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RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIS/EIR

Introduction

The Regional Connector Transit Corridor Project Draft EIS/EIR was made available to identified
stakeholders, agencies, and the general public for review and comment for a 45-day review period from
September 3, 2010 through October 18, 2010. During the public review period, Metro held two public
hearings to receive oral and written testimony on the Draft EIS/EIR from the general public.

Volumes F-2 and F-3 of this Final EIS/EIR contain copies of all written comments and public hearing
transcripts, and provide written responses to all comments received on the Draft EIS/EIR. A total of
195 comment letters were received during the public review period, including written materials
submitted at the two public hearings. Comments were also submitted in the form of oral testimony at
those hearings. A total of 44 public testimonies were recorded at the public hearings. Overall, a total
of 1,030 individual comments were received on the Regional Connector Transit Corridor Project

Draft EIS/EIR.

The format for the responses to comments presents each comment letter/hearing transcript,
bracketed into separate comments, followed by corresponding responses to each individual comment
of that comment letter/hearing transcript. The comment letters/hearing transcripts and responses are
organized and grouped into the following categories based on the affiliation of the commenter

as follows:

AF Federal Agency

AL Local Agency

AR Regional Agency

AS State Agency

BU Businesses and Business Groups

CN Community Groups and Non-Profit Organizations
PC Public Comment

PHA The first public hearing held on September 28, 2010
PHB The second public hearing held on October 4, 2010

To assist the reader's review and use of the responses to comments, two indices that provide the
commenter name, affiliation, and comment letter/speaker identification designator (e.g., PC1) for
each comment letter are provided below. The first index lists all the comment letters by comment
letter/speaker identification designator and the second lists all of the comment letters alphabetically
by commenter's last name.
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I

Index by Comment Letter/Speaker Identification Designator

Comment Letter/ Comment | Response

Affiliation Last Name First Name

Speaker Page Page

Federal Agencies

U.S. Department of Homeland Security -
FEMA

Blackburn

Gregor

Local Agencies

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency -
Region IX

Dunning

Connell

AL1 County of Los Angeles - Fire Department | Todd John R. F2-14 F2-16
AL2 City of Los Angeles City Council Perry Jan F2-17 F2-19
City of Los Angeles, DCP, BOE, BSL,
AL3 DOT, CRA/LA Moore et. al. | Gary Lee F2-21 F2-56
ALA County of Los Angeles - Department of Duong Toan F2.78 F2-92
Public Works
ALS County of Los Angeles - Department of | Gail F2-94 F2-98
Public Works
City of Los Angeles - Department of . . ) i
AL6 Public Works, Bureau of Sanitation Poosti Al F2-99 F2-101
AL7 City of Los Angeles, BSL Batikian Silva F2-102 F2-103
ALS Metro Gold Line Foothill Extension Hanks Keith F2-104 F2-105

AR1

Regional Agencies

Construction Authority

South Coast Air Quality Management
District

MacMillan

lan

F2-107

F2-110

AR2

State Agencies

Southern California Association of
Governments

Liu

Huasha

F2-113

F2-120

State of California - Department of

AS1 Transportation, District 7 Watson Dianna F2-123 F2-125
AS2 State of California - Department of | iy Ronald F2-126 | F2-127
Transportation, District 7
AS3 State of California - Public Utilities Pereyra Jose F2-128 F2-130
Commission
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Comment Letter/ TRt - Comment | Response
Speaker Affiliation Last Name First Name Page Page
BU1 Metropolitan News Enterprise Grace Roger M. F2-134 F2-138
Japanese Chamber of Commerce of i "
BU2 Southern California Handa Toshio "Terry F2-139 F2-140
BU3 Bunkado, Inc. Simonian Irene Tsukada F2-141 F2-142
BU4 Yamato Travel Bureau Mikuni Peggy T. F2-143 F2-152
BUS Koraku Group, Inc. Yamauchi Hiroshi F2-155 F2-160
BUG6 Cherry Land Company Liu Wilson F2-162 F2-164
BU7 Ho-Narumi-Taira Investment Company | Liu Wilson F2-166 F2-168
BUS Sho Tokyo Parking LLC Liu Wilson F2-169 F2-171
BU9 Taira Investment Company Liu Wilson F2-172 F2-174
BU10 Taira Services Corporation Liu Wilson F2-175 F2-177
BU11 Rafu Bussan, Inc. Kawaratani Kiyoshi F2-178 F2-180
BU12 Little Tokyo Arts & Gifts Taiyoshi Elaine F2-181 F2-183
BU13 Joy Mart Restaurant Masuda Sotaro F2-184 F2-186
BU14 Los Angeles Eye Care Optometry Group | Kame Gregory F2-187 F2-189
BU15 Teishokuya of Tokyo Masuda Etsuko F2-190 F2-192
BU16 Favorite Snack Park Jong Hyung F2-193 F2-195
BU17 Ken Nakamura, D.D.S. Nakamura Ken F2-196 F2-197
Little Tokyo Business Association and
BU18 Little Tokyo Business Improvement F2-198 F2-201
District
Little Tokyo Business Association and
BU19 Little Tokyo Business Improvement F2-203 F2-204
District
Little Tokyo Business Association and
BU20 Little Tokyo Business Improvement Liu Wilson F2-205 F2-228
District
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Comment Letter/ Affiliation Last Name First Name Comment | Response
Speaker Page Page
BU21 Advanced Parking Systems Garibay Darryl F2-230 F2-231
BU22 The Spice Table Ng Bryant and F2-232 F2-234
Kim Luu
BU23 Suehiro Café, Inc. Suzuki Kenji F2-236 F2-237
BU24 Metropolitan News Enterprise Grace Roger M. and F2-238 F2-283
Jo-Ann W.
BU25 LARABA,LaDADspace Keating Tim F2-284 F2-285
BU26 Fugetsu-do Confectionery Kito Brian F2-286 F2-287
BU27 Japanese Village Plaza Smith Jim F2-290 F2-291
Related/Companies, L.P./Grand Avenue . - .
BU28 LA., LLC/The Broad Collection Witte; Broad | William A.; Eli F2-293 F2-300
BU29 Central City Association of Los Angeles | Schatz Carol E. F2-305 F2-306
BU30 Thomas Properties Group Inc. Berryhill Glen F2-307 F2-308
BU31 J-WAVE Video Ishida Hiroshi Brian F2-309 F2-311
Allen Matkins Leck Gamble Mallory &
BU32 Natsis LLP on behalf of the Tribune Perry Patrick A. F2-312 F2-315
Company
BU33 Mikawaya Hashimoto Frances F2-317 F2-321
BU34 Levy Affiliated Holdings, LLC Balkin Arlene Akemi F2-323 F2-325
BU35 Hair Craft Salon Okamoto Yuji F2-326 F2-327
BU36 Thomas Properties Group Inc. Ricci Thomas S. F2-328 F2-332
BU37 Rothenberg Sandy Architects Takayama George F2-336 F2-337
BU38 Shabu-Shabu House Restaurant Maruyama Yoshinobu F2-338 F2-341
BU39 Nishi Center Mukai Susan F2-342 F2-343
BU40 Teishokuya of Tokyo Masuda Etsuko F2-344 F2-345
BU41 Joy Mart Restaurant Masuda Sotaro F2-346 F2-348
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Comment Letter/ TRt - Comment | Response
Speaker Affiliation Last Name First Name Page Page

CN1 Little Tokyo Community Council Watanabe Bill F2-351 F2-360
CN2 Japa”‘ésai Qcmggz?r?wiftzg?;r'éag“e © | Ishii Craig F2-372 F2-375
CN3 Japa”‘;sai Qcmggﬁ?r?wiigtzg?;r'i‘gag“e * | Mayeda Kelly F2-377 F2-379
CN4 Japa”‘ésai Qcmggz?r?wiftzg?;r'éag“e " | Fukushima | Kristin F2-381 F2-383
CN5 Japa”‘;saec Qcmggﬁi‘r?wiigtzg?:tr'iﬁag“e " | Potter Meghan F2-385 | F2-387
CN6 Japanese rﬁmjrr]'l‘;?r(‘:gr‘]’t';‘fa' and | Ahara Chris F2-389 | F2-391
CN7 Little Tokyo Service Center Clark Yasue F2-393 F2-394
CN8 Little Tokyo Service Center Watanabe Bill F2-395 F2-396
CNO Asian Pacific I?Dl?ggrzrn?mall Business Fong Ronald M. F2.397 F2.398
CN10 Savoy Homeowners Association F2-399 F2-419
CN11 Japanese American National Museum Yano Akemi F2-420 F2-423
Kikumura
CN12 Go For Broke National Education Center | Ozawa Michael F2-424 F2-427
CN13 East West Players Dang Tim F2-429 F2-434
CN14 Los Angeles Conservancy Chou Flora F2-436 F2-439
CN15 The Transit Coalition Reed Bart F2-441 F2-442
CN16 Fixing Angelenos Stuck in Traffic Norton Hilary F2-443 F2-445
CN17 Bus Riders Union Martinez Esperanza V. F2-446 F2-449
CN18 Sierra Club Clarke Darrell F2-451 F2-452
CN19 Higgins Building HOA Agnew Jonno F2-453 F2-474
CN20 Little Tokyo Community Council Watanabe Bill F2-477 F2-486
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Comment Letter/ Affiliation Last Name First Name Comment | Response
Speaker Page Page
CN21 Zenshuji Temple Rumme Daigaku F2-487 F2-488
CN22 Los Angeles Streetcar, Inc. Allen Dennis F2-489 F2-490
e R

PC1 Fujita James F3-7 F3-8

PC2 Wright Jerard F3-9 F3-10
PC3 Covarrubias | Joel F3-12 F3-13
PC4 Popov Yuri O. F3-14 F3-15
PC5 Tower Carlos F3-16 F3-17
PC6 Mason Matt F3-18 F3-19
PC7 Kassimir Spencer V. F3-20 F3-21
PC8 Tooley Eric F3-22 F3-23
PC9 Helfand Morley F3-24 F3-25
PC10 Furlong Aaron F3-26 F3-27
PC11 Bilski Jonathan F3-28 F3-29
PC12 Herrasti Jose F3-30 F3-31
PC13 Tong Kam F3-32 F3-33
PC14 Gonzalez Rachel F3-34 F3-35
PC15 Roderick Trina F3-36 F3-37
PC16 Magdaleno George F3-38 F3-39
PC17 Mandel John F3-40 F3-41
PC18 Alossi Rich F3-42 F3-43
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Comment Letter/ Affiliation Last Name First Name Comment | Response
Speaker Page Page

PC19 Egdal David F3-44 F3-45
PC20 Kassimir Spencer V. F3-46 F3-48
PC21 Yen Brigham F3-50 F3-51
PC22 Donato Carol F3-52 F3-54
PC23 Hymel Chad F3-56 F3-57
PC24 Federis Frank F3-58 F3-59
PC25 Ho Jean F3-60 F3-61
PC26 Covarrubias | Joel F3-62 F3-63
PC27 Aldava Lawrence F3-65 F3-66
PC28 Howard Les F3-67 F3-68
PC29 Hogge Richard F3-69 F3-70
PC30 Kawaratani Yukio F3-71 F3-72
PC31 Baisez Christine F3-74 F3-75
PC32 Montijo Jorge F3-76 F3-77
PC33 Lee Nelson F3-78 F3-79
PC34 Axelrod Steve F3-80 F3-81
PC35 Avitabile Travis F3-82 F3-83
PC36 Zhao Yugiao F3-84 F3-85
PC37 NARP-TRAC-PRS Johnston Mark R. F3-86 F3-92
PC38 Salumbides | Romeo F3-95 F3-96
PC39 Lim Teressa F3-97 F3-98
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Comment Letter/ Affiliation Last Name First Name Comment | Response
Speaker Page Page

PC40 Yoon Young S. F3-99 F3-100
PC41 Grewal AnnMarie F3-101 F3-102
PC42 Garcia Dan F3-103 F3-104
PC43 Gove John F3-105 F3-107
PC44 Aima Matthew F3-108 F3-110
PC45 Mendiores Rupert F3-111 F3-112
PC46 Walker Daniel F3-113 F3-114
PC47 Chen Jay F3-115 F3-117
PC48 Percus Allon F3-118 F3-119
PC49 Myers Joseph F3-120 F3-121
PC50 Sitty Rani F3-122 F3-123
PC51 Gross Spencer F3-124 F3-125
PC52 Adelman Charles F3-126 F3-128
PC53 Yick Andrew F3-129 F3-130
PC54 Moore David G. F3-131 F3-132
PC55 Axelrod Rise B. F3-133 F3-134
PC56 Axelrod Steven F3-135 F3-136
PC57 Hom Japhet F3-137 F3-138
PC58 Centeno Adriana F3-139 F3-140
PC59 Santana Elana F3-141 F3-142
PC60 Berk Fred F3-143 F3-144
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Comment Letter/ Affiliation Last Name First Name Comment | Response
Speaker Page Page

PC61 Barnes Jason F3-145 F3-147
PC62 Kahn Aaron F3-148 F3-149
PC63 Lo Derrick F3-150 F3-151
PC64 Cheung Domino F3-152 F3-153
PC65 Lu Grace F3-154 F3-155
PC66 Oh Jannie F3-156 F3-157
PC67 Ortiz Lupe F3-158 F3-159
PC68 Marks Wally F3-160 F3-161
PC69 Takashima Wilbur F3-162 F3-163
PC70 Havens Alan D. F3-166 F3-173
PC71 Sein Christina F3-176 F3-177
PC72 Frevele Dave F3-178 F3-180
PC73 Orona Phil F3-181 F3-182
PC74 Schumacher | Richard F3-183 F3-184
PC75 Lin Susan F3-185 F3-186
PC76 Kawaratani Yukio F3-187 F3-191
PC77 Davidson Christopher F3-194 F3-195
PC78 Yasuda Hiroko F3-196 F3-197
PC79 Hur Jenny F3-199 F3-200
PC80 Mochizuki John F3-201 F3-202
PC81 Hirase Kikue F3-203 F3-204
Final Environmental Impact Statement/ Page F2-ix

Environmental Impact Report



Volume F-2 Responses to Comments

Comment Letter/ Affiliation Last Name First Name Comment | Response
Speaker Page Page

PC82 Kim Kun Ja F3-205 F3-206
PC83 Shinchi Masumi F3-207 F3-208
PC84 Metcalf Associates Metcalfe Michael F3-209 F3-211
PC85 Koh Mija F3-212 F3-213
PC86 Iki Nobuko F3-214 F3-215
PC87 Mochizuki Noriko F3-216 F3-217
PC88 Volk Robert D. F3-218 F3-219
PC89 Nishimura Sakiko F3-220 F3-221
PC90 Chang San Ok F3-222 F3-223
PCI1 Koh Sang Soo F3-224 F3-225
PC92 Yoon Simon S. F3-226 F3-227
PC93 Kim Suk Hee F3-228 F3-229
PC94 Sakamoto Tadao F3-230 F3-231
PC95 Wakayama Tsutae F3-232 F3-233
PC96 Obana Yaeko F3-234 F3-235
PC97 Sakamto Yoshiko F3-236 F3-237
PC98 Altamirano Jaime F3-238 F3-240
PC99 Higgins Lofts Agnew Jonno F3-241 F3-243
PC100 Chaiken Stacie F3-244 F3-258
PC101 Garza Bobby F3-260 F3-262
PC102 Westwater Brady F3-263 F3-265
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Comment Letter/ Affiliation Last Name First Name Comment | Response
Speaker Page Page
PC103 Fung Hank F3-266 F3-268
PC104 Springhetti Joan F3-270 F3-272
PC105 Montijo Jorge F3-274 F3-276
PC106 Walker Justin F3-277 F3-279
PC107 Savoy MTA Committee Yeh Paul F3-280 F3-282
PC108 Wang Sidney F3-283 F3-284
PC109 Savoy MTA Committee Tae Susan F3-285 F3-287
PC110 Levey Sam F3-289 F3-291
PC111 Fishel Alan F3-293 F3-298
PC112 Westwood South IEI)fO SAanta Monica Blvd. Broide Barbara F3.299 F3-300
PC113 Downtown Los Angeles Neighborhood | g\ J. Russell F3-301 | F3-304
Council
PC114 The Transit Coalition Alpern Ken F3-305 F3-306
PC115 Japanese American Cultural and Handa Toshio "Terry" | F3-307 | F3-308
Community Center
PC116 Little Tokyo Community Council & Tokyo | \icimura | Howard F3-300 | F3-310
Villa HOA
PC117 Byun Myunghee F3-311 F3-312
PHA1 Fishel Alan F3-354 F3-422
PHA2 Japanese Chamber of Commerce Okamoto Mike F3-356 F3-423
Little Tokyo Business Association and
PHA3 Little Tokyo Business Improvement Liu Wilson F3-360 F3-424
District
PHA4 Kay Greg F3-364 F3-425
PHAS5 Adelman Charles F3-366 F3-426
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Comment Letter/ Affiliation Last Name First Name Comment | Response

