soil, sand, and other loose materials shall maintain at least 6 inches of 
freeboard in accordance with California Vehicle Code Section 23114. 

 
CON8 All haul trucks hauling soil, sand, and other loose materials shall be covered (e.g., with tarps or 

other enclosures that would reduce fugitive dust emissions). 
 
CON9 Traffic speeds on unpaved roads shall be limited to 15 mph. 
 
CON10  Operations on unpaved surfaces shall be suspended when winds exceed 25 mph. 
 
CON11  Heavy equipment operations shall be suspended during first and second stage smog alerts. 
 
CON12 On-site stockpiles of debris, dirt, or rusty materials shall be covered or watered at least two 

times per day. 
 
CON13  Contractors shall maintain equipment and vehicle engines in good condition and in proper 

tune per manufacturers’ specifications. 
 
CON14 Contractors shall utilize electricity from power poles rather than temporary diesel or gasoline 

generators, as feasible. 
 
CON15 Heavy-duty trucks shall be prohibited from idling in excess of five minutes, both on- and off-

site. 
 
CON16 Construction parking shall be configured to minimize traffic interference. 
 
CON17 Construction activity that affects traffic flow on the arterial system shall be limited to off-peak 

hours, as feasible.   
 
For informational purposes, Table AQ-1 shows regional and localized construction emissions for the BRT 
and LRT Alternatives based on SCAQMD calculation methodologies.  Emissions are shown for volatile 
organic compounds (VOC), nitrogen oxides (NOX), carbon monoxide (CO), sulfur oxides (SOX), particulate 
matter 2.5 microns or less in diameter (PM2.5), and particulate matter 10 microns or less in diameter (PM10).  
The emissions have been updated from what is presented in the Draft EIR using additional calculations.  
Construction emissions for the BRT Alternative would exceed the regional thresholds for NOX and the 
localized thresholds for NOX, PM2.5, and PM10.  Construction emissions for the LRT Alternative would 
exceed the regional thresholds for VOC, NOX, CO, and PM2.5 and the localized thresholds for NOX, PM2.5, 
and PM10.  Mitigation Measures CON4 through CON17 include requirements for reducing fugitive dust 
emissions and emissions related to the combustion of fossil fuels.  BRT and LRT Alternative construction 
emissions would still exceed the regional and localized SCAQMD significance thresholds, and would 
result in a significant and unavoidable impact under CEQA.      
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Table AQ-1.  Regional and Localized Construction Emissions 

1 The localized thresholds were based in the smallest project site used in the SCAQMD guidelines (one-acre) and a 25-
meter (82-foot) receptor distance.   

2 SCAQMD has not developed localized significance methodology for VOC or SOX. 

Source:  TAHA, 2010 

 
Various schools are located near the alignment.  As shown in Table AQ-1, localized construction emissions 
would result in a significant impact at nearby sensitive receptors.  These impacts will be relatively short-
term as construction activity moves along the length of the alignment.  The Draft EIR included 14 
mitigation measures to reduce construction emissions.  Seven additional construction air quality measures 
have been added based on the comment letter provided by the City of Los Angeles Department of 
Environmental Affairs (Comment Letter 10-17).  These 21 mitigation measures would substantially reduce 
construction-related air emissions.  Nonetheless, localized construction emissions would result at 
significant and unavoidable impact.          

Scenario 

Pounds Per Day 

VOC NOX CO SOX PM2.5 PM10 

BRT Alternative 

Maximum Regional Emissions 66 287 157 <1 28 34 

Regional Significance Threshold 75 100 550 150 55 150 

Exceed Threshold? No Yes No No No No 

 

Maximum Localized Emissions 22 164 69 <1 20 26 

Localized Significance Threshold1 --2 91 664 --2 3 5 

Exceed Threshold? --2 Yes No --2 Yes Yes 

       

LRT Alternative 

Maximum Regional Emissions 173 465 686 <1 76 92 

Regional Significance Threshold1 75 100 550 150 55 150 

Exceed Threshold? Yes Yes Yes No Yes No 

 

Maximum Localized Emissions 45 388 164 <1 55 70 

Localized Significance Threshold --2 91 664 --2 3 5 

Exceed Threshold? --2 Yes No --2 Yes Yes 
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COMMENT: 10-25. Los Angeles World Airport. 
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Response to comment 10-25-A. 
 
