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Appendix

Please describe, give examples or reference language that describes what is meant by 103
“urban design enhancements” to be used 1,000 feet around station and portals, as
indicated on pages 7, 33, 52, and 55 (Appendix K: Description of Construction) (DCP).

Mirroring the CEQA analysis discussion involving mitigation measures for impacts
on historic resources, in Appendix X (Cultural Resources-Built Environment
Technical Memorandum Section), mitigation measures MM-BE-1 (HABS/HAER
documentation) and MM-BE-5 (Memorandum of Agreement) are cited to reduce the
impacts to a less than significant level under CEQA. [Page 161] (DCP).

The Office of Historic Resources is compelled to point out the need for clarification
with the tables included in the Cultural Resources-Built Environment Technical 104
Memorandum section (DCP).

The heading “No Historic Properties Affected” appears to be referring only to
National Register of Historic Places-eligible resources. As such, the historic
resource located at 15 and Alameda and its proposed demolition are cited as not
being a historic property even though it is cited as eligible for the California Register
of Historical Resources. This table should be clarified to avoid any possible
misconception of how the project is defining “historic properties” (DCP).

The Bureau of Engineering has reviewed all the plans and drawings in the EIR/EIS
document and the following comments need to be addressed in the Final
Environmental document (BOE}):

e Drawings C-101 to C1086, C-301 to C-308, C-401 to C-405, C-501 to C-505 105
o Please call out all active & abandoned utility crossings in profiles. See City
as-builts and substructure maps.
o Call out all active & abandoned SD & Sewer ownership and as-built number. ] 106
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F2-52

« Use the following substructure maps for reference:

Sub-98-14 Sub-77-15
Sub-86-10 Sub-78-8
Sub-96-6 Sub-78-9
Sub-96-2 Sub-78-10
Sub-75-15A  Sub-79-4
Sub-75-15 Sub-79-5
Sub-75-12 Sub-79-7
Sub-75-8 Sub-80-1
Sub-75-¢ Sub-80-2
Sub-77-4 Sub-80-3
Sub-77-5 Sub-63-11
Sub-77-6 Sub-63-10
Sub-129-213-

8 Sub-63-5

+ Use the MTA Gold Line Eastside Extension Composite Ulilities Rearrangement Plan™ |
As-Builts (U-105, U-106, U-107, U-201) for the utilities located along 1%, Alameda
and Temple Sireet.

e Drawings C-101, C-301, C-401, C-501

o Several conflicting SD are missing in the plan and profile. Please show and
call out the existing 33" RCP in Flower St. Show and call out the existing 30”
RCP in Wilshire Blvd, 24” & 53" RCP along 6" St, 12" & 24" RCP along 5" St
and 72" RCP in 4™ St.

o Several conflicting Sewers are missing in the plan and profile. Please show
and call out the existing 21, 20 & 15-inch sewer along Flower Street. Show
and call out the existing 12” sewer along Wilshire, 8 & 10” sewers along 6™
St, 12 & 15" sewer along 5% St and 30” sewer in 4™ St.

o Please note that the proposed alignment conflicts w/ existing 20", 21" and 30"
primary sewers.

o SD shown in profile is 84” RCP between 6™ St & 5™ St, and 72" RCP from 5%
to 4™ St. Please call out accordingly.

e Drawings C-102
o Several conflicting SD are missing in the plan and profile. Please show and

call out the existing 18" RCP in Qlive St, 33" RCP in Flower St, 45" & 24"
RCP in 3% Street, 24” in Hope St, two-12” RCP in 2™ St and the two-24” RCP

in Grand Ave. _
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AL3

o Show and call out the conflicting 15” sewer in Flower St and the 8" Sewer in 114
3" Street.

e Drawings C-302, C-402, C-502
115

o Call out 2™ Street on plan

o Several conflicting SD are missing in the plan and profile. Please show and
call out the existing 33" RCP in Flower St, 45" & 24" RCP in 3" Street, 24” in 116
Hope St, two-12" RCP in 2™ St and the two-24" RCP in Grand Ave.

o Show and call out the conflicting 15” sewer in Flower St and the 8" Sewer in 117
3" Street.

e Drawings C-103, C-303, C-403, C-503
118
o Please change New Otani Hote! to it's current name, Kyoto Grand Hotel.
o Call out Los Angeles St on plan. 119

o The existing SD shown in the profile is a 10'-3" RCArch btwn Hill St and
Broadway St, 9.5'x11.5" RCB btwn Broadway St and Los Angeles St, and 120
11.5'x13’ RCB east of L.os Angeles St. Please call out accordingly.

o Call out the existing 14” & 31" RCP along 2™ Street and the 18" & 20” RCP 121
crossings on Olive and Hill St.

o Please note that the proposed alignment conflicts w/ an 18" sewer in Spring 122
St, 21" sewer in Main St and a 36” sewer in Los Angeles St. Show and call
out these primary sewers.

o Several conflicting minor sewers are missing from the plan and profile. Show
and call out the 8, 12 & 14” sewer along 2™ St, 8 & 12” sewer in Hill St, two- 123
12" sewers in Broadway and the 18” sewer in Los Angeles St.

¢ Drawing C-104

o Please show and call out the existing 15” RCP in Main St, 24" RCP in Temple 124

St, and 36 & 42" RCP in Los Angeles St.

o Please show and call out the existing 18" sewer in Main St and the 12 & 30"
sewers in Los Angeles St. Please note the possible conflict with primary 125
sewers in this proposed alignment.
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o Drawings C-304, C-404, C-504

126
o Please show and call out the existing SD and two-8" sewers running parallel
to the 11.5'x13’ RCB in 2™ Street L
o Does the proposed alignment conflict with the 24" RCP and 8 & 10" sewers ] 127

running along 1% Street? If so, please show and call out.

o ldentify the location of Banning Street. There are several utilities located in
Banning Street that would conflict with the proposed alignment. There is a 15"
RCP and 8 & 15" sewer in Banning Street, which connect into the storm drain 128
and sewer lines along Alameda Street. Please show and call out Banning
Street and all utilities that would conflict with the proposed alignment on the
plan and profile.

s Drawing C-105

129
o Please call out the 14 & 16" sewer in Alameda St and 8" sewer in Temple St. |
o Please call out the 18 & 24" RCP in Temple St and 75 & 77" RCP in Alameda | 130
Street
o Drawing C-305 ]
o Please show and call out the two 8” sewers & 44” RCP in 2™ St in the plan 131
and profile.
o Correct the text for “Mucking Pit” on plan so that it is clearly readable. 1132
s Drawings C-405, C-505
o Correct that stationing in the titleblock to accurately reflect the stationing 133
shown on the drawing.
o Correct the matchline call out on the profile to reference Sta 87+00 on DWG ] 134
C-404. ]
o Does the proposed alignment conflict with the 14” sewer in Alameda St7? If so, o 135

please show and call out.

o ldentify the location of Turner Street. There are several utilities located in
Turner Street that would conflict with the proposed alignment. There is an 8"
sewer in Turner Street, which connects into the sewer lines atong Alameda 136
Sireet. Please show and call out Turner Street and all utilities that would
conflict with the proposed alignment on the plan and profile.
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¢ Drawing C-106

‘ 137
o Please call out the 18" sewer & 77” RCP in Alameda St in the plan and profile

e Drawing C-306 ]

o ldentify the location of Turner Street. There are several utilities located in
Turner Street that would conflict with the proposed alignment. There is an 8” 138
sewer in Turner Street, which connects into the sewer lines along Alameda
Street. Please show and call out Turner Street and all utilities that would
conflict with the proposed alignment on the plan and profile.

o ldentify the location of Banning Street. There are several utilities located in
Banning Street that would conflict with the proposed aligniment. There is a 15”
RCP and 8 & 15" sewer in Banning Street, which connect into the storm drain 139
and sewer lines along Alameda Street. Please show and call out Banning
Street and all utilities that wouid conflict with the proposed alignment on the
plan and profile.
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[

Responses to Comments from the City of Los Angeles, Moore et. al., Gary Lee

Response to Comment AL3-1

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. Please refer to Responses to Comments AL3-2
through AL3-139, below, for detailed responses regarding concerns raised by the commenter
about the At-Grade Emphasis LRT and Underground Emphasis LRT alternatives.

Response to Comment AL3-2

Thank you for your comment. Metro also looks forward to coordinating with the City of Los
Angeles during the design phase of the project.

Response to Comment AL3-3

The urban design assessment of the two alternatives carried forward from the Initial Screening
of Alternatives was not based on set criteria. Instead it was an assessment of land use
regulations, transit connections, vehicular and pedestrian circulation patterns, and proposed
local development along each alignment to aid in the development of urban design concepts of
the alignments.

Response to Comment AL3-4
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 AL3-5
Thank you for your comment. Support for the underground station in Little Tokyo 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 AL3-6

Thank you for your comment. These concerns regarding the At-Grade Emphasis LRT and
Underground Emphasis LRT Alternatives were addressed in the Draft EIS/EIR. However, the
features of the At-Grade Emphasis LRT and the Underground Emphasis LRT Alternatives
mentioned in the comment are not proposed as part of the Fully Underground LRT Alternative.
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 AL3-7
This statement is correct. Comment acknowledged.

Response to Comment AL3-8

Comment acknowledged. Please refer to Chapter 3, Transportation Impacts and Mitigation, and
Section 4.15, Safety and Security, of the Draft EIS/EIR and this Final EIS/EIR for traffic, safety,

Regional Connector Transit Corridor
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and security impacts associated with the At-Grade Emphasis LRT Alternative. The Metro Board
of Directors voted on October 28, 2010 to designate the Fully Underground LRT Alternative as
the Locally Preferred Alternative. The Locally Preferred Alternative is grade-separated.
Therefore, the concerns stated in this comment regarding the At-Grade Emphasis LRT
Alternative are not an issue under the Locally Preferred Alternative.

Response to Comment AL3-9

Regional Connector stations would integrate pedestrian and bicycle access through urban
design to provide multi-modal alternatives to driving. The introduction of new light rail service
in the vicinity of the affected intersections would offset some of the impacts of reduced level of
service by providing enhanced transit access. No park and ride facilities would be constructed
as part of the Regional Connector project.

Response to Comment AL3-10

Design drawings of the mitigation measures prepared during the preliminary engineering phase
of the project will be confirmed during the final design phase for the Locally Preferred
Alternative. These drawings will highlight the feasibility of the mitigation measures. Once these
drawings are prepared, they will be distributed to the Los Angeles Department of Transportation
(LADOT) for review and comment. The drawings will take into consideration the new
Downtown Street Standards. Continuous coordination with LADOT will take place throughout
the design process.

Response to Comment AL3-11

At the October 28, 2010 meeting, the Metro Board of Directors designated the staff
recommended Fully Underground LRT Alternative as the Locally Preferred Alternative for further
study in this Final EIS/EIR. Mitigation measures for the significantly impacted intersections of
the alternatives that were not designated are no longer applicable and will not be considered
further. Design drawings for the mitigation measures of the Locally Preferred Alternative
prepared during the preliminary engineering phase of the project will be confirmed during final
design. These drawings will be distributed to LADOT for review and comment. As previously
noted, the drawings will take into consideration the new Downtown Street Standards.

Response to Comment AL3-12

The Fully Underground LRT Alternative without the Flower/5"/4" Street station, which is the
Locally Preferred Alternative, would not significantly impact any intersections after mitigation.
Design drawings prepared for these locations during the preliminary engineering phase of the
project will be confirmed during final design. Once these drawings are prepared, they will be
distributed to LADOT for review and comment. Continuous coordination with LADOT will take
place throughout the design process.

Response to Comment AL3-13

The mitigation measures for the Locally Preferred Alternative would result in an improved level
of service. The comment has been noted and the Locally Preferred Alternative mitigation
measures will be confirmed during final design, and the extent of physical improvements that
can be achieved within the existing right-of-way will also be confirmed.

Regional Connector Transit Corridor
Final Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report
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Response to Comment AL3-14

As previously noted, the mitigation measures for the Locally Preferred Alternative would result in
an improved level of service. The comment has been noted and the Locally Preferred Alternative
mitigation measures will be confirmed in the final design phase of the project, and the extent of
improvements that can be achieved within the existing right-of-way to meet the LADOT Traffic
Study Guidelines will also be confirmed.

Response to Comment AL3-15

At the October 28, 2010 meeting, the Metro Board of Directors designated the staff
recommended Fully Underground LRT Alternative as the Locally Preferred Alternative for further
study in this Final EIS/EIR. Mitigation measures for the significantly impacted intersections of
the alternatives that were not designated, such as the TSM Alternative, are no longer applicable
and will not be carried forward for further consideration.

Response to Comment AL3-16

At the October 28, 2010 meeting, the Metro Board of Directors designated the staff
recommended Fully Underground LRT Alternative as the Locally Preferred Alternative for further
study in this Final EIS/EIR. Mitigation measures for the significantly impacted intersections of
the alternatives that were not designated, such as the At-Grade Emphasis LRT Alternative, are no
longer applicable and will not be carried forward for further consideration.

Response to Comment AL3-17

The impacts of the At-Grade Emphasis LRT Alternative operation on 2™ Street were documented
in Section 3.3.3.2.2 of the Draft EIS/EIR and this Final EIS/EIR. The Metro Board of Directors
voted on October 28, 2010 to designate the Fully Underground LRT Alternative as the Locally
Preferred Alternative, which does not involve at-grade tracks on 2" Street.

Response to Comment AL3-18

The impacts of the At-Grade Emphasis LRT Alternative operation were documented in Section
3.3.3.2.2 of the Draft EIS/EIR and this Final EIS/EIR. The Metro Board of Directors voted on
October 28, 2010 to designate the Fully Underground LRT Alternative as the Locally Preferred
Alternative, which would not involve any new grade crossings.

Response to Comment AL3-19

Metro notes the City’s concern regarding restriping on Flower and 2™ Streets for the At-Grade
Emphasis LRT Alternative and the Underground Emphasis LRT Alternative. These alternatives
are not being pursued for further study. The Metro Board of Directors voted on October 28,
2010 to designate the Fully Underground LRT Alternative as the Locally Preferred Alternative.
Metro will work with LADOT on developing street restoration plans that are consistent with the
goals of the City's approved plans at that time. It is recommended that the proposed bike plan
be maintained to provide connectivity and improve access to the transit station.

Response to Comment AL3-20

Urban design work is being performed as part of the preliminary engineering process. Examples
include landscaped plazas around station entrances that enhance the pedestrian environment,

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



Responses to Comments Volume F-2
L

lighting configurations to enhance safety, and bicycle parking. Entrances would be oriented
toward major intersections where possible.

Response to Comment AL3-21

Regional Connector stations would integrate pedestrian and bicycle access through urban
design to provide multi-modal alternatives to driving. The introduction of new light rail service
in the vicinity of the affected intersections would offset some of the impacts of reduced level of
service by providing enhanced transit access. No park and ride facilities would be constructed
as part of the Regional Connector project.

Response to Comment AL3-22

The mitigation measures proposed in Section 3.5.2.2 of the Draft EIS/EIR and Section 3.4 of this
Final EIS/EIR would be implemented in conjunction with Metro’s overarching goals for station
design, which include pedestrian and bicycle connections, bicycle parking where feasible, and
connections to nearby bus lines. Metro will continue its ongoing coordination with LADOT on
traffic signal related mitigation measures included in the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting
Program for the Locally Preferred Alternative (Chapter 8) of this Final EIS/EIR.

Response to Comment AL3-23

The Draft EIS/EIR and this Final EIS/EIR contained analysis of the project’s relationship with all
applicable adopted plans. Metro has reviewed the draft LA City Bicycle Plan and finds no
inconsistencies with the Regional Connector. Bicycle access would be incorporated into the new
Regional Connector stations, with bicycle lockers and racks provided where feasible, as noted in
Section 3.3.5.2.4 of the Draft EIS/EIR and this Final EIS/EIR.

Metro considers the bicycle system a key component of the transportation system. Although the
draft LA City Bicycle Plan can be mentioned in this Final EIS/EIR, an impact analysis cannot be
based on a plan that has not been approved. As the project continues, Metro will continue to
develop street restoration plans and station plans which LADOT will review. These plans will
take into consideration riders accessing the system by bike by including bike racks and lockers at
the stations, means to provide easy access for bicyclists from the platform, mezzanine and plaza
areas, and restoration of streets based upon approved plans.

Response to Comment AL3-24

During the final design phase of the project, Metro will develop Worksite Traffic Control Plans in
conjunction with LADOT as requested.

Response to Comment AL3-25

Metro would develop detours around construction areas in conjunction with LADOT, and would
use visible signage to direct traffic. These temporary roadway closures are associated with the
At-Grade Emphasis LRT Alternative. 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 AL3-26

Protective measures would be implemented as needed at tunnel portals to prevent pedestrian
intrusion. The fully underground Locally Preferred Alternative would have minimal opportunities

Regional Connector Transit Corridor
Final Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report
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for unauthorized pedestrian crossings of the tracks because the tracks would be running in
tunnels as opposed to on the street. Atunnel portal at 3 and Flower Streets is part of the At-
Grade Emphasis LRT Alternative. The Metro Board of Directors voted on October 28, 2010 to
designate the Fully Underground LRT Alternative as the Locally Preferred Alternative. The Broad
Art Foundation Museum, currently under construction, is projected to include a plaza above
General Thaddeus Kosciuszko Way connecting to Upper Grand Avenue. In order to provide
access from the 2™ /Hope Street station to Upper Grand Avenue, an elevator would be built as
part of the Locally Preferred Alternative from the station entrance to the plaza if one is not
already provided. If the plaza is not built as part of the Broad Art Foundation Museum, a
pedestrian connection (such as a pedestrian bridge) would be built as part of the Locally
Preferred Alternative from the elevator to Upper Grand Avenue.

