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ABSTRACT 

Proposed transit construction in the Harbor Freeway Corridor (1-110) 
between San Pedro and the Convention Center in the City of Los 
Angeles, a distance of 22 • iles. Recommended Alternative is 
Bus/HOY 4, a high capacity Bus/High Occupancy Vehicle Transitway 
built on structure and at-grade in the median of the Harbor 
Freeway. Impacts of the recommended alternative include business 
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I 
NOTE: 

SUMMARY 

A vertical line in the margin indicates changes in the text 

from the original Draft Environmental Impact Report/State­

ment. All data for the recommended alternative is high­

lighted on the various tables. 

Environmental Setting 

The proposed project study area extends from downtown Los Angeles 

to San Pedro, along the Harbor Freeway corridor (See Figure S-1). 

Topography in the study area is flat, natural features have been 

modified by urbanization. Two wetlands, the Willows and Bixby 

Slough are located in the study area. The climate is mild and 

dry. Air quality is generally poor and State and Federal 

standards are often exceeded. The transportation network consists 

of the Harbor Freeway and a grid of arterial streets, including 

Vermont Avenue. Public transit is by bus. There are railroad 

lines which carry freight primarily to and from the various port 

facilities. 

Need for Transit Improvements 

The Harbor Freeway corridor (I-110) was identified in the Regional 

Transit Development Plan as one of two top priority transportation 

corridors deserving more intensive study. Multiagency analyses of 

transit needs determined that there is a need to provide energy 

efficient service to the large concentrations of transit dependent 

and other potential patrons within this corridor. 
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Recommended Alternative 

Caltrans has selected the two-way bus/high occupancy vehicle 

alternative (Bus/HOV 4), located in the median of the Harbor 

Freeway, as the recommended alternative for this project. This 

alternative provides 10.3 miles of exclusive guideway for buses 

and high occupancy vehicles (HOV) between the Route 91 Freeway 

(Artesia Boulevard) and downtown Los Angeles. South of the Route 

91 Freeway, all vehicles would travel in mixed-flow traffic to San 

Pedro. The recommended alternative was superior in terms of 

financial feasibility, cost effectiveness, improved transportation 

and community/institutional acceptance. 

The final ranking and criteria used in evaluating the alternatives I 

are described in Chapter III. 

Conductivity with Other Proposals 

The recommended project (Bus/HOV 4) will enhance local and re­

gional mass transportation development and is consistent with the 

goals established by the local agencies. Like the Harbor Freeway 

itself, the Harbor Freeway Transitway project (Bus/HOV 4) will be 

a part of a system of interconnecting transit facilities. This 

project will have connectivity with the following local mass 

transit proposals: 

o The Century (I-105) Transitway/Light Rail Line 

o The Wilshire Metro Rail Line 

o The Los Angeles - Long Beach Light Rail Line 

o The Santa Ana (I-5) Transitway 

S-3 



Alternative Transit Solutions Considered 

A wide range of transportation alternatives responsive to the 

identified needs were considered. After a comparative evaluation, 

ten alternatives (plus the no project alternative) were selected 

for Stage II/Tier II analysis (see Glossary for definition of 

technical terms). These alternatives are listed on Table S-1, 

their ridership projections summarized on Table S-2, and their 

costs compared on Table S-3. Detailed explanations of these 

factors are located in Chapter III. 

Los Angeles Central Business District (LACBD) Access 

The northerly terminus of the exclusive transitway for the recom­

mended alternative (Bus/HOV 4) would be located near 23rd and 

Figueroa Streets, approximately one mile South of the LACBD. 

Buses and HOV's can gain access to the LACBD via local streets 

from transitway ramps located south of the 23rd and Figueroa 

Streets intersection. The proposed transitway bus routing for 

the LACBD is depicted on Figure III-2 in Chapter III. 

Environmental Consequences 

Each of the alternatives carried into Stage II of the corridor 

study would have had significant environmental impacts. A summary 

of the major impacts can be found on Table S-4. 

Environmental factors are organized within three general cate­

gories: physical, biological, and socio-economic considerations. 

Chapters IV through X provide additional information on environ­

mental impacts including the alternatives' relationship to growth 

and energy. 

' 
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Alternative 

It> Project 

T.S.M. 

Bus 1 

Bus 4t 

Bus 7 

Bus 8a 

Bus 8b 

Rail 1 

Rail 4 

Rail 7 

Rail 6 

TABLE S-1 

GENERAL DESCRIPI'ICN OF THE ALTERNATIVF.S 
~SIDERED FOR 'IHE HARBOR FREEl-JAY CORRIDOR TRANSI'IWAY PRQJOCT 

General Description 

Existing approved transportation system 

low oost irrprovements to the existing transit 
and highway system 

Elevated in I-110 median 

At-grade and elevated in I-110 median 

At-grade in I-110 median 

Peak-directional elevated in I-110 median 

Peak-directional at-grade and elevated in 
I-110 median 

Elevated in I-110 median 

At-grade and elevated in I-110 median 

At-grade in I-110 median 

Elevated and subway in Vernont Avenue median 

.t'ror11er'mtl-convent1on center 
'lb Ji)ute 47 (20.p Miles) 

At:.-uraae"" 
Elevated I At- I At-Grade* I City I Subway 

Grade Mixed Flow Streets 

11! II !II !!! 
1 

111
1 

1 !!ll11

: 

4.3 I 6.0 I 9.3 I 1.0 

*Bus alternatives are in mixed flow.·from Artesia Boulevard to Ioute 47. 
**T.S.M buses operate from Martin Luther King Jr. Boulevard to the Convention 

Center on city streets, the bus alternatives operate from 23rd Street to 
Convention Center on city streets. 

t Preferred Alternative 



TABLE S-2 

2005 DAILY TRANSIT RIDERSHIP 

(BETWEEN SAN PEDRO AND L.A. CONVENTION CENTER ONLY) 

ALTERNATIVE TRANSIT* HOV* TOTAL* 

No Project 

TSM 

Bus** 1 , 4t, 7 65,200 38,800 104,000 

Bus*** 8a, 8b 

ICTS 

Rail 1 , 4, 7 

LRT 

Rail 1, 4, 7 

HRT 

Rail 6 

*Transit and HOV includes transitway users only. 
**Two-way transitway operations. 

***One-way transitway operations. 

Abbreviations: ICTS - Intermediate Capacity 

LRT 
HRT 
HOV 

Transit System 
- Light Rail Transit 
- Heavy Rail Tranist 
- High Occupancy Vehicle 

t Recommended Alternative 

S-6 



Alternatives 

N::> Project 

TSM 

Capital 
Cost Ll.ne Haul* 

TABLE S-3 

PIDJOCT DA.TA 

(cost in millions of 1984 dollars) 

2005 OPERATING ca;TS 

Feeder* I 1btal * I :~~~d 1btal 
Corridor 

2005 DA.ILY TRANSIT RIDERSHIP I Benefit 

Transit** HOV 1btal 
Costs 
Ratio 

It::IW.??IJ!f f l;j{i/t?Fff lli//l:f i1U~;:tLI~i~~;J(\~ril~lf Il:IJla~:?lilIJl~:{f EIJt~:]iriJ)l//I{)t/ 
H/!11~1/ !T/\:~Jtik\\f lt:tt}f f \U::ii]lf ]t::MI1lil:\rl~IJf ?id/il~~MI\I[t/Jt:?:J::?Ji]illJ?:t!/jQ/f? 

Bus/HCV 1 :(l1~i~Ji\ !\}]~{~:\// :f iit~i::t !iili]tf / \JII~i: :f t[~[ttf? l:?J.~\iw\Ji i~f ,Mt( :]J~/iliJli\ ·}\!iili// 
4t 578.0 18.58 11.02 I 30.40 86.56 I 116.96 65,200 38 ,soo t 104 ,ooo 2.0 

7 Idwt~/]t\]~[J~If /]!/lif ~:~iiw:~J]lj(Tf@\@~]?ll~1;.i:J\]/l:~~t;w(}}[j~:~iw(]IIi~}ciii/41/\:@\\ i 
~ I ***aa }]J;}~// {\]i::Jt//\ \/id~::} :J;[;~:lt itMf [~} t{I[it~i}:{ }/Jirntr :ti ::itiJMI i/Jt:;iiti //lfal/:\ 

***8b 

ICTS 1 ::::::ij;~:~;::::] rn:::::~il~~!:!::?:]::::iii:d~i¥.i\::l :~~~~;.::::~1r:~~:~:~]::::%~lijt H::d!i!:i:iji:~%®.ii\:\:\:\f i:\:::\:\::@:\:::\:\:lF\:i~[~l@~l:[i:[[[[I[{fa[}[[[:! 
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Several physical impacts were identified as requiring careful 

attention. The recommended alternative would modestly reduce 

pollutant burdens relative to the no project option. After 

required mitigation, long term noise levels at sensitive receptors 

would be reduced. Noise levels would increase near all station 

parking lots. New shadows and nuisance lighting will, to varying 

extents, impact portions of the study area. 

The Artesia Boulevard Station would be constructed adjacent to the 

Willows, a 10-acre deciduous forest wetland. Station impacts 

would be mitigated for the recommended alternative. 

Circulation improvements are envisioned within the Harbor Freeway 

corridor if a transitway project is implemented. This is a "net" 

improvement which encompasses various benefits as well as some 

negative impacts as person-trips are redistributed. 

Adverse construction impacts would be extensive. Impacts would 

include, to varying degrees, traffic congestion, equipment noise, 

pollution and dust. The recommended alternative would not impact 

any historic and archaeological resources. Although construction 

of transit facilities would require energy, there would be an 

annual reduction in petroleum based energy as a result of 

implementing improved transit capacity. 

Displacement and Relocation 

The majority of the displacements necessary for development of the 

recommended project are located north of the I-105 Freeway in the 
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Central Los Angeles Area. (See Appendix L for Housing Study}. 

This area is generally characterized by low median income resi­

dential and some business property. The area also has a high 

minority population. 

Current studies indicate that the project will necessitate the 

acquisition of 114 residential, 24 business and two non-profit 

organizations and one abandoned church. The majority of the 

business and residential units displaced are expected to be 

relocated within the general vicinity. 

Relocation assistance will be provided to all persons, businesses, 

or non-profit organizations displaced due to acquisition of real 

property for public use. 

Consultation and Controversy 

Many organizations, individuals and government agencies we~e 

contacted during preparation of this environmental document. 

This includes members of the community, local, county, regional, 

state and federal agencies the business community and all 

responsible agencies. The Public Hearings and an extensive Draft 

EIS circulation generated extensive public and agency involvement. 

Primary concerns were raised about adverse impacts of the Vermont 

Rail Alternative, project costs and safety, potential wetland 

impacts, and LACBD street impacts. 

Continued coordination is needed to ensure the proper 

interconnection within the downtown Los Angeles area between this 
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I-110 project service and the Wilshire Metro Rail and LA/Long 

Beach Light Rail proposals. 

The recommended project is supported by all local, county 

regional and state agencies with permit authority or approval 

responsibility on this project. FHWA is the only federal agency 

involved required to take an action on this recommended project. 
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I. NEED FOR THE HARBOR FREEWAY (I-110) CORRIDOR TRANSITWAY 

A. Introduction 

The need for additional transportation facilities in the Harbor 

Freeway corridor has become acute. The existing facility cannot 

adequately move people and goods during peak hours due to con­

gestion. Additionally, there is a need in this transportation 

corridor for an energy efficient low polluting element of a re­

gional transit system designed to serve commuters and the transit 

dependent. Consequently, the alternatives analysis process has 

been undertaken with the fundamental goal of achieving effective 

agreement on the most efficient and safe transportation system for 

the Harbor corridor, consistent with the the community's expressed 

social, environmental, economic, and financial goals. 

Los Angeles, which is the second largest populated metropolitan 

area in the United States, spreads out in a distinctive style of 

development. Although the Los Angeles Central Business District 

(LACBD) has a strong financial base, major centers of employment 

and residential development are scattered throughout the Los 

Angeles Basin in a decentralized, low to medium density pattern. 

However, in the twenty (20) years from 1980 to 2000, the LACBD 

employment is predicted to increase from 235,000 to 332,000 jobs, 

a growth of 41.7%. During this same period, the population in the 

I-110 corridor is projected to grow to 1,000,000, of which approx­

imately 1/3 or 330,000 will be transit dependent. (1) (Refer­

ences are listed in Chapter XIII.) 

Roadway congestion on the existing network of freeways has become 

aggravated and has steadily spilled over onto local streets, 

causing increasing intrusion into and disruption of residential 
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neighborhoods, particularly during peak commute hours. In earlier 

transportation studies, the Harbor Freeway (I-110) was identified 

as one of two corridors needing improved public transportation to 

service the needs of the commuter (2). 

Improvements as envisioned for this I-110 Study would reduce auto­

mobile dependence. This would provide a corridor wide reduction 

of between 650,000 and 988,000 vehicle miles traveled (VMT) per 

day. Accompanying this would be a reduction in petroleum product 

usage and a lessening of air pollution. The transitway would also 

reduce the need for additional new parking facilities in the LACBD 

ranging from 2000 spaces to 5400 spaces during the next 10 years. 

Overall, the I-110 Transitway would greatly enhance the capacity of 

the existing facilities and is financially feasible through a 

combination of local, State and Federal monies. 

B. Transit Planning in the Los Angeles Region 

Los Angeles has been searching for a solution to its regional 

transit problems for over twenty years. Since 1964 the Southern 

California Rapid Transit District (SCRTD) has provided regional 

transit service by operating a conventional fixed route bus system. 

Over the years, innovations such as dial-a-ride, improved bus 

routing, express bus service on freeways and park-and-ride facili­

ties have been introduced. Yet, transit service is acknowledged to 

be in need of improvement. 

A program to create an effective integrated transit system for the 

Los Angeles region began to evolve in the mid 1970's. Over time 



Caltrans and local agencies involved in transportation planning and 

operation created a regional transportation plan designed to 

provide effective transportation throughout the region. 

In 1973, the San Bernardino Freeway Busway (El Monte Busway) 

demonstration project opened for use. In 1976 the entire length of 

the busway was opened to high occupancy vehicles (carrying three or 

more people) during peak traffic hours. By 1978 the net effects of 

busway usage were the daily eliminatiori of 4100 one-way auto 

commute trips, the saving of about 146,000 vehicle miles traveled, 

and the saving of 9200 gallons of gasoline (taking into account the 

added daily consumption of diesel fuel by buses), and a reduction 

in air pollution relative to conditions which would have existed 

without the busway (3). 

In 1975, SCRTD conducted a "Starter Line" study with the goal of 

determining the most logical initial starter project for a regional 

rail system. This study culminated in an alternatives analysis 

which included rail and bus options in selected regional transpor­

tation corridors. ( See Figure I-1 ) 

In the summer of 1976, a Task Force Study recommended a fully 

integrated transit plan for Los Angeles County. This Regional 

Transportation Development Plan (RTDP) included State, regional and 

city transportation proposals. This plan included the following 

elemP.nts: 
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1. Freeway Transit: A system of express buses using the 

freeways and new exclusive bus/carpool lanes. 

2. Transportation System Management Program (TSM): Short 

range operational improvements to the existing transpor­

tation network. (TSM elements such as ramp metering and 

ridesharing are being implemented.) 

3. Downtown People Mover (DPM); a 2.7-mile automated guide­

way through the Los Angeles CBD. (Final EIS approved by 

UMTA in June 1980; now indefinitely deferred due to loss 

of funding. ) 

4. Regional Core Rail (now identified as Metro Rail); has 

requested Federal Funding approval for 4.4 miles of the 

18.6 mile rail transit line along the Wilshire corridor. 

Construction to begin late, 1985. 

In December 1976, the u. s. Department of Transportation approved 

$11.08 million for studying the RTDP. Approximately $7.8 million 

of this was allocated to Caltrans to study freeway transit and 

highway related aspects of the Transportation System Management 

(TSM) element. 

In conjunction with the approval of the Regional Transit Develop­

ment Plan, the Executive Committee of SCAG in 1978 endorsed the 

elements of the RTDP in the Regional Transportation Plan and the 

Regional Transportation Improvement Plan for Fiscal Year 1979-1983 

funding. 

In late 1978, Caltrans and SCRTD concluded that it was best to 

select a portion of the proposed freeway transit for the next 
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study phase, project development. Two high priority corridors, 

the Harbor Freeway and the Santa Ana Freeway were selected. To 

reflect new concerns brought about by the energy crisis, and to 

ensure conformance with Federal requirements, the project work 

program was expanded to include rail alternatives in addition to 

initial bus/HOV (high occupancy vehicle) alternatives. In July 

1979, Caltrans completed a study comparing capital costs and 

patronage projections for freeway transit rail and bus/HOV modes 

on the Harbor, the Santa Ana, and the proposed Century Freeways. 

This study also reviewed other important factors of the financial 

and political climate. 

The primary objectives of the Harbor Freeway Corridor Transit 

Study are to: 

1. Improve existing transportation facilities by making the 

existing freeway system more . efficient in moving people. 

2. Increase mobility for all peoele by providing a high speed 

and easily accessible transit system. 

3. Promote energy ponservation in transportation by 

emphasizing mass transit and encouraging carpooling and 

vanpooling. 

4. Minimize the potential for adverse environmental impacts 

by developing a transitway within the boundaries of 

existing transportation right of way, eliminating new 

extensive right of way requirements, and by providing 

alternatives to the single occupancy vehicle. 

5. Improve the urban economy by attracting jobs and facili­

tating "joint development" at corridor stations. 
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In September 1980, Caltrans informaliy circulated a Draft Initial 

Study/Environmental Assessment for the Harbor Freeway in confor­

mance with early consultation requirements of Federal and State 

planning guidelines. Since that time, the Vermont Avenue rail 

alternative has been added because of input from government 

agencies and the public. 

This transportation/environmental planning process produced a 

coordinated plan to provide efficient and comfortable public 

transit to serve the Los Angeles region. The Harbor Freeway 

Corridor transitway is an integral part of the proposed system. 

It would provide a vital link between downtown Los Angeles and the 

Los Angeles Harbor, as well as between the proposed Century Freeway 

(I-105) Transitway and downtown Los Angeles. 

C. Transit Dependent Needs 

The generally accepted characteristics which define transit 

dependency are age group, poverty and auto ownership. Surveys 

show that 45% of the corridor population is either under 18 years 

of age or over 65, one third of the population is at poverty level 

and 32% of the occupied units house a family ~ith no automobile. 

The areas roost affected by these factors are the Central City, the 

area between Exposition Boulevard and Manchester Avenue and the 

San Pedro area. These are also areas with hiqh concentrations of 

minorities. Because many residents throughout the corridor are in 

lower income brackets, or on fixed incomes and do not own cars, 
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transportation to jobs, shopping and services becomes an important 

issue. In the South Central District, 19.7% of work trips were on 

public transit in 1977 as opposed to 10.3% for the City of Los 

~ngeles. Given the widening income gap and increasing cost of 

owning and maintaining a vehicle, the apparent trend of increasing 

use of public transit is likely to continue. 

Many transit users in the corridor believe that the current transit 

system is inadequate to meet current transit demands. The pro­

jected demand for 2005, detailed in Chapter III-F could not be met 

by the existing system. The Harbor corridor transitway would pro­

vide the levels of service necessary to meet the needs of transit 

dependents and the future transit demand in the study area. 

D. Energy Efficient Transportation 

One of the reasons for building a transitway in the I-110 corridor 

is to promote energy savings by increasing the use of energy 

efficient forms of transit such as bus, rail, or high occupancy 

vehicle. Currently, the majority of commuters on the Harbor 

Freeway travel alone in private autos. Caltrans stu<lies indicate 

that in 1980, average daily vehicle volumes on the Route I-110 

ranqed from 29,500 at Ninth Street in San Pedro to 219,000 at the 

Eight and Ninth Street connections in the Los Angeles CBD, while 

the peak hour vehicle volumes ranged from 2,300 to 15,700 in the 

same locations. The freeway is at free flow (35 M.P.H. or greater) 

from the San Diego Freeway (I-405) south to San Pedro during peak 

travel perions. 
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About 55% of the car.sand HOV's and 90% of the buses in service 

travel north during the morning peak traffic period, while about 

45% of the cars and HOV's and 10% of the buses in service travel 

south. The reverse is true in the evening. The overall average 

auto occupancy in 1980 was 1 .23 people, with an average of 18.5% 

of the vehicles on the Harbor Freeway having an occupancy of 2 

persons or more. 

A primary way of reducing energy use is to attain a higher average 

. home to work trip vehicle occupancy for the freeway network lying 

within Los Angeles County. Locally, the San Bernardino Freeway 

Busway, which approximates the exclusive guideway requirement for 

freeway transit, increased vehicle occupancy across all lanes from 

a pre-carpool average of 1 .19 to 1 .37. Implementation of exclusive 

freeway transit facilities will have the greatest effect on 

increased vehicle occupancy (approximately 15% increase) in 

attaining the 1990 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) goal of a 

vehicle occupancy of 1 .30. 

E. Urban Revitalization 

Most of the South Los Angeles corridor area experiences the common 

inner city problems of crime, housing and commercial deterioration, 

lack of sufficient affordable housing, decline in public services, 

disinvestment, and high unemployment rates. The city general plan 

contains a "Centers Concept" with some centers located along the 

corridor. The Centers Concept envisions within a quarter mile 

radius of the center, a Rapid Transit Station, high-rise office 

structures, department stores, hotels, theatres, restaurants and 

government offices. 
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Analysis of joint development opportunities shows that there are 

134 acres of land available along the Harbor Freeway Corridor 

which could provide 6,500 to 9,500 new jobs and 475 to 500 new 

housing units within walking distance of public transit. The 

proposed transit improvements may also improve the perception of 

the corridor as an appropriate location for future office, 

commercial and industrial development. 

Transportation systems by themselves cannot cause the economic 

revitalization of a depressed area. However, a Harbor corridor 

transitway could be part of a comprehensive program to revitalize 

structures, department stores, hotels, theatres, restaurants and 

government offices. Any such program would, like the city's 

Centers Concept, be a long term goal, that is not likely to be 

realized in the near future. 

F. I-105 Consent Decree Requirements 

An action was filed on February 16, 1972 in the u. s. District 

Court by several individuals who reside in the path of the 

proposP.d I-105 Freeway, the Los Angeles Chapter of The National 

Association for the Advancement of Colored People, The Sierra 

Club, and the Environmental Defense Fund which enjoined the 

construction of the I-105 Freeway. One of the eventual conditions 

resulting from the 1981 Consent Decree was that transitway linkage 

be provided between the I-110 and the I-105 freeways. A direct 

connector or a vertical transfer station at the I-110/I-105 

interchange would provide the needed transit service from LAX to 

downtown Los Angeles. 
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G. Use of Existing Right-of-Wa~ 

The transitway project would make use of existing right-of-way, 

thereby minimizing community disruptions and possible relocations. 

By using the existing roadway rights-of-way, a transit facility 

would also be more cost-effective and create fewer social, eco­

nomic and environmental . impacts. 

H. Congestion Relief 

The present congested conditions approximate level of service F 

(forced flow operations at low speed) where volumes exceed 

capacities, particularly in the vicinitie~ of the I-105, Imperial 

Highway, and from Manchester Boulevard no,rth to Route I-10 (refer 

to Table I-1 and Figure II-8). Traffic c9nditions usually include 

long queues and delays. Between I-405 and I-10, today's commuter 

experiences an average total daily two-way del~y of approximately 

20 minutes going to and from work. Continued growth in the Los 

Angeles CBD will cause increased congestion and delay on I-110 

north of the I-405, (see Figure I-2). 

A transitway would increase the total transportation capacity of 

the cocridor. Commuters utilizing the transitway could virtually 

eliminate their previous freeway delay by being separated from the 

congestion. The delay experienced on LACBD streets could also be 

r~duced or eliminated by the implementation of an improved public 

transportation system in the downtown area. 
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TABLE I-1 

1980 AM Peak Period Traveling Speeds at Selected 

Locations 

Location on I-110 

Northbound 

Route 47 - Carson Street 

Carson Street - Route I-405 

I-405 - Manchester Boulevard 

Manchester Boulevard - Route I-10 

Travel Speed 

(Miles per Hour) 

Greater than 40 

20 - 40 

20 - 40 

Less than 20 

1980 PM Peak Period Traveling Speeds at Selected 

Locations 

Location on I-110 

Southbound 

Route I-10 to Manchester Boulevard 

Manchester Boulevard to Route I-405 

Route I-405 to Route 47 

Travel Speed 

(Miles per Hour) 

Less than 20 

20 - 40 

Greater than 40 

Source: California Department of Transportation Traffic 

Operations Branch. 
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Major Development Areas in Downtown L.A~ 
Most of downtown is feeling an un­
paralleled construction boom with 
heaviest activity shown in shaded 
areas. With $3 . 5 billion in projects 
planned or under construction, new 
office space will create demand for 
100,000 more downtown workers­
up from today's 200,000- by 
1990. Office space being built and 
planned is equivalent to about 20 
City Halls. 

Bunker HUI 
Recently Completed or 
Under Construction 
Four office buildings, $580,million, 3.8 million 
SQ. ft. ; 533-room hotel, $66 million ; 322 
units of housing for elderly and handicapped: 
135 condominium units. 

Planned 
California Plaza , with three office towers , 
450-room hotel , Museum of Contemporary 
Art , $1 .2 b1llion, 3.2 million SQ. ft . 

Westside/Financial District 
Recently Completed or 
Under Construction 
Six office buildings, $278 m1llion . 3 .6 million 
SQ . ft . offices. 

Planned 
Eight office buildings , $420 million , 2.6 mil­
Iron sQ. ft . offices 

South Park. Area 
Under Construction 
4 12 condominium units. 

Planned 
Federal Reserve Bank, $55 million , 348,000 
SQ. ft. offices. 

Broadway/ Hilt/ Spring 

Recently Completed or 
Under Construction 
International Jewelry Center , $35 million, 
350,000 SQ. ft . offices and showrooms: De­
sign Center of Los Angeles,$15 million, of­
fices and showrooms: 299 units of housing 
for the elderly. 

Planned 
State office building, $110 million, 825,000 
sq. ft. offices: 176 residential units; $10.6 
million office conversion. 

Eastside/ Skid Row 
Under Construction 
Weingart Neighborhood Revitalization Center, 
$8.4 million , 250 beds, 200 housing units , 
detoxification center ; transitional res idential 
dormitory, $1 .5 million. 

Planned 
135 units of housing for the elderly. 

Central City I Southeast 
Under Construction 
Wholesale Flower Market , $15 million for 
expansion. 

Planned 
Wholesale Produce Market, $89 million . 

Harbor Freewa.y /West 
Under Construction 
Bank headquarters, computer complex , $90 
million, 770,000 sq. ft.: Office building, $80 
million, 660,000 sq. ft. 

Plaza/Union Station area 
Planned 
RTD central maintenance facility, $54 million, 
350,000 sq. ft. ; Union Station improvements; 
Pico-Garnier block (El Pueblo de Los Angeles 
State Park), $6 million for theater , restaurant , 
facilities . Conversion to restaurant . theater . 
other ~acilities. 

Uttle Tokyo 
Under Construction 
Two banks / office buildings , $14.5 million. 
96 ,000 SQ , ft.; Cultural theater . $5 .5 million , 
850 seats. 

Planned 
Four office buildings, $105 million, 690,000 
SQ. ft . offices: two hotels, 373 rooms, park­
ing and retail facilities . 

Chinatown 
Under Construction 
Medical building, $5.2 million, 60,000 SQ. ft . 

Planned 
425 .000 SQ . ft. condom1n1um units , 270 
housing units for elderly. 

TOM TRAPNELL-OON CLEMENT 
Los Angeles Times 
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Congestion also contributes to the accident rate and vice versa. 

Our studies indicate that on the I-110 between Gaffey Street and 

Route I-405 Freeway experiences 0.86 auto accidents/million 

vehicle miles (MVM). Between I-405 and I-10 the accident rate is 

1.39 auto accidents/MVM which is above the average of 0.90 auto 

accidents/MVM on the other urban freeways in the Los Angeles basin. 

With an average vehicle occupancy rate of 1.2 persons per auto, the 

0.86 and 1.39 auto accidents/MVM equates to an accident rate of 

0.72 and 1.16 auto accidents/million persons-miles, respectively. 

Figure II-9 (in Chapter II) depicts the accident severity and 

distribution per mile between specific cross streets from 

January 1980 and December 1983. 

Exclusive transitways have proven to be much safer for people than 

congested freeways and arterial roadways. The San Bernardino 

Freeway Busway, considering its higher occupancy rate, experiences 

0.3 auto accidents/million person-miles. In fact, when focusing 

upon the grade-separated sections of the busway that closely 

resemble the transitway of this study, this auto accident rate 

approaches zero. 

I. Transit Corridor Studies and Consistency 

There is one existing and four proposed transit corridors in Los 

Angeles County that have either a direct or indirect influence on 

the Harbor Freeway transitway service and patronage level. The 

existing operational transitway is the San Bernardino Freeway Busway 

which runs between El Monte and Union Station. The four proposed 
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projects are: (1) the Wilshire Rail Line, which runs from 

Lankershim Boulevard and Chandler Street in the San Fernando 

Valley to Union Station in the downtown area; (2) The Century I-105 

Freeway Transitway, which runs from west of Sepulveda Boulevard in 

El Segundo to the San Gabriel I-605 Freeway in Norwalk; (3) the 

Santa Ana Freeway Transitway which runs from Orange County to Union 

Station; and (4) Long Beach to Los Angeles Light Rail Transit (LRT) 

which runs from the City of Long Beach to Los Angeles downtown 

area. Taken as a regional system, all four projects allow for 

transfer possibilities from the Harbor Freeway (assuming it 

terminates at Union Station) to areas east and west of the Harbor 

Freeway corridor, to the San Fernando Valley, to points throughout 

the Los Angeles CBD, and with the proposed Santa Ana Transitway. 

By networking, or providing a number of transfer opportunities to 

other transportation corridors, the level of sirvice becomes much 

more attractive to potential transit riders, as reflected in the 

high demands projected on the Harbor Freeway transitway as part of a 

reqional transportation system. 
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II. AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 

A. Introduction 

This chapter examines the affected environment and provides an 

overview of the environmental characteristics of the Harbor 

Freeway corridor study area, and its relationship to the Los 

Angeles region (Figure II-1). First, the characteristics of the 

region are discussed, then the study area is discussed in detail. 

B. Regional Setting 

The Los Angeles metropolitan region is the largest in California. 

Most of the urban development of the region is confined to the Los 

Angeles Basin, in Southern Los Angeles County, and to Orange 

County. The population of these two counties was 9.36 million in 

1980 (13). Table II-1 shows the historic and projected population 

levels of the region and the Harbor Freeway Corridor. The Harbor 

Freeway (I-110) corridor study area lies in the heart of the Los 

Angeles metropolitan region. The study area extends from the 

LACBD to San Pedro generally between Avalon Boulevard and Western 

Avenue. Figure II-2 shows the relevant details of the study area. 

c. Socioeconomic Setting 

1. Demographic Profile 

The study area's population is approximately 900,000. Figure 

II-3 shows subareas, neighborhoods, and political subdivisions 

within the study area. Population density in the study area is 

7850 people/square mile compared to 6600 people/urban square mile 

Los Angeles County (13). Figures II-4 and II-4A show the study 

II-1 





Interstate 110 Freeway Transit 
HARBOR FREE~AY CO~RIOOR 

AReA c;,,,,c- E/YP"""/Rc74-
$E/YM? .fT?//.?Y. 

... , ,. , .. , -
v 

-
LMEWOOO 





~cdEN/.J 
# .,..., #&f P/ TAG 
c ._... G/BRARY 
P .... Pv'Bt:/t7 .iAFt:TY 

M~/L/7",Y (F/Rtf; Pt't'/C~ 
~ -- CE/WETA.RY 
ff - J1/ETt'4#/.Jf 
R- RE~REAT/t'IY/PARk 
f e-- ft?'#t7t7~ * '-- #/f /"t'R/~ REft'Jv'Rt'E 

AREA 

ff -.3 





TABLE II-1 

Historic and Projected Populations for Los Angeles and Orange Counties 

and the Harbor Freeway Corridor 

Los Angeles 

Orange 

Harbor Freeway 
Corridor 

1960 1970 

6,040,805 7,038,764 

703,925 1,421,233 

Source: 1940-1980 U.S. Census Bureau 

1980 

7,441,302 

1,919,264 

C.900,000 

1990 

7,557,000 

2,369,000 

2000 

7,905,000 

2,656,000 

C.1,000,000 

1990-2000 SCAG-78 Growth Forecast Policy January 1978. 
Caltrans 

TABLE II-2 

Unemployment in the Harbor Freeway Corridor Study 

1970 1980 
( % ) ( % ) 

South Central L.A. 9.0 19.8 
Southeast L.A. 12.5 26.8 
Gardena 4.7 5.0 
Athens/Westmont 9.0 11.0 
San Pedro 7.8 
L.A. City 7.0 11. 8 

Sources: L.A. County Community Development Department 
Community Analysis 
Los Angeles Population, Employment and Housing 
Survey 197 7. 
San Pedro Community Plan. 
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area's population characteristics. The majority of the study 

area's population is composed of minorities. While the White 

population declined over the last decade, the Hispanic population 

increased greatly and predominates in some neighborhoods (Figure 

II-5). Blacks continue to be the majority in many neighborhoods 

(Figure II-6). The average age of the study area's popuLation is 

less than the average for Los Angeles County (Figure II-4A). 

2. Economic Profile 

The income of the majority of people in the study area is substan­

tially below the county median income (Figure II-4A). The average 

income tends to be higher in the southern part of the study area 

than it is in the northern part. The unemployment rate is sub­

stantially higher than the average rates for the City or County of 

Los Angeles. Unemployment rose between 1970 and 1980 (Table 

II-2). Many people in the area receive some form of public 

assistance. 

The study area still is a diversified industrial and employment 

center despite the closing of some major plants and smaller 

businesses. Occupational distribution for 1980 are not yet 

available. The data for 1970 indicate that most jobs in the study 

area were in the operative, service, craft, and clerical 

professions. 
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3. Crime Profile 

Between 1970 and 1980 crime in the study area increased. The 1979 

and 1980 crime rates for much of the area were about twice as high 

as rates for the County. Selected criminal statistics are shown 

in Table II-3. Increased crime and vandalism are major causes for 

the closing of many stores, particularly chain stores. In parts 

of the study area, residents must travel relatively long distances 

to shop for groceries and other basic items. Gang related 

violence occurs in some neighborhoods. The number of people 

associated with gang activity is increasing. Graffiti covered 

walls attest to the separation of territory. 

4. Land Use and Housing Profile 

Land use in the study area varies from single family residential 

use to heavy industrial use (Figure II-7). Much of the study area 

consists primarily of single and multiple family residences with 

strip commercial development on major streets. Industrial 

pockets lie throughout the study area although they are more 

predominant in the south. Approximate percentage composites of 

the land uses within the study are: Residential 55%, Public Uses 

(including schools, parks, transportation facilities) 26%, 

Industrial 9%, Commercial 4%, and Vacant Lands 6%. 

In the northern and central parts of the study area the number of 

housing units has declined in recent years. Between 1970 and 1977 

the number of housing units in the south central and southeast 

districts of Los Angeles declined by 28,552. 
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TABIE II-3 

Selected Crime Statistics For L.A. City Police Areas 

Crime Harbor Area 

Vehicle Burglary 1428 

Theft of vehicles 
5 from parking lots 

Homicide 24 

Rape 63 

Aggravated Assault 771 

Robberies in public 
depots and on 1 
public conveyance 

Pick pocket and 
29 purse snatching 

Total (per 1000 population) 
Source: LAPD 

(10.3) 

(0.04) 

(0.17) 

(o.45) 

(5.54) 

(0.007) 

(0.21) 

77th St. Area 

1671 (11.22) 

3 (0.02) 

92 (0.62) 

301 (2.02) 

2009 (13.49) 

18 (0.12) 

273 ( 1. 83) 

Southwest Area Newton Area 

2953 (22.08) 3074 (37.66) 

16 (0.12) 6 (0.74) 

61 (o.46) 82 (1.0) 

236 (1.76) 134 (1.64) 

1853 ( 13.86) 1656 (20.29) 

26 (0.19) 25 (0.31) 

369 (2.76) 261 (3.2) 

Total L.A. City 

43003 (14.62) 

187 (0.06) 

817 (0.28) 

2532 (0.86) 

1978o (6.72) 

194 (0.06} 

3976 (1.35) 
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In the unincorporated Athens/Westmost area, it is estimated that 

the number of housing units declined by 4621 between 1970 and 

1979. Some new housing development has occurred in the southern 

part of the area. The housing stock in the study area tends to be 

older with many units appearing to be substandard or experiencing 

deferred maintenance. The study area contains over 200,000 

housing units. Over 10,000 of these units are vacant. The 

vacancy rate is 4.89%. 

5. Transit Dependent Concentrations 

Transit dependent areas are characterized by the following four 

indices: 

1. A large proportion of the population under 18 years of age 

and over 65 years of age. (See Figure II-4A.) 

2. A population with a median income 25% or more below the 

county median income level. 

3. A population with a greater number of children per household 

than the county average. 

4. A population which has a significant proportion without 

access to an automobile. 

In the Harbor Freeway corridor these characteristics are asso­

ciated with neighborhoods which have large concentrations of 

minorities. The neighborhoods with large minority populations 

shown in Figures II-5 and II-6 may be considered to be heavily 

transit dependent. 
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The future residential locations of the study area's transit 

dependents cannot be projected accurately. It is possible, how­

ever, to discuss the potential accessibility to major activity 

centers for transit dependents in 2005 based on current residential 

location. 

6. Major Activity Centers and Community Resources 

Activity centers are important in transportation planning because 

they frequently represent the destination for people traveling by 

automobile or transit. The following types of activity centers 

were considered in this analysis: 

Major employment centers; 

Major medical and health facilities; 

Cultural centers including museums, libraries and 

auditoriums; 

Major educational facilities including universities and 

colleges; 

Major retail centers; and 

Major recreational centers including parks and stadiums. 

Major activity centers are shown in Figure II-2. 

In the northern and central parts of the study area many schools, 

parks, and other public facilities are in physical decline. 

Community plans indicate a shortage of parkland within the study 

area. 
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D. Circulation Setting 

1. Harbor Freeway Conditions 

The Harbor Freeway (I-110), constructed in the early 1960's is 

primarily an 8-lane freeway. The majority of commuters from the 

southern and coastal communities use the Harbor Freeway. High 

volumes of traffic are experienced daily. The traffic load 

exceeds 200,000 annual average daily trips on the freeway's 

northern section (15). Peak hour volumes reach the freeway's 

capacity along much of its central and northern sections, thus 

commuters often experience delays of up to 20 minutes due to 

congestion. The traffic peaks occur between 6 and 9 A.M. and 

between 3:30 and 6:30 P.M. Operational weekday characteristics 

are shown in Figure II-8. The operational weekday characteristics 

of the 2005 no project alternative are also shown on Figure II-8. 

Figure II-9 shows accident information for the Harbor Freeway. 

The accident rate generally increases toward the Central Business 

District. Several isolated accident concentration locations occur 

along the length of the freeway. Most of the accidents north of 

Slauson Boulevard are related to heavy congestion during peak 

traffic hours. 

2. Surface Street Conditions 

Traffic conditions along north-south arterial streets are 

generally better than traffic along east-west arterial streets, 

except in the LACBD where both are equally congested. Between 

the Santa Monica Freeway (I-10) and the Pacific Coast Highway 
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(Route 1), drivers experience various degrees of congestion during 

peak hours. Traffic occasionally backs up on 37th Street, 

Exposition Boulevard, Martin Luther King Jr. Boulevard, Slauson 

Avenue, Manchester Avenue, Rosecrans Avenue and at the San Diego 

Freeway (I-405) interchange when the number of vehicles attempting 

to enter the Harbor Freeway exceeds metering or merging rates. 

Parking along arterial streets is limited or restricted. 

The Vermont Avenue/Gaffey Street route is a major north-south 

arterial connecting the Wilshire/Westlake district with San Pedro 

and intervening neighborhoods. Traffic volumes along this route 

are shown in Table II-4. Currently, the traffic capacity of 

Vermont Avenue is not exceeded. Gaffey Street, however, 

experiences congestion at peak hours due to traffic getting on and 

off the Harbor Freeway. 

3. Transit Service Conditions 

• 
The Harbor Freeway Corridor which extends from Western Avenue on 

the west to Avalon Blvd. on the east and from the LACBD on the 

north to San Pedro in the south, has a very high level of local bus 

service with routes on almost every major street. Base bus service 

operates at 15-30 minute headways on most lines with peak period 

service on some of the heavier routes increasing to 2-3 minute 

headways. The majority of the service is operated by SCRTD but the 

corridor does include portions of three municipal operators, 
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TABLE II-4 

VERMONT AVENUE AND GAFFEY STREET CURRENT AND PROJECTED VOLUMES 
AVERAGE WEEKDAY TRAFFIC VOLUMES IN THOUSANDS 

GAFFEY STREET 

Between Channel Street and 
Capitol Drive 

Between Westmont and Anaheim 

VERMONT AVENUE 

Between Pacific Coast Highway and Lomita 
Between Lomita and Sepulveda 
Between Del Arno and Route 405 

(San Diego Freeway) 
Between Artesia Boulevard and 

Gardena Boulevard 
Between Redondo Beach Boulevard 

and Rosecrans Avenue 
Between El Segundo Boulevard and 

120th Street 

Between Imperial Highway and 
108th Street 

Between Century Boulevard and 
92nd Street 

Between Manchester Avenue and 
79th Street 

Between Slauson Avenue and 54th Street 
Between Vernon Avenue and 

Martin Luther King, Jr. Boulevard 
Between Exposition Boulevard and 

Jefferson Boulevard 

CURRENT 
(1978) 

21.1 
12.8 

12.0 
12.9 

11. 7 

18.0 

15.6 

13.4 

(1977) 

17.1 

19.1 

20.2 

(1977) 

22.1 

23.3 

28.7 

PROJECTED 
(1995) 

26.0 
14.7 

11. l 
17.0 

14.2 

21.l 

18.4 

15.7 

(1995) 

22.2 

24.8 

26.2 

(1990) 

26.9 

27.2 

33.4 

Source: City of Los Angeles Department of Transportation 
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Torrance, Gardena and Long Beach. Limited express service 

presently exists on the Harbor Freeway. SCRTD operates 6 bus 

lines that utilize the Harbor Freeway with 4 of these lines 

operated only in the peak period. In addition to SCRTD express 

routes the Torrance and Gardena muni operators each operate one 

Harbor Freeway express bus in the peak direction at peak hours. 

Collectively these express lines carry 4,000-5,000 passengers per 

day. Of the existing 26 north/south bus routes serving the 

corridor during the peak 16 penetrate the LACBD. These 16 lines 

produce approximately 60 buses during the peak hour. Figures 

II-l0a and II-lOb depict the existing bus service within the 

corridor. No passenger rail exists within the study area. 

E. Natural Setting 

1. Geology 

The study area is located on the coastal plain of the Los Angeles 

Basin. Most of the study area is covered by alluvial sediments 

consisting of slightly consolidated silty to sandy gravel, locally 

with cobbles and boulders. Below the surface deposits are massive 

siltstone units, and units of siltstone interbedded with fine 

sandstone and diatomeceous shale. These bedrock units are exposed 

in the downtown area due to erosion. Near Dominguez Channel and 

Bixby Slough fine grained organically rich sediments occur near 

the surface. 

Two fault zones, the Newport-Inglewood and the Palos Verdes, 

cross the study area (see Figure II-11). The Newport-Inglewood 
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fault has a maximum credible magnitude of 7.5 on the Richter scale 

and an estimated rock acceleration of up to l.0g. 

The maximum credible magnitude for an earthquake with an epicenter 

in the Palos Verdes fault zone is 6.0 on the Richter scale with a 

maximum rock acceleration of .45g. On the basis of observed rock 

strata offsets, the last movement of studied parts of the Palos 

Verdes fault occurred 11,000 to 300,000 years ago. This, however, 

does not preclude the possibility of more recent movement on other 

unstudied strands of the fault. The Palos Verdes fault is 

potentially capable of producing a damaging earthquake although 

the probability of such an earthquake is low (7,8). 

The maximum magnitude earthquake likely to be produced by the San 

Andreas Fault, which is 36 miles from the study area at its 

closest point, is magnitude 8.3 on the Richter scale. In the 

study area this earthquake would produce moderate ground accelera­

tion and have a duration of 40 seconds or more. 

Generally, conditions conducive to sediment liquefaction (when 

water saturated unconsolidated sediments behave as a fluid during 

an earthquake) are minimal in the study area. However, in 

locations where the water table is shallow, particularly in the 

vicinities of the Dominguez Channel, Bixby Slough and the San 

Pedro Harbor, liquefaction damage is potentially likely. 

II-24 



Tsunamis are extreme long period waves most often generated 

by earthquakes. The risk of tsunami damage in the study area 

is very low. Earthquakes occurring off the Southern California 

Coast are either of too little magnitude, or the epicenters are 

too deep within the earth to generate major tsunamis. Tsunamis 

generated by distant seismic events cause waves and surges in Los 

Angeles Harbor with large horizontal velocities but little 

vertical water motion. Table II-5 shows the height of recent 

tsunami waves in Los Angeles Harbor (6). 

TABLE II-5 

Heights of Tsunami Waves in Los Angeles Harbor 

Date Wave Height 

1 April 1946 0.75 m (2.6') 

4 November 1952 0.60 m (2.0') 

9 March 1957 0. 64 m (2.1') 

22 May 1960 1.52 m (5.0') 

28 May 1964 0.97 m (3.2') 

Because of the low wave heights, facilities constructed on shore 

in the Ports O' Call area are under little danger from tsunami 

damage. 
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Figure II-11 illustrates the geologic features of the study area. 

2. Water Quality 

The study area lies within a developed urban area. Storm water 

runoff is carried to existing streets and then into a storm 

collector system which ultimately drains into the Los Angeles 

Harbor. Near its southerly end the Harbor Freeway crosses two 

major collectors, the Dominguez Channel and the Wilmington Drain. 

Vermont Avenue crosses the Dominguez Channel and lies adjacent to 

the Wilmington Drain. 

Within the study area there are two ground water basins, the 

Central Basin, at the study area's northerly end, and the West 

Coast Basin, at the study area's southerly end. Concentrations of 

total dissolved solids are generally about 400 mg/1. The West 

Coast Basin has experienced salt water intrusion, however two salt 

water intrusion projects have halted this intrusion. 

3. Flooding Hazards 

A flood hazard survey was performed by Caltrans in consultation 

with Los Angeles County Flood Control District. According to 

National Flood Insurance Program Flood Insurance Rate Maps parts of 

the study area are subject to flooding hazards. Figure IV-1 shows 

the locations of flood hazard areas in study area. 

4. Biotic Community and Wetlands 

The urbanization of the study area restricts the amount of signi­

nificant animal and plant habitat that occurs within it. 
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Within the urbanized area, nearly all of the native biota was 

removed as development occurred. The majority of the flora con­

sists of introduced species used for landscaping and ornamentation. 

A few native plants occur in vacant areas. A few squirrels, ground 

squirrels, rabbi ts, skunks, and urban adapted bird sp.ecies exist in 

the study area. Stray dogs and cats are common. Typical urban 

pests reportedly inhabit some of the study area's neighborhoods (4, 

5) • 

Two wetland areas, the Willows and Bixby Slough, exist in the 

study area. The locations of these wetlands are shown in Figures 

II-12 and II-13. The U. s. Army Corps of Engineers exercises 

jurisdiction over both of these areas as waters of the United 

States. 

The Willows is a 10-acre remnant of a previously extensive wetland, 

Dominguez Slough. As the area developed urban encroachment 

reduced the wetland to its current size. The Willows is a marshy 

woodland dominated by the Arroyo Willow. It is subject to some 

refuse dumping and other human activities. 

Small amounts of permanent water exists in depressions and 

channels. Seasonal inundation of the main part of the wetland is 

due to winter runoff. The water in the Willows contains a high 

concentration of organic material derived from the thick leaf 

litter layer and polluted urban runoff. Thick mats of green algae 

exist where permanent water is exposed to sunlight. 

Habitat edges (ecotones) occur where openings occur in the tree 

canopy, where wetlands meet the uplands, and where uplands meet the 
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FIGURE Jr -13 BIXBY SLOUGH AND VICINITY 
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open urban areas. These edges have high diversity and ~re heavily 

utilized by birds and other fauna. The openings in the tree canopy 

are particularly important to the ecology of the Willows. Large 

numbers of flying insects utilize the clearings for feeding and 

breeding, while insect eating birds roost in the surrounding trees 

and forage on the insects. The diversity of bird species in the 

wetland would be greatly reduced if this interaction was disrupted. 

The marshy woodland habitat type is now greatly restricted within 

Los Angeles County. The area provides a refuge for species that 

were once widespread in the region and are now greatly reduced. 

Because of its isolation from similar habitat by large stretches 

of urban development and channelized streams which form a barrier 

to dispersal by some organisms, the Willows is potentially of 

interest to scientists studying evolution, genetics and taxonomy. 

These characteristics make the Willows an area of high regional 

biological significance. Biotic communities that are highly 

restricted in distribution on a regional basis, and biotic 

resources that are of scientific interest because they are iso­

lated and show genetic distinctiveness, are resources of regional 

value (9). 

Native organisms encountered during reconnaissance trips to the 

Willows are listed in Appendix F. 

The land that is adjacent to the wetlands that will be used for 

the Artesia Transit Station is being used as a construction 

staging site for the Route 91 Interchange. This area had landfill 

on it for the continuation of the Route 91 Freeway west of the 

I-110. This landfill has been removed and utilized in the 

construction of Route 91 Interchange. 
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The area is now flat and is being temporarily used as a 

construction site. The portion of the land that will be used for 

the transit station has been disturbed by the construction of the 

Route 91 Interchange. 

Bixby Slough, which includes Harbor Lake and the Wilmington Drain 

and Wildlife Area is a channelized and lake front wetland 

consisting primarily of cattail and tule marshes and wooded 

uplands. 

Extensive amounts of water exist in the wetland the entire year. 

Organisms encountered during reconnaissance trips to Bixby Slough 

are listed in Appendix F. 

Harbor Lake is part of Harbor Regional Park and is used for 

recreational purposes. The Wilmington Drain and Wildlife Area 

has a series of nature trails adjacent to the wetland. It is 

used for recreational purposes and for noncommercial crayfish 

harvesting. The vegetation within the channel is clipped yearly 

to facilitate the flow of winter runoff. 

Two endangered species exist in the Bixby Slough area, the 

California Least Tern and the Brown Pelican. Least Terns (Sterna 

antillarum (=albifrons) browni) utilize Harbor Lake as a major, 

post-breeding season, feeding area. Banding studies indicate that 

many Least Terns from Los Angeles, Orange and northern San Diego 

Counties congregate here after fledging is completed in July. 

Many of these birds remain in Harbor Lake into September because 

of the abundant food at the lake and adjacent wetland areas. The 

II-32 



Brown Pelican (Pelecanus occidentalis californicus) occasionally 

feeds throughout the Los Angeles Harbor and Bixby Slough area. 

Because Bixby Slough is a concentration point for endangered 

Least Terns, and because it contains a restricted habit type, 

it too is an area of high regional biological significance. 

A variety of marine organisms exist in the Los Angeles Harbor. 

The Todd Shipyard EIR discusses the marine biology of the harbor 

area. For more information on marine biology, see this document. 

4. Climate 

The Climate of the study area is Mediterranean or dry subtropical. 

It is characterized by a small difference between average winter 

and summer temperatures, moderate winter rainfall, severe summer 

drought and the absence of severe storms. Typical winter low 

temperatures range from 40-50° F. Typical summer high temper­

atures range from 75-90° F. The average rainfall is 14" per 

year. The Pacific Ocean is the primary moderating influence while 

the San Gabriel Mountains to the north buffer the Los Angeles 

Basin from the interior deserts. The basin is subject to 

temperature inversions when winds are light. Prevailing winds are 

from the southwest during the day and from the northeast during 

the night. This back and forth air circulation aggravates air 

pollution problems. 

5. Air Quality 

The South Coast Air Quality Management District maintains several 

field stations in Los Angeles County. The air monitoring stations 
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nearest the study area are located at Los Angeles CBD, Lennox, 

Lynwood and Long Beach. Air quality in the study area is 

variable, with San Pedro generally having better air quality than 

inland locations. The Los Angeles CBD generally has poor air 

quality and pollutants levels frequently exceed both Federal and 

State standards. 

Air pollutants typically show seasonal fluctuations owing to 

changes in meteorological regimes and source strengths. For 

instance, CO, NOx, and RHC have distinct seasonal cycles. The 

months that these primary pollutants exhibit highest concentra­

tions are roughly November through January. During the winter, 

surface inversions occur frequently during the night and early 

morning hours, but tend to lift rapidly or be destroyed by morning 

ground heating. The result is that primary pollutants accumulate 

during and the night early morning, but disperse before some of 

the airborne chemicals react to produce much photochemical 

(secondary) pollutants. Because of the lower intensity and 

shorter duration of winter sunlight, photochemical activity is 

less than in summer. Highest photochemical concentrations (ozone) 

occur in summer and early fall when sunlight is intense and a 

persistent low-elevated inversion traps the pollutants beneath. 

There is also a diurnal variation of air pollutants.CO, RHC, and 

NOx concentrations are typically highest during late night and 

early morning hours with highest values associated with morning 

and evening peak hours, and most often lowest during midday. 
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Ozone concentrations are most often highest during midday and 

lowest in the evening and morning. 

The Federal Clean Air Act Amendments of 1977 require that the State 

prepare an Implementation Plan (SIP) to attain and maintain the 

national ambient air quality standards. The SIP includes trans­

portation control measures designed to reduce transportation 

related air pollution in areas where the air quality standards are 

exceeded. This particular project is in an area where the ozone 

and carbon monoxide standards are currently being exceeded. 

The Clean Air Act also requires that all transportation plans, 

programs and projects be consistent with the measures set forth in 

the SIP. If they are not, the federal government will not 

participate in funding. 

This project is listed in the Regional Transportation Improvement 

Plan. This plan was reviewed by the Federal Highway Administra­

tion and found to be in conformance with the control measures and 

predictions listed in the SIP. The regional plans are the basis 

for the State Transportation Improvement Plan. The State Plan was 

reviewed in June, 1984, by the Highway Administration and was 

found to also be in conformance with the SIP. 

Since this project is included in transportation plans which 

conform to the SIP it follows that it also conforms to the SIP 

pursuant to Title 23, part 770 of the Code of Federal Regulations 

(23CFR770) and the Clear Air Act Amendments of 1977 Section 

176(c). The SIP itself was conditionally approved by the 

Environmental Protection Agency in July 1984. 
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6. Noise 

The heavy traffic on the Harbor Freeway and Vermont Avenue high 

levels of noise. Except for the portion of the freeway between 

Ports O' Call and Anaheim Street, the noise produced by the Harbor 

Freeway subjects the adjacent receptors to a noise level in excess 

of the FHWA design noise level of 67 dBA Leg· Some soundwalls 

currently exist on the Harbor Freeway to reduce noise impacts. 

Much of Vermont Avenue north of Pacific Coast Highway exceed the 

67 dBA noise standard. No noise mitigation exists along Vermont 

Avenue. See Appendix G for an explanation of noise measurement 

criteria. 

F. Historical and Archaeological Setting 

A number of historical buildings exist within the study area. 

Most of these are concentrated in the LACBD, Adams, Exposition, 

and San Pedro areas. 

An Area of Potential Environmental Impact (APEI) was established 

by consultation with the State Historic Preservation Officer 

(SHPO). A historical survey of the APEI was performed in consul­

tation with SHPO. The following properties were found to be 

historically significant. 

The following National Register properties are in the Area of 

Potential Environmental Impact (APEI): 

Union Passenger Terminal 

Broadway Theater District 

Stimson House 

ST. Vincent De Paul Church 

John Muir Branch Library 

Stella Maris Convent 
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800 North Alameda 

300-849 south Broadway 

2421 South Figueroa 

6121 west Adams 

1005 West 64th 

2303 South Figueroa 



Request for Determination of Eligibility for inclusion in the 

National Register of Historic Places have been prepared for the 

following properties which are in the APEI: 

St. John's Episcopal Church 

Patriotic Hall 

United Artist Theater/ 

Texas Company Building 

San Pedro City Hall 

514 West Adams 

1816 South Figueroa 

915-936 South Broadway 

638 South Beacon 

Other properties in the APEI which might be potentially eligible 

for the National Register are: 

Miller Home 

Pepperdine University 

Properties 

City of Los Angeles Historic­

Cultural Monument #146 is in 

the APEI (Municipal Ferry 

Building) 

15625 South Vermont Avenue 

78th to Manchester on the 

west side of Vermont 

Harbor Boulevard at 6th St., 

San Pedro 

The Chester Place Historical District near Adams is in close 

proximity to the Harbor Freeway. 

Wilmington and San Pedro contain a number of known archaeological 

sites. Within the Area of Potential Environmental Impact of the 

proposed Habor Freeway corridor transitway are two known sites. 
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One site is located southwest of Harbor Lake beneath Vermont 

Avenue. Field surveys indicate that this site may exist intact 

beneath several feet of fill. During the surveys several pieces 

of unmodified Monterey chert as well as Pismo clam (Tivella 

stultorum) and Venus Clam (Chione sp.) shells were recovered from 

the site. The other site located just south of the Vincent Thomas 

Bridge in San Pedro has been totally destroyed by development. 

G. Paleontological setting 

Sites of possible paleontological significance occur in a corridor 

extending from the southern terminus of the Harbor Freeway to 

Point Fermin. Low lying areas near the harbor have the greatest 

potential to yield significant fossils. 
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III. ALTERNATIVES ANALYSIS 

A. Introduction 

This chapter contains a description of the transit improvement 

alternatives proposed for the Harbor Freeway (I-110) Transitway 

project. It also contains the process by which the recommended 

alternative was selected. All of the tables have been updated to 

the year 2005 projections as per FHWA requirement for the 20-year 

design life. This update from 1995 projections did not substan­

tially change the relative patronage of the alternatives to each 

other. The chapter is divided into the following subsections. 

1. A brief overview of the alternatives analysis and 

selection process. 

2. Recommended alternative and why it was selected. 

3. Alternatives considered and rejected. 

4. Collateral facilities considered. 

5. The relationship of the I-110 Transitway alterna­

tives to other transit projects proposed in the 

study area. 

6. Important elements of the proposed transit alterna­

tives such as patronage, costs, financing and 

phasing. 
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B. The Alternatives Analysis Process 

1. Introduction 

This section provides an overview of the process by which the 13 

build alternatives, and ultimately, the recommended alternative 

were evaluated and selected. 

2. Alternatives & Initial Evaluation Criteria (Stage I) 

Chapter I provides a background history of transit planning for 

the region and the evolution of the Harbor Freeway Transitway 

Study. This study officially began in July 1979. The alterna­

tives selected for consideration were developed over the past few 

years through consultation with local, state, and federal agencies 

and the public. The selection process was guided by a number of 

considerations including engineering, financial costs, environ­

mental, transit technologies and constraints. State and Federal 

policies require that a no-project and Transportation System 

Management (TSM) alternative be considered along with major 

facility improvement alternatives. 

Initially the major improvement alternatives involved only bus/HOV 

guideways located within the Harbor Freeway rights-of-way. As the 

study developed, however, citizen and public agency input led to 

the inclusion of rail alternatives including the Vermont Avenue 

alignment. Although other off-freeway alignments were investi­

gated, the Vermont Avenue alternative was selected as the most 

reasonably feasible alignment within the study area. 
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A wide range of transit technologies (modes) were evaluated for 

their applicability to the needs of the I-110 corridor. These 

modes included various bus modes, light rail vehicles (LRT), 

intermediate capacity transit vehicles (ICTS), heavy rail transit 

vehicles (HRT), cable-suspended systems, and monorails. A 

description of each of these modes, their chief advantages and 

disadvantages, and conclusions regarding their applicability to 

the needs of the I-110 corridor is provided in Appendix I. Ulti­

mately the bus, LRT and ICTS modes were identified as appropriate 

on the I-110 Freeway alignment, while HRT was identified as the 

only appropriate technology for the Vermont Avenue alignment. 

The next phase involved geometric feasibility studies and guideway 

design to accommodate the selected modes. This task was performed 

by Caltrans' staff. Transit characteristics and operational plans 

were developed by SCRTD and their consultants. A total of 19 

major alt~rnatives (plus the no project alternative) were identi­

fied and a comparative analysis was performed by the project 

interdisciplinary team. All of the alternatives analyzed are 

listed in Table III-1. The major evaluation criteria used to 

select the 13 final alternatives are identified in Table III-2. 

Table III-3 provides a comprehensive summary of how all 19 

alternatives were rated showing why the 13 alternatives were 

selected. 
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TABLE 111-1 

TYPE 

NO PROJECT NO PROPOSED IMPROVEMENTS 

TSM Minor hi9hway syst•• i •-
prov•-nts, SCJn'D' s 1981 
Transit Sector Plan 

aus/Hov-1 Two-way transitway el•-
vatad over fwy. median 
(49' wide) 

Bua/BOV-• ••• Two-way transitway •l-
vatad and at grade in fwy. 
aediu (49' , 50' widths) 

Bus/ROV-7 '!'wo-way transitway at fwy. 
9rade (50' wide)-requires 
fwy. widenina 

Bus/ROV-IA On•-vay diractional trans-
itway elevated over fwy. 
aedian < JO' wide) 

Bus/HOV-88 on-way directional trana-
itNy elevated and at 
9rade in fwy. • edian (JO' 
wide) 

Jtail-1 (LJlT) •- as Bua/ROV-1 eacept 
with a 30' wide structure 

Rail-4 (LllT) s- as Bus/HOV-• except 
with a 30' wide structure 

Rail-7 (I.RT: s- as Bus/ROV-7 eacept 
witti a JO' wide structure 

Rail-1 (ICTS) Sue as Rail-1 (I.RT) 

Rail-4 (ICTS) Sue as Rail-4 (I.RT) 

Rail-7 (ICTS) Sue as Rail-7 ( LllT) 

Rail-6 (HRT) Two-way transitvay ele-
vated and in subway sec-
tion. (30' , 70' resp. 
widths. 

•Refer to Table III-4 • Appendix A 
••Refer to Table III-9 • Appendix A 

•••Recommended Alternative 

I-110 ALTERNATIVE FEATURES 

PROFILE LIIIITS 

-NV1" ftrr . -
OHS EXISTING LACBD TO SAN PEDRO 

ROADWAYS . . 

El•vatad 8.2 11il•s B•t-•n Santa Monica 
at grad• 2. 1 11ile!! • Art•sia Fvys.(RTES 
(I-105 Interch9.) 10 • 91). South of 

Rte.91 is •ix•d fwy. 
traffic flow. 

Elevated •• 3 11iles Betw-n Sar.ta Monica 
, Artesia Fwys.(Rtes at grad• 6.n • ile11 10 • 911. South of 
Rte.91 is mixed fwy. 

- ···- ~· 
At grade 10.3 . 
•11•• 
s- as Bus/ROV-1 . 

s- as Bus/HOV-• . 

Elevated 23.3 LA CBD (7th St.) to 
• ilea at grade 2.1 San Pedro'• Porta 
• ilea ( I-105 O'Call Vill•9e 
Interch9. l 

Elevated 14,0 at • 
Qrade 11.4 11iles 

!levated 4. 7 at 
orade 20. 7 11ile• . 
Sue aa Rail-1 LA CBD (Onion Sta-
(LJlT) tion) to San Pedro' 1 

Port O'Call 

Sue as Rail-4 . 
(LRT) 

Sue as Rail-7 . 
ILRT) 

Elevated 18. O LA CBD (Onion Sta-
11iles subway 7 .o tion) to San Pedro 
miles Port O'Call 
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STATIONS• 

NO IMPltOVEIIENTS 

Minor uP9rading to 
I-110 on lin• bus 
stops• 2 ott Stations 
I Art••ia Blvd • • Channel St.) 

7-on lin• 3-of-f line 
(Union Station, 
Artesia Blvd. • Channel St.) 

7-on line 3-off line 
(Union Station, 
J\rtesia Blvd.• 
Channel St. l 

. 

. 

. 

8-on-line 1-oft lin• 
(Artesia Blvd.) 2-
Ter• inals (7th St. • San· Pedro's Ports 
O'Call l . 

. 
16-on line (includes 
8 LA CBD Sta. ) 1 off 
(Artesia) 2-terminsls 
(Union Sta. • San 
Pedro's Ports O'Call . 

. 
17-on line 2-Terminals 
(Union Station, San 
Pedro's O'Call) 

INTERMEDIATE 
TRANSITWAY 

ACCESS"" 

NOT APPLICABLE 

- . 

5 fwy. conn•ct-
ion, 1 local 
street ra111p 
connection 

7 fwy • connect-
ions • local 
street ra• p 
connection 

8 fwy. conn•ct-
ions 

• fwy • conn•ct-
ions• 2 local 
street raap 
connections 

J fwy. conn.ct-
tion• • 3 local 
str-t ra• p 
conn•ctions 

Mot applicable 

. 

. 

. 

. 

. 

. 



Table III-2 

EVALUATION CRITERIA 
Stage I/Tier I Analysis 

Responsiveness to Transit Needs 

A. Serves transit dependent 
B. Minimizes the needs for new right-of-way 
c. Relieves traffic congestion in the corridor 
D. Consistent with RTDP, corridor studies, and 105 Consent 

Decree; contributes to urban revitalization 
Energy conservation (see Item P below) 

Design Feasibility 

E. Impact on the I-110 freeway design 
F. Profile uniformity; vertical and horizontal clearances 

Construction Impacts 

G. Length of time required for construction 
H. Safety for workers and the public during construction 
I. Traffic detour flexibility on I-110 and city streets 

Project Cost 

J. Cost to construct the physical project (double weighted} 

Operational Criteria 

K. Station access, vertical and horizontal walking distance 
L. Transit and freeway operations 
M. Maintenance operations on the completed facility 
N. Security and emergency vehicle access 

Environmental Impacts 

o. Air and Noise Impacts 
P. Energy Conservation 
Q. Aesthetic impacts and impact on privacy 
R. Displacement of residential units and businesses 
S. Community Disruption (Short term and Long term} 

III-5 



Table 111- 3 Major Evaluation Criteria Used To 
Select Alternatives ( STAGE I ) 

ALTERNATIVES 
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3. Recommended Alternative Selection Process (Stage II) 

A wide range of concerns were raised during the Draft EIS review 

period (see Chapter XI). These concerns, including input from 

elected officials, federal, state, local agencies and private 

individuals, were considered in the final selection of the 

recommended alternative, BUS/HOV 4. 

The evaluation criteria used in ranking the alternatives, 

including TSM, were based on the following measures of effective­

ness (MOE's). 

A. Financial Feasibility 

B. Cost Effectiveness 

c. Improved Transportation 

D. Community/Institutional Acceptance 

E. Socio-Economic Impacts 

F. Environmental Impacts 

G. Energy Conservation 

These measures were identified early in Stage I of the study, as 

quantifiable in defining the key differences which support the 

proposed transit project's goal and objectives. The items for 

each MOE are defined in terms of costs, patronage, transportation 

service benefits, social, economic and environmental impacts. 

Although numerous items were identified, it was important to limit 

the number to those which were considered significant with respect 

to the project (see Table III-4). Factors which exhibited no 

significant differences between alternatives were also not 

included since they couldn't contribute to the alternative 

selection process. 
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Table III-4 

STAGE II 
EVALUATION CRITERIA USED 

FOR THE RECOMMENDED ALTERNATIVE 
Measures of Effectiveness 

Financial Feasibility 

1. Capital Cost 
2. Federal Share of Capital Costs (Max.) 
3. Annual Maintenance and Operations Costs 

Cost Effectiveness (Year 2005) 

1. Annual Transitway Passengers (incl. HOV's) 
2. Operating Cost per Passenger 
3. Cost per Passenger (Capital and Operations) 
4. Cost per Passenger Mile 

Improved Transportation 

1. Reduced Transit Travel Time 
2. Reduced Traffic Congestion 
3. Improved Transit Service 

Community and Institutional Acceptance 

l. Relative Levels of Community and Agency Support 
(public hearing and written comments) 

2. Subjective and Qualitative Measures (i.e. LACBD Distribution, 
ease of implementation, etc.) 

Socio-Economic 

1. Number of Business and Residential Units Displaced 
2. Extent of Anticipated Joint Development 

Environmental 

1. Wetlands and Species Impacted 
2. Impacted Cultural Resources 
3. Aesthetics (Visual Impacts) 

Energy 

1. Equivalent Barrels of Oil Saved Compared to the No Project 
Alternative 
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The final ranking of all the project alternatives is shown on 

Table III-5. The recommended alternative was rated superior in 

terms of financial feasibility, cost effectiveness, improved 

transportation and community/institutional acceptance. Specifics 

on the ranking process of the alternatives are located in 

Appendix K. 

C. RECOMMENDED ALTERNATIVE 

1. Description of Project-Bus/HOV 4 

The recommended alternative is the construction of a two-way 

Bus/HOV facility located in the median of the Harbor Freeway. 

This alternative provides 10.3 miles of exclusive guideway facil­

ities for buses and high occupancy vehicles between the Route 91 

Freeway (Artesia Boulevard) and 23rd and Figueroa Streets, with 

intermediate access at nine locations. South of the Route 91 

Freeway, all Bus/HOV transitway vehicles would travel 9.3 miles in 

mixed flow freeway traffic to San Pedro. Ingress and egress to 

and from the Bus/HOV transitway would be limited as shown in Table 

III-6. A vertical transfer station would be provided at the 

Century (I-105) light rail transitway. Transit patrons would 

transfer from the Harbor busway to the Century (I-105) LRT 

facility (and vice-versa). For details on the alignment and 

profile of the recommended alternative see Appendix A. 