An Alternatives Analysis was completed during the preparation of the DEIS/DEIR to identify the transit 
alternatives to be evaluated in the DEIS/DEIR.  The results of the Alternatives Analysis is presented in 
Chapter 2, Alternatives Considered, of the DEIS/DEIR.  This analysis used criteria including but not 
limited to, regional connectivity, ridership, and cost-effectiveness to compare the different modes of transit 
and alignment options and determine which alternatives would be carried forward for further analysis into 
the DEIS/DEIR.  The Alternatives Analysis identified that a light rail transit and a bus rapid transit 
alternative be studied for further consideration based on the evaluation criteria.  The two alternatives 
identified for further study in the Alternatives Analysis, along with a No Build Alternative and a 
Transportation Systems Management Alternative underwent a comprehensive environmental review in 
the DEIS/DEIR.  Based on the results of this evaluation and public input received, the Metro Board of 
Directors selected the Light Rail Alternative as the Locally Preferred Alternative.  The Crenshaw/LAX Light 
Rail Transit Alternative proved to generate the greatest travel time savings and reliability, higher ridership 
for comparable segments, a stronger support of community goals for economic development, and 
connectivity with other elements of Metro’s regional transit system (specifically, the Metro Green Line).  
The BRT Alternative did not yield strong travel time benefits due to mixed-flow operation and the slow 
speeds required of BRT vehicles at un-gated crossings along the Harbor Subdivision railroad right-of-way.  
Additional traffic impacts would occur from the conversion of mixed flow lanes in narrow sections of 
Crenshaw Boulevard.   
 
Response to comment 10-25-B. 
 
Comment noted.  The Metro Board of Directors acknowledged the necessity for ensuring a seamless 
airport connection for the Crenshaw/LAX Transit Corridor Project and included Design Option 1, an aerial 
station at Century as part of the locally preferred alternative to facilitate this connection. 
 
Response to comment 10-25-C. 
 
Comment noted.  Metro acknowledges the concern expressed by LAWA and has designed the portion of 
the Crenshaw/LAX Transit Corridor Project alignment to comply with FAA regualtions where it is 
adjacent to the airport runway.  Throughout the planning process, Metro has been coordinating with 
LAWA and the FAA to ensure compliance with all applicable airport and aviation regulations.   
 
Response to comment 10-25-D. 
 
Comment noted.  Throughout the planning process, Metro has been coordinating with LAWA, the City of 
Los Angeles, and the FAA to facilitate any potential easements or acquisitions of airport property that 
would be necessary to construct and operate the Crenshaw/LAX Transit Corridor Project.  It is anticipated 
that the LRT facility will fit largely within Metro-owned right-of-way. 
 
Response to comment 10-25-E. 
 
Metro acknowledges that 111th Street is a primary access point for airport facilities along the west side of 
Aviation and should 111th Street require temporary closure during the construction of the Crenshaw/LAX 
Transit Corridor Project, alternate access would be provided for the duration of the closure.  During the 
construction of the LRT at 111th Street and 114th Street, it will be necessary to temporarily detour traffic 
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around these points until the structures are built. During the construction of the 111th Street crossing, 
traffic destined to the cargo area 25L – 7R will need to use Imperial Highway to N. Douglas Street to access 
this area.  
 
Response to comment 10-25-F. 
 
At the request of the commenter, Figure 4-15 on page 4-26, of the DEIS/DEIR was revised to “Existing 
uses of Land and the Airport Airside designation was corrected as noted. 
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COMMENT: 10-26. South Coast Air Quality Management District. 
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Response to comment 10-26-A. 
 
