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RESPONSIBLE AGENCIES:
Lead Agencies: Federal Transit Administration, U.S. Department of Transportation and
Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority

TITLE OF PROPOSED ACTION:
Los Angeles Eastside Corridor Transit Improvements, Los Angeles, California

ABSTRACT:

This report documents the environmental impacts of the Los Angeles Eastside Corridor Light Rail Transit
(LRT) Build Alternative. The Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority selected the
LRT Build Alternative on February 24, 2000, based on extensive public involvement and environmental
and technical analysis conducted as part of the Re-Evaluation/Major Investment Study. This 6-mile, nine
station project will be an extension of the under construction Pasadena Blue Line. The project extends
from Union Station to Beverly and Atlantic Boulevards in East Los Angeles, via Alameda Street, 1*
Street, Indiana Street, 3™ Street, and Beverly Boulevard.

This project is a replacement project for the previously adopted and environmentally cleared Red Line
East Side Corridor extension. The Red Line extension project was suspended in 1998 and alternatives to
the suspended project were studied in the Re-Evaluation/Major Investment Study.

This report is a combined Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent
Environmental Impact Report, satisfying the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). It focuses on the environmental impacts of the LRT
Build Alternative and the three transition options on Indiana Street between 1%/Lorena and 3/Rowan. In
addition an environmental and cost comparison is presented for three possible maintenance and storage
facilities sites to be used to house the 25 new light rail transit vehicles that will be required.

The Draft SEIS/SEIR examines potential areas of impact including traffic, parking, land use and
development, economic and fiscal, land  acquisition/displacement and  relocation,
communities/neighborhoods, equity and environmental justice considerations, visual and aesthetics, air
quality, noise and vibration, geologic and seismic, hazardous materials, water resources, natural resources
and ecosystems, energy, safety and security, historic/archaeological/paleontological resources,
community facilities, Section 4(f), utilities, and construction. Mitigation measures for the impacts are
identified.
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Office of Planning and Metropolitan Office Project Manager

Program Development Federal Transit Administration/  Los Angeles County
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COMMENTS:

Comments on this document may be submitted in writing or may be made orally at the public hearings.
Written comments should be submitted to the Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority
at the above address. Information on the public hearing dates is available from the Los Angeles County
Metropolitan Fransportation Authority. Comments are due by April 17, 2001.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

S.1 PURPOSE OF THE DRAFT SEIS/SEIR

The purpose of the Draft Supplemental Environmental impact Statement/Subsequent Environmental
Impact Report (Draft SEIS/SEIR) is to evaluate the Light Rail Transit (LRT) Build Alternative along with
its three transition options between 1* Street and 3™ Street (near Indiana Street) and the No-Build
Alternative and for the Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority (MTA) Board of
Directors to select the most appropriate transition option for the Eastside Corridor while ensuring that
potentially significant environmental consequences are considered as part of this process. In addition, the
Board will select one of the three Maintenance and Storage Facility (M&SF) sites for further analysis in
subsequent documents.

The Draft SEIS/SEIR document will be circulated for review by interested and concerned parties,
including private citizens, community groups, the business community, elected officials, and public
agencies. Public hearings will be held to solicit citizen and agency comments as part of the decision-
making process. The selection of the design option for the LRT Build Alternative and the M&SF site will
be made by the MTA Board of Directors after consideration of the comments received from the
circulation of the Draft SEIS/SEIR and at the public hearings.

The next step would be to prepare a Final SEIS/SEIR using Preliminary Engineering design level of
detail.

S.2  NEED FOR THE PROPOSED ACTION

S.2.1 Regional Context

Los Angeles has a regional rail network that consists of heavy rail, light rail, and commuter rail
components. The Los Angeles Rail Rapid Transit Project (Metro Red Line}) is an 18-mile heavy rail rapid
transit subway project extending from Union Station to North Hollywood. The final North Hollywood
segment was completed and opened for revenue service on June 24, 2000. Opened for service in 1990,
the 22-mile Metro Blue Line light rail system operates between Downtown Los Angeles and Long Beach.
In 1994, the 19-mile Metro Green Line light rail system opened for service between Redondo Beach and
Norwalk, primarily operating in the median of the Century Freeway (I-105). In 1992, commuter rail
service was initiated with Metrolink, a regional rail network that connects Ventura, Los Angeles, Orange,
San Bernardino, Riverside, and San Diego counties utilizing existing rail right-of-way. In 2003, the 13.8-
mile Metro Blue Line to Pasadena will open for service and will connect Downtown Los Angeles with
East Pasadena. All told, the region will have over 400 miles of commuter rail and over 70 miles of urban

rail (Table S-1) by the year 2003.

—
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TABLE S-1
LOS ANGELES COUNTY METRO RAIL NETWORK IN 2003
Line Length (Mi.) End Destination End Destination
Blue Line (Long Beach) 22 Downtown Los Angeles Downtown Long Beach
Green Line 19 Redondo Beach Norwalk
Red Line 18 North Hollywood/Wilshire Center Union Station
Blue Line (Pasadena) 13.8 Union Station Pasadena

Source: MTA, 2000.

In 1994, the Metro Red Line Eastern Extension was selected as the Locally Preferred Alternative, and
final design was begun on this project. The project was to be an extension of the heavy-rail Red Line
subway system from Union Station to Whittier and Atlantic Boulevards through Boyle Heights and East
Los Angeles. The project was split into two phases, with a minimum operable segment initially to be
constructed to 1* and Lorena Streets. This 3.8-mile first phase extension was to have stations located at
Little Tokyo/Arts District near 3™ Street and Santa Fe Avenue, 1* Street and Boyle Avenue, Chavez
Avenue and Soto Street, and 1* and Lorena Streets. Construction activities began on Phase 1 in 1997.

Work on the planned Eastside extension of the Metro Red Line subway was suspended by MTA in
January 1998 due to local financial difficulties. The MTA Restructuring Plan adopted in May 1998 called
for the MTA to study "viable and effective options" for all parts of Los Angeles County, with an
emphasis on the corridors in which rail projects had been suspended. Within the Eastside Corridor, this
necessitated the examination of alternative fixed guideway options to the suspended heavy rail subway
project.

Based on the results of the November 1998 draft Regional Transit Alternatives Analysis (RTAA Study),
the MTA Board approved the concept of a rapid bus plan in March 1999, which included a rapid bus
demonstration project on the Eastside. The Board also reaffirmed its commitment to fund fixed guideway
transit improvements beyond rapid bus in the suspended rail corridors. The Board subsequently
authorized the preparation of the Re-Evaluation/Major Investment Study (MIS) and Draft and Final
Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (SEIS/SEIR)
for the suspended Metro Red Line Eastside Transit Corridor Project. The Re-Evaluation MIS was
completed in February 2000 and analyzed eight build alternatives. This SEIS/SEIR identifies both
beneficial and adverse environmental impacts associated with the LRT Build Alternative that was
selected for further study following completion of the Re-Evaluation MIS and compares them with those
associated with the No-Build Alternative.

S.2.2 Eastside Study Area

The Eastside Corridor study area is shown in Figure S-1, extending from Alameda Street in Central Los
Angeles east through the Boyle Heights community in the City of Los Angeles and the City Terrace,
Belvedere and East Los Angeles communities of unincorporated Los Angeles County. The study area
also includes a portion of the City of Monterey Park.

e
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S.2.3 The Mobility Problem

The East Los Angeles Transit Corridor Technical Report was prepared by the Southern California
Association of Governments (SCAG) in July 1998 and provides an overview of community transit needs
for the area. The Eastside Corridor communities of Boyle Heights and East Los Angeles are
characterized by a large and growing population (over 212,000 according to the 1990 census, 275,000
expected by 2020) of predominantly Latino ethnic origin, a high percentage of low income households,
and relatively high rates of transit use and transit dependence. In these communities, over 19 percent of
workers use the bus system on their journey to work (as compared to 6.8 percent for Los Angeles County
as a whole), and rates of carpooling and walking to work are also higher than the County average.

East Los Angeles and Boyle Heights are served by a significant number of bus routes, primarily operated
by the Los Angeles County MTA, and generally organized in a grid pattern. There are approximately
40,000 weekday transit boardings in the area with several heavily used bus transit corridors that include
Soto Street, Cesar Chavez Avenue, 1 Street, Whittier Boulevard, and Olympic Boulevard. New Metro
Rapid bus service was initiated on Whittier Boulevard on June 24, 2000 and provides limited stop service
and buses equipped with devices to extend the green phase of traffic signals to make for speedier trips.
The heaviest bus routes carry passengers in an east-west direction. The average speed for all bus routes in
the area is 12.9 MPH, and the typical passenger trip length for transit riders is between one and three
miles.

The existing bus system has very high ridership on many routes during peak periods and moderate to low
levels of ridership on other routes during peak as well as off-peak periods. Adequate transit services are
not being provided to locations of higher transit demand. Most person trips to key activity centers within
the study area require at least one transfer. This can result in longer travel times, less convenience, and an
ultimate compromise in mobility for the traveler.

S.2.4 Goals and Objectives

The goals and objectives of the SEIS/SEIR, Los Angeles Eastside Corridor have been developed from the
extensive corridor and systems planning studies carried out over the past ten years, including the Eastside
Alternatives Analysis/DEIS/DEIR process, public reviews leading to selection of the Locally Preferred
Alternative, and the Re-Evaluation/MIS. Based on these planning and community involvement activities,
the following goals and objectives listed were used. They are based on established transportation and
land use goals and objectives of the major government jurisdictions within the study area, including the
City of Los Angeles and the County of Los Angeles. These goals and objectives were utilized in the
development and evaluation of the Eastside Corridor transit alternatives.

1. Improve access and mobility for residents, employees, and visitors to the Eastside Corridor.
Provide direct service to employment opportunities
Provide direct service to education, medical, shopping, and cultural opportunities
Minimize total travel times
Maximize transit ridership
Minimize transfers and changes of mode by integrating the system
Provide convenient access and improve connectivity to the regional transit system
¢ Provide for the long term expansion of the future transit system
2. Support land use and development goals as stated in City of Los Angeles and County of Los Angeles
plans for:
¢ Community plan consistency
¢ Regional plan consistency

* & & O 0o
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Joint development opportunities

Increased land use intensity in transit station areas
Mixed-use commercial/residential development
Create a pedestrian-oriented environment
Enhance urban design features

3. Achieve local consensus by ensuring that the process is responsive to the community and policy-
makers.
¢ Define the desired transit system attributes from a community perspective
¢ Maximize the opportunities for community and resident input
¢ Enhance the public image of the proposed transit improvements
¢ Build community and political support through effective communication and integration with
local and regional plans
4. Provide a transportation project that is compatible with and enhances the physical environment
wherever possible.
¢ Implement an alternative that minimizes adverse impacts on the environment
¢ Minimize air pollution
¢ Minimize noise pollution
¢ Minimize vibration impacts
¢ Minimize the disturbance of public facilities
¢ Minimize impacts on cultural resources, such as those that are historic, archaeological, or involve
parkland
¢ Conform to all local, state, and federal environmental regulations
5. Provide a transportation project that minimizes adverse impacts on the community.
¢ Minimize business and residential dislocations, community disruptions, and damage to property
¢ Avoid creating physical barriers, destroying neighborhood cohesion, or diminishing the quality of
the human environment
¢ Minimize traffic and parking impacts
¢ Minimize impacts during periods of construction
6. Provide a transportation project that is reasonably within budget constraints for both capital and
operating expenses.
¢ Ensure adequate local funding commitments to secure federal and state contributions
¢ Ensure adequate operating funds
¢ Ensure fiscal consistency with the MTA’s current financial plan
¢ Minimize right-of-way costs by using land previously acquired by the MTA
S.2.5 Community Factors

The Eastside Corridor study area contains a low- to moderate-income population, which is expected to
grow by 30 percent to 275,000 by 2020, according to the SCAG forecast data. The Eastside Corridor
contains a dense concentration of households.

Access to employment opportunities is one of the major mobility problems that affect Eastside Corridor
residents. The 1990 Census analysis of the study area work force revealed a breakdown of home-based
work trips generated from the Eastside Corridor area. Nine percent of work trips from the Eastside
Corridor were destined for the Los Angeles CBD, 36 percent for areas north and west of the CBD, 13
percent for the South Bay region of the County, 24 percent for locations within the corridor, and 18
percent for areas in the remainder of the County.
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SCAG forecast data for the year 2020 show an increase in the number of trips generated in the study area
as the population grows. The forecast results indicate that there will be less reliance on the Los Angeles
CBD and a greater number of trips being made to other sub-areas of the Los Angeles region. Work trips
to the West Los Angeles area are projected to increase by 57% from the study area, and work trips to the
southern part of the County are expected to increase by 42%. While work trips to the San Fernando
Valley are expected to decrease by 46%, work trips to the San Gabriel Valley are expected to increase by
100%. Work trips destined for Orange County are expected to increase by 50%. As employment and
activities in the region decentralize, greater reliance will be placed upon modes of travel that provide
relatively convenient and timely service, especially in light of the increase in the amount of traffic
congestion and resulting public transit delays that will be experienced in the coming 20 years.

The study area’s mobility problems are exacerbated by socioeconomic factors. As reported in the 1990
Census, and shown in Table S-2, the percentage of occupied dwelling units in the corridor whose
residents did not have access to an automobile was approximately 30 percent, which is almost three times
greater than the figure for the County of Los Angeles as a whole (11 percent). Many of the area's
residents were young, with 21 percent between the ages of six and 18 years, and only eight percent being
elderly (over 65 years). About 26 percent of the housing units were owner-occupied, and vacancy rates
were generally low, averaging less than one percent. Most of the housing units were single-family houses
with an average household size of 4.0 persons, which is about 35 percent higher than the City and County
of Los Angeles averages of 2.9 and 3.0 persons per household, respectively. The minority composition of
the study area in 1990 was 96.7 percent, most of whom were of Latino ethnic background. Given the
growing population and the number of low-income households in the corridor (26 percent of total
households), reliance on public transportation will not decrease, but will likely increase in the future.

TABLE S-2
A COMPARISON OF SELECTED POPULATION CHARACTERISTICS
BETWEEN THE LOS ANGELES EASTSIDE CORRIDOR AND LOS ANGELES COUNTY
Characteristic : Location Percentage
1 or Number
Percentage residents ' Eastside Corridor 30%
without access to an automobile ' Los Angeles County 11%
Percentage persons age 6-18 years Eastside Corridor 21%
Los Angeles County 18%
Percentage persons age over 65 Eastside Corridor 8%
Los Angeles County 10%
Average household size Eastside Corridor 4.0
Los Angeles County 3.0
Percentage low-income households Eastside Corridor 26%
Los Angeles County | 12%
Percentage minority households Eastside Corridor | 97%
Los Angeles County 59%
Source: U.S. Census of Population and Housing, 1990.

S.2.6 Summary of Need

Travel demand forecasts prepared by SCAG and the MTA over the past decade have identified the need
for transit improvements in the Southern California region, especially in Los Angeles County, to meet the
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mandates of the federal Clean Air Act and address the increasing mobility needs of the region. Current
freeway and surface arterial street facilities cannot be expanded sufficiently to handle the forecasted
demand for mobility. Regional forecasts for the year 2020 based on 1990 census data estimate that
person trips will increase by over 40 percent in the region and by almost 30 percent in Los Angeles
County. The MTA, in the development and adoption of its 1992 30-Year Integrated Transportation Plan,
addressed the mobility deficiency issues identified in the regional plan developed by SCAG. Subsequent
travel demand forecasting conducted for the update of the MTA Long Range Plan has confirmed the
continuing need for improvements in mobility.

The existing population and employment density in the Eastside Corridor is high and very transit
supportive. The corridor transit work trip mode split is 2.8 times higher than Los Angeles County as a
whole. The corridor has a high concentration of low-income, minority, transit-dependent residents. Over
19 percent of workers use the bus system on their journey to work (as compared to 6.8 percent for Los
Angeles County as a whole), and rates of carpooling and walking to work are higher than the County
average. Employment densities are six times higher within the Eastside Corridor than Los Angeles
County as a whole. The corridor is growing (20 percent population and 30 percent employment growth
between now and 2020), and a new transit investment would make the Corridor attractive for other types
of urban investment in the future. This will make the corridor even more transit supportive over time, as
new investments are attracted by transit and community centers and encouraged by potential development
and tax incentives offered by other agencies responsible for these issues.

All major freeways serving the Eastside Corridor area are currently operating above their design
capacities during peak periods, and for significant durations during off-peak periods. No major
improvements to existing freeways in the study area are identified in the current SCAG Regional
Transportation Plan except for the extension of the I-710 freeway north to Pasadena. During previous
project scoping and community meetings, residents of the Eastside Corridor expressed their desire for
improved transit service because many are transit-dependent and need improved access to the region's
educational, employment and cultural opportunities. Current meetings with Eastside Corridor elected
officials have confirmed the need for improved transit service and connections to the regional system,
especially in light of community initiatives for revitalization, employment opportunities, and economic
development on the Eastside. The project now under study in this SEIS/SEIR will further these goals and
contribute to an improved overall transportation system for the Los Angeles region and for the Eastside
Corridor specifically.

S.3 ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED

S.3.1 Previous EIS/EIR and Suspended Project (1990 -1998)

Eastside Corridor planning for the Red Line Extension was initiated in 1990 through the Alternative
Analysis/Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Draft Environmental Impact Report (AA/DEIS/DEIR)
process. Following extensive public review of the ten alternatives presented in the April 1993
AA/DEIS/DEIR document, the MTA Board of Directors in June 1993 selected the Locally Preferred
Alternative (LPA) for the Los Angeles Eastside Corridor. The LPA was subsequently incorporated into
the Southern California Association of Governments's (SCAG’s) Regional Mobility Element (RME)
planning process and included as part of the regional Air Quality Management Plan. The East Side
Extension Preferred Alternative was identified as a heavy rail subway line from Union Station to
Whittier/Atlantic Boulevard, to be implemented in two phases.

The Final EIS/EIR for the Eastside Corridor was completed in June 1994, It evaluated the LPA to ensure
that all significant environmental consequences and all reasonable and feasible mitigation measures were
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considered in its selection. The Record of Decision was signed on December 1994. Full Funding Grant
Agreements were subsequently executed with the Federal Transit Administration and the projects were
transitioned into the construction phase.

In January 1998, the MTA suspended work on extensions of the Metro Red Line heavy rail subway
project, inciuding the initial 3.7-mile segment of the Eastside LPA from Union Station to First/Lorena.
Since the suspension, several planning initiatives have provided further guidance for the development of
Eastside transit alternative improvements.

The MTA Restructuring Plan titled: Analysis and Documentation of the MTA's Financial and Managerial
Ability to Complete North Hollywood Rail Construction and Meet the Terms of the Bus Consent Decree,
was adopted by the MTA Board of Directors on May 13, 1998 and subsequently approved by the FTA on
July 2, 1998. The Restructuring Plan documented that the MTA did not have sufficient local matching
funds to finance heavy rail subway projects in the Eastside and Mid-City corridors as anticipated in the
original Full Funding Grant Agreements for those projects. At the same time, the Restructuring Plan
called for the MTA to study "viable and effective options" for transit in all parts of Los Angeles County,
with an emphasis on the corridors in which the rail lines had been suspended,

Within the Eastside and Westside corridors, this necessitated the examination of alternative fixed
guideway options to heavy rail subway. It also committed the MTA to a reevaluation of the financial
capacities of the agency to undertake new start, fixed guideway projects. To that end, the Board
authorize the Regional Transit Alternatives Analysis (RTAA) Study that commenced in July 1998 and
was completed in November 1998.

The RTAA Study accomplished several important objectives for the MTA. The study identified the
amount of funding available for new projects between Y1999 and FY2004. It suggested possible
funding allocations, identified immediate bus transit improvements in Los Angeles County, and
established a framework for further fixed guideway project development in the Eastside, Westside, and
San Fernando Valley corridors.

The study included a preliminary evaluation of fixed guideway alternatives in the three corridors. The
study did not make recommendations with regard to preferred fixed guideway transit modes or
configurations, but recommended that a Major Investment Study (MIS) level of analysis be conducted to
provide more information regarding these choices.

Results of the RTAA Study were presented to the MTA Board on November 9, 1998. At that meeting,
the Boar approved the concept of a recommended rapid bus system serving the Eastside, Westside and
San Fernando Valley. The Board also reaffirmed its commitment to fund fixed guideway transit
improvements beyond rapid bus in the suspended rail corridors. A priority funding commitment of $220
million through FY2004 was made to the Eastside and Mid-City areas from remaining uncommitted
funds.

In a step made to obtain greater flexibility in project definition for the project corridors, the MTA sought
to expand the definition of Metro Red Line Segment 3. Segment 3 was defined in both the Intermodal
Surface Transportation and Efficiency Act (ISTEA) and the Segment 3 Full Funding Grant Agreement as
a "heavy rail subway" project. With the cooperation and assistance of the Los Angeles congressional
delegation, the MTA obtained revised definitional language in the Transportation Equity Act for the
Twenty-First Century (TEA-21), which was signed into law by the President on June 9, 1998. This action
was taken with the intent to have the option available to utilize the Segment 3 funding balance in the
future for any type of fixed guideway project in the Eastside and other corridors. The TEA-21 legisiation
expanded the definition of the Segment 3 project to include "any fixed guideway project” (not necessarily
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heavy rail subway) in the transportation corridors to be served by the three extensions of Segment 3. It
also authorized the start of final design and construction for the Segment 3 project during the FY 1998-
2003 funding cycle under FTA section 5309 (new starts funding).

