I-710 Corridor Project RDEIR/SDEIS

L.1.1

LOCAL AGENCY COMMENTS

Page 1

I-710 Corridor Project RDEIR/SDEIS

This page intentionally left blank

Page 2

COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES
FIRE DEPARTMENT
1320 NORTH EASTERN AVENUE
LOS ANGELES. CALIFORNIA 90063-3294
(323) 881-2401
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DARYL L. OSBY
FIRE CHIEF

FORESTER & FIRE WARDEN

August 2,2012

Ronald Kosinski, Deputy District Director
Caltrans District 7
Division of Environmental Planning
100 South Main Street MS-164
Los Angeles, CA 90012

l/

Dear Mr. Kosinski:

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/STATEMENT, FOR THE I.710 CORRIDOR PROJEGT, TO
IMPROVE I.710 ALSO KNOWN AS THE LONG BEAGH FREEWAY, BETWEEN OCEAN
BOULEVARD AND STATE ROUTE 60, LOS ANGELES COUNTY (FFER #201200096)
The Environmental lmpact Report has been reviewed by the Planning Division, Land Development
Unit, Forestry Division and Health Hazardous Materials Division of the'County of Los Angeles Fire
Department. The following are their comments:
PLANNING DIVISION:
3.4.1.1 EMERGENCY SERVICES
FIRE PROTECTION

Paragraph 2, sentence 1 should be corrected as follows:

'lhe CFPU has the primary responsibility for emergency medical service and fire service in a total of
2+58 cities and the unincorporated areas of the County.
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LAND DEVELOPMENT UNIT:

1.

The development of this project must comply with all applicable code and ordinance
requirements for construction, access, water mains, fire flows and fire hydrants.
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SERVING THE UNINCORPORATED AREAS OF LOS ANGELES COUNTY AND THE CITIES OF:
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2.

Provide three sets of alternate route (detour) plans, with a tentative schedule of planned
closures, prior to the beginning of construction. Complete architectural/structural plans are not
necessary.

3.

Notify the County of Los Angeles Fire Department, Command and Control at (323) 881-6183,
at least three days in advance of any street closures that may affect Fire/Paramedic responses
in the area.

4.

Temporary bridges shall be designed, constructed and maintained to support a live load of at
least 75,000 pounds. A minimum vertical clearance of 13 feet 6 inches will be required
throughout construction.

5.

Disruptions to water service shall be coordinated with the County of Los Angeles Fire
Department and alternate water sources shall be provided for fire protection during such
disruptions.

6.

The County of Los Angeles Fire Department, Land Development Unit appreciates the
opportunity to comment on this project.

7.

Should any questions arise regarding subdivision, water systems, or access, please contact
the County of Los Angeles Fire Department, Land Development Unit lnspector, Nancy
Rodeheffer, at (323) 890-4243 or nrodeheffer@fire. lacou nty. gov.

FORESTRY DIVISION

-
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OTHER ENVIRONMENTAL GONGERNS:

1.

The statutory responsibilities of the County of Los Angeles Fire Department, Forestry Division
include erosion control, watershed management, rare and endangered species, vegetation,
fuel modification forVery High FireHazard Severity Zones or Fire Zone 4, archeological and
cultural resources and the County Oak Tree Ordinance.

2.

The areas germane to the statutory responsibilities of the County of Los Angeles Fire
Department, Forestry Division have been addressed.
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HEALTH HAZARDOUS MATERIALS DIVISION:

1.

The Health Hazardous Materials Division has no objection to the project.

lf you have any additional questions, please contact this office at (323) 890-4330.

Very truly yours,

{.*^"U il^X"l*FRANK VIDALES, ACTING CHIEF, FORESTRY DIVISION
PREVENTION SERVICES BUREAU
FV:ij
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L-1-1
The referenced text in Section 3.4.1.1, Emergency Services, has been corrected to state, “The
CFPD has the primary responsibility for emergency medical service and fire service in a total of
58 cities and the unincorporated areas of the County.”
L-1-2
If a build alternative is selected for implementation, it will be designed, constructed, and
operated, consistent with all applicable Federal, State, regional, and local fire control and
response regulations.
Measure CON-TR-1 (Section 3.24.4.5 in the Recirculated Draft Environmental Impact Report/
Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement [RDEIR/SDEIS]) requires the preparation
of a Transportation Management Plan (TMP) that will be implemented prior to and during the
project construction. As part of the TMP, Measure CON-U&ES-1 (Section 3.24.4.4) requires the
California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) and the construction contractor to coordinate
all temporary ramp closures and detour plans with fire, emergency medical, and law
enforcement providers to minimize temporary delays in emergency response times, including
the identification of alternative routes and routes across the construction areas for emergency
vehicles, developed in coordination with the affected agencies including the Los Angeles County
Fire Department (LACFD). This includes coordination on the load limits of any temporary
bridges that may need to be constructed.
Caltrans and the construction contractors will coordinate with the local fire prevention and
control agencies to ensure that adequate water sources for fire suppression within the project
disturbance limits are provided during construction.
L-1-3
Caltrans acknowledges this comment, that the areas germane to the statutory responsibilities of
the LACFD, Forestry Division, have been addressed.
L-1-4
Caltrans acknowledges that the LACFD, Health Hazardous Materials Division, has no objection
to the proposed project.
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CITY OF LONG BEACH
Ornc¡
333 West Ocean

Boulevard

o

oF THE Crrv MnrunerR
Long Beach, CA

90802 .

(562)

570-6711 FAX (562) 570-7650

August 7,2012
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Mr. Ronald Kosinski
Caltrans District 7, Division of Environmental Planning
100 South Main Street, MS 164
Los Angeles, CA 90012

RE: l-710 Corridor Project Draft EIR/EIS

-

Official Public Comment Period

Dear Mr. Kosinski:

The City of Long Beach ("the City") appreciates receiving the Draft EIR/EIS for the l-710
Corridor Project. City staff have begun reviewing the document and participating in the
scheduled study sessions for the project.
The City recognizes the regional significance of the l-710 Corridor Project and the integral
role the l-710 freeway plays in the operations at the Port of Long Beach. The l-710
freeway traverses through four of the City's nine Council districts and nearly forty percent
of the Corridor Project is located within the City's boundary.

It is for these reasons that the City Council took action at its July 24,2012 meeting and
directed staff to respectfully request that Caltrans extend the official public comment period
for the Draft EIR/EIS beyond 60 days. The City requests that the time frame be extended
to a 90 to 120 day review period. The Draft EIR/EIS has been highly anticipated and more
time is needed for City departments to thoroughly review the document and prepare
comments that respond to the goals of the project and the concerns of the community.
On behalf of the City, I want to thank you for the opportunity to review the Draft EIR/EIS,
and for your consideration of the City's request that the official public comment period be
extended. I am available to confer regarding the City's request.

City Manager

CC:

Suzanne Frick, Assistant City Manager
Reginald l. Harrison, Deputy City Manager
Amy J. Bodek, Director of Development Services
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The public review period was extended from the original 60 days to provide for an additional
30-day review.
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Print

1 of 1

http://us.mg6.mail.yahoo.com/neo/launch?.rand=7sn4d1aftdat4

Subject:

I-710 Corridor Project Feedback

From:

thomas.martin@cityofmaywood.org (thomas.martin@cityofmaywood.org)

To:

info.i710@mbimedia.com;

Cc:

I710@LSA-Assoc.com; info.i710@yahoo.com;

Date:

Tuesday, August 28, 2012 5:26 PM

From: Thomas Martin
Organization: City of Maywood Councilmember
Phone:
Mailing Address: 4319 E. Slauson Ave.
City, State: Maywood, CA
Zip: 90270

L-3

Comment/Question:
I wanted to tell you to please build the on ramp and off ramp on Slauson Avenue. It is needed to help the commercial area and also reduce
L-3-1
greenhouse gas emissions from vehicles that have to travel farther to get to Maywood.
Several residents and businesses in Maywood and Commerce support this new on ramp/off ramp.
I also support Alternate 6B.
Thank You.
*You received this message because Thomas Martin submitted feedback regarding the I-710 Corridor Project.
Regards,
System Administrator

8/29/2012 4:20 PM

I-710 Corridor Project RDEIR/SDEIS

This page intentionally left blank

Page 12

I-710 Corridor Project RDEIR/SDEIS

L-3-1
The Project Team acknowledges the commenter’s preference for construction of the on- and
off-ramps at Slauson Ave. and of Alternative 6B. In the RDEIR/SDEIS (RDERI/SDEIS),
Alternative 7 provides a new freight corridor interchange at Interstate 710 (I-710)/Slauson Ave.
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Coctnty of Los Angeles

sheriff's Depdrcment Helldqurlltels
4700 Ramona Bouleuard
Monterey Parh, Caffirnia 91754-2169
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August 29, 2012

L-4

Ronald J. Kosinski (t,t/Deputy District Director
Division of Environmental Planning
Department of Transportation, District 7
100 South Main Street, MS-164
Los Angeles, California 90012
Dear Mr. Kosinski:
REVIEW COMMENTS
NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING AND AVAILABILITY OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT
REPORT/STATEMENT
INTERSTATE 710 CORRIDOR PROJECT (07-LA-710-PM; 4.9t24.91

The Los Angeles County Sheriff's Department (Department) submits the following
review comments on the Draft Environmental lmpact ReporUEnvironmental lmpact
Statement (ElR/E|S), dated June 2012, for the lnterstate l-710 Corridor Project
(Project). The proposed Project will construct improvements to l-710 from Ocean
Boulevard in the City of Long Beach to State Route 60 (SR-60) in East Los Angeles.
The proposed Project will add lanes to the l-710 mainline and may also include the
installation of a separate, four-lane freight movement corridor.
The proposed Project is not expected to significantly impact the Department's
operations or resources. However, emergency access for Department personnel,
vehicles, and equipment must be maintained through the Project site during all phases
of construction activities. As discussed in the Draft EIR/ElS, a Transporlation
Management Plan (TMP) should be prepared for the proposed Project and reviewed by
the Department and other agencies that provide emergency response services to the
Project site and vicinity (see Mitigation Measure CON-6, Section 3.24.4.5). The TMP
should then be implemented during the construction activities to reduce constructionrelated emergency access impacts to a level of insignificance.

L-4-1

The Department has no other comments to submit at this time, but reserves the right to
further address this matter in subsequent reviews of the proposed Project.

L-4-2

Z Jtol¡tton of Sntuì"n

Srn.e

1350

Mr. Kosinski

-2-

August 29,2012

Thank you for including the Department in the environmental review process for the
proposed Project. Should you have any questions of the Department regarding this
matter, please contact Lester Miyoshi, of my staff, at (626) 300-3012 and refer to
Facilities Planning Bureau Tracking No. 12-044. You may also contact Mr. Miyoshi, via
e-mail, at Lhmivosh@lasd.orq.
Sincerely,
LEROY D. BACA, SHERIFF

Gary T.K. Tse, Director
Facilities Planning Bureau

I-710 Corridor Project RDEIR/SDEIS

L-4-1
Emergency access for the Los Angeles County Sheriff’s Department (LACSD) personnel,
vehicles, and equipment will be maintained through the Study Area during all phases of
construction activities. As discussed in Section 2.4.2.1, a Transportation Management Plan
(TMP) will be prepared for the proposed project. Prior to the start of construction, the California
Department of Transportation (Caltrans) will transmit this TMP for review to the LACSD and
other agencies that provide emergency response services to the Study Area and vicinity. The
TMP will then be implemented during construction activities to reduce construction-related
emergency access impacts to a level of insignificance.
L-4-2
Caltrans acknowledges that the LACSD has no further comment and reserves its right to further
address its comments on the Draft EIR/EIS and RDEIR/SDEIS upon subsequent reviews of the
proposed project.
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CITY OF SIGNAL HILL
2175 Cherry Avenue

r

Signal Hill, CA 90755-3799

September 24,2012
Ron Kosinski (lr¿-Caltrans District 7, Division of Environmental Planning
100 South Main Street, MS 16A
Los Angeles, CA 90012

Subject:

Comments on Draft EIR/ElS for

the l-710 Corridor Proiect

Dear Mr. Kosinski:

The City of Signal Hill appreciates the opportunity to provide the following comments on
the draft EIR/EIS for the l-710 Corridor Project:
Section 3.5 - Traffic and Transportation/Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities

The Freeway Traffic Operations Analysis Report and lntersection Traffic lmpact
Analysis Report evaluated the effects of the l-710 Corridor Project alternatives on
freeway segments, freeway ramps, and local intersections within the study area. The
lntersection Traffic lmpact Analysis Report identified two intersections along Cherry
Avenue as needing congestion relief intersection improvements. These intersections
are:

o
.

Cherry Avenue and Willow Street
Cherry Avenue and Wardlow Road

However, the l-405 on and off ramps at Cherry Avenue, located between these two
intersections, were not evaluated. The City of Signal Hill agrees with the Traffic lmpact
Analysis Report that Cherry Avenue will serve as an alternative route to the l-710 during
the construction phase and believes that the ramps will also be be impacted by the l710 construction. We also believe the ramps on Orange Avenue and the l-405 will be
similarly impacted. Therefore, the City is requesting that the l-405 ramps at Cherry
Avenue and at Orange Avenue be identified for congestion relief improvements or
Traffic Management Plan mitigation improvements.
Cherry Avenue a major transportation corridor used in the local and regional movement
of goods to and from the Port of Los Angeles, Port of Long Beach and the Long Beach
airport. Cherry Avenue also serves a primary entry/exit to the Boeing Aircraft facility.
The l-405/Cherry Avenue ramp improvements have qualified for federal grant funds for

L-5-1

l-710 EIR/EIS Comment Letter
September 24,2012
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the preparation a Project Study Report to improve safety and reduce accidents. A
preliminary design has been completed and approved by Caltrans.

The ramps at Orange Avenue are adjacent to residential neighborhoods in Signal Hill
and Long Beach. Orange Avenue is a two-lane arterial and transit route, which
operates at Level of Service E. Additional traffic resulting from the l-710 construction
will likely degrade the LOS to F. Closure of the ramps at Orange Avenue would be

L-5-2

acceptable to Signal Hill.

Section 3.9 - Water Quality and Sormwater Runoff

The Gateway Water Management Authority submitted a comment |etter dated
September 14, 2012 (attached). The City of Signal Hill supports the comments
provided in the letter.

The City of Signal Hill appreciates your assistance. lf you have any questions, please
feel free to contact me at (562) 989-7375 or chonevcutt@cityofsiqnalhill.orq.
Sincerely,

Deputy City Manager

cc:

Steve Myrter

L-5-3

1üOl Pârañount Elvd., Pårämount, c,A9g723

ated Regional Water Management
Joinl Powers Authority

¡

¡

562.663.685O phone 562-634-8216 l*ax

ww.gatewayirwmp.org

14 Septenrber2012

Ronald Kosinski
Caltrans District 7, Division of Environmental Planning
100 South Main Street, MS 164
Los Angeles, CA 90012

Subject: Comments on Draft Environment Lnpact Report/Environmental Ínpact Stateme,nt
(EIR/EIS) for the Interstate 710 (I-710) Corridor Project
Dear Mr. Kosínski:

I

am writing on behalf of thc Gateway Water Manage,rrent Authority (Los Angeles Gateway
Region lntegrated Regional Water Management Joint Powers Authority), or "GWMA," a
growing coalition currently comprised of 20 cities and govemment entities. The GWMA is
responsible for the regional water planning needs of approximately 2 million people tn the 26
cities of the Gateway Region. It was designated by the State of Califonria as an Integrated
'Water
Management Group - a collaborative effort to manage all aspects of water
Regional
resources in a region and involves multiple agencies, stakeholders, and groups across
juri sdictional boundaries.
The GWvIA member cities and agencies will both beirefit from and be impacted by the Caltrans
I-710 Corridor Project. V/e appreciate the opportunity to present our courments and concems
about how water quality is teated in the Project's Draft EIRÆIS.

Caltrans Parhership with Local Governments in the Watershed
Caltrans has beør an active partner with the local agencies in the Los Angeles River watershed in
addressing su¡face water qualrty impairments. Fifteen of our member cities, along with Los
Angeles County and Calhans, are regulated under multiple TMDLs for the Los Angeles River
and Estuary watershed. Additional TMDLs are contemplated as shown on Table 3.9-2 of the
EIR/EIS.

Caltans is currently participating in two watershed-level Me,moranda of Agreeinent (MOAs)
$rith the Gateway Cities Council of Gove,nrments, our sponsoring entity. One MOA assists the
local age,ncies monitoring metals in the Los Angeles River and its tributaries, and the other is for
the completion of two scientific studies on the impacts of lead and copper in the watershed.
Caltrans is also particþating in the development of implementation plans for the Metals TMDLs
in the region.
Christopher Cash, Boård Chair . Adriana Figueroa, Vlce4halr. Charlie Honeycutt, Secret¿rt/Treasurer

¡

Kevin Waüier, Chalr Emerltus

Mirada.Lâkenood-Lons
n."""1'#[iäfä.ï'trJ""'i:ï-ïiiu1iffifi:iii"Tï;iii:nt#r":L
.Sor¡thGate.Ve¡non'Whrürer

currenrM€mbers:Be, .8e,
LongBeechWaterDepartment.Lynwood'Norwalk.Paramount.PicoRívera.SantaFeSprings.Signaì

Hill

B€ach.
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hope that Caltrans will continue to partner with ow communities in planning for comprehensive
water quality improvements throughout the development and impleme,ntation of the I-710
Project.

More EmphasÍs Should be Given to Water Qualrty Improvements in the I-710 Corridor
Project
Although Caltrans has bee,n a valued parhrer in several regional projects to improve the science
of water quality in TMDL implenrentation planning, water quality improvement has been given
inzufficient e,mphasis in the I-710 Corridor Project. Section 1.2.2.7 of the Draft EIRÆIS
specifies five important project pu{poses, including to "Inrprove air qualitl and public health."
We think water quality improvement should also be listed as a project purpose since the corridor
project runs along the Los Angeles River for several miles, and the river is listed as impaired for
many pollutants. Furthermore, as mentioned above, municipal dischargers, including Caltrans,
are subject to the requirements of several TMDLs that have bee,n ápproved or established by
EPA. Water quality-based effluent limitations in the ne\ry stomiwaterpennits about to be adopted
are being drafted to be consistent with the assumptions and requirements of the waste load
allocations in fhe applicable TMDLs. A new water quality purpose could be expressed as
"Improve water quahty and aquatic health."
Need

for Improved Cooperative Watershed Planning between Caltrans and the Adjacent

Comnunities
Implemortation of the I-710 Corridor Project will likely be the largest and most significant
constn¡ction project along the Estuary, Reach l, and lower Reach 2 of the Los Angeles River in
the next several decades. It should be viewed as an opportunity to make significant
improvenrents in the quality of stormwater and urban runofF to the river and the estuary.
Unfortunately, the I-710 project appears to be a o'stand alone" project in terms of dealing with
water quality impacts to the Los Angeles River. The draft EIR/EIS fails to reoogntze the need for
wa.tershed planning and oufreach to the surrounding communities.

For exa:nple, the project may require the removal and replacernent of the West Basiir of the
Dominquez Gap project. The Draft EIR/EIS is the first time we have been made arryare of this. A
cooperative watershed approach to the project would examine the abilify to reconstruct the basin
to provide additional benefits not only to the project, but to surrounding communities. The same
situation exists with respect to the constnrction of Austin sand filters at va¡ious sites in the
project. The Draft EIR/EIS should'explore opportunities to work with the surrounding
communities by increasing the size of the sand filtcrs to accommodate water quahty from the
immediate vicinity of the project.
The Water Quality Technical Report that fonned the basis for part of the Drafr EIR/EIS states,
"Upon selection of a preferred altemative and prior to desigr¡ it is resomme,nded that a new
Corridor Stormwater Management Study be prepared for the project." However, we have besrr

Christopher Cash, Board Chair . Adriana Figueroa, Yicê4halr r Charlie Honeycut( SecrÉtåry/Trêâswer

r

Kevin Wattier, Châ¡r Emeritus

Proudly serv¡ng Gateway cltles and agênc¡es ¡n Southeastèrn Loe Angeles County
CunentMembers:Bell 'Bell Gardens'Belfflower'Ceñtral BasinMunicipal WaterDistrict.C€ritos.Commerce'Downey'LâMiradâ'Lakewood'LongBeach'

!¡nsBeachwaterDeperbnent.Lynwood.Norwalk'H,Tgr*,:,::î.T:î.:,;:i3^Hsprinss.Signal

Hill .SouthGate'Vemon'Whittier
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unable to find a commit¡ent to prepare a new Corridor Stormwater Manageme,nt Study in the
Draft EIRÆIS itself. We strongly urge Caltrans to make such a commitnent. The GWMA also
recommsnds that Caltrans establish a 'Water Quality 'Working Group that would include
re,prese,ntatives of the GWMA, the cities \4.ithin the I-710 study area, the ports, stormwatsr
qualify consultants, and, potentially, the Construction Industry Coalition for Clean 'Water and
envi¡onmental organizations, to advise Caltans on how to most effectively make use of the
opportunities prese,nted by the I-710 Corridor Project to improve water quality in the Los
Angeles River.
Improved coordination of watershed plærning betwee,n Caltuans and cities ï\¡ithin in I-710 study
a¡ea could be especially useful if the County's proposed Water Quality Funding lnitiative is
approved next year by properfy o\üners. Several millions of dollars would be available to cities,
the unincorporated county, and Watershed Authority Groups over many years to potentially help
fund joint water quality improvement projects with Caltrans within or near the I-710 Corridor
Project.

NPDES Receiving Water's LÍmÍtation Language
Surrounding Communities

-

Impact on the Project and the

The 2001 MS4 NPDES Permit for l-os Angeles County required that all discharges into the
surface waters not cause applicable water quality standards to be exceeded. Although the stated
intent of this requirement is protection of beneficial uses of waters receiving the discharges, the
practical effect of this requirernent is that, in many cases, runoffbeing discharged into the Los
Angeles River would have to eventually meet and escceed drinkiag water standards. Efforts to
achieve compliance with these requirements are extremely costly to Permittees.
The draft 2012 lll4S4 Permit signifrcantly "ups the ante" on these compliance costs, since the
permit proposes to incorporate dozens of TMDLs into the pennit, including those impacting the
I-710 Project. The new pennit requires compliance with a series of interim milestones a¡rd
ultimately requires that runoff into the Los Angeles River meet numeric limits. Failure to meet
these numeric limits could expose Caltrans and the surrounding communities to third-party
litigation and significant'Water Board fines for failure to comply.

In a May 10, 2000 letter from Caltrans Secretary Maria Contreras-Sweet to CalÆPA Secretary
W'inston Hickox, Caltrans recognized the exfaordinary regulatory burden that recciving waters
limitation provisions in the MS4 permits placed on the Agency and California's communities.
The letter called for greater cooperation betq¡een CalÆPA, Caltrans, and local agencies. The
letter stated, in part:
"To achieve these requírements, Californìa's commuflìtìes, ønd Caltrans
provide
enhanced eJforts to prevent the releøse of pollulønts wÍ.ahín runoff or to
provìde for the cøpture ønd treøtmenÍ of storm water runoff príar to

wìIl need to møke substøntìal contìnuìng ínvestnents to

dßcharge,

Christopher Gash, Board Chair r Adriana Figueroa, v¡ce-Cha¡r r Gharlie Honeycutt, Secretâry/Treasurer

¡

Kevin Watt¡er, Chair Eme¡itus

Proudlyservlng Gateway cities and agencies ln Southeâstern Los Angeles County
CurrentMembêrs:Bell .Bdl Gardens.Bellflower'Central BasinMunicipal WaterDislrict'Gerrilos.Commerce.Downey.LaMirada'Lakewood'LongBeach'
. sisnal H¡ll .sóuth Gare.vemon 'whittier
Lons Beach water Department . Lynwmd . Norwalk.

:ffi.1tyll,;li:.ry:.r:,;jTf_l:sprines
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Failure to cotlqtly wìth lhe Cleøn Wat¿r Act exposes Californìa's
munícìpalítíes ønd Cøltrans to regulatory action and fines, ønd thírd

pørty løwsuíts. Cøltrøns has ølread.y been sued ín fed.eral court ín three
Iocatíons and is operatìng under the terms of ø permanent ínjanctìon ín
Los Angelcs, and ø consent decree in San Dìego." (Pøge 2),

The letter went on to describe a series of actions that Caltrans was taking and would continue to
implement in order to improve water quality. These included developing new maintenance,
design and construction specifications for best managemørt practices, active monitoring of
runoff, and increased consürrction inspection activities. The letter also indicated that Caltrans
. would pilot new structu¡al water quality control devices and coordinate activities with local
communities a.s followst

"Faeìlìtaling communþ-based wøtershed plønning effirts where øll
alfected stakeholders cøn øddress the practícøl dfficulty of achíevíng
carrent water qaalíty objectìves, and work fn develop the best, øffordøble
approøches for øttaíníng and møíntøiníng øcceptable commanìgt water
qaohty goals and objectíves" (Pøge 2)
Secretary Contreras-Sweet commented that, even with large expendifures to reduce stonnwater
pollution "Cøltrøns will líkely not be ín fall complìance with the receìvùng waters limitstíons
provìsions of the current permít FuIl compliønce ín the near term moy not be technìcally or
economícallyfeasíblefor Caltrans ot øny munícipølìty.' (Pøge 3), The letter urged CalÆPA to
assist Caltrans and the local agencies that were working together to pursue strategies to meet the
NPDES Pennit require,rne,nts. The letter concluded by raising the policy question of how best to
balance needed investments in water quality with other community needs. 'Vy'e encourage
Calhans to consider that question when moving forward with elements of the I-710 Corridor
Project.

Specific Impacts of the 710 Freeway on the Surrounding Communities

Limiting Future Trectment Optíons by Covering Existíng Open Space
The GWMA Cities are concerned that the proposed alignment of the freewaywill cover existing
open spac€s adjacørt to the Los Angeles River that could otherwise be available for future
stormwater treatnent and infilfration. The Cities believe that a more detailed desc,ription of the
alignnent, including frontage roads and interchanges on the existing retention and infiltration
areas adjacent to the River is necessary to understand the full impacts of the project. (See
Anaheim #9, PCH #10, l/illow Steet #11, Martin Luther King Avenue#2l,Imperial Highway
#22,Firestone Boulevard 1i26, and Slauson Avenue #28 alignment exhibits.) By constructing in
open spaces adjacent to the Los Angeles River, the project will foreclose on futu¡e options to
treat and infiltrate stormwater for the surrounding communities. \Ve all need to have a fhorough
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understanding of the proposed alignment a¡d its impacts. The Draft EIRÆIS should provide a
more detailed description and analysis of the relationship betwem the open spaces to be
eliminated and the existing onsite and off-site storm drain systems.

It may be that that the only viable option is to construct the freeway in the remaining open spaces
adjacent to the Los Angeles River. However, the EIR/EIS should examine working with the
surrounding cities to add compensating open space where water quality projects could be
constructed. These a¡eas need not be immediately adjacent to the freeway but sould be in
locations that take advantage of the adjacent city's drainage system, soil suitabilþ and other
local factors.
Sources of Zinc Pollution

One of the metals TMDLs for the Los Angeles River is for nnc.In addition to tire wear, the
other major sourcÆ of ztnc is galvanized metal. The Hydrology Technical Study notes that most
existing storm drain systems will be removed or significantly altered in conjunction with
proposed construction. However, we did not see an explanation of the materials that will be used
in new construction. Calfrans should commit to not using galvanized comrgated metal pipe
(CNß) in consfuction of new or extended storm drains. In fac! as much of existing CMP storm
drain systems as possible should be rernored. Release of zinLc from I-710 CMP storm drains
could increase pressure on srüTounding communities to rgmove more zinc from thcir stormwater
discharges to compensate for Caltrans discharges.

In addition, Caltrans should commit to using only coated galvanized metal in exposed uses of
galvantzed metal in the I-710 Corridor Project in order to help achieve compliance with the Los
Angeles River zinc TMDL and the TMDL for toxic pollutants in Dominguez Channel, Greater
Los Angeles and Iæng Beach Harbor V/aters.
Irnpacts of Atmospheríc Depositionfrom the Freeway on Surrounding Cornmunilies

Several major studies have concluded that freeways are a significant source of metals on
properties nea¡ to freeways and in regional atnospheric deposition. For example, copper dust
from brake pads and zinc from tire wear are routinely deposited on the watersheds near freeways.
The EIR/EIS should disclose ttre amount of copper,leaÃ, zinc, and other compounds that are
estimated to be deposited on lands nea¡ the freeway from aûnospheric dqrosition, as well as the
a:nounts that a¡e expected to get into City and County storm d¡ains near the project.
(Jncertaín Lcvet of Treatment af Discharges of Stormwater and Urban Runoff
'Water
The Final Storm
Data Report indicates that, based on a stategy to teat runoff wherever
possible, teatlent systems will process discharges from approximately 83% of the paved area of
the project. Apparently, the reinainder of the flow cannot be treated due to space and hydraulic
limitations. The report also says that further analysis is roquired in zubsequent project phases to
veriff t¡pe and feasibility of treatment, given such considerations as utility conflicts, existing
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drainage inverts, and right-of-way impacts. The GWMA believes that Caltrans should make
evcry effort to treat l00o/o of the runoff from the project up to the 85ú percentile design storm.
High volume freeways such as I-710 are major conduits for pollutants from direct deposition and
atmospheric deposition, and I-710 is in such clear proximity to the Los Angeles River that extra
attention must be g¡ven to preventing pollutants from discharging into the river, If tecessary,
Caltrans should purchase property nea¡ to the project site to heat stormwater and urban runoff
that cannot be treated onsite because of site constraints such as those mentioned above.
Alternativel¡ Caltans could install off-site stonnwater treatue,nt systerns for mitigation credit.
One othe¡ refcrence in the Final Stonn Water Data Report adds to our wrcertainty about the level
of treaünent required for stormwater discha¡ges for the I-710 Corridor Project. The report briefly
discusses a January 17, 2008 stipulation and order that requires Caltuans to prepare Corridor
Stormwater Management Studies to determine the technical feasibility of implementing BMPs in
zuch a manner that they reduce overall pollutant loading to 20o/o below the 1994levels within
each watershed. How will the 2009 studies for the portion of the 710 within the I-710 Corridor
Project impact the level of treatment of stonnwater discharges from the project? Would
enlargemept of Calfrans teatnent BMPs to also treat ofÊsite stormwater from adjacent
commr¡nities that discharge through the project to the river help meet the requirement to reduce
overall pollutant loading to 20o/o below 1994 levels in this watershed?

Uncertain Impacts on Locøl Storm Drains
Table 3-1 in the Final Preliminary Hydrology Report shows that several Caltans drainage areas
outlet to local municipal storm drains and pump stations. The Hydrology Report also states that,
as part of the proposed improvements along the I-710 Corridor, the existing off-site drainage
peak flows will be accommodated. The report also says that many of the existing onsite storm
drain systems handle off-site flows, but that design flows from off-site storm drains were not
always available. The Draft EIRÆIS should provide a more detailed description of when new
freeway drains are proposed to connect local storm drains. It appears that additional research is
required. This additional research should include analysis of opportunities for low-flow
diversions to publicly-owned treaùnent works to assist with compliance with the dry-weather
component of the Los Angeles River BacteriaTMDL.
The GWMA appreciates the presentation on the key ñndings of the W.ater Technical Studies by
Jerry V/ood, Director of Transportation and Engineering for the Gateway Cities Council of
Govemments. However, the uncertain impacts on local storm drains and pump stations, and the
r¡ncertainties about levels of treaû¡ent of stormwater discharges from the Corridor Project,
indicate that more communication between Calhans and the GWMA would be beneficial.

Monitoring
The EIR/EIS should provide a detailed description of the outfall monitoring proposed at the
Project's connections with the local and Los Angeles County Flood Contol District (LACFCD)
drains, as well as the Los Angeles River. The d¡aft MS4 NPDES Pennit for Los Angeles
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County requires outfall monítoring by each city. The sities will need to know the amount of
pollutants being discharged into the Los Angeles River from the project and into adjacent local
or LACFCD stomr drain systons. Further, the Project EIRÆIS should discuss whether Caltrans
will continue to participate in joint monitoring efforts in the los Angeles River.

Conclusion
Our review of the Draft EIRÆIS and supporting Technical Reports indicates that portions of the
documcnts necd to be updated to reflect the latest 303(d) impaired waters listings, recently
adopted TMDLs, and the new requirements of the Statewide Caltrans MS4 perrnit scheduled for
'Water
adoption by the State
Boa¡d on Sqltember 19,2012. Our review has also indicated that
water quality management within the project area requires more e,mphasis and more coordination
with surrounding communities. There ar€ mary areas of coÍìmon interest between Caltrans and
the GWMA, and we are available to meet with you and your wafer quality conzultants at any
time.
Thank you again for the opportunity to provide these comments.
Sincerely,

GATEWAY WATER MANAGEMENT AUTHORITY

Christopher Cash
Board Chair
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L-5-1
The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) acknowledges this comment related to
the arterial intersection analysis and for consideration of improvements to the Interstate 405 (I405) ramps at Cherry Ave. and Orange Ave. The arterial intersection analysis has been updated
for the Recirculated Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS (RDEIR/SDEIS) and is summarized in
Section 3.5.3.
L-5-2
See the above Response to Comment L-5-1 related to the arterial roadway analysis.
L-5-3
The City of Signal Hill’s support of the comments submitted by the Gateway Water Management
Authority (GWMA) is acknowledged. Please refer to Responses to Comments U-3-1 through
U-3-18 for responses to those comments.
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Print

1 of 1

http://us.mg6.mail.yahoo.com/neo/launch?.rand=82en49rmqpmug

Subject:

I-710 Corridor Project Feedback

From:

carlos@bellgardenschamber.org (carlos@bellgardenschamber.org)

To:

info.i710@mbimedia.com;

Cc:

I710@LSA-Assoc.com; info.i710@yahoo.com;

Date:

Tuesday, September 25, 2012 1:41 PM

From: Carlos Cruz
Organization: Bell Gardens Chamber of Commerce
Phone: 562-806-2355
Mailing Address: 7535 Perry Rd. Bell Gardens
City, State: CA
Zip: 90201
Comment/Question:
This will alleviate traffic and also help reduce commute time.
Thus helping clean up the air with a short commute time.

L-6

L-6-1

In addition, trucks will be allowed to exit the freeway and go to Commerce quicker.
*You received this message because Carlos Cruz submitted feedback regarding the I-710 Corridor Project.
Regards,
System Administrator

10/8/2012 9:51 AM

I-710 Corridor Project RDEIR/SDEIS
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L-6-1
The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) acknowledges the commenter’s support
of the proposed project.
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GLORIA MOLINA
SUPEFVISOR, FIRST DISTRICT

September 26,2012

Mr. Ronald Kosinski IUL
Caltrans District 7
Division of Environmental Planning
'100 South Main Street, MS 164
Los Angeles, California 90012
Dear Mr. Kosinski'

I am submitting
On behalf of East Los Angeles Local Advisory Committee
iegarding the l-710 Draft Environmental lmpact
comments
"nO "oñðerns
Repod (ElR).
l-719 freeway'
My office has facilitated numerous meetings regarding the
by the l-5'
As you are aware, il]" East Los Angelu" community. is affected
cumulative
i,id, SR-00 and SR-710 freeways which cause intensified
Los Angeles
impacts in the community. Consequently the residents East
of the 710
e.xpansion
are extremely concerned about the proposed
treeway. Enbosed are the comments made by the East Los Angeles
Local ÁOuisory Committee for your consideration'
contact my
lf you require additional assistance, please do not hesitate to
office at (213) 974-4111.

GLORIA MOLINA
Supervisor, First District
Enclosure
GM/ne

P.ØL
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concerns and comments regarding the
The East Los Angeles Local Advisory comm¡ttee has the followÍng
Draft EIR on the 1710 freewaY.
Cruz of the County of Los Angeles
The Local Advisory committee supports the comments made by Ruben
indicated betow' However, we wish to make
as they pertain to the community of East Los Angeles as

additional comments and requests.
DRAFT EIR NOTICE

made it difficult for many in our community
The release date of the Draft EIR during the summer months
important stakeholders,
to review the document and attend meetings. Addit¡onally many of the most
of the Draft EIR or the meetings'
those living in close proximity to the l-710 freeway received no notice
half mile of the project by
we request that notice be given to all residents and property owners within a
Los Angeles is dependent
mailing. As noted in the community profiles 32.6 % of the population in East
in East Los Angeles' (Ten days
on public tränsportation, yet none of the public meetings were scheduled
public meeting. However there
before the deadline to submit public cornments an offer was made for a
and receive their comments)
would have been inadequate time to inform the public of the meeting

L-7-1

for residents of East Los Angeles'
The comment period should be re-opened and a meeting scheduled
given to all residents livíng within %
Mail notification of the Draft EtR and the public meetings should be
were unaware of the
of the l-710 freeway in East Los Angeles. Most East Los Angeles residents
mile

reviewing the document'
Draft ElR. lts release during the summer months prevented many from
NOISE POLLUTION:

East Los Angeles community should
An overall study of the sound levels and noise pollution in the entire
Los Angeles communíty do not increase'
be completed to ensure that overatl sound levels in the East
increased by the project that ¡s
Current noise pollution from the l-710 should be reduced or not be

L-7-2

selected. Please see attached Acoustical Society of America report'
reduction is not to acceptable
sound walls must be provided if they reduce the sound leveleven if the
the noise pollution must be
levels. lf the sound walls do not decrease the noise to acceptable levels
quieter road materials'
reduced by other means such as taller or better sound walls, landscaping,
limited to: schools, homes'
soundproofing and retrofitting of all dwellings affected including but not

L-7-3

public buildings, Churches and businesses'
Section 3.74.5,3
a sound wall, but
Humphreys Avenue Elementary School is listed as being consÍdered for
be protected from
rejected. We disagree with this decision, The students at this school must

the increased noise level'
as indicated our community
Noise measurements at Calvary Cemetery were not conducted but
path for recreation and
utilizes the perímeter of the cemetery as a jogging, walking running

modeled for this cemetery'
exercise. We request that noise measurements be conducted and

L-7-4

3EP-2?-2Ør2 16:31

FRDI'I COUNTY TF LTS

RNCELES

T0

r2t389?Ø36Ø

P. Ø3

interesting that all

we request that all sound walls considered in East Los Angeles be built' lt is
Webelieve
ofthenoiseimpactswhichareseenasnotbeingreasonableareinEastLosAngeles'
of East Los Angeles'
that Noise pollution is an Environmentallustice issue in the community
we support the following comments of Ruben cruz of the county of Los Angeles:

L-7-4

u7.

noise impacts dre
Noise impacts ore discussed in the DE\R/DEIS. However, not all
lf it is
mitigated. Noise impacts shalt be mitigoted to equol or below than "No Buìlt" conditions'
new sound woll will
determined that inqeøsing the heightôl existing sound wall or constructing
and interior noise
woll
not ochieve the desired mitigation results, then combinqtion of sound
than "No Built" ' Speciol
abãtement me(rsures is requíred to reduce noise levels to equal or below
particular Humphreys Elementary
ottention shoutd be given to all schools in the Eost LA area, in
the freewTy"'
School ond Ford Boulevord Elementory School due the¡r prox¡mity to

TRAFFIC

Anaddítionaloption
ïhereductioninlevelofserviceunderAlternatives6A,68and6Cisunacceptable.
for further review to see if it
which includes a 5'h northbound lane from the t-5 to sR should be added
a freight corridor but not
reduces traffic impacts. Additíonally, another alternative which includes
of service in East Los Angeles'
additional lanes should be studied to see if this would increase the level
of the build alternatives'
Compared to the No Build Alternative Traffic volumes are increased under all
lt appears that this decrease in
Level of Service mostly decreases under Alternatives 64, 6B and 6C.
which stây on the freeway
Level of seruice is due to an increased volume of Port and Non-Port Trucks
Non-Port Trucks are
rather than exiting on olympic Blvd. Additionally, it appears that additional
5A'
entering the freeway at Olympic. Level of Service improves under Alternative
see Table 1

-

L-7-5

L-7-6

2035 East Los Angeles Average Daíly Traffic Volumes.

AIR POLLUTION
Los Angeles over the No Build
We are opposed to any build alternative that increases emissions in East
pâst decade residents have stated
Alternative leve]s. Throughout our community meetings over the
to improve air
concern is air pollution. An overriding principal in this project has been

L-7-7

their number one
alternative'
quality. yet we find that all of the alternatives decrease the quality of air over the no build
East Los Angeles
All of the build atternatives have disproportionate air pollution impacts to the
to violate Environmental
Community when compared to the l-710 corridor as a whole. This appears
Justice standards,

emissions and most
compared with the other plans the No Build, Alternative 1A has the lowest
Particulate Matter Emissions
reductions in emissions over 200g of all emissions charted except for Diesef
on the North
(DpM). Alternatíves 68 and 6C, ZE1option, for a portion of the l-710 area from 6tn Street

per day to an increase of .04 lþs per day'
to the l-5 freeway on the South, shows decreases from 1,0 lb
of between .04 lbs per day to
However, the area North of 6th street to the l-60 shows increases of opl

L-7-8

ctrP-??-?øl

2

16:31

FRDN

COUNTY OF LOS ÊNDELES

T0

r2L3A9?Ø36Ø

P.Ø4

Freeway
1,0 lbs per day, Additionally similar increases of DPM are experienced all along the Pomona
(SR60) {See Figures 5 and 6).

th¡s datâ'
DpM emissions under alternative 5A and 6A are not shown. We would like to see

L-7-9

-1'0 lbs/day to -.04 lbs per day and
The range in DpM emissions is very inconclusive. The range shown is
so that we
-0.04 lbs per day to .04 lbs per day. We woutd like to see that range broken down further
could see if there is an actual decrease or increase. Obviously, .04 lbs per day is an Increase'

L-7-10

The No Build
The NOx (Oxides of Nitrogen) emissions are lower than 2008 for all Alternatives.

L-7-11

Alternative has the lowest emissions.
Los Angeles in any
in
Totatpq2,Semissíons are not improved {decreased) over the 2008 baseline East
Alternatives 54, 64,
of the Alternatives . TotalPM2.S emíssions in East Los Angeles are increased under
Zero Emissíons original
68 and 6C under both the Zero Emissions Extension (ZEË) option and the non
6C,
plan. The ZEE plan Total pM2.s emissions are lower than the non ZEE plan in Alternatives 68 and

L-7-12

{See figures 3A and 4A).

Exåoust
our review of the data presented in Appendix R indicate there are pockets of improvement ¡n
pM2.S emíssions over the 2008 baseline under the No Build, Alternative 54, Alternative 68 and 6CZEE
all the other build
opt¡ons (See Figures 3B and 3C). There are pockets of increased emissions in
page 26 which states,
alternatives. This is contrary to the statement in the Draft EIR summary on
,,Alternatives 68 and 6c had the lowest exhaust PM 2.5 emissions and modeled concentration impacts

L-7-13

Alternatives 6B andlor
of all 2035 alternatives (even 2035 Alternative 1)....therefore, it is expected that
to the No Build
6C would decrease the public's health risk due to ultrafine particles, relative
is not shown in Appendix R
Alternatives."(see Flgures !3, !4,21 and 22, Appendix R) lS there data that
data' Given these
that contradicts Figures L3, !4,21 and 22? lÍ so, we would like to review this
and published with
conflicting data and statements in the summary, the draft EIR should be re'opened

the correct data or statements'
pMlO emisslons are not decreased overall in any of the Non-Build Alternatives for East Los Angeles,
6czEE optÍon do show a few
except Alternatíve 5A and some of the enlarged maps showing the 68 and
maps'
pockets of improvements in Exhoust PM10 lmpacts that are not visible in the less detailed
both
the 68 and
under
However, rhe TototpMlg lmpacts(assuming lnfinite Dust on Roads) is increased
options' (See figures 7 and B)
6C ZEE options. The ZEE option is however betterthan the non ZEE

L-7-14

that a more detailed
Given the contrary data presented in PM2.5 exhaust emissions it is requested
report be provided on the impacts to the community of East Los Angeles.
Los Angeles in particular'
We request addÍtional information which includes the threshold data for East
6B ZEE Design
data is described for the corridor as a whole on page 26, "Alternatives 1, 68, 6C,

This

greater than the
option had no incremental exhaust PM10 and PM2.5 impacts
the impacts to the East Los
SCAeMD,s significance threshold." This data will help us to determine
Angeles Community and if EnvironmentatJustice standards are being violated'

option and 6c

ZEË design

L-7-15
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greater for all build alternatives, we
Given that the cancer risk ímpacts north of Washington Bl. are
for the East Los
further request lncremental Air Toxics Emissions information for all of the alternatives
Matter, Benzene,
Angeles Community in particular, This data should include Diesel Particulate

L-7-16

Acetaldehyde, Formaldehyde, 1,3' butadiene and Acrolein'
CANCER RISKS

the community' we are
The ELA LAC is opposed to any Alternative that increases cancer risks to
part of the East Los Angeles
opposed to any build Alternative which increases Cancer risks to any
CommunitY.
Blvd' are greater for all build
The summary on page 26 states, "Cancer risk impacts north of Washington
6C'.. The ZEE Design Options for
alternatives (compared to Alternative 1), even for Alternatíves 6B and

when compared to
Alternative 1, would reduce the health risk north of the rail yards. However
to an incremental cancer
Alternative 1, these alternatives would continue to expose a few small areas
in incremental cancer
risk exceeding the 10 in a million threshold." Figures 23 and 24 show reductions
risks to some areas but does not show the areas
Cancer risks analysis should be more detailed

with increased risks'

L-7-17

to provide clearer interpretations.

comments made by the County of
The East Los Angeles Local Advisory Committee is in support of the
there are pockets of cancer risk
Los Angeles by Ruben Cruz:. However the ELA LAC is concerned that
We would like to see this risk
under 68 and 1czElwhich äre greater than the 10 in a million threshold.
reduced:

,,7. As stated on pdge 26 of the DEìR, Compared to Alternative 7, Alternative 68 ond Alternotive
rail yards, while the
6C høve lower cancer risk impacts untit the freight corridor ends neor the
north of Washington
other otternãtives høve greater cancer risk impocts, Cancer risk impocts
even
7),
for Alternotives 68
Btvd. are greater for ott build alternotives (compored to Alternotive
not operating in zero
and 6C, becøuse it ¡, orru^rd thot trucks not on the freight corridor ore
would reduce the health rísk
emission mode. The ZEE Design Options for Atternative 68 and 6C
have greate¡ cqncer risk
thdt
north of the rqít yords. county will not øpprove any alternative
împocts than "no build","

HEATTH RISKS

pollution. All of the plans
Our community ís tmpected disproportionately by the freeways and air
and obesity are
presented impact this community more than any other. Our rates of Asthma, Cancer
the impacts ffom these
impacted by these freeways. we reguest a health clinic to help deal with

L-7-18

projects.
APPENDIX O CONCEPT PLANS

port¡ons of 6th Street
Appendix O, Concept Plan for Alternative 54, page 26, Sheet 24 of 24, outlines

fromthet-TlotoEasternas"ExistingCaltransandLocal RightofWay." lsthisanerror?Weareopposed

L-7-19
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taking of any
to this location being used as an on or off ramp to the l-710. We are opposed to the
homes.

outlines portions of
Appendix O, Concept Plan for Alternatives ,64, 68 and 6C, page 52, Sheet 24 of 24,
Local Right of Way and Proposed Right of
6.n Street from the t-710 to Eastern as "Existing Caltrans and
to this location beíng
Way.,, ls this an error? Where else ís this detailed and explained. We are opposed
used as an on or off ramp to the l-710. We are opposed to the taking of any homes'

L-7-19

Further explanation on this must be contained ¡n the Draft EIR'
made by the County of
The East Los Angeles Local Advisory Committee is in support of the comments
Los Angeles bY Ruben Cruz:

,72.

olong 6th,
Existing Caltrons ond Local Right of Way and Proposed Right of Way lines
on Sheet 24 ol
Avenue between Eostern ond t-710 in East Los Angeles are incorrectty identified
in Appendix
Plons
plons
Concept
and Sheet 24 of Alternative 6A/68/6C
Alternøtive SA Concept

o."

INTERSECTION AND ROADS IMPACTS

Ruben Cruz for the
The East Los Angeles Local Advisory Committee supports the comments made by
County of Los Angeles as they perta¡n to East Los Angeles:

uI6.

irtclude the foltowing additiona!l¡!r^ County study
the County in q meeting with IJRS Corpordtion on
by
intersections as wãs pìieliál1y ,equested

The DEiR shail olso

be

revised

to

Aprit 26, 2072.

t

3rd Street at Gdge Avenue

o

3rd Street at DowneY Road

t

3rd Street at Eastern Avenue

e

Srd Street st Mednik Avenue

¡

Cesar Chovez Avenue at lndídno Street

o

Cesar Chavez Avenue at Mednik Avenue
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Floral Drive dt Eãstern Avenue

Floral Drive at Mednik Avenue

City Terrace Drive

,2.

ot

L-7-20

Eostern AvenLIe"

reporß included in the lntersection Traffic lmpoct
on February
Report. Comments for County tntersections (see ottøched)were provided to Metro
impacted with eqch
23, 20J2, Revised Synchro files moy change the number of lntersections
Corridor Proiect
l-770
by
the
proposed design alternative', Eøch County intersection impøcted
build"
conditions'
"no
needs to be mítigated such that its Levet of service is equol to or better thøn
public Works ,àrrrr", the right to provide ødditionat comments in the future when revised
informotion or detaìls ore availqble for review."
County disagrees with

the

Synchro
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,6

Existing povement sÜucture section for county roads olong washington Boulevord,
Avenue,
Whittier Bouleiard, Attantic Boulevord, Alameda Street, Del Amo Boulevard, Gorfield
the ¡ncreosed truck
Rosecrons Avenue, and Florence Avenue witt not be adequote to hondle
Report' Thus, oll
lmpoct
Traffic
volume shown on tdbles 6-2 through 6-11 of the tntersection
and fully
analyzed
ìmpacts to county roads resulting from increqsed truck volume must be
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m¡t¡goted,
REMOVAL OF ON STREET PARKING

Ruben cruz for the
The East Los Angeles Local Advisory comm¡ttee supports the comments made by
County of Los Angeles as they pertain to East Los Angeles:

n4.

of peak hour on-street parking will severely impact adjacent businesses and
l-5 to SR-60,
residences. Segments under County jurisdiction include: Atlantic Boulevard from
between Ferguson
Alameda Street from lmperial Highway to Firestone Boulevard, Garfield Avenue
Alameda Street,
of
west
Drive and Wh¡tt¡er Boulevard, Del Amo Boulevard west of the l-7L0 to
Removal
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Avenue between
Rosecrans Avenue between Atlantic Boulevard and Cherry Avenue, and Florence
and residences resulting
Alameda Street and Atlantic Boulevard. The negative impacts to businesses
from loss of on-street parking must be analyzed and fully mitigated."

TO THE REQUIREMENTS OF
SECTION 4F PROPERTY, A.1 OTHER RESOURCES EVALUATED RETATIVE

sEcÏoN

4(F)

The following
Table A-2 lists resources within 0.5 Mile of l-710 corridor Project lmprovements'
included and evaluated'
resources were not included and therefore not evaluated. They should be
Blvd'
Mexican American opportunity Foundation childcare center on Ford

L-7-24

]EP-27-2ØI2 15:32

FROT4 COUNTY OF LOS ÊI{GELES

T0

L2r3A97Ø36Ø

P. Ø8

€alvary Cemetery, the perimeter of the cemetery is heavily used by the community as an
walking, jogging and running track for exercise.
includíng:
Additionaily ail resources within a half mile north of the l-60/171-O intersection are excluded
A[fonso Perez Special Education Center
Brooklyn Avenue Elementary School
Garfield Community Adult School.

Marianna Elementa

rY School

Brooklyn Avenue Elementary School
Our Lady ofSoledad School
Ruben Cruz for the
The East Los Angeles Local Advisory Committee supports the comments made by
Countv of Los Angeles:

,,9. The Mexicon American Opportunity Foundation (MAOF) located at 330 S' Ford Boulevord in Eost
socio'economic
Los Angeles, wos not correctly identified as ø community center providing for the
provides proqrãms in eorly
betterment of the greoter Lstino communlty of East Los Angeles. MAOF
The MAOF
development.
job
tifestyle
training, ond senior
chitdhood educatiin ond family servlces,
oll proiect
ond
Community Service Center must be cleorly ìdentiÍied and descríbed in the DEIR/DEIS
shall be
impocts must be thoroughty anolyzed and fulty mitigoted. The MAOF community center
8."
of
Appendix
identified and evqluated relative to the requirements of Section afl

,,J0.

Whittier Boulevard
area surrounding Calvary Cemetery along Third Street, Downey Road,
it should be
and Eastern Avenue in East Los Angeles, serves also as a recreatlonal area, therefore
identified and evaluated relative to the requirements of Section 4(F) of Appendix 8,"
-fhe

,'11, Following schools are located wÍthin 1/2 miles of the proposed project. Permanent dírect and
These schools
indirect impacts to these schools must be thoroughly analyzed and fully mitigated,
be
identlfied and
also
should
they
therefore
serves also as recreational areas for the community,
evaluated relative to the requirements of Sectíon a(fl of Appendix B.

Alfonso Perez Special Education Center
4540 Michigan Avenue Los Angeles, CA9OO22

Brooklyn Avenue Ëlementary School
4620 Cesar Chavez Avenue, Los Angeles, Ca 90022
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Garfield Community Adult School
4343 New York Street Los Angeles, CA90022

L-7-24

Marianna Elementary School
42tS E. Gleason Street Los Angeles, CA 90063

Our Lady of Soledad School
4545 Dozier Ave, Los Angeles, CA90022"

Facilities
Table 3.3-8 permenent Direct and lndirect lmpacts to Schools and Other Community
street from
The Mexican American opportunity Foundation Childcare Center located directly across the
the 3'd Street exit and entrance to the l-710 freeway at Ford Blvd was not studied. lt should be studied
and analyzed for imPacts.
adjacent to the
Ford Blvd. Elementary School: The information listed is inaccurate. The school is located
.
schoof
the
from
l-710 mainline and a freeway exit and entrance are located less than 500 feet
sound wall, but
Humphreys Avenue Elementary School: Here the school is listed as belng eligible for a
a
soundwall, but
for
Section 3,14,S.3 lists, Humphreys Avenue Elementary School, as being considered
rejected.
than a mile from the
Schools North of the l-60 freeway should be evaluated as they are located less
SR60 and l-710 intersection.
ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE

to take the
Section 3.3.3 deals with environmentaljustice. " EO 12898 directs Federal agencies
high
and adverse effects of
appropriate and necessary steps to identify and address disproportionately
populations to the Breätest
Federal projects on the health or environment of m¡norÍty and low-income
extent practicable and permitted by law"'
,,When differences between the build alternatives and Alternative 1 are considered, areas that would be
have higher
more adversely impacted (i,e., could have a higher cancer rlsk under the build alternative)
reference
the
concentrations of minority, low-income, young, and disabled populations than in
north end of the lin
the
are
seen
pronounced
differences
populatÍon of Los Angeles County, The most
60 (SR-60), where
Route
State
and
710 Corrídor, between the northern terminus of the freight corridor
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on the freight corrídor
¡mpacts are based on analysis results that reflect the assumption that trucks not
Design Option of
ZEE
zero-emission technologies under Alternatives 6A/B/C' Under the

do not have
terminus of
Alternatives 6A/g/c,the impacts would be eliminated as the segment between the northern
areas traversed
the freight corridor, and SR-60 would experience the same emission reductÌons as in the
by the zero-emission freight corridor,"

of increased cancer risks in
The above statement is in controversy, The summary of the Draft EIR tells
compared to
certain areas of East Los Angeles. Emissions are increased under most build alternatives
the non build alternative,
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Angeles under all
We believe that the increases in Noise Pollution, Traffic and Air Pollution in East Los
build alternatives are environmentaljustice issues and should be mitigated'

ADDITIONAL ALTERNATIVES AND OPTIONS:
Rail yards and a Zero
An addltional alternative which incorporates a separate Truck Corridor to the

freeway lanes should be
Emissions Extension option, but does not increase the number of non-corridor
near the 1710
added to see if emissions of NOx, PM2.5 and PM10 can be reduced and if DPM emissions
Level
of Service
the
North of 6th Street and along the l-60 can be reduced, Additionally this may improve

L-7-27

retings ín the area, and decrease noise pollution.

Additionally, all alternatives and theirvarious options should be examined with an additional
and noise
Northbound Lane from the l-5 to the t-60 to see if airquality and level of service is improved
potlution reduced. We believe thÍs lane could be added on existing Caltrans property. The East Los
require the
Angeles Local Advisory Committee remains opposed to any expansion plans that would
taking of homes or businesses in East Los Angeles.

Submitted by:
The East Los Angeles Local Advisory Committee on the l-710 Corridor Project
Gustavo Camacho, Chair

Martha Hernandez, Vice Chaír

Diana Tarango

Clara M. Solis

Yolanda Duarte

Eddie Torres

Thomas Delgado
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L-7-1
Notices regarding the release of the Draft EIR/EIS for public review and locations/times of the
public hearings were published in the Los Angeles Times, the Long Beach Press Telegram, the
LA Watts Times, the LA Eastside Sun, and La Opinion on two occasions (once upon release of
the Draft EIR/EIS in June 2012 and once one week before the public hearings in August 2012).
Additionally, mailers were sent to all properties within a 300-foot radius of the project
improvements. Throughout the life of the project, the community of East Los Angeles has been
actively involved through its Local Advisory Committee (LAC), and meetings specific to the
release of the Draft EIR/EIS were offered to the entire community between July 2 and August 6,
2012, prior to the public hearings (held on August 7, 8, and 9, 2012). Prior to the release of the
Recirculated Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS (RDEIR/SDEIS), additional meetings were held
with the East Los Angeles LAC.
L-7-2
The noise levels along the Interstate 710 (I-710) Corridor within the project limits are predicted
to increase due to widening and addition of freeway lanes. However, measures to abate noise
impacts have been considered in the form of sound barriers. In places where there are no
sound barriers (and where there would be noise impacts), sound barriers have been
recommended. In places where there are existing sound barriers, raising the height of these
barriers has been analyzed. Please refer to the Noise Abatement Decision Report (NADR, June
2017), a design document, which selects the height of a wall (from a range of acoustically
feasible heights provided in the Noise Study Report (NSR, May 2016)) for design/construction
based on cost and other design constraints.
The NSR and NADR address the noise impacts of the I-710 Corridor Project; the request to
conduct a noise study of the entire East Los Angeles community would require analysis beyond
the limits of the noise impacts of the I-710 Corridor Project and which is not required under
either the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) or the National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA).
L-7-3
The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) noise analysis followed the required
policies and procedures as outlined in the United States Code of Federal Regulations (23 CFR
772) to protect public health and welfare. Based on these policies and procedures, there is no
“acceptable” noise level to which a sound barrier must reduce. The sound barrier must be
acoustically feasible (provide at least five decibel [dB] noise reduction – considered to be a
readily perceptible reduction in noise) and cost effective (the construction cost of each barrier
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must be below the cost allowance for that barrier). Sound barriers are the most effective and
practical abatement measure the State employs. Landscaping does not provide noticeable (at
least five dB) noise reduction, as vegetation does not create a solid barrier. Though quieter
pavement (such as the rubberized asphalt concrete) has shown to reduce noise, the 23 CFR
772 regulations do not include this as a noise abatement measure for which Federal funding
can be used. Other sources of funds may be used to provide a quieter pavement. As for
noiseproof windows, Caltrans (and the Federal Highway Administration [FHWA]) does not have
a program or a mechanism to provide soundproof windows. However, to address the wide
range of community needs of concern, a Community Health and Benefit Program is included in
Section 2.3.2.1 of the Recirculated Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS and provides for a
mitigation program for cities and community groups to apply for and obtain grant funding for
health-related measures. The provision of alternative noise abatement would be a potential
candidate for this programmatic element of the Project Description.
L-7-4
Since there are 12-foot-high existing sound barriers along I-710 already shielding the
Humphreys Avenue Elementary School, the modeling results indicated that raising the height of
these barriers would not provide additional noticeable noise reduction.
Based on the field survey, the Calvary Cemetery does not have a formalized gathering area or
an operator defined informal gathering area (basically an exterior area of frequent human use)
that would be benefited by a lowered noise level. Activities such as jogging, running, and
walking are considered to be transient uses, in addition to a parking lot (where people get in and
out of cars), and hence, are not considered noise-sensitive land uses. Therefore, no noise
abatement has been considered there.
L-7-5
Caltrans and the Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority (Metro) continue to
be committed to working with the County of Los Angeles (County) staff to address these types
of traffic issues associated with the proposed project. In the RDEIR/SDEIS, Alternative 7
provides an alternative with a ZE/NZE freight corridor, but no additional general purpose lanes,
as requested in this comment. With regard to the request to consider adding a fifth northbound
lane between Interstate 5 (I-5) and State Route 60 (SR-60), under Alternative 5C, auxiliary
lanes will be added up to SR-60 and under Design Options 3A/3B, I-710 would be reconstructed
and widened to accommodate auxiliary lanes and interchange reconfigurations including the
I-710/SR-60 interchange.
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L-7-6
Caltrans acknowledges the concerns raised in this comment related to reductions in LOS under
the build alternatives evaluated in the Draft EIR/EIS. Please refer to the updated LOS analysis
provided in Section 3.5 of the RDEIR/SDEIS.
L-7-7
Caltrans acknowledges the commenter’s concern regarding air quality. A revised set of build
alternatives (Alternative 5C and 7) are being carried forward in the RDEIR/SDEIS. Projectfunded ZE/NZE trucks along the I-710 Corridor are a component of both Alternatives 5C and 7,
and Alternative 7 includes a ZE/NZE freight corridor. Based on the revised Air Quality/
Greenhouse Gas/Health Risk Assessment Technical Study (AQ/GHG/HRA) (June 2017), both
build alternatives show air quality and health benefits compared to the 2012 Baseline and 2035
No Build Alternative, particularly for NOx and diesel particulate matter (DPM), compared to the
No Build Alternative. PM2.5 emissions along the I-710 are lower in all 2035 alternatives
compared to the 2012 Baseline. Compared to the No Build Alternative, Alternative 7 has the
greatest increase in PM2.5 emissions (over three times greater increase than Alternative 5C).
This is due to the VMT-related increases of entrained road dust and, to a lesser extent,
brake/tire wear. (In 2035, exhaust emissions are a very small fraction of overall PM2.5 traffic
emissions.)
L-7-8
This comment refers to a disproportionate environmental justice impact identified in East Los
Angeles, which is related to the air quality analysis assumption that trucks leaving the dedicated
freight corridor would no longer have zero emissions. As discussed in Section 3.3 of the
RDEIR/SDEIS, there are some disproportionate adverse impacts to minority and low-income
census tracts. These impacts include projected increases in emissions of PM10 and in
concentrations of PM10 (annual and 24-hour average) for all project alternatives, and projected
increases in 24-hour average concentrations of PM2.5 for Alternative 7. These census tracts are
primarily located immediately to either side of the I-710 right-of-way. However, decreases in
cancer risk and most vehicle exhaust emissions compared to the 2012 Baseline were identified
for all I-710 Corridor Project alternatives. These beneficial effects of the proposed project will
apply to all residents of the I-710 Corridor, including the environmental justice populations that
are prevalent throughout the area. In general, adverse effects identified have the potential to be
mitigated which would reduce the potential for these effects to be considered disproportionate.
Please refer to the revised Community Impact Assessment (CIA, June 2017) and Section 3.3.3
of the RDEIR/SDEIS, which provides an updated analysis of potential disproportionate project
impacts to low income and minority communities.
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L-7-9
The diesel particulate matter (DPM) emissions for Alternative 5A and 6A are presented in the
Air Quality/Health Risk Assessment (AQ/HRA) report (Chapter 4.0). In the Draft EIR/EIS, results
for the ZEE Option are only for Alternatives 6B and 6C, the only alternatives with zero emission
technologies. However, the RDEIR/SDEIS only evaluates the revised build alternatives;
Alternatives 5A and 6A/B/C are no longer under consideration. Please refer to the revised
AQ/GHG/HRA and Section 3.13 of the RDEIR/SDEIS for an updated discussion of air quality
impacts and benefits associated with the proposed project.
L-7-10
The isopleth level of 0.04 pounds per day of DPM was chosen based on an analysis of South
Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) screening risk thresholds for DPM.
Emissions at that level and lower would not be expected to have incremental cancer risk
impacts (residential assumptions) greater than 10 per 1 million, even with the worst-case
methodology. Based on this, adding finer gradations below 0.04 pounds per day of DPM is not
warranted.
L-7-11
This statement, that the No Build Alternative has the lowest emissions for nitrogen oxides (NOx),
is correct based on the analysis in the Draft EIR/EIS However, in the RDEIR/SDEIS, which is
based on the revised AQ/GHG/HRA technical report, both build alternatives show air quality and
health benefits compared to the 2012 Baseline and 2035 No Build Alternative, particularly for
NOx and diesel particulate matter (DPM), compared to the No Build Alternative.
L-7-12
Caltrans agrees with the statement. However, it should be noted that the total particulate matter
less than 2.5 microns in diameter (PM2.5) emissions include entrained dust emissions calculated
using the AP-42 methodology and growth assumptions that assume infinite silt reservoir. See
Response to Comment R-2-17 for more information on this issue. Also, please refer to
Response to Comment L-7-8 for more specific information regarding air quality effects of the
proposed project.
L-7-13
Caltrans disagrees with the statement made in this comment, and notes that there may be some
confusion. Emissions increases and decreases in neighboring emission grid cells can result in
smaller incremental changes (positive or negative) in the resulting concentration, because the
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emission changes offset each other as they disperse aerially. Thus, there is no contradiction
between the emissions and the modeled concentration results.
The commenter refers to Figures 13 and 14 when discussing the conclusions related to ultrafine
particles (UFPs). However, these figures refer to particulate matter less than 10 microns in
diameter (PM10), which was not the surrogate for UFPs.
The commenter also refers to Figures 21 and 22. The ZEE Option results show that exhaust
annual average PM2.5 levels decrease compared to the 2035 No Build conditions. The
commenter may have been referencing the “total” PM2.5 levels. However, because UFPs are
purely combustion products, “total” PM2.5 emissions that include entrained road dust impacts
would not be the correct surrogate; exhaust PM2.5 would be. For more information, we refer the
commenter to the revised AQ/GHG/HRA report and addendum.
In conclusion, the information in the Draft EIR/EIS was not contradictory. Please refer to Section
3.13 of the RDEIR/SDEIS for the results of the revised AQ/GHG/HRA analysis.
L-7-14
We agree with the statement that Alternatives 6B and 6C, ZEE Option, show the greatest
decrease in exhaust emission impacts among the build alternatives. However, it should be
noted that the total PM2.5 emissions include entrained dust emissions calculated using the AP42 methodology and growth assumptions that assume infinite silt reservoir, which we believe is
a non-physical artifact. See Response to Comment R-2-17 for more information on this issue.
Also, please refer to Section 3.13 of the RDEIR/SDEIS for the results of the revised
AQ/GHG/HRA analysis. Please refer to Figures 3.3-4 through Figures 3.3-9 (Section 3.3.3.5)
which have been added to show sensitive receptors on top of emissions and cancer risk
information.
L-7-15
All incremental particulate matter (PM) concentration impact figures include an isopleth or
bubble at the SCAQMD localized significance threshold concentration. These figures (including
those in the AQ/HRA report and addendum) can be used to assess local impacts, including
those in East Los Angeles. Please refer to Section 3.13 of the RDEIR/SDEIS for the results of
the revised AQ/GHG/HRA analysis. Based on the updated analysis, the following conclusions
were made regarding environmental justice impacts related to air quality for East Los Angeles:
For PM10 Annual Average Concentration, under both Alternatives 5C and 7, census tracts within
East Los Angeles are projected to exceed the SCAQMD criteria of 1 µg/m3. Please refer to
Figures 3.3-4 through Figures 3.3-9 (Section 3.3.3.5) that show sensitive receptors on top of
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emissions and cancer risk information. However, the proposed project also includes a
Community Health Benefits Grant Program, which can be used to fund improvements that
would reduce pollutant exposure in areas along I-710. To address these impacts to those areas
near the roadway, an expanded program of mitigation measures is provided in Section 3.13.4 of
the RDEIR/SDEIS. Also, an expanded program of construction-related air quality mitigation
measures is provided in Section 3.24.4.13 of the RDEIR/SDEIS.
L-7-16
The gridded mass emission maps show emission increases/decreases for DPM in the area of
interest that includes the East Los Angeles area. Since DPM is the main driver for health risks,
and cancer risk in particular, these mass emission maps can be used to draw conclusions. We
note that the modeled analysis of incremental cancer risk and health hazards (acute and
chronic) include the compounds listed by the commenter. Thus, full incremental health risk
information is provided.
L-7-17
As disclosed in the Draft EIR/EIS, the reported incremental cancer risk would increase at a few
receptors near the Washington Blvd. area (for build alternatives compared to No Build).
However, most maximum impacts are not true incremental residential cancer risk changes
because the receptors with the greatest impacts are not in residential areas, or in areas with
sensitive receptors, and the assumption implicit in the residential cancer risk calculations are not
applicable to those areas. In other words, actual incremental residential cancer risk would only
occur if the area bounded by the isopleth was in a residential area. As discussed in Section 3.13
of the RDEIR/SDEIS for the results of the revised AQ/GHG/HRA analysis, decreases in cancer
risk and most vehicle exhaust emissions compared to the 2012 Baseline were identified for all
I-710 Corridor Project alternatives. For example, the maximum modeled cancer risk in 2012 is
1421 in a million; maximum cancer risk in the 2035 No Build Alternative, Alternative 5C and
Alternative 7 is 57, 45 and 30 in a million, respectively.
L-7-18
The Community Health and Benefit Program, included in Section 2.3.2.1 of the RDEIR/SDEIS,
provides for a mitigation program for cities and community groups to apply for and obtain grant
funding for health-related measures. The health clinic cited in this comment would be a potential
candidate for this programmatic element of the Project Description.
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L-7-19
As noted in this comment, the segment of E. 6th St. between I-710 and Eastern Ave. was
incorrectly shown as “Existing Caltrans and Local Right-of-way” on the concept plans in
Appendix O in the Draft EIR/EIS. This has been corrected on the concept plans for the build
alternatives provided in Appendix O of the RDEIR/SDEIS. The commenters’ opposition to the
acquisition of homes for the I-710 Corridor Project is noted.
L-7-20
This comment requests that nine additional intersections be added to the analysis included in
the EIR/EIS. Only three of the nine intersections included in this comment have been included in
the revised Intersection Traffic Impact Analysis Report (TIAR, March 2017): 3rd Street at Gage
Avenue, 3rd Street at Downey Road, and 3rd Street at Eastern Avenue. The analysis of the 174
intersections that were analyzed is included in the revised Intersection Traffic Impact Analysis
Report and is summarized in Section 3.5 of the RDEIR/SDEIS.
L-7-21
Metro received the comments from the County dated February 23, 2012. Those comments were
addressed in a letter to the County in 2012, and were discussed at a meeting on April 26, 2012,
between the County and Metro. Please refer to Section 3.5 of the RDEIR/SDEIS for an updated
discussion of the intersection analysis and proposed mitigation measures.
L-7-22
This comment raises concerns about the impacts of increased truck traffic on roadway
pavement sections. The I-710 Corridor Project does not increase the truck volumes on these
local arterials. The updated TIAR shows that under the 2035 No Build conditions, major northsouth arterials are most congested in the area between I-105 and I-5, as well as between I-405
and Anaheim Street. The east-west arterials are most congested near the I-710 interchanges
and near the Alameda Corridor. Under 2035 No Build conditions, more arterial roadway
segments are projected to operate near or over capacity than under existing conditions. The
results are attributed to the overall ambient traffic growth within the study area. Increases in
roadway volumes are most prominently observed in port truck volumes on all major north-south
arterials and on east-west arterials south of Florence Avenue. In general, without major
improvements to the I-710, the traffic conditions on the arterial highway system will deteriorate
further in the future. This analysis is summarized in Section 3.5 of the RDEIR/SDEIS.
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L-7-23
This comment raises concerns about the effects of the proposed peak hour parking restrictions
on local businesses. Please refer to the updated analysis of these impacts in Section 3.3.1.3 of
the RDEIR/SDEIS.
L-7-24
The Mexican American Opportunity Foundation (MAOF) is a private foundation funded by
partnerships with companies and nonprofit organizations to provide services and programs to
the greater Latino population of California. The MAOF Ford Center is a child care center for
children 2 to 5 years old, with a capacity of 88 children (htttp://www.maoaf.org/
index.php?option=com_content&view=category&layout=blot&id+, accessed October 22, 2012).
Generally, private daycares were not individually evaluated in the Community Impact
Assessment (March 2017) due to the large project area and the sheer number of private
daycare facilities within the study area.
Table A.2 cited in this comment is in Appendix B, Section 4(f), in the Draft EIR/EIS, which
discusses the potential effects of the I-710 Corridor Project related to protection under the
requirements of Section 4(f). As discussed on page 1-7 in Appendix B, the requirements of
Section 4(f) apply to “…the use of publicly owned land of a public park, recreation area, or
wildlife and waterfowl refuge of national, State, or local significance…” Because the MAOF Ford
Center is not publicly owned and operated, the requirements for protection under Section 4(f) do
not apply to the MAOF Ford Center. As a result, the MAOF Ford Center was not identified or
evaluated as a Section 4(f) property in Appendix B of the Draft EIR/EIS.


Calvary Cemetery Los Angeles (4201 Whittier Blvd., Los Angeles, 90023): Calvary
Cemetery Los Angeles is a privately owned (Archdiocese of Los Angeles) property for
which the primary purpose is to serve as a cemetery. The website for the cemetery
(http:///www.la-archdiocese.org/org/cemeteries/directory/Pages/Calvary-LA.aspx,
accessed 10-22-12) describes the property as 136 acres with over 20,000 square feet of
enclosed space, three visitation rooms, four private arrangement rooms, a flower shop,
offices, large public areas including a lounge, a children’s playroom, and a landscaped
courtyard. As noted in Response to Comment IP-89-36, later in this report, the perimeter
of the cemetery property is used by local area residents as a walking, running, and
jogging track, along 3rd St., Downey Rd., Whittier Blvd., and Eastern Ave.
As noted above, the requirements of Section 4(f) apply to “…the use of publicly owned
land of a public park, recreation area, or wildlife and waterfowl refuge of national, State,
or local significance…” Because the Calvary Cemetery Los Angeles is privately owned,
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the requirements for protection under Section 4(f) do not apply to this property. As a
result, the Calvary Cemetery Los Angeles was not identified or evaluated as a Section
4(f) property in Appendix B in the Draft EIR/EIS. Further, the use of the perimeter area of
the cemetery by local residents as a walking and jogging track does not result in the
property being defined as for recreation purposes. The description of the cemetery
property cited above does not include amenities that would be considered recreational;
the amenities at the cemetery are clearly related to the purpose of the property as a
cemetery and not as a recreation resource. Because the cemetery is privately owned
and is not a defined recreation resource, the requirements for protection under Section
4(f) were not described or evaluated in the Draft EIR/EIS as a Section 4(f) property.
The following schools were added to or were included in the evaluation in Section 3.3 of
the RDEIR/SDEIS:


A. B. Perez Special Education Center (4540 Michigan Ave., Los Angeles, 90022):
This is a publicly owned and operated school in the Los Angeles Unified School District
(LAUSD), which serves special needs students from pre-kindergarten through the 12th
grade. The school property contains basketball and other sports courts on asphalt
located between the northern and southern school buildings and grassy play areas east,
south, and west of those asphalt areas (http://www.lausd.k12.ca.us/Perez_School/
school.html, accessed October 31, 2012, and http://www.maps.google.com/maps?hl=en
&tab=wl, accessed November 1, 2012).



Brooklyn Avenue Elementary School (4620 Cesar Chavez Ave., Los Angeles,
90022): This is a publicly owned and operated school in the LAUSD, which serves
kindergarten through the 5th grade.



Garfield Community Adult School (4343 New York St., Los Angeles, 90022): This is
a public owned and operated adult education school in the LAUSD. It provides adult
education, immigration services, and job training programs for residents in the LAUSD
(http://www.first5la.org/grantees/Garfield-community-adult-school; accessed October 31,
2012). This school does not include outdoor sports or play areas
(http://www.maps.google.com?hl=en&tab=wl, accessed November 1, 2012).



Marianna Elementary School (4215 East Gleason St., Los Angeles, 90063): The
school includes a large asphalt play area with painted basketball courts, track, and other
sports areas. The asphalt play area is northwest of the school and is entirely within a
loop formed by Zaring St. and South Marianna Ave. (http://www.maps.google.com/
maps?hl=en&tb=wl, accessed November 1, 2012).



Our Lady of Soledad School (4545 Dozier Ave., Los Angeles, 90022): Our Lady of
Soledad School is a privately owned Catholic school.
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As noted above, the requirements of Section 4(f) apply to “…the use of publicly owned land of a
public park, recreation area, or wildlife and waterfowl refuge of national, State, or local
significance…” Because Our Lady of Soledad School is privately owned, the requirements for
protection under Section 4(f) do not apply to this property. As a result, Our Lady of Soledad
School and the Calvary Cemetery Los Angeles were not identified or evaluated as Section 4(f)
properties in Appendix B in the Draft EIR/EIS.
L-7-25
Please refer to Response to Comment L-7-24 and Section 3.3 of the RDEIR/SDEIS, which
provides an updated discussion of community facilities, including those listed in this comment.
Regarding Ford Blvd. Elementary School, due to changes in project design, a description of the
school’s location is no longer necessary, but it is included in Table 3.3-5 of the RDEIR/SDEIS as
a school located within 0.5 mile of the I-710 mainline and interchange improvements.
L-7-26
This comment refers to a disproportionate environmental justice impact identified in East Los
Angeles related to the air quality analysis assumption that trucks leaving the dedicated freight
corridor would no longer have zero emissions. Please refer to response to comment L-7-8 for a
summary of the proposed project’s air quality effects to environmental justice communities.
L-7-27
As described in Chapter 2.0, Project Alternatives, of the RDEIR/SDEIS, Alternative 7 is an
alternative with a ZE/NZE freight corridor and no additional general purpose lanes.
L-7-28
The East Los Angeles LAC opposition to the acquisition of homes or businesses for the I-710
Corridor Project is acknowledged. With regard to the requested addition of a fifth northbound
lane on State Route 710 (SR-710) from I-5 to SR-60 under Alternative 5C, auxiliary lanes will be
added up to SR-60 and under Design Options 3A/3B, I-710 would be reconstructed and
widened to accommodate auxiliary lanes and interchange reconfigurations including the
I-710/SR-60 interchange.
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City of South Gate
8650

CALIFORNTA AVENUE

.

SOUTH GATE, CA 9O28O . (323) 563-9503
FAX (323) 569-2674 o gtroxcit@sogate.org

GEoRGE TRoXcIL
CITY MANAGER

September 26,2012

Mr. Ronald Kosinski iLlCaltrans District 7
Division of Environmental Planning
100 South Main Street, MS 164
Los Angeles, Califomi a 90012

Subject:

Review of the I-710 Cowidor Proiect Draft EIR/EIS

Dear Mr. Kosinski:

On behalf of the City of South Gate, I would like to thank you for providing us with an
opportunity to review and comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Report/Environmental
Impact Statement (Draft EIRÆIS) prepared for the proposed I-710 Corridor Project. The City of
South Gate is bisected by the I-710 Freeway and any modification to the freeway will have a
direct and measurable impact on our City. The City of South Gate has experienced, ltrst hand,
the traffic, noise, and air pollution impacts related to the freeway's increased traffic volumes
over the past decades. As a result, our City will welcome any initiative that will be beneficial in
reducing the freeway's traffic congestion, truck congestion, and its attendant impacts. However,
we are concerned that the planned improvements to the Conidor may lead to unintended L-8-1
consequences related to growth inducement, cumulative impacts, dislocation, and a general
degradation of the existing environment. It is not our intent to obstmct any efforls to improve the
freeway's operation, but to ensure that the well being of our residents and businesses are
considered in the ongoing planning and development phases. The attached comments have
identified numerous concerns regarding the proposed project's environmental impacts to the
City, its businesses, residents and property owners. We look forward to having these concems
addressed appropriately by the proposed project and the lead agencies.
Sincerely,

'eorge

lroxcil

CityManager
GT/MM:lc
l-mm417
Attachment(s)

City of South Gate Comments on the I-710 Corridor Project Draft EIR/EIS
General Introductorv Comment

The City of South Gate is bisected by the I-7I0 Freeway and any modification to the freeway
have a direct impact on the local environment. South Gate has experienced, first hand, the
traffrc, noise, and air pollution impacts related to the freeway's increased traffic in past decades.
As a result, our City will welcome any initiative that will be beneficial in reducing the freeway's
traffic congestion and its attendant impacts. However, we want to make sure that the
improvements to the corridor do not lead to any unintended environmental impacts. It is not our
intent to obstruct any efforts to improve the freeway's operation, but to ensure that the well being
of our residents, businesses, and property owners are considered in the ongoing planning and

will

L-8-2

development phases.

Chapter 1.0 Proiect Description
The scope and complexity of the project makes a concise overview of such a project diffrcult,
though the Draft EIR/EIS did a good job. We do have some issues with the discussion of the
"Purpose and Need" though these comments will be raised under discussion of air quality,trafftc,
etc. This section also does a good job at identiffing those design issues that have lead to the
existing congestion and safety problems. This section also does a good job in describing the
"related ftransit] projects" that will have a direct impact on future traffic volumes (especially
truck traffic) that will affect the future operation of the I-7I0. Our specific comments are
outlined below.

Comment 1. The project description clearly identifies the direct correlation of the ports (the
Port of Los Angeles IPOLA] and the Port of Long Beach [POLB]) and the rail yards in
Commerce, Vernon, and East Los Angeles on the freeway's future operation. While the ports
are anticipated to experience a signihcant increase in cargo between now and the year 2035,
no such expansion plans are proposed for the (Burlington Northern Santa Fe (BNSF) Hobart
rail yard or the Union Pacihc (UP) East Los Angeles rail yard.l We are concerned that in the
absence of any improvements to the rail yards, a "bottleneck" may be created since the
container capacity at these rail yards will not increase. This could translate into increased
truck queuing on both the new dedicated freeway truck lanes and the arterial roadways that
will feed into the freewav.

Comment

L-8-3

2. ffr. nrut EIR/EIR indicates

the UP and BNSF railroad main lines are
anticipated to experience significant increase in the number of trains operating on a daily
basis. For example, the UP's Alhambra Subdivision's rail traffic will increase from the year
2005 volumes of between 22 to 34 trains per day up to 22 to 91 trains per day by 2035."
These additional trains will continue to operate on the existing rail segments which
underscore our previous concern related to the creation of a bottle neck due to a shortfall in
yard capacity. We are concerned that no provision has been made in analyzing these potential

L-8-4

constraints that could affect the operation of the freeway truck lanes.

Comment 3. We realize that the service area of the I-710 Freeway is well def,rned and that
the affected arca noted in the project description, which includes the City of South Gate, will
experience the majority of the construction and operational impacts. A statement included in
Section I.2.2.2 (Independent Utility and Termini) seems to imply that the project should be
' State of California Department of Transportation and the l,os Angeles County Metropolitan Tlansportation Authority. I-7ro
Corridor Project Draft Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement and Section 4(Ð Evaluation. June zotz.
Chapter r.o Proposed Project, Page r-36.
"

Ibid. page 1-37.

L-8-5
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considered mutually exclusive from other transportation projects.3 V/hile this approach may
be sufhcient in characterizing direct project impacts, it may not be an accurate statement with
respect to the evaluation of the potential cumulative and growth inducing impacts.

L-8-5

Chapter 2.0 Proiect Alternatives
The discussion of the project alternatives overall are accurate and informative. Our only
comment regarding this section of the Draft EIR/EIS is provided below.
Comment 4. The No Build Alternative along with the other alternatives, assume that certain
improvements would be made to the UP and BNSF rail facilities that would expand their
capacity.4 What is the nature and extent of these improvements and should they not be
identified in the Draft EIR/EIS?

L-8-6

Chapter 3.0 Affected Environment
Our comments regarding Section 3.0 are categorized according to the individual topical issues
(land use, growth, communþ impacts, etc.). As stated previously, our comments focus on those
issues that will directly afÊect the City of South Gate.
Chapter 3.1 Land Use
Our comments regarding the analysis
following pages.

of land use impacts are outlined below and on the

Comment 5. The discussion of the environmental setting focuses on the adopted land use
and development policy for the affected area. For South Gate, the discussion focuses on
selected general plan land use policies included in the Mobility Element, Community Design
Element, and the Healtþ Community Element. While we do not disagree with the Draft
EIR/EIS selection, these and other elements also indicate that any improvements must not
harm affect the community's physical or economic wellbeing.
Comment 6. The discussion of direct and indirect land use impacts focus on the proposed I710 project impacts on parks and recreational facilities. The analysis should also consider the
proposed project's impacts on the Los Angeles River's recreational trails and those local
connections to this trail. More significantly, the proposed project will have a significant
impact on a planned park, the Parque dos Rios.s The Draft EIRÆIS fails to identiff the
candidate site(s) for the replacement park.
Comment

7.

long term job growth in the City.

CALTRANS and METRO

l-7to Corridor Project Draft EIR/EIS and Section 4(f) Eualuation. June zorz. Chapter r.o

Proposed Project, Page 1-39.
q

lbid.

5

CALTRANS and METRO.

Chapter z Alternatives Page 2-11.

Use, Table 3.r- g, Page g.r-7
6

Ibid.

L-8-8

The proposed project shows that multiple properties and buildings in the City

of South Gate will be affected by implementation of the proposed project.o The proposed
project needs to eliminate building takes and should minimize property acquisitions in the
City. The acquisitions of buildings and properties would result in impact to businesses and

'

L-8-7

I-7to Ørridor Project Draft EIR/EIS and Section 4(fl Eualuation. June zotz. Chapter 3.r land

t.

Chapter 3.3 Community Impacts. Page

2-u.

L-8-9

City of South Gate Comments on the I-710 Conidor Pro.lect Draft EIRÆIS
Comment 8. The City of South Gate supports the proposed Patata Street extension which
will provide a northbound off-ramp and southbound on-ramp directly to the proposed Freight
Corridor. However, the proposed Patata Street extension should be constructed completely
within the UP) right-of-way (ROW), which would not result in any building or property
acquisitions.

Comment 9. The description of the proposed Patata Street alignment provided in the Draft
EIR/EIS shows that property acquisition may be required for APN 6216-035-001 in the City
of South Gate, but it was not identified as an affected property. The Draft EIR/EIS should
provide clarification if property acquisition is needed from said property if the proposed
Patata Street extension cannot be implemented completely within the UP ROW as discussed

L-8-10

L-8-11

above.

Chapter 3.2 Growth
This section of the Draft. EIR/EIS focuses on potential growth-inducing impacts that would be
associated with the proposed project's implementation. Our comments regarding the analysis of
growth inducing impacts are outlined below.

Comment 10. The discussion of growth impacts focuses on a general description of the
regional growth projections for the region and the individual cities. This discussion of growth
trends in goods movement largely repeats an earlier discussion included in the Project
Description and our concems regarding the rail yard and rail line capacity to accommodate a
significant increase in rail traffic is restated here. This section also correctly details a
correlation between activity and growth in the ports and increased truck traffic along tþe I710 Conidor. However, this section does not address actual growth inducing impacts.'An
example of a project that could lead to a potentially growth inducing impact is one that
involves the expansion of roadways and other transportation facilities or the extension of
infrastructure and other improvements. The Draft EIRÆIS does mention that there may be
potential growth inducing impacts on traffic, noise, air quality, and health-related impacts
though it does not specifically identifr those impacts that may affect the City's residents.

L-8-12

Chapter 3.3 Community Impacts
The discussion of community impacts provides a general overview of the socio-economic
characteristics of the study areaandthe individual cities within the area. This section of the Draft
EIR/EIS also includes a detailed description of schools and public facilities within the affected
area. Our specific comments are listed below.
Comment 11. The discussion of community impacts indicates the amount of displacement
that is anticipated under the project alternatives. Under Alternative 5A, a total of 5 nonresidential properties will be impacted to such an extent that relocation will be required.
Under Alternativ^e 6A, Option 2, the number of non-residential properties requiring
relocation is 15.Ü The analysis provided in subsequent tables indicates the number of
employees that would be displaced and the potential loss in revenue to the City (both sales
tax and property tax). The lafter analysis assumed an average sales tax and property tax based
on a citywide average. Given the relatively small numbers of sites in the City, we request

z

Foot note citing CEQA section needs to be added.

8 CALTRANS and METRO. I-7to Corridor Project Draft EIR/EIS and Section
4(fl Eualuation. June zorz. Chapter 3.3
Community Impacts. Table 3.3-ro. Page 3.3-3r.
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specific information regarding the dislocated businesses, employment, and their revenue
generation.

Comment 12. The relatively small numbers of properties in South Gate that will need to be
acquired is not in agreement with the large number of affected properties that were identified
in the Appendix L, Table L-1. This table identified more than 79 properties that would
involve a partial or fuIl take which is far more than the number of a properties identified in
the Draft EIR/EIS. Why there is this discrepancy and what is the accurate number of
potentially displaced properties.

L-8-13

L-8-14

Comment 13. The Draft EIR/EIS indicates that the provisions of the "Uniform Act" will be
just and fair compensation to affected property owners. We are also
requesting a detailed tally of those individuals that would lose their jobs as part of the
relocation. Table 3.3-12-indicates the number of dislocated employees and we request these
figures be revisited because they are lower that the number of dislocated businesses that were
identified.e In addition, did the preparers of the environmental documents or the lead
agencies contact any of the property owners and./or business owners?

L-8-15

Comment 14. The Draft EIR/EIS does not describe the potential impact of parking
restrictions that are proposed along Garfield Avenue, Long Beach Boulevard and Atlantic
Avenue. Would these parking prohibitions lead to an indirect dislocation of the affected
South Gate businesses? Only a general discussion is provided in this section of the Draft
EIR/EIS and this discussion is insufficient in understanding the potential impact.r0

L-8-16

adhered to in providing

Comment 15. The Draft EIRÆIS's description of the environmental justice issue is both
accurate and sobering. The City of South Gate, like its neighboring communities located
along the I-710 Corridor, is experiencing economic conditions that have not been seen since
the Great Depression. Some communities have unemployment rates more than three times
that of the nation and double that of the State. The construction effort will span many years
costing billions of dollars. The majority of the corridor residents reside in lower income
minority households. We request that the lead agencies make a diligent effort to attract local
businesses and personnel to assist is the construction effort. The local hiring preferences will
go a long way in reducing the potential environmental justice impacts. This initiative should
be identified as a mitigation measure.

L-8-17

The health-related risks and other impacts described in this section (noise, air quality, etc) will be
commented on in later sections.

Chapter 3.4 UtilitvÆmereencv Services Impacts
The discussion provided in this section of the Draft EIR/EIS provides a good overview of the
emergency public services and utility providers in the affected area though we do have some
concerns. Our specific comments are listed below.

s

lbid.

1"

Chapter 3.9 Community Impacts, Tale 3.3-rz, Page 3.9-92.

CA-LTRANS and METRO.

I-7to C,orrídor Project Draft EIR/EIS and Section 4(f) Eualuetion. June zotz. Chapter g.s

Traffic. Page 33-44.
'o

Ibid. Chapter

3.5

Traffic. Page 3.3-81
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City of South Gate Comments on the I-710 Corridor Project Draft EIR/EIS
Comment 16. The Draft EIRiEIS is correct in indicating that the civic center complex and
police station is located one block north of the intersection of Firestone Boulevard and
California Avenue. We are concerned that emergency vehicles will have much lower

L-8-18

response due to the nature and extent of the proposed construction.

Comment 17. As indicated in the previous comment, the Draft EIR/EIS does not mention
the impacts of construction-related activities on emergency response.tt The complete closure
of segments of Firestone Boulevard, key intersections, or freeway crossing points would have
a serious impact on our City's emergency response capabilities. Mitigation is needed and
should be identified in the Draft EIR/EIS to ensure that appropriate measures are taken to

L-8-19

ensure that emergency access is maintained.

The discussion provided in this section of the Draft EIR/EIS provided an overview of the trafficrelated impacts and we have some concerns regarding the analysis. Our specific comments are
listed below.

Comment 18. The traffrc impact analysis did not analyze all of the arterial highways and
intersections in the City of South Gate. Therefore, the proposed project may not have
identified all of the potential traffic impacts generated by the proposed project in the City of
South Gate.r2It is our understanding that the proposed I-405/I-605/SR 91 Freeways project
will evaluate all of the arterial highways and intersections in the City, and that any other
improvements in the City identified for that project would be constructed with that project.
However, the I-405/I-605/SR 91 project will be evaluated on its own merits, and if that
project does not get approved, then the improvements needed for the City arterial highways
and intersections may not be constructed. Consequently, the I-710 Major Corridor project
may result in significant adverse impacts to City arterial highways and intersections if all of
the improvements in the l-4051I-605lSR 91 Freeways project do not get constructed. All of
these arterial highways and intersection improvements should be constructed in advanced of
or current with the proposed I-710 Major Corridor project. Attached is the list of arterial
highways and intersections improvements that the City provided to Gateway COG to be

L-8-20

evaluated in the I-40511-605/SR 91 Freeways project.

19.

The Draft EIR/EIS determined that improvements were needed at the
intersections of California Avenue at Firestone Boulevard, Atlantic Avenue at Firestone
Boulevard, Garfield Avenue at Firestone Boulevard and Garfield Avenue at Imperial
Highway. However, the proposed intersection widening on the various corners do not always
correlate with the property acquisitions. The intersection of Califomia Avenue at Firestone
Comment

Boulevard shows a road widening on the northeast and southwest corners of the intersection,
but the Draft EIR/EIS shows that no property acquisitions are needed on these corner. The
intersection of Atlantic Avenue at Firestone Boulevard shows a road widening on the
northeast corner of the intersection, but the Draft EIR/EIS shows that no property
acquisitions are needed on this corner. The intersection of Garfield Avenue at Firestone
Boulevard shows a road widening on the northeast corner of the intersection, but the Draft
EIR/EIS shows that no property acquisitions are needed on this corner. The Draft EIR/EIS
" The potential for short-term impacts on emergency services are indicated in the paragraph under Section 3.4.3 on page 8.4-

3r.. The mitigation focuses on utility relocation mitigation and the impacts to a Fire Station in Vernon.
P CALTRANS and

METRO. I-7to Øn'idor Project Draft EIR/EIS and Section 4(fl Eualuation. June zorz. Section 3.5

Traffic. 3.5.22. Page 3.5-7.
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should provide clarification if property acquisitions are needed for these corners at these
intersections; and the affected property o\ryners should be properly notified of the potential
property acquisitions.

L-8-21

Comment 20. The Draft EIWEIS shows that property acquisitions would be needed for the
northeast property at the intersection of Wright Road at Imperial Highway. However, no
intersection concept plans were provided for this intersection.

L-8-22

Comment 21. The Draft EIR/EIS identified that peak hour parking prohibitions need to be
implemented on Long Beach Boulevard south of Firestone Boulevard, Atlantic Avenue and
Garfield Avenue during the peak periods to provide an additional travel lane. The Draft
EIR/EIS should provide alternatives for consideration in lieu of implementing the on-street
parking prohibition.

L-8-23

Comment 22. The Southern Avenue extension over the Los Angeles River and I-710
Freeway should be constructed as an Early Action Project (EAP). The Southern Avenue
extension would provide an additional connection between the east side and west side of the
City and would reduce the anticipated congestion during construction work of the
improvements for the I-710 Freeway/Firestone Boulevard interchange and I-710
Freeway/Imperial Highway interchange. In addition, construction of the Southern Avenue
extension as an EAP will provide emergency vehicles with an additional alternative route
between the east side and west side of the City.
Comment 23. Previous concept plans for the I-710 Major Corridor project showed thaf a
traffic signal would be constructed at the intersection of Miller Way at Garfield Avenue. This
traffrc signal should be constructed without any property and building acquisitions. The
implementation of a traffrc signal at this location would provide an alternative access point to
the industrial businesses and Thunderbird Mobile Home Villas. In association with the traffrc
signal improvement project, the Garfield Avenue bridge just south of the intersection and
over the Rio Hondo Channel should be widened.
Comment 24. The loop access from West Frontage Road (adjacent to Thunderbird Mobile
Home Villas) to the proposed Southern Avenue extension should be considered as a one-way
outbound access only in order to minimize vehicular intrusion to the residential area.

L-8-25

L-8-26

25.

The City has an adopted Bicycle Transportation Plan (BTP). When the
existing southbound Imperial Avenue off-ramp which terminates at the intersection of Wright
Road at Abbott Road is vacated, it should be converted into a bike trail that connects directly
to the Los Angeles River regional bike trail. The implementation of this bike trail would be
consistent with the BTP. In addition, the proposed roadway improvements associated with the
l-710 Major Corridor project for Firestone Boulevard, Imperial Highway, the Patata Street
extension, and the Southern Avenue extension should provide bikeway facilities. Attached is
a copy of the City's BTP map; and a copy of the entire BTP can be made available upon
Comment

L-8-24

L-8-27

request.

Comment 26. The implementation of the proposed Slauson Interchange would be beneficial
to the City of South Gate and should be constructed. It would provide additional freeway
accesses north of the City and reduce the need for vehicles to exit the freeway at Firestone
Boulevard when there is consestion on the I-710 Freewav.

L-8-28
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Comment 27. The level of service (LOS) for the freeway segments north of the City would
continue to operate at LOS F in 2035 with the various build alternatives. When the freeway
operates at LOS F, the traffrc congestion would cause drivers to seek alternative routes such
as Atlantic Avenue and Garfield Avenue, and thereby, continue to impact intersections in the
City of South Gate. The continued congestion on the I-710 Freeway with the various
construction projects is a major concern to the City. Additional analyses should be provided
in order to improve the LOS on the freeway segments to an acceptable LOS in order
minimize impacts to the City.

L-8-29

Chapter 3.6 VisuaUAesthetics
The freeways are the single most important element that has shaped the visual landscape of the
region. Our specif,rc comments are listed below.
Comment 28. The visual simulations were very helpful in illustrating the "before and after"
views of the freeway improvements at selected locations. The visual image taken in the
Thunderbird Villa Mobile Home Park and those taken along the Los Angeles River indicate
the dramatic visual changes that will occur.tt The imaging does not appear to accurately
illustrate the options that would have the truck travel lanes which are further elevated above
the freeway road grade. We would request the visual simulations be revisited for the 6NBIC
options.

L-8-30

Comment 29. The use of screening shown in the images will have other impacts that are not
mentioned. While screening is necessary to attenuate noise along those segments where
residential neighborhoods are located in close proximity to the freeway, in other areas the
screening will block the "ofÊsite" views where freeway visibility may be desirable. For
example, new commercial development near the Firestone Boulevard ramps greatly benefit
from the freeway visibility. The Draft EIR/EIS must include mitigation to ensure that there
will not be a proliferation of even taller and larger signage along the freeway corridor to
compensate for the loss of freeway visibility.

L-8-31

Comment 30. The Draft EIR/EIS used individual scenes (Key Views) to illustrate before
and after views. While these simulations help the reader understand localized impacts, other
image simulations that include oblique or panoramic views would aid in a more accurate
visual charccterization of impacts. The notion that a "picture is worth a thousand words"
truly applies here.

L-8-32

Chapter 3.7 Cultural Resources
This section of the Draft EIRÆIS analyzed the proposed project's environmental impacts on
historic resources and cultural resources. Our specific comments are listed below.

Comment 31. The Draft EIRÆIS indicated the area of potential effect (APE) using general
terms. The APE is important in that it provides information regarding the geographic extent
of the survey. The Draft EIRÆIS description of the APE is vague stating "the APE is the
maximum extent of all potential direct and indirect project impacts on cultural resources."
This makes it difficult to ascertain the correctness of the analvsis.la The EIRÆIS needs to
clearlv indicate the location and extent of the APE.
$ CALTRANS and METRO. I-7to Corridor Project Draft EIR/EIS and Sectíon 4(fl Eualuation. June zorz. Chapter 3.6
Visual/Aesthetics, KeyViews r8 through zz.
'+

Ibid. Chapter

3.7 Cultural Resources, Page 2.7-7.
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Comment 32. The Draft EIRÆIS indicates a limited number of historic resources in the
planning area. Table 3.7-l identifies five sites though none are specifically identified as
being in South Gate.ls However, after careful reading later in the narrative, mention is made
that one of the sites, the community center, is in fact in South Gate. In addition, the City
contains many properties and structures that are locally significant which weren't identified.

L-8-34

This section of the Draft EIR/EIS analyzed the proposed project's water quality, hydrological and
floodplain impacts in Chapters 3.8 and 3.9. Our specific comments related to both hydrology and
water quality are identified below.

33. The City is concerned that by potentially waiting until 2035 to install
stormwater runoff treatment systems, that water quality goals may not be met until the
Corridor Project's projected competition date of 2035. Table 3.9-2 lists 26 TMDLs that have
either gone into effect or are expected to go into effect through January 202I; and many of
these TMDLs have interim and final limits that will be in effect well before the project's
completion.l6 Th" EIR does not discuss how the runoff from the project will be treated and
controlled in order to achieve interim and final targets.
Comment

Comment 34. Table 3.9-2 should be updated to reflect that the Bacteria TMDL for the Los
Angeles River (Reaches, 1,2 and the Estuary) was approved by the USEPA on March 23,

L-8-35

L-8-36

2012.t7

Comment 35. Many of the effective dates of Regional Board and USEPA TMDLs are not
accurately reflected in the Draft EIR/EIS (specifically Table 7). For example: cadmium,
copper, lead and zinc were re-approved and reaffirmed by the EPA for Reaches I and 2 the
Los Angeles River on October 29,2008; the metals TMDL for the San Gabriel River on
March 26,2007; the metals TMDL for Los Cerritos Channel on March 17,2010; and, the
estuary (Greater LA Harbor Toxics TMDL) on March 23,2012.

L-8-37

Comment 36. Section 3.9.2.3 of the
does not adequately reflect the
complexity of the TMDL waterbody/pollutant proc"ss.ts At a minimurïr, the document
should include a description of which waterbody (e.g. Los Angeles River, Los Angeles River
Estuary, etc.) each of the listed pollutants applies to. ln addition, the Draft EIR/EIS should
delineate which post construction areas of the I-710 will be discharging into which

L-8-38

'Draft.EIRiEIS

waterbody.

Comment 37. Section 3.9.3.1 of the Draft EIR/EIS does not address how Caltrans intends to
work with municipalities to achieve water quality standards where discharges from Caltrans
owned and operated facilities where runoff will become commingled with municipal runoff
prior to the outfalls. The concern is that since Caltrans may be operating under their
Statewide Stormwater Permit, while municipalities will be working under a separate MS4
permit; there is the distinct possibility the Caltrans may be meeting their permit requirements,
15

CALTRANS and METRO.

Cultural Resources. Page 3.7-rz.
,0

I-7to C.orridor Project Draft EIR/EIS and Section 4(fl Eualuation. June zorz. Chapter 3.7

Ibid. Chapter 3.9 Water Quality,

'z

Ibid.

'8

Ibid. Page 3.9-11

Page 3.9-rz.
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but contributing pollutants that will cause comingled discharges to exceed municipal permit
requirements. The Draft EIR/EIS states, "These potential operations impacts would be
addressed though the incorporation of design BMPs in accordance with Caltrans' statewide
stormwater permit." This is not the same as incorporating BMPs that will meet the Vy'ater
Quality Objectives of the receiving water, the standard that municipalities are being held to.

L-8-39

Comment 38. There will be some loss of park space for all proposed alternatives. The Draft
EIR/EIS specifically states that "the impervious increases would be minimal." This does not
take into account that municipalities must actively reduce pollutants in runoff from current
levels. This can be accomplished, in part, by increasing pervious areas. Maintaining pollutant
discharge levels at current levels is not an acceptable option. The Draft EIR/EIS should
describe mitigation efforts for any existing pervious areas being converted to impervious

L-8-40

areas.

Comment39. Onpage 3.9.17, "Alternative 1" isthe "nobuildalternative" fortheproject,
and the EIR makes a strong case that any of the other alternatives 54, 64, 68, or 6C will
result in an improvements. However, Caltrans would be required to install BMPs (and in fact
already is) as part of their ongoing effort to reduce pollutants in runoff. For the "no-build"
alternative, the baseline used should be the anticipated stormwater treatment systems that
would be installed if the no-build option was ultimately selected.
Comment 40. The EIR, Section3.9, should contain preliminary estimates of the efficiency of
each of the proposed treatment BMPs (biofiltration strips and swales, infiltration basins,
detention basins, media filters, etc.) for removal of each of the anticipated pollutants and
provide an analysis of how each BMP will meet TMDL compliance.

L-8-41
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Comment 41. Section 5.4 of the Water Quality and Stormwater Study does not adequately
address how Caltrans intends to maintain the stormwater treatment BMPs once construction
is complete. The EIR needs to speciff the operations and maintenance practices that will be

follow once the treatment BMPs are installed. Under the anticipated (next) MS4 permit,
municipalities such as South Gate are expected to conduct post-construction effectiveness
assessments of their treatment BMPs. How will Caltrans assure ongoing effectiveness of the
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treatment BMPs?

Comment 42. Mentioned in several sections of the Draft EIRÆIS including page 3.9-l3,it
appears that this project is likely to require significant modifications to the Dominguez Gap.
The very nature of Dominguez Gap as a settling and retention basins aids the mitigation of
pollutants such as metals which are often in the particulate phase. The Metals TMDL's
Jurisdictional Group 1, which includes portions of South Gate and Caltrans, has already
submitted an Implementation Plan to the Regional Board. This plan makes use of the existing
mitigation capacity of Dominguez Gap and other settling/retention basins along the lower
portions of the Los Angeles River. Any changes to Dominguez Gap either during
construction or post-construction may necessitate the Jurisdictional Group I revising their
implementation schedule which has already been accepted by the Regional Board. The
impact of any activity within these basins needs to be reviewed from the standpoint impact of
the Metals TMDL's Implementation Plans.
Comment 43. Water Quality Standards (see Water Quality and Stormwater Study Table 6)
need to be met on a current and ongoing basis as these are likely to be detected once outfall
monitoring begins under the next MS4 permit. The Statewide Highway Characterization
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City of South Gate Comments on the I-710 Corridor Project Draft EIR/EIS
referred to in the Draft EIRÆIS indicates that there are several pollutants categories (i.e.
conventional, hydrocarbons, metals, microbiological, semi-volatile organics) that are likely
to be discharges at significant levels. The Draft EIR/EIS mentions these pollutants but does
not specify immediate or long-term pollutant reduction measures.

Comment 44. In Section 5.1 of the Water Quality and Stormwater Study (Risk Associated
with Project Impacts ) it is unclear if the proposed channel structures (roadway bridges) - 24
channel structures for Alternative 5A and 33 channel structures for Alternative 6AIB/C will
discharge directly to the rivers/waterways or will be collected and directed to a treatment
system. As reported in the Draft EIRÆIS, alternative 5A would create approximately 13,500
square feet of new structures (new bridges or expansions of existing ones) over rivers and
Alternative 6NBIC would create approximately 24,000 square feet of new structures over
rivers. The bridges directly over the Los Angeles River and Rio Hondo are being
significantly widened. Direct draining into the Los Angeles River without treatment could
have a deleterious effect on municipal efforts to demonstrate compliance with Quality

L-8-45
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Standards. The EIR needs to address this issue.

Comment 45. Wetlands, including Compton Creek into which a significant portion of
runoff from South Gate flows, are mentioned in the Draft EIR/EIS (including page 3.17-4).
The Los Angeles River, through the entire length of the proposed corridor, is impaired.
Overall water quality needs to be improved. Simply maintaining the water quality status quo
is not a viable option at this time. Alteration to or removal of any portion of the existing
wetlands (regardless of the size) without adequate mitigation measures will have a negative
impact on water quality. The Draft EIRÆIS should detail what mitigation measures are
proposed for any lost wetland areas.
Comment 46. Under, Avoidance, Minimization, and.ior Mitigation Measures (Section 3.5.4)
There are proposed modifications to arterial intersections, which include extending (changing
form single to double) the current lanes and adding separate eastbound and westbound right
turn lanes (for example, Garfield and Firestone and several other intersections in South
Gate.). These modifications are likely to trigger the Green Streets requirement under the
anticipated (next) MS4 permit. The Draft EIR/EIS should address the Green Streets
approaches andl or treatment systems that will be incorporated for these areas.

L-8-47
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Chapter 3.10 Geoloev
This section of the Draft EIR/EIS discusses the geologic setting of the planning area. The Draft
EIR/EIS indicates the nature of seismic and soil constraints within the study area. The Draft
EIR/EIS also indicates the location and extent of a number of blind thrust faults that are often
overlooked in many environmental documents. Our specific comment related to this issue is
listed below.
L-8-49

Comment 47. Given the historic problems related to the ability of elevated freeway
structures to withstand strong ground motion and surface rupture, we are concerned that the
elevated structure (Options íNBland C) and the high sound walls can withstand such events.
While the mitigation identified in Section 3.10.4 is critical, additional geotechnical
investigation and mitigation (including possible avoidance) may be required for those
improvements located near the Thunderbird Villa Mobile Home Park.

Chapter

3.1

I

Paleontoloey

City of South Gate Comments on the I-710 Corridor Project Draft EIRÆIS

This section of the Draft EIR/EIS discusses the proposed project's impacts on paleontological
resources in the area. The analysis is correct in indicating the potential for the discovery of such
resources in very low given the alluvial nature of the soils in the area and their recent deposition.
We also concur with the mitigation measures identified in Section 3.ll.4.re
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Chapter 3.12 Hazardous \ilaste
This section of the Draft EIRÆIS discusses the proposed project's impacts onhazardous waste
site in the study area. Our specific comments are listed below.
Comment 48. The Draft EIR/EIS includes a listing of known sites along the I-710 corridor
that could be affected by the proposed project. There are four locations in the City that are
designated Cortese sites and numerous other sites that are known to be contaminated and are
undergoing remediation.2O Many of the sites are located in close proximity to Firestone
Boulevard, Southern Avenue, or Garfield Avenue. The Draft EIR/EIS should be expanded to
identifr those other sites that could be affected by the other intersection and arterial roadway
improvements that will be undertaken as part of the proposed project's implementation. For
example, only the Firestone/Garfield intersection was identified as an "intersection of
potential concem." Potential contamination near these other sites in the City and the
attendant mitigation should be identified.

L-8-51

Comment 49. The Draft EIR/EIS, in Section 3.12.4, indicates that "data gaps" to the ISA
will be identified and a "Supplemental ISA" will be completed prior to the preparation
of the Final EIR/EIS.2I The necessary "file reviews" for the various options should be
completed prior to the circulation of the Draft EIRÆIS so that a meaningful consideration by
all of the stakeholders mav be undertaken.

L-8-52

Comment 50. The great majority of the mitigation measures identified in the Draft EIR/EIS
involve some form of additional study or investigation.22 While we recognize that some
information is only possible during the demolition phases, a great deal of information
(presence of lead paint, asbestos containing materials, etc) can be ascertained with a walk
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report

through survey by trained professionals.

Chapter 3.13 Air Oualitv
This section of the Draft EIRÆIS discusses the proposed project's air quality impacts. Our
specific comments are listed below.
L-8-54

Comment 51. The Draft EIRiEIS includes air quality data for the reporting stations in the
study area that is more than six years old." More recent monitoring data is available and the
Draft EIR/EIS data should be updated.

1e CALTRANS and METRO.
Paleontology, Page 3.u-8.
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City of South Gate Comments on the I-710 Corridor Project Draft EIR/EIS
Comment 52. The Draft EIR/EIS does not include an analysis of potential "hot spots." For
example, a screening analysis was used to identi$ CO concentrations at study area
intersections as opposed to the use of computer modeling.2a In addition, the Draft EIR/EIS
indicated some intersections would be significantly impacted though they were not identified
in the Draft EIR/EIS document.

L-8-55

Comment 53. The analysis indicates that in 2015, the 24-hour PM2.5 concentrations would
be IlYo below the Federal standards. The year 2015 24-hour PM10 concentrations would be
49Yo below the Federal Standard. With Alternatives 5A and 64, the PM2.5 and PM10
emissions would actually increase (refer to Tables 3.13-14 and 3.13.15). The South Coast Air
Basin is currently non-attainment for both ozone and particulates. Following our review of
the Draft EIR/EIS, Alternative 1 (the No Building) represents the environmentally superior
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altemative.

Comment 54. Table 3.13-20 indicates the projected reductions in toxics (as measured from
the baseline year of 2008) for Alternative 1 and Altemative 54, Alternative 64, and the
Altemative 6 options.2s The projected reductions are roughly the same. Does this mean that
the new vehicle emissions controls, rather than the proposed project, will be more effective in
reducing airborne toxic contaminants?

L-8-57

Chapter 3.14 Noise

This section of the Draft EIR/EIS discusses the proposed project's potential noise impacts.
Construction noise is not considered in this section of the Draft EIWEIS. Our specific comments
are listed below.

Comment 55. The noise measurement locations listed in Table 3.14-2 are difficult to
reconcile with the measurement locations shown in the exhibits provided at the end of this
section.26 This table should be revised so that the public may use the information as a means
to understand the potential noise impacts to their homes and businesses. For example, an
additional column indicating the city in which the measuremenlmodeling is located would

L-8-58

be helptul.

Comment 56. The Draft EIR/EIS includes an analysis of existing and projected noise levels
that are summarized in Table 3.14-2.27 It appears that noise measurements were collected at 6
locations within the City of South Gate. At only one location was noise level measurements
'We
actually collected while modeling was used at the other 5 locations.
request that 24-hotn
noise measurements be taken at the Thunderbird Villa Mobile Home Park due to its
proximþ to the existing freeway and the proposed improvements.

57.

The results of the noise measurements/modeling for the six locations are
summarized in the table provided below. Given the high noise levels indicated for those
locations within the Thunderbird Villa Mobile Home Park, actual 24-hotr held
measurements are critical as indicated previously. The existing noise levels are clearly "very

Comment

"4
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26 CALTRANS and METRO.
Noise, Page 3.rz-86.

,z

lbid.

L-8-59

I-7to Corrídor Project Draft EIR/EIS and Section4(fl Eualuation. June zotz. Chapter 3.r4

Chapter 3.r4 Noise, Page g.t4-7.

L-8-60

City of South Gate Comments on the I-710 Corridor Project Draft EIRÆIS
unhealthful"

by any measure and any increase noise level will further

exacerbate the

problem.

Site #
SB-61

SB-62
SB-63

S8.64
SB-65
SB-66

Location
10s 18

Bluemont Rd.
10442
Bluemont Rd.
10334
Bluemont Rd.
No. 20 W.
Frontase Rd.
No. 4 V/.
Frontaee Rd.
No. 221 W.
Frontage Rd.

Worse-Case Noise Levels

Measured
Noise
Level

Modeled
Noise
Level

Alr.5A

A Exist.

Alt.6A18
IC

Â Exist.

66.4

69.2

66.2

0.0

69.5

3.0

68.0

71.8

67.2

0.0

70.7

2.7

65.8

69.3

67.0

r.2

70.2

4.4

74.2

75.8

74.6

0.3

75.6

1.3

74.7

77.0

76.3

1.5

77.0

2.2

78.7

80.4

81.6

2.8

81.3

2.5

L-8-60

Comment 58. The modeled noise analysis shows that the proposed project would create a
significant noise impact to the Thunderbird Mobile Home Villas. Figures 3.14-I and3.I4-2
show that sound walls will be constructed on the west side of the mainline freeway and the
proposed freight corridor.2s However, sound walls are not proposed on the south side of the
proposed Southern Avenue extension adjacent to the north end of the Thunderbird Mobile
Home Villas. Sound walls should be constructed on the south side of the Southern Avenue
extension in order minimize the noise impacts.

L-8-61

Comment 59. Based on Figures 3.14-l and3.l4-2, MonitoringNoise Site SB-MSI is shown
to be taken in the center of the courtyard of one of the apartment complexes located 5230
Pendleton Avenue, which may have resulted in inaccurate noise measurements resulting from
the noise insulation from the apartment complex. Sound walls should be constructed on the
mainline freeway adjacent to the apartment complexes located at 5230 Pendleton Avenue.

L-8-62

Comment 60. The depiction of daily mobile noise from roadway traffic is best illustrated
using contour maps derived from computer models that indicate noise levels a given distance
from a roadway's centerline. This noise modeling would aid in our understanding of future
noise exposure along the entire l-710 Corridor that extends through the City.

L-8-63

Comment 61. No noise modeling was undertaken to assess the increased traffic noise from
those arterials (such as Firestone Boulevard and Imperial Highway) that would be affected by
the proposed project. We request existing and future traffic noise be analyzed for Firestone
Boulevard and Imperial Highway.

L-8-64

Chapter 3.15 Enerey
The potential energy consumption rates for the various scenarios are described in this section of
the Draft EIR/EIS. Our only comment concerning this issue is indicated below.

L-8-65

,8 CALTRANS and METRO.
Noise, Pages Z.L2-68 and 65..
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City of South Gate Comments on the I-710 Corridor Proiect Draft EIR/EIS
Comment

62. The analysis included in this section appears to focus on the energy costs

VMTs and congestion associated with the "No Build Altemative." However,
the Draft EIRÆIS did not consider the energy consumption impacts related to the use of the
electrical powered zero emission trucks. The Draft EIRÆIS should compile the impacts of
the 5A alternative at build-out with those Alternative 6 options that would use rrzero
emissions" truck focusing on the energy consumption related to off-site electrical power
associated with

L-8-65

consumption.

Chapter 3.16 Natural Communities
The Draft EIRÆIS includes an analysis of the proposed project's potential impacts on the
"natural communities" in the study area. The Draft EIR/EIS indicates that the primary impacts
will be related to the coastal impacts and other impacts to riparian areas. The City of South Gate
does not take any issue with the Draft EIRÆIS's analysis and the recommended mitigation.

L-8-66

Chapter 3.17 Wetlands
The Draft EIR/EIS includes an analysis of the proposed project's potential impacts on the
"wetlands" in the study area. The Draft EIR/EIS indicates the importance of both the Los
Angeles River and the area located at the confluence of the Rio Hondo and Los Angeles Rivers
as jurisdictional waters. Our comments are outlined below.
Comment 63. The majority of the Los Angeles River in the study area is concrete line due
to its historic use as a major regional flood control channel. In recent years, a number of
measures have been implemented to restore the river's utility for groundwater recharge,
recreation, and as ahabitat for numerous avian species. Many of the categories identified in
Table 3.17-2 are ranked as "low" based on its current concrete-lined condition which does
not reflect the future condition of the river following its restoration. What would be the
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impact following the restoration of the Los Angeles River?

Comment 64. The Draft EIRÆIS (Table 3.17-3) indicated that a relatively small amount of
the Los Angeles River would be directly impacted by the proposed project. Again, we
request that these direct and indirect impacts be reconsidered in the context of the Los

L-8-68

Angeles River Restoration Plan.

Chapter 3.18 Plant Species
This section of the Draft EIR/EIS includes an analysis of the proposed project's potential impacts
on the plant species within the study area. Since no protected plant species are known or
suspected to be found within those segments located in South Gate, we have no comments at this
time other than the followins:

Comment

65. *,
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,,1"o trees that will be removed as part of the proposed project's

implementation must be replaced at a one-to-one ratio.

Chapter 3.19 Animal Species
This section of the Draft EIfuEIS includes an analysis of the proposed project's potential impacts
on animals within the study area. Since no protected species are known or suspected to be found
within those segments located in South Gate, we have no comments at this time. We do concur
that the mitigation measrre (AS-1) identified in the Section of the Draft EIRÆIS must be
implemented as a means to protect the avian species foraging in the Los Angeles River Channel.

L-8-70
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Chapter 3.20 Threatened and Endansered Snecies
This section of the Draft EIR/EIS includes an analysis of the proposed project's potential impacts
on designated threatened and endangered plant and animal specific within the study area. Since
no such species are known or suspected to be located within those segments located in South
Gate, we have no comments at this time.
Chapter 3.21 Invasive Species
This section of the Draft EIRÆIS includes an analysis of the proposed project's potential impacts
related to invasive species that may affect the study area. We have no comments at this time on
this section of the Draft EIR/EIS other than the proposed mitigation measure should be
implemented (Measure IS- 1 ).
Chapter 3.22 Relationship Between Local Short-term Uses of the Human Environment and
the Maintenance of Lons-term Productivitv
This section of the Draft EIRÆIS includes an analysis of the proposed project's significant
impacts which are balanced with long-term benefits. Our comments are outlined below

L-8-71

L-8-72

Comment 66. The statement under Section 3.22.2.1 that all of the "...Build Alternatives
have similar impacts" is too general. An effort should be made to compare or rank the
impacts to aid the reader in the identification of those alternatives that have the greatest
impact.

Comment 67. The purpose of the discussion provided under Section 3.22.2.2 is unclear.
The discussion implies that Alternative I is the environmentally superior alternative.
According to CEQA, when the existing baseline conditions is the environmentally superior
altemative, a second project alternative (other than the no project alternative) that meets

L-8-73

some or all of the project objectives should be identified.

Comment 68. The long term gains indicated in the list provided under Section 3.22.2.2 ís
not supported by the analysis. The impacts on noise, air quality, trafftc, and aesthetics will
vary greatly among the various alternatives though their impacts will be greater, not less,
when compared to the baseline (existing and future). Again, some form of ranking would be
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useful.

Chapter 3.23 lrreversible and Irretrievable Commitments of Resources that would be
Involved in the Proposed Proiect.
This section of the Draft EIRÆIS describes resources that will be permanently committed to the
proposed project. Our comments are outlined below.

L-8-75

Comment 69. The loss of productive businesses that may be displaced and the attendant
impacts (lost jobs, revenue, etc.) is a significant irreversible and irretrievable impact to our
community. These impacts should be identified in this section and in the other relevant
sections of the Draft EIR/EIS.
Chapter 3.24 Construction Impacts
This section of the Draft EIRÆIS describes the construction impacts on resources that will be
permanently committed to the proposed project. Our comments are outlined below.

L-8-76
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Comment 70. The discussion of the land use impacts is too general and does not provide a
useful analysis of land use impacts.te In addition, the table referred to in the Draft EIR/EIS
(Table 3.24-l) only discusses the project's impact on recreational and park facilities.

L-8-76

Comment 71. The analysis of temporary construction impacts of the land use impacts also is
too general.3o This section of the Draft EIR/EIS provid"i u g.n"rul description of roadway
and intersection closure impacts. We request the analysis to be expanded to include an
estimate of the amount of time these closures will occur.

L-8-77

Comment 72. The analysis of trafhc, pedestrian, and bicycle impacts is unsatisfactory. No
real information other than generalized statements are provided such as "...During
construction, the I-710 Conidor Project will result in temporary impacts due to traffrc
diversions resulting from temporary closures to local roadways, sidewalks and bikeways, and
freeways and ramps." The statement that "many of the details will be worked out during the
design phases of the project" does not conform to the requirements of CEQA. The proposed
project's full implementation will span decades with localized construction impacts, and the
attendant disruption, taking place over a number of years. The City requests more detailed
information regarding the proposed project's construction impacts on local streets such as
Garfield Avenue, Atlantic Avenue, Long Beach Boulevard, and Firestone Boulevard.

L-8-78

Comment 73. The Traffic Management Plan for the construction of the proposed project
should be shared with the City for our review and comment. Construction impacts to Garfield
Avenue and Atlantic Avenue should be avoided; and Garfield Avenue should not be used as a
detour route. During the recent I-710 Rehabilitation project, the various freeway and ramp
closures diverted freeway traffic onto Garfield Avenue and Atlantic Avenue, which has
affected the quality of life for the residents and businesses that reside on these streets.

L-8-79

Comment

74.

The Draft EIR/EIS indicates those intersections located near hazardous

materials sites that may be impacted by the proposed project. A number of these intersections
are located along the Firestone Boulevard.3l The City concurs that soils investigations of
these areas must be performed prior to construction.

Comment 75. The Draft EIR/EIS's analysis of construction emissions is to general to be of
use in terms of understanding localized impacts. The greatest potential construction-related
impact is the generation of fugitive dust during demolition, grading, finishing. The potential
daily PM10 and PM2.5 emissions are likely to exceed thresholds in those areas of the City
where sensitive receptors are located. We request that the air quality analysis be expanded to
include a modeling of PM10 and PM2.5 emissions at sensitive receptors located nearest the
freeway corridor. For example, the Thunderbird Villa Mobile Home Park should be included
in the analysis.
Comment 76. The Draft EIRÆIS's analysis of construction noise impacts emissions is far
too general to provide a meaningful description of the vibration and construction noise
impacts. Again, noise and vibration impacts must be described so that residents and business
may understand the impacts. The analysis should consider, at a minimum, homes (including
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City of South Gate Comments on the I-710 Corridor Project Draft EIR/EIS
the Thunderbird Villa Mobile Home Park) and local schools located within Vo mile of the
potential construction area. In addition, those schools that will be impacted by arterial and
intersection construction noise must be identified along with the potential impacts and the
attendant mitigation.

L-8-82

Chapter 3.25 Cumulative Impacts
This section of the Draft EIRÆIS describes the potential cumulative impacts related to the
proposed project's implementation. Our comments are outlined below.
Comment 77. The Draft EIRÆIS's identification of the related projects is very through and
well done (refer to Table 3.25-I). The cumulative analysis is good giventhe complexity of
both the project and the related projects. It would be helpful to "rank" those related projects
that will more closely affect the proposed I-710 Corridor project.

L-8-83
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LIST OF IMPROVEMENT PROJECTS PROVIDED TO GATEWAY COG

FOR

EVALUATION IN I.405/I.605/SR 91 FREEWAYS PROJECT

o

Alameda Street

at

Firestone Boulevard

- Add protected

left-turn phasing on all

approaches. (Intersection is shared with the County of Los Angeles.)

o

Long Beach Boulevard at Firestone Boulevard

-

Construct dual left-turn lanes on all

approaches.

o

Long Beach Boulevard at Tweedy Boulevard

o

State Street at Tweedy Boulevard - Add left-turn lane on all approaches. Add protected
left-turn phasing on all approaches. (Intersection is shared with the City of Lynwood.)

o

California Avenue at Firestone Boulevard

- Add protected left-turn phasing on all
approaches. (Intersection is shared with the City of Lynwood).

-

Construct dual left-turn lanes on the

eastbound and westbound approaches. Add protected left-tum phasing on all approaches.

o

Atlantic Avenue at Southern Avenue

-

Construct dual left-turn lanes on the southbound

and westbound approaches. Add protected left-turn phasing on all approaches.

o

Atlantic Avenue at Tweedy Boulevard

-

Construct dual left-turn lanes on all approaches.

Add protected left-turn phasing on all approaches.

o

Garfïeld Avenue at Firestone Boulevard - Construct dual left-turn lanes on all approaches.
Eastbound to northbound left-turn movement may be trþle left-turn lanes.

o

Garfield Avenue at Southern Avenue
and eastbound approaches.

o

Garfield Avenue at Imperial Highway

-

Construct dual left-turn lanes on the northbound

Construct dual left-turn lanes on all approaches.

o Miller \ilay at Garfield

Avenue - Improve intersection to allow all movements. Add
northeast-bound left-turn lane and right-tum lane on Miller Way. Add northbound left-turn
lane on Garfield Avenue. Signalize intersection. Widen Garfield Avenue bridge over Rio
Hondo Channel (I-710 Early Action Project).

o

Independence Avenue/Ardmore Avenue Street

o

Independence Avenue/Ardmore Avenue Extension - Extend Independence Avenue and
Ardmore Avenue through Union Pacific Railroad right-of-way from Otis Street to Atlantic
Avenue/Salt Lake Avenue/Patata Street intersection. Street extensions will include bike
facilities.

Improvements

Construct street
improvements that compliment the Union Pacific Railroad line and right-of-way.

LIST OF IMPROVEMENT PROJECTS PROVIDED TO GATEWAY COG
EVALUATION IN I.405/I.605/SR

.

o

FOR

FREE\ilAYS PROJECT

91

Patata Street Extension - Widen and extend Patata Street from the Atlantic Avenue/Salt
Lake Avenue intersection to the Eastern Avenue/Garf,reld Avenue intersection. Patata Street
extension will be grade separated over the Los Angeles River and the I-710 Freeway and will
provide access ramps to the project I-710 freight corridor. Patata Street will have two (2)
travel lanes in each direction, bike lanes and a raised median.
Firestone Boulevard Improvements - Construct a raised median from west City limit to
east City limit. Firestone Boulevard will have three (3) travel lanes in each direction.
Construct bridge widening over Alameda Corridor, Los Angeles River and Rio Hondo
Channel.

o

Southern Avenue Improvements - Construct street improvements that are complementary
to the bike lanes under the City of Los Angeles Department of W'ater and Power (LADWP)
power lines.

o

Southern Avenue Extension - Widen and extend Southern Avenue from Atlantic Avenue to
Garfield Avenue. Southern Avenue extension will be grade separated over the Los Angeles
River and the l-710 Freeway. Southern Avenue will have two (2) travel lanes in each
direction, bike lanes and a raised median.

o

Tweedy Boulevard Improvements - Construct street improvements from Long Beach
Boulevard to Atlantic Avenue that are complementary to the adjacent land uses.

o

Imperial Highway Improvements

-

Widen Imperial Highway to three (3) lanes in each

direction and construct a raised median.

o

Santa Fe Avenue Improvements
Southern Avenue.

.

Long Beach Boulevard Improvements - Widen Long Beach Boulevard to three (3) lanes in
each direction and construct a raised median.

o

State Street fmprovements
adjacent land uses.

o

California Avenue Improvements

Otis Street Improvements
adjacent land uses.

o

-

-

street improvements that are complementary to the

Construct street improvements that are complementary

Construct street improvements that are complementary to the

Atlantic Avenue Improvements
direction.

Construct a raised median from the north City limit to

- Construct

to the adjacent land uses.

o

-

-

Widen Atlantic Avenue to three (3) lanes

in

each

LIST OF IMPROVEMENT PROJECTS PROVIDED TO GATEWAY COG

FOR

EVALUATION IN I.405[.605/SR 91 FREEWAYS PROJECT

.

Rayo Avenue Improvements
the adjacent land uses.

o

-

Construct street improvements that are complementary to

Wilcox Street Extension/Improyements - Construct a new street from the Patata Street
extension to Southern Avenue. A portion of the street may be in the Union Pacific Railroad
right-of-way.

o

Widen Garfield Avenue to three (3) lanes in each
direction and construct a raised median. Construct bridge widening over Rio Hondo

Garfield Avenue Improvements

-

Channel.

o

Paramount Boulevard Improvements - Widen Paramount Boulevard to three (3) lanes in
each direction and construct a raised median.

o

Traffic signal synchronization

o

Bicycle Transportation Master Plan

o

South Gate Transit Service

-

Synchronize traffic signals.

