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FEDERAL HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION 
FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 

FOR 

The proposed project to construct the Northern 
Terminus of the I-110 Transitway between 
Jefferson Boulevard and 23rd Street in the 
City of Los Angeles 

The FHWA has determined that this project will not have any 
significant impact on the human environment. This Finding of 
No Significant Impact is based on the attached environmental 
assessment which has been independently evaluated by the FHWA 
and determined to adequately and accurately discuss the 
environmental issues and impacts of the proposed project. It 
provides sufficient evidence and analysis for determining that 
an Environmental Impact Statement is not required. The FHWA 
assumes responsibility for the accuracy, scope, and content of 
the attached Environmental Assessment . 
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State of California 
Department of Transportation 

NEGATIVE DECLARATION 

(CEQA) 

SCH No. 90010137 
7-LA-110 P.M. 20.2/21.2 
07221 - 110331 

Pursuant: Division 13, Public Resources Code 

Description: The proposed project involves revising the proposed I-110 Harbor 
Freeway Transitway Northern Terminus south of 23rd Street, between Figueroa and 
Flower Streets, to a new location south of Adams Boulevard. The city of Los Angeles 
Department of Transportation's TSM plan on Flower and Figueroa Streets will be 
incorporated into this proposal . 

Determination: An Initial Study has been prepared by the California Department of 
Transportation (Caltrans). On the basis of this study it is determined that the 
proposed action will not have a significant effect upon the environment for the 
following reasons: 

1. There will be no significant effects on businesses, residences, schools, 
or public facilities, neighborhoods, employment, or the area economy. 

2. There will be no effect on unique or significant natural features, 
including but not limited to, plant life, animal life, its habitat or 
movement • 

3 . There will be no significant effect on archaeological, cultural or historic 
properties, park lands, recreation or scenic areas. 

4. There will be no significant effect on noise, air quality or water quality. 

5. There will be no effect on growth or require public services beyond those 
proposed for the near future. 

6 . There will be no effect on prime agricultural land, nor any floodplain 
encroachment . 

~22._:) ~ 
0c:' L. BEDOLLA I 6ate 

Deputy District Director 
California Department of Transportation 
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I-110 TRANSITWAY 

SCH. No. 9001037 
7-LA-110 PM 20.2/21 . 2 
07221 - 110331 

NORTHERN TERMINUS TO ADAMS BOULEVARD 

INITIAL STUDY/ 
ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT 

State of California 
Department of Transportation 

and 

U.S . Department of Transportation 
Federal Highway Administration 

Pursuant to: 42 U.S.C. 4332(2)(C) 

c1?f ltfiift:J:?c,. 
Deputy District Director 
California Department of Transportation 

I~~~ 
Acting Division Administrator 
Federal Highway Administration 

I Dat!e 
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I-110 TRANSITWAY 

NORTHERN TERMINUS 

Initial Study/Environmental Assessment 

I . Purpose And Need For The Project 

The proposed project consists of revising the design of Northern 
Terminus for the I-110 (Harbor Freeway) Transitway in the city of 
Los Angeles. (See Figures I-1 and I-2.) The purpose of this 
revision is to provide High Occupancy Vehicles (HOVs) a more 
direct route between the transitway and surface streets, and to 
accommodate a Traffic Systems Management (TSM) plan proposed by 
the city of Los Angeles requiring the conversion of Figueroa and 
Flower Streets to one-way arterials. In addition HOV lane 
facilities must now be designed to accommodate future conversion 
to a Light Rail Transit (LRT) facility. 

The overall I-110 Transitway proposal, of which the Northern 
Terminus is an integral part, was addressed in the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) approved on March 20, 1985 
by the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA). As originally 
presented in the FEIS the Transitway's Northern Terminus featured 
a northbound HOV on-ramp and southbound HOV off-ramp at Figueroa 
Street, south of 23rd Street, and a mainline transitway ending 
south of Washington Boulevard. (See Figure II-3 in this 
environmental document.) 

The revised design will result in improved transitway operation 
and simplified construction procedures. The proposed project is 
in a mixed use area consisting of strip commercial development, 
religious institutions, office buildings, some residences, 
automobile related businesses, health facilities, and educational 
facilities . 

This is the third environmental document focusing on this project 
area. In February, 1990 Caltrans circulated the first Draft 
Environmental Assessment/Initial Study that addressed an 
alternative featuring a southbound HOV on-ramp from a realigned 
Flower Street, and a northbound HOV off-ramp to Figueroa Street, 
both south of 23rd Street (see Figure II-4.) 

Due to community request an Open House/Public Input meeting was 
held on May 3, 1990 and the design proposed met with extensive 
public concern. Consequently, Caltrans modified its design 
concept and developed other alternatives for the Northern 
Terminus, including the preferred alternative . 

A second Draft Environmental Assessment focusing on the 
Nothern Terminus vicinity was circulated on May 28, 1991. The 

I-1 
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recommended alternative, Alternative A- now the Preferred 
Alternative, presented was a northbound HOV off-ramp to Adams 
Boulevard, and a southbound HOV on-ramp from Flower Street, south 
of 28th Street (with new HOV Frontage Road). (See Figure II-
1.) This alternative and others developed after the May 3, 1990 
meeting, and alternatives developed in the past, have been 
incorporated into this environmental document and were presented 
in the second environmental document for the purpose of full 
public disclosure. A formal Public Hearing was held at the 
Orthopaedic Hospital on June 27, 1991 . 

I-4 
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II. ALTERNATIVES 

A. Alternative A - Preferred Alternative 

Proposed Change - N/B HOV Off-Ramp to Adams Boulevard, 
and S/B HOV On-Ramp from Flower Street, south of 28th 
Street (with new HOV Frontage Road) 

Caltrans proposes to make the proposed change discussed in this 
section to the preferred alternative identified in the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) for the I-110 Transitway 
approved on March 20, 1985. Other alternatives that have been 
developed for the Northern Terminus, but later discarded, are 
also discussed in the following sections of this chapter . 

It is proposed to revise the design of the I-110 Transitway 
Northern Terminus from the original configuration presented in 
the March, 1985 FEIS (see Figure II-3). In addition, it is 
proposed to widen Figueroa Street and convert Figueroa and Flower 
Streets to essentially one-way arterials to accommodate the 
Traffic System Management (TSM) Plan of the city of Los 
Angeles. Figueroa Street would be one-way northbound, with two 
southbound contra-flow lanes; Flower Street would be one-way 
southbound, with one northbound contra-flow lane between Adams 
Boulevard and 23rd Street. The city's Figueroa/Flower one-way 
couplet would extend from Washington Boulevard south to where the 
two streets converge near Exposition Park, south of Exposition 
Boulevard. 

Referring to Figure II-1 the I-110 transitway, an elevated 
structure at this location, would terminate south of 27th 
Street. Northbound HOVs would exit the transitway via an 
elevated HOV off-ramp structure to Adams Boulevard. Likewise 
southbound HOVs would gain access to the transitway on the east 
side of Flower Street just south of 28th Street, via an elevated 
HOV on-ramp structure. 

The HOV ramps and transitway structures would be elevated above 
the freeway, which is in cut in this vicinity, and the higher 
surrounding terrain and local grid system. The elevated 
transitway and N/B HOV-Off-Ramp structures would pass over the 
reconstructed freeway overcrossings at 28th Street and 30th 
Street. The elevated S/B HOV On-Ramp structure would merge with 
the mainline transitway structure just north of 30th Street. The 
Jefferson Boulevard undercrossing would also be reconstructed . 

The 29th Street bridge will be demolished for the widening of the 
I-110 Freeway to accommodate the elevated transitway, and will 
not be replaced. The bridge has very low traffic counts and is 
very narrow (35 ft.). LADOT has concurred with the decision not 
to rebuild this structure. ( See Figure II-2.) 

II-1 
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The existing northbound freeway off-ramp to Adams Boulevard would 
be realigned with a newly constructed facility and shifted to the 
east to accommodate the northbound HOV off-ramp. However, this 
realigned off-ramp would join with the one-lane northbound HOV 
off-ramp on the southside of Adams Boulevard. The existing 
northbound off-ramp forms a two-lane T intersection at Adams 
Boulevard, and the intersection would have to be widened to 
accommodate the additional HOV traffic lane . 

With the widening of the existing northbound off-ramp 
intersection at Adams Boulevard the existing traffic signal 
system at this location would have to be modified. In addition, 
the resulting three lanes would be designated with lane markers 
as left turh only (left lane), left turn only (middle lane), and 
right turn only (right lane), respectively. In addition, the 
lane striping on Adams Boulevard, from the northbound off-ramp 
west across the I-110 Freeway to Flower Street, would have to be 
altered to direct HOVs and buses onto the new HOV Frontage Road. 

The new HOV Frontage Road for buses and carpools is also shown on 
Figure II-1 and would begin at the northwest corner of Adams 
Boulevard and Flower Street, and extend in a diagonal fashion on 
the east side of a mini-mall to Figueroa Street. This HOV 
facility would provide for a 24 foot wide roadway, a bus lay-over 
area, and a 10-foot sidewalk with street lights on the east side 
of the lay-over area. The new HOV Frontage Road would 
approximately parallel the existing concrete driveway on the 
easterly side of the mini-mall (along freeway right-of-way). 
This HOV Frontage Road would provide buses and other HOVs exiting 
the transitway at Adams Boulevard convenient access to Figueroa 
Street and on to the Los Angeles Central Business District 
(LACBD). By eliminating the need for buses and HOVs to turn 
right at Adams Boulevard onto Figueroa Street the potential for 
traffic congestion, particularly during peak periods, is 
reduced. In addition, the bus lay-over area would provide a 
convenient location for the boarding and discharging of bus 
passengers. The new HOV Frontage Road would be constructed 
within existing State Right-of-Way . 

The widening of the Adams Boulevard overcrossing will allow 
additional HOV traffic handling capacity, and facilitate easy 
access of HOVs to the Bus/HOV Frontage Road. Thus the potential 
for traffic congestion is further reduced. (This widening would 
be accomplished by utilizing the existing pedestrian walkway 
space which will be discussed later in this section.) 

Figueroa Street would be widened from an existing width of 67 
feet to 82 feet from 32nd Street to its intersection with 
Figueroa Way (which extends from the Route 110 southbound off­
ramp) just south of 23rd Street, and from 67 feet to 83 feet 
continuing north to 21st Street. To accommodate local businesses 
Figueroa Street will maintain a two-lane contra-flow operation 
between Exposition Park and Washington Boulevard. Likewise, to 
accommodate the Orthopaedic Hospital one northbound contra-flow 
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lane would be provided on Flower Street between Adams Boulevard 
and 23rd Street . 

With the widening of Figueroa Street all of the existing 
driveways between 23rd Street and Adams Boulevard will also be 
widened; this will accommodate the ease of turning into the 
driveways from the curb lane. In response to neigborhood 
concerns, the required widening on the west side of Figueroa 
Street north of Adams Boulevard will be minimized. At least a 
10-foot wide sidewalk will be maintained in front of the Stimson 
House and Saint Vincent De Paul Church. The sidewalk would taper 
to 8.5 feet approximately 100 feet north of the Adams Boulevard 
intersection, and remains at 8.5 feet from the Automobile Club of 
Southern California south to 32nd Street . 

This narrowing of the sidewalk was necessary for the proper 
alignment of lane striping on Figueroa Street, to the north and 
south of Adams Boulevard. The original intention was to provide 
a continuous 10 foot wide sidewalk on the west side of Figueroa 
Street, to the south as well as north of Adams Boulevard . 
However, in order to provide a 10 foot wide sidewalk to the south 
of Adams Boulevard one lane of traffic would have to be 
eliminated; this would be detrimental to the TSM portion of the 
proposal, since a lane of traffic capacity would be lost. The 82 
foot curb to curb roadway width is the minimal width necessary 
for 2 southbound lanes, 1 left-turn lane, and 5 northbound lanes 
on Figueroa Street. By maintaining this 82 foot width, on both 
sides of the intersection with Adams Boulevard, traffic lane 
striping on both legs of Figueroa Street would be in precise 
alignment. 

Figueroa Street would be an eight-lane arterial, including 
turning lanes, throughout the project area except for the section 
between Adams Boulevard and Figueroa Way, where the street 
narrows to seven lanes. The additional lane drops out south of 
the Adams/Figueroa intersection, where it becomes a right-turn­
only lane. One lane was dropped in this area in response to 
citizen concerns regarding the original project design, which 
called for an 8 ½-foot sidewalk in front of Saint Vincent's 
School, the Stimson House, and Saint Vincent De Paul Church. (By 
dropping this lane it was possible to provide a 10 foot wide 
sidewalk in the area of concern.) Dropping the eighth lane was 
possible because the traffic capacity that it contributes is 
provided by the Bus/HOV frontage road paralleling Figueroa 
Street. Figueroa expands again to eight lanes north of the HOV 
viaduct. 

Flower Street, between 30th Street and Adams Boulevard, will be 
resurfaced (see Figure II-1). Because of the reconstruction of 
the 28th Street and 30th Street overcrossings, the resulting 
bridge structures would be at a higher elevation than the 
existing structures. Consequently, the Flower Street roadbed 
will have to be adjusted (via resurfacing) to accommodate the 
changes in elevation. The adjustment of the Flower Street 
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roadbed would in turn result in drainage flowing to the west side 
of Flower Street . 

Approach widening and curb work would be done along Adams 
Boulevard to the east and west of the intersection with Figueroa 
Street. This widening would begin at about 300 feet west of 
Figueroa Street and extend eastward to Flower Street. There 
would be no actual widening on the northside of Adams Boulevard 
west of Figueroa Street. The southside of Adams Boulevard, west 
of Figueroa Street, would be widened approximately 5 feet. The 
northside of Adams Boulevard, east of Figueroa Street, would be 
widened approximately 7 feet. To the east of Figueroa Street, 
the southside of Adams Boulevard would be widened approximately 3 
feet, but this widening would not extend to Flower Street (see 
Figure II-1). 

To insure adequate traffic handling capacity on the Adams 
Boulevard overcrossing structure the roadbed width will be 
expanded to 76 feet. A wider roadbed will better accommodate the 
HOVs exiting the N/B Off-Ramp to Adams Boulevard, turning west, 
and traveling across the Adams Boulevard structure to access the 
new HOV Frontage Road. 

Traffic handling capacity enhancement on the Adams Boulevard 
overcrossing will be accomplished by removing portions of the 
existing walkways and converting the space to automobile use . 
Pedestrian traffic will be accommodated by attaching a 
cantilevered pedestrian walkway to the sides of the Adams 
Boulevard bridge. 

Northbound buses and HOVs on the transitway, whose trips 
originate at points south, desiring to continue north to the Los 
Angeles Central Business District (LACBD) could transition back 
into mixed flow freeway traffic (via a fifth lane) at about 37th 
Street. This move would eliminate the need to get off at Adams 
Boulevard and take surface streets into the LACBD. Likewise, 
southbound buses and HOVs, on the freeway, coming from the LACBD 
and points north, desiring to access the transitway could do so 
at about 37th Street. The northern most point for southbound 
buses and HOVs to directly access the transitway would be from 
Flower Street south of 28th Street. 

It should be noted that the Preferred Alternative does not allow 
for the merging of HOV traffic from the main line transitway with 
mixed flow freeway traffic, north of 27th Street. The transitway 
structure is terminated north of 28th Street and elevated above 
the Freeway. 

B. Alternative B 

N/B and S/B HOV Off/On-Ramps to/from Figueroa Street, 
south of 23rd Street (HOV Mainline to Route 110 south of 
Washington Boulevard) 
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The original Northern Terminus (see Figure II-3) of the proposed 
I-110 Transitway was presented in the Final Environmental Impact 
Statement approved March 20, 1985. This alternative features an 
elevated transitway structure above both the Harbor Freeway, 
which is in cut in this vicinity, and the surrounding terrain and 
local grid system. In addition, two elevated ramp structures 
would provide ingress/egress for buses and high ocriupancy­
vehicles (HOVs) to/from the transitway from the east side of 
Figueroa Street, south of 23rd Street and opposite Figueroa Way 
(see Figure II-3). Northbound HOVs could exit the transitway at 
this location via the northbound off-ramp structure, which would 
pass under the main transitway structure. Likewise, southbound 
HOVs could access the transitway via the southbound on-ramp 
structure . 

The elevated transitway would continue north of 23rd Street until 
it joins at grade with the Harbor Freeway median south of 
Washington Boulevard. Northbound HOVs would then have to merge 
with mixed-flow freeway traffic between Washington Boulevard and 
the Santa Monica Freeway (I-10). Likewise, southbound HOVs 
coming from the LACBD vicinity could begin exiting southbound 
mixed-flow freeway traffic just north of the Santa Monica 
Freeway, and access the transitway structure south of Washington 
Boulevard to continue south. 

This alternative would require the expansion of freeway right-of­
way limits at various locations to accommodate the addition of 
the transitway facility. On the west side of the Harbor Freeway 
between 23rd Street and Washington Boulevard, both the southbound 
Harbor Freeway off-ramp to 23rd Street and the eastbound I-10 to 
southbound I-110 connector would have to be realigned. This 
realignment would require the taking of properties to the west of 
the freeway in this area. Other areas where additional right-of­
way would be required are on both sides of the Harbor Freeway 
between Jefferson Boulevard and 30th Street, and east of the 
freeway between 22nd Street and Washington Boulevard. See 
Figure II-3 . 

By 1987 the northbound and southbound HOV ramps to/from Figueroa 
Street configuration for the I-110 Transitway Northern Terminus, 
as presented in the 1985 FEIS, had been altered. The primary 
reasons for this alteration are as follows: 

1. The city of Los Angeles proposed Traffic Systems 
Management Plan required the conversion of Figueroa 
Street as a northbound, and Flower Street as a 
southbound, one-way arterial, respectively. Thus the 
S/B on and the N/B off-ramps ending at Figueroa Street 
had to be altered. 

2. Revised transitway usage projections, and the desire to 
accommodate direct HOV traffic to/from 
eastbound/westbound I-10 (Santa Monica Freeway), 
promoted the concept of a four-lane transitway rather 
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than the previous two-lane concept. A four-lane (2-lanes 
N/B and 2-lanes S/B) transitway could be provided for an 
additional fraction of expenditures above the original cost 
for a two-lane transitway. The expenditure of the 
additional funds to develop an upgraded transitway facility 
was deemed cost effective. Consequently all two-lane 
transitway concepts, including the subject Alternative B, 
were abandoned in favor of four-lane concepts. 

C. Alternative C 

N/B HOV Off-Ramp to Figueroa Street and S/B HOV On-Ramp 
e from realigned Flower Street, south of 23rd Street. 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

This alternative (as originally designed with the main line 
transitway terminated north of Adams Boulevard) was presented as 
the proposed design of the Northern Terminus for the I-110 
Transitway in an Environmental Assessment/Initial Study 
circulated in early 1990. It was also the subject of an Open 
House/Public Input meeting held at Saint Vincent's Elementary 
School on May 3, 1990. A salient feature of this alternative is 
the realignment of Flower Street over the Harbor Freeway 
requiring the demolition of the existing bridge, with the 
construction of a new bridge structure to accommodate a realigned 
Flower Street. The Adams Boulevard overcrossing would also be 
demolished and reconstructed. (See Figure II-4.) 

Primary features of this alternative (as revised) are an elevated 
Bus/HOV transitway, an elevated HOV northbound off-ramp to 
Figueroa Street just south of 23rd Street, and an elevated HOV 
southbound on-ramp from a realigned Flower Street south of 23rd 
Street (and just west of the Orthopaedic Hospital, 2400 South 
Flower Street). The transitway and HOV ramps would be on 
structures elevated above the Harbor Freeway, which is in cut in 
this vicinity, and the surrounding terrain and local grid 
system. The transitway structure would pass over the 30th Street 
and 28th Street freeway overcrossings and terminate south of 27th 
Street. 

The northbound HOV off-ramp structure would diverge from the main 
line transitway and pass over the Adams Boulevard overcrossing, 
the southbound HOV on-ramp structure, and the realigned Flower 
Street overcrossing. Likewise, the southbound HOV on-ramp 
structure would pass over the Adams Boulevard overcrossing and 
merge with the main line transitway structure south of 27th 
Street. (Refer to Figure II-4.) 

This alternative would also include the widening of Figueroa 
Street. Approach widening and curb work would be done on Adams 
Boulevard between west of Figueroa Street and Flower Street. It 
would also accommodate the conversion of Figueroa and Flower 
Streets to essentially one-way arterials as part of the city of 
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Los Angeles TSM plan. Implementation of this alternative would 
require the demolition of the 29th Street bridge and the 
reconstruction of the Jefferson Boulevard undercrossing, the 28th 
Street overcrossing, and the 30th Street overcrossing. 

Existing Flower Street would be cul-de-sac'ed just east of the 
Harbor Freeway with implementation of this alternative. To 
facilitate patients arriving at, and exiting from, the 
Orthopaedic Hospital a northbound contra-flow lane would be 
provided from the end of the cul-de-sac along the east side of 
the Flower Street stub to 23rd Street. (Flower Street would be 
realigned and converted to one-way southbound.) In this fashion 
southbound vehicles along Flower Street could merge into the stub 
area, reverse direction at the cul-de-sac, enter the hospital 
driveway to drop off patients, and leave the driveway on the 
northbound contra-flow lane to access 23rd Street. 

Similar to the current northern terminus proposal this 
configuration would require northbound buses and HOVs, desiring 
to continue to the LACED without utilizing surface streets, to 
exit the transitway at about 37th Street to enter mixed-flow 
freeway traffic. Likewise, southbound buses and HOVs coming from 
the LACBD and points north, desiring to access the transitway 
(from the mixed-flow freeway) could do so at about 37th Street. 
The northernmost point for southbound HOVs to directly access the 
transitway would be from Flower Street south of 23rd Street . 

The N/B HOV Off-Ramp to Figueroa Street and S/B HOV On-Ramp from 
Flower Street, south of 23rd Street Alternative for the I-110 
Transitway Northern Terminus was the subject of the May 3, 1990 
Open House/Public Input meeting. There was considerable public 
opposition to implementing this alternative. For a more detailed 
discussion of public comments received at the Open House/Public 
Input meeting refer to Chapter V, Section B, of this 
environmental document. The major concerns raised at the meeting 
are as follows: 

1. Residents along 23rd Street, west of Figueroa Street, 
felt that the proposal would lead to increased traffic 
along 23rd Street. 

2. Many historic properties preservation advocates felt 
that the magnitude of the project, particularly the 
widening of Figueroa Street, would harm the area's 
historic churches and residential areas. 

3. Several citizens felt that by widening Figueroa Street, 
and increasing traffic volumes thereon, school children 
who cross to and from school would be exposed to a less 
safe situation . 

4. Many felt that the large elevated transitway and HOV 
ramp structures would pose an adverse aesthetic impact 
and an unacceptable intrusion into the community. 
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5. The Orthopaedic Hospital opposed the proposal on many 
grounds -- hospital officials said that the projects 
impact on its facilities and activities were not 
adequately addressed; citing noise, vibration, air 
quality, access, and aesthetic impacts. 

6. There was an overall feeling that the Northern Terminus 
should be located someplace else, rather than at 23rd 
Street. 

After the Open House/Public Input meeting Caltrans met several 
times with hospital officials, community groups, and the city of 
Los Angeles Department of Transportation to work out 
modifications amenable to all concerned. Several alternatives 
were developed (these will be discussed in following sections) 
but were found to be technically infeasible. An additional issue 
came to the fore when the Los Angeles County Transportation 
Commission (LACTC) was unable to make a firm commitment to a 
future LRT line on Flower Street. The LACTC will have to 
complete the CEQA process before it can make a final decision on 
an LRT alignment. This made it difficult for Caltrans and the 
LACTC to develop a mutually usable design configuration for the 
Flower Street bridge. 

Because of the above issues and concerns the HOV on and off-ramps 
south of 23rd Street design configurations for the I-110 
Transitway's Northern Terminus were dropped from further 
consideration. 

D. Alternative D 

N/B HOV Off-Connector to E/B Route 10 and S/B HOV On­
Connector from W/B Route 10, and S/B Route 110 Slip Ramp 
from E/B Route 10 Connector to N/B Route 110 (with N/B 
HOV Off-Ramp to Figueroa Street and S/B HOV On-Ramp from 
23rd Street, west of Flower Street). 

This alternative was developed in 1987 and was presented in the 
Environmental Assessment/Initial Study circulated to the public 
in early 1990. Referring to Figure II-5, its main features are a 
Bus/HOV transitway, on and off freeway to freeway connectors, and 
on and off HOV ramps. All of these facilities would be on 
structures elevated above the Harbor Freeway, which is in cut in 
this vicinity, and further elevated above the surrounding terrain 
and local grid system. The existing S/B freeway off-ramp would 
have to be shifted to the west and replaced with a realigned 
ramp. Of all the alternatives addressed in this environmental 
document it would involve the most extensive and complex 
construction of new elevated structures . 
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South of 23rd Street the transitway ends and northbound buses and 
HOVs could exit the transitway via an off-ramp to Figueroa 
Street, or they could continue on to northbound I-110 directly to 
the LACBD, or access eastbound I-10 (Santa Monica Freeway) via an 
off-connector. See Figure II-5. The off-connector would pass 
under the HOV southbound on-ramp structure and merge with the 
northbound Harbor Freeway south of 21st Street. Northbound HOVs 
would continue on the two right freeway lanes, which in turn 
diverges from main line freeway traffic at about Washington 
Boulevard to access the eastbound I-10 connector. The HOVs would 
then have the option of continuing on to eastbound I-10, or 
access northbound I-110 via a newly constructed northbound I-110 
connector (see Figure II-5) . 

Southbound HOVs originating in the LACBD could access the 
transitway from the Harbor Freeway via a southbound I-110 freeway 
to southbound transitway connector, south of the Santa Monica 
Freeway. Likewise, HOVs exiting eastbound I-10 via the eastbound 
I-10 to southbound I-110 freeway to freeway connector could 
access the eastbound I-10 to southbound I-110 transitway 
connector. The two transitway connectors would merge north of 
23rd Street into one structure referred to as the eastbound I-10 
freeway to southbound I-110 freeway connector. This connector 
would then in turn merge with the southbound HOV on-ramp from the 
23rd Street structure (see Figure II-5). Southbound HOVs would 
continue on to the southbound transitway via the resulting merged 
S/B on-connector. 

This alternative was developed as a preliminary design of the 
I-110 Transitway Northern Terminus, but it was abandoned. The 
reasons for abandonment were largely due to the complexity of the 
network of structures and a number of non-standard features. 
During construction extensive falseworks would have been 
required. The HOV on and off-ramp configurations involved non­
standard curb radii, which is not a desirable feature for large 
vehicles such as buses. The resulting network of structures 
would have been an intricate arrangement. Upon further 
reflection, and in light of the increased traffic handling 
capacity of Flower and Figueroa Streets upon conversion to 
essentially one-way arterials, it was decided that configurations 
with less non-standard features, and more direct access to/from 
local streets, should be considered. Hence, the abandonment of 
this alternative . 

E. Alternative E 

N/B HOV Off-Ramp to Figueroa Street and S/B HOV On-Ramp 
from Flower Street, south of 23rd Street (with "Criss­
cross" alignment of Flower and Figueroa Streets) 

This alternative was developed in 1988 to accommodate the city of 
Los Angeles TSM plan as then envisioned. It also reflects the 
desire to develop alternatives that result in more simplified 
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construction procedures and more direct access to local 
arterials. Hence, this alternative does not feature any freeway 
to transitway connector structures that were so prominent in the 
alternative addressed in Section D of this chapter. 

Referring to Figure II-6 this alternative provides for a 
transitway, a northbound HOV off-ramp to Figueroa Street, and a 
southbound HOV on-ramp from Flower Street (both HOV ramps would 
terminate south of 23rd Street}. The transitway and both HOV 
ramps would be on structures elevated above the Harbor 
(I-110} Freeway, which is in cut in this vicinity, and the 
surrounding terrain and local grid system. The transitway 
structure would cross over the reconstructed 30th Street and 28th 
Street overcrossings (as with the Preferrred Alternative the 
existing 29th Street overcrossing would be demolished}. The 
Jefferson Boulevard undercrossing would also be reconstructed. 
Figueroa Street would be widened as shown in Figure II-6 and 
Flower Street would be resurfaced between 30th Street and Adams 
Boulevard. Approach widening and curb work would be done on 
Adams Boulevard between west of Figueroa Street and Flower 
Street. The northbound HOV off-ramp structure would pass over 
the Adams Boulevard overcrossing, the southbound HOV on-ramp 
structure, and a realigned Flower Street overcrossing. The 
southbound HOV on-ramp structure would pass over the Adams 
Boulevard overcrossing. The existing northbound freeway off-ramp 
to Adams Boulevard would be realigned and shifted to the east . 

But the salient feature of this alternative is the criss-cross 
pattern formed by the realignment and extension of Flower Street 
over the Harbor Freeway, and a newly constructed street level 
roadway connecting Flower Street north of Adams Boulevard and 
Figueroa Street south of 23rd Street. The existing Flower Street 
overcrossing structure would be demolished, with Flower Street 
realigned and a new overcrossing structure built as shown in 
Figure II-6. The existing Flower Street would be cul-de-sac'ed 
east of the freeway. In addition, the existing Adams Boulevard 
overcrossing would be demolished and reconstructed . 

The purpose in devising this criss-cross configuration was to 
accommodate the then city of Los Angeles TSM Plan that required 
Figueroa Street to be converted to essentially a southbound 
Street south of Adams, but converted northbound north of 23rd 
Street. Likewise, the plan required Flower Street to be converted 
to a northbound street south of Adams Boulevard, but converted 
southbound north of 23rd Street. The criss-cross configuration 
between Adams Boulevard and 23rd Street would allow for the 
necessary reversal of direction of Figueroa and Flower Streets. 

With the implementation of this alternative northbound HOVs on 
the transitway, desiring to continue to the LACBD, would have to 
merge into mixed-flow freeway traffic at about 37th Street; 
otherwise, they would be forced to exit the transitway at 
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Figueroa Street south of 23rd Street. Likewise HOVs traveling 
southbound in mix-flow freeway traffic, coming from the LACBD, 
desiring to access the transitway could not do so until about 
37th Street. The most northerly point for southbound HOVs to 
directly access the transitway would be from Flower Street south 
of 23rd Street . 

This alternative was the subject of an Open House held by 
Caltrans on December 15, 1988 at the District 7 Office. The 
primary participants at the Open House were merchants from the 
mini-mall located in the northeast quadrant of the intersection 
of Adams Boulevard and Figueroa Street, west of the Harbor 
Freeway. The proposed realignment of Flower Street, and new 
construction of the connector road previously described, would 
have caused the displacement of many of these merchants. Other 
attendees included property owners in the mini-mall and 
representatives from Saint Vincent De Paul Church and USC. 
Representatives from Caltrans and the city of Los Angeles 
Department of Transportation (LADOT) were there to answer 
questions and explain the operation of the criss-cross 
configuration and transitway. 

There was no general opposition to this alternative expressed at 
the Open House. The primary concern of the merchants was 
business relocation benefits. Property owners had questions 
regarding Caltrans' policies and procedures in purchasing 
property. 

This alternative was dropped from further consideration when the 
city of Los Angeles modified its TSM Plan to convert Figueroa 
Street to essentially a one-way northbound arterial (with two 
northbound contra-flow lanes), and Flower Street to a southbound 
arterial (with one contra-flow lane between Adams Boulevard and 
23rd Street), for the entire stretch between Washington Boulevard 
and where the two streets meet at Exposition Park. 

F . Alternative F 

N/B HOV Off-Ramp to Figueroa Street~ south of 23rd 
Street, and S/B HOV On-Ramp from Flower Street, south of 
Adams Boulevard 

After the May 3, 1990 Open House/Public Input meeting Caltrans 
and LADOT held several meetings with representatives of the 
Orthopaedic Hospital, LACTC officials, representatives from the 
Saint Vincent De Paul Church, community representatives, 
Automobile Club representatives, and City Council Aides. The 
purpose of these meetings was to gain community input on possible 
adjustments to the alternative presented at the May 3, 1990 
meeting, and arrive at a mutually acceptable design for the 
Transitway's Northern Terminus. Caltrans also developed other 
design concepts in an attempt to find a mutually acceptable 
configuration. 
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One of the basic design concepts developed was an alternative 
described as the "N/B HOV Off-Ramp to Figueroa Street, South of 
23rd Street, and S/B HOV On-Ramp from Flower Street, South of 
Adams Boulevard" Alternative. See Figure 7A where this 
alternative is presented with provisions for LRT. (A variation 
of the alternative is presented in Figure 7B without provisions 
for future LRT.) The basic features of this alternative are a 
transitway and two HOV ramp structures elevated above both the 
Harbor Freeway, which is in cut in this vicinity, and the 
surrounding terrain and local grid system. 

The transitway structure would terminate south of 28th Street 
after passing over the 30th Street overcrossing. See Figure 
7A. The northbound HOV off-ramp structure to Figueroa Street 
would commence south of 28th Street and pass over the 28th Street 
overcrossing, the Adams Boulevard overcrossing and the Flower 
Street overcrossing. This northbound ramp structure would be 
over 1500 feet long. The southbound HOV on-ramp from Flower 
Street structure would pass over the 28th Street overcrossing and 
merge with the transitway south of 28th Street. 

With implementation of this alternative the 30th Street and 28th 
Street overcrossings, and the Jefferson Boulevard undercrossing 
would be reconstructed. The 29th Street overcrossing would be 
demolished and not replaced . 

This alternative would accommodate the widening of Figueroa 
Street, the conversion of Figueroa and Flower Streets to 
essentially one way arterials, and approach widening and curb 
work on Adams Boulevard between west of Figueroa Street and 
Flower Street. It would also incorporate the realignment of the 
existing northbound freeway off-ramp to Adams Boulevard, and the 
resurfacing of Flower Street between 30th Street and Adams 
Boulevard. 

With the implementation of this alternative northbound HOVs on 
the transitway, desiring to continue to the LACBD, would have to 
merge into mixed-flow freeway traffic at about 37th street; 
otherwise, they would be forced to exit the transitway at 
Figueroa Street south of 23rd Street. Likewise, HOVs traveling 
southbound in mi x-flow freeway traffic, coming from the LACBD, 
desiring to access the transitway could not do so until about 
37th Street. The most northerly point for southbound HOVs to 
directly access the transitway would be from Flower Street south 
of Adams Boulevard. 

This alternative was dropped from further consideration when it 
was determined that the northbound HOV off-ramp structure could 
not be physically supported without reconstructing the Adams 
Boulevard overcrossing; this would allow for the placement of 
support columns in the median of the Freeway. 

II-18 



<n 
n:: 
w 
0 
.J 
::) 

0 
I I ,'r* (f) 

d5 

~ ~ 
(f) w 

ltJ CL 
~ G3 2: (f) I-(J) <( . 0 n:: 0 

--.J w 0::. <( I- ::) n:: 0 0 ::) 

~ 0::: ~ <{ I-
0 3: .J 3: > 
::) w <( w 
0::: w u w > 
I- 0::: 0 0:: 0 

I (J) LL _J LL I I 

ill DI II 

f.· 

• • • • • • • • • • • 





---- -

<n 
0:: 
w 
0 
_J 
=> 

I, 0 
I Ii (f) 

Ii 
\\ d'i 

\ 
,._ 

l 

~ 1' I 
,I 

~ I ,I 
\ ·, ., (f) w 

\ ' 0... ?i . i I ~ (f) r (f) <( · o 0:: (_) 
I 'I w 0:: <( r => • I ·•· 0: 0 0 . -~· ' => ~ 0: ~ <( 11 \ \ r 

u 3 _J 3 > 
\ :::) w <( w \ 0: w (_) w > 

I \ . f- 0: 0 0: 0 ,1 
(f) LL _J LL I 

\ • I 

I I 
. ' ..... v: 

" "" ,, 
I I , . 

• • • • • • • • • • • 





• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

G • Alternative G 

N/B HOV Off-Ramp to Adams Boulevard, and S/B HOV On-Ramp 
from Flower Street, south of 23rd Street 

Like the alternative just described in Section F of this chapter, 
this subject alternative was developed after the May 3, 1990 
meeting in an attempt to find a mutually acceptable configuration 
for the Northern Terminus. See Figure II-8. 

The main features of this alternative are the two elevated HOV 
ramp structures and transitway structure. These structures would 
be elevated above both the freeway, which is in cut in this 
vicinity, and the surrounding terrain and local grid system. The 
southbound HOV On-Ramp would pass over the Adams Boulevard 
overcrossing, the 28th Street overcrossing, and the 30th Street 
overcrossing. The northbound HOV off-ramp would pass over the 
28th Street and 30th Street overcrossings. 

Other features of this alternative are the reconstruction of the 
Adams Boulevard, 30th Street, and 28th Street overcrossings. The 
Jefferson Boulevard undercrossing would be reconstructed, and the 
Flower Street overcrossing would be reconstructed and Flower 
Street realigned. The 29th Street overcrossing would be 
demolished and not replaced . 

This alternative would also incorporate the realignment of the 
existing northbound freeway off-ramp to Adams Boulevard. It 
would also accommodate the city's TSM Plan, the widening of 
Figueroa Street, the resurfacing of Flower Street, and approach 
widening and curb work on Adams Boulevard between west of 
Figueroa Street and Flower Street . 

With the implementation of this alternative northbound HOVs on 
the transitway, desiring to continue to the LACBD, would have to 
merge into mixed-flow freeway traffic at about 37th street; 
otherwise, they would be forced to exit the transitway at Adams 
Boulevard. Likewise, HOVs traveling southbound in mix-flow 
traffic, coming from the LACBD, desiring to access the transitway 
could not do so until about 37th Street. The most northerly 
point for southbound HOVs to directly access the transitway would 
be from Flower Street south of 23rd Street. 

This alternative was dropped from further consideration primarily 
because it did not solve one of the primary concerns regarding 
the potential for southbound vehicles on Flower Street becoming 
confused and accessing the S/ B HOV On-Ramp, rather than their 
local destination such as the Orthopaedic Hospital . 
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H. Alternative H 

N/B and S/B HOV Off/On-Ramps to/from Flower Street, 
south of Adams Boulevard (with new HOV Frontage Road) 

This was another alternative developed for the I-110 Transitway 
Northern Terminus following the May 3, 1990 meeting, and several 
additional meetings with concerned groups and . individuals in the 
area . It features transitway and HOV ramp structures elevated 
above the Harbor Freeway, which is cut in this vicinity, and the 
higher surrounding terrain and local grid system. The transitway 
structure would terminate south of 28th Street after passing over 
the 30th Street overcrossing. The northbound HOV off-ramp and 
southbound HOV on-ramp structures would continue to the east side 
of Flower Street, just south of Adams Boulevard. (See Figure 
II-9.) 

Another feature of this alternative would be a new HOV Frontage 
Road for buses and carpools shown in Figure II-9. This frontage 
road would extend from just west of the northwest corner of Adams 
Boulevard and Flower Street, northwesterly and parallel to the 
Harbor Freeway to the east side of Figueroa Street. This would 
be a 24 foot wide at-grade roadway with a bus lay-over area and a 
pedestrian walkway to accommodate boarding bus patrons. It would 
lie to the east of the mini-mall on the northeast corner of 
Figueroa Street and Adams Boulevard. The purpose of this HOV 
Frontage Road is to facilitate the passage of buses and other 
HOVS exiting the northbound HOV off-ramp at Flower Street over to 
Figueroa Street. Exiting HOVs would be able to cross the 
intersection of Adams Boulevard and Flower Street, make a right­
turn onto the bus frontage road to Figueroa Street. This would 
prevent HOVs exiting the northbound off-ramp from having to 
travel down to Figueroa Street via westbound Adams Boulevard; 
HOVs would then have to negotiate a right-turn onto Figueroa 
Street with the possible results of long queues developing on 
westbound Adams Boulevard, particularly during peak traffic 
periods . 

Because Flower Street would be converted to a southbound one-way 
arterial, the northbound HOV off-ramp would have to be signalized 
to allow buses and other HOVs to access westbound Adams Boulevard 
and/or the HOV Frontage Road. 

This alternative would incorporate the city of Los Angeles TSM 
plan and the proposed widening of Figueroa Street, the 
resurfacing of Flower Street, approach widening and curb work 
along Adams Boulevard, and the demolition of the 29th Street 
overcrossing. 

Other features of this alternative are the reconstruction of the 
Jefferson Boulevard undercrossing, the 30th Street overcrossing, 
and the 28th Street overcrossing. The existing N/B freeway off-
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ramp to Adams Boulevard would have to be replaced with a 
realigned off-ramp shifted to the east. 

HOVs originating in San Pedro and points south traveling 
northbound on the transitway, and desiring to continue to the 
LACBD without utilizing surface streets, would have to merge into 
mixed-flow freeway traffic at about 37th Street. Likewise, HOVs 
originating north of the LACBD traveling southbound in mixed-flow 
freeway traffic, could not ·enter the exclusive southbound 
transitway without utilizing surface streets until about 37th 
Street. The most northerly point for southbound HOVs to directly 
access the transitway would be from Flower Street south of Adams 
Boulevard . 

While this alternative is structurally feasible its operation 
would be marginal due to the short transition distance from the 
end of the northbound HOV off-ramp to westbound Adams Boulevard 
(and the new HOV Frontage Road). The existing traffic signal 
system at the intersection of Adams Boulevard and Flower Street 
would have to be modified to include an additional phase, 
resulting in a more complicated six way traffic movement 
operation. For these reasons the alternative has been dropped 
from serious consideration. 

I. Alternative I 

N/B HOV Off-Ramp to Adams Boulevard and S/B HOV On-Ramp 
from Flower Street, south of Adams Boulevard (with new 
HOV Frontage Road) 

This alternative was developed after the May 3, 1990 Open 
House/Public Input meeting. Like the other alternatives 
developed subsequent to this meeting, it was an effort to 
alternative more acceptable to the surrounding community. 

find an 
It is 
The very similar to Alternative A, the Preferred Alternative. 

principal difference being that Alternative I provides a 
southbound HOV on-ramp at south of Adams Boulevard (see Figure 
II-10), while the current proposal provides the southbound HOV 
on-ramp south of 28th Street. The other features of Alternative 
I are similar to those of Alternative A. 