A 1998 ballot initiative sponsored by County Supervisor Zev Yaroslavsky, referred to as the Metropolitan
Transportation Authority Reform and Accountability Act, was approved (and became effective) on
November 3, 1998. The most significant provision of the new law stipulates that no local Proposition A
or C sales tax monies will be used to fund the planning, design, construction, or operation of any New
Subway. The term "New Subway" is defined to mean any subway project (a rail line which is in a tunnel
below grade) other than the Metro Red Line Segments 1,2 or 3 (North Hollywood). As a result, the
initiative prohibits the use of these sales tax revenues to build subway extensions in the Eastside or Mid-
City/Westside corridors.

The initiative does not prohibit the use of sales tax revenues to design and construct light rail, at-grade
rail, elevated rail systems, or busways in the Eastside, or other areas of Los Angeles County. Nor does
this initiative prevent the MTA from using State or Federal revenues or local revenues other than sales
tax, to design and construct a new subway in the Eastside or other areas.

§.32 Re-Evaluation/Major Investment Study (1999 =2000)

In June 1999, the MTA initiated a Re-Evaluation/Major Investment Study (MIS) for the Eastside Transit
Corridor. The MTA also authorized parallel Re-Evaluation/Major Investment Studies for the Mid-
City/Westside and San Femando Valley Corridors.

There were two major objectives for the Eastside Corridor Re-Evaluation/MIS study: (1) develop
alternatives to the Suspended Project, and (2) identify the corridor long term transportation needs to be
addressed in the MTA Long Range Plan. The Re-Evaluation/MIS Report provided the public and MTA
Board of Directors the technical information needed in order to make an informed decision related to
selecting an alternative or alternatives that satisfy the needs of the Eastside Corridor. The selected
alternatives will then be subject to the next phase of analysis, which is the preparation of this Draft
Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (Draft
SEIS/SEIR).

$.3.2.1 First-round Screening of Alternatives

The MIS included not only alignments but also three different transit modes: Bus Guideway (also called
Bus Rapid Transit or Busway and predominately at-grade or surface running); Light Rail Transit (mainly
at-grade or surface running) and Heavy Rail Transit (mainly subway). The first task was to assemble and
document the alternatives that had been considered over the last ten vears. Six major relevant studies
(listed below) have been conducted in the Eastside Corridor.

1. Regional Transit Alternatives Analysis, November 1998, MTA.
2. East Los Angeles Study for 1* District, October 1998, ACG Environments.
3. 1998 RTP Transit Restructuring Evaluation, East Los Angeles, Transit Corridor Technical

Report, July 1998, SCAG.
4. Los Angeles East Side Extension, FEIS/FEIR, September 1994, MTA.
S. Route 10/60 Corridor Preliminary Planning Study, June 1993, MTA.
6 Los Angeles Eastside Corridor, AA/DEIS/DEIR, April 1993, MTA.

From these six studies as well as input from the public and staff, 47 alternatives were identified. The goal
was to reduce the identified alternatives to eight fixed guideway alternatives for analysis in the MIS in
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addition to the No-Build and Transportation Systems Management (TSM) Alternatives. The eight
alternatives had to consider the three possible modes of fixed guideway transit and service the full length
of the Eastside Corridor.

As part of the Federal and local project development and environmental clearance process, a local and
Federal process called “scoping” was initiated in addition to a very aggressive public involvement
program. The scoping process was initiated with the cooperation of the Federal Transit Administration
(FTA) and was properly noticed through a Federal Notice of Intent (August 13, 1999) and the State
required Notice of Preparation (August 10, 1999) by MTA. The purpose of the intensive scoping process
was to invite interested individuals, organizations, and Federal, State, and local agencies to participate in
defining the alternatives to be evaluated in the Re-Evaluation Major Investment Study (MIS) and the
subsequent environment impact statement and report and identifying any significant social, economic, or
environmental issues related to the aiternatives. The study area was defined in the scoping information
booklets and the 47 alternatives were shown at the scoping meetings.

Three official community scoping meetings were noticed and conducted on August 24, 1999; August 26,
1999; and September 2, 1999 plus seven major follow-up community meetings were conducted over the
course of the study and discussed in Chapter 6 of this document. Over 270 persons attended the three
community scoping meetings and the comments are fully documented in the Scoping Meeting Summary
Report dated September 24, 1999. In addition to the three community scoping meetings a separate
governmental agency scoping meeting was conducted on August 25, 1999 at MTA Headquarters. Their
comments are also documented in the Scoping Meeting Summary Report.

To further enhance the initial community outreach program for the MIS, meetings with the MTA Review
Advisory Committee (RAC) for the Eastside were conducted on July 21, 1999; August 4, 1999; and
August 18, 1999. These meetings brought the RAC up to date on the efforts that had been initiated by
MTA and presented the study process and schedule leading to a decision for an Eastside fixed gnideway
transit project by the MTA Board of Directors. The meeting agendas, distributed materials, and meeting
minutes are aiso included in the Scoping Meeting Summary Report.

In addition to the above meetings with the community, meetings were held with the MTA Elected
Officials Committee (representing the Eastside communities), and a number of community ad-hoc
meetings were conducted during the scoping period. Throughout the whole MIS process, a very
extensive public outreach program was conducted and is summarized in Chapter 6 of the Draft SEIS/SEIS
document.

In order to reduce the number of identified alternatives, the first task was to identify a list of screening
evaluation criteria that could be applied to the 47 alternatives. This was a very difficuit and controversial
undertaking by the staff and consultant team. A number of staff and consultant team work sessions were
undertaken after scoping to identify the eight fixed guideway alternatives to be analyzed. Some 32
measures or criteria, listed below, were used in the first round of screening.

Alternative considered in formal MTA study process.

Scoping meetings input — support.

Right-of-way acquired by the MTA is not used.

Alternative eliminated by previous studies.

Alternative does not penetrate the corridor.

Alternative does not serve major activity centers.

Section 4(f) or 106 properties (recreational or cultural resources) potentially affected.
Parking for businesses is removed.

Sensitive resources are affected by noise, vibration, etc.

WA

Los Angeles Eastside Corridor Draft SEIS/SEIR Page 5-10




I—‘

Executive Summary

10. Connections with existing transit facilities are non-existent.

11. Access is provided to high-density areas.

12. Major right of way impacts anticipated.

13. Major traffic impacts anticipated resulting in slow travel times.

14. Redevelopment/development potential low.

15. Major impacts on utilities.

16. Construction implementation difficult.

17. Major new structures or other high cost items are needed.

18. Major existing structures will be impacted.

19. Community supports the alternative.

20. Elected officials support for the alternative.

21. Equity is an issue.

22. Major visual impacts on surroundings.

23. Potential high contaminated lands affected (from previous studies).

24. Geotechnical/seismic issues.

25. Lane miles of traffic lanes removed.

26. Lane miles of parking lanes removed.

27. Provisions for north-south bus interface connections (major MTA, Montebello, and other community
bus systems).

28. Cultural resources potentially impacted; schools, parks, churches, hospitals and cemeteries.

29. Street curb-to-curb width.

30. Street right-of-way width.

31. Serves the study goals and objectives.

32. Conceptual preliminary cost within reason.

From the 47 alternatives, some 15 alternatives were chosen for further consideration after the first round
of evaluation.

S.3.2.2 Second-Round Screening of Alternatives

A second round of evaluation was conducted in order to reduce the number of alternatives to eight. The
eight alternatives were chosen based on a review of previous alternatives and studies, three fixed
guideway technologies (Bus Rapid Transit, Light Rail Transit, and Heavy Rail Transit), a workshop by
the consultant team to consider the initial screening criteria in reducing the number of alternatives,
discussion with the MTA/consultant study team, identification of logical termini (Union Station and
Whittier/Norwalk Boulevards) to serve the identified study area, and the basic objective to recommend
eight build alternatives for analysis in the Re-Evaluation/MIS Report.

Other assumptions included the provision that no traffic lanes would be replaced for the at-grade
alignments, as much on-street parking would be retained as possible, and that the fixed guideway
technologies would operate on exclusive rights-of-way. In addition, a key assumption was that the
alternatives presented be implementable, even though they may have impacts and capable of being
constructed in phases over time based on the resources available.

S.3.2.3 Alternatives Considered for Evaluation in Re-Evaluation MIS
Based on the community, technical staff, and consultant team inputs, eight fixed guideway build

alternatives, the No-Build Alternative, and the TSM Alternative were developed for environmental and
technical analysis in the study. The alternatives are summarized below.

Los Angeles Eastside Corridor Draft SEIS/SEIR Page S-11



Executive Summary

The No-Build Alternative includes all highway and transit projects and operations that the region and
MTA expect to be in place in the year 2020 (the future analysis year for the Draft SEIS/SEIR). These
include improvements to the local bus system and the completion of the Red Line to North Hollywood
and the Pasadena Blue Line to Sierra Madre Villa in Pasadena.

The Transportation System Management (TSM) Alternative is defined by the Federal Transit
Administration (FTA) as the No-Build Alternative plus lower cost transit capital and operational
improvements that are intended to enhance the performance of the transportation system within the study
corridor. The TSM Alternative in comparison to the “build” alternatives should be a relatively low cost
approach to addressing the transportation problems. The TSM should represent the best that can be done
to improve transit mobility in the corridor without the construction of major new transit facilities. The
TSM Alternative for the Eastside Corridor includes additions in bus service frequencies to the major east-
west and north-south existing transit routes as well as the implementation of the Whittier/Wilshire Rapid
Bus line from Whittier and Garfield (Montebello) to Colorado and Ocean (Santa Monica). This Rapid
Bus Line was approved for implementation in June 2000 and provides a combined operating frequency of
1.75 minutes during the peak periods and five minutes during the off-peak periods. There are 24 stops
along the route with six on the stops within the Eastside Corridor study area. This service would provide
a strong linkage (no transfers) between a portion of the Eastside Corridor study area to Downtown, Mid-
Wilshire, and the far westside of Los Angeles. The TSM Alternative also includes more frequent service
for the Metro Red Line.

The eight fixed guideway build alternatives are listed below.

1. Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) (Dedicated Busway), At-Grade. 1¥/Alameda to Union Station (northside)
to Whittier and Norwalk Boulevards via Cesar Chavez, Soto, 4™, 3, Beverly, and Whittier.

2. Bus Rapid Transit (Dedicated Busway), At-Grade. Union Station (southside) to Whittier and
Norwalk Boulevards via Alameda, 1%, Soto, 4%, 3, and Whittier.

3. Light Rail Transit (LRT), At-Grade. Union Station (southside) to Whittier and Norwalk Boulevards
via Alameda, 1%, Soto, 4®, 3, and Whittier.

4. Bus Rapid Transit (Dedicated Busway), At-Grade. Union Station (southside) to Whittier and
Norwalk Boulevards via Alameda, 1%, Soto, 4%, 3, Beverly, and Whittier.

5. Light Rail Transit, At-Grade. Union Station (southside) to Whittier and Norwalk Boulevards via
Alameda, 1%, Soto, 4™, 3, Beverly, and Whittier.

6. Light Rail Transit. At-grade Union Station (southside) to 1°/Boyle. LRT (subway) 1¥/Boyle to
1¥/Lorena. LRT (at-grade) from 1¥/Lorena to Whittier and Norwalk Boulevards via Alameda, 1%,
Indiana, 4™, 3%, and Whittier.

7. Heavy Rail Transit and Light Rail Transit. Heavy Rail (subway) from Union Station to 1*/Lorena
subway station with a subway station at 1¥/Boyle and 1¥/Lorena. Light Rail Transit (at-grade) from
1*/Lorena to Whittier and Norwalk Boulevards via Indiana, 4®, 3", Beverly, and Whittier.

8. Heavy Rail Transit and Bus Rapid Transit (Dedicated Busway). Heavy Rail (subway) from Union
Station to Chavez/Soto subway station with a subway station at 1¥/Boyle. Bus Rapid Transit (at-
grade) from Chavez/Soto to Whittier and Norwalk Boulevards via Soto, 4™ 37 Beverly, and
Whittier.

-——
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In the Re-Evaluation/MIS study each of the eight fixed guideway alternatives, the TSM Alternative, and
the No-Build Alternative were analyzed with respect to each of the environmental conditions or potential
impacts listed below. In addition preliminary mitigation measures were discussed for each of the
potentially adverse impacts identified.

¢ Transit Service Levels ¢ Visual and Aesthetic ¢ Energy

¢ Transit Ridership ¢ MTA Arts Program ¢ Cultural/Paleontologic Resources

¢ Traffic ¢ Air Quality ¢ Parks and Recreation Facilities

¢ Parking ¢ Noise and Vibration ¢ Major Utilities

¢ Land Use and Development ¢ Geotechnical ¢ Safety

¢ Population and Employment ¢ Hazardous Substances & Capital Costs

¢ Residences and Businesses ¢  Water Resources ¢ Operating and Maintenance Costs
Displaced

¢ Environmental Justice ¢ Wetlands ¢ Community Involvement Response

S.3.2.4 MTA Board Action (February 24, 2000)

In February 2000, the MIS study recommendations were presented to the Board of Directors of the MTA.
The Board considered the environmental and technical information contained in the MIS study in making
their decision. On February 24, 2000, the Board adopted a Light Rail Transit (LRT) Build Alternative that
would extend from Union Station (as an extension of the Pasadena Blue Line) to Beverly and Atlantic
Boulevards utilizing Alameda St., 1¥ St., 3 St. and Beverly Boulevard, with a tunnel under Boyle
Heights from approximately Utah St. to Lorena St. under 1¥ St. in selecting the LRT Build Alternative,
the Board considered the reduced environmental impacts associated with tunneling through Boyle Heights
as represented by the chosen alternative. The Board adopted alternative was a combination of alignments
and station locations from the MIS Alternatives 5 and 6. The Board also directed that Bus Rapid Transit
(BRT) be further studied in the EIS phase of project development, subject to financing availability for the
LRT Build alternative.

$.3.2.5 MTA Board Action (June 22, 2000)

On June 22, 2000, the MTA Board of Directors officially dropped the Bus Rapid Transit technology from
any further analysis and consideration in the project development phases and in this Draft SEIS/SEIR.
The basis for the Bus Rapid Transit technology to be officially dropped from further consideration was
based on the project funding being approved for the LRT Build Alternative in the State’s Traffic
Congestion Relief Program.

In addition, the Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) found the MIS study process
and technical work effort conducted for the Eastside Transit Corridor in full compliance with SCAG’s
adopted procedures. A Letter of Completion has been approved by SCAG. SCAG has also determined
that the LRT Build Alternative, as the Locally Preferred Alternative for the Los Angeles Eastside
Corridor, is part of the currently adopted Regional Transportation Plan and the Transportation
Improvement Program.

S.3.3 Alternatives Considered in this Draft SEIS/SEIR

S.3.3.1 No-Build Alternative

The No-Build Alternative, as defined by FTA, should represent the baseline case consisting of existing
and committed elements of the region's transportation plan, excluding the proposed fixed guideway transit
(bus and light rail transit) investments for the study corridor. The No-Build Alternative includes all
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highway and transit projects and operations that the region and MTA expect to be in place by the year
2020. These include improvements to the local bus systems and operation of the existing Red, Blue, and
Green Lines as well as completion of the Pasadena Blue Line from Union Station to Sierra Madre Villa in
Pasadena.

Transit Service

Figure S-2 shows the Eastside bus routes by MTA, Montebello, Monterey Park, Commerce, LADOT, and
Los Angeles County in the Eastside service area. Table S-3 shows the existing weekday service
frequencies for the major bus routes in the Eastside Corridor as well as the frequencies planned for the
No-Build Alternative. The development of the No-Build Alternative was based on a fiscally constrained
local and regional plan. Additional service improvements are proposed for a number of the major east-
west and north-south transit routes as well as more frequent service for the MTA operated rail lines as
shown in Table S-4.

—
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TABLE S-7
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS
CEQA CEQA
Alternative' Potential Environmental Impacts Determination Mitigation Measures Significance ,
of Signficance After Mitigation
TRANSPORTATION
Transit
No-Build Transit service performance expected to decrease due to increased
traffic congestion because no significant improvements to transit N/A N/A N/A
service would be made.
LRT Build ¢ Ridership will increase in the corridor. Beneficial None required.
2020 Eastside LRT daily transit boardings = 15,230 _ N/A
¢ A premium transit service would be introduced that is regionally Beneficial None required. N/A
serving and provides improved service reliability and reduced
transit travel times. ,
¢ Greater access to regional transit opportunitics and improved Beneficial None required. N/A
regional transit connectivity will be provided. o .
¢ Some bus routes would be rerouted to provide improved access Not significant None required. N/A
to I.RT. . ;
¢ 3 Monterey Park routes (1, 2, and 5) will be extended south on Bencficial None required. N/A
Atlantic to the Beverly/Atlantic Station to provide convenient
access to Monterey Park, Atlantic Square Shopping Center, and
East LA College. .
¢ Some bus stops may be relocated to provide better interface with Potentially Replacement bus stops would be lrcs§rlhan
the LRT stations. significant designated within 1/8 mile of original stop. significant
Traffic
No-Build No impacts anticipated. N/A N/A N/A
LRT Build 54 traffic interscctions in study area were evatuated to determine 2020
levels of service (LOS). The results are:
¢ 32 intersections would not be adversely affected. Not significant None required. . N/A .
¢ 22 intersections would be adversely affected. Significant Mitigation consists of onc or more of the 8 interscctions-
following measures: restripe approaches; Less than
prohibit lefi-tumns; incorporate into significant
ATSAC system; signalize unsignalized 14 ntersections-
intersections; or impose peak hour parking significant
restrictions.
Parking
No-Build No impacts anticipated. N/A N/A N/A
Los Angeles Eastside Corridor Drafi SEIS/SEIR Page §-29
L " " i ’ ) ' f ' ) .




