
 
 Final Environmental Impact Statement/Final Environment Impact Report 

Appendix K – Responses to Comments Received 
 

C R E N S H A W / L A X  T R A N S I T  C O R R I D O R  P R O J E C T  
Page K-237 August 2011 

have been revisited.  In instances where adverse effects have been identified, design options and mitigation 
measures have been formulated to reduce or eliminate potential impacts on adjacent communities, and on 
adjacent minority or low-income communities.  No adverse effects related to environmental justice were 
identified with the light rail transit system at street level. 

 
 
 



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

 

C R E N S H A W / L A X  T R A N S I T  C O R R I D O R  P R O J E C T  
Page K-238 August 2011 

COMMENT: 20-05. Neighbors for Smart Rail. 
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Response to comment 20-05-A. 
 
Comment noted.  Metro appreciates the views and input from the organization as it is an important part of 
the planning process. 
 
Response to comment 20-05-B. 
 
Please refer to Master Response 1 regarding general support for a below-grade alignment along Crenshaw 
Boulevard.  The DEIS/DEIR analyzed the Crenshaw/LAX Transit Corridor Project to determine if the 
project would cause disproportionate adverse impacts related to transit service equity, traffic congestion, 
parking, displacement, community cohesion, health issues, historical, archaeological, paleontological, 
community facilities, economic vitality and employment opportunities, safety and security, and 
construction.  The following considerations were utilized in the environmental justice evaluation of the 
Crenshaw/LAX Light Rail Transit Alternative: 

 Whether the proposed project would provide transit equity; 
 Whether the proposed project would have any potential adverse effects that would be 

disproportionally borne by minority and low-income communities; and/or 
 Whether low-income communities have had opportunities to actively participate in the 

planning of the project. 
 
Please Refer to Master Response 9 regarding grade separations and environmental justice. 

There has been an extensive public outreach process where alternatives have been formulated, evaluated 
and refined.  The evaluation process has informed the affected residents of the relative impacts among 
options (alignment routes, vertical and horizontal alignments, station locations, etc.).  The Metro Board of 
Directors, in selecting an LPA, considered the engineering and environmental documentation, as well as 
public comments and concerns.  In instances where issues have arisen, design and alignment decisions 
have been revisited.  In instances where adverse effects have been identified, design options and mitigation 
measures have been formulated to reduce or eliminate potential impacts on adjacent communities, and on 
adjacent minority or low-income communities. 

Section 12 of the Metro Rail Design Criteria is used for safety, security, and system assurance.  Safety is a 
primary consideration through the evolution of each Light-Rail Transit and Heavy Rail Transit System, 
from preliminary engineering through revenue operations.  To achieve safety goals, all applicable codes 
and regulations, augmented by modern safety engineering technology and industry standards, are to be 
used to ensure that each Metro Rail Line achieves a level of safety that equals or exceeds that of the rail 
transit industry.  Safety can be achieved by eliminating, minimizing, or controlling hazards through 
analysis, review, and design selection. The objectives of the safety program are the elimination or control of 
condition that may endanger human life or property.  It includes acceptable and unacceptable hazardous 
conditions.  Unacceptable Hazardous Condition means a hazardous condition determined to be an 
unacceptable hazardous condition under the Accident /Hazard Matrix set out at APTA’s Manual for the 
Development of Rail Transit System Safety Program Plans.  Acceptable Hazardous Condition means a 
hazardous condition inherent to the operation of the transit system which, based on review and 
concurrence of the transit agency management and the Department, is impractical to eliminate, but may 
require special procedures to reduce risk of accident.  Identified hazards shall be eliminated or controlled 
as applicable, using the following hierarchy of hazard resolution: 
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1. Design for Minimum Hazard 
To the extent permitted by cost and practicality, identified hazards shall be eliminated or controlled by the 
design of equipment and facilities. 

2. Safety Devices 
Hazards that cannot reasonably be eliminated or controlled through design shall be controlled to the extent 
practicable to an acceptable level through the use of fixed, automatic, or other protective safety design 
features or devices. Provision shall be made for periodic functional checks of safety devices. 

3. Warning Devices 
When neither design nor safety devices can reasonably, effectively, eliminate or control an identified 
hazard, devices shall be used to the extent practicable to detect the hazard and to generate an adequate 
warning signal to provide for operating personnel/public reaction. Warning signals and their application 
shall be designed to minimize the probability of incorrect operating personnel/public reaction to the 
signals. 

4. Procedures and Training 
Where it is impossible to reasonably eliminate or adequately control a hazard through design or use of 
safety and warning devices, procedures and training shall be used to control the hazard. Precautionary 
notation shall be standardized, and certain safety-critical tests shall require certification of personnel. 
Furthermore, the Metro Grade Crossing Policy does actively consider safety at each crossing. Safety is a 
major factor at any determination of a grade separation. Constant consultation with CPUC also dictates a 
heavy emphasis on safety in early system planning and design. 

Response to comment 20-05-C. 
 
Please refer to Master Response 1 regarding a below-grade segment along Crenshaw Boulevard.  
Response to comment 20-05-D. 
 
Chapter 4-13 of the DEIS/DEIR analyzes the economic impact of the No Build, TSM, BRT, LRT, and LRT 
design options Alternatives in compliance with CEQA and NEPA.  As none of the anticipated long-term 
operational economic and fiscal impacts of the project alternatives would be substantial adverse effects, no 
mitigation would be required.  The results of this analysis factored into determining the environmentally 
superior option.  Metro acknowledges that the construction of the light rail system would affect 
surrounding communities during construction.  Metro will coordinate with the surrounding residents and 
local businesses of the adjacent communities to minimize adverse effects to the extent feasible during 
construction.  Underground segments of the alignment would result in increased disruption to 
communities during construction because of the longer time required for excavation.  Upon completion of 
the Crenshaw Light Rail Project, operation of the light rail system would provide enhanced access to 
members of the surrounding communities.  This enhanced access would occur along all portions of the 
alignment, particularly near station areas.   
 
Response to comment 20-05-E. 
 
The commenter refers to the air quality impacts from increased congestion resulting from operation of the 
Crenshaw/LAX Transit Corridor Project.  Please Refer to Master Response 5 regarding traffic methodology 
and analysis. 
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A localized air quality analysis, which includes the emissions from automobiles queuing at intersections, 
determined that no applicable thresholds would be exceeded from operation of the Crenshaw/LAX Transit 
Corridor Project.  The federal air quality regional thresholds would not be exceeded during the operation of 
the light rail system.  Because operation of the light rail system would result in a reduction of automobile 
trips, no adverse greenhouse gas impacts would occur.     
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COMMENT: 20-06. Natural Resources Defense Council. 
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Response to comment 20-06-A. 
 
Please Refer to Master Response 9 regarding grade separations and environmental justice. 

Response to comment 20-06-B. 
 
Comments concerning the allocation of Metro funds for transportation projects should be directed towards 
the development of the Long Range Plan. There has been an extensive public outreach process where 
alternatives have been formulated, evaluated and refined.  The evaluation process has informed the 
affected residents of the relative impacts among options (alignment routes, vertical and horizontal 
alignments, station locations, etc.).  The Metro Board of Directors, in selecting an LPA, considered the 
engineering and environmental documentation, as well as public comments and concerns.  In instances 
where issues have arisen, design and alignment decisions have been revisited.  In instances where adverse 
effects have been identified, design options and mitigation measures have been formulated to reduce or 
eliminate potential impacts on adjacent communities, and on adjacent minority or low-income 
communities. 

Metro, during the public participation process, responded to community concerns regarding the safety of 
at-grade sections by including grade-separated design options in key sections of the corridor with the 
exception of the segment on Crenshaw Boulevard from 48th Street to 60th Street, where it was determined 
that light rail could operate safely without the need of a grade separation.  This determination was based on 
the availability of right-of-way within Crenshaw Boulevard along this section, traffic signal proposed 
operation modifications, and proposed street geometry changes.  No adverse effects related to 
environmental justice were identified along this segment. Metro applies these criteria consistently across 
Los Angeles County in all types of communities.  
 
Response to comment 20-06-C. 
 
Comment noted.  Metro appreciates the views and input from the commenter as it is an important part of 
the planning process.  Comments concerning the allocation of Metro funds for transportation projects 
should be directed towards the Long Range Planning commission.  Metro is willing to work with the 
Natural Resources Defense Council to eliminate congestion, improve regional and localized air quality, 
reduce greenhouse gas emissions, and provide for an equitable transportation system. 
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COMMENT: 20-07. Save Leimert Neighborhood Coalition. 
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Response to comment 20-07-A. 
 
Comment noted.  Metro appreciates the views and input from the commenter as it is an important part of 
the planning process. Please refer to Master Response 4 regarding support for the People’s Choice 
Alternative. 
 
On December 16, 2009, the Metro Board of Directors selected a locally preferred alternative (LPA) for the 
Crenshaw/LAX Transit Project.  The selected LPA includes two underground segments for light rail along 
Crenshaw Boulevard, between 39th Street and 48th Street and between 60th Street and Victoria Avenue.  The 
inclusion of these two underground segments follows a consistent application of criteria for considering 
grade separations for LRT.  These criteria include availability of right-of-way, environmental impacts (such 
as traffic impacts, visual impacts, impacts to historic resources, and environmental justice impacts), and 
Metro’s established Grade Separation Policy.  In locations where there is available right-of-way, where 
there is a lack of significant environmental impacts, or where conditions fail to meet the criteria of Metro’s 
Grade Separation Policy, the Light Rail Transit alignment is proposed to remain at grade.  The Metro 
Board also authorized continued environmental review of three design options including an extended 
below grade section between Exposition Boulevard and 39th Street (Exposition/Crenshaw Grade 
Separation) originally Design Option 6.  During advanced conceptual engineering, an at-grade 
configuration was determined to be technically infeasible along this segment.  The incorporation of Design 
Option 6 would be required to connect to the Exposition Line subject to financial feasibility.  The physical 
conditions and the lack of significant environmental impacts still do not require the alignment to be placed 
underground between 48th Street and 60th Street.  The cost of constructing a fully grade-separated project 
along the entire length of Crenshaw Boulevard would be beyond the scope of Metro policies and the 
approved Metro budget for the project and financially infeasible.   
 