Referring to Figure II-10 the I-110 transitway, an elevated 
structure at this location, would terminate south of 27th 
Street. Northbound HOVs would exit the transitway via an 
elevated HOV off-ramp structure to Adams Boulevard. Likewise 
southbound HOVs would gain access to the transitway on the east 
side of Flower Street just south of Adams Boulevard, via an 
elevated HOV on-ramp structure. 

The HOV ramps and transitway structures would be elevated above 
the freeway, which is in cut in this vicinity, and the higher 
surrounding terrain and local grid system. The elevated 
structures would pass over the reconstructed freeway 
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overcrossings at 28th Street and 30th Street. The Jefferson 
Boulevard undercrossing would also be reconstructed. The 
existing 29th Street overcrossing would be demolished and not 
replaced (see Figure II-2). 

The existing northbound freeway off-ramp to Adams Boulevard would 
be realigned with a newly constructed facility and shifted to the 
east to accommodate the northbound HOV ramp. However, this 
realigned off-ramp would join with the one-lane northbound HOV 
off-ramp just south of Adams Boulevard. The existing northbound 
off-ramp forms a two-lane T intersection at Adams Boulevard, and 
the intersection would have to be widened to accommodate the 
additional HOV traffic lane . 

As was the case with the current proposal, the widening of the 
existing northbound off-ramp intersection at Adams Boulevard the 
existing traffic signal system at this location would have to be 
modified. In addition, the resulting three lanes would be 
designated with lane markers as left turn only (left lane), left 
turn only (middle lane), and right turn only (right lane), 
respectively. In addition, the lane striping on Adams Boulevard, 
from the northbound off-ramp west across the I-110 Freeway to 
Flower Street, would have to be altered to direct HOVs and buses 
onto the new HOV Frontage Road . 

Other features of this alternative already described for the 
Preferred Alternative (see Section A of this chapter) are as 
follows: 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

The widening of Figueroa Street, and the conversion of 
Figueroa and Flower Streets to essentially one-way arterials 
.(with contra-flow lane provisions) as per the city's TSM 
plan would be accommodated. 

The Adams Boulevard overcrossing structure would be widened. 

A new HOV Frontage Road would begin at the northeast corner 
of Adams Boulevard and Flower Street, and extend in a 
diagonal fashion to Figueroa Street. 

Flower Street, between 30th Street and Adams Boulevard would 
be resurfaced. 

Approach widening and curb work would be done on Adams 
Boulevard. 

Northbound buses and HOVs, whose trips originate at points south, 
desiring to continue north to the LACBD could transition back 
into mixed flow freeway traffic at about 37th Street. This move 
would eliminate the need to get off at Adams Boulevard and take 
surface streets into the LACBD. Likewise, southbound buses and 
HOVs, coming from the LACBD and points north, desiring to access 
the transitway (without exiting the mixed flow freeway) could do 
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so at about 37th Street. The northern most point for southbound 
HOVs to directly access the transitway would be from Flower 
Street south of Adams Boulevard. 

It should be noted that this alternative does not allow for the 
merging of HOV traffic from the main line transitway with mixed 
flow freeway traffic north of 27th Street. The transitway 
structure is terminated north of 28th Street and elevated above 
the Freeway. 

This alternative was dropped from further consideration because 
the geometric configuration of the HOV and ramp structures, at 
the north end, were unwieldy and heavy to support . . By staggering 
the positioning of the ramp structures as in Alternative A, the 
Preferred Alternative, a manageable and supportable structural 
configuration was devised. 

J. No Project 

The No-project alternative, that is to not construct a Northern 
Terminus for the I-110 Transitway, is not a prudent and feasible 
alternative. Much of the transitway is already under 
construction, and it is no longer a viable option not to provide 
a terminus at the north end of the facility . 
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III • Affected Environment 

A. Physical 

The proposed project is in the I-110 Freeway corridor and is in a 
highly urbanized area. It is bounded by Figueroa Street on the 
west, Grand Avenue on the east, 23rd Street on the north, and 
Jefferson Boulevard on the south. The general area is a mixed 
use area. It is typically comprised of gas stations, mini malls, 
educational institutions, office buildings, automobile related 
businesses, residential communities, and churches. Two health 
facilities are in the project area; they are the Orthopaedic 
Hospital (2400 S. Flower Street), and the Los Angeles County H . 
Claude Hudson Comprehensive Health Center (2829 S. Grand Avenue). 
The University of Southern California (USC) campus is just to the 
south of the project area. The Los Angeles Trade Technical 
College campus is just to the north of the project area. The 
topography is flat, with the Harbor Freeway below grade from 
north of 33rd Street to beyond 23rd Street (see Figure I-2) . 

The proposed project is located in a seismically active area. 
The most prominent of the numerous faults, which is closest to 
the project area, is the Whittier-Elsinore geologic structure. 
Other prominent faults in closer proximity to the project area 
are the Santa Monica-Raymond Hill and Newport-Inglewood Fault 
Zones. (See Figure III-1.) 

B. Traffic Demand 

1. Surface Street Conditions 

Traffic conditions along north-south arterial streets are 
generally better than traffic along east-west arterial streets . 
Peak AM and PM traffic is congested due to the highly urbanized 
area in which the proposed project is located. (See Table III-
1) . Parking along arterial streets is limited or restricted. 

2. Transit Service Conditions 

The I-110 Transitway Corridor (see Figure III-2), which extends 
from Western Avenue on the west to Avalon Boulevard on the east 
and from the Los Angeles Central Business District (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 the 
Southern California Rapid Transit District (SCRTD). The Los 
Angeles-Long Beach Blue Line LRT is now in operation to the east 
of the study area . 
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TABLE III-1 

EXISTING PEAK HOUR TRAFFIC 

(1987-1990 Counts) 

St. Peak Hour Peak Hour Volume 
(vehicles/hour) 

Adams at Figueroa 4:00 - 5:00 PM 1367 

Adams at Figueroa 5:00 - 6:00 PM 718 

Figueroa at Adams 7:00 - 8:00 AM 1546 

Figueroa at Adams 5:00 - 6:00 PM 1513 

Adams at Flower St. 5:00 - 6:00 PM 1457 

Adams at Flower St. 7:00 - 8:00 AM 839 

Twenty Third St. at 
Figueroa St. 4:00 - 5:00 PM 411 

Twenty Third St . at 
Figueroa St. 7:00 - 8:00 AM 355 

Figueroa St.at 
Twenty Third St. 7:00 - 8:00 AM 1485 

Figueroa St. at 
Twenty Third St. 5:00 - 6:00 PM 1289 
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Numerous SCRTD bus lines provide scheduled bus service in the 
project area. Several express bus lines connect the LACBD with 
the South Bay area via the Harbor Freeway. These lines pass 
through the project area and include Lines 442, 443, 444, 445, 446, 
and 447. Local lines providing surface street bus service 
to/from the LACED in the project area include Lines 37 (Adams 
Boulevard); 38 (Jefferson Boulevard); 68 (Washington Boulevard); 
81 (Figueroa Street); and 45, 46, and 345 (Broadway) . 

C. Biological 

The urbanization of the study area restricts the amount of 
significant animal and plant habitat that occurs within it. 
Within the urbanized area, nearly all of the native biota was 
removed as development occurred. The majority of the flora 
consists of introduced species used for landscaping and 
ornamentation. A few native plants occur in vacant areas. A few 
squirrels, ground squirrels, rabbits, skunks, and urban adapted 
bird species exist in the study area. Stray dogs and cats are 
common . 

D. Cultural Resources 

A Historic Architectural Survey was conducted at this site. 
Within the Area of Potential effects (APE) of the proposed 
project is one property listed on the National Register of 
Historic Places, the Stimson House. There are two properties 
eligible for the National Register within the (APE), St. Vincent 
de Paul Church, St. John's Episcopal Church. One property, the 
Automobile Club of Southern California (in the APE), appeared to 
be eligible for the National Register, but it had not been 
officially determined eligible. Caltrans and the FHWA felt that 
the Automobile Club was eligible for the National Register under 
two criterion, and formally asked State Historic Preservation 
Officer (SHPO) concurrence on this Determination of 
Eligibility. The SHPO concurred on February 7, 1992 (see 
Appendix D of this environmental document) . 

In addition to these properties in the APE there are other 
properties listed on, or eligible for listing on, the National 
Register in the wider general area. These are the 
Adams/Dockweiler Historic District, the Chester Place Historic 
District, Mount .Saint Mary's College, the Second Church of Christ 
Scientist,Patriotic Hall, University Branch of the Los Angeles 
Public Library, Machell-Seaman House (2341 Scarff Street), four 
additional residences on Scarff Street, #27 Saint James Park, and 
the Al Malaikah Temple (also known as the Shrine Auditorium). 

The two most recent nominations to the National Register are the 
20th Street Historic District (7-3-91), and the Saint James Park 
Historic District (8-28-91), notable both for their architecture 
and for the social and cultural influence of their residents upon 
the history of Los Angeles . 
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An archaeological survey conducted for this proposal revealed no 
known sites within a 2-mile radius. No historic properties would 
be affected by this proposal. 

E. Socioeconomic 

The proposed project area is a mixed use area. Within this area 
is a wide variety of businesses. These businesses primarily 
serve a minority community. One vacant State owned office 
building would be taken by the proposed project. 

The Department of Transportation (CALTRANS) will provide 
relocation advisory assistance to any business displaced as a 
result of the Department's acquisition of real property for 
public use, and reimbursement for certain costs involved in 
relocation. 

Within the project vicinity is a 62 unit four story apartment 
building located at 2315 South Flower Street, directly across the 
street from the Orthopaedic Hospital. It is on the east side of, 
and in close proximity to, the Harbor Freeway. The current 
proposal would not require the taking of this building and no 
residential displacement is anticipated. 

There is a residential community near the project area along 23rd 
Street, west of Figueroa Street. However, none of the residences 
in this area would be displaced by the project. No relocation of 
residents is anticipated. 

F. Air Quality 

The South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) 
maintains several field stations in Los Angeles County. The air 
monitoring stations nearest the study area are located at the Los 
Angeles Central Business District (CBD), Lennox, Lynwood, and 
Long Beach. Air quality in the study area is variable. The Los 
Angeles CBD generally has poor air quality and pollutant levels 
frequently exceed both Federal and State standards. However, on 
site air sampling indicates lower levels of pollutants than 
indicated at SCAQMD monitoring sites. 

G. 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. 

H. Noise 

The heavy traffic on the I-110 Freeway and Figueroa Street 
results · in high levels of noise. The noise produced by I-110 
subjects the adjacent receptors to a noise level in excess of the 
FHWA design noise criterion of 67 dBA Leq· Some soundwalls 
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currently exist on the I-110 to reduce noise impacts for 
sensitive receptors. Much of Figueroa Street exceeds the 67 dBA 
noise criterion. 

I. Community Facilities 

There are two health facilities within the project vicinity. 
They are the Orthopaedic Hospital and the Los Angeles County H . 
Cluade Hudson Comprehensive Health Center. The Orthopaedic 
Hospital is a private, non-profit institution and provides for 
the treatment of bone, joint, nerve and muscle disorders which 
affect adults and children. It is the major provider of charity 
care services for needy children in Southern California, and is 
the largest medical center of its kind in the western United 
States. Over three-and-a-half million dollars worth of charity 
care for disabled and crippled children, regardless of their 
economic circumstances, is provided by the hospital annually. In 
1989, 40% of the hospital's clientele children were black and 40% 
were Hispanic . 

The H. Claude Hudson Comprehensive Health Care Center, provides 
ambulatory care which includes comprehensive outpatient 
healthcare services. These services include: Adult and 
pediatric clinics, family planning, prenatal care, and some 
outpatient surgery. The facility is open under the auspices of 
the County of Los Angeles Department of Health Services and 
therefore is considered a provider of last resort. Approximately 
95% of patients are considered indigent. The catchment area is 
basically Hispanic . 
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IV. Environmental Consequences AND Mitigation Measures 

A. Introduction 

The purpose of this chapter is to describe impacts that would 
occur if the proposed action were implemented. As in the chapter 
on Affected Environment, the discussion is organized according to 
issues. Both adverse and beneficial impacts are discussed. 
Measures that mitigate adverse impacts are identified following 
discussion of the impact. 

As mentioned previously, the construction of the Transitway's 
Northern Terminus was included within the overall project as 
originally proposed. This document assesses the change in design 
of the Northern Terminus. The area of impact for this project 
does not extend beyond the area assessed in the 1985 FEIR/FEIS 
for the Harbor Freeway/Transitway (I-110) . 

The proposed project does not affect any Section 4(f) properties, 
wetlands, or threatened or endangered species . 
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B, ENVIRONMENTAL SIGNIFICANCE CHECKLIST 

This check I ist was used to identify physical, biological, social and economic factors which might 
be impacted by the proposed project. In many cases, the background studies performed in connection 
with th is project clearly ind icate the project wi I I not affect a particular item. A "NO" answer in 
the first column documents this determination, Where there i s a need for clarifying discussion, an 
asterisk is shown next to the answer. The d iscussion is in the section fol lowing the check! ist • 

PHYSICAL . Wi I I the proposal (either directly or indirectly) : 

1. Appreciably change the topography or ground surface 
re li ef features 

2. Destroy, cover, or modify any unique geologic or 
physical features? 

3. Result in unstable earth surfaces or increase the exposure 
of people or property to geologic or seismic hazards? 

4. Result in or be affected by soi I erosion or siltation 
(whether by water or wind)? 

5 . Result in the increased use of fue l or energy in 
large amounts or in a wasteful manner? 

6. Result i n an increase in the rate of use of any natural 
resource? 

7, Result in the substantial depletion of any nonrenewable 
resource? 

8 . Violate any published Federal, State, or local standards 
pertaining to hazardous waste, sol id waste or I i tter control? 

9 . Mod i fy the channel of a river or s t ream or the bed of the 
ocean or any bay, inlet or lake? 

10 . Encroach upon a floodplain or resu lt in or be affected 
by floodwaters or tidal waves? 

11, Adversely affect the quantity or quality of surface water , 
groundwater, or public water supply? 

12. Result i n the use of water in large amounts or in a 
wasteful manner? 

13. Affect wetlands or riparian vegetation? 
14. Violate or be inconsistent with Federal, State or local 

water qua I i ty standards ? 
15. Result in changes in air movement, moisture, or temperature, 

or any climatic conditions? 
16. Result in an increase in air pollutant emissions, adverse 

effects on or deterioration of amb ient air quality? 
17. Result in the creation of objectionable odors? 
18. Violate or be inconsistent with Federal, State, or local 

air standards or control plans? 
19. Result in an increase in no ise levels or v ibration for 

adjoining areas? 
20. 

21. 

Result i n any Federal, State, or local noise criteria 
being equal or exceeded? 
Produce new I ight, glare, or shadows? 

IV-2 

YES OR 

No 

No 

IF YES, IS IT 
SIGNIFICANT? 

YES OR NO 

• Yes No 

No 

No 

• Yes No 

No 

• No 

No 

• No 

• No 

No 
No 

No 

No 

• No 
No 

No* 

Yes 

Yes 
Yes 

• No 

• No 
• No 



• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

ENVIRONMENTAL SIGNIFICANCE CHECKLIST (Cont.) 

IF YES, IS IT BIOLOGICAL. Wi I I the proposal result in either 
directly): 
22. Change in the diversity of species or number of any species of 

( i ncluding trees, shrubs, gr ass, microflora, and aquatic 
plants)? 

23. Reduction of the numbers of or encroachment upon the critical 
habitat or any unique, threatened or endangered species of 
plants? 

24 , Introduction of new species of plants into an area, or result in 
a barr ier to the normal replen ishment of existing spec ies? 

25 . Reduction in acreage of any agricultural crop or commercial 
timber stand, or affect prime, unique, or other farmland of State 
or I oca I importance? 

26 . Removal or deter ioration of ex isting fish or wildli fe 
habitat? 

27. Change in the d ivers ity of species, or numbers of any species of 
animals (birds, land animals including reptiles, fish and 
shel I f i sh , benthic organisms, insects or microfauna)? 

28 . Reduction of the numbers of or encroachment upon 
the c r itical habitat of any unique, threatened or 
endangered spec ies of an imals ? 

29 . Introduct ion of new spec ies of animals into an area, or result in 
a barrier to the migrat ion of movement of an imals? 

SOCIAL AND ECONOMIC. Wi l I the proposal (directly or indirectly) : 

30 . Cause disruption of orderly planned development? 
31 , Be incons istent with any elements of adopted community plans , 

policies or goals, or the Californ ia Urban Strategy ? 
32. Be inconsistent with a Coastal Zone Management Plan ? 
33. Affect the location , d istribution, dens i ty, or growth rate of the 

human population of an area? 
34. Affect I ife-styles , or neighborhood character or stab i I ity ? 
35. Affect minority, elder ly, handicapped, transit-dependent , or 

other specific interest groups? 
36. Divide or disrupt an established community? 
37. Affect existing housing, requ i re the acquisition of res iden ti al 

improvements or the displacement of people or create a demand for 
additional housing? 

38. Affect employment, industry or commerce , or require the 
displacement of businesses or farms ? 

39. Affect property values or the local tax base? 
40. Affect any community faci I ities (including medical, educational, 

scientific, recreational, or religious institutions, ceremonial 
sites or sacred shrines)? 

41. Affect public uti I ities, or pol ice, fire, emergency or other 
publ ic services? 

42. Have substantial impact on existing transportation systems or 
alter present patterns of circulation or movement of people 
and/or goods? 
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43 . Generate additional t raffic ? 
44 . Af fect or be affected by existing parking faci I it ies or result in 

demand of new park ing? 
45. Involve a substantial risk of an explosion or the release of 

hazardous substances in the event of an accident or otherwise 
adversely affect overal I public safety? 

46. Result in alterations to waterborne, ra i I or a i r traffic? 
47. Support large commercial or residential development? 
48. Affect a significant archaeological or histor ic site, structure 

object, or bui I d ing? 
49. A f feet w i Id or seen i c rivers or natura I I andmarks? 
50. 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 s i te open to pub! ic view? 

51. Result in substantial impacts associated with construction 
• activ i ties (e .g., noise, dust, temporary drainage, traffic 

detours and temporary access, etc.)? 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

52. Result i n the use of any publicly-owned land from a park, 
recreat ion area, or w i Id I i te and waterfow I refuge? 

MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE • 

53 . Does the project have the potential to substantially degrade the 
qua I ity of the environment, substantially reduce the habitat of a 
f i sh or wi ldlife species, cause a fish or wi !di ife population to 
drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant 
or an imal community, reduce the number of, restrict the range of a 
rare or endangered plant or animal or eliminate important examples 
of the major periods of California history or prehistory? 

54. 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 wi 11 

endure we I I into the future.) 
55. Does the project have environmental effects which are individually 

I imited, 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 
probable future projects. It includes the effects of other 
projects which interact with this project and, together, are 
considerable. 

56. Does the project have environmental effects which wi 11 cause 
substant ial adverse effects on human beings, either directly 
or indirectly? 
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C. Environmental Evaluation 

1. Seismicity (3) 

There are no faults located on the site or in the 
immediate project vicinity. The ground shaking 
potential for the site is similar to that expected 
throughout the basin. (See Table IV-I.) 

Measures To Minimize Harm 

The following measure is included as part of the project 
to offset potential adverse impacts: 

A geotechnical report will be prepared, based on boring 
results, to determine foundation requirements for the 
grade separation structures, seismic design of the 
structures and foundations and foundation requirements 
based on the degree of expansiveness of soil . 

2 . Energy (6) 

Implementation of the project will also require the 
consumption of energy during the construction period and 
for maintenance operations. In the long term, providing 
parking facilities and encouraging the use of HOVs will 
reduce congestion and provide for more efficient travel, 
thus contribut i ng to improved fuel consumption by 
motorists. 

Mitigation 

e No mitigation measures are required . 

• 

• 

• 

• 

3. Hazardous Waste (8) 

4 • 

Caltrans has conducted an initial site investigation 
(ISA) to determine if the single commercial building to 
be taken has generated hazardous waste within the 
project area. There was no apparent hazardous waste, 
however, there is a potential for asbestos in the 
structure to be taken. 

Measures To Prevent Harm 

Caltrans will perform an on site inspection and 
appropriate action will be taken. 

Flood Plain (10) 

None of the alternative sites encroaches upon any Base 
Flood Plains or Regulatory Floodways, as defined by the 
Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). 
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Malibu-Santa Monica 

Newport-Inglewood 

Palos Verdes 

San Andreas 

Santa Monica 

Whittier-Elsinore 

TABLE IV-1 

Major Named Active Faults 

That May Affect The Project Site 

Closest Distance 

To Project Area (Miles 1 ) Earthquake Magnitude( 2 ) 

5 7 . 5 

8 7 . 1 

16 7. 2 

33 8 . 3 

15 6 . 6 

10 7.5 

(l) This distance is measured from the location to the nearest 
intersection with the fault . 

( 2 ) Greensfelder, C.C.M.G . Map Sheet 23 (1974) 
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Since the project does not encroach upon a flood plain, 
there would be no impacts on natural and beneficial 
flood plain values. The project would not support 
incompatible flood plain development. 

The final drainage plans will be coordinated with the 
City of Los Angeles Department of Public Works to insure 
compatibility with the existing drainage facilities. 

Water Resources (11) 

Development of the proposed transitway improvements will 
not generate any additional runoff. There will be 
virtually no paved surfaces on currently unpaved 
areas. The proposed project will have no effect on the 
local drainage system, also the City of Los Angeles will 
be consulted to review Caltrans drainage plans. 

Measures To Prevent Harm 

None will be necessary. 

Air Quality (16,18) 

This is a summarization of the detailed air quality 
assessment. Changes in the location of any collection 
of automotive sources or changes in the number of 
vehicles or travel speeds may impact the microscale air 
quality around any given project site. Such microscale 
impacts, in addition to any temporary dust and 
construction equipment exhaust emissions, comprise the 
primary air quality concerns for any transportation 
project. Regional effects are minimal and accommodated 
within regional air quality planning processes. The 
proposed project will reduce congestion in the area and 
therefore reduce emissions, which will actually create 
an incremental regional benefit due to implementation of 
the project. The Air Quality Study in the Physical 
Environmental Report concluded that a _one to two parts 
per million (ppm) reduction in carbon monoxide (CO) for 
the one hour averaging time can be expected with 
implementation of the transitway project. The eight 
hour averaging time levels will also be reduced. The 
detailed Air Quality Report is available at Caltrans' 
Environmental Planning Branch in Los Angeles. 

Measures To Prevent Harm 

The proposed Transitway Northern Terminus creates no 
adverse long-term air quality impacts requiring 
mitigation. It is recommended, however, that the 
following measures be implemented to reduce the short­
term (construction) impacts associated with the 
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project: (1) The contractor will control dust by 
regular watering; (2) Paving construction roads or other 
dust prevention measures at sensitive receptors; and (3) 
a mitigation monitoring plan will be instituted by 
Caltrans which will monitor air pollutant levels at the 
Orthopaedic Hospital, and if these levels exceed base­
line conditions modified construction techniques can be 
implemented. 

Clean Air Act Amendments Conformity Statement 

The Federal Clean Air Act Amendments of 1977 require 
that the states prepare an implementation plan (SIP) to 
attain and maintain the National Ambient Air Quality 
Standards. For transportation related air pollution, 
the California plan contains transportation control 
measures to reduce emissions. All transportation plans, 
programs, and projects must be consistent with the 
measures set forth in this SIP . 

On November 15, 1990, the President signed the Clean Air 
Act Amendments (CAAA) of 1990 into law. The selected 
project alternative conforms with the State 
Implementation Plan (SIP) under the conformity 
provisions of the CAAA. The project is included in 
SCAG's Regional Mobility Plan and the latest 
Transportation Improvement Program (TIP). On November 
14, 1991, FHWA determined the latest TIP is in 
conformity with the SIP. Analysis shows that the 
selected alternative reduces the number and severity of 
violations of the CO standard in the area substantially 
affected by the project, and is therefore in conformity 
with the SIP. 

Noise and Vibration Impacts (19, 20) 

A noise study was prepared for the I-110 Transitway 
project as originally proposed in the 1985 FEIS . 
Because of the need to redesign the Northern Terminus of 
the transitway, supplemental noise studies were made at 
representative sites to assess impacts on sensitive 
receptors in the project vicinity. Sensitive receptors 
in the project vicinity include Saint John's Episcopal 
Church and Saint Vincent De Paul Church, both are 
eligible for listing on the National Register of 
Historic Places. Other sensitive receptors in the APE 
include Saint Vincent's School, the Orthopaedic 
Hospital, the Los Angeles County H. Claude Hudson 
Comprehensive Health Center, the Stimson House (listed 
on the National Register of Historic Places), an 
apartment building at 2315 South Flower Street, and 
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residences at 2303 and 2321 South Figueroa Way. The H. 
Claude Hudson Health Center is a completely enclosed air 
-conditioned facility, set back 400 feet to the east of 
the northbound I-110 right-of-way line, and no noise 
measurements were considered necessary. 

The exterior noise level at Saint Vincent De Paul 
Church, at the northwest corner of Adams Boulevard and 
Figueroa Street, was measured at 67 dBA (Leq). In 
addition, noise readings taken inside the church 
measured between 41 and 48 dBA (Leq). There was no 
discernable traffic noise inside the church. The 
dominant exterior noise comes from traffic on Adams 
Boulevard and Figueroa Street. No increase noise levels 
is expected at Saint Vincent De Paul Church with 
implementation of any northern terminus configurations 
presented in this environmental document. The interior 
of churches are identified as land use Category E in the 
Federal Program Manual 7-7-3 with a noise abatement 
criterion of 52 dBA (Leq) . 

Saint John's Episcopal Church is located closer to the 
Harbor Freeway at the southwest corner of Adams 
Boulevard and Flower Street. Noise measurements taken 
at Saint John's show external noise levels of 68 to 69 
dBA (Leq), exceeding the 67 dBA (Leq) noise criterion . 
Interior noise levels at the church were measured at 48 
dBA (Leq), which is below the Federal criterion for land 
use Category E noise abatement of 52 dBA (Leq). 

The principal noise source at Saint John's are the peaks 
of local trucks and buses ranging from 72 to 77 
decibels. This noise is caused by periodic stops and 
starts at the intersection of Adams Boulevard and Flower 
Street. The I-110 (Harbor) Freeway, below grade at this 
location, contributes a continual (ambient) noise level 
averaging 66 dBA (Leq). Freeway noise contributes to 
the overall 67+ dBA (Leq) exterior noise environment at 
the church, but a soundwall, at street level, along the 
southbound right-of-way (on the east side of Flower 
Street) would not provide mitigation from any of the 
local traffic noise sources. External noise levels at 
Saint John's would remain in the 67 dBA (Leq) range with 
or without freeway noise mitigation. The interior noise 
levels at the church are expected to remain below those 
specified for land use category E, as was the case with 
Saint Vincent De Paul Church, for any of the Northern 
Terminus configurations addressed in this environmental 
document. A transitway facility in the Harbor Freeway 
Corridor would have no significant impact on the ambient 
noise levels in the vicinity of Saint John's. ·The 
freeway and local traffic would continue to dominate the 
noise environment. 
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In response to the concerns of hospital official 
regarding potential noise impacts, Caltrans conducted 
simultaneous interior and exterior noise level readings 
at the Orthopaedic Hospital located at the southeast 
corner of Flower and 23rd Streets (and east of the 
Harbor Freeway). The Orthopaedic Hospital is an 
enclosed air conditioned health facility. The purpose 
in taking the simultaneous readings was to get an 
indication of the noise attenuation factor of the 
hospital. All readings were taken on the freeway side 
of the hospital along the east side of Flower Street. 
Interior readings were taken at Site A (a third floor 
office that is directly in the line of site of the 
Harbor Freeway, north of the Flower Street overcrossing, 
below) and Site B (second floor, Room 203). Exterior 
readings were taken on the sidewalk on Flower Street 
directly under the window of the site of the 
corresponding interior reading. The results are shown 
in Table IV-2 . 

TABLE IV-2 

Noise Levels at Orthopaedic Hospital 

Exterior Noise Interior Noise Exterior-Interior Noise 
Level, dBA (Leq) Level, dBA (Leq) Attenuation Factor, dBA 

72 

67 

(ground (third 
level) 53 floor) 19 

(ground (second 
level) 50 floor) 17 

From Table IV-2 it can be seen that external noise 
levels are either at or above the 67 dBA (Leg) noise 
criterion, and there is a 1 dBA exceedence at Site A of 
the interior noise level specified for land use category 
E . 

At Site A (ground level) the freeway contributes an 
exterior ambient noise level of 70 dBA (Leg) . However, 
trucks and other vehicles on Flower Street make 
substantial contributions to the noise environment at 
the site, with peaks ranging from 72 to 82 dBA (Leg). 
Likewise, at Site B (ground level) the freeway 
contributes an exterior ambient noise level of 64 dBA 
(Leg), and here too trucks and other vehicles on Flower 
Street make substantial contributions to the noise 
environment, with peaks ranging from 70 to 76 dBA 
(Leg). Providing a soundwall, at street level, along 
the northbound right-of-way (to the west of Flower 
Street) would not provide mitigation from any of the 
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local traffic noise sources. External noise levels at 
Orthopaedic Hospital would remain in the 67 dBA (Leq) 
range with or without freeway noise mitigation. In 
addition, a noise wall just described would not break 
the line of site between the freeway and the upper 
floors of the hospital. Consequently, no interior noise 
mitigation would be realized at these locations . 

None of the configurations for the Transitway Northern 
Terminus addressed in this environmental document are 
expected to significantly alter the noise environment at 
the Orthopaedic Hospital. Freeway and local street 
traffic would continue to dominate the noise environment 
at the hospital regardless of the alternative selected 
for implementation of the Northern Terminus. Even if 
traffic volumes in the I-110 Freeway corridor doubled 
(which is virtually impossible) as a result of any 
particular Northern Terminus configuration (i.e., HOV On 
and Off-Ramps south of 23rd Street), existing noise 
levels at the hospital would only increase by about 1 to 
2 decibles. It should be noted that the average human 
ear cannot discern the difference in a change in traffic 
generated (fluctuating) noise levels of less than 3 
decibels. If the current Caltrans proposal for the 
Northern Terminus (S/B HOV On-Ramp south of 28th Street 
and N/B HOV Off-Ramp south of Adams Boulevard) were 
implemented there would be virtually no impact on the 
noise environment at the hospital. 

As a commercial building, the Automobile Club is not 
considered a sensitive noise receptor, so no noise 
readings were taken at the location. However, from its 
proximity to Saint Vincent de Paul Church, similar noise 
readings can be inferred. 

Noise readings were also taken at Saint Vincent's School 
at 2333 South Figueroa Way, a parochial elementary 
school. The school is located west of the Harbor 
Freeway and on the west side of Figueroa Street. It is 
on the south side of the Stimson House property, which 
in turn is south of Saint Vincent De Paul Church. The 
school's large parking lot/playground fronts Figueroa 
Way and Figueroa Street, with classroom facilities 
beginning about 300 feet west of Figueroa Way . 

Because Saint Vincent's School is not air conditioned 
noise readings were taken inside of a first floor 
classroom (facing Figueroa Street) with and without the 
windows open. A reading was also taken outside of the 
classroom in the playground area to determine the 
external noise environment. · The results of these 
readings is shown in Table IV-3. 

IV-11 



• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

TABLE IV-3 

Noise Levels at Saint Vincent's School 

Exterior Noise Interior Noise Interior Noise Level 
Site Level, dBA(Leq) Level, dBA(Leq) Windows closed, dBA 

First 
Floor Classroom 63 51 42 
Adjacent to 
Playground 

Table IV-3 shows that exterior noise levels at the 
school are below the 67 dBA Leq noise criterion. Also 
interior noise levels, for both open and closed window 
conditions, are below those specified for Federal land 
use Category E. In addition, interior noise levels are 
within the school noise criterion of Section 216 of the 
California Streets and Highways Code - 52 dBA, (Leq). A 
soundwall constructed along the west side of the Harbor 
Freeway right-of-way is not necessary to meet Federal 
noise criteria. None of the alternatives presented in 
this environmental document would significantly alter 
the noise environment at Saint Vincent's School, or 
result in an exceedence of Federal or State noise 
criteria. 

Noise readings were also taken at the apartment building 
at 2315 South Flower Street. This building is located 
on the west side of Flower Street, between Adams 
Boulevard and 23rd Street, in close proximity to the 
Harbor Freeway (to the west). It is the closest 
sensitive receptor to the freeway within the project 
vicinity. The exterior noise level at the rear of the 
building (the side nearest the freeway). was measured at 
75 dBA (Leq). The exterior noise level in front of the 
building, facing Flower Street, was measured at 71 dBA . 
Noise levels at the rear of the building are dominated 
by the freeway and clearly exceed the 67 dBA (Leq) 
Federal design criterion for Category A land use. Noise 
levels in front of the building are influenced by both 
the freeway and the local streets. 

If the current proposal were implemented noise levels at 
the apartment would not change. However, with 
implementation of most of the other Northern Terminus 
alternatives presented in this environmental document 
noise levels would rise, but insignificantly. For 
example, with implementation of the N/B and S/B HOV On 
and-Off Ramps south of 23rd Street Alternatives, noise 
levels would rise about 1 dBA (Leq) at the apartment. 
Other alternatives would have a similar impact. 
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However, it is recommended that noise abatement measures 
be taken at the apartment. The building is within the 
project limits of the Northern Terminus proposal with 
noise levels currently exceeding the 67 dBA (Leq) noise 
abatement criterion. A 14-foot high and 500 to 700-foot 
long soundwall constructed along the northbound freeway 
right-of-way, on the west side of the building, would 
result in an 8 dBA (Leq) reduction in the external noise 
level for the first floor residences in the vicinity of 
the building's southwest corner. Six to eight first 
floor apartment units would be brought to within the 67 
OBA (Leq) noise criterion for land use Category A. This 
proposed soundwall would provide partial noise abatement 
for the remaining first floor units. The upper three 
floors of this apartment building would also realize 
partial noise abatement, particularly for those upper 
units towards the front of the building that would 
receive some benefit from the break in the line of sight 
to the freeway . 

Noise readings taken in front of the Stimson House, at 
2421 South Figueroa Street, show a noise level of 65 dBA 
(leq). The Harbor Freeway contributes to the noise 
environment, but traffic along Figueroa Street is the 
primary noise contributor. Exterior noise levels at the 
Stimson House are below the 67 dBA (Leq) Federal noise 
criterion and no noise abatement measures are 
necessary. None of the alternatives for the Northern 
Terminus, presented in this environmental document, 
would cause exterior noise levels at the Stimson House 
to exceed the 67 dBA (leq) level . 

Two additional sensitive receptors are located in the 
project vicinity along Figueroa Way just south of 23rd 
Street. Both of these receptors appear to be 
residential facilities associated with Saint Vincent De 
Paul Church. One is a two story apartment structure 
located at 2303 South Figueroa Way, while the other is a 
large wood frame single family structure located at 2321 
South Figueroa Way. Because of the close proximity of 
the two sites noise readings were taken in front of the 
2321 South Figueroa Way property and the results used as 
being representative of both sites . 

Noise readings taken in front of 2321 South Figueroa Way 
indicate a noise level of 70 dBA (Leq). The freeway 
contributes an ambient noise level of about 67 dBA (Leq) 
to the noise environment at this site. But local 
traffic along 23rd Street, Figueroa Way, and Figueroa 
Street are the primary contributors to the noise 
environment, with peak noise readings ranging from 72 to 
in excess of 80 dBA {Leq). Providing noise walls along 
the southbound side of the Harbor Freeway would not 
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reduce exterior noise levels at these sites to below the 
67 dBA (Leq) exterior noise criterion for land use 
Category A. 

At the May 3, 1990 Open House/Public Input Meeting, held 
for the Northern Terminus proposal, officials from the 
Orthopaedic Hospital complained that potential vibration 
impacts on their facility were not addressed in the 
Environmental Assessment/Initial Study circulated in 
early 1990. This issue was raised again at subsequent 
informal meetings that Caltrans held with hospital, 
church, and community representatives. The hospital 
feels that pile driving activities in particular would 
be damaging to sensitive electron microscopes used at 
the facility. 

In response to these concerns Caltrans prepared an 
estimate of vibration levels at the Orthopaedic Hospital 
from pile driving for the I-110 Transitway Northern 
Terminus . The vibration estimates are based on 
projections made for Westech Gear Corporation with 
respect to proposed pile driving for the Alameda Viaduct 
of the Route 105 (Century) Freeway in Los Angeles. 
Based upon the Westech report the estimated vibration 
levels for the ground floor inside the hospital are as 
shown in Table IV-4 . 

TABLE IV-4 

Vibration Levels on Ground Floor 
at Orthopaedic Hospital Due to Pile Driving 

Peak Verticle Frequency Peak Vertical Peak-to-Peak 
Particle Velocity (Hertz) Particle Acceleration Displacement 
(inches/second) ( II g II ) (inches) 

0.04 10-15 . 0065 - 0.010 0.0008-0.0013 

The estimates in Table IV-4 are based on the primary 
assumptions of a 100 feet distance from the pile 
driving, and a pile driver energy of 96,000 foot-pounds 
per blow. Other assumptions are an outside-to-inside 
attenuation of 2:1 and similar soils to the Alameda 
Viaduct . 
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There are no government vibration standards for electron. 
microscopes, but a publication by Hal Amick, P.E. of 
Acentech Incorporated recommends a maximum peak particle 
velocity of .00025 inches per second. By comparison, 
ordinary walking on asphalt concrete pavement produces 
vibrations 10 times this level (.0025 inches per at a 
distance of ten feet. Another comparison is Westech 
Year's 0.005 inches per second criterion at sensitive 
machining locations. Pile driving would exceed the 
Westech Gear criterion at distances of less than 675 
feet away. 

Regardless of what level is deemed acceptable for the 
hospital's sensitive equipment, the expected pile 
driving vibrations will probably exceed this level. 
Those alternatives requiring the construction of 
Transitway and HOV On and Off-Ramp structures, and the 
demolition and reconstruction of the Flower Street 
overcrossing, in front of the hospital would cause the 
greatest vibration impacts because of the need for 
closer and more numerous pile driving to install 
necessary support columns. The Preferred Alternative 
for the transitway Northern Terminus (Alternative A -
N/B HOV Off-Ramp to Adams Boulevard and S/B HOV On-Ramp 
south of 28th Street) would have less potential 
vibration impacts than most of the other alternatives 
discussed in Chapter II. And this is particularly true 
for those alternatives featuring transitway, HOV ramp, 
or HOV connector structures near and beyond 23rd Street 
(i.e. Alternatives Band D). 

With implementation of the Preferred Alternative 
construction activities north of Adams Boulevard would 
be minimized. The Adams Boulevard overcrossing roadbed 
would be widened by removing the pedestrian walkways and 
converting the acquired space to automobile use. To 
accommodate pedestrian traffic cantilevered pedestrian 
walkway structures would be attached to both sides of 
the bridge structure. These techniques eliminate the 
need to expand the bridge by adding new sections, which 
would require support columns and pile driving. 

Consequently, the need for support columns would be 
restricted to south of Adams Boulevard and thereby 
lessen potential vibration impacts due to pile 
driving. In fact support columns for the Transitway, 
HOV ramps, and reconstructed bridge structures would be 
limited to south of 27th Street. This will serve to 
lessen any potential vibration impacts on the Saint 
John's Episcopal Church, while further lessening 
vibration impacts on the Orthopaedic Hospital . 
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Potential vibration impacts resulting from pile driving 
could be eliminated if cast-in-drilled-hole techniques 
could be used to place support columns. The feasibility 
of such techniques depends upon the type of soil in a 
particular area. If cast-in-drilled-hole techniques 
proves feasible vibration impacts could be mitigated to 
the nil level . 

Because of concerns regarding potential vibration 
impacts, due to Transitway construction, Caltrans will 
institute a mitigation monitoring plan. This mitigation 
monitoring plan will include taking vibration sensor 
readings at particularly sensitive sites adjacent to the 
I-110 corridor. In the Northern Terminus Vicinity, the 
Orthopaedic Hospital and Saint John's Episcopal Church 
would be so monitored. The purpose of this monitoring 
program would be to determine vibration levels prior to 
the construction (base line condition) and during 
construction. If adverse effects to these properties 
due to vibrat i ons are noted, construction techniques 
would be modified to minimize harm. 

All Supplemental Noise Study Reports and vibration 
analyses are available from Caltrans Environmental 
Planning Branch in Los Angeles . 

Measures to Prevent Harm 

It is recommended that noise abatement measures be 
provided for the apartment building at 2315 South Flower 
Street, via the construction of a 14-foot high (500 to 
700-foot long) soundwall along the N/B I-110 R/W line . 

To mitigate vibration impacts at Orthopaedic Hospital 
and Saint John's Caltrans recommends the following 
course of action: 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Minimize pile driving (This is largely dependent on 
the alternative selected) . 

Pre-drill pile holes if soils allow and pour (support 
columns) in place. 

Explore the possibility of mutually acceptable times 
for pile driving . 

Implement a mitigation monitoring plan to monitor 
vibration levels during construction. 

New Shadows and Light (21) 

The recommended alternative and the other I-110/ 
Transitway alignment alternatives that have centerline 
columns will cast new shadows. While column shadows 
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will create alternating patches of light and dark, the 
impacts from this condition would not be significant . 

Any aerial structures required for buses and HOVs to 
exit the guideway will cast shadows in that location. 
The impact of these shadows would not be significant. 

9. Socioeconomic Impacts, Community Facilities (35,40) 

One vacant State-owned office building, at 2599 South 
Flower Street, would be removed by the current proposal 
for the · Northern Terminus of the I-110 Transitway. This 
was a 12,112 square foot right-of-way acquisition by 
Caltrans. The business that previously occupied this 
site (Capital Western Insurance) has already moved to a 
new location in downtown Los Angeles. This building is 
located at the northwest corner of Adams Boulevard and 
Flower Street. 

The Preferred Alternative would also require right-of­
way from the Los Angeles County H. Claude Hudson 
Comprehensive Health Care Center. The right-of-way 
would include loss of parking spaces and full or partial 
acquisition of improvements (three structures). 

During construction approximately 22,750 square feet of 
parking lot area, or 50± parking spaces would be 
required. However, after construction only 20,310 
square feet or 35± parking spaces would be needed on a 
permanent basis. 