Executive Summary

TABLE S-7
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS
CEQA CEQA
Alternative' Potential Environmental Impacts Determination Mitigation Measures Significance
of Signficance After Mitigation®
LLRT Build MTA is committed to implementing a feasible
Option | ¢ 131 spaces removed in AM peak, 188 spaces removed off-peak, parking replacement plan. Possible measures to
and 140 spaces removed in PM peak. All losses on 1* or Indiana. replace parking include:
Option 2 ¢ 83 spaces removed in AM peak, 140 spaces removed off-peak, . ¢ Acquire vacant parcels on 1* between
and 94 spaces removed in PM peak. All losses on 1*, Potentially Alameda and Vignes.
Option 3 ¢ 54 spaces removed in AM peak, 111 spaces removed off-peak, significant ¢ Work with City Housing Authority to Less th
and 65 spaces removed in PM peak. All losses on 1%, develop parking at the Pico Aliso ~€ss than
. significant
redevelopment project or purchase other
property in the area.
¢ Develop MTA-owned land at 1*/Lorena
for parking. (Options 1 and 2 only)
¢ Acquire land along Indiana St. (Option 1
only).
Other Modes
No-Build No impacts on bicycle or pedestrian facilities anticipated.
LRT Build
Option 1 ¢ Possibility of conflicts between trains and pedestrians at the 2 Potentially Possible strategies include:
tunnel portals if pedestrians attempt to enter tunnel! or if significant ¢ Use signalized crossings, pedestrian
pedestrians or cyclists make unsafe strect and track crossings at crosswalks, well-defined pedestrian paths,
unsignalized locations. signage, and barriers where appropriate to
¢  Sidewalks narrowed 4 feet at 1*'/Utah and 1*'/Lorena Stations; Potentially discourage unsafe pedestrian crossings.
narrowed 2 feet on west side of Indiana Street. significant ¢ Develop MTA-funded Community
¢  The proposed Commuter Bikeway on 1* Street may not be Significant Linkages Studies to provide pedestrian and
classified as such because of the increased curb lane traffic bicyclists linkages from neighborhoods to
volumes. LRT stations.
¢ Bicyclists on Indiana affected by the removal of curb parking and ¢ Provide rail safety programs and crossing Less than
the narrowing of traffic lanes. lies§ than guards to the schools where needed. significant
¢ Bicyclists on 3" Street affected by the removal of one lane in significant ¢ Provide watch patrols, distinctive signs or
. each direction. l:es§rlhan lights, or install garage-style doors near
Option 2 ¢ Similar to Option 1, except no impacts on Indiana Street. Ssngg l:.:aml tunnel portals.
Option 3 ¢  Similar to Option 2, except sidewatks would not be narrowed S:Z Opl;g: 1 Remove designation of 1™ Street as a bikeway
along 1* Street in the vicinity of the extended subway segment P between Alameda and Indiana (Options 1 and 2)
east of Lorena Street. and Alameda and US 101 (Option 3). Designate
a parallel street such as Chavez Avenue as a
bikeway facility. To be investigated during
Community Linkages Studies.
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TABLE S8-7
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS
CEQA CEQA
Alternative' Potential Environ mental Impacts Determination Mitigation Measures Significance
of Signficance After Mitipation®
LAND USE AND DEVELOPMENT
No-Build No land use changes would occur in the study area. This alternative
would maintain the status quo and, therefore, would not address the N/A N/A N/A
stated goals and objectives for the communitics within the study area.
LRT Build
¢  Generally compatible with local and regional plans and land use Reneficial N/A N/A
policies.
+  Provides improved access and mohility in support of Beneficial N/A N/A
redevelopment and revitalization areas in the corridor.
¢ Transit-oricnted development districts will likely be spurred by Bencficial N/A N/A
the project.
¢ Displaccments of homes near 1*/Boyle, 1*/Soto, and along Potentially The remaining spacc on acquired parcels Less than
Indiana Street (Option 2 only) would challenge the Boyle significant would be reconfigured and made available signiftcant
Heights Community Plan policy that requires conservation and for ncighborbood commercial and
improvement to existing sound housing especially for low- and medium-density residential uses as
moderate-income familics. designated in the plan.
ECONOMIC AND FISCAL IMPACTS
No-Build Does not stirpylalc employment, generate fiscal impacts, or create N/A N/A N/A
nced for additional government scrvices.
LRT Build ¢ Generates 1,078 direct and indirect jobs over 1™ 14 years to Beneficial
operate and maintain LRT and bus scrvice
¢+  Property acquisitions will result in permanent loss of property Not significant
taxes but losscs would be minimal compared to total tax rcvenues .
collected by City and County. Long ternin development and Nene required. N/A
revitalization due to LRT opcration is expected to ultimately
increase overall tax revenues.
+  Will not require additional fire or police stafT or services. Not significant
LAND ACQUISITION/DISPLACEMENT AND RELOCATION
No-Build No impact anticipated. N/A N/A N/A
[ LRT Build
Option 1 ¢  Acquisition of 4 multi-family and 9 singlc-family units Significant Relocation assistance under the Uniform Lcss than
displacing 52 persons; 9 businesses displaging 15 employees; Relocation Assistance and Real Property significant
DWP frontage; 1 vacant lot; and portions of 6 parking lots Acquisition Policies Act of 1970 and
displacing 64 spaces. Subsurface easement to be obtained California Rclocation Act.
between 1*/Gless and P*YLorena,
Option 2 ¢ Acquisition of 7 multi-family and 25 single-family units Significant Implement MTA's Housing Replenisbment Less than
displacing 128 persons; 14 businesses displacing 28 employees; Program targeted to assist development of significant
DWp frontaﬁiand | DW?P facility; | vacant lot; and portions of the MTA station siles and adjacent
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TABLE S-7
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS
CEQA CEQA
Alternative' Potential Environmental Impacts Determination Mitigation Measures Significance
of Signficance After Mitigation®
' DWP frontage and 1 DWP facility; 1 vacant lot; and portions of the MTA station sitcs and adjacent
6 parking lots displacing 64 spaces. Subsurface easement to be propcrties as well as other projects in the
obtained between 1*/Gless and 1*/Lorena. study arca through establishment of a
revolving loan fund.
Option 3 ¢ Same as Option | except surface easement to be obtained Significant ¢ MTA to provide funds for job training for Less than
between 19/Gless and 3"Y/Hicks. persons unable to find a job as a result of significant
Alloptions | &  Corridor’s high housing demand and low vacancy rate may limit Potentially business relocations.
availability of comparable replacement homes resulting in the significant 4 None available Potentially
nced to relocate outside the study area. significant
COMMUNITIES/NEIGHBORHOODS
No-Build No adverse or beneficial impacts anticipated.
LRT Build ¢ Provides new transit connections and increased mobility. Beneficial o
All options ¢ Acquisition and displacement of residences as discussed in Land Significant Acquisitions and
Acquisition/Displacements section. displacements,
All options ¢ Loss of parking spaces as discussed in Transportation scction. Potentially parking, sidewalk
significant narrowing,
All options ¢ Pedestrian and bicycles affected as discussed in Transportation Significant and pedestrian and
section. potcntially bicycle, noise and
significant See mitigation measurcs described in the L.and | vibration, and 7
All options ¢  Sidewalks at two stations along 1" St. would be narrowed 4 fcet. Potentially Acquisition/Displacements, Transportation, and | intcrsection
significant Noise and Vibration scctions. impacts would be
Option | ¢ Sidewalks along west side of Indiana St. would be narrowed 2 Not significant Is?;i:[r‘:z?\m
. feet. .
All optfons ¢ 22 raffic intersections would be adverscly affected. Slg!nﬁ.cant 14 of 22
All options ¢ Modcrate noise impacts as discussed in Noise and Vibration Not significant 0o
. section. S al(t)t:]rls(;ul:)l;ons
All options ¢ Ground-borne noise and vibration impacts as discussed in Noise Significant significant
and Vibration scction.
EQUITY AND ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE
CONSIDERATIONS
No-Build Does no_t provide equity, mobili(yt regional connectivity, and N/A N/A N/A
economic benefits to the community.
LRT Build ¢ Benefits include equity, mobility, regional connectivity, and Beneficial None required. N/A
economic benefits to the community.
¢ Adverse impacts include acquisitions and displacements; loss of Potentially See Noise and Vibration, Land See Communities/
curb parking; localized vibration, traffic, and circulation impacts; significant to Acquisition/Displacement, Transportation, and Neighborhoods
and temporary impacts d“ri"E construction. significant Construction Impacts discussions. discussions
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TABLE S-7
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS
CEQA CEQA
Alternative' Potential Environmental Impacts Determination Mitigation Measures Significance
of Signficance After Mitigation®
' and temporary impacts during construction. during
construction and
operations.
VISUAL AND AESTHETICS

No-Build No impacts anticipated.

LRT Build Impacts on [*"St. Bridge can be mitigated Less than

All options ¢ Trackwork and catenary system would add to visual clutter Significant by installing a span-wire catenary system significant
already experienced in the vicinity of the 1* St. Bridge. to avoid need for additional mid-street

supports.

All options ¢ Demolition of a market adjacent to Mariachi Plaza would Significant Impacts on Mariachi Plaza can be Less than

adverscly affect the enclosing element of Mariachi Plaza. mitigated by installing a fagade to replace significant
the existing mass to replace the enclosing
clement.

Option 1 ¢ LRT vehicles traveling west on 3" and then turning north on Significant Glare impacts on Indiana St. can be 1.ess than
Indiana would shine their headlamps into adjiacent residential mitigated by landscaping or planting other significant
areas. screening material in the path of .RT

vehicle headlamps.

Option 2 ¢ The first row of structures along the west side of Indiana would Significant Impacts on Indiana St. can be mitigated by l.,esg than
be removed exposing yards from the remaining residences to developing some of the acquircd parcels as significant
view from passing motorists, transit riders, and properties on the open space or recreation.
east side of Indiana.

AIR QUALITY

No-Build Carbon monoxide (CO) and Reactive Organic Gases (ROG) emissions N/A N/A N/A

in 2020 would be higher than under the LRT Build Alternative.

LRT Build ¢ CO and ROG emissions would be lower than the No-Build Beneficial
Alternative due to fewer Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) in 2020. None required N/A

¢ There would be no CO emission violations at any study arca No impact 9 '
intersections in 2020.
NOISE AND VIBRATION

No-Build No impacts anticipated.

LRT Build Noise- No feasible mitigation available for Noise-

Options 1, 2 ¢ Moderate noise impacts anticipated on 36 single-family, 29 Not sieni wayside noise impacts, and none is N/A

: - - . . : . . ot significant .
multi-family, and 6 residential/commercial mixed units totaling required.
71 receptors. No severe impacts anticipated. Ground-borne Ground-borne Ground-borne noise and vibration Ground-borne
noise impacts anticipated on 43 single-family, 12 multi-family, noise and measures to be selected during final design. npisc ?nd
and | 1 residential/commercial mixed units totaling 66 receptors. vibration- Options include: rubber-booted rail for vibration-
Vibration impacts anticipated on 60 single-family, 29 multi- Significant embedded track; high resilience direct ljes.s than
family, and 3 residential/commercial mixed units, 2 museums, fixation fasteners for embedded track and significant
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TABLE S-7
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS
CEQA CEQA
‘ Alternative' Potential Environmental Impacts Determination Mitigation Measures Significance
of Signficance After Mitigation®
and the Veterans Clinic totaling 95 receptors. fixation fasteners for embedded track and
Option 3 ¢ Moderate noise impacts anticipated on 18 single-family, 24 in underground subway tunnels; ballast mat
multi-family, and 6 residential/commercial mixed units totaling for batlast and tie track; floating slab
48 receptors. No severe impacts anticipated. Ground-borne noise trackwork for either embedded or direct
impacts anticipated on 67 single-family, 20 multi-family, and 11 fixation track; and spring-loaded switch
residential/commercial mixed units totaling 98 receptors. frogs or high resilience direct fixation
Vibration impacts anticipated on 26 single-family, 24 multi- fasteners for areas where impacts may be
family, and 3 residentiat/commercial mixed units, 2 museums, caused by cross-overs and switches.
and the Veterans Clinic totaling 56 receptors.
GEOLOGIC/SEISMIC CONDITIONS
No-Build No impacts anticipated.
LRT Build ¢  Subsurface materials are predominantly corrosive to severely Potentially ¢  Use concrete resistant to moderate sulfate Less than
corrosive to metals and moderately deleterious to concrete. significant exposure and corrosion protection for significant
metals where needed.
¢ Shallow and perched groundwater may be encountered above Potentially ¢ Design tunnel liners and station walls and Less than
design tunnel and station elevations, significant floors below groundwater for hydrostatic significant
pressure.
¢ Project would be subject to significant ground motions during an Potentially ¢  Structural elements will be designed to Less than
carthquake. However, its relation to known active or potentially significant resist appropriate site-specific ground significant
active faults indicates that the alignment is not exposed to a motions.
greater seismic risk than other sites in southern California. )
¢  The Coyote Pass Escarpment is immediately adjacent to and Potentially ¢ Added ductility or other measures will be Less than
parallels alignment in the vicinity of 1*/Soto. significant used in the design, if needed. significant
¢ Local zones of potentially liquefiable laycrs may exist within and Potentially ¢  Previous investigations in the vicinity Less than
below tunnel envelope. significant reveal that potential for liquefaction is low significant
to very low. Mitigation, such as soil
improvement and/or special foundation
systems, will be used if liquefiable soils are
. encountered.
¢ Portions of alignment near the Los Angeles River and other Pf)leptlally ¢ Soil improvement and/or special L.ess than
localized arcas may be subject to seismically-induced settlement significant foundation systems will be used if needed. significant
due to densification of loose to medium-dense granular soils.
HAZARDOUS MATERIALS
No-Build No impacts anticipated.
LRT Build Minor quantities of methane and hydrogen sulfide may be p iall Use of gas barriers, continuous monitoring, and Less th
encountered along the tunnel section and in underground stations, _oteptla y auxiliary ventilation similar to that in operation ~css than
which may migrate into the tunnel and stations during operation. significant for the Metro Red Line will be implemented. significant
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TABLE S-7
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS
CEQA CEQA
Alternative' Potential Environmental Impacts Determination Mitigation Measures Significance
of Signficance After Mitigation®
| WATER RESOURCES

No-Build No impacts anticipated.

LRT Build ¢  Surface water-Impervious surfaces of stations and maintenance Potentially ¢ Any water entering tunnel structures and Less than
areas would increase runoff and associated contaminants such as significant surface runoff from impervious areas will significant
oil and grease. Most runoff would be collected by the existing be treated before being discharged into the
storm sewer system in the streets. drainage system. Treatment methods will

¢ Floodplain-No above or underground facilities would be Jocated No impact include oil/water separators with siltation
within the 100-year floodplain. basins. The appropriate permits will be
acquircd as needed.
¢ Ground water-Dewatering activities and subsequent discharge Potentially ¢ Any leaks into the tunnel would be pumped Less than
may occur during operations. significant with a sump pump. The appropriate significant
permits would be obtained as required.
NATURAL RESOURCES AND ECOSYSTEMS
No-Build No impacts anticipated.
LRT Build No impacts anticipated. No impact None required. N/A
ENERGY
No-Build 2020 annual encrgy consumption=172,096,668 barrels of oil Not significant None required.
LRT Build 2020 annual energy consumption=172,124,128 barrels of oil Nonc required. However, measurcs would be
Not significant | incorporated into the design of the LRT system N/A
to conserve energy.
SAFETY AND SECURITY

No-Build No impacts anticipated. N/A N/A N/A

LRT Build ¢ There is a potential for collisions between LLRT vehicles and Potentially ¢ MTA will work with the City and County Less than
automaobiles and pedestrians. significant traffic control depts. and also LAUSD to significant

develop measures to minimize risks. A
wide range of options are available and are
discussed in the Safety and Sccurity
section of the Draft SEIS/SEIR.
¢ Patron safety could be an issuc in the LRT vehicles and stations Potentially ¢  Underground stations will include fire Less than
especially in the subway segment. significant alarm protcction; minimum of 2 fire significant
emergency routes; emergency ventilation
and lighting; communications system
between adjoining fire agencies; fire
separations in public occupancy areas; and
methane detection system for each station.
¢  Car thefls, robberies, vandalism, loitering, and other crimes have Potentially ¢ MTA will work with the LAPD and the LCS? than
the potential to occur around stations and parking facilities and in significant County Sheriff to establish plans similar to significant
the LRT vehicles. those in existence on other Metro rail lines.
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TABLE S-7
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS
CEQA CEQA
‘ Alternative' Potential Environmental Impacts Determination Mitigation Measures Significance
of Signficance After Mitigation®
' Options include increased policing, and
well-placed lighting and clear visibility of
the station arca from the street and
sidewalk. Also, possibly procure one
agency for the entire alignment, as done on
existing Blue Line, to provide on-board
security for the rail cars.
¢ Emergency vehicles may be delayed responding to an emergency Potentially ¢ The LRT is in a tunnel in streets portions Less than
not involving the LRT system. significant of the corridor; therefore, no effect is significant
anticipated in those areas.
¢  MTA will work with all public safety Less than
agencies to ensure their concerns are significant
addressed on planned changes in street or
vehicle access.
¢ The facility will be designed with Less than
¢ Emergency vehicles may be delayed responding to an emergency Potentially appropriate operating equipment, significant
involving the LRT system. Significant hardware, procedures and sofiware
subsystems to provide for protection of life
and property.
HISTORIC/ARCHAEOLOGICAL/PALEONTOLOGICAL
RESOURCES
No-Build No impacts anticipated.

LRT Build ¢  Ground disturbance during construction has an unknown effect Potentially ¢ [farchacological sites are encountered, the Less than
All options on 3 known archacological sites and 10 areas of high significant site would be evaluated to determine if significant
archaeological sensitivity. potentially eligible for National Register

listing. If project plans cannot be altered to
avoid site, a Memorandum of Agreement
(MOA) with the State Historic Preservation
Office (SHPO) would be implemented to
resolve the adverse effect.
All options ¢ Demolition of adjacent market for I*/Boyle Station and Potentially ¢  Alteration of historic setting at Mariachi Less than
construction staging area will result in an adverse effect significant Plaza and 1*/Soto would requirc a MOA significant
(preliminary determination) that will alter the historic setting of with SHPO if resources are determined
Mariachi Plaza. eligible for the National Register.
All options ¢ [*/Soto Station portal entrance and construction staging area will Potentially Measures would be taken to replicate the
result in an adverse effect (preliminary determination) due to significant historic setting.
alteration of historic setting of 3 commercial buildings and 3
residences.
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TABLE S-7
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS
CEQA CEQA
Alternative' Potential Environmental Impacts Determination Mitigation Measures Significance
of Signficance After Mitigation®
' Option 2 ¢ Demolition of 5 buildings on Indiana St. will result in an adverse Potentially A MOA would be implemented for the Less than
effect (preliminary determination). significant structures to be demolished on Indiana St. significant
if Option 2 is selected, and it is detcrmined
that the buildings are eligiblc for National
Register listing. A comprehensive
documentation of the affccted structures as
they currently exist would be undertaken.
All options ¢ Palcontological resources could be disturbed in the tunnel Potentiaily A variety of measures will be taken to Potentially
portions of the alignment and also in the aerial segment near US significant recover fossil remains and associated data significant
101. as stated in Scction 4.15. However, some
Option 3 ¢ More fossil-bearing strata may be encountered than under the Potentially of the fossils may still be inadvertently
other options because of the additional 0.6 miles of tunnel. significant destroyed during tunneling or pile driving
for the acrial segment.
Recovery of important fossil reinains Beneficial
would make them available for future
study.
COMMUNITY FACILITIES/PARKLANDS
No-Build No adverse or beneficial impacts anticipated.
LRT Build ¢ Increased access to ncarby community facilitics/parklands Beneficial None required. N/A
All options ¢ Potential noisc and vibration impacts due to vent shaft and Not significant None required. N/A
emergency ventilation fans near Mariachi Plaza will be
attenuated through proper design.
All options ¢ Parking losscs near Pecan Park and Aliso Pico Multipurpose Not significant None required N/A
Center. Exeess parking capacity exists along other streets
surrounding both locations.
All options ¢ Visual and historic setting impacts on Mariachi Plaza due to Significant Sce Visual and Acsthetics and Ilistoric Less than
) 1*/Boyle Station portal and construction staging area. ) Rcsourccs‘disc.ussio.ns. ) significant
All options & Vibration impacts anticipated on Veterans Clinic, and the Geffen P.otefmally See Noise and Vibration discussion. I.,css than
] and Japanese American National Museums, significant ] ] significant
All options ¢  Students crossing LRT alignment to get to and from nearby Potentially Provide a crossing guard at nearby schools Less than
schools has a potential for safety concerns. signficant if requested by school administrators significant
Work with LAUSD and private institutions
along alignment to implement mutually
agreed upon safety measures.
Option 1 ¢ Parking losses near Ramona High School. Significant MTA is committed to implementing a Less than
parking plan to replace parking. significant
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TABLE S-7
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS
CEQA CEQA
Alternative' Potential Environmental Impacts Determination Mitigation Measures Significance
of Signficance After Mitigation®

CONSTRUCTION IMPACTS
No-Build No adverse impacts. However, no short-term jobs during construction N/A N/A N/A

would be created.

Transportation-Construction Impacts

LRT Build

Optionsl, 2 ¢  Curb parking may be prohibited at times when traffic lanes are Significant ¢ A parking mitigation plan will be Potentially
closed. Sidewalk construction on 1* St. would also necessitate devcloped in cooperation with the City and significant
prohibition of parking. Indiana St. would have temporary parking County. Construction impacts would be
prohibitions. sequenced to the extent possible to avoid

Option 3 ¢ Same as Options 1 and 2 except that parking along Indiana St. Significant removal of multiple blocks of parking at
would not be affected. the same time. Consideration will be given

to using the MTA-owned parcel at
1*/Lorena and park-and-ride site near
Beverly/Atlantic to replace temporary
parking losses in those areas.

All options ¢  Temporary traffic lane closures during the day may affect normal Significant ¢ MTA will work with the City, County, and Potentially
traffic flow and bus travel times. Night closures of catire strect affected transit operators to develop a plan significant
blocks may require some buses to be temporarily re-routed. to minimize impacts on transit service and
Some bus stops may also be temporarily relocated. General with LADOT and County DPW to develop
construction traffic may affect traffic patterns. Worksite Traffic Control Plans to

accommodate traffic and pedestrian
movements and minimize impacts on
neighborhoods.