Response to comment 20-07-B. 
 
See Response to Comment 20-07-A.  
 
Response to comment 20-07-C. 
 
See Response to Comment 20-07-A.   The additional analyses and incorporation of the design options and 
48th Street to 59th Street study are attributable in part to comments received during the public participation 
process.   
 
Response to comment 20-07-D. 
 
Metro will be implementing a jobs program for all the Measure R construction projects.  The jobs program 
will be designed to maximize employment opportunities for residents living in the construction area, 
provide for apprenticeship opportunities, and reduce unemployment for Los Angeles County residents. 
 
Metro will continue to collaborate with the arts community through its art program.  An arts advisory 
committee will be formed and artist workshops and information sessions will be held in venues along the 
corridor.  
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Response to comment 20-07-E. 
 
Please Refer to Master Response 6 regarding selection of the locally preferred alternative. 
 
Response to comment 20-07-F. 
 
Please see response to comment 20-07-B regarding the equity of the Crenshaw/LAX Transit Corridor 
Project.  Please Refer to Master Response 7 regarding safety treatments and approach to safety for the 
project.  The FEIS/FEIR found that the existing parking inventory along Crenshaw Boulevard is 
underutilized and that no parking impacts would occur with implementation of the project.   
 
Response to comment 20-07-G. 
 
Please see response to comment 20-07-B regarding an analysis of environmental justice of the 
Crenshaw/LAX Transit Corridor Project.   
 
Response to comment 20-07-H. 
 
Significant improvements to safety design and operation for light rail transit within Los Angeles have 
occurred since the inception of the Metro Blue Line.  The DEIS/DEIR determined that a less-than-
significant impact to safety would occur with the Crenshaw/LAX Transit Corridor Project.  Please Refer to 
Master Response 7 regarding safety treatments and approach to safety for the project. 
 
Each potential grade crossing has its own unique situation depending on site distance, signal timing, 
pedestrian circulation, as well as many other additional factors.  It is for this reason that grade crossing 
decisions are made on a case by case basis by Metro and the CPUC.  An accident prediction report would 
be extremely speculative and could not be based on any substantive data that could be considered 
applicable at all grade crossings.  Determining the costs from future accidents also could not be reasonably 
predicted for the same reason. 
 
The commenter refers to the air quality and emergency response time impacts from increased congestion 
resulting from operation of the Crenshaw/LAX Transit Corridor Project.  The traffic model used for the 
Crenshaw/LAX Transit Corridor Project forecast the operation of the light rail system would result in a 
reduction of approximately 26,000 vehicle trips countywide.  The reduction in automobile trips would ease 
the overall congestion within the corridor and not restrict access for emergency vehicles.  The FEIS/FEIR 
determined that no adverse impacts would occur related to emergency vehicle access.   
 
Please Refer to Master Response 5 regarding traffic methodology and analysis. 
 
A localized air quality analysis, which includes the emissions from automobiles queuing at intersections, 
determined that no applicable thresholds would be exceeded from operation of the Crenshaw/LAX Transit 
Corridor Project.  The federal air quality regional thresholds would not be exceeded during the operation of 
the light rail system.  Because operation of the light rail system would result in a reduction of automobile 
trips, no adverse greenhouse gas impacts would occur.     
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Response to comment 20-07-I. 
 
Please see response to comment 20-07-H regarding increased overall congestion from the operation of the 
proposed project.  The traffic analysis includes the cumulative effects of the Exposition Light Rail Project as 
suggested by the commenter. 
 
Please Refer to Master Response 5 regarding traffic methodology and analysis. 
 
Response to comment 20-07-J. 
 
Comment noted.  The document the commenter refers to is not a regulatory document and provides 
guidance for crossings where rail crosses a highway.  No further analysis of life cycle costs would be 
required. 
 
Response to comment 20-07-K. 
 
The commenter correctly asserts that several existing Metro rail stations are within close proximity of each 
other.  However, the stations referred to by the commenter are all at-grade stations and these examples are 
not comparable to the below-grade station at Vernon because there are major cost implications associated 
with construction of an underground station.  Please refer to Master Response 12 regarding the 
Crenshaw/Vernon Station.  
 
Response to comment 20-07-L. 
 
Please refer to Response to comment 20-07K.  The vision of the Leimert Park area was provided to give an 
indication of what could occur.  Any potential development or joint development around the Vernon 
Station would be a function of the existing fiscal climate, the relevant political jurisdictions, and interest of 
private developers.   
 
Furthermore, Metro has undertaken work to identify how linkages and pedestrian infrastructure around 
stations can be improved. Metro will continue to work with implementing agencies such as CRA and 
LADOT to support the incorporation of these linkage improvements into each respective agency’s 
investment plans.  
 
Response to comment 20-07-M. 
 
Bored tunnel construction was considered for the Leimert Park Village and the construction contracts will 
be procured to allow contractors to propose them. Single bored tunnels were determined to be much more 
expensive than twin tunnel bores due to the higher volume of soil to be moved. The consideration of this 
technology was therefore not carried forward. Open cut stations have definitely been considered in the 
design of underground stations along Crenshaw Boulevard.  Due to physical constraints, they have only 
been incorporated into the design of the below grade station at Crenshaw/Vernon (Design Option 5).   All 
construction processes will be closely monitored to reduce any impact to soil conditions at the surface.  
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Response to comment 20-07-N. 
 
Section 13 of the Crenshaw Specific Plan requires that to the extent physically feasible, all new utility lines 
that directly service a Project shall be installed underground.  In areas along Crenshaw Boulevard where 
the alignment is underground, the utility lines that provide electrical power would also be underground.  
Where the alignment is at grade along Crenshaw Boulevard (60th to 48th Streets), it would not be physically 
feasible to place utility wires underground because the entire Metro light rail system is run by overhead 
electrical wires which require the utility wires to be above the light rail vehicles.  Therefore the 
Crenshaw/LAX Transit Corridor Project would remain consistent with the Crenshaw Specific Plan, as 
stated in the Land Use Section of the FEIS/FEIR.  The cost of constructing a fully grade-separated project 
along the entire length of Crenshaw Boulevard, including the area designated under the Crenshaw/LAX 
Corridor Specific Plan, is beyond Metro policies and environmental considerations, exceeds the scope of 
the approved Metro budget for the project, and is financially infeasible.  
 
The large majority of community activities and events occur near Leimert Park or the Baldwin Hills 
Crenshaw Plaza, both areas where the alignment is below grade and would not prohibit these events from 
occurring in the future.  Should future events occur in an area where the Crenshaw/LAX Transit Corridor 
Project is operating at grade, either half of Crenshaw Boulevard could still be closed for a parade and the 
other side could maintain restricted traffic flow. 
 
Traction Power Substations for the Crenshaw/LAX Transit Corridor Project would conform to all 
applicable regulations and design guidelines, including those listed under the Crenshaw/LAX Corridor 
Specific Plan. 
 
The aerial segment originally included as part of the Base LRT Alternative was excluded from the locally 
preferred alternative.  The segment between 60th Street and the Harbor Subdivision Railroad right-of-way 
will now be in a below grade configuration. 
 
Response to comment 20-07-O. 
 
All street furniture and landscaping for the Crenshaw/LAX Transit Corridor Project would conform to all 
applicable regulations and design guidelines, including those listed under the Crenshaw/LAX Corridor 
Specific Plan. 
 
Response to comment 20-07-P. 
 
Metro adopted a Grade Crossing Policy for Light Rail Transit in 2003 to systematically address the 
issue of grade-separating Light Rail Transit Facilities.  This policy has been in use as a planning and 
engineering assistance tool and it requires that each rail and highway crossing be analyzed in a 
sequence of steps at increasing levels of detail.  This policy is applied to all Metro project corridors 
regardless of the socioeconomic status or race/ethnicity of adjacent neighborhoods.  The grade 
crossing analysis found that grade crossings were not required at Oak Street, Hindry Avenue, or 
Arbor Vitae Boulevard as suggested by the commenter.  
 
The Cedar crossing cannot be closed because it would eliminate or restrict access to the two 
industrial businesses and truck trips that rely on it for access.  Extending the below grade segment 
from Victoria Avenue to west of Redondo Boulevard would incur severe cost implications and would 
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not likely result in any benefits to safety and park access.  This section of the Harbor Subdivision is 
located in an industrial area and park access is to the north of Redondo Boulevard.   
 
Grade separation for light rail could result in increased safety, such as extending the aerial section 
from the LA Cienega/I-405 east to Oak Street.   However, it would introduce cost implications and 
could introduce substantial new visual and noise impacts.  The FEIS/FEIR found that no adverse 
effects to safety would occur from the light rail line operating at-grade.  A sound wall on an aerial 
structure would exacerbate the potential visual impacts to these residences and would have 
engineering constraints.  Similarly, extending the aerial section from the LA Cienega/I-405 west to 
the Manchester crossing would introduce cost implications and it could introduce substantial new 
visual and noise impacts to which the Westchester community has expressed concern.  A grade 
crossing at Arbor Vitae would introduce cost implications at a minimal benefit.  The Amino 
Leadership Charter school in Inglewood is located approximately 700 feet from the alignment, has a 
relatively small enrollment and a small number of students who walk to and from school.  

Response to comment 20-07-Q. 
 
Because the Crenshaw/LAX Transit Corridor Project is located along an existing railroad right-of-way and 
major arterial, the displacement that would occur would be limited to primarily industrial uses and some 
commercial uses.  The FEIS/FEIR found that only a few would be displaced as a result of the 
Crenshaw/LAX Transit Corridor Project.  The socioeconomic effects of the displacement of businesses 
would be offset by the enhanced access to members of the surrounding communities, particularly near 
station areas that would occur with a light rail transit system.  In addition, for all of the property 
acquisition, relocation assistance and compensation would be provided by Metro as required by the 
Uniform Relocation Act and the California Act. Relocation assistance given to residents under the 
Relocation Act ensures that any potentially displaced residents or businesses are relocated in a similar 
situation than the one they were relocated from.   
 
