










 

 
 

REPORT  

 

On Thursday, February 6, 2020, Metro staff officially announced that they will be recommending 

the Metro Board of Directors to withdraw the SR-60 Alternative and the Combined Alternative to 

focus on building the Washington Boulevard Alternative. In this announcement, Metro staff 

claimed that the technical studies found various challenges of building a rail line along the 60 

Freeway, including impacts to homes and environmentally sensitive areas, steering tracks away 

from a Superfund site, and the lack of a site for a rail yard. Metro staff also proposed launching a 

feasibility study to explore other short-term and long-term transit options outside this project that 

may better serve the needs of the southern San Gabriel Valley.  

 

These recommendations were heard first by the Metro Board of Directors’ Planning and 

Programming Committee on Wednesday, February 19, 2020. Metro staff requested the committee 

to formally consider the following:  

 

• Proceeding with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) only for the project’s 

environmental process; 

• Withdrawing the SR-60 and Combined Alternatives from further consideration in the 

environmental study; 

• Preparing a feasibility study independent from the Eastside Transit Corridor Phase 2 

project to evaluate other options that better serve the needs of the San Gabriel Valley; and, 

• Approving the Eastside Transit Corridor Phase 2 Title VI Service Equity Analysis.  

 

Metro Project Manager, Jenny Cristales-Cervallos, will provide a detailed presentation on Metro 

staff’s recommendation to select the Washington Boulevard Alternative over the SR-60 

Alternative at this meeting.   

 

 

 

Prepared by:   ___________________________________________ 

Alexander P. Fung 

  Management Analyst 

 

 

Approved by: ____________________________________________  

Marisa Creter 

Executive Director 
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Attachment B – Metro SR-60 and Combined Alternatives Issues and Constraints Report 

Attachment C – Eastside Transit Corridor Phase 2 Title IV Service Equity Analysis  

Attachment D – Presentation on Metro Staff’s Recommendations   
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2 DESCRIPTION OF SR 60 AND COMBINED 
ALTERNATIVES 

The SR 60 Alternative would extend the Metro Gold Line from the existing Atlantic Station 
approximately seven miles east to the city of South El Monte (Figure 2-1). Since the 2014 Draft 
EIS/EIR, the SR 60 Alternative guideway has been adjusted to address concerns and comments 
received from Cooperating Agencies. This alternative would be located primarily along the southern 
side of the SR 60 Freeway within or parallel to the Caltrans’ ROW. The alignment would transition to 
the north side for a 1.5-mile section to avoid the OII Superfund Site in Monterey Park. It would have 
approximately six miles of aerial structure, one mile of at-grade alignment, four aerial stations, a MSF, 
and other ancillary facilities.  

The Combined Alternative carries the same design constraints and challenges as the SR 60 Alternative 
but includes additional challenges due to the wye junction. 

Figure 2-1.  SR 60 Alternative 

 
Source: Metro; CDM Smith/AECOM JV, 2019. 

2.1 Guideway Alignment 

The SR 60 Alternative alignment would head east from the existing Metro Gold Line Atlantic Station, 
running at-grade in the median of Pomona Boulevard. It would transition from at-grade to an aerial 
structure mid-block between Hillview Avenue and Sadler Avenue, permanently closing cross traffic on 
Sadler Avenue. The alignment would then run on an aerial structure primarily within or parallel to the 
south side of the SR 60 Freeway ROW from Pomona Boulevard to approximately Greenwood Avenue.  
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The proposed alignment would transition to the north side of the SR 60 Freeway west of Greenwood 
Avenue on a long span bridge to avoid the OII Superfund Site, then continue east within or parallel to 
the SR 60 Freeway ROW primarily in an at-grade configuration. It would then return to the south side of 
the SR 60 Freeway near Paramount Boulevard, crossing back over the SR 60 Freeway on another long 
span bridge near The Shops at Montebello. The alignment would then continue east on an aerial 
structure within or parallel to the south side of the SR 60 Freeway ROW, terminating near Peck Road in 
the city of South El Monte. 

An MSF, traction power substations (TPSS), track crossovers, emergency generators, train control 
enclosures, and other ancillary facilities that provide power and help to operate the LRT would also be 
constructed as part of the SR 60 Alternative. 

2.2 Operating Hours and Frequency 

The SR 60 Alternative would provide LRT service from South El Monte through downtown Los Angeles 
to Santa Monica. The operating hours and schedules for the SR 60 Alternative would be comparable to 
the weekday, Saturday and Sunday, and holiday schedules for the existing Metro Gold Line (effective 
December 16, 2018). Trains would operate every day from 4:00 AM to 1:30 AM. On weekdays, trains 
would operate every 5 minutes during peak hours, every 10 minutes mid-day and until 8:00 PM, and 
every 15 minutes in the early morning and after 8:00 PM. On weekends, trains would operate every 10 
minutes from 9:00 AM to 6:30 PM, every 15 minutes from 7:00 AM to 9:00 AM and 6:30 PM to 7:30 
PM, and every 20 minutes before 7:00 AM and after 7:30 PM.  

The Combined Alternative would not achieve similar frequencies. See Section 3.7 for more details.  