All options ¢ Portions of sidewalks at subway station locations may be Significant ¢ Handrails, fences, and walkways would be Potentially
temporarily closed for decking construction. Night sidewalks provided as needed where construction significant
closures may be necessary in some locations. Some existing would impact sidewalk areas.
crosswalks may be temporarily closed. Lane and street closures ¢ If acrosswalk is closed, pedestrians will be Pf)teptially
could inhibit bicycle traffic flow. directed to use nearby ones. Several significant

adjacent crosswalks would not be closed
simultaneously. .
¢  Signage will be provided, as needed, to Potential
warn bicyclists to ride cautiously in streets significant
and on sidewalks or to choose other routes.
Land Use and Development-Construction Impacts
LRT Build Short term air quality, noise, and traffic impacts and congestion The project would be built in stages thereby Less than
around construction staging areas could temporarily interfere with Significant diminishing the overall impact of construction iomificant
plans and policies intended to attract new businesses and residents to activity. MTA will coordinate with local sigatican
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TABLE S-7
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS
CEQA CEQA
‘ Alternative' Potential Environmental Impacts Determination Mitigation Measures Significance
of Signficance After Mitigation®
| the area. However, long term benefits of LRT operations would businesses and residents to provide advanced
further local goals and policics. notification of traffic detours and delays and
potential utility disruptions.
Air Quality-Construction Impacts
LRT Build Air quality impacts are anticipated due to demolition of existing Significant Mitigation measures to meet MTA’s Systems Less than
structures, excavation activities, mobile emissions related to Design Criteria and Standards will be included significant with
construction vehicles, and stationary emissions from on-site in the construction contract. A variety of the exception of
construction equipment. mitigation options are prescnted in Section 4.19 PM,, and NO,
of the Draft SEIS/SEIR. emissions.
Impacts from
those emissions
would be
significant.
Noise and Vibration-Construction Impacts
LRT Build ¢ Mitigation will be required to meet City of
Options 1,2 | Noise impacts likely in the at-grade scgments. Vibration impacts Significant Los Angeles and MTA construction noise
possible at both the at-grade and subway segments. and vibration criteria.
Option 3 Same as other options, except that noise impacts are not an issue in Significant ¢  Contractor will be required to prcpare a
the extended subway segment. However, vibration impacts are still Noise and Vibration Control Plan to
possible. demonstrate that criteria and limits will be
achieved.
& MTA will providc hotel accommodations
to residents disturbed by the short-term p .
. L . . otentially
tunncling activity bclow their residenccs. L
h ; . significant
¢ MTA will coordinate with LAUSD and
individual school administrators to
determine and implement strategies to
maintain acceptable interior classroom
noise levels.
&  Contractor will be responsible for
protection of vibration-sensitive historic
buildings or cultural resource structures
within 200 feet of construction activity.
Visual and Aesthetics-Construction Impacts
LRT Build ¢ Mariachi Plaza may become temporarily unusable for musical Significant ¢ The demolition and construction areas will Less than
performances. be screened and construction accelerated as significant
much as possible. If required, a temporary
alternative site will be provided nearby.
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TABLE S-7
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS
CEQA CEQA
Alternative' Patential Environmental Impacts Determination Mitigation Measures Significance
of Signficance After Mitigation®
| & The I*/Gless portal excavation site could affect use of adjacent Significant ¢  Solid, tamper-proof screening materials Less than
Pecan Park. would be installed around park perimeter. significant
Economic Activity-Construction Impacts
LRT Build
Option 1 ¢ Generates 46,862 direct and indirect short-term jobs. . .
Option 2 ¢  Generates 47,070 direct and indirect short-term jobs. Beneficial None required. N/A
Option 3 ¢  Generates 54,651 direct and indirect short-term jobs.
Neighborhoods/Community Facilities/Parklands-Construction
Impacts
LRT Build ¢ Temporary traffic, access, circulation, noise and vibration, and Potentially ¢  See Transportation, Noise and Vibration, Potentially
air quality impacts. significant and Air Quality Construction Impacts significant
discussions.
¢ Onc or more Metro Fieid Offices will be
opened and staffed with personnel to
provide information and handle complaints
during construction.
Geologic and Seismic Conditions-Construction Impacts
LRT Build ¢ Tunnel stability is of concern duc to running sand and potential Potentially ¢ Use tunnel construction technologics, such Less than
for ground surface settiement. significant as a pressurc-face tunnel boring machine or significant
soil grouting where tunncl depth and soil
conditions could produce unacceptable
scttlements.
¢ For the cut-and-cover excavations for station sites and tunnel Potentially ¢ Stabilize excavation walls, if needed, with Less than
sites adjacent to portals, vertically cut walls of excavation can significant specialized shoring and/or chemical significant
slough and cave in alluvial soils, particularly when excessively grouting and dewatering.
wet or dry.
¢ Shallow and perched ground water may be encountered above Potentially ¢ Use dewatering systems for station Less than
design tunnel and station elevations. significant construction extending below groundwater. significant
Pressure-face tunnef boring machines may
also be used in the tunnel segments.
Hazardous Materials-Construction Impacts
LRT Build ¢ Minor quantitites of subsurface gases such as methane and Potentially ¢ Use pressure-face tunnel boring machines Less than
hydrogen sulfide may be encountered during tunnel and station significant (TBM) and bolted, gasketed tunnel liners, significant
excavations. as needed. At station sites, impermeable
liners would reduce gas infiltration.
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TABLE S-7
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS
CEQA CEQA
Alternative' Potential Environmental Impacts Determination Mitigation Measures Significance
of Signficance After Mitigation®
' Continuous gas monitoring would be
undertaken, as needed, and additional
ventilation provided if concentrations
exceed action levels.
¢ The alignment passes near the following numbers of properties Potentially Treat contaminated ground water on-site to L.ess than
with known or potential environmental contamination: 4 of high significant local and state criteria and discharge into significant
concern; 6 of moderate concern; and 24 of low concern. Ground the sanitary sewer or storm water system.
water or soil could be contaminated. If on-site remediation is not feasible,
contaminated ground water will be
disposed by recycling in a permitted
facility.
Remove and dispose, treat and recycle at a Less than
permitted facility, or remediate significant
contaminated soil offsite for disposal as
clean fill in a landfill.
Water Resources-Construction Impacts
LRT Build ¢  Surface water-Runoff and sedimentation possible from Not significant An NPDES permit will be obtained that Less than
excavation activities and installation of impervious surfaces will address storm water runoff and include significant
(paving) at some facilities. Also, dewatering activities for the a monitoring program to ensure that
tunneling and cut-and-cover station construction would be measures taken are effective. Large paved
limited to the immediate excavation area, thus avoiding potential areas and construction sites may require
adverse impacts of a lowered water table. installation of oil/water separators or
siltation basins.
Spoil from tunneling activities will be
stored in the tunnel staging arca (not
anywhere near water drainage facilities) Less than
and hauled to appropriate sites to minimize significant
sedimentation.
¢ Floodplains-No construction will occur within the Los Angeles No impact Mitigation not required. However, crossing
River floodplain. of the Los Angeles River will require
consultation with the County and COE. N/A
¢  Ground water-Shallow and perched ground water may be present P_Ole"ﬁa")' Use dewatering systems as discussed in the Less than
in the tunnels or underground station construction requiring significant geologic/seismic conditions section. significant
dewatering activities. Contaminated groundwater may be Employ remedial options for contaminated l',es.s than
encountered. ground water in conformance with local, significant
state, and federal regulations.
Natural Resources and Ecosystems-Construction Impacts
LRT Build No construction impacts. No impact None required. N/A
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TABLE S-7
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS
CEQA CEQA
Alternative' Potential Environmental Impacts Determination Mitigation Measures Significance
of Signficance After Mitigation®
Utilities-Construction Impacts
LRT Build Some utilities may need to be relocated or abandoned and there could p . A variety of measures are available to minimize
. : . otentially : . ] . Less than
be temporary disruptions of service or loss of access. ienificant adversc impacts and are discussed in Section ionificant
5 4.19.2.17 of the Drafl SEIS/SEIR. signitican
Energy-Construction Impacts
LRT Build Energy required for construction activilics; however, no adverse effect None required. However, standard construction
anticipated on the availability of fossil {ucls or clectricity in region. Not significant | practices and techniques will ensurc that cnergy N/A
sources arc not used in a wasteful manner.
Safety and Security-Construction Impacts
LRT Build Construction activity at several locations including the following MTA will work with LADOT, LA Co. DPW,
could affect public safety: in the streets and stations for the al-grade and LAUSD, to develop plans to incorporatc
segments; staging and storage areas for construction equipment and appropriate safety {eatures into the construction
materiais; locations where construction equipment is moving; Significant project. Numerous options arc available and are Less than
excavation sites al the portals and other arcas where some of the g discussed in the Safety and Security section of significant
underground construction is being conducted at strcet level; and the Draft SEIS/SEIR. A focus of this effort will
locations where haul trucks are transporting debris from tunncl be to ensure that the construction sites are not
excavations. attractive to children,

"For discussion of LRT Build Alternative, impacts of all 3 options in the vicinity of Ramona High School are similar unless specifically stated. Option 1=Indiana Street Remove
Parking Option; Option 2=Indiana Street Acquire Additional Right-of-Way Option; Option 3=Extended Subway Option.
2N/A = not applicable.
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TABLE S-8
SUMMARY OF POTENTIAL IMPACTS'
MAINTENANCE AND STORAGE FACILITY OPTIONS

Option 1 Option 2 Option 3
Red Line’ West Bank’ East Bank®
Impact Category A B A B A B
Traffic Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Parking Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Land Use and Development Maybe Maybe Maybe Maybe Maybe Maybe
Economic and Fiscal No No No No Maybe Maybe
Land Acquisition/
Displace?nem&’Relocations Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Communities/Neighborhoods No No No No No No
Equity and Environmental
Jt?sti?; Considerations No No No No Maybe Maybe
Visual Maybe Maybe Maybe Maybe Maybe Maybe
Air Quality Maybe Maybe Maybe Maybe Maybe Maybe
Noise and Vibration No No No No No No
gggg;ﬁg:nznd Seismic Maybe Maybe Maybe Maybe Maybe Maybe
Hazardous Materials Maybe Maybe Maybe Maybe Maybe Maybe
Water Resources Maybe Maybe Maybe Maybe Yes Yes
I;arural Resources and No No No No No No
cosystems
Energy Maybe Maybe Maybe Maybe Maybe Maybe
| Safety and Security No No No No No No
Historic/Archaeological Maybe Maybe Maybe Maybe Maybe Maybe
Communi
Facilities/Parklands No No No No No No
Section 4(f) Maybe Maybe Maybe Maybe Maybe Maybe
Utilities Maybe Maybe Maybe Maybe Maybe Maybe

"*“Yes” indicates adverse impacts would be expected to occur. “Maybe
impacts would not be expected to occur.
2 A and B denote alternate lead track alignments to access the specific maintenance and storage facility site.

indicates adverse impacts are possible. “No” indicates adverse

S.5  FINANCIAL ANALYSIS AND EVALUATION

S.5.1 Financial Analysis

The cost of a transportation investment falls into two categories: capital costs, and operating and
maintenance (O&M) costs. Capital costs are the start-up costs for the project, including the costs of
guideway construction, vehicles, and any system facilities necessary before the project can begin
operation. Operating and maintenance costs are the costs associated with the regular running of a new
transportation facility. Costs such as labor, vehicle maintenance, and overall facility maintenance all fall
into this category.

This section discusses both types of costs, presents the proposed capital financing plan, and then analyzes
the Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority (MTA’s) ability to afford the alternatives.
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S.5.1.1 Capital Cost Estimates

This section summarizes the capital cost estimates for the LRT Build Alternative and its three options
along with a comparative capital cost estimate of the three Maintenance and Storage Facility (M&SF)
options. The No-Build Alternative does not have any associated capital costs for comparative purposes as
they are considered in the overall financial capability of the MTA with the LRT Build Alternative.

LRT Build Alternative

Cost estimates are developed by identifying quantities on conceptual drawings and applying standardized
rates. For guideways and/or alignment lengths, typical cross sections provided a basis for identifying
costs on a linear foot basis. The alignment plans, typical cross sections, and station concepts are included
in Appendix E of the Draft SEIS/SEIR. In other cases, unit costs were developed and applied on a per
item basis to account for non-linear cost elements such as parking spaces, stations, vehicles, etc. In
addition, capital costs for both additional buses (for the expanded bus services) and the LRT vehicles as
well as an allowance for a maintenance and storage facility has been included. The capital cost estimates
were prepared with all costs expressed in 1999 dollars.

The total capital cost includes allowances for Owner Controlled Insurance Program (OCIP), professional
services (preliminary engineering, final design, design services during construction, agency costs,
construction management, specialty subconsultants), at-grade yard leads, bridge retrofit, testing and pre-
revenue operations, environmental mitigation, urban design allowance, and artwork. Additionally,
contingency has been included for construction, vehicles, and Right-of-Way (ROW) & program
implementation.

In addition, a tentative implementation schedule was needed in order to conduct the financial analyses as
required by the Federal Transit Administration (FTA). The capital costs are also presented in year-of
expenditure dollars. Year of expenditure dollars are important because they take into account inflation
over the time of project development. The year of expenditure estimate is an estimate of the actual cost of
the project and its options.

Table S-9 presents the total capital costs (in millions of dollars) for each of the three options for the LRT
Build Alternative in both 1999 dollars and in year of expenditure dollars. The year of expenditure capital
costs vary between $715 million (LRT Option 1) and $855 million (LRT Option 3). The major difference
in capital cost between the three options is that Option 3 has an additional 3,000 feet of tunnel
construction along with an additional underground station. Option 3 will also take an additional one to
two years to complete construction and begin operations compared to Options 1 and 2. The difference
between Option ! and Option 2 is attributable to the additional right-of-way and relocation costs for
acquiring the residents and businesses on the west side of Indiana Street between 1¥ and 3™ Streets under
Option 2. As will be discussed in the following sections, only Option 1 has funding identified and
committed to it. The other two options do not have available funds to implement them.
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TABLE S-9
CAPITAL COST ESTIMATES (1999 $ AND YEAR OF EXPENDITURE §)

1999 Dollars in Millions Year of Expenditure Dollars in Millions
Cost Category | LRT Option 1 | LRT Option2 | LRT Option3 | LRT Option 1 | LRT Option 2 | LRT Option 3
Preliminary $10.0 $10.0 $12.0 $104 $10.4 $12.7
Engineering
Final Design $24.0 $24.0 $28.1 $25.9 $26.1 $30.6
Right of Way $38.0 $483 $38.0 $41.9 $53.9 $42.2
Construction $401.9 $403.2 $487.3 $463.2 $476.2 $581.0
Vehicles $90.0 $90.0 $90.0 $104.0 $105.3 $107.9
Contingency $60.4 $63.3 $67.7 $69.2 $73.8 $80.1
Total Cost $624.3 $638.8 $723.1 $714.6 $745.7 $854.5

Maintenance and Storage Facility Options

In Chapter 2 the three possible options for the Maintenance and Storage Facility (M&SF) are described
and in Chapter 4.20 an initial comparative evaluation is presented that will allow for the selection of a
locally preferred site that would be more detailed in Preliminary Engineering and the Final SEIS/SEIR.
The capital cost estimates presented above have a placeholder amount of approximately $56 million in
1999 dollars for an M& SF Facility. On a comparative cost basis Option 1 — Red Line Yard is expected to
cost $52 million; Option 2 — West Bank Yard approximately $49 million; and Option 3 — East Bank Yard
approximately $73 million. Options 1 and 2 are generally within the current budget while Option 3 is
outside the existing budget amount.

S.5.1.2 Operating and Maintenance Cost Estimates

This section summarizes the Operating and Maintenance (O&M) cost estimate for the LRT Build
Alternative. The O&M costs were determined using the MTA’s O&M cost model. This cost model was
developed to estimate O&M costs for MTA’s bus, Blue Line, Green Line, and Red Line operating modes,
as well as support department costs related to operations.

The MTA O&M cost model estimates staffing requirements, labor costs, and non-labor expenses by
transit mode (i.e., Motor Bus, Blue Line, Green Line, Red Line) and department within each mode. The
model is calibrated to MTA’s fiscal year (FY) 1998-99 Adopted Budget. Overhead costs are allocated to
the transit modes based on the allocations made for MTA’s Adopted Budget. The model uses operating
characteristics (e.g., peak vehicles, number of stations, passengers) to determine future costs. As future
operating plans change (e.g., new rail lines are constructed), costs change accordingly.

For the No-Build and Eastside LRT Alternatives, O&M costs were calculated for the entire MTA system
of bus, Red Line, Green Line and Blue Line services.

The costs were first estimated for the MTA’s No-Build Alternative. The costs for the LRT Build
Alternative were then estimated for the year 2020 in 1999 dollars. The LRT Build Alternative includes
not only the operation and maintenance cost of the LRT service, but includes the cost of the enhanced bus
system.

The increase in annual operating and maintenance cost for the LRT Build Alternative over the No-Build
Alternative is approximately $22.5 million in the year 2020 in 1999-dollar equivalents. Of the $22.5
million additional cost required for the Eastside Corridor project, approximately $11 million would be
spent on the LRT service and $11.5 million would be spent on supporting the increased bus services.
There are basically no significant differences between the three LRT options that would affect the
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operating and maintenance costs. Conversely, because of the location of the three Maintenance and
Storage Facility options, there would not be any significant operating and maintenance cost differences.

S.5.1.3 The Project Finance Plan

The Eastside LRT project became a reality in July 2000 when the Governor and the California State
Legislature approved the Traffic Congestion Relief Program. This program provided $236 million in
State funds for the Eastside LRT project. At the same time the MTA developed a comprehensive
financial program that would demonstrate that MTA could construct and operate the Eastside Corridor
project as well as fixed guideway projects in the San Fernando Valley and Mid-City/Wilshire corridors.
The financial program is described in more detail in the following section. The Eastside LRT project has
a capital budget of $714.6 million as described above. Based on the financial analysis, an additional
$44.9 million may be needed to fund interest payments due to the implementation schedule and the cash
flow anticipated from the Federal government. This would bring the total Eastside LRT project cost to
$759.5 million. Table S-10 lists the anticipated source of capital funds and the expected amount as
adopted by the MTA. No local funds are being used for the Eastside LRT project. Approximately 68.3 %
of the funding is anticipated from Federal sources, with the balance coming from State-funded programs.

TABLE S-10
FUNDING SOURCES AND AMOUNT FOR EASTSIDE LRT PROJECT
Source Amount ($, millions) Amount (3, millions)
Federal $518.3
FTA Section 5309 New Starts $402.3
FTA Section 5309 Fixed Guideway $38.9
Modermization
Congestion Relief and Air Quality $37.2
(CMAQ)
Regional Surface Transportation $39.9
Program (RSTP)
State/Local $241.2
State Traffic Congestion Relief Program $236.0 ‘
State Regional Improvement Funds (AB $£5.2 |
1012) |
TOTAL ‘ $759.5

S.5.1.4 Financial Capability to Build and Operate

MTA has used its financial forecasting model for Los Angeles County to assess the financial feasibility of
the Eastside Corridor alternative. This financial model is the tool used to project all capital and operating
costs and revenues for all transportation modes in Los Angeles County from FY 2000 through FY 2025.

In a document submitted to the FTA (Section 5309 submittal, July 2000), the MTA provided detailed
analysis from the financial forecasting model to establish the ability to fund projects in the Mid-
City/Westside, San Fernando Valley, and Eastside corridors of Los Angeles County. The No-Build
scenario was modeled to provide a baseline for the build alternatives. Initial No-Build scenario financial
results indicated significant but manageable operating shortfalls could occur in FY 06 through FY 09 if
no further actions are taken by the MTA. A $438 million operating deficit, or 3.3% of the total MTA
operating budget of $13.2 billion, was projected for the period FY 2000-2010. This deficit is expected to
be largely addressed through a number of cost reduction strategies, which is projected to essentially
balance the No-Build scenario to within 0.5% of the overall operating budget. This balanced plan
provides a basis for analyzing the financial impacts of introducing the three corridor projects.
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The model includes revenues from the State Traffic Congestion Relief Plan (AB 2928) and FTA 5309
New Starts funds which are expected to provide 80% of the capital funding needed for the capital costs of
the corridors. The balance of the capital funding plan for these projects will come from committed
flexible federal funds (Congestion Relief and Air Quality - CMAQ and Regional Surface Transportation
Program - RSTP) and local half-cent sales tax funds. The funding plan for the projects is stable and
reliable given the commitments of funding recently realized. The financial analysis indicates that funding
is available to complete the Eastside LRT Build Alternative Option 1 so that operations can begin as soon
as November 2006.

The combined impacts of the San Fernando Valley, Mid-City/Westside and Eastside projects lead to a
projected operating deficit of $151.2 million for the FY 2004-FY 2010 period, if no further actions are
taken to balance the operating plan. The most challenging shortfalls are prOJected to occur in FY 2007,
FY 2008, and FY 2009.

MTA has established a Cost Reduction Team whose goal is to reduce bus and rail hourly operating costs.
The strategies developed by the team will be phased-in beginning in FY 2005 to reduce hourly operating
costs by one dollar per year for six years, for a total of six dollars per hour in 2010. This cost reduction
plan will achieve the $151.2 million systemwide savings needed to ensure a balanced operating plan with
the three corridor projects.

The twenty-year cash flows indicate that MTA has the financial capacity to build and operate the Eastside
LRT project including the supporting bus operations while continuing the operation and maintenance of
the entire regional transit system. Selection of an Eastside LRT Build Alternative Option which requires
funding beyond the financial analysis outlined in the Section 5309 submittal would need to be integrated
into the MTA’s Long Range Plan, since it would commit funds that could otherwise be considered for
other projects.

S.5.2 Evaluation

This section provides a variety of measures to evaluate and compare the LRT Build Alternative to the No-
Build Alternative. These measures are consistent with the FTA guidelines for assessing major
investments. Enactment of the Transportation Equity Act for the 21st Century (TEA-21) in 1998 requires
that FTA evaluate and rate candidate New Starts projects as the basis for approving projects for federal
funding. Table S-11 summarizes the indices included in this section.

TABLE S-11
COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS OF ALTERNATIVES
Analysis Category Measures
Ridership
Effectiveness in Improving Mobility Travel Time Comparison
Travel Time Savings
Cost-Effectiveness Annualized Cost per New Daily Transit Trip
Operating Efficiencies Operating Cost per Passenger Mile
Equity Discussion of Demographic Factors

This section ends with a discussion of the trade-offs between the No-Build Alternative and the LRT Build
Alternative and the LRT Build Alternative options.
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8.5.2.1 Effectiveness in Improving Mobility

Various elements serve as indicators of improved mobility. Ridership describes the amount of people
using the proposed project, as estimated through a transportation demand model. A travel time
comparison provides an understanding of how the proposed project performs during an average transit
trip between two points. Travel time savings assess the annual hours of time saved for both transit and
automobile users as a result of the proposed project.