Response to Comment AL3-27
The Locally Preferred Alternative does not include a station on Flower Street in this location.

Response to Comment AL3-28

The fully underground Locally Preferred Alternative would have minimal opportunities for
unauthorized pedestrian crossings of the tracks because the tracks would be running in tunnels
as opposed to on the street. The at-grade crossing at Temple and Alameda Streets is part of the
At-Grade Emphasis LRT Alternative. 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 AL3-29

Metro agrees with this comment. Metro supports the City of Los Angeles’ goals to maintain
existing pedestrian connections and to maintain and improve existing patterns of
pedestrian circulation.

Response to Comment AL3-30

The reduction in roadway capacity and potential adverse effect on bicycles access associated
with the At-Grade Emphasis LRT Alternative was documented in Section 3.3.3.2.4 of the Draft
EIS/EIR and this Final EIS/EIR. This alternative is not being pursued for further study. 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 AL3-31

The loss of parking spaces would be offset by the introduction of the new light rail service and
stations into the area. These impacts pertain to the At-Grade Emphasis LRT Alternative. 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 AL3-32
Metro will develop Worksite Traffic Control Plans in conjunction with LADOT as requested.

Regional Connector Transit Corridor
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Response to Comment AL3-33

Although the Underground Emphasis LRT Alternative will not be constructed, any detours
associated with construction of the Locally Preferred Alternative would utilize visible signage and
would be marked appropriately.

Response to Comment AL3-34

Comment noted. These impacts were discussed in Section 3.3.4.1.2 of the Draft EIS/EIR and
this Final EIS/EIR as indicated in the comment. Metro will continue its ongoing coordination
with LADOT on any signal phasing modifications required for the Regional Connector. The
impacts discussed pertain only to the Underground Emphasis LRT Alternative. 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 AL3-35

The Fully Underground LRT Alternative without the Flower/5"/4" Street station was designated
as the Locally Preferred Alternative. Metro would construct an enhanced pedestrian walkway
with landscaping, wayfinding signage, art features, and amenities aimed at improving pedestrian
experience and safety. These improvements would facilitate and enhance access from the 4"
and Flower Streets area to the existing 7" Street/Metro Center Station entrance at 7" and Flower
Streets. Metro will continue coordination with LADOT regarding any traffic lane removal
necessary for these improvements, which would be within the impact envelope described in the
Draft EIS/EIR.

Response to Comment AL3-36

The analysis in Section 3.3.4.2.2 of the Draft EIS/EIR and this Final EIS/EIR included these traffic
diversions, as indicated in the last sentence of the section’s first paragraph. These impacts
pertain to the Underground Emphasis LRT Alternative. 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 AL3-37

The loss of parking spaces would be offset by the introduction of the new light rail service and
stations into the area. These impacts pertain to the Underground Emphasis LRT Alternative.
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 AL3-38

The fully underground Locally Preferred Alternative would have minimal opportunities for
unauthorized pedestrian crossings of the tracks because the tracks would be running in tunnels
as opposed to on the street. The at-grade crossing at 1% and Alameda Streets is part of the
Underground Emphasis LRT Alternative. The Metro Board of Directors voted on October 28,
2010 to designate the Fully Underground LRT Alternative as the Locally Preferred Alternative.

Regional Connector Transit Corridor
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Response to Comment AL3-39

The Locally Preferred Alternative does not include a station on Flower Street in this location.
Sufficient space along 2™ Street has been identified for station entrances and pedestrian access.
Station entrances will be designed for easy access.

Response to Comment AL3-40
As part of project design, adequate pedestrian lighting would be provided at station entrances.

Response to Comment AL3-41

The reduction in roadway capacity at 1 and Alameda Streets, and the potential adverse effect on
bicycles access associated with the Underground Emphasis LRT Alternative was documented in
Section 3.3.4.2.4 of the Draft EIS/EIR and this Final EIS/EIR. This alternative is not being
pursued for further study. 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 AL3-42
Please refer to Response to Comment AL3-23, above.

Response to Comment AL3-43

Temporary lane closures would be provided during construction, and would temporarily reduce
roadway capacity. Drivers would likely divert to parallel streets to avoid the construction areas.
Detours would be clearly marked and developed in conjunction with LADOT. Metro agrees that
these construction impacts would be significant and unavoidable, which was discussed in
Section 3.3.5.1.2 of the Draft EIS/EIR and this Final EIS/EIR as noted.

Response to Comment AL3-44

Comment noted. Mitigation measures for these impacts are provided in Section 3.4.1.2 of the
Draft EIS/EIR and the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program for the Locally Preferred
Alternative (Chapter 8) of this Final EIS/EIR.

Response to Comment AL3-45

The comment is noted and design drawings prepared for these three intersection locations
during the preliminary engineering phase of the project will be confirmed during final design.
The drawings will reflect the issues indicated and raised by LADOT including consistency with
the goals of the new Downtown Street Standards. Drawings will continue to be distributed to
LADOT staff for review and comment. Continuous coordination with LADOT will take place
throughout the design process.

Response to Comment AL3-46

At the October 28, 2010 meeting, the Metro Board of Directors designated the Fully
Underground LRT Alternative without the Flower/5" /4" Street station as the Locally Preferred
Alternative. However, Metro would construct an enhanced pedestrian walkway with
landscaping, wayfinding signage, art features, and amenities aimed at improving pedestrian
experience and safety. These improvements would facilitate and enhance access from the 4"
and Flower Streets area to the existing 7" Street/Metro Center Station entrance at 7" and Flower

Regional Connector Transit Corridor
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Streets. Metro will work with LADOT on developing street restoration plans that are consistent
with the goals of the City's approved plans at that time.

Response to Comment AL3-47

The original Metro Gold Line Eastside Extension environmental document did not propose the
signalization of the 1" and Hewitt Streets intersection. The signal was added during the
construction phase of the project to accommodate left turns in and out of the Mangrove
property. In addition, the proposed LRT alignment for the Locally Preferred Alternative would
daylight on 1% Street between Alameda and Garey Streets, thus preventing the ability to cross 1%
Street at Hewitt Street. Since there is currently no access to the Mangrove property at Hewitt
Street, elimination of the signal and the prohibition of left turns is not considered a significant
impact and would not affect local circulation patterns. Left turns from 1% Street to Hewitt Street
can be accommodated by using Vignes or Alameda Streets followed by 2" Street. Right-in, right-
out operations would also be maintained to provide access to the Mangrove property.

Response to Comment AL3-48
Comment acknowledged.

Response to Comment AL3-49

Comment acknowledged. Metro will coordinate with the City of Los Angeles to ensure that
streets and sidewalks associated with construction of the Locally Preferred Alternative are
consistent with the goals of the new Downtown Street Standards.

Response to Comment AL3-50

Metro believes that the privately-owned parking garages have sufficient capacity to absorb the 13
displaced metered parking spaces. It is almost certain that far more than 13 people would
switch from driving to transit once the new light rail service is introduced, thereby offsetting the
demand for these 13 metered parking spaces.

Response to Comment AL3-51

The Locally Preferred Alternative does not include a station on Flower Street in this location.
Sufficient space along 2™ Street has been identified for station entrances and pedestrian access.
Station entrances will be designed for easy access.

Response to Comment AL3-52

Mitigation measures confirmed in the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program for the
Locally Preferred Alternative (Chapter 8) of this Final EIS/EIR include measures to reduce the
potential for unauthorized pedestrian entry into the tunnel, such as signage, surveillance, and
physical barriers. In addition, design of the Locally Preferred Alternative includes features to
increase safety and security.

Response to Comment AL3-53

Comment acknowledged. Metro supports the City of Los Angeles’ goal to maintain existing
pedestrian connections and to maintain and improve existing patterns of pedestrian circulation
as much as possible on City streets. To the extent feasible, design of the Locally Preferred
Alternative avoids creating new impediments to pedestrian circulation.
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Response to Comment AL3-54

Comment acknowledged. Security lighting would be provided at station entrances as part of the
Locally Preferred Alternative.

Response to Comment AL3-55

Comment noted. This will be placed within the Special Provisions (a section in the construction
contract documents) as the design is developed.

Response to Comment AL3-56

Comment noted. This will be placed within the Special Provisions (a section in the construction
contract documents) as the design is developed.

Response to Comment AL3-57

Metro will work with City Departments including LADOT, Los Angeles Bureau of Engineering
(LABOE), and Los Angeles Bureau of Street Lighting (BSL) among others, to develop
appropriate street plans both for construction activities and for final restorations. Plans will be
submitted to the City for review during the development of the design. Metro will utilize LED
lights and provide enhanced lighting around stations per concurrence with the City.

Response to Comment AL3-58

As part of construction of the Locally Preferred Alternative, redesign and reconstruction of the
lighting system will occur as necessary.

Response to Comment AL3-59

No new or increased assessments are anticipated. Metro will comply with all applicable state
requirements regarding community participation and approvals for street lighting.

Response to Comment AL3-60

At this time, Metro does not anticipate that construction of the Locally Preferred Alternative
would affect any existing Historic/Ornamental poles nor would new street lights be installed
along with existing Historic/Ornamental street lights in the project area. However, Metro will be
consistent with the goals of the City of Los Angeles Department of Public Works, Bureau of
Street Lighting criteria as appropriate.

Response to Comment AL3-61

During construction, temporary street lighting would be required in areas where existing street
lighting fixtures need to be removed to accommodate activities. Metro will work with the City to
meet the City's standards for lighting levels at particular locations where permanent street lights
are removed. Physical constraints may not allow for temporary units to be installed to match the
existing location; however, number of units and locations would be installed to provide required
lighting per the City's standards.

Response to Comment AL3-62

No park and ride facilities are proposed under the Locally Preferred Alternative. Therefore, no
further response is required.
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Response to Comment AL3-63

Metro would maintain pedestrian and bicycle routes to the fullest extent feasible throughout the
construction process. Some sidewalk and street closures would be necessary during daytime
hours as well as at night. Detours would be clearly marked, and adequate street lighting would
be provided to ensure safety.

Response to Comment AL3-64

As indicated in Section 4.15, Safety and Security, of the Draft EIS/EIR and this Final EIS/EIR,
urban design methods would include station and pedestrian pathway lighting leading to/from
sidewalks to avoid shadows, adequate pedestrian queuing and refuge areas and wide crosswalks
in areas immediately around proposed stations, and monitoring equipment at all proposed LRT
stations. These methods will be confirmed for the Locally Preferred Alternative during the final
design phase.

Response to Comment AL3-65

The Broad Art Foundation Museum, currently under construction, is projected to include a plaza
above General Thaddeus Kosciuszko Way connecting to Upper Grand Avenue. In order to
provide access from the 2"/Hope Street station to Upper Grand Avenue, an elevator would be
built as part of the Locally Preferred Alternative from the station entrance to the plaza if one is
not already provided. If the plaza is not built as part of the Broad Art Foundation Museum, a
pedestrian connection (such as a pedestrian bridge) from the elevator to Upper Grand Avenue
would be constructed as part of the Locally Preferred Alternative in order to facilitate pedestrian
circulation to and from Bunker Hill. If the pedestrian connection is built as part of the Locally
Preferred Alternative, Metro will work with community stakeholders throughout the design
process to ensure that the bridge contributes to the vitality of the street environment rather than
detract from it.

Response to Comment AL3-66

Station entrances are proposed at both 2™ and Hope and 3" and Flower Streets. The Broad Art
Foundation Museum, currently under construction, is projected to include a plaza above
General Thaddeus Kosciuszko Way connecting to Upper Grand Avenue. In order to provide
access from the 2™ /Hope Street station to Upper Grand Avenue, an elevator would be built as
part of the Locally Preferred Alternative from the station entrance to the plaza if one is not
already provided. If the plaza is not built as part of the Broad Art Foundation Museum, a new
pedestrian connection (such as a pedestrian bridge) from the 2/Hope Street station elevator
entrance to Upper Grand Avenue would be constructed as part of the Locally Preferred
Alternative, and would provide a pedestrian connection from the 2*/Hope and 3“/Flower areas
to the top of Bunker Hill.

Response to Comment AL3-67

Metro included multiple options in the Draft EIS/EIR for connecting the 2" /Hope Street station
to the Bunker Hill Towers complex. Placing a station entrance on the Bunker Hill Towers side
would require removal of one or two tennis courts. As such, a surface crosswalk was proposed
as a way to avoid this impact and still provide access to the complex.
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Response to Comment AL3-68

Station entrances are proposed at both 2™ and Hope and 3™ and Flower Streets. The Broad Art
Foundation Museum, currently under construction, is projected to include a plaza above
General Thaddeus Kosciuszko Way connecting to Upper Grand Avenue. In order to provide
access from the 2"/Hope Street station to Upper Grand Avenue, an elevator would be built as
part of the Locally Preferred Alternative from the station entrance to the plaza if one is not
already provided. If the plaza is not built as part of the Broad Art Foundation Museum, a new
pedestrian connection (such as a pedestrian bridge) from the 2/Hope Street station elevator
entrance to Upper Grand Avenue would be constructed as part of the Locally Preferred
Alternative, and would provide a pedestrian connection from the 2™/Hope and 3“/Flower areas
to the top of Bunker Hill.

Response to Comment AL3-69

Comment acknowledged. During preparation of this Final EIS/EIR, Metro held meetings with
community groups and identified municipal leaders to guide them in the decision-making
process as it relates to the proposed station locations, alignment options, and anticipated
mitigation measures. Community input during these meetings has been taken into account in
the refinement of the Locally Preferred Alternative which is presented in this Final EIS/EIR.

Response to Comment AL3-70

Comment acknowledged. Station entrances at these locations are under consideration
by Metro.

Response to Comment AL3-71

Thank you for your comment. These suggestions will be considered during the design phase of
the project.

Response to Comment AL3-72

Thank you for your comment. This suggestion will be considered during the design phase of
the project.

Response to Comment AL3-73

The S. Kamada Restaurant, Atomic Café, Sefior Fish, and Coast Imports building would be
offered by Metro for one dollar for one year from certification of this Final EIS/EIR to any party
wishing to assume responsibility for its relocation. It is situated above the proposed station box,
and must be removed in order for the station to be constructed. Should no parties come
forward, Metro would incorporate materials from the building into the project facilities where
feasible. Metro would also offer to provide an exhibit commemorating the building at the
Japanese American National Museum or other suitable location. Mitigation measures are
included in the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program for the Locally Preferred
Alternative (Chapter 8) of this Final EIS/EIR to help reduce the impacts of removing

this building.
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Response to Comment AL3-74

Comment acknowledged. Pedestrian crossing distance, across the portion of 1% Street that
would be widened as part of the Locally Preferred Alternative, would be minimized to the
extent feasible.

Response to Comment AL3-75

Comment acknowledged. Traffic, pedestrian, and community impacts associated with the
Underground Emphasis LRT Alternative were analyzed in Chapter 3, Transportation Impacts and
Mitigation, and Section 4.3, Community and Neighborhood Impacts, of the Draft EIS/EIR and
this Final EIS/EIR. The concerns regarding the Underground Emphasis LRT Alternative are not
an issue under the Locally Preferred Alternative. The Locally Preferred Alternative would be
underground at the intersection of 1° and Alameda Streets and would not include an underpass.

Response to Comment AL3-76

Please refer to Response to Comment AL3-75, above. The concerns regarding the At-Grade
Emphasis LRT Alternative are not an issue under the Locally Preferred Alternative. The Locally
Preferred Alternative would not cross the intersection of Temple and Alameda Streets.

Response to Comment AL3-77

Support for the Flower/5"/4" Street station is noted. The Metro Board of Directors voted on
October 28, 2010 to designate the Fully Underground LRT Alternative without the Flower/5"/4"
Street station as the Locally Preferred Alternative. The deletion of the station was done in an
effort to reduce the cost of the project while still meeting the project’s purpose and need. An
enhanced pedestrian walkway connecting the 4" /Flower Streets area to the existing 7"
Street/Metro Center Station would be constructed on Flower Street to improve access to the
Financial District. Metro understands the importance of serving the Financial District and
believes that the Locally Preferred Alternative still meets the purpose and need of the project
despite the station deletion. Deletion of the Flower/5"/4" Street station would result in minimal
ridership losses because most riders would use the 2"/Hope Street station or 7" Street/Metro
Center Station, which would service the Financial District. After the October 28, 2010 meeting,
the Metro Board of Directors directed staff to meet with the Financial District stakeholders to
discuss options for privately funding the Flower/5"/4" Street station, but no funding sources
were identified. However, the design of the Locally Preferred Alternative would not preclude a
station at 5" and Flower Streets from being built as a possible future, separate project.

Response to Comment AL3-78

Mitigation measures for the potential impacts to the 2™ Street Tunnel that would occur as a
result of the At-Grade Emphasis LRT Alternative were included in Section 4.12.1.4 of the Draft
EIS/EIR. Metro believes that these mitigation measures would be sufficient to reduce impacts to
the 2" Street Tunnel below the level of significance. 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.

Response to Comment AL3-79

Metro will coordinate with City departments as the design progresses. Drawings will be
provided to the City for review. Metro will include an element of urban design that will address
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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. Approval regarding urban design elements will be
made by the agency that would control and maintain the element. For instance, crosswalks,
sidewalks, and traffic lanes would be maintained by the City after construction and, therefore,
would require City approval. Station entrances, plaza, mezzanine, platform, and ancillary facility
design would be maintained by Metro and do not require City approval. Section 4.4.4.2.2, Final
Operation-Related Mitigation Measures for the Locally Preferred Alternative, and the Mitigation
Monitoring and Reporting Program for the Locally Preferred Alternative, Chapter 8, of this Final
EIS/EIR include the following:

Urban design measures shall be developed to integrate the light rail transit (LRT) facilities
(stations, portals, entrances, etc.) into each community as appropriate. Designs might
address elements such as materials and colors. This process has already begun with
community urban design workshops, and Metro shall continue to involve communities in this
process. Metro shall coordinate with the City of Los Angeles Department of Planning staff
during the design process and regarding urban design elements.