2, Patronage (Year 2005) 

Bus/HOV 4 within the limits of this study (San Pedro to Route 10 

Freeway), is projected to carry 65,200 weekday transit person 

trips plus an additional 38,800 weekday HOV person trips (see 

Table III-7), The more heavily used stations are expected to be 

37th Street, Manchester and Slauson (see Table III-8). 
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RANK 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

TABLE III-5 

Final Ranking of I-110 Project Alternatives 
between Route 47 and Los Angeles Convention Center 

ALTERNATIVE GENERAL DESCRIPTION 

Bus 4* At-grade and elevated 
in I-110 median 

Bus 1 Elevated in I-110 median 

Bus 7 At-grade in I-110 median 

Bus Sb Peak directional (one way) 
operation at-grade and 
elevated 

Bus Sa Peak directional (one way) 
operation elevated in median 

TSM Low cost transit improvements 
for buses in mixed flow 

ICTS Rail 4 Same profile as Bus 4 

ICTS Rail 1 Same profile as Bus 4 

LRT Rail 4 Same profile as Bus 1 

LRT Rail 1 Same profile as Bus 1 

LRT Rail 7 Same profile as Bus 7 

ICTS Rail 7 Same profile as Bus 7 

HRT Rail 6 Elevated and subway in 
Vermont Avenue median 

*Recommended Alternative 

Abbreviations: ICTS - Intermediate Capacity Transit System 
LRT - Light Rail Transit 
HRT - Heavy Rail Transit 

III-10 

,.. 

I 



. I 

TABLE Ill -6 

LOCATION OP BUS/HOV ACCESS POmI'S TO TRANSITWAY 

Thia table depicts the location and total ot the ingress and egress points tor each 
ot the Bua;ROV alternatives. 

North ot 
Route 91 

Rosecrans 
Avenue 

135th 
street 

I-105 

Ce1'1't1.1r7 
Boulevard 

Manchester 
.A.venue 

67th 
Street 

Slauson 
Avenue 

Exposition 
Boilleva.rd 

Jetteraon 
Boulevard 

Pigueroa 
Street 

South ot 
I-10 

TOTALS 

on 
Ott 

on 
ott 

on 
ott 

on 
Ott 

On 
Ott 

On 
Ott 

on 
Ott 

On 
Ott 

On 
ott 

On 
Off 

On 
Ott 

On 
Ott 

On 

Ott 

*Prom city street. 

SOU'l'BBOUND 

1 4 7 8a 8b 1 4 1 8a 8b 

1111111111111 X lll!ill!l! l!ll~i!!lil!!! !ll!li!!i!li!!!ii 
1
iliilllli!l X 

.•.·.·•·.·.·.•.·.· 

ffl/~ 
·.·.·.·.·.·•······ 
:::::::::::::::::: 
:-:• :❖:•:❖:-:• -:-:-:-:-:-:-:-:-: -:-:-:.:-:-:-:-:-:. 

llilllllili 1iilll1l1llll lll1li.1l1lii .-.·.·.·.·.·.·. ·.·.·.•.·.·.-.·.·.· .·.·.·.·.·.·.·.·.·. 
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TABLE III-7 

2005 DAILY TRANSIT RIDERSHIP 
(BETWEEN SAN PEDRO AND L.A. CONVENTION CENTER ONLY) 

ALTERNATIVE TRANSIT* HOV* TOTAL* 

No Project 

TSM 

Bus** 1, 4t, 7 65,200 38,800 104,000 

Bus*** 8a, 8b 

ICTS 

Rail 1, 4, 7 

LRT 

Rail 1, 4, 7 

HRT 

Rail 6 

*Transit and HOV includes transitway users only. 
**Two-way transitway operations. 

***One-way transitway operations. 

Abbreviations: ICTS - Intermediate Capacity Transit System 
LRT - Light Rail Transit 
HRT - Heavy Rail Transit 
HOV - High Occupancy Vehicle 

t Recommended Alternative 

Updated: September, 1984 
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JEFFERSCN 

37th STREET 
(EXPa3ITIOO) 

SIAUSOO 

MANCHESTER* 

I-105/I-110 
VERTICAL TRANSFER 

ARTESIA 

190TH 

SEPULVEil\. 

PCH 

rnANNEL 

PORI'S OF CALL 

TABIB-III-8 

2005 DP.ILY STATIOO VOLUMES 

ALTERNATIVES 

NO B, -1 , B-8A, 
PROJECT TSM 4t, 7 8B R-1, 4, 7 R-6 

'IW)- PEAK 
WAY DIREC- ICTS LRT HRI' 

TIOOAL 

-:-:-:-:-:•:-:-: -:-:-:-:-:-:-::-:-:-:-:-:-:-:-: -:-

i:(\};i\(\i }}~~} 
....... · .. · .. ·.·.· .. ·.•.•,•, .. •.·.·.·. :-:-:-:-:-:-:-:-:-:-:-:-:-:-: -:-:-:-:-:-:-:-:-:-:-:-:-:-:-:·-:-:-:-:-:-:,:,:,:,:-:-:- :-:-:-:-:-:-:-:-:-:-:-:-:-: 

((@if(( \hif 6 , 250 :_1!-_il_lf-_·;=_·i~.:1~.;;_;~_\_·;_;;;_1_{_!:_)_}_:l_I,i_!_·;:_}_=~.:;_;~_;;=_·;;,;:_t_ i._ll_l:l_·~--;~_=i._:y-_·:~.·~--;=_:;;_;l_i::_::_t_·i~.:: .. >.}_"7_:i_:~_:;p_;;_::_::.· :::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ::::::::::::::::::: 

tReccrirnended Alternative 
U¢ated: September, 1984 

(Da'l er-ho Transfers> 
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3. Project Costs 

The estimated right-of-way costs are $10.6 million for alignment, 

$9.1 million for Park N' Ride facilities and $1.3 million for 

utility relocation (see Tables III-9 and 19). The total capital 

cost for the Bus/HOV 4 alternative including vehicles (new buses), 

is $578.0 million (see Table III-10) and the annual operating cost 

is $30.4 million. 

4. Project Financing 

The financing for the recommended project will come from the 

funding programs that are generated at three levels: local, state 

and federal (see Table III-11). The Federal government will fund 

92% of the project, the state and locals would be required to fund 

the balance. 

There are several funding issues to be resolved which are outside 

the scope of this EIS. Capital costs which may be funded through 

existing formula allocations (i.e., UMTA Section 9 and the State 

Transportation Development Act) would have to be weighed against 

other project priorities by the appropriate local agencies. 

There is some local concern that fully funding the Harbor (I-110) 

Transitway might cause the Century (I-105) Freeway LRT project to 

be delayed. However, programming the Harbor (I-110) within the 

same time period will cause relatively small funding impacts. 

There appears to be no other competition for funds from any other 

transit project in the Los Angeles area. 
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ALTERNATIVE 

No Project 

T.S.M. 

TABLE III-9 

RIGHT OF WAY COSTS 

(Millions of 1984 Dollars) 

ALIGNMENT PARK N' RIDE 

ACQUISI­
TION RAP** TOTAL 

ACQUISI­
TION RAP** TOTAL 

Bus 1 lll~ltll~l~l~l~llttl~l~l~Il~l~lHl~lll~l~l}l~ttl~l~l~lll~l/l~l}l~l~l~l~l~l~~l~l~l~ltl~l~l~l~l~l~l~l~l~~l~ l~~lt~l}Jf l~l~l~l~l~ ~~l~~l~l}l" ~l~l~lil~l~~~l!:til 
4* 9.6 1.0 10.6 8.9 0.2 9.1 

7 

8a 

8b 

ICTS/LRT 1 

4 

7 

HRT 6 

*Recommended Alternative 
**Relocation Assistance Program (RAP) Costs 

Updated: September, 1984 
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LIMITS 

ALTERNATIVE 

No Project 

TSM 

Bus l** 

TABLE III-10 
I-110 SYSTEM LIMITS CAPITAL COSTS 

(Millions of 1984 Dollars) 

UNION STATION PROJECT LI~ITS 
TO 

CONVENTION CENTER* CONVENTION CENTER 
TO PORTS O'CALL 

TOTAL 
UNION STATION 

TO 
PORTS O'CALL 

4t** 578.0 578.0 

7** 

Sa**.* 

Sb*** 

ICTS 1 

4 

7 

LRT 1 

4 

7 

HRT 6 :i1}1}:(:{}l}iii~~~:::Il{/}I{{I/l/l{l{i\l{lii:~~i~~:}iliiIIl:l:lif l:t{il{!{:i:~:i:~l~l~!/:lil/IlI:tlil 1 . 
::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::.::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 

*This does not include the cost for the Wilshire Metro Rail 
which is assumed for operational feasibility. 

**Two-way transitway operations. 

***One-way transitway operations 

t Recommended Alternative 

Updated: December, 1984 
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TABLE III-11 

CAPITAL FUNDING (1984 $ Millions) 

Bus/HOV Project FHWA State Local 

Roadway & Structures 297.5 25.9 ---

Transit Stations 79.7 6.9 ---

Direct Connectors (HOV) 27.6 2.4 ---

Subtotal 404.8 35.2 ---

Station Amenities --- --- 1.0 

Maintenance Facilities --- --- 6.2 

Engineering (10%) 44.0 --- ---

Total Construction Cost 448.8 35.2 7.2 

Right-of-Way 19.3 1.7 ---
Vehicles (buses) --- --- 8.8 

Recommended Project 
Total 468.1 36.9 16.0 
Capital Cost 

*Other: Applications for other available funds 
(i.e. UMTA, TDA, etc.) 

Updated: December, 1984 
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Other* 

---
---
---

---

3.2 

18.8 

---

22.0 

---
35.0 

57.0 

Project 
Totals 

323.4 

86.6 

30.0 

440.0 

4.2 

25.0 

44.0 

513.2 

21.0 
43.8 

578.0 



5. Construction Details 

The construction of the transitway will require the following: 

a. Widen the existing freeway and bridge structures to 

accommodate the transitway when at freeway grade (6.0 

miles). 

b. Construction of aerial transitway (4.3 miles) 

c. Construction of retaining and soundwalls as 

required. 

d. Construction of freeway auxiliary lanes at the 

following locations: 

Twenty-Second Street to Washington Boulevard, Slauson Avenue to 

55th Street, Manchester Boulevard to 76th Street, Century Boule­

vard to 88th Street, I-105/110 Interchange to 104th Street, 

El Segundo Boulevard to 120th Street, Alondra Boulevard to Redondo 

Beach Boulevard, Anaheim Street to Pacific Coast Highway and from 

"C" Street to Anaheim Street. 

e. Construction of four on-line transit stations, two 

mixed flow transit stations, one vertical transfer 

station and two transit center facilities at the 

following locations: 

On-Line Stations: 37th Street (at-grade), Slauson Avenue 

(at-grade), Manchester Boulevard (at-grade), Rosecrans Avenue 

(aerial). 

Mixed Flow Stations: Carson Street (in-cut) and Pacific Coast 

Highway (fill). 

vertical Transfer: Century (I-105)/Harbor (I-110) Interchange. 

Transit Centers: Artesia Boulevard (State Route 91)/Vermont 

Avenue and Channel/Gaffey Streets. The Artesia Transit Center 

will be constructed in two stages. The first stage will be to 

construct a 500 to 600 space park-and-ride lot, which will be 

upgraded to a full transit center. 

f. Construction of direct HOV connectors from the 

Harbor (I-110) Transitway to the Century (I-105) 

Transitway, provided that HOV operating with initial 

LRT is approved for the Century Freeway project. 
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g. Provide three surface parking facilities at Manchester 

Boulevard, Pacific Coast Highway and Channel Street. 

Provide five parking structures at 37th Street 

(Exposition Blvd.), Slauson Avenue, Rosecrans Avenue, 

Artesia Boulevard and Carson Street. 

h. Construction of one additional lane in each direction 

between Pacific Coast Highway and Route 47 Freeway. 

i. Rehabilitate and upgrade the existing highway, as 

required to maintain or improve traffic safety and 

operations. 

j. Local street improvements, as required to maintain or 

improve local traffic conditions and improve local bus 

service. 

The typical cross section of the elevated two-way structure would 

be a minimum of 49 feet wide consisting of a 12-foot lane, and an 

8-foot right shoulder in each direction separated by a median 

barrier. (The actual width of the transitway will be determined 

during final design.) In the median at-grade sections, there 

would be a 12-foot lane, a 12-foot common shoulder shared with the 

freeway lanes in each direction separated by a median barrier. 

Figure III-1 shows the typical sections for the two-way Bus/HOV 

transitway. 

6. Los Angeles Central Business District (LACBD) 

Access 

The buses and HOV's will self-distribute into the LACBD. Buses 

destined for LACBD locations would exit the transitway at Figueroa 

Street near 23rd Street, and proceed along Figueroa, Eleventh/­

Twelfth, Olive, First, and Los Angeles Streets enroute to the 

Union Station terminus. The return trip would be in reverse 

except that the buses would turn onto 11th Street and proceed to 

Figueroa Street and back onto the freeway at 23rd Street (see 

Figure III-2). 
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Additional LACBD access is provided via the existing I-110 Freeway 

by the median connectors near Jefferson Boulevard to and from the 

~xclusive transitway. 

7. Consistency 

The proposed project is a part of and supports the other elements 

in the Los Angeles Area Regional Transit Development Program. The 

Harbor Freeway Transitway project is included in the Southern 

California Association of Government's {SCAG) Regional Transporta­

tion Improvement Program, and the Los Angeles County Transporta­

tion Commission's {LACTC) Interim Rail Transit System. {See 

Appendix B) 

8. Rail Conversion 

Conversion of the I-110 Bus/HOV Transitway to a rail guideway 

would occur when patronage increases justified such a change. 

This justification would occur when the bus facility had reached 

its capacity and could no longer carry the patronage at an accept­

able level of service. However, prior to reaching its capacity, 

the HOV component of the transitway would have been restricted by 

access metering and/or increasing the ridership requirements. 

Several other factors concerning bus capacity will influence the 

·decision to convert to a rail system. The additional impact on 

the city streets of the buses needed to carry the increased 

patronage will be a deciding factor on the level of service avail­

able with the bus mode. Minimum dwell times of 20 seconds will 

constrain the operational ·plan with a full service system. How­

ever, this may be adjusted by modifying the operational plan to 

include skip stop, designated stop or express service. 
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To convert the 10.3 mile Bus/HOV transitway and stations between 

I-10 and Route 91 to a rail system would cost approximately $100 

million (1984 dollars). 

D. Alternatives Considered and Not Recommended 

Tables III-12, III-13, and III-14 summarize the general features, 

projected patronage, and operational characteristics of the alter­

natives considered in the Draft EIR/EIS within the Harbor Freeway 

Transitway corridor. It is important to note that none of the 

alternatives would result in a decrease in the existing number of 

freeway traffic lanes. Figure III-3 illustrates the alternative 

alignments and proposed station sites. A discussion of termini 

treatment can be found in subsection E-2 of this chapter. 

1. No Project Alternative 

This no-build alternative involves no improvement to the existing 

highways and present transit system, beyond those already pro-

grammed or under construction. 

comparative analysis. 

It provides a benchmark for 

The primary change to the highway system would be the completion 

of the proposed Century (I-105) Freeway Transitway (LRT), the Route 

91/110 Freeway Interchange project (which is already under 

construction); and the addition of a southbound auxiliary lane 

between Manchester and Century Blvd. Caltrans is designing an 

improvement to the I-110/I-10 Interchange and the Adams Blvd. 

off-ramp which will improve the traffic flow for motorists going 

from the I-110 to Adams Blvd. This project entails the construc­

tion of a slip ramp from the southbound Harbor Freeway collector 
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TABLE 111-12 1-110 ALTERNATIVE OPERATIONAL CHARACTERISTICS (2005) 

Service levels c,.inutesl (21 I Total Requlred_Vehlcles !.H•• 
Alternatives Routing Plan (1) Trip Tl•e· I Peak Headways I Bus Ral I I 

(Convention Center (Convention Center 1 1 

No Proje~t 

TSM 

Bus/HOV-I 

-• -t 
-7 

-ea 

-Bb 

Rall-LRT-1 

-• 

ICTS-1 

-• .. ::; 
HRT-6 

-7 

( Ver • ont' Ave. I 

Provides addltlonal three limited 
service-trunk I Ines operating exclu· 
slvely on transltway plus one short 