2.3 Proposed Stations 

The SR 60 Alternative include four aerial, center platform stations. It is anticipated that property 
acquisitions would be needed to accommodate the stations and related facilities. Station parking 
demands are presently being evaluated based on Metro’s Supportive Transit Parking Program Master 
Plan (STPP) which is under development. The proposed station locations and parking for the SR 60 
Alternative would be as follows:  

◼ Garfield Avenue – East of Garfield Avenue on the SR 60 Freeway ROW along Via Campo Street 
in the city of Montebello. This station would provide surface parking spaces located at Via 
Campo Street and Garfield Avenue. 

◼ The Shops at Montebello – Within the SR 60 Freeway ROW along the west side of The Shops 
at Montebello in the city of Montebello. This station would provide surface parking spaces 
located at Town Center Drive and Montebello Town Center. 

◼ Santa Anita Avenue – East of Santa Anita Avenue on USACE property in the city of South El 
Monte. In order to address USACE concerns regarding the flood control basin, this station and 
parking facility would need to be elevated above the basin. The station includes a parking 
structure located between Santa Anita Avenue and Lexington-Gallatin Road. 

◼ Peck Road – East of Peck Road and south of the SR 60 Freeway in the city of South El Monte. 
Parking demand is closely being analyzed at Peck Road since it’s an end of line station. End of 
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line stations typically creates high demand of parking subsequently resulting in a parking 
structure or extensive property acquisitions to accommodate surface parking.  

2.4 Maintenance and Storage Facility 

An MSF is required for all alternatives considered. Repeated efforts to locate an appropriate MSF site 
along the SR 60 Alternative are challenged by the need to avoid the OII Superfund site, the presence of 
the SR 60 Freeway including access and egress facilities, and a general lack of suitably sized and located 
sites. It was finally determined that the SR 60 Alternative would have an MSF located at the end-of-line, 
southeast of Peck Road and the San Gabriel River partially within the city of Industry and partially in 
unincorporated Los Angeles County. As shown on Figure 2-2 the SR 60 MSF site is approximately 15.5 
acres in size, bounded by Peck Road, Rooks Road, and the San Gabriel River. The facility would 
accommodate storage for approximately 70 light rail vehicles (LRVs) however, the SR 60 Alternative 
requires space for 100 to120 LRVs. The non-revenue lead tracks are approximately a half mile in length 
and would approach from the proposed Peck Road station on a structure over the San Gabriel River 
that would need to cross under an existing SCE corridor.  

Figure 2-2.  Draft SR 60 Maintenance and Storage Facility 

 
Source: Metro; Cordoba/HNTB JV, 2019. 

The Combined Alternative explores the potential build out and operation of both the SR 60 and 
Washington Alternatives. The Combined Alternative would allow service from South El Monte and 
Whittier to downtown Los Angeles and the regional transit network and would also provide a one-seat 
ride allowing for connection between South El Monte and Whittier in a “C” configuration via a wye 
junction (i.e., three-way junction). Specifically, the Combined Alternative would include a wye junction 
in the East Los Angeles area near the Via Campo neighborhood, that would connect the SR 60 and 
Washington Alternatives, allowing alternating train movements between both lines.  

DRAFT – Concept only. Not approved by or on behalf of any party. 
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The Combined Alternative and wye junction would have impacts related to operations, cost, and 
property acquisitions and construction in the East Los Angeles community near the Via Campo 
neighborhood that would be additive to the impacts of the SR 60 and Washington Alternatives. These 
additional impacts are described in Section 3.7. 
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3 DESIGN CONSTRAINTS AND CHALLENGES 

The design constraints and challenges of the SR 60 Alternative and Combined Alternative can be 
summarized and categorized into the following items: 

◼ Caltrans coordination on future widening and encroachment permit 

◼ Conflicts with OII Superfund Site 

◼ SCE conflicts 

◼ MSF site limitations 

◼ Changes in land use and Caltrans’ facilities since 2014 

◼ Impact on implementation schedule 

As described in Section 2 (Description of SR 60 Alternative), the proposed SR 60 Alternative alignment 
would run adjacent to the SR 60 Freeway within or parallel to the Caltrans’ ROW. For most of the 
corridor, the SR 60 Freeway is on a fill section with the embankment area sloped to either side towards 
frontage roads. This is a highly constrained area, which is targeted for future freeway expansion by 
Caltrans. Various other physical design constraints within the corridor include major utilities, 
residential land uses, and MSF site limitations (described above in Section 2.4). The features 
physically constraining the design of the SR 60 Alternative are described below. 

As mentioned in Section 2, the Combined Alternative carries the same design constraints and 
challenges as the SR 60 Alternative but includes substantial challenges because of the wye junction. 

While this report focuses primarily on the SR 60 and Combined Alternatives issues and constraints, 
the Washington Alternative does have its challenges, however these challenges are not as complex 
relative to those for the SR 60 and Combined Alternatives. The focused technical analysis for the 
Washington Alternative included the evaluation of the underground section; design variations at 
Rosemead and 605 freeway; and the bridge crossings. The bridge crossings would require standard 
Section 404 and 408 permitting processes.  In particular, the design variations and bridge crossing 
challenges are being resolved within the project’s predetermined timeline for environmental clearance. 