Speaker Page Page
PHAG Havens Alan F3-368 F3-427
PHA7 Zablen Nathan F3-370 F3-428
PHAS8 Los Angeles Hompa Hongwanji Temple | Briones William F3-372 F3-429
PHA9 Little Tokyo Community Council Watanabe Bill F3-374 F3-430
PHA10 Kawaratani Yukio F3-376 F3-432

Historic Downtown Business
PHA11 Improvement District of the L.A. City Brown Russ F3-380 F3-434
Chapter

PHA12 Covarrubias | Joel F3-382 F3-435

PHA13 Downtown Los Angele_s Neighborhood Berman Patti F3-386 F3-437
Council

PHA14 Electric Railway Historical Association Frevele Dave F3-388 F3-438
PHA15 Westwater Brady F3-390 F3-439
PHA16 Springer Jay F3-394 F3-440
PHA17 Nikkei Center, LLC Project Kaji Jon F3-396 F3-441
PHA18 The Spice Table Luu-Ng Kim F3-400 F3-442
PHA19 GetFit Little Tokyo Yamaguchi Jayson F3-402 F3-443
PHA20 California Japanese American Nishio Alan F3-404 | F3-444

Community Leadership Council

PHA21 Koraku Group, Inc. Yamauchi Hiroshi F3-406 F3-445
PHA22 Fugetsu-Do Confectionery Kito Brian F3-410 F3-446
PHA23 Kerr John F3-412 F3-447

Gold Line Washington Alignment

PHA24 Advocacy Group Howard Les F3-414 F3-448
PHB1 Fixing Angelenos Stuck in Traffic Norton Hilary F3-465 F3-491
PHB2 Grace Roger F3-466 F3-492

Page F2-xii

Regional Connector Transit Corridor



Responses to Comments Volume F-2
Comment Letter/ Affiliation Last Name First Name Comment | Response
Speaker Page Page
PHB3 Metropolitan News Enterprise Bobigian Vahn F3-466 F3-493
PHB4 Grace Jo-Ann F3-467 F3-494
PHB5 Metropolitan News Enterprise Philibosian Robert F3-467 F3-495
PHB6 Suehiro Café, Inc. Suzuki Kenji F3-471 F3-496
PHB7 Havens Alan F3-472 F3-497
PHB8 Berg Martin F3-473 F3-498
PHB9 The Transit Coalition Reed Bart F3-474 F3-499
PHB10 Springhetti Joan F3-475 F3-501
PHB11 Miyoshi Ellen F3-476 F3-502
PHB12 Koraku Group, Inc. Yamauchi Hiroshi F3-477 F3-503
PHB13 Sachs Arnold F3-479 F3-504
Little Tokyo Business Association and
PHB14 Little Tokyo Business Improvement Liu Wilson F3-480 F3-505
District
PHB15 Wright Jerard F3-482 F3-506
PHB16 Central City Association Chavira Tracey F3-484 F3-507
PHB17 Historic Downtown Theater Brown Russell F3-485 F3-508
PHB18 Garza Don F3-486 F3-509
PHB19 Shabu Shabu House Restaurant Maruyama Yoshi F3-488 F3-510
PHB20 Baisez Christine F3-489 F3-511
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Index by Commenter’s Last Name

Responses to Comments

Last Name First Name Comment Letter/ Affiliation Comment | Response
Speaker Page Page

CN10 Savoy Homeowners Association F2-399 F2-419
Adelman Charles PC52 F3-126 F3-128
Adelman Charles PHAS5 F3-366 F3-426
Agnew Jonno CN19 Higgins Building HOA F2-453 F2-474
Agnew Jonno PC99 Higgins Lofts F3-241 F3-243
Aihara Chris CN6 Japanese rﬁmﬁ:"ﬁir‘cgﬂgra' and F2-389 | F2-391
Aima Matthew PC44 F3-108 F3-110
Aldava Lawrence pPC27 F3-65 F3-66
Allen Dennis CN22 Los Angeles Streetcar, Inc. F2-489 F2-490
Alossi Rich PC18 F3-42 F3-43
Alpern Ken PC114 The Transit Coalition F3-305 F3-306
Altamirano Jaime PC98 F3-238 F3-240
Avitabile Travis PC35 F3-82 F3-83
Axelrod Steve PC34 F3-80 F3-81
Axelrod Rise B. PC55 F3-133 F3-134
Axelrod Steven PC56 F3-135 F3-136
Baisez Christine PC31 F3-74 F3-75
Baisez Christine PHB20 F3-489 F3-511
Balkin Arlene Akemi BU34 Levy Affiliated Holdings, LLC F2-323 F2-325
Barnes Jason PC61 F3-145 F3-147
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Comment Letter/ Comment | Response

Batikian Silva City of Los Angeles, BSL F2-102 F2-103
Berg Martin PHBS8 F3-473 F3-498
Berk Fred PC60 F3-143 F3-144
Berman Patti PHA13 Downtown Los Angeles F3.386 | F3-437
Neighborhood Council
Berryhill Glen BU30 Thomas Properties Group Inc. F2-307 F2-308
Bilski Jonathan PC11 F3-28 F3-29
U.S. Department of Homeland
Blackburn Gregor AF1 Security - FEMA F2-2 F2-4
Bobigian Vahn PHB3 Metropolitan News Enterprise F3-466 F3-493
Briones William PHAS Los Angeles Hompa Hongwanji F3-372 F3-429
Temple
Broide Barbara PC112 Westwood South of SantaMonica | 3 599 | F3.300
Blvd. HOA
Brown J. Russell PC113 Downtown Los Angeles F3.301 | F3-304
Neighborhood Council
Historic Downtown Business
Brown Russ PHA11 Improvement District of the L.A. City F3-380 F3-434
Chapter
Brown Russell PHB17 Historic Downtown Theater F3-485 F3-508
Byun Myunghee PC117 F3-311 F3-312
Centeno Adriana PC58 F3-139 F3-140
Chaiken Stacie PC100 F3-244 F3-258
Chang San Ok PC90 F3-222 F3-223
Chavira Tracey PHB16 Central City Association F3-484 F3-507
Chen Jay PC47 F3-115 F3-117
Cheung Domino PC64 F3-152 F3-153
Chou Flora CN14 Los Angeles Conservancy F2-436 F2-439
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Responses to Comments

Comment Letter/ Comment | Response

Clark Yasue Little Tokyo Service Center F2-393 F2-394
Clarke Darrell CN18 Sierra Club F2-451 F2-452
Covarrubias Joel PC3 F3-12 F3-13
Covarrubias Joel PC26 F3-62 F3-63
Covarrubias Joel PHA12 F3-382 F3-435
Dang Tim CN13 East West Players F2-429 F2-434
Davidson Christopher PC77 F3-194 F3-195
Donato Carol PC22 F3-52 F3-54
Dunning Connell AF2 U-S. ig‘g;%;”f%‘;g:oir?fdion F2-5 F2-10
Duong Toan AL4 County of t?sﬁé&?ce\l/?/i r'k'gepa”me”t F2-17 F2-19
Egdal David PC19 F3-44 F3-45
Farber Gail ALS County of Ia?;ﬁ&?ce\l/?/i;kgepartmem F2-94 F2-98
Federis Frank PC24 F3-58 F3-59
Fishel Alan PC111 F3-293 F3-298
Fishel Alan PHA1 F3-354 F3-422
Fong Ronald M. CN9 ASia%Egﬁiggs'ﬂfggg msma" F3-354 F3-422
Frevele Dave PC72 F3-178 F3-180
Frevele Dave PHAL4 Electric Railway Historical F3-388 | F3-438
Association
Fujita James PC1 F3-7 F3-8
Fukushima Kristin CN4 Japanese American Citizens League | ) 551 F2-383
- Pacific Southwest District
Fung Hank PC103 F3-266 F3-268
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. Comment Letter/ T Comment | Response

Furlong Aaron PC10 F3-26 F3-27
Garcia Dan PC42 F3-103 F3-104
Garibay Darryl BU21 Advanced Parking Systems F2-230 F2-231
Garza Bobby PC101 F3-260 F3-262
Garza Don PHB18 F3-486 F3-509
Gonzalez Rachel PC14 F3-34 F3-35
Gove John PC43 F3-105 F3-107
Grace Roger M. BU1 Metropolitan News Enterprise F2-134 F2-138
Grace Roger M. and BU24 Metropolitan News Enterprise F2-238 F2-283
Jo-Ann W.
Grace Roger PHB2 F3-466 F3-492
Grace Jo-Ann PHB4 F3-467 F3-494
Grewal AnnMarie PC41 F3-101 F3-102
Gross Spencer PC51 F3-124 F3-125
Handa Toshio BU2 Japanese Chamber of Commerce of | £y 139 | k.40
Handa TT":rr;'yo PC115 Japanese mAerr"l‘t;)"j‘”CeCr‘]‘t'gﬂra' and F3-307 | F3-308
Hanks Keith ALS Metro gc‘)’r']dst';:]r(‘:‘;:r?%tmo'zri’;;ensmn F2-104 F2-105
Hashimoto Frances BU33 Mikawaya F2-317 F2-321
Havens Alan D. PC70 F3-166 F3-173
Havens Alan PHAG6 F3-368 F3-427
Havens Alan PHB7 F3-472 F3-497
Helfand Morley PC9 F3-24 F3-25
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. Comment Letter/ T Comment | Response

Responses to Comments

Herrasti Jose PC12 F3-30 F3-31
Hirase Kikue PC81 F3-203 F3-204
Ho Jean PC25 F3-60 F3-61
Hogge Richard PC29 F3-69 F3-70
Hom Japhet PC57 F3-137 F3-138
Howard Les PC28 F3-67 F3-68
Howard Les PHA24 Gold Li"/f dV\Y:CS:é;gg:g Lﬁ:ig"mem F3-414 F3-448
Hur Jenny PC79 F3-199 F3-200
Hymel Chad PC23 F3-56 F3-57
Iki Nobuko PC86 F3-214 F3-215
Ishida Hiroshi Brian BU31 J-WAVE Video F2-309 F2-311
Ishil Craig CN2 Japa?'f;‘ec Q?ggﬁ?ﬁwii;zg?sstr'i‘;ag“e F2-372 F2-375
Johnston Mark R. PC37 NARP-TRAC-PRS F3-86 F3-92
Kahn Aaron PC62 F3-148 F3-149
Kaji Jon PHA17 Nikkei Center, LLC Project F3-396 F3-441
Kame Gregory BU14 Los Angeles %’r‘iﬁ;re Optometry F2-187 F2-189
Kassimir Spencer V. PC7 F3-20 F3-21
Kassimir Spencer V. PC20 F3-46 F3-48
Kawaratani Kiyoshi BU11 Rafu Bussan, Inc. F2-178 F2-180
Kawaratani Yukio PC30 F3-71 F3-72
Kawaratani Yukio PC76 F3-187 F3-191
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. Comment Letter/ T Comment | Response

Kawaratani Yukio PHA10 F3-475 F3-501
Kay Greg PHA4 F3-364 F3-425
Keating Tim BU25 LARABA,LaDADspace F2-284 F2-285
Kerr John PHA23 F3-412 F3-447
Kim Kun Ja PC82 F3-205 F3-206
Kim Suk Hee PC93 F3-228 F3-229
Kito Brian BU26 Fugetsu-do Confectionery F2-286 F2-287
Kito Brian PHA22 Fugetsu-Do Confectionery F3-410 F3-446
Koh Mija PC85 F3-212 F3-213
Koh Sang Soo PCI1 F3-224 F3-225
Kosinski Ronald AS2 Stateﬁ;%ﬂg‘r’t;’liﬁ‘)r;Dg';gfr‘iré’t“?em of ' F2a26 | F2127
Lee Nelson PC33 F3-78 F3-79
Levey Sam PC110 F3-289 F3-291
Lim Teressa PC39 F3-97 F3-98
Lin Susan PC75 F3-185 F3-186
Liu Huasha AR?2 Southern %"’(‘)”ngﬁ eAnS;"da“O” of | F2113 F2-120
Liu Wilson BU6 Cherry Land Company F2-162 F2-164
Liu wilson BU7 HO'Nar“”g;Trﬁg;‘r:;"eStme”t F2-166 F2-168
Liu Wilson BU8 Sho Tokyo Parking LLC F2-169 F2-171
Liu Wilson BU9 Taira Investment Company F2-172 F2-174
Liu Wilson BU10 Taira Services Corporation F2-175 F2-177
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Little Tokyo Business Association

Wilson BU20 and Little Tokyo Business F2-205 F2-228

Improvement District

Little Tokyo Business Association

Liu Wilson PHA3 and Little Tokyo Business F3-360 F3-424

Improvement District

Little Tokyo Business Association

Liu Wilson PHB14 and Little Tokyo Business F3-480 F3-505

Improvement District
Lo Derrick PC63 F3-150 F3-151
Lu Grace PC65 F3-154 F3-155
Luu-Ng Kim PHA18 The Spice Table F3-400 F3-442
MacMillan lan AR1 South Coast Air Quality Management | ., 47 F2-110

District
Magdaleno George PC16 F3-38 F3-39
Mandel John PC17 F3-40 F3-41
Marks Wally PC68 F3-160 F3-161
Martinez Esperanza V. CN17 Bus Riders Union F2-446 F2-449
Maruyama Yoshinobu BU38 Shabu-Shabu House Restaurant F2-338 F2-341
Maruyama Yoshi PHB19 Shabu Shabu House Restaurant F3-488 F3-510
Mason Matt PC6 F3-18 F3-19
Masuda Sotaro BU13 Joy Mart Restaurant F2-184 F2-186
Masuda Etsuko BU15 Teishokuya of Tokyo F2-190 F2-192
Masuda Etsuko BU40 Teishokuya of Tokyo F2-344 F2-345
Masuda Sotaro BU41 Joy Mart Restaurant F2-346 F2-348
Japanese American Citizens League : )

Mayeda Kelly CN3 - Pacific Southwest District F2-3r7 F2-379
Mendiores Rupert PC45 F3-111 F3-112