Metro acknowledges that the construction of the light rail line would change traffic patterns, reduce on 
street parking and change access to local businesses during construction.  Metro will work with and 
coordinate with local businesses to minimize adverse effects to the extent feasible.  During operation of the 
Crenshaw/LAX Transit Corridor Project, access to surrounding businesses and residences would be 
improved. 
 
Response to comment 20-07-R. 
 
The schedule for the naming of the Crenshaw/LAX Transit Corridor Project and corresponding 
stations has yet to be established. Metro’s naming policy is designed to provide clear transit 
information to our customers – both frequent patrons as well as visitors and infrequent users.  In 
addition, the policy is intended to ensure timely, cost-effective and rider-friendly property naming 
efforts.  
 
Properties will be named with the maximum benefit and convenience of the transit system user in 
mind. Naming will provide customers with travel information in a simple, straightforward and 
unified way in order to assist patrons in successfully navigating the transit system and 
correspondingly the region. Property names will reflect the following principles:  
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Transit system context – Names will provide information as to where a property is located within 
the context of the entire transit system; property names will be clearly distinguishable with no 
duplication.  
 
Property area context – Names will provide specific information as to the location of the property 
within the context of the surrounding street system, so that users can find their way around after 
their arrival and to support system access via automobile drop-off and parking.  
 
Neighborhood identity – Where appropriate, property naming will acknowledge that system 
stations and stops serve as entry points to the region’s communities and neighborhoods.  
 
Simplicity – Names will be brief enough for quick recognition and retention by a passenger in a 
moving vehicle, and to fit within signage and mapping technical parameters.  
 
The property naming process will include both staff consideration of the above elements and 
community input through a defined process.   
 
Your comments regarding naming will be included as part of this record. 
 
Response to comment 20-07-S. 
 
Comment noted.  The Crenshaw/LAX Transit Corridor Project will provide a critical link in Los Angeles 
County’s rail system, not only enhancing mobility for the corridor, but also generating economic 
investment and mixed-use development opportunities.  In anticipation of these opportunities, the Metro 
Board of Directors approved a community relations consultant contract to assist in the formation and 
support of a community-based leadership council.  The council will represent key constituent groups along 
the alignment to prepare the community for the introduction of this new system, as well as the short term, 
but significant, inconveniences associated with construction of the line.  The council will be a multiple year 
standing body that broadly represents the interests and population of the Corridor and will meet on a 
quarterly basis to provide input and feedback to Metro on major Crenshaw/LAX Transit Corridor Project 
issues, including construction impacts, design, transit system safety, economic development, contract 
procurement and job opportunities within the Corridor’s communities.   
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COMMENT: 20-08. The Sierra Club. 
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Response to comment 20-08-A. 
 
Comment noted.  Metro appreciates the views and input from the commenter as it is an important part of 
the planning process. 
 
Response to comment 20-08-B. 
 
Metro appreciates the ideas of the commenter and public input is an important part of the planning 
process.  The increased potential connectivity of the LRT Alternative and permanent transit infrastructure, 
which would be more likely to encourage future development, were two of the factors that led the Metro 
Board of Directors to select the LRT Alternative over the BRT Alternative.   
 
Response to comment 20-08-C. 
 
Comment noted.  Metro appreciates the views and input from the commenter as it is an important part of 
the planning process.  Future linkages were considered by Metro during the final design of the project so 
as not to preclude these future connections. 
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COMMENT: 20-09. The Festival Companies. 
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Response to comment 20-09-A. 
 
Comment noted.  Metro appreciates the views and input from the commenter as it is an important part of 
the planning process. 
 
Response to comment 20-09-B. 
 
Comment noted.  Metro appreciates the views and input from the commenter as it is an important part of 
the planning process. 
 
Response to comment 20-09-C. 
 
Please Refer to Master Response 6 regarding selection of the locally preferred alternative.  
 
Response to comment 20-09-D. 
 
Comment noted.  Metro appreciates the views and input from the commenter as it is an important part of 
the planning process.  Please Refer to Master Response 12 regarding a Crenshaw/Vernon Station. 
 
Response to comment 20-09-E. 
 
Please Refer to Master Response 6 regarding selection of the locally preferred alternative. 
Response to comment 20-09-F. 
 
A parking utilization survey conducted during the Advance Conceptual Engineering Phase determined 
that the loss of on-street parking would not result in a parking shortage for the area.  The location and size 
of the park and ride facilities was refined during the Advanced Conceptual Engineering Phase.  The 
Crenshaw/LAX Transit Corridor Project will have park and ride sites at the La Brea, West, and Exposition 
Stations.  The West Station park and ride lot will contain approximately 120 spaces, the La Brea Station 
park-and-ride lot will contain approximately 100 spaces, and the Exposition Station park and ride lot will 
contain approximately 110 spaces.  Together, these facilities would serve the transit corridor’s parking 
demands. 
 
Response to comment 20-09-G. 
 
Metro acknowledges that the construction of the light rail system would affect surrounding communities 
during construction.  Metro will coordinate the development and operation of the Traffic Management 
Plan with the Baldwin Hills Crenshaw Plaza and adjacent property owners to minimize adverse effects to 
the extent feasible during construction.  Upon completion of the Crenshaw Light Rail Project, operation of 
the light rail system would provide enhanced access to the Baldwin Hills Crenshaw Plaza and members of 
the surrounding communities.   
 
Restricted turns and intersection closures from the Crenshaw/LAX Light Rail Project will occur at 
locations along Crenshaw that are removed from the Baldwin Hills Crenshaw Plaza and should therefore 
have no effect on vehicle access into the plaza. No sidewalk closures would occur during construction of 
the Crenshaw/LAX Transit Corridor Project.  Should a portion of sidewalk require temporary disruption, 
alternate routes would be established to maintain pedestrian circulation.  Metro acknowledges that the 
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months of October to January represent the peak season for the Baldwin Hills Crenshaw Plaza and will 
take that information into account when developing a construction schedule to minimize disruptions.  No 
utility disruptions to the Baldwin Hills Crenshaw Plaza are anticipated to occur during construction of the 
Crenshaw/LAX Transit Corridor Project. 
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COMMENT: 20-10. The Neighborhood Council of Westchester/Playa. 
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Response to comment 20-10-A. 
 
An aerial station at Century/Aviation was incorporated into the locally preferred alternative to facilitate a 
connection to the Los Angeles Airport.  Metro, throughout the planning process, has coordinated with LAX 
to develop a connection which would satisfy all interested parties. 
Response to comment 20-10-B. 
 
An aerial crossing at Manchester Avenue was incorporated into the locally preferred alternative to alleviate 
potential impacts from traffic and safety.   
 
Response to comment 20-10-C. 
 
Pedestrian accessibility and minimizing potential impacts to surrounding businesses and residences were 
incorporated into the station area planning process. 
 
Response to comment 20-10-D. 
 
The DEIS/DEIR determined that the operation of the Crenshaw/LAX Transit Corridor Project would not 
result in adverse noise impacts.  Mitigation measures, such as sound walls or tussling, was determined not 
to be necessary.  The federal air quality thresholds would not be exceeded during the operation of the 
project.   
 
Response to comment 20-10-E. 
 
The proposed park and ride facility near Hindry and Florence Avenues was removed from consideration 
during the Advanced Conceptual Engineering Phase.  The optional station at Manchester was also 
considered at the aerial crossing over Manchester Avenue where it would provide a better connection to 
pedestrian linkages and bus transfers in addition to the at-grade location near Hindry Avenue.. 
 
Response to comment 20-10-F. 
 
Hindry Avenue will remain open and will not be closed during the operation of the Crenshaw/LAX Light 
Rail Project. 
 
Response to comment 20-10-G. 
 
The metal plating and fabrication facility site referred to by the commenter would not be required for the 
construction and operation of the Crenshaw/LAX Transit Corridor Project.  Therefore, no remediation for 
ground contamination would be required. 
 
Response to comment 20-10-H. 
 
Please refer to Master Response 2 regarding comments pertaining to the effects of potential Maintenance 
Facility Site B or D. 
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COMMENT: 20-11. United Community Associations/Citizens' Campaign to Fix the Expo Rail 
Line. 
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Response to comment 20-11-A. 
 
Comment noted.  Metro appreciates the views and input from the commenter as it is an important part of 
the planning process. 
 
Response to comment 20-11-B. 
 
Comment noted.  The DEIS/DEIR was prepared in compliance with all applicable laws, including CEQA, 
CEQA Guidelines, and NEPA.  For the comment regarding the inadequate study of project alternatives, 
refer to response to comments 20-11-C through 20--F.  For the comment regarding the inadequate 
description of the project and the project’s environmental setting, refer to response to comments 20-11-G 
through 20-11-H.  For the comment regarding the utilization of improper thresholds, refer to response to 
comment 20-11-I.  For the comment regarding the inadequacy of disclosing or analyzing project impacts, 
refer to response to comments 20-11-J through 20-OO.   
 
Response to comment 20-11-C. 
 
Comment noted.  Metro agrees with and abides by the procedural guidelines and case findings cited by the 
commenter in reference to an environmental document.  The DEIS/DEIR acts as a disclosure document 
to bring forth any potential environmental impacts that the Crenshaw/LAX Transit Corridor Project may 
have on the surrounding environment.   
 
Response to comment 20-11-D. 
 
The CEQA Guidelines referred to by the commenter, require that an EIR’s discussion of alternatives focus 
on feasible alternatives that are capable of avoiding or reducing significant environmental impacts.   
 
A technology assessment was conducted to determine the type of transit service suitable for operation of 
transit services within the Crenshaw-Prairie Transit Corridor.  Based on review of a previous planning 
studies for the Corridor and the available range of technologies, it was determined that BRT and LRT are 
the most practical transit technologies that meet purpose and need and are cost-effective.  These 
technologies are also generally compatible with other modes in existence, under construction, or being 
considered by other corridor studies.  These two technologies were selected to carry forward into the 
AA/DEIS/DEIR for evaluation against rapid bus under the No-Build and TSM Alternatives.   
 