No residential units would be removed by the current 
proposal. The Preferred Alternative greatly reduces the 
right-of-way requirements of the Northern Terminus when 
compared to the requirements of the alternative approved 
in the 1985 FEIS (referred to herein as Alternative B). 
The configuration approved in the FEIS would require the 
taking of a church and several residential properties 
north of 23rd Street. In addition to the vacant office 
building previously described the -original configuration 
would have required a partial taking of a parking lot 
owned by the Orthopaedic Hospital on the west side of 
Flower Street, between Adams Boulevard and 23rd Street . 

Measures To Prevent Harm 

The taking of any residence or business is governed by 
the Federal Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real 
Property Acquisition Act of 1970. In conformance with 
the Federal Uniform Relocation Act, the California 
Department of Transportation is obligated to purchase 
property at fair market value and to pay moving 
expenses. 
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A Relocation Assistance and Advisory Services Program 
-would also aid all residential displacees in locating 

"decent, safe, and sanitary" replacement housing units 
that would be comparable in size, price, and location to 
the units they presently occupy. 

10. Traffic Circulation (42,43) 

The proposed project would change the circulation 
pattern in the project area. This change would result 
primarily from the conversion of Figueroa and Flower 
Streets (between Washington Boulevard and Exposition 
Park) to essentially one-way northbound and southbound 
arterials, respectively, to accommodate the city of Los 
Angeles Traffic System Management (TSM) Plari. The TSM 
Plan will promote efficient traffic flow along Figueroa 
and Flower Streets, particularly during peak traffic 
periods and sporting events at Exposition Park . 

To accommodate the access concerns of businesses and 
non-profit organizations along Figueroa Street a 
southbound contra-flow lane would be provided. Flower 
Street, between Adams Boulevard and 23rd Street, would 
feature one northbound contra-flow lane to accommodate 
the access concerns of the Orthopaedic Hospital . 

The proposed project would also widen Figueroa Street 
between Adams Boulevard and 21st Street. This is to 
insure adequate traffic flow capacity in the project 
area during construction of the I-110 Transitway, and to 
provide capacity for future traffic demand following 
construction. Because of the proposed widening of 
Figueroa Street the city of Los Angeles Department of 
Transportation (LADOT) will provide additional ped time 
at traffic signals to allow more time for pedestrian 
crossing. In addition LADOT will prohibit transit 
traffic from turning left or right onto 23rd Street . 
Signing will be placed to prohibit any turns. 

Because of concerns raised at the May 3, 1990 meeting 
regarding pedestrian safety and the number of 
pedestrians crossing a widened Figueroa Street, LADOT 
made projections of pedestrian volumes crossing Figueroa 
Street. These projections indicate that there would be 
no substantial change in the number of pedestrians 
crossing Figueroa Street in the near term. For example 
in 1992, assuming no TSM or transitway work, 98 
pedestrians would cross Figueroa Street along 23rd 
Street between during the 7:00 to 8:00 a.m. period, 
while 7 pedestrians would cross at the same location 
during the 5:00 to 6:00 p.m. period . And these figures 
would remain substantially unchanged during and after 
the construction of the transitway and implementing the 
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TSM plan (year 199i). In the long term (year 2010) 
pedestrian volumes would increase about 30%. Other 
pedestrian crossings in the project vicinity show 
similar pedestrian use patterns. 

Caltran's Preferred Alternative for the Northern 
Terminus would provide for a Northbound HOV Off-Ramp to 
Adams Boulevard and a Southbound HOV On-Ramp from Flower 
Street, south of 28th Street. In addition, an HOV 
frontage road would be provided. These provisions would 
allow HOV and bus traffic from/to the transitway to 
enter/exit city streets smoothly, eliminating any 
disruption of normal traffic flow . 

Caltrans has made near term (1995) and long term (2010) 
traffic volume projections for freeway and HOV on and 
off-ramps along the entire Harbor Freeway/transitway. 
Projections were made for the a.m. and p.m. peak hour 
periods as well as for average daily traffic (ADT), or 
total daily volumes. These projected traffic volumes 
for the Northern Terminus vicinity are shown in Table 
IV-5. Table IV-5 HOV ramp projections are for vehicles, 
typically automobiles and vans, carrying two or more 
passengers; vehicles with less than two passengers will 
not be allowed to use the Transitway. Up to 15,400 
(ADT) HOVs are projected to use the I-110 Transitway 
facility in 1995. (About 6.5% of HOV Trips would 
enter/exit the Transitway at the Northern Terminus.) By 
the year 2010 this number is expected to increase to 
22,000 (ADT) HOVs. The current ADT on the I-110 Freeway 
at 30th Street is 259,000 vehicles. By 2010 this figure 
is projected to increase to 272,500 (ADT) vehicles 
(assuming the Transitway is in full operation). 

TABLE IV-5 
Freeway and HOV Ramps Volume Projections 

Northern Terminus - I 110 

Type of Location o-f A. M. Peak 
Ramp Ramp Year ADT Hour Volumes 

N/B Freeway To Adams 1995 9,000 410 
Off-Ramp Blvd. 2010 10,500 500 
N/B HOV To Adams 1995 505 45 
Off-Ramp Blvd. 2010 720 60 
S/B HOV From 

Flower St. 1995 505 140 
On-Ramp s/o 28th 

St. 2010 720 200 
S/B Freeway To Adams 1995 9,000 800 

Bl via 23rd/ 
Off-Ramp Fiqueroa St 2010 8,500 600 
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Upon completion of the Transitway the Southern California 
Rapid Transit District (SCRTD) plans to establish line­
haul bus service between the South Bay area and the 
LACBD. Existing express lines #442 thru #447 serving the 
South Bay area, and utilizing the Harbor Freeway, will be 
eliminated. The non freeway portions of these lines will 
be served by local feeder lines to transit stations along 
the I-110 corridor. In addition, other local lines within 
a half mile of a transit station will be converted to 
feeder lines to their respective transit stations. This 
line-haul service would utilize the mixed-flow freeway 

·between the San Pedro Transit Center and the Artesia 
Transit Center; the exclusive transitway guideway would be 
utilized between the Artesia Transit Center and the 
Northern Terminus; and, the Figueroa/Flower Streets 
couplet would be utilized between the Northern Terminus 
and the LACED. In addition to the off-line transit 
stations in San Pedro and at Artesia Boulevard just 
mentioned, seven on-line transit stations would be located 
within the I-110 median. The nearest on-line transit 
station to the Northern Terminus vicinity would be between 
37th Street and Exposition Boulevard. 

Recent conversations with SCRTD representatives indicates 
that during peak traffic periods 6 minute headways, or 10 
buses per hour in each direction, would be maintained for 
line-haul bus service. During off peak periods 10 minute 
headways, or 6 buses per hour in each direction, would be 
maintained for line-haul bus service. On a daily basis 
about 290 bus trips would be accommodated on the 
Transitway . 

Bus trips would comprise less than 2% of the total vehicle 
trips utilizing the Transitway on a daily basis in the 
year 1995. The majority of line-haul buses are expected 
to enter and exit the Transitway at the Northern 
Terminus. On a daily basis about 22% of vehicles 
entering/exiting the Transitway at the Northern Terminus 
would be buses. On a peak-period basis 10% of the 
vehicles entering/exiting the Transitway at the Northern 
Terminus would be buses. 

It is also useful to compare the number of buses and HOVs 
utilizing the surface streets, in the Northern Terminus 
vicinity, to the number of vehicles utilizing the Freeway 
on and off-ramps. On a daily basis 18,000 vehicles would 
enter or exit the Freeway in the vicinity of the Northern 
Terminus, whereas a total of 1300 buses and HOVs are 
expected to utilize these surface streets in the year 
1995. On a percentage basis about 6.7% of the vehicles 
utilizing the areas surface streets, to access the Freeway 
or Transitway, would be destined for the Transitway. 
During peak periods Transitway destined vehicles would 
comprise about 16.5% of total Freeway and Transitway ramp 
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traffic utilizing surface streets in the Northern Terminus 
vicinity . 

To address the issue of traffic congestion in the 
project vicinity of the Northern Terminus, the LADOT 
prepared a peak-hour capacity analysis for four selected 
intersections. The results of this analysis are 
summarized in Table IV-6. Table IV-6 presents the 
results of the analysis, for the four intersections 
during the a.m. and p.rn. peak hours, under five 
conditions. These five conditions, assuming that the 
Flower Street and Adams Boulevard overcrossing 
structures are replaced by wider structures, are as 
follows: 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Condition #1 - Assuming projected 1992 traffic 
volumes, continued two-way operation of both Figueroa 
and Flower Streets, and no widening of Figueroa 
Streets (this is essentially the existing condition 
with no Northern Terminus operation) . 

Condition #3 - Assuming projected 1992 traffic 
volumes, the conversion of both Figueroa and Flower 
Streets to essentially one-way arterials, and 
Figueroa Street is widened (i.e., implement the 
City's TSM plan but no Northern Terminus operations) . 

Condition #4 - Assuming projected 1992 traffic 
volumes, the conversion of Figueroa and Flower 
Streets to essentially one-way arterials, Figueroa is 
widened, and the Northern Terminus is under 
construction with Figueroa Street carrying an 
additional 1200 vehicles/hour due to the loss of one 
freeway traffic lane (i.e., construction condition). 

Condition #5 - Assuming projected 1995 traffic 
volumes, the conversion of Figueroa and Flower 
Streets to essentially one-way arterials, Figueroa is 
widened, and the Northern Terminus fully operational 
and the freeway lane restored (i.e., the near term 
post construction condition). 

Condition #6 - Sarne assumptions as Condition #5, 
except assume 2010 projected traffic volumes (i.e., 
the long term post construction condition) . 

The operational efficiency of an intersection is 
expressed in terms of the volume to capacity (V/C) ratio 
(also referred to as the demand flow rate, as in Table 
IV-6), and the Level of Service (LOS). An LOS of A 
indicates low traffic volumes and free flowing traffic 
during the green cycles, and the absence of long queues 
at red lights. On the other hand, and LOS of F 
indicates heavy traffic demand and slow speeds through 
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TABLE IV-6 

** HFT PEAK-HOUR CAPACITY ANALYSIS SUMMARY (NORTHERLY TERMINUS) ** 

#1- 1992 Vol. #3- 1992 Vol. #4- 1992 Vol. #5- 1995 Vol. #o- 2010 Vol. 
two-way One-way One-way One-way One-way 

No Widening Widened Widened w/tvol. w/tvol. 
* ( +1200 cVol.) 

INTERSECTION PK.HR v/c LOS V/C LOS V/C LOS V/C LOS V/C LOS 

23rd St. A.H. 0.52 A 0.51 A • 0.74 C 0.48 A O.o4 B 
A) & 

Figueroa St P.M . 0.85 D 0.49 A 0 . 49 A 0.54 A 0.92 E 

23rd st. A.M. 0.28 A 0.22 A 0.22 A 0.41 A 0.54 A 
B) & 
Flower st. P.H. 0.43 A 0.44 A * 0.54 A 0.57 A 0. 78 C 

Adams Blvd. A.H. 0.74 C 0.57 A • 0.82 D O.o9 B 0.&7 B 
C) & 
Figueroa St. P.H. 0.80 D 0.83 D 0.83 D 0.88 D 1.15 F 

Adams Blvd. A.H. 0.44 A 0.40 A 0.40 A 0.43 A O.o5 B 
D) & 

Flower St. P.H. 0 . 79 C 0.70 C * 1 . 08 F o. 7& C 1.07 F 

Adams Blvd. A.M. o·.&o B O.o7 B 
E) & 

I-110 NB OFF P.M. 0.73 C 0.9& E 

All volumes after one-way conversion reflects 50\ S/B fig. vol. relocating to Flower. 
Reflects condition of existing street widths and striping. 

Notes: 
#1. 
#3. 
#4. 

Fig.-Fl. is converted to one-way /off-center operation after City street widenings. No bridge widening. 
1200 vph is added to N/B Fig. in AM peak and also to S/B Flower in the PM peak. One N/B fwy lane will be 
l ost during transitway construction. The 1200 vol added to S/B Flower in the PH peak is only for study. 

• 

#5. and #o. Adams e/o Fl. is widened to 70 1
• Transitway operation begins. Fut. vol. is based on 2%/yr. growth. 

Left-turn phasing assumed installed for Adams and Figueroa for N/B and E/B directions. 

LEGEND: V/C = demand flow rat e 
LOS= level of service 

a :c 
AL: 9-18-91 
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an intersection during green time; long traffic queues 
are associated with red lights, and motorist will most 
often have to wait through more than one green cycle to 
get through an intersection. 

Table IV-6 indicates that there would be no general 
worsening of traffic conditions when comparing the 
existing and near term post construction conditions. In 
some cases there would be a modest improvement; as an 
example, there would be an improve~ent in LOS ( C to B) 
at the intersection of Adams Boulevard and Figueroa 
Street during the a.m. peak hour. However, there would 
be a degradation of LOS for some intersections during 
the construction condition; for example, there would be 
a degradation in LOS (C to F) at the intersection of 
Adams Boulevard and Flower Street during the p.m. peak 
hour. When comparing the existing and long term post 
construction conditions there is a general trend towards 
a degradation of LOS during peak periods. This is due 
to long term increases in traffic volumes in the Los 
Angeles area. 

It can be concluded that there would be some degradation 
of LOS at various intersections for some periods during 
the construction condition. However, there would be a 
general improvement in LOS during the near term post 
construction condition. Due to the increased traffic 
volumes projected for the greater Los Angeles region 
over the long term, there would be a gradual degradation 
in LOS for the Northern Terminus vicinity. But this 
situation would develop in the long term with or without 
Northern Terminus and TSM implementation . 

Measures To Prevent Harm 

None will be necessary. 

11. Parking Impacts (44) 

Due to the necessity to realign the existing northbound 
freeway off-ramp to Adams Boulevard, the current 
proposal would require the taking of a strip of right­
of-way from the parking lot of the Los Angeles County H. 
Claude Hudson Comprehensive Health Care Center. As a 
result 35± parking spaces would be permanently lost . 
However, officials at the facility are aware of the 
Caltrans proposal and do not view the loss of the 
parking spaces as an adverse impact. 

Measures to Prevent Harm 

None will be necessary. 
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12. Aesthetics (50) 

- At the May 3, 1990 Open House/Public Input Meeting 
representatives from the Orthopaedic Hospital, and 
others, voiced concern regarding potential aesthetic 
impacts of the proposed Northern Terminus. Specifically 
the concern was the appearance of the elevated 
transitway and HOV on- and off-ramp structures. Some 
felt that the structures being elevated some 20 feet 
above street level would be unsightly and detract from 
notable historically significant buildings in the 
immediate vicinity. Hospital officials particularly 
complained about the prospects of having a massive 
transitway structure stubbed out in front of their 
facility. (The purpose in the stubbed out transitway 
was to provide for a possible future connection with an 
LRT line down Flower Street.) 

What is aesthetically pleasing, and what is not 
aesthetically pleasing, is largely a matter of personal 
judgement. But in order to give the reader an idea of 
what the elevated structure would look like in the 
vicinity of Saint John's Episcopal Church, looking east 
on Adams Boulevard, refer to Figure IV-1. Figure IV-1 
is an artist rendering of what the transitway facility 
would look like. This particular rendering is for 
Alternative C: Northbound HOV Off-Ramp to Figueroa 
Street and Southbound HOV On-Ramp from Flower Street, 
south of 23rd Street. The Preferred Alternative for 
implementing the Northern Terminus, with HOV on- and 
off-ramps south of Adams Boulevard, would hardly be 
visible from this perspective because the transitway 
would end further south, and the HOV ramps would be at 
street level in the vicinity of Adams Boulevard . 

To aid the reviewer further in assessing the aesthetic 
impacts of this proposal Figure IV-2 shows the 
photograph of a model of Alternative A (the Preferred 
Alternative) . 

The visual intrusiveness of the Northern Terminus would 
depend upon the configuration of the alternative 
selected. For example, the alternative approved in the 
1985 FEIS (Alternative B) would feature an elevated 
transitway extending north to near Washington Boulevard 
and HOV ramp structures to Figueroa Street south of 23rd 
Street. From the perspective of the Orthopaedic 
Hospital this alternative would probably be a lot more 
visually intrusive than the alternative proposed in the 
environmental document circulated in early 1990 
(Alternative C). If the Preferred Alternative 
(Alternative A) were implemented the transitway would 
hardly be noticeable from the hospital. 
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Measures to Prevent Harm 

No mitigation measures are proposed. 

13. Impacts on Properties of Historic and Cultural 

Significance, and Section 4(f) (48) 

In preparation of the second Environmental Assessment 
addressing the Northern Terminus proposal, which was 
circulated on May 28, 1991, Caltrans' Cultural Resources 
Staff surveyed the proposed project area. Several 
properties with historic significance are within the 
Area of Potential Effects (APE) for the Northern 
Terminus of the I-110 Transitway. In addition, numerous 
such properties lie within the general area outside of 
the APE (see Chapter III, Section D). One property 
within the APE is listed on the National Register of 
Historic Places - The Stimson House (2421 South Figueroa 
Street). Two properties within the APE have been 
determined eligible for listing on the National Register 
- Saint John's Episcopal Church (514 West Adams 
Boulevard) and Saint Vincent De Paul Church (621 West 
Adams Boulevard). The Automobile Club of Southern 
California (2601 South Figueroa Street) is also within 
the APE. On February 7, 1992 the State Historic 
Preservation Officer (SHPO) concurred with Caltrans and 
the FHWA's determination that the Automobile Club was 
eligible for the National Register of Historic Places 
(see Appendix D). Refer to Figure C-1 in Appendix C for 
the locations of National Register Properties in the 
project area. The boundaries of the APE is depicted in 
Figure C-2 . 

On two prior occasions Caltrans and the FHWA has 
consulted with the SHPO regarding the potential affects 
of the I-110 Transitway proposal on historic 
properties. And in both instances the SHPO issued 
statements that the proposal will not affect National 
Register or eligible properties. The FHWA determined in 
both cases that the requirements of 36 CFR 800 had been 
satisfied. The first statement was issued on June 13, 
1984 for the entire Transitway proposal addressed in the 
1985 FEIS, which incorporated the Alternative B design 
for the Northern Terminus . 

The second statement was issued on May 10, 1989 for the 
design modifications to the Transitway's Northern 
Terminus addressed in the 1990 Environmental Assessment 
(referred to herein as Alternative C). Caltrans and the 
FHWA consulted the SHPO at this point primarily because 
widening Figueroa Street had by then become part of the 
proposal. However, Caltrans prepared a Supplemental 
Historic Architectural Survey Report (HASR) for the 
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lapse of 10 years since the preparation of the Historic 
Property Survey Report (HPSR) for the overall I-110 
Transitway proposal in 1981, Caltrans decided to prepare 
the Supplemental HASR for the following reqsons: (1) to 
determine if conditions in the project area had changed 
since 1981; (2) to better address aesthetic and 
ambience impact issues raised more recently regarding 
the area's historic resources; and, (3) to request SHPO 
concurrence in our determination that the Preferred 
Alternative would have no effect on National Register or 
eligible properties. 

As part of the submission of the HASR Supplement to the 
SHPO, Caltrans and the FHWA requested concurrence with 
our findings that the Automobile Club is eligible for 
the National Register under Criterion A, association 
with significant events in American history at the 
national, state, and local levels of significance; and 
Criterion C, architecture distinctive of a period, which 
represents high artistic value and is the work of two 
masters, and architecture representative of a building 
type, the courtyard office building at the local level 
of significance. The SHPO concurred with these 
findings. Refer to Appendix D. 

The Supplemental HASR establishes a rigorous Area of 
Potential Effects (APE), which is indicated on Figure c-
2. The APE includes the west side of Hope Street 
between 28th Street and 30th Street, properties abutting 
both sides of Figueroa Street Between 21st Street and 
33rd Street, and the properties on both sides of Adams 
Boulevard between the Harbor Freeway and approximately 
300 feet west of Figueroa Street. As previously 
indicated, four National Register or eligible properties 
are within the APE. Those National Register or eligible 
properties outside of the APE are not affected by the 
Northern Terminus proposal. 

An historic overview of the West Adams neighborhood, 
which is adjacent to the Northern Terminus project area, 
is given in the Supplemental HASR. The neighborhood was 
developed in roughly four phases: 

1) During the 1870's and early lBB0's, the area 
attracted independently wealthy pioneers who farmed 
5 to 10 acre ranchetts and pursued a bucolic "rural" 
lifestyle. 

2) Subdivision began in 1886 and continued until 1905, 
when most of the lots were developed. In this 
phrase, palatial architect-designed mansions and 
gracious upper-income residences dominated the area . 
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3) Between 1903 and the early '20's, two kinds of 
development followed--luxury apartments and small 
middle class bungalows (built on the smaller lots or 
by subdividing larger lots.) 

4) After 1920, lower income housing appeared, as the 
elite moved west toward Hancock Park and Beverly 
Hills. By 1924, a flurry of subdividing activity 
indicated that investment considerations were now 
overshadowing quality of life pursuits in the West 
Adams neighborhood. Consequently, mansions were 
broken up into apartments and estates were 
subdivided for new apartment complexes . 

Representative of the first phase of development were 
Theodoric and Caroline Severance, and their son Mark 
Severance. They were originally from Boston and close 
friends of William Lloyd Garrison. During the second 
development phase palatial mansions, such as the Stimson 
House built by Thomas D. Stimson, dominated the area. 
Large institutions like the Automobile Club of Southern 
California, Saint John's Episcopal Church, and Saint 
Vincent De Paul Church were built in the early to mid-
20s. Saint Vincent De Paul Church was built in 1924 as 
a result of a $1.5 million gift of oil millionaire 
Edward L. Doheney, whose house was located nearby at 8 
Chester Place. 

The Supplemental HASR concludes that despite the fact 
that several historic properties are in or adjacent to 
the project area, the Northern Terminus to the I-110 
Transitway is expected to have no effect on them . The 
primary reasons for this conclusion is that all street 
widening on Figueroa Street and Adams Boulevard will be 
done within city right-of-way, all structures are 
sufficiently set back from the property line, and no 
takes from these properties would be required. Current 
city right-of-way widths (sidewalk and treelawn) along 
Adams Boulevard and Figueroa Street is 15 to 16 feet. 

Saint Vincent De Paul Church and the Stimson House will 
have the sidewalk narrowed by approximately 5 feet on 
Figueroa Street. Approximately 100 feet north of the 
Adams Boulevard intersection, the right-of-way tapers to 
8.5 feet to meet the 8.5 foot right-of-way on the south 
side of the intersection. Adams Boulevard will not be 
widened in front of the church. Neither Saint Vincent 
De Paul Church or the Stimson House would be affected by 
the widening of Figueroa Street . 

The Automobile Club will have street widening taking 
place on both the Figueroa Street and Adams Boulevard 
sides. Approximately 5 feet will be removed from the 
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treelawn on the Adams Boulevard side, while 
approximately 6.5 feet will be removed on the Figueroa 
Street side. This widening is minor, resulting in only 
a minor change in the building's relationship to the 
street. 

Saint John's Episcopal Church has already had the street 
widened along approximately half of its Adams Boulevard 
frontage. The existing curbcut is approximately 4 feet; 
the proposed curbcut is 3 feet. It will be tapered 
across the western half of the property's frontage to 
meet the existing cut. This street widening will have 
no effect on the church . 

Refer to Chapter IV, Section C, Item 7, for a discussion 
of noise and vibration impacts on historic properties 
within the APE due to project implementation. 

For a discussion of measures proposed to mitigate the 
effect of street widening on treelawns and historic 
light fixtures, refer to the succeeding discussion on 
mitigation measures . 

The Supplemental HASR concludes requirements under 
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 
1966. It is available for public review at the Caltrans 
Environmental Planning Branch in Los Angeles. 

Other than four historic properties just discussesd, the 
only other Section 4(f) property located in the APE is 
the playground/park i ng area in front of Saint Vincent's 
School. This playground/parking area is an asphalt 
covered lot utilized by school aged individuals during 
summer, school breaks, and after hours primarily to play 
basketball. No right-of-way would be required, and 
there would be no effect on this property as a result of 
implementing this proposal. 

Mitigation Measures 

As a result of the street widening associated with the 
TSM portion of this proposal there will be sidewalk and 
treelawn narrowing. The most direct effect of the 
treelawn narrowing is the loss of 30 mature street trees 
and the displacement of 29 UM-1906 historic light 
standards. Refer to Figure C-3 in Appendix C for the 
locations of existing trees and light standards. As 
part of the street widening project, Caltrans and the 
City of Los Angeles propose a landscaping program along 
Figueroa Street between 21st and 33rd Streets, and on 
Adams Boulevard from approximately 300 feet west of 
Figueroa Street, east to the I-110 Freeway. This 
landscaping program is intended to restore some of the 
historic ambiance of these two major avenues which has 
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lighting standard replacement, and various sidewalk 
repairs. The proposed tree planting and street lighting 
program is shown in Figure C-4. 

Caltrans and the City of Los Angeles have agreed to use 
historic reproduction light standards which closely 
resemble the existing standards but meet city 
specifications for illumination, and long-term 
maintenance and utility expenses. The existing historic 
light standards will be warehoused for use in another 
appropriate historic setting, most likely the proposed 
Hope Street Promenade in Downtown Los Angeles, which 
will be primarily pedestrian in nature. Figure C-5 
shows an existing UM-1906 historic light standard and a 
historic reproduction light standard. 

The plan calls for tree wells spaced approximately 50' 
feet apart in the new sidewalk, interspersed with 
reproduction light standard on 50' centers. Lighting 
will be doubled on all four corners of the intersection 
of Adams Boulevard and Figueroa Street, and three light 
standards will punctuate the sidewalk in front of St. 
John's Episcopal. (Historically, trees have never been 
located in the sidewalk in front of th~s building.) The 
Sycamore, (Plantanus acerifolia) tree species 
appropriate to the scale and grandeur of the street, 
with a minimum size of 20-inch box will be used 
throughout the project. Landscaping also includes 
traffic islands at both the north and south limits of 
the project on Figueroa Street which are now barren or 
in need of upgrading. 

The Automobile Club does not object to the street 
widening, but has asked for enhanced paving treatment 
for the new sidewalk fronting its property along 
Figueroa Street. This will be carried out according to 
their wishes. 

14. Construction Impacts (51) 

Construction of this project will require the use of 
equipment whose noise characteristics reach high 
levels. There will be dust associated with the 
construction of the proposed project. There will also 
be traffic detours . 

Measures To Prevent Harm 

Hours of operation can be adjusted to meet and address 
the concerns of the community and the Orthopaedic 
Hospital. Other measures in the use of the construction 
equipment are as follows: 
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a. Require that construction equipment be equipped 
and maintained with effective muffler exhaust 
systems. 

b. The project contractor will control dust by regular 
watering . 

c . A detour plan based on construction sequencing will 
be developed during construction. 

d . If feasible use cast in drill hole techniques for the 
placement of support columns, rather than pile 
driving, to minimize vibration impacts . 

15. Cumulative Impacts {55) 

Related Projects 

The proposed USC Plaza Development site is located 
wi thin the city of Los Angeles, California just south of 
Caltrans' proposed ''Northern Terminus" Project. The 
916,000 square ft. project will be on approximately 4.6 
acres, and will consist of hotel, office, and retail 
space . 

Regional access to the project site is provided by the 
Harbor Freeway (located just to the east of the proposed 
site) as well as by the Santa Monica Freeway {located 
one mile north of the site). The site is served by 
several major and secondary highways, including Figueroa 
Street, Flower Street, Jefferson Boulevard, Hoover 
Street, Exposition Boulevard and Vermont Avenue. 

For additional information on the proposed USC Plaza 
Development, please see the Final Environmental Impact 
Report approved June, 1990, by the Community 
Redevelopment Agency of the city of Los Angeles . 

The proposed USC Parking Center is just south of the 
Northern Terminus Project located on the block bordered 
by Jefferson Boulevard to the north, 35th Street to the 
south, Hope Street to the west, and Grand Avenue to the 
east {site of the old May Company warehouse). The 
proposed project is in close proximity to the University 
of Southern California within the city of Los Angeles. 
The ingress/egress point will be on Hope Street, between 
Jefferson Boulevard and 35th Street. Local east/west 
access to the site will be primarily via Jefferson 
Boulevard, 37th Street, 35th Street and Exposition 
Boulevard. Local north / south access to the site will 
occur primarily via Figueroa Street, Flower Street, 
Grand Avenue and Hope Street. 
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The proposed USC parking structure is designed to 
alleviate the existing parking shortage and congestion 
on the USC Campus. The proposed structure will consist 
of 3,050 parking spaces on 90,000 gross square feet of 
warehouse space. 

For additional information on this project, please see 
the Final Environmental Impact Report for the USC Plaza 
Development. 

The LADOT TSM Plan, which is incorporated into the 
Northern Terminus proposal, would serve to provide 
additional traffic capacity and operational efficiency 
in the project area. It is expected that the additional 
traffic generated by the above referenced projects would 
be accommodated by the proposed TSM plan. The I-110 
Transitway Proposal, of which the Northern Terminus 
proposal is an integral part, would serve to encourage 
car and vanpooling and thereby contribute to the 
reduction of vehicle miles traveled (VMT) in the area. 

For a discussion of the Central City West proposal in 
the LACBD refer to Appendix B, Response to Comments 
Received in 1991. See Part A, Written Comments, 
Caltrans' response to Mr. Robert K. Break. See our 
comments #10 where this issue is discussed at length. 

Mitigation Measures 

No mitigation measures are proposed . 
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V. 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. 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. 

A Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the Harbor 
Freeway/Transitway, between San Pedro and the LACBD, was approved 
by the State on November 17, 1982 and by the Federal Highway 
Administration on December 2, 1982. The approved DEIS was 
publicly circulated during which time public input was solicited, 
two Public Hearings were held at separate locations in the I-110 
corridor during March, 1983, and several informal meetings and 
map showings were held. A Final Environmental Impact Statement 
(FEIS) for the project was approved by the State on January 25, 
1985, and by the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) on March 
20, 1985. 

B. Northern Terminus Design Changes 

In early 1988 a series of design changes to the approved I-110 
proposal became necessary. These changes included widening the 
cross section of the transitway, accommodating the Transportation 
Systems Management (TSM) plan of the city of Los Angeles, and 
relocating park-and-ride lot locations. To address any 
additional impacts that these design changes would pose in 
sensitive areas, Caltrans _and the FHWA decided to prepare 
additional Initial Studies/Environmental Assessments (IS/EA) at 
selected locations. The area of the Northern Terminus was one of 
these locations. 

To assess local concerns and attain public input, in anticipation 
of preparing an environmental assessment fer the Northern 
Terminus of the I-110 Transitway, Caltrans held an Open House on 
December 15, 1988 at 120 South Spring Street, State Department of 
Transportation Offices, Los Angeles, Califcrnia, commencing at 
3:00 p.m. Caltrans and city of Los Angeles Department of 
Transportation (LADOT) representatives were on hand to discuss 
the proposal and answer questions. Maps of the then recommended 
alternative, the "Criss-Cross" Alternative, were shown and 
discussed. For details of the "criss-cross" alternative see 
Chapter II , Section E, of this environmental document. About 35 
people attended the Open House. Attendees were owners of local 
businesses (primarily in the mini-mall), business property 
owners, and representatives from Saint Vincent De Paul Church and 
USC. 
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There was no major opposition to the projec t expressed at the 
Open House. However, concerns voiced by the attendees were as 
follows: 

0 

0 

0 

Relocation Compensation 

Compensation for commercial proper t y to be taken. 

Reduction of the width of sidewalk on Figueroa Street. 

In 1989 the LADOT changed its TSM plan involving Flower and 
Figueroa Streets. This change rendered the "criss-cross" 
Alternative ineffective and it was discarded. On September 7, 
1989 an informational letter was sent to everyone attending the 
December 15, 1988 Open House advising them of a new design 
configuration for the Northern Terminus req·1iring fewer 
properties to be taken. 

In early 1990 Caltrans circulated an Enviro.nmental Assessment 
focusing on the impacts of the new recommended alternative, 
"Northbound HOV Off-Ramp to Figueroa Street and Southbound HOV 
On-Ramp from realigned Flower Street, south of 23rd Street" (with 
the demolition and reconstruction of the Flower Street 
overcrossing}. (For details of this alternative refer to Chapter 
II, Section C, of this environmental document.) 

Because of local concerns following the circulation of the 
Environmental Assessment Caltrans held an Open House/Public Input 
Meeting on May 3, 1990 at Saint Vincent's School Auditorium, at 
2333 South Figueroa Way, Los Angeles, California. About 100 
people attended the meeting. Attendees included representatives 
from Saint Vincent De Paul Church, Orthopaedic Hospital 
officials, representatives from community groups, local home­
owners, parents and students from Saint Vincent's School, a 
representative from Supervisor Hahn's office, etc. The tone of 
the meeting was generally negat i ve and the project was opposed by 
virtually everyone who commented. The major concerns expressed 
by attendees were as follows: 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Opposition to widening Figueroa Street. 
Circulation impacts pue to increased traffic, and 
Figueroa Street becoming unsafe for pedestrians. 
Harm to local historic properties. 
Traffic diversions from other streets and freeways, 
and future transpo r tation projects. 
A general feeling that the Northern Terminus should 
be located some place other than 23rd Street. 
The Orthopaedic Hospital in particular complained 
that they were never notified of this project, and 
that the Environmental Assessment did not address 
impacts on their facility. 
Some raised the issue of earthquake impacts on 
structures. 

V-2 



• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

0 

0 

Others felt that the FEIS was outdated and the 
Environmental Assessment reached wrong conclusions . 
Many were concerned about noise, air quality (dust 
in particular), aesthetics and even vibration 
impacts. 

The meeting was adjourned with the understanding that Caltrans 
would develop other alternatives for the Northern Terminus 
proposal and set a date for a Formal Public Hearing. Refer to 
Appendix A where written comments and Open Bouse/Public Input 
meeting comments received from the public during the circulation 
of the first Environmental Assessment, and Caltrans' responses, 
are presented . 

Over the months following the meeting Caltrans officials have had 
several meetings with representatives from LADOT, the Orthopaedic 
Hospital, community groups, the Automobile Club of Southern 
California, city councilmen's assistants, the LACTC, and local 
churches in an effort to find an alternative mutually acceptable 
to all parties. Several alternatives have been developed and 
they are presented in Chapter II of this environmental 
document. The Preferred Alternative is the "Northbound HOV Off­
Ramp to Adams Boulevard, and Southbound HOV On-Ramp from Flower 
Street, south of 28th Street (with new HOV Frontage Road)" 
Alternative. For a discussion of the Preferred Alternative refer 
to Chapter II, Section A . 

Caltrans circulated a second Environmental Assessment on May 28, 
1991. A Public Hearing was held on June 27, 1991 at the 
Orthopaedic Hospital Auditorium at 2400 South Flower Street, Los 
Angeles California. Approximately 15 to 18 people, exclusive of 
Caltrans representatives, attended the hearing. Attendees 
included representatives from St. Vincent de Paul Church, 
Orthopaedic Hospital, local homeowners, and local businessmen. 
Prior to the public hearing there was a showing of the project 
maps and other exhibits. Public reaction was generally 
positive. However, the tone of the formal public hearing was 
negative with remarks regarding the following: 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Lack of compassion for hospital 
Access to the Hospital 
Vibration during construction 
Dust and dirt during construction 
Flower and Adams Bridges 
Century City West 
Dangers to children during construction 
Access to apartment parking lot 
Proposed soundwall blocks view 
Private property owner does a better job than 
government in providing housing for low income 
people 
TSM plan for area of Midas Muffler shop 
Equipment storage 
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The meeting was adjourned by Richard Ranger, administrative law 
judge, with the understanding that Caltrans look into the issues 
raised at the Public Hearing, most of which have been discussed 
in the environmental document. Refer to Appendix B where written 
comments and public hearing comments received from the public 
during the circulation of second Environmental Assessment, and 
Caltrans' responses, are presented . 
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C. Distribution List 

The following is the list of agencies, organizations and 
individuals to which this Negat i ve Declaration and Environmental 
Assessment will be distributed. 

Government Officials 

Honorable John Seymour 
United States Senator 
2150 Towne Centre Pl 
#205 
Anaheim, CA 92806 

Honorable Alan Cranston 
United States Senator 
5757 West Century Boulevard 
Suite 620 
Los Angeles, CA 90045 

Honorable Maxine Waters 
Congresswoman 29th District 
4509 South Broadway 
Los Angeles, CA 90037 

Honorable Bill Greene 
State Senator, 27th Distric t 
9300 South Broadway 
Los Angeles, CA 90003 

Honorable Art Torres 
State Senator, 24th District 
107 South Broadway 
Suite 2105 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Honorable Teresa P. Hughes 
Assemblywoman, 47th District 
3375 South Hoover 
Suite P 
Los Angeles, CA 90007 

Hon. Lucille Roybal-Allard 
Assemblywoman, 56th District 
5261 East Beverly Boulevard 
Los Angeles, CA 90022 

Mayor Tom Bradley 
Los Angeles City Hall 
200 North Spring Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
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Honorable Kenneth Hahn 
Supervisor, Second District 
County of Los Angeles 
811 Hall of Administration 
500 We st Temple Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

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 IS/EA 
to the following agencies. 