Page F2-xx
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Metcalfe Michael pPC84 Metcalf Associates F3-209 F3-211
Mikuni Peggy T. BU4 Yamato Travel Bureau F2-143 F2-152
Miyoshi Ellen PHB11 F3-476 F3-502
Mochizuki John PC80 F3-201 F3-202
Mochizuki Noriko PC87 F3-216 F3-217
Montijo Jorge PC32 F3-76 F3-77
Montijo Jorge PC105 F3-274 F3-276
Moore David G. PC54 F3-131 F3-132
Moore et. al. Gary Lee AL3 City OfBLgf" ";‘Dng_?leé'R[ﬁi BOE, F2-21 F2-56
Mukai Susan BU39 Nishi Center F2-342 F2-343
Myers Joseph PC49 F3-120 F3-121
Nakamura Ken BU17 Ken Nakamura, D.D.S. F2-196 F2-197
Ng Sryant and BU22 The Spice Table F2-232 | F2-234
Nishimura Sakiko PC89 F3-220 F3-221
Nishimura Howard PC116 Little T°k¥gk§g$m;‘ﬂg ounel& 1 p3a00 | F3310
Nishio Alan PHA20 Ccoan'ifr‘;r;‘ri]?t yJ iggggf:hﬁ)mgéﬁggn F3-404 F3-444
Norton Hilary CN16 Fixing Angelenos Stuck in Traffic F2-443 F2-445
Norton Hilary PHB1 Fixing Angelenos Stuck in Traffic F3-465 F3-491
Obana Yaeko PC96 F3-234 F3-235
Oh Jannie PC66 F3-156 F3-157
Okamoto Yuji BU35 Hair Craft Salon F2-326 F2-327
Final Environmental Impact Statement/ Page F2-xxi
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Okamoto Mike PHA2 Japanese Chamber of Commerce F3-356 F3-423
Orona Phil PC73 F3-181 F3-182
Ortiz Lupe PC67 F3-158 F3-159
Ozawa Michael CN12 Go For Broke National Education F2-424 F2-427
Center
Park Jong Hyung BU16 Favorite Snack F2-193 F2-195
Percus Allon PC48 F3-118 F3-119
Pereyra Jose AS3 State of Caclifg%nrﬁs:slijo%b"c Utilities F2.128 F2-130
Perry Jan AL2 City of Los Angeles City Council F2-17 F2-19
Allen Matkins Leck Gamble Mallory &
Perry Patrick A. BU32 Natsis LLP on behalf of the Tribune F2-312 F2-315
Company
Philibosian Robert PHB5 Metropolitan News Enterprise F3-467 F3-495
Ao | Guoriesnaskes Depatentol | pase | rzaon
Popov Yuri O. PC4 F3-14 F3-15
Potter Meghan CN5 Japanese American Clizens League | rp3g5 | F2.387
Reed Bart CN15 The Transit Coalition F2-441 F2-442
Reed Bart PHB9 The Transit Coalition F3-474 F3-499
Ricci Thomas S. BU36 Thomas Properties Group Inc. F2-328 F2-332
Roderick Trina PC15 F3-36 F3-37
Rumme Daigaku CN21 Zenshuji Temple F2-487 F2-488
Sachs Arnold PHB13 F3-479 F3-504
Sakamoto Tadao PC94 F3-230 F3-231
Sakamto Yoshiko PC97 F3-236 F3-237
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Salumbides Romeo PC38 F3-95 F3-96
Santana Elana PC59 F3-141 F3-142
Schatz Carol E. BU29 Central CityA’r\]ZSe‘l’géa“O" of Los F2-305 | F2-306
Schumacher Richard PC74 F3-183 F3-184
Sein Christina PC71 F3-176 F3-177
Shinchi Masumi PC83 F3-207 F3-208
Simonian Irene BU3 Bunkado, Inc. F2-141 F2-142
Tsukada ’
Sitty Rani PC50 F3-122 F3-123
Smith Jim BU27 Japanese Village Plaza F2-290 F2-291
Springer Jay PHA16 F3-394 F3-440
Springhetti Joan PC104 F3-270 F3-272
Springhetti Joan PHB10 F3-475 F3-501
Suzuki Kenji BU23 Suehiro Café, Inc. F2-305 F2-306
Suzuki Kenji PHB6 Suehiro Café, Inc. F3-471 F3-496
Tae Susan PC109 Savoy MTA Committee F3-285 F3-287
Taiyoshi Elaine BU12 Little Tokyo Arts & Gifts F2-181 F2-183
Takashima Wilbur PC69 F3-162 F3-163
Takayama George BU37 Rothenberg Sandy Architects F2-336 F2-337
Todd John R. AL1 County Oéégz nAggﬁt'es - Fire F2-14 F2-16
Tong Kam PC13 F3-32 F3-33
Tooley Eric PC8 F3-22 F3-23
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Tower Carlos F3-16 F3-17
Volk Robert D. PC88 F3-218 F3-219
Wakayama Tsutae PC95 F3-232 F3-233
Walker Daniel PC46 F3-113 F3-114
Walker Justin PC106 F3-277 F3-279
Wang Sidney PC108 F3-283 F3-284
Watanabe Bill CN1 Little Tokyo Community Council F2-351 F2-360
Watanabe Bill CN8 Little Tokyo Service Center F2-395 F2-396
Watanabe Bill CN20 Little Tokyo Community Council F2-477 F2-486
Watanabe Bill PHA9 Little Tokyo Community Council F3-374 F3-430
Watson Dianna AS1 Stateﬁ;%ﬂg‘r’t;’liﬁ‘)r;'?Deigfr‘iré’t“f“t of ' F2123 | F2125
Westwater Brady PC102 F3-263 F3-265
Westwater Brady PHA15 F3-390 F3-439
Related/Companies, L.P./Grand
Witte; Broad William A.; Eli BU28 Avenue L.A., LLC/The Broad F2-293 F2-300
Collection
Wright Jerard PC2 F3-9 F3-10
Wright Jerard PHB15 F3-482 F3-506
Yamaguchi Jayson PHA19 GetFit Little Tokyo F3-402 F3-443
Yamauchi Hiroshi BU5 Koraku Group, Inc. F2-155 F2-160
Yamauchi Hiroshi PHA21 Koraku Group, Inc. F3-406 F3-445
Yamauchi Hiroshi PHB12 Koraku Group, Inc. F3-477 F3-503
Yano Q:T(?JTT:ura CN11 Japanese Qums‘zrifnf” National F2-420 F2-423

Page F2-xxiv

Regional Connector Transit Corridor



Responses to Comments Volume F-2

. Comment Letter/ T Comment | Response

Yasuda Hiroko PC78 F3-196 F3-197
Yeh Paul PC107 Savoy MTA Committee F3-280 F3-282
Yen Brigham PC21 F3-50 F3-51
Yick Andrew PC53 F3-129 F3-130
Yoon Young S. PC40 F3-99 F3-100
Yoon Simon S. PC92 F3-226 F3-227
Zablen Nathan PHA7 F3-370 F3-428
Zhao Yugiao PC36 F3-84 F3-85
Little Tokyo Business Association
BU18 and Little Tokyo Business F2-198 F2-201
Improvement District
Little Tokyo Business Association
BU19 and Little Tokyo Business F2-203 F2-204
Improvement District
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Responses to Federal Agency Comment Letters

Comment Letter/

Affiliation Last Name First Name
Speaker
AF1 U.S. Department of Homeland Security — Blackburn Gregor
FEMA
AF2 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency - Dunning Connell

Region IX

Regional Connector Transit Corridor
Final Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report
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AF1

U.S. Department of Homeland Security
FEMA Region IX

1111 Broadway, Suite 1260

QOakiand, CA. 94607-4G52

gt‘?"‘“"ﬁf; \

&% FEMA

’v;?r
{‘4 ND SE“

September 29, 2010

Ms. Dolores Roybal Saltarelli

Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority
1 Gateway Plaza, MS 99-22-2

Los Angeles, California 90012

Dear Ms. Saltarelli:

This is in response to your request for comments on the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement/Environmental Impact Report for the Regional Connector Transit Corridor Project in

Los Angeles County, California.

Please review the current effective countywide Flood Insurance Rate Maps (FIRMs) for the
County (Community Number 065043) of Los Angeles, Maps revised September 26, 2008.
Please note that Los Angeles County, California is a participant in the National Flood Insurance
Program (NFIP). The minimum, basic NFIP floodplain management building requirements are
described in Vol. 44 Code of Federal Regulations {44 CFR), Sections 59 through 65.

A summary of these NFIP floodplain management building requirements are as follows:

» All buildings constructed within a riverine floodplain, (i.e., Flood Zones A, AO, AH, AE,
and A1 through A30 as delineated on the FIRM), must be elevated so that the lowest
floor is at or above the Base Flood Elevation level in accordance with the effective Flood

Insurance Rate Map. 1

¢ If the area of construction is located within a Regulatory Floodway as delineated on the
FIRM, any development must not increase base flood elevation levels. The term
development means any man-made change to improved or unimproved real estate,
including but not limited to buildings, other structures, mining, dredging, filling,
grading, paving, excavation or drilling operations, and storage of equipment or
materials. A hydrologic and hydraulic analysis must be performed prior to the start of
development, and must demonstrate that the development would not cause any rise in
base flood levels. No rise is permitted within regulatory floodways.

www.fema gov
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AF1

Ms. Dolores Roybal Saltarelli
Page 2
September 29, 2010

+ All buildings constructed within a coastal high hazard area, (any of the “V” Flood Zones
as delineated on the FIRM), must be elevated on pilings and columns, so that the lowest
horizontal structural member, (excluding the pilings and columns), is elevated to or above
the bdse flood elevation level. In addition, the posts and pilings foundation and the
structure attached thereto, is anchored to resist flotation, collapse and lateral movement
due to the effects of wind and water loads acting simultaneously on all building
components. 1

cont'd

« Upon completion of any development that changes existing Special Flood Hazard Areas,
the NFIP directs all participating communities to submit the appropriate hydrologic and
hydraulic data to FEMA for a FIRM revision. In accordance with 44 CFR, Section 65.3,
as soon as practicable, but not later than six months after such data becomes available, a
community shall notify FEMA of the changes by submitting technical data for a flood
map revision. To obtain copies of FEMA’s Flood Map Revision Application Packages,
please refer to the FEMA website at http://www.fema.gov/business/nfip/forms.shtm.

Please Note:

Many NFIP participating communities have adopted floodplain management building
requirements which are more restrictive than the minimum federal standards described in 44
CFR. Please contact the local community’s floodplain manager for more information on local
floodplain management building requirements. The Los Angeles County floodplain manager can
be reached by calling George De La O, Senior Civil Engineer, at (626) 458-7155.

If you have any questions or concerns, please do not hesitate to call Cynthia McKenzie of the
Mitigation staff at (510) 627-7190.

Sincerely,

I N

Gregor Blackbur;i, CFM, Branc
Floodplain Management and Insurance Branch

cc:

George De La O, Senior Civil Engineer, Los Angeles County Department of Public Works

Garret Tam Sing/Salomon Miranda, State of California, Department of Water Resources,
Southern Region Office

Cynthia McKenzie, Senior Floodplanner, CFM, DHS/FEMA Region IX

Alessandro Amaglio, Environmental Officer, DHS/FEMA Region IX

www.fema goy
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I

AF1
Responses to Comments from the U.S. Department of Homeland Security —
FEMA, Blackburn, Gregor

Response to Comment AF1-1

Metro has reviewed the referenced Flood Insurance Rate Maps, and will comply with all
applicable federal regulations. Metro will coordinate with the Federal Emergency Management
Agency as necessary throughout the project. Metro appreciates the additional floodplain

management regulatory information.

Regional Connector Transit Corridor
Final Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report
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g o UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

z‘f% O\d’ REGION [X ‘
Aot 75 Hawthorne Strest

San Francisco, CA 94105-3901

October 8, 2010

Mr. Ray Teliis

Federal Transit Administration
Los Angeles Metropolitan Office
888 S. Figueroa Street, Suite 1850
Los Angeles, California 90017

Subject:  Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Regional Connector Corridor Project, Los
- Angeles, California (CEQ # 20100352)

Dear Mr. Tellis:

The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has reviewed the above-referenced document.
As described in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS), this project proposes to
construct a light rail connector in downtown Los Angeles that will directly link the tracks of the
Metro Gold Line light rail system with the Metro Blue Line and future Metro Expo Line. Our
comments are provided pursuant to the Nationa! Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), Council on
Environmenta] Quality (CEQ) regulations {40 CFR Parts 1500-1508), and Section 309 of the Clean
Alr Act. EPA has rated this project as Lack of Objections (LO) (see enclosed Summary of EPA
Rating Definitions).

We commend the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the Los Angeles County
Metropolitan Transportation Authority (LACMTA) for seeking to improve public transportation
service, especially in an area of high transit dependence, high traffic congestion, and impacted air
quality. We believe this project, with the level of ridership anticipated, has the potential to increase
use of multiple transit lines, reduce air quality and greenhouse gas emissions impacts from vehicies,
and improve the overall livability of the Los Angeles region.

We are particularly encouraged to see the addition of the Fully Underground LRT
Alternative, which was identified through community engagement and has evolved to best address
community concerns (as evidenced by the Little Tokyo Community Council letter of support;
Appendix EE). We believe, based upon the technical analysis presented in the DEIS, that this
alternative is likely to provide for the greatest environmental benefit, while also uniquely addressing
concerns that were raised during the public outreach effort. As such, we are supportive of the
recommendation by Metro staff that the Fully Underground LRT Alternative be designated the
Locally Preferred Alternative.

We also appreciate that the DEIS uses plain language and illustrative graphics to make the
technical information more easily understood by the public. In particular, the comparison and

AF2
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screening of alternatives provides the public and decision-makers with a clear summary of the

benefits and impacts of the various alternatives. Our few concerns, as described below, focus on

how the DEIS addresses air quality impacts and smart growth.
Air Quality

Construction Emissions

EPA commends Metro for commitments in the DEIS to mitigate air quality impacts from

construction, including:

Retrofitting off-road engines with add-on control devices such as catalytic oxidizers and
diesel particulate filters to reduce NOx and PM 10 emissions.

Requiring contractors to use up-to-date (2014 or later) equipment during project
construction to control emissions of VOC and CO.

Applying water or a stabilizing agent to exposed surfaces in sufficient quantity to
prevent generation of dust plumes.

Requiring contractors to utilize measures set forth in the 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,

Covering all trucks hauling soil, sand, and other loose materials with tarps or other
enclosures that would reduce fugitive dust emissions.

Limiting traffic speeds on unpaved roads to 15 mph.

Suspending operations on unpaved surfaces when winds exceed 25 mph.

Suspending heavy equipment operations during first and second stage smog alerts.
Covering/watering on-site stockpiles of debris, dirt, or rusty materials.

Requiring contractors to utilize electricity from power poles rather than temporary diesel or
gasoline generators, as feasible.

Prohibiting heavy-duty trucks from idling in excess of five minutes.

Configuring construction parking to minimize traffic interference.

Limiting construction activity that affects traffic flow on the arterial system to off-peak
hours, as feasible.

As the project is located in the South Coast Air Basin, which is classified as non-attainment

for ozone and particulate matter (PM g and PM; 5}, we recommend that the Final EIS (FEIS)

provide commiitments for the following additional mitigation measures to ensure air quality impacts

F2-6

from construction are mitigated to the greatest extent possible:

Mobile and Stationary Source Controls:

o Reduce use, trips, and unnecessary wdling from heavy equipment. The California Air
Resources Board has a number of mobile source anti-idling requirements which
could be employed. See their website at: http://www.arb.ca.gov/msprog/truck-
idling/truck-idling.htm.

+ Employ periodic, unscheduled inspections to limit unnecessary idling and to ensure
that construction equipment is properly maintained, tuned, and modified consistent
with the above-stated commitments.

- AF2
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» Prohibit any tampering with engines and require continuing adherence to
manufacturer’s recommendations.