An Alternatives Analysis was completed during the preparation of the DEIS/DEIR to identify the transit 
alternatives to be evaluated in the DEIS/DEIR.  The alternatives represent a range of capital investment 
choices for addressing the future travel needs of transit users in the study area.  The alternatives were 
developed based on a review of transit modes, technologies, and alignment locations that serve the 
identified transit markets and address purpose and need.  They are considered to represent the range of 
reasonable alternatives.  The alternatives reflect comments received during project scoping and a review of 
engineering, environmental, and right-of-way constraints. 
 
The results of the Alternatives Analysis is presented in Chapter 2, Alternatives Considered, of the 
DEIS/DEIR.  The Conceptual Alternatives for Screening report has been included in the Appendices of the 
FEIS/FEIR.  This report provides the details and justifications for the elimination of alternatives during the 
scoping process.  The alternatives eliminated from consideration during the scoping process due to non-
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financial considerations, including, but not limited to traffic impacts, displacement, and engineering 
feasibility.  The analysis used criteria including but not limited to, regional connectivity, ridership, and cost-
effectiveness to compare the different modes of transit and alignment options and determine which 
alternatives would be carried forward for further analysis into the DEIS/DEIR.  The Alternatives Analysis 
provided a discussion of alternatives that were eliminated from consideration as specified under CEQA 
Guidelines 15126.6.  The Alternatives Analysis identified that a light rail transit and a bus rapid transit 
alternative be studied for further consideration based on the evaluation criteria.  The two alternatives 
identified for further study in the Alternatives Analysis, along with a No Build Alternative and a 
Transportation Systems Management Alternative underwent a comprehensive environmental review in 
the DEIS/DEIR.   
 
Please Refer to Master Response 6 regarding selection of the locally preferred alternative.   
 
Section 4.0 of the DEIS/DEIR evaluated a No Build Alternative, a TSM Alternative, A BRT Alternative, and 
a LRT Alternative.  In order to reduce or avoid potential environmental impacts, six additional LRT design 
options were incorporated into the DEIS/DEIR for evaluation.  These design options included grade 
separations at Manchester Avenue, Centinela Avenue, between Victoria Avenue and 60th Street and 
between 39th Street and Exposition Boulevard.  Based on public input and direction from the Metro Board 
of Directors, two additional alternatives were evaluated as feasibility studies during the environmental 
process.  A below-grade segment from Wilshire Boulevard to Exposition Boulevard, and a below grade 
segment from 48th Street to 60th Street, that would link the below grade sections along Crenshaw Boulevard.  
All of these additional alternatives, except the below grade segment from Wilshire Boulevard to Exposition 
Boulevard where carried forward for inclusion into the locally preferred alternative or for further 
consideration during the final design process.  There were no feasible alternatives that avoided or reduced 
potential significant environmental impacts that were eliminated solely on cost factors.   
 
Response to comment 20-11-E. 
 
A below-grade alternative from 48th Street to 60th Street was studied during the Crenshaw/LAX Transit 
Corridor Project.  The study documented the characteristics of such a below-grade alignment.  Under the 
Base LRT Alternative, where the alignment is at-grade between 48th Street to 60th Street, no adverse impacts 
to traffic, safety, noise and vibration, aesthetic resources, environmental justice, or communities and 
neighborhoods would occur with implementation of mitigation measures.  A below grade segment from 
48thStreet to 60th Street would not change the determination of impact for any of the significant and 
unavoidable adverse impacts that were identified in the DEIS/DEIR.  Therefore, the physical conditions 
and the lack of significant environmental impacts would not require the alignment to be placed 
underground between 48th Street and 60th Street.  In addition, the cost of constructing a fully grade-
separated project along the entire length of Crenshaw Boulevard would be beyond the scope of Metro 
policies and the approved Metro budget for the project and financially infeasible.   
 
Response to comment 20-11-F. 
 
The Alternatives Analysis contains a discussion of alternatives which satisfies the rule of reason as referred 
to by the commenter.  In analyzing a reasonable range of alternatives, six design options were incorporated 
into the DEIS/DEIR that offer substantial environmental advantages over the Base LRT Alternative and 
were determined to be feasible.  The DEIS/DEIR also determined that the BRT and LRT Alternatives 
would be generally consistent with the applicable jurisdiction’s plans and policies and would not preclude 
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them from being adopted as stated by the commenter.  Therefore, the alternatives considered in the 
DEIS/DEIR were not flawed under CEQA and represent a reasonable range. 
 
Response to comment 20-11-G. 
 
The DEIS/DEIR is based upon several resources and technical reports, including preliminary engineering 
drawings.  The FEIS/FEIR incorporates the final design engineering drawings to adequately characterize 
the environmental effects of the project.  Similarly, the CPUC conducts its review and approval of the 
project during the design process, when the detail engineering drawings have been finalized.  The 
FEIS/FEIR contains the list of permits, approvals, and applicable review and consultation requirements 
necessary to implement the project.  Although CEQA does not require an EIR to state whether a project is 
feasible (including legal feasibility), the project description in the FEIS/FEIR discloses that the 
Crenshaw/LAX Transit Corridor Project can be legally built in conformance with the applicable local, State, 
and federal requirements, which includes, but is not limited to CPUC approval.  
 
Response to comment 20-11-H. 
 
The commenter is accurate in asserting the scarcity of space on roadways within the Los Angeles area.  
This situation is exacerbated within along Crenshaw Boulevard because of the unique topography of the 
region, which limits the number of north-south arterials in the area.  As stated in the Chapter 1, Purpose 
and Need, the Crenshaw/LAX Transit Corridor Project was initiated to alleviate peak period congestion, 
limited transportation accessibility, and poor connections with regional transportation.  The Metro Board 
of Directors selected the Light Rail Transit Alternative as the most viable and efficient means of addressing 
these growing concerns of traffic congestion.  The study area identified under the Crenshaw/LAX Transit 
Corridor Project (Crenshaw/LAX Corridor) has been identified and refined in previous planning studies 
for over 40 years as an area in most need of transit improvements to alleviate the congestion issues stated 
above.  The traffic analysis in the DEIS/DEIR took into account the project related traffic, as well as 
cumulative traffic in full compliance of CEQA/NEPA. 
 
Response to comment 20-11-I. 
 
Please Refer to Master Response 5 regarding traffic methodology and analysis. 
 
Response to comment 20-11-J. 
 
The commenter incorrectly asserted that the DEIS/DEIR found that only construction air quality impacts 
would occur after mitigation for the Crenshaw/LAX Transit Corridor Project.  Table ES-3 and ES-4 on of 
the Executive Summary, summarize the impacts that would occur for the various alternatives considered 
under the Crenshaw/LAX Transit Corridor Project.  The DEIS/DEIR disclosed that, after implementation 
of mitigation measures, significant and unavoidable impacts would occur to traffic, visual resources, air 
quality (construction, operational, and cumulative), construction noise, historic, archaeological, and 
paleontological resources, and environmental justice for the BRT and Base LRT Alternatives.   
 
Response to comment 20-11-K. 
 
Please Refer to Master Response 5 regarding traffic methodology and analysis.  The project would not 
result in intersection impacts, which would cause traffic to back up on the freeway off-ramps. 



 
 Final Environmental Impact Statement/Final Environment Impact Report 

Appendix K – Responses to Comments Received 
 

C R E N S H A W / L A X  T R A N S I T  C O R R I D O R  P R O J E C T  
Page K-307 August 2011 

 
Response to comment 20-11-L. 
 
Please refer to response to comment 20-11-K.   The traffic model used for the Crenshaw/LAX Transit 
Corridor Project forecast the operation of the light rail system would result in a reduction of approximately 
26,000 vehicle trips countywide.  The traffic model used in the traffic analysis takes into account the growth 
in traffic over the twenty-five year period that the commenter refers too.  This forecast of growth assumes 
that the demand for space on public streets will increase rather than decrease as suggested by the 
commenter.  A comparison of year 2005 and forecast 2030 traffic volumes from the Metro Travel Demand 
model indicates that the overall traffic growth in the vicinity of the project corridor by year 2030 is projected 
to be about 0.2 percent to 2 percent per year depending on the travel direction.  These growth factors were 
then applied to existing 2008 count data to yield future 2030 volumes for the study intersections for all 
future scenarios.  The DEIS/DEIR analyzes the potential traffic impacts that the proposed project would 
cause when added to the future traffic growth (2030).  Latent demand would only apply if the impacts of 
the project where considered alone and not combined with future traffic growth, creating a situation where 
road “vacancies” are created. 
 
Response to comment 20-11-M. 
 
The LRT alignment features crossings at a number of heavily trafficked roadways and highways, and is in 
proximity to the south runways of LAX.  To avoid traffic delays, grade separations are being considered at 
some roadway crossings and locations: across Century Boulevard adjacent to the LAX south runways, 
across Manchester Avenue, across La Cienega Boulevard/I-405, across La Brea Avenue, between Victoria 
Avenue and 60th Street and between 48th and 39th Streets.  The Locally Preferred Alternative (LPA) for the 
Crenshaw/LAX Transit Corridor Project was selected at the meeting of the Metro Board of Directors on 
December 10, 2009.  At the same time, a number of design options were incorporated into the LPA.  These 
include the following:  
 
 An elevated station at the interface of Aviation Boulevard and Century Boulevard. 
 Grade separation of Manchester Avenue by means of an aerial LRT guideway. 
 Below-grade guideway between Victoria and 60th Street. 
 
Please refer to Master Response 5 – Traffic Methodology and Analysis.  Queue lengths were used in the 
analysis for calculating intersection level of service. 
 
The traffic analysis results did vary from the original DEIS/DEIR average delay estimates. Please Refer to 
Master Response 5 regarding traffic methodology and analysis. 
 
Response to comment 20-11-N. 
 
Using methodology prescribed by the LADOT and FHWA, the cumulative traffic analysis took into 
account all foreseeable, adopted and approved projects extending to the buildout year 2030.  There are no 
additional approved projects that would operate in the Harbor Subdivision or add trains to the railroad 
right-of-way which would add to increased congestion. 
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Response to comment 20-11-O. 
 