-

Implement bicycle facilities on the arterial streets.

- Add and expand existing South Gate local transit

service.

I-710 Corridor Project RDEIR/SDEIS

L-8-1
This comment is an introductory comment stating the City of South Gate’s support of initiatives
to relieve traffic and truck congestion on Interstate 710 (I-710), but expresses concerns
regarding potential adverse effects of any improvements on the City’s residents and businesses.
The I-710 Project Team has taken into consideration the commenter’s concerns. Please refer to
Responses to Comments L-8-3 through L-8-83 for more detailed responses to the City’s
concerns.
L-8-2
This comment repeats the statements made in Comment L-8-1. Please refer to Responses to
Comments L-8-3 through L-8-83 for more detailed responses to the City’s concerns.
L-8-3
This comment raises concerns about potential adverse traffic effects that would result from lack
of expansion of the rail yards to accept an increased volume of containers coming from the
Ports of Los Angeles and Long Beach (Ports). The goods movement forecasts used for the
Draft EIR/EIS did assume increased numbers of container lifts at both the Burlington Northern
Santa Fe (BNSF) Hobart and Union Pacific (UP) Railroad East Los Angeles rail yards,
accomplished by increased efficiencies in yard operations, including adjustments in the internal
configurations of the yards. However, more information regarding traffic and cargo behaviors
has been realized since the 2012 Draft EIR/EIS, and the section has been revised accordingly.
Please see Section 2.2.2, Revised Alternatives Development and Refinements, for more
information.
L-8-4
This comment raises concerns about the capacity of the rail system for freight movement. The
I-710 Railroad Goods Movement Technical Memorandum (CSI, 2008) assessed the railroad
mainline and yard capacity to handle the assumed railroad share of the forecast container
volume of 43 million annual twenty-foot equivalent units (TEUs). The analysis concluded that
with additional capacity expansion of mainline and yard facilities, both the BNSF and the UP
Railroads can operationally carry the annual volume of containers forecast to move via rail in
2035. In addition, the port cargo forecasts have been updated since the 2012 Draft EIR/EIS.
Please refer to Section 1.2.1.4 of the RDEIR/SDEIS for a revised discussion.
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L-8-5
This comment raises a concern that the statement regarding the project’s independent utility
(i.e., it does not depend upon other infrastructure projects to achieve the project purpose) in
Section 1.2.2.2 of the Draft EIR/EIS implies that growth-related and cumulative effects of other
projects would not be considered in the EIR/EIS. Text added to Section 1.2.2.2 of the
Recirculated Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS (RDEIR/SDEIS) describes the ability of the
proposed project to be a usable and a reasonable expenditure even if no additional
transportation improvements in the area are made. Logical termini for the proposed project are
defined to ensure meaningful evaluation of alternatives and to avoid commitments to
transportation improvements before they are fully evaluated. However, the proposed project is
not evaluated as a project mutually exclusive from other transportation projects. In accordance
with the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) Guidelines for Preparers of
Cumulative Impact Analysis, Section 3.25, Cumulative Impacts, of the RDEIR/SDEIS discusses
potential direct and indirect impacts, including growth-induced impacts, from construction and
operation of both build alternatives that, when combined with other projects, could contribute to
cumulative impacts to resources of concern.
L-8-6
This comment requests that the EIR/EIS include information about any planned improvements
to the BNSF and UP rail yards. The most current information available regarding potential
improvements to the UP and BNSF rail facilities have been included in Chapter 1.0 and to the
cumulative impacts analysis starting in Section 3.25 of the RDEIR/SDEIS.
L-8-7
This comment is on the section of the EIR/EIS that analyzes project consistency with the City’s
General Plan, stating that “these and other elements also indicate that any improvements must
not harm/affect the community's physical or economic wellbeing.”
As discussed in this section of the Draft EIR/EIS, as well as in the RDEIR/SDEIS, the I-710
Corridor build alternatives would result in some impacts such as changes in access; however,
once in operation the project would not result in adverse impacts to modes of travel for students
and would enhance access to schools by reducing traffic congestion. Pedestrian facilities (i.e.,
sidewalks) would be improved and bike travel would also be improved by providing new
pavement on arterial bridges that will be replaced over I-710 and the Los Angeles River.
As described in Section 2.4.2 in the Recirculated Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS, Alternatives
5A and 6A have been withdrawn from further consideration and a revised set of build
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alternatives (Alternative 5C and 7) are being carried forward in the RDEIR/SDEIS. Projectfunded ZE/NZE trucks along the I-710 Corridor are a component of both Alternatives 5C and 7,
and Alternative 7 includes a ZE/NZE freight corridor. Based on the revised AQ/GHG/HRA, both
build alternatives show air quality and health benefits compared to the 2012 baseline and 2035
No Build Alternative, particularly for NOx and diesel particulate matter (DPM), compared to the
No Build Alternative. PM2.5 emissions along the I-710 are lower in all 2035 alternatives
compared to the 2012 baseline. Compared to the No Build Alternative, Alternative 7 has the
greatest increase in PM2.5 emissions (over three times greater increase than Alternative 5C).
This is due to the VMT-related increases of entrained road dust and, to a lesser extent,
brake/tire wear. (In 2035, exhaust emissions are a very small fraction of overall PM2.5 traffic
emissions.) Please refer to Section 3.13 of the Recirculated Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS
for more discussion of the proposed project’s effects on air quality..
L-8-8
This comment raises concerns about potential impacts to park and recreational facilities,
including the Los Angeles River Trail and Parque do Rios. Section 3.1 of the RDEIR/SDEIS
includes an updated discussion of the effects of the build alternatives on recreational trails. The
mitigation for the effects of Alternatives 5A and 6A/B/C on Parque Dos Rios were discussed in
detail in Section 3.1.3, Parks and Recreation Facilities, and Appendix B, Section 4(f), in the
Draft EIR/EIS. Refer to Responses to Comments S-6-1 through S-6-3, earlier in this report, for
discussion regarding possible replacement sites for the Parque Dos Rios under the build
alternatives. Section 3.1.3 of the RDEIR/SDEIS has been revised to reflect the current project
design and proposed mitigation measures.
L-8-9
This comment raises concerns about property impacts. Due to changes in the project design,
the property acquisitions in the City of South Gate have been reduced. Please see the revised
discussion beginning in Section 3.1.3.3 of the RDEIR/SDEIS.
L-8-10
This comment suggests that the proposed Patata St. extension should be wholly within UP
right-of-way. As shown in Appendix O and as discussed in Chapter 2.0 in the RDEIR/SDEIS,
the proposed Patata St. extension is not included in the revised build alternatives.
L-8-11
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As noted in Response to Comment L-8-10, above, the proposed Patata St. extension is not
included in the revised build alternatives. Therefore, the acquisition of the property at Assessor’s
Parcel Number (APN) 6216-035-001 will not be required for the project.
L-8-12
This comment states that Section 3.2, Growth, does not address actual growth-inducing
impacts. Growth-inducing impacts are discussed in Section 3.2.3.1 of this chapter. Analysis is
provided on pages 3.2-13 through 3.2-15, with the following conclusion presented at the bottom
of page 3.2-15: “The I-710 Corridor Project build alternatives are not expected to influence the
amount, timing, or location of growth in the project area because the proposed project improves
existing transportation infrastructure, the Study Area is already highly developed, and there is
limited land available for new development or redevelopment. Accordingly, there is no
reasonably foreseeable project-related growth expected to result from any of the I-710 Corridor
Project build alternatives.” The comment also suggests a footnote regarding the applicable
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) section be added. This change was not made
because all of the CEQA-related discussion of the project is provided in Chapter 4.0 of the
EIR/EIS, with the discussion of growth inducement as defined by CEQA discussed in Section
4.2.2.10 of both the Draft EIR/EIS and the RDEIR/SDEIS.
L-8-13
The Draft EIR/EIS provided impact information regarding the number of businesses potentially
impacted by the proposed alternatives, as well as the number of employees potentially
displaced and tax revenue generation lost for the respective cities; refer to Section 3.3 for an
updated discussion of impacts to businesses as a result of the revised build alternatives. The
Draft EIR/EIS includes mitigation for Caltrans to follow the Uniform Relocation Assistance and
Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970 (Uniform Act), which includes relocating
businesses (refer to Mitigation Measure C-1). All attempts will be made by Caltrans to relocate
the affected property within the same city, as to keep jobs and tax revenues within affected
cities.
L-8-14
This comment questions why the information in Appendix L appears to list more parcels for
acquisition than the table in Section 3.3 of the Draft EIR/EIS. The difference in the number of
properties affected is that some parcels are either vacant, or the same business occupies
multiple parcels (i.e., only one business would require relocation even though multiple parcels
would be acquired for the project).
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L-8-15
This comment raised questions about the accuracy of the estimated number of employees
affected and whether property owners and businesses were contacted during the preparation of
the Draft EIR/EIS. The updated analysis of employee displacements is provided in Section
3.3.2.3 of the RDEIR/SDEIS. Caltrans does not typically contact property or business owners
during the preparation of technical studies such as the Relocation Impact Report (RIR, March
2017).
L-8-16
As requested in this comment, the EIR/EIS has been updated to include more detail regarding
the analysis of proposed peak-period parking restrictions (see Section 3.3.1.3 of the
RDEIR/SDEIS.
L-8-17
This comment requests that a local hiring program be required for project construction. Metro, in
response to Motion 22.1 and in coordination with partner agencies and community groups, is
developing a Local and Targeted Hiring Policy and Project Labor Agreement for construction
jobs and a First Source Hiring Policy for permanent jobs created by the I-710 Corridor Project.
This effort is being made in parallel to the RDEIR/SDEIS process.
L-8-18
This comment raises concerns about emergency access during construction. Section 3.24.3.4,
Utilities/Emergency Services acknowledges that emergency services response times may be
impacted in the vicinity of project construction areas. Measure CON-U&ES-1, Fire, Law
Enforcement, Emergency Services, and School Districts (Section 3.24.4.4), requires Caltrans
and the construction contractor to coordinate all temporary ramp closures and detour plans with
fire, emergency medical, and law enforcement providers to minimize temporary delays in
emergency response times as part of the TMP, including the identification of alternative routes
and routes across the construction areas for emergency vehicles, which will be developed in
coordination with the affected agencies. Measure CON-TR-1 (Section 3.24.4.5) requires the
preparation of the TMP, which includes extensive public outreach prior to and during
construction including emergency services providers.
L-8-19
This comment also raises concerns about emergency access during construction, with specific
reference to Firestone Blvd. and various arterial crossings of I-710 and the Los Angeles River.
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Specific road closures and durations will not be known until completion of more detailed plans
during the final design phase of the project. As described in Response to Comment L-8-18,
Measure CON-U&ES-1 in the EIR/EIS requires that, prior to and during construction, Caltrans
and the construction contractor will coordinate all temporary ramp closures and detour plans
with fire, emergency medical, and law enforcement providers to minimize temporary delays in
emergency response times as part of the TMP, including the identification of alternative routes
and routes across the construction areas for emergency vehicles, developed in coordination
with the affected agencies.
L-8-20
This comment requests that additional intersections in the City be analyzed in the EIR/EIS.
Intersections in the City of South Gate analyzed as part of the TIAR include:


Imperial Hwy./Garfield Ave.



Firestone Blvd./Long Beach Blvd.



Firestone Blvd./California Ave.



Firestone Blvd./Atlantic Ave.



Firestone Blvd./Garfield Ave.



I-710 SB/Imperial Hwy. (Off at Wright Rd.)



I-710 NB/Firestone Blvd. (Off)



I-710 SB/Firestone Blvd.



Atlantic Ave./Southern Ave.



Firestone Blvd./Rayo Ave.



Firestone Blvd./Otis St.



I-710 NB/Slauson Ave. (FC Off)



I-710 SB/Slauson Ave. (FC On)



Imperial Hwy./Wright Rd.



Garfield Ave./Southern Ave.

Please refer to Section 3.5.3 for an analysis of these intersections.
L-8-21
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This comment requests that additional right of way analysis be conducted for proposed
intersections identified for improvement in the 2012 DEIR/DEIS. The intersection analysis has
been updated since the 2012 DEIR/DEIS. Please refer to Section 3.5.2 for a revised summary
of the traffic impact analysis findings, drawn from the updated Intersection Traffic Impact
Analysis Report. For those intersections impacted by the proposed project, as lead agency,
Caltrans will work with the City to identify potentially affected property owners and to refine
recommended mitigation improvements, in conjunction with the I-710 Project design process.
For those intersections eligible for improvement under the I-710 ITS/TSM/Congestion Relief
funding program, the local jurisdictions (individual cities or the County of Los Angeles) will serve
as the lead agency to develop the proposed improvements, including planning, environmental
and design studies, and any right of way acquisition that may be required.
L-8-22
This comment requests a conceptual plan for the intersection of Wright Rd. at Imperial Hwy.
The RDEIR/SDEIS provides concept plans for the revised build alternatives in Appendix O.
L-8-23
This comment raises concerns about the impact of peak-period parking restrictions and
requests identification of alternatives in lieu of such restrictions. The proposed peak-hour
parking restrictions were part of the Transportation Systems Management/Transportation
Demand Management (TSM/TDM) alternative proposed during the Major Corridor Study (MCS)
phase of this project. The only alternative to provide additional capacity on the arterials without
restricting peak-period parking would be to widen the arterials. Widening the arterials would
have a greater impact on the community due to the increased property acquisition.
L-8-24
This comment requests construction of the Southern Ave. overcrossing of I-710 and the Los
Angeles River as an Early Action Project to provide an alternate route during construction.
Caltrans and Metro encourage the City of South Gate to nominate the Southern Ave.
overcrossing of I-710 and the Los Angeles River as an Early Action Project through the existing
Early Action Project nomination process.
L-8-25
This comment raises concerns about access to Miller Wy. and requests that improvements be
made to Garfield Ave. Access to Miller Wy from the freight corridor has been modified under the
revised build alternatives. As shown in Table 2.3-1 in Section 2.3.2.1 of the RDEIR/SDEIS,
improvements at Miller Wy and Garfield Ave. include:
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Replacement of the undercrossing to accommodate wider freeway section between East
Frontage Rd.



Relocation of the Garfield Ave/Miller Wy intersection approximately 200 feet south and
reconstructed in a three-legged T-intersection configuration to accommodate the
relocated Imperial Hwy. off-ramp location.

L-8-26
This comment makes suggestions related to the access to the Thunderbird Mobile Home Villas
and West Frontage Rd. As shown in Table 2.3-1 in Section 2.3.2.1 of the RDEIR/SDEIS,
improvements related to the Thunderbird Mobile Home Villas include:


Construction of Southern Ave., including a freeway overcrossing and bridge over the Los
Angeles River, between Salt Lake Ave. and Garfield Ave.



Construction of a one-way street couplet re-establishing access between East Frontage
Rd. and Southern Ave.

L-8-27
This comment requests that the I-710 Corridor Project provide improvements consistent with the
City’s adopted Bicycle Transportation Plan. The Gateway Cities Council of Governments
(Gateway Cities COG) is assessing a comprehensive bike master plan. For these areas where
the plan interfaces with the project, those elements have been addressed in the revised build
alternatives (see Sections 2.3.2.1 and 2.3.2.3 of the RDEIR/SDEIS for a discussion of bicycle
and pedestrian facilities provided by the project).
L-8-28
The Project Team acknowledges the City of South Gate’s preference for construction of the onand off-ramps at Slauson Ave. Alternative 7 evaluated in the RDEIR/SDEIS provides for a
freight corridor only I-710/Slauson Ave. interchange.
L-8-29
This comment raises concerns related to the congestion on the I-710 and the impacts to South
Gate streets. The traffic analysis in Section 3.5 of the RDEIR/SDEIS has been substantially
revised based upon the revised traffic forecast assumptions and the revised design of the build
alternatives.
L-8-30
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This comment questions the accuracy of the visual simulations presented in the Draft EIR/EIS,
specifically those showing the elevated freight corridor in Alternatives 6A/B/C. Because of the
substantial design changes in the revised build alternatives, most of the visual simulations were
revised in Section 3.6 of the RDEIR/SDEIS. The accuracy of the visual simulations has been
checked by the project engineer in comparison to the project plans and profiles.
L-8-31
This comment raises two concerns: (1) that soundwalls and screen walls not impact visibility of
businesses from the freeway, and (2) that the project not result in even higher billboards or
other signs. Soundwalls and screen walls would typically not be placed along commercial areas
where freeway visibility is important to local businesses. A measure to ensure signage height
limits will not be added to the RDEIR/SDEIS as it may not be enforceable by Caltrans. However,
Caltrans will continue to regulate outdoor signage in accordance with the State’s Outdoor
Advertising Ave and Regulations (2014 edition).
For more information, please see
http://www.dot.ca.gov/trafficops/oda/docs/ODA_Act_&_Regulations.pdf.
L-8-32
This comment requests oblique and/or panoramic visual simulations in addition to the Key
Views provided in Section 3.6 of the EIR/EIS. Federal Highway Administration’s (FHWA) Visual
Impact Assessment Guidelines (1981) require analysis of views “of the road” and “from the
road.” Neither oblique nor panoramic visual simulations would aid in that analysis; therefore,
they have not been added to the RDEIR/SDEIS as requested in this comment.
L-8-33
This comment requests a detailed description of the APE, including the APE map itself. The
APE is described in Section 3.7.2.2 of the RDEIR/SDEIS. The APE maps were too voluminous
to provide in the Draft EIR/EIS itself, but were made available for public review in the Historic
Property Survey Report available for review at the offices of Caltrans, Metro, Gateway Cities
COG, and numerous public libraries, as well as on the Internet at http://www.dot.ca.gov/dist07/
resources/envdocs/docs/710corridor.
L-8-34
This comment asks why only historic property within the City of South Gate was discussed in
the Draft EIR/EIS. Caltrans identifies and evaluates properties that are located in the project’s
APE. This includes all areas that are reasonably expected to be impacted directly or indirectly
by the proposed undertaking. Therefore, the identification of locally significant properties was
limited to the APE. As a result of the records search, only one previously determined locally
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significant property was present within the APE in the City of South Gate. Caltrans’ Standard
Environmental Reference (SER) requires that the evaluation reports only discuss properties
located within the APE that have the potential to be affected by the proposed undertaking and,
therefore, no further discussion was provided on locally significant properties located outside the
APE.
L-8-35
This comment raises concerns about the ability to comply with various TMDLs that have gone
into effect or will go into effect by 2021. During the preparation of the Draft EIR/EIS, the State
Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) was revising the Caltrans Municipal Separate Storm
Sewer Systems (MS4) Permit. This permit covers Caltrans rights-of-way, properties, facilities,
and activities in the State. The assessment of the affected environment and environmental
consequences were based upon Caltrans Statewide Storm Water Management Plan (SWMP),
which complies with the MS4 permit in use at the time. These assessments were captured in a
Water Quality and Stormwater Runoff Study and Storm Water Data Report (SWDR), and
summarized in Section 3.9 of the Draft EIR/EIS. Section 3.9 describes the regulatory setting,
affected environment, and the build alternatives’ environmental consequences.
In the Fall of 2012, the SWRCB adopted a new Caltrans MS4 Permit. Effective July 1, 2013,
redevelopment projects such as the I-710 Corridor Project must comply with the new permit. To
comply with SWRCB’s order dated September 19, 2012, Caltrans will update its SWMP. The
revised SWMP will include several elements. Among these elements are the Monitoring and
Discharge Characterization Program, Project Planning and Design, and Best Management
Practice (BMP) Development and Implementation. These elements have been addressed in the
revised technical studies and summarized in Section 3.9 of the RDEIR/SDEIS. The revised
water quality assessments address the build alternatives’ effects on beneficial uses of surface
and coastal waters and how alternatives meet water quality objectives established for water
bodies within the Study Area. BMP features have been incorporated in build alternatives in
accordance with revised applicable guidance, standards, and tools, including updated Caltrans
Storm Water Quality Project Planning and Design Guide (PPDG).
L-8-36
As requested in this comment, Table 3.9-2 in the RDEIR/SDEIS was updated to reflect the
current status of TMDLs.
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L-8-37
As requested in this comment, Table 3.9-2 in the RDEIR/SDEIS was updated to reflect the
current status of TMDLs.
L-8-38
This comment requests a more in-depth discussion of the TMDL water quality/water body
process, and specifically requests delineation to which water bodies that runoff from I-710 will
be discharged following construction. This has been addressed by adding the water quality
limited segment name to Table 3.9-2 in the RDEIR/SDEIS.
L-8-39
This comment raises the concern that in complying with its MS4 permit, discharges from I-710
runoff may impact the ability of local jurisdictions to comply with their MS4 permits. The Caltrans
Statewide permit includes the following text which states that the Caltrans permit does not
supersede the permits of local jurisdictions: “Storm water and non-storm water from the
Department’s ROW, properties, facilities, and activities may discharge to storm water
conveyance systems managed by other NPDES permitted municipalities. This Order does not
preempt or supersede the authority of the permitted municipalities to prohibit, restrict, or control
storm water discharges and conditionally exempt non-storm water discharges to storm drain
systems or other watercourses within their jurisdiction as allowed by State and federal law.”
L-8-40
This comment requests that the EIR/EIS should describe mitigation efforts for any existing
pervious areas being converted to impervious areas. Clarifying text to address this concern has
been added to page 3.9.3.1 of the RDEIR/SDEIS.
L-8-41
This comment requests that for the water quality analysis, the No Build Alternative should reflect
the planned and programmed water treatment systems by others that would be in place even if
the No Build Alternative was selected. Clarifying text to address this comment has been added
to page 3.9.3.1 of the RDEIR/SDEIS.
L-8-42
This comment requests an estimate of the efficiency of each of the proposed treatment BMPs.
Clarifying text to address this comment has been added to page 3.9.3.1 of the RDEIR/SDEIS.
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L-8-43
This comment requests that the EIR/EIS include information on what operations and
maintenance practices will be followed once the treatment BMPs are installed. Clarifying text to
address this comment has been added to Section 3.9.3.1 of the RDEIR/SDEIS.
L-8-44
This comment raises a specific concern regarding the project’s impact to the Dominguez Gap
West Basin and the potential adverse impact to the Metals TMDL Implementation Plans. The
I-710 Utility Relocation Study (Central Segment) Stormwater Basin Relocation Analysis (Design
Alternative 7), included in the SWDR appendices, stated that coordination with the Gateway
Cities Council of Governments has occurred. Clarifying text to address this concern has been
added to page 3.9.3.1 of the RDEIR/SDEIS.
L-8-45
This comment requests additional information on pollutants not specifically discussed in the
water quality analysis. Clarifying text to address this comment has been added to Section
3.9.3.1 of the RDEIR/SDEIS.
L-8-46
This comment requests clarification of whether new or modified bridge structures would
discharge directly to the Los Angeles River or other water bodies. Clarifying text to address this
concern has been added to Section 3.9.3.1 of the RDEIR/SDEIS.
L-8-47
This comment raises concerns about impacts to wetlands relative to water quality. As discussed
in Section 3.16.3 of the Draft EIR/EIS, Alternatives 5C and 7 are expected to permanently
impact wetlands, specifically the earthen-bottom intertidal portions of the Los Angeles River,
Dominguez Gap Wetlands West Basin, and marsh natural communities. However, mitigation
measures have been drafted and refined to address lost wetland areas near the Los Angeles
River. These measures are listed in Section 3.16, Natural Communities (Measure NC-1) and
Section 3.24, Construction Impacts (Measures CON-WET-1 through CON-WET-3). The
measures note that prior to construction, Caltrans shall obtain an appropriate permit from the
USACE for placement of fill in jurisdictional wetlands or waters pursuant to Section 404 of the
Clean Water Act (CWA) and Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act; Caltrans shall apply for
and obtain a Lake or Streambed Alteration Agreement (SAA) from the CDFW; and Caltrans
shall apply for and obtain a Water Quality Certification from the RWQCB for effects to
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jurisdictional wetlands. These measures are also referenced in Section 3.17, Wetlands. In
addition, compliance with standard requirements and permits listed in Sections 3.9.4 and
3.24.4.9 would minimize project impacts to water quality.
L-8-48
This comment raises a concern that the arterial intersection improvements may trigger the
Green Streets requirement under the latest MS4 permit. Clarifying text to address this concern
has been added to page 3.9.3.1 of the RDEIR/SDEIS.
L-8-49
This comment raises concerns about seismic safety related to the elevated sections of the
freight corridor and other large structures such as the proposed soundwall near the Thunderbird
Villa Mobile Home Park. As noted in Measure GEO-1 (Section 3.10.3) in the RDEIR/SDEIS, if a
build alternative is selected for implementation, the final design will include detailed
geotechnical investigations and seismic evaluations for all project structures and facilities. The
project design will be consistent with the applicable Caltrans engineering standards and will
comply with State seismic and geotechnical design requirements. As a result, the structures and
facilities in a selected build alternative would not expose the area occupied by the Thunderbird
Villa Mobile Home Park or other land uses near I-710 to extraordinary risks associated with
strong ground motion or surface rupture.
L-8-50
The City’s comments regarding the low potential for the discovery of paleontological resources
and the mitigation measures described in Section 3.11.4 in the RDEIR/SDEIS are noted. No
further response is necessary.
L-8-51
This comment raises concerns regarding the proximity of known hazardous waste sites within
the City of South Gate to proposed construction areas. Section 3.12 of the RDEIR/SDEIS has
been substantively updated based on the revised build alternatives. .
L-8-52
This comment raises concerns regarding the “data gaps” on hazardous waste described in the
Draft EIR/EIS. Based on the updated ISA prepared for the project, Section 3.12, Hazardous
Waste, of the RDEIR/SDEIS has been revised to include the most current available information
for all project improvement areas. Due to the amount of properties identified in the records
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search (over 1,000 properties), no file reviews were conducted at the various State, Federal, or
local regulatory agencies. Given the stage of project development, in lieu of file reviews, all full,
partial and TCE properties considered to be “high risk” and are included in Table 3.12-1 through
Table 3.12-3 which identify properties of environmental concern. Once the preferred alternative
has been identified, parcel-by-parcel investigations will be performed for properties that have
been identified as environmental concerns and have the potential to impact the initial phase of
the project. The recommendations for further evaluation of high and medium risk sites include
one or more of the following, in this order:


Review current regulatory status through online databases;



Conduct file reviews at the oversight regulatory agency, if necessary;



Parcel specific historical summary using one or more of the following resources:
Sanborn maps, historical city directories, chain of title, or building department records;



Perform a site reconnaissance including on-site interviews with persons knowledgeable
about site operations; and



If warranted, perform a subsurface investigation based on the findings of the previous
recommendations or if the findings are inconclusive.

L-8-53
This comment is correct in that additional information regarding the potential presence of
hazardous materials and/or contamination on individual properties can be acquired based on
walk-throughs of individual properties. However, the majority of the properties that might be full
or partial acquisitions are currently in private ownership, and those property owners are under
no obligation to provide access to their properties to Caltrans or Metro for walk-throughs or
other activities related to hazardous materials/contamination investigations. As a result, existing
records and visual examination from adjacent public properties are the most effective way to
develop a database of known and potential hazardous materials/contamination issues at
properties that might be acquired for the project. If a build alternative is selected for
implementation, the intent of the extensive mitigation for hazardous materials and wastes is to
update the information provided in Section 3.13 just prior to any property acquisition to verify
any needed remediation or other measures for each property determined to require mitigation.
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L-8-54
This comment raises a concern regarding how current is the air quality monitoring data that was
presented in the Draft EIR/EIS. The data that was presented in the Draft EIR/EIS was for three
years prior to and including the Notice of Preparation (NOP) year, which was in 2008. Tables
3.13-1 and 3.13-2 in the RDEIR/SDEIS have been updated to include more recent monitoring
data.
L-8-55
The comment states that the Draft EIR/EIS does not include an analysis of the proposed project
potential carbon monoxide (CO) hot spots. Section 3.13.3-1 on page 3.13-15 in the Draft
EIR/EIS included a summary of the CO hot spot analysis that was prepared for the proposed
project. Section 4.7 of the AQ/HRA includes the full CO hot spot analysis, which included
modeling of the CO concentrations within the vicinity of ten intersections within the project area.
These intersections were selected based on their LOS, traffic volumes, and project contribution.
Please review Sections 3.13 and 4.0 of the RDEIR/SDEIS for an updated discussion of air
quality impacts under the revised build alternatives.
L-8-56
The comment is correct in stating that the particulate matter (PM) hot spot analysis determined
that Alternatives 5A and 6A would result in an increase in emissions when compared to the No
Build conditions (Alternative 1). However, as shown in Tables 3.13-14 and 3.13-15 of the Draft
EIR/EIS, when compared to the No Build conditions, Alternatives 6B and 6C would either
reduce or result in a very small increase in the PM emissions within the I-710 area. Therefore,
Alternative 1 is not the environmentally superior alternative for PM conformity. Please see
Section 3.13.3.1 in the RDEIR/SDEIS for the results of the updated hot spot analysis.
L-8-57
This comment asks whether it is emission control technology or the I-710 build alternatives that
help reduce airborne toxic contaminants. The future technologies do help in reducing the
emissions. There are also reductions associated with zero emission technology and reductions
that can result from improved mobility. However, these two effects for a single freeway project
(even one as large as the I-710) would be small compared to total emissions in a region such as
the South Coast Air Basin (Basin) or even the project Study Area (Area of Interest). Thus, we
would expect to see small or no variations among alternatives for those regions. DPM
emissions, the main air toxics risk driver, from traffic on I-710 itself show variations among the
alternatives. Certain build alternatives (i.e., Alternative 6B and Alternative 6C, ZEE Option)
Page 91

I-710 Corridor Project RDEIR/SDEIS

further reduce diesel-related impacts through zero emission freight corridors and related
systems. Please see Section 3.13.3.1 in the RDEIR/SDEIS for the results of the updated mobile
source air toxics analysis.
L-8-58
This comment requests better correlation between the table of noise measurement locations
and the maps provided in Section 3.14 of the RDEIR/SDEIS. All noise monitoring locations are
in a numerical order going from the south end of the project to the north. Moreover, on the
charts, the site locations are separated by major interchanges along the I-710. This way is more
efficient as one can follow the charts and the aerial photos hand in hand (from south to north).
L-8-59
This comment requested that a 24-hour noise measurement be conducted at the Thunderbird
Villa Mobile Home Park. The criteria as to when noise impacts occur is based on predicted
(after-project) noise levels. Existing field noise monitoring is done to not only assess the current
highest noise levels in a given area, but also to calibrate the model for future predicted noise
levels. Generally, one or two 24-hour noise monitoring is conducted within an interchange to
capture the existing worst-hour noise level. Then short-term (usually 10-minute) noise
monitoring is performed within the same interchange to identify existing noise levels. All of this
short-term noise monitoring is then adjusted to the worst-hour noise level using the 24-hour
noise monitoring. In this case, one 24-hour noise measurement for the Draft EIR/EIS was
conducted at Site #SB-62 between Imperial Hwy. and Firestone Blvd. along southbound I-710 in
the City of South Gate. The short-term (Sites #SB-64, 65, and 66) noise measurements
conducted at the Thunderbird Villa Mobile Home Park were then adjusted using the information
from Site #SB-62 (24-hour monitoring location) to existing worst-hour noise levels. Therefore,
there is no need of 24-hour noise monitoring at the Thunderbird Villa Mobile Home Park.
Furthermore, noise impacts have been identified and noise abatement considered in the form of
a sound barrier. The sound barrier proposed for the Thunderbird Villa Mobile Home Park is
predicted to reduce noise levels by about 10 decibels (dB), which is reducing the noise level in
half. Table 3.14-3 in the Draft EIR/EIS also shows the noise level reductions at other sensitive
receivers resulting from the proposed sound barriers. Please see Table 3.14-3 in the
RDEIR/SDEIS for the results of the updated noise analysis.
L-8-60
This comment raises concerns about the existing and future noise levels in the City of South
Gate. The criteria as to when noise impacts occur is based on predicted (after-project) noise
levels. Existing field noise monitoring is done to not only assess the current highest noise levels
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in a given area, but also to calibrate the model for future predicted noise levels. Generally, one
or two 24-hour noise monitoring is conducted within an interchange to capture the existing
worst-hour noise level. Then short-term (usually 10-minute) noise monitoring is performed within
the same interchange to identify existing noise levels. All of these short-term noise monitoring is
then adjusted to the worst-hour noise level using the 24-hour noise monitoring. In this case, one
24-hour noise measurement was conducted at Site #SB-62 between the Imperial Hwy. and
Firestone Blvd. along southbound I-710 in the City of South Gate. The short-term (Sites #SB-64,
65, and 66) noise measurements conducted at the Thunderbird Villa Mobile Home Park were
then adjusted using the information from Site #SB-62 (24-hour monitoring location) to existing
worst-hour noise levels. Therefore, there is no need of a 24-hour noise monitoring at the
Thunderbird Villa Mobile Home Park. Furthermore, noise impacts have been identified and
noise abatement considered in the form of a sound barrier. As shown in Table 3.14-3 of the
Draft EIR/EIS, the sound barrier proposed for the Thunderbird Villa Mobile Home Park is
predicted to reduce noise levels by about 10 dB, which is reducing the noise level in half. Table
3.14-3 in the Draft EIR/EIS also shows the noise level reductions at other sensitive receivers
resulting from the proposed sound barriers. Please see Table 3.14-3 in the RDEIR/SDEIS for
the results of the updated noise analysis.
L-8-61
The predominant noise source for the Thunderbird Villa is the I-710 freeway. Therefore, all
efforts to reduce noise from this source have been made to ensure that this community receives
a minimum of 5 dB (readily perceptible noise reduction). In this case, the noise levels are
predicted to be reduced by 10 dB (perceived as reducing noise level by half). Any efforts to
further reduce noise levels by proposing a sound barrier along Southern Ave. would have to be
made by the local city and its noise ordinances. Please see Section 3.14 of the RDEIR/SDEIS
for the updated noise analysis.
L-8-62
This comment raises a concern that noise levels were underpredicted at the apartment complex
at 5230 Pendleton Ave. in the City of South Gate. Based on the Caltrans Traffic Noise Analysis
Protocol (Protocol), noise sites whether measured or modeled must represent an exterior area
of frequent human use. In this case (Site #SB-MS1), the swimming pool area of an apartment
complex is used to represent an area of exterior frequent human use. Based on the results
(since the I-710 freeway is being shifted away from this complex quite considerably to the east),
there is no noise impact identified. The predicted noise level of 56 dB does not approach or
exceed the FHWA noise abatement criteria of 67 dB. Therefore, no noise abatement is
proposed for this apartment complex at 5230 Pendleton Ave. in the City of South Gate. Please
refer to Section 3.14 of the RDEIR/SDEIS for the updated noise analysis.
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L-8-63
This comment requests a map of noise contours. Noise contour maps are not generated as part
of studies that comply with the Caltrans Protocol; therefore, there are no noise contour maps
available to provide.
L-8-64
This comment requests analysis of noise impacts at local arterial intersections (specifically at
Imperial Hwy. and Firestone Blvd. As mentioned previously, the predominant noise source in
this area is the I-710 freeway. As such, although Imperial Hwy. and Firestone Blvd. (local
arterials) may contribute to the overall noise environment, noise impacts have only been
assessed (in compliance with the Protocol) with the freeway as the primary and predominant
noise source. Please see Section 3.14 of the RDEIR/SDEIS for the updated noise analysis.
L-8-65
This comment requests that the analysis of energy impacts consider the energy used for the
zero emission alternative (Alternative 7 in the Draft EIR/EIS). Tables 3.15-7 and 3.15-8 in the
Energy Section of the EIR compares the total energy impacts of all Alternatives (1, 5C, and 7)
with the existing scenario and all the build alternatives (5C and 7) with Alternative 1 (No Build)
for 2035. The impacts shown in Tables 3.15-7 and 3.15-8 include the energy consumption
impacts related to the use of the electrical powered zero emission trucks. A comparison of the
impacts of Alternative 5C at build out with Alternative 7 can be made from the information in
Table 3.15-7. Alternative 5C would increase total energy consumption by 0.8 percent from
Alternative 1 and Alternative 7 would increase total energy consumption by 1.4 percent from
Alternative 1. These results show that the alternative using zero emission trucks (Alternative 7)
would use more energy than Alternative 5C.
L-8-66
The Project Team acknowledges that the City of South Gate does not take any issue with the
Draft EIR/EIS's analysis and the recommended mitigation for natural communities.
L-8-67
This comment questions whether impacts to wetlands would be greater in the future given the
many planned and programmed restoration projects along the Los Angeles River. In the
assessment of impacts to wetlands, the future conditions of the Los Angeles River were
considered after reasonably foreseeable restoration projects have been performed. The project
consultants coordinated with the Los Angeles County Department of Public Works (LACDPW),
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the Los Angeles River and San Gabriel Rivers Watershed Council, and the Rivers and
Mountains Conservancy. The LACDPW provided the boundaries of the County’s restoration
areas. Two areas were found to overlap the limits of the BSA. The BSA boundaries of all
alternatives overlap with the DeForest Park Restoration Project and Alternative 7 is expected to
potentially result in direct permanent impacts to 9.41 acres of riparian/riverine natural
communities (including 5.34 acres of open water in the Dominguez Gap and DeForest
Treatment Wetlands). However, measure FP-2 will ensure a suitable replacement that will
provide equal to or greater capacity than the impacted portion of the Dominguez Gap currently
provides.
L-8-68
As requested in this comment, the Los Angeles River Master Plan was taken into consideration
during project design and in order to analyze direct and indirect project impacts. For additional
details, see Response to Comment L-8-67.
L-8-69
This comment requests that any street trees be replaced at a 1:1 ratio. Nonnative street trees
are not considered a sensitive biological resource (other than potential nesting habitat for birds);
therefore, they are not addressed in Section 3.18, Plant Species, of the Draft EIR/EIS. However,
they are addressed in Section 3.6, Visual/Aesthetics. Measure VIS-2 requires additional
landscape improvements be incorporated into the final design where existing mature trees are
removed.
L-8-70
The Project Team acknowledges that the City of South Gate has no comments at this time and
that the City concurs that Mitigation Measure AS-1, identified in Section 3.19, Animal Species,
must be implemented as a means to protect the avian species foraging in the Los Angeles River
channel.
L-8-71
The Project Team acknowledges that the City of South Gate has no comments on Section 3.21,
Invasive Species. As documented in Section 3.21.4 of the RDEIR/SDEIS, Measure IS-1 is
included in the environmental commitments for the project.
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L-8-72
The referenced sentence in Section 3.22.2.1 that includes the statement “All four build
alternatives would have similar impacts” has been revised in the RDEIR/SDEIS to address the
revised build alternatives. A table was not added at the end of Section 3.22.3 that would provide
a rating for each build alternative and the No Build Alternative from highest to lowest impact for
each of the environmental elements listed because the entirety of the RDEIR/SDEIS should be
taken into account by decisionmakers. A similar table outlining the environmental impacts is
contained in the Executive Summary.
L-8-73
This comment questions the purpose of Section 3.22 and requests identification of the
environmentally superior alternative as required by CEQA. The CEQA Guidelines Section
15126.6 (e) (2) text regarding identification of the environmentally superior alternative is as
follows:
If the environmentally superior alternative is the “no project” alternative, the EIR
shall also identify an environmentally superior alternative among the other
alternatives.
Caltrans will identify an environmentally superior alternative in the Final EIR/EIS..
L-8-74
This comment states that “the long term gains indicated in the list provided under Section
3.22.2.2 is not supported by the analysis.” Please see the Response to Comment L-8-72.
L-8-75
This comment states that losses of productive businesses are an irreversible effect of the
proposed project. Economic impacts, including jobs losses, economic losses, and
reimbursement under the Relocation Assistance Program (RAP), are thoroughly addressed in
Chapter 3.0, Section 3.3, Community Impacts, of the RDEIR/SDEIS. As stated in Section
3.3.2.4 (Measure C-1), it is the goal of the project to relocate any impacted businesses within
their existing communities; therefore, losses of productive businesses would not be an
irreversible effect of the proposed project.
L-8-76
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This states that the land use discussion under Section 3.24, Construction Impacts, does not
provide enough detail. The discussion of temporary land use impacts during construction has
been revised in Section 3.24.3.1 of the RDEIR/SDEIS.
L-8-77
This comment requests an estimate of expected roadway closures. Such information cannot be
provided at this point due to the preliminary level of design available for analysis; however, it is
anticipated that some construction-related closures would occur, as with any major construction
project. Measure CON-TR-1 in the RDEIR/SDEIS provides for a TMP that would minimize and
provide for coordination regarding any construction closures.
L-8-78
This comment requests specific detail on local street closures and detours during construction.
Such information cannot be provided due to the preliminary level of design available for
analysis; therefore, the proposed TMP mitigation measure (Measure CON-TR-1) in the
RDEIR/SDEIS complies with CEQA by establishing a performance standard that will be
complied with prior to and during project construction.
L-8-79
This comment requests identification of the TMP and expresses concern over the effects of
detouring that occurred during the recent I-710 pavement rehabilitation project. Measure CONTR-1 (Section 3.24.4.5) in the RDEIR/SDEIS requires the preparation and implementation of a
TMP. Measure CON-TR-1 identifies key components of the TMP. The complete TMP will be
developed during final design and part of that process will be the coordination of the TMP
components, such as ramp and street closures and detours with the applicable local
jurisdictions to help reduce traffic impacts in areas near the construction activities. As a result,
each local jurisdiction will be provided an opportunity to work with Caltrans and the construction
contractor to identify local street and lane closures and detours to minimize the effects of those
activities in each community.
L-8-80
This comment re-emphasizes the need for completion of hazardous waste testing prior to
construction. As indicated in Section 3.12.4 of the RDEIR/SDEIS, the project includes
commitments to conduct soil investigations of the areas outlined in Section 3.12, Hazardous
Materials, prior to construction.
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L-8-81
This comment requests analysis of construction emissions at specific receptors. At this point in
project development, it would be speculative to identify possible phasing for each of the build
alternatives. Upon identification of a preferred alternative, phasing and staging concepts may be
advanced to estimate construction duration, identify staging areas, identify required closures,
and assess traffic access during construction. See also Responses to Comments R-2-33 and R2-35. A general discussion of construction emissions is included in Section 3.24.3.13 of the
RDEIR/SDEIS.
L-8-82
This comment requests analysis of construction noise and vibration impacts at specific
receptors. At this stage of the project, details are not known about the equipment that will be
used for construction. Therefore, the construction noise and vibration levels cannot be
estimated for specific properties. The discussion of potential noise and vibration impacts
provided in Section 3.24 discloses a realistic range of noise and vibration levels that could be
experienced by properties located near the construction areas. Please refer to Section 3.24.4.14
of the RDEIR/SDEIS for measures related to reducing noise and vibration effects during
construction.
L-8-83
In response to this comment, Table 3.25-1 in the RDEIR/SDEIS has been revised to identify
those projects that more closely affect the I-710 Corridor Project by virtue of a “Major Project”
designation. Although all of the projects listed in Table 3.25-1 have the potential to result in
cumulative impacts together with the I-710 Corridor Project, a subset of “Major Projects”
expected to have a greater potential for adverse impacts on the environment were researched
and analyzed in greater depth for purposes of the cumulative analysis. These projects and their
anticipated construction schedules are listed in Table 3.25-2 and are discussed in the
Environmental Consequences section.
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L-9-1
This comment states that the Los Angeles River Trail was not mentioned in the Draft EIR/EIS. In
the Draft EIR/EIS, the Los Angeles River Trail was discussed on page 3.1-63 and highlighted in
Figure 3.1-4. The Los Angeles River Trail noted in Appendix B (Section 4(f) Evaluation) of the
Draft EIR/EIS. Section 3.1.3.1, Section 3.1.3.2 in the Recirculated Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft
EIS (RDEIR/SDEIS) have been updated to include a more detailed description of the multi-use
Los Angeles River Trail and a discussion of potential impacts and proposed mitigation
measures. A more detailed discussion was not added to Appendix B since no L&WCF Act funds
were used for the Los Angeles River Trail. Therefore, that trail is not subject to the requirements
of Section 6(f).
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COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES

L-10

DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS
"To Enrich Lives Through Effective and Caring Service"

GAIL FARI3ER, Director

900 SOUTH FREMONT AVENUE
ALHAMBRA,CALIFORMA 91803-1331
Telephone:(626)458-5100
http://dpw.lacoun[y.gov

September 27, 2012

ADDRESS ALL, CORRESPONDENCE TO:
P.O. BOX 1460
ALHAMBRA,CALIFORNIA 91802-1460

IN REPLY PLEASE
REFER TO FILE:

LD—~

Mr. Ronald Kosinski
Caltrans District 7, Division of Environmental Planning
100 South Main Street, MS 16A
Los Angeles, CA 90012
Dear Mr. Kosinski:
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT(DEIR)
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT (EIS)
INTERSTATE 710 (I-710) CORRIDOR PROJECT
Thank you for the opportunity to review the DEIR for the I-710 Corridor project. The
project consists of improving I-710, in the County of Los Angeles between State Route
60 (SR-60) and Ocean Boulevard to include widening of I-710's general purpose lanes
(five in each direction); to modernize and reconfigure Interstate 405, State Route 91,
and a portion of Interstate 5 (I-5) interchanges with I-710; to modernize and reconfigure
most local arterial interchanges along I-710; and for provision of a separated four-lane
freight corridor to be used by conventional orzero-emission trucks.
The following comments are for your consideration and relate to the environmental
document only:
Services-Traffic/Access
General Comment
As stated on page 26 of the DEIR, compared to Alternative 1, Alternative 6B and
Alternative 6C have lower cancer risk impacts until the freight corridor ends near the rail
yards, while the other alternatives have greater cancer risk impacts. Cancer risk
impacts north of Washington Boulevard are greater for all build alternatives (compared
to Alternative 1), even for Alternatives 6B and 6C, because it is assumed that trucks not
on the freight corridor are not operating in zero emission mode. The ZEE design
options for Alternative 6B and 6C would reduce the health risk north of the rail yards.
County will not approve any alternative that have greater cancer risk impacts than
"No Build."
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Mr. Ronald Kosinski
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2. County disagrees with the Synchro reports included in the Intersection Traffic Impact
Report. Comments for County Intersections (copy enclosed) were provided to Metro
on February 23, 2012. Revised Synchro files may change the number of
intersections impacted with each proposed design alternative. Each County
intersection impacted by the I-710 Corridor project needs to be mitigated such that
its Level of Service is equal to or better than "No Build" conditions. Public Works
reserves the right to provide additional comments in the future when revised
information or details are available for review.
3. As stated on page 6 of the DEIR, the purpose of the I-710 Corridor project is to
improve air quality and public health; improve traffic safety; provide modern design;
and to address projected traffic volumes and growth in population, employment, and
activities related to goods movements. However; according to Figure 10-3 of the
Traffic Operations Analysis Report(WBS ID: 160.10.35), the general purpose lanes'
Level of Service on the mainline segment between Atlantic Boulevard/Bandini
Boulevard and SR-60 are projected to operate at over capacity during peak hours
under build Alternatives 6A, 6B, and 6C. Projected traffic congestion will have
adverse impacts for the unincorporated County community of East Los Angeles.
Public Works requests to carry the proposed five general purpose northbound lanes
for all design alternatives all the way to SR-60 in order to improve performance of
this segment to equal to or better than "No Build" conditions.
4. Removal of peak-hour, on-street parking will severely impact adjacent businesses
and residences. Segments under County jurisdiction include; Atlantic Boulevard
from I-5 to SR-60, Alameda Street from Imperial Highway to Firestone Boulevard,
Garfield Avenue between Ferguson Drive and Whittier Boulevard, Del Amo
Boulevard west of the I-710 to west of Alameda Street, Rosecrans Avenue between
Atlantic Boulevard and Cherry Avenue, and Florence Avenue between
Alameda Street and Atlantic Boulevard. The negative impacts to businesses and
residences resulting from loss of on-street parking must be analyzed and fully
mitigated.
5. The DEIR fails to identify mitigation measures, other than on-street, peak-hour
parking removal, on Del Amo Boulevard. Existing lane widths on Del Amo
Boulevard over Compton Creek are below current design standards and would need
to be widened to carry projected auto and truck volumes shown on Tables 6-2
through 6-11 of the Intersection Traffic Impact Report. This widening must be clearly
identified as a mitigation measure in the DEIR.
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6. Existing pavement structure section for County roads along Washington Boulevard,
Whittier Boulevard, Atlantic Boulevard, Alameda Street, Del Amo Boulevard, Garfield
Avenue, Rosecrans Avenue, and Florence Avenue will not be adequate to handle
the increased truck volume shown on Tables 6-2 through 6-11 of the Intersection
Traffic Impact Report. Thus, all impacts to County roads resulting from increased
truck volume must be analyzed and fully mitigated.
7. Noise impacts are discussed in the DEIR/EIS. However, not all noise impacts are
mitigated. Noise impacts shall be mitigated to equal or below than "No Built"
conditions. If it is determined that increasing the height of existing sound wall or
constructing new sound wall will not achieve the desired mitigation results, then
combination of sound wall and interior noise abatement measures is required to
reduce noise levels to equal or below than "No Built". Special attention should be
given to ail schools in the East LA area, in particular Humphreys Elementary School
ar~d Ford Boulevard Elementary School, due their proximity to the freeway.
8. Bell Shelter, located at 5600 Rickenbacker Road in the Cit~r of Bell, was not correctly
identified as an Emergency/Community Services Center in the DEIR/EIS. Bell
Shelter is the largest homeless shelter west of the Mississippi. It operates a
comprehensive program that offers transitional care for up to 350 homeless men and
women.
Services offered include emergency shelter, transitional housing,
substance abuse rehabilitation, case managemEnt, counseling, on-site health care
and medical referrals, HIV/AIDS education, ESL classes, computer training,
vocational assistance, job referrals, and life skills classes. This shelter is located in
a community and serves nearby communities in which over 50 percent are minority
and aver 50 percent of households are below twice the Federal poverty level. The
Emergency/Community Service Center must be clearly identified and described in
the DEIR/EIS, and al' project impacts must be thoroughly analyzed and fully
mitigated. In addition, alternatives that eliminate the project's impacts on this
~mergenc~~ shelter should be developed, explored, and analyzed ire the DEIR/EIS.
9. The Mexican American Opportunity Foundation (MAOF), located at 330 SQUth Ford
Boulevard in East Los Angeles, was not correctly identified as a community center
providing for the socio-economic betterment of fihe greater Latino community of
East Los f~ngeles. MAOF provides programs in early childhood education and
family services, job training, and senior lifestyle development. The MAOF
community center must be clearly identified and described in the DEIR/EIS, and all
project impacts must be thoroughly analyzed and fully mitigated. The MAOF
community center shall be identified and evaluated relative to the requirements of
Section 4(F) of Appendix B.
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10.The area surrounding Calvary Cemetery along Third Street, Downey Road,
Whittier Boulevard, and Eastern Avenue in East Los Angeles, serves also as a
recreational area; therefore, it should be identified and evaluated relative to the
requirements of Section 4(F) of Appendix B.

L-10-10

11.The follovving schools are located within one-half mile of the proposed project.
Permanent direct and indirect impacts to these schools must be thoroughly analyzed
and fully mitigated. These schools serve also as recreational areas for the
community; therefore, they should also be identified and evaluated relative to the
requirements of Section 4(fl of Appendix B.
Alfonso Perez Special Education Center
4540 Michigan Avenue, Los Angeles, CA 90022
L-10-11

Brooklyn Avenue Elementary School
4620 Cesar Chavez Avenue, Los Angeles, CA 90022
Garfield Community Adult School
4343 New York Street, Los Angeles, CA 90022
Marianna Elementary School
4215 East Gleason Street, Los Angeles, CA 90063
Our Lady of Soledad School
4545 Dozier Ave, Los Angeles, CA 90022
12. Existing Caltrans and local right of way and proposed right of way lines along
6th Avenue between Eastern and I-710 in East Los Angeles are incorrectly identified
on Sheet 24 of Alternative 5A's concept plans and Sheet 24 of Alternative
6A/6B/6C's concept plans in Appendix O.
13.The project could have major impacts to various existing and future planned
Los Angeles County Bicycle facilities. Although the DEIR/EIS indicates that the
project proponent intends to mitigate for impacts to existing facilities, the DEIR/EIS
lacks sufficient detail and specific information about the mitigation measures
proposed to address the project impacts. The document also lacks detail and
specifics on the impacts to future planned bicycle facilities in the County of
Los Angles 2012 Bicycle Master Plan. Any proposed project improvements must
make reasonable accommodations for planned bicycle facilities in the County of
Los Angeles 2012 Bicycle Master Plan.
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14. Project impacts to existing bike path access points and access ramps need to be
identified and any changes to the existing conditions resulting in poor accessibility to
the bike path should be avoided.

L-10-14

15.Any closures and related detours along the Los Angeles River Bike Path and other
bikeways shall be identified early during project design. This project may result in
several closures along the Los Angeles River Bike Path and other bikeways. The
project shall explore options for minimizing closure durations and keeping the
Los Angeles River Bike Path and other bikeways open as much as possible using
par#ial closures instead of full closures. All proposed closures and related detours
shall be well publicized at least a month before the closure is in place.

L-10-15

16.Table L-1, Parcel Acquisitions: Parcel Nos. 7306019084, 7306019095, and
7306021018 are located in the unincorporated County community of
Rancho Dominguez not in the City of Compton.

L-10-16

if you have any questions regarding Services-Traffic/Access comments 1 through
16, please contact James Yang at(626)458-5921 or jyanq(c~dpw.lacounty.yov.
17.We disagree with the DEIR on the following findings. The DEIR shall be revised
to include the comments below.
A. Table 2.4-2, Arterial Intersection Improvements: Include Intersection No. 34,
Del Amo Baulevard at Santa Fe Avenue, and N o . 98, Beverly Boulevard at
3rd Street, sir~ce they are identified with Level of Service F in Alternative 5A
and Project Traffic Impact Analysis. (see enclosed).
B. Pages 2.43 and 3.5-83, Intersection No. 106, Humphreys Avenue at Cesar
Chavez Avenue: Delete Intersection No. 106 since the location is signalized
and no longer reaches significant traffic impact.
C. Table 3.5-30, Summary of Arterial Highway rongesti~n Relief Intersection
Improvements: Include Intersection No. 34, Del Amo Boulevard at Santa Fe
Avenue, and No. 98, Beverly Boulevard at 3rd Street, since they are identified
with degraded Level of Service E or less in build alternatives and increase in
intersection delay over Alternative 1 conditions according to page 3.5-81 and
Project Traffic Impact Analysis conducted by URS Corporation.

L-10-17

L-10-18

L-10-19
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D. Page 3.5-88, City of Carson, Del Amo Boulevard at Santa Fe Avenue: Revise
the jurisdiction from City of Carson to City of Carson/County of Los Angeles as
this is a shared jurisdiction between two agencies.

L-10-20

E. Executive Summary, Section S.5.5, Traffic Circulation, and Table S-3 Summary
Comparison of Alternatives (Traffic), shall reference the recommended traffic
mitigation measures in Table 2.4-2, Table 3.5-30, and TR-1.

L-10-21

18.The DEIR shall also be revised to include the following additional nine County
study intersections as was previously requested by the County in a meeting with
URA Corporation on April 26, 2012.
• 3rd Street at Gage Avenue
• 3rd Street. at Downey Road
• 3rd Street at Eastern Avenue
L-10-22

• 3rd Street at Mednik Avenue
• Cesar Chavez Avenue a# Indiana Street
Cesar Chavez Avenue at Mednik Avenue
• Floral Drive at Eastern Avenue
• Floral Drive at Mednik Avenue
• ~~ty Terrace Drive at Eastern Avenue
If you have any questions regarding the Services-Traffic/Access comments 17 and 18,
please contact Jed` Pletyak at(626) 3Q0-4794 or iplety~dpw.facounty.gov.
Hazards-environmental Safety
19.The project site may be within 100 feet of existing landfill and 200 feet of an oil well.
The County of Los Angeles Building Code, Section 110.4 and 110.3, requires
building and structures located adjacent to or within 25 feet of active, abandoned, or
idle ail or gas well (25 feet to 200 feet without certificate of proper abandonment
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from Department of Conservation, Division of Oil, Gas and Geothermal Resources)
or within 1,000 feet from a landfill shall not be issued a permit unless designed
according to recommendation prepared by licensed Civil Engineer and approved by
building official. The County of Los Angeles, Department of Public Works'
Environmental Programs Division must be contacted for issuance of necessary
clearance/approval.

L-10-23

If you have any questions regarding the Hazards-Environmental Safety comment,
please contact Corey Mayne at(626)458-3524 or cmayne ~dpw.lacounty.gov.
Hazards-Flood/Water Quality
General Comment
20.The project could have major impacts to various Los Angeles County Flood Control
District (LACFCD) facilities including the Los Angeles River Channel capacity and
the Dominguez Gap Spreading Grounds groundwater recharge capability. The
project will also impact projects planned by the LACFCD and its stakeholders
identified in the LQS Angeles River Master Plan (LARMP). Though the DEIR/EIS
indicates that the project proponent intends to mitigate these impacts, the
DEIR/EIS lacks sufficient detail and specific information about the mitigation
measures proposed to address the project impacts. The document also lacks detail
and specifics on the impacts from the proposed mitigation measures. The
Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority (Metro) and Caltrans
have had initial discussions with the LACFCD regarding the relocation of power
lines to accommodate I-710 expansion and placement of proposed truck corridor
over Los Angeles River. However, the DEIR/EIS should include additional
alternatives to accommodate the power and truck corridor without impacts to the
Los Angeles River.

L-10-24

Los Angeles River Capacity
21.The proposed I-710 Corridor project impacts the capacity of portions of the
Los Angeles River. It will also impact the ability to make future potentially needed
modifications to accommodate more storm flows. These capacity impacts must be
discussed in detail within Section 3.8.

L-10-25

22.The river hydraulic analysis for the proposed channel modifications discussed in
Section 4.4 states that hydraulic impacts will be mitigated through channel
modifications. However, the report does not provide any details of the analysis

L-10-26
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that was performed. The LACFCD reserves the right to review and approve the
hydraulic analysis, which should be done comprehensively for the entire reach of
the river impacted by the project.

L-10-26

Permitting
23.A Flood Construction permit is required for any improvements or modifications
within the LACFCD's right of way. Add the following at the end of Chapter 2.5.1.5Major Drainage Facilities: "A Fiood Construction permit must be approved and
issued by the LACFCD for all modifications to the LACFCD- maintained facilities
including, but not limited to, portions of the Los Angeles River, Dominguez Gap
West Basin, storm drains, etc.,,
24.The I-710 corridor project requires a U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 408 Permit with
the LACFCD as the local sponsor and 408 Permittee. Caltrans would also have to
enter into an agreement with the LACFCD regarding the terms and conditions of this
permit issued by the Corps.

L-10-27

L-10-28

Los Angeles River Master Plan
25.On page 29 of the Executive Summary, the LARMP is briefly mentioned on a
photo caption that reads: "The I-710 Corridor Project will be designed to be
compatible with the LARMP." The impacts and mitigation measures for all the
projects identified in the LARMP should be thoroughly discussed individually for
each LARMP project within the Los Angeles River Impact Report (Section 4.5.5)
and within Chapter 3, Affected Environment Section.

L-10-29

Dominguez Gap Spreading Grounds
26.Table 2.4-1, Item 14, 208th Street (page 2-32): The report should provide more
information of how improvements will impact the Dominguez Gap West Spreading
Grounds Facility.
27.Sections 2.4.1.6 (page 2-41) and Section 2.5.1.5 (page 2-67): The report must
discuss impacts to the Dominguez Gap Spreading Grounds; Storm Drains Project
Nos. 14, Unit 3, 543, Line B, and 1210, Unit 2, Line A; and Drainage District
Improvement Nos. 22 and 23, Banding Trunk.

L-10-30

L-10-31
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28.Table 2.5-1, Item 6, 208th Street (page 2-67): The report should discuss impacts
to Dominguez Gap West from the proposed freight corridor.

L-10-32

29.Section 3.9.2.4-Groundwater (page 3.9-13- paragraph 3): The report states the
Dominguez Gap Spreading Grounds are designed to take peak flow. This is not
correct for the Dominguez Gap Spreading Grounds West Basin. The East Basin
hay a pump station and the statement could apply, but the West and East Basins
can take water year round, but would never take water from the River during
peak flows.

L-10-33

30. Regarding Section 3.9.4-WQ2, at some point there were discussions about a land
swap or purchase associated with the Dominguez Spreading Grounds. In
principle, we were open to the discussion, but we have not heard anything more
about this proposal and the document only includes a small excerpt in
Section 3.9.4, which incorrectly sta#es that Caltrans is working with the City of
Los Angeles Department of Water and Power on this issue. This should be
corrected to the LACFCD.

L-10-34

31.Section 3.8.4-FP3: Any impacts to the groundwater recharge facilities and/or the
Los Angeles River should require a separate meeting with the LACFCD to
discuss details. It is imperative that all proposed work is coordinated to ensure
impacts to operations and maintenance are satisfactorily handled and flood
management is not compromised.
32.Section 3.9.4-WQ2: There has been no investigation into the sites to replace
the Dominguez Spreading Grounds West Basin that we are aware of, so there
can be no assurances we can be compensated for the water conservation loss.
If Caltrans moves toward Option 6, Caltrans needs to address the loss in water
conservation.
33.Section 3.9.2.4: Any direct runoff or discharge from the project (or the highway) to
the groundwater recharge facilities is prohibited.

L-10-35

L-10-36

L-10-37

Additional Facility Impacts
34.All impacted LACFCD storm drains identified in Chapter 2.0 PLT must be
discussed in Chapter 3, Affected Environment Report, including encroachments to
the right of way of these drains.

L-10-38
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35.Suggested widening of several bridges discussed in Chapter 2 and installation
of new bridges will need to accommodate clearance under these structures to
guarantee minimum clearance heights along the access road for emergency
vehicles.

L-10-39

36.Section 3.8.3.1 (page 3.8-16), paragraph 3, states 18 of 30 existing drainage
outlets impacted by the proposed improvements, but it should also list these
facilities ~nrith station number, location, and ownership or some means for the
owners of these facilities to know which ones are impacted.

L-10-40

37.Section 3.8.3.1 (page 3.8-16), paragraph 4, states 19 of 22 pump stations along
the Los Angeles River will be impacted. Please list these stations and provide
any direct impacts to these facilities.

L-10-41

38.Section 3.8: Impacts and mitigation measures to the retention basin under the 105
Freeway, between I - 710 and the Los Angeles River (Lynwood Pump Station's
detention basin), needs to be discussed in further detail.

L-10-42

39.Section 3.24: The worksite capacity for this project should also include the
existing channel right of way and LACFCD storm drain easements that have been
or will be acquired for this project.

L-10-43

40.Sections 3.24.3.8 and 9: Temporary construction impacts should also include
impacts io the maintenance channel access road and storm drain easements.

L-10-44

If you have any questions regarding the Hazards-Flood Water Quality comments,
please contact Cung Nguyen at(626)458-4370 or cnguven _dpw.lacounty.gov.
If you have any other questions or require additional information, please contact
Ruben Cruz at(626)458-4921 or rcruz .dpw.lacounty.gov.
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38.Section 3.8: Impacts and mitigation measures to the retention basin under the 105
Freeway, between I - 710 and the Los Angeles River (Lynwood Pump Station's
detention basin), needs to be discussed in further detail.
39.Section 3.24: The worksite capacity for this project should also include the
existing channel right of way and LACFCD storm drain easements that have been
or will be acquired for this project.
40.Sections 3.24.3.8 and 9: Temporary construction impacts should also include
impacts to the maintenance channel access road and storm drain easements.
If you have any questions regarding the Hazards-Flood Water Quality comments,
please contact Cung Nguyen at(626)458-4370 or cnguven dpw.lacounty.gov.
If you have any other questions or require additional information, please contact
Ruben Cruz at(626)458-4921 or rcruz _dpw.lacounty.gov.
Very truly yours,
GAIL FARBER
Director of Public Works
6'

ANTHONY E. NYIVIH
Assistant Deputy Director
Land Development Division
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L-10-1
The opposition of the LACDPW to any Interstate 710 (I-710) Corridor build alternative, which
results in a greater cancer risk than the No Build Alternative, is noted. Please refer to Section
3.13 and Chapter 4.0 of the Recirculated Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS (RDEIR/SDEIS) for
a revised AQ/GHG/HRA.
L-10-2
This comment is the same as Comment L-7-21. Please refer to Response to Comment L-7-21
earlier in this document for discussion regarding the SYNCHRO software and other issues
related to the traffic impact analyses.
L-10-3
This comment requests that a fifth northbound lane between I-5 and SR-60 be added to all build
alternatives. With regard to the request to consider adding a fifth northbound lane between
Interstate 5 (I-5) and State Route 60 (SR-60), under Alternative 5C, auxiliary lanes will be added
up to SR-60 and under Design Options 3A/3B, I-710 would be reconstructed and widened to
accommodate auxiliary lanes and interchange reconfigurations including the I-710/SR-60
interchange.
L-10-4
As requested in this comment, Section 3.3 of the RDEIR/SDEIS has been updated to include
more detail regarding the parking analysis and conclusions where parking restrictions are
proposed.
L-10-5
This comment expresses concern about insufficient traffic capacity on Del Amo Blvd. at
Compton Creek. The widening of Del Amo Blvd. over Compton Creek is not identified as a
needed improvement in the No Build condition and is not included in the County General Plan
Mobility Element, the 2016 Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy
(RTP/SCS), or the 2017 Federal Transportation Improvement Program (FTIP). However, the
intersection of Del Amo Blvd. and Santa Fe Ave., an intersection just west of Del Amo Blvd. at
Compton Creek, has been identified as an arterial intersection slated for improvements in
Section 3.5, Mitigation Measure TR-1. These improvements will result in an acceptable Level of
Service in year 2035 under Alternative 5C (refer to Table 7-3 in Section 3.5) and Alternative 7
(refer to Table 7-9 in Section 3.5).
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L-10-6
This comment (the same as L-7-22) raises concerns about the impacts of increased truck traffic
on roadway pavement sections. The I-710 Corridor Project does not increase the truck volumes
on these local arterials. The updated TIAR shows that under the 2035 No Build conditions,
major north-south arterials are most congested in the area between I-105 and I-5, as well as
between I-405 and Anaheim Street. The east-west arterials are most congested near the I-710
interchanges and near the Alameda Corridor. Under 2035 No Build conditions, more arterial
roadway segments are projected to operate near or over capacity than under existing
conditions. The results are attributed to the overall ambient traffic growth within the study area.
Increases in roadway volumes are most prominently observed in port truck volumes on all major
north-south arterials and on east-west arterials south of Florence Ave. In general, without major
improvements to the I-710, the traffic conditions on the arterial highway system will deteriorate
further in the future. This analysis is summarized in Section 3.5.3.
L-10-7
The NSR was prepared in accordance with the requirements of 23 CFR 772. These policies
pertain to protecting public health and welfare, and providing California’s noise abatement
criteria as well as a list of abatement measures. As such, the Noise Study Report identified
noise impacts along the I-710 Corridor within the project limits, and considered noise abatement
measures (generally in the form of sound barriers) where acoustically feasible and reasonable.
Based on the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) Protocol, a sound barrier is not
required to reduce noise levels to below the noise abatement criteria, but must provide at least 5
dB noise reduction to impacted receivers. Since there are 12-foot-high existing sound barriers
along I-710 already shielding the Humphreys Avenue Elementary School, the modeling results
indicated that raising the heights of these barriers would not provide an additional noticeable
noise reduction. Sound barriers that are deemed feasible and reasonable per the analysis
included in the NADR will be built in accordance with the Caltrans Traffic Noise Protocol.
L-10-8
The revised build alternatives have been redesigned to avoid/minimize impacts to the Bell
Shelter. Please refer to Section 3.3.1.3 for more detail on potential impacts to the Bell Shelter.
L-10-9
The comments in this letter regarding the MAOF Ford Center are the same as the comments
provided in Comment L-7-24, earlier in this report, from Supervisor Molina (Board of
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Supervisors, County of Los Angeles). Refer to Response to Comment L-7-24 for discussion
regarding the MAOF Ford Center and how it is addressed in the RDEIR/SDEIS.
L-10-10
The comments in this letter regarding Calvary Cemetery Los Angeles are the same as the
comments provided in Comment L-7-24, earlier in this report, from Supervisor Molina (Board of
Supervisors, County of Los Angeles). Refer to Response to Comment L-7-24 for discussion
regarding the Calvary Cemetery Los Angeles and how it is addressed in the RDEIR/SDEIS.
L-10-11
The comments in this letter regarding Alfonso Perez Special Education Center, Brooklyn
Avenue Elementary School, Garfield Community Adult School, Marianna Elementary School,
and Our Lady of Soledad School are the same as the comments provided in Comment L-7-24,
earlier in this report, from Supervisor Molina (Board of Supervisors, County of Los Angeles).
Refer to Response to Comment L-7-24 for discussion regarding these schools and how they are
addressed in the RDEIR/SDEIS.
L-10-12
As noted in this comment, the segment of E. 6th St. between I-710 and Eastern Ave. was
incorrectly shown as “Existing Caltrans and Local Right-of-way” on the concept plans in
Appendix O in the Draft EIR/EIS. This has been corrected on the concept plans for the build
alternatives provided in Appendix O of the RDEIR/SDEIS.
L-10-13
This comment raises concerns about impacts to bicycle facilities. As discussed in Section 3.1 of
the Draft EIR/EIS, the I-710 Corridor build alternatives would result in impacts to the Los
Angeles River Trail and the Rio Hondo Trail. Mitigation has been identified to minimize impacts
to these trails as a result of the project. Specifically, Mitigation Measures PR-17 through PR-21
require Caltrans to coordinate closely with LACDPW and local jurisdictions. It is not standard
practice for a project of this scale to coordinate during the Draft EIR/EIS stage on such trail
closures and rerouting; this coordination would follow approval of the project but prior to
construction when more detailed and final design plans for construction have been finalized.
The comment also claims the document lacks details and specifics on impacts to future planned
bicycle facilities in the County of Los Angeles 2012 Bicycle Master Plan. The County’s 2012
Bicycle Master Plan had not yet been approved when the Draft EIR/EIS was being finalized for
public circulation; however, the plan has been reviewed and the RDEIR/SDEIS has been
Page 117

I-710 Corridor Project RDEIR/SDEIS

updated to account for and address any impacts to additional bicycle facilities within the I-710
Corridor that are included in the County of Los Angeles 2012 Bicycle Master Plan.
L-10-14
Project related impacts to bicycle paths are identified in Section 3.1 and Appendix B of the
RDEIR/SDEIS.
L-10-15
This comment raises concerns about construction-related impacts to bicycle facilities. The Draft
EIR/EIS included three construction-related mitigation measures, CON-LU-1, CON-LU-2, and
CON-TR-1, to reduce the potential impact of project construction on bicycle/bikeway facilities.
Measure CON-LU-1 requires the Construction Contractor to maintain vehicular, bicycle, and
pedestrian access to businesses within the construction area throughout the construction
period. If existing access points are disrupted, alternative access will be provided. Appropriate
signage and temporary sidewalks will be provided as needed throughout construction, and the
Construction Contractor will provide and maintain appropriate signage to direct pedestrian,
bicycle, and vehicular traffic to businesses via alternate routes. Disabled access will also be
maintained during construction.
Measure CON-LU-2 requires Caltrans to establish one or more public information field office(s)
near the construction site(s). The field office(s) will:


Provide the community and businesses with a physical location where information
pertaining to construction can be obtained in both English and Spanish, including
information on lane, street, and ramp closures, including pedestrian and bicycle facility
closures and applicable detours



Enable Caltrans staff to facilitate communication between Caltrans staff and residents
and business operators



Notify property owners, residences, and businesses of major construction activities (e.g.,
utility relocation/disruption, rerouting of delivery trucks) at least 14 days prior to the
disruption



Respond to phone inquiries



Coordinate business outreach programs

Measure CON-TR-1 requires Caltrans to prepare and implement a TMP prior to construction to
address short-term traffic impacts during construction. The objectives of the TMP are to:
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Maintain traffic safety during construction



Maintain an acceptable level of traffic flow throughout the transportation system during
construction



Minimize traffic delays and facilitate reduction in the overall duration of construction
activities



Minimize detours and impacts to pedestrians and bicyclists



Foster public awareness of the project and construction-related impacts

The TMP will include the elements recommended in the Caltrans TMP Guidelines (June 2009)
including:


Public information



Traveler information strategies



Incident management



Construction strategies



Demand management



Alternate route strategies

Consistent with the Caltrans Complete Intersections Guide: A Guide to Reconstructing
Intersections and Interchanges for Bicycles and Pedestrians, the TMP will consider the shortterm project effects on all travel modes including pedestrians, bicyclists, and transit users to
minimize closures and the effects of temporary detours on those travelers. This clarification has
been added to Measure CON-TR-1 in the RDEIR/SDEIS.
L-10-16
In response to this comment, the RDEIR/SDEIS has been corrected to reflect the three APNs
noted in the comment as being located within the unincorporated community of Rancho
Dominguez, not the City of Compton.
L-10-17
This comment requests that Intersection No. 34 (Del Amo Blvd./Santa Fe Ave.) and No. 98
(Beverly Blvd./3rd St.) be added to the list of intersections to be improved by the project.
Intersection No. 34 (Del Amo Blvd./Santa Fe Ave.) has been added to the list of intersections to
be improved by the project, while intersection No. 98 (Beverly Blvd./3rd St.) has not.
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L-10-18
It is acknowledged that intersection No. 106 (Humphreys Ave./Cesar Chavez Ave.) will have
improved levels of service (LOS) due to a new traffic signal installed after the preparation of the
Traffic Intersection Analysis Report. The Traffic Intersection Analysis Report and EIR/EIS,
Section 3.5, have been updated in response to this comment.
L-10-19
See Response to Comment L-10-17.
L-10-20
The Intersection Traffic Impact Analysis Report and RDEIR/SDEIS, Section 3.5, have been
updated to note that the intersection of Del Amo Blvd. and Santa Fe Ave. is a shared jurisdiction
between the City of Carson and the County of Los Angeles.
L-10-21
This comment requested changes in the Executive Summary regarding the improvements to
arterial roads included in the I-710 Corridor build alternatives. Those improvements were
generally cited as components of Alternative 5A in Section S.3.2.2 in the Executive Summary.
They were listed individually in the Draft EIR/EIS in Tables 2.4-2 and 3.5-30, and were listed
individually by jurisdiction in Measure TR-1 in Section 3.5.4 in the Draft EIR/EIS. The Executive
Summary has been updated to reflect the revised build alternatives. Please refer to Section
S.5.5.
L-10-22
This comment is the same as Comment L-7-21. Please refer to Response to Comment L-7-21,
above, for discussion regarding the intersections cited in this comment.
L-10-23
This comment notes the County of Los Angeles’ requirements for construction near oil wells and
landfills. If a build alternative is selected for implementation, applications for permits and
approvals required from other agencies including the County of Los Angeles will be pursued
prior to construction in areas covered by those permits/approvals. No project construction
activities will occur in areas requiring such permits until those permits/approvals are received
from the applicable agencies. Table 2.5-1 (Section 2.5 in the RDEIR/SDEIS) lists the anticipated
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permits and approvals for the I-710 Corridor Project. The specific permits cited in this comment
were added to Table 2.7-1 as follows:


Agency: Los Angeles County, Department of Public Works Environmental Programs
Division



Permit/Approval: Permits for structures or buildings within 200 feet of an active,
abandoned, or idle oil or gas well, or within 1,000 feet of a landfill



Timeline: Prior to construction in areas near landfills or oil or gas wells

L-10-24
This comment raises concerns regarding project impacts to the Los Angeles River and
associated facilities such as the Dominguez Gap West Basin spreading grounds. Because of
the substantial changes in design of the revised build alternatives, many of the impacts to the
Los Angeles River discussed in the Draft EIR/EIS have been avoided or minimized. Please refer
to Sections 3.8 and 3.9 in the RDEIR/SDEIS for the updated discussion of impacts to hydrology,
floodplains, and water quality.
L-10-25
This comment requests that the impacts to storm flows in the Los Angeles River be analyzed in
the EIR/EIS. Section 3.8 of the Draft EIR/EIS addresses hydrology and floodplain aspects of the
project Study Area. The regulatory setting, affected environment, and the build alternatives’
environmental consequences are described in this section. As stated in this section, as well as
supporting technical analyses, the project and its proposed floodway modifications will not
significantly alter the existing floodplain. Modification to floodways are necessary to mitigate
risks associated with new and modified structures featured in the project alternatives that are
located within the floodway. Floodways within the project Study Area include the Los Angeles
River, the Rio Hondo, and Compton Creek. All floodway modifications require permit approval
from the USACE.
Proposed floodway modifications include transverse encroachments (bridges that cross over the
floodway) and longitudinal encroachments (structures that are aligned along and inside the
floodway). Typical design mitigations for transverse encroachments entail site-specific bridge
pier designs, bridge site channel invert modifications, and/or bridge site channel wall
modifications. These design mitigations ensure that base flood elevations are maintained. The
base flood elevation is the water surface elevation of the base flood required by the USACE.
Analysis of the base flood elevation is a critical factor in determining the design of a bridge
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crossing. Because typical design mitigations are employed in bridge designs, these transverse
encroachments do not pose a significant risk to the floodplain.
Longitudinal encroachments are potentially more significant than transverse encroachments
because the floodway is affected over a longer distance, rather than a discrete “spot” location.
For longitudinal floodway encroachments, designs were advanced beyond a conceptual level to
assess design mitigations required to maintain base flood elevations. Hydraulic analyses
(Hydrologic Engineering Centers River Analysis System [HEC-RAS] model simulations) were
conducted following USACE modeling criteria. Analyses showed that channel wall modifications
are required upstream, downstream, at, and in between proposed encroachments to ensure
base flood elevations are maintained. These modifications were incorporated as a required
feature of the project alternative. Because the design of these floodway modifications were
advanced and supported by hydraulic analyses, it was demonstrated that the longitudinal
encroachments do not pose a significant risk to the floodplain.
Because there are modifications to the flood control system incorporated in the project, a
Conditional Letter of Map Revision (CLOMR) would be prepared to document changes. This
letter is prepared at the conclusion of the project and approved by the Federal Emergency
Management Agency (FEMA). Because proposed modifications do not alter base flood
elevations, no revisions to FEMA Flood Insurance Rate Maps (FIRMs) are required as a result
of the project.
Because of the substantial changes in design of the revised build alternatives, many of the
impacts to the Los Angeles River discussed in the Draft EIR/EIS have been avoided or
minimized. Please refer to Sections 3.8 and 3.9 in the RDEIR/SDEIS for the updated discussion
of impacts to hydrology, floodplains, and water quality.
L-10-26
This comment requests details of the Los Angeles River hydraulic analysis. Because of the
substantial changes in design of the revised build alternatives, many of the impacts to the Los
Angeles River discussed in the Draft EIR/EIS have been avoided or minimized. Please refer to
Sections 3.8 and 3.9 in the RDEIR/SDEIS for the updated discussion of impacts to hydrology,
floodplains, and water quality. In addition, please see Response to Comment L-10-25.
If an I-710 build alternative is selected for implementation, it is acknowledged that close
coordination with the Los Angeles County Flood Control District (LACFCD) regarding any
project modifications in and near LACFCD facilities will be necessary during design and
construction of that project.
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L-10-27
In response to this comment, Section 2.5.1.5 and Table 2-7-1 were updated in the
RDEIR/SDEIS to reflect the requirement for a Flood Construction Permit to be approved and
issued by the LACFCD for all modifications to the LACFCD-maintained facilities.
L-10-28
Table 2.7-1, Permits and Approvals Needed, in the Draft EIR/EIS acknowledged that the project
would require Caltrans to obtain a USACE 408 Permit with the LACFCD as the local sponsor
and 408 Permittee. Caltrans will also enter into an agreement with the LACFCD regarding the
terms and conditions of this permit.
L-10-29
This comment requests more detailed discussion of impacts to the Los Angeles River
Revitalization Master Plan. More detailed discussion has been added to Section 3.1.2 of the
RDEIR/SDEIS.
L-10-30
This comment requests more detailed discussion of the impacts and mitigations for the
Dominguez Gap West Basin spreading grounds. Because of the substantial changes in design
of the revised build alternatives, the analysis of impacts to the Dominguez Gap West Basin
spreading grounds has been updated. Please refer to Sections 3.8 and 3.9 in the RDEIR/SDEIS
for the updated discussion of impacts to hydrology, floodplains, and water quality.
L-10-31
Similar to Comment L-10-30, this comment requests more detailed discussion of the impacts
and mitigations for the Dominguez Gap West Basin spreading grounds. Please see Response
to Comment L-10-30.
L-10-32
Similar to Comment L-10-30, this comment requests more detailed discussion of the impacts
and mitigations for the Dominguez Gap West Basin spreading grounds, specifically from the
proposed freight corridor. Please see Response to Comment L-10-30.
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L-10-33
This comment states that the Draft EIR/EIS erroneously states that the Dominguez Gap West
Basin spreading grounds are designed to take peak flow. Please see Response to Comment L10-30.
L-10-34
This comment requests an update on the status of the proposed “land swap” as mitigation for
impacts to the Dominguez Gap West Basin. Please see the updated discussion of this proposed
mitigation in Section 3.8.4 of the RDEIR/SDEIS. In addition, the text in measure FP-2 was
corrected to note that Caltrans will need to coordinate with the LACFCD regarding this
mitigation.
L-10-35
This comment requests more detailed discussion of the impacts and mitigations for any
groundwater recharge facilities. Because of the substantial changes in design of the revised
build alternatives, the analysis of impacts to groundwater recharge facilities has been updated.
Please refer to Section 3.8.2.2 in the RDEIR/SDEIS for the updated discussion of impacts to
groundwater recharge facilities.
L-10-36
This comment is similar to Comment L-10-34 regarding the proposed mitigation for the impacts
to the Dominguez Gap West Basin. Please see Response to Comment L-10-34.
L-10-37
This comment states that there should be no discharge of highway stormwater runoff to
groundwater recharge facilities. As discussed in Section 3.9.3.1 of the RDEIR/SDEIS, there will
be no discharge of highway stormwater runoff to groundwater recharge facilities
L-10-38
This comment requests that all LACFCD storm drains identified in Chapter 2.0 be analyzed in
Chapter 3.0. Please see the revised Section 3.8 of the RDEIR/SDEIS for an updated discussion
of impacts.
L-10-39
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In response to this comment, the County facilities are identified in the Preliminary Hydrology
Report, and clearances for emergency vehicles have been considered in the conceptual
designs of the revised build alternatives. A discussion of the need to maintain these clearances
has been added to the discussion of emergency services in Section 3.4.2 of the RDEIR/SDEIS.
L-10-40
This comment requests that the EIR/EIS list the existing drainage outlets impacted by the
proposed improvements, and list these facilities with station number, location, and ownership.
This information has been added in Section 3.8.3.1 (Table 3.8-2) of the RDEIR/SDEIS.
L-10-41
This comment requests that the EIR/EIS list the existing pump stations impacted by the
proposed improvements along with a description of the impacts. This information has been
revised and is located in Section 3.8.3.1 (Table 3.8-3) of the RDEIR/SDEIS.
L-10-42
This comment requests more detailed discussion of the impacts and mitigations for the retention
basin at the Interstate 105 (I-105) freeway. Because of the substantial changes in design of the
revised build alternatives, the analysis of impacts to this retention basin has been updated.
Please refer to Section 3.8.3.1 in the RDEIR/SDEIS for the updated discussion of impacts to
this retention basin.
L-10-43
This comment requests more detailed discussion of worksite capacity and includes discussion
of LACFCD easements that will be required for construction. Property impacts associated with
the revised build alternatives can be found in Appendix L, Relocations, of the RDEIR/SDEIS.
L-10-44
Because of the substantial changes in design of the revised build alternatives, the analysis of
impacts has been updated. Please refer to Sections 3.24.3.8 and 3.24.3.9 in the RDEIR/SDEIS.
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Subject:

I-710 Corridor Project Feedback

From:

pwagner@Bellgardens.org (pwagner@Bellgardens.org)

To:

info.i710@mbimedia.com;

Cc:

I710@LSA-Assoc.com; info.i710@yahoo.com;

Date:

Thursday, September 27, 2012 1:58 PM

From: Philip Wagner
Organization: City of Bell Gardens
Phone: 562-806-7702
Mailing Address: 7100 South Garfield Ave
City, State: Bell Gardens, CA
Zip: 90201

L-11

Comment/Question:
Mr. Ronald Kosinski
Caltrans District 7, Division of Environmental Planning
100 South Main Street, MS 16A
Los Angeles, CA 90012

RE: COMMENTS ON DRAFT EIR/EIS FOR I-710 CORRIDOR PROJECT

Dear Mr. Kosinski,

The City of Bell Gardens appreciates the opportunity to comment on the draft EIR/EIS for the I-710 Corridor Project. Our staff has
evaluated the potential impacts and have included our comments and suggestions in the following attachment.

Sincerely,

Philip Wagner
City Manager

Attachments: Comments

We have completed a review of Draft EIR/EIS I-710 Corridor Project. Prior to evaluation, we obtained a copy of the City’s Circulation
Element of the General Plan to provide a base line as we reviewed the EIR document. We have also reviewed the applicable supporting
studies contained within the appendices of the Draft EIR.
Chapter 1 Proposed Project
We have reviewed the chapter and there no comments or direct impacts to the City of Bell Gardens

Chapter 2

Project Alternatives

Table 2.4-2 Arterial Intersection Improvements - The intersections of Eastern/Florence and Garfield/Florence are not included with any
mitigation measures. A follow-up study is being completed as part of this review to address this issue.

L-11-1

Page 2-53, 2nd Bullet Point – The project proposes peak hour parking restrictions along Eastern and Garfield from the NCL to SCL to
increase capacity on these streets. The City of Bell Gardens cannot support restricting parking during the peak hours as this would
adversely impact the commercial businesses along Eastern Avenue and Garfield Avenue. A follow-up study is required to address the
specific impacts if peak hour parking restrictions are not implemented.

L-11-2
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Figure 2.5-2, Sheet 1 of 2, Item 8 – Proposed extension of Patata Street from Atlantic Boulevard to Garfield Avenue, requires further
study relative to significant impacts to the City of Bell Gardens. A follow-up study is required to address this issue. The study shall
include an analysis of residential relocation, lost sales and/or property taxes, loss of employment and the lack of intersection
functionality/operation at the proposed Patata/Garfield intersection.

L-11-3

Table 2.5-1 Local Arterial Interchanges, Crossings and Frontage Roads, No. 8 Patata St. See comments for Figure 2.5-2.

L-11-4

Table 2.7-1 Permits and Approvals Needed, The City of Bell Gardens will be required to issue permits and provide approvals for all work
L-11-5
associated with the project. Include the City of Bell Gardens as an approval body to this table.

Chapter 3.0 – Affected Environment
We have reviewed the chapter and there no comments or impacts to the City of Bell Gardens

Chapter 3.1 – Land Use
We have reviewed the chapter and propose the following changes/additions:
Page 3.1-5 Add the following (with revisions specific to Bell Gardens): According to the City of Bell Gardens General Plan (1995),
residential uses account for the majority of the land use in Bell Gardens, and the majority of housing stock is over 50 years old. As a
result, the City of Bell Gardens strives to preserve the existing residential neighborhoods while promoting new development in the
industrial areas to provide employment opportunities.

L-11-6

Page 3.1-20 and 3.1-21 Confirm the City of Bell Gardens 2010 General Plan – Land use element and circulation and transportation
element statements and policies.

L-11-7

Page 3.1-47 Add the following sentence to the paragraph; The City is concerned with Alternatives 6B and 6C impacts to long standing
L-11-8
local residents and businesses required for right-of-way acquisitions. Therefore alternatives are required to be explored.

Chapter 3.2 – Growth
We have reviewed the chapter and there no comments or impacts to the City of Bell Gardens.

Chapter 3.3 – Community Impacts
We have reviewed the chapter and have the following changes/additions:
Page 3.3-1

Add to 2nd sentence after Gage Ave, “Garfield Avenue,”

L-11-9

Chapter 3.4 – Utility & Emergency Services
We have reviewed the chapter and have the following changes/additions
Page 3.4-4 Section 3.4.1.2 describe water and sewer providers, a total of 40. The list does not list the water and sewer providers for the
L-11-10
City of Bell Gardens, revise accordingly.

Chapter 3.5 – Traffic
This portion of the review has concentrated on the existing and projected impact to traffic on local roadways and intersections within the
City of Bell Gardens.
Page 3.5-84, Table 3.5-31 Does not list the intersections of Florence Avenue and Eastern Avenue, Florence Avenue and Ajax Avenue or
Eastern Avenue and Garfield Avenue which the City of Bell Gardens believe will be impacted by the project. Also the future intersection L-11-11
of Patata and Garfield will be impacted but has not been addressed.
The following summary notes the arterial roadway segments operating with a V/C ratio of 0.90 or greater (indicating LOS E or F) in the
2008 existing and 2035 No Build conditions (unless noted below).
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• Garfield Ave., north of Florence Ave. to Whittier Blvd
• Florence Blvd., from Alameda St. to Atlantic Ave. and from Eastern Ave. to Garfield Ave. (2035 No Build only)
Page 3.5.87 - 3.5.4 Avoidance, Minimization, and/o mitigation measures. The intersection of Garfield Avenue and Gage Avenue is
missing from the list. The following additional intersections have been identified as currently operating at adverse LOS in the vicinity of
Florence Avenue and Eastern Avenue which require the traffic analysis be updated to include them.
• Florence Avenue and Ajax Avenue
• Eastern Avenue and Fry Street

L-11-12

I-710 Florence Avenue Ramps
The EIR identified existing adverse LOS conditions on the northbound and southbound I-710 ramps at Florence Avenue. Northbound on
and off ramps currently operate at LOS F during all periods and are forecast to worsen significantly under the 2035 no build alternative.
Southbound off ramps currently operate at LOS E during the PM and LOS F during the Midday. Southbound on ramps function at LOS F
during the Midday period. In 2035 no build alternative adverse LOS is expected during all time periods for southbound on and off ramps.
The EIR did not identify any improvements needed to other intersections within the City of Bell Gardens. Although the EIR traffic study
did not identify them, we at the City know that traffic conditions are significantly worse at the following intersections than was presented
in the traffic study and EIR.
• The intersection of Eastern Avenue and Florence Avenue is presented in the EIR as currently operating at LOS “C” during the AM
peak hour and LOS “C” during the PM peak hour.
o Is must be noted that the LOS calculations for that intersection did not take into consideration the significant traffic queuing which
presently occurs that limits the number of vehicles that can physically travel through the intersection. This is caused by traffic backups at
L-11-13
the following adjacent intersections and existing backups at the I-710 northbound ramps.
Eastern Avenue and Fry Street
Florence Avenue and Ajax Avenue
o Observations during the AM and PM peak traffic periods clearly show excessive vehicle queuing and frequent grid lock type
congestion at the above intersections.
o LOS is calculated by taking the volume and dividing it by the capacity then adding up the conflicting volume capacity ratios and a
clearance time. When the volume is low due to traffic physically not being able to enter or exit the intersection then the resultant volume
capacity calculations indicate a condition extremely better than is actually the case.
o The City of Bell Gardens (with financial assistance from MTA) has contracted new traffic counts in this area and the collection of
traffic queuing data to document the current conditions at these intersections. The count data was provided to URS who, at MTA’s
direction, has agreed to re-evaluate the LOS results so appropriate mitigation needs can be determined.
Proposed Patata Street Extension
The traffic section of the EIR evaluates the 2035 Freight Corridor ramp capacities but does not address the intersection impacts by the
extension creating a new intersection at Garfield Avenue. Additionally there is no discussion of the alignment issues of extending Patata
Street to Garfield Avenue and how best to align with existing intersections in the immediate area.
Furthermore the City of Bell Gardens is strongly opposed to the Patata Street Extension as it provides absolutely no benefit the
community of Bell Gardens. In fact the proposed extension removes resident homes and commercial businesses without equitable
benefits to the local economy. The extension of Patata Street appears to primarily benefit a local trucking firm (ARCO) within the
jurisdiction of South Gate more than anyone else, therefore the traffic impact study should evaluate utilizing ROW within their property
rather than taking it from the City of Bell Gardens.

L-11-14

Additionally, the EIR traffic study should evaluate other optional connection points for the freight corridor in lieu of the proposed Patata
Street extension.

Chapter 3.6 – Visual Impacts
We have reviewed the chapter and there are no comments or impacts to the City of Bell Gardens

Chapter 3.7 – Cultural Resources
We have reviewed the chapter and there are no comments or impacts to the City of Bell Gardens

Chapter 3.8 – Hydrology/Floodplain
We have reviewed the chapter and have the following changes/additions:
Page 3.8-4 Segment 5, Pump Station. The document identifies Caltrans pump stations I-710 at Gage and I-710 at Gage. These do not

L-11-15
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impact the City directly except during rain events if the freeway becomes flooded and the traffic is diverted onto the City streets.

L-11-15

Chapter 3.9 – Water Quality
We have reviewed the chapter and there are no comments or impacts to the City of Bell Gardens

Chapter 3.10 – Geology
We have reviewed the chapter and there are no comments or impacts to the City of Bell Gardens

Chapter 3.11 – Paleontology
We have reviewed the chapter and there are no comments or impacts to the City of Bell Gardens

Chapter 3.12 – Hazardous Waste
We have reviewed the chapter and there are no comments or impacts to the City of Bell Gardens

Chapter 3.13 – Air Quality
We have reviewed the chapter and there are no comments or impacts to the City of Bell Gardens
Chapter 3.14 – Noise
The Draft EIR/EIS documents the existence but does not mention any changes to the existing sound wall along the east side of I-710
between Clara Street and Florence Avenue and Florence Avenue and Lubec Street. Any increase to height of this existing section of
L-11-16
sound wall would result in reduced visibility of key commercial developments. The City of Bell Gardens is concerned that visibility of
commercial projects be maintained and maximized under all alternatives.

Chapter 3.15 – Energy
We have reviewed the chapter and there are no comments or impacts to the City of Bell Gardens

Chapter 3.16 – Natural Communities
We have reviewed the chapter and there are no comments or impacts to the City of Bell Gardens

Chapter 3.17 – Wetlands
We have reviewed the chapter and there are no comments or impacts to the City of Bell Gardens

Chapter 3.18 – Plant Species
We have reviewed the chapter and there are no comments or impacts to the City of Bell Gardens

Chapter 3.19 – Animal Species
We have reviewed the chapter and there are no comments or impacts to the City of Bell Gardens

Chapter 3.20 – T&E Species
We have reviewed the chapter and there are no comments or impacts to the City of Bell Gardens
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Chapter 3.21 – Invasive Species
We have reviewed the chapter and there are no comments or impacts to the City of Bell Gardens

Chapter 3.22 – Relationship
We have reviewed the chapter and there are no comments or impacts to the City of Bell Gardens

Chapter 3.23 – Irreversible
We have reviewed the chapter and there are no comments or impacts to the City of Bell Gardens

Chapter 3.24 – Construction
We have reviewed the chapter and there are no comments or impacts to the City of Bell Gardens

Chapter 3.25 – Cumulative
We have reviewed the chapter and there are no comments or impacts to the City of Bell Gardens

Chapter 4.0 California Environmental Quality Act Evaluation
We have reviewed the chapter and there are no comments or impacts to the City of Bell Gardens

*You received this message because Philip Wagner submitted feedback regarding the I-710 Corridor Project.
Regards,
System Administrator

10/8/2012 10:29 AM

I-710 Corridor Project RDEIR/SDEIS

This page intentionally left blank

Page 132

I-710 Corridor Project RDEIR/SDEIS

L-11-1
This comment requests mitigation for impacts to the intersections of Eastern Ave./Florence Ave.
and Garfield Ave./Florence Ave. The intersections of Eastern Ave./Florence Ave. and Garfield
Ave./Florence Ave. were analyzed under Existing, No Build, and Alternative 5/6 Build Conditions
in the Traffic Intersection Analysis Report (February 2012). The analysis concluded that these
two intersections did not experience significant impact due to the project alternatives and did not
require mitigation. Therefore, these intersections were not included in Table 3.5-31, ProjectRelated Impacted Intersections, in the Draft EIR/EIS. The Traffic Intersection Analysis (March
2017) has been updated and concluded that the proposed project would result in impacts to
Eastern Ave/Florence Ave. under both build alternatives. However, mitigation is proposed
(Measure TR-1) to address this impact. No impacts were identified at Garfield Ave./Florence
Ave.
L-11-2
This comment raises concerns about the effects of the proposed peak-hour parking restrictions
on Eastern Ave. and Garfield Ave. on local businesses. Please refer to the updated analysis of
these impacts in Section 3.3.1.3 of the Recirculated Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS
(RDEIR/SDEIS).
L-11-3
This comment raises concerns about the effects of the Patata St. extension. Due to changes in
project design of the revised build alternatives, concerns regarding Patata St. extension impacts
are no longer applicable because this extension is no longer under consideration. As shown in
Appendix O and as discussed in Chapter 2.0 in the RDEIR/SDEIS, the proposed Patata St.
extension is not included in the revised build alternatives.
L-11-4
Refer to Response to Comment L-11-3, above, for discussion regarding the project effects on
Patata St.
L-11-5
This comment requests that the EIR/EIS acknowledge the local permit approvals that will be
required by the City of Bell Gardens for the project. The entry titled “County of Los Angeles and
affected cities within the Study Area” in Table 2.7-1 of the Draft EIR/EIS was intended to include
by reference to the “Study Area” all local jurisdictions that would or could be requested to
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provide encroachment and or construction permits within rights-of-way owned by those local
jurisdictions.
L-11-6
Text regarding the City of Bell Gardens’ housing stock and future development has been added
to Section 3.1.1.4 of the RDEIR/SDEIS as requested in the comment.
L-11-7
The City of Bell Gardens 2010 General Plan has been reviewed again at the request of the
comment. Refer to Section 3.1.2 of the RDEIR/SDEIS.
L-11-8
Because of the substantial changes in design of the revised build alternatives, the analysis of
impacts to private properties has been updated. Please refer to Section 3.3.2.3 in the
RDEIR/SDEIS for the updated discussion of impacts to private properties.
L-11-9
The text in Section 3.3.1.2 of the RDEIR/SDEIS has been updated to note Garfield Ave. as
another major local roadway in the City of Bell Gardens in which commercial and service areas
are concentrated.
L-11-10
The RDEIR/SDEIS includes an updated list of utility providers within the Study Area, including
water and sewer providers for the City of Bell Gardens. The three water and sewer providers for
the City of Bell Gardens include two water providers (Southwest Water Company and Golden
State Water Company) and one sewer provider (LACDPW). The number of utility providers
within the project Study Area has been updated to 44, based on this and other public comments
of a similar topic. Please refer to Section 3.4.2.2 of the RDEIR/SDEIS.
L-11-11
This comment requests that the intersections of Florence Ave. and Eastern Ave., Florence Ave.
and Ajax Ave., and Eastern Ave. and Garfield Ave. be added to the list of impacted
intersections. Also, the comment requests that an proposed future intersection of Patata and
Garfield Ave, be addressed. The RDEIR/SDEIS Section 3.5 has included Florence Ave. and
Eastern Ave. in the list of impacted intersections in Table 3.5-22, Project-Related Impacted
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Intersections, in addition to Mitigation Measure TR-1 – a list of impacted intersection
improvements. However, Florence Ave. and Ajax Ave., and Eastern Ave. and Garfield Ave.
have not been identified as impacted intersections due to (1) improvements at Florence Ave.
and Eastern Ave. would have a strong positive effect at the intersection of Florence Ave. and
Ajax Ave. (less than 500 feet from Florence Ave. and Eastern Ave.); and (2) the intersection of
Eastern Ave. and Garfield Ave. does not intersect with Interstate 710 (I-710). Also, there are no
planned projects which connect Patata Road and Garfield Ave. on the City of Bell Gardens
website, the 2016-2040 RTP/SCS, or the 2017 FTIP.
L-11-12
This comment requests that the intersections of Garfield Ave./Gage Ave. and I-710/Florence
Ave. ramps be included in the list of intersections proposed for mitigation. Based on the updated
Traffic Intersection Analysis (November 2016), the RDEIR/SDEIS, Garfield Ave./Gage Ave. has
been included on the list of intersections proposed for mitigation in Section 3.5. However, the
intersection of I-710/Florence Ave. ramps have not met the criteria in order to be considered an
adversely impacted intersection, as specified in Section 3.5.3.1, Intersections.
L-11-13
This comment requested additional traffic intersection analysis in the EIR/EIS. The build
alternatives have been revised and currently do not propose to make improvements to arterial
intersections via this environmental document. Please refer to Section 2.3.2.1 for a description
of a funding program made available by the I-710 Corridor Project that would fund
improvements to arterial intersections in the Study Area that are under the jurisdiction of local
agencies.
L-11-14
This comment expresses the City of Bell Gardens’ opposition to the freight corridor connection
to Patata St. that was proposed under Alternatives 6A/B/C in the Draft EIR/EIS. Due to changes
in project design of the revised build alternatives, concerns regarding the Patata St. freight
corridor connection are no longer applicable because this connection is no longer under
consideration. As shown in Appendix O and as discussed in Chapter 2.0 in the RDEIR/SDEIS,
the proposed Patata St. freight corridor connection is not included in the revised build
alternatives.
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L-11-15
This comment notes the existence of an I-710 pump station at Gage Ave. Characterization of
this pump station has been confirmed and is noted in Section 3.8.2.2 of the RDEIR/SDEIS.
L-11-16
This comment expresses concern about the visibility of local businesses from I-710 if the height
of existing sound barriers is increased. The existing sound barriers between Clara St. and
Florence Ave. and between Florence Ave. and Lubec St. based on the project noise analysis
are not affected by this project and, therefore, would remain at their current heights. Please
refer to Section 3.14 of the RDEIR/SDEIS for an updated discussion of noise impacts under the
revised build alternatives. Additionally, per the Noise Study Report (California Department of
Transportation [Caltrans] 2016): “If any noise barrier blocks the view of commercial property in
order to provide sufficient noise reduction to the adjacent impacted residents, then, an
agreement must be reached with the affected residents and the commercial property owners as
to the length, the limits, and the height of that wall(s).”
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Subject:

I-710 Corridor Project Feedback

From:

district9@longbeach.gov (district9@longbeach.gov)

To:

info.i710@mbimedia.com;

Cc:

I710@LSA-Assoc.com; info.i710@yahoo.com;

Date:

Friday, September 28, 2012 3:18 PM

From: Steven Neal
Organization: Long Beach City Council Member
Phone: (562) 570-6137
Mailing Address: 333 W. Ocean Blvd., 14th Floor
City, State: Long Beach, CA
Zip: 90805

L-12

Comment/Question:
On July 9th and August 18, 2012, Councilmember Neal hosted two community meetings to discuss the impacts of the proposed I-710
Corridor project. At those meetings, residents indicated a number of opinions and suggestions on the project.
At the July 24th, 2012, Long Beach City Council Meeting, the city council requested staff to draft a comment letter and to include
sentiments from residents at the community meetings, to express support for the alternative with the least immediate impact to the I-710
study area in Long Beach, to explore various mitigation options that serve and improve the immediate community, such as local hiring
preferences, increased green space and aesthetics, as well as traffic and environmental mitigations.
Below are some key points that the community wants to see addressed:
Main Points section
Local Hire - A project of this magnitude can potentially have an economic impact to the immediate area. Please include a local-hiring
preference on the construction workforce.
Section 3.14 Noise
Sound Walls -The proposed sound wall on the I-710 SB, along White Ave. north of Long Beach Blvd should include a significant
landscape buffer between the sound wall and White Ave., between Gordon St. and Adams Street.

L-12-1

L-12-2

Double-pane Sound Insulated Windows - The most significant concern of residents were the noise and vibration impacts. The
construction of the sound walls and freeway improvements will no doubt have an impact to the residents to the West of the freeway, in
the Coolidge Park area and the Starr King area. The sound from the elevated truck corridor will generate increased noise as well. As
mitigation, please create a home sound-proof program, which includes installation double-paned sound insulated windows and doors.

L-12-3

Section 3.24 Construction Impacts
Local Arterial Street and Intersection Improvements - Some arterial streets and intersections in North Long Beach will be significantly
impacted by additional traffic, namely Long Beach Blvd., Artesia Blvd., and Atlantic Ave.
L-12-4

Also, in the Main Points section, we request an early action project with specific improvements and sources of funding of maintenance for
these corridors. Improvements can include grants for traffic and walkability studies, funding for immediate sidewalk and street
reconstruction, on-ramp landscaping, sensors, signals, crosswalks, and lighting.
Section 3.1 Land Use
Open Space - Coolidge Park is located adjacent to the existing I-710. Freeway reconstruction, the proposed sound walls, and the elevated
truck corridor will all impact the use of the park, from visual, noise, and environmental perspectives. We request an additional
landscaping buffer and lighting to help address the visual and air quality impacts.

L-12-5

Secondly, there are two specific open space opportunities available immediately, within the unused SCE Right of Way at Artesia Blvd and
L-12-6
the 710 exit, and at the intersection of the I-710 and Long Beach Blvd. We should explore how these can be developed into parks or
urban forestry as an early action mitigation project.
Also, in the Main Points section, we request the partnership of Cal-Trans to develop a right of way specific open space master plan,
utilizing all of the available SCE Right of Way space north of the 405 Freeway

L-12-7

*You received this message because Steven Neal submitted feedback regarding the I-710 Corridor Project.

10/8/2012 10:50 AM

Print

2 of 2

http://us.mg6.mail.yahoo.com/neo/launch?.rand=a13d5o59g1n4s

Regards,
System Administrator

10/8/2012 10:50 AM

I-710 Corridor Project RDEIR/SDEIS

L-12-1
This comment requests that a local hiring program be required for project construction. The
majority of the construction jobs for the Interstate 710 (I-710) Corridor Project will require skilled
and semi-skilled construction workers already living in Los Angeles County and the surrounding
counties. It is possible that a small number of the construction jobs, such as specialized work
related to the zero emission technology, may require workers from outside the region who have
very specialized skills. As a result, it is expected that the majority of construction jobs for the
project will be filled from the local and regional labor pool.
Metro, in response to Motion 22.1 and in coordination with partner agencies and community
groups, is developing a Local and Targeted Hiring Policy and Project Labor Agreement for
construction jobs and a First Source Hiring Policy for permanent jobs created by the I-710
Corridor Project. This effort is being made in parallel to the Recirculated Draft EIR/Supplemental
Draft EIS (RDEIR/SDEIS) process.
L-12-2
This comment requests a landscape buffer between the proposed soundwall along I-710
southbound and White Ave. (between Gordon St. and Adams St.). Provision of such a
landscape buffer would be integrated into the project design as part of the Corridor Master Plan
for Aesthetic Treatment described in Measure VIS-1 in Section 3.6.4.1 of the RDEIR/SDEIS.
Please refer to the "Landscaping and Irrigation Systems" subsection of Section 2.3.2.1 for more
details regarding landscaping that will address visual concerns.
L-12-3
The comment requests that a home sound-proofing program be implemented that would include
double pane sound insulated windows. The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans)
and the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) do not have a program or a mechanism to
provide funding for acoustic insulation. However, a Community Health and Benefit Program is
included in Section 2.3.2.1 of the RDEIR/SDEIS and provides for a program for cities and
community groups to apply for and obtain grant funding for health-related measures. The
interior noise abatement suggested would be a candidate for this mitigation program.
Soundwalls will be implemented as discussed in Section 3.14.5 of the RDEIR/SDEIS. The final
locations and design of soundwalls as abatement measures will be determined after completion
of the public input process as part of the Final EIR/EIS.
L-12-4
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This comment requests a variety of intersection and pedestrian improvements in the Main
Points Section as an Early Action Project. Caltrans and Metro encourage the City of Long
Beach to nominate these improvements as an Early Action Project through the existing Early
Action Project nomination process to the I-710 Technical Advisory Committee and I-710 Project
Committee.
L-12-5
This comment requests a landscape buffer and lighting between I-710 and Coolidge Park to
mitigate visual and air quality impacts. As shown in Table 3.1-4 of the RDEIR/SDEIS, a low to
moderately-low visual impact to Coolidge Park would result with implementation of the I-710
Corridor Project build alternatives. Additionally, air quality impacts were not identified at
Coolidge Park. Therefore no mitigation is warranted for either visual or air quality impacts.
L-12-6
This comment requests that unused Southern California Edison (SCE) right-of-way at I-710/
Artesia Blvd. and I-710/Long Beach Blvd. be used for urban forestry or parks as an early action
mitigation measure. This project could be eligible for the Community Health and Benefit
Program as described in Section 2.3.2.1 of the RDEIR/SDEIS which provides for a program for
cities and community groups to apply for and obtain grant funding for health-related measures.
L-12-7
This comment requests the partnership of Caltrans to develop a right-of-way specific open
space master plan, utilizing all of the available SCE right-of-way space north of I-405. This
concept may be best addressed through Caltrans’ Environmental Justice and CommunityBased Transportation Planning Grants Program. More information on these grants can be found
here: http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/tpp/offices/ocp/cbtp.html .
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L-13-1
The City’s preference for Alternative 6B has been taken into consideration by the California
Department of Transportation (Caltrans) in identifying the preferred alternative. All comments
received on the Draft EIR/EIS and the Recirculated Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS
(RDEIR/SDEIS), including comments expressing opposition or support for the project, are
included in this report and will be made available to the decision-makers and the public prior to
any action on the proposed project.
L-13-2
The Project Team acknowledges the City of Maywood’s concerns about the construction of the
on- and off-ramps at Slauson Ave. Alternative 7 under evaluation in the RDEIR/SDEIS provides
for a partial, freight corridor only interchange at Interstate 710 (I-710)/Slauson Ave.
L-13-3
For a combined California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)/National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA) EIR/EIS, Caltrans provides detailed discussions of the project effects and their
significance under CEQA in a separate chapter. Refer to Chapter 4.0, California Environmental
Quality Act Evaluation, for discussion of the effects of the I-710 Corridor Project build
alternatives under CEQA, the measures to address those effects, and the level of significance of
those effects under CEQA after mitigation. Section 4.4, Mitigation for Significant Effects under
CEQA, references the reader to the relevant locations in Chapter 3.0 where those measures are
located. The complete language of each measure is also provided in Appendix F, Environmental
Commitments Record, in the RDEIR/SDEIS.
L-13-4
This comment requests more detail on project phasing. At this point in project development, it
would be speculative to identify possible phasing for each of the build alternatives. Upon
identification of a preferred alternative, phasing and staging concepts may be advanced to
estimate construction duration, identify staging areas, identify required closures, and assess
traffic access during construction.
L-13-5
The I-710 Corridor Project EIR/EIS is intended to be a construction level CEQA/NEPA
document based on the current level of project design detail (i.e., the current design plans are
considered “20 percent” plans compared to the more detailed engineering required to produce
“100 percent” final plans that could be used for project construction). Caltrans will conduct
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periodic Environmental Reevaluations as necessary and as design progresses, consistent with
23 CFR 771.129 for NEPA and Section 15162-15164 of the CEQA Guidelines.
L-13-6
Because of the size of the project and breadth of analysis provided in the Draft EIR/EIS, it is not
possible to provide quantitative information in the Executive Summary in order to keep it brief
and consistent with Section 15123[c] of the CEQA Guidelines. No change to the Executive
Summary in the RDEIR/SDEIS was made in response to this comment.
L-13-7
The format and organization of the Draft EIR/EIS follows Caltrans’ SER document and
annotated outline for an EIR/EIS document. Chapter 1.0, Proposed Project, focuses on the
history of the project and the Purpose and Need for the project. It does not describe the build or
No Build alternatives. Chapter 2.0, Project Alternatives, describes the build and No Build
alternatives in detail, including Section 2.7, Anticipated Permits and Approvals Needed. As a
result, the information regarding needed permits and approvals was retained in Section 2.7 but
is not cross-referenced in Chapter 1.0.
L-13-8
This comment requests identification of the environmentally superior alternative as required by
CEQA. Chapter 2.0 of the Draft EIR/EIS provides a description of the project alternatives and
does not provide any environmental analysis. The CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6 (e) (2)
text regarding identification of the environmentally superior alternative is as follows:
If the environmentally superior alternative is the “no project” alternative, the EIR
shall also identify an environmentally superior alternative among the other
alternatives.
Caltrans will identify an environmentally superior alternative in the Final EIR/EIS.
With regard to the second part of the comment requesting more detail in the Executive
Summary, please refer to Response to Comment L-13-6.
L-13-9
The costs for the revised build alternatives are discussed in Section 2.1 in the RDEIR/SDEIS.
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L-13-10
This comment requests more details on project phasing. At this point in project development, it
would be speculative to identify possible phasing for each of the build alternatives. Upon
identification of a preferred alternative, phasing and staging concepts may be advanced to
estimate construction duration, identify staging areas, identify required closures, and assess
traffic access during construction.
L-13-11
Because of the length of the corridor study area (approximately 19 miles), and due to the
differing numbers of lanes throughout the corridor as well as general knowledge of driver
behavior, a single quantified number to describe a total capacity would not be an accurate
characterization for alternatives comparison. No change in the RDEIR/SDEIS has been made.
L-13-12
This comment requests to see the more detailed plans of Alternative 5A. References to
Appendix O, Concept Plans, are provided in Section 2.3 to refer the reader to the design
information in that Appendix. The following was added in Section 2.3 of the RDEIR/SDEIS
regarding the revised build alternatives to provide that cross reference earlier in Chapter 2.0:
“Discussion of previous alternatives considered prior to and during the 2012 Draft EIR/EIS
development process and public circulation period, but since withdrawn from consideration, are
included in Section 2.4. A schematic depiction of each alternative is provided to assist the
reader in visualizing the basic components of each alternative. Detailed mapping showing the
design features of the revised build alternatives and the locations of those features is provided
in Appendix O, Concept Plans.”
L-13-13
This comment suggests extension of the zero emission freight corridor north of SR-60. This was
not considered for the I-710 Corridor Project because SR-60 is the logical northerly terminus for
the project. Section 2.3.2.1 in the RDEIR/SDEIS describes the commercial feasibility of zero
emission truck technology as well as a reference to Metro and the Gateway Cities COG I-710
Project Zero-Emission Truck Commercialization Study.
L-13-14
Refer to Response to Comment L-13-12, above, for changes made to the text in Chapter 2.0 of
the RDEIR/SDEIS to reference the reader to the location of detailed discussions and mapping of
the project features provided for each build alternative.
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L-13-15
The implementing agencies, Caltrans and Metro, will need to seek new legislation and
implementing regulations to restrict the proposed freight corridor to ZE/NZE trucks only if Build
Alternative 7 is selected as the preferred alternative. Similar to existing conditions, all
conventional internal combustion powered trucks (diesel, compressed natural gas [CNG],
liquefied natural gas [LNG]) and zero emission trucks would be allowed to use the general
purpose lanes on I-710. In the travel demand forecasting conducted for the project, the
forecasted volumes of trucks using the freight corridor lanes versus the general purpose lanes
on I-710 were determined by assigning two year 2035 truck trip tables to the roadway network:
trucks serving the Ports and all other heavy duty trucks. In Alternatives 6B and 6C, those trucks
that are forecast to use the freight corridor because of the time savings for their specific trips
between specified origins and destinations were assumed to have zero emission capability. The
preponderance of trucks forecast to use the freight corridor are trucks serving the Ports. The
ability to accommodate the required electric power was preliminarily assessed by SCE as a part
of an electric transmission “load flow” study they performed for Metro for the I-710 EIR/EIS.
Currently, the revised alternatives under consideration are characterized as “technology
neutral”. Section 2.3.2.3 of the RDEIR/SDEIS provides updated information on the ZE/NZE
freight corridor. Additionally, information regarding the Gateway Cities COG Zero Emission
Truck Commercialization Study is provided in Section 2.3.2.1.
L-13-16
This comment asked whether, under Alternative 6C, tolls would be paid by all trucks on I-710, or
only those using the freight corridor. In the Draft EIR/EIS, Alternative 6C presumed that tolls will
only be assessed on trucks using the freight corridor. The fraction of trucks using the I-710
freight corridor versus the I-710 general purpose lanes was determined by the traffic forecasting
model, which assessed the propensity of a truck to pay a toll as a function of the time saved by
using the freight corridor compared to the general purpose lanes and a value of time. The value
of time was derived from recent studies of truck use of toll facilities in California and elsewhere
in the U.S. However, tolling is no longer an option under consideration in any of the revised
build alternatives.
L-13-17
In response to this comment, the local jurisdictions, in which the improvements cited in Tables
2.3-1 and 2.3-2 are located, were added in the “Location” column in these tables in the
RDEIR/SDEIS.
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L-13-18
As there are over 100 bridges in the study area, and in an effort to minimize the document
where possible, the spatial representation of bridge improvements in Chapter 2.0 was retained.
City limits are shown on the bridge figures for each build alternative in order to assist the reader
in determining jurisdictional areas. For more information on detailed bridge improvements over
the Los Angeles River, please refer to Section 3.8, Hydrology. Also, please refer to Appendix O,
Concept Plans, for a more detailed spatial representation of bridge improvements.
L-13-19
As there are several dozen drainage facilities proposed along the corridor, and in an effort to
minimize the document where possible, the spatial representation of drainage facilities in
Chapter 2.0 was retained. City limits are shown on the bridge figures for each build alternative in
order to assist the reader in determining jurisdictional areas. For more information on proposed
drainage facilities, please refer to Appendix O, Concept Plans.
L-13-20
Please see responses to Comments L-13-17 through L-13-19. In addition, please refer to
Appendix O, Concept Plans, for more detailed design information and specific locations of
improvements.
L-13-21
This comment requests more detail on project phasing. At this point in project development, it
would be speculative to identify possible phasing for each of the build alternatives. Upon
identification of a preferred alternative, phasing and staging concepts may be advanced to
estimate construction duration, identify staging areas, identify required closures, and assess
traffic access during construction.
L-13-22
In accordance with Caltrans standard format for EIR/EIS environmental documents (see
Annotated EIR/EIS format posted at http://www.dot.ca.gov/ser/forms.htm), analysis under
CEQA is contained in Chapter 4.0, California Environmental Quality Act Evaluation of the Draft
EIR/EIS and the RDEIR/SDEIS. Chapter 4.0 discusses the significant impacts of the I-710
Corridor alternatives, mitigation to address those impacts, and the level of significance under
CEQA after mitigation. All of the avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures cited in
Chapter 4.0 will be incorporated in the preferred alternative. Appendix F, Environmental
Commitments Record, provides the language of each of the avoidance, minimization, and
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mitigation measures included in the build alternatives; the party responsible for implementing
each measure, and the timing/phasing of the implementation of each measure.
L-13-23
This comment requests that the EIR/EIS include a breakdown of land use impacts by
jurisdictions. Table 3.1-1 in the RDEIR/SDEIS has been updated to provide land use impacts by
jurisdictions.
L-13-24
This comment expresses a concern that Mitigation Measure LU-1 in the Draft EIR/EIS, which
requires Caltrans to coordinate with local jurisdictions to update their General Plans to reflect
any land use or transportation changes resulting from the proposed project, creates an
“unfunded mandate” for local jurisdictions to amend their General Plans. It is acknowledged that
amending a General Plan requires a commitment of time and resources by the responsible local
jurisdiction. To minimize the effect on local jurisdictions and to ensure that the affected local
General Plans do, in the future, reflect the final I-710 Corridor Project, Measure LU-1 was
written as a request of and not a requirement on local jurisdictions such as the City of Maywood
because Caltrans has no authority to require a local jurisdiction to amend its General Plan.
However, in the longer term, it is to a local jurisdiction’s benefit for its General Plan to reflect
actual land uses such as transportation facilities. To further minimize the effect of the request for
affected local jurisdictions to amend their General Plan to reflect the I-710 Corridor Project,
Measure LU-1 was revised to indicate that such an amendment could occur as part of a future
cycle of amendments to the General Plan. As a result, amendments to the General Plan to
reflect the I-710 Corridor Project could be made at the same time as other amendments to the
General Plan, thereby minimizing the costs specific to the I-710 Project. Because local
jurisdictions are required by law to regularly update their General Plans, including funding the
preparation of those amendments, the incremental cost to include amendments related to the
I-710 Corridor Project is not considered sufficient to require a local jurisdiction to divert funds
from other commitments such as public services to pay for those amendments. As a result,
Caltrans is not proposing to provide financial assistance to local jurisdictions for the preparation
of amendments to their General Plans to reflect the I-710 Corridor Project.
Measure LU-1 (Section 3.1.2.4) was updated as a result of this comment.
L-13-25
Table 3.1-5 in the RDEIR/SDEIS has been updated to be consistent with the Revised Visual
Impact Assessment (August 2016) and Section 3.6 of the RDEIR/SDEIS and to further clarify
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the project’s potential impacts to the existing visual quality/character for Key View 18, located at
Maywood Riverfront Park.
Under the revised set of build alternatives, there is no longer a “without” Slauson Interchange
condition. Instead, reconstruction of Slauson Ave., including the freeway overcrossing from the
Los Angeles River to approximately 700 feet east of the existing LAJ at-grade crossing is
proposed. Key View 18 looks northeast from the trail toward Slauson Ave. and I-710. Please
refer to Section 3.6.3.1 for visual simulations of this key view.
L-13-26
As stated in the Community Impact Assessment (Sections 4.16 and 5.15) and the Draft EIR/EIS
(Section 3.24), both the Heliotrope Avenue Elementary School and Maywood Elementary
School are located within 0.5 mile of the proposed improvements. The proposed build
alternatives would not result in direct impacts to these schools; however, during construction,
the build alternatives have the potential to result in temporary impacts to traffic access along
Slauson Ave. A TMP would be prepared to minimize impacts and provide detours (refer to
Mitigation Measure CON-TR-1) and potential impacts to access to and from these schools from
Slauson Ave. would cease once construction was complete.
L-13-27
This comment requests that the EIR/EIS verify that the TMP will provide full mitigation for any
temporary access impacts to Heliotrope Avenue Elementary School. As stated in Response to
Comment L-13-26, the TMP will provide detours to maintain access.
L-13-28
This comment requests that the EIR/EIS include a mitigation measure to provide air filtration
systems for any schools with 0.50 mile of I-710. Please refer to measure AQ-2 in Section 3.13.4
of the RDEIR/SDEIS which states that, to further reduce exposure of children and other people
to near roadway emissions, Caltrans shall provide air filtration systems for any of the schools
(listed as part of the measure) within 0.25 mile of I-710 that currently lack adequate air filtration
systems. As stated in the California Air Resources Board (ARB) Technical Advisory (April 2017),
high-efficiency filters in ventilation systems can remove from 50 to 99 percent of the particles in
the air. Determination of adequate air filtration systems will be addressed during coordination
with the respective school districts or administrations and based on current building codes as
well as guidelines set forth by the United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and
the SCAQMD. Please refer to measure AQ-2 for a listing of these schools.
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L-13-29
This comment on the intersection traffic impact analysis requests additional mitigation at the
intersection of Slauson Ave./Atlantic Ave., specifically the provision of dual left-turn lanes at
each leg of the intersection. Based on the revised intersection traffic impact analysis presented
in Section 3.5 of the RDEIR/SDEIS, this intersection does not warrant mitigation.
L-13-30
This comment states that Chapter 4.0 (CEQA) in the Draft EIR/EIS fails to identify significant
traffic impacts to local intersections and identify feasible mitigation measures. The discussion of
intersection impacts in Chapter 4.0 (page 4-68) of the Draft EIR/EIS references the parallel
discussion of traffic in Section 3.5 of the Draft EIR/EIS:
Based on the arterial intersection LOS analysis, along with the impact criteria listed above, 21
Study Area intersections have been identified as being adversely impacted by the project under
the proposed build alternatives. Intersections impacted by each of the build alternatives are
summarized in Section 3.5, Traffic, in Table 3.5-31. As this table shows, 13 intersections are
projected to be impacted under Alternative 5A, 18 impacted under Alternative 6A, and 19
intersections are projected to be impacted under both Alternatives 6B and 6C. Twelve of these
intersections will be impacted by all four build alternatives. Mitigation measures to improve
these impacted locations are described in Section 3.5, Traffic.
Section 3.5 discusses each of the affected intersections and recommends mitigation measures
for each intersection where mitigation is required and feasible (see Table 3.5-31). The reader is
also referred to the TIAR for the detailed LOS calculations.
Chapter 4.0 (pages 4-68 and 4-69) then discusses four intersections that are adversely affected
by the project and for which mitigation has been deemed infeasible. Page 4-69 then lists these
intersections and the reasons their mitigation is infeasible; these intersections are listed below:
ID

Intersection Name

10
22

Pico Ave./9 St.
Pacific Coast Hwy./Atlantic
Ave.

112

I-710 Northbound
Ramps/Long Beach Blvd.

155

Wilmington Ave./223 St.

th

rd

Identified Reasons/Constraints/Limitations
Other ongoing project(s) in this area.
Right-of-way constraints. (Note that some improvements
have been identified to minimize project impacts at this
intersection.)
This intersection has been redesigned as part of I-710
Freeway improvement. Right-of-way constraint limits further
improvements to this ramp intersection.
Right-of-way constraints.
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The discussion then concludes:
The four intersections listed above will be adversely impacted by the build
alternatives and will not meet the LOS standard of LOS D or better. Mitigation
could be provided in the form of additional lanes to add capacity at these
intersections, but the land use and property acquisition impacts of this mitigation
is not acceptable to the local jurisdictions. Therefore, the I-710 Corridor Project
would have a potentially significant unavoidable impact on traffic at these four
intersections.
The comment restates the requirements of Public Resource Code (PRC) § 21002 (Feasible
Alternatives or Mitigation Measures) and 21081 (Findings). The Draft EIR/EIS complies with
these requirements, as follows:


Section 3.5 identifies adversely affected intersections.



Proposed mitigation measures are also identified in Section 3.5



The four intersections where mitigation is infeasible are identified both in Section 3.5 and
in Chapter 4.0.