The Draft EIS/EIR and this Final EIS/EIR determined that no significant visual impacts to the
Historic Core, Civic Center, or Little Tokyo communities would result from operation of any of
the build alternatives. The original mitigation measures in Section 4.4.4.2 of the Draft EIS/EIR
were identified to further reduce less than significant impacts. The modified mitigation
measures above would still further reduce less than significant visual impacts.

Response to Comment AL3-80

Bicycle and pedestrian facilities would be unaffected by operation of the Locally Preferred
Alternative or implementation of its mitigation measures, consistent with the analysis in Section
3.3.5.2.4 of the Draft EIS/EIR and this Final EIS/EIR.

Response to Comment AL3-81

The Regional Connector project has been in the public domain since 2007, starting with the
Alternatives Analysis process. Information about the potential alignments for the Regional
Connector has been readily available since this time through public meetings, direct mailings,
the Metro website, flyers, newspaper advertisements, and other media as described in Chapter
7, Public and Agency Outreach, of the Draft EIS/EIR and this Final EIS/EIR. Sections 4.2, 4.3,
4.14, and 4.17 of the Draft EIS/EIR and this Final EIS/EIR analyzed the primary impacts to
businesses. The mitigation measures shown in the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting
Program for the Locally Preferred Alternative (Chapter 8) of this Final EIS/EIR will serve to
minimize and manage potential impacts. Metro is committed to implementation of these
mitigation measures. Metro welcomes the involvement of CRA/LA in implementing the
mitigation measures. Metro has made refinements to the Locally Preferred Alternative in
response to community input. The refinements would greatly reduce impacts to businesses. As
indicated in Section 4.2.1 of the Draft EIS/EIR and this Final EIS/EIR, compensation and
relocation assistance will be provided to displaced businesses consistent with the Uniform
Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970. Metro will work closely
with the City of Los Angeles to manage impacts to businesses.
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Response to Comment AL3-82

This comment is correct. Please refer to Chapter 3, Transportation Impacts and Mitigation, of
the Draft EIS/EIR and this Final EIS/EIR for a detailed analysis of traffic circulation impacts
associated with construction of the At-Grade Emphasis LRT Alternative.

Response to Comment AL3-83

Comment noted. These impacts pertain to the At-Grade Emphasis LRT Alternative. 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 AL3-84

Comment acknowledged. As indicated in Chapter 3, Transportation Impacts and Mitigation, of
the Draft EIS/EIR, and the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program for the Locally
Preferred Alternative (Chapter 8) of this Final EIS/EIR, during the final design phase of the
project, site- and street-specific Worksite Traffic Control Plans will be developed in cooperation
with LADOT to accommodate the required traffic, pedestrian, and bicycle movements.

Metro will coordinate with LADOT and CRA/LA during final design phase and construction of
the project.

Response to Comment AL3-85

Nighttime lighting, air quality, and noise impacts associated with construction were analyzed in
Section 4.4, Visual and Aesthetic Impacts, Section 4.5, Air Quality, and Section 4.7, Noise and
Vibration, of the Draft EIS/EIR and this Final EIS/EIR, respectively. Additional noise and
vibration analysis was provided in Section 4.7 of the Supplemental EA/Recirculated Draft EIR
Sections and this Final EIS/EIR. Nighttime lighting impacts during construction of the Locally
Preferred Alternative would not be significant under CEQA or adverse under NEPA. Mitigation
measures to reduce air quality and noise (ground-borne noise) impacts associated with
construction of the Locally Preferred Alternative have been refined and confirmed in this Final
EIS/EIR and the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program for the Locally Preferred
Alternative (Chapter 8).

Special attention has been given to specification of all mitigation measures. During preparation
of this Final EIS/EIR, Metro held meetings with community groups and identified municipal
leaders to guide them in the decision-making process as it relates to the proposed station
locations, alignment options, and anticipated mitigation measures. Community input gathered
during these meetings has been taken into account in the refinement of the Locally Preferred
Alternative and the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program for the Locally

Preferred Alternative.

Response to Comment AL3-86

In the Draft EIS/EIR, cut and cover construction was identified as being limited to the portal
areas to the north and east of the 1" and Alameda Streets intersection, the station areas, and
Flower Street between Wilshire Boulevard and 3" Street. Refinements to the Locally Preferred
Alternative have reduced the cut and cover areas by extending tunnel boring machine
operations to 4" and Flower Streets. Off-street construction staging areas were identified in

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

F2-69



F2-70

Responses to Comments Volume F-2
L

Appendix Il, Conceptual Drawings for Build Alternatives Analyzed in the Draft EIS/EIR and
Appendix 1, Locally Preferred Alternative Drawings, of this Final EIS/EIR, and would be used in a
way that minimizes traffic disruption. Decking would be used at in-street cut and

cover locations.

Response to Comment AL3-87

Comment acknowledged. A geotechnical investigation was performed for all the alternatives
and included in the Draft EIS/EIR. A geotechnical investigation will be performed during final
design for the proposed at-grade and below-grade structures and improvements associated with
the Locally Preferred Alternative. The investigation will provide additional site-specific data to
facilitate final design for maintaining the integrity of existing structures under static and seismic
loading and operational demands. In addition, mitigation was identified in Section 4.9,
Geotechnical/Subsurface/Seismic/Hazardous Materials, of the Draft EIS/EIR to reduce impacts
associated with subsidence to less than significant levels. Limiting movement to less than
acceptable threshold values for vertical, horizontal, and angular deformation as a performance
standard, require ground improvement such as grouting or other methods to fill voids where
appropriate and offset potential settlement, grout tunnel alignment in advance to provide
adequate soil support and minimize settlement, and monitor settlement along the project
alignment. Since publication of the Draft EIS/EIR and Supplemental EA/Recirculated Draft EIR
Sections, mitigation measures to limit ground movement have been refined and confirmed for
the Locally Preferred Alternative, as indicated in Section 4.9.4.2, of this Final EIS/EIR. With
implementation of mitigation, impacts associated with ground movement would be reduced to
less than significant.

Response to Comment AL3-88

Metro looks forward to working closely with CRA/LA staff regarding plans, programs, and
initiatives to minimize construction effects.

Response to Comment AL3-89
The comment is noted and will be addressed during the design phase of the project.

Response to Comment AL3-90

Ongoing coordination with LADOT and City of Los Angeles Department of Public Works, LABOE
will take place throughout the design process. Preliminary haul routes were identified in the
Draft EIS/EIR for all the alternatives and in this Final EIS/EIR for the Locally Preferred
Alternative. Once construction lay down areas are identified, haul routes will be finalized and
submitted to LADOT, LABOE, and Transportation Construction Management Committee
(TCMC) staff, for review and comment. Metro looks forward to working closely with TCMC staff
regarding haul routes.

Response to Comment AL3-91

The comment is noted and continuous coordination with LADOT and LABOE will take place
throughout the design process. Haul routes will be confirmed and submitted to LADOT and
LABOE staff for review and comment.
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Response to Comment AL3-92

Potential impacts to utilities during project construction were identified in Section 4.18.2.2,
Appendix K - Description of Construction, and Appendix FF - Construction Impacts Technical
Memorandum, of the Draft EIS/EIR. They were also included in Section 4.18.2.2 of the
Supplemental EA/Recirculated Draft EIR Sections. It is anticipated that utility conflicts and
therefore relocation would be necessary as described in the Draft EIS/EIR. As part of the design
process, Metro will work closely with City departments and provide the City opportunities to
review and provide input on identification of utility conflicts, design solutions to avoid conflicts,
proposed relocations, and restoration of service. Metro will minimize utility disruptions.
Mitigation measures are shown in the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program for the
Locally Preferred Alternative (Chapter 8) of this Final EIS/EIR.

Response to Comment AL3-93

The list of the LABOE’s current and future projects referenced in the comment was not attached
to the comment letter. However, the extensive project list of public works projects maintained
by the City of Los Angeles was reviewed for related projects that could contribute to cumulative
impacts. Most of the planned projects within the City are related to ongoing maintenance or
replacement in-kind of existing infrastructure.

Response to Comment AL3-94

Comment acknowledged. As the drawings progress, these elements will be addressed in the
drawings and or placed within the Special Provisions (a section in the construction contract
documents) as the design is refined.

Response to Comment AL3-95

During construction, temporary street lighting would be required in areas where existing street
lighting fixtures need to be removed to accommodate construction activities. Metro will work
with the City to meet the City's standards for lighting levels at particular locations where
permanent street lights are removed. Physical constraints may not allow for temporary units to
be installed to match the existing location; however, the number of units and locations would be
installed to provide required lighting per the City's standards.

Response to Comment AL3-96

No park and ride facilities are proposed under the Locally Preferred Alternative. Therefore, no
further response is required.

Response to Comment AL3-97

Metro intends to minimize impacts to businesses in Little Tokyo during construction. Sections
4.14.3.4 and 4.14.3.5 of the Draft EIS/EIR and this Final EIS/EIR projected that the Regional
Connector would ultimately have long-term beneficial impacts to businesses throughout the
project, including in Little Tokyo.

Response to Comment AL3-98

The potential impacts to Little Tokyo were described in Section 4.17.3.5 of the Draft EIS/EIR and
this Final EIS/EIR. Metro will implement the mitigation measures in the Mitigation Monitoring
and Reporting Program for the Locally Preferred Alternative (Chapter 8) of this Final EIS/EIR in
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order to minimize the construction impacts of the project. Metro believes that these measures
are comprehensive and will preserve the health and vitality of the Little Tokyo business
community. As described in Chapter 2, Alternatives Considered, of this Final EIS/EIR, the
Locally Preferred Alternative has been refined since publication of the Draft EIS/EIR. The refined
alignment would not involve cut and cover construction on 2™ Street in Little Tokyo, thus
eliminating the need for lengthy closures of the street and sidewalk. Temporary intermittent
closures may still be needed, but these would be less frequent than with the non-refined
alternative described in the Draft EIS/EIR.

Response to Comment AL3-99

Metro has held urban design workshops for the 2™/Hope Street station and will continue to
involve the community in the design process. Metro has been meeting with the Broad
Foundation staff to coordinate the design of the station and alignment.

Response to Comment AL3-100

The commenter suggests that text referencing local land use documents in Chapter 1, Purpose
and Need, of the Draft EIS/EIR be modified. The following text of this Final EIS/EIR has been
modified to include the following:

Section 1.1: Local land use plans and policies, including the adopted City of Los Angeles General
Plan Framework Element, Central City Community Plan, and Downtown Design Guidelines and
Modified Street Standards, support increased transit alternatives, linking the regional system
through downtown, and transit and pedestrian-friendly design in downtown communities.

Section 1.6, 6" bullet: Local land use plans and policies, including the adopted City of Los
Angeles General Plan Framework Element, Central City Community Plan, and Downtown Design
Guidelines and Modified Street Standards, support increased transit alternatives, linking the
regional system through downtown, and transit and pedestrian-friendly design in

downtown communities.

Section 1.6.4: Local and regional land use plans and policies, including the adopted City of Los
Angeles General Plan Framework Element, Central City Community Plan, and Downtown Design
Guidelines and Modified Street Standards, support increased transit alternatives, linking the
regional system through downtown, and transit and pedestrian-friendly design in downtown
communities. These are discussed earlier in this section and detailed in Appendix E (Purpose
and Need Report) of the Draft EIS/EIR.

Response to Comment AL3-101

Please refer to Response to Comment CN14-3, below, for issues relating to the assessment of
impacts and mitigation for the S. Kamada Restaurant, Atomic Café, Sefior Fish, and Coast
Imports building. Appropriate mitigation for impacts to historic resources has been addressed
in the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program for the Locally Preferred Alternative
(Chapter 8) of this Final EIS/EIR which was developed in consultation with the California State
Historic Preservation Officer and other consulting parties. Additional mitigation measures are
included in Section 4.12, Historic Resources, of this Final EIS/EIR and included in the Mitigation
Monitoring and Reporting Program for the Locally Preferred Alternative that would reduce the
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impacts to the S. Kamada Restaurant, Atomic Café, Sefior Fish, and Coast Imports building to a
less than significant level.

Response to Comment AL3-102

Comment acknowledged. On October 28, 2010, the Metro Board of Directors voted to
designate the Fully Underground LRT Alternative as the Locally Preferred Alternative. The Fully
Underground LRT Alternative would not involve a “punch” through the wall of the existing 2™
Street Tunnel as with the At-Grade Emphasis LRT Alternative. Given that the At-Grade Emphasis
LRT Alternative is not the designated Locally Preferred Alternative, mitigation measures
suggested in the comment letter would not be necessary.

Response to Comment AL3-103

Urban design enhancements that could be used within 1,000 feet of stations and portals include
widening of sidewalks, bicycle racks, ornamental landscaping, and decorative lighting and
paving. Urban design enhancements incorporated into the stations and portals would be
consistent with the goals of all applicable plans, policies, and regulations, and compatible with
the surrounding community.

Response to Comment AL3-104
This clarification has been made in the tables in Section 4.12.1.

Response to Comment AL3-105

Comment noted and will be addressed as the design progresses. The City of Los Angeles will be
provided opportunities to review and provide input. Metro will work closely with the City
throughout this process.

Response to Comment AL3-106

Comment noted and will be addressed as the design progresses. The City of Los Angeles will be
provided opportunities to review and provide input. Metro will work closely with the City
throughout this process.

Response to Comment AL3-107
Comment noted. Metro reviewed the substructure maps indicated for reference.

Response to Comment AL3-108

Comment noted and will be addressed as project design progresses. The City of Los Angeles
will be provided opportunities to review and provide input. Metro will work closely with the City
throughout this process.

Response to Comment AL3-109

Comment noted. Metro will confirm all impacted storm drains on composite utility and utility
relocation plans within the proposed project limits during the final design phase with

City review.
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Response to Comment AL3-110

Comment noted. Metro will confirm all impacted storm drains on composite utility and utility
relocation plans within the proposed project limits during the final design phase with
City review.

Response to Comment AL3-111

Comment noted. Metro reviewed the alignment and identified potential conflicts and will
mitigate as appropriate.

Response to Comment AL3-112

Comment noted. Metro will confirm all impacted storm drains on composite utility and utility
relocation plans within the proposed project limits during the final design phase with
City review.

Response to Comment AL3-113

Comment noted. Metro will confirm all impacted storm drains on composite utility and utility
relocation plans within the proposed project limits during the final design phase with
City review.

Response to Comment AL3-114

Comment noted. Metro will confirm all impacted sewers on composite utility and utility
relocation plans within the proposed project limits during the final design phase with
City review.

Response to Comment AL3-115

Comment noted. Street name has been corrected. Please refer to Final EIS/EIR Appendix T,
Updated Locally Preferred Alternative Drawings.

Response to Comment AL3-116

Comment noted. Metro will confirm all impacted storm drains on composite utility and utility
relocation plans within the proposed project limits during the final design phase with
City review.

Response to Comment AL3-117

Comment noted. Metro will confirm all impacted sewers on composite utility and utility
relocation plans within the proposed project limits during the final design phase with
City review.

Response to Comment AL3-118

Comment noted. Name of the hotel has been corrected. Please refer to Final EIS/EIR Appendix
1, Updated Locally Preferred Alternative Drawings.

Response to Comment AL3-119

Comment noted. Street name is now shown. Please refer to Final EIS/EIR Appendix 1, Updated
Locally Preferred Alternative Drawings.
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Final Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report
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Response to Comment AL3-120

Comment noted. Metro will confirm all impacted storm drains on composite utility and utility
relocation plans within the proposed project limits during the final design phase with
City review.

Response to Comment AL3-121

Comment noted. Metro will confirm all impacted storm drains on composite utility and utility
relocation plans within the proposed project limits during the final design phase with
City review.

Response to Comment AL3-122

Comment noted. Metro has reviewed all impacted facilities. Metro will confirm all impacted
sewers on composite utility and utility relocation plans within the proposed project limits during
the final design phase with City review.

Response to Comment AL3-123

Comment noted. Metro will confirm all impacted sewers on composite utility and utility
relocation plans within the proposed project limits during the final design phase with
City review.

Response to Comment AL3-124

Comment noted. Metro will confirm all impacted storm drains on composite utility and utility
relocation plans within the proposed project limits during the final design phase with
City review.

Response to Comment AL3-125

Comment noted. Metro has reviewed all impacted facilities. Metro will confirm all impacted
sewers on composite utility and utility relocation plans within the proposed project limits during
the final design phase with City review.

Response to Comment AL3-126

Comment noted. Metro will confirm all impacted storm drains and sewers on composite utility
and utility relocation plans within the proposed project limits during the final design phase with
City review.

Response to Comment AL3-127

Comment noted. Metro has reviewed all impacted facilities. Metro will confirm all impacted
storm drains and sewers on composite utility and utility relocation plans within the proposed
project limits during the final design phase with City review.

Response to Comment AL3-128

Comment noted. Metro has reviewed all utilities within Banning Street. Metro will confirm all
impacted storm drains and sewers on composite utility and utility relocation plans within the
proposed project limits developed with City review during the final design phase.

Regional Connector Transit Corridor
Final Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report
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Response to Comment AL3-129

Comment noted. Metro will confirm all impacted sewers on composite utility and utility
relocation plans within the proposed project limits during the final design phase with
City review.