The DEIS/DEIR analyzed and disclosed all potential adverse impacts to public safety from the operation of 
the Crenshaw/LAX Transit Corridor Project.  Please Refer to Master Response 7 regarding safety 
treatments and approach to safety for the project. 
 
Response to comment 20-11-P. 
 
Metro acknowledges the existence of programs and policies that support the development of grade 
separations.  Disclosing the existence of these programs would not result in increased safety, nor is it 
required to comply with the environmental process.  The DEIS/DEIR disclosed that the operation of the 
Crenshaw/LAX Transit Corridor Project would not result in adverse safety impacts.  Metro adopted a 
Grade Crossing Policy for Light Rail Transit in 2003 to systematically address the issue of grade-separating 
Light Rail Transit Facilities.  This policy has been in use as a planning and engineering assistance tool and 
it requires that rail and highway crossings be analyzed in a sequence of steps at increasing levels of detail.  
This policy is applied to all Metro project corridors regardless of the socioeconomic status or race/ethnicity 
of adjacent neighborhoods.  Achieving pedestrian safety near the operation of a light rail transit line is the 
result of several conditions, including safety oriented design, light rail operator training, and public 
education.  Appropriate pedestrian crossing control devices for at-grade crossings are critical for rail system 
safety.  In addition to standard cross-walk markings, control devices for pedestrian crossings include 
flashing light signals, signs, markings along the outside of the rail line, curbside pedestrian barriers, 
pedestrian automated gates, swing gates, bedstead barriers and crossing channelization.  When the light 
rail transit line is at-grade, it would operate in a semi-exclusive right-of-way separated from automobile 
traffic by a raised curb.  Pedestrians are permitted to cross the street at designated crosswalk locations 
during protected pedestrian signal phases in which light rail vehicles are not present. Pedestrian safety 
along the proposed LRT line will involve gated crossings controlled using current Metro standards for 
crossings. Each crossing will be reviewed during design based on the California Public Utilities Report 
“Pedestrian – Rail Crossings in California”. Pedestrians crossing Crenshaw Boulevard across the LRT 
tracks will be controlled using normal pedestrian traffic signal indications; adequate crossing times will be 
provided at the traffic signals for pedestrians to cross the street at a normal walking pace. A pedestrian 
refuge area will be provided in the median at all crossings of the LRT tracks to provide a space for 
pedestrians to wait out of traffic and off the tracks should they not be able to complete their crossing of 
Crenshaw Boulevard during one signal phase.  Each crossing was evaluated for pedestrian safety based on 
site visits and engineering design.  The evaluation resulted in a list of design modifications and mitigation 
measures identified in the Safety and Security Section of the FEIS/FEIR to improve the level of safety at 
crossings.  The final determination of safety measures to be implemented near school zones is determined 
through consultation and approval by the California Public Utilities Commission.  
 
Response to comment 20-11-Q. 
 
Additional pedestrian counts at major crossings near schools were conducted during the safety analysis of 
the Crenshaw/LAX Transit Corridor Project.  At Crenshaw Boulevard and 50th Street, approximately 75 
pedestrians crossed Crenshaw Boulevard (north leg) and approximately 10 to 15 pedestrians crossed 50th 
Street (east leg) in the morning peak hour (7:00 to 9:00 a.m.).  In the early afternoon, approximately 65 
pedestrians crossed Crenshaw Boulevard, and 25 students crossed 50th Street.  After 4:00 p.m., the 
pedestrian activity decreased to less than 40 persons crossing the streets.  At Crenshaw Boulevard and 
52nd Street, approximately 80 pedestrians used the crosswalks in the AM peak hour, and only one quarter 



 
 Final Environmental Impact Statement/Final Environment Impact Report 

Appendix K – Responses to Comments Received 
 

C R E N S H A W / L A X  T R A N S I T  C O R R I D O R  P R O J E C T  
Page K-309 August 2011 

of them crossed Crenshaw Boulevard.  In the early afternoon peak hour, approximately 50 pedestrians 
crossed the intersection, and half of them crossed Crenshaw Boulevard. After 4:00 p.m., the pedestrian 
volumes decreased to less than 35 persons, and about one-third to half of them crossed Crenshaw 
Boulevard.   At Crenshaw Boulevard and 57th Street, approximately 20 to 25 pedestrians crossed Crenshaw 
Boulevard (north and south legs), while nearly 95 pedestrians crossed 57th Street (east and west legs) in the 
AM peak hour.  In the early afternoon, approximately 30 to 35 pedestrians crossed Crenshaw Boulevard, 
and almost 90 students crossed 57th Street.  After 4:00 p.m., the pedestrian flow crossing Crenshaw 
Boulevard was still about 30 to 35 per hour, while the pedestrian volumes crossing 57th Street were 
reduced by one-third (about 65 total).  Please refer to response to comment 20-11-O or 20-11-P regarding 
safety measures to be incorporated along the alignment.   
 
Response to comment 20-11-R. 
 
The FEIS/FEIR provides revised safety mitigation measure to provide specific safety design elements and 
treatments for the Crenshaw/LAX Transit Corridor Project.  These mitigation measures can be found on 
in the Safety and Security section of the FEIS/FEIR.  Implementation of these mitigation measures would 
result in no adverse safety impacts fir the Crenshaw/LAX Transit Corridor Project.  
 
Response to comment 20-11-S. 
 
The safety mitigation measures proposed ion in the Safety and Security section of the FEIS/FEIR were 
determined to result in no adverse impacts to pedestrian (student) safety.  No additional mitigation would 
be required. 
 
Response to comment 20-11-T. 
 
The DEIS/DEIR determined that the construction and operation of the Crenshaw/LAX Transit Corridor 
Project would not adversely affect emergency response times.  Construction along the alignment would 
result in temporary lane closures and disruption in traffic.  However, emergency ingress and egress would 
be maintained at all times.  Operation of the Crenshaw/LAX Transit Corridor Project would occur within 
the existing street system and along the existing Harbor Subdivision right-of-way, which would not affect 
vehicle or pedestrian access to community facilities. As a result, no impact to emergency response times 
for police and fire stations or access to their stations, was anticipated.   
 
Response to comment 20-11-U. 
 
The likelihood of a light rail train derailment for the Crenshaw/LAX Transit Corridor Project is rare along 
straight sections of the track. Only two major turns are included along the project alignment: the 
Crenshaw/Harbor Subdivision turn and the Aviation Manchester turn.  The Crenshaw Boulevard Harbor 
Subdivision right-of-way intersection would be below grade and any potential risk of derailment would not 
affect the surrounding environment since it would be contained within below grade tunnel. 
 
The crossing at Victoria is being closed and the crossings at Brynhurst, West, Redondo, Hindry and Oak 
have all been reviewed in consultation with the CPUC, LADOT and the City of Inglewood. Appropriate 
safety treatments have been incorporated into the designs.  
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Response to comment 20-11-V. 
 
A designated passenger loading area adjacent to View Park will be provided on Crenshaw Boulevard 
designated between the hours of 6:30 a.m. and 4:00 p.m.  Parking restrictions on residential streets near 
station areas are implemented by the applicable city jurisdictions.  Metro will coordinate with cities to help 
identify areas where parking restrictions are needed to deter transit patrons from parking on residential 
streets.  The majority of on-street parking loss would occur on the inner portion of the frontage road 
bordering both sides of Crenshaw Boulevard between 48th and 60th Street. There is a total loss of 308 on-
street parking spaces along Crenshaw Boulevard with a loss of 142 northbound and 166 southbound on-
street parking spaces.  A study of parking utilization determined that the loss of these spaces would not 
create an adverse impact as the parking is not fully utilized and many businesses and the City provide 
underutilized off-street parking.  Additional parking was created at the Florence/West, Florence/La Brea, 
and Crenshaw/Exposition Stations to provide additional parking in the corridor. 
 
Response to comment 20-11-W. 
 
Section 13 of the Crenshaw Specific Plan requires that to the extent physically feasible, all new utility lines 
that directly service a Project shall be installed underground.  In areas along Crenshaw Boulevard where 
the alignment is underground, the utility lines that provide electrical power would also be underground.  
Where the alignment is at grade along Crenshaw Boulevard (60th to 48th Streets), it would not be physically 
feasible to place utility wires underground because the entire Metro light rail system is run by overhead 
electrical wires which require the utility wires to be above the light rail vehicles.  Therefore the 
Crenshaw/LAX Transit Corridor Project would remain consistent with the Crenshaw Specific Plan, as 
stated in the Land Use Section of the FEIS/FEIR.  The cost of constructing a fully grade-separated project 
along the entire length of Crenshaw Boulevard, including the area designated under the Crenshaw/LAX 
Corridor Specific Plan, is beyond Metro policies and the scope of the approved Metro budget for the project 
and financially infeasible. 
 
Response to comment 20-11-X. 
 
The light rail system would be similar in character to the existing transportation infrastructure along 
Crenshaw Boulevard, which includes lighting, utility poles, signage, and signals.  The DEIS/DEIR found 
that a light rail transit system traveling at grade in the Crenshaw median would be consistent in character 
with surrounding land uses.  No significant impacts to visual resources would occur from the operation of 
the light rail alignment in an at-grade configuration along Crenshaw Boulevard.    
 
Response to comment 20-11-Y. 
 