The comment states that the lead agency failed to quantify criteria pollutant emissions during 
construction.  Section 4.15.5 (CEQA Determination) on Page 4-481 of the DEIS/DEIR concluded that 
construction activity would result in a significant and unavoidable impact under CEQA.  The discussion 
references mitigation measures previously discussed within the NEPA analysis.  The mitigation measures 
applicable to the CEQA air quality construction analysis include Mitigation Measures CON4 through 
CON17 on Page 4-451 of the DEIS/DEIR.  The mitigation measures are: 
 
CON4  Water or a stabilizing agent shall be applied to exposed surfaces in sufficient quantity to 

prevent generation of dust plumes. 
 
CON5 Track-out shall not extend 25 feet or more from an active operation and track-out shall be 

removed at the conclusion of each workday. 
 
CON6 Contractors shall be required to utilize at least one of the measures set forth in South Coast 

Air Quality Management District Rule 403 section (d)(5) to remove bulk material from tires 
and vehicle undercarriages before vehicles exit the project site. 

 
CON7 All haul trucks hauling soil, sand, and other loose materials shall maintain at least 6 inches of 

freeboard in accordance with California Vehicle Code Section 23114. 
 
CON8 All haul trucks hauling soil, sand, and other loose materials shall be covered (e.g., with tarps or 

other enclosures that would reduce fugitive dust emissions). 
 
CON9 Traffic speeds on unpaved roads shall be limited to 15 mph. 
 
CON10  Operations on unpaved surfaces shall be suspended when winds exceed 25 mph. 
 
CON11  Heavy equipment operations shall be suspended during first and second stage smog alerts. 
 
CON12 On-site stockpiles of debris, dirt, or rusty materials shall be covered or watered at least two 

times per day. 
 
CON13  Contractors shall maintain equipment and vehicle engines in good condition and in proper 

tune per manufacturers’ specifications. 
 
CON14 Contractors shall utilize electricity from power poles rather than temporary diesel or gasoline 

generators, as feasible. 
 
CON15 Heavy-duty trucks shall be prohibited from idling in excess of five minutes, both on- and off-

site. 
 
CON16 Construction parking shall be configured to minimize traffic interference. 
 
CON17 Construction activity that affects traffic flow on the arterial system shall be limited to off-peak 

hours, as feasible.   
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For informational purposes, Table AQ-1 shows regional and localized construction emissions for the BRT 
and LRT Alternatives based on SCAQMD calculation methodologies.  Emissions are shown for volatile 
organic compounds (VOC), nitrogen oxides (NOX), carbon monoxide (CO), sulfur oxides (SOX), particulate 
matter 2.5 microns or less in diameter (PM2.5), and particulate matter 10 microns or less in diameter (PM10).  
The emissions have been updated from what is presented in the Draft EIR using additional calculations.  
Construction emissions for the BRT Alternative would exceed the regional thresholds for NOX and the 
localized thresholds for NOX, PM2.5, and PM10.  Construction emissions for the LRT Alternative would 
exceed the regional thresholds for VOC, NOX, CO, and PM2.5 and the localized thresholds for NOX, PM2.5, 
and PM10.  Mitigation Measures CON4 through CON17 include requirements for reducing fugitive dust 
emissions and emissions related to the combustion of fossil fuels.  BRT and LRT Alternative construction 
emissions would still exceed the regional and localized SCAQMD significance thresholds, and would 
result in a significant and unavoidable impact under CEQA.      
 

Table AQ-1.  Regional and Localized Construction Emissions 

3 The localized thresholds were based in the smallest project site used in the SCAQMD guidelines (one-acre) and a 25-
meter (82-foot) receptor distance.   

4 SCAQMD has not developed localized significance methodology for VOC or SOX. 

Source:  TAHA, 2010 

 
Response to comment 10-26-B. 
 
The comment states that the lead agency failed to quantify criteria pollutant emissions during 
construction.  This comment is addressed in Response to comment 10-26-A.    
 