¢ Where appropriate, use alternative fuels such as natural gas and electric.

Administrative controls:

» Identify where implementation of mitigation measures is rejected based on economic
infeasibility.

* Prepare an inventory of all equipment prior to construction and identify the
suitability of add-on emissions control devices for each piece of equipment before
groundbreaking. (Suitability of control devices is based on: whether there is reduced
normal availability of the construction equipment due to increased downtime and/or
power output, whether there may be significant damage caused to the construction
equipment engine, or whether there may be a significant risk to nearby workers or
the public.)

¢+ Identify sensitive receptors in the project area, such as daycare centers, senior
housing, and hospitals, and specify the means by which you will minimize Impacts to
these populations. For example, locate construction equipment and staging zones
away from sensitive receptors and fresh air intakes to buildings and air conditioners.

Localized Air Quality Impacts due to Increased C ongestibn

While the project may decrease air quality impacts and concentrations of mobile source air
toxics (MSATS) in the area as a result of increased transit ridership and lower automobile use,
localized impacts may result from increased congestion at intersections whose level of service
would decline as a result of the project. This is particularly concerning for the At-Grade Emphasis
LRT alternative which, after mitigation, would continue to have impacts to at least 15 intersections.
EPA encourages FTA and LACMTA to consider whether sensitive receptors such as schools,
hospitals, or residential facilities for the elderly, are located near those intersections, and if so,
implement mitigation measures to protect the impacted populations,

Recommendations:

¢ Determine whether increased congestion at identificd intersections would result in air
quality impacts on any sensitive receptors in the vicinity of those intersections.

¢ Ifadverse impacts would occur, propose mitigation for those impacts and include this
information and mitigation measures in the FEIS.

Smart Growth

While the project has great potential to enhance livability in the Los Angeles region, we
believe it could be integrated with additional smart growth and sustainability principles, including
many of those recommended as part of the HUD/DOT/EPA Partnership for Sustainable
Communities (http://www.epa.gov/smartgrowth/partnership/). For additional information on smart
growth as it relates to transportation infrastructure, see Pedestrian and Transit-F; riendly Design: A
Primer for Smart Growth (http:/fwww.epa. gov/smartgrowth/pdf/ptfd primer. pdf).

AF2
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Recommendations:

e The FEIS should include discussion of actions that can be taken during project
development to foster the implementation of smart growth strategies in the project area
including coordination of different transit options to ensure multi-modal opportunities
are available at all station locations, ensuring the ability to easily transfer between transit
options, and improving pedestrian and bicycle facilities in the project area.

e Weurge FTA and LACMTA to coordinate with local municipalities in the pursuit of
zoning ordinances that encourage smart growth in the project area, thereby increasing
the project’s potential to enhance livability in the downtown Los Angeles area.

Community Involvement

EPA commends FTA and LACMTA on their involvement with communities in the vicinity
of the project area. It appears from the DEIS that coordination between government agencies, the
Little Tokyo community, business owners, and other individuals has been ongoing and
transformative throughout the project planning process. EPA encourages FTA and LACMTA to
continue to consider the long-term needs of, and potential benefits to, the community in determining
future project actions.

Recommendations:

e The FEIS should evaluate all mitigation measures suggested by the Little Tokyo
Working Group to determine their effectiveness and feasibility.

o Identify where implementation of community mitigation measures has been rejected and
provide a discussion of the reasons for rejection.

We appreciate the opportunity to review this DEIS and look forward to future coordination
on the project. When the FEIS is released for public review, please send one copy and one disc to
the address above {mail code: CED-2). If you have any questions, please contact Clifton Meek, the
lead reviewer for this project, at 415-972-3370 or meek.clifton{@epa.gov.

Sincerely,

&/M QM/M/M

Connell Dunning, T;‘anspga?c)n Team Supervisor
Environmental Review Office
Communities and Ecosystems Division

Enclosures: :
Summary of EPA Rating Definitions

cc:  Dolores Roybal-Saltarelli, Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authornity
Ray Sukys, Federal Transit Administration

AF2
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AF2
SUMMARY OF EPA RATING DEFINITIONS*

This rating system was developed as a means to summarize the U.S. Environmental Frotection Agency’s {(EPA) level of
concern with a proposed action. The ratings are a combination of alphabetical categories for evaluation of the
environmental impacts of the proposal and numerical categories for evaluation of the adequacy of the Environmental

Impact Statement (EiS).
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT OF THE ACTION

“LO” (Lack of Objections)
The EPA review has not identified any potential environmental impacts requiring substantive changes to the proposal.
The review may have disclosed opportunities for application of mitigation measures that could be accomplished with no

more than minor changes to the proposal.

“EC” (Environmental Concernsj
The EPA review has identified environmental impacts that should be avoided in order to fully protect the environment.
Corrective measures may require changes {o the preferred alternative or application of mitigation measures that can
reduce the environmental impact. EPA would like to work with the lead agency {o reduce these impacts.

“EO” (Environmental Objections)
The EPA review has identified significant environmenta! impacts that should be avoided in order to provide adequate
protection for the environment. Corrective measures may require substantial changes to the preferred alternative or
consideration of some other project alternative (including the no action alternative or a new alternative). EPA intends to
work with the lead agency to reduce these impacts.

“EU” {Environmentally Unsatisfactory)
The EPA review has identified adverse environmental impacts that are of sufficient magnitude that they are unsatisfactory
from the standpoint of pubiic health or welfare or environmental quality. EPA intends to work with the lead agency o’
reduce these impacts. If the potentiaily unsatisfactory impacts are not corrected at the final EIS stage, this proposal will be
recommended for referral to the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ).

ADEQUACY OF THE IMPACT STATEMENT

Category “1"” (Adequate}
EPA believes the draft EIS adequately seis forth the environmenta impact(s) of the preferred alternative and those of
alternatives reasonably available to the project or action. No further analysis or data collection is necessary, but the review
may suggest the addition of clarifying ianguage or information.

Category “2” (Insufficient Information)
The draft EIS does not contain sufficient information for EPA to fully assess environmental impacts that should be avoided
order to fully protect the environment, or the EPA reviewer has identified new reasonably available alternatives that are wit
{he spectrum of aiternatives analyzed in the draft EIS, which could reduce the environmental impacts of the action. T
identified additional information, data, analyses, or discussion should be included in the final EIS.

Category “3" {inadequate)
EPA does not believe that the draft EIS adequately assesses potentially significant environmental impacts of the action,
the EPA reviewer has identified new, reasonably available aliernatives that are outside of the spectrum of alternativ
analyzed in the draft EIS, which should be analyzed in order to reduce the potentially significant environmental impacts. £
believes that the identified additional information, data, analyses, or discussions are of such a magnitude that they sho
have full public review at a draft stage. EPA does not believe that the draft EIS is adequate for the purposes of the NE
and/or Section 309 review, and thus should be formally revised and made availabile for public comment in a suppiemenia
revised draft EiS. On the basis of the potential significant impacts involved, this proposal couid be a candidate for referra

the CEQ.

*From EPA Manual 1640, Policy and Procedures for the Review of Federal Actions impacting the Environment.
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Responses to Comments Volume F-2
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AF2

Responses to Comments from the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency -
Region IX, Dunning, Connell

Response to Comment AF2-1

Comment acknowledged. Please refer to Responses to Comments AF2-2 through AF2-15,
below, for detailed responses regarding concerns raised by the Environmental
Protection Agency.

Response to Comment AF2-2
Comment acknowledged.

Response to Comment AF2-3
Comment acknowledged.

Response to Comment AF2-4
Comment acknowledged.

Response to Comment AF2-5
Comment acknowledged.

Response to Comment AF2-6

The following mitigation measure has been added to Section 4.5.4.2 of this Final EIS/EIR and
the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program for the Locally Preferred Alternative
(Chapter 8):

Heavy-duty trucks shall be prohibited from idling in excess of five minutes, both on- and off-site.
Metro shall employ CARB anti-idling requirements during construction, which would reduce
emissions generated from construction vehicles. Metro shall require the contractor to regularly
perform unscheduled inspections of construction equipment and activities to ensure
minimization of associated air quality impacts.

Response to Comment AF2-7

The following mitigation measure has been added to Section 4.5.4.2 of this Final EIS/EIR and
the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program for the Locally Preferred Alternative
(Chapter 8):

Metro shall require ongoing maintenance and adherence to manufacturer's specifications for all
construction equipment engines and vehicles.

Generally, the construction contractor will be required to address this concern.

Regional Connector Transit Corridor
Final Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report
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Response to Comment AF2-8

The following mitigation measure has been added to Section 4.5.4.2 of this Final EIS/EIR and
the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program for the Locally Preferred Alternative
(Chapter 8):

Contractors shall utilize electricity supplied by the Los Angeles Department of Water and Power
(LADWP) rather than temporary diesel or gasoline generators, as feasible.

Response to Comment AF2-9

Metro will implement all necessary, economically feasible mitigation measures to reduce air
quality impacts below significance thresholds. These are shown in the Mitigation Monitoring
and Reporting Program for the Locally Preferred Alternative (Chapter 8) of this Final EIS/EIR and
will be shown in the Record of Decision as committed mitigation measures.

Response to Comment AF2-10

The use of add-on emissions control devices was identified as a mitigation measure in Section
4.5.4.1 of the Draft EIS/EIR, and has been incorporated into Section 4.5.4.2 and the Mitigation
Monitoring and Reporting Program for the Locally Preferred Alternative, Chapter 8, of this
Final EIS/EIR.

Response to Comment AF2-11

Metro has identified daycare centers, senior housing, hospitals (none close enough to the
proposed alignment to be affected), and other sensitive receptors as part of the noise analysis in
Table 4.7-6 of the Draft EIS/EIR and this Final EIS/EIR. Construction activity zones have been
proposed in locations that would minimize noise impacts to nearby sensitive receptors, and this
would minimize air quality impacts as well.

Response to Comment AF2-12

The traffic analysis for the Locally Preferred Alternative in Figure 3-16 of the Draft EIS/EIR
showed that during project operation only one intersection (4" and Flower Streets) would have
significantly increased congestion after mitigation(refer to Table 3-2 in this Final EIS/EIR for
thresholds of significance), and only during the AM peak period. The At-Grade Emphasis LRT
Alternative would have had significant impacts at 18 intersections, despite the implementation
of mitigation measures, as shown in Figure 3-14 of the Draft EIS/EIR and this Final EIS/EIR. The
Metro Board of Directors did not identify this alternative as the Locally Preferred Alternative, and
instead designated the Fully Underground LRT Alternative as the Locally Preferred Alternative on
October 28, 2010. The CO hot spot analysis in Section 4.5.3.4.3 of the Draft EIS/EIR and this
Final EIS/EIR concluded that concentrations of CO would not exceed the California Ambient Air
Quality Standards or National Ambient Air Quality Standards for any of the alternatives.

Response to Comment AF2-13

Metro has reviewed the websites and appreciates the additional information. It is Metro’s desire
to encourage smart growth and sustainability where possible. Discussion of smart growth and
opportunities to encourage multimodal transportation has been added to Section 4.1, Land Use
and Development, of this Final EIS/EIR.

Regional Connector Transit Corridor
Final Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report
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Response to Comment AF2-14

Metro has been coordinating with the City of Los Angeles to foster the project’s potential to
enhance livability in downtown Los Angeles. Several smart growth supportive ordinances are
already in place in the project area.

Response to Comment AF2-15

Metro appreciates the commendation from EPA. The Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting
Program for the Locally Preferred Alternative (Chapter 8) of this Final EIS/EIR includes feasible
mitigation measures proposed by the Little Tokyo Working Group. All mitigation measures
listed in Section 4.17.5 of the Draft EIS/EIR have been included in the Mitigation Monitoring and
Reporting Program for the Locally Preferred Alternative, except for direct monetary
compensation for business losses. This mitigation measure was not included due to the
infeasibility of verifying business losses due to Regional Connector construction activities.
However, the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program for the Locally Preferred Alternative
does include measures to address impacts to businesses. It is Metro’s goal to minimize
impacts to businesses in Little Tokyo throughout the construction process. Additionally,
refinements made to the Locally Preferred Alternative since publication of the Draft EIS/EIR
would avoid cut and cover construction on 2™ Street, and reduce impacts to businesses.

The EPA has been added to the distribution list to receive (at the address stated in the letter) a
disc of this Final EIS/EIR. In an effort to meet Metro’s sustainability goals, hard copies of this
Final EIS/EIR were not included in distributions to agencies.

Regional Connector Transit Corridor
Final Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report
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Responses to Local Agency Comment Letters

Comment Letter/

Volume F-2

Speaker Affiliation Last Name First Name
AL1 County of Los Angeles - Fire Department Todd John R.
AL2 City of Los Angeles City Council Perry Jan
AL3 City of Los Angeleghlzﬁ;, BOE, BSL, DOT, Moore et. al. Gary Lee
ALA County of Losl,3 Lﬁ;\tr)}?ce\l;\ali r-klgepartment of Duong Toan
ALS County of LOISD Sa?ce\lzi r-klzepartment of Farber Galil
Ao | COl\gs inaslesDeparment ol P posy
AL7 City of Los Angeles, BSL Batikian Silva

Regional Connector Transit Corridor
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ALl
COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES

FIRE DEPARTMENT

1320 NORTH EASTERN AVENUE
LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA 50063-3294

(323) 890-4330

P. MICHAEL FREEMAN
FIRE CHIEF
FORESTER & FIRE WARDEN

October 5, 2010

Ms. Dolores Roybal Saltarelli
Metropolitan Transportation Authority
One Gateway Plaza, MS 99-22-2
Los Angeles, CA 90012

Dear Ms. Saltarelli:

NOTICE OF AVAILABILITY FOR THE REGIONAL CONNECTOR TRANSIT CORRIDOR
PROJECT, DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT/ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT
REPORT, LOS ANGELES {FFER #201000177)

The Notice of Availability has been reviewed by the Planning Division, Land Development Unit,
Forestry Division, and Health Hazardous Materials Division of the County of Los Angeles Fire
Department. The following are their comments:

PLANNING DIVISION: '
1. We have no comments at this time.
LAND DEVELOPMENT UNIT:
1. The County of Los Angeles Fire Department, Land Development Unit has no comments
on this project. This project is located entirely in the City of Los Angeles; therefore, the 2
City of Los Angeles Fire Department has jurisdiction concerning this project and will be
setling conditions.
2. Should any questions arise, please contact the County of Los Angeles Fire Department,
Land Development Unit, inspector Juan Padilla at (323) 890-4243.
FORESTRY DIVISION — OTHER ENVIRONMENTAL CONCERNS:
1. The statutory responsibilities of the County of Los Angeles Fire Department, Forestry
Division includes erosion control, watershed management, rare and endangered 3
species, vegetation, fuel modification for Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zones or Fire
Zone 4, archeological and cultural resources, and the County Oak Tree Qrdinance.
SERVING THE UNINCORPORATED AREAS OF LOS ANGELES COUNTY AND THE CITIES OF:
AGOURA HILLS BRADBURY CUDAHY HAWTHORNE LA MIRADA MALIBU POMONA SIGMAL HILL
ARTESIA CALABASAS DIAMOND BAR HIDDEN HilLLS LA PUENTE MAYWOOD RANCHO PALOS VERDES SQOUTH EL MONTE
AZUSA CARSON DUARTE HUNTINGTON PARK LAKEWOCOD MORWALK ROLLING HILLS SOUTH GATE
BALDWIN PARK CERRITOS EL MONTE INDUSTRY LANCASTER PALMDALE ROLLING HILLS ESTATES TEMPLE CITY
BELL CLAREMONT GARDENA INGLEWOOD LAWMNDALE PALOS VERDES ESTATES ROSEMEAD WALNUT
BELL GARDENS COMMERCE GLENDORA IRWINDALE LOMITA PARAMOUNT SAN DIMAS WEST HOLLY WO
BELLFLOWER COVINA HAWAIIAN GARDENS LA CANADA-FLINTRIDGE LYNWOOD PICO RIVERA SANTA CLARITA WESTLAKE VILLAL
LA HAERA WHITTIER

F2-14
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ALl

Ms. Dolores Roybal Saltarelli
October 5, 2010
Page 2

2. Due to the limited amount of information included in your request, we are unable to 3
respond to specific potential impacts. cont'd

HEALTH HAZARDOUS MATERIALS DIVISION:

1. The Health Hazardous Materials Division has no objection to the proposed project.

If you have any additicnal questions, please contact this office at {323} 890-4330.