Ridership

For all proposed projects, ridership is a function of travel time and cost. All else being equal, the faster
technologies attract more riders. The speed is usually a function of both the technology and the physical
conditions in which it has to operate. Longer segments have higher ridership because they service a
larger area, incorporate more stations, and potentially reduce transfers.

Ridership has been estimated for the proposed project (LRT Build Alternative) through the MTA’s travel
simulation model, based on the forecast year 2020. Model runs were performed for the No-Build
Alternative and the LRT Build Alternative Option 1. Even though the LRT Build Alternative Option 3 is
about 30 seconds (compared to total travel time of 15 minutes) faster between Beverly and Atlantic
Boulevards to Union Station, the additional access time to the new subway station at 1* and Lorena
negates any increase in transit ridership for Option 3 over Options 1 and 2.

The implementation of the LRT Build Alternative, which includes the additional bus system
improvements, would increase transit trips by over 9,700 per day or over 3 million transit trips annually
compared to the No-Build Alternative. The estimated daily ridership in the forecast year 2020 on the
Eastside segment of the light rail line from Union Station to Beverly and Atlantic Boulevards is over
15,000 per day. With the combination Eastside segment and the Pasadena Blue Line, the estimated daily
ridership in the forecast year 2020 is over 42,000.

Travel Time Comparisons

In order to compare the LRT Build Alternative to the No-Build Alternative related to showing mobility
improvements related to reducing travel times, two points along the proposed LRT line were compared to
four different destination points in the Los Angeles area. The four destination points included downtown
Hollywood (Hollywood/Highland); Wilshire and Fairfax; Downtown Los Angeles (1°/Hill); and
Pasadena Downtown (Fair Oaks/Colorado). 1%/Soto and 3™/Mednik were used as the beginning points
for the transit trip comparisons. Table S-12 presents these comparisons.

TABLE S-12
TRANSIT TRAVEL TIMES (IN MINUTES) FROM SELECTED ORIGINS
IN THE EASTSIDE CORRIDOR TO SELECTED DESTINATIONS

Trip Origin Hollywood/Highland “l/?::is:::/ I/Hill Fair Oaks/Colorado
No-Build LRT No-Build LRT No-Build LRT No-Build LRT

1stSoto 62 53 70 | 60 26 24 67 55

3"/Mednik 67 60 75 | 67 39 32 47 45

All of the comparisons show improvement over the No-Build Alternative.
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Travel Time Savings

This measure is defined as the total travel time savings that are expected to result from the LRT Build
Alternative in the forecast year (2020), compared to the No-Build Alternative. This aggregate value
includes travel time savings for people making trips on transit (both new and existing transit riders) as
well as savings that accrue to people using competitive modes (automobile users). This measure is
calculated using reported values from the MTA’s transportation simulation model. It is expected that the
LRT Build Alternative will save users over 400,000 hours in travel time in the forecast year (2020) over
the No-Build Alternative.

S.5.2.2 Efficiency (Cost-Effectiveness)

Cost-effectiveness is a measure used to evaluate how the costs of a transit project (for both construction
and operation) compare to the expected benefits (increased transit ridership).

The FTA’s cost effectiveness criterion is measured by the incremental cost per incremental passenger in
the forecast year. This measure is based on the annualized total capital investment and annual operating
and maintenance (O&M) costs, divided by the change in annual transit system ridership, expressed as the
following equation:

Cost Effectiveness Index = ACapital Cost + AO&M Cost
ALinked Transit Trips

The smaller the index, the more cost-effective the project alternative. To calculate the change in capital
cost, project costs discussed above were aggregated according to their assumed useful life and annualized
accordingly, using FTA annualization factors shown in Table S-13:

TABLE S-13
LIFE CYCLE ASSUMPTIONS
Project Element ‘| Useful Life Annualization Factor
Right-of-way 100 years 0.070
Structures, trackwork, signals, electrification 30 years 0.081
Rail vehicles 25 years 0.086
Buses 12 years 0.126
Source: Technical Guidance on Section 5309 New Starts Criteria, FTA, July 1999.

Annual operating and maintenance costs were calculated using the approach described above. The change
in transit trips for the forecast year 2020 was determined using the MTA travel forecasting model.

Table S-14 summarizes the data used in the calculation of the cost-effectiveness index for the three
options of the LRT Build Alternative, and the resulting incremental cost per incremental passenger is
shown in Table S-15.
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TABLE S-14
COST-EFFECTIVENESS CALCULATION:
INCREMENTAL VALUES OVER NO-BUILD

Annualized ! .
LRT Build Alternative/Options Capital Cost Annual.O'&M Cost | An.nual I.'".lked
. (millions) ,  Trips (millions)
(millions)
LRT Build Altenative — Option 1 $51.45 $22.5 3.074
LRT Build Alternative — Option 2 $52.47 $22.5 3.074
LRT Build Alternative — Option 3 $59.44 $22.5 3.074
TABLE S-15

COST-EFFECTIVENESS OF LRT BUILD ALTERNATIVE:
ANNUALIZED COST PER NEW DAILY TRANSIT TRIP

LRT Build Alternative/Options Over No-Build Alternative
[TRT Build Alternative — Option | $24.02
LRT Build Alternative — Option 2 $24.35
LRT Build Alternative — Option 3 $26.61

Based on cost-effectiveness, LRT Build Alternative Options 1 and 2 are the most cost-effective. The
substantial increase in total capital cost and annualized capital cost for LRT Build Alternative Option 3
does not provide enough operational and mobility benefits to make it more cost-effective than LRT Build
Alternative Options 1 and 2.

The ridership projections are based on the 1998 adopted demographic projections by the regional
metropolitan planning organization, the Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG). As
such they are the official future demographic projections. However, they are believed to understate
project ridership since the 1998 adopted demographic projections assume most of the future growth in
Los Angeles County will occur on the outer edges of the county.

Model runs testing an alternative future demographic assumption assuming somewhat more growth in the
existing urban areas of the county will be done. These model runs are expected to show higher ridership
for the Eastside Corridor.

S.5.2.3 Operating Efficiency

The FTA uses a single measure for the Operating Efficiencies criterion, which is the change in operating
cost per passenger mile for the entire regional transit system. The basic calculation involves dividing the
system annual operating cost for transit service by the system annual passenger-miles projected for the
year 2020. Calculation of the total transit operating costs is discussed above. System annual passenger-
miles are produced from the MTA transportation model. The No-Build Alternative has an operating cost
per passenger mile of $0.32. The LRT Build Alternative with the increases in service and usage produced
the same overall system operating cost per passenger mile of $0.32. Therefore the LRT Build Alternative
compared to the No-Build Alternative for this FTA measure shows no change.

=
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S.5.2.4 Equity Considerations

Equity considerations generally fall into three interrelated classes: (1) the extent to which the
transportation investments improve transportation service to various population segments (i.e., the extent
to which transit improvements benefit the transit dependent); (2) the distribution of project costs across
the population through the funding mechanisms used for the local contribution for construction and
operation; and (3) the incidence of significant environmental impacts. In addition, Executive Order
12898, Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and Low-Income
Populations, requires that federal agencies consider and address disproportionately high adverse
environmental effects of proposed federal projects on the health and environment of minority and low-
income populations to the greatest extent practicable by law. Section 4.5 of the Draft SEIS/SEIR
discusses in detail the equity and environmental justice considerations for the Eastside Corridor and for
the LRT Build Alternative. It discusses the study area demographics, the historic major issues of the
Eastside Communities related to major infrastructure projects, and the extent of the public involvement
program conducted as part of this planning process.

The No-Build Alternative would not offer the study area residents and businesses the enhanced mobility,
regional connectivity, and accessibility provided by the LRT Build Alternative.

The LRT Build Alternative provides many benefits related to equity, mobility improvements, economic
revitalization, employment opportunities, federal and state funds for construction, and additional local
funds for the operating and maintenance costs of the LRT and expanded bus services, as discussed below.
There are some potential impacts as identified in Table S-7, but the benefits by far outweigh the impacts.

Equity

Indicators of transit dependence, such as low-income households and zero-auto households, are nearly
three times higher than for Los Angeles County as a whole. The need for and reliance on transit has not
been balanced by regional public transportation investments that would benefit this transit dependent
community. For example, MTA rail services extend to Western Avenue and to North Hollywood, to
Norwalk and El Segundo, to Long Beach and ultimately to Pasadena. Metrolink serves suburban
destinations in all directions. Yet, no major investment in transit service, either bus or rail, has been made
in the Eastside Corridor. A concerted effort to extend the Metro Red Line to the corridor was suspended
in 1998 as discussed above. In addition, the corridor has borne the disproportionate effects of a regional
freeway system that has cut through its neighborhoods to reach suburban destinations. Implementing
LRT service in the corridor would help restore the balance of regional capital transportation expenditures
as well as compensate for the adverse impacts that previous transportation planning decisions have
caused.

Mobility/Transit Travel Times/Regional Connectivity

The LRT Build Alternative is expected to increase the number of daily transit trips compared with the
current bus service offered by the No-Build Alternative and reduce travel times. Travel times between
the corridor and major travel destinations, such as Hollywood, Wilshire Boulevard, Downtown Los
Angeles, and Pasadena, would decrease with the LRT Build Alternative. This decrease indicates the value
of quality transit service in attracting riders. It also indicates that light rail service offers improved access
for area residents to local destinations as well as to the regional rail and bus system and, therefore, to
regional destinations. The LRT Build Alternative also would serve many educational and community
centers in the corridor, enhancing mobility for young adults and school age children.
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Economic Revitalization

The LRT Build Alternative includes eight new stations as well as a station at Union Station. With proper
incentives and with favorable market conditions, developers may consider the merits of constructing
housing and commercial developments that are oriented to the light rail stations and that take advantage
of the new light rail service. Station areas that have vacant land resulting from right-of-way acquisition
for the suspended Metro Red Line project or for the construction of the LRT Build Alternative can be
developed, in accordance with City and County of Los Angeles planning and redevelopment policies and
Community Plans, to benefit the surrounding neighborhoods. In a corridor that has an extremely low
vacancy rate and a great demand for affordable housing, such development could provide needed housing
and space for retail and social service uses. The new development could offer larger units for families
with children, helping to meet a dire need in the community. In addition, landscape treatments along the
light rail line could enhance the urban design of the community, making opportunities for development
more attractive.

Employment Opportunities

The LRT Build Alternative is anticipated to generate approximately 47,000 (Options 1 and 2) to 54,000
(Option 3) new construction jobs and, within the first 14 years of operation, over 1,000 permanent jobs to
operate and maintain the LRT line and additional bus service. MTA also offers a series of programs
designed to encourage minority and women-owned businesses to participate in the construction and
operation of new transportation projects.

Project Funding

As discussed in Section 5.1.3, almost $760 million in Federal and State/Local funding has been
anticipated for the LRT Build Alternative Option 1. The estimated $22.5 million in additional annual
operating and maintenance funds will be provided from local MTA sales tax dedicated to transit uses.

S.5.2.5 Trade-Offs Between Alternatives

The following observations highlight key financial differences and the tradeoffs between the No-Build
Alternative and the LRT Build Alternative and the LRT Build Alternative options relative to cost,
performance, mobility, and impacts.

The tradeoff between the No-Build Alternative and the LRT Build Alternative is that the No-Build
Alternative would involve fewer environmental impacts, but would not provide an enhanced level of
mobility and accessibility to this lower-income, transit-dependent and principally Hispanic community.
The LRT Build Alternative would, on the other hand, provide improved access to a broader range of
employment, shopping, educational, and cultural opportunities, consistent with the goals and objectives
for the Eastside Corridor. The LRT Build Alternative will also provide improvements in air quality. The
LRT Build Alternative will have some impacts and disruptions during construction but that is a
consideration in the tradeoff between the No-Build Alternative and the LRT Build Alternative.

The tradeoffs between the LRT Build Alternatives Options 1, 2, and 3, involve funding availability to
build each option, the relative cost-effectiveness, and the possible impacts.

From a mobility standpoint, the LRT Build Alternative Option 1 provides the same level of improved
mobility to the Eastside Corridor as the other two options. Even though the LRT Build Alternative Option
3 extends the tunnel section an additional 3000 feet, few additional riders would be attracted. This same
level of improved mobility is obtained for a lower capital cost in LRT Build Alternative Option 1 than in
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LRT Build Alternative Options 2 and 3 as presented above. The capital cost requirements would be an
additional $31 million for the LRT Build Alternative Option 2 and $140 million for LRT Build
Alternative Option 3. No additional funding has been identified by MTA for either LRT Build
Alternative Option 2 or Option 3.

As shown in Table S-15, LRT Build Alternative Option 1 is the most cost-effective option based on
FTA’s cost effectiveness criterion. LRT Build Alternative Option 3 is over ten percent less cost-effective
than LRT Build Alternative Option 1.

Related to equity, as discussed above, all the options provide additional investment and job opportunities
to the Eastside Corridor while providing increased mobility and economic revitalization potential.

The transportation and environmental consequences are discussed in detail in Chapters 3 and 4 of the
Draft SEIS/SEIR and Section S.4 above. Relative to traffic and parking, all the options impact traffic
operations at a number of intersections, while LRT Build Alternative Option 1 has the most number of
on-street parking spaces removed compared to LRT Build Alternative Option 3, which has the least
number removed.

One of the most significant tradeoffs between the LRT Build Alternative options is relative to the amount
of land acquisition/displacement and relocations required. As shown in Table S-7, LRT Build Alternative
Option 1 would acquire 4 multi-family and 9 single-family units (displacing 52 persons) and 9 businesses
(displacing 15 employees). LRT Build Alternative Option 2, because of the proposed acquisitions along
the west side of Indiana Street, would require the acquisition of 7 multi-family and 25 single-family units
(displacing 128 persons) and 14 businesses (displacing 28 employees). LRT Build Alternative Option 3
would require the same acquisitions as Option 1 except that additional subsurface easements would be
required between 1%/Lorena and 3"/Hicks. In addition Option 3 would require tunneling under Ramona
High School. The MTA has established a $2.6 million Affordable Housing Revolving Loan Fund
Program to replenish the housing units MTA has acquired for the previous Metro Red Line Eastside
Extension project. The MTA will add funding to its affordable housing revolving loan fund program at
least in accordance with the formula used to arrive at the present funding level. This a critical tradeoff
category because of the area’s high housing demand and its low vacancy rate that may limit the
availability of comparable replacement homes in the immediate area.

S.6  ISSUES TO BE RESOLVED/AREAS OF CONTROVERSY

The preparation of the Draft SEIS/SEIR, together with the required circulation, public hearings, and
review, ensures that all significant transportation and environmental impacts are assessed, and that public
participation and comments are solicited to help guide the decision-making process.

The identification, examination, and assessment of all reasonable and feasible alternatives (Re-
Evaluation/MIS and the Draft SEIS/SEIR) are necessary to meet the requirements of the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), as well as the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). CEQA
requires similar environmental analysis in Environmental Impact Reports (EIRs) and public review for
projects that will have significant effects on the environment. The State of California encourages joint
preparation of EIRs and EISs and has produced guidelines to facilitate preparation of joint documents.

The purpose of the Draft SEIS/SEIR is evaluate the LRT Build Alternative along with its three transition
options and the No-Build Alternative and for the MTA Board of Directors to select the most appropriate
option for the Eastside Corridor while ensuring that potentially significant environmental consequences
are considered as part of this process. In addition: the Board will select one of the three Maintenance and
Storage Facility (M&SF) sites for further analysis in subsequent documents. The Draft SEIS/SEIR
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document will be circulated for a minimum of 45 days for review by interested and concerned parties,
including private citizens, community groups, the business community, elected officials, and public
agencies. A Notice of Availability will be published in the Federal Register and local newspapers. A
Notice of Completion will also be sent to the State of California, Office of Planning and Research (State
Clearinghouse). Public hearings will be held to solicit citizen and agency comments as part of the
decision-making process. The selection of the design option for the LRT Build Alternative and the
M&SF site will be made by the MTA Board of Directors after consideration of the comments received
from the circulation of the Draft SEIS/SEIR and at the public hearings.

The next step would be to prepare a Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS) and
Final Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (SEIR) using Preliminary Engineering design level of
detail.
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1.0 PURPOSE AND NEED

1.1  OVERVIEW OF PURPOSE AND NEED

1.1.1 Eastside Study Area

The Eastside Corridor study area is shown in Figure 1-1, extending from Alameda Street in Central Los
Angeles east through the Boyle Heights community in the City of Los Angeles and the City Terrace,
Belvedere and East Los Angeles communities of unincorporated Los Angeles County. The study area
also includes a portion of the city of Monterey Park.

1.1.2 Regional Context

Los Angeles has a regional rail network that consists of heavy rail, light rail, and commuter rail
components. The Los Angeles Rail Rapid Transit Project (Metro Red Line) is an 18-mile heavy rail
rapid transit subway project extending from Union Station to North Hollywood. The final North
Hollywood segment was completed and opened for revenue service on June 24, 2000. Opened for
service in 1990, the 22-mile Metro Blue Line light rail system operates between Downtown Los Angeles
and Long Beach. In 1994, the 19-mile Metro Green Line light rail system opened for service between
Redondo Beach and Norwalk, primarily operating in the median of the Century Freeway (I-105). In
1992, commuter rail service was initiated with Metrolink, a regional rail network that connects Ventura,
Los Angeles, Orange, San Bernardino, Riverside, and San Diego counties utilizing existing rail right-of-
way. In 2003, the 13.8-mile Metro Blue Line to Pasadena will open for service and will connect
Downtown Los Angeles with East Pasadena. All told, the region will have over 400 miles of commuter
rail and over 70 miles of urban rail (Table 1-1) by the year 2003.

TABLE 1-1
LOS ANGELES COUNTY METRO RAIL NETWORK IN 2003
Line Length (Mi.) End Destination ; End Destination
Blue Line (Long Beach) 22 Downtown Los Angeles Downtown Long Beach
Green Line 19 Redondo Beach Norwalk
Red Line 18 North Hollywood/Wilshire Center Union Station
Blue Line (Pasadena) 13.8 Union Station Pasadena
Source: MTA, 2000.

In 1994, the Metro Red Line Eastern Extension was selected as the Locally Preferred Alternative, and
final design was begun on this project. The project was to be an extension of the heavy-rail Red Line
subway system from Union Station to Whittier and Atlantic Boulevards through Boyle Heights and East
Los Angeles. The project was split into two phases, with a minimum operable segment initially to be
constructed to 1** and Lorena Streets. This 3.8-mile first phase extension was to have stations located at
Little Tokyo/Arts District near 3™ Street and Santa Fe Avenue, 1* Street and Boyle Avenue, Chavez
Avenue and Soto Street, and 1* and Lorena Streets. Construction activities began on Phase 1 in 1997.
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Work on the planned Eastside extension of the Metro Red Line subway was suspended by MTA in
January 1998 due to local financial difficulties. The MTA Restructuring Plan adopted in May 1998
called for the MTA to study "viable and effective options" for all parts of Los Angeles County, with an
emphasis on the corridors in which rail projects had been suspended. Within the Eastside Corridor, this
necessitated the examination of alternative fixed guideway options to the suspended heavy rail subway
project.

Based on the results of the November 1998 draft Regional Transit Alternatives Analysis (RTAA Study),
the MTA Board approved the concept of a rapid bus plan in March 1999, which included a rapid bus
demonstration project on the Eastside. The Board also reaffirmed its commitment to fund fixed
guideway transit improvements beyond rapid bus in the suspended rail corridors. The Board
subsequently authorized the preparation of the Re-Evaluation/Major Investment Study (MIS) and Draft
and Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent Environmental Impact Report
(SEIS/SEIR) for the suspended Metro Red Line Eastside Transit Corridor Project. The Re-Evaluation/
MIS was completed in February 2000 and analyzed several alternatives which are discussed in Section
1.2.3.7. This SEIS/SEIR identifies both beneficial and adverse environmental impacts associated with
the LRT Build Alternative that was selected for further study following completion of the Re-
Evaluation/MIS and compares them with those associated with the No-Build Alternative.

1.1.3 The Mobility Problem

The East Los Angeles Transit Corridor Technical Report was prepared by the Southern California
Association of Governments (SCAG) in July 1998 and provides an overview of community transit needs
for the area. The Eastside Corridor communities of Boyle Heights and East Los Angeles are
characterized by a large and growing population (over 212,000 according to the 1990 census, 275,000
expected by 2020) of predominantly Latino ethnic origin, a high percentage of low income households,
and relatively high rates of transit use and transit dependence. In these communities, over 19 percent of
workers use the bus system on their journey to work (as compared to 6.8 percent for Los Angeles County
as a whole), and rates of carpooling and walking to work are also higher than the County average.