to San Pedro) to San Pedro) ADB ARTIC ICTSV LRV HRV 

service I lne extending to Artesia I 43 I 50 Seconds I 830 I 169 
Ver•ont Transit Center. local sur-
face routings through LACBD. HOV's 
share transltway use. 

~~~~~![~il~ii~~~~~iiiii: j i': ~~ ~i~j~L !~1~1 :~] ~ J ~ f0~ 

•111 All project alternatives require an expansion of Bus Feeder Serlvce. 

' 

(21 Se~vlce levels refer to llne haul routing fro• LACBO to San Pedro or LACBD to Route 91, as noted. 
(31 Total required vehicles Includes existing background fleet sizes (I.e. No Project background ~leet size• 665 vehlcles> 

••These are the totals listed on Tabte · 111-16. 
Abbreviations: ADB - Advance Design Bus 

ARTIC - Articulated Bus 
ICTSV - Intermediate Capacity Transit Syste• Vehicle (rotary powered) 
LRV - light Rall Vehicle 
HRV - Heavy Ra 11 Yeh I c I e 

t Recommended Alternative 



TABLE III-13 

TOTAL WEEKDAY BOARDINGS (2005) 
( In Thousands) 

BUS/HOV 
(TWO-WAY) 

LRT ICTS 
STATIONS 

1, 

Jefferson 
I 

37th Street (Exposition) 5.8 

Slauson 2.2 

Manchester 4.4 

Rosecrans, 5.3 

Artesia 3.8 

Carson 4.7 

Pacific Coast Highway 1 .5 

Channel St. 3.1 

Port O' Call ( San Pedro) 

Updated: October, 1984 
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No Project 

TSM 

Bus/HOV- 1 

-4t -
-7 -

I -BA 

I -8B 

TAALE III-14 

ALTERNATIVE TRAVEL CHARACTERISTICS (2005) 
(IN THOUSANDS) 

LINEHAUL CORRIDOR 

Daily Transit Dail¥ HOV Total Trips Daily I Daily VMT 
Patronage (1) Trios (2) (1+2) Transit Trips Reduction 

?\:U\~\~~~{i~\~l {:\f \%{:\ tIIIlI~~?l~\\lHt/:\i~:~fa?\:\\/t) \:\??\~ilt?f \%{UH@EJWH@?}} 

!li!!l~~~I :1 :11~1~1~~li!l!!l\l\l!ll\l!ill[l;]li\l!i!!\!l!!! I !! ::::1~~~:::: : I :~~~~:1: 
65.2 38 . 8 104.0 615 988.1 

~~11;11~~IT~I ~l!!ll~l~lll~~~lll~l!ll~~i!!:ll!IIJ~i:1:1111.~1:1::1 ~~~:~~ : i 
1~\~\t?t{H%{%:t\I:l%mmtrn@r:\tmmmr:E\TiillJiJErnI~?m~IIIf \Il:l%E\~\1j~~:} m:\:~:Ff [:~]}\HU{)(Uf U/f 

. Rai 1-1 ( LRT) :/:Ht{dJI~:{{{{%:T\~6~~w~~fd@I{:\%{:1.\iI~f \{{:jf ]]}}):\(~:f ~l:l:\:\\\:\{)\\\]::::rn/$)~~)£[{\ 
-4 II E]JE\:]~~\{~f \:m]Elf %:}}l/lillIT]aTlf tf JfFill§][?t7?lfTl~FIE\EJ7]f\lJI[[l:\f\~}f {~\{{{~\ 
-7 II 

Ra il-1 (ICTS) 

~:~:~\If ~?U@~:\\:{@tl%dlllll\l\l\\tli}%}}}\} ]LJtUJHfaU:f@Elf :~T~:mcn~J~:m:@??ITTiJT\]\:@~}?HH~~ 
::?{:}l{~:h[:Mmtr:[:}}li[~}}\:f }\~f \ttttl}}[:}[~£m~:\:[:[:\:[:[:f@lfJJs]fil1?:\U}}\IU\{%:~:il~@:::)) 

- 4 II tt/???f llf \fIEilIJ\l:\\/]lf I\\JJI\\\\\\\\\Jilt?II:tfl]I//I\\{/\UJ\\UU\J[t\HI/Jt\iIII 
-7 II 

--
Rail-6 (HRT) 
(Vermont Ave.) 

nnnr nnt~ElliillUEllitillill}\W{:}]l)l\mmtI?JI?/I?Ill}?}}\{]J{Htf l/?:]]l}})/JEI?nu 
~~ ; ~ I : 

1 

:::~ ::::1:: i !J ~~~ I ii; I I J~~w~ 
*HOV Trips on proposed transitway guideways. 

. Bus/HOV 8A & 8B requires a larger fleet duriny off ~eak than Bus/HOV 1, 4 & 7. 

. LRT has shorter line-haul and requires small fleet 1n comparison with ICTS . 

. HRT has longer line-haul and more frequent headways in comparison with LRT . 

t Recommended Alternative 

Updated: December, 1984 
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road from the I-10 to the southbound I-110. Construction of the 

I-110 transitway may require the modification of these 

improvements. 

Table III-15 shows this auxiliary lane, and the auxiliary lanes 

needed for the major construction alternatives. Completion of the 

planned improvements will not reduce the need to improve transit 

in the I-110 Corridor. 

Currently, there are sixteen (16) bus lines run by three bus 

operators (SCRTD, Torrance Transit District (TTD), and Gardena Bus 

Lines). These sixteen lines provide approximately sixty (60) 

buses per peak hour whose destination is the LACBD and which ser­

vice the Harbor Freeway (I-110) study corridor. 

For the purposes of comparison, the 1981 transit operating system 

will be used. For a comparison of the vehicle requirements for 

this and all other alternatives, refer to Table III-16. 

2. Transportation System Management (TSM) 

The year 2005 TSM transit system alternative consists of SCRTD's 

stage of the sector plan defined in the 424 report (dated June 21, 

1981), an upgrading of three existing bus stops on the Harbor 

Freeway, and an expansion of two existing off-line park and ride 

facilities in this corridor. 

The TSM alternative would have passenger connections to all major 

transit lines proposed in the Regional Transportation Development 

Plan. Bus operations on the Harbor Freeway would be in mixed 
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TABLE 111-15 

HARBOR FREEWAY CORRIDOR 
FREEWAY AUXILIARY LANE LOCATIONS* 

------------ALTERNATIVE ..._ TSM 

LOCATION ------------

I-110/I-10 Inter. 
S/B Connectors 
Exposition to I-10 

22nd St. to 
Washington Blvd. 

39th St. to Exposition 
(Northbound only) 

41st St. to 
M. I.. King Jr. Blvd. 
(Southbound only) 

Slauson Ave. to 
55th St. 

Florence Ave. to 
74th St. 

Manchester Blvd. to 
76th St. 

88th St. to 
Century Blvd. 

I-105/I-110 Inter. 
I-105 Fwy. to 
104th St. 

El Segundo Blvd. to 
120th St. 

Redondo Beach Blvd. to 
Alondra Blvd. 

Anaheim St. to 
Pacific Coast Highway 

"C" St. to 
Anaheim St. 

l 

llllllilllillllllil lllilillillilill 

!ll/
1
!illlill/!llll /lli/ll.ili 

Bus/HOV RAIL 

4 7 8a 8b l 4 7 

111:11:1:::11 !llllll11111111iliil llllillllilllll
1
illlii lillllllllllilllli lllllllllllllllilll 1111111

1
1
1
111 

X: 
ilil/ll~lill1!11ilill~lllillllli lilll!!lilllllll lllllllllillliil!lllillillllll 1:::11:1111:1t• 

X 

X 

X 

X 

*Appl:f.es to both (N & S) roadways unless indicated otherwise. 
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H 
H 

ALTERNATIVE 

No Project 

TSM 

. B 1, 4t, 7 

Ll.ne 
Haul 

~I B 8a, 8b 
C 

ICfS 1, 4, 7 

LRI' 1, 4, 7 

HRr 

ABBREVIATIONS: 

TABLE III-16 

HARBOO. FREEWAY (I-ll0) TRANSIT SWDY 

2005 VEHICLE REX)UIREMEN'IS 

BUS 

ADV.AN.CE DESIG,N BUS ARTI.CUlATED .BlJS 
tlack 

Feeder I Ground I Spares* 
Line I I Back· 

Total I Haul Feeder Ground I Spares* 

101 

A.D.B. 
ARTIC 
ICISV 

IRV 
HRV 

621 108 830 174 26 

- Advance design bus 
- Articulated bus 
- Intennediate capacity transit systan vehicle 

(rotary powered) 
- Llght rail vehicle 
- Heavy rail vehicle 

Total 

200 

RAIL 

TOTAL 
ICTh"V I IRV I HRV I SPARES I RAIL 

*Spares are 15% of Line Haul, 
and Background. 

tRecomnended Alternative 



traffic. The primary TSM support facilities and line-haul route 

plan are represented on Figure III-4. The combined service levels 

of the nine TSM Freeway Transit Routes plus the proposed parallel 

arterial and feeder lines represents an approximate fifteen 

percent increase over current corridor levels. 

Total capital costs are estimated to be $63.2 million dollars 

(1984) and total annual transit maintenance and operational costs 

are estimated to be $26.6 million dollars. 

3. Bus/High Occupancy Vehicle (Bus/HOV) Alternatives 

All bus/HOV alternatives require the construction of a transitway 

within the Harbor Freeway alignment. The transitway, to be used 

exclusively by buses and high occupancy vehicles (with 3 or more 

passengers), would be constructed so that it could be converted to 

rail for future increased transit patronage. The bus/HOV 

alternatives would all function as a limited service-trunk line 

with a bus feeder system serving transit stations in the I-110 

corridor (see Figure III-5 for proposed bus routes and stations 

locations). The limits of the exclusive transitway are between 

Artesia Boulevard (Route 91) and the Santa Monica Freeway (Route 

10), refer to Figure III-3. South of Route 91, in all bus/HOV 

alternatives, transit vehicles would travel 9.3 miles in mixed 

flow freeway traffic to San Pedro. 

Ingress and egress to and from the bus/HOV transitway would be 

limited as shown in Table III-6. A vertical transfer station 

would be provided to the I-105 (LRT). Buses destined for LACBD 

locations would exit the transitway at Figueroa Street near 23rd 

Street, and proceed along Figueroa, Olive, First, and Los Angeles 

Streets enroute to the Union Station terminus. 
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Maximum headways would be 15 minutes during peak periods and will 

be increased during off-peak periods. Bus service would operate 

19 hours per day, between 5:00 a.m. and 12:00 midnight. Various 

levels of parking are being considered for all proposed transit 

station locations. Section III-E provides more detailed 

information on parking. 

A general description of the bus/HOV alternatives follows. 

Figure III-1 depicts typical bus/HOV aerial and at-grade sections. 

For a more extensive discussion of the operational aspects of all 

of the major bus/HOV and rail alternatives, see Appendix B. 

a) Bus/HOV-1 Alternative 

Bus/HOV-1 is a two-lane transitway structure (49'+) elevated (8.2 

miles) over the freeway median. A 2.1-mile transitway section at 

the proposed I-105 interchange is at freeway grade and would 

require minor freeway widening. The transitway would function as 

a limited service-trunk line with a bus feeder system servicing 

stations from the surrounding areas. This plan consists of two 

limited service-trunk lines operating exclusively on the transit­

way and one short service line extending to the proposed Artesia 

Transit Station Center. This operational plan requires a fleet 

increase of 89 vehicles and represents an 80 percent increase in 

express bus service. 

Total capital costs are estimated to be $633.3 million dollars 

(1984) including right-of-way, construction, and vehicle costs. 
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Total annual transit maintenance and operational costs are 

estimated to be $30.4 million dollars. 

b) Bus/HOV-7 Alternative 

Bus/HOV-7 is a similar two-lane transitway (50'+) except it is at 

grade (9.3 miles) within the freeway median and is elevated (1.0 

mile) at the northerly end. Transitway access is provided at nine 

locations. The bus routing plan is the same as described in 

bus/HOV-1. This at-grade alternative requires 10.3 miles of free­

way widening and requires the reconstruction of 22 freeway 

undercrossings. 

Total capital costs are estimated to be $700.4 million dollars 

( 1984) including right-of-way, construction, and vehicle costs. 

Total annual transit maintenance and operational costs are 

estimated to be $30.4 million dollars. 

c) Bus/HOV-BA and 8B Alternatives 

The primary difference of these bus/HOV alternatives is that the 

transitway would be a reversible, one-lane facility (30' wide), 

serving the northbound trips during the A.M. peak hours and south­

bound trip during the P.M. peak hours (Figure III-6 depicts 

typical aerial and at-grade sections). Bus/HOV-SA has the same 

profile as bus/HOV-1 which is elevated (8.2 miles) over the 

freeway median and at freeway grade (2.1 miles) at the proposed 

I-105 Interchange. Bus/HOV 8b has the same profile as bus/HOV-4, 

which is at grade (6.0 miles) when in freeway fill sections and 
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elevated (4.3 miles} when in freeway cut sections. Transitway 

access is provided at eight locations. The bus routing plans and 

feeder characteristics would be similar to the other bus/HOV 

alternatives. Operating speeds on the busway (peak commute 

direction} would also be comparable, however the operating speeds 

in the reverse commute direction would be similar to those of the 

TSM alternative. Thus, due to slower reverse-commute operations 

in mixed traffic, more buses are required to provide comparable 

transit service. For those transitway segments constructed at 

grade, freeway widening is required. 

Total capital costs are estimated to be $482.6 million dollars for 

alternative 8A and $484.0 million dollars (1984} for alternative 

8B. 

Total annual transit maintenance and operational costs are esti­

mated to be $29.8 million dollars. 

4. Rail Alternatives 

The rail alternatives were developed through consulation with 

SCRTD's staff, their consultants, and Los Angeles City's staff. 

The Harbor Freeway Rail Alternatives (1, 4, and 7} follow similar 

alignments and profiles to the bus/HOV alternatives (1, 4, and 7} 

within the freeway's right-of-way (Figure III-7 depicts typical 

rail aerial and at-grade sections}. The Vermont Avenue Rail 

Alternative (Rail 6) has an exclusive subway-aerial facility. See 

Figure III-3 for alignments. 
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The Harbor Freeway Rail Alternatives were developed to conform 

with Light Rail Transit (LRT) and the Intermediate Capacity Tran­

sit System (ICTS) standards. The Vermont Avenue Alternative (Rail 

6) was developed to meet the Heavy Rail Transit (HRT) standards. 

The ICTS and LRT rail options for the Harbor Free~ay alignments 

would both terminate at the Ports O' Call (San Pedro) station in 

the south. In the downtown area, the ICTS options would terminate 

at Union Station (LACBD) in the north, while the LRT alternatives 

would terminate at 7th and Figueroa Streets (LACBD). As an 

option, the LRT alternatives have a vertical transfer to the 

Century (I-105) LRT and the proposed Wilshire Metro Rail line 

downtown distribution. All LRT options would also require buses 

to provide local downtown distribution between 7th Street and 

Union Station in addition to the Wilshire Metro Rail line. The 

HRT (Vermont Avenue) option would originate at Ports O' Call and 

terminate at Union Station but would utilize different alignments 

and profiles than the freeway alignments. 

The rail types (LRT, ICTS and HRT) have differing transit 

characteristics and operational aspects. Appendix I describes the 

primary differences among these technologies. In the following 

text, different levels of service are assumed for the various 

transit technologies. These differences are due primarily to the 

capacities of the different vehicles and the ridership demands. 

a) Rail-1 Alternative (LRT and ICTS) 

Rail-1 is a two-way rail transitway structure (30'+ wide) elevated 

in the Harbor Freeway median (same profile as bus/HOV-1). The 
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northerly end treatment would require an elevated transitway 

structure through the LACBD area for both the LRT or ICTS systems. 

The primary difference between the LRT and ICTS options is that 

ICTS provides continuous service through the LACBD to Union 

Station with an increase of an additional eight on-line transit 

stations. The southerly end treatment from the present Harbor 

Freeway terminus at Channel Street also would have an elevated 

transitway structure to the Ports O' Call station. The median 

alignment swings to the west side of the freeway to service the 

Artesia Boulevard and Channel Street transit stations. 

The year 2005 operational plan developed for the LRT and ICTS 

options indicates the following: 

LRT ICTS 

Rail Fleet Size 64 11 6 Vehicles 

Rail Vehicle Capacity (seated) 101 36 Persons 

Feeder Bus (ADS) Requirements 129 102 Vehicles 

Trip Time (One-Way) 
Convention Center to San Pedro 33 33 Minutes 

Peak Period Headways 5 1/2 2 Minutes 

Est. 2005 Corridor Patronage 189.8 190.4 Million 

The primary reason for the difference in feeder bus requirements 

between LRT and ICTS is due to the increased downtown distribution 

needed to provide comparable transit service from 7th Street and 

Figueroa Street to Union Station for the LRT alternatives. 
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The rail alternatives would operate the same daily operating hours 

as the bus/HOV alternatives. The level of service would be 

adjusted to meet ridership demands. The off-peak hour headways 

would be 15 minutes during the day and 30 minutes in the evening. 

Total capital costs are estimated to be $832.7 million dollars for 

the LRT alternative and $855.7 million dollars for the ICTS alter­

native. Total annual transit maintenance and operational costs 

are estimated to be $35.0 and $43.5 million dollars for the LRT 

and ICTS alternatives, respectively. 

b) Rail-4 Alternative {LRT and ICTS) 

Rail-4 is a two-way rail transitway structure (30'~ wide) elevated 

and at freeway grade in the Harbor Freeway corrido~ {same profile 

as bus/HOV-4). The end treatments for alignment and profile are 

the same as Rail-1. The alignment shift at the Artesia Boulevard 

and Channel Street Transit stations is also the same. The 

operational requirements and characteristics are the same as those 

identified for Rail-1. This alternative would require freeway 

widening but less than that required for the bus/HOV 4 

alternative. 

Total capital costs are estimated to be $747.2 million dollars for 

the LRT alternative and $770.2 million dollars for the ICTS alter­

native. Total annual transit maintenance and operational costs 

are the same for this alternative as for Rail-1. 
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c) Rail-7 Alternative (LRT and ICTS) 

Rail-7 is a two-way rail transitway (30'~ wide) built primarily at 

grade within the Harbor Freeway corridor. The aerial end 

treatments for the alignment and the profile are generally the 

same as Rail-1 and Rail-4. The operational requirements and 

characteristics are the same as those identified for Rail-1. 

Also, this alternative requires about the same amount of freeway 

widening and bridge reconstruction as the bus/HOV-7 alternative. 

Total capital costs are estimated to be $968.1 million dollars for 

the LRT alternative and $991 .1 million dollars for the ICTS 

alternative. Total annual transit maintenance and operational 

costs are estimated to be the same as for Rail-1. 

d) Rail-6 Alternative (HRT) Vermont Avenue 

Rail-6 is a two-way heavy rail transitway between Union Station 

(LACBD) and Ports O' Call (San Pedro). Figure III-8 depicts typi­

cal subway and elevated sections. The major part of the align­

ment follows Vermont Avenue (between Martin Luther King Jr. 

Boulevard and the Pacific Coast Highway). North of Gage Avenue to 

Union Station in the LACBD, the transitway is in subway for 

approximately 7 miles. South of Gage Avenue to the Ports O' Call 

station the transitway is elevated for approximately 18 miles over 

the existing surface streets. 

The alignment and profile southerly from the Channel Street sta­

tion to the Ports O' Call station is generally the same as rail 

alternatives 1, 4 and 7. The northerly subway section follows 
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Exposition Boulevard, Broadway and Arcadia Street through the 

LACBD to Union Station. 

The year 2005 operational plan for the Vermont Avenue HRT would 

require a 60 rail vehicles plus an additional 176 feeder buses to 

meet the estimated yearly ridership demand in the corridor of 

190.7 million passengers. The trains would operate on 8.5-minute 

peak hour headways and have a system cycle time (50-mile round 

trip) of 84 minutes. 

Total capital costs are estimated to be $1063.0 million dollars 

and the total annual transit maintenance and operational costs are 

estimated to be $39.8 million dollars. 

E. Collateral Facilities Considered 

The proposed transit alignment alternatives require various 

ancillary improvements to function. These improvements include 

station sites, parking locations, termini, maintenance facilities, 

and localized access modifications. These elements of the total 

project have alternatives as well as impacts. 

1. Station/Parking Sites 

a) Station Locations 

The proposed station locations and their characteristics are 

presented in Table III-17. These locations were selected after an 

evaluation process done by Caltrans, the City of Los Angeles, 

SCRTD and others. Some of the criteria used during this evalua­

tion were local land use and planning consistency, historical and 
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Union Station 

LABCD area* 

7th Street & Fiqueroa 

Convention Center 

Adams Boulevard 

Jefferson Boulevard 

37th Street 

M. L. King Jr. Boulevard 

Slauson 

Manchester 

I-105 Transitway-Freeway 

lbsecrans 

Artesia 

190th Street 

Carson 

Sepulveda 

Pacific Coast Hiqhwav 

Channel Street 

Port O'Call 
(San Pedro) 

TABLE III-17 
PROPOSED TRANSIT S'TATIONS 

TIPE TSM BUS/HOV 

terminus varies oer bus routinq 

on line II II 

terminus II II 

on line II II 

II 

II 

II X X 

II 

II X X 

II X X 

II 

II X 
transit 
center X X 

on-line 

II X 

II 

II X 

II X 

terminus 

ALTERNATIVES 

RAIL OPTIOOS 
I-llU I-llU VERMOOT 

LRI' ICIS HRT 

X X 
NOt 

Aoolicable 6 3 

X 

X X X 

X 

X 

X X 

X 

X X X 

X X X 

X 

X X X 

X X X 

X 

X X X 

X 

X X X 

X X X 

X X X 

* In IACBD for all bus alternatives bus stops dependent upon selected routing plan, ICIS transit 
stations same as IADPM proposal, LRr transit stations as suggested by SCRTD consultants. 
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cultural impacts, natural resources impacts, design feasibility, 

local traffic impacts, and joint development. The selected loca­

tions conform with the existing and future bus routing in the 

corridor and provide convenient access for a feeder bus-line haul 

transit system and the projected ridership. 

Typical stations, bus and rail, at-grade and aerial, are depicted 

in Figures III-9A, III-9B and III-9C. Table III-13 summarizes the 

anticipated 2005 weekday total boardings at each proposed station. 

Freeway transitway bus stations south of Artesia Boulevard (Route 

91 Freeway) would be constructed adjacent to the right shoulder of 

the freeway. The proposed station locations for the Harbor 

Freeway and Vermont Avenue alignments are as follows: 

Vermont Avenue Alignment 

Subway Stations 

0 1st St. & Broadway 

0 5th St. & Broadway 

0 Olympic & Broadway 

0 L.A. Convention Center 

0 Adams & Figueroa 

0 Jefferson & Figueroa 

0 Exposition & Vermont 

0 M. L. King Jr. Blvd. & 

Vermont Ave. 

o Slauson & Vermont 

Elevated Stations 

o Manchester & Vermont 

o I-105 Freeway-LRT-facility 

o Rosecrans and Vermont 

Harbor Freeway Ali~nment 

LACBD Stations - varies 

depending upon bus or rail 

routing between L.A. Convention 

Center and Union Station. 

Elevated or at grade 

o 37th Street (Exposition) & 

Harbor Freeway 

o Slauson & Harbor Freeway 

o Manchester & Harbor Freeway 

o I-105/I-ll0(Vertical Transfer) 

o Rosecrans & Harbor Freeway 

o Artesia & Harbor Freeway 

o Carson & Harbor Freeway 
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Vermont Avenue Alignment 

Elevated Stations 

o Artesia & Vermont 

o San Diego Freeway & Vermont 

o Carson & Vermont 

o Sepulveda & Vermont 

o Pacific Coast Hwy. & Vermont 

o Channel & Gaffey 

o San Pedro's Ports O' Call 

Harbor Freeway Alignment 

Elevated or at-grade 

o Pacific Coast Highway & 

Harbor Freeway 

o Channel St. & Harbor Freeway 

o San Pedro's Ports O' Call 

The general station requirements used in the station design 

process were as follows: 

o All bus stations will be convertible to rail. 

o All rail stations will have center platforms. 

o Selection of center or side platforms for the bus stations 

will depend upon site-specific conditions at each station. 

o A barrier free fare collection system would exist with patrons 

paying their fares prior to boarding the transit vehicles. 

o Each station would be fully handicapped accessible. 

Elevators, escalators, stairways and pedestrian walkways would 

enable all potential patrons to access the system. 

o Station platforms would be planned to accommodate all pro­

jected patronage demand. 

o An improved corridor bus system would be implemented to 

provide adequate feeder service to the station areas. 

o Bus turnout facilities on local streets will be provided at 

station locations in order to enhance bus feeder operations. 
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b) Recommended Station Sites 

The location of the stations for the recommended alternative were 

selected by the project's interdisciplinary team using data from 

the several technical studies and after consideration of all the 

comments received from local citizens, organizations and public 

agencies. Final location for the stations along the Harbor 

(I-110) Freeway were Channel Street, Pacific Coast Highway, Carson 

Street, Artesia Boulevard, Rosecrans Avenue, Manchester Boulevard, 

Slauson Avenue and 37th Street (Exposition). The latter location 

was selected as a result of support from several local 

institutions which expressed the desire for more convenient 

transit service to activities at USC, the museums and the 

Department of Motor Vehicles. 

Station sites selected were those which minimize community, 

enviromental, land use and traffic impacts while maximizing the 

benefits of potential joint development, cross-corridor service, 

local access, community acceptance/support, safety, security, and 

design feasibility. 

c. Station Sites Considered and Rejected 

Along the Harbor (I-110) alignment, potential station sites 

located at 39th, 59th, 88th and 92nd Streets were eliminated for 

the following reasons: 

o Incompatibilitly with existing land use 

o Increased community impacts 

o Poor local accessibility to the station site, thereby, 

increasing feeder bus operating costs. 

o Low joint development potential 
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Also, station sites considered at Jefferson, M. L. King Jr. and 

Century Boulevards were not selected for one or more of the 

following reasons: 

o Lack of design feasibility 

o Increased right-of-way requirements 

o Site proximity to other major transit operations 

(i.e. LACBD service, LA/LB LRT, Century (I-105) Transit 

way) which would result in reduced utility. 

o Poor local access and traffic impacts 

o Lack of community acceptance/support (M. L. King Jr. 

only) 

d) Parking Locations 

Station parking locations were selected after the proposed station 

locations were determined. An evaluation process which looked at 

such items as available spaces, right-of-way costs, need for 

parking structures, type and quantity of displacements, local 

traffic impacts, access and environmental impacts were used to 

select appropriate sites. The parking requirements for each 

station location are noted in Table III-18. The proposed station 

parking locations considered and selected are illustrated in 

Figure III-10. 

2. Termini 

The ultimate logical termini for the I-110 corridor transitway 

were Ports O' Call in the harbor and business district of San 

Pedro and Union Station in Los Angeles CBD. By terminating in 

these locations the transitway and its feeder lines would provide 

efficient transit service within the south central part of the 

Los Angeles basin and direct access to the major employment and 
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TABLE III-18 Transit Station Parking Requirements* 

- · --- -- - --- --
ALI~ 

REJJ'D VEIM:>Nr AVENUE HARBJR FREEWAY 
srATION COCATION SPACES SURFACE srRUC. LAND/LEASE SURFACE STRUC. LAND/LF.ASE 

PKG. REJJ'D Rm'D 

Jefferson 100 X X 

37th Street 200 

M. L. King Jr. Boulevard 200 X X 

Slauson 200 X X 

Manchester 200 X X 

I-105 Transitway 200 X 

Rosecrans 600 X X 

Artesia 1000 X X 

190th Street (I-405) 30 X 

carson 600 X X 

SeIXJlveda 100 X X 

Pacific Coast Highway 700 X X 

Channel Street 900 X X 

Port O'call 200 X X 

'IOTALS 10 3 10 

* Line Haul Stations 
Est. Parking Required: Vennont Ave. (13 Stations) = 4400 spaces 

Haroor Fwj (9 Stations)= 4600 spaces 

PKG. Rm'D Rm'D -

X X 

X X 

X X 

X 

X X 

X X 

X X 

X X 

X X 

7 3 6 
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TRANS I T PARKING SITES 

LOCATION 

SELECTED TRANSIT PARKING SITES 

EXPOSITION 

SLAUSON 

MANCHESTER 

ROSECRANS 

ARTESIA 

CARSON 

PCB 

CHANNEL 

lH 

4H & 58 

68 

88 

9H 

lOH 

12H 

13H 

HARBOR FREEWAY (H) 

REJECTED TRANSIT PARKING SITES 

JEFFERSON/FIGUEROA lV 

M. L. KING JR. 

SLAUSON 

MANCHESTER 

I-105 

ROSECRANS 

I-405/190th 

SEPULVEDA 

CARSON 

PCH 

PORTS O' CALL 

2V 2H & 3H 

3V & 4V 

5V 

6V 

7V 

9V 

llV 

12V 

14V 

7H 

llH 

14H 

VERMONT AVENUE (V) 

FIG. lOA - SITE IV-JEFFERSON/FIGUEROA-(VERMONT ALTERNATI VE) 
SITE lH-I - 110/EXPOSITION BLVD. 

Proposed parking near Jeff e rson/Figueroa Tr ansit Station 
(Vermont) requires land acquisition. Propos ed parking 
for Exposition Transit Stat i on ( I-110) can be accommodated 
building a parking struct u~e on St ate -owned l and. 
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FIG. 10B - SITE 2V-VERMJNT/M. L. KING, JR. BLVD. 
Utilizes existing LA Coliseum surface parkinq spaces. 

FIG. lOC - SITES 2H & 3H-I-110/M. L. KING , JR. BLVD. 
Utilizes existing surface parking areas on State- owned land and 
requires land acquisition for a parking structure respectively. 
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FIG. 10D - SITES 3&4V-VERM0NT/S LAUSON AVE 
Site 3V utilizes LA City/Commercial Parking lot 
(Parking structure required). Site 4V requires 
Joint use agreement from shopping center. 

FIG. lOE - SITES 4&5H-I-ll0/SLAUSON AVE 
Utilizes existing vacant State -owned land. 
Parking structure required on the site chosen 
for implementation. 
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FIG. lOF - SITE 5V-VERMONT/MANCHESTER 
Joint use of LA City owned off-street parking 
lots Nos. 6o4, 6o5 & 606 (pkg. structure may 
be required). 

FIG. 100 - SITES 6&H-I-110/MANCHESTER AVE 
Joint use of existing public (LA City & State) 
and private parking lots. 
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FIG. 1.0H - SlTE 6V-VEBM.ONT/PROP. I-10') TBANSITWAY 
Joint use of proposed I-105 Park and Ride Facility 
(l:)arking st..ru.c_t.ur~ required) 

FIG. lOI - SITES lOV/H & llH-VERMONT & I-110/CARSON ST. 
Requires land acquisition and extension of 214th St. 
to provide vehicular access to Site lOV&H. Parking 
structures required at both sites. 
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FIG. lOJ - SITE 7V VERMONT/ROSECRANS AVE 
SITE 8H I-11O/ROSECRANS AVE 

Existing land uses on Vermont Ave will 
require some minor strip-commercial 
displacement. The I-11O alternative 
would require an overhead parking structure 
above the freeway access via 147th St. 
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FIG. lOK - SITE 8V/9V-VERMO~'T/ARTESIA BLVD. 
Proposed Regional Transportation Center 
with parking facilities located at N/W 
comer of Artesia Blvd. (Rte 91) and 
Vermont Ave. Site would be an on-line transit 
station for the Vermont alternative, an off-line 
transit etation for the I-110 Alternatives, 
both interface with other local transit operations. 
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FIG. lOL - SITE 9V -VERMONT/SAN DIEGO FWY { I -405) 
Utilizes State-owned land under I-405 Fwy. 

FIG. lOM - SITES llV-VERMONT/SEPULVEDA BLVD. 
Requires joint use agreements with major retailers 
to use some private commercial parking spaces. 
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FIG. lON - SITE 12V-VERMONT/PACIFIC COAST HWY 
Requires acquisition of vacant privately owned 
land. 

FIG. 100 - SITES 12H-I-110/PACIFIC COAST HWY 
Requires acquisition of partially developed 
strip commercial land uses. 





• Interstate 110 Freeway Transit 
G!ll'flwv------HARBOR F=REEWAY CORRIDOR---------

FIG. lOP - SITE 13V/H-I-110/CHANNEL STREET 
Proposed regional parking facility near southerly 
terminus of I-110. Expands existing Park and Ride 
lot at this location. 

FIG. lOQ, - SITE 14V/H-SAN PEDRO PORTS OF CALL VILIAGE 
Utilizes existing parking lot at Ports of Call 
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business centers of the LACBD, as well as to other major routes in 

the proposed regional transportation system. 

a) Bus/HOV LACBD Terminus 

Because they can operate on surface streets, buses and HOV's can 

exit the exclusive guideway and self-distribute on surface 

streets. The northern end of the exclusive transitway for all 

bus/HOV alternatives would be in the vicinity of 23rd and Figueroa 

Streets. Buses would be routed through the LACBD to Union Station 

on the routes depicted in Figure III-11 and Figure III-2. 

b) Bus/HOV Ports O'Call Terminus 

Buses and HOV's operate efficiently in general traffic lanes in 

free-flow conditions. Free-flow conditions are projected to 

exist on the Harbor Freeway south of Route 91. Therefore, the 

exclusive guideway will terminate near Route 91 in all bus/HOV 

alternatives, and the buses will use freeway traffic lanes and 

surface streets to reach Ports O' Call in San Pedro. 

3. Maintenance Facilities 

a) Bus Maintenance Requirements 

Locating a bus maintenance facility is less difficult than 

locating a rail since the bus facility does not need to be near 

the guideway, nor does it require a direct connector, although 

provisions for either feature are advantageous. 
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A bus maintenance facility can also serve other bus routes and 

need not be reserved exclusively for transitway bus operations. 

Therefore, specific identification of a site is not essential for 

this study. SCRTD would have the flexibility of either enlarging 

an existing site or selecting a new site that is the most 

beneficial to their bus operational needs. 

Using the No Project alternative (baseline) as the existing bus 

fleet size, the estimated right-of-way required for each 

additional bus is .06 acre and the estimated annual cost per bus 

for a maintenance and storage facility is $60,000. The additional 

buses, for the recommended alternative, will vary with the opera­

tional plan. The facility cost involved will also vary accord­

ingly and are included in the capital costs without any attempts 

to identify a specific location. 

4. Localized Access Improvements 

a) Local Street Improvement 

The recommended alternative would require local street improve­

ments, particularly around the proposed transit stations to 

mitigate for the increased traffic flow. These improvements have 

been included as part of the project and are in the construction 

cost estimates. These improvements are such items as: street 

widening, left turn channelization, improved signalization, bus 

bays, bus turnouts, etc. These improvements are described in 

Section IV-M. 
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b) Freeway TSM Improvements 

A TSM program designed to promote increased auto occupancy will be 

implemented with the recommended alternative. This program would 

include ramp meters, bypass lanes, and other marketing techniques 

designed to promote car/vanpooling in the corridor. 

F. Relationship with Other Transit Projects 

All project alternatives connect with or support major transit­

related projects or proposals considered within this metropolitan 

area. The TSM alternative would provide a moderate capital 

improvement program that is consistent with SCRTD's adopted 1980 

Sector Plan and the adopted SCAG 1982 Regional Transportation Plan 

which includes upgrading the Harbor Freeway bus stops and 

expanding the park-and-ride facilities. 

1. Century (I-105) Freeway Transitway 

The amended final Consent Decree for the I-105 transitway 

stipulated "that the design provide for direct linkage" to the 
proposed I-110 transitway. 

On June 13, 1984, the LACTC made the decision to fund a Light Rail 

Transit (LRT) facility on the I-105 freeway through utilization 

of proposition "A" funds. 

In order to have an efficient transit and HOV operation between 

the Harbor (I-110) and the Century (I-105) transitways, a vertical 

transfer station and direct HOV connectors are required at the 

I-105/I-110 Interchange. The operational effects of these two 

facilities on the transit ridership and HOV movement are as 

follows: 
a) Vertical Transfer Station 

With a bus/HOV mode being selected for the I-110 transitway, a 

vertical transfer station will be necessary to provide direct 
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linkage between the two facilities for transit patrons. Patrons 

using the I-110 transitway will transfer to the I-105 LRT 

facility, and vice-versa, through this station. Patrons using the 

vertical transfer facility will experience an approximate daily 

five (5) minutes travel time delay. 

Approximately 20,200 (74%) of the total 27,750 daily two-way 

transit ridership transferring at the I-105/I-110 Interchange can 

be attributed as originating from the I-105 LRT facility. (See 

Figure III-12) for the recommended alternative (Bus/HOV 4), this 

can be broken down as 5,600 daily two-way riders coming from east 

of the I-110 Freeway with 14,600 coming from the west. Some 

17,400 of the daily transfers are LACBD oriented. 

b) HOV Connectors 

Direct HOV connectors between the I-105 and I-110 Transitways are 

essential to provide efficient operation of the HOV lanes and 

mixed flow traffic lanes. 

Without direct HOV connectors from I-105 to I-110 toward the LACBD 

and vice-versa, the HOV's would be required to egress the HOV 

lanes, weave across 3 lanes of mixed flow traffic to access the 

freeway interchange connectors, then again weave across 3 lanes of 

mixed flow traffic prior to accessing the HOV lane. These exces­

sive movements add to the typical time delays at interchanges, 
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As stated previously, buses exiting the proposed I-110 transitway 

at 23rd and Figueroa Street will self-distribute using city 

streets. In the LACBD the I-110 bus route, as shown on figure 

III-11, crosses the Metro rail line at Olive Street/Wilshire 

Boulevard and runs parallel to and one block west of Metro's 

alignment on Hill Street. However, it will only interface with 

the Broadway and 1st Street Metro Station in the LACBD. 

The Metro Rail will provide an effective downtown distribution 

system. Efficient operation of these two facilities will signifi­

cantly reduce existing congestion in the LACBD. 

Without the proposed Wilshire Metro Rail, buses leaving the I-110 

transitway enroute to the downtown area will continue to self 

distribute utilizing city streets alone. These additional buses 

will somewhat increase downtown traffic congestion. Minor impacts 

associated with this added congestion can be easily mitigated 

through TSM improvements such as exclusive bus lanes and elimina­

tion of on-street parking. However, an effective downtown rail 

distribution system would be preferrable to these TSM 

improvements. 

3. Ports Study 

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, SCAG and LA and Long Beach 

Harbor Departments are studying the future of the Harbor Area. 

The additional employment projected to occur in the Los Angeles 

and Long Beach ports, while increasing the truck traffic 100 

percent, is projected to have no effect on the I-110 south of the 

I-405. This is due primarily to the proposed widening of the 
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I-110 Freeway south of Pacific Coast Highway (Route 1) which will 

facilitate continued free flow traffic conditions. 

4. Long Beach to Los Angeles (LA/LB) Light Rail 

Transit (LRT) Study 

As shown in Figure III-15, the LA/LB LRT is a north/south facility 

paralleling the I-110 transitway. The I-110 patronage shown in 

this report assumed the existence of this LRT line in its baseline 

form. The proposed baseline alternative would be a double 

tracked, at-grade alignment. This facility would be about 23 

miles in length with an end to end travel time of approximately 68 

minutes, which results in an average operating speed of 20 mph and 

15-minute headways. 

Figure III-16 is an estimate of potential market areas for rider­

ship of the LA/LB LRT and the I-110 transitway (using the LA/LB 

baseline alternative). 

Funding for the LA/LB LRT line would be solely state and local 

monies (Proposition A and Article XIX Funds). Funding for the 

Harbor Corridor projects would be from primarily Federal and State 

sources requiring only minor local matching funds (see Table 

III-11). 

Until the LA/LB LRT has a preferred alternative, a full assessment 

of the impact of the LRT line on the I-110 transitway is unavail­

able. The final EIR for the LA/LB LRT is scheduled for early 

1985. 
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5. LACBD Transportation Study 

An UMTA funded City of Los Angeles Transportation Study for the 

LACBD should be completed by the Fall of 1984. The purpose of the 

study was to develop a coordinated and comprehensive transporta­

tion program compatible with the longer range transportation 

projects that are planned for the LACBD. The study focused on 

short-term strategies that provide a base for the longer range 

transportation projects, such as, the Harbor Transitway project, 

Metro Rail and the Los Angeles to Long Beach light rail line. 

This transportation program is important in establishing an 

effective LACBD treatment for the future public transportation 

system in the Los Angeles region. 

The Los Angeles County Transportation Commission (LACTC) is 

analyzing the issues concerning the LACBD Transit Interface during 

their study for rail implementation in the Los Angeles area. This 

is being done to establish an effective CBD treatment for the 

Regional Transit System. 

G. Patronage (2005) 

Patronage estimates based upon Los Angeles Regional Transportation 

Study (LARTS) computer simulations were updated to the year 2005 

for the following alternatives. 

1. No Project 

2. TSM 

3. Bus/HOV (two-way) 

4. Bus/HOV (peak directional) 

5. Intermediate Capacity Transit System (ICTS) 

6. Light Rail Transit (LRT) 

7. Heavy Rail Transit (HRT) 
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Details of the assumptions used in the LARTS model and the 

resulting estimates of transit patronage and HOV usage are 

presented in Appendices D & E. The two-way bus/HOV transitway on 

the Harbor Freeway within the limits of this study (San Pedro to 

Route 10 Freeway) is projected to carry 65,200 weekday transit 

person trips plus as additional 38,800 weekday HOV person trips 

(see Table III-7). The highest daily patronage is expected to 

occur at the 37th Street (Exposition) Station (see Table III-8). 

The peak directional bus/HOV transitway on the Harbor Freeway is 

projected to carry 53,900 weekday transit trips plus an additional 

20,400 weekday HOV person trips, with the heaviest stations the 

same as the two-way bus/HOV alternative. 

An ICTS transitway on the Harbor Freeway was projected to carry 

81,000 weekday transit person trips within the same limits. The 

same stations were expected to have the highest use. An LRT 

transitway was projected to carry 73,800 weekday transit person 

trips. This difference in patronage between the ICTS and LRT 

alternatives reflects the benefit of having a through move in the 

LACBD. The HRT transitway on Vermont Avenue was projected to 

carry 83,700 transit person trips within the limits of the study. 

Heaviest stations were expected to be Martin Luther King Jr., 

Slauson and Manchester. Each alternative produced a varying 

amount of LACBD boarding with ICTS alternative having the highest 

(Refer to the Appendix B). 

The maximum theoretical capacities for the bus mode are 

represented in Figure III-17. The chart illustrates the 
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theoretical operating ranges for the bus modes. As shown on the 

chart, the two-way bus patronage forecast of 65,200 persons per 

day in the year 2005 is well within the bus mode operational 

range. Patronage ranges above 100,000 persons per day are clearly 

beyond a bus mode operation. 

H. Project Cost 

1. Project Costs 

Table III-9 summarizes the right-of-way cost for the project 

limits segmented to show the property acquisition and relocation 

costs for the alternative alignments and Park-N-Ride facilities. 

Tables III-19 through III-25 summarize project limits capital and 

operating cost, potential benefits of the project, economic 

feasibility, cost/effectiveness measures, system revenues and 

subsidies. For the bus/HOV alternatives, the capital costs range 

from $482 million dollars for the peak directional bus alternative 

to $700 million dollars for the two-way bus alternatives. The 

rail alternatives are within the range of $747 million to $1,063 

million dollars. The annual operating costs ranged from $29.8 

million for the peak directional bus alternative to $39.8 million 

for the Vermont Avenue rail (R-6) alternative. 

It is estimated that system costs (construction, right-of-way, 

utilities relocation, stations) for the ICTS alternative from the 

Convention Center to Union Station would require an additional 

$225 million (1984 dollars). Estimated system costs for the LRT 

alternative from the Convention Center to 7th Street would be 
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CRITERIA 

ALTERNATIVE 

No Project 

TSM 

Bus• 

TABLE 111-19 

HARBOR FREEWAY (1-110) PROJECT LIMITS 
SUMMARY OF CAPITAL COSTS 

(MIii ions of 1984 Dollars> 

RIGHT OF WAY COSTS 
PARK UTILITY 

ALIGN- N1 RE LO-
ME NT RIDE CATION 

CONSTRUC­
TION 
COST 

VEHICLE 
COSTS 

TOTAL 
CAPITAL 

4t 

7 

10.6 9.1 1., ,1,.2 43.8 578.0 

8a 

8b 

ICTS•• 

LRT 

4 

7 

HRT 6 

*Limits: 

4 

7 

Artesia Freeway (N/0 Route 91) north to 23rd and Figueroa 
Streets with mixed flow stations S/0 Route 91. 

**Llmlts: Route 47 to Convention Center. 
t Recommended Alter-native 

Note: The construtlon cost for al I altern~tlves Include $JO 
ml I I Ion for direct connectors and 55.0 ml I I Ion for a 
vertical transfer station at the 1-105/1-110 
Interchange. 

Upated: December, 1984 
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ALTERNATIVES 

TABLE 111-20 

HARBOR (1-110) 

2005 ANNUAL OPERATING COSTS 
(Shown In Ml I I Ions of 1984 S> 

BACKGROUND FEEDER LINE-HAUL TOTAL SYSTEM 

No Project (Base II ne) 

T.s.M. 

Two-Way Busway ( B - 1 , 4., 7 ) 

•- i::::.·.·. f :==····•····.·.·1 Mt::::·••1•11 1::::}1 •••··• 
86.6 l 11.a 18.6 111.0 

Peak Direction Busway 
CB-Sa and Sb) 

1.c.r.s. Harbor Freeway 
(R-1, 4, 7) 

L.R.T. Harbor Freeway 
(R-1, 4, 7) 

H.R.T. Ver111ont ' Avenue R-6 

*Recommended Alternative 

Updated: December, 1984 
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AL TERN AT I VE 

CRITERIA 

Constent Trenslt User Time Sevlng 

Diverted Auto User O&M Sevlng 

Diverted Auto User Perking Sevlng 

Constent Auto User Time Sevlng 

Commerclel Vehicle Time Sevlng 

Reduced Hlghwey Accident Sevlng 

Cerpoolers Time Sevlngs 

Cerpoolers O&M Sevlngs 
& Downtown Perking Fee Sevlngs 

TOTALS 

* Recommended Alternetlve 
Updeted: December, 1984 

TABLE 111-21 

1-110 2005 ANNUAL BENEFITS 
(MILLIONS 1984 DOLLARS) 

Two-Wey Bus Pk. Dir. Bus 1.c.T.s. 

NO 
PROJECT 

Bese 

T.S.M. 

70. 1 

B-1,4*,7 

16.3 

27.4 

60.5 

4.6 

0.1 

3.0 

11.9 

15.9 

140.3 

B-8A,B R-1,4,7 

121 .a 118 • 1 

!:.&.I ~ 

R-1,4,7 R-6 

115.6 123.3 
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Caelta l Costs 

An nual l0J i--:;; I to I Cos t, 

remental 
rating Subsidy 

I To tal Annual l0J 
~stem Cost 

2005 Slstem Benefit 

2005 Benefit/ l0J 
Cost Rati o 

TABLE II 1-22 

1-110 ECONOMIC FEASIBILITY* 
2005 "SNAPSHOT" BENEFIT-COST RATIO 

<Cost In Ml I I Ions 1984 Doi lars) 

NO 
PROJECT 

TWO-WAY BUS PK. DIR. BUS I 0 C 0 T 0 S LRT HRT 
TSM 

B 1 B 4t B 7 B 8a B 8b R 1 R 4 R 7 R 1 R 4 R 7 R 6 
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TABLE 111-23 

1-110 SUMMARY OF BUS COST/EFFECTIVENESS MEASURES 
(Al I cost ere In Ml I llons ot 1984 $ Except es Noted) 

1 • C110lt11I 

2 • Annuellzed 1 0 J 
c·,, 0 1 t,, 1 Cost 

3.• Ooeretlna Cost 

4 • Tote I Anuuel 1 0 J 
Cost ( C II p • & 0 p • ) 

5 • •• Tote I Annuel Transit 
Petrons (MI I I Ions l 

6. •• Tote I Annuel HOV 
Users (MIii ions) 

7 ••• Tot II I Petronege 
(MI I I Ions) 

8 • • Tote I Annuel I zed 1 OJ 
Cost/Petron 
(Trenslt & HOV) $ 

9 • 

10.••· 

I 1 • • • • 

1 2 • 

1 3. • 

NO 
PROJECT TSM B B 4t B 7 B 811 B 8b 
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:::_::\_1:\_:::_\:l_\::_}_:::_:_:_;~_::;_::l_:::_1::_1:::::::::

1
_ ... _::_::::: __ \_1_::u:: · · · · -- ._. - -_ 

,. ----~ --., ~ >?>~I i \ 
···· ·· ····· .. .. . . ..... . ·.·.·.·.·.·.·-:-·-·.·. 

3 o • o rnr;J::~:~ ::/:::::;k:v~:~ ::.:: tc:r: 
···· · ······· ·· ··········· ·.· .·.·.·.· .·.·.·.· .·.· .. ·. 

3 • 
1 

3 ~\~~ ~f ~; )if{ 

*Llneheul operetlng costs conteln lntre-CBD trips; c11plt11I costs do not 
conteln CBD trips. 

••P11tron11ge does not Include lntre-CBD trips; HOV trips ere person trips. 
•••Averege trip length tor trenslt = 10.0 ml les; everege trip length tor HOV's = 

13.9 mlles. 

Updated: December, 1984 
f Recommended Alternetlve 
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TABLE 111-24 

1-110 SUMMARY OF RAIL COST/EFFECTIVENESS MEAS URE S 
(Al I cost ere In Ml I I Ions of 1984 S Except e s Noted) 

1 • 

2. 

3. * 

4 • 

s.•• 

6.** 

7.** 

B.* 

9 • 

C11olt11I 

Annuellzed 
C11olt11I Cost 

Operetlna Cost 

1 0 J 

Total Anuuel IOJ 
Cost (Ceo. & Oo.l 

Total Annual Transit 
Patrons (Ml I I Ions) 

Tote I Ann ue I HOV 
Users (Mii llons) 

Total P11tron11ge 
CMll llons) 

Tote I Annue II zed 10J 
Cost/Petron 
(Trenslt & HOV) S 

10.*** Totel Annuel 
Trenslt Petron 
Ml les (Ml I I Ions) 

ICTS LRT 

R R 4 R 7 R R 4 

HRT 

R 7 R 6 

ti.*** Total Annuel 
HOV Passenger 
Ml les (Ml I I Ions) 

···········~· 1~•··· ··•·········~·~·~···· ··········•·~· i~···· ············~•1•~···· ••••••• ~ !~•··· •••••••••• ~·f ·~···· ············~· 1•~···· 
I 2. 

I 3. * Annual !zed Transit/ 
HOV Cost/Pessenger 
MI I e S 

I O J ·······~·~·~~·•·• ········~··~·~·~···· ········~ 1•~~···· ·······~ •~!•!•··· ········~· !~ i ········~·~~·~··· ·······~·~~·~···· 
*Llnehaul operating costs cont ain lntra-CBD trips; cepl tal costs do not 
contain CBD trips. 

**Patronage does not Include l ntra-CBD trips; HOV trips are person trips. 
***Average trip length for trens lt ~ 10.0 ml les; everage trip length tor HOV's = 

13.9 ml les. 

Updated: December, 1984 
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CRITERIA 

TABLE III-25 

I-110 SUMMARY OF 2005 ANNUAL OPERATING* SUBSIDY 
(Millions of 1984 I:.bllars) 

OPERATI~ (1) FAREBOX SUBSIDY PER 

ALTERNATIVE 

1981 
Existing 

TSM 

cnrr*** RE.VENUE 

Bus-1, 4 t , i 117 • 0 63.9 

Bus-8A, 8B 

ICTS 
1, 4, 7 

LRr 
1, 4, 7 

SUBSIDY RECOVERY ( % ) RIDER ( ¢ ) 

53. 1 54.6 31.l 

HRI'-6 
.·.·.·.·.·~~~·~·~·········· ·.·.·.•.•:•.;6:; :•:• :•:•:•:•· .·.·.·.··;;~·~············· ·.·.·.·.·.·.·.·.si'.~•, ::•:•:•:•:•:•····:·:· .·.·.·.·.·.·.·.·.;~·~·l·.·.•. •:•:•:•:•:•:•:: 

* Assunes Rail turnback operation at Artesia Boulevard 
** Assumes existing Bus fleet can accamodate the projected increase in 

ridership. 
(1) Revenue based on April, 1980 s.c.R.T.D. fare structure expressed in 

1984 dollars. 
t Reccmnended Alternative 

Updated: December, 1984 
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approximately $60 million (1984 dollars). For the ICTS alterna­

tive, UMTA would most likely be the major source of funding due to 

the high estimated cost. For the LRT alternative, UMTA could be 

the main source of funding. 

Because the bus service self-distributes, the bus alternatives do 

not require additional funding to provide LACBD bus service. 

Minimal costs for additional bus stops may be incurred, but this 

should not be an important funding issue. 

A number of benefits (Table III-21) resulting from the project 

have been examined to determine the benefit/cost comparisons of 

each alternative. The annual benefits range from $122 million for 

the peak directional bus alternative to $140 million for the two­

way busway. For the rail alternatives the benefits range from · $116 

million (LRT) to $123 million (Vermont Avenue). The bus/HOV alter­

natives include benefits to carpoolers. 

In terms of cost effectiveness (see Tables III-23 and 24), the 

annualized transit cost per passenger mile (annualized at 10%) 

ranges from a low of $0.28 for the two-way recommended bus/HOV 

alternative (B-4) to a high of $0.61 for the rail alternative 

(R-7). 

Annualized cost is used to show capital recovery factors spanning 

the economic life expectancy of the system elements. This is in 

accordance with federal requirements of the 0MB Circular A-94. · 
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2. Project Financing 

Potential funding for the alternatives would come from Federal, 

State, and local sources. The use of Federal Aid Interstate (FAI) 

funds for the Harbor Freeway was approved on November 1, 1978 when 

the freeway was designated as Interstate Route I-110. This action 

allows FAI funding to be used for all non-rail alternatives loca­

ted within the freeway right-of-way. Should Urban Mass Transpor­

tation Administration (UMTA) funds be sought, all UMTA require­

ments will be met. However, current UMTA policy is to defer UMTA 

participation in the construction of major new systems and 

extensions at least until the national economy improves. UMTA 

funding and local source program funds would also be needed for 

the construction and right-of-way needs related to off-freeway 

station or terminal facilities. A further discussion of potential 

funding sources is located in Appendix c. 

3. Comparative Costs 

To provide a comparison between the bus and rail alternatives, it 

is necessary to evaluate the alternatives between common limits. 

The common limits selected to compare all the alternatives were 

between the Convention Center and Route 91 Freeway. While transit 

service for the bus/HOV alternatives remains the same, continuous 

rail service to the San Pedro area has been eliminated and 

supplemented with an expanded feeder bus system operating in mixed 

flow freeway traffic. This would result in a reduction of about 

750 daily patrons for the rail alternatives. 
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The capital costs (Table III-26) for the I-110 rail alternative 

are now comparable with the bus/HOV alternatives. The highest 

capital cost is still associated with the Vermont Avenue (HRT 6) 

of alternative ranging from 19 to 59 percent more in cost than any 

of the other rail alternatives. 

Operating costs (Table III-27) and subsidies (Table III-28) for 

the rail alternative are lowered as the patronage is slightly 

reduced resulting in lower daily demand. This reduction in demand 

also results in fewer rail vehicles being needed for rail transit 

implementation. Table III-28 is a summary of the annual operating 

cost and subsidy required for all the alternatives. On the 

average, the annual rail subsidy per rider has decreased by three 

cents (3~) while the bus subsidy for each rider remains the same. 

Table III-29 is the comparison of the 2005 annual benefit-cost 

ratios for all the alternatives. 

Cost/effectiveness measures for the rail alternatives (Table 

III-30) can be compared with those for the bus alternatives 

(Table III-23). These costs for rail now reflect a drop of 

approximately twelve cents (12~) in the annualized transit cost 

per passenger mile when compared with those shown on Table III-24 

for the project limits (Convention Center to Ports O' Call). 

I. Construction Phasing and Staging for the Bus 

and Rail Alternatives 

In the A.M. peak hour, the majority of transit trips are directed 

to the Los Angeles Central Business District (LACBD). The logical 

sequencing of construction should therefore begin with the LACBD 
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No 

TSM 

Bus 

TABLE 111-26 

COMPARISON OF CAPITAL COSTS IN MILLIONS ( 1984 $) 

CONVENTION CENTER TO ROUTE 91 FREEWAY 

RIGHT OF WAY COSTS 
PARK UTILITY 

ALIGN- N1 RELO-
MENT RIDE CATION 

Project 

CONSTRUC­
TION 
COST 

VEHICLE 
COSTS 

TOTAL 
CAPITAL 

4t 10.6 9.1 1.3 513.2 43.8 578.0 

7 

Ba 

8b 

ICTS 

4 

7 

LRT 

4 

7 

HRT 6 

Updated: December, 1984 

t Recommended Alternative 
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TABLE 111-27 

COMPARISON OF 2005 ANNUAL OPERATING COSTS 
CONVENTION CENTER TO ROUTE 91 FREEWAY 

(Shown In Ml I I Ions of 1984 $) 

BACKGROUND FEEDER LINE-HAUL TOTAL SYSTEM 

No Project (Baseline) 

T 0 S 0 M 0 ·:::::<:=::::::;~!!I!! !!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!l !!!!!!!!!!!!!!!~t!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!l !!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!]!t !:;.!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!l!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!~!i1!!I :::::::::::::::::::::::. 
Two-Wey Buswey (B-1, 4*, 7) 

Peek Direction Buswey 
(B-8e and 8b) 

L.R.T. Harbor Freeway 
(R-1, 4, 7) 

1.c.T.s. Harbor Freeway 
(R-1, 4, 7) 

H.R.T. Vermont Avenue R-6 

*Recommended Alternative 

Updated: December, 1984 

86.6 I 11.8 I 18.6 I 111.0 
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No Project 

TSM 

Bus 1, 4t , 7 

Bus Sa, Sb 

ICTS 1, 4, 7 

LR T 1 , 4 , 7 

HRT 6 

TABLE I I 1-28 

COMPARISON OF ANNUAL OPERATING SUBSIDIES 
CONVENTION CENTER TO ROUTE 91 FREEWAY 

(MIi I Ions of 1984 Doi lars> 

OPERATING 
COST* 

REVENUE 
• • 

S UBS I DY FARE BOX 
RECOVERY (j) 

ANNUAL SUBSIDY 
PER RIDER 

( t ) 

;;~~ ~;~ 1
:

1

111 1~:11 !!!Ii ~~:~~'' 1 ! 1~;~1!1
1

~ : i: r ~~~:r ;;;; ~ 
1 1 7 • 0 63.9 5 3. 1 54.6 3 1 • 1 

• ·. ··.·······~.·~:·::·:~·~.·.·.·.·.·.·.·.1:•:·i/·'·$·:·~+·.·TI · ·++~··;·~:,:+i: · ·iYY·+·:·:·~·:t~:·:·+:f \::·:·.·1:·:·i·+:/·h·.·J.\•:.\::: :: • :: ••... ·.· 

::::i::·i·:·J1·2i2 :··~1.1.1i:i:~.t:i:::~~~~~~.Jll:?:~•?i.:.t:.i_ili·i·:·:iiii·:i:;;~·~·····················:]·.·.·.··.··.···~~~~--:·~-·:··i1i::1:ii::i:ii::1::·= 

.:·: :. ·. ·• · i·.~•~j•·;:: ~ :i::;:·:: •:I:·:······ ·.i)·• · .• ·~······· ·.·.·li·:·i·i::::~:~: ·~.~:.:.::.:~:.i;:::::::::::::: ::::~;.~. -~.;. ·:·: ·: .:,::·:;:::::::: :::1.:.:.:.:.:::.:.:::::=:;:;:::~. ·.· .. · .. ·.· ._. ... , . ·. 

_: :·:·:·:·::
1
.~

4 :;::' :!:l !:! !:!:: :I.: :!:):;:;:es:~t~~:i!i:::::::!I:!::: .. i!i!~/4).·7:;:;:;:·:·rl.i~~~~~~~·l· : ilii:i::1ii :h0
: :.:.::!: ::::::::::: ·.:.: 

*Total Corridor: Llnehaul and feeder 

**Revenue based on Aprl I, 1980 fare structure expressed In 1984 dollars 

t Recommended Alternatlve 

Updated: December, 1984 
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~ 

capital Costs 

Annual 
capital Costs 

Incremental 
Ooerating Subsidy 

10% 

Total Annual 10% 
Systan Cost 

2005 S_ystan Benefit 

2005 Benefit/ 10% 
Cost :Ratio 

*Reccmnended Alternative. 

Updated: December, 1984 

00 

TABIE III-29 

COfi>ARISCN OF 2005 ANNUAL BENEFIT-<n,T RATIO 
~IOO CENTER 10 R:XJTE 91 

(Cost in Millions 1984 D:>llars) 

'IID-WAY BUS PK. DIR. BUS I .c. T .s LR!' HRI' 
PIUJECT I TSM 

B 1 B 4" I B 7 B 8a I B 8b I R 1 I R 4 I R 7 I R 1 I R 4 I R 7 I R 6 

Base t?J.~!~1Jli~~iii!= 57 0. o iii%J.illjT~i~~[if ~[~[~jl[i~i~[~iil[i[;iM[ili[1¼!~i~:i[$.i~i~~i!l~~~Iocil~Mihlili#.tN 
Base i/!i!!ii!!i! i~!!il!l!li~~!~i! 63. 4 lllllll¼l~;:l~:lllll~i~l~llllllllll~;J~llllilll!~l~lii~l~l~llllll~~l~ll!lllllMl~l~ll!lllw.l~l~llllll~~~l~llllll~~1~ 
Base i!iiii1~i~iiliiiiiliii~i~iiii 6. 9 1:::'.rn::~'.~;:'.li?'.1Li:i[:::ii1~i::l:'.:'.:ltt~:i::::::t.1:t:i:::'.:lI[:~!ll:::!:!:~!il~i:i:::::i:~:~i~?:i:(i~:~i?:i:j:~~~ 
Base 

Base • 111 70.3 

140.3 

1:::::~~l~lilllf:lllll~~~~~W[l~~iij!l~l!lll~~~l~llll!~il~l~!l!l!l~~~l)!~l~~ilw~[l!l!l~~r~lllll!;.~wJlilll!~i[~i 
%~1BiJS~f W~Jiifilill~]~iif~~~~diji~:~di1i~ldf iil~l~St~~:dh]~iliaS~itl 

\i!!!ii!i~iJ~!i1li!i!i!!!!!10i!i- 2. 0 ,::::1:1:1:~:~1;1:t::1~:::i~l~lllllll:Illt~~lll~lililll[lwllll:lllll[lI~lilll}]l[Jillllllll!]lwillilillitlJllllil!l[!Iill:lll!ll~ 



1 • 

2. 

3 •• 

4 • 

5.•• 

6.•• 

1 ••• 

8.• 

9 • 

1 0 • • • • 

TABLE 111-30 

COMPARISON OF ANNUAL RAIL COST/EFFECTIVENESS MEASURES 
CONVENTION CENTER TO ROUTE 91 

(MIi I Ions of 1984 Dollars except es noted) 

MEASURE OF 
EFFECTIVENESS 

Ce0ltel 

Annual I zed 
Ce0ltel Cost 

00eretlnq Cost 

Tote I Annual 
Cost (Ce D • & 0 D • ) 

1 0 J 

IO J 

Total Annual Transit 
Patrons (Mii llons > 

Tote I 
Users 

Annual HOV 
(MIii ions) 

Total Petronege 
(MIiiions) 

Total Annuel I zed 
Cost/Patron 
(Transit & HOV) S 

IOI 

ICTS LRT 

R R 4 R 7 R R 4 

11.••• Total Annual 

I 2 • 

I 3 • • 

HOV Passenger 
MIies (Mllllons) 

HRT 

R 7 R 6 

*Llneheul operating costs contain lntre-CBD trips; cepltel costs do not contain 
CBD trips. 

••Patronage does not Include lntre-CBD trips; HOV trips ere person trips. 
•••Average trip length tor trensl-t = 10.0 mites; average trip length tor HOV 1 s 

13.9 ml les. 

Updated: September; 1984 
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section and incrementally continue southward as financing permits. 

The rail transitway construction must occur from station to 

station to allow for accessibility and the development of a feeder 

bus network. The bus/HOV transitway construction must occur to 

the nearest access/egress ramp to allow buses and HOVs the ability 

to utilize completed sections of transitway. 

To justify a bus or rail transitway on the Harbor Freeway, 

projected patronage figures indicate that a financial commitment 

has to be made to ultimately build the portion of the alignment 

from the LACBD to the I-105. If funding should become available, 

construction, as mandated by the I-105 Final Consent Decree, must 

be coordinated with the construction of the light rail line on the 

I-105. A requisite of using the limits from the LACBD to the 

I-105 is that the Harbor Freeway rail transit vehicles have mutual 

use of maintenance and storage facilities provided for the I-105 

transitway. 

Until such time that the rail transitway could be extended south 

of I-105, if the project is built incrementally, feeder bus 

service from the San Pedro area to the I-105 stations at Avalon 

Boulevard and Vermont Avenue would be provided and is operation­

ally feasible. 

The next logical segment would be a transitway constructed from 

the I-105 to the Route 91 Freeway. This would allow the use of 

state-owned property along the north side of Artesia Boulevard 

between Normandie and Vermont Avenue as a regional transit center. 
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If the transitway extends from the LACBD to Route 91, a mainte­

nance facility for the rail alternatives would most likely be 

located at a site just south of 182nd Street on the east side of 

the Dominguez Channel. While the bus alternatives would possibly 

be maintained at a site proposed by SCRTD south of 190th Street 

between Figueroa and Broadway. 

Completion of the total alignment would take place in the next 

sequence of construction as the transitway would extend from 

Route 91 to Ports O' Call in San Pedro. This applies only to the 

rail alternative since the Harbor Freeway buses operate in mixed 

flow south of Route 91. The maintenance facility for the rail 

alternatives would remain situated at the 182nd Street location, 

while bus storage would be provided at sites designated by SCRTD. 

Incremental construction costs, excluding right-of-way and vehicle 

costs, for each operationally feasible segment of transitway are 

shown on Table III-31. Physical construction will involve the 

method that is most suitable for each increment of the project. 

A typical sequence of construction is illustrated in Figure 

III-18. 
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\.0 
ro 

ALTERNATIVE 

LIMIT 
LENG'lli IN 

MILES 

No Project 

'1'9-1. 

Bus 1 

4* -
7 

Bus 8a 

I 8b 

I ICTS 1 

4 -
7 -

LR!' 1 

4 -
7 

HR!' 6 

TABLE III-31 

HARBCR (I-110) TRANSIT 
Sm-NARY OF INCREMENTAL CXXilSTRUCTIOO CXJSTS 

(Millions of 1984 Ibllars) 

SffiMENT 1 

Convention Center 
to Rte. 105 Freeway 

Len: 8.1 Miles 

sin,,mr 2 

Rte. 105 Freeway 
to Rte. 91 Fwy. 
Len: 3.2 Miles 

SEG1ENT 3 

Rte. 91 Freeway 
to san Pedro 

Len: 10.7 Miles 

1Ul'AL 
CCNSTRUCTIClll CCST 

Convention Center 
· to San Pedro 
Len: 22.0 Miles 

= = ==:;;;; ;·r;·rff ·;·n";;<=}:=: ;·;·;·;·; r;·;·r;Jr=\t{=>}:: ~1·(/Y-!-.Yttltr··i···i·i·i·it.-.-.·.: .... /-~~J·T.·.·.·!tWWt\_:_~~ {:: :<=:=.=-= . = =. 

,~ii•••s16::: ···· ____ j•l ··(•~•~'.;-----,p --.-;::: :c:::T··· B;~:-rr? : 
297.8 I 141.2 I 74.2 I 513.2 

: })!! !( !(4-19)l. . ){:f i{:.(:).l/ J{}:141 -1(~--~-.--\Jtt(t ~;:-;:;{{:}!\_ T _:_. -.-.-::t\6.3t.=x))}U/ __ :::::: 
. -_. r -t:?:: :21s .. 9: ! .... :.>}tt{l>>>:::."i~~~1:·:·:·:·:nnTrr 1·:·:·:·:·:·=·:·:·:·F"14~it{:: :·: :·:·=·:·:rr··········:::(:·:·:·~;;:;;~·.i\:.:.:.:_: ::: :: 

•••· --•• •• __ -t!::~ ( -.,, :i _ 3,.. ::::1:.:• ····,I:··, : : : ;:: , .,,. j t ···, ·~:::u -~~----_-_ -_--•-
·:<: :{ >? !~m9· ··:TF·:rn·:>JJ~·~a:1·~1nr=~· · ·s=rrnrr:-~if -r-rn-rr·········r·:·:················~;;~ar.·:\::?=:?<: :_: :· 
? ! .. u.?:{:\3g5:.i>L}.:Y>:ttit)) · ··: ;~;~;·:rrrr-r· "1 =·:·:·:·:·:·:r·;as·~il · ·.u u·=·:·=·=·:r1·ir·i·i-r · · = ::~~=~~~~~~J::::: 
. ·:·:·:· . :·~·:·:·:·::: -:i-t~~:i:·:·:·:·:·:·:·:·:·= :; ·. :·;] : :·:·:·:·:·:·:·:·:1a1,~J:::::·:·:·:·:·:::::::::::::r::::::: ·:.:,·.·:·:·29~:~ :6::;:::;:;:::: ·:~.,·.~TIS::_:_~::_· 1-:l.i.~·4· :·: ·:·:·:·:~ ::: :;::·:·:·:·:·:·: 
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,.~-· ~~o~ .. :_ ~ ~ :: ~<><}F:\ ·····:·:·:·~ii:~2rnr· ·· · · ·1·~·~·~~~.~~g~}l. ·· · ... :-:•:•·~1·=~····:·:~;~;~·:6·.·.·.·.•.':•:•:•:•:•:•:•:•:•:•:•· 

*Recannended Alternative 

Updated: D:!cember, 1984 
Note: The segment 1 construction cost for all alternatives include $30 million for direct 

connectors and $5.0 million for a vertical transfer station at the I-105/I-110 Interchange. 
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IV. ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

Determining whether or not a project will have a significant 

effect on the environment calls for careful judgement based on 

scientific and factual data. To assist in making this determina­

tion the interdisciplinary team for the project used a comprehen­

sive environmental checklist to focus this study on the physical, 

biological, social and economic factors which might be impacted by 

the proposed transitway. 

Several technical studies were developed to provide background 

data and to assist in evaluating the environmental consequences of 

the proposed project. The following studies are incorporated by 

reference into this Final EIS: 

1. Geotechnical Report Route 110 Proposed Transitway, 

Caltrans Materials Section, November, 1980. 

2. Conceptual Stage Housing Availability Study Caltrans 

Relocations Assistance Branch, March, 1984. 

3. Physical Environmental Report on the Impact of the 

Proposed Harbor Freeway, Caltrans Environmental 

Investigations Branch, August 1982 (includes studies 

on air quality, noise, energy, water quality, and 

solid wastes). Addendu~ to Physical Environmental 

Report, May, 1984. 

4. Harbor Freeway Corridor Joint Development and 

Value Capture Project, Blaney-Dyett, Urban and 

Regional Planners. The Planning Group, Richard 

Grefe Associates, Barton-Aschman and Associates, 

prepared for SCRTD. Final Report and Draft Reports. 

March 1980 - May 1981. 
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5. Historic Property Survey Harbor Freeway Corridor 

Transitway, Caltrans Environmental Planning Branch, 

December 1981. 

6. Archaeological Survey Report Harbor Freeway Corridor 

Transitway, Caltrans Environmental Planning Branch, 

December 1981. 

7. Technical Memoranda, Wilbur Smith & Associates, 

George Beetle Co., Jordan/Avent & Associates, May 

1981 - January 1982. 

8. Revised Biological Assessment, Caltrans Environmental 

Planning Branch, May 1982. 

9. Socio-economic Impact Report Harbor Freeway Corridor 

Transitway, Environmental Planning Branch, December 

1981. 

10. Transit Station Traffic Impacts and Mitigation 

Measures, Los Angeles Department of Transportation, 

Transportation Study Section, September 1981. 

11. I-110 (Harbor) Freeway Transit Station Location 

Analysis, City of Los Angeles Planning Department, 

September 1980. 

The above mentioned studies are available for public review at 

Caltrans Environmental Planning Branch, 120 South Spring Street, 

Los Angeles 1 California. These studies may be purchased 

collectively or individually from Caltrans. (Postage is extra). 

The following environmental documents are referred to in this 

Final EIS/EIR, they are also incorporated by reference: 
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1. San Bernardino Freeway Busway Extension Final EIS. 

2. The Los Angeles Downtown People Mover Project Final 

EIS/EIR. 

3. Final Alternatives Analysis/Environmental Impact 

Statement/Report on Transit System Improvements in 

the Los Angeles Regional Core. 

4. Century Freeway (I-105) Final EIS. 

5. Todd Pacific Shipyards Corporation Land Level Lift 

Platform and Repair Facility Draft EIR. 

An environmental checklist was used to focus this study on 

significant environmental issues (Table IV-1). In many cases the 

background studies performed in connection with this EIS clearly 

indicate that the project will have no significant impact in a 

particular area. A "no" answer on the checklist documents this 

determination. A discussion of the potential impacts and the pro­

posed mitigation measures may be found following the checklist. 

Certain actions are necessary to mitigate adverse project impacts. 

The mitigation measures are presented as commitments and are part 

of the proposed project unless otherwise noted. The mitigation 

measures have been assessed and do not create any significant 

impacts. 
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TABLE IV-1 

ENVIRONMENTAL SIGNIFICANCE CHECKLIST 

PHYSICAL. Will the propoaat either diracdy or indinctty: 

1. Change the topcgraphy or ground surface retief features? 
2. 081V'Oy, cover, or modify any unique ~ogic or physical featurN1 
3. R_,lt in unstable earth surfaces or expoaure of people or proparty to geologic or 

•ilfflic hazards? 
4. A.ult in or be afflcted by soil erosion or siltation (whether by wa111r or wind)7 
5. R_,lt in the inc:t'Ulld ua of fuet or energy in large amounu or in a wasmful 

manner? 
6. R_,lt in an incr91119 in the rate of u• of any netural resoun:a? 
7. R_,lt in the substantial depletion of any nonrenewable natural ra,urca? 
8. Violata any published Fed1r1I, Sta11t, or local standards pertaining to solid Mita 

or littar control? 
9. Modify the channet of a river or snam or the bed of th• ocan or any bay, inlet 

orl1ke? 
10. Encroach upon a floodplain or result in or be affectld by floodwatlrl or tidal • 

waves? 
11. Advenety affect the quantity or quality of surface water, groundwatar, or public 

water supply? 
12. R_,lt in the u• of watar in large amounu or in a waaaful manner? 
13. Affect wattandl or riparian vegetation? 
14. Violata or be inconlisiant with Fed1t1I, Sta11t, or local waw quality standardl1 
15. Rea,lt in chang11 in air movement, moistura, or temperm,re, or any cllrnatic con• 

ditions? 
16. R_,lt in an increae in air pollutant emiaions, advtrll efftctl on or de!arioratfon 

of ambient air quality? 

See* 
V':c,OII Section(s) 

No 
No 

Yes 
Yes 

No 
No 
No 

No 

Yes 

Yes 

No 
No 
Yes 
No 

No 

NO 

A 

B 

B 

C 

D 

17. R.ult in the Ct'Ntion of ob;ectionable odors? '- Yes T 

E 
18. Violate or be inconsirtltnt with Fed1r1I, Sta11t, or local air standards or control 

plans? 
19. 
20. 

21. 

Ra,lt in an increase in noise levels or vibration for adjoining areal 
Vlolata or be inconsistent with Federal design noise lewts or Stai. or local noile 
standards? 
Produce new light, glare, or shadows? 

BIOLOGICAL Will the pro..-t rautt in (ei1her dirNdy or indlNC'dy): 

22. Change in the diversity of speci• or number of any specim of pl1nu (Inducting 
trees, shrubs, gl"ISI, microflora, and aquatic planut? 

23. Reduction of the numbers of or encroachment upon the critical haoitat of any 
unique, rare or endangered specim of planu7 

24. Introduction of new species of plants into an a,_, or result in a barrier to the 
normal replenishment of existing speci•1 · 

25. Reduction in acreage of any agricultural crop or commercial timber stand? 
26. Removal or detarioration of existing fish or wildlife habitat? 
27. Change in the diversity of speci•, or numbers of any speci• of animals (birds. 

land animals including reptiles, flsh and shellfish, benthic organisms, inacm or 
· microfauna)? 

28. Reduction of the numbers of or encroachment upon the critical habitat of any 
unique, rare or endangered species of animals? 

29. Introduction of new speci• of animals into an area, or result in a barrier to the 
migration or movement of animals? 

*Impacts are generally significant. 
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Yes 
Yes 

No 
Yes 

F, f 

G 

Yes D 

No 

No 

No 
Yes H 

No 

No 

No 
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TABI,E IV-1 

ENVIRONMENTAL SIGNIFICANCE CHECKLIST (cont'd.) 

SOCIAL ANO ECONOMIC. Will the proposal direc:tty or indirec:tty? 

30. Cause disruption of orderly planned development? 
31. Be inconsistent with any elements of adopted community plans, polici• or goals, 

the Governor's Urban Strategy, or the President's National Urban Policy (if NEPA 
project)? 

32. Affect the location, distribution, density, or growth rata of the human populaion 
of an arN? 

33. Affect life.styles, or neighborhood chanc:tltr or stability? 
34. Affect minority or other specific in-.t·groups? 
35. Divide or disrupt an established community? 
38. Affect existing housing, require the acquisition of 1'9Sidential improvements« the 

displacement of people or create a demand for additionaj housing? 
37. Affect employment, industry or commerce, or require the displacement of busi-n- or farms? 
38. Affect property values or the local tax base? 
39. Affect any community facilities (including medical, educational, scientific, recru­

tional, or religious institutions, ceremonial sites or sacred shrines)? 
40. Affect public utilities, or police, fire, emergency or other public services? 
41. Have substantial impact on existing transPOrtation systems or altar PnlSlnt pat• 

terns of circulation or movement of people and/or goods? 
42. Affect vehicular movements or generate additional traffic? 
43. Affect or be affected by existing parking facilities or result in demand for new 

parking? 
44. Involve a substantial risk of an explosion or the rel- of hazardous substanclll in 

the event of an accident or upset conditions? 
45. Result in alterations to waterborne, rail or air traffic? 
48. Affect public health, expose people to potential health hazards, or create a real 

or potential health hazard? . 
47. Affect a significant archaeological or historic site, structure, object, or building? 
48. Affect natural landmarks or man-made resources? 
49. Affect any scenic resources or result in the obstruction of any scenic vista or view 

open to the public, or creation of an aesthetically offensive site open to public 
view? 

50. Result in substantial impact! associated with construction activities (e.g., noia, 
dust, temporary drainage, traffic detours and temporary acca11, etc.)7 

MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE. 

YUOII 
NO 

No 

Yes 

Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 

Yes 
Yes 

Yes 

Yes 
Yes 

Yes 
Yes 

Yes 

No 
No 

No 
Yes 
No 

Yes 

Yes 

51 . Does the project have the potential to degrade the quality of the environment, substantially 
reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife population to drop 
below seff-sustaining levels, threaten to elimiAate a plant or animal community, reduce the 
number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or animal or eliminate important 
examples of the major periods of California history or prehistory? 

52. Does the project have the potential to achieve short-term, to the disadvantage of long-term, 
environmental goals? (A short-term impact on the environment is one which occurs in a 
relatively brief). definitive period of time, while long-term impacts will endure well into the 
future.) 

53. Does the project have environmental effects· which are individually limited, but cumulatively 
considerable? Cumulatively considerable means that the incremental effects of an individual 
project are considerable when viewed in connection with the effects of past projects, the 
effects of other current projects, and the effects of probable future projects. It includes the 
effects of other projects which interact with this project and, together, are considerable. 

54. Does the project have environmental effects which will cause substantial adverse effects on 
human beings, either directly or indirectly? 

*Impact• ar• 1•n•rally • iunilicant. 
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Impacts Associated with Bus/HOV 4, the Recommended Alternative 

The impacts of Bus/HOV 4, the recommended alternative, are 

contained in the following sections. The Bus/HOV impacts are not 

differentiated between Alternatives 1, 4 or 7 as the impacts are, 

on the whole, indistinguishable from each other. Where distinct 

differences exist, they have been so noted. Some of the impacts 

that are distinct are as follows: business and residential 

displacement, economic impacts and circulation impacts. Table 

IV-8, station site impacts, has been totally revised to reflect 

2005 patronage and Bus/HOV 4 impacts and mitigation measures 

only. 

A. Geological Hazards 

The proposed transitway would lie in a seismically active area. 

Soil liquefaction, ground shaking and rupture and ground settle­

ment are potentially significant damaging phenomena requiring 

consideration. All alternatives are equally prone to seismic 

hazards. (See Appendix M Geotechnical Report) 

Ground shaking and rupture are the primary causes of structural 

damage during an earthquake, and they are the most likely damage 

producing earthquake phenomena for the proposed project. Ground 

shaking magnitude, duration, and vibration frequency characteris­

tics will vary greatly depending on the distance from the study 

area to the epicenter, the depth of the shock, and its magnitude. 

Historical records of past earthquakes indicate that ground 

surface disruption is likely to occur in the study area in future 

IV-6 



earthquakes of magnitude 5 or higher on the Richter Scale. While 

it is possible to predict that surface ruptures will occur, it is 

impossible to anticipate where the damage will occu!· Some 

consolidation of foundation soils can be expected because of ground 

shaking. The amount of consolidation would vary with the type of 

soil, distance to the epicenter and the earthquake's magnitude. 

The Newport-Inglewood Fault, which crosses the study area, 

possesses a maximum credible magnitude of 7.5 on the Richter 

Scale. Estimates of horizontal acceleration during the first few 

seconds of the 1933 Long Beach earthquake, caused by this fault, 

range as high as 1 .0 gravity. The magnitude of this earthquake was 

6.3 and the epicenter was off Newport Beach. The probable maximum 

magnitude earthquake produced by movement on the San Andreas Fault 

would produce moderate ground accelerations in the study area with 

a relatively long duration of 40 seconds or more. Thus, ground 

shaking could pose a significant hazard to transitway users. 

Liquefaction of cohesionless soils, which occurs when unconsoli­

dated water saturated sediments behave as a fluid, can produce 

severe damage. The ground failure at the lower San Fernando 

(Sylmar) Dam is an example. The highest potential for liquefaction 

occurs where saturated, clay poor, granular sediments with relative 

densities less than 65% are within 50 feet of the ground surface. 

Over most of the study area, the liquefaction potential is minimal. 

However, it is reasonable to assume that conditions conducive to 

liquefaction damage exist in areas where the water table is 

shallow, particularly in the vicinity of Dominguez Channel, Bixby 
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Slough and San Pedro. Thus, sediment liquefaction could pose a 

significant hazard to transitway users. 

= 

The proposed project will cause no general subsidence. Settlement 

will be insignificant, except where the proposed project will cross 

estuarine deposits. In these areas considerable settlement and 

foundation instability will occur without mitigation. 

The following mitigation measures will aid in reducing seismically 

induced damage: 

1. Embankments that consolidate and constrain foundation 

soil to reduce the potential of liquefaction damage 

will be constructed. 

2. All structures will be designed to survive the maximum 

credible earthquake without collapsing. The seismicity 

and soil response of the site, as well as the dynamic 

characteristics of the structure, will be considered 

in all designs. 

3. Improved structural features including the 

following will be used: 

a. Hinge restrainers to hold together superstructure 

elements during extreme motion. 

b. Heavy keys that limit movement between the 

superstructure and the abutments. 

c. Increased column tie reinforcement. 

4. During preliminary engineering a study of the estuarine 

deposits in the project area will be conducted 
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to determine the extent of these deposits and their 

potential to produce foundation instability. In 

those areas where foundation instability is deter­

mined to be a problem, construction techniques that 

minimize the instability problem will be used. The 

actual techniques to be used will be selected when 

the potential for instability is established. 

B. Stream Channel Modification and Erosion 

The Harbor Freeway alignment would cross two major urban flood 

control channels, the Dominguez Channel and the Wilmington Drain. 

The recommended alternative does not affect these two control 

channels since construction of the exclusive transitway facility 

is between the Artesia Freeway (Route 91) and the Santa Monica 

Freeway (Route 10). 

As in all construction which strips the cover from the lands 

surface, the proposed project creates some potential for erosion. 

However, in the context of the densely urbanized study area, the 

erosion potential is not significant, except at wetlands. 

IV-D addresses the erosion situation in wetland locations. 

c. Flooding Hazards 

Section 

The recommended project does not encroach on any floodplain (see 

Appendix N). The recommended alternative would not be affected 
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by a 100-year return frequency flood (figure IV-1). 

The only natural flood plain features in the study area are the 

wetlands discussed in detail in Section IV-D and Appendix F. 

D. Wetlands and Riparian Vegetation 

The recommended alternative (Bus 4) is not within the Willows 

Wetland. The recommended alternative would have an 8-acre 

transit and parking facility which would be constructed immediately 

south of the wetland. Without mitigation, construction of this 

facility could: 

1. Cause silting of the wetland due to construction 

site erosion. 

2. Bring large numbers of transit patrons into The 

Willows vicinity and improve access to the wetland. 

Also, wastes generated by transit patrons could 

accumulate in The Willows and degrade it. 

Caltrans will implement the following mitigation as part of the 

project: 

1. During construction around the wetlands, erosion 

from exposed surfaces will be prevented by seeding, 

mulching and planting the embankment slopes. 
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2. Restoration and revegetation of areas around 

wetlands disturbed by construction will take place 

immediately upon completing construction. 

3. Water flow through the wetland will be maintained. 

4. The transit station adjacent to the wetland will 

have a concrete block wall between the station 

grounds and the wetlands. The wall will prevent 

direct access by people and prevent any station­

related refuse from entering the wetland area. 

The first three mitigation measures will prevent or reduce 

siltation into the wetlands. Under present conditions some silt 

is deposited into the marsh. The net effect will be to reduce 

silt flows into the area from the before condition. By maintain­

ing water flow thru the wetland the viability of the Willows will 

be maintained. Construction of block walls above the perimeter of 

the wetland will prevent deposition of transit patron generated 

trash into the marsh and will reduce adverse human impacts, i.e. 

noise, soil compaction and disturbance of nesting birds resulting 

from people walking thru the area. 

Applying these mitigation measures would reduce the impacts at the 

Willows to insignificance, because the present size and quality of 

the vegetative and wildlife habitat will be maintained. These 

actions will help to maintain the long-term viability of the 

wetland. The biological value of the wetland would not be 

reduced. 

Approximately one half the available excess property owned by 

Caltrans will be used for the transit station which borders the 

wetlands. The remaining portion of the parcel does not border the 

wetlands. 
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The recommended alternative does not impact the Bixby Slough area. 

There are no impacts on the regional park, recreation area 

including the nature trails which are associated with the area. 

All planning and constructing of transitway facilities adjacent to 

wetlands will be coordinated with the u.s. Army Corps of 

Engineers, the California Department of Fish and Game and the U.S. 

Fish and Wildlife Service. A qualified biologist will provide 

input for, and review the final design of all structures adjacent 

to the wetlands, and will monitor construction of all structures. 

There are no significant impacts on the wetlands due to noise, air 

quality and lighting from the transit station. 

E. Air Quality Impacts 

This summary information was taken from the Route I-110 Transitway 

Physical Environmental Report. 

The construction of any of the proposed alternatives will have no 

significant impact on air quality. The assessment of the Carbon 

Monoxide (CO) impact on air quality was made for the microscale 

and mesoscale areas. 

For purposes of assessing the air quality in the corridor, the 

project has been divided into three zones. Beginning at Ports.a' 

Call, Zone I extends to Compton Boulevard, Zone 2 extends to 

Colden Avenue, and Zone 3 extends to Route 10. These zones 

are representative of changes in ambient air quality and traffic 

volumes throughout the corridor. The microscale analysis for 2005 

was made for the no-project, TSM, bus/HOV, and rail alternatives. 

Forty-nine locations were selected to represent typical sensitive 
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receptors adjacent to the freeway. The results of the microscale 

and mesoscale analysis are shown in Figures IV-2 and IV-2A 

respectively. There were no significant differences between the 

alternatives in the microscale analysis. 

The National and California CO Standards will not be exceeded in 

Zone 1 or 2. In Zone 3 the national 1-hour CO Standard will not 

be exceeded. However, the California 12-hour and National 8-hour 

CO Standards will be exceeded more than once at the closest 

receptors in Zone 3. This would occur even with the no project 

alternative. 

The closest receptors in Zone 3 will experience a reduction of 1 

ppm, under "worst" conditions, for all alternatives when compared 

to no project. However, this slight reduction will not result in 

compliance with the one and eight hour standards. 

The mesoscale analysis for the year 2005 was made for all 

alternatives. The analysis shows a decrease for the three primary 

pollutants, carbon monoxide (CO), reactive hydrocarbons (RHC), and 

nitrogen oxides (NOx), for all build alternatives. (See Table 

IV-2.) The bus alternative achieves a reduction that is 

approximately double the TSM reduction. 

An analysis was made for CO emissions at the park-and-ride lots. 

The results show the nearest receptors will receive less than 1 

ppm from vehicles using the parking lot. This was based on a 

park-and-ride lot with 1000 parking spaces. 

Lead, one of the more deleterious substances emitted by motor 

vehicle exhaust, was not quantified in the report. The primary 
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TABLE IV-2 

Percentage Reduction of Air Pollutants for the Alternatives in 

2005. 

Alternatives 

Carbon Monoxide (CO) 

No Project (base) 

TSM 

All Bus 

All Rail 

Reactive Hydrocarbons (RHC) 

No Project (base) 

TSM 

All Bus 

All Rail 

Nitrogen Oxides (NOx) 

No Project(base) 

TSM 

All Bus 

All Rail 
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% Reduction 

0% 

1.4% 

2.6% 

2.7% 

0% 

1 • 6% 

2.5% 

2.8% 

0% 

0.6% 

1 • 6% 

1 • 8 % 



source of airborne lead is the lead additive in gasoline. No 

significant change in lead concentrations is expected to occur as 

a result of this project. Lead concentrations will be less of a 

problem in the future because of a program to gradually phase out 

lead additives in gasoline. Reduction in lead emissions can also 

be expected as older model vehicles are phased out in favor of 

newer models which utilize lead-free gasoline. 

A copy of the Physical Environmental Report including the portion 

on air quality has been submitted to the State Air Resources 

Board. A copy of the report has also been sent to the South Coast 

Air Quality Maintenance District and the Federal Environmental 

Protection Agency. 

An Addendum to the Physical Environmental Report states that with 

the year 2005 traffic projections there are no signifiant impacts 

on air quality. 

F. Noise Impacts 

This summary information was taken from the Route I-110 Transitway 

Physical Environmental Report and the May, 1984 Addendum. 

Figure IV-3 shows the location of the 49 measurements at sensitive 

sites along the Harbor Freeway. Table IV-3 indicates the ambient 

levels at those sites and the predicted 2005 noise levels for the 

B-4/HOV recommended alternative. The Tables identify the noise 

sensitive areas and their adjacent land uses together with the 

estimated noise wall limits, heights and locations. The impacts 
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Table IV-3 

200 5 EST IMATED NOISE LEVELS 

NOISE BARRIER DATA 
-

NO BUS/ 
LOCATION ( l) 

AVERAGE 
SITE LOCATION MEAS . PROJ. HOV WALL HEIGHT WALL LIMITS 

l 
Figueroa Place at 

66 67 67 Shoulder 8' E Street to I Street 
Arabic Street 

2 
Figueroa Street at 

65 66 66 Shoulder 8' Emden to Anaheim 
Arabic Street 

3 
Figueroa Street at 

70 71 71 Shoulder 10' min. Anaheim to M Street 
Denni Street 

4 
Mobile Home Park south 
of Lomita 71 72 73 Shoulder 10 ' min. PCH to Lomita 

5 
Menlo Avenue south of 
Belson Street 68 69 69 R/W 10' 235th to 228th 

6 
Orchard Street north 

65 66 66 R/W 10' 235th to 220th 
of 228th Street 

7 
South of 223rd Stree t 

6 7 68 68 R/ W 10' 228th t o 223rd 
west of Free way 

8 
Figueroa Street north 

64 65 65 R/ W 10' 220th to Carson 
o f 223rd Street 

9 
220th Street west of 
Freeway 67 68 68 R/ W 10' 220th to Torrance 

10 
215th Street east of 
Freeway 70 71 71 R/ W 10' Carson to212th 

~~\see Figure F-1 for Typical Location of Noise Wall s . 
Residential - R Commercial - C Indus tria l - I School - S Par k - P 

Sheet l of 5 

LAND ( 2 ) 

SIDE USE 

West R,C 

East R,C,S 

East R,C 

West R,C 

West R 

East R,C 

West R 

East R,C 

West R,C 

East R,C 
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Table IV-3(continued) 

2005 EST I MATED NO I SE LEVELS 

NOI SE BARRIER DATA 

NO BUS / AVERAGE 
SITE LOCATI ON MEAS . PROJ. HOV LOCAT ION ( l) WALL HEIGHT WALL LIMITS 

11 
Eastbound Artesia/north-

75 76 76 Shoulder No Wall ---
bound 110 Connector 

Westbound Artesia/ south 
( 3) 

12 bound 110 Connector 
74 67 67 Shoulder Existing Wall 173rd to 168th 

168th Street near 
(3) 

13 Figueroa Street 
67 63 63 Shoulder Existing Wall 173rd to Alondra 

Estrella Avenue/south 
(3) 

14 of Gardena Boulevard 65 60 61 Shoulder Existing Wall 168th to Alondra 

Alondra Boulevard east 73 73 Shoulder 10' min. Alondra to 154th 15 of Freeway 
72 

Alondra Boulevard west 
(3) 

16 of Freeway 
73 67 67 Shoulder Existing Wall Alondra to 159th 

157th Street near 
(3) 

17 Bonsallo Avenue 
72 66 66 Shoulder Existing Wall 159th to 155th 

154th Street near 
(3) 

18 Bonsallo Avenue 
68 62 62 Shoulder Existing Wall 155th to Redondo Bch. 

19 
Hoover Street north 
of 149th Drive 

67 68 68 Shoulder 10' min. 149th to Rosecrans 

Rosecrans Avenue at 
20 Estrella Avenue 73 74 74 R/ W 10' 149th to Rosecrans 

~3~see Figure F-1 for Typi c al Location o f No ise Walls. 
Residential - R Commerc i a l - C Industri a l - I School - S Park - P 

( 3 )Noise Readings Taken Prior to Construction of Walls. 

Sheet 2 of 5 

LAND ( 2 ) 

SIDE USE 

East I 

!West R 

East R,C 

West R,S,C 

East R,C 

West R 

West R 

Bl. West R, C 

West R 

East R 
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Table IV-3 (continued) 

2005 ESTIMATED NOISE LEVELS 

NOISE BARRIER DATA 

NO BUS/ 
LOCATION ( l) 

AVERAGE 
SITE LOCATION MEAS. PROJ. HOV WALL HEIGHT WALL LIMITS 

21 
Rosecrans Avenue at 
Hoover Street 72 73 73 R/W 10' Rosecrans to 141st 

21-A 
Hoover Street near 

63 R/W 10' 141st to El Segundo 140th Street 64 66 

127th Street west of 
65 66 

Future Route 105 Inter-22 67 -- --Freeway change Area 

23 
Grand Avenue north of 

70 71 71 
Future Route 105 Inter-

109th Place -- --
change Area 

24 
Grand Avenue near 103rd 

69 70 70 
Future Route 105 Inter--- --Street change Area 

25 
Southbound Freeway Off 

72 73 73 
Future Route 105 Inter-

Ramp@ Century Boulevard -- --
change Area 

Northbound Freeway On Future Route 105 Inter-
26 

Ramp@ Century Boulevard 71 72 72 -- -- change Area 

27 
Grand Avenue near 94th 
Street 69 70 70 Shoulder 10' min. Colden to 92nd 

28 
Grand Avenue near 88th 
Street 69 70 70 Shoulder 10' min. 92nd to 89th 

29 
Southbound Off Ramp@ 

70 71 71 Shoulder 10' min. 89th to Manchester Manchester 

\3~see Figu r e F-1 for Typical Location of Noise Walls. 
Residential - R Commer cia l - C Industrial - I Schoo l " - S Park - P 

Sheet 3 of 5 

LAND( 2 ) 

SIDE USE 

West R 

West R,S,C 

West R 

West R 

West R 

West R,S 

East R,C,I 

West R 

West R 

West R,C 
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Table IV-3 continued) 

2005 ESTIMATED NOISE LEVELS 

NOISE BARRIER DATA 

NO BUS / 
LOCATION ( l) 

AVERAGE 
SITE LOCATION MEAS. PROJ. HOV WALL HEIGHT WALL LIMITS 

30 
Northbound On Ramp@ 
Manchester 

70 71 71 Shoulder 10' min. Colden to 87th 

31 
Flower Street@ 59th 
Street 

69 70 70 Shoulder 10' min. Manchester to 59th 

32 
Grand Avenue@ 60th 
Street 

70 71 71 Shoulder 10' min. Manchester to 59th 

33 
Southbound On Loop@ 

70 71 
Slauson Avenue 

71 Shoulder 10' min. 59th to Slauson 

34 
Northbound Off Ramp@ 

70 71 
Slauson Avenue 

71 Shoulder 10' min. 59th to Slauson 

35 
Flower Street@ 56th 
Street 

72 73 73 Shoulder 14' Slauson to 54th 

36 
Grand Avenue @ 56th 
Street 

70 71 72 Shoulder 14' Slauson to 54th 

37 
Flower Street near 

68 69 70 R/W 10' 54th to 42nd 
42nd Street 

38 At West Vernon School 64 65 67 R/W 10' 54th to 42nd 

39 
Grand Avenue@ 41st 

66 67 
Place 

68 R/W 10' 42nd to 40th 

\t~see Figure F-1 for Typica l Location of Noise Walls. 
Residential - R Commercial - C Industrial - I School - S Park - P 

Sheet 4 of 5 

LAND ( 2 ) 

SIDE USE 

East R,S 

West R,C,S 

East R,C 

West R,C 

East R,C 

West R,C 

East R,C 

West R 
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Table IV-3 (continued) 

2005 ESTIMATED NOISE LEVELS 

NOISE BARRIER DATA 

NO BUS/ 
LOCATION ( l) 

AVERAGE 
SITE LOCATION MEAS. PROJ. HOV WALL HEIGHT WALL LIMITS 

40 
Flower Street and 41st 
Street 

70 71 71 R/W 10' 42nd to 40th 

41 
Northbound Off Ramp@ 

69 70 70 Shoulder 10' min. 40th to M. L. King Jr. 
M. L. King Jr. Blvd . 

42 
Southbound Off Ramp@ 

69 70 70 Shoulder 10' min. M. L. King Jr. to 39th 
M. L. King Jr. Blvd . 

43 
Flower Street near 

63 64 
38th Street 

66 Shoulder 10' min. 39th to 37th 

44 
Hope Street near 37th 
Street 

69 70 70 Shoulder 10' min. M. L. King Jr. to 38th 

45 
Southbound Off Ramp@ 

69 70 
37th Street 

71 Shoulder 10' min. 38th to 37th 

46 
Southbound Off Ramp@ 

67 68 69 Shoulder No Wall --
Exposition Boulevard 

47 
Hope Street@ 33rd 
Street 

65 66 67 Shoulder 10' min. Jefferson to 33rd 

48 
Flower Street@ 33rd 

72 73 73 Shoulder No Wall --
Street 

it\See Figure F-1 for Typical Location of Noise Wa lls . 
Residential - R Commerc ial - C , Industrial - I School - S Park - P 

Sheet 5 of 5 

LAND ( 2 ) 

SIDE USE 

West R,C 

East R 

West R,C 

West R,C 

East R,C 

East R,C 

West C 

East R 

West C 



to the sites are not significant, with anticipated increases from 

1 to 3 dBA. However, most sites have predicted levels approaching 

or in excess of the FHWA abatement criteria of 67 dBA for residen­

tial locations. 

The following noise abatement measures would be incorporated with 

the recommended project. 

1. Noise walls or berms or a combination of both at 

sufficient height to reduce the predicted 2005 noise 

level to the FHWA abatement criteria of 67 dBA or below 

at residential sites along the Harbor Freeway where 

highway transitway noise is the dominate source. These 

barriers will be of sufficient height to reduce noise 

levels a minimum of 5 dBA, and when feasible to intercept 

the intrusive noise emitted from exhausts of trucks. 

The location of proposed noise walls for freeway cross­

sections on embankment or in cut is shown on Figure 

IV-4. 

Currently, the noise study has not identified any length of 

highway or individual land use where no apparent solution is 

available to reduce noise impacts. However, no mitigations are 

proposed for the following general locations. 

1. Where no major physical work is proposed within the 

right-of-way which includes the freeway north at 23rd 

Street. 
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2. The second story and above of dwelling units where no 

outside activity is occurring. 

3. Isolated residential units in commercial or industrial 

zoned areas. Where noise levels are not approaching or 

in excess of 72 dBA. 

4. Locations where local opposition is sufficient to be 

considered general. 

5. Any locations where noise abatement benefits are 

determined to not outweigh the overall adverse social, 

economic and environmental effects and the cost of the 

noise abatement measures. 

Noise impacts at the future Route 110/105 Interchange will be 

mitigated by the 8 to 10 foot high soundwalls at the locations 

shown on Figure IV-3. This construction will be included with the 

route 105 freeway contract. 

The Carson Street Park-and-Ride lot is the largest capacity lot 

affecting a residential area. The only ingress to the 

Park-and-Ride lot is by way of 214th Street, a residential street. 

Noise contributed by Park-and-Ride traffic in the morning peak 

hour is estimated to be 55 dBA (Leg). Since this is well 

below the 67 dBA (Leq) FHWA noise abatement criteria, it is 

concluded that no significant impact will occur by virtue of the 

construction of this or any other Park-and-Ride facility. 

G. New Shadows and Light 

The recommended alternative and the other Harbor Freeway alignment 

alternatives that have centerline columns will cast new shadows on 
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the Freeway. While column shadows will create alternating patches 

of light and dark, the impacts from this condition would not be 

significant. Any aerial structures required for buses and HOV's 

to exit the guideway will cast shadows in that location. The 

impact of these shadows would not be significant. 

If parking facilities are built in residential areas, the amount 

of light present during evening and night hours would be increased 

by parking lot lighting and automobile headlights. Residents 

adjacent to the parking lots may be affected by automobile 

headlights shining directly into home windows. This nuisance 

would be reduced by using low shrubbery or low walls so that 

automobile headlights do not shine on windows of buildings 

adjacent to or across the street from parking facilities. The 

visibility of the lot from the outside would not be impaired by 

low shrubs or walls. 

H. Biological Impacts 

For the recommended alternative, small amounts of landscape 

vegetation would be removed due to freeway widening, redesign of 

on-off ramps and construction of transit facilities. Small 

amounts of vegetation would be impacted and new landscaping, done 

wherever feasible, would mitigate the biological impacts. 

In bus/HOV 4, 13 acres (6 linear miles) of freeway landscaping 

would be permanently removed. This is about 1/4 of the total of 

the freeway's landscaping. The landscaping currently provides 

nesting sites for passerine birds and roosting sites for raptors. 

Removal of this much landscaping would reduce the bird population 
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along the Harbor Freeway. As the study area is highly urbanized, 

this loss might be significant. Because the landscaping would be 

replaced by vertical retaining walls and pavement, no complete 

mitigation for this loss is possible. However, planting trees in 

the remaining landscaped area will partially compensate for the 

loss; such tree planting will be done as partial mitigation. 

I. Relationship to Local Plans, the California Urban 

Strategy and the Coastal Zone 

1. Local and Regional Plans 

A transitway located in the Harbor Freeway corridor is an 

integral part of, and therefore would comply with the Los Angeles 

Regional Transportation Development Plan (RTDP). The goals of the 

freeway transit element of this plan are: 

a. To increase transit use by making it 

attractive to the public. 

b. To improve air quality by reducing the 

number of vehicle miles traveled. 

c. To reduce gasoline consumption by promoting 

more fuel efficient ways to travel. 

d. To utilize existing freeway rights of way 

for transit use. 

The recommended alternative utilizing the Harbor Freeway alignment 

would help meet all of the goals of the RTDP. 
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The Los Angeles County General Plan proposes a transitway in the 

Harbor Freeway corridor between the Santa Monica Freeway (I-10) 

and the proposed Century Freeway (I-105). County policy is to 

support bus/HOV transitway until patronage justifies conversion to 

rail. Between the Santa Monica and the Century Freeways the 

proposed transitway is in accordance with this county policy. 

The City of Los Angeles General Plan theorizes that a rapid 

transit system should be developed to form a network connecting 

designated "centers". These "centers" are areas of high transit 

demand. Rapid transit stations would only be located in the core 

of these "centers". The location of the transitway on the Harbor 

Freeway will not permit the location of transit stations within 

the core of these "centers". Only an entirely new alignment would 

provide for this type of station location, the cost of which 

would dramatically increase as would social, economic and 

environmental impacts. However, a number of centers would be 

served by proposed stations although not located in the core of 

these "centers". 

The 1974 City of Los Angeles Concept Plan identified "centers" 

along the Harbor Freeway Corridor at several locations within the 

CBD, and to the south at Exposition Park/U.S.C., Vernon/Central, 

Vermont/Manchester Streets, Avalon/Manchester, Watts and in 

Downtown San Pedro. The City Centers Concept Plan calls for rapid 

transit services to connect these and other "centers" (see Figure 

IV-5). 
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The TSM alternative would generally improve circulation along the 

existing bus routes within the corridor. This improvement would 

be in mixed conformance with the Concept Plan insofar as some 

existing bus routes connect these "centers". 

The recommended alternative would improve transit service between 

the Downtown "centers", the Exposition Park/u.s.c. "centers" and 

the San Pedro "center". The Avalon/Manchester, Watts, and 

Vernon/Central "centers" are not supported by any of the proposed 

transit alternative except by the use of feeder bus lines. 

The adopted Southeast Los Angeles and South Central Los Angeles 

Community Plans identify the Harbor Freeway corridor as a "rapid 

transit corridor". The adopted San Pedro Community Plan 

identifies a rapid transit line and station which is essentially 

the same as proposed in this EIS. There are alternative 

configurations in the San Pedro Community Plan which conform to 

the Harbor Freeway alternative. In summary, the recommended 

alternative is consistent with the adopted City of Los Angeles 

c·omrnuni ty Plans within the affected corridor. 

The City of Gardena and City of Carson General Plans make no 

mention of transit improvements. It appears from an examination 

of the land uses affected, that the transit alternative is 

compatible with these two local general plans. 
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2. California Urban Strategy 

A transitway located in the Harbor Freeway Corridor would be in 

compliance with the main goals of the California Urban Strategy. 

According to the Urban Strategy, priority should be given to 

constructing transportation facilities that serve the long term 

needs of existing urban and suburban areas. The major construc­

tion and TSM alternatives would provide one part of a transit 

system that would serve California's largest and most densely 

populated urban area. Additionally, these alternatives would 

reduce dependence on individual automobile use by creating an 

efficient public transit alternative in the Harbor Freeway 

Corridor. Reduction of dependence on automobile use is also a 

goal of the Urban Strategy. Another goal of the Urban Strategy is 

to provide access to recreational and cultural activities. A 

transitway would allow the transit dependent easier access to 

these activities. 

Implementing the recommended alternative might encourage some 

people to live a longer distance from their work places because 

commuting to and from work would be easier. While this appears 

inconsistent with one of the goals of the Urban Strategy, it, in 

reality, is not. Transportation is only one factor determining 

where people choose to live. Other factors such as social class 

and economic status often outweigh transportation as factors 

influencing housing decisions. It should be noted that all of the 

areas serviced by the proposed alternative is already heavily 

urbanized. 
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3. California Coastal Zone 

None of the transit facility improvements proposed as a part of 

the recommended alternative are within the Coastal Zone. The 

closet major transit facility will be the transit center and 

park-and-ride lot proposed at Channel Street (see Figure IV-6 and 

Exhibit 10 of 10 in Appendix A). 

A portion of the freeway reconstruction and restriping for an 

additional lane on the I-110 Freeway is within the Coastal Zone 

boundary. This traffic mitigation work on the freeway will not 

impact any coastal resources. 

The California Coastal Commission has been consulted and have 

indicated that the project will require a permit for the 

improvements between B Street to Channel Street which are in the 

Coastal Zone. The city of Los Angeles is responsible for issuing 

this permit. See Chapter XI Page 56. In summary the recommended 

project will not negatively impact any coastal resources including 

public access, recreational facilities, the marine environment, 

land resources, or future developments. 

J. Effects on Minorities, Special Interest Groups, and 

Communities 

Much of the study area's population is made up of members of the 

Black and Hispanic minority groups. Therefore, many transit 

patrons would be members of these groups. The consequences of the 

project, both positive and negative, would mainly affect them. No 

significant long term adverse impacts on minorities, special 

interest groups or communities are expected. In order to assist 
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minority patrons, all informational signing in transit facilities 

would be in both English and Spanish. Standard international 

symbols would be used on signs whenever possible. 