As noted in the comment, and consistent with the requirements of PRC §21002 and 21081, the
Lead Agency will adopt a specific Statement of Overriding Considerations to address the four
intersections where mitigation is infeasible, based upon the information contained in the table
referenced above.
With respect to a portion of the comment requesting additional mitigation improvements at the
intersection of Slauson Ave. and Atlantic Ave., according to the TIAR, the intersection of
Slauson Ave./Atlantic Ave. would operate at an acceptable LOS in in 2035 under Alternative 5A
without additional mitigation (page 6-22). The intersection would not meet LOS requirements for
Alternatives 6A/B/C without the construction of an additional east-bound left-turn lane; this
proposed mitigation will provide adequate mitigation, as shown in Tables 7-6, 7-8 and 7-10 in
the TIAR.
As such, the LOS at the intersection of Slauson Ave. and Atlantic Ave. is forecast to operate
within acceptable LOS with the mitigation as proposed in the Draft EIR/EIS (and Recirculated
Draft EIR/EIS), and would, therefore, not require a Statement of Overriding Considerations.
Please see the updated intersection traffic impact analysis presented in Section 3.5 of the
RDEIR/SDEIS for an updated discussion of intersections within the City of Maywood.
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L-13-31
This comment requests evaluation of damage to the pavement surface on local roadways that
may occur due to project-related construction traffic. New pavement will be provided on local
arterials that connect to or cross over (or under) I-710 where such roadways would be directly
affected by project construction. For those roadways that may be used as temporary detour
routes during construction, there is insufficient design and construction information at this time
to identify the routing or duration of any such detours. A general discussion of potential damage
to the pavement surface on local roadways that may occur due to project-related construction
traffic has been added to Section 3.24.3.5 of the RDEIR/SDEIS. Measure CON-TR-2 has been
added to Section 3.24.4.5 to evaluate damage to the pavement surface on local roadways that
may occur due to project-related construction traffic. New pavement would be provided on local
arterials that connect to or cross over (or under) I-710 where such roadways would be directly
affected by project construction after project completion in the vicinity of each arterial.
L-13-32
This comment requests verification that local roadway bridges that are replaced or widened by
the project will include proper shoulders and sidewalks. As described in Section 2.3.2.1 of the
RDEIR/SDEIS, all local roadway sections modified by the project have been designed to meet
applicable design standards.
L-13-33
This comment raises concerns about the impact of peak-period parking restrictions and
requests identification of alternatives in lieu of such restrictions. The proposed peak-hour
parking restrictions were part of the TSM/TDM alternative proposed during the MCS phase of
this project. The only alternative to provide additional capacity on the arterials without restricting
peak-period parking would be to widen the arterials. Widening the arterials would have a greater
impact on the community due to the increased property acquisition; therefore, widening of local
arterials was not carried forward into the alternatives analyzed in the Draft EIR/EIS or the
RDEIR/SDEIS.
L-13-34
This comment expresses concern about the arterial traffic analysis and concludes that the
analysis included in the Draft EIR/EIS does not provide verifiable conclusions. As discussed in
Section 3.5 of the RDEIR/SDEIS, changes to the proposed I-710 freeway geometrics have
resulted in different impacts at intersections and roadway segments within the City of Maywood.
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Where applicable, additional LOS and volume-to-capacity (V/C) data have been incorporated
into Section 3.5 to support the conclusions presented.
L-13-35
This comment expresses concern about the arterial traffic analysis, specifically that mitigations
are not proposed to provide acceptable LOS on Slauson Ave. and Atlantic Blvd. in the City of
Maywood. The traffic impact analysis conducted for the Draft EIR/EIS addressed the significant
impacts of the build alternatives to the adjacent street network. The conclusions of the traffic
impact analysis conducted for the Draft EIR/EIS were that neither Slauson Ave. nor Atlantic
Blvd. experienced significant impacts from the build alternatives; rather, they both would require
widening under future No Build conditions to accommodate projected traffic growth in the Study
Area. Please see the updated traffic impact analysis presented in Section 3.5 of the
RDEIR/SDEIS for an updated discussion of arterials within the City of Maywood.
With regard to the last part of this comment, it is acknowledged that CEQA requires the
identification of individual impacts that cannot be mitigated to below a level of significance. The
project effects at local street intersections that are unavoidable and significant after mitigation
are listed in Section 4.2.4.5, Transportation and Traffic.
L-13-36
This comment on the intersection traffic impact analysis questions why the LOS in 2035 at the
Slauson Ave./Atlantic Blvd. intersection is better than the existing LOS given the projected
growth in traffic in the future, and states that the existing LOS was calculated incorrectly. The
TIAR has been revised based on the revised build alternatives as well as to update the base
year. Please refer to Section 3.5 of this RDEIR/SDEIS for updated traffic LOS information.
L-13-37
Continuing with the same issue raised in Comment L-13-36, this comment states that the
erroneous calculation of the existing LOS was carried into the calculations of LOS of the
proposed mitigation of adding additional left-turn lanes. The TIAR has been revised based on
the revised build alternatives as well as to update the base year. Please refer to Section 3.5 of
this RDEIR/SDEIS for updated traffic LOS information as well as revised mitigation measures.
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L-13-38
This comment requests more details on project phasing. At this point in project development, it
would be speculative to identify possible phasing for each of the build alternatives. Upon
identification of a preferred alternative, phasing and staging concepts may be advanced to
estimate construction duration, identify staging areas, identify required closures, and assess
traffic access during construction. As discussed in Section 2.3.2.3 of the RDEIR/SDEIS,
Alternative 7 provides an alternative that would construct the freight corridor only, without
adding any general purpose lanes to the I-710 mainline.
L-13-39
This comment is an introductory comment to the more detailed comments that follow on the
traffic studies conducted for the Draft EIR/EIS. Because of the changes in the design of the
build alternatives and availability of updated traffic forecasts, the Traffic Operations Analysis
Report (TOAR, March 2017), the TIAR, and Section 3.5 of the RDEIR/SDEIS have all been
updated.
L-13-40
This comment includes 30 detailed comments related to the TIAR (February 2012). Because of
the substantial changes made to the TIAR (March 2017), it is not possible to provide specific
responses to each of these comments. The comments provided were addressed where
applicable within the updated TIAR.
L-13-41
This comment raises five issues regarding the Traffic Operations Analysis Report prepared for
the Draft EIR/EIS. In response to the request for the inclusion of north-south screenlines, it is
important to clarify that the screenline analysis performed for the I-710 Corridor was focused on
calibrating the traffic demand projections and verifying traffic volumes. This data was calibrated
primarily in the east-west direction due to the fact that I-710 is a north-south corridor. The
numerous amount of intersection traffic counts, in addition to daily traffic data collected from
various sources, were used to perform the traffic analysis related to streets crossing the freeway
that experience east-west traffic congestion. The extensive nature of the traffic forecasting effort
and the analysis that resulted provided an accurate forecast of future traffic conditions. The
detailed comments on the TOAR were addressed where applicable within the updated TOAR
(March 2017).
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L-13-42
See Responses to Comments L-13-40 and L-13-41.
L-13-43
The alternative represented in the “base condition” and “enhanced condition” are clearly marked
on the visual simulations in Section 3.6. In areas where Alternatives 5A and 6A/B/C are shown,
a hatch pattern is used with call out boxes to distinguish between the build alternatives. In most
cases, visual scores for Alternatives 6A/B/C showed a greater visual impact than Alternative 5A;
however, at Key View 25, Alternatives 6A/B/C showed a lower visual impact than Alternative 5A
because those alternatives removed some of the overhead electric transmission lines from the
view. The visual impact of the revised build alternatives is presented in Section 3.6 of the
RDEIR/SDEIS.
L-13-44
This comment requests a determination of significance for visual impacts at Key View 25. In the
Draft EIR/EIS, the significance of visual impacts was not determined for each individual Key
View, but for the project as a whole. As discussed on page 4-30 of the Draft EIR/EIS, visual
impacts were determined to be significant under CEQA for all build alternatives; however, the
Draft EIR/EIS concluded that these impacts could be reduced to a level below significance
through the implementation of Mitigation Measures VIS-1 through VIS-10. Please refer to
Section 3.6 in the RDEIR/SDEIS for an updated analysis of visual impacts. Additionally, please
refer to the "Landscaping and Irrigation Systems" subsection of Section 2.3.2.1 for more details
regarding landscaping that will address visual concerns.
L-13-45
In response to this comment, a more detailed summary of the Urban Design and Aesthetics
Toolbox Report has been added to Section 3.6 in the RDEIR/SDEIS. Measure VIS-1 has been
revised to include more specific information from the development of the I-710 Corridor
Aesthetics Master Plan that was developed by Caltrans in cooperation with the Gateway Cities
Council of Governments. As stated in this plan, soundwalls or screen walls will be provided
along any elevated sections of the freight corridor to screen views of trucks on the freight
corridor. Please refer to the "Landscaping and Irrigation Systems" subsection of Section 2.3.2.1
for more details regarding landscaping that will address visual concerns.
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L-13-46
This comment asks about the potential for groundborne vibration to be generated during
construction. Section 3.24.3.14 of the Draft EIR/EIS addressed construction noise and
groundborne vibration. The Draft EIR/EIS, pages 3.24-25 through 27, stated, in part, that the
proposed project may require use of pile drivers and other heavy-tracked construction
equipment; and pile driving activities would occur in existing channel or tidal waters and within
50 feet of a nearest residence. The Draft EIR/EIS on page 3.24-26 states that the vibration level
at a residence within 50 feet of the pile driving would be subjected to a strongly perceptible
vibration level. Implementation of mitigation measures in 3.24.4.14 would reduce potential
adverse temporary vibration impacts. Figure 3.24-1 provides construction noise levels produced
by commonly used construction equipment for roadway projects and noise level ranges
produced by the construction equipment. Noise impacts from construction are anticipated not to
be adverse as construction is required to be conducted in accordance with Caltrans Standard
Specifications and would be short-term, intermittent and dominated by local traffic noise (Draft
EIR/EIS, page 3.24-17). The contractor must abide by all State, Federal, and local construction
noise and vibration regulations per contract. Caltrans requires contractors to prepare a noise
control plan prior to beginning construction on large projects such as this one. This plan would
identify not only the potential construction noise impacts, but the potential abatement measures
as well.
L-13-47
In response to this comment, Table 3.14-2 in the RDEIR/SDEIS has been revised to note the
local jurisdiction in which each receiver is located.
L-13-48
In response to this comment, the jurisdictional locations of the subject soundwalls have been
added to Section 3.14.5.7 of the RDEIR/SDEIS.
L-13-49
This comment requests that sound barriers be included as mitigation. Please refer to Section
3.14.5.10 for a discussion on the preliminary noise abatement decision pertaining to each of the
evaluated sound barriers under Alternatives 5C and 7. All sound barriers indicated in the noise
study are preliminary in nature and subject to change if there are changes in other pertinent
parameters such as a scope change in design, sight distance/safety issues, or funding. In
accordance with Caltrans procedures, final soundwall abatement measures will be determined
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after public input on specific proposed wall heights and locations and included in the Final
EIR/EIS.
L-13-50
The NSR identifies only the acoustically feasible noise abatement measures. The construction
cost of a sound barrier must be below its reasonable allowance (provided in the NSR).
Financially feasible or cost-effective barriers heights are determined through the NADR process.
If a decision is reached in the NADR that a barrier would not be “financially feasible,” then the
NADR would identify any substantial noise impacts at sensitive receptor locations without an
abatement measure (sound barrier
L-13-51
This comment asks why the area between Gage Ave. and Washington Blvd. along I-710 was
skipped in the NSR. This area between Gage Ave. and Washington Blvd. along I-710 was not
skipped in the NSR. This area is zoned as commercial and industrial. Caltrans Protocol (based
on the 23 CFR 772) provides noise activity category and criteria for noise-sensitive land uses.
Noise abatement is only considered for exterior areas of frequent human use where noise
impacts are identified and where a lowered noise level would be of benefit. There are no
exterior areas of frequent human uses that are listed in the Caltrans Protocol as noise-sensitive
receptors within these limits, and hence, no noise monitoring/modeling/sound barrier was
required.
L-13-52
This comment asks why no information was provided in Section 3.15 (Energy) of the Draft
EIR/EIS for the anticipated year 2035 electrical use in Los Angeles County. No information was
provided for the anticipated year 2035 electrical use in Los Angeles County for two reasons: (1)
because the existing electrical use was only presented as part of the energy use context and (2)
because there is no officially published estimate of 2035 anticipated electrical use for the
County. While SCE provides the majority of the electricity to the region surrounding the project,
there is no information available regarding what portion of the total SCE consumption occurs in
the project Study Area only. The I-710 is outside the Los Angeles Department of Water and
Power (LADWP) coverage area, but the project region would stretch into the LADWP coverage
area. Information that is available includes the California Energy Demand 2012-2022 Final
Forecast (California Energy Commission, June 2012), which includes an estimate that by 2022,
the LADWP Planning Area electricity consumption will reach between 27,447 and 29,207
gigawatt-hours (GWh), based on an annual average electricity consumption growth rate
between 2011 and 2022 of between 0.92 and 1.49 percent. For the purpose of this analysis, the
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project regional electricity consumption is estimated by using the EMFAC2014 fuel use
percentages for each vehicle category to determine total gasoline and diesel fuel usage rates.
Tables 3.15-7 and 3.15-8 convert the fuel consumption rates shown in Tables 3.15-5 and 3.15-6
into British thermal units (BTUs) in order to provide a uniform metric to represent energy
consumption for the build alternatives, which is then compared against existing year (2012) and
2035 No Build conditions (Alternative 1) both in the Study Area and the entire region,
respectively.
Compared to 2012 existing conditions:


2035 No Build (Alternative 1) operational energy consumption decreases by 29 percent



2035 Alternative 5C operational energy consumption decreases by 29 percent



2035 Alternative 7 operational energy consumption decreases by 28 percent

Compared to 2035 No Build conditions (Alternative 1):


2035 Alternative 5C operational energy consumption increases by 0.79 percent



2035 Alternative 7 operational energy consumption increases by 1.4 percent

The clarification provided above has been added in Section 3.15.3.1 of the RDEIR/SDEIS.
L-13-53
The vehicle miles traveled (VMT) numbers in Table 3.15-5 for Automobile, Truck, and Truck
(Freight Corridor) are correct and are consistent with the numbers in Table 3.5-32. However,
one VMT number in the “Total” column of Table 3.15-5 was incorrect. The total for 2035
Alternative 6A should have been 84.5. Table 3.15-5 in the RDEIR/SDEIS has been updated to
reflect the energy calculations for the revised build alternatives.
L-13-54
In response to this comment, Chapter 4.0 of the RDEIR/SDEIS has been revised and updated
to include references to subsections of Chapter 3.0 for each topical issue addressed in
accordance with CEQA, where applicable.
To address the specific question raised in this comment regarding non-petroleum mineral
resources further, the following information from the State Department of Conservation (DOC) is
now provided in Section 4.2.1.8 of the RDEIR/SDEIS: “DOC maps of the areas surrounding the
project Study Area do not indicate any mineral extraction zones (source: California DOC
(2001).”
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L-13-55
This comment states: “conclusionary statements must be supported by analysis, or reference/
citation to facts, reasonable assumptions predicated on facts, or expert opinion supported by
facts.” While no specific examples are cited, the text in Chapter 4.0 has been reviewed and
revised to add supporting analysis, or reference/citation to facts, reasonable assumptions
predicated on facts, or expert opinion supported by facts.
L-13-56
This response addresses each of the comment’s three points separately:
1. The Draft EIR/EIS needs to include an effort to identify mitigations that address the
significant unmitigated impacts described on pages 4-40 to 4-69, or should demonstrate
specifically why mitigation is not feasible.
Section 4.4 provides the requested analyses (pages 4-40 to 4-69). For example:


The top bullets on page 4-41 explain why additional Air Quality Mitigation Measures are
infeasible.



Pages 4-41 and 4-42 explain why Land Use impacts are inherent to the project design.



Additional Noise Mitigation Measures are considered infeasible due to failure to meet
Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) feasibility criteria, as discussed on page 4-43
as well as in the NSR.



Page 4-69 discusses potential mitigation measures to address the four intersections that
will be adversely affected by the project alternatives and explains why such mitigation
measures are not incorporated.

These measures will be repeated in the Findings and Statement of Overriding Considerations.
2. It would be helpful if Section 4.4 actually listed the mitigation measures, rather than
referring the reader to various sections of Chapter 3.0.
The document is written using Caltrans standard style (as specified at http://www.dot.ca.gov/
ser/downloads/templates/ao/eir_eis.docx).
3. Nowhere in the document is there a comprehensive list of the mitigation measures, or a
summary identifying "each significant effect with proposed mitigation measures and
alternatives that would reduce or avoid that effect," per CEQA Guidelines Section 15123.
The utility of the standard CEQA impact/mitigation summary table has been repeatedly
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demonstrated in EIRs and we would encourage the inclusion of such a table in the Draft
EIR/EIS to facilitate an understanding of the impacts and mitigation measures
associated with the build alternatives.
Appendix F, Environmental Commitments Record, contains the comprehensive list of mitigation
measures. Please see the abovementioned sections of the RDEIR/SDEIS for an updated
analysis based on the revised build alternatives.
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I.O

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The City of Vernon (City or Vernon) has conducted a technical review of the l-710
Corridor Project Draft Environmental lmpact Report / Environmental lmpact Statement
(l-710 Draft EIR/ElS) prepared by Caltrans District 7 and the Metropolitan
Transportation Authority (Metro) dated June 2012. The technical review was conducted
to determine the technical adequacy of the 1-710 Draft EIR/EIS in meeting the statutory
requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), and to evaluate the impacts the l-710 Corridor
Project would have within and to Vernon. Vernon has retained a team of experienced
environmental and civil/structural design firms to assist in the peer review of the l-710
Draft EIR/EIS. The team consisted of the following firms:

.
o

.
.

Chambers Group, lnc.
STV, lncorporated

Entech Consulting Group
Rick Engineering, lnc.

Environmental Planning,

Land

Use,

Community lmpacts, and Visual/Aesthetics
Roadway Geometry, Structures, Drainage,
Water Quality, Utilities, Traffic Design (signing,
striping, stage construction, maintenance of
traffic)
Air Quality, Health lmpact Assessment and
Health Risk Assessment
Traffic and Transportation/Pedestrian and
Bicycle Facilities

The l-710 Corridor Project extends from Ocean Boulevard in Long Beach to SR-60, a
distance of about 18 miles and traverses through a number of cities as well as portions
of unincorporated Los Angeles County. The distance that is involved in the
environmental analyses often times makes it very difficult to distinguish the impacts that
will occur within Vernon from impacts that will occur in other jurisdictions. The technical
review is limited to the deemed influence area of the l-710 Corridor to the City. The
influence area extends from the Florence Avenue interchange in the south and extends
to the l-5 interchange in the north. The influence area includes Slauson Avenue,
Atlantic/Bandini Boulevards and Washington Boulevard as intermediate cross streets on
l-710 traveling from south to north.
Vernon's goals for preparing this technical review of the subject l-710 Draft EIR/EIS are
very straight fon¡rard: ensure the project's impacts within Vernon are properly mitigated,
and where possible suggest improvements to specific mitigation measures or the
geometric design, which will enhance and improve the City's environs along the l-710
Corridor.

Vernon is a supporter of the l-710 Corridor Project. However, this technical review
indicates that the l-710 Draft EIR/EIS as currently circulated is incomplete and does not
contain sufficient information to allow the City to fully analyze and understand the
impacts the l-710 Corridor Project will have within Vernon, and a complete set of
mitigation measures are not presented. To this end this technical review provides a
series of comments that will require additional analysis on the part of the lead agency.
Technical Peer Review and Comments
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These deficiencies are, in our opinion, significant and render the l-710 Draft EIR/EIS
incomplete as to the analysis of impacts to the environment as they relate to Vernon.
Without the requested additions and revisions, Vernon cannot make informed decisions
regarding the impacts of the l-710 Corridor Project within the City. Based on these
factors, it is our opinion that the current l-710 Draft EIR/EIS falls short in meeting the
requirements of CEQA and NEPA, and a revised l-710 Draft EIR/EIS should be
prepared and recirculated.

2.0

INTRODUCTION

Vernon has prepared this technical review document of the l-710 Corridor Project Draft
EIR/EIS. The l-710 Draft EIR/EIS evaluates the impacts of the improvements that are
proposed along the l-710 Corridor to address increased demand for goods movement,
increasing traffic volumes that are causing serious congestion, and safety issues
associated with aging infrastructure. The entire City of Vernon lies within the
designated l-710 study area, as shown in Figure 1.1-2 of the l-710 Draft EIR/ElS.

The 1710 Corridor extends from Ocean Boulevard in Long Beach to SR-60, a distance
of about 18 miles and traverses through a number of cities as well as portions of
unincorporated Los Angeles County. The distance that is involved in the environmental
analyses often times makes it very difficult to distinguish the impacts that will occur
within Vernon from impacts that will occur in other jurisdictions. The technical review is
limited to the deemed influence area of the l-7'10 Corridor to the City. The influence
area extends from the Florence Avenue interchange in the south and extends to the l-5
interchange in the north. The influence area includes Slauson Avenue, Atlantic/Bandini
Boulevards and Washington Boulevard as intermediate cross streets on l-710 traveling
from south to north.
Vernon's goals for preparing this technical review of the subject l-710 Draft EIR/EIS are
very straight fonruard: ensure the project's impacts within Vernon are properly mitigated,
and where possible suggest improvements to specific mitigation measures or the
geometric design, which will enhance and improve the City's environs along the l-710
Corridor. Vernon's technical review is limited to areas within the City and to the areas
that immediately abut the City limits when the impacts will have a spill-over effect within
the City. Vernon's technical review is also limited to those topics that the City believes
are most important to its well-being, and they include the following:

.
.
.
.
o
.
.
o
.

Need and Purpose for Project
Project Alternatives
Land Use
Community lmpact
Utilities and Emergency/Community Services
Traffic and Transportation/Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities
Visual and Aesthetics
Water Quality and Storm Water Runoff
Air Quality, Health lmpact Assessment, Health Risk Assessment
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3.0

TECHNICAL REVIEW EVALUATION

The technical review is organized consistent with the sequence of sections and issue
areas presented in the l-710 Draft EIR/EIS.
Overall, the l-710 Draft EIR/EIS has not been prepared in a manner that facilitates
Vernon's review of the document. Often, the 1710 Draft EIR/EIS needs to be searched
to try and locate the discussions that refer to the City.

3.1

L-14-4

Need and Purpose for Project

The Need and Purposediscussion is provided in Section 1.2of the l-710 Draft EIR/ElS.
The Need and Purpose discussion is required by NEPA and is intended to establish
why a particular project is necessary and worthwhile given the significant environmental
impacts associated with implementing the project. The l-710 Draft EIR/EIS separates
the Need and Purpose discussion into two sections Need and Purpose and
discusses each separately. lt also divides the Need discussion into five issues, and the
Purpose is provided by a series of bulleted statements, including:

-

-

1. Air Quality Need. lt identifies

that the l-710 Corridor Project study area is within
the South Coast Air Basin (SCAB), and that within the SCAB ozone and small
airborne particulate matter less than 10 and 2.5 microns (PM1e and PMz.s) are in
non-attainment status. lt also states that diesel particulate matter (DPM) is
emitted by diesel trucks using the freeway and roadway systems.

Air Quality Purpose. lmprove air quality and public health.

2. Capacity, Transportation Demand, and Safety Need. The design (horizon)

year of the Project is given as 2035. The l-710 Draft EIR/EIS states that no
major design improvements have occurred since the corridor was constructed in
the 1950s and 1960s. There has been significant increase in population in the
corridor since the 1960s, resulting in concomitant increases in vehicular traffic.
The Report provides the projected increases in traffic volume from 2008 ("current
year") and 2035 (design yeafl; however no data on the population increase is
provided or referenced here.
L-14-5

Table 1.2-1 of the Report provides the 2-way Average Daily Traffic (ADT) for
passenger vehicles and trucks for 2008 and 2035 and includes the percentage
growth. This information is provided segment-by-segment for the entire corridor.
Between the Washington/Atlantic segment (Segment A for the purpose of this
discussion) and the Atlantic/Florence segment (Segment B for the purpose of this
discussion), the percentage of truck volume for 2035 shows a jump from 12o/o to
17%. This jump is consistent with the corresponding numbers for 2008 which are
9o/o and 15o/o. The change is presumably from the truck traffic entering l-710
from the UPRR and BNSF lntermodal Rail Yards using the Atlantic Boulevard
ramp system, although there is no discussion on this.
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The accident rates (2004-2007) in the l-710 corridor are stated to be "well above"
the statewide average for similar facilities. However the actual numbers are not
stated here. Similarly, it is stated that northbound (NB) segment of l-710
approach the l-5 interchange is "especially problematic" with no quantitative data

L-14-5

provided.

Page 1-21 list in general terms some of the non-standard geometry and design
features, but no details of individual non-standard feature and location are
provided.

Capacity, Transportation Demand, and Safety Purpose.

lmprove traffic

safety.

3.

Need for Updated Roadway Design Need. Various non-standard and obsolete
design and operational elements are stated in this section; however in certain
instances specific details and locations are not given.
Need for Updated Roadway Design Purpose. Modernize freeway design.

4. Social Demands and Economic Development Need. Current SCAG

projections indicate steady population growth in the study area through the year
2035. There will also be an increase in goods movement within the study area
mainly coming from the Ports of Los Angeles and Long Beach (POLB/POLA).

Social Demands and Economic Development Purpose.

Accommodate

projected traffic volumes.

5. Modal lnterrelationships and System Linkages

Need. The l-710 Corridor is
the principal transportation connection between POLB/POLA and the BNSF/UP
Railroad intermodal rail yards located in the cities of Vernon and Commerce and
to other warehouse/d istrib ution centers th roughout Southern Cal iforn ia.

Modal lnterrelationships and System Linkages Purpose. Address increased
traffic volumes resulting from projected growth in population, employment, and
economic activities related to goods movement

3.2

Project Alternatives

The l-710 Draft EIR/EIS evaluates four build alternatives (plus the required no-build
alternative - Alternative 1) that was carried forward to the EIR/EIS phase and screened
from other alternatives studied in previous phases. The build alternatives are 54, 64,
68 and 6C. Alternative 1 assumes no capacity enhancing improvements on the 1-710
Corridor, except for approved and planned projects in Southern California Associated
Government (SCAG) 2008 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) and the 2008 Regional
Transportation lmprovement Plan (RTIP). The maximum goods movement by rail is
assumed in Alternative 1.
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The four build alternatives, considered in sequence, essentially builds on the previous
one in terms of scope. Thus, Alternative 5A mainly widens the existing eight lane l-710
Freeway to ten general purpose (GP) lanes; Alternative 6A add a separated 4-lane
freight corridor for conventionally fueled trucks; Alternative 68 mandates zero emission
vehicles (ZEV) in the freight corridor, and finally Alternative 6C further tolls the ZEV
trucks running in the freight corridor. ln addition, the Alternative 6 series have three
design options applicable to one or more alternatives. The l-710 Draft EIR/EIS
adequately describes the features of each alternative.

The design details for each alternative are more conceptual and less specific than is
usually encountered at the Draft EIR/EIS stage of project development. The
engineering supporting document for a Draft EIR/EIS according to the Caltrans
guidelines (detailed in Caltrans' Project Development Procedures Manual or PDPM) is
the Project Report (PR) The PDPM details the contents of a PR. Typically, plan,
profiles and typical sections of each build alternative is shown in the PR. For each
bridge an Advanced Planning Study (APS) is completed and included in the PR. The
APS includes the bridge general plan (GP) with preliminary column locations indicated.
A preliminary cost estimate of each bridge structure is also shown. For each build
alternative the PR includes a rough cost estimate (based on the format given in the
PDPM for a PR) and Right of Data Sheets (RWDS). For complex projects, a
preliminary Transportation Management Plan (TMP) is provided, which includes
conceptual project staging concepts including potential detour routes. The design
development that is typically done at this stage serves to provide a reasonable
understanding and identification of project impacts, which is required to complete the
environmental document. Our evaluation concludes that the engineering information
provided in the l-710 Draft EIR/EIS is significantly less detailed than required, and is
more consistent with a Conceptual Study or a Caltrans' typical Project lnitiation
Document (PlD), and the Project Study Report (PSR), which are completed prior to the
environmental phase of the project.

L-14-7

The l-710 Draft EIR/EIS provides generalized construction staging verbiage. There are
additional staging concepts available elsewhere, however they are not part of the
document and have not been included in the evaluation.

L-14-8

The California High-Speed Train (HST) Project is planned to provide intercity, highspeed train service on over 800 route miles of tracks throughout California. The Los
Angeles - Anaheim (LA-A) section of the statewide HST system generally follows the
existing Los Angeles to San Diego (LOSSAN) Passenger Rail corridor, which runs
along the south side of the BNSF Railroad's Hobart Yard west of Atlantic Boulevard.
The planned l-71OlAtlantic Boulevard/Bandini Boulevard lnterchange and elevated
structure over the BNSF Railroad's Hobart Yard of the l-710 Corridor Project will restrict
consideration of alternatives for LA-A section of the HST Project. The l-710 Draft

L-14-9

EIR/EIS does not address the interface with the planned HST Project.
It is stated that the l-710 Corridor mainline will be raised by as much as eight feet above
existing grade around Washington Boulevard over the BNSF Railroad's Hobart Yard in
Section 2.4.1.1 - Mainline lmprovements. The proposed overhead structure will cross
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over Hobart Yard from the south side of 26th Street at the south to the north side of
Sheila Street at the north. The new overhead will carry 10 mainline GP lanes,
northbound 1-710 on-ramp and southbound l-710 off-ramp. Mitigation of the traffic
congestion on Atlantic Boulevard, Bandini Boulevard and 26th Street due to l-710
Corridor detouring and (partial) closures for bridge demolishing and replacing
construction is not addressed.
For Alternative 5A, the proposed Bandini Boulevard and Atlantic Boulevard realignment
and reconstruction include a clockwise loop on-ramp, which crosses over Atlantic
Boulevard and Bandini Boulevard. The potential street detouring and closures for major
freeway interchange reconstruction are mentioned in general in Section 2.4.2.2
Construction Staging, but does not provide details of impacts to the local street system.

Alternative 6A/68/6C includes a 500-foot 1-710 Corridor mainline shift south of Bandini
Boulevard under Design Options 1 and 2 as shown in Appendix O, Concept Plans. The
proposed mainline shift will configure the Atlantic Boulevard/Bandini Boulevard
lntersection right below the l-710 Corridor mainline. An elevated northbound l-710
Corridor off-ramp/distributor to the east of l-710 Corridor mainline is also located in the
interchange. Detailed construction staging at l-71OlAtlantic Boulevard/Bandini
Boulevard interchange is not provided in the l-710 Draft EIR/EIS. Detouring and
phasing of this location may potentially impact Vernon's street system.

ln considering the 500-foot l-710 Corridor mainline shift south of Bandini Boulevard for
Alternative 6A/68/6C, the profile of the proposed mainline should be close to the
existing l-710 Corridor between Slauson Avenue at the south and 26th Street at the
north in order to go below the proposed single point urban interchange (SPUC) at
Slauson Avenue and cross over the interchange at the Bandini Boulevard/Atlantic
Boulevard lnterchange. The consequences of a raised profile, the grading for the
existing and the area between the existing and the proposed l-710 Corridor are not
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addressed.

The l-710 Corridor Project is significant in Los Angeles County. Although the l-710
Draft EIR/EIS addresses Water Quality features (evaluated in Section 3.8 below), there
are no overall sustainable design elements other than those required by the EIR/EIS
process.

3.3

L-14-14

Land Use

Section 3.1.1.18 of the l-710 Draft EIR/EIS describes land use within Vernon. The
Affected Environmental discussion for Land Use is a short two paragraphs and states
that "Existing land uses within the city of Vernon include commercial and services,
industrial, residential, and transportation and utilities." This is the extent of the
discussion that describes the existing land uses within Vernon. Another statement
The l-710 Draft EIR/EIS correctly identifies that the Vernon General Plan has a policy in
the Circulation Element that directly applies to the l-710 Corridor Project. Policy Cl-1.9
states, "Continue to work with Caltrans and neighboring jurisdictions to improve the
Technical Peer Review and Comments
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Atlantic/Bandinill-710 intersection and to make improvements to the l-710 Freeway,
including direct truck ramps to the rail yards and exploring the potential for adding an
interchange at Slauson Avenue to improve access to the City."
ln the Environmental Consequences section of the l-710 Draft EIR/EIS there is a single
statement that the l-710 Corridor Project, "is consistent with the adopted goals and
policies in the City of Vernon General Plan since it addresses the need for a balanced
transpoftation network, improvements to the Atlantic Blvd./Bandini Blvd. intersection,
new dedicated truck routes and ramps to the rail yards under Alternatives 6A/B/C,
improved air quality, and extensive agency coordination."

3.4

L-14-15

Community lmpact

Section 3.24.3.3 of the l-710 Draft EIR/ElS outlines the community impacts from the l710 Corridor Project in regards to direct and in-direct and short-term as well as longterm effects.

From an engineering perspective, short-term impacts relate to impacts during
construction due to loss or limited access to residences and businesses, increase in
travel time due to increased congestion caused by closures and due to detours and
potential safety hazards in the work zone. Long-term impacts include properly loss
through acquisition or easements as well potential inconvenience that may be caused
by modifying the configuration of the freeway and ramp systems.

A Traffic Management Plan is mentioned in this section and it addresses mitigation
strategies during construction. lt should be noted that for work on state highways
Caltrans requires a Transportation Management Plan (TMP). The TMP has replaced
the Traffic Management Plan, the former having a broader scope not limited to traffic
strategies alone. The l-710 Draft EIR/EIS does not include a TMP.
The need for the relocation of Fire Station No. 4 is addressed as a permanent, direct
impact to a community facility. The l-710 Draft EIR/EIS states, "While a potential site for
relocation has not been identified at this time, Caltrans will coordinate with the City of
Vernon in identifying a new site for relocation within the general vicinity of the existing
station so as to maintain the existing response times and service area. ln addition, the
existing fire station would not be demolished until the new fire station is operational."
This is not an adequate analysis of this significant impact."

3.5

L-14-16

L-14-17

Utilities and Emergency Services

Section 3.4.1.2 of the l-710 Draft EIR/EIS addresses the utility impacts from the l-710
Corridor Project and lists the utility owners. Five utilities are identified as key and are
part of an early relocation strategy. Although descriptions of the five relocations are
provided, construction impacts and costs are not provided.

Other utility adjustments are mentioned in general terms and the degree of impact is
qualitatively stated as "minimal," "moderate," or "regional." Reference is made to a
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separate document entitled "Utility lmpact Report." Again, there is no summary of costs
and only minimal construction impact information is provided in the l-710 Draft EIR/EIS.

L-14-18

The ZEV (zero emission vehicles) that would travel along the proposed freight corridor
is proposed to be powered by electricity from an overhead catenary system (OCS) and
requires traction power substations sited along the corridor. The l-710 Draft EIR/EIS
states that based on the expected maximum number of vehicles on the freight corridor
at any one time, a minimum of 26 electric substations, providing 25 kV output will be
required. The stations will be spaced approximately 4,000 feet apart and are to be
located within the proposed right-of-way (R/W) The 1710 Draft EIR/EIS indicates that
the substations apply to Alternatives 6A/B/C. lt is also noted that Southern California
Edison (SCE) has confirmed that the specifications for power demand stated are
sufficient for the proposed freight corridor.
Under the Permanent lmpacts discussion the l-710 Draft EIR/EIS states that there will
be a "direct impact to the Vernon Fire Station No. 4." Mitigation measure U&ES-1 is
provided to address the impact to Fire Station No.
The problem with mitigation
measure U&ES-1 is that it does mitigate the direct impact to Fire Station No.4; instead it
puts off until some unknown time in the future a negotiation between Caltrans and the
City of Vernon to determine a suitable location for the relocation of Fire Station No. 4.
The relocation of Fire Station No. 4 itself will result in direct impacts to the environment
and those impacts are not addressed in the l-710 Draft EIR/EIS.

4.

3.6

Traffic and Transportation/Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities

The Technical Review Evaluation is based on a review of information presented in the l710 Draft EIR/EIS lntersection Traffic lmpact Analysis Report (Final Report, dated Feb.
2012) and Traffic Operations Analysis Report (Final Report, Jan. 2012). The Technical
Review Evaluation includes a review of the:

1. Traffic lmpact Analysis

Scope

2. Operational Analysis of Existing Conditions
3. lmpact Analysis of Project Alternatives
4. Project Mitigation Measures
5.

Analysis of Construction lmpacts

The Technical Review Evaluation focuses on the roadway network within and adjacent
to the City of Vernon.

3.6.1 Traffic lmpact Analysis Scope
The review of the lntersection Traffic lmpact Analysis Report scope included a review of
existing and future traffìc operations evaluated in the following public documents:

.
o
.

City of Vernon Circulation Plan Update Traffic Analysis (June 2007)
City of Vernon Power Plant Project Traffic lmpact Analysis (2006)
Boyle Heights Mixed-Use Project Traffic lmpact Analysis (June 2011)
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.

58th

and Pacific Charter School (November 200g)

The City's Circulation Plan Update Traffic Analysis provides an evaluation of 49 local
intersections. The City's "Performance Standard" for peak hour intersection operations
is Level of Service (LOS) D. The existing conditions analysis identified 9 intersections
that operate within the LOS E or F range during one or both peak hours. At least 6
intersections could potentially be impacted bythe l-710 Corridor Project. The analysis
of long-range (Year 2030) conditions identified 17 intersections that are projected to
operate within the LOS E or F range, assuming the existing lane geometrics (no
improvements). Under Year 2030 (no improvements) scenario, at least 9 intersections
could be potentially impacted by the l-710 Corridor Project. The study intersections that
could potentially be impacted by the l-710 Corridor Project arc located along
Washington Boulevard, Bandini Boulevard, Atlantic Boulevard and Slauson Avenue.
Participation in the County's "Automated Traffic Surveillance and Control" (ATSAC)
system is recommended to improve traffic flow and increase capacity throughout
Vernon. lmplementation of a Citywide ATSAC system will improve many of the deficient
intersections to an acceptable LOS (LOS D or better). However, 3 intersections will

continue
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to operate at LOS E under Year 2030 conditions. Two (2) of the 3

intersections could potentially be impacted by the l-710 Corridor Project.

lnformation in the other reference documents also identified numerous intersections in
the City of Vernon that current operate at LOS E or F, and will continue to operate at
LOS E or F without any improvements. The following intersections have been identified
as key local intersections which currently operate at LOS E or F, and could potentially
be impacted by the l-710 Corridor Project:

.
o
.
.
.
.
o
o

Bandini Boulevard / Atlantic Boulevard I l-710 NB Ramps
Atlantic Boulevard / District Boulevard
Washington Boulevard lDowney Road
Bandini Boulevard / Downey Road
Slauson Avenue / Downey Road
Slauson Avenue / Boyle Avenue
Bandini Boulevard / Soto Street
Santa Fe Avenue / 38th Street

The l-710 Corridor Project lntersection Traffic lmpact Analysis Report includes an
evaluation of roadway segment and intersection operations. The roadway segment
analysis focused on sections of Washington Boulevard, Bandini Boulevard, Slauson
Avenue and District Boulevard. The roadway segment analysis does NOT include an
evaluation of any sections along Downey Road or Soto Street. The project traffic
impact analysis also includes an evaluation of 12 local intersections in the City of
Vernon and adjacent cities (Commerce and Maywood). However, the project traffic
impact analysis does NOT include an evaluation of the following key intersections in the
City of Vernon:
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o
o
o
.
.
.

Atlantic Boulevard / District Boulevard
Washington Boulevard lDowney Road
Bandini Boulevard / Downey Road
Slauson Avenue / Downey Road
Slauson Avenue / Boyle Avenue
Bandini Boulevard / Soto Street

L-14-21

The project description includes changes to arterial interchanges and intersections
which may affect sidewalks and bicycle lanes. However, the analysis presented in the l710 Corridor Project lntersection Traffic lmpact Analysis Report does not include a
detailed evaluation of existing pedestrian or bicycle facilities.

3.6.2 Operational Analysis of Existing Conditions
The existing conditions analysis in the l-710 Corridor Project lntersection Traffic lmpact
Analysis Report is based on new count data collected in 2008. However, it also states
that existing traffic data includes off-the-shelf data from Caltrans' traffic count database,
local jurisdictions along the l-710 Corridor and the County of Los Angeles. The analysis
of existing conditions at the following intersections was based on new turning movement
traffic count data collected in June 2008.

o
o
.
o
o

l-710 Norlhbound Ramps /Washington Boulevard
l-710 Southbound Ramps / Washington Boulevard
l-710 Northbound Ramps / Bandini Boulevard / Atlantic Boulevard
l-710 Southbound Ramps / Bandini Boulevard
Santa Fe Avenue I 37|ú Street

3.6.2.1 Arterial Roadwav Seqments. The analysis of arterial roadway

segments
includes sections of Washington Boulevard, Bandini Boulevard, Slauson Avenue and
Atlantic Boulevard. A summary of the average daily traffic (ADT) and percent truck
traffic data in the l-710 Corridor Project lntersection Traffic lmpact Analysis Report is
provided in Table 1. Existing ADT data contained in the City's Circulation Plan Update
Traffic Analysis is also displayed in Table 1.

Table 1 - trxt
E

Roadwa

nt AD

Roadway Segment

Washinqton Boulevard:
l-710 to Soto Street Bandini Boulevard:
Atlantic Boulevard to l-710 l-170 to Soto Street Soto Street to Alameda Street Slauson Avenue:
Pacific Blvd. to Atlantic Blvd.

Atlantic Boulevard:
Bandini Blvd. to Slauson Blvd.
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l-710 Corridor
Project TIA

City's Circulation
Plan Update

18,000 (B%)

25,000-18,000

33,600 (12%)
39,100 (27o/o)
20j00 (8%)

39,000-20,000
17,000-3,000

31,800 (7o/")

34,000

42,300 (4%)

56,000
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The data in Table 1 demonstrates thatthe existing ADT analyzed in the l-710 Corridor
Project lntersection Traffic lmpact Analysis Report are fairly consistent with the City's
Circulation Plan Update Traffic Analysis data. However, the ADT data for the segment
of Washington Boulevard between l-710 and Soto Street is more representative of daily

traffic volumes near Downey Road and not adjacent to the Hobad Rail Yard.
lnformation in the City's Circulation Plan Update indicates that existing daily traffic
volumes are approximately 25,000 ADT adjacent to the Hobarl Rail Yard. While the
percent truck traffic for Bandini Boulevard west of l-710 seems reasonable (27o/o),lhe
data for the section between l-710 and Atlantic Boulevard appears low (12%). The
percent truck traffic for Washington Boulevard between l-710 and Soto Street also
seems low (8%), as the section between l-710 and Downey Road provides access to
the Hobart Rail Yard. The data presented in the l-710 Corridor Project lntersection
Traffic lmpact Analysis Report was obtained from the 2008 l-710 traffic model, and
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therefore, is difficult to verify.

The evaluation of roadway segments in the l-710 Corridor Project lntersection Traffic
lmpact Analysis Report is based on "volume-to-capacity" (V/C) ratios and LOS criteria.
The analysis identifies sections along Washington Boulevard, Bandini Boulevard,
Slauson Avenue and Atlantic Boulevard that operate near or over capacity during the
evening peak hour. The analysis does not clearly state if the appropriate adjustments to
the traffic volumes were applied to account for the high percentages of truck traffic (i.e.,
along Bandini Boulevard).

3.6.2.2 Arterial lntersections. As previously stated, the l-710 Corridor

Project
lntersection Traffic lmpact Analysis Report includes an evaluation of local intersections
in Vernon and adjacent cities (Commerce and Maywood). A summary of the existing
peak hour LOS data at key local intersections in the l-710 Corridor Project lntersection
Traffic lmpact Analysis Report is provided in Table 2. Existing peak hour LOS data
contained in the City's Circulation Plan Update Traffic Analysis and the various
reference documents is also displayed in Table 2. lt should be noted that the LOS
analysis presented in the l-710 Corridor Project lntersection Traffic lmpact Analysis
Report was conducted using the "Highway Capacity Manual" (HCM) methodology
emulated with the Synchro software. However, the LOS analysis in the City's
Circulation Plan Update was based on the "lntersection Capacity Utilization" (lCU)
methodology. Therefore, the methodology utilized in the l-710 Corridor Project
lntersection Traffic lmpact Analysis Report is not consistent with the methodology
adopted by Vernon.
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Table 2 - Sum

of Ex sti

lntersection

reak Hour LOS A
l-710 Corridor
Proiect TIA

City's Circulation
Plan Update

Other
Ref. Doc.

AM/PM/MD

AM/PM

AM/PM

Slauson Ave. / Soto St

DIEIC

l-710 NB Ramps/ Bandini Blvd. /Atlantic Blvd.

DIEID

EIF

FIF

l-710 SB Off-Ramp / Bandini Blvd.

BIBIB

B/B

B/A

l-710 NB Ramos / Washinoton BIvd.

BICIB

A/A

l-710 SB Ramps / Washington Blvd.

BIBIB

B/A

Slauson Ave. / Santa Fe Ave.

DIFID

Santa Fe Ave. / 37th St.

BIBIB

Santa Fe Ave. / 38th St.

ctctB

Btc
ctF

Soto St. / Bandini Blvd. - 37th St.

D/D

Slauson Ave. / Boyle Ave

D/E

Downy Road / Washington Blvd.

E/D

B/C

Downy Road / Bandini Blvd.

D/C

FIF

Downy Road / District Blvd.

c/c

Downy Road / Slauson Ave

D/D

Atlantic Blvd. / District Blvd.

DIE

DIF

D/D
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The data in Table 2 demonstrates that the existing peak hour operations analyzed in the
l-710 Corridor Project lntersection Traffic lmpact Analysis Repoft are fairly consistent
with the City's Circulation Plan Update Traffic Analysis data. However, as discussed in
Section 3.6.1 (Traffic lmpact Analysis Scope) the l-710 Corridor Project lntersection
Traffic lmpact Analysis Report does NOT include an evaluation of the following 6 key
intersections in the City of Vernon:

o
.
o
.
.
.

Atlantic Boulevard / District Boulevard
Washington Boulevañ lDowney Road
Bandini Boulevard / Downey Road
Slauson Avenue / Downey Road
Slauson Avenue / Boyle Avenue
Bandini Boulevard / Soto Street

A review of the LOS worksheets was conducted to evaluate the adequacy of the peak
hour analysis. The existing l-710 NB Ramps / Bandini Boulevard / Atlantic Boulevard
intersection is a complex skewed intersection, with the l-710 NB on-ramp located
between the north and southbound travel lanes on Atlantic Boulevard (north leg of
intersection). The NB through volume in the LOS worksheet does not differentiate
between the traffic going to the l-710 NB on-ramp and traffic continuing northbound on
Atlantic Boulevard. The higher directional volumes should be treated as the controlling
factor in evaluating vehicle delays on the NB approach. This intersection may not be
able to be modeled correctly using the Synchro software. Therefore, it is anticipated
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that delays during the peak periods are higher than estimated using the Synchro
software.
The analysis of the existinglTl0 SB off-ramp lBandini Boulevard intersection does not
include the SB driveway volumes. A private driveway is located opposite the l-710 SB
off-ramp which should be included in the LOS calculations. lt should be noted that the
existing traffic volume (2004) data utilized in the City's Circulation Plan Update analysis
is significantly higherthan the 2008 data in the l-710 Corridor Project lntersection Traffic
lmpact Analysis Report. This also accounts for some of the differences between the
LOS analysis results at the l-710 NB Ramps / Bandini Boulevard / Atlantic Boulevard
and Santa Fe Avenue / 38th Street intersections.

L-14-23

lnformation in the l-710 Corridor Project Traffic Operations Analysis Reporl indicates
that the truck traffic percentages utilized for the analysis of intersections near the
freeway were based on the l-710 truck traffic percentages. Since there is no peak hour
vehicle classification data for the intersections at the l-710 / Washington Boulevard or l-

710 I Bandini Boulevard / Atlantic Boulevard interchanges it is difficult to verify the data
used in the peak hour LOS analysis. lt should also be noted that information in the l710 Corridor Project Traffic Operations Analysis Report indicates that the l-710 NB offramp / Bandini Boulevard / Atlantic Boulevard intersection operates at LOS E during the
mid-day peak hour, while the l-710 NB Ramps / Washington Boulevard intersection
operates at LOS C during the same peak periods.

3.6.3 lmpact Analysis of Project Alternatives
The analysis of project alternatives includes an evaluation of horizon Year 2035 traffic
conditions associated with the "no-build" and "build" scenarios. The following is a brief
description of the project alternatives:

o Alternative 1 - No Build
. Alternative 5A - Freeway Widening up to 10 GP Lanes
. Alternative 6A - Freeway Widening up to 10 GP Lanes, Plus a 4 Lane Freight
Corridor
o Alternative 68 - Freeway Widening up to 10 GP Lanes, Plus a Zero-Emissions 4
Lane Freight Corridor
o Alternative 6C - Freeway Widening up to 10 GP Lanes, Plus a 4 Lane Freight
Corridor with Tolls

Alternative 1 does not include any improvements along the 1710 Corridor other than
those projects already planned and committed to be constructed by or before Year
2035. These projects are based on the Southern California Association of
Governments (SCAG's) 2008 Regional Transportation lmprovement Program (RTIP)
project list. The build alternatives include various improvements at the local
interchanges along the l-710 Corridor. ln addition, all build alternatives include a new l710 interchange at Slauson Avenue. Alternative 5A includes relatively minor access
improvements at the l-710 / Atlantic Boulevard / Bandini Boulevard and l-710 t
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Washington Boulevard interchanges, while Alternatives 64,

68, and 6C

include

significant improvements at both interchanges.

3.6.3.1 2035 Traffic Forecasts. ADT volumes for the local arterial roadway segments
were obtained from the l-710 traffic model along with evening peak period V/C ratios. ln
addition, the traffic model also produced the morning (AM), mid-day (MD) and afternoon
(PM) peak hour turning movement volumes at each study intersection. Detailed
information regarding the process and development of the Year 2035 forecast
projections is provided in the l-710Travel Demand Modeling Methodology Report (Feb.
2010). A detailed review of the traffic model projections is beyond the scope defined for
this Technical Review Evaluation.

3.6.3.2 Arterial Roadwav Seqments. As stated under the Operational Analysis of
Existing Conditions, the analysis of arterial roadway segments includes sections of
Washington Boulevard, Bandini Boulevard, Slauson Avenue and Atlantic Boulevard. A
summary of the ADT and percent truck traffic data in the l-710 Corridor Project
lntersection Traffic lmpact Analysis Report for the "Existing" and "No Build" (Alternative
1) scenarios are provided in Table 3A. The Year 2030 ADT data contained in the City's
circulation Plan update Traffic Analysis is also displayed in Table 34.

The data in Table 3A demonstrates that the 2035 ADT analyzed in the 1710 Corridor
Project lntersection Traffic lmpact Analysis Report are slightly lower on a majority of the
roadway segments than the Year 2030 ADT evaluated in the City's Circulation Plan
Update. The roadway segment analysis also identifies sections along Washington
Boulevard, Bandini Boulevard, Slauson Avenue and Atlantic Boulevard that will operate
near or over capacity during the evening peak hour.
Table
e 3A - Alternatives
Alte
Ana

is Roadway Seqment ADT (% Truck Traffic
l-710 Corridor Proiect TIA

lntersection

Existing

Alt. 1-NoBuild

City's Circulation
Plan Uodate

(Year 2035)

(Year 2030)

18.000 (8%)

25100 (8%\

29,000-20,000

33,600 (12%)
3e,100 (27%)
20j00 (8%\

32,900 (12%)
40,400 (25o/o)
22.900 (7%\

45,000-24,000

31,800 (7%)

33,800 (5%)

39,000-40,000

42,300 (4%)

42,500 (4%)

65,000

Washinqton Boulevard:
l-710 to Soto Street Bandini Boulevard:
Atlantic Boulevard to l-7'10 l-170 to Soto Street Soto Street to Alameda Street Slauson Avenue:
Pacific Blvd. to Atlantic Blvd.

Atlantic Boulevard:
Bandini Blvd. to Slauson Avenue -

20,000-4,000

As previously stated, Alternative 5A includes relatively minor access improvements at
the l-710 / Atlantic Boulevard / Bandini Boulevard and l-710 / Washington Boulevard
interchanges, while Alternatives 64, 68, and 6C include significant improvements at
both interchanges. The l-710 Corridor Project lntersection Traffic lmpact Analysis
Report states that based on the analysis of Alternative 1 (no build), other transportation
system components have been included in the "build" alternatives (54, 6A, 68 and 6C).
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These include Transporlation System

/

Transportation Demand Management
(TSM/TDM), Transit and lntelligent Transporlation Systems (lTS) improvements. Table
38 provides a summary of the ADT and truck traffic percentages associated with the
various "build" alternatives in the l-710 Corridor Project lntersection Traffic lmpact
Analysis Report.
is Roadwav Seqment ADT (% Truck Traffic

Table
able 38 - Y
Year 2035 Alternatives
lntersection

l-710 Corridor Proiect TIA - Alternatives
Att. I

Att.5A

Att.6A

Att.6B

Att.6c

25,100 (8%)

25,400 (9%)

22A00 (36%)

22,200 (37%)

22,300 (34o/o)

32,900 (12%)

31,200 (13%)

40,400 (25o/o)
22,900 (7%)

41,20O (260/0)

1e,100 (8%)

26,600 (12%)
24,900 (8%)
18,800 (7%)

26,300 (12%)
24,700 (8%)
18,700 (7%)

26,600 (12%)
25,000 (8%)
18,900 (7%)

Slauson Avenue:
Pacific Blvd. to Atlantic Blvd

33,800 (5%)

33,800 (5%)

32j00

(4%)

32J00 (4%)

32,100 (4%)

Atlantic Boulevard.
Bandini Blvd. to Slauson Ave.

42,500

39jOO (4%)

41,O0O (4%)

41,000 (4%)

41,300 (4%)

Washinqton Boulevard:
l-710 to Soto St. Bandini Boulevard:
Atlantic Blvd. to l-710 l-170 to Soto St. Soto St. to Alameda St. -

(4o/o)
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The data in Table 38 demonstrates that the 2035 ADT and truck traffic percentages
associated with Alternative 5A are similar to the "no-build" scenario (Alternative 1).
However, l-710 traffic model indicates that ADT volumes along Washington Boulevard
will be reduced by approximately 12o/o with the "build" alternatives (6A, 68 and 6C) while
the percent truck traffic will increase significantly (+25-29%). As discussed under the
Operational Analysis of Existing Conditions, the ADT data for Washington Boulevard (l710 to Soto Street) may to be more representative of traffic volumes near Downey Road
and not adjacent to the Hobart Rail Yard. An increase in the truck traffic percentage
appears to be reasonable, but the ADT seems be low. The ADT volumes (-40o/o) and
truck traffic percentages (-17%) along Bandini Boulevard between l-710 and Soto Street
are significantly reduced as associated with the "build" alternatives (64, 68 and 6C).
The roadway segment analysis identifies sections along Washington Boulevard,
Slauson Avenue and Atlantic Boulevard that will operate near or over capacity during
the evening peak hour.

The l-710 traffic model has simulated a shift in truck traffic demands from Bandini
Boulevard to Washington Boulevard, but has reduced future daily traffic demands along

both arterials. There is no quantification of the potential traffic demand reductions
associated with TSM/TDM, Transit or ITS improvements. Therefore, it is difficult to
verify the traffic demand or truck traffic forecasts presented in the l-710 Corridor Project
lntersection Traffic lmpact Analysis Report.

3.6.3.3 Arterial lntersections. As stated under the Operational Analysis of Existing
Conditions, the l-710 Corridor Project lntersection Traffic lmpact Analysis Report
includes an evaluation of key local intersections in Vernon and adjacent cities. A
summary of the peak hour LOS data in the 1-710 Corridor Project lntersection Traffic
lmpact Analysis Report for the "No Build" (Alternative 1) scenario is provided in Table
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44.

The Year 2030 LOS data contained in the City's Circulation Plan Update Traffic
Analysis is also displayed in Table 4A. The City's Circulation Plan Update Traffic
Analysis data is presented for the "no improvements" and "with ATSAC improvements"
alternatives. As previously noted, the LOS analysis conducted for l-710 Corridor Project
was performed using the HCM methodology (Synchro) while the City's Circulation Plan
Update analysis was based on the ICU methodology. Therefore, the LOS analysis
methodology utilized in the l-710 Corridor Project traffic analysis is not consistent with
the methodology adopted by the City of Vernon.
The data in Table 4A demonstrates that the peak hour operations analyzed in the l-710
Corridor Project lntersection Traffic lmpact Analysis Report are fairly consistent with the
City's Circulation Plan Update Traffic Analysis data. However, there are still several
intersections that are projected to operate in the LOS E/F range during at the least one
peak hour period. As discussed in Section 3.6.a (Traffic lmpact Analysis Scope) the l710 Corridor Project lntersection Traffic lmpact Analysis Report does NOT include an
evaluation of 6 key intersections in the City of Vernon. Five (5) of the 6 intersections
are projected to operate at LOS E / F during at least one peak hour as associated with
the "no improvements" scenario. The City's participation in the County's ATSAC system
would provide accepta.ble LOS at the 5 intersections (LOS D or better). However, the
Santa Fe Avenue / 38'n Street intersection would still operate at LOS E during the PM
peak hour.
able 4A - Alternatives

l-710 Corridor
Proiect TIA
lntersection

L-14-26

is Peak Hour LOS Ana
Alt. 1-NoBuild
(Year 2035)

City's Circulation
Plan Update
Year 2030 - AM/PM

with

Other
Ref. Doc.
2030
AM/PM

AM/PM/MD

No lmpr.

l-710 NB Ramps / Bandini Blvd. / Atlantic Blvd.
l-710 SB Off-Ramp / Bandini Blvd.

EIFID

FIF

DIE

FIF

BIBIB

c/B

A/A

D/B

l-710 NB Ramps / Washington Blvd.

BICIB

B/B

l-710 SB Ramps / Washington Blvd.

CIDIE

ctc

Slauson Ave. / Santa Fe Ave.

EIFID

ATSAC

Santa Fe Ave. / 37'n St

BICIB

c/D

Santa Fe Ave. / 38'n St.

ctDtc

DIF

BIE

EIE

c/c

E/F

c/D

Downy Road / Washington Blvd.

FIE

D/C

DIF

Downy Road / Bandini Blvd.

EID

c/B

FIF

Downy Road / District Blvd.

D/D

BIB

Downy Road / Slauson Ave.
Atlantic Blvd. / District Blvd.

FIE

ctc

EIF

c/D

Soto St. / Bandini BIvd. - 37th St.
Slauson Ave.

/ Boyle Ave.

A/B
FIF

ctD

Alternative 5A includes relatively minor access improvements at the l-710 / Atlantic
Boulevard / Bandini Boulevard and 1710 / Washington Boulevard interchanges, while
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Alternatives 6A, 68, and 6C include significant improvements at both interchanges. As
previously mentioned, the "build" alternatives also include other transportation system
components have been included in the "build" alternatives (i.e., TSM/TDM, transit and
ITS improvements). Table 48 provides a summary of the peak hour LOS data
associated with the various "build" alternatives. The LOS summary data for the "build"
alternatives presented in the Table 48 is taken directly from the l-710 Corridor Project
lntersection Traffic lmpact Analysis Report (Tables 6-6, 6-9 and 6-12).
Table
a
48 - YYear 2035 Alterna ives Ana

Peak

H our

LOS

l-710 Corridor Project TIA - Alt. (AM/PM/MD)

lntersection

Att.

1

Att.5A

Att.6A

Alt.6B

Att.6c

l-710 NB Ramps / Bandini Blvd. /Atlantic Blvd

EIFID

ctctc

ctctc

ctctc

ctctc

l-710 SB Off-Ramp / Bandini Blvd.

BIBIB

ctctD

BIDIB

B/D/B

BIDIB

l-710 NB Ramps / Washington Blvd.

BICIB

ctctc

A/B/A

Btctc

B/C/B

l-710 SB Ramps / Washington Blvd.

CIDIE

ctDtc

BICIC

B/B/B

ctctB

Slauson Ave. / Santa Fe Ave.

EIFID

DIDIC

DICID

DIDIC

DIDIC

Santa Fe Ave. / 37th St.

BICIB

BICIB

CIDIB

CIDIB

CIDIB

Santa Fe Ave. / 38'n St.

ctDtc

D/D/B

EIFIC

FIFIC

EIFIC

l-710 SB On Ramp / Atlantic Blvd. (New)

ctBtc

DIBIC

DIBIC

l-710 SB On Ramp / Washington Blvd. (New)

DIDIC

DIDID

ctDtc

The data in Table 48 demonstrates that the TSM/TDM, Transit and ITS improvements
associated with the "build" alternatives would provide acceptable LOS (LOS D or better)
at many of the local intersections. However, the Santa Fe Avenue / 38th Street
intersection would still operate at LOS E/F during the AM and PM peak hour periods.

As discussed in Section 3.6.3.2 (Arterial Roadway Segments), the l-710 traffic model
has simulated a reduction in daily traffic demands along Washington Boulevard and
Bandini Boulevard. There is no quantification of the potential traffic demand reductions
associated with TSM/TDM, Transit or ITS improvements, and therefore, it is difficult to
verify the peak hour traffic forecasts presented in the 1-710 Corridor Project lntersection
Traffic lmpact Analysis Report.

3.6.3.4 Arterial lntersections Level of Service (LOS) Analysis. To evaluate

the
accuracy of the analysis, the LOS worksheets were reviewed at key locations to verify
the validity of the various input parameters. The LOS worksheets were reviewed at the
following locations:

.
.
o
o
.
.
.

l-710 NB Ramps / Bandini Boulevard / Atlantic Boulevard
l-710 SB Off-Ramp lBandini Boulevard
l-710 NB Ramps /Washington Boulevard
l-710 SB Ramps / Washington Boulevard
Santa Fe Avenue / 38th Street
l-710 SB On-Ramp / Atlantic Blvd. (New)
l-710 SB On-Ramp / Washington Blvd. (New)
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3.6.3.4.1 lntersection Traffic Volumes and LOS Data. The existing traffic volumes are
consistent with the volumes on Figure 3-3.f. The Alternative 1 (No Build) traffic
volumes are consistent with the volumes on Figure 5-8.f, except at the l-710 NB
Ramps / Washington Boulevard and l-710 SB Ramps / Washington Boulevard
intersections where there are some discrepancies.
The Alternative 5A traffic volumes are consistent with the volumes on Figure 6-3.9,
except at the Bandini Boulevard / Atlantic Boulevard intersection where there are
some discrepancies. The Alternative 5A traffic volumes on Figure 6-3.g do not include
a southbound approach at the l-710 SB off-ramp / Bandini Boulevard intersection, as
proposed with Alternative 54. lt should also be noted that in Figure 6-3.9 the
intersection with the southbound on-ramp with Atlantic Boulevard is also not
consistent with alternative 54.
The Alternative 6A (Options 1 and 2) traffic volumes are consistent with the volumes
on Figures 6-8.9 and 6-8.h, except at the Bandini Boulevard / Atlantic Boulevard,
Bandini Boulevard I l-710 SB ramps, l-710 SB on-ramp / Atlantic Boulevard (new),
and 1710 SB on-ramp / Washington Boulevard (new) intersections where there are
some discrepancies. A majority of the Alternative 6A (Options 1 and 2) traffic volumes
are not consistent with the volumes on Figures 6-8.g and 6-8.h at the l-710 NB Ramps
/ Washington Boulevard and l-710 SB ramps /Washington Boulevard intersections.
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The Alternative 68 (Options 1 and 2) traffic volumes are consistent with the volumes
on Figures 6-13.9 and 6-13.h, except at the Bandini Boulevard /Atlantic Boulevard,
Bandini Boulevard ll-710 SB ramps, l-710 SB on-ramp /Atlantic Boulevard (new), and
l-710 SB on-ramp / Washington Boulevard (new) intersections where there are some
discrepancies. A majority of the Alternative 6B (Options 1 and 2) traffic volumes are
not consistent with the volumes on Figures 6-8.g and 6-8.h at the l-710 NB ramps /
Washington Boulevard and l-710 SB ramps / Washington Boulevard intersections.
The Alternative 6C (Options 1 and 2) fraffic volumes are consistent with the volumes
on Figures 6-18.9 and 6-18.h, except at the Bandini Boulevard / Atlantic Boulevard
and Bandini Boulevard ll-710 SB ramps, l-710 SB on-ramp /Atlantic Boulevard (new),
and l-710 SB on-ramp / Washington Boulevard (new) intersections where there are
some discrepancies. A majority of the Alternative 6C (Options 1 and 2) lraffic volumes
are not consistent with the volumes on Figures 6-18.9 and 6-18.h at the l-710 NB
ramps Washington Boulevard and l-710 SB ramps Washington Boulevard
intersections.

i

/

A majority of the LOS values for the "build" alternatives in Table 48 (from Tables 6-6,
6-9 and 6-12 of the l-710 Corridor Project lntersection Traffic lmpact Analysis Reporl)
are consistent with the LOS worksheets included in the report appendices. However,
there are some LOS values in Table 48 that do not match the analysis LOS
worksheets (highlighted in red).

3.6.3.4.2 lntersection Geometrics. The Alternative 5A intersection geometrics on the
LOS worksheets are consistent with the geometrics illustrated on Figure 6-3.9, except
Technical Peer Review and Comments
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at the Bandini Boulevard / Atlantic Boulevard intersection (EB, WB and SB
approaches). The Alternative 5A intersection geometrics on the LOS worksheets and
illustrated on Figure 6-3.g do not include a southbound approach at the l-710 SB offramp / Bandini Boulevard intersection, as proposed with Alternative 54.
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The Alternative 6A (Options 1 and 2) intersection geometrics on the LOS worksheets
are consistent with the geometrics on Figures 6-8.9 and 6-8.h. The Alternatives 68
(Figures 6-13.9 and 6-13.h) and 6C (Figures 6-18.9 and 6-18.h) intersection
geometrics on the LOS worksheets are consistent with the geometrics on the report
figures, except at the l-710 NB on-ramp / Washington Boulevard (WB approach).

3.6.3.4.3 Saturation Flow Rate. As previously stated, the LOS analysis in Vernon's
Circulation Plan Update was based on the ICU methodology. Vernon's ICU
methodology uses a "saturation flow rate" of 1,600 vehicles per hour (green time) per
lane (vphpl), with a 10% lost time factor (yellow clearance and all red). A review of the
LOS worksheets indicates that a saturation flow rate of 1,600 vphpl was utilized for the
analysis of existing and Alternative 1 (no build) conditions. However, the analysis of
the "build" scenarios (Alternatives 64, 68 and 6C) was conducted using a saturation
flow rate that varied between 1,700 and 1,900 vphpl. lt is unclear why the saturation
flow rate was increased for the evaluation of the "build" alternatives (possibly due to
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the TSM/TDM, Transit and ITS improvements).

3.6.3.4.4 Peak Hour Factor. The "Peak Hour Factor" (PHF) is one of the many
parameters that can be adjusted in the HCM LOS methodology and Synchro software.
The PHF is the ratio of the peak hour volume divided by four times the peak 15-minute
volume within that hour. A PHF equal to 1.0 represents a uniform volume throughout
the peak hour. An analysis of existing peak hour traffic operations is typically based
on the actual PHF determined from the intersection turning movement traffic count
data. However, Caltrans prefers that a PHF equal to 0.92 is utilized for the analysis of
future traffic operations. A review of the LOS worksheets indicates that most of the
analysis was completed using a PHF equal to 0.92, but that some of the analysis was
conducted using a PHF equal to 0.95. lt is unclear why the PHF was increased in
some cases (possibly due to the TSM/TDM, Transit and ITS improvements).
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3.6.4 Project Mitigation Measures
The evaluation of alternatives in the l-710 Draft EIR/EIS lntersection Traffic lmpact
Analysis Report included the identification of project-related impacts and development
of mitigation measures. The design of project alternatives includes the appropriate
roadway and intersection improvements necessary to maintain acceptable LOS at the l710 I Washington Boulevard and l-710 Bandini Boulevard / Atlantic Boulevard
interchanges. However, a project-related impact was identified at the Santa Fe Avenue
/ 38'n Street intersection (Alternatives 64, 68 and 6C) in the City of Vernon.

/

lmprovements necessary to mitigate the project-related impacts at Santa Fe Avenue /
38'n Street intersection would include the installation of a separate right turn lane on the
north, south and eastbound approaches. The installation of a second left turn lane on
Technical Peer Review and Comments
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the southbound approach would also be needed to provide acceptable LOS (LOS D or
better). These mitigation measures would require a significant amount of right-of-way
take, and removal of buildings on the northwest and southwest corners. lt should be
noted that the City's Circulation Plan Update has projected the Santa Fe Avenue / 38th
Street intersection to operate at LOS E/F during the PM peak hour under Year 2030
conditions, without or with the County's ATSAC system improvements. As previously
discussed in Section 3.6.1, the project traffic impact analysis does NOT include an
evaluation of key intersections in the City of Vernon. Therefore, it is anticipated that
additional project-related impacts will be identified and require mitigation when these
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key intersections are evaluated.

3.6.5 Analysis of Construction lmpacts
The review of potential impacts during construction is based on information presented in
the l-710 Construction Staging Concept for Air Quality Action Plan (Gateway Cities
Council of Governments). The l-710 Corridor Project consists of 7 segments.
lnformation regarding the potential impacts to infrastructure within or adjacent to the
City of Vernon is provided in Segment 5 (Florence Avenue to Slauson Avenue) and
Segment 6 (Atlantic Boulevard to Washington Boulevard). The l-710 / Slauson Avenue
interchange will be constructed during Stage 2 of Segment 5 and is scheduled to take
approximately 30 to 39 months. Construction of this new l-710 interchange is not
anticipated to significantly impact traffic operations within Vernon. However, it will be
imperative that this interchange be constructed before the beginning of construction on
the l-710 Bandini Boulevard / Atlantic Boulevard and l-710 / Washington Boulevard
interchanges.
lmprovements at the l-710 / Bandini Boulevard / Atlantic Boulevard interchange will be
constructed during Stage 1 of Segment 6 and are scheduled to be completed within 75
to 93 months. Since the existing interchange accommodates a significant amount of
truck traffic to and from the Hobart Rail Yard, the construction of improvements at this
interchange are anticipated to significantly impact traffic operations along Washington
Boulevard and Slauson Avenue (new interchange). However, the l-710 Draft EIR/EIS
does not include an evaluation of the potential construction impacts.
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lmprovements at the l-710 / Washington Boulevard interchange will also be constructed
during Stage 1 of Segment 6. Since this interchange accommodates a significant
amount of truck traffic to and from the Hobart Rail Yard, the construction of interchange
improvements are anticipated to significantly impact operations along Bandini Boulevard
and Slauson Avenue (new interchange). However, the 1710 Draft EIR/ElS does not
include an evaluation of the potential construction impacts.

The project construction will potentially impact pedestrian and bicycle facilities adjacent
to the construction areas. lnformation in the l-710 Draft EIR/EIS indicates that the
impacts will be temporary in nature due to traffic diversions resulting from the temporary
closure of local roadways, sidewalks and bikeways. A Traffic Management Plan (TMP)
will be implemented to address changes in pedestrian and bicycle circulation and
provide measures to minimize the adverse effects of construction. lt should be noted
Technical Peer Review and Comments
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that the Maywood Riverfront Park is located on the west side of the Los Angeles River
just south side of Slauson Avenue. The Los Angeles River Bicycle Path is also located
along the west side of the Los Angeles River and terminates at Atlantic Boulevard. The
l-710 Draft EIR/EIS does not include an evaluation of the potential construction impacts
to pedestrian or bicycle facilities.

3.7

Visual and Aesthetics

L-14-33

L-14-33A

Vernon is not mentioned in the visual/aesthetics chapter of the l-710 Draft EIR/ElS.

3.8

Water Quality and Storm Water Runoff

Section 1:The lntroduction of the l-710 Corridor Project in Section 1.0 fails to mention
the scope of the drainage impacts, the proposed diainage alterations, impacts to the
water quality, summary of the water quality objects or summarize the existing water
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quality impairments, tributaries and beneficial uses.

Section 2'. Table 2.7-1, Page 2-77 and 2-78 "Permits and/or Approvals Needed" fails to
mention water quality permits, water quality management plans, or storm drain
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management plans.

Section 3: Page 3.8-18, the hydrology and floodplain section does not provide an
adequate alternative or mitigation to the impacts of the l-105 Freeway retention basin
impacted by the freight corridor.
Section 3: Page 3.9-9, section 3.9.2.2, the first time the "Basin Plan" is referenced, it
should reference the entire acronym, State Regional Water Quality Control Board,
Region 4, "Water Quality Control Plan: Los Angeles Region, Basin Plan for the Coastal
Watersheds of Los Angeles and Ventura Counties" either within the text or by footnote.
Reference should also indicate the source or link to a website where the basin plan can
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be downloaded.

Section 3: Page 3.9-16, section 3.9.3.1 Permanent lmpacts, this section does not
discuss mitigations for hydromodification, the increased impervious area of 110 acres
from Alternate 54, or the increased volume of runoff to the tributary waters. While the
reader could assume that the number of proposed BMPs as 24 is greater than the
existing condition of 18, this in itself does not link proof of hydromodification mitigation.
This section does not directly discuss mitigations to pathogens and bacterial indicators.
While the text mentions the proposed BMPs, only infiltration basins and sand/media
filters have a proven classification of high to medium efficiency at removing pathogens
impairments. Other types of BMPs are not effective at removing pathogens and
therefore contribute the pollutant load to the tributary waters. Since the Los Angeles
River has been listed in the CWA Section 303(d) of lmpaired Water Bodies for coliform
bacteria, the water quality mitigation should address a no-net loading criteria to ensure
that the listed impairments are not further aggregated in the project's runoff.

Technical Peer Review and Comments
l-710 Corridor Project Draft EIR/EIS

21

SubmittalDate
September 28,2012

L-14-38

L-14-39

City of Vernon
Overall, the l-710 Draft EIR/EIS provides conceptual design of storm water mitigation. lt
cannot be ascertained at this level of design, whether the l-710 Corridor Project will
meet the requirements of a MS4 permit.

Section 3.9.1.3 refers to a Storm Water Data Report (SWDR) completed at an earlier
stage of project development. Typically, the SWDR is updated at the Draft EIR/EIS
phase; however no SWDR is available in the l-710 Draft EIR/EIS.

3.9

Air Quality, Health lmpact Assessment, Health Risk Assessment

The l-710 Corridor Project purposes is to improve air quality and public health, while
addressing design deficiencies of the freeway, traffic safety, population growth,
employment and activities related to goods movement. Vernon has a vested interest in
how the l-710 Corridor improvements will improve air quality in the City, as goods being
delivered to the City's business community are from diesel truck traffic flowing on and
off l-710 at the Atlantic / Bandini interchange. Further, the majority of the employees
working in Vernon utilize the l-710 Freeway to access their places of work. The l-710
Corridor Project improvements will result in increases in vehicular and diesel truck traffic
within Vernon, which will have an effect on local air quality.
The air quality/health risk assessment analyses for the l-710 Corridor Project have been
reviewed to determine if the l-710 Draft EIR/EIS adequately studies the localized air
quality impacts to Vernon and whether appropriate mitigation is provided. Specific
areas of focus for the review included the following:

o
.
.
.
.
.
o
.

of

incorporating upcoming changes in regulatory requirements and
methodologies on air quality assessment.
Analysis Elements that shape the outcome of the assessment (scope of
geographical analysis area in lieu of detailed localized assessment, worst-case
scenario development, and consistency with local and regional plans).
Traffic circulation changes and volume increase of diesel truck and vehicular
traffic and its affect on air quality within the City of Vernon.
Air quality control/mitigation options for diesel truck emissions near Hobart Yard.
PMz.s and PMro emission increases during construction and associated control
measures employed to reduce emissions.
Regional analysis inclusive of assessing air quality impacts to Vernon.
Localized assessment of air quality impacts to Vernon.
ldentifying which alternatives would have the greatest reduction on air quality

Effects

em ission/concentrations for Vernon.

The following discussion presents a summary of the review of the air quality and health
risk assessment analyses followed by a discussion of the specific comments, questions
and recommendations associated with the air quality analyses and the above focused
areas.
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Technical Review Evaluation
The air quality analyses and health risk assessment encompassed several geographical
areas / study areas to assess the air quality impacts. These geographical areas
included the South Coast Air Basin (SCAB), an Area of lnterest (AOl), which is a subregion of the SCAB that includes cities and communities along the l-710 Corridor and
the l-710 Freeway itself. The air quality analyses included the standard regulatory
requirements for roadway projects which include:

o
.
o
o
.

Carbon monoxide (CO) quantitative assessment and local hotspot modeling of
CO concentrations for conformity analyses.
PMz 5 ând PMro qualitative assessment for conformity.
Diesel exhaust qualitative assessment.
MSAT qualitative assessment.
Constructionimpacts.

ln addition to the standard regulatory analyses, further special project analyses over
and above the standard analyses done for freeway projects were conducted because of
the stakeholder concern over the proportionately high volume of diesel-powered trucks
serving the pofts. The community's perception is that these trucks generate higher
levels of emissions, which cause increased health impacts on the communities
surrounding the l-710 Corridor. Therefore, an air quality and health risk impact
assessment included the following special studies:

.
.
.
.
.
.

Greenhouse Gases quantitative assessment.
Construction emission quantification for the total project.
Full dispersion modeling of ambient concentrations of criteria pollutants near the
l-710 Corridor.
Full dispersion modeling health risk assessment for six priority MSATs near the l710 Corridor.
Qualitative ultrafine Particulate incremental impact analysis.
Qualitative PM2.5 Mortality incremental impact analysis.

A technical review of these analyses was conducted as discussed below.

Carbon monoxide (CO) quantitative assessrnent and local hotspot modeting of
CO concentrations for conformity analyses
CO hot-spot modeling is a standard regulatory component of an air quality analysis for
determining localized impacts of CO concentrations from vehicles at congested
intersections based on pre screened intersections in attainment-maintenance areas.
The foundation of the CO-hot spot modeling analysis is to identify intersections affected
by the project that would meet the criteria of having the worst Level of Service (LOS),
greatest volume and worst delay times. This criteria identifies the scope of the
intersections that would have the greatest potential to create localized hot-spots.
Therefore, the CO hot-spot modeling was analyzed during the technical review
evaluation to ascertain whether the 1-710 traffic model, used to identify the worst
Technical Peer Review and Comments
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performing intersections for screening, was inclusive of Vernon intersections that would
meet the criteria.

The l-710 Corridor Project triggers a project-level transportation conformity analysis due
to its location in an attainment-maintenance area of the SCAB. The procedures of the
CO Protocol were employed and through the interagency consultation process the use
of the EPA-approved mobile source dispersion model CAL3QHC was used to model
representative worst-case at congested intersections throughout the project's AOl.
For the intersection selection, afternoon (PM) peak-hour data was considered the worstcase scenario for identifying the intersections with the worst LOS, greatest volume and
worst delay times. Further, Alternative 68 was selected as the alternative that would
cause the greatest change in LOS and delay at local intersections compared to the
other "build" alternatives in general. The top 10 intersections were selected for this
alternative that had the highest traffic volumes, worst LOS and delay out of the
intersections identified in the l-710 Corridor traffic model. These intersections were
used to quantitatively assess the potential for traffic-related impacts from the project
alternatives. Maximum 'l-hour and 8-hour CO concentration were estimated and
compared to the CO NAAQS. Background levels were added to the 1-hour levels. lt
was determined that no exceedances of the co standard would occur.

ln reviewing the intersections selected, it was identified that the

1-710 Corridor traffic
model may not be inclusive of all of the worst performing intersections and other build
alternatives trigger a worsening of LOS at other intersections in Vernon. The following
City of Vernon intersections were not identified as part of the l-710 Corridor model.

.
o
.
.
o
o

Slauson Ave. & Soto St.
Bandini Blvd. & Atlantic Blvd.
Washington Blvd. & Santa Fe Ave.
Slauson Ave. & Santa Fe Ave.
Santa Fe Ave. & 37th St.
Santa Fe Ave. & 38th St.
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Further, a discussion was not provided specific to the City of Vernon stating that CO
hot-spots would not occur at congested intersections.
PMz.s

and PMn Hot-Spot Analysis

Due to the nature of the project increasing vehicle miles travelled and diesel truck
volumes in a nonattainment area for PMz.s and PMro, the project would require a hotspot modeling analysis. Unlike the CO hot-spot analysis that has specific modeling
approaches to assess impacts, qualitative analysis methods were used in lieu of
modeling until such time EPA releases its quantitative modeling guidance and
announces that quantitative PMz.s and PMls hotspot analyses are required under 40
CFR S93.123(b)(4). The technical review focused on the approach used to conduct the
PMz s and PMro hot-spot analysis, the reasonable degree of conservatism used in the
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assumptions to produce emission burden estimates, consistency with local and regional
plans and the localized impact on Vernon.

The l-710 Corridor Project is considered a Project of Air Quality Concern (POAOC)
because it would expand an existing freeway with existing and future high truck
volumes. ln addition, the l-710 Corridor Project would impact existing and future
intersections operating at LOS D or worse and carrying large numbers of diesel vehicles
both under existing and future conditions. The hot-spot analysis was based on directly
emitted and re-entrained PMz.s and PMro emissions. Tailpipe, brake wear, tire wear,
and PMz 5 ând PMro emissions from road dust were considered in this hot-spot analysis.

The qualitative assessment reviewed current status of PMz.s and PMro levels to NAAQS
standards, by presenting existing air quality monitoring data for PMz s and PMro
concentrations to determine whether there were any current violations of the NAAQS
standards, identified future concentration trends by comparing the projections for PMz.s
and PMro concentration levels presented in the 2007 AQMP for the project area with
future concentrations extrapolated from existing air quality monitoring data at nearby
monitoring stations to establish future air quality trends for PM2.5 and PMro. Further, an
emissions burden analysis was developed for the three geographical areas, SCAB, AOI
and the l-710 Freeway Corridor utilizing EMFAC2007 emission factors to develop daily
emission levels for Build Alternatives comparisons with existing daily emission levels.
The trends analysis for concentration levels and the change in emissions from the
emission burden analysis provided information to demonstrate whether the project
would cause a new violation, worsen an existing air quality violation, or delay timely
attainment of the PMro or PMz s NAAQS.
PMz.sand PMn Analyses Adjustments

and Exclusions

It was determined from the technical review evaluation that the conclusions of the PMz s
and PMro analyses were influenced by approaches, model adjustments and exclusions
of construction activities that generate PMz.s and PMro emissions. These elements are
discussed briefly below and play an important role in presenting a worst-case scenario
to analyze localized impacts.

EMFAC2007 Adjustments
Adjustments were made to the EMFAC2007 model to account for the Statewide Bus
and Truck Rule that became effective on January 8, 2010 and the Clean Port Truck
Program (CPTP) mandating trucks that operate within the Ports to reduce DPM
emissions by meeting set standards as follows:

o
o
o

October 1 , 2008: All pre-1989 trucks were banned from entering the Port.
JanuarY 1,2010: 1989-1993 trucks were banned, in addition to 1994-2003 trucks
that had not been retrofitted.
January 1, 2012: All trucks that did not meet the 2007 Federal Clean Truck
Emissions Standards were banned from the Port.
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These modeling adjustments are consistent with current general plan assumptions
made in the SCAQMD 2007 Air Quality Management Ptan (AOMP).

Exclusion of Construction PM2.5 and PM10 Emissions from Hot-Spot Qualitative
Analysis
Reference was made to the likelihood that some construction phases are expected to
take more than five years to complete. However, construction would not occur at any
one location for more than five years. Therefore, construction-related emissions were
considered temporary; and any construction related PMz s and PMro emissions due to
the l-710 Corridor Project were not included in this holspot analysis. lt was presented
that the l-710 Corridor Project will comply with the South Coast Air Quality Management
District (SCAQMD) Fugitive Dust Rules for fugitive dust during construction of this
project. ln addition, per Transportation Conformity Rule 93.117, the l-710 Corridor
Project will be required to comply with any PMz.s and PMro control measures in the
State lmplementation Plan. Compliance with these two requirements is assumed to
result in no visible dust migration during excavation, transportation, placement, and
handling of excavated soils. Further, a water truck or tank will be available within the
project limits at all times to suppress and control the migration of fugitive dust from
earthwork operations.

The l-710 Corridor Project is expected to have an overall duration between 8 to

years. However, no specific information was presented on the actual

13

construction
phasing and approach for the l-710 Corridor Project, so it is difficult to determine if the
exclusion of construction PMz 5 ând PMro emissions in the analysis is appropriate.
Further, it is unclear the level of control that can be obtained from the SCAQMD dust
control measures as the number of water trucks and the frequency of suppression was
not specified.
Use
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of consetvative emission quantification method for re-entrained dust

When calculating emissions from entrained road dust, the latest U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency (U S EPA) calculation method for entrained road dust was used.
This is inconsistent with the SCAQMD's 2007 AQMP methodology and proposed 2012
AQMP method. The 2007 AQMP and the 2012 AQMP methods do not result in the
grovuth of entrained dust as seen in the U.S. EPA method because a finite silt reservoir
is assumed under the AQMP method. As more vehicles are added to the roadway it is
assumed that no additional entrained dust is created that additional traffic VMT in future
years will not increase entrained particulate matter (PM)
The analysis concludes that the net increases in PMz 5 ând PMro emissions are due to
the overestimate of entrained dust quantification method, without a quantitative
comparison in the differences in emissions using the 2007 AQMP method and the EPA
AP-42 method.
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PMz.sand PMto Concentrations Trends near the City of Vernon

Monitoring data and projections presented in the 2007 AQMP provided a backdrop for
overall trends in PMz.s and PMro concentrations in the project vicinity to support the
conclusions that SIP controls are reducing concentrations in future years below the
NAAQS. The analysis presented that current trends based on local monitoring data
demonstrate that without the proposed project:

o
o
.

24-hour PMz 5 cot'ìcêrìtrations within the AOI would be reduced to 29 percent
below the federal standard by 2015 and to 76 percent below the federal standard
by 2035;

Annual average PMz s concentrations within the project area would be reduced to
27 percent below the federal standard by 2015 and to 76 percent below the
federal standard by 2035; and
With the exception of 2007, the ambient PMro concentrations have not exceeded
the 24-hour or annual federal standard.

As projections are made in future years, PMro concentrations listed in the 2OO7 AQMP,
without the l-710 Corridor Project would be 49 percent below the federal standard by
2015 and 85 percent below the federal standard by 2035.
L-14-45

The conclusions drawn from current and future trends seemed reasonable.

A specific emission burden analysis was conducted for the SCAB, AOI and the l-710
Corridor for each build alternative to determine the change in project emissions
compared to the 2008 baseline and No Build baseline. However, no specific emission
burden analysis was provided for Vernon. Although the quantity of emissions reduces

as the geographical area gets smaller, incremental changes over Existing and No Build
conditions increased. The emissions burden analysis showed that the l-710 Corridor
Project would increase the regional PMz.s emissions by up to 24 percent when
compared to the existing conditions. For PMro, regional emissions would increase up to
68 percent when compared to the existing conditions. The analyses explained that
these increases were a result of the inclusion of re-entrained dust calculations that were
over estimated due to the use of the EPA AP-42 emissions factor which considers an
infinite silt reservoir.

The conclusion that the l-710 Corridor Project meets the conformity hot-spot
requirements in 40 CFR 93-116 and 93-123 for both pn¡zs âîd PMro were based on
consistently lower prvrz s âhd PMro concentrations at nearby monitoring stations, the

continuous trend of lowered concentrations in future years and the project emission
levels showing lower PM levels excluding re-entrained dust. The conclusions appear to
place heavy reliance on the regional trends of PM and specific details on how these
regional trends would be applicable to the proposed project were not provided. The
project may cause certain intersections to worsen in LOS and delay which may have
localized effects that may not be noticeable at the three geographical levels analyzed.
Further, the overestimation of re-entrained dust calculations were not supported by
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comparing calculations using the 2007 AQMP method to demonstrate VMT would not
increase re-entrained dust.

L-14-46

Greenhouse Gases (GHG)
Greenhouse gases are associated with pollutants that accumulate in the atmosphere to
moderate global temperatures. These gases allow solar radiation (sunlight) into the
Earth's atmosphere, but prevent radioactive heat from escaping, thus warming the
Earth's atmosphere. The accumulation of GHGs in the atmosphere regulates the
Earth's temperature. Due to the global nature of how GHG react in the atmosphere,
greenhouse gas emissions were analyzed on a regional basis for the SCAB region,
which is appropriate.

The greenhouse gas analysis calculated the incremental changes in on-road mobile
source GHG emissions, compared to the 2008 baseline and 2035 No Build Alternative.
A combination of the methodologies provided in the California Climate Action Registry's
General Reporting Protocol (CCAR GRP), version 3.1 (CCAR 2009) and fuel
consumption/efficiency data obtained from EMFAC 2007 and OFFROAD 2007 models,
were used to calculate GHG emissions associated with the project. Emissions of each
GHG were converted to CO2e by multiplying the methane (CH4) and nitrogen dioxide
(N2O) emissions with the respective global warming potential (GWP). The incremental
GHG emissions for future years were (approximately 22M tones CO2e lyear for all 2035
Alternatives) as compared to the 2008 baseline as current standards are not expected
to reduce GHG emissions sufficiently to overcome the effect of large increases in VMT
(and VMT-related emissions). Further, the GHG emission burden analysis does not
account for recently adopted on-road mobile source GHG standards, such as the
Pavely Standards in the emission factors developed through EMFAC2007 fuel economy
data. Therefore, these standards may reduce overall 2035 GHG emissions (particularly
from passenger vehicles) and the incremental GHG emissions compared to the 2OOB
baseline.
Although, the l-710 Corridor Project will increase GHG emissions over existing levels,
the l-710 Corridor Project will improve GHG in the majority of the Build Alternatives,
excluding Alternative 5A, which supports reducing climate change. ln particular, GHG
emissions from the freight corridor build alternatives decrease as compared to the No
Build Alternative (Alternative 1) with Alternative 68 showing the largest reduction in
GHG emissions (approximately 600,000 tones CO2etyr).

Mobile Source Air Toxics (MSAT)

MSATs are comprised of a class of hazardous air pollutants of concern for
transportation projects. Pollutant emissions increase when vehicles travel at a low
average speed and when idling at intersections. The 1710 Corridor Project qualifies as
having a higher potential MSAT effect due to the expansion of an existing highway that
has average annual daily trips exceeding 140,000 per day and a high percentage of
diesel vehicles. MSAT emissions were analyzed for all geographical study areas, the
SCAB, the AOI and the l-710 Corridor. These geographical study areas were
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considered to be at a project-level basis. However, a localized subset area specific to
Vernon was not analyzed. Although, it is anticipated thatthe l-710 Corridor Projectwill
allow vehicles to travel at a higher average speed along the l-710 Freeway and less
idling will occur at some intersections with the implementation of the l-710 Corridor
Project, other intersections will worsen LOS and delay as a result of the l-710 Corridor
Project. The effects of MSAT due to shifts in traffic circulation patterns that will cause
increased LOS and delay in localized areas were not specifically addressed. lt is
unclear in the 1-710 Draft EIR/EIS if Vernon's intersections will experience increased
MSAT effects as a result of the project.

The basic procedure for analyzing emissions for on-road MSATs is to calculate

emission factors using EMFAC2007 and apply the emission factors to speed and VMT
data specific to the project.
Emissions of all six priority MSAT decrease for all 2035 Alternatives compared to the
2008 baseline, despite forecast increases in vehicle miles of travel (VMT) in 2035
compared to 2008. This decrease in MSAT emissions is direct result of improved
vehicle technology in the future years because of stricter regulations or programs such
as CARB's diesel truck regulations and the San Pedro Bay Ports' Clean Air Action Plan.
Overall, 2035 diesel particulate matter (DPM) emissions in the AOI are about 80% lower
than the 2008 DPM emissions, with small variations among the alternatives. Overall
DPM emissions for the entire l-710 Freeway are also lower in the 2035 Build and No
Build alternatives as compared to the 2008 baseline (40o/o to 76% lower), although the

variations are greater (40% lower in Alternative 6A and greater than 70% lower in
Alternatives 68 and 6C). Along the l-710 Corridor, Alternative 6A shows the smallest
reduction in DPM emissions due to the increased truck traffic with the introduction of the
freight corridor; Alternatives 68 and 6C have greater reductions due to the zero
emission freight corridor.

Compared to Alternative 1, DPM emissions (the main risk driver) increased for
Alternative 6A in all study areas, whereas Alternative 5A DPM emissions were similar in
the SCAB andl-710 StudyAOl and increased along the l-710 Corridor. Alternative 68
and Alternative 6C DPM emissions decreased in all study areas, with the greatest
decreases in Alternative 68.

Construction Analysis
Currently, the air quality analysis presented little data on the construction phasing for
the l-710 Corridor Project. The construction analysis evaluated impacts by dividing the
1-710 Corridor Project into seven segments along the 18 mile corridor. The segment of
construction that encompasses Vernon is segment 6. A worse-case scenario was
developed based on four construction activities that would cause the greatest effects on
air quality within each segment. These construction activities would include, the site
preparation phase, excavation, and handling and transpor.t of soils to and from the site.
ln addition, it was assumed in the analysis that construction would occur simultaneously
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along the entire length of the corridor in the shortest possible time period of
approximately 7 years.

The emissions of criteria pollutants from construction activities (vehicle/equipment
exhaust and fugitive dust) were calculated using the Road Construction Emissions
Model (RCEM), Version 6.3.2, developed by Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality
Management District (SMAOMD) and modified for the SCAQMD area. This Model
estimates daily emissions per construction activity. The SCAQMD EMFAC2007 (v2.3)
emission factors were used for light-duty and heavy-duty on-road vehicles, while
SCAQMD OFFROAD2007 emission factors were used for off-road heavy equipment.
Vernon notes that California Air Resources Board (CARB) has recently
(October/November 2011) released a new version of the OFFROAD model for certain
off-road categories. Emissions for certain equipment categories are up to 60% or more
lower than OFFROAD2007. Thus, the analysis is conservative and projected emissions
will likely be lower than calculated.

Based on the estimated schedule and duration of segment construction, the model
calculated the daily mass emissions of each pollutant for a particular month. The peak
daily mass emissions and the annual average daily mass emissions were estimated
from these daily mass emissions calculated by the model. The model also allows the
user to override certain default values for soil hauling, worker commute, water trucks,
fugitive dust, and off-road equipment usage and specifications.

All criteria pollutant single-segment peak-day construction emissions except nitrogen
oxide (NOX) were found to be lower than the SCAQMD significance thresholds. lt was
stated that construction emissions for the worst-case schedule (simultaneous
construction of all segments) show the greatest peak-day emissions during mainline
widening/shifting. lt was recommended that phasing and scheduling could further
reduce construction peak emissions.

The development of the construction scenario created a condition that would likely not
occur, but would demonstrate that if this worst-case scenario would not exceed the
SCAQMD threshold, specific construction phasing and scheduling less than this
condition would be below SCAQMD thresholds. lt was not clear how conservative the
control measure assumptions were in assessing impacts or whether the controls were
based on the current minimum control standards or assumed mitigation standards that
are anticipated to be implemented with the project.
Although the project area was divided into segments, no specific construction impact
discussion was provided for Vernon. lt is assumed that the closest segment to Vernon
would be segment
Further, no specific discussion was provided on how user
override of default values for mitigation measures would influence emission levels.

6.
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Criteria Pollutant lncremental Emissions lmpacts Compared to the 2008 Baseline
The criteria pollutant incremental emission burden analysis was reviewed to determine
how air quality impacts change for the three geographical analyzed areas. A summary
of the main conclusion of the analysis is presented below.
Mass emissions of criteria pollutants (NOx, VOC, PM10, PM2.5, CO, SOx) from traffic
were calculated for the l-710 Corridor to determine the impact of the l-710 Corridor
Project on the surrounding area. ln addition, the SCAB mass emissions and mass
emissions for the AOI were also evaluated to determine the impact of the l-710 Corridor
Projection a regional scale. The vehicle activity data was obtained from l-710 Traffic
Model runs, which is based on the SCAG regional traffic model. EMFAC2007 version
2.3 (EMFAC) was used to develop emission factors for the various criteria pollutants.

All criteria pollutants (except total PMro and SO2) show decreases for the 2035 build
alternatives compared to the 2008 Baseline, despite increases in vehicle miles travelled
(VMT). This reduction in exhaust emissions is a result of the improvement in vehicle
technology because of stricter adopted regulations or programs such as the San Pedro
Bay Ports' Clean Air Action Plan, which will continue to reduce motor vehicle tailpipe
emissions per mile of travel as newer, cleaner vehicles enter the fleet.

SO2 emissions are formed by the conversion of fuel sulfur into oxides of sulfur during
the combustion process. As a result SOz exhaust emissions are extremely sensitive to
changes in fuel sulfur content. California already has ultra-low sulfur fuel standards in
place. So, there will be no significant change in the fuel sulfur content from 2008 to
2035. However, increases in VMTs in 2035 directly translate to increase fuel usage,
which in turn results in greater SO2 emission in the SCAB, AOI and l-710 Corridor. The

primary factor driving the reduction in emissions of other criteria pollutants,
improvements in vehicle technology, is not a significant player for SOz exhaust

emissions because these emissions are only sensitive to changes in fuel sulfur content.
Therefore, the SOz emissions for all 2035 build alternatives show similar increases of
about 0.65 tons/day. lt should be noted that the SCAQMD has recently adopted
amendments to its SOx RECLAIM rule that will furlher reduce SOx emissions by about
5.4 tons/day by 2019 (3 tons/day in 2013, 4 tons/day in 2014 and 5 tons/day in 2017).
ln addition, implementation of CARB rules and the Ports' Clean Air Action Plan is
projected to reduce SOx emissions from other goods movement sources (e.g. oceangoing vessel) over 20 tons/day. Most SOx RECLAIM and ocean-going vessel emission
reductions will occur upwind of the l-710 study area. These SOx reductions from nontraffic related sources (e.9., ships, refineries) are not accounted for in this study.

The increase in total PMro emissions results from the increase in entrained PMro dust
emissions; but exhaust PMro emissions decrease in the SCAB in 2035. Entrained PM
(both PMro and PM2.5) emissions in this project were calculated using the most recent
(February 2011) EPA AP-42 equation. That equation assumes that roads have infinite
amounts of dust (also known as silt reservoirs) to entrain. This is in contrast with the
SCAQMD's 2007 AQMP, which reflects the SCAQMD's judgment that the dust on
freeways and major arterial roads is finite and an increase in vehicles (or VMT) will NOT
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result in additional entrained PMro or PM2.5 emissions. Afterthe l-710 Corridor Project
emission calculations were completed, SCAQMD has proposed a modified methodology
for entrained PM emissions as part of their 2012 AQMP development. ln SCAQMD's
proposed methodology, 2008 PMro and PM2.5 estimates will be lower, particularly PMz.s
estimates. Most importantly, future year entrained PM will remain constant unless the
roadway is lengthened. ln this case, actual PM impacts for the build alternatives
(compared to the 2008 baseline) would be more similar to the exhaust PM impacts than
the results presented for total PM impacts. The exhaust PMro emissions do decrease
for the 2035 year build alternatives when compared to the 2008 baseline, similar to the
results of the other criteria pollutants.
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lncremental Emissions lmpacts of the 2035 Build Alternatives Compared to the
2035 No-Build Alternative (Alternative 1)
Comparisons of incremental criteria and air toxic emissions impacts for the 2035 Build
Alternatives related to the 2035 No-Build Alternative (Alternative 1) are greater on the l710 Freeway in various locations, certain roadways on the north and south ends of the
l-710 Corridor for Alternatives 6A, 68, and 6C (freight corridor alternatives) than in the
2035 No-Build (Alternative 1). Emissions are lower for some nearby freeways (including
portions of SR-91, l-105 and l-605) and along much of the l-710 Corridor for
Alternatives 68 and 6C (zero emission freight corridor alternatives).

The conclusions of the incremental emission burden analysis demonstrate that the
reductions obtain in most criteria pollutants are from the implementation of current SIP
controls during future years and recent regulatory controls that have been implemented
for trucks in the San Pedro Clean San Pedro Bay Ports' Clean Air Action Plan. The
regional analysis indicates that PMro and SOx have the potential to increase with the
project. However, the increases are not certain as emission calculation methods may
overestimate project impacts.

Other Special Analyses

The special analyses for health risk, PM Mortality and Morbidity, Ultrafine Particulate
Matter were all assessed utilizing dispersion modeling to obtain incremental
concentration changes from the 2008 and No Build baselines on the l-710 Freeway.
Dispersion modeling was performed to determine concentration levels of criteria
pollutants and MSATS to simulate the release of these emissions from traffic.
Emissions released from traffic along l-710 Corridor will be mixed and diluted in the
ambient air and ultimately transported away from traffic. The dispersion modeling
analysis provided an assessment of how the incremental change in concentration levels
with background levels would compare to SCAQMD CEQA threshold levels of impact
and the NAAQS. Further, results from the incremental project related MSAT emissions
were utilized to assess cancer risk and non-cancer acute chronic hazard indices. These
analyses were not specific to Vernon, as the greatest source of pollutant emissions
would be generated from the l-710 Freeway. Key conclusions of these specialized
analyses are presented below.
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Cancer risk decreases in residential areas and at sensitive receptors (e.g.,
schools, hospitals, daycare and elder care centers, etc.) for all 2035 project build
alternatives, with the greatest reductions generally in l-710 Corridor Project
alternatives with a zero-emission freight corridor.
PMz 5 mortality and morbidity were analyzed qualitatively based on comparative
analysis of total PMz.s emissions near l-710 Corridor concentrations for the
various build alternatives. Overall, the public's exposure to PM2.5-related
morbidity and mortality health risks would generally decrease relative to the 2008
baseline; the exceptions would be some locations within 100 meters to 300
meters of the l-710 freeway and/or freight corridor, which generally would not
have people present.
lncremental ultrafine particulate (or UFP) impacts were qualitatively analyzed
using exhaust PMz s emissions as a surrogate. This analysis shows a decrease
in the public's exposure to ultrafine particulates for all 2035 build alternatives
relative to the 2008 baseline, particularly on area freeways, arterials near the
ports and even along the l-710 Corridor.

The conclusions of the special studies were performed at a regional level. Therefore,
the localized effects on individual communities are not presented to determine whether
the l-710 Corridor Project will have impacts in certain communities. lt appears as the
geographical analyzes area decreases, public's exposure to PMz s-related morbidity and
mortality health risks would be greater in areas near the l-710 Corridor and/or freight
corridor. Although no specific sensitive receivers were identified within Vernon, it
appears that there would be some risk associated with employees who work within the
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4.0

SPECIFIC CITY COMMENTS ON 1.710 DRAFT EIR/EIS

The comments and recommendations made in the various sub-sections under this
section (4.0) refer back to the evaluation of the Report made in the corresponding subsections in the previous section 3.0.

Comment 4.0-1. As currently written, the information in the l-710 Draft EIR/EIS that
relates to Vernon is very difficult to locate. A reader currently spends a lot of time
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searching through the document to find what they are looking for. Vernon requests that
the l-710 Draft EIR/EIS be rewritten to present the information that is pertinent to the
City in an easy to read manner.

4.1

Need and Purpose for Project

Comment 4.1-1. The l-710 Draft EIR/EIS separates the discussion of "need" from the
discussion of "purpose." The large page separation of the two related discussions
makes it very difficult for the reader to grasp the "purpose and need' for the l-710
Corridor Project. For example, combining the need discussion with the purpose
discussion for air quality would state that in the SCAB with ozone and DPM are in nonattainment in the study area and that results in potential health issues along the l-710
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Corridor; implementing the l-710 Corridor Project would improve air quality and public
health. The air quality need discussion is separated from the air quality purpose
statement by some 30 pages of text. The text of the l-710 Draft EIR/EIS should be
amended to make it easy for the reader to understand the need and purpose of the l710 Corridor Project as it relates to air quality.

Comment 4.1-2. 1.2.1.2 Capacity. Transportation Demand. and Safety. Population
growth within the study area should be referenced in this discussion of Need and
Purpose for 2008 and 2035 to further illustrate the growth and traffic demand on the l710 Corridor. This information will strengthen the "need" statement for the l-710
Corridor Project. The needed information is given in Table 1.2-3 which should be
referred to in this section of the text.
Comment 4.1-3. 1.2.1.2 Capacity. Transportation Demand. and Safetv. The truck
traffic increase between Segments A and B (as defined in Section 3.1) should be further
addressed. lt appears that truck traffic between the intermodal yards may access the l710 Corridor using the Washington Boulevard ramp system. However, according to the
information in Table 1.2-1 of the l-710 Draft EIR/EIS, there is little or no change in the
percentage of truck traffic in 2035 at Washington Boulevard compared to the adjacent
segments. This apparent discrepancy needs to be explained.
Gomment 4.1-4. 1.2.1.2 Capacitv. Transportation Demand, and Safetv. The increase
in the truck traffic at Atlantic Boulevard, as indicated in the l-710 Draft EIR/EIS,
potentially increases the impact to the pavement system on local streets in the City.
The l-710 Corridor Project increases the capacity of traffic, including trucks, thereby
potentially increasing the actual volume of trucks using the City of Vernon street system.
The potential impact needs to be evaluated in the appropriate section of Chapter 3 in
the l-710 Draft EIR/ElS and suitable mitigation measures, such as pavement
rehabilitation or replacement identified as part of the l-710 Corridor Project.
Comment 4.1-5. 1.2.1.2 Capacity, Transportation Demand, and Safety. On page 1-15
of the 1-710 Draft EIR/EIS, the text in the first paragraph indicates that existing
intersection level of service (LOS) analysis is shown in Table 1.2-2. The table at the top
of this page is labeled 1.2-2, however, Average Annual Daily Truck Traffic (AADTT) for
various segments of the corridor. This discrepancy needs to be clarified.

Comment 4.1-6. 1.2.1.2 Capacitv, Transportation Demand. and Safetv. The actual
accident rates for the l-710 Corridor (2004-2007) and the average accident rate
statewide for similar facilities should be stated here for comparative purposes. They are
stated in the following sections separately for northbound (NB) and southbound (SB)
mainline. The two sections should be integrated to avoid repetition. Similarly, specific
data and a more detailed explanation of the impact caused by the current truck
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movement between NB l-710 and l-5 should be provided.

Comment 4.1-7. 1.2.1.2 Capacitv. Transportation Demand, and Safetv. All nonstandard design features should be identified (both exceptions to mandatory design
standards and recommended design standards) per Caltrans standards and other
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appropriate local jurisdiction standards. A preliminary "Fact Sheet" should be prepared
at this stage to ascertain the impacts of mitigating non-standard design features. An
adequate EIR/EIS review cannot be completed without the knowledge of all potential
Project impacts.

Comment 4.1-8. 1.2.1.3 Need for Updated Roadway Desiqn. As stated above,
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a

preliminary "Fact Sheet" should be prepared listing each non-standard feature for each
of the build alternatives being considered to have a better understanding of the
magnitude of the "need" for this Project as well as ascertain the impact and cost of
meeting current design standards.

Comment 4.1-9. 1.2.1.3 Need for Updated Roadwav Desiqn. Although non-standard
interchange spacing is noted as an element of the "need" for the l-710 Corridor Project,
there is no mention of involving the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA). Since the
l-710 Corridor Project is on an interstate, please provide an update as to whether the
FHWA coordination has started, and its status. The 1-710 Corridor Project will modify
the access points at the various interchanges and FHWA requires that an lnterstate
System Access Change Request be made through Caltrans. The appropriate Caltrans
document is a Modified Access Report (MAR) which includes the impacts of the
changed access on the local streets system. The City requests to be informed as to
what these impacts might be.
Comment 4.1-10. 1 .2.2 Purpose of the l-710 Corridor Proiect. Vernon recommends the
addition of the positive economic impacts of the l-710 Corridor Project. The l-710
Corridor is a major trade route moving goods from the ports of Los Angeles and Long
Beach to Southern California and to the rest of the United States. The l-710 Draft
EIR/EIS will increase the capacity of goods movement thereby increasing a larger
capacity of goods to be distributed from the ports which will have direct positive effect
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on the economy.

4.2

Project Alternatives

Comment 4.2-1. Vernon requests that additional engineering studies be perpared to
bring the l-710 Draft EIR/ElS to a level appropriate for an environmental document of
this magnitude, including but not limited to the following (for each of the four build
alternatives):

1. Advance Planning Studies (APS) for each bridge structure

2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
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Proposed profile, particular at crossings to determine that vertical clearances are
adequate
Fact Sheets to identify and document design exceptions
Stage construction concepts as part of the Report
More detailed cost estimate in line with the PR level
RWDS to identify and cost acquisitions and easements required
MAR submitted through Caltrans to FHWA
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Comment 4.2-2. The MAR mentioned above should cover not only the proposed
access changes to the existing ramp systems, but also the proposed ramp system at
Slauson Avenue. lt should be noted that Vernon supports the addition of the Slauson
Avenue ramps as part of the l-710 Corridor Project as it provides needed additional

L-14-64

access for vehicles from the City streets to access l-710 Corridor.

The l-710 Draft EIR/EIS needs to clearly state that the proposed Slauson Avenue
interchange is a part of the mitigation being proposed for the Atlantic/Bandini
i
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nterch an ge reco nfig u ratio n u nder Altern ative 6A/68/6C.

Comment 4.2-3. The City of Vernon fire station (Fire Station No 4) is located at 4530
Bandini Boulevard, immediately west of the l-710 Corridor. This fire station requires
relocation forthe build alternatives. The l-710 Draft EIR/EIS states that alternate sites
are available within the study area and the relocation will occur prior to the construction
of the l-710 Corridor Project. Since the construction timeline of the Project is currently
uncertain, and the required relocation from the current site constraints the City's ability
to renovate or upgrade the facility, the City requests that the relocated schedule of this
fire station be accelerated. Vernon requests that this fire station be relocated in an
earlier time frame along with any other design elements within the City in the l-710
Corridor being considered as part of an early action plan,
Comment 4.2-4. The configuration under Option 3 of Alternative 68, which removes the
existing access to Washington Boulevard requires additional analysis relating to impacts
on the City's street system. These potential impacts need to be evaluated in the
appropriate section of Chapter 3 in the l-710 Draft EIR/EIS and suitable mitigation
measures be identified as part of the l-710 Corridor Project.

Comment 4.2-5. At the north end of the influence area for Vernon south of the l-5
Freeway, the trucks from the freight corridor are required to merge with the GP vehicles
as the separated freight corridor terminates. Vernon is concerned about vehicular
safety in this merge area and desires a more detailed evaluation and analysis in the
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appropriate section of Chapter 3 with mitigation measures identified.

Comment 4,2-6. Washington Boulevard carries a high percentage of trucks due to the
traffic from the UPRR and BNSF intermodal yards. A segment of Washington
Boulevard in the City of Commerce is slated to be repaved with Portland Cement
Concrete (PCC) to increase the pavement lifespan subjected to the high truck volumes.
Vernon is concerned about the increased truck volumes in the future deteriorating
pavement on Washington Boulevard within Vernon's city limits. As a l-710 Corridor
Project mitigation measure, the City requests that in the appropriate section of Chapter
3 the limits of PCC pavement on Washington Boulevard be efended to the west to the
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Downey Road intersection.

Gomment 4.2-7. Vernon requests that the design of the build alternatives include
consideration for the future HST project between Los Angeles and Anaheim, as
commented on in Section 3.2, including the specific potential conflicts between the HST
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and the l-710 Corridor Project, be discussed in that section. The design found
acceptable to the City of the HST project should be utilized for this purpose.
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Gomment 4.2-8. For the easterly north-south trending Collector/Distributer Ramp
structure over Bandini Boulevard and Atlantic Boulevard Vernon requests that the

preliminary column support locations be shown in the exhibits. Currently it appears that
there is only one bent shown which would not be sufficient for an elevated structure
approximately 700 feet in length. ln addition, should there be a need for columns in
Atlantic Boulevard, the preliminary column support locations need to be shown in the
exhibits.

Comment 4.2-9. Vernon requests that the l-710 Draft EIR/EIS incorporate sustainable
design elements into the build alternatives, conforming to the so-called "triple bottom
line" where design elements combine community, cost and environmental sensitivity.

4.3
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Land Use

Comment 4.3-1. Please explain the meaning of the following sentence that is taken
directly from the Affected Environment section of the l-710 Draft EIR/EIS. "Within the
city of Vernon, approximately 11.3 percent of workers work within the city and 88.7
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Comment 4.3-2. The Affected Environment, section 3.1 .1.18, needs to be expanded to
include a discussion of the land uses within Vernon that are located within close
proximity of the l-710 Corridor, and could potentially be directly and/or indirectly
impacted by the l-710 Corridor Project.
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percent work outside the city."

Gomment 4.3-3. The Environmental Consequences section needs to be expanded and
include a discussion of the land uses within the l-710 Corridor that would be directly
impacted by the l-710 Corridor Project. lt needs to describe all properties that would
physically changed or othen¡rise affected by the l-710 Corridor Project, and mitigation
measures need to be developed that avoid or reduce the impacts. For example, Fire
Station No 4 is located at 4530 Bandini Boulevard, immediately west of the l-710
Corridor. This fire station requires relocation for the build alternatives. The relocation of
this fire station, and other businesses or public facilities, needs to be completely
described in the l-710 Draft EIR/EIS in terms of who, what, where, when, why, and how.

4.4

L-14-75

Community lmpact

Comment 4.4-1. Vernon requests that a conceptual Transportation Management Plan
(TMP) be completed based on the Caltrans guidelines which calls for six different areas
of strategies as listed below:

.
o
o
.

L-14-76

Public lnformation
Motorist lnformation
lncident Management
Construction
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.

Demand Management
Alternate Routes
L-14-76

A TMP document would serve Vernon by identifying and mitigating community impacts
effectively. The City has specific concerns regarding economic impacts to the City's
business community and impacts to emergency vehicles during construction which the
TMP should address and provide mitigation measures which would reduce the effects.

Gomment 4.4-2. CEQA Section 15126.2 clearly requires that the relocation of Fire
Station No. 4 be completely analyzed in the l-7'10 Draft EIR/EIS. This section of CEQA
states that "Direct and indirect significant effects of the project on the environment shall
be clearly identified and described, giving due consideration to both the short-term and
long-term effects." The l-710 Draft EIR/EIS needs to fully analyze the relocation of Fire
Station No. 4 in Vernon. Mitigation measure C-2 is inadequate as currently written.

4.5

L-14-77

Utilities and Emergency Services

Comment 4.5-1. As stated in Section 4.2 above, Vernon requests that a preliminary
RWDS be completed for each build alternative. The RWDS includes utility relocation
costs, at a preliminary level, and provides a more accurate cost comparison between

L-14-78

the alternatives.

Comment 4.5-2.ln addition, Vernon requests that the cost and impacts from the utilities
that will be relocated as part of the early strategy be separated and listed.

L-14-79

Comment 4.5-3. Regarding the information of the ZEV power requirements in the
freight corridor, it is unclear as to why the l-710 Draft EIR/EIS states that the substations
relates to all three alternatives under Alternative 6. Alternative 6A uses conventional
fuel for the trucks and will not require the substations. Clarification of this is required.

L-14-80

Comment 4.5-4. Although the l-710 Draft EIR/EIS refers to SCE, it is not clear of the
source of the proposed power that will be supplied to the ZEV under Alternatives 68 or

L-14-81

6C.

Comment 4.5-5. Vernon requests, that as part of the l-710 Draft EIR/EIS mitigation
plan, Vernon Light and Power supply the power to the grid for the substations within the
impact area of Vernon (to be determined). Vernon Light and Power electrical rates are
much lower than SCE, therefore Vernon Light and Power should be strongly considered
being the electricity provider to the corridor, at least in the Vernon area.

Comment 4.5-6. The substations for the ZEV will in all likelihood require a small
footprint. The location of the footprints need to be shown to determine if they require
additional right of way acquisition, and to determine if there are additional impacts that
need to be analyzed in the l-710 Draft EIR/ElS.
Comment 4.5-7 . The l-710 Draft EIR/EIS needs to analyze the impacts of extending the
power lines to the substations that supply the power to the ZEV substations.
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Comment 4.5-8. CEQA requires that direct impacts associated with the l-710 Corridor
Project be fully analyzed in the l-710 Draft EIR/EIS. The l-710 Draft EIR/E|S identifies
that Fire Station No.4 in Vernon will be directly impacted bythe l-710 Corridor Project.
The relocation of Fire Station No. 4 will result in direct environmental impacts within
Vernon. The impacts of this relocation need to be addressed in the l-710 Draft EIR/EIS,
not in a future environmental document. Caltrans needs to negotiate with Vernon now
to identify the property where Fire Station No. 4 will be relocated to, to identify the timing
of this relocation, and to analyze the environmental impacts and mitigation measureé
associated with the relocation. 1-710 Draft EIR/ElS should environmentally clear the
relocation of Fire Station No. 4 so that Vernon will not have to prepare another CEQA
document at some unknown time in the future.

4.6

L-14-85

Traffic and Transportation/Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities

Based on the Technical Review Evaluation presented in Section 3.6, the following
comments should be addressed in the l-710 Corridor Project Final EIR/EIS. The
comments include issues regarding the following:

1. Traffic lmpact Analysis Scope

2. Operational Analysis of Existing Conditions
3. lmpact Analysis of Project Alternatives
4. Project Mitigation Measures
5.

Analysis of Construction lmpacts

4.6.1 Traffic lmpact Analysis Scope
The evaluation of the project traffic impact analysis scope is based on a review of
various public documents. The City's "Perl'ormance Standard" for roadway segment
and intersection operations is LOS D. A review of existing and future traffic conditions
in the reference documents identified roadway segments and intersections that currently
operate or are projected to operate within unacceptable levels (LOS E or F). Many of
the roadway segments and intersections could potentially be impacted by the l-710
Corridor Project, including roadway segments along Washington Boulevard, Bandini
Boulevard, Atlantic Boulevard and Slauson Avenue, and intersections along these major
roadways.

Comment 4.6.1-1. The roadway segment analysis in the l-710 Draft EIR/EIS
lntersection Traffic lmpact Analysis Report focuses on segments along Washington
Boulevard, Bandini Boulevard, Slauson Avenue and District Boulevard. However, the

project traffic analysis does NOT include an evaluation of any roadway sections along
Downey Road or Soto Street.
The traffic analysis scope need to be expanded to include additional roadway segments
along Washington Boulevard (adjacent to Hobart Rail Yard), Bandini Boulevard
(Downey Road to l-710) and Slauson Avenue (Boyle Avenue to Downey Road). ln
addition, the analysis also needs to include an evaluation of roadway segments along

Downey Road and Soto Street. The evaluation of additional roadway segments
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required to accurately analyze the potential impacts to roadways within the City of
Vernon.

L-14-86

Comment 4.6.1-2. The arterial intersection analysis in the l-710 Draft EIR/EIS
lntersection Traffic lmpact Analysis Report focuses on selected intersections in Vernon.
However, the project traffic impact analysis does NOT include an evaluation of key
intersections within Vernon:
The traffic analysis scope in the l-710 Draft EIR/EIS needs to be expanded to include an
evaluation of the following key arterial intersections:

o
¡
o
.
.
o

L-14-87

Atlantic Boulevard / District Boulevard
Washington Boulevard lDowney Road
Bandini Boulevard / Downey Road
Slauson Avenue / Downey Road
Slauson Avenue / Boyle Avenue
Bandini Boulevard / Soto Street

An evaluation of additional intersections associated with the "build" alternatives should
also be provided (i.e., Atlantic Boulevard I l-710 Southbound On-Ramp). lt should be
clear that the timing of closely spaced intersections will be coordinated.

4.6.2 Operational Analysis of Existing Conditions
The evaluation of existing conditions in the project traffic impact analysis is based on
new count data collected in 2008, and off-the-shelf data from Caltrans' database, local
jurisdictions along the l-710 and the County of Los Angeles.

Comment 4.6.2-1. The analysis

of additional roadway segments and arterial
intersections located with the City of Vernon need to be based on new traffic count and
classification data collected within the last 5 years.

L-14-88

4.6.2.1 Arterial Roadwav Seqments. The analysis of arterial roadway

segments
indicates that the existing ADT analyzed in the project traffic impact analysis are fairly
consistent with the City's Circulation Plan Update Traffic Analysis data.

Gomment 4.6.2-2. The ADT data for Washington Boulevard (l-710 to Soto Street)
appears to be more representative of daily traffic volumes near Downey Road and not
adjacent to the Hobart Rail Yard. Data in the City's Circulation Plan Update indicates
that existing daily volumes are approximately 25,000 ADT adjacent to the Hobart Rail
Yard. ln addition, the truck traffic percentages for Washington Boulevard (1710 to Soto

L-14-89

Street) and Bandini Boulevard (l-710 to Atlantic Boulevard) seem low.

The traffic count and vehicle classification data needs to be verified and/or updated
along segments of Washington Boulevard and Bandini Boulevard.

Comment 4.6.2-3. The evaluation of roadway segments in the project traffic impact
analysis is based on V/C ratios. However, the analysis does not clearly state if the
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appropriate adjustments were applied to account for the high percentages of truck
traffic.

L-14-90

The appropriate roadway LOS E capacity and truck traffic adjustments (i.e., passenger
car equivalency factors) data should be provided in the project traffic impact analysis.

4.6.2.2 Arterial lntersections. The analysis of arterial intersections in the project traffic
impact analysis was conducted using the HCM methodology, while the LOS analysis in
the City's Circulation Plan Update was based on the ICU methodology.

Comment 4.6.2-4. The existing LOS analysis results needs to be revised to include the
ICU and LOS values to provide a direct comparison with the data in the City's
Circulation Plan Update.

L-14-91

Gomment 4.6.2-5. The analyses of existing peak hour operations in the project traffic
impact analysis are fairly consistent with Vernon's Circulation Plan Update Traffic
Analysis data. However, as discussed in Sections 3.6.1 and 4.6.1, the project traffic
analysis does NOT include a evaluation of key intersections in Vernon (see Comment
#2). The following intersections have been identified as key local intersections which
currently operate at LOS E or F, and could potentially be impacted by the l-710 Corridor
Project, and need to be evaluated in the l-710 Draft EIR/EIS:

.
.
o
.
.
.
o
o

Bandini Boulevard /Atlantic Boulevard ll-710 NB Ramps
Atlantic Boulevard / District Boulevard
Washington Boulevard / Downey Road
Bandini Boulevard / Downey Road
Slauson Avenue / Downey Road
Slauson Avenue / Boyle Avenue
Bandini Boulevard / Soto Street
Santa Fe Avenue / 38th Street

L-14-92

/ Bandini Boulevard I Atlantic Boulevard
intersection does not differentiate between the traffic going to the l-710 NB on-ramp and
traffic continuing northbound on Atlantic Boulevard. The higher directional volumes
should be treated as the controlling factor.
The LOS analysis of the l-710 NB Ramps

The LOS analysis of the l-710 NB Ramps

/ Bandini Boulevard I Atlantic Boulevard

intersection needs to be revised accordingly.

Comment 4.6.2-6. The LOS analysis of the l-710 SB off-ramp / Bandini Boulevard
intersection does not include the private driveway on the north side of Bandini
Boulevard. A private driveway is located opposite the l-710 sB off-ramp.
The LOS analysis of the l-710 SB off-ramp / Bandini Boulevard intersection to include
the private driveway on the southbound approach needs to be revised accordingly.
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Gomment 4.6.2-7. lnformation in the project traffic analysis indicates that the truck
traffic percentages used for the analysis of intersections near 1-710 were based on the l710 truck traffic data. No peak hour classification data was collected for the
Washington Boulevard or Bandini Boulevard / Atlantic Boulevard interchange

L-14-94

intersections.

Peak hour vehicle classification data at the l-710 / Washington Boulevard and l-710 t
Bandini Boulevard / Atlantic Boulevard interchange intersections needs to be collected
to verify the truck traffic percentages used in the analysis.

4.6.3 lmpact Analysis of Project Alternatives
The evaluation of project alternatives in the project traffic impact analysis provides an
analysis of horizon Year 2035 conditions for the "no-build" and "build" scenarios.

4.6.3.1 2035 Traffic Forecasts. ADT volumes for the local arterial roadway segments
and peak hour intersection traffic volumes were obtained from the 1-710 traffic model.

Comment 4.6,3-1. Provide
Methodology Report.

a copy or link to the l-710 Travel

Demand Modeling

L-14-95

4.6.3.2 Arterial Roadway Seqments. The evaluation of roadway segments for
Alternative #1 (no build) indicates that the 2035 ADT in the project traffic impact
analysis are slightly lower on a majority of the roadway segments than the Year 2O3O
ADT data in the City's Circulation Plan Update.
Comment 4.6.3-2. The analysis also indicates that ADT along Washington Boulevard
and Bandini Boulevard will be reduced with the "build" alternatives (64, 68 and 6C),
while the truck traffic will increase significantly on Washington Boulevard. The l-710
traffic model has simulated a shift in truck traffic demands from Bandini Boulevard to
Washington Boulevard, but has reduced future daily traffic demands along both
roadways. As stated in the project traffic impact analysis, the evaluation of the "build"
alternatives includes "other transportation system components" (i.e., TSM/TDM, Transit
and ITS improvements). However, there is no quantification of the traffic demand
reductions associated with this components.

L-14-96

Documentation and/or backup data for the ADT reductions associated with the
TSM/TDM, Transit and ITS improvements needs to be provided.

4.6.3.3 Arterial lntersections. The evaluation of arterial intersections indicates that the
peak hour operations analyzed in the project traffic impact analysis are fairly consistent
with Vernon's Circulation Plan Update Traffic Analysis data. There are several study
intersections that are projected to operate in the LOS E/F range during at the least one
peak hour period. As discussed in Sections 3.6.1 and 4.6.1, the project traffic analysis
does NOT include an evaluation of key intersections in Vernon (see Comment 4.6.1-2):

Comment 4.6.3-3. Numerous intersections in Vernon are projected to operate at LOS
E/F during at least one peak hour as associated with the "no improvements" scenario.
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Vernon's participation in the County's ATSAC system would provide acceptable LOS at
the many of these intersections. The analysis also demonstrates that the TSM / TDM,
Transit and ITS improvements associated with the "build" alternatives would provide
acceptable Los (Los D or better) at many of the local intersections.

L-14-97

Documentation and/or backup data for the peak hour traffic demands reductions
associated with the TSM/TDM, Transit and ITS improvements, and the County's ATSAC
system needs to be provided.

4.6.3.4 Arterial lntersections Level of Service (LOS) Analvsis. To evaluate

the
accuracy of the analysis, the LOS worksheets were reviewed at key locations to verify
the validity of the various input parameters.

4.6.3.4.1 lntersection Traffic Volumes and LOS Data. The "build" alternative peak
hour volumes on the LOS worksheets are consistent with the peak hour volumes on
the various report figures, except at the l-710 NB Ramps / Washington Boulevard
(Alternatives 1, 64, 68 & 6C), l-710 SB ramps / Washington Boulevard (Alternatives 1,
64, 68 & 6C), Bandini Boulevard / Atlantic Boulevard (Alternatives 5A, 64, 68 & 6C),

l-710 SB off-ramp / Bandini Boulevard (Alternative 5A), Bandini Boulevard I l-710 SB
ramps (Alternatives 6A, 68 & 6C),1-710 SB on-ramp tAtlantic Boulevard (Alternatives
6A and 68 ), and l-710 SB on-ramp / Washington Boulevard (Alternatives 64, 68 &
6C) intersections.

Comment

4.6.34. The peak hour traffic volume data for the alternatives LOS

analysis needs to be corrected (refer to Section 3.6.3.4.1).

L-14-98

Comment 4.6.3-5. A majority of the LOS values for the "build" alternatives in Table

48 (from Tables 6-6, 6-9 and 6-12 of the l-710 Corridor Project lntersection

Traffic
lmpact Analysis Report) are consistent with the LOS worksheets included in the report
appendices. However, there are some LOS values presented in Tables 6-6, 6-9 and
6-12 of the project traffic impact analysis that do not match the analysis LOS
worksheets.

L-14-99

The peak hour LOS values for the alternatives LOS analysis needs to be corrected
(refer to section 3.6.3.4.1).

4.6.3.4.2 lntersection Geometrics. The "build" alternative intersection geometrics on
the LOS worksheets are consistent with the geometrics on the various report figures,
except at the Bandini Boulevard / Atlantic Boulevard (Alternative 5A), l-710 SB offramp / Bandini Boulevard (Alternative 5A), and l-710 NB on-ramp / Washington
Boulevard (Alternative 6B) intersections.

Comment 4.6.3-6. The intersection geometrics for the alternatives LOS analysis
needs to be corrected (refer to section 3.6.3.4.2).

4.6.3.4.3 Saturation Flow Rate. Vernon's ICU methodology uses a "saturation flow
rate" of 1,600 vphpl, with a 10% lost time factor. A review of the LOS worksheets in
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the project traffic impact analysis indicates that a saturation flow rate of 1,600 vphpl
was utilized for the analysis of existing and Alternative 1 (no build) conditions.

Comment 4.6.3-7. The analysis of the "build" alternatives (64, 68 and 6C) was
conducted using a saturation flow rate that varied between 1,700 and 1,900 vphpl.

L-14-101

Justification for the increased saturation flow rates for the alternatives analysis needs
to be provided or the LOS analysis needs to be revised (refer to section 3.6.3.4.3).

4.6.3.4.4 Peak Hour Factor. The PHF is one of the many parameters that can be
adjusted in the HCM analysis methodology and Synchro software. Caltrans prefers
that a PHF equal to 0.92 is utilized for the analysis of future traffic operations.

Gomment 4.6.3-8.

A

review of the LOS worksheets indicates that most of the
analysis was completed using a PHF equal to 0.92, but that some of the analysis was
conducted using a PHF equal to 0.95.

L-14-102

Justification for the increased PHF for the alternatives analysis needs to be provided
or the LOS analysis needs to be revised (refer to section 3.6.3.4.4).

4.6.4 Project Mitigation Measures
The evaluation of alternatives in the project traffic impact analysis identified a projectrelated impact at the Santa Fe Avenue / 38tn Street intersection (Alternatives 6A, 68 and
6C) in Vernon. The proposed mitigation measures would require a significant amount of
right-of-way take, and removal of buildings on the northwest and southwest corners.
Comment 4.6.4-1. The project traffic impact analysis does NOT include an evaluation
of key intersections in Vernon.

An analysis of additional key intersections within the City of Vernon (refer to Section
3.6.1) is required and needs to be provided to fully evaluate the potential project
impacts, identify project-related impacts, and develop the appropriate mitigation
measures. The following intersections have been identified as key local intersections
which currently operate at LOS E or F, and could potentially be impacted bythe l-710
Corridor Project, and mitigation measures need to be presented and evaluated in the l710 Draft EIR/EIS

¡
o
o
o
o
.
.
.

Bandini Boulevard / Atlantic Boulevard I l-710 NB Ramps
Atlantic Boulevard / District Boulevard
Washington Boulevard lDowney Road
Bandini Boulevard / Downey Road
Slauson Avenue / Downey Road
Slauson Avenue / Boyle Avenue
Bandini Boulevard / Soto Street
Santa Fe Avenue / 38th Street
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4.6.5 Analysis of Gonstruction lmpacts

The l-710 Draft EIR/EIS does not include a detailed evaluation of the

potential
construction impacts. The project includes the construction of a new l-710 interchange
at Slauson Avenue, and major improvements at the Bandini Boulevard / Atlaniic
Boulevard and Washington Boulevard interchanges. Construction of the new Slauson
Avenue interchange is not anticipated to significantly impact traffic operations within the
City of Vernon.

Comment 4.6.5-1. The existing Bandini Boulevard

/

Atlantic Boulevard

L-14-104

and

Washington Boulevard interchanges accommodate a significant amount of truck traffic
and it is anticipated that improvements at these interchanges will significantly impact
traffic operations in the City of Vernon.
lnformation regarding the project construction phasing and staging needs to be provided
in the l-710 Draft EIR/EIS. This information should address the potential impacts to
vehicular, pedestrian and bicycle traffic.

Comment 4.6.5'2. The project construction phasing needs to require that the new l710 I Slauson Avenue interchange be completed before construction begins on either
the Bandini Boulevard / Atlantic Boulevard and Washington Boulevard interchanges.
Comment 4.6.5-3. Atlantic Boulevard and Bandini Boulevard are two primary arterials
serving Vernon. Under Alternative 6A/6B/6C, the l-710 Corridor Project proposes to
build or reconstruct a number of structures over the intersection or in close proximity to
these two arterials. ln addition, the streets themselves will be widened in the area of
this critical intersection. Appendix O of the l-710 Draft EIR/EIS details the proposed
improvements. The City is extremely concerned about the construction impacts to the
operations of traffic in this atea, including any detours that will be in effect. More details
need to be provided in the l-710 Draft EIR/EIS of the construction phasing including
lane closures and detours with estimated time frames for the proposed construction iñ
the area of this critical intersection. Adequate mitigation measures need to be clearly
stated. lf the construction impacts to City streets cannot be fully addressed, the freeway
system, including the proposed collector-distributor ramp systems, need to be moved
westward away from the vicinity of the critical intersection of these two arterials.

Gomment 4.6.5-4. The project construction phasing needs to require that the
improvements at the l-710 / Washington Boulevard interchange be completed before

L-14-105

L-14-106

L-14-107

construction begins on the Bandini Boulevard / Atlantic Boulevard interchange.

4.7

Visual and Aesthetics

Comment 4.7-1. Vernon is not mentioned in the visual and aesthetics chapter of the l710 Draft EIR/EIS. Vernon requests that the visual and aesthetic effects of the l-710
Corridor Project as they relate to the City be analyzed in the l-710 Draft EIR/EIS.
Vernon requests that the aesthetic treatment measures that will be incorporated into the
reconstructed freeway-to-freeway connectors, soundwalls, and the freight corridor within
the City be fully described in the t-710 Draft EtR/EIS.
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4.8

Water Quality and Storm Water Runoff

Comment 4.8-1. Section

1: Vernon requests that additional

information on drainage
impacts and proposed drainage facilities and impacts water quality be added.

Gomment 4.8-2. Section
added to Table 2.7-1.

2:

L-14-109

Vernon requests that the requisite water quality permits be

L-14-110

Comment 4.8-3. Section 3: Page 3.24-13, section 3.24.3.8 Hydrology and Flood Plain,
Vernon requests that if the referenced reports are included in the overall l-710 Draft
EIR/EIS, then their location should be referenced by appendix. This applies to the
following referenced reports:

L-14-111

.
.
.
o

Los Angeles River lmpact Report (November 2011),
Jurisdictional Delineation Report (May 2012),
Preliminary Hydrology Report (November 2011), and
Water Quality and Stormwater Runoff Study (December 2011).

Comment 4.8-4. Section 3: Page 3.24-14, section 3.24.3.9 Water Quality and
Stormwater Runoff, Vernon requests that if the referenced report is included in the
overall l-710 Draft EIR/EIS, then its location should be referenced by appendix. This
applies to the report referenced "Water Quality and Stormwater Runoff Study

L-14-112

(December 2011)."

Comment 4.8-5. Section 3: Page 3.24-15 and 3.24-16, the sentence "Regardless of the
type of construction activities, some resuspension of fine-grained bottom sediments will
occur." is repeated before and after the anticipated construction activities list. This
should be corrected.

Comment 4.8-6. Section 3: Page 3.24-15, Vernon requests that the anticipated
construction activities that would occur within the Los Angeles River should also include
an analysis of the mobilization of construction equipment.

L-14-113

L-14-114

Comment 4.8-7. Section 3: Page 3.24-44, CON-10, the requirements of the provisions

of the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) General Permit for
Stormwater Discharges Associated with Construction and Land Disturbance Activities
(order No. 2009-0009-DWQ, NPDES No. cAS000002), i.e. a swPPP, Not and Nor,
should be added to the list of required permits and activities in Table 2.7-1, page2-77
and 2-78.