The potential operational impacts to air quality and traffic congestion were evaluated in the 
environmental document.  The air quality analysis uses the sensitive receptors that the commenter 
refers to in order to measure impacts.  The FEIS/FEIR found that there would be significant and 
unavoidable air quality impacts during construction.  A localized air quality analysis, which includes 
the emissions from automobiles, including CO emissions, queuing at intersections, determined that 
no applicable localized air quality thresholds would be exceeded from operation of the 
Crenshaw/LAX Transit Corridor Project.  Localized CO concentrations associated with the LRT 
Alternative would not exceed the federal standards. 
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Table 4-26.  2030 Carbon Monoxide Concentrations/a/ 

Alternative and Intersection 

1-Hour 
(Parts per Million) 

8-Hour 
(Parts per Million) 

Existing 
(2008) 

Project 
Year (2030) 

Existing 
(2008) 

Project Year 
(2030) 

No Build Alternative 

Aviation Blvd/Century Blvd - AM Peak Hour 5 2 3.8 1.4 

Crenshaw Blvd/Adams Blvd - AM Peak Hour 5 2 3.9 1.4 

Crenshaw Blvd/Jefferson Blvd - PM Peak Hour 5 2 3.9 1.3 

Crenshaw Blvd/Slauson Ave - AM Peak Hour 5 2 3.8 1.3 

Crenshaw Blvd/Stocker St - PM Peak Hour 5 2 3.9 1.4 

Crenshaw Blvd/Washington Blvd - AM Peak Hour 5 2 3.8 1.4 

La Brea Ave/Jefferson Blvd - PM Peak Hour 5 2 3.6 1.2 

La Brea Ave/Rodeo Rd - PM Peak Hour 5 2 3.9 1.4 

La Brea Ave/Slauson Ave - PM Peak Hour 5 2 3.9 1.4 

Wilton Pl/Wilshire Blvd - AM Peak Hour 5 2 3.9 1.4 

TSM Alternative 

Aviation Blvd/Century Blvd - AM Peak Hour 5 2 3.8 1.4 

Crenshaw Blvd/Adams Blvd - AM Peak Hour 5 2 3.9 1.4 

Crenshaw Blvd/Jefferson Blvd - PM Peak Hour 5 2 3.9 1.3 

Crenshaw Blvd/Slauson Avenue - AM Peak Hour 5 2 3.8 1.3 

Crenshaw Blvd/Stocker Street - PM Peak Hour 5 2 3.9 1.4 

Crenshaw Blvd/Washington Blvd - AM Peak Hour 5 2 3.8 1.4 

La Brea Ave/Jefferson Blvd - PM Peak Hour 5 2 3.6 1.2 

La Brea Ave/Rodeo Rd - PM Peak Hour 5 2 3.9 1.4 

La Brea Ave/Slauson Ave - PM Peak Hour 5 2 3.9 1.4 

Wilton Pl/Wilshire Blvd - AM Peak Hour 5 2 3.9 1.4 

BRT Alternative 

Aviation Blvd/Century Blvd - AM Peak Hour 5 2 3.8 1.4 

Crenshaw Blvd/Adams Blvd - AM Peak Hour 5 2 3.9 1.4 

Crenshaw Blvd/Jefferson Blvd - PM Peak Hour 5 2 3.9 1.3 

Crenshaw Blvd/Slauson Ave - AM Peak Hour 5 2 3.8 1.3 

Crenshaw Blvd/Stocker St - PM Peak Hour 5 2 3.9 1.4 

Crenshaw Blvd/Washington Blvd - AM Peak Hour 5 2 3.8 1.4 

La Brea Ave/Jefferson Blvd - PM Peak Hour 5 2 3.6 1.2 

La Brea Ave/Rodeo Road - PM Peak Hour 5 2 3.9 1.4 

La Brea Ave/Slauson Ave - PM Peak Hour 5 2 3.9 1.4 

Wilton Pl/Wilshire Blvd - AM Peak Hour 5 2 3.9 1.4 

LRT Alternative 

Aviation Blvd/Century Blvd - AM Peak Hour 5 2 3.8 1.4 

Crenshaw Blvd/Adams Blvd - AM Peak Hour 5 2 3.9 1.4 

Crenshaw Blvd/Jefferson Blvd - PM Peak Hour 5 2 3.9 1.3 

Crenshaw Blvd/Slauson Ave - AM Peak Hour 5 2 3.8 1.3 

Crenshaw Blvd/Stocker St - PM Peak Hour 5 2 3.9 1.4 

Crenshaw Blvd/Washington Blvd - AM Peak Hour 5 2 3.8 1.4 

La Brea Ave/Jefferson Blvd - PM Peak Hour 5 2 3.6 1.2 
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Alternative and Intersection 

1-Hour 
(Parts per Million) 

8-Hour 
(Parts per Million) 

Existing 
(2008) 

Project 
Year (2030) 

Existing 
(2008) 

Project Year 
(2030) 

La Brea Ave/Rodeo Road - PM Peak Hour 5 2 3.9 1.4 

La Brea Ave/Slauson Ave - PM Peak Hour 5 2 3.9 1.4 

Wilton Pl/Wilshire Blvd - AM Peak Hour 5 2 3.9 1.4 

/a/ Existing concentrations include year 2008 one- and eight-hour ambient concentrations of 4 and 3.1 ppm, respectively.  
Future concentrations include year 2030 one- and eight-hour ambient concentrations of 1and 1.1 ppm, respectively. 

Source:  TAHA, 2008. 

The federal air quality regional threshold would  not be exceeded during the operation the light rail system.  
Because operation of the light rail system would result in a reduction of automobile trips, no adverse 
greenhouse gas impacts would occur.     
 
The traffic model used for the Crenshaw/LAX Transit Corridor Project forecast the operation of the light 
rail system would result in a reduction of approximately 26,000 vehicle trips countywide.  According to the 
traffic analysis contained in Appendix F of the DEIS/DEIR, 15 of the 46 intersections are currently 
operating beyond their capacities in the AM or PM peak periods.  The Crenshaw Light Rail Project would 
result in a decrease in overall delay or no change at 29 of the 46 study intersections when compared to the 
No Build Alternative.  The Crenshaw Light Rail Project would result in a small increase in delay (less than 
five seconds) at 13 of the 46 intersections compared to No Build Alternative.  The remaining four 
intersections would result in a delay of greater than five seconds.  An increase in delay of greater than five 
seconds would result in an adverse traffic impact.  The four impacted intersections were determined to be: 
 
Crenshaw Boulevard and Exposition Boulevard 
Crenshaw Boulevard and Rodeo Road 
Crenshaw Boulevard and 54th Street 
Centinela Avenue and Florence Avenue 
 
Traffic mitigation measures were identified on pages 3-53 and 3-54 of the DEIS/DEIR which would 
eliminate the impacts along Crenshaw Boulevard at Florence Avenue and 54th Street identified above. The 
incorporation of Design Option 6 into the project eliminates the remaining two impacts at Exposition 
Boulevard and Rodeo Road. 
 
Response to comment 20-11-Z. 
 
The elevated alignment that the commenter refers to along Crenshaw Boulevard and the Harbor 
Subdivision was removed from consideration and not incorporated into the locally preferred alternative.  
Therefore, no mitigation for the potential loss of privacy to adjacent residences would be required. 
 
Response to comment 20-11-AA. 
 
Comment noted.  Metro appreciates the views and input from the commenter as it is an important part of 
the planning process.  The narrow width of the Harbor Subdivision Railroad right-of-way, as well as 
potential access, limits the ability of Metro to lease, sell, or develop land along the right-of-way.  The Harbor 
Subdivision was purchased with the intent of supporting an at-grade transit system.  During the design 
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process, Metro evaluated the incorporation of pedestrian friendly design elements, such as open space and 
landscaping. 
 
Response to comment 20-11-BB. 
 
Comment noted.  The DEIS/DEIR has been revised to reflect the correct naming and size of the 
approximately 300,000 square foot District Square redevelopment project.  Consistency with land use 
policies are based only on adopted plans and policies.  Metro acknowledges that the West Adams Baldwin 
Hills Community Plan is undergoing a revision, however project consistency must be measure against the 
existing adopted policy. 
 
Response to comment 20-11-CC. 
 
The type of construction, schedule, equipment to be used and location of haul routes and staging areas are 
typically determined during the final design of the project.  The FEIS/FEIR has incorporated this updated 
construction information into the environmental analysis of the Crenshaw/LAX Transit Corridor Project.  
The FEIS/FEIR determined that no additional impacts would occur during the construction of the 
Crenshaw/LAX Light Rail Project than were previously disclosed in the DEIS/DEIR.   The DEIS/DEIR 
assumed a worst case cut and cover construction method.  Mitigation measures are identified that reduce 
the impacts associated with this construction method.  The actual methods of construction will be finalized 
once the design build contracts for the Project are awarded, which would occur after the completion of the 
FEIS/FEIR.   
 
Metro acknowledges that the construction of the light rail system would affect surrounding communities 
during construction.  Metro will coordinate with the surrounding residents and local businesses of the 
adjacent communities to minimize adverse effects to the extent feasible during construction.  
Underground segments of the alignment would result in increased disruption to communities during 
construction because of the longer time required for excavation.  Upon completion of the Crenshaw Light 
Rail Project, operation of the light rail system would provide enhanced access to members of the 
surrounding communities.  This enhanced access would occur along all portions of the alignment, 
particularly near station areas.   
 
Response to comment 20-11-DD. 
 
The section of Crenshaw Boulevard between 48th Street and 39th Street would be below grade.  In 
order to evaluate the worst-case scenario, cut-and-cover construction methods are assumed for all 
below grade segments of the proposed project.  The cut and cover construction would reduce the 
vehicular movements along Crenshaw Boulevard over the open cut sections.   A temporary bridge, 
which would take approximately four months to complete, would be used to minimize the impacts of 
this construction method.  Off-peak and night closures would be required during the four month 
construction period of the temporary bridge.  The construction of the cut and cover box below the 
temporary bridge would take 12 months.  Full off-peak or weekend closures of Crenshaw Boulevard 
northbound may be necessary on a short term basis.  The number of traffic lanes on Crenshaw 
Boulevard would be reduced as a result, and local circulation would be impacted.  Traffic may divert 
to Victoria Avenue to the west or 11th Avenue to the east, causing impacts to the residential street 
system.  On-street parking would be lost for up to 36 months during the construction phase to make 
way for displaced travel lanes.  The 39th Street portal is also planned as a cut and cover section.  The 
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alignment returns to grade in the commercial corridor, just north of the Baldwin Hills Crenshaw 
Plaza; the neighborhoods immediately to the east and west are residential.  Temporary lane closures 
are anticipated during off-peak and nighttime periods, this may require temporary street closures 
during the off-peak periods for up to six months.  The median left-turn lanes would likely be closed 
during the construction period, prohibiting left turns onto 39th Street; additionally, all east-west 
traffic on 39th Street would be unable to cross Crenshaw Boulevard for up to six months.  Traffic is 
expected to divert to alternate routes including Victoria Avenue and Bronson Avenue; these routes 
travel through residential neighborhoods and residents may experience an increase of pass-through 
traffic during the construction phase for up to six months.  While on-street parking is not available 
on Crenshaw Boulevard, on-street parking is available on the frontage roads immediately to the east 
and west.  This parking may be temporarily lost because of staging of construction equipment. 