Policies and concepts have been developed that would ensure that 

all transit facilities and vehicles would either be fully 

accessible to handicapped and elderly patrons or equivalent 

service would be provided. Parking lots would provide prefer­

ential parking for the handicapped. When necessary, elevators 

allowing easy access to station sites for elderly and handicapped 

would be provided. Public service facilties such as restrooms, 

drinking fountains, and telephones, would be accessible to the 

handicapped. 

Buses would be equipped with lifts. Vehicles would have specific 

areas reserved for patrons in wheelchairs, and would be equipped 

with intercoms. If it is determined that it is more cost effec­

tive to provide separate specialized service for the handicapped, 

this service would be provided in lieu of more expensive design 

features. 

Shorter transit times between the southern portion of the study 

area and the LACBD could make already attractive and expanding 

neighborhoods even more attractive. Consequently, population 

growth and higher density residential development in the southern 

part of the study area could be accelerated. Any such development 

would be viewed by some people in the community as beneficial, 
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while others would see it as detrimental to the community. 

If the full joint development potential for the study area is 

reached, high density development would be constructed in the 

vicinity of station sites leading to an increase in the population 

density. However, increased development is not guaranteed by 

construction of the transitway. In many cases, studies indicate 

that government monies would be required for development to occur. 

Improved access will help to draw the corridor communities closer 

together and enhance corridor community ties to the Los Angeles 

CBD. On a smaller community scale, the transitway alternatives 

generally would not divide any neighborhoods. The Harbor Freeway 

already acts as a barrier between neighborhoods. Use of the 

Harbor Freeway right-of-way would not have any additional divisive 

impact. There will be possible traffic intrusion into the 

residential areas near the Carson, Rosecrans and Slauson stations. 

There would not be enough business or residential displacement 

to alter the character of any neighborhood. For a specific dis­

cussion about business and residential dislocation see the 

following section. 

Construction related impacts would disrupt neighborhoods because 

of the traffic congestion, traffic rerouting, dust, noise, fumes 

and the other inconveniences associated with major construction 

sites. For further discussion of construction related impacts 

see Section IV-T. 
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K. Effects on Businesses and Residences 

1. Business and Residential Displacement 

The displacement of businesses and residences vary, depending 

upon the alternative. The no project and TSM alternatives would 

have no impact. The estimated residential and business displace­

ments for the major construction alternatives are shown in Table 

IV-4. Wherever feasible, transitway related facilities will be 

confined to currently owned right-of-way to minimize displacement 

impacts. 

The recommended projects' impact on business is minimal given the 

length of the corridor. Twenty-four businesses, two non-profit 

organizations and one abandoned non-profit organization would be 

full takes resulting in the displacement of 112 employees. 

Most of the businesses under consideration are local serving and 

since their clientele are not impacted they are expected to relo-

cate within the area. From observation and discussion with 

several real estate brokers specializing in commercial property, 

it appears there is sufficient space available to relocate all 

affected businesses within the local community. (See Appendix L). 

The project would also displace two active churches, the Seventh 

Day Adventist Church at 650 w. 21st Street and the United Church 

of Christ at 37th and Hope Street. The project also would 

displace the abandoned Holy Faith Apostolic Church located at 

469 West Manchester. 
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Table IV-4 

Estimated Residential and Business Displacements 

Alternative Residential Units/Families Business 

No Project 

TSM 

Bus/HOV 1 

Bus/HOV 4** 114 27*** 

Bus/HOV 7 

Rail l* 

Rail 4* 

Rail 6* 

Rail 7* 

*In addition to the displacements listed above an at grade rail 
guideway between Channel Street and Ports O'Call would require 
a partial take from Todd Pacific Shipyards. Proposed indus­
trial and parking facilities would be impacted. 

**Recommended Alternative 
In March, 1984, Right-of-Way updated the takes for the recom­
mended alternative. The new business takes are the result of 
previously vacant land sites that were developed since the DEIS. 
The additional dwelling unit takes are the result of design 
refinement. The other alternatives would also have comparable 
increases. 

***Includes two non-profit organizations and one abandoned 
non-profit organization. 
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Our investigation of the two active churches to be displaced by 

the project indicates that neither of the two churches exclusively 

serve the immediate neighborhoods in which they are located. 

The United Church of Christ, also known as the Dae Kwang Church 

serves an English, a German and a Korean-speaking congregation. 

The Church on 21st Street is one of the oldest established Seventh 

Day Adventist Churches. Church services draw worshipers from all 

areas of the Los Angeles basin. 

The recommended project would necessitate the displacement of 34 

single family residences and 80 multiple family residences. 

Taking the length of the project into consideration, impact on 

housing is minimal. Residential displacements are concentrated 

mainly in the Central Los Angeles area between 35th and 85th 

Streets. 

A block by block examination of the 1980 census data shows that in 

some blocks Spanish surname residents comprise 77%-91.2% of the 

population, in other affected blocks, Blacks represent 49%-100% of 

the population. Only a small group are elderly (65+). For age 

and ethnic distribution, please see Appendix L, Tables I and II. 

There is no available census information regarding disability. 

In order to determine the availability of single-family 

residences, an analysis of the real estate market was made. 

Information from the multiple listing services serving the 

displacement area, newspaper ads and for sale signs, indicated a 
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steady supply of single-family residences for sale. As we expect 

all the displacees to be fully Relocation Assistance Program (RAP) 

eligible, relocation for those families owning single-family 

residences does not seem to present a problem. A study of 

available low rent residential properties shows that the vacancy 

rate in the displacement area is low; therefore, there might be a 

problem in locating comparable low rent apartments. 

Further studies indicate that most of the single-family residences 

are renter occupied. The multiple family residences (mainly 

duplexes and fourplexes) usually have one of the units occupied by 

the owner. 

Those displacees from multi-family residential units will also be 

fully eligible for Relocation Assistance Placement. They would 

receive rental supplement payments including, when applicable, 

"last resort" payments to meet displacees' needs in order to make 

existing higher price private sector rental housing affordable. 

For a detailed description of Relocation Benefits, please see 

Appendix L. 

The F~deral-Aid Highway Program Manual 7-5-6 contains the policy 

and procedure for implementing the Last Resort Housing Program on 

Federal-Aid highway projects, effective on March 1, 1977. 

The State Department of Transportation, with full knowledge of the 

hardships created by the consequential displacement of individuals 

and families because of highway construction, and in a humane and 
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fair effort to ameliorate the direct impact on a few for the 

public betterment of the rest, has adopted these Federal 

guidelines on non-Federal-Aid highway projects as well. This 

effort and adoption of Federal guidelines constitute a real 

concern for displaced persons and a needed step to unify the 

provisions of the Federal and State Relocation Assistnce Acts. 

As mitigation for any displacements, business and residences would 

receive relocation assistance according to State and Federal 

regulations in force at the time of relocation. These resources 

are available to all relocatees regardless of race, color, 

religion, sex, or national origin as accorded under the 1964 Civil 

Rights Act. 

2. Joint Development and Value Capture 

As part of the evaluation of the Harbor Freeway corridor, con­

sultants were retained by SCRTD to study the joint development and 

value capture potential of the Vermont Avenue and Harbor Freeway 

alignments. The following is a summary of the findings of the 

consultant study. Harbor Freeway Corridor Joint Development and 

Value Capture Project, Blaney-Dyett, Urban and Regional Planners, 

May, 1981. 

Most of the land close enough to proposed station sites to be 

considered for joint development is already committed to urban 

uses. Only 12% of the land within walking distance of the pro­

posed stations is available for joint development. 
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If all the potential joint development along the Harbor Freeway 

alignment is realized, 6,500-9,500 additional jobs, and 475-500 

additional housing units would be located within walking distance 

of the transit stations. This would significantly increase the 

employment base of the area, although, some of this increased 

employment may occur without construction of the transit way. 

Public assistance would be necessary to build most of the 

additional housing. 

Again, some of the increase in employment may be achieved without 

the transitway and public assistance would be required for most of 

the housing construction. 

In order to achieve the maximum joint development potential, some 

amendments to general plans and rezoning would be required. 

A transit system alone would not give business a significant 

incentive to encourage location or expansion within the study 

area. A number of other factors such as economic trends, public 

policies and plans, location image, land availability, and 

financing practices influence business decisions. 

The consultants recommend a cooperative strategy among government 

agencies and private business to implement joint development in 

the study area. Both alignments of the proposed transitway would 

pass through or near several redevelopment areas. Figure IV-7 

shows the relationships between the proposed alignments and 

redevelopment areas in the study area. 
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Value capture would not be a significant source of funds for 

either capital or operating costs for any alternative. Use of 

value capture to obtain revenues for constructing the proposed 

transitway or operating the proposed transit line would constrain 

joint development opportunities. 

L. Effects on Community Facilities and Public Services 

1. Public Safety 

The recommended alternative would involve potentially significant 

public safety impacts. 

a. Crime 

The recommended alternative would expose transit riders to crime. 

In transit stations and parking facilities, there is a high 

potential for crime due to the large volume of people and autos 

which would be in and around them, and the high crime rates in the 

neighborhoods where some transit stations would be located. The 

following mitigation measures to reduce the crime potential on the 

proposed transit system would be instituted: 

1. Stations would be designed to deter criminal 

activity. They would have open interiors and be well lit. The 

main portion of the station would be accessible only after fares 

are paid, and security devices such as closed circuit television 

would be installed. 

2. Parking facilities would have open interio·rs 

and be well lit. Open and illuminated access would be provided 

between parking lots and transit stations. 

3. Transit security personnel would patrol 

stations, parking facilities, and transit vehicles. 
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The number of sworn security officers necessary to police the 

transitway is estimated to be about 69. This number is based on 

having 3 officers per mile of transitway. This number of officers 

per mile is somewhat higher than the average of typical rail rapid 

transit systems listed in Table IV-5 because much of the study 

area is high in crime. 

System 

Bart 

Wash o.c. 
Chicago 

PATCO 

SCRTD* 

Table IV-5 

Summary of Typical Rail Rapid Transit Systems 

Sworn Security Officers 

Officers 
Route Daily Per Per 

Officers Miles Stations Passengers Mile Station 

106 75 34 150,000 1.4 3.1 

(1979) 163 37 41 180,000 4.4 4.0 

250 90 142 500,000 2.8 1.8 

21 14.5 13 48,000 1.4 1.6 

45 18 17 265,000 2.5 2.6 

*SCRTD proposal for the Wilshire rail line security force. 

Source: SCRTD 

In addition to sworn security officers, security can be provided 

by other personnel in stations, parking lots, and on vehicles. 

Generally, the number of sworn security officers may be reduced by 

increasing the number of transit personnel and properly designing 

transit facilities. 
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4. Rapid reliable communications between transit vehicles 

and the police would be installed. 

5. An aggressive public awareness campaign to alert 

transit riders to crime prevention techniques would be instituted. 

Of course there is a potential that the higher the awareness, the 

lower the motivation to use transit, e.g., "Using this product 

may be hazardous to your health." 

a. Fire and Evacuation 

The recommended alternative would subject passengers to evacuation 

and fire hazards. The fire hazard level is linked to the evacua­

tion hazard level because dispersal of transit users from a fire 

location removes them from danger. Evacuation hazards would be 

reduced by designing stations and guideways to facilitate the 

movements of evacuees and emergency vehicles in emergency situa­

tions using emergency lighting, evacuation walkways, improved 

access to guideways, and trained personnel. Vehicles would be 

designed to facilitate rapid evacuation. Fire hazards would be 

reduced by using fire retardant materials in constructing 

stations, guideways, and vehicles. Wet fire lines and automatic 

fire suppression devices in stations, and fire extinguishers on 

vehicles, would also reduce fire hazards. Rapid effective communi­

tions between stations and vehicles, and emergency services would 

speed emergency response. Despite mitigation, aerial and subway 

facilities would be more hazardous than at-grade facilities. 

b. Emergency Vehicle Routes 

The recommended alternative would provide a relatively congestion 

free route for emergency vehicles that could be routed on them. 

2. Public Utilities 

The relocation of existing utilities, overhead and subsurface, 

will be required for the recommended alternatives. 
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Bus/HOV 4 would require the relocation of existing overhead 

facilities at a cost of $1 .O million (1981 dollars). Some of the 

utilities which would be affected are gas, water, petroleum 

products, sewage, electrical, telephone, and storm drains. 

3. NOAA Monuments 

The National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration {NOAA) will be 

notified in advance of any construction that would disturb any 

geodetic control survey monuments. The cost of relocating any 

NOAA monuments will be included as mitigation for this project. 

4. Community Facilities 

No community facilities will be adversely impacted by the 

recommended alternative of the proposed transitway. Access to 

community facilities within walking distance of station sites will 

be greatly improved. Facilities with the greatest increase in 

access are shown in Table IV-6. 

M. Circulation Impacts 

1. Transitway Impacts 

Permanent changes in traffic circulation are discussed in this 

section while temporary impacts due to construction are discussed 

in Section T of this chapter. 

Bus/HOV 4 would require the relocation of existing overhead 

facilities at a cost of $1 .o million (1981 dollars). Some of the 

utilities which would be affected are gas, water, petroleum 

products, sewage, electrical, telephone, and storm drains. 
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ALIGNMENT 

Both 

Both 

Harbor Freeway 

Vermont Avenue 

Both 

Venront Avenue 

Harbor Freeway 

Vermont Avenue 

Both 

Both 

TABLE IV-6 

Canmunity Facilities With the Greatest 
Increase In Access 

STATia-1 FACILITY 

Convention Center Convention Center 

Exposition-Martin Luther USC 
King Jr. Boulevard Shrine AuditorilIDl 

Natural History Museun 
Science & Industry MuselIDl 
Exposition Park 
L. A. Coliset.nn 

Slauson Hubert Humphrey Medical Center 

Slauson Verrront Slauson Shopping 
Center 

carson Harbor Medical Center 

Sepulveda Verrront-Sepulveda Coranercial 
District 

Pacific Coast Highway Haroor College 
Haroor Reaional Golf Course 

Pacific Coast Highway Harbor Park 
Kaiser Medical Center 

Channel Street Leland Park 
Los Angeles Harbor Ernoloyment 

Ports O' call Ports O' call Village 
Los Angeles Harbor Employment 
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Long term impacts of the transitway on the I-110 Freeway would be 

beneficial when compared to the no project alternative. While the 

transitway will remove a substantial number of commuters from the 

freeway, the freeway lanes will operate at or very near capacity 

during most of the peak periods of use. This continued congestion 

has two causes: 

growth in population and employment opportunities within 

the study corridor 

latent demand by travelers using other routes, travel 

times or destinations, transferring to the "unloaded" 

freeway. 

Between 300 and 700 cars per hour would be removed from the 

freeway during peak hours. This reduction would occur because the 

occupants of these autos would switch to transit. The decrease in 

traffic would be short term because traffic currently using 

parallel surface streets would be drawn to the freeway. The net 

result would be a slight decline in traffic on parallel streets, 

unless strict ramp metering policies discourage this transfer. 

2. Station Site Traffic Impacts 

The construction of transit system stations in the Harbor Freeway 

corridor will impact traffic movement on surface streets. The 

impacts will range from minor, with no mitigation measures 

required except for facilities to remove feeder buses from the 

traffic stream; to severe, with such mitigation efforts as street 

widening, right-of-way acquisition and traffic signal installation 

or modification. 

IV-50 



Review of the patronage projections at stations along the Harbor 

Freeway alignment reveal no significant difference between bus and 

rail modes in the number of private autos attracted to each 

station; the higher volume of the rail alternative results from 

the number of patrons walking or riding local transit to the 

station. Therefore, in the interest of brevity, the impacts for 

the Harbor Freeway alignment are analyzed only for the 

"worst-case" rail alignment. Since the actual difference between 

the numbers of patrons either utilizing local transit or walking 

to each station for the two modes is rather small, averaging 11% 

more via local transit and 7% more via walking for rail transit 

over bus transit, the reduction in impacts or needed mitigation 

efforts if a bus transit system were chosen would be minimal, and, 

for the purpose of this report, can be discounted. 

The following tables provide descriptions of the traffic impacts 

and improvement measures and impacts for each of the Bus/HOV 4 

station sites. Table IV-7 describe the service levels which are 

used to describe various intersection conditions at the station 

sites. Table IV-8 describes each of these stations' sites and 

have been updated to reflect conditions and patronage for the year 

2005. There is no appreciable difference between the level of 

service for the year 1995 and 2005. The growth rate in this ten 

year period is projected as insignificant. The patronage increase 

for this time period is also insignificant and would not change 

the level of service on the local streets. All the stations will 

have bus bays or off-street bus loading to minimize the effects of 

increased bus operations. In all cases, the mitigation measures 

will have no significant environmental impact. 
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Level of 
Service 

A 

B 

C 

D 

E 

F 

Table IV-7 

LEVEL OF SERVICE DESCRIPTIONS 

TRAFFIC QUALITY 

Low volumes; high speeds; speeds not restricted 
by other vehicles; all signal cyles clear with 
no vehicles waiting through more than one 
signal cycle. 

Operating speeds beginning to be affected by 
other traffic; between one and ten percent of 
the signal cycles have one or more vehicles 
which wait through more than one signal cycle 
during peak traffic periods. 

Operating speeds and maneuverability closely 
controlled by other traffic; between 11 and 30 
percent of the signal cycles have one or more 
vehicles which wait through more than one signal 
cycle during peak traffic periods; recommended 
ideal design standard. 

Tolerable operating speeds; 31 to 70 percent of 
the signal cycles have one or more vehicles 
which wait through more than one signal cycle 
during peak traffic periods; often used as 
design standard in urban areas. 

Capacity; the maximum traffic volume an inter­
section can accommodate; restricted speeds; 71 
to 100 percent of the signal cycles have one or 
more vehicles which wait through more than one 
signal cycle during peak traffic periods. 

Long queues of traffic; unstable flow; stoppages 
of long duration; traffic volume and traffic 
speed can drop to zero; traffic volume will be 
less than the volume which occurs at level of 
service E. 

Nominal Range 
of ICU (a) 

o.oo - 0.60 

0.61 - 0.70 

0.71 - 0.80 

0.81 - 0.90 

0.91 - 1.00 

Not 
Meaningful 

(a) ICU (Intersection Capacity Utilization) at various level of service 
versus level of service E for urban arterial streets. 

Source: Highway Capacity Manual. Highway Research Board Special Report 
87. National Academy of Sciences, Washington D.C., 1965 
page 320. 
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TABLE IV-8 Traffic Impacts at Bus/HOV Station Sites 

STATION SITE: CONVENTION CENTER INTERFACE 

2005 Condition 
(Peak Hour Onlx_) 

2005 Condition 
+ Project 

Impacted Streets 
& Intersections 

Level of 
Service 

Movement 
Deficiencies 

Level of Movement 
Service Deficiencies 

Blaine Street F None F None 

11th Street F None F Left turn Into 
center 

Pico Boulevard C None C None 

Figueroa C None C None 

Figueroa and 
Pico Intersection C None C None 

IMPROVEMENTS: a. Widen Blaine Street between Olympic Boulevard and 11th 
Street to provide additional southbound lane. 

b. Widen 11th Street between Blaine Street and Sentous 
Street to provide two lanes In each direction plus left­
turn channelization. 

c. Provide direct access between the eastbound Santa Monica 
Freeway and the Convention Center, preferably at the 
existing northbound Harbor Freeway/westbound Santa Monica 
Freeway off ramp at Cherry Street and Pico Boulevard; If 
not at this location, then at one where a traffic slgnal 
exists or can be lnstal led with minimal Impact on traffic. 

*The above Improvements are not necessary for the operation of Bus 4. 
These Improvements would be needed to Implement a rat I alternative. 

2005 Condition 
+ Project + lmerovements* 
Level ot Movement 
Service Deficiencies 

D None 

D None 

C None 

C None 

C None 

PATRONAGE: (Peak Hour Only) N/A 

Person 
Auto Trips 
Bus Trips 
Walk Trips 
Other Trips 
Total Trips 
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TABLE IV-8 Traffic Impacts at Bus/HOV Station Sites (continued) 

STATION SITE: 37TH STREET (EXPOSITION BOULEVARD) 

Impacted Streets 
& Intersections 

(110 Alternatives) 

37th Street 

Hope Street 

Flower Street 

Grand Avenue 

37th and Hope 
Intersection 

(Vermont Alternative) 

Figueroa 

Jefferson 

Figueroa and 
Jefferson Int. 

2005 Condition 
(Peak Hour Only_) 

Leve I of 
Service 

C 

C 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

Movement 
Deficiencies 

None 

None 

None 

None 

None 

None 

None 

2005 Condition 
+ Project 

Leve I of 
Service 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

F 

F 

F 

Movement 
Deficiencies 

Left turn Into 

station 

None 

None 

None 

None 

Station access 

None 

Al I turns 

*IMPROVEMENT: Widen 37th Street between Flower & Grand Avenue 
to provide left turn channelization. 

IMPROVEMENT IMPACTS: 
There are two partial business parking area takes. 

2005 Condition 
+Project+ Improvement* 
Leve I of 
Service 

C 

D 

D 

D 

F 

F 

F 

Movement 
Deficiencies 

None 

None 

None 

None 

Station access 

None 

Al I turns 

PATRONAGE: (Peak Hour Only) N/ A 

Person 
Auto 360 Trips 
Bus 1 290 Trips 
Walk 650 Trips 
Other 20 Trips 
Total 2i230 Trips 
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TABLE IV-8 Traffic Impacts at Bus/HOV Station Sites (continued) 

STATION SITE: 

Impacted Streets 
& Intersect Ions 

Slauson 

SLAUSON 

Slauson and Figueroa 

Slauson and Broadway 

110 on/oft ramps on 

Slauson 

I *IMPROVEMENTS: ( 11 0) 

2005 Condition 
(Peak Hour Only_) 

Leve I of 
Service 

F 

F 

D 

D 

Movement 
Deficiencies 

None 

Lett turn 

Lett turn 

None 

2005 Condition 
+ ProJect 

Level of Movement 
Service Deficiencies 

F None 

F Lett turn 

F Lett turn 

F Station access 

Westbound bus/kiss and ride bays on Slauson. Widen Slauson 

to 6 lanes plus left turn signal lzatlon at Figueroa and 

Broadway Intersections. 

IMPROVEMENT IMPACTS: 

There would be 2 partial business takes tor the widening of Slauson. 

These partial takes are frontage areas only and would not affect local 

business operations. 

2005 Condition 
+ ProJect + lmerovements* 
Level of Movement 
Service Deficiencies 

D None 

F Lett turn 

D None 

F Station access 

PATRONAGE: (Peak Hour Only) N/A 

Person 

Auto 150 Trips 

Bus 670 Trips 

Walk 320 Trips 

Other 10 Trips 

Total 1. 1 50 Trips 
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TABLE IV-8 Traffic Impacts at Bus/HOV Station Sites (continued) 

STATION SITE: MANCHESTER 

2005 Condition 
(Peak Hour On 1 :t) 

Impacted Streets Level of Movement 
& Intersections Service Deficiencies 

Manchester F None 

Broadway C None 

Manchester and 

Broadway Intersection D None 

Manchester and 

Figueroa Intersection C None 

*IMPROVEMENT: ( 110) 

Close 87th Street west of parking site. 

IMPROVEMENT IMPACTS: 

There are no right-of-way takes tor the Improvement. 

The closure of this street Is not crucial to 

local clrculatlon. 

2005 Condition 2005 Condition 
+ ProJect + ProJect + lmerovement* 

Level of Movement Level of Movement 
Service Deficiencies Service Deficiencies 

F None F None 

D None D None 

F None F None 

C None C None 

PATRONAGE: (Peak Hour Only) N/A 

Person 

Auto 210 Trips 

Bus 1 160 Trips 

Walk 530 Trips 

Other 20 Trips 

Total 1 • 920 Trips 
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TABLE IV-8 Traffic Impacts at Bus/HOV Station Sites (continued) 

STATION SITE: ROSECRANS 

Impacted Streets 
& Intersections 

Rosecrans 

Rosecrans and 110 

on-off ramps 

*IMPROVEMENT: < 11 0 > 

2005 Condition 
(Peak Hour Only) 

Leve I of 
Service 

F 

F 

Movement 
Deficiencies 

None 

Al I Turns 

Widen Rosecrans/110 overcrosslng. 

IMPROVEMENT IMPACT: 

There are no right-of-way takes for the Improvement. 

2005 Condition 
+ ProJect 

Level of Movement 
Service Deficiencies 

F 

F 

None 

Station access 

All turns 

2005 Condition 
+Project+ Improvement* 
Level of Movement 
Service Deficiencies 

F 

F 

PATRONAGE: 

Auto 

Bus 

Walk 

Other 

Total 

None 

Station access 

Most turns 

(Peak Hour Only) N/A 

Person 

180 Trips 

30 Trips 

BO Trips 

10 Trips 

300 Trips 
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STATION SITE: 

Impacted Streets 
& Intersections 

Artesia 

ARTESIA 

Artesia and Normandle 

Artesia and Vermont 

2005 Condition 
(Peak Hour Only) 

Leve I of 
Service 

C 

C 

D 

Movement 
Deficiencies 

None 

None 

None 

2005 Condition 
+ Pro.J ect 

Level of 
Service 

D 

C 

E 

Movement 
Deficiencies 

Station Access 

None 

Left and right 

turn movements 

~ NOTE: Traffic analysis assumes completion of 91/110 Improvement 
00 

project now under construction. 

*IMPROVEMENT: Signal at station access driveway on Artesia. 

IMPROVEMENT IMPACT: 

No right-of-way takes for the Improvement. 

This might Impede traffic flow for the end of 

Freeway (State Route 91) condition. 

2005 Condition 
+Project+ Improvement* 
Level of Movement 
Service Deficiencies 

C None 

C None 

D None 

PATRONAGE: (Peak Hour Only) N/A 

Person 

Auto 570 Trips 

Bus 380 Trips 

Walk 160 Trips 

Other 10 Trips 

Total 1 • 120 Trips 



< 
~ 

I.JI 
-D 

TABLE IV-8 Traffic Impacts at Bus/HOV Station Sites (continued) 

STATION SITE: 

Impacted Streets 
& Intersections 

Carson 

CARSON 

2005 Condition 
(Peak Hour Only) 

Level of 
Service 

D 

Movement 
Deficiencies 

None 

2005 Condition 
+ ProJ ect 

Level of 
Service 

E 

Movement 
Deficiencies 

Left turn to 

parking 

Carson and Vermont D None E Lett turn from 

Carson eastbound 

I *IMPROVEMENTS: Possible traffic signals at parking area driveway on 

Vermont. Widen Carson Street at parking area driveway. 

Left hand turn signal phasing, eastbound Carson to 

northbound Vermont. Additional access from east side of 

Vermont to parking area. Provide station access to east 

side of Vermont, north of Carson. Limit Ingress-egress 

at driveway to north side of Carson to right turn only. 

2005 Condition 
+Project+ Improvements* 
Leve I of 
Service 

D 

D 

Movement 
Deficiencies 

None 

None 

PATRONAGE: (Peak Hour Only) N/A 

IMPROVEMENT IMPACTS: 

No right-of-way takes tor these Improvements. 

Possible traffic Intrusion Into resldentlal area, 

using 214th Street In order to gain access to the 

Park-and-Ride lot. 

Auto 

Bus 

Walk 

Other 

Total 

Person 

350 Trips 

30 Trips 

160 Trips 

10 Trips 

550 Trips 
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TABLE IV-8 Traffic Impacts at Bus/HOV Station Sites (continued) 

STATION SITE: PACIFIC COAST HIGHWAY 

2005 Condition 2005 Condition 2005 Condition 
(Peak Hour On I y_) + ProJect + ProJect 

Impacted Streets Level of Movement Level of Movement Level of 
& Intersections Service Deficiencies Service Deficiencies Service 

Pacific Coast Highway D None D None 

Figueroa D None E Lett turn 

southbound 

to parking 

P 0 C 0 H and Figueroa D None D None 

P 0 C 0 H0 and 110 

on-off ramps C None C None 

*IMPROVEMENTS: C 110) 

Use both parking sites, one tor buses, one tor autos. 

Prohibit left turns from southbound Figueroa at driveway. 

Locate parking access driveway as far east from Figueroa 

as possible. 

IMPROVEMENT IMPACTS: 

There are no right-of-way takes tor these Improvements. 

D 

from D 

t I g. 

area 

D 

C 

PATRONAGE: (Peak 

Auto 280 

Bus 130 

Walk 170 

Other 10 

Total 590 

+ lmerovements* 
Movement 

Deficiencies 

None 

None 

None 

Hour Only) N/A 

Person 

Trips 

Trips 

Trips 

Trips 

Trips 
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STATION SITE: 

TABLE IV-8 Traffic Impacts at Bus/HOV Station Sites (continued) 
I: 

CHANNEL STREET (SAN PEDRO) 

2005 Condition 2005 Condition 2005 Condition 
(Peak Hour On I}'.) + ProJect 

Impacted Streets Level of Movement Level of Movement 
& Intersections Service Deficiencies Service Deficiencies 

Channel Street F None F Access to station 

Gaffey Street D Non·e D None 

Channel and Gaffey F Right turn from F Right turn 

Intersection F N/B Gaffey to E/8 N/B Gaffey 

Channel Channel 

Channel and Pac I t IC D None F Lett turn 

Intersection Pacific to 

Channel 

*IMPROVEMENTS: Locate parking lot driveway on east side of Gaffey Street 

as far north of Channel Street as possible. Widen Gaffey 

Street to 6 lanes plus left turn channel lzatlon between 

Capitol Drive and Channel Street. 

from 

to E/B 

from N/8 

N/B 

+ ProJect + Improvements• 
Level of 
Service 

F 

D 

F 

F 

F 

Movement 
Deficiencies 

None 

None 

Right turn from 

N/8 Gaffey to E/8 

Channel 

Lett turn from N/8 

Pacific to N/B 

Channel 

PATRONAGE: (Peak Hour Only) N/A 

IMPROVEMENT IMPACTS: 

There are no right-of-way takes for these Improvements. Person 

Auto 400 Trips 

Bus 480 Trips 

Walk 90 Trips 

Other 20 Trips 

Total 990 Trips 



37th Street (Exposition Boulevard) Station 

A station at this location would utilize parking in an existing 

Department of Motor Vehicles lot located at 37th Street and Hope 

Street. Because of the configuration of the street system, which 

is interrupted by the Harbor Freeway and a Southern Pacific 

Transportation Company rail line, the major access to the site 

would be via 37th Street, with the parking lot entrance expected 

to be on Hope Street. Because Exposition Boulevard becomes an 

on-ramp to the northbound Harbor Freeway east of Flower Street, it 

is not considered to be a viable access route to the parking 

area. 

Analysis of the patronage data indicates 316 autos and 44 buses 

would turn left from 37th Street to enter the parking area in the 

peak hour, an average of 5.3 autos and 0.7 buses per minute. 

Impacts: 

37th Street between Flower Street and Grand Avenue: 

37th Street is 60 feet wide at the parking access location and is 

not striped with a left-turn lane. Left-turn movements to the 

parking area will block one lane needed for through traffic. 

Slauson Station 

The two proposed parking sites are within the circular freeway 

ramps along the south side of Slauson Avenue. The patronage data 

indicate 108 autos and 15 buses eastbound and 32 autos and 6 buses 

westbound on Slauson Avenue in the peak hour. Although relatively 

small, these volumes indicate the need for facilities to 

accommodate transit patrons. 
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The park-and-ride lot will have right-turn -only for 

ingress-egress. There would be egress turning movements conflict­

ing with heavy traffic on Slauson Avenue. 

Impact: Additional congestion on Slauson Avenue in the vicinity 

of the transit station. Possible traffic intrusion into 

the nearby residential area. 

Manchester Station 

The proposed parking sites would be on the south and north sides 

of Manchester Avenue immediately east of the Harbor Freeway. If 

these two sites become infeasible during final design then addi­

tional right-of-way would be obtained for the park-and-ride lot. 

The patronage data analysis indicates 163 autos and 23 buses would 

turn right from southbound Broadway to Manchester, and 27 autos 

and 7 buses would turn left from northbound Broadway. 

Impacts: 

Minimal 

Rosecrans Station 

A parking structure is proposed over the Harbor Freeway south of 

Rosecrans. 

The analysis of patronage data indicates approximately 115 autos 

and 7 buses eastbound, and 45 autos and 5 buses westbound, on 

Rosecrans Avenue at the freeway overcrossing. While these numbers 

are quite small compared with the existing traffic on Rosecrans 

Avenue, they could be significant. 
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Impacts: Additional congestion on Rosecrans Avenue in the 

vicinity of the transit station. 

There will be intrusion into the residential area by traffic to 

and from the connector ramps to 147th Street. 

Artesia Station 

The parking site proposed for this station is located on 

State-owned property extending along the north side of Artesia 

Boulevard between Normandie and Vermont Avenues. Due to the 

relatively isolated location of this station, and its intended use 

as a "Regional Transit Center," the number of patrons arriving by 

vehicle, both bus and auto, is expected to be relatively large, as 

reflected by the higher number of autos projected to be attracted 

to this station. 

The operation of the parking lot is complicated by the proximity 

of the terminus of the Artesia Freeway at the Harbor Freeway, with 

the resulting volume of traffic on Artesia Boulevard, and by the 

tentative joint use of the parking site by the City of Gardena. 

For the purposes of this study, one driveway to the station 

parking area was assumed to exist on the north side of Artesia 

Boulevard midway between Normandie Avenue and Vermont Avenue. The 

Bus/Kiss-and-Ride facilities were assumed to be located within the 

parking area and to utilize the same driveway. The use of one 

driveway location for all autos and buses results in a "worst­

case" condition. 

With these assumptions, analysis of the projected patronage data 

indicates 214 autos and 5 buses would turn left from eastbound 

Artesia Boulevard to the driveway, and 306 autos and 11 buses 

would turn right from westbound Artesia Boulevard. Additionally, 

IV-64 



130 autos and 3 buses are projected to turn left from northbound 

Vermont Avenue to westbound Artesia Boulevard. Left turn phasing 

is currently planned for Vermont Avenue motorists at Artesia 

Boulevard. 

Because of the width and channelization of Artesia Boulevard, no 

serious impacts are anticipated at the assumed driveway location. 

The distance between Normandie and Vermont Avenues provides ade­

quate storage for vehicles awaiting ingress to the parking area. 

However, if because of station design, the driveway must be loca­

ted nearer either of the cross streets, or on Normandie or Vermont 

Avenue, then serious impacts may result due to lesser storage area 

for the turning movements. A traffic signal will be required at 

the driveway location. 

Impacts: 

a. Concentration of vehicles at Artesia Boulevard and Vermont 

Avenue. 

b. High turning movements at Artesia Boulevard and station 

parking driveway. 

Carson Stqtion 

The parking site for this station is proposed to be located at the 

northwest corner of Carson Street and the southbound Harbor Free­

way off-ramp. 

It is recommended that the driveway on the north side of Carson 

Street be limited to right-turn-only ingress and egress and that 

IV-65 



additional parking access be provided from the east side of 

Vermont Avenue north of Carson Street. With this configuration, 

the right turns from Carson Street to the driveway would remain 

the same, 111 autos and 7 buses, and the turning movements from 

Vermont Avenue to the second access location would be 32 south­

bound autos and 2 buses turning left, and 177 northbound autos and 

8 buses turning right. This configuration also results in 113 

autos and 5 buses turning left from eastbound Carson Street to 

northbound Vermont Avenue, which may require left-turn signal 

phasing if it does not exist now. The number of vehicles exiting 

the proposed driveway and turning left to southbound Vermont 

Avenue may be sufficient to require the installation of a traffic 

signal at 214th Street. 

Impacts: 

Congestion on Carson Street between Vermont Avenue and the Harbor 

Freeway due to the turning movements at the station parking drive­

way. There would be traffic intrusion into the residential area 

of 214th Street. 

Pacific Coast Highway 

Two parking sites are proposed for this station and it is 

recommended that both be used. The site at the southwest corner 

of Figueroa Street and Pacific Coast Highway should be an off­

street bus loading area; the site on the southeast corner of the 

same intersection should be utilized as a parking lot. 

Access to the bus area should be via a right-turn-in-only driveway 

on the south side of Pacific Coast Highway west of Figueroa Street 
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and two-way driveways on the west side of Figueroa Street south of 

Pacific Coast Highway. The parking lot should be served by a 

driveway on the east side of Figueroa Street south of Pacific 

Coast Highway and another on the south side of Pacific Coast High­

way east of Figueroa Street. Left-turns from southbound Figueroa 

Street to the parking lot driveway should be prohibited. 

With this configuration, projected volumes are 102 autos turning 

right from eastbound Pacific Coast Highway, 109 westbound autos 

turning left, and 49 autos turning right from northbound Figueroa 

Street. Bus volumes into the bus area are minimal. 

Impacts: 

If the site at southwest corner of Figueroa Street and Pacific 

Coast Highway is used as the only parking lot, serious traffic 

congestion and potential conflicts may occur because of the left­

turn movements of transit patrons exiting the driveway on the west 

side of Figueroa Street south of Pacific Coast Highway. 

San Pedro Station 

This station is envisioned as the major station in the San Pedro 

area and is expected to serve a portion of the City of Long Beach 

via the Vincent Thomas Bridge (Route 47). The proposed parking 

site is an expansion of an existing Park-and-Ride lot on the north 

side of Channel Street east of Gaffey Street. 

Because of the limited number of east-west streets in this area, 

serious congestion occurs on Channel Street between Gaffey Street 
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and Pacific Avenue during peak traffic hours. It is recommended 

that the driveway for this lot be located on the east side of 

Gaffey Street as far north of Channel Street as possible, prefer­

ably opposite an existing street. This driveway location will 

reduce conflicts resulting from turning movements to and from the 

parking site. 

Projected volumes yield 74 autos and 1 bus turning left from 

southbound Gaffey Street to the driveway and 296 autos and 5 buses 

turning right during the peak hour, 

Impacts: 

Minimal 

3. Los Angeles CBD Stations (Harbor and Vermont rail 

alignments) and Adams and Figueroa Station (Vermont 

rail alignment) 

The focus of this impact analysis is the on-line station sites 

located between the Los Angeles Convention Center and the Ports 

O' Call in San Pedro. Within the Los Angeles CBD, there are no 

guideway or stations required for the bus/HOV alternatives. 

Buses, carpools and vanpools would self distribute throughout the 

CBD with minimal relative impacts. 
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4. LACBD Impacts and Mitigations (Bus/HOV 4) 

Bus turning volumes at the intersections of 11th, 12th and 

Figueroa Streets; 1st, 11th, 12th and Olive Streets; Los Angeles 

and 1st Streets in the LACBD will be in excess of the recommended 

20 buses per hour during the peak periods due to the expanded bus 

service for the Harbor (I-110) transitway project. Also, north­

south bus traffic will be greater than 45 buses per hour on Olive 

Street. These buses will add to the CBD traffic congestion. 

Several low-capital costs transit improvements will be required to 

mitigate these impacts. They include minor street modifications 

to make it easier for buses to turn, improved parking enforcement 

during peak commute periods, additional curb area for far side bus 

stops on Olive Street, and left-turn traffic signals for buses a 

key locations to minimize delays and improve transit operations. 

Some rerouting of bus lines from Olive Street to other less 

congested parallel streets may be required to accommodate the 

additional buses from the transitway in the LACBD. Some of these 

improvements will be programmed by the City of Los Angeles for 

implementation before the year 1990 (see LACBD Transportation 

Study). 
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No major local street construction will be required to accommodate 

the expanded bus service in the CBD. However, other long range 

improvements will be required when other transit operations (i.e. 

Metro Rail, Los Angeles to Long Beach LRT etc.) are appropriately 

identified in the downtown area. 

N. Transit Station and Parking Site Right-of-Way Impacts 

Twelve businesses and one abandoned non-profit organization would 

be full takes (see Table IV-9). Most of these businesses under 

consideration are local serving and since their clientele are not 

impacted they are expected to relocate within their respective 

areas. 

The Manchester station would displace one abandoned church, the 

Holy Faith Apostolic Church at 469 West Manchester. 

There are two residential units that would be displaced for the 

Carson Station Park-and-Ride lot. 

These impacts are minimal when taking the length of the project 

into consideration. There are no significant environmental 

impacts associated with the stations. 
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TABLE IV-9 

TRANSIT STATION AND PARKING SITE IMPACTS 

Transit Station & 
Parking Site 
Locations 

37th Street(Exposition Boulevard) 

Slauson Avenue 

Manchester Boulevard 

Rosecrans Avenue 

Artesia Boulevard 

Carson Street 

Pacific Coast 

Channel Street 

Total Takes 

*Includes abandoned church. 
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0 

Station 
1 

3* 

0 

0 

2 

2 

4 

12 

Residential 
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0 

0 

0 

0 
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0 

0 
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o. Parking Impacts 

In order to meet the parking needs of transitway users, a series 

of parking sites outside the Los Angeles CBD were identified. 

These sites are discussed in Chapter III. Each of these parking 

sites has environmental impacts (circulation, noise, public 

safety, etc.) which are common to any parking facility. These 

impacts are covered in their respective sections in this chapter. 

If the parking capacity at individual sites is exceeded, autos may 

park on local streets and reduce local parking availability. In 

general, the proposed transitway project would increase parking 

availability throughout the corridor. 

P. Non-Motorized Transportation 

Because all park and ride lots would be equipped with bicycle 

lockers, and because there would be a limited bicycle transport 

capacity on transit vehicles, bicycle use would slightly increase 

in all alternatives, except for the no-project alternative. 

Bicycle travel on Route 213 (Western Avenue) and on the non-free­

way portion of Route 11 (Gaffey Street) would not be affected. 

While there are not bicycle lanes on these state highways, 

bicycles are permitted to use them. Because of the increased 

traffic around park-and-ride lots on Route 1 (Pacific Coast 

Highway) and the non-freeway portion of Route 91, bicycle traffic 

would be impeded and the risk of accidents would be increased in 

all alternatives except for the no-project alternative. These 

impacts would be corrected by the traffic flow mitigation measures 

for these sites detailed in Section IV-M. 
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Bicycle lanes on transit guideways would be unsafe. In all 

alternatives with guideways cyclists would be forced to ride in 

close proximity to high speed transit vehicles, thus increasing 

the risk of accidents. Additionally, in bus/HOV alternatives 

cyclists would be forced to cross high speed on-off ramps. Because 

of these safety problems bicycle lanes would not be constructed on 

the transit guideways. 

Q. Impacts on Historical and Archaeological Resources 

1. Based upon the criteria set forth by the Advisory 

Council on Historic Preservation and coordination with the State 

Historic Preservation Officer, it has been determined that the 

project alternatives will not physically impact: 

a. properties currently in the National Register 

of Historic Places; 

b. properties in nomination to the National 

Register; 

c. properties potentially eligible for inclusion in 

the National Register; 

d. locally designated landmarks which do not appear 

to be eligible for inclusion in the National 

Register. 

The recommended project will have no effect on National Register 

properties. The Federal Highway Administration in consultation 

with the State Historic Preservation Officer has determined that 

the project as proposed will have no effect on National Register 

properties. (Appendix 0). 
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Bridge reconstruction and increase in bus usage in the vicinity of 

West Adams Boulevard and Figueroa Street as required by the 

recommended alternative could alter the view of the following 

National Register properties: 

st. Vincent De Paul Catholic Church 

Stella Maris Convent 
Part of the Chester Place 

Historical District 
Stimpson House 
St. John Episcopal Church 

2. Archaeological Resources 

The recommended alternative does not disturb any archaeological 

sites. 

R. Impacts on Paleontological Resources 

Construction of the southern portion of the alignment could 

uncover significant fossil material. In order to protect any 

scientific data uncovered, the following mitigation measures will 

be followed. 

a. Caltrans District 07 Environmental Planning 

Branch will initially examine any fossil 

material uncovered. 

b. The Los Angeles County Museum of Natural 

History will be contacted to determine the 

significance of the finding. 

c. Should the finding be significant, steps will 

be taken to properly protect, retrieve, and 

record data from the finding. 
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d. For a complete discussion of the Federal 

requirements pertaining to documenting potential impacts to his­

toric, archaeological, and paleontological resources, turn to 

Chapter IX. 

s. Visual Resources 

1. Introduction 

The visual impacts of the proposed recommended range from none to 

major, depending on the location of the viewer in relation to the 

project. 

2. Aerial Guideways 

Aerial guideways would be built as part of the recommended 

alternative. The aerial structures would become permanent land­

marks significantly changing the character of the landscape. 

On the Harbor Freeway alignment, the visual impact of aerial 

structures would form a linear feature dominating the view of 

motorists and nearby residences and businesses. Aerial structures 

built where the freeway is in fill would have greater impact 

because of their height. Transit riders would see freeway 

traffic, landscaping, nearby neighborhoods, and industries from 

above. 

3. At-Grade Guideways 

For the Harbor Freeway alignment, Table IV-10 shows the amount of 

at-grade guideways for each alternative. At-grade guideways would 

have minimal visual impact on the nearby neighborhoods. Transit 

riders and motorists would view traffic, rail traffic, land­

scaping, and the urban landscape. 

IV-75 



H 

< 
I 

-.J 
0-, 

TABIB IV-10 

LEN:IDIS OF GECT1ETRIC CONFIGURATIOOS OF 
EACH ALTERNATIVE ( IN MILES) 

rLu.1.1.1.e r LU111 LOnvenc1.or1 ~encer 
Alternative General Description To Fpute 47 (20.6 Miles) 

Elevated At- At-Grade* 
Grade Mixed Flow 

No Project Existing approved transportation system - -
T.S.M. I.Dw oost irrprovements to the existing transit 

and highway system -- -
Bus 1 Elevated in I-110 median 8.2 2. 1 

Bus 4 At-grade and elevated in I-110 median 4.3 6.0 

Bus 7 At-grade in I -110 median 1 .o 9.3 

Bus 8a Peak-directional elevated in I-110 median 8.2 2. 1 

Bus 8b Peak-directional at-grade and elevated in 
I-110 median 4.3 6.0 

Rail 1 Elevated in I-110 median 19.0 1 .6 

Rail 4 At-grade and elevated in I-110 median 10.3 10 .3 

Rail 7 At-grade in I-110 median 5. 1 15.5 

Rail 6 Elevated and subway in Vernont Avenue median 15.6 -
*Bus alternatives are in mixed flow from Artesia Boulevard to Route 47. 

**T.S.M buses operate from Martin Luther King Jr. Boulevard to the Convention 
Center on city streets, the bus alternatives operate fran 23rd Street to the 
Convention Center on city streets. 
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4. Station Structures and Parking Facilities 

Station structures and parking facilities would modify the view 

by transit patrons and residents. Elevated stations would have 

more visual impact on surrounding areas than at-grade stations 

because of their height. Proper station design, landscaping and 

art work can mitigate the negative visual aspects of stations. 

Landscaping could also reduce the negative visual aspects of park­

ing facilities. Signs and lighting for both types of facilities 

can be made less obtrusive by proper design. 

37th Street (Exposition Boulevard) Station-same as 

Manchester Avenue. 

Slauson Avenue Station - Sarne as Manchester Avenue Station. 

Manchester Avenue Station - There would be no visual impacts from 

this station. The station will be at-grade with the freeway and 

located in the median of the freeway. The area surrounding this 

area is commercial. 

I-110/I-105 Vertical Station - No visual impacts associated with 

this station. 

Rosecrans Avenue Station - There would be visual impacts from this 

station. The surrounding area is residential. The view of the 

residences will be that of the Rosecrans Station and the 

Park-and-Ride facility. They will no longer be able to see across 

the freeway as before. 

Artesia Boulevard Station - There would be minimal visual impacts 

from this station. The block wall protecting the wetlands will 

also block the view of the wetlands from the station. The height 

of the station will be in conformity with local buildings. The 

land near the station site is zoned for commercial. 
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Carson Street Station - There would be no visual impacts from this 

station. The station is located at-grade with the freeway. The 

freeway is in-cut at this location. 

Pacific Coast Highway Station - There would be no visual impacts 

from this station. The station is located at-grade in the median 

of the freeway. The area surrounding the area is commercial with 
\ 

a few residential units. 

Channel Street Station - There would be no visual impacts from 

this station. The area surrounding the station is commercial and 

the canopy structure height would be comparable to other 

structures in the area. 

5. Adverse Impacts Remaining After Mitigation 

Despite mitigation some people may react negatively to the 

modified view offered by the project. 

6. Scenic Highways Impacts 

No alternative in the Harbor Freeway alignment would adversely 

affect the scenic highway designation of some segments of the 

Harbor Freeway. 

T. Construction Impacts 

1. Introduction 

There is a wide variety of short term construction impacts for 

the recommended alternative. 
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The recommended alternative would require major construction and 

would have significant construction related impacts. 

2. Types of Construction Impacts 

The major construction alternative for the proposed I-110 

Transitway would have significant short term construction impacts. 

The following types of construction impacts could occur: 

a. Material disposal problems 

b. Transportation congestion and rerouting 

c. Additional noise 

d. Additional air pollution 

e. Disruption and/or relocation of utility 

services 

f. Interference with commercial and residential 

activities 

g. Rerouting of emergency services 

h. Natural gas and oil seeps 

These impacts would occur for the recommended alternative as 

discussed in detail below. 

3. Disposal of Material 

The recommended alternative would require no disposal of material. 

The amounts of material which requires disposal in each 

alternative is shown in Table IV-11. Figure IV-8a and 8b lists 

environmentally cleared sites available for the disposal of excess 

material. The traffic impacts of hauling material to disposal 

sites is discussed in section 4 below. 
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Alternative 

Bus/HOV 1 

Bus/HOV 4 

Bus/HOV 7 

Bus/HOV 8a 

Bus/HOV 8b 

Rail 1 

Rail 4 

Rail 6 

Rail 7 

Table IV-11 

Material Requiring Disposal 

Cubic Yards of Material Requiring Disposal 

0 

0 

172,088 

0 

0 

0 

0 

875,521 

47,751 

Should the contractor elect to dispose material at another site, 

he shall furnish to the Caltrans resident engineer for the project 

evidence to show that he has entered into agreement with the 

owners of the disposal site, and that he has obtained all neces­

sary permits, licenses, and clearances. 

4. Transportation Impacts 

The recommended construction alternative produce a short term 

increase in traffic congestion, require some traffic rerouting, 

and freeway lane closures. 

a. Bus/HOV Alternatives 4. 

During column construction, and cap and girder installation, the 

inside lane in one direction and the two inside lanes in the other 

IV-82 



direction would be closed. Portions of the entire freeway would 

be closed at night when station outriggers were installed. 

Between 32nd Street and Washington Boulevard, approximately 36 

outriggers are required because of the narrow median. 

Ramp closures are required for installing outriggers at bus/HOV 

station sites. Additional closures would also be required when 

outriggers are installed on access ramps to the guideway. Since 

the bus/HOV guideway would not extend to Dominguez Channel, no 

construction related problems would occur there. Table IV-12 

shows the detour routes which will be used when segments of the 

Harbor Freeway are closed. 

Table IV-12 

Nightime Detours for Harbor Freeway Alignment Station 

and Outrigger Construction 

Construction Location 

PCH 

Carson 

Rosecrans 

Detour Route 

N/B OFF Anaheim Non Figueroa 

on at Sepulveda S/B reverse 

N/B OFF at Carson Non Figueroa 

on at Torrance S/B OFF at 

Torrance Non Figueroa on at 

223rd Street 

N/B OFF at Alondra Non , 

Figueroa on at El Segundo S/B 

reverse 
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Manchester N/B OFF at Century on Broadway 

Boulevard on at Florence Son 

Figueroa on at Century 

37th Street (Exposition Blvd.) N/B OFF at Martin Luther King 

Jr. Boulevard on at Washington 

Boulevard - S/B OFF at 23rd 

Street on at Martin Luther King 

Jr. Boulevard 

32nd St. To Washington Blvd. N/B OFF at Martin Luther King 

Jr. Boulevard on at Washington 

Boulevard S/B OFF at 23rd 

Street on at 37th St. 

Mitigation for these effects would be the following: 

1. Construction would be staged so that only short 

segments of the freeway would be closed at any one 

time. Thus, the traffic changes would be spatially 

contained, causing smaller impacts. 

2. Wherever practical, temporary freeway lanes will be 

provided. Where they are used, the temporary 

freeway lanes will be congested during the peak 

travel times throughout the construction period. 

The traffic impact on surface arterial streets will 

be minimal because the traffic will, for the most 

part, remain on the freeway. 

3. Where it is not practical to provide temporary 

detour lanes on the freeway, traffic will be re-

routed to surface arterials. If construction and 

rerouting occur during the day, the detour route 
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will be severely congested particularly during peak 

periods. This congestion is not mitigable. If 

construction which closes freeway lanes is 

restricted to night time when the traffic on the 

freeway is low, the traffic on the detours will be 

less and the impacts will be minimal. 

Where the freeway is on fill, which is 43% of the length of 

the project, the freeway would be widened, and the transitway 

constructed in the middle. Where the freeway would be widened, 

fewer lane closures would be necessary than where aerial 

construction occurred because new lanes could be constructed first 

and then traffic could be rerouted during transitway construction. 

5. Noise, Air Pollution, and Dust Impacts 

The recommended alternative on the Harbor Freeway alignment would 

have significant noise, air pollution, and dust impacts. On site 

activity would be of relatively short duration and residential and 

commercial sites would be buffered by their distance from the 

freeway median. At station locations, where the freeway would be 

widened, or where other improvements would occur, the impacts 

would last longer and be greater. Night construction noise would 

adversely impact nearby neighborhoods. 

These impacts would be mitigated by having contractors follow 

standard Caltrans noise procedures (adequate equipment mufflers, 

work hour restrictions), dust particle reduction (watering, dust 

palliatives), air pollution reduction (appropriate smog control 

devices), and all applicable local statutes. 
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6. Construction Impacts on Business and Residential 

Property 

Along the Harbor Freeway alignment, the impacts of construction on 

businesses and residences would be moderate. The recommended 

alternative would require extensive street closures and bridge 

reconstruction and would have the greatest business and residential 

impact. The distance from the business or residence to the actual 

site of construction would also determine the severity of the 

construction impact since distance acts as a buffer to construction 

generated problems. Except for locations near where street 

crossings would be reconstructed, there would be little construc­

tion impact on businesses and residences. Night construction would 

significantly increase the nighttime noise levels. (See Section 5 

above.) The relative severity of the impacts for each alternative 

is shown in Table IV-13. 

Table IV-13 

Relative Business and Residential Impacts for Harbor 

Freeway Corridor Major Construction Alternatives 

Alternative Relative Degree of 

Rail Alternative 7 severe 

Bus/HOV alternative 7 severe 

Rail alternative 4 moderate 

Bus/HOV alternative 4 moderate 

Bus/HOV alternative 8b moderate 

Rail alternative 6 moderate 

Rail alternative 1 low 

Bus/HOV alternative 1 low 

Bus/HOV alternative Ba low 
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At those locations close to where street crossings would be 

reconstructed, the construction impacts on businesses and 

residences would be severe. The street closures and traffic 

reroutings required to move traffic around the construction sites 

would reduce access to businesses and residences near construction 

sites. Additionally, the noise, dust, congestion, and fumes 

generated by construction would create a nuisance. Residents would 

be significantly inconvenienced. There would be a significant loss 

of patronage to nearby business and some marginal businesses may 

fai1(16). 

7. Impact on Utilities and Emergency Services 

No significant construction impact on utilities would result from 

the implementation of the recommended alternative. 

Local emergency services would be notified when construction 

occurs so alternative response patterns can be devised. 

u. Economic Impacts 

1. Introduction 

The development of the I-110 Transitway will precipitate the 

following investments in the Los Angeles region and/or study area. 

o short term construction employment for the development 

of the transitway. 

o long term employment for the maintenance of the 

transit operations. 

o development of service-type employment to attend to 

the needs of the operators and patrons. 

o employment generated by industries that shift 

closer to the transitway. 

o employment from possible joint development 

activity, primarily in the service trades (e.g. 

retail clerks, etc.). 
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The first, second and third economic consequences will be the 

focus of this section. As for the other impacts, they are too 

vague to be accurately discussed in terms of job development. 

Joint development is discussed in section IV-K. 

2. Capital Outlays of Construction Costs 

A number of important economic studies have pointed out that mas­

sive public works projects often create both direct and indirect 

jobs and other economic investment activities not originally part 

of the project. However, with inflation and escalating labor 

costs in urban California, the anticipated economic benefits from 

such projects have been reduced, and indeed, may not actualize due 

to the high costs of money and administrative procedures prior to 

breaking ground for construction. Therefore, many economists feel 

that predicting actual jobs, from public works activity, should be 

couched in very cautious and careful wording. Therefore, any of 

the numbers linked to direct and secondary jobs generated by this 

project as found in this section should be viewed only as 

possible, indeed, even theoretical figures, conditioned and 

dependent on many economic forces that are as of yet, unknown. 

The current estimate of jobs created by public works construction 

was provided by a private construction research center in Southern 

California (14). Their estimate largely reflects highway building 

and therefore would be most applicable to highway and freeway type 

development, as in the busway, but not necessarily appropriate to 

the rail construction. The estimate, which incorporates both 

material and labor, stands at roughly 10-13 jobs directly created 

from each million dollars of capital outlay. Since each job in 
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turn creates other jobs, it is also expected that every direct job 

will indirectly create 2 service jobs. It is important to 

remember that these are very general estimates. It should be 

noted that the estimates of jobs created were based on highway 

construction and not busway and rail construction. Finally, it 

can be assumed that all of the direct jobs, as well as one third 

of the service jobs, will be of a short-term nature, that is, 

during the period of construction, while 2/3 of the indirectly 

created, service type jobs will be of a permanent nature. 

Figures IV-9 and IV-10 show the estimated jobs created per each 

alternative. 

3. User and Non-User Benefits 

The economic benefit analysis for Freeway Transitway is comprised 

of eight categories which can be measured and quantified in 

dollar terms. Each of these benefits are obtained when the im­

plementation of a particular alternative improvement is made over 

and above the baseline system (No Project). In this manner, the 

incremental benefits of a particular transit alternative can be 

compared with each other as well as the marginal gain to society 

over the baseline system. 

Determination of monetary benefits to transit, carpool and non­

users were approached by using the following criteria: In vehicle 

time savings, reduced auto travel, parking fee savings and accident 

reduction. 

The benefits noted under each category are expected to occur in 

the year 2005 (analysis year), and are expressed in 1984 dollars. 

These benefits represent the net savings which accumulate 

primarily during the peak periods. 

IV-89 



• .... interstate 110 Freeway Transit--
.2vh,,v HARBOR FREEWAY CORRIOOR ____ _ 

~ L'5r----------------
~ 
~ 
~ co-------------

~ 
~ 
~ /5 

~ 
~ 

~ 
~ I~ 

~ 
~ 
~ 
~ 

EfT/~r,.r p; ✓NtJHr TERA! ,1',lf Pttl~Al~NT 
(1£NEINT'/J 8,, HAR4t'IR FH'£WA>' 

TRAA'f/Tll14JI' tl:1Nf~~RPN Rdo'RE ZF-9 



I ' 



' ) 

• .... interstate 110 Freeway Transit--
~ HARBOR F=REE\NAY CORRIOOR ____ _ 

£fT/NA7£f ~F ~~NG ,£RN FNP6'dJ-'N.FM 
/J6NFA'AT£Q 8/1' HARH6R FRF£~AY 

THAN✓/TWAY ~PN✓TRl/~T/ON 



I I 

I ' 

, r 
I 



The following section addresses the eight basic categories 

producing benefits resulting from Freeway Transit implementation. 

Constant Transit User Time Savings 

The transit user who rode the system previously, would realize a 

time savings due to a faster trip time. 

The value of time varies with the type of trip, (generally the 

work trip has the higher value) the income of the transit user and 

the amount of time saved. Based on Caltrans assumptions, the 

average value per vehicle minute is 7¢ for passenger cars. The 71 
per vehicle minute can be equated to a person value by dividing by 

a 1.2 auto occupancy which is peak period occupancy rate on the 

Harbor Freeway which gives 5.83¢ per person minute. 

To determine the benefits in this category, the benefits were 

calculated against the TSM Alternative which consists of the 

expected transit ridership and level of service that will exist in 

the corridor by 2005. 

Diverted Auto User Operating and Maintenance (O&M) Savings 

This benefit represents the savings in operating and maintenance 

(O&M) costs to the auto user who has diverted to transit. A cost 

of 15¢ per mile is used to determine the auto users o. & M. cost. 

This cost is intended to reflect current year variable automobile 

operating costs for a compact automobile (exclusive of vehicle 

depreciation, parking, and partial insurance costs). This figure 

is based on a publication by the U.S. Department of Transpor­

tations (FHWA), Cost of Owning and Operating an Automobile 1979, 

modified to current price levels. 
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This savings was determined by using an average auto work trip 

length of 10 miles for trips d1verted to transit. The diverted 

auto user savings is off-set by the average express transit fare 

of 6.2f per mile. 

Diverted Auto User Parking Cost Savings 

This benefit reflects the savings to the diverted auto user who 

avoids paying parking fees because he switched to transit. This 

savings can be viewed as a surrogate measure for the resource 

savings to society in terms of decreased parking facilities since 

the parking fee theoretically reflects the open market value for 

land, improvement and labor used. 

The savings were determined by identifying the decreased daily 

auto trips occurring in the corridor's model analysis zones 

currently reflecting a parking fee. These parking fees are pro­

jected to increase significantly due to inflation and will vary in 

price from $7.50 to $11.50 per day within in the LABCD area. 

Parking costs savings have been understated (by 46%) to reflect 

the widespread practice of employers providing free or subsidized 

parking. These savings are somewhat offset by parking fees of 351 

per day to be charged at the proposed Park/Ride lots. 

Center Auto User Time Savings 

This benefit measures the dollar value of user time saved by auto 

drivers remaining on the highway system. The reduced congestion, 

due to fewer motor vehicles on the road (because they have formed 

carpools or diverted to transit), results in potentially higher 

average freeway speeds. 

IV-93 



Auto user savings were determined by measuring the savings in 

vehicular minutes of those autos remaining on freeway system 

during the peak congestion period and applying a current value of 

time of 7~ per vehicle minute. 

Commercial Vehicle Time Savings 

Commercial vehicles also realize a benefit from implementation of 

an improved transit/carpool system. This benefit results from a 

faster trip due to reduced highway congestion. 

Because commercial vehicles are paid for their full time on the 

road, the value of time saved is considerably higher than that of 

the auto. Based on CALTRANS studies the value of commercial 

vehicles is 13 + 0.35 x, where x equals the truck traffic as a% 

of total traffic. The maximum value which can be used for a 

commercial vehicle is 20~ per minute. 

Reduced Highway Accident Benefits 

This benefit measures the value to society of reduced highway 

accidents as a result of reduced highway miles driven. The 

accident rates used are 5 year averages for statewide urban 

freeways. The costs associated with each type of accident are 

taken from Caltrans Policy and Procedure Memorandum No. 78.5, 

modified to current price levels. 
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The rates used to determine the dollar value savings to society 

are as follows: 

Property Damage Only 

Injury 

Fatalities 

Accident Rates 
Per 100 Million 

VMT 

140 

91 

1.86 

Transitway Carpoolers Ti~e Savings 

$ 1984 Cost 
Per Item 

2,500 

10,300 

534,000 

This benefit represents the savings in time to the existing and 

anticipated carpoolers which will realize a faster trip time as a 

result of using the planned exclusive transitway. A value of 

person time equal to that used for Benefit l time savings was 

used. 

Transitway Carpoolers Operating and Maintenance Savings 

An additional benefit for the converted carpool user is the 

savings in operating and maintenance costs. The net cost of 151 

per mile as used in Benefit 2 was used to determine the savings. 

4. System Benefit-Cost Ratio 

Economic feasibility measures, including 2005 "snapshot" benefit­

cost ratios (see Table IV-14) have been calculated using a 10 

percent capital recovery factor and the service life assumptions 

for system elements shown on Table IV-15. 
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ALTERNATIVE 

CRITERIA 

Constant Transit User Time Saving 

Diverted Auto User O&M Saving 

Diverted Auto User Parking Savin;:J 

Constant Auto User Time Saving 

Camlercial Vehicle Time Savin;:J 

Reduced Highway Accident Saving 

Carpoolers Time Savings 

Carpoolers O&M Savings 

*Recarmended Alternative 
Updated: ~ember, 1984 

'IDTALS 

TABLE IV-14 

I-110 2005 ANNUAL BENEFITS 
(MILLIONS 1984 IX)LlARS) 

00 
PROJECT 

Base 

T.S.M. 

70.l 

Two-way Bus Pk. Di r. Bus I. C. T. s. L.R.T H.R.T 

B-l,4t,7 

16.3 

27.4 

60.5 

4.6 

0.7 

3.0 

11.9 

15.9 

140.3 

B-8A,B R-1,4,7 R-1,4,7 R-6 

:1~:::1:1:~~~]~!l!l!Iiill!ll~I!I~~~j~l:lllll:lll:lllII{l@lj~:l{llllllilllill~~~l~:I:I:l: 
:ttt1J1t:)rnrn:t\:rnJ;:ti :tt\:t1ti1.slrnrnrnrn1~J11r1t1 
l:illI!:lll~~]~Illl!lllll:lllllllllllllll~~l~:~Ililllli!i:lii!i:l:~~~ ~::::1::1:::I:I~~1=0l:l:i:l:::1 

! ~~~ ~ ~ ~ 
121.8 118.1 115.6 123.3 



Table IV-15 

Service Life Assumptions 

for 

Transitway ••• 

Stations •••••• 

Parking Facilities • 

Maintenance Facilities • 

System Elements 

. . . . . . 

Highway Construction ••••••••••••••• 

Vehicles 

Bus (Both Standard & Articulated) - 12 yrs. 

Rail Cars (ICTS, LRT & HRT) - - - - 30 yrs. 
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V. PROBABLE UNAVOIDABLE ADVERSE IMPACTS 

In Chapter IV the environmental impacts of the recommended 

alternative were presented in detail, as were mitigation measures 

to reduce or eliminate adverse environmental impacts. Not all of 

the adverse impacts identified can be mitigated to the insignifi­

cant level. These impacts are listed below. For a more detailed 

discussion of these impacts refer to the proper section of 

Chapter IV. 

A. Geological Hazards 

Despite construction of the transitway to the highest possible 

seismic safety standards, there would still remain some risk of 

injury to transit patrons who would be utilizing the transitway 

during a major earthquake. This hazard would occur in all alter­

natives. 

B. Business and Residential Displacement 

Business and residential displacement would occur in bus/HOV 

alternative 4. These displacements are detailed in Table IV-3. 

C. Negative Visual Impacts 

Aerial guideways are present in the recommended alternative, and 

would visually dominate the locales they were constructed in. 

D. Increase Traffic Near Park and Ride Lots and 

Station Sites 

There will be an increase in the amount of traffic on surface 

streets around station sites and park and ride lots. Due to the 
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increased traffic there will be congestion during peak periods 

around some parking locations. 

E. Construction Impacts 

Construction of the recommended alternative of the proposed 

transitway would create significant short-term environmental 

impacts that could not be mitigated to the insignificant level. 

Around construction sites there would be some increase in noise 

levels, noxious fumes, and dust due to the operation of construc­

tion machinery. Some traffic congestion would occur because of 

construction. During the construction period the length of time 

required to traverse the transportation corridor would increase. 

Construction activities would cause inconvenience to nearby 

residents. Nearby businesses would suffer a decline in patronage 

and some business failures may result. 

The recommended alternative would require relocation of overhead 

electrial transmission lines. 
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VI. THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN LOCAL SHORT-TERM USES OF MAN'S 

ENVIRONMENT AND THE MAINTENANCE AND ENHANCEMENT OF 

LONG-TERM PRODUCTIVITY 

Implementation of any of the alternatives will have short-term 

impacts on the region's land use, population or natural environ­

ment. These impacts or uses of the environment should be 

considered in the context of the long-term impact, that improved 

transportation service will have on the region's productivity. 

The primary short-term uses which are adversely impacted are the 

following: 

1. Construction activities would temporarily reduce 

business opportunities in the vicinity of 

construction sites. 

Reduced business patronage would and possible 

business failure could occur. 

2. Construction would impede mobility and change 

circulation patterns in the vicinity of construc­

tion. There would also be noise, dust, unpleasant 

odors and other construction nuisances. 

3. Some businesses and residents would be relocated 

by the proposed project. 

4. Air quality will be temporarily degraded due to 

exhaust emissions and dust generated by equipment. 

5. Visual blighting will occur from the temporary 

storage of construction materials and equipment on 

sites. 
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The proposed transportation improvements within the Harbor 

Freeway Corridor would provide the opportunity to integrate more 

effectively the human activities of the region. This integration 

will improve the productivity of the region in terms of the 

quality of life (the activities to which residents have access ·and 

the extent of their productive leisure time) and in terms of eco­

nomic productivity by increasing the work force within commuting 

·distance of industry, and by improving the ability of industry to 

conduct business dependent upon transport of people and goods. 

Efficient use of limited natural resources can be enhanced, parti­

cularly energy resources. By causing future travel to occur in a 

more energy-efficient manner in the future, it is possible to 

develop a transportation system for the future when petroleum is 

expected to be scarcer than it is today. Further, the quality of 

the natural environment can be enhanced by reducing future noise and 

air pollution through a current investment in future transit 

capacity. 

Thus, in addition to the benefits which will be derived by the 

user of any of the proposed alternatives, the region as a who~e, 

transit riders and non-riders, will experience benefits. Speci­

fically, the different alternatives, to varying degrees, will: 

1. Improve the accessibility of the labor force to 

employment opportunities; 

2. Expand the size of the labor force within commuting 

distance by transit of major industrial locations; 
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3. Improve business efficiency by improving 

accessibility within the region; 

4. Link the dispersed employment centers with the 

central city; 

5. Expand opportunities for employment through 

creation of jobs and new facilities. 

6. Increase the transportation capacity of the 

corridor; 

7. Decrease the time of travel for the individual; 

8. Improve accessibility to services and recreation; 

9. Provide improved mobility for those dependent upon 

transit. 
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VII. IRREVERSIBLE AND IRRETRIEVABLE COMMITMENTS OF RESOURCES 

A. Introduction 

This chapter summarizes the primary and secondary impacts of the 

use of non-renewable and irretrievable resources, and discusses 

any irreversible damage that could result from the environmental 

impacts associated with the project. 

B. Land 

Because the project is located in an urbanized area, the land in 

the project vicinity is generally committed to •public or private 

urban uses. Land used for transit facilities would be used for 

that purpose into the foreseeable future. The project may (in 

concert with other factors) engender associated commercial, 

residential or industrial development that would not have other­

wise occurred. 

C. Construction Materials 

The use of steel, concrete, lumber, plastics and other materials 

and equipment would differ among the various alternatives. 

No construction materials would be used in the No-Project alter­

native. Because of the minor nature of construction in the TSM 

alternative, no significant irretrievable use of construction 

material would occur. 

All the rest of the alternatives would require significant use of 

building materials such as concrete, lumber, copper, and steel. 
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The irretrievable use of these resources could have some slight 

impact on supply for the time period required for construction. 

Ample supplies of all these materials exist. 

The materials needed to manufacture buses for the recommended 

alternative would be small compared to the amount used to 

manufacture the vehicles annually produced in the United States or 

Canada. Some of the metals used in vehicle construction could be 

recycled through the scrap process but most materials would be 

used irretrievably. Because transitway related structures would 

be utilized for, at least, several decades, materials used in 

their construction can be considered irretrievably used. 

D. Manpower 

The recommended alternative has major manpower requirements which 

are roughly estimated in Table VII-1. 

E. Public Funds 

The recommended alternative would have some financial impact. 

Capital expenditures, if financed by bond sales would require tax 

funding for the length of time required to retire the bonds. The 

majority of the subsidies to operate or maintain the transitway 

would be raised by taxation. Most of this money would be recycled 

back into the local economy by transit workers and contractors. 
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TABLE VII-1 

Estimated Contract Days and Manpower Requirements 

for Construction of Transitways 

Contract Manpower 

Alternative Days Requirements 

Bus/HOV 1 3200 337 

Bus/HOV 4 2550 352 

Bus/HOV 7 3600 352 

Bus/HOV 8a 3100 248 

Bus/HOV 8b 2500 298 

Rail 1 5950 277 

Rail 4 3750 385 

Rail 6 3000 1004 

Rail 7 4880 423 

F. Environmental Accidents 

No accidents which would result in irreversibly damage to the 

environment are likely as a result of the implementation of the 

recommended alternative of this project. 
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VIII. GROWTH INDUCEMENT AND CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

Historically, new transportation facilities, along with other 

infrastructure improvements, have been known to influence urban 

growth. The level of this influence is diffucult to quantify, 

however, in already urbanized areas such as the Harbor Freeway 

corridor. Complicating any empirical analysis of transportation's 

growth-inducing abilities are other variables such as economic 

trends, public policies, local plans, location image, land avail­

ability and development financing practices. 

A research effort was undertaken to identify any measurable land 

use changes which may be influenced by the various Harbor Freeway 

corridor transit alternatives. This effort involved an evalua­

tion of environmental documents on similar medium capacity transit 

proposals. 

Separate analyses of all of the resources evaluated leads to only 

the conclusion that development of a new transit system located on 

the Harbor Freeway will not in itself stimulate any significant 

growth in the corridor. Other major incentives to growth would be 

required, but none are predicted to occur. 

In the major transitway construction alternative, collective 

factors may stimulate minor intensifications of development in 

some individual locations. 

The LA CBD is already a major center of growth. The policy of 

the City of Los Angeles is to encourage both economic and popula­

tion growth in the area. In order to help accomplish this expan­

sion, the Bunker Hill, Little Tokyo, and Central Business District 
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Redevelopment Areas were created. A Harbor Freeway corridor 

transitway would be an additional factor favoring economic growth 

in the LA CBD by providing better access to and from the south. 

The higher capacity Metro Rail transit system would have more 

potential for fostering growth in the LA CBD (see the discussion 

on cumulative impacts at the end of this section). 

Because the Harbor Freeway corridor transitway is planned to 

connect with the proposed Century (I-105) Freeway Transitway, 

access between the Century Freeway corridor communities and the 

LA CBD would also be enhanced. 

Residential growth is perceived by some as desirable within vacant 

portions of the urbanized corridor. Growth in currently growing 

areas in the southern part of of the study area would be enhanced 

because the proposed transitway would provide a faster, more 

comfortable route for commuters traveling to the LA CBD. The 

influence of the transitway would, however, be minor. 

In the economically depressed central part of the study area, the 

growth inducing impacts of the transitway would be very small. 

This area is perceived as unattractive for business or residential 

growth for a variety of reasons, and providing better access would 

not of itself create significant growth. See the discussion on 

joint development (Chapter IV Section J) for more information. 

If, for the sake of discussion, a combination of a new transitway 

and economic/land use stimuli did foster new growth in the study 

area, this growth would lead to a reduction in vehicle miles 

traveled when compared to the existing patterns of growth in the 
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region. Trips generated closer to the inner city tend to be short 

when compared to fringe development. In addition, land use 

intensification and higher densities promote transit use over auto 

use. Cumulative impacts of improved access is primarily an issue 

involving the Los Angeles CBD. Cumulative impacts upon Union 

Station were discussed in the final EIR/EIS on the San Bernardino 

Freeway Busway Extension. Impacts of proposed transit 

improvements upon Union Station rail operations, possible 

commercial development and rail versus bus transit issues were 

discussed. 

The Draft EIR on the Los Angeles Downtown People Mover (DPM) 

discussed cumulative impacts on the LA CBD in a comprehensive 

manner. No significant increases in DPM patronage were 

identified as a result of the possible implementation of the 

freeway transit plan. 

The Busway Extension and DPM EIR/EIS documents are incorporated by 

reference into this Harbor Freeway Transitway EIR/EIS. The high 

capacity SCRTD Metro Rail Line EIS will provide more definitive 

information on cumulative impacts. 

The I-105 Freeway and Transitway, combined with the proposed 

I-110/Harbor Freeway Transitway will have relatively minor 

cumulative impact in the areas serviced by these new facilities. 

The impacts of the I-105 project have been identified in the FEIS 

for that project. 
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IX. IMPACTS ON PROPERTIES OF HISTORICAL AND CULTURAL 

SIGNIFICANCE SECTION 4(f) AND SECTION 106 PROPERTIES 

Federal legislation requires that special efforts be made to 

preserve historic and cultural properties that have been found to 

be eligible for the National Register of Historic Places. 

Procedures for compliance with 16 U.S.C. 470(f) of the National 

Historic Preservation Act of 1966 and Executive Order 11593 as 

required by, 36 C.F.R. 800 are being followed. Procedures 

requiring the identification of significant historic properties, 

and the selection of mitigation measures and coordination with the 

State Historic Preservation Officer are being followed. 

The properties within the projects Area of Potential Environ­

mental Impact which are eligible for the National Register of 

Historical Places are listed in Section II. The impacts of the 

various alternatives of the proposed project are discussed in 

Chapter IV section Q. 

The proposed project would require no land from a public park, 

recreation area, wildlife refuge, or land from an historic 

property, therefore Section 4(f) requirements do not apply. 
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X. ENERGY 

This summary information was taken from the Route I-110 Transit 

Physical Environmental Report. 

Table X-1 shows a comparison of the energy consumption for the 

various alternatives. For purposes of comparison, all energy used, 

no matter what the source, is converted into equivalent barrels of 

oil per day (EBO). The results include direct and indirect energy 

consumption. Direct energy is the energy consumed to propel the 

vehicle while the indirect energy is the remaining energy consumed. 

Indirect energy includes constructing the vehicles and facilities, 

maintaining and replacing the vehicles and facilities, exploring 

for energy resources, power generation, mining or refining the fuel 

and transporting it to the user. 

The energy consumption analysis of the rail and bus alternatives 

are based on operational plans furnished by Wilbur Smith and 

Associates and the Southern California Rapid Transit District. 

The transit portion of the analysis includes all of the transit 

energy consumption including feeder bus systems in the transpor­

tation corridor. The energy analysis for the vehicle miles 

traveled (VMT) reduction was performed using Energy 3 (corrected 

for 1984 dollars), a computerized model developed by the Trans­

portation Laboratory of Caltrans for all rubber tired vehicles. 

VMT reduction was based on modeling performed by the Transpor­

tation Analysis and LARTS Branch of Caltrans. 

In all of the alternatives there is a reduction in energy 

consumption over the no project alternative. Daily savings of 

energy ranges between 482 EBO's for rail alternative 6 (Vermont 

Avenue) and 805 EBO's for bus/HOV alternative-4. Although the 
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energy consumption of the electric powered rail alternatives are 

indicated in barrels of oil, a number of other fuels could be used 

to generate the required electric energy. 

The Los Angeles Department of Water and Power along with the 

Southern California Edison Company are the two chief suppliers of 

electrical energy for the region. Energy sources include hydro­

electric and steam generating stations. The principle fuel for 

the steam generating plants are natural gas (when available) and 

low sulfur oil. The energy used for the electric rail alternates 

constitutes less than 0.3% of the current 18 billion kilowatt-hours 

of electricity generated annually by the Los Angeles Department of 

Water and Power. In terms of peak-hour consumption, the rail 

lines would have a somewhat greater impact on the generating 

capacity because peak energy consumption for the household 

consumer occurs in the late afternoon corresponding closely with 

the evening rush hour traffic on the rail line. The Los Angeles 

Department of Water and Power forecasts future use of electricity 

will grow at a 2% annual rate and future capacity will be provided 

by two major coal fired projects located in eastern Nevada and 

southern Utah. 

The amount of fuel required annually to provide enough power to 

operate a rail system would range between 16,000 and 28,000 tons 

of coal, between 60,000 and 100,000 barrels of oil, or between 350 

million and 590 million cubic feet of natural gas. 
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XI. CONSULTATION AND PUBLIC PARTICIPATION 

A. Introduction 

An interdisciplinary approach involving governmental agency 

coordination and public participation in transportation planning 

is an important State and Federal requirement. This agency and 

public input has been solicited since the early stages of the 

Harbor Freeway Transitway Study. During the coordination process 

the permits required to construct the various alternatives of the 

project were identified. Additionally, the DEIS was circulated to 

a wide variety of individuals, government agencies, and private 

organizations to insure that all interested parties could provide 

input about the project. The following letters indicate the 

support of the recommended alternative by the Metropolitan Plan­

ning Organization and local agencies. Also, included are the 

letters of support for the 37th Street Transit Station from the 

local agencies. 

B. Interagency Coordination and Consultation 

In order to carry on the day to day activities of developing and 

studying project alternatives, which reflected concern for the 

human and natural environment as well as for engineering details, 

an interdisciplinary team consisting of people with a variety of 

backgrounds in the natural sciences, humanities, planning and 

engineering was developed. This team was principally responsible 

for preparing this document. The list of preparers appears on 

page XII-1. In addition to the interdisciplinary team, an inter­

agency project development team was established to provide manage­

ment direction for the project, and to bring the expertise and 

public concerns at the various agencies to bear on this study. 

The members of the project development team are listed on Table 

XI-1. 
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lOS ANGELES COUNTY TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION • 354 SOUTH SPRING STREET-SUITE 500. LOS ANGELES. CALIFORNIA 90013 • (213) 626-0370 

RICK RICHMOND 
EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 

Mr. Heinz Heckeroth 
District Director 
Caltrans, District 7 
120 South Spring Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Dear Heinz: 

August 12, 1983 

L 
I '. 

... •· 

RECEiVE:"",1 

AUG 1 91983 
Office ("If Pb.i. ·::'." -·. 

P~~- r:i-:-~ . 

On August 10, 1983, the Los Angeles County Transportation Com­
mission considered your request of July 21 for support of 
Caltrans' selection of a bus/ROV facility as the preferred 
alternative for the Harbor Freeway transit project. The Com­
mission concurred in your decision to complete the Final Environ­
mental Impact Statement with bus/HOV as the preferred alternative. 

-
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s~;e&
1 

RICK RICHMOND 
Executive Director 
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September 6, 1983 

c;ity Attorney 

TOM BRADLEY 
MAYO !II 

.General Manager, Department of Transportation 
City Administrative Officer 
Councilwoman Russell 

Caltrans 
120 Sc. Spring Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

RE: TRANSITWAY IN THE HARBOR FREEWAY CORRIDOR 

At the meeting of the Council held t'ilHJJJSt 30, ]963 
following action was taken: 

, the 

Attached report adopted •.•.••••••••••••••••.••••.•••••••.•.. x n • II ( ) _:..,__ ___ _ 

motion .•.••• _____ _ 
11 resolution 11 

( ) •••••• -------Ordinance adopted ...•. r ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• _____ _ 

Motion adopted to approve attached report ••.•••....•.•••..•. _____ _ 
II II n II II communication• • • • • • • • • • • • ------To the Mayor for concurrence •••.•.•••••••••••••..•••.•••.•.. _____ _ 

To the Mayor FORTHWITH ••••.••..•.••.•••••••••.•••.•..••..... _____ _ 
Mayor concurred •.•••.•••••••••••••••••••••.••••••••••••••••. x 9/1/83 
Appoint.ment confirmed ••••••••••••••••.•••••••••••••••••••••. ------Appointee has/has not taken the Oath of Office ••••••••••.••• _____ _ 
Findings adopted ••••••••••••••••••••••.•.•••.••.•••••••••••• _____ _ 
Negati-Ve Declaration adopted •.•••••••••.•..••.•...••••••...• _____ _ 
Categorically exempt .•••••••••••••••••••• ~ .••••...•••••••••• _____ _ 
Generally exempt •••••••••••••••••••••••.•••••••••••••••••••• _____ _ 
EIR certified •••••••..••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• ~······------
Tract map approved for filing with the County Recorder· ••.••• _____ _ 
Parcel" " " " " " " " •••..• ------Bond approved •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• • • • • • _____ _ 
Bond is No. _______ =--:r--:---~--of Contract .••••••• _____ _ 
Resolution of acceptance of future street to be known as 

adopted ••••...• ----------....,,...-----.---.-----=--=------ -------Agreement mentioned therein is/are No. 
of Contracts •••••• . • ______ ;.____________________ -------

City Clerk 

pd 
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TO T::::=.:: co:.::-:e::... G: T::::=.:: 
C: TY G: LC.S .-·-..: ;c::=.::LE:S 

Your T~!SPO RTATION M:D TRAFFIC Com.:ni t ~ 

repor..s as follows: 

In order to provide for a prO?OSed TRANSITh'AY in the HARBOR FREEWAY 
Corridor (I-110) between San Pedro and the Los Angeles Convention 
Center as proposed by Caltrans, IT BE RESOLVED, by the adoption of 
this report that the City Council, SUBJECT TO THE APPROVAL OF THE 
MAYOR, ENDORSES the proposed project to construct a two directional 
BUS/HOV Transit facility in the median of the Harbor Freeway, and 
thatcaltrans be requested to investigate the possibilities for joint 
development adjacent to proposed transit stutions and that the guide­
way be designed to accommodate a peak direction HOV lane upon 
conversion to rail. 

FURTHER, that the City Clerk be instructed to im."":'lediately notify 
Caltrans of the action taken hereon. 

SUBJEC'r FILE BE TRANSMITTED TO THE MAYOR FORTHWITH • . 
STATE~NT OF FINDINGS 

Your Committee at its...meetiRg of August 10, 1983 at the request of 
Caltrans consider the above proposed project. 

Caltrans presented some thirteen (13) alternatives which were 
considered, including rail or bus on the Harbor Freeway alignment 
and rail in Vermont Avenue. The PROPOSED PROJECT which Caltrans 
proposes to select is the construction of a TWO DIRECTIONAL BUS/HOV 
in the HAR.DOR FREEWAY MEDIAN. The proposed project is estimated to 
cos~in excess of $500 million dollars, would have a daily ridership 
of 95,000 (BUS and HOV), increase the capacity of the freeway by an 
equivalent of five peak hour lanes, and provide connection with the 
Century Freeway transitway. Construction funds would be provided 
from Federal-Aid Interstate and State Highway funds. 

Councilman Farrell during your Committee discussions requested that 
in the development of the Transitway Caltr~ns investigate JOINT ·. 
DEVELOPMENT OPPORTUNITIES in the vicinity of proposed transit st~tions. 
T~e General Manager of the Department of Transportation explained that 
the proposed design for BUS/HOV would po~cntially allow for a peak 
directional HOV lane if the transit use was converted to rail. Ile 
requested that the facility be designed to guarante·e this provision. 

\ 

- l -
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TO T EE coL·~;crL OF Tri .S 
CITY OF LOS :~'-: GELES 

Your 

reports as follows: 

- 2 - Committee 

It is the position of your Committee that the proposed project 
selection is appropriate, given the potential availability of 
Interstate funds and the ability to convert to rail in the future. 

Caltrans has requested that the City's position be known not later 
than August 30, 1983, in order that the project may proceed according 
to schedule. 

Your COT"'..mittee submits the above recommendation for Council considerat 

rum 
8-26-83 

,_11 ... 0 

Respectfully submitted, 

TRANSPORTATION AND TRAFFIC COMMITTEE 
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SEP22~ 
flt ~ .•-.- ~:~ ~-~. ~~:- i:·~. 

/OUTHERn CAUFORnlR , .. ; · . . 
A//OC l A non OF G,OVE ~nm Ent/ i-': "' 

600 /ovth Common:.v&ollh Avenue• /ulte 1000 • Lo: A"~le, • Collfomlo • 90005 • 2~ 385-K>OO 

Mr. Heinz HecKeroth 
Distric: Direct:r 
c.c; :ran£ :1 ~ s: r ~ :: 07 
1 2 ~ S :, • ~ :- -· . ; ; : : ~ C C: 

,.. ,,. ,. , . ,.., 
~ V ..;,. ~ 

C: ; 1:-- . 
- ·. _ , _ - \,,, j • 

---(Jill (r J(,tf 

ir.~s ~e::::r i .s :c rnfom you that the SCAG Executive Comrni:teE:, actins; a: 
the1 r S~;:;:::-:-.:,-2:r c: meeting approved the staff and Ca1 trans recorrr.1enaatior, 
for a 1 oca1 l y ~n:f erred transi tway alternative on the harbor Freeway. 
S;:,e•:i fi cal 1 y, tnei r action was to support Al ternat i-ve S-4, ci two way 
bus _l hov g~i aew-ay to be constructed ; n the median of the: Harbor Freeway 
(1-110 ) us i n; c:-~rade and e1evated-vertica1 alignments, as the locally 
preferrec ,a1 :~r~a:ive. 

w°E: hc;,e ~he: :n~ s action by SCAG will assist you in your pre pa ration of tht­
f1 na~ El S f O'" :nE: project. riie ai so 1 oot foreward to worK i ng closely with 
yo~ as~ ~~ $ Dr~ j e:t moves toward im~ementation. 

s~n.C€reiy, -~ 
1(;~ '· :~ . 

/ l ,. V-,.) It l,-(,;.-... r4 ,._ . 
JAME~~- ~dsNELL 
Department Director 
Transportation Planning 

JG: WIii' :wp7 

cc: Mr. Rick Richmond 

Department 
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M E M O R A N D U M 

Aug ust 22, 1983 

TO: Executive Committee 

FRO~: Bill Wells, Transit Program Manager 

SUBJECT: HARBOR FREEWAY TRANSITWAY DEIR/DEIS 

The revie\-1 period for the draft environmental document on the Harbor 
Freeway Transitway is nearing completion. Caltrans has proposed a locally 
preferred alternative and is asking local agency endorsement of that 
alternative. 

The alternative selected by Caltrans, Alternative B-4, is a 
facility located in the median of the Harbor Freeway. 
aerial and at-grade profiles, the facility extends from the 
to the Los Angeles Convention Center. 

two-way bus/HOV 
Following both 

Artesia Freeway 

SCAG sent a letter to Ca ltrans c~rrment ing on the DEIR/DEIS in February 
which was approved by both the TCC and the Executive Cammi ttee. That 
letter pointed out that Alternative 8-4 was the most cost effective 
alternative which met the projected needs of the corridor. The letter also 
stated that transportation problems exist in the corridor and that the 
expected capacity deficiency could be eliminated by the transitway. 

-The capital cost of the project is estimated at $500 million. This project 
is eligible for 92% Federal Aid Interstate funding if the time constraints 
for Interstate funding are met. 

-
The SCAG Transportation and Communications Committee took an action at 
their August 18th meeting approving selection of Alternative B-4. 

One fi na 1 note: SCAG has recommended on several occas i ans that both the 
Harbor Freeway and the Century Freeway Transitways should be the same mode . 

. If the Harbor Freeway Transitway is a bus/HOV facility, we will, at the 
appropriate time, also re~ornmend bus/HOV on the Century Freeway. 

Recommended Action: Approve the selection of Alternative B-4, two-way bus/ 
HOV Guideway, as the locally preferred alternative. 

BW:dbg 

XI-7 
EXHIBIT C-3 



,~ 
RTD 
John A. Dyer 
Genera l Manager 

Mr. Heinz Heckeroth 
District Director 
Caltrans 
120 South Spring street 
IDs Angeles, California 90012 

Dear Mr. Heckeroth: 

RECE!VE!'.) 

OCT 2 G 1983 
Office of Pion. and 

Pub. 1wns. 

On Septenber 19, 1983, the SCRID Foard of Directors considered the Caltrans 
final EIS reccmnendation to build a Bus/HJV transitway facility within the 
Harbor Freeway corridor. 'lhe Board of Directors voted to support this 
Caltrans decision and a certified oopy of the resolution is attached. A 
mrnber of issues concerning downtot.n bus distribution, project integration 
with other proposed transitway and rail projects within IDs Angeles Cbunty, 
and required operational and capital subsidies for the transit operator 
were raised at this meeting. As indicated in the resolution, along with 
the notion to support the Caltrans m::rle selection, the Iba.rd also requested 
that a detailed operating and financial feasibility stufy be undertaken to 
resolve the above issues prior to construction and District cperations of 
the transitway facility. 

cne of our primary concerns has always been the issue of required operating 
and capital subsidy requiranents. The Caltrans plan on the Harbor Freeway 
corridor calls for an additional 174 articulated buses and 57 regular sized 
buses. Further it is stated that an operating oost of 33.9 million dollars 
in 1981 dollars will be required. As the eventual operator of this 
facility, we have serious concerns reg"arding our financial ability to 
provide the type of service projected. 

These financial issues have been reiterated in the past. Caltrans has been 
fonnally ootified of our ooncerns as far back as Decenber 18, 1979 in a 
letter to Director .Adriana Gianturco and as recently as March 14, 1983 in 
my letter to you reg"arding the draft Envirormental Impact Statanent on this 
project. I knON these are hard issues, hc::,.,.iever, it is our Iba.rd' s intent 
that these issues be resolved prior to ccmnencing construction of the 
facility. 

XI-8 

Southern California Rapid Transit District 425 South Main Street. Los Angeles. Cal1forn1a 90013 (2t3) 972-6000 



Mr. Heinz Heckeroth 
Page Two 

'lhe District stands ready to assist Ca.ltrans in any way possible in 
resolution of these issues. Please call me if you have any further 
questions on this matter. 

Attachnent 

cc: SCRI'D Board of Directors 
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RESOLUTION 

RESOLVED, that the Southern California Rapid Transit 
District does hereby support CalTrans' decision to build a bus 
transitway facility within the Harbor Freeway Corridor; 

RESOLVED FURTHER, that the District hereby requests a more 
detailed operating and financial study to resolve the issues of 
Downtown Los Angeles bus distribution, project integration with 
other planned transitway and rail projects within Los Angeles 
County, and required operational and capital subsidies for the 
transit operator prior to construction and District operation on 
the facility. 

CERTIFICATION 

The undersigned, duly qualified and acting as District 
Secretary of the Southern California Rapid Transit District, 
certifies that the foregoing is a true and correct copy of a 
Resolution adopted at a legally convened meeting of the Board of 
Directors of the Southern California Rapid Transit District . held 
on September 29, 1983 . 

DATED: October 5, 1983 

(SEAL) 
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Automobile Club of South-;;~~ ,Californi,~ -) 

HIGHWAY ENGINEERING OEPART~ENT 

A ~EllH GI LBERT. 'AANAGER 
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May 7, 1984 

Mr. Don M. Muchmore 
Executive Museum Director 
California Museum of Science and Industry 
700 State Drive 
Los Angeles, CA 90037 

Dear Mr. Muchmore: 

Your letter to Kirk West concerning the siting of a busway station 
at Exposition Boulevard (copy to Mr. Ha~ry Cheshire) has been 
referred to me. Thank you for letting us know about the Museum 
Board's interest in the station location issue. 

We have strongly supported the proposed Harbor Freeway improve­
ments. The Bus/HOV lane has the potential to enhance mobility 
significantly in this corridor. The Museum Board's resolution 
that this new transportation facility should directly serve the 
Exposition Park/USC area is a good suggestion. We have spoken with 
LACTC staff about the issue and received their support for a station 
at Exposition Boulevard. At a forthcoming meeting with Caltrans 
staff, we will discuss the station siting situation and seek their 
support as well. 

JOO/bk 

pc: Heinz Heckeroth 
Paul Taylor 