The Washington Alternative includes an underground tunnel otherwise not present in the SR 60 
Alternative. The tunnel is approximately 3 miles long. The project team would need to identify Tunnel 
Boring Machine (TBM) launching and extracting sites. These sites require approximately 3-4 acres for 
launch and 1-2 acres for extraction. Early community engagement in 2017 about this topic was 
discussed, and a consensus was reached that the TBM would be launched from the south in the City 
of Commerce and extracted in the north. Another associated challenge with the underground section 
of the Washington Alternative is its potential costs as tunneling is expensive. Capital costs will be 
developed as design progresses. However, initial operating segments (IOS) will be required as part of 
the Washington Alternative.  
 
Property acquisitions are required for project elements such as an MSF site, stations, parking and 
TPSS sites. Light rail projects typically include these elements; however, the Washington Alternative 
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provides more options and flexibility than the SR 60 Alternative to minimize impacts and has fewer 
design constraints avoiding Caltrans ROW, major utility corridors, and federally protected resources. 

3.1 SR 60 Freeway Widening  

Metro has continually engaged Caltrans regarding the SR 60 Alternative since the LRT would run 
primarily within the existing freeway ROW. In 2014, Metro received a comment letter from Caltrans in 
response to the 2014 Draft EIS/EIR. The following comment was provided: 

◼ “Taking the existing SR 60 highway ROW for the Eastside Transit Corridor Phase 2 Project 
would severely limit the possibility of expanding, widening, or making improvements to our 
facility, a critical freeway corridor. In the future, should the SR-60 roadway be needed to be 
widened, and with the Eastside Transit Corridor Phase 2 rail line running right next to the 
existing highway, the improvements will become extremely difficult and expensive, especially if 
new ROW is needed.”  

In subsequent meetings that took place in 2019, Caltrans underscored that the SR 60 Alternative will 
impact Caltrans’ ability for future widening which would bring existing general-purpose lanes up to 
Caltrans current standards and add High-Occupancy-Vehicle lanes. Caltrans’ future plan for the SR 60 
Freeway would result in shifting the SR 60 Alternative aerial guideway out of the Caltrans ROW. Based 
on Caltrans planned criteria for the freeway, an approximate 93-foot buffer was agreed upon as 
sufficient ROW to accommodate future improvements. The 93-foot buffer is conceptual and would 
require Caltrans approval upon submittal of the Advanced Conceptual Engineering drawings.  

The alignment shift would further impact adjacent residential and environmentally sensitive areas 
including the Via Campo Community, Montebello, Whittier Narrows Recreation Area, South El Monte 
High School, and SR 60/Peck Road Interchange. In addition to the impacts to these areas, the Project 
would require additional property acquisitions and extensive permit coordination with regulatory 
resource agencies such as USACE and Los Angeles County Flood Control District (LACFCD). An 
encroachment permit would still be required by Caltrans despite the guideway not being entirely in 
Caltrans ROW. These additional impacts and requirements could potentially add several years of delay 
to the overall schedule.  

The guideway shift that would be required for Caltrans’ future expansion is delineated by the orange 
footprint shown on Figure 3-1 through Figure 3-5. The alignment shift below is conceptual and would 
require Caltrans coordination and approval. As shown, the SR 60 Alternative alignment shift would 
further impact adjacent roadways, residential areas, community facilities, and other environmentally-
protected resources such as the Whittier Narrows Recreational Area. 
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Figure 3-1.  Draft SR 60 Alternative Alignment Shift—ROW Footprint Via Campo at Findlay 

 
Source: Metro; Cordoba/HNTB JV, 2019. 

Figure 3-2.  Draft SR 60 Alternative Alignment Shift—ROW Footprint East of San Gabriel Blvd 

 
Source: Metro; Cordoba/HNTB JV, 2019. 

Figure 3-3.  Draft SR 60 Alternative Alignment Shift—ROW Footprint West of Rosemead Blvd 

 
Source: Metro; Cordoba/HNTB JV, 2019. 

DRAFT – Concept only. Not approved by or on 
behalf of any party. 

DRAFT – Concept only. Not approved by or on 
behalf of any party. 

DRAFT – Concept only. Not approved by or on 
behalf of any party. 
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Figure 3-4.  Draft SR 60 Alternative Alignment Shift—ROW Footprint East of Rosemead Blvd 1 

 
Source: Metro; Cordoba/HNTB JV, 2019. 

Figure 3-5.  Draft SR 60 Alternative Alignment Shift—ROW Footprint East of Rosemead Blvd 2 

 
Source: Metro; Cordoba/HNTB JV, 2019. 

3.2 Encroachment Permit Requirements 

A major constraint for the SR 60 Alternative is the requirement for a Lateral Encroachment Permit 
from Caltrans District 7 for the areas of the LRT guideway that are proposed to be within Caltrans’ 
ROW (partially or fully). Excerpt from comment received by Caltrans is as follows: 

◼ “This project will require Caltrans Encroachment Permit and will go through extensive reviews to 
ensure compliance with State Standards before it will be cleared to proceed with construction…” 

Typically, encroachments are proposed perpendicular to Caltrans’ ROW to minimize the amount of 
overlap. However, with a 6.9-mile alignment weaving in and out of Caltrans’ ROW, it poses a 
substantial challenge for Metro in gaining approval from Caltrans. These types of Lateral 
Encroachment Permits are unconventional within the Caltrans’ permitting process possibly adding 
years to the overall Project schedule. Continual coordination and extensive reviews to gain approval 
from Caltrans District 7 would create risks and delays to the Project.  