Very truly y:)? :

JOHN R. TODD, CHIEF, FORESTRY DIVISION
PREVENTION SERVICES BUREAU

JRT:ss
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I

Responses to Comments from the County of Los Angeles - Fire Department,
Todd, John R.

Response to Comment AL1-1
Comment acknowledged.

Response to Comment AL1-2

Comment acknowledged. Metro will continue ongoing coordination with the City of Los Angeles
Fire Department.

Response to Comment AL1-3

This list has been reviewed and all applicable areas of concern were addressed in the following
sections of the Draft EIS/EIR and this Final EIS/EIR: Section 4.8, Ecosystems/Biological
Resources; Section 4.9, Geotechnical/Subsurface/Seismic/Hazardous Materials; Section 4.10,
Water Resources; Section 4.12, Historic Resources; and Section 4.15, Safety and Security. All
associated impacts in the County of Los Angeles jurisdiction, if any, were adequately analyzed in
the Draft EIS/EIR and this Final EIS/EIR.

Response to Comment AL1-4
Comment acknowledged.

Regional Connector Transit Corridor
Final Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report
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- Ed
ity Couneil S ——
nf il’!E CHAIR
.' . i INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY &
@Itg Hf 'erE C@\IIQEIBE GOVERNMENT AFFAIRS
JAN PERRY h VICE-CHAIR
COUNGCILWOMAN @d’g :iﬂaﬂ
HOUSING, COMMUNITY &
NJNTH DISTRICT - EcoNOMIC DEVELOPMENT
FPRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE : MEMBER ’

PUBLIC SAFETY
MEMBER

October 5, 2010

Ms. Dolores Roybal-Salterelli .
Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority
One Gateway Plaza (MS 99-22-2)

Los Angeles, California 90012

RE: Draft Environmental Impact Study/Report
Downtown Regional Connector

Dear Ms. Roybal-Saltereili:

Of the choices for construction on this project, the only one that I support 1s the Fully 1
Underground LRT Alternative. ' '

The Metro Gold Line Eastside Light Rail Extension opened in November 2009. This
opening followed a long and difficult period of time under which the Alameda Street
right-of-way was under construction for the ramp coming down from the Santa Ana
Freeway (CA 101) bridge and the Little Tokyo/Arts District station at First/Alameda
streets.

In addition, as a result of construction, the City still does not have use of the First Street 2
Bridge westbound lanes. This condition will likely persist untif late 2011 and possibly
2012. There is no snapshot of what the traffic patterns will be once the.bridge’s
westbound lanes open and the motorists and Gold Line riders interact at the Gold Line
station.

I support the Little Tokyo Community Council’s letter on this topic, dated September 27,
2010. This 1s the most impacted region on the route and this is the community that has
endured the Gold Line work program issues.

This proposed project will have a devastating impact on the Little Tokyo community a
critical part of Council District 9. The infrastructure in the Financial Core, on Bunker
Hill, m the Civic Center and in Little Tokyo will be torn up for a very long time. This
will impact pedestrians, motorists, bicycle riders and truck traffic in a negative way. 3
Residents along the alignment will have to deal with noise, dirt and associated negative
impacts. There will be times that streets, sidewalks and other parts of the infrastructure
will either have reduced availability or have no access at all.

‘CITY HALL » 200 NORTH SPRING STREET * SUITE 420 » LOS ANGELES, CA 90012 » (213) 473-7009 F2-17
DISTRICT OFFICE + 4301 S. CENTRAL AVENUE + LOS ANGELES, CA 90011 + (323) 846-2551 Qg%)
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The Little Tokyo business community has reservations about this project as a “cut and.
cover” project and how construction will impact their businesses. They are concerned
about the taking of all or part of Block 6 (First/Second/Alameda streets and Central
Avenue) and the loss of those parking spaces. They are concerned about a loss of
revenue. They are concerned about the time line and how to deal with the inevitable
delays that can’t be calculated at this time.

The impact may be nothing short of devastating. As one of the few remaining Japan

towns left in the United States, Little Tokyo/Los Angeles is a valuable tourist destination |

and an iconic local hub for the local and regional Japanese and Japanese-American
community. I share the community’s concern for the impacts they will suffer as a result
of the construction process. -

I understand the overall benefit to the County by the construction of this proposed

project. However, the fact that it is being built as an infill project instead of as a part of a

long-term, comprehensive design for fixed rail travel 1s disturbing. It will be extremely

- important that we develop a plan that will manage the demands that a project of this

scope will produce.

I look forward to hearing MTA’s reaction to the letters offered on the Draft EIR/EIS

‘process as well as the solutions that MTA has to offer to try to mitigate the issves raised.

Thank you for your careful attention to this important matter.

Speely

& Yerry
Councilwoman, Ninth District

AL2
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AL2
Responses to Comments from the City of Los Angeles City Council, Perry, Jan

Response to Comment AL2-1

Thank you for your comment. Support for the Fully Underground LRT Alternative is noted. The
Metro Board of Directors voted on October 28, 2010 to designate the Fully Underground LRT
Alternative as the Locally Preferred Alternative.

Response to Comment AL2-2

Comment acknowledged. Please refer to Response to Comment AL2-3 below for a summary of
construction impacts on Little Tokyo. A description and analysis of traffic conditions with the 1%
Street bridge fully open is provided in Chapter 3 of the Draft EIS/EIR and this Final EIS/EIR.

Response to Comment AL2-3

Metro acknowledges the seriousness of construction impacts in Little Tokyo and other impacts
in the project area, which is why Metro is proposing mitigation measures. In a letter sent in
February 2010, the Little Tokyo Community Council commended Metro for adding the Fully
Underground LRT Alternative (now the designated Locally Preferred Alternative) to the Draft
EIS/EIR to address the community’s concerns. Among the improvements cited in the letter was
the elimination of the at-grade train crossing at 1 and Alameda Streets. Table 4.18-2 of the
Draft EIS/EIR and Table 4.18-1 of this Final EIS/EIR specified that construction activities in the
Little Tokyo area consist of cut and cover activities in the vicinity of the new underground
station, each lasting from 12 to 24 months. Some of these activities could be performed
simultaneously to reduce the overall duration of construction. During this time, Metro will
implement mitigation measures to protect the Little Tokyo community and its businesses.
Other cut and cover areas include the 2"/Broadway station site, the 2"/Hope Street station site,
and Flower Street from Wilshire Boulevard to 4" Street. Cut and cover construction would
involve temporary concrete decking that could be placed over the cut following the first part of
excavation to allow traffic to pass above. Other than the temporary decking, cut and cover
activities would not be visible above grade. The 2™/Hope Street station site could also be
constructed using sequential excavation method (SEM). Application of the SEM would have less
surface interruption than cut and cover, since the excavation would be performed mostly
underground and accessed via a vertical shaft. The other portions of the tunnel would be
excavated using tunnel boring machines to minimize disruption, noise, dirt, and other negative
impacts. Street and sidewalk access would be maintained continuously

throughout construction.

Refinements have been made to the Locally Preferred Alternative since publication of the Draft
EIS/EIR. These refinements would reduce the extent of cut and cover activities and associated
street lane and sidewalk closures. No cut and cover would occur on 2™ Street in Little Tokyo,
and the tunnel under Flower Street between 3™ and 4" Streets would be excavated using a tunnel
boring machine instead of cut and cover.

Regional Connector Transit Corridor
Final Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report
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Response to Comment AL2-4

As described in Chapter 2, Alternatives Considered, and Section 4.18, Construction Impacts, of
this Final EIS/EIR, since publication of the Draft EIS/EIR, alignment refinements have been
made to reduce the amount of cut and cover activities in the Little Tokyo area, and to reduce the
extent of acquisitions needed on the block bounded by 1* Street, Central Avenue, 2" Street, and
Alameda Street. Most of the parking spaces on the block would be retained, and Metro would
provide temporary replacement parking during construction as needed. The construction
durations shown in Table 4.18-2 of the Draft EIS/EIR and Table 4.18-1 of this Final EIS/EIR are
worst-case estimates that include the potential for delays, and Metro is working to shorten them.
Metro recently completed a similar tunneling project on the Eastside Extension Phase 1 within
schedule and budget.

Metro recognizes the significance of Little Tokyo to Japanese Americans nationwide, and
expressed the community’s importance in Section 4.17.2 of the Draft EIS/EIR and this Final
EIS/EIR. Metro will enact the mitigation measures shown in the Mitigation Monitoring and
Reporting Program for the Locally Preferred Alternative (Chapter 8) of this Final EIS/EIR to offset
adverse business and community impacts during the construction process.

Response to Comment AL2-5

The Regional Connector is part of SCAG’s 2008 Regional Transportation Plan as a strategic
transit system expansion project. The project is being built as part of a comprehensive long-
term public transit design. The purpose of the project is to improve the region’s public transit
service and mobility by connecting the light rail service of the Metro Gold Line to the Metro Blue
Line and the Metro Expo Line. This link would serve communities across the region, allowing
greater accessibility while serving population and employment growth in downtown Los Angeles.

Response to Comment AL2-6

Comment acknowledged. Metro has responded to all comments received on the Draft EIS/EIR
during the public comment period, which are contained herein as part of this Final EIS/EIR.
Please refer to Responses to Comments AL2-1 through AL2-5, above, for detailed responses
regarding concerns raised by the commenter. Please refer to the Mitigation Monitoring and
Reporting Program for the Locally Preferred Alternative in Chapter 8 of this Final EIS/EIR
regarding mitigation measures that will be implemented as part of the Locally

Preferred Alternative.

Regional Connector Transit Corridor
Final Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report
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QOctober 18, 2010

Mr. Art Leahy, Chief Executive Officer

Los Angeles County Metropalitan Transportation Authority (MTA)
One Gateway Plaza

Los Angeles, CA 90012

RE: CITY OF LOS ANGELES COMMENTS ON MTA’S REGIONAL CONNECTOR DRAFT
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT/ ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT (DRAFT
EIS/EIR)

Dear Mr. Leahy,

The City of Los Angeles is pleased to provide comments on the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement/Environmental Impact Report (DEIS/DEIR) for the Regional Connector project. City
departments have reviewed the DEIS/DEIR document and have provided detailed comments
and feedback for your consideration. For your convenience, the city departments providing
comments are referenced in parenthesis in case your staff and/or consulting team needs to
follow-up. The following city departments contributed to this review effort:

Department of City Planning (DCP)

Department of Public Works, Bureau of Engineering (BOE)

Department of Public Works, Bureau of Street Lighting (BSL)
Department of Transportation (DOT)

Community Redevelopment Agency of the City of Los Angeles {(CRA/LA)

Los Angeles recognizes the importance of the Regional Connector as an integral link in the
region’s growing transit network. The City looks forward to continuing working closely with MTA
in the upcoming design and construction phase of the project.

A Sohdh il 7 e

Gary Lee Moore Michael LoGrande
City Engineer, BOE General Manager, DCP

brahimig %"’ Rifa Robin

Geéneral Manager, BSL General Manager, LADOT

Chief Executive Officer, CRA/LA
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Alternatives Evaluation

Preferred Alternative

Of the three Build Alternatives studied, the City supports and prefers MTA's Locally
Preferred Alternative (LPA), the “Fully Underground Alternative,” because it promotes
many of the City goals that were discussed in the scoping letter. It preserves the City’s
street network and allows use of City streets by a variety of users, including
pedestrians, bicycles and vehicles. Because it is underground, it does not have the
same potential to introduce visual blight, disrupt the function of the streets and the
economic vitality of the area but rather serves to enhance the transportation network
and create opportunities to reinforce community character and identity through
thoughtful station design and location and careful planning of future station area
developments on potential joint development sites. Additional comments are provided
on the At-Grade and Underground Emphasis Alternatives; however, there are a number
of concerns related to these alternatives which are further described below (DCP).

LADOT supports selection of the Fully Underground LRT Alternative as the Locally
Preferred Alternative because it provides the best fit for the project’s transportation
purpose and need, community concerns, and the constraints of the existing street
system. It balances the goals of optimizing regional connectivity, reducing transit
travel imes and serving Downtown’s major centers and communities while minimizing
impacts on cars, buses, trucks, bicycles and pedestrians (DCP, LADOT).

Since a primary focus of the City is on the urban form and design and functionality of
Downtown, the City is interested in remaining actively engaged in the ongoing design of
the proposed stations and providing input on the use and design of the parcels and the
spaces that are leftover after construction is over. the City is interested in working with
MTA to develop criteria for the use and design of resulting joint development sites in
order to ensure a land use intensity and urban form that is appropriate to the context of
the various Downtown neighborhoods in which the stations will be located (DCP).

In the description of the “Initial Screening of Alternatives” given on page 2-5, a reference
is made to “urban design assessments.” Please elaborate on the criteria utilized in
performing these assessments (DCP).

The Fully Underground LRT Alternative is also superior to the Underground Emphasis
LRT Alternative because it maintains the existing design of the intersection of First St.
and Alameda St. in Little Tokyo, rather than creating an underpass for Alameda St.
under First St. Traffic circulation and access to adjacent institutional and commerciat
land uses at this intersection would be compromised with the Underground Emphasis
LRT Alternative (LADOT). The Fully Underground LRT Alternative provides stations in
the Financial District, Civic Center, Bunker Hill and Little Tokyo, as recommended
previously by LADOT (LADOT).

AL3
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CRA/LA lauds the proposed below-grade station in Little Tokyo that would
accommodate the convergence of the Regional Connector's operations from the 5
Exposition and Blue Lines with the Pasadena and East Los Angeles Gold Line
operations (CRA/LA).
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At-grade Alternative

The City continues o have concerns about the At-Grade alternative for many of the
reasons described above. In particular, the frequency of trains using the system will
invariably have a significant impact on the built form of Downtown Los Angeles and
pedestrian, bicycle and vehicular circulation at street crossings, which are closely 6
spaced along 2™ Street between Hill and Los Angeles Streets. Similarly, the City has
concerns about the Underground Emphasis Alternative which requires a grade
separation of the 1% and Alameda intersection and will disrupt the built form and
circulation patterns in Little Tokyo. As a result the City urges MTA to move forward with
the Fully Underground LRT Alternative (DCP).

In the description of vehicle and pedestrian circulation under the At-Grade Emphasis
LRT Alternative on page 2-21, the report makes reference to “other urban design 7
treatments” that could be employed for wider portions of the roadway.