Comment 4.8-8. Section 3: Page 3.24-44, CON-11 the requirements of the provisions
of the Waste Discharge Requirements for Discharges of Groundwater from Construction
and Project Dewatering to Surface Waters in Coastal Watersheds (Oder No. R4-20080032, NPDES No. CAG994004), i.e. a dewatering permit, should be added to the list of
required permits and activities in Table 2.7-1, page 2-7T and2-78.
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Gomment 4.8-9. Section 3: Page 3.24-54, Vernon requests that the l-710 Draft ElRiElS
verify that the permits and activities listed below are included in the list of required
permits and activities in Table 2-7-1, page 2-77 and 2-79.

.
.
o

CON-58 (lndividual Permit and/or Letter of Permission from the USACE as
required by Section 404 of the CWA),
CON-50 (Lake or Streambed Alteration Agreement (SAA) from the CDFG) as
required by Section 1602) and
CON-60 (Water Quality Certification from the RWQCB as required by Section
401 of the CWA).

L-14-117

Comment 4.8-10. Section 3: Page 3.8-1, section 3.8.2 Affected Environment, Vernon
requests that if the referenced reports are included in the overall EIR/EIS, then their
location should be referenced by appendix. This applies to the following referenced
reports:

.
.
.
o

L-14-118

Los Angeles River lmpact Report (November 2011),
Jurisdictional Delineation Report (May 2012),
Preliminary Hydrology Report (November 2011), and
water Quality and stormwater Runoff study (December 2011).

Comment 4.8-11. Vernon requests that more design details relating to Water Quality
features be provided such that compliance with the MS4 permit may be verified. The
draft MS4 permit requires compliance with certain Total Maximum Daily Loads (TMDL)
which is more stringent then discharge requirements allowed by the draft Caltrans
NPDES permit. Therefore, in order to ensure that a local agency is in compliance with
its MS4 permit, mitigation needs to be provided in the l-710 Draft EIR/EIS to require that
all storm water discharges from the project are in compliance with regulatory standards

L-14-119

contained in the local MS4 permit.
It needs to be made clear in the l-710 Draft EIR/EIS that if the tributary receiving water
already has an approved TMDL plan, then the runoff for that portion of the project's
watershed needs to comply with the approved TMDL's more stringent discharge
requirements, othen¡rise the project's contributing runoff needs to comply with the MS4
requirements.

Comment 4.8-12. Vernon also requests that the SWDR be updated as is appropriate
for a Draft EIR/EIS level project development.

4.9

Air Quality, Health lmpact Assessment, Health Risk Assessment

Upon completion of the technical review evaluation, it is concluded that specific detail
was not provided in the l-710 Draft EIR/EIS air quality chapter to assess what air quality
impacts would occur in Vernon. The scope of the air quality analysis evaluated impacts
of large geographical areas inclusive of Vernon. However, no localized analysis was
conducted on how the project would directly affect air quality in Vernon. The l-710
Corridor Project has design elements that will increase the capacity of 1710 Freeway for
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vehicular and diesel truck traffic and alter traffic circulation patterns in Vernon near
Hobart Yard and along other heavily traveled roadways that have intersections that
currently operate at an LOS of E or worse. The magnitude of changes in air quality
emission and concentrations levels is not readily identifiable based on the current
analyses. Further, the project will require significant construction activities that have the
potential to generate significant levels of PM emissions. However, the degree to which
PM emissions will be controlled through mitigation measures is unknown.
lnferences can be made based on the regional analysis that was performed that the l710 Corridor Project would lower emissions and concentration levels below existing and
No-Build baseline conditions primarily from recent improvements in regulatory control of

diesel trucks (i.e., phasing out older fleets), controlling tailpipe emissions and
implementing stricter standards on improving vehicle technology. However, the

L-14-121

analysis appears to be lacking sufficient detail on how individual communities, such as
Vernon will be affected on a local level. ln some instances the analysis shows
increases in the regional analysis which are explained through conservative approaches
used for assumptions and the inconsistencies with regional planning computation
methods.

ln light of these circumstances, Vernon has devised the following questions and
comments which are grouped by key areas that are of importance to the City that will
assist in determining local impacts.
Effects of incorporating upcoming changes
methodologies on air quality Assessmenú

in regulatory requirements

and

Comment 4,9-1. When emission increases are shown for DPM, NOx and PMz.s and
PMro the conclusions focus on the conservative nature of the emission factors utilized.
Vernon requires that the analysis methods area be consistent with regional planning
assumptions to present the most accurate picture of l-710 Corridor Project impacts. A
specific discussion needs to be provided on the treatment of regulatory changes that will

take effect during the period of time that the technical analysis covers. Further, if
specific analysis methods are being updated and utilized in local and regional plans, the
air quality analysis needs to make a comparison between the current approach and the
new approach using quantitative methods to substantiate the conclusions drawn about
predicted impacts and their causes. For example, in several parts of the analysis under
the PMz s âfld PMro hot spot modeling analysis and the regional incremental emission
burden analysis, re-entrained dust was calculated differently than the current 2007

AQMP and the 2012 AQMP which utilizes a finite silt reservoir. The change in
quantification methodology is predicted to be causing total PMz.s and PMro emissions to
be higher and overestimating impacts. Vernon requests that an entrained dust
calculation method be performed using both the 2007 AQMP method and the EPA AP42 method to demonstrate the difference in emission level and the effects that the
emission calculation methods have on total PMz 5 and PMro emissions.
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Analysis Elements that shape the outcome of the assessmenf
Comment 4.9-2. The technical review evaluation determined that the analysis elements
shape the outcome of the air quality assessment. lt is requires that the size of the
geographical analysis area, the use of worst-case scenarios to simulate conservative
project conditions and the use of conservative analysis methods be reviewed to
determine if enhancements are needed to present the l-710 Corridor Project's direct
effect on predicting localized air quality impacts. For example, a subset of the AOI
geographical area needs to be created for specific local communities to analyze the
direct effect the l-710 Corridor Project has on existing air quality for CO, PMzs, PMro,
MSAT and SOx. These pollutants are affected by idling and congestion that occurs at
local intersections resulting from changes in LOS and delay. Further, a correlation
needs to be made between the regional analysis and localized impacts. lf impacts are
presented on a large geographical area discuss how the results of the analysis can be
applied to localized areas within Vernon. Discuss similarities and differences between
the predicted impacts on a regional and local level and whether the conclusions on a
regional level change when reviewing impacts locally.

L-14-123

Regional analysis inclusive of assessing air quality impacts to the City of Vernon
Comment 4.9-3. The air quality/HRA shows on a regional level that alternatives which
includes the zero emission freight corridor reduces criteria emissions, GHG and cancer
risk. Pollutants that have the greatest influence on exhaust emissions will also be
reduced by the zero emission alternatives. Vernon requires that fudher discussion be
provided on whether these trends are consistent when considering a subset of the
geographical area.

Effects of traffic circulation changes and volume increase
vehicular traffiè and on air quality within the City of Vernon

of

L-14-124

diesel truck and

Traffic circulation has the greatest effect at local intersections. The l-710 Corridor
Project will have an effect on traffic circulation patterns and volume increase in diesel
trucks and vehicular traffic within Vernon. For the CO and PMz.s and PMro hot-spot
analyses, the worst performing intersections were identified to discern l-710 Corridor
Project impacts on regional geographical areas. Further, an explanation is needed
which provides specifics on "how shifts in traffic patterns that worsen LOS and delay"
impact Vernon. Specific questions to consider are as follows:
Comment 4.9-4. Are the three geographical areas (SCAB, AOI and l-710)
enough subset to demonstrate localized impacts on Vernon?

a

L-14-125

small

L-14-126

Comment 4.9-5. ls the geographical area too large where it may understate local

L-14-127

impacts in Vernon?

Comment 4.9-6. Existing air quality trends show that CO concentrations levels are
meeting the NAAQS with continued improvements to the tailpipe vehicle emission
control programs. Vernon requests that local City intersections that demonstrate similar
or lower volumes, LOS and delay be screened intersections to determine if they would
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or would not exceed the CO NAAQS and whether or not localized hot-spots would
occur. Specific intersections within Vernon which have been identified in other studies
to worsen in LOS and delay were not included in the subset of screened intersections.
The treatment of these intersections in the air quality analysis needs to be addressed.

L-14-128

Comment 4.9-7. For the PMzs and PMro hot spot modeling analysis, no specific
discussion was provided in the l-710 Draft EIR/ElS of local air quality impacts in Vernon.
Vernon requests that additional supporting detail be provided to address the following

L-14-129

questions:

Comment 4.9-7.1. Explain how PM2.s ând PMro would not cause exceedances
Vernon where the LOS at existing intersections are atElF.

in

L-14-130

Comment 4.9-7.2. Will PM25and PMro hot-spots occur in Vernon, and describe what
the level of magnitude is for this impact?

L-14-131

Comment 4.9-7.3. What localized analysis supports a conclusion that Vernon does not
currently experience PMz 5 and PMro impacts?
Comment 4.9-7.4. Will the increase in l-710 Corridor Project traffic on local roadways in
Vernon cause increases in PMz 5 and PMro emissions over baseline conditions in the

L-14-132

L-14-133

City?

Comment 4.9-7.5. Will road dust lofted in the air by passing vehicles increase inhalable
particulate matter in Vernon due to the l-710 Corridor Project?

L-14-134

Gomment 4.9-7.6. How would
Vernon employment centers?

mortality and morbidity effect public health at the

L-14-135

Comment 4.9-7.7. As a result of the l-710 Corridor Project would incremental ultrafine
particulate matter impacts within the City of Vernon show decreases from existing

L-14-136

PMz s

levels?

Comment 4.9-7.8. lt should be anticipated l-710 Draft EIR/EIS that l-710 Corridor
Project improvements near Hobart Yard will stimulate growth in the number of diesel
trucks and locomotives operating within the rail yard. An increase in diesel truck and
locomotive use at Hobart Yard will result in an increase in emissions at this location.
The l-710 Draft EIR/ElS needs to provide an analysis of the air emissions associated
with an increase in the use of diesel trucks and locomotives at Hobart Yard and identify

L-14-137

appropriate mitigation measures.

Construction Analysis
Comment 4.9-8. Pollutants such as PMro, PMz.s and NOx generated from construction
and operation of the l-710 Corridor Project have a potential to increase along the l-710
Corridor based on the methodology utilized to evaluate impacts. A discussion needs to
be provided to present a range of scenarios that are likely to be employed along with
utilizing recent emission factors to estimate these emissions. Several construction
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scenarios along with control mitigation options which can be employed to control NOx,
GHG, PMz.s and PMro emissions from construction in Vernon needs to be presented.
This localized construction assessment is required to assist in addressing the following
questions:

L-14-138

Comment 4.9-8.1. Would construction occur at any locations in Vernon that could
generate peak daily emissions greater than SCAQMD thresholds?

L-14-139

Gomment 4.9-8.2. What specific mitigation measures would be required of the

L-14-140

construction contractor to reduce construction emissions?

Comment 4.9-8.3. How much would mitigation lower emissions?

L-14-141

Comment 4.9-8.4. lf SCAQMD thresholds are not exceeded will additional mitigation

L-14-142

measures be implemented during construction?

ldentifying which alternatives would have the greatest reduction in air quality
e m iss i o n/co n ce ntratio ns w ith i n Vern o n
Comment 4.9-9. Alternatives 68 and 6C would have the greatest reduction in air quality
for GHG, air toxics and DPM. These two alternatives utilize a system which would
remove the exhaust generated by diesel trucks in the freight corridor. Vernon requests
that consideration be given to extending the control option into the Hobart Rail Yard in
the City to further lower emissions in the prolect area.
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L-14-1
This comment provides introductory information regarding the City of Vernon’s detailed
comments on the Interstate 710 (I-710) Project and the Draft EIR/EIS. Please refer to individual
Comments L-14-2 through L-14-143 in the City’s comment letter and to the responses to those
comments, below.
L-14-2
This comment requests that all future I-710 correspondence to the City of Vernon be directed to
Mr. Kevin Wilson, Director of Community Services. Mr. Wilson was already listed in Chapter 7.0,
Distribution List, in the Draft EIR/EIS, on page 7-19 in the category of “City Officials/City of
Vernon” and on page 7-20 in the category of “I-710 Technical Advisory Committee Members.”
However, the current Director of Community Services for the City of Vernon, Derek Wieske, has
been added to the Distribution List (Chapter 7.0) of the Recirculated Draft EIR/Supplemental
Draft EIS (RDEIR/SDEIS).
Other City of Vernon representatives included in the distribution list are the Mayor, Mayor Pro
Tempore, and council members.
The specific responses to the City of Vernon’s comments have been provided to the City as part
of this RDEIR/SDEIS.
L-14-3
Similar to Comment L-14-1 in the City’s comment letter, this comment provides general
information regarding the City of Vernon’s detailed comments on the I-710 Project and the Draft
EIR/EIS. Please refer to individual Comments L-14-4 through L-14-143 in the City’s comment
letter and to the responses to those comments, below. The RDEIR/SDEIS was prepared to
address the revised build alternatives, which include a number of design changes that were not
evaluated in the original Draft EIR/EIS.
L-14-4
It is acknowledged that the Draft EIR/EIS is very complex and describes existing conditions,
impacts, and mitigation for a large number of jurisdictions within the I-710 Study Area. The Draft
EIR/EIS and the RDEIR/SDEIS follow the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans)
standard format for EIR/EIS documents; however, within each topical section, table data and
text subsections address each affected jurisdiction as appropriate. As requested in the City of
Vernon’s comments and those from other cities, many of the complex tables (e.g., in the noise
section) have been revised to note the applicable local jurisdiction.
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L-14-5
This comment discusses four topical areas, and the responses to those individual comments
are provided by topical area below.


Population Growth in the I-710 Corridor: The subsection titled “Transportation
Demand” in Section 1.2.1.2 of the RDEIR/SDEIS was expanded to discuss population
growth in the Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) region and since
1960 to show the trends of increasing growth over that period.



Truck Volume Increases: Understanding of area traffic patterns and associated
modeling has been updated in the RDEIR/SDEIS; the City is encouraged to review the
revised information provided.



Accident Rates: The following text is located in Section 1.2.1.2, “Traffic Safety” of the
RDEIR/SDEIS that explains why accidents are problematic on I-710 northbound as it
approaches I-5: A specific location that is especially problematic, as it causes increased
truck/automobile conflicts, is the northbound segment of the I-710 mainline approaching
the I-5 interchange. The connector ramps from northbound I-710 to northbound I-5 are
located on the left-hand side of the I-710 mainline. Therefore, at this location, heavy-duty
trucks are allowed to use the left lanes of I-710 to access the I-5 northbound ramps,
affecting traffic on all lanes of the freeway in that segment. Associated traffic safety data
is located in Table 1.2-4.



Non-standard Geometry and Design Features: This comment requests a specific
listing of existing non-standard design features on I-710. Such a list is too lengthy to be
included in the body of an EIR/EIS; however, pertinent information can be viewed in the
Draft Project Report, available upon request from Caltrans District 7.

L-14-6
Refer to Response to Comment L-14-5 for discussion regarding non-standard geometry and
design features on existing I-710.
L-14-7
This comment requests more information on the project design, concluding that the information
provided does not follow Caltrans’ own guidelines for a Draft Project Report. For any State
Highway project, the design details available at the time a Draft Environmental Document is
published will vary from project to project. Pertinent design details were evaluated and included
in the Draft EIR/EIS, including: Appendix L (Parcel Acquisitions), Appendix O (Conceptual
Plans), and Appendix P (changes in access). The Draft Project Report is an engineering
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document not required to be circulated for public comment, but will be made available upon
request from Caltrans District 7.
L-14-8
This comment requests more information on project staging. At this point in project
development, it would be speculative to identify possible phasing for each of the build
alternatives. Upon identification of a preferred alternative, phasing and staging concepts may be
advanced to estimate construction duration, identify staging areas, identify required closures,
and assess traffic access during construction.
L-14-9
This comment requests that information be provided on the interface of the I-710 Corridor
Project with the proposed California High Speed Rail (HSR) Project. As shown in Figure 3.25-1
this interface occurs just north of the I-710/Bandini Blvd. interchange and south of East
Washington Blvd. In addition, studies of other relevant projects outside the Study Area will be
identified and addressed in context with the alternatives considered.
The California HSR Project was described as a cumulative project in Section 3.25, Cumulative
Impacts of the Draft EIR/EIS. Table 3.25-1 indicates that a Draft EIR/EIS for the Los Angeles to
Anaheim segment was expected to be available for public review in fall 2012. That information
had been updated in Table 3.25-1 of the RDEIR/SDEIS.
L-14-10
This comment states that mitigation of the traffic congestion on Atlantic Blvd., Bandini Blvd., and
26th St. due to l-710 Corridor detouring and (partial) closures for bridge demolishing and
replacing construction is not addressed. Measure CON-TR-1 (Section 3.24.4.5) in the
RDEIR/SDEIS requires the preparation and implementation of a TMP. Measure CON-TR-1
identifies key components of the TMP. The complete TMP will be developed during final design
and part of that process will be the coordination of the TMP components, such as ramp and
street closures and detours with the applicable local jurisdictions to help reduce traffic impacts in
areas near the construction activities. As a result, each local jurisdiction will be provided an
opportunity to work with Caltrans and the construction contractor to identify local street and lane
closures and detours to minimize the effects of those activities in each community.
L-14-11
This comment is on Alternative 5A which, as discussed in Section 2.4.2.1 of the RDEIR/SDEIS,
has been withdrawn from consideration.
Page 239

I-710 Corridor Project RDEIR/SDEIS

L-14-12
This comment notes that Alternatives 6A/B/C may require substantial detouring on the streets of
Vernon during construction. As shown in the plans provided in Appendix O of the
RDEIR/SDEIS, the design of the build alternatives has been substantially revised. Also, please
refer to Response to Comment L-14-10 regarding the TMP for construction.
L-14-13
This comment states that the effects of a raised profile of I-710 between Slauson Ave. and 26th
St. are not addressed. As shown in the plans provided in Appendix O of the RDEIR/SDEIS, the
design of the build alternatives has been substantially revised, and the analysis in the
RDEIR/SDEIS has been revised to address these changes.
L-14-14
This comment requests integration of sustainable elements into the project design.
If a build alternative is selected for implementation, the final design will be consistent with the
Caltrans Low Impact Development (LID) Guidelines.
L-14-15
This comment restates text in the Draft EIR/EIS Land Use section pertaining to affected
environment and environmental consequences and indicates that there is a small amount of
information discussed in these sections regarding the City of Vernon. The discussion of land
use in Vernon and its consistency with the City’s General Plan is a summary from the more
detailed land use section provided in the CIA, which was made available for review during the
public review period of the Draft EIR/EIS.
L-14-16
This comment notes short-term impacts to existing land uses as a result of construction and
states that no TMP is provided in the Draft EIR/EIS. Section 3.24 of the Draft EIR/EIS
addresses construction impacts. Typical methods, sequences, and impacts of highway
construction are described. Impacts to specific resources and potential mitigations are
described as well. A TMP is required under Mitigation Measure CON-TR-1-1 in Section 3.24.4.5
of the RDEIR/SDEIS and includes measures in addition to traffic management. The objectives
of the TMPs are to:


Maintain traffic safety during construction
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Maintain an acceptable level of traffic flow throughout the transportation system during
construction



Minimize traffic delays and facilitate reduction in the overall duration of construction
activities



Minimize detours and impacts to pedestrians and bicyclists



Foster public awareness of the project and construction-related impacts

It is acknowledged that the correct name of the cited plan should be “Transportation
Management Plan” and not “Traffic Management Plan,” to be inclusive of surface traffic,
emergency services, transit, pedestrians, and bicyclists. Citations to “Traffic Management Plan”
in Section 3.24, Construction Impacts, Chapter 2.0, and elsewhere in the RDEIR/SDEIS were
changed to read “Transportation Management Plan.” The TMP is inclusive of those
transportation services and modes. The acronym remains as TMP.
L-14-17
As discussed in the RDEIR/SDEIS, Section 3.4, Fire Station No. 4 in the City of Vernon would
be impacted by both build alternatives. Potential relocation sites will be discussed with the City
Fire Department when appropriate.
L-14-18
This comment states that only minimal information was provided regarding utility impacts.
Detailed cost estimates such as for utility relocations are not required in California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) documents.
The total estimated costs of the build alternatives (right-of-way/utilities, and construction) are
provided in Section 2.1 in the RDEIR/SDEIS. More detailed project costs are provided in the
Draft Project Report which is available upon request from Caltrans District 7. Additional detail
regarding utility relocations has been added to Section 3.4 of the RDEIR/SDEIS based upon the
utility studies completed by Metro in 2016.
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L-14-19
This comment states that there is no evaluation of the proposed relocation site for Fire Station
No. 4. Potential relocation sites will be discussed with the City Fire Department when
appropriate.
L-14-20
This comment expresses concern about the arterial traffic impact analysis. Based on project
design changes and updates to the traffic forecasts, the analysis has been completely revised
and the results and conclusions are presented in Section 3.5 of the RDEIR/SDEIS. Changes to
the proposed I-710 freeway geometrics result in different impacts at intersections and roadway
segments within the City of Vernon. Participation in the Automated Traffic Surveillance and
Control (ATSAC) system is an action that the City of Vernon can take independently of the I-710
Corridor Project.
L-14-21
This comment expresses concern about City of Vernon traffic-related impacts, specifically that
there is no analysis of arterial highway impacts along Downey Rd. and Soto St. and six specific
intersections. Based on project design changes and updates to the traffic forecasts, the analysis
has been completely revised and the results and conclusions are presented in Section 3.5 of the
RDEIR/SDEIS. In response to this request, Atlantic Blvd./District Blvd., Washington
Blvd./Downey Rd., Bandini Blvd./Downey Rd., Slauson Ave./Downey Rd., Slauson Ave./Boyle
Ave., and Bandini Blvd./Soto St. have all been added to the analysis as can be seen in Table 21 of the TIAR.
In addition, the comment also states that the TIAR did not include a detailed evaluation of
existing pedestrian or bicycle facilities. The TIAR is intended to focus only on vehicular traffic
impacts. Please see Section 3.5.3.1 of the RDEIR/SDEIS for an expanded discussion of
impacts to existing pedestrian and bicycle facilities.
L-14-22
This comment focuses on data and analytical assumptions in the TIAR. All roadway segment
analysis was conducted using passenger car equivalents based on the percentage of trucks
identified from field data. Additional analysis has been included in the updated TIAR based on
impacts of traffic increases due to the build alternatives versus future No Build traffic volumes
and what effect these might have on the local roads. In general, the analysis presented in this
comment is consistent with the I-710 project analysis and only required minor revisions in the
updatedTIAR.
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L-14-23
These comments on the traffic impact analysis report raise several questions regarding the
scope of the analysis and the methodology. While it is true that the I-710 Corridor Project
analysis used the Highway Capacity Manual (HCM) 2000 methodology for impact analysis, this
is the preferred methodology for Caltrans environmental impacts. Because Caltrans is the Lead
Agency for this project, it was determined that the HCM methodology was an appropriate
analysis technique. While this is inconsistent with the intersection capacity utilization (ICU)
method employed for most of the Gateway City agencies, it is a more detailed method of
performing operational analysis. For the updated TOAR, HCM 2010 was used.
The City also requested that six additional intersections that were not originally scoped as part
of the project be added to the analysis. All six intersections have been added to the TIAR
(March 2017). Of those intersections, Washington Blvd./Downey Road (adversely impacted
under Alternative 7), and Slauson Ave./Boyle Ave. (adversely impacted under Alternatives 5C
and 7) has been considered for Mitigation under Mitigation Measure TR-1.
L-14-24
This comment expresses concern regarding the truck percentages used in the analysis of
intersections near the freeway, and also notes a potential discrepancy in the LOS reported at
the I-710 intersections at Atlantic Blvd./Bandini Blvd. and Washington Blvds. The TOAR has
been updated and summarized in Section 3.5.
L-14-25
This comment expresses concern regarding the truck percentages used in the TIAR. The TIAR
(March 2017) has been updated and is summarized in Section 3.5. The comment also requests
quantification of the potential traffic demand reductions associated with TSM/TDM, Transit, or
Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS) improvements. These improvements are included in all
build alternatives and were not analyzed separately; therefore, no revisions to the EIR/EIS or
traffic impact studies were made in response to this comment.
L-14-26
These comments on the traffic impact analysis report raise several questions regarding the
scope of the analysis and the methodology. Please refer to Response to Comment L-14-23,
above, for discussion regarding the use of the HCM 2000 versus the ICU methodology for the
project traffic impacts analysis. The traffic analysis has since been updated to use HCM 2010.
The comment also requests quantification of the potential traffic demand reductions associated
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with TSM/TDM, Transit, or ITS improvements. These improvements are included in all build
alternatives and were not analyzed separately; therefore, no revisions to the EIR/EIS or traffic
impact studies were made in response to this comment.
L-14-27
This comment notes several discrepancies in LOS data presented in the TIAR. These
discrepancies were reviewed and corrected in the updated TIAR (March 2017).
L-14-28
This comment notes one discrepancy in the intersection geometrics in the TIAR for Alternative
5A. Alternative 5A has been withdrawn from consideration, so no change was made to the TIAR
in response to this comment.
L-14-29
This comment raises a concern about the saturation flow rate used in the intersection analysis.
The saturation flow rate was adjusted by intersection based on the improvements anticipated
from incorporating Alternatives 2 (TSM/TDM) and 4 (Arterial Congestion Relief) into the build
alternatives. As stated in Response to Comment L-14-23, the ICU methodology was not used
for the intersection analysis; therefore, ICU saturation flow rates were not used in the analysis.
L-14-30
This comment asks why a peak hour factor (PHF) of 0.92 was used for part of the traffic
analysis, but a PHF of 0.95 was used in other locations. The traffic analysis and associated
technical studies have been updated for the RDEIR/SDEIS and to evaluate the revised build
alternatives; please refer to the revised TIAR (March 2017) and the revised TOAR (March
2017).
L-14-31
This comment requests mitigation in the form of additional turn lanes at the intersection of Santa
Fe Ave./38th St. Based on the updated traffic impact analysis. The TIAR (March 2017)
determined that the intersection of Santa Fe Ave./38th St. operates at an acceptable LOS under
all conditions. Therefore, Santa Fe Ave./38th St. has not been included as an intersection
requiring mitigation.
L-14-32
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This comment requests an analysis of construction impacts in the TIAR and makes reference to
the construction phasing/staging sequencing presented in the Gateway Cities COG Air Quality
Action Plan (2012). The construction phasing/staging sequencing presented in the Gateway
Cities COG Air Quality Action Plan was conceptual in nature and is but one of many
construction phasing/staging scenarios that could occur; therefore, no specific construction
impact analysis has been prepared as any such analysis would be highly speculative until
project funding is programmed. To address traffic impacts during construction, please see the
TMP described under Mitigation Measure CON-TR-1 in Section 3.24.4.5 of the RDEIR/SDEIS.
L-14-33
This comment raises concerns about construction-related impacts to bicycle facilities. The Draft
EIR/EIS included three construction-related mitigation measures, CON-LU-1, CON-LU-2 and
CON-TR-1, to reduce the potential impact of project construction on bicycle/bikeway facilities.
Measure CON-LU-1 requires the Construction Contractor to maintain vehicular, bicycle, and
pedestrian access to businesses within the construction area throughout the construction
period. If existing access points are disrupted, alternative access will be provided. Appropriate
signage and temporary sidewalks will be provided as needed throughout construction, and the
Construction Contractor will provide and maintain appropriate signage to direct pedestrian,
bicycle, and vehicular traffic to businesses via alternate routes. Disabled access will also be
maintained during construction.
Measure CON-LU-2 requires Caltrans to establish one or more public information field office(s)
near the construction site(s). The field office(s) will:


Provide the community and businesses with a physical location where information
pertaining to construction can be obtained in both English and Spanish, including
information on lane, street, and ramp closures, including pedestrian and bicycle facility
closures and applicable detours



Enable Caltrans staff to facilitate communication between Caltrans staff and residents
and business operators



Notify property owners, residents, and businesses of major construction activities (e.g.,
utility relocation/disruption, rerouting of delivery trucks) at least 14 days prior to the
disruption



Respond to phone inquiries



Coordinate business outreach programs
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Measure CON-TR-1 requires Caltrans to prepare and implement a TMP prior to construction to
address short-term traffic impacts during construction. The objectives of the TMP are to:


Maintain traffic safety during construction



Maintain an acceptable level of traffic flow throughout the transportation system during
construction



Minimize traffic delays and facilitate reduction in the overall duration of construction
activities



Minimize detours and impacts to pedestrians and bicyclists



Foster public awareness of the project and construction-related impacts

The TMP will include the elements recommended in the Caltrans TMP Guidelines (June 2009)
including:


Public information



Traveler information strategies



Incident management



Construction strategies



Demand management



Alternate route strategies

Consistent with the Caltrans Complete Intersections Guide: A Guide to Reconstructing
Intersections and Interchanges for Bicycles and Pedestrians, the TMP will consider the shortterm project effects on all travel modes including pedestrians, bicyclists, and transit users to
minimize closures and the effects of temporary detours on those travelers. This clarification has
been added to Measure CON-TR-1 in the RDEIR/SDEIS.
L-14-33A
This comment states that the City of Vernon is not mentioned in the Visual/Aesthetics section of
the Draft EIR/EIS. Although no Key Views were selected within Vernon, Key Views 18 and 19
are representative of the views from Vernon.
L-14-34
This comment states that Chapter 1.0 of the Draft EIR/EIS fails to discuss the scope of the
drainage impacts of the project. Chapter 1.0, Proposed Project, focuses on the background of
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the project and the Purpose and Need for the project. It does not describe the build or No Build
alternatives, or features and impacts of those alternatives. Chapter 2.0, Project Alternatives,
describes the build and No Build alternatives, including drainage features and modifications
included in the build alternatives. Existing conditions and project impacts related to water quality
are discussed in Section 3.9, Water Quality and Stormwater Runoff.
L-14-35
This comment states that Table 2.7.1 of the Draft EIR/EIS failed to discuss applicable water
quality permits, water quality management plans, and/or storm drain management plans. Table
2.7-1 in the Draft EIR/EIS included the following water quality related permits/approvals from the
Los Angeles County RWQCB:
1. Section 401 Permit
2. Section 402 National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) (Construction
Activity)
3. Section 402 NPDES (Groundwater Dewatering)
L-14-36
This comment stated that more specific mitigation should be identified for the impacts to the
I-105 retention basin. Due to changes in project design, impacts associated with the subject
basin have been updated and are discussed in Section 3.8.3.1 of the RDEIR/SDEIS, and
mitigation is discussed in Section 3.8.4 (Measure FP-2).
L-14-37
In response to this comment, the entire acronym “State Regional Water Quality Control Board,
Region 4, “Water Quality Control Plan: Los Angeles Region, Basin Plan for the Coastal
Watersheds of Los Angeles and Ventura Counties” was added to the first reference of “Basin
Plan” in Section 3.9.2.2. A website reference location was also added.
L-14-38
This comment states that the Draft EIR/EIS did not discuss specific mitigation for
hydromodification, and that it merely stated that more treatment BMPS (24) would be provided
than exist today (18). During the preparation of the Draft EIR/EIS, the SWRCB was revising the
Caltrans MS4 Permit. This permit covers Caltrans rights-of-way, properties, facilities, and
activities in the State. The assessment of the affected environment and environmental
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consequences were based upon Caltrans Statewide SWMP, which complies with the MS4
permit in use at the time. These assessments were captured in a Water Quality and Stormwater
Runoff Study and Storm Water Data Report, and summarized in Section 3.9 of the Draft
EIR/EIS. Section 3.9 describes the regulatory setting, affected environment, and the build
alternatives’ environmental consequences.
In the Fall of 2012, the SWRCB adopted a new Caltrans MS4 Permit. Effective July 1, 2013,
and redevelopment projects such as the I-710 Corridor Project must comply with the new
permit. To comply with SWRCB’s order dated September 19, 2012, Caltrans will update its
SWMP. The revised SWMP will include several elements. Among these elements are a
Monitoring and Discharge Characterization Program, Project Planning and Design, and BMP
Development and Implementation. These elements have been addressed in the revised
technical studies and summarized in Section 3.9.1.3 of the RDEIR/SDEIS. Mitigation Measure
WQ-1 in Section 3.9.4 of the RDEIR/SDEIS has been updated to discuss BMP features that will
be incorporated into the project in accordance with revised applicable guidance, standards, and
tools, including updated Caltrans Storm Water Quality PPDG.
L-14-39
This comment requests that the water quality mitigation should address a no-net loading criteria
to ensure that the listed impairments are not further aggregated in the project's runoff. Please
refer to Section 3.9.3.1 of the RDEIR/SDEIS for an updated discussion regarding water quality
mitigation.
L-14-40
This comment states that it cannot be ascertained at this level of design, whether the l-710
Corridor Project will meet the requirements of an MS4 permit. Please see Response to
Comment L-14-38.
L-14-41
This comment states that the Storm Water Data Report (SWDR) should have been updated for
the Draft EIR/EIS. An updated SWDR was prepared for the revised build alternatives and was
the basis for the revised discussion of water quality in Section 3.9 of the RDEIR/SDEIS.
L-14-42
The comment listed six intersections within the City of Vernon that were not evaluated in the CO
hot spot analysis. Section 4.7 of the AQ/HRA technical study includes the full CO hot spot
analysis, which included modeling of the CO concentrations within the vicinity of ten
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intersections within the project area. These intersections were selected based on their LOS,
traffic volumes, and project contribution. As the LOS at five of the six intersections listed in the
comment would improve under all of the build alternatives, they do not meet the CO Protocol’s
criteria for determining which intersections should be considered in the CO hot spot analysis.
Although the LOS at the intersection of Santa Fe Ave. and 38th St. would worsen from D to F
under the build alternatives, the forecasted traffic volumes were insufficient to warrant being
included in the CO hot spot analysis. The CO hot spot analysis determined through modeling
that there would be no exceedances of the State or Federal CO standards at the ten worst-case
intersections in the project vicinity. Therefore, modeling at additional intersections was not
required. Based on the revised AQ/GHG/HRA prepared for the RDEIR/SDEIS, maximum
predicted CO concentrations,1 representative of worst-case conditions, would be below the
corresponding NAAQS for all modeled intersections for the 2012 Baseline and all future
alternatives. Hence, project-related CO emissions at local intersections would not cause or
contribute to any new violations of the NAAQS.
L-14-43
This comment raised concerns about the PM hot spot analysis for construction. The PM hot
spot analysis was prepared following the USEPA’s March 2006 Transportation Conformity
Guidance for Qualitative Hot-spot Analyses in PM2.5 and PM10 Nonattainment and Maintenance
Areas. According to Section 3.4 of the hot spot guidance, emissions from construction-related
activities are not required to be included in PM hot spot analyses if such emissions are
considered temporary as defined in 40 CFR 93.123(c)(5) (i.e., emissions which occur only
during the construction phase and last five years or less at any individual site). Although
construction of each of the build alternatives as analyzed in the Draft EIR/EIS would take 8 to 15
years, no segment of the project alignment would be under construction for more than 5 years.
Therefore, emissions from construction were not included in the PM hot spot analysis.
Construction of the proposed project would follow the Caltrans and SCAQMD standard
conditions for reducing fugitive dust emissions. The number of water trucks used on-site would
vary according to the amount of grading that would occur. However, the number used would be
sufficient to meet the requirements of the measures listed in Section 3.24.4.13 of the Draft
EIR/EIS and RDEIR/SDEIS.
L-14-44

1

Equal to the highest modelled concentration plus background.
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This comment questions the results of the re-entrained road dust analysis. The PM10 and PM2.5
emissions presented in the Draft EIR/EIS and the AQ/HRA provided both the exhaust and the
entrained dust emissions, allowing a quantitative comparison of the two different set of growth
assumptions (increase in vehicle miles travelled vs. increase in centerline miles). Please see
Section 3.13.3.1 of the RDEIR/SDEIS for an updated discussion of the re-entrained road dust
analysis.
L-14-45
The statement that the conclusions drawn from current and future trends seem reasonable is
acknowledged.
L-14-46
This comment raised additional concerns regarding the analysis of re-entrained road dust.
Please see Section 3.13.3.1 of the RDEIR/SDEIS for an updated discussion of the re-entrained
road dust analysis. The comment also requested a localized emission burden analysis for the
City of Vernon. Of the analyses conducted for the AQ/HRA and the revised AQ/GHG/HRA,
which evaluated three different geographic areas (the Basin, the Area of Interest, and the I-710
Corridor), the I-710 Corridor area is the most localized analysis provided. Based on this
analysis, for census tracts within the City of Vernon, PM10 Annual Average Concentration, under
both Alternatives 5C and 7 are projected to exceed the SCAQMD criteria of 1 µg/m3. However,
the proposed project also includes a Community Health Benefits Grant Program, which can be
used to fund improvements that would reduce pollutant exposure in areas along I-710. To
address these impacts to those areas near roadway, an expanded program of mitigation
measures is provided in Section 3.13.4 of the RDEIR/SDEIS. Also, an expanded program of
construction-related air quality mitigation measures is provided in Section 3.24.4.13 of the
RDEIR/SDEIS.
L-14-47
This comment requests a localized Mobile Source Air Toxics (MSAT) analysis for the City of
Vernon. Although it is not the type of analysis exactly requested by the City (and which is not
required under CEQA or NEPA), the gridded incremental DPM emission maps provided in
Appendix R of the RDEIR/SDEIS can be used to analyze MSAT impacts in the Vernon area.
Additionally, Figures 3.3-4 through Figures 3.3-9 (Section 3.3.3.5) have been added to show
sensitive receptors on top of emissions and cancer risk information.
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L-14-48
This comment questioned the effectiveness of the proposed measures to reduce fugitive dust
emissions. As discussed in Appendix B of the AQ/HRA report, a conservative control factor of
50 percent was used for water-related fugitive dust mitigations (SCAQMD notes higher control
effectiveness factors in its CEQA handbook). In Appendix B of the AQ/HRA report, it was noted
that additional watering could potentially (but not always) further reduce fugitive dust emissions.
L-14-49
This comment states that actual PM impacts for the build alternatives (compared to the 2008
Baseline) would be more similar to the exhaust PM impacts than the results presented for total
PM impacts. Caltrans concurs with this statement.
L-14-50
This comment states that the conclusions of the incremental emission burden analysis
demonstrate that the reductions obtained in most criteria pollutants are from the implementation
of current SIP controls during future years and recent regulatory controls that have been
implemented for trucks in the San Pedro Bay Ports Clean Air Action Plan. Caltrans concurs with
this statement.
L-14-51
This comment states that the public's exposure to PM-related morbidity and mortality health
risks would be greater in areas near the l-710 Corridor and/or freight corridor. Although it is not
the type of analysis exactly requested by the City (which is not required under CEQA or NEPA),
the gridded incremental concentration and cancer risk maps provided in Appendix R of the
RDEIR/SDEIS can be used to analyze impacts in the Vernon area. See the full revised
AQ/GHG/HRA for additional detail. Additionally, Figures 3.3-4 through Figures 3.3-9 (Section
3.3.3.5) have been added to show sensitive receptors on top of emissions and cancer risk
information.
L-14-52
Refer to Response to Comment L-14-4, above, for discussion regarding the complexity of the
Draft EIR/EIS and the organization of material by jurisdiction in the Draft EIR/EIS.
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L-14-53
This comment requests that the statements of project purpose immediately follow discussion of
the need. The organization of Chapter 1.0 follows Caltrans’ standard format for providing
information specific to the need for a project and the purpose of a project. To assist the reader
in understanding the Need and Purpose for the project and the organization of those
discussions in Chapter 1.0, text was added to the end of the paragraph under Section 1.2.1
referring the reader to Section 1.2.2, “Purpose of the I-710 Corridor Project” for corresponding
purpose statements related to the listed need statements.
L-14-54
In response to this comment, the subsection titled “Transportation Demand” in Section 1.2.1.2 of
the RDEIR/SDEIS was expanded to discuss population growth in the Southern California
Association of Governments (SCAG) region and since 1960 to show the trends of increasing
growth over that period, and a reference to that section was inserted in the subsection titled
“Freeway Capacity”.
L-14-55
This comment requests an explanation for why there is little or no change in truck volumes at
the I-710/Washington Blvd. interchange. This information has been revised and updated for the
RDEIR/SDEIS; please refer to Section 1.2.1.2.
L-14-56
This comment raises concerns about the impacts of increased truck traffic on roadway
pavement sections and requests mitigation in the form of pavement rehabilitation. A general
discussion of potential damage to the pavement surface on local roadways that may occur due
to project-related construction traffic has been added to Section 3.24.3.5 of the RDEIR/SDEIS.
Measure CON-TR-2 has been added to Section 3.24.4.5 to evaluate damage to the pavement
surface on local roadways that may occur due to project-related construction traffic. New
pavement would be provided on local arterials that connect to or cross over (or under) I-710
where such roadways would be directly affected by project construction after project completion
in the vicinity of each arterial.
L-14-57
In response to this comment, the text in Section 1.2.1.2 has been corrected to reference the
information on existing intersection LOS provided in Table 1.2-2.
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L-14-58
In response to this comment, the actual accident rates for I-710 located in Tables 1.2-4 and
1.2-5 have been combined, as well as the associated discussion for both northbound and
southbound I-710. Additionally, average accident rates for similar facilities within California have
been added to Section 1.2.1.2 for comparative purposes.
L-14-59
This comment requests a listing of all the non-standard design features for the existing I-710
freeway. A listing of all the non-standard design features for the existing I-710 would be lengthy
and too detailed for an environmental document. However, the I-710 Corridor Draft Project
Report (March 2017) describes these non-standard features in more detail. Fact Sheets and the
Draft Project Report are available upon request from Caltrans.
L-14-60
This comment requests that Fact Sheets for design exceptions be made available for review.
The I-710 Corridor Draft Project Report is available upon request from Caltrans District 7.
L-14-61
In response to this comment, information regarding Caltrans’ coordination with the Federal
Highway Administration (FHWA) has been added to Section 1.2.1.3 of the RDEIR/SDEIS. In
addition, Table 2.7-1 in the RDEIR/SDEIS has been updated to note that FHWA’s approval of a
Modified Access Report is required.
L-14-62
This comment requests that a purpose statement about economic benefits be added to the
EIR/EIS. The linkage of the project purpose to economic benefits is provided in the fifth project
purpose statement, which states that one of the purposes of the project is to “Address increased
traffic volumes resulting from projected growth in population, employment, and economic
activities related to goods movement.”
L-14-63
This comment requests the preparation of various engineering reports. Some may not be
prepared at this point in project development. Some reports cited in this comment have been
prepared, including:
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Profiles: The profiles for the revised build alternatives are provided as an attachment to
the Draft Project Report which is available upon request from Caltrans District 7.



Fact Sheets for Design Exceptions: The Fact Sheets are provided as attachments to
the Draft Project Report.



Cost Estimates: The cost estimates for the build alternatives are provided in Section
1.1 in the RDEIR/SDEIS. Details of the cost estimates are provided in the Draft Project
Report.



Right-of-Way Data Sheets (RWDS): The RWDS including costs are provided as
attachments to the Draft Project Report.



Modified Access Reports (MARs): The MARs are provided as attachments to the Draft
Project Report

L-14-64
In this comment, the City of Vernon expresses support for the new Slauson Ave. interchange.
Alternative 7 in the RDEIR/SDEIS provides for a partial, freight corridor only interchange at
Slauson Ave.
L-14-65
This comment states that the Slauson Ave. interchange will provide mitigation for the impacts at
the Atlantic Blvd./Bandini Blvd. interchange. Refer to Response to Comment L-14-64, above.
L-14-66
This comment raises concerns regarding the relocation of Fire Station No. 4. Please refer to
Response to Comment L-14-17, above, regarding changes made to the RDEIR/SDEIS to
address the project effects related to the relocation of Fire Station No. 4. Caltrans and Metro
encourage the City of Vernon to nominate the relocation of Fire Station No. 4 as an Early Action
Project through the existing Early Action Project nomination process.
L-14-67
This comment requests additional traffic analysis of Alternative 6B/Option 3 (removal of ramps
at Washington Blvd.). As discussed in Section 2.4 of the RDEIR/SDEIS, this alternative and
design option has been withdrawn from further consideration.
L-14-68
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This comment raises concerns related to safety regarding the freight corridor merge with I-710
in Vernon. One of the Purpose and Need statements of the project is to improve traffic safety,
and the revised build alternatives have been designed with that objective in mind, including the
area in which the freight corridor merges with the I-710 mainline.
L-14-69
This comment raises concerns about the impacts of increased truck traffic on Washington Blvd.
pavement sections and requests that Portland cement concrete (PCC) pavement be provided
on Washington Blvd. to Downey Rd. Upon identification of a preferred alternative, design
mitigations for roadway surfaces will be considered.
L-14-70
This comment requests that the project make accommodations for the California HSR project.
Refer to Response to Comment L-14-9, above, for discussion regarding the California HSR
project.
L-14-71
This comment requests consideration of revised column support locations for the freight corridor
structure. Please refer to Appendix O, Concept Plans, of the RDEIR/SDEIS for the concept
plans of the revised build alternatives.
L-14-72
This comment requests that sustainable design elements be considered in the alternatives.
Caltrans and Metro are committed to including sustainable design elements that are sensitive to
community, cost, and environmental considerations and are in accordance with Caltrans’
Director’s Policy DP-33, issued July 1, 2015, which addresses sustainability in all of Caltrans’
actions.
L-14-73
This comment requested clarification of the data in Section 3.1 of the Draft EIR/EIS on the
percentage of residents that work in the City of Vernon. These percentages have been updated
in Section 3.1.1.18 to reflect the most current numbers (United States Census Bureau,
American Community Survey 2010-2014, Table S0801).
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L-14-74
This comment requested that the EIR/EIS include more detail about land uses in the City of
Vernon within close proximity to the I-710 Corridor. Section 3.1.1.18 of the Draft EIR/EIS stated
that existing land uses in the City of Vernon along the I-710 mainline include industrial,
transportation, and utilities. This summary level of information is appropriate for an EIR/EIS;
more detailed information is available in the CIA.
L-14-75
This comment requests a detailed description of each property affected within the City of
Vernon. The Draft EIR/EIS does not contain that level of specific information; refer to the
updated DRIR available on the Caltrans website for more detailed information on affected
properties.
The comment also states the relocation of Fire Station No.4 and other businesses or public
facilities needs to be completely described in the Draft EIR/EIS including the who, what, where,
when, why, and how. The Final Relocation Impact Report (FRIR) includes the who, what, and
why; however, the where and when is determined on a property-specific basis and is not
available until closer to property acquisition.
L-14-76
This comment states the importance of having a detailed TMP. Measure CON-TR-1 (Section
3.24.4.5) in the RDEIR/SDEIS requires Caltrans to prepare and implement a TMP to address
short-term traffic impacts during project construction. The TMP will be prepared during final
design and will specifically address potential traffic circulation issues associated with
construction. The TMP will include the following elements recommended in the Caltrans TMP
Guidelines (November 2015): public information, traveler information strategies, incident
management, construction strategies, demand management, and alternate route strategies. The
preparation of the TMP will include consultation with affected local jurisdictions to review the
various components of the TMP. Caltrans will require the construction contractor to implement
the strategies and actions identified in the TMP prior to and during construction. The TMP will
include extensive public outreach including information on current and upcoming project
construction activities, lane and other closures, detours, and other information to assist
residents, students, visitors, and business patrons to more effectively travel around and in the
vicinity of active construction areas.
Measure CON-U&ES-1 (Section 3.24.4.4) requires Caltrans and the construction contractor to
coordinate all temporary ramp closures and detour plans with fire, emergency medical, and law
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enforcement providers to minimize temporary delays in emergency response times as part of
the TMP required in Measure CON-TR-1, including the identification of alternative routes and
routes across the construction areas for emergency vehicles, developed in coordination with the
affected agencies, prior to and during construction.
L-14-77
This comment requests that the EIR/EIS include a full analysis of the relocation of Fire Station
No. 4. Please refer to Response to Comment L-14-17, above, regarding changes made to the
Draft EIR/EIS to address the project effects related to the relocation of Fire Station No. 4,
including revisions to Mitigation Measure C-2 in the RDEIR/SDEIS. Additionally, when the
relocation is determined at a later date, subsequent environmental analysis will be conducted as
needed to ensure compliance with CEQA and NEPA.
L-14-78
This comment requests that RWDS be prepared. Refer to Response to Comment L-14-63,
above, for discussion regarding where the RWDS are provided.
L-14-79
This comment requests that utility relocation cost estimates be provided in the RWDS. Refer to
Response to Comment L-14-63, above, for discussion regarding where the RWDS, including
utility costs, are provided.
L-14-80
This comment is made in regards to Alternative 6A, which has been withdrawn from
consideration. Power substation locations, if needed for operation of the zero emission freight
corridor, have not yet been identified. However, when the substation locations are determined at
a later date, subsequent environmental analysis will be conducted as needed to ensure
compliance with CEQA and NEPA.
L-14-81
This comment raises a question about the source of electric power for the zero emission freight
corridor. The provision of wayside electric power to the freight corridor for the overhead
catenary power distribution system assessed as the representative zero emission truck
technology in Alternatives 6B and 6C was presumed to receive its electric power supply from
SCE, as they have the predominant service area among electric utilities serving the I-710
corridor. If a build alternative is selected for implementation, Metro and Caltrans will provide
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opportunity for all electricity providers serving the I-710 Corridor to bid on supplying the power
required by the project. At this time, locations of power substations, if needed for the ZE/NZE
freight corridor, are unknown. Currently, Alternative 7 is characterized as “technology neutral”.
Please see Section 2.3.2.3 of the RDEIR/SDEIS for more specifics on the feasible options for
ZE truck power.
L-14-82
Caltrans and Metro appreciate the information regarding the potential for Vernon Light and
Power to supply electricity to the substations for the electricity for the freight corridor, including
information that the rates for that power would be lower than SCE’s rates. As stated above in
Response to Comment L-14-81, if a build alternative requiring wayside power is selected for
implementation, Metro and Caltrans will provide opportunity for all electricity providers serving
the I-710 Corridor to bid on supplying the power required by the project. Please see Section
2.3.2.3 of the RDEIR/SDEIS for additional discussion of the implementation of the ZE/NZE
freight corridor.
L-14-83
This comment requests that the locations of the proposed substations needed to provide
electrical power to the zero emission freight corridor be shown on the project plans and the
impacts of those substations be evaluated in the EIR/EIS. Currently, Alternative 7 is
characterized as “technology neutral” and any necessary substation locations have not been
identified.
L-14-84
This comment requests the evaluation of the environmental impacts of the proposed
transmission lines needed to convey electrical power from the proposed substations to the zero
emission freight corridor. Currently, Alternative 7 is characterized as “technology neutral” and
any necessary substation locations have not been identified. However, when the substation
locations are determined at a later date, subsequent environmental analysis will be conducted
as needed to ensure compliance with CEQA and NEPA.
L-14-85
Please refer to Response to Comment L-14-19, above, regarding changes made to the
RDEIR/SDEIS to address the project effects related to the relocation of Fire Station No. 4.
When the relocation is determined at a later date, subsequent environmental analysis will be
conducted as needed to ensure compliance with CEQA and NEPA.
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L-14-86
This comment expresses concern about City of Vernon traffic-related impacts, specifically that
there is no analysis of arterial highway impacts along Downey Rd. and Soto St. Please see
Response to Comment L-14-21.
L-14-87
This comment expresses concern about City of Vernon traffic-related impacts, specifically that
there is no analysis of six specific intersections. Please see Response to Comment L-14-21.
L-14-88
This comment requests the use of traffic count data from within the last 5 years. As described in
Section 3.5 of the RDEIR/SDEIS, all traffic count data used in the I-710 Corridor analysis has
been updated to 2013 conditions using new count data and available information from local
agencies.
L-14-89
As discussed above in Response to Comment L-14-88, all traffic count data used in the I-710
Corridor analysis has been updated to 2013 conditions using new count data and available
information from local agencies. Information on the vehicle classifications and truck percentages
has also been updated.
L-14-90
This comment is related to the roadway segment analysis in the traffic impact analysis,
specifically whether the high truck percentages have been accounted for in the V/C ratios. In
both the original and the updated traffic analysis, the high truck percentages have been
accounted for in the V/C ratios.
L-14-91
This comment requests that the ICU methodology be applied in the analysis of intersection
traffic impacts. Please see Response to Comment L-14-23, which addresses this same
concern.
L-14-92
This comment expresses concern about City of Vernon traffic-related impacts, specifically that
there is no analysis of six specific intersections. Please see Response to Comment L-14-21.
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L-14-93
This comment requests that the LOS analysis of the l-710 southbound off-ramp/Bandini Blvd.
intersection include the private driveway on the southbound approach. The LOS analysis of this
intersection has been revised per the revised alternatives assessed in the RDEIR/SDEIS.
Please refer to the revised TIAR (AECOM, 2017).
L-14-94
This comment raises a concern about the truck traffic percentages used in the traffic impact
analysis at intersections. Please see Response to Comment L-14-90.
L-14-95
In response to this comment, the Travel Demand Modeling Report is available for review online
at http://www.dot.ca.gov/d7/ env-docs/.
L-14-96
This comment requests that the EIR/EIS provide information on the average daily traffic (ADT)
reductions achieved as a result of the TSM/TDM, transit, and ITS improvements included in the
build alternatives. As discussed in Chapter 2.0 of the RDEIR/SDEIS, the TSM/TDM, transit and
ITS improvements included as part of the project are intended to "help address the I-710
Corridor Project goals of improving traffic safety, accommodating projected traffic volumes, and
addressing increased traffic volumes resulting from projected growth in population, employment,
and economic activities related to goods movement." TSM/TDM, transit and ITS improvements
have not been factored into calculating ADT.
L-14-97
This comment again requests that six intersections be added to the arterial intersection
analysis. Please see Response to Comment L-14-21.
L-14-98
This comment requests a correction to the peak hour traffic volume data. Please see Response
to Comment L-14-21, which discusses the comprehensive update to the traffic analysis.
L-14-99
This comment notes several discrepancies in LOS data presented in the TIAR. These
discrepancies were reviewed and corrected in the updated TIAR (March 2017).
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L-14-100
This comment requests a correction to the intersection geometrics in the traffic analysis. Please
see Response to Comment L-14-21, which discusses the comprehensive update to the traffic
analysis.
L-14-101
This comment raises a concern about the saturation flow rate used in the intersection analysis.
Please see Response to Comment L-14-29, which addresses this same issue.
L-14-102
This comment asks why a peak hour factor (PHF) of 0.92 was used for some of the traffic
analysis, but a PHF of 0.95 was used in other locations. Please see Response to Comment
L-14-30, which addresses this same issue.
L-14-103
This comment again requests that six intersections be added to the arterial intersection analysis
and be considered for mitigation. Please see Response to Comment L-14-21.
L-14-104
This comment requests an analysis of construction impacts in the traffic impact analysis report.
Please see Response to Comment L-14-32, which addresses this same issue.
L-14-105
This comment requests that the proposed I-710/Slauson Ave. interchange be constructed
before any construction begins at the I-710/Atlantic Blvd./Bandini Blvd. interchange. If
Alternative 7 is selected that includes the freight corridor partial interchange at I-710/Slauson
Ave. as the preferred alternative, the City’s request will be considered in developing the
construction sequencing of the project.
L-14-106
This comment expresses concern about traffic-related construction impacts to Atlantic Blvd. and
Bandini Blvd. Please see Response to Comment L-14-32, which addresses traffic impacts
during construction.
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L-14-107
This comment requests that proposed improvements to the I-710/Washington Blvd. interchange
be constructed before any construction begins at the I-710/Atlantic Blvd./Bandini Blvd.
interchange. If a build alternative is selected that includes improvements to the
I-710/Washington Blvd. interchange as the preferred alternative, the City’s request will be
considered in developing the construction sequencing of the project.
L-14-108
This comment states that Vernon is not mentioned in the Visual/Aesthetics section of the Draft
EIR/EIS. Although no Key Views were selected within Vernon, Key Views 18 and 19 are
representative of the views from Vernon. Additionally, any aesthetic treatment measures
incorporated into the reconstructed freeway-to-freeway connectors, soundwalls, and the freight
corridor within the Study Area apply to the City of Vernon as well. These measures are
described in Section 3.6.4 of the RDEIR/SDEIS.
L-14-109
This comment requests additional information on the scope of the drainage and water quality
impacts of the project. In the RDEIR/SDEIS, Chapter 2.0, Project Alternatives, describes the
build and No Build alternatives, including drainage features and modifications included in the
build alternatives. Existing conditions and project impacts related to water quality are discussed
in Section 3.9, Water Quality and Stormwater Runoff.
L-14-110
In response to this comment, Table 2.7-1 in Chapter 2.0 of the RDEIR/SDEIS was updated to
reflect all required water quality permits.
L-14-111
This comment requests access to various technical reports as an appendix. The technical
reports are available under separate cover; therefore, a reference to the appendix in which they
are located is not applicable. Appendix H includes the list of technical studies available for
review at the offices of Caltrans and Metro, as well as on the Caltrans District 7 website at:
http://www.dot.ca.gov/d7/env-docs/.
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L-14-112
This comment requests access to various technical reports as an appendix. Please see
Response to Comment L-14-111.
L-14-113
As suggested in this comment, the duplicative text in Section 3 on pages 3.24-15 and 3.24-16
was deleted in the RDEIR/SDEIS.
L-14-114
As requested in this comment, additional text has been provided in Section 3.24.3.9 of the
RDEIR/SDEIS to consider construction equipment mobilization in waterways, including the Los
Angeles River.
L-14-115
In response to this comment, Measure CON-WQ-1 has been updated to include the
requirements of the provisions of the NPDES General Permit for Stormwater Discharges
Associated with Construction and Land Disturbance Activities (Order No. 2009-0009-DWQ,
NPDES No. CAS000002. Table 2.7-1 in the Draft EIR/EIS included the following water quality
related permits/approvals from the Los Angeles County RWQCB:
1. Section 401 Permit
2. Section 402 National Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) (Construction Activity)
3. Section 402 NPDES (Groundwater Dewatering)
L-14-116
Measure CON-WQ-2 has been updated to include the requirements of the provisions of the
Waste Discharge Requirements for Discharges of Groundwater from Construction and Project
Dewatering to Surface Waters in Coastal Watersheds (Order No. R4-2008-0032, NPDES No.
CAG994004). Table 2.7-1 in the RDEIR/SDEIS includes the Section 402 NPDES (Groundwater
Dewatering) permit as item 3 in the Los Angeles RWQCB row.
L-14-117
In response to this comment, to verify the inclusion of various regulatory permits in the EIR/EIS,
please refer to the row in Table 2.7-1 for the USACE, which cites the appropriate Sections 404
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and 408 permits, the row in Table. 2.7-1 for the CDFW, which cites the necessary Streambed
Alteration Agreement, and to the row in Table. 2.7-1 for the RWQCB, which cites the necessary
Section 401 permit.
L-14-118
This comment requests access to various technical reports as an appendix. The technical
reports are available under separate cover; therefore, a reference to the appendix in which they
are located is not applicable. Appendix H includes the list of technical studies available for
review at the offices of Caltrans and Metro, as well as on the Caltrans District 7 website at:
http://www.dot.ca.gov/d7/env-docs/.
L-14-119
This comment requests an analysis of how the project will comply with the most current storm
water runoff regulations. Please see Response to Comment L-14-38, which addresses this
same issue.
L-14-120
This comment states the need for a Storm Water Data Report. Please refer to Response to
Comment L-14-41, above, regarding the update of the Storm Water Data Report for the
proposed project.
L-14-121
Please refer to Response to Comment L-14-46.
L-14-122
This comment requests that an entrained dust calculation method be performed using both the
2007 AQMP method and the EPA AP-42 method to demonstrate the difference in emission level
and the effects that the emission calculation methods have on total PM2.5 and PM10 emissions.
The Draft EIR/EIS and AQ/HRA report included results for both “exhaust” PM and “exhaust +
entrained” PM (with entrained dust in future years assumed to be a function of the growth in
VMT). See also Responses to Comments L-14-44 and R-2-17.
L-14-123
This comment requests further analysis of the localized air quality/health risk impacts of the
build alternatives. For the I-710 Corridor Project, localized impacts of the build alternatives have
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been calculated in more detail and in more metrics than any previous roadway project. Review
of the information available, particularly in the figures in the AQ/HRA report and addendum, can
be used to assess localized impacts. The project is not required to quantitatively assess MSAT
“hot spots” at intersections. It should be noted that for diesel truck PM, unlike for CO, the
emissions speed curve is relatively shallow (see AQ/HRA report, Appendix C, Table C.1) and
that VMT and average daily trips are more likely to affect emissions than LOS and delay, as
stated in this comment.
L-14-124
This comment requests further consideration of localized air quality/health risk impacts. Please
see Response to Comment L-14-123, above.
L-14-125
This comment requests further consideration of localized air quality/health risk impacts related
to congested intersections. The Draft EIR/EIS analyses are consistent with State and Federal
guidance and demonstrate, in particular, that localized impacts in Vernon would be consistent or
less than those explicitly analyzed. See also Response to Comment L-14-123.
L-14-126
This comment asks if the geographic areas analyzed in the AQ/HRA enable an understanding
of localized impacts in the City of Vernon. The incremental impact figures in Appendix R of the
Draft EIR/EIS provide much more local information than the general regions/areas listed in this
comment. These include incremental emissions, concentration, and cancer risk figures.
Additionally, Figures 3.3-4 through Figures 3.3-9 (Section 3.3.3.5) have been added to show
sensitive receptors on top of emissions and cancer risk information. A traditional CO hot spot
analysis was also conducted (see AQ/HRA report Appendix H). As noted in Response to
Comment L-14-123, localized impacts of the build alternatives have been calculated in more
detail and in more metrics for the I-710 Corridor Project than any previous roadway project.
L-14-127
This comment asks if it is possible that air quality/health risk impacts are understated in the City
of Vernon. Please see Response to Comment L-14-126.
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L-14-128
This comment requests a focused CO hot spot analysis of intersections within the City of
Vernon. Please refer to the AQ/HRA report, Appendix H (CO Hot-Spot Analyses), for details on
how intersections were selected for more detailed assessments and that this exceeds the
requirements for such analyses. The CO hot spot analysis has identified the worst affected
intersections and the results show that the CO conformity is met at those intersections (and by
extension, all intersections, including those in Vernon). As noted in the AQ/HRA report,
Appendix H, Section 5.3: “Based on the modeling performed using USEPA-approved methods,
assumptions and tools and the traffic study data, the project or its alternatives would not cause
CO concentrations to exceed the CO standards or delay the timely attainment of the standard.”
L-14-129
This comment requested localized PM hot spot analysis within the City of Vernon. There is no
regulatory requirement for quantitative PM hot spot or project-level analyses. A qualitative
assessment can be found in the AQ/HRA report, Appendix I. Review of the information
available, particularly in the figures in Appendix R of the Draft EIR/EIS, the AQ/HRA report and
addendum, can be used to assess localized impacts. See also Response to Comment L-14123.
L-14-130
This comment asks whether there would be localized PM2.5 and PM10 exceedances within the
City of Vernon. Please see Responses to Comments L-14-123 and L-14-129.
L-14-131
This comment asks whether there would be PM2.5 and PM10 hot spots within the City of Vernon.
Please see Responses to Comments L-14-123 and L-14-129.
L-14-132
This comment asks what analysis supports the conclusion that there would be no PM2.5 and
PM10 impacts within the City of Vernon. Please see Responses to Comments L-14-123 and
L-14-129.
L-14-133
This comment asks if the increase in traffic on local arterials will result in PM2.5 and PM10
impacts within the City of Vernon. Please see Responses to Comments L-14-123 and L-14-129.
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L-14-134
This comment asks if there will be an increase in paved road dust emissions within the City of
Vernon. Depending on what assumption is made about growth in paved road dust, there may or
may not be increases. Please see Responses to Comments L-14-122 and L-14-44.
L-14-135
This comment asks whether there would be an increase in PM2.5 mortality/morbidity at
employment centers within the City of Vernon. Please see Section 4.5 of the revised
AQ/GHG/HRA technical report and Section 3.13.3.2 of the RDEIR/SDEIS for updated
discussions on PM2.5 mortality and morbidity. The assumption that paved road dust increases as
a function of new centerline miles is most consistent with actual conditions (and the 2012
AQMP). In this case, it would be expected that PM2.5 mortality and morbidity would decrease in
the Vernon area, based on the reductions in “exhaust” PM2.5 (see original AQ/HRA report,
Figures 4.7 through 4.11).
L-14-136
This comment asks if there would be an increase in UFPs within the City of Vernon. “Exhaust”
PM was used as a surrogate for UFPs in the AQ/HRA analysis. As noted in Response to
Comment L-14-135 above, it would be expected that PM2.5 mortality and morbidity would
decrease in the Vernon area, based on the reductions in “exhaust” PM2.5 (see original AQ/HRA
report, Figures 4.7 through 4.11).
L-14-137
This comment suggests that the I-710 Corridor Project will stimulate growth/expansion of
operations at the BNSF Hobart Yard. As discussed in Section 3.2, Growth, in the
RDEIR/SDEIS, any growth in port cargo demand (and subsequent growth in container handling
at the Hobart Yard) is more directly related to the growth in global trade. To the extent that a
build alternative affects traffic around the Hobart yards, that would be captured in the traffic
modeling (and thus reflected in the emissions analyses).
L-14-138
This comment requests a localized assessment of construction emissions. Construction phasing
and scheduling data are not available at a level lower than by freeway segment and hence,
emissions are not known on the city level. However, a “worst-case” construction schedule
scenario was assessed. Single-segment construction NOx emissions have already been
identified as exceeding the SCAQMD's construction emission significance threshold.
Additionally see Response to Comment R-2-33.
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L-14-139
This comment asks if SCAQMD construction emission thresholds would be exceeded within the
City of Vernon. Please see Response to Comment L-14-138.
L-14-140
This comment asks about what air quality construction mitigations will be required of the
construction contractor. Construction-related air quality emissions are discussed in Section
3.24.3.13, Air Quality, in the RDEIR/SDEIS. The emissions described in Section 3.24.3.13 and
in Table 3.24-4 are based on the types of construction activities and construction periods that
are representative of the effects that would occur in the City of Vernon in areas adjacent to
construction activities for the I-710 Corridor Project. Measures to address those air quality
effects are described in Section 3.24.4.13. The project construction contractors would be
required to comply with those measures during project construction activities.
L-14-141
This comment asks about what level of reductions will be provided by the proposed mitigation
measures for air quality impacts during construction. Standard control factors for each mitigation
measure were assumed at the level of reduction based on assumptions in Sacramento
Metropolitan Air Quality Management District Road Construction Emissions Model version 8.1.0;
these levels are conservative and actual reductions may be higher.
L-14-142
This comment asks if the proposed mitigation measures for air quality impacts during
construction will be applied even if SCAQMD CEQA thresholds are not exceeded. Mitigation
measures located in Section 3.24.4.13 in the RDEIR/SDEIS are environmental commitments of
the project and would apply to all the phases and locations of construction, regardless of
whether SCAQMD CEQA thresholds are exceeded.
L-14-143
This comment requests extension of zero emission vehicle technology into the BNSF Hobart
Yard to further reduce emissions. While Caltrans and Metro concur that additional emission
reductions would occur as a result of the extension of zero emission vehicle technology into the
BNSF Hobart Yard, neither agency has the authority to impose such a requirement on either the
BNSF or the UP rail yards.
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L-15-1
As requested in this comment, the EIR/EIS has been updated to include more detail regarding
the analysis of proposed peak-period parking restrictions (see Section 3.5.3.1 of the
Recirculated Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS [RDEIR/SDEIS]). The only alternative to provide
additional capacity on the arterials without restricting peak-period parking would be to widen the
arterials. Widening the arterials would have a greater impact on the community due to the
increased property acquisition.
L-15-2
This comment requests that the intersection of Imperial Hwy./Atlantic Ave. (westbound) be
included in the traffic impact analysis. This intersection was analyzed and is included in Table
3.5-22 of the RDEIR/SDEIS.
L-15-3
This comment requests consideration of drainage improvements at the intersection of Wright
Rd. and Louise Ave. Based on the updated drainage studies, the revised alternatives discussed
in the RDEIR/SDEIS address this issue.
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L-16

L-16-1

Mr. Ronald Kosinski
September 28, 2012
Page 2 of 61
analysis was performed correctly. For these reasons and more, we urge your consideration
to correct these deficiencies and recirculate this Draft EIR/EIS.
Herein we present the significant topical issues that the City contends are either ignored
outright, partially solved in an unsatisfactory manner or missing the mark completely when
attempting to balance community needs with goods movement. The sheer number of
sensitive receptors directly adjacent to the I-710 corridor, including schools, day care
centers, homeless facilities, parks, and hundreds upon hundreds of residents in Long
Beach neighborhoods demand a truly innovative approach to handling goods movement
and circulation. We expect that any solution proposed as part of the I-710 corridor will be
forward thinking in the use of the latest technology for zero emissions, will make provisions
for utilities and infrastructure owned or operated by the City of Long Beach, will reduce or
even enhance air quality for nearby residents, and be aesthetically pleasing so as to
reduce the visual blight caused by the existing scar of the I-710 corridor. We further expect
that a significant contribution towards Early Action Projects will be directed to the City of
Long Beach to reduce the current impacts of the existing I-710 corridor. As such, the main
points of our comment letter can be summarized as follows:

L-16-1

L-16-2

 Zero Emissions technology is real and needs to be fully integrated into any
design solution for the I-710 corridor. We contend that legitimate air quality
improvements and noise reductions are not possible without the inclusion of this
existing technology, which will become more readily available in the coming
years. Any design alternative that does not include zero emissions technology is
not a valid option. We also strongly support a Pilot Program (possibly using
Early Action Project funds) to demonstrate the economic and logistical feasibility
of zero emissions technology. We further contend that the South Coast Air
Quality Management District (AQMD) is a credible and willing partner on such a
Pilot Program.
 Early Action Projects implemented within the boundaries of the City of Long
Beach should be prolific in order to reduce the existing baseline conditions and
potential impacts of the I-710 Corridor improvements; these projects should not
wait until certification of the Final EIR/EIS, but should begin immediately. The
City of Long Beach is separately compiling a list of qualifying Early Action
Projects for your consideration, which may include sounds walls, traffic and
walkability improvements, open space, sidewalk and street/intersection
improvements, on-ramp landscaping, signals, crosswalks and lighting. It is
apparent that the City of Long Beach will have a disproportionate share of
negative impacts from the I-710 Corridor project; as such, it should also receive a
disproportionate share of Early Action Project funding to reduce such impacts
and address environmental justice issues set forth in the CalTrans’ sponsored
Community Liveability Plan that was completed in 2008.
 The installation of sound walls along the entire length of the I-710 Corridor within
the boundaries of the City of Long Beach should be mandated, both to reduce
noise impacts and to enhance the visual aesthetics of the Corridor. The City will
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demand aesthetically pleasing, landscaped setbacks and architecturally
significant sound wall designs as part of the $590 million committed to Early
Action Projects. In addition, the City should be given the opportunity to review
and approve an aesthetics master plan for the Project, including any new walls,
bridges and raised freight corridor, and provide input on the visual impact of the
final design plans for these new features. Furthermore, Caltrans has indicated in
several public meetings that there will be additional trees planted as part of the
Project. The City requests that a landscaping master plan be reviewed and
approved by the City prior to the construction of the Project. The recirculated
EIR/EIS should reflect this commitment, and include some discussion regarding
tree density (how many additional trees), general discussion of tree species, and
a commitment to irrigating this landscaping using recycled or reclaimed water.
 Full relocation of certain sensitive receptors, such as the City of Long Beach’s
Multi-Service Center, are necessary to reduce direct impacts to the most fragile
population in the City and to enhance opportunities for design alternatives.
 The inclusion of elevated lanes, particularly south of Pacific Coast Highway, is a
disruptive visual and physical blight on an underserved neighborhood and its
need is questionable based on traffic demand.
 Relocation of impacted residents on Gale Avenue remains a concern, despite the
reduction in the number of homes being displaced as compared to original
concept plans. Aside from complying with the State relocation requirements,
residents who are displaced deserve the option to receive maximum relocation
payments or to relocate to new homes (built without cost to them) that could be
created on surplus sites in the same neighborhood.
 Open Space. By removing some of the cloverleaf on-ramps, open space is
created. Evaluation of whether these open space areas are best served as
buffers to communities or if pocket parks are a possibility should be conducted.
Two examples of areas to be evaluated include the area north of 3700 Gale
Avenue resulting from the increased distance from the new interchange and the
open area at 3500 Gale Avenue where either a road or open space could be
located.
 Wrigley Heights Pedestrian Walk. Due to the new sound walls and the new
710/405 interchanges, changes will need to be made to the existing pedestrian
walkway. Also, the walkway is currently `prone to vandalism. Alternatives to
improve the visibility, decrease vandalism, and increase accessibility when
altering this walkway should be considered. Improvements to this area should
be designated as part of the Early Action Projects and proceed prior to
certification of the Final EIR/EIS.
 The Draft EIR/EIS is not clear on whether excess open space can be used for
parks where SCE transmission mains are removed, and does not adequately
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identify those opportunities, including funding sources for long-term
maintenance. Any surplus property should be turned over to the City so that it
can be developed into park space in the future.
 The Draft EIR/EIS does not properly analyze and identify funding sources for the
long-term maintenance costs associated with some of the new proposed
features, including but not limited to water treatment best management practices,
new traffic signals, parks, new traffic ramp meters and sound wall landscaping.
 The Draft EIR/EIS is not clear on whether Caltrans has a plan for vacating
existing homeless encampments along the Project area, and if this will prove to
be a drain on local resources when construction occurs.
 Any changes to the hydrology of the Los Angeles River need to be carefully
considered in the context of recent flood protection improvements made in the
general area, and should not, under any circumstances, increase the likelihood
of flooding or require that individuals and businesses purchase flood protection
insurance who aren’t currently required to do so.
 CalTrans is encouraged to consider a local-hiring preference on its construction
workforce. While we understand this is not necessarily a CEQA issue or
mitigation, it would provide a positive economic impact in the form of jobs to the
local economy.
 In 2006, the City received a CalTrans Environmental Justice Grant to develop a
Community Livability Plan, an initiative to address quality of life issues for
neighborhoods along the I-710 Corridor. These impacts, including noise, air
quality, emissions, and traffic congestion, all have public health implications. The
local community came together to make suggestions on how to resolve these
impacts while still accounting for the significant goods movement that needs to
be maintained along the I-710 Corridor. The approach to the Plan was to identify
the community’s most recognized assets that help build and maintain healthy
neighborhoods, then use those assets as a framework for neighborhood
planning. This information was then used as the foundation for identifying near-,
mid- and long-term projects that would reduce neighborhood impacts and
enhance quality of life issues. CalTrans is strongly encouraged to review the
Community Livability Plan in order to ensure that the I-710 project as proposed
meets these environmental justice issues. http://www.longbeach.gov/pw/traffic/projects/
In addition to the main themes set forth above, the City provides you with specific and
detailed comments regarding the Draft EIR/EIS in the context of the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and CEQA. These comments have been organized by
Draft EIR/EIS section, and address the need for additional analysis or correction of
numerous inadequacies.
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Executive Summary
As demonstrated by the following comments, in general, this section does not adequately
represent the impacts as analyzed in the specific environmental consequences sections of
the Draft EIR/EIS and, in many instances, this section includes incorrect and inaccurate
information. The recirculated Draft EIR/EIS should correct these deficiencies:
 Inconsistent data on the amount of annual TEUs. The population and workforce
data and unemployment percentages are also inconsistent when comparing the
Executive Summary to the analysis. Table S-1 on page 6 is almost entirely
incorrect. With the exception of the first row (Alternative 5A), none of the figures
for Alternatives 6A/B/C correspond to the same table (Table 2.1-1) included in
Chapter 2.0, page 2-1.
 The text on page 13 makes the statements that “the environmental impacts
described below for the build alternatives would not occur under Alternative 1
(No Build Alternative). Project benefits such as improved air quality, mobility,
and safety would also not occur under Alternative 1.” This last statement is
incorrect as the text on page 7 states that “approved and planned projects
included in SCAG’s 2008 RTP and 2011 Federal Transportation Improvement
Program (FTIP) are considered part of Alternative 1.” These improvements would
be expected to provide improved mobility and air quality within the study area
relative to existing conditions.
 Hydrology impacts to 28 Los Angeles River locations, four Compton Creek
locations, and one Rio Hondo Channel location under Alternatives 6A/B/C are
not disclosed in this section.
 The discussion of noise impacts on page 27 should disclose the groundborne
and vibration impacts as analyzed in Section 3.14.
 The impacts to acreage of USACE/RWQCB and CDFG jurisdictional areas on
page 29 need to be revisited, as the values do not correspond to the values
provided in Table 3.17-3 on page 3.17-13 of the Draft EIR/EIS. The correct
information needs to be provided.
 The discussion of construction impacts regarding land use on page 32 should
include the temporary impacts to pedestrian and bicyclist access points, trails,
and bikeways that are discussed in Section 3.24 of the Draft EIR/EIS.

L-16-16

L-16-17

L-16-18

L-16-19

L-16-20

L-16-21

 The discussion of construction impacts on page 32 should include an analysis of
potential construction impacts regarding cultural resources.

L-16-22

 The Executive Summary mentions parking restrictions on Atlantic Boulevard
where two libraries are located. This could have an impact on available parking
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for the libraries and must be addressed in the Draft EIR/EIS, because more
restrictive parking may lead to operational deficiencies.
 Per page 13 of Caltrans’ Annotated Outline, the Executive Summary of the Draft
EIR/EIS should include “coordination with public and other agencies” and “list
needed permits and approvals and their status.” This section does not include
such information.

L-16-23

L-16-24

Chapter 1.0 Proposed Project
The following deficiencies and inconsistencies were found in this chapter of the Draft
EIR/EIS, many of which affect the primary baseline assumptions of the Draft EIR/EIS:
 Chapter 1.0 sets forth both SCAG data from the 2008 RTP as well as the 2012
RTP, resulting in inconsistencies in data across the chapter. Furthermore, the
data from these two plans are drastically different, with an approximate 10
percent reduction in projected population growth and an 11 percent reduction in
projected employment growth with the more recent 2012 RTP. Based on the
data presented in this chapter it appears that some sections of the Draft EIR/EIS
use the 2008 SCAG RTP growth projections while others use the 2012 SCAG
RTP projections. Since the 2012 SCAG RTP is the most recent and the
projections between the two documents vary substantially, the most recent 2012
projections should be used. Furthermore, as discussed further in these
comments, use of the 2008 RTP data overstates traffic impacts and the
associated need for the Project.

L-16-25

 Table 1.2-1 on page 1-10 should also include design capacity for the I-710
Corridor as described in the text. The reader must be quantitatively shown how
traffic exceeds design capacity.

L-16-26

 The reference to Table 1.2-2 in the first paragraph on page 1-15 does not
provide the referenced existing intersection LOS analysis. If the reference is to
Figure 1.2-2, this is not appropriate as intersection LOS analysis is not shown. In
addition, 223rd Street is not shown on Figure 1.2-2. LOS is a primary aspect of
existing conditions that must be included to demonstrate the need for the Project.

L-16-27

 Page 1-16 is not clear relative to the amount of container demand that is
expected to be accommodated by the railroad system. This is a key data point
for the assumptions in the Draft EIR/EIS and should be readily available to the
public within this chapter of the Draft EIR/EIS.
 On page 1-29, the document indicates that the high growth without near-dock
expansion assumption “represents the most prudent long-term planning
approach, providing a conservative basis to assess impacts and appropriate
levels of impact mitigation for the I-710 Corridor Project.” However, this
assumption also may inflate the projected need for the Project. The Draft
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EIR/EIS should have evaluated a range of growth assumptions for cargo
forecasts and the associated range in demand for use of the I-710 Corridor.
 The blanket statement on page 1-35 that the “I-710 Corridor will be implemented
in a manner that is consistent with the programmed and planned improvements
described above” (e.g., the I-5 improvements, the Gerald Desmond Bridge
Project, and the I-5 Corridor Project) must be supported.
 The 2009 TEU forecasts for 2035 on page 1-35 indicate an increase in TEUs that
is three times more than what existed in 2008. Substantial evidence in support
L-16-1
of this forecast must be provided. The text already
acknowledges a decline in
L-16-1 data from the Port of
cargo demand between 2006 and 2009. In addition, recent
Long Beach shows a further decline in TEUs as late as 2011. Thus, one of the
primary assumptions that form the basis for the need for the Project may be
outdated. Like the SCAG data, such assumptions appear to be overstated.
 Primary studies used to support the need for the Project and the bases for key
assumptions of existing conditions are outdated. These include the I-710
Corridor Project Initial Feasibility Analysis (IFA) and the I-710 Railroad Goods
Movement Study. Overall, use of these outdated studies may not provide an
accurate reflection of the current and future need for the Project.
 Additional evidence is needed to show how the on-dock capacity of 23.5 percent
in 2007 will reach capacity in 2035. This chapter should also provide the current
capacity of the on-dock data, which is likely to have been influenced by the
recent recession. The percentage of use of on-dock, near dock and off-dock
intermodal facilities should also be provided along with data regarding off-dock
facilities and a demonstration of how the capacities of the near dock and off-dock
facilities are expected to be reached in 2035.
In addition, comparison of the contents of Chapter 1.0 with the Annotated Outline indicates
that this chapter has missing or incomplete information.

Chapter 2.0 Project Alternatives
With regard to alternatives, the Council on Environmental Quality, Regulations for
Implementing the Procedural Provisions of the National Environmental Policy Act, 40 CFR
Parts 1500-1508, Section 1502.1 Purpose, provides the following:
“The primary purpose of an environmental impact statement is to serve as an
action-forcing device to insure that the policies and goals defined in the Act
are infused into the ongoing programs and actions of the federal government.
It shall provide full and fair discussion of significant environmental impacts
and shall inform decisionmakers and the public of the reasonable alternatives
which would avoid or minimize adverse impacts or enhance the quality of the
human environment. Agencies shall focus on significant environmental
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issues and alternatives and shall reduce paperwork and the accumulation of
extraneous background data. Statements shall be concise, clear, and to the
point, and shall be supported by evidence that the agency has made the
necessary environmental analyses. An environmental impact statement is
more than a disclosure document. It shall be used by federal officials in
conjunction with other relevant material to plan actions and make decisions.”
In addition, CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(a) requires that a Draft EIR include a
discussion and evaluation of “a reasonable range of alternatives to the project, or to the
location of the project, which would feasibly obtain most of the basic objectives of the
project but would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project,
and evaluate the comparative merits of the alternatives.”
The analysis of alternatives in Chapter 2.0 the Draft EIR/EIS does not comply with these
basic NEPA and CEQA requirements. The analysis of alternatives within Chapter 2.0
includes a discussion of five alternatives including a no build alternative. Rather than being
formulated to address significant impacts as required by CEQA and NEPA, as
acknowledged in the Draft EIR/EIS, the four build alternatives merely are built off of the
same alternative (Alternative 5A). We recognize that a number of design alternatives have
been set aside in recent years as unfeasible. We are not suggesting that CalTrans revisit
those previous designs. However, we are suggesting that additional alternative designs
(including alternative configurations for freeway on and off-ramps, entry and exit points for
a freight corridor, and alternative movement of goods (e.g. increased reliance on rail and/or
implementation of a zero-emissions freight corridor), or combinations thereof, should have
been included in order to provide a range of feasible alternatives that would obtain most of
the basic objectives of the project while avoiding or substantially lessening the significant
effects of the project. Furthermore, this chapter of the Draft EIR focuses on whether
alternatives meet the project purposes that address traffic safety and improving air quality
without analyzing whether the alternatives would eliminate the other significant impacts of
the Project associated with noise, land use, and population and housing.

L-16-35

Following are more specific comments regarding Chapter 2.0 Project Alternatives:
 CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6, requires that the lead agency must “analyze
the impacts of the no project alternative by projecting what would reasonably be
expected to occur in the foreseeable future if the project were not approved,
based on current plans and consistent with available infrastructure and
community services.” In analyzing the no project alternative in an EIR, the lead
agency “should identify the practical result of the project’s non-approval and not
create and analyze a set of artificial assumptions that would be required to
preserve the existing physical environment.” If the disapproval of the project
being considered would lead to other actions, “such as the proposal of some
other project, this ‘no project’ consequence should be discussed” in the EIR.
Page 2-11 of the Draft EIR/EIS states that there would be no capacity-increasing
improvements to the I-710 mainline and only assumes approved and planned

L-16-36

Mr. Ronald Kosinski
September 28, 2012
Page 9 of 61
projects in SCAG’s 2008 RTP and RTIP, and approved on-dock rail
improvements, Burlington Northern Santa Fe/Union Pacific Railroad Mainline
Capacity Improvements, and Intermodal Freight Rail Facilities. Thus, the No
Build Alternative assumes that no physical improvements or strategies to
increase capacity or traffic flow on the I-710 will be implemented, and that the I710 freeway will be configured and operated as it is today through 2035. In
addition to assuming no physical improvements would occur, the No Build
Alternative does not provide for the potential future operation of the SCIG or
ICTF, both of which could reduce traffic levels on the I-710 if constructed. Thus,
the basic assumptions for the No Build Alternative do not follow CEQA guidance
that requires the analysis of the no project alternative include “what would
reasonably be expected to occur” on the stretch of freeway in the Project Study
Area if the proposed Project were not approved.
 Alternatives 6B and 6C would restrict the use of the freight corridor to zeroemission trucks. Alternative 6B also assumes that all trucks traveling on the
freight corridor would be guided by an automated vehicle control system that
would street, brake, and accelerate the trucks. While the City strongly supports
alternatives that include zero-emissions technology, the analysis presented
includes only a brief description of various zero-emission technologies for heavyduty trucks that are in the research and development phase and assumes that
this technology would be feasible and could be economically implemented as
part of the project. The City is concerned that the analysis shortchanges the
concept of zero emissions technology, which would potentially diminish the
perceived viability of this alternative to the decision makers and the public. The
analysis should be revised to more fully describe the technology available for
zero emissions technology and support the viability of zero emissions in all
design alternatives as the primarily method of achieving legitimate air quality
improvements.
 CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6 also requires that the lead agency must
develop and discuss alternatives to a proposed project and, from those
alternatives, identify the “environmentally superior alternative.” The Draft
EIR/EIS does not identify an environmentally superior alternative that would
minimize the significant environmental effects of the project.
 The discussion of Alternative 3 on page 2-8 again states that the ICTF and SGIG
rail projects have not been included, even as part of the No Build Alternative, due
to their uncertainty. For the purposes of CEQA, these rail improvements must be
considered as part of the future background assumptions for evaluating the Build
Alternatives.
 Page 2-11 of the Draft EIR/EIS states that the No Build Alternative provides the
basis for comparison of 2035 no build conditions with the 2035 build alternatives.
As set forth in the Sunnyvale West Neighborhood Association v. City of
Sunnyvale City Council (“Sunnyvale”) case, impacts under the future build
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alternatives should be evaluated against existing conditions. This comparison
with existing conditions must be provided within each of the impact analysis
section of the Draft EIR/EIS.
 The statement on page 2-23 that the fixed-track family of technologies is not
evaluated in the Draft EIR/EIS is not consistent with the preceding sentence that
the “design of the freight corridor will allow for possible future conversion, or be
initially constructed, as feasible, of a fixed-track guideway family of alternative
freight transport technologies (e.g., Maglev).” If the design of Alternative 6B
would be designed to allow for this technology as stated throughout the Draft
EIR/EIS, then the Draft EIR/EIS must describe and evaluate its impacts. Without
knowing the technologies that will be used by the alternatives, analyses cannot
be adequately prepared.
Comparison of the contents of Chapter 2.0 with the Annotated Outline demonstrates that
this chapter includes missing or incomplete information.
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Section 3.1—Land Use
 Section 3.1, Land Use: This section should describe in detail the land uses that
would be impacted by the project. Without a complete description of the land
uses that would be impacted, land use impacts cannot be adequately evaluated.
In addition, this section concludes that since the existing right-of-way that would
be converted to transportation use under the build alternatives within the Study
Area would comprise a range of approximately 2 to 14 percent of the existing
commercial, service, industrial, and residential uses, “permanent impacts to land
use as a result of Alternative 5A and Alternatives 6A/B/C are considered
minimal.” This should be supported.
 Section 3.1.2, Consistency with State, Regional, and Local Plans: The existing
zoning and General Plan land use designations for those properties to be
acquired is not provided. The Project would require changes to these existing
zoning and land use designations across several cities located within the Study
Area. These changes are not addressed in detail and all of the build alternatives
are assumed to have the same impacts.
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Parks and Recreation Facilities
 The Section 4(f) evaluation notes that the Alternatives (5A, 6A/B/C) are
contemplated to take 3.4 acres permanently of the Cesar Chavez Park but later
states that there would be a net increase of 1.15 acres since the parcels would
be consolidated into a more functional park. However, the 4.55 acres of total
space added is existing City right-of-way. Essentially, Caltrans proposes to add
to the Cesar Chavez Park utilizing existing City-owned property. This conflicts
with the City’s Parks in Perpetuity Ordinance, which requires a 2:1 replacement
for loss of parkland. This would require 6.8 acres of replacement parkland.
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Therefore, the Project requires an additional 5.65 acres of parkland beyond what
is already provided.
 Section 3.3.5 discusses the development for the Drake/Chavez Greenbelt and
"extensive proposed connections among existing Cesar E. Chavez Park, the Los
Angeles River Trail, Drake Park, and Loma Vista Park...." yet Section 3.3.6
states that "Cesar E. Chavez park is an individual park with no existing direct
relationship or connection to other recreation resources in the city of Long
Beach." This is inconsistent and incorrect given that there are existing plans for
Drake/Chavez that Caltrans should certainly be aware of.
 The Section 4(f) evaluation does not contemplate the effect of taking portions of
the Drake/Chavez Greenbelt that was acquired with State grant money because
there are no existing improvements. The City has received funding for the
development of the planned Drake/Chavez Soccer Fields (Phase 1 of the
Drake/Chavez Greenbelt). In addition, there are grant restrictions that should be
addressed along with the reduction of needed and long planned open space.
Further, all alternatives list full acquisition of parcels north and south of 6th
Street. While this does not include the City-owned facilities located at 620 San
Francisco Avenue, which would leave the link between Drake and Chavez intact,
the plan nonetheless contemplates removing a large portion of the previously
planned linkage between the parks. In addition, the Drake/Chavez Greenbelt
Master Plan does not identify parking along DeForest Avenue, north of 7th Street.
This section of City right-of-way is shown to become part of the I-710 Corridor
right-of-way. The Section 4(f) discussion regarding the Drake/Chavez Greenbelt
should include the future soccer fields and the other portions of Drake/Chavez
that intended for park space. Additionally, as grant restriction are applicable to
the Drake/Chavez Greenbelt, the City requests that a mitigation measure
requiring Caltrans to provide compensation to the grantee of Drake/Chavez for
the removal of parklands be included as part of the Project.
 The permanent easements proposed in Cesar E. Chavez Park for the wet basin
and the bioswale would require maintenance access and service roads through
the park. This requirement will further reduce the available acreage of useable
park space and should be included in the acreage calculations. In addition, the
Draft EIR/EIS should identify who will be responsible for maintaining and
providing funding for the wet basin and the bioswale that would serve the Project.
It is noted that the City does have a wetland area as part of the Drake/Chavez
Greenbelt Master Plan. Caltrans should review the drainage and hydrology to
determine if the wet basin and bioswale proposed as part of the Project could be
designed and constructed as part of Drake/Chavez Park instead of as standalone areas.
 Table 3.1-3 in the "Affected Environment" section does not list Drake/Chavez
Greenbelt, but lists Chavez Wetlands as a "planned park.” The City has
confirmed that there is no such place as “Chavez wetlands,” and if "planned
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park" is an option, then Drake/Chavez should be considered in the same
manner.
 Two parcels within the City directly adjacent to the L.A. River are slated for full
acquisition. Caltrans must provide alternative locations for relocation of these
two parcels.
 Partial acquisition of a large portion of the Wrigley Greenbelt area is
contemplated. While the Los Angeles County Flood Control District owns the
underlying fee, the manner in which the partial acquisition occurs could have an
impact on this area. This issue should be discussed as part of the Section 4(f)
evaluation.
 Appendix O, Concept Plans, Sheet 1 of 24: The Project right-of-way appears to
include many non-right-of-way parcels, including the park and school. The
proposed right-of-way should not include these parcels. As noted in the Draft
EIR/EIS, Cesar Chavez Park includes a National Park Service Land and Water
Conservation Fund project that should remain as City property and not right-ofway.
 Appendix O, Concept Plans, Sheet 4 of 24: This does not identify Baker Street
Park, located immediately south of the I-710, north to the 405 south transition.
Additional mitigation, such as sound walls and tree planting should be addressed
at this park.
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 The Draft EIR/EIS states that the Temporary Construction Easement required in
Cesar E. Chavez Park will not result in any adverse physical impacts. However,
the Draft EIR/EIS should include the following:
o The basketball courts in the park section south of 3rd Street are proposed to
be eliminated as a result of the new alignment of off- and on-ramps. This
area is operated within the constraints of the Joint Use Agreement with the
Long Beach Unified School District. While this has been noted in the Draft
EIR/EIS, the Draft EIR/EIS states that the basketball courts could be
relocated to the south of the current location, directly west of Cesar E.
Chavez Elementary School. This location serves as the active turf play area
for the elementary school. It is not an acceptable location for the relocation of
the park basketball courts. An alternative location must be identified for the
relocated basketball courts in order to make the required 4(f) finding.
o The temporary easements will require the removal of a number of mature
trees. Mitigation for the removal of these trees should be identified in
Appendix B and included within the Draft EIR/EIS.
o Section 4(f) requires document agreement with officials with jurisdiction over
the Section 4(f) resource regarding the conditions noted in Appendix B.
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Additional information and discussion will be needed to agree to use of a part
of Cesar E. Chavez Park for Temporary Construction Easements.
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 The Section 4(f) evaluation should include a review of the equestrian area (Los
Angeles County Recreation and Parks) located at 70th Street to ensure access.
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 The Section 4(f) evaluation should also include a review of all City properties
purchased for park purposes that are within the 0.5-mile study area. These
include Baker Park (95 percent complete), Drake/Chavez Greenbelt and Oregon
and Del Amo Park.
 Parks within 0.5-mile of the I-710 Corridor Project as noted in Table 3.1-3, will
have direct air quality impacts and the inclusion of additional trees at these
locations should be addressed as mitigation. In addition, sound walls should be
included to mitigate increased noise wherever possible, especially at parks
adjacent to the Project, such as at Coolidge Park and Baker Park. Coolidge Park
will be heavily impacted with aesthetics, noise, and air quality impacts. It is
therefore suggested that this park also receive additional landscape buffering to
address these impacts.
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Section 3.2—Growth
 This section concludes that “there are no reasonably foreseeable project-related
growth impacts under any of the I-710 Corridor Project build alternatives.”
However, sufficient evidence to support this conclusion is not provided within the
analysis. Specifically, this section notes that “[d]ue to the lack of vacant or less
developed land within the I-710 Corridor, the build alternatives would not
facilitate new development by opening up access to previously undeveloped or
less developed area.” In addition, this section states that the Project would not
induce population growth or change the pattern of land use or population density
because the “build alternatives are consistent with the Regional Transportation
Plan (RTP) and the goals and policies of the regional and local agencies within
the I-710 Corridor.” Furthermore, this section does not analyze the potential for
growth as a result of the increased access and improved vehicle travel times the
project proposes as it is reasonably foreseeable that these improvements would
have some effect on where residents in Los Angeles County live and work, which
could introduce growth. Additionally, it is reasonably foreseeable that increasing
capacity along the I-710 Corridor would result in a corresponding increase in the
amount of goods at the Ports compared to the no-build alternative. However,
this section concludes that “the I-710 Corridor Project build alternatives are not
expected to have a substantial effect on the demand for port cargo growth or
expansion of marine terminal facilities” in part because “‘[r]oadway capacity is
one of numerous infrastructure considerations that can influence the level of
demand for a particular port.” Yet it is not reasonable to state that since the
ability to move goods on the I-710 freeway is only one of the factors that can lead
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to growth of the goods movement system in Los Angeles that increasing the
capacity would not have a growth-inducing effect. As such, this analysis does
not adequately convey the potential for growth impacts associated with the
project.

L-16-58

Section 3.3—Community Impacts
 The Multi-Service Center (MSC) facility is a homeless conveyance as part of
the Federal Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) process and must be
sustained as an ongoing operation under Federal law. The MSC is located
on property owned by the Port of Long Beach and is provided for the City’s
use in compliance with BRAC law. The facility and its programs are largely
funded by the Federal Housing and Urban Development (HUD) grants (in
excess of $8 million annually) to address homelessness locally; should the
MSC cease operations even temporarily, the sustainability of those grants
would be jeopardized. Closure of the current MSC facility without the
provision of ongoing MSC services is not an option due to the severity of
community need (Long Beach has an estimated homeless population of
4,293 (in 2011); as such, the City will require that full relocation of the MSC
be the responsibility of the Project. This will also result in a positive benefit to
a group of sensitive receptors.
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Section 3.4—Utility/Emergency Services
Utilities
 Section 3.4.1.2, Utilities Companies and Types of Facilities, page 3.4-4: Per
page 55 of the Annotated Outline, this section should “include a description of all
utility systems that could be affected by the project, including water, sewer,
electric power, and telecommunication systems.” However, this section notes,
“of these 40 service providers, there are five that have been the focus of early
advancement of relocation strategies, which are discussed below.” This section
needs to describe all of the potential effects to the more than 40 service
providers found within the Study Area. Additionally, although Oxy Oil is included
as part of the 5 utility service providers, Oxy Oil is not included as part of 40
service providers initially listed in this section. This section must fully disclose all
of the information and potential environmental effects resulting from the utility
relocations and/or disturbances associated with the Project. Included in this
analysis should be a discussion of the impacts of the potential relocated facilities,
including construction-related impacts.
 Section 3.4.2.2, Utilities, page 3.4-9:
The discussion of the “regional”
classification notes that “major utilities include SCE transmission lines and
subtransmission lines, DWP transmission and subtransmission lines, MWDSC
and LACSD large sewer lines, and large (26-inch) gas mains. These regional
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utilities are discussed in more detail below.” However, an analysis of potential
effects to service from the relocation and/or disturbance of “large sewer lines” is
not provided in this section. Section 3.4.2.2, Utilities, pages 3.4-9 and 3.4-11:
Tables 3.4-1 and 3.4-2 provide a summary of the number of utilities that would
be affected under each of the build alternatives. However, with the exception of
the “major utilities” no analysis of the effects to these numerous utilities is
provided. This analysis must be provided for the public and decisionmakers.
Additionally, while this section has identified the “major” utilities that would be
impacted by the project and relocated, it does not disclose the new location of
these facilities or thoroughly evaluate the resulting impacts. For example, while
the relocation of utilities would be similar among the build alternatives, the
analysis provided for Alternative 5A is much less comprehensive than that
provided for Alternatives 6A/B/C. Specifically, the discussion of indirect impacts
from all of the “major utilities” such as “indirect impacts as a result of the SCE
220 kV transmission line relocation would include traffic disruption during
construction, the need for construction staging areas and temporary construction
easements, the reconstruction of city streets from trenching, and the presence of
construction equipment and dump trucks during construction” is not included
under Alternative 5A. Furthermore, statements such as “resulting in additional
commercial right-of-way impacts along Susan Road,” are made without providing
any specific details about these properties. It is not sufficient for this section to
note that additional environmental review would be conducted in the future or
would be subject to further study after project approval. All effects/impacts to
utilities or associated with utility relocation/disturbance must be fully evaluated in
this section.
 The Draft EIR/EIS does not address any of the seven existing bridge-attached
crossings by natural gas pipelines owned by the City of Long Beach. All seven
crossings will be impacted under Alternatives 5A and 6A/B/C, and such impacts
should be classified as moderate. LBGO has been in contact with AECOM and
its consultants regarding the 16” pipeline crossing at Pacific Coast Highway, the
12” pipeline crossing at Anaheim Street, and the 10” pipeline crossing at Willow
Avenue, all integral to providing natural gas to Long Beach residents on the west
side of the proposed corridor. In addition, the City of Long Beach operates two
pipelines each on the Long Beach Boulevard (two 8” pipelines) and Artesia
Boulevard (12” and 8” pipelines) overcrossings. Each of the existing seven I-710
crossings also cross the Los Angeles River as an integral part of the freeway
pipeline crossing. Relocation or replacement of these pipelines is estimated at
approximately $10.5 million and should be the full responsibility of the Project.
Depending on the scope of the relocation/replacement, there may be significant
impacts to local streets beyond the footprint of the identified alternatives during
relocation/replacement.
 The Draft EIR/EIS generally addresses the relocation of LBGO oil facilities under
alternatives 5A and 6A/B/C. However, the Draft EIR/EIS does not address the
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costs and time for relocating those facilities or the disposition of existing facilities
that will be abandoned and any potential remediation or mitigation necessary.
 The relocation of the oil operating area includes approximately 21 wells and
associated facility equipment. The cost of the relocation will require detailed
engineering to determine the exact cost, but an order of magnitude estimate is
$60 million. It will take approximately three years to drill replacement wells,
abandon existing wells, install associated facilities and remediate the current oil
operating area. The relocation is contingent on the acquisition of property by
Metro/Caltrans and the securing of the appropriate permits. It is assumed that
these efforts will be the responsibility of the Project.
 If construction plans will prevent future access to abandoned wells within the
current oil operating area, LBGO will request Metro/Caltrans take ownership of
the wells. The transfer of ownership is a common practice when a surface owner
builds a structure that prevents future access to abandoned wells.
 Caltrans must provide funding for all utilities that would need to be relocated as a
result of Project construction.
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Emergency Services
 The City is concerned about public safety in the event of a freeway accident.
The Project should be designed to ensure there is enough room to the left of
Lane #1 and to the right of Lane #5 for emergency vehicles to travel to the
accident. Similar access will also need to be provided for the freight corridor.
 It is not clear whether any of the proposed options discussed will allow
emergency access for first responders. All public safety agencies would need
access to any incident that is unimpeded by stopped traffic in normal lanes of
travel. If any of the options are chosen that create a second tier, the City of Long
Beach Fire Department would need the same access on both levels.
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 Access to water is also a concern. The City suggests the following depending on
the ultimate freeway configuration:
o If there were only one tier, Long Beach Fire Department would require
hydrants running down the center of the freeway area that could be accessed
by either northbound or southbound lanes. This would allow access to a
water supply for larger incidents (e.g., truck fires) without requiring complete
freeway closure in one direction in order to access a hydrant.
o If a separated roadway or upper tier were built for larger truck traffic, the Long
Beach Fire Department would need a water source (risers) on the upper tier.
The Long Beach Fire Department suggests a 3” waterline and riser with a
2½” National Standard thread. They can be placed every 750 feet on the
upper tier only. If a water source is not provided on the upper tier, Long
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Beach Fire Department would need to shut down the freeway in one direction
on both levels to run a hose line across the freeway to the hydrant on the
nearest residential street. For the lower tier, the Fire Department would need
to ensure that use of nearby residential hydrants, if necessary, could be
accommodated via access through the adjacent sound wall, with appropriate
openings and signage designating the access locations.
 It is stated on page 17 of the Draft EIR/EIS that the build alternatives “would not
result in increased population or demand for public services in the Study Area
because they would not construct new housing or business.” The City disagrees
with this statement as it relates to the demand for public services. Increased
lanes lead to increased traffic, and increased traffic means a larger call volume
for all public safety agencies, including the Fire Department. Also, some of the
alternatives create a second tier which would complicate emergency response
and the ability of the Long Beach Fire Department to handle emergency
situations. Some of the alternatives also offer an electrical light catenary system
to support truck traffic. This high voltage electrical system would also complicate
the City of Long Beach’s response profile and needs further analysis.
 On page 7, under the TSM/TDM, Transit and ITS improvements, the second
bullet lists peak period parking restrictions on four arterial roadways. Three of
the four appear to be in Long Beach. Thus, both the Long Beach Police
Department and Public Works will likely have a coordination/enforcement role.
 On page 8, under the same section, reference is made to improvements to 42
local arterial intersections, which were not listed. It is anticipated that some of
these locations would be in Long Beach and will require the same coordination/
enforcement actions.
 On page 14, under S.5.1.3 Parks and Recreation Facilities, the Cesar E. Chavez
Park impacts are described. These modifications will potentially impact traffic
and public access to the park. This same section describes restrictions to the
Los Angeles River Trail (and Bike Path) access, which may necessitate some
enforcement actions.
 Although not specifically addressed, the displacement of homeless
encampments along the I-710 Corridor and Los Angeles River could result in
additional calls for service as the homeless relocate to other locations in the City,
or additional demands at the City’s Multi-Service Center. This needs more
analysis..
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Section 3.5—Traffic/Transportation
I-710 Corridor Project Intersection Traffic Impact Analysis Report
 The intersection traffic impact analysis report does not provide the required
existing plus project impact analysis, and thus can be considered deficient. Per
CEQA requirements, the Project must be analyzed based on the street system
as it currently exists today. Inclusion of an existing plus project analysis for all
proposed project alternatives is especially important, given a court’s recent
decision on a project that did not include this type of impact analysis (i.e.,
Sunnyvale West Neighborhood Association versus City of Sunnyvale).
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 Page 2-12 of the report states that the arterial roadway and intersection analysis
methodology used in the report will be uniform for all the jurisdictions within the
project study area and the methodology used by individual jurisdictions will be
disregarded. Page 2-13 also states that all key study intersections will be
analyzed per Highway Capacity Manual (HCM) methodology using Synchro 6.0
software, with saturation flow rates of 1600 vehicles per hour per lane (vphpl),
arterial intersection cycle lengths of 100 seconds and freeway ramp cycle lengths
of 60 seconds.
All key study intersections located within the City of Long Beach should have
been analyzed per City of Long Beach requirements.
Specifically, the
Intersection Capacity Utilization (ICU) methodology should have been utilized for
the analysis of all key signalized intersections and the HCM methodology utilized
for the analysis of all unsignalized intersections. The City’s specific intersection
clearance intervals based on the left-turn phasing type should have also been
utilized (i.e., 10, 12, 14, 15, or 18 percent) for the key signalized intersections.
Aside from not utilizing each respective jurisdictions level of service
methodology, the following Synchro 6.0 assumptions are flawed and use of them
in the analysis may result in the understatement and/or overstatement of impacts
for all Project alternatives.
o The default saturation flow rates of 1900 vphpl per the Highway Capacity
Manual should have been utilized instead of 1600 vphpl. Although the use of
1600 vphpl is more conservative, the impacts of each Project alternative may
be overstated.
o It does not appear that the signal timings for the intersections were optimized.
Cycle lengths for arterial intersections should have been optimized between
60 seconds and 120 seconds, while cycle lengths for freeway ramp
intersections should have been optimized between 60 seconds and 90
seconds. It is not appropriate to only utilize 100-second cycle lengths and 60second cycle lengths for arterial intersections and freeway ramps,
respectively. Not optimizing the traffic signal timings may result in the
overstatement of impacts for each Project alternative.

L-16-76

Mr. Ronald Kosinski
September 28, 2012
Page 19 of 61
o Minimum pedestrian clearance intervals (walk times) should have also been
satisfied per the current California Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices
(MUTCD).
Not satisfying minimum pedestrian clearance times may
understate the impacts of each Project alternative.
 Consistent with the most current Congestion Management Program (CMP) for
Los Angeles County, a peak hour factor of 1.00 should be utilized for all Year
2035 level of service calculations for all locations not under the jurisdiction of
Caltrans. Although the use of a 0.95 peak hour factor is more conservative, the
impacts of each Project alternative may be overstated.
 The traffic impact analysis report does not evaluate the potential impacts
associated with the implementation of on-street parking restrictions with the
Project alternatives during the weekday AM and PM peak periods along Atlantic
Boulevard, Long Beach Boulevard, Cherry Avenue, and Eastern Avenue. The
implementation of such restrictions could be difficult as there is a demand for on
street parking along these roadways. Further, it is not clear if the intent of the
parking restriction is to gain another “through” travel lane along these corridors
and if so, the addition of another travel lane may not be feasible due to the paved
width of these roadways.
 The traffic study should provide a definition for “congestion relief mitigation” for
the improvements identified in Table 5-4 on pages 5-40 and 5-41. These types
of improvements should only be included in the level of service analysis if they
are fully funded and feasible. It is not clear from review of the document if the
recommended improvements identified in Table 5-4 are fully funded and/or
mitigation measures required of the project alternatives since they are assumed
to be a part of the future street system to be implemented as part of Alternative 1
(No Build). If so, the funding source for each assumed improvement should be
identified and/or discussed within the document. Further, from a review of the
Concept Plans included in Appendix O, it does not appear all “congestion relief
intersection improvements” are implementable without acquisition of right-of-way
and extensive widening at several of the impacted intersections. For example, a
review of the concept plan for Atlantic Avenue at Willow Street indicates that
construction of an additional northbound left-turn lane and southbound left-turn
lane and exclusive right-turn lanes for the northbound and southbound
approaches would require widening, additional right-of-way and impact existing
development on both the southeast and northeast corners of this intersection.
 Page 7-1 states that the traffic impact analysis report utilized a uniform significant
impact criteria; instead of utilizing each respective jurisdictions level of service
(LOS) standard and/or significant impact criteria. All locations under the
jurisdiction of the City of Long Beach should be assessed using the City’s
significant impact criteria and satisfy the City’s LOS D or better standard, and the
appropriate improvements should be identified to achieve this LOS.
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Further, for those roadway segments and/or intersections within the City of Long
Beach where improvements are recommended/identified, the language for the
mitigation measures should include “review, concurrence and approval of the
City of Long Beach, Department of Public Works, and adherence to the City’s
current design standards and requirements.” The intersection improvements
should also consider pedestrian and bicycle connectivity, and transit
requirements.
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I-710 Corridor Project Traffic Operations Analysis Report
 Page 4-14: The report states that:
“It must also be noted that 45 of the aforementioned study intersections
were initially identified to be included in the I-5 Corridor Study currently
underway by Caltrans. Therefore, these intersections were removed from
the list of study intersections to be analyzed by the I-710 Project with the
intent that the LOS results for these intersections from the I-5 Corridor
Study would be presented within the I-710 reports for reference purposes.
However, only eighteen of these intersections have ultimately been
analyzed by the I-5 Corridor Study and included for reference purposes
within the I-710 reports.”
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Please clarify the purpose of excluding the remaining 27 of the 45 intersections
initially identified from the I-5 study. If these 27 intersections were not assessed,
potential impacts could be overlooked and not disclosed.
 Page 4-40: It is noted that the Highway Capacity Manual (HCM) methodology
was utilized in the report to analyze the intersections. However, all key study
intersections located within the City of Long Beach should have been analyzed
per City of Long Beach requirements. Specifically, the Intersection Capacity
Utilization (ICU) methodology should have been utilized for the analysis of all key
signalized intersections. The City’s specific intersection clearance intervals
based on the left-turn phasing type should have also been utilized (i.e., 10, 12,
14, 15, or 18 percent).
 Page 4-40: For locations where the HCM methodology was used, were the
signal timings optimized? The report states that 100-second cycle lengths for
intersections and 60-second cycle lengths for freeway ramps intersections were
used. This is not consistent with the worksheets included in the appendices.
Please verify.
 Page 4-40: For locations where the HCM methodology was used, it is noted that
a saturation flow rate of 1,600 vphpl was used? Although the use of a saturation
flow rate of 1,600 vehicles per hour per lane is more conservative, the impacts of
each project alternative may be overstated.

L-16-82

L-16-83

L-16-84

Mr. Ronald Kosinski
September 28, 2012
Page 21 of 61
 Page 4-40: The report states that the existing peak hour factors (PHF) from the
existing traffic counts were used. This is not consistent with the appendices.
Based on the worksheets, the LSA Associates study uses a PHF of 0.95
whereas the URS study uses the actual PHF. The PHF utilized should be
consistent. Please verify.

L-16-85

 Page 10-52: The report states:
“As discussed in Section 9, at the freeway on-ramps, it is recommended to
increase the meter rates to accommodate the required projected
maximum queue. However, at locations where the required storage is not
provided and the maximum meter rate is utilized, it is concluded that there
are no feasible improvement recommendations. This is generally a result
of physical and design constraints that limits additional storage. Note that
a higher meter rate allows more throughput, but would generally cause
turbulence at the merge area and increase congestion to the mainline
freeway.”

L-16-86

The report needs to provide better language to defend this statement (i.e.,
Statement of Overriding Consideration). Provide more detailed language for
these unmitigated impacts.
 Upon review of the Concept Improvement Plans in Appendix O, it is not clear if
all on-ramp and off-ramp movements that currently exist are maintained with all
proposed project alternatives. In particular, it is not clear if the Pacific Avenue
on-ramp to the I-405 and I-710 Freeway is maintained.

L-16-87

I-710 Corridor Project EIR/EIS Travel Demand Modeling Methodology
 Pages 15 and 16 of the I-710 Corridor Project EIR/EIS Travel Demand Modeling
Methodology briefly discuss the proposed Southern California International
Gateway (SCIG) project and the proposed expansion of the Intermodal Container
Transfer Facility (ICTF), however, the report states that neither of these projects
is assumed in the forecasts of future traffic. Although exclusion of these two
projects results in a conservative estimate of truck traffic, an alternative should
be investigated inclusive of these two projects to determine whether or not they
will result in the reduction of potential impacts. The exclusion of the SCIG and
ICTF projects could result in an overestimation of the Project impacts.

L-16-88

 The model report and Draft EIR/EIS do not adequately consider the benefits of
shifting more port operations to lower traffic periods on the I-710 Freeway (i.e.,
8:00 PM to 5:00 AM).

L-16-89

Other Traffic and Access Concerns
 Traffic studies indicate that south of Willow Street not all expanded lanes may be
needed as the freeway does not reach capacity until further north. As such,
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perhaps there is a way to implement zero emissions capability on at-grade lanes
that fit the current footprint.
 In addition to traffic improvements to arterials and traffic intersections, renewed
investment should be placed in improving arterials to emphasize pedestrian
access, bike access, and utilization of public transportation, particularly the Blue
Line. Making parkway and median improvements along Santa Fe Avenue in
West Long Beach to connect that corridor to Willow Street and Long Beach
Boulevard would increase pedestrian and bike usage and help draw people to
public transportation options. Also, traffic is likely to greatly increase along Santa
Fe, Easy Avenue, and other north/south streets both in West Long Beach and
Wrigley during construction on both arterial roads and residential streets.
 There are serious concerns about eliminating I-710 freeway access from
Wardlow Road. By eliminating the Pacific Place I-710 access (near Wardlow)
and pushing the Wardlow Road access to the I-405 and I-710 to Alameda, there
is great concern that the Project could be forcing traffic through residential
neighborhoods to access the I-710. Because Pacific Place is currently the only
access north of Willow and south of Del Amo, eliminating that ramp forces
access to the I-710 to either the on-ramp at Wardlow and Alameda (by accessing
I-405S, then accessing the I-710) or Long Beach Blvd (I-405N to I-710). Long
Beach Blvd is of particular concern since it is already an impacted intersection
that is not easily accessible. Directing traffic to the on-ramp could force drivers
to use residential roads to circle around the on-ramp to approach from the north
and east instead of using arterial streets due to the desire to avoid making a uturn at Long Beach Blvd, which already requires a multi-cycle wait to turn left.
This closure needs further analysis.
 The City of Long Beach should have the option to lead in the design effort of all
local roadways.
 Safe connections for bicyclists and pedestrians across the I-710 Corridor (the
710 freeway and the Los Angeles River) are vital for connectivity of Long Beach
students, residents, workers and visitors. Long Beach is working to provide safe
options for people to walk and bike to all portions of the City. In the Draft
EIR/EIS it is stated that "Because bicycle and pedestrian facilities will be
maintained or improved, the effect of the I-710 Corridor Project is that travel by
walking and bicycling will not substantially change as a result of the
implementation of the build alternative." However, the City does not agree with
this conclusion. Specifically, according to the Complete Intersections: A Guide to
Reconstructing Intersection and Interchanges for Bicyclists and Pedestrians (Cal
DOT 2010 p 90), "These intersections (SPI’s) can be efficient at moving high
volumes of traffic, particularly left turns. However, the signal timing and
intersection configuration required to provide the efficient movement of motor
vehicles adversely affect pedestrians and bicyclists." Additionally, compact SPI’s
can be configured to mitigate some of the bicyclist issues. In its June 2001
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Design Memorandum, “Single Point Interchange Design, Planning, and
Operations Guidelines,” Caltrans requires that “If an SPI alternative other than a
Compact SPI is chosen, a separate bicycle facility shall be constructed in
conjunction with the SPI.” Note that even if a separate facility is provided, the
SPI should still meet bicyclist signal timing guidance provided in Traffic
Operations Policy Directive 09-06. In addition, because of safety concerns and
potential issues with graffiti and homeless encampments, bike overpasses
should be further discussed with the community before designs are completed.
Therefore, the City recommends the following two types of facilities to
accommodate bicycles and pedestrians:

L-16-94

o Consider separated Class 1 facilities for bicyclists and pedestrians in a
minimum of five locations: one near the Anaheim Crossing, one between
PCH and Willow near Hill Street, one between Willow and Wardlow near
Spring, at Long Beach Boulevard and at Artesia Boulevard. Each of these
will be well used on a daily basis and would provide safe routes for students
moving to and from their local schools as well as for our workers, our
residents and our visitors.
o Work with the Long Beach City Traffic Engineer to design and provide well
marked facilities (street marking as well as signage) for both pedestrians and
bicyclists to help them safely navigate the single point intersections. This
should include striped bike lanes, pedestrian paths and bike signals and
extended light timing to accommodate the needs of both bicyclists and
pedestrians.
 Recently, the City of Long Beach City Council declared the City to be “The most
bike-friendly City in the Nation.” The City also has had a long-standing policy of
promoting pedestrian-friendly corridors, and both of these policies are supported
in the City’s General Plan. The City has also heard from many local cyclists and
pedestrian advocates requesting the City work with Caltrans and Metro to
improve bicycle and pedestrian mobility across the I-710, connecting the east
and west sides of Long Beach. To that end, the City requests that the
recirculated EIR/EIS provide a commitment to develop a bicycle and pedestrian
master plan for the Project, and work with the City staff to coordinate this
proposed document with the City’s upcoming Bicycle Master Plan Update. A
specific issue that should be addressed and designed for in conjunction with the
City is the proposed single point interchanges. These need to be made safer for
bicycle and pedestrian crossings or provide dedicated (separated) crossings for
bicycles and pedestrians.

L-16-95

Section 3.6—Visual/Aesthetics
 This section of the Draft EIR/EIS should describe any designated scenic
corridors and the Project’s impacts on such scenic corridors. For example,

L-16-96

Mr. Ronald Kosinski
September 28, 2012
Page 24 of 61
Ocean Boulevard within the City of Long Beach is designated as a scenic route
by the City of Long Beach General Plan.
 This section focuses on views of the Project from specific locations adjacent to
the freeway. The analysis should be supplemented with a discussion of all of the
visual resources within the area (e.g., prominent landforms, historic resources,
etc) and should include an analysis of whether views of these visual resources
would be obstructed by the Project.
 The public must be provided with more specificity regarding the aesthetics
characteristics of the Project. In addition, the attractiveness of the new and
modified sound walls must be ensured, as stated at the beginning of our letter.

L-16-96
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 The conclusions with regard to views are highly subjective, inaccurate and/or
conclusory. Reevaluation of the views should occur based on the following
examples:
–

The Project is a new prominent feature in key views 2 and 3. In fact, the
Project is the most visible contrasting feature in key view 2 that will be viewed
by residents in the vicinity of Gale Avenue and West Hill Street. Thus, the
Project will result in substantial adverse visual change. In addition, the view
of the enhanced conditions accentuates the visibility of the elevated freight
corridor. The visual quality of view 2 is reduced by a value greater than 1.0.
Similarly, the visual quality of view 3 is reduced by a value of more than 0.2.

–

As illustrated by key view 4, the Project, and the elevated freight corridor in
particular, become the primary features in this view and result in substantial
adverse visual change. The visual quality is reduced by more than the value
of 0.7 cited in the text.

–

The Project introduces a new sound wall and elevated connector in key view
6, which will be viewed by many residents. These contrasting features do not
result in a neutral impact on visual quality.

–

The removal of substantial landscaping, and the introduction of the
interchange, utility poles and transmission lines in key view 7 results in much
more than the 1.3 reduction in visual quality from this location cited in the text.

–

With regard to key views 11 and 12, the Project is a new highly visible
feature. In addition, the introduction of the “enhanced condition” of the
elevated freight corridor accentuates the visibility and contrast of the Project.
The reduction in visual quality is much greater than the values of 0.4 and 0.3
provided in the text.

 The analysis of nighttime lighting is inadequate. New lighting will be introduced
closer to light sensitive uses such as residential uses and lighting will also be
introduced at a higher elevation along the freight corridor. No quantitative
analysis is provided and the mitigation measure regarding lighting merely refers
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to a future lighting plan to be provided. This is inadequate to determine the
impact of these new light source.
 The elevated lanes south of Willow Street would create impacts on visual blight
that cannot be mitigated. The Project should be reworked to eliminate elevated
lanes south of Willow Street to avoid impacts on visual blight.

L-16-100
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Section 3.7—Cultural Resources
 This section of the Draft EIR/EIS does not contain any maps to inform the reader
of what the geographical extent of the Area of Potential Effect is or the areas
where and archeological field survey was conducted within the survey area.
Thus, as with other sections of the Draft EIR/EIS, this section does not provide
the summarized technical data, maps, plot plans, diagrams, and similar relevant
information sufficient to permit full assessment of significant environmental
impacts by reviewing agencies and members of the public as required by CEQA
Guidelines Section 15147.
 The list of reports, records and studies on Page 3.7.7 of the Draft EIR/EIS does
not include studies that have been conducted by local jurisdictions within the
Study Area other than the City of Los Angeles. For example, the City Long
Beach has designated historic landmarks, historic districts, and historic places
and historic objects by city ordinance. Several of these resources are located
within the Study Area. Such information is readily available on the City of Long
Beach website. Reports, records and studies that are available from the local
jurisdictions within Study Area should be incorporated into the results provided
on page 3.7-11.
 The results discussion on pages 3.7-11 and 3.7-12 finds that there are several
railroad segments within the Study Area that are designated historic resources.
However, the discussion of the history of the Study Area focuses on the
automobile and makes no mention of the importance of the railroads to the
history of the Study Area.
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 The analysis of environmental consequences starting on page 3.7-13 should also
evaluate any potential indirect impacts on historic resources in the Study Area or
demonstrate that there are none.

L-16-105

 The analysis of environmental consequences starting on page 3.7-13 does not
include any analysis of potential impacts associated with archaeological
resources. Although no archaeological resources were found based on the area
that was surveyed (for which no map is provided), the potential for such
resources to be uncovered as a result of implementation of the Project exists.
Thus, an analysis must be provided in this section of the Draft EIR/EIS.
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Section 3.8—Hydrology and Floodplain
 Section 3.8.3, Environmental Consequences: Per page 67 of the Annotated
Outline, this section “must state whether there is a significant encroachment. In
addition, this section should include a summary of any coordination with local
state and federal water resources and floodplain management agencies
(especially the Federal Emergency Management Agency) because of
encroachment on a regulatory floodway, increase in the base flood elevation and
any subsequent actions such as the need for a floodplain map revision.” This
section does not provide any information regarding the coordination that was
undertaken with the appropriate agencies or if any coordination occurred at all.
This section should disclose this information as well as the outcome of that
coordination.
 Section 3.8.3, Environmental Consequences: The analysis of permanent
impacts from Alternative 5A notes “a total of 26 acres of property acquisition
and/or easements would be required from flood control areas.” Similarly, the
Alternatives 6A/B/C analysis states “a total of 53 acres of property acquisition
and/or easements would be required from flood control areas.” However, this
section makes no mention where these areas are located. This section should
fully disclose all of the information and potential environmental effects as a result
of property acquisitions and/or easements from flood control areas associated
with the Project.
 Section 3.8.3, Environmental Consequences: This analysis notes “construction
of the improvements discussed above within the 100-year floodplain is not
anticipated to substantially increase the base flood elevation. At this time, it is
anticipated that a Conditional Letter of Map Revision (CLOMR) would be
required. No revisions to the FEMA FIRM maps (Letter of Map Revision
[LOMR]) are anticipated” with no explanation as to why a Conditional Letter of
Map Revision would be required or what a Conditional Letter of Map Revision is
or how it would minimize hydrology and floodplain impacts. This analysis also
states “the change in floodplain elevation would be evaluated based on final
design plans of the bridges and other structures where they encroach on the
100-year floodplain. The modeling results would be included in the application
for a CLOMR and LOMR, if required, which would be processed through the Los
Angeles County Flood Control District and FEMA.” Yet this section concludes
“construction of the improvements discussed above within the 100-year
floodplain is not anticipated to substantially increase the base flood elevation.”
Such determination is not supported as the necessary studies have yet to be
completed.
 There will be some loss of park space for all proposed alternatives. The Draft
EIR/EIS specifically states, “the impervious increases would be minimal.” This
does not take into account that municipalities must actively reduce pollutants in
runoff from current levels. This can be accomplished, in part, by increasing
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pervious areas. Maintaining pollutant discharge levels at current levels is not an
acceptable option. The Draft EIR/EIS should describe mitigation measures for
any existing pervious areas being converted to impervious areas.
 The Draft EIR/EIS does not provide drainage maps or descriptions showing if
there will be any direct drainage from the Project area into the greater Long
Beach and Los Angeles Harbors areas or if all such discharges will be into the
various estuaries first. The Draft EIR/EIS should also show existing and
proposed ground elevations contours, invert elevation, size and type of all
drainage facilities.
 The Draft EIR/EIS should include hydrology and hydraulic calculations, including
an analysis of existing storm drain capacity to handle additional storm water, in
accordance with Los Angeles County Department of Public Works (LACPW)
standards. This must include pre-development hydrology map with hydrology
calculations and post-development hydrology map with hydrology calculations.
The Draft EIR/EIS should also identify what, if any, drainage systems would be
needed to accommodate additional runoff created by the Project.
 The structural integrity of the existing levees along the Los Angeles River should
be confirmed, and potential impacts to the integrity of these levees resulting from
the Project should be evaluated.
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 The impact of the sound walls on the existing flood zones should be addressed.

L-16-114

 The City of Long Beach Department of Public Works must review the final
Hydrology Study.

L-16-115

 The Los Angeles River Impact Study must be reviewed by the County and the
USACOE.

L-16-116

Section 3.9—Water Quality and Stormwater Runoff
 Section 3.9.3, Environmental Consequences, page 3.9-16: This section notes,
“several parcels have been identified adjacent to I-710 and the Los Angeles
River for relocation of the Dominguez Gap Basin.” However, this section does
not identify where these areas are located. This section should fully disclose all
of the information and potential environmental effects as a result of the relocation
of the Dominguez Gap Basin associated with the Project.
 Section 3.9.3, Environmental Consequences: This section also notes that “with
the incorporation of the proposed site-specific BMPs during the operational
phase of the I-710 Corridor Project, which will treat up to 83 percent of the total
surface water runoff under Alternatives 6A/B/C, along with adherence to BMP
and operational maintenance protocols, no adverse impacts to water quality due
to operation of the proposed improvements are anticipated.” However, this
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section does not disclose this same information for Alternative 5A. Additionally,
this information is unsupported as there is no mention regarding how the project
would achieve treatment of up to 83 percent of the total surface water runoff.
This information must be provided.
 Table 7 on page 3-10 – There are 26 TMDLs that have either gone into effect or
are expected to go into effect through January 2021; however numerous
corrections and updates are needed to accurately reflect this. Many of these
TMDLs have interim (typically BMP based) and final (typically numerical) limits
that will be in effect well before the Project’s projected completion date of 2035.
The Draft EIR/EIS does not adequately discuss how the runoff from the Project
will be treated and controlled in order to achieve both the interim and final
targets.
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 Table 7 also does not reflect the complexity of the TMDL water body/pollutant
process. The table should specify which water body (e.g. Los Angeles River,
Dominguez Channel) each of the listed pollutants applies to.
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 Table 7 should be updated to reflect that the Bacteria TMDL for the Los Angeles
River (Reaches, 1, 2 and the Estuary) was approved by the USEPA on March
23, 2012. Currently, the approved date is not provided.

L-16-121

 Table 7 incorrectly lists the dates of the USEPA approval for several TMDLs.
These include, but are not limited to, the TMDLs for: Cadmium, Copper, Lead
and Zinc which were re-approved and reaffirmed by the EPA for Reaches 1 and
2 the Los Angeles River on October 29, 2008; for Reach 1 of the San Gabriel on
March 26, 2007; for Los Cerritos Channel on March 17, 2010; and the estuary
(Harbor Toxics TMDL) on March 23, 2012.
 This section indicates, "the potential operational impacts (pollutants) would be
addressed through the incorporation of design development BMPs, treatment
BMPs, and adherence to the necessary operation and maintenance protocols
identified in the Caltrans SWMP. The proposed treatment BMPs include 24
biofiltration swales, 8 infiltration basins, 22 media filters, 1 detention basin, 7
gross solids removal devices, and 1 wet basin." The City has a wide variety of
concerns associated with these proposed BMPs, including the following:
o Long-term effectiveness of many of these proposed BMPs has not been
proven based on scientific data. Please cite specific examples associated
with major transportation projects in California, or in the United States, where
these proposed BMPs have been shown to remain effective in the long term.
These examples should include water quality testing data (influent and
effluent) for trash, heavy metals, phosphates, hydrocarbons, pathogenic
bacteria and other pollutants.
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o The long term funding for the maintenance of these proposed BMPs has not
been properly analyzed and discussed. Funding sources should be analyzed
as they relate to the ability to maintain water quality improvements.
o Reuse of the "treated" urban runoff has not been properly analyzed. The
State should consider a BMP to treat and reuse these flows for irrigation
along the I-710 Corridor landscaping.