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 
Cont r ol Board 
Region 4 
107 South Broadway 

Room 9026 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
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Executive Officer 
State Lands Commission 
1807 Thirteenth Street 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

Mr. Dave Williamson 
Department of Housing and/ 
Community Development 
921 Tenth Street, 
6th Floor 

Sacramento, CA 95814 

Secretary 
Resources Agency 
13th Floor, 1416 Ninth St. 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

Director 
Department of Conservation 
1416 Ninth Street 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

Director 
Department of Public Health 
744 P Street 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

Chief 
Vehicle Emission Control 

Program 
Air Resources Board 
21865 E. Copley Dr . 
Diamond Bar, CA 91765-4182 

Chief Land Agent 
Real Estate Service Division 
Department of General Services 
915 Capitol Mall, Room 110 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

Department of Fish and Game 
Region V 
330 Golden Shore, Suite 350 
Long Beach, CA 90802 

Department of Rehabilitation 
3407 W. 6th Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Public Utilities Commission 
Room 5109 
107 South Broadway 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
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Air Resources Board 
P.O. Box 2815 
Sacramento, CA 95812 

California Highway Patrol 
Southern Division 
437 N. Vermont Avenue 
Los Angeles, C 90004 

Local and Regional Agencies 

Mr. Mark Pisano 
Director 
Southern California Association 

of Governments 
818 West 7th Street 
12th Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90017 

Sheriff Department 
County of Los Angeles 
Hall of Justice 
211 West Temple Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Ms. Melanie Fallon 
Interim Director of Planning 
City of Los Angeles 
200 North Spring Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Mr. Jim Gosnell 
Director of Transp. Planning 
Southern California Association 
of Governments 
818 West 7th Street, 12th Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90017 

Mr. Ed Cano 
Office of Supervisor K. Hahn 
866 Hall of Administration 
500 West Temple Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Mr. 0. N. Murdoch 
Director of Regional Planning 

Commission 
1390 Hall of Records 
320 West Temple Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
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South Coast Air Quality 
Management District 

21865 East Copley Drive 
Diamond Bar, CA 91765-4182 
Attn: Philip Fernando 

Los Angeles County Commission 
for the Handicapped 

500 West Temple Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Chief Administrative Officer 
City of Los Angeles 
200 North Spring Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Mr. S. E. Rowe 
Acting General Manager 
Department of Transportation 
Room 1200 
200 North Spring Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90014 

Planning Department 
Citywide Planning Division 
Environmental Quality Board 
City of Los Angeles 
200 North Spring Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Los Angeles Fire Department 
200 North Main Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Department of Water and Power 
Administration 
City of Los Angeles 
111 North Hope Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90051 

Los Angeles Redevelopment Agency 
354 South Spring Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90013 

Los Angeles Unified School 
District 

P.O. Box 2298 
Los Angeles, CA 90051 

Richard Jaramillo 
City of Los Angeles DOT 
205 South Broadway, #408 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
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James Okazaki 
City of Los Angeles DOT 
205 South Broadway #300 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Hudson Community Health Center 
County of Los Angeles 
2829 South Grand Avenue 
Los Angeles, CA 90007 
Attn: Mr. Fred Gadson 

Chief Executive Officer 

Scott Page 
Southern California Rapid 
Transit District 

425 South Main Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90013 

General Manager 
Southern California Rapid 

Transit District 
425 South Main Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90013 

Mr. Kenneth E. Martin 
Transportation Director 
15350 South Van Ness Avenue 
Gardena, CA 90249 

Mr. Laurence Jackson 
General Manager 
Long Beach Transit 
1300 Gardena 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 West Ocean Boulevard 
Long Beach, CA 90802 



• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

Honorable William Mccarley 
Chief Legislative Analyst 
Councilmember, Ninth District 
Room 375, City Hall 
200 North Spring Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Parking Authority 
Administration of Transportation 
City of Los Angeles 
200 North Spring Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Off-Street Parking Agency 
Department of Transportation 
City of Los Angeles 
200 North Spring Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Mr. Craig Lawson 
Legislative Coordinator 
Mayor's Office 
200 North Main Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Mr. Robert S. Horii, City Engr. 
Department of Public Works 

Bureau of Engineering 
Room 800 City Hall 
200 North Spring Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Attn: John Mayerski 

Richard M. Stanger 
Los Angeles County Transportation 

Commission 
818 W. 7th Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90017 

A. R. de la Cruz 
Los Angeles County Transportation 

Commission 
818 w. 7th Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90017 

Organizations and Individuals 

National Association for 
Advancement of Colored People 

2921 West Vernon Avenue 
Los Angeles, CA 90008 
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Father Traynham 
St. John's Episcopal Church 
514 West Adams Boulevard 
Los Angeles, CA 90007 

Mr. Anthony Wiedemer, C.M. 
St. Vincent's Church 
621 West Adams Boulevard 
Los Angeles, CA 90007 

Graffiti Busters 
2653 South Hoover Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90007 

Soheil Navidbakhsh 
University, One-Hour-Photo 
2516 South Figueroa Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90007 

Lim-Hong 
Donut Delight 
2540 South Figueroa Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90007 

Mr. Stefan Reed 
2918 South Burnside Avenue 
Los Angeles, CA 90016 

Mr. J. W. MacDonald 
IBM 
355 South Grand Avenue 
Los Angeles, CA 90071 

Mr. Ron Sumi 
ACE Check Cashing 
2526 South Figueroa Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90007 

Mr. Sadru A. Premji 
Numero Uno 
2510 South Figueroa Street 
Los Angeles, CA 

Ms. An Si-Tran 
A & B Mils 
2538 South Figueroa Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90007 

Mr. Raymond Woo 
China Deli Inc. 
2526 South Figueroa Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90007 



• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

Ms. Carol Bullock 
7-Eleven 
2532 South Figueroa Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90007 

Mr. Eric T. Potter 
2177 W. 30th Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90018 

Mr. Elie Dinur 
18801 Vintage Street 
Northridge, CA 91324 

Sr. Sean Patrice 
St. Vicent School & SCOC 
2421½ South Figueroa 
Los Angeles, CA 90007 

Mr. Anthony Wintern 
Religious Bros. St. Vincents' 
621 West Adams 
Los Angeles, CA 90007 

Mr. Ronald Sumi 
All Check Cashing 
2538 S. Figueroa 
Los Angeles, CA 90007 

Mr. Richard S. Wong 
2536 South Figueroa Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90007 

Julian 
China Deli 
2526 South Figueroa Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90007 

Ms. Patsy Carter 
23rd Street Neighbors 
657 West 23rd Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90007 

Ms. Jean Frost 
Adams-Normandie 4321 PAC 
2341 Scarff Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90007 

Mr. Art Curtis 
North University Park 

Community Association 
2647 South Magnolia Avenue 
Los Angeles, CA 90007 
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Greyhound Bus Lines 
208 East 6th Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90014 

Southern Pacific 
Transportation Company 

610 South Main Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90014 

Center For Law in the 
Public Interest 

10951 West Pico Boulevard 
Los Angeles, CA 90064 

Mr. David D. Grayson 
Automobile Club of 

Southern California 
2601 South Figueroa Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90007 

B. A. Pace 
C.R.A. 
2823 South Vermont Avenue 
Los Angeles, CA 90043 

Mr. Patrick Rache 
CRA/LA 
354 South Spring Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90013 

Mr. Rich McCarthy 
Executive Vice President & 

Administrator of Orthopaedic 
Hospital 

2400 South Figueroa 
Los Angeles, CA 90007 

Ms. Barbara M. Elwood 
CRA/Hoover Expan. PAC 
461 West 38th Street #4 
Los Angeles, CA 90037 

Mr. Michael J. Pfaff 
President 
Los Angeles Orthopaedic 

Foundation 
Orthopaedic Hospital 
2400 South Flower Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90007 
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Ms. Barbara W. Lansberg 
Senior Planning Analyst 
Latham & Watkins 
Attorneys At Law 
633 West Fifth Street, Suite 4000 
Los Angeles, CA 90071-2007 

Mr. H. Randall Stoke 
Latham & Watkins 
Attorneys At Law 
633 West Fifth Street, Suite 4000 
Los Angeles, CA 90071-2007 

Mr. John Walsh 
Box 512 
Los Angeles, CA 90078 

Ms. Kristin Belko 
North University Park 

Design Review Board 
1163 West 27th Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90007 

Mr. Keith Gilbert 
Automobile Club of Southern 

California 
2601 S. Figueroa Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90007 

Mr. Gary Foxen 
Highway Engineering Department 
Automobile Club of Southern 

California 
2601 S. Figueroa Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90007 

Sierra Club 
3350 West Wilshire Blvd. 
Suite 321 
Los Angeles, CA 90020 

Jim Childs 
2341 Scarff Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90007 

S. Anne Moore 
23rd Street Neighbors and 

St. Mary's 
10 Chester Road 
Los Angeles, CA 90007 
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Jose J. Urena 
St Vincent School 
1401 Albany Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90015 

Arthur F. Richard 
Srs. of St. Joseph in 

California 
11999 Chalon Road 
Los Angeles, CA 90049 

Sister Diane Donoghue 
Esperanza Housing Corp. 
621 West Adams Boulevard 
Los Angeles, CA 90007 

Bernard Hoffman 
2027 South Figueroa Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90007 

Sr. Elizabeth Du Pre 
Stella Maris 
1160 North Rowan 
Los Angeles, CA 90063 

Rik Espenosa 
KFWB 
6230 Yucca 
Hollywood, CA 90028 

Rev. F. David Pansini 
Congregation of the Mission 
649 West Adams Boulevard 
Los Angeles, CA 90007 

Melvin Hunt 
SC Automotive Repair 
2811 South Flower Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90007 

Juan Hernandez 
Little Jack's Body Shop 
2819 South Flower Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90007 

Luis Montero 
McDonalds Restaurant 
2800 South Flower Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90007 

Manager 
New Astor Motel 
2901 South Flower Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90007 
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Manager 
New Astor Motel 
2901 South Flower Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90007 
Manager 
Sam Cook Uniforms 
2727 South Flower Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90007 

Mr. Michael M. Preston 
Director Property Management 
University of Southern Californ i a 
University Park 
Parking Structure B 
Los Angeles, CA 90089-1984 

Mr. Michael Meyer 
Meyer, Mohaddes Associates 
900 Wilshire Boulevard 
Suite 1014 
Los Angeles, CA 90017 

Mr. Mat Hurwitz 
Transcal 
403 West 8th Street 
Suite 1100 
Los Angeles, CA 90014 

Mr. Vincent F. Romano 
13 Cerrito Place 
Rolling Hills Estates, CA 90274 

Mr. Joe Vanderhorst 
Caltrans - Legal 
1605 West Olympic 
Suite 700 
Los Angeles, CA 90015 

Ms. Nancy Lombardi 
Legal Assistant 
Fadem, Berger & Norton 
12424 Wilshire Boulevard 
Suite 900 
Los Angeles, CA 90025 

Mr. Robert I. Gluckstein 
Real Estate Broker 
Property Management 
4221 Wilshire Boulevard 
Suite 400 
Los Angeles, CA 90010 
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Mr. John Allan Lee 
1910 West Verdugo Avenue 
Apartment D 
Burbank, CA 91506 

Mr. Robert K. Break 
Latham & Watkins 
Attorneys at Law 
650 Towne Center Drive 
20th Floor 
Costa Mesa, CA 92626 

Terry A. Hayes 
Associates 
100 Corporate Pointe, Suite 105 
Culver City, CA 90203 
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Public Review Locations 

Copies of this environmental document will be made available for 
public review at the following l ocations: 

California Department of Transportation 
District 7 Office 
Environmental Planning Branch 
120 South Spring Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

University of Southern Cal i fornia 
Doheny Library 
Trousdale Way 
Los Angeles, CA 90089 
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D. Environmental Evaluation Personnel 

The following people were principally responsible for preparing 
this Initial Study/Environmental Assessment: 

Cleavon Govan, Senior Environmental Planner 
B.S. Physics, CSULA, M.S. Applied Mathematics, West Coast 
University, M.A. in Environmental Planning, CSUN, 14 years 
experience in General and Technical Environmental Studies. 

Jim Danley, Associate Environmental Planner 
A.A. Contra Costa College, 14 Years Experience in Environmental 
Evaluations. 

John Sully, Associate Environmental Planner (Natural 
Science)(Retired) 
B.S. History and Political Science, Santa Clara University, 
M.S. Biology CSULA, 18 years experience in Biological 
Environmental Evaluations. 

Diane G. Kane, Associate Environmental Planner 
(Architectural Historian), B.A. Art History, UCLA, Art History, 
U.C. Berkeley; Candidate, Ph.D Architectural History, 7 years 
experience City Planning, and 13 years identifying and evaluating 
Architectural and Historical Properties 

Howard Bolten, Associate Transportation Engineer (Retired) 
B.S. Civil Engineering, USC; 12 years experience in Physical 
Environment Evaluations . 

Gene Huey, Associate Environmental Planner 
B.A. CSULA, Anthropology, 15 years experience in Archaeology. 

Walter White, Associate Right-of-Way Agent 
B.S. Business Administration, CSULA; 8 years experience in Right­
of-Way Studies . 

Michelle Smith, Associate Transportation Engineer 
B. S. Civil Engineering, New Jersey Institute of Technology; 
Registered Engineer, 8 years Highway Design experience. 

R. Dave Gilstrap, Senior Transportation Engineer 
B.S. Civil Engineering, UC Berkely; Registered Engineer, 
25 years Highway Design experience. 

George Hayakawa, Senior Transportation Engineer 
B.S. Civil Engineering, Oregon State University 
30 years Engineering experience . 

Patricia E. Williamson, Senior Delineator 
B.A. Art, Mount St. Mary's College, 34 years experience in 
Drafting/Graphic Arts. 

Aage Lee, Transportation Engineering Ase. Department of 
Transportation, City of Los Angeles, B.S. CSULA, 20 years 
experience Civil Engineering. 
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Environmental Determination 

On the basis of this evaluation, it is determined that the 
appropriate environmental document for the proposal is a Negative 
Declaration. Although the proposal could have a significant 
effect on the environment, there will not be a sigificant effect 
because the mitigation measures described have been added to the 
project • 

Branch 

PAUL IN 
Chief, Project Development Branch "A" 
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VII. APPENDICES 

A. Appendix A 

B • 

C. 

D. 

Responses to comments received during the circulation 
of the Initial Study/Environmental Assessment (1990). 

Appendix B 

Responses to comments received during the circulation 
of the Initial Study/Environmental Assessment (1991). 

Appendix C 

Graphics Depicting Historic Properties, Landscaping, 
and Street Lighting in the Adams Boulevard/Figueroa 
Street vicinity. 

Appendix D 

February 7, 1992 letter from the State Historic 
Preservation Officer, to the FHWA, regarding the 
Supplemental Historical Architecture Survey Report of 
December, 1991 . 
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APPENDIX A 

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS RECEIVED DURING THE CIRCULATION OF THE 
INITIAL STUDY/ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT (1990) 
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PUBLIC COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

Section A. Written Comments 

The first Initial Study/Environmental Assessment was made 
available and comments were received from February 15, 1990 to 
March 16, 1990. Comments were also accepted on the project and 
environmental document following the May 3, 1990 Open 
House/Public Input meeting for about a 45-day period. The 
following substantive comments regarding the environmental 
document and the alternatives were received during these review 
periods . 

Local Agencies 

Community Redevelopment Agency, of the City of Los Angeles 

Department of Fire, of the City of Los Angeles 

Organizations and Individuals 

Ms. Kristin Belko, Attorney at Law 

Sr. Diane Donoghue, Saint Vincent De Paul Church 

Ms. Jean Sarah Frost, PAC Chairperson 

Mr. Jim Childs, Adams Dockweiler 
Heritage Organizing Committee 

Latham & Watkins, Attorneys at Law 

Mr. Stefan Reed 
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IL,Ulllmunrcy neaeve1opment Agency 

of rhe Ciry. 

of Los Angeles 

✓ 

{l) 

JimesM.11...t 
Chairlllin 

/Jcl/ieCfllpm1n 
C,nyi,W.H16.Jr. 
Pis/or Thom,s Xilgore,J, 
l.irryE.Xirk 
FankXuwaflla 
Ilemis R. /.JJfJI 

Jahn J. Tuitt 
Atlministmtor 

354 South Spring Street Telw,pier Oare MAY 1 1 1990 
Suite BOO Number 2 1 3 9 77 1 6 6 5 
Los Angeles File Code 
Califomia 90013-1258 

213 9711600 

Mr. Cleavon Govan 
Caltrans District Office 7 
120 South Spring Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

SUBJECT: NORTHERLY TERMINUS 1-110 TRANSITWAY 

Dear Mr. Govan: 

Agency staff.has reviewed the Initial Study /Environmental Assessment (ls/EA) for the revised 
1-110 Transitway northerly terminus. The focus of our review concerns the potential impact 
the change in design for the northerly terminus will have on the community in the Adams 
Normandie 4321 Redevelopment Project. We have identified the following concerns 
regarding the revised scheme based on comments made at a recent community meeting in 
the Adams Normandie neighborhood: 

• Figueroa Street would be widened from its existing 67 foot width to 82 - 83 feet, 
· an additional 15 - 16 feet for the roadway. This would leave approximately an 
8.5 foot sidewalk along some sections of Figueroa Street and involve the 
removal or relocation of mature street trees. The Adams Normandie community 
opposes the street widening because of concerns that traffic volume would 
increase and that pedestrian circulation would be adversely affected in the 
vicinity of St. Vincent's Church and School . 

• Project designers should address the concerns of local residents about the 
potential thru-traffic impacts in residential neighborhoods. For example, 
measures should be considered to prevent excessive thru-traffic on 23rd Street 
(west of the northerly terminus) which is a residentiai area . 

• The redesigned Transitway structure, including northbound and southbound 
ramps, appears to impose a less obtrusive visual impact than the original 
designs dating back to 1985. We are pleased by this development and 
encourage Caltrans to continue to explore additional measures to mitigate the 
visual and noise impacts throughout the final design process . 
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Mr. Cleavon Govan 
Caltrans District Office 7 

2. 

The Agency supports the 1-110 Transitway Project, and recognizes the benefits of this 
regional transportation project Please let us know if we can be of any assistance on the 
concerns listed above. 

Sincerely, 

Donald Pelegrino 
Project Manager 
Adams Normandie 4321 Project 

cc: R. Farrell, C.D. 8, Attn: Saeed Samsteer 
G. Molina, Attn: Michael Turner 
J. Frost 
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Response to: Mr. Donald Pelegrino, Project Manager 
Adams Normandie 4321 Project 
Community Redevelopment Agency 

Comment: 

1. 

2. 

Refer to Chapter II, Section A, of this environmental 
document for a discussion of sidewalk widths following 
roadway widening. 

Refer to Chapter IV, Section C, Item 10 for discussions on 
traffic and pedestrian circulation impacts. Refer to 
Chapter IV, Section C, Item 13 for a discussion on landscape 
and street light mitigation. 

Refer to Chapter II, Section A, of this environmental 
document where the prevention of HOV's turning onto 23rd 
Street is discussed . 

3. Alternative A, the preferred alternative, would be even less 
visually intrusive than the alternative recommended in the 
1990 Environmental Assessment. Refer to Chapter IV, 
Section , Item 12 where this is discussed • 
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Community Redevelopment Agency 
--- -------.- --- --------

of 1he C:iy 

of los Angeles 
Adams/ Norm1ndie 4321 

1115 W. Adams Boulevard 

Suite204 

LDsAngefes 

California 900fJ7 

213 746 5620 AnAlfirmalive AeliO.? 

EquJI 0pparr:1:;it;­

Emp/oyer 

March 15, 1990 

Da1e 

file Code 

J.C. Bingham 
Caltrans 
Environmental Planning Branch 

- ----120. S. Spring Street 
;/ 1 ff[) L!f Angeles, CA 90012 

t .J 11. & J-f.:.,.__ re ·. 

(i) 

J;m,, V..K'ood 

Ct,-·-,-

Ooliie(t.;pm,n 

O,nid />;,./ Horwiu 

PlSIOf Thomas Kilgc,rt. .Ir. 
fr,rJ t,,,,hdr, 

0,11:'isR.lun, 

Edwi., W. Sttidle 

JohoJ Tuirt 
At:r.n:.t: 1:a: 

1-110 Northerly Terminus to Figueroa Street -

Dear Mr. Bingham: 

On behalf of the Adams Normandie 4321 Project Area Commi ttee 
(PAC) and pursuant to a unanimous vote of the PAC, we wish to 
offer the following MAJOR COMMENTS regarding the subject project. 

Based upon the information given by your staff to our Housing 
and Planning Subcommittee on March 13, 1990, the negatative 
impact conclusion in your IS/EA, as applied to our PAC area 
is inadequate because of its failure to consider the items 
of local concern, including the following: 

1. The impact of increased traffic on Figueroa Street 
(1200 vehicles) and the increased effect of such traffic on 
existing schools, chruces and hospitals as well as other 
facilities; 

2. Increased pressure on existing, overburden local 
parking demands; 

3. The effect of widening Figueroa Street on future traffic 
patterns· and the increased threat to pedestrian and local 
vehicular traffic; 

4. The failure to assess the impact on this local residential 
community, filled with National Register homes, city landmarks 
and eligible structures . 

We appreciate the burden on CALTRANS to meet traffic 
demands over a wide geographic area and we do not wish to 
inhibit this mandate. However, we do not believe the IS/ EA, 
which used data based material which is at least five years 
old, has -effectively addressed our concerns and needs. 

A- 6 



• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

,, 

Mr. Bingham 
March 15, 1990 
Page two 

We request a public hearing to afford location community 
residents an opporunity to give their input with the full 
expectation that we will be able to enthusiastically support 
this project with appropriate revisions . 

Thank you for your consideration in this matter. Please keep 
me advised of any future meetings or opportunities to comment. 

Very truly yours, 

_q~s~ 
~:~rman, Adams Norrnandie 4321 

Project Area Committee 
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Response to: Ms. Jean S. Frost, Chairman 
Adams Normandie 4321 PAC 
Community Redevelopment Agency 

Comment: 

1. Refer to Caltrans' response to Mr. Donald Pelegrino. See 
our Comment #1. 

2. 

3. 

There is no reason to assume that an inordinate demand on 
parking facilities would result in the Northern Terminus 
area. Only a small percentage of HOVs would enter and exit 
the Transitway at the Northern Terminus. The majority of 
HOVs would access the Transitway via the mixed-flow 
freeway. No transit station is planned for the area, nor 
will there be any park-and-ride facilities to encourage 
parking in the vicinity • 

Refer to Comment #1. 

4. Refer to Chapter IV, Section C, Item 13 in the environmental 
document • 
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BOARD OF 