East Los Angeles and Boyle Heights are served by a significant number of bus routes, primarily operated
by the Los Angeles County MTA, and generally organized in a grid pattern. There are approximately
40,000 weekday transit boardings in the area with several heavily used bus transit corridors that include
Soto Street, Cesar Chavez Avenue, 1* Street, Whittier Boulevard, and Olympic Boulevard. New Metro
Rapid bus service was initiated on Whittier Boulevard on June 24, 2000 and provides limited stop service
and buses equipped with devices to extend the green phase of traffic signals to make for speedier trips.
The heaviest bus routes carry passengers in an east-west direction. The average speed for all bus routes
in the area is 12.9 MPH, and the typical passenger trip length for transit riders is between one and three
miles.

The existing bus system has very high ridership on many routes during peak periods and moderate to low
levels of ridership on other routes during peak as well as off-peak periods. Adequate transit services are
not being provided to some locations of high transit demand. Most person trips to key activity centers
within the study area require at least one transfer. This can result in longer travel times, less
convenience, and an ultimate compromise in mobility for the traveler.
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1.1.4 Eastside Corridor Alternatives

The Re-Evaluation/MIS identified a range of fixed guideway transit service extensions, including heavy
rail, light rail and bus rapid transit. The primary study objectives of this SEIS/SEIR are (1) to analyze
the environmental impacts of the LRT Build Alternative and to provide mitigation where feasible for
adverse impacts, and (2) to determine if a fixed-guideway transit project is justified and if the LRT Build
Alternative is to become the Locally Preferred Alternative (LPA) for the Los Angeles Eastside Corridor.

The Re-Evaluation/MIS yielded two alternatives for further consideration. They included one light rail
transit (LRT) alternative and one bus rapid transit (BRT) alternative along the same alignment. On June
22, 2000, the MTA Board re-examined the BRT mode and determined that this mode should be dropped
from further consideration in part because the new State Traffic Congestion Relief Plan committed to
funding only light rail. As illustrated in Figure 1-2, this alignment begins at the Union Station passenger
terminal (trackways 1 and 2) and follows Alameda Street south to 1* Street. The alignment then follows
1¥ Street east to Indiana Street. The alignment is in a tunnel profile between the 1%/Utah and 1%/Lorena
stations along 1* Street. There are three options under study in the vicinity of Indiana Street for the
transition between 1% and 3™ streets. The alignment under Options 1 and 2 follows 1% Street east to
Indiana Street and then follows Indiana Street south to 3™ Street. Option 1 removes on-street parking
and a portion of the sidewalks on Indiana Street, and Option 2 provides for the purchase of right-of-way
on the west side of Indiana to accommodate standard sidewalks and on-street parking. Two subway
stations are located at 1¥/Boyle and 1¥/Soto under both options. Option 3 includes an extension of the
tunnel segment east past Lorena Street to 3™ Street west of Rowan Avenue. Option 3 includes three
subway stations at 1°/Boyle, 1%/Soto, and 1¥/Lorena. The alignment, under all three options, continues
east on 3™ Street and Beverly Boulevard to Atlantic Boulevard. The LRT line will operate as an
extension of the Pasadena Blue Line with continuing service through Union Station in both directions.

1.2 BACKGROUND AND PLANNING CONTEXT

The Metro Red Line Eastern Extension has been an integral element of local, regional and federal
transportation planning since the early 1990's. Eastward from the Los Angeles Central Business District
(LACBD) to just east of Atlantic Boulevard, the Eastern Extension had been the subject of in-depth
technical studies and extensive community involvement during this period.

An Alternatives Analysis/Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Draft Environmental Impact Report
(AA/DEIS/DEIR) was previously prepared in 1993, and a Final Environmental Impact Statement/Final
Environmental Impact Report (FEIS/FEIR) was prepared in 1994. Following a systems planning study
reviewed in sections 1.2.2 and 1.2.3, these two documents studied several subway alignments between
Union Station in Central Los Angeles and the vicinity of Atlantic Boulevard in the unincorporated
community of East Los Angeles. In 1994, after completion of the FEIS/FEIR and the Record of
Decision (ROD) by the Federal Transit Administration (FTA), the Metropolitan Transportation Authority
(MTA) Board adopted a Locally Preferred Alternative (LPA) for Metro Red Line Segment 3 in the
corridor. The first phase of the Eastside extension was to operate between Union Station and Ist
Street/Lorena Street. At the same time the MTA Board also adopted a LPA for the Metro Red Line for
the Mid-City Corridor. Full Funding Grant Agreements were executed with the Federal Transit
Administration (FTA), and the projects were transitioned into the construction phase.
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Subsequently, an evaluation of the current local funding available for the Eastside project and other rail
projects in Los Angeles County led to a suspension of work in January 1998. Voters also approved a
new County law in November 1998 that restricts the use of Proposition A and C sales tax revenues for
“new subways”. The MTA Restructuring Plan adopted in May 1998 called for the agency to study
"viable and effective options" for all parts of Los Angeles County, with an emphasis on the corridors in
which the rail lines had been suspended. Within the Los Angeles Eastside Corridor, this included the
examination of alternative fixed guideway options to heavy rail subway. To evaluate feasible options,
the MTA Board subsequently authorized preparation of a Re-Evaluation/MIS and Draft and Final
SEIS/SEIRs for the suspended Metro Red Line Eastside Transit Corridor project.

1.2.1 Regional Transportation Plan

The current Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) for the six-county Southern California region was
prepared by the Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) and adopted on April 16,
1998. The RTP incorporates the Los Angeles Eastside Transit Corridor Project, consistent with the MTA
Locally Preferred Alternative for the Eastside Corridor. The RTP recommends the following actions:

¢ Construct exclusive transit corridors to minimize travel time and achieve certain ridership goals.
¢ Perform Major Investment Studies on Potential Transit Corridors.

A completion schedule of 2010 is shown in the RTP for the East Los Angeles Transit Corridor Project.

The MTA has also prepared a comprehensive long range planning document to guide the development of
the countywide transportation system. The MTA's 30-Year Integrated Transportation Plan identified the
Eastern Extension of the Metro Red Line as a high priority funded and committed rail project. An
updated Long Range Plan (LRP) is presently being prepared by the MTA, reflecting the Eastside
Corridor transit planning currently being undertaken.

1.2.2 Systems Planning

The initial systems planning background and context for the 1999-2000 Re-Evaluation/MIS was
developed in the Metro Red Line Extension System Planning Study prepared by SCAG in 1989, as well
as in the Los Angeles Metro Orange Line Extension: Tramsitional Analysis prepared by the Los Angeles
County Transportation Commission in 1990. The MTA is the successor agency to both the
Transportation Commission and the Rapid Transit District. These reports document the historical
framework for the definition of the Eastside/Santa Ana Transit Corridor and other comridors. They
provide the background systems analysis that was used to justify the need for major capital expenditures
in these corridors. The results of the two studies are summarized in the following sections.

1.2.2.1 SCAG System Planning Study

The August 1989 Metro Red Line Extension System Planning Study was prepared by SCAG for the Los
Angeles County Transportation Commission (LACTC) to evaluate future extensions of the original 18-
mile Metro Red Line subway line between Union Station and North Hollywood. The Extension Study
evaluated travel corridor characteristics, reviewed existing transit operations and analyzed the proposed
corridor for consistency with the adopted regional plan. Based on the analysis, the study identified
proposed corridor extensions as shown in Figure 1-3 which met federal criteria for current ridership,
projected transit demand and consistency with the adopted regional plan. Note that both of the proposed
Red Line extension projects shown in the figure are the lines that have been suspended.
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1.2.2.2 LACTC Transitional Analysis

Based on the 1989 System Planning Study, a Central East/West Corridor was identified as the highest
priority for a Metro Red Line LPA heavy rail extension. The 1990 Transitional Analysis was undertaken
to demonstrate that an extension to the east and west could meet federal cost-effectiveness thresholds and
provide the basis for proceeding with an Alternatives Analysis/Draft Environmental Impact Statement.
Based on conservative assumptions for the ridership projections, the total cost per new rider was
determined to be under the federal threshold. This supported the decision to proceed with a full
Alternatives Analysis/DEIS for the east-west corridor extensions.

1.2.3 Corridor Planning

In January 1998, the MTA suspended work on extensions of the Metro Red Line heavy rail subway
project, including the initial 3.7-mile segment of the Eastside LPA from Union Station to 1%/Lorena.
Since the suspension, several planning initiatives have provided further guidance for the development of
Eastside transit alternative improvements.

1.2.3.1 MTA Restructuring Plan

The MTA Restructuring Plan titled: Analysis and Documentation of the MTA's Financial and
Managerial Ability to Complete North Hollywood Rail Construction and Meet the Terms of the Bus
Consent Decree, was adopted by the MTA Board of Directors on May 13, 1998 and was subsequently
approved by the FTA on July 2, 1998. The Restructuring Plan documented that the MTA did not have
sufficient local matching funds to finance heavy rail subway projects in the Eastside Corridor as
anticipated in the original Full Funding Grant Agreements for the project. At the same time, the
Restructuring Plan called for the MTA to study "viable and effective options" for transit in all parts of
Los Angeles County, with an emphasis on the corridors in which the rail lines had been suspended.

Within the Eastside corridor, this necessitated the examination of alternative fixed guideway options to
heavy rail subway. It also committed the MTA to a reevaluation of the financial capacities of the agency
to undertake new start, fixed guideway projects. To that end, the Board authorized the Regional Transit
Alternatives Analysis (RTAA) Study that commenced in July 1998 and was completed in November
1998.

1.2.3.2 Regional Transit Alternatives Analysis

The RTAA Study accomplished several important objectives for the MTA. The study identified the
amount of funding available for new projects between FY1999 and FY2004. It suggested possible
funding allocations, identified immediate bus transit improvements in Los Angeles County, and
established a framework for further fixed guideway project development in the Eastside, Westside, and
San Fernando Valley corridors.

The study included a preliminary evaluation of fixed guideway alternatives in the three corridors. The
study did not make recommendations with regard to preferred fixed guideway transit modes or
configurations, but recommended that a Major Investment Study (MIS) level of analysis be conducted to
provide more information regarding these choices.
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Results of the RTAA Study were presented to the MTA Board on November 9, 1998. At that meeting,
the Board approved the concept of a recommended rapid bus system serving the Eastside, Westside and
San Fernando Valley. The Board also reaffirmed its commitment to fund fixed guideway transit
improvements beyond rapid bus in the suspended rail corridors. A priority funding commitment of $220
million through FY2004 was made to the Eastside and Mid-City areas from remaining uncommitted
funds.

1.2.3.3 TEA-21 Redefinition of Metro Red Line Segment 3

To obtain greater flexibility in project definition for the project corridors, the MTA expanded the
definition of Metro Red Line Segment 3. Segment 3 was defined in both the Intermodal Surface
Transportation and Efficiency Act (ISTEA) and the Segment 3 Full Funding Grant Agreement as a
"heavy rail subway” project. With the cooperation and assistance of the Los Angeles congressional
delegation, the MTA obtained revised definitional language in the Transportation Equity Act for the
Twenty-first Century (TEA-21), which was signed into law by the President on June 9, 1998. This action
was taken with the intent to have the option available to utilize the Segment 3 funding balance in the
future for any type of fixed guideway project in the Eastside corridor. The TEA-21 legislation expanded
the definition of the Segment 3 project to include "any fixed guideway project” (not necessarily heavy
rail subway) in the transportation corridors to be served by the three extensions of Segment 3. It also
authorized the start of final design and construction for the Segment 3 project during the FY1998-2003
funding cycle under FTA section 5309 (new starts funding).

1.2.3.4 Proposition A Ballot Initiative (Subway Funding Prohibition)

A 1998 ballot initiative sponsored by County Supervisor Zev Yaroslavsky, referred to as the
Metropolitan Transportation Authority Reform and Accountability Act, was approved (and became
effective) on November 3, 1998. The most significant provision of the new law stipulates that no local
Proposition A or C sales tax monies shall be used to fund the planning, design, construction, or operation
of any New Subway. The term "New Subway" is defined to mean any subway project (a rail line which
is in a tunnel below grade) other than the Metro Red Line Segments 1,2 or 3 (North Hollywood). As a
result, the initiative prohibits the use of these sales tax revenues to build subway extensions in the
Eastside corridor.

The initiative does not prohibit the use of sales tax revenues to design and construct light rail, at-grade
rail, elevated rail systems, or busways in the Eastside, or in other areas of Los Angeles County. Nor does
this initiative prevent the MTA from using State or Federal revenues or local revenues other than sales
tax, to design and construct new subways in these areas.

1.2.3.5 East Los Angeles Transit Corridor and Technology Study

Additional information on corridor transit needs was developed in the East Los Angeles Transit Corridor
and Technology Study'. This study referenced a recent SCAG report which indicated that there are an
estimated 212,000 people living in East Los Angeles based on the 1990 census and that the population is
expected to grow to 275,000 by the year 2020. It was also estimated that almost 20 percent of the
population uses the bus system on their journey to work. This rate of bus usage is three times higher
than the county average of 6.8 percent. East Los Angeles and Boyle Heights are served by a substantial

'East Los Angeles Transit Corridor and Technology Study, prepared for Supervisor Gloria Molina,
County of Los Angeles, First Supervisorial District; ACG Environments; October 29, 1998.
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number of MTA bus routes. The study indicated that there are 40,000 daily transit boardings with
several heavily used bus transit corridors operating on Soto Street, Cesar Chavez Avenue, Whittier
Boulevard, and Olympic Boulevard.

Based on the above factors, the study found that the East Los Angeles population is heavily transit
dependent and recommended that planning and implementation of proposed public transportation
systems in East Los Angeles should support the basic community needs of the local population.

The study identified ways that the East Los Angeles transit dependent community can effectively access
jobs, health services, and education. The study stated that substantial "quality of life" growth within this
community can be initiated with a balanced and comprehensively planned transit system improvement
implemented within available funding sources.

Once the transit infrastructure plan is in place, opportunities may develop for enhancing community
amenities and stimulating economic development within the corridor. Community plans will identify
areas where enhancements could be facilitated within the context of the community.

1.2.3.6 Interstate S Corridor Improvement Project

Additional data on Corridor transportation needs were developed in the 1998 I-5 Corridor Improvement
Project’. The study area for this corridor extends from SR 91 northwest along the I-5 corridor to Soto
Street. The I-5 Corridor Study concluded that an effective multimodal transportation network within the
I-5 study area is necessary to meet the mobility needs of residents and businesses in southeast Los
Angeles County by providing vital intra- and inter-regional linkages and services.

The I-5 study area currently has severe mobility problems, and these problems are projected to worsen
by the year 2015. These problems are manifest as extensive congestion on the freeway and on the local
arterial network. The entire freeway segment is projected to be operating at level of service F3 (greater
than three hours of congestion per day), and more than 28 percent of the major intersections will be
operating below level of service E by the year 2015.

In addition, a significant proportion of the population in the study area does not have access to a private
automobile and must rely on the public transportation system and/or other alternative transportation
options to meet their basic travel needs.

1.2.3.7 Eastside Transit Corridor Study Re-Evaluation/MIS

The Re-Evaluation/MIS looked at eight build alternatives as well as a No-Build Alternative and a
Transportation System Management (TSM) Alternative within a broadened study area from that
evaluated in the original AA/DEIS/DEIR and FEIS/FEIR. The expanded study area for the Eastside
Transit Corridor Study extended from Alameda Street in Central Los Angeles east through the Boyle
Heights community in the City of Los Angeles and the City Terrace, Belvedere, and East Los Angeles
communities of unincorporated Los Angeles County. South and east of the East Los Angeles area, the
study area included major portions of the cities of Montebello, Pico Rivera, and Commerce and portions
of Monterey Park, Santa Fe Springs, and Whittier. The eight build alternatives assessed in the Re-
Evaluation/MIS included: three at-grade Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) alternatives; two at-grade Light Rail
Transit (LRT) Alternatives; one LRT alternative consisting of an alignment combination of at-grade and

2 I-5 Corridor Improvement Project, Final Evaluation Report; Parsons Brinckerhoff, 1998.

Los Angeles Eastside Corridor Draft SEIS/SEIR Page 1-10




1.0: Purpose and Need

subway segments; one hybrid alternative consisting of LRT at-grade alignment with heavy rail subway
alignment; and one hybrid alternative consisting of BRT at-grade alignment with heavy rail subway
alignment. All of the build alternatives would run along various alignments between Union Station and
the intersection of Whittier Boulevard/Norwalk Boulevard in the City of Whittier. The reader is referred
to the Eastside Transit Corridor Study, Los Angeles, California, Re-Evaluation/MIS draft report
(February 24, 2000), incorporated herein by this reference, for additional information about the
alternatives studied and the potential environmental impacts.

Subsequent to completion of the Re-Evaluation/MIS and an extensive public involvement program, the
MTA Board directed further study of an alignment that was essentially a combination of a shortened
segment of two of the LRT alternatives considered. The selected alignment runs between Union Station
as its western terminus to the intersection of Beverly and Atlantic Boulevards in East Los Angeles. The
board further directed that this alignment, consisting of an at-grade alignment as well as a subway
segment through a portion of Boyle Heights, be studied comparing two alternative modes: LRT and
BRT. The board decided to eliminate the segment of the alignment east of Atlantic Boulevard that was
studied in the Re-Evaluation/MIS because of the need to further study the optimal path for a fixed-
guideway alternative in this portion of the study area. On June 22, 2000, the board re-examined the BRT
mode and determined that this mode should be dropped from further consideration in part because the
new State Traffic Congestion Relief Plan had committed funding for the light rail mode only.

1.2.3.8 Los Angeles Eastside Corridor SEIS/SEIR

The FTA, as the Federal lead agency, and the MTA, as the local lead agency, are preparing this joint
SEIS/SEIR in accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA) and the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). The SEIS/SEIR supplements the information in the
1994 Final EIS/EIR. The SEIS/SEIR assesses the impacts of the LRT Build Alternative (described in
Section 1.1.4) that MTA directed for further study. In addition, the No-Build Alternative is assessed in
accordance with NEPA and CEQA requirements.

There are a few differences between the regulations implementing NEPA and CEQA that affect reporting
in this document. CEQA requires identification of, and mitigation for, significant adverse impacts in an
EIR, while under NEPA, mitigation is considered for all of the adverse impacts of a project, regardless of
significance. This combined NEPA/CEQA document identifies the impacts of the alternatives regardless
of whether they would be considered “significant” under CEQA and proposes mitigation wherever
practicable to reduce identified adverse effects. Specific discussion of impact significance and
mitigation in accordance with CEQA is provided in Chapters 3 and 4. Chapter 4 also addresses growth-
inducing and cumulative impacts analyses.

1.3 TRANSPORTATION CONDITIONS AND NEEDS

The following sections provide an overview of the existing Eastside transportation system and transit
services, including system performance, deficiencies and community factors related to corridor
transportation needs.

1.3.1 Roadway Conditions

The Eastside Corridor study area is served by several freeways that connect to neighboring communities
and other parts of the Southern California metropolitan region. The San Bernardino Freeway (I-10), with
twelve general purpose traffic lanes and two high-occupancy vehicle (HOV) lanes, runs east-west along
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the northern edge of the study area west of the Long Beach Freeway (I-710). To the south, the Pomona
Freeway (SR-60), with ten general purpose traffic lanes, also runs in an east-west orientation. Both
freeways connect the study area with the Los Angeles Central Business District (LACBD) to the west
and San Bernardino and Riverside Counties to the east.

The Santa Ana Freeway (I-5 and US-101), with six to ten general purpose traffic lanes, runs in a
northwest-southeast orientation and connects the study area with the LACBD and Orange County. This
major regional freeway connects with the Pomona (SR-60), Santa Monica (I-10), and Golden State (I-5)
freeways at the East Los Angeles interchange, one of the busiest and most congested interchanges in the
region. The Long Beach Freeway (I-710), with six general traffic lanes, runs north-south and connects
the study area with Alhambra to the north and Long Beach to the south. It has interchanges with the San
Bernardino (I-10), Pomona (SR-60) and Santa Ana (I-5) freeways.

The Los Angeles Eastside Corridor contains a developed network of arterial and neighborhood collector
streets as shown in Figure 1-4. The east-west arterials include Cesar Chavez Avenue, 1% Street, 4*/3"
Streets, Pomona Boulevard, Beverly Boulevard, Whittier Boulevard, and Olympic Boulevard. North-
south arterials include Soto Street, Eastern Avenue, and Atlantic Boulevard. The Boyle Heights portion
of the corridor contains narrow roadways as do many parts of the East Los Angeles portion. Both areas
have very high levels of pedestrian activity. Table 1-2 shows the approximate average daily traffic
volumes for several of the major arterial streets in the study area. Lane configurations for major and
minor arterial streets in the corridor are presented in Table 1-3.

1.3.1.1 Congestion Management Plan

The Congestion Management Program (CMP) for Los Angeles County includes a program for
monitoring major arterial, freeway and transit system conditions in the county. For freeways, the
traditional Level of Service (LOS) scale of A to F is expanded to include LOS designations FO, F1, F2
and F3, which correspond to the length of time that a freeway segment experiences level of service F.
The F3 designation represents the worst conditions, with level of service F conditions (severe congestion
and speeds less than 20 MPH) experienced for three hours or more per day. Table 1-4 summarizes the
results of CMP freeway monitoring in the study area.