With the implementation of Mitigation Measures T1 through T6 in Chapter 3.0 of the FEIS/FEIR, 
the adverse effects of construction activity would be reduced for adjacent commercial districts and 
residential neighborhoods.  Because these effects are associated with the construction phases and are 
short-term in nature, no adverse effects are anticipated. 
 
Response to comment 20-11-EE. 
 
The type of safety and security to be used during the construction of the Crenshaw/LAX Light Raul Transit 
Project were determined during the advanced conceptual engineering of the project.  These construction 
safety and security measures can be found in the Construction section of the FEIS/FEIR.    

 
Response to comment 20-11-FF. 
 
The FEIS/FEIR has been updated to reflect the most recent greenhouse gas (GHG) and climate 
change actions taken by the USEPA.  Updated regulatory information includes discussion of: 

 The USEPA Clean Air Act waiver that allows California to apply GHG standards to vehicles 
beginning with the 2009 model year; 

 The USEPA Final Mandatory Reporting of Greenhouse Gases Rule; 
 The Department of Transportation’s National Highway Traffic Safety Administration’s program 

to reduce GHG emissions and improve fuel economy for new cars and trucks sold in the United 
States; and 

 The USEPA finding that the current and projected concentrations of the six key well-mixed 
GHGs--carbon dioxide (CO2), methane (CH4), nitrous oxide (N2O), hydrofluorocarbons (HFCs), 
perfluorocarbons (PFCs), and sulfur hexafluoride (SF6)--in the atmosphere threaten the public 
health and welfare of current and future generations. 

 
According to the air quality analysis in the FEIS/FEIR, the Crenshaw/LAX Transit Corridor Project would 
result in a decrease of 19,741 metric tons per year of GHGs.  The GHGs were calculated using the Metro 
Travel demand model which forecasts the regional automobile, bus, and rail VMT, a method which has 
been approved by the SCAQMD.     
 
Response to comment 20-11-GG. 
 
Comment noted.  The ecosystems/biological resources section of the DEIS/DEIR determined that are 
currently no sensitive species or habitat located directly within the LRT Alternative project area.  As 
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identified in Section 4.7 Ecosystems/Biological Resources, the LRT Alternative and design options may 
require the removal and/or disturbance (including trimming) of mature trees along the proposed 
alignment.  Through compliance with the City of Los Angeles Native Tree Ordinance and implementation 
of mitigation measures identified in Section 4.7 Ecosystems/Biological Resources, construction of the BRT 
Alternative or the Base LRT Alternative and design options would reduce potential impacts to biological 
resources to less than significant levels.   
 
Response to comment 20-11-HH. 
 
As documented in the Chapter 7.0, Public Participation, Spanish translation services were available at all of 
the public meetings.  There were no requests received for a Spanish translation of the DEIS/DEIR.  Had 
Metro received such a request, which could have been received any of the public meetings, Metro would 
have been more than willing to provide at the very least, a translation of relevant information and 
summaries.   
The comment form the commenter refers to provided a check box of topics for reference and as 
informational purpose only.  No data on these boxes was collected or analyzed.  Because the environmental 
justice topic received the second most number of comments, the lack of an environmental justice box did 
not likely affect the potential to receive environmental justice comments. 
 
The Grade separation for light rail transit is typically driven by factors related to design, operational 
characteristics and physical constraints, and is not dependent on the type of community where it is to be 
located.  As shown in Table 4-95 on page 4-514 of the DEIS/DEIR, most of the grade separations that occur 
in the existing Metro Rail system are grade-separated at predominantly minority and low-income 
communities.  The Metro Red and Purple Lines have fifty-five percent of the alignment traveling through 
minority areas and 74 percent of the lines travel through low-income areas.   
The intent of Executive Order 12898 pertaining to Environmental Justice is to disclose any element of the 
planning, design, and alternative selection process and overall decision-making process, which indicates 
there has been a systematic bias toward disproportionate focusing adverse environmental impacts, on low-
income, minority, or other communities and neighborhoods of concern.  The transparency in the decision-
making process lies at the heart of this consideration.  Transit planning involves both policy choices as well 
as engineering and environmental impact decisions regarding the modes considered, the level of transit 
service, frequency of service, route alignments, and station locations.  In many instances, minority and 
low-income communities are highly transit dependent.  The planning process is designed in large part to 
serve the mobility and access of these communities.  Serving transit-dependent communities 
disproportionately less than less transit-dependent communities would be a severe environmental 
injustice.  Nonetheless, the placement of transit infrastructure – while the intent is to provide a beneficial 
impact to communities, may have unintended adverse effects.  The alternatives evaluation and the 
environmental review process is designed to disclose and resolve any potential unanticipated problems 
that may affect adjacent communities. 
 
The DEIS/DEIR analyzed the Crenshaw/LAX Transit Corridor Project to determine if the project would 
cause disproportionate adverse impacts related to transit service equity, traffic congestion, parking, 
displacement, community cohesion, health issues, historical, archaeological, paleontological, community 
facilities, economic vitality and employment opportunities, safety and security, and construction.  The 
following considerations were utilized in the environmental justice evaluation of the Crenshaw/LAX Light 
Rail Transit Alternative: 
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 Whether the proposed project would provide transit equity; 
 Whether the proposed project would have any potential adverse effects that would be 

disproportionally borne by minority and low-income communities; and/or 
 Whether low-income communities have had opportunities to actively participate in the planning 

of the project. 

When first considering rail modes for the Crenshaw/LAX Transit Corridor, several modes were considered 
including heavy rail and light rail.  Due to the nature of the existing and planned development along the 
corridor and the relatively modest estimates for ridership along the corridor, heavy rail (a mode that is 
typically fully grade separated) was deemed to be not necessary and inappropriate for application to the 
Crenshaw/LAX Corridor.  Furthermore, the Light Rail Transit mode provides an opportunity to connect to 
other existing rail facilities in the corridor (i.e., the Metro Green Line).  Because Light Rail Transit can 
operate at several grades (at-grade, aerial, and below-grade), Metro adopted a Grade Crossing Policy for 
Light Rail Transit in 2003 to systematically address the issue of grade-separating Light Rail Transit 
Facilities.  This policy has been in use as a planning and engineering assistance tool and it requires that rail 
and highway crossings be analyzed in a sequence of steps at increasing levels of detail.  This policy is 
applied to all Metro project corridors regardless of the socioeconomic status or race/ethnicity of adjacent 
neighborhoods.  Grade separation for light rail transit is primarily engineering-driven, and is not 
dependent on the type of community where it is to be located.  As shown in Table 4-95 on page 4-514 of 
the DEIS/DEIR, most of the grade separations that occur in the existing Metro Rail system are grade-
separated at predominantly minority and low-income communities.  The Metro Red and Purple Lines 
have fifty-five percent of the alignment traveling through minority areas and 74 percent of the lines travel 
through low-income areas.  This table illustrates that more grade separation occurs within minority and 
low income communities and that these targeted communities are not disproportionately impacted.   
 
Metro, similar to other transit planning agencies throughout the U.S., operates on the premise that 
LRT is primarily an at-grade or surface-running transit technology and incorporates grade 
separations.  This transit technology can operate in at-grade environments ranging from mixed 
traffic, to an exclusive right-or-way or guideway.  Metro considers grade separations associated with 
LRT projects on a case-by-case basis primarily for severe traffic or other environmental impacts and 
not on the socio-economic profile of an area.  Traffic operations at intersections must be maintained 
at an acceptable level of service (LOS) in conjunction with adequate LRT train frequencies and overall 
travel times.  As described in the FEIS/FEIR, the LPA for the Crenshaw/LAX Transit Project would 
operate at-grade between 48th Street and 60th Street, where it was determined that light rail could 
operate safely without the need of a grade separation.  This determination was based on the width of 
Crenshaw Boulevard at this point, proposed operation modifications to traffic signals, and proposed 
street geometry changes.  No adverse effects related to environmental justice were identified along 
this segment. 

 
There has been an extensive public outreach process where alternatives have been formulated, evaluated 
and refined.  The evaluation process has informed the affected residents of the relative impacts among 
options (alignment routes, vertical and horizontal alignments, station locations, etc.).  The Metro Board of 
Directors, in selecting an LPA, considered the engineering and environmental documentation, as well as 
public comments and concerns.  In instances where issues have arisen, design and alignment decisions 
have been revisited.  In instances where adverse effects have been identified, design options and mitigation 
measures have been formulated to reduce or eliminate potential impacts on adjacent communities, and on 
adjacent minority or low-income communities. 
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Metro, during the public participation process, responded to community concerns regarding the safety of 
at-grade sections by including grade-separated design options in key sections of the corridor with the 
exception of the segment on Crenshaw Boulevard from 48th Street to 60th Street, where it was determined 
that light rail could operate safely without the need of a grade separation.  This determination was based on 
the availability of right-of-way within Crenshaw Boulevard along this section, traffic signal proposed 
operation modifications, and proposed street geometry changes.  No adverse effects related to 
environmental justice were identified along this segment. 
 
CEQA/NEPA requires the analysis of the physical impacts of the environment.  Under Section 106, the 
Environmental Justice analysis found that no disproportionate environmental impacts would occur to any 
of the groups referred to by the commenter.   
 