L-16-123

o The cost effectiveness of low flow urban runoff treatment at the City's
stormwater pump stations should be considered as an alternative, or
supplement, to the proposed treatment BMPs.
 The post-construction increase in traffic that will be using local arterial streets (7th
Street, 9th Street, Anaheim) will be subject to increased stop and go traffic until
entering the I-710 itself. The Draft EIR/EIS should include the provisions that
would be included in the Project to mitigate the increased pollutants from brake
dust, tire wear and hydrocarbons that will be deposited on City-owned and
operated streets.
 The City is concerned that particulates from concrete batch plants that may be
located near the L.A. River, even if meeting current SCAQMD criteria, will still
contribute to exceedances in the L.A. River.
 Electrical transmission lines will be relocated directly over portions of the Los
Angeles River. The recirculated Draft EIR/EIS should identify if rain and
condensate water dripping on the wires will significantly contribute to copper and
other metal pollutants in the river.
 The Statewide Highway Characterization indicates that there are several
pollutants categories (i.e. conventional, hydrocarbons, metals, microbiological,
semi-volatile organics) that exceed current non-TMDL Water Quality Standards.
These Water Quality Standards need to be met on a current and ongoing basis
and are likely to be detected (at unknown levels) once outfall monitoring begins.
The Draft EIR/EIS mentions these pollutants but does not specify immediate or
long-term pollutant reduction measures.
 Caltrans is expected to be operating under a Statewide Stormwater Discharge
Permit, while municipalities within the I-710 Corridor will be operating under a
separate NPDES permit. A major provision of the Tentative MS4 permit for
these municipalities will be outfall monitoring. The Draft EIR/EIS does not
adequately address how Caltrans intends to work with municipalities to achieve
water quality standards where discharges from Caltrans-owned and operated
facilities will become commingled with municipal runoff prior to the outfalls.
 While Alternative 1 is the “no build alternative” for the Project, it should be noted
that it will still be necessary for Caltrans to install BMPs as part of their
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Stormwater permit and reduce pollutants in runoff in order to achieve Total
Maximum Daily Loads and related Water Quality Objectives within the various
impaired water bodies the I-710 freeway currently discharges into.

L-16-129

 Several treatment BMPs are proposed (biofiltration strips and swales, infiltration
basins, detention basins, media filters, etc). The recirculated Draft EIR/EIS
should contain preliminary estimates of the efficiency of each of the proposed
treatment BMPs for removal of each of the anticipated pollutants and provide an
analysis of how each BMP will meet TMDL compliance.

L-16-130

 The Draft EIR/EIS states that 83 percent of runoff from the new impervious
surfaces would be treated. This implies that 17 percent of new surfaces and 100
percent of all remaining impervious surfaces will be untreated. The Draft
EIR/EIS must propose mitigation measures that will result in a net decrease of
(post-construction) pollutants in runoff.
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 The City has been informed that 80 to 90 percent of runoff from the Project area
will be treated. The Draft EIR/EIS needs to clarify if this is 80-90 percent of the
total flow that will occur or does this mean that 80-90 percent of the project area
will have treatment systems that may or may not have treatment capability for the
larger storms.
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 The City has been informed that the treatment BMPs are designed for 2 year and
10 year storms at a minimum. Municipalities are being required to treat the
runoff from 85th percentile storms. The Draft EIR/EIS needs to evaluate if these
two standards are equivalent.
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 The Draft EIR/EIS needs to specify the operations and maintenance practices
that Caltrans will follow once the treatment BMPs are installed. Under the
anticipated (next) MS4 permit, municipalities are expected to be required to
conduct post-construction effectiveness assessments of their treatment BMPs.
The Draft EIR/EIS needs to include similar assessments to be performed by
Caltrans to assure continued treatment BMP effectiveness.

L-16-134

 The alternatives will require significant modifications to the Dominguez Gap. The
discharge point of the Dominguez Gap has been assigned to Jurisdictional
Group 1, which includes the City of Long Beach and Caltrans, under the existing
Los Angeles River Metals TMDL. Jurisdictional Group 1 (JG1) previously
submitted a Metals TMDL implementation plan to the Regional Board on October
10, 2010. Under this plan, JG1, has been working with the Los Angeles County
Flood Control District and is using the current assimilative capacity of Dominguez
Gap as an integral part of the overall strategy to meet the first TMDL compliance
point of January 2011. Any changes to Dominguez Gap have the potential for
negating the current compliance of JG1 cities and Caltrans. The Draft EIR/EIS
indicates, “the Dominguez Gap will retain its original recharge capacity.” This
statement is not equivalent to maintaining the original metals reduction capacity.
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The Draft EIR/EIS must contain mitigation measures for ensuring the continuous
metals reduction by Dominguez Gap.
 The City has been informed that as part of this Project, numerous (22) storm
water pump stations, all located along the east side of the L.A. River will be
impacted. Nineteen (19) of these stations will be upgraded to accommodate the
projected increased flow. These pump stations may be an integral part of the
various Los Angeles River TMDL subcommittees’ efforts to minimize pollutant
levels in storm water dischargers to the L.A. River. The recirculated Draft
EIR/EIS needs to specify how this Project will work with those entities to avoid
any increased in pollutant discharges that may result from changes in the pump
stations.
 The Los Angeles River Metals TMDL specifies that the wet weather sampling
under the Coordinated Monitoring Plan (CMP) be initiated once a threshold of
500 cfs occurs at the Willow monitoring station. The proposed increase of 96 cfs
under alternative 5A and 771 cfs under alternatives 6A/B/C could dramatically
increase the number of wet-weather storms. The Draft EIR/EIS needs to
address whether any of the alternatives will impact both dry-weather and wetweather sampling procedures required under the CMP.
 Sampling stations have already been established along the embankments at
locations approved by the Regional Board. The recirculated Draft EIR/EIS must
indicate if these sampling stations would need to be relocated and whether the
relocation would be funded by Caltrans. In addition, the Draft EIR/EIS must note
if the sampling would be impacted during construction.
 The Draft EIR/EIS does not address if there will be any impact to the existing
outfall monitoring that the City is required to conduct under the MS4 permit. In
addition, it is likely the outfall monitoring requirements will be expanded under
the next MS4 permit. The recirculated Draft EIR/EIS needs to contain provisions
for working with the City to minimize impacts to the city’s monitoring programs
and Caltrans should provide or participate with Municipalities in water quality
monitoring to show compliance with applicable TMDLs.
 It is unclear if the proposed channel structures (roadway bridges) – 24 channel
structures for Alternative 5A and 33 channel structures for Alternative 6A/B/C –
will discharge directly to the rivers/waterways or will be collected and directed to
a treatment system. The recirculated Draft EIR/EIS needs to adequately address
this issue.
 The bridges directly over the Los Angeles River are being significantly widened
(Alternative 5A would create approximately 13,500 square feet of new structure
within the roadway and Alternative 6A/B/C would create approximately 24,000
square feet of new structure within the roadway). The Los Angeles River,
through the entire length of the proposed corridor is impaired. Alteration to or
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removal of any portion of the existing wetlands (regardless of the size) will have
a negative impact on water quality. The recirculated Draft EIR/EIS should detail
what mitigation measures are proposed for any lost wetland areas.
 There are proposed modifications to arterial intersections, which include
extending (changing from single to double) the current lanes and adding
separate eastbound and westbound right turn lanes (Anaheim St./Santa Fe Ave
and Willow St./Santa Fe Ave.). These modifications will trigger the Green
Streets requirement under the anticipated (next) MS4 permit. The recirculated
Draft EIR/EIS should address the Green Streets approaches and/or treatment
systems that will be incorporated for these areas.
 The recirculated Draft EIR/EIS should include an evaluation of storm water
characteristics and potential impacts prior to construction. In addition, the Draft
EIR/EIS should include calculations of water quality flows and identify the
discharge points.
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 As part of the Project, Caltrans should develop and implement programs
addressing storm water pollution issues. These programs shall comply with the
latest code requirements (i.e., the latest TMDL, Clean Water Act, Coastal Zone
Act and California Water Code) at the time of construction.

L-16-144

 Treatment BMPs should be designed such that groundwater will not be affected.

L-16-145

 The City requests that Caltrans develop, construct and maintain treatment
control devices and BMPs within Caltrans right-of-way. In addition, all storm
drain pump stations that need to be upgraded or replaced should be reviewed by
the City of Long Beach.
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Section 3.10—Geology/Soils/Seismic/Topography
 Section 3.10.1, Regulatory Setting, page 3.10-1: Per page 77 of the Annotated
Outline, this section must consider local regulations that may apply. As the
Annotated Outline notes, “the general plan of the jurisdiction(s) affected should
include references to local standards on this topic area and identification of
hazards.” The general plans of the cities and Los Angeles County must be
reviewed for applicable standards and this information must be considered in the
project analysis.
 Section 3.10.2, Affected Environment, page 3.10-2: This section notes that
“since no laboratory data is available regarding the collapsibility of soils in the
area, it is not known if collapsible soils are present; however, the area is not
known from existing mapping to have collapsible soils.” This statement must be
supported and the “mapping” must be referenced.
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Section 3.12—Hazardous Waste/Materials
 Section 3.12.3, Environmental Consequences, page 3.12-85: The analysis of
temporary impacts refers the reader to Section 3.24, Construction for a
discussion of hazardous waste risks related to construction. However, Section
3.24 provides an incomplete analysis of the potential hazardous waste risks
during construction. Specifically, throughout the analysis, it is noted that online
agency databases did not provide complete information regarding the total sites
that pose environmental concerns and as such only the sites for which
information was provided were described. This analysis does not fully disclose
all of the potential effects that could result during construction. Additionally, as
part of the extensive consultation/coordination process required of Caltrans’
projects, consultation should have been undertaken with the appropriate
agencies prior to and during preparation of the Draft EIR/EIS to provide adequate
information and ensure that all of the potential environmental impacts are
disclosed to the public and decisionmakers.
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Section 3.13—Air Quality
Operational Impacts
 Page 3 of the AQ/HRA Technical Study describes the CEQA baseline as projectspecific conditions in the year 2008 (e.g., traffic conditions on the I-710 and
selected roadways in the year 2008). However, the baseline year also uses year
2008 emission factors instead of 2035 buildout year emission factors. Since
vehicular exhaust emission factors will decrease substantially over the next 30
years and traffic would marginally increase, this approach essentially eliminates
all CEQA impacts and almost any project proposed using this methodology
would result in less than significant CEQA regional air quality impacts. It is not
accurate to compare impacts to year 2008 regardless of the year the NOP was
filed when the project would not even begin construction until the year 2020.
This approach does not provide decisionmakers the necessary information
required to make an informed decision on the project. Almost all of the regional
and localized operational air quality impact analyses show substantial
improvements in comparison to the 2008 Baseline. It is extremely difficult to
evaluate the differences between the alternatives the way the operational
analysis is structured because the reduction in emissions simply as a result of
the decrease in emissions between 2008 and 2035 far outweighs any
increase/decrease between the alternatives. A review of pollutant emissions
presented in Table 3.13-23 of the Draft EIR/EIS and presented below in Table 1,
shows that Alternative 6B and 6C have a reduction in 2035 NOX emissions in
comparison to Alternative 1. However, in all other cases the alternatives would
result in an increase of pollutant emissions in comparison to Alternative 1 for
year 2035. In fact, an argument could be made from a regional operational
emissions standpoint that doing nothing (Alternative 1) is the environmentally
superior alternative.

L-16-150

Mr. Ronald Kosinski
September 28, 2012
Page 34 of 61
Table 1
Comparison of Incremental Criteria Pollutant Emissions for All Build Alternatives
compared to Alternative 1 (No Build)
(pounds per day, % change)
Scenario (I-710)
Alternative 1

NOX

CO

PM10a

PM2.5

5,111

7,579

2,120

771
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% Change in Comparison to Alternative 1
Alternative 5A

6%

18%

17%

17%

Alternative 6A

39%

38%

52%

52%

Alternative 6B

-39%

9%

37%

22%

Alternative 6C

-29%

12%

33%

21%

Source: Table 3.13-23 of the Draft I-710 Corridor Project EIR/EIS and Matrix Environmental,
2012.

 The analysis of re-entrained dust is confusing and inconsistent. The analysis
provided in the AQ/HRA Technical Study employs the January 2011 EPA AP-42
method (emissions are calculated based on grams/vehicle mile travelled.
However, Section 3.13, Air Quality, of the Draft EIR/EIS relies upon the new ARB
method (emissions are calculated based on the change in centerline length). It
appears that the AQ/HRA Technical Study approach was abandoned in the Draft
EIR/EIS. According to the Draft EIR/EIS the new ARB method apparently shows
no increase in emissions as a result of adding lanes (i.e., silt amount stays the
same, even as the per-are silt loading decreases). Therefore, Alternative 5a
would not show an increase in re-entrained emissions. This conclusion does not
seem reasonable, but is at least consistent with the new ARB method. The
explanation for Alternative 6A, B, C does not make sense. While it would be
reasonable to assume a lower silt loading on the elevated freight corridor than on
the mainline, to assume zero because there doesn’t appear to be a source of soil
erosion onto the freight corridor is not a reasonable assumption. Windblown
deposition of silt and particulate occurs throughout the Basin and it is not clear
why it would not also end up on the freight corridor.1 This very important
assumption needs to be supported by fact (i.e., test results from a similar facility).
If the ARB methodology is used to calculate emissions from the elevated freight
corridor, then these centerline miles should be counted as new miles and not
assumed as additional lanes since they are not adjoining lanes. It may not meet
the strict definition of a new freeway by Caltrans, but from a layperson’s
standpoint it appears to be a new freeway in the City of Long Beach. In addition,
calculation of maximum daily emissions from re-entrained road dust should not
include a correction factor for wet days as it underestimates potential emissions
1

SCAQMD Guidance Document for Addressing Air Quality Issues in General Plans and Local Planning,
2005. Chapter 5 (page 5-2) Reduction of Fugitive Dust (www.aqmd.gov/prdas/aqguide/doc/chapter05.pdf).
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on a peak day. Re-entrained dust emissions should be recalculated based on
the comments provided above.
 The localized hotspot analyses presented in Section 3.13, Air Quality, of the
Draft EIR/EIS appear to effectively double count reductions in PM10 and PM2.5
background and incremental pollutant concentrations. The CO and NO2
analyses evaluated the incremental change in pollutant concentrations from 2008
to 2035 and added the maximum background pollutant concentration measured
at the representative monitoring station over the past three years. The PM10 and
PM2.5 analyses rely upon future projected PM10 and PM2.5 pollutant
concentrations from the 2007 AQMP, which already account for AQMP reduction
measures (e.g., less polluting vehicles in the future). Pollutant emissions
calculated for the project also account for AQMP reduction measures between
2008 and 2035). Therefore, it appears that the results account for the future
reductions twice. The analysis should provide further clarification or be updated
to reflect background concentrations measured at the closest monitoring stations
over the past three years.
 The MSAT analysis presented in Section 3.13, Air Quality, of the Draft EIR/EIS
provides a comparison of incremental MSAT health risk impacts for all
alternatives compared to 2008 (see Table 3.13-29). For the reasons discussed
above (changes in emissions factors from 2008 to 2035), one would expect that
the risk would decrease. Rather than providing a similar table comparing all of
the build alternatives to Alternative 1 that shows the substantial increases, the
Draft EIR/EIS on page 3.13-51 includes the following statement: “All build
alternatives have increases in cancer risk in certain locations along I-710
compared to Alternative 1” and references several graphics in an appendix
instead. A table comparing the build alternatives to Alternative 1 is required to
inform decision makers and the public of the health risk implications of this
project for certain areas along the corridor. In addition, many of the areas that
have an increase in cancer risk impacts occur within the City of Long Beach. It is
recommended that sensitive land uses that have an increase of 10 or more in a
million cancer cases (SCAQMD significance threshold) as a result of the project
should be provided filtration systems with a minimum of MERV 15 to reduce
cancer impacts.
 The AQ/HRA Technical Study provides no modeling input or output files for the
substantial amount of AERMOD modeling conducted for the project. While it is
acknowledged that the modeling files would likely consist of thousands of pages
in paper format, the files should have been made available electronically for
review. As a result, it is impossible for the public to determine whether the
results of the analysis are consistent with SCAQMD modeling guidelines or
accurate. These files must be released for public review to allow for comment.
 While the Project overall provides for a decrease in air emissions in the project
area, “near road” emissions remain a concern. The City supports those
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alternatives with a “Zero Emissions” component and does not believe any design
alternative is valid without a zero emissions component.
 The Project will adversely impact lower socio/economic communities. The City
recommends that outreach/case management programs be implemented to
mitigate the impacts on these communities and other sensitive receptors
(preschools, schools, senior facilities, etc). This would include clients utilizing the
Multi-Service Center, which is anticipated to experience significant construction
impacts in all of the current build alternatives.
 The City requests consideration of installation of real-time air quality monitors at
various locations in the City of Long Beach along the I-710 Corridor to measure
certain pollutants, including but not limited to particulate matter, sulfur oxides,
and nitrogen oxides. Current baseline data should be established, and long-term
goals should be established for the reduction of these pollutants.
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GHG Impacts
 Table 4.3-3a of the Draft EIR/EIS shows that all of the alternatives will result in
an increase of GHG emissions between 31 and 32 percent in comparison to the
baseline condition. This increase in emissions appears to be inconsistent with
the goals of AB32 to reduce GHG emissions to 1990 levels by 2020 (16 percent
reduction below the estimated “business-as-usual” levels).
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 Caltrans should install thousands of new trees along the new freeway to address
greenhouse gas emissions (and either agree to maintain those trees or donate
them to the City for City maintenance). The City of Long Beach should be
granted the authority to select tree species to be consistent with its own
approved list of trees within City boundaries.
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Section 3.14—Noise
 The Traffic Noise Study Report provided as part of the Draft EIR/EIS provides no
modeling input or output files for the substantial amount of TNM modeling
conducted for the project. While it is acknowledged that the modeling files would
likely consist of many pages in paper format, the files should have been made
available electronically for review. As a result, it is not possible for the public to
determine whether the results of the analysis are consistent with Caltrans
guidelines or accurate (e.g., truck volume, fleet mix, elevations, receptor
locations, and road widths). A summary of the input values should also be
provided in Section 3.14 of the Draft EIR/EIS for review. As shown below, in
many cases the noise levels at selected receptors decrease for the alternatives
in compared to the existing condition even though the traffic volumes increase
along the corresponding freeway segment. No explanation or rationale is
provided for these counterintuitive results in Section 3.14 or the Traffic Noise
Study Report provided in the Draft EIR/EIS.
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 Section 3.14 on page 3.14-1 of the Draft EIR/EIS states that the Noise section is
based on the Traffic Noise Study Report (January 2012) and the Noise
Abatement Decision Report (May 2012). However, only the Traffic Noise Study
Report
is
provided
for
review
at
http://www.dot.ca.gov/dist07/resources/envdocs/docs/710corridor/. Without the
Noise Abatement Decision Report it is not reasonable to expect the public to
provide substantive comment. This document must be made available for public
review for evaluation of the Draft EIR/EIS.
 Table 3.14-3 on page 3.14-31 of the Draft EIR/EIS provides a summary of the
reasonableness determination for soundwalls. However, supporting information
is not provided in the Traffic Noise Study Report to determine the accuracy of the
findings. As an example, SW-503A shows that a 16 ft soundwall would not be
reasonable because it would only benefit 10 receptors. It is recognized that this
soundwall ultimately is recommended in the Draft EIR/EIS even though it is
reported as unreasonable from a cost standpoint. However, without the
supporting modeling files, graphics showing the placement of the modeled
receptors and the resultant noise levels at these receptors, it is difficult to review
whether a soundwall would be reasonable or not.
 Based on a review of Table 3.14-2 (Traffic Noise Level Measurements and
Modeling Results) and Figures 3.14-1 (Alternative 5A-Noise Monitoring, Modeled
Sites, and Sound Walls) and 3.14-2 (Alternative 6A,B,C-Noise Monitoring,
Modeled Sites, and Sound Walls), the following specific comments are provided.
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o NB-1 was chosen as a short-term monitoring and modeled receptor for
evaluating whether noise mitigation measures would be applicable for Cesar
E. Chavez Park. The location selected was a play area approximately 500
feet from the proposed improvements. However, the park extends all the way
to the proposed improvements. Since recreational activities could occur
much closer to the proposed improvements, it is recommended that an
analysis location closer to the improvements be included in the Draft EIR/EIS
for evaluation of whether additional sound barriers are warranted. In addition,
if the modeled receptor were correctly placed then the resultant noise level
would likely show an increase in future noise levels and not a decrease.
Table 3.13-7 of the Draft EIR/EIS shows that Alternatives 5 and 6 for the I710 segment between 9th Street and Ocean Boulevard results in an
approximate 59 percent increase in traffic volumes compared to existing
conditions. Thus, traffic noise levels in close proximity to the proposed
improvements at Cesar E. Chavez Park would be expected to increase and
not decrease.
o Similar to NB-1, the placement of NB-2 for Chavez Elementary School may
not disclose the extent of potential noise impacts. Once again the noise level
change for Alternatives 5 and 6 compared to existing conditions is expected
to decrease even though traffic is supposed to increase by 59 percent. The
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placement of the outdoor monitoring/modeled location (NB-1A) was in the
parking lot instead of the playfield and play area which are both adjacent to
the new proposed improvement. Receptors within the playfield could possibly
result in an increase of 12 dBA or more from the existing baseline since the
roadway improvement would be moved adjacent to the playfield. Without
proper placement of the noise monitoring/modeling receptors within the
playfield, it is not known whether additional mitigation/noise barriers are
warranted. The noise analysis should be revised to include these additional
receptors.
o Receptor NB-4 results in a decrease of 1.7 dBA for Alternative 5 in
comparison to existing conditions even though traffic is supposed to increase
by 59 percent. This should be confirmed.
o Similar to NB-2, the placement of NB-15 for Perry Lindsey Middle School
likely does not disclose the extent of potential noise impacts since the noise
monitoring/modeling receptor is placed far away from the proposed
improvements in a parking lot. An additional receptor should be evaluated
near the proposed improvements along Del Amo Boulevard within the play
area.
o Receptor SB-20C at the end of Barclay Street (shown in Figure 3.14-1 (8 of
20) of the Draft EIR/EIS) appears to show that the receptor was modeled to
determine whether soundwall SW-503A was reasonable even though the
soundwall does not extend north to Barclay Street. No additional receptors
were modeled between Gordon Street and Barclay Street. It is recognized
that the Draft EIR/EIS recommends this 16 ft soundwall even though Table
3.14-3 shows that this soundwall is not reasonable from a cost standpoint.
However, additional analysis is warranted at additional receptors along this
segment to properly determine the feasibility of a new soundwall in the event
the 16-foot soundwall is later reduced in size or height because of a
determination regarding infeasibility.
o Receptors R3 and MNB-10 may not fully evaluate potential benefits from
soundwall SW-405B since the receptor location appears to be lower than the
elevated freeway connector at that location. If a receptor was evaluated
further east of Receptor 3 (along 39th Street) as the elevated connector
decreases in height, then it is likely that additional residences would benefit
from this potential soundwall and may result in a feasible soundwall from a
cost standpoint.
o The proposed sound wall along the I-710 SB, along White Avenue north of
Long Beach Boulevard, should include a significant landscape buffer between
the sound wall and White Avenue between Gordon Street and Adams Street.
As proposed, the buffer is not enough to protect sensitive resources or land
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uses, and does not achieve any tangible reduction in noise levels or mitigate
the aesthetics of the project in this neighborhood.
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 The specific technologies to be used by Alternative 6B have not been fully
defined. Thus, potential noise impacts cannot yet be fully evaluated.
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 CalTrans is encouraged to consider the creation of a residential sound-proofing
program, including the installation of double-paned sound insulated windows and
doors to reduce sound levels to less than 60dBA.
 Federal regulation 23 CFR 772 contains noise abatement criteria (NAC) that are
used to determine when a noise impact would occur. The NAC differ depending
on the type of land use. The NAC for residences (activity category B) and day
care centers, hospitals, schools, parks, etc. (activity category C) is a maximum of
67 dBA. The Draft EIR/EIS provides data for noise levels at 117 receptor
locations within the limits of the City of Long Beach. The receptor locations are
located along the northbound and southbound I-710 and I-405 freeways and
along the eastbound and westbound SR-91 freeway. New or replacement sound
walls are proposed at 62 of the 117 receptor locations. Of these receptor
locations, 45 receptor locations have an estimated future noise level reduced to
62 dBA or less, and 36 receptor locations have an estimated future noise level
reduced to 60 dBA or less. No new or replacement sound walls are proposed at
55 of the 117 receptor locations. Of these receptor locations, 10 receptor
locations have an estimated future noise level greater than 67 dBA, 32 receptor
locations have an estimated future noise level greater than 62 dBA, and 41
receptor locations have an estimated future noise level greater than 60 dBA.
The City of Long Beach requests, in addition to new or replacement sound walls
currently proposed, new or replacement sound walls at the remaining receptor
locations as follows:
o The addition of a sound wall east of the Los Angeles River, from Pacific
Coast Highway to Willow Street.
o The addition of a sound wall east of the rail tracks, from the I-405 freeway to
the Los Angeles River.
o The addition of a sound wall east of the Los Angeles River, from the rail
tracks to Del Amo Boulevard.
o The addition of a sound wall east of the Los Angeles River, from Del Amo
Boulevard to Long Beach Boulevard.
o The addition of a sound wall east of the Los Angeles River, from Long Beach
Boulevard to proposed sound wall SW604.
o The addition of a sound wall along the northbound I-405 freeway, from
Wardlow Road to the rail tracks.
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o The addition of a sound wall along the eastbound SR-91 freeway, from
Susana Road to Long Beach Boulevard.
o The addition of a sound wall along the southbound I-405 freeway, from
Hesperian Avenue to Santa Fe Avenue.
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o Replacement of the existing sound wall along the southbound I-710 freeway,
from the I-405 freeway to SW603B.
o Replacement of the existing sound wall along the eastbound SR-91 freeway,
from Long Beach Boulevard to SW606.
o Replacement of the existing sound wall along the eastbound SR-91 freeway,
from SW606 to Cherry Avenue.
 In addition, the City requests that the following also be considered with regards
to sound walls:
o The sound walls shown on Exhibit 8A, located adjacent to 33rd Street (at
Pasadena Avenue), do not extend far enough west. The sound walls should
continue all the way around to Elm Avenue.
o The sound walls adjacent to 35th Street (Exhibit 8A, near Pine Avenue) do
not extend far enough east. The sound walls should extend past Locust
Avenue, rather than stopping before Weston Place.
o The sound wall north of Wrigley Heights (Exhibit 8, north of Baker Street,
connecting to Pacific Place as part of off-ramp system and I-405S/I-710
interchange) seems to be located in the middle of the road. Also, additional
sound walls could be considered between park/neighborhood and Pacific
Place off-ramp. The community would like a barrier between the off-ramp
and the park. However, the sound dampening benefits would have to be
studied.
o The possibility of a sound wall or another barrier near the Long Beach Blvd
off-ramp (Exhibit 8a, I-405S) should be studied. Currently, Memorial Heights
is located adjacent to the I-405 without a barrier.
o Sound walls are needed along the I-405S/I-710S interchange near the 3700
block of Gale Avenue. Currently, the interchange is right in residents’ front
yards with no barrier. The proposed plans do not show any sound wall
(Exhibit 6).
o Sound walls are needed along the entire length of 48th Street to Long Beach
Boulevard along the Los Angeles River. At a minimum, Caltrans should
provide for the installation of a landscaped barrier to reduce impacts to the
Sutter Community.

L-16-173

Mr. Ronald Kosinski
September 28, 2012
Page 41 of 61
o A sound wall, which was proposed as part of Metro’s Blue Line project, is also
needed along Del Mar to Avery Place adjacent to the Blue Line.
o All sound walls should be of high quality and high design quality, containing
foliage, landscaping and landscaped setbacks that increases air quality and
visual appearance, but not being as unruly as the foliage that currently exists.
L-16-173

o With respect to the construction of the new sound walls, the Draft EIR/EIS
must consider that I-710 is currently at a much higher grade than the adjacent
homes. Additional height will be needed to compensate for this. Currently,
trucks are visible from nearly all parts of the neighborhoods adjacent to the
freeway.
o The proposed sound walls should be expanded to include the on- and offramps along the I-405 and SR-91 freeways.

Section 3.15—Energy
 Section 3.15.3, Environmental Consequences, page 3.15-7: While the only
difference between Alternatives 6B and 6C is the introduction of a tolling fee,
there is no description or explanation as to why the energy consumption would
differ between these two alternatives. This analysis must be provided.
 Section 3.15.3, Environmental Consequences, page 3.15-10: The brief analysis
provided under the No Build Alternative notes that “Under Alternative 1, the
permanent effects on energy consumption discussed above for the build
alternatives would not occur for the project itself, but these permanent energy
consumption effects would occur for the other transportation improvement
projects included in Alternative 1.”
While these “other transportation
improvement projects” are not specifically described, based on Chapter 2.0,
Project Alternatives, page 2-11, Alternative 1 includes approved and planned
projects in SCAG’s 2008 RTP and RTIP, and approved on-dock rail
improvements, Burlington Northern Santa Fe/Union Pacific Railroad Mainline
Capacity Improvements, and Intermodal Freight Rail Facilities. It is expected
that these improvement projects would provide improved mobility within the study
area. Thus, as with the build alternatives, Alternative 1 would provide reduced
energy consumption compared to existing conditions. These considerations
should be included within the analysis provided in this section and throughout the
Draft EIR/EIS.
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Section 3.16—Natural Communities
 When discussing the Biological Study Area on page 3.16.2, it is difficult to
ascertain the geography of the Biological Study Area. As set forth under Section
15147 of the CEQA Guidelines, “the information contained in an EIR shall
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include summarized technical data, maps, plot plans, diagrams, and similar
relevant information sufficient to permit full assessment of significant
environmental impacts by reviewing agencies and members of the public.” As
such, the 2,000-acre Biological Study Area map and/or related figures must be
provided within this section. Similarly, the maps/figures showing the land
uses/vegetation communities and associated drainage boxes identified within the
Biological Study Area and discussed in Section 3.16.2.2, Plant Communities,
must be provided.
 The text on page 3.16-3 states, “Thirteen of the 21 drainage features identified
within the BSA are classified under this land use category and described further
in the Jurisdictional Delineation Report prepared for the project.” However, this
paragraph and section make no mention of the remaining 8 drainage features or
provide an analysis with regard to these 8 remaining drainage features. Thus,
the analysis is incomplete.
 The text on page 3.16-4 states that surveys were conducted in October 2009.
These surveys are outdated and should be updated for current conditions.
 The text on page 3.16-9 regarding the No Build Alternative assumes that no
physical impacts would occur as part of the No Build Alternative. However, as
part of the No Build Alternative, currently funded project or projects underway as
well as regular maintenance projects are included. As such, this section and all
of the other impact analyses should also describe potential impacts of these
physical improvements under this alternative.
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Section 3.17—Wetlands
 Per page 111 of the Annotated Outline, the discussion of the Affected
Environment on page 3.17-2 should include “a concise description, including
exhibits depicting the waters of the U.S. in the project area relative to the
alternatives under consideration, and the location(s) of any associated sensitive
species habitat or special aquatic sites.” This section does not include any
exhibits that illustrate the subject areas included in the discussion. As described
above, in accordance with CEQA requirements, such basic data should be
included.
 Per page 111 of the Annotated Outline, the analysis starting on page 3.17-12
should also “include maps or other drawings that show the waters/wetlands and
quantify and depict how the project or alternatives would affect them.”
 Per page 112 of the Annotated Outline, the analysis starting on page 3.17-2
should “discuss compensatory measures, including location, functions, plants,
cost estimates, and success criteria.” None of this information is provided in this
section. Such information should have been provided.
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 Per page 112 of the Annotated Outline, Section 3.17.4, Avoidance, Minimization
and/or Mitigation Measures, on page 3.17-1 should “(1) document wetland
avoidance alternatives. If the avoidance alternatives are not practicable, justify in
detail how the cost, performance, socioeconomic impacts or other factors would
make that so; (2) discuss how all practicable measures to minimize harm to the
affected wetland have been included in the proposed alternative(s). If a given
minimization measure is not practicable, justify in detail how the cost,
performance, socioeconomic impacts or other factors would make the measure
impracticable...” This information has not been provided and should be included.
 Overall, this section does not provide an adequate analysis of the potential
impacts to wetlands from the project and relies on conclusory statements. For
example, this section makes statements such as “due to the permanent removal
of a large amount of the basins within Drainage 3, the proposed permanent
impacts would substantially alter the hydrologic regime of this drainage.”
However, this section does not provide any analysis of what the impacts from
altering the hydrologic regime would be, nor does it identify any mitigation
measures that would lessen such impacts other than Mitigation Measure NC-1,
which describes the preparation of a Habitat Mitigation Monitoring Plan. This
mitigation measure does not specify that the habitat replacement would reduce
any impacts to the hydrologic regime. Similarly, this section does not include an
analysis regarding other environmental impacts associated with alterations to the
hydrologic regime or from loss of wetland habitat, such as changes in water
quality and impacts to habitat for migratory birds. This section, as well as the
entire Draft EIR/EIS, should provide more specificity with regard to the
description of the project’s effects/impacts. Finally, Section 3.9, Water Quality,
page 3.9-2 notes “a discussion of the LEDPA (Least Environmentally Damaging
Practicable Alternative) determination, if any, for the document is included in the
Wetlands and Other Waters section (Section 3.17).” However, no such
discussion is included in this section.
 Page 3.17-14 is missing an analysis of sediment retention impacts within
Drainage 3 for Alternative 5A.
 The City of Long Beach is commencing construction on the DeForest wetlands
area. This resource must be included as a wetland, analyzed and protected prior
to and after completion of I-710 improvements. Water quality monitoring should
be required to ensure that the improvements that the City makes will not be
negatively impacts by this project.
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Section 3.18—Plant Species
 This section notes that a literature review was conducted but provides no details
regarding this review or provides any information as to why “all of the specialstatus plant species that occur within the vicinity of the project do not have
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suitable habitat within the limits of the BSA.” Support must be provided for this
statement.
 Potential indirect impacts to the special-status southern tarplant are not only
limited to shading. The analysis of environmental consequences on page 3.18-2
should include an analysis of other indirect impacts, such as impacts from
emissions, climate or microclimate changes, and fugitive dust. In addition, the
mitigation measure included to reduce potential impacts, which is identified in
Section 3.24, does not provide the necessary specificity required under CEQA to
ensure a reduction of such impacts. Specifically, Mitigation Measure CON-61
does not define the vicinity or set standards for boundaries to be enforced.
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Section 3.19—Animal Species
 Studies or other forms of evidence need to be provided to support the statements
on page 3.19-22 that “although these 33 species were not observed during
surveys, surveys were not focused on these species. This is primarily because
the project is not expected to have a substantial effect on the above species,
mainly due to minimal habitat in the BSA. However, it is possible for these
species to move onto the site prior to construction. While much of the habitat
within the BSA is disturbed, developed, or degraded by the presence of
nonnative species, some suitable habitat exists within the BSA for these
species.” In addition, this statement acknowledges that habitat is available for
these 33 species, and as such, further analyses should have been conducted
regarding these species.
 The analysis on page 3.19-25 needs to adequately address and identify the
special status animal species that are being discussed. Simply concluding
“fourteen special status animal species were observed within the BSA during
2009 surveys. However, they have low to moderate probability of regular
occurrence. The remaining 22 species have a low to moderate occurrence
probability…” is not sufficient. Furthermore, it is not clear where the “remaining
22 species” is derived from since this paragraph begins with “fourteen special
status animal species…”
 Mitigation Measure AS-1 on page 3-19 does not state how the designs of the
renovated bridges will be selected or to what standards the designs must adhere.
It is also not clear what is meant by “suitable fencing or other structural
features...” These features alone may result in secondary impacts, which need
to be disclosed. Such performance standards are required of mitigation
measures under CEQA.
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Section 3.20—Threatened and Endangered Species
 Studies and/or other forms of evidence need to be provided to support the
discussion in Section 3.20.2.1, Plant Species on page 3.20-2. In addition, the
literature review mentioned should be described and appropriate sources should
be provided. It is not sufficient to make the statements that “13 plant species that
are Federally and/or State-listed endangered or threatened, or proposed or
delisted endangered or threatened, or are considered California Fully Protected
(CFP) species by the State have the potential to occur within the Biological Study
Area (BSA). Suitable habitat does not exist within the BSA for any of these plant
species; therefore, they are not discussed further in this section.” These
conclusory statements must be supported by updated studies and data.
 Studies or other forms of evidence also need to be provided to support the
statements in Section 3.20.2.2, Animal Species, on page 3.20-2 that “28 animal
species that are Federally and/or State-listed endangered or threatened, or
proposed or delisted endangered or threatened, or are considered CFP species
by the State of California have the potential to occur within the BSA. Suitable
habitat does not exist within the BSA for 25 of these animal species. With the
exception of the green turtle, all other animal species lacking suitable habitat in
the BSA are not discussed further in this section.” Studies/surveys to support
this conclusion need to be identified. For example, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service (Letter from Karen Gobel, Assistant Field Supervisor, U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service, to Ron Kosinski, Deputy Director District Director, District 7,
California Department of Transportation, dated September 28, 2008) has advised
that a known population of Least Bell’s vireo resides in De Forest Park, located
just across the Los Angeles River from the I-710 Corridor Project. However,
neither the Natural Environment Study, which is the primary basis for the
analysis to biological resources included in the Draft EIR/EIS, nor the biological
resources sections indicate that surveys were conducted for the Least Bell’s
vireo. In addition, while Section 3.20 does not provide an analysis of potential
impacts to least Bell’s vireo as this section does not identify it within the BSA,
Table 3.20-2, page 3.20-13, last row, states that the Least Bells vireo “formerly
common along the lower Los Angeles River, but only marginally suitable habitat
for nesting remains. Has recently been recorded at DeForest Park and the
ponds south of Del Amo Ave., Long Beach, in winter and spring.” This statement
contradicts the discussion provided throughout this section with regard to the
animals that may be found within the BSA. As such, the analysis regarding
biological resources needs to be revisited to provide an adequate analysis of the
true potential impacts to biological resources, including least Bell’s vireo.
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Section 3.22—Relationship between Local Short-Term-Uses of the Human
Environment and the Maintenance and Enhancement of Long-Term
Productivity
 Section 3.22.2, Environmental Consequences, page 3.22-1: This section
assumes that all four build alternatives would have “similar impacts.” However,
as discussed throughout the Draft EIR/EIS, impacts would differ among the
alternatives and those specifics must be described in this section.
 Section 3.22.2.2, No Build Alternative, page 3.22-3: As stated in Chapter 2.0
and again in Section 3.23, page 3.23-2, “…Alternative 1 includes other
transportation improvements that are already programmed and/or committed to
be constructed by 2035.” The analysis of the No Build Alternative presented
here is inconsistent with this statement as the analysis does not consider the
benefits associated with those programmed and/or committed projects that would
greatly improve goods movement from the ports via rail. This analysis must be
revised to adequately provide the impacts and benefits from the No Build
Alternative to consider the assumptions established in the Draft EIR/EIS.
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Section 3.23—Irreversible and Irretrievable Commitments of Resources
that would be Involved in the Proposed Project
 This section does not fully address all potential irreversible and irretrievable
commitments of resources that would be involved with Project development. For
example, this section does not include an analysis regarding consumption of
water during construction, which would be consumed for dust control, concrete
mixers, etc. In addition, this section also does not include an analysis of
irreversible and irretrievable commitments of air quality resulting from
“permanent increase in air pollutant concentrations near the I-710 Corridor”
(Section 3.22, page 3.22-2), which would occur under Alternative 5A since this
Alternative would only widen the freeway and not provide the zero-emission
technology. Furthermore, this section does not analyze potential irreversible and
irretrievable commitments of energy from electrical consumption during
construction and with implementation of a catenary system or other zeroemission technology.
 Section 3.23.2, No Build Alternative, page 2.32-2: The discussion included here
is contradictory. Specifically, the second paragraph states “…Alternative 1
includes other transportation improvements that are already programmed and/or
committed to be constructed by 2035. Therefore, there would be irretrievable
commitments of resources resulting from these other transportation
improvements, but not as a result of the I-710 Corridor Project.” The first
paragraph states “Alternative 1 would also not provide the benefits of the
reduced travel times and improved efficiency for the movement of vehicles,
people, and goods that would result from implementation of the I-710 Corridor
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Project.” If this section is discussing the “irretrievable commitments of resources
resulting from these other transportation improvements,” why is this section not
accounting for the benefits that these transportation improvements would have
along the corridor? These other transportation improvements would certainly
reduce travel times and result in improved efficiency for the movement of goods.
This consideration must be included here.
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Section 3.24—Construction Impacts
 Section 3.24.1, Construction Method Approach:
construction phasing, schedule and work hours.

This section should include

 Section 3.24.1, Construction Method Approach: Given the level of design and
known right-of-ways for each of the alternatives, this section must identify the
potential locations of staging areas, and the aggregate (pavement) crushing
plant.
 Section 3.24.1, Construction Method Approach: Specific details regarding
construction activities must be provided. Providing statements such as “this
paving could be done at night, when traffic volumes are reduced, and may take
several nights” is inadequate. Additionally, specific information regarding when
the “Unique Features of Alternatives 6B and 6C” would be installed must be
provided.
 Section 3.24.3.1, Land Use, page 3.24-5: Construction impacts to parks and
recreation facilities are merely presented in a table and not discussed in the text.
These impacts must also be discussed within the text and described
appropriately.
 Section 3.24.3.2, Growth, page 3.24-5: The unemployment rate provided here is
not consistent with what is included in the Executive Summary.
 Section 3.24.3.4, Utilities/Emergency Services, page 3.24-11: Utility impacts
under Alternative 5A are not included. In addition, impacts to the numerous
utilities in the Study Area are also not provided. This analysis must be provided
here to ensure that accurate information is disclosed to the public and
decisionmakers.
 Construction of the Project will require temporary closures of freeway ramps and
arterial streets. As a result, traffic will be diverted to detour routes within City
limits and will create traffic impacts along the detour routes. The increase in
traffic along the detour routes and coordination of ramp, freeway lanes, and
arterial street closures will require additional services to be provided by the
Department of Public Works, the Police Department, and the Fire Department.
Capital improvements to the traffic signal system in the City will be required. In
addition, such detours may potentially affect the ability of the Police Department
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and Fire Department to meet response time goals. As such, the City requests
that Caltrans provide funding in an amount to be determined to provide City staff
support and capital improvements necessary to mitigate traffic impacts along
detour routes.
 Section 3.24.3.5, Traffic and Transportation/Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities,
page 3.24-12: A qualitative analysis of the potential impacts to traffic and
transportation and pedestrian and bicycle facilities is not adequate. The analysis
must inform the public and decisionmakers of the levels of service expected
during construction and provide a specific description of anticipated ramp
closures.
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 It is recommended that the Caltrans Traffic Management Plan (TMP), identified
as Measure CON-6, include the necessary traffic signal upgrades/improvements
along parallel streets within the City of Long Beach (i.e., Santa Fe Avenue) to
help facilitate traffic movement and to ensure that the temporary construction
related traffic impacts of the I-710 Corridor Project are minimized. Further yet,
these improvements should be installed well in advance of the construction
phase of the project.
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 It is recommended that City of Long Beach staff be involved in the development
of the Caltrans TMP as it pertains to detours and/or re-routes of traffic onto City
of Long Beach roadways during construction of the proposed project.

L-16-207

 It is also recommended that a detailed pavement assessment be conducted for
all affected City of Long Beach streets to determine each streets pavement
condition at the conclusion of project construction. If project construction causes
any damage to existing pavement, street, curb, and/or gutter along the identified
detour routes, Caltrans will be fully responsible for repairs. The repairs shall be
completed to the satisfaction of the City of Long Beach, Department of Public
Works.
 Once all truck routes have been identified during the development of the Caltrans
TMP, it is recommended that a detailed pavement assessment be conducted for
all affected City of Long Beach streets to determine each streets pavement
condition prior to the commencement of construction.
 The Draft EIR/EIS should better define the impacts of traffic diversion during
construction of the Project.
 Section 2.34.3.6, Visual/Aesthetics, page 3.24-13: The analysis presented here
notes that impacts to sensitive viewers would be expected. However, this
analysis does not provide who or what these sensitive viewers are. This
information must be provided to accurately reflect and mitigate potential impacts.
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 Section 3.24.3.7, Cultural Resources, page 3.24-13: Section 3.7 is limited to the
discussion of historical resources and does not provide an analysis of the
potential discovery of cultural/archaeological resources during construction.
Therefore, a simple reference to this section in this discussion is not appropriate
or adequate. The analysis for the potential discovery of cultural resources during
construction must be provided here.
 Section 3.24.3.8, Hydrology and Floodplain, page 3.24-13: This section does not
discuss impacts to hydrology or the floodplain. During construction, existing
structures would be removed and constructed resulting in a corresponding
alteration in the existing hydrology and floodplain. The analysis presented here
merely focuses on water quality impacts. The analysis of temporary impacts to
hydrology and floodplain must be provided.
 During construction, a number of alternate traffic routes will be proposed. The
Draft EIR/EIS does not indicate which mitigation measures will be undertaken for
the additional pollutants that will be generated from the increased vehicle trips
and increased pollutant loads discharged via runoff from City-operated streets
into the storm drain system. This may potentially be detected as elevated
pollutant levels in the outfall monitoring program, the ongoing Coordinated
Monitoring Plans for L.A. River and Los Cerritos Channel or at the LA County
mass emission station located near Wardlow.
 Section 3.24.3.10, Geology, page 3.24-17: An adequate analysis for Alternatives
6A/B/C must be provided. Merely stating that temporary impacts “will be greater
under Alternatives 6A/B/C due to the freight corridor component” is not sufficient.
A thorough analysis of potential impacts associated with geology under
Alternatives 6A/B/C must be provided.
 Section 3.24.3.12, Hazardous Waste/Materials: Throughout this section, it is
noted that online agency databases did not provide complete information
regarding the sites that pose environmental concerns and as such only the sites
for which information was provided were described. As part of the preparation of
this Draft EIR/EIS, consultation should have been undertaken with the
appropriate agencies to provide adequate information to ensure that all of the
potential environmental impacts are disclosed to the public and decisionmakers.
This analysis must include the complete list of sites with the appropriate
description and potential effects resulting from these sites. In addition, this
section indicates several potential impacts resulting from contaminated
groundwater, elevated levels of aerially deposited lead, asbestos, etc., and notes
that further evaluations and investigations need to be conducted. However, this
section does not describe what these evaluations and investigations would entail,
how such investigations would minimize potential impacts to construction
workers, or even include them as part of the mitigation measures provided in this
section to reduce impacts from hazardous waste/materials. Furthermore, in the
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analysis of Alternatives 6A/B/C, it is not clear whether the 28 sites noted are in
addition to those described under Alternative 5A. This must be clarified.
 Prior to the removal or relocation of gas pipelines across bridge structures,
testing for asbestos must be conducted and asbestos abatement provided, as
necessary. These procedures must be outlined in a mitigation measure to
ensure adequate procedures are implemented.
 The evaluation and discussion of potential construction air quality impacts is
inadequate for a project of this magnitude. The entire discussion of construction
air quality impacts is limited to three pages in Section 3.24, Construction, of the
Draft EIR/EIS and little over one page in the Air Quality and Health Risk
Assessments (AQ/HRA) Technical Study.
In order to find any specific
information on how these emissions were calculated or to review emissions from
a specific segment the reader must uncover it where it is buried in Appendix B of
the AQ/HRA. Upon review of Appendix B of the AQ/HRA, the analysis employs
a methodology that potentially underestimates peak daily emissions from each
segment and does not fully identify or characterize significant construction
impacts, ignores localized criteria and air toxic impacts, and does not provide
sufficient mitigation. Each of these inadequacies is discussed below.
 Criteria pollutant mass emissions for construction summarized in Table 3.244 on page 3.24-25 of the Draft EIR/EIS underestimate peak day emissions
from individual segments for the following reasons:
–

Appendix B of the AQ/HRA Technical Study provides calculation of
construction emissions for each of the seven identified roadway
segments. Each project segment is then divided into four construction
activities
(i.e.,
Grubbing/Land
Clearing,
Grading/Excavation,
Drainage/Utilities/Sub-Grade, and Paving). The analysis assumes that
each roadway segment is constructed in a linear manner and that within
each segment no overlap occurs from the four types of construction
activities. Given that at least two roadway segments are located within
the City of Long Beach and could be as long as five miles, it would be
expected that some of the different construction activities discussed above
would overlap (e.g., grading/excavation in one portion of the segment
while drainage/utilities/sub-grade is occurring in a different portion of the
same segment). The analysis should be revised to account for the extent
of this overlap or construction air pollutant emissions within the City of
Long Beach could be substantially underestimated. If no overlap would
occur, then a mitigation measure specifically requiring no overlap of
construction activities should be required.

–

Trip distance for soil hauling and concrete (Table B.2-2B on page B-39
Table B.2-2C on page B-40, Table B.3-2B on page B-58, and Table B.32C on page B-59 of Appendix B of the AQ/HRA of the Technical Study)
was input as 10 miles for a round trip (i.e., 5 miles from the project site) at
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all locations along the seven segments. The tables include a footnote for
use of the 10 mile round trip distance (“input parameters were provided by
URS”). This footnote does not sufficiently support use of a 10-mile
roundtrip distance and pollutant emissions could potentially be
underestimated by 67 percent. The Model default value is 30 miles. In
addition, SCAQMD’s recommended model (CalEEMod) uses a default
value of 20 miles. Use of a 10 mile round trip distance would require
identification of the specific locations as to where the material would be
imported/exported and a mitigation measure should be included in the
recirculated EIR/EIS requiring use of the identified locations. If not, the
analysis should be revised to include the default trip distance of 30 miles
or the pollutant emissions from construction haul activity would be
underestimated by 67 percent.
–

The SCAQMD recommends calculation of on-road fugitive dust.
SCAQMD’s recommended model (CalEEMod) calculates on-road fugitive
dust associated with paved and unpaved roads consistent with USEPA’s
AP-42, Section 13.2.1, Paved Roads, January 2011 (www.epa.gov/ttn/
chief/ap42/ch13/final/c13s0201.pdf). Assuming parameters consistent
with SCAQMD and CARB guidance (i.e., silt loading of 0.1 and truck
weight of 20 tons), daily truck activity for a single segment (please refer to
Table B.2-2B on page B-39 Table B.2-2C on page B-40, Table B.3-2B on
page B-58, and Table B.3-2C on page B-59 in Appendix B of the AQ/HRA
of the Technical Study) could result in 73 pounds of PM10 and 18 pounds
of PM2.5 (424 truck trips per day at 30 miles round trip). All vehicle miles
traveled from worker commuting, vendor commutes, soil hauling, and
demolition hauling should be accounted for in the analysis. When
accounting for overlap between all of the segments and individual
segment overlap, PM10 and PM2.5 impacts would be substantially
underestimated.

–

The calculation of fugitive dust emissions during construction activities are
potentially underestimated by a factor of five. Table B.2-2F on page B-43
and Table B.3-2F on page B-62 in Appendix B of the AQ/HRA Technical
Study show that the maximum acreage disturbed could range from 3.0 to
6.5 acres. However, the individual Road Construction Emissions Model
Data Entry Worksheets show a maximum of 15 acres disturbed per day.
A limit of acreage disturbed per day would serve to reduce fugitive dust
emissions. As such, if the project is going to limit the acreage disturbed,
then a mitigation measure to enforce these limits should be included in the
Final EIR. If not, then the analysis should be updated to reflect 15 acres
and fugitive dust emissions would increase by as much as a factor of five.

 One of the primary deficiencies in the analysis of construction air quality
impacts is the lack of any analysis of localized impacts within the City of Long
Beach related to criteria impacts. The SCAQMD critiqued the underlying
technical methodology after participating in the Air Agency Technical Working
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Group. In its comments on the protocol for the Air Quality and Health Risk
Assessment (“AQ/HRA Technical Study”), the SCAQMD stated that it was
concerned the protocol “would not sufficiently quantify air quality impacts.”
SCAQMD Comments on AQHRA Protocol, at 1. Indeed, the SCAQMD stated
that the AQHRA protocol should be revised to include an analysis of local
criteria pollutant concentrations consistent with the SCAQMD’s local
significance thresholds (LSTs). Instead, the Draft EIR/EIS provided the
following unsubstantiated conclusion regarding localized impacts on page
3.24-24.
“According to the project schedule, some of the construction
phases are expected to take more than five years to complete.
However, the construction period at any one location is likely to
be less than three or four years. Therefore, construction-related
emissions are considered temporary; and any constructionrelated PM2.5 and PM10 emissions due to this project were not
included in the hot spot analysis.”
Given that the LSTs are in terms of much shorter durations (e.g., 24-hours for
PM10 and PM2.5, 1-hour for CO, and 1-hr for NOX) and the Draft EIR/EIS
states that these pollutant emissions could impact sensitive receptors within
the City of Long Beach at any one location for three or four years, this
qualitative approach is completely dismissive. Regardless of the conclusion
that a hotspot analysis is not required for Conformity Determination, which is
incorrect and is discussed in the subsequent comment, without an analysis of
localized impacts it is impossible to address the CEQA Checklist Question
III.B (Violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing
or projected air quality violation?) and III.D (Expose sensitive receptors to
substantial pollutant concentrations?). Figure 1.1B of the AQ/HRA Technical
Study shows the extent of residential uses and other sensitive receptors
within the City of Long Beach in close proximity to the project. An analysis of
localized impacts should be conducted for public disclosure and decisionmaking regarding potential impacts to sensitive land uses near the proposed
construction activities. Based on the localized analysis, additional mitigation
measures should be implemented and are discussed below.
Simply using the SCAQMD look-up tables for evaluation of potential localized
impacts would demonstrate that the project would result in significant
localized construction impacts. According to Table B.2-2F on page B-43 in
Appendix B of the AQ/HRA Technical Study, Segments 1 through 6
grading/excavation activities would occur on a maximum of 5.0 acres per day.
A comparison of the SCAQMD LST look up values (distances to an
exceedance of the ambient air quality standards) for Source Receptor Area
(SRA) 4 (South Coastal Los Angeles County-Long Beach) to project-related
construction pollutant emissions disclosed in the AQ/HRA Technical Study is
provided below in Table 2. As shown below, the impact area along any single
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segment would be approximately 3,800 meters (2.4 miles) for NOX, 145
meters for PM10, and 110 meters for PM2.5. For most of the segments, the
NO impacts would extend close to the entire length of any individual segment.
Also, the impact area could extend substantially based on the comments
provided above (e.g., fugitive dust was calculated based on a much smaller
area disturbed than reported elsewhere in the AQ/HRA Technical Study). As
an example, if fugitive dust emissions were calculated based on 15 acres
(discussed above), then the impact area for PM10 and PM2.5 would increase
to 340 meters and 220 meters, respectively. Please note that a direct
comparison of localized emissions to the SCAQMD LSTs is not possible
since the Draft EIR/EIS only provided total emissions and did not differentiate
between localized and regional emissions. However, based on information
provided in Table B.2-4 on page B-49 of the AQ/HRA Technical Study, it is
clear that construction emissions would substantially exceed the LSTs. Also,
the potential exists for two segments to be under construction in close
proximity to each other (i.e., end of one segment and beginning of another
segment) such that the localized emissions should be combined for purposes
of evaluating localized impacts. No mitigation measure has been provided in
the Draft EIR/EIS to prevent this condition from occurring nor was it analyzed.
Therefore, a mitigation measure to limit construction of two segments in close
proximity to each other such that they could contribute to localized impacts
should be included in the Draft EIR/EIS.
Table 2
Comparison of Draft EIR/EIS Construction Emissions to SCAQMD Localized
Significance Thresholds
(pounds per day)
L-16-219

Source

NOX

CO

PM10a

PM2.5

Segmentsa
Segment 1

287

176

69

21

Segment 2

287

176

69

21

Segment 3

287

176

69

21

Segment 4

277

177

69

21

Segment 5

285

174

69

21

Segment 6

284

173

69

21

Segment 7

127

93

22

6

Maximum Segment

287

177

69

21

59

1,530

14

8

3,800

<25

100

100

SCAQMD LSTs
Distance to Receptor less than LST
(meters)
a

Project-related construction emissions as presented in Table B.2-4 on page B-49 in Appendix
B of the AQ/HRA Technical Study.
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Table 2
Comparison of Draft EIR/EIS Construction Emissions to SCAQMD Localized
Significance Thresholds
(pounds per day)
Source

NOX

CO

PM10a

PM2.5

b

SCAQMD LSTs based on SRA 4, 5-acre active site area, and 25-meter receptor distance.
Source: Environ, 2010 and Matrix Environmental, 2012.

The Draft EIR/EIS states on page 3.24-24 that since construction will not
occur at any one location for more than five years, construction-related
emissions are considered temporary and not included in the hot-spot analysis
for the project-level conformity analysis. This statement seems to contradict
what is stated on page B-3 of Appendix B in the AQ/HRA Technical Study
where the analysis “…assumes the most compressed construction schedule
possible”. This would seem to suggest the rationale for not including
construction activities in the hot-spot analysis (i.e., not occurring for more
than five years at any one location) is likely too optimistic. As shown in Table
2, the localized 7construction impacts are significant and should be
quantitatively evaluated in the Draft EIR/EIS. A localized impact analysis is
required to determine the extent of the impact to sensitive land uses within
the City of Long Beach, especially with multiple segments under construction
concurrently, is required for the decision makers to make a determination of
whether additional mitigation measures are warranted to mitigate the
localized impacts. Also, contrary to what is stated in the Draft EIR/EIS, Table
2 shows that localized NO2 impacts could potentially impact land uses within
3,800 meters (2.4 miles) of construction activities and not for a short duration.
Thus, land uses along the segments would potentially be exposed to
localized impacts over the vast majority of the segment construction duration
that exceeds ambient air quality standards.
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Despite not including PM10 and PM2.5 construction emissions in the hotspot
analysis, the Draft EIR/EIS states that the project will comply with SCAQMD
Fugitive Dust Rules and PM2.5 and PM10 control measures contained in the
State Implementation Plan. Given that compliance with these measures is
part of the rationale for not including the pollutants in the hot-spot analysis,
further discussion of goals and purposes of these measures and how the
project would specifically implement each control measure should be
provided in the Draft EIR/EIS.
 According to the SCAQMD’s MATES III Study, diesel particulate matter
(DPM) represents approximately 84 percent of the Basinwide cancer risk.
However, the Draft EIR/EIS ignores the fact that project will emit large
amounts of DPM from use of heavy-duty construction equipment and diesel
haul trucks during the eight to 15 year construction duration. OEHHA
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recommends calculation of health risk impacts for a minimum of a 9-year
exposure duration (OEHHA, 2003: The Air Toxics Hot Spots Program
Guidance Manual for Preparation of Heath Risk Assessments). As proposed
construction is anticipated to occur for between eight and 15 years, a health
risk assessment should be conducted to evaluate potential health risk
impacts during construction at sensitive land uses within the City of Long
Beach. In addition, the analysis should include a calculation of risks to
children in accordance with OEHHA guidelines.
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 The above information demonstrates that the project has the potential to
result in significant regional and localized construction impacts not disclosed
in the Draft EIR/EIS. Additional mitigation measures are warranted to reduce
these impacts to the extent feasible. Provided below is a list of measures that
should be considered as potential mitigation:
–

Require all off-road equipment to meet Tier IV standards.

–

Require all diesel trucks used by construction contractor(s) at the site, or for
on-road hauling of construction material, to be post-2010 models.

–

Configure construction parking to minimize traffic interference.

–

Consolidate truck deliveries when possible.

–

Provide dedicated turn lanes for movement of construction trucks and
equipment on and off site.

–

Suspend use of all construction equipment operations during second stage
smog alerts.

–

Establish a staging zone for trucks that are waiting to load or unload material
at the work zone in a location where diesel emissions from the trucks will
have minimum impact on abutters and the general public.

–

Locate construction equipment away from sensitive receptors such as fresh
air intakes to buildings, air conditioners and operable windows.

–

Purchase or create local offsets for the duration of the construction period.

–

Employ a construction site manager to verify that engines are properly
maintained and keep a maintenance log.

–

Construction activities shall utilize grid-based electricity and/or onsite
renewable electricity generation rather than diesel and/or gasoline powered
generators.

–

Regional on-road haul truck activity shall be limited to the assumptions
provided in Appendix B of the AQ/HRA Technical Study. Specifically, a haul
truck management plan shall be developed and implemented which clearly
identifies the specific import/export locations to support an average 10 mile
round trip distance. The construction contractor shall keep a daily log of haul
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truck activity to document the number of trips, import/export locations, and
odometer readings to verify an average 10 mile round trip distance.
–

To reduce fugitive dust emissions, maximum daily construction activities shall
be limited to the acreage specified in Table B.2-2F on page B-43 and Table
B.3-2F on page B-62 in Appendix B of the AQ/HRA Technical Study.
Specifically, Segments 1 through 6 shall be limited to a maximum of 6.5 acres
disturbed during grubbing/land clearing; 5.0 acres during grading/excavation;
and 3.0 acres during drainage/utilities/subgrade.
The maximum daily
acreage shall be limited to 2 acres at any time for Segment 7. An
independent field inspector shall verify on a daily basis.
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Concurrent/Interim Construction and Operational Air Quality Impacts
 The Draft EIR/EIS omits consideration of emissions due to traffic disruptions
caused by construction. Caltrans’ Model EIR/EIS states that carbon monoxide
(“CO”) and PM10 hot spot analysis should be included if construction will last
more than two years “and/or will substantially affect traffic due to detours, road
closures, and temporary terminations….” Model EIR/EIS, at page 92. However,
as page 3.24-23 of the Draft EIR/EIS’s construction analysis states, “If
construction activities were to increase traffic congestion in the area, CO and
other emissions from traffic will increase slightly while those vehicles are
delayed.” Rather than guessing as to whether traffic disruptions will result in
increased emissions during construction, the Draft EIR/EIS should perform the
technical analysis to determine whether CO and other pollutant emissions will
increase as a result of traffic disruptions. A review of CARB’s vehicle emission
factors for a light-duty gasoline automobile in Year 2012 within Los Angeles
County shows a decrease from 65 miles per hour to 10 miles per hour would
result in 3.6 times more ROG, 2.0 times more CO, and 1.3 times more NOX
(www.arb.ca.gov/jpub/webapp/EMFAC2011WebApp/rateSelectionPage_1.jsp).
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No interim year traffic analyses have been conducted to determine whether an
interim year (increase in traffic combined with construction impacts, traffic
disruptions, and vehicle emission factors that are not as favorable for the project)
could potentially result in emissions that exceed 2035 emissions. The Draft
EIR/EIS must provide enough information to inform the decision to remove
construction impacts from the transportation conformity hot spot analysis and
evaluate whether 2035 has the maximum expected emissions.
 Due to the nature of the Project and the potential for disturbed traffic flow due to
detours, closures, and temporary terminations, it is also important to model the
air toxics emissions along the detour routes within the City of Long Beach, as
those routes might impact sensitive receptors.
 The construction analysis is deficient in that, among other things, it does not
account for the following direct and indirect sources of GHG emissions: (1)
Electricity to power nighttime lighting, traffic signals, etc.; (2) Vegetation changes
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and associated changes in carbon sequestration; (3) Water use during
construction for, inter alia, dust suppression; (4) Demolition debris and
construction waste disposed of in landfills; and (5) Emissions from stormwater
pumps, whether direct if powered by liquid fuels or indirect if powered by
electricity.

L-16-224

 The evaluation and discussion of potential construction noise impacts is
inadequate for a project of this magnitude. The discussion of construction noise
impacts is limited to three pages in Section 3.24, Construction, of the Draft
EIR/EIS and no supporting calculations are provided in any appendices. Specific
comments are provided below.
o Construction Vibration: Page 3.24-26 of Section 3.24 of the Draft EIR/EIS
states that pile driving activities may be located as close as 50 feet from
existing residences and would be subject to a vibration level of 0.3 PPV. This
vibration level is considered to be strongly perceptible and will have the
potential to damage the older residential structures. The Draft EIR/EIS
concludes no adverse temporary groundborne vibration impacts would occur
with implementation of avoidance and minimization measures described in
Section 3.24.4.14. Mitigation Measure CON-38 requires “A pre- and postconstruction survey will be conducted for residential structures located within
100 feet of pile driving locations to determine whether any new cracks or
other damage have occurred. The proposed project will be responsible for
the cost of damage to structures resulting from project construction.” It
should first be pointed out that the significance conclusion is incorrect as this
measure only minimizes the significant and unavoidable impact and it does
not result in a less than significant impact.
The measure should be
expanded to all structures (e.g., commercial, office, religious institutions, and
schools). According to the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) Transit Noise
and Vibration Assessment (FTA, May 2006), a typical-impact pile driver will
generate approximately 0.644 PPV (in/sec) when measured at 25 feet.
Therefore, since vibration impacts dissipate at different rates depending on
the soil type and the Draft EIR/EIS provides no evidence regarding the soil
types or vibration analysis, this mitigation measure must also be expanded to
a minimum of 200 feet for pre- and post- surveys. In addition, this measure
should be expanded to include damage to personal property. Caltrans should
provide advance notice to potentially impacted areas (200 feet from proposed
pile driving activities) regarding steps they should take to prevent damage
(remove valuable items off shelves, etc.) to personal property.
o Construction Noise: Page 3.24-27 of Section 3.24 of the Draft EIR/EIS
indicates that equipment involved in construction is expected to generate
noise levels ranging from 70 to 90 dBA at a distance of 50 feet and
construction levels should not exceed 86 dBA maximum instantaneous noise
level at a distance of 50 feet. This discussion needs to discuss pile driver
noise levels in which noise levels would be at least 105 dBA. According to
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the construction noise discussion, it is concluded that construction noise
impacts would be less than significant because construction would be
conducted in accordance with the Caltrans Standard Specification. No
discussion of what this entails is included in the discussion nor does it make it
clear how it is going to reduce construction noise levels such that they are
less than significant.
o According to Section 7-1.01I, Sound Control Requirements, of the Caltrans
Standard Specifications, the Contractor shall comply with all local sound
control and noise level rules, regulations and ordinances and internal
combustion engines shall be equipped with a muffler of a type recommended
by the manufacturer. The City of Long Beach Municipal Code provides
construction hour limitations (7:00 am to 7:00 pm Monday through Friday and
9:00 am to 6:00 pm on Saturday), but does not specify local sound control
noise levels for construction activities. The City of Long Beach does use the
following CEQA significance threshold for construction noise: A significant
impact would occur if project construction activities cause the exterior
ambient noise level to increase by 5 dBA or more at a noise-sensitive use, as
measured at the property line of any noise-sensitive use. Therefore, the Draft
EIR/EIS should implement mitigation measures to reduce project-related
construction noise levels within the City of Long Beach to less than 5 dBA
above ambient noise levels to support a conclusion of less than significant
construction noise impacts to noise-sensitive land uses within the City of
Long Beach

L-16-226

o Construction Noise Mitigation Measures: Section 3.24.4.14 on page 3.24-48
of the Draft EIR/EIS provides a list of construction noise mitigation measures.
However, many of the measures are not project specific nor do they provide
enough specificity to evaluate whether the measures are sufficient.
Mitigation Measures CON-30 and CON-34 require that equipment
noise control be applied such that old and new equipment will meet
specified noise levels. The Draft EIR/EIS does not provide any
construction noise analysis and it does not specify any required
reduction in noise levels.
As a result, these measures are
meaningless. A construction analysis must be performed that clearly
demonstrates the standard in which the equipment must meet and the
measures must provide a mechanism for how they will be enforced.
At the very least, a mitigation measure requiring a construction noise
plan should be included in which a specific set of measures for certain
conditions be included. The plan should also include a noise
monitoring program to field verify the effectiveness of the plan to
ensure that noise sensitive land uses within the City of Long Beach are
not negatively impacted from this 8 to 15 year duration of construction
noise.
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 Noise impacts during the construction phase should be mitigated to the greatest
extent possible. While there will be noise impacts from the Project, the City
recommends use of state-of-the-art noise walls and other dampening/mitigating
approaches for the final project.
 Section 3.24.3.19, Animal Species, page 3.24-36: The essential fish habitat
discussion notes that “the I-710 Corridor Project will have a temporary adverse
effect on Coastal Pelagic Management Plan Species.” This plan protects
habitats of certain species yet this plan is not discussed anywhere in Section
3.16, Natural Communities. In fact, Section 3.16, page 3.16-2 notes that “no
habitat conservation plans or natural communities conservation plans are within
the I-710 Corridor Project study area and are, therefore, not applicable to the
proposed project.” This must be corrected and the appropriate analysis must be
provided in Section 3.16.
 Section 3.24.4, Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures: In general,
the avoidance, minimization, and/or mitigation measures included in this section
must include specific detail and information to demonstrate how the mitigation
measure would serve to reduce potential impacts.
For example, the
visual/aesthetics mitigation measure must include details regarding what this
measure would accomplish, how the Caltrans Standard Construction
Specifications would be implemented, and what specific specifications are
included as part of this mitigation measure. In other instances, mitigation
measures are provided in this subsection. However there is no analysis
indicating why the mitigation measure is required. For instance, two mitigation
measures regarding cultural resources are provided yet no analysis of impacts
that would call for such mitigation measures is provided within Section 3.24,
Construction and Section 3.7, Cultural Resources. Similarly, a mitigation
measure to conduct surveys for Caulerpa taxifolia (a nonnative seaweed) is
provided but no description or analysis of such species possibly existing or
invading the Study Area is provided. Furthermore, where potential impacts have
been identified, no mitigation measures are provided. Specifically, mitigation
measures associated with hazardous waste/materials do not include all of the
evaluations and investigations noted in the analysis. The requirement to conduct
such evaluations and investigations should be included as mitigation with specific
standards or performance measures established.
 The Draft EIR/EIS should confirm that Caltrans would apply Metro’s recently
adopted Green Construction Policy during construction of the Project.
 During construction, it is expected that a number of local arterial streets and
intersections will be heavily impacted by additional traffic congestion. It is
expected that the analysis will incorporate mitigation measures throughout to
address the increased traffic congestion, wear and tear, and the implementation
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of temporary intersection improvements to relieve congestion during the
construction period.

L-16-227

Section 4.0 CEQA Evaluation
 Page 4-1 states that “CEQA, on the other hand, does require Caltrans to identify
each ‘significant effect on the environment’ resulting from the project and ways to
mitigate each significant impact.” Thus, the reader expects to find more detailed
analysis based on specific thresholds of significance. However, review of the
impact analyses throughout this section merely presents a reference to the
analyses within Chapter 3 of the Draft EIR/EIS with a summary of those same
analyses. Therefore, the detailed comments provided for the analyses within
Chapter 3 above also pertain to this Chapter of the Draft EIR/EIS. The analyses
are in many cases conclusory with no demonstration of how mitigation measures
will actually mitigate identified impacts. In addition, a substantial number of the
mitigation measures needed to mitigate impacts in this section represent
deferred mitigation and do not contain the performance standards required by
CEQA.
 The analysis of potential impacts to recreation on page 4-9 states that there are
no recreation facilities within the Project that would require expansion or
construction. However, as set forth in other parts of this Draft EIR/EIS, portions
of Cesar E. Chavez Park will need to be expanded as part of the Project.
 The analysis of effects on a scenic vista provided on page 4-12 dismisses this
issue by stating that there are no officially designated scenic vistas in the Project
area. However, an impact of a scenic vista can occur even when a scenic vista
is not officially designated. Visual resources within the project area include
prominent landforms and historic resources. This section of the Draft EIR/EIS
should address whether views of such resources would be affected.
 Like the analysis in Section 3.6, the analysis of potential light and glare impacts
on page 4-13 is strictly qualitative with no demonstration of what potential
impacts might be or how mitigation measures would reduce such impacts to less
than significant levels. The proposed elevated freight corridor that will be visible
to many residents may indeed result in significant light or glare impacts.


Like the analysis of land use in Section 3.1, the summary of land use impacts on
page 4-25 does not include a discussion of existing land use and zoning for the
parcels to be acquired for the Project, both of which will need to be modified as a
result of the Project.

 Like the analysis in Section 3-24, the evaluation of construction noise impacts on
page 4-26 does not provide specific information to demonstrate that significant
construction noise impacts would not occur.
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Garrett
Damrath /D07/
07 /Caltrans /CAGo
v
10/02/2012 01:29 PM

To Allison Morrow/D07/Caltrans/CAGov
cc
bcc
Subject Fw: I-710 Corridor Project Draft Environmental Impact
Report/Environmental Impact Statement

Sincerely,
Garrett Damrath
Senior Environmental Planner
Division of Environmental Planning
Caltrans, District 7
213-897-9016

----- Forwarded by Garrett Damrath/D07/Caltrans/CAGov on 10/02/2012 01:28 PM ----Ron
Kosinski /D07/
07 /Caltrans /CAGo
v
09/28/2012 03:33 PM

Got it

To Michael Conway <Michael.Conway@longbeach.gov>
cc Amy Bodek <Amy.Bodek@longbeach.gov>, Garrett
Damrath/D07/Caltrans/CAGov@DOT
Subject Re: I-710 Corridor Project Draft Environmental Impact
Report/Environmental Impact Statement

thanks will include as part of your comments

Michael Conway <Michael.Conway@longbeach.gov>
Michael Conway
<Michael .Conway @longbeac
h.gov>
gov >
09/28/2012 02:32 PM

To Caltrans-Ron Kosinski <ron_kosinski@dot.ca.gov>
cc Amy Bodek <Amy.Bodek@longbeach.gov>
Subject I-710 Corridor Project Draft Environmental Impact
Report/Environmental Impact Statement

Mr. Kosinski,
On behalf of the City of Long Beach, please find below an addition comment on the scope and impact of
the subject DEIR/DEIS:
The DEIR should consider the reuse of the existing Shoemaker Bridge , rather than simply assume the
demolition of the bridge. This analysis should include a load analysis , feasibility in terms of construction
phasing, seismic analysis, accessibility analysis for bicycles and pedestrians , and an analysis of possible
reuse options.
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Please include this comment into the record and respond as appropriate .
Thank you.

Michael P. Conway, Director
Department of Public Works
th
333 W. Ocean Blvd., 9 Floor
Long Beach, CA 90802
Phone: 562-570-5282
Fax: 562-570-6012
Service First
Safety Always
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L-16-1
This is an introductory comment from the City of Long Beach regarding the project goals,
alternatives including consistency with the design for the Gerald Desmond Bridge, the
environmental impact analyses, request to revise and recirculate the Draft EIR/EIS, zero
emission technology, and data inconsistencies. Refer to Responses to Comments L-16-2
through L-16-236, below, for detailed responses to the City’s comments on the Draft EIR/EIS.
L-16-2
This comment expresses the City of Long Beach’s support for an alternative that uses zero
emission technology for freight movement.
As described in Section 2.3.2.3 in the Recirculated Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS
(RDEIR/SDEIS), a ZE/NZE freight corridor is a component of Alternative 7.
L-16-3
This comment requests that the City of Long Beach receive “a disproportionate share of Early
Action Project funding” due to its contention that the City will experience a disproportionate
share of adverse impacts from the Interstate 710 (I-710) Corridor Project. Metro and the
Gateway Cities COG have an established process for approval of Early Action Projects for
Measure R funding. These projects are reviewed by the I-710 Technical Advisory Committee,
which makes recommendations to the I-710 Project Committee that in turn makes
recommendations to the Metro Board. The City is encouraged to continue submitting candidate
projects for the Early Action Projects program.
L-16-4
This comment requests that soundwalls be provided along the entire length of I-710 in the City
of Long Beach and requests the City’s involvement in the aesthetic design of the soundwalls. As
shown discussed in Section 3.14, Noise, in the RDEIR/SDEIS, soundwalls are proposed to be
constructed in the City of Long Beach. The aesthetic design of those soundwalls will be
developed in consultation with the City of Long Beach, and will include aesthetic enhancements
in accordance with Mitigation Measure VIS-1 described in Section 3.6.4.1 in the RDEIR/SDEIS.
Please refer to the "Landscaping and Irrigation Systems" subsection of Section 2.3.2.1 for more
details regarding landscaping that will address visual concerns.
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L-16-5
This comment expresses concern regarding the potential relocation of the Multi-Service Center
(MSC). If a build alternative that requires acquisition of the property occupied by the MSC is
selected for implementation, the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) Right-ofWay Agents will work with the City to ensure that the City receives all relocation benefits
applicable to that property, including potential relocation of the MSC to another site in the City.
However, based on the current design of the build alternatives, Alternative 7 would result in a
direct impact to this facility due to construction of the freight corridor ramps at the I-710/Anaheim
St. interchange.
L-16-6
This comment raises concerns that the elevated freight corridor lanes would be a “disruptive
visual blight on an underserved neighborhood.” It is acknowledged that the elevated freight
corridor lanes in Alternative 7 would result in changes in views from adjacent land uses.
The freight corridor lanes are proposed to be elevated in some segments of Alternative 7 in
order to reduce other potential environmental effects such as right-of-way acquisition, business
displacements, community disruption/division, and/or floodway encroachments. Please refer to
Appendix O, Concept Plans, for locations of the sections of the freight corridor that would be
elevated within the City of Long Beach. Measure VIS-1 provides for aesthetic mitigation to offset
the adverse visual impacts of the elevated freight corridor in these locations. Please refer to the
"Landscaping and Irrigation Systems" subsection of Section 2.3.2.1 for more details regarding
landscaping that will address visual concerns.
L-16-7
This comment raises concerns about the relocation of residents on Gale Ave. Appendix D of the
Draft EIR/EIS describes the rights of relocated residents and business owners, including
renters’ rights. Caltrans will make every effort to relocate displaced persons and businesses
within the same area where feasible.
L-16-8
This comment requests that any surplus land resulting from the conversion of existing cloverleaf interchanges be considered for use as green space buffer areas or pocket parks. Land
within the State highway right-of-way not used for the I-710 corridor mainline and ramp
improvements would first be considered for storm water treatment, pump stations, substations,
park-and-ride facilities, and other supporting highway infrastructure. Land not used for any
highway purposes may be retained within the State right-of-way for possible future use or may
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be designated excess property and sold to other parties. If Caltrans determines that there are
remnant parcels in the City of Long Beach that are not needed by Caltrans for State highway
improvements, the City would have the opportunity to negotiate with Caltrans to transfer that
property to the City or for the City to purchase those parcels and develop them as community
parks, open space, and/or buffers.
L-16-9
This comment requests that modifications to the Wrigley Heights pedestrian walk be considered
that would reduce vandalism and improve visibility. The City’s request to designate the Wrigley
Heights pedestrian walk an Early Action Project is noted, and the City is encouraged to submit
this project component to the I-710 Technical Advisory Committee for consideration as an Early
Action Project.
L-16-10
This comment requests that any surplus land resulting from the conversion of existing utility
rights-of-way (such as SCE) be considered for use as green space buffer areas or pocket parks.
Refer to Response to Comment L-16-8, above, for discussion regarding the use of excess land
within the State highway right-of-way, including land occupied by utilities that would be relocated
as part of a build alternative.
L-16-11
This comment states that the Draft EIR/EIS does not sufficiently analyze the long-term
maintenance costs of project features such as new pump stations, permanent water quality
BMPs, etc. The long-term maintenance costs for the build alternatives have not been calculated.
As noted in this comment, those costs will include the costs to maintain and operate the water
treatment BMPs, traffic signals within the State right-of-way, ramp meters, sound and retaining
walls, and landscaping within the State right-of-way, including landscaping along sound and
retaining walls. However, it should be noted that the long-term maintenance and operating costs
for the build alternatives will not include costs for facilities outside the State highway right-of-way
including parks or traffic signals on local streets. Once constructed, any improvements that are
on State right-of-way would become part of Caltrans’ overall long-term maintenance budget.
L-16-12
This comment asks what plan there is to remove homeless encampments along I-710 prior to
project construction and if such removal may create a drain on the City’s resources for assisting
the homeless. While Caltrans is not unsympathetic to the plight of homeless people within the
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I-710 Corridor, the homeless encampments are, in fact, trespassing within State property.
Therefore, they will be removed prior to the start of project construction.
L-16-13
This comment expresses concern about any changes to the flood control capacity of the Los
Angeles River that could change FEMA’s FIRMs and require more people to purchase flood
insurance.
As discussed in Section 3.8.3.1 of the RDEIR/SDEIS, the build alternatives will not result in
longitudinal encroachments and therefore would not pose a significant risk to the floodplains.
Because the proposed project modifications would not alter the base flood elevations, no
revisions to the FEMA FIRMs are required as a result of the project. Therefore, areas currently
outside flood zones and areas where flood insurance is not currently required would not be
changed by the build alternatives and, therefore, no new requirements for flood insurance would
be expected in those areas as a result of the proposed project.
L-16-14
This comment requests a local employment provision for construction of the proposed project.
Metro, in response to Motion 22.1 and in coordination with partner agencies and community
groups, is developing a Local and Targeted Hiring Policy and Project Labor Agreement for
construction jobs and a First Source Hiring Policy for permanent jobs created by the I-710
Corridor Project. This effort is being made in parallel to the RDEIR/SDEIS process.
L-16-15
This comment requests that the City of Long Beach’s I-710 Community Livability Plan (2008) be
reviewed to ensure that the I-710 Corridor Project is consistent with the plan. A summary of the
City of Long Beach’s I-710 Community Livability Plan has been added in Section 3.1.2.2 of the
RDEIR/SDEIS, and an analysis of the build alternatives’ consistency with that plan is provided in
Section 3.1.2.3.
L-16-16
This comment states that there are inconsistencies between the data on TEUs, population, and
employment in the Executive Summary compared to the data provided within the body of the
Draft EIR/EIS. All of the data referenced in this comment has been updated in the
RDEIR/SDEIS and the information in the Executive Summary checked for consistency with the
information in the full document.
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L-16-17
This comment states that the mobility and air quality benefits of implementing Alternative 1 (No
Build) are not accurately noted in Section S.5.12.2 of the Executive Summary and in the
relevant section of the Draft EIR/EIS. The referenced text has been revised in the
RDEIR/SDEIS to state that the specific benefits of the I-710 Corridor Project build alternatives
would not occur under Alternative 1, but that the other projects assumed in the No Build
condition would provide mobility and air quality benefits.
L-16-18
In response to this comment, the first sentence in Section S.5.8, Hydrology and Floodplains,
was replaced with the following:
“Alternative 5C would result in transverse (i.e., perpendicular to the direction of
flow) encroachments at 24 Los Angeles River locations, eight Compton Creek
locations, and one Rio Hondo channel location. Alternative 7 would result in
transverse encroachments at 34 Los Angeles River locations, four Compton
Creek locations, and one Rio Hondo location. These encroachments would result
from the construction of new bridge columns and piers and the extension of
existing piers.”
L-16-19
In response to this comment, the following was inserted as the second paragraph in Section
S.5.14, Noise:
“Groundborne noise and vibration are mostly associated with passenger vehicles
and trucks traveling on roads with poor conditions such as potholes, bumps,
expansion joints, or other discontinuities in the road surface. Because the build
alternatives will provide new asphalt pavement, there will be no discontinuities in
the road surface that would generate groundborne vibration or direct or indirect
noise impacts from vehicular traffic on I-710.”
L-16-20
Based on the revised set of build alternatives, the text in Section S.5.17 of the RDEIR/SDEIS
has been updated.
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L-16-21
In response to this comment, the following was inserted after the first sentence in the subsection
titled “Land Use” in Section S.5.24, Construction Impacts:
“In addition, construction of the build alternatives will result in temporary impacts
to pedestrian and bicyclist access points to regional and local trails and bikeways
(including the Los Angeles River Trail), and short-term closures of segments of
bikeways in the vicinity of new and/or modified interchanges.”
L-16-22
In response to this comment, a summary discussion of potential impacts to cultural resources is
included in Section S.5.24, Construction Impacts, noting that there is always a potential to
encounter buried prehistoric and historic cultural resources during grading and excavation
activities.
L-16-23
This comment raises concerns regarding the effect of proposed peak-period parking restrictions
on two libraries on Atlantic Ave. While this is too much detail to provide in the Executive
Summary, Section 3.3.1.3 of the RDEIR/SDEIS has been expanded.
L-16-24
This comment states that the Executive Summary did not include a table listing permits and/or
approvals needed per the annotated EIR/EIS outline posted on Caltrans’ SER website. The
SER is a guidance document. The referenced table was not included in order to keep the
Executive Summary a “high level” overview summary, rather than repeating information in the
body of the EIR/EIS. This table is located in Section 2.5 of the RDEIR/SDEIS.
L-16-25
This comment requests that the updated growth forecasts from the SCAG 2012 Regional
Transportation Plan (RTP) be used in the EIR/EIS. The most current assumptions in the SCAG
2012 RTP/Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS) as well as the most current port cargo
forecast assumptions from the Ports have been used in the updated analyses in the
RDEIR/SDEIS.
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L-16-26
Table 1.2-1 is intended to show gross volumes rather than a ratio of volume to capacity.
Additionally, design capacity on the mainline is determined by upstream and downstream
geometrics, number of lanes, demand flow rates, free flow rates, and other parameters. More
information on the specific volume to capacity ratios and LOS for all segments of I-710 can be
found in the Traffic Operations Analysis Report (AECOM, 2017).
L-16-27
In response to this comment, the text in Table 1.2-2 has been corrected to reference the
information on existing intersection LOS provided in the TIAR (March 2017).
L-16-28
This comment requests clarification for how much container demand is expected to be handled
by rail. The updated assumptions on goods movement are provided in Section 1.2.1.2 of the
RDEIR/SDEIS. As the metric is more complex than could be accurately represented in one
number, please refer to the I-710 Travel Demand Modeling Report for more detail.
L-16-29
This comment suggests that the project need may be overstated due to the use of 2009 port
cargo demand forecasts. The updated assumptions on goods movement, including the most
current port cargo growth forecasts, are provided in Section 1.2.1.4 of the RDEIR/SDEIS.
L-16-30
This comment requests more detail on how the I-710 Corridor Project is coordinated and
consistent with projects such as the Gerald Desmond Bridge project. The sentence in this
comment in the subsection titled “Highways” in Section 1.2.1.5, Modal Interrelationships and
System Linkages, was replaced with the following:
“As noted above, construction of the approved Gerald Desmond Bridge project is
expected to be completed in 2018, and construction of the programmed I-5
Corridor Improvement Project is expected to begin by 2025. When improvements
in a planned project such as the I-710 Corridor Project would or could interface
with improvements in approved and/or programmed projects, Caltrans policy is to
conduct conceptual engineering and planning for the planned project that would
be consistent with and accommodated by the approved/programmed projects. In
this case, the conceptual design for the I-710 Corridor Project build alternatives
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reflects the likely improvements to the Gerald Desmond Bridge and I-5. This
ensures that the I-710 improvements accommodate and are accommodated by
those approved and programmed improvements and that minimal modifications
to those approved and programmed improvements would be necessary to
accommodate the proposed I-710 improvements.”
L-16-31
This comment suggests that the project need may be overstated due to the use of 2009 port
cargo demand forecasts. Please refer to Response to Comment L-16-29.
L-16-32
This comment raises concerns that “outdated” studies such as the Initial Feasibility Analysis and
the Railroad Goods Movement Study (both completed in 2009) were used to substantiate the
need for the project. Please refer to Response to Comment L-16-29.
L-16-33
This comment raises questions regarding the estimate of available “on dock” rail capacity to
serve the Ports. The updated assumptions on goods movement, including the most current
assumptions regarding on dock, near dock, and off dock rail capacities, are provided in Section
1.2.1.4 of the RDEIR/SDEIS.
L-16-34
This comment states that Chapter 1.0 of the Draft EIR/EIS did not include certain sections per
the annotated EIR/EIS outline posted on Caltrans SER website. The Caltrans SER (October
2012) form/template for an EIR/EIS requires specific sections for inclusion in Chapter 1.0 of an
EIR/EIS. Those required sections and where they are provided in the Draft EIR/EIS circulated in
June 2012 are listed below:


Introduction: Section 1.1, Introduction



Purpose of the Project: Section 1.2.2, Purpose of the I-710 Corridor Project



Need for the Project: Section 1.2.1, Need for the I-710 Corridor Project



Capacity, Transportation Demand,
Transportation Demand and Safety



Roadway Deficiencies: Section 1.2.1.3, Need for Updated Road Design

and
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Social Demands or Economic Development: Section 1.2.1.4, Social Demands and
Economic Development



Legislation: This required section was not included in the Draft EIR/EIS. Section
1.2.1.6, Legislation has been added to Chapter 1.0.



Modal Interrelationships and Systems
Interrelationships and Systems Linkages



Air Quality Improvements: Section 1.2.1.1, Air Quality



Independent Utility And Logical Termini: Section 1.2.2.2, Independent Utility and
Logical Termini

Linkages:

Section

1.2.1.5,

Modal

L-16-35
The purpose of Chapter 2.0 in this joint California Environmental Quality Act/National
Environmental Policy Act (CEQA/NEPA) document is not to analyze the alternatives (they are
analyzed in Chapter 3.0) but to describe the project and the alternatives to the project in detail.
The alternatives in the Draft EIR/EIS were developed consistent with the requirements of CEQA
and NEPA. The range of alternatives addresses the project purpose (NEPA) and project
objectives (CEQA). Those alternatives provide different levels of benefits and result in different
levels of impacts. The I-710 Project Team met with the City of Long Beach City Engineer on
numerous occasions from 2009 to 2011 to review the geometric designs and identify options to
avoid impacts in the City of Long Beach. This ongoing coordination to identify design solutions
to avoid or minimize impacts in the City of Long Beach is reflected in the updated design of the
revised build alternatives.
L-16-36
This comment states that there are numerous reasonably foreseeable projects that are not
considered in the No Build assumptions for the I-710 Corridor Project. The assumptions in the
No Build Alternative in the RDEIR/SDEIS were updated to include the Intermodal Container
Transfer Facility (ICTF) and the Southern California International Gateway (SCIG) projects
along with other highway network and socioeconomic data changes in the SCAG 2012 RTP
growth forecast.
L-16-37
This comment requests more specific information for the environmental document in terms of a
timeline for the commercialization and deployment of zero emission trucks as defined in
Alternatives 6B and 6C in the Draft EIR/EIS. It should be noted that in 2013, the Gateway Cities
COG and Metro developed an “I-710 Project Zero-Emission Truck Commercialization Study” in
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order to evaluate the ZE truck technologies which might meet the needs of the I-710 Corridor
Project and drayage users, and develop a business and commercialization plan.. Section
2.3.2.1 in the RDEIR/SDEIS provides more specificity regarding the process of developing and
deploying zero emission truck technology based on the zero emission truck commercialization
study conducted by the Gateway Cities COG.
L-16-38
This comment states that the Draft EIR/EIS should have identified the “environmentally superior
alternative” per CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6. The CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6 (e)
(2) text regarding identification of the environmentally superior alternative is as follows:
If the environmentally superior alternative is the “no project” alternative, the EIR
shall also identify an environmentally superior alternative among the other
alternatives.
Caltrans will identify an environmentally superior alternative in the Final EIR/EIS.
L-16-39
This comment requests inclusion of the SCIG and ICTF expansion projects in the “No Build”
forecast assumptions. Please refer to Response to Comment L-16-36, above, for changes
made in the transportation and goods movement project assumed in the No Build Alternative.
L-16-40
This comment states that the 2035 No Build condition is inappropriately used as the “Baseline”
for analysis of the project under CEQA. The sentence cited in this comment in Section 2.3.1, No
Build Alternative, was replaced with the following: “Alternative 1 provides a basis for comparing
the performance of the build and No Build alternatives in 2035 to existing 2008 conditions, and
for comparing the performance of the 2035 build alternatives to the 2035 No Build conditions.
The environmental analyses of the potential effects of the No Build and build alternatives in
Chapter 3.0, Affected Environment, Environmental Consequences, and Avoidance,
Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures, include detailed descriptions of existing conditions for
the individual environmental parameters, as well as conditions for those parameters in 2035 for
the No Build and build alternatives. As a result, comparison of the effects of the No Build and
build alternatives to existing conditions can be made based on the information in Chapter 3.0. In
addition, the information in Chapter 3.0 also readily allows for comparison of the effects of the
No Build and build alternatives in 2035. Additionally, the Chapter 4 and the CEQA significance
conclusions are based on future build versus baseline conditions in 2012/2013.
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L-16-41
This comment states that because the design of the freight corridor would allow for a possible
future conversion of the freight corridor to a fixed guideway system to move containers, then the
EIR/EIS should have provided an analysis of such a system. The text on page 2-23 of the Draft
EIR/EIS clearly indicated that the design of the freight corridor would not preclude a future fixed
guideway system, and that evaluation of a fixed guideway would require supplemental
environmental analysis. Because a fixed guideway system is not proposed at this time, no
analysis of such an alternative is provided in the RDEIR/SDEIS.
L-16-42
This comment states that Chapter 2.0 of the Draft EIR/EIS did not include certain sections per
the annotated EIR/EIS outline posted on Caltrans SER website. The Caltrans SER (August
2013) form/template for an EIR/EIS requires specific sections for inclusion in Chapter 2.0 of an
EIR/EIS. Those required sections and where they are provided in the RDEIR/SDEIS for the
I-710 Corridor Project are listed below:


Introduction: Section 2.1, Project Description



Alternatives Evaluation: Section 2.2, I-710 Corridor Project EIR/EIS Alternatives
Development Process



Project Alternatives: Section 2.3, Project Alternatives



Common Design Features of the Build Alternatives/Unique Features of the Build
Alternatives: Because the alternatives share common features, the build alternatives
are discussed under one heading)


Section 2.3.2.1, Common Features of the Build Alternatives



Section 2.3.2.2, Alternative 5C



Section 2.3.2.3, Alternative 7



Section 2.3.3, Design Options



No Build Alternative: Section 2.3.1, No Build Alternative



Comparison of the Alternatives: Section 2.3.5, Comparison of the Alternatives, has
been added to the RDEIR/SDEIS to describe the decision factors and final decisionmaking process.



Permits and Approvals Needed: Section 2.5, Anticipated Permits and Approvals
Needed
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Alternatives Considered but Eliminated from Further Discussion: Section 2.4,
Alternatives Considered but Eliminated from Further Discussion

L-16-43
This comment requests a more detailed description of land uses that would be impacted by the
build alternatives. Section 3.1.1 of the RDEIR/SDEIS has been expanded to provide more detail
on the affected land uses, and Table 3.1-1 has been updated to provide land use impacts by
city.
L-16-44
This comment requests identification of the General Plan Land Use designations and zoning for
affected parcels. Table L-1 in Appendix L of the RDEIR/SDEIS has been updated to include the
zoning and general plan land use designation for impacted properties. Table 3.1-1 in Section
3.1 has also been updated to show the impacts to land use designation by City for each build
alternative.
L-16-45
This comment states that, because of the City of Long Beach’s “Parks in Perpetuity” ordinance,
the project results in a net decrease of 3.4 acres of parkland, rather than a net increase of 1.15
acres as stated in the Draft EIR/EIS. The comment further states that this land must be
mitigated at a 2:1 ratio (i.e., 6.8 acres). The Section 4(f) Evaluation has been updated to reflect
the revised build alternatives and is provided in Appendix B. Please refer to Appendix B for an
updated analysis of Section 4(f) resources affected by the proposed project.
L-16-46
This comment cites inconsistencies between Sections 3.3.6 and 3.3.7 of the Draft EIR/EIS
regarding future connectivity between Cesar E. Chavez Park and the Drake/Chavez Greenbelt.
The cited text in Section 3.3.7 of the RDEIR/SDEIS has been updated to reflect the City’s most
current plans for these two parks.
L-16-47
This comment requests expanded analysis of and mitigation for impacts to the Drake/Chavez
Greenbelt. Please refer to Section 3.1.3 of the RDEIR/SDEIS for an updated discussion related
to the Drake/Chavez Greenbelt. A discussion regarding impacts on the Drake/Chavez Greenbelt
has also been added to Appendix B: Draft Section 4(f) and 6(f) Evaluation.
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L-16-48
This comment raises questions about who will be responsible for maintaining the proposed wet
basin and bioswales that would be added to Cesar E. Chavez Park, and requests that these
features not be counted in the calculations of revised park area. Under the revised build
alternatives, Cesar E. Chavez Park is designated as a site for a BMP water treatment feature.
Caltrans will work with the City to determine a mutually acceptable site for this BMP.
L-16-49
This comment states that the Draft EIR/EIS made an inaccurate reference to “Chavez
Wetlands.” Table 3.1-3 in the RDEIR/SDEIS has been updated to remove references to the
Chavez Wetlands since the City has indicated in their comment that no such park exists or is
planned. Table 3.1-3 has also been updated to add in the Drake/Chavez Greenbelt as a
planned park within the City. This update has also been made in the tables in the Community
Impact Assessment and all applicable figures in both the RDEIR/SDEIS and Community Impact
Assessment.
L-16-50
This comment requests that alternative locations be provided for the relocation of two Cityowned parcels. If a build alternative requires acquisition of one or both of the City-owned
parcels cited in this comment, Caltrans Right-of-Way Agents will work with the City to ensure
that the City receives all relocation benefits applicable to the affected property/properties,
including appropriate compensation for the land and potential relocation of the uses of that land
to other sites in the City.
L-16-51
This comment expresses concern about potential acquisition of portions of the Wrigley
Greenbelt. The Wrigley Greenbelt is an existing greenbelt that extends along the east side of
the Los Angeles River between approximately Wardlow Rd. and Willow St. The I-710 Corridor
Project mainline freeway improvements in this area are all on the west side of the Los Angeles
River. Alternative 5C would require a TCE of 1.23 acre on the Wrigley Greenbelt at West
Wardlow Road, 29th Street, and 27th Street during construction; and Alternative 7 would require
a TCE on 0.75 acre in these same locations during construction. Alternative 5C also includes
adding a graded path within the greenbelt at Spring Street to connect to a pedestrian/bicycle
overcrossing. Under Alternative 5C, the pedestrian/bicycle connection would be an
enhancement to the Wrigley Greenbelt. In addition, because the graded path would be used for
recreation purposes and not transportation purposes, no portion of the greenbelt would be
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permanently incorporated into the transportation facility. For the purposes of Section 4(f), this
type of temporary occupancy would not constitute a use if five conditions listed in 23 CFR
774.13(d) would be met.
L-16-52
This comment notes an error that was made on Sheet 1 of the concept plans provided in
Appendix O of the Draft EIR/EIS, which incorrectly showed a larger right-of-way line that
encompassed various City facilities. In the RDEIR/SDEIS, the right-of-way requirements for the
revised build alternatives have been verified commensurate with the numerous design
modifications included in the project.
With regard to the concern raised regarding land purchased with Land and Water Conservation
Fund (L&WCF) Act funds, as discussed in Appendix B in the RDEIR/SDEIS, in 2012, the City of
Long Beach confirmed to the I-710 Corridor Project team that funding for the development of
improvements at Cesar E. Chavez Park included $241,300 in L&WCF Act funds. As indicated
by City staff, those L&WCF Act funds were used to develop the Teen and Senior Center
building and landscaping in that part of the park. The Teen Center and the area immediately
around the Teen Center will not be affected by the build alternatives. Therefore, the
requirements of Section 6(f) are not triggered for the parts of Cesar E. Chavez Park that would
be permanently or temporarily affected by the build alternatives. Because the project will not
affect the area in the park where the L&WCF Act funds were used, no further analysis or action
under Section 6(f) is required.
L-16-53
Appendix O in the RDEIR/SDEIS is intended to show the concept plans for the proposed project
and not necessarily capture all local resources, such as parks, on the maps.
L-16-54
This comment identifies three issues associated with the proposed temporary construction
easement (TCE) at Cesar E. Chavez Park:
“The basketball courts cannot be relocated to the turf play area; an alternative
location needs to be identified for relocating the basketball courts.”
Review of aerial photographs of the part of Cesar E. Chavez Park west of Cesar E. Chavez
Elementary School clearly shows that a large part of the area bounded by North Golden Ave.,
3rd St., Shoreline Dr., and Broadway is an open, grassy, turf area. It is acknowledged that the
City’s goal is that the relocation of the basketball courts not affect the turf area used as a
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playground by the school. Review of the aerial photograph shows that areas in the westernmost
part of that block, west of the sidewalk, may be large enough to accommodate the relocated
basketball courts without substantively affecting the turf play area used by the school.
Alternatively, the northernmost part of the block, north of the sidewalk, could accommodate the
relocated basketball courts without affecting the large turf area south of the sidewalk and west
of the school. Therefore, because the courts can be re-established once construction is
complete, the removal and replacement of the basketball courts during construction is not
expected to adversely affect the activities, features, and attributes that qualify this park for
protection under Section 4(f) on a permanent basis.
“The TCEs will remove mature trees and mitigation for the removal of those trees
should be provided.”
It is acknowledged that the use of approximately 19 acres in the southern part of Cesar E.
Chavez Park for a TCE during construction of Alternatives 5C and 7 will likely result in the
removal of all or nearly all of the existing vegetation on that parcel, including mature trees and
shrubs, and grass. Caltrans policy and practice are to return all areas disturbed temporarily
during construction, including areas used for TCEs, to a condition as good as or better than
prior to the temporary disturbance of those areas. Therefore, the construction activities in the
TCE would not result in any permanent adverse physical impacts in that area and would not
interfere with the protected activities, features, or attributes of that portion of the park on a
temporary or permanent basis. Restoration of the area used for the TCE will be conducted in
consultation with the City of Long Beach to ensure that the condition of that area is as good as
or better than before it was used for the TCE. That restoration will include the provision of trees,
shrubs, grass, and other plant materials as identified by Caltrans and the City. Therefore, the
use of a portion of the property for a TCE is not expected to adversely affect the activities,
features, and attributes that qualify this park for protection under Section 4(f).
“More information and discussion is needed before the City will agree to the use
of part of Cesar E. Chavez Park for a TCE.”
It is acknowledged that additional information, provided in revised Appendix B in the
RDEIR/SDEIS in response to comments received on the Draft EIR/EIS and the Draft Section
4(f) Evaluation, and further discussions with the City of Long Beach and the LBUSD regarding
the use of part of Cesar E. Chavez Park for a TCE are necessary before these two agencies will
agree to the temporary use of land from the park for a TCE.
L-16-55
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The 72nd St. Staging Area at Atlantic Pl. is an equestrian facility on the east side of the Los
Angeles River generally bounded by Atlantic Ave. on the south, the Los Angeles River on the
west, developed uses west North Atlantic Pl., and approximately 72nd St. on the north (Los
Angeles County Department of Parks and Recreation website, accessed November 12, 2012).
There are no project improvements proposed on the east side of the Los Angeles River in this
area. As a result, the I-710 Corridor Project will not result in any permanent or temporary use of
land from this equestrian facility. The project improvements on Atlantic Ave. on the west side of
the Los Angeles River will not affect the access to/from the equestrian area or other indirect
effects on this resource. Therefore, the requirements for protection under Section 4(f) are not
triggered for this resource.
The 72nd St. Staging Area was added to the list of resources in Section 6.2 of the Section 4(f)
Evaluation located in Appendix B of the RDEIR/SDEIS.
L-16-56
Baker Park, at 625 Golden Ave. in the City of Long Beach, opened in May 2013. Because Baker
Park opened to the public between the circulation of the Draft EIR/EIS and preparation of the
revised Section 4(f) Evaluation (March 2017), it has been added to the list of resources in
Section 6.2 of the Section 4(f) Evaluation located in Appendix B.
Refer to Response to Comment L-16-47, above, for discussion of the planned Drake/Chavez
Greenbelt and why that resource does not trigger the requirements for protection under Section
4(f).
Oregon Park is proposed on the southwest corner of the intersection of Oregon Ave. and Del
Amo Blvd. in the City of Long Beach. No information on the construction status or expected
opening date of this planned park was available from the City of Long Beach website (accessed
January 9, 2017). Because Oregon Park is a planned park, it does not trigger the requirements
for protection under Section 4(f). Nonetheless, it was added to Section 6.2 of the Section 4(f)
Evaluation located in Appendix B of the RDEIR/SDEIS. The I-710 Corridor Project will not result
in the permanent or temporary use of land from the site planned for Oregon Park.
L-16-57
The comment suggests that additional trees should be planted at parks within 0.5 mile of the
proposed project to help mitigate air quality impacts. Please refer to Section 3.13.4 of the
RDEIR/SDEIS for a discussion of proposed air quality mitigation measures. In addition, as
discussed under Mitigation Measure VIS-1 in Section 3.6 of the RDEIR/SDEIS, extensive tree
plantings are also included as an environmental commitment for the proposed project. Please
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refer to the "Landscaping and Irrigation Systems" subsection of Section 2.3.2.1 for more details
regarding landscaping that will address visual concerns.
L-16-58
This comment raises the following concerns regarding the analysis of growth-related effects in
Section 3.2, Growth:
1. The section does not provide substantial evidence to support the conclusion that “there
are no reasonably foreseeable project-related growth impacts under any of the I-710
Corridor Project build alternatives.”
Response: The substantial evidence to support this conclusion is provided in the
preceding sentence in Section 3.2.1.3 which states: “The I-710 Corridor Project build
alternatives are not expected to influence the amount, timing, or location of growth in the
Study Area because the proposed project improves existing transportation infrastructure,
the Study Area is already highly developed, and there is limited land available for new
development or redevelopment.”
2. The section does not analyze the potential for growth as a result of increased access
and improved vehicle travel times.
Response: The analysis of the potential for growth is provided in Section 3.2.1.3 under
the sub-heading “How, if at all, does the project potentially change accessibility?”
The analysis states: “The build alternatives would improve the vehicle, person, and
goods movement travel times within the I-710 Corridor to more effectively serve existing
and future travel demand. The build alternatives would also improve intersecting local
roads (interchange improvements and ramp modifications) along I-710 to more
effectively serve existing and forecast intra-regional travel demand and to reduce the
diversion of regional traffic from the I-710 freeway into the surrounding communities.
Due to the lack of vacant or less developed land within the I-710 Corridor, the build
alternatives would not facilitate new development by opening up access to previously
undeveloped or less developed areas.”
3. The comment states that: “it is reasonably foreseeable that increasing capacity along the
I-710 Corridor would result in a corresponding increase in the amount of goods at the
Ports compared to the No Build alternative.”
Response: The analysis of the potential for growth in the amount of goods at the Ports
is provided in Section 3.2.1.3 under the sub-heading “How would the I-710 Corridor
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Project alternatives affect the demand for growth of terminal facilities at the Ports,
as well as growth in port cargo demand?” The analysis is provided in the section that
follows this subheading which states:
“The I-710 Corridor Project Build Alternatives are not expected to have a substantial
effect on the demand for port cargo growth or expansion of marine terminal facilities at
the POLB and the POLA for the following reasons:


The global economy is the primary driver of cargo demand, which ultimately
determines overall world demand for port services.



The POLB and the POLA benefit from intrinsic competitive advantages, such as
the large size of the local Southern California market.



Local/trans-loads movements via truck are considered to have very little
susceptibility to diversion because additional inland costs associated with moving
containers into the Ports catchment areas via an alternative gateway port will
outweigh any port or terminal cost savings.



A study of factors that determine port selection by freight forwarders indicated
that port efficiency and shipping frequency are more important than adequate
cargo servicing infrastructure (e.g., highways).



Roadway capacity is one of numerous infrastructure considerations that can
influence the level of demand for a particular port. Other equally important
infrastructure elements are the number of container berths, cranes, tugs and
terminal area, the quality and effectiveness of information systems, railway
capacity, warehousing facilities, and the capacity of the approach channel.



Other freeway routes, such as I-110, State Route 103 (SR-103), I-405, and I-605,
and parallel surface streets are available to Port trucks to avoid the higher levels
of traffic congestion on the I-710 Corridor that would occur under Alternative 1
(No Build).

L-16-59
Similar to Comment L-16-5, this comment expresses concern regarding the potential relocation
of the MSC. If a build alternative that requires acquisition of the property occupied by the MSC
is selected for implementation, Caltrans Right-of-Way Agents will work with the City to ensure
that the City receives all relocation benefits applicable to that property, including potential
relocation of the MSC to another site in the City. However, based on the current design of the
build alternatives Alternative 7 would result in a direct impact to this facility due to construction
of the freight corridor ramps at the I-710/Anaheim St. interchange.
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L-16-60
This comment requests that Section 3.4, Utilities and Emergency Services, of the Draft EIR/EIS
discuss all utilities affected by the I-710 Corridor Project. Because of the substantial changes to
the design of the revised build alternatives, impacts to existing utilities have been substantially
reduced. Please refer to Section 3.4 of the RDEIR/SDEIS for an updated discussion of potential
impacts to utilities.
L-16-61
Similar to Comment L-16-60, this comment requests more detailed information on all utility
impacts resulting from the build alternatives. Because of the substantial changes to the design
of the revised build alternatives, impacts to existing utilities have been substantially reduced.
Please refer to Section 3.4 of the RDEIR/SDEIS for an updated discussion of potential impacts
to utilities.
L-16-62
Similar to Comment L-16-60, this comment requests more detailed information on impacts to
City of Long Beach owned natural gas pipelines resulting from the build alternatives. Because of
the substantial changes to the design of the revised build alternatives, impacts to existing
utilities have been substantially reduced. Please refer to Section 3.4 of the RDEIR/SDEIS for an
updated discussion of potential impacts to utilities, including the City of Long Beach owned
natural gas pipelines. Costs of utility relocations are accounted for in utility estimates included in
the Draft Project Report which is available upon request from Caltrans District 7. Utility
dispositions and costs have been updated for the revised build alternatives.
L-16-63
This comment raises concerns on the potential effects of the build alternatives related to
relocation or abandonment of some or all of those pipelines and any needed remediation for
those impacts. Please refer to Section 3.4 of the RDEIR/SDEIS for an updated discussion of
potential impacts to utilities, including the City of Long Beach owned natural gas pipelines.
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L-16-64
This comment expresses concern about relocation of the oil operating area adjacent to I-710.
Because of the substantial changes to the design of the revised build alternatives, impacts to
existing utilities have been substantially reduced. Please refer to Section 3.4 of the
RDEIR/SDEIS for an updated discussion of potential impacts to utilities.
L-16-65
This comment requests that Metro or Caltrans assume ownership of some or all of the
abandoned wells that would be within the right-of-way of the build alternatives. Because of the
substantial changes to the design of the revised build alternatives, impacts to existing utilities
have been substantially reduced. Please refer to Section 3.4 of the RDEIR/SDEIS for an
updated discussion of potential impacts to utilities.
L-16-66
This comment requests Caltrans to fund all utility relocations. Disposition of affected utilities are
identified in the Utility Impact Reports prepared for the project. Costs are accounted for in utility
estimates included in the Draft Project Report which is available upon request from Caltrans
District 7. These utility relocation estimates assume that generally, the cost of the relocations
will be borne by the I-710 Corridor Project.
L-16-67
This comment requests the provision of sufficient shoulder width on I-710 to accommodate
emergency vehicle access. Inside and outside shoulder widths on I-710 have been designed in
accordance with the standards in Caltrans’ Highway Design Manual. Any deviation from
standard features will require justification and approval from the Federal Highway Administration
(FHWA).
L-16-68
This comment expresses concern regarding emergency vehicle access to I-710, especially if
there is an elevated freight corridor structure. Similar to existing conditions on I-710 and other
area freeways, emergency service vehicles will be able to travel to incident locations in regular
travel lanes, or when those lanes are congested, in the inside and/or outside shoulder lanes on
the mainline, the freight corridor, and the ramps. Similar to existing conditions, Caltrans will
coordinate with the California Highway Patrol (CHP) and local emergency services providers
during the design, construction, and operation of the I-710 Corridor Project to ensure
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emergency access to incident locations and that emergency service providers’ emergency
response plans reflect the access facilities on the I-710 mainline, freight corridor, and ramps.
L-16-69
This comment provides suggestions for the project design to ensure easy access to fire
hydrants by the City Fire Department for freeway incidents, especially truck fires. Based on the
design of the revised build alternatives, access to fire hydrants will be provided.
L-16-70
As discussed in Section 3.2, Growth, of the Draft EIR/EIS, the I-710 Corridor Project responds
to existing and forecasted traffic congestion due to growth, both locally and regionally, that has
already occurred or is planned to occur. The capacity of I-710 is currently insufficient to handle
the existing travel demand that has resulted from the growth in population and employment that
has occurred since the freeway was first built. An increase in VMT could lead to additional
incidents per million vehicle miles traveled. However, any additional incidents due to increased
VMT would likely be offset by a reduced number of incidents with a more modern design
provided as part of the I-710 project. Therefore, a large increase in additional demand for public
services from the Long Beach Fire Department is not anticipated, and no revisions to the
existing text have been made in response to this comment. It is acknowledged that Build
Alternatives 6B and 6C also proposed an overhead electrical catenary system to support zero
emission truck traffic that could potentially complicate the City of Long Beach’s response profile.
The revised set of build alternatives is technology neutral. Therefore, potential effects of an
overhead catenary system are not under consideration at this time. If such a system is
considered in the future, pertinent studies will be conducted and impacts will be analyzed in a
supplemental document.
L-16-71
This comment notes that three out of the four parking restriction areas on local arterials are
partially located in the City of Long Beach. These arterials also traverse through the Cities of
Signal Hill, Compton, Paramount, Lynwood, Downey, South Gate, Cudahy, Bell Gardens,
Commerce, Vernon, and unincorporated East Los Angeles County. The remaining parking
restriction area, identified along San Antonio Dr. between Atlantic Blvd. and Long Beach Blvd.,
is located solely within the City of Long Beach. The following text was added to the end of the
second bullet under Section S.3.2.2, Alternative 5C: I-710 Widening and Modernization, to
indicate that law enforcement agencies in the jurisdictions in which these arterial highways are
located will require coordination:
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“Coordination with law enforcement agencies in the cities where these arterial
highway peak-period parking restrictions are located will be included as part of
the proposed project.”
L-16-72
This comment notes that parking enforcement may be required at some of the 42 intersections
where improvements are proposed as part of the project. The description of the build
alternatives no longer includes the improvement of arterial intersections under the jurisdiction of
local entities; rather, a program to improve the operations of local intersections has been
proposed under Alternatives 5C and 7 (Refer to Section 2.3.2.1). The following text was added
to Section S.3.2.2, to indicate that law enforcement agencies within the cities that these arterial
intersections are located will require coordination:
“Coordination with law enforcement agencies in the cities where these arterial
intersections are located will be included as part of the proposed project.”
L-16-73
This comment notes that enforcement may be required for any access restrictions to Cesar E.
Chavez Park or at the Los Angeles River Trail. It has been noted that traffic and access issues
may necessitate the assistance from local enforcement agencies to ensure continued safe
access to Cesar E. Chavez Park and the Los Angeles River Trail.
L-16-74
This comment expresses concern that any removal of homeless encampments along I-710 prior
to project construction may create a drain on the City’s resources for assisting the homeless.
While Caltrans is not unsympathetic to the plight of homeless people within the I-710 Corridor,
the homeless encampments are, in fact, trespassing within State property. Therefore, they will
be removed prior to the start of project construction. However, a Community Health and Benefit
Program, included in Section 2.3.2.1 of the RDEIR/SDEIS, provides for a program for cities and
community groups to apply for and obtain grant funding for health-related measures. Assistance
for resources related to the homeless would be a potential candidate for this programmatic
element of the Project Description.
L-16-75
This comment states that the Draft EIR/EIS should include an “Existing Plus Project Analysis” to
comply with CEQA. This is a correct statement for analysis under CEQA, but not NEPA.
Chapter 3.0 of the Draft EIR/EIS properly analyzes the future 2035 No Build conditions under
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Alternative 1 with the four build alternatives. With regard to CEQA, the last paragraph on page
4-1 of the Draft EIR/EIS states “In making determinations of significance under CEQA, the
impacts of the build alternatives are analyzed relative to Baseline conditions which, for the I-710
Corridor Project, were the existing conditions in the I-710 Corridor at the time the NOP was
issued in 2008.” Therefore, the analysis provided in Chapter 4.0 properly evaluated the build
alternatives under CEQA, consistent with the Sunnyvale case.
L-16-76
This comment expresses concern regarding the uniform application of HCM methodology
across jurisdictions and requests the ICU methodology be used in the City of Long Beach. The
I-710 Corridor Project analysis used the HCM 2000 methodology for impact analysis because
this is the preferred methodology for Caltrans environmental impacts. Because Caltrans is the
Lead Agency for this project, it was determined that the HCM methodology was the appropriate
analysis technique. While this is inconsistent with the ICU method employed for most of the
Gateway City agencies, it is a more detailed method of performing operational analysis.
However, for the updated Traffic Operations Analysis Report (March 2017), HCM 2010 was
used, and for the updated TIAR (March 2017) SYNCHRO 8.0 (HCM 2010) was used.
L-16-77
This comment expresses concern regarding the use of 0.95 PHF in the analysis as compared to
Los Angeles County Congestion Management Program which suggests use of 1.0 for future
(2035) forecast volume. The traffic studies have been revised based on updated information
and on the revised build alternatives. Please refer to the revised TIAR (March 2017).
L-16-78
This comment raises concern regarding the potential impacts associated with parking
restrictions at the identified local streets adjacent to the freeway corridor. The EIR/EIS has been
updated to include more detail regarding the analysis of proposed peak-period parking
restrictions (see Section 3.5.3.1 of the RDEIR/SDEIS) on local land uses. The purpose of peakperiod parking restrictions is to provide an additional through lane on these arterials during
peak-periods.
L-16-79
This comment expresses concern regarding “congestion relief mitigations” that were assumed in
the intersection traffic analysis. The description of the build alternatives no longer includes the
improvement of arterial intersections under the jurisdiction of local entities; rather, a program to
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improve the operations of local intersections has been proposed under Alternatives 5C and 7
(Refer to Section 2.3.2.1 of the RDEIR/SDEIS).
L-16-80
This comment raises concerns on the uniform application of significance criteria across
jurisdictions and requests that the City of Long Beach’s significance criteria of LOS D be used
for intersections in the City of Long Beach. Please refer to Response to Comment L-16-76.
The description of the build alternatives no longer includes the improvement of arterial
intersections under the jurisdiction of local entities; rather, a program to improve the operations
of local intersections has been proposed under Alternatives 5C and 7 (Refer to Section 2.3.2.1
of the RDEIR/SDEIS).
L-16-81
This comment requests an explanation of why 27 intersections analyzed in the I-5 Corridor
Study were not included in the I-710 Corridor Project traffic analyses. The list of intersections
analyzed was updated to address the revised build alternatives. An analysis of the Study Area
intersections is provided in the TIAR (March 2017), and is summarized in Section 3.5.2.2 of the
RDEIR/SDEIS.
L-16-82
Similar to Comment L-16-76, this comment expresses concern regarding the uniform application
of HCM methodology across jurisdictions and requests the ICU methodology be used in the City
of Long Beach. The I-710 Corridor Project analysis used the Highway Capacity Manual (HCM)
2000 methodology for impact analysis because this is the preferred methodology for Caltrans
environmental impacts. Because Caltrans is the Lead Agency for this project, it was determined
that the HCM methodology was the appropriate analysis technique. While this is inconsistent
with the ICU method employed for most of the Gateway City agencies, it is a more detailed
method of performing operational analysis. However, for the updated Traffic Operations
Analysis Report (March 2017), HCM 2010 was used.
This comment also raised specific concerns regarding assumptions on the left-turn clearance
intervals used in the analysis. As the analysis has been updated, please refer to the revised
report.
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L-16-83
This comment expresses a concern about the optimization of the signal timings for the locations
where the HCM methodology was used and notes an inconsistency between page 4-40 and the
worksheets in the traffic report. As the TIAR has been substantively revised, please refer to the
revised report.
L-16-84
This comment expresses concern that the saturation flow rate of 1,600 vehicles per lane per
hour (vplph) may overstate the impacts of the project. It is acknowledged that an overstatement
of impacts may occur; however, Caltrans and Metro would rather err conservatively in impacts
estimation rather than understate the potential impacts of the project.
L-16-85
This comment expresses concern about the existing peak hour factors from the existing traffic
counts not being consistent. As the TIAR has been substantively revised, please refer to the
updated report.
L-16-86
This comment expresses concern about the assumed ramp meter rates and associated
mitigation discussion. As stated in Section 3.5.3.1 of the RDEIR/SDEIS, four intersection
locations were identified at which Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS), Transportation
System Management (TSM), and congestion relief improvements like spot widening, signal
synchronization, safety improvements, and others were found infeasible due to right-of-way
constraints. Given that the I-710 Corridor Project does not actually propose the implementation
of these intersection improvements, but rather proposes to provide a program of funding aimed
at allowing local cities and the County to choose to implement these projects in compliance with
their own individual processes and procedures, the impact analysis for the I-710 Corridor
Project makes no assumptions as to whether or not the improvements will be constructed.
Rather, in order to be conservative in the impact analysis, this RDEIR/SDEIS assumes that no
improvements will be made, and the I-710 Corridor Project build alternatives would have
permanent adverse impacts to 32 Study Area intersections under Alternative 5C and 30 Study
Area intersections under Alternative 7.
L-16-87
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This comment asks whether the on-ramp to I-710 from Pacific Pl. is removed in all build
alternatives. Due to changes in project design, Pacific Pl. will be removed under both build
alternatives.
L-16-88
This comment asks why the ICTF and the SCIG projects are not considered in the No Build
assumptions for the I-710 Corridor Project. The assumptions in the No Build Alternative in the
RDEIR/SDEIS were updated to include the ICTF and SCIG projects along with other highway
network and socioeconomic data changes in the SCAG 2012 RTP growth forecast
L-16-89
This comment expresses concern that the analysis did not consider the potential to shift more
Port operations to lower traffic periods on the I-710. As the traffic analyses have been
substantively revised in light of new traffic information, please refer to the revised TIAR and
revised Traffic Operations Analysis Report. Please note that Caltrans and Metro do not have the
authority to mandate the times of day port trucks utilize I-710.
L-16-90
This comment asks whether, if not all of the expanded lanes are needed, could zero emissions
freight capabilities be accommodated within the existing footprint. In response to this comment,
it is noted that the revised alternatives discussed in the RDEIR/SDEIS feature a different crosssection at Willow St.
L-16-91
This comment requests specific median improvements along Santa Fe Ave. in west Long Beach
to increase pedestrian and bicycle modes in this corridor and to provide improved connections
to the Metro Blue Line. Currently, the build alternatives do not include median improvements
along Santa Fe Ave.
In addition, Caltrans will use the Complete Intersections policy (Complete Intersections Guide: A
Guide to Reconstructing Intersections and Interchanges for Bicycles and Pedestrians) when
designing the project. The policy states that transportation improvements are opportunities to
enhance safety, access, and mobility for all travelers and recognizes bicycle, pedestrian, and
transit modes as integral elements of the transportation system. As such, any build alternative
will be planned, designed, operated, and maintained to provide safe mobility for all users
including bicyclists and pedestrians.
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L-16-92
This comment expresses concerns regarding the removal of ramps connecting Wardlow Rd. to
I-710, specifically at Pacific Pl. In the original design of Alternatives 6A/B/C, these ramp
removals were necessary to accommodate the freight corridor lanes. In the revised design,
Pacific Pl. would still be removed to accommodate the freight corridor.
L-16-93
The description of the build alternatives no longer includes the improvement of arterial
intersections under the jurisdiction of local entities; rather, a program to improve the operations
of local intersections has been proposed under Alternatives 5C and 7 (Refer to Section 2.3.2.1
of the RDEIR/SDEIS).
L-16-94
The comment requests separated Class 1 facilities for bicyclists and pedestrians including one
near the Anaheim Crossing, one between Pacific Coast Hwy. and Willow St. near Hill St., one
between Willow St. and Wardlow Rd. near Spring St., at Long Beach Blvd., and at Artesia Blvd.
As part of the revised build alternatives, up to five bicycle/pedestrian-only overcrossings have
been included in the build alternatives, as listed in Section 2.3.2 of the RDEIR/SDEIS.
The comment also requests that Caltrans work with the Long Beach City Traffic Engineer to
design and provide well-marked facilities (street marking as well as signage) for both
pedestrians and bicyclists to help them safely navigate the single point urban interchanges. In
response to this and other requests, single point urban interchanges have been replaced with
divergent diamond interchanges under both build alternatives.
L-16-95
The comment requests that the RDEIR/SDEIS provide a commitment to develop a bicycle and
pedestrian master plan for the project, and work with the City of Long Beach staff to coordinate
this proposed document with the City’s upcoming Bicycle Master Plan Update. Where the I-710
project improvements connect with local roadways, bikeways, and sidewalks, the project will be
designed to be compatible with and enhance bicycle and pedestrian use. The broader regional
recommendations in this comment will be addressed separately by the Gateway Cities COG in
the Bicycle/Pedestrian Element of the Gateway Cities Strategic Transportation Plan.
L-16-96
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This comment requests that the Draft EIR/EIS identify any scenic corridors in the Study Area
(such as Ocean Blvd. in the City of Long Beach) and identify any impacts on such corridors.
Section 3.6.2.1 of the RDEIR/SDEIS has been updated to include any designated scenic routes
and/or corridors specified in Study Area City General Plans and the proposed project’s impacts
on such scenic corridors.
L-16-97
This comment requests that the assessment of visual/aesthetic impacts provide a thorough
analysis of visual impacts to prominent landforms, historic resources, etc.). Such an analysis
was conducted as part of the preparation of the Visual Impact Assessment for the project. As
stated in Section 3.6.2.3 of the Recirculated Draft EIR/Supplemental EIS, the Visual Impact
Assessment found that there were no prominent land forms in the Study Area. Additionally, the
Historic Resources Evaluation Report determined that there were no visual impacts to historic
resources within the Study Area. Therefore, no changes were made to Section 3.6 in the
RDEIR/SDEIS in response to this comment.
L-16-98
This comment requests more specificity on the aesthetic treatments to be provided for the
project, especially for soundwalls. All specifics known at the time of the completion of the
updated Visual Impact Assessment regarding the aesthetic characteristics of the proposed
project have been provided. Specifically, the completion of the I-710 Corridor Project Aesthetic
Master Plan by Caltrans and the Gateway Cities COG have identified aesthetic themes and
other design treatments for landscape and hardscape features of the I-710 Corridor Project.
This additional detail is provided in Section 3.6.4.1 of the RDEIR/SDEIS. The attractiveness of
the new and modified soundwalls is ensured by implementation of Measure VIS-1 in Section
3.6. Please refer to the "Landscaping and Irrigation Systems" subsection of Section 2.3.2.1 for
more details regarding landscaping that will address visual concerns.
L-16-99
This comment expresses concern about the subjectivity of the Visual Impact Assessment,
specifically in the analysis of the Key View locations. Although visual impact analyses are
inherently subjective, FHWA has provided detailed guidance in order to make the analysis more
objective. This guidance was used in the I-710 Corridor Project Visual Impact Assessment and
was summarized in Section 3.6 of the Draft EIR/EIS. The Visual Impact Assessment identified
initial key view locations and solicited feedback from the I-710 advisory committees and
Community Design and Local Economy Subject Working Group to ensure the key view
locations were representative of the I-710 Corridor. Additionally, key findings from the Visual
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Impact Assessment were presented to the I-710 Corridor Project committees and subject
working groups to receive their input. Therefore, the Project Team believes that the impacts
discussed in the Visual Impact Assessment and Section 3.6 of the Draft EIR/EIS are accurate
representations of the visual impacts resulting from the proposed project. The Visual Impact
Assessment and Section 3.6 of the RDEIR/SDEIS have been updated to address the design of
the revised build alternatives and the concerns raised in this comment were considered in the
preparation of the updated visual analysis.
L-16-100
This comment states that the analysis of additional nighttime lighting impacts was inadequate,
specifically that no quantitative analysis was provided. Section 3.6 of the Draft EIR/EIS,
discussed that new lighting will be introduced closer to light-sensitive uses such as residential
uses and also discusses that lighting will be introduced at a higher elevation along the freight
corridor. Mitigation Measure VIS-7 regarding lighting refers to a future lighting plan that will be
provided during the final design of the proposed project when more specific design details are
known, before construction, and is, therefore, not a deferral of mitigation.
L-16-101
This comment raises concerns about the visual impacts of the elevated freight corridor near
Willow St. Based on the revised design of the build alternatives, the elevated freight corridor is
still proposed at Willow St. under Alternative 7 and is illustrated in Key View 2 as can be seen in
Section 3.6 of the RDEIR/SDEIS. Mitigation Measures VIS-1 through VIS-10 will be
implemented to mitigate adverse visual impacts to the area south of Willow St. Please refer to
the "Landscaping and Irrigation Systems" subsection of Section 2.3.2.1 for more details
regarding landscaping that will address visual concerns.
L-16-102
This comment expresses concern that no maps showing the Area of Potential Effect (APE) for
cultural resources or showing the areas surveyed were provided in the Draft EIR/EIS. The
survey area and methodology were described in Section 3.7.2 of the Draft EIR/EIS, and the
Supplemental APE is depicted in Figure 3.7-3. Also, detailed APE maps were made available
for public review in the Historic Property Survey Report available for review at the offices of
Caltrans, Metro, Gateway Cities COG, and numerous public libraries, as well as on the Internet
at http://www.dot.ca.gov/dist07/resources/envdocs/docs/710corridor.
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L-16-103
This comment states that various historic studies available from the City of Long Beach were
used in the analysis of historic properties. As noted at the bottom of page 3.7-7 in the Draft
EIR/EIS, both local historic societies and cities within the I-710 Corridor were contacted to
obtain relevant information for the analysis. For the RDEIR/SDEIS, follow-up contacts were
made, including with the City of Long Beach. No additional comments were received in
response to this supplemental consultation. This additional research is discussed in Section
3.7.2.3 of the RDEIR/SDEIS.
L-16-104
The railroad segments within the Study Area were previously identified and evaluated as
historically significant; the State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) concurred with that
evaluation. Caltrans identifies and evaluates properties in accordance with the Programmatic
Agreement Among the Federal Highway Administration, the Advisory Council on Historic
Preservation, the California State Historic Preservation Officer, and the California Department of
Transportation Regarding Compliance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation
Act, as it Pertains to the Administration of the Federal-Aid Highway Program in California
(Caltrans PA). The purpose of the Caltrans Programmatic Agreement (PA) is to help streamline
the Section 106 process so that unnecessary funds are not expended evaluating properties that
have been previously evaluated or evaluating properties that do not have the potential to be
affected by the proposed undertaking. In accordance with the Caltrans PA, when previously
evaluated properties are identified within an undertaking’s APE, Caltrans shall review those
previous evaluations to determine if they warrant a re-evaluation. This is typically based on the
passage of time, changing perceptions of significance, new information, incomplete or
erroneous prior evaluation, and/or errors of fact. Caltrans reviewed the previous evaluations and
determined that a re-evaluation of the railroad lines was not necessary. Therefore, in
accordance with an adequate level of effort as prescribed in 36 CFR 800.4(b)(1), providing
additional information on the railroad lines in the historic context was determined to be
unnecessary in identifying additional historic properties. Therefore, the effort for establishing
historic contexts was limited to property types and themes not previously identified within the
Study Area. A detailed discussion of the historic context and methodology for the evaluation of
historic properties is included in Attachment C of the Supplemental Historic Property Survey
Report (Galvin Preservation Associates, 2016). Additionally, to provide context on the historical
importance of railroads to the region, text has been added to Section 3.7.2 of the
RDEIR/SDEIS.
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L-16-105
Language has been added to Section 3.7.3, Environmental Consequences, of the
RDEIR/SDEIS, to document that the project would not cause any indirect impacts on the historic
resources.
L-16-106
A statement has been added to Section 3.7.3.1 of the RDEIR/SDEIS stating that although there
are no archaeological resources within the APE, Measure CON-CUL-1 in Section 3.24.4.7
mandates that if cultural resources of any kind are discovered during construction that all earthmoving activity must stop until a qualified archaeologist can assess the nature and significance
of the find.
L-16-107
Section 3.8 of the RDEIR/SDEIS addresses hydrology and floodplain aspects of the Study Area.
The regulatory setting, affected environment, and the build alternatives’ environmental
consequences are described in this section. As stated in this section, as well as supporting
technical analyses that include a preliminary hydrology report, right-of-way impact report, Los
Angeles River Impact Report, the build alternatives and their proposed floodway modifications
will not substantially alter the existing floodplain. Modifications to floodways are necessary to
mitigate risks associated with new and modified structures featured in the build alternatives that
are located within the floodway. Floodways within the Study Area include the Los Angeles River,
the Rio Hondo, and Compton Creek. All floodway modifications require permit approval from the
USACE.
Proposed floodway modifications include transverse encroachments (bridges that cross over the
floodway) and longitudinal encroachments (structures that are aligned along and inside the
floodway). Typical design mitigations for transverse encroachments entail site-specific bridge
pier designs, bridge site channel invert modifications, and/or bridge site channel wall
modifications. These design mitigations ensure that base flood elevations are maintained. The
base flood elevation is the water surface elevation of the base flood required by the USACE.
Analysis of the base flood elevation is a critical factor in determining the design of a bridge
crossing. Because typical design mitigations are employed in bridge designs, these transverse
encroachments do not pose a substantial risk to the floodplain.
Longitudinal encroachments are potentially more substantial than transverse encroachments
because the floodway is affected over a longer distance, rather than a discrete “spot” location.
For longitudinal floodway encroachments, designs were advanced beyond a conceptual level to
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assess design mitigations required to maintain base flood elevations. Hydraulic analyses
(HEC-RAS model simulations) were conducted following USACE modeling criteria. Analyses
showed that channel wall modifications are required upstream, downstream, at, and in between
proposed encroachments to ensure base flood elevations are maintained. These modifications
were incorporated as a required feature of the build alternatives. Because the design of these
floodway modifications were advanced and supported by hydraulic analyses, it was
demonstrated that the longitudinal encroachments do not pose a significant risk to the
floodplain.
Because there are modifications to the flood control system incorporated in the build
alternatives, a CLOMR would be prepared to document changes. This letter is prepared at the
conclusion of the project and approved by FEMA. Because proposed modifications do not alter
base flood elevations, no revisions to FEMA FIRMs are required as a result of the project.
Due to anticipated changes in design, the build alternatives are not expected to feature
longitudinal encroachments in the Study Area floodways. The build alternatives will continue to
feature some transverse encroachments requiring design mitigation and permit approval from
the USACE.
L-16-108
Based on the updated design and the revised Preliminary Hydrology Report, the amount of
acreage needed of property acquisition from flood control areas has been updated in Section
3.8.3 of the RDEIR/SDEIS. These areas are shown in Appendix L, Parcel Acquisitions.
L-16-109
Explanatory text has been added to Section 3.8.3 to describe the elements of a CLOMR and
how it would minimize hydrology and floodplain impacts. Additionally, based on the revised
Preliminary Hydrology Report, construction of the build alternatives is not anticipated to increase
the risk of flooding because the build alternatives would not substantially increase the base
flood elevations of the Los Angeles River, Compton Creek, or the Rio Hondo Channel.
L-16-110
This comment requests that the EIR/EIS should describe mitigation efforts for any existing
pervious areas being converted to impervious areas. Clarifying text to address this concern has
been added to Section 3.9.3.1 of the RDEIR/SDEIS.
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L-16-111
The RDEIR/SDEIS summarizes effects of the proposed project on hydrology and floodplains,
including proposed drainage for the build alternatives. However, the inclusion of detailed design
plans showing these drainages is not appropriate in this level of document. The Draft Project
Report and the Preliminary Hydrology Report are available for the City’s reference by request
from Caltrans District 7 and contain the requested level of information.
L-16-112
The RDEIR/SDEIS summarizes effects of the proposed project on hydrology and floodplains,
including results of the analysis of existing storm drain capacity. Additionally, any necessary
drainage systems needed to accommodate existing runoff created by the build alternatives have
been added to Sections 2.3.2.2 and 2.3.2.3. However, the inclusion of hydrology and hydraulic
calculations, detailed analyses of existing storm drain capacity, and pre- and post-development
hydrology maps and calculations are not appropriate in this level of documentation. The Draft
Project Report is available upon request from Caltrans District 7 and the revised Preliminary
Hydrology Report is available on Caltrans’ website for the City’s reference and contain the
requested level of information.
L-16-113
Text has been added to Section 3.8.2 of the RDEIR/SDEIS regarding the existing structural
integrity of the existing levees along the Los Angeles River. Section 3.8.3 includes a discussion
of the potential impacts to the structural integrity of these levees, and in many cases, the build
alternatives improve these structures. Please refer to the Los Angeles River Impact Report for
detailed information and analysis regarding existing conditions and potential impacts as a result
of the build alternatives.
L-16-114
Impacts of the proposed soundwalls on existing flood zones have been taken into consideration
in the revised Preliminary Hydrology Report. This information has been summarized in Section
3.8.3 of the RDEIR/SDEIS.
L-16-115
The Hydrology Study is available for review during the public review period for the
RDEIR/SDEIS. Any agency or party interested in reviewing that report can access the report on
the Caltrans website at http://www.dot.ca.gov/d7/env-docs/ or can request a copy of the report
on a compact disc from Caltrans District 7 at (213) 897-3656.
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L-16-116
The Flood Control Facilities Report (formerly the Los Angeles River Impact Report) was
provided to the LACDPW and the USACE on April 20, 2016. Comments were received from
LACDPW on May 17, 2016.
L-16-117
Based on the updated project design, under Alternative 7, the existing west basin and levees
of the Dominguez Spreading Grounds will be impacted by the proposed freight corridor
alignment, retaining walls, and slopes which are below the Los Angeles River levee grade in
the vicinity of the basin. The increase in on-site storm water runoff contributing to the
Dominguez Gap Spreading Grounds associated with the proposed improvements is
inconsequential in comparison to the amount of storm water runoff from off-site tributary
watersheds and transfer flows from the basins located on the east side of the Los Angeles
River. The west basin would be displaced under Alternative 7 and Caltrans will coordinate with
LACFCD to identify an area for relocation or replacement. In addition, the basin relocation would
also have the potential to affect plans for pollution remediation in cities along the Los Angeles
River. Caltrans will coordinate with these parties as specified in Measure FP-2 of the
RDEIR/SDEIS (Section 3.8.4) to reduce the affect associated with the relocation. Potential
relocation sites and mitigation for the subject basin will be conducted in consultation with
LACDPW.
L-16-118
A discussion has been added in Section 3.9.3.1 of the RDEIR/SDEIS to address how much
surface water runoff will be treated for each build alternative and how the build alternatives meet
water quality objectives established for water bodies within the Study Area. BMP features will be
incorporated in build alternatives in accordance with revised applicable guidance, standards,
and tools, including updated Caltrans Storm Water Quality PPDG.
L-16-119
This comment raises concerns about the ability to comply with various TMDLs that have gone
into effect or will go into effect by 2021. During the preparation of the Draft EIR/EIS, the SWRCB
was revising the Caltrans Municipal Separate Storm Sewer Systems (MS4) Permit. This permit
covers Caltrans rights-of-way, properties, facilities, and activities in the State. The assessment
of the affected environment and environmental consequences were based upon Caltrans
Statewide SWMP, which complies with the MS4 permit in use at the time. These assessments
were captured in a Water Quality and Stormwater Runoff Study and Storm Water Data Report,
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and summarized in Section 3.9 of the Draft EIR/EIS. Section 3.9 describes the regulatory
setting, affected environment, and the build alternatives’ environmental consequences.
In the Fall of 2012, the SWRCB adopted a new Caltrans MS4 Permit. Effective July 1, 2013,
redevelopment projects such as the I-710 Corridor Project must comply with the new permit. To
comply with SWRCB’s order dated September 19, 2012, Caltrans will update its SWMP. The
revised SWMP will include several elements. Among these elements are the Monitoring and
Discharge Characterization Program, Project Planning and Design, and BMP Development and
Implementation. These elements have been addressed in the revised technical studies and
summarized in Section 3.9 of the RDEIR/SDEIS. The revised water quality assessments
address the build alternatives’ effects on beneficial uses of surface and coastal waters and how
the alternatives meet water quality objectives established for water bodies within the Study
Area. BMP features have been incorporated in the build alternatives in accordance with revised
applicable guidance, standards, and tools, including updated Caltrans Storm Water Quality
Project PPDG.
L-16-120
Table 3.9-2 in the RDEIR/SDEIS has been updated to identify the affected water body to which
each of the listed pollutants apply.
L-16-121
As requested in this comment, Table 3.9-2, in the RDEIR/SDEIS, was updated to reflect the
current status of TMDLs.
L-16-122
As requested in this comment, Table 3.9-2, in the RDEIR/SDEIS, was updated to reflect the
current status of TMDLs.
L-16-123
This comment requests several clarifications in Section 3.9, Water Quality.


