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SUMMARY

NOTE: 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

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




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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TABLE S-1

GENERAL DESCRIPTION OF THE ALTERNATIVES
CONSIDERED FOR THE HARBOR FREEWAY CORRIDOR TRANSITWAY PROJECT

) nven ncer
Alternative General Description To Route 47 (20.6 Miles)
At-Grade*x
Elevated | At- | At-Grade* City Subway
Grade | Mixed Flow | Streets
No Project | Existing approved transportation system
T.S.M. Low cost improvements to the existing transit
and highway system
Bus 1 Elevated in I-110 median
Bus 4t At—grade and elevated in I-110 median
Bus 7 At-grade in I-110 median
Bus 8a Peak-directional elevated in I-110 median
Bus 8b Peak-directional at-grade and elevated in
I-110 median
Rail 1 Elevated in I-110 median
Rail 4 At-grade and elevated in I-110 median
Rail 7 At—grade in I-110 median
Rail 6 Elevated and subway in Vermont Avenue median

*Bus alternatlves are in mixed flow from Artesia Boulevard to Route 47. .
**T.S.M buses operate from Martin Luther King Jr. Boulevard to the Gonventlon
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
Transit System

LRT - Light Rail Transit
HRT - Heavy Rail Tranist
HOV - High Occupancy Vehicle

t Recommended Alternative



TABLE S-3

PROJECT DATA

(cost in millions of 1984 dollars)

2005 OPERATING QOSTS 2005 DAILY TRANSIT RIDERSHIP | Benefit
Capital Back- Total Costs
Alternatives | Cost Line Haul* | Feeder* | Total* | ground | Corridor | Transit** HOV Total Ratio

No Project

TSM

Bus/HOV 1

4t

7

***Ba

***Bb

ICTS 1

*Line Haul only Abbreviations: ICTS - Intermediate
**Transit and HOV includes transitway users only. Capacity Transit
***One-way transitway operations. System
t Recammended Alternatives LRT - Light Rail Transit

Updated: December, 1984
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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 l0-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



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 were
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

S-10




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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Need for the Harbor Freeway Corridor Transitway Project






I, NEED FOR THE HARBOR FREEWAY (I-110) CORRIDOR TRANSITWAY

A. Introduction

The need for additional transportation facilities in the Harbor
Freeway corfidor 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

I-~1



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 elimination 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

elements:

I=3
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l. 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 Regiénal 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

=5



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 reduirements, 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 people by providing a high speed

and easily accessible transit system.

3. Promote energy conservation 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.



In September 1980, Caltrans informally circulated a Draft Initial
Study/Environmental Assessment for the Harbor Freeway in confor-
mance with eafly 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 characteristicslwhich 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 with no automobile.

The areas most 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 hiah concentrations of
minorities. Because many residents throughout the corridor are in

lower income brackets, or on fixed incomes and do not own cars,



transportation to jobs, shopping and services becomes an important
issue. 1In 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
Angeles. Given the widening income gap and increasing cost of
owning and maintaining a vehiclé, 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 studies indicate
that in 1980, average daily vehicle volumes on the Route I-110
ranged 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 periods.



About 55% of the cars and 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

qovernment offices.



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
proposed 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.



G. Use of Existing Right-of-Way

The transitway project would make use of éxisting 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 vicinities of the I-105, Imperial
Highway, and from Manchester Boulevard north to Route I-10 (refer
to Table I-1 and Figure II-8). Traffic cénditions usually include
long queues and delays. Between I-405 and I-10, today's commuter
experiences an average total daily two-way delay 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 corridor. 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
reduced 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 Travel Speed
(Miles per Hour)

Northbound
Route 47 - Carson Street Greater than 40
Carson Street - Route I-405 20 - 40
I-405 - Manchester Boulevard 20 - 40
Manchester Boulevard - Route I-10 Less than 20

1980 PM Peak Period Traveling Speeds at Selected

Locations
Location on I-110 Travel Speed
(Miles per Hour)
Southbound
Route I-10 to Manchester Boulevard Less than 20
Manchester Boulevard to Route I-405 20 - 40
Route I-405 to Route 47 Greater than 40

Source: California Department of Transportation Traffic

Operations Branch,
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Major Development

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 Hill

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 billion, 3.2 million sq. ft.

Westside / Financial District

Recently Completed or

Under Construction

Six office buildings, $278 million, 3.6 million
sq. ft. offices.

Planned

Eight office buildings, $420 million, 2.6 mil-
lion sq. ft. offices
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Areas in Downtown LA,

South Park Area

Under Construction
412 condominium units.

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

Broadway/Hill/ 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 residential
dormitory, $1.5 million.

Planned

135 units of housing for the elderly.

Central City/Southeast

Under Construction

Wholesale Flower Market, $15 million for
expansion.

Planned

Wholesale Produce Market, $89 million.

Plaza/Union
Station [
Area Z

Harbor Freeway/Waest

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.

Little 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. condominium units, 270
housing units for elderly.

TOM TRAPNELL-DON CLEMENT
Los Angeles Times

FIGURE 1-2







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



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 service becomes much
more attractive to potential transit riders, as reflected in the
high demands projected on the Harbor Freeway transitway as part of a

regional 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
IT-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
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TABLE II-1

Historic and Projected Populations for Los Angeles and Orange Counties

and the Harbor Freeway Corridor

1960 1970 1980

Los Angeles 6,040,805 7,038,764 7,441,302

Orange 703,925 1,421,233 1,919,264
Harbor Freeway = - Cc.900,000
Corridor

Source: 1940-1980 U.S. Census Bureau

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 Area

1970

(%)
South Central L.A. 9.0
Southeast L.A. 12.5
Gardena 4.7
Athens/Westmont 9.0
San Pedro 7.8
L.A. City 7.0

Sources: L.A. County Community Development Department

Community Analysis

Los Angeles Population, Employment and Housing

Survey 1977.
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 subst<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>