Response to Comment AL3-130

Comment noted. Metro will confirm all impacted storm drains on composite utility and utility
relocation plans within the proposed project limits during the final design phase with
City review.

Response to Comment AL3-131

Comment noted. Metro will confirm all impacted storm drains and sewers on composite utility
and utility relocation plans within the proposed project limits during the final design phase with
City review.

Response to Comment AL3-132

Comment noted. Drawings have been revised accordingly. Please refer to Final EIS/EIR
Appendix 1, Updated Locally Preferred Alternative Drawings.

Response to Comment AL3-133

Comment noted. Drawings have been revised accordingly. Please refer to Final EIS/EIR
Appendix 1, Updated Locally Preferred Alternative Drawings.

Response to Comment AL3-134

Comment noted. Drawings have been revised accordingly. Please refer to Final EIS/EIR
Appendix 1, Updated Locally Preferred Alternative Drawings.

Response to Comment AL3-135

Comment noted. Metro has reviewed the sewer accordingly. Metro will confirm all impacted
sewers on composite utility and utility relocation plans within the proposed project limits during
the final design phase with City review.

Response to Comment AL3-136

Comment noted. Turner Street is now identified. Metro will confirm all impacted storm drains
and sewers on composite utility and utility relocation plans within the proposed project limits
during the final design phase with City review.

Response to Comment AL3-137

Comment noted. Metro will confirm all impacted storm drains and sewers on composite utility
and utility relocation plans within the proposed project limits during the final design phase with
City review.

Regional Connector Transit Corridor
Final Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report
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Response to Comment AL3-138

Comment noted. Turner Street is now identified. Metro will confirm all impacted storm drains
and sewers on composite utility and utility relocation plans within the proposed project limits
during the final design phase with City review.

Response to Comment AL3-139

Comment noted. Metro has reviewed all utilities within Banning Street. Metro will confirm all
impacted storm drains and sewers on composite utility and utility relocation plans within the
proposed project limits during the final design phase with City review.

Regional Connector Transit Corridor
Final Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report
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Tuesday, October 19, 2010 2:46 PM

Subject: RE: Fwd: Metro Regional Connector: REMINDER TO PROVIDE COMMENTS BY OCTOBER 18 CLOSE OF DRAFT EIS/EIR COMMENT
PERIOD

Date: Monday, October 18, 2010 4:55 PM

From: Duong, Toan <TDUONG@dpw.lacounty.gov>

To: Regional Connector RSC_RegionalConnector@metro.net

Cc: Yanez, Jarrett JYANEZ@dpw.lacounty.gov, Angeles, Carmen CANGELES@dpw.lacounty.gov, Ibrahim, Amir
AIBRAHIM@dpw.lacounty.gov, Burger, Steve SBURGER@dpw.lacounty.gov, Doudar, Phil PDOUDAR@dpw.lacounty.gov
Conversation: Fwd: Metro Regional Connector: REMINDER TO PROVIDE COMMENTS BY OCTOBER 18 CLOSE OF DRAFT EIS/EIR
COMMENT PERIOD

Ms. Saltarelli

The following are comments from Los Angeles County Department of Public Works for this project. A signed response will be followed
through regular mail.

Services—Traffic/Access

1. The front page of the Executive Summary shows Figure ES-1, Existing and Proposed regional Metro Rail Lines (2035). Figure ES-
1 shows a Metro Rail Line Under Study, called the “Crenshaw-Prairie”, and another Metro Rail Line under study called the
“Westside Extension to Westwood”. These two proposals are not mentioned in any detail in this report, “The Regional Connector
Transit Corridor”. These two proposed rail routes could have an impact on roads in the Los Angeles County Road Maintenance
District 3 area, such as Prairie Avenue, Hawthorne Boulevard, Crenshaw Boulevard, and Wilshire Boulevard.

2. Chapter 2 of The Regional Connector Transit Corridor report briefly mentions the Metro Crenshaw Line on Page 2-11; it states that
the Metro Crenshaw line from the Metro Green Line at Aviation Boulevard to the Metro Expo Line at Crenshaw Boulevard is an
approximately 10 mile light rail or bus rapid transit system anticipated to be operational by 2019. Is this line part of another study
or proposal?

3. We commented on the Crenshaw Transit Corridor Project DEIR on October 26, 2009, see attached. Also the Crenshaw Transit
Corridor Project DEIR page ES-9, Figure S-5 “Metro 2008 Draft Long Range Transportation Plan Summary”, mentioned the
“Crenshaw Boulevard Corridor” under Metro Rail to be open in 2025, which contradicts the date of 2019. This same figure also
shows a Wilshire Boulevard Bus Rapid Transitway Construction to be open by 2026.

If you have any questions regarding traffic/access comments, please contact Mr. Armond Ghazarian at (310) 348-6448 extension 227

or by e-mail at aghazar@dpw.lacounty.gov.

Hazards—Geotechnical/Geology/Soils

The DEIR acknowledges that all or a portion of the site is located within a potentially liquefiable area per the State of California
Seismic Hazard Zones Map — Los Angeles and Hollywood Quadrangles. However, the mitigation measures for the proposed
stations/facilities located within the potentially liquefiable areas that are not supported by bedrock appear to be inadequate.
Geotechnical reports addressing any future developments at this site shall recommend mitigation measures for geotechnical hazards
such as liquefaction and seismic induced settlement.

If you have any questions regarding geotechnical comment, please contact Mr. Jeremy Wan at (626) 458-4925 or by e-mail at
jwan@dpw.lacounty.gov.

Other—Environmental Safety

There is no landfill within 1,000 feet of the proposed project; however the DEIR indicates that the project will traverse methane zone
and methane buffer zones associated with oil deposit. We therefore recommend City of Los Angeles Building & Safety provides
mitigation measures, control and protection systems for any excavation and affected enclosed buildings and structures from possible
hazardous gas intrusion.

If you have any questions regarding environmental comments, please contact Mr. Corey Mayne at (626) 458-3530 or by e-mail at
cmayne@dpw.lacounty.gov.

Other-Programs

The proposed High Speed Rail project is in the vicinity of this project. The routing for the Regional Connector appears to be away
from the proposed route for the High Speed Rail project. MTA should be consulting with the California High Speed Rail Authority
(CHSRA) to verify that no potential conflicts will occur. Please note that the CHSRA was not listed as one of the public agencies
consulted.

Hazards-Flood

1. Water Resources Technical Memorandum Pages 24 & 25 states “Storm drains within the city are constructed and maintained by
both the City and the Los Angeles County Flood Control District. The Los Angeles County Flood Control District constructs the
major storm drains and open flood control channels, and the City constructs local interconnecting tributary drains. The City's
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AL4

system is designed to convey storm flows from a ten-year storm event, while the County system is designed for a 50 year storm
event.” 7

. ) o o . cpnt'd
Verify design storm frequency of Los Angeles County Flood Control District (LACFCD) facilities potentially affected by the
proposed project. The attached memorandum regarding LACFCD standards for level of flood protection is provided for your
reference.

2. Water Resources Technical Memorandum Pages 36 & 41states “Overall however, construction of the At-Grade Emphasis LRT
Alternative would be expected to result in minimal impacts and need for relocation of the current drainage system. In the case
where construction activities would result in the need to relocate certain drainage infrastructure, temporary lines would be installed
during the construction period. Construction of the At-Grade Emphasis LRT Alternative would have no significant impact on the
overall drainage pattern in the project area.”

“As described in the analysis of storm drain impacts under the At-Grade Emphasis LRT Alternative, there could be conflicts with
the existing storm drain infrastructure along the proposed alignment. Similar impacts would be expected under the Underground
Emphasis LRT Alternative. The main conflicts could occur along the pipe backbone along Flower and Streets. However, design 8
measures would be implemented in order to address potential conflicts and there would be no significant impact to the capacity of
the existing system or overall direction of storm flows through the drainage infrastructure in the project area.”

Contact Los Angeles County Department of Public Works, Construction Division for permitting requirements pertaining to any
proposed connection(s) or alterations to LACFCD facilities.

Contact Los Angeles County Department of Public Works, Design Division for allowable discharge to LACFCD facilities for any
proposed connections to LACFCD facilities. Proposed discharges in excess of allowable discharge may require mitigation.

Contact Los Angeles County Department of Public Works, Program Development Division for agreements requirements with
MTA pertaining to any proposed connection(s) or alterations to LACFCD facilities.

If you have any questions regarding flood comments, please contact Ms. LizbethCordova at (626) 458-4921 or by e-mail at

Icordova@dpw.lacounty.gov.

If you have any other questions or require additional information, please contact me at (626) 458-4921 or by e-mail at
tduong@dpw.lacounty.gov.

From: Hunter, Dennis

Sent: Tuesday, October 12, 2010 11:21 AM

To: Duong, Toan

Cc: lbrahim, Amir; Burger, Steve; Doudar, Phil; Maselbas, Paul; Cadena, Diego

Subject: RE: Fwd: Metro Regional Connector: REMINDER TO PROVIDE COMMENTS BY OCTOBER 18 CLOSE OF DRAFT EIS/EIR COMMENT PERIOD

Please distribute for comments and prepare a comment letter to MTA by 10/18. Thanks

Dennis Hunter, PLS PE
Assistant Deputy Director
Land Development Division
(626) 458-4900

From: "Ann Kerman" <kermana@metro.net>

Date: October 8, 2010 5:32:06 PM PDT

To: "gfarber@dpw.lacounty.gov" <gfarber@dpw.lacounty.gov>

Subject: Metro Regional Connector: REMINDER TO PROVIDE COMMENTS BY OCTOBER 18 CLOSE OF DRAFT EIS/EIR
COMMENT PERIOD

T Regional Connector Transit Corridor Study
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Conclusion of Public Hearings

On September 3, 2010, Metro released the Draft Environmental Impact Study and Environmental Impact Report (Draft
EIS/EIR) for the Regional Connector Transit Corridor Study which analyzed the proposed project and alternatives. Metro is
soliciting public comments regarding the Locally Preferred Alternative (LPA) and additional topics discussed in the Draft
EIS/EIR. As a reminder, the Regional Connector is looking for the best approach to connect the Blue, Expo and Gold Light
Rail Transit (LRT) lines, allowing for increased transit access throughout Los Angeles County.

Metro recently hosted two public hearings to discuss the Draft EIS/EIR. Nearly 200 people attended the hearings, with many
submitting written and/or verbal comments. These comments have become a part of the official record and will be responded
to in the Final EIS/EIR.

The public hearing at the Japanese American National Museum on September 28, 2010 was recorded and is available for
viewing by following this link.

Formal comments on the Draft EIS/R may still be submitted through October 18, 2010, in a number of ways:

*e-mail to: regionalconnector@metro.net

*US Mail to: Dolores Roybal Saltarelli, Project Manager, Metro, 1 Gateway Plaza, MS 99-22-2, Los Angeles, CA 90012
svisiting the project website

Public comments on the Draft EIS/EIR will be accepted until October 18, 2010. Metro will respond to all comments

received during the Final EIS/EIR phase of the project.

If you would like to review information about the Regional Connector, including presentations shared with the public over the
last three years, please follow the link.

This message was sent to gfarber@dpw.lacounty.gov by:

Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority

1 Gateway Plaza Sent Using
Los Angeles, CA 90012 .
(213) 922-6000 SimpleSend

wwmmsimplesend .com

Unsubscribe:
If you would like to be removed from this list, please click here,
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2250 ALCAZAR STREET ey e o

LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA 30033 2 L csz;} ’

Telephone: {218) 226-4111 Yuy, -~

Yo,
ADDRESS ALL CORRESPONDENCE TO:
P.0. BOX 2418

THOMAS A. TIDEMANSON, Director LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA 90051

HIAM BARMACK, Chief Deputy Directar
JAMES L. EASTON, Chief Deputy Director

WYNN L. SMITH, Chief Deputy Director 1M REPLY PLEASE

REFER TO FILE:

March 31, 1986

TC WHOM IT MAY CONCERN:

FROM: T. A. Tidemanson ;
Director of Public Works

{.,X

LEVEL OF FLOOD PROTECTION
EIL% NO. 2-15.321

The following Level of Flood aund Drainage Protection Standards has been
adopted by the Department of Publiic Works:

I. Capital Flood Protection {Based on a rainfall with a probability of
occurrence of once in 50 years).

A. HNatural watercourses -

All facilities that are constructed in or intercept flood waters
from natural watercourses shall be designed for the Capital Flood.
These include open channels, closed conduits, bridges, and dams or
debris basins (not under State of Cgliformia jurisdiction}. See
Attachment A for definition of a2 watercourse.

B. TFloodways - All areas mapped as floodways shall be mapped based on
the Capital Flood.

C. Natural DeprESSlonS or Sumps -
ALl facilitles that are consiructed to drain natural depressions or
sumps shall Be desigtied for a Capital Flood. These include channels,
closed conduits, retention basins, detention basims, pump stations
afid highway underpasses. See Attachment A for definition of sumps.

D, Culverts under major and setfondary highways.

II. Urban Degign Storm (Bamed on a rainfall with & probability of cccurrence
of onca in 25 years).

The Urbati Deign Storm shall be the level of protection for all deve loped
areas with other than conditions described in I above.

F2-81
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Level of Protection
Page 2
March 31, 1986

The surface capacity of the street or highway may be used up to a water
surface level not exceeding the road right of way line. The available
surface capacity of the street, however, may be restricted by vehicular

or pedestrian traffic requirements see (Attachment A). If a storm drain
is required to reduce the water surface level in the street to an accept-—
able level, it shall be designed for not less than 10-year frequency
rainfall flow rates. The storm drain capacity shall be increased where
necessary to lower the water surface level for the 25~-year frequency storm
to within road right of way or to meet other requirements as indicated in
Attachment A.

III. Probable Maximuwr Flood -
All dams {(earth embankment, concrete or other materials) that fall

; under the control of the State of California laws defining dams shall
be constructed to safely pass the probable maximum flood as determined

from the probable maximum precipitation as defined by the National
. Weather Service.

See Attachment B for background and other pertinent data.

GJIP:yo
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Attachment A
Level of Flood Protection

Definitions:

1.

24

Natural Watercourses —

A natural watercourse is a path along which water flows as a result
of natural topographic features. Furthermore, for the purposes of
this definition, a natural watercourse drains a watershed greater
than 100 acres and also meets one or more of the following conditions:

a. Experiences flow velocities greater than five feet per second
while carrying a Capital Flood.

b. Has flow depths greater than 1.5 feet while carrying a Capital
Flood.

¢» Would have water surface elevations, while carrying a Capital
Flood, within one foot of the bases of ad jacent habitable structures,
1f such water surface elevations would result from construction of
facilities with less than a Capital Flood capacity.

Depression or sump -

A depression or sump is an area for which there is no surface route to
outlet flows. Furthermore, for the purposes of this definition, a
depression or sump also meets one or more of the following conditions:

a. Would have a ponded water surface elevation, during a Capital
Flood, within one foot of the bases of adjacent habitable structures,
if such elevation would result from construction of facilities with
less than a Capital Flood capacity. This condition does not apply
if there is a surface route for outflow such that the ponded water

surface cannot reach the bases of adjacent structures during a
Capital Flood.

b. In a roadway, would have a ponded water surface elevation higher
than the elevation of the public right of way line if facilities
with less than a Capital Flood capacity were constructed. This
condition applies to flows which reach the roadway upstream of
the sump and are conveyed to the sump by the roadway.

¢+ Has a ponded depth of three feet or greater.

Street Capacity =~

Maximum street capacity as defined herein is the capacity of the street
section to carry flows within street right of way (depth of flow does

not exceed either property line). See Highway Design Manual for criteria
on gquantity of water tc be removed from the road surface to provide
favorable conditions for vehiclular and pedestrian traffic for particular

level of protection. This may increase the level of protection regquired
to be provided by the drain.

AL4
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Attachment R
Level of Flood Protection

Background

The Hydrology SubCommittee has reviewed the level of protection standards

of the three former Departments {County Engineer, Road, and Flood) as well
as all major agencies in Southern Califormia. In addition, we have met with
the County Counsel for legal advice.

The Flood Control District (FCD) in cooperation with the United States Army
Corps of Engineers {C of E) has constructed the major flood control facili-
ties in Los Angeles County. These facilities which have channelized the
rivers and major streams have been designed for Capital Flood protection and,
in the case of the C of E, their Standard Project Flood (SPF). Analysis has
indicated that these are comparable levels of protection. In most cases,

the SPF equals or exceeds the Capital Flood.

The Los Angeles County Road Department has also used the criterion of the
FCD Capital Flood when providing facilities to cross over (bridge) major
streams.

The}County Engineer required Capital Flood protection in all instances
where the FCD had indicated a comprehensive plan channel or had hydrology
for a major stream. They required the developers to use FCD flow rates.

The level of protection for urban areas differed between the three
Departments. The County Engineer required all new tract developments to

use the 25-year frequency level. This could be obtained with a combination
of storm drain and surface street capacity. However, if off site capability
Lo accept the excess surface flows was limited, they required the drain
exiting the development to carry the 25~year frequency flows. In the majority
of the cases, therefore, the developers chose to construct the entire

storm drain system for the 25-year frequency flow rates. The Road Department
followed the County Engineer requirements for new tract developments. Road
Department Cash Comtract projects utilized a 10-year frequency protection
level obtained by a combination of a storm drain and street surface capacity.
The quantity of surface flow varied dependent upon whether the project fell
under local or federal requirements. Sumps were designed to the Capital
Flood protection level.

The FCD required the 10-year frequency level for storm drains in streets
for the four Storm Drain Bond Issue Programs 1952-1970 and/or District
projects constructed since the 1970's. Prior to these Storm Draim Bond
Issues, the FCD was not involved to any great extent in cother than major
drainage channels. However, all projects including tributary storm drains
in this period were constructed to the 50-year frequency level.