“Long-term effectiveness of proposed BMPs has not been proven based on scientific
data” – Caltrans has a comprehensive program for preventing water pollution related to
the planning, design, construction, maintenance, and operation of transportation
facilities. The State Stormwater Management Plan identifies how Caltrans incorporates
stormwater management measures into the project planning and design processes,
including BMP identification and selection procedures. The BMP types cited in the
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comment have been approved for use in Caltrans projects and are considered fiscally
reasonable and technically feasible. Long-term funding for the maintenance of proposed
BMPs - Refer to Response to Comment L-16-11, above, for discussion regarding
funding for long-term maintenance and operation of the BMPs.


Reuse of the “treated” urban runoff for irrigation of I-710 Corridor landscaping – As
stated in Measure VIS-1 (section 3.6.4), the project will require the preparation of an
I-710 Corridor Master Plan in consultation with the local agencies and communities,
including the City of Long Beach, to define aesthetic treatments that will be included in
the build alternatives. The Master Plan will include planting procedures and
requirements, identification of areas for revegetation, use of trees and shrubs, and water
conserving irrigation. The City of Long Beach will have an opportunity during the
preparation of the Master Plan to provide input on the types of trees for incorporation in
the Master Plan, including the species on the City’s list of approved trees. Reuse of
“treated” urban runoff can be discussed as a means of “water conserving irrigation” at
that time. Please refer to the "Landscaping and Irrigation Systems" subsection of Section
2.3.2.1 for more details regarding landscaping that will address visual concerns.



Cost effectiveness of low flow urban runoff treatment at City of Long Beach stormwater
pump stations as a supplement or alternative to proposed treatment BMPs – Caltrans
will coordinate with the City regarding this alternative.

L-16-124
If a build alternative is chosen, Measures WQ-1 (Section 3.9.4) would properly mitigate for any
increase in pollutants from brake dust, tire wear, and hydrocarbons deposited on local streets.
L-16-125
The current emission estimates for the construction of the I-710 Corridor Project assume that
the concrete and asphalt used for the construction of the I-710 Corridor Project will be hauled to
the I-710, not mixed adjacent to it. To the extent that individual batch plants are used in the
construction of the I-710 Corridor Project and located near the Los Angeles River, the
anticipated impacts from those plants would be minimal as their use would be temporary and
spread out along the length of the project.
L-16-126
Rain and condensate water dripping from relocated electrical transmission lines into the Los
Angeles River would no longer be a concern because no relocation of transmission lines within
the Los Angeles River would occur under the revised build alternatives.
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L-16-127
If a build alternative is chosen, implementation of Measure WQ-1,WQ-2, and WQ-3 would
ensure that the pollutants exceeding current non-TMDL Water Quality Standards are reduced to
acceptable levels. The proposed project will implement the new Caltrans MS4 permit which
requires outfall monitoring.
L-16-128
During the preparation of the Draft EIR/EIS, the State Water Resources Control Board
(SWRCB) was revising the Caltrans Municipal Separate Storm Sewer Systems (MS4) Permit.
This permit covers Caltrans rights-of-way, properties, facilities, and activities in the State. The
assessment of the affected environment and environmental consequences were based upon
Caltrans Statewide Storm Water Management Plan (SWMP), which complies with the MS4
permit in use at the time. These assessments were captured in a Water Quality and Stormwater
Runoff Study and Storm Water Data Report (SWDR), and summarized in Section 3.9 of the
Draft EIR/EIS. Section 3.9 describes the regulatory setting, affected environment, and the build
alternatives’ environmental consequences.
In the Fall of 2012, the SWRCB adopted a new Caltrans MS4 Permit. Effective July 1, 2013,
redevelopment projects such as the I-710 Corridor Project must comply with the new permit. To
comply with SWRCB’s order dated September 19, 2012, Caltrans will update its SWMP. The
revised SWMP will include several elements. Among these elements are the Monitoring and
Discharge Characterization Program, Project Planning and Design, and Best Management
Practice (BMP) Development and Implementation. These elements have been addressed in the
revised technical studies and summarized in Section 3.9 of the RDEIR/SDEIS. The revised
water quality assessments address the build alternatives’ effects on beneficial uses of surface
and coastal waters and how alternatives meet water quality objectives established for water
bodies within the Study Area. BMP features have been incorporated in build alternatives in
accordance with revised applicable guidance, standards, and tools, including updated Caltrans
Storm Water Quality Project Planning and Design Guide (PPDG).
L-16-129
Caltrans acknowledges that, even if a No Build Alternative is chosen, BMPs will have to be
installed as part of the Stormwater permit to reduce pollutants in runoff in order to achieve
TMDL and related Water Quality Objectives within various water bodies in which I-710 currently
discharges.
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L-16-130
This comment requests an estimate of the efficiency of each of the proposed treatment BMPs.
Clarifying text to address this comment has been added to Section 3.9.3.1 of the RDEIR/SDEIS.
L-16-131
The revised technical studies and Section 3.9 of the RDEIR/SDEIS provide information
regarding the Caltrans MS4 Permit, which will address build alternatives’ effects on beneficial
uses of surface and coastal waters and how alternatives meet water quality objectives
established for water bodies within the Study Area. BMP features will be incorporated in build
alternatives in accordance with revised applicable guidance, standards, and tools.
L-16-132
Text in Section 3.9.3 of the RDEIR/SDEIS has been revised to clarify that approximately 74 to
78 percent of the impervious surface area of the build alternatives will be treated.
L-16-133
Text has been added to Section 3.9.3.1 of the RDEIR/SDEIS to clarify that the treatment BMPs
designed for the minimum two-year and 10-year peak flow storm events are the same as
treating runoff from the 85th percentile.
L-16-134
This comment requests that the EIR/EIS include information on what operations and
maintenance practices will be followed once the treatment BMPs are installed. After installation,
maintenance activities would occur as part of Caltrans’ Statewide Stormwater Program, which
includes for monitoring, and maintenance activities. .
L-16-135
This comment raises a specific concern regarding the project’s impact to the Dominguez Gap
West Basin and the potential adverse impact to the Metals TMDL Implementation Plans.
Clarifying text to address this concern has been added to Section 3.9.3.1 of the RDEIR/SDEIS.
L-16-136
Under the revised build alternatives, impacts to the applicable pump stations have been
substantively lessened. Any necessary coordination efforts between Caltrans and the
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applicable TMDL subcommittees to avoid any increase in pollutant discharges that may result
from changes in the proposed pump stations will be undertaken.
L-16-137
The specific cfs increase has been updated for the revised build alternatives; please refer to
Section 3.9 of the RDEIR/SDEIS for the updated analysis.
L-16-138
As a result of the revised project design, existing water quality sampling stations established
along the embankments at locations approved by the Regional Board will be relocated as
necessary, in consultation with the Regional Board. As a result, sampling would not be impacted
during construction, as the necessary relocations would occur prior to construction.
L-16-139
Text has been added to Section 3.9.4 of the RDEIR/SDEIS to indicate that Caltrans will
coordinate with local jurisdictions, including the City of Long Beach, to minimize impacts to any
local monitoring programs and will participate with municipalities in local monitoring to show
compliance with applicable TMDLs.
L-16-140
This comment requests clarification of whether new or modified bridge structures would
discharge directly to the Los Angeles River or other water bodies. Clarifying text to address this
concern has been added to Section 3.9.3.1 of the RDEIR/SDEIS.
L-16-141
This comment raises concerns about impacts to wetlands relative to water quality. As discussed
in Section 3.16.3 of the Draft EIR/EIS, Alternatives 5C and 7 are expected to permanently
impact wetlands, specifically the earthen-bottom intertidal portions of the Los Angeles River,
Dominguez Gap Wetlands West Basin, and marsh natural communities. However, mitigation
measures have been drafted and refined to address lost wetland areas near the Los Angeles
River. These measures are listed in Section 3.16, Natural Communities (Measure NC-1) and
Section 3.24, Construction Impacts (Measures CON-WET-1 through CON-WET-3). The
measures note that prior to construction, Caltrans shall obtain an appropriate permit from the
USACE for placement of fill in jurisdictional wetlands or waters pursuant to Section 404 of the
Clean Water Act (CWA) and Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act; Caltrans shall apply for
and obtain a Lake or Streambed Alteration Agreement (SAA) from the CDFW; and Caltrans
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shall apply for and obtain a Water Quality Certification from the RWQCB for effects to
jurisdictional wetlands. These measures are also referenced in Section 3.17, Wetlands. In
addition, compliance with standard requirements and permits listed in Sections 3.9.4 and
3.24.4.9 would minimize project impacts to water quality.
L-16-142
This comment raises a concern that the arterial intersection improvements may trigger the
Green Streets requirement under the latest MS4 permit. Clarifying text to address this concern
has been added to Section 3.9.3.1 of the RDEIR/SDEIS.
L-16-143
An evaluation of storm water characteristics and potential impacts has been provided as part of
the revised Water Quality Assessment Report and RDEIR/SDEIS. The revised Water Quality
Assessment Report provides calculations of water quality flows and identifies discharge points
and this information has been summarized in Section 3.9 of the RDEIR/SDEIS. The Water
Quality Assessment Report is available for review during the public circulation period of this
RDEIR/SDEIS.
L-16-144
Text has been refined in Section 3.9.4 of the RDEIR/SDEIS to describe Caltrans’ commitment to
comply with the latest MS4 Permit and other code requirements (i.e., TMDL, Clean Water Act,
Coastal Zone Act and California Water Code).
L-16-145
Caltrans will ensure that any treatment BMPs will be designed such that groundwater will not be
affected.
L-16-146
This comment requests that Caltrans develop, construct, and maintain treatment control devices
and BMPs within Caltrans right-of-way. Any treatment control devices and BMPs will be
constructed and maintained. Additionally, this comment requests that all storm drain pump
stations that need to be upgraded or replaced be reviewed with the City of Long Beach.
Caltrans will perform the required coordination with regards to upgrading impacted pump
stations
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L-16-147
General Plans of the County of Los Angeles and the affected cities were reviewed and
considered in the impact analysis; summaries of the applicable standards have been included in
Section 3.10.1 of the RDEIR/SDEIS in response to this comment.
L-16-148
References for mapping used to determine that collapsible soils are not anticipated to be
present within the Study Area are located in Section 7.0 of the I-710 Geotechnical Report
(January 2010).
L-16-149
This comment requests that more detailed information be provided regarding potential
hazardous waste risks related to construction and that extensive consultation/coordination be
undertaken during preparation of the Draft EIR/EIS. Based on the updated ISA prepared for the
project, Section 3.24.3.12 of the RDEIR/SDEIS has been revised to include the most current
available information regarding properties of environmental concern. Due to the amount of
properties identified in the records search (over 1,000 properties), no file reviews were
conducted at the various State, Federal, or local regulatory agencies. Given the stage of project
development, in lieu of file reviews, all full, partial and TCE properties considered to be “high
risk” and are included in Table 3.12-1 through Table 3.12-3 which identify properties of
environmental concern. Once the preferred alternative has been identified, parcel-by-parcel
investigations will be performed for properties that have been identified as environmental
concerns and have the potential to impact the initial phase of the project. The recommendations
for further evaluation of high and medium risk sites include one or more of the following, in this
order:


Review current regulatory status through online databases;



Conduct file reviews at the oversight regulatory agency, if necessary;



Parcel specific historical summary using one or more of the following resources:
Sanborn maps, historical city directories, chain of title, or building department records;



Perform a site reconnaissance including on-site interviews with persons knowledgeable
about site operations; and



If warranted, perform a subsurface investigation based on the findings of the previous
recommendations or if the findings are inconclusive.
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L-16-150
2008 is the NOP year and the CEQA base year; however, for the revised AQ/GHG/HRA and
revised traffic analyses, the Baseline has been updated to reflect 2012 information. The
commenter's statement is true in regards to increase in emissions as compared to Alternative 1.
L-16-151
See Response to Comment R-2-17. In addition, airborne dust settling on the roadway cannot be
considered in entrained road dust emissions as the air agencies are clear that this would
“double-count” such emissions. As noted in the California Air Resources Board (ARB) method,
adding lanes distributes silt on a greater surface area, silt remains the same, but the silt loading
(silt/area) is lower. Although the freight corridor is adding lanes of which some are elevated, this
does not increase exposure to silt sources, such as would occur if the freeway was lengthened.
Therefore, using “exhaust-only” emissions for future I-710 calculations is appropriate.
L-16-152
The comment states that the PM hot spot analysis took credit for the AQMP emission reduction
twice: the first time in calculating the background concentrations, and the second time in
calculating the future vehicle emission rates. The comment is correct in stating that both
emission calculations include the reduction in vehicle emissions due to the projected
improvement in engine technology. Not including the AQMP reductions in all aspects of the
calculations would overestimate the future concentrations. However, the future emission
concentrations do not take double credit for the AQMP reductions. The future PM
concentrations were calculated by estimating the future background concentrations, using local
emission monitoring along with the AQMP projections, and adding the future vehicle emissions
calculated using EMFAC 2014, the projected vehicle trip distribution, and dispersion modeling.
This has been clarified in the revised AQ/GHG/HRA and in Section 3.13.3.1 of the
RDEIR/SDEIS.
L-16-153
A table has been added to Section 3.13 (Table 3.13-18) of the RDEIR/SDEIS to compare the
cancer risk of all build alternatives to Alternative 1. Most maximum impacts are not true
incremental cancer risk changes because many of the receptors with the greatest impacts are
not in residential areas (or areas with sensitive receptors) and the assumption implicit in the
residential cancer risk calculations are not applicable to those areas.
None of the build alternatives have an incremental cancer risk increase in residential areas (or
on sensitive receptors) when compared to the CEQA Baseline (2012). However, filtration
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systems like the ones cited in this comment could be eligible projects under the Community
Health Benefit Program, which is proposed as a project element under both build alternatives
(see Section 2.3.2.1 for further details).
L-16-154
The AQ/HRA reports (February 2012 and June 2012) are listed as technical studies in support
of the Draft EIR/EIS in Appendix H, List of Technical Studies. Although the technical studies
were not distributed with the Draft EIR/EIS, those studies were available online and upon
request and could also be reviewed at the Caltrans District 7 and Metro offices during regular
business hours. Those reports include the relevant documentation supporting the modeling
inputs and outputs. As with the February 2012 and June 2012 AQ/HRA reports, the revised
AQ/GHG/HRA report is available through the same methods during public circulation of this
RDEIR/SDEIS.
L-16-155
The City’s comments in support of alternatives with a zero emission component and the City’s
opposition to alternatives that do not include a zero emission component are noted. As
described in Section 2.3.2.3 in the RDEIR/SDEIS, a zero emission freight corridor is a
component of Alternative 7. Additionally, project-funded ZE/NZE trucks along the I-710 are
included in both Alternative 5C and 7, and a dedicated ZE-only freight corridor is a design option
for Alternative 7.
L-16-156
This comment requests that outreach/case management programs be implemented to mitigate
adverse impacts on lower socioeconomic communities and other sensitive receptors such as
preschools, schools, and senior facilities. Outreach programs to all affected communities,
including lower income and minority communities, will be conducted in accordance with
Measure CON-LU-2 described in Section 3.24.4 of the RDEIR/SDEIS.
L-16-157
This comment requests the installation of a long-term air quality monitoring station along I-710.
Measure AQ-1 in Section 3.13.4 of the RDEIR/SDEIS requires Caltrans to make a funding
contribution to the SCAQMD to provide funding for the design and construction of four new air
quality monitoring stations within the I-710 Corridor.
L-16-158
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Based on information from the revised AQ/GHG/HRA, Tables 4.3-5a and 4.3-5b in Section
4.3.4.1 of the RDEIR/SDEIS has been updated and shows that all of the alternatives, when
compared to the 2012 Baseline, including the No Build Alternative, would decrease the regional
GHG emissions by approximately 13,000,000 metric tons of CO2e per year. When compared to
the No Build conditions, the regional GHG emissions would remain the same for Alternatives 5C
and 7. Additionally, when compared to the 2035 No Build, Alternative 5C would increase the
regional GHG emissions by approximately 16,000 metric tons of CO2e per year and Alternative
7 would increase the regional GHG emissions by 26,000 metric tons of CO2e per year.
Therefore, the increase in greenhouse gas emissions listed in Table 4.3-3a are due to increased
regional traffic due to area growth and not the proposed highway improvements. Implementation
of the proposed project would not delay the goals of Assembly Bill (AB) 32.
L-16-159
Section 4.3.6.1, AB 32 Compliance, and Table 4.3.5 list a number of activities Caltrans is
actively involved in to help achieve the targets set in AB 32. In addition, the following specific
measures are included in the I-710 Corridor Project build alternatives to reduce project-related
GHG emissions and potential climate change impacts:


Caltrans and the CHP are working with regional agencies to implement intelligent
transportation systems (ITS) to help manage the efficiency of the existing highway
system.



Metro provides ridesharing services and park-and-ride facilities to help manage the
growth in demand for highway capacity.



Landscaping provided in the build alternatives for aesthetic treatment, replacement
planting, and/or biological resources mitigation planting would help offset any potential
project-related carbon dioxide (CO2) emissions increase.



The build alternatives will use energy-efficient lighting, such as light-emitting diode (LED)
traffic signals. LED lighting consumes 10 percent of the electricity of traditional lights,
which will also help reduce the project-related CO2 emissions.



According to Caltrans Standard Specification Provisions, idling time for lane closures
during construction is restricted to ten minutes in each direction. In addition, the
contractor must comply with Title 13, California Code of Regulations (CCR) Section
2449(d)(3) which restricts idling of construction vehicles to no longer than five
consecutive minutes. Compliance with this regulation will reduce harmful emissions from
diesel-powered construction vehicles.
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As noted above, the build alternatives propose landscaping for aesthetic treatment, replacement
planting, and biological resources mitigation planting only. Caltrans is not proposing the
incorporation of substantial planting of trees as requested in this comment beyond those trees
used for aesthetics treatment, replacement planting, and biological resources mitigation
planting.
Measure VIS-1 (Section 3.6.4) requires the preparation of an I-710 Corridor Master Plan in
consultation with the local agencies and communities, including the City of Long Beach, to
define aesthetic treatments that will be included in the build alternatives. The Master Plan will
include planting procedures and requirements, identification of areas for revegetation, use of
trees and shrubs, and water conserving irrigation. The City of Long Beach will have an
opportunity during the preparation of the Master Plan to provide input on the types of trees for
incorporation in the Master Plan, including the species on the City’s list of approved trees.
Please refer to the "Landscaping and Irrigation Systems" subsection of Section 2.3.2.1 for more
details regarding landscaping that will address visual concerns.
L-16-160
The NSR (January 2012) is listed as a technical study in support of the Draft EIR/EIS in
Appendix H, List of Technical Studies. Although the technical study was not distributed with the
Draft EIR/EIS, it was available on request and could also be reviewed at the Caltrans District 7
and Metro offices during regular business hours. The report included the relevant
documentation supporting the modeling inputs and outputs. As with the January 2012 NSR, the
revised NSR (May 2016) is available through the same methods during public circulation of this
RDEIR/SDEIS. The methodology for the NSR, including a summary of modeling inputs, was
provided in Section 3.14.2 of the RDEIR/SDEIS.
In regards to the decrease in noise levels, because the freeway alignment is shifting a
substantial distance from the receptors at the southern end of the project, the predicted noise
levels are lower. When a noise source is moved farther away from a receptor, the result is that
the receptor will experience lower noise levels.
L-16-161
The NADR is available for review during public circulation of the RDEIR/SDEIS.
L-16-162
As stated above for Response to Comment L-16-160, the NSR (January 2012 was available on
request and could also be reviewed at the Caltrans District 7 and Metro offices during regular
business hours. However, figures showing the placement of modeled receptors were provided
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at the end of Section 3.14 on page 3.14-59 and the resultant noise levels at these receptors
were shown in Table 3.14-2. These figures and resultant noise levels have been updated for the
RDEIR/SDEIS based on the revised NSR.
L-16-163
This comment requests that a noise analysis location be placed closer to the proposed project
improvements than receptors located in Cesar E. Chavez Park. Site NB-1 was selected based
on an exterior area of frequent human use. While activities may take place anywhere in the
park, according to State and federal policies and procedures, noise abatement is considered
only where frequent human use occurs and where a lowered noise level would be of benefit.
The decrease in noise levels for future conditions in Cesar E. Chavez Park is based on a shift
(away from the park) in the alignment of Shoreline Dr., which is the closest noise source. When
a noise source is moved further away from a receptor, the result is a decrease in noise levels.
Based on the revised NSR (May 2016), reductions in noise still occur at Cesar E. Chavez Park.
L-16-164
This comment requests that a noise analysis location be placed closer to the proposed project
improvements than receptors located at Cesar E. Chavez Elementary School. Similar to
Response to Comment L-16-163, the predominant noise source at Site NB-2 is Shoreline Dr.
(Shoemaker Bridge). Under the build alternatives, the Shoemaker Bridge would be shifted away
from the homes along Loma Vista Dr., and therefore, noise levels would decrease 1.7 dBA. In
this area, the I-710 mainline is more than 800 feet away from the homes on Loma Vista Dr., and
therefore, has little if any impact to these receptors. Based on the revised NSR (May 2016),
noise levels at Site NB-2 under both build alternatives would increase nominally by 1 dBA from
the existing condition. A change of 1 dBA is not perceptible to the human ear.
L-16-165
This comment requests that the increase of 1.7 dBA for Alternative 5 in comparison to existing
conditions be confirmed. Similar to Response to Comment L-16-164, the predominant noise
source at Site NB-4 is Shoreline Dr. (Shoemaker Bridge). Under the build alternatives, the
Shoemaker Bridge would be shifted away from the homes along Loma Vista Dr., and therefore,
noise levels would decrease 1.7 dBA. In this area, the I-710 mainline is more than 800 feet
away from the homes on Loma Vista Dr., and therefore, has little if any impact to these
receptors. Based on the revised NSR (May 2016), noise levels at Site NB-4 would decrease by
2.7 dBA under Alternative 5C and by 2.6 dBA under Alternative 7 compared to existing
conditions.
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L-16-166
This comment requests that a noise analysis location be placed within the play area of Perry
Lindsey Middle School, closer to the proposed project improvements. In this area, the
predominant noise source is I-710, which is more than 700 to 800 feet from the school
(Receptor NB-15). The volume of traffic along Del Amo Blvd. is not high enough and traffic is
not fast enough to create noise impacts. Therefore, an additional receptor in this location is not
necessary.
L-16-167
This comment requests additional analysis at additional receptors between Gordon St. and
Barclay St. to properly determine the feasibility of a new soundwall in the event that the
originally proposed 16-foot soundwall is later reduced in size or height because of a
determination regarding infeasibility. Sufficient receptors have been used to determine the
acoustical feasibility of the existing/future soundwall in the area between Long Beach Blvd. and
State Route 91 (SR-91). Because of the proposed future widening of I-710, a portion (between
Long Beach Blvd. and Barclay St.) of the existing soundwall would be entirely replaced by a
newly proposed soundwall. Please see footnote 2 in Table 3.14-3 (which applies to Soundwall
503A), which reads, “Although not reasonable, this soundwall must be provided as a
replacement of the existing soundwall impacted by the proposed project.” In addition, Soundwall
503A, as a new soundwall, has been analyzed for, and was determined to be, acoustically
feasible.
L-16-168
This comment requests that Receptors R3 and MNB-10 be relocated further east of Receptor 3
(along 39th St). Receptor R2 was used to monitor/represent noise levels further east of Receptor
R3 along 39th St. Based on the topography, Receptor R2 does not achieve the minimum
required noise reduction from the replaced soundwall along the I-710/I-405 connector.
Additionally, there is no noise impact identified here as a result of the build alternatives (noise
levels do not approach/exceed the 67 dBA criteria). Therefore, no noise abatement is
considered. However, because of the widening under the build alternatives along the I-710/I-405
connector, the existing soundwall must be removed and replaced. Please see footnote 1 (which
applies to Soundwall 405B) in Section 3.14.5.7 which reads, “This soundwall must be
constructed as a replacement of the existing soundwall to accommodate the proposed project
widening. .” Based on the revised NSR, Soundwall 405B would remove and replace the existing
soundwalls, close the barrier gap over Pacific Pl./Metro Blue Line Bridge, and connect to the
existing sound barrier at Cedar Ave. in Long Beach. SW-405B at a height of 16 feet is predicted
to provide a five-dBA noise reduction to about nine homes in this area.
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L-16-169
This comment requests a landscape buffer between the soundwall located along southbound
I-710, along White Ave. north of Long Beach Blvd. and White Ave. between Gordon St. and
Adams St. Provision of such a landscape buffer would be integrated into the project design as
part of the Corridor Master Plan for Aesthetic Treatment described in Measure VIS-1 in Section
3.6.4 of the RDEIR/SDEIS. Please refer to the "Landscaping and Irrigation Systems" subsection
of Section 2.3.2.1 for more details regarding landscaping that will address visual concerns.
L-16-170
This comment requests a more detailed definition of specific zero emission technologies and
their potential noise impact. It should be noted that in 2013, the Gateway Cities COG and Metro
developed an “I-710 Project Zero-Emission Truck Commercialization Study” in order to evaluate
the ZE truck technologies which might meet the needs of the I-710 Corridor Project and drayage
users, and develop a business and commercialization plan. Section 2.3.2.1 in the RDEIR/SDEIS
provides more specificity regarding the process of developing and deploying zero emission truck
technology based on the zero emission truck commercialization study conducted by the
Gateway Cities COG. Because the zero emission technology is characterized as technologyneutral, no analysis of noise impacts of a specific zero emission technology was conducted.
L-16-171
The comment requests that a home sound-proofing program be implemented that would include
double-pane sound insulated windows. Caltrans and FHWA do not have a program or a
mechanism to provide funding for acoustic insulation. However, a Community Health and
Benefit Program is included in Section 2.3.2.1 of the RDEIR/SDEIS and provides for a program
for cities and community groups to apply for and obtain grant funding for health-related
measures. The acoustic insulation cited in this comment would be a potential candidate for this
program. Soundwalls will be implemented as discussed in Section 3.14.5 of the RDEIR/SDEIS.
The final locations and design of soundwalls as abatement measures will be determined after
completion of the public input process as part of the Final EIR/EIS.
L-16-172
This comment proposes new or replacement soundwalls at the locations indicated below.
Please refer to the updated Section 3.14 of the RDEIR/SDEIS for the updated noise analysis for
the project. Soundwalls deemed feasible and reasonable based on the NADR will be built.
L-16-173
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This comment proposes the addition or modification to proposed soundwalls at the locations
indicated below. Please refer to the updated Section 3.14 of the RDEIR/SDEIS for the updated
noise analysis for the project. Soundwalls deemed feasible and reasonable based on the NADR
will be built.
The attractiveness of the new and modified soundwalls is ensured by implementation of
Measure VIS-1 in Section 3.6. Additionally, as stated in the Urban Design and Aesthetics
Toolbox Report summarized in Section 3.6 in the RDEIR/SDEIS, soundwalls or screen walls will
be provided along any elevated sections of the freight corridor to screen views of trucks on the
freight corridor. Please refer to the "Landscaping and Irrigation Systems" subsection of Section
2.3.2.1 for more details regarding landscaping that will address visual concerns.
L-16-174
The build alternatives included in the RDEIR/SDEIS do not include tolling. The Energy Report
has been revised based on the updated alternatives and is summarized in Section 3.15 of the
RDEIR/SDEIS.
L-16-175
As stated in Section 3.15.3.1, operation energy consumption under Alternative 1, compared to
2012 existing conditions, decreases by 29 percent.
L-16-176
A figure showing the BSA and vegetation communities would be too robust to add to the
RDEIR/SDEIS. However, a figure showing the BSA is located in Appendix R. Although the
figures in Appendix R are relevant to the discussion in Section 3.17, Wetlands; references to
Appendix R are included in Section 3.16, Natural Communities, so that the reader has a
reference to the BSA.
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L-16-177
The 21 drainage features identified in the BSA are relevant to the discussion in Section 3.17,
Wetlands. For clarity, references to the drainage features have been removed from Section
3.16, Natural Communities, in the RDEIR/SDEIS. For a complete analysis of all of the drainage
features, see Section 3.17, Wetlands.
L-16-178
As a result of changes in project design, biological surveys have been conducted for areas that
were previously not surveyed in the Study Area and included in the revised Natural Environment
Study. This information has been summarized in Section 3.16.2 of the RDEIR/SDEIS.
L-16-179
The project impacts from the No Build Alternative (Alternative 1), discussed in Section 3.16.3.1,
include impacts directly related to the proposed project. Cumulative impacts due to other
reasonably foreseeable projects are discussed in Section 3.25, Cumulative Impacts.
Specifically, the cumulative impacts to Natural Communities are discussed in Section 3.25.4.15,
Natural Communities.
L-16-180
As referenced in Section 3.17.3.1, Permanent Impacts, Appendix R (previously Appendix S)
depicts the waters of the U.S. in the BSA relative to the alternatives under consideration. For
clarification, an additional reference to Appendix R has been added to Section 3.17.2.3 of the
RDEIR/SDEIS.
L-16-181
Appendix R (previously Appendix S) depicts impacts as a result of the build alternatives on
jurisdictional waters. The amounts in which each alternative will impact these jurisdictional
waters are shown in Table 3.17-3 of the RDEIR/SDEIS.
L-16-182
As discussed in Section 3.16.4, Avoidance Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures, final
details for compensatory mitigation are being evaluated through coordination with the resource
agencies. The specific mitigation options will be defined by the resource agencies during the
permitting/authorization process. The focus of compensatory mitigation will be in providing
funding to an in lieu fee program in the Los Angeles River watershed as the primary means to
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mitigate for project impacts, in accordance with the USACE/Environmental Protection Agency
(EPA) Compensatory Mitigation Rule (2008). This is the preferred approach in the Mitigation
Rule as long as it can be accomplished as part of a comprehensive watershed approach.
Because the project is in the early stages of project development and specific mitigation options
have not been defined yet, a Habitat Mitigation Monitoring Plan cannot be developed until the
permits/authorizations are sought from the USACE, the CDFW, and the RWQCB. Therefore, the
Recirculated Draft EIR/Recirculated Draft EIS outlines the minimum compensatory mitigation
obligation from the I-710 Corridor Project. It is highly likely that higher mitigation ratios and
additional obligations will be required by the regulatory agencies for project impacts to wetlands.
Whatever those required ratios and additional obligations are, they will be conducted by the
project as part of the conditions of the permits/authorizations. The success of the mitigation will
be solely at the discretion of the regulatory agencies; therefore, Caltrans does not have the
option of not meeting the minimum success criteria outlined in this RDEIR/SDEIS or greater.
Caltrans has had preliminary discussion with the Rivers and Mountains Conservancy, and we
are confident that an in lieu fee program will be appropriate for this project and would be used in
support of restoration/enhancement projects in the Los Angeles River watershed. Clarifying text
regarding an in lieu fee program has been added to Section 3.17.4 of the RDEIR/SDEIS.
L-16-183
Caltrans coordinated with USACE early in the design process to reduce impacts to the Los
Angeles River as much as possible. Parallel features were designed to stay out of the Los
Angeles River. Perpendicular crossings are unavoidable but are generally located at existing
crossings only. In addition, they were limited to the necessary support structures for new,
replacement, and existing retrofitted bridges only. The specific details this comment requests to
justify the alternatives will be provided in the Wetlands Only Practicable Finding for permanent
wetland impacts in the Final EIR/EIS. Caltrans shall apply for and obtain an appropriate permit
from the USACE for placement of fill in jurisdictional wetlands or waters pursuant to Section 404
of the Clean Water Act (CWA) and Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act, respectively.
L-16-184
Please refer to Response to Comment L-16-183.
L-16-185
This comment requests that an analysis of sediment retention impacts within Drainage 3 be
included for Alternative 5A. The text in this section has been revised to include impacts to all
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project alternatives based on updated project design and subsequent revisions to the Natural
Environment Study.
L-16-186
The BSA boundaries of all alternatives overlap with the DeForest Park Restoration Project and
Alternative 7 is expected to potentially result in direct permanent impacts to 9.41 acres of
riparian/riverine natural communities (including 5.34 acres of open water in the Dominguez Gap
and DeForest Treatment Wetlands). However, measure FP-2 will ensure a suitable replacement
that will provide equal to or greater capacity than the impacted portion of the Dominguez Gap
currently provides.
L-16-187
Table 3.18-1 in Section 3.18, Plant Species, identifies the habitat requirements of each plant
species. Based on preliminary reconnaissance level surveys, suitable habitat elements were
determined by experienced botanists not to be present for all but two special-status plant
species. Regardless, surveys were conducted in 2009, 2011 and 2015 for all special-status
plant species, not just southern tarplant and San Bernardino aster. All plant species found in the
BSA were identified and are included in the list of plant species observed in Appendix B of the
revised Natural Environment Study. To adequately search for special-interest plant species,
survey methods included an examination of Caltrans and local rights-of-way, as well as
accessing frontage roads leading to necessary access points. At the access points, each
biologist investigated the roadside areas on foot or with the aid of binoculars if foot access was
not possible. Table 3.18-1 provides substantial evidence for the conclusion of the presence or
absence of sensitive plant species under the “Rationale” column in the table.
L-16-188
Potential indirect impacts to southern tarplant other than shading were evaluated. Due to the
specific requirements of southern tarplant to flourish, the only indirect impact determined to
affect this species was shading. The build alternatives are not expected to result in permanent
indirect impacts to southern tarplant due to emissions, climate or micro-climate change, or
fugitive dust beyond the existing conditions. Clarifying text has been added to Section 3.18.1.1
of the RDEIR/SDEIS.
The purpose of having biological monitors designate the Environmentally Sensitive Area
boundaries is to use their knowledge and professional experience to determine the biologically
sensitive habitats adjacent to the project footprint. While these areas were determined during
the field surveys, it is possible for the boundaries to naturally shift over time. The monitors will
Page 388

I-710 Corridor Project RDEIR/SDEIS

be able to identify the existing conditions at the time of construction to best protect the biological
resource.
L-16-189
The Natural Environment Study and the discussion on page 3.19-22 of the Draft EIR/EIS
provided adequate documentation for the conclusions regarding the 33 species referenced by
the commenter, and no further analysis is necessary. While it is possible for these species to
move onto the site prior to construction, measures have been included in Section 3.24,
Construction Impacts, to avoid and/or minimize impacts to these non-listed species. Due to the
highly disturbed quality and limited amount of suitable habitat present, and the measures
provided, any project impacts to these species would not be substantial and/or significant under
NEPA and CEQA, respectively.
L-16-190
The commenter has identified a misstatement in the document. The first paragraph under
Section 3.19.2.2 is incorrect. With the exception of Cooper’s hawk, Allen’s hummingbird, and
loggerhead shrike, the 14 species listed were actually observed along the Los Angeles River,
adjacent to the BSA, but not within it. This has been corrected in Section 3.19.2.2, of the
RDEIR/SDEIS.
L-16-191
In response to this comment, Measure AS-1 has been revised as follows:
New, replacement, and renovated bridges will be designed to ensure the safety
of birds flying up and down the Los Angeles River. Suitable fencing or other
structural features on the sides of bridges would direct flying birds up and out of
the way of traffic, at the same time not serving as a danger themselves, as well
as restrict litter and debris from falling into the Los Angeles River during regular
operation. Final bridge design will be reviewed and approved by the Caltrans
District 7 Biologist, in consultation with the USFWS.
L-16-192
Based on preliminary reconnaissance-level surveys, suitable habitat elements were determined
by experienced botanists not to be present for all but two special-status plant species.
Regardless, surveys were conducted in 2009, 2011, and 2015 for all special-status plant
species, including Federally and/or State-listed species. All plant species found in the BSA were
identified and are included in the list of plant species observed in Appendix B of the Natural
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Environment Study. To adequately search for special-interest plant species, survey methods
included an examination of Caltrans and local rights-of-way, as well as accessing frontage
roads leading to necessary access points. At the access points, each biologist investigated the
roadside areas on foot or with the aid of binoculars if foot access was not possible. The revised
Natural Environment Study provides adequate documentation for the conclusions regarding the
Federally and/or State-listed species referenced by the commenter and no further analysis is
necessary. The revised Natural Environment Study is available for public review and is the basis
for what is presented in Section 3.20, as indicated at the beginning of the section.
L-16-193
The commenter requests studies, surveys, or other forms of evidence to support the analysis
presented in Section 3.20.2.2. The revised Natural Environment Study, and Section 3.20.2.2 of
the RDEIR/SDEIS, is itself a study that documents the results of the surveys conducted for the
project and cites numerous other sources as evidence. This comment provides an example and
states that the Draft EIR/EIS inadequately analyzed impacts to the least Bell’s vireo. However,
only one least Bell’s vireo has been recorded spending three consecutive winters (2004-2005,
2005-2006, and 2006-2007) at the park (Kimball L. Garrett in litt.). DeForest Park and the ponds
south of Del Amo Ave. (where one least Bell’s vireo was observed during migration on April 29,
2009) are outside of the BSA and, therefore, outside of the project’s maximum disturbance
limits.
Surveys were not conducted for the least Bell’s vireo because there is only a small amount of
marginally suitable habitat within the BSA, and there have been no reports of vireos or nesting
territories anywhere in the immediate vicinity.
This comment also states there is a contradiction between the conclusions drawn in the text and
Table 3.20-2 on page 3.20-13. The small amount of marginally suitable habitat within the BSA is
considered insufficient to support a least Bell’s vireo territory and even better habitat nearby
(e.g., DeForest Park) remains unoccupied. Information in the sixth column provides context for
the species in the surrounding area. Vireo “populations” do not currently reside along the river or
provide individuals that might spend time in “surrounding locations.”
This comment further requests that the Draft EIR/EIS consider potential impacts on the least
Bell’s vireo. The Draft EIR/EIS and RDEIR/SDEIS considered potential impacts on the species;
however, as stated above, due to the absence of the species within the BSA, no impacts to the
least Bell’s vireo are anticipated.
L-16-194
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Please see Response to Comment L-8-72.
L-16-195
The discussion of the No Build Alternative, in Section 3.22.2.2 of the RDEIR/SDEIS, has been
modified as follows: “As stated previously in Chapter 2.0 of this RDEIR/SDEIS, Alternative 1
includes other transportation improvements that are already programmed and/or committed to
be constructed by 2035. These programmed and/or committed transportation improvements
would provide the benefits of reduced travel times and improved efficiency for the movement of
vehicles, people, and goods; however, they would also result in the irreversible/irretrievable
commitment of resources. Alternative 1 would not result in the construction of the I-710 Corridor
Project. Therefore, Alternative 1 would not provide the benefits of the reduced travel times and
improved efficiency for the movement of vehicles, people, and goods that would result from
implementation of the I-710 Corridor Project.”
L-16-196
A table was not added at the end of Section 3.22.3 that would provide a rating for each build
alternative and the No Build Alternative from highest to lowest impact for each of the
environmental elements listed because the entirety of the RDEIR/SDEIS should be taken into
account by decisionmakers. A similar table outlining the environmental impacts is contained in
the Executive Summary. During construction, electricity would be used to provide lighting,
power for office equipment, cooling/heating in construction offices, and possibly refrigeration in
on-site mobile construction offices. As such, use of electricity during construction is not
anticipated to result in a substantial irreversible and irretrievable commitment of resources when
compared to the use of some of the other resources (e.g., diesel fuel, cement, asphalt, steel,
etc.) during construction of the I-710 Corridor Project.
L-16-197
Please see Response to Comment L-16-195.
L-16-198
This comment requests more detail on project phasing. At this point in project development, it
would be speculative to identify possible phasing for each of the build alternatives. Upon
identification of a preferred alternative, phasing and staging concepts may be advanced to
estimate construction duration, identify staging areas, identify required closures, and assess
traffic access during construction; however, until project funding is secured, any phasing or
staging plans should be considered preliminary and conceptual in nature.
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L-16-199
Please see Response to Comment L-16-198.
L-16-200
Please see Response to Comment L-16-198.

L-16-201
Table 3.24-1 was provided to minimize duplication of similar text describing impacts and
mitigation for multiple parks in the body of text in Section 3.24.3.1.
L-16-202
The unemployment rates in the cities in the Study Area are provided in Table 3.3-7. As shown in
that table, unemployment in those cities ranges from 2.8 to 8.1 percent. Based on updated data
(Data for Cities and Census-Designated Places (CDP), September 2016 – Preliminary), the
information for the City has been updated to show that the unemployment rate in Vernon is 2.8
percent. The associated text in Section 3.3.1.2 has been updated accordingly.
L-16-203
Based on updated project design and revised build alternatives, the discussion regarding
temporary impacts to utilities has been updated in Section 3.24.3.4 of the RDEIR/SDEIS to
discuss impacts of all project alternatives.
L-16-204
Measure CON-TR-1 (Section 3.24.4.5) in the RDEIR/SDEIS requires the preparation and
implementation of a TMP. Measure CON-TR-1 identifies key components of the TMP. The
complete TMP will be developed during final design and part of that process will be the
coordination of the TMP components, such as ramp and street closures and detours with the
applicable local jurisdictions to help reduce traffic impacts in areas near the construction
activities. As a result, each local jurisdiction will be provided an opportunity to work with Caltrans
and the construction contractor to identify local street and lane closures and detours to minimize
the effects of those activities in each community. Additionally, as part of the TMP, Measure
CON-U&ES-1 (Section 3.24.4.4) requires Caltrans and the construction contractor to coordinate
all temporary ramp closures and detour plans with fire, emergency medical, and law
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enforcement providers to minimize temporary delays in emergency response times, including
the identification of alternative routes and routes across the construction areas for emergency
vehicles, developed in coordination with the affected agencies.
L-16-205
Please see Response to Comment L-16-198 regarding construction phasing. This comment
also requests a level of service analysis for impacts on local streets during construction.
L-16-206
This comment requests that the TMP include the necessary traffic signal upgrades/
improvements along parallel streets in the City of Long Beach to help facilitate traffic movement
and to ensure that temporary construction-related traffic impacts are minimized. Please see
Response to Comment L-16-205.
L-16-207
Please see Response to Comment L-16-204.
L-16-208
This comment requests evaluation of damage to the pavement surface on local roadways that
may occur due to project-related construction traffic. New pavement will be provided on local
arterials that connect to or cross over (or under) I-710 where such roadways would be directly
affected by project construction. For those roadways that may be used as temporary detour
routes during construction, there is insufficient design and construction information at this time
to identify the routing or duration of any such detours. A general discussion of potential damage
to the pavement surface on local roadways that may occur due to project-related construction
traffic has been added to Section 3.24.3.5 of the RDEIR/SDEIS. Measure CON-TR-2 has been
added to Section 3.24.4.5 to evaluate damage to the pavement surface on local roadways that
may occur due to project-related construction traffic. New pavement would be provided on local
arterials that connect to or cross over (or under) I-710 where such roadways would be directly
affected by project construction after project completion in the vicinity of each arterial.
L-16-209
Please refer to Response to Comment L-16-208 for the response to the City’s request for a preconstruction pavement assessment for streets proposed for truck and haul routes.
L-16-210
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Because a detailed construction schedule cannot be developed based on the current level of
design and project development, specific lane or ramp closures and construction detours are
not known at this time; therefore, it is not possible to estimate the level of service during
construction. A qualitative discussion regarding the potential impacts of traffic diversion during
construction has been added on Section 3.24.3.5 of the RDEIR/SDEIS.
L-16-211
In response to this comment, the analysis presented in Section 3.24.3.6 of the RDEIR/SDEIS
has been revised to provide more detail on the sensitive viewers impacted during construction
and where they are located.
L-16-212
This comment expresses concern about impacts to archaeological resources during
construction. Please see Response to Comment L-16-106.
L-16-213
Based on the revised Preliminary Hydrology Report, a discussion of temporary impacts to
hydrology and floodplains has been added to Section 3.24.3.8 of the RDEIR/SDEIS.
L-16-214
This comment expresses concern about impacts to water quality during construction. As
outlined in Section 3.24.4.9, Measures CON-WQ-1 and CON-WQ-2 will avoid and minimize any
increase in pollutants or pollutant loads as a result of project construction.
L-16-215
This comment expresses concern about impacts to geology during construction. A more
detailed discussion regarding temporary impacts to geology has been added to Section
3.24.3.10 of the RDEIR/SDEIS.
L-16-216
This comment expresses concern about hazardous waste impacts during construction. Please
see Response to Comment L-16-149 regarding temporary impacts as a result of hazardous
waste.
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L-16-217
All bridge structures that may potentially have asbestos containing materials will be tested and
properly removed prior to construction as discussed in Mitigation Measure HW-1 in Section
3.12, Hazardous Waste/Materials, in this RDEIR/SDEIS.
L-16-218
This comment requests clarification for the following concerns:


Construction Emissions: The RDEIR/SDEIS reports total construction emissions as
well as emissions by segment. Therefore, the emissions that may occur in the City of
Long Beach are accurate. Please see Section 3.24.3.13 for an updated discussion
based on the revised AQ/GHG/HRA.



Construction Hauling Trip Length: The revised AQ/GHG/HRA continues to use an
assumed roundtrip distance of 10 miles for soil and asphalt hauling. This value is
intended to represent the average roundtrip distance of all soil and asphalt hauling
activity, recognizing that depending on the specific location on a given segment the
roundtrip distance may be shorter or longer than 10 miles.



Construction Paved Road Dust: Sacramento Road Construction Emissions Model is
recognized by Caltrans and SCAQMD as an acceptable model for estimating emissions
from road construction projects. The current version of the model does not calculate
emissions from entrained road dust on paved roads. The Project Team has chosen not
to update the model at this time.



Fugitive Dust Emissions Underestimated: The standard of 15 acres per day is a
model default; however, that value was overridden to be more accurate with projectspecific disturbed acreage information. Emissions reflect project-specific disturbed
acreage and are not overestimated.

L-16-219
The construction phasing, daily equipment, daily haul trucks, and duration needed to conduct
the construction-related analysis of criteria pollutants and MSATs are currently unknown.
Therefore, as stated in the AQ/HRA technical report and Section 4.13 of the Draft EIR/EIS, the
worst-case construction emissions were estimated using the Sacramento Metropolitan Air
Quality Management District (SMAQMD) Construction Emission Model (Version 6.3.2). Any
estimate of the health risk, PM mortality/morbidity, or daily construction impacts would be
speculative, inaccurate, and misleading. In reference to the commenter's analysis using the
SCAQMD's Localized Significance Threshold (LST) method, Caltrans acknowledges that the
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LST emission-based analyses are based on worst-case meteorological conditions, and the
RDEIR/SDEIS presents a worst-case (most time-compressed) construction schedule. Most
importantly, construction NOx, CO, and PM emissions have already been presented as above,
per the SCAQMD's emission significance thresholds, and are subject to the list of mitigation
measures provided in the RDEIR/SDEIS. Caltrans does not agree that a localized modeling of
construction impacts is required, particularly because information required to do project-specific
modeling is not available based upon the current level of design. Lastly, construction PM control
measures are detailed in Section 3.24.4.13 of the RDEIR/SDEIS and will apply to all project
construction activities.
L-16-220
This comment requests a calculation of construction-related air toxics health risk impacts to
evaluate potential health risk impacts during construction at sensitive land uses within the City
of Long Beach. This comment also requests that this calculation include risks to children in
accordance with Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA) guidelines. The
analysis of AQ/HRA impacts presented in Section 3.13 of the Draft EIR/EIS discusses both the
health risks and the criteria pollutant impacts within 500 feet of I-710. These impacts would also
apply to children living, playing, or going to school near I-710. The latest Office of Environmental
Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA) methodology, which incorporates the latest science for
children into the residential risk calculations, was used in assessing health risk in the revised
AQ/GHG/HRA. Based on the revised AQ/GHG/HRA, both build alternatives show air quality and
health benefits compared to the 2012 Baseline and 2035 No Build Alternative, particularly for
NOx and all health risks (including cancer risk from DPM), compared to the No Build Alternative.
For example, the maximum modeled cancer risk in 2012 is 1421 in a million; maximum cancer
risk in the 2035 No Build Alternative, Alternative 5C and Alternative 7 is 57, 45 and 30 in a
million, respectively. Projected CO and NO2 concentrations for the build alternatives are all less
than health standard levels in all locations (incremental modeled results added to background
levels). PM2.5 emissions along the I-710 are lower in all 2035 alternatives compared to the 2012
Baseline and incremental PM2.5 concentrations are less than the SCAQMD significance criteria
except for Alternative 7. Compared to the No Build Alternative, Alternative 7 has the greatest
increase in PM2.5 emissions (over three times greater increase than Alternative 5C). This is due
to the VMT-related increases of entrained road dust and, to a lesser extent, brake/tire wear. (In
2035, exhaust emissions are a very small fraction of overall PM2.5 traffic emissions.) In those
areas near the roadway a few locations under Alternative 7 within 50 meters of the edge of the
roadway will experience 24-hour average PM2.5 air quality impacts greater than 2.5 µg/m3
compared to the No Build Alternative; no areas in Alternative 5C will experience 24-hour
average PM2.5 air quality impacts greater than 2.5 µg/m3 compared to the No Build Alternative.

Page 396

I-710 Corridor Project RDEIR/SDEIS

L-16-221
This comment requests that Caltrans implement several mitigation measures to reduce regional
and localized construction impacts related to air quality. The measures requested in this
comment that are legally enforceable have been added to Mitigation Measures CON-AQ-1
through CON-AQ-17 in Section 3.24.4.13 of the RDEIR/SDEIS; those measures which are not
legally enforceable have been included as potential incentives for the construction contractor as
described in Section 3.24.4.13 of the RDEIR/SDEIS.
L-16-222
This comment states that the Draft EIR/EIS fails to evaluate emissions due to traffic disruptions
from construction. 40 CFR 93.123(c)(5) states that CO, PM2.5, and PM10 hot spot analysis are
not required to consider construction-related activities that cause temporary increases in
emissions. Temporary increases are defined as those that occur only during the construction
phase and last five years or less at any individual site. Page 12 of the January 2012 PM2.5 and
PM10 hot-spot analysis for the proposed project states “According to the project schedule, some
of the construction phases are expected to take more than five years to complete. However,
construction would not occur at any one location for more than five years.” Therefore, short-term
construction impacts were not evaluated for conformity purposes.
Page 91 of the Caltrans August 2013 EIR/EIS Annotated Outline states that “If construction will
last more than two years and/or will substantially affect traffic due to detours, road closures, and
temporary terminations, then the CO and PM10 hot spot impacts of the resulting traffic flow
changes should be analyzed.” The proposed project would not result in any temporary road
closures or detours that will last more than two years. Therefore, the short-term traffic impacts
were not evaluated in the air quality analysis. Any long-term changes to intersections, highway
ramps, or local roadways connections were evaluated in the 2035 analyses.
The build out year for the proposed project is 2035; therefore, no interim year was evaluated in
the air quality analysis.
L-16-223
This comment requests an analysis of air toxic impacts during construction. Please see
Response to Comment L-16-220.
L-16-224
This comment requests an impact analysis of temporary greenhouse gas emissions.
Greenhouse gas emissions estimates for construction activities were estimated based on the
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methodology in the Sacramento Road Construction Emissions Model version 8.1.0 which is
recognized by Caltrans and SCAQMD as an acceptable model for estimating emissions from
road construction projects, Temporary greenhouse gas emission sources identified in the
comment are not quantified in this model. These sources are not expected to produce
significant amounts of greenhouse gas emissions when compared to the emissions generated
by the on-road and off-road construction equipment. Greenhouse gas emissions from the onroad and off-road construction equipment have been quantified and are summarized in Tables
4-3c and 4-3d of the AQ/HRA.
L-16-225
The discussion regarding construction-related vibration in Section 3.24.3.14 has been updated
based on the revised NSR. No adverse temporary groundborne vibration impacts are
anticipated as a result of pile driving with implementation of avoidance and minimization
measures described in Section 3.24.4.14 of the RDEIR/SDEIS. Measure CON-LU-2 requires
extensive public outreach prior to and during construction. As part of this outreach, all residents
in potentially impacted areas will be notified in advance of construction regarding the steps they
can take to prevent damage to personal property as a result of potential effects from
construction vibration.
L-16-226
Section 3.24.3.14 of the RDEIR/SDEIS has been updated to include a discussion regarding
noise levels related to pile driving activities. Additionally, more detail has been added regarding
the effectiveness of Caltrans’ Standard Specifications and their reduction of construction-related
noise.
L-16-227
This comment requests more detail for several mitigation regarding temporary constructionrelated impacts.


As construction would not start until 2022 at the earliest, the phrasing of the mitigation
measures cited in this comment have been retained so as to be flexible regarding the
best available technology at the time of construction.



The effectiveness of the new and modified soundwalls is ensured by implementation of
Measure N-1.



Any discrepancies regarding essential fish habitat have been reconciled between
Section 3.16 and 3.24.3.19.
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Additional detail regarding why specific mitigation measures are needed and how they
will reduce project impacts have been added to appropriate sections of the
RDEIR/SDEIS. Additional detail regarding implementation of these measures (i.e.,
responsible agency, timing) is included in Appendix F, Environmental Commitments
Record.



Dependent upon the agency which administers the construction contract, use of Metro’s
Green Construction Policy has been added to Mitigation Measure CON-AQ-15 in
Section 3.24.4.13 of the RDEIR/SDEIS.



This comment requests mitigation for the traffic congestion on arterial streets throughout
the City of Long Beach due to l-710 Corridor detouring. Measure CON-TR-1 requires the
preparation and implementation of a TMP. Measure CON-TR-1 identifies key
components of the TMP. The complete TMP will be developed during final design and
part of that process will be the coordination of the TMP components, such as ramp and
street closures and detours with the applicable local jurisdictions to help reduce traffic
impacts in areas near the construction activities. As a result, each local jurisdiction will
be provided an opportunity to work with Caltrans and the construction contractor, to
identify local street and lane closures and detours to minimize the effects of those
activities in each community.

L-16-228
The purpose of Chapter 4.0 is to provide the additional analysis as required under CEQA, but
not to repeat the NEPA level analysis in Chapter 3.0. As such, the reader is referred to Chapter
3.0 where the analysis would be repetitive, along with a summary of the conclusions. Please
refer to the responses to comments on Chapter 3.0 (L-16-43 through L-16-227). Please see
responses to comments L-16-229 through L-16-235 for more detailed responses regarding the
City of Long Beach’s concern on CEQA analysis and mitigation.
L-16-229
The build alternatives include a realignment of the I-710 connection to Shoreline Dr. This
connection currently trisects Cesar E. Chavez Park, and the existing access ramps further
divide the park. The build alternatives would consolidate the existing Shoreline Dr. connection
on the west side of the park, eliminating the existing northbound roadway. In addition, the
existing ramps would be realigned to reduce existing impacts to the park. This will result in a net
increase in the park size, which would not have an adverse impact on the environment.
The City of Long Beach is planning several proposed improvements at this Park, including:
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Providing a direct connection from the park to the Los Angeles River Trail



Converting an existing empty building into part of the Teen and Senior Center



Converting a meadow to a soccer field

The City’s plans for improvements at this Park are acknowledged and are consistent with the
proposed build alternatives, including the project features to replace the Shoemaker Bridge over
the Los Angeles River and realign Shoreline Dr. in the park. Specifically, the City’s plans include
the incorporation of the street rights-of-way that would be abandoned after the realignment of
Shoreline Dr. into the park boundary and the consolidation of the existing six discontinuous
parcels and those abandoned street rights-of-way into three larger, more functional parcels.
L-16-230
This comment requests that the assessment of visual/aesthetic impacts provide a thorough
analysis of visual impacts to prominent landforms, historic resources, etc.). Such an analysis
was conducted as part of the preparation of the Visual Impact Assessment and summarized in
Section 3.6 of the RDEIR/SDEIS. As stated in Section 3.6.2.3, there were no prominent land
forms in the Study Area. Additionally, the Historic Resources Evaluation Report determined that
there were no visual impacts to historic resources within the Study Area. Therefore, no changes
were made to Section 3.6 in the RDEIR/SDEIS in response to this comment.
L-16-231
The analysis of Light and Glare cross-references Section 3.6 of the RDEIR/SDEIS and provides
a detailed discussion of light and glare impacts. Additionally, as outlined in Section 3.6, the
project incorporates Measure VIS-7 to reduce the impacts of light and glare. Based upon the
discussion in Section 3.6, the build alternatives will not have an adverse effect with regards to
light and glare.
L-16-232
Please see Responses to Comments L-16-43 and L-16-44 regarding impacts to land use.
L-16-233
Please see Responses to Comments L-16-226 and L-16-227 regarding impacts from
construction noise.
L-16-234
Please see Reponses to Comments L-16-98 through L-16-101 regarding visual impacts due to
elevated sections of the proposed freight corridor.
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L-16-235
Additional analysis has been provided in Section 4.1 of the RDEIR/SDEIS to provide context
regarding the project’s Mandatory Findings of Significance.
L-16-236
This comment requests that the City’s comments be addressed in the RDEIR/SDEIS. A
RDEIR/SDEIS has been prepared for the project and includes responses to all comments
received on the Draft EIR/EIS. Refer to Responses to Comments L-16-2 through L-16-235,
above for detailed responses to specific comments.
L-16-237
This comment requests that re-use of the existing Shoemaker Bridge be considered in the
project for bicycle or pedestrian purposes. Currently, the Shoemaker Bridge project is an early
action project and whether or not the bridge is re-used will be decided by the City of Long
Beach.
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CITY OF BELL

L-17

Ronald Kosinski
Caltrans District 7, Division of Environmental Planning
100 South Main Street, MS 164
Los Angeles, CA 90012
Subject: Comments on the I-710 Conidor Project EIR/EIS

Mr. Kosinski,
The City of Bell has reviewed the subject EIRÆIS. Attached to this letter are a list of specific
comments from our Environmental/Planning Consultant (Exhibit A) and our Economic
Development Consultant (Exhibit B).

Although we have a number of technical comments, we feel the need to preface our comments
by pointing out that the City of Bell has just come through an unprecedented municipal scandal.
The City's legacy municipal reserves built up over decades have in the last year been reduced to
less than $1M, a figure that is far below recommended levels.
The comrption has resulted in serious and extensive litigation against and by the City. Currently,
the City is engaged in 30 active litigationmatters. Most of these matters arise from litigation
and investigations that surfaced from the scandals (IRS, SEC, State Department of Corporations
investigations), from claims made by the former off,rcials involved in the comrption and are
seeking "indemnification," claims concerning deals (eg $35M Dexia claim), and others from
matters filed directly by the City in its attempt to recover from the City's former law firm
(BB&K) and audit firm (Mayer Hoffinan).

The cost of litigation is a heavy burden for the City, which is already struggling to address
deeply entrenched socio-economic problems. The City of Bell is a significantly disadvantaged
community as evidenced by the following indicators:

o
o
o
o
o
.
o
o

//00

Persons Below Poverty Level

-22.6% (Compared to 13.7%o for California)

Median Household Income - 538,473 (Compared to $60,883 for California)
Per Capita Income - $12,671 (Compared to $28,188 for California)
Home Ownership -27.8% (Compared fo 57.4%o for California)
Unemployment Rate - 15.6% (Compared to II.SYo for Califomia)
High School Graduates - 42.3% (Compared to 80.7Yo for Califomia)
Bachelor's Degree or Higher -3.8% (Compared to 30.1%o for Califomia)
The City has the second highest property taxrate in Los Angeles County.

In a City with such negative demographic statistics and urban decay, which is underserved by
community facilities and facing extraordinary legal challenges, the new Council needs every
possible opportunity to establish fiscal stability - and not be further obstructed by having a
facility serving regional transportation needs placed on its prime developable property.
The City's hopes for an economic tum around have rested primarily on a unique asset - a large
amount of developable property in close proximity to downtown Los Angeles and within the I710 corridor. The property was acquired years ago and consists of over 31 acres of undeveloped
industrial parcels located off of major transportation corridors. Due to the limited supply of
industrially zoned vacant sites in the surrounding market area, these qualities make the property
highly desirable and have resulted in a significant amount of interest from the private
development community. As documented in the attached Exhibit C, the City had significant
potential for economic development of this property and owns a significant portion. However,
precisely because the property is undeveloped it has become a prime candidate for seizure and
'We
incorporation into the I-710 Alternatives.
believe that the adverse economic impact on the
City will exceed $100M and approach $150M.

While the EIR/EIS's economic analysis acknowledges that the I-710 Project will affect Bell and
Compton the most of any cities in the corridor, it fails to adequately explore the full impact on
Bell or provide adequate mitigation.

L-17-1

Accordingly, on behalf of our residents we urge that creative mechanisms be developed to either
relocate these proposed improvements or provide adequate mitigation measures within the
various 710 conidor alternatives. With the elimination of redevelopment significantly limiting
the City's ability to maximize its retum on this property, the I-710 Freeway Altematives may be
the fatal final blow blocking the City's ability to recover from the comrption of its former
off,rcials and depriving our citizens of social justice.
The comments below highlight our primary concems.

1.

Economic Impact Analysis:
One of the most important analyses completely overlooked in the EIR/EIS is the
economic impacts of the Project or any of its alternatives on the City of Bell. A
cursory comment notes that the economic impact is most negative for Bell and
Compton but positive for other cities in the corridor (Sec 3.3.3.3). An EIR/EIS
must trace a chain of cause and effect from a proposed decision on a project
through anticipated economic or social changes resulting from the project to
physical changes in tum caused by the economic or social changes. (14 C.C.R.
$15131(a).) This Project will have significant impacts on the City's social and
economic condition.

In recent years, the City of Bell has been involved in the most significant
municipal comrption scandal in decades. In one of the most economically
disadvantaged communities in Southem California, a corrupt upper management
team and council put in place a scheme to provide themselves with grossly
excessive compensation with the Chief Administrative Officer making $800,000,

I t0.0
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more than double the salary of any other City Manager in California, and four
times that of City managers for most comparable cities. The scheme was
extended to City Council members who were paid $100,000 per year in violation
of a Charter provision limiting compensation to the limits imposed by state law,
which are much lower.
The City's economic situation is tenuous at best. Five years ago, the City had a
f,rnancial reservs (between $5,000,000 to $6,000,000). In the last several
years, the City's reserves have depleted to less than $1,000,000, or less thanl0o/o
of its general fund budget, far below generally recoÍrmended levels. The City is
still facing severe financial challenges over the next ten years. There has been a
25%o decrease in general fund revenue from 2008 to 2012. The City has incurred
over $3M in legal fees in the last two years and may have to continue incuning
legal expense at this rate over the next several years due to the extraordinary case
load.

healtþ

Given all these difficulties, Bell had a life line for the future because it owns
property acquired through its former redevelopment agency. The property at
issue is located at the end of Rickenbacker Road (APNs 6332-002-945,6332-002948, 6332-002-949, 6332-002-961 , 6332-002-903 , and 6332-002-965) and is 68%
of all Cityhedevelopment owned commercial and industrial property.
Furthermore, one of the parcels currently generates approximately $740,000 per
year from lease income as a truck trailer storage yard and will continue to do so
until the lease expires in 2018. The lease is actually below market lease.

But with the elimination of redevelopment and the City's ability to receive tax
increments, Bell's only option has been to put this property to some use to
generate more substantial and long-term income. This property was to serve as
the City's long term economic safety net.
The accompanying study (Exhibit A) includes the following economic impacts:

(a) The City's share of lost property tax revenue as a result of the properties
proposed to be acquired in the Draft EIR/EIS could range from $400,795 to
5731,491 annually.

(b) Over the

life of the City's Redevelopment Project

Area, the proposed
acquisition of properties could result in a loss of approximately $4.8M in tax
increment to the City of Bell, Bell Successor Agency, and affected taxing
entities.

(c) The City stands to lose approximately $26.5M through 2033 in lease
payments from the City-owned Surplus Property that is proposed to be
acquired and adjacent to the I-710 Freeway (assuming properties are released
at market rate).

(d) The acquisition of the City-owned Surplus Property would preclude the future
development of the Surplus Property into a revenue generating use of properly

L-17-2

and sales taxes. Taking into consideration current real estate market demands,
the City's Surplus Property and adjacent City-owned properties have a pointof-sale warehouse and distribution use, the City could lose annually over
$3.6M in property taxes and sales taxes. Through FY 2032-33 the City would
lose approximately $70M.

(e) If the City's Surplus Property, adjacent City-owned properties were combined
with adjacent properties to be developed with a point-of-sale warehouse and
distribution facility of lM square feet per current market demands similar to
an Arnazon facility, the City could lose approximately over $6.0M in annual
tax revenue from property taxes and sales taxes. Through FY 2032-33 fhe
City would lose approximately $115M (disregarding lost utility taxes).

(f) During the 8O-month

construction period for the I-710 Conidor Project, the
City stands to lose between $47,000 and $157,000 in annual sales taxes as a
result of traffic diversions and ramp closures.

Aggregating the loss of lease revenue on property owned by the City, with
property tax and sales tax losses from potential future development in the
industrial area, over a limited period (through 2033), calculated losses are $140M.
Adding to this figure the lost revenue based on the City's 10% utility tax would
L-17-2
certainly bring the total to over $150M.
These projected losses are not based on speculation or whimsy. The new City
Council has been in the process of looking at and adopting a specific plan to
entitle and develop this property for either (i) a mixed use or sales tax generating
industrial use [for example, a regional headquarters/distribution center requiring
in excess of 500,000 sq. ft. can generate $800/sq. ft in sales], or (ii) certain
industrial uses can generate extensive utility taxes (Bell has a l0%o utility tax), or
(iii) a combination of such uses. Due to the lack of industrial properties close to
downtown, this property is unique and has tremendous potential and has had a
huge interest by the developer community.
The I-710 Alternatives has now a cloud over these development plans. The City
may not be able to pursue its plans and this has put the City in a very
compromising position. The economic impacts of this Project with respect to
City of Bell must be further analyzed. Why, given all of Bell's recent past
misfortune, should it become the most economically impacted community by the

I-710 Project?
The impact of the loss of the projected income in the order of $150M over only
2O*years to the City of Bell must be analyzed and the appropriate mitigation
measures must be adopted. This Project will cause further urban decay and
deterioration in the City. Economic or social impacts are within the purview of
CEQA and must be considered where they can "conceivably result in business
closures and physical deterioration." (Citizens for Quality Growth v. City of Mt.
Shasta, (1 988) I 98 Cal.App.3d 433, 446.)

t/00

Where the economic or social changes of a project have secondary environmental
consequences, an agency must consider those consequences. (Citizens Assn. for
Sensible Development of Bishop Area v. County of Inyo, (1985) I72 Cal.App.3d
151. Where there are secondary or indirect environmental consequences from a
project's social or economic impacts, those impacts must be considered. Indirect L-17-2
environmental consequences are not necessarily insignificant solely because they
are derived from economic or social changes. (Id. at 170).
Here, the EIR/EIS is devoid of any true economic analysis on the City of Bell and
hence must be supplemented to include such analysis, as the City has done.

)

Need for More Detail.

Public participation is integral to CEQA analysis. Courts continually emphasize
the importance of public participation to the EIR: "Environmental review derives
its vitalþ from public participation." See, e.g., Ocean View Estates Homeowners
Assn., Inc. v. Montecito'Water Dist., 116 Cal. App.4th 396,400 (200\;
"Comments are an integral part of the ffrnal] EIR." Sutter Sensible Planning, Inc.
v. Board of Supervisors, 122 Cal. App. 3d 813, 820 (1981). Public review allows
citizens affected by a project's ecological implications to assist in determining the
project's direction. Schoen v. Department of Forestry & Fire Protection, 58 Cal.
App. 4th 566, 573-574 (1997); Save Our Peninsula Committee v. Monterey
County Bd. Of Supervisors, 87 Cal. App. 4th 99,133 (2001).

An EIR/EIS is an informational document and "must include detail sufficient to
enable those who did not participate in its preparation to understand and to
consider meaningfully the issues raised by the proposed project." Laurel Heights
Improvement Assn. v. Regents of University of California, 47 CaL 3d 376, 404405 (1988), Cal. Pub. Res. C.2106I. An agency's bare conclusions or opinions
are continually found to be insufficient. See generally Concerned Citizens of
Costa Mesa, Inc. v. 32nd Dist. Agricultural Assn., 42 Cal3d 929, 935 (1986);
People v. County of Kem, 39 Cal. App. 3d 830, 841-842; Citizens for Quality
Growth v. City of Mount Shasta, 198 Cal. App. 3d 433,441.
With respect to the current Project, the EIR/EIS provides insufficient information
to allow for any meaningful public participation on issues vital to Bell's
development. The Project requires signif,rcant amounts of construction in Bell,
yet, the EIR contains lifile detail with respect to the actual impacts of such
construction on Bell's citizens. Three examples of areas requiring additional L-17-3
detail include:

o
.
o
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The construction impacts of all "Build" alternatives;
The location and impacts of electrical facilities for Alternative 6C; and,
The land acquisitions at the intersection of Florence Avenue and Atlantic
Avenue, including detail and with justifications on the exact lane
confisurations.

3.

Florence Avenue (All "Build" Alternatives).

For the same reasons discussed above, additional detail must be provided with
respect to land acquisitions at the intersection of Florence Avenue and Atlantic
Avenue. Such additional detail should include justif,rcation and details on the
exact lane configuration. Additionally, economic impacts must be mitigated to
the extent they may cause a significant environmental impact, including further
urban decay or deterioration. Given Bell's tenuous financial state, depriving Bell L-17-4
of one of its few remaining valuable assets will inevitably place the City in a
difficult position with respect to upkeep.

As part of the mitigation for these impacts, any land remaining

after
reconstruction of the Florence Avenue Interchange on both the east and west
sides, should be specified to be offered to the City as partial compensation for the
Project's negative economic impacts.
4.

Slauson Avenue Interchange (Atl Alternative 6 Options).

An EIR/EIS must propose mitigation measures that will minimize a project's
significant impacts by reducing or avoiding them. Pub Res C 21002,21100. It
follows that, when evaluating alternatives and mitigation techniques, the EIR/EIS L-17-5
must provide measures that minimize a project's harm and injury. As described
above, the project's economic impacts on Bell are significant and will cause
further urban decay and deterioration, and these impacts require mitigation.
Current plans for the Project under Altematives 6N6B|6C, require consideration
of the location for certain truck facilities. Relocating these truck facilities westerly L-17-6
to be located above the mainline freeway will minimize land acquisition and
economic impacts in the Bell industrial area.

t.

Northern Terminus Alignment:
The Project design team should work with the City of Bell to realign the northern
terminus so that land acquisition can be minimized and if impacts cannot be
eliminated, further Project Mitigation is necessary. As outlined in our economic
concerns, this area is vital to the City's economic future and it is critical to
minimize loss of valuable industrial land. More specifically,

(a) The mainline freeway in all Altemative 6 Options except Option 3 should be L-17-7
moved to the west to stay as much as possible within the footprint of the
existing freeway. This is done to a large extent in Option 3 which preserves
the most land for economic development in the Cify of Bell industrial area.
(b) Design Option 2 has the greatest impact on economic development in the Bell
industrial area and should be avoided.

/ t0.0

(c) Any Option selected should be thoroughly investigated to reduce the total land
acquisition in the City of Bell industrial area with consideration given to
keeping large, economically viable pieces of land for future development. It is
also important that any remaining parcels have good traff,rc access points.
L-17-7

(d) AnV remnant land should be offered to the City.
(e) The Alignment should be investigated to determine
Homeless shelter can be minimized or eliminated.

(fl
6.

if

impacts to the Bell

Other forms of mitigation must be provided.*

Noise

An EIR must

propose mitigation measures to minimize significant impacts
associated with noise. Under 14 CaL Code. Regs. 15126.4, mitigation measures
should be identified for each significant effect described in the EIR/EIS. Sound
walls or other types of noise barriers are often used to mitigate noise impacts. E.g.
Bowman v. City of Petaluma, 185 Cal. App. 3d 1065 (1986); People ex rel. Dept. L-17-8
Pub. Wks. v. Bosio, 47 Cal. App. 3d 495 (1975).
Though sound walls are discussed in the Project's EIR/EIS, little attention is
given to the actual noise impacts on portions of Bell's affected community. A
sound wall should therefore be included in the Project along both the truck facility
and mainline freeway to mitigate noise to the affected community.
1

Visual
Similar to the discussion above with respect to noise, an EIR/EIS must propose
mitigation measures to minimize significant impacts associated with aesthetics.
The EIR must describe them with specificity, and should avoid vague or
incomplete measures. Such measures should not be remote and speculative.
Federation of Hillside & Canyon Ass'ns v. City of Los Angeles, 83 CA4th 1252,
1260 (2000). Measures described in an EIR/EIS will be legally inadequate if they
aÍe so undefined that it is impossible to gauge their effectiveness. San Franciscans
for Reasonable Growth v. City & County of San Francisco, 151 CA3d 6I,79
(1e84).
L-17-9

Despite the fact that the Project will require construction or expansion of certain
elements in 8e11, only a very small portion of the EIR/EIS actually discusses
mitigation. Further, discussion of mitigation for visual impacts is vague,
speculative, and seemingly incomplete, and fails to provide specific solutions for
the adverse impacts on the city. The EIR/EIS should include specific discussion

' A creative

mitigation measure might involve billboard signage rights which can generate
significant revenue, as an example.

il}0

of freeway and truck facility

aesthetics, with plans relating to landscaping,
L-17-9
decorative walls, bridge elements and City monumentation signage to be
developed and agreed to by the Cþ.

8. Overall.
(b) Alternatives 6B/6C demonstrate the biggest improvement in air quality/public
health and should be pursued, provided the land take in the Bell industrial area L-17-10
must be eliminated.
(c) Additional mitigation measures may be needed to fully mitigate the economic
L-17-11
impacts detailed herein.

(d) Additional analysis and planning for regional bikeways should be completed.
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(e) A detailed study of the impacts of the peak hour parking restrictions proposed
on Atlantic Blvd. should be completed along with appropriate mitigation L-17-13
measures.

In summary, the City of Bell is supportive of the Project Goals and the effort to address regional
needs which is represented by the 710 Project. However, the northem terminus alignment must
be adjusted to eliminate economic impacts to the Bell industrial arca, or some creative mitigation
methods must

be devised to fully mitigate the adverse economic impacts. Without

redevelopment, the City's primary opporlunity to create an economically successful community
capable of providing critically needed services rested with the development of our industrial
area. This devastating impact must be addressed.

With all the community has suffered in the last three years, the benefits of this project should not
be achieved by having the City of Bell carry the economic burden for the region.
Respectfully Submitted,

Doug Willmore
City Manager

/t00
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Brian Moncrief and Kim Wong, Senior Analysts
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September 21,2012

SUBJECT:

l-710 EIS/EIS ECONOMIC IMPACTS lN THE CITY OF BELL

The City of Bell ("City") received a notice of availability for public comment of the Draft
Environmental lmpact ReporUEnvironmental lmpact Statement ('ElR/ElS') for the lnterstate-710
Freeway ("1-710') Corridor Project ("Corridor Project"). Written comments are to be submitted
no later than September 28, 2012. lnterwest Consulting Group, on behalf of the City, has asked
RSG to review the EIR/ElS and provide an analysis of the.
(1) Long{erm economic impacts on the City as a result of right-of-way acquisitions; and

(2) Short-term economic impacts because of partial closures of on-off ramps during
construction of the Corridor Project.

The following memo summarizes RSG's recommended comments regarding the EIR/EIS and
the short- and long-term financial impacts in the City.
SUMMARY OF ECONOMIC IMPACTS
The following is a summary of the Corridor Project's potential financial impacts to the City and
Bell Successor Agency:

.
.
.

The City stands to lose sales and property tax revenues as a result of

property
proposed
improvements to the
acquisition and construction activities associated with the
l-170 corridor
The Bell Successor Agency stands to lose property tax revenues as a result of property
acquisitions associated with the proposed improvements to the l-710 corridor.
The combined City/Successor Agency share of lost property tax revenue as a result of
property acquisition could range from $400,000 to as high as $731,000 annually,
depending on the Project Alternatives undertaken.
COMMUNITY INVESTMENT & IMPROVEIVENT
LOCAL GOVERNMENT SOLUTIONS

FINANCIAL ANALYSIS
REAL ESTATE & DEVELOPI'4ENT
HOUSING

Terry Rodrigue
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.
.

The City stands to lose approximately $740,000 in annual lease payments from the
13.72 acre surplus property bounded by the l-710 freeway on the west, Eastern Avenue
on the east, "1" Street on the north and Mansfield Way on the south.

The City stands to lose between $47,000 and $157,000 in annual sales taxes during the
8O-month construction period as a result of traffic diversions and ramp closures.

PROJECT SUMMARY

The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans), in cooperation with the Los Angeles
County Metropolitan Transportation Authority (Metro), the Gateway Cities Council of
Governments, the Southern California Association of Governments, the Ports of Los Angeles
and Long Beach, and the lnterstate 5 Joint Powers Authority, propose to make improvements to
l-710 between Ocean Boulevard and State Route 60 (SR-60), a distance of approximately 18
miles. The existing l-710 is comprised of eight (B) general-purpose lanes north of lnterstate 405
(l-405) and six (6) general-purpose lanes south of l-405. The purpose of the Corridor Project is
to:

a

lmprove Air Quality and Public Health;
I mprove Traffic Safety;
Modernize freeway design;
Accommodate projected traffic volumes; and

a

Address increased traffic volumes resulting from projected growth

a

a
o

in

population,

employment, and economic activities related to goods movement.

DEVELOPMENT ALTERNATIVES

The EIR/EIS analyzes five project alternatives. The alternatives include a No-Build Alternative
(Alternative 1) and four alternatives that include widening l-710 up to ten general-purpose lanes
(Alternatives 54, 64, 68, 6C) (collectively referred to as "Project Alternatives"). Alternatives
6A/B/C includes all of the proposed improvements within Alternative 5A and the addition of a
freight-only corridor. The freight-only corridor consists of four separate freight movement lanes
for exclusive use by trucks. The lanes will extend between the southern terminus at Ocean
Boulevard and the lntermodal rail yards in Commerce and Vernon (northern terminus). With
respect to Alternatives 6 A/B/C, Alternative 6A assumes use of the freight corridor by all trucks,
Alternative 6B assumes use of the freight corridor by "zero-emission trucks", and Alternative 6C
includes all the improvements from Alternative 68 and a toll system on the freight corridor only.
Table 1, which follows, summarizes the Corridor Project alternatives proposed in the EIR/ElS.
For the purposes of this analysis, Alternative 1 was not analyzed since it does not include any

Terry Rodrigue
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improvements within the l-710 Corridor other than projects that are already planned and
committed to be constructed.
TABLE

I:

PROJECT ALTERNATIVES

Altematives
5A

6A

0E,

4 Lanes

4 Lanes - Zero Emision Only

10

l¡nes

l\4odemize l-710 Gæmetncs

TS¡/IIDM & ITS

10

6C

l¡nes

Modemize l-710 Gæmetrics

TSMIID¡/ & ITS
Automated Guidanæ (Trucks)

Yes

lTransportation

Yes

YeS

Systems l\,lanagementfl-rangorlation Demand lllanagement (TSM/ì"DM) and lntelligent Transportation Systems (lTS)

Souræ; E/R/E/S dated June 2012

Slauson lnterchanqe

The Project Alternatives include the addition of a freeway interchange at Slauson Avenue
("Slauson lnterchange") in the cities of Maywood and Commerce. Although the interchange is
not physically within the City of Bell's boundaries, the proposed Slauson lnterchange includes
an off-ramp that would cut through the northern portion of the City and directly feed vehicular
traffic to Bandini Boulevard into the City and the Cheli lndustrial area. For Alternative 6A/B/C,
the Slauson lnterchange includes three design options as follows:

.
.
.

Option

applies to Alternatives 6A/B/C and provides access to Washington Boulevard
using three ramp intersections at Washington Boulevard.
Option 2 - applies to Alternatives 6A/B/C and provides access to Washington Boulevard
using two ramp intersections at Washington Boulevard.
Option 3 - applies only to Alternative 68 and removes access to Washington Boulevard
at its current location. The ramps atthe l-71OA¡Vashington Boulevard lnterchange would
1

-

be removed to accommodate the proposed freight-corridor ramps in and out of the rail
yards. The southbound off-ramp and northbound on-ramp access would be
accommodated by Alternative 68 in the vicinity of the existing interchange by the
proposed new southbound off-ramp and the northbound on-ramp at Oak and lndiana
Streets. These two ramps are proposed as mixed-flow ramps (freight connector ramps
that would also allow automobile traffic). However, the southbound on-ramp and the
northbound off-ramp traffic that previously used the Washington Boulevard lnterchange
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would be required to access the Atlantic/Bandini Boulevard lnterchange located south of
the existing Washington Boulevard lnterchange to reach l-710.

Arterial I ntersection

lm

provements

The Project Alternatives also include right-of-way improvements to 42 local arterial intersections
within the l-710 Corridor. lmprovements generally consist of lane restriping and/or widening to
provide additional intersection turn lanes that will reduce traffic delay and improve intersection
operations for those intersections that contain congested traffic and traffic jams. ln the City,
improvements are proposed at the Atlantic-Florence intersection and include the addition of a
separate right-turn lane on the southbound approach and a left-turn lane (change from single to
dual left) on the northbound approachr. Parking restrictions are also proposed on Atlantic
Boulevard during peak periods (6 A.M. to 9 4.M., 4 P.M., and 7 P.M.) to increase traffic capacity
by one lane in each direction2. Economic impacts to businesses due to parking restrictions
were not analyzed because of a lack of sufficient data provided in the ElRyElS and time needed
to prepare an analysis within the scope of the project. However, it should be noted that imposing
parking restrictions on Atlantic Boulevard during peak hours could have a significant impact on
traffic-dependant businesses with a lack of off-street parking available to accommodate patrons.
At the City's request, RSG could provide a more detailed analysis of whether there will be any
long{erm financial impacts to businesses as well as to the City as a result of parking restrictions
imposed on Atlantic Boulevard.

LONG-TERM ECONOMIC IMPACTS
Based on the Project Alternatives presented in the EIR/EIS, the City will, at a minimum, incur
long{erm financial impacts as a result of the proposed right-of-way acquisitions to add two
general-purpose lanes. The Project Alternatives also include the partial and full acquisition of
properties within the City boundaries, which depend on the alternative undertaken and
associated improvements. Table 2 provides a summary of the partial and full right-of-way
property acquisitions for the various Project Alternatives in the City, which could require the
right-of-way acquisition of up to 41 properties. The potential impact of these rightof-way
acquisitions, which is discussed in the following sections, would be in the form of a loss of
annual property and sales taxes that the City recerves.

' EIR/ElS "2.0 Project Alternatives" Table 2.4-2 A¡lerial lntersection lmprovements

'

EIR/ElS "2.0 Project Alternatives" Page 2-53
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TABLE 2: PROPOSED PROPERTY ACQUISITIONS
Alternatives
Arterial
lnferccef ionl

FullTake
Partial Take
Utility Take

IÇE 9IV
Total
r

Ootion

5A

6Á/B/C

I

Ootion

2

Option

3

1

x

'13

17

ö

J

17

15

16

tz

0

0

4

4

1

0
37

0
21

0

4

2

4

29

34

Atlantic-Florence intersection

Source; Right-Of-Way lmpact Repoft lnterstate 710 Conidor Proiect November 2011 bv URS

Table 3 summarizes the properties proposed to be acquired for each Project Alternative by their
existing land use. Based on the right-of-way acquis¡tions proposed for each of the Project
Alternatives, a majority of the properties that will be acquired are owned by a government
agency or currently utilized for a public use such as utilities, railroad, or flood control.
Commercial/lndustrial land uses make up the second highest of proposed right-of-way
acquisitions for the various proposed Project Alternatives.
TABLE 3: PROPOSED ACQUISITION PARCELS BY LAND USE
Alternatives
Arterial
Land Usel

lntersection

Com mercial/lndustrial

4

Residential
Flood Control
Government Agency
Railroad

0

.9!rrity.......
Total

5A

Option

1

6A/B/C

Option

q

0

0

1

2

Option 3
w

1

0

o

0
0
0

6
4

4

29

4
o
o

34

1

4
37

21

'Land use data from ElRyElS and Right-Of-Way lmpact Report
Sources; Right-Of-Way lmpact Report by URS November 2011 and EIR/EIS Table L-1 Parcel
Acquisitions
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Propertv Tax lmpacts
The full or partial acquisition of properties to be converted for right-of-way use results in the
permanent loss of assessed property value on the tax roll and therefore a permanent loss of
property tax revenue for the City of Bell. Property tax revenue is calculated by applying the
constitutionally limited tax rate of one (1) percent to a property's secured and unsecured
assessed value as determined by the Los Angeles County Assessor. Of the total property taxes
collected in any fiscal year, the City is entitled to receive approximately 5.4 percent3.
The EIR/ElS estimated the loss of property taxes based on taxes paid in fiscal year 2008-09
and 2011, representing the total amount collected by the Los Angeles County Tax Collector.o As
a result, the City's share of property tax lost as a result of righlof-way acquisitions was not
taken into account. RSG conducted an updated analysis using fiscal year 2011-12 property tax
data and applied the City's share of property tax revenue since the City is not entitled to receive
all of the property tax revenue collected. Similar to the EIR/EIS analysis that was conducted,
L-17-16
RSG assumed the following: (1) forfull property acquisitions, the total amount paid in property
tax was used to calculate the potential loss in property tax revenues and (2) for partial
acquisitions only the percentage of the parcel that would be acquired was used to calculate the
potential loss in property tax revenues. The EIR/ElS did not identify the extent of the partial
acquisitions but upon review of the Corridor Project conceptual design drawings, RSG
estimated partial acquisitions to be limited to 20 percentof thetotal property acquisitions.

An additional aspect of the proposed right-of-way acquisition that was not addressed in the
EIR/EIS pertains to the location of properties in a former redevelopment project area ("Project
Area") established by the former Community Redevelopment Agency of the City of Bell
("Redevelopment Agency"). The Project Area contains three (3) sub-areas: Area 1 (Cheli 1),
Area2 (Cheli 2) and Area 3 (87 AnnexArea). Due to right-of-way acquisitions proposed in the
EIR/ElS for properties within the Project Area, the City and Successor Agency to the former
Redevelopment Agency ("Successor Agency") may incur a significant loss in property tax
revenue. The reason for this is due to the unique method prescribed by the California L-17-17
Community Redevelopment Law in which property tax revenue is distributed for properties
located in the Project Area versus other areas within the City.

Chart 1 compares the total property tax revenue collected in FY 2011-12 and estimated loss of

the City and Successor Agency's share of property tax revenue based on the four Project
Alternatives proposed in the EIR/EIS. lt should be noted that the Corridor Project could result in
the acquisition of up to a maximum of 41 properties, of which 28 would be owned and/or used
for public purposes and therefore would not generate secured or unsecured property tax.

'

Los Angeles County Auditor Controller 1% General Levy Breakdown Report

- EIR/E|S "3.3 Community lmpacts" Page 37
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CHART 1: FY z0tt-Lz PROPERTYTAX IMPACTS BASED

ON I.710 CORRIDOR ACQUISITION ALTERNATIVES

Arterial lntersection
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Chelil,Cheli2,andSTAnnexredevelopmentprojectareas.SuccessorAgencylshareisa preliminaryestimateanddoesnottakeinto
accounttheC¡ty'sshareofstatutorypassthroughpaymentsorres¡dualbalanceoftaxincrementthatmaybederivedinthefuture.
4. City's share is based on its proportionete s hare
Source: Los Angeles County Auditot Contoller - Fiscdl

ofthe

1% General Lew.

Yñ 2tl7-72Íøx
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As shown in Chart 1, the parcels that are proposed to be acquired based on the EIR/EIS Project
Alternatives generate between S472Kto $1.2M in propertytaxes on an annual basis. Based on
these amounts, the City and Successor Agency share of property taxes collected could range
from an estimated $400K to as high as $731K annually, depending on the project alternative
that is chosen. An analysis of the proposed Project Alternatives reveals that the City and
Successor Agency's share of lost property tax revenue is, on average, approximately 71% of
the total property tax revenue collected on an annual basis.
Furthermore, over the remaining life of the Project Areas (FY 2036-37), the proposed acquisition
of properties could result in a loss of approximately $4.8M in tax increment to the City of Bell,
5

The redevelopment plan limitations for the Project Area are FY 2021-22 for the Cheli 1 Project Area, FY
2032-33 for the Cheli 2 Project Area, and FY 2036-36 for the 87 Annex Area.
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Successor Agency, and affected taxing entities. lt should be noted that any future reduction in
tax increment generated within the Project Area could have a significant impact on available
revenues to pay debt service, city-redevelopment agency loans, and administrative costs
associated with the dissolution activities of the former Redevelopment Agency.

L-17-17

Sales Tax lmpacts
Sales tax revenue is generated by retail sales through poini-of-sale contact. Not all businesses
generate sales tax and most industrial businesses generate minimal sales tax revenue.
According to the EIR/ElS, there will be up to 27 businesses that would be affected as a result of
property acquisitions which are located in the northern portion of the City along Gage Avenue,
Lindbergh Lane, Bandini Boulevard, and Rickenbacker Road. The businesses proposed to be
displaced as a result of righlof-way acquisitions are currently industrial and are primarily used
for packaging and distribution facilities which do not result in any direct sales of products to a
consumer. Therefore, the acquisition of property would not result in the permanent loss of
significant sales tax revenue to the City.

Surplus Propertv Acqu isition

As part of the long-term economic impact analysis of right-of-way acquisitions, the

Project
Alternatives propose the full acquisition of a 13.72-acre property bounded by the l-710 freeway
on the west, Eastern Avenue on the east, "1" Street on the north and Mansfield Way on the
south located within the City (also known as the Surplus Property). The City currently owns the
Surplus Property and leases it to the Burlington Northern and Santa Fe Railway Company
('BNSF') to store tractor-trailer storage containers. Since the property is currently a public use, it
does not generate property tax revenue for the City of Bell. However, since the City owns the
property it generates a substantial amount of lease revenue that benefits the City's General
Fund; approximately $739,781 in gross annual lease revenue.t The following analysis presents
an estimate of potential loss in lease revenue and the estimated market value of the Surplus
Property today, in order to provide a summary of the potential economic impacts from its
potential acq uisition.
CharL 2 presents an analysis of the financial impact that the City may realize as a result of lease
revenue lost from the Surplus Property and categorizes the amount of revenue based on the
remaining term of the current lease (six years) and a new lease either with BNSF or a similar
tenant for an estimated period of 15 years. The fifteen-year period is provided as a basis of
comparison and does not constitute any written agreement to extend the term of the lease past
the remaining six years.

6

Clty of Bell FY 2012-13 Adopted Budget
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Chart 2: Surplus Property - Estimated Lease Revenue
Loss Based on Proposed PropertyAcquisition

8,000,000
7,171.,71.8

7,000,000

Current lease:

6,000,000

(S.10 per

7 ?1q 15?

5739,787annually
sflmonth)

s,000,000
4,000,000
3,000,000
2,000,000
1,000,000

RemainingTerm of Lease
(2013 - 201-8)

(2019 -2023]'

(2024-2028r,

6 yea rs

5 yea rs

5 yea rs

Note:F¡gurespresentedaboverepresentgrossleaserevenue andassumeaconstantCPlinflatorofl.02for
futurerentadjustments pursuanttotheLeaseAgreementfortheSurplusProperty.
Source:BureauofLaborStatist¡cs, CityofBellFY20l2-l3AdoptedBudget,BellPFA&BNSFLeaseAgreement
(August 8, 2000)

Chart 2, as shown above, reveals that the City is projected to receive approximately $4.5M in
gross lease revenue during the remaining term of the lease (20132018). lf a new lease would
be entered into after the remaining term of the lease, the new lease would reflect an updated
lease rate of $.20 per square foot per month, with an inflation of 2 percent for each five year
period. Based on these assumptions, the City is projected to receive approximately $26.5M over
an estimated 15 year period. Although the market rate for similar properties ¡s $ 20 per square
foot per month, the assumed extension periods use the current lease rate ($.10 per square foot
per month) as a conservative estimate of future lease revenue. Table 4, which follows, provides
an analysis of the estimated market value of the Surplus Property based on market
comparables in the City and neighboring communities.
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Surplus Property - Market Value
l-710 Gorridor Project

Table

rs

l0/11 Actual

Revenues
Money & Property Use
Other Revenues

447

739,334

otal

f39,781

Expenditures

10/11 Actual

Operations

9,310

Outlay

1,027
10,337
729,444

Ratel

0.078

Market Value
t

9,369

L-17-17A

Represents a median Cap rate based on market comparables with similar property
istics within the Citv of Bell and adiacent cities.

Source: Citv of Bell FY 2012-13 Adooted

B

As shown in Table 4, the estimated market value of the Surplus Property is approximately
$9.4M. However, this assumes a cap rate of 7.8% based on market comparables and a Net
Operating lncome ("NOl") derived from FY 2010-11 actual revenues and expenditures. The
analysis in Table 4 also uses the current price per square foot of the Surplus Property, which is
$.10 per square foot per month. Based on preliminary research of market comparables, the
current price per square foot per month is approximately $.20 per square foot which could
equate to an estimated market value of approximately $18M. However, further analysis would
need to be conducted to determine an accurate market value for the Surplus Property.

Development of Citv Owned Properties
Along with the Surplus Property, the City of Bell owns three adjacent properties to the east
("City Owned Properties"), encompassing approximately 28 acres. Given the City Owned
Properties' close proximity to the l-710, they are an ideal location for income-generating facilities
and act as a catalyst for future development of the Cheli lndustrial area. According to a real
estate market reportT, the e-commerce market is beginning to expand in the Los Angeles region
creating a demand for Class A industrial space containing large warehouse and distribution
facilities. These types of businesses generate both property and sales tax for cities where they

T

CBRE MarketView Greater Los Angeles lndustrial Second Quarter 2012
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locate. Furthermore, large warehouse and distribution facilities, such as Amazon, typically
require approximately 1 million square feet of building area.

Given the current size of the City Owned Properties, a 600,000 square foot warehouse and
distribution building could be constructed. lf adjacent undeveloped property was consolidated
with the City Owned Properties, it could result in the development of a 1 million square foot
distribution facility. Table 5 presents an estimate of the potential loss in property tax revenue
based on the estimated current market value of the City Owned Properties, and potential sales
tax revenue from a warehouse and distribution facility that includes a point-of-sale designation.
Table 5

Surplus Property - Property and Sales Tax Analysis
l-710 Corridor Project

City Owned Property and

t

City Owned Property'
Building Size

27.79
600,000

1,000,000

3,240,000

5,400,000

243,O00

405,000

Propertv Revenue
Annual Rent ($0.45lsf/month)

Propertv Expenditures
Ooerations

4,995,000.00
5.5%
90,818,182

2,997,000

NOt

Cao Rate3

5.b70

Property Market Value

54,490,909

Citv Revenue
City Property Tax
City Sales Taxa

49,042

29,425
3,600,000

Totals
Remaining Life of Redevelopment

$

3,629,425

$

Plan6

$

68,959,077

$

6,000,000
6,049,042

114,931,795

I lncludes property owned by the Bell Finance Authority and City of Bell, APN: 6332-002-965,
6332-002-948, 6332-002-945, and 6332-002-949
lncludes "City Owned Property" and APN 6332-002-962.
3
Cap rate for Los Angeles Class A industrial building
o
Sales per square foot was estimated to be $800 based on similar retail-warehouse generating
2

USES.

sAnnual

basis.

uAssumes

building is constructed and occupied inFY 2014-15. The Cheli 2 Sub-Area expires
in FY 2032-33.

Sources: CBRE Cap Rate Survev February 2012, Metroscan

L-17-17B

Terry Rodrigue
INTERWEST CONSULTING GROUP
September 21,2A12
Page 12

SHORT-TERM ECONOMIC IMPACTS
The following analysis provides a summary of the short{erm economic impacts based on the
closure of on and off-ramps during the construction period for the Corridor Project. The analysis
quantifies the short{erm economic impacts incurred by the City through the loss of sales tax
revenue. Within the City, the Project Alternatives propose improvements to the Florence Avenue
lnterchange and Atlantic-Bandini lnterchange along with the addition of the Slauson
lnterchange. The Florence Avenue interchange ("Florence lnterchange") is the only l-710
interchange that provides direct vehicular access into the central part of the City which contains
all of the City's residential and supporting commercial uses. The northern portion of the City,
which is surrounded by the cities of Bell Gardens, Commerce, and Maywood, consists of the
Cheli lndustrial area and includes l-710 access from the Atlantic-Bandini lnterchange.

The EIR/ElS divides the Corridor Project into seven (7) geographical segments. lmprovements
in the City are located in Segments 5 and 68. According to the EIR/ElS, the Corridor Project is
estimated to be completed in eight (8) years jJ right-of-way certification is obtained, funding and
contractor resources are available, and construction for the entire project occurs concurrently.e
The Corridor Project Transportation Management Plan ("TMP") proposes that ramp closures will
be limited to weekend closures and up to one week during the 8-year period. The TMP also
indicates that no simultaneous adjacent interchange arterial or ramp closures will be
undertaken. The TMP will be finalized during the final design but not until funding and final
staging/phasing is determined. Table 6 provides a summary of the duration of construction for
each of the identified geographical segments based upon the four indentified Project
Alternatives. As indicated in Table 6, Segments 5 and 6, which affect the City, are anticipated to
be completed within 80 and 93 months respectively.

t The
temporary loss of sales tax was not analyzed for businesses in Segment 6 because none of the
businesses in this Segment (Cheli lndustrial area) appear to generate measurable sales tax.
" EIR/ElS Project Alternatives pg.2-72
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TABLE 6: ESTIMATED CONSTRUCTION DURATION (MONTHS)

Limits
Boulevard to
Willow Street
Wardlow Road to DelAmo
Boulevard
Long Beach Boulevard to
Alondra Boulevard
Rosecrans Avenue to
Firestone Bouelvard
Clara Street to Slauson

6

Avenue
Atlantic Boulevard to
Washington Boulevard
l-5 to SR-60

Alternative 5A Alternative 6A/B/C
Durationl
Durationr
81

81

77
RÃ

85

54

54

80

80

93

93

12

?A

1

Construction of all segments to occur currently depending on right-of-way
certification, funding and contractor resources are available.
Sources: Right-Of-Way lmpact Reporf (November 2011) by URS, EIR/ElS
Chapter 2.0 Project Alternatives (June 2012)

Sales Tax lmpacts

As described earlier, the Project Alternatives in the EIR/ElS propose improvements to the
Florence Avenue lnterchange. Although freeway ramp improvements may have beneficial long-

term economic impacts such as improved access and safety, it is not without short-term
economic impacts on the community. Traffic-dependent businesses such as gas stations,
restaurants, and convenience stores are major land users of freeway interchanges. Most of
these businesses choose their location based on the average daily traffic ("ADT") through the
area and site accessibility factors. The City includes three main commercial corridors, Florence
and Gage Avenues, which provide east-west vehicular traffic, and Atlantic Avenue, which
provides north-south vehicular traffic.
As stated previously, Florence Avenue is the only arterial in the City with direct vehicular traffic
on/off the l-710 freeway and any proposed improvements impose short-term economic impacts
as a result of lost sales tax revenue. ln order to analyze the potential short-term economic
impacts, the following analysis uses another major arterial (Gage Avenue) with similar land
uses, east-west vehicular traffic, and mix of businesses to compare traffic patterns and sales tax
generation. Chart 3, which follows, compares the traffic volumes, overall sales tax, and sales tax
for vehicle-dependent businesses for Florence and Gage Avenues.
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CHART 3: FLORENCE AvENUE VS. cAGE AVEtUet
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Sales Tax for Vehicle
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lAnalysis is lim¡ted
to bus¡nesses and vehicle trips between the l-710 freeway and Atlant¡c Avenue
2

lncludes all bus¡nesses,

s

Veh¡cle dependent businesses include service stations, restaurants, and markets

'for
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CY 2011.

sources:Traffic counts from ESR/ Business Analyst

onrre, sa/es

According to traffic counts obtained from
over tw¡ce as many average daily traffic
the l-710 and Atlantic Avenue. Chart 3
significantly differs between Florence and

Tax data from HdL comDanies

ESRI Business Analyst Online, Florence Avenue has
trips (58,673) than Gage Avenue (27,251)to between
also shows that the amount of sales tax generated
Gage Avenues.

Approximately 14 percent of the City's General Fund revenues are derived from sales tax
revenue. According to City sales tax records, businesses in the City generated approximately
$1.65 million in sales tax in 2011.ln 2011, Florence Avenue generated 90 percent more sales
tax revenue ($435,846) in comparison to Gage Avenue (9229,791). Similarly, traffic-dependent
businesses on Florence Avenue generated approximately 95 percent more sales tax ($315,039)
than similar businesses on GageAvenue ($161,778) Based on these results, it can be deduced
that sales tax revenue is correlated to vehicular traffic and any disruption that would result in the
loss of vehicle trips will have a financial impact on the City's sales tax revenue.

to

Ramp volume counts were not conducted for the Florence lnterchange according to the EIR/ElS Traffic

lmpact Analysis ('TlA")
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Chart 4, which follows on the next page, provides an estimate of the City's loss of sales tax
revenue during the Corridor Project construction period. Since a detailed construction schedule
was not provided in the EIR/ElS, RSG estimated the City's loss of sales tax revenue based on
three different construction scenarios.

.

Scenario 1: Best Case Scenario - This scenario assumes that during the construction
period the Florence lnterchange would only be closed 15 percent of the time during
construction. The Ci$'s General Fund will lose approximately $47,256 annually or $315,039
during the construction period.

.

Scenario 2: Middle Case Scenario - As indicated in the EIR/ElS, ramps will be closed on
weekends and 1 week during the construction period. Scenario 2 estimates the Florence
lnterchange would be closed for this full period, approximately 733 days during the 80month construction period. This would equate to approximately $90,367 annually or
$602,746 during the construction period.

.

Scenario 3: Worst Case Scenario - Although not likely, this scenario assumes the
Florence lnterchange will be closed for 50 percent of the 8O-month construction period. The
General Fund will lose approximately $157,520 annually or 91,050,130 during the
construction period.
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CHART 4; TEMPORARY LOSS OF SALES TAXES DUE TO PROJECT BASED ON 80 MONTH
CONSTRUCTION PERIOD
$2,500,000

r

$315,039

¡

$602,746

I

91,050,130

$2,000,000

$1,500,000

r Sales Tax Lost
r Sales Tax Generated

$1,000,000

$500,000

$-

Current

Scenario

Best Case Middle Case Worst Case
Scenario (15%) Scenario Scenario (50%)
(28-30%)

Notes:

(1) Construction period for Segment 5 is estimated to be 80 months (6.5 years). According to the TMP,
closure of freeway ramps will be limited to weekend closures and one weex.
(2) Current Scenario assumes sales taxes generated in 2011 remains the same during the Corridor Project
construction period if there will be no financial impacts.
(3) Least lmpact Scenario adsumes 15 percent reduction of vehicular trips due to ramp closures
(4) Middle Scenario assumes 28 percent reduction in vehicular trips based on total number of days freeway
ramps may be closed (weekends and one week).
(5) Worst Case Scenario assumes a 50 percent reduction in vehicular trips to mirror similar traffìc behavior
as Gage Avenue.
So¿rrces; EIR/ElS June 2012, ESR/ Eusrness Analyst Online, HdL Companies

Chart 4 summarizes the potential loss of sales tax revenue during the 8O-month construction
period for the three scenarios detailed on the previous page. As stated previously, the loss of
sales tax is temporary and improvements to 1710 may result in an increase in sales tax revenue
once the improvements are completed. Because sales tax revenue is a major funding source
for the General Fund, the City should make budgetary adjustments to plan for the potential
reduction in sales tax revenue during the course of the construction period.

L-17-17C

l-710 Corridor EIR/ElS
Land Use and Environmental Plannins Comments

s"ot".bffirz

Pacific Municipal Consultants
The l-710 improvements will bring dramatic changes to the City of Bell. The 8O-month construction
period willadd congestion to local streets, traffic along the l-710 willslow and the views into and around
the City will change. One of the largest concerns is that operation of the expanded l-710 will further
degrade air quality for some of the region's most economically challenged neighborhoods. As we in the
City of Bell live with the l-71-0, we understand that improvements are needed to reduce congestion, and
that a more efficient flow of traffic will help air quality; however we disagree that there are no
mitigatíon measures that can offset the air quality impacts of this project. What of increased plantings,
use of electric vehicles, reduction of vehicle trips, etc.? As noted in our comments we feel that there are
clearly mitigation measures and project alternatives that can be taken to help offset this impact.

Anotherconcern of the City isthe conversion of office, commercialand industrial land to public uses.
This conversion eliminates the land the City has designated for future jobs essential to the community.
ln some cases the project will substantially affect existing businesses and result in localjob loss with
minimal effort toward relocating within the City of Bell. For a City with no ability to expand, the
protection of existing businesses, efficient use of vacant land and redevelopment of older industrial land
is essentialto the City's long-term fiscalstability. The EIR concludes that overallthis impact is less than
significant, which may be true for the entire project. However, for the City of Bell, this impact is very
significant and appears to be disproportionate to the benefit the City may receive from the project. The
City is requesting that that remnant lands in the City of Bell that result from purchase of property to
support the roadway are conveyed to the City to offset the impacts associated with the loss of office,
commercial and industrial land.

L-17-18
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To prepare these comments our City team of engineers, economists and land use planners reviewed the
lengthy document, appendices and support materials. We have provided context for our comments and
look forward to reviewing the responses.
'1

I

2.

Page 2-19, last paragraph:

"Alternative 68 includes all the components of Alternative 6A
described above and consists of the same footprint as Alternative 64. Further, this alternative
would restrict the use of the freight corridor to zero-emission trucks rather than conventionally
powered trucks." Would conventionaltrucks be allowed to use the general purpose lanes? lf so,
does the traffic analysis reflect truck usage of the 'local' lanes? Alternatives 64, B & C
cut through a significant industrial area between the Slauson Avenue and Atlantic Avenue
interchanges, leaving large parcels of industrial lands, some owned by the city, with
questionable vehicle access. The final analysis should clarify show how vehicular/truck access to
these large blocks of industrial land will be achieved.

L-17-20

Page 2-20. first full paraeraph: "Energy consumption is based upon the maximum number of
vehicles expected on the freight corridor at any one time. As such, a minimum of 26 electrical

substations, providing 25-kilovolt (kV) output are required. The stations are spaced
approximately 4,000 feet apart and are located within the proposed rights-of-way for
Alternatives 6A/B/C. Each substation requires approximately 25,000 square feet. Southern
California Edison (SCE) has confirmed that current and planned local electrical distribution
systems and power supplies are sufficient to accommodate the alternative's energy demand."

L-17-21

Alternative 6A includes a separated four-lane freight corridor to be used by conventionaltrucks.
Would this Alternative need the electrical substations as inferred? Where would these
substations specifically be located? Are there potential hazards involved?

3.

Paee 2-23: "The commercial viability of these types of trucks [eTrucks/eHighway Trucks] will be
assessed over the next several years as part of demonstration projects being developed by local
agencies such as South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD), the Ports and Metro."

When will the results of this assessment be available? Are there any existing "eHighways"
currently in operation? As this hasn't been assessed yet, how can it be assumed in the EIR/ElS
that this technology is feasible?
4

5

Page 3.1--5: "The northern part of the city is developed with industrial uses and is known as the
'Cheli lndustrial Area.' This area was previously owned by the Federal government but portions
have since been sold to the Los Angeles Unified School District (LAUSD) and other agencies for
redevelopment. Very limited vacant land exists in the city and new development is expected to
take the form of recycled or redeveloped properties." The project will reduce the City potential
to gentrify this area and produce localjobs, so the EIR must ensure that the loss in development
potential is evaluated. Mitigation should include returning as much land as possible to the City
after purchase for right of way and construction. How will the Relocation Assistance Plan for
businesses that are dislocated by the project insure that the relocation is local? How will the
results of efforts to encourage local relocation be both quantifiable and verifiable?

L-17-21
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Page 3.1-11: "Alternative 5A would convert approximately 1,352 acres of existing land uses to
transportation land uses, and Alternatives 6A/B/C would convert approximately L,652to 1-,657

acres (depending on the design option)of existing land uses to transportation land uses..."

"Approximately 78 percent of the existing right-of-way required for Alternative 5A and
approximately 73 to 76 percent of the right-of-way required for Alternatives 6A/B/C (depending
on the design option) consists of either existing transportation and utilities or vacant land.
Approximately 6 and 9 percent of existing right-of-way for Alternative 5A and approximately 5
to 6 and 11 to 14 percent of the existing right-of-way for Alternatives 6A/B/C (depending on
design option) consists of existing commercial, service, and industrial uses, respectively.
Additionally, approximately 2 percent of existing right-of-way for Alternative 5A and
approximately 2 to 3 percent of the existing right-of-way for Alternatives 6A/B/C (depending on
design option) consists of existing residential uses. Therefore, permanent impacts to land use as
a result of Alternative 5A and Alternatives 6A/8/C are considered minimal."

L-17-24

6 to 9 percent of l-,352 acres is 81,1o I22 acres of existing commercial, service, and industrial
uses converted (L4% of L,657 is 232 acres). As vacant employment generating land in a built-out

City like Bell is a rare and valued commodity what is the basis for the Less Than Significant (LTS)
conclusion? Each acre of land significantly affects the ability of the City to add jobs. How much
land is lost in each jurisdiction? How many jobs does the loss of land represent and what are
the economic effects of that and to what extent does it affect cities with high poverty levels?
Ã

Page 3.3-43 "ECONOMIC IMPACTS/BENEFITS. Alternatives 5A and 6A/8/C have the

potentialfor

adverse economic impacts on l-710 Corridor cities with high levels of poverty. Cities including
Bell and Compton could be most affected by potent¡al losses of sales and property tax revenue

L-17-25

underAlternative 54, with Commerce, Long Beach, South Gate, and BellGardensadditionally
affected under Alternatives 6A/B/C. By contrast, all l-710 Corridor cities would experience a
beneficial impact temporarily from direct jobs (jobs generated during construction) and
permanently from indirect job growth (jobs generated as a result of the operation of the
project) associated with the build alternatives. For all build alternatives, these additionaljobs
would be far more numerous than the jobs that might be lost in each city due to business
relocations. Moreover, the potentialjob losses can be reduced or eliminated if businesses are
relocated within the same city. The jobs that would be created in the l-710 Corridor due to
project construction are not contingent on relocation decisions. To minimize the potential
adverse economic impacts to cities with high poverty levels, priority will be given to relocating
businesses within the same citv."

L-17-25

the data that show how many jobs will be lost with the conversion of employment
what is the basis for determining how many jobs will be created with the project? How
can the City be assured that the lost businesses will be replaced in the City and what is the effect
on local employment and tax revenue? The document states that "Priority will be given to
relocating businesses within the same city" by whom? What are the impacts if a business
relocates out of its current city? The analysis needs to look at this since "priority" is not
evidence that relocating businesses within the same city would occur.
Where

is

uses and

Page 3.3-44: "Most of the areas through which these arterials [Atlantic] run are projected to

have below 50 percent of households, below two times the Federal poverty threshold in 2035.
The parking restrictions willapply only to the street parking on these arterials and will not affect
off-street, side-street, alley, or parking structure capacity for residents and businesses in these
areas. These other parking areas provide sufficient capacity for vehicle parking during peak
periods when the arterial parking restrictions will be in effect. Therefore, there would be no
disproportionate adverse impact from the imposition of peak period parking restrictions."
Parking restriction impacts don't address potential revenue losses for businesses along Atlantic.
These businesses primarily serve minorities and may be owned by minorities. What is the effect
of loss of access to these businesses by minority populations? What is the economic impact to
these businesses due to loss of on-street parking? P. 3.3-30 actually acknowledges impacts on
businesses (where the EIR/S discusses complete or partial relocations): "the impact

to
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access

and/or parking would result in the business no longer being able to operate due to the loss of
access or loss of parking." The City believes that this impact is significant and warrants
mitigation. At a minimum the project should provide new off street parking, within a % mile
radius of where the parking was removed to accommodate the project.
8.

q

Page 3.5-79 "...peak period parking restrictions will be implemented as part of Alternatives 5A
and 6A/B/C to improve traffic operations on some of the congested arterial roadway segments
within the Study Area. Atlantic Blvd., between Pacific Coast Hwy. and State Route 60." This
represents approximately 0.75 mile stretch of Atlantic in the City of Bell that would have parking
restrictions. How many spaces does this represent? lmprovements to local streets should
include as a priority incorporation of amenities for bicycles and pedestrians, and transit users.
The environmental analysis should determine how "Complete Street" concepts will be
incorporated into local street sections being affected by the project.
Pages 3.13-32 through 3.13-34: This analysis determined that Alternatives 5A and 6A result in
an increase of the mobile source airtoxic, dieselparticulate matter, compared with the No Build
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Alternative and that all Alternatives would increase other air toxics like Acrolein and
Formaldehyde in the l-710 Study Area compared with the No Build Alternative.
Page 4-40

of Section 4.0 states that, "the build alternatives would result in near-roadway

incremental emissions concentrations in a few areas very near l-710. Therefore, the project's
long-term impacts are potentially significant and unavoidable at these near-roadway locations,"
as well as, "These localized increases in emissions are the result of increased total traffic
volumes on the facility. Further mitigation of these emissions is not feasible, since Caltrans does
not control the emission characteristics of vehicles using the freeway. The forecast emissions
take into account the planned reductions in mobile source air toxics (MSAT) emissions as
promulgated by regulatory agencies with jurisdiction over MSAT emissions. Further reductions
would require additional regulatory controls beyond the authority of Caltrans. Therefore,
further mitigation by Caltrans is not technically feasible."
However, according to the Bay Area Air Quality Management District, there have been
laboratory studies that have measured the removal rates of particulate matter passing through
leaves and needles of vegetation. Particles were generated in a wind tunnel and a static
chamber and passed through vegetative layers at low wind velocities. Redwood, deodar cedar,
live oak, and oleander were tested. The results indicated that all forms of vegetation were able
to remove 65-85 percent of very fine particles at wind velocities below 1.5 meters per second
(approximately 3 miles per hour), with redwood and deodar cedar being the most effective.
Even greater removal rates were predicted for ultra-fine PM (i.e., aerodynamic resistance
diameter of 0.1 micrometer or less). Therefore, mitigation that involves tiered plantings of trees
such as redwood, deodarcedar, live oak, and oleandercan be installed between mobile sources
of airtoxics and the sensitive receptors in orderto reduce airtoxics and PM exposure.

a.
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Currently, the l-710 ranges from approximately 650 to 800 feet from the nearest residences
in Bell. An examination with Google Earth identified an approximate range of 25 - 30 feet of
existing landscape median between Bell residences and the LA River Channel in addition to
an approximate range of 85 - 110 feet of electric utility transmission easement between the
LA River Channel and l-710. Any tiered plantings would have to account for compatibility
with overhead electricity transmission facilities. The point is that there is mitigation that has
been applied to similar projects. A green screen including the Greening of the LA River is
needed to reduce particulate matter generated by the expanded facility. As the project is
purchasing right of way to accommodate the road, it should also evaluate the purchase of
additional lands to improve the health and air quality through the City.

10. Page 3.13-58: "Caltrans is committed to working with SCAQMD, ARB, and EPA to continue to
develop data in the l-710 Corridor that will contribute to improved air quality planning and

project design in the future. As part of that commitment, the l-710 Corridor Project will provide
funding for four new air quality monitoring stations within the l-710 Corridor, per Measure AQ-1
below. This measure would apply to any of the build alternatives:
L-17-29
AQ-1 Within two years of the approval of a Record of Decision for an l-710 Corridor Project build
alternative, the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans shall make a funding
contribution to the South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) to provide funding
for the design and construction of four new air qualíty monitoring stations within the l-710
Corridor. The new stations will provide for monitoring meteorology (temperature, relative

humidity, pressure, wind speed and direction, and rain) and monitoring the following pollutants:
ozone (O3), nitrogen oxide (NO), nitrogen dioxide (NO2), particulate matter less than 2.5
microns in diameter (PM2.5), particulate matter less than l-0 microns in diameter (PM10), and
carbon monoxide (CO)."
It is unclear how this mitigation measure would, "contribute to improved air quality planning
and project design in the future." While such a measure is helpful to record and document
ambient air quality, there is no performance standard or any mechanism to reduce air quality
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emissions.
1-1. Page

3.14-5: "All noise monitoring and modeled locations are shown in Figures 3.1-4-1, and 3.143.1,4-1, provides "Noise Levels of Common Activities."

2." This is inaccurate. Figure

The Draft EIR provides noise levels for various locations along the alignment, but provides no
existing or post-project noise levels at existing residential uses in the City of Bell. Section 4.0,
CEQA acknowledges on pages 4-42 and 4-43 that "lraffic noise levels would exceed noise
standards in the General Plan for the Cities of Bell..." What are the existing noise levels in the
City of Bell from traffic on l-71-0 and what would they be post-project? What mitigation is
proposed in the EIR to reduce project-generated noise levels in the City of Bell?
1'2. Page ?.22-2: Under the heading "Long-term losses resulting from the l-710 Corridor Project,"
the EIR fails to recognize the economic losses experienced by businesses from parking
restrictions in commercial areas. As noted in section 3.5, Traffic, parking restrictions will be
implemented on Atlantic Avenue between 7:00 a.m. and 9:00 a.m. and 4:00 p.m. and 7:00 p.m.
As manyof these businesses have limited off-street parking, these parking restrictions represent
a substantial loss of access to businesses in the City of Bell, which would result in severe
economic impacts on these businesses that could result in business failure, vacant buildings, and
blight. The analysis should identify mitigation measures to determine where additional offstreet parking is needed and how the project willguarantee that the necessary off-street
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parking is provided prior in imposing the proposed parking restrictions.

13. Page 3.24-5: "...direct and indirect employee needs will likely be accommodated by the existing
labor pool within the Study Area since the unemployment rate in the Study Area currently
ranges from 8 percent to 22 percent. Therefore, because of the availability of workers in the
local communities, construction of the build alternatives will not increase demand for
population or housing in the Study Area and will not result in additionalgrowth-related effects
related to population and housing growth." This statement does not take into consideration the
specific skills required to perform construction jobs for the project. While the numbers may be
present in the Study Area, the skillsets of the local residents may not match the requirements
for the jobs. Does the project include training for local residents to ensure a portion of the labor
poolcomesfrom the localarea? lf not, the unemployment rate in the area may remain
unchanged and the projectwould result in additionalconstruction impacts caused byskilled
construction workers commuting into the area. A job training program should be required to
insure the local hiring target will be reached.
14. The project has the potential, particularly during the construction phase, to disrupt local
business and increase unemployment in an area with an already high unemployment rate.
lmplementation of the project should include policies requiring local sourcing of materials and
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laborto reduce mobile source emissions associated with construction related impacts. A job
training program should be required to insure the local hiring target will be reached. Sourcing
of local mater¡als should be monitored and quantifiable target for local spending and reductions
in mobile source emissions should be tracked and reported on as the project progresses.

L5. Page 4-842 "As discussed above, the proposed projectwould result in a smalldecrease (less
than l- percent) in CO2e emissions within the region in 2035 when compared to the 2035
without project conditions."

L-17-33

L-17-34

This statement is confusing as it refers to the "proposed project," yet there are four alternatives
in addition to the No Build Alternative. Compared with the No Build Alternative scenario,
Alternative 5A would increase GHG emissions by 670 tonnes, Alternative 6A would result in a
decrease of GHG emissions by 130,000 tonnes, Alternative 68 would result in a decrease of
487,000 tonnes of GHG emissions, and Alternative 6C would result in a decrease of 393,000
tonnes of GHG emissions.