The monitoring results indicate that most freeways experience LOS F0 or worse during the AM or PM
peak period in at least one direction, and in both directions at two of the four monitoring stations. The
CMP data indicate that the PM peak period is the worse time period, with severe congestion on the
freeways in the eastbound direction on I-10 and SR-60 (the outbound evening commute flow from Los
Angeles). During the AM peak period, congested conditions exist on both I-10 and SR-60 in the
westbound (inbound) direction.

1.3.2 Transit Services

The Eastside Corridor has one of the most extensive networks of bus routes in the County as shown in
Figure 1-5. The corridor’s transit routes generally follow a grid pattern and include many express and
local routes and one limited service route. Four public agencies operate bus service in the Eastside
Corridor. They include the Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority, Montebello
Transit, the City of Monterey Park, and the City of Commerce. Table 1-5 lists all the current bus transit
routes operated in the corridor with the limits of their service.
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Most of the heavily used routes are those that run in an east-west direction. These include bus routes that
operate on Cesar Chavez Avenue, 1* Street, Whittier Boulevard, and Olympic Boulevard. Soto Street
and Atlantic Boulevard are two north-south streets on which heavily used bus routes operate. Although
north-south travel is constricted into two main through bus lines on Soto and Atlantic, the predominant
flow of transit passengers in the corridor is in an east-west orientation. There is very high ridership on
many of these routes during peak periods. A service allocation mismatch is evident in the fact that some
bus lines have high ridership and others have low ridership during various periods of the day. Table 1-6
shows the service frequency (headways) for all the bus lines in the corridor. Some lines, such as the

30/31 on 1* Street and the 66 on Olympic, have very high levels of transit service.

TABLE 1-2
SELECTED AVERAGE DAILY TRAFFIC VOLUMES
No. Street Screenline ! ADT Count
1 Cesar Chavez East of Alameda 26,800
2 Cesar Chavez West of I-5 Freeway 20,900
3 Cesar Chavez West of Lorena 21,700
4 Cesar Chavez West of Eastern 20,800
5 Cesar Chavez West of Atlantic 13,600
6 1st Street East of Alameda 17,370
7 1st Street West of I-5 Freeway 13,300
8 1st Street West of Lorena 15,300
9 1st Street West of Eastern 10,200
10 1st Street West of Atlantic 7,300
11 3" Street East of Alameda 13,800
12 4th Street East of Alameda 11,100
13 4th Street West of I-5 Freeway 19,500
14 4% Street West of Lorena 19,300
15 3rd Street West of Eastern 19,100
16 Pomona Blvd West of Atlantic 11,600
17 Beverly Blvd West of Atlantic 17,900
18 Alameda St South of 1* Street 19,100
19 Mission Rd South of 1 Street 2,600
20 Boyle Ave South of 1* Street 12,100
21 Soto St South of 1% Street 17,500
22 Evergreen Ave South of 1 Street 5,700
23 Lorena St South of 1* Street 12,300
24 Indiana St South of 1* Street 10,500
25 Eastern Ave South of 1* Street 12,800
26 Mednik Ave South of 1* Street 12,300
27 Atlantic Blvd South of 1% Street 35,100
Source: The Traffic Solution, 2000; LADOT, 1997-2000; Los Angeles County, 1999
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1.3.3 Transportation System Performance

According to screenline analysis results (Table 1-7), one location had an Average Daily Traffic (ADT)
level of service (LOS) D under existing conditions. This location was on Atlantic Boulevard south of 1%
Street in the vicinity of the Pomona Freeway (SR-60) interchange. The remaining screenline locations
exhibit levels of service A, B, and C operating conditions. Levels of service were also calculated across
screenlines to provide corridor performance for more than one street at a given point in the corridor.
These calculations reveal that each screenline operated at LOS A, which indicates good levels of service
for all streets within the corridor taken together at one screenline location. Table 1-7 shows existing
ADT capacities, volumes, volume-to-capacity ratios, and corresponding levels of service (LOS) for each
screenline location analyzed in the Eastside Corridor.

TABLE 1-3
LANE CONFIGURATIONS OF ARTERIAL STREETS
N J Street Number | On-Street Peak Hour
o. Street . . . Parking
: Orientation | of Lanes | Parking .
Restrictions

1 Cesar Chavez E-W 5 Yes Yes

2 1st Street E-W 5 Yes Yes

3 4th Street E-W 5 Yes Yes

4 3rd Street E-W 7 Yes Yes

5 Beverly Boulevard E-W 5 Yes No

6 Whittier Boulevard E-W 5 Yes Yes

7 Olympic Boulevard E-W 7 Yes No

8 Alameda Street N-S 5 Yes Yes

9 Soto Street N-S 5 Yes Yes

10 Lorena Street N-S 4 Yes No

11 Indiana Street N-S 2 Yes No

12 Arizona Street N-S | 5 Yes No

13 Atlantic Boulevard N-S ‘ 7 Yes Yes
Refer to Figure 1-4 for locations of arterial streets. ‘
Source: Field Survey and SCAG Land Use Data Base

TABLE 1-4
CMP MONITORING RESULTS
t Northbound/Eastbound | Southbound/Westbound

Freeway | Location AMLOS | PMLOS | AMLOS | PMLOS
[-5 [Ferris Ave Fl C . D F2
I-10 Indiana St C FO | D C
SR-60 Indiana St B F1 l F2 B
1-710 Whittier Blvd D E | E FO
Source: 1999 Congestion Management Program for Los Angeles County

The traffic intersection analysis results in Table 1-8 for the Eastside Corridor reveal that two signalized
locations were operating at LOS E in the year 2000. These locations were Cesar Chavez at Mednik and
Beverly at Atlantic. Five signalized locations were operating at LOS D, and the remaining signalized
intersections were operating at LOS C or better. For the unsignalized intersections analyzed, two
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locations were operating at LOS F during the PM peak hour. These were 1* Street at Alma and 4" Street
at the Southbound I-5 Ramps. One location was operating at LOS D, and the remaining unsignalized

locations were operating at LOS C or better.

TABLE 1-5
BUS TRANSIT ROUTES IN THE LOS ANGELES EASTSIDE CORRIDOR
Operator | Line(s) | Destinations
|[Commerce ! Blue Community Circulator (Commerce)
. Green Community Circulator (Commerce)
§ Orange Community Circulator (Commerce)
| Red Community Circulator (Commerce)
+ Yellow Community Circulator (Commerce)
Los Angeles County Gold East Los Angeles
Green East Los Angeles
Orange East Los Angeles - CSULA
Montebello 10 East LA College - Pico Rivera
40 Downtown LA - Whittier
341,342,343 |Downtown LA - Montebello Express
Monterey Park 1 Community Circulator (Monterey Park)
2 Community Circulator (Monterey Park)
5 Community Circulator (Monterey Park)
MTA 18 Wilshire Center - Whittier
30,31 Mid City - East LA College
65 Downtown Los Angeles - CSULA
66 Wilshire Center - Montebello
68 West LA Transit Ctr - Montebello Towne Center
71 Downtown Los Angeles - CSULA
250 LAC+USC - Boyle Heights
251 Cypress Park - Watts
252 El Sereno - Lynwood
253 LAC+USC - Boyle Heights
254 LAC+USC - Willowbrook
255 Montecito Heights - East Los Angeles
256 Altadena - East Los Angeles
258 Alhambra - South Gate
259 El Sereno - South Gate
260 Altadena — Compton
! 362 Downtown Los Angeles — Hawaiian Gardens
i 605 LAC+USC - Boyle Heights
620 LAC+USC - Boyle Heights
720 Santa Monica - Montebello
Source: 1999-2000 MTA, Montebello, Monterey Park, Los Angeles County, and Commerce bus timetables.
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TABLE 1-6
FREQUENCY OF TRANSIT SERVICE (IN MINUTES)
Operator | Line Days iAM Peak Midday |PM Peak|Evening| Owl | Hours of
l 6-9am |9am-3pm| 3-7pm | 7-11pm |11pm-6am Service
|Commerce Red | Weekday | 60 60 | 60 |6am-6pm
Saturday | 60 60 60 6am-6pm
Blue | Weekday 60 | 60 9am-6pm
Saturday 60 60 9am-6pm
Green | Weekday 60 60 60 6am-9:30pm
Saturday 60 60 60 6am-9:30pm
Orange | Weekday 60 60 60 5:30am-6pm
Yellow | Weekday 60 60 60 6am-9am
Los Angeles| Gold | Weekday 60 60 60 6am-6pm
[County Saturday 60 60 9am-5pm
Green | Weekday 60 60 60 6am-6pm
Saturday 60 60 9am-Spm
Orange | Weekday 60 60 60 6am-6pm
| . Saturday 60 60 9am-5pm
Montebello 10 | Weekday 8 100 + 15 Sam-11pm
Saturday | 20 10 20 S5am-11pm
Sunday 20 10 | 20 Sam-11pm
40 | Weekday 10 12 30 Sam-11pm
Saturday 15 15 30 Sam-12am
Sunday 20 20 | 20 S5am-11pm
341 |Weekday! 30 | 7-9:30a,3-6p
342 | Weekday 180 | 6-7am, 5-6pm
343 | Weekday 30 | 6-8am, 5-7pm
Monterey 1 Weekday 40 40 40 6:30am-6pm
Park Saturday 40 40 | 40 6:30am-6pm
2 Weekday 40 40 40 6:30am-6pm
Saturday 40 40 40 6:30am-6pm
5 Weekday 50 30 30 6:30am-6pm
MTA 18  Weekday 10 15 10 15 60 24 hours
| Saturday | 15 12, 15 20 60 124 hours
| . Sunday 20 30 ¢ 15 30 60 |24 hours
1 30/31 ‘ Weekday 4 7.5 ] 5 15 60 24 hours
| i Saturday 7 7 | 12 30 60 24 hours
| i Sunday 12 7 1 8 30 60 24 hours
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TABLE 1-6 (CONTINUED)
FREQUENCY OF TRANSIT SERVICE (IN MINUTES)

Operator | Line Days |AM Peak| Midday [PM Peak ! Evening! Owl |Hours of Service
6-9am |9am-3pm| 3-7pm '7-11pm |11pm-6am
MTA 65 | Weekday 15 | 30 25 1 50 5:30am-10pm
Saturday 60 60 60 | 60 6am-8pm
Sunday 60 60 | 60 8am-8pm
66 | Weekday 3 8 7 1 30 4:30am-1:30am
Saturday 4 10 15 30 5am-1:30am
Sunday 15 12 12, 30 5am-lam
68 | Weekday 8 12 12 ¢ 40 4am-12:30am
Saturday | 15 10 15 | 40 4am-12:30am
Sunday 40 15 20 | 40 4:30am-12:30am
71 | Weekday 12 22 20 4:30am-8:30pm
Saturday 30 40 30 4:30am-8pm
Sunday 40 30 30 5:30am-8pm
250 | Weekday 40 40 40 6am-7pm
2517252 Weekday 5 12 10 30 60 24 hours
Saturday 15 15 12 30 60 24 hours
Sunday 30 20 20 30 60 24 hours
253 | Weekday 40 40 40 | 6am-8pm
Saturday 40 40 40 6am-7:30pm
Sunday 35 40 40 8am-6:30pm
254 | Weekday 60 55 30 60 4:30am-8:30pm
Saturday 60 60 60 6:30am-7:30pm
Sunday 45 60 60 | | 7:30am-7:30pm
255 | Weekday 45 50 45 | 5am-8:30pm
Saturday 45 | 45 5:30am-8:30pm
Sunday 45 45 5:30am-8:30pm
256 |Weekday| 35 50 35 1 50 ! 6am-10:30pm
Saturday | 60 60 60 | 60 5:30am-9pm
Sunday 60 60 60 60 5:30am-9pm
258/259| Weekday 20 30 30 5am-8pm
260 | Weekday 12 15 15 60 4am-11:30pm
Saturday 30 25 20 i 60 | S5am-12m
Sunday 50 25 25 [ 60 6am-12m
362 | Weekday 20 30 25 ' 60 5am-11:30pm
Saturday 50 60 60 1 60 5am-11:30pm
Sunday 50 60 60 | 60 5am-11:30pm
605 | Weekday 15 30 15 | 30 6am-7:30pm
Saturday 30 30 30 6am-7:30pm
i Sunday 30 30 30 6am-7:30pm
620 | Weekday 12 12 9am-6:30pm
720 | Weekday 8 10 8 20 S5am-lam
Saturday 12 12 12 20 5am-lam
Sunday 12 12 12 20 | Sam-1am

Source: 1999-2000 LACMTA, Montebello, Commerce, Los Angeles County, and Monterey Park bus timetabies.
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TABLE 1-7
EXISTING CONDITIONS SCREENLINE ADT ANALYSIS
Screenline Location Street v/C! LOS?

1. east of Alameda Cesar Chavez Ave 0.79 C

Ist Street 0.51 A

3rd Street (WB street) 0.51 A

4th Street (EB street) 0.41 A

2. west of I-5 Freeway Cesar Chavez Ave 0.65 B
Ist Street 0.42 A

4th Street 0.57 A

3. west of Lorena Cesar Chavez Ave 0.68 B
Ist Street 048 A

4th Street 0.54 A

4. west of Eastern Cesar Chavez Ave 0.65 B
1st Street 032 A

3rd Street 0.56 A

5. west of Atlantic Cesar Chavez Ave 0.40 A

1st Street 0.22 A

Pomona Blvd 0.34 A

Beverly Blvd 0.53 A

l6. south of Temple St Alameda St 0.78 C
Mission Rd 0.35 A

7. south of 1st Street Alameda St 0.56 A

Mission Rd 0.17 A

Boyle Ave 0.38 A

Soto St 0.55 A

Evergreen Ave 0.38 A

Lorena St 0.38 A

Indiana St 0.70 C

Eastern Ave 0.40 A

Mednik Ave 0.38 A

Atlantic Blvd 0.88 D

'Volume/Capacity Ratio.
’Level of Service.

Brinckerhoff, 1997-2000.

Source: City of Los Angeles DOT, County of Los Angeles Dept. of Public Works, The Traffic Solution, Parsons
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TABLE 1-8
YEAR 2000 INTERSECTION LEVELS OF SERVICE
No. East-West Street North-South Street PM Peak Ho,nr
Level of Service
1 Cesar Chavez Vignes St B
2 Cesar Chavez Mission Rd B
3 Cesar Chavez Boyle Ave A
4 Cesar Chavez State St B
5! Cesar Chavez I-5 SB Ramp B
6 Cesar Chavez I-5 NB Ramp A
7 Cesar Chavez Soto St A
8 Cesar Chavez Evergreen Ave 1 A
9 Cesar Chavez Lorena St ! A
10 Cesar Chavez Indiana St D
11 Cesar Chavez Rowan Ave A
12 Cesar Chavez Eastern Ave A
13 Cesar Chavez Mednik Ave E
14 Cesar Chavez Atlantic Blvd D
15 Commercial St Alameda St A
16 Commercial St Vignes St B
17 Temple St Alameda St B
18 1st Street Alameda St D
19 Ist Street Vignes St A
20 Ist Street Mission Rd C
21 1st Street US-101 SB Ramp/Pecan St | C
22 1st Street US-101 NB Ramp ; A
23 1st Street Boyle Ave 5 A
24 1st Street Soto St B
25 1st Street Evergreen Ave ] A
26 1st Street Lorena St | A
27 1st Street Indiana St A
28! 1st Street Alma Ave F
29 Ist Street Rowan Ave A
30 1st Street Eastern Ave A
31 1st Street Mednik Ave A
32 1st Street Atlantic Blvd D
33 3™ Street Alameda St | A
34 4% Street Alameda St | B
35! 4th Street US-101 SB Ramps B
36 4™ Street US-101 NB Ramp A
37 4™ Street Boyle Ave A
38! 4™ Street I-5 SB Ramps F
39 4™ Street I-5 NB Ramps A
40 4" Street Soto St | A
41 4™ Street Evergreen Ave | A
42 4% Street Euclid Ave i A
43 3rd Street Indiana St | D
44! 3rd Street Alma Ave | C
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TABLE 1-8 (CONTINUED)
YEAR 2000 INTERSECTION LEVELS OF SERVICE
No. East-West Street ] North-South Street L PM Peak .
4 evel of Service

45 3rd Street Rowan Ave A

46 3rd Street Eastern Ave C

47 3rd Street Ford Blvd A

48 3rd Street Mednik Ave B

49 3rd Street Woods Ave/Beverly Blvd C

50 Pomona Blvd Atlantic Blvd D

51 Beverly Blvd Atlantic Blvd E

52 Beverly Blvd Hillview Ave A

53 SR-60 EB Off-Ramp Atlantic Blvd A

54 4% Street Atlantic Blvd A
'Unsignalized intersection.
Source: Parsons Brinckerhoff and Kaku Associates, 2000.

As mentioned in the previous section, there are high levels of transit service provided on many of the bus
routes in the Eastside Corridor during peak periods. The pattern of a grid-based system of transit service
provision can provide for transit to be less convenient and inefficient for many of the transit-dependent
residents of the corridor. A single trip to an activity may require at least one transfer to another bus line,
and overcrowding makes the connection to other services unreliable. Transit speed reliability is another
factor that hinders the mobility of the transit passenger. On MTA lines that run through the study area,
average speeds range from 7.8 to 15.7 miles per hour. On the most heavily used lines, speeds average
12-14 mph. During congested peak periods on the major arterial streets, travel speeds decrease during
the same time period where passenger loads are the highest. This creates a situation where the greatest
number of people are being served at a lower level of service. The existing system of bus lines in the
Eastside Corridor does not sufficiently serve the daily needs for mobility of those that are dependent on
the system of public transit services.

1.3.4 Community Factors

The Eastside Corridor study area contains a low- to moderate-income population, which is expected to
grow by 30 percent to 275,000 by 2020, according to Southern California Association of Governments
(SCAGQG) forecast data. The Eastside Corridor contains a dense concentration of households.

Access to employment opportunities is one of the major mobility problems that affect Eastside Corridor
residents. The 1990 Census analysis of the study area work force revealed a breakdown of home-based
work trips generated from the Eastside Corridor area. Nine percent of work trips from the Eastside
Corridor were destined for the Los Angeles CBD, 36 percent for areas north and west of the CBD, 13
percent for the South Bay region of the County, 24 percent for locations within the corridor, and 18
percent for areas in the remainder of the County.
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SCAG forecast data for the year 2020 show an increase in the number of trips generated in the study area
as the population grows. The forecast results indicate that there will be less reliance on the Los Angeles
CBD and a greater number of trips being made to other sub-areas of the Los Angeles region. Work trips
to the West Los Angeles area are projected to increase by 57% from the study area, and work trips to the
southern part of the County are expected to increase by 42%. While work trips to the San Fernando
Valley are expected to decrease by 46%, work trips to the San Gabriel Valley are expected to increase by
100%. Work trips destined for Orange County are expected to increase by 50%. As employment and
activities in the region decentralize, greater reliance will be placed upon modes of travel that provide
relatively convenient and timely service, especially in light of the increase in the amount of traffic
congestion and resulting public transit delays that will be experienced in the coming 20 years.

The study area’s mobility problems are exacerbated by socioeconomic factors. As reported in the 1990
Census, and shown in Table 1-9, the percentage of occupied dwelling units in the corridor whose
residents did not have access to an automobile was approximately 30 percent, which is almost three
times greater than the figure for the County of Los Angeles as a whole (11 percent). Many of the area's
residents were young, with 21 percent between the ages of six and 18 years, and only eight percent being
elderly (over 65 years). About 26 percent of the housing units were owner-occupied, and vacancy rates
were generally low, averaging less than one percent. Most of the housing units were single-family
houses with an average household size of 4.0 persons, which is about 35 percent higher than the City and
County of Los Angeles averages of 2.9 and 3.0 persons per household, respectively. The minority
composition of the study area in 1990 was 96.7 percent, most of whom were of Latino ethnic
background. Given the growing population and the number of low-income households in the corridor
(26 percent of total households), reliance on public transportation will not decrease, but will likely
increase in the future.

TABLE 1-9
A COMPARISON OF SELECTED POPULATION CHARACTERISTICS
BETWEEN THE LOS ANGELES EASTSIDE CORRIDOR AND LOS ANGELES COUNTY
Characteristic | Location Percentage
or Number
Percentage residents Eastside Corridor 30%
without access to an automobile Los Angeles County 11%
Percentage persons age 6-18 years Eastside Corridor 21%
Los Angeles County { 18%
Percentage persons age over 65 Eastside Corridor 8%
Los Angeles County ' 10%
Average household size Eastside Corridor ‘l 4.0
Los Angeles County 3.0
Percentage low-income households Eastside Corridor 26%
Los Angeles County | 12%
Percentage minority households Eastside Corridor 97%
Los Angeles County 59%
Source: U.S. Census of Population and Housing, 1990.
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1.3.5

Goals and Objectives

The goals and objectives of the SEIS/SEIR, Los Angeles Eastside Corridor have been developed: from
the extensive corridor and systems planning studies carried out over the past ten years, including the
Eastside Alternatives Analysis/DEIS/DEIR process, public reviews leading to selection of the Locally
Preferred Alternative, and the Re-Evaluation/MIS. Based on these planning and community involvement
activities, the following goals and objectives listed were used. They are based on established
transportation and land use goals and objectives of the major government jurisdictions within the study
area, including the City of Los Angeles and the County of Los Angeles. These goals and objectives were
utilized in the development and evaluation of the Eastside Corridor transit alternatives.