FIRE COMMISSIONERS 
485-6032 

ANN REISS LANE 
PRESIDENT 

AILEEN ADAMS 
VICE-PRESIDENT 

CtTY oF Los ANGELES 
CALIFORNIA ifAR • 6 1Sgf} 

PROJ. D':::l 

IN i'O 
- · 

PW! I 

DEPARTMENT OF FIRE 
200 NORTH MAIN STREET 
~~~ Ar ... , L ES. CA 90012 

A 
DONALC 0 . MANNING 

ENGINEER AC:~ 
AND 

GENERio-1 L MANA.GER 

JAMES E. BLANCARTE 

CARL R. TERZIAN 

KENNETH S. WASHINGTON 
TOM BRADLEY 

MA YOR 

LLC 
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@ 

EVA WHITELOCK 
EXECUTIVE ASSISTANT 

March 2, 1990 

Bill Charbonneau, Environmental Planning 
California Department of Transportation 
120 S. Spring Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Dear Mr. Charbonneau: 

I/ 
I 

WL(:-r ~---·) 
'.'G i I 

! ,__ _____ 
G'-!H I 

' ! ' 
DTl-1 i i 

i I 

! 
I 
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Negative Declaration - Harbor Freeway Transitway 

The proposed project consists of revising the northern terminus 
for the I-110 (Harbor Freeway) Transitway in the City of 
Los Angeles. This revision will provide High Occupancy Vehicles 
(HOV) a more direct route between the transitway and surface 
streets and for conversion to future light rail. 

The following comments are furnished in response to your request 
for this Department to review the proposed development: 

Access for Fire Department apparatus and personnel to and into 
all structures shall be required. 

The Operations Control Division Dispatch Section of the Fire 
Department shall be notified prior to any projects which would 
affect Fire Department access to streets, fire hydrants, or 
structures in order to allow Fire Suppression and Emergency 
Medical Services to plan alternate routes or contingency plans 
as needed. Notification is to be made by calling the Operations 
Control Dispatch Section at (213) 485-6185 . 

For any additional information, please contact our Hydrant Unit, 
at (213) 485-5964. 

DONALD 0. MANNING 
Chief E ~l Manager 

Tony nis, Assistant Bureau Commander 
Bureau of Fire Prevention 

TE:ASM:vg/3140E 

cc: Councilman Gilbert W. Lindsay 
Environmental Quality Board A-9 
Fire Department Planning Section 

AN EQUAL EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITY-AFFIRMATIVE ACTION EMPLOYER •~-,..,,,~w--•~----~-----~ 
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Response to: Mr. Tony Ennis 
Assistant Bureau Commander 
Bureau of Fire Prevention 
City of Los Angeles 

Comment: 

1. 

2. 

Fire Department apparatus and personnel will have access to 
all structures in the project area during construction. 
LADOT will require that two lanes be provided in each 
direction at all times on Adams Boulevard and Figueroa 
Street, and that access to all driveways be maintained. The 
eastside curb lane of Flower Street, south of Adams 
Boulevard, will have to be closed to allow the construction 
of a Freeway retaining wall. However, access to Flower 
Street will be maintained at all times. Therefore, all 
structures in the area would always be accessible from local 
streets . 

Street access during construction has been addressed in 
comment #1. It is possible that the widening of Figueroa 
Street and Adams Boulevard, and construction activities on 
Flower Street, may necessitate the relocation of fire 
hydrants. In any case Caltrans and LADOT will contact your 
agency to work out the details of any necessary fire hydrant 
relocations • 
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Kristin Belko 
ATTORNEY AT LAW-· 

REC EIVSD 

MAR16m) 
KRISTIN BELKO 1163 WEST 27T_!< STREET 

DEBORAH DEPI ETRO 

OONALD COOK 

LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA 90007 

TELEPHONE (213) 747-6304 

Q 

March 15, 1990 

L. L. Bedolla 
Deputy District Director 
Cal Trans 
120 South Spring Street 
Los Angeles, California 90010 

HAND CARRIED 

Re: Initial study and Negative Declaration 
7-LA-110 P.M. 20.94 
07221 - 110331 

Dear Mr. Bedolla: 

I wish to offer the following comments on the Initial 
Study and Negative Declaration prepared by your office. 
I was present at the discussion of the proposal at the 
Housing and Planning subcommittee of the Adams/Normandy 
Project Area Committee of the Los Angeles Community 
Redevelopment Agency. I believe that neither the 
Initial Study nor the decision that there is no 
significant impact on the environment are correct. I 
request that the following items be taken into 
consideration, keeping in mind that supportive materials 
considered by the staff in preparing the Initial Study 
were not available for my review. 

1. Page IV-11 states_ that there are "2 properties 
eligible for the National Register". Since these 
properties are not identified, I do not know which ones 
they are. My understanding is that there are three 
National Register listed properties immediately adjacent 
to this development, st. John's, st. Vincent's and this 
Stimson House. I further understand that the Automobile 
Club is potentially eligible and is a city landmark. 
Chester -Place and a number of other properties 
identified in the Iredale and the Hathaway reports are 
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L. L. Bedolla 
Page Two 
March 15, 1990 

within several hundred yards of the proposal. 
statements that there is no negative impact 
"ambience" of the property. 

Of all 
on the 

2. At the PAC hearing, the Cal Trans speaker 
stated on at least three separate occasions that he 
believed that there would "clearly" be an impact on the 
neighborhood by this proposal. In light of that 
statement, it is difficult to understand . the Negative 
Declaration being issued saying that there would be no 
impact. These hearings are taped so the Cal Trans 
spokesman's comments were recorded. 

3. It was disclosed at the meeting that during the 
period of construction which is estimated to be more 
than four years, some 1,000 to 1,200 cars will be 
diverted from Highway 110 to Figueroa. It is 
inconceivable how a finding could be made that this will 
have no significant adverse impact on the National 
Register or eligible structures along Figueroa or 
adj a cent to Figueroa when a volume of traffic of this 
magnitude is switched from the highway, which is 
substantially below grade and diverted to Figueroa at 
grade could have no impact. At a minimum, I would 
request to see the air quality studies that an increase 
of this amount at grade 6-1/2 feet closer to the 
abutting businesses, school play yard, hospital and 
houses) would have no impact. 

4. The long-term effects of widening Figueroa 
certainly seem to have an impact on the properties 
adjoining Figueroa. This also raises a question as to 
the accuracy of the statement that "no land would be 
required" from the National Register properties. It is 
difficult to understand how Figueroa could be widened 6-
1/2 feet on the west side without taking 6-1/2 feet from 
the Stimson property which abuts Figueroa. The same 
argument would be made for st. Vincent's Church and 
the Automobile Club building. Perhaps this is some sort 
of device of phraseology in which the land that would be 
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taken for Figueroa technically belongs to the City so 
that ·the actual ownership of the land on which the 
monuments are located does not change but the set back 
from a busy thoroughfare would, clearly, change. While 
the ownership of the underlying dirt may not have an 
impact on the monuments, increasing the volume of 
traffic at a closer distance would seem to do so . 

5. Cal Trans suggested that as "mitigation" upon 
the conclusion of the construction after four years, the 
residents could petition the City - to install grass 
medians as "safety islands" in the middle of Figueroa. 
Mitigation should be instituted now, as part of the 
total plan so that its mitigation would be insured. 

6. It was found in the Initial Study that there 
would be no impact on pedestrians to the proposed 
changed, but patently that is absurd: the size of the 
sidewalks was suggested to 13 1 to 15 1 , although I found 
no sidewalks in the proposed project area that were that 
wide. Secondly, the size of the sidewalks will be 
reduced by half in order to accommodate the widening. 
Pedestrians will now be required to cross seven lanes of 
heavy moving commuter traffic. It is difficult to 
understand how this is considered to be not a 
significant impact. Crossing Figueroa is presently 
extremely dangerous and difficult. It is extremely 
dangerous and difficult to make left-hand turns in 
automobiles because of the high volume and width of 
Figueroa in its present configuration. Increasing the 
width and volume of traffic would certainly seem to have 
an effect . 

7. The study fails to discuss the impact of the 
change of business usage along Figueroa in the impacted 
area. All references that I was able to see rely on 
studies that were done in the 1984 and 1985 time period. 
Since that time, enormous changes to Figueroa have 
occurred including the addition of two mini malls and a 
half dozen more fast food outlets. The on/off curb cuts 
to Figueroa have changed dramatically in the last five 
and six years and neither the Initial Study nor the 
Negative Declaration takes these changes into 
consideration . 
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8. The Initial study and the Negative Declaration 
appear to fail to consider the proposed development of 
high density office towers and proposed residential 
towers at the intersection of Jefferson and Figueroa, 
part of the "U.S.C. plaza." The proposal includes a new 
hotel and restaurant complex with a major modification 
of the shrine area. Substantial additional parking for 
the shrine and the university are suggested. Since the 
construction phase will coincide exactly with the 
construction phase of your proposed project, I think 
this must be analyzed as it clearly impacts the flow of 
traffic on Figueroa and the surrounding areas. 

There is no analysis of 
developments "in the pipeline" around 
u.s.c., The Shrine or other areas . 

other 
the 

possible 
Coliseum, 

9. As alternatives or mitigations, the proposal 
would be substantially improved if the on/off ramps to 
Figueroa were planned in such a way that it would not be 
possible for traffic to enter into the residential 
community abutting Figueroa. Specifically, the ramp off 
of the raised deck at Figueroa and 23rd Street should 
make it not possible to turn west onto 23rd Street. At 
the present time, 23rd Street is already overburdened · 
with traffic given its width and use as parking for the 
surrounding residential community. The intersection of 
23rd Street and Hoover already has massive traffic jams 
that are not being dealt with by the City. If it is 
possible for commuter traffic to enter on to 23rd Street 
from Figueroa, 23rd Street to Hoover to the Santa Monica 
Freeway West will become an alterative commuting route. 
Neither 23rd Street nor the Union and Hoover 
intersections are designed to accommodate this kind of 
volume which would have a devastating impact on the 
surrounding residential community. More than two dozen 
cultural landmarks exist in this neighborhood 
immediately adjoining 23rd Street and would be very 
negatively impacted if commuter traffic is diverted 
through that neighborhood on to the Santa Monica 
Freeway . 
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10. One of the mitigation factors disclose on page 
IV-12 is that a "detour plan" will be developed prior to 
construction. Obviously, it is critical to know what 
this detour plan is as it will clearly· impact this 
community if vehicles are detoured through the 
residential areas at all. What mitigation factors are 
being developed that will prevent the commuters from 
entering into this residential neighborhood? 

11. The representative at the PAC meeting stated 
that "baffles" or some other device are being built that 
will limit and control freeway noise. Since the 
scientific studies that would support this proposition 
were not made available, it is far from clear whether 
this conclusion is supported by reliable evidence. It 
is difficult to understand how increasing the volume of 
the Harbor Freeway including adding a deck at a level 
thirty feet above grade will not impact noise or 
polluti~n. The Initial study did not justify these 
conclusions. The adequacy of an Initial Study depends 
on the materials that were used and these have not been 
attached for review. I question if these were done 
properly if the conclusion that such a substantial 
construction project will have no impact on noise or 
pollution. 

12. The conclusion of the environmental check list 
that this proposal will not affect churches or medical 
facilities strains believability. One proposal abuts 
two National Register Churches, st. Vincent's and St. 
John's and is bordered by Orthopedic Hospital. The 
conclusion on the check list that · there will be no 
affect is ludicrous. 

Finally, there appears to be a widespread community 
comments to opposition that has not been considered in 
the Initial Study or the Negative Declaration . 
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It is certainly questionable as to whether this Initial 
Study and the resulting Negative Declaration are 
adequate and I would request an extension of time from 
the March 16, 1990 for an opportunity to study in more 
depth the supporting information on which the initial 
study relies. I also believe that additional work with 
regard to mitigation should be considered . 

KRISTIN BELKO 

KB:ms 

C2:Cal-Trns.Lel 
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Response to: Ms. Kristin Belko 
Attorney at Law 

Comment: 

1. Refer to Chapter IV, Section C, Item 13 for a discussion of 
the impacts on the areas cultural resources and proposed 
mitigation measures. 

2. There will be some impacts due to the proposed project, 
however, Caltrans believes them to be insignificant. A 
Negative Declaration (ND) does not indicate that there are 
no impacts; the ND indicates that the impacts are 
insignificant, or can be mitigated to a level of 
insignificance. 

Bear in mind that the overall I-110 Transitway project (from 
north of the Santa Monica Freeway south to San Pedro) was 
approved in 1985. The purpose of preparing the 
Environmental Assessment (EA) circulated in 1990 was to: 
(1) Address the impacts of the revised design for the 
Northern Terminus, and determine if there were substantial 
changes in impacts compared to those of the preferred 
alternative selected in 1985; (2) inform the public of the 
proposed changes to the Transitway; and, (3) solicit public 
input. The impacts of the alternative recommended in the EA 
were within the same scope as those identified for the 
preferred alternative selected in the 1985 FEIS. (In terms 
of business and residential right-of-way takes, the impacts 
of the 1990 alternative were less than those required for 
the 1985 alternative.) Interestingly there was no 
widespread public opposition to the preferred alternative 
selected in the 1985 FEIS, even though the impacts are 
similar to the alternative recommended in 1990. 

Because of local concerns Caltrans held an Open House/Public 
Input meeting at Saint Vincents School on May 3, 1990. As a 
result of public opposition expressed at the May 3, 1990 
meeting and during the circulation of the environmental 
document, Caltrans revised the design of the Northern 
Terminus of the Transitway after extensive consultations 
with community representatives. The revised design, herein 
referred to as Alternative A (see Chapter II, Section A), 
was addressed in the Initial Study/Environmental Assessment 
circulated on May 28, 1991. At local request a formal 
Public Hearing was held on June 27, 1991 at the Orthopaedic 
Hospital . 
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Alternative A, now our preferred alternative, appears to be 
acceptable to the local community since the Transitway and 
HOV ramps were moved back to south of Adams Boulevard. The 
community is now satisfied that Alternative A would be far 

• less intrusive than the alternatives recommended in the 1985 
FEIS or 1990 EA. 
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3. Refer to Chapter IV, Section C, Item 6 for a discussion of 
air quality impacts. 

4. Refer to Comment #1 . 

5. Refer to Comment #1. 

6. Refer to Chapter II, Section A for a discussion of sidewalk 
widths and compensations for pedestrian traffic. Refer to 
Chapter IV, Section C, Item 10 for a discussion of traffic 
and pedestrian circulation impacts. 

7. No businesses on Figueroa Street would be adversely affected 
by the Northerly Terminus project. Please refer to 
Caltrans' responses to Mr. Elie Dinur in Appendix B, Section 
B Public Hearing Comments, for a discussion of business 
related impacts. 

8. Refer to Chapter IV, Section C, Item 15 for a discussion of 
related projects. 

9. Alternative A would not feature HOV on- and off-ramps to 
23rd Street. Refer to Chapter II, Section A for a 
discussion on measures to prevent HOVs from turning onto 
23rd Street from Figueroa Street. 

10. Refer to Chapter IV, Section C, Item 14 for a discussion of 
most probable detour lanes during construction • 

11. Caltrans knows of no study regarding ''baffles" reducing 
freeway noise. Refer to Chapter IV, Section C, Items 6 and 
7 for a discussion of the proposals impacts on air quality 
and noise levels, respectively. 

12. See Comment #1. Refer to Chapter IV where the projects 
impacts on cultural resources, community facilities, and 
other sensitive receptors are discussed • 
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SAINT VINCENT DE PAUL CHURCH 
621 WEST ADAMS BOULEY ARD 

Mr. Cleavon Govan 
Sen1or Environmental Planner 
Department of Transportat1on 
D1str1ct 7, P .0. Box 2304 
Los Angeles, 90051 

Dear Mr. Govan , 

LOS ANGELES. CALIFORNIA 90007 
(2 13) 749-8950 

June 28, 1990 

JUL D 1990 

A Coalition of representatives from Orthopaedic Hospital, St. John Episcopal Church, Twenty 
Third Street Neighbors and St. Vincent Church met today regarding the Northern Terminus for 
the HOV lane on the Harbor Freeway. As you know we have multiple concerns regarding the 
environmental, social and economic impact of this Cal Trans project. 

It is our understanding that the Cal Trans revised plan recommendations w111 be available after 
July 15. Our coal1tion group would like to meet w1th cal Tans tJfter that report is published and 
prior to the August 22 Community Meeting at St. Vincent School Aud1torium. 

At our last Commun1ty Meeti ng on May 6, 1t was very dif_ffcult to accurately interpret the 
impact of the Northern Terminus by looking at the maps.that were presented. Therefore, we 
would like to have a Three Dimensional Model that would include the existing structures- St. 
John and St. Vincent Churches. The Automobile Club and O_rthopaedic Hospital in order that 
might have clearer understanding of the Immediate impact on our institutions. We are asking 
that this 3D model be available for us at the meeting prior to August 22 

If you have any questions or comments regarding our request, please contact me at 748-7285 
or Richard Mccarthy, Orthopaedic Hospital 742-1104. We w111 look forward to hearing from 
you as to the time and date of our next meeting. 

Sincerely, 

,~. ~~1k 
Sr. Diane Donoghue SSS 

CC Richard McCarthy, Orthopaedic Hospital 
The Rev. W.R.Traynham, St. John Episcopal 
Rev. Dolores Osborne, Temple Baptist Church 
Larry Venema , Automobile Club of So. Calif. 
Patsy carter, 23rd St. Neighbors 
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Response to: Sr. Diane Donoghue 

Comments: 

Sisters of Social Service 
Saint Vincent De Paul Church 

1. For a discussion of the projects impacts on cultural 
resources and other sensitive receptors in the area refer to 
Chapter IV. Alternative A would be less of an imposition to 
the community than the alternative recommended in the 
environmental assessment circulated in 1990 . 
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SAI:\'T VI?\CENT DE PAUL CHURCH 

Xr. Cleavon Govan 
CAI.TRANS 

621 \\"EST ADAMS BOULEVAR :J 

LOS .-\);GELES. CALIFORNIA ?-:,Y :-

1 213) , • 9-5950 

March 9, 1990 

Eavironmental Planning Branch 
120 So. Spring St. 
Los Angeles, 90012 CA 

Dear Mr. Govan, 

I would like to formally request a public bearing 
for the 1-110 Northerly Terminus to Figueroa and 
Flo-·er Streets. 

I a2 particularly concerned with the impact of this 
ter~inus on the apartment residents resiriiog in 
the large apartment on 23rd and Flower Streets 
across from Orth~aedic Hospital. 

Also, there is concern regarding the access to 
our Church and School yards on Figueroa . 

I would like to propose a meeting on Thursday, 
May 3 at 7:00p.m. in the St. Vincent School Aud­
itorium. I would request that the presentation 
be in Spanish and English. 

r: you have any questions regarding this request, 
please contact me at my office, 748-7285 . 

Sincerely, 

Sr. Diane Donoghue 
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Response to: Sr. Diane Donoghue 
Saint Vincent De Paul Church 

Comments: 

1. With the implementation of Alternative A there would be 
virtually no impacts on the apartment building at 2315 South 
Flower Street. A soundwall was recommended to be constructed 
on the west side of the building along the freeway right-of­
way, due to high noise readings obtained there. However, the 
owner of the property voiced opposition to the wall at the 
June 27, 1991 Public Hearing, citing visual impairment. If 
he so request the soundwall will be deleted from the project. 

2. Refer to Chapter II, Section A, for a discussiu11 01 drivewcty 
widening on Figueroa Street to ease access from _the curb 
lanes . 
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via F1~ {213 ) 6204520 

De~r Mr. Govan and Cal Trans: 

Th~ initial study prepared by Cal Trans in reference to 

ths Hurb~r Freeway Transit~ay Ptojcct makes erron~cus con-

::usion.s ,:.s to the impact of this project on the Adams 

L';c,.n~:ar:c..ie u~ ighborhood . The ?roje.ct Area C-o:-runitt.ee (PA .. C) 

busine-::e:::::-~::. c:.na ccm:::•.i,1ity orqauiz,)tior.s has overwhelming 

r12jcc-t_e;-: :_~;; _;_s pn.Jpvsal as const:i.tuted . 

Since we have been an active PAC since 1978, we are dismayed 
" ""\ rl' .L 
.L • ..._J .... until 19 8 9-J. 9'.J O r:i.l·✓e ue: been inf c,rmed about a project 

that goes through the Adam~ Narrnandie P~cject Area's eastern 

portlon. Having b~e~ made awa~e of this project at this 

late date, we have the following concerns; 

, There will be significant effects on businesses 

re~idc~Hces, schools, public facilities, and ne.ighborhoods, 

The premise that ~ince not one brick of St. Vincent de Paul 

Chu~ch, the Stims0n House, ~r 

(j) i;;, -therefore no 121,vi1~onm12n:al 

St. John's is being taken there 

impact does not consider the 

effect of removing portions of the sidewalk and its effect 

on the aest~~tics ~nd use of these prO?erties . 

There is no recognition in your study of the 

many Los Angeles Cultural. monuments, the prop~rties listed 

as eligible i~ publis~ed studies , nor the historic neighborhood 

surro,l;,d i;1g St. Vincent's Church . 

IL .. J,I.. CAI iLli 1-= .. , 
A-23 
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{§) 2. There will be an effect on historic properties. 

This would include Chester Place, Los Angeles Cultural monuments, 

pending historic districts, St. Johhs, the Stimson House, 

the Automobile Club, and other properties. The potential 

effect of traffic on 23rd street going west to link 

with the Santa Monica Freeway, i s not considered . 

&) 
and 

tJ 
and 

3. There will be an impact of noise, air quality 

circulation. 

4. Widening .Figueroa will divide a neighborhood 

lllake pedestrian traf.fic more difficult and dangerous. 

• Figueroa is as wide as it should ever be. we do not need 

additional lanes of traffic skimming from downtown to the 

co~munities south of us, avoi o i~g this neighborhood a~d its 

businesses. Since there ere alt€rnatives to widening, these 

• should be explored immediately. 

5. Your studies pre-date the Watt Center Convention 

Center and California Plaza developments. Therefore your 

conclusions of ~no impact" are based on faulty criteria. 

• (i) 6. Our historic inner city neighbohoods should not 

bear the burden of traffic flow from downtown to areas 

south at the expense of the health, safety and livability 

of the inner city neighbohoods or its historic properties. 

• ~ 7. Alternatives ahould be further explored. Other 

• 

• 

• • 

sites should be looked at for the terminus ( either further 

south or further north). 

These ar~ AnmA of our concerns, and others were 

expressed at the open meeting on 5/3/90. We would be happy 

to 1tleet wi tt1. you and dj scuss options and look for so 1 utions. 

ours, 

PAC Chairperson 

PAC list attached . 
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ADA.W, :,JORMA:\'DIE 432! REDEYELOP~1ENT PROJECT 
I 1 15 W csl Ad.imS Boulevard, Sui::> 204 

Los Angeles, California 90007 
Telephone: (213) 746-5620 

ADA.i\15 NORMAt-.TDIE 4321 
PROJECT AREA CO:'v1MITTEE MEMBERS 

Executive Board 
Jean Frost, Chairperson 
Harold Greenberg, Vice Chairman 
Kristin Belko, Secrt::tary-Treasurer 
Harry Anderson, Assistant Se.:retary-Trcas,uer 
Pete Zinclis, Member-At-Large 

Housing and Planning Subcommittee 
Harry Anderson, Chairperson 

Parks & Public Impro\'ements Subcommittee 
Pete Zenelis, Chairperson 

Newsletter Subcommittee 
Katherine Adams 

Budget & Work Program Subcommittee 
Kristin Belko, Chairperson 

Vacant Lots & Neglected Properties Subcommittee 
Suzanne Henderson, Chairperson 

Ad Hoc Subcommittee on Sdsmic Cited Buildings 
Rafael Garcia, Interim Chairman 

Ad Hoc Subcommittee on Design Guidelines 
Kristin Belko, Chairperson 

Residenti~I Owner Occupants 
Lticrecia S. Diaz: (Area 1) 
Jean Frost (Area 1) 
An:ihid Jcwitt (Area '.2) 
J . Luis Cefvame$ (Art=a 2) 
Katnerirn: Adams (Area 3) 
Mar;:rn Bone (Area 3) 
Yola nda Billiugsley (Area 4) 
Harold Greenberg (Area 4) 

Absentee Owner 
Kristin Belko (Arca l) 
Ra:ael Garcia (Arca 1) 

Re:sidentfal Tenants 
Sr. Dilecta Pierini (Area 1) 
M~rk Rice (At Large) 
Gerry Clark (At Large) 

Businl!ss Owners/Tenants 
Sergio Gutm~n 
Suz.anne Hendersori 
Pete Zinelis 
Dennis Harkavy 

Community Organization 
Harry Anderson 
(West Adams Heritage Association) 

Art Curtis 
(North University Park Community Association) 

Antonie Ayala 
(Southwest Los Angeles Chambi:r of Commerce) 

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS; Lu,.::,ecia Diaz-As;;is!ancc with Sp,mish Translati,)n . l\:ewsJetter Stlb(:ommittee-K,Hherine Adams (Chair• 
pe1son), Jim Chikis, An Curtis, kan Frost .!lid k~sc $Jr.den. 

Meetings of the Proje:l ArC3 Comrnillce are held on :he third Thur s-:by of each month, at 1hl.'. Adams ~ormanliie site office, I J 15 W. 
e Adams Boultva ,d, Lus Ang~les, California. Communiry 111embcr5 ,i.-e encourag,: d tn :it tend . 
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Response to: Ms. Jean Sarah Frost 
PAC Chairperson 

Comments: 

1. Refer to Chapter IV where impacts are addressed. 

2. Refer to Chapter III, Section D. Also refer to Chapter IV, 
Section C, Item 13. 

3. Refer to Comment #2. Refer to Chapter II, Section A for a 
discussion of methods to prevent HOVs from turning onto 23rd 
Street. 

4. Refer to Chapter IV, Section C, Items 6, 7, and 10, 
respectively. 

5 • Refer to Chapter II, Section A, for a discussion on ways to 
accommodate pedestrians crossing a widened Figueroa Street. 
Refer to Chapter IV, Section C, Item 10 for a discussion of 
pedestrian volumes in the project vicinity. 

Caltrans does not agree that widening Figueroa Street by 15 
feet would of itself divide the neighborhood. Figueroa 
Street at its existing width would be sufficient to have 
already divided the neighborhood. But we don't believe that 
there is a real issue of neighborhood division to begin 
with. The neighborhood west of Figueroa Street, roughly 
within a block on both sides of 23rd Street, is very 
different from the neighborhood to the east of Figueroa 
Street. To the west we have a neighborhood dominated by 
religious and educational institutions and a residential 
community, many of which are of National Register quality; 
to the east is a neighborhood dominated by commercial 
buildings, a junior college, and a major health facility. 

The apartment building at 2315 South Flower Street is the 
only residential area of note to the east of Figueroa 
Street. But in any case pedestrian and vehicular access 
between both sides of Figueroa Street would not be impaired 
by its widening. For example, residents of the apartment 
building, who are parishioners at Saint Vincent De Paul 
Church, would still be able to walk back and forth to church 
in much the same manner as they do now . 
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The widening of Figueroa Street and the Los Angeles 
Department Transportation's Traffic System Management (TSM) 
plan (see Chapter II, Section A) is the city's effort to 
insure future traffic handling capacity and efficient 
vehicular circulation within a growing region. These 
efforts are not intended to work a hardship on your 
community. Refer to Chapter IV, Section C, Item 10 for a 
discussion of traffic circulation impacts in the Northern 
Terminus vicinity. 

Refer to Chapter IV, Section C, Item 15 for a discussion of 
cumulative impacts. 

7. Refer to Comment #5. 

8. Refer to Chapter II where numerous alternatives for the 
Northern Terminus proposal are discussed extensively • 
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A.Dt\J\1S D()CK\VEILER HERffAGE <JRGA.~IZING C011J\1ITTEE 

• A I~eighborhood Organization P.O. Box ~~11 LosAngeles California 9000:o/ 
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151031 

5/11/90 

Cal Trans 

District 7, P.O. Box 2304 

L . A • , Ca • 9 () 0 51 

via FAX: 620-4520 

att~ Mr. Govans 

Ge-ntlemen: 

A.D.H.O.C. is the leading historical research and neighborhood 

study grcup involved in the }iistoric, cultural and architectural 

resources in the area loosely bounded by Ada ms Bo ulevard, 

Washington Boulevard, Hoover and Figueroa. 23rd Street runs 

through the heart of this area, and the proposed Harbor Freeway 

Transitway will affect this neighborhood. 

Your ~initial study and checklist" ignores all of the current 

research and document<1tion, as well as the resources supplied by 

• many Los Angeles Cultural monuments. How Cal Trans could have 

(!)neglected to contact A.D.H.O.C., is very surprising. The efforts 

of this group have been ongoing since 1987, and we would be happy 

to assist you with information so that a proper jnitial study can 

• 

• 

• 

• 

be generated. 

We disagree ~ith both the basis for your study and also with the 

@conclusions you reach. There will be environmental impacts to 

historic buildi~gs, ambience, residences, businesses, schools, 

hospitals, traffic circulat i on, noise, light and air. 

We would be a vailabJ.e to fu,.:-nish additional comment: • 

Yours Truly, 

/j-;""' Cl1 .-l-D~ 
Jim Childs 

A.D.H.O.C . A-28 
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Response to: Mr. Jim Childs 
Adams Dockweiler Heritage Organizing 

Committee (ADHOC) 

Comment: 

1. Refer to Chapter III, Section D, for a documentation of 
cultural resources in the area. 

We regret that ADHOC was not contacted sooner regarding this 
proposal. The issue of notification often comes up when 
public agencies circulate environmental documents for 
proposed actions. To insure as wide a notification as 
possible Caltrans advertises the availability of 
environmental documents in a wide range of newspapers, and 
this fulfills our legal requirements. However, somehow 
interested parties for one reason or another fail to be 
notified. But since ADHOC is now on our distribution lisl 
you will always be notified of this project in the future. 

For a discussion of this issue from another perspective 
please refer to Appendix B, Section A (Written Comments), 
Caltrans' responses to Mr. Robert I. Gluckstein. See our 
Comment #1 . 

2. Refer to Chapter IV where environmental impacts on sensitive 
receptors and mitigation measures are discussed . 
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Jerry Baxter, Director 
CalTrans, ~ist~ict 7 
120 South Spring Street 
Lo~ Angeles, CA 9001 2 
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P~: Our Client: OrttQpaedic Hospital 
2~00 South Flo~er St~eet, Los Angeles 
Your P::cjec~ ::~. 7 -:_~_-2-2..~:: ?.1·!. 2 C.9~ 

. - ------=-=~:.:..::- - - ---
• :_•-=- -- -· · 
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abcv e n umber nas been ?~signed ~c the !iegati~e :e =:a~a~~=~ 
conte~plated fer the I-~lG Transit~ay Northerl~ ~errin~ s ~c 
Figueroa Street and Flc~er s~reec prcj e ct . 

was received ~c the Sta~e Clea~i~g House en re~~~3~v b, - ~~~ 
the revie~ paricd ended a~ March 12, 1990 . 

-::..,:i:- c• =: _· i...:~ ; :-~:.::. ·: =...:. = =-~· -... -:-:: -:. -:: ~a 1-~::--. c:sc-.·o:-. •:; :·,..::. ·_: : : _ 
environmental planning iivision requesting ~ritte~ nQ~~=~=a~~=~ 
once the natter was su~=it~eri t o the State for re'lie~. ~e ~as 
oraJly informed us that CalT~ans is still in the process Jf 

responding to comnents received for a proposed negative 
declaration and has net y et i ss~ed any environcen~a l 
determination for the project. 

Please confirm in ~riting to our office that CalTra~s ~as 
not yet issued any environnental determinaticn or propcse~ 
clearance for t~is p roject, and that once a deter:::inatic~ c~ 
c-le22ance is proposed, that vou will noti=y our o=fice i~ -; . .-~i-:::..::-:g 
im~ediately. 
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Jerry Baxter, Director 
Septenber 6, 1990 
:?2.c;e 2 

· Further, please assure our office in writ.i~g that you will 
not. proceed further with the above State Clea:::-i.:-:g House nur.1.bered 
project without notifying our office . 

I look forward to receiving your letter shortly. Thank you. 

er• H. Randall Stoke, Esq. 
Jerrold Fadem, Esq . 

Very truly y =~:::-s, 

Barbara W. Lansberg 
Senior Plar.ni~g Analyst 

Michael Pfaff, Foundation President 

l\~'?50\orthoped.!tr 
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Response to: Ms. Barbara w. Lansberg 
Senior Planning Analyst 
Latham and Watkins 

Comment: 

1. The State Clearinghouse was referring to the first 
environmental assessment for the Northern Terminus proposal 
that was publicly circulated during the period February 8, 
1990 thru March 12, 1990. A second environmental assessment 
was prepared and circulated during the period May 28, 1991 
thru July 12, 1991; a Public Hearing was held on June 27, 
1991 at the Orthopaedic Hospital. 

A Notice of Determination (NOD) is not filed with the State 
Clearinghouse until after a "final" environmental assessment 
is prepared (wherein all comments received on the past 
environment assessments are addressed) and approved . 

Also, at your request, you were sent a written explanation 
of this matter from Ron Kosinski, Chief of Caltrans' 
Environmental Planning Branch, on September 14, 1990 • 
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May 9, 1990 

Mr. Cleavon Govan 
Senior Envirorunental Planner 
California Department of Transportation 
120 South Spring Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Re: I-110 Transitway Northerly Terminus to 
Figueroa Street and Flower Street 

Dear Mr. Govan: 

Your Reference: 7-LA-110 PM 20.94 
07221-110331 

This letter is written on behalf of our client, the Los 
Angeles Orthopaedic Hospital, which will suffer the most of any 
property owner as a result of the above described project, which 
is partially described in an Initial Study Environmental 
Assessment of the State of California Department of 
Transportation, signed by Mr. L. L. Bedolla on November 30, 1989. 

The initial study is not only vague but it 
misrepresents both the project and the impacts . 

Representatives of the Hospital attempted to provide 
testiraony at a hearing held May 3, 1990, at the St. Vincent de 
Paul School in Los Angeles. Our testimony was cut off and it was 
necessary for us to complete our testimony into a recorder of our 
own, at the parking lot outside. Of greater concern and alarm 
was the announcement by an official of CalTrans, acting on behalf 
of George Hayakawa who was the presiding CalTrans official, that 
the purpose and intention of CalTrans in undertaking the above 
described project is to save and preserve an apartment building 
many years of age and of questionable structural health. such a 
purpose, of course, is noble and laudatory, however, the 
spokesman for CalTrans could have more accurately described the 
purpose of CalTrans as a project to severely disrupt the 
Orthopaedic Hospital for many years, and permanently, in 
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Mr. Cleavon Gov an 
Ma y 9, 19 90 
Page 2 

providing health care services. The project as proposed will 
substantially da~age and interfere with the operation of the 
Hospital. The initial study ignores the Hospital and the impacts 
upon it and its operation. Also, a portion of the light rail 
system will be built as a part of the project. A description of 
that system, its affect and alternatives, is totally missing from 
the Initial Study. 

@ We request that the Initial Study be scrapped as 
totally deficient and that the Department prepare, as it should, 
an entirely new, full and objective environmental report. Such a 
report with a proper description of the total project and the 
impacts thereof could then be assessed not only by the affected 
property owners but by the public in general. 

The value of the Hospital to the Los Angeles suburban 
area and the services that it provides to the needy and 
minorities are well known to all except those who prepared the 
Initial Study. It is the obligation of the Department of 
Transportation to prepare a proper report. It is not the 
obligation of those who will suffer to guess at the impacts. We 
respectfully request that the Department comply fully with the 
Law. 

cc: Mr. Jerry B. Baxter 
Councilman Gilbert Lindsay 
Councilman Nate Holden 
Mr. Michael J. Pfaff 
Mr. Richard D. McCarthy 
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Response to: Mr. H. Randall Stoke, Attorney 
Latham and Watkins 

Comments: 

1. 

2. 

Since the May 3, 1990 meeting the design configuration of 
the I-110 Transitway, in the Northern Terminus vicinity, has 
been revised. Alternative A, featuring a Transitway and HOV 
on- and off-ramp structures south of Adams Boulevard, is now 
the preferred alternative and is more acceptable to the 
Orthopaedic Hospital and surrounding community • 

A second environmental assessment addressing changes to the 
Northern Terminus was circulated during the period of May 28, 
1991 thru July 12, 1991. And a formal Public Hearing was 
held on June 27, 1991 . 
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'.:-IICAGO OFFICE 

S:cJ. . .:>S TOWER, SUITE 58CC 

c-;: '.:AGO, ILLINOIS 60606 

7EL:: .::.rloNE (312) 876-7700 

~AX (312) 993-9767 

i,EW YORK OFFICE 

53?.C:: AT THIRD, SUITE 1000 

,a;s TH IRD AVENUE 

NEW Yo.;;,:, NEW YORK 10022-4602 

TELE?i-lONE (212) 906 - 1200 

?AX (212) 751-4664 

o;u..'iGE COUNTY OFFICE 
5:;o ,OWN CENTER DRIVE 

.WENTIETH FLOOR 

=STA t.!ESA, CALIFORNIA 92626-1918 

TEl£?nONE (714) 540-1235 

?AX (714) 755-8290 

Mr. Cleavon Govan 

LATHAM & WATKINS 
ATTORNEYS AT LAW 

533 WEST FIFTH STREET. SUITE 4000 

LOS ANGELES. CALIFORNIA 90071-2007 

TELEPHONE (213) -485-1234 

FAX (213) 891-8763 

Tl)( 590773 

ELN 62793268 

CABLE ADDRESS LATHWAT 

May 7, 1990 

Senior Environmental Planner 
California Department of Transportation 
120 South Spring Street 
Los Angeles, California 90012 

?A !.: ~;;_ WATKISS ( 1e99- 1973 ) 

OA>iA LATHAM ( leS6-1974) 

SAN DIEGO OrFICE 
701 •a• STREE,, SUITE 2100 

SAN DIEGO. CALIFORNIA 92101-8197 

TE!.EPHONE (619) 236-1234 

FAX (619) 696-7419 

WASHINGTON . C.C . OFFICE 
10~, PENNSYLVANIA AVE . . N . W . , SUITE 1300 

WASrHNGTON, O.C. 20004-2505 

TELEPHONE (202) 637-2200 

FAX (202) 637-2201 

Re: I-110 Transitway Northerly Terminus to 
Figueroa Street and Flower Street 
Your Reference: 7-LA-110 PM 20.94 

07221-110331 

Dear Mr. Govan: 

{j) Pursuant to my telephone conversation with you on 
April 30, 1990, this letter will confirm that you are adding my 
name to the private organizations and individuals list for 
receipt of a copy of the proposed environmental clearance for the 
above project once it is complete. Additionally, I would also be 
interested in ascertaining the exact date on which you submit 
this matter to the State Clearinghouse. For your convenience, I 
enclose two self-addressed, stamped envelopes for your use in 
notifying me. 

If you have any questions, please feel free to contact 
me at (213) 891-8193. 

Enclosures 
cc: H. Randall Stoke, Esq • 

Jerrold A. Fadem, Esq. 

Very truly yours, 

~~uJY. i1ivv1.J/Ly 
/ Barbara W. Lansberg 0 
{ Senior Planning Analyst 
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Response to: Ms. Barbara w. Lansberg 
Senior Planning Analyst 

Latham and Watkins 

Comments: 

1. Your name has been added to the distribution list of 
environmental documents prepared for the Northern Terminus 
proposal. You will be notified when environmental documents 
related to this proposal are submitted to the State 
Clearinghouse . 
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7 //E_NT , E.TH =--Looq 

March 15, 1990 
1001 PENNSYLVAN1,'. ~ -✓ £., ~ .'I'/ . • S UIT E 130::) 

WASHIN GTON , ::; .C . 2000""' ·2505 

TELEPHONE. tc=,2: 5 3 7-220:) 

FAZ ;z-:;:2 · 537-220 , 
-:.05T.C. v::=.=... CA!.. :FOC!N :A 92626•:g ;s 

T E_ _~= ~ONE ( ? ; .o;.; 5 .C. Q•:235 

=--.:..x ,,1"'; ,ss-ezgo 

Ci) 

CALTRANS 
Environmental 
120 s. Spring 
Los Angeles, 

Planning Branch 
Street 
CA 90012 

Attention: Mr. J. C. Bingham 

In re: 

Gentlemen: 

The 1-110 northerly Terminus to Figueroa 
Street an~ Flower Street for buses and 
carpools in the city of Los Angeles . 

This letter is written on behalf of our client, 
Orthopaedic Hospital and the Los Angeles Orthopaedic 
Foundation, owner of the property at 2400 So. Flower 
Street, Los Angeles, which is devoted to Orthopaedic 
Hospital. The notice given for the above proceeding shows a 
proposed taking of a portion of the Foundation's property. 

Please be advised that the project proposed is 
unnecessary to serve your purposes; further, that the 
project proposed will substantially interfere with the 
operation of the hospital and the ability of the hospital to 
provide needed health services. On behalf of our client we 
object to the taking proposed and t h e project in general . 
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.• •""' & WATKINS 

CALTRANS 
March 15, 1990 
Page 2 

Our client has endeavored to communicate with your 
designated representative but has received no response . 
Please have someone with knowledge and authority contact the 
writer at (213) 485-1234. Thank you. 

Very truly yours, 

,/ - ·. ~ i.,; I/ 

H. Randall Stoke 
of LATHAM & WATKINS 

cc: Mr. Michael J. Pfaff, President 
Los Angeles Orthopaedic Foundation 

James V. Luck, Jr., M.D., President 
Orthopaedic Foundation 

Councilman Gilbert W. Lindsay 
Councilman Nate Holden 
Supervisor Kenneth Hahn 
Assemblywoman Maxine Waters 
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Response to Mr. H. Randall Stoke, Attorney 
Latham and Watkins 

Comments: 

1. Alternative A, the preferred alternative, would not require 
any property takes from the Orthopaedic Hospital Because 
Alternative A features a Transitway and HOV ramp structures 
south of Adams Boulevard the impacts that you mention would 
not occur • 
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February, 26, 1990 

Men: 

You may draw Mr. Bingham's attention and Mr. Don Dove to this 

fact belonging! 

Caltrans' Rosecrans park-and-ride 110 sector can verily be 

modified, accumulatively and usefully, as a multi-modal facility 

as well as the Artesia Bou l evard 91 facility. Two facilities are 

better than one! 

Put the public some lightrail from Rosecrans and Figueroc: east 

(j) side going south along a modifiable branch line of S.P.T.C, yes, 

Rosecrans to Pacific Coast Highway to let some transf~r be 

@ 

offered to the South Coast Line LACTC 1s studying! 

less cost than lightrail on 110 south of 9Y? 

Isn't this 

You must relate to people who cannot afford a private vehicle? 

Everyone who uses the busway can't drive nor will rideshare t o 

the busway! This is better for Gardena, Torrance, South Bay, 

Harbor City and Lomita for traffic management . 
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Then when the South Coast line is built, Wilmington, Long Beach 

and Carson, maybe Signal Hill also will benefit in housing and 

land use development. 

Have you all viewed Boston's Mass Transit map or been there to 

@ view - they have three different rail modes running near parallel 

to each other: AMTRAK, Commuter rail "AND" heavy rail side by 

side . 

BJ There was a recorded--in print--mentioning that CalTrans could 

{§) build a lightrail line from west downtown Los Angeles into or 

through Central City! 

l inked to 110 busway! 

Rather, why don't you build the rail 

You of f set i mpacts at Rosecrans, at a n 

expandable s i te rather than only connect the 91 end of the buswa y 

to it, allowing two 110 stations south of 105 to balance out the 

effect in relation to population, which support the busway! It 

may also be a compliment if more than a supplement to both 

d o wnto wn deve lopment and trans i t expansion . 

a;) One thing about buses interiors - are not widely built to 

accommodate crush loading nor passengers who carry things with 

t hem. The lightrail cars in Baltimore County so planned are 

larger than those Sumitomo Corp. is handling for L.A.C.T.C . 

'rhan k you! I work at 731 Sout h Spring. Mr. Dove has my number 
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there and home . 

You don't find lightrail at the end of the present El Monte 

Busway (El Monte) nor its planned extension if there will be 

another! Put a rail service short line in between Rosecrans and 

Paific Coast Highway if not the City of San Pedro, Caltrans! 

It's optional to begin farther north of Rosecrans point maybe 

El Segundo at Athens Park . 

Thank You . 

STEFAN REED 

2918 South Burnside Avenue 

Los Angeles, CA 90016 
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Response to: Mr. Stefan Reed (2-26-90) 

Comments: 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

Light rail transit (LRT) is under the auspices of the 
LACTC. At this time Caltrans is unaware of the LACTC 
desiring to put LRT in the I-110 corridor south of Route 
91. At present the Metro Blue Line operates between Long 
Beach and the LACED. The Metro Green Line will operate in 
the I-105 (Glen Anderson) Freeway Corridor upon freeway 
completion . 

Upon completion of the Harbor Freeway Transitway the RTD 
plans to implement line haul operations between San Pedro 
and the LACBD. Existing bus lines that provide express 
service between the South Bay area and the LACBD will be 
deleted or serve only as feeder lines to transit stations. 
Other bus routes within a half mile of a transit station 
will also be rerouted to serve as feeder lines to their 
respective transit stations. 

With the implementation of such a feeder line system more 
transit dependent individuals would have better access to 
bus service along the Transitway. Also with such a 
convenient system more people would be encouraged to use 
mass transit rather than drive their automobiles. 

The SCAG region will soon have an integrated rail system 
comparable to what you have observed in Boston. LRT is 
already underway, with one line already in full operation. 
Heavy Rail Transit (HRT), Metro Red Line, is under 
construction. Commuter rail lines to Simi Valley, Santa 
Clarita Valley, San Bernardino, and Santa Ana and Riverside 
are under development. And AMTRAK is already in operation. 

Caltrans does not intend to extend the I-110 Transitway 
north from Adams Boulevard to the LACBD. However, at some 
future date the city of Los Angeles may want to extend the 
Transitway as part of the Central City West development 
proposal. Refer to Appendix B, Section A (written 
comments), Caltrans' response to Mr. Robert K. Break where 
this issue is discussed at length. See our Comment #10 • 

Again the LACTC has no plans at this time to utilize the 
I-110 Corridor as an LRT line. The separate transit 
guideway now under construction would be convertible to rail 
use, but there are no plans to use it for other than buses 
and HOVs. Refer to Comment #2 where line haul operations 
along the Transitway and feeder lines are discussed. These 
features would serve to provide better mass transit access 
to more commuters all along the I-110 Corridor. And please 
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6 • 

note that there will be 9 transit stations, not merely the 
two at Artesia Boulevard and Rosecrans Avenue as you seem to 
imply. 

The selection of buses rest solely with the SCRTD. 

7. The LACTC does not plan to utilize the El Monte Busway as an 
LRT line. 

However, there are plans to utlize the I-10 Transportation 
Corridor for commuter rail to San Bernardino. Caltrans has 
plans to extend the exclusive Bus/HOV lane in the I-10 
corridor in the near future . 
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February 28, 1990 

CALTRANS: 

J.C. Bingham 

The plan for the Figueroa-Flower-Adams Terminus is strategic in 

location. The thing of extending the busway under a realignment 

of Bixel incidently is another phase! 

The t hing about Adams and 23rd Street area for parking is 

acquisition of / and to allow parking! DASH, CalTrans,) RTD and 

LACTC could with City Department of Transportation, Los Angeles 

join in policy of application for enough and to not only allow 

park i ng for transportation publjcly, add to it consolidation of 

parking for: Los Angeles Trade Technical College which needs 

expansion. The Orthopedic Hospi t al parking which also needs 

expansion o f employment facilities, Automobile Club patron and 

employee parking, fac u l t y parking f or t hat Catholic School, 

parking for employees and parking of the Los Angeles County 

Social Services building at Adams and Grand, all of which parki ng 

can be of relocation so much with area consolidation. 

Caltrans, possibly a police sub-station even joint police 

A-46 



• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

@ 

participation, can be included in this parking and development 

corrective needed to maximize and use /and more consolidate 

surface traffic flow! 

You must think of the possibilities for this slightly offset, but 

mutual parking possibility, otherwise, it will with near future 

downtown-south development along Figueroa, Flower and Grand, be 

lessened in purposeful value and aesthetics! 

The lightrail line from Exposition is coming that way possibly 

turning onto Grand Avenue. The Blue Line, Grand Avenue Station, 

can also benefit with the carpool, ridesharing parking! 

Otherwise it will cost more in other ways because the parking is 

not consolidated! The Dr. Claude Hudso n Center --- also be 

included in this relocation and consolidation of parking, 

CalTrans! Otherwise the State is not helping. 

Many people cannot otherwise exit at Adams/Figueroa/Flower. They 

don't exit there. This is a place to redistribute travel. I 

don't know if any other will share that with you! 

Some Conven tion Center parking could be here also. Some 

@) Exposition parking for even? --- can be here when other parking 

for facilities is non-applicable, when Trade Tech or Automobile 

Club parking or The County Building parking and hospital parking 

is not applicable, but for fees! 
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You really should get with CRA and LACTC on this! You should 

meet with the said business people on this immediate to the area 

since land development is coming this way south of Pico, too! 

CalTrans I cannot attend public meetings - this even with air 

rights for parking exercised would allow and use space in -- you 

can share authority on this and it would not leave others out. 

By taking away the immediate parking facilities in the area and 

allowing teir relevant consolidation you provide orderly or 

coordinably relevant impact . 

It is possible that you can notify CCA, CRA, the Downtown 

Strategic Committee, the Downtown 2000 Committee, Police 

authorities, Supervisor Hahn, Council of the City of Los Angeles, 

LATTC, and the City Department of Transportation, LACTC, RTD, 

Commuter Express! Is that sufficient? 

Why won't you recess the 110 freeway between 30th Street and 

4lst? That would allow one or two freeway lanes without touching 

the 110 surface, thereby, with the busway / carpool / areas! That's 

adding lane space use in allowing ex t ra road space, too! 

be included, too! 

It can 

@ Why don't you let off-ramps extend from the busway northbound to 

descend onto: Hill Street. Broadway, Grand Avenue, all at King 

Boulevard - northside from it connected from 110 busway north. 

That will expand and adequately distribute bus travel and carpool 
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travel without burdening the Adams/Figueroa/23rd/Flower area! 

That is better for downtown! 

A new ramp could connect from Santa Monica Freeway west and 

eastbound onto busway and carpool 110 southbound. 

This is not an affair to be cheap or limited in scope concerning 

implementation, Caltrans, even if it means phasing into the 

busway carpool project. 

(§) You would have more of a project still if USC were expanded 

eastside/ 110 between King and 30th Streets! 

@ 

Caltrans I thank you in your honorable attentiveness! I was once 

earthborn here in Los Angeles! I should know! 

Too bad the busway can't extend in part to the 5 and 110 or 5 and 

2 from 5 and 110. For the Adams, Figueroa, 23rd, Flower Street 

Terminus, Caltrans, acquire land from between Figueroa and Flower 

north of 30th St. instill more one-way streeting, acquire between 

Figueroa and 110 north of 23rd Street to Washington! Also you'll 

need and possibly between Flower and Figueroa north of Adams -

23rd point . 
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@ Pedestrian ramps could connect the parking with Automobile Club, 

·Orthopedic Hospital, the Social Services building, the school 

Claude Hudson Center. The State would get revenue! In turn Los 

Angeles City would get money for development rights for density 

exercising • 
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Response to: Mr. Stefan Reed (2-28-90) 

Comments: 

1. Refer to Appendix B, Part A (Written Comments), Caltrans' 
Comments to Mr. Robert K. Break where the issue of a 
possible future extension of the I-110 Transitway is 
discussed at length. See our Comment #10. 

2. You raise an interesting subject - consolidation of parking 
in an area; in this case the vicinity of the Northern 
Terminus. Your idea appears to be a joint use arrangement 
of all parking facilities in the area. It appears that you 
would have such diverse interest groups as transit patrons. 
Orthopaedic Hospital, Saint Vincents School, the Automobile 
Club of Southern California, Los Angeles County Department 
of Social Services, and Trade Technical College to share 
parking facilities held in common. You speak of the need 
for many of these interest groups to expand existing 
facilities and consolidation would facilitate the land 
acquisitions necessary for such expansions. 

Caltrans, however, has no plans to provide a Park-and-Ride 
lot facility or a transit station in the Northern Terminus 
vicinity. Therefore, we have no provisions in this proposal 
to acquire land for parking expansion, or to take the lead 
in working with the disparate interest groups to consolidate 
parking facilities. 

But to address the concept of consolidation in the Northern 
Terminus vicinity, Caltrans would like to present the 
following general observations. 

o To attain parking consolidation there would first have to 
be common ownership of all parking space (or if not 
ownership some form of deed restriction or granting of 
easements). This ownership would almost certainly have 
to be public, which would require some type of joint 
powers agreement between Caltrans, LADOT, LACTC, SCRTD, 
and Los Angeles County. 

o The joint powers entity would have to purchase all 
existing privately owned parking areas and additional 
right-of-way for future expansion. Such an undertaking 
would be very costly and would require the preparation of 
environmental documents, the holding of public hearings, 
etc . 
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o Such a consolidation would not be popular and 
consequently politically undesirable. The main reason 
for this conclusion is that parking requirements vary 
depending on the type of activity served. In some cases 
these requirements conflict and are almost mutually 
exclusive. For example, transit parking requires all day 
parking, while Auto Club parking calls for temporary in 
and out parking. In the case of Saint Vincents School it 
would be unsafe to allow transient or business parking on 
a school lot • 

o Parking space in the Los Angeles region is at a premium, 
and any efforts to curtail an establishment's exclusive 
use of its parking facilities would be met with a 
negative response. Elected officials and community 
leaders would not support such efforts • 

3. It is estimated that less than 10% of the total number of 
buses and HOVs entering and exiting the Transitway would do 
so at the Northern Terminus. It was never intended for this 
area to be a major distribution point for HOVs. 

4. Refer to Comment #2. Caltrans has no intention of providing 
Convention Center or Exposition parking in the Northern 
Terminus vicinity. Such provisions are beyond the scope of 
this project. 

5. It is not practical to depress an already elevated freeway 
section below grade. The costs, utility relocations, 
construction staging, traffic handling, etc. would be beyond 
what is considered prudent and feasible. To accommodate the 
exclusive HOV lanes, on-line transit station, southbound on 
and northbound off-ramps from/to the Transitway at 39th 
Street, relocation of existing freeway on/off-ramps, etc. 
the freeway will have to be widened in the area between 30th 
and 41st Streets . 

6. Early in the planning stage for the I-110 Transitway the 
FHWA, Caltrans, the RTD, LADOT, and the LACTC agreed on the 
general locations for transit stations, park-and-ride lots, 
and Transitway access points. And these general locations 
were approved in the 1985 FEIS. There are no plans to 
change these general locations unless there are 
extraordinary circumstances. 

The Adams/Figueroa/23rd/Flower area is not expected to be 
overburdened. Refer to Comment #3. Also refer to 
Appendix B, Part A (Written Comments), Caltrans' responses 
to Mr. Stephen T. Parry of the SCRTD. See our Comment #5 
where traffic volumes projections are discussed. 
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7. Ideas similar to yours were incorporated into the design of 
Alternative D, see Chapter II. The reasons for abandoning 
Alternative Dare explained in Chapter II, Section D • 

8. Refer to Comments #2, 5, and 7. 

9. U.S.C. does have plans to expand to the east side of I-110. 
For example refer to Chapter IV, Section C, Item 15 for a 
discussion of the proposed U.S.C. Parking Center. But what 
U.S.C. does has little to do with any plans that Caltrans 
has, except some coordination activities. Likewise, 
Caltrans has no authority over any expansion plans that 
U.S.C. may have. It is worth noting that in general 
Caltrans and U.S.C. have a good relationship. There have 
been many meetings between the two regarding coordinating 
the Transitway project and University building programs • 

10. Regarding busway extension please refer to Comment #1. 
Right-of-way acquisition problems have been discussed in 
Comment #2. The installation of one-way streets is up to 
LADOT. Flower and Figueroa Streets will both be essentially 
one-way arterials between Washington Boulevard and where the 
two streets meet near Exposition Boulevard . 

11. Caltrans has no plans to consolidate parking facilities in 
the Northern Terminus vicinity, so the concept of providing 
pedestrian ramps from lot to lot is moot. It should be 
noted that such a plan would result in a maze of pedestrian 
ramps in the vicinity of the Northern Terminus criss­
crossing the Harbor Freeway and everywhere • 
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Section B. Open House/Public Input Meeting Comments 

Many individuals and representatives of organizations gave 
substantive testimony at the May 3, 1990 Open House/Public Input 
Meeting. Many of these individuals and representatives also 
submitted written comments. The responses are contained in 
Section A, Written Comments. Both Caltrans and the City of Los 
Angeles Department of Transportation (LADOT) had representatives 
on hand to respond to verbal testimony. A running account of 
public statements and questions, and Caltrans LADOT responses, 
given at the meeting is presented here in summary fashion • 
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Statements and Questions Received at the Open House 
Public Input Meeting 

SR. SEAN PATRICE 

Mt. St. Mary's College 

Statement: 

Cal trans: 

There will be a significant impact from the Twenty 
Third Street traffic on the academic community of 
Mt. St. Mary's College - that is - faculty, 
students, participants in the many workshops, 
exhibits, celebrations. That impact will be 
negative to the learning atmosphere and progress of 
our Liberal Arts Institution. We are the fourth 
school affected by the proposed traffic pattern. 

The ,design of the proposed project will be changing 
and these questions will be addressed in the 
Initial Study/Environmental Assessment. 

FORSBERG and MORATYA MEASL 

St. Vincents Church 

Statement: 

Cal trans: 

1. Signal needed at island 100' south of 23rd 
Street. 

2. Crossing needed at Adams and Figueroa and 23rd 
and Figueroa. 

3. Signal needed at St. Mary's . 
4. People in Orthopaedic Hospital like to see 

children at play. Structure will block view. 
5. Parking on Figueroa must be kept. 
6. Debris from s t ructure will fall on pedestrians 

and traffic below. 
7. Cars will be closer to historical structures . 

Danger of hit. 
8. Noise wall needed on structure. 
9. Loud construction during day will affect 

school, and at night - hospital. 

The design of the proposed project will be changing 
and these questions will be addressed in the 
Initial Study/Environmental Assessment . 
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JIM CHILDS 

AD HOC 

Questions: 

Cal trans: 

JIM CHILDS 

AD HOC 

Questions: 

Cal trans: 

JIM CHILDS 

AD HOC 

Question: 

Cal trans: 

Am I correct in saying that Figueroa is being 
widened to facilitate Felix Chevrolet and the Auto 
Club and to permanently create a corridor from 
USC/Coliseum to the Central Business District {CBD) 
of HOV and DASH? 

Figueroa is not being widened for local businesses, 
however, the contra-flow lanes are being 
established with local businesses in mind. 

Why wasn't the Project Area Committee informed in 
1985? 

The draft EIR/EIS was made available in 1982 and 
the final was completed in 1985. Both the draft 
and the final documents availability was advertised 
in several newspapers . 

Why have you ignored the impact on Historic 
properties in the area? 

We have not ignored the historical properties in 
the area, they were addressed in the 1985 EIR/EIS 
and also in the Draft Initial Study/Environmental 
Assessment we are discussing tonight. In both 
cases the State Historical Pre$ervation Officer 
(SHPO) concurred with Caltrans evaluation of No 
Impact . 
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JIM CHILDS 

AD HOC 

Question: 

City of LA: 

JIM CHILDS 

AD HOC 

Question: 

City of LA: 

JIM CHILDS 

AD HOC 

Question: 

City of LA: 

JIM CHILDS 

AD HOC 

Question: 

Why not let Figueroa Street be one-way only? 

We had originally planned to have Figueroa Street 
one-way, completely one way northbound, but some of 
the businesses in the area complained that they 
would lose business. Namely Felix Chevrolet. One­
way was not a final solution because we took into 
account the needs and desires of the community. 

Why widen Figueroa Street when you can simply cone 
one-way traffic during rush hour? 

The concept of contra-flow is a viable concept. 
Temporarily, that's not a bad idea, but we're 
looking for a permanent solution that is good for 
the community. 

If HOV's ending a t 23rd can't turn left on 23rd -
Why can't they simply go around the block? 

We do not believe drivers will go so far out of 
their way. 

Why not end the widening of Figueroa at 30th Street 
and cone one-way traffic at Adams and 23rd? 
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City of LA: 

JOHN WELSH 

No on Prop 111 

Question: 

Cal trans: 

JOHN WALSH 

No on Prop 111 

Question: 

Cal trans: 

JOHN WALSH 

No on Prop 111 

Question: 

Please see answer to one of your previous 
questions . 

Isn't it true that if Prop 1 1 1, the gas tax hike, 
fails you may have to scale down this Boondoggle 
project for lack of tax dollars? 

No. (Proposition 111 was passed by the voters on 
May 5, 1990.) 

What would an earthquake the same magnitude or 
greater than the earthquake that destroyed the 
Nimitz Freeway do to your useless and elevated 
busways on the Harbor Freeway? 

The Northern Terminus design has been reviewed by a 
Blue Ribbon committee composed of three Col lege 
Professors and three Consultant F i rms. They 
recommended some minor changes. Their conclusion 
was that the State's engineering would allow the 
structures to sustain a very substantial 
earthquake . 

Is it not true that virtually all of Caltrans' 
plans to add new freeway lanes in Southern 
California involves Diamond Lanes only? Who asked 
you for Diamond Lanes? Did Diamond Lanes win a 
popularity contest? 
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Cal trans: 

JOHN WALSH 

No on Prop 111 

Question: 

City of LA: 

We look at a transportation corridor in its 
entirety and try to move as many people and goods 
within that corridor as we can. It is one of the 
basic concepts of the Harbor Freeway, and this is 
why we need to switch to a high occupancy vehicle 
in this corridor. 

In order to mitigate the negative impacts of 
increased traffic on Figueroa Street, caused by the 
Harbor Freeway Transitway Project, will Caltrans 
set aside funds to provide for a school crossing 
guard at St. Vincent De Paul School to insure the 
lives and safety of the school children? 

Caltrans will not set aside any funds. The City of 
Los Angeles Department of Transportation is in 
charge of the Crossing Guards Program. It is 
unknown at this time if St. Vincent De Paul 
qualifies for such currently or in the future. 

JEAN FROST 

Adams/Normandie 4321 PAC 

Question: 

Cal trans: 

Since the area of the terminus is in the 