DRAFT – Concept only. Not approved by or on 
behalf of any party. 

DRAFT – Concept only. Not approved by or on 
behalf of any party. 
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3.3 Freeway Bridge Span Geometrics 

To avoid disturbance of contaminated materials found in the OII Superfund site, the guideway would 
need to transition to the north side of the SR 60 Freeway west of Greenwood then returning to the 
south side of the freeway west of Paramount Boulevard. The transitions between the north and south 
sides of the freeway would require two bridge spans across the freeway. Caltrans also raised concerns 
that the 2014 design which included column support placement in the median of freeway was not 
acceptable.  

Caltrans comments regarding this proposed design in the median are listed below:  

◼ “Future widening of the SR-60 should be provided with the SR-60 Alternative. Based on plans 
presented it appears at the off and on ramps the columns do not allow for future widening.” and 

◼ “The median does not appear wide enough to accommodate the columns for the SR-60 North Side 
Design Variation” (referred to in this report as the SR 60 Alternative)  

To address these comments, the project team completed a focused technical evaluation of alternative 
bridge options and alignments to cross the freeway. The focused technical evaluation concluded that a 
clear-span option (i.e., avoiding a column in the median of the freeway) is feasible to address Caltrans’ 
concerns. The proposed clear-span bridges would require a wider deck and deeper structures to allow 
for future widening of the SR 60 Freeway to the planned ultimate width. However, the curve radius for 
the alignment across these bridge spans would reduce operating speeds from 55 mph to about 25 to 
30 mph for the proposed LRT. The proposed clear-bridge spans do not meet the maximum operating 
speeds as designed per Metro Rail Design Criteria (MRDC).  

3.4 Peck Road Station and SR 60/I-605 Interchange Improvements 

Since 2014, Caltrans and Metro have been advancing improvement projects along the SR 60 Freeway 
into preliminary design geometrics and environmental review. The I-605 Corridor Improvement Project 
includes enhancements at Peck Road and the SR 60/I-605 Interchange that is currently in the 
environmental review process. The proposed improvements at Peck Road and the SR 60/I-605 
Interchange pose additional design challenges for the SR 60 Alternative that were not present in 2014. 
A recently built three-story condominium complex next to the Peck Road freeway ramp would be 
impacted as a result of the proposed ramp widening and relocation of the aerial guideway further 
south. The Peck Road station is also impacted by the SR 60/I-605 Interchange enhancements design 
constraints are described in Section 3.4. 

Peck Road station is the proposed end-of-line station for the SR 60 Alternative. Since 2014, the 
Peck Road station design has been revised to address concerns from city of South El Monte to 
preserve businesses near the station and address conflicts with SCE transmission line clearances. 
Since 2017, Caltrans and Metro have started to design enhancements at the SR 60/I-605 
Interchange, including freeway widening and new ramp configurations, which is currently in the 
environmental clearance phase.  

Technical evaluation and design options were developed for the guideway and station to include the 
interchange improvements. The evaluation studied column placement for the aerial station and 
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1. Introduction  

Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 is a Federal statute and provides that no person shall, on the 

grounds of race, color, or national origin, be excluded from participation in, be denied the benefits of, or 

be subjected to discrimination under any program or activity receiving Federal financial assistance.   

Federal Transit Administration (FTA) is responsible for ensuring that recipients of Federal funds follow 

Federal statutory and administrative requirements.  In 2012, FTA issued Circular 4702.1B, which 

provides recipients of FTA financial assistance with guidance and instructions necessary to carry out the 

United States Department of Transportation Title VI requirements.   

FTA and Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority (Metro) propose the Eastside Phase 

2 Transit Corridor Project, an extension of the existing Metro Gold Line at the current eastern terminus 

of Atlantic Station into eastern Los Angeles County.  The new transit service would extend the existing 

Metro Gold Line approximately 6.9 to 16 miles, depending on the Build Alternative, to help 

accommodate the increasing population and employment growth in eastern Los Angeles County.  The 

new service line would help to address the growing demand for transit service and meet the needs of 

existing communities, including the transit dependent populations and low-income residents.  

FTA serves as the Lead Agency under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and Metro serves as 

the Lead Agency under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).  Metro is currently studying 

three Build Alternatives: 

• SR-60 Alternative,  

• Washington Alternative, and  

• Combined Alternative (build out of both alternatives) 

The SR 60 Alternative would extend the Metro Gold Line approximately 6.9 miles from East Los Angeles 

to the city of South El Monte.  This alternative would generally follow the southern edge of the SR 60 

Freeway ROW from the existing Atlantic Station east to Peck Road in the city of South El Monte.  

The Washington Alternative would extend the Metro Gold Line approximately 9 miles from East Los 

Angeles to the city of Whittier.  This alternative would relocate the existing Atlantic station underground 

and continue in an underground configuration approximately three miles, transitioning to an aerial and 

at-grade configuration east to Lambert in the city of Whittier. 