~~~~ 
A. Keith Gilbert 
Manager 
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RTO 

John A. Dyer 
General Manager 

Mr. F.ick Rich!!lond 
Los Angeles 0:ru.nty 
Transportation Cormrlssion 
354 South Spring Street 
Suite 500 
Los Angeles, CA 90013 

Dear Mr. Ricbroond: 

JUN 12 1984 

f'J ,... ... - • ' , - - ­
.. • - · '-' ~: V l.;.,;.';..) 

I' : \ '. . ,-, - _: • , 1 ·-· 1nn • .. ·- .. 

·.. .. . . · ~ . 

> 
It has been brought to my attention that the Conrnission is considering 
recomnending the relocation of the proposed King Boulevard station, on 
the Harbor Freeway, to Exposition Boulevard. I am writing to express the 
District's position regarding this proposal. 

As an operating agency, the District has two main concerns. One is tbe 
ease of providing the requisite local feeder bus service to the static~. 
Currently, there is better east-west local bus service on King Boule\'3..rd 
than at Exposition Boulevard, where the bus line turns north on Figueroa 
before it continues east. However, as has been suggested, the bus line 
that operates on Exposition Boule~ard could serve the Exposition station 
by continuing under the Harbor Freeway on 37th Street. Therefore, eitl:ler 
station could provide the necessary local feeder bus service. 

The District's second concern is to ~st ::.erve the transit trip news of 
the coomunity. The King Boulevard site is expected to remain prir:-.1rily 
residential, with some low density cornnercial developnent possible. F0r 
this reason, the King station would be unlikely to attract m1ny t:::-ansit 
trips from the Harbor Freeway line haul services. Also, since the ~r.g 
Station is so close to the CBD, it would be unlikely to attract r.any line 
haul patrons from the corrmunity. This latter statement would also ap;)ly 
to the Exposition station site, as well. However, the E.~positic~ site, 
which is convenient to the University, museums, and several major 
businesses, would be a stronger attraction for the line haul trQ~sl: 
patrons than King Boulevard. For this reason, the District would :-.a;·e a 
slight preference for the Exposition Boulevard statiun site. 

I realize that there is a broader range of concerns involved in selE-Ct­
ing the station location than the District, as an operator, has addressed. 
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Mr. Rick Richroond 
Page 2 

So, although the District has a sna.11 preference for the Exposition site, 
whichever site is selected by Caltrans and the Ccmnission, when their 
review is canplete, _will be satisfactory. 

~c: Helnz Heckeroth 

> 
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Jur.e 21, 1984 

Mr. Don Muc~~ore 
Executive Museum Director 
California Museum cf Science 

& Industry 
700 State Drive 
Los Angeles, CA 90037 

Dear Mr. Muchmore: 

1:£/ ' 

1 / //'1/ Les Angeles County 

~ 
✓ ~0/1--£,.-- TransportatiQn 

I -./! .~~ ---- Comm ission 
/ )54 Scutl1 Spring s,,1::e' 

Sune 500 
Lo: Angeles 
Ca1,rorn,a 90013 
(213) 626-0370 

I am writing to inform you that on June 13, the Los Angeles Co~nty 
Transportation Commission approved its staff's recom.~endation 
regardi~g your request to relocate a station on the Harbor Freeway 
transitway project. This recommendationcalls upon Caltrans to 
hold a public meeting in the affected area to ascertain the 
position of the community and then considering relocating the 
proposed station frcm Martin Luther King, Jr. Blvd. to Exposition 
Blvd. 

~;e 
RICK RI~ 
Executive Director 

RR:bn 

cc: Mr. Heinz Heckeroth, Caltrans t_.// 
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1,E SOt:A<:E M•-,w I 

Post Office &:ix 2304 
Los Angeles, California 90051 

Dear Mr. Heckeroth: 

Re: Station Location for Freeway Transit Way Project 

I:bn Muchrrcre shared with me your thoughtful letter of April 27 to 
Jacki Bacharach on this topic. 

While I understarrl your argument for locating the proPQse:1 
station at Martin Luther King Jr. &:lulevard rather than Exp'.)s i:ion, it 
sounds to me as t.'-lough it has aspects of a "self-fulfillin:3 r,:"J?hecy." 
In large measure, the regular carrn:.iting traffic is goi03 to :;o where 
the station is. If it is located at Exposition, traffic pat:.~rns will 
adjust to accanmcdate. What won't adjust, if the station is located 
at Martin Luther King Jr. Boulevard, are the thousands of PQte:1tial 
users of the Freeway Transit Way project woo .....ould firrl it convenient 
to use the Transit Way to travel to and fran the University an.d the 
Museum canplex. I urge you to reconsider the location of this station 
with this viewpJint in mind. 

cc: Jacki Bacharach 
D:>n M. Muchrrore 

H. Zumberge 
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rAT! OF CAllFORNIA-8USINESS ANO TRANSPORTATION AGENCY GEORGE OEUKMEJIAN, c;o.,..,.,,,,, 

)FD~RTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
IS ; 7, P.O. 80X 2304. LOS ANGELES 90051 

(213) 620-3874 

June 29, 1984 

Mr. James H. zumberge 
University of Southern California 
University Park 
Los Angeles, CA 90089-0012 

Dear Mr. zumberge: 

Caltrans is actively considering the relocation of the 
Martin Luther King Jr. Bou1e,1ard Station on the proposed 
I-110 Transitway to the Exposition Boulevard area. 

One of.our main concerns has been local feeder bus service 
and line haul bus service to and.from either station site. 
SCRTD recently reevaluated- this issue and indicated a 
slight preference for the Exposition Boulevard site. 
Taking this Pteference into consideration and working with 
the local agencies, difficulties with the Exposition site 
may be overcome. Before making a final determination on the 
station site, Caltrans will conduct a community meeting to 
he~r from all interested parties, as · requested by the Los Angeles 
County Transpor~ytion Commission. 

We will keep you informed of developments relating to the 
transit station. Thank you for your interest. 

Sincerely, 

·- . 

\ 
' H~EROTH 

District birector 

cc: Jacki Bacharach 
Don M. Muchmore 
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TABLE XI-1 

Project Development Team Representatives 

Caltrans 

Norm Roy 
Bill Leonard 
Dale Ratzlaff 
Sam Oyama 
Emery c. Fawcett 
Harlan Weatherhold 
Ross Keeling 
Ron Kosinski 
Tom Sudeck 
Dick Kermode 
Howard Bolten 
Dick Sommerhauser 
Joe Gilly 
Bjorn Brodahl 
Bob Goodell 
John Higgins 

Headquarters Office (Sacramento) 

Dean Larson 
Don Parker 
Ted Berg 
Chuck Pearson 
Jack Boda 

L.A. City 

FHWA 

UMTA 

Tom Jones 
Tim Crowder 
Sam Furuta 
Jim Yoshinaga 
Artis Rhodes 

Al Gallardo 
Steve Guhin 

Dee Jacobs 

SCAG 

Brad Williams 
Bill Wells 

SCRTD 

Nadeem Tahir 
Mario Oropeza 

LACTC 

Public Transportation 
II II 

II 

II 

II 

II 

" 
II 

Pro~ect Devel?ipment ~ 

Environmental Planning 
II II 

Environmental Investigations 
II II 

LARTS 
II 

Traffic Operations West 
Citizen Participation 

II II 

Project Development 
l1 " 

Ride sharing 
Structures Design 

II II 

Department of Transportation 
II II II 

II 

Planning 
II 

Sacramento 
" 

Sacramento 

" II 

Metro Rail Department 
Bus Planning Department 

Rick Richmond 
Don Camph XI-17 



c. Major Coordination Benchmarks 

1. Environmental Scoping Meeting - The October 2, 1980 I-110 

Environmental Scoping Meeting was attended by 20 persons, 

primarily from various Federal, State, and local agencies 

(Table XI-2 - Scoping Meeting Attendance List). During the 

open discussion period of this meeting several issues were 

raised by three attendees (S. Hart - Sierra Club, J. Seal -

Organization for Mass Transit Los Angeles (OMTLA), and B. 

Allen - an individual interested in regional transit 

planning). These issues and comments on them are listed in 

Appendix H. 

2. Preliminary Environmental Assessment - As part of the overall 

process, a draft Environmental Assessment was informally 

circulated in September and October 1980 to members of the 

Project Development Team. Issues raised in written comments 

to that document and responses to those concerns are discussed 

in Appendix H. 

3. Corridor Planning Committee Meetings - The Corridor Planning 

Committee is a quasi political-technical multi-agency team 

whose function is to provide a forum for external planning 

among other agencies or entities at the corridor level. Two 

meetings of the Corridor Planning Committee were held, one on 

December 18, 1979, and June 18, 1981. Table XI-3 lists those 

who attended these meetings. The issues raised at these 

meetings are listed in Appendix H. 
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TABLE XI-2 

Environmental Scoping Meeting Attendance List 

J. Amerson 
J. Novak 
J. Seal 
w. A. Goodfellow 
Bob Roddick 
Artis F. Rhodes 
A. J. Gallardo 
H. weatherhold 
R. Larson 
Tim Crowder 
:::3am Furuta 
Stan Hart 
Bob Giess 
Al Holman 
David Grayson 
John Bate 
Bupindeo s. Nijjar 
Mitch Tanner 
Raymond K. Maekawa 
Bryan Allen 

- FHWA 
- CHP 
- OMTLA 
- L.A. County Road Department 
- OMTLA 
- L.A. City Planning Department 
- FHWA 
- Caltrans 
- L.A. County Road Department 
- L.A. City DOT 
- L.A. City DOT 
- Sierra Club 
- Caltrans 
- SCRTD 
- Auto Club of Southern California 
- FHWA 
- Caltrans 
- FHWA 
- LATC 
- self 

TABLE XI-3 

Corridor Planning Committee Attendees 

Senator Bob Beverly 
Continental Trailways 
My. Bryan Allen 
Gardena Bus Lines 
Sierra Club 
DMJM Consultants 
Federal Highway Administration 
Los Angeles City Councilman Robert Farrell 
California Highway Patrol 
National Association for the Advancement of Colored People 
Los Angeles County Road Department 
League of Women Voters 
Congressman Glenn Anderson 
Assemblyman Gerald Felando 
Mayor, City of Los Angeles 
Mayor, City of Carson 
Mayor, City of Lomita 
Los Angeles County Supervisor Yvonne Burke 
City of Long Beach 
Altadena Town Council 
Los Angeles Area Chamber of Commerce 
Automobile Club of Southern California 
Southern California Rapid Transit District 
Airport Services, Incorporated 
City of Gardena 
Southern California Association of Governments 
Los Angeles Department of Transportation 
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Since the proposed project would affect both residences and 

businesses in the project area, the affected communities have been 

involved in the current study and will be consulted about major 

developments. The methods used to contact and receive input from 

the various communities are detailed in this chapter. An exten­

sive information program will be developed to assure that, if the 

project is approved, motorists will be aware of traffic detours 

and delays during construction. 

The following people and agencies were consulted about various 

aspects of the proposed project. 

James P. Burgess - Chief, Transit Police, SCRTD 

Robert Thorne - Rancho Santa Ana Botanical Garden 

Robert J. Gustafson - Los Angeles County Museum of 

Natural History 

Harvey Beverly - U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 

Marti Pletcher - California Department of Fish and Game 

Ileana Liel - Los Angeles Community Redevelopment Agency 

May Doi - City of Gardena 

Marie Patterson - Juaneno Indians 

Charlie Cook - Gabrielino Indians 

State Office of Historic Preservation 

City of Los Angeles Cultural Heritage Board 

Los Angeles County Museum of Natural History Historic 

Site Survey 

UCLA Archaeological Archives 

U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service 
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4. Public Meetings and Information Van Displays - The public 

meetings and information van displays listed in Table XI-4 

were held to provide people in the Harbor Freeway corridor a 

chance to provide information about the project and to comment 

on it. 

TABLE XI-4 

Public Meetings and Information Van Displays 

Date 

Meetings July 30, 1981 

August 12, 
1981 

Informa­
tion Van 
Displays 

August 13, 
1981 

August 15, 
1981 

September 22, 
1981 
September 24, 
1981 

Location 

Peck Park, San Pedro 

Locke High School 
Watts 

Hubert Humphrey Medi­
cal Centers. E. 
Los Angeles 

University of So. Calif. 
s. Central Los Angeles 

Gardena City Hall 

Attendance 

12 

5 

35 

4 

Alpha Beta Shopping Center 
Rosecrans & Normandie Gardena 

At the public meetings displays and other information about 

the project were available to the public. Caltrans staff was 

available to answer questions and record comments. A slide 

and tape presentation about freeway transit was shown and a 

formal information and comment period followed. Information 

van displays consisted of a display about the project staffed 

by Caltrans personnel to answer questions and take comments. 
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In addition to the public meetings, described above, Caltrans 

contacted private organizations and citizens groups on two 

different occasions offering to make presentations and take 

comments about the Harbor Freeway Corridor Transitway Project. As 

part of the Stage I work program letters were sent on January 14, 

1980 to over 300 community, transportation and private organi­

zations. Three organizations requested meetings. They were the 

Los Angeles Kiwanis Club, Gardena Valley Kiwanis Club, and the 

Sierra Club Transportation Committee. The total attendance at 

these meetings was 76. 

Because of changes in the project, letters were sent to 289 

organizations and community groups on May 12, 1981. Four groups 

requested meetings. They were the Gardena Valley Committee on 

Aging, Anderson's Senior Citizens, San Pedro Chamber of Commerce 

Transportation Committee, and Coalition for Clean Air. The total 

attendance at these meetings was 217. 

The meetings consisted of a tape and slide presentation depicting 

how a transit facility might appear, possible construction 

techniques that might be used, and a question and comment session. 

A brochure about the Harbor Freeway Corridor Transitway project 

was distributed at each meeting to help define alternatives and 

furnish overall information about the proposed transportation 

network for Southern California. 
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During the public meetings and informational van displays a 

number of issues were raised by citizens. These issues are 

listed in Appendix H. 

5. Questionnaire - In order to expand the Citizen Participation 

effort, the Public Transportation, Environmental Planning and 

Citizen Participation Branches devised a questionnaire with 

English and Spanish editions (Tables XI-5, XI-6) which was 

approved for public circulation by the P.D.T. members on 

August 26, 1981. 

The questionnaire was distributed on selected northbound 

on-ramps of I-110 and at bus stops at major surface street 

intersections on the dates and at the locations listed in 

Table XI-7. All the freeway on-ramps selected have more than 

1000 vehicles entering the freeway during the peak period. 

The number of copies of the questionnaire sent to be 

distributed at individual freeway on-ramps was determined by 

traffic counts at that ramp. The number of copies sent to bus 

stops was determined by boarding projections for those stops. 

The distribution occurred during the A.M. peak period, 6:45 to 

9:45 at the on-ramp locations and 6:00 to 9:00 at the bus 

stops or until all copies allocated for that particular site 

were exhausted, whichever came first. 

XI-23 



Listed below is the distribution of the questionnaire and the 

number of returns: 

Number % 
Total Returned Responding 

I-110 On-ramps 28,500 3,827 13.4 

Bus Stops 2,750 114 9.1 

Total 31,250 3,941 12.6 

Additions to mailing list 2,133 6.8 

The top three responses for questions 1-3 and 5 are as follows: 

Question 1. Construct a rail system 
Construct additional Bus/HOV lanes 
Provide additional Park and Ride 
facilities 

Question 2. Rail in the center of I-110 
Additional Bus/HOV lanes 
Rail on Vermont 

Question 3. Work Trips 
Shopping/recreational trips 
School trips 

Question 5. Reduce freeway congestion 
Energy conservation 
Safety and security 

40.4% 
18.0% 

14.0% 

57.3% 
23.9% 
18.8% 

80.8% 
13.0% 

6.1% 

36.7% 
21.6% 
17.7% 

Question 4 was essentially an origin and destination survey. The 

primary origin was Pacific Coast Highway with 17.6% while the 

primary destination was downtown Los Angeles with 30.2%. 

The only difference between the bus and on-ramp handout responses 

was that the bus responses wanted additional buses more often than 

on the on-ramp responses, 23.8% vs. 13.2%, respectively. The 

other responses were essentially the same. 
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TABLE XI-5 

Replica of Questionnaire with Final Tally and Percentages 

1. What kind of public transportation improvements do you feel are necessary 
in the Harbor Freeway area? (Check those options that you support) 

Additional bus service 
Improved bus shelters 
Additional Park & Ride facilities 
.Additional transit services for the disabled 
Construct additional lanes for buses and 
car/van pools 
Construct a rail system 
No improvement needed 

889 
481 
938 
372 

1209 
2709 
103 

13.3 
7.2 

14.o 
5.6 

18.0 
4o.4 
1.5 

Other (specify) ------------------------
2. If one of the following improvements were available, which would you favor? 

a • .Additional lanes in the center of the 
Harbor Freeway for buses and car/van 
pools 

b. Rail on Vermont Avenue 
c. Rail in the center of the Harbor Freeway 

1002 
786 

24ol 

23.9 
18.8 
57.3 

3. Given youranswer to question IP-, what would the majority of your trips be 
for? 

Work trips 
School tripe 
Shopping/recreational trips 

344o 
261 
553 

8o.9 
6.1 

13.0 
Other (specify) ------------------------

4. Given your answer to question IP-, which of the following transit stations 
would you use? (B - begin--E - end) 

5. 

Downtown L.A. 2099 30.2 Artesia 547 
Santa Barbara 428 6.2 Carson 688 
Slauson 312 4.5 Pacific Coast Highway 1227 
Manchester 432 6.2 Channel Street 349 
Rosecrans 646 9.3 Ports O'Call 232 

In improving transportation in the Harbor Freeway area, which of the 
following environmental problems are important? 

Air and noise impacts 
Energy savings 
Reduce traffic congestion 
Increased traffic near stations 
Safety and security 
Increased noise, traffic, etc. during 
construction 

1309 
1852 
3153 
349 

1517 

4o2 

15.3 
21.6 
36.7 
4.1 

17.7 

4.7 

7.9 
9.9 

17.6 
5.0 
3.3 

Other (specify) ______________________ _ 

COMMENTS: ____________ -:=";!' ______________ _ 

xr-25 



TABLE XI-6 
Replica of the Spanish Version of the Questionnaire 

CALTRANS esta conduciendo una encuesta para conocer las necesidades de la 
transportation publica. Por favor complete este cuestionario y depositelo en 
cualquier buzon de correos--porte franco. 

1. iQue mejoras cree usted son necesarias en el area de la autopista Harbor? 
(Marque las opciones que usted prefiera) 

Servicio adicional de buses 
Mejoras en las paradas de los buses 
Mas facilidades de Park & Ride 
Servicios de transito adicionales para los lisiados 
Construccion adicional de carriles para buses y carros/van pools 
Construcccion de un sistema de rieles 
Nose necesita ningun mejoramiento 
Otro (especifique) 

2. iSi alguno de los siguientes mejorarnientos estuviese al alcance, cual 
preferiria? 

a. Carriles adicionales en el centro de la autopista Harbor 
para buses y carros/van pools 

b. Rieles sobra la Avenida Vennont 
c. Riel es en el centro de la autopista Har9or 

3. Respondida la pregunta :/1'2., icul seria la causa de la mayoria de sus viajes? 

Viajes al trabajo 
Viajes a la escuela 
Viajes de compras/recreacion 
Otro (especifique) 

4. Repondida la pregunta :/1'2., cual de las siguientes estaciones de transito 
usaria usted? (E - al empezar--T - al terminar) 

Downton L.A. 
Santa Barbara 
Slauson 
Manchester 
Rosecrans 

Artesia 
carson 
Pacific Coast Highway 
Channel Street 
Ports O'Call 

5. lSi se quiere mejorar el servicio de transporte en el area de la autopista 
Harbor, cual de los siguientes problems embientales serian importantes? 

Impacto del ruido y del aire 
Ahorros en energia 
Reduccion en el congestionamiento del trafico 
Aumento del trafico cerca de las estaciones 
Seguridad 
Aumento de ruido, trafico, etc. durante la construction 
Otro (especifique) -----------------------COM ENI' AR IO S: 

Si a usted le gustaria formar parte de nuestra lista de correos relacionado con 
el area de estudio de la autopista Harbor, por favor llene la siguiente informacion. 

Nombre ----------------------------------Dire cc ion -~-~----------------------------Ci u dad y codigo de area --------------------------G RAC IAS POR EL TIEMP EMPLEADO PARA RESPONDER ESTE CUESTIONARIO. 
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TABLE XI-7 

Dates and Locations of I-110 Questionnaire Distribution 

Harbor Freeway (I-110) Northbound On-Ramps Selected 
for Distribution 

Date 

September 29, 1981 

September 30, 1981 

October 2, 1981 

October 6, 1981 

October 7, 1981 

Site 

Channel Street 
Anaheim Street 
Pacific Coast Highway 
E/B Sepulveda Boulevard 

220th Street 
Torrance Boulevard 
Alondra Boulevard 
Rosecrans Avenue 

El Segundo Boulevard 
Imperial Highway 
Century Boulevard 
Florence Avenue 

Slauson Avenue 
Vernon Avenue 
Martin Luther King, Jr. Boulevard 
Exposition Boulevard 

W/B Artesia Boulevard 

Surface Street Intersection Bus Stops Selected 
for Distribution 

October 14, 1981 

October 15, 1981 

October 16, 1981 

Slauson Avenue & Vermont Avenue 
Slauson Avenue & Figueroa Street 
Slauson Avenue & Broadway 
Slauson Avenue & Main Street 

Manchester Avenue & Vermont Avenue 
Manchester Avenue & Figueroa St. 
Manchester Avenue & Broadway 
Manchester Avenue & Main Street 

Martin Luther King, Jr• Blvd. & 
Vermont Avenue 

Martin Luther King, Jr. Blvd. & 

Figueroa Street 
Martin Luther King, Jr. Blvd. & 

Broadway 
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Table XI-5 is the complete tally sheet showing the total for each 

question. 

In conclusion, the majority, 76.1%, of respondents chose rail as 

the mode; 57.3% want rail on the Harbor Freeway (I-110) vs. 18.8% 

for rail on Vermont Avenue; 80.9% would utilize the system for 

home to work trips with the most, 30.2%, working in downtown Los 

Angeles and 17.6% using the Pacific Coast Highway station. 37% of 

the responses were most concerned with reducing traffic congestion 

on the freeway, 22% with energy conservation, and 18% with the 

safety and security of the transit station. 

In a random sample of 358 respondents located south of the Century 

Freeway alignment (I-105), a total of 57.4% preferred rail on 

I-110, while 21.5% chose rail on Vermont Avenue. 

D. Required Permits 

The following permits may be necessary to implement the proposed 

Harbor Freeway Transitway Project: 

Coastal Permit. This permit would be required for the highway 

improvement between Route 47 and Pacific Coast Highway since a 

portion (Route 47 to B Street) is located in the Los Angeles 

Harbor Coastal Zone area (see Section IV-I). 
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California Department of Fish and Game Section 1601 Streambed 

Alteration Permit. This permit will not be required in the 

recommended alternative because no major modifications would be 

made in the Dominguez Channel, Bixby Slough, or the Willows 

Wetland. 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Section 404 Permit. This permit 

would not be required. Since a pedestrian overcrossing is not 

being constructed over the portion of the Willows Wetland located 

in the northeastern quadrant of Vermont Avenue and Artesia Boule­

vard for the recommended alternative. This overcrossing was being 

considered for all rail alternatives except rail alternative 6. 

Los Angeles County Flood Control District Permit. This permit 

would not be required because no modifications would be made in 

the Dominguez Channel, and Bixby Slough flood drainage channels. 

Local Agency permits. Various construction methods or procedures 

will necessitate temporary local street closures and public util­

ity service relocations. Also, some change to land use desig­

nations may result from proposed transportation facility improve­

ments. Borrow and disposal sites will be cleared with the appro­

priate local agencies and all necessary permits will be obtained. 

E. Public Review 

This DEIS was available for public review at the following 

locations: 
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California Department of 
Transportation District 07 
District Office 

120 South Spring Street 
Los Angeles, California 

Los Angeles Central Library 

Junipero Serra Branch Library 

John Miur Branch Library 

Exposition Park-Bethune Branch 
Library 

630 W. 5th Street 

4255 South Olive 

1005 West 64th 

3665 South Vermont 

256 West 70th Ascot Branch Library 

A. C. Bilbrew Library 

Gardena Library 

Carson Library 

Victoria Park Library 

San Pedro Regional Branch 
Library 

F. Distribution List 

150 East El Segundo 

1731 West Gardena 

151 East Carson 

17906 South Avalon 

931 South Gaffey 

The following is the list of agencies, organizations and 

individuals to which this Final Environmental Impact Statement/ 

Environmental Impact Report was distributed. 

Government Officials 

Honorable Pete Wilson 
U. S. Senator 
New State Office Building 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

Honorable Alan Cranston 
U. S. Senator 
10960 Wilshire Boulevard 
Room 410 
Los Angeles, CA 90024 

Honorable Edward R. Roybal 
Congressman, 25th District 
7110 New Federal Building 
300 North Los Angeles Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Honorable Julian C. Dixon 
Congressman, 28th District 
111 North La Brea Avenue 
Suite 301 
Inglewood, CA 90301 
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Government Officials - Contd. 

Honorable Augustus P. Hawkins 
Congressman, 29th District 
936 West Manchester Boulevard 
Los Angeles, CA 90044 

Honorable Mervyn Dymally 
Congressman, 31st District 
322 W. Compton Blvd. Suite 200 
Compton, CA 90220 

Honorable Glenn M. ~nderson 
Congressman, 32nd District 
P. o. Box 2349 
300 Long Beach Boulevard 
Long Beach, C~ 90801 

Honorable Art Torres 
State Senator, 24th District 
548 S. Spring St. Room 500 
Los Angeles, CA 90013 

Honorable Robert G. Beverly 
State Senator, 27th District 
1611 South Pacific Coast Hwy. 
Room 102 
Redondo Beach, CA 90277 

Honorable Diane Edith Watson 
State Senator, 28th District 
4401 Crenshaw Boulevard 
Suite 300 
Los Angeles, CA 90043 

Honorable Bill Greene 
State Senator, 29th District 
8514 South Broadway 
Los Angeles, CA 90003 

Honorable Ralph C. Dills 
State Senator, 30th District 
16921 South Western Avenue 
Suite 2 
Gardena, CA 90218 

Honorable Ollie Speraw 
State Senator, 31st District 
548 s. Spring St., Room 500 
Los ~ngeles, CA 90013 

Honorable Teresa P. Hughes 
Assemblywoman, 47th District 
3253 South Hoover Street, Suite F 
Los Angeles, CA 90007 

Honorable Maxine Waters 
Assemblywoman, 48th District 
7900 South Central Avenue 
Los Angeles, CA 90001 

Honorable Curtis R. Tucker 
Assemblyman, 50th District 
P.O. Box 650 
Inglewood, CA 90306 

Honorable Gerald N. Felando 
Assemblyman, 53rd District 
1514 Cabrillo Ave. 
Torrance, CA 90501 

Honorable Richard E. Floyd 
Assemblyman, 53rd District 
16921 s. Western Avenue 
Suite 220 
Gardena, CA 90731 

Honorable Gloria Molina 
Assemblwoman, 56th District 
5261 East Beverly Boulevard 
Los Angeles, CA 90022 

Honorab l e Dave Elder 
Assemblyman 57th District 
245 Broadway 
Long Beach, CA 90802 

Mayor's Office 
Los Angeles City 
200 North Spring 
Los Angeles, CA 

Hall 
Street 
90012 

Honorable Robert Farrell 
Councilmember, Eighth District 
Room 380, City Hall 
200 North Spring Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

XI-31 



Governmental Officials - Contd. 

Honorable Gilbert W. Lindsay 
Councilmember, Ninth District 
Room 230, City Hall 
200 North Spring Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Honorable Joan Flores 
Councilwoman, 15th District 
Room 237, City Hall 
200 North Spring Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Honorable Pat Russell 
Chairperson, Transportation 

and Traffic Committee 
Room 260, City Hall 
200 North Spring Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Honorable Kenneth Hahn 
Supervisor, Second District 
County of Los Angeles 
866 Hall of Administration 
500 West Temple Street 
Los ~ngeles, CA 90012 

Honorable Edmund D. Edelman 
Supervisor, Third District 
County of Los Angeles 
811 Hall of Administration 
500 West Temple Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Honorable Deane Dana 
Supervisor, Fourth District 
County of Los Angeles 
822 Hall of Administration 
500 West Temple Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Federal Agencies 

FHWA 
801 I Street 
P. o. Box 1915 
Sacramento, CA 95809 

EIS Coordinator 
Environmental Protection Agency 

Region IX 
215 Fremont Street 
San Francisco, CA 94105 

EIS Coordinator 
UMTA 
2 Embarcadero Center 
Suite 620 
San Francisco, CA 94111 

Regional Director 
Bureau of Outdoor Recreation 
P. o. Box 36062 
450 Golden State Avenue 

Mr. Abbe Marner 
UMTA 
DOT Headquarters Building 
Room 9305 
400 Seventh Street SW 
Washington, DC 20590 

Director 
Office of Environmental 

Project Review 
Department of the Interior 
18th and "C" Streets, NW 
Washington, DC 20240 

District Engineer 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
300 North Los Angeles Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Departmental Assistant Secretary 
for Environmental Affairs 

U.S. Department of Commerce 
Main Commerce Building 
14th and Constitution Avenue 
Washington, D.C. 20230 

Regional Director 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
Lloyd 500 Building, Suite 1692 
500 N.E. Multnomah Street 
Portland, OR 97232 

Area Director Department of 
Housing and Urban Development 

2500 Wilshire Boulevard 
Los Angeles, CA 90057 
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Assistant Secretary for Health 
and Science Affairs 

HEW North Building 
Department of Health, and Human 
Services 

Washington, DC 20202 

Director 
Division of NEPA Affairs 
U.S. Department of Energy 
1000 Independence Avenue, SW 
Room 4G085 
Washington, DC 20585 

Federal Railroad Administration 
Office of Policy and Plans 
400 - 7th Street, SW 
Washington, DC 20590 

U.S. D. A. S.C.S. 
12791 Newport Avenue 
Suite J 
Tustin, CA 92680 

Department of Transportation 
Federal Aviation Administration 
Western Region 
P.O. Box 92007 
Worldway Postal Center 
Los Angeles, CA 90009 

Mr. Barry Pearl 
Heritage Conservation and 
Recreation Service 

450 Golden Gate Avenue 
Box 36062 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

U.S. Postal Service 
Building Management Office 
Inglewood MSC 
Inglewood, CA 90311 

State Agencies 

State Clearinghouse 
Office of the Governor 
Office of Planning and Research 
1400 Tenth Street, Room 108 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

Note: State Clearinghouse will 
distribute the Draft EIR/EIS 
to the following State 
agencies for their comments 
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Director 
Department of Water Resources 
1416 Ninth Street 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

Mr. William C. Lockett 
Chief, Evaluation and Planning 
State Air Resources Board 
1709 Eleventh Street 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

Mr. Rich Decuir 
Air Resources Board 
1800 15th Street 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

Regional Water Quality Control 
Board 

Region 4 
107 South Broadway, Room 9026 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Executive Officer 
State Lands Commission 
1807 13th Street 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

Mr. Dave Williamson 
Department of Housing and 

Community Development 
921 Tenth Street, 6th Floor 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

Office of the State Architect 
1500 Fifth Street 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

Mr. Nick del Cioppo 
Office of Historic Preservation 
1220 K Street Mall, Third Floor 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

Secretary 
Resource Agency 
1416 Ninth Street, 13th Floor 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

Director 
Department of Conservation 
1416 Ninth Street 
Sacramento, CA 95814 



State Agencies - contd. 

Executive Director 
Department of Parks and Recreation 
1416 Ninth Street, 14th Floor 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

Department of Parks and Recreation 
Archaeological Services 
1215 Sixteenth Street 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

Director 
Department of Public Health 
744 P Street 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

Chief 
Vehicle Emission Control Program 
Air Resources Board 
9528 Telstar Avenue 
El Monte, CA 91731 

Chief Land Agent 
Real Estate Service Division 
Department of General Services 
650 Howe Avenue 
Sacramento, CA 95825 

Department of Fish and Game 
Region V 
245 West Broadway 
Long Beach, CA 90802 

Chief Division of Aeronautics 
1120 N Street 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

Mr. William B. Baker 
Assistant Vice President 

Budget, Analysis and Planning 
247 University Hall 
Berkeley, CA 94720 

Vice Chancellor 
Physical Planning and Development 
Trustees of the California 
University and Colleges 

5670 Wilshire Boulevard 
Los Angeles, CA 90036 

Department of Rehabilitation 
3407 W. 6th Street, Room 7106 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Public Utilities Commission 
Room 5109 
107 South Broadway 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Air Resources Board 
P.O. Box 2815 
Sacramento, CA 95812 

California Highway Patrol 
Southern Division 
437 N. Vermont Avenue 
Los Angeles, CA 90004 

Office of Planning and Research 
1400 Tenth Street 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

Department of Aging 
1020 19th Street, Room 914 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

Department of Industrial 
Relations 

107 So. Broadway, Room 5034 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

--END STATE CLEARINGHOUSE 
DISTRIBUTION 

Additional State Agencies 

Dr. c. William Clewlow 
Chief Archaeologist 
University of California 
at Los Angeles 

Los Angeles, CA 90024 

Public Utilities Commission 
107 South Broadway, Room 5109 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

University Architect 
207 University Hall 
University of California 
Berkeley, CA 94720 

Museum of Vertebrate Zoology 
2593 Life Sciences Building 
Berkeley, CA 94720 
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Local and Regional Agencies 

Mr. Jim Gosnell 
Director of Transportation 

Planning 
Southern California Association 

of Governments 
600 South Commonwealth Avenue 
Suite 100 
Los Angeles, CA 90005 

Mr. William MacBeth 
Organic Emissions Section 
Air Pollution Control District 
434 South San Pedro Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90013 

Los Angeles County Fire Department 
P. o. Box 3009 
Los Angeles, CA 90051 

Attn: Fire Prevention Bureau 

Sheriff Department 
County of Los Angeles 
Hall of Justice 
211 West Temple Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Mr. T. A. Tidemanson 
Road Commissioner 
County of Los Angeles 
P.O. Box 4089, Terminal Anne 
Los Angeles, CA 90054 

Los Angeles County Flood 
Control District 

2250 Alcazar Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90033 

Mr. O. N. Murdoch 
Director of Regional Planning 
Los Angeles County Regional 

Planning Commission 
1390 Hall of Records 
320 West Temple Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Mr. John D. Parkhurst 
Chief Engineer and General 

Manager 
Los Angeles County Sanitation 
District 

1955 Workman Mill Road 
Whittier, CA 90601 
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J. Walter Cobb, Ph.D. 
Housing Consultant 
County of Los Angeles 
Commission on Human Relations 
1134 Hall of Records 
320 West Temple Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Los Angeles County Museum 
of Natural History 

900 Exposition Boulevard 
Los Angeles, CA 90007 

Los Angeles County Road 
Department 

1540 Alcazar 
Los Angeles, CA 90033 

South Coast Air Quality 
Management District 

9150 Flair Drive 
El Monte, CA 91731 

Los Angeles County Commission 
for the Handicapped 

500 West Temple 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Mr. Rick Richmond 
Executive Director 
Los Angeles County Transportation 

Commission 
354 South Spring Street 
Suite 500 
Los Angeles, CA 90013 

Los Angeles Community 
Redevelopment Agency 

727 West 7th Street, Suite 300 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

City of Los Angeles 
200 North Spring Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Attn: Julie Sgarzi 

Note: Copies for the following 
departments 

Chief Administrative Officer 

Transportation Department 

Planning Department 



Public Works Department 

Bureau of Engineering 
Bureau of Street Maintenance 

Public Utilities and 
Transportation Department 

Police Department 

· Parks and Recreation Department 

Fire Department 

Department of Water and Power 

Chief Legislative Analyst 

Parking Authority 

Off-Street Parking Agency 

Building and Safety Department 

Department of Environmental 
Quality 

Municipal Reference Library 

Mr. Craig Lawson 
Legislative Coordinator 
Mayor's Office 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Ms. Lillian Kawasaki 
Port of Los Angeles 
P. 0. Box 151, Room 601 
San Pedro, CA 90733 

Mr. Philip V. King 
Acting City Engineer 
Department of Public Works 

Bureau of Engineering 
Room 800, City Hall 
200 North Spring Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Mr. Calvin S. Hamilton 
Director of Planning 
City of Los Angeles 
200 North Spring Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
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Mr. Jerry Cimmarusti 
Director, Los Angeles City 
Area on Aging 
215 w. 6th Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90014 

Mr. Donald R. Howery 
General Manager 
City of Los Angeles 
Department of Transportation 
215 West 6th Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90014 

Hon. Thomas Mills 
Mayor, City of Carson 
701 E. Carson Street : 
Carson, CA 90745 

Hon. Donald L. Dear 
Mayor, City of Gardena 
1700 w. 162nd Street 
Gardena, CA 90247 

Ms. Ann Palatine 
Planning Assistant 
City of Redondo Beach 
415 Diamond Street 
Redondo Beach, CA 90277 

Mr. Raymond Meador 
City Manager 
City of Carson 
P.O. Box 6234 
Carson, CA 90749 

Mr. Martin H. Reagan 
City Manager 
City of Gardena 
1700 w. 162nd Street 
Gardena, CA 90247 

Mr. Walker J. Ritter 
City Manager 
City of Lomita 
P.O. Box 339 
Lomita, CA 90717 

Mr. LeRoy J. Jackson 
City Manager 
City of Torrance 
3031 Torrance Boulevard 
Torrance, CA 90503 



Ms. Laverta Montgomery 
City Manager 
City of Compton 
205 s. Willowbrook Avenue 
Compton, CA 90220 

Mr. Harry R. Peacock 
City Manager 
City of Rolling Hills Estates 
4045 Palos Verdes Drive North 

· Rolling Hills Estates, CA 90274 

Mr. Ronald L. Smith 
City Manager 
City of Rolling Hills 
2 Portuguese Bend Road 
Rolling Hills, CA 90274 

Mr. John E. Dever 
City Manager 
City of Long Beach 
205 West Broadway 
Long Beach, CA 90802 

Mr. Robert Gavin 
City Planning Director 
City of Compton 
205 s. Willowbrook Avenue 
Compton, CA 90220 

Mr. Donald Guluzzy 
City Manager 
City of Rancho Palos Verdes 
30940 Hawthorne Boulevard 
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90274 

Mr. Thomas Devereux 
City Manager 
City of Palos Verdes Estates 
P. o. Box 1086 
Palos Verdes Estates, CA 90274 

Mr. Timothy K. Casey 
City Manager 
City of Redondo Beach 
415 Diamond Street 
Redondo Beach, CA 90277 

Mr. John Dyer 
General Manager 
Southern California Rapid 
Transit District 

425 South Main Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90013 
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Mr. Kenneth E. Martin 
Transportation Director 
Gardena Municipal Bus Lines 
15350 South Van Ness Avenue 
Gardena, CA 90249 

Mr. Laurence Jackson 
General Manager 
Long Beach Transit 
1300 Gardenia Avenue 
P.O. Box 731 
Long Beach, CA 90813 

Mr . Ray Schmidt 
Superintendent of Buses 
Torrance Transit System (City) 
20466 Madrona Avenue 
Torrance, CA 90303 

Mr. Bob Paternoster 
City of Long Beach 
Department of Planning 

and Building 
333 W. Ocean Boulevard 
Long Beach, CA 90802 

Los Angeles Unified School 
District 

P.O. Box 2298 
Los Angeles, CA 90051 

Private Organizations and 
Individuals 

Trail ways 
1501 South Central Avenue 
Los Angeles, CA 90021 

Greyhound Bus Lines 
208 East 6th Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90014 

Airpo~t Service, Inc. 
851 E. Cerritos Avenue 
Anaheim, CA 92805 

Southern Pacific 
Transportation Company 

610 South Main Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90014 

Sierra Club 
2410 Beverly Boulevard 
Los Angeles, CA 90026 



Private Organizations and 
Individuals - Contd. 

League of Women Voters 
3660 Wilshire Boulevard 
Los Angeles, CA 90010 

Mr. David D. Grayson 
Automobile Club of Southern 
California 

2601 South Figueroa 
Los Angeles, CA 90007 

Los Angeles Chamber of Commerce 
404 South Bixel 
Los Angeles, CA 90026 

National Association for 
Advancement of Colored People 

2921 West Vernon Avenue 
Los Angeles, CA 90008 

Southern California Transportation 
Action Committee 

610 South Main Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90013 

Executive Secretary 
California Natural Areas 
Coordinating Councils 

1505 Sobre Vista Way 
Sonoma, CA 95476 

Michael Malak 
Daily Variety 
1400 N. Cahuenga Boulevard 
Hollywood, CA 90028 

Environmental Impact Coordinator 
California Native Plant Society 
P.O. Box 669 
Aromas, CA 95004 

Citizens for Law in the Public 
Interest 

10203 Santa Monica Boulevard 
Los Angeles, CA 90076 

Mr. Bryan Allen 
3242 Drew Street 
Los Angeles, CA 9-0065 
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Mr. David Noble 
304 South Broadway, Suite 506 
Los Angeles, CA 90013 

Mr. William A. Barbeau 
Tood Pacific Shipyards Corp. 
P.O. Box 231 
San Pedro, CA 90733 

Environmental Defense 
Funds, Inc. 

2606 Dwight Way 
Berkeley, CA 94702 

Friends of the Earth Sacramento 
State Capitol Office 
717 K Street, Suite 209 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

Sierra Club 
Los Angeles Chapter 
Transportation Committee 

2410 Beverly Boulevard 
Suite 2 
Los Angeles, CA 90057 

Mr. David C. Maxwell 
5031 N. Golden West Avenue 
Temple City, CA 91780 

San Pedro Chamber of Community 
Development and Commerce 

390 West Seventh Street 
San Pedro, CA 90731 

Ms. Rita Barschak 
694 Tigertail Road 
Los Angeles, CA 90054 

Mr. Abe Falick 
Coalition for Rapid Transit 
1636 West Eighth Street 
Suite 111 
Los Angeles, CA 90017 

Mr. Dana w. Reed 
Citizens Advisory Committee 

on Transportation Quality 
723 Radcliffe Avenue 
Paciric Palisades, CA 90272 



Private Or~anizations and Individuals - Contd. 

Sister Diane Donoghue 
Director 
Stella Maris Center 
Sisters of Social Service 
2303 South Figueroa 
Los Angeles, CA 90007 

Mr. Martin Wachs 
University of California 
School of Architecture and 
Urban Planning 
Los Angeles, CA 90024 

Mr. Robert A. Kilpatrick 
Assistant Engineer 
Creer and Co. 
Engineers and Planners 
4095 East Palma Avenue 
Suite L 
Anaheim, CA 92807 

Alexander Haagen Development 
3500 Sepulveda Boulevard 
Manhattan Beach, CA 90266 

Century Freeway Corridor 
Development Corp. 
11222 So. La Cienega Blvd. 
Suite 480 
Inglewood, CA 90304 

English Enterprises, Inc. 
8520 So. Broadway 
Los Angeles, CA 90003 

Gardener and Holman 
Consultant Planning 
4218 Mcclung Drive 
Los Angeles, CA 90008 
Attn: Mr. Al Holman 

Mr. Ron Scholnick 
419 Madison Avenue 
Culver City, CA 90230 

Mr. Clifford L. Ratkovich 
Ratkovich, Bowers, & Perez, Inc. 
811 West Seventh Street 
Suite 310 
Los Angeles, CA 90017 

Ms. Betty Hinds 
Cassidy Tract 
Citizens Committee 
17519 Brendo Avenue 
Gardena, CA 90248 
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G. Public Hearings 

Public Hearings were held at two different sites within the 

corridor on different dates. The first public hearing was held 

March 9, 1983 at the Gardena High School Auditorium in Gardena, 

and the second hearing was held March 10, 1983 at the Masonic 

Lodge on South Menlo Avenue in Los Angeles. Notice of these 

hearings were published in eight local newspapers on two different 

dates as shown below. 

Newspaper First Insertion Second Insertion 

Herald Examiner February 11 February 25 
Gardena Valley News February 12 February 26 
Torrance Daily Breeze February 11 February 25 
San Pedro News Pilot February 11 February 25 
Inglewood News February 12 February 26 
Santa Monica News February 10 February 24 
L.A. Times (Main 

Classified Section) February 9 February 23 
Long Beach Press February 9 February 23 

Telegram 

A copy of the Notice follows this page. 

Attendance was light with 70 citizens attending the March 9th 

hearing and 25 citizen attending the March 10th hearing. Of the 

70 citizens attending the March 9th hearing, 14 of them either 

spoke or had comments and questions regarding the project 

Proposal On March 10th, there were 4 citizens who either spoke or 

had comments and questions. The primary concerns raised by the 

speakers are as follows: The Vermont HRT Alignment No Project 

Alternative, Funding (Capital and operating), Safety, and 



DB CAL G31634 

PUBLIC HEARINGS 
Concerning 

Interstate 110 Harbor Freeway Corridor 
Transit Facilities 

DOWNTOWN 
LC& ANCJ• LBS 

Subiect: What do you think about the proposals to construct 
tronsitwoy facilities in the Harbor Freeway (Interstate 
11 O) Corridor? 

Proposals: 

PICO BLVD. 

--~Bii-E~~~=:-;;-~:,ADAMS BLVD. 

BAN 
PEDRO 

PORTS 
o• 

CALL 

MARTIN LUTHER KING JR . BLVD. 
SLAUSON AVE. 

1-100 TRANSITWAY 

91 FWY . 

SAN DIEGO FWY. 

TRANSIT STATION 

Tell Us: 

When& 
Where: 

• Ill VERMONT AVE . RAIL GUIDEWAY 

- HARBOR FWY. 
bus and rail 
al1ernath111 

Pub.: February 11, 25, 1983 
Contact: 

XI-41 

CAL TRANS (California Deportment of Trqnsportotion) is 
studying proposals to construct tronsitwoy -facilities in 
the Harbor Freeway (Interstate 110) Corridor . between 
Son Pedro and the Los Angeles Central Business District 
(approximately 22 miles in length). 

Alternatives being considered include: 

A. An ex.elusive Bus / High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) 
tronsitwoy on Harbor Freeway 

8. Roil guidewoy on Harbor Freeway or Vermont Ave. 

C. Low cost traffic operations improvements 

D . No project option 

The proposed transitway alternatives would increase 
transit use. reduce transit time. serve a large transit 
dependent population and increase the capacity of the 
Harbor Freeway Corridor . 

The hearings will give you on opportunity to talk about 
features of the various alternatives with Caltrons staff 
before the final decision is mode . 

The hearings will be held as follows: 

Date: Morch 9 . 1983 

Time : 5:00 - 7:00 p.m . Open House 
7:00 p.m. Public Hearing 

Place : Gardena High School Auditorium 
1301 West 182nd Street 
Gardena, CA 

Date: Morch 10, 1983 

Time: 2:00 - 4:00 p .m. Open House 
4:00 p.m. · Public Hearing 

Place: Masonic Lodge 
7101 So . Menlo Ave. 
Los Angeles, CA 

If you can't attend one of the hearings. you can send 
your written comments until April 10. 1983 to Caltrans . 
Environmental Planning Branch, 

Attention: K. D. Steele 
120 South Spring Street 
Los Angeles. CA 90012 

For more information about this study. coll Ronald 
Kosinski at (213) 620-3755. 



Wetlands impacts. For more details on The Public Hearings, 

complete transcripts of the proceedings are available for review at 

Caltrans, District 7 Public Information Office, 120 South Spring 

Street, Los Angeles. 

H. Draft EIR/EIS Comments List 

The following Agencies/Individuals commented on the DEIS. Those 

Agencies/Individuals preceded with an asterisk* made comments 

requiring a Caltrans response. All comments requiring a response 

are numbered with the responses beginning on page XI-140. 

ELECTED OFFICIALS 

Councilwoman Joan Milke Flores, 15th District 

*Assemblyman Gerald N. Felando, 51st District 

FEDERAL AGENCIES 

United States Environmental Protection Agency 

*United States Department of Housing and Urban 

Development 

United States Department of Army, 

Corps of Engineers 

*United States Department of Interior 

United States Department of Agriculture, 

Soil Conservation Service 

STATE AGENCIES 

*California Regional Water Quality Control Board 

Los Angeles Region 

State of California, Governor's Office, 

Office of Planning and Research 

*Department of California Highway Patrol 

California Coastal Commission 

XI-42 

COMMENT 
PAGE 

XI-45 

XI-46 

XI-47 

XI-49 

XI-50 

XI-51 

XI-53 

XI-54 

XI-57 

XI-59 

XI-62 

RESPONSE 
PAGE 

XI-157 

XI-157 

XI-157 

XI-158 

XI-159 



LOCAL AND REGIONAL AGENCIES 

*Los Angeles County Flood Control District 

Los Angeles County Fire Department 

*City of Los Angeles, Department of Public Works 
Bureau of Engineering 

San Pedro Chamber of Commerce 

*City of Gardena 

*City of Long Beach 

*City of Los Angeles, Department of 
Transportation 

*City of Los Angeles, Department of 
City Planning 

*Port of Los Angeles 

*City of Compton 

*City of Carson 

*Southern California Association of Governments 

*Los Angeles County Transportation Commission 

*Southern California Rapid Transit District 

*City of Torrance 

*Los Angeles Unified School District 

ORGANIZATIONS 

*Friends of Willows 

*Sierra Club - Angeles Chapter 

*Friends of the Earth, Inc. 

Bali Management, Inc. 

Mariners Park 

Southern California Transportation Action 
Committee 

XI-43 

COMMENT 
PAGE 

XI-63 

XI-64 

XI-68 

XI-71 

XI-72 

XI-76 

XI-77 

XI-81 

XI-84 

XI-87 

XI-89 

XI-91 

XI-94 

XI-99 

XI-102 

XI-104 

XI-106 

XI-115 

XI-117 

XI-122 

XI-123 

XI-125 

RESPONSE 
PAGE 

XI-159 

XI-159 

XI-161 

XI-162 

XI-162 

XI-163 

XI-165 

XI-166 

XI-166 

XI-166 

XI-167 

XI-169 

XI-170 

XI-170 

XI-171 

XI-171 

XI-172 



Cassidy Tract Citizens Committee, 

Gardena Betterment Association 

COMMENT 
PAGE 

Parkview Estate Townhouse Association, Inc. XI-126 

*Automobile Club of Southern California 

PRIVATE CITIZENS 

Robert Perez 

Dennis Ferguson 

Dal Creighton 

Sondra Johnson 

Joseph Henriksen 

Robert Kanters 

Pat Hubley 

Stan Teliczan 

Shirlee A. Wolf 

*T. A. Nelson 

Peter Wittenberg 

*Rudolph F. Whitcomb 

*Todd Pacific Shipyards Corporation 

*Samuel Schiffer 

Ben Rodriguez Quijada 

Donald A. Way 

Regina Grainger 
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XI-127 

XI-130 

XI-132 

XI-133 

XI-134 

XI-136 

XI-137 

XI-138 

XI-139 

XI-141 

XI-142 

XI-144 

XI-145 

XI-146 

XI-149 

XI-151 

XI-154 

XI-156 

RESPONSE 
PAGE 

XI-174 

XI-177 

XI-178 

XI-178 

XI-179 



committees: 

Chairwoman 
Energy and 

Natu ral Resources 

Vice Chairwoman 
Industry and 

Eeonomic Developmenr 

Member 
Public works 

JOAN MILKE FLORES 
councilwoman, 15th District 
City Council of the City of Los Angeles 
City Hall. Room 237, Los Angeles, caufornia 90012 
(2 13) 485-334 7 

March 24, 1983 

Mr. K. D. Steele, Chief 
Caltrans District 7 
Environmental Planning Branch 
120 South Spring Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Dear Mr. Steele: 

Thank you for the opportunity to submit comments on 
the proposed 110 Freeway Transit Project. 

We have indicated to the San Pedro Chamber of Commerce 
as well as the Port of Los Angeles that we would support 
a transit center to be developed at the southern terminus 
of the proposed 110 transit corridor, Channel Street and 
Harbor Freeway. 

We agree with the concept of providing a transit corridor 
within the Harbor Freeway right of way between down­
town Los Angeles and San Pedro. 

Please keep us informed on the progress of this project. 

Yours very truly, 

o~ cm~\~ :;_~ 
N MILKE FLORES 
cilwoman, 15th District 

/bw/dt 

XI-45 
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SACRAMEN TO ADDRESS 
STATE CAPITOL 

SACRAMt::NTO. CA 95814 
(916 ) 445-7906 Assemhlu 

Qlalifnrnia 11.Iegislature 
GOVERNMENTAL ORGANIZATION 
LABOR AND EMPLOYMENT 

DISTRICT OFFICE 
1514 CABRILLO AVENUE 
TORRANCE. CA 90501 

(213) 320-6262 

ELECTIONS. REAPPORTIONMENT 
AND CONSTITUTIONAL 
AMENDMENTS 

SELECT COMMITTEE ON 
CHILD ABUSE 

JOINT COMMITTEE ON FISHERIES 
AND AQUACULTURE 

GERALD N. FELANDO 
ASSEMBLYMAN. 51ST DISTRICT 

COMMISSION OF THE CALIFORNIAS 

HERMOSA BEACH. LOMITA. MANHATTAN BEACH. PALOS VERDES ESTATES. 
RANCHO PALOS VERDES. REDONDO BEACH. ROLLING HILLS. 

ROLLING HILLS ESTATES. SAN PEDRO. TORRANCE 
REPLY TO: 

/41STRICT OFFICE 

. SACRAMENTO OFFICE 

March 31, 1983 

Mr. K.D. Steele, Chief 
Caltrans 
Environmental Planning & 
Citizen Participation Branch 
120 South Spring Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Dear Mr. Steele: 

We are writing to endorse the objections & recommendations 
outlined to you in a letter dated March 9, 1983 from Mr. 
L.M. Thorell, Vice President & General Manager of Todd 
Pacific Shipyards. 

In its letter, the Corporation specifically refers to 
proposed transitway construction in the San Pedro area; 
there are several points on which they are requesting 
reconsideration. We have read their suggestions with 
care and feel that they merit your serious consideration, 
especially as they seem to be made with the best in­
terest of the community in mind. 

GERALD N. FELANDO 

GNF: sdc 

cc: L.M. Thorell 
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

REGION IX 

MAR 1 4 1983 
Mr. K.D. Steele, Chief 
Caltrans District 7 
Environmental Planning Branch 
120 South Spring Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Dear Mr. Steele: 

215 Fremont Street 

San Francisco. Ca. 94105 

, , .. ,,, , 

The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has reviewed the 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) titled HARBOR FREEWAY 
CORRIDOR (I-110) BETWEEN SAN PEDRO AND THE CONVENTION CENTER, 
CITY OF LOS ANGELES. We have no comments on this Draft EIS. 

We have classified this Draft EIS as category LO-1. 
Definitions of the categories are provided by the enclosure. 
The classification and date of EPA's comments will be published 
in the Federal Register in accordance with our public disclosure 
responsibilities under Section 309 of the Clean Air Act. 

We appreciate the opportunity to review this Draft EIS. 
Please send three copies of the Final EIS to this office at the 
same time it is officially filed with our Washington, D.C. 
office. If you have any questions, please contact Mr. Rick 
Hoffmann, Acting Chief, EIS Review Section, at (415) 974-8191 
or FTS 454-8191. 

Enclosure (1) 

cc: Mr. Willis Kisselburg, Jr. 
FHWA, San Francisco Office 

XI-4 7 
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Carles w. Murray, Jr. 
Assistant Regional Admi 

for Policy, Technical 
Resources Management 



i:IS C.'.TEXX>RY CX>DE.5 

Environrrental :rnpact of the Action 

~-Lack of Objections 

EPA has no objection to the proposed action as described in the draft inpact statem:mt; 
or suggests only minor changes in the pr<JFOsed action. 

ER-Envirorurental Feservations 

EPA has reservations ooncerning the environmental effects of certain aspects of 
the proposed action. EPA believes that further study of suggested alternatives 
or rrodifications is required and has asked the originating Federal agency to 
reassess these aspects. 

EU-Environnentally Unsatisfactory 

EPA believes that the proposed action is tmsatisfactory because of its potentially 
harmful effect on the environrrent. Furthernore, the Al;Jency believes that the 
potential safeguards which might be utilized may not adequately protect the 
envirorurent fran hazards arising fran this action. The Agency rea:mrends that 
alternatives to the action be analyzed further (including the possibility of 
no action at all). 

Adequacy of the :rnpact Staterrent 

Category !--Adequate 

The draft in-pact staterrent adequately sets forth the environmental inpact of 
the proposed project or action as well as alternatives reasonably available 
to the project or action. 

Category 2-Insufficient Information 

EPA believes that the draft inpact staterrent does not oontain sufficient 
information to assess fully the envirorurental in-pact of the proposed project 
or action. However, fran the information sul:mi.tted, the Agency is able to 
make a preliminary determination of the impact on the environrrent. EPA has 
requested that the originator provide the information that was not included 
in the draft staterrent. 