Adams/Normandie PAC area, can you explain there has 
been no PAC review until two months ago? 

The primary reason there was no PAC review until 
two months ago - because that is when we started 
the Public Hearing process and the circulation of 
the Draft Environmental document . 

JEAN FROST 

Adams/Normandie 4321 PAC 

Question: What is 36 CFR 800.7? 
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Cal trans: 36 CFR 800.7 means Volume 36 of the Code of Federal 
Regulations Section 800 and it is the code of 
regulation that the Advisory Council on Historic 
Preservation goes by when reviewing Historic 
Properties under Section 106 of the National 
Historic Preservation Act. 

JEAN FROST 

Adams/Normandie 4321 PAC 

Question: 

Cal trans: 

GERRY CLARK 

PAC 

Question: 

City of LA: 

SERGIO GUTMAN 

Homeowner: 

Question: 

Cal trans: 

How can you separate this Environmental Document 
from the proposed linkage with Central City West? 
Did your EIS take into consideration Watt 
Center/Convention Center and California Plaza? 

The whole purpose of this traffic improvement 
project is to anticipate development in the future. 

What has been planned to protect school children, 
particularly, the retarded and handicapped children 
at Lanterman School on 23rd Street? 

Transit traffic will not be able to turn left or 
right on 23rd Street - signing will be placed to 
prohibit any turns . 

Is it more important to Caltrans, the AAA of 
Southern California than the health and safe care 
of these community? 

The main objective of this project is the 
movement and passage of goods, people and 
services. Caltrans is trying to create a 
situation than already exists by making a 
efficient transportation system here. 
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SERGIO GUTMAN 

Homeowner 

Question: 

City of LA: 

What are you going to do when you widen the 
Figueroa Street? Will it go back to the actual 
size? 

The answer is no, we will probably not restore 
Figueroa to its original configuration. If we have 
ample capacity we will be able to provide on-street 
parking during the entire day. 

RUEBEN McDOWELL 

Homeowner 

Question: 

City of LA: 

Why is the location of the off-ramp needed at 23rd 
Street? With a large number of businesses for sale 
along Figueroa, it would seem more logical to 
acquire such position, move the ramp closer to 
Washington Boulevard and thus keep the neighborhood 
intact. What studies on noise transmission can you 
cite that verifies an elevated ramp does not 
transmit more noise to the neighborhood? If 
traffic patterns are not projected to change along 
23rd Street, are you willing to provide current 
traffic statistics that can be compared after the 
project, and willing to compensate residents of 
23rd Street if traffic does increase? If the 
residential nature of the area does change? 

The anwser to the first questions is: We do not 
have an answer as to why people are selling or 
businesses are selling along Figueroa Street. The 
second question is, why don't we extend the project 
to Washington? Extending the project to Washington 
would make it too close to the interchange with the 
Santa Monica Freeway . 
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ART CURTIS 

Question: 

City of LA: 

JOSE URENA 

Current traffic can be compared with future traffic 
after completion of the proposed project. There is 
no device that allows for financial compensation if 
the proposed project changes the residential nature 
of 23rd Street, however, if there is a traffic 
problem resulting from the proposed Northern 
Terminus; a number of adjustments can be made to 
discourage Transitway vehicles from using 23rd 
Street, striping, signing, and enforcement 
activities are viable methods to obtain the end 
result of not increasing traffic on 23rd Street 
because of the Transitway. 

Have alternative forms of relief of traffic on 
Figueroa Street such as, the "DASH bus'' been 
considered or seriously planned as an alternative 
to widening? How far along is this idea? 

The consideration of using DASH to serve the U.S.C . 
and Coliseum area is seriously being considered, 
not as a substitute per se for the Harbor Freeway 
Transitway, but to enhance activities of the 
U.S.C./Coliseum area with the Central Business 
District • 

St. Vincent School 

Statement: 

City of LA: 

As a member of St. Vincent School, I oppose the 
changes of Figueroa Street circulation of the 
traffic. With your plan i t will be impossible to 
get in and out of our church parking lot. 

Your comments will be taken into consideration when 
the City of Los Angeles completes the circulation 
plan for the proposed project . 
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MICHAEL PFAFF 

Orthopaedic Hospital 

Question: 

Cal trans: 

We have given testimony and have been cut off. We 
have finished the tape as requested outside of the 
building. 

How do I get assurance that our tape and Exhibits 
"A" through ''N" will be included in the public 
record? 

Who do I give the tape and these documents to? 

The . Court Reporter will receive the tape referred 
to by Michael Pfaff of Orthopaedic Hospital and it 
will be incorporated into the official transcript 
of the Open House. 

SR. DIANE DONOGHUE 

St. Vincent Church 

Question: 

Cal trans: 

1. Are there any plans for soundwalls from 
Exposition Boulevard to the Northern Terminus 
of the 110 Freeway? 

2. Is there any considerations of going back to 
the plan of terminating the Northern Terminus 
at Washington Boulevard or continuing on the 
Harbor to the Downtown area? 

There are no plans for soundwalls from Exposition 
Boulevard to the Northern Terminus of the 110 
Freeway. We do have plans for soundwalls in other 
areas along the project. For the second part of 
the question the answer is, Caltrans is not 
considering extending the Transitway to Washington 
Boulevard or into Downtown Los Angeles . 
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BARBARA ELWOOD 

CRA Hoover Expansion PAC 

Statement: 

Cal trans: 

DAVID FORSBERG 

St. Vincents 

Question: 

Cal trans: 

Please briefly summarize the changes in the project 
that you refer to, for those of us who have not 
been around since 1985. 

The purpose of the revision of the Northern 
Terminus Project is to provide high occupancy 
vehicles (HOV) a more direct route between the 
Transitway and surface streets. The revised design 
will result in improved Transitway operation and 
simplified construction. The primary change at the 
Northern Terminus is that the proposed project was 
shortened to end at Figueroa, Flower and 23rd 
Street, instead of continuing all the way to the 
Santa Monica Freeway with two additional 
connectors. There was a southbound ramp from this 
general area, going up over and hooking into the 
westbound connector. There was also a ramp from 
the Santa Monica connector coming over and hooking 
into this southbound ramp. Also, a northbound 
connector went around this area into the Santa 
Monica Freeway eastbound. That design had a 
larger, higher, more complicated and costly 
structure than the currently proposed project, 
therefore, the reason ~or the proposed change • 

Why are the changes being made now? Money, 
convenience or someone's "WHIM"? Why does Caltrans 
push off the 23rd Street issue on the City and why 
did the City let this happen to our community? 

The changes to the Northern Terminus of the I-110 
Freeway/Transitway are being made now because the 
Transitway is now under construction. 

23rd Street is a city street and Caltrans has no 
jurisdiction over city streets. The City of Los 
Angeles has jurisdiction over all surface streets 
in the proposed project area. The surface street 
circulation plan was designed by the City of Los 
Angeles Department of Transportation. 
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LAURA METERS 

Hoover PAC 

Question: 

Cal trans: 

Are you using Federal funds for any portion of this 
project? If yes, have you conducted a Section 106 
Review? 

We are using Federal funds for this project. The 
Federal share is 92% and the State share is 8%. We 
have conducted a Section 106 Review, and it was 
approved by the Federal Highway Administration and 
the State Historical Preservations Officer. 

RICHARD McCARTHY 

Orthopaedic Hospital 

Question: 

Cal trans: 

GERRY CLARK 

PAC 

Question: 

Cal trans: 

Why was the Administration, Board of Directors, and 
other members of the Orthopaedic Hospital staff 
excluded from the planning process for this 
project? 

We know that there is a possibility that we may 
miss someone. The fact that we missed you proves 
the process is not perfect; however, you have 
talked to our project engineers and we will 
accommodate you in any way we can. So we do not 
think you have been left out of the process. 

What is this increase in traffic going to do to our 
already excessive insurance premiums? 

This question is outside of the jurisdiction of 
Caltrans and their expertise . 
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The following Federal and State agencies, and an individual, have 
submitted informational comments that do not require a response: 

United States Department of Agriculture, Soil Conservation 
Service 

Governor's Office of Planning and Research 

Office of Historic Preservation, Department of Parks and 
Recreation 

California Regional Water Quality Control Board - Los Angeles 
Region 

Steven L. Gerhardt 
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~ECE[VED 

MAR 20 ~ 

United States 
Department of 
Agriculture 

Soi I 
Conservation 
Service 

Mr. J . C. Bingham 
Environmental Planning Branch 

215 South Hickory, Suite 126 
Escondido, CA 92027 
(619) 489-1959 

March 9, 1990 

California State Department of Transportation 
Cal Trans District Office 
120 South Spring Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Dear Sir : 

We have rece i ved Negati ve Dec l aration SCH NO 7-LA-110 P. M. 20 .94 
and found no adverse effe ct of i tems within the purview of the 
Soi I Conse,-vation Service. We do sugges t using low water use 
plantings or native plants after construction is complete. 

Thank you for the opportunity to review this proJect . 

Sincere ly , 

TIMOTHY D. CATTRON 
Area Conservationist 

TDC: c r 
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STA TE OF CAllFORN IA--OFFICE O F THE GOVERNOR 

OFFICE OF PLANNING AND RESEARCH 
1400 TEN TH STREET 

SACRAMENTO. CA 9581·4 

Cleave Govan 
State Dept. of Transportation 
120 S. Springs Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Subject: Ill0 Transitway (Northly Terminus), SCH# 90010137 

Dear Mr. Govan: 

GEORGE DEUKMEJIAN . Governor 

March 12, 1990 

The Stata Clearinghouse submitted the above named environmental document to 
selected state agencies for review. The review period is closed and none of 
the state agencies have comments. This letter acknowledges that you have 
complied with the State Clearinghouse review requirements for c=3ft 
environmental documents, pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act. 

Please call Garrett Ashley at (916) 445-0613 if you have any qu8stions 
regarding the environmental review process. When contacting the Cl~aringno~se 
in this matter, please use the eight-digit State Clearinghouse number so ~iat 
we may respond promptly . 

Sincerely, 

~~ c__ 
David C. Nunenkamp 
Deputy Director, ?ermit Assistance 

A-68 



• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

RECEiVED 

RECEIVED 

Trc~1 sDortati0,c f'~: ,,~ nini\ 
c Analysi!; ~re;nch ~"1.z,:~:"'" 

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
MAY 1 s i989 FEDERAL HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION MAY 1 B 1989 

REGION NINE 

Nl:VAOA 
HAWAII 

GUAN 
AMUIICAH 8AN04 

ENV. PLAN. BR. CALIFORNIA DIVISION 
P. 0. BOX 1915 

Sacramento, California 95812-1915 

Mr. Jeff Bingham Chief 
Environmental Planning Branch 
CALTRANS, District 7 
120 Spring Street 
Los Angeles, California 90012 

Dear Mr. Bingham 

May 16, 1989 
fH REJ-LY ftEFER TO 

HPR-CA 
File: 
I-110-1( ) 
07-LA-110-20.94 

Your February 24, 1989 letter submitted information for review by 
the State Historic Preservation Officer regarding a revision to 
the design of Figueroa and Flower Streets in the vicinity of St. 
John's Church and st. Vincent de Paul Church for the project to 
construct the northern terminus of the Interstate 110 transitway 
in Los Angeles County. 

In consultation with the State Historic Preservation Officer, we 
have determined that the revision proposed project will have no 
effect on properties listed in or eligible for inclusion in the 
National Register of Historic Places. This completes 36 CFR 800 
requirements for this project. 

Enclosure: 
SHPO Letter 

Sincerely yours, 

d~~'--
For 
Bruce E. Cannon 
Division Administrator 
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State of California - The Resources Agency 
OFFICE OF HISTORIC PRESERVATION 
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION 
P.O. Box 2390 
Sacramento, CA 95811 
(916} 445-8006 

Date!'fay 10, 1989 

Project No.: EHWA890420Z 

TITLE: North termim.LS._ I-110 tt:ansitway, Los Angeles (07-LA-110-20. 94) 

The item cited above was received in this office on_4_/'-2_0_;__/_8_9 ___________ _ 
Thank you for consulting us pursuant to 36 CFR 800. 

We concur in your determination that this undertaking: 

D does not involve National Register or eligible propertQs':f. 
0 will not affect National Register or eligible properties . 

· The provisions of 36 CF R 800. 7 apply if previously unidentified National Register or eligible 
resources are discovered during construction. 

Contact Dorene Clement (916) 322-9600 of our staff if you have any questions . 

I 

I ___ __ ; 
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

CALIFORNIA REGIONAL. WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD­
LOS ANGELES REGION 
101 CENTRE PLAZA DRIVE 

MONTEREY PARK, CALIFORNIA 91754-2156 

(213) 266-7500 

February 27, 1990 

Cleave Govan 
State of California 
Department of Transportation 
120 S. Spring Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

GEORGE DEUKMEJIAN, Governor 

R,:-: ( .: 

•gno ; :, . 

File: 700.260 

NEGATIVE DECLARATION - REVISE NORTHERN TERMINUS OF I-110 {HARBOR 
FREEWAY) TRANSITWAY, DOWNTOWN L.A. SCH#90010137: CALTR.AMS 

We have reviewed the subject document regarding the proposed 
project, and have the following comments: 

Based on the information provided, we recommend the following: 

pg We have no further comments at this time . 

• The proposed project should address the attached 
comments . 

Thank you for this opportunity to review your document. If you have 
any questions, please contact Eugene C. Rarnstedt at (213) 266-7553. 

JOHN L. LEWIS, Unit Chief 
Technical Support Unit 

" 

cc: Garrett Ashley, State Clearinghouse 
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February 15, 1990 

JC Bingham, CalTrans District 7 
Environmental Planning Branch 
120 South Spring Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

SUBJECT: IS/EA for the I-110 North Terminus 

Dear M. Bingham: 

FEB 2 1 1990 
,,,,. . '" , ..... . 4. ! ,-i ...-. 

I agree that a Initial Study /Environmental Assessment is adequate for the proposed project. 
However, I would like to have additional information on the reason the project is proposed 
and the affect that it will have on bus routes and carpools. What is the purpose of a 
northerly terminus at this location? 

With the exception of this one key issue, I believe that the project should go forward as 
planned without further environmental review . 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this project. 

Sincerely, 

~a 
Steven L. Gerhardt 
606 South Olive Street, Suite 600 
Los Angeles, CA 90014-1508 
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The following organizations and individuals submitted comments 
requesting Caltrans to hold a Public Hearing on the I-110 
Transitway Northern Terminus proposal, place tham on mailing 
lists, etc. These comments do not require written responses, but 
as a result of the requests for a Public Hearing Caltrans held an 
Open House/Public Input meeting on May 3, 1990. The meeting was 
adjourned with the understanding that Caltrans would work on 
modifications to the proposed project and set a date for a formal 
Public Hearing. 

Mr. Art Curtis, North University Park Community Association 

Ms. Kristin Belko, North University Park Design Review Board 

Ms. Jean Frost, Adams Normandie 4321 PAC 

Mr. Houston Mayfield III, Adams Boulevard Committee 

Mr. John Lapham, Metropolitan Preservation Corps 

Graffiti Busters 

Mr. Eric T. Potter 
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NORTH UNIVERSITY PARK 
COMMUNITY ASSOCIATION 

2647 Magnolia Avenue 90007 

March 5, 1990 
J.C. Bingham 
Environmental Planning Branch 
Caltrans 
120 Spring Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

re: Flower Street terminus 

Dear Mr. Bingham: 

The North University Park Community Association 
strongly urges you to hold a public meeting regarding 
the proposal for a terminous at 23rd Street and Flower 
or Figueroa. This is an historic community undergoing 
substantial renovation and improvement which could be 
impacted by a terminus. NUPCA would like to have as 
much information as possible about the proposal and an 
opportunity to discuss it publically. 

Very truly yours , 

_fv t {! evd,;; 
Art Curtis ;r--­

President, NUPb 
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March 3, 1990 

J.C. Bingham 
Environmental Planning Branch 
Caltrans 
120 Spring Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

re: Flower Street terminus 

Dear Mr. Bingham: 

- - ..• -:.:-:-••l,;:.:~-'·-··· __ ./ 
.:-!~:!?l~~':·~1~~~~;'-!~1.t!S'"" ·· 
-'•;r:.~-/:--•~--.•;., 7;\~,,,.- Norrh Lni\'ers ir" Park 

f;:~~';!;.:, .~-·.. . 

Design Review Board 

1163 \Vest 27th Street 

Los Angeles 

CA 90007 

747 · 6304 

Kristin Belko 

The . North University Park Design Review Board is an 
agency appointed by the City Council pursuant to the 
North University _Park Specific Plan · to review 
applications :fd_r building permits in the historic 
district north of the University of Southern California. 
We understand that you are considering a plan for a bus 
or van pool terminus in · the Flower or Figueroa/23rd 
street area, which is immediately adjacent to the area 
in our Specific Plan . 

Without fuller information on the proposal, the Design 
Review Board cannot comment on this plan, although we 
are extremely interested in any proposal which might 
impact our community. Please forward to us as soon as 
possible any printed material you have available 
regarding the project. Please also advise me if there 
will be any information meetings, as I would very much 
like to attend. 

We understand that you are soliciting comments as to 
whether or not a public hearing on this matter should be 
held. The Board unanimously takes the position that a 
number of public meetings ought to be held in various 
locations in the community and at times that would 
permit them to be attended by the widest possible range 
of community members. Whether a public meeting is 
required by law, a matter the Board is investigating, we 
urge you to do so as soon as possible. Please advise me 
of the date of srich meetings, and I will assist you i n 

advising the community. 

C2:DRB-CAL.lel 

Very truly yours, 

?~ 
Kristin Belko 
For the Board 
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3/2/90 
V 

2341 Scarff Street 
L.A. , Ca. 90007 

J.C. Bingham 
Environmental Planning 
120 S. Spring St. 
L.A., Ca. 90012 
Cal-Trans 

Dear Sir: 

I am most concerned that a public hearing with full 
publicity take place in reference to the project 
described as the North Terminus I-110 Transit way. 

Please send me any information you might have, and 
DO HAVE A PUBLIC HEARING. 

_Sincerely? j 
'·• I'-- I ·, - f 

.To&~f6S t'' 'v' I 

/ Adams Normandie 4321 
- Project Area Cammi ttee 
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I Adams Boulevard Committee 
·: , 11 :· 1111 1" · : 3175 South Hoover '.;iree, 

. . j ! I!,. / I i Post Office Box 344 

. j I I Los Angeles · · I . . i Califo rnia 
MAR 7 1990 

90007 

Cal trans: 

re: Flo,;./er 23rd Street Terminus 

. The Adams B_oulevard:·cqmmittee would like you to hold 
a public meeting >~~garding the proposed ·23rd · Street 
Flower ·bus ·or -van · terininus. We are extreme-ly interested 
in this corner and would like to know what .Caltrans 
is propos-ing' and have :an opporu·:ni ty to comment . 

Please let me know when the meeting will be so t hat I 
can get other concerned citizens to attend with me . 

Houston Mayfield III 
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PRESERVATION 

C• RPS 

March 5, 1990 

J . C. Bingham 
Caltrans 
120 S. Spring Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

re: Flower Street terminus 

Dear Mr . Bingham: 

r,\./1,I:, :,0, ,: : ~ 0 r n '-' !0'.::i0 

,- • ,. , -· 

31 75 South Hoover Street 

Box 344 
Los Angeles, California 90007 

21 3 / 747-6129 

.John Lapharn 

Executive Director 

We read in The Downtowner that Caltrans is solicitin? 
opinion as to whether a public meeting should be held 
on the terminus for 23rd Street and Flower. This 
area is extremely important to the Metropolitan ·Preser­
vation Corps; many of our members residing within a 
b lock of t h is corner. We very strongly desire t o hav e a 
pub lic hearing t o be advised of your p lans and t o pr ovi ce 
our responses . 

Please let me know when one is scheduled. 

Very trul y yours, 

o hn Lapham 
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14, 1990 
J.C. Bingham, CALTRANS 
Environmental Planning Branch 
120 s. Spring Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Regarding: Request for public hearing 

Dear Mr. Bingham: 

MAR 1 ·5 .199f J 

~-

I am responding to the notice published by CALTRANS in "The Wave" 
newspaper last week. The notice is regarding your proposal to build 
a northerly terminus for buses and carpools on the · I-110 transitway 
in the vicinity of Flower Street and West Adams Boulevard near down­
town Los Angeles. 

Any project in this area which has the potential to physically impact 
residents and businesses should be discussed in a public forum. From 
the sketchy description in your published notice, I cannot determine 
exactly what CALTRANS is planning to do. It is not clear _what pro­
perties will be affected by this construction (I believe there is a 
children~ hospital in the vicinity of your proposed construction). 

Like many other residents of the West Adams area, I cannot take time 
away from my work to drive downtown in order to review your project 
information. Therefore, I make the following requests: 

1. That CALTRANS hold a public hearing on this proposal. 

2. Schedule the public hearing so as to allow residents to 
attend without disrupting their normal working hours . 

3. Include my name and address on the mailing list for 
notices and other information regarding this project. 

! eincerely believe CALTP~.NS ~ill fi~d the resid~nts of this area 
supportiv:e and appreciative ·of efforts to increase traffic-flow 
efficiency. However, it would be behoove CALTRANS officials to 
actively involve the surrounding community before major projects 
are begun. 

Thank you for your consideration . 

Respectfully yours, 

Eric T. Potter 
2177 W. 30th Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90018 
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The following advertisements appeared in local newspapers, as 
indicated, to notify the public of open houses and during the 
circulation of the first Environmental Assessment for the 
Northern Terminus proposal . 
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The notice at right 
appeared in the 
following publicatio 
on the date indicate 

Downtown News 

December 12, 1988 

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

What is Being Planned Caltrans wil l hold an open house regarding the 
proposed Harbor Freeway Transitway Northern 
Terminus, for buses and carpools in the vicinity of 
23rd, Flower, and Figueroa Streets. 

When 

Where 

December 15, 1988 
3:00 P.M. to 6:00 P.M. 

State Department of Transportation (Caltrans) 
120 South Spring Street Los Angeles , CA 90012 
Room 12. 

Parking will be available in the visitors' parking lot on 
the northeast corner of 2nd and Spring. 

For more information regarding this meeting, please 
contact Dave Gilstrap, Senior Transportation 
Engineer at (213)620-2300 . 

A-83 



• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

"/ ___ '.'•-.·-~:• . ,· . 

The notice at right · &J 
appeared in the 0 
following publica­
tions on the date 
indicated. 

Los Angeles Times 

Feb. - 15 - 1990 

Feb. 26 1990 

La Opinion 

Feb. 
Feb. 

- 15 
- 28 

1990 
- 1990 

Downtown ~-Iews 

Feb. 

Feb. 

Watts 

Feb. 

Feb. 

- l9 - 199 0 

- 26 - 1S90 

Tin~s 

- 15 - 1?rso 
- 23 - 7 cc " - ✓ ..,~ V 

What Do You Think of the 
Proposal To Construct 

A Northerly Terminus for 
Buses and Carpools 
on 1-110 Transitway? 

What's Being 
Planned? 

Why This Ad? 

Whot ·s 
Available? 

Whof Con 
You Do? 

Contee! 

Do You Want a Public Hearing? 
r CALTRANS (Co!itc.-nic Depo.rt:ne:-.t of frcnsp::H:ci icn) is ;::opos:r,g 1:::> 

rev'.se the 1-110 .-o~r.erly Terrr.rus to Fig,..;erco s:reet or,d F!c)·✓Jer 

s:~<:~f for buses c:-.d ::c;pools tn ~e C:ty of los A:-.gele~ . 

C.A.LTRA!\S hos s:-.Jc:Ed the ct'=~ re-is pmj&et mc·r :-·ave e,ri ;~e 
environment. OJ ~.;.cies s.'1cvl -:--.ci if \•..'f:l not sig,.iticc;-,; :-,, .::,fie::0 1:-·,e 

. quc:'fy cf the e r.·.-i~c-,ment. n--2 r&;:x;n explc,,,s 1,vhy :t ;5 cc:;eci en 
:ni1ict S1udy/Env,ron:-1er.tol /-.5.$co.S"TieC1t {IS/EA) . Th;s r,:; ; :ce is_ :i c, ;"" ii 
·;cu o! tr.e prepcrction cf the lS/ =...!... C.71d rt s cvc:£!abi ii1-,, :,:;., you;,::. ,s-·:cd 
c,,d tc e,ffer the co:::,cr.ur-ity fer c ==·...:ore i-ec;l,~. 

Mops. the IS/EA o,,c o ther p-c}<2::t 'rrto.-:moi~n is ovci!c::.:-1e for rs-·.·,s-·.,,1 
ct 1he Cottrons Dsrrct Office. , 2Q S. Sp,-r-ag S,eet. Lc-s A'1gee.s e,:-: 

wee:O:doys from 8 ·:}TT: to ~ P."P;-

Dc yc-u hove c,:f CO."T',me,,;s ci::o~". p;cceS;fng the p~c_:ecl 'J/~:-: en 
'fS/EA? Do you ossigree wi'ih ri:; :'r.cing-; o f O'S stud/::::: set ic,," h .;; 
the 'fS/EA? Wou':d ycu core to :-c~:e c ,':":y cor,;men'.s C:"'. ;he p-~_; ec:') 
Woefd you like a ::>;.it!fc fieG(n~-; 

?:ewe s,.;bmit yo'J. cJrnmer:·s c,- ,s-:::pess fer ~b':c Hee;: :r:g i:: ·.·. : ; - :g 
:-10 rote~ than ~/,c,·ct-. 16. F •::0 ··:, .i C. :: ::1ghor-. . CA;_,::; .:._:,s . 
::n'li;cn~enlof P,c,c,r.g 3rcr.ch .. · 2J 5. S:x,.r:g Street. Les Ange s, . ::,A 
y-1) ]2 

~ t:.e:-9 ore no ;':"",=_er ~c~·:-:ie---: :.1.!..._-~.:!..~"--~3 ·.•: :i prc~= -? d ,_., --- ·--e 
;:)iCjec;; design .::;:-::: ~eqc-sst c=u:,.c, :re ;;, ::--,e cec-= :of i-i:;;, .-. -:; y l :, 
Ad r;. i:.:s:;otion (r:-i'1','A). Cc:,tc:~. =-:-.· r..c;-s i, ,fcrrr--c··: :1 obc ·-- -..,is 
;xo}ec; cc:r Clea.en So.un ct c::it~ .. :n .:] 1:.) :Z> 22l6. 1 

THIS IS YOUR CHANCE 
THANK YOU FOR YOUR INTEREST 
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The Notice at right 
appeared in the 
following publication 
during the month of 
April 1990 

Los Angeles Times 
La Opinion (translate 
Downt own News 
Watts Time s 

What's Being 
Planned? 

When? 

Where? 

Contact 

~ 

0 '"i 

£ 
~ 
~ 

B~-

Caltrans will hold on Open HousefF:.;:::-,Ec 
input meeting regarding the prop0.sed 
Harbor Freeway/Transrtway Northern 
Terminus, tor corpools and buses in ihe 
vicinity 0! 23rd. Flower. end Figueroa 
Streets. 

Moy 3, 1990 
4:00 p.m. th 8:00 p .m . 
with a formal presentation at 7:00 p .m. 

St. Vincent de Poul Schoci Aucfrtor.um, 
2333 S. Rgueroa 
Los Angeles, California 

Off street parking will be cvciloble ct this 
location 

For more information regc;ding th:s 
meeting, please contcct Cleovon 
Govan, Senior Environmental P!onne;- ct 
(213) 620-2246 
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APPENDIX B 

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS RECEIVED DURING THE CIRCULATION OF THE 
INITIAL STUDY/ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT (1991) 
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PUBLIC COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

Section A. Written Comments 

The Second Initial Study/Environmental Assessment was made 
available and comments were received from May 28, 1991 to July 
12, 1991. The following substantive comments regarding the 
environmental document and the alternatives were received during 
the review period. 

Local Agencies 

Southern California Rapid Transit District 

City of Los Angeles, Department of Fire 

Organizations and Individuals 

Mr. Robert Gluckstein 

Mr. A. Keith Gilbert, Automobile Club of Southern California 

Mr. Robert K. Break, Latham and Watkins, Attorneys at Law 
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Stephen T. Parry 
Director 
Scheduling and Operations P1annng Department 

Mr. Ronald J. Kosinski, Chief 
Environmental Planning Branch 
Department of Transportation 
District 7, 120 South Spring 
Los Angeles, California 90012 

Dear Mr. Kosinski: 

July ll, l99l 

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the 
alternatives for the Northern Terminus of the Harbor 
Transitway. The Southern California Rapid Transit District 
is eager to commence service on this facility and is refining 
service options in anticipation of the opening. 

The Environmental Assessment Document rules out all but one 
of the presented alternatives; Alternative 'A'. Therefore, 
our comments are limited to those operational and environ­
mental issues associated with Alternative 'A'. 

The concept presented as Alternative 'A' complements the 
District's preliminary operating plan for the Transitway. 
However, since these plans are still in their preliminary 
stage of development the District would like to be assured 
that it will not be precluded from any specific operating 
scenario. The traffic flow described in the document allows 
for buses to exit the transitway, northbound, onto Adams 
Boulevard. Buses would then make a left turn and proceed 
west to the HOV Frontage Road that connects with Figueroa 
Street. This operation is acceptable; however, we would no~ 
want buses to be precluded from making a right turn moven ent 
onto Adams Boulevard. A right turn option to travel 
e astbound on Adams Boulevard is desirable because of 
a nticipated future passenger demand, possible changes in 
travel p a tterns, as well as possible street o r overpass 
d isrupt ions . 

In addition to the move from the Transitway onto Ada ms 
Boulev ard, the document seems to conclude that all buses ~ i~l 
be directed to the HOV Frontage Road and ultimately onto 
Figueroa Street. Since the District has not made a decision 
relative t o the s pecific routing to be us ed for t he final 

Southern Ca li fornia Rapid Transit District 425 South Main Street, Los Ange-les, California 900~ 3- i 393 (213) 372-6900 
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Mr. Ronald J. Kosinski 
July 11, 1991 
Page Two 

approach to the Central Business District, it is important 
that a Flower Street option be available for bus operation. 
It does not appear as though the traffic flow presented will 
preclude such an option; however, it does not specifically 
address such a move for buses. Ultimately, passenger 
patterns and operating efficiencies will be analyzed in order 
to develop the best operating solution. 

The southbound entrance to the Transitway is also acceptable 
as presented with the same requirement as stated above in 
relation to the northbound exit. It is vital that District 
buses not be precluded from using either Figueroa and Flower 
Streets, or Adams Boulevard as part of the Transitway 
operation. 

The final operational issue is one of future utilization of 
this corridor for expanded transit services either by Trolley 
Bus or Light Rail. At some future date it is possible that 
either of these services may be provided on Flower or 
Figueroa Streets to Exposition Boulevard. To avoid potential 
safety problems, it may be worthwhile for Caltrans and LACTC 
staff to discuss how Transitway operations and future 
rail/trolley bus service will be integrated in the area . 

Finally, review of the document reveals one final critical 
issue. The assessment takes into account the various noise 
levels in and around various buildings and facilities within 
the Affected Project Area. The report indicates that the 
Transitway will be directing it's users through areas that 
either exceed or are close to exceeding external noise level 
standards for the area of 67 dBA (Leq). Specifically, the 
southwest corner of Adams Boulevard and Flower Street, in 
front of St. John's Episcopal Church, exceeds the standard 
with an overall noise level between 68 and 69 dBA. The 
report also shows that this location has peak noise levels, 
produced by local trucks and buses, ranging from 72 to 77 
decibels. Another location that was tested revealed noise 
levels in excess of standards is at the Orthopaedic Hospital 
at the corner of Flower and 23rd Streets. The ambient levels 
measured here were 70 dBA (Leq) whic~ exceeds the standard 
level stated above . 

As with any new service, the District may be faced with 
opposition to adding to any existing anbient or peak noise 
level. Although at present the District operates service 
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Mr. Ronald J. Kosinski 
July 11, 1991 
Page Three 

through these areas of excessive noise, the inplementation of 
Transitway service will certainly concentrate noise in a 
specific area as dictated by the design of any ingress or 
egress points. This is a change since the District's current 
freeway service uses several routes in it's approach to the 
Harbor Freeway. Regardless of our decision relative ~o an 
operating scenario, the placement of the ramps will direct 
buses past these points of excessive noise. 

The District does not feel at this time that najor ch~nges 
should be made to the general placement of the Northern 
Terminus. While an ultimate design would bring the 
Transitway directly into the CBD for passenger distri~uti~~ 
it is understood that other constraints and funding c~rre~tly 
prohibit this . 

I am looking forward to continued cooperation as this prcj2ct 
continues and look for .. ·ard to operating District se!:"'.1.:.ce 
through this new facility. If you need any further 
information or assistance please feel free to contact 
Scott Page at (213) 972-6946 . 

cc: J. McLaughlin, LA.DOT 
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Response to: Mr. Stephen T. Parry 

Comments: 

Director, Scheduling and Operations Planning 
Department 

Rapid Transit District 

1. The reason that N/B buses and HOVs exiting at Adams Boulevard 
are precluded from making a right-turn is because of the 
short merging distance available, after the juncture of the 
N/B HOV and N/B freeway off-ramps. The N/B HOV off-ramp must 
descend from an elevation of about 20 feet above grade to 
Adams Boulevard; the N/B freeway off-ramp must ascend from a 
freeway cut section about 20 feet below grade to Adams 
Boulevard. By the time these ramps join south of Adams 
Boulevard there is not enough distance to allow safe and 
convenient weaving between lanes. 

In addition, the existing traffic signal system at the N/B 
Harbor Freeway off-ramp and Adams Boulevard will be modified 
to accommodate a separate left-turn move for exiting HOVs 
onto Adams Boulevard. This feature would further serve to 
keep W/B (left-turn) HOV traffic separate from W/B mixed-flow 
traffic. By doing this the buses and HOVs will have free 
access to the special HOV Frontage Road on the west side of 
Flower Street without interference from mixed-flow 
vehicles. W/B and E/B (right turning) mixed-flow vehicles 
will move on a separate signal phase. 

All buses would not be directed to the HOV Frontage Road and 
ultimately onto Figueroa Street. For example RTD line #37, 
which utilizes Adams Boulevard in the project vicinity, would 
not be directed onto the HOV Frontage Road. And it is 
assumed that this line will continue in operation along West 
Adams Boulevard following construction of the Northern 
Terminus. However, as already discussed, N/B buses and HOVs 
exiting the Transitway to Adams Boulevard would be 
constrained to turn left on Adams Boulevard and access the 
HOV Frontage Road to N/B Figueroa Street . 

The RTD plans to establish a line-haul bus service on the 
Transitway from San Pedro to the LACED, following its 
completion. According to the March, 1991 FY 92-FY 96 Short 
Range Transit Plan, Guideway Plan, the SCRTD will cancel 
existing Harbor Freeway express service (Line #'s 442, 443, 
444, 445, 446, and 447), and the non-freeway portions of 
these routes will be replaced with local feeder bus 
service. The line-haul will serve all on-line transit 
stations and the Artesia Transit Center. Local lines 
presently operating within½ mile of an on-line Transitway 
Station would be diverted to serve that station. The 
Guideway Plan states that the N/B line-haul will self­
distribute patrons in the LACBD using the Figueroa/Flower 
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couplet and terminating at the proposed Temple/Beaudry 
layover site. It is logical to assume that the S/B line-haul 
would also utilize the Figueroa/Flower couplet . 

Therefore, constraining N/B buses exiting the Transitway to 
make a left turn at Adams Boulevard, and onto the HOV 
Frontage Road to N/B Figueroa Street, coincides with the 
line-haul operations plan of the RTD. There appears to be no 
need for buses exiting the Transitway at Adams Boulevard to 
make a right turn. 

2. The city of Los Angeles Department of Transportation's 
(LADOT's) Traffic System Management (TSM) plan will be 
implemented as part of the Northern Terminus proposal. The 
TSM plan will convert Figueroa Street to a predominantly N/B 
arterial (4 lanes N/B and 2 S/ B contra-flow lanes) and Flower 
Street to a S/ B arterial (except for a N/B contra-flow lane 
between Adams Boulevard and 23rd Street to accommodate the 
Orthopaedic Hospital). This one-way couplet would extend 
from Washington Boulevard south to Exposition Park where the 
two streets join. · 

Consequently bus operations would be limited to southbound 
movement on Flower Street, while Figueroa Street would be 
conducive to nor t hbound bus operations. And northbound buses 
exiting the Transitway at Adams Boulevard will be restricted 
to a left-turn on Adams Boulevard for safety reasons. 

3. As just discussed in response to No. 2 above, the one-way 
couplet nature of LADOT's TSM plan for Flower and Figueroa 
Streets virtually limits bus operations on Flower Street to 
one-way southbound, and Figueroa Street would favor a 
northbound operation for buses. 

4. Caltrans is well aware of the possibility of a future LRT 
line down Flower or Figueroa Streets. However, until the 
LACTt completes the environmental process for this LRT 
extension everything is conjectural. Completing the 
environmental process means circulating a Draft Environmental 
Impact Report (DEIR) addressing several alternatives, holding 
a public hearing and taking written and oral comments, 
selecting a preferred alternative, distributing a Final 
Environmental Impact Report (FEIR), and filing a Notice of 
Determination with the Governor's Office of Planning and 
Research. 

Caltrans, the LACTC, and LADOT has had several meetings on 
LRT possibilities in this area. But until the environmental 
process is completed funding cannot be allocated and a 
project approved. Of particular concern has been the fate of 
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the Adams Boulevard/Flower Street Bridge Structure over the 
Harbor Freeway, and possibly the 23rd Street/Figueroa Street 
Bridge structure. Without knowing definitely where the LRT 
alignment will be, it is not possible for the three agencies 
to finalize any plans regarding the widening and/or 
relocation of these bridge structures. If and when an LRT 
project is approved and funding secured, the agencies can 
begin work on physically integrating the project in the study 
area . 

5. Your concerns regarding the possibility of public opposition 
to any additions to ambient or peak noise levels is 
understandable. The concentration of noise sources at 
Transitway ingress and egress points seem to be of particular 
concern. You indicate that there would be a change in 
pattern from the way buses now use several routes to approach 
the Harbor Freeway . 

However, our analysis indicates that any additional noise 
levels generated by the Transitway's operation would be 
imperceptible to surrounding receivers. Increases in ambient 
exterior noise levels in the immediate vicinity would not 
exceed l to 3 decibels. Interior noise levels at sensitive 
receptors would be virtually unchanged. A traffic analysis 
by LADOT indicates that in the near term, following 
construction of the transitway, there would be an improvement 
in the Level of Services (LOS) of the intersections in the 
project vicinity. This is largely due to the widening of 
Figueroa Street and implementing LADOT's TSM plan of one-way 
street conversion. 

Recent conversations with RTD representatives indicates that 
the District's line-haul service would operate buses every 6 
minutes (or 10 buses per hour), during AM and PM peak 
periods, and operate buses every 10 minutes (or 6 buses per 
hour) during off peak periods. In terms of average daily 
traffic (ADT) this translates into about 290 bus trips 
utilizing the Transitway on a typical workJay. 

By comparison, Caltrans traffic projections indicates that 
during the A.M. peak 45 HOVs (exclusive of buses) would exit 
the transitway via N/B HOV off-ramp to Adams Boulevard; 
during the P.M. peak 140 HOVs would exit the N/B HOV off­
ramp. L: kewise, 140 HOVs are projected to enter the S/B HOV 
on-ramp south of 28th Street during the A.M. peak; during the 
P.M. peak 40 HOVs would enter the S/B HOV on-ramp. HOV and 
bus volumes are not expected to overload the local grid 
system in the vicinity of the transitway. Most HOVs would 
enter the transitway from the mixed-flow main line freeway. 
Up to 15,400 HOV trips are expected to utilize the I-110 
Transitway facility on a daily basis in 1995 . 
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BOARD OF 

FIRE COMMISSIONERS 

485-6032 

AILEEN ADAMS 
PRESIDENT 

JAMES E. BLANCARTE 
VICE-PRESIDENT 

ANN REISS LANE 

CARL R. TERZIAN 

KENNETH S . WASHINGTON 

EVA WHITELOCK 
EXECUTIVE ASSISTANT 

July 15, 1991 

CtTY OF Los ANGELES 
CALIFORNIA 

TOM BRADLEY 
MAY OR 

Cleave Govan, Project Coordinator 
California Department of Transportation 
Environmental Planning Branch 
District 7, 120 South Spring Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Dear Mr. Govan: 

Revised Negative Declaration 
Environmental Study - Northern 

Terminus Harbor Freeway Transitway 

DEPARTMENT OF FIRE 

200 NORTH MAIN S-;-:>EIT 

LOS ANGELES. CA 90012 

DONALD 0 . MAW,ING 
CHIEF ENGINE.£::: 

AND 

GENERAL MANAG~; 

The proposed project consists of revising the northern terminus 
for the I-110 (Harbor Freeway) Transitway in the City of Los 
Angeles. This revision will provide High Occupancy Vehicles 
(HOV) a more direct route between the Transitway and surface 
streets and for conversion to future light rail. 

The following items are of major concern to this Department and 
they should be included in any future studies. 

Adequate public and private fire hydrants shall be 
required. 

All street intersection with a level of service of "E" 
or "F" decreases the level of fire protection and 
emergency medical services provided by this Department . 

For any additional information, please contact our Hydrant Unit, 
at (213) 485-5964. 

Very tru l y yours, 

DONALD 0. MANNING cd/liZ:=J/anager 
Dal L. Howard, Assistant Fire Marshal 
Bureau of Fire Prevention and Public Safe ty 

DLH:ASM:cr/3140E 

cc: Co uncilwoman Rita Walters 
Environmental Affairs Commission 
Fire Deoartment Planning Section B-9 

AN 'EOUAL EMPLOYMENT OP"'ORTUNITY - AFFIRMATIVE ACTION EMPLOYER 
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Response to: Mr. Dal L. Howard 
Assistant Fire Marshal 

Comments: 

Bureau of Fire Prevention and Public Safety 
City of Los Angeles 

1. Caltrans fully intends to coordinate all of its construction 
activities with the appropriate governmental agencies. And 
please bear in mind that part of the Northern Terminus 
proposal is implementing the city of Los Angeles Department 
of Transportation's (LADOT) Traffic System Management (TSM) 
plan. This TSM plan will widen Figueroa Street and convert 
both Flower and Figueroa Streets to essentially one-way 
arterials. Some approach widening will be done on Adams 
Boulevard. (See Chapter II where all of this is discussed.) 

Constructing the Transitway and ramp structures themselves 
should not cause the disruption of fire hydrants. It is 
anticipated that the need to relocate fire hydrants would be 
due to widening Figueroa Street, and possibly approach 
widening on Adams Boulevard. In any case Caltrans and LADOT 
will contact your agency to work out the details of any 
necessary fire hydrant relocations . 

2. Table IV-6 of the Environmental Assessment circulated on May 
28, 1991 reflects an F level of service for the intersection 
of Adams Boulevard and Flower Street during the evening peak 
traffic period, under condition #4. Condition #4 is during 
construction of the Transitway, with closure of one N/B 
Freeway lane, and assumes 1200 additional N/B vehicles on 
Figueroa Street in the AM peak and Flower Street in the PM 
peak, respectively. However, LADOT has indicated that an 
additional 1200 vehicles on Figueroa Street during the PM 
peak may not materialize and an Los of F would not occur. 
But for analysis purposes this worst case scenario is 
assumed. But even if the F level of service does occur it 
would only be a temporary condition, lasting through the 
construction period of the Transitway. Following 
construction of the Transiway and the return of one NB 
Freeway lane (condition #5), the LOS at this intersection 
would improve to level B. 

In the long term following construction, by the year 2010 
(condition #6), four intersections are expected to operate at 
an LOS of E or F during the PM peak period. This is due to 
the anticipated increase in traffic in the general Los 
Angeles area. The long term degradation of LOS will occur 
whether the Transitway project or TSM plan are ever 
implemented. In fact without their implementation the 
degradation in LOS within the project vicinity would most 
likely occur at a faster rate. 
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June 21, 1991 

ROBERT I. GLUCKSTEJN 
REAL ESTATE BROKER 

PROPERTY UANAGEMENT 
4221 WILSHIRE BOULEVARD 

SUITE 460 
LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA 90010 

(213) '¥37 - 5252 

RONALD J. KOSINSKI, CHIEF 
Enviromental Planning Bra~ch 

RE: 67-LA-110 P:-1 20.2/ 21. 2 
Northern Terminus 

e Harbor Freeway Trnstway 
SCH 90010979 

• 0 

• © 

• 
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Dear Sir, 

I own 62 Apts., at 2315 So. Flower St., L.A., on June 7, 1991 I 
received your packet regarding northern terming S. Harbor Free~ay, 
until that date I was not notified of any previous hearing meetings 
or plans. It is simply ludi@.ls that as a major effec ted owner, I 
was not informed , your prospectus deals only slightly ~ith 2315 S. 
Flower St.-

There are many objections to your plan, you roX>ve Street parking 
you wrap 2315 S. Flower St., with Streets on 4 sides noise will be 
terrible, 14 ft., walls w-i.11 make the apartments like prison, 
construction problems'!ffecting, 62 Apts., are not eve~ addressed. 
Problems with renting and access are not addresed. I tbink it 
neccessary to retain attorney's in this matter. I don 't even find 
my name on the distribution list. 

RG/mtb.-

Sincerely, 

j}Mj,@/tJJAJfr'V 
ROBl:.KI GLVCKSTEIN 
2315 So. Flower St. 
L. A., Ca: 90007 
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Response to: 

Comments: 

Mr. Robert I. Gluckstein 
Property Owner 

1. Caltrans regrets your not having been notified of this 
project until the late date of June 7, 1991. Please be 
assured that it was not our intention to exclude anyone or to 
conceal the project. To inform as many members of the public 
as possible Caltrans advertises the availability of 
environmental documents and public hearing dates in a wide 
range of newspapers. And such public notifications fulfills 
our legal requirements. Due to time constraints we do not 
normally research the County recorders office to determine 
the owners of properties, or go door to door to hand out 
informational notices. And in those cases where we have 
taken such extraordinary measures, we still get complaints 
from citizens that they wre not notified. It is very 
difficult to insure 100% public notification, even when 
employing extraordinary measures . 

However, our staff still makes individual efforts to ferret 
out and inform concerned citizens of planned Caltrans 
projects. It was through this type of effort that you were 
finally notified of this proposal. And from now on you will 
be personally notified of any activities regarding the 
Northern Terminus proposal. 

2. Most of the impacts you mentioned would not result with the 
implementation of Alternative A. Transitway and ramp 
structures construction would be south of Adams Boulevard 
leaving your property virtually unaffected. With regards to 
the noise wall, it was recommended to reduce the high noise 
levels being experienced by tenants in your apartment 
building. Noise readings taken on the west side of your 
property indicate noise readings of 75 dBA (Le

0
), which is 8 

dBA above Federal design standards for residencial land 
use. However, if you desire that the recommended noise wall 
be deleted from the project, please inform us in writing . 
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Automobile Club of Southern California 
HEADQUARTERS : 2601 SOUTH FIGUEROA ST;lt:: • L OS ANGE c c> . CALIFO ijN JA 30;;0; . 329! 
.. AILING : P . O . BOX 2!90 TERMINAL A~NEX • LOS .~!IGELES . SALIFORNIA 3 0:i5:· Ja90 

HIG:.fa'AY tl'l61NEiiJN6 JeAmtENT 

1c G"Tli .asm. iu-NJ.Ga 

Mr. Jerry Baxter, Director 
Caltrans District 7 
120 South Spring Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Dear Mr. Baxter: 

June 26, 1991 

RE: Interstate 110 Transitway (Northern Terminus) 

I am pleased to submit comments resulting from our review of the 
Environmental Assessment Document for the I-110 (Harbor Freeway) 
Transitway Northern Terminus, dated May 1991. 

I strongly urge you to reject your current proposal, Alternate "A 11 

(Attachment 1), and consider in its place a modification of 
Alternative "A" to include a direct, elevated northbound connec-
tion between the transitway and Figueroa Street on an alignment 
that would not preclude the future extension of the transit-.,;ay 
(Attachment 2). 

Alternative "A" as proposed has a number of disadvantages. It 
provides poor service to bus and HOV traffic as well as adversely 
affecting surface street operations. 

Although we understand and appreciate that the Orthopaedic Hos­
pital and 23rd Street Homeowners group have objected to earlier 
::.l ternatives north of Adams Boulevard, we belie·,re this compromise 
·1ersion will best serve the interests of the community. 

lour C8nsideration of this compromise treatment would be appre­
ciated and we invite your call if you have any questions . 

~c: L.L. Bedolla, Caltrans District 7 
~.J. Kosinski, Caltrans District 7 
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Response to: 

Comments: 

Mr. A. Keith Gilbert 
Manager 
Highway Engineering Department 
Automobile Club of Southern California 

1. Your suggestion that Caltrans abandon Alternative A in favor 
of a "modification of Alternative A", with an elevated 
northbound HOV off-ramp to Figueroa Street, has been 
considered. In fact this was a feature of many of the 
alternatives that have been considered for the Northern 
Terminus of the I-110 Transitway. But as you anticipate, 
such an elevated northbound ramp structure to Figueroa Street 
could preclude the future extension of the Transitway into 
the Los Angeles Central Business District. In addition, the 
exact route of a future Light Rail Transit (LRT) line along 
the Flower Street corridor is also unknown at this time; any 
transitway extension, which is also speculative at this time, 
would have to be coordinated with the positioning of the LRT 
line. 

Los Angeles County Transportation Commission (LACTC) and the 
city of Los Angeles will be conducting two studies, one 
involving the extension of the Metro Blue Line south on 
Flower Street to the University of Southern California; the 
other is the connection of Central City West and the Harbor 
Transitway Northern Terminus. Caltrans will be a responsible 
agency as these plans are being developed and evaluated in 
future years. 

2. We understand your concerns regarding traffic and surface 
street operations. Because of these same concerns various 
mitigation design features were incorporated into Alternative 
A. These features include widening the Adams Boulevard 
bridge to provide additional traffic capacity; providing a 
special HOV Frontage Road to Figueroa Street eliminates the 
need of northbound buses and HOV's from having to make a 
right-turn at Adams and Figueroa Street; and, various traffic 
signal and stripping modifications to facilitate traffic 
flow. Please refer to Chapter II of this environmental 
document where all of these features are discussed. 

3. You are correct in your assertion that alternatives featuring 
ramps to 23rd Street were opposed by the Orthopaedic Hospital 
and the local community. That was indeed one of the reasons 
that the transitway was moved back to south of Adams 
Boulevard with the development of Alternative A. But, as 
already discussed in comment number 1, the uncertainties of 
future LRT and transitway connections also played a role. At 
present we feel that Alternative A is the most prudent and 
feasible design for the Northern Terminus . 
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?AU L A . WATKINS (1888-1873) 
OJ..NA LATHAM (1898 - 197 4) 

CHICAGO OFFICE 

SEARS TOWER. SUITE 5800 

CHICAGO, IUINOIS 80808 

TELEPHONE (312) 878-7700 
FAX (312) 993-11787 

LONDON OFFICE 

12 COPTHAU AVENUE 

LONDON EC2R 70H ENGLAND 
TELEPHONE 071-374 44U 

FAX 071 -374 «BO 

LOS ANGELES OFFICE 

53:; WES~ FIFTH STREET, SUITE 1.000 

LOS Al,GE LES, CALIFORNIA 80071 -20-:>5 

TEc.E PHONE (213) •85 - 1234 

FAX (213 i e91 •8783 

IATHAM & WATKINS 
ATTORNEYS AT LAW 

650 TOWN CENTER DRIVE 

TWENTIETH FLOOR 

COSTA MESA, CALIFORNIA 92626-1925 

TELEPHONE (714) 540-1235 

FAX (714) 755-8290 

TLX 590777 

ELN 62793272 

7/15/91 

Mr. Ronald J. Kosinski 
Chief Environmental Planning Branch 
Department of Transportation, District 7 
120 south Spring street 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

In Re: 

Dear Mr. Kosinski: 

07-LA-110 PM 20.2/21.2 
Northern Terminus 
Harbor Freeway Transitway 
SCH 90010979 

NEW YORK OFFICE 

885 THIRD AVENUE, SUITE 1000 

NEW YORK, NEW YORK 10022-1.802 

TELEPHONE (212) 908-1200 
FAX (212) 751-4384 

SAN DIEGO OFFICE 

701 'B' STREET, SUITE 2100 

SAN DIEGO, CALIFORNIA 92101·8187 

TELEPHONE (819) 238-1234 

FAX (819) 898-74111 

SAN FRANCISCO OFFICE 

505 MONTGOMERY STREET, SUITE 1900 

SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 114111 

TELEPHONE (415) 391 - 05-:>0 

FAX (• 15) 385-80115 

WASHINGTON, D.C . OFFICE 

1001 PENNSYLVANIA AVE., N.W ., SUITE 13.:; 

WASHINGTON , D.C. 20004·2505 

TELEPHONE (202) 637-221:>0 

FAX (202) 837 -2 201 

This letter is written on behalf of our client, Los Angeles 
Orthopaedic Hospital, in further response to the CalTrans 
publication of May 28, 1991, under your signature, regarding the 
above subject matter, and the apparent intent of CalTRans to 
proceed with the approval of a Harbor Freeway Transitway 
"northern terminus" design (the "project") without addressing the 
significant environmental issues that have been raised repeatedly 
in the past by our client and others. Those issues have been 
identified in previous letters and orally at the several meetings 
we have had on this project. Nonetheless, given the significant 
risks associated with the proposed Transitway for our client, we 
felt that yet another letter su..mmarizing our concerns would be in 
order . 

As we have repeatedly indicated in the past, our client 
believes, with adequate foundation, that the proposed project 
~ill expose it to a nunber of significant, or potentially 

022\WS0\.~JS\LAORTHO 
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LATHAM & WATKINS 

Mr. Ronald J. Kosinski 
July 2, 1991 
Page 2 

significant, impacts that must be understood and addressed, 
through the preparation of a supplemental EIR and EIS, before a 
final decision can be made on the northern terminus of the Harbor 
Freeway Transitway. Those concerns fall into the major impact 
categories of air quality, noise, traffic, access, and 
vibrations, and include the following: 

* 

* 

The 1985 EIS appropriately recognized that the 
Transitway could result in decreased air quality on a 
microscale basis. In fact, in preparation of that EIS, 
microscale air quality analyses were conducted for 49 
locations along the Transitway. The analyses found 
that while expanded use of HOVs would result in a 
general, slight improvement in air quality along the 
Transitway, air quality will deteriorate over the "no 
project" condition at such points as park-and-ride 
facilities. Unfortunately, it does not appear that a 
microscale air quality impact study was conducted for 
the area adjacent to the Hospital. The microscale 
study locations were apparently all adjacent to the 
existing Freeway, and assumed the trip reduction 
benefits from mass transit over the effects of a "no 
project" condition. In the case of the Hospital, the 
"project" would funnel all of the bus/HOV/light rail 
immediately adjacent to the Hospital, into a stop-and­
go local street grid, which is a much different 
condition than any of the sites studied in the 1985 
EIS. If anything, the proposed project would logically 
tend to make conditions adjacent to the Hospital -- a 
use recognized in the EIS as a particularly sensitive 
receptor -- similar to or worse than conditions found 
to exist in conjunction with park-and-ride facilities. 
That logical conclusion needs to be tested with a new 
microscale air quality study for the proposed project, 
perforned in conjunction with a supplemental EIR and 
EIS, where measures and alternatives can be identified 
to feasibly protect the Hospital and its patients from 
adverse air quality conditions associated with the 
project . 

Noise i~pacts were studied in the prior environmental 
documents much the same way as air quality. CalTrans 
selected 48 sites to study for noise impacts. The 
nearest to the Hospital were at the shoulder of the 
Freeway at Hope and 33rd Streets and Flower and 33rd 
Streets. In other words, the EIS does not support any 
conclusion as to the insignificance of noise impacts on 
a sensitive sensor such as the Hospital from the 

022\1.l>SO\RKB\LACA<THO 
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Mr. Ronald J. Kosinski 
July 2, 1991 
Page 3 

* 

* 

* 

realigned northern terminus of the Transitway. If 
anything, by directing the Transitway HOVs onto the 
street grid immediately adjacent to the Hospital, where 
they will compete for capacity with local traffic, the 
proposed project will only increase noise exposures 
adjacent to the Hospital. 

Among the sites where noise measurements were made for 
the EIS, several were in areas where no noise wall is 
to be constructed. All of those sites were exposed to 
exterior noise levels exceeding 67 dBA, which is the 
FHWA abatement criteria for residential locations (and 
hospitals). {The interior criteria is 52 dBA.) Based 
upon the EIS disclosures for areas along the Transitway 
that are not protected by a noise wall, it is not 
unreasonable to expect that the noise exposures for the 
Hospital may exceed the abatement criteria 
significantly when the Transitway traffic is 
concentrated on the immediately adjacent local street 
system. 

Very intricate laser surgery is performed at the 
Hospital. These surgical procedures and other research 
activities at the Hospital are very sensitive to ground 
vibrations, such as those generated by large HOVs and 
construction projects such as the one under 
consideration by CalTrans. We have repeatedly brought 
these facts and concerns to the attention of CalTrans . 
Yet, neither the EIS nor any subsequent environmental 
analysis undertaken in conjunction with the proposed 
project contains any information on potential vibration 
impacts at all. 

The 1985 EIS expressly considered access impacts from 
the Transitway on such community facilities as Hubert 
Humphrey Medical Center, Harbor Medical Center, and 
Kaiser Medical Center. In short, the 1985 EIS 
acknowledged that an adverse impact in terms of access 
to a community facility would be classifiable as a 
significant impact. In the EIS's consideration of this 
issue, however, the Los Angeles Orthopaedic Hospital, 
and problems associated with access to it from local 
streets and the Freeway, were simply and absolutely 
ignored. Again, this is an issue we have raised on 
numerous occasions, and appreciate that you have tried 
to work with us to address. Yet, with the proposed 
project, we are left with continuing uncertainty about 
the predictable impacts of the proposed project upon 

022\IJPSO\RKB\~THO 
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Mr. Ronald J. Kosinski 
July 2, 1991 
Page 4 

* 

* 

access to the Hospital. That uncertainty should be 
resolved with a subsequent or supplemental EIR and EIS, 
where it can be studied, reviewed, and addressed to the 
fullest feasible extent . 

Traffic and concerns about lessening traffic congestion 
are, of course, at the heart of the Transitway. The 
1985 EIS did look at congestion issues along the course 
of the proposed Transitway. However, as best we can 
determine, CalTrans has not addressed in any formal 
environmental documentation the probable traffic 
implications to the local street system of its current 
plan for the northern terninus of the Transitway, where 
southbound HOVs will collect on local streets as it 
moves to the Transitway and northbound HOVs will spill 
off the Transitway onto the local streets as it heads 
north. That needs to be done. 

The apparently preferred alterative -- Alternative A -
- just leaves the HOV transitway hanging in space. At 
the same time, we understand that studies are currently 
underway for extending that "hanging" Transitway into 
and through the Downtown area, and have shared the 
information concerning those studies and plans with 
CalTrans. The configuration of the project and the 
existence of these further plans certainly beg our oft­
repeated question as to the cumulative impacts that can 
reasonably be anticipated when the "hanging" end of the 
Transitway is linked with the next phase of this 
project. To leave as sensitive a source as the 
Hospital at the literal end of each phase of the 
Transitway system, to be subjected to the repeated 
construction noise, vibration and access problems that 
would be the inevitable result of such a decision, not 
to mention the uncertainty as to long term air quality, 
noise, traffic, access, and vibration exposures, is a 
bit short of responsible. These cumulative impact 
concerns need to be addressed in the form of a 
subsequent or supplemental EIR and EIS, and not simply 
swept under the rug of a negative declaration and 
FONSI. 

As we have shared with you previously, the proposed project, 
and its inevitable cousin project of extending the Transitway 
northerly as signified by the "hanging" end shown on Alternative 
A, is hardly an insignificant matter to us. We have had an 
estimate of the probable direct impact and cost of these projects 
to the Hospital prepared which indicates that that impact and 
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LATHAM & WATKINS 

Mr. Ronald J. Kosinski 
July 2, 1991 
Page 5 

cost would likely well exceed $100,000,000.00. The Orthopaedic 
Hospital is a major provider of health care to the greater Los 
Angeles community as well as crippled children in the broad 
geographical area. It is one of the largest charity care 
institutions in Southern California and provides over Three 
Million Dollars per year in free care. It is unconscionable that 
CalTrans would feel comfortable with inflicting that level of 
potential injury on the Hospital without even acknowledging the 
very existence of the Hospital in the prior environmental 
documentation, and without so much as undertaking even the most 
basic environmental review called for by CEQA and NEPA. 

We intend to continue to be responsible members of the 
community, and attempt to work with you and others for 
responsible transportation solutions. But, you cannot expect the 
Hospital to accept that transportation systems should be designed 
without adequate regard for the potential environmental and 
fiscal harm they may inflict, when CEQA and NEPA dictate that 
such concerns not be disregarded. 

cc: H. Randall Stoke 
Richard McCarthy 
Jerrold A. Fadem 
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Response to: Mr. Robert K. Break 
Attorney 
Latham and Watkins 
(for Orthopaedic Hospital) 

Comments: 

1. Please note that there are no park-and-ride facilities 
planned for the vicinity of the Northern Terminus proposal. 

2. 

3. 

When the microscale air quality analysis was done 48 
locations were selected to represent typical sensitive 
receptors adjacent to the Freeway, because by definition a 
microscale analysis is done for receptors within the first 
100 yards of a pollutant source (in this case the Transitway 
which would be located in the median of the I-110 Freeway). 
The results of the analyses of these 48 representative sites 
were the basis of the air quality findings for the three 
zones along the I-110 Freeway presented in the FEIS. The 
zonal approach for presenting the air quality findings makes 
them more relevant to the reviewing public. 

Zone 1 extends from Ports O'Call in San Pedro to Compton 
Boulevard, Zone 2 extends to Colden Avenue, and Zone 3 
extends to Route 10. The Orthopaedic Hospital is within 
Zone 3. 

It is erroneous to assume that "the project would funnel all 
of the bus/HOV/light rail immediately adjacent to the 
hos p ital, into a stop-and-go local street grid" .•...• 
Actually only a very small percentage of HOV trips would 
enter and exit the Transitway facility at the Northern 
Terminus. For example, in the year 1995 up to 15,690 HOV 
trips (including bus trips) would be accommodated by the 
Transitway on a daily basis; by contrast 1300 HOV trips 
would enter or exit the Transitway in the Northern Terminus 
vicinity, which is about 8.3 % of total Transitway daily 
usage. The majority of HOVs wou l d enter or exit the 
Transitway via the mixed-flow Freeway. 