This background suggests that certain standards have been determined to be
reasonable levels of protection. Our opinion, based on discussions with
County Counsel, is that any lower levels of protection in future procjects
or approvals would increase the chances of liability should damage occur.
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Level of Flood Protection
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March 31, 1986

Compatibility to Federal Flood Insurance Requirements

The Federal Insurance Agency (FIA) has set the 100-year flood as their
standard. The hydrology is based on historical runoff records to produce
the 100~year flow rate. There is no allowance made for future urbanization.
In developed areas the standard requires the finished floor elevation of
proposed habitable structures to equal or exceed the water surface of the
100~year flood.

Our investigation indicates the recommended levels of protection, Capital
Flood and Urban Design Storm, will meet or exceed FIA requirements.

A frequency analysis of the entire County shows that the FIA standard is
between the 25-year and 10-year rainfall frequency levels. In most areas,
facilities designed for the 10-year rainfall frequency level, when combined
with the available street capacity, provide sufficient protection to meet
FIA requirements. However, if development of an area changes and FIA
restudies the area, 10-year rainfall frequency facilities may prove
inadequate. '

The proposed 25~year rainfall frequency level will meet FIA standards -even
if development changes.

The recommended protection levels are based on meeting FIA standards.

Compatibility with Existing Systems

The level of protection standards recommended may have to be modified in
cases where the capacity of the conduit into which the proposed drain
outlets has limited capacity. Where no relief drain is planned, it is
recommended that the drain be restricted to the capacity available at
its outlet. 1In cases where a relief drain is anticipated, the proposed
drain is recommended to be sized for the appropriate level of protection.

There are enumerable possible situations, and all cannot be covered in this
policy statement. The appropriate Section Head in the Department should
review the proposed drainage system and the outlet conditions based on

this policy and determine the required level of protection. In situations
where the determination may not be clear-cut, the Section Head should
recommend to his Division Head that it be referred to the Q Committee

for its recommendations to the Director of Public Works.

Economics
We believe the proposed level of protection will not result in a change

in cost for either design or construction for Department-constructed drains
or developer-constructed drains in a majority of the situations.

AL4
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March 31, 1986

The Urban Design Storm {25-year) will not increase requirements for drains
required in new developments. The Department—constructed drains may increase
in size in areas where the terrain is very flat and street capacity is
limited. We have analyzed a number of different situations on prior projects
and concluded that design costs would not increase more than one percent

and counstruction costs would increase between two percent and five percent.
However, we believe the number of projects affected will be fewer than

20 percent.

There may be some situations where under previcus County Engineer policy
construction in or intercepting watercourses used a 25-year level, whereas
now a 30-year level will be required. It is difficult to determine exactly
what percentage of the projects will be affected. 1In any event, the cost
increase for these projects would be approximately 8 percent.

= Raihfall vs. Runoff Records

The Committee recommends the continued use of rainfall records to determine
the design storm. The major reason for this is that rainfall records are

not affected by urbanization, whereas runoff records tend to be poor
predictors of future runoff in areas where development is changing. Although
we now have considerable length of runoff records, there has been constant
urbanization throughout the record period. 1In addition, there is continued
urbanization in the Santa Clara Valley, Antelope Valley, and certain

areas on the south slope of the San Gabriel Mountains and in the West

County area.

Discussion of Comments

Comment: Use a straight 10-year rainfall level of protection for all
storm drains in streets.

Reply: The proposed level of protection should in the majority of the
cases result in storm drains designed for i0-year Q's. The
proposed level of protection is a combined system of utilizing
street capacity and drain. It will in all cases meet Federal
Flood Insurance standards. It will not lower present levels
of protection required by the County Engineer, whereas a straight
10-year would in some cases.

Comment: The proposed level of protection will increase cost.

Reply: An analysis of drains in a number of different areas indicate
that in the majority of the cases, the street sections have
adequate capacity for the difference between a 25-year and 10-year
Q. In the areas with flat street slopes or other areas where
street capacity may be limited for one reason or another, the
increased costs for the drain and appurtenances range between
two percent and five percent. Design costs will be increased
approximately one percent.
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Level of Flood Protection

Page 4

March 31, 1986

Comment :

Reply:

Comment :

Reply:

We feel you must prepare a precise policy regarding the handling
of the situation where the new hydrology method produces flows
that are greater than the outletting system's capacity. We feel
the new method will produce greater Q's in almost all cases based
on the results of hydrology reviews made during the Bond Issue
Programs. As you are aware, the Bond Issue Programs guideline
was to accept flow rates based on the County Engineer's hydrologic
method when the resultant Q's were as much as 15 percent lower
than the Q's generated by the District's short-cut ratiomal
method. It is recommended that you adapt this 15 percent figure
as a guideline for future hydrologic studies.

A policy regarding the compatibility of a proposed drain to an
existing outletting system is given in this statement and if
interpetation is required, it will be given by the appropriate
Department Section Head. Difficult situations will be referred
to the Q Committee for its recommendation to the Director. The
13 percent guideline would no longer be appropriate. It was used
up through the 1964 Bond Issue Projects. At that time, there

was a difference in some coefficients used, and on very large
areas the Q's near the end of the drain using the County Engineer
method were sometimes lower than the District method. However,
the Q's at the upper end of the drain were usually larger than
the District’s using the County Engineer method.

Will a i0-year rainfall frequency drain result in acceptable

flooding levels during the FIA 100-year flood? Will the flooding
levels be below finished floor elevations? Can we use a standard
that will adjust the drain size to account for this if necessary?

Our investigation indicates that in most cases 10-year drains will
give protection such that flooding levels will not exceed FIA
standards. A frequeucy analysis when considering the entire

County indicates that the FIA flooding levels are between the
10~year and 25-year rainfall frequency flooding levels. A standard
could be developed to adjust drain sizes to meet FIA standards,
however, it would be more complex. It alsc would not produce
uniform results throughout the County.
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March 31, 1986

Summary

The Hydrology SubCommittee has evaluated all the comments received on the
proposed level of protection policy. After careful consideration of alil
peoints of view, we believe we have recommended a policy that is im the
best interests of the public and the Department. We believe this policy
will provide adequate flooding protection for Los Angeles County with
insignificant, if any, increase in costs and minimize future Department
liability.

GJP:yo
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COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS

“To Enrich Lives Through Effective and Caring Service™

900 SOUTH FREMONT AVENILIE

_ ALHAMBRA, CALIFORNIA 918031331
GAIL FARBER, Director Telephone: (626) 458-5100
htp://dpw.lacounty.gov ADDRESS ALL CORRESPONDENCE TO:
October 26, 2009 P.0.BOX 1460

ALHAMBRA, CALIFORNIA 91502-1460

I HEPLY PLEASE
REFER TO FILE: LD'1

Mr. Roderick Diaz

Project Manager

Los Angeles County Metropolitan
Transportation Authority

One Gateway Plaza, M/S 99-22-3
Los Angeles, CA 90012-2952

Dear Mr. Diaz:

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT (DEIR)
CRENSHAW TRANSIT CORRIDOR PROJECT

LOS ANGELES COUNTY

METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY

We reviewed the DEIR for the Crenshaw Transit Corridor project. The project would
improve transit services in the corridor and connect corridor residents and employees
with existing transit lines such as the Metro Green Line or approved transit lines such as
the Exposition Light Rail Transit Line thereby improving mobility and access to regional
activity centers.

The following comments are for your consideration and relate to the environmental
document only.

Hazards-Flood/Water Quality

1. The DEIR should note how the project will comply with National Pollutant
Discharge Elimination System permit.

2. Once a project alternative is selected, submit a hydrology study for review and
approval to the County of Los Angeles Department of Public Works. The
hydrology study should also address applicable Standard Urban Stormwater
Mitigation Plan and Total Maximum Daily Load requirements.

3. The area of the proposed project contains Los Angeles County Flood Control
District facilities. If encroachments, connections, or alterations to Los Angeles
County Flocd Control District facilities are proposed, contact Public Works'
Construction Division for permitting requirements.

If you have any questions regarding flood comments, please contact
Ms. Lizbeth Cordova at {626} 458-4921 or by e-mail at lcordova@dpw.lacounty.gov.
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Mr. Roderick Diaz
October 26, 2009
Page 2

Hazards-Geotechnical/Soils/Geology

The site is located within a potentially liquefiable area per the State of California
Seismic Hazard Zones Map-Hollywood and Inglewood Quadrangles. Also, all or
portion of the site is located within the Alquist Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone. Site-
specific geotechnical and geologic reports addressing the proposed development
and recommending mitigation measures for geotechnical and geologic hazards
should be included as part of the DEIR.

If you have any questions regarding geotechnical comments, please contact
Mr. Jeremy Wan at (626) 458-4925 by e-mail at jwan@dpw.lacounty.gov.

Services-Road/Flood Maintenance

1.

Page ES-12, Executive Summary: Alignment option C-2 would impact County
road maintenance  services. This alignment travels north on
Hawthorne Boulevard from the Green Line Station to Florence Avenue. This
section of Hawthorne Avenue is maintained by the County and has a landscaped
median in the center of the alignment from 111th Street to 104th Street. This
median would have to be removed if Route C-2 was approved for the alignment.
In addition, this segment of Hawthorne Boulevard was resurfaced less than

three months ago by the County.

All other alignments are either in the City of Los Angeles or the City of Inglewood.
Page ES-14 summarizes the proposed alignments, and Alignment C-1 is listed
as the most favored route; Alignment C-2 is the second more favored route. We
would agree with the rankings and prefer Alignment C-1 since it has the least
impact {o the County.

Pages ES-16 and ES-17 discuss the alternatives considered for a Maintenance
and Operations Facilities Site. The report ranks Site D the highest. We concur
with this assessment since Site D is a vacant lot of 14.8 acres on
Rosecrans Avenue in the City of El Segundo, has access to the rail, and is
privately owned. A facility at this site would minimize the impact of the project on
the county in terms of facility, relocations, and on-going maintenance operations.

The report ranks Site B as the next highest. The selection of Site B could have a
major operational impact to Public Works since Site B would require
Public Works" Road Maintenance District 3 (Wesichester, RD233, Fleet,
Construction Division, Permits; Operational Services' warehouse) and Flood
Maintenance Division {83rd Street yard) to be relocated. If Site B is selected, a
suitable site of equivalent size and functionality should be identified for relocation
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October 26, 2009
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When

of these critical facilities to minimize the potential impacts. Additionally, plans
should be made to allow construction of the replacement facility and relocation
such that on-going operations are not significantly impacted.

Of the four sites in the Executive Summary, Site C should be argued as the next
hest site after Site D. [t is [arger than Site B and does not require any "buffers” to
make the site useable. Table ES-2 lists the pros and cons of each site and
Site C looks more favorable than B from the data in the table.

The DEIR should explore other potenfial sites not listed in the Executive
Summary that could be better potential sites than Site B including expansion of
existing MTA-owned facilities. If Site B is chosen as the Maintenance and
Operations Facility Site for the Crenshaw Transit Corridor project, the DEIR
should discuss the relocation, financial, logistic, and operational impacts to
Public Works.

If you have any questions regarding comments, please contact Mr. Joe Young at
{310) 348-6448 by e-mail at jyoung@dpw.lacounty.gov.

the final Environmental Impact Report is available, we would like the

opportunity to review it for comment. If you have any other questions or require
additional information, please contact Mr. Toan Duong at (626} 458-4945 or by e-mail at
tduong@dpw .lacounty.qov.

Very truly yours,

GAIL FARBER

ublic Works

DENNIS HUNTER, PLS PE

Assistant Deputy Director
Land Development Division

MA:ca

EddpubtCEQAWCOMY METRO - MTA_CREMNSHAW TRANSIT CORRIDOR PROJECT_OEIR doc
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Responses to Comments from County of Los Angeles - Department of Public
Works, Duong, Toan

Response to Comment AL4-1
These separate projects are discussed in their own EIS/EIR documents.

Response to Comment AL4-2

Yes, the Crenshaw Line is a separate project, and has its own EIS/EIR. The opening dates listed
in the Long Range Transportation Plan (2009) were used in the Regional Connector
Draft EIS/EIR.

Response to Comment AL4-3

Final Long Range Transportation Plan opening dates were used in the Regional Connector Draft
EIS/EIR. The opening dates shown in the Draft Long Range Transportation Plan were revised in
the Final Long Range Transportation Plan due to the passage of Measure R.

Response to Comment AL4-4

Preliminary evaluation of liquefaction was performed on the alignment based on the available
geologic and subsurface exploration data. In-situ tests, such as standard penetration tests will
be performed during the final design phase and liquefaction potential will be further evaluated to
confirm findings made during preliminary engineering. Metro will commit to implementing the
following mitigation measures as needed to avoid impacts: support of some structures on deep
foundations such as drilled piles, or ground improvement such as deep soil mixing or

stone columns.

Response to Comment AL4-5

As indicated in Section 4.9, Geotechnical/Subsurface/Seismic/Hazardous Materials, of the Draft
EIS/EIR, with the implementation of mitigation, the Fully Underground LRT Alternative would
result in less than significant impacts associated with hazardous materials. In addition, the
Draft EIS/EIR included mitigation measures involving consistency with the goals of the City of
Los Angeles Municipal Code and Methane Mitigation Standards, which control methane
intrusion emanating from geologic formations and require testing of all underground segments.
Mitigation requirements will be implemented according to the actual methane levels and
pressures detected on a site. Metro will commit to implementing the following mitigation
measures as needed to avoid impacts: both active and passive ventilation systems to ensure
exchange of air, gas barriers (membranes around basements and foundations), and sensors in
interior spaces to monitor the presence of gas and its pressure. Specific precautions to protect
workers and the public from exposure to toxic gases would be required, and specialized
excavation methods would be needed to prevent explosion.

Response to Comment AL4-6

The Los Angeles portion of the California High-Speed Rail project was considered in the analysis
of cumulative impacts. As indicated in Section 4.19, Cumulative Impacts, of the Draft EIS/EIR
and this Final EIS/EIR, the Regional Connector project would be constructed and operated in

Regional Connector Transit Corridor
Final Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report
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coordination with the California High-Speed Rail project. Metro would also coordinate and
interface with the County of Los Angeles portion of the California High-Speed Rail project.

The California High Speed Rail Authority is a participating agency and has been included in the
recipient list for notices soliciting input on the project during the environmental review process.

Response to Comment AL4-7

This will be verified and identified in Special Provisions (a section in the construction
contract documents).

Response to Comment AL4-8

Metro will contact the Los Angeles County Department of Public Works, Construction Division
for permitting requirements pertaining to any proposed connections or alterations to Los
Angeles County Flood Control District (LACFCD) facilities, and the Los Angeles County
Department of Public Works, Design Division for allowable discharge to LACFCD facilities for
any proposed connections to LACFCD facilities. Metro will implement specific measures if
quantity of water discharged is in excess of allowable discharge. Finally, Metro will contact the
Los Angeles County Department of Public Works, Program Division for
agreements/requirements with Metro pertaining to any proposed connection or alterations to
LACFCD facilities. This language will also be included in Special Provisions (a section in the
construction contract documents).

Regional Connector Transit Corridor
Final Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report
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COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS

“To Enrich Lives Through Effective and Caring Service”

900 SOUTH FREMONT AVENUE
ALHAMBRA, CALIFORNIA 91803-1331

GAIL FARBER, Thirector Telephone: (626) 458-5100

F2-94

htp://dpw.lacounty.gov ADDRESS ALL CORRESPONDENCE TO:

P.O. BOX 1460
ALHAMBRA, CALIFCRNIA 91802-1460

October 20, 2010 IN HEPLY PLEASE

REFER TO FILE: LD' 1

Mr. David Mieger

Project Director

Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority
Urnie Gateway Filaza, WS §8-22-5

Los Angeles, CA 90012

Dear Mr. Mieger:

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT (DEIR)
REGIONAL CONNECTOR TRANSIT CORRIDOR
METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY (MTA)

Thank you for the opportunity to review the DEIR for the Regional Connector Transit
Corridor project. The project is looking for the best approach to connect the Blue, Expo,
and Gold Light Rail Transit (LRT) lines, allowing for increased transit access throughout
the City of Los Angeles.

The following comments are for your consideration and relate to the environmental
document only.

Services—Traffic/Access

1. The front page of the Executive Summary shows Figure ES-1, Existing and
Proposed Regivnal Metro Rail Lines (2035). Figuie ES-1 shows a ietro Rail
Line Under Study, called the "Crenshaw-Prairie," and another Metro Rail Line
under study called the "Westside Extension to Westwood.” These two proposals
are not mentioned in any detail in the report, "The Regional Connector Transit
Corridor.” These two proposed rail routes could have an impact on roads in the
County of Los Angeles' Road Maintenance District 3 area such as
Prairie Avenue, Hawthorne  Boulevard, Crenshaw  Boulevard, and
Wilshire Boulevard.

2. Chapter 2 of The Regional Connector Transit Corridor report briefly mentions the
Metro Crenshaw Line on page 2-11; it states that the Metro Crenshaw Line from
the Metro Green Line at Aviation Boulevard to the Metro Expo Line at
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Mr. David Mieger
October 20, 2010
Page 2

Crenshaw Boulevard is an approximately 10 mile light rail or bus rapid transit
system anticipated to be operational by 2019. Is this line part of another study or
proposal?

3. We commented on the Crenshaw Transit Corridor Project DEIR on October 26,
2009, enclosed. Also th:e Crenshaw Transit Corridor project DEIR, page ES-9,
Figure S-5, "Metro 2008 Draft Long-Range Transportation Plan Summary,”
mentioned the "Crenshaw Boulevard Corridor" under Metro Rail to be open in
2025, which contradicts the date of 2019. This same figure aiso shows a
Wilshire Boulevard Bus Rapid Transitway Construction to be open by 2026.