The At-Grade Emphasis LRT Alternative is problematic because the Downtown street
system cannot easily accommodate the large number of trains that will travel on the
Regional Connector once MTA's LRT system is built out.  With tie-ins to the MTA Blue
Line, MTA Gold Line Extension and the Expo Line, light rail train volumes on the
Regional Connector could reach approximately 36 trains per hour, assuming 10 minute
headways in each direction for every line. With an at-grade alignment, this would mean
an LRT train passing every 2 minutes through intersections, bringing cross street traffic 8
operations, inciuding transit buses and emergency vehicles, to a virtual standstill along
the route. Grade separation will also allow trains to run faster, without constant slowing
at signalized intersections, and eliminates the safety and security problems of at-grade
train operations in Downtown, where marches, rallies and parades are common.
Grade separation also allows for the preservation or widening of sidewalks along the
LRT route (LADOT).
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Transportation

Traffic Analysis and Significant Impacts

Under the Underground Emphasis LRT Alternative, seven intersections would have a
~ significant, adverse change in level of service, while four intersections would have a

F2-26

beneficial change in level of service. Many of the proposed mitigations are not
acceptable to LADOT for the reasons described below. LADOT recommends that the
traffic impact mitigation program be revised to first evaluate multi-modal solutions that
reduce vehicle trips and support transit use, before introducing traditional intersection-
level mitigation measures. For example, the mitigation program should propose
pedestrian enhancements that facilitate access to Downtown MTA Rail stations. it
should also evaluate “first mile/last mile” solutions such as bicycle improvements (e.g.,
secure bike parking, bike sharing kiosks at strategic locations, bike lanes) and parking
spaces for shared cars at MTA transit stations (LADOT).

The mitigation measures proposed at the intersections of Flower St./Fourth St. and
Flower Street/Fifth St. may be feasible; however, LADOT cannot accept them without
reviewing conceptual drawings first. These drawings should indicate the proposed new
lane dimensions and whether any on-street parking spaces would be eliminated. Street
and sidewalk widths should be consistent with the new Downtown Street Standards
adopted by the City Council last year (Section 3.3.4.2.2 — Traffic Circulation) (LADOT,

DCP).

The traffic impact analysis for this project identified 85 intersections for detailed
analysis. For the TSM Alternative, nine of these intersections would be significantly
impacted. The At-Grade Emphasis LRT alternative is expected to result in 26
significant impacted intersections. The Underground Emphasis LRT alternative is
expected to result in seven significantly impacted intersections. The Fully-Underground
LRT Alternative would significantly impact only three intersections (LADOT).

Many of the proposed mitigation measures for the significantly impacted intersections
are not acceptable to LADOT for the reasons described below. Mitigations proposed at
the intersections of Hill St./Second St., Los Angeles St./ Temple Street, Judge John
Aiso Street/Temple Street and Spring Street/Fourth Street may be feasible; however,
LADOT cannot accept them without reviewing conceptual drawings first. These
drawings should indicate the proposed new lane dimensions and whether any on-street
parking spaces would be eliminated. Street and sidewalk widths should be consistent
with the new Downtown Street Standards adopted by the City Council last year (See
Section 3.3.3.2.2 - Traffic Circulation).

LADOT has reviewed the traffic mitigation measures proposed to offset the impacts of
the various project Alternatives. However, conceptual mitigation drawings were not
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included in the traffic analysis, so it is unclear whether the proposals are feasible.
Nonetheless, based on our review of the impacted intersections, it appears that many of
the proposed mitigations are infeasible and unacceptable (LADOT).

For example, at several intersections, the study proposes to convert existing left-turn
lanes into shared left-through lanes. Exclusive turn lanes have been installed by the
City to enhance traffic safety and meet existing traffic demands, so removing them
should not be considered for mitigation purposes. LADOT also would like to reduce the
use of dual right-turn lanes, especially in Downtown, to minimize potential
vehicular/pedestrian conflicts. The proposed installation of dual right-turn lanes as a
mitigation measure is therefore not recommended unless pedestrian volumes are low
enough to support the removal of crosswalks that would be affected by the dual turn
lanes (LADQT). :

Per LADOT traffic study guidelines, lane re-striping alone is not considered an
acceptable mitigation measure. Lane re-striping needs to be coupled with a traffic
signal upgrade or other physical improvement. Similarly, changes to traffic signal
timing are not acceptable as stand-alone mitigation measures. At several intersections,
the DEIS/DEIR indicates that the project will “optimize the signal splits” to reduce traffic
impacts. However, the traffic signal system in Downtown has already been adjusted to
allow for maximum real-time optimization of the traffic signal timing (LADOT).

Under the TSM Alternative, fifteen (15) intersections would have a significant, adverse
change in level of service. Many of the proposed mitigation measures for the
significantly impacted intersections are not acceptable for the reasons described herein.
The mitigations proposed at the intersections of Spring St./Third St., Flower St./\Wilshire
Bl., Broadway/Temple St. and Alameda St./Los Angeles St. may be feasible; however,
LADOT cannot determine their feasibility or accept these mitigation measures without
reviewing conceptual plans first. These drawings should indicate the proposed new
lane dimensions and whether any on-street parking spaces would be impacted. Street
and sidewalk widths should be consistent with the new Downtown Street Standards
adopted by the City Council in 2009 (Section 3.3.2.2 —Traffic Circulation impacts).

Under the At-Grade Emphasis Alternative, the entrances for the Fiower St./Sixth
St./Fifth St. station would require a lane to be removed on Flower St. between Fourth
and Sixth Streets. As such, level of service at intersections along this segment of
Fiower St. wouid worsen (LADOT).

Installation of the at-grade LRT tracks on Second St. between Hill St. and Los Angeles
St. would turn Second St. into a limited-access street for emergency vehicles and local
access only, resulting in fraffic diversion to First St., Third St. and Fourth St. and
contributing to the number of project-impacted intersections in Downtown. It would

AL3

12

cont'd

13

14

15

16

17

F2-27


GLASSBURNES
Typewritten Text
AL3

GLASSBURNES
Polygonal Line

GLASSBURNES
Typewritten Text
12

GLASSBURNES
Typewritten Text
cont'd

GLASSBURNES
Polygonal Line

GLASSBURNES
Polygonal Line

GLASSBURNES
Polygonal Line

GLASSBURNES
Polygonal Line

GLASSBURNES
Typewritten Text
15 

GLASSBURNES
Typewritten Text
14

GLASSBURNES
Typewritten Text
13

GLASSBURNES
Typewritten Text
16 

GLASSBURNES
Polygonal Line

GLASSBURNES
Typewritten Text
17 


F2-28

permanently disrupt the [ocal sireet system which serves this increasingly vibrant urban
neighborhood and is not acceptable (LADOT).

Traffic signals along the LRT alignment would require modifications for at-grade rail
operations to provide adequate time for frains to safely clear intersections before traffic
could progress. As a result, 26 intersections would experience significant adverse
impacts during the PM peak under the Af-Grade LRT Alternative (LADOT)
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Bicycles and Pedestrians {General}

The City is concerned about impact of the At-Grade Alternative on plans for a bike route
on Flower Street. (This concern also applies to the Underground Emphasis and the
fully Underground Alternative which would eliminate a lane on Flower Street from 4™ to
6" Streets to accommodate the underground station. See more discussion below). In
particular, proposed re-striping mitigations on Flower (4%, 5", and 6") and 2™ Street at
Alameda (underground emphasis only) may not be consistent with the City’s plans to
stripe for bike lanes along these streets. Please refer {o the Downtown Street
Standards recommendations and Draft 2010 Bike Plan for more details (DCP).

In the summary of operational impacts of the Underground Emphasis and Fully
Underground Alternatives on “other modes” (see pages 3-44 and 3-51), the document
refers to “urban design concepts” that could improve pedestrian and bicycle safety and
flow. Please give exampies or reference documents explaining specific urban design
concepts or examples of concepts. Additionally, the following statement should be
revised to be more specific about alignment of station entrances to face toward major
streets where possible. "At station areas, pedestrian station entrances would be located
and face toward major signalized intersections, where pedestrian crosswalks are
currently in place.” (DCP).

As stated previously, LADOT recommends that the traffic impact mitigation program be
revised to first evaluate muiti-modal solutions that reduce vehicle trips and support
transit use, before introducing traditional intersection-level mitigation measures. For
example, the mitigation program should propose pedestrian enhancements that
facilitate access to Downtown MTA Rail stations. It should also evaluate “first mile/last
mile” solutions such as bicycle improvements (e.g., secure bike parking, bike sharing
kiosks at strategic locations, bike lanes) and parking spaces for shared cars at MTA
transit stations (LADOT).

In summary, consistent with new LADOT traffic study guidelines, the mitigation program
should give first priority to trip reduction and transit-supportive measures such as
improved pedestrian and bicycle connections to stations, car/bicycle sharing facilities,
secure bicycle parking, kiss-n-ride facilities and first mile/last mile transportation
connections. Intersection capacity and traffic safety improvements should also be
evaluated at key intersections to alleviate known bottlenecks and to enhance at-grade
transit service and operations. Stand-alone changes to traffic signal timing are not
acceptable as mitigation measures; instead, the project should propose traffic signal
upgrades such as left-turn phasing, new signal controllers, additional system loops,
closed-circuit television cameras, etc. Please coordinate with LADOT to determine
where such traffic signal upgrades are needed (LADOT).
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We also recommend that the DEIS/DEIR include an analysis and discussion of the
project’s relationship to the draft 2010 “LA City Bicycle Plan”, which can be found at
www.labikeplan.org. Though still a draft, the Plan is near adoption and contains
recommendations for new proposed/ potential bike lanes, as well as additional
proposed Bicycle Friendly Streets. A number of these additional facilities can help
improve access to transit stations and should be considered in the project analysis. The
Regional Connector project should incorporate these bicycle facililies as appropriate
and feasible. Note that the plan is still in draft form and has yet to be adopted by the
Council and Mayor (DCP and LADOT).

During the final design phase, site- and street-specific Worksite Traffic Control Plans
should be developed in conjunction with LADOT’s Temporary Traffic Control office to
accommodate vehicular, pedestrian and bicycle movements (Section 3.3.3.1 —
Construction Impacts).

Construction of the At-Grade Emphasis Alternative LRT tracks, stations and proposed
Alameda St. underpass at Temple St. would require temporary closure of lanes on
Flower St., Hope St. in the vicinity of General Thaddeus Kosciuszko Way, Main St., Los
Angeles St, Temple St., Second St. and Alameda Street over and above the number of
lanes that would be permanently removed to accommodate the LRT tracks. Track
construction along Second St. would close affected segments to through traffic in both
directions. This would reduce roadway capacity and modify existing traffic patterns as
drivers bypass congested areas. Similar to the construction traffic control measures
used in the MTA Gold Line Extension to East LA project, traffic flow patterns should be
re-routed appropriately with clearly signed and marked detours (LADOT).

Conflicts between trains and pedestrians may also occur at the tunnel portal on Flower
St. south of Third St. where pedestrians could attempt to enter the tunnel. Signing,
surveillance and protective barriers should be utilized at tunnel portals to reduce the
possibility of unauthorized tunnel entry. Safety issues associated with unauthorized
pedestrian crossings of the tracks should be addressed during design to minimize
possible conflicts. A pedestrian bridge could also be constructed between the Second
St./Hope St. station and upper Grand Ave. to improve the pedestrian linkage to Bunker
Hill (LADOT).

The sidewalk width along Flower St. between Sixth St. and Third St. should be
maintained or widened as needed to accommodate passengers accessing the station at
this location. In general, station entrances should be easily accessible from nearby
signalized intersections where pedestrian crosswalks are available (LADOT).
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Where the tracks cross Alameda St. at-grade at Temple St., the proposed
pedestrian bridge would reduce potential conflicts between pedestrians, trains and
motor vehicles. However, safety issues associated with unauthorized pedestrian
crossings of the tracks at this location should be addressed during design to
minimize possible conflicts {See 3.3.3.2.4 — Other Modes).

fn addition to addressing safety concerns, the project should support the City’s goals to
maintain existing pedestrian connections and to maintain and improve existing patterns
of pedestrian circulation as much as possible on the streets (DCP).

The reduction in roadway capacity for automobiles along the LRT at-grade alignment
will divert local traffic to adjacent streets, impacting bicycle traffic in surrounding
communities. Potential bicycle impacts would be significant under this Aliernative, but
no mitigation measures are proposed in the DEIS/DEIR (LADOT).
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AL3

Parking

Portions of the At-Grade Emphasis LRT Alternative alignment would utilize existing
roadway for tracks, surface street stations, underground station entrances and a
roadway underpass on Alameda St.  Traffic lanes and/or parking spaces along these
segments would be reduced, resulting in the loss of 80 metered parking spaces and
loading spaces and 3 bus zones. These parking and loading space losses would result 31
in a significant, adverse impact on the Little Tokyo community. The impact is
considered to be less than significant with implementation of mitigation measures, but
no long-term parking mitigation measures are presented in the DEIS/DEIR. The impact
should be mitigated with nearby replacement metered parking, loading zones and bus
zones {See Section 3.3.3.2.3 — Parking) (LADOT).

10
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Traffic Control

During the final design phase for construction, site- and street-specific Worksite
Traffic Control Plans should be developed in conjunction with LADOT’s Temporary
Traffic Control office to accommodate vehicular, pedestrian and bicycle movements
(Section 3.3.4.1 — Construction Impacts) (LADOT).

Construction of the Underground Emphasis Alternative would require temporary
closure of lanes on Flower St., Second St., Alameda St., First St. and Hope St. in
the vicinity of General Thaddeus Kosciuszko Way. This would temporarily reduce
roadway capacity and potentially modify existing traffic patterns as drivers bypass
congested areas. Similar to the construction traffic control measures used in the
MTA Gold Line Extension to East LA project, traffic flow patterns should be re-
routed appropriately with clearly signed and marked detours (Section 3.3.4.1.2 —
Traffic Circulation) (LADOT). L

Construction of the proposed Alameda Street underpass at First Street, in the
Underground Emphasis Alternative, would reduce roadway capacity for extended
periods during construction. To maintain two through travel lanes in each direction, the
two-way left turn median would be eliminated in the mid-block area as would the
exclusive right and left turn lanes at the intersection approaches. The north and south
intersection lane configurations would consist of a shared through/right lane and a
shared throughv/left [ane for the segment of Alameda St. between Temple Street and
Second Street (Section 3.3.4.1.2 — Traffic Circulation) (LADOT). |

This proposed lane configuration creates the potential for vehicular confiicts between
left turners and opposing through movements on Alameda St.  Travel times for buses
along this segment of Alameda St. would also likely increase due to increased traffic
congestion. The project should mitigate this impact by proposing to split the signal
phasing to minimize the potential for operational conflicts and prevent the formation of
queues by vehicles waiting for a gap in opposing traffic to make a left turn. Also, bus
stops within the construction area may need o be temporarily relocated to prevent
vehicular delays while passengers are boarding.

To accommodate pedestrian station entrances to the underground station at Fifth St.,
one traffic lane would be removed on the east side of Flower St. between Sixth and
Fourth Streets. Intersection impacts should be mitigated per LADOT standards,
described above, along this segment of Flower Street (Section 3.3.4.2.2 — Traffic
Circulation} (LADOT).

The proposed Alameda St. underpass at First St. is expected to result in traffic diversion ~ |
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to adjacent streets because some at-grade turns from Alameda St. to First St. would be

11

F2-33


GLASSBURNES
Typewritten Text
AL3

GLASSBURNES
Polygonal Line

GLASSBURNES
Polygonal Line

GLASSBURNES
Polygonal Line

GLASSBURNES
Polygonal Line

GLASSBURNES
Typewritten Text
32 

GLASSBURNES
Typewritten Text
33 

GLASSBURNES
Typewritten Text
34 

GLASSBURNES
Typewritten Text
35 

GLASSBURNES
Polygonal Line

GLASSBURNES
Typewritten Text
36 


AL3

eliminated. The DEIS/DEIR should analyze this potential impact (Section 33422~ |36
Traffic Girculation) (LADOT). ™

Portions of the Underground Emphasis LRT Alternative would use existing
roadway to create station entrance areas and an underpass on Alameda St. At
these locations, there wouid be a reduction in traffic lanes and/or parking spaces,
resuiting in the loss of 29 metered parking spaces and loading zones and three bus
zones. The impact is considered to be less than significant with implementation of
mitigation measures, but no long-term parking mitigation measures are presented
in the DEIS/DEIR. The impact should be mitigated with nearby replacement
metered parking, loading zones and relocated bus zones (Section 3.3.4.2.3 -
Parking) (LADOT).