Scenario 

Pounds Per Day 

VOC NOX CO SOX PM2.5 PM10 

BRT Alternative 

Maximum Regional Emissions 66 287 157 <1 28 34 

Regional Significance Threshold 75 100 550 150 55 150 

Exceed Threshold? No Yes No No No No 

 

Maximum Localized Emissions 22 164 69 <1 20 26 

Localized Significance Threshold1 --2 91 664 --2 3 5 

Exceed Threshold? --2 Yes No --2 Yes Yes 

       

LRT Alternative 

Maximum Regional Emissions 173 465 686 <1 76 92 

Regional Significance Threshold1 75 100 550 150 55 150 

Exceed Threshold? Yes Yes Yes No Yes No 

 

Maximum Localized Emissions 45 388 164 <1 55 70 

Localized Significance Threshold --2 91 664 --2 3 5 

Exceed Threshold? --2 Yes No --2 Yes Yes 
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Response to comment 10-26-C. 
 
The comment states that SCAQMD staff recommends calculating localized air quality impacts from the 
project’s construction and operational (e.g., buses, maintenance yards, parking structures and/or parking 
lots) activity.  Localized construction impacts are presented above in Response to comment 10-26-A.  The 
level of detail needed to complete a localized operational analysis for maintenance yards and parking areas 
was not known at the time that the Draft EIR analysis was completed.  A localized analysis was completed 
during the final design stage of the project. The results are located in the Air Quality section of the 
FEIS/FEIR.  
 
Response to comment 10-26-D. 
 
The comment states that a health risk assessment should be completed if the BRT Alternative would 
operate diesel-fueled buses.  The BRT Alternative was not selected as the locally preferred alternative.  The 
light rail utilized in the LRT Alternative would be powered with electricity and would also not result in 
diesel particulate emissions.  
 
Response to comment 10-26-E. 
 
The comment lists approved dispersion models for completing health risk assessments.  As discussed in 
Response to comment 10-26-D, a diesel particulate matter health risk assessment is not necessary. 
 
Response to comment 10-26-F. 
 
The comment states that mitigation measures should be considered for significant impacts.  The Draft EIR 
concluded that construction emissions would result in a significant and unavoidable impact.  Mitigation 
Measures CON4 through CON17 include requirements for reducing fugitive dust emissions and 
emissions related to the combustion of fossil fuels.  The fugitive dust mitigation measures are based on 
South Coast Air Quality Management District Rule 403 (Fugitive Dust).   
 
Response to comment 10-26-G. 
 
The comment suggests operational mitigation measures to reduce air quality emissions.  The suggested 
mitigation measures are addressed below. 
 

1. Improve traffic flow by signal synchronization – The majority of the transportation corridor is 
located in the City of Los Angeles. Over 82 percent of Los Angeles' signal-controlled 
intersections are now synchronized.  The transportation corridor also runs through the City 
of Inglewood and most signals in Inglewood are wired or connected to the central computer 
at Traffic Management Center through a web of underground cables.  In addition, both the 
BRT and LRT Alternatives would include signal priority, which would improve travel times 
along the busiest roadway segments. 

2. Require or provide incentives for particulate traps that meet CARB certified level 3 
requirements – As discussed in Response to comment 10-26-D, buses operating as part of the 
BRT Alternative would be powered by CNG.  CNG buses do not emit diesel particulate 
matter and particulate traps would not be necessary.  The LRT alternative would be powered 
with electricity and would also not emit diesel particulate matter. 
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3. Restrict BRT operations to alternatively-fueled buses (e.g., compressed natural gas) or restrict 
operations to “clean buses”, such as 2010 compliant vehicles - As discussed in Response to 
comment 10-26-D, buses operating as part of the BRT Alternative would be powered by CNG.   

4. Require all vehicles and equipment to be properly tuned and maintained according to 
manufacturers’ specifications – Metro has a comprehensive maintenance policy to ensure 
that their vehicles function properly with efficient engines.  The suggested mitigation 
measure is already part of Metro standard practices.  

5. Electrify service equipment at service facilities – While not electrified, service equipment at 
service facilities use low emissions technologies where appropriate and are properly 
maintained for efficient function.  

6. Conduct air quality monitoring at sensitive receptors – The Draft EIR identified an air quality 
operational impact on a regional level.  Air quality monitoring at sensitive receptors would 
provide information on localized impacts.  A localized carbon monoxide hot spot analysis was 
completed and no impact was identified.  In addition, neither the BRT nor LRT Alternatives 
would be powered with diesel fuel that would increase localized particulate matter 
concentrations.   