16. Page 4-84: "Therefore, it is Caltrans determination that in the absence of further regulatory or
scientific information related to GHG emissions and CEQA significance, it is too speculative to
make a determination regarding significance of the project's direct impact and its contribution
on the cumulative scale to climate change."
Scientific consensus holds that human activity is releasing greenhouse gases faster than the
earth's natural systems can absorb them and that the overabundance of greenhouse gases in
the atmosphere has led to measurable warming of the earth and is predicted to severely impact
the earth's climate system. The adoption of Assembly Bill 32, the State's Global Warming
Solutions Act (4832), Senate 8il197 , and CEQA guidelines for analysis of greenhouse gases, has
provided a clear mandate that climate change must be included in an environmental review for
a project subject to CEQA and has outlined how climate change should be addressed in an
environmental impact report. Therefore, the citation of the "absence of further regulatory or
scientific information related to GHG emissions and CEQA significance" and the determination
that "it is too speculative to make a determination regarding significance of the project's direct
impact and its contribution on the cumulative scale to climate change" is unfounded. The
analysis should state a determination of significance regarding greenhouse gas emissions and
climate change impacts.
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ln summary, while the changes to the l-710 corridor may be inevitable, what is also certain is that there
is an opportunity to ensure that this project mitigates more of its environmental and especially air
quality impact than previous roadways. For example, the project can add lands adjacent to the travel
way to plant trees that are known to reduce diesel particulate matter, local hiring can be augmented by
training programs so that local residents can work on the project. Local employees both reduces
commute times and makes sure that the residents of the City of Bell get some economic benefit to help
balance the disruotion we will suffer.
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After review of the document, we support alternative 6 because it allows separation of trucks, and for
future technology to be integrated into the roadway. We understand that the elevated highway will
result ín more visual changes, and may make m¡tigation more challenging, but believe that these issues
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can be addressed and that planning a roadway for the future makes more sense than simply building
larger version of the road we are replacing.

a
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L-17-1
This comment expresses concern over the economic impacts to the City of Bell associated with
the potential acquisition of 31 acres of industrial land within the City. Please refer to Response
to Comment L-17-2.
L-17-2
The comment states that the Draft EIR/EIS fails to address economic impacts to the City of Bell.
However, the Draft EIR/EIS did analyze the potential loss of property tax and sales tax as a
result of property relocations within the City of Bell, as other corridor cities, consistent with the
California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) methodologies; refer to Sections 3.3.2,
Relocations and Real Property Acquisitions, for additional information.
The comment also refers to the City-owned parcels (APNs 6332-002-945, 6332-002-948, 6332002-949, 6332-002-961, 6332-002-903, and 6332-002-965) and the City’s concern that impacts
to these parcels would substantially impact the City’s long-term income. The relocation analysis
has been updated based on the revised build alternatives. Please refer to Section 3.3.2.3 of the
Recirculated Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS (RDEIR/SDEIS).
The comment also provides several studies analyzing economic impacts within the City as a
result of the proposed project. At the time the Draft EIR/EIS analysis was conducted for use in
the CIA, the best known available data was collected from the County to conduct the impact
analysis (the Cities were not able to and/or not responsive in providing specific information at
the time the analysis was conducted). The City has subsequently provided its own analysis of
such impacts in their comment letter; however, to prepare an equal comparison for all corridor
cities affected, no changes to the methods per the City’s studies have been applied. Please
note, the CIA has been updated to account for several design changes. Refer to Section 3.3.2.3
of the RDEIR/SDEIS for an updated impact analysis.
Regarding mitigation, the RDEIR/SDEIS includes Mitigation Measure C-1, which would require
implementation of the Caltrans Relocation Assistance Program prior to construction. One goal
of the relocation program for the Interstate 710 (I-710) Corridor Project is that relocations occur
within the affected communities as to reduce impacts to property and sales tax revenues within
the affected cities.
L-17-3
Due to changes in project design, construction and property impacts have been reassessed.
This comment requests that additional detail be included for construction impacts of all build
alternatives. Construction impacts of all build alternatives have been included in Section 3.24 of
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the RDEIR/SDEIS. This comments also requests additional detail to be included regarding
location and impacts of electrical facilities for zero emission alternatives. Currently, no
substations that would provide wayside power are proposed under any of the revised build
alternatives, which are characterized as “technology neutral”. Lastly, this comment requests
additional detail regarding land acquisitions at the intersection of Florence Ave. and Atlantic
Ave. with justifications of the exact lane configurations. Please refer to Appendix O for
geometric detail at this location. Additionally, Appendix L contains a list of acquisitions resulting
from the build alternatives.
L-17-4
Appendix O of the Draft EIR/EIS provided the concept plans for the build alternatives and
Appendix L of the Draft EIR/EIS provided a table and maps showing whether a parcel would
require a full or partial property acquisition. Economic impacts will be minimized to the greatest
extent feasible by relocating displaced businesses and residents within the affected
communities.
Land not used for any highway purposes may be retained within the State right-of-way for
possible future use or may be designated excess property and sold to other parties. If Caltrans
determines that there are remnant parcels in the City of Bell that are not needed by Caltrans for
State highway improvements, the City would have the opportunity to negotiate with Caltrans to
transfer that property to the City or for the City to purchase those parcels.
L-17-5
Economic impacts, including job losses, economic losses, and reimbursement under RAP, are
thoroughly addressed in Chapter 3.0, Section 3.3, Community Impacts, of the RDEIR/SDEIS.
Business relocations are discussed in Section 3.3.2, Relocations and Real Property
Acquisitions. .
L-17-6
The revised alternatives have different (and fewer) relocations than Alternatives 5A and 6A/B/C.
The City should review this comment in light of the revised relocation impacts and provide more
specificity.
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L-17-7
Based on the updated project design, configurations at the north end will require smaller
footprints than those previously considered. The City’s opposition to Design Option 2 has been
taken into consideration and as stated previously, the design in this area has been revised in
consultation with City staff. Avoidance and minimization of valuable property has been a priority
of Caltrans during project design. As a result of the updated project design, impacts to the Bell
Homeless Shelter have been lessened. Alternative 5C does not impact the facility, and
Alternative 7 would require the partial acquisition of the property and displacement of the
transitional housing structures on the property. Land not used for any highway purposes may
be retained within the State right-of-way for possible future use or may be designated excess
property and sold to other parties. If Caltrans determines that there are remnant parcels in the
City of Bell that are not needed by Caltrans for State highway improvements, the City would
have the opportunity to negotiate with Caltrans to transfer that property to the City or for the City
to purchase those parcels. The displacement and relocation of billboard signs or rights would be
addressed in accordance with the requirements of the Uniform Relocation Act.
L-17-8
All communities within this corridor have been analyzed for noise impacts on an equal basis,
based on the State and Federal policies and procedures.
The Caltrans NSR identified freeway traffic noise impacts throughout the I-710 Corridor within
the project limits. Noise barriers have been considered and analyzed as part of this project
wherever noise impacts have been identified. A sound barrier, however, must be acoustically
feasible, meaning that it must provide at least 5 A-weighted decibels (dBA) noise reduction to
the impacted receivers. A 5 dBA noise reduction is considered to be readily or noticeably
perceptible. In addition, a sound barrier must be reasonable – the construction cost of the
barrier must be below the reasonable cost allowance based on the number of benefited
receivers for that particular barrier. Based on the revised build alternatives, the NSR has been
updated and is summarized in Section 3.14 of the RDEIR/SDEIS.
L-17-9
Measures VIS-1 to VIS-10 (Section 3.6.4.1 and Appendix F) describe specific components
included in the build alternatives to address visual effects of those alternatives, including
landscaping, decorative, and theme features focused on the adjacent communities, and
hardscape elements. Please refer to the "Landscaping and Irrigation Systems" subsection of
Section 2.3.2.1 for more details regarding landscaping that will address visual concerns.
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L-17-10
The comment supporting pursuit of Alternatives 6B and 6C is noted. Right of way acquisitions
have been updated based upon the revised build alternatives and a summary has been
included in Section 3.3.2 of the RDEIR/SDEIS. Although minimizing right-of-way acquisition
would continue throughout final design, it is not possible to commit to fully avoiding these
properties based on the current project design. As a result, although desirable, it is anticipated
that right-of-way acquisition in the City of Bell cannot be avoided.
L-17-11
Economic impacts, including jobs losses, economic losses, and reimbursement under RAP, are
thoroughly addressed in Chapter 3, Section 3.3, Community Impacts, of the RDEIR/SDEIS. As
stated in Section 3.3.2.3, it is the goal of the project to relocate any impacted businesses within
their existing communities; therefore, losses of productive businesses would not be an
irreversible effect of the proposed project.
L-17-12
This comment requests additional analysis and planning for regional bikeways. The Gateway
Cities COG is assessing a comprehensive bike master plan as part of the Gateway Cities
Strategic Transportation Plan. For these areas where the plan interfaces with the project,
analysis and planning have been addressed in the revised build alternatives (see Section
2.3.2.1 of the RDEIR/SDEIS for a discussion of bicycle and pedestrian facilities provided by the
project).
L-17-13
This comment raises concerns about the effects of the peak-hour parking restrictions proposed
on Atlantic Blvd. Please refer to the updated analysis of these impacts in Section 3.3.1.3 of the
RDEIR/SDEIS.
L-17-14
The comments supporting the project goals and the regional planning efforts are noted. It is
acknowledged that the acquisition of nonresidential properties in the City of Bell will affect the
tax base and tax revenues generated in the City. Please see Responses to Comments L-17-2
through L-17-13 for more information regarding specific comments.
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L-17-15
Please refer to Response to Comment L-17-13 regarding the proposed peak-period parking
restrictions on Atlantic Blvd.
L-17-16
The comment refers to an additional economic impact study conducted by RSG and states that
the Draft EIR/EIS should have identified the extent of partial acquisitions contributing to the loss
of property tax revenues. The comment is correct in that the Draft EIR/EIS did not calculate
partial acquisition impacts for property tax revenues, because there is no standard procedure in
how to do so. At the time data was collected for the economic impact analysis, the Cities were
asked to provide parcel-specific data, in which they were unable to do so; therefore, the County
Tax Collector data was used for the analysis. Using the County’s data would allow for a percent
of the parcel to be used and that percent applied as a potential loss in property tax. However,
this is not necessarily correct for each city and, therefore, it was omitted from the analysis. The
CIA and RDEIR/SDEIS have been revised to include property tax revenue impacts as a result of
partial acquisitions. Please see Section 3.3.2.3 for this updated analysis.
L-17-17
The comment expresses concern for potential loss in property tax revenue for City owned
properties within a former redevelopment project area. Please refer to Section 3.3.2.3 of the
RDEIR/SDEIS for an updated economic analysis.
L-17-17A
This comment expresses concern about the loss of lease revenue to the City of Bell. Please
refer to Section 3.3.2.3 of the RDEIR/SDEIS for an updated economic analysis. Any loss of
revenue would be mitigated through compliance with the Uniform Act as required under
Mitigation Measure C-1 in Section 3.3.2.4 of the RDEIR/SDEIS.
L-17-17B
This comment expresses concern about the loss of potential future tax revenue to the City of
Bell as a result of impacts to three industrial parcels owned by the City totaling 28 acres in size.
Based upon a review of the parcel acquisitions that would occur under the revised build
alternatives, the subject parcels are no longer subject to acquisition. Any loss of revenue would
be mitigated through compliance with the Uniform Act as required under Mitigation Measure C-1
in Section 3.3.2.4 of the RDEIR/SDEIS. The loss of potential future revenues would also be
compensated in accordance with the provisions of the Uniform Act.
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L-17-17C
This comment expresses concern about the loss of sales tax revenue to the City of Bell as a
result of short-term impacts due to diversion of traffic from Florence Ave. and Gage Ave. during
project construction. Because a detailed construction schedule cannot be developed based
upon the current level of design and project development, specific lane or ramp closures and
construction detours are not known at this time; therefore, it is not possible to estimate the
reduction in traffic on Florence and Gage Aves. during construction, and any associated
revenue losses. In addition, the City’s analysis of loss of revenue to traffic-dependent
businesses provided in this comment does not consider the potential increase in revenue for
these businesses that may result from patronage by construction personnel working on the
I-710 Corridor Project during the construction period.
L-17-18
Caltrans acknowledges the commenter’s concern regarding air quality. A revised set of build
alternatives (Alternative 5C and 7) are being carried forward in the RDEIR/SDEIS. Projectfunded ZE/NZE trucks along the I-710 Corridor are a component of both Alternatives 5C and 7,
and Alternative 7 includes a ZE/NZE freight corridor. Based on the revised AQ/GHG/HRA, both
build alternatives show air quality and health benefits compared to the 2012 Baseline and 2035
No Build Alternative, particularly for NOx and diesel particulate matter (DPM), compared to the
No Build Alternative. PM2.5 emissions along the I-710 are lower in all 2035 alternatives
compared to the 2012 Baseline. Compared to the No Build Alternative, Alternative 7 has the
greatest increase in PM2.5 emissions (over three times greater increase than Alternative 5C).
This is due to the VMT-related increases of entrained road dust and, to a lesser extent,
brake/tire wear. (In 2035, exhaust emissions are a very small fraction of overall PM2.5 traffic
emissions.)
Please refer to Section 3.13.4 of the RDEIR/SDEIS for a discussion of proposed air quality
mitigation measures. Also, please refer to Responses to Comments L-17-28 and L-17-29 for
responses to the City’s more detailed comments on air quality.
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L-17-19
The comment requests remnant lands in the City that result from purchases of property for the
project are conveyed to the City to offset impacts associated with the loss of commercial and
industrial lands. Land not used for any highway purposes may be retained within the State rightof-way for possible future use or may be designated excess property and sold to other parties. If
Caltrans determines that there are remnant parcels in the City of Bell that are not needed by
Caltrans for State highway improvements, the City would have the opportunity to negotiate with
Caltrans to transfer that property to the City or for the City to purchase those parcels.
L-17-20
Under all build alternatives, similar to existing conditions, all conventional internal combustion
powered trucks (diesel, CNG, LNG) and zero emission trucks would be allowed to use the
general purpose lanes on I-710. Vehicular/truck access to the large blocks of industrial lands
between the I-710/Slauson Ave. and I-710/Atlantic Blvd. interchanges will be maintained.
L-17-21
Please see Section 2.3.2.3 of the RDEIR/SDEIS for more specifics on the proposed locations of
power substations needed for the ZE/NZE freight corridor in Alternative 7 and prototypical
connections to the local power grid. This comment requests that the locations of the proposed
substations needed to provide electrical power to the zero emission freight corridor be shown on
the project plans and the impacts of those substations be evaluated in the EIR/EIS. The revised
build alternatives are characterized as “technology neutral” and therefore, no electrical power
substations have been identified as necessary project components at this time.
L-17-22
Metro and the Gateway Cities COG have conducted a more detailed zero emission truck
commercialization study to develop more specific information for the environmental document in
terms of a timeline for the commercialization and deployment of zero emission trucks as defined
in Alternative 7. It should be noted that in 2013, the Gateway Cities COG and Metro developed
an “I-710 Project Zero-Emission Truck Commercialization Study” in order to evaluate the ZE
truck technologies which might meet the needs of the I-710 Corridor Project and drayage users,
and develop a business and commercialization plan.. In addition, Metro and the Gateway Cities
COG also conducted a more detailed study of automated truck control system technology. This
information has been referenced in the RDEIR/SDEIS in Section 2.3.2.1.
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L-17-23
The comment states the Draft EIR/EIS should evaluate the loss of potential development and
job loss for currently vacant lands within the City and mitigation included to return as much land
to the City after purchase of the required right-of-way and construction. The analysis conducted
for the proposed project is based on existing conditions (2012) and does not account for
potential development and job generation of parcels that may or may not be developed in the
future; therefore, mitigation is not required for such a scenario. Land not used for any highway
purposes may be retained within the State right-of-way for possible future use or may be
designated excess property and sold to other parties. If Caltrans determines that there are
remnant parcels in the City of Bell that are not needed by Caltrans for State highway
improvements, the City would have the opportunity to negotiate with Caltrans to transfer that
property to the City or for the City to purchase those parcels.
The RDEIR/SDEIS includes mitigation for Caltrans to follow the Uniform Act, which includes
relocating businesses (refer to Mitigation Measure C-1) within the same city as to keep jobs and
tax revenues within affected cities.
L-17-24
The analysis in Section 3.1.1 is intended to discuss and analyze land use impacts from a plan
perspective (existing and General Plan land use designations), not potential job loss. Potential
job loss as a result of the I-710 Corridor Project build alternatives is analyzed in Section 3.3.2 of
the Draft EIR/EIS and provides an analysis that reviewed the affected parcels within each city
that would require relocation and summed up the employment of these businesses should
relocation within the affected City not be successful. Please refer to this analysis in Section
3.3.2.3 of the RDEIR/SDEIS, rather than Section 3.1.1.
L-17-25
Potential job loss/jobs relocated within the City are discussed in Section 3.3.2 and are shown in
Table 3.3-12 of the RDEIR/SDEIS. These losses were identified through a review of the design
plans, which presented the spatial relationship between the Study Area, the existing county
parcel boundaries, and the structures located on affected parcels. Specifically, the files included
aerial imagery of current structure locations, U.S. Census demographic information, photos and
field notes of properties obtained during site visits, and county parcel data providing parcel size,
land use designations, and structure characteristics such as address, value, and square
footage. This information was used to (1) identify each parcel that falls within the proposed
project footprint, (2) determine the need for full or partial acquisition of the affected parcel, and
(3) count the number and characterize the types of structures displaced. This evaluation of
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parcel acquisitions and the structures affected by the proposed project was recorded in a
database.
Potential job creation is discussed in Section 3.3.1 and is determined using an industry standard
for jobs based on a project’s cost. The standard was developed by the American Road and
Transportation Builders Association. The standard estimates that every $1 billion invested in
highways supports 27,823 jobs, including 9,537 on-site construction jobs, 4,324 jobs in supplier
industries, and 13,962 jobs throughout the rest of the economy.
Please see Response to Comment L-17-23 for information on relocations within the City of Bell.
L-17-26
As requested in this comment, the RDEIR/SDEIS has been updated to include more detail
regarding the analysis of proposed peak-period parking restrictions (see Section 3.3.1.3 of the
RDEIR/SDEIS). In circumstances where impact to access and/or parking would result in the
closure of a business, property owners will be relocated and compensated through the Uniform
Act. Please see Appendix D, Summary of Relocation Benefits.
L-17-27
Information has been added to Section 3.5.3.1 of the RDEIR/SDEIS. This provides a
representative number of parking spaces lost as a result of the peak-period parking restrictions.
Caltrans will coordinate with the applicable local jurisdictions during the design of all
improvements on local roads and local intersections. Where the I-710 project improvements
connect with local roadways, bikeways, and sidewalks, the project will be designed to be
compatible with and enhance bicycle and pedestrian use. The California Complete Streets
policy described in the Caltrans “Complete Streets” brochure is a policy to provide for a safe,
integrated multi-modal, transportation system for all users. The “Complete Intersections” Guide
includes specific design features to accommodate pedestrian and bicycle facilities at a wide
range of types of intersections. To ensure that the project meets the intent of the “Complete
Intersections” program to the extent compatible with the project improvements and the provision
of safe facilities for pedestrians and bicyclists, the build alternatives have been refined and
active transportation elements have been incorporated, including the addition of
pedestrian/bicycle-only bridges at several locations. Please refer to Section 2.3.2 for more
information on these elements.
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L-17-28
The comment suggests that tiered planting of trees can be installed between mobile sources of
air toxics and sensitive receptors to help mitigate air quality impacts. Please refer to Section
3.13.4 of the RDEIR/SDEIS for a discussion of proposed air quality mitigation measures
L-17-29
Measure AQ-1 was included in the Draft EIR/EIS based on public and SCAQMD comments.
Although the commenter is correct that such monitoring would not necessarily mitigate for
project air quality impacts, it was requested by many others as a mechanism to track very local
air quality. However, a Community Health and Benefit Program is included in Section 2.3.2.1 of
the RDEIR/SDEIS and provides for a program for cities and community groups to apply for and
obtain grant funding for health-related measures.
L-17-30
Corrections have been made to the references of the figures in Section 3.14. Residential areas
within City of Bell from Clara St. to Slauson Ave. to the west of the Los Angeles River range
from 600 to 800 feet from the I-710 freeway. The residential areas are protected by an 8 to10
feet high levee along the west side of the Los Angeles River. This levee acts as a sound barrier
to the residences of the City of Bell. Therefore, no noise impacts and/or abatement have been
identified for the residential areas of the City of Bell.
The NSR has been updated based on the revised build alternatives and is summarized in
Section 3.14. Please refer to Table 3.14-2 for the updated future noise levels at representative
locations in the City of Bell. Abatement for these impacts in the form of soundwalls are
proposed. Please review Section 3.14 of the RDEIR/SDEIS for further details.
L-17-31
Please refer to Response to Comment L-17-26 regarding analysis of peak-period parking
restrictions.
L-17-32
This comment requests that a local hiring program be required for project construction. Metro, in
response to Motion 22.1 and in coordination with partner agencies and community groups, is
developing a Local and Targeted Hiring Policy and Project Labor Agreement for construction
jobs and a First Source Hiring Policy for permanent jobs created by the I-710 Corridor Project.
This effort is being made in parallel to the RDEIR/SDEIS process.
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L-17-33
Local sourcing of materials and labor to reduce mobile source emissions associated with
construction-related impacts has been taken into consideration by Caltrans and while some
benefits associated with reducing mobile source emissions would be realized, this measure
would conflict with the requirement to select the lowest responsible bidder for a construction
contract. This comment also requests that a local hiring program be required for project
construction. Metro, in response to Motion 22.1 and in coordination with partner agencies and
community groups, is developing a Local and Targeted Hiring Policy and Project Labor
Agreement for construction jobs and a First Source Hiring Policy for permanent jobs created by
the I-710 Corridor Project. This effort is being made in parallel to the RDEIR/SDEIS process.
L-17-34
In response to this comment, the discussion in Chapter 4.0 regarding greenhouse gas (GHG)
emissions has been updated and clarified.
L-17-35
Based on information from the revised AQ/GHG/HRA, Tables 4.3-5a and 4.3-5b in Section
4.3.4.1 of the RDEIR/SDEIS has been updated and shows that all of the alternatives, when
compared to the 2012 Baseline, including the No Build Alternative, would decrease the regional
GHG emissions by approximately 13,000,000 metric tons of CO2e per year. When compared to
the No Build conditions, the regional GHG emissions would remain the same for Alternatives 5C
and 7. Additionally, when compared to the 2035 No Build, Alternative 5C would increase the
regional GHG emissions by approximately 16,000 metric tons of CO2e per year and Alternative
7 would increase the regional GHG emissions by 26,000 metric tons of CO2e per year.
Therefore, the increase in GHG emissions listed in Table 4.3-3a are due to increased regional
traffic due to area growth and not the proposed highway improvements. Implementation of the
proposed project would not delay the goals of AB 32.
L-17-36
As noted in Response to Comment L-17-9, above, the I-710 Corridor Project will include
landscaping including trees and shrubs within the State or other public rights-of-way for the
project. Acquisition of additional land, beyond that needed to accommodate the transportation
facilities, for landscaping (including trees) is not included in the project. As part of right-of-way
acquisition for the project, it is possible that some full parcel acquisitions may result in remnant
parcels not needed for the transportation facilities that could potentially be used for landscaping.
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However, because of the preliminary stage of project design, it is not possible at this time to
commit to the use of any remnant parcels for landscaping.
Refer to Responses to Comments L-17-32 and L-17-33, above, for discussion regarding the use
of local labor during project construction.
L-17-37
The City of Bell’s support of Alternative 6 is noted.
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CITY OF CARSON
September 26,2012

Mr. Ron Kosinski, Deputy District Director
Division of Environmental Planning
Caltrans District 7, MS 16-A
100 South Main Street
Los Angeles, CA 90012
Subject:

l-710 Corridor Project

-

Draft ElRyElS and Section 4(f) Evaluation

Dear Mr. Kosinski:

Statf at the City of Carson has reviewed the Draft Environmental lmpact ReporUEnvironmental
lmpact Statement and Section 4(f) Evaluation for the l-710 Corridor Project and hereby submits
this comment letter. Carson supports the proposed project as it would substantially upgrade the
transportation infrastructure in the area. There are, however, several issues relative to the
project's impacts on Carson that we would like to bring to your attention, as detailed below.

o
¡
.
.
.
o
e
.

The project would result in the relocation/displacement of up to 12 non-residential
properties and 126 employees in Carson. These impacts must be mitigated.

L-18-1

L-18-2

The anticipated relocation/displacement of businesses would result in a loss of up to
$90,000 in annual sales tax revenue for the City of Carson. This financial loss to the
City must be mitigated.

L-18-3

The anticipated relocation/displacement of businesses would result in a loss of up to
$81,000 in property tax revenue. This financial loss must be mitigated.

L-18-4

The proposed project would result in a temporary increase in traffic on streets in Carson
during construction and a permanent increase in traffic on arterial roads providing
access to 1710. The impacts of this additional traffic must be mitigated.

L-18-5

Aesthetics to Del Amo Boulevard have not been addressed. What will it look like? What
kind of landscaping is proposed?

L-18-6

With regard to air quality impacts, a mitigation measure should be included that provides
funding to local health clinics, asthma centers, etc. to off-set impacts.

L-18-7

Zero emission trucks should be used, if feasible (Alternatives 68 and 6C).

L-18-8

With regard to economic impacts, the loss of Smart & Final and other businesses on
Susana Road should be monetarily compensated.

L-18-9

ctTY HALL

. 701 E. CARSON STREET . p.O.BOX6234.

CARSON,

WEBSITE: ci.carson.ca.us

CA90749.

(310) 952-1729

Carson is 50 percent industrial, which is more industrial than most cities in the study
area, so it will experience greater impacts because of truck traffic and proximity to the
ports. Mitigation measures such as monetary contributions to Carson's CIP should,
therefore, be included to mitigate the increased costs of street maintenance.

L-18-10

The proposed improvements on Del Amo Boulevard should accommodate a bike path
from Alameda Street to the l-710 freeway.

L-18-11

The proposed closure of the southbound l-710 off-ramp to Hughes Way will cause traffic
to exit on DelAmo Boulevard and utilize Santa Fe Avenue and Alameda Street, which
will greatly impact the Rancho Dominguez neighborhood. This impact should be
mitigated, potentially by contributing to Carson's CIP for related street improvements.

L-18-12

L-18-13

o

Relocated utility lines should be undergrounded (see Figure 3.4-3).

a

The relocated utility line shown on Figure 3.4-5 looks more intrusive because of the
increased height.

L-18-14

ln order to adequately address the potential impacts of the proposed project to future or
existing bicycle lanes within the City of Carson, the City requests an analysis be
incorporated into the Traffic section of the DEIR showing existing and proposed bicycle
lanes currently identified in the city's General Plan and how they will be impacted by the
widening of the l-710 freeway. Any impacts to bicycle lanes within the boundaries of the
city need to be appropriately mitigated. Also, please note that the City of Carson is
currently in the process of updating its Master Plan of Bikeways and is scheduled to
release a draft plan in January 2013. Please contact Sharon Song, AICP Associate

L-18-15

Planner with any questions regarding bicycle facilities.

Any widening of the l-710 freeway within the City of Carson must accommodate future
bike lanes and account for minimum width and height requirements for underpasses, if

L-18-16

needed.

The City of Carson requests detailed information be provided for the intersection of Del
Amo Boulevardll-710 freeway and Del Amo Boulevard/Compton Creek to analyze any
potential or adverse impacts to future bicycle lanes on DelAmo Boulevard from Alameda
Street to the l-710 Freeway. Any widening or modification to on-ramps/off-ramps
affecting future bike lanes/facilities within the surrounding area must provide sufficient
right-of-way for future lanes and appropriate clearance for riders. Any impacts to bicycle
lanes/facilities within the boundaries of the city must be appropriately mitigated and
discussed with the City of Carson prior to project approval.

We appreciate the opportunity to provide comments on the DEIR/EIS. lf you have any
questions, please contact Richard Garland (Engineering) at 310-972-1700, ext. 1815 or Sheri
Repp-Loadsman (Planning) at ext. 1773.
Best regards,

A

lf'Ì> t I lal¿
IUAfl'q ç ü-t
David Biggs
City Manager
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L-18-1
The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) acknowledges the City of Carson’s
support of the proposed project. Please refer to Responses to Comments L-18-2 through L-1817, below, for responses to the individual comments provided in this letter.
L-18-2
The comment requests the project mitigate the relocation/displacement of 12 non-residential
properties and 126 employees. As discussed in Section 3.3.2 of the Recirculated Draft EIR/
Supplemental Draft EIS (RDEIR/SDEIS), the proposed project includes Mitigation Measure C-1,
which requires Caltrans to follow the provisions of the Uniform Act and the 1987 Amendments,
which will fully compensate for any relocations/displacements.
L-18-3
The anticipated loss of annual sales tax revenue as a result of business relocations in the City
of Carson has been updated based on the revised Relocation Impact Report (February 2017). A
revised economic impact analysis is included in Section 3.3.2.3.
L-18-4
The comment requests the project mitigate the anticipated loss of up to $81,000 in property tax
revenue in the City as a result of the relocation/displacement of business. As discussed in the
RDEIR/SDEIS in Section 3.3.2, one goal of the relocation program (Mitigation Measures C-1)
for the proposed project is that relocations would occur within the affected communities. In
addition, the revised Relocation Impact Report did not identify any issues with relocating
businesses within the City of Carson; therefore, additional mitigation is not required for the
proposed project to minimize potential impacts to property tax revenue loss for the County/City.
L-18-5
Temporary increases in traffic will be minimized and mitigated through the Transportation
Management Plan. Measure CON-TR-1 (Section 3.24.4.5) in the RDEIR/SDEIS which requires
the preparation and implementation of a TMP. Measure CON-TR-1 identifies key components of
the TMP. The complete TMP will be developed during final design and part of that process will
be the coordination of the TMP components, such as ramp and street closures and detours with
the applicable local jurisdictions to help reduce traffic impacts in areas near the construction
activities. As a result, each local jurisdiction will be provided an opportunity to work with Caltrans
and the construction contractor to identify local street and lane closures and detours to minimize
the effects of those activities in each community.
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Regarding permanent increases in traffic on arterial roads providing access to Interstate 710
(I-710), as shown in the updated TIAR, the build alternatives decrease the traffic volumes on
local arterials.
L-18-6
Improvements to the I-710 Corridor in the area of Del Amo Blvd. will include the following
(please see Key View 5 for a representation of this view):


Alternative 5C: Alternative 5C proposes to widen the I-710 and widen the Del Amo
Blvd. bridge over the Los Angeles River. The new wall from the freeway widening would
have low visibility from Key View 5 because it would be in the distance. The widening of
the existing bridge would still maintain the same shape. Alternative 5C would introduce
new elements with similar attributes as the existing elements and that would not add any
distinct features that would improve or worsen the existing view.



Alternatives 7: Alternative 7 proposes to widen the Del Amo Blvd. bridge and add an
elevated freight corridor to I-710. The widening of the existing bridge would still maintain
the same shape. The elevated freight corridor and flyovers are in the distance, but
encroach into the vertical space of the view and would block most of the view of the
existing trees in the distance.

Proposed landscaping in this area has not yet been determined, however, mitigation measures
VIS-1 through VIS-12 will be implemented to mitigate potential adverse visual impacts to the
area. Please refer to the "Landscaping and Irrigation Systems" subsection of Section 2.3.2.1 for
more details regarding landscaping that will address visual concerns.
L-18-7
A Community Health and Benefit Program is included in Section 2.3.2.1 of the RDEIR/SDEIS
and provides for a program for cities and community groups to apply for and obtain grant
funding for health-related measures. The health clinic cited in this comment would be a potential
candidate for this program.
L-18-8
As described in Section 2.3.2.3 in the RDEIR/SDEIS, a ZE/NZE freight corridor is a component
of Alternative 7.
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L-18-9
As required in Measure C-1 (Section 3.3.2.4 and Appendix F), Caltrans will conduct all
acquisition of property for the I-710 Corridor Project, including acquisition of commercial uses in
the City of Carson as cited in this comment, in compliance with the Uniform Act (Public Law 91646, 84 Statute 1894). All applicable relocation services and payments will be provided to
owners and tenants of the affected properties consistent with the Uniform Act. Refer also to
Appendix D, Summary of Relocation Benefits, for discussion of the relocation benefits that
would be provided to displaced residents, businesses, and tenants under the Uniform Act.
L-18-10
This comment raises concerns about the impacts of increased truck traffic on local arterials
within the City of Carson. As indicated in the updated TIAR the I-710 Corridor Project does not
increase the truck volumes on these local arterials; therefore, no mitigation is required.
L-18-11
This comment requests that the proposed improvements on Del Amo Blvd. should
accommodate a bike path from Alameda St. to l-710. Where the I-710 Corridor Project
improvements connect with local roadways, bikeways, and sidewalks (such as at the I-710/Del
Amo Blvd. interchange), the build alternatives have been designed to be compatible with and
enhance bicycle and pedestrian use; however, the request to provide a bike path from Alameda
St. to l-710 along Del Amo Blvd. is being addressed separately by the Gateway Cities COG in
the Bicycle/Pedestrian Element of the Gateway Cities Strategic Transportation Plan.
L-18-12
The revised Traffic Operations Analysis Report and TIAR found that the removal of this ramp
connection does not adversely affect the intersections at Santa Fe Ave. and Warnock St. nor
Warnock St. and Hughes Ave.
L-18-13
High-voltage lines are usually considered any voltage over approximately 35,000 volts, such as the
lines shown on Figure 3.4-2 cannot safely be undergrounded. Other lower voltage lines that will
be relocated as part of the build alternatives will be considered for undergrounding in
consultation with the utility provider and other agencies as appropriate. Because of the
preliminary nature of the project design at this time, it is not possible to commit that all existing
aboveground lower voltage lines affected by the project will be undergrounded.
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L-18-14
Based on the revised design, utility lines in this area will appear in the distance.
L-18-15
The comment requests an analysis of impacts to existing and future planned bicycle facilities in
the City of Carson’s General Plan. The City of Carson’s General Plan and the updated Master
Plan of Bikeways have been reviewed and the RDEIR/SDEIS has been updated to account for
and address any impacts to existing and future proposed bicycle facilities within the Study Area.
Please see Section 3.5 of RDEIR/SDEIS for this discussion.
L-18-16
The design of the I-710 Corridor Project will accommodate bike lanes on local arterials where
such bike lanes are identified in the local jurisdiction’s General Plan Circulation Element or other
relevant document. Caltrans will use the Complete Intersections policy (Complete Intersections
Guide: A Guide to Reconstructing Intersections and Interchanges for Bicycles and Pedestrians),
when designing the project. The policy states that transportation improvements are
opportunities to enhance safety, access, and mobility for all travelers and recognizes bicycle,
pedestrian, and transit modes as integral elements of the transportation system.
L-18-17
This comment requests that detailed information be provided for the intersection of Del Amo
Blvd./I-710 and Del Amo Blvd./Compton Creek to analyze any potential or adverse impacts to
future bicycle lanes on Del Amo Blvd. from Alameda St. to l-710. The build alternatives have
incorporated appropriate bikeway designations. Caltrans will coordinate the project design with
the City/County Engineers in each jurisdiction to maximize the effectiveness and safety of
pedestrian and bicycle movements within the I-710 Corridor, particularly at diverging diamond
interchanges.
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CITY OF COMMERCE
Tina Baca Del Rio
Mayor Pro Tem

Lilia R. Leon
Mayor
Joe Aguilar
Councilmember

September

lvan Altamirano
Councilmember

Denise M. Robles

Councilmember

27,2012

Mr. Ronald Kosinski
CALTRANS DISTRICT 7
Division of Environmental Planning
100 South Main Street, MS 164
Los Angeles, CA 90012

Re:

CITY OF COMMERCE COMMENTS ON THE I-710 CORRIDOR PROJECT
DRAFT EIR/EIS

Dear Mr. Kosinski:

On behalf of the City Council, the City of Commerce (City) appreciates this opportunity to
review the I-710 Corridor Project Environmental Impact Report and Environmental Impact
Statement (EIR/EIS), and would like to thank Caltrans for the extension of the comment period
through September to allow thorough review of this important document. This letter represents the
official comments of the City of Commerce on the Draft EIR/EIS, and as such, it is focused on the
potential project impacts that most directly affect the resources of the City,
The City of Commerce applauds Caltrans and its partner agencies in their attempt to find a
solution to the gridlock and negative impacts on traffic safety, air quality, noise, and human health
that currently exist in the vicinity of the I-710 corridor - impacts which are expected to intensi$r
with the projected increases in truck traffrc over the next few decades. Goods movement through
the Ports of Los Angeles and Long Beach, via the interstate highway system and rail lines, is a
critical economic engine for Southern California. It is clear from the Draft EIR/EIS that the L-19-1
proposed I-710 Corridor Project will result in real and permanent benefits to the region, such as
increased safety and level of service on the I-710 and decreased regional diesel emissions.
However, the City continues to be concemed about the substantial costs that will be borne by
our local citizenry: the displacement of families, neighborhoods, and businesses; decrease in tax
L-19-2
revenue; disruption of local trafhc patterns; and increase in exposure to unhealthful levels of air
pollutants and noise, to name just a few. These impacts will clearly not be in proportion to the
potential project benefits for the City of Commerce.
The City of Commerce is unique among the 17 cities and unincorporated communities along
the I-710 corridor, because it represents the terminus of the freight corridor proposed under
Altematives 64, 68, and 6C; is home to the Union Pacific and Burlington Northem Santa Fe rail
yards, which collectively constitute the fourth largest rail yard in the nation, and therefore serve as a
major "inland port"; and is the location of major freeway and arterial interchange improvements that
will affect our City in a number of significant ways. For example, because the I-710 Corridor
Project proposes major reconfiguration of a number of arterial interchanges, the citizens of
2535 Commerce Way . Commerce, California 90040 . (323\ 722-4BOS . FAX (323) 726-6231' www.ci.commerce.ca.us
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Commerce would experience some of the most intensive consüuction activity to be undertaken for
this project, and for the longest period of time, including the need for construction activities to
routinely occur during the nighttime hours. Following project buildout, according to the Draft
EIR/EIS, the City of Commerce will be obligated to bear up to 36 percent of total corridor-wide
relocations (166 properties); up to 38 percent of corridor-wide job displacement (510 jobs); upto26
percent of corridor-wide property tax losses ($736,000); and up to 42 percent of corridor-wide sales
tax losses. There are several hundred existing residential properties in Commerce that lie within 300
feet of the proposed freeway alignment and ramp improvements, and these residents will experience
short-term (construction-related) and long-term (operations-related) negative health impacts as the
result of project-related increases in air emissions in excess of acceptable thresholds.

Members of our Local Advisory Committee, in conjunction with the local non-profit East
Yards Communities for Environmental Justice (East Yards), have developed "Community
Alternative 7" for consideration by Caltrans. East Yards plans to submit a separate comment letter
containing a detailed discussion of this altemative. It is the City's understanding that Community
Alternative 7 attempts to balance the predominantly regional project benefits with benefits for the
largely poor and minority residential neighborhoods that will be adversely affected, and give voice
to those constituents who might not otherwise be heard in the environmental review process.

The City wholeheartedly supports our community's participation in ongoing dialogue with
Caltrans, and encourages Caltrans to accept this alternative and other comment letters from
Commerce's residents and business community in good faith and accord them full consideration.
We believe those most affected by this project should play an integral role in the project process, and
we are committed to the ultimate selection by Caltrans of a design alternative that balances the
project's broad objectives with an acceptable, and even improved, quality of life for the communities
that line the freeway corridor.
Our comment letter therefore incorporates the most critical concerns and questions about the
proposed I-710 Conidor Project that have been communicated to the City Council by the residents,
businesses, and industries for whom Commerce is home, and reiterates some of the concerns the
City has expressed in previous letters to Caltrans and Metro at project milestones during Draft
EIR/EIS preparation.

The City has also undertaken a comprehensive technical review of the Draft EIR/EIS, with
the assistance of environmental consulting firm PCR Services, professional traffic engineers,
scocioeconomic consultants HR&A Advisors, and geotechnical consultants Ninyo & Moore, to
identifu localized impacts on City resources, since the Draft EIR/EIS necessarily evaluates impacts
on a large number of affected jurisdictions and across a wide range of environmental topics, and the
broad scope of the project and environmental documentation does not always permit the detailed
degree of analysis necessary to identiff impacts on specific neighborhoods or other resources at the
local level. Our letter includes comments based on this review, categorized as follows:

1. Proposed Alternatives and Design Options. This section briefly summarizes
proposed Alternatives 5A and 6NB|C, and Design Options I,2, and 3, and provides
our comments on each.

2. Additional Technical Studies or Opportunities for Technical Study Review.

This

section identifies technical studies, plans, or programs that the Draft EIR/EIS states

L-19-3

L-19-4
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are planned or under preparation and that Commerce requests the opportunity to
review and comment on. This section also identifies additional technical studies the
City considers necessary to evaluate localized impacts in detail.

Draft EIR/EIS Review Comments. This section provides

3.

a detailed summary of the
City's review comments on the Draft EIR/EIS, organized by environmental topic and
focused on potential impacts to the City. This section identihes numerous instances
where requests for enhancements of mitigation measures proposed in the Draft
EIR/EIS or new mitigation measures not yet identified are appropriate, given the
signihcant localized impacts predicted to occur.

4.

Community Benefits Agreement. Based on the extent of potential impacts from the
proposed l-710 Corridor Project on the quality of life and livelihoods of residents,
workers, and business owners within Commerce, the City requests that Caltrans enter
into a Community Benefits Agreement with the City as a means to avoid, minimize,
monitor, and offset the substantial negative local hnancial and physical impacts.

1. CounnnNTS oN PRoposnr Ar.rBRNluvES

AND DnsrcN

OprroNs

Having reviewed the I-710 Corridor Project Draft EIRÆIS in its entirety, Commerce has not
identihed a single Alternative or Design Option as superior. Below are the City's specihc comments
concerning the Alternatives and Design Options.

Alternatives Summary

Alternative 54. This alternative proposes 10 general-purpose freeway lanes. The present
left-side N/B I-710 connector to N/B I-5, north of Commerce, would be replaced with a new rightside connector that begins just north of (but is not accessible from) Washington Boulevard in the
City of Commerce.
Alternative 64. This Alternative proposes 10 general-purpose freeway lanes plus a fourlane dedicated freight corridor between the port complex and the rail yards in Commerce, for the
exclusive use of heavy-duty trucks (assumed to be conventional diesel- or fossil-fueled trucks). The
freight corridor would be both at-grade and elevated within the City of Commerce. The present leftside N/B I-710 connector to N/B I-5, north of Commerce, would be replaced with a new right-side
connector that begins just north of (but is not accessible from) Washington Boulevard in the City of
Commerce.

Alternative 68. This Alternative proposes 10 general-purpose freeway lanes plus a fourlane dedicated freight corridor for the exclusive use of zero-emission trucks betwe en the port
complex and the rail yards in Commerce. The freight corridor would be both at-grade and elevated
within the City of Commerce. As under Alternative 64, the present left-side N/B I-710 connector to
N/B I-5, north of Commerce, would be replaced with a new right-side connector that begins just
north of (but is not accessible from) Washington Boulevard in the City of Commerce.
Alternative 6C. This Alternative proposes 10 general-pulpose freeway lanes plus a fourlane dedicated toll-only freight corridor for the exclusive use of zero-emission trucks between the
port complex and the rail yards in Commerce, for the exclusive use of heavy-duty trucks. The
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freight corridor would be both at-grade and elevated within the City of Commerce. As under
Alternative 6NB, the present left-side NiB I-710 connector to N/B I-5, north of Commerce, would
be replaced with a new right-side connector that begins just north of (but is not accessible from)
V/ashington Boulevard in the City of Commerce.
City Comments on Alternatives

Prioritizing the Relocation of Displaced Businesses within the City of Commerce. The
Community Impact Assessment Technical Study provided in the Draft EIR/EIS states that Caltrans
will "prioritize efforts" to relocate businesses within the same City, but no description is provided
describing how Caltrans intends to ensure this. Without a detailed plan, this measure is not

L-19-5

sufficient to mitigate the displacement-related employment impacts. The City requests that Caltrans
provide a detailed plan to show specihcally how it will prioritize efforts to relocate business within
the City of Commerce.
Dedicated Zero Emissions Freight Corridor and Zero Emissions Extension Option. The
City strongly supports the proposed dedicated Zero Emissions Freight Corridor, and requests that
this be made a mandatory feature of the project. We also support the Zero Emissions Extension

(ZEE) design option, which would extend this technology and the associated infrastructure beyond
the freeway mainline onto the truck ramps within the City of Commerce, as close as possible to the
railyards. The Health Risk Assessment Technical Study prepared for the project demonstrates that
the ZEE design option would result in substantially reduced impacts in the City of Commerce.
Compared to Alternative 1 (2035 No Build), the ZEE design option would reduce emissions of
criteria pollutants, including diesel particulate matter (DPM). The ZEE option would only occur L-19-6
under Alternatives 6B and 6C. Without the ZEE option, Alternatives 68 and 6C would expose
residents and businesses in the City of Commerce to the highest cancer risk increases of any of the
proposed Altematives, compared to Altemative 1. Sensitive receptor areas such as the ABC/Ayers,
Northwest, Bristow, and Bandini neighborhoods would experience significant cancer risk increases
of between 10 and 100 in one million (see Figures 23 and 24 in Appendix R of the Draft EIR/EIS),
Under Alternative 6B with fhe ZEE design option, impacts on sensitive residential areas would be
eliminated, with the exception of the ABC/Ayers neighborhood, which would still experience a
significant increase in cancer risk of about l0+ in one million under Altemative 68 (with the ZEE
option). Under Alternative 6C with the ZEE design option, significant cancer risk increases would
be eliminated at sensitive residential areas in the City of Commerce.
Slauson Boulevard Interchange. Under all of the Alternatives, a new interchange is
proposed at Slauson Boulevard, just south of the Commerce city boundary in the cities of Maywood
and Bell, that would provide access tolfrom I-710 where none currently exists. This would improve
access between these cities and the I-710 corridor. Based on the preliminary data in the Draft
EIR/EIS, Commerce supports the construction of this interchange, but only in addition to retention
or improvement of the critical V/ashington Boulevard interchange within the City of Commerce,
which is essential for Commerce businesses, industry, and residents. In addition, the City is
concerned about the property takes that would result from the extensive improvements proposed for
this interchange. We request that Caltrans reduce or minimize the proposed take of commercial,
industrial, and public property associated with this improvement.

L-19-7

Community Alternative 7 (Authored by the Commerce Local Advisory Committee and
East Yards Co mmunities for Environmental Justice). As noted in the introduction to this

L-19-8
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conìment letter, the City of Commerce's Local Advisory Committee in conjunction with East Yards
plans to submit a comment letter recommending an additional project altemative, Community
Alternative 7, for consideration by Caltrans. While the City has not reviewed this altemative in
detail, it is our preliminary understanding that it recommends minimizing impacts on public transit,
L-19-8
improvements to the Los Angeles River, the use of zero- or low-emission construction equipment, a
local hire preference, outreach to local businesses that will be affected by construction, and other
strategies to avoid, minimize, or reduce impacts. The City supports these features of the Community
Altemative 7 and encourages Caltrans to consider them during development of the final design
alternative.

Summary of Design Options and City Comments
Design Option 1.
This option would introduce a new mixed flow (i.e., truck and general traffic) on-ramp to the
I-710
S/B
at Washington Boulevard, in order to provide direct access to the I-710 possible from the
UP and BNSF railyards. This ramp would loop through, and therefore require the acquisition and
relocation of, the entire ABC/Ayers residential neighborhood. Two other new mixed flow ramps
would be constructed at Washington Boulevard: a S/B off-ramp and a N/B on-ramp.
The new N/B on-ramp would not allow a transition to the N/B I-5 freeway; cars and trucks
would instead be redirected south to the reconfigured Atlantic/Bandini Boulevard on-ramps to do so.
The Atlantic/Bandini interchange with the freeway, just south of the Commerce city boundary with
Vernon, would be completely reconfigured to accommodate relocation of the mainline freeway
ramps east of their present location, and to allow for the terminus of one of the N/B freight corridor
lanes and the beginning of one of the S/B freight corridor lanes at Bandini Boulevard.

The existing N/B off-ramp at V/ashington Boulevard would be removed under this Design
Option, and general traffic wishing to access Washington Boulevard would be required to exit the I7I0 at the reconfigured Atlantic/l3andini interchange, or at the Slauson interchange.

Elimination of the NÆ Washington Boulevard off-ramp. The City is concemed that
elimination of this existing off-ramp, and requiring mixed traff,rc to exit the I-710 freeway south of
the City, at the Atlantic/Bandini off-ramp within the City of Vemon, will add to congestion on
Commerce city streets and cost Commerce employees, businesses and industries, and residents
valuable time. We request that Caltrans evaluate the possibility of constructing a new N/B off-ramp
at Washington Boulevard.

Impacts on the ABC/Ayers residential neighborhood. Under this Design Option,
construction of the S/B Washington Boulevard on-ramp would require the acquisition and relocation

of all of the residential parcels (approximately) in the ABC/Ayers neighborhood. This residential
neighborhood encompasses Ayers Avenue, Bedessen Avenue, Connor Avenue, and Leonis Street.

Impacts on the Northwest residential neighborhood. Under all of the build alternatives,
widening and realignment of the mainline freeway corridor would require the acquisition and
relocation of residential parcels in the City's Northwest neighborhood, along Sydney Drive, Triggs
Street, Dunham Street, and Eastern Avenue, southwest of the I-7l0l[-5 interchange.

L-19-9
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The Draft EIR/EIS states, on page 3.3-I9 of Section 3.3, Community Impacts:

"Impacts to community cohesion generally depend on whether a project is likely to
create a banier or disrupt connectivity of a communiÍy."
The Draft EIR/EIS subsequently defines social cohesion on page 3.3-24:

"Social cohesion, including increases in social support or strengthening of social
networks, is associated with decreased stress; increased assistance in emergencies;
increased access to jobs, income, and job benertts; and increased access to other
essential resources. Communities that become isolated or segregated lose political
power, which is associated with increased exposure to crime ond violence, causing
both injury and stress and additional impacts to mental health (P. Simon et al. 2009).

...lf displaced residents are required to relocate outside of their neighborhood,
supportive family and community relationships can be lost both for those leaving, as
well as for those remaining behind. Neighbors, friends, and family provide material
qs well as emotional support. Support, either perceived or provided, can buffer
stressful situations, prevent damaging feelings of isolation, and contribute to a sense
of self-esteem andvalue. (Guzman and Bhatia, 2005).
"

"Residents have disclosed symptoms of stres,¡ /oss, grief and poorer mental health
following housing displacement and relocation. Certain groups, including children,
the elderly, the intellectually disabled, and marginalized groups, can be particularly
vulnerable to the health fficts of housing displacement. (Regional Public Health,
2011). L't¡ithin the I-710 Corridor, long-term residents who are elderly may require
specialized relocation assistence. "
The Draft EIR/EIR goes on to state, on page 3.3-25:

"As discussed in more detail in Section 3.3.2.3, within the cities of Commerce, Bell
Gardens, and Compton, cutrent market conditions indicate a lack of comparable
replacement housing. l(hile adequate comparable replacement housing appears to
exßt presently in neighboring cíties, new replacement dwellings under Last Resort
Housing may be considered for these cities as a method of providing comparable
replacement housing to displaced persons who reside in areas where the
replacement housing is low. Last Resort Housing is being considered in response to
the affected cities' request to keep housing within their cities rather than having the
replacement housing be in neighboring cities. "
However, on page 3.3-26, the Draft EIRiEIS states that the proposed build alternatives would
not result in adverse impacts on com.munity cohesion in the City of Commerce, including,
specifically, on the Ayers/ABC neighborhood and the Northwest neighborhood:
"Based on the limited extent of access changes in the Study Area, the proximity of
these changes to residential and nonresidential properties, the availability of
comparable properties for relocation and consideration of Last Resort Housing, and
the comprehensive Relocation Assistance Program provided by Caltrans for those
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being relocated, the build alternatives would not result in isolation and/or segregation
of residents without resources to relocate within their existing communities.
Thereþre, the build alternatives would not result in adverse effects to public health
related to social cohesion. "
Page 5.6-9 of the Community Impacts Assessment Technical Study also notes the following:

"ln addition, the City of Commerce, in conjunction with a private developer, plans to
develop a vacant parcel located on the northeast corner of Eastern Ave. and Triggs
St., and improve it with 19 detached single-family residences (DRIR 2011). The
proposed project is presently in conceptual stages, but it is anticipated that the project
will be completed within five years. If approved, this project could assist in providing
replacement housing for residential displacements in the City of Commerce under the
I-710 Corridor Project build alternatives."

of Commerce understands that residential relocations in the Ayers/ABC
neighborhood and the Northwest neighborhood may be necessary (and it should be noted that the
Northwest neighborhood is not even addressed in the discussion of community cohesion within
Section 3.3,Community Impacts, of the Draft EIfuEIS). The Draft EIR/EIS, in Section 3.3.
Community Impacts, and in the Community Impact Assessment Technical Report, states that up to
110 residential displacements (i.e., units) could be necessary. This would equate to approximately
415 residents, assuming the average Commerce household size of 3.77 occupants as stated in the
Draft EIR/EIS. Howevet, this may be an understatement of the true number of potential
displacements, as average household size may not be an adequate metric for accurately gauging the
number of residents affected. Based on recent surveys it has conducted, the City believes that
approximately 165 residential units would be displaced in the ABC/Ayers and Northwest
neighborhoods, which would equate to as many as 622 residents.
The City

L-19-10

residential neighborhoods. as the result of relocation. The Design Options that would require
relocation of the residents of these two neighborhoods would remove people, families, and extended
families from homes they have occupied for decades, in some cases their entire lives; u'ould affect a
large number of elderly residents, most of whom are dependent to some degree on their neighbors
for social interaction, security, and assistance with daily needs; would disproportionately affect lowincome families; and would affect families with young children. The City is acutely aware, and the
Draft EIR/EIS acknowledges, that adequate replacement housing does not currently exist within
Commerce City limits. Relocation and dispersal to other communities of the residents of the stable
and highly cohesive ABC/Ayers and Northwest neighborhoods would indisputably separate and
isolate residents from one another; move them away from the essential services they are dependent
on; deprive them of representation by their elected officials in the City of Commerce; could remove
them from access to employment or employment opportunities; could move them away from
parishes and other religious networks they are part of; and deprive them of access to a range of
community services and assistance, from school to afterschool and sunìmer enrichment programs to
civic programs to transportation opportunities (including medical transportation) to opportunities for
public service to their community and City. The fact that the Draft EIR/LIS does not
acknowledge this as a significant impact starkly conflicts with the very threshold criteria
against which these impacts are evaluated, minimizes the human toll of relocation, and
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prevents the appropriate mitigation of these impacts on the affected residents. The possibility
of redevelopment of the vacant parcel at the corner of Eastern Avenue and Triggs Street is
speculative and should not be relied on, even in part, for a determination of a less than significant
impact on community cohesion, Moreover, the possible presence of comparable housing in
neighboring communities is in no way an acceptable substitute for the lives, social and civic
networks, and community cohesion that residents of these two neighborhoods have built, and
moreover does not reduce the magnitude of the impacts of relocation on these residents.

L-19-10

The City therefore insists that Caltrans re-evaluate Community Impacts on the ABC/Ayers
and Northwest neighborhood residents in the Final EIRÆIS. We request that the Final EIR provide
and document a more detailed and accurate accounting of the precise number of potential residential
displacements, given the wide discrepancy between the maximum number of affected units stated in
the Draft EIR (110) and the number of units surveyed by the City (165). We also respectfully
request, in the strongest terms possible, that Caltrans work closely with the City of Commerce to
develop Last Resort Housing for these residents within the Cit), of Commerce and commit to the
relocation of all displaced residents within the City of Commerce.

In view of the lack of comparable existing housing within the City of Commerce, the likely
inadequacy of Caltrans's standard relocation stipends for potentially displaced residents, and the
likely lack of suffrcient financial resources on the part of those residents to afford replacement
housing at current market prices, we further request that Calfrans address the following, at a
minimum. for anv resident relocation:
The provision of, or the provision of funding to construct, one-for-one replacement
housing for every dwelling unit to be removed as the result of the project, including
single-family homes, townhomes, duplexes, condominium, and rental apartments.
Creative solutions to the siting and design of comparable replacement housing within
the City of Commerce, in a manner that improves the quality of life for displaced
residents

The provision by Caltrans, as soon as is feasible, of a clear timeline for proposed
property acquisition and resident relocation, to minimize uncertainty for affected L-19-11
residents and allow for advance planning

The provision of funds for moving expenses, and assistance with other movingrelated circumstances (e.g,, address changes, notification of employers for time off if
needed, etc.)

Reimbursement to residents of documented home improvement expenses incurred
within the five years prior to Caltrans acquisition of properties
Special assistance for elderly and/or disabled residents, including but not limited to
counseling
Funding assistance for first-time home buyers
Subsidies/waivers for increased property taxes associated with new residences
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o

Subsidies for increased living expenses associated with new residences

o

Consideration for other marginalized populations that may be affected by relocation

L-19-11

Removal of access from Washington Boulevard to I-5 NÆ. The City would like to
express support for the retention of the mixed-flow (truck and passenger vehicle) on-ramps to the
N/B and S/B I-710 freeway at Washington Boulevard. However, the new Washington Boulevard
on-ramp to the N/B I-710 proposed under this option would no longer allow a direct connection to I5 N/8, since vehicles entering the N/B I-710 via the new Washington Boulevard on-ramp would
merge with the mainline I-710 freeway at a point north of the I-710 N/B transition to I-5 N/8. This
means local truck traffic and private vehicular trafhc (originating in the City of Commerce as well as
surrounding cities and communities) would no longer have direct access from Washington
Boulevard to I-5 N/8, as they currently do. The City is aware that this is meant to address existing
safety issues inherent in the present connector (i.e., the need for vehicles entering the N/B I-710 via
Washington Boulevard on-ramps to cross multiple lanes of traffic in order to merge onto the N/B I5). However, this removes a critical connection to I-5 for Commerce.
V/ashington Boulevard is a major east-west commercial and industrial corridor within the
City, and the concentration of businesses along this corridor and in the northeast part of the City (as
well as adjacent Montebello) relies on direct access to area freeways and ease of regional mobility
for their existence. Commerce is also home to numerous employees and residents who require L-19-12
access to N/B I-5 to commute tolfrom other employment centers and residential communities, and
Washington Boulevard is the closest major roadway to the City's civic center and its residential
neighborhoods, all but two of which are concentrated in the northern part of the City. Lacking a
direct connection between Washington Boulevard and I-5 N/8, local truck traffic (from industries in
Commerce, Montebello, and Bell) and Commerce employee/residential traffic needing to access I-5
N/B would be required to first travel south along already congested surface streets through
Commerce and Bell to access the proposed Slauson I-710 N/B on-ramp, or east across the City to the
Garfield Avenue I-5 N/B on-ramp (which has a very tight on-ramp geometry that does not easily
accommodate trucks). These "work-arounds" would considerably inconvenience business and
industries, residents, and employees in the City, increase delay and expense, and add to surface
street congestion. We request that Caltrans address this conflict in the final design option.
Design Option 2.
This option would continue to provide access to the N/B I-710 from Washington Boulevard,
as well as access to Washington Boulevard from the S/B I-710, via two reconfigured ramps. Access
to the S/B I-710 would require general traffic and freight trucks to share a new on-ramp, to be
constructed west of the existing S/B offamp, and general traffic would merge with S/B off-ramp
traffic accessing the Atlantic/Bandini interchange before joining the mainline I-710 freeway lanes.

Also as under Option 1, the existing N/B off-ramp at V/ashington Boulevard would be
removed under this Design Option, and general traffic wishing to access Washington Boulevard
would be required to exit the I-710 at the reconfigured Atlantic/Bandini interchange, or at the
Slauson interchange.

Also as under Design Option 1, the new N/B on-ramp would not allow a transition to the N/B
I-5 freeway; cars and trucks would instead be redirected south to the reconfigured Atlantic/Bandini
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Boulevard on-ramps to do so. The Atlantic/Bandini interchange with the freeway, just south of the
Commerce City boundary with Vemon, would be completely reconhgured.

Elevation of Washington Boulevard to accommodate proposed on-ramp. The City is
concerned about the elevation of Washington Boulevard, beginning at Bewley Avenue, as it
approaches the I-710. The City requests that the Final EIR contain more detailed drawings and
elevations to more clearly illustrate the proposed design of this project component, as it will
adversely affect, and result in some property take from, commercial businesses and industrial uses,

L-19-13

Removal of access from Washington Boulevard to I-5 N/8. The City of Commerce is in
favor of the retention of the mixed-flow (truck and passenger vehicle) on-ramps to the N/B and S/B
I-710 freeway at Washington Boulevard. However, the new Washington Boulevard on-ramp to the
N/B I-710 proposed under this option would no longer allow a direct connection to I-5 N/8, since
vehicles entering the N/B I-710 via the new V/ashington Boulevard on-ramp would merge with the
mainline I-710 freeway af a point north of the I-710 N/B transition to I-5 N/8. This means local
truck traffic and private vehicular traffic (originating in the City of Commerce as well as
surrounding cities and communities) would no longer have direct access from Washington
Boulevard to I-5 N/B, as they currently do. The City is aware that this is meant to address existing
safety issues inherent in the present connector (i.e., the need for vehicles entering the N/B I-710 via
Washington Boulevard on-ramps to cross multiple lanes of traffrc in order to merge onto the N/B I5). However, this removes a critical connection to I-5 for Commerce.
Washington Boulevard is a major east-west commercial and industrial corridor within the
City, and the concentration of businesses along this corridor and in the northeast part of the City (as
well as adjacent Montebello) relies on direct access to area freeways and ease of regional mobility
for their existence. Commerce is also home to numerous employees and residents who require
access to N/B I-5 to commute to/from other employment centers and residential communities, and
Washington Boulevard is the closest major roadway to the City's civic center and its residential
neighborhoods, all but two of which are concentrated in the northern part of the City. Lacking a
direct connection between Washington Boulevard and I-5 N/8, local truck traffic (from industries in
Commerce, Montebello, and Bell) and Commerce employee/residential traffic needing to access I-5
N/B would be required to first travel south along already congested surface streets through
Commerce and Bell to access the proposed Slauson I-710 N/B on-ramp, or east across the City to the
Garheld Avenue I-5 N/B on-ramp (which has a very tight on-ramp geometry that does not easily
accommodate trucks). These "work-arounds" would considerably inconvenience business and
industries, residents, and employees in the City, increase delay and expense, and add to surface
street congestion. We request that Caltrans address this conflict in the final design option.

L-19-14

Design Option 3.

Also known as the base option, this Design Option 3 would construct a mixed flow S/B offramp and a mixed flow N/B offamp that would access/be accessed from Sheila Street (at Oak Street
and Indiana Street). S/B on-ramp traffic and N/B off-ramp traffic that previously used V/ashington
Boulevard would be redirected to the south and required to use the reconfigured Atlantic/Bandini
interchange to access Washington Boulevard.
Upgrades to and use of Sheila Street. The City supports the use andlor improvement of L-19-15
Sheila Street for truck access to and from the UP and BNSF rail vards. since it reduces truck traffic
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and associated congestion and conflicts with general traffic on V/ashington Boulevard, and provides
more direct access to the rail yards. Accordingly the City requests that Caltrans incorporate
upgrades andlor or use of Sheila Street for truck traffic access to/from the rail yards into the
alternative selected into the Final EIR.

Zero-emission Washington Boulevard ramps. Whereas Options I and 2 would conhne
the potentially zero-emission (i.e., electrified) portion of the freight corridor to the freeway mainline
and would require trucks to switch to diesel/fossil fuel power upon exiting the freeway to
Washington Boulevard and while accelerating up the on-ramps, Option 3 would continue the
infrastructure to support zero emissions for the length of the on- and off-ramps to Washington
Boulevard. Commerce supports the zero-emission ramps and requests that Caltrans incorporate this
into the final design option.

2.

L-19-15

L-19-16
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Based on the City's specific comments and questions concerning each of the Alternatives
and Design Options listed above, the City believes that the following additional technical studies
should be completed and provided to the City of Commerce for comment prior to finalizing the
EIzuEIS. In addition, opportunities for review of planned or in-preparation technical studies should
be provided to the City. We request that Caltrans provide review of each of the following reports,
and further request that Caltrans provide a response to this comment that indicates when City input
or review may be sought for each report:

Traffic Management Plans. Mitigation Measure CON-3 requires preparation of Traffic
Management Plans (TMPs) to reduce impacts on fire, law enforcement, and emergency service
response times. The City requests that it be identified in the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting
Program (MMRP) as a reviewing agency for the TMP(s) for project construction that will take place
in or affect the City of Commerce.
Specific Utility Relocation Plans. Mitigation Measures CON-4 and U&ES-2 require
preparation of Specific Utility Relocation Plans to minimize impacts on traffic, emergency services,
and disruptions to utility service. The City requests that it be identified in the MMRP as a reviewing
agency for Specific Utility Relocation Plans that will take place in or affect the City of Commerce,
when they become available.
Southern California Edison Bandini Substation Relocation. Under Alternative 6 NBIC^
Option 2,lhe Southem Califomia Edison Bandini Substation would require relocation due to the
configuration of the freeway and freight corridor ramp connections to V/ashington Boulevard.
Although the Substation is located on the City of Vernon side of the CommerceA/ernon boundary,
its relocation could result in traffic impacts or utility disruptions within the City of Commerce. The
Draft EIR/EIS recommends that additional engineering and environmental studies be completed
should Option 2 be selected. Although the preparation of these documents is not called out as a
mitigation measure, applicable regulations such as CEQA would require their preparation. The City
should be provided an opportunity to review these documents as they are prepared, and requests that
it be identified in the MMRP as a reviewing agency for any mitigation measures addressing the
substation's relocation when it becomes available

L-19-17
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Comprehensive Utility Relocation Study. The Draft EIR/EIS indicates that the
Comprehensive Utility Relocation Study is currently being prepared by Metro. The City of
Commerce requests that it be identified in the MMRP as a reviewing agency for the Comprehensive
Utility Relocation Study for the North Segments of the I-710 Conidor when it becomes available.

Final Los Angeles River Impact Report. The hydrology and floodplain analysis in the
Draft EIR/EIS includes Mitigation Measure FP-l, which requires the preparation of a Final Los
Angeles River Impact Report, to demonstrate thal the design of the proposed project provides
acceptable flood protection. While this type of mitigation is common on large-scale projects where
designs are not yet finalized, the City requests that it be identif,red in the MMRP as a reviewing
agency for the Final Los Angeles fuver Impact Report when it becomes available.
Water Quality and Stormwater Best Management Practices. The Project would increase
impervious surface area, runoff volume, and pollutant loads, and require the replacement or
extension of existing drainage systems along the I-710 corridor. Given the fact that surface water
runoff from I-710 currently discharges to City of Commerce surface streets and storm drains, and
will continue to do so under post-project conditions that will increase the number of trucks and
passenger vehicles using the freeway and ramps accessing the rail yards, the City requests that it be
consulted during the development of design development, treatment, and operational best
management practices (BMPs) that address the capture and treatment of runoff, once the preferred
Alternative is selected, and that it be identified as a reviewing agency in the MMRP for the BMPs.

Air Qualify Localized Construction Analysis. Construction of the Project would result in
worst case daily emissions of nitrogen oxides (NOx) thaf are estimated to be approximately three
times the CEQA threshold and particulate matter (PM) emissions approximately one half of the
CEQA thresholds for a single segment. Given thata vast amount of improvements are planned at
the northern terminus of the corridor, including major reconfiguration of on- and off-ramps, it is
likely that the City of Commerce would experience some of the most intensive construction activity
for the longest period of time. Therefore, prior to the final selection of an Alternative and design
options, Caltrans should provide a focused assessment on localized construction impacts in
Commerce. This focused analysis should include a discussion of potential near roadway impacts
from construction based on the SCAQMD Localized Significance Threshold (LST) methodology
and should identify potential sensitive receptor areas that could experience localized construction air
quality impacts in excess of the standards. This assessment should include emissions from proposed
rock crushing and cement plants, if plans include potentially locating these in Commerce. If
significant impacts are identified, the mitigation measures should be provided. The City requests
that Caltrans perform this study before the f,rnal design option is selected, and requests that it be
identified in the MMRP as a reviewing agency for the localized construction analysis when it
becomes available.

3.

Dnapr EIR/EIS Rnvrnw ConrnnnNrs

Based on a thorough review of the Draft EIR/EIS, the appendices and various technical
reports, the City has identified numerous instances where the Draft EIR/EIS needs clarification to
more fully disclose potential impacts to the City. With respect to a number of potentially significant
impacts, the City is recommending that Caltrans perform additional analyses and/or adopt new or
more stringent mitigation measures in the Final EIR/EIS. The comments are organized below by
environmental topic.

L-19-17
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Section 3.1, Land Use

General Plan Policy Compliance Not Evaluated. The only City of Commerce 2020
General Plan Element discussed in detail in the Draft EIR/EIA is the Transportation Element, in
contrast to the level of detail afforded the General Plans of other jurisdictions along the I-710
corridor. The City requests that a more complete review of the various applicable General Plan
Elements be provided in the Land Use section, given the ph)¡sical impacts within the City of
L-19-18

impacts to noise-sensitive uses. This City requests that that this review include the 2020 General
Plan Community Development Element, Housing Element, Health and Safety Element, and Air
Quality Element. In particular, the City requests that project compliance with the Environmental
Justice policies and goals within each Element be evaluated.

Significant Community Impacts Not Disclosed. The Community Impact Assessment
prepared in support of impact analysis in Sections 3.1 (Land Use) and 3.3 (Community Impacts)
concludes that the I-710 build alternatives would not result in isolation and/or segregation of
residents without resources to relocate within their existing communities, even though there is a lack
of replacement housing within the City of Commerce, because adequate comparable replacement
housing appears to exist in neighboring cities. The City disagrees and believes the proposed
alternatives would result in isolation andlor segregation of residents, because adequate housing does
not exist in the City of Commerce. The dispersal of Commerce residents to other cities and
communities would therefore have a signihcant impact on community cohesion. The City requests

L-19-19

replacement housine available within the City of Commerce.

Community Impacts: Consultation Needed Regarding Last Resort Housing. The
residents of the ABC/Ayers neighborhood and those residents to be displaced from the Northwest
neighborhood face potential relocation outside their current community, as there is insufficient
replacement housing available within the City, but the Draft EIR/EIS does not acknowledge this as a
significant impact that requires mitigation. Relocation of residents outside the City of Commerce is

L-19-20

displaced residents. prior to completion and release of the Final EIR.

Project Compatibility with Surrounding Noise-Sensitive Land Uses Not Evaluated.
Project compatibility with, and noise impacts on, parks and recreational facilities is discussed in
Section 3.2 of the Draft EIR/EIS, but other incompatible or noise-sensitive uses in the study area
(i.e., within %-mile of the mainline or ramp improvements) are either not identified or construction
and permanent impacts are not characterized. Land uses within the potential study area that are
noise-sensitive include Bandini Park, Commerce Teen Center on Astor Avenue, Atlantic and
Bristow Park Branch Libraries, Bandini Elementary School, the Dorothy Kirby Center confinement
facility and several places of worship. Overhead easements and permanent access to those
easements will be sought by Caltrans for the use of Bandini Park in the City of Commerce from the
overhead elevated freeway structure. Other easements to be sought are not listed; the Final EIR/EIS
should disclose whether others are contemplated. The City requests that project impacts on noise-

L-19-21
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EIR/EIS.
Section 3.2, Growth

Potential Growth Impacts Not Evaluated. The project would require the relocation of
existing residents, since existing residences would be demolished to accommodate the widened
right-of-way. The discussion in Section 3.2 provides little information on the potential growth
impacts associated with the relocation of existing residents. If residents are relocated within the City
of Commerce, the project is likely to create the need for new housing units in the City because of the
limited number of existing residential units. The Citv requests that Caltrans evaluate potential
growth impacts in detail in the Final EIR/EIS.

L-19-22

Section 3.3, Community Impacts

HR&A Advisors undertook analysis of the Community Impacts analysis provided in the
Draft EIR/EIS on behalf of the City of Commerce. Comments are provided below.
Draft EIR/EIS consideration of Local Advisory Committee Comments. The Community
Impact Assessment provided as a Technical Study in the Draft EIR/EISS reports that, on the basis of
comments from the City's I-710 Local Advisory Committee (LAC), the primary issues and concems
about the I-710 Project to the City are as follows:

o

Coordination between the I-5 and I-710 improvement projects

o

Minimization of impacts to areas that bring in sales tax revenue

.

Minimizalion

of

impacts

to the ABC/Ayers neighborhood and the Northwest

neighborhood

.

L-19-23

Minimize impacts to road access within the City

However, it is not clear from the record how all of the City's comments on the Notice of
Preparation were addressed in the Draft EIR/EIS. The City requests that Caltrans clarif.v how and
where in the Draft EIR/EIS these comments were addressed. and in particular. indicate what. if any.
mitigation measures are provided to address these comments.

Missing fiscal and economic impacts calculation methodology. Very limited information

is provided in the Draft EIR/EIS about the calculation methods used to derive the fiscal and
economic impacts described in the various Economics sections of the Draft EIR/EIS. What little
information is provided raises questions about its suffrciency. For example:

o

To derive an estimate of the City's potential loss of sales tax revenue from the
elimination of sales tax-producing businesses, the Draft EIR/EIS calculates the
average local sales tax share per business in the City and applies that figure ($8,005)
to each lost business. This probably is not an accurate analysis for specific businesses
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whose taxable sales and sales tax revenue deviate from this averaqe to some unknown
degree.

.

To derive an estimate of the City's potential loss of property tax revenue from the
acquisition and relocation of specific properties associated with each Draft EIRiEIS
alternative and related design option, the Draft EIR/EIS appears to have utilized the
one percent of the total assessed value of each applicable land parcel, rather than the
City's share of the taxable value, This may have resulted in an overstatement of

L-19-24

impact to the City.
The City requests that Caltrans clarify the calculation methods used to determine the fiscal

Comparative fiscal and economic calculation results. Taking the fiscal and economic
figures as they are presented in each of Alternative 6's design options, it is clear from the Draft
EIRÆIS that the City is disproportionately adversely affected by the I-710 Project as compared with
other cities along the corridor, due to the loss of sales tax revenue, property tax revenue,
condemnation of residential and non-residential properties and employee displacement. For
example, according to the Community Impact Assessment Technical Study provided in the Draft
EIR/EIS, the City of Commerce will bear the following losses:
Sales Tax Loss

Design Option
tax revenue)

|:

$424,240 (42% of total corridor-wide loss or 4.0Yo of City's sales

:

$384,217 (40% of total corridor-wide loss or 3.6Yo of City's sales

Design Option 2
tax revenue)

.

Design Option 3 : 5264,149 (32% of total corridor-wide loss or 2.5o/o of City's sales
tax revenue)

Property Tax Loss

o

Design Option

.

Design Option

l:

2:
o Design Option 3 :

5736,440 (26% of total corridor-wide loss)
$613,846 (22% of total corridor-wide loss)

$5I4,714 (20% of total corridor-wide loss)

Residential and Non-Residential Relocations

l: 166 (36% of total corridor-wide relocations)
Design Option 2 : 89 (23% of total corridor-wide relocations)
Design Option

Design Option 3 : 66 (18% of total corridor-wide relocations)
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Employee Displacement

o

Design Option l:510 (38% of total corridor-wide relocations or 89% of employees
currently in the City)

o

Design Option 2:492 (37% of total corridor-wide relocations or 8.6Yo of employees
currently in the City)

.

Design Option 3 : 446 (35% of total corridor-wide relocations or
currently in the City)

7.8%o

of employees
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However, none of the proposed Draft EIR/EIS mitigation measures for Community Impacts
indicates sensitivity to the disproportionate scale of these impacts on the City. The City requests

Environmental Justice. The Environmental Justice chapter of the CIS, which is a technical
appendix of sorts to the Draft EIR/EIS states that there will be sales and property tax losses in
addition to job displacement within the cities along the corridor. To mitigate these losses, the
Community Impact Assessment suggests two actions/benefits: (1) construction jobs will be added to
cities along the conidor (9,650 for the City of Commerce) which will compensate for their job
losses; and (2) to mitigate the losses it will be important for Caltrans to "prioritize efforts to
successfully relocate businesses within the same city." Problems with these mitigation measures are
as follows:

The Draft EIR/EIS did not provide backup calculations for how the 9,650
construction jobs in Commerce were derived, so there is no way of independently
verifying its accuracy. The City requests that calculations be provided in the Final
calculated.

Even if the estimate is accurate, construction jobs are temporary, as compared with
the permanent jobs lost from displaced businesses, and therefore the addition of
temporary Project-related construction jobs is not an appropriate mitigation measure.
The City of Commerce has the highest rate of unemployment (22 percent) of any city
or community in the project study area, as stated in the Draft EIR/EIS's Community
Impact Assessment Technical Study (Table 3.3-7). Accordingly. the City requests that

No description is provided in the Draft EIR/EIS of how Caltrans intends to "prioritize
efforts" to relocate businesses within the same City. Without a detailed plan, this
measure is not a suffrcient measure to mitigate the displacement-related employment
impacts.
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Lack of Attention to Indirect Economic and Fiscal Impacts. Although the Draft
EIR/EIS provides very general estimates of economic and fiscal impacts to the City, it
does not address, as CEQA requires, an assessment of indirect impacts resulting from
certain Alternatives or design options. For example, to the extent that Design Option
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3 would eliminate freeway ramps at Washington Boulevard, this may have significant
adverse indirect impacts on businesses located elsewhere in the City, including the
Commerce Casino, which is a major source of revenue to the City.

Purchasing power loss. Due to the loss of households within the City, the Project will
likely have a negative effect on City-wide purchasing power. This issue is not discussed in the Draft
EIRiEIS or associated Appendices or Technical Studies. Purchasing power is the economic output
derived from household spending in local communities at such places as grocery stores, apparel
shops, drug stores, etc. V/ithout a robust relocation program that allows for those who lose their
homes to successfully relocate within the same City, the City is likely to permanently lose
households. This will, in turn, reduce local purchasing power. Attachment 1 to this comment letter,
a table titled Purchasing Power Loss from I-710 Relocations, shows the annual purchasing power
loss under each of Alternative 6's design options. It shows that in the worst case scenario under
Design Option 1, the City of Commerce will lose upwards of $897,000 in local puchasing pov/er.
With Design Options 2 and 3, local purchasing power will also be reduced, albeit by less than in
Design Option 1, by $307,000 and $259,000, respectively. The City requests that Caltrans address
this issue in the Final EIR/EIS and coordinate closely with the City to ensure that displaced residents
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Section 4 of this comment letter.

Population-based revenue losses. Based on an average household size of 3.77 persons per
household, the City will also likely lose certain forms of federal and state funding that are based on
population. For example, under Design Option 1, there is a potential loss of 110 residential units per
the Draft EIR/EIS or up to 165 units based on City surveys of the number units, and at 3.77 persons
per household, this translates to a population loss of between 4I5 and 622 persons (or betwe en 3 .3Yo
and 4.8%o of the City-wide population), assuming this does not understate the true number of
displacements. Should this occur, the City will likely lose state and./or federal funds that are
provided on a per capíta basis. Under Design Options 2 and 3, the population loss is reduced, but
still substantial at 143 persons and 121 persons, respectively, and as noted above and previously, the
EIR/EIS may substantially underestimate the number of persons subject to relocation. The Citv
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and documented in the Final EIR.

General comments. In general, other than documenting the facts regarding the fiscal and
economic impacts to the cities along the corridor, the Draft EIR/EIS and its associated documents
recommend only nominal mitigation measures or ways in which the various cities may be
compensated for their losses. There is nothing in the Draft EIR/EIS that is specific to the City of
Commerce.
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Section 3.4, UtilityÆmergency Services

Consultation with Police and Emergency Service Providers Should Be Provided.
Mitigation Measure CON-3 requires the future preparation of Traffic Management Plans (TMP) to
reduce impacts on fire, law enforcement, and emergency service response times (specific TMP
requirements are outlined in Mitigation Measure CON-6). In addition, Mitigation Measure CON-4
requires the future preparation of Specific Utility Relocation Plans to minimize impacts to
emergency services. These mitigation measures require future coordination with fire, emergency
medical, and law enforcement providers to ensure adequate emergency service response times
during construction. Nevertheless, the City requests the opportunity to review and comment on the
TMPs and Specific Utility Relocation Plans, if deemed necessary by the City, as they are prepared,
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Construction Staging Areas Not ldentifred. Mitigation Measure CON-3 does not require
the TMPs to identify construction staging areas. The City requests that this be addressed in the Final
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Permanent Impacts to Emergency Access Not Evaluated. Section 3.25 (Cumulative
Impacts) of the Draft EIR/EIS adequately discloses and minimizes the potential cumulative impacts
to utility/emergency access in accordance with the requirements of NEPA and CEQA. Under
Alternative 6 NBIC, Option 3 would reduce access tolfrom I-7I0 and 'Washington Boulevard,
tolfrom I-Tl1lPaciftc Place, and tolfrom I-7I0 and Wardlow Road. The City requests that the Final
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that Caltrans identiff the potential need for such upgrades.

Unsupported Conclusions for Emergency Access and Response Times. The three Design
Options under Alternative 6 NBIC have the potential to impact emergency access around
Washington Boulevard. Option 1 would prevent emergency vehicle access from V/ashington
Boulevard to northbound I-5 as well as travel on northbound I-710 between Bandini Avenue and
Washington Boulevard. Similar impacts would occur under Option 2, and emergency vehicles
would not be able to access northbound I-5 from Washington Boulevard. Under Option 3, the
Washington Boulevard northbound and southbound ramps would be removed, and emergency
vehicles would be required to use the Atlantic Boulevard/Bandini Boulevard exit to ultimately reach
Washington Boulevard. While it is likely that emergency vehicles would be able to use surface
streets to maintain response times, and coordination with the Los Angeles County Fire Department
and Los Angeles County Sherifls Office is required under mitigation measure CON-3, the Draft
EIR/EIS does not provide evidence to support the f,rnding that potential impacts to emergency
vehicles under these access restrictions would have no effect or how thev would be minimized. The
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times in this area,

Minor Utility Relocations Not Evaluated. With respect to Utilities, the Draft EIR/EIS
section does not specifically address minor utility impacts within the City of Commerce. While
major utility relocations, such as the relocation of Los Angeles Department of Water and Power
(LADWP) and Southern Califomia Edison (SCE) transmission lines, are adequately evaluated in the
Draft EIR/EIS, minor utility relocations within the City could also result in traffic impacts or
disruptions to utility service. In accordance with Mitigation Measure U8.ES-2, Specific Utility
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Relocation Plans would be prepared to identiSr and minimize these impacts. The City should
L-19-34

Boulevard. Bandini Boulevard. and Sheila Street.

Recommended Engineering and Environmental Studies Not ldentified As Required
Mitigation Measure. As stated in the Draft EIfuEIS, the Southern Califomia Edison Bandini
Substation would require relocation under Alternative 6 NBIC, Option 2, due to the configuration of
the freeway and freight corridor ramp connections to Washington Boulevard. Although the
Substation is located on the City of Vemon side of the Commerce/Vemon boundary, its relocation
in traffic impacts or utility disruptions within Commerce. The Draft EIR/EIS
recommends that additional engineering and environmental studies be completed, should Option 2
be selected. However, the preparation of these documents is not called out as a mitigation measure,
and therefore implementation of this recommendation is not guaranteed or enforceable. The City

could result
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Need for Mitigation Measure Requiring Comprehensive Utility Relocation Study for
the North Segments of I-710. The Comprehensive Utility Relocation Study for the North
Segments of I-7I0, which the Draft EIR/EIS indicates is currently being prepared by Metro, is not
called out as a required mitigation measure, and is therefore its preparation is not guaranteed, nor is
its implementation enforceable.
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the Final EIR/EIS.

Section 3.5, Traffic and TransportationÆedestrian and Bicycle Facilities

TraffÏc Impact Thresholds Not Provided. Section 3.5.1 (Regulatory Setting) describes the
regulatory setting and makes no reference to transit. This section also does not contain any impact
significance thresholds, which should be disclosed so reviewers understand the basis for significance
determinations. The City requests that thresholds should be established at a minimum for the
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operations: safetv: and construction.

Comparison to Baseline Conditions Not Evaluated. Section 3.5.2.2 (Page 3.5-7) states
that Alternative 1 (No Build) conditions are the basis against which the build alternatives proposed
for the I-710 Corridor Project were assessed. This is a useful comparison to understand how the
project influences future trafftc operations, but may not satisfy the requirement to assess impacts
based on baseline conditions as established in recent case law. The baseline conditions for this study
were established as 2008. Page 3.5-81 also states that the criteria for determining which
intersections are adversely impacted are based on comparing the build alternatives to the no build
alternative.
compared to the baseline conditions in the Final EIR/EIS.

Impacts to Bicycles and Pedestrians Not Addressed. Section 3.5.3.1 (Page 3.5-86)
contains one paragraph describing bicycle and pedestrian impacts. According to the discussion, no
impacts are identified because any disruption to bicycle and pedestrian facilities will be repaired and
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old facilities will be upgraded. This discussion does not address how increases in traffic volumes on
arterials will affect bicycles and pedestrians. Further, many of the proposed improvements at 42
intersections that are described in Section 2.4.1.4 and mitigation measures described in Section 3.5.4
include roadway widening to improve vehicle LOS. This widening will increase bicycle and
pedestrian crossing times. This impact was not disclosed and no significance criteria were included
to determine whether the impact would be signifìcant. Impacts of mitigation measures are required
to be disclosed under CEQA Section 15126.4 (D), which states, "If a mitigation measure would
cause one or more significant effects in addition to those that would be caused by the project as
proposed, the effects of the mitigation measure shall be discussed but in less detail than the
signihcant effects of the project as proposed." The City requests that impacts upon bicvcles and
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appropriate significance criteria. in the Final EIR/EIS.

Section 3.5.3.3 Missins From Reoort. Section 3.5.3.3 appears to be missing from Chapter
3.5 of the Draft EIR/EIS. The sentence referring to it is on page 3.5-86: "Additionally, because no
improvements would be made to the I-710 Corridor under Altemative 1, the public health benefits of
reduced congestion, improved conditions for pedestrian or bicycle travel, and reduction in the
number of total and fatal accidents described in Section 3.5.3.3 would not be realized." The Citv
requests that this be resolved in the Final EIR/EIS.

City of Commerce Thresholds Not Considered. As described on page 3.5-81, an adverse
impact occurs when LOS degrades to E or F with a build altemative or when a build alternative
increases intersection delay compared to the no build alternative. These significance thresholds
should be included in the regulatory setting, as noted above, but should also be replaced with the
LOS thresholds of each affected community. The City of Commerce General Plan (adopted January
2008, page 64) "established LOS "D" as a target LOS standard, and LOS "8" as a threshold
standard." In a letter dated September 17, 2008 from the City of Commerce to Caltrans following
release of the Notice of Preparation, the City requested that "In addition to applicable federal, state,
and county-wide standards, project impacts must be analyzed taking into account any and all
applicable standards/thresholds, including noise standards." The City requests that its stricter
thresholds of significance be used to evaluate impacts in the Cit_v.
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Local Community Traffic Thresholds Not Used to Determine Impacts._As described on
page 3.5-81, an adverse impact occurs when LOS degrades to E or F with a build alternative or when
a build alternative increases intersection delay compared to the no build altemative. We request that
these significance thresholds be included in the regulatory setting, and also request that the

thresholds be replaced with the LOS thresholds of the City of Commerce, and those of other
jurisdictions along the freeway corridor. The City of Commerce General Plan (adopted January
2008, page 64) "established LOS "D" as a target LOS standard, and LOS "E" as a threshold
standard." In a letter dated September 17,2008 from the City of Commerce to Caltrans following
release of the Notice of Preparation, the City requested that "In addition to applicable federal, state,
and county-wide standards, project impacts must be analyzed taking into account any and all
applicable standards/thresholds, including noise standards." Use of the City's preferred
methodology and stricter thresholds of significance may lead to the identification of additional
project-related impacts and the need for additional traffic mitigation in Commerce. The Citv
significance thresholds and include the findings in the Final EIR.
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Conflicting and Inconsistent Traffic Data Presented. The traffic operations analysis
results do not match the existing conditions as reported elsewhere. Much of the study corridor is
congested during peak periods according to the 2008 State Highway Congestion Monitoring
Program (HICOMP), Annual Data Compilation, Caltrans 2008 (see graphic below). The Interstate
710 study corridor extends from Ocean Boulevard in Long Beach to State Route 60 (SR 60). The
corridor is described in the EIR/EIS as experiencing severe congestion (see page 3.5-17), but the
baseline (2008) conditions analysis (Table 3.5-1) reveals multiple freeway mainline or ramp
locations operating at LOS C or D. These analysis results appear to be inconsistent with the
HICOMP, which shows AM and PM peak period congestion (i.e., LOS F) for almost the entire study
length of InterstateTl0. The congestion extends to areas reported as operating at LOS C and D in
the EIR/EIS (see AM peak period example below). The Cit]¡ requests that Caltrans resolve this
conflict in the Final EIR/EIS.
Caltrans 2008 HiComp Report
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One potential explanation for Draft EIR/EIS results not

fully capturing the extent of

congestion is due to the methodology. The traffic counts and analysis methodology followed a
conventional approach for uncongested facilities. According to Section 4.7 of the I-710 Corridor
Project Traffic Operations Analysis Reporl (TOAR), Los Angeles County Metropolitan
Transportation Authority, January 2012, traffic counts were conducted for isolated peak periods (7-9
AM, 11-1 Midday, and 4-6 PM). Section 4.5.1 þage 4-34) and Section 4.5.2 (page 4-40) of the
TOAR, January 2012 state that the analysis methodologies for freeways and intersections were
based on the 2000 Highway Capacity Manual (2000 HCM). The 2000 HCM methods contain
numerous limitations when analyzing congested conditions such as those that exist in the I-710
Corridor,
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For much of the I-710 study coffidor, the 7-9 AM and 4-6 PM time periods are congested, as
shown in the HICOMP report. The conventional or traditional traffic counts only capture departed
or served vehicles. Therefore, the counts measrrre throughput and do not account for unserved
demand stuck in queue. Further, the 2000 HCM methods do not recognize that congestion severely
reduces operational capacity, One example of this is to compare HCM 2000 capacity thresholds in
Table 4-16 of the TOAR (page 4-35) with PEMS data showing actual volumes served during
congested conditions. Table 4-16 shows freeway capacity ranging from2,250 to 2,400 passenger
cars per hour per lane depending on free-flow speed. The chart below shows the actual maximum
throughput achieved on northbound Q.{B) I-710 near I-405 during the AM peak period (6-9 AM).
The breakdown in freeway operations causes speeds to drop and the maximum volume served to
decline below 50 percent of HCM 2000 uncongested capacity.

The HCM 2000 calculations treat capacity as an input, while in reality capacity is an output
that varies depending on traffic conditions. When congestion occurs, the freeway breaks down and
fewer vehicles can be served. The proposed project alternatives that add lanes to a congested
freeway may not significantly relieve congestion depending on the ability of downstream portions of
the freeway to accommodate increased peak period flow rates and the effect of induced travel (this
topic is covered in more detail in Comment No. 5).
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One option to capture the capacity limitations from existing congestion is to use
microsimulation models. This was acknowledged in one of the technical studies for the l-710
Corridor Project EIR/EIS. Appendix J of the EIR/EIS contains the Draft White Paper, Technical
Memorandum - Traffic Operations Simulation Comparison, Los Angeles County Metropolitan
Transportation Authority, March 3I,2010, which states the following:
"The traffic operational analysis of the I-710 PA-ED project for various measures
L-19-43
of effectiveness has been conducted
using the HCM methodologies for freeway
operations. Software packages such as HCS+ and SynchroT have been exclusively used
for this purpose. However, these software packages have their own limitations and have
limited or no capability to simulate present or future freeway operations that are complex
and include significant heavy duty truck (HDT) operations."
The City requests that. at a minimum. the Final EIR/EIS should disclose the limitations of
the 2000 HCM and discuss how these limitations influenced the analvsis conclusions and
recommendations.

Full Extent of Project-Related Traffic Congestion Not Presented. The traffic forecasts
model had limited validation and the post-processing method may have resulted in an underestimate
of future demand. Model validation should ideally include both static and dynamic tests. Both types
of tests are recom.mended in the Model Validation and Reasonableness Checking Manual (FHWA,
February, 1997) that was cited in the Technical Memorandum - I-710 Corridor Project EIR/EIS
Travel Demand Modeling Methodology, Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation
Authority, February 26, 2010.

Another important issue is that the static validation for peak periods was conducted using the
entire set of traffic counts without differentiating locations that are influenced by congestion. The
forecasting model is a 'demand' model. As such, it is expected to produce volume estimates that
closely match traffic counts on uncongested roadways. For congested locations, the demand volume
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should overestimate peak period traffic counts because these counts only measure throughput and do

not capture the full demand, which is stuck in queue, Figure 6 þage 27) in the Modeling
Methodology Memo is one of example of the model refinements resulting in a close match to the
AM peak period traffic counts. Given the severe congestion described in the EIR/EIS and noted
above in the HICOMP and PEMS data, this chart should show the model volume estimates being
higher than peak period traffic counts.

Without detailed dynamic validation tests, it is difficult to determine whether the forecasts
for each alternative represent reasonable changes in direction and magnitude. For example, despite
significant differences between No Build and Alternative 54, total VMT increased by 0.33 percent
and VHD decreased by 0.38 percent. The small VHD change may also be a concem when viewed
from a cost-benefit perspective. Reducing one hour of delay costs approximately 5446,550 under
Alternative 54.

The forecasts may underestimate future demand volumes because of the post-processor
method and not fully accounting for induced travel effects. The post-processor added incremental
traffrc volume growth onto the base year traffic counts. As noted above, the peak period counts only
captured vehicle throughput and not demand that was stuck in queue. As a result, the trafftc volume
growth was added to a 'constrained' base year traffic count and the post-processing does not account
for unmet demand that exists in the base year.
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The sub-area model also has limitations related to capturing all of the induced travel effects
that would be associated rvith a major freeway expansion in a congested corridor. The SCAG model
does not contain a complete feedback system to influence trip generation or long-term land use
allocation. The absence of full feedback systems to trip generation and long-term land use allocation
suggests that the model's forecasts could underestimate corridor demand volumes, which could lead
to the overestimation of consestion relief benefits.

analyze traffic operations were selected. and of their limitations.

Improved Operating Conditions Are Counterintuitive. A review of freeway mainline
segment level of service in Tables 3.5-1, 3.5-2,3.5-3 and 3.5-5 show improved operating conditions
for Alternative 1 Q.{o Build) in2035 than for Base Year 2008. The Cit}¡ requests an explanation for
this counterintuitive conclusion.
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Unsupported Decrease in Freeway Volumes May Cause Inconsistencies. Existing (2008)
freeway volumes on I-710 shown in Table 1.2-1 show a drop of over 70,000 ADT (66,000 ADT
autos plus 5,000 ADT trucks) between Rosecrans and Alondra, just south of I-105. This dip is
carried forward into projected 2035 volumes at this location. No explanation is provided in Chapter
1. It appears that this data is also used in the Air Quality analysis in Section 3.18 (Tables 3.13-7 and
3.13-8). The City requests an explanation for this decrease of ADT and also requests that any
potential inconsistencies caused by this data that is carried into other sections, such as Air Quality,
be reconciled and noted in the Final EIR/EIS.
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Unapproved Future Projects Used as Basis for Sufficient Future Rail Capacify. Page
3.5-7 of the Draft EIR/EIS states "This alternative also assumes that soods movement to and from
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the ports make maximum utilization of existing and planned railroad capacity within the I-710
Corridor." Pages 1-36 through l-37 state that neither the expanded Intermodal Container Transfer
Facility (ICTF) nor the Southern California Intermodal Gateway (SCIG) at the Port of Los Angeles
were assumed to be operational in the travel demand forecasting for the I-710 project because those
projects were not yet approved when the Draft EIR/EIS analysis was conducted. This is also stated
in the technical studies (page 16 of the Modeling Report, page 1-6 of the TIAR). These two major
near-dock rail projects are, however, listed among the past, present and foreseeable projects listed in
Table 3.25-I and Table 3.25-2. The exclusion of these two rail projects likely results in a higher
estimate of container movement along I-710 north of those two rail facilities. The Citv requests that
this inconsistency be clarified in the Final EIR/EIS.
Inadequate Discussion of Construction Traffic Management Plan. Only a cursory
discussion of the construction-period traffic management plan is provided on pages 2-57 and 2-58.
Page 2-57 states that the Transportation Management Plan (TMP) "proposes to keep all lanes open
during construction, with the exception of overnight lane closures. Ramp closures will be limited to
potential weekend closures and would not exceed a period of one week." Page 2-72 states that the
minimum construction duration will be 8 years. Given the magnitude of the improvements proposed

Available LOS Data 'Was Not Provided. In Tables 3.5-2 and 2.5-26, among others, no
density or LOS data is presented ("N/4") for the NB I-710 to NB I-5 connector, and other locations.
These locations are lbotnoted as "single-lane addition/drop; HCM methodology applied for
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analysis."

Inconsistent LOS Data. In Table 3.5-8, LOS C/D is shown for NB I-5 approaching I-710 in
the Alv{/PM peak hours and LOS CIDIE in the midday peak hour, This data is not consistent with
the accompanying text on page 3.5-31 which states that "The majority of the congestion occurs
along the I-5 corridor in the vicinity of I-710 during the midday peak hour. However, field
observations show severe congestion levels during both a.m, and p.m. peak hours in the 2008
existing condition." The Citv requests that this discrepancy be addressed.
Unclear How Conclusions Regarding Truck Lane Capacity Was Estimated. The truck
lanes are forecast to operate at or near capacity under Alternatives 6A168 (page 3.5-57) but below
capacity with tolls under Altemative 6C. It is not clear how the change in use of the truck lanes with
tolls in place was estimated. The Citv requests fut the rationale for these estimates be disclosed.

No Differentiation Between Unmetered/lVletered HOV Lanes. A description of the
methodology for the ramp metering analysis is provided on page 4-44 of the TOAR. However, the
analysis did not distinguish between the unmetered HOV lanes and metered SOV lanes in the ramp
metering analysis. The City requests that this discrepancy be addressed.
Insufficient Analysis of Impacts Due To Loss

of

On-Street
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Parking.

Page 3.5-79
describes the proposed implementation of peak period parking restrictions along four major northsouth corridors, three of which lie partly within the City of Commerce. The Draft EIR/EIS provides
no analysis of the level of utilization of curb parking in these areas, nor whether the displaced
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parking demand can be accommodated elsewhere; please provide an analysis of this issue. While
the loss of on-street parking is not necessadly a CEQA issue, the potential socio-economic impacts
of the loss of on-street parking can be considered as impacts. In a recent traffic study for the
planned "Vy'ashington Boulevard Improvement Project" in Commerce, which would widen and
L-19-53
'Washington
reconfigure
Boulevard to provide six through lanes (cited as Project T-24 inTable 3.251), a detailed utilization study of on-street parking was conducted and a full assessment of the loss of
that parking was made. (The construction schedule for that project is shown in Tables 3.25-l and
3.25-2 as"2012" but the City's current schedule puts construction of that project in 2015.) The Citv
parking be conducted.

Incorrect Assumptions Used for Signal Cycle Lengths at Study Intersections. Page 4-40
of the TOAR describes the use of Synchro to implement the HCM 2000 methodology for the
intersection analysis. Rather than collect signal timing plans for each study intersection from the
local jurisdictions, universal assumptions were made for signal cycle lengths, such as 100 seconds
for arterial intersections and 60 seconds for freeway ramp T-intersections. A review of the level of
service worksheets for selected locations in Commerce shows that a cycle length of 130 to 150 L-19-54
seconds was assumed for the intersections with wider cross sections. The analysis also assumed that
each intersection has a capacity of 1,600 vehicles per lane per hour, the ideal traffic capacity per the
HCM 2000, but did not conduct saturation flow studies to support this assumption. Given the size of
some intersections, these signal timing assumptions may not in every case allow for the green time
that would be needed to include adequate pedestrian crossing times. This may result in the analysis
underestimating vehicle delay for some locations. The Citv requests that this impact be fully
addressed in the Final EIR/EIS.

Discrepancies between LOS Assumptions and Existing Field Conditions. In Figure 3-3.f
and Appendix B of the TIAR, several discrepancies between the intersection level of service
inputs/assumptions and existing (2012) field conditions were observed that may affect the results of
the analysis, as follows.
EIR/EIS:

Eastern Avenue & Bandini Boulevard (#7 5): The analysis of this intersection
includes two eastbound through lanes, which is inconsistent with the existing (2012)
conditions which include three eastbound through lanes. The southbound right turn
lane must yield to both pedestrians and to westbound through traffic. As analyzed in
the Draft EIR/EIS, this movement was coded as a permissive plus an overlap phase.
The assumed signal cycle length at this location did not include enough green time to
allow for minimum pedestrian crossing times. Taken together these factors could
result in more delay at this intersection than is reported in the Draft EIR/EIS.
Washington Boulevard &, Atlantic Avenue (#78): The analysis of the northbound
approach to this intersection includes one left turn lane, two through lanes and one
right turn lane, which is inconsistent with the existing (2012) field conditions which
include one left turn lane, two through lanes and one shared through/right turn lane.
The analysis also included overlapping right turn phases on all four approaches to the
intersection, which is inconsistent with existing (2012) field conditions which show
that no overlapping phases are present. Taken together these factors could result in
more delay at this intersection than is reported in the Draft EIR/EIS.
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Washington Boulevard & Eastern Avenue (#79): The analysis included overlapping
right turn phases on all four approaches to the intersection, which is inconsistent with
existing (2012) field conditions which show that no overlapping phases are present.
This factor could result in more delay at this intersection than is reported in the Draft
EIR/EIS.
Eastern Avenue & Slauson Avenue (#7I): The analysis included overlapping right
turn phases on the northbound and southbound approaches to the intersection, which

is

inconsistent with existing (2012) field conditions which show that these
overlapping phases are not present. This factor could result in more delay at this
intersection than is reported in the Draft EIR/EIS.

L-19-55

V/ashington Boulevard &, Southbound I-710 On/Off Ramp (#126): The analysis
included a protected westbound left turn phase, which is inconsistent with existing
(2012) field conditions which show that this movement is permissive. This factor
could result in a different delay calculation at this intersection than is reported in the
DrAft EIR/EIS,

o

Atlantic Avenue & Bandini Boulevardll-710 Northbound On ramp (#7\: The analysis
does not account for the existing (2012) westbound prohibition on right turns on red.
This factor could result in a worse delay calculation at this intersection than is
reported in the Draft EIR/EIS.

Impacts to Major Intersections Not Analyzed. The traffrc impact analysis does not
include major intersections within the City of Commerce that may be affected by the proposed
project, given their proximity to thel-7I0lI-5 interchange: Bandini Boulevard & Garfield Avenue,
Telegraph Road & Garfield Avenue and Atlantic Avenue & Eastem Avenue. The City requests that
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analysis.

Potential Transit System Impacts Not Analyzed. There is no assessment of potential
transit system impacts in Commerce, including increased transit service time or any changes to
existing bus routes that would be required due to project-related roadway changes. The City
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requests an evaluation of these impacts in the Final EIR/EIS.

Proposed Mitigation Measures for Intersection Impacts May Be Inadequate. The-.lqiq
measures lof
uests that followi
in
the
Citv
of
Commerce
be
considered:
intersections

o

Slauson Avenue & Eastern Avenue (#71): The proposed mitigation measure at this
intersection is to add a second eastbound left-turn lane and a separate eastbound rightturn lane. These improvements appear reasonable, given the high volumes on these
movements, even under existing (2008) conditions. These improvements would
require right-of-way acquisition on both sides of Slauson Avenue. Potential
secondary impacts associated with the wider cross-section on the affected approach to
the intersection were not identified. It is noted that the level of service analysis of
this location under Alternative 1 shows a discrepancy between the existing and future
without mitigation in that it includes a separate eastbound right-turn lane and a
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separate westbound right-turn lane. This could affect the determination
impacts, as they are assessed against Alternative 1 conditions.

.

.

of project

Slauson Avenue & Garfield Avenue (#73): The proposed mitigation measure at this
intersection is to add a second westbound left-turn lane. This improvement appears
reasonable, given the high volumes on this movement, even under existing (2008)
conditions. The improvement would require right-of-way acquisition on the southeast
quadrant of the intersection. Potential secondary impacts associated with the wider
cross-section on the northbound approach to the intersection were not identified.

L-19-58

Garfield Avenue &. Gage Avenue (#I57): The proposed mitigation measure at this
intersection is to add a second left-turn lane on all four approaches plus separate
eastbound and westbound right-turn lanes. The improvement would require major
right-of-way acquisition at the intersection and potentially building demolition.
Potential secondary impacts associated with the wider cross-section on all approaches
to the intersection were not identified.

Section 3.6, Visual Qualify/Aesthetics

Enhanced Condition Treatment

of

Sound Walls Requested. Visual simulations of

proposed sound wall and berm treatments in the DEIfuDEIS show a Base Condition (i.e., standard
Caltrans landscaping, including groundcover and some young trees) and an Enhanced Condition
("possible aesthetic treatments" with decorative masonry wall surface treatments and more
vegetation, including vines and,/or more mature trees). The Draft EIR/EIS notes that Caltrans will

L-19-59

treatment of sound walls and freeway edges/berms. within Commerce.

Existing Low Visual Quality Should Not Rule Out Enhanced Condition Treatment.
L-19-60

Input Needed for Utility Relocation Plans. The City requests the opportunity to provide
L-19-61

locations within Commerce.
Section 3.7, Cultural Resources

Historic Bridge Inventory Survey Required. HPSR Attachment B to the Draft EIR/EIS,
the Historic Property Survey Report submitted by Caltrans to the State Offrce of Offrce Historic
Preservation (SHPO), lists only State Agency-designated Bridges. The City requests that Local

addressed.
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Potentially Eligible Local Resources Not Evaluated. The Draft EIR/EIS notes that the
City of Commerce has criteria for local landmark designation, and the City was contacted during
Draft EIR/EIS preparation for information on identihed locally eligible and designated resources.
However, inventoried properties in the Area of Potential Effect (APE) were not evaluated against
local eligibility criteria; surveyed properties were evaluated only for National and California
Register eligibility (see HRER Appendix B property Nos. 108-160, APE Map Reference nos. 97149). Some of the potentially affected City of Commerce properties may be eligible individually or
as part of a potential district at the local level. The City requests that Caltrans address this issue in
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the Final EIR/EIS.
Section 3.8, Hydrology and Floodplain

Additional Information Regarding TraffTc Impacts at Floodway Structures Needed.
Floodway structures to be altered and/or replaced in Commerce under Alternative 5A include the
Union Pacihc crossing at Randolph Street and the Slauson Avenue crossing. No additional
improvements within identified within floodways are proposed under Alternatives 6NB|C. The
improvements to the Union Pacific crossing would require construction staging in the vicinity of the
crossing. The improvements at Slauson Ave may result in trafhc and congestion impacts at the
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roadway crossing.
and traffic impacts at these two crossings.

Flood Protection Evaluation Required. The analysis in the Draft EIR/EIS relies on
mitigation measure FP-l, which requires the preparation of a Final Los Angeles River Impact
Report, to demonstrate that the design of the proposed project provides acceptable flood protection.

No Flood Hazard Evaluation Provided. The Draft EIR/EIS does not identiff any flooding
concerns in the City of Commerce. Given the City's proximity to the Los Angeles River and the
reliance on pumps to drain portions of the I-710 freeway, the City should raise any specific flooding
concems for areas within City boundaries in the vicinity of the freeway. Since the proposed
Alternatives would increase the number of freewa)' lanes and. therefore. the associated impervious
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arterial streets.
Section 3.9, Water Quality and Stormwater Runoff

Consultation with Citv Staff Regarding BMPs Needed. Since surface water runoff from
I-710 currently discharges to City of Commerce surface streets and storm drains, and will continue
to do so under post-project conditions that will increase the number of trucks and passenger vehicles
using the freeway and ramps accessing the rail yards, the Cit)¡ of Commerce requests that Caltrans
treatment of runoff.

L-19-67

City of Commerce Comments on the I-7 l0 Conidor Project Draft EIRÆIS
September 27 ,2012
I'}

a

z;

129

Section

3.

10, Geology/Soils/SeismicÆopography

Ninyo & Moore Geotechnical and Environmental Sciences Consultants undertook analysis of
the geotechnical analysis provided in the Draft EIR/EIS on behalf of the City of Commerce.
Comments are provided below. The complete letter report detailing Ninyo & Moore's findings is
provided as Attachment2 to this comment letter.
Geotechnical considerations. The geotechnical study for the project by URS discusses
potential foundation options for bridges and retaining walls for the project. The study recommends
that the selection of bridge foundation alternatives will be based on foundation loading and sitespecific conditions, and the design will be based on site-specific geotechnical evaluation. Various
options for retaining walls and associated foundation alternatives are presented in the geotechnical
study. However, the potential impacts of the various design alternatives are not addressed in the
URS report, nor are they addressed in Section 3.10 of the Draft EIR/DEIS. Construction activities
for the Project corridor could pose additional impacts to properties in the City of Commerce and are
addressed in the followins sections.

o

Soil Erosion. Soil erosion refers to the process by which soil or earth material is
loosened or dissolved and removed from its original location. Erosion can occur by
varying processes and can occur in the project area where bare soil is exposed to wind
or moving water (both rainfall and surface runoff). The processes of erosion are
generally a function of material type, terrain steepness, rainfall or irrigation levels,
surface drainage conditions, and general land uses. Construction of the Project would
result in ground surface disruption during demolition, excavation, grading, and
trenching that would create the potential for erosion to occur. However, with
incorporation of appropriate mitigation methods, potential soil erosion can have a less
than significant impact.
To mitigate potential erosion at the Project site, a Storm Water Pollution Prevention
Program (SWPPP) incorporating Best Management Practices (BMPs) for erosion
management should be implemented prior to the start of construction. In addition, the
topographic gradients at the project site are relatively gentle. The site would be
covered with hardscape and landscape improvements following construction, and the
impact of long-term erosion would be less than significant.

With the implementation of BMPs incorporated in the project SWPPP during
construction, water- and wind-related soil erosion can be limited and managed within
construction site boundaries. Examples of these procedures could include surface
drainage measures for erosion due to water, such as the use of erosion prevention
mats or geofabrics, sandbags and plastic sheeting, and temporary drainage devices.
Positive surface drainage should be accommodated at project construction sites to
allow surface runoff to flow away from site improvements or areas susceptible to
erosion. To reduce wind-related erosion, wetting of soil surfaces andlor covering
exposed ground areas and soil stockpiles could be considered during construction
operations, as appropriate. The use of soil tackifiers may be considered to reduce the
potential for water- and wind-related soil erosion. The City requests that these
for constructi
measures be inco
occur in the City of Commerce.
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Groundwater and Construction Dewatering. The Draft EIR/DEIS and the URS
report provided in the Appendix indicate that the depth to groundwater along the
Project corridor in the City of Commerce is more than 45 feet deep. Foundation
excavations near this depth will encounter groundwater. Additionally, shallow
perched groundwater may be encountered in excavations for the Project, and
construction dewatering would be involved to maintain the excavations in a relatively
dry condition. Lowering the groundwater results in an increase in the effective stress
of soil above the groundwater and, in some cases, can result in soil settlement.
Estimates of the magnitude of potential settlement related to dewatering should be
made prior to site excavation, and mitigation recommendations should be
implemented, as needed. The potential impacts of settlement related to construction
dewatering can be made less than significant with incorporation of appropriate
mitigation methods. Mitigation methods include limiting the depth of construction
dewatering, installation of sheet piles and pumping from within the excavation to
reduce the impacts outside the excavation, installation of monitoring wells to evaluate
groundwater, monitoring adjacent areas for indications of settlement, and/or
protection to settlement-sensitive structures through ground improvement or
foundation underpinning

.
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(if appropriate).

Liquefaction mitigation and construction activities; associated ground settlement
and vibration impacts. Typical mitigation alternatives for liquefaction include
supporting structures on cast-in-place pile foundations or driven pre-cast piles that
extend through the liquefiable zones into competent material. Alternatively,
densification of the liquefiable soils using vibro-displacement stone columns or
compaction grouting would mitigate the liquefaction hazard, and the new structures
could then be supported on shallow foundation systems. From a geotechnical
engineering perspective, each of these alternative methods are considered feasible,
and would reduce the liquefaction hazard impact to less than significant levels.

However, construction activities to mitigate the potential liquefactionhazard for the
Project and installation of pile foundations could pose additional site impacts.
Depending on the type of liquefaction hazard mitigation and pile foundations
selected, construction-related vibrations could impact surrounding properties, In
addition, excavations may include shoring systems, which could involve the use of
driven sheet piles. The installation of driven piles or vibro-displacement stone
columns for liquefaction mitigation, and installation shoring systems (such as sheet
piles) involves construction vibrations, which can result in disturbance to people
and/or ground settlement.
Sensitive receptors (people and structures) located near the Project could be impacted
by vibrations and ground settlement. However, the impacts of vibrations and ground
settlement to surrounding improvements due to construction activities at the project
site will be reduced to less than significant levels with incorporation of mitigation
techniques.

In order to mitigate the potential impacts due to vibrations during the construction
phase of the Project, sensitive receptors (people and structures) near the Project
should be evaluated with regard to potential vibration-related impacts.

If

vibrations
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would impact the receptors, mitigation techniques should be developed as part of the
Final EIR and implemented at the appropriate time. Mitigation techniques to reduce
the impacts of vibrations to less than significant levels include avoiding vibratory
types of construction, limiting vibratory types of construction to specified distances
from sensitive offsite receptors, monitoring vibration and settlement during
construction, and/or protecting sensitive improvements from excessive settlement by
ground stabilization or foundation underpinning.
Monitoring methods include installation of ground survey points around the outside
of excavations to monitor settlement andlor placing monitoring points on nearby
structures or surfaces to monitot performance of the structures. In general, acceptable
levels of settlement would be t/z inch or less in non-building areas, and lo inch or less
for building areas. If monitored movement is unacceptable to surrounding
improvements during the course of construction, the work should stop and the
contractor's methods should be reviewed and changes made, as appropriate; and
alternative methods of settlement reduction should be implemented by the contractor.
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to reduce potential impacts in the Final EIR.
Section 3.11, Paleontology
Section 3.11 of the Draft EIR/EIS should elaborate on the various excavation activities and
associated maximum depths below surface, for the different expected types of project construction.
Only one excavation activity is mentioned in any detail: highway bridge excavations for pile caps up
to 15 feet in depth. V/ithout more detail about the extent and depth of excavation associated with a
wider range of structures, the assessment of impacts on paleontological resources in areas of high
sensitivity is inconclusive.

In the Paleontological Resources ldentffication and Evaluation Reporr provided in Volume I
of the Technical Studies, Table B on page 26 identifies the Capistrano Formation as possessing high
paleontological sensitivity, but the locales along the freeway alignment within the Area of Potential
disturbance (APD) where this formation or rock unit crops out at the surface, or is subject to
interception during grading and excavation, are not discussed. Without this information, impacts on
paleontological resources, including within the City of Commerce, cannot be conclusively
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determined.

In the Paleontological Resources ldentification and Evaluation Reporr provided in Volume I
of the Technical Studies, one sentence is provided to describe the pedestrian surveys conducted
along the freeway alignment within the Area of Potential Disturbance (APD). Some additional
detail should be provided, including some indication of whether and where any fossils were
recovered. and the associated rock units.
Section 3.13,

Air Quality/Greenhouse

Gases

Sienificant Impact Not Fullv Mitieated. The air quality analysis in the Draft EIR/EIS
analyzed construction impacts on a regional basis for the project as a whole, and for construction of
the maximum single segment, The DEIR/DEIS estimates that the entire corridor would take 8 to 15
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years to complete, with activity in any one segment lasting up to four years. Daily emissions would,
on a worst-case overlapping day, exceed thresholds for all criteria air pollutants. For the maximum

single segment only NOx emissions would exceed the threshold, and are estimated to be
approximately three times the applicable CEQA threshold. The Draft EIR/EIS does not contain
specific mitigation measures to address the significant and unavoidable NOx impact. The City feels
it is appropriate for Caltrans to adopt Metro's Green Construction Policy for this project and to
modify the mitigation measures to mandate that construction contractors use the cleanest off- and
on-road equipment and trucks available. The Citv requests that additional measures be included in
the Final EIR to control or reduce NOx emissions.
Sisnificant Imnact Not Fully Mitieated. The air quality analysis in the Draft EIR/EIS,
page 3.13-55, determined that fine particulate matter (PM2,5) concentrations from operation of the
proposed Project would exceed the SCAQMD Localized Signihcance Threshold (LST) at various
areas within 50 meters of the corridor compared to the existing 2008 baseline and within 100 meters
compared to Alternative 1 (2035 No Build). It is stated that the impact is primarily the result of the
entrained dust modeling using the USEPA method. Nonetheless, when compared to Alternative 1,
Figures 4.36,4.37, and 4.38 in Appendix R of the Draft EIR/EIS indicate that the potential for
sensitive receptors to experience high levels of PM2.5 extends into residential areas, in particular the
ABC/Ayers and Northwest neighborhoods in the City of Commerce. The City requests that a
mitigation measure be provided requiring Caltrans to provide a refined quantitative localized impact
assessment focused on long-term operational air quality impacts to neighborhoods in the vicinity of
the main roadway and relocated on- and off-ramps. Based on the localized impact assessment or
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comment letter.

Sisnificant Impact Not Fully Mitisated. The air quality analysis in the Draft EIR/EIS
analyzed construction impacts adequately on a regional basis for the project as a whole, and for the

maximum single segment. The DEIR/DEIS estimates that the entire corridor would take 8 to 15
years to complete, with activity in any one segment lasting up to four years. Vy'orst case daily
emissions of NOx are estimated to be approximately three times the applicable CEQA threshold and
particulate matter (PM) emissions approximately one half of the CEQA thresholds for the single
segment. Given thaf a vast amount of improvements are planned at the northern terminus of the
corridor, including major reconfiguration of on- and off-ramps, it is likely that the City of
Commerce would experience some of the most intensive construction activity for the longest period
of time. Therefore, a mitigation measure should be added that specifies that, prior to the final
selection of an Alternative and design options, Caltrans shall be required to provide a focused
assessment on localized construction impacts. This focused analysis should include a discussion of
potential near roadway impacts from construction based on the SCAQMD LST methodology and
should identify potential sensitive receptor areas that could experience localized construction air
quality impacts in excess of the standards. This assessment should include emissions from proposed
rock crushing and cement plants, if plans include potentially locating these in Commerce. In
addition, Caltrans should include a requirement for an "Air Quality Community Protection Plan"
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(discussed in detail as part of a CBA below) that includes provisions to temporarily relocate
impacted residents, provide upgrades to residential air filtration systems, and provide a community
liaison that is available to investigate and address air quality issues in the affected community,

L-19-74

Clarification Needed. In the Air Quality and Health Risk Assessments Technical Study
(February 2012), on page ES-l, the second to the last bullet point states that "PM2.5-related
morbidity and mortality health risks would generally decrease relative to the 2008 baseline; the
exceptions would be some locations within 100 m to 300 m of the l-7I0 freeway and/or freight
corridor, which generally would not have people present." This appears to be inconsistent with page
3.13-55 in Section 3.13, Air Quality, of the Draft EIR/EIS, which states that impacts would be
limited to 50 and 100 meters compared to the existing 2008 baseline and Alternative 1, respectively.
The City is therefore unsuÍe which set of numbers are correct. Figures 4.36,4.37, and 4.38 in the
Technical Study indicate that several of the modeled receptor points are expected to experience
exceedances of the SCAQMD LST for PM2.5, extending into residential areas, in particular the
ABC/Ayers and Northwest neighborhoods in the City of Commerce. The final EIR/EIS should state
that impacts to these neighborhoods would exceed the threshold and would be significant. The City
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those residences in the most severely impacted neighborhoods.

Potential Impact Not Studied. Under Altematives 54, 6,4., 68, and 6C, vehicle miles
traveled (and truck trips) on the I-710 would increase over Alternative I Q.{o Build). However, the
analysis upon which the Draft EIR/EIS relies does not discuss the potential for increased truck
queuing on local roadways in the vicinity of the rail yards in the City of Commerce, which already
experiences issues related to trucks queuing on the roadways in the vicinity of Washington
Boulevard and Atlantic Boulevard. Increased truck queuing could result in greater diesel particulate
matter emissions, which is a human carcinogen. Furthermore, because the potential increase in
idling could occur on local roadways, Alternatives 68, 6C and the Zero Emissions Extension (ZEE)
option would not reduce these impacts because the catenary system would not extend to the affected
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roadways.

Minor Error. The numbering of tables skips from 3.13-15 to3.13-20. The City requests
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that this error be corrected.

Clarification Needed. It is noted that on August 70, 2012, Caltrans issued an erratum
stating that the portion of the sub-section 3,13.3.2 on "Public Health Considerations" starting with
the first paragraph and continuing to the subheading "PM Mortality and Morbidity" and including
Table 3.13-29 is moved to Chapter 4.0, California Environmental Quality Act Evaluation at the end
of Section 4.2.4.1 "Air Quality" on page 4-41. The Cit]' requests that the CEQA analysis should
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also refer to and include all discussion related to impacts compared to the 2008 CEQA baseline and
delete any analvsis of the 2035 NEPA baseline (Altemative 1).

Clarifïcation Needed. On page 4-88 in Section 4.0, California Environmental Quality Act
Evaluation, the following mitigation measure is proposed: "The project would incorporate the use of
energy-effrcient lighting, such as light-emitting diode (LED) trafftc signals." The mitigation
measures suggests that the project would include new and/or replacement lighting and trafhc signals.
It is unclear if GHG emissions from lighting and traffic signals were taken into account; please
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indicate whether this is the case. The City requests that a brief statement in the analysis should be
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mentioned above.

Clarification Needed. On page 67 in the Air Quality and Health Risk Assessments
Technical Study (February 2012), Subsection 5.6, there appears to be anumerical discrepancy with
the GHG emissions reported in the text and in Table 5.6 compared to the GHG emissions reported in
Section 4.0, California Environmental Quality Act Evaluation (Subsection 4.3, Climate Change),
Table 4.3-3a and Table 4.3-3b. The City requests that the following discrepancies be corrected:

o

.

Page 6l of the Technical Study states that "GHG emissions forthe 2035 alternatives
compared to 2008 are all approximately 22,000,000 tonnes CO2elyear higher than the
existing baseline..." However, in Section 4.0, California Environmental Quality Act
Evaluation (Subsection 4.3, Climate Change), the total incremental COze emissions
for all alternatives compared to the existing baseline, as shown in Table 4.3-3a,
appeff to be closer to 20,000,000 tonnes CO2elyear. It is unclear which values are
correct; please correct this discrepancy.

L-19-80

Table 5.6 of the Technical Study shows the total incremental COze emissions for
Alternatives 64, 68, and 6C compared to Alternative 1 (No Build) as -120,000,
600,000, and -490,000, respectively. However, Table 4.3-3b shows the total
incremental CO2e emissions for Alternatives 64, 68, and 6C compared to Alternative
1 (No Build) as -130,000, -487,000, and -393,000, respectively. It is unclear which
values are correct. These discrepancies should be corrected. This discrepancy also
applies to Table ES-7 of the Technical Study; please address this as well.

Section 3.14, Noise

Potential Niehttime Noise Impacts not Evaluated or Mitigated. The Draft EIR/EIS failed
fo analyze construction noise impacts during the nighttime hours. Nighttime noise is especially
problematic for three reasons: 1) an introduced source of noise, such as heavy duty construction
equipment, is more noticeable when ambient levels are low; 2) more residents are at home in the
evening and are more likely than industrial receptors to have their windows open or enjoying the
outdoors, and 3) nighttime noise can cause sleep disturbances. For example, the City of Commerce
Noise Standards state that exterior noise should not exceed the following limits: 55 dBA during
daytime (7 am to 7pm), 50 dBA during evening (7 pm to 10 pm), and 45 dBA during nighttime (10
pm to 7 am). Nighttime construction is a normal occuTrence with large infrastructure projects such
as this. However, the draft EIR/EIS does not establish a threshold(s) specihc to nighttime hours and
fails to qualitatively or quantitatively assess potential impacts. A court case in Berkeley, California
(Berkeley Keep Jets Over the Bay Com. v. Board of Port Comrs. of Oakland, 2001), raised concerns
from interior sound exposure levels (SELs) in excess of 65 dBA, which according to the Federal
Interagency Committee on Aviation noise (FICAN), would result in 5 percent of a population to be
awakened.
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Caltrans. which is discussed in Section 4.0 of this Comment Letter.

Section 3.15, Energy
Section 3.15, Energy, does not include a discussion of energy consumption related to lighting

traffic signals. On page 3.15-3, mitigation measure E-3 states that "[p]rior to completion of final
design, Caltrans shall prepare an area lighting plan to identify lighting fixtures that are energy
efficient and to identi$ placement of individual lighting fixtures used for roadway lighting that will
provide safety lights for pedestrians and motorists." In addition, on page 4-88 in Section 4.0,
Califomia Environmental Quality Act Evaluation, the following mitigation measure is proposed:
"The project would incorporate the use of energy-efficient lighting, such as light-emitting diode
(LED) traffic signals." These mitigation measures suggest that the project would include new and/or
replacement lighting and traffic signals, to be provided by Caltrans. A brief statement should be
included in the analysis regarding energy consumption related to lighting and traffrc signals. This
information will help to inform decision makers and stakeholders of the relative benefit of the
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mitigation measures
Sections 3.16 to 3.21, Biological Resources

Affected Environment. Focused surveys were conducted in 2009
for special-status plant species. Generally surveys are only valid for one year. The project surveys
are three years old. It is recommended that the surveys should be repeated.

CEQA Section 3.18.2

-
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CEQA Section 3.19.2.1- Special-Status Animal Species Requiring Surveys.

Focused
surveys
Generally
bat
species.
2009
for
owl
and
special-status
were
conducted
in
burrowing
surveys
are only valid for one year. The project surveys are three years old. It is recommended that the
surveys should be repeated.

CEQA Section 3.24.1.1- Highway lmprovement Process: Pre-Construction Activities.
A bullet should be added to this section as follows: "Conduct nesting bird surveys and/or any other
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pre-construction surveys specified in the mitigation measures, as necessary."
Section 3.24, Construction

Mitigation Measure CON-3 - Traffic Management Plans. This mitigation measure does
not require the Traffic Management Plans (TMPs) to identiff construction staging areas. The City
of Commerce requests that construction staging be included in Mitigation Measure CON-3 in the
Final EIR/EIS, especially in light of the three Design Options that are proposed within Commerce
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City limits.

4.

Couvruxrry

BENEFTTS

AcR-EEMrxr (CBA)

In light of the disproportionate localized impacts of the project on the City of Commerce, the
City of requests that Caltrans and its partner agencies in the proposed I-710 Conidor Project jointly,
with the City of Commerce, execute and enter into a Community Benefits Agreement (CBA)
intended to minimize to the maximum extent possible the adverse impacts of the project in City
residents, commercial businesses, and industry.
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This section provides the basic framework of specific requests the City believes

are

warranted to be included in a CBA and intends to seek. The CBA should contain commitments to
strategies, practices, goals, and targets which are expected to result in real and quantifiable
reductions or avoidance of the negative impacts to Community, Traffic, Air Quality, and Noise
predicted. The detailed requirements of the CBA, to be negotiated, are intended to directly benefit
the most severely impacted sensitive receptors in the City of Commerce.

Community Impacts. The City requests that Caltrans work closely with the City to develop
Last Resort Housing within the City of Commerce and commit to the relocation of all displaced
residents within the Citv of Commerce.
In view of the lack of comparable existing housing within the City of Commerce, the likely
inadequacy of Caltrans's standard relocation stipends for potentially displaced residents, and the
likely lack of sufficient financial resources on the part of those residents to afford replacement
housing at current market prices, we further request that Caltrans address the following, aL a
minimum, for any resident relocation:

o

The provision of, or the provision of funding to, study and identify opportunities to
replace in kind all residential, commercial, industrial, or other properties permanently
displaced as a result ofthe proposed Project.

o

The provision of, or the provision of funding to construct, one-for-one replacement
housing for every dwelling unit to be removed as the result of the project, including
single-family homes, townhomes, duplexes, condominium, and rental apartments.

.

Creative solutions to the siting and design of comparable replacement housing within
the City of Commerce, in a manner that improves the quality of life for displaced
residents

The provision by Caltrans, as soon as is feasible, of a clear timeline for proposed
property acquisition and resident relocation, to minimize uncertainty for affected
residents and allow for advance planning
The provision of a relocation liaison to coordinate issues with and for the citizens and
business owners of Commerce.

The provision of funds for moving expenses, and assistance with other movingrelated circumstances (e.g., address changes, notification of employers for time off if
needed, etc.)

Reimbursement to residents of documented home improvement expenses incurred
within the five years prior to Caltrans acquisition of properties

Special assistance for elderly andlor disabled residents, including but not limited to
counselins

o

Fundins assistance for first-time home buvers
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Subsidies/waivers for increased property taxes associated with new residences

o

Subsidies for increased living expenses associated with new residences

o

Consideration for other marginalized populations that may be affected by relocation

No description is provided in the Draft EIRÆIS of how Caltrans intends to "prioritize
efforts" to relocate businesses within the same City. Without a detailed plan, this measure is not a
sufhcient measure to mitigate the displacement-related employment impacts. The City requests that
Caltrans provide a detailed plan to show how it will prioritize efforts to relocate business within the
City of Commerce and that this plan be incorporated into the Community Benefits Agreement.

L-19-87

The Community Benefits Agreement should include policies to promote the impacted
community and local economy by identifying purchasing, hiring and contracting opportunities;
encouraging local enterprises to make bids and proposals for project contracts; prioritizing
opportunities for local suppliers and vendors; and promoting the hiring of City of Commerce
residents. Caltrans should develop a targeted local hiring plan to facilitate outreach to local
businesses seeking contracting and procurement opportunities, as well as local residents seeking
construction jobs, particularly in light of the fact that Commerce has the highest unemployment rate
(22 percent) of any city or community in the project study area, as stated in the Draft EIR/EIS's
Community Impact Assessment Technical Study (Table 3.3-7). The City requests that these
outreach efforts are coordinated with the City to ensure that adequate opportunities for local
involvement are made available for the duration of the Project's construction period.

Traffic. The City of Commerce currently experiences traffic-related impacts from truck
queuing on local roadways, particularly on Washington Boulevard and Atlantic Boulevard. The
freeway improvement project presents an opportunity for the City and Caltrans to work
cooperatively to address the City's desire to create storage or staging yard for short-term truck
parking before or after those vehicles access the UPRR or BNSF railyards. Currently this activity
occurs on some City streets and leads to localized congestion, particularly on V/ashington
Boulevard, on Atlantic Boulevard and on Sheila Street. With the projected increase in throughput at
the railyards, this phenomenon is expected to increase. A staging yard should be located relatively
near to the railyards and because they operate 24 hours per day, 365 days per year, it should not be
located near any residences or noise-sensitive uses. One option the City has considered in the past is
to widen Sheila Street. The City requests that Caltrans assist the City in identifring other potential
solutions and, ultimately, contribute to the cost of what the City chooses to implement. This request
is not made in connection with a specific impact identified in the draft EIR/EIS but rather is
suggested as a candidate for inclusion in a Community Benefits Agreement between the City and
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Caltrans.

Arterial Roadway Maintenance in Proximify to Rail Yards. In view of

considerable
increase in truck traffic anticipated as the result of the project on Washington Boulevard, Atlantic
Boulevard, Bandini Boulevard, and possibly other City roadways such as Sheila Street, the City
requests that Caltrans establish funds to assist the City with the maintenance of these roadways in
perpetuity. This will benefit the rail yards, truck operators traveling between the port complex and
the rail yards, City businesses and industry, and City residents and visitors.
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Air Quality. The City of Commerce would experience localized air quality-related

impacts
from PM2.5 to sensitive receptors within 50 meters of the corridor compared to the existing 2008
baseline and within 100 meters compared to Alternative 1 (2035 No Build). The impact is related to
fugitive dust as well as exhaust emissions. Impact areas include the ABC/Ayers and Northwest
neighborhoods in the City of Commerce. The City of Commerce may also be subjected to adverse
localized impacts during construction, pursuant to the findings of a construction localized
significance threshold analysis using the SCAQMD's LST methodology. The CBA shall provide for
an Air Quality Community Protection Plan that requires Caltrans to implement short term and longterm air quality protection measures that will reduce or avoid these impacts. The air quality
protection measures should include the following:

Adopt and adhere to Metro's Green Construction Policy for this project
Provide enhanced street sweeping for impacted streets and neighborhoods using lowemission alternative-fueled or zero-emission street sweepers;

L-19-90

Provide upgrades to residential air filtration systems and the installation of new or
upgraded HVAC systems for impacted residential receptors;

Provide funds or subsidies for increased water usage by impacted residential
receptors during construction in Commerce, to allow for regular washing of outdoor
surfaces, vegetation, and furnishings as a means of dust reduction
Provide for the temporary relocation of severely impacted residents during the most
intense construction activities;
Provide a community liaison that is available to investigate and address constructionrelated air quality issues in the affected community;
Other appropriate mitigation or avoidance strategies.