If you have any qusstions regarding traffic/access comments, please contact
Mr. Armond Ghazarian at (310) 348-6448, Extension 227, or by e-mail at
aghazar@dpw.lacounty.gov.

Hazards—-Geotechnical/Geology/Soils

The DEIR acknowledges that all or a portion of the site is located within a potentially cgr-]t,d
liquefiable area per the State of California Seismic Hazard Zones Map~Los Angeles

and Hollywood Quadrangles. However, the mitigation measures for the proposed
stations/facilities located within the potentially liquefiable areas that are not
supported by bedrock appear to be inadequate. Geotechnical reports addressing
any future developments at this site shall recommend mitigation measures for
geotechnical hazards such as liquefaction and seismic induced settlement.

If you have any questions regarding geotechnical comment, please contact
Mr. Jeremy Wan at (626) 458-4925 or by e-mail at jwan@dpw.lacounty.gov.

Other—Environmentai Safety

There is no landfill within 1,000 feet of the proposed project; however, the DEIR
indicates that the project will traverse methane zone and methane buffer zones
associated with oil deposit. We, therefore, recommend that the City of Los Angeles'
Building and Safety provide mitigation measures, control, and protection systems for
any excavation and affected enclosed buildings and structures from possible
hazardous gas intrusion.

If you have any questions regarding environmental comments, please contact
Mr. Corey Mayne at (6268) 458-3530 or by e-mail at cmayne@dpw.lacounty.goy.
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Mr. David Mieger
October 20, 2010
Page 3

Other-Programs

The proposed High Speed Rail project is in the vicinity of this project. The routing
for the Regional Connector appears to be away from the proposed route for the High
Speed Rail project. MTA should be consulting with the California High Speed Rail
Authority to verify that no potential conflicts will occur. Please note that the
California High Speed Rail Authority was not listed as one of the public agencies
consulted.

Hazards-Flood

1. Water Resources Technical Memorandum pages 24 and 25 states, "Storm drains
within the City are constructed and maintained by both the City and the
Los Angeles County Flood Control District (LACFCD). The LACFCD constructs
the major storm drains and open flood control channels, and the City constructs
local interconnecting tributary drains. The City's system is designed to convey
storm flows from a ten-year storm event while the County system is designed for
a 50 year storm event.”

» Verify design storm frequency of LACFCD facilities potentially affected by the
proposed project. The enclosed memorandum regarding LACFCD standards
for level of flood protection is provided for your reference.

2 Water Resources Technical Memorandum pages 36 and 41 states, "Overall,
however, construction of the At-Grade Emphasis LRT Alternative would be
expected to result in minimal impacts and need for relocation of the current
drainage system. In the case where construction activities would result in the
need to relocate certain drainage infrastructure, temporary lines would be
installed during the construction period. Construction of the At-Grade Emphasis
LRT Alternative would have no significant impact on the overall drainage pattern
in the project area.”

"As described in the analysis of storm drain impacts under the At-Grade
Emphasis LRT Alternative, there could be conflicts with the existing storm drain
infrastructure along the proposed alignment. Similar impacts would be expected
under the Underground Emphasis LRT Alternative. The main conflicts could
occur along the pipe backbone along Flower and 2nd Streets. However, design
measures would be implemented in order to address potential conflicts and there
would be no significant impact to the capacity of the existing system or overall
direction of storm flows through the drainage infrastructure in the project area."

AL5
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Mr. David Mieger
October 20, 2010
Page 4

« Contact the County of Los Angeles Department of Public Works' Construction
Division for permitting requirements pertaining to any proposed connection(s)
or alterations to LACFCD facilities.

e Contact Public Works' Design Division for allowable discharge to LACFCD 1 .
facilities for any proposed connections to LACFCD facilities. Proposed e
discharges in excess of allowable discharge may require mitigation.

» Contact Public Works' Programs Development Division for agreements
requirements with MTA pertaining to any proposed connection(s) or
alterations to LACFCD facilities.

if you have any questions regarding flood comments, please contact
Ms. Lizbeth Cordova at (626) 458-492 | or by e-mail at [cordova@dpw.lacounty.gov.

If you have any other questions or require additional information, please contact
Mr. Toan Duong at (626) 458-4921 or by e-mail at tduong@dpw.lacounty.gov.

Very truly yours,

GAIL FARBER

Director of Public Works
2

——
A

'DENNIS HUNTER, PLS PE
Assistant Deputy Director
LLand Development Givision

JY:ca

P Adput\CEQAYC DM METRO_ REGIONAL CONNECTOR TRANSIT CORRIDOR_ DEIR.doc

F2-97


GLASSBURNES
Typewritten Text
AL5

GLASSBURNES
Polygonal Line

GLASSBURNES
Typewritten Text
1

GLASSBURNES
Typewritten Text
cont'd


Responses to Comments Volume F-2
I

AL5

Responses to Comments from the County of Los Angeles - Department of Public
Works, Farber, Gail
Response to Comment AL5-1

Comment acknowledged. These comments were emailed to Metro prior to submittal of this
letter. Please refer to Responses to Comments AL4-1 through AL4-8, above.

Regional Connector Transit Corridor
Final Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report
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AL6
CITY OF LOS ANGELES

SOARD OF CALIFORMNIA PUBLIC WORKS
FPUBLIC WORKS

COMMISSHINERS

BUREAU OF SANITATION

EMRIQUE C. ZALDIVAR
DIRECTOR

CYWNTHIA M. RUIZ

PRESIDENT TRACI J. MINAMIDE

CHIEF OPERATING OFFICER

ANDREA & ALARCON

VICE PRESIDENT VARDUL 5. ABKIAN
ANTONIO R. VILLARAIGOSA ADEL H. HAGEKHALIL
PAULA A DANIELS MAYOR ALEXANDER E. HELOU
FREZIDENT PRO TEMPORE ASSISTANT HRECTORS

WASTEWATER EMGINEERING SERVICES DIV,
October 14, 2010 : 2714 MEDIA CENTER ORIVE
VALERIE LYNNE SHAW LOS ANGELES, CA 90065

FAX: {323) 342-6210 OR 62114

STEVEN T NUTTER

Dolores Royball Saltarelli

Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority
One Gateway Plaza, MS 89-22-2

Los Angeles, CA 90012

File: SC.CE.

Dear Ms. Royball Saltarelli:

Regional Connector Transit Corridor Project - Draft EIR

This is in response to your September 13, 2010 letter requesting wastewater service
information for the proposed project. The Bureau of Sanitation, Wastewater Engineering
Services Division (WESD) has conducted a preliminary study of the existing sewer lines
and gauges located within the vicinity of the proposed project location.

The City of Los Angeles sewer system consists of primary sewers (16-inches and larger
in diameter) and secondary sewers (less than 16-inches in diameter). The secondary
sewers service the property laterals and feed into the primary sewer lines. The primary
sewers constitute the trunk, interceptor, and cutfall portions of the system. These
sewers ultimately convey the wastewater to the Hyperion Treatment Plant which has 1
sufficient capacity for current and fuiure development.

The majority of sewer lines within the proposed project area consist of secondary lines.
The secondary reaches run along W 7th St, S Hill St, E Cesar E Chavez Ave, &
Commercial St, and S Alameda St. The primary sewer reaches fun along Flower St, E
Cesar E Chavez Ave. and Alameda St near the 7th St/Metro Center, Union Sguare, and
the Little Tokyo Stations, respectively. Gauging within the project area show relatively
low flows which indicates the existing sewer system might be able to accommodate
future discharges related to this project. Figure 1 shows the existing sewer lines and
gauging locations along the alignment of the proposed project.

Currently, the project description lacks sufficient detail for us to conduct a detailed
wastewater capacity analysis. Should the project descriptions change or more details

AN EQUAL EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITY — AFFIRMATIVE ACTION EMPLOYER  Resvsaox sndniase borrecf i35 ;“g%
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Dolores Royball Saltarelli, Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transporlation Authority
Regional Connector Transit Corridor Project - Draft EIR
Oclober 14, 2010

page 2of2

related to the construction dewatering flows become available, please continue to send 1 .
us information so that we may determine if a sewer assessment is required in the future. cont'd

If you have any questions, please call Abdu! Danishwar of my staff at (323) 342-6220.

v

Ali Poosti, Acting Division Manager
Wastewater Engineering Services Division
Bureau of Sanitation

Encl: Figure 1 -- Regional Connector Transit Corridor Project Sewer Map

ceC. Kosta Kaporis, BOS
Daniel Hackney, BOS
Rowena Lau, BOS

Div Files\SCARWCEQA Review\FINAL CEQA Response LTRsWeslside Subway Extension Transit Corridor - Praft EIR.doc
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AL6

Responses to Comments from the County of Los Angeles - Department of Public
Works, Bureau of Sanitation, Poosti, Ali

Response to Comment AL6-1

Metro will coordinate with the City of Los Angeles and its departments as the design of the
project progresses. Metro will provide more details related to construction dewatering flows as
they become available so that a sewer assessment may be determined. This will also be listed in
Special Provisions of the contract document (a section in the construction contract documents).

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

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 with LEDs (light
emitting diodes) light source (BSL). LED lights provide beneficial environmental
impact with improved energy efficiency.

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 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 public street and
pedestrian lighting improvements in and around the facilities that meet current BSL
standards (BSL).
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AL7
Responses to Comments from the City of Los Angeles, BSL, Batikian, Silva

Response to Comment AL7-1

Comment acknowledged. Please refer to Responses to Comments AL3-57 through
AL3-62, above.

Regional Connector Transit Corridor
Final Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report
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Metro Gold Line Foothill Extension
Construction Authority

406 E. Huntington Dive, Suite 202
Monravia, CA 91016-3633

626-471-9050 ph
626-471-9049 fx

www foothillextension org

October 18, 2010 BLCA-MTA-085

Ms. Dolores Roybal Saltarelli Mr. Ray Tellis

Los Angeles County Metropolitan Federal Transit Administration
Transportation Authority 888 South Figueroa Street

One Gateway Plaza, MS 99-22-2 Suite 1850

Los Angeles, California 90012 Los Angeles, California 90017

Subject: Regional Connector Transit Corridor Project
Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Report

Dear Ms. Saltarelli and Mr. Tellis:

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the Draft Environmental
Impact Statement/Environmental Report for the Regional Connector Transit Corridor
Project.

Throughout the Regional Connector DEIS/EIR , the regional Connector is described
to allow a “one seat ride from Long Beach to Azusa” , however the Foothill
Extension according to Measure R and the Authority’s enabling legislation defines
the project to Claremont. The Metro Gold Line Foothill Extension Construction
Authority recently adopted a resolution to support the 30/10- initiative with the same
clarification. As you know, Metro unanimously approved a resolution on October 22,
2009 stating “As a first priority, pursue other potential funding sources, excluding 1
federal New Starts, which are not currently included in the 2009 LRTP, to be
programmed to close the funding gaps on the Gold Line Foothill Extension and
Crenshaw/LAX Transit Corridor.” This commitment to the Project to Claremont
allows for an additional 11.5 miles of light rail to the county line providing a one seat
ride from Long Beach to Claremont.

Again, we thank you for this opportunity and look forward to the project’s successful
completion from Long Beach to Claremont.

Sincerely,

Keith Hanks
Chairman

Cce: Construction Authority Board of Directors
Habib F. Balian
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AL8

Responses to Comments from Metro Gold Line Foothill Extension Construction
Authority, Hanks, Keith

Response to Comment ALS8-1

The Draft EIS/EIR studied a future baseline year of 2035, at which time the Metro Gold Line
Foothill Extension would be completed to Azusa per the 2009 Metro Final Long Range
Transportation Plan. The extension farther to Claremont was not included in modeling
assumptions because it is expected to be completed after 2035. The eventual terminus of the
Foothill Extension project is now expected to be Montclair. For purposes of consistency in
identifying the project, the North-South Line is now described in this Final EIS/EIR as running
from Long Beach to Montclair.

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

Comment Letter/

Affiliation Last Name First Name
Speaker
AR1 South Coast Air Quality Management District | MacMillan lan
AR? Southern California Association of Liu Huasha

Governments

Regional Connector Transit Corridor
Final Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report
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AR1

South Coast
Air Quality Management District

21865 Copley Drive, Diamond Bar, CA 91765-4178
{909) 396-2000 - www.aqmd.gov

E-mailed: October 15, 2010 October 15, 2010
roybald@metro.net

Ms. Dolores Roybal Saltarelli

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

Los Angcles, California 90012

Review of the Draft Environmental Impact Report (Draft EIR)
for the Regional Transit Corridor Project

The South Coast Air Quality Management District (AQMD) appreciates the opport anity
to comment on the above-mentioned document. The following comment is intended to 1
provide guidance to the lead agency and should be incorporated into the final
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) as appropriate.

Based on a review of the draft EIR the AQMD staff is concerned about the significant
regional construction air quality impacts from the proposed project. In order to reduce 2
regional air quality impacts, AQMD staff recommends that the lead agency require
additional mitigation to reduce diesel equipment exhaust emissions during construction
activities.

Pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21092.5, please provide the AQMD with

written responses to all comments contained herein prior to the adoption of the final EIR.
Further, staff is available to work with the lead agency to address these issues and any 3
other questions that may arise. Please contact Dan Garcia, Air Quality Specialist CEQA
Scction, at (909) 396-3304, if you have any questions regarding the enclosed comments.

Sincerely, 3

YA Y %74

Tan MacMillan
Program 'Supervisor, CEQA Inter-Governmental Review
Planning, Rule Development & Area Sources
Attachment
IM:DG

LAC100909-02
Control Number
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Ms. Delores Saltarelli 2 Qctober 15, 2010

Construction Equipment Mitigation Measures

1. Given that the lead agency’s regional construction air quality analysis demonstrates
that the criteria pollutant emissions will exceed the AQMD’s daily significance
thresholds for NOX, VOC, CO, and PM2.5 for each build aiternative and PM10Q for
the At-Grade Emphasis LRT Alternative AQMD recommends that the lead agency
consider adding the following mitigation measures to further reduce air quality
impacts from the project, if feasible:

. ST . .
Configure construction parking to minimize traffic interference,

Provide temporary traffic controls such as a flag person, during all phases of
construction to maintain smooth traffic flow,

Provide dedicated tura lanes for movement of construction trucks and
equipment on- and off-site,

Reroute construction trucks away from sensitive receptor areas,
Improve traffic flow by signal synchronization,

Ensure that all vehicles and equipment will be properly tuned and maintained
according to manufacturers’ specifications,

. N I .
Require the use of electricity from power poles rather than temporary diesel or
gasoline power generators, and

Consistent with measures that other lead agencies in the region (including Port
of Los Angeles and Port of Long Beach) have enacted, require all on-site
construction equipment to riieq‘p'_’_EWf\ Tier 2 or higher emissions standards
according to the following: . )

v April 1, 2010, to December 31. 2011: All offroad diesel-powered
construction equipment greater than 50 hp shall meet Tier 2 oftroad
emissions standards. In addition, all construction equipment shall be
outfitted with the BACT devices certified by CARB. Any emissions
control device used by the contractor shall achieve emissions reductions
that are no less than what could be achieved by a Level 2 or Level 3 diesel
emissions control strategy for a similarly sized engine as defined by
CARB regulations.

v January 1, 2012, to December 31, 2014: All offroad diesel-powered
construction equipment, greater than 50 hp shall meet Tier 3 offroad
emissions standards. In addition, all construction equipment shall be
outfitted with BACT devices certified by CARB. Any emissions control
device used by the contractor shall achieve emissions reductions that are
no less than what could be achieved by a Level 3 diese! emissions control
strategy for a similarly sized engine as defined by CARB regulations.
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Ms. Delores Saltarelli 3 October 15, 2010

>,
"o

v Post-January 1, 2015: All offroad diesel-powered construction equipment
greater than 50 hp shall meet the Tier 4 emission standards, where
available. In addition, all construction equipment shall be outfitted with
BACT devices certified by CARB. Any emissions control device used by
the contractor shall achieve emissions reductions that are no less than what
could be achieved by a Level 3 diesel emissions control strategy fora
similarly sized engine as defined by, CARB regulations.

v A copy of each unit’s certified tier specification, BACT documentation,
and CARB or AQMD operating permit shall be provided at the time of
mobilization of each applicable unit of equipment.

For additional measures 10 rl'educerff-road construction equipment, refer to
the mitigation measure tables located at the following website:
www.agmd.gov/cegarhandbook/mitigation/MM _intro.html.

The lead agency should consider encouraging construction contractors to
apply for AQMD “SOON” funds. As an example, incentives could be
provided in the bidding process for those construction contractors who apply
for AQMD “SOON” funds. More information on this program can be found
at the following website:
http://www.agmd.gov/tao/Implementation/SOONProgram. htm

AR1
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Responses to Comments Volume F-2
[

Responses to Comments from the South Coast Air Quality Management District,
MacMillan, lan

Response to Comment AR1-1

Comment acknowledged. Please refer to Responses to Comments AR1-2 through AR1-13,
below, for detailed responses regarding concerns raised by the South Coast Air Quality
Management District (SCAQMD).

Response to Comment AR1-2

Metro has added additional air quality mitigation measures in Section 4.5.4.2 and the Mitigation
Monitoring and Reporting Program for the Locally Preferred Alternative (Chapter 8) of this Final
EIS/EIR. These are described in Responses to Comments AF2-6 through AF2-9, above, and AR1-
4 through AR1-11, below. However, even with implementation of these additional mitigation
measures, significant construction-related air quality impacts may still occur, as shown in Table
4.5-6 of the Draft EIS/EIR and this Final EIS/EIR.