Under the Crenshaw/LAX Transit Corridor Project, the northern terminus of the line is at the Exposition 
Station.  The Wilshire/La Brea station area and associated affluent, non-minority Park Mile community to 
the north that the commenter refers to would not receive transit service under the Crenshaw/LAX Transit 
Corridor Project.  A future northern extension of the line to Wilshire is not part of the Locally Preferred 
Alternative selected by the Metro Board of Directors.  A Feasibility study has been conducted by Metro that 
indicated that a future northern extension of light rail transit to Wilshire Boulevard is feasible.  Such a 
connection is included in the Strategic Element of Metro’s Long Range Transportation Plan adopted in 
October 2009.  A separate planning process could explore a transit investment in the corridor if a future 
update to Metro’s Long Range Transportation Plan identifies this as a funded project.  However, no 
disproportionate impacts could occur since this prospective extension is not a funded transit project   
 
Response to comment 20-11-II. 
 
Each potential grade crossing has its own unique situation depending on site distance, signal timing, 
pedestrian circulation, as well as many other additional factors.  It is for this reason that grade crossing 
decisions are made on a case by case basis by Metro and the CPUC.  An accident prediction report would 
be extremely speculative and could not be based on any substantive data that could be considered 
applicable at all grade crossings.  Determining the costs from future accidents also could not be reasonably 
predicted for the same reason.  The operating and maintenance costs of the Crenshaw/LAX Transit 
Corridor Project were refined during the final design phase.  The updated costs can be found in the 
Financial Analysis and Comparison of Alternatives Chapter of the FEIS/FEIR. 
 
Response to comment 20-11-JJ. 
 
The aerial station at Century is designed such that passengers do not cross the tracks in order to get to the 
platform.  Passengers are required to exit the platform and go underneath the rail to exit.  This 
configuration would increase the level of pedestrian safety at the aerial Century Station.  Nonetheless, both 
configurations are determined to be safe.   
 
Response to comment 20-11-KK. 

 
Please refer to response to comment 20-11-P. 
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Response to comment 20-11-LL. 
 

Under the locally preferred alternative, the Light Rail Line would operate in a below grade configuration 
from 60th Street to Victoria Avenue where the Light Rail Line would come to grade after it crossed Victoria 
Avenue.  The Victoria Avenue crossing is, therefore, closed due to the below grade alignment. In addition, 
there is a station located at West Boulevard at which the train must slow to a stop.  Given these conditions, 
the difference in speeds of a light rail vehicle and freight train would not be significantly different at the 
three crossings the commenter refers to.  Therefore, an unmitigable pedestrian safety impact would not 
result, as suggested by the commenter. 

 
Response to comment 20-11-MM. 
 
HMM/Bechtel conducted a comparative evaluation of binocular bored tunnel versus a conventional 
circular bored tunnel for the Silicon Valley Rapid Transit Project in 2007.  The study examined the 
feasibility of using binocular TBMs to construct the tunnels, an examination of cycle time and schedule, 
design implications, and a cost comparison.  The binocular bored tunnels were found to have lower 
footprints and right-of-way acquisition costs; however, they required deeper portal structures, and 
significantly higher costs from the TBMs, the additional design requirements, lower rate of progress and 
increased risk.  Binocular TBMs have a limited history of use, since being developed in 1988 and are 
primarily manufactured in Japan.  Contractors within the United States have little experience in using this 
method of construction which would contribute to an increased risk cost.  Case studies have also found 
that the tunneling cycles for binocular TBMs are less than half the progress for a conventional circular 
TBM.   

 
Response to comment 20-11-NN. 

 
Comment noted.  During the advanced conceptual engineering phase of the Crenshaw/LAX Transit 
Corridor Project, the costs of construction were able to be more accurately determined with the completion 
of detailed engineering plans and geotechnical investigations.  The revised construction costs for the 
Crenshaw/LAX Transit Corridor Project are presented in Chapter 8.0, Financial Analysis and Comparison 
of Alternatives of the FEIS/FEIR. 

 
Response to comment 20-11-OO. 

 
Comment noted.  During the advanced conceptual engineering phase of the Crenshaw/LAX Transit 
Corridor Project, the costs of operations and maintenance were able to be more accurately determined with 
the completion of detailed engineering plans.  The revised operation and maintenance costs for the 
Crenshaw/LAX Transit Corridor Project are presented in Chapter 8.0, Financial Analysis and Comparison 
of Alternatives of the FEIS/FEIR. 
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COMMENT: 20-12. United Homeowners Association, Inc. 

 



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

 

C R E N S H A W / L A X  T R A N S I T  C O R R I D O R  P R O J E C T  
Page K-320 August 2011 

 

 



 
 Final Environmental Impact Statement/Final Environment Impact Report 

Appendix K – Responses to Comments Received 
 

C R E N S H A W / L A X  T R A N S I T  C O R R I D O R  P R O J E C T  
Page K-321 August 2011 

 

 
 



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

 

C R E N S H A W / L A X  T R A N S I T  C O R R I D O R  P R O J E C T  
Page K-322 August 2011 

Response to comment 20-12-A. 
 
Please Refer to Master Response 6 regarding selection of the locally preferred alternative.  
 
Response to comment 20-12-B. 
 
Comment noted.  Please see response to comment 20-12-A.   
 
Response to comment 20-12-C. 
 
Comment noted.  The Crenshaw/LAX Transit Corridor Project would provide connectivity to the Los 
Angeles Airport.  The Light Rail System would increase accessibility for residents and businesses and 
provide the opportunity for future development. 
 
Response to comment 20-12-D. 
 
The selected LPA includes two underground segments for light rail along Crenshaw Boulevard, between 
39th Street and 48th Street and between 60th Street and Victoria Avenue.  The inclusion of these two 
underground segments follows a consistent application of criteria for considering grade separations for 
LRT.  These criteria include availability of right-of-way, environmental impacts (such as traffic impacts, 
visual impacts, impacts to historic resources, and environmental justice impacts), and Metro’s established 
Grade Separation Policy.  In locations where there is available right-of-way, where there is a lack of 
significant environmental impacts, or where conditions fail to meet the criteria of Metro’s Grade 
Separation Policy, the Light Rail Transit alignment is proposed to remain at grade.  The Metro Board also 
authorized continued environmental review of three design options including an extended below grade 
section between Exposition Boulevard and 39th Street (Exposition/Crenshaw Grade Separation) originally 
Design Option 6.  During advanced conceptual engineering, an at-grade configuration was determined to 
be technically infeasible along this segment.  The incorporation of Design Option 6 would be required to 
connect to the Exposition Line subject to financial feasibility.  In sections of the alignment where the 
Crenshaw/LAX Light Rail Transit System is at grade, the character of the community would be preserved 
and no significant buildings or institutions that contribute to the unique identity of South Los Angeles 
would be removed. 
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COMMENT: 20-13. Vistamar School. 
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Response to comment 20-13-A. 
 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Master Response 2 regarding comments pertaining to the effects of 
potential Maintenance Facility Site B or D. 
Response to comment 20-13-B. 
 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Master Response 2 regarding comments pertaining to the effects of 
potential Maintenance Facility Site B or D.   
 
The commenter refers to the air quality impacts from increased congestion resulting from operation of the 
Crenshaw/LAX Transit Corridor Project.  Please Refer to Master Response 5 regarding traffic methodology 
and analysis.  
 
A localized air quality and traffic analysis was conducted for the maintenance facility for the 
Crenshaw/LAX Transit Corridor Project. No traffic impacts were determined to occur from the operation 
of the maintenance facility. Localized air quality impacts would occur at sensitive receptors near the 
maintenance facility, however, no air quality and traffic impacts would occur at Vistamar School because 
the school is located more than 1.5 miles from the proposed maintenance facility.  
 
Response to comment 20-13-C. 
 
Comment noted. Please refer to response to comment 20-13-A. 
 
Response to comment 20-13-D. 

 
Comment noted. Please refer to response to comment 20-13-A. 
 
Response to comment 20-13-E. 
 
Comment noted. Please refer to response to comment 20-13-A. 
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COMMENT: 20-14. Westchester Neighbors Association, Westchester Democratic Club, LAX Area Advisory 
Committee. 
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Response to comment 20-14-A. 
 
Comment noted.  Metro appreciates the views and input from the commenter as it is an important part of 
the planning process. 
 
Response to comment 20-14-B. 
 
Los Angeles World Airport (LAWA) is a separate agency that has their own planning process, which 
includes designing a future system to connect the airport terminals with the Crenshaw/LAX Transit 
Corridor Project.  Metro has made an airport connection a priority and has been coordinating with LAWA 
throughout the planning process to facilitate this connection both in the long and short term.  Design 
Option 6, an aerial station at Century Boulevard, was incorporated into the locally preferred alternative to 
facilitate this connection.  Metro is advancing the analysis of the connection to airport terminals as part of 
the Metro Green Line to LAX Project, which was initiated in the Spring of 2011.  
  
Response to comment 20-14-C. 
 
The Crenshaw/LAX Transit Corridor Project would connect with the existing Metro Green Line and travel 
will to the Mariposa Green Line Station, where an additional transfer could provide access south to 
Redondo Beach or east along the Metro Green Line.  Furthermore, the Crenshaw/LAX Transit Corridor 
Project enables new Metro Green Line service to a connection to LAX at Aviation/Century.  
 
Response to comment 20-14-D. 
 
Comment noted.  Please refer to Master Response 2 regarding comments pertaining to the effects of 
potential Maintenance Facility Site B or D. 
 
Response to comment 20-14-E. 
 
Hindry Avenue would remain open during operation of the Crenshaw/LAX Transit Corridor Project.  The 
optional Manchester Station was removed from consideration during the final design process because of 
low initial ridership projections.  The project has been designed so as not to preclude the inclusion of 
Manchester Station over the aerial crossing at a future time. 
 
Response to comment 20-14-F. 
 
Please refer to response to comment 20-14-E. 
 
Response to comment 20-14-G. 
 
Please refer to response to comment 20-14-E.  Signal warrants were prepared during the preliminary 
engineering of the Crenshaw/LAX Light Rail Project to determine whether additional signals would be 
necessary for the operation of the light rail line.  Metro acknowledges that the construction of the light rail 
system would affect surrounding communities during construction.  Metro will coordinate with the 
surrounding residents and local businesses of the adjacent communities to minimize adverse effects to the 
extent feasible during construction.   
 