It should be noted that the northbound Freeway off-ramp to 
Adams Boulevard would continue to operate after construction 
of the Northern Terminus, as would the southbound off-ramp 
to 23rd Street. And HOV ramp vo l umes would be a small 
fraction of the Freeway ramp volumes already utilizing the 
surface streets in the area . 
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A peak hour traffic analysis done by the LADOT indicates 
that the Level of Service (LOS} for intersections in the 
project area would be slightly improved after 
construction. (See Table IV-6 in the May 28, 1991 
Environmental Assessment.} There is no reason to assume 
that air quality in the vicinity of the hospital would be 
degraded beyond that identified in the FEIS. Circulating 
another DEIS to address air quality is not warranted. 

As a point of clarification, noise readings were not taken 
at the shoulder of the Freeway at the Hope and 33rd Streets 
and Flower and 33rd Streets sites. The Freeway shoulder is 
where noise walls would be placed if recommended. Noise 
readings are taken at the first tier of representative 
sensitive sites nearest the Freeway right-of-way line. 
Usually noise readings are taken in the front or rear yards 
of such properties . 

By taking noise readings at representative sites noise 
levels for a general area can be ascertained. The 
methodology of taking representative readings allows for the 
determination of ambient noise levels in a general study 
area, without having to take readings at every conceivable 
site. These representative readings also provides the basis 
for making future noise level projections, noise wall 
locations, and noise wall height recommendations. 

While no noise readings were taken specifically at the 
Orthopaedic Hospital for inclusion in the 1985 FEIS, the 
conclusions reached regarding the general study area wherein 
it is located are applicable to it. The overall conclusion 
in the FIES was ... "The impacts to 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 residential 
locations." The reason for the finding of insignificance is 
that the average human ear cannot discern the difference in 
a change in traffic generated (fluctuating} noise of less 
than 3 decibels. This finding still holds for all adjacent 
receptors in the I-110 corridor, including the Orthopaedic 
Hospital • 

The impacts of the Transitway proposal on the local grid 
system in the vicinity of the Northern Terminus has already 
been addressed in our Comment #3. But to clarify some facts 
about traffic generated noise, maximum noise levels are not 
realized with congested stop-and-crawl arterials as you seem 
to imply. Maximum traffic generated noise levels occur with 
free-flowing near capacity (LOS C} conditions. It is for 
this condition that Caltrans noise analyses are done. And 
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bear in mind that it would take a doubling of traffic 
volumes, continuing in a free flow state, to increase 
traffic generated noise levels by about 3 decibels. As has 
already been stated, an increase of 3 decibels or less in 
traffic generated noise is not discernable to the average 
human ear. 

Your observation that among the sites where noise 
measurements were taken, several are in areas where no noise 
walls will be constructed - is correct. You are also 
correct in observing that these sites would be exposed to 
noise levels exceeding the 67 dBA {Lea) FHWA noise abatement 
criteria. You imply that this situatron probably exist for 
the Orthopaedic Hospital as well. 

But the 1985 FEIS clearly states the reasons for not 
recommending noise walls at various locations. {Generally 
noise walls are not provided where land use is strictly 
commercial or industrial.) A summary of the reasons for not 
providing noise walls in certain areas is as follows: 

0 

0 

In the Route 110/105 Interchange area noise walls will be 
included with the Route 105 Freeway contract . 

Where no major physical work is proposed within the 
right-of-way. 

0 Isolated residential units in commercial or industrial 
zoned areas. Where noise levels are not approaching or 
in excess of 72 dBA. 

0 

0 

0 

Locations where there is general oppposition to the 
placement of soundwalls. 

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. 

The second story and above of dwelling units where no 
outside activity is occurring . 

Because of concerns raised about potential noise impacts at 
the May 3, 1990 public meeting, regarding the Northern 
Terminus proposal, Caltrans took noise measurements at every 
sensitive receptor in the vicinity - including the 
Orthopaedic Hospital. In most cases simultaneous exterior 
and interior noise readings were taken. In the case of the 
Orthopaedic Hospital noise readings were taken at two 
locations inside the facility. The results of these noise 
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readings and the subsequent noise analyses can be found in 
the May 28, 1991 Environmental Assessment, Chapter IV, 
Section 7, pages IV-8 thru IV-16. Please note that, with 
the exception of the apartment building at 2315 South Flower 
Street, the conclusions made in the 1985 FEIS were not 
changed by the subsequent noise study. 

Yes, Caltrans has been made aware of intricate laser surgery 
and other procedures done at the Orthopaedic Hospital. And 
Caltrans is willing to work with the hospital in any way it 
can to reduce the potential impacts of vibrations due to 
construction, etc. Caltrans has proposed the monitoring of 
surgical facilities at the hospital in order to determine 
the existing vibration levels being experienced there. And 
from there Caltrans proposes to develop a mitigation 
monitoring plan during and after Transitway construction . 

The FEIS, as you point out, did not address vibration 
impacts on the hospital. But you also indicate that 
subsequent environmental analysis do not contain any 
information on potential vibration impacts at all. This is 
incorrect. The May 28, 1991 Environmental Assessment does 
address vibration impacts on the hospital. Please refer to 
Chapter IV, Section 7, pages IV-14 thru IV-16 of that 
environmental document for a discussion of vibration impacts 
and mitigaton measures. In addition, moving the HOV ramps 
back from the hospital to south of Adams Boulevard greatly 
reduces the potential for vibration impacts . 

It appears that you have misinterpreted the whole point of 
the conclusions reached in the 1985 FEIS regarding access 
impacts to community facilities, such as the Hubert Humphrey 
Medical Center and Kaiser Medical Center. You state that 
problems associated with access to the Orthopaedic Hospital 
"were simply and absolutely ignored." But the conclusions 
reached in the FEIS regarding community facilities, from 
page IV-48 of that environmental document, is as follows: 

"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." 

The FEIS concludes that no community facilities would be 
adversely impacted by the then recommended alternative. It 
also indicates which community facilities would realize an 
increase in access because of close proximity, or within 
walking distance, to a transit station where patrons could 
conveniently embark and disembark to the facility via bus . 
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It would have been inappropriate to list the Orthopaedic 
Hospital on Table IV-6 since it would not be within walking 
distance of a transit station. For the same reason it would 
have been inappropriate to list the Los Angeles Trade 
Technical College on Table IV-6 of the FEIS. 

The issue of access impacts to the Orthopaedic Hospital due 
to perceived congestion on the local grid and Freeway ramp 
system is a separate issue altogether, and should not be 
confused with the point of Table IV-6 of the FEIS . 

Caltrans has always been willing to address the concerns 
raised by the hospital regarding traffic and related access 
impacts. The original design for the I-110 Transitway 
presented in the 1985 FEIS had to be altered for various 
reasons, among which was the incorporation of the Traffic 
System Management (TSM) plan of the Los Angeles Department 
of Transportation (LADOT). There was virtually no 
opposition from the local community to the design 
configuration of the Northern Terminus when the well 
publicized FEIS was distributed to the public in 1985. The 
original configuration featured a northbound off-ramp ard 
southbound on-ramp on elevated structures terminating at 
Figueroa Street south of 23rd Street. Also featured was an 
elevated mainline Transitway structure extending to south of 
Washington Boulevard. 

Because of the necessity to alter the design of the Northern 
Terminus, Caltrans in early 1990 circulated an environmental 
assessment to seek public input regarding the proposed 
design changes. The recommended alternative at that time 
featured an elevated northbound off-ramp structure to 
Figueroa Street, an elevated southbound on-ramp structure 
from a realigned Flower Street, and an elevated mainline 
Transitway structure terminated south of 23rd Street . 
Caltrans was met with a ground swell of local opposition. 
On May 3, 1991 an Open House/Public Input meeting was held 
at Saint Vincent's School and the surrounding community, 
including the Orthopaedic Hospital, demanded that Caltrans 
revise the design of the Northern Terminus and move it to 
someplace other than 23rd Street . 

A discussion of the consultation and Public Participation 
process leading to a revised Northern Terminus design 
acceptable to the local community, is included in Chapter V 
of the May 28, 1991 Environmental Assessment. As you have 
acknowledged, Caltrans has tried to work with the hospital 
to address its concerns . 
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The continuing uncertainty that you speak of has to do 
largely with the ultimate fate of the Adams Boulevard and 
Flower Street bridges, Light Rail Transit (LRT) on Flower 
Street, and the extension of an HOV facility north to the 
LACBD. The ultimate fate of these ''uncertainties" rest with 
agencies over which Caltrans has no jurisdiction. The 
agencies in question are the Los Angeles County 
Transportation Commission (LACTC) and the Community 
Redevelopment Agency (CRA) of the city of Los Angeles. The 
implementation of LRT in Los Angeles is under the authority 
of the LACTC and not Caltrans . 

Caltrans will not be releasing any supplemental EIRs on LRT 
lines in the Northern Terminus vicinity because we would not 
be the lead agency on such a project. And it is not 
possible for Caltrans at this time to address the impacts of 
LRT in a Northern Terminus environmental document; we can 
only speculate regarding the full range of alternatives to 
be examined by the LACTC. Conclusions are premature as to 
which LRT alignment would be ultimately selected ~fter the 
LACTC circulates a DEIR, holds a public hearing, distributes 
an FEIR, and files a NOD as required under CEQA. For all we 
know the LACTC could select an LRT line down Alvarado and 
Hoover Streets to USC (as an example) and bypass the 
Northern Terminus vicinity altogether. At best Caltrans 
would act as a responsible agency under CEQA if the selected 
LRT line impacted a state transportation facility. 

As already discussed in our comment #3, a traffic 
circulation impact analysis was done for the Northern 
Terminus vicinity. Please refer to the May 28, 1991 
Environmental Assessment, Chapter IV, Section 10, pages IV-
17 thru IV-22. 

10. The "hanging'' transitway, as you refer to it, is terminated 
south of 27th Street. The Transitway is configured this way 
to insure adequate structural support for the southbound on 
and northbound off-ramp structures that allow ingress and 
egress to the facility at the Northern Terminus. This 
configuration would also facilitate the extension of the 
Transitway at some future date. However, Caltrans has no 
plans for the Transitway's extension beyond the Northern 
Terminus. As will be discussed shortly, any future 
extension of the Transitway would be done by other public 
agencies . 
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The study that you are referring to is the "Final Report, on 
the Engineering Feasibility of key Transportation Elements, 
Central City West". This report was prepared by Bechtel 
Corporation for the Center City West Associates in May, 
1990. Mr. H. Randall Stoke of Latham and Watkins relayed 
copies of page 37, and a map showing an approximate 
alignment of a transitway on the west side of the Harbor 
Freeway in the vicinity of the I-10/I-110 Freeway 
interchange, from that report at the June 27, 1991 Public 
Hearing . 

The Los Angeles City Council approved the Central City West 
Specific Plan in February, 1991. This specific plan will 
provide the regulatory framework to guide development and 
infrastructure improvements for the Central City West (CCW) 
area: the area comprising some 465 gross acres bounded by 
the Harbor Freeway on the east, the Hollywood Freeway on the 
north, Olympic Boulevard on the south, and on the west by 
Glendale Boulevard, Witmer and Union Avenues. At build out, 
by the year 2010, the plan would provide 35 million square 
feet of non-residential space and 12,000 dwelling units. 

The CCW transit access improvement plan calls for $331 
million in transit improvements, including a Metrora1l 
station, pedestrian or automated linkage to a planned LRT 
station, and Bus/HOV transitways. In addition the specific 
plan proposes $149.3 million in freeway improvements, to be 
implemented in four phases, and $99.3 million in local 
street improvements. A Transportation Demand Management 
(TDM) program would promote transit and HOV modes over 
single-occupant vehicle (SOV) travel. It is planned to 
improve access to the CCW and LACBD via bus and HOVs by: 
(l) extending the Harbor Freeway Elevated Transitway from 
the Northern Terminus; and, (2) providing an elevated 
transitway to Glendale Boulevard north of the Route 101 
Freeway, an at-grade facility would extend north to the 
Route 2 Freeway where it could tie in later with an 
anticipated HOV facility in the the median of the Glendale 
Freeway. The proposed extension of the Harbor Freeway 
Transitway alone would require $100.8 million of transit 
access improvement funds . 

Because Caltrans is the State's Trustee Agency for freeways 
and State Highways in California it was logical for the 
agency to have input into the planning process of the CCW 
proposal. To mitigate the transportation impacts of the CCW 
proposal on the freeway system in the downtown area, several 
transportation improvements have been proposed. Caltrans 
has permit granting authority for any request to modify 
freeway interchanges, extend transitways, add lanes to 
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freeways, etc. Caltrans would automatically become a 
responsible agency under CEQA for such proposals. Caltrans 
was a part of an informal team that provided the Los Angeles 
planning commission with a preliminary blueprint for 
circulation and access objectives for the greater downtown 
area. In addition to Caltrans this informal team had 
representatives from the Los Angeles Departments of 
Transportation and City Planning, the Los Angeles Community 
Redevelopment Agency, the Los Angeles Central City 
Association, Center City West Associates, OKS Associates, 
Linscott, Law and Greenspan Associates, and A.C. Martin 
Associates. 

The purpose of the foregoing discussion was to disclose the 
overall planning effort, with particular emphasis on the 
transportation element, that went into the CCW Specific Plan 
and Caltrans' role in it. But to return to the proposed 
extension of the Harbor Freeway Transitway, which is your 
main concern. You contend that the "hanging" in space 
transitway will be extended and the cumulative environmental 
impacts on the hospital begs to be addressed in a 
Supplemental EIR, not swept under the rug of an ND and 
FONSI . 

Because Caltrans favors the promotion of LRT and HOV modes 
of travel as ways to reduce vehicle-miles-traveled (VMT) on 
the region's freeways, we do not oppose the concept of 
extending the Transitway into the CCW area. However, 
Caltrans is not the project proponent of any such extension 
of the transitway. If the Harbor Freeway Transitway is so 
extended the project proponent would most likely be either 
the Department of City Planning or the Community 
Redevelopment Agency (CRA) of the City of Los Angeles. 
Which ever of these city agencies was the project proponent 
it would become the lead agency under CEQA and have to 
prepare a DEIR addressing several alternatives and their 
environmental impacts, including impacts on the Orthopaedic 
Hospital. As already stated Caltrans would become a 
Responsible Agency under CEQA, and we would have permit 
granting authority . 

However, at this time many uncertainties regarding the 
transitway's extension make it impractical for Caltrans to 
make any meaningful assessment of cumulative impacts. We 
have no idea as to when the city would want to construct the 
project. Nor has the city made any ridership forecasts. 
But of even more concern to Caltrans is the feasibility of 
the proposal. In the already referenced engineering 
feasibility report done by the Bechtel Corporation for the 
CCWA three general design concepts are presented, beginning 
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on page 36. Of great concern to Caltrans is how these 
alternatives will traverse the I-10/I-110 Interchange 
area. One of the critical engineering details to be 
resolved is the placement of support columns for the 
Transitway structures. There was also the question of 
design speed compatibility with the Transitway now under 
construction. Until these feasibility questions are 
resolved, and a reasonable range of alternatives developed, 
any environmental analysis of the Transitway extension in a 
Caltrans Northern Terminus environmental document would be 
totally speculative and without meaning. 

11. As already discussed in comment #10 Caltrans cannot address 
the cumulative impacts of extending the Harbor Freeway 
Transitway in any meaningful way. If the Transitway is ever 
extended to the CCW area the city of Los Angeles would have 
to circulate a DEIR addressing the impacts of alternatives, 
hold a public hearing, select a preferred alternative, 
distribute an FEIR, etc. But to address the impacts of the 
Northern Terminus proposal, the potential loss of more than 
$100 million in revenue will not occur because of the 
minimal impacts caused by the downscoped Alternative A. 
Please refer to our responses to the January 4, 1991 
correspondence from the Orthopaedic Hospital to Caltrans, 
where the downscoped nature of Alternative A and subsequent 
mitigation of impacts on the hospital are discussed. This 
correspondence and our comments can be found in the 
Responses to Comments received during the June 27, 1991 
Public Hearing. Caltrans will continue to work with the 
Orthopaedic Hospital in any way it can to ensure that the 
impacts on their facility remain minimal . 
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Section B. Public Hearing Comments 

The following are summaries of substantive verbal comments made 
at the June 27 , 1991 publ i c Hearing. One individual and a law 
firm who made statements at the hearing also submitted written 
comments. The responses are contained in Section A, written 
comments. The law firm also submitted written comments at the 
Public Hearing and incorporated them into the public record by 
reference. These incorporated materials, and Caltrans' 
responses, are included here . 
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Mr. Michael J. Pfaff, President 
Los Angeles Orthopaedic Foundation 
Orthopaedic Hospital 

Mr. Pfaff gave a detailed account of the founding and history of 
the Orthopaedic Hospital going back to 1918. He spoke of how the 
hospital works with the University of Southern California to give 
some $3 million per year in charity services to underpriveleged 
children and adults. Of their clientele he said 55% were 
children and 45 % adults, and a large percentage of the children 
are from minority groups. He said that it was the largest 
privately owned hospital of its kind in the United States, and 
the only other institution like it was in New York. The hospital 
specializes in the treatment of bone, joint, and muscle 
disorders. 

Concerns raised by Mr. Pfaff specific to the Northern Terminus 
proposal are as follows: 

1 . 

2 • 

3 • 

4 • 

5 . 

He requested that Caltrans show some compassion for the 
Orthopaedic Hospital given its role as a major provider of 
charity health care in the greater Los Angeles ar~a. In his 
view Caltrans showed little concern regarding the potential 
impacts of the Northern Terminus proposal on the hospital . 

Maintaining access to the hospital was considered most 
important. It was asserted that if access to the hospital 
were not maintained emergency vehicles would be curtailed in 
their efforts to get accident victims to the hospital 
immediately following an injury, when surgical aid is most 
beneficial and better able to prevent long term defects. He 
spoke of the possibility of the hospital losing the free 
services of participating physicians if access is curtailed. 

Surgical suites are below ground at the hospital and very 
intricate surgical procedures are conducted there. These 
procedures include micro surgery and laser surgery. A 
patient could suffer permanent damage if, during the course 
of these types of procedures, the instruments are disrupted 
by vibrations. 

The potential for adverse noise and dust impacts was 
raised. Dust from construction activities was of particular 
concern because the air intake valves to the hospital were 
said to be on the freeway-side of the facility. 

If the Northern Terminus project were to result in serious 
impairment of the delivery of services provided by the 
hospital, no one else will provide this type of charity 
care . 
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Response to Mr. Michael J. Pfaff 

Comments: 

1. 

2. 

Caltrans has been aware of the Orthopaedic Hospital's role 
as a major charity health care provider for some time now. 
It is not our desire to cause the hospital to suffer 
unnecessary impacts. Indeed, Caltrans has been working with 
the hospital, and others in the community, for the past year 
to develop an alternative that was less disruptive to all 
concerned. We will work with the hospital in every possible 
way to insure that impacts are minimized. 

All existing routes and access to the Orthopaedic Hospital 
will be maintained during and after the LADOT's TSM plan is 
implemented. We have acknowledged the special need and 
specifically designed a contra-flow lane to the hospital on 
an otherwise one-way arterial on Flower Street. 

3. Refer to Caltrans' responses to the January 4, 1991 
correspondence of Mr. Lew E. Coppersmith, of the Orthopaedic 
Hospital. See our Comment #2 . 

4. See Comment #3. 

5. See Comment #2 . 
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Mr. Robert I. Gluckstein, Property Owner 
2315 South Flower Street 

Mr. Gluckstein is the owner of the 4-story, 62-units, apartment 
building at 2315 South Flower Street. He complained that he had 
never been notified of the Northern Terminus proposal, even 
though he was a major property owner in the area. In his opinion 
Caltrans did not properly maintain the landscaped area adjacent 
to the abandoned northbound freeway on-ramp near his property, 
citing rodent infestation. His experiences as a landlord to low 
income tenants were related. In his opinion he did a better job 
than the government in providing housing to low income people . 

A summary of Mr. Gluckstein's project related concerns are as 
follows: 

1. He was not informed of the Northern Terminus proposal until 
the late date of June 7, 1991 . 

2. 

3 • 

Children of tenants in his apartment building often play in 
the hospital-owned parking lot next door, and he viewed this 
as a safety problem which could be exacerbated by the 
proposed project. 

He wants more cooperation from Caltrans in the future 
regarding the Northern Terminus proposal. 

4. The need of a 14 foot high soundwall by his apartment 
building was questioned. Such a wall would merely block his 
tenants view . 
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Response to Mr. Robert I. Gluckstein 

• 
Comments: 

• 1. See Section A, Written Comments, Response to Mr. Robert 
Gluckstein, Comment #1. 

2. See Section A, Written Comments, Response to Mr. Robert 
Gluckstein, Comment #2. 

3 • See Comment #1. 

•· 4. See Comment #2. 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 
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Mr. Elie Dinur, owner of Midas Muffler 
2424 South Figueroa Street 

Mr. Dinur raised specific concerns about the impact of the 
proposal on his business. These specific concerns are as 
follows: 

1. During the 1984 Olympics a one-way street conversion, similar 
to the one proposed for the Traffic System Management (TSM) 
plan element of the Northern Terminus proposal, was 
implemented to enhance traffic circulation in the Coliseum 
area. According to Mr. Dinur the one-way conversion worked 
great for traffic flow but nearly caused his business to 
close. He also wanted to know if any studies had been made 
of the impacts on businesses of similar street conversions. 

2. Would there be a decline in property values due to the close 
proximity of a high volume traffic lane, due to roadway 
widening? 

3. What street would be most affected during construction, due 
to storage of various construction equipment? 

4. The curbs in front of his business establishment were painted 
red during the 1984 Olympics, and he questioned if this was 
still necessary . 
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Response to Mr. Elie Dinur 

Comments: 

1. The one-way street conversions that were implemented during 
the 1984 Olympics are different from the conversions being 
proposed in conjunction with the Northern Terminus proposal 
During the 1984 Olympics, Figueroa Street was striped as a 
one-way southbound roadway with one lane designated 
exclusively for buses between 11th Street in downtown and 
39th Street at the Coliseum. Flower Street was striped for 
one-way northbound operation during that time . 

By contrast, the proposed Traffic Systems Management (TSM) 
plan of the Los Angeles Department of Transportation (LADOT) 
would maintain two-way operation on Figueroa Street, but with 
offset striping to provide 5 northbound lanes and 2 
southbound lanes. Plus a two-way left-turn lane between 
Washington Boulevard and Exposition Boulevard. Flower Street 
would be one-way southbound, but with a northbound "contra­
flow'' lane provided between Adams Boulevard and 23rd Street 
to satisfy the access and circulation needs of the 
Orthopaedic Hospital . 

During the 1984 Olympics the objective of the one-way 
conversions of Flower and Figueroa Streets was to expedite 
the flow of traffic between the LACBD and the Coliseum. All 
other considerations were subrogated to that end. It was a 
special and limited term condition with one purpose in mind -
get folks to the Olympic games. The proposed TSM plan takes 
the consideration of the business community into account. We 
do not expect Mr. Dinur to encounter the adverse impacts that 
he did in 1984, since both northbound and southbound access 
to Mr. Dinur's business will be maintained. 

Aside from the fundamental differences and factors 
considered, in the two street conversion scenarios just 
discussed, it is worthwhile to mention a few of the 
demographic trends that were in place during the 1984 
Olympics. These demographic trends more than likely 
contributed to the decline in business volumes that Mr. Dinur 
experienced. One of these trends was for many people to take 
vacation during the Olympics so as to be out of town and away 
from the anticipated ''traffic crunch." Another such trend 
was for motorist to stay clear of the general Coliseum area 
(where Mr. Dinur's place of business is) so as to avoid the 
on rush of Olympics thrill seekers. And there was the 
festive mood that prevailed during the Olympics, which does 
not induce consumers to make auto repair decisions. Needless 
to say, these trends will not be in effect when the proposed 
TSM plan is implemented. 
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As to being aware of any studies being done on the impacts on 
businesses of one-way street conversions, Caltrans is not 
aware of any. However, we are aware of the general 
opposition of strip commercial business districts to one-way 
street conversions. Their perception is that such 
conversions will limit access to their business and cause a 
decline in patronage. Traffic engineers dispute this claim, 
saying that improved traffic flow would in fact bring more 
business into an area. Central business districts, such as 
downtown Los Angeles, generally do not oppose one-way street 
conversions. One-way street patterns are common in civic 
center or "down town" areas throughout the State. Excellent 
examples of this are the central business districts of Los 
Angeles, Sacramento, and San Francisco. 

2. A decline in property values would not be related to the 
width of sidewalk, or in providing a "standard" width for a 
major street. 

3. Figueroa Street would be affected as we widen the street, and 
Adams Boulevard and the bridge over the Freeway will be 
affected the most. The city will require that 2 lanes be 
provided in each direction at all times, and that accesses to 
all driveways be maintained. The city street with the most 
reconstruction will be Flower Street along the eastside 
between 28th Street and Adams Boulevard. Huge retaining 
walls will be built along the Freeway right-of-way closing 
the eastside curb lane of Flower Street to accomplish the 
construction. There will be no storage of equipment and 
materials on city streets. 

4. The curbs in front of his business were painted red during 
the Olympics because there was not a minimum 19 foot distance 
between the curb and nearest lane marker, as required by city 
ordinance. However, the proposed widening of Figueroa Street 
will allow curb parking for businesses during off-peak 
per i ods. The traffic conditions will also be monitored to 
see if parking could be allowed even during peak periods . 

B- 3 8 



• 

• 

•• 
I 

•· 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

Mr. H. Randall Stoke, Latham & Watkins 
Attorneys at Law, for Los Angeles Orthopaedic Hospital 

Mr. Stoke mentioned that the 1990 environmental document was 
totally deficient. And he went on to state that the 1991 
environmental document was also deficient. He then discussed the 
specific reasons why the 1991 document was deficient. These 
perceived deficiencies are as follows: 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4 • 

The question of rebuilding the Flower Street and Adams 
Boulevard Bridges over the Harbor Freeway was raised. 
Mr. Stoke saw no reason not to rebuild the bridges as part 
of the Northern Terminus Proposal. He asserted that if the 
bridges were not rebuilt bad access to the hospital would 
result. 

In his view there was a need to define the period of time 
when interference to the hosp i tal would occur, due to 
project construction activities. Without a definition of 
this period of access interference he viewed the document as 
totally deficient. 

The project was not adequately described. He saw 
Alternative A as a fragment of a larger and inevitable 
project. In his opinion the extension of the HOV viaduct 
north to the LACBD, and the reconstruction of the Adams 
Boulevard and Flower Street Bridges, were part of this 
larger project. He felt that the impacts on the hospital of 
this larger project should be addressed, otherwise the 
document is deficient. 

To add credibility to his view of a larger project 
Mr. Stoke presented two pages from a report that he had 
obtained from another source. One page was text material 
from the report, the other was a map of the I-110/I-10 
Freeway Interchange area with a line (representing a 
possible extension of the Transitway) drawn on the west side 
of the Harbor Freeway. To Mr. Stoke these pages proved that 
there were plans afoot to extend the Transitway and that 
Caltrans was an active participant. 

In add i tion to the two pages just mentioned he submitted, 
severa l correspondences to Caltrans from Latham & Watkins 
and the Orthopaedic Hospital, to the Caltrans Panel at the 
June 27, 1991 Public Hearing. He requested that this 
material be made part of the public record by reference, and 
this was done. The dates of these correspondences are (1) 
June 2 5 , 19 91 ; ( 2 ) March 2 5 , 19 91 ; ( 3 ) May 2 4 , 19 91 ; and , 
(4) January 4, 1991. All of these correspondences are 
included here, along with Caltrans' responses to them. The 
forgoing issues raised by Mr. Stoke at the Public Hearing 
are a l so contained in these correspondences, and cross 
referencing is utilized where appropriate . 
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Response to Mr. H. Randall Stoke 

Comments: 

1. 

2. 

Refer to Caltrans' responses to the May 24, 1991 
correspondence of Mr. Dennis C. Poulsen, Chairman of the Board of 
Trustees, Orthopaedic Hospital. See our Comment #1. 

Also refer to Caltrans' responses to Mr. Robert K. Break, of 
Latham & Watkins, in Section A, Written Comments. See our 
Comment #8 . 

And refer to Caltrans' responses to Mr. Stephen T. Parry of 
the RTD, also in Section A, Written Comments. See our 
Comment #4. 

LADOT and Caltrans do not envision any interference for 
access to the Orthopaedic Hospital from Flower Street. The 
street will not be reconstructed; only striping changes are 
proposed. The final striping provides for an off-set 
striping on Flower Street between 23rd Street and Adams 
Boulevard, which allows for 2-way operation. The period of 
time required to install the final striping will be no more 
than 2 days, and the street will be opened during that 
installation work. 

3. Refer to Caltrans' responses to Mr. Robert Break, in Section 
A, Written Comments. See our Comment #10. 

4. See Comment #3 above . 
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PA U L R . WA TK I N S (1 899 · 1973 ) 
DA NA LA T HAM (1 898 - 19 7 4 ) 

CHICAGO OFFICE 

SEARS TOWER, SUITE 5800 

CHICAGO , ILLINOIS 60606 

TELEPHONE (312) 876 -7700 

FAX (3 12) 993 -9767 

LONDON OFFICE 

12 COPTHALL AVENUE 

LO N DON EC2R 70H ENGLAND 
TELEPHONE 07 1-374 44H 

FAX 0 71-374 4460 

NEW YORK OFFI C E 

8 85 THIRD AVEN UE, SUITE 1000 

NE W YO RK , NEW YOR K 10022 -4802 

TELEPHONE (212) 906 · 1200 

FAX (2 12) 751 -4664 

LATHAM & WATKINS 
ATTORNEYS AT LAW 

633 WEST FIFTH STREET, SUITE 4000 

LOS ANGELES , CALIFORNIA 90071 -2005 

TELEPHONE (213) 485·1234 

FAX (213) 891 -8763 

TLX 590773 

ELN 62793288 

CABLE ADDRESS LATHWAT 

June 25, 1991 

Mr. Ronald J. Kosinski 
Chief Environmental Planning Branch 
Department of Transportation, District 7 
120 So. Spring Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

In Re: 

Dear Mr. Kosinski: 

07-LA-110 PM 20.2/21.2 
Northern Terminus 
Harbor Freeway Transitway 

SCH 90010979 . 

ORANGE COUNTY OFF ICE 

650 TOWN CENTER DRIVE , SUITE 2000 

COSTA MESA, CALIFORNIA 9262 6 -1925 

TELEPHONE (714) 540 - 1235 

FAX (7)4) 755 •6290 

SAN DIEGO OFFICE 

701 '8' STREET, SUITE 2100 

SAN DIEGO, CALIFORNIA 92101 · 8197 

TELEPHONE (619) 236 - 1234 

FAX (619) 696-7419 

SAN FRANCISCO OFFICE 

505 MONTGOMERY STREET , SU ITE 1900 

SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 9 '1 11 

TELEPHONE (415) 391 · 0800 

FAX (415) 395 -6095 

WASHINGTON O.C . OFFI C E 
100 1 PENNSYLVANIA AVE . , N .W . , SU IT ~ 1300 

WASHINGTON , D .C . 20004-25 0~ 

TELEPHONE (202) 63 7- 2200 

FAX (202 ) 637 -22 01 

This letter is written on behalf of our client, Los 
Angeles Orthopaedic Hospital, in response to the Caltrans 
publication of May 28, 1991, under your signature, regarding the 
above subject matter . 

This is a project which is in the same area as that 
whi ch was the subject of Caltrans' previous e nvi ronmental actio ~ 
o f 1985 and Caltrans' environment review of December 18, 1989, 
namely southerly of 23rd Street. The submittal of May 28, 1991, 
contains many alternative plans within the same area which have 
also been the subject of correspondence to Caltrans by and on 
behalf of the Hospital dated May 11, 1990, January 4, 1991, March 
25, 1991, May 24, 1991, an undated document entitled "Orthopaed i c 
Hospital, Caltrans Impact Report" and other verbal communication s 
to the Caltrans Staff. All of those submissions are incorporated 
here in by th i s reference. In the letter of May 24, the Hospita l 
urge d a s p eci f ic course of action which the p ublication of May 
28 , 199 1 , do e s little to clarify . 
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LATHAM & WATKINS 

co 

® 

Mr. Ronald J. Kosinski 
June 25, 1991 
Page 2 

Although the publication purports to be an 
environmental document, it fails. The publication is not 
suitable for a negative declaration. There are major impacts: 
noise, access, vibrations, air quality, seismic, increases in 
traffic and congestion, completeness of project description, 
controversy and others. There is no analysis of these matters on 
the hospital for the multitude of proposals included in the 
publication. 

Orthopaedic Hospital is a major provider of health care 
to the general Los Angeles community as well as crippled children 
in the broad geographical area. It is one of the largest charity 
care institutions in Southern California and provides over Three 
Million Dollars per year in free care. It is important to the 
entire community that Caltrans be cognizant of the Hospital when 
developing its plans. 

If one can gain anything from the publication of May 28 
one would believe that the preference of Caltrans is Alternative 
A. figure II-1, without the bridges on Adams Boulevard and Flower 
Street. Los Angeles Orthopaedic Hospital wrote to Caltrans a 
letter dated May 24, 1991, suggesting such a resolution including 
the bridges. However, Alternative A as now proposed is simply a 
fragmented proposal of a greater project since it omits the two 
bridges and leaves the HOV Viaduct hanging in space. The Viaduct 
is within the project area. It is obvious that the Viaduct must 
be completed. But where and at what elevation? The improvements 
shown in green and red are only parts of the total project. The 
omitted bridges are essential. To omit the impacts and a 
discussion of the Viaduct and the bridges simply prolongs the 
life of the project many, many more years, to the continuing 
detriment- of the Hospital. 

When an entire project is not described, or to fragment 
a project, as is the case here, then appropriate comments cannot 
be made, nor can appropriate mitigation be developed . 

Whatever Caltrans does will have an effect on the 
Hospital, the extent of which is outlined partially in the 
January 4, 1991 letter. This will be true whether the project is 
fragmented or developed as a whole . 
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LATHA M & WATKINS 

Mr. Ronald J. Kosinski 
June 25, 1991 
Page 3 

The Hospital as a member of the Los Angeles community, 
in addition to its health care responsibilities, wishes to be a 
good citizen and does not wish to interfere with the ability of 
Caltrans to develop and construct a project. Unfortunately, the 
Caltrans representatives who have met with the Hospital appear to 
be limited in authority in advising of current plans. Meaningful 
dialogue has been lacking. Accordingly, based on the record 
before the Hospital, the Hospital can only make the comments and 
references set forth above. It is hoped that Caltrans will some 
day decide to describe and environmentally review the entire 
project so that appropriate environmental and mitigation 
consideration can be made and the project can go forward. The 
submittal of May 28, 1991, however does not meet that necessary 
threshold. 

Respectfully submitted 

LATHAM & WATKINS 

By 

Los Angeles Orthopaedic Hospital 

I 
--7 

/ 

' --,- / , I 
, ( l..t I . ·,. 

// 

H. Randall Stoke 
Attorneys for 
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Response to: Mr. H. Randall Stoke 
Attorney 
Latham & Watkins 
(for Orthopaedic Hospital) 
6-25-91 

Comments: 

1. 

2. 

3. 

Refer to Caltrans' responses to Mr. Robert K. Break, of 
Latham & Watkins, in Section A, Written Comments. See our 
Comment #'s 1 thru 7 where air, noise, vibration, and 
traffic impacts in the vicinity of the Orthopaedic Hospital 
are discussed, and studies done in the 1991 Environmental 
Assessment are referenced. 

Refer to Caltrans' responses to Mr. Robert K. Break, in 
Section A, Written Comments. See our Comments #'s 8 and 10 . 

Also refer to Caltrans' responses to Mr. Stephen T. Perry, 
of the RTD, in Section A, Written Comments. See our Comment 
#4. 

Refer to Caltrans' responses to the January 4, 1991 
correspondence of Mr. Lew E. Coppersmith of the Orthopaedic 
Hospital. See our Comment #2 . 
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Orthop~dicHoso,ra: 0 
March 25, 1991 

Mr. Jerry Baxter, Director 
CalTrans, District 7 
120 South Spring Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

RE: HARBOR FREEWAY TRANSITWAY-NORTHEND TREATMENT 

Dear Mr. Baxter: 

On January 4, 1991, we wrote a letter regarding CalTrans' 
proposed relocation of the Harbor Freeway Transitway on- and off­
ramps southerly of the Orthopaedic Hospital, and the proposed 
decision of CalTrans not to build any raised viaduct in front of 
the hospital. Having the ramps away from the hospital will 
reduce disruption to the operations of the hospital in comparison 
to your initial viaduct proposal. 

The City of Los Angeles has presented to us a modification of 
your recent proposal which includes a new at-grade bus/HOV by­
pass roadway on the west side of the freeway and replacement of 
the Adams Bou] evard bridge in its present location. Under the 
City plan, the transitway ramps will still be located south of 
Adams Boulevard and away from the hospital. See copy of attached 
plan. 

We are further advised by representatives of DOT that the Flower 
Street bridge widening is intended to accommodate further 
wide n ing of Flower Street, south of 23rd Street, for the proposed 
E3lue Line extension on the westerly side of Flower Street and 
that it is the present intention of the city to provide two-way 
traffic on Flower Street between Adams Boulevard and 23rd Street. 
This configuration would permit continuation of present Flower 
Street access to the Hospital. Further, we are advised by DOT 
that there will be no raised transportation structures in fro nt 
of the hospital and that the City will, in cooperation with 
CalTrans, assure an appropriate transition from the Ada ms 
Boulevard exit to Flower Street north, and appropriate signage 
and striping will be provided. We would appreciate t he 
opportunity to review the signage, signalization and striping 
plans, when available . 
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Jerry Baxter, Di rector 
March 25, 199i 
Page 2 

We also would like assurances that the planned northbound HOV 
offramp and associated traffic flow will not prevent future use 
of Palm Drive as access point into the hospital. 

Under these circumstances, the hospital would not object to a 
peremptory resolution of the environmental issues and early 
construction. The hospital would, of course, continue to look to 
CalTrans for any damages that would be suffered as a result of 
the construction and operation of the project and we will need to 
review definitive plans as they are developed to help assess 
potential financial impact . 

We look forward to appropriate council action to confirm the 
understanding set forth above, which is a condition precedent to 
the hospital's acceptance of the procedure suggested to resolve 
the environmental concerns . 

cc: Council Office, Ninth District 
Councilman Holden 
Je5ry Fadem 

~ndy Stoke 
S E. Rowe 
Dil l Bi cker 
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Response to: Mr. Dennis C. Poulsen, Chairman 
Board of Directors 
Orthopaedic Hospital 
3-25-91 

Comments: 

1. With regards to the widening of Flower Street, south of 23rd 
Street, and the extension of Light Rail Transit refer to 
Caltrans' responses to Mr. Stephen T. Parry in Section A, 
Written Comments. See our Comment #4 . 

2. 

3. 

For a discussion of the transition from Adams Boulevard to 
northbound Flower Street refer to Chapter II, Alternatives, 
where Alternative A is discussed. Caltrans and LADOT will 
provide an opportunity for the Orthopaedic Hospital to 
review the signage, signalization and striping plans, when 
available . 

Caltrans sees no reason why the northbound HOV off-ramp to 
Adams Boulevard would prevent the future use of Palm Drive 
as an access point in to the hospital. In fact ie have 
wondered why it was not in current use; it is a logical 
alternative access point into the hospital parking lot. Its 
use as an access point would be largely a matter between the 
hospital and LADOT. However, Caltrans and LADOT are both of 
the opinion that vehicles should only be allowed into the 
hospital parking lot at this location, because of the close 
proximity to the northbound freeway and HOV off-ramps 
directly across Adams Boulevard. There is the potential for 
a motorist exiting the parking lot to try and access these 
ramps against opposing traffic: A potential wrong way 
driver situation. 

Refer to Caltrans' responses to the January 4, 1991 
correspondence of Mr. Lew E. Coppersmith, of the Orthopaedic 
Hospital. See our comment #2 . 
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OrthopmdicHos{)1tal 

May 24, 1991 

Jerry Baxter, Director 
CalTrans, District 7 
120 South Spring Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Dear Mr. Baxter: 

We would like your help in reviewing the position of 
CalTrans regarding plans for construction of the Harbor 
northbound terminus. 

As you know, there has been correspondence and ongoing 
discussions between Orthopaedic Hospital, CalTrans, the 
California Department of Transportation and other 
representatives for well over one year. 

Based on these discussions as well as correspondence from 
your office from Jack Hallin, Deputy District Director of 
the Department of Transportation, as well as meetings with a 
number of CalTrans officials, we believed that we had a 
basic understanding regarding plans for the northbound 
terminus. 

In late December your office presented plans to us 
indicating that the northbound terminus of the Harbor 
Freeway HOV lanes would be at Adams Boulevard and the access 
point for the southbound HOV lanes would be well below Adams 
Boulevard at approximately 32nd Street. We felt that these 
modifications in the CalTrans plans went a long way in 
mitigating the project's impact on Orthopaedic Hospital . 

However, we requested that you consider reconstruction of 
the Flower and Adams Street bridges as part of the overall 
project. It is our understanding that the bridges do not 
meet current seismic standards and would need to be replaced 
in the next few years. In order to alleviate an unduly long 
period of disruption, we urged CalTrans to include the 
bridge construction in the current project plans. 

On May 3, 1991, Mr. McCarthy, the Administrator of 
Orthopaedic Hospital met with Jack Hallin and a number of 
CalTrans representatives. At that meeting, CalTrans 
i ndicated that the plans to proceed with the widening and 
r estruc t u ring of the Adams and Flower st r eet bridges would 
be in t he in i tial construction phase o f the I l lO terminus 
project and promised to provide deta iled p lans and draw i ng s 
for review wi t hin the we e k. on May 8 , Mr . McCar thy received 

·.•,: ,. •- C ,, ) .:: ',,~ ·: • .. .::, , ,_• ., ~ ..: ·· , 
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Jerry Baxter, Director May 24, 1991 

a call from Paul Ig indicating that the reconstruction and 
widening was no longer feasible and that in fact calTrans is 
now considering plans under which the IllO southbound HOV 
access would begin immediately in front of Orthopaedic 
Hospital. This is a reversion back to the original plans 
which were abandoned in December, 1990. 

Needless to say, we are concerned and baffled by the 
const~rit changes in CalTran's plans regarding the IllO 
terminus project and at this point have no clear 
understanding of your plans for this important project . 

It is very disappointing that after a full year of 
discussions we have made little or no progress in resolving 
issues between CalT-rans, Orthopaedic Hospital and the 
surrounding communities. We therefore urge you to please 
develop a detailed plan and statement delineating the 
positioh of CalTran~ regarding ene northbound Ill0 terminus 
project. We would be pleased to meet with you again to 
review these plans which hopefully will be in a !inal form . 

Dennis c. Poulsen, Chairman 
Board of Trustees 

cc: Carl Covitz 
Randy Stoke, Esq. 
L. Boyd Higgins 
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Response to: Mr. Dennis C. Poulsen, Chairman 
Board of Directors 
Orthopaedic Hospital 
5-24-91 

Comments: 

l . Your account of the May 3, 1991 meeting of Caltrans 
representatives and Mr. McCarthy of the Orthopaedic Hospital 
is accurate. At the time Caltrans agreed to the demolition 
and reconstruction of the Adams Boulevard and Flower Street 
Bridges, essentially on their existing alignments, wider 80-
foot roadbeds. Caltrans agreed to this action largely 
because LADOT desired more traffic handling capacity on both 
bridges. Caltrans concurred with LADOT's assessment of 
needed capacity on Adams Boulevard due to HOV needs, but 
didn't feel that additional capacity was needed on Flower 
Street. Nonetheless, Caltrans agreed to replace both 
bridges because they are physically connected, and to 
replace one would necessitate replacing the other. 

However, after Caltrans District 7 staff submitted the 
bridges reconstruction proposal to our Structures Department 
in Sacramento for review, we were informed that it was 
infeasible. The primary reason given for this infeasibility 
was that the resulting hinge point, where the reconstructed 
bridge structures would connect, would protrude out into the 
number 4 lane of the southbound Harbor Freeway. The 
consequences of this is that some of the southbound lanes of 
the Harbor Freeway would have to be shut down for a 
considerable time during construction, and the public would 
find this unacceptable. In addition, the new Flower Street 
overcrossing would be raised 2-3 feet to provide for 
necessary falsework and the 16.5 feet interstate verticle 
clearance. This would cause major revisions to the 
hospitals curb line and access area . 

Due to this determination from Structures, and the lingering 
uncertainty of an approved alignment for Light Rail Transit, 
Caltrans decided to drop plans to reconstruct the bridges, 
at least for the time being. It has been decided to widen 
the existing Adams Boulevard bridge by removing portions of 
the existing pedestrian walkways to gain additional 
travelway for motor vehicles, and attaching pedestrian 
walkway structures to both sides of the bridge to 
accommodate pedestrians. For a discussion of bridge 
structures replacement and the approval of an LRT line by 
the LACTC refer to Section A, Written Comments, Caltrans' 
response to Mr. Stephen T. Parry. See our comment #4 . 
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2. Caltrans has no plans to pursue any of the alternatives 
featuring HOV on- or off-ramps to 23rd Street, in front of 
the hospital. Alternative A, with HOV ramps south of Adams 
Boulevard, is the preferred alternative for the Northern 
Terminus . 
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Orthop~dicHosora1 0 
January 4, 1991 

California Department of Transportation 
District 7 
120 South Spring St. 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Attn: Jerry Baxter 

Re: Los Angeles Orthopaedic Hospital 
I-110 Transitway Northerly Terminus Project 

Dear Mr. Baxter: 

This confirms the December 11, 1990 meeting at Cal Tran~ 
attended by representatives of Orthopaedic Hospital, 
Cal Trans, the Los Angeles City Department of 
Transportation, and the Los Angeles County Transportation 
Commission, during which Cal Trans assured Orthopaedic 
Hospital that consideration will be given to relocating 
and revising the project southward so it is not opposite 
the hospital. 

Cal Trans' consideration of an alternate revised project 
location has the potential for a "win-win" outcome. 
CalTrans' project will be many tens of millicns less 
costly because damage to the hospital will be diminished 
and Orthopaedic' s ability to continue delivering unique 
health services will suffer less disruption and loss. 

So that you understand why we so urgently favor selection 
of the southerly alternate project site, following is a 
partial list of the advantages gained by moving the 
project south . 

0 

0 

Lessen damaging physical interference 
with hospital operations and the 
consequent structure adaptions . 

Lessen the damaging impacts of 
vibration, noise, fumes, dust and a i r 
quality deterioration on patient 
welfare and hospital functions . 
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Jerry Baxter 
January 4, 1991 
Page 2 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Vehicle and pedestrian traffic flow 
and access probloms will be reduced 
but there will still be serious 
problems as the relocated and revised 
project was explnined to us. We 
continue to be concerned about 
northbound and southbound surface 
traffic and access to the west 
entrance of the hospital. Emergency 
access cannot ever be impaired . 
Surgeries need to be on schedule, or 
physicians will go to ther hospitals. 

Eliminate the necessity of relocating 
and/or retrofitting service centers 
such as intensivo and emergency care, 
to attempt to adapt to the degraded 
environment. 

Mitigate some of the potential loss 
of 33% of patient population during 
the 36 months of construction and 
loss of 25% of patient population 
during the following 24 months. 

Mitigate possibl y , the loss of 
revenue from micr n scopic hand 
surgeries which c ~nnot be performed 
in the presence 0 f vibration, as well 
as loss of the entire practices of 
hand surgeons (potentially a $5 
million annual r e venue loss) . 

Mitigate some of the expected loss of 
other physicians t o hospital without 
access and environmental problems. 
(Pulmonary special ists are 
particularly unw i l ling to practice in 
degraded air qual tty. 
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Jerry Baxter 
January 4, 1991 
Page 3 

0 

0 

Mitigate personnel turnover and 
losses as well as replacement 
recruiting problems. 

Lessen estimated $16 million first­
year revenue loss and up to a minimum 
of $54 million loss over the term of 
construction and recovery. 

We enclose our "in house" study which quantifies some of 
our operating losses at well over $50 million if the 
project were as outlined in the present environmental 
documents. 

We will appreciate your supplying us at the earliest time 
possible with the full draft EIS for your revised 
project . 

cc: Jerry Fadem 
Randy Stoke 
Cleavon Govan 
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ESTIMATED FINANCIAL IMPACT OF THE 
CAI.TRANS PROJ}.«:I' 

I. AFFECT ON INPATIENT SERVICES 
o Loss of Hand Surgeries 
o Move of ICU 
o Delays in surgery 
o Maintenance of Sterilized Equipmt 
o Loss I.P. Rev-Net of Hands 
o Loss of O.P. 
o Additional I.P. 
o Recruitment of Staff 
o Loss of Heliport Transportation 
o Decline in 1st Injury Cases 
o Decline in Physical Therapy 

II. AFFECTS ON OUTPATIENT CLINICS 
o Loss of Patient Revenue 

III. AFFECT ON RESEARCH ACTIVITIES 
o Loss of Productive Research 

Biomechanics Lab 
o Loss of Revenue & Research Funds 

Electronmicroscope 
o Other Losses in Productivity 

TOTAL RESEARCH 

IV. SECURITY n 

v. 

VI. 

o Provision of Additional Security 
for Adams Street Entrance 

ENGINEERING 
o Change HIV Filters to Reduce 

Dust & Pollution 
o Seal Windows to Reduce Pollution 

TOTAL ENGINEERING 

CONSTRUCTION COSTS 
o Modify Flower st. Entrance 
o Rework of Rear Entrance to 

Accommodate Adams st. Entrance 

TOTAL CONSTRUCTION 

GRAND TOTAL 
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TOTAL 
21,000,000 

280,000 
795,000 
64,000 

7,622,000 
3,894,000 
4,347,000 

156,402 
331,075 
373,200 
931.200 

39,793,477 

9,070,000 

1,200,000 
366,000 

700.000 

2,266,000 

390,000 

200,000 

90.000 

290,000 

500,000 
1,200.000 

1,700,000 

$53,509,000 

1ST YEAR 
4,200,000 

280,000 
265,000 
21,333 

2,540,000 
1,525,000 
2,185,000 

52,000 
110,354 
124,400 
100.000 

11,413,706 

1,814,000 

400,000 
122,000 

233.000 

755,000 

70,000 

40,000 

90.000 

130,000 

500,000 
1,200.000 

1,700,000 

$15,882, 00·0 



Response to: Mr. Lew E. Coppersmith 
Orthopaedic Hospital 
1-4-91 

Comments: 

1. Caltrans agrees that moving the project south would 
substantially mitigate any potential adverse impacts on the 
Orthopaedic Hospital. And we have in fact done just that. 
Alternative A, our preferred Alternative would move the 
Transitway and on- and off-ramp structures to south of Adams 
Boulevard. 

2. Caltrans is recommending the downscoped Alternative A which 
moves project impacts away from the hospital. The 
advantages summarized by this letter coincides with Caltrans 
rationale for pursuing Alternative A. Caltrans and the City 
of Los Angeles Department of Transportation will continue to 
work with representatives of the Orthopaedic Hospital to 
ensure that: 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

There will be no damaging physical interference with 
hospital operations. 

There will be minimal vibration, noise, fumes, dust and 
air quality impacts affecting patient welfare and 
hospital functions. Caltrans proposes to establish 
technical equipment monitoring sites at the hospital 
during construction to g uarantee impacts in these areas 
are minimal. Heavy construction activities will be 
curtailed during the micro or laser surgery hour and be 
done during weekend or night work. Strict enforcement of 
noise and dust control within the specified guidelines 
will be initiated. Mitigation strategies will be 
developed with the Hospital on a contingency basis. 

Emergency access will not be impaired since there is no 
major reconstruction on Flower Street or Adams Boulevard 
along the hospital's edge of curb. As noted above, 
Caltrans and the City of Los Angeles Traffic Department 
will work with the Hospital to refine traffic circulation 
plans to accommodate vehicle and pedestrian traffic flow 
as it relates to hospital access. 

Relocation and / or retrofitting of Hospital service 
centers will be unnecessary. 

Potential loss of patient population will not occur 
because of minimal project impacts. Caltrans, the City 
of Los Angeles and the Orthopaedic Hospital will develop 
contingency plans to address any project related patient 
complaints, as part of the project mi tigation plan. 
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pile driving and foundation operations. 

4.7.5 Cost Estimate 

The cost allocation in the Specific Plan for the Harbor Freeway 
Transitway fro~ 23rd st. to 7th st. · is $100.8 million . 

4.7.6 Alternative Concept 

Alternative aligrunents for extension of the Harbor Freeway 
transitway were reviewed and an aligrunent along the western side 
of the Harbor freeway is now proposed. The transitway structure 
would be an elevated center column . support with a single traffic 
lane in each direction plus shoulders on each side for efflergency 
situations. The transitway would pass under the Santa Monica 
freeway interchange in the first bay west of the southbound 
collector/distributor roadway~ This position was selected to 
minimize i~pact on adjoining residential property and to allow for 
an elevated Harbor Freeway regional throughway at some time in the 
future . 

Bechtel developed a plan and profile of an elevated transitway 
along the west side of the Harbor . Freeway from 23rd st. on the 
south connecting with the Bixel St. transitmall. An alternative 
alignment on the east si~e of the Freeway was also considered. 

Caltrans is presently building :an elevated transitway in the Harbor 
.Freeway south of 23rd Street. The section for the structure is 67 
feet wide with 2 lanes each way, on a single center column support. 

With the westside aligrunent of the transitway, it will still be 
possible to construct an elevated . transit station at 12th street 
to access the peripheral parking a~eas planned for the Convention 
Center area. , 

The initia~ profile PFO~Qsed for ·th~ west side transitway would 
allow a design speed of approx;mateiy .42 roph as it passes under the 
Santa Monica Freeway. Caltrans noted that the design speed for the 
transitway should be 70 mph to comply with !nterstate standards 
since this is a federally funded Interstate Route. 

An alternative profile, which would comply with the 70 ~ph design 
speed was proposed to pass over the Santa Monica Freeway. However, 
this ~as not acceptable to Caltrans since it roight conflict with 
the future Harbor Freeway double deck regional throughway 
development. 

The present design speed for the tran~itway is proposed as 42 ~ph. 
As the Caltrans desired design speed for the elevated transitway 
is 70 mph, a design exception ~ould be required . 
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Harbor Free-way Transitway 
23rd Street to Bixel Street 

.. 

p{r4 

-------
liJ CENTRAL 1CJTY WEST 

Loa Angeles, Caflfornla 

N- - • 

Center 
City West 
Associates 
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Response to: Harbor Freeway Transitway 

Comments: 

Information, Submitted by Mr. H. Randall Stoke, 
at the June 27, 1991 Public Hearing 

1. Refer to Caltrans' responses to Mr. Robert K. Break in 
Section A, Written Comments. See our Comment #10 . 
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The following State agencies have submitted informational 
comments that do not require a response . 

California Regional Water Quality Control Board - Los Angeles 
Region 

Governor's Office of Planning and Research 
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s,;... TE OF CP. LIFORNIA 

GOVERNOR'S OFFICE OF PLANNING AND RESEARCH 
1 ~00 TENTH STREET 
S/. CRAM Et'-JTO. CA 95814 

Jul 11, 19 91 

CLEAV E GOVAN 
STATE DEPARTMENT OF TRANS PORTATION 
120 S. SPRING STREET 
LOS ANGELES, CA 90012 

Subject: I-110 TRANSITWAY (NORTHERLY TERMINUS) 
SCH# 90010137 

Dear CLEAVE GOVAN: 

PETE WILSON, Governor 

The State Cl e aringhouse submitted the above named environmental 
document to selected state agencies for review. The review period is 
c losed and none of the state agencies have comments. This letter 
acknowledges that you have complied with the State Clearinghouse review 
requirements for draft environmental documents, pursuant to the 
California Environmental Quality Act. 

Please call Tom Loftus at (916) 445-0613 if you have 
any questions regarding the environmental review process. 
contacting the Clearinghouse in this matter, please use the 
State Clearinghouse number so that we may respond promptly. 

Sincerely, 

,,--i,- / / 
~-~--/~ 

David C. Nunenkamp 

When 
eight-digit 

Deputy Director, Permit Assistance 
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STA TE OF CA LIFO RNIA 

CALIFORNIA REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD­
LOS ANGELES REGION 
101 CENTRE PLAZA DRIVE 

MONTEREY PARK, CA 91 754-2156 

(213) 266-7500 

June 25, 1991 

Cleave Govan 
Caltrans 
120 South Spring Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

File: 700.260 

PETE W ILSON, Governor 

NEGATIVE DECLARATION - REVISE PROPOSED I-110 HARBOR TRANSITWA'< 
NORTHERN TERMINUS NEAR ADAMS BLVD. AND FIGUEROA BLVD, DOWNTOWN. 
SCH#90010137: CALTRANS 

We have reviewed the subject document regarding the proposed 
project, and have the following comments: 

Based on the information provided, we recommend the following: 

~ We have no further comments at this time. 

• The proposed project should address the attached 
comments . 

Thank you for this opportunity to review your document. If you have 
any quest i ons, please contact Eugene C. Ramstedt at ( 2 13) 266-7 5 53 . 

JOHN L. LEWIS, Unit Chief 
Technical Suppor t Unit 

c c : Terri Lov elady, Sta te Clearinghouse 
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The following advertisements appeared in local newspapers, as 
indicated, during the circulation of the second Environmental 
Assessment for the Northern Terminus proposal . 
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The notice at right appeared in the following publications on the 
dates indicated . 

Los Angeles Times 

May 28, 1991 

Watts Times 

May 28, 1991 

La Opinion 

May 28, 1991 

Downtown News 

May 28, 199 1 

Contact Oeave Govan. Senior Envirormental Pklnner 
_(2j3) 620-2246 ~ -
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The notice at right appeared in the following publications on the 
dates indicated . 

Los Angeles Times 

June 24, 1991 

Watts Times 

June 24, 1991 

La Ooinion 

2·...:.ne 24, 1991 

Downtown News 

June 24, 1991 

Southwest Wave 

::..:ne 24, 1991 

I -

· 1 

j 
·i 
: 

\':hot; ::e:r.g 
F~::::r~j? 

V:her.? 

• 
r. · ..f--.vaic~t:~e? 

f .;: 
t 

1 
Ccm,.ent5? 
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Public Hearing and Availability 
of Environmental Document 

. ' 
!~I / ~ / 
·~' - ,,, ,,,.. J~ r __ 1·<L_ _____ ~,,,, ~~J '-iL,..,,,-

.,r/ c_,£.P.:2., _,._,p_r.£/ 
----::1~~ -----~ 7--;,,i ,-

r~ l ,,,-, ;1f ,::, 1/ I I 
·~1 ,.. ,_,. ,,,, 1/ I~' 
1,-.: / ('' / I ' /,,//'/ , . 

- ____ J L- -<'.'.'~!:-,,,,,,, -- - - J~L_._ 
---=--"'! r--- ,r,...,e,YE? J-✓-<'"E:T -=--- - J - ,,, ------- 7 ,-

_R(J(//',C I L---- I I 
---1 I\.._ 

~PROJECT 
Coltrons win hold a Pubf:c: t-.eorinJ regorcfng 
:ne prcposed ro~bor F:ee.•:o·,,,'Translt-.-.. cy 
; :orrnemTerrr..:nus. for bu½sar.d corpoo!sintr.e 
vk:inity of Adams E-ou'.evc·d c r,d Figueroa ord 
Flov.'er s:reets. · · 

Environmental Document \di be ovoUable 
Mey 28. 1991. 

Public Hearing v.r.l be r,e~::j on June 27. 1991 at 

Or:tx::,poec:c Hospf.al l ,uditofium 
2~00 ~cuth Flo•,:er Street · 
Los ,'.,rge!s-s. CA ':X..:XJ7 

?ro)ect r.-,ops w :J be ovc:ot~e fo r inspecrio.. 
between the hcurs of 4:0:J pJ--n . crd 5:00 PJTI. 
1he Ptb~ Hearing wt! toke plcc:e between the 
hours of 5:00 p.m. and 8:00 p .m . 

Please submit any •,.;rilten comments 
regcirdir.•d tr.e pre-posed pcc]ect. of env'.on­
menlal cocumer,t. no I&.&< 7t-.an j ._jy 12. lW, 
'.o : 

Ron-::'.d ~~osir-.:~j_ Chief 
c:r.vi,cnrn-Entol Pl:::;~,n:r '.] 6,o:lCh 

120 '.:-:. u:-n Sp,:r-g ~:re-s: 
Los A.rgeles. CA -::,:iJl 2 

(2 l ~> 6::•::;. 22~6 
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APPENDIX C 

GRAPHICS DEPICTING HISTORIC PROPERTIES, LANDSCAPING, AND STREET 
LIGHTING IN THE ADAMS BOULEVARD/FIGUEROA STREET VICINITY 



-

- ~ -~ 
~ ~ ~~ 