The Combined Alternative explores the potential build out and operation of both the SR 60 and 

Washington Alternatives as described above.  The Combined Alterative would require infrastructure and 

operational elements that would not otherwise be required if only one of the alternatives was operated 

as a “stand alone” line.  Figure 1-1 through Figure 1-3 display the three Build Alternatives that are 

evaluated in this report.   

Depending on the Build Alternative, the alignment would introduce a new service line in eastern Los 

Angeles County.  Therefore, it is necessary to evaluate the alternatives to determine whether the 
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change will have a disparate impact on the minority population or a disproportionate burden on the 

low-income population.  The ultimate goal is to avoid activities that have had the purpose or effect of 

denying persons the benefit of, excluding them from participation in, or subjecting persons to 

discrimination on the basis of race, color, national origin.    

Figure 1-1.  SR 60 Alternative 

 

Figure 1-2.  Washington Alternative 
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Figure 1-3.  Combined Alternative 

 
 

1.1 Report Purpose 

The purpose of this report is to compare each of the three Build Alternatives, pursuant to Title VI of the 

Civil Rights Act of 1964, to the Metro Service Area for the purpose of selecting a Proposed Project for 

the environmental study.  Additional analysis will be completed prior to the construction phase, based 

on final design decisions, as it relates to project facilities including the maintenance and storage facility 

and associated acquisitions.  

2. Regulatory Setting   

2.1 FTA Circular 4702.1B Chapter IV   

Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 provides that no person shall, on the grounds of race, color, or 

national origin, be excluded from participation in, be denied the benefits of, or be subjected to 

discrimination under any program or activity receiving Federal financial assistance.  Chapter IV of the 

FTA’s Circular 4702.1B further describes the requirements that FTA recipients must follow to ensure that 

the programs, policies, and activities comply with the Title VI requirements.  The requirements set 

system-wide service standards and policies that apply to all fixed route providers of public 

transportation service.  

 

Title 49 CFR Section 21.5 (b)(2) specifies that a recipient shall not “utilize criteria or methods of 

administration which have the effect of subjecting persons to discrimination because of their race, color, 

or national origin, or have the effect of defeating or substantially impairing accomplishment of the 

objectives of the program with respect to individuals of a particular race, color, or national origin.”  

Section 21.5 (b)(2) requires recipients to “take affirmative action to assure that no person is excluded 
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from participation in or denied the benefits of the program or activity on the grounds of race, color, or 

national origin.”   

 

Transit providers that operate 50 or more fixed route vehicles in peak service and are located in an 

urbanized area (UZA) of 200,000 or more in population, are required to meet all requirements of 

Chapter IV (i.e., setting service standards and policies, collecting and reporting data, monitoring transit 

service, and evaluating fare and service changes).   

2.2 Metro’s Administrative Code, Chapter 2-50-005 

Metro’s Administrative Code includes Title VI requirements.  Chapter 2-50-005, Major Services Changes, 

of Metro’s Administrative Code states that “all major increases or decreases in transit service are subject 

to a Title VI Equity Analysis prior to Board approval of the service change.  A Title VI Equity Analysis 

completed for a major service change must be presented to the Board of Directors for their 

consideration and then forwarded to the FTA with a record of the action taken by the Board.”1  As such, 

the Eastside Phase 2 Transit Corridor Project is classified as a major service change due to it falling under 

category 1 of Metro’s Administration Code 2-50-005(B)(1) which states “A revision to an existing transit 

route that increases or decreases the route miles by 25% or the revenue service miles operated by the 

lesser of 25%, or by 250,000 annual revenue service miles at one time or cumulatively in any period 

within 36 consecutive months.” 

2.3 Metro Title VI Program Update  

Metro prepared the Title VI Program Update in compliance with Title 49 CFR Section 21.9 (b) and with 

the FTA Circular 4702.1B “Title VI Requirements and Guidelines for Federal Transit Administration 

Recipients,” issued in October 2012.  The purpose of the Title VI Program Update is to document the 

steps Metro has taken and will take to ensure Metro provides services without excluding or 

discriminating against individuals on the basis of race, color, and national origin.   

The Title VI Program Update provides an outline of Metro’s Title VI policies including what constitutes a 

major service change, the disparate impact, and disproportionate burden policy.  Metro staff 

recommended that the absolute difference be considered when evaluating service and fare changes.  

The Title VI Program Update also includes the general requirements for Title VI and the requirements for 

fixed route transit providers.  In October 2019, the Metro Board approved the Metro Title VI Program 

Update.  The latest Title VI Program Update was submitted to FTA by the due date of November 1, 2019, 

as outlined in the Title VI Program Update.2 

The last Metro Title VI Program Update was submitted to FTA on November 17, 2016.  A Concurrence 

letter from FTA sent to Metro on December 6, 2017 confirmed that the Title VI Program Update met the 

requirements set out in the FTA Title VI Circular, 4702.1B.    

                                                           
1 Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority Administration Code 
2 Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority, Title VI Program Update, October 2019 
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2.4 Definitions  

The following terms are used in this document:  

Disparate Impact: Disparate impact refers to a facially neutral policy or practice that disproportionately 

affects members of a group identified by race, color or national origin and the policy lacks a substantial 

legitimate justification, including one or more alternatives that would serve the same legitimate 

objectives but with less disproportionate effects on the basis of race, color or national origin. This policy 

defines the threshold Metro will utilize when analyzing the impacts to minority populations and/or 

minority riders. For major service changes, a disparate impact will be deemed to have occurred if the 

absolute difference between the percentage of minority adversely affected and the overall percentage 

of minorities is at least five percent (5%) per Metro’s Title VI Program which was updated and approved 

by Metro’s Board in October 2019.   