Response to Comment ART1-3

Comment acknowledged. In accordance with Public Resources Code Section 21092.5, Metro
will provide the SCAQMD written responses to their comments ten days prior to certification of
this Final EIS/EIR.

Response to Comment AR1-4

After mitigation, construction emissions for all build alternatives would exceed SCAQMD
thresholds of significance for VOC, NO,, and CO, as shown in Table 4.5-6 of the Draft EIS/EIR
and this Final EIS/EIR. None of the build alternatives would exceed the PM10 threshold

of significance.

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):

Construction worker parking shall be configured to minimize traffic interference. This measure
would minimize vehicle idling time, which would reduce emissions generated from
construction vehicles.

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

Response to Comment AR1-5

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):

Construction activity that affects traffic flow on the arterial system, including the transportation
of excavated materials, shall be primarily limited to off-peak hours. This measure would

Regional Connector Transit Corridor
Final Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report
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minimize vehicle idling time, which would reduce emissions generated from
construction vehicles.

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

Response to Comment AR1-6

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):

Dedicated turn lanes for the movement of trucks and equipment to and from construction sites
shall be provided where appropriate. This measure would minimize vehicle idling time, which
would reduce emissions generated from construction vehicles.

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

Response to Comment AR1-7

This mitigation measure was identified in Sections 3.4.1.2 and 4.7.4.1 of the Draft EIS/EIR and
Sections 3.4.2 and 4.7.4.2 of this Final EIS/EIR for noise and vibration sensitive receptors, and
would have a similar mitigating effect for air quality impacts.

Response to Comment AR1-8

As discussed in Section 3.4.1.2 of the Draft EIS/EIR and Section 3.4.2 of this Final EIS/EIR,
Metro will work with the Los Angeles Department of Transportation to accommodate the
required traffic movements in the vicinity of construction activities. This includes adjustment of
traffic signal coordination where appropriate. Generally, the construction contractor will be
required to address this concern.

Response to Comment AR1-9

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.

Response to Comment AR1-10

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.

Regional Connector Transit Corridor
Final Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report
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Response to Comment AR1-11

Metro will adhere to all applicable EPA requirements. 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 on-site construction equipment to meet EPA Tier 2 or higher emission

standards according to the January 1, 2012 to December 31, 2014 and post-January 15,

2015 criteria.

Response to Comment AR1-12

Metro has reviewed the website and appreciates the additional information, and has
incorporated the mitigation measures at
www.agmd.gov/ceqa/handbook/mitigation/MM_intro.html to the extent feasible.

Response to Comment AR1-13

Metro has reviewed the website and will consider encouraging construction contractors to apply
as requested, and will incorporate incentives where feasible.

Regional Connector Transit Corridor
Final Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report
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October 20, 2010

Ms. Dolores Roybal Saltarelli

Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority

1 Gateway Plaza, MS §9-22-2

Los Angeles, CA 80012 T
roybald@metre.net

RE: 8CAG Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Regional Connector Transit
Corridor Project [SCAG No. 120100309]

Cear Ms. Roybal Saitarellj,

Thank you for submitting the Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Regional Connector Transit
Corridor Project [SCAG No. 120100309} to the Southern California Association of Governments {SCAG) for
review and comment. SCAG is the authorized regional agency for Inter-Governmental Review of Programs
proposed for federal financial assistance and direct development activities, pursuant to Presidential
Executive Order 12372 (replacing A-85 Review). Additionally, pursuant 1o Public Resources Code Section
21083(d) SCAG reviews Envirenmental Impacts Reports of projects of regional significance for consistency
with regional plans per the California Environmental Quality Act Guidelines, Sections 15125(d) and
15206(a}(1). SCAG is also the designated Regional Transportation Planning Agency and as such is
responsible for both preparation of the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) and Federal Transportation
Improvement Program (FTIP) under California Government Code Sectioh 85080 and 65082 As the
clearinghouse for regionally significant projects per Executive Order 12372, SCAG reviews the consistency
of local plans, projects, and programs with regional plans. This activity is based on SCAG's responsibilities
as a regional planning organization pursuant to state and federal laws and reguiations. Guidance provided
by these reviews is intended to assist local agencies and project sponsors to take actions that contribute to
the attainment of regional goals and policies.

SCAG staff has reviewed this project and determined that the proposed project is regionally significant per
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines, Sections 15125 andfor 15208, The proposed
project wouid implement a light rail connector in downtown Los Angetes that will directly link the tracks of the
Metro Gold Line light rail system with the Metro Blue Line and future Metro Expo tine.

Woe have evaluated this project based on the policies of 8CAG's Regional Transportation Plan {RTP) and
Compass Growth Vision Principles that may be applicable to your project. The RTP and Compass Growth
Visioning Principles can be found on the SCAG web site at: hitp.//scag.ca.goviigr. The attached detailed
comments are meant to provide guidance for considering the proposed project within the context of our
regional goals and policies. We also encourage the use of the SCAG List of Mitigation Measures extracted
from the RTP to aid with demonstrating consistency with regional plans and policies. Please send a copy of
the Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) ONLY to SCAG's main office in Los Angeles for our review. If
you have any questions regarding the attached comments, please contact Bernard Lee at (213) 236-1895.
Thank you.

nd Use and Environmental Planning

The Regional Council s comprised of 84 elected officialy representing 190 cities, six counties,

six County Transportation Uemmissions and 3 Tribal Governmang representative within Southern California,
F2-113
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October 20, 2010 SCAG No. 120100309
Ms. Roybal Saltarelli

COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT FOR THE
REGIONAL CONNECTOR TRANSIT CORRIDOR PROJECT
[SCAG NO. 120100309]

PROJECT LOCATION

The project area is located in downtown Los Angeles. It is bounded on the west by State Route (SR} 110
{Harbor Freeway); on the north by US 101 (Hollywood Freeway); on the south by 7™ and 9th Streets; and
on the east by Alameda Street between 7th and 4th Streets and the Los Angeles River between 4th Street
and US 101,

The project area is the {argest regional employment center in Los Angeles County, and is densely
deveioped with muiti-family residences, industrial and pubiic lands, commercial and retaii establishments,
government office buildings, and high-rise office towers. The corridor crosses severai distinct community
areas including the dense urban core of the Financial District; the residential high rises and regional
entertainment centers of Bunker Hill; the Civic Center with a concentration of federal, state, and iocal
government offices; residential and retail uses iocated in the historic structures of the Historic Core; and
the culturally unique, mixed uses of Little Tokyo.

Depending on which aiternative is selected, the Regional Connector Transit Corridor project couid invoive
construction and cperation of a 1.6 to 1.9 mile fight rail transi (LRT) connector that would link the Meiro
Blue Line, Metro Gold Line, and future Metro Expo Line into a singie consclidated system. All proposed
build alternatives would begin underground at the existing Metro Blue Line {and future Metro Expo Line)
platform at 7th Sireet/Metro Center Station and extend in a northeastern direction to a new junction with
the Metro Gold Line near Alameda Sireet. In addition to the LRT aiternatives, a No Build Alternative and a
Transportation System Management {TSM) Alternative are being studied.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The Regional Connactor project would implement a light rail connector in downtown Los Angeles that will
directly link the tracks of the Metro Goid Line light rail system with the Metro Blue Line and future Metro
Expo Line. The connector would run from the current Metro Blue Line terminus at 7th Street/Metro Center
Station to a point on the Metro Gold Line near the Little Tokyo/Arts District Station.

Alternatives under consideration include a No Build Alternative, Transporiation Systems Management
(TSM) Alternative, At-Grade Emphasis LRT Alternative, Underground Emphasis LRT Aiternative, and
Fully Underground LRT Alternative.

s« No Build
The No Build Alternative is the fulure scenario without the proposed build alternatives. The No
Build Alternative does not include any major service improvements of new transportation
infrastructure beyond what is listed in Metro’s 2008 LRTP.

+ TSM
The TSM Alternative inciudes all of the provisions of the No Build Alternative, plus two new
express shuitle bus lines linking the 7th Street/Metro Center and Union Stations. These buses
would run frequently, just a few minutes apart, especially during peak hours. Enhanced bus stops
would be located every two to three blocks, so as to maximize coverage of the area surrounding
the routes. Rail service would remain the same as described for the No Build Alternative.

s+ At-Grade Emphasis LRT Alternative
The At-Grade Emphasis LRT Alternative would provide a direct connection from the existing
underground 7" Street/Metro Center Station to the Metro Gold Line at Temple and Alameda

Page 2
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October 20, 2010
Ms. Roybal Saltarelli

SCAG No. 120100309

Streets with three new station locations. This alignment includes a combination of underground
and at-grade segments, with 48 percent of the route underground. New stations would serve the
Civic Center, Grand Avenue, and the Financial District. Portions of 2™ Street along the alignment
would be converted to a pedesirian-friendly transit mall. To implement this alternative, the number
of traffic lanes and on-street parking spaces would be reduced on 2™ Street between Figueroa
and Los Angeles Streets. Roadway capacity along adjacent streets such as 1% and 3" Streets
would remain unchanged, as with the No Build Alternative.

+ Underground Emphasis LRT Alternative

The Underground Emphasis LRT Alternative would provide a direct connection from 7
Street/Metro Center Station o the Metro Gold Line tracks at the Little Tokyo/Aris District Station
with three new station focations. The alignment would extend underground from the 7"
Street/Metro Center Station beneath Flower Street to 2™ Street. The tracks would then proceed
east underneath the 2™ Street tunne! and 2™ Street to a new portal on the parcel bounded by 1%
Street, Alameda Street, 2™ Street, and Central Avenue. It is anticipated that some of this parcel
wolld need to be acquired o construct the portal and stage construction of the tunnels beneath
2™ Street. The new tracks would then connect to the tracks of the Metro Gold Line at grade. The
Underground Emphasis LRT Alternative would be entirely located underground except for a single
at-grade crossing at the intersection of 1% and Alameda Streets. The tracks wouid cross in the
same type of three-way (wye} junction as proposed for the At-Grade Emphasis LRT Alternative.

« Fully Underground LRT Alternative

The Fully Underground LRT Alternative is essentially the same configuration as the Underground
Emphasis LRT Alternative, except that it provides for four new underground stations instead of
three. It travels under the intersection of 1™ and Alameda rather than crossing at-grade, and it
then connects to the Metro Goid Line within 1* Street and north of Temple Street. The alignment
would extend underground from the 7" Street/Metro Center Station under Flower Street to 2™
Street. Tracks would then proceed east underneath the 2™ Street tunnel and 2™ Street to Central
Avenue. At 2" Street and Central Avenue, the tracks would continue underground heading
northeast under 1% and Alameda Streets. An underground junction would be constructed beneath
the intersection of 1% Street and Alameda Street. Uniike the Underground Emphasis LRT
Alternative, two portals would be needed because the junction between Regional Connector and
the Pasadena/Azusa and East Los Angeles/-605 branches of the Metro Gold Line would he
located underground. The new portals would be located to the north and east of the junction,
where trains would rise to the surface to connect to the Metro Gold Line heading north to Azusa
and east tc 1-605.

CONSISTENCY WITH REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION PLAN

Regional Growth Forecasts
The Draft Environmental Impact Report {DEIR}) should reflect the most recently adopted SCAG forecasts,

which are the 2008 RTP (May 2008) Population, Household and Employment forecasts. The forecasts for
“your region, subregion, and city are as follows:

Adopted SCAG Regionwide Forecasts’

2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 2035
Population 18,418,344 | 20,465,830 | 21,468,948 | 22395121 [ 23255377 | 24,067,286
Households 6,086,986 8,474,074 6,840,328 7,156,645 7,449,484 7,710,722
Employment 8,349,453 8,811,406 $,183,029 9,546,773 9,913,376 | 10,287,125
Page 3
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October 20, 2010
Ms. Roybal Saltarelli

Adopted City of Los Angeles Subregion Forecasts’

SCAG No. 120100308

2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 2035
Population 4,057,484 4,128,125 4,204,329 4,277,732 4,348,282 4,415,773
Households 1,366,985 1,424,701 1,485,519 1,532,908 1,578,850 1,618,578
Employment 1,820,092 1,864,061 1,802,139 1,825,148 1,960,383 1,994,134
Adopted City of Los Angeles Forecasts'

20190 2015 2020 2025 2030 2035
Population 4,140,516 4,214,082 4,292,138 4,367,538 4,440,017 4,509,435
Households 1,386,658 1,445,177 1,506,564 1,564,478 1,600,754 1,638,823
Employment 1,860,672 1,905,337 1,833,860 1,967,393 2,003,196 2,037,472

1. The 2008 RTP growth forecast at the regional, subregional, and city level was adopted by the Regional Council in May 20G8.

SCAG Staff Comments:

As indicated in Section 416 (Growth Inducing), employment and population growth projections
are based on the SCAG 2008 RTP growth forecast.

The 2008 Regional Transportation Pian {RTP) also has goals and policies that dre periinent to this
proposed project. This RTP links the goal of sustaining mobility with the goals of fostering economic
development, enhancing the environment, reducing energy consumption, promoting transportation-friendly
development patterns, and encouraging fair and equitable access to residents affected by socio-economic,
geographic and commercial limitations. The RTP continues to support all applicable federal and state laws in
implementing the proposed project. Among the relevant goals and poficies of the RTP are the following:

Regional Transportation Plan Goals:

RTP G1 Maximize mobility and accessibilify for ali people and goods in the region.
RTP G2  Ensure travel safely and reliability for all people and goods in the region.
RTP G3  Freserve and ensure a sustainable regional transportation system.
RTP G4  Maximize the productivity of our transportation system.
RTP G5  Profect the environment, improve air quality and promote energy efficiency.
RTP G6  Encourage land use and growth patterns that compiement our transportation investmentis.
RTP G7  Maximize the securily of our transportation system through improved system moniforing,
rapid recovery planning, and coordination with other securily agencies.
SCAG Staff Comments:

SCAG siaff finds that the proposed project meets consistency with Regional Transportation Plan
Goals.

The proposed project meets consistency with RTP G1. Mobility pertains to the speed at which one may
travel and the delay, or difference between the actual travel time and travel time that would be
experienced if a person traveled at the Jegal speed limit. The proposed project is expected to improve
mobility by reducing delays at several intersections in the study area during AM and PM peak periods,
relative to the No Build and TSM scenarios {indicated in Table 3-11). Accessibility measures how well
the transportation system provides people access o opportunities, such as jobs, education, shopping,
recreation, and medical care. The proposed project would provide a faster and more reliable
connection between Pasadena/Azusa and Long Beach and East LA and Culver City. In addition,
depending on the atternative selected, the project may add additional stations serving Downtown Los
Angeles, which would provide increased access to employment and other opportunities in that area.
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October 20, 2010 SCAG No. 120100308
Ms. Roybal Saltarelli

With regard to RTP G2, the proposed project meets consistency. The RTP aims o improve safety by
minimizing accidents. Mitigation measures described in Section 4.15.4 would be incorporated to
ensure passenger safety. Reliability reflects the degree to which travelers experience variation in trip
times from day io day As indicated on page 3-2, “Transit impacts and consequences include
estimated benefits associated with each alternative, such as travel speeds and times, greater service
reliability, and estimated higher ridership.”

The proposed project meets consistency with RTP G3. Programmed funds for the operations and
maintenance of the project are identified on pages 6-12 o 6-15.

With regard fo RTP G4, the proposed project meels consistency. Productivity is a system efficiency
measure that reflects the degree to which the transportation sysiem performs dusing peak demand
conditions. As mentioned previously, the proposed project would reduce delays at several intersections
in the study area during AM and PM peak periods.

The proposed project meets consistency with RTP G5. Per page 4-80, "All of the build alternatives
would have no adverse or significant effects from operational emissions. Although regional
construction emissions under the build alternatives would be significant and unavoidable, the net
benefits to air quality asscciated with the reduction in regional VMT would override the temporary
adverse construction impacts and provide a net beneficial effect.”

With regard to RTP G8, the proposed project meets consistency. As indicated-on page 1-2, “Local
land use plans and policies suppoert increased transit alternatives, linking the regional system
through downtown, and transit and pedestrian friendly design in downtown communities.”

The proposed project meets consistency with RTP G7. Mitigation measures described in Section

4.15.4 would be incorporated to ensure security of the system.

CONPASS GROWTH VISIONING

The fundamental goal of the Compass Growth Visioning effort is to make the SCAG region a better
place to live, work and play for ail residents regardless of race, ethnicity or income class. Thus, decisions
regarding growth, transporiation, land use, and economic development should be made to promote and
sustain for future generations the region’'s mobility, kvability and prosperity. The following “Regional
Growth Principles” are proposed {o provide a framework for local and regional decision making that
improves the quality of life for all SCAG residents. Each principle is followed by a specific set of strategies
intended to achieve this goal.

Principie 1: Improve mobility for ail residents.
GV P1.1  Encourage iransportation investments and land use decisions that are mutually supportive.
GV P1.2 [ocate new housing near existing jobs and new jobs near existing housing.
GV P1.3  Encourage transit-oriented development.
GV P14  Promote a variely of travel choices

SCAG Staff Comments:

Where applicable, SCAG staff finds that the proposed project meets consistency with Principle 1.
GV P1.2 is not applicable.

The proposed project meets consistency with GV P1.1 as it would improve access to destinations
along the entire rail network and per page 1-2, “The LRT alternatives would alsc correct the lack
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Ms. Roybal Saltareili

of rail system access to important business, cultural and residential destinations in downtown Los
Angeles, enhancing access to and from these destinations and cofnmunity resources.”