1. Improve access and mobility for residents, employees, and visitors to the Eastside Corridor.

L R IR JNE JE R N 2

Provide direct service to employment opportunities

Provide direct service to education, medical, shopping, and cultural opportunities
Minimize total travel times

Maximize transit ridership

Minimize transfers and changes of mode by integrating the system

Provide convenient access and improve connectivity to the regional transit system
Provide for the long term expansion of the future transit system

2. Support land use and development goals as stated in City of Los Angeles and County of Los Angeles
plans for:

*

L IR JBE R JER N 4

Community plan consistency

Regional plan consistency

Joint development opportunities

Increased land use intensity in transit station areas
Mixed-use commercial/residential development
Create a pedestrian-oriented environment
Enhance urban design features

3. Achieve local consensus by ensuring that the process is responsive to the community and policy-
makers.

*

*
*
*

Define the desired transit system attributes from a community perspective

Maximize the opportunities for community and resident input

Enhance the public image of the proposed transit improvements

Build community and political support through effective communication and integration with
local and regional plans

4. Provide a transportation project that is compatible with and enhances the physical environment
wherever possible.

L R K JBE 2R I 4

*

Implement an alternative that minimizes adverse impacts on the environment

Minimize air pollution

Minimize noise pollution

Minimize vibration impacts

Minimize the disturbance of public facilities

Minimize impacts on cultural resources, such as those that are historic, archaeological, or
involve parkland

Conform to all local, state, and federal environmental regulations

5. Provide a transportation project that minimizes adverse impacts on the community.

¢ Minimize business and residential dislocations, community disruptions, and damage to property
¢ Avoid creating physical barriers, destroying neighborhood cohesion, or diminishing the quality
of the human environment
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¢ Minimize traffic and parking impacts
¢ Minimize impacts during periods of construction
6. Provide a transportation project that is reasonably within budget constraints for both capital and
operating expenses.
¢ Ensure adequate local funding commitments to secure federal and state contributions
¢ Ensure adequate operating funds
¢ Ensure fiscal consistency with the MTA’s current financial plan
¢ Minimize right-of-way costs by using land previously acquired by the MTA

1.3.6 Summary of Need

Travel demand forecasts prepared by SCAG and the MTA over the past decade have identified the need
for transit improvements in the Southern California region, especially in Los Angeles County, to meet
the mandates of the federal Clean Air Act and address the increasing mobility needs of the region.
Current freeway and surface arterial street facilities cannot be expanded sufficiently to handle the
forecasted demand for mobility. Regional forecasts for the year 2020 based on 1990 census data
estimate that person trips will increase by over 40 percent in the region and by almost 30 percent in Los
Angeles County. The MTA, in the development and adoption of its 1992 30-Year Integrated
Transportation Plan, addressed the mobility deficiency issues identified in the regional plan developed by
SCAG. Subsequent travel demand forecasting conducted for the update of the MTA Long Range Plan
has confirmed the continuing need for improvements in mobility.

The existing population and employment density in the Eastside Corridor is high and very transit
supportive. The corridor transit work trip mode split is 2.8 times higher than Los Angeles County as a
whole. The corridor has a high concentration of low-income, minority, transit-dependent residents.
Over 19 percent of workers use the bus system on their journey to work (as compared to 6.8 percent for
Los Angeles County as a whole), and rates of carpooling and walking to work are higher than the County
average. Employment densities are six times higher within the Eastside Corridor than Los Angeles
County as a whole. The corridor is growing (20 percent population and 30 percent employment growth
between now and 2020), and a new transit investment would make the Corridor attractive for other types
of urban investment in the future. This will make the corridor even more transit supportive over time, as
new investments are attracted by transit and community centers and encouraged by potential
development and tax incentives offered by other agencies responsible for these issues.

All major freeways serving the Eastside Corridor area are currently operating above their design
capacities during peak periods, and for significant durations during off-peak periods. No major
improvements to existing freeways in the study area are identified in the current SCAG Regional
Transportation Plan except for the extension of the I-710 freeway north to Pasadena. During previous
project scoping and community meetings, residents of the Eastside Corridor expressed their desire for
improved transit service because many are transit-dependent and need improved access to the region's
educational, employment and cultural opportunities. Current meetings with Eastside Corridor elected
officials have confirmed the need for improved transit service and connections to the regional system,
especially in light of community initiatives for revitalization, employment opportunities, and economic
development on the Eastside. The project now under study in this SEIS/SEIR will further these goals
and contribute to an improved overall transportation system for the Los Angeles region and for the
Eastside Corridor specifically.
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2.0 ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED

2.1 EARLY PLANNING STUDIES

The initial systems planning background and context for the Eastside Corridor was developed in the
Metro Red Line Extension System Planning Study prepared by the Southern California Association of
Governments (SCAG) in 1989, as well as in the Los Angeles Metro Orange Line Extension: Transitional
Analysis prepared by the Los Angeles County Transportation Commission (LACTC) in 1990. These
reports document the historical framework for the definition of the Eastside/Santa Ana Transit Corridor
and other corridors. They provide the background systems analysis that was used to justify the need for
major capital expenditures in these corridors. The results of the two studies are summarized below:

The August 1989 Metro Red Line Extension System Planning Study was prepared by SCAG for the Los
Angeles County Transportation Commission (LACTC) to evaluate future extensions of the original 18-
mile Metro Red Line subway line between Union Station and North Hollywood. The Extension Study
evaluated travel corridor characteristics, reviewed existing transit operations and analyzed the proposed
corridor for consistency with the adopted regional plan. Based on the analysis, the Systems Planning
Study identified proposed corridor extensions, which meet federal criteria for current ridership, projected
transit demand and consistency with the adopted regional plan.

Based on the 1989 System Planning Study, a Central East/West Corridor was identified as the highest
priority for a Metro Red Line LPA heavy rail extension. The 1990 Transitional Analysis was undertaken
by the LACTC to demonstrate that an extension to the east and west could meet federal cost-effectiveness
thresholds and provide the basis for proceeding with an Alternatives Analysis/Draft Environmental
Impact Statement. Based on conservative assumptions for the ridership projections, the total cost per new
rider was determined to be under the federal threshold. This supported the decision to proceed with a full
Alternatives Analysis/DEIS/DEIR for the east-west corridor extension.

22  PREVIOUS EIS/EIR AND SUSPENDED PROJECT (1990 -1998)

Eastside Corridor planning for the Red Line Extension was initiated in 1990 through the Alternative
Analysis/DEIS/DEIR process. Following extensive public review of the ten alternatives presented in the
April 1993 Alternative Analysis/DEIS/DEIR document, the MTA Board of Directors in June 1993
selected the Locally Preferred Alternative (LPA) for the Los Angeles Eastside Corridor. The LPA was
subsequently incorporated into SCAG's Regional Mobility Element (RME) planning process and included
as part of the regional Air Quality Management Plan. The East Side Extension Preferred Alternative was
identified as a heavy rail subway line from Union Station to Whittier/Atlantic Boulevard, to be
implemented in two phases.

The Final EIS/EIR for the Eastside Corridor was completed in June 1994. It evaluated the LPA to ensure
that all significant environmental consequences and all reasonable and feasible mitigation measures were
considered in its selection. The Record of Decision was signed on December 1994. Full Funding Grant
Agreements were subsequently executed with the Federal Transit Administration and the projects were
transitioned into the construction phase.

In January 1998, the MTA suspended work on extensions of the Metro Red Line heavy rail subway
project, including the initial 3.7-mile segment of the Eastside LPA from Union Station to First/Lorena.
Since the suspension, several planning initiatives have provided further guidance for the development of
Eastside transit alternative improvements.
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The MTA Restructuring Plan titled: Analysis and Documentation of the MTA's Financial and Managerial
Ability to Complete North Hollywood Rail Construction and Meet the Terms of the Bus Consent Decree,
was adopted by the MTA Board of Directors on May 13, 1998 and subsequently approved by the FTA on
July 2, 1998. The Restructuring Plan documented that the MTA did not have sufficient local matching
funds to finance heavy rail subway projects in the Eastside and Mid-City corridors as anticipated in the
original Full Funding Grant Agreements for those projects. At the same time, the Restructuring Plan
called for the MTA to study "viable and effective options" for transit in all parts of Los Angeles County,
with an emphasis on the corridors in which the rail lines had been suspended.

Within the Eastside and Westside corridors, this necessitated the examination of alternative fixed
guideway options to heavy rail subway. It also committed the MTA to a reevaluation of the financial
capacities of the agency to undertake new start, fixed guideway projects. To that end, the Board
authorized the Regional Transit Alternatives Analysis (RTAA) Study that commenced in July 1998 and
was completed in November 1998.

The RTAA Study accomplished several important objectives for the MTA. The study identified the
amount of funding available for new projects between FY1999 and FY2004. It suggested possible
funding allocations, identified immediate bus transit improvements in Los Angeles County, and
established a framework for further fixed guideway project development in the Eastside, Westside, and
San Fernando Valley corridors.

The study included a preliminary evaluation of fixed guideway alternatives in the three corridors. The
study did not make recommendations with regard to preferred fixed guideway transit modes or
configurations, but recommended that a Major Investment Study (MIS) level of analysis be conducted to
provide more information regarding these choices.

Results of the RTAA Study were presented to the MTA Board on November 9, 1998. At that meeting,
the Board approved the concept of a recommended rapid bus system serving the Eastside, Westside and
San Fernando Valley. The Board also reaffirmed its commitment to fund fixed guideway transit
improvements beyond rapid bus in the suspended rail corridors. A priority funding commitment of $220
million through FY2004 was made to the Eastside and Mid-City areas from remaining uncommitted
funds.

In a step made to obtain greater flexibility in project definition for the project corridors, the MTA sought
to expand the definition of Metro Red Line Segment 3. Segment 3 was defined in both the Intermodal
Surface Transportation and Efficiency Act (ISTEA) and the Segment 3 Full Funding Grant Agreement as
a "heavy rail subway" project. With the cooperation and assistance of the Los Angeles congressional
delegation, the MTA obtained revised definitional language in the Transportation Equity Act for the
Twenty-First Century (TEA-21), which was signed into law by the President on June 9, 1998. This action
was taken with the intent to have the option available to utilize the Segment 3 funding balance in the
future for any type of fixed guideway project in the Eastside and other corridors. The TEA-21 legislation
expanded the definition of the Segment 3 project to include "any fixed guideway project” (not necessarily
heavy rail subway) in the transportation corridors to be served by the three extensions of Segment 3. It
also authorized the start of final design and construction for the Segment 3 project during the FY1998-
2003 funding cycle under FTA section 5309 (new starts funding).

A 1998 ballot initiative sponsored by County Supervisor Zev Yaroslavsky, referred to as the Metropolitan
Transportation Authority Reform and Accountability Act, was approved (and became effective) on
November 3, 1998. The most significant provision of the new law stipulates that no local Proposition A
or C sales tax monies will be used to fund the planning, design, construction, or operation of any New
Subway. The term "New Subway" is defined to mean any subway project (a rail line which is in a tunnel
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below grade) other than the Metro Red Line Segments 1,2 or 3 (North Hollywood). As a result, the
initiative prohibits the use of these sales tax revenues to build subway extensions in the Eastside or Mid-
City/Westside corridors.

The initiative does not prohibit the use of sales tax revenues to design and construct light rail, at-grade
rail, elevated rail systems, or busways in the Eastside, or other areas of Los Angeles County. Nor does
this initiative prevent the MTA from using State or Federal revenues or local revenues other than sales
tax, to design and construct a new subway in the Eastside or other areas.

2.3  RE-EVALUATION/MAJOR INVESTMENT STUDY (1999 —-2000)

In June 1999, the MTA initiated a Re-Evaluation/Major Investment Study (MIS) for the Eastside Transit
Corridor. The MTA also authorized parallel Re-Evaluation/Major Investment Studies for the Mid-
City/Westside and San Fernando Valley Corridors.

There were two major objectives for the Eastside Corridor Re-Evaluation/MIS study: (1) develop
alternatives to the Suspended Project, and (2) identify the corridor long term transportation needs to be
addressed in the MTA Long Range Plan. The Re-Evaluation/MIS Report provided the public and MTA
Board of Directors the technical information needed in order to make an informed decision related to
selecting an alternative or alternatives that satisfy the needs of the Eastside Corridor. The selected
alternatives will then be subject to the next phase of analysis, which is the preparation of this Draft
Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (Draft
SEIS/SEIR).

2.3.1 First-round Screening of Alternatives

The MIS included not only alignments but also three different transit modes: Bus Guideway (also called
Bus Rapid Transit or Busway and predominately at-grade or surface running); Light Rail Transit (mainly
at-grade or surface running) and Heavy Rail Transit (mainly subway). The first task was to assemble and
document the alternatives that had been considered over the last ten years. Six major relevant studies
(listed below) have been conducted in the Eastside Corridor.

1. Regional Transit Alternatives Analysis, November 1998, MTA.
2. East Los Angeles Study for 1* District, October 1998, ACG Environments.
3 1998 RTP Transit Restructuring Evaluation, East Los Angeles, Transit Corridor Technical

Report, July 1998, SCAG.
4. Los Angeles East Side Extension, FEIS/FEIR, September 1994, MTA.
5. Route 10/60 Corridor Preliminary Planning Study, June 1993, MTA.
6. Los Angeles Eastside Corridor, AA/DEIS/DEIR, April 1993, MTA.

From these six studies as well as input from the public and staff, 47 alternatives were identified. The goal
was to reduce the identified alternatives to eight fixed guideway alternatives for analysis in the MIS in
addition to the No Build and Transportation Systems Management (TSM) Alternatives. The eight
alternatives had to consider the three possible modes of fixed guideway transit and service the full length
of the Eastside Corridor.

As part of the Federal and local project development and environmental clearance process, a local and
Federal process called “scoping” was initiated in addition to a very aggressive public involvement
program. The scoping process was initiated with the cooperation of the Federal Transit Administration
(FTA) and was properly noticed through a Federal Notice of Intent (August 13, 1999) and the State
required Notice of Preparation (August 10, 1999) by MTA. The purpose of the intensive scoping process
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was to invite interested individuals, organizations, and Federal, State, and local agencies to participate in
defining the alternatives to be evaluated in the Re-Evaluation Major Investment Study (MIS) and the
subsequent environment impact statement and report and identifying any significant social, economic, or
environmental issues related to the alternatives. The study area was defined in the scoping information
booklets and the 47 alternatives were shown at the scoping meetings.

Three official community scoping meetings were noticed and conducted on August 24, 1999; August 26,
1999; and September 2, 1999 plus seven major follow-up community meetings were conducted over the
course of the study and discussed in Chapter 6 of this document. Over 270 persons attended the three
community scoping meetings and the comments are fully documented in the Scoping Meeting Summary
Report dated September 24, 1999. In addition to the three community scoping meetings a separate
governmental agency scoping meeting was conducted on August 25, 1999 at MTA Headquarters. Their
comments are also documented in the Scoping Meeting Summary Report.

To further enhance the initial community outreach program for the MIS, meetings with the MTA Review
Advisory Committee (RAC) for the Eastside were conducted on July 21, 1999; August 4, 1999; and
August 18, 1999. These meetings brought the committee up to date on the efforts that had been initiated
by MTA and presented the study process and schedule leading to a decision for an Eastside fixed
guideway transit project by the MTA Board of Directors. The meeting agendas, distributed materials, and
meeting minutes are also included in the Scoping Meeting Summary Report.

In addition to the above meetings with the community, meetings were held with the MTA Elected
Officials Committee (representing the Eastside communities), and a number of community ad-hoc
meetings were conducted during the scoping period. Throughout the whole MIS process, a very
extensive and expensive public outreach program was conducted and is summarized in Chapter 6 of this
Draft SEIS/SEIS document.

In order to reduce the number of identified alternatives, the first task was to identify a list of screening
evaluation criteria that could be applied to the 47 alternatives. This was a very difficult and controversial
undertaking by the staff and consultant team. A number of staff and consultant team work sessions were
undertaken after scoping to identify the eight fixed guideway alternatives to be analyzed. Some 32
measures or criteria, listed below, were used in the first round of screening.

Alternative considered in formal MTA study process.

Scoping meetings input — support.

Right-of-way acquired by the MTA is not used.

Alternative eliminated by previous studies.

Alternative does not penetrate the corridor.

Alternative does not serve major activity centers.

Section 4(f) or 106 properties (recreational or cultural resources) potentially affected.
Parking for businesses is removed.

Sensitive resources are affected by noise, vibration, etc.

10. Connections with existing transit facilities are non-existent.

11. Access is provided to high-density areas.

12. Major right of way impacts anticipated.

13. Major traffic impacts anticipated resulting in slow travel times.
14. Redevelopment/development potential low.

15. Major impacts on utilities.

16. Construction implementation difficult.

17. Major new structures or other high cost items are needed.

18. Major existing structures will be impacted.

hedb e A Gl e
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19. Community supports the alternative.

20. Elected officials support for the alternative.

21. Equity is an issue.

22. Major visual impacts on surroundings.

23. Potential high contaminated lands affected (from previous studies).

24. Geotechnical/seismic issues.

25. Lane miles of traffic lanes removed.

26. Lane miles of parking lanes removed.

27. Provisions for north-south bus interface connections (major MTA, Montebello, and other community
bus systems).

28. Cultural resources potentially impacted; schools, parks, churches, hospitals and cemeteries.

29. Street curb-to-curb width.

30. Street right of way width.

31. Serves the study goals and objectives.

32. Conceptual preliminary cost within reason.

From the 47 alternatives, some 15 alternatives were identified for further consideration.

23.2 Second-Round Screening of Alternatives

A second round of evaluation was conducted in order to reduce the number of alternatives to eight. The
eight alternatives were chosen based on a review of previous alternatives and studies, three fixed
guideway technologies (Bus Rapid Transit, Light Rail Transit, and Heavy Rail Transit), a workshop by
the consultant team to consider the initial screening criteria in reducing the number of alternatives,
discussion with the MTA/consultant study team, identification of logical termini (Union Station and
Whittier/Norwalk Boulevards) to serve the identified study area, and the basic objective to recommend
eight build alternatives for analysis in the Re-Evaluation/MIS Report.

Other assumptions included the provision that no traffic lanes would be replaced for the at-grade
alignments, as much on-street parking would be retained as possible, and that the fixed guideway
technologies would operate on exclusive rights-of-way. In addition, a key assumption was that the
alternatives presented be implementable, even though they may have impacts and capable of being
constructed in phases over time based on the resources available.

2.3.3 Alternatives Considered for Evaluation in Re-Evaluation/MIS

Based on the community, technical staff, and consultant team inputs, eight fixed guideway build
alternatives, the No-Build Alternative, and the TSM Alternative were developed for environmental and
technical analysis in the study. The alternatives are summarized below.

The No-Build Alternative includes all highway and transit projects and operations that the region and
MTA expect to be in place in the year 2020 (the future analysis year for this SEIS/SEIR). These include
improvements to the local bus system and the completion of the Red Line to North Hollywood and the
Pasadena Blue Line to Sierra Madre Villa in Pasadena.

The Transportation System Management (TSM) Alternative is defined by the Federal Transit
Administration (FTA) as the No-Build Alternative plus lower cost transit capital and operational
improvements that are intended to enhance the performance of the transportation system within the study
corridor. The TSM Alternative in comparison to the “build” alternatives should be a relatively low cost
approach to addressing the transportation problems. The TSM should represent the best that can be done
to improve transit mobility in the corridor without the construction of major new transit facilities. The

Los Angeles Eastside Corridor Draft SEIS/SEIR Page 2-5




2.0: Alternatives Considered

TSM Alternative for the Eastside Corridor includes additions in bus service frequencies to the major east-
west and north-south existing transit routes as well as the implementation of the Whittier/Wilshire Rapid
Bus line from Whittier and Garfield (Montebello) to Colorado and Ocean (Santa Monica). This Rapid
Bus Line was approved for implementation in June 2000 and provides a combined operating frequency of
1.75 minutes during the peak periods and five minutes during the off-peak periods. There are 24 stops
along the route with six on the stops within the Eastside Corridor study area. This service would provide
a strong linkage (no transfers) between a portion of the Eastside Corridor study area to Downtown, Mid-
Wilshire, and the far westside of Los Angeles. The TSM Alternative also includes more frequent service
for the Metro Red Line.

The eight fixed guideway build alternatives are listed below and shown in Figures 2-1 and 2-2.

1. Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) (Dedicated Busway), At-Grade. 1*/Alameda to Union Station (northside) to Whittier
and Norwalk Boulevards via Cesar Chavez, Soto, 4%, 3", Beverly, and Whittier.

2. Bus Rapid Transit (Dedicated Busway), At-Grade. Union Station (southside) to Whittier and Norwalk
Boulevards via Alameda, 1, Soto, 4™, 3™, and Whittier.

3. Light Rail Transit (LRT), At-Grade. Union Station (southside) to Whittier and Norwalk Boulevards via
Alameda, 1%, Soto, 4%, 3", and Whitier.

4. Bus Rapid Transit (Dedicated Busway<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>