Disproportionate Burden: Disproportionate burden refers to a neutral policy or practice that 

disproportionately affects low-income populations more than non-low-income populations. A finding of 

disproportionate burden for major service and fare changes requires Metro to evaluate alternatives and 

mitigate burdens where practicable. For major service changes, a disproportionate burden will be 

deemed to exist if an absolute difference between percentage of low-income adversely affected by the 

service change and the overall percentage of low-income persons is at least five percent (5%) per 

Metro’s Title VI Program which was updated and approved by Metro’s Board in October 2019.  

Low Income: Metro defines low-income riders or populations as anyone making below $41,500 which 

represents the median income of a three-person household in Los Angeles County.3 

Noncompliance: Refers to an FTA determination that the recipient is not in compliance with the USDOT 

Title VI regulations, and has engaged in activities that have had the purpose or effect of denying persons 

the benefit of excluding from participants in, or subjecting persons to discrimination in the recipient’s 

program or activity on the basis of race, color, national origin.4  

3. Methodology  

As shown in Figure 1-1 through Figure 1-3, the three routes that are evaluated in this report are the SR 

60 Alternative, the Washington Alternative, and the Combined Alternative.  Depending on the 

alternative, the Project would provide a new transit service along the corridor cities within eastern Los 

Angeles County.   

Metro serves as transportation planner and coordinator, designer, builder and operator for one of the 

country’s largest, most populous counties.  More than 10.1 million people live and work within the 

1,433-square-mile service area.5  Collectively, Metro operates multiple rail and bus lines which consists 

of over 50 rail vehicles in a UZA over 200,000 in population.  Figure 3-1 provides an overview of the 

                                                           
3 Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority, Title VI Program Update, October 2019 
4 Federal Transit Administration, Title VI Circular 4702.1B, 2012 
5 Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority, Title VI Program Update, October 2019 
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Metro rail and busway.  Metro operates its service without regard to race, color, or national origin in 

accordance with Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, as amended. 

As Metro serves the core of Los Angeles County’s population, this analysis focuses on the population 

falling within the borders of Los Angeles County.  County data was used to evaluate Metro’s Service Area 

for this evaluation.  County data was comprised using 2017 American Community Survey (ACS) ethnicity 

and income demographic data.   

A half mile boundary along each of the Build Alternatives was used to evaluate a reasonable walkshed to 

the proposed new transit service.  This half mile buffer serves as each alternative’s service area for this 

evaluation.  Using 2017 ACS demographic data on ethnicity and income, the service area for each 

alignment was evaluated.  For this report, census tract level was used for low-income populations below 

the poverty level.  For minority populations block group level data was used for minority populations.   
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Figure 3-1.  Metro Service Area 

 
Source: Metro, 2018 
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In order to understand the characteristics of each Build Alternative’s service area and assess whether 

the change will have a disparate impact on the minority population or a disproportionate burden on the 

low-income population, this report evaluates the ethnicity and income demographic data of the 

populations that would receive the new transit service.  The data is then compared to the ethnicity and 

income demographic data of Metro Service Area.  If the absolute difference between the percentage of 

minority or low-income residents along the alternatives and the Metro Service Area percentage is at 

least 5%, an impact would be deemed to have occurred.   

However, the new transit service is considered a benefit since the Project would provide the 

communities of eastern Los Angeles County (depending on the alternative) with additional 

transportation options, increased access to high quality transit service, and improve accessibility to the 

regional transit network.  Therefore, the benefiting populations should not have less minority or less 

low-income residents than the county population.  If this is so, then there is a presumption of a 

disparate impact and/or disproportionate burden is made. 

4. Impact Analysis  

The minority and low-income demographics for Metro’s Service Area are listed in Table 4-1 which was 

used in the disparate impact and disproportionate burden analysis for the SR 60, Washington and 

Combined Alternatives below.   

Table 4-1.  Metro Service Area Demographic Breakdown 

Metro Service Area  

Total 

Population  

Minority 

Population  

Percent 

Minority 

Low-Income 

Population  

Percent Low-

Income  

10,105,722 7,428,740 73.5% 1,688,505 16.9% 
Source: Source: ACS 2017, 5-Year Estimates   
Note: LA County data used for Metro’s Service Area  

Using 2017 ACS data, the demographic data was analyzed using a half mile boundary along each of the 

proposed routes.  The data within the Build Alternative’s service area was then compared to the Metro 

Service Area data in order to evaluate any potential disparate impact or disproportionate burden.  