Category 3-Inadequate 

EPA believes that the draft inpact staterrent does not adequately assess the 
environmental i.rrpact of the pr<JFOsed project or action, or that the statarent 
inadequately analyzes reasonably available alternatives. The Agency has 
requested nore information and analysis ooncerning the potential environrrental 
hazards and has asked that substantial revision be made to the impact 
staterrent. 

If a draft i.n;>act statenent is assigned a Category 3, no rating will be made 
of the project or action, since a basis does not generally exist on which to 
make such a detennination. 
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U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development 
Los Angeles Area Office, Region IX 
2500 Wilshire Boulevard 
Los Angeles, California 90057 

• • ,i.l t 
. . , ~F,t8 f 5-, t983 .. . . -· 

February 11, 1983 

Mr. K. D. Steele, Chief 
Environmental Planning 
CAL TRANS 
120 South Spring Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Dear Mr. Steele: 

SUBJECT: Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
Harbor Freeway I-110 Transit Way 
Los Angeles, California 

This is in response to your invitation to comment on the subject 
transitway project received by this office on January 5, 1983. 

Our review is limited to an inquiry as to whether or not studies 
have been completed examining potential impacts on residential areas 
in the vicinity of the various transit station locations, from motor 
vehicles seeking relief from arterials and setting up short cuts on 
residential streets? This was not observed in the Draft EIS. Also, 
has analysis been completed as to potential impacts from long-term 
parking on nearby residential streets? 

It would seem this may be a concern at the following stations, 
Vermont/Manchester, Vermont/Imperial and at Vermont/214 Street. 

Thank your for the opportunity to comment . 

Sincerely, 

/ &~_:) ~ - __ _) 
~ f:-;i no Ah u er o 

Environmental Clearance Officer, 9.2SS 

CA;mv 
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IN REPLY REFER TO 

SPLPD-R 

Mr. K.D. Steele 
CALTRANS 

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
LOS ANGELES DISTRICT, CORPS OF ENGINEERS 

P . 0. BOX 2711 
LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA 900!!53 

March 4, 1983 

Environmental Planning Branch 
120 South Spring Street 
Los Angeles, California 90012 

Dear Mr. Steele: 

~~ 1985 

This is in response to a letter from your office which requested 
review and comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) 
for the Proposed Interstate 110 Freeway Transit, Harbor Freeway Corridor. 

The proposed plan does not conflict with existing or authorized 
plans of the Corps of Engineers. We have no comments on the DEIS. 

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on this docu­
ment. 

Sincerely, 

Chief, Planning Division 
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UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 

In Reply Refer To: 
ER-83/83 

February 18, 1983 

Mr. K. D. Steele, Chief 
Caltrans 

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY 

PACIFIC SOUTHWEST REGION 

BOX 36098 • 4!50 GOLDEN GATE AVENUE 

SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94102 

(41!5) !556-8200 

Environmental Planning and Citizen 
Participation Branch 

120 South Spring Street 
Los Angeles, California 90012 

Dear Mr. Steele: 

BEC'D ERV. PLJ 

t t'.B 2 . 1(:~,-)' ~ .._.., "-,,1,..,, 

The Department of the Interior has reviewed the draf t Environmental Impact 
Statement for the Transitway Construction in the Harbor Freeway Corridor (I-110 
Between San Pedro and Los Angeles), Los Angeles County, California. 

We find this document well written and cognizant of the concerns of the 
Department of the Interior. 

The Department appreciates this opportunity to comment. 

r-1~ /4~ 
Patricia Sanderson Port 
Regional Environmental Officer 

cc: 
Director, OEPR (w/copy of incoming) 
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In Reply Refer To: 
ER 83/83 

March 2, 1983 

UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY 

PACIFIC SOUTHWEST REGION 

BOX 36098 • 4!50 GOLDEN GATE AVENUE 

SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94102 

(41!5) !5!56-8200 

Mr. K. D. Steele, Chief 
Environmental Planning and Citizen 

Participation 
Caltrans 
120 South Spring Street 
Los Angeles, California 90012 

Dear Mr. Steele: 

tNAR 111983 

The Department of the Interior would like to provide additional comments to our 
letter of February 18, 1983. 

The Willows, Bixby Slough, and Harbor Lake are biologically significant fresh­
water wetlands. This document provides a good description of wetland values but 
we are concerned with the environmental consequences which are only partially 
described. This may make the mitigating proposals inadequate. 

The document should address impacts associated with the loss of upland habitates /'j'. 
immediately adjacent to a wetland. Impacts associated with the possible increased\i!!_/ 
intrusion into the wetlands should also be discussed. An example of this would 
be the pedestrian bridge in the Willows proposed in Alternatives 1,4 and 7. This 
bridge may significantly lower habitat values provided resident and migratory 
birds. Mitigating proposals should be provided to offset these impacts. 

The Department appreciates the opportunity to provide these additional comments. 

Sincerely, 

Patricia Sanderson Port 
Regional Environmental Officer 

cc: 
Director, OEPR 
Field Supervisor, Ecological Services 

Laguna Niguel, California 
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United States 
Department of 
Agriculture 

K. D. Steele, Chief 

Soil 
Conservation 
Service 

Caltrans District 7 
Environmental Planning Branch 
120 South Spring Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Dear Mr. Steele: 

2828 Chiles Road 
Davis CA 95616 
(916) 449-2801 

March 11, 1983 

-~l/ 

MAR 1 ( l98l 

We acknowledge receipt of the draft environmental impact statement for the 
Harbor Freeway Corridor of Interstate 110 Freeway Transit. We have reviewed 
the document and find that all issues concerning the Soil Conservation 
Service have been adequately addressed. 

We appriciate the opportunity to review and comment on this proposed 
project. 

Sincerely, 

(:::~C::: 
State Conservationist 

Telephone conversation on September 5, 1984 between Caltrans representative 
and Darwyn Briggs. Mr. Briggs, Chairman of the USDA Land Use Committee, 
confirmed that this project is categorically exempt. The provisions of 
the Soil Conservation Service Farmland Protection Policy (7CFR Part 658), 
published in the July 5, 1984 Federal Register does not affect this project. 

The Soil Conservation Service 
,s an agency of the 
Department of Agriculture 
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;,fATE OF CAL1Fon,IA--?ESO'..!~Cf.S AGENCY 

CALIFORNIA RtGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD­
LOS ANGELES REGlON 
107 SOUTH BROAD WA 'I' , SUITE 4027 

LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA 90012 

(213) 620-4460 

February 7, i983 

Resources Agency 
Resources Building, 13th Floor 
1416 Ninth Street 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

ATTN: Assistant Secretary for Resources 

. 'REC'D ENV, 

SUBJECT: Draft EIR for Interstate 110 Freeway Transit - Harbor 
Freeway Corridor (SCH #79032658) 

Gentlemen: 

EDMUND G. BROWN JR ., Cov••no, 

We have reviewed the subject document regarding a proposal by the State of Calif­
ornia, Department of Transportation for the Harbor Freeway Transit Corridor along 
Interstate 110, between San Pedro and the Los Angeles Convention Center. 

In general, it does not appear that most of the proposed transitway construction 
will have any significant adverse impacts to water quality, provided that all 
mitigation measures cited in the Draft EIR to control impacts from construction 
activities and erosion from surface runoff are fully implemented. 

However, we are concerned about possible impacts to the Willow Wetlands and Bixby 
Slough, sensitive wetland areas, where proposed parking and/or rail maintenance 
facilities are proposed. Development of property adjacent to these wetlands should@ 
not be permitted to disturb the functional capacity of these areas, and ·protection A 
of all beneficial uses must be assured, as well as maintenance of all relevant water 7~ 
quality objectives. In this connection, we are enclosing a document detailine the 
Resources Agency Basic \·letlands Protection Policy for your information. Plans for 
construction and operation nust be responsive to the items specified in this docu-
m.e1,t. I;-1 a<lditior,., the placeu1ent cf sto~ drair. outlets ~·."here the outfall rria)7 cau~e 
adverse impacts to waters of the State is snbject to review by this Board. 

If you have any questions. please contact Dr. Lewis Schinazi or David Bacharowski of 
my staff at the above nunber. 

Very truly yours, 

RAYHO'ND H. HERTEL 
Executive Officer 

cc: s;.--fu Clearinghouse, ATTN; Debora Fudp,e 
~ity of Los Angeles, Department of Transportacion, 

ATTN: K. D. Steele 
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Stai . of California 

ti,emorandum 

To Department Directors, Executive 
Officers of Boards & Commissions 

Date: September 19, 1977 

File : 

From Resources Agency 
Office of the Secretary 

Subject: Wetlands Policy for Proposed Construction Project 

POLICY FOR PERSEt.VATIO-:-; OF WETLJ,NDS IN PY.RPETliITY 

The need to raise thinking, policy, and action to the ecosystem level is 
especially evident as it relates to proposed construction projects on Wetlands 
of the state. 

The value of niarshlands and other wetlands to the economy and to the overall 
long-term quality of life, has been described by many, including Gossalink, 
Odum, and Pope (1973) in "The Value of the Tidal Marsh"; the Bay Conservation 
and Development Commission, (BCDC) in, "The San Francisco Bay Plan"; and the 
Department of Fish and Game in, "The Fish and Hildlife Plan". In spite of 
ci1ese and other efforts, filling and other destructicn of the State's wetlands 
has continued as an alarreing rate. Most of San Francisco Bay's wetlands are 
now protected by BCDC. But before the commission cane into existance over 
225 square miles of Bay wetlands had been filled or destroyed. Still not all 
of the Bay's wetlands are protected. Over 40,000 acres are not in the commission's 
jurisdiction. 

Portion of other important wetlands st.ill exist along the coast, its estuaries, 
the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta and along several natural bodies of water 
including Clear Lake, the Colorado River and others. :tany of these wetlands 
are not under permit authority from a specific State asency. However, local 
authority and sonetimes federal authority (Corps of Engineers) exists over 
specific projects and areas. 

It is the purpose of this memorandum to establish a basic .,,etlands policy to 
be observed by all Departoent, Boards, and Cm1:11issions of the Resources Aeency 
when developing projects or when authorizing or influencing private or public 
projects and pertnit acticns taken by other aut!-10rities including federal, state 
and local agencies. 
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Departmeut Directors, Executive 
Officers of Boards & Commissions 

· ·· 'BASIC \IBTLA:.\7JS Pn.OT::CT'ION rOI.,ICY 

It is thG basic policy of the Resources Agency that this Agency and its 
Departments , Boards and Coru:iissions will not authorize or approve projects 
that fill or otherwise harm or destroy coastal, estuarine, or inland wetlands. 

Exceptions to this policy may be granted provided that the following conditions 
are met. 

1. The proposed project must be uater dependent or an essential transportation, 
water conveyance or uci.li t y proJecc. 

2. There must be no feasible, less environmentally, damaging alternative location 
for the type of project being considered. 

3. The public trust must not be adversely affected. 

4. Adequate compensation for project-caused losses shall be a part of the pro­
ject. Compensation, to be considered adequate, must meet the following 
criteria. 

a. The compensation oeasures must be in writing in the form of either 
conditions on a permit or an agreement signed by the applicant and 
the Department of Fish and Game or the Resources Agency. 

b. The combined long-term "wetlands habitat value" of the lands involved 
(including project and mitigation lands) must not be less after project 
completion than the conbined "wetlands habitat value" that exists under 
pre-project conditions. 
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GEORGE DEUKMEJIAN 
GOVERNOR 

March 11, 1983 

K.D. Steele 

jtatr of Qlal ifornia 
GOVERNOR'S OFFICE 

OFFICE OF PLANNING AND RESEARCH 
1400 TENTH STREET 

SACRAMENTO 95814 

Department of Transportation #7 
120 S. Spring Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Subject: SCH# 79032658 Interstate 110 Freeway Transit- Harbor Fwy Corridor 

Dear Mr. Steele: 

The State Clearinghouse subnitted the above named draft Environmental Impact 
Report (EIR) to selected state agencies for review. 'lbe review period is closed 
and the comments of the individual agency(ies) is(are) attached. If you would 
like to discuss their concerns and recanmendations, please contact the staff fran 
~e appropriate agency(ies). 

When preparing the final EIR, you must include all comments and responses (CEQA 
Guidelines, Section 15146). The certified EIR must be considered in the decision­
making process for the project. In addition, we urge you to respond directly to 
the commenting agency(ies) by writing to then, including the State Clearinghouse 
number on all correspondence. 

A 1981 Afl?ellate Court decision in Cleacy v, County of Stanislaus (118 Cal. App. 
3d 348) clarified requiranents for responding to review comments. Specifically, 
the court indicated that comments must be addressed in detail, giving reasons why 
the specific comments and suggestions were not accepted. The responses must show 
factors of overriding significance which required the suggestion or comment to be 
rejected. Responses to comments must not be conclusory statanents but must be 
sup:EX)rted by anpirical or experinental data, scientific authority or explanatory 
information of any kind. The court further said that tne responses must be a good 
faith, reasoned analysis. 

In the event that the project is approved without adequate mitigation of sig­
nificant effects, the lead agency IIUSt make written findings for each significant 
effect and it must supJ;Ort its actions with a written statanent of overriding con­
siderations for each. unmitigated significant effect (CEQA Guidelines Section 15088 
and 15089). 

If the project requires discretionary approval fran any state agency, the Notice 
of Determination must be filed with the Secretary for Resources, as well as with 
the County Clerk. Please contact Debora FUdge at (916) 445-0613 if you have any 
questions about the environmental review process. 

Sincerely, 

, Director 
earinghouse 

cc: Resources Agency 
attachment 
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA-RESOURCES AGENCY 

CALIFOP.NIA REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD­
LOS ANGELES REGION 
107 SOUTH BROADWAY, SUITE .t027 
LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA 90012 

(213) 62~0 

February 7, 1983 

Resources Agency 
Resources Building, 13th Floor 
1416 Ninth Street 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

ATTN: Assistant Secretary for Resources 

SUBJECT: Draft EIR for Interstate 110 Freeway Transit - Harbor 
Freeway Corridor (SCH 179032658) 

Gentlemen: 

EDMUND G. BROWN JR., Governor 

We have reviewed the subject document regarding a proposal by the State of Calif­
ornia, Department of Transportation for the Harbor Freeway Transit Corridor along 
Interstate 110, between San Pedro and the Los Angeles Convention Center. 

In general, it does not appear that most of the proposed transitway construction 
will have any significant adverse impacts to water quality, provided that all 
mitigation measures cited in the Draft EIR to control impacts from construction 
activities and erosion from surface runoff are fully implemented. 

However, we are concerned about possible impacts to the Willow Wetlands and Bixby 
Slough, sensitive wetland areas, where proposed parking and/or rail maintenance 
facilities are proposed. Development of property adjacent · to these wetlands should 
not be permitted to disturb the functional capacity of these areas, and protection 
of all beneficial uses must be assured, as well as maintenance of all relevant water 
quality objectives. In this connection, we are enclosing a document detailing the 
Resources Agency Basic Wetlands Protection Policy for your information. Plans for 
construction and operation must be responsive to the items specified in this docu­
ment. In addition, the placement of storm drain outlets where the outfall may cause 
adverse impacts to waters of the State is subject to review by this Board. 

If you have any questions, please contact Dr. Lewis Schinazi or David Bacharowski of 
my staff at the above number. 

Very truly yours, 

RAYMOND M. HERTEL 
Executive Officer 

cc: State Clearinghouse, ATTN; Debora Fudge 
City of Los Angeles, Department of Transportation, 

ATTN: K. D. Steele 
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George De ukme jian, 
STATE OF CALl~ORNIA BUSINESS, TRANSPORTATION AND HOUSING AGENCY 

DEPARTMENT OF CALIFORNIA HIGHWAY PATROL 
P.O. IOX 898 
SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA 95804 

(916) 445-6181 

March 16, 1982 

File No.: 40.A0431.A3805 

Mr. K. D. Steele, Chief 
Caltrans District 07 
Environmental Planning Branch 
120 s. Spring Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Dear Mr. Steele: 

V. . • . , 
) ._·J ·1 , _, t-J ,'· ,, 

Attached are our comments on the DEIS for construction of 
a transitway in the Harbor Freeway corridor. As you will 
note, our interests are primarily focused on the highway 
solutions. However, we are also concerned about those 
areas which would be impacted by any of the alternatives 
affecting traffic safety or the traffic law enforcement 
environment on the existing facility. 

Because of the scope of our concerns, we have proposed 
that our Southern Division Commander H. D. Fargo initiate 
a meeting with your District Director to arrange further 
discussion on the project. Thank you for your thoughtful 
consideration in granting a one week extension for our 
reply. 

l)J ' 7. ~ 
H. T. ADAIR, Chief 
Planning and Analysis Division 

,z.5.:3 

Attachment 
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State of California 

Memorandum 

To State Clearinghouse 
1400 Tenth Street 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

From : Department of California Highway Patrol 

Office of the Commissioner 

Business, Transportation and Housing Agency 

Date March 15, 1983 

File No. : l .A0431.A35 79 

Subject : DEIS--HARBOR FREEWAY 
(I-110) CORRIDOR 
TRANSITWAY, LOS 
ANGELES COUNTY 
SCH #79032658 

The California Highway Patrol (CHP) has reviewed the Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for a proposed transitway 
in the Harbor Freeway (I-110) corridor between San Pedro and the 
Convention Center in Los Angeles, a distance of 22 miles. 

Alternatives for the proposed transitway include options for 
both rail transportation and High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) lanes 
for buses and car pools. However, our interest is limited to 
the options which directly impact highway transportation. In 
reviewing the document, the following issues were identified as 
needing further clarification and/or discussion: 

• A comparison is needed between overhead transitways and , 
at-grade configurations as they impact highway user 
safety, enforcement, maintenance and emergency activities. 

• The installation of barriers and sound walls will impact 
the environment of shoulder refuge areas. Design criteria 
should be discussed in the light of traffic law enforcement 
and maintenance service needs along with user safety, 
economics and other considerations. 

• Traffic management (accident investigation, enforcement 
and traffic control) demands will be affected significantly 
during the construction of this project. A discussion of 
the construction phase alternatives and anticipated CHP 
traffic management involvement should be included in the 
final EIS. 

Because of the scope of our concerns and their importance to the 
public safety and enforcement and maintenance service operations, 
we believe it would be beneficial to meet with Caltrans to review 
these elements of the various alternatives. Chief H. D. Fargo, 
Southern Division Commander, will initiate this contact with the 
District 07 Director in the near future. 

XI-60 



State Clearinghouse 
Page 2 
March 15, 1983 

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on this project and the 
one-week time extension granted by Mr. K. D. Steele, Caltrans 
contact person, to allow us to complete our review. We are 
looking forward to meeting with Caltrans to discuss our concerns 
and their treatment in the final EIS. Meanwhile, for additional 
information on this matter, Chief Fargo can be reached at 437 
N. Vermont Avenue, Los Angeles 90004 or by telephone at (213) 
736-2981. 

- .. , ..... 
/ 

-i) _,/'_/: i - -

'<- , -__.r,.,, ..,,_ .,,-,<,;- t s-4-----
,,,, _ .w::_· .,_J.... . ·- '---

L. E. SELLERS 
Acting Commissioner 

APPROVED: 
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State of California, George Deukmejian, Governor 

California Coastal Commission 
631 Howard Street, 4th Floor 
San Francisco, California 94105 
(415) 543-8555 

Mr. Ibnald Kosinski 

July 13, 1984 

California Depart:rrent of Transportation 
District 7 

P. 0. I3ox 2304 
IDs Angeles, CA 90051 

Pe: 07-IA-110 Transitway, LA CBD to San Pedro 

Dear Mr. Kosinski: 

The Ccrrmission staff has reviewed the rraterial sul::mitted on April 18, 1984 and 
May 14, 1984 concerning the al:ove-referenced project. Based on our review we 
have confirrred that portions of the project including additional lane construction 
and highway improvements fran B Street to Channel Street are within the coastal 
zone. Those portions of the project will require a coastal developrent permit. 

In this area the City of IDs Angeles is issuing the coastal pennits. 

Based on our review, we believe the effects of the project on coastal resources 
can adequately be addressed in the coastal pennit process. Therefore, the Ccrrmission 
will not require consistency review but will defer to later pennit review. 

cc: Tc:m Crandall 
Liz Fuchs 

RL/EA.F:eds 

very truly yours, 

.4t~/ 
R:>bert Iagl{ 
Assistant Deputy Director 
for I.and Use 
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LOS ANGELES COUNTY FLOOD CONTROL DISTRICT 

I I Fl.COD PLAIN REPORI' 

/7 Fl.COD HAZARD REPORI' 
File No. 2 15.311 ~~S 3)3 1.21 

Review of LNI~'ili. II a Ri?rJ( 
TTZAN SlT - DfAi=i:E I$ 

Map or Transmittal Letter Date 
( - (I .. g,., 

1. 'lllis area is outside the bourdaries of the Flood <llntrol District and not under its jirisdiction. 

2. n. P'lood Control Dbtrict hm8 no requ~t.s for this subdivisiorv'application. 

3. 'IM subdivision/site is re&!!OMbly free of flood hazard fraa major channels and streams, but lllll'f be subject 
to local flood hazard. Refer to the re?)rt of thtt City/C.CW,ty Enaineer conoerning local drainage. 

4. Portions of the subdivision/site lying in and adjacent to ( ) steep hillsides, ( ) natural watercourses, 

( ) --------------------- are subject to flood hazard because of ( ) Ollerflow, ( ) era1ion, ( ) au:!flow am/ac deposition of debris. Refer to the report of the City/Coounty 
Engineer cx:ncerning local drainag& requirelll!!rlts. 

s. 'lllis proj.ct will not significantly affect the envircnnl!nt as far as the District's interests are concerned. 

6. Place a nou of flood hazard on the final map/grant of wai~r and subnit engineering docullentation to support 
tliaie limits. 

7. Pria: to reaxdation of the final map/grant of waiver, adequate engineering docunentation must be subaitted 
showing that building sites are available and are fre1! of flood hazard. 

e. Provide a drainage ccnoept pdor: to ~ of the tentati~ map. SUfficient information ffl.mt be subaitted 
to the District shotting the extent of the drain-,.e ~lea and ~ solution. 

9. Provide ~ts4Set'~!O the flood }azard. ~ts may include ( r'( st:ocm drains and/er 
channels, ( ) debris control facilities, (t"f" vehicular ac:cess to structures, (...,..._.,Bf.,:u,.i:'1...,Q6=l;5-., _____ . 
(t") A'IOPIF104T10US ro e)(.t5T1M5 1)l5TRJCT rACJLJ TIES \l 

10. Dedicate fe. title/ai easement/future easement to the 01.strict/Q:Qity of J:..A./City of ______ _ 

providing adequate right of way fat· -------------------------· 

~ll. She" e11 $e UM¼ ,.-. ti'R! Pitnl Ea,~ei 9Mie&-tee 1s l'ilJ- et --, !er ....,...---,-,--.---..-... ....... ------_,,..,-• 
A permit will be required for: .r: cx,natruction affecting the District's right of way~e,. F}l,CJUT(e"'$ , 

12. ~ of the 
is tecutiile-.ided sut>~j-ect-.-~to-aw-_,-c:n-ld...,i.,.tT'"ions--noud-,-..,....,.he-re---.111_or_si.,..'-om-,-on-r_e.,..turned--,-map--. ----------

13. 1'le re<Xlt'dation of this IMP will not unreasonably interfere with the free and ccmplete exercise of the 
easement held by the District. 

14. nie --------~-------------------- is unsatisfact=y. Note the reasons stated herel.Il or sl,c;n on returned map. 

Ccmnents: 

-

Information relative to the above ccmnents may be obtained by contacting: 

Engineeri~ Investigator 0£ Z.9%3 
ep one 

Approved by (,v ;1 ~ c_ I~ V ~ XI - 6 3 :e of Rep:,rt / - / Z- fJ 
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COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES 
FIRE DEPARTMENT 

POST O F F ICE BOX 3009 . TERMINAL ANNEX 

LOS A N GELES . CALIFORNIA 90051 

FEB 2 51993 ~ 
~~p 

267-2431 

CLYDE A. BRAGDON, JR. 
FIRE CHIEF 
FORESTER & FIRE WARDEN 

February 23, 1983 

K. D. Steele, Chief 
Caltrans District 7 
Environmental Planning Branch 
120 S. Spring Street 
Los Aug2les, CA 90012 

Dear Mr. Steele: 

SUBJECT: DRAFT ENVI RONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT ON 07-LA-110 
TRANSITWAY LA CBD TO SAN PEDRO 

This subject has been reviewed by our Department, and the enclosed 
reports from the Fo res t ry Di vision, Fire Protection Engineering 
Section, and the Fire Pr otection Planning Section respond to those 
areas which affect Fire Department responsibility and operation. 

Very truly yours, 

CLYDE A. BRAGDON, J R. 
FORESTER AND FIRE WARDEN 

);L.,. t-( ~ ,y..:.. 0~ 
JOHN T. HAGGENMILLER 
SENIOR DEPUTY FORESTER 

JTH:grj 

Enclosures 

SERVING THE UNINCORPORATED AREAS OF LOS ANGELES COUNTY AND THE CITIES OF: 

~RTE SIA CERR1TOS HIDDEN HILLS LANCASTER PARAMOUNT SIGNAL HILL 

HALJ\!'/UJ PAHK (LAR[MONI IIUNTINGTON PARK LA PUENT~ PICO RIVf.RA SOUTH [L MONTE 

u!Li.. COMMLHll INDUSTRY LAWNDALE RANCIIO PALOS VERDES sourn GArr 

B(LLFLO\.-'IEH CUDAHY IRWINDALE LOMITA ROLLING HILLS TEMPLE LI r, 

BELL G.:.R:JENS DUARTE LA CANADA FLI NTRIDGE MAYWOOD ROLLING HILLS ESTATES WALNUT 

BRADBURY GLENDORA LAKEWOOD NORWALK ROSEMEAD WESTLAKE VILLAGE 

(,.\,R$ON HAWAIIAN GARDENS LA MIRADA XI-64 PALMDALE SAN DI MAS WH ITTIER 



January 20, 1983 

L f1 !" ' 

\u4Ui l ._;fl83 

SUBJECT: E.I.R. FOR I-110 TRANSITWAY PROJECT­
HARBOR FREEWAY CORRIDOR 

Our review of the subject indicates no adverse effect 
to fire protection if standard fire department requirements 
for fire hydrants, water mains, fire flow, access, and 
design are met. 

Should any questions arise regarding this matter, please 
feel free to contact Captain Frank Brown at 267-2467. 

BY..............,/4,.....~----,ad.....,'-- ~&..,,.....';::i,-----'=_'~_,_~--:--Z_¾ __ _ 
Robert P. Blackburn 
Battalion Fire Chief 
Fire Protection Engineering 
Prevention and Conservation 
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January 21, 11983 FEB 2 s 19~ 

SUBJECT: I-11O TRANSITWAY PROJECT 

Our consideration of the impact on fire protection of the 
proposed development is based on the current level of 
service available within the general area. 

The subject development will receive fire protection from 
the County of Los Angeles Fire Department. The size and 
length of the proposed project will affect two separate fire 
stations. The area of 223rd Street and the Harbor Freeway 
receives fire protection from Station 36, located at 127 w. 
223rd Street, Carson. Station 95 located at 137 West Redondo 
Beach Boulevard, Carson, will provide fire protection for the 
Harbor Freeway and Redondo Beach Boulevard area. 

Any impact on fire protection is based on the current 
level of service. Additional manpower and equipment may 
be required as the need arises. 

The subject development is totally within the boundaries 
of the Consolidated Fire Protection District. 
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February 22, 1983 

JUBJECT: REVIEW OF E.I.R. FOR I-110 TRANSITWAY PROJECT -
HARBOR FREEWAY CORRIDOR 

Our review of the Envirorunental Consequences in Chapter IV, 

Section D, Wetlands and Riparian Vegetation, indicates no 

adverse effect if all the mitigating elements are met. 

Should any questions arise regarding this matter, please 

feel free to contact Deputy Forester Clyde Sims at (213) -

347 - 1904. 

By 
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CITY OF Los ANGELES 
CALIFORNIA MAR~ 1983 

BOARD OF PUBLIC WORKS 
MEMBERS 

MAUREEN A . KINDEL 
PRESIDENT 

.-<'··,.,;,p._·;:; ... 
-~~~---. [1 .. -~,,-i·i"·i·i·i",~.•----. _· .1._-_r_~\ 
\ -~'.~:, ~~m -/ ·.~I· ~ .. 

DEPARTMENT OF 

PUBLIC WORKS 

BUREAU OF 

ENGINEERING 

JAMES W . HALL 
VICE -PRESIDENT 

PHILIP V . KING 
ACTING CITY ENGINEER 

HOMER F . BROOME , JR. 

LOUIS F. MORET 

ROYAL 0 . SCHWENDINGER 

···•.'7~--\:./ ·--~· ROOM 800, CITY HALL 

Los ANGELES, CA 90012 

TOM BRADLEY 
BERNARD MCKELVEY MAYOR 

ACTING SECRETARY 
MAR m 1 1983 

Caltrans District 7 
Environmental Planning Branch 
120 S. Spring Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Interstate 110 Free­
way Transit (Harbor 
Freeway Corridor) Draft 
Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS) 

Attn: K. D. Steele, Chief 

Dear Mr. Steele: 

The Draft EIS has been reviewed by my staff and the 
following comments are offered to assist you in the preparation 
of the Final EIS: 

A. 

B • 

C • 

My staff is presently conducting a study to determine the 
feasibility of providing a connecting road and freeway ramps 
(north-bound on and south-bound off) for Capitol Drive in 
San Pedro. This scheme also includes a connection to John 
S. Gibson Boulevard. The intent is to provide better access 
for western San Pedro and the City of Rancho Palos Verdes, 
while reducing congestion on Gaffey Street, Channel Street, 
First Street and Summerland Avenue. We feel that the State 
and FHWA should address this possibility in the Final EIS 
and, ultimately, in the design of the project. 

Figure 9N in Section III indicates a vacant site for acquisi­
tion. The northerly half of this site it now being developed 
with condominiums. 

Approximately seventy City of Los Angeles Historic-Cultural 
Monuments are located within the Area of Potential Envionmen­
tal Impact (APEI). Although the importance of several of 
these buildings is cited in the Draft EIS, the majority of 
the buildings are not. Some of the additional noteworthy 
monuments threatened by this project are listed as examples 
of this category: 

1. Monument #172 - Automobile Club of Southern California 
2601 S. Figueroa Street 
- Designed by architects Hunt and Burns 
- Significant because of its architec-

ture, interior spaces, patio, and its 
relation to the history of Los Angeles. 

ADDRU8 ALL COMMUNICATIONS TO THE CITY 11:NOINl:l:R 
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K. D. Steele -2- MAR ~ 1 198J 

2. Monument #139 - Shrine Auditorium 
665 W. Jefferson Boulevard 
- Designed by the noted architects G. 

Albert Lansburg, John C. Austin and A. 
M. Edelman 

- Significant because of its architecture, 
its size (one of the largest theaters 
in the United States), and its history 
relative to entertainment in Southern 
California. 

3. Monument #125 - Global Marine House 

4. Monument 1112 9 -
1116 7 -
1117 9 -
II 30 -
112 5 3 -

(Formerly Fine Arts Building) 
811 W. 7th Street 
- Designed by architects Walker and Eisen 
- Significant because of its architecture, 

its relation to arts of its era, and 
the history of Southern California. 

Residence of c. L. Leslie 
Faulkner House 
Residence 
Doheny Mansion 
Residence, San Pedro 

It is probable that a number of these buildings are potentially 
eligible for inclusion into the National Register of Historic 
Places and have not as yet been nominated for evaluation. 

Some other known sites in the APEI to be considered relative 
to the proposed project include: 

1. West Adams Boulevard (between Harbor Freeway and Crenshaw 
Boulevard) - This area has recently been surveyed, however, 
results are yet to be determined. 

2. Exposition Park 
3. Spring Street Financial District 
4. Alvarado Terrace 
5. The "Danish Castle", 324 W. 10th Street 

San Pedro 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

1. That a survey of structures located in the APEI be conducted 
in order to evaluate structures as yet undocumented relative 
to their historic and cultural significance; 

2. That structures in the APEI deemed potentially eligible for 
inclusion into the National Register of Historic Places be 
nominated for such determination; and 

3. That all currently designated City of Los Angeles Historic­
Cultural Monuments located in the APEI be evaluated for con­
sideration for nomination to the National Register of Historic 
Places. 

XI-69 



MAR - 1 1983 

K. D. Steele -3-

D. The proposed project includes within the APEI the following 
scenic highways that are a portion of the Scenic Highways 
Plan, a part of the Circulation Element of the General Plan 
of the City of Los Angeles: 

1. Wilshire Boulevard 
2. Adams Boulevard 
3. Exposition Boulevard 
4. Harbor Freeway (Four level interchange to Santa Barbara 

Avenue) 
5. John S. Gibson Boulevard 
6. Harbor Freeway (Slauson Avenue to City Boundary) 
7. Harbor Boulevard 

The Draft EIS does not address the effect of the proposed 
construction on the Scenic Highways Plan. Elevated elements 
and line stations would result in an impact upon these 
highways. 

BWR/MMR:vg 

Sincerely, 

PHIL KING 
City Engineer 

By 

'2>. ()\) ' ~ 
B. W. RILEY 
Division Engineer 
Project Management Division 

cc: Lowell H. Jeans, District Engineer 
Harbor District 

Melvin Newman, District Engineer 
Central District 
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SAN PEDRO 

CHAMBER OF COMMERCE 

BO X 167 · 39 0 WE ST SE V E N TH STREET . S AN P EOhO. C A LIFORNIA 90733 , PHONE 832-7272 

March 4, 1983 

Caltrans 
Environmental Planning Branch 
Attention: K.D. Steele 
120 South Spring Street 
Los Angeles, California 90012 

Dear Sir: 

The San Pedro Chamber of Commerce supports the Harbor Freeway Transitway. 
It is our recommendation that Bus Alternative Four be selected as the mode 
for the transi tway. 

Bus Alternative Four includes a two-way bus lane in the median strip 
between the Convention Center and the San Diego Freeway with free flow 
traffic from there to a transit station at Channel Street in San Pedro. 
We support this alternative for several reasons. It has the highest cost 
benefit ratio shown in the study. With dollars hard to come by, this is 
important. Another major consideration is that a busway system will qualify 
for federal interstate highway funding that is not available to a rail 
system. This makes it much more likely that the transitway can actually 
be built. We believe a busway system would have a negligible impact on 
San Pedro's environment whereas a rail system with its end station in San 
Pedro may be disruptive to Port operations and have an adverse environmental 
impact. Finally, the busway alternative would allow for later conversion 
to rail, if needed . 

Considering the above points, we feel the bus alternative is the most logical 
to pursue and recommend such. 

OWJ:rp 
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GITY;f(;ARDE~ 
MAY Y. DOI, City Clerk 
GEORGE KOBAYASHI, City Treasurer 
M. H. REAGAN, Acting Administration Officer 
MICHAEL J. KARGER, City Attorney 

K.D. Steele, Chief 
Caltrans District 7 
Environmental Planning Branch 
120 S. Spring Street 
Los Angeles, California 90012 

Dear Mr. Steele: 

DONALD L. DEAR, Mayor 
MAS FUKAI, Mayor Pro Tam 

JAMES W. CRAGIN, Councilman 
GWEN DUFFY, Councilwomen 

PAUL Y. TSUKAHARA, Councilmen 

1700 West 162nd STREET / GARDENA, CALIFORNIA 90247 / (213/ 327-0220 

March 14, 1983 

SUBJECT: Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement, Harbor Freeway Corridor 

The City of Gardena is pleased to take this opportunity to comment on the subject 
Statement. As Gardena is located along the Harbor Freeway Corridor, we take great 
interest in the transit planning currently taking place. I have attached responses 
from three of my staff: The Transportation Director, the Community Development 
Director, and the Grants Administrator. 

Should there be any further developments or procedures in which we might partici­
pate, please notify us. 

MHR / j g 
Attachments 
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MEMORANDUM 

TO; M.H. Reagan, City Manager DATE: March 10, 1983 

SUBJ: Draft Environmental Impact Statement, 
Harbor Freeway Corridor 

The optimum state-of-the-art transit mode (i.e. rail) has the greatest 
appeal in terms of long-range applicability, however, funding, ridership 
potential, and environmental considerations will be the determining factors 
in the immediate future. I am of the general opinion that funds can be 
made available to implement a rail project. As for ridership, the pro­
jections in the Draft EIS also make rail look promising. While I am not 
qualified to judge the environmental factors, our Community Development 
Director believes that the type of transit mode is less important environ­
mentally than the ancillary developments such as station/parking sites 
insofar as the Gardena community is concerned. 

This being the case, rail (LRT) would be the principle alternative, 
busway (HOV) would be a secondary alternative as long as it is convertible 
to rail. In either case, Gardena's interest is two-fold: 

GD/ jg 

1) improved transit service would be a benefit; 
2) environmental impact, particularly in regards to station/ parking 

sites, would have to be studied carefully to insure against 
negative impact. 

Respectfully submitted, 

~/8rj 
Ga#l Doi 
Sr. Administrative Assistant 
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M E M O R A N D U M 

TO: 

FROM: 

M. Reagan. Acting City Manager ~ DATE: 26 January 1983 

K. E. Martin. Transportation Di rec~r · 

SUBJ: Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
Harbor Freeway Corridor 

After reviewing the attached document. the Bus Lines has the follow­
ing comments to offer: 

(A) Recognizing that the optimum state of the art mode would 
in all probability be rail. financing at the outset may 
dictate that convertible HOV lanes may be more prudent. 
If this were to be the case, the following might be 
considered: 

(1) The northern terminus of an HOV lane should be ex­
tended to the Union Sta ti on termi na 1 to pro vi de a 
truly multi-modal facility in the future. This 
would provide direct access and express service to 
the CBD and would eliminate the need for fixed route 
vehicles to disperse in the CBD along with other 
vehicles; 

(2) As congestion exists in the A.M. and P.M. in both 
directions. only a two-way HOV lane should be cons­
idered, with the most economical engineering concept 
used that allows for convenient passenger stations 
and transfer points. The least disruptive alignment 
in this scheme would be the Harbor Freeway right of 
way; and 

@) 

(3) It is assumed that all HOV considerations include 
jurisdictional considerations for municipal bus 
operators with service to Downtown Los Angeles. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this ambitious project. 
If we can be of any further assistance. please to not hesitate to ask. 
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TO: 

SUBJ: 

HF/yt 

MEMORANDUM 

Martin H. Reagan, City Manager DATE: March 1, 1983 

Draft EIR - Harbor Freeway Corridor 

Our evaluation of the report indicates that the Bus/HOV alternates 
offer the greatest degree of flexibility with lower initial investment 
as compared to the various fixed rail alternates. The Bus/HOV alter­
nates are susceutible of conversion to rail when the state of the art 
and ridership warrant the conversion. Of the Bus/HOV proposals, 
Alternative 4 appears to be the most advantageous. 

All alternatives oropose a transit parking site at Rosecrans Avenue and 
at Artesia Boulevard. The Artesia Boulevard site is at the northwest cor­
ner of Vermont and Artesia Boulevard and is the State owned property 
adjacent to the Willows. The parking lot would not encroach on the 
Willows; however, under the rail alternatives, a pedestrian walkway on 
the north side of Artesia Boulevard, east of Vermont Avenue would encroach 
on the Willows. Parking spaces for 1,000 vehicles are oroposed for this 
location. We have serious concerns regarding the capacitv of the existing 
street system to handle these additional 1,000 vehicles. This is corrobo- @ 
rated by .. the State's evaluation of service level. The concentration of 
peoole and automobiles at the above site will result in exoosure of higher 
noise level and increased air pollution for those residents living in close 
proximity to the facility. Furthermore, the construction of the station, 
parking and maintenance facilities will encroach into a ~ortion of the 
Willows which is a natural habitat for birds, flora and fauna. Although 
the report describes some mitigation measures, the damage to the Willows 
may be irreversible. Serious consideration should be given to establish-
ment of an alternative site on the east side of Vermont Avenue for the 
aforementioned facilities. If station site cannot be relocated, specific 
noise, air pollution, and other mitigation measures should be implemented 
to reduce the adverse impacts on the residential areas. 

The State's evaluation of traffic with a station at Rosecrans Avenue is at 
the intolerable service level F even with mitigating measures. This is 

consideration should be given to locating the station at Redondo Beach ~ 
the lowest level and literally means stoppages of long duration. Further @ 
Boulevard. An undesirable effect would be that of attracting possibly an fl' 
additional 300 commuter vehicles through our business area. However, this 
was foreseen when we camuai?,ned for the relocation of the Harbor Freeway 
interchange from Alondra Boulevard to Redondo Beach Boulevard. This would 
not ·be a significant addition to planned traffic volumes. 
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CITY Of lONG BEAC H NAR 14 1983 
DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING & BUILDING 

333 WEST OCEAN BLVD. • LONG BEACH, CALIFORNIA 90802 

(21:-.) 590-6651 

March 11, 1983 

K. D. Steele, Chief 
Caltrans 
Environmental Planning & 
Citizen Participation Branch 
120 South Spring Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Subject: Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
Proposed Transitway construction in the Harbor Freeway 
Corridor (I-110) between San Pedro and the Convention 
Center 

Report Number: FHWA-CA-EIS-82-04-D 

SCH Number: 
07-LA-110 
07840-444301 

79032658 
0.9/23.0 

Dear Mr. Steele: 

Thank you for the opportunity to review the Draft EIS. Generally, we 
concurr with the environnental evaluation. We are however, concerned 
that the market analysis, evaluation of Alternatives and the section, 
"Relationship with other Transit Projects" address the impact of the 
I-110 project upon the light rail system which is being planned between 
downtown Los Angeles and the Long Beach Central Business District. 
Attached is a summary of the Long Beach Route Alternatives . 

.:nee~-===-------·=· --
~;;.,--

Gerhardt H. Felgemaker 
Manager 
Corrrrnunity and Environmental Planning Division 

GHF:jm 
attachment 

• 

cc: Robert J. Paternoster, Director of Planning and Building 
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CITY OF Los ANGELES 
DONALD R HOWER \' CALIFOR N IA l 

&n 4i 1983. 
DEPARTMENT OF 

TRANSPORTATION S t-.Nr_RA '- MANA. <.,;:: H 

TO M BRADLEY 
MAV'JR 

RCOfl.~ 1 .i0 0 C,'!'" Y HALI_ 

LOS ,".,l"'JC...[ L..E.S CA 90012 

485 -22rJ5 

March 8, 1983 

Mr. Heinz Heckeroth 
Director, District 7 
Department of Transportation 
P.O , eox 2304, Tenninal Annex 
Los Angeles ~ CA 90051 

Attention K.D. Steele, Chief 
Environmental Planning & Citizen Participation Branch 

HAR.!JOR FREEWAY CORRIDOR (1-110) TRArjSITWAY - DRAFT EIR/EIS 

The following comments in response to your request, are oasedr. iri part, 
on this Department's report titled "Harbor Freeway (I-110) Transit 
Stuay - Transit Station Traffic Impacts and Mitigation Measures (Sep­
te1iiher, 1981 )", transmitted to Mr. Norm Roy of your Department on 
~ovember 17, 1981. 

A. The following words or statements, underlined and in quotes, 
should be added to the referenced pages of your Draft under 
Circulation Impacts; for further background on the reasons for 
these additions, please refer to the indicated "LADOT pages" of 
this Department's report, e.g., (LADOT, pages 21 & 22): 

I , ) l I Under 1. lransitway Impacts (page IV -47 ): 

"Extens ·ive right-of-way acquisition would be required 
from Gardena Boulevard to Anaheim Street for an aerial 
transitway along Vennont Avenue. 11 (LAOOT, pages 21 & ·22) 

(2) Under 2. Station Site Impacts (page IV-48, secon,j 
paragraph): 

"Prq_viding bus bays or off-street bus lo<lding as a miti­
.@_~Jon measure to minimize the effocts of increased bus 
operations is applicable to all stations." (LADOT, 
pages 23 & 24) 

YJ. -77 
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Mr. Heinz Heckeroth 
~age 2 
March 8, l 9a3 

B. 

(3) Under TABLE IV-7, Traffic Impacts at Station Sites: 

(a) STAiION SITE: KING BOULEVARD (formerly Santa 
Barbara Avenue), (page IV-52}, 

MITIGATION: "(Vermont) Limit in1ress-egress of 
Coliseum arkin area to current -si nalized 
1~tersections.' LADOT, page 17 

(b) STATION SITE: SLAUSON (Page IV-53), 

(Vermont) Widen, to provide three peak-hour lanes 
in each-direction and left-turn channelization, 
Slauson Avenue between Budlonq Avenue and Hoover 
Str2et "and Vermont Avenue between 57th and 60th 
Strl:!ets" to facilitate the movement of trafffc1n 
the--s-tat ion area. (LA.DOT, pages 17 & 18} 

(c) STATION SITE: MANCHESTER (Page IV-54), 

MITIGAlION: (Vermont) Rechannelize "and widen, if 
n°cess_2..!J'._, 11 Manchester east of Vennont for left 
tL1rn storage. Provide bus bays on Manchester "and 
Vermont 11 if not provided in parking lot. 
(LMOT. page 18) 

Under 0. Wetla,:t_ds and Riparian Vegetation, on the bottOOl of page ® 
IV-10, the Caltrans reconunendation opposing the 10-foot Vermont 
Avenue widening should be deleted_ for the following reasons: 

(1) This matter is not merely a case of wetland impacts versus 
no impact; rather, it involv~s consideration of the trade­
offs of traffic cirr.ulation impacts without the widening 
versus wetland impacts with the widening. (See aerial 
photo, Figure II-12 on page II-28) 

{2) Due to the relat vely isolated location of the Artesia 
Station and i~s ntended use as a Regional Transportation 



Mr. Heinz Hecke roth 
Page 3 
March 8, 1983 

Center, the number of patrons arr1v1ng by vehicle, both 
bus and auto, is expected to be re1atively large. As in­
dicated on page 111-37, the parking requirements for this 
station (1000 spaces) would be greater than for any other 
station listed. The operation of the parking lot is com­
plicated by the traffic on Artes'ia Boulevard resu1ting 
from the proximity of the Artesia Freeway tenninus at the 
Harbor Freeway, and by the large refuse truck traffic th~t 
would result from a proposed City of Gardena solid-waste 
recycling center that would share the parking site. There­
fore, the 10--foot wideninfJ of Vennont Avenue, to provide 
for a full 100-foot-wide major highway at the approaches 
to Artesia Boulevard, is needed to facilitate turning 
movements and expedite traffic flow through th~ intersection. 

(3) The 3000 sq. ft. of land to be taken from the 10-acre 
Willows Wetland for the Vennont Avenue widening is less 
than one percent (1%) of the approximately 435,600 sq. ft. 
total area. According to material presented in Appendix 
F, there are no endangered species. Evidently, the poten­
tial impacts of the 12-acre transit and parking facility 
to be located adjacent to the wetland, the pedestrian walk­
way to be located across the wetland on the north side of 
the Artesia Boulevard bridge, and transitway support 
columns crossing the wetland can all be mitigated by the 
measures listed on pages IV-12 & 13. Similarly, the use 
of mitigation measure no. 7, page IV-13, should be consid­
ered also in the mitigation of the apparently minor impact 
of losing 3,000 sq. ft. of wetland. Measure no. 7 states 
that "Wetland habitat lost due to constructing transitway 
facilities will be replaced by restoring wetland in the 
vicinity of the Willows." 

In view of the above, the wetland impacts resulting from the Vennont 
Avenue widening appear minor compa red with the traffic circulation im­
pacts without the widening. Therefore, as previously stated, the 
Caltrans reconnnendation opposing the widening should be deleted. 

C. Los Angeles CBD (Page III -69)~ 

(l) The LACBD Transportation Study is focusing on irrmediate 
action (TSM) measures to facilitate traffic ci rcul at ion in ® 
the CBD and will not result in an analysis of alternatives 
for the LACBD Regional Transit System Interface. 
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Mr. Heinz Heckercth 
Page 4 
Mar,:h 8 > 1933 

( 7) 
• • J The Los Ange 1 es County Transportation ColTllli ss ion (LACTC) @ 

is analyzing the issues concerning the LACBD Transit Inter-
face during preliminary engineering for the Los ,l\nge1~s-
to-Long Beach Rail Tran5it Project . Thi s is bei ng done to 
establish an effective CBD treatment for the Regional 
Transit System. 

It is as5umed that any additional buses operatin" in the LACBO due to 
this project would be distributed on a suffici~nt number of streets to 
min imize circulation impacts. Any impacts resulting from increased 
LACbD bus operations should be mitigated, during final desiqn, by 
appropriate measures. Such measures inr:.lude bu s bays, off-street bus 
load ing , ~nd skip- stop bus operation. These mitigation measures 
should be ctpplied to the interfaces between any Rail alternative and 
the surface bus system, as well as the Bus/HOV alternatives. 

Thank you for the opportunity to con1nent on your· Draft EIR/EIS for 
the Harbor Freeway Corridor (I-110) Transitway. It is hcped that 
t h~sc co111Tients will prove useful. 

SEF: 1c 

XI.-80 



CITY PLANNING 
C OMMI SSION 

DANIEL p GARCIA 

J . S KRUE(; FR 
\ IC£.PRE.£1DE~l 

STEVE HAR RI NGTON 

CARL MASTON 

SUZETTE NEIMAN 

HAYMOND I. NOnMAN 
SECRETARY 

March 10, 1983 

K. D. Steele, Chief 
Cal trans 

CITY OF Los ANGELES 
CALIFORNIA 

TOM BRADLEY 
MAYOR 

Environmental Planning and Citizen Participation Branch 
120 South Spring Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

! i · 

MAR ' 14 1983 
DE~'ARTM ENT OF 

CITY PLANNING 
56: CITV HA:..l.. 

Los A!'J GELEf• , CA ,--i oot 2 

CAL.V ! N S HAMILTON 
LJ! R£ C-iO R 

REVIEW OF CALTRANS DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT (DEISl_ ON INTERSTATE 
110 FREEWAY TRANSIT 

The follow ing comments on the DEIS are intended to put the proposed project in 
the perspective of broader overall concerns pertaining to the developing 
regiona l tran sit system. 

Summary of Comments 

The comments deal with the following issues and suggestions: 

- oroj ect generally inconsistent with the Centers Concept. 

- need to evaluate redevelopment potential on Vermont vs. joi~t deve lopment on 
the freeway. 

need to consider an Intermediate Capacity Transit Syste~ (ICTS) a lternative 
on Vermont. 

neAd to establish a val id comparison ba s is between Bus/HOV and rai l 
altc,rnatives. 

subway in CBD should interface (transfer station ) with Metro Rall before 
Unior: Station. 

consider systems approach and an ICTS alternative on Vermont which would 
bypass the CBO and continue nort h to interface with Metro Rail at Wils hirF: 
Boulevard and link wi th the Hollywood ICTS line. 

- consider proposed transit line as a nart of resJiona1 Prop. A network ur.der 
development by LACTC and therefore provide for future network extension in 
system design . 

- consider the issue of integration of mode with Metro Rail and other proposed 
transit lines. 

complete inventory of existing technology by including the VAL system in 
operation in Lille, France. 
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Land Use 

The DEIS accurately evaluates the project if located on the freeway as being 
generally inconsistent with t he Centers Concept of the City of Los Angele s 
G •~ n er- n l ? 1 a r i • 

In ~er~ s o f jc~n t developme~t a~d value capture, the report give s the advantage 
l:· :he t1,,r bor ~reeway alignment. While thi s mc1y be true, if one considers nev, 
j oint dev 2 lupMent, the potent;al for joint r 0development on Vermont Avenue has 
be~n se ~i nu s 1v overloo~ed. The South Central Los Angeles Community Plan shows 
1 0. r1d dSt> de :::i qn a tions favorable to such redevelopment and strongly emphasizes 
t i-- ~ 'i -'? ed · 0 • revit.11 i:a t i on arid red2velopment . I t designate ~ Vermont AvenuP. as 
::: 01·1rr:2 lcc" t i'rn f c, r· ~u ci-• r• ee ,-J ed rPnaissa ncP 

@ 

On;:i;r:•; 2~·0 ·,E•c'...s t c n. : t.a. : i ::.e t he Vermont-Manchester a nd the Manchester- @ 
BroajnJ Y ar0a~ have no~ been r ecngnized in the docume nt. fhese project5 are 
cc•J,Cir,c:it.•Jd bv the Ma;o r·'~ Ot:·ice of Ec onomic Development, viith the active 
s:... ~-' ~ 0 Y" --:. c & Cc u n c i 1 ii; r n Fa "'"'; e l l . 

H e :r. -n :. ~ ,- ner e depen d:- on two criteria. One is to know, from a projected @ 
rider-:.ri ir st~:-::l y, whc, would us e the t.ransitway, either on Vermont or on the ·~ 
f:·E.,P way wo 1~: ri 1t be ci lmc ~,'.:. tota l ly commuter oriented or 1.,iould it also provide ~~ 
mL. c r, n°-: j~,d ~:<.a~ se:--v ic1.: t :: c omm unity cente r~, ? 

T:-: e r:u·- .'.:: r i '.=: a ch o ice oP.twr;eri 1 i nn ted new joint deve l opment and more widespread @ 
r 2de v~l op~2 ~t A co~mute r oriP ntea tran s it.way on the freewa y would pra c t i cally 
isn or E t ~e l oca l com~un i ties, not directly contri bu ti ng to the i r 
··ev i t a i i : a t i 1 :n , ·n1hi 1 e a r: ornmu n 1 ty o•·i ented trans i tway l oca ce d on 1/errnont Avenu •c? 
wou : d se , ve bo t h pt.;rpo ses: cor:1muting and limited local service, ,,,ith the 
addi t : J ri ~l bene~it of spu rr ing redevelopment . 

I: si,ould 3l s,_. be ·indicated that alternatives requiring freeway widening may @ 
con :; ur.i e .:, :arrJ•? amount of land which could be used more efficiently for private Z, 
1n nu~t r 1al an d ccrnmercial purposes. 

Y:•a ·,y Ra i_ l_ T ra;--_s i t _ (.HRTJ on _ Ve r mont 

: -:-. "<- C '.ff "' ~ro ··, r; react.ion that ~re Vermont Av e nue al i gr:rnen t ·1 a s 

'nit " il l~equat2 ;y in the sense t hat no lCTS alternative was 
~o ns i de red . No reas~n for such an omiss i on i s given. 

ri ot been d e alt 
identified or 

\\- ,? .:, ; so ':onc.n· with LACTC's comments regarding the discrepancy of evaluation 
be :.w2er, Sus/HOV ar,d r a1 1 :. r ansit alternat-ives and their recommendation to 
sho:--ter the length of th e · rail alternatives .. One solution in addition to that 
prooosed by LACTC would be to increase th e lengtr of the Bus / HOV alternatives to 
rr,a t ~r· t !~os e ~orisi ce red fo r the rail alternativ e s. It is not clearly brought out 
l n t~e di~c ~ss ions and ta b~lat i on s that a Bu s/HOV route of (?) miles is being 
-:: r_·.oart?d ·wi,h d rail r::i u~.f, o ~ (7) mi l es. 

l n ~he sam':' perspec:ive a s above, the proposed ICTS distribution in the CBD, 
oerhao s genera ~1y alo ng the OPM route, should be included in an ICTS alterna ti ve 
on the Vermont Avenue alignme nt . 
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Also, a subway system downtown sh ould interface (t r an sfer ~tat1on) witl1 Met :·o 
Rail at a more crntral CBD location that. Union St a t i0 n . i-:,•·f•fe r ,,bly 7lh \t1· ,,,q 
and Fl o, .. er. 

Transit Network 

It is important that this project be harmoniously intr,,grated into the longer 
ranqe regional tran s it system. A suggested alignment could be an ICT S on 
Ve rmont bypa s~in g L.ACBO , continuing nCJr:.h on Verm0nt, interfacin'.::; (L:--a.nsfel' 
station) with Metro Rail at the Vermont and Wilshire Station anc c'xtending 
further ncrth on Vermor1t to link wit h a Holiywood Boulevard auxiliary transit 
lin e . 

Even if a Bus/ HOV alte r native i s ::.elected as the fi r s t :;.tage o f thi s projrcc::. , @ 
•,-,,ith future ::o nver sio n to r ail anticipated, future nP:.work ex te nsio11s 3nd .t=;C 
i nterfacing should b~ taken into consideration as earl y as possibl e in 
pr eli mi nary design so a s to accommodate future constructi on. 

In vieh of the abov e , transit hardware (for light rail or ICTS) should be 
;:onsistent throughout the Los Angele s transit syst em . Its se lection should 
prioritize the system's mode integration factor (SMIF) . Fo r such purp os e it 
wou ld be necessary to have the mc s t complete information on e xisting technology. 
Th~ GEIS is deficient in this field i n that for example it dues not ide nti fy t h~ 
rren ch ICT S (VAL) presently operating in Lille . France. 

#~/~'~ 
Ca~ v fn s.,,, H mi 1t on 
Di r-ect.o-f of Pl:;nr1in9 

C SH: .t..D C : /..CJ : s l l 
060 6a 
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• CARO OF HARBOR COMMISSIONERS 
(zn) u, ... ,,. 

PORT OF LOS ANGELE) .· . .: 

. ~ I i\ \·r ) 
MRS, GENE KAPLAN 

JOSEPH J . ZANINOVICH 
vie• Pofla • 1o•NT 

JUN MORI 
COMMl •• IONalll 

FREDERIC A . HEIM 
COMMIS• IONafl 

THE REV . ARTHUR R . BARTLETT 
COMMl •• JONall 

TSU YOKO OTA 
• aCftlKTAIIIY 

CITY OF LOS ANGELES 
TOM BRADLEY 

MAYOR 

Mr. K.D. Steele, Chief 
Caltrans District 7 
Environmental Planning Branch 
120 South Spring Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Dear Mr. Steele: 

March 9, 1983 

~ 141985 

E,L. "ROY .. PERRY 
Ex•cuT1v• DutaCTOR 

,21 5 , PALOS Va110Cs ST, 

P .O. • ox 151 

SAN Pao"o • CA 90733-0151 

TaLax : 11-2317 

POLA SPRO 

(zu) 51•-s•oo 

• aNDSR'• TCLCP'HONa NUM• CII 

SUBJECT: DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT (DEIS) FOR INTERSTATE 110 
FREEWAY TRANSIT, HARBOR FREEWAY CORRIDOR 

Thank you for this opportunity to suhmit comments on the Draft EIS for 
the proposed 110 Freeway Transit project. The basic concept of providing a 
bus or rail transit corridor within the Harbor Freeway right-of-way between 
downtown Los Angeles and San Pedro has substantial regional transportation 
benefits to San Pedro and the Port. 

However, Ports O I Ca 11 has been proposed as the terminus for both bus/Hnv 
and rail alternatives. This would create serious problems for the Port and 
its tenants as discussed below: 

1. The Port has immediate plans 
87-93, and the proposed transit 
access to the terminal. 

to upgrade the tenninal at Berths 
project would disrupt parking and 

2. By designating the southerly terminus of the proposed transit system 
at Ports 0 1 Call and by constructing a station at this location, the 
parking lot at Ports 0 1 Call would be fully occupied Monday through @ 
Friday with commuter vehicles. This would eliminate parking spaces 
for businesses at Ports 01 Call. During peak usage rnonths the 
parking is not adequate now for the existing commercial stores, 
restaurants and marine facilities. Any loss of parking area would 
have a significant adverse impact on Ports 0 1 Call. 

The DEIS does not address the impacts on the Ports 0 1 Call businesses 
from loss of parking areas. 
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Mr. K. D. Steele - 2 - March 9, 1983 

3. The DEIS does not adequately address the potential impacts 0 7 
surface traffic in the Ports O' Call area. Table IV-7, page IV-f( 
shows three 1995 scenarios (without project, with project, and wi • !1 
project + mitigation) and the corresponding levels of service. !-' ;.~., 
were these derived and what assumptions were used? Was traffic fr 0~· 
proposed projects such as the West Channel Cabril lo Bec.:ch 
Recreational Complex Project (which is under construction) includ ed 
in the traffic analysis? 

The DEIS should also address traffic impacts of the bus/Luv 
alternatives on the local street system, from the Harbor Freeway nc 1· 
Route 91 to Ports O' Call. As proposed in the DEIS, the exclusi v~ 
guideways would tenninate near Route 91 for all bus/HOV alternativf ' 
and buses would use freeway traffic lanes and surface streets to 
Ports O ' Ca 11 • 

4. The DEIS discusses Ports O' Call as a possible location for a 
maintenance and rail vehicle storage facility. As expressed in t,·.c­
DEIS, this proposal is not acceptable since there is not enoug h 
available acreage, and there would be impacts on adjacen l 
residential, commercial and recreational areas. 

5. The proposed alignment for either an elevated or at-grade railwa,' 
between the Channel Street Park and Ride Lot and Ports 0 1 Call is no i 
acceptable. The report states the alignment would follow Fron · 
Street and reduce parking at Todd Shipyard. Parking is not adequatr 
now in this area and any loss would have an adverse effect. Mor( 
importantly, the proposed alignment ~uld affect Todds' shiplif' 
platfonn project presently under construction and Todds' steel platr 
handling ya rd. 

Any at-grade (and to a limited extent an elevated) railway alignmen t 
has the potential of severely disrupting the surface street vehicular 
access to Port property at Todd Shipyard, Regan Street, Swinfor~ 
Street, 5th Street and 6th Street intersections with the railroad 
tracks. The unit coal trains to the bul kloader may also be impactec1 
because of conflicts with the scheduled commuter train service. 

Additionally, the proposed alignment would cut access to the Knol 7 
Hill area. This would block Harbor Department's planned expansion of 
Todd Shipyard which requires the realignment of Front Street ar rl 
utilization of the Knoll Hill area, and for the planned realignmen t 
of the railroad tracks leading to the bulkloader. 
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6. The proposed construction of the station and rail line tenninus at@ 
Ports O' Call could have detrimental impacts on the operation of the 
existing Southern Pacific's San Pedro railyard on the west side of . 
Ports O' Cal 1. 

Based on the above mentioned impacts, the Port would have to oppose 
any alternate that uses Front Street for fixed rail transit or uses 
Ports O' Call for a tenninus station. It is recommended that the 
southern tenninus of the proposed 110 transit corridor be at Channel 
Street Park and Ride lot. 

SPECIFIC COMMENTS: 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

Page 11-31: in 1982, the American Ornithologists' Union issued th~ 
34th supplement to the checklist of North American Birds. The l~est~ 
Coast subspecies should now be cited as Sterna anti 11 arum browni. ® 
Page IV-6: the potential impact of the Palos Verdes Fault should be 
included in this section. 

Page IV-20: the noise profile map does not show a noise measurement~ 
site at Ports O' Call. How was the 1995 projected noise profile~ 
developed for Ports 0' Call? 

Pages IV-39 to 1\/-44: the DEIS does not address the potential ~ 
safety impact resulting from potential vehicle and pedestrian~ 
conflicts with the various bus/HOV and rail transit alternatives • 

Pages IV-39 to IV-44: since the proposed project would result in a@ 
need for increased public services (security, fire protection, etc.), 
will a component of the project provide for these additional 
services? 

Page V-2: a negative visual impact of an aerial guideway on San l'.i:2\ 
Pedro is acknowledged. ~~ere any mitigations developed to offset thi s '<::::) 
impact? 

Please keep us infonned us on the progress of the project, and notify us 
when a preferred alternative is selected. We also request that you send us a 
copy of the Final Environmental Impact Statement when it is available. 

\,ICH: LK: gog 
1113 csc 

Very tr4ly yours, _;j. I ( // ,/'")I / /. 
Ii~~·- ,;.I! /4.f. \ . / Cl 'lit ' 

w.l··tALVI RS ' 
Harbor Environmental Scientist 
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CITY OF COMPTON 

March 15, 1983 

K.D. Steele, Chief 
Cal trans 
Environmental Planning & 
Citizen Participation Branch 
120 South Spring Street 
Los Angeles, California 90012 

Attention: Ronald Kosinski 

20 5 SO UT H W ILLOW BR O O K AV E 

COM PTON , CA L I FORN I A 90220 

ROBERT R . GAVIN 
PLAN NING D I RECTOR 

E XT 270 

Re: File ref.: 07-LA-110 Transit way LA CBD to San Diego 

All alternatives selected for Stage II/Tier II analysis, with the exception of 
the no project and T.S.M. alternatives, would improve Compton's linkage to 
the rest of Southern California. The Bus/HOV and Rail alternatives designed 
with the transit dependent in mind off er the best possibilities for increased 
accessibility to the activity centers in the transit corridor. It is understood 
that the alignment and mode eventually selected are each dependent on an 
array of design variables, cost factors, and environmental concerns as well as 
the ability of the alternatives to satisfy the expressed transit dependent needs. 

The environmental concerns expressed in the draft EIS should not have any 
significant impact on the City of Compton because of the distance between 
all alternative alignments and the City's boundary. This distance should buff er 
the City from the identified environmental impacts such as construction noise, 
operation noise, shadows, and business and residential displacement. Distance 
from the alignments, provi9g to be positive in shielding the City from negative 
project impacts, plays a negative role, however, when considering Compton's 
accessibility to the transit corridor. (Accessibility could even become a more 
severe problem if implementation of the collateral system; the Los Angeles 
to Long Beach Light Rail Transportation project, does not see fruition.) For 
these reasons, of vital importance to the transit dependent of Compton, is the 
ability of the feeder lines to lessen the effects of distance by providing 
adequate accessibility to the transit corridor. 

Although, dealt with briefly in the draft EIS, greater attention and detail to @ 
feeder lines would be helpful. Considering the fact that there are only two 
station locations in Compton's proximity (Rosecrans Avenue and Artesia 
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Boulevard) it is important that these two stations be able to serve the needs 
of Compton's transit dependent by having enough feeder lines link these stations 
with the areas of greatest transportation need within the City. 

Yours truly, 

CITY OF COMPTO,N 

--- --✓ ,/ / '-....... 

Ii// ,,,,;f -1 Y -:i a,11..----­
n~. ( GEWirr,'7)i-rector 
Planning, Zoning and Enforcement 
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CITY OF CARSON 

March 14, 1983 

K. D. Steele, Chief 
Caltrans 
Environmental Planning & 
Citizen Participation Branch 
120 South Spring Street 
Los Angeles, California 90012 

Subject: Harbor Freeway Corridor, Draft EIS 

Dear Mr. Steele: 

Analysis of the Draft EIS for the Harbor Freeway Corridor Transit Improve­
ments reveals the following facts: 

Table S-3 indicates benefit/cost ratios of less than 1 for all 
rail alternatives. 

Table S-4 indicates air quality improvements of only about 3%. 

System benefits include several factors, but 24% of the total is 
for "time savings" and 38% for "parking savings". It is questionable 
whether either of these are appropriate measures of comparison between 
different alternatives. 

Tables III-23 through 27 show an analysis in which some of the rail 
benefits/costs do exceed 1. However, this data is arrived at by 
limiting rail costs to only the portion between the Convention Center 
and 91 Freeway but retaining ben~fits for the entire system. 

The Public Works Department offers the following observations: 

Discussion of the long-term impact of the proposed Carson Station 
seems to imply that a severe (LOS-E) conge~tion condition can be 
mitigated by addition of left-turn signals. This is in error as such 
addition almost invariably exacerbates congestion. The addition of @ 
350 auto and 600 bus trips during the peak hour on Carson Street 
(P.IV-57) to the over 2500 VPH already ·using Carson Street will 
require considerably more than the minor measures described. Double 
left turns at Vermont and addition of another travel lane each way on 
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K. D. Steele, Chief 
March 14, 1983 
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.. 

Carson, probably between Figueroa and a substantial distance west 
of Vermont will be needed to achieve LOS-D (which is not a desirable 
condition in actuality.) · --

Ths discussion of "short term" and "construction period" impacts 
is a mere gloss-over, totally inadequate for periods of 1 to 2 or 
more years. Substantial additional detail analysis will be required@ 
to quantify impact on Carson Street, etc. For example, the closure 
of ramps at Carson for a year and a half, or longer; will certainly 
generate a drastic change in travel patterns. The change could very 
well create unacceptable impacts on local residential streets. Per-
haps the condition could be ·tolerated for a few weeks, possibly months, 
but certainly not for a year or two or more. 

In view of the above comments and analyses, it would appear that the 
most feasible alternative would be the bus/HOV combinations. The other 
bus and rail alternatives involve too much construction-related disruption 
and dislocations, are too expensive, and the costs in environmental impacts 
measured against the value received do not justify their implementation. 

We appreciate the apportunity to comment on this proposal. If you wish 
clarification of any of our comments, please contact Sal Spitz, Traffic 
Engineer, in the Public Works Department, or Michael Bouvier, Assistant 
Planner, in the Community Development Department. 

Cordially, 

Jtd!~i:zl~ 
RICHARD K. GUNNARSON 
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DIRECTOR 

MB:ptb 
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/OUTHERR CALIFORRIA 
A//OCIATIOR OF GOVERRfflERT/ 

600 /outh Commonwealth Avenue • /ulte 1000 • Lo, Angele,• Collfornlo • 90005 • 213/385-1000 

March 14, 1983 

Mr. Heinz Heckeroth 
Director 
Caltrans, District 07 
120 South Spring Street 
Los Angeles, California 90012 

Dear Mr. Heckeroth: 

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on your Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement for the Harbor Freeway Transi tway. These 
comments have been approved by both our Transportation and Communication 
Committee and the SCAG Executive Committee. 