Require a reduction in electricity use for light rail transit by implementing the use of alternative energy, 
such as wind and solar power – Electricity used to power the LRT Alternative would be provided by the Los 
Angeles Department of Water and Power.  At the end of 2008, LADWP had increased its renewable power 
to over 12 percent, well on its way to meet the target of 20 percent for 2010.  (Sustainable LADWP 
Evaluation and Report, August 20, 2009).  In 2009, LADWP completed the construction of the Pine Tree 
Wind Farm which is the largest municipally owned and operated wind farm in the nation, delivering 120 
megawatts of wind power to Los Angeles, and contributes 1.4 percent renewable power towards LADWP’s 
20 percent goal.  An additional ten turbines (15 Mega-Watts) were slated for construction in 2009. 
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COMMENT: 10-27. Southern California Association of Governments. 
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Response to comment 10-27-A. 
 
Comment noted.  Metro appreciates the views and input from the commenter as it is an important part of 
the planning process. 
 
Response to comment 10-27-B. 
 
Comment noted.  Metro appreciates the views and input from the commenter as it is an important part of 
the planning process. 
 
Response to comment 10-27-C. 
 
Comment noted.  Metro appreciates the views and input from the commenter as it is an important part of 
the planning process.  Metro has incorporated the list of SCAG mitigation measures from the RTP where 
feasible and a copy of the FEIS/FEIR has been sent to the commenter. 
 
Response to comment 10-27-D. 
 
The FEIS/FEIR has been revised to include the most recent SCAG population, housing, and employment 
forecasts as provided by the commenter. 
 
Response to comment 10-27-E. 
 
The FEIS/FEIR has been revised to include the most recent SCAG population, housing, and employment 
forecasts as provided by the commenter. Tables 4-84 and 4-86 of the FEIS/FEIR have been updated to 
include this information. 
 
Response to comment 10-27-F. 
 
Table 4-4, Comparison of SCAG Polices to the Proposed Project in Section 4-1 of the DEIS/DEIR include 
policies from the Regional Comprehensive Plan as well as the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP).  The 
additional policies from the SCAG RTP suggested by the commenter were evaluated in the FEIS/FEIR for 
the Crenshaw/LAX Transit Corridor Project. 

Response to comment 10-27-G. 
 
Comment noted. Metro appreciates the guidance from SCAG and generally concurs with the consistency 
analysis of the additional RTP policies.  Metro has established a set of comprehensive security activities, 
which are documented in the System Security Program Plan. The main goal of the System Security 
Program is to minimize the threat to and vulnerability of patrons, employees and assets, while 
maintaining awareness of the need for security throughout the Metro organization. All Metro facilities and 
vehicles are designed using Crime Prevention Through Environmental Design (CPTED). In terms of 
system security, Metro is in cooperation with the following regulatory agencies: Federal Railroad 
Administration (FRA), Federal Transit Administration (FTA), Federal Communications Commission 
(FCC), Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA) and the California Public Utilities 
Commission (CPUC).  
 



 
 Final Environmental Impact Statement/Final Environment Impact Report 

Appendix K – Responses to Comments Received 
 

C R E N S H A W / L A X  T R A N S I T  C O R R I D O R  P R O J E C T  
Page K-215 August 2011 

Response to comment 10-27-H. 
 
A discussion of the Compass Growth Visioning effort was included in the land use policy analysis of the 
FEIS/FEIR.  Metro concurs with SCAG that the Crenshaw/LAX Transit Corridor Project would be 
consistent with the principles and strategies of the Compass Growth Visioning Effort.   
 
Response to comment 10-27-I. 
 
Comment noted.  Metro appreciates the views and input from the commenter as it is an important part of 
the planning process.  All mitigation measures for the Crenshaw/LAX Transit Corridor Project shall be 
implemented and monitored as provided for in the Mitigation Monitoring Reporting Program.  Metro has 
incorporated the list of SCAG mitigation measures where feasible. 
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K.6 Response to Community/Organizations Comments 

COMMENT: 20-01. Baldwin Neighborhood Homeowners Association. 
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Response to comment 20-01-A. 
 