~~~~ -~ ~~ ~ ~ ~~~ ~ ~ ~ ~~ ~~~~~~~ 'l ~ ~~ ~ ~ " I 

i~~~~ ~ ~ ~~ 
~~~{~~~ ~ · 

~ 

0 0 ® 

• • • • • • • • • • • 





• ~ 

~ 
~ 
~ 
~ 

ZJ ?,?/ cc? 

./J 

i 

• • • 

• 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
! 
I 

• • • 

IL 
i~ 

• 

'I :1 

a I 

• 

/J /J"/E 

• • • 





• • • • • • • • • • • 





-.~ 
I 

\J 

---

, .. 
5 

• • • • • • • • • • • 





• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

.7.#::/A/ L' £/ A,//./V.,,,4/ f ~ AA?..#.;::? 
A.f_f EA/ -8.c:' Y. 

~.fm.#D7WA/ t:::7P.#~/ 
LZ1/./YE L7f./Y,,4'~EA/..a'~ 

?L:JLE. 

_g) 
g/ _f 7&7..,,tfo//'7 

RUEL1flv'C.i?L7# 
L/~//.T 

J.£4A/.,OA.R.LJ. 

r · --··· '. ·=::M 
('". - . _..,.:·:'_- .. ..,.. --·· 
:'5"------ .. -- ::,1 
L:· -•.. .__ "'!•- .... IQ. • 

.A) $ .5' /"CR/ e L/ d/../ .7 f £4.N.,OA .R fl 

~/d.H.T f..l'AH.OARLJ 



• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 
,, 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 



• 

• 

• 

• • 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

APPENDIX D 

FEBRUARY 7, 1992 LETTER FROM THE STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION 
OFFICER, TO THE FHWA, REGARDING THE SUPPLEMENTAL HISTORICAL 
ARCHITECTURE SURVEY REPORT OF DECEMBER, 1991 
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA - THE RESOURCES AGENCY PETE WILSON , Governor 

OFFICE OF HISTORIC PRESERVATION 
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION 
P.O. BOX 942896 
SACRAMENTO 94296-0001 
(916) 445-8006 

FAX: (916) 322-63TT 

(916) 653-6624 
~ (916) 653-9824 

February 7, 1992 

Reply To: FHWA920114Z 

Mr. Roger Barg, Divisioo 
Administrator 
califarnia Divisioo Federal Highway 
Administratioo 
P.O Bax 1915 
Sacranento, CA 95812-1915 

Re: Secxn:i ~lexoontal HASR Far Northern Termirrus, Harl:or Free,;ay/ 
Transitway, 07-IA-110-20.94, Los Arqeles, CA 

Dear Mr. Barg: 

Recent miner revisia,s to the refe.rerr.ed umert.akmJ required FHWA to 
establish a JOCXiified APE far 'Which a sea::ni Sl.JR?lemental. HASR has been 
prepared. 'lllank yoo far J'XJti:fyID:J me of these charges am for ·the 
q:partrmity to a::mrent oo both~ efforts to identify historic prq::,erties 
within the m:xiified APE am on~ detenn:ination of effect • 

Based up::n staff review of the documentation provided, I believe that 
FHWA has taken reascnable steps to identify historic prq::,erties within the 
m:xtified APE. In rrry q:,inion, these efforts meet the "Secretary of the 
Interior's stamards arxi Guidelines far Identificatioo arxi Evaluation" arxi 
fully satisfy the requirenents of 36 cm S00.4(a,b) • 

'lhe m:xiified APE can:ains fa.ir historic pt'q)ert,ies. 'Ihe Stimsat Hoose 
is irx::lu1ed in the Natiooal Register of Historic Places (NRHP) arrl both the 
st. Vin:ent de Paul arxi st. Jam's Oll.1rdles have already been determined 
eligible far irx::lusioo in the NRHP. 'Ihe Autarooile Club of Saithern 
califarnia, located at 2601 s. Figueroa street, is the fc:urth prq,erty 
located within the m:xtified APE am has been evaluated as part of the secan:1 
SlJI:Plemental. HASR. 

Based up::n the research ccn:ructed an:l documented in the HASR, FHWA has 
determined that the Alltcm:)bile Club of Sart:hern califarnia is eligible far 
irx::lusioo in the NRHP. I agree that this prq,erty is eligible far in:::lusion 
in the NRHP at the local, state am national levels of significarre urrler 
criterioo A in the area of transportation. 'Ihe b.lil~ is directly 
asscx::iat.ed with an iirpartant organization that was historically extremely 
influential in proor:,t:.inJ both the autcm)bile arrl develcpiellt of its 
~ infrast:naure. 'Ihat influerx:e cxntin.les to the present day. 

I agree that the Autcm:::bile Club is also eligible lJrXjer criterion Cat 
the local level of significarr.e as an iirpartant arrl stylish exanple of an 

~ 
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~Barg 
FebtuaJ:y 7, 1992 
Page'l'-10 

architectural type (the crurtyard office cxtiplex) am as an exanple of the 
\IIOI"k of master architects Hunt, Burns am a:ate. 

'1he bc:urnaries of the historic~ are cot:erminaJs with the legal 
lot lines. With the ~an of the 1971 ad:litian, all elemants within 
this b:1.m:1ary ccntr:ib.rt:.e to the prc:perty. Except far the roturm, no 
interior spaces within the prc:perty arp:>ar to be significant CMin;J to a loss 
of integrity. Within the rot:mm, the famta.in is not a significant feature 
due to Its 1975 date of cx:nstructian. '1he Autaid::>ile Club of Saithern 
califarnia's period of significan::e is 1923-1942 • 

FHWA has determined that this urx:1ertakin:J, i.mlu:lirr:J the latest 
m:xli.fications described in the documentation provided, will rx,t affect 
historic prq:-erties. I do oot object ·~ this determinatian. Accard:inJly, 
IBWA has fulfilled its responsibilities un::1er Section 106 of the National 
Historic Preservatian Act an:i ll!l)l~ regulations cxxlified at 36 CFR 
800. Please note, l'law1ever, that FHWA nay have acxti.tianal responsibilities 
?,IrSUant to 36 CFR 800 un::ier arrJ of the followirq circumstarres: 

1. If aey person request the Advisory <hmcil an Historic Preservation 
to review your firw..rxJs. 

2. If this urx:1ertakin:J dlarges in ways that cxw.d affect historic 
prq:>erties • 

3. If previrusly umocumented prq:>erties are discovered durin3' ll!l)lemanta­
tia1 of the un:3ertakirg or if a knc7wn historic~ will be affected 
in an tmanticipated manner. 

4. If a~ that was to be avoided has been inadvertently or other­
wise affected. 

5. If aey cx:nlitia1 of the un:3ertakirg sudl as a delay in ll!l)lementation 
or ilr.pleoontatian in i;::tiases over tiDe, may justify reca,sideratian 
of the current NRHP status of prq:>erties within the urx:lertakin:J's 
APE • 

In closi.rxJ, I wish to ac:::krn.rl~ the excellent documentation prepared 
by Diane Kane ·an::! i?at Wi l1 :l amsan. 'Ibe re.;earcn, in:lu:ii.n;J the historical 
caitext develq>ed far the project area, was exeiplary am useful. '1he 
architectural am historical evaluations -were tharcujlly professional am 
caivirx:in;. '1he graµrics -were visually c:utstarxlin;J am illtnninatin; in 
sutstarre. ~tulations are in order far this effort • 
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Roger Barg 
Febnlary 7, 1992 
Page 'Ibree 

Yan:- cx:nsideratiat of historic prq:>erties in the project p~ 
process is awreciated. Please call Hans Kreutzberg if yoo. have aey 
questialS ar need further assistan::e in this matt.er • 