The currently adopted Regional Transportation Pl an recommends that a 
bus/HOV facility be constructed along this freeway. A draft of the revised 
RTP, to be released in April, identifies the primary transportation 
problems of several corridors in the region including the LA-Long Beach 
Corridor as originally defined in the Line-Haul Transit Study. The revised 
RTP states that the LA-Long Beach corridor has a capacity deficiency which 
could be alleviated by line-haul transit. Light rail, bus/HOV, and rapid 
transit will all be identified as potential line-haul transit modes for the 
corridor. Transit modal-split objectives by corridor will be included as 
well as system criteria which will aid in determining how this project fits 
into the regional system. The revised RTP will also include the results of 
demand modeling utilizing enhanced models and more recent population 
projections (SCAG-82) to further indicate the transportation impacts of 
this facility. 

SCAG has participated throughout the project development process for this 
facility. We reference, for the record, the attached comments on your 
preliminary DEIS which were submitted to you on July 2, 1982. 

Our Transportation Policy Committee and our Executive Committee have 
approved a number of comments on the DEIS. These comments are: 

1. Existing congestion on I-110 and continuing population growth 
demonstrate that transportation problems currently exist in the 
corridor and that they are expected to increase. The capacity 
deficiency for the corridor was projected in our Line-Haul Study to be 
over 9000 person trips during the peak hours by the year 2000 and 
concentrated around the I-110 Freeway. 
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2. All of the alternatives examined in the analysis except for the no­
project and TSM alternatives are reasonable and would serve to carry 
sufficient patrons to eliminate the capacity deficiency of the 
corridor. 

3. The data and methods used in the analysis are reasonable and represent 
the best available at the time the analysis was performed. Population 
and employment projections for the analysis were taken from SCAG-78. 

4. All of the alternatives examined in the analysis except for the 
no-build alternative are consistent with the currently adopted Air 
Quality Management Plan. 

5. The I-110 bus/HOV guideway is included in the "Cost-to-Complete" the 
Interstate System making it eligible for 90% federal funding under the 
Federal-Aid-Interstate (FAI) Program. Eligibility of a rail project 
for FAI funding, although unlikely, has not yet been determined. 

6. The two-way bus/HOV alternatives have the highest combined total of 
transit and HOV users of all alternatives. Thus two-way bus/HOV 
provides the greatest relief to the capacity problem of the corridor. 

7. Alternative B-4, a two-way bus/HOV alternative, has the lowest capital 
cost, the lowest annual cost, and the lowest annualized cost per 
patron of all the two-way guideway alternatives. It also has the 
highest energy savings of all the alternatives. It is the most 
cost-effective alternative evaluated which meets the needs of the 
corridor. 

8. The bus/HOV alternatives have benefit/cost ratios which are measurably 
higher than the rail alternatives. 

9. The DEIS recommends that the I-110 and I-105 Transitways should use 
the same transit mode in order to have a workable system. This 
recommendation is consistent with the Line-Haul Study and is an 
important consideration in selecting the preferred alternative. 

10. The fact that the I-110 Freeway Transitway is eligible for FAI funding 
is a major factor influencing the timing on this project. In order 
for the project to receive 90% FHWA funding through the FAI Program, @ 
the Final EIS may need to be completed and the project approved by 
FHWA no later than September 30, 1983. We urge Caltrans and all other 
concerned agencies to press for the early completion of the Final EIS 
and to support the funding of this project through the FAI Program. 
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Again, thank you for this opportunity to comment on the extensive analysis 
which you have performed. Once Caltrans selects a preferred alternative, 
the project should be forwarded to SCAG for a review subject to the provi­
sions of AB 2313 (Lockyer). 

Sincerely, 

FRANK HOTCHKISS 
Director of Comprehensive Planning 

FK:PE:djk 
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LOS ANGELES COUNTY TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION• 354 SOUTH SPRING STREET-SUITE 500, LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA 90013 • (213) 626-0370 

RICK RICHMOND 
EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 

Mr. Heinz Heckeroth 
District Director 
Caltrans District 07 
120 South Spring Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Attention: K. D. Steele 

Dear Heinz: 

March 14, 1983 

R&C8JVE0 
. MAR 181983 
E>ffice of Plan. (!i,d 

,.. TtG.-;;,;. 

Subject: Commission Comments on Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement for Harbor Freeway Transitway 

1 

Attached are the Commission's comments on the above document. We feel 
the comments do not require extensive restudy. Rather, most ask for 
either more emphasis of information which already exists in the docu­
ment or fairly simple arithmetic changes. They will make the state­
ment a much more comprehensive and usable document and we urge their 
incorporation. 

As you are aware, your progress on the Harbor Transitway now needs to 
be related to concurrent work on the Los Angeles-Long Beach Rail Line 
as well as the Century Freeway Transitway. "Preferred project" de­
cisions in all three corridors are interrelated, and cannot be made 
until preliminary engineering work on the Los Angeles-Long Beach 
Line has resulted in a draft environmental document. It would be 
appropriate for us to bring before the Commission recommendations for 
concurrent decisions on all three projects toward the end of this 
year. 

RMS:esk 
Attachments 

Sincerel~ 

RICK RICHMOND 
Executive Director 
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ITEM #4 

A Laclc ________ _ 
LOS ANGELES COUNTY TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION• 354 SOUTH SPRING STREET-SUITE 500, LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA 90013 • (213) 626-0370 

February 28, 1983 

RICK RICHMOND 
EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 

MEMO TO: RAPID TRANSIT COMMITTEE - MARCH 7, 1983 MEETING 

FROM: EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 

SUBJECT: REVIEW OF DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT ON 
PROPOSED TRANSITWAY CONSTRUCTION IN THE HARBOR 
FREEWAY CORRIDOR 

RECOMMENDATION 

The Federal Highway Administration and Caltrans have recently pub­
lished the above draft document for review and comment. These com­
ments are due by March 14, 1983. I recommended that LACTC transmit 
the comments discussed in this memorandum. 

SUMMARY OF COMMENTS 

It is clear from reviewing this DEIS document that a great deal of 
work has gone into analyzing the chosen alternatives. Considering 
that the preferred alternative has not yet been selected, the rigor­
ous treatment given all candidates is commendable. The comments 
which follow suggest that several of the rail alternatives be re­
worked slightly using information already part of the document. The 
result will be an analysis with a much more useful range of alterna­
tives. An already good document can become even better and less 
subject to criticism. 

The Need to Shorten Length of Rail Alternatives 

The bus/HOV alternatives continue the exclusive roadway only as far 
south as Route 91. It is assumed--and we agree--that south of that 
point both the demand for transit and the level of congestion are ® 
low enough that buses can operate in mixed traffic. If this logic ~ 
is correct, then it is equally correct to conclude that rail transit 
need not be included in all alternatives south of Route 91. Continu-
ing all the rail alternatives the additional 9 miles between Route 91 
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and Ports O'Call adds to these alternatives a severe penalty which 
could be construed as prejudicial. For example, at least $208 mil­
lion in additional cost is added to the rail alternatives; in the 
case of LRT #1, the extra cost adds 50% to its shorter-length cost. 
To avoid criticism we suggest at least one of the LRT alternatives 
stop at Route 91 and that the Vermont Avenue alternative stop there 
as well. The problem was recognized by the report's authors who 
stated (page III-85): "To provide a more meaningful comparison 
between bus and rail alternatives, it is necessary to evaluate the 
alternatives between common limits." We agree and suggest such an 
equitable comparison be elevated in importance within the document . 

The Need to Modify Surface Bus Assumptions 

Another suggestion for improving the integrity of the document is 
to modify the feeder bus assumptions made for the rail alternatives 
(and to a certain extent, the bus alternatives). The present bus 
service exists without a major transitway improvement. When that 
improvement is made, its performance and operational attractiveness 
will influence travel demand. Much of the existing bus services 
will become feeder routes. The net gain in bus-miles will be far 
less than the total (existing services and new feeder services) 
assumed in the document. In fact, it can be strongly argued that 
except for new line-haul services (rail vehicles or articulated buses) 
the future fleet and vehicle-mile totals should be no greater than ® 
the existing fleet size and vehicle-miles. In Atlanta, for instance, 41 
conversion of radial corridor service to feeder bus service led to 
substantial reductions in bus-miles. If the construction of the 
high-cost transitway results in significantly higher operating 
costs (as the document states), then the entire project should be 
questioned. 

The feeder bus assumptions used to. support the rail systems downtown 
appear excessive. It is more logical to have LRT patrons transfer 
to Metro Rail for their circulation to Union Station than to bus. 
In fact, the LRT alternatives will need to be integrated with the 
Long Beach-to-Los Angeles rail line. Downtown distribution for the 
entire Prop. A system is presently being studied by LACTC. In the 
meantime, the LRT alternatives in this document could assume connec­
tions with either Metro Rail or the Long Beach line for purposes of 
analysis. Distribution buses will not be required. 

Need for Cross-Section Drawings 

The section drawings of each alternative and its stations are he lpfu l @. 
visual aids. Even more helpful would be to continue the section to ~ 
the first row of structures east and west of the freeway, perhaps a t 
a specific area. As a suggestion, such a drawing at 52nd Street 
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would clarify much of the confusion about how this transitway would 
be built and what its affects might be. It is in areas such as this 
that the construction and visual impacts will be greatest. The 
reader could understand them better if the cross-sections were more 
extensive and if some vertical dimensions and scaled automobiles, 
etc., were included. 

Additional Comments 

The draft document appears to exhibit an unmentioned bus/HOV bias 
which compromises the quality of the report. The alternatives 
developed by changing the project length and feeder bus assumptions 
will provide the reader with a valid range of realistic options to 
choose from. We would also like to comment on several other points 
in the document. 

A) The report's authors are perceptive in noting that, "in order 
to have a workable system, both the I-110 and I-105 transitways 
would have to use the same transit technology mode." This is 
an important point, though- not as important as: "a bus or rail 
decision on one of these projects effectively determines the 
mode for both transitways" (see pages 5-10). The Commission 
is presently in Stage 1 of developing an implementation strat-
egy for rail transit. The result of that work will be priori- @ 
ties for the corridors in which rail service will be imple- ¥~ 
mented. Both the Century Freeway and the Harbor Freeway cor­
ridors are being considered. In parallel, LACTC will be making 
decisions on the Long Beach-Los Angeles corridor which will 
take into account needs and opportunities throughout the 
larger south county area, considering the Century, Harbor and 
Long Beach corridors from the point-of-view of an efficient 
system of transitway facilities. 

The present work on the Harbor Transitway places it ahead of 
the Long Beach-Los Angeles LRT project. When the latter project 
reaches a comparable level of completion, in January, 1984, 
decisions affecting the two projects can be made in concert. 

B) The report needs to include a discussion of possible funding 
sources for the transitway project. While Interstate funds 
might be available for a busway/HOV project, they will not be 
for a rail project. Should a rail alternative be selected it @ 
is not clear where construction funds will come from or how 
probable such funds are. This uncertainty may well affect the 
viability of any rail alternative. Moreover, given the region's 
commitment to the Century Freeway project, it is also uncertain 
that a project the size of the busway/HOV transitway could be 
built concurrently using Interstate funds. 
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C) 

D) 

The analysis of alternatives assures car pool users will shift 
to the busway/HOV roadway and credits that facility with these 
21,400 trips. The Harbor Freeway will continue to attract car 
pools, however, even with a rail alternative. Showing no car 
pool users for any of the rail alternatives and all car pool 
users on the busway/ HOV misrepresents the situation. 

The use of a benefit-to-cost (B/C) ratio in the analysis is 
also misleading. Benefit-to-cost ratios have long been dis­
credited in part because not all costs are considered. For 
this reason, it would be best if the B/C ratio was not used 
at all. 

The result of the "energy-saving" analysis is surprising be­
cause the rail alternatives save less energy than the bus 
alternatives. This probably results from the inaccurate 
feeder bus assumptions discussed earlier. The analysis should 
be redone with corrected figures and the energy source separa­
ted between petroleum and electrical generation. It is im­
portant to note which alternatives are more petroleum inten­
sive. 

In conclusion, a great deal of analysis has gone into this DEIS docu­
ment. The effort lacks only a full consideration of shorter-length @ 
LRT and Vermont Avenue alternatives using more realistic feeder bus ~ 
assumptions. To overlook these is to shortchange the rest of the 
document and to subject the overall work to much needless criticism. 

RICHARD M. 
Manager, Transit Development 

RMS:esk 

XI-98 



,~ 
RTO 

John A. Dyer 
General Manager 

~r. Heinz Heckeroth 
District Director 
Caltrans 
120 South Spring Street 
Los Angeles, California 90012 

Dear Mr. Heckeroth: 

r~ ... . 

REC[!IVE !) 

MAR 1 8 1983 
Otficn o~ Pinn. c:-. . , 

Pu:J. I 1 ·. :-. · . 

Mf\R 1 41983 

District staff has reviewed the draft Environmental Impact Statement for 
the proposed Harbor Freeway Transitway. The report is well prepared and 
your staff shoulci be commended for the thoroughness of the analysis. 
Although the District has no preference for a particular alternative at 
this time, there are some policy and operational issues associated with the 
alternatives analyzed that need to be addressed. 

The No Build option is not a viable alternative because it does not provide 
for the inevitable growth in future de~aoo for lonJ haul transit service 
and it will not help alleviate the congestion problems within the Harbor 
Freeway corridor. The TSM. Alternative, while providing higher service 
levels than the No Build, will not improve existing conditions and will not 
accomnodate the increase in demaoo for public transit. Bus service under 
the TSM operational plan ~uld operate in the same mixed flow traffic that 
now experiences considerable delay caused by increasing traffic congestion. 
In addition, the local access points to the line haul service are not as 
great as with other "build" options. 

Current experience indicates that increased transit service along mixed 
flow freeways, such as the Hollywood Freeway, will result in increased 
transit usage to a certain point. Recent ridership checks indicate, 
however, a stabilization in transit usage within the Hollywood Freeway 
Corridor even with a significant level of transit service. '!'his 
stabilization can in part be attributed to traffic congestion within this 
corridor. 

The implementation of the One-Way Bus luternative will, in our opinion, 
result in severe operational am user orientation problems. Buses in the 
reverse peak direction will operate in mixed flow conditions and be subject 
to non-recurrent congestion. Trip travel speeds of 55 InfXl will probably ·@ 
not be attainable in many of the freeway reaches within this corridor in 
1995. Additionally, passenger confusion will result because different 
stops will have to be utilized from the same location depending on the time 
of day. Your report also does not address the additional operational costs 
associated with implementing the reversible operation on a daily basis. 
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In the discussion concerning busway alternatives, the rep:>rt states that 
since the busways will be "self-distributing" in downtown Los Angeles, 
major bus stop or other capital improvement expenditures will not be 
necessary. However, substantial operational problems in downtown Los 
Angeles exist already due to traffic congestion and frequent grid lock. 
The busway alternative will ado a high volt.me of buses entering and leaving @ 
the CBD during the peak hour (85 and 43 buses respectively). This large 
volume of buses, when combined with the expected normal growth in downtown 
bus service, the imknown impacts of Lhe prop:>sed Santa Ana Freeway 
Transitway and the routing changes associated with Metro Rail will 
significantly impact downtown bus stops and routings. In addition, bus 
travel times will be increased due to growing traffic congestion and this 
will reduce the attractiveness and use of the transitway. In all 
probability, substantial TSM improvements and other capital projects will 
be needed to facilitate existing bus movements in downtown Los ~gel es. 
Implei-nentation of downtown transportation improvements is critical to 
successful operation of the regional transp:>rtation system. 

There appears to be so.-ne confusion over the issues of demand for line haul @ 
service and Lhe facilities proposed to meet that demand. These are 
separate issues arrl should be treated as such. As indicated, the regional 
travel model forecasts demand for long haul service for the entire length 
of the study corridor from downtown Los Angeles to San Pedro, not just to 
Route 91. Bence, the comparison of a bus HOV ending at Route 91 versus the 
rail line built the entire distance to San Pedro is inappropriate. 

The primary issue should be whether there is a demand fJr the long 
service and the matter of meeting that de-nand is a separate issue. 
facilities proposed to meet the demand should consider both modal 
connectivity and traffic congestion on the same basis. 

haL1l 
The 

In regard to the cost analysis, it is not clear if HOV costs are included 

® 
in the bus alternatives. It appears that HOV ridership is accounted for in @ 
the bus alternatives benefit analysis. It is not clear if both capital and 
operating HOV costs are included. 'I'o make the comparison between rail and 
bus valid, all costs should be inclu<led for all the alternatives. 'I'he fact 
that the rail alternatives have higher operating costs than the bus 
alternatives tends to indicate that not all costs are included in the bus 
alternatives. 

Finally, one additional issue needs to be addressed in the selection of a 
final locally preferred alternative. The issue concerns the manner in 
vtiich the proposed services are going to be paid for. 1,vi th the exception 
of the No Build Alternative, all alternatives will result in substantially 
reduced private sector auto related costs and significant increases in 
public agency capital investments and operating costs. Caltrans needs to 
develop funding alternatives and, together with other agencies put the 

XI-100 



Mr. qeinz Heckeroth 
Page 3 

appropriate funding mechanis~s in place to ensure that the improvements 
which are built can be operated. The District stands ready to assist you 
in this regard. 

1n closing, 1 hope our comments prove useful in the finalization of the 
Caltrans study. 

a;:r,~ 
~ Johh ~- Dyer 
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Hr. K.D. Steele, Chief 
Caltrans 
Environmental Planning & 

Citizen Participation Branch 
120 South Spring Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Dear Mr. Steele: 

'-- ' 

MAR 2 3 1983 

CITY OF TORRANCE 
3031 TORRANCE BOULEVARD, TORRANCE, CALIFORNIA 

TELEPHONE (2131 3i!B 5!!11!1618-2840 90503 

March 21, 1983 

We have reviewed the Caltrans' Draft EIR/EIS on the proposed transitway 
plans for the Harbor Freeway Corridor. In accordance with our goal of 
ensuring a safe, economical and efficient transportation system for the 
city of Torrance, we are respectfully submitting the following input. 

The Torrance Transit System has provided public mass transportation from 
its South Bay service area to downtown Los Angeles for over forty years. 
In the interest of providing the most efficient transit service possible 
in both quantity and quality per funding dollar spent, the Torrance Depart­
ment of Transportation enthusiastically supports the implementation of a 
light rail transit (LRT) system on the Harbor Freeway . While we are 
admittedly not experts in modern light rail technology, the increased 
amount of funding needed for its construction seems to be money spent on a 
substantially more efficient and flexible system than any of the other 
alternatives proposed . 

An LRT system appears to afford a reduction in the Los Angeles Central 
Business District to San Pedro trip time that the Bus/High Occupancy 
Vehicle (HOV) alternatives could never equal. Its on-line fleet size 
(almost half that required by the Intermediate Capacity Transit System 
alternative) would incur annual operating and maintenance costs that com­
pare favorably with those that would be incurred by the Bus/HOV alternatives . 
In addition, due to the high cost of converting a Bus/HOV guideway to 
light rail in the future, it seems most cost-effective to construct an LRT 
system from the outset . 

We believe that the southern terminus of any light rail system should be 
located in San Pedro in order to best serve the City of Torrance. The 
commuters and the transit dependent population in the San Pedro, Wilmington, 
and Long Beach areas would also benefit from easy access in the Los Angeles 
Harbor area . Further, while acknowledging the necessity of an easy CA. 
transfer from Route 91 to the Harbor Freeway at Artesia and Vermont, in ~ 
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future planning CALTRANS might also consider the construction of an addi­
tional off-line terminal at Carson and Vermont. A substantial number of 
riders currently transfer at this point from Torrance's Line 3 and from 
SCRTD's Line 849 to Torrance's Line 1 serving downtown Los Angeles. 
Potentially, these riders would be transfering to the LRT. 

A major inadequacy of the EIR/EIS is that it does not discuss the Torranc~ 
and Gardena municipal system's service in anything other than status quo 
operational terms. The arterial and feeder bus lines to the light rail 111111 

transitway would be essential to its efficiency, and the EIR/EIS fails to 
cover this aspect. At present, Torrance Transit operates four lines that 
could become feeder lines to a light rail system on the Harbor Freeway. 
Lines 1 and 2 provide service to downtown Los Angeles, both accessing the 
freeway at El Segundo Boulevard. Line 1 parallels the freeway on both 
Vermont Avenue and Figueroa Street. Line 3 crosses Vermont Avenue east and 
west bound on Carson Street. ~ 

The final EIR/EIS should include a discussion of the future feeder lines, 
routes, areas to be served, etc., and how these feeder lines would be funde 
to meet the demands of the new influx of riders. 

This discussion might also cover the features of feeder bus lines that 
promote the following mass transportation objectives in conjunction with 
implementation of the rail system: 

1. Relief of traffic congestion 
*reducing accidents 
,'(improving travel time 

2. Improvement of air quality. 
3. Accorrnnodation of future travel demands . 
4. Encouragement of non-automobile travel. 

Thank you for the opportunity to be a part of the planning process for 
improved public transportation in the Harbor Freeway Corridor. We are 
very interested in any future developments and await the final EIR/EIS. 
Please call us at 618-2840 if you have any questions regarding our comments. 

Yours very truly , 

Arthur T. Horkay 
Director of Transportation 

ATH:RM:daf 
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HARRY IIAM ll.E:R 
Supuv i trndt>n l of ,5cfwoU 

Los Angeles Unified School District 
School Building and Facility Services BY RON L. ~ l ~ UALL 

Deputy Di rec t o r 
S chool ];J u,l d,ng 
& Fac,J,ty S er v,ces 

Gardena Bus Garage 
First Addition "B" 

WILLJ AM E. Mc- EL ROY 
DeputtJ D, r ec t o r 
Real Es ta te B1anch 

April 1, 1983 

K. D. Steele, Chief 
Caltrans District 7 
Environment al Planning Branch 
120 South Spring Street 
Los Angeles, Ca lifornia 90012 

Dear Mr. Steele: 

Re: Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
Interstate 110 Freeway Transit - Harbor Freeway Corridor 

We have reviewed the above-referenced Draft EIS to assess impacts 
of the proposed project alternatives on sites owned by the Los Angeles 
Unified School District. In general, impacts such as noise, pollution, 
and circulation problems could be suffered by any of a number of 
schools near Vermont Avenue or the Harbor Freeway throughout the cor­
ridor. Because the project to be constructed has not yet been selected 
from the alternatives, and because the placement of stations within 
the corridor is not clear, it is impossible to specify which schools 
will be affected . We request that the School District be kept informed 
as the specific project alternatives become more clearly focused, in 
order that we may provide you with detailed information about project 
impacts and necessary mitigation measures. 

One alt ernative - the rail transitway - poses a very significant ad­
verse impact on the operatim of the School District's Gardena Vehicle 
Maintenance facility, which is located west of Hoover Street south of 
182nd Street. As described on page III-93 of the EIS, and especially @ 
as shown on the supplemental plan designated as "07(LAllO 09121.5 Harb)or _ 
Freeway Transit 182nd Street Maintenance Facility Feasibility Study ," 
cmstruction of the rail transit maintenance facility as shown would 
entail the taking of School District property and relocation of the 
Gardena Vehicle Maintenance operation to an adjoining site. 
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Page 2 
K. D. Steele, Chief 
April 1, 1983 

If this alternative were selected, it would be vital that any 
replacement facility be completed before the loss of the existing 
facility, in order to prevent disruption of the essential service 
provided by this operation. Also, during construction and operation 
of the rail maintenance facility, significant impacts from noise, 
pollution, and circulation would impair the operation of the Gardena 
Vehicle Maintenance facility, unless appropriate mitigation measures 
were taken. 

Nothing in the foregoing should be construed as consent by the 
School District to a potential taking of its property. Our intent 
is merely to provide you with information regarding possible impacts 
to assist in your evaluation of project alternatives. 

Again, we ask that the School District be advised as progress is 
made in selecting from the alternatives, so that a more detailed as­
sessment of project impacts can be made. 

Very truly yours, 

-.d.JL..-t. ~~ ~ 
William E. McElroy 
Deputy Director of Real Estate 

WEM:ds 

cc: Harry Handler 
Jerry Halverson 
Byron L. Kimball 
Max Barney 
Vince Battistoni 
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Mr. Allan Hendrix 
Deputy Director 
Planning and Public 

Transportation 
CALTRANS DISTRICT 7 
120 South Spring Street 
Los Angeles, California 90012 

April 8, 1983 

RE: HARBOR FREEWAY TRANSIT PROPOSAL E.I.S. 

Dear Mr. Hendrix: 

~l ~ 
AP.R 1 4 lltiJ 

r~ 
R&CS.JVEO 

APR 1 Ll 1983 
Office of Plan. arid 

P..t,. Tn.-:~~-

I am appreciative of this opportunity to comment on the subject 
E. I.S .. 

Having been involved for several years with the preservation of 
one of the most unique and viable urban wildernesses (i.e.; The 
Willows), naturally I was quite interested in the emphasis placed 
on impacts which might be incurred by The Willows under this 
transit proposal. 

I am not sure if Caltrans realizes that there are several more 
little wetlands that need, also to be considered and did not 
appear to be in your E.I.S .. 

My purpose for writing addresses The Willows and a conversation 
that I had with Mr. Chuck Morton. I told Mr. Morton that I was 
aware of many species existing at The Willows which were not 
included in the Appendix F. Mr. Morton then indicated that Caltrans 
was only interested in species currently existing at The Willows. 

Firstly, there are far more species of flora and fauna that ARE 
currently living there than appeared on the Appendix F; and, secondly, 
why would you be interested in species who have recently been impacted 
by activities relating to the joining of the freeways who have left @ 
the area because of the human impact? I have quite an extensive 
list of species who existed at The Willows prior to the Caltrans 
activit:Es at the site. I personally feel that any inventory taken 
at this point would be grossly nonrepresentative of the actual numbers 
and types of species that The Willows can and has supported. 

Page One of Three 
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Mr. Allan Hendrix 
Page Two of Three 
April 8, 1983 

On Wednesday evening, April 6, I made a visit to The Willows 
after work. Clad with plastic bags, jars and note paper, I tried 
to gather as many specimens as possible before the light faded. 

As I walked into the marsh, two pintail ducks shot out of the water 
and into the sky. Their name didn't appear in Appendix F. 

The next morning I visited Dr. Wishard, botany instructor at El 
Camino College. He identified the following species which did not 
appear on Appendix F but do currently grow and live at The Willows: 

water sample: 

Fennel 
Rush 
Wild oats 
Goose (or Pig) 
Cress 
Salt bush 

Daphne 
water fleas 

Foeniculum vulgare 
Juncus several species 
Avena fatua L. 

foot 
at least one specie 
Atroplex 

many large and small crustaceans 

Another point is that Mule Fat was also identified from the specimens 
but was listed as existing at Bixby Slough and not the Willows. 

I have enclosed photocopies of species listing which will illustrate 
the g reat diversity that has been identified compared with your 
Appendi..x F. 

The value of these wetlands, Mr. Hendrix, has to be seriously con­
sidered as biomes of this type are rapidly perishing in urban areas 
such as Los Angeles. 

I am sorry that my visit to The Willows didn't produce more specimens 
but I did not have proper gear to wade into the water and the daylight 
faded quickly. 

I strongly urge that species diversity and wetland values be readdressed 
not only on the Willows but also Bixby and the adjacent wetlands which 
have not been considered. 

In conclusion, let me repeat that the ~.1.S., as it presently exists, 
is inadequate in its c.diressing of· the wetland issue. These areas 
must be viewed seriously and with great care as they are very special, 
fragile places. 
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Mr. Allan Hendrix 
Page Three Qf Three 
April 8, 19~3 

I am hopeful that the E.I.S., as it relates to wildlife values 
will be readdressed. 

I will be absolutely more than happy to assist in whatever way I ~ 
might to make certain these areas are given complete consideration ~ 
and are viewed in depth to ascertain their complete and total 
values. 

Thank you for allowing me to comment on this E.I.S .. 

yours, 

(213) 329-8629 home 
(213) 37808483 work 
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WINTER EIRD-POPJLATION S'TtlDY 

v;11,..,., W~'Yi1::i,-,d ,..,_~~--~--•-,.,.~:,:t ,.·~r I-::0.-:'.''.":h. Lc.c -:-.tion: South G:::.rd~n2. F,1-rk Site•, -~- _.,. ~--~ --·· - ....;;;._.;.;;._., ____ ---
NW c,f interzectic!.1 of Art~rd .. a Blvd. and Vernont Ave., G-1.rd~:~a., Lor. A:1gtJlea 

Co., California; JJ0 5J' N, 118°13' W. C,". ;:.tinui-tvi New. -·-------- S.2~ :; : 2.81 ha a 

? .03 -.crea (i:2:-regular in s~,ape, acre~ee deterniried from map ·c.-u;ed on :paced 

bound..rics and compass r!:adin~). Desc2,~iption .2£ ~• Reu ,;,nt ~-reel of 

a-.tura.l riparian h-.bita.t historically pr..?sent throughout drairr;a,ges 0:1 the 

sout.l'l~D'l California. coast.al flocidplain; such habitat ha.s bt!' .:.::·i ass~nti~lly 

elimi!l-.t1td in the Los A.rigeles 1>i.sin as a result of stre:-1.m c~;,,:-:nolizatic:1 

and urban sprawl. Th• possibility of mainta.llling the study pJ.ot as a natural 

a.rea ia under consideration by th~ City of Garden.t. V,:r~t2.~·-\si Tree::;, 

J-ill. diameter and over, based on five 0.1-acre circul;,.r s.,i.rr;pl·.:!s, 408/--.crs; 

tot-.1 bua.l area. _58.1 square feet/acre. Willow (Salix ~~t:~:ii) co:1stituted 

100% of t.he weedy vegetation, and waa encountered in 4'1.Ch s;.nple. Trr,es by 

dia.meter size cl..a.ss (figures a.fter each cla::.u give nun:i::er of tr-ees/;3crc,, 

relative density (%), 1:asal area. in squ.are feet/acre, r?lativ':! dominanct, (%)), 

A (J-6 in.) 328, 80, 16.4, 28; B (6-9 in.) J8, 9, 5.7, 10; C (9-15 in.) 14, J, 
1 

5.6, 10; D (1.5-21 in.) 20, 5, 18.o, 31; E (21-27 iA.) 8, J, 12.4, 21. Woody 

atema/acre, .5000 (sntirely young willows er broken willow br;-;.nches); this 

figure is undoubtedly higher along the drier bound:i.ries of the plot, where in 

aom~ areas there are dense tangle& of brush. Ground cover 12;""6; Flooded -.rea 

88%; Canopy cover 91%; Aver.i.ge canopy heigj"lt 20 feet (range 15-3.5). Tules 

( Scirous .21?.•) were the only -.d.d.i ti on-.1 s tructumlly ir!rportan t. :plant sr,eci es 

prese::1-+:.; s:na.11 pa:.cl:e:i were e!1countered. b two of the .;~.r,;ple circles, 2..r.d 

f-.irly extensiVd growths occur wi thi.12 the study ploi:.. 'i' ,::i-;,0 .,.._1:~·~:-0.1.: Es;:.entfa.lly 
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landfill. A tiny portion of similar habi t;z.-t, occurio on t:k NE c::iraer of 

Artesia Blvd. a.nd Vermont Ave. \fa.t~r: Although t.ho arc::t is fn;?.inly dry 

during the sur.imer month$, runoff from winter rain~ resul T.s in flooding of 

a.pprox. 8.5% of the plot to •. depth of 2.5 fuet. \r-i.:_,:=.. the-:-:': ---·- Temp('!ra tures 

durfog the count ~ri_od ranted froi:t 4d'F to i :t."F (ttv5. n2,x5..n:.1m t ·.1,~ perature, 

1%.°F; avg. mininu~ te::nperat,.1!:'e lf't'°F'). Tota.l :precipit:i.tion f;:,r tha count :period 

waa0.0S'in.; thia figure.ia below no:::-mal and repres!"nts v. continuing drought 

condition in C..lifornia. Covera~ea Jan. 11, 12, 13, 20, 21, 25, 28. Tot.ala 

8 tripa (2 on Jan. 20); 6 'between 9120 and 10s40 ~.M., 1 from 7:00 - 8:00 

a.m., a.nd 1 from 12130 - 1:15 p.:n. Trips avaraged 55 rninutef. e;;i.ch. Counts 

(average total, followed. in pii.renthe&oa by birds p;Jr squarei kiloDeter a.nd 

birda per 100 acres) House Finch,24 (842,341); Buebtit,.15 (526,21)); Song 

Sparrow, 12 (422,171); Anna.' s Hununi."lgbird,8 (282,114); Whj_t!!-cr:",-med Sparrow, 

7 (247,100); Yellow-ru:nped (Audubon's) Warbler,6 (210,85); Bro:,!1 Towhee,4 

(141,.57)r Cinnamon Teal,J (106,4J); House Sp:irro~,J (106,4J); f~,t.Lil,2 

(69,28); Red-winged ~lackbird,2 (69,28); Lesser Goldfinch,2 (69,28); Fox 

Sparrow,2 (69,28); Mourning Dove,1 (35,14); Common Flick,~:::-,1 (35,14); Ash­

throa.ted Flycatcher, 1 (35,14); Bhck Phoebe ,1 (J5, 14); Hou::-:e krrn, 1 (35, 14); 

Hermit Thruah,1 (35,14); Yellow-rumped (Myrtle) Warbler,1 (35,1t+); Lincoln's 

Spa.ITow,1 (:35,14); Green Heron,+; Green-winged Tea.l,+; l·lhite-tailed Kit~,+; 

Red-tailed H-.wk,+; Red-shouldered Hawk,+; American Kestr:!l,+; }Ung-necked 

Fheasa.nt,+; Allen's Huruningbird ,+; Lo;;gerhead Shri::~ ,+; ',-,'., :~ter.i L~adowlark ,+; 

American Goldfinch.,+. Av!'!raFZ~ total, 98 birds; (;1+;8 pi?r ::1. k::i., 1394 per 

100 a.ere&). Re'.!la:rks: Total species, Jl. Seven s:c~cies Hore ob:;~rvcd on 

every trips Anna•~ hu;r.mingbird, Bushtit, Yellow-ru:;,.ped U·.;ldubcn'6) Warbler, 

H~1.uu, Finch, Brown Towhee, Fox Sp..rrow, and Song Sp:trrow. A i,;in3lo!1 Ash-

:::}.._: ·-· ·:: .~~ 
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atudy plot h&bitat, but were observed flying c7er the area or along its 

bound.z.ries I Killdeer, Ca.lifornia Gull, Ring-billE:d Gull, Rock Dove, Common Crow, 

Mockingbird, Water Pipit, ~d Starling. This project was supported fin;u}­

cially by a grant from the El Dorado Audabon Society. 

ATWOOD, Department of Biology, C&lifomia State University, Lo~g Beach, CA 
' 

9oe-4-0. 
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Ar'H ··'. '1~G~ 

SIERRA CLUB-ANGELES CHAPTER 
2410 WEST BEVERLY BLVD., LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA 90057 

Mr, K.D.Steele, Chief 
Environmental Planning Section 
Caltrans 
120 South Spring Street 
Los Angeles, CA. 90012 

Attn: Ron Kosinski 

Dear Ron: 

(213) 387-4287 
March 31, 1983 

Re: Draft Environmental Statement - Interstate 110, 
Freeway Transit - Harbor Freeway Corridor 

This letter will confirm our telephone conversation this morning in which I 
stated our objections to this study. We find the report well-written, clear 
and consistent with present practice in the field of transportation planning. 
It is the inadequacy of the state-of-the-art with which we must take issue. 

We have three critical areas of concern. First, the report relies on ridership 
projections derived from mathematical model studies. Such studies are c0Dm1only 
used for this purpose simply because there is no other tool. We do not argue 
that their use is nominally improper. But, we wish to call your attention to 
their inherent lack of reliability. Their results, like cigarette advertising, 
should be accompanied by a warning, writ large, that the use of these figures 
may be hazardous to the health of the community. 

All transportation decisions are political decisions - they cannot be other-
wise. Political and business leaders are busy men who cannot be expected to 
understand the frailty of the philosophical basis of logit or gravity modelling. 
They might be easily persuaded, therefore, that the ridership projections @ 
expressed in Table S-3 have some relationship to reality - given lay faith ~~ 
in the magic of computers and expert consultants. ;,TA. 

Our second difficulty is with the price placed on 'automobile trips saved' 
implicit in the figures given in the "Benefit Costs Ratio" column. Automobile 
trips, bus trips and HOV trips are extvemely costly and, if properly priced, 
would certainly provide substantially different benefit/cost ratios. 

The costs of using the automobile have not been properly evaluated, particularly 
with respect to the use of expensive urban real estate and improvements - nor 
with respect to public and governmental services rendered at little or no cost 
to the motoring sector by the overburdened local governments. We believe that 
such costs are well over a dollar per mile. Clearly automobile trips saved - over 
the long term - will save the community, as well as the motorist, billions 
annually. 

Finally, we question the figures for bus and HOV travel (column "Transit" and 
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"HOV"J because we believe that the numbers cannot be effectively carried by a 
reasonable configuration of buses and HOVs. 74,500 bus passengers in the 
corridor will require almost 2,000 bus trips. If these are evenly spread 
throughout the period 7:30 AM to 6:00 PM the buses would pass a fixed point 
every 20 seconds. Peak-hour frequency would be far higher. This is clearly 
an impossibility. HOVs, for the figures cited, would have, at least, equal 
difficulties in capacity and frequency. 

Such a wealth of buses and HOVs wo~ld have an unhappy effect on downtown 
streets; the CBD would be uninhabi.table in rush hour. But we are looking 
at only one such route. At least six equally voluminous routes must be served 
by the same CBD streets. 

The automobile, the bus, the HOV have eno~mous appetites for expensive urban 
space and improvements. If the Los Angeles (read any American city) transportation 
problem is to be resolve<l., the cost of space must be incorporated into our 
studies. 

Frely, 
~~rrnan 
Transportation Committee 

Kindly respond to: 

804 Verano Place 
Irvine, CA. 92715 

(714) 553-0620 
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I April 9, 1983 

Mr. Allan Hendrix 
Deputy Director 
Planning and Public Transportation 
CALTRANS DISTRICT 7 
120 South Spring Street 
Los Angeles, California 90012 

re: Harbor Freeway Rapid Transit EIS 

RECEIV::: ::, 

APR 1 •11983 
Office cf Pb:· . ::: 

f>ub. Tr ·.: ;-: · 

Mr. Hendrix and Mem ·bers of the Review Board: 

I am speaking on behalf of the 36,000 members of Friends of 
the Earth, who have long advocated the development of a rapid 
transit system for the Los Angeles area. We have participated 
in the lengthy discussions of the various alternatives for the 
Harbor Freeway corridor and their impacts in other forums and 
with other environmental groups, especially within the Sierra 
Club transportation committee under the capable chairmanship 
of Stan Hart. 

But there is one issue raised here that those forums, and this 
EIS, have not addressed adequately, if at all. That is the 
serious degradation and impairment of function of the wetlands 
adjacent to the project, and, indeed, the direct loss by fill 
of 3½ acres of Bixby Slough and an undetermined acreage of The 
Willows and other vestigal marshes by eac h and all alternatives 
evaluated by the EIS. 

Inasmuch as UMPTA funding is anticipated, and many state (e. g .; 
Fish and Game 1601 )

1
, ( California Coastal Commission)2 and Federal 

(Army Corps of Engineers 404)~permits will be required[ifor any 
alternative of the project, and since all of the mandate miti­
gation and compensation for wetland and wildlife values lost, 
and, further, that the prOject have no net adverse impact on the 

' wetlands, both NEPA and CEQA require that a full and complete 
report on the status and anticipated impact of the project be 
done. None such is included in this EIS. 

Many studies are available by Fish and Game 5 , by the Corps of 
Engineers6, California State University at Dominquez Hills 7, and 
various civic and conservation groups. These reports and studies 
were reviewed and accepted by Caltrans at the time of the review 

; before approval of the Artesia Extension Project in the north, 
and the PCH improvement in the south. Caltrans promised as a 
condition of permit to maintain the wetland conditions, wildlife 
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Mr. Allan Hendrix 
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values and species diversity accepted at that time in those baseline 
studies. Specifically, those studies which must be included are the 
water quality data (enclosed) taken by the Corp showing the effective­
ness of ~he Willows Wetland i~ scrubbing surface runoff waters of non­
point source pollutants. This degree of effectiveness must be maintained 
after the project. Page 25 by failing to document the existence and 
effect of the prime wetlands effected by the project and the quantifi­
cation of their effect as a biological filter in removing non-point source 
pollutants and preventing their entry in the the water table (see Section 
401, Clean Water Act and Basin 4B Plan) and, hence, our drinking water 
(reference State Water Resources Control Board Decision) into navigable 
waterways of the United States (San Pedro Harbor Corps of Engineers 
Discharge Criteria) and hence into the fresh water and marine biota 
(U.S. Fish and Wildlife), would dismiss the obligation by Caltrans to 
maintain this barrier to the contamination of the hydrologic cycle after 
project completion. 

The EIS addresses the wetlands adjacent to the project as they currently 
are, in the midst of .the Artesia extension construction, with "nearly 
all native biota remove.!11 (pg. 27), with nearly all wildlife driven away by 
dust, noise and intense human activity, (see Appendix F and P. II-27 Para 
1) with the wetlands either drained or allowed to be drained by Caltrans, 
("Small amounts of permanent water ... " P. II-27) all in violation of the 
Artesia Extension a greements. Species lists and baseline studies taken 
prior to the current Caltrans activities showing residents requiring 
permanent water (e. g .; Rana catesbiana) and taken throughout an annual 
cycle so as to document the usage of the impacted wetlands by migratory 
birds are available and must be included.6 With only a few percent of 
the original wetlands in the Los Angeles basin (4B) remaining, and those 
diminishing rapidly, wildlife is crowded into ever smaller space. The 
vital functions of runoff water impoundment, purification and return to 
the water table becomes more stressed. The preservation of gene pools 
of indigenous species in these pocket relics of formerly extensive 
habitat becomes more important. 

Many breeding populations of rare and unique species are found only here, 
and others are isolated here far removed from the rest of the gene pool 
(e. g .; Lampropeltis getulus striped phase). Loss of these wetlands and 
resultant loss of scrubbing capability could threaten endangered species 
such as the Brown Pelican, by the chlorinated hydrocarbons carried in the 
runoff waters not removed before discharge into San Pedro Harbor (P. 31). 
Previous EIS's0uch as Todd Shipyard and Berth 232 expansion, documenting 
impact on marine biota of high BOD, sediments and suspended solids, 
dissolved s olids, heavy metals, inorganic phosphates, nitrates, as well 
as chlorinated hydrocarbons, all of which are removed by the wetlands 
directly threatened by this project, must be included, or at least refer­
enced, and the impacts evaluated (P. 31). 

We must not miss this opportunity to permanently protect what little we 
have left. 
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Inasmuch as the southern portion of the Harbor corridor, and all of 
the wetlands, as shown on the USGS maps are Public Trust Lands, they 
are subject to Public Trust Doctrine. Any and all land use must be 
compatible with this. Particularly with the 3½ acre fill and parking 
lot, this omission must be addressed. This particular site has long 
been a source of illegal dumping and fill, much of it by Caltrans. Since 
there have been no permits issued for fill by the Corps of Engineers or 
California Fish and Game, it must still be considered prime wetland, the 
loss of 3½ acres assessed and a 404 Permit for its fill obtained. 

The wetlands adjacent to the Harbor Freeway, especially those maintained 
by special projects adjacent to the County Department of Sanitation Harbor 
Treatment Facility, will be adversely impacted by any increase in usage 
of the corridor, and their wildlife values lost. This string of wetland 
connecting Bixby Slough to the Willows must be included in the evaluation. 

Finally, Section IV discussed the environmental consequences of the 
project alternatives. 

CEQA and NEPA require that all the areas impacted by the proposed project 
by inventoried, not as they are today, but as they were prior to the 
current Caltrans work. By using the wrong baselines, species checklists 
and environmental conditions, wrong conclusions have ~een reached. Many 
wetlands (adjacent to the freeway) were not even considered or evaluated@. 
When you ask the wrong questions, you get the wrong answers. Friends of~~ 
the Earth believes that the EIR is, and will be, inadequate unless and U&­
until a supplement is prepared which fully addresses the wetlands issue, 
and which fully addresses and evaluates the policies and questions we have 
raised. 

Thank you for your time and consideration. 

Sincerely yours, 
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FOOTNOTES 

1. California Department of Fish and Game requirements for 
1601 Permit 

2. The California Coastal Act requires a permit for the entire 
project if any part of it iies within the Coastal Planning 
Area. 

3. Section 404, Clean Water Act requires a permit. 

4. Discharge in excess of 5 cubic feet per second for the last 
5 months in the Dominguez Drainage at Artesia crossing. (See L.A. 
Flood Control Records.) 

5. Fish and Game field report from 

6. Corps of Engineers' water quality report from 

7. Prof. David Morafka; Prof. Gregory Smith, C.S.U.D.H .. 

cc: Center for Law in the Public Interest 
Attn. : Carlyle Hall 

Sierra Club, Angeles Cn~pter, Conservation Committee, 

Stan Hart 
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SCIENCE 

AGR I SCIENCE LABORATORIES INCORPORATED 

2122 GRANVI LL E AVENUE . LOS ANGELES , CAL IFORN IA 90025 • TELEPHONES 12131 8 79 - 4592, 478-0943 

AOCS REFERE E CHEMISTS, PROTEINS ; USDA LJCENSEO COTTONSEED CHEMISTS ; FDA DRUG REGISTRATION; 

STATE APP ROVE D FOR WATER BACTERIOLOGY, CHEMISTRY, FISH BIO-ASSAY; USDA CERTIFIED MEAT CHEMISTS. 

CLIENT Department of the Army LABORATORY ND. 4589-4595 Incl. 
Los Angeles District, Corps of 

Engineers REPORTED 2/15/77 
P. o. Box 2711 
Los Angeles, CA 90053 RECEIVED 2/10/77 

SAMPLED -------

sAMPLE MATERIAL Marsh water 

1aeNT1F1cAT1aN See Below 

sAMPLEa aY As Submitted 

TOTAL CHEMICAL 
LAB NO. IDENTIFICATION SUSPENDED SOLIDS PHOSPHATE OXYGEN DEMAND 

45 89 A, Upper end of 12.6 1.00 28.2 
marsh, Vermont & 
Artesia 

4590 B, Willows inlet 2.2 0.67 18.l 

4591 C, Willows Marsh 3.2 0.53 10.2 

4592 D 4.6 0.47 20.5 

4593 E, Outlet to Dom. Ch. 2.0 0.40 15.4 

4594 F, Upper end Dom. Ch. 13.0 0.57 18.6 
at Vermont 

4595 G 4.0 0.45 57.6 

NOTE: All values reported in mg/1. 

xr-12 1 FOR .I\GR I SCIEi'ICE L,;?Oi-'A TOfl lf S 

fh,s report 1s submrtted as the con f1 dent 1al property of the Cllent. As protect,on for all parties, we reserve right t o approva l regarding ~ubtica t1on of t he data. conclus1on . or e11.tracts tnerefrorT' 
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man~ement: inc 

April 7, 1983 

Mr. K.D. Steele 
Caltrans District 7 
120 South Spring Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Dear Mr. Steele: 

This correspondence is being directed to you in behalf of the Ponderosa 
Pines Homeowners Association, a Condominium Community, located on the 
east of Vermont Avenue between Torrance Boulevard and Del Amo Boulevard. 

After reviewing the Summary concerning the alternatives for transit 
improvements along the Harbor Freeway Corridor, we, the Board of Directors 
of Ponderosa Pines, wish to oppose the Vermont Alternative designated as 
a Heavy Rail System. 

The environmental impact to our community would be drastic and require the 
sacrifice of property devaluation along with the other physical impacts 
as summarized. 

Your recognition of this "letter of opposition' for our 96 unit condominium 
community or approximately 250 residents will be greatly appreciated. 

Sincerely, 

Board of Directors 
Ponderosa Pines Homeowners Association 

dgp 
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April 7, 1983 

Mr. K.D. Steele 
Caltrans District 7 
120 So. Spring Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Dear Mr. Steele: 

MARINERS PARK VILLAGE HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATION 
23202 SESAME ST. TORRANCE, CA 90502 (213) 549-8997 

Ci. ~ f6 
APR 11 i981 

This correspondence is being directed to you in behalf of the Mariners 
Park Village Homeowners Association, located off Vermont Avenue at 
Coriander, Sesame and 232nd Streets. 

After reviewing the Summary concerning the alternatives for transit 
improvements along the Harbor Freeway Corridor, we, the Board of Directors 
of Mariners Park Village, wish to oppose the Vermont Alternative designated 
as a Heavy Rail System. 

The environmental impact to our community would be drastic and require the 
sacrifice of property devaluation along with the other physical impacts 
as summarized. 

Also, attached are actual homeowner signatures supporting our opposition. 

Your recognition of this 'letter of opposition' for our 393 unit condominium 
community or approximately 1000 residents will be greatly appreciated. 

Sincerely, 

Board of Directors 
Mariners Park Village 

Homeowners Association 

encl: 
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AS PROPERTY OWNERS OF MARINERS PARK VILLAGE CONDOMINIUM ASSOCIATION, A 
CONDOMINIUM COMMUNITY, LOCATED AT 23202 SESAME STREET, CORIANDER AND 232nd 
STREETS, OFF VERMONT AVENUE IN TORRANCE, THE SIGNATURES DOCUMENTED IN THIS 
PETITION REPRESENT OUR STRONG OPPOSITION TO THE PROPOSED HEAVY RAIL TRANSIT 
(HRT) ALTERNATIVE IN THE VERMONT AVENUE MEDIAN. 

NAME 

d.6:/11 

ADDRESS 

I'!-# ~,G_ ?bso~ 
~r/1 ~,146.9~t7_2 

~~, sr -:k-,€:f ,..~~,~ .a-,s02-

!. fc4'1.t. Gr 1r::: -r;,,.r6n,e CA qo502..... · 

~!Ut;, £=,f<bee St # 'c. -r,tt-o,,,,.CA , CA 9~ 

~~;a...::OM~~l(ll!!!t#------'!!Li!:ltJ.L..-,lJ~:-C~W.1,_-¥w..Jl-_µz:~e,aL-..1.JS--ll~S0'2..-
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VENTURA • LOS ANGELES • ORANGE • SAN BERNARDINO • RIVERSIDE • IMPERIAL 

610 SO. MAIN STREET, SUITE 459, LOS ANGELES. CALIF 90014 I 12 13) 628-3358 

April 7, 1983 

K. D. Steele, Chief 
Cal trans 
Environmental Planning & 
Citizen Participation Branch 
120 South Spring Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Dear Mr. Steele: 

We have reviewed the I-110 Freeway - Draft Environ­
mental Impact Statement and have found the document 
to be an important milestone in improving mobility 
in Southern California. 

In this era of tight transportation revenues, it is 
essential that every available dollar be spent where 
it will do the most good. We believe the Bus/HOV 
alternatives listed in the Draft EIS will meet this 
method of cost-effective investment in public trans­
portation and efficiently serve the Southland 1 s 
communities. These lanes capitalize on the grid­
like freeway network and allow transit lines to 
connect with freeway transit services, a system which 
SCTAC has long considered an economical means of 
meeting Southland transit needs. 

I enclose SCTACts brochure describing Freeway Express 
Transit. We believe this concept will be well served 
by the Bus/HOV alternatives described in the Draft 
Statement. We appreciate the opportunity to respond 
to the Draft EIS and look forward to further partici­
pation in the planning of the I-110 Transitway Project. 

Sincerely, 

-itv {'4;¼ /I: 
Lila Cox 
Chairman 

JOO/LC/bk 
enc 1 . 
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Apri 1 6, 1983 

K. D. Steele, Chief 
Caltrans District 7 
Environmental Planning Branch 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Dear Mr. Steele: 

SUBJECT: DP.AFT' EIS Harbor Freeway Corridor Transitway 

~1~1983 

The undersigned homeowner groups in the vicinity of Artesia and 
Vermont oppose Alterna.tive Rail 6 (elevated in Vermont Avenue 
median) because of tremendous negative impact on residences 
along and near Vermont Avenue. 

Before Transit Center development of any kind begins along 
the stretch of Caltrans property between the Harbor Freeway 
and Normandie Avenue, all steps needed to minimize impact on 
surrounding t'e s idential neighborhoods and the Willows wetlands 
must be taken. 

Plans in the EIS for Park and Rides and Transit Stations in the 
91/110 Interchange area are too sketchy for detailed public 
comment. We request notification prior to final plan develop­
ment and the opportunity for public input at that ti~e. 

Sincerely, 

CASSIDY T?.ACT CITIZENS cm,:MITTEE 

~ .,/~ ~ /?:_ ~/ ~ /-.-/ Yt /'\/t-
Betty H ds, 17519 So.Berendo Ave., Gardena, 90248 
Chairman 

3-A:\DEXA BETTER.:·· E::rl' ASSOCIATION 

Jerry ThomaJ_ ~~032 Komori Ci cle, Gardena, 90247 
Chairman ~a 
PARKVU,'W EST.A.TE TOWNHOUSE ASSOCIATION INCORPORATED 

N~ ~her, 17087 South Vermont Avenue, No. 140, Gardena 90247 
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April 5, 1983 

Mr. Kenneth D. Steele, Chief 
California Department of Transportation 
Environmental Planning & Citizen Participation Branch 
120 South Spring Street 
Los Angeles, California 90012 

Dear Mr. Steele: 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the I-110 Freeway 
Transitway Draft Environmental Impact Statement. We believe this 
is an excellent outline of alternatives for the Harbor Freeway 
Corridor. By providing this document, Caltrans has generated much 
needed discussion on improving the people-moving capacity of the 
I-110 facility. · 

We have reviewed the Draft EIS and suggest the following 
items be discussed further in the Final EIS: 

o Facility Need (III-15). The Draft EIS does an adequate job 
of describing the need for a transitway facility. More 
discussion on the role of north/south arterials in solving @ 
corridor problems would be helpful. The document notes 'L'..I 
these arterials (Broadway, Figueroa, Vermont, etc.) operate WF 
below capacity. Short trips should remain on the arterial 
network. How would improvements on the arterial system, 
such as improved traffic signal management, help conditions 
on the Harbor Freeway? 

o Traffic Flow Improvements. Even if a transitway facility ~t§ 
is built, operational improvements wi 11 be required on I -110. V~ 
Suggestions on possible improvements which could be done 
simultaneously with transitway construction should be 
included. 

o Mitigation of Construction Im!acts. The Draft EIS provides@ 
little detail on how freeway low will be affected by the c,~ 
construction of a transitway facility. We suggest that 
this item be addressed more fully since it is one of several 
critical factors for determining which alternative should 
be selected. 

o Freeway Express Transit (III-14). SCRTD has designed a ® 
freeway express trunk-line system in Milestone 9 for the 8 
Metro Rail Project. Data on a similar system for the I-110 
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corridor should be presented. Since, the SCAG Regional 
Transportation Plan will be completed shortly, data rele­
vant to the I-110 project should also be included in the 
Final EIS. 

o Station Impacts (V-2). The station locations will impact ~ 
surface street patterns. The section in the final report on 11..: 
this topic should detail more fully the costs to local 
government for street improvements. 

o Downtown Interface. While the project limits are outside 
the Los Angeles CBD, more detail on this portion of the 
project should be provided. In addition to the projects 
discussed in the Draft EIS, SCRTD has proposed a shuttle 
bus to connect portions of the Los Angeles CBD with the 8 
proposed Metro Rail stations at Union Station and at Seven-
th and Flower Streets. A report prepared for the Los 
Angeles Transportation Task Force suggests terminals for 
freeway transit be located at Union Station and at Eighth 
and Figueroa. Such options should be considered in the 
Final I-110 Plan. 

Preferred Alternatives 

We believe an HOV lane combined with operational improvements 
to the existing I-110 facility is the optimal strategy to pursue. 
Among the alternatives presented in the Draft EIS, Number 7 (III-
21) -- at-grade bus/HOV lane in the I-110 median between Los 
Angeles CBD and Route 91 meets several criteria we judge important: 

o Cost (III-73). The Draft EIS comments that with large 
capacity buses (96 passengers), none of the alternatives ex­
hibit 1995 patronage high enough to justify investment in 
rail transit. In addition, capital and annual operating 
costs as well as cost per passenger mile are lower for the 
bus alternatives. 

o Funding (III-85). Local transit funding can be stretched 
further with a bus/HOV facility than with a rail transit 
facility. The Federal Highway Trust Fund would use 92 per­
cent of project cost for a bus/HOV lane versus 75 percent 
federal funding for a rail transit project. It would be 
useful in the Final EIS to have a matrix showing the dollar 
amount and percentage required from federal, state and 
local funding sources to build and operate each facility. 

o Flexibility. Alternative 7 was chosen among the bus alter­
natives because construction at-grade in the median would 
provide future operational flexibility within the I-110 
corridor. A more efficient technology could be developed 
later which could be incorporated into the freeway without 
incurring the cost of removing elevated structures. To 
lower capital cost, we suggest Caltrans consider in the 
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Final EIS the merits of a peak directional bus/HOV lane at­
grade in the I-110 median. In addition, joint development, 
rehabilitation, etc. along the corridor could become part 
of a widening project. 

We hope our comments prove helpful in the preparation of a 
Final EIS and selection of a project. We look forward to working 
with you on this important issue in the future. 

lb 

Sincerely, 
I ':---... / , I 

U u..., ,._'--( I/ cl..,_ -~,.,_--._l,_~-c-e_-~ 

James D. Ortner, PhD 
Principal Scientist 

pc: Rick Richmond, Executive Director, LACTC 
Mark Pisano, Executive Director, SCAG 
Donald Howery, Director, LADOT 

XI-12 9 



K.D. Steele, Chief 

Ci\.LTR_i.\.NS District 0 7 

En vioronmental Planning Br anch 

120 Sou th Surin g Stre e t 

Los An 6eles, California 90012 

Dear Mr. Steele, 

r ; ··q '· ·t/li'.' ,~ , J.·.; • • 
.l:. 4 .._,~\ " fr . ..,..., , ' , 

M~ 
Janu a ry 10, 1983 

'.!'hi s letter i s in respon se to an a rticle, w11i ch appear- · 

ed in the Los An geles Herald Examiner on January 7,1 983 . The 

o.rticle dealt with c1 CALTRANS proposal to con s truct transitway 

facilities in the :Iarbor Freeway ( Interst~te 110) Corridor be­

tvve en San Pedro and th e Los Angeles Central Busin ess District. 

As a conc ern citizen for rapid transit in Los Angeles, I 

would like to s ay that the Los Angeles area is in dire need of 

a tru e r a;Ji d transit system. I strongly feel that the construc­

tion of tran s i tway facil i ties in the Harbor Freeway Corridor is 

a .s tep in t h e ri gh t direction for the city of Los . .wgeles , a s 

f ar as ra~id transit i s conc erned. I think tha t such a project 

~oul d i elp t o alleviate g rea tly t h e traffic burden that present­

ly exists in t hat corridor. Also, I feel that a light rail line 

con s tructed on the :n edicm lanes of the Harbor Freeway Corridor 
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would be the best and most suitable for:n of transportc:t ion 

for this particular a rea. In conclusion, I would like to 

see this proposed transportation :oroject become a r eal i ty; 

for I feel tha t as the city of Lo s i\n c;ele s enters the dec::i_de 

of the 1980 1 s, it vlill find itself, more th:u1 ever, obli go ted 

to provide it's citizens a true rapid transit system. 

------
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Chief' 
Ci-u.'.;.'J.n.•.3 Jbtrict 07 
.:;;;1virornnental Planning Branch 
120 bouth Sprine Street 
Los A:'1.,~eles , Cal:::.fornia 90012 

Jear Lr. Steele: 

?lease reau m_,v 3xa.miner news clipping and Resume. 

Janua.r.r ll, 19:=:J 

A. .., t :--w '1:::·,,e clipping ::,ortmys , I do:1 't think you should extend the Harbor Bus.-rar 
oeyond t he San Jiego Freeway, but should use the extra construction monies to 
eAte~-:d l eads up t be l!oll ;y',•rooci Freeway, and Santa 1-'.onica Free\t-lay corri<.lors. 

,i r t:.lc of thunb is to never e..,c~.:mtl a transportation corridor to nowhere, espec-
ial:.:.- :/:er. i t i s t ::c Ocean. Feeder buses 1vould gather traffic from the whole 
.harccr r ei=;ion anci intercrw.n.r;e passen0ers to a large p -::. rkinr: terninal at ti1e : .: r ::oT 
': ..:>3.:, J :.e ;;o f·ree·.-ray s intercr,ange. !:ever let a trunk syster.-. compete with a feeder 
c.;:: stc~n -:.cJ 3. very importai1t rule in tra;:is portation. I think the conpet i tiveness of 
; .etropolita::-. Tra:i.sit Aut:-:ority (HY) surfa ce buses with the su".:r.-r.:.:.ys :ia ::; :.1roven t !:J.t 
i:. does r. 't •,.;ork, anri it never will work. 

L.:l.T-er, 1·1hen the Centur;,,· a.::d. Pasadena Freeways are completed; all t hat will rer.ain 
to conplete a :Jus~•1ay i:;.a!) id Transit System for t he Los Ans eles 1-'.etropolitan Re ,r::: lon 
are c:,hc .:;:"nte. :-~onica Freeway Busway to the San Diego Freeway interch2.n cr,e, 2.nd tl ,e 
l-.o2.l:ri·mod l"r3 ::rJay ~u,:r.Hy to Ventura Freeway in.t e rchanr e. 

Jue to e:-:tr8me pote:,ti.al traf fic from San Fernando Valley into the Los Anr,elc s 
JJ. ;j i.YJ., it ·,muld be dse to ;;k.:.ko three (3-5 mile) extensions within the San Fer­
nar~cio /alley frora the Eollywood/Ventura Freeways Interchant.3e, east :md ,:est alonE'. 
t he Ventura Freeway, a. r,d north along the continued Hollywood. Free-.,ra.y. 

I sor..eda::,· expc c:- to see t he Ver..tllra Freeir.J.y and P..a.rbor/San Diego Interchan~es 
f>J.rallelin.':" t !:e peo::=-le movements through Grand Central Station in Hew York ·:it~· . 
I have no idea how the Union Station in Joi,,mtown Los An8eles will handle the 

.::i;,;,lt~:t·.1des of peO!'le t r.at will be descendinc upon that single point. 

Sincerely, 
Jer,ni:c: Fer;";'1son 
4762 .,.caue..r-.::.r 3tree: 
:.o::; .m ,~cl8c, California 9C032 
Tel e;..;hone ( 213) 225-0676 
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12 January 1983 

DAL CREIGHTON 
Alma 7 

Long Beach 
CA 90805 

CALTRANS Dist 7 
Enviromental Planning 
120 S Spring St 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

·t;~ ... - --. 'j_ I ' ' · 'le••• 
1...1 • ~ J." ' 

The proposed route and the purpose of the 
transit spending does not appear to be 
disguised. 

It seems not to be so much forthe benefit of 
the workers as for the benefit of the 
industrial complex in San Pedro 

It does not appear your buffer, Mr Ronald 
Kasinski, would be of any purpose in the 
matter. 

when is it likely that CALTRANS will furnish 
something useful to more prople in the L.A. 
area, rather than to more legal entities and 
the wealthy? 

Sincerely, 

XI-133 

, . '! •• ·• .. . .. ·"' ""\!"tJ 
>•v" ' 





-

~(~~ 
,~r/Ji,u,PJ~1 

l 

XI-135 • 



~ r,u~ t~ f!,e~ ~e--l.,_ ' 

I;;_ C ~ S(:r-'1.•----· \ 'Si--' 
j.,., C<-.. 

0
c.-,2...., I ~-- 1/c. C 1:i.. 

d l.~ ~ ~L ~ ~-~~ ~~ "'--' c_ 

.~"o·~ e-J.. -+-n G----~ - 1/l~._x4d ~~ ~ 
R,_ ~ . j::~"'c) ~ k....,_;;c ~ ~ ""er 

·~~ L.._ t-=· l ~ c~ (["'-<-()·-""- , 

~ -~--r;-~J TL.~ ¼--,,l'lA.- ,G-~,4d r·1-..._ 
C~-'1~~~i-..... Cf4 ·i-t LG.. L {J_q.JJ,.....; - ~ L,:;--,_4. a__... ___ 

~ Tl<-~ "},-,.-~ c~ , C, S-o Is ~ ~ -~ ~ l~ 

I 
, I 



llober-t ~anter-i 
256 S. Robertson Blvd; Beverly Hills, Calif, USA -90211; (213) 659.4210 

14 ;: ~ l 19 BJ -.r REC'D ENV, ~ ~FEB 14 • 

,.... 7 ,'! ., . •.en..-:...e,;.en., 

S.i..n.ce J wr:m. 't Le aide :to a.tf.en.d. .ei-"!:l;,.rvi_ o;. :J;.e. f..li. --!.l..c i''..CC/J...7£.0, r~.e 
a.c.cepi:. .the-6.e c..ar.:.-:ier.J"..,1, ~ut. :)1-e. r....r..o~"-ect.. J a£! a.l~ .i.n. ;,avo/l. o. ~ cb..ir.,;: 
,o0rr •• ei:/~ -0, t./~ .co_,~n.., how.ev_.e/l. '°°,_fiU!. ~ P.J.!4l .:..e /¥~ .i..r:. , u.;u:/, 
.to a.o.61.1/'..e. :t·-..a.i:. :.:r ..e. {-L.n.C:.l, ,uu,u:..t;. .u, .e/,~.e. 

S.ecorul., .the c..a.!>t :to :!:he pa4<>.e,~ r./JJ£l Le .le4o .L"u:zn. dr-i..v..i.ni-· . ~w-J·/,2A. 
• IJ __ :_+ 1 .•. . • . •+! f' _.,_ __ L I 'I' f!~nA " .J.' •• :_+ __ " -'- • 
~ pv.u1-<- ,~a,_, .even 1,J,1.,,,UJ. r J:'..uw.R. .!> .o_p..e-C-UL.. r4"'""'" .;pr.. ....,..e w.u~ -l-:.. .W 

,6.tU.J!, cAeap.e;z, /.a/l. m.e .to dA.i.v.e ~!4eL/- ( doo11- .to doOlt) .i.n. r.u; 2. i. ?.i..le. fUVl. 
~n .c.aA. .to San. ~ ! 

Tll.bt.d, ~- Th.e. ~ l7UU>i. t..e 4fUJh.en. ~ '-au. a,z..e fYWpo~- a 
/Ul..lt. .li.n.e iJvww;h one Or i:Ae. lilC1d ~Ul> aA.e£U, .i.n. Caf...i..,:.OrJl.i.a. {.u.e,7, 
i11.e ru:z::uu, c f- iae. -61:op,6_ ~ nz.emo,U,,(!L, o;. ~ •wLte. ho/vWM> .0 ~:.on.e. 
who hao .f.w.e.d .i.n. UJ.d A.ru;;~ .µ;11- aru; 1..eru;iJi oi~ :ti..r.z.e. J.j. b!Oll don' .t .i.,n.cfode 
4C/i1.e. p,f.a.n. j.oA, .!>01.i..d ~J n.a one w.i.Ll /1.l.de,_;,li_ fi!J-~ ~;;f~r..o 
l1lU.6i:. £..e a.u~ when. fluu; Q.IZA.U.T.e. a:t:. 'Per.Lo c' W-l iJz..eL,; wL£t. h.a.v.e 
111CneJJ .to t.w; .l.u.nc.h.! 

F~ J t:h.i.n,h iJu:z.t s;cu. .dh.ou.t.d U6.e. V -<VUllOnt Av.e. .f-c.,,_ J.Jz.e /UU1. '}ll-i~. 
J .t 11KJuLd. <Ji.u.e .th.e. OA.ea a mu.ch ne.ed.ed .!>hot. .i.n. .the Q/V,/. M fVW~.e 
~ JtCde. £.i; ,t.h,,e ~ an.d. r;o.t oll, .to lm;. li'o.te. wh.ai:. the 
Sa.n 'fJ.le.<;D T IW.t..lev ha.I, done .µ,11. L:t..o 1Wu.te.. Th.e /1.a.n.!,.w;,, ~'J .w a [..ad 
t:.h.o.i.ce. µu a.ru; ciddi. .ti.on.a.l LU.e. !J.e. n.ee.d .eJJ.ell{I- .i.ru:li j.u4t. t,:M. the -eaM>. 

,.N , ~- .i ! .a&-U·, :. 



J _1}-c J~~ 
y--.Q..,.,~ @q, ?O .;>. 9' I 

f"~ . I 3, /9y:._~ 

)-~ . ',, '"" FEB ts Iii 

1 
~~ T • I IO /+~ I~.,,__._ 
~~ I~ Fe~ . ~ 

~ ~:-~ ~ ~ ~ ~ -~ 
~~ _A-...A-. fek ,~>-7-~ ~~ ~/lie V 

->{-,''ci-r~~ , . . 

. ,yJt,,,, /4,,.~ ~ ~ ~ ,._,_ -~ 
~ o/ l'] ~. & ~ 0 C!cJ?J2.. 1 :9 ~ 
• ...-(.-(,~...........J_ U'../ ~ ~ a_.,<L.- !) ,-<--<:-~ddL 

_2-Ju_ j/!.o -~ ~ ~ ~ ~~ 

(4'_ __/4, ~ ~...,,.;, ~ ~ ~. 

Ci..il. ~f ~>-V!_ -{_/.l., ~~ ~ 
~ - ~~ ~ ~ _,u_~ ~ '. . - ; 

_:/-h_Q ~L~~ 9 ~ ~ -~ ~~ 
If . - d '\j<:J · 

~'-/1 ~n-~ ~'--K-" ~ ..,u,~ ~ 
~~- Q_,~ ~'-+z ~u,_,~ l~ • 

~¥/4 r,. 