37

Where the tracks cross Alameda St. at First St. at-grade, the optional pedestrian
bridge would reduce potential conflicts between pedestrians, frains and motor
vehicles. However, safety issues associated with unauthorized pedestrian
crossings of the tracks at this location should be addressed during design to
minimize possible conflicts (Section 3.3.4.2.4 — Other Modes) (LADQOT).

38

The sidewalk width along Flower St. between Sixth St. and Third St. and along Second
St. at the station entrances should be maintained or widened as needed to
accommodate passengers accessing the station. In general, station entrances should 39
be easily accessible from nearby signalized intersections where pedestrian crosswalks
are available {(Section 3.3.4.2 4 — Other Modes) {(LADOT).

Adequate pedestrian lighting should be provided at station entrances for safety and 40
security {Section 3.3.4.2.4 — Other Modes) (LADOT).

The proposed underpass at Alameda and First Streets is expected to divert some local
traffic to adjacent streets, such as Central Ave., impacting bicycle traffic in Little Tokyo. 41
Potential bicycle impacts would be significant under this Alternative, but no mitigation

measures are proposed in the DEIS/DEIR. ]

The DEIS/DEIR should include an analysis and discussion of the project’s
relationship to the draft 2010 LA City Bicycle Plan, which can be found at
www.labikeplan.org. Station areas should be equipped with bicycle lockers and 42
racks in order to create opportunities for first mile/last mile bicycle connections for
travelers (Section 3.3.4.2. 4 — Other Modes) (LADOT).

Construction would require temporary closure of lanes on Flower St., Second St.,
Alameda St., First St. and Hope St. in the vicinity of General Thaddeus Kosciuszko
Way. This would temporarily reduce roadway capacity and potentially modify
existing traffic patterns as drivers bypass congested areas. Although this potential

43
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impact would be temporary, it would be significant and unavoidable. Similar to the
construction methods used for the MTA Gold Line Extension to East Los Angeles
project, traffic flow patterns should be re-routed appropriately with clearly signed
and marked detours since travel times and intersection operating conditions along
these roadways would be impacted (Section 3.3.5.1.2 — Traffic Circulation)
(LADOT). ' _

Construction of the proposed Alameda St. portal north of Temple St. is a major concern
since only one through travel lane in each direction would be maintained on Alameda St
between Aliso St. and Second St. . during construction. This would be a potentially
significant impact. Qutside of this segment, all three through travel lanes in both
directions on Alameda St. would remain open but would still be subject to intermittent
closures (Section 3.3.5.1.2 — Traffic Circulation) (LADOT).

The southbound lane configuration at Alameda St. and Temple St. would consist of a
shared through/right lane and a shared through/left lane. Consequently, travel times for
vehicles traveling along this segment of Alameda St. would be expected to increase,
and operating conditions for the intersection at Alameda St. and Temple St. are
expected to deteriorate with increased delays. Existing signal phasing should be
coordinated accordingly to split phasing to minimize conflicts between southbound left
turns and the opposing northbound through movements and to prevent the formation of
queues resulting from vehicles waiting for a gap in the opposing traffic to make a left
turn (Section 3.3.5.1.2 — Traffic Circulation) {LADOT).

Under the Fully Underground LLRT Alternative, three intersections would have a
significant, adverse change in level of service, while three intersections would have a
beneficial change in level of service. Many of the proposed mitigations are not
acceptable to LADOT for the reasons described under General Comments, above.

The mitigation measures proposed af the intersections of Flower St./Fourth St. and
Flower Street/Fifth St. may be feasible; however, LADOT cannot accept them without
reviewing conceptual drawings first. These drawings should indicate the proposed new
lane dimensions and whether any on-street parking spaces wouid be eliminated. Street
and sidewalk widths should be consistent with the new Downtown Street Standards
adopted by the City Council last year (Section 3.3.5.2.2 — Traffic Circutation) (LADOT).

To accommodate pedestrian station entrances to the underground station at Fifth St.,
one traffic lane would be removed on the east side of Flower St. between Sixth St. and
Fourth St. Intersection impacts should be mitigated per LADOT standards along this
segment of Flower St. The proposed striping change at the intersection of Flower St.
and Sixth St. is not recommended because it would create a trap lane for the #4 lane,
which is currently striped as a shared through/right turn lane (Section 3.3.5.2.2 — Traffic
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F2-36

After construction of the station portals northeast of Alameda St. and First St., existing
traffic lanes would be restored. However, the signalized intersection at First St. and
Hewitt St. would be removed, eliminating the ability to cross First St. at that location.
This is not identified as a significant impact but will affect local circulation patterns
{Section 3.3.5.2.2 — Traffic Circulation) (LADQT).

No at-grade train operations would pass through the intersections of First St./Alameda
St. and Alameda St./Temple St., and traffic signals would operate under that
assumption (Section 3.3.5.2.2 — Traffic Circulation) (LADQOT)..

Street and sidewalk widths should be consistent with the new Downtown Street
Standards adopted by the City Council last year (Section 3.3.5.2.2 — Traffic Circulation)
{LADOT).

Aithough this Alternative would be fully grade-separated, portions of the alignment
would utilize existing roadway for underground station pedestrian entrances.
Thirteen (13) metered parking spaces would be displaced along Flower St.
between Fifth St. and Third St. The impact is considered to be less than
significant because there are privately-owned parking garages in the vicinity and
the project will improve transit access. These are not sufficient reasons to dismiss
the significance of the impact, which should be mitigated with nearby replacement
metered parking spaces (Section 3.3.5.2.3 — Parking) (LADOT).

The sidewalk width along Flower St. between Sixth St. and Third St. and along Second
St. at the station entrances should be maintained or widened as needed to
accommodate passengers accessing the station. In general, station enfrances should
be easily accessible fram nearby signalized intersections where pedestrian crosswatks
are available (Section 3.3.5.2.4 — Other Modes) {LADOT).

Signing, surveillance and physical barriers should be utilized at the tunnel portal on the
site bounded by First St., Alameda Si., Second St., and Central Ave. to reduce the
potential for unauthorized pedestrian entry into the tunnel (LADOT).

In addition to addressing safety concerns, the project should support the City’s goals to
maintain existing pedestrian connections and to maintain and improve existing patterns
of pedestrian circulation as much as possible on the streets. The project should avoid
creating new impediments to pedestrian circulation (DCP).

Adequate pedestrian 'Iighting should be provided at station entrances for safety and
security (Section 3.3.5.2.4 — Other Modes) (LADOT).
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Environmental and Mitigation

Pre and post video required, with rehabilitation or replacement required for damaged
sewers, MH’s, lateral connections and laterals (BOE). _

Settiement

The settlement shall be limited to 0.25 inch and the following is required (BOE):

. Mitigate by relocating sewers, grouting and soil stabilization.

. Settlement detection required for all major and primary ouffalls that are crossed,
or paralleled.

. Surveyed settlement detection required for all small sewers and MHs crossed or
paralleled.

. Cracked pipes, broken joints, induced sags in sewers are not acceptable.

. Replacement of clay sewer pipe damaged by tunnel or surface construction

does not constitute a betterment.

Rehabilitation or replacement of damaged T-Lock protected sewers does not
constitute a betterment. ' '
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F2-38

Street Lighting

Street along and adjacent to a proposed LRT tracks and subway will require lighting
improvements to meet current City of Los Angeles Standards. BSL will require
installation of new lighting system in public areas that have no existing lighting before
construction of the LRT. BSL will require increase of existing lighting levels for safety
reasons. All new street lighting improvements will be installed with LEDs (light emitting
diodes) light source (BSL)

Any major street work that takes place should give consideration to the impact of
existing public lighting and requirements to future lighting improvements. Any
modifications of the present street layout (stripping, parking lane removal, right of way
acquisition, bike lane, etc.) and circulation of traffic/pedestrians most likely will involve
redesign and reconstruction of the lighting system for the new configuration (BSL).

Any street/pedestrian lighting improvements that create new assessments or increase
existing assessments to property owners will require the Proposition 218 process to
take effect. This process not only requires community participation but also their
approval throughout a ballot process. This process typically takes about 6 months to .
complete. The lighting assessment is paid by property owners through the County
Property Tax Bill. Assessments must be confirmed by City Council before commencing
construction of the street lighting system (BSL).

If the project impacts area that contain expensive Historical/Ornamental poles in
the City of Los Angeles, these Historical/Ornamental street lights shall be retained
and improved (refurbished and upgraded) in the proposed project area. If there are
new street lights to be installed along with the existing Historical/Ornamental street
lights, BSL will require new street lights for these area to match the existing
Historical/Ornamental street lights (BSL).

Temporary street lighting is required as part of this project. Number of temporary
units installed and the spacing between adjacent locations will match the existing
street lighting system in service on a one for one basis.

Park and Ride facilities and parking lots design shall include public street

pedestrian lighting improvements in and around facilities that meet current BSL
standards.
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Safety

During construction mitigation language should protect pedestrian and bicyclists
routes. The routes should be provided for on all sides of streets. Sidewalk and
street closures should be limited to late night hours. If sidewalk or street closures
are required for longer periods of time, directional signage and lighting is to be
maintained (DCP).

On pages 4-291 and 4-297, under Safety and Security, reference is made to other
urban design methods as follows: “MTA would use other urban design methods to
enhance pedestrian safety. This would include creating pedestrian queuing and refuge
areas around proposed stations. Adding wide crosswalks would also enhance
pedestrian mobility and safety. No disproporticnate safety and security impacts are
expected.” Please describe, give examples or reference language that describes what
is meant by “urban design methods” in this statement. Similar language is used on
page 4-303, with respect fo visual and aesthetic resources, stating that “urban design
measures would incorporate the ventilation structure into the existing street environment
in a compatible way.” Please describe, give example or reference language that
describes what is meant here (Section 4.17 — Environmental Justice) (DCP).
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F2-40

Land Use

For all the 2"/Hope Station alternatives, MTA shouid eliminate the pedestrian bridge
over Hope Street. While enhanced pedestrian facilities are desirable, a pedestrian
bridge will take people off of the sidewalk and limit the vitality of the street environment.
The 2™ and Hope station presents the opportunity to re-activate this area of Bunker Hill
by intreducing active uses that will enliven an area that is currently a dead zone and one
that is pedestrian unfriendly because of an existing street network that is designed for
cars rather than people. In addition to the reconfiguration of the street network in that
area {proposed as part of the project), another design feature could be to design a
crosswalk at Hope/GTK Way intersection and provide a stairway instead up to the
planned plaza above GTK Way. This solution would ensure an active pedestrian
presence on the sireet and still help fo bridge the topography between Hope Sireet and
Grand Avenue to create a direct pedestrian connection from the future station (DCP).

Pedestrian entrances for the 2"//Hope Station should be located both at 2™ and Hope
Streets and 3™ and Flower Streets to extend the reach of the station and allow users
access from the north and the south and to help compensate for the substantial
topographic changes on the station site (DCP).

A mid-block street crossing on Flower Street from Bunker Hill Towers (between 2™ and
3"} and, potentially, a direct pedestrian undercrossing into the station are appropriate to
improve pedestrian circulation from Figueroa Street and the concentration of residential
and office uses to the west. Such a connection would align with and taking advantage
of an existing pedestrian easement through the Bunker Hill Towers site, between Flower
and Figueroa, helping to break down the scale of this large city block. The DEIS/EIR
indicates that there are some property impacts to Bunker Hill Towers on the west side of
Flower Street {to tennis courts and other facilities); however, the nature of these impacts
is unclear. A clarification is requested (DCP).

Anather important pedestrian facility and design consideration is the need for a
connection from 3™ and Flower Streets (near the 3™ Street tunnel) to 3 and Hope
Streets atop Bunker Hill. This is a critical gap in the pedestrian network that constrains
circulation in the area, since there are presently no east-west public walkways that link
Flower to Hope between 2™ Street and 5" Street. A new pedestrian connection
alongside the 3" Street tunnel would not only facilitate improved pedestrian circulation
Downtown, but also improve access to the proposed 2"%/Hope Station by giving users
new access to the station from the south and west and he[pin% to reduce distances for
pedestrians to access the station. Pedestrian entrances at 2™/ Hope and 3"/Flower are
necessary to provide access to users coming from both the north and the south. This
pedestrian connection would provide another important linkage to the 3™ and Flower
station entrance (DCP).

In addition to its primary role in assuring that Gold, Blue and Exposition Line trains are
swiftly conveyed, we believe that the Regional Connector has an important local

objective to serve as well, and that is to effectively connect the cluster of vital cultural
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and civic institutions at the top of Bunker Hili—the Music Center, Disney Hall, the
Colburn School of Music, the Museum of Contemporary Art, the future Broad art
museum and the top of the Civic Center's “Great Park”--with the regional transit system.
Great care should therefore be taken to insure that the Regional Connector's 2"/Hope
station portal connects patrons to these destinations in a manner appropriate to their
.prominence (CRA/LA).

Multiple entrances at the 2™/Broadway (Underground alternatives) station location are
desirable to best serve transit users. Station entrances should be located at both at 2™
and Spring Streets and 2™ Street and Broadway (DCP).

In order to expand the reach of 2™/Central Station (Fully Underground alternative) to
users coming from various directions and to span this large block, pedestrian entrances
to the station should be located at both 1% and Alameda Streets, and at 2" Street and
Central Avenue. Also, consider that 2™ and Alameda is the closest access point to the
Arts District and the growing residential base there. In light of this, the 2™ Street
entrance may be best located midblock between Central Avenue and Alameda Street,
in order to improve access for Arts District residents and employees (DCP).

Given the ultimate potentials of the site that MTA will have acquired, we believe that the
Little Tokyo Station should provide additional knockout paneis that future development
could take advantage of to connect transit patrons to 2™ Street as well (CRA/LA).

One potential way to minimize impact to historic resources in the vicinity of this stationis ™ |
o consider retaining and/or relocating the Senor Fish building in a manner that it can
serve as a station entrance at 1% and Alameda (DCP).

Another important potential pedesirian improvement that will enhance the pedestrian
orientation near the station is to consider how to minimize pedestrian crossing distance
with the widening of 1% Street to accommodate tracks in center of street (DCP).

The intersection configuration proposed for the 1% and Alameda Street intersection for
the 15/Alameda (Underground Emphasis) aiternative will limit pedestrian flow across the
intersection. The proposed underpass on Alameda Street would make Alameda Street
function like an automobile and truck expressway through the area and create an
inhospitable pedestrian environment. The proposed pedestrian overcrossing would
inhibit pedestrian activity at the street and present challenges to creating the active
street environment that currently exists along 1% Street west of Alameda. This desirable
environment has the potential to extend to the east side of 1% Street with development
of the Mangrove Estates site at the northeast corner of 1%t and Alameda Streets and
with other proposed projects farther east on the south side of 1% Street (in particular
redevelopment of the Megaioys site). The City’s land use plans for the area aim to
improve the connections and built form east and west of Alameda Street that allow for
pedestrian friendly and active ground floor uses to create a vibrant, transit oriented,
mixed use environment in proximity to the proposed transit station (DCP).
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F2-42

Concerns about the impacts to the Temple/Alameda (At-Grade Emphasis alternative)
are similar to those discussed above in reference to the 1*/Alameda (Underground
Emphasis alternative) {DCP).