Comment noted.  Metro appreciates the views and input from the organization as it is an important part of 
the planning process.  Please refer to Master Response 1 regarding a below-grade alignment along 
Crenshaw Boulevard. 
 
Response to comment 20-01-B. 
 
Please refer to Master Response 3 regarding comments pertaining to an underground alignment along 
Crenshaw Boulevard due to safety, traffic at Slauson Avenue, and environmental justice concerns.   
The noise impact analysis in the FEIS/FEIR indicates that there would be no noise impacts with the 
implementation of mitigation measures.   
 
The segment on Crenshaw Boulevard from 48th Street to 60th Street was determined that light rail could 
operate safely without the need of a grade separation.  This determination was based on the availability of 
right-of-way within Crenshaw Boulevard along this section, traffic signal proposed operation 
modifications, and proposed street geometry changes. 
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COMMENT: 20-02. Burlington Northern Santa Fe Railway Company. 
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Response to comment 20-02-A. 
 
Comment noted.  Metro appreciates the views and input from the organization as it is an important part of 
the planning process.  Metro acknowledges that BNSF still retains a property interest in the Harbor 
Subdivision Railroad right-of-way.  In addition, Metro has reviewed the FTA and FRA guidelines for light 
rail transit and freight rail sharing the same corridor and has incorporated these guidelines into the final 
design of the Crenshaw/LAX Transit Corridor Project. 
 
Response to comment 20-02-B. 
 
Metro has coordinated with BNSF throughout the planning process to ensure that both services could 
operate independently of one another and without impacting each other.  Distance between the two rail 
systems was maximized where feasible and in areas where adequate distance could not be maintained, 
barriers will be erected to facilitate the independent operation of the two respective agencies. 
 
Response to comment 20-02-C. 
 
The relocation of the BNSF tracks will occur in a manner to provide sufficient clearance so that 
maintenance/support activities, and operations could occur without impacting adjacent properties along 
the right-of-way. 
 
Response to comment 20-02-D. 
 
Comment noted.  Metro appreciates the views and input from the organization as it is an important part of 
the planning process and has been working cooperatively with BNSF throughout the planning process.   
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COMMENT: 20-03. Chevron Products Co. 
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Response to comment 20-03-A. 
 
Comment noted.  Metro appreciates the views and input from the organization as it is an important part of 
the planning process.  Please refer to Master Response 2 regarding comments pertaining to the effects of 
potential Maintenance Facility Site B or D. Nonetheless, no rail service interruption would have resulted 
from a Maintenance Facility considered at Site D.  
Response to comment 20-03-B. 
 
Please see response to comment 20-03-A. 
 
Response to comment 20-03-C. 
 
The El Segundo Refinery is located more than one mile away from any of the proposed alignments.  
During the initial noticing of the Crenshaw/LAX project, the Refinery was not considered to be a 
stakeholder in the project based on this distance and the unlikelihood that the proposed project would 
interfere with the Refinery’s operations or any rail service servicing the Refinery.  Potential Maintenance 
Site D, which was incorporated into the proposed project at a later date, has since been removed for 
consideration.      
 
Response to comment 20-03-D. 
 
Please see response to comment 20-03-A.  A reasonable range of alternatives and cumulative impacts were 
analyzed in the DEIS/DEIR and are described in detail under Sections 2.0, Alternatives and 4.0 Affected 
Environment in the DEIS/DEIR. 
 
Response to comment 20-03-E. 
 
Analysis and disclosure of significant environmental impacts resulting from construction and operation of 
the project were identified in the DEIS/DEIR.  The Locally Preferred Alternative selected by the Metro 
Board of Directors eliminated both Sites B and D from the proposed project and called for an additional 
evaluation of potential sites during advanced conceptual engineering to identify another preferred site.  
The evaluation of additional maintenance sites constituted new information and, therefore, the new 
potential maintenance sites identified underwent a supplemental environmental review.  All commenters 
who commented on the maintenance facility sites in the DEIS/DEIR, were notified of the additional site 
analysis and asked to resubmit comments based on the revised site analysis.  The public was solicited to 
participate in the initial identification process and a public meeting with a hearing was held to receive 
comments when the revised analysis was circulated.   
 