4.1 Disparate Impact 

Table 4-2 includes a comparison of the percentages of minority populations residing in each of the Build 

Alternative’s service areas compared to the total minority population for the Metro Service Area.  Figure 

4-1 through Figure 4-3 display the demographic data for the Metro Service Area, overlaid with the 

proposed Build Alternatives and the half mile service area boundary.  The minority absolute difference 

between SR 60 Alternative and Metro Service Area is 20%.  The absolute difference between the 

Washington Alternative and Metro Service Area is 21%.  While, the Combined Alternative has an 

absolute difference of 21%. 
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Table 4-2.  Eastside Phase 2 Minority Percentage 

 Minority 

Percentage 

Absolute 

Difference 

SR 60 94% 20% 

Washington 95% 21% 

Combined 

Alternative 

95% 21% 

Source: ACS 2017, 5-Year Estimates  
Note: Rounded to the nearest whole number 

The absolute differences for the SR 60, Washington, and Combined Alternatives cross the Metro 

thresholds.  Since the proposed new transit service is considered a benefit, as it provides additional 

transportation options, increases access to high quality transit service, and improves accessibility to the 

regional transit network, the calculations indicate that a higher percentage of minority populations will 

be served by the new transit service.  Therefore, the new transit service is considered a benefit and a 

disparate impact legal test has been met.  Since a higher percentage of minority populations will benefit, 

no disparate impact will occur should any of the three Build Alternatives be chosen as the Proposed 

Project for the environmental study.  If the Washington Alternative is chosen as the Proposed Project, 

no impact would occur.  

When comparing the alternatives, the SR 60 Alternative serves lower percentage of minority 

populations when compared to the Washington Alternative and the Combined Alternative.  
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Figure 4-1.  SR 60 Alternative Minority Population 

 
Source: 2013-2017 ACS 5-Year Estimates 

Page 108 of 124



12 
 

Figure 4-2.  Washington Alternative Minority Population

  
Source: 2013-2017 ACS 5-Year Estimates  
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Figure 4-3.  Combined Alternative Minority Population 

 
Source: 2013-2017 ACS 5-Year Estimates  
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4.2 Disproportionate Burden 

Table 4-3 includes a comparison of the percentages of the low-income populations residing in each of 

the Build Alternative’s service areas compared to the total low-income population for the Metro Service 

Area.  Figure 4-4 through Figure 4-6 display the demographic data for the Metro Service Area, overlaid 

with the proposed Build Alternatives and the half mile service area boundary.  The low-income absolute 

difference between the SR 60 Alternative and the Metro Service Area is -4%.  The Washington 

Alternative has an absolute different of 0% compared to Metro Service Area.  While, the Combined 

Alternative has an absolute difference of -2% compared to Metro Service Area.   

Table 4-3.  Eastside Phase 2 Low-Income Percentage 

 Low-Income 
Percentage 

Absolute 
Difference 

SR 60 13% -4% 

Washington 17% 0% 

Combined 
Alternative 

15% -2% 

Source: ACS 2013-2017 5-Year Estimates Below Poverty Line data calculated 
Note: Rounded to the nearest whole number 

The absolute differences for all three alternatives fall under the Metro 5% absolute difference threshold.  

Therefore, no disproportionate burden would occur should any of the three Build Alternatives be chosen 

as the Proposed Project for the environmental study.  If the Washington Alternative is chosen as the 

Proposed Project, no impact would occur.   

When comparing the alternatives, the SR 60 Alternative would serve a lower percentage of low-income 

populations when compared to the Washington Alternative and the Combined Alternative with the 

Washington Alternative serving the highest percentage. 
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Figure 4-4.  SR 60 Alternative Median Household Income 

 
Source: 2013-2017 ACS 5-Year Estimates Median Household Income  
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Figure 4-5.  Washington Alternative Median Household Income 

 
Source: 2013-2017 ACS 5-Year Estimates Median Household Income  
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Figure 4-6.  Combined Alterative Median Household Income 

 
Source: 2013-2017 ACS 5-Year Estimates Median Household Income 

Note: 

Page 114 of 124



18 
 

5. Public Outreach 

Metro emphasizes involvement of the public in the planning process and seeks inclusive and 

collaborative participation in decision making.  It is Metro’s goal to make decisions about projects, 

including the Eastside Phase 2 Transit Corridor extension to the Metro Gold Line, with public input and 

feedback.  Metro has conducted proactive outreach in compliance with FTA’s Circular 4702.1B and will 

continue to engage in outreach to persons potentially impacted by the proposed new routes.   

In 2019, Metro reinitiated the Draft EIS/EIR and issued a Notice of Intent in June 2019, which trigged 

additional public scoping meetings to inform the decision makers and the general public of the Project 

and help determine reasonable alternatives.  The scoping period began on May 31, 2019 and ended on 

July 15, 2019.  A total of six public scoping meetings took place on June 13, 17, 19, 22, 24 and 26, 2019 in 

the corridor cities and communities of Whittier, Commerce, East Los Angeles, South El Monte, and 

Montebello.  Notification of these meetings were conducted through CEQA/NEPA compliant outreach 

methods.  

To date, over 550 meetings have been held with over 800 comments received for the Eastside Phase 2 

Transit Corridor Project.  This includes outreach undertaken for the 2014 Draft EIS/EIR.  For each of the 

Project stages, Metro has provided updates to the Board of Directors and the general public at Metro 

Board meetings.  In addition to the 2019 public scoping meetings held for the Reinitiated/Supplemental 

environmental document, community update meetings are scheduled for early 2020.  Following the 

release of the Recirculated/Supplemental environmental document, a public comment period will also 

be held to receive oral and written comments on the environmental document.   