Additionally, the City encourages MTA to retain the 5" and Flower Station. This
proposed station is located between Bunker Hill and the Financial Core, both districts
which contain a variety of intense land uses including office buildings, residential
towers, hotels and the Central Library. The 5 and Flower Station can attract a wider
array of transit users and relieve overcrowding at the 7"/MTA Center Station, which is
currently the only station option for employees and residents of and visitors to these key
Downtown districts. Land use plans under development for Bunker Hill will involve
further infill and intensification of Bunker Hill with the goal of breaking down existing
superblocks and creating a stronger streetwall, where appropriate, to foster a more
pedestrian-friendly street environment. A station at 5™ and Flower will be consistent
with and help promote these long-term goals for the area. The City believes the station
at 5"/Flower (All Alternatives) is an integral one because of all of the important iand
uses in close proximity and asks that MTA keep it in the final design (DCP).

The City asks that MTA consider additional measures to mitigate the impacts that At-
Grade Emphasis Alternative would have to the historic 2™ Street tunnel when the line
surfaces, requiring a new portal through the southern wall of the tunnel. Additional
mitigations could include improvements to restore historic fabric, where missing.

In reference to potential operations-related mitigation measures on page 4-68, please
maodify the language as shown below (Section 4.4 — Visual and Aesthetic Impacts)

(DCP).

» “Urban design measures would be developed” with DCP staff during preliminary
engineering drawings for design of stations to integrate the LRT facilities such as
station entrances, venting and emergency backup power stations into each
community as appropriate.

e Urban Design elements will address enhancements in the public realm, station
entrance location, entrance design, connection to bicycle and pedestrian circulation
routes, integration into the surrounding area, way finding, catenary poles, materials,
or station colors. MTA will coordinate with the DCP staff.

On pages 3-60 and 3-61, proposed mitigations for impacted intersections are
summarized: however, there is not a clear discussion of how these mitigation measures
would affect pedestrian and bicycle circulation after implementation. Please include a
full discussion of possible impacts and mitigations (Section 3.4 — Mitigation Measures)

76
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80

(DCP).
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Business and Significant Landmarks

While the Fully Underground (as well as the Underground Emphasis) Alternative
substantially eliminates some of the serious impacts of the At-Grade Alternative, it will
necessitate the dislocation of the present occupants of the block immediately south of
Japanese American National Museum. While not as densely built up as some parts of
Little Tokyo, there are nonetheless a good number of businesses that would be
affected. A few are large, most are small; some are iconic, long-time parts of the
community’s fabric, some are more recent but nonetheless valued, and a few with
considerable promise are just about to open after years of planning and investment. It
is the opinion [of the City/of CRA/LA] that none of these businesses can afford to be
permanently lost to the Little Tokyo community.

The City believes that the first priority for the Little Tokyo station porial is o make an
effective connection with the civic and business assets along First Street. To effectively
marshal the broad resources and expertise needed to retain, relocate and re-situate
displaced businesses, o preserve those businesses affected by consfruction, and fo
effectively support and respond to resident concerns, the City requests that MTA
commit to forming a joint MTA/City business retention and construction impact
management team. Given that entities such as CRA have a long history in the
Downtown community and will be continuing to exercise broad stewardship long after
MTA has completed construction of the Regional Connector, we believe that such a
team will be an essential strategy to realizing the Regional Connector with the minimum
amount of physical damage and economic disruption (CRA/LA).
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F2-44

Control plans need to be completed (LADOT).

Construction

Circulation

While the potential construction impacts of the At-Grade Emphasis LRT Alternative
would be temporary, they would be significant and unavoidable (Section 3.3.3.1.2 —
Traffic Circulation).

Under the At-Grade Emphasis Alternative along Alameda Street, maintaining two
through travel lanes in each direction during construction would require that the two-way
left turn median be in the mid-block area, as would the exclusive right-turn and left-turn
lanes at the intersection approaches. Northbound and southbound lanes along
Alameda St. approaching Aliso St./Commercial St., Temple St. and First St. would
consist of a shared through/right-turn lane and a shared through/left-turn lane. This
proposed lane configuration creates the potential for vehicular conflicts between left
turners and opposing through movements on Alameda St. The project should mitigate
this impact by proposing to split the signal phasing to minimize the potential for
operational conflicts and minimize the formation of queues by vehicles waiting for a gap
in opposing traffic to make a left turn (LADOT).

During the final design phase of the project, site and street specific Worksite Traffic
Plans should be developed in cooperation with LADOT to accommodate vehicular,
pedestrian and bicycie movements (LADOT).

While this will achieve more efficient and much less disruptive transit operations, there
will understandably be a concern as to how to best contain the short-term disruptions

from station and tunnel construction (CRA/LA).

Design Standards _

Because of the new, higher-density residential development recently built around the
site of the Little Tokyo and Bunker Hill stations, as well as potentially adjacent the
Historic Core station, there will need to be very special attention given to the mitigation
of noise and dust impacts from construction that might impact Downtown residents. In
particular, as desirable as night-time construction activity might be, any night-time
activity adjacent residential development must be very strictly controlled so that
residents are not disrupted by noise, light and dust from construction activities.

The City would urge MTA to avoid in-street, cut-and-cover construction wherever bored
tunnel construction might be feasibly accomplished. Where station construction

invariably requires cut-and-cover construction, taking advantage of off-street

construction opportunities should be pursued where possible. Where in-street cut-and-
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promptly covering over these construction operations with well-designed decking
systems to minimize community and traffic disruption (CRA/LA).

While the City strongly encourages MTA to fully exploit the potentials of bored tunneling

to limit surface disruption to streets and adjacent properties, we would also urge that
very special attention be given to preventing any subsidence of adjacent structures,
utilities and improvements that might result from tunneling and MTA construction. This
may be a particular concern at the intersection of 2" and Central, where the Regional
Connector tunnels have to make a very difficult turn; there may be any number of cther
locations of risk along the alignment as well and all should be evaluated for application
of “best practice” counter measures (CRA/LA).

Spoil haul routes and procedures generally and from Little Tokyo station excavation
particularly should be configured o minimize to the impacts on Downtown residents and
businesses. To the extent possible, MTA should [ook fo sites besides Little Tokyo
without residential concentrations to remove tunnel spoil. CRA/LA staff would ook
forward to working closely with MTA contractors’ site management teams on plans,
programs and initiatives that will help minimize the adverse short-term effects of MTA
construction (CRA/LA). ]

Construction impacts - within the City R/W, all cut and cover, street improvements,
facility restorations, underground utility relocations, etc. will require to be restored to
City Municipal Codes, Design Standards, Standard Plans, and special construction
provisions such as Street S-470-0, Standard Street Dimensions, Special Order No. 003-
0201, Requirements For Deep Excavation Construction And Installation of Tiebacks on
Sites In or Adjacent To Public Ways, and Special Order No. 04-0408, Underground
Utility Location Guidelines (BOE).

Haul Routes, currently the Transportation Construction Traffic Management Committee o]
(TCTMC) Impact Area and the Street of Significances for this project has not been
established at this time; however, we suggest the project staff to meet with the review
committee members to discuss the potential haul routes and their requirements.

Road Closures and worksite traffic control plans are need o be reviewed by the
TCTMC. Road closures may require the Board of Public Works approval and/or City
Council approvals (BOE).

Numerous wet and dry utilities were not identified on the conceptual drawings
{(Appendix |l Conceptual Engineering Drawings). This project will impact/disrupt the
existing service to the users and utilities will need to be relocated. We would like to
know the mitigation to the impact/disruption and how the utilities will be restored (BOE).

Attached are Bureau of Engineering current and future projects that are within the
vicinity of the proposed alignments. Please review them for potential impacts to your
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project (BOE).

23

F2-45


GLASSBURNES
Typewritten Text
AL3

GLASSBURNES
Polygonal Line

GLASSBURNES
Typewritten Text
86 

GLASSBURNES
Typewritten Text
cont'd

GLASSBURNES
Polygonal Line

GLASSBURNES
Polygonal Line

GLASSBURNES
Polygonal Line

GLASSBURNES
Polygonal Line

GLASSBURNES
Polygonal Line

GLASSBURNES
Polygonal Line

GLASSBURNES
Polygonal Line

GLASSBURNES
Typewritten Text
87 

GLASSBURNES
Typewritten Text
88 

GLASSBURNES
Typewritten Text
89 

GLASSBURNES
Typewritten Text
90 

GLASSBURNES
Typewritten Text
91 

GLASSBURNES
Typewritten Text
92 

GLASSBURNES
Typewritten Text
93 


F2-46

Concerns and Requirements:
This tunnel crosses maijor outfalls, primary sewers, and small sewers.
+ This tunnel parallels primary sewers, small sewers.

o MTA needs to provide a detailed listing of all sewer crossing points. Each sewer
segment should be identified by its upstream and downstream SIMMS number.

+ MTA needs to provide a detailed listing of all sewer parallels. Each sewer segment
should be identified by its upstream and downstream SIMMS number.

« MTA will need to include relocation, bypass, or support in place plans for all sewers
impacted by station or other open pit construction.

« Use only City of Los Angeles approved materials for sewer construction or
rehabilitation.

+ Meet all requirements of the Master Cooperative Agreement between CLA and MTA
including sewer encasement and relocation requirements.

+ All existing sewer wye connections are to be replaced in sewers that are re-located.

All existing sewer wye connections are to be reinstated in sewers that are re-habilitated.
Access to the sewer is a property right that runs with the land and may not be arbitrarily
taken away without compensation (BOE).

Sewers are NOT foundations for anyone’s construction. Bridge piers and ali
foundations shall be designed so that the influence line for soil loading shall pass below
and outside of all sewer easements. The City will not accept any construction that
requires the City to shore any future easement excavation to support exterior imposed
loading, or to prevent damage to an outside structure which would have been obviated
by extending the piers, foundations, piles or other support (BOE).

Sewer plans and detailed information may be obtained from the Navigate LA Website
(BOE).

Sewer connection laterals are private sewers owned by the landowner. Access and
maintainability may not be removed without approval and provision of an alternate
means of maintenance access. Maintain access and maintainability for all HCs and HC
laterals (BOE).
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AL3

Structures or appurtenant features built over the sewer easement or right of way are
considered to be temporary structures that may be moved or demolished for necessary
sewer repair or maintenance. Any floor shall be built to span and bridge the sewer
easement or right of way and to be self supporting with foundations extending below the 94|
sewer easement or right of way (BOE). cont'd

Plans prepared for sewer rehabilitation or replacement must be prepared with sewer
system stationing, not with street stationing (BOE).
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Street Lighting

Temporary street lighting is required as a part of this project. Number of temporary units
installed and the spacing between adjacent locations will match the existing street
lighting system in service on a one for one basis (BSL).

Park and Ride facilities and parking lots design shall include pubilic street and
pedestrian lighting improvements in and around the facilities that meet current BSL
standards (BSL).

Business Impacts

Provisions must be made in insure that these businesses not only survive the
construction of the Regional Connector, but have the opportunity to prosper as before
(CRA/LA).

In addition to those businesses due to be directly displaced by the Regional Connector's |
construction, there will likely be a fair number of businesses and property owners
bordering significant Regional Connector construction that, absent significant counter-
measures and mitigation initiatives, could be very seriously affected. These impacts are
likely to be particularly pronounced around the Little Tokyo station block excavation as
well as other cut-and-cover construction sites. It should be re-iterated that there is no
basis for these businesses suffering disproportionately from the Regional Connector’s
construction and it is essential that broad and well-managed mitigation and counter
measures be undertaken to preserve the health and viability of potentially affected
businesses and properties during construction (CRA/LA).

Given the recent commitments for the new Broad art museum southwest of 2™ Street
and Upper Grand Avenue, CRA/LA believes that a special working group needs to be
convened to coordinate and integrate the design of the Bunker Hill station, the Upper
Grand Avenue portal connection and the construction of this museum. While the joint
County-City Grand Avenue Project’s schedule is currently in abeyance, it is important
that all of the Bunker Hill station’s aspects fully anticipaie and prepare for the 3.6 million
square feet of mixed-used development to be centered on Upper Grand Avenue as
identified in the Bunker Hill Design for Development (2008) and the Central City

Community Plan (CRA/LA). L
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Other Comments

On pages 1-2, 1-23, and 1-32, please modify the language referencing local land
use documents to specify: The adopted General Plan Framework Element, Central
City Community Plan, Downtown Design Guidelines and Modified Street Standards
(DCP).

The Office of Historic Resources concurs with the boundaries of the Area of
Potential Effects (APE) determined through the Section 106 review process. Staff
has also reviewed the exhaustive survey of conducted of buildings, structures, and
sites within the APE and the findings made for historic resource evaluation. Of the
various types of historic resources identified, Historic-Cultural Monuments (HCMs)
are locally designated resources directly reviewed by the Office of Historic
Resources and subject to CEQA review. Buildings and sites on the California
Register of Historical Resources and/or National Register of Historic Places are also
reviewed by the Office of Historic Resources and also subject to CEQA evaluation
{DCP).

As the preferred alternative, the Fully Underground LRT Alternative appears to have
the least significant impacts/adverse effects to identified historic resources.
Notwithstanding the possibility of potential construction or operational impacts, the
nature of this alternative being almost entirely below ground minimizes impact
historic resources within the project area (DCP)..

However, under the Fully Underground LRT Alternative, the buildings and site most
physically impacted occurs at 1% and Alameda in Little Tokyo, adjacent to the Little
Tokyo National Historic Landmark District. The DEIS/EIR has determined that a
¢.1913 commercial building at 422 E. 1% Street is eligible for the California Register
of Historical Resources (3CS). Under this alternative, the subject building would be
acquired and demolished (DCP).

Section 4.12.1.3.4.1 {(CEQA Impact Analysis for Historical Resources), states that
“the property acquisition and subsequent demolition of the §. Kamada Restaurant,
Atomic Café, Senor Fish, and Coast Imports Building would constitute a substantial
adverse change that would impair the significance of the historical resource.”
Mitigation measures 4.12.1.4.1 (HABS/HAER photo-documentation) and 4.12.1.4.5
(Memorandum of Agreement) are cited to reduce the impacts to a less than
significant level under CEQA (DCP).

However, Section 15126.4 of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)
states:

In some circumstances, documentation of an historical resource, by way of
historic narrative, photographs or architectural drawings, as mitigation for the
effects of demolition of the resource will not mitigate the effects to a point
where clearly no significant effect on the environment would occur. [14 CCR
§ 15126.4(b)]
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F2-50

Technical Assistance Series #1 of the California State Office of Historic Preservation
(2001) further states that “in most cases the use of drawings, photographs, and/or
displays does not mitigate the physical impact on the environment caused by demolition
or destruction of an historical resource” (DCP).

A memorandum of agreement developed between the FTA and MTA in consultation
with the California State Office of Historic Preservation can only address National
Register-eligible historic resources anticipated to experience adverse effects. This
memorandum of agreement would be unenforceable to address significant impacts to
eligible historic resources under CEQA, such as this property. As such, it appears
inappropriate to cite Mitigation Measure 4.12.1.4.5 as sufficient mitigation to offset the
demolition of this building (DCP).

Although not the preferred alternative, the At-Grade Empbhasis Light Rail Transit (LRT)
Alternative would adversely affect the 2™ Street tunnel (constructed 1924), found to be
eligible for the National Register of Historic Places. Beyond the potential mitigation
measures cited in Sections 4.12.1.4.2-5, the Office of Historic Resources suggests
exploring a mitigation measure that would restore missing architectural efements to this
historic resource, particularly its balustrade and light fixtures. Similar mitigation
measures and reconstruction efforts have been implemented with projects involving
historic bridges in the City of Los Angeles (DCP}).
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