Response to comment 20-03-F. 
 
Please see response to comment 20-03-A. 
 
Response to comment 20-03-G. 
 
Please see response to comment 20-03-A. 
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Response to comment 20-03-H. 
 
Please see response to comment 20-03-A. 
 
Response to comment 20-03-I. 
 
Please see response to comment 20-03-A. 
 
Response to comment 20-03-J. 
 
Please see response to comment 20-03-A. 
 
Response to comment 20-03-K. 
 
While the 45-day comment period was not officially extended, all comments received after the close of the 
comment period until March 2010 were addressed and included in the FEIS/FEIR. 
 
Response to comment 20-03-L. 
 
Please see response to comment 20-03-E. 
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COMMENT: 20-04. West Adams Neighborhood Council. 
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Response to comment 20-04-A. 
 
Comment noted.  Metro appreciates the views and input from the commenter as it is an important part of 
the planning process. 
 
Please refer to Master Response 1 regarding a below-grade segment along Crenshaw Boulevard. 
 
Significant improvements to safety design and operation for light rail transit within Los Angeles have 
occurred since the inception of the Metro Blue Line.  The DEIS/DEIR determined that a less-than-
significant impact to safety would occur with the Crenshaw/LAX Transit Corridor Project.  Achieving 
pedestrian safety near the operation of a light rail transit line is the result of several conditions, including 
safety oriented design, light rail operator training, and public education.  When the light rail transit line is 
at-grade, it would operate in a semi-exclusive right-of-way separated from automobile traffic by a raised 
curb.  Pedestrians are permitted to cross the street at designated crosswalk locations during protected 
pedestrian signal phases in which light rail vehicles are not present. Pedestrian safety along the proposed 
LRT line will involve gated crossings controlled using current Metro standards for crossings. Each crossing 
will be reviewed during design based on the California Public Utilities Report “Pedestrian – Rail Crossings 
in California”. Pedestrians crossing Crenshaw Boulevard across the LRT tracks will be controlled using 
normal pedestrian traffic signal indications; adequate crossing times will be provided at the traffic signals 
for pedestrians to cross the street at a normal walking pace. A pedestrian refuge area will be provided in the 
median at all crossings of the LRT tracks to provide a space for pedestrians to wait out of traffic and off the 
tracks should they not be able to complete their crossing of Crenshaw Boulevard during one signal phase.  
Each crossing was evaluated for pedestrian safety based on site visits and engineering design.  The 
evaluation resulted in a list of design modifications and mitigation measures identified in the Safety and 
Security Section of the FEIS/FEIR to improve the level of safety at crossings.  The final determination of 
safety measures to be implemented near school zones is determined through consultation and approval by 
the California Public Utilities Commission. 
 
Response to comment 20-04-B. 
 
The FEIS/FEIR determined that a less-than-significant impact to noise and vibration would occur with the 
implementation of mitigation measures.  
 
The traffic analysis acknowledges that there would be a significant and unavoidable traffic impact at the 
Crenshaw Boulevard/Exposition Boulevard intersection.  The at-grade portion of the alignment from 39th 
Street to Exposition was determined to be physically infeasible.  The incorporation of Design Option 6 into 
the project definition would eliminate this traffic impact. 
 
Response to comment 20-04-C. 
 
Please refer to Master Response 9 regarding grade separations and environmental justice.    
 
There has been an extensive public outreach process where alternatives have been formulated, evaluated 
and refined.  The evaluation process has informed the affected residents of the relative impacts among 
options (alignment routes, vertical and horizontal alignments, station locations, etc.).  The Metro Board of 
Directors, in selecting an LPA, considered the engineering and environmental documentation, as well as 
public comments and concerns.  In instances where issues have arisen, design and alignment decisions 