With regard to GV P1.3, the proposed project meets consistency. Per page 1-2, “The Regional
Connector LRT alternatives would enhance and leverage the existing regional rail system
investment by making travel easier and attracting ridership systemwide, and by indirectly
enhancing deveiopment potential at all system stations including the new downtown Regional
Connector stations.*

The proposed project meets consistency with GV P1.4, as it would enhance transit service,
supporting the use of public transit as a fravel mode.

Principle 2; Foster livability in all communities.
GV P21 Promote infill development and redevelopment to revitalize existing communities.
GV P2.2  Promote developments, which provide a mix of uses.
GV P23  Promote "pecple scaled, ™ walkable communities.
GV P2.4  Support the preservation of stable, single-family neighborhoods.

SCAG Staff Comments:

Where applicable, SCAG staff finds that the proposed project meets consistency with Principle 2.
GV P2.4 is not applicable. -

SCAG staff finds that the project is consistent with GV P2.1, as it would promote development and
redevelopment of infil! properties located near potential new rail stations, as well as increase the
desirabifity of infill properties along the entire rail network.

With regard to GV P2.2 and P2.3, the proposed project meets consistency because it would
promote pedestrian-oriented mixed-use developments throughout the region. As mentioned on
page 1-33, “Improving public transit connectivity in the project area offers opportunities fo increase
ridership through access to regicnal transit markets. Balanced local fand use and transportation
policies can reduce auto travel and support more pedestrian-friendly, mixed-use and transit-
orienied developments throughout the region.”

Principle 3: Enable prosperity for all people.
GV P31 Provide, in each community, a variely of housing types to mest the housing needs of aff income
fevels.
GV P3.2  Support educational cpportunities that promote balanced growth.
GV P3.3  Ensure environmental justice regardiess of race, ethnicity or income cfass.
GV P3.4  Support local and state fiscal policies that encourage balanced growith
GV P3.5  Encourage civic engagement.

SCAG Staff Comments:

SCAG staff finds that this project is consistent with P3.3. The Litlle Tokyo Working Group
developed a list of mitigation measures that have not been evaluated or accepted by Metro and
FTA, but as mentioned on page 4-311, “will be evaluated to determine efficacy, cost, community
acceptance, and relevance to specific impacts” during preparation of Final EIR/EIS.

Principles GV P3.1, P3.2, P3.4 and P3.5 are not applicable.

Page 6
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cont'd
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October 20, 2010 SCAG No. 120100309
Ms. Roybal Saltarelli

Principle 4: Promote sustainability for future generations.
GV P41  Preserve rural, agricultural, recreational, and environmentally sensitive areas
GV P4.2 Focus development in urban centers and existing cities.
GV P43  Develop stralegies o accommodate growth that uses resources efficiently, eliminate pofiution
and significantly reduce waste.
GV P44  Utilize "green” development techniques

SCAG Staff Comments:

Where applicable, SCAG staff finds that the project is consistent with Principle 4. Principles GV
P4.1 and P4.4 are not applicable.

The proposed project meets consistency with GV P4.2, as it would encourage development within
urban centers.

The proposed project meets consistency with GV P4.3. As mentioned earlier, the proposed
project would improve overall air quality. Per page 4-160, "all of the alternatives would result in a
net decrease in VMT throughout the region when compared to the No Build Alternative. This
decrease in VMT would result in a net decrease in energy consumption, with the Fully
Underground LRT Aiternative having the greatest decrease.

CONCLUSION ..

Where applicabie, the proposed project meeis consistency with SCAG Regional Transportation Plan
Goals and also meets consistency with Compass Growth Visioning Principles.

All feasible measures needed to mitigate any polentially negative regicnal impacts associated with the
proposed project should be implemented and monitored, as required by CEQA. We recommend that you
review the SCAG List of Mitigation Measures for additional guidance, and encourage you to follow them,
where applicable to your project. The SCAG List of Mitigation Measures may be found here:
hitp:/Awww.scag.ca.goviigr/documents/SCAG IGRMMRP 2008.pdf

When a project is of statewide, regional, or areawide significance, transporiation information generated by
a required monitoring or reporting program shall be submitted to SCAG as such information becomes
reasonably available, in accordance with CEQA, Public Resource Code Section 21081.7, and CEGA
Guidelines Section 15097 {(g}.

Page 7

AR2

10

11

F2-119


GLASSBURNES
Typewritten Text
AR2

GLASSBURNES
Polygonal Line

GLASSBURNES
Typewritten Text
8 

GLASSBURNES
Polygonal Line

GLASSBURNES
Polygonal Line

GLASSBURNES
Polygonal Line

GLASSBURNES
Typewritten Text
9 

GLASSBURNES
Typewritten Text
10 

GLASSBURNES
Typewritten Text
11 


Responses to Comments Volume F-2
.

AR2

Responses to Comments from the Southern California Association of
Governments, Liu, Huasha

Response to Comment AR2-1

Comment acknowledged. Please refer to Responses to Comments AR2-2 through AR2-11,
below, for detailed responses regarding concerns raised by the Southern California Association
of Governments (SCAG). Metro has reviewed the SCAG List of Mitigation Measures and
incorporated guidance where applicable in the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program for
the Locally Preferred Alternative (Chapter 8).

Response to Comment AR2-2
Comment acknowledged.

Response to Comment AR2-3

Comment acknowledged. Section 4.16, Growth-Inducing, of the Draft EIS/EIR reflected the
most recently adopted SCAG Integrated Growth Forecasts for population, household, and
employment. Tables 4.16-1, 4.16-3, and 4.16-4 of the Draft EIS/EIR have been updated in this
Final EIS/EIR to correct minor typographical errors with the forecasts.

Response to Comment AR2-4

Comment acknowledged. Metro concurs with SCAG’s determination that the project is
consistent with the 2008 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP), including the Regional
Transportation Plan Goals. This letter, along with the consistency analysis, is incorporated by
reference in Volume F-2 of this Final EIS/EIR.

Response to Comment AR2-5

Comment acknowledged. Metro concurs with SCAG’s determination that the project is
consistent with SCAG’s Compass Growth Visioning report. This letter, along with the
consistency analysis, is incorporated by reference in Volume F-2 of this Final EIS/EIR.

Response to Comment AR2-6
Please refer to Response to Comment AR2-5, above.

Response to Comment AR2-7
Please refer to Response to Comment AR2-5, above.

Response to Comment AR2-8
Please refer to Response to Comment AR2-5, above.

Response to Comment AR2-9

Comment acknowledged. Metro concurs with SCAG’s determination that the project is
consistent with SCAG RTP and Compass Growth Visioning report.

Regional Connector Transit Corridor
Final Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report
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Responses to Comments Volume F-2
.

Response to Comment AR2-10

Comment acknowledged. Mitigation measures identified in the Draft EIS/EIR to reduce
significant impacts associated with the Locally Preferred Alternative have been included in the
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program for the Locally Preferred Alternative (Chapter 8) of
this Final EIS/EIR. Metro has reviewed the SCAG List of Mitigation Measures and incorporated
guidance where applicable in the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program for the Locally
Preferred Alternative.

Response to Comment AR2-11

Comment acknowledged. Metro will send SCAG any transportation information generated by
the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program for the Locally Preferred Alternative (Chapter
8) of this Final EIS/EIR in accordance with Public Resources Code Section 21081.7 and CEQA
Guidelines Section 15097(g).

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

Comment Letter/

Affiliation Last Name First Name
Speaker
State of California - Department of .
AS1 Transportation, District 7 Watson Dianna
AS2 State of Callfornl_a - Department of Kosinski Ronald
Transportation, District 7
AS3 State of Callfornlg - I_Dubllc Utilities Pereyra Jose
Commission

Regional Connector Transit Corridor
Final Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report
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AS1

A 18) —BISINES ATION HOUSING AGENCY ARNOLD SCHWARZENEGGER, GGoverngr

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
DISTRICT 7, OFFICE OF PUBLIC
TRANSPORTATION AND REGIONAL PLANNING
IGR/CEQA BRANCH

100 SOUTH MAIN STREET

LOS ANGELES, CA 90012

PHONE (213) 897-1726

FAX  (213)897-1337 Flex your power!
Be energy efficient!
October 6, 2010

IGR/CEQA DEIR/DEIS C5/100923

Regional Connector Transit Corridor Project
Vie. LA-101-80.9/0.7, SCH# 2009031043

Ms. Dolores Roybal Saltarelli

Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority
One Gateway Plaza

Los Angeles, CA 90012

Dear Ms. Roybal Saltarelli:

Thank you for including the California Department of Transportation {Caltrans) in the
environmental review process for the Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Draft
Environmental Impact Report for the Regional Connector Transit Corridor Project. The
project would directly link the Gold Line from the San Gabriel Valley to the Blue Line in
Long Beach and the Gold Line in East Los Angeles to the Expo Line to Santa Monica.
Based on the information received, we have the following comments:

The fully underground alternative would have less impact on peak period traffic
circulation in the downtown area. Also, street events such as parades, demonstrations,
street fairs, etc., in various downtown venues would be impacted by an at-grade light rail
transit facility.

The location of a transit station along 2™ Street between Main Street and Los Angeles
Street will need to be coordinated with affected owner/operators in the area including
Caltrans.

Traffic Management Plans involving lane closures or street detours which will impact the
circulation system affecting traffic to and from freeway on/off-ramps should be
coordinated with Caltrans.

We recommend that construction related truck trips on State Highways be limited to off-

peak commute periods. Transport of over-size or over-weight vehicles on State
Highways will need a Caltrans Transportation Permit. The contractor should avoid

“Caltrans improves mobility across California”
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F2-124

AS1

Ms. Dolores Roybal Saltarelli
Qctober 6, 2010

Page 2 of 2
platooning of truck trips on mainline freeways, on freeway on/off-ramps and at freeway 4
ramp intersections. cont'd

If you have any questions regarding our comments, contact Carl Shiigi, Project
Coordinator, at (213) 897-1726 and please refer to record number 100923/CS.

Sincerely,

D A WATSON
IGR/CEQA Program Manager

Office of Regional Planning

ce: Scott Morgan, State Clearinghouse

“Caltrans improves mobility across California”
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Responses to Comments Volume F-2
L

AS1

Responses to Comments from the State of California - Department of
Transportation, District 7, Watson, Dianna

Response to Comment AS1-1

Comment acknowledged. The Metro Board of Directors voted on October 28, 2010 to designate
the Fully Underground LRT Alternative as the Locally Preferred Alternative. The Locally Preferred
Alternative is grade-separated. Therefore, the concern stated in this comment regarding
operation of an at-grade LRT system is not an issue under the Locally Preferred Alternative.

Response to Comment AS1-2

The comment is noted and will be addressed during the final design phase of the project once
the construction sequence is identified and construction activities are determined. Continuous
coordination with Caltrans will take place throughout the design process.

Response to Comment AS1-3

The comment is noted and continuous coordination with Caltrans will take place throughout the
final design process. Once the construction sequence is identified and construction activities
are confirmed, a traffic management plan (TMP) will be developed showing potential lane
closures and street detours. The TMP will be submitted to Caltrans staff for review

and comment.

Response to Comment AS1-4

As indicated in Chapter 3, Transportation Impacts and Mitigation, of the Draft EIS/EIR and this
Final EIS/EIR, truck haul trips would be scheduled along existing freight routes during off-peak
hours. Metro will continue to coordinate with Caltrans throughout the design and construction
process and will acquire appropriate permits for construction of the Locally Preferred Alternative,
which may include a Caltrans Transportation Permit if over-size or over-weight vehicles travel on
State Highways during construction. Once construction lay down areas are identified, haul
routes will be finalized and submitted to Caltrans for review. The platooning of truck trips on
mainline freeways, freeway on/off-ramps, and freeway ramp intersections would be minimized.

Regional Connector Transit Corridor
Final Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report
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AS2

STATE OF CALIFORNIA—BUSINESS, TRANSPORTATION AND HOUSING AGENCY ARNOLD SCHWARZENEGGER, Governor

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
DISTRICT 7, Division of Envirgnmental Planning

100 South Main Street, Suite 104

LOS ANGELES, CA 90312-35606

PHONE {213} 887-0703

FAX (213) 847-0685

TTY (213) 897-4937

Flex your power!
Be Energy efficient!

October 18, 2010

Ms. Dolores Roybal Saltarelli, Project Manager

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

Los Angeles, CA 90012-2952

Re: Comments on Draft EIR / EIS for the Regional Connector Transit Corridor Project
Dear Ms. Roybal Saltarelli,

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement /
Environmental Impact Report (EIR / EIS) for the above referenced project. The California Department
of Transportation (Caltrans), Division of Environmental Planning (DEP) has the following comments for
consideration in the Final EIR / EIS:

1. As this project moves forward please be advised that construction activities adjacent to the
Caltrans facility need to be investigated / reviewed with State Structural Engineers and the 1
Department of General Services (DGS) to determine the potential consequences of construction
on our facility and daily operations.

2. During construction the notification and coordination on closures and detours plans would need 2
to be review by Caltrans to minimize disruption at the Caltrans District 7 office building.

3. In the Appendix D section; please remove Gary Iverson and Garrett Damrath as a contact
persons for the Caltrans DEP organization and add Dawn Kukla, Senior Environmental Planner 3
to the project list. Also, please include the title “Associate Environmental Planner” to Brian
Manor in the same Appendix D section.

We trust that you will continue to inform our office of any future meetings and we look forward to 4
working with you on this important transportation project.

If you have any questions regarding these comments, please do not hesitate to contact Dawn Kukla at
213-897-3643,

Sincerely,

é; 3
RONALD KOSINSKI
Division of Environmental Planning

Deputy Director
Caltrans-District 7

“Caltrans improves mobility across California’™
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Responses to Comments Volume F-2
L

AS2

Responses to Comments from the State of California - Department of
Transportation, District 7, Kosinski, Ronald

Response to Comment AS2-1

Construction impacts associated with the project were analyzed in Section 4.18, Construction
Impacts, of the Draft EIS/EIR and this Final EIS/EIR. As indicated in Section 4.3, Community
and Neighborhood Impacts, mitigation to reduce community and neighborhood impacts during
construction of the Locally Preferred Alternative involves the development of a community
outreach plan to notify local communities of construction schedules, street lane and sidewalk
closures, and detours. In addition, Metro will continue coordinating with Caltrans regarding this
project, including construction coordination.

Response to Comment AS2-2

The comment is noted and continuous coordination with Caltrans will take place throughout the
design process. Once the construction sequence is identified and construction activities are
confirmed, a traffic management plan (TMP) will be developed showing potential lane closures
and street detours. The TMP will be submitted to Caltrans staff for review and comment.

Response to Comment AS2-3

Appendix D, List of Draft EIS/EIR Recipients, of the Draft EIS/EIR has been revised in Appendix
D of this Final EIS/EIR as shown below.

SeriorEmvi I I
Garrett Barmrath cawiornia Department | oo pisiER
Planner of Fransportation
SeriorEryi I Catiformiat
Gary trersont p| T . NOA
: Associate California Department

Brian Manor Environmental Planner of Transportation Draft EIS/EIR
Dawn Kukla Senior Environmental California Depart.ment NOA

- S Planner of Transportation —

Response to Comment AS2-4

Comment acknowledged. Metro will continue to provide Caltrans notice of any future meetings
and will continue coordinating with Caltrans regarding this project.

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



STATE O

AS3

F CALIFORNIA Arnold Schwarzenegger, Governor

PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
320 WEST 4TH STREET, SUITE 500

LOS ANGELES, CA 90013

(213) 576-7083

F2-128

October 20, 2010

Ms. Dolores Roybal Saltarelli

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

Los Angeles, CA 90012

Re: Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Report for the Regional Connector Transit Corridor Project

Dear Ms. Roybal Saltarelli:

Thank you for providing us with a copy of your Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Report (DEIS/R) for
the Regional Connector Transit Corridor Project. The California Public utilities Commission (CPUC or
Commission) has been interacting with the Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority
(Metro) regarding the project. The CPUC provided written comments to the Notice of Preparation for this
project on May 11, 2009, and we appreciate the opportunity to provide the following additional comments:

The project is subject to a number of rules and regulations involving the CPUC. These may include:
Sections 1201 et al, and 99152 of Sate of California Public Utilities Code, which requires Commission
authority to construct rail lines over existing streets. The design criteria of the proposed project must
comply with CPUC General Orders (GOs), such as, GO 72-B rules governing the construction and
maintenance of crossings at grade of railroads with public streets, roads and highways; GO 75-D regulations
governing standards for warning devices for at-grade highway-rail crossings; GO 143-B Safety Rules and
Regulations governing Light-Rail Transit; and GO 164-D regulations governing State Safety Oversight of
Rail Fixed Guideway Systems.

As part of its mission to reduce hazards associated with at-grade crossings, the Commission’s policy
is to reduce the number of at-grade crossings on rail corridors.

In acquiring Commission approval for construction of at-grade rail crossings, Expo Authority has
two options: (1) Filing a Rail Hazards Analysis Report (RHAR), or (2) Filing formal applications in
accordance with the Commission’s Rules of Practice and Procedure. These options are contained in
greater detail in Commission GO 164-D.

The Light Rail Transit Alternatives described in your DEIS/R pass through the high density
downtown Los Angeles core. The heart of downtown’s business and civic districts is comprised of a
mixture of business, civic, commercial, retail, residential and industrial areas. High density areas
near rail tracks lead to a high amount of pedestrians around the tracks. Constructing tracks at-grade
is likely to result in trespassing issues and pedestrian conflicts similar to those currently experienced
along other Metro Rail corridors in Los Angeles. Elevating or lowering the tracks would mitigate this
concern. Additionally, fencing any remaining at-grade portions of the rail alignment selected should
be a requirement of the project.
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