6. Mitigation Measures  

The absolute difference for minority populations is evaluated in Section 4.  Currently, the percentages 

for minority populations do cross the Metro threshold.  However, since the proposed new transit service 

is considered a benefit, the calculations indicate that a higher percentage of minority populations will be 

served by the new transit service.  As the Project continues to be designed and refined, components of 

the Proposed Project that could potentially negatively impact nearby communities will be analyzed for a 

potential disparate impact or disproportionate burden.   

7. Conclusion 

This report documents the Title VI Service Equity Analysis required to support the identification of a 

Proposed Project for a potential new transit service as part of the proposed Eastside Transit Corridor 

Phase 2 Project.  The three Build Alternatives that are analyzed as part of the Project; SR 60 Alternative, 

Washington Alternative, and the Combined Alternative are analyzed based on Metro’s Title VI 

thresholds and FTA’s Circular 4702.1B.  

Depending on the alternative, the alignment would introduce a new service line in eastern Los Angeles 

County, requiring a Title VI analysis to determine whether the change will have a disparate impact or 

disproportionate burden.  The Metro thresholds are established to determine whether the proposed 
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service will have a disparate impact or disproportionate burden on minority and low-income populations 

relative to the non-low-income and non-minority populations.  

The analysis utilized minority and income demographic data to assess the characteristics of each Build 

Alternative’s service area and evaluate if the minority and low-income populations would be affected by 

the Proposed Project.  Based on the percentage analysis conducted, it was found that there was no 

disproportionate burden as it relates to low-income populations along the alternatives.  The minority 

percentage outcomes did cross the Metro thresholds however, because the new transit service would 

be considered a benefit to communities and corridor cities, providing an additional transportation 

option and increased accessibility, the analysis evaluated the increase in minority populations along the 

corridor cities as a net benefit.  Additional analysis will be completed through the environmental process 

and additional Title VI analysis will be conducted after the facilities and associated acquisitions are 

identified.  In the event that temporary construction related impacts occur, Metro is prepared to 

mitigate the impacts by working with each community.  

 

While the disparate impact threshold was exceeded, the service is a benefit to the community and thus 

we have properly documented that we met the “legal test” -- “The transit provider has a substantial 

legitimate justification for the proposed service change, and the transit provider can show that there are 

no alternatives that would have a less disparate impact on minority riders but would still accomplish the 

transit provider’s legitimate program goals.”  

In summary, this Title VI Service Equity Analysis concludes that each alternative would prove beneficial 

and would not be selected without regard to race, color, or national origin.  Based on this analysis and 

concurrent analyses that evaluate the issues and constraints of the SR 60 and Combined Alternative, 

staff recommends that the Board adopt the Washington Alternative as the Proposed Project for the 

environmental study.   

8. Next Steps  

8.1 Facilities  

Determination of Site or Location of Facilities. Title 49 CFR Section 21.5(b)(3) states, “In determining 

the site or location of facilities, a recipient or applicant may not make selections with the purpose or 

effect of excluding persons from, denying them the benefits of, or subjecting them to discrimination 

under any program to which this regulation applies, on the grounds of race, color, or national origin; or 

with the purpose  or effect of defeating or substantially impairing the accomplishment of the objectives 

of the Act or this part.”  

At this stage, facilities and associated acquisitions for the new transit service are still under review and 

will be analyzed prior to the Project construction phase. 
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Recommendations

Consider:

• Proceeding with the California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA) only for the project’s environmental process; 

• Withdrawing the SR 60 and Combined Alternatives from 
further consideration in the environmental study; 

• Preparing a feasibility study independent from the 
Eastside Transit Corridor Phase 2 project to evaluate 
other options that better serve the needs of the San 
Gabriel Valley; and   

• Approving the Eastside Transit Corridor Phase 2 Title VI 
Service Equity Analysis 
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Project Overview

• One of the four pillar 
projects identified to be 
in operations by 2028

• Identifying funding 
strategies for 
acceleration

• Cycle 1 in Measure M 
Expenditure Plan 
identifies funding for 
one alignment

• CEQA only will 
streamline the 
environmental analysis
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SR 60 and Combined Alternatives Issues 
and Constraints

Federal Agency Impacts
• Superfund site 
• Army Corps of Engineers 

Caltrans Impacts
• Widening outside of ROW 

required
• Impacts to sensitive land uses
• Southern California Edison 

transmission lines
Maintenance Storage Facility 
Site
• Not an acceptable site

Adopted Metro Policies
• Less compatible with Metro 

adopted policies

Reasons for Making the 
Decision Now

• Washington Alternative is a 
viable alternative with fewer 
environmental and 
engineering impacts 

• Both short and long terms 
solutions are needed for 
Cities along SR 60 
Alternative, therefore, 
feasibility Study is 
recommended to commence
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Title VI Service Equity Analysis

• Title VI Service Equity Analysis is required 

• Assessed the demographic characteristics of each 
alternative’s service area 

• Washington Alternative would not impose a disparate 
impact or disproportionate burden 
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Next Steps

6

• Advance the environmental study pursuant California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)

• Evaluate the adopted project alternative, Maintenance 
Storage Facility options, and initial operating segments

• Update to the Board in summer/fall 2020

• Develop a scope of work for the feasibility study 
including technical analysis and community engagement
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