(f ,,_% 9/.J ,-IL . -tj 

XI-138 



k tJ. Sldl!Jl6 

C,/o C,fl~AJ..S 

/20 ..S. ~P/(/A)~ ST.' 

lA CA 90012-

. Ejty 
~ t . . . ~- .r, - . 

.:c lftl1 ,f5J~~ 'iV /1tr ~~ C!AlJ~l'JS />adt..Jol/tHJ ✓N ,,f ~ 

I/RJ9{.l-<9Ml>J/A/6'JG /JS<,(6". 

.I WIJl{7t) IHtJ,- "'Y ~~ l(~RIJ ~ 19 ~If/(.. 1..,Alk.J ~ 

o,fA} ltJtJ2l> ¥- '~. 7)((5"" A~Vl9Al~6.J ,i/JtS' hlliAlt ~q.s,-7,¥c,Qlt 

lf'6: A.) l6l'A.i1lli6» Acm, ll~ 8) 1PCAS1fJ61) l1i!M/.S1, oth'k:1)J' 

C.) /8CR611S60 ~ l')m,s- Q)J. ~f,/71) Ctmfhlt.1.~) 

~.) A C'l/11~ 7b M ✓AIJO ~ FfJ1l7>/ctm11u{ hlG'1RO RA.1.t.; S'{o16Y>'l '?/If, 

8CRTI) IS I IYJf't.drnt§N"l}AJq-: 

X ltrn rll(AIAJSr aPl)b.J A. (.iq.J/;totl 'i1!//IAJB1TWA-f) anJ YNR-

'-'ST .4S Ir ~ t..J /7ZS' '11> ~tfaftl/211fe8' 41.17t> l)(J"P8"111Mlfte'( <f-

7)(6' /h'HorJP,- tJF Cl#~~ loA/r ~ /1UV:f t.<I~ Cb1?11'~ 

,. 
oPnu,J C, tJr rau~ us, IM n- I.S ~6"" (I.I'1Pf ,.q ,8~AJIJ-,f1t) 

.. 
IAJ/((§1J$ A ~(QUst- s,tauu) 8r u¥J1'0. T}'/16' aP llSP,/JR.. 

:i:- l"G1JJ.- 11/ltr A I'~ 5MftAJ~o/-- ,mPt.it>'Jcr,vn;-D 

XI-139 



@ 
/lA1ucJ1'f o'ttHl'n w1u-- I}() A ~ /tnliJUAlr OF 6<J(J{) 

/ A) leCf;l!J,:/SMJf 7)m- /1MFJ'5' Ael'/t; - d9J)d1VMX,l(!y J l~IAI~ 

1)(~ ~M,M A1R.. QuA(.,,,ry + /J/JlJv11J11U~ If s~ tffP!et~ 

Tl!/t/JSIT l:61l-JIC(5' @fl) /);//lL,f(WS c1F aJMhlU ~, cS~ r 

di}(~ RJti,,_, ,IJ 7)(5" t..A - fsffAJ /#9t)RO c~ ~ . 

J/o'P1A-f 7l) ,teJIL) ~ 'tt}l.( ~ 

8TJtAJ ~a>1J 

~, ;(/. /Jf6W"llne 

~A91rJII CJ9 1/IOf 

XI-14 0 



.:altrans ~.1· . ~: . 
966f .wlrepe t~ o 

..• iJ . ...:iteele 
120 ~. ~prin ~ ~t. 
Los An~eles 90012 CA . RF,();1) ~ 1· 

I -'- tt d · · · t --- t · .i:.ia.,v' P] canno ... a en your nearings, ou wan L o fTO fJ OSe an approac r1 
to the dilemma of public transportation. Recently l read a =speec ~ ty 
a 1<:r. Vincente. It struck me as a very ai::propriate and significar,-: 
stat~ent and it could be applied to our progress as a mobil society. 
Publl?t transportation is and must be a viable force in the= generations 
to come. 

'lihi s is an excerpt from that speech;" In our word drenched sec i e t y 
we need men of action and vision, rhetoric will not solve societys ills 
but vision coupled with action will." This prompts the followin ~ letter 
and I hope is a step toward a different and more flexible tra~sportatiofi 
sevice. 

I saw a hi ghway train used by a Villaie in J is. that had four urits 
coupled together using a steering undercarria6e known as Tru- '.i'rak.. ~hey 
negotiated street corners easily. I dont believe it is to far-fetche d 
to say bus transportation is almost as ri gid as train transportatior: .~t 
is not very flexible so is not efficient. ~he buses used now are not 
feasible most of each day as they are adapted to avera; e daily use. 
Using the concept of a train typ.e system will eliminate the ri ~id sixe 
to a more and flexible use. 

Transportation as it i s being promoted today is falli~ ~ behind at 
a rate which if continued will be impossible to maintafun , because of the 
costs and depreciation factors. A ~100,000.00 bus is obsolete in less 
j;en .. years, and ten years is not to lon z;, for a :~1 orti7.,ation of 2.ny r1.,.tli c 
project. 

I believe and have always believed transportation via bus is t~e 
best way to move people using the existir:g avenue s of traffic. ~rains 
are too ri gid in their use of tracks. The need for extra land is a real 
cost and hard to get. But the idea of train-type transportation is a 
very valid and and can be modernized to such an extent that present 
day hi ghways would be a part of their use. 

'l' ru=Trak is an under-earriage which makes possible the turnin: o::· 
four wheels in such a fashion that any number of units ~an ne r otiate any 
turn a single unit can. The concept is so simple that any al t eratio~s 
needed are just a matter of choic~. The use of such an alternative ~0 

costly condenmation and legal implications is :.!!IIIIIICt not hard to visualize. 
Using a minimum arr.cunt of funds for Rc.,;D would show the feasibili t J 

of this type of people movement. Rigid modes mean more and larter s~ace 
for car parkin ~ , etc. t he train type system would place~~e~hole f reeway 
syster.i within the realm of immediate use. 

I do hope you feel as I do, that we can no longer spend money to 
provide services for some part of the public only. }romotin~ a~ outdated 
and costly syster.i with a short term solu.tion is no way of provi din 6 bus 
or tr_ain service to the people of Los Angeles who::1 deserve a means of 
using the many advantages provided by the city iL cultural aul rec!·eatior,ccJ 
programs. Only a vif.;ior:ary ancJ f1e:x:i tle system v1ill do now and iri years to 
come. 

cc. 
wbw 
saw 
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:.::iincerely 
'h. 7 t . ' lf ~ ir_ee a. 'ho 

c66f .clrepto Dr. 
1,,onterey I-ark 017 54 

Ca. 



T.A .. NELSON, P.E. 
CONSULTING ENGINEER 

TRANSPORTATION CONSULTANT 
2563 Dearborn Dr., Los Angeles, CA 90068 (213) 462-5500 

Mr. K. D. Steele, Chief 
Caltrans 
Environmental Planning & 
Citizen Participation Branch 
120 South Spring Street 
Los Anseles, CA 90012 

Dear 1-!r. Steele: 

February 28, 1983 

MR 3 1983 

The following co::-:inents are presented based upon a brief review of the Draft 
Environr::ental Impact Statement on Transit in the Harbor Freeway Corridor. 

~ anprouiate mode. There are several objectives to attain in selecting a trans~or­
tation mode. In this instance relief of traffic congestion is of prime importance. 
One way to acco~plish it is by attracting the motorists to a superior syste.~ -­
greater speed, reliability, safety, and co::ifort. Rail possesses these attributes 
more than any other ground transportation system during peak periods. The public 
recognizes this, as shown by the Caltrans survey taken in Aueust, 1981, were 
respondents gave the highest percentage vote to rail. 

Total capital costs for rail alternatives are obviously going to be higher than for 
nonrail, but due to rail's greater passenger-carrying capacity and propensity to 
attract riders, capital cost per passenger-nile would provide a more equitable 
co~parison. Also, because of these factors, higher operating revenues would be 
expected than fro:ri a bus syster::., even with buses running on a dedicated right-of-way.@ 
Thus, the nearly equal operating revenues for bus end rail shown in Table III-22 
should be questioned. Other then the TSH alternative, rail has the greatest enere:v ' 
saving, but more importantly, dependency on petroleum fuel is reduced. To serve 
additional electrical energy requirements, the Los Angeles Depart:nent of Hater a.."ld 
Power's new generating plants, Intermountain and White Pine, will be coal-fired. 

The apnropriate operational mode. Ideally, the rail line would be constructed to be 
compatible with Metro Rail for flexibility in equipment usage and through-routing, as 
well as expandability in capacity (Appendix I, page 6, omits this advantage of HRT). 
Realistically, it is doubtful that sufficient funding could be found to pernit 
simulteneous construction of heavy rail along the Harbor .Freewey Corridor and th~ 
Wilshire starter line. 

It is disappointing thet the possibility of LRT as an initial system was eliminated 
from ·th~ Vernont Avenue alignnent leaving only the most expensive mode (HRT) to 
'Compete for selection with L.~T and ICTS on the freeway route. I fail to visualize a 
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T.A. NELSON, P.E. 
CONSULTING ENGINEER 

TRANSPORTATION CONSULT ANT 
2563 Dearborn Dr., Los Angeles, CA 90068 (213) 462-5500 

(L J. Steele, Harbor Freeway EIS, Feb. 28, 1983, page 2) 

signific!ll1t roller-coaster effect developing from a few undercrossings at the nore 
heavily traveled cross streets. .Also, buil:ling the line in oper: cut, either partic::.12.~~ 
or wholly below the adjacent surface, south of Gage Avenue could help to elleviate 
sone enviro:r14ental objections. 

Re;;ardless of the type of rail syste:r.i and alignnent chosen, the sur,;::ort.i.r..£; structurer, 
clearances, 6-"ades, c1;rve radii, etc., should be designed to allow future conversior, 
for ccr::pati bility with 1-'.etro Rail. Hetror,olHan Los Angeles sh01.:ld. not be ,er::.a....'"le:-.tl:­
subj ected to a hodcepodge of technoloGies and track gauges. 

The apnronriate location. As shown in Figure III-14, the mertet areas for the P.arbor@a 
Freeway ::orridor anc: the proposed Los Angeles - Long Bee.ch lig}-:t raiJ. line overle.p. 
Since the lil:elihood of buildinc t:1e latter seems fairly good, locating the He.rbor 
Freeway Corridor route on Verrr.ont Avenue wonld aid, to so~e extent, in spreadi~g 
apart the two service areas. 

Table III-13 shows patronage volur::.es at strctions, veryir..e according to the tra:-;::;i t 
mode. HRT produces the highest volumes at all stations except at the Coliseu,-. ( w::7 @ 
wocld less patrons use the Vermor.t Avenue alignnent statior. at the Coliseu,~ the:: the 
Harbor Freeway station at the ColiseUD?). Since the study was b&sed or.. corridor 
projections, no figures co~pare patronaee for parallel routes within the corridor. I 
wot'.ld cor.jecture that the co:::nercial/residential developner.ts, both present and 
potential, Y!ould generate greater transit volu::ies along Vernor.t Aver.ue thc..n a2.ong the 
freeway. 

Electric Utility Operations 
Manufacturing Quality Control 
of Power System Equipment 

Sincerely, 
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mpr, in these ar-·t!as, Fil , I in9 rem :> va , o ~ t Lt: I i;Jhts 1 th-= (· 11ur·s o " 
oper-·a.--t ion could be .si'",or· t.ene cl so tht:y c,r, i y ur:erRi:P l>EtwP12ri 7:...;.• ; 
and 8:15, th€ r,eaviest cr ;Jf~ic hour•i 0 r · ve SEEi"! ,::,r tr,Ey <.:ou '!,J ,:, .. 
control led by a vE l oc i tv monit0r-· " robf. dde<.t jn tr,E: fr·t!=V1av n {0 a• · thf· 
entr·ance r·am :'.) , ? l €ase r ·espond to?. 1 l in9 mt:? why thE l i9ht.<: or, 
entrance ramps a~~ tim~d the wa y they ar~. t 
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Whitcomb Surplus 
Lines Brokers, Inc. 
3435 Wilshire Boulevard 
Los Angeles, California 90010 
Telephone (213) 385-5265 
Telex 67-3547 

March 9, 1983 

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Cal-Trans Envirownent Planning Branch 
120 South Sprinb Street 
Los At1beles, CA 90012 

Attn: K. D. Steele 

RE: HARBOR FREtWAY 1'kANSITWAY 
17-LA-110 0.9/23.0 

Dear K. D. Steele 

In response to a letter of February 18, 1983, I am 
absolutely opposed to any utilization of the Har~or Freeway 
that would cutback on its use by the 6eneral public iri 
automobiles. That is, if your plan is to allocate one 
freeway lane for the exclusive use of buses, you can kindly 
for6et it. We, citizens, taxpayers, and motorists of this 
state, paid fur that freeway and it be lon6 s to us. not to 
Caltrans and not the bus company. 

We have seen your ideas in action before such as the sto~ 
si0 ns on the on-ramps and intormation signs on the Santa 
1''1onica freeway and, if we had the 111uney that you spent or1 
that, wy;. can fix the potholes on the streets rather than 
increr§e le " a sol in - ta s. 

. ,,,, 0 ~ , 7 

RU~OLPli 

RFW: la 

PS 

Y, UC ,_/ 

1 1: you proceed with the project that involve allocatint', one @ 
freeway lane f or the use of buses at the expense of fl 
tdxpayers, I will move to enjoin you in court fro1n such a 
special interest. 
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Cable "Robin" New York 

TODD PACIFIC SHIPYAHUS ('()H~~~ 

Los Angeles DiYision: P. 0. Box 2:n, San Pedrn, California 907:1:\-02:n Tt•I. 8:\2-:l:\H I (An·a Code 2 t:\) 

March 9, 1983 

Mr. K. D. Steele, Chief 
CALTRANS 
Environmental Planning & 
Citizen Participation Branch 

120 South Spring Street 
Los Angeles, California 90012 

Subject: Draft EIR/EIS 
Interstate 110 Freeway Transit 
Harbor Freeway Corridor 
Comments on 

Reference: (a) POLA FINAL EIR, KNOLL HILL DEVELOPMENT, 
LOS ANGELES HARBOR (June 1978) 

Enclosures: (1) "Alternate No. 1 Route Map" (marked up) 

(2) "Alternate No. 2 Route Map" (marked up) 

Dear Mr. Steele: 

As an affected business, we, of course, have a serious concern with several 
aspects of the proposed transitway construction in the San Pedro area. We 
also feel that our concerns are the same as those of many in the greater 
area community. Our shipyard provides a direct livelihood for approximately 
5,000 families and is an indirect source of income to manyfold that number. 
Our shipyard is also an important facility in our country's National Defense, 
providing for the new construction of a significant portion of our Navy's ® 
warships, as well as a base for their maintenance. And, last but not least, 7{ 
our shipyard contributes to making the greater Los Angeles-Long Beach Ports 
a safe harbor in attracting maritime trading to this area by providing the 
necessary dry docking and repair facilities for merchant ships at these 
ports on their trading routes. 

Our real concern is that the study recognizes our shipyard only as it existed 
in the past - not as it exists today, or as it will exist in the immediately 
forseeable future. The impact of a transitway from the Channel Street/John S. 
Gibson Blvd. station along existing Pacific Avenue and Front Street (highlighted 
in "yellow" on enclosure (1)) is not merely on employee parking spaces (IV-62) -
which we would gladly exchange for employee transit commuting services - but 
in present as well as proposed (IV-35) industrial facilities. The affected 
area at the intersection of Pacific Avenue and Front Street would impact the 
Shiplift Facility presently under construction. The affected area along Front 
Street at the Vincent Thomas Bridge end is a steel plate handling yard. 

XI-14 6 

A S/JHS/0/ARY OF TODD SHIPYARDS CORPORATION 
Executi ve Offices: One State Street Plaza - New York, N. Y. 10004 



TODD PACIFIC SHIPYARDS CORPORATION 

I LOS ANGELES DIVISION l 

CALTRANS -2- March 9, 1983 

Being a waterfront dependent facility, there is no meaning in our business to 
" ... relocation assistance ... " (IV-36). Bounded by the water and the Front and 
Pacific roadways, in recent years our expansion has been to either side. The 
limited amount of growth area in these directions has been exhausted. Our 
planned future facilities expansion - expansion that is necessary to maintain 
the shipyard as a viable building and repair shipyard at the level demanded 
by present naval construction and repair and the maritime fleet, is of necessity 
shoreward. Our continued investment in our facility and future planning has 
been predicated on the realignment of Front Street (marked on enclosure (1), 
and described in reference (a)). 

The transitway construction shown on enclosure (1) rerouted to follow the 
proposed realignment of Front Street would mitigate the otherwise unsolvable 
impacts of that proposed route. 

The alternate route further shoreward (highlighted in "yellow" on enclosure (2)) 
would similarly avoid the impact of the route shown on enclosure (1). Though 
the costs of this route's overpass to the Vincent Thomas Bridge is initially 
costlier than the route on enclosure (1), this expense is insignificant to 
the overall economic impact cost of the route on enclosure (1). 

An elevated transitway for the routes following the Pacific and Front roadways 
is strongly recommended to reduce the safety hazard to crossing traffic, and to 
the bounded properties (free access for fire and emergency vehicle transit). 

We feel that consideration should be given an alternate transitway route follow­
ing the existing freeway approach to the Vincent Thomas Bridge (marked in 
"purple" on enclosure (2)). This route would have the least economic impact 
in the affected area. 

While not of immediate concern to us, we cannot help but wonder why, if the 
transitway route is to continue beyond the Harbor Freeway terminus, it wouldn't 
be logical to route it out Gaffey Street (subway) to the Point areas. Traffic 
indicates that's where the commuters come-from and go-to. Having the parking 
terminus at the Ports O' Call seems inappropriate, and will create a cross-town 
traffic problem. 

We also strongly recommend feeder bus lines. San Pedro has been without a cross 
city bus line too long. 

Vice President and 
General Manager 
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TODD PACIFIC SHIPYARDS CORPORATION 

(LOS ANGELES DIVISION) 

CALTRANS -3-

cc w/encls: Ernest L. "Roy" Perry 
Executive Director, POLA 
425 S. Palos Verdes St. 
P.O. Box 151 
San Pedro, CA 90733 

Joan Milke Flores 
Councilwoman, 15th District 
1052 W. Sixth St., Suite 432 
Los Angeles, CA 90017 

The Honorable Robert Beverly 
27th District, California State Senate 
1611 S. Pacific Coast Hwy., Room 102 
Redondo Beach, CA 90277 

The Honorable Richard E. Floyd 
California State Assembly 
16921 S. Western Ave., Suite 220 
Gardena, CA 90247 

The Honorable Gerald N. Felando 
California State Assembly 
1514 Cabrillo Ave., 
Torrance, CA 90501 
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Caltrans Envir0Th11ental Plannin5 Unit 
12J South~ pring Street 
Los Angeles, Calif. 90012 

A.ttentior,s Mr. K. D. Steele 

Dear r-'..r. Steele 1 

729 Onarga Avenue 
Los Angeles, Calif. 9'.:l042 
March 13, 193J 

I have reviewed. the ":Jraf t Environmental l !T! pact. Statement, Interstate 110 
Freewa.y Transit, Har1.:>or Freeway Corridor", Report Ifo. FWHA-CA-•::A-EIS-32-04-::::J. 

I finj a m.L11':ier of serious omissio::1s that maY.e com:;:ia.rison of the al ter,,a t i ve 
routes di:ficul t. : e numerate several of t h ese below. 

Table 
fa ) >. \ 
l o; 
(c) 

of Stations, S ;:>-?. ecs, Cos ts. 
III-4, "Alternative Operational Gharacteristics", page III-7 omits: 

':'he nu.11l er of stations in each alternative. 
The dis tar,ce ·!:letween each pair of stations. 
Th e a verae;e s:;ieed between each pair of stat:'...ons, including st&.tio:-: 
sto~· t i .me. 
The est imated cost of each station , 
The e~tic"lated C.)St per mile of right-of-way structure. 

2 . :--.. E~ .. )or Freewa"l Traff ic Load. 
1. ?age I-9, paragYaph :i) says "A primary way of reduci.r~g energy us e is to 

attain a h i 5her av erage ho;ue to work trip ve hicle occupancy •• " 'i':: i:=c 

@ 

omits1 @ 
(a) T!1e effe?t of stagge;ing work hours in adjacen t businesses, t~e~e- ,,~ 

by reducing peak tra~fic. r3~ 
( ':::> ) The effect of shifting trucks to off-peak hours. 

2, Figure E-E opposite page II-15, a.hows the "Harbor Freeway Corrido:::­
Gha:cacteristics", curre:. t and as projected for 1995, 

(a ) Y:1e chart ::>mi ts any statement as to whether the loacls s !-Jo· ... T ! &.:::-e ®'A 
av e!'."'~ge3 for all days of the year or whethEr they are for ~- ,.,. 
t~vular days • 

( b) The "1 9?5 Projected Congestiori'' does not state t:ie 1.:Jasic assu.::r.-::: ­
tio~s fyo~ which t hese loads were cal~ul~ted. 

J. Ef:ect 0 !1 0urrent ?eside:1ts. 
Fo.€e :-:- says ",.45,':f of t he corrioor population is either tL"'lder 13 years 
o: a g e or over 65, one t:-iird of ~e po}JU.lation is at poverty level and J2:;; 
of t he occupied units house a family with no automobile •• transportation ~o 
jo·::is , s hoppirLg a.J1d services becomes an uportant issue .. '' 

Page ::-6 says "The i ncome of t he people in the study area is substantially 
be2.ow the comty median, ,The u nemployment rate is substantially higher., 
Many receive sooe fom of ?Jblic assissta."'lce," 

':':-,e bottom o: page II-1 0 says "3et-..een 1970 and 1977 the number of l~o:.:.s:..:; :e: 
,..:...77.::. ts in tile si:,-..:.th cen tral and :southeast d:.stricts of Los A:-.§'elec:; decline:i 
t y 2:.,552." 

XI-14 9 



-2-

And, page I-11 paragraph~ says "Continued growth in the i,os An:seles 
Cer,tral :Business Jistrict will cause \ ncreased congestio!! and delay •• 
(See Figure I-2) •11 Figure I-2 1 "r-iajor Development. Areas in Downtown 
i,A, 11 shows new office buildings, hotels and luxury condos in 3unker 
Hill and elsewhere. 

In :Sunker Hill, the Community Redevelopment Agency 1estroye::l 4000 zr.oderate 
i:-:c0:r1e res id e:r,ces while su os idizing weal thy hotel-owners, office buildings, 
ba:-.ks, a:,d oil companies with tax-money, Similarly, CRA destroyed a Japanes e 
neigh·o:irl:ood ii~ Little ':'okyo. CRA has never issued an Annual Report accoun ting 
to the pu:;lic for the many millions it has s pent , 

S.x:i,2 1,uestions whici ·: the :Jraft Report does not ans·.-eri 
(a) lio...- will l0i,-i:--1come residents now livin~ in t:.-ie (;Orridor area benefit 

fro:n su·:>sidies to costly c:::,J hotels, office-":)UiU.ings, condos? , . ' , ~) W:r'.lld a h?.1 t t ~'1 su·::isidy to weal tty c::;J propert~·-o·..r::,ers, some cf wr10::i 
c.re foreifT, nationals, reduce projected 19)0 :ree· .. a:.- loads? 

( c ) Koul-:l t :-.e c •:>rr:.. .~or :residents be ·:::,etter off if 2. :;,::;rtio,! of CRJ..' s 
su·::isi-:i:..es -t.o we2.l t h:; prcperty-own6rs were \..csed to re:iuild the th o--1sa:.1ds 
o: ,:iHell:'...,:~·s :~ has destroyed? 

rrF 
- ;,01l:1 a~_.-;::,~_,c•c:'... ;::.te 2. C"T'\ .. J.he f-in -=•l D,,· .. ,,she" - ,;,;,, - . ..,, r ·,},,. .... ;. . ...... . c;., .i.!,.A. --'.J....i. ... 1 

3 ,;- ~a -tvr ::i8 ·.-:'.. -:3 E) ·:,ert::. 1 Sa crc.1n en to, Cal if. 
:-ic-~ -• E.3er: .3.:c-i:., :i.A. ~it~: 0ouncil 
::::, ? , Fer,·,;c. nde::., C;:c.:·.~:,i :,~: Jeve.lopr:ien-t. '.:::>:-..li ~io:·. 

XI -150 

~. . .:::. :·jcereJ.:: j")U.r s , 

,¼~{ +Y--~J 



fvVL. Kw. Ster.1.e 
Cal.-T!ra.r~ 
Vep.vr.,tmer.,t o 6 TJr . .a.nl por~.:m. 
120 Sou.:th Sptw,.9 Stll.ee:t 
Lo.ti Angele.ti, Ca.llooJuUll 

90012 

Gcnftemen, 

Malr.c.h 12 , 19 8 3 

1-i_~ (~ 
I 

MAR f5 1983 . 
Sen l~. ]..LUjadn. 
314 5 A-tl.a.11,-Uc. St'ti! e:t 
Lo-6 Ange.f 26, C.1U6otYILia. 

90023 
(213)262-7 _15:J 

I ho.ve 6otmd -lt .lnpeJl.aUve. that I ,a.6 a cltlzen 06 t.fUA c.orJmu.n.-lty i..r:.jec.t 

.t.ome. 06 my own pe.Mona.l oplni..an.6 .1r.ea.ga,t.:llng th,i.6 .w.t.u.e.. '.JJh,i.-te 1 do not .fr. a.r-.y 

wa.y -<.r.te.nd .to jcpJtodi..e.e the o.hr.eo.dy ma.de. pf.a.n..s 06 :tkl~ de.ve.t.opeme.nt, 1 do 

howeve,t (,ee.d .oome. -i.mpolLta.YLt a,~pe.cu o[ 11.aii.t. TJta.Mlt ve. ... ,eeo;oeme.nt:JL h.a.ve. be.er:. 

oveJrl.oor-cd and maybe ig~oJte.d. 

CrJ:-r,u:ntJ hc.t a.c.r..,i,e.1,•e.d :the. hlghu.t '!.e.ga,tcl f!f.n:n :the rJ:t..fon a& the. 

de.vel.ope.me.nt ar.d ma.£.n.tanenc.e 06 .thl-6 .o.ta--te. h,lgr:.1A.'a.y 6 ~1~te.m, T fee.e .thf1.:.t. {o'c 

.tr.r..,tJJ:. (Ca,l-Tl'..a.rt4) a.n4VJ. t.:ta~{: -6r..oued be. c.or;r.n~_nde.d, hcweveJt, 1Jor"1
/ r1cu. 

:thi.n.tf. J:.ha . .t .-lu.plic.a..tJ.r:.g l'the.Jt mod~.6 06 tJr.a.rt-6pcta.lJ..011 ,v., net-.ti..."LJ tt U.ti.Pe. 

aJLe. fil..a.rk.e.d b~r ma j nit li.a.Ltlc.oad :tJ,ouJI..O oCA.e~ C.Ortti..Y?.g i.ntt, the. aJr. ca.. Th.e p.to po.MA 

60/I. tJ~e. !-lalr..bolr.. Co1r.udc'r i.1; al.i. .. &o ~pUc..c-:..t.fon 06 al.1tMr!y c;y).,t,:t)n.g hw., ,..,A~ytP.1), 

. 1 ' b . P • d ., • + .,.;,. rf ' • ' t1 'tJh · fr T ,(.,6 M f> lili.!1 e<.n9 a.pp,u,e, a.LOO ,vO -v~e. . e,6<,_gl'l,(.n_g 06 f}O!t.'1. p>r.opoU'..t. , A.r .. . 

~•;u;1h a...!i .-:1..!.c.h aJ M .IJ 'a loaded boxc.cvr.' to ~ .6u.c.h an ou.tda..ted mode 06 

,t,,-..c-..ri..6pol'~lon? T'm ha.vhtg a mo-6t di66,i.c.LLt.t .time th,£.nfu.ng tha...t u.nde.1tg1to1utrl .1..& 

:the. wa.y to achei..ve an e.66e.c..t.i..ve. .oq-6:te:rr, a.t. oppo.6ed. to an aboae-gJtou.nd du.lgn, 
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Pa.ge 2 

a.gm 1tepeating the Ea.6.t Coa.6.t wl.th a1.t Ui. bad :.t.Jea:the.11.., ftM)U?Y-d.ou.!i iY1.6uttr .. ,:tion 

and w.bW:., J u.buJc.bru'! P"..O blP..rr.6 • 

F1t....in.h..itJ, 1 don' .t :thlnk Ca..Li.60"...ru.a. ,i.}; doomc.d to the oc.e..1.11, bu.t I wouldn. ':t 

want t.o b? .. Wtde,,..g.,...ou.nci when :the "Bi..g ~Jnc." h.Lt6, d !l.!ouf.d -6 ecm tc me a.nd yowr. 

.6:tan £ :~b ;.. Cali6o.,...nlcr. -W ph..One.d tc eaA.thqu.a.fa:-6 , ~e unde1tg.tow1d idea. ,Wt 

.to me 1 
1.:.ttea.tb1.g a ,t1ho£e. me.6.6 o1 r.)l•..oblPm6 601t :the Sta.:t<t 06 CaU£01trr.J...o.. a.n.d 

.6hould be. abandoned. Ca.n 't th.Cite be. .6ome wa.tJ the S.ta..te. 06 Ca.i'-4o"...n.la. c.a.n 

bu..U.cl :tn 1i.baacg:ww1.d .ly-0.tcm the wa.y 1..:t bu.U..:t the F1tc.eJ1JatJ Sq6tcmf ,-. .-_ 

J.f :ei gettlr.g a. gl.i.mp6e o0 the. Ho..1tbo1t Co-"JU.dot:. PJUJpo.6!1.l a.n.d the 

pla.nni!d :d.op-6, ~>hy wo1.d .. d a.nyone w.f;tJ-d ... n. a. .6a.y 1 :t.w mile J1.1t1i..i.l..lJ' c~ .the. 2-ltq 

.... I . . f -~ ' , ,. • .... • I) I J d pf. . . t ,,,, '/ ~,. - ~ ,,Y.~<:. YL .)/.( .t.~ r.. r,"' l10~.I .,<...(..C/l..,.. _1.!,_'1.r1e/u . a.n '.ilH>U.t7.C f!OIY'1l--l. e.el\ . ri.,_,_ .{. te. mot1te.V, -<..n.e«. 
- ~ I • , •J , -

C!
: ;' .. _,.f,1 n..,., ........ .., ... _ .. , 

be. pltCAe.ti,.ted .to the per.;,; .. -!. i 05 -~ou.tfw..:in. Cal-l0o.ft.'11,La.? It'-<• .tune the whole al:.ea. t't6 
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W.lt.h cdt 06 .the. batto.t mea.6~'..e.6, "F,·eviNd.y 11.l,je.c.tc.d by t\,2, tc?..opl~ Ol ;,1--U,€~vrn.l4 

.lt'.6 .tune th.a.:t we. , togdheJL, d!lvtlope Jome. fd.nd of, .:onc.c.niocu. OJr. m:J1c~;te. 

1 f1.cp2, ,~fi.c;t 1 ;-;., .. ve. giver. J:.c Ca..l-:Uulnl> a.ncl :the. f e.pa.1'...tmer.t c & Tft..a.~ po.lLt.'.Z.:tlon 

-6or.1e. k..lno'. ou ,£de.a. tc £JO on a.nd be.come i , ttc.c.e..6.6 6u.t .ln a.chJ.ea.lng MrJ..& T1c..ctnt.po.t.a..ti.on 

cc 
F,t.u,[df'!.n,t P:on:d'.d ue.~~aru1 
Gove.Jtno-'t GeoJtge V01tkmej-lan 
,,,, 1-,,.l ~t1,,,!',, {('4')_ fk_.,,, i 
1l"'"-• f..,'i.'J •~, -. ,,.~._. - 1.i'v ·~ • Jf,...t, '.,.,~ J 

Cou.nc...Uma.n AILt Snydvr. 

Uitc.r.i:.ty, 

~~~o~~ 
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LAW OFFICES 

BREIDENBACH, SWAINSTON, YOKAITIS & CRISPO 
A PARTNERSHIP INCLUDING PROFESSIONAL CORPORATIONS 

888 WEST SIXTH STREET · SUITE 1400 · P.O. BOX 57936 · LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA 90017-2787 · (213) 624-3431 

FRANCIS BREIDENBACH' 
HOWARD D. SWAINSTON" 
LAWRENCE W. CRISPO• 
DONALD A. WAY" 
WM. F. RYLAARSDAM• 
DONALD F. YOKAITIS• 
WAYNE R. SIMS• 
STEVEN J. RUBEN" 
JANICE A. RAMSA Yo 
HOWARD L. HALM• 
STEPHEN H. HUCHTING• 
JAMES R. ROBIE 
EDITH R. MATTHAI 
GREGORY D. BISTLINE 
JAMES P. CARR 
JAMES KEVIN MEENAN 
JUDY J. JOHNSON 
GARY HAMBLET 

THOMAS A. KEARNEY 
ROBERT 8. VAN DYKE 
WILLIAM LARR 
DANIEL J. BUCKLEY 
JAMES 8 . COHOON 
JOSEPH W. FLETCHER 
RICHARD F. LUNETTA 
RAMONA L. KYLE 
MARY E. ROYCE 
THOMAS C. CORLESS 
PHILIP D. PEATMAN 
JEFFREY S. MOORAD 
SCOTT S. THOMAS 
LORNA R. FRANKLIN 
SHERYL S. LAYNE 
JOSE L. PADILLA, JR. 
MICHAEL J. O'NEILL 
CATHY J . ROSS-PERRY 

'A PROFESSIONAL CORPORATION 

Caltrans 

March 18, 1983 

Environmental Planning Branch 
120 South Spring Street 
Los Angeles, California 90012 

Attention: K.D. Steele 

RE: Harbor Freeway Corridor 

Cal trans: 

ORANGE COUNTY OFFICE: 
550 NEWPORT CENTER DRIVE, SUITE 900 

NEWPORT BEACH, CALIFORNIA 92660-7066 
TELEPHONE (714) 640-1560 

PLEASE REPLY TO 

LOS ANGELES OFFICE 

I have been a commuter traversing the entire 
length of the Harbor Freeway on a daily basis for the 
last eight years. My occupation also calls for me to 
drive other freeways in this area and I am, therefore, 
personally knowledgeable regarding the traffic flow and 
traffic volume on the freeways in the Los Angeles area, 
particularly the Harbor Freeway. 

The Harbor Freeway, both in the morning and 
in the evening rush hour periods, is far less congested 
than is the San Diego Freeway in either direction. In 
the morning rush hour, there is seldom any congestion on 
the Harbor Freeway northbound until one reaches Century 
or Manchester Boulevards. At that point, even on a con­
gested morning, the downtown area is reached in 12 - 15 
minutes. There is rarely any congestion encountered in 
the morning hours south of Imperial Highway. 

Current construction operations in connection 
with the Artesia Freeway Interchange have caused congestion 
which did not previously exist. Prior to such construction, 
there was seldom any congestion southbound during the evening 
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LAW OFFICES 

BREIDENBACH, SWAINSTON, YOKAITIS & CRISPO 

Caltrans 
Environmental Planning Branch March 18, 1983 

Page 2. 

rush hour south of Imperial Highway or El Segundo Boulevard. 
Rarely, unless there is an accident, is there any congestion, 
either north or southbound, south of the San Diego Freeway. 

For these reasons, I suggest that you follow 
Alternative "D" and "do nothing" to interfere with the 
current flow of traffic on the Harbor Freeway. I would 
particularly object to Alternative "A", as Bus/High Occupancy 
Vehicle lanes have proven to be failures on other freeways, 
and certainly are not needed on the Harbor Freeway. If a 
rail system is contemplated, I strongly suggest it be con­
structed on Vermont Avenue, rather than on the Harbor Freeway 
which would create a dangerous hazard and inconvenience for 
several years and, without doubt, be productive of accidents, 
injuries and loss of life all of which would be totally 
unwarranted. 

The Harbor Freeway has several alternative north­
south routes available, i.e. Figueroa Street, Broadway, etc., 
to motorists in the event the freeway becomes congested. In 
my experience, the San Diego Freeway has greater traffic volume 
and far, far more congestion (whether the direction be north or 
south, or the time be morning or evening) than the Harbor. The 
San Diego has no practical alternate routes for the frustrated 
commuter to use. 

In conclusion, compared to other freeways, the 
Harbor does not present a significant commuting problem. 
Your efforts would be better directed toward solving the far 
greater problems which exist in connection with traversing the 
San Diego Freeway in the area between the Long Beach and Santa 
Monica Freeways. 

Very truly yours, 

DAW:rrnt 
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Col~rq,...,s FnvirnnwnntP] FlPnnina Bro~rh 
• ?n South Sprina StrP"'t 

11'"'\S ,t,,,...,a 0 l 0 s, CPJ.ifnrnici O0n 1 2 
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ThAnk you for considerin~ my opinion. 

V 0 rv truly yours, 

Jf44 s. PRrker StrPPt 
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RESPONSE TO GERALD N. FELANDO 

1. The comments included in Mr. L. M. Thorell's (Todd 

Shipyard) letter of March 9, 1983 were evaluated and 

considered during the selection process. 

RESPONSE TO DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT 

2. Potential impacts related to the transit stations and their 

accompanying parking facilities, on residential areas in the 

vicinity of these facilities, are addressed in Chapter IV, 

Section M (Station and Parking Impacts). These impacts will be 

associated with changes in traffic and parking pat~erns in the 

residential areas. 

Demand for parking for the recommended alternative (Bus/HOV 4) 

will ultimately exceed the number of parking spaces supplied at 

some stations. Consequently, some parking will spill over into 

the surrounding areas, creating more traffic in these areas. 

While the traffic has minimal affect on commercial and 

industrial activities, residential areas in the vicinity of 

Carson Street, Rosecrans Avenue, and Slauson Avenue will be 

sensitive to increased parking demands and would be adversely 

affected. To alleviate the impact of parking demand, new or 

expanded parking structures on the existing sites would be 

required to meet the new demand. 

RESPONSE TO DEPARTMENT OF INTERIOR 

3. Caltrans is aware that the Willows, Bixby Slough and Harbor 

Lake are biologically significant fresh water marshes. 
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The recommended alternative, Bus/HOV 4, would have no effect 

on Bixby Slough or Harbor Lake. The transit station/parking 

facility at the Willows (Artesia Boulevard) has the possibility 

of an indirect impact upon the Willows. These impacts and 

mitigation measures are outlined in Chapter IV, Section D. 

RESPONSE TO REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD, LOS ANGELES 

REGION 

4. Bus/HOV 4, the recommended alternative, will not impact 

Bixby Slough or Harbor Lake. However, it does have the 

potential to indirectly impact the Willows. The parking 

facility/transit station will be designed in such a manner as 

to drain away from the Willows. This may include the 

construction of new storm drains at the northern edge of the 

facility which would tie into the existing systems under 

Normandie Avenue and Vermont Avenue. If these drainage systems 

are incapable of handling the additional flow, then a new 

drainage system would be constructed with a direct tie-in to 

Dominguez Channel. All plans for the proposed system will be 

reviewed by the Los Angeles County Flood Control District and 

the Regional Water Quality Control Board as necessary. 
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RESPONSE TO CALIFORNIA HIGHWAY PATROL 

5. The additional enforcement needed for the Bus/HOV 4 

alternative should be at a level comparable to that of the El 

Monte Busway on the San Bernardino Freeway (I-10). Safety, 

maintenance and emergency activities should also be equiva­

lent. The installation of barriers and sound walls will be 

designed and constructed as per interstate requirements. 

Caltrans will inform and consult with the divisional CHP 

commander as to the manner in which the construction, and its 

accompanying detours, will be dealt with. 

RESPONSE TO LOS ANGELES COUNTY FLOOD CONTROL DISTRICT 

6. See Response number 4. 

RESPONSES TO CITY OF LOS ANGELES, ENGINEERING 

7. The Caltrans staff for the Harbor (I-110) Transitway Study 

was informed by the City of Los Angeles staff that they were 

conducting a study to determine the feasibility of providing a 

new local connecting roadway and freeway ramps (north-bound on 

and south-bound off for Capitol Drive in San Pedro). However, 

a formal request was never made for the inclusion of the new 

connectors as part of the FEIS for the recommended transitway 

project. 

Securing approval of a new public road connection to an 

existing interstate highway is a lengthy process. Much of the 

responsibility rests with the requesting local agency and must 

conform with the current state and federal guidelines. 
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A formal request must be made by the local agency. This will 

initiate a project study by Caltrans' staff to determine the 

feasibility, need, traffic safety, cost-effectiveness, 

possible cost sharing, priority and submittal to FHWA for 

approval. 

Caltrans stands ready to assist the City of Los Angeles' 

staff in anyway to complete this study to determine the need 

for the new connection at Capitol Drive in San Pedro. 

8. This right-of-way parcel would only have been needed if 

Rail 6, the Vermont Avenue alternative, was selected. As 

Bus/HOV 4 was selected, this parcel is no longer needed. 

9. All of the Historic-Cultural Monuments mentioned under 

this point are outside of the APEI as established for this 

project with coordination with SHPO and the FHWA. 

10. Chapter 4, Section R does describe the visual impacts of 

the transitway and the transit stations on the Harbor Freeway. 

There are no impacts on the State and County Scenic Highways. 

The transitway will not impact Wilshire Boulevard, Johns. 

Gibson Boulevard and Harbor Boulevard. The only impact on the 

additional designated city's scenic highways will be the 

elevated transit structure in the cut sections of the Harbor 

Freeway. The scenic view would not be significantly impacted 

by the recommended alternative and no other impacts are 

noted. 
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RESPONSE TO CITY OF GARDENA 

11. Station/parking facility impacts are addressed in the 

"Transit Station Traffic Impacts and Mitigation Measures" 

provided by the City of Los Angeles Department of Transpor­

tation, September 1981. The information is also included in 

Chapter IV, Section M of the FEIS. 

12. This study limited itself to the Santa Monica Freeway 

(I-10) as its northern boundary. 

Extension of the transitway to Union Station was investigated 

during the initial stages of the alternative analysis process. 

This extension was eliminated for the following reasons: 

a) Unable to achieve acceptable design standards 

b) Increased capital costs 

c) Severe social, economic and environmental impacts 

in the downtown area. 

13. Bus/HOV 4 is a bi-directional transitway which would 

provide congestion relief in both directions in both the A.M. 

and P.M. peak periods. 

14. All of the municipal operators which utilize the Harbor 

Freeway would be able to use the transitway. 

15. The east side of Vermont Avenue is not feasible as a 

transit facility for a variety of reasons, including but not 

limited to traffic circulation and the cost of right-of-way. 
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The Draft does include information on and mitigation measures 

for air and noise pollution at the proposed Artesia Station. 

16. The Redondo Beach Boulevard site is not feasible for a 

transit station for the following reasons: right-of-way 

acquisition costs, relocation of residences, disruption to the 

community, land use compatibility and its close proximity to 

the 91/110 Interchange. A feeder bus line on Redondo Beach 

Boulevard is not as practical in serving other communities, 

such as Compton, as would be Rosecrans Boulevard. 

RESPONSE TO CITY OF LONG BEACH 

17. Additional information pertaining to the LA/LB LRT line 

18.&18a. 

has been included in Chapter III of the Final under Section F. 

Relationship to other Transit Projects. 

RESPONSE TO CITY OF LOS ANGELES, DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

The station sites mentioned will require some TSM type 

improvements such as signalization and bus turnouts. At 

these sites, necessary improvements are considered as an 

integral part of the Transitway Project and are not handled as 

mitigation. All improvements required for the increased 

traffic flow and circulation at station sites will be made. 

These improvements are discussed in detail in Chapter IV, 

19. CALTRANS has deleted the opposition statement since th~re 

is already 100 feet of right-of-way. 

XI-162 



20.&21. These two statements regarding the LACBD Dis-

tribution Study and the LACBD Rail Implementation Study 

have been noted and the appropriate revisions incorporated 

into Chapter III, Section Hand are further discussed in 

Chapter IV, Section M. 

RESPONSE TO CITY OF LOS ANGELES, CITY PLANNING 

22. According to the City of Los Angeles modified General Plan 

the freeway alignment appears to be very much consistent with 

proposed centers located at Manchester and Broadway. 

23. Information on joint development and value capture was 

obtained from a study titled, Harbor Freeway Corridor Joint 

Development and Value Capture Project, Blaney-Dyett, Urban and 

Regional Planners. March 1980-May 1981. 

24. Contact has been made with the city and coordination 

continues on these projects. 

25. The transitway is designed for line haul commuters to and 

from LACBD and would provide improved local feeder bus service 

to the community centers. 

26. This is addressed in the Harbor Freeway Corridor Joint 

Development and Value Capture Project, referenced in response 

#23. 
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27a. 

27b. 

27c. 

The majority of the freeway widening is in existing 

right-of-way. See Chapter IV, Section K. 

Due to some local agency and community interest, the 

Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) agreed to fund the 

study of an off freeway transit alignment for comparison 

purposes in the Harbor (I-110) Corridor. However, it was 

stipulated that the study would be limited to one alignment 

and mode. Since the Southern California Rapid Transit 

District (SCRTD) had already considered heavy rail transit on 

Vermont Avenue in their Wilshire Metro Rail (HRT) Study, it 

was determined, after considerably staff investigation, that 

with minor modifications the Vermont Avenue alignment studied 

by SCRTD would provide a reasonable comparison with all the 

I-110 study alternatives. 

While the exclusive guideway limits are different for 

the bus and rail alternatives, all capital and operating costs 

were calculated for the project limits between the Convention 

Center and State Route 47. 

In order to eliminate the perception of any bias for the bus 

or rail alternatives, updated capital costs have been included 

for all alternatives between the Convention Center and State 

Route 91 Freeway. These costs are presented in Chapter III, 

Section Hof the FEIS for comparison with the project 

alternatives. 
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28. This would be taken into consideration at the design 

phase. 

RESPONSE TO PORT OF LOS ANGELES 

29. The concerns about the Ports O' Call alignment impacts 

are well founded and were taken into account during the 

selection process in which Bus/HOV 4 was chosen. This 

alternative will not impact the Ports O' Call area. 

30. The correct name for the California Least Tern is Sterna 

antillarum browni and has been changed in the Final. 

31. The recommended alternative would travel in mixed flow 

traffic lanes on the Harbor Freeway in the vicinity of the 

Fault. This would not create any additional seismic hazard 

than that which already exists. 

32. A noise profile will not be performed at the Ports O'Call 

area as the rail alternatives were not selected. 

33. Pedestrian/Vehicle safety impacts are addressed in the 

"Transit Station Traffic Impacts and Mitigation Measures", 

which was prepared by the City of Los Angeles, Department of 

Transportation, September 1981. 

34. The increase in emergency service needs will be addressed 

during the design phase of the project. 
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35. There will be no elevated structure in the San Pedro area 

with the recommended Alternative. 

RESPONSE TO CITY OF COMPTON 

36. SCRTD will coordinate with the local operators to 

determine the level of service required for the feeder 

service. 

RESPONSE TO CITY OF CARSON 

37. These considerations will be investigated at the design 

stage and be incorporated if necessary. 

38. The 1 to 2 year closure period mentioned in the DEIS only 

refers to Bus 7 or Rail which would have required the 

reconstruction of the existing ramps and the Carson Street 

ove~c~ossing. Bus 4, the recommended alternative, would not 

require the reconstruction of the overcrossing and only minor 

modification of the Carson ramps. These modifications would 

be staged so as to reduce the time of closure (if any) to an 

absolute minimum. The exact amount of closure time will not 

be known until the final design work has been completed. 

RESPONSE TO SCAG 

39. A detailed funding plan has been developed and is 

incorporated in Chapter III, Section H. Assistance from SCRTD 

and Los Angeles County Transportation Commission was required 

to determine the capital and operating costs for the selected 
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alternative. Federal Aid Interstate (FAI) deadlines for 

funding apply only to "new" construction projects. Since the 

Harbor Freeway Transitway project concerns major improvements to 

an existing Interstate route, these deadlines do not apply. 

Los Angeles is currently a "surplus" county due to the large 

amount of funds programmed on the Century (I-105) Freeway 

project. If the Harbor Freeway Transitway is programmed 

during the same time period as the Century Freeway, then there 

will be a relatively small impact on Los Angeles County's 

county minimum. However, if either the Century Freeway or 

Harbor Freeway Transitway schedules are extended past 1992, 

then there will be a negative impact on Los Angeles County due 

to County minimums. The time period in which Los Angeles 

County would be excluded from competing for non-interstate 

funds would, therefore, be extended. 

RESPONSE TO LACTC 

40. The comparison between bus/HOV and rail, each terminating 

at Route 91, was done in Chapter III of the FEIS. Even with 

terminating the Rail alternatives at Route 91, they had higher 

capital, operating and maintenance costs than the Bus/HOV 

alternatives. 

41. Caltrans has reduced the background bus system and 

adjusted the feeder bus system accordingly. 

42. The recommended alternative, Bus/HOV 4, has cross section 

typicals in Chapter III. 
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43. Additional information pertaining to the LA/LB LRT line 

has been included in Chapter III, Section F, under Relation­

ship with other Transit Projects. 

44. A section dealing with Funding of the recommended 

Alternative has been included in Chapter III of the PEIS. 

45. The Bus/HOV alternatives provide an exclusive transitway 

to encourage new carpoolers which the rail alternatives do 

not. 

46. The FHWA requires that there be a benefit-to-cost ratio 

in the document. The Benefit/Cost Ratio have been updated to 

reflect new cost and benefit data and is included in Chapter 

III of the FEIS. 

47. If t he energy analysis were revised to include only 

petroleum energy consumption as reco~nended, the various rail 

alternates on the Harbor Freeway would show an energy saving 

comparable to the Bus/HOV alternates. However, the 

non-petroleum fuels used for electrical generation includes 

other scarce or non-renewable fuels such as natural gas 

(39%), coal (15 %) and nuclear (7%). Even the renewable 

hydroele c tric (9%) resource has been substantially fully 

d eveloped. Other possible renewable sources of energy such 

as wind and solar power are not expected to make a significant 

contribution for many years. 
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47a. For the above reasons we feel the energy analysis, as 

presented in this report which included total energy consump­

tion stated in terms of equivalent barrels of oil (EBO) repre­

sents the fairest way to compare the energy efficiency between 

the various alternates. 

RESPONSES TO SCRTD 

48. Bus/HOV 4, the selected alternative, is a bi-directional 

operation. Therefore, the operational costs of the peak 

directional Bus/HOV operation need not be addressed. 

49. The City of Los Angeles CBD transportation study is 

considering improvements in the LACBD which will benefit 

future bus service. Input from SCRTD concerning new bus 

routing will also be considered. 

SO. There is a demand for the line haul service from downtown 

Los Angeles to San Pedro. The 2005 traffic projections 

support this statement. These projections also indicate that 

an exclusive Bus/HOV facility is not warranted south of Route 

91. The Bus/HOV alternative does service the entire study 

area. 

51. There is a demand within the corridor for line-haul 

service as shown by the operation of SCRTD #445 and the 

municipal operators CBD bus-lines. 
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52. Only those costs that would be funded by the public or 

operating agency have been included for each alternative. 

53. Caltran's responsibility is for planning, design, and 

construction of projects. There are Federal funds available 

for a transit operator which are mentioned in Appendix C. The 

operator is responsible for obtaining these funds and Caltrans 

will assist if requested. 

RESPONSES TO CITY OF TORRANCE 

54. Bus/HOV 4 is the selected alternative. With regard to the 

concern about an on-line station at Carson Street, there will 

be a station at this location. The Carson Street overcrossing 

will be widened to provide for Bus bays and Kiss and Ride 

facilities. A parking facility will also be located in the 

vicinity of the station to the west of the freeway. 

55. This information has been noted. The actual operation of 

the feeder bus lines will be worked out with the major transit 

operator for the facility. These details would include future 

feeder lines, r o utes, areas to be served, etc. Some of the 

funding opportunities for the major bus operator would be 

available for the local feeder bus lines. 

56. See Response Number 55. 

RESPONSE TO LOS ANGELES UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT 

57. Bus/HOV 4 is the selected alternative and it will have no 

impact on the LAUSD facilities at 182nd Street. 
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RESPONSE TO FRIENDS OF THE WILLOWS - SHERRIE ROBERTS 

58. Caltrans appreciates the additional information provided 

and this information will be added to the Biological Appendix. 

59. With the selection of Bus/HOV 4, there will be no direct 

impacts to the Willows and only minor, insignificant 

mitigatible indirect impacts. Chapter IV fully explains these 

mitigation measures. 

59A. 

SIERRA CLUB - ANGELES CHAPTER 

Mr. Hart raises concerns about the reliability of 

mathematical models to predict future travel and ridership. 

The model used to predict travel in the Los Angeles region is 

the most objective tool available for this purpose. It does 

a creditable job of simulating existing conditions which is 

the basis for confidence in its forecasting abilities • 

• 
We do not believe the problem to be one of " ••• inadequacy of 

the state-of-the-art ••• ", but rather the uncertainty of major 

assumptions which drive the model(s) but over which" ••• 

computers and expert consultatants •.•• " have limited control. 

First, with respect to travel in general, there are the 

"future growth assumptions" (when, where, how much) 

promulgated by regional planning agencies (e.g. SCAG) for 

various regional goals and objectives. In this context the 

reliability of the model rests entirely upon the extent to 

which projected growth actually occurs. 
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In the narrower context of transit "ridership" there are the 

additional uncertainties about future socioeconomic condi­

tions, such as transit fare vs. auto operating costs and the 

relative affluence of each household (the rich use transit 

much less than the poor) that affects the "modal" split. 

Transit now "captures" about 3% of total regional trips. A 

"highly" accurate travel forecast might indicate a modal shift 

of a mere 2-3% of total regional trips to transit. Fortran­

sit, such a shift, from 3% to 5 of 6%, would be phenominal. 

The real question then is not whether the model(s) are 

reliable, but whether the region can (and will) control its 

destiny to the extent that the "assumptions" are realized. 

RESPONSE TO FRIENDS OF THE EARTH, INC., DONALD L. MAY 

60. The issue of this project's impacts is fully and adequately 

addressed. Not only was the issue of wetlands impacts 

examined in this project EIS, but also the issue was examined 

in the project EIS for the reconstruction of Route 91/11 

Interchange, an issue raised by Mr. May on page 2 pararaph 2 

of his letter. 

These studies were made prior to the beginning of the 

reconstruction of the 91/110 (91/11) Interchange and are 

contained in the biological survey which is contained in 

Appendix F of the Appendicies. 
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The issue of water quality was discussed with Mr. May on site. 

We are aware of his concerns. However, this project will have 

no effect on wetlands vegetation. Hence, no impacts on the 

"scrubbing effect". The Transportation Center will not drain 

into the wetlands nor have any adverse impacts on the area. 

Construction of a block wall between the Center ~nd the 

Willows will prevent trash from being deposited in the 

sensitive area and reduce any possible human disturbance. 

A major effort was expended to determine if any rare or 

endangered species exists in the Willows area. Caltrans 

biologists did not find any endangered or rare species of 

either plants or animals. It is interesting to note that Rana 

catesbiana - Bullfrog - is not only not a native to California 

and not a sensitive species, but has contributed to the 

decline of another rare species, Rana aurora (Red-legged 

Frog) which it may prey upon. Lampropeltis getulus (the King 

Snake) is not an obligate wetland species, nor is it 

endangered or rare. It has been introduced into the Palos 

Verdes area to reduce large concentrations of rattlesnakes 

with some success. The preferred alternative will take no 

land from Bixby Slough and will not reduce any other 

"vestigal" marsh areas. Caltrans has coordinated with Fish 

and Game, u. S. Fish and Wildlife Service, and the U. s. Army 

Corps of Engineers, as Mr. May is well aware, since Friends of 

the Earth was represented at a meeting at the Willows with 

Caltrans and those agencies. 
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Any work Caltrans does that impacts wetland will require 

permits from the Corps and California Fish and Game. The 

preferred alternative is such that there will be no impacts on 

wetlands and no need for permits by either agency as reflected 

in comments in the Corps' letter, dated March 4, 1983. 

Caltrans is in full compliance with the State of California 

Basic Wetlands Protection Policy as contained in the Regional 

Water Quality Control Board's letter dated February 7, 1983 

(see above). 

Caltrans is in agreement with Mr. May's letter that wetlands 

have an important function in water quality control, but 

Caltrans can only be held responsible to mitigate the impacts 

on wetlands arising from Caltrans' projects. Those agencies 

having responsibility for protection of wetlands have agreed 

that our studies are adequate, timely, and that the preferred 

alternate will not impact any wetlands within the corridor. 

RESPONSE TO AUTOMOBILE CLUB OF SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA 

61. The north/south arterials (i.e. Broadway, Figueroa, 

Vermont, etc.) provide a superb network for overflow and short 

trip traffic in the Harbor (I-110) corridor. These arterials 

also help to alleviate traffic congestions on the Harbor 

Freeway and serve as alternate routes during major incidents on 

this freeway. The City of Los Angeles Department of 

Transportation has implemented sevral traffic system management 

improvements on these arterials and will continue to upgrade 

them in an effort to solve the traffic on the Harbor Freeway. 
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62. Improvements are planned and have been completed on the 

Harbor Freeway. These include the recent installation of bus 

shelters, the construction of the Route 91/I-110 Interchange 

and the programmed widening from I-10 to Exposition 

Boulevard. 

Also, additional roadway improvements for the existing Harbor 

(I-110) Freeway are included with the recommended alternative 

(Bus/HOV 4). These improvements have been addressed in 

Chapter III, Section 5 (Construction Details). 

63. Elevated Section (43%) 

For the recommended alternative, Bus/HOV 4, freeway/traffic 

flow will be affected during the construction period. The 

elevated section consists of an elevated reinforced concrete 

structure over the centerline of the freeway. During bridge 

pile and column construction, one traveled lane in one 

direction and two lanes in the other direction would be closed 

to public traffic. Construction is, therefore, planned at 

night, between 8 p.m. - 6 a.m. 

During the final construction of the elevated structure, two 

traveled lanes in each direction would have to be closed to 

traffic, construction for this operation is therefore, limited 

to between midnight and 5 a.m. 

Elevated bridge structure work required for bus acceleration 

• 
and deceleration lanes at each Bus Station would require 

nighttime detours. These beams span half of the freeway and 

could not be lifted into place over traffic. 
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City street traffic would be affected during the construction 

period. Detours onto city streets will cause delays and 

congestion during the construction period. 

Fill Section (51%) 

Retaining walls for widening the freeway can be constructed 

with fewer lane closures. The freeway in fill can be widened 

and the transitway constructed during day-light hours. City 

streets would be delayed while undercrossings are being 

widened. Falsework would be required and clearances would 

not permit as many lanes as there are on the city streets. 

It must be noted that traffic impacts, as discussed above, 

will exist only during the construction period. These short 

term inconveniences are easily overlooked when considering the 

long term benefits of the Transitway project. 

64. This data is included in the EIS and also the "Operating 

Plans and Cost Estimates" prepared by Wilbur Smith and 

Associates under contract to SCRTD. 

65. See Response #61 

66. The LACBD Transportation Study is focusing on immediate 

action (TSM) measures to facilitate traffic circulation in 

the CBD which will not result in an analysis of the 

alternatives for the LACBD Regional Transit System Interface. 
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The Los Angeles County Transportation Commission (LACTC) is 

analyzing the issues concerning the LACBD Transit Interface 

during their study for rail implementation in the Los Angeles 

area. This is being done to establish an effective CBD 

treatment for the Regional Transit System. 

It is assumed that any additional buses operating in the LACBD 

due to this project would be distributed on a sufficient number 

of streets to minimize circulation impacts. Any impacts 

resulting from increased LACBD bus operations would be 

mitigated, during final design by appropriate measures. Such 

measures include bus bays, off-street bus loading, skip-stop 

bus operation, expanded bus loading zones, preferential 

bus/lanes, improved signalization, etc. 

RESPONSE TOT. A. NELSON 

67. When considering operating cost per passenger mile for 

rail, it will be lower than bus. However, when you include 

the annualized capital cost and number of persons in HOV's, 

the costs per passenger mile are less expensive for the 

Bus/HOV alternatives. 

68. There is more competition for ridership where the market­

ing areas overlap within the corridor. The distance between 

Vermont Avenue and the Harbor Freeway is only 1/2 mile which 

does not appear to significantly reduce this competition for 

ridership. 
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We agree that the greater the distance between the proposed 

Los Angeles-Long Beach light rail line and the Harbor (I-110) 

transitway project the less competition for ridership. This 

is illustrated in Figure III-15 of Chapter III, which shows 

the potential market areas for these two proposed transit 

lines south of Route 405 Freeway, there is less competition 

for ridership because of the divergence of these two lines. 

While locating future I-110 transit service on Vermont Avenue 

would aid to reduce this competition for ridership, the 

reduction is not significant because the distance between 

Vermont Avenue a nd the Harbor Freeway is only 1/2 mile. It 

s hould also be noted that there was minimal community 

a cceptance and support for the Vermont Avenue alternative. 

69. The Vermont Alignment has two additional stations, at 

Adams Boulevard and Jefferson Street, which would decrease the 

passenger demand at the Coliseum station. The above two 

stations Adams and Jefferson, are not proposed for the Harbor 

Freeway alignment. 

RESPONSE TO WHITCOMB SURPLUS LINES BROKERS, INC. 

70. All of the alt e rnatives proposed would add additional 

capacity to the Freeway without taking any general traffic 

lan e s away from the motorists. 

RESPONSE TO TODD PACIFIC SHIPYARDS CORPORATION 

71. As Bus/ HOV 4 was selected, there will be no impact to Todd 

Shipyard Properties. 
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72a. 

b&c 

RESPONSE TO SAMUEL SHIFFER 

The number of stations is found on Table III-10, page 

III-45 in the FEIS. 

This information is contained on page 41 of the "Operating 

Plans and Cost Estimates" done by Wilbur Smith & Associates, 

et al, for SCRTD. 

d&e This item can be found in Appendix C, Table 1. 

73a&b. These items, staggered work hours and the shifting of 

74a. 

74b. 

trucks to off-peak hours, would have to be implemented by the 

local agencies and on a voluntary basis. They are not within 

the gcope of this project. 

Figure II-8 has been changed to reflect "weekday" in the 

Final EIS. 

The assumptions used as the basis for this Figure can be 

found in Appendix D. 
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XII. ENVIRONMENTAL EVALUATION PERSONNEL 

The following people were principally responsible for 

preparing this DEIS or significant background papers: 

RONALD KOSINSKI, Senior Environmental Planner 

B.A. Geography CSU Long Beach, M.A. Urban Planning 

California Poly University, Pomona, 7 years experience 

in environmental evaluations. 

NORMAN P. ROY, Senior Transportation Planner 

B. S. Mathematics, Cal State University, L.A.; Certificate 

in Transportation Planning, University Southern California; 

Registered Traffic Engineer, State of California; 

14 years experience in multi-modal alternatives analysis. 

TOM SUDECK, Environmental Planner 

B. A. Urban Planning - CSU Northridge, Certificate of 

Environmental Planning - USC, 8 years environmental planning 

experience. 

HAROLD HUNT, Environmental Planner 

B. S. Biology, University of Texas at El Paso, M. A. 

Biology CSU Humboldt, 3 years experience in environmental 

evaluations. 
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CLIFF WOLFE, Environmental Planner 

B.A. Sociology, New York University, MCRP-Urban Planning 

Rutgers University, 5 years experience in environmental 

evaluation specializing in socioeconomic evaluation. 

LOIS WEBB, Environmental Planner 

B. A. Mathematics, U. C. Berkeley, Environmental Planning 

Certificate U.C. Irvine, 10 years experience in 

environmental planning, District 07 Heritage Preservation 

Coordinator for 6 years. 

JOHN ROMANI, Environmental Planner 

B. A. Anthropology, M.A. Archaeology, CSU Northridge 

10 years experience in archaeology. 

JOHN SULLY, Environmental Planner 

B. S. History and Political Science, Santa Clara University, 

M. S. Biology CSULA, 11 years experience in biological 

environmental evaluations. 

MARSHA KEESEY, Geologist 

B. A. Geology, CSU Los Angeles, 2 years experience in 

geological evaluation. 

CHUCK MORTON, Environmental Planner 

B. A. Biology/Marine Science, M. s. Environmental Planning, 

CSU Dominguez Hills, 3 years experience in environmental/ 

transportation planning. 
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HOWARD BOLTEN, Associate Transportation Engineer 

B. s. Civil Engineering, USC, 6 years experience in 

physical environmental evaluations. 

DALE RATZLAFF, Associate Transportation Planner 

AA, Engineering, Fullerton College, Certificate in Public 

Transportation Planning, California State University, Los 

Angeles, 13 years of Transportation Planning experience, 

9 years of Transportation engineering experience. 

ANNA MARIA SAIL, Associate R/W Agent 

B. A. Librarianship, M. A. Linguistics, U.C.L.A. 

2 years Postgraduate study in History at U.C.L.A. 

2 years experience in Relocation Studies. 

PAUL GONZALES, Transportation Planner 

B.A. History/Urban Studies, CSU Dominguez Hills; Graduate 

Work in Environmental Studies, CSU Dominguez Hills; 3 

years experience in transportation planning. 

PATRICIA WILLIAMSON - Senior Delineator 

B.A. Art, Mount St. Mary's College, Los Angeles 

27 years experience in Drafting/Graphic Arts 
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GLOSSARY 

APEI - Area of Potential Environmental Impact. 

At Grade - The location of the transitway of other facilities 
at the same level as the existing Harbor (I-110) Freeway. 

''Background" (Service) - Existing Corridor bus lines unaffected 
by the various build alternatives. These include trans­
corridor lines and cross-corridor lines with incidental 
feeder characteristics. 

Capital Costs - Nonrecurring costs required for the project. 
These costs include, cost for right-of-way acquisition, 
construction of physical facilities, rolling stock and 
engineering design services. 

CBD - Central Business District 

CHP - California Highway Patrol 

CO - Carbon Monoxide 

dBA Decibel. A numerical expression of the relative loudness 
of a sound. 

DPM - Downtown People Mover. A now cancelled transit project 
which would have connected Union Station with the 
Los Angeles Convention Center. 

EOB Equivalent Barrels of Oil. A numerical expression of the 
relative expenditure of energy in a system. 

EIR - Environmental Impact Report. Prepared under California 
law. 

EIS - Environmental Impact Statement. Prepared under Federal 
law. 

Evaluation Criteria - Quantifiable transportation related 
criteria developed to measure the performance of transit 
alternatives. 

Exclusive Guideway - The newly constructed facility providing 
separation from vehicles on the Harbor (I-110) Freeway. 

FHWA - Federal Highway Administration 

Feeder Service/Feeder Bus - Local transit service which feeds 
other faster and higher capacity transit service. Local 
bus service is the essential provider of connections 
between higher levels of transit service such as rail and 
express bus. 



GLOSSARY - Contd. 

Harbor Corridor - Area bounded by the Santa Monica (I-10) Freeway, 
City of San Pedro, Western Avenue and Alameda Street in 
the City of Los Angeles. 

HOV High Occupancy Vehicle. Autos used in carpools and 
vanpools. 

HRT 

ICTS 

I/C 

- Heavy Rail Transit 

- Intermediate Capacity Transit System 

- A freewy interchange. 

Kiss and Ride - A term referring to transit patrons (or the 
facilities they use) who are dropped off at a transit 
station by someone driving an auto. 

LACBD - Los Angeles Central Business District. Downtown 
Los Angeles. 

LACTC - Los Angeles County Transportation Commission 

LRT - Light Rail Transit 

Mode - A particular form of travel, e.g. bus, rail, train or 
auto. 

NOx - Nitrogen Oxides 

NRHP - National Register of Historic Places 

Off Peak - Those periods of the day when demand for transit 
service is not at its maximum. 

On Line Station - A transit station on the main line. 

Operating Costs - Costs incurred in operating transit systems. 

Park and Ride - A transit facility with a parking lot so transit 
patrons may store their vehicles while they utilize the 
transit system. 

Peak Hour - The hour of day when the largest number of people 
travel. 

Peak Period - The time period for which the volume of traffic is 
greater than that of any other time period. For this 
analysis, a three-hour morning (6:00 a.m. to 9:00 a.m~) 
and a three-hour evening (3:30 p.m. to 6:30 p.m.) was 
used. 

, 



GLOSSARY - Contd. 

RHC - Reactive Hydrocarbons 

RTDP - Regional Transportation Development Program 

R/W - Right of Way 

SCRTD - Southern California Rapid Transit District 

SHPO - State Historical Preservation Officer 

Stage I/Tier I Analysis - The rough initial study phase during 
which alternative solutions are created and roughly 
evaluated. 

Stage II/Tier Analysis - The second study phase during which 
alternative solutions are supposed to be defined and 
studied in detail. 

TSM - Transportation System Management. Low cost techniques to 
improve the operation of a transportation system. 

Transit/Transportation Center - This facility will be similar to 
the existing El Monte Station. The Center would include 
ticket and pass sales, transit information services and 
passenger amenities, such as, restrooms and waiting 
areas. The Center will have parking for buses and 
vehicles and would serve as a terminal for local feeder 
bus lines, as well as through service for other regions 
of Los Angeles County. 

Travel Time - The time required to travel between two points, not 
including terminal waiting time, or access time. 

UMTA 

VMT 

- Urban Mass Transit Administration 

- Vehicle Miles Traveled. 
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