Noise. Given that construction is expected to occur during the nighttime hours and that the
City of Commerce is anticipated to experience the most intense construction activity, residents
within the City of Commerce would be subjected to adverse construction noise levels during the
nighttime hours that would potentially cause sleep disturbances. The CBA shall provide for a Noise
Community Protection Plan that requires Caltrans to implement short-term noise protection
measures that will reduce or avoid these impacts. The noise protection measures shall include the
following:

o

Provide mandatory sound walls/blankets;

.

Provide construction-period noise monitoring;

o

Provide for the temporary relocation of severely impacted residents during the most
intense construction activities:

o

Provide permanent upgrades to residences (i.e., new window systems and other noise
dampening strategies) ;
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Provide funds or subsidies for increased water usage by impacted residential
receptors during construction in Commerce, to allow for regular washing of outdoor
surfaces, vegetation, and furnishings as a means of dust reduction

o

Provide a community liaison that is available to investigate and address constructionrelated noise issues in the affected community;

.

Other appropriate mitigation or avoidance strategies.

Recreational Improvements for Displaced Park Patrons. Project construction will take
place for an extended period of time in close proximity to, and for a period of time within, Bandini
Park in the northwest part of the City. The City anticipates that construction will reduce the
usability of the park by sports leagues and recreational users during this time. The City therefore
requests that Caltrans conduct a study of the localized impacts on parks and recreational amenities
within the City, and provide funds for improvements at other parks that may be required to host
more teams and events. This may include the installation of nighttime lighting if a larger number of
teams are required to use the same field, the construction of new recreational amenities (playing
fields, bleachers, parking, etc.) at other parks to allow for more intensive use, and other measures.

GraffitiÆagging Deterrents Incorporated into Freeway Soundwall Design. In light of
the potential for proposed new freeway sound walls and retaining walls to be targets for graffiti and
tagging, and the associated visual impact as well as the substantial costs that are borne by cities to
elirninate grafhti/tagging after the fact, the City requests that preventative features be implemented
and/or measures be taken to reduce such opportunities, and that Caltrans consult with the City
conceming such features or measures during the project's design stage. Preventative features and
measures may include, but may not be not limited to, the planting of ivy or other vines on sound
walls, the landscaping of freeway rights of way with mature trees and shrubs to prevent access to
freeway sound or retaining walls, and the use of decorative masonry surface treatments on these
walls, and the establishment of funds for ongoing maintenance by the City of graffiti or tagging on
these walls.

The City sincerely appreciates this opportunity to provide comments on the Draft EIR/EIR,
and looks forward to continued cooperation from Caltrans as this project progresses and the Final
EIR is prepared. Please contact Alex Hamilton, Assistant Director, Community Development
Department, at alexh@ci.commerce.ca.us or (323) 722-4805 ext 2330, or Jorge Rifa, City
Administrator, at irifa@ci.commerce.ca.us or (323) 722-4805, with any questions.
Sincerely,

COMMERCE CITY

UNCIL

.Lt),_
Honorable Lilia R.

,

Mayor of the City of Commerce
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Attachment 1:
Purchasing Power Loss from l-710 Relocations
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Geotechnical Review
I-710 Corridor Project
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Ms. Anne Doehne
PCR
80 South Lake Avenue. Suite 570
Pasadena. California 91 1 01
Subject:

Geotechnical Review
I-7I0 Corridor Project
City of Commerce, California

Dear Ms. Doehne:

In accordance with your request and authoization, we have performed a geotechnical peer review for the Interstate 710 (I-710) Corridor Project (Project) Draft Environmental lmpact
Report/Environmental Impact Statement (DEIR/DEIS) for the City of Commerce. The project
generally involves proposed improvements to the I-710 freeway from its southerly terminus in

the City of Long Beach to Interstate 60 in East Los Angeles, and includes proposed improvements within the City

of Commerce. The Project corridor traverses two parts of the City of

Commerce generally from Randolph Street to Slauson Avenue, and from the rail yard to Interstate 5 (I-5).
The purpose

project

of our evaluation was to assess whether the potential geotechnical impacts of the

in the City of

Commerce and proposed mitigation alternatives presented

in

the

DEIR/DEIS have been appropriately addressed relative to California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA) and National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) guidelines and industry standards of
practice. Our evaluation has included review of geotechnical background materials, review of the
referenced geotechnical study by URS, and review of the referenced sections of the DEIR/DEIS
relevant to the City of Commerce.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION
The I-710 corridor project DEIR/DEIS presents several alternatives for the proposed project, Al-

ternatives 54, 64, 6B and 6C. Each alternative builds on the one before
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components of the previous alternatives. The general aspects of the alternatives presented in the

Executive Summary and Alternatives section of the DEIR/DEIS are summanzedbelow:

o

Alternative 5A includes widening of the freeway to five general-purpose lanes in each direction, modernization of freeway and arterial interchanges, and modifrcations of freeway
access.

Alternative 6A adds two dedicated truck lanes in each direction. on new elevated structures
and at grade depending on location.
Alternative 6B assumes use of dedicated lanes by zero-emission trucks with automated control systems. This alternative would be built to accommodate eventual conversion to maslev.
Alternative 6C assumes dedicated truck lanes would be toll use.
There are also three design options (Design Options

I,2

and 3) proposed

which apply to Alterna-

tives 6A, 68, and 6C and pertain to the portion of the I-710 between Slauson Boulevard in the

City of Commerce and the l-710/l-5 interchange. The general aspects of the design options presented in the Executive Summary and Appendix O of the DEIR/DEIS are summanzedbelow:

.

Design Option 1 applies to Alternatives 6A/B/C and provides freeway access tolfrom'Washington Boulevard via three ramp intersections.

o

Design Option 2 applies to Alternatives 6A|B|C and provides freeway access tolfrom'Washington Boulevard via two ramp intersections.

.

Design Option 3 applies to Alternative 6B and relocates access tolfrom the freeway at Washington Boulevard. The existing ramps would be replaced with extended "freight corridor
ramps" that would be built at Oak Street and Indiana Street, near the rail yards in the City of
Commerce.

Based on our general understanding of the design options in the City of Commerce, structures for

the Project will include at-grade roadway construction, bridges, and elevated lanes supported on

pile foundations and retaining walls.

GEOTECHNICAL CONDITIONS
The following sections present a summary of the geotechnical conditions, potential impacts, sig-

nificance findings and mitigation recommendations pertaining to the Project within the City of
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Commerce based on our review of the referenced geotechnical study and referenced sections

of

the DEIR/DEIS. The documents reviewed do not specifically address potential impacts within
the City of Commerce. However, generalizations are made regarding the northern end of the pro-

ject corridor where the City of Commerce is located. These generalizations are included in the
following sections. Where appropriate, supplemental comments are presented based on our review of referenced geotechnical background documents.
Site Geology
The geotechnical study by URS and Section 3.1 0 of the DEIR/DEIS indicate that the Project

corridor is underlain by sandy alluvial soils containing silts, clays and gravel. The geologic
map presented in Figure 2 of the URS report indicates that the Project corridor in the City

of

Commerce is underlain by unconsolidated alluvial floodplain deposits of silt, sand and grav-

el. The URS report states that the alluvial sediments underlying the Project are generally
denserlharder in the northern part of the corridor (where the City of Commerce is located).

Groundwater
The URS report indicates that groundwater levels from Slauson Avenue to the north end

of

the Project corridor within the City of Commerce are generally more than 45 feet below the

ground surface. Section 3.10 of the DEIR/DEIS generally indicates that groundwater deepens

in the north part of the Project study area. The DEIR/DEIS

states that groundwater

levels in the Project vicinity are influenced by seasonal fluctuations, and that fluctuations in
groundwater levels due to water district practices and long-term climatic conditions may
lead to future chanqes in the water levels.

Surface Fault Rupture
Based on the information presented in the DEIR/DEIS and URS report, there are no active

faults known to cross the Project corridor within the City of Commerce, and the Project cor-

ridor within the City of Commerce is not located in a State of California Earthquake Fault
Zone.
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Seismic Ground Shaking
The DEIR/DEIS and URS report indicate that the Project corridor will be subject to seismic
shaking that could be damaging to bridges and other structures and, therefore, would influence the seismic design of the Project. The documents indicate that the Puente

Hills

and

Upper Elysian Park blind thrust faults are located to the south and north of the City of
Commerce, respectively; and are capable of generating maximum credible earthquake mo-

ment magnitudes of 7.3 and 6.4, respectively, using the Caltrans ARS online tool. The URS

report indicates that the generalized peak ground acceleration from Slauson Avenue to
Noakes Street in the City of Commerce ranges from 0.65 to 0.709.
The DEIR/DEIS recommends that Project facilities can be designed to accommodate the expected ground accelerations through compliance with applicable building and seismic codes

and, as a result, the potential for structural damage can be substantially reduced through
seismic engineering design.

Liquefaction
According to Seismic Hazards Zones Maps published by the State of California (California
Department of Conservation, Division of Mines and Geology ICDMG] , I999a and 1999b),
the Project corridor within the City of Commerce roughly from Randolph Street to Slauson
Avenue is located within an area considered susceptible to liquefaction. The maps indicate
that the portion of the Project corridor from the rail yards to I-5 in the City of Commerce is
not located in a State liquefaction hazard zone.
The DEIR/DEIS and URS report indicate that an approximately 0.8 mile portion of the Pro-

ject corridor (roughly from the rail yards to I-5 within the City of Commerce) is not located
in a State liquefactionhazard zone, and has a low potential for liquefaction. The DEIR/DEIS
and URS report indicate that the portion of the Project corridor in the City of Commerce

roughly from Randolph Street to Slauson Avenue is in an area considered to have

a

moderate

potential for liquefaction.
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The DEIR/DEIS states that when liquefaction occurs, the strength of soil decreases and the

ability of soil to support bridge foundations are reduced; and liquefied soils can exert pressure on retaining walls, which can cause them to

tilt or slide. The URS report

states that the

potential effects of liquefaction include reduction of vertical and lateral capacity, seismic
settlement of soils and resulting downdrag loads on buried structures, additional lateral loads
due to lateral spreading, instability and movement due to lateral spreading.

The DEIR/DEIS recommends that impacts to the facilities and structure due to liquefaction
and seismically induced settlement can be substantially reduced based on design and con-

struction, consistent with the recommendations of the detailed geotechnical investigations
prepared during final design.

Collapsible Soils
The DEIR/DEIS and URS report indicate that it is not known whether collapsible soils are
present in the Project corridor, since laboratory dalawere not available for the Project. However, the documents state that the Project area in not known to have collapsible soils. The

URS report states that issues of bearing capacity, stability and settlement will be less in the
north part of the project than in the south. The URS report recommends that site-specific la-

boratory testing should be performed

for

collapse potential during

the

subsurface

investigation phase of the project.

Expansive Soils
The DEIR/DEIS and URS report indicate that laboratory data were not available for the Pro-

ject regarding the expansion potential of site soils; however, based on data from existing
bridges for sites along the Project corridor, the soils generally consist of coarse-grained materials bhat are not highly expansive, but some fine-grained soils susceptible to high degrees

of expansion do exist. The URS report recommends that site-specific laboratory testing

be

performed for collapse potential during the subsurface investigation phase of the project.
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Subsidence
Section 3.10 of the DEIR/DEIS does not address the issue of subsidence. The URS report
indicates that historic subsidence was documented in areas of Long Beach at the southern

end of the Project corridor, and that the subsidence was successfully arrested in the late
1960s. The URS report and our review of background information do not indicate that his-

toric subsidence occutred in the north part of the Project corridor in the City of Commerce.

Landslides and Earthquake-Induced Slope Instability
The DEIR/DEIS indicates that with the exception of the freeway embankments and embankments and levees of the Los Angeles river, the topography of the Project corridor is

relatively flat with no natural slopes. The DEIR/DEIS states that earthquake-induced slope
instability in not

a

major factor in the design and construction of the Project, except in

areas

where there is a potential for liquefaction. The URS report indicates that earthquake-induced

slope instability associated with liquefaction and lateral spreading is an issue

in

areas

of

moderate or high liquefaction potential and near slopes such as the Los Angeles river embankments. Based on our background review, the Project corridor

is adjacent to the Los

Angeles river roughly between Randolph Street and Slauson Avenue in the south part of the

City of Commerce. Further, this portion of the City of Commerce is located in an area indicated

in the URS report to have a moderate liquefaction potential. The URS report

recommends that detailed site-specifi c data and analyses are needed to address this issue and
should be performed during project design.

CONCLUSIONS
Our evaluation included review of published geologic and seismic data,review of the referenced
URS report, and review of the referenced sections of the DEIR/DEIS document. In general, it is
our opinion that these documents have appropriately addressed the primary geotechnical impacts
per CEQA/NEPA guidelines. However, the potential impacts and possible mitigation recommen-

dations

of

some geotechnical issues not on the CEQA checklist are not addressed

in

the

DEIR/DEIS and URS report. Therefore, we have addressed other issues that, in our opinion, may
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impact the City of Commerce and present a discussion of these issues in the following section

of

this reporl.

The primary mitigation measure included in the DEIR/DEIS (GEO-l) indicates that "Prior to
completion offinal design, Caltrans will prepare a design-level geotechnical report. This report

will document soil-related constraints and hazards such

as slope instability, settlement, liquefac-

tíon or related secondary seismic impacts that may be present. The report shall also ínclude:
Evaluation of expansive soils and recommendcttions regarding construction procedures and/or
design criteria to minimize the effect of these soils on development of the project; Identffication

of potential liquefiable areas within the project límits and recommendations

for

mitigation;

Demonstration that the design of all proposed retqining walls is geotechnically suitable for pro-

ject area soils."

Typically, site-specific geotechnical impacts and recommendations

aregeneralized at the DEIR/DEIS stage of a project, and are addressed in detail at the design
stage. Therefore,

it is our opinion that this mitigation

measure is an appropriate recommenda-

tion to address the potential geotechnical impacts related to construction of the project.
Based on our background review, the three design options that are proposed in the City of Commerce in the vicinity of Washington Boulevard and the I-710 (Design Options

1,2

and 3)

will

be

constructed within a similar geologic environment with generally similar subsurface conditions.
Therefore, in our opinion, the geotechnical impacts of the proposed design options would be dependent on the type and amount of construction performed for each option, and

will

generally

not be dependent on the location of the constructed improvements.

ADDITIONAL GEOTECHNICAL CONSIDERATIONS
Based on our review

of geotechnical

background information, the URS report, and the

DEIR/DEIS, we have prepared the following assessment of potential impacts and mitigation
methods for the Project corridor within the City of Commerce.
The geotechnical study for the project by URS discusses potential foundation options for bridges
and retaining walls for the project. The study recommends that the selection of bridge foundation

alternatives will be based on foundation loading and site-specific conditions, and the design
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be based on site-specific geotechnical evaluation. Various options for retaining walls and associ-

ated foundation alternatives are presented

in the geotechnical study. However, the potential

impacts of the various design alternatives are not addressed in the URS report, nor are they addressed

in Section 3.10 of the DEIR/DEIS. Construction activities for the Project corridor could

pose additional impacts to properties in the City of Commerce and are addressed in the

following

sections.

Soil Erosion
Soil erosion refers to the process by which soil or earth material is loosened or dissolved and
removed from its original location. Erosion can occur by varying processes and can occur in
the project area where bare soil is exposed to wind or moving water (both rainfall and sur-

face runoff). The processes
steepness,

of erosion are generally a function of material type, terrain

rainfall or irrigation levels, surface drainage conditions, and general land uses.

Construction of the Project would result in ground surface disruption during demolition, ex-

cavation, grading, and trenching that would create the potential

for erosion to

occur.

However, with incorporation of appropriate mitigation methods, potential soil erosion can
have a less than signifìcant impact.
To mitigate potential erosion at the Project site, a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Program

(SV/PPP) incorporating Best Management Practices (BMPs) for erosion management should

be implemented prior to the start of construction. In addition, the topographic gradients at
the project site are relatively gentle. The site would be covered with hardscape and landscape improvements

following construction, and the impact of long-term erosion would be

less than significant.

With the implementation of BMPs incorporated in the project SWPPP during construction,
water- and wind-related soil erosion can be limited and managed within construction site
boundaries. Examples of these procedures could include surface drainage measures for ero-

sion due to water, such as the use of erosion prevention mats or geofabrics, sandbags and

plastic sheeting, and temporary drainage devices. Positive surface drainage should be accommodated at project construction sites to allow surface runoff to flow awav from site
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improvements or areas susceptible to erosion. To reduce wind-related erosion, wetting

of

soil surfaces andlor covering exposed ground areas and soil stockpiles could be considered
during construction operations, as appropriate. The use of soil tackifiers may be considered
to reduce the potential for water- and wind-related soil erosion.

Groundwater and Construction Dewatering
The DEIR/DEIS and URS report indicate that the depth to groundwater along the Project

corridor in the City of Commerce is more than 45 feet deep. Foundation excavations near
this depth will encounter groundwater. Additionally, shallow perched groundwater may be
encountered in excavations for the Project, and construction dewatering would be involved

to maintain the excavations in a relatively dry condition. Lowering the groundwater results

in an increase in the effective

stress

of soil above the groundwater and, in some

cases, can

result in soil settlement. Estimates of the magnitude of potential settlement related to dewatering should be made prior to site excavation, and mitigation recommendations should
be implemented, as needed. The potential impacts of settlement related to construction de-

watering can be made less than significant with incorporation

of appropriate

mitigation

methods.

Mitigation methods include limiting the depth of construction dewatering, installation of
sheet piles and pumping from

within the excavation to reduce the impacts outside the exca-

vation, installation of monitoring wells to evaluate groundwater, monitoring adjacent

areas

for indications of settlement, andlor protection to settlement-sensitive structures through
ground improvement or foundation underpinning (if appropriate).

Liquefaction Mitigation and Construction Activities
Typical mitigation alternatives for liquefaction include supporting structures on cast-in-place

pile foundations or driven pre-cast piles that extend through the liquefiable zones into competent material. Alternatively, densification of the liquefiable soils using vibro-displacement
stone columns or compaction grouting would mitigate the liquefactionhazard, and the new
structures could then be supported on shallow foundation systems. From a geotechnical en-
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gineering perspective, each of these alternative methods are considered feasible, and would
reduce the liquefactionhazard impact to less than significant levels.

However, construction activities to mitigate the potential liquefactionhazard for the Project
and installation of pile foundations could pose additional site impacts. Depending on the
type of liquefaction hazard mitigation and pile foundations selected, construction-related vibrations could impact surrounding properties. In addition, excavations may include shoring
systems, which could involve the use of driven sheet piles. The installation of driven piles or

vibro-displacement stone columns for liquefaction mitigation, and installation shoring systems (such as sheet piles) involves construction vibrations, which can result in disturbance
to people andlor ground settlement.
Sensitive receptors (people and structures) located near the Project could be impacted by vi-

brations and ground settlement. However, the impacts of vibrations and ground settlement to
surrounding improvements due to construction activities at the project site will be reduced to
less than significant levels with incorporation of mitigation techniques.

In order to mitigate the potential impacts due to vibrations during the construction phase of
the Project, sensitive receptors þeople and structures) near the Project would be evaluated

with regard to potential vibration-related impacts. If vibrations would impact the receptors,
mitigation techniques shall be implemented at that time. Mitigation techniques to reduce the
impacts of vibrations to less than significant levels include avoiding vibratory types of construction, limiting vibratory types of construction to specified distances from sensitive off-

site receptors, monitoring vibration and settlement during construction, and/or protecting
sensitive improvements from excessive settlement by ground stabilization or foundation underpinning.

Monitoring methods include installation of ground survey points around the outside of excavations to monitor settlement andlor placing monitoring points on nearby structures or
surfaces to monitor performance of the structures. In general, acceptable levels of settlement

would be % inch or less in non-building areas, and % inch or less for building areas. If moni-
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tored movement is unacceptable to surrounding improvements during the course of construction, the work shall stop and the contractor's methods shall be reviewed and changes
made, as appropriate; and alternative methods of settlement reduction shall be implemented

by the contractor.
Excavations
Based on our background review, we anticipate that the materials encountered in excava-

tions for the Project

in the City of

Commerce

will be

comprised predominantly of

unconsolidated alluvial soils with various amounts of silt, sand and gravel. We anticipate
that excavations within the alluvial materials at the project site will be feasible with conventional grading equipment.
Unsupported steep excavations in the alluvial sediments for the Project may be susceptible
to caving, which would be a safety hazard and could damagenearby improvements. Excava-

tions for proposed Project improvements should be performed with care to reduce the
potential for undermining or differential movement of pavements, adjacent utilities, hardscape, buildings and other improvements located near the excavations. Shoring

will

be

utilized in excavations for the Project to provide adequate stability. With appropriate shoring
systems incorporated during construction, excavations along the Project alignment would
not result in a significant impact to surrounding improvements.

We anticipate that the Project excavations will be cordoned, fenced or covered during construction operations, such that the public will not be exposed to the impacts of excavations.
Construction personnel may be exposed to the impacts of excavations, and appropriate safe-

ty measures would reduce potential impacts to site personnel. Since excavations will

be

filled following construction, the proposed Project would not result or expose people to impacts related to excavations after construction of the proiect.

Limitations
The geotechnical analyses presented in this report have been conducted in accordance with
current engineering practice and the standard of care exercised by reputable geotechnical
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consultants performing similar tasks in this area. No warranty, implied or expressed, is made
regarding the conclusions, recommendations, and professional opinions expressed in this re-

port. Variations may exist and conditions not observed or described in this report may be
encountered. Our preliminary conclusions are based on an analysis of the referenced background information.

The purpose of this study was to evaluate geologic and geotechnical conditions within the

City of Commerce to assist in evaluating the environmental impact documents for the pro-

ject'

A

comprehensive geotechnical evaluation, including subsurface exploration and

laboratory testing, should be performed prior to design and construction of the project.
We appreciate the opportunity to be of service on this project.

Respectfully submitted,

NINYO & MOORE

Michael E. Rogers, PG, CEG
Senior Project Geologist

%
CERTIFIED
ENGINEERING

4*-r¿fu
Carol Price, PG, CEG
Principal Geologist

--Z¿'Éa

Jalal Vakili, PhD, PE
Principal Engineer

MER/CAP lIYlsc
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L-19-1
The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) acknowledges the City of Commerce’s
comments regarding the benefits of the Interstate 710 (I-710) Corridor Project.
L-19-2
Caltrans acknowledges the City’s concerns regarding the project effects on the City in
proportion to the benefits of the project accrued to the City. The project effects related to
property acquisition and displacements, tax revenue losses, disruptions to local traffic, and
increased air emissions and noise levels are discussed in the relevant sections of the
Recirculated Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS (RDEIR/SDEIS). Responses to individual City
comments related to the project effects are provided in Responses to Comments L-19-3 through
L-19-93, below.
L-19-3
Caltrans acknowledges the City’s concern regarding short- and long-term effects of air quality
on near-roadway sources. Construction-related air quality emissions are discussed in Section
3.24.3.13, Air Quality, in the RDEIR/SDEIS. The emissions described in Section 3.24.3.13 and
in Table 3.24-4 are based on the types of construction activities and construction periods that
are representative of the effects that would occur in the City of Commerce in areas adjacent to
construction activities for the I-710 Corridor Project. Single-segment construction NOx emissions
have already been identified as exceeding the SCAQMD's construction emission significance
threshold. Measures to address those air quality effects are described in Section 3.24.4.13. The
project construction contractors would be required to comply with those measures during project
construction activities. Additionally, construction of the proposed project would follow the
Caltrans and SCAQMD standard conditions for reducing fugitive dust emissions.
For long-term (operational) air quality effects, a revised set of build alternatives (Alternative 5C
and Alternative 7) have been evaluated in the revised AQ/GHG/HRA. Project-funded zeroemissions/near zero-emissions (ZE/NZE) trucks along the I-710 are included in both Alternative
5C and 7, and a dedicated ZE-only freight corridor is a design option for Alternative 7. Based on
the revised AQ/GHG/HRA, both build alternatives show the air quality and health benefits
compared to the 2012 Baseline and 2035 No Build Alternative, particularly for NOx and diesel
particulate matter (DPM).
L-19-4
Caltrans, Metro, and the other I-710 Corridor Project funding partner agencies are extremely
appreciative of the time and effort that the Coalition for Environmental Health and Justice
Page 509

I-710 Corridor Project RDEIR/SDEIS

(CEHAJ) invested in developing the proposed Community Alternative 7 and acknowledge the
City of Commerce’s support of this alternative. The I-710 Corridor Project funding partner
agencies share the goals described within their comments to: (1) protect community health in an
already overburdened part of Los Angeles County, and, (2) identify an alternative that performs
better environmentally while achieving traffic safety, enhancing goods movement, and reducing
congestion. As discussed in the Responses to Comments IP-22-1 through IP-22-23 and as
described in Chapter 2.0 of the RDEIR/SDEIS, many of the components of Community
Alternative 7 have been integrated into Alternative 7. As further discussed in the responses to
subsequent comments below, those components of Community Alternative 7 that have not been
integrated into Alternative 7 are addressed in other programs and projects being undertaken by
Metro and/or the Gateway Cities COG.
L-19-5
This comment requests a more detailed plan to show specifically how Caltrans will prioritize
efforts to relocate businesses within the City of Commerce. The RDEIR/SDEIS includes
mitigation for Caltrans to follow the Uniform Act, which includes relocating businesses (refer to
Mitigation Measure C-1) within the same city as to keep jobs and tax revenues within affected
cities.
L-19-6
Caltrans acknowledges the City’s support of the zero emissions freight corridor and its request
that it be made a mandatory feature of the project. This comment also requests that the ZEE
design option (and its associated infrastructure) be extended beyond the freeway mainline onto
the truck ramps within the City, as close to the rail yards as possible. A revised set of build
alternatives (Alternative 5C and 7) are being carried forward in the RDEIR/SDEIS. Projectfunded ZE/NZE trucks along the I-710 Corridor are a component of both Alternatives 5C and 7,
and Alternative 7 includes a ZE/NZE freight corridor. Based on the revised AQ/GHG/HRA, both
build alternatives show air quality and health benefits compared to the 2012 Baseline and 2035
No Build Alternative, particularly for NOx and diesel particulate matter (DPM), compared to the
No Build Alternative. PM2.5 emissions along the I-710 are lower in all 2035 alternatives
compared to the 2012 Baseline. Compared to the No Build Alternative, Alternative 7 has the
greatest increase in PM2.5 emissions (over three times greater increase than Alternative 5C).
This is due to the VMT-related increases of entrained road dust and, to a lesser extent,
brake/tire wear. (In 2035, exhaust emissions are a very small fraction of overall PM2.5 traffic
emissions.) Section 2.3.2.1 in the RDEIR/SDEIS describes the commercial feasibility of zero
emission truck technology and includes reference to the I-710 Project Zero-Emission Truck
Commercialization Study.
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L-19-7
Caltrans acknowledges the City’s support of the new interchange proposed at Slauson Ave. in
combination with retention or improvement of the I-710/Washington Blvd. interchange. The
revised build alternatives included in the RDEIR/SDEIS has revised the design at the Slauson
Ave. interchange. This redesign includes reconstruction of Slauson Ave., including the freeway
overcrossing from the Los Angeles River to approximately 700 feet east of the existing LAJ atgrade crossing. Alternative 7 includes a partial freight corridor-only interchange. Additionally,
under Alternatives 5C and 7, the removal of the I-710/Washington Blvd. interchange has been
withdrawn from further consideration. Caltrans will make every effort to avoid and/or minimize
acquisition of commercial, industrial, and public property associated with improvements at the
I-710/Washington Blvd. interchange.
L-19-8
Caltrans acknowledges the City’s support of Community Alternative 7. Please see Response to
Comment L-19-4.
L-19-9
Under the revised set of build alternatives included in the RDEIR/SDEIS, the removal of the
I-710/Washington Blvd. interchange has been withdrawn from further consideration. Based on
updates to the project design, improvements at the I-710/Washington Blvd. interchange include:
•

Reconstruction of the interchange, including undercrossing and all entrance and exit
ramps, and construction of one-way, access controlled streets between the ramp
intersections and Sheila St.

•

Reconstruction of the interchange from west of Ayers Ave. to west of Atlantic Blvd.,
including access control on Washington Blvd. between ramp intersections.

This revised design information is provided in Tables 2.3-3 and 2.3-4 of the RDEIR/SDEIS.
Impacts related to this revised design are discussed in Section 3.1 (Land Use) and Section 3.3
(Community Impacts) of the RDEIR/SDEIS.
L-19-10
This information has been incorporated into Section 3.3 of the RDEIR/SDEIS and has been
updated to address potential community character and cohesion impacts to the northwest
neighborhood in the City of Commerce.
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As stated in Section 3.3.1, the Draft EIR/EIS did in fact acknowledge the additional impacts to
Commerce that would result from implementation of Alternatives 6A/B/C due to the increased
right-of-way required for the four-lane freight corridor and concludes that the Alternatives 6A/B/C
would result in an adverse impact to the City of Commerce community cohesion as a result of
relocations. Also, Section 3.3.2.3 of the Draft EIR/EIS currently identifies a lack of comparable
replacement housing within the city of Commerce and states that Last Resort Housing may be
considered as a method of providing comparable replacement housing to displaced persons
who reside in areas where the replacement housing is low. Refer to Section 3.3.2.3 for updated
information regarding impacts, as well as Section 3.3.2.4, which describes the mitigation for
relocations.
The comment also requests that Caltrans commit to the relocation of all Commerce residents
within the City of Commerce. Caltrans will follow the provisions of the Uniform Act and every
effort will be made to relocate residents within the affected city.
L-19-11
The comment requests Caltrans consider a list of provisions for relocations within the City of
Commerce. As stated in the Section 3.3.2.3 of the RDEIR/SDEIS, Caltrans has already
identified a lack of comparable replacement housing within the City of Commerce and that Last
Resort Housing may be considered as a method of providing comparable replacement housing
to displaced persons who reside in areas where the replacement housing is low. Refer to
Section 3.3.2.3 for additional detail, as well as Section 3.3.2.4, which describes the mitigation
for relocations. Please refer to Appendix D, Summary of Relocation Benefits, for a description of
the assistance provided per the Uniform Relocation Act to any and all displaced persons as a
result of the project.
L-19-12
Refer to Response to Comment L-19-9, above, for detailed discussion regarding the
I-710/Washington Blvd. interchange and specific issues associated with that interchange.
L-19-13
Refer to Response to Comment L-19-9, above, for detailed discussion regarding the
I-710/Washington Blvd. interchange and specific issues associated with that interchange.
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L-19-14
Refer to Response to Comment L-19-9, above, for detailed discussion regarding the
I-710/Washington Blvd. interchange and specific issues associated with that interchange.
L-19-15
Under Alternative 7, construction of one-way, access controlled streets between the Washington
Blvd. ramp intersections and Sheila St. is proposed.
L-19-16
Under the proposed zero emission technology described in Section 2.3.2.1 of the
RDEIR/SDEIS, trucks may continue to operate in zero emission mode even after they exit the
proposed ZE/NZE freight corridor featured in Alternatives 7. The revised build alternatives and
ZE/NZE truck program are both characterized as “technology neutral”.
L-19-17
This comment requests additional technical studies and opportunities for the City to review
those studies. Each of those requested studies is addressed below.
Transportation Management Plans. Although the Transportation Management Plan is not
a technical study, the RDEIR/SDEIS has revised Measure CON-U&ES-1 (Appendix F and
Section 3.24.4.4) to add coordination of all temporary ramp closures and detour plans with
individual City and County Departments of Public Works, as well as emergency services
providers prior to any construction in jurisdictions where there will be temporary detours or
other indirect effects on local streets in those jurisdictions.
Specific Utility Relocation Plans. Although Specific Utility Relocation Plans are not
technical studies, the RDEIR/SDEIS has revised Measures CON-U&ES-1 and U&ES-2 to
add consultation with individual City and County Departments of Public Works regarding the
Specific Utility Relocation Plans prior to any utility relocation work in those jurisdictions.
Southern California Edison Bandini Substation Relocation. Please refer to the revised
Section 3.4 of the RDEIR/SDEIS for an updated discussion of utility impacts under the
revised build alternatives.
Comprehensive Utility Relocation Study. As noted in Section 3.4 of the RDEIR/SDEIS,
Metro has conducted three comprehensive utility relocation studies for the South, Central,
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and North segments of I-710 that were used to prepare Section 3.4 of the RDEIR/SDEIS.
The technical studies are available at the following link: http://www.dot.ca.gov/d7/env-docs/.
Final Los Angeles River Impact Study. Because the revised build alternatives minimized
impacts to the Los Angeles River, a revised “Los Angeles River Impact Report” was not
prepared; however, the referenced analysis can be found in the Flood Control Facilities
Report (January 2017), available at the above link.
Water Quality and Stormwater Best Management Practices. Measure WQ-1 (Section
3.9.4 and Appendix F of the RDEIR/SDEIS has been updated to state that during final
design, Caltrans will consult with the jurisdictions where discharges of runoff from I-710 to
local jurisdictions’ streets and/or storm water drainage systems will occur regarding the
project design development, treatment, and operational BMPs in those local jurisdictions.
Air Quality Localized Construction Analysis. The construction phasing, daily equipment,
daily haul trucks, and duration (8 to 15 years) needed to conduct the construction-related
analysis of criteria pollutants and MSATs are currently unknown. Therefore, as stated in the
AQ/HRA technical report and Section 4.13 of the RDEIR/SDEIS, the worst-case construction
emissions were estimated using the Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management
District (SMAQMD) Construction Emission Model (Version 6.3.2). Any estimate of the health
risk, PM mortality/morbidity, or daily construction impacts would be speculative, inaccurate,
and misleading.
L-19-18
The comment requests additional review of the City of Commerce 2020 General Plan Elements
and additional detail provided in Section 3.1.1 of the Draft EIR/EIS. The RDEIR/SDEIS has
been updated to provide additional goals and policies of applicable General Plan Elements for
the City of Commerce 2020 General Plan.
L-19-19
Sections 3.3.1 and 3.3.2 provide a discussion of community character and cohesion and
relocations required within each city under the build alternatives and design options. The
RDEIR/SDEIS concludes that community cohesion impacts occur at a localized level within
Commerce, Bell, and Long Beach due to relocations of existing cohesive communities. In
addition, Section 3.3.2.3 discusses the lack of comparable replacement housing within the cities
of Commerce, Vernon, and for mobile homes specifically in Compton, and that Last Resort
Housing may be considered for these cities as a method of providing comparable replacement
housing to displaced persons who reside in areas where the replacement housing is low. Refer
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to Section 3.3.2.3 for additional detail, as well as Section 3.3.2.4, which describes the mitigation
for relocations.
L-19-20
Based on the updated CIA, the City of Commerce may require the need for Last Resort
Housing. Please refer to Section 3.3.7 of the RDEIR/SDEIS for more updated information
regarding relocations in the City of Commerce.
L-19-21
Sections 3.1.3 and 3.3.1 provide the evaluation of potential impacts at Bandini Park, Atlantic
and Bristow Park branch libraries, Bandini Elementary School, the Dorothy Kirby Confinement
Center, and places of worship located within 0.5 mile of the Study Area. However, the
Commerce Teen Center, which is located outside of the Focused Study Area (i.e., more than
0.5 mile away from project improvements, which is beyond the limits of project noise impacts),
was not evaluated. The evaluation provided in the Draft EIR/EIS includes discussions regarding
whether the build alternatives would result in a potential direct and/or indirect impact (e.g., visual
impact). Please refer to these sections for additional detail.
L-19-22
Table 3.3-10 (Section 3.3.2.3) in the RDEIR/SDEIS provides the potential number of relocations
by build alternative. However, according to the revised CIA, the build alternatives will result in
relocations in the City of Commerce:
It has been determined that there may be a need for Last Resort Housing within the City of
Commerce. Please see Section 3.3.2 of the RDEIR/SDEIS and the revised Relocation Impact
Report for more detailed information.
L-19-23
This comment requests an explanation of how the City’s comments on the NOP were
addressed in the Draft EIR/EIS. These specific requests and Caltrans’ responses are as follows:


Coordination between I-5 and I-710 Improvement Projects: Monthly meetings were,
and will continue to be, held, involving Caltrans, Metro, the Gateway Cities COG, the I-5
Joint Powers Authority (JPA), the City of Commerce, and the County of Los Angeles on
behalf of East Los Angeles to discuss the I-710 and I-5 projects and to ensure
coordination of project design, consistent treatment of issues of concern to the
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community, and the consistency of assumptions and technical analyses. This
coordination is reflected in the project design.


Minimization of Impacts to Areas That Bring in Sales Tax Revenue: To the extent
possible, impacts to sales tax revenue generating uses were avoided. In cases where an
impact was unavoidable, Caltrans worked to minimize the impact by acquiring small
portions of property in lieu of full acquisitions. Various coordination meetings were held
throughout the life of the project, including meetings with the City of Commerce, to
receive City input on project design and its associated impacts. This coordination is
reflected in the project design.



Minimization of Impacts to the ABC/Ayers Neighborhood and the Northwest
Neighborhood: Although impacts to the Ayers neighborhood have been reduced,
Alternative 7 still results in impacts to this neighborhood. Please refer to Section 5.6 of
the revised CIA for more detail.



Minimize Impacts to Road Access within the City: Under Alternative 5C, the
reconstruction of the Slauson Ave. overcrossing is proposed and would improve access
for residents in the western part of the City of Commerce. In addition, the Leonis St.
pedestrian undercrossing is proposed to be replaced connecting the residential areas in
the Bandini-Rosini and West Planning Areas to preserve the connectivity and access to
Bandini Park for residents east of the I-710 mainline. Also, the Interstate 5 (I-5)
pedestrian overcrossing connecting Bristow Park in the City of Commerce to
unincorporated East Los Angeles would also be maintained. Please refer to Section 5.6
of the revised CIA for more detail.

Comments received on the NOP have been incorporated in the RDEIR/SDEIS. Mitigation
measures to address impacts to the City are discussed throughout Chapter 3.0, as well as in
Appendix F.
L-19-24
This comment requested clarification on the methodologies used to estimate potential sales tax
and property tax impacts. The economic analysis was developed through a combination of
sources, which include the Taxable Sales Report from the State Board of Equalization,
information provided by the Los Angeles County Auditor-Controller’s and Tax Collector’s
Offices, labor force data from the State Employment Development Department, the 2000
Census, and the U.S. Census Bureau, 2002 Economic Census.
Property tax revenue loss was evaluated, using paid property tax data paid for the fiscal year
2008–2009, for each parcel that may be potentially acquired and relocated in the City of
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Commerce. This data was provided by the Office of the Los Angeles County Tax Collector. For
this analysis, the property tax revenue is the total property tax amount collected by the Los
Angeles County Tax Collector for each City before it is distributed to the City and other
agencies.
Sales tax revenue loss was evaluated using the average sales tax revenue that was determined
by dividing the total taxable sales by the total number of businesses that operate in the City.
Then percentage breakdowns were provided applying the sales tax rate for 2014 within the City
of Commerce at 9.5 percent, of which 6.5 percent was distributed to the State, 1.5 percent was
distributed to the local jurisdictions, and 1.5 percent was distributed to Metro.
Please refer to the revised CIA for a description of the potential sales tax revenue impacts to the
City of Commerce.
L-19-25
This comment requests that Caltrans coordinate with the City to develop measures to be
incorporated into a Community Benefits Agreement that includes mitigation for disproportionate
impacts of potential sales tax and property tax loss to the City (also see Comment L-19-87).
Please refer to Response to Comment L-19-24 for a discussion on the loss of sales tax revenue
in the City of Commerce. There is no legal requirement for Caltrans to enter in to a Community
Benefits Agreement with the City of Commerce or any other affected agency. Mitigation for
displacements will be provided in accordance with the Uniform Act, and Caltrans and Metro will
continue to work collaboratively with all affected agencies through the I-710 Corridor Project
committees and the Gateway Cities COG to implement the project, if a build alternative is
selected.
L-19-26
This comment requests specific information on several aspects of the Environmental Justice
analysis. Responses to these issues are as follows:


Calculations for the number of construction jobs generated in the City were derived from
the American Road and Transportation Builders Association (ARTBA). ARTBA estimates
every $1 billion invested in highways supports 27,823 jobs, including 9,537 on-site
construction jobs, 4,324 jobs in supplier industries, and 13,962 jobs throughout the rest
of the economy.



The potential loss of permanent jobs within the City can be found in table 3.3-14 of
Section 3.3.2.3 of the RDEIR/SDEIS. Caltrans strives to ensure that displaced
businesses will be relocated, pursuant to the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real
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Property Acquisition Policies Act (Uniform Act) of 1970 (Public Law 91-646, 84 Stat.
1894).


The RDEIR/SDEIS includes mitigation for Caltrans to follow the Uniform Act, which
includes every effort to relocate businesses (refer to Mitigation Measure C-1) within the
same city as to keep jobs and tax revenues within affected cities. Indirect impacts to
communities as a result of the build alternatives are discussed in Section 3.3,
Community Impacts, of the RDEIR/SDEIS. It should be noted that the removal of the
I-710/Washington Blvd. interchange has been withdrawn from further consideration (as
discussed in Section 2.4 of the RDEIR/SDEIS).

L-19-27
The RDEIR/SDEIS includes mitigation for Caltrans to follow the Uniform Act, which includes
relocating businesses (refer to Mitigation Measure C-1) within the same city as to keep jobs and
tax revenues within affected cities. There is no legal requirement for Caltrans to enter in to a
Community Benefits Agreement with the City of Commerce or any other affected agency.
Mitigation for displacements will be provided in accordance with the Uniform Act, and Caltrans
and Metro will continue to work collaboratively with all affected agencies through the I-710
Corridor Project committees and the Gateway Cities COG to implement the project, if a build
alternative is selected.
L-19-28
Section 3.3.2 of the RDEIR/SDEIS has been updated to summarize the revised Relocation
Impact Report, which accounts for all potential relocations within the Study Area, including the
City of Commerce. In addition, the number of residential units and persons that could also be
displaced has also been included in Section 3.3.2.3 at the comments request. The average
household size is based on the U.S. Census for each city.
L-19-29
The comment requests specific mitigation for impacts related to relocations to the City of
Commerce. Please refer to Response to Comment L-19-27 regarding mitigation through the
Uniform Act.
L-19-30
Measure CON-TR-1 (Section 3.24.4.5) in the RDEIR/SDEIS requires the preparation and
implementation of a TMP. Measure CON-TR-1 identifies key components of the TMP. The
complete TMP will be developed during final design and part of that process will be the
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coordination of the TMP components, such as ramp and street closures and detours with the
applicable local jurisdictions to help reduce traffic impacts in areas near the construction
activities. As a result, each local jurisdiction will be provided an opportunity to work with Caltrans
and the construction contractor to identify local street and lane closures and detours to minimize
the effects of those activities in each community. Also, refer to Response to Comment L-19-17,
above.
L-19-31
As noted in Measure CON-TR-1 (Section 3.24.4.5), the purpose of the TMP is to address shortterm traffic impacts during construction. As a result, the TMP will address transportation issues
(traffic, pedestrian, bicycle, emergency vehicles, rail) at all locations where project-related traffic
and the construction areas would impact some or all of those transportation modes. This will
include temporary street closures, temporary detours, lane reductions, etc., at locations
adjacent to or in the vicinity of the construction limits. The construction staging areas are
considered to be within the construction limits and, as a result, construction traffic into/out of
staging areas and measures to minimize the effects of that traffic on local traffic will be
considered in the TMP. As a result, no changes were made to any measures in response to this
comment.
At this point in project development, it would be speculative to identify possible phasing for each
of the build alternatives. Upon identification of a preferred alternative, phasing and staging
concepts may be advanced to estimate construction duration, identify staging areas, identify
required closures, and assess traffic access during construction.
L-19-32
This comment expresses concern about the loss of emergency access under Design Option 3
at the I-710/Washington Blvd. interchange. As discussed above in Response to Comment
L-19-9, Design Option 3 has been withdrawn from further consideration.
L-19-33
This comment requests a more detailed analysis of impacts to emergency access in the City of
Commerce. Please see Section 3.4.2.1 in the RDEIR/SDEIS for the updated analysis of impacts
to emergency access in the City of Commerce based upon the revised design of the build
alternatives.
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L-19-34
Refer to Response to Comment L-19-17, above, regarding City review of the specific utility
relocation areas.
L-19-35
Refer to Response to Comment L-19-17, above, which describes changes made to the
RDEIR/SDEIS regarding the relocation of the SCE substation, including the addition of Measure
U&ES-2.
L-19-36
The Comprehensive Utility Relocation Study is being prepared as part of the Project Report for
the I-710 Corridor Project. The Project Report will be used to direct the final design of a selected
project. The final design will reflect the findings and recommendations from the various studies
prepared in support of and attached to the Project Report including geotechnical reports, a
Storm Water Data Report, Initial Site Assessments, a Modified Access Report-Acceptability,
Railroad Conceptual Approval, and/or Structure Advanced Planning Studies, as appropriate for
a given project. The RDEIR/SDEIS is an attachment to the updated Project Report which is
available upon request from Caltrans District 7. The Specific Utility Relocation Studies required
in Measure U&ES-2 will address specific issues associated with the relocation of each major
utility as a result of the build alternatives. As a result, a separate measure requiring the
preparation of the Comprehensive Utility Relocation Study in the RDEIR/SDEIS is not needed.
L-19-37
The regulatory discussion in each subsection in Chapter 3.0, including Section 3.5, is intended
to describe existing regulations that specifically address the identified parameters. There are no
regulations regarding transit and, therefore, there is no discussion of transit in the regulatory
setting sections in Chapter 3.0.
As described at the beginning of Chapter 4.0, California Environmental Quality Act, the
proposed project is a joint project by Caltrans and the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA)
and is subject to State and Federal environmental review requirements. The project
environmental documentation has been prepared in compliance with the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). Caltrans
is the Lead Agency for the I-710 Corridor Project under CEQA and NEPA. A primary difference
between NEPA and CEQA is the way significance is determined. Under NEPA, significance is
used to determine whether an EIS or some lower level of documentation will be required. NEPA
requires that an EIS be prepared when the proposed Federal action (project) as a whole has the
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potential to “significantly affect the quality of the human environment.” The determination of
significance is based on context and intensity. Some impacts determined to be significant under
CEQA may not be of sufficient magnitude to be determined significant under NEPA. Under
NEPA, once a decision is made regarding the need for an EIS, it is the magnitude of the impact
that is evaluated, and no judgment of its individual significance is deemed important. NEPA
does not require that a determination of significant impacts be stated in the environmental
documents. For comparison under NEPA, Alternative 1 provides the basis for comparison of
2035 No Build conditions with the 2035 build alternatives.
CEQA requires Caltrans to identify each “significant effect on the environment” resulting from a
project and ways to mitigate each significant impact. If the project may have a significant effect
on any environmental resource, an EIR must be prepared. Every significant effect on the
environment must be disclosed in the EIR and mitigated if feasible. In making determinations of
significance under CEQA, the impacts of the build alternatives are analyzed relative to Baseline
conditions which, for the I-710 Corridor Project, were the existing conditions in the I-710
Corridor Study Area when the NOP was issued in 2008. However, the revised AQ/GHG/HRA
and revised traffic analyses have been updated to include 2012 as their Baseline for analysis.
Information in the RDEIR/SDEIS has been updated to reflect these changes.
The analysis of project impacts under CEQA in Chapter 4.0 is based on the CEQA checklist
provided in Appendix A. Caltrans has not adopted specific thresholds of significance for
determining whether an impact is significant. Instead, the determination of significance is based
on the context of the checklist questions.
As a result, no specific thresholds of significance under NEPA are identified in Chapter 3.0 in
the RDEIR/SDEIS for the impact categories cited in this comment. However, standards such as
level of service (LOS) are included as a guideline for analysis and measurement of impacts in
Section 3.5. Assessment of the significance of the project effects under CEQA is provided in
Chapter 4.0, based on answers to the questions in the CEQA checklist in Appendix A.
L-19-38
Please refer to Response to Comment L-19-37, above, for discussion regarding comparison of
the with-project conditions under CEQA (to the 2008 existing conditions) and NEPA (to the 2035
No Build Alternative).
L-19-39
This comment requests that impacts to bicycle and pedestrians due to increased traffic volumes
on arterials be addressed and evaluated against appropriate significance criteria. Please see
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Section 3.5.3.1 of the RDEIR/SDEIS for an expanded discussion of impacts to existing
pedestrian and bicycle facilities.
L-19-40
The discussion in Section 3.5 of the RDEIR/SDEIS has been revised in response to this
comment. The reference to Section 3.5.3.3 (Traffic Accident Data) was in error. The correct
reference is Section 3.5.2.1.
L-19-41
This comment requests that the City of Commerce’s thresholds of significance be used for
intersections in the City of Commerce. The I-710 Corridor Project analysis used the HCM 2000
methodology for impact analysis because this is the preferred methodology for Caltrans
environmental impacts. Because Caltrans is the Lead Agency for this project, it was determined
that the HCM methodology was the appropriate analysis technique, and the traffic analysis has
since been updated to use HCM 2010. While this is inconsistent with the ICU method employed
for most of the Gateway City agencies, it is a more detailed method of performing operational
analysis.
L-19-42
Please refer to Response to Comment L-19-41, above, regarding the use of City of Commerce
significance thresholds for intersection analysis.
L-19-43
This comment on the traffic operations analysis raises a concern regarding its consistency with
the 2008 State Highway Congestion Monitoring Program (HICOMP). The I-710 Corridor Project
analysis used the HCM 2000 methodology for impact analysis as it is the preferred methodology
for Caltrans environmental impacts. Because Caltrans is the Lead Agency for this project, it was
determined that the HCM methodology was appropriate analysis technique. While this is
inconsistent with the ICU method employed for most of the Gateway City agencies, it is a more
detailed method of performing operational analysis. For the updated TOAR, HCM 2010 was
used. The RDEIR/SDEIS uses updated 2012-2013 traffic data to inform the analysis of existing
year traffic conditions.
L-19-44
Caltrans acknowledges the City of Commerce’s comment regarding the traffic forecast model.
Updated model data for the alternatives have been prepared for the revised traffic reports and
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the 2012 RTP model was used as the basis for projections. An explanation as to why the
methodologies and analysis techniques used to analyze traffic operations were selected, as well
as their limitations, have been added to the traffic reports.
L-19-45
Based on the updated traffic analysis, a comparison of LOS results between existing conditions
and 2035 No Build conditions demonstrates that operations on I-710 are projected to deteriorate
if improvements are not implemented to address capacity deficiencies or to amend geometric
deficiencies. Tables 3.5-1, 3.5-2, 3.5-3, and 3.5-5 in the RDEIR/SDEIS have been revised
based on the updated traffic reports.
L-19-46
Traffic volumes throughout the RDEIR/SDEIS have been revised based on the updated traffic
reports. Please refer to Section 3.5 for updates based on the traffic analysis. Any
inconsistencies between the traffic volumes have been reconciled in the RDEIR/SDEIS.
L-19-47
The Southern California International Gateway (SCIG) and Intermodal Container Transfer
Facility (ICTF) facilities have been added to the revised traffic forecasting and the estimated
2035 traffic volumes on I-710 reflect the influence of these two facilities.
L-19-48
This comment requests more detail on the proposed Transportation Management Plan (TMP).
Please refer to Response to Comment L-19-30 above which provides additional detail regarding
the TMP.
L-19-49
All tables throughout the RDEIR/SDEIS that contain traffic information have been updated
based on the revised traffic reports. In cases where “N/A” is noted, an explanation is provided
as to why this information is not available.
L-19-50
Information in Section 3.5 of the RDEIR/SDEIS has been updated based on the revised traffic
reports. The information in the tables and text throughout the RDEIR/SDEIS have been crosschecked for consistency.
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L-19-51
This comment expresses concerns regarding truck lane capacity. The updated TOAR assumes
that in the existing year as well as the future year (2035), about 80 percent of the primary truck
trips (i.e., those truck trips with at least one trip end within the Ports) have destinations within 20
miles of the Ports. Approximately 14 percent of these trips are destined to the Inland Empire /
Orange County and six percent to elsewhere in the SCAG region (i.e., San Gabriel Valley, north
Los Angeles County, Ventura County, and Imperial County). This includes trucks carrying both
loaded and unloaded (i.e., empty) containers and non-container cargo, as well as bobtail and
chassis trucks. Currently port trucks operate mostly during the day shift (8:00 am to 6:00 pm)
and night shift (6:00 pm to 3:00 am). Due to the increase in containerized cargo volume in 2035,
approximately 20% of Port container truck movements are expected to occur during the hoot
shift (3:00 am to 8:00 am), a substantial increase compared to today’s operations. Once
transloaded, cargo within domestic containers are carried by truck to other destinations within
the SCAG region (warehouses, distribution centers, retail outlets, etc.) or it is carried by truck to
intermodal (off-dock) railyards within the region for transport by freight rail. In this case, both
truck trip origins and destinations are located outside the Port complex. This is called the
transload-secondary market. Transload secondary truck trips are more dispersed compared to
the primary container truck trips in that 64 percent of these transload secondary truck trips are
destined to an area within 20-miles of the Ports, over 17 percent are headed to the Inland
Empire/Orange County; and the remaining 19 percent of the transload-secondary truck trips
travel to North Los Angeles County /San Gabriel Valley, Ventura County, and Imperial County.
L-19-52
In the updated TOAR, for on-ramps with an HOV preferential lane, the additional capacity
provided by the HOV lane was excluded from the analysis and no discount to accounting for the
HOV presence was taken from the projected peak hour volumes, thereby analyzing the worst
case scenario.
L-19-53
As requested in this comment, the EIR/EIS has been updated to include more detail regarding
the analysis of proposed peak-period parking restrictions (see Section 3.5.3.1 of the
RDEIR/SDEIS).
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L-19-54
This comment expresses concern about the assumptions made on traffic signal cycle lengths.
Universal assumptions were made for signal cycle lengths, such as 100 seconds for arterial
intersections and 60 seconds for freeway ramp T-intersections. Additionally, saturation flow
studies were not conducted because these assumptions are sufficient for a corridor
environmental document which includes 19 miles of freeway and over 180 arterial intersections.
L-19-55
This comment expresses concern about discrepancies between LOS assumptions and existing
site conditions. Both the TIAR and TOAR have been revised to reflect updated design and traffic
assumptions. Any discrepancies have been resolved between the intersection LOS
inputs/assumptions and existing field conditions that were observed and are reflected in the
revised traffic reports as well as the RDEIR/SDEIS.
L-19-56
The intersections of Bandini Blvd./Garfield Ave., Telegraph Rd./Garfield Ave., and Atlantic Ave./
Eastern Ave. were not included in the TIAR. Every effort was made to include intersections
representative of the existing conditions within the corridor, but not every intersection could be
feasibly included. Within the City of Commerce, the arterial intersections of Slauson
Ave./Eastern Ave., Garfield Ave./Slauson Ave., Washington Blvd./Atlantic Blvd., Washington
Blvd./Eastern Ave., and Garfield Ave./Washington Blvd. were included.
L-19-57
This comment expresses concern about the lack of analysis of impacts to transit service within
the City of Commerce due to the proposed local street modifications. Impacts to the transit
systems within the Study Area, including impacts to transit service times or changes to existing
bus routes, have been added to Section 3.5,Table 3.5-21 of the RDEIR/SDEIS.
L-19-58
This comment on the intersection traffic impact analysis requests additional mitigation at the
following intersections:


Slauson Ave./Eastern Ave.
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Slauson Ave./Garfield Ave.



Garfield Ave./Gage Ave.

The TIAR has been updated and the proposed mitigation to the referenced intersections is
included in Section 3.5.4 of the RDEIR/SDEIS.
L-19-59
The City’s request for the Enhanced Condition treatment for soundwalls and freeway
edges/berms in the City of Commerce is noted. At this time, Caltrans cannot commit to specific
aesthetic features at specific locations along the alignment. However, the following measure
was added in Section 3.6.4.1 and Appendix F to ensure that each local jurisdiction is provided
an opportunity to review and comment on the proposed aesthetic features on the freeway
structures and facilities adjacent to that jurisdiction:
VIS-9

Local Jurisdiction Review. During final design, Caltrans will
review with each local jurisdiction the aesthetic features and
treatments proposed to be incorporated in the final facility design
for freeway components adjacent to each local jurisdiction, in
accordance with the I-710 Corridor Aesthetics Master Plan
described in Measure VIS-1.

L-19-60
Although some visually sensitive areas have existing low visual quality, soundwall/berm
treatment has been considered in these locations. Please see Response to Comment L-19-59
for more detail on this coordination process.
L-19-61
Refer to Response to Comment L-19-34, above, for discussion of how the utility relocations will
be planned and the local jurisdictions included in the coordination meetings for the utility
relocations. The relocation of utilities has been taken into consideration in the revised Visual
Impact Assessment and is summarized in Section 3.6, Visual/Aesthetics.
L-19-62
Caltrans reviewed both the State agency and local agency bridges on the Historic Bridge
Inventory as part of the resource identification process. The Supplemental Historic Property
Survey Report for the RDEIR/SDEIS has been updated to include the local agency bridges from
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the California Historic Bridge Inventory that are located in the City of Commerce in Attachment
B to the Historic Property Survey Report.
L-19-63
The Lead Agency (Caltrans) is responsible for identifying and evaluating properties for historic
significance as defined by Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (36 CFR 800 et
seq.), the NEPA, and CEQA. Section 106 and NEPA define a “historic property” as a property
that is listed on or eligible for listing on the National Register, for which there are four criteria
that are applied. CEQA defines a “historical resource” as a resource that is listed in, or
determined eligible for the California Register (PRC 5024.1(c)(1-4).
Resources that are included in a local register of historical resources may be presumed to be
historically significant per CEQA; however, they must be listed on a “Local Register of Historical
Resources” that has been officially designated or recognized as historically significant by a local
government pursuant to a local ordinance or resolution, as defined in Section 5020.1(k) of the
PRC. Resources may also be presumed to be historically significant per CEQA if they have
been included in a historical resource survey; however, the survey must meet the requirements
of Section 5024.1(g) of the PRC. This means that the local survey must be included in the State
Historic Resources Inventory, the survey and documentation must have been prepared in
accordance with State Office of Historic Preservation procedures and requirements, the
resources included in the survey must be given significance ratings of Categories 1 through 5
on Department of Parks and Recreation (DPR) 523 Forms, and the survey must have been
conducted within the past five years.
Therefore, during the identification phase for this project, Caltrans searched all the cities located
adjacent to the project corridor, including the City of Commerce, to determine if any locally
significant properties meeting the criteria outlined above were present. Additionally, Caltrans
sent letters to the local planning departments to inquire as to whether or not any properties have
been identified as the local level, pursuant to CEQA. A letter was sent to Robert Zarrilli, Director
on September 30, 2009. Alex Hamilton, Assistant Director of Community Development for the
City of Commerce, responded via telephone on October 29, 2009. Mr. Hamilton indicated the
City does have criteria for local landmark designation; however, there are no properties listed or
designated as historic resources at this time. He indicated that the Citadel and the train station
may be on State or Federal lists of significance; however, both properties are at least 0.25 mile
from the I-710 Corridor. He also noted that the Hobart Yard rail tower is a known resource
outside of Commerce in the vicinity of either Vernon or East Los Angeles; however, that
resource is located outside of the I-710 Corridor Project APE.
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Therefore, based on the information provided, no additional evaluation of locally significant
properties was conducted. Further, it is up to the Lead Agency (Caltrans) to identify properties
presumed to be historically significant, pursuant to the PRC; however, it does not require that
lead agencies apply local criteria that are inconsistent with the California PRC for identifying
properties for the purpose of CEQA. Rather, it requires that properties are evaluated against the
criteria for inclusion in the California Register as outlined in PRC 5024.1(c)(1-4). No changes
have been made to the RDEIR/SDEIS text in Section 3.7 as a result of this comment.
L-19-64
This comment requests more detail on project phasing. At this point in project development, it
would be speculative to identify possible phasing for each of the build alternatives. Upon
identification of a preferred alternative, phasing and staging concepts may be advanced to
estimate construction duration, identify staging areas, identify required closures, and assess
traffic access during construction.
L-19-65
As requested in this comment, the City will have an opportunity to review the Flood Control
Facilities Report (formerly the Los Angeles River Impact Report).
L-19-66
The revised Preliminary Hydrology Report (AECOM, December 2016) addresses the potential
effects of the build alternatives related to increased impervious surfaces and storm water runoff
to local storm water drainage facilities. The technical studies in support of the RDEIR/SDEIS,
including the build alternatives, are listed in Appendix H, List of Technical Studies. Copies of
those technical studies will be provided to agencies and other interested parties on request to
Caltrans.
L-19-67
During final design, Caltrans will coordinate the selection of final treatment BMPs with the local
jurisdictions, including the City of Commerce. This commitment has been added to Mitigation
Measure WQ-1 in Section 3.9.4 of the RDEIR/SDEIS.
L-19-68
As required in Measure CON-WQ-1 (Section 3.24.4.9 of the RDEIR/SDEIS), if a build
alternative is selected for implementation, Caltrans will require the construction contractor to
prepare and implement a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Program (SWPPP) specific to that
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alternative. The SWPPP will identify specific BMPs to reduce or eliminate pollutants associated
with the construction activities. Those types of construction BMPs are anticipated to include, but
not be limited to, Good Housekeeping, Erosion Control, and Sediment Control BMPs. The types
of BMPs cited in this comment (erosion prevention and temporary drainage devices,
wetting/covering exposed soils, use of soil tackifiers) are the types of construction BMPs
typically required by Caltrans. Although at this time, it is not possible to commit to including the
specific BMPs cited in this comment in the project SWPPP, Caltrans will require the construction
contractor to include those types of BMPs or other BMPs addressing the same impacts in the
SWPPP.
L-19-69
As required in Measure GEO-1 (Section 3.10.3), if a build alternative is selected for
implementation, Caltrans will prepare a design-level geotechnical report during final design.
That report will address the specific design issues cited in this comment related to dewatering, if
those conditions are determined to be occur and potentially affect or be affected by the selected
alternative. The report will include specific required design features to address the projectrelated geotechnical issues associated with dewatering, if any.
L-19-70
The potential for short-term vibration impacts during construction, particularly associated with
pile driving and the operation of construction equipment, is discussed in 3.24.3.14, Noise, of the
RDEIR/SDEIS. Measure CON-N-10 (Section 3.24.4.14) requires alternatives to pile driving such
as pre-drilling and cast-in-place to limit vibration generation. Caltrans will conduct pre- and postconstruction surveys for all structures within 100 feet of locations where pile driving will occur,
and compensation for damage to personal property will be provided where such damage is
documented through the abovementioned surveys.
L-19-71
Because the project design is only at a 30-35 percent level of completion, specific depths of
excavation for elements of the proposed project are not available at this time. More detailed
analysis will be conducted during preparation of the Paleontological Mitigation Plan as outlined
in Measure PAL-1, which will be prepared during final design. However, Alternative 7 involves
more bridge construction work, mainly due to the separate freight corridor, than Alternative 5C
and therefore requires more excavation. Therefore, Alternative 7 has a greater likelihood of
impacting paleontological resources than Alternative 5C. Inclusion of the Capistrano Formation
was an error and has been removed from the Paleontological Identification
Report/Paleontological Evaluation Report and the RDEIR/SDEIS.
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Text has been added to the Paleontological Identification Report/Paleontological Evaluation
Report to state that no paleontological resources were identified during the course of the field
surveys.
L-19-72
Emission control measures during construction are detailed in Mitigation Measures CON-AQ-1
through CON-AQ-17 in Section 3.24.4.13 of the RDEIR/SDEIS. A wide range of potential NOx
mitigation measures for construction (including those listed on the SCAQMD's website) were
reviewed. Caltrans will consider and assess the use of Metro's Green Construction Policy as a
potential mitigation measure, as well as any new potential NOx control measures for
construction that may arise before the Final EIR is certified.
L-19-73
Revisions to the AQ/GHG/HRA found that, for PM10 Annual Average Concentration, under both
Alternatives 5C and 7, census tracts within Commerce are projected to exceed the SCAQMD
criteria of 1 µg/m3. With regard to mitigation or enhancements related to air quality and health
risk, Mitigation Measure AQ-2, included in the RDEIR/SDEIS (Section 3.13.4), provides for air
filtration systems for any schools with 0.50 mile of I-710. In addition, both build alternatives
provide for a program o for cities and community groups to apply for and obtain grant funding for
health-related measures. The “Air Quality Community Protection Program” suggested in this
comment would be a potential candidate for this program.
L-19-74
See Response to Comment L-19-17 regarding an assessment of localized air quality impacts
during construction. With regard to mitigation or enhancements related to air quality and health
risk, please refer to Response to Comment L-19-73.
L-19-75
In response to the clarification requested in this comment, the correct figures are 50 to 100
meters (AQ/HRA page 49-50) and this has been reconciled and/or updated in the
RDEIR/SDEIS. Caltrans is responsible for the significance determinations and consideration of
potential mitigation measures, such as those suggested by the City and will coordinate with the
City of Commerce regarding these mitigation measures. With regard to mitigation or
enhancements related to air quality and health risk, please refer to Response to Comment L-1973.
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L-19-76
This comment requests and analysis of the potential for increased truck queuing on local
roadways in the vicinity of the rail yards in the City of Commerce. This comment also requests
that if warranted, appropriate mitigation measures, including but not limited to the development
of an off-street dedicated truck staging yard and enhanced enforcement of current anti-idling
regulations be included in the Final EIR/EIS. Please refer to Response to Comment L-19-73.
L-19-77
To correct the error noted in this comment, the tables and their references have been
renumbered in the RDEIR/SDEIS.
L-19-78
The comment requests that the discussion of air quality/global climate change in Chapter 4.0,
Section 4.2.4.1, of the RDEIR/SDEIS, include a CEQA 2008 Baseline comparison analysis in
addition to the 2035 NEPA Baseline comparison. This comparison to the CEQA Baseline (now
2012) has been added in Section 4.2.4.1 of the RDEIR/SDEIS.
As stated in Section 4.1 of the Draft EIR/EIS, the determinations of significance under CEQA
were analyzed relative to Baseline conditions, which were the existing conditions in the I-710
Corridor at the time the NOP was issued in 2008. The comparisons to the NEPA Baseline are
included in Chapter 4.0 to demonstrate that the large increase in GHG emissions is due to area
growth and not the proposed project alternatives.
L-19-79
The purpose of the GHG measure listed in the comment is to ensure that the new and
replacement lighting is energy-efficient. As the project would be reconstructing an existing
facility, the majority of the lighting would be replacing existing inefficient lighting. Therefore, the
overall energy consumption would be reduced below or remain similar to the existing conditions.
L-19-80
The discrepancies in the AQ/HRA technical report and Chapter 4.0 of the Draft EIR/EIS, as
specified in the comment, have been corrected and updated in the RDEIR/SDEIS.
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L-19-81
The Caltrans NSR qualitatively addresses temporary noise impacts during the construction
phase of the project. This section in the NSR also addresses the potential abatement measures
during the construction period. At this stage of the project, however, details are not known about
the equipment that will be used for construction. However, the contractor must abide by all
State, federal, and local construction noise and vibration regulations per contract. Caltrans
requires contractors to prepare a noise control plan prior to beginning construction on large
projects such as this one. This plan would identify not only the potential construction noise
impacts, but the potential abatement measures as well. Additionally, Caltrans does have
construction noise regulation which states that construction noise emanating from construction
equipment/operation cannot exceed 86 dBA – Lmax at 50 feet.
With regard to mitigation or enhancements related to noise, the proposed project also includes a
Community Health Benefits Grant Program, which can be used to fund different types of
improvements. The “Noise Community Protection Plan” suggested in this comment would be a
potential candidate for this mitigation program.
L-19-82
The following statement has been added to Section 3.15.3.1 in the RDEIR/SDEIS regarding
energy consumption related to lighting and traffic signals: “While the energy used by roadway
lighting and traffic signals is very small compared to the energy used by the vehicles operating
on the project roadway, it is expected that the project will place energy efficient lighting fixtures
for roadway lighting. These lighting fixtures improvements will reduce the energy used by the
project.”
L-19-83
Focused surveys were conducted in 2015 for areas not previously surveyed as part of the
revised Natural Environment Study and are included in the RDEIR/SDEIS.
L-19-84
Focused surveys were conducted in 2015 for areas not previously surveyed as part of the
revised Natural Environment Study and are included in the RDEIR/SDEIS. Additionally, it is
anticipated that surveys will be repeated prior to initiation of construction. Therefore, mitigation
measures included in Section 3.24.4.18 of the RDEIR/SDEIS are included to conduct
assessments for burrowing owl and bat surveys prior to construction. In addition, measures are
included to avoid and/or minimize project effects to burrowing owls or bats if found during those
surveys. The RDEIR/SDEIS includes these measures in Section 3.24.4.18 and Appendix F.
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L-19-85
This measure is already included in Section 3.24.4.19 of the RDEIR/SDEIS. All other necessary
pre-construction surveys have already been included as indicated in Response to Comment
L-19-84.
L-19-86
Measure CON-TR-1 (Section 3.24.4.5 in the RDEIR/SDEIS) requires the preparation and
implementation of a TMP during project construction. Measure CON-U&ES-1 cross-references
the TMP in Measure CON-TR-1 but does not itself require the preparation of the TMP. Refer to
Response to Comment L-19-31, above, which explains that the TMP will address transportation
issues (traffic, pedestrian, bicycle, emergency vehicles, rail) at all locations where projectrelated traffic and the construction areas would impact some or all of those transportation
modes, including construction staging areas.
L-19-87
This comment requests Caltrans to enter into a Community Benefits Agreement with the City of
Commerce. With regard to the various mitigation measures or enhancements described in this
comment, a Community Health and Benefit Program is included in Section 2.3.2.1 of the
RDEIR/SDEIS and provides for a program for cities and community groups to apply for and
obtain grant funding for health-related measures. The various mitigation measures or
enhancements suggested in this comment would be potential candidates for this programmatic
element.
L-19-88
As requested in this comment, Caltrans will coordinate with the City of Commerce regarding
implementation of a storage or staging yard for short-term truck parking for those trucks
accessing the BNSF or UP rail yards.
L-19-89
Caltrans will coordinate with the City of Commerce regarding the establishment of funds to
assist the City with the maintenance of roadways adjacent to I-710.
L-19-90
The trucks that are travelling on the local streets in the City of Commerce are not there because
of I-710, but because of the various land uses in the City; therefore, there is not a direct project
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impact resulting from the I-710 Corridor Project. However, the various mitigation measures or
enhancements described in this comment would be potential candidates for the community
mitigation program included in the RDEIR/SDEIS (Section 3.13.4).
L-19-91
Caltrans will coordinate with the City of Commerce regarding the establishment of a Noise
Community Protection Plan to avoid, minimize, and/or mitigate construction-related noise
impacts. Please see Response to Comment L-19-81.
L-19-92
Temporary impacts to park patrons are discussed in Section 3.24.3.1 and avoidance,
minimization, and mitigation measures for impacts to parks and recreation facilities have been
added to Section 3.24.4.1. Caltrans will coordinate with the City of Commerce regarding the
provision of funds for improvements to other area parks and recreational amenities. With regard
to the various mitigation measures or enhancements described in this comment, a Community
Health and Benefit Program is included in Section 2.3.2.1 of the RDEIR/SDEIS and provides for
a program for cities and community groups to apply for and obtain grant funding for healthrelated measures. The various mitigation measures or enhancements suggested in this
comment would be potential candidates for this programmatic element.
L-19-93
The following measure was added in Section 3.6.4.1 and Appendix F in the RDEIR/SDEIS to
address potential issues associated with graffiti on facility structures and features:
“VIS-12

Graffiti Reduction, Removal, and Control. During final design,
Caltrans will include planting plans for vine planting on sound
barriers and other vertical structures, planting plans for trees and
shrubs in State right of way adjacent to south barriers and other
vertical structures, and the use of decorative/surface treatments
on sound barriers and other vertical structures in the I-710
Corridor Master Plan, to reduce the potential for graffiti and to
soften the appearance of those walls, consistent with the Highway
Design Manual, Index 902.3(5).
After the construction of each sound barrier or vertical structure
where vine planting is shown in the project specifications, Caltrans
will require the construction contractor to install the vine planting
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consistent with the project specifications and the planting
requirements in the I-710 Corridor Master Plan.
Caltrans has an existing ongoing maintenance program for the
control and removal of graffiti from structures and facilities within
the State right of way for State highways. That program would
apply to all new and modified structures in the I-710 Corridor
Project build alternatives. The Caltrans program for the control
and removal of graffiti is described in Chapter D1, Litter, Debris,
and Graffiti (July 2006), in the Caltrans Maintenance Manual,
Volume I (January 2011). Key program components applicable to
the project features in the I-710 Corridor Project build alternatives
include:


Use of recycled paint for various structures and matching
paint used to cover graffiti with the original paint color on
the structure.



Use of physical devices such as rat guards, sign hoods,
razor wire, and glare screen patches to limit access to
facilities targeted by taggers.



Replacement of ground-mounted signs with signs that
have protective coatings or application of protective
coatings to signs.

Many local jurisdictions along the alignment of I-710 also have
graffiti abatement and control programs in their Municipal Codes
or other City or County requirements. Those programs apply
throughout those jurisdictions and may apply to structures on
public and private property. Methods used by local agencies for
the removal of graffiti include power washing, gel removers, and
painting.”
Similar to existing conditions, Caltrans will be responsible for graffiti abatement and control on
freeway facilities and structures within the State right-of-way and the local jurisdictions will be
responsible for graffiti abatement and control in other public rights-of-way and on private
property, consistent with each local jurisdiction’s Municipal Code or other local requirements. At
this time, Caltrans is not proposing the establishment of a funding program for the abatement
and control of graffiti outside the State right-of-way.
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Downe
FUTURE UNLIMITED
September 26,2012

Mr. Ronald Kosinski
Caltrans District 7
Division of Environmental Planning
100 South Main Street, MS 164
Los Angeles, CA 90012

- DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT
REPORT/ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT AND SECTION 4
(F) EVALUATTON

SUBJECT: l-710 CORRIDOR PROJECT

Dear Mr. Kosinski:

Thank you for the opportunity to review the draft Environmental Impact ReporlEnvironmental
Impact Statement (EIR/EIS) for the I-710 Corridor Projects. As you are awate, the I-710 freeway
does not intersect the City of Downey (City); however, the City is located within the Area of
Potential Effect (APE) Map and the Project Study Area. As a result, we have the following
comments and requests after reviewing the EIR/EIS:

1)

The Parcel Acquisition table of Appendix L shows only three of the required parcels and
Assessor Parcel Number (APN) for the improvements proposed at the Paramount
Boulevard at Firestone Boulevard intersection. The following is a list of the hve (5)
parcels from which right-oÊway will need to be acquired in order to construct the needed
improvements at this intersection:

o
o
o
o
o
2)

L-20-1

7966 Firestone Boulevard), APN 6247-00I-001;
11205 Paramount Boulevard, APN 6247-001-017:.
8008 Firestone Boulevard, APN 6255-001-013;
7955 Firestone Boulevard, APN 6251-018-020; and
8001 Firestone Boulevard, APN 6251-040-008

The City has requested Measure R Early Action Funds through the Gateway Cities
Council of Governments for the improvements proposed at the intersection of Paramount
Boulevard and Firestone Boulevard as identified in the subject EIR/EIS document. It is
critical that the requested funds be made available to the City to complete this muchneeded project in order to eliminate congestion at this intersection, which has become a

L-20-2

bottleneck on the Firestone Boulevard corridor.

11 1 11

BROOKSHIRE AVENUE

POST OFFICE BOX 7016
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Mr. Ronald Kosinskr
Caltrans District 7
Division of Environmental Planning
September 26,2012
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3)

'We

Caltrans or the Project Construction Implementing Agency shall notiff the City at least
three months in advance of construetior¡ if any of the City streets will be utilized as
detour routes during the construetion phase of the project.

appreciate the opportunity to review the draft EIR/EIS and provide you our comments.

Should you have any questions, please contact me at (562) 904-7109 or enorris@downeyca-org.

Edwin J. Nonis. P.E.
Deputy Director of Public Works

L-20-3
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L-20-1
Addresses listed in Appendix L have been updated based on the revised Relocation Impact
Report.
L-20-2
The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) acknowledges that the City has
requested the Gateway Cities COG to provide Measure R Early Action Funds for improvements
to the intersection of Paramount Blvd. and Firestone Blvd. in the City of Downey. Please note
that the distribution of the Measure R Early Action Funds is under the purview of Metro and not
Caltrans.
L-20-3
Measure CON-TR-1 (Section 3.24.4.5) in the RDEIR/SDEIS requires the preparation and
implementation of a TMP. Measure CON-TR-1 identifies key components of the TMP. The
complete TMP will be developed during final design and part of that process will be the
coordination of the TMP components, such as ramp and street closures and detours with the
applicable local jurisdictions to help reduce traffic impacts in areas near the construction
activities. As a result, each local jurisdiction will be provided an opportunity to work with Caltrans
and the construction contractor to identify local street and lane closures and detours to minimize
the effects of those activities in each community.
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L-21

Mr. Ron Kosinski
Division of Environmental Planning
Caltrans, District 7
100 South Main Street, MS 164
Los Angeles, CA 90012
Re:

Cify of La Cuñqdø Flintridge's Colnments on Drøft Environmentøl Impøct
Report/Environmental ImpøcÍ Støtement ønd Section 4(f) Evøluationfor the
710 Corridor Proiect, File No. 07-Lzl-710-PM 4.9/24.9, EA 249900.

I-

Dear Mr. Kosinski:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Report
and Environmental Impact Statement ("DEIRÆIS") for thel-710 Conidor Project (*7I0
Project"). We reserve the right to submit further comments and objections.
The Locally.Preferred Strategy for the 710 Project includes expansion of the highway to
ten general purpose lanes next to four separated freight movement lanes from Ocean
Boulevard in Long Beach to State Route 60 (SR-60). The existing I-710 freeway
generally consists of eight general purpose lanes north of I-405 and six general purpose
lanes south of I-405. The DEIRÆIS also notes thatl-7I0 is a "major local and regional
truck route [and] is listed as a 'high priority corridor' on the National Highway System
OIHS), serving interregional vehicular traffic in the north-south direction from its
terminus in the city of Long Beach to Interstate 10." (DEIRÆIS p. 1-1.) La Caiada
Flintridge sits along thel-210 corridor, approximately 13 miles north of the junction of I710 and SR-60.

will create cumulative impacts that will likely significantly impact La
Flintridge. However, those significant cumulative impacts have not been

The 710 Project

Cafrada
disclosed, analyzed or mitigated.

One of the foreseeable projects identified in the I-710 Corridor Study area for cumulative
impact analysis is the State Route 710 North Gap Closure Project ("Gap Closure
Project"), for which Caltrans is also the lead agency. (DEIRÆIS p. 3.25-5.) The Gap
Closure Project is intended to close an approximately 4.5-mile gap in the I-710 corridor
between Valley Boulevard at the south and Del Mar Boulevard to the north in order to

L-21-1
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connect I-710 to I-210. As the DEIRÆIS indicates, the Gap Closure Project may include
surface and sub surfac e hi ghw ay I fr e ew ay construction.

The combination of the 710 Project and the Gap Closure Project will create an attractive
alternative for the movement of goods by truck from the ports and the Gateway cities to
I-5 north of its junction with I-210. The combined I-7l0lI-210 route allows truck trafhc
to avoid the I-5 through central Los Angeles and the San Fernando Valley, and does so
with only a marginally longer distance. Although the DEIRÆIS indicates that
"cumulative impacts [are] not identified at this time," common sense dictates that some
amount of truck trafhc - and most likely a substantial amount - will take advantage of a
route that avoids the congestion of I-5 between I-710 andl-210. See the Supreme Court's
recent CEQA decision, Save the Plastic Bag Coalition v. City of Manhattan Beach (2011)
52 Cal.4th I55, 175, noting "common sense" should apply.

This increased traffic may have potentially significant transportation, air quality, noise,
health and related impacts on the cities along thel-210 corridor, includingLaCaflada
Flintridge. That increase must be quantified and ana|yzed.

"The cumulative impact from several projects is the change in the environment which
results from the incremental impact of the project when added to other closely related
past, present, and reasonably foreseeable probable future projects." CEQA Guidelines $
15355(b). "Proper cumulative impacts analysis is absolutely critical to meaningful
environmental review." Bakersfield Citizens þr Local Control v. City of Bakersfietd
(2004) 124 CaI.App.4th 1184, l2l7
.

The need for proper cumulative impacts analysis is particularly important in the urban
seffing. Kings County Farm Bureau v. Cíty of Hanford (1990) 22I Cal.App.3d 692,720.
"A cumulative impact analysis which understates information concerning the severity and
significance of cumulative impacts impedes meaningful public discussion and skews the
decisionmaker's perspective concerning the environmental consequences of the project,
the necessity for mitigation measures, and the appropriateness of project approval."
Citizens to Preserve the ojai v. County of Ventura (1985) 176 Cal.App.3d 421,43L
The methodology for cumulative impact analysis for the Project includes defining the
geographic boundary or resource study area for each resource to be addressed in the
cumulative impact analysis. (DEIR/EIS p. 3.25-2.) The study area for cumulative impact
analysis appears to be the same as it is for the Project impact analysis. (DEIRÆIS p.
3.25-51.) The study area should be expanded for cumulative impact analysis to include
cities along the I-210 corridor north, including La Caiada Flintridge, in order to properly
analyze these impacts.

1327 Foothill Boulevard

.

La Cañada Flintridge

.

California 91011-2137

.

(8,l8) 790-8880

.

FAX: (818) 79G7536
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Thank you for your consideration of these preliminary comments and objections. Please
ensure that we are provided with advanced written notice of any and all meetings,
hearings, actions and votes related to this matter. Please contact us with any questions or
comments.
Sincerelv.

Æûrtlþ*

Stephen A. Del Guercio, Mayor

cc:

City Council
Mark Alexander, City Manager
The Honorable Carol Liu, Senator
The Honorable Anthony Portantino, Assembly Member
The Honorable Mayor e. City Councilmembers, City of Glendale
The Honorable Mayor &City Councilmembers, City of Pasadena
The Honorable Mayor &, City Councilmembers, City of South Pasadena

1327 Foothill Boulevard

. La Cañada

Flintridge

.

California 91011-2137

. (818) 790-S880 . FAX: (818) 79ù7536
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L-21-1
The Interstate 710 (I-710) Corridor Project termini are from the southern terminus of the I-710
freeway to its connection to SR-60. Given the needs within the I-710 Corridor and the project’s
focus on goods movement as part of the project need, these are logical termini for considering
proposed improvements because the southern terminus is an existing terminus already, and
SR-60 is one of the major east-west freeways that connects to the I-710 and serves logistics
centers in the Inland Empire. This 18-mile Study Area is of sufficient length to address
environmental matters on a broad scope.
For the purposes of the I-710 Corridor Project cumulative impacts analysis, proximity to the
Study Area is encompassed by the RSA defined for each environmental topic listed in Sections
3.25.1 through 3.25.20 in accordance with the Guidelines for Preparers of Cumulative Impact
Analysis (California Department of Transportation [Caltrans], June 2005). While the analysis
considers the potential cumulative impacts of the SR-710 North Study, the Study Area for
cumulative impacts has not been revised to include La Canada Flintridge due to its distant
location in relation to the I-710 Corridor between SR-60 and Long Beach.
As more detailed information on the SR-710 North Study has become available since
completion of the Draft EIR/EIS, the discussion of the SR-710 project in Section 3.25,
Cumulative Impacts, of the Recirculated Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS (RDEIR/SDEIS), has
been updated. Section 3.25 has been revised to provide more analysis of potential cumulative
impacts of both the I-710 Corridor Project and the various build alternatives analyzed in the
SR-710 North Study Draft EIR/EIS, which include a new freeway tunnel segment between the
existing southern stub of SR-710 in Alhambra and the existing northern stub of SR-710 in
Pasadena, as noted in this comment. Further, the regional model used in the traffic analysis
assumed the new freeway segment contemplated in the SR-710 North Study Draft EIR/EIS
would be completed in the future condition. Therefore, the potential SR-710 North Study-related
traffic impacts raised in this comment are addressed in the RDEIR/SDEIS. Refer to Table 3.25-1
(Project ID No. 2) and Sections 3.25.1 through 3.25.20 for additional detailed analysis of
potential cumulative impacts of both the I-710 Corridor Project and SR-710 North Study.
It should also be noted that the analysis also considers cumulative impacts of the I-710 Corridor
Project in light of other reasonably foreseeable actions extending beyond the proximity to the
Study Area encompassed by the respective Resource Study Areas (e.g., I-5 Corridor
Improvement Project, I-5 Widening and High-Occupancy Lane (HOV) Lane Project, California
High Speed Rail Project, etc.).
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L-21-2
As requested, the City of La Cañada Flintridge was added to Chapter 7.0, Distribution List, of
the Recirculated Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS (RDEIR/SDEIS), for notification of future
meetings, hearings, actions, and votes related to the I-710 Corridor Project.
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L-22

September 28,2012

Mr. Ronald Kosinski
Deputy District Director
California Department of Transportation
District 7, Division of Environmental Plannine
100 South Main Street, Mail Stop 164
Los Angeles, CA 90012

RE: Comments on the Draft EIR/EIS for the I-710 Corridor Proiect
Dear Mr. Kosinski:
Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the Draft Environmental Impact
ReportÆnvironmental Impact Statement for the I-710 Conidor Project.
The I-710 Corridor has a direct impact on the residents, students and businesses in Long Beach's
Eighth Council District.

Many of the proposed changes incorporated in this project are welcomed by the community,
including fixing the dangerous interchanges and helping to ease the gridlock that exists on the
freeway.

L-22-1

However, the magnitude in the scope of the proposed project raises several serious concerns
about the impacts this project will have on the neighborhoods within the 710 Corridor, including
the noise, traffic, air quality, aesthetics and construction impacts.

L-22-2

I have attempted in these comments to address many of these concerns, with particular attention
to the impacts this project will have on the neighborhoods of Long Beach's Eighth Council
District, which is the portion of the 710 Conidor between the 405 Freeway and Long Beach
Boulevard.

I also share many of the citywide concems with the DEIR that were articulated in the City of
Long Beach's formal comments.

L-22-3

Scope of Proiect
The DEIR makes the assumption that there will be a high growth of cargo traffic without any
expansion of near-dock capabilities. While this may be the most conservative approach to assess
impacts and appropriate levels of impact mitigation, to fully discount the possibility of additional
City Hall: 333 West Ocean Boulevard, 14th Floor, Long Beach, CA 90802
District Offrce: 5641 Atlantic Avenue, Long Beach, CA 90805
districtS

@

longbeach. gov

céfã'
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Mr. Ronald Kosinski
September 28,2012
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rail facilities for the cargo traffic leaves the decision makers without an analysis of any project
alternatives that could be of a lesser magnitude.
The Southern California Intemational Gateway (SCIG) Project is currently undergoing its
CEQA-required environmental review, and the Intermodal Container Transfer Facility (ICTF) is
preparing its environmental documents. If one or both of these facilities are approved, the
anticipated amount of cargo being transported on the 710 Freeway could significantly decrease.

L-22-4

These scenarios should be analyzed as part of the DEIR, both in consideration of the cumulative
impacts of the projects, and to help determine if a project smaller in scope could accommodate
the traffic demands on the 710 Freewav.

acts

Landscaping

-

Soundwalls and

Soundwalls and a landscape barrier should be required along the entire 710 Corridor within the

City of Long Beach.
In particular, soundwalls and landscaping should be required along Del Mar Avenue, north of the
405 Freeway and east of the Metro Blue Line tracks, to protect the homes, as well as Los
Cerritos Park and Los Cerritos School.

L-22-5

This neighborhood will be impacted by the noise and pollution from the construction, the
additional traffic, and the proposed freight corridor, which will be 100 feet closer to the
neighborhood than the existing freeway.

Additionally, there is the cumulative noise impact, when also taking into account the Metro Blue
Line trains. The residents of this neighborhood were given assurances when the Blue Line was
being proposed that a soundwall would be built along this conidor. Those assurances have never
been fulfilled.
Soundwalls and landscaping are also necessary east of the Los Angeles River from the Union
Pacihc rail tracks to Del Amo Boulevard, and from Del Amo Boulevard to Long Beach
Boulevard. There are homes within a direct sightline of the 710 Freeway, including a senior
citizen mobile home park. Perry Lindsey Academy is also directly adjacent to the 710 Freeway
and the Los Angeles River at Del Amo Blvd. There is also a planned park at Oregon Ave. and
Del Amo Blvd.
The soundwalls and landscaping will mitigate the noise impacts, as well as the aesthetics and air
quality impacts during both the construction and the life of the project.

L-22-6

L-22-7
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The DEIR fails to provide any specific timeframes for the construction of the project, only
stating that construction will not last more than five years at any section of the project.

L-22-8

However, the DEIR does describe significant noise impacts during construction, including pile
driving. IVhile the construction noise is only considered a temporary impact, the potential
lengthy duration of the significant noise and other impacts during the construction require that
substantial mitigation be implemented for the neighborhoods and sensitive receptors.

As such, the soundwalls and landscaping should be included in the Early Action Program,
items to be completed before any construction work on the project begins.

L-22-9

as

Traffic impacts from elimination of Pacific Place on-ramp
The DEIR does not adequately analyze nor mitigate the traffic impacts from the proposed
elimination of the Pacific Place on-ramp to the NorthboundTl} Freeway.
The elimination of this on-ramp would create significant traffrc issues on Wardlow Road and in
the adjacent neighborhood. The next closest access to the 710 Freeway is from westbound
Wardlow Road. Drivers would have to go east on Wardlow road and make a U-turn at Long
Beach Blvd. to access the northbound 710 Freeway.

L-22-10

The intersection of Wardlow and Long Beach Blvd. is already heavily impacted, especially with
the left turn lane. This additional traffic demand will create further congestion on Wardlow
Road, and force more traffic into the adjacent neighborhood to try to bypass this intersection and
circle around to access the on-ramp.

Any impacts to the business on Pacific Place, the Golf Learning Center, during construction of
the project must also be fully mitigated.

L-22-11

Construction impacts
As stated earlier, the DEIR provides minimal details on the duration and full impacts of the
construction. However, with the scope of the proposed project, there will be significant impacts
on the traffic on the arterial streets in Long Beach, including Long Beach Blvd. and Del Amo
Blvd.
The DEIR only states in general terms that a TMP will be developed to address the traffic
impacts during construction. The City of Long Beach must be fully involved and be required to
approve a TMP for impacts on Long Beach streets.

L-22-12

Mr. Ronald Kosinski
September 28,2012
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In addition, the impacted arterial streets should be fully restored after construction to mitigate for
the diverted traffic during construction.
The DEIR also identifies Fire Station 11 as having a potential impact in regards to access to
emergency services during construction. As Fire Station 11 has the only paramedic rescue
serving North Long Beach, it is important to maintain the response times to all of the residents
the community during construction. The Project should provide any necessary funding as
mitigation to ensure that there will be no impact on response times from access delays during
construction.

of

L-22-12

L-22-13

Zero emission technolow
The top priorþ of this project, as set forth through the initial work with the affected
communities and stakeholders, was to improve the air quality and the health of the residents who
live near this project.

L-22-14

Therefore, zero emission technology should be included in any alternative that is given serious
consideration for this project.

Flood protection and insurance
Numerous concerns have been raised about the impacts of the Project on the Los Angeles River
and the recent flood protection improvements. No project should be approved until there are
assurances from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and the Federal Emergency Management
Agency that any work done within the flood control area will not increase the likelihood of
flooding or require that individuals and businesses purchase flood protection insurance.

L-22-15

Wetlands preservation
The Eighth District in Long Beach includes the DominguezGap V/etlands, a natural habitat that
is also a spreading grounds, located south of Del Amo Blvd. east of the Los Angeles River. The
Project must include mitigation to ensure that any disruption to the water quality or habitat of the
Wetlands during construction is fully restored.

In addition, the DeForest Wetlands is a fully-funded planned project east of the Los Angeles
River that will go from Del Amo Blvd. north to DeForest Park. This project will be completed
prior to the commencement of the 710 Conidor Project.
The EIR must include this wetlands in its analysis and ensure that all of the improvements are
fully restored after construction of the 710 Corridor Project.

L-22-16

L-22-17

Mr. Ronald Kosinski
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Bicvcle and pedestrian access
Safe connections for bicyclists and pedestrians across the 710 Conidor are important. This is
particularly true along Del Amo Blvd., which provides access for bicyclists and pedestrians to
the Metro Blue Line Station, located west of the 710 Freeway.

The reconfiguration of the Del Amo Blvd. interchange will provide additional challenges for
bicycle and pedestrian access, both during construction, and by creating a wider single-point
intersection. The design of the Del Amo interchange needs to assure safe access for bicyclists
and pedestrians to be able to cross the 710 Freeway to the Metro Blue Line station.

L-22-18

I-710 Communitv Livabilitv Plan
In2006, the Cþ of Long Beach received a Caltrans Environmental Justice Planning Grant to
develop a Community Livability Plan, an initiative to address qualþ of life issues for City
neighborhoods that are affected by the I-710 Freeway.
Given the significant traffic, noise, emissions, air quality and public health impacts from this
project, the mitigation should also look to prioritize livability improvements that can and should
be made in the neighborhoods directly impacted by the 710 Corridor Project.

L-22-19

These include specific tree buffers in adjacent neighborhoods, streetscape, pedestrian and open
space improvements along the arterial streets within the Corridor, landscaping along the railroad
right of way, and bicycle access improvements.

The recommendations of the Community Livability Plan should be incorporated into the
mitigation for the community impacts of the 710 Conidor Project.

I look forward to these concerns and the deficiencies raised in this letter and those raised by the
City of Long Beach being fully addressed before the environmental review of this project
advances.

Sincerely,

Crtu
AL AUSTIN
Councilmember, Eighth District
City of Long Beach

L-22-20
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L-22-1
The Councilmember’s comments in support of the project improvements are noted.
L-22-2
The Councilmember’s concerns regarding project effects on neighborhoods including noise, air
quality, traffic, aesthetics, and construction impacts are noted. Refer to Responses to
Comments L-22-3 through L-22-20, below, for detailed responses to the comments on these
topics.
L-22-3
The Councilmember’s agreement with comments provided by the City of Long Beach is noted.
Refer to comment letter L-16 earlier in this report for that comment letter and Responses to
Comments L-16-1 through L-16-236 for the detailed responses to the City’s comments.
L-22-4
The assumptions in the No Build Alternative in the Recirculated Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft
EIS (RDEIR/SDEIS) were updated to include the Intermodal Container Transfer Facility (ICTF)
and Southern California International Gateway (SCIG) projects along with other highway
network and socioeconomic data changes in the SCAG 2012 RTP growth forecast. The revised
traffic forecasting for the Interstate 710 (I-710) Corridor Project includes SCIG and ICTF
expansion.
L-22-5
This comment requests that soundwalls be provided along the entire length of I-710 in the City
of Long Beach, specifically along Del Mar Ave., north of I-405, and east of the Metro Blue Line.
Based on the original noise study, the predicted noise levels in this area did not approach/
exceed the noise abatement criteria, and therefore, noise abatement in the form of sound
barriers was not considered. As part of an early action soundwall project, this area was
analyzed to determine the acoustical feasibility of potential noise barriers. However, it was
determined that a sound barrier along the east side of the Metro Blue Line tracks would not be
acoustically feasible (providing a minimum of 5 dBA noise reduction) as required by State/
Federal policies. Please refer to Section 3.14 of the RDEIR/SDEIS for an updated discussion of
noise impacts and proposed soundwall locations under the revised build alternatives. The
California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) intends to construct soundwalls that are
deemed feasible and reasonable per the revised NADR.
Page 553

I-710 Corridor Project RDEIR/SDEIS

L-22-6
A discussion of the cumulative noise impact of the Metro Blue Line train as it relates to the I-710
Corridor Project has been added to Section 3.25, Cumulative Impacts, of the RDEIR/SDEIS.
Currently, an early action project is proposing a soundwall on the east side of the Blue Line
tracks. This wall is proposed to be approximately 1,200 ft in length and spans from Los Cerritos
Park Place to Concord Place (very near Los Cerritos Elementary School).
L-22-7
This comment requests soundwalls and landscaping, east of the Los Angeles River from the UP
rail tracks to Del Amo Blvd., and from Del Amo Blvd. to Long Beach Blvd. to mitigate temporary
and permanent noise, aesthetic, and air quality impacts to sensitive facilities. From the Union
Pacific RR to Del Amo Blvd. and from Del Amo Blvd. to Long Beach Blvd. to the east of the Los
Angeles River, the predicted exterior noise levels at the residential areas and exterior/interior
noise levels at Perry Lindsey Academy are below the noise abatement criteria, and therefore,
no noise abatement in the form of a sound barrier is considered.
Provision of landscaping would be integrated into the project design as part of the Corridor
Master Plan for Aesthetic Treatment described in Measure VIS-1 in Section 3.6.4.1 of the
RDEIR/SDEIS. Please refer to Sections 3.6.4.1, 3.13.4, 3.14.5, and 3.14.6 for avoidance,
minimization, and mitigation measures related to visual, air quality, and noise impacts.
Additionally, please refer to the "Landscaping and Irrigation Systems" subsection of Section
2.3.2.1 for more details regarding landscaping that will address visual concerns.
L-22-8
This comment requests more detail on project phasing. At this point in project development, it
would be speculative to identify possible phasing for each of the build alternatives. Upon
identification of a preferred alternative, phasing and staging concepts may be advanced to
estimate construction duration, identify staging areas, identify required closures, and assess
traffic access during construction.
L-22-9
This comment requests that substantial mitigation for construction noise be implemented. The
contractor must abide by all State, Federal, and local construction noise and vibration
regulations per contract. Caltrans requires contractors to prepare a noise control plan prior to
beginning construction on large projects such as the I-710 Corridor Project. This plan would
identify not only the potential construction noise impacts, but the potential abatement measures
as well. In addition, an Early Action Project to provide soundwalls along I-710 that would be
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compatible with the I-710 build alternatives has been approved by Metro and is described in
Section 2.2 of the RDEIR/SDEIS.
L-22-10
This comment expresses concerns regarding the removal of ramps connecting Wardlow Rd. to
I-710, specifically at Pacific Pl. In the original design of Alternatives 6A/B/C, these ramp
removals were necessary to accommodate the freight corridor lanes. Due to changes in project
design, Pacific Pl. will be removed under both build alternatives.
L-22-11
According to the revised CIA, no impacts to the Golf Learning Center will occur as a result of the
proposed project. However, if, at any time, during the design process it is found that the
proposed project will impact the Golf Learning Center, the property owner will be compensated
fully for this impact under the Uniform Act, which includes relocating businesses (refer to
Mitigation Measure C-1 in the RDEIR/SDEIS).
L-22-12
The first portion of this comment requests more information regarding the TMP. Measure CONTR-1 in Section 3.24.4.5 of the RDEIR/SDEIS identifies key components of the TMP. The
complete TMP will be developed during final design and part of that process will be the
coordination of the TMP components, such as ramp and street closures and detours with the
applicable local jurisdictions to help reduce traffic impacts in areas near the construction
activities. As a result, each local jurisdiction will be provided an opportunity to work with Caltrans
and the construction contractor to identify local street and lane closures and detours to minimize
the effects of those activities in each community.
The second portion of this comment requests that impacted arterial streets be fully restored
after construction to mitigate for diverted traffic during construction. New pavement will be
provided on local arterials that connect to or cross over (or under) I-710 where such roadways
would be directly affected by project construction. For those roadways that may be used as
temporary detour routes during construction, there is insufficient design and construction
information at this time to identify the routing or duration of any such detours. A general
discussion of potential damage to the pavement surface on local roadways that may occur due
to project-related construction traffic has been added to Section 3.24.3.5 of the RDEIR/SDEIS.
Measure CON-TR-2 has been added to Section 3.24.4.5 to evaluate damage to the pavement
surface on local roadways that may occur due to project-related construction traffic . New
pavement would be provided on local arterials that connect to or cross over (or under) I-710
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where such roadways would be directly affected by project construction after project completion
in the vicinity of each arterial.
L-22-13
Impacts to emergency services and response times are discussed in Section 3.24.3.4. As
outlined in Section 3.24.4.4 of the RDEIR/SDEIS, Measure CON-U&ES-1, prior to and during
construction, Caltrans and the construction contractor will coordinate all temporary ramp
closures and detour plans with fire, emergency medical, and law enforcement providers to
minimize temporary delays in emergency response times as part of the TMP, including the
identification of alternative routes and routes across the construction areas for emergency
vehicles, developed in coordination with the affected agencies.
L-22-14
This comment expresses the commenter’s support for an alternative that uses zero emission
technology for freight movement.
As described in Section 2.3.2.3 in the RDEIR/SDEIS, a ZE/NZE freight corridor is a component
of Alternative 7.
L-22-15
This comment expresses concern regarding the impacts to the Los Angeles River and recent
flood protection improvements. Section 3.8 of the Draft EIR/EIS addresses hydrology and
floodplain aspects of the project Study Area. The regulatory setting, affected environment, and
the build alternatives’ environmental consequences are described in this section. As stated in
this section, as well as supporting technical analyses, the project and its proposed floodway
modifications will not significantly alter the existing floodplain. Modification to floodways are
necessary to mitigate risks associated with new and modified structures featured in the project
alternatives that are located within the floodway. Floodways within the project Study Area
include the Los Angeles River, the Rio Hondo, and Compton Creek. All floodway modifications
require permit approval from the USACE.
Proposed floodway modifications include transverse encroachments (bridges that cross over the
floodway) and longitudinal encroachments (structures that are aligned along and inside the
floodway). Typical design mitigations for transverse encroachments entail site-specific bridge
pier designs, bridge site channel invert modifications, and/or bridge site channel wall
modifications. These design mitigations ensure that base flood elevations are maintained. The
base flood elevation is the water surface elevation of the base flood required by the USACE.
Analysis of the base flood elevation is a critical factor in determining the design of a bridge
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crossing. Because typical design mitigations are employed in bridge designs, these transverse
encroachments do not pose a significant risk to the floodplain.
Longitudinal encroachments are potentially more significant than transverse encroachments
because the floodway is affected over a longer distance, rather than a discrete “spot” location.
For longitudinal floodway encroachments, designs were advanced beyond a conceptual level to
assess design mitigations required to maintain base flood elevations. Hydraulic analyses
(Hydrologic Engineering Centers River Analysis System [HEC-RAS] model simulations) were
conducted following USACE modeling criteria. Analyses showed that channel wall modifications
are required upstream, downstream, at, and in between proposed encroachments to ensure
base flood elevations are maintained. These modifications were incorporated as a required
feature of the project alternative. Because the design of these floodway modifications were
advanced and supported by hydraulic analyses, it was demonstrated that the longitudinal
encroachments do not pose a significant risk to the floodplain.
Because there are modifications to the flood control system incorporated in the project, a
Conditional Letter of Map Revision (CLOMR) would be prepared to document changes. This
letter is prepared at the conclusion of the project and approved by FEMA. Because proposed
modifications do not alter base flood elevations, no revisions to FEMA FIRMs are required as a
result of the project.
Because of the substantial changes in design of the revised build alternatives, many of the
impacts to the Los Angeles River discussed in the Draft EIR/EIS have been avoided or
minimized. Please refer to Sections 3.8 and 3.9 in the RDEIR/SDEIS for the updated discussion
of impacts to hydrology, floodplains, and water quality.
L-22-16
This comment expresses concern regarding the impacts and mitigations for the Dominguez Gap
West Basin spreading grounds. Because of the substantial changes in design of the revised
build alternatives, the analysis of impacts to the Dominguez Gap West Basin spreading grounds
has been updated. Please refer to Sections 3.8 and 3.9 in the RDEIR/SDEIS for the updated
discussion of impacts to hydrology, floodplains, and water quality.
L-22-17
The BSA boundaries of all alternatives overlap with the DeForest Park Restoration Project, and
Alternative 7 is expected to potentially result in direct permanent impacts to 9.41 acres of
riparian/riverine natural communities (including 5.34 acres of open water in the Dominguez Gap
and DeForest Treatment Wetlands). However, measure FP-2 will ensure a suitable replacement
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that will provide equal to or greater capacity than the impacted portion of the Dominguez Gap
currently provides.
L-22-18
This comment raises concerns regarding pedestrian and/or bicycle access, mobility, and/or
safety in the project area and on local streets crossing I-710. As discussed in its Complete
Intersections Guide: A Guide to Reconstructing Intersections and Interchanges for Bicycles and
Pedestrians
(http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/traffops/survey/pedestrian/Complete-Intersections-AGuide-to-Reconstructing-Intersections-and-Interchanges-for-Bicyclists-and-Pedestirans.pdf),
Caltrans policy is to view all transportation improvements as opportunities to improve safety,
access, and mobility for all travelers.
L-22-19
The comment suggests that the Community Livability Plan developed by the City of Long Beach
be reviewed and its recommendations considered to minimize impacts resulting from the I-170
Corridor Project. A summary of the City of Long Beach’s I-710 Community Livability Plan has
been added in Section 3.1.2.2 of the RDEIR/SDEIS, and an analysis of the build alternatives’
consistency with that plan is provided in Section 3.1.2.3.
L-22-20
Refer to Responses to Comments L-22-2 through L-22-19, above, and to Responses to
Comments L-16-1 through L-16-236, earlier in this report.
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September 20,2012

Ronald Kosinski /4/_
Caltrans District 7, Division of Environmental Planning
100 South Main Street, MS 164
Los Angeles, CA 90012
Re:

I-710 Corridor Project Draft Environmental Impact
ReporlEnvironmental Impact Statement

Dear Mr. Kosinski:

On behalf of the City of South Pasadena, we provide these comments on
the Environmental Impact Report (EIRy Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)
for the I-710 Corridor Project.
South Pasadena has been involved in issues related to the 710 (SR-710 and
I-710) for decades. In April201l we submitted a letter regarding the scoping of
the Proposed EIR/EIS on what you refer to as the "State Route 710 North Gap
Closure Project" (hereafter referred as the "SR-710 North Project").
South Pasadena's primary concern is the devastating impact the SR-710
North Project could have on South Pasadena and the surrounding communities.
However, the City and its residents are also very concerned that limited public
resources be expended in a way that most cost effectively increases mobility
throughout the entire Southern California Association of Government (SCAG)
region. Therefore, any analysis of the effects of the I-710 Corridor's substantial
increase in the capacity of the 710 at its southern portion must include an analysis
of how those capacity increases could affect the northern portion and how those
impacts can best be reduced or eliminated.

Together, the SR-710 North Project and the I-710 Corridor Project would
encourage increased use of the I-710 freeway as a conduit for port cargo if the SR710 North Project is a single highway, whether above or below ground, rather than
a multi-modal alternative to increase mobility in the San Gabriel Valley and
elsewhere in the region. The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)
requires that the direct and cumulative impacts of these projects - trafftc, air
quality, health impacts on communities through which the 710 freeway passes,
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Ronald Kosinski
Sep.20, 201.2
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"'Cumulative impacts' refer to two or more
individual effects which when considered together, are considerable or which
compound or increase other environmental impacts." (Title 14, Cal. Code Regs.
(CEQA Guidelines) $ 15355.) "Cumulative impacts can result from individually
minor but collectively significant projects taking place over a period of time."
(rbid.)
and more

- be assessed together.

The cumulative impacts of the I-710 Corridor and SR-710 North
improvements are likely to be significant and must be adequately considered in
each EIR/EIS for each project. The Regional Transportation Plan modeled and
included a tunnel for the SR-710 North Project, and also includes the I-710
Corridor project to expand capacity at the southern portion of the freeway. This
supports the conclusion that there will be cumulative impacts from the two
projects together that must be carefully considered.

L-23-1

The cumulative impacts section of the I-710 Corridor Project Draft EIR
(DEIR) identif,res the SR-710 North Project as a related project but then states:
"Cumulative impacts [are] not identif,red at this time, but impacts as a result of this
[SR-710 North] project may include geotechnical, erosion, hydrology, air quality,
water quality, noise, biology, public utilities, vehicle traffic patterns, parking, land
use planning and hazardous waste." (DEIR, p.3.25-5.) The DEIR claims "There
are no adverse growth-related effects of the build alternatives; therefore, no
avoidance, minimization, and/or mitigation measures are required." (DEIR, p.
3.25-40.) However, contrary to this claim, increasing capacity at the south end of
the I-710 freeway may very well result in additional traffic, including truck trafftc,
traveling north on the 710 to the I-210 freeway, and from thel-210 back south.
Both EIRs must include a detailed analysis of the amount of increased traffic that
may result from the synergistic effect of the two projects.
The increased traffic must be quantiflred as best as is possible with
modeling because the construction of the two projects could compound or increase
the adverse impacts from each. To address such impacts, the I-710 Corridor
assessment should also emphasize alternatives to the preferred project in the EIR,
such as fully using the Alameda Corridor and Alameda Corridor East rather than
relying on 710 capacity increases.

A multi-modal alternative for the SR-710 North Project that does not
include a freeway or a roadway tunnel could avoid many types of cumulative
impacts. It bears emphasizing that the Cities of GlendaIe,La Canada Flintridge,
and Los Angeles have stated their opposition to a surface or tunnel route for the
SR-710 North Project. The City of Pasadena has stated its opposition to two
proposed tunnel routes and two surface routes. Again, South Pasadena urges that
a multi-modal alternative that does not include a freeway or a roadway tunnel be
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identified as the preferred project for the SR-710 North.

L-23-2

Conclusion
We urge you to revise the DEIR/DEIS for the I-7I0 Corridor Project so that
consideration of the potential cumulative impacts of the I-710 Corridor Project
along with the impacts of the SR-710 North Project are not overlooked. The
cumulative impacts of the two potential projects together must be acknowledged
andanalyzed in adequate detail. The mobility of the entire region is too important
to be considered without an understandine of the cumulative effect of these two
major projects.
Thank vou for vour consideration of these views.
Sincerely,

.eryá-tæ
Douglas P. Carstens
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L-23-1
As more detailed information on the SR-710 North Study has become available since
completion of the Draft EIR/EIS, the discussion of the SR-710 project in Section 3.25,
Cumulative Impacts, of the Recirculated Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS (RDEIR/SDEIS) has
been updated to provide more analysis of potential cumulative impacts of both the Interstate
710 (I-710) Corridor Project and SR-710 North. SR-710 North was included in the modeling of
all alternatives for the I-710 Corridor Project, including Alternative 1 (No Build); therefore, the
cumulative effect of both the I-710 Corridor Project and SR-710 North have been considered in
the traffic analysis in the RDEIR/SDEIS as requested in this comment. Refer to Table 3.25-1
(Project ID No. 2) and Sections 3.25.1 through 3.25.20 for additional detailed analysis of
potential cumulative impacts of both the I-710 Corridor Project and SR 710 North Study.
L-23-2
This comment suggests that a multimodal alternative for the SR-710 Study (north of Valley
Blvd.) could avoid some of the potential cumulative impacts of that project. The California
Department of Transportation (Caltrans) acknowledges that several cities, including the City of
South Pasadena, have stated their opposition to surface and/or tunnel routes for the northern
extension of SR-710, north of Valley Blvd. The I-710 Corridor Project proposes improvements
on I-710 only as far north as SR-60. Caltrans and Metro are currently pursuing evaluation of
alternatives for the SR-710 North Study separately from the I-710 Corridor Project.
L-23-3
Please refer to Responses to Comment L-23-1 and Table 3.25-1 (Project ID No. 2) and
Sections 3.25.1 through 3.25.20 for discussion regarding the cumulative impacts analysis
including the potential effects of the I-710 and SR-710 projects.
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L-24-1
POLA’s participation in the Interstate 710 (I-710) Corridor Project environmental and
engineering processes is appreciated. POLA’s support for and continued evaluation and testing
of zero emission technologies at the Port for short-haul drayage is noted.
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L-25-1
The City’s support for Alternative 6B is noted. All comments received on the Draft EIR/EIS,
including comments expressing opposition or support for the project, are included in this report
and will be made available to the decision-makers and the public prior to any action on the
proposed project.
L-25-2
The City’s compliments regarding the collaborative planning and community participation
process for the Interstate 710 (I-710) Corridor Project are noted. Refer to Responses to
Comments L-25-3 through L-25-61, below, for responses to the City’s individual comments on
the Draft EIR/EIS.
L-25-3
In an effort to keep the Executive Summary brief where possible, the requested edits were not
made. The full Environmental Commitments Record can be found in Appendix F, and
information on the associated environmental commitment that corresponds to identified impacts
are located in the various Chapter 3.0 resource area discussions. The California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA) significance determination locations will remain in Chapter 4.0, CEQA, of
the RDEIR/SDEIS.
L-25-4
This comment requests more detail on project phasing. At this point in project development, it
would be speculative to identify possible phasing for each of the build alternatives. Upon
identification of a preferred alternative, phasing and staging concepts may be advanced to
estimate construction duration, identify staging areas, identify required closures, and assess
traffic access during construction.
L-25-5
The I-710 Corridor Project EIR/EIS is intended to be a project-level CEQA/National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) document based on the current level of project design detail
(i.e., the current design plans are considered “20 percent” plans compared to the more detailed
engineering required to produce “100 percent” final plans that could be used for project
construction). The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) will conduct periodic
environmental reevaluations as necessary.
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L-25-6
Because of the size of the project and the breadth of analysis provided in the Draft EIR/EIS, it is
not possible to provide quantitative information in the Executive Summary in order to keep it
brief and consistent with Section 15123[c] of the CEQA Guidelines. No change to the Executive
Summary in the RDEIR/SDEIS was made in response to this comment.
L-25-7
The format and organization of the Draft EIR/EIS follows the Caltrans SER document and
annotated outline for an EIR/EIS. Chapter 1.0, Proposed Project, focuses on the history of the
project and the purpose of and need for the project. It does not describe the build or No Build
alternatives. Chapter 2.0, Project Alternatives, describes the build and No Build alternatives in
detail, including Section 2.7, Anticipated Permits and Approvals Needed. As a result, the
information regarding needed permits and approvals was retained in Section 2.7 but is not
cross-referenced in Chapter 1.0.
L-25-8
This comment requests identification of the environmentally superior alternative as required by
CEQA. Chapter 2.0 of the Draft EIR/EIS provides a description of the project alternatives but
does not provide any environmental analysis. Caltrans will identify an environmentally superior
alternative in the Final EIR/EIS.

L-25-9
This comment requests more detail in the Executive Summary. Please refer to Response to
Comment L-25-6.
L-25-10
The costs for the revised build alternatives are discussed in Section 2.1 of the RDEIR/SDEIS.
L-25-11
This comment requests more details on project phasing. At this point in project development, it
would be speculative to identify possible phasing for each of the build alternatives. Upon
identification of a preferred alternative, phasing and staging concepts may be advanced to
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estimate construction duration, identify staging areas, identify required closures, and assess
traffic access during construction.
L-25-12
This comment requests information regarding project phasing. Please refer to Response to
Comment L-25-11.
L-25-13
In response to this comment, a brief description and quantification of the freeway lane capacity
of each alternative has been added to descriptions of the alternatives in Sections 2.3.2.1 and
2.3.2.3 of the RDEIR/SDEIS.
L-25-14
This comment requests to see the more detailed plans of Alternative 5A. References to
Appendix O, Concept Plans, are provided in Section 2.3 to refer the reader to the design
information in that Appendix.
L-25-15
This comment suggests extension of the zero emission freight corridor north of SR-60. This was
not considered for the I-710 Corridor Project because SR-60 is the logical northerly terminus for
the project. Section 2.2 of the RDEIR/SDEIS describes the commercial feasibility of zero
emission truck technology. Section 3.25 includes a discussion of other potential projects for the
extension of zero emission technology, such as the proposed East/West Freight Corridor under
study by SCAG.
L-25-16
Refer to Response to Comment L-25-14, above, for changes made to the text in Chapter 2.0 of
the RDEIR/SDEIS to refer the reader to the location of detailed discussions and mapping of the
project features provided for each build alternative
L-25-17
The implementing agencies, Caltrans and Metro, will need to seek new legislation and
implement regulations to restrict the proposed freight corridor to zero emission trucks only if
Alternative 7 is selected as the preferred alternative. Similar to existing conditions, all
conventional internal combustion-powered trucks (diesel, CNG, LNG) and zero emission trucks
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would be allowed to use the general purpose lanes on I-710. In the travel demand forecasting
conducted for the project, the forecasted volumes of trucks using the freight corridor lanes
versus the general purpose lanes on I-710 were determined by assigning two year 2035 truck
trip tables to the roadway network: trucks serving the Ports and all other heavy-duty trucks. In
Alternatives 6B and 6C, those trucks that are forecast to use the freight corridor because of the
time savings for their specific trips between specified origins and destinations were assumed to
have zero emission capabilities. The preponderance of trucks forecast to use the freight corridor
are trucks serving the Ports.
L-25-18
This comment requests information regarding the provision of electric power for the zero
emission freight corridor. The ability to accommodate the required electric power was
preliminarily assessed by SCE as a part of an electric transmission “load flow” study it
performed for Metro for the I-710 EIR/EIS. The revised build alternatives are characterized as
“technology neutral”. Section 2.3.2.3 of the RDEIR/SDEIS provides updated information on the
potential power sources for the ZE/NZE freight corridor. Additionally, information regarding the
Gateway Cities COG Zero Emission Truck Commercialization Study is provided in Section
2.3.2.1.
L-25-19
This comment asked whether, under Alternative 6C, tolls would be paid by all trucks on I-710 or
only those using the freight corridor. In the Draft EIR/EIS, Alternative 6C presumed that tolls will
only be assessed on trucks using the freight corridor. The fraction of trucks using the I-710
freight corridor versus the I-710 Corridor Project general purpose lanes was determined by the
traffic forecasting model, which assessed the propensity of a truck to pay a toll as a function of
the time saved by using the freight corridor compared to the general purpose lanes and a value
of time. The value of time was derived from recent studies of truck use of toll facilities in
California and elsewhere in the U.S. No tolling options are currently under evaluation as part of
either Alternative 5C or Alternative 7.
L-25-20
As requested in this comment, Table 2.3-1 in the RDEIR/SDEIS has been revised to list the
jurisdiction in which the intersection is located.
L-25-21
As there are over 100 bridges in the study area, and in an effort to minimize the document
where possible, the spatial representation of bridge improvements in Chapter 2.0 was retained.
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City limits are shown on the bridge figures for each build alternative in order to assist the reader
in determining jurisdictional areas. For more information on detailed bridge improvements over
the Los Angeles River, please refer to Section 3.8, Hydrology. Also, please refer to Appendix O,
Concept Plans, for a more detailed spatial representation of bridge improvements.
L-25-22
As there are several dozen drainage facilities proposed along the corridor, and in an effort to
minimize the document where possible, the spatial representation of drainage facilities in
Chapter 2.0 was retained. City limits are shown on the bridge figures for each build alternative in
order to assist the reader in determining jurisdictional areas. For more information on proposed
drainage facilities, please refer to Appendix O, Concept Plans.
L-25-23
Although Figure 2.5-1 shows an inset for the I-710/I-105 interchange, no improvements to the
actual interchange are proposed. The project design for this area includes improvements to the
I-710 mainline only.
L-25-24
Please see Response to Comment L-13-20.
L-25-25
This comment requests more detail on project phasing. At this point in project development, it
would be speculative to identify possible phasing for each of the build alternatives. Upon
identification of a preferred alternative, phasing and staging concepts may be advanced to
estimate construction duration, identify staging areas, identify required closures, and assess
traffic access during construction.
L-25-26
In accordance with the Caltrans standard format for EIR/EIS environmental documents (see the
Annotated EIR/EIS format posted at http://www.dot.ca.gov/ser/forms.htm), analysis under
CEQA is contained in Chapter 4.0, California Environmental Quality Act Evaluation of the Draft
EIR/EIS and the RDEIR/SDEIS. Chapter 4.0 discusses the significant impacts of the I-710
Corridor Project build alternatives, mitigation to address those impacts, and the level of
significance under CEQA after mitigation. All of the avoidance, minimization, and mitigation
measures cited in Chapter 4.0 are incorporated in the build alternatives and would be adapted
in the Final EIR. Appendix F, Environmental Commitments Record, provides the language of
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each of the avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures included in the build alternatives;
the party responsible for implementing each measure, and the timing/phasing of the
implementation of each measure.
L-25-27
This comment requests that the EIR/EIS include a breakdown of land use impacts by
jurisdiction. The CIA prepared for the proposed project and made available during public review
included a breakdown of the land use impacts by jurisdiction within the I-710 Corridor Project
Study Area. Table 3.1-1 in the RDEIR/SDEIS has been updated to provide land use impacts by
jurisdiction.
L-25-28
The General Plan Elements (2007, 2014) of the City of Paramount were evaluated in the
DEIR/DEIS (June 2012) and the RDEIR/SDEIS, in the consistency analysis in Section 3.1, Land
Use. The RDEIR/SDEIS still identifies the two relevant policies from the Paramount General
Plan that are relevant to the I-710 Corridor Project. These goals are specifically related to
transportation infrastructure projects (consistent with the improvements proposed for I-710) that
would provide regional circulation for the workers and residents of the City of Paramount. The
conclusion for the consistency analysis for these polices is that the I-710 Corridor Project build
alternatives would be consistent with the policies to support the development and expansion of
public and mass transit system that would utilized the I-710 corridor and would contribute to
improved circulation that would support business and residential development in the City of
Paramount.
L-25-29
Caltrans acknowledges that the City of Paramount has specific traffic impact assessment
thresholds (Table 3-3, City of Paramount General Plan, as provided in this comment) and that
the TIAR for the I-710 Corridor Project did not use those thresholds. Because Caltrans is the
Lead Agency for this project, it was determined that the HCM methodology was the appropriate
analysis technique. While this is inconsistent with the ICU method employed for most of the
Gateway City agencies, it is a more detailed method of performing operational analysis. For the
updated TOAR, HCM 2010 was used, and for the updated TIAR (March 2017) SYNCHRO 8.0
(HCM 2010) was used.
L-25-30
This comment expresses a concern that Mitigation Measure LU-1 in the Draft EIR/EIS, which
requires Caltrans to coordinate with local jurisdictions to update their General Plans to reflect
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any land use or transportation changes resulting from the proposed project, creates an
“unfunded mandate” for local jurisdictions to amend their General Plans. It is acknowledged that
amending a General Plan requires a commitment of time and resources by the responsible local
jurisdiction. To minimize the effect on local jurisdictions and to ensure that the affected local
General Plans do, in the future, reflect the final I-710 Corridor Project, Measure LU-1 was
written as a request of and not a requirement on local jurisdictions such as the City of
Paramount because Caltrans has no authority to require a local jurisdiction to amend its
General Plan. However, in the longer term, it is to a local jurisdiction’s benefit for its General
Plan to reflect actual land uses such as transportation facilities. To further minimize the effect of
the request for affected local jurisdictions to amend their General Plans to reflect the I-710
Corridor Project, Measure LU-1 was revised to indicate that such an amendment could occur as
part of a future cycle of amendments to the General Plan. As a result, amendments to the
General Plan to reflect the I-710 Corridor Project could be made at the same time as other
amendments to the General Plan, thereby minimizing the costs specific to the I-710 Corridor
Project. Because local jurisdictions are required by law to regularly update their General Plans,
including funding the preparation of those amendments, the incremental cost to include
amendments related to the I-710 Corridor Project is not considered sufficient to require a local
jurisdiction to divert funds from other commitments such as public services to pay for those
amendments. As a result, Caltrans is not proposing to provide financial assistance to local
jurisdictions for the preparation of amendments to their General Plans to reflect the I-710
Corridor Project.
Measure LU-1 (Section 3.1.2.4) of the RDEIR/SDEIS has been revised based on this comment.
L-25-31
Table 3.1-5 in the RDEIR/SDEIS has been updated to be consistent with the revised NSR (May
2016) and Section 3.14 of the RDEIR/SDEIS, to further clarify the resulting future traffic noise
impacts to Ralph C. Dills Park after construction of the proposed sound barrier.
L-25-32
As stated in the CIA, (Sections 4.16 and 5.15) and the Draft EIR/EIS (Section 3.24), Los
Cerritos Elementary School, Keppel Elementary School, and Zamboni Middle School are
located within 0.5 mile of the proposed improvements. The proposed build alternatives would
not result in direct impacts to these schools; however, during construction, the build alternatives
have the potential to result in temporary impacts to traffic access to Zamboni Middle School
along Alondra Blvd. A TMP would be prepared to minimize impacts and provide detours (refer to
Mitigation Measure CON-TR-1), and potential impacts to access to and from this school from
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Alondra Blvd. would cease once construction was complete. Please refer to the revised
Community Impact Assessment for an updated discussion of potential impacts to schools.
L-25-33
This comment requests that the EIR/EIS verify that the TMP will provide full mitigation for any
temporary access impacts to Zamboni Middle School. If temporary access impacts occur at
Zamboni Middle School, the TMP proposed under Measure CON-TR-1 will provide detours to
maintain access.
L-25-34
This comment requests a mitigation measure to reconstruct the driveway at the Home Depot on
Alondra Blvd. if it is affected by construction. Based on the revised build alternatives, there is no
impact to the driveway at the Home Depot.
L-25-35
The build alternatives have been revised since this comment was made. The intersections at
Alondra Blvd./Garfield Ave. and Alondra Blvd./Paramount Blvd. are included in the revised
TIAR. The findings of this report are summarized in Section 3.5.
L-25-36
This comment requests mitigation at the intersections of Rosecrans Ave./Garfield Ave. and
Rosecrans Ave./Paramount Blvd. Based on the revised intersection traffic impact analysis
presented in Section 3.5 of the RDEIR/SDEIS, both intersections have been identified for
improvements under Mitigation Measure TR-1.
L-25-37
This comment requests mitigation, specifically dual turn lanes in both directions at the following
intersections: (1) Intersection 44 – Alondra Blvd./Garfield Ave., (2) Alondra Blvd./Paramount
Blvd., (3) Rosecrans Ave./Garfield Ave., and (4) Rosecrans Ave./Paramount Blvd. Based on the
revised intersection traffic impact analysis presented in Section 3.5 of the RDEIR/SDEIS, the
intersections of Alondra Blvd./Garfield Ave. and Alondra Blvd./Paramount Blvd. are not
impacted and not therefore considered for improvements. The intersections of Rosecrans
Ave./Garfield Ave. and Rosecrans Ave./Paramount Blvd. have been identified for improvements
under Mitigation Measure TR-1, which includes the addition of one left-turn lane under
Alternative 5C only.
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L-25-38
This comment requests analysis of the following intersections: (1) Downey Ave./Rosecrans
Ave., and (2) Downey Ave./Alondra Blvd. These intersections have been included in the revised
intersection traffic impact analysis; however these intersections are not included in Section 3.5
of the RDEIR/SDEIS because the intersection delay under the build alternatives (Alternatives
5C and 7) is less than that under the No Build Alternative (Alternative 1).
L-25-39
Refer to Response to Comment L-25-29, above, for the response to this comment.
L-25-40
This comment states that Chapter 4.0 (CEQA) of the Draft EIR/EIS fails to identify significant
traffic impacts to local intersections and identify feasible mitigation measures. The discussion of
intersection impacts in Chapter 4.0 (page 4-68) of the Draft EIR/EIS references the parallel
discussion of traffic in Section 3.5 of the Draft EIR/EIS:
“Based on the arterial intersection LOS analysis, along with the impact criteria
listed above, 21 Study Area intersections have been identified as being adversely
impacted by the project under the proposed build alternatives. Intersections
impacted by each of the build alternatives are summarized in Section 3.5, Traffic,
in Table 3.5-31. As this table shows, 13 intersections are projected to be
impacted under Alternative 5A, 18 under Alternative 6A, and 19 under both
Alternatives 6B and 6C. Twelve of these intersections will be impacted by all four
build alternatives. Mitigation measures to improve these impacted locations are
described in Section 3.5, Traffic.”
Section 3.5 discusses each of the affected intersections and recommends mitigation measures
for each intersection where mitigation is required and feasible (see Table 3.5-31). The reader is
also referred to the TIAR for the detailed LOS calculations.
Chapter 4.0 (pages 4-68 and 4-69) then discusses four intersections that would be adversely
affected by the project and for which mitigation has been deemed infeasible. Page 4-69 lists
these intersections and the reasons their mitigation is infeasible. These intersections are
described below.
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ID

Intersection Name

10
22

Pico Ave./9 St.
Pacific Coast Hwy./Atlantic
Ave.

112

I-710 Northbound
Ramps/Long Beach Blvd.

155

Wilmington Ave./223 St.

th

rd

Identified Reasons/Constraints/Limitations
Other ongoing project(s) in this area.
Right-of-way constraints. (Note that some improvements
have been identified to minimize project impacts at this
intersection.)
This intersection has been redesigned as part of I-710
freeway improvement. Right-of-way constraints limit further
improvements to this ramp intersection.
Right-of-way constraints.

The discussion then concludes:
The four intersections listed above will be adversely impacted by the build
alternatives and will not meet the LOS standard of LOS D or better. Mitigation
could be provided in the form of additional lanes to add capacity at these
intersections, but the land use and property acquisition impacts of this mitigation
are not acceptable to the local jurisdictions. Therefore, the I-710 Corridor Project
would have a potentially significant unavoidable impact on traffic at these four
intersections.
The comment restates the requirements of Public Resource Code (PRC) §§ 21002 (Feasible
Alternatives or Mitigation Measures) and 21081 (Findings). The Draft EIR/EIS complied with
these requirements, as follows:


Section 3.5 identifies adversely affected intersections.



Proposed mitigation measures are also identified in Section 3.5.



The four intersections where mitigation is infeasible are identified both in Section 3.5 and
in Chapter 4.0.

As noted in the comment, and consistent with the requirements of PRC §§21002 and 21081,
Caltrans will adopt a specific Statement of Overriding Considerations to address any
intersections where mitigation is infeasible.
Please see the updated intersection traffic impact analysis presented in Section 3.5 of the
RDEIR/SDEIS for an updated discussion of intersections within the City of Paramount.
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L-25-41
This comment requests evaluation of damage to the pavement surface on local roadways that
may occur due to project-related construction traffic. New pavement will be provided on local
arterials that connect to or cross over (or under) I-710 where such roadways would be directly
affected by project construction. For those roadways that may be used as temporary detour
routes during construction, there is insufficient design and construction information at this time
to identify the routing or duration of any such detours. A general discussion of potential damage
to the pavement surface on local roadways that may occur due to project-related construction
traffic has been added to Section 3.24.3.5. of the RDEIR/SDEIS. Measure CON-TR-2 has been
added to Section 3.24.4.5 to evaluate damage to the pavement surface on local roadways that
may occur due to project-related construction traffic. New pavement would be provided on local
arterials that connect to or cross over (or under) I-710 where such roadways would be directly
affected by project construction after project completion in the vicinity of each arterial
L-25-42
This comment requests construction of street and intersection improvements in the City of
Paramount as an Early Action Project to provide an alternate route during construction. Caltrans
and Metro encourage the City of Paramount to nominate these improvements as Early Action
Projects through the existing Early Action Project nomination process.
L-25-43
This comment requests verification that local roadway bridges that are replaced or widened by
the project will include proper shoulders and sidewalks. As described in Section 2.3.2.1 of the
RDEIR/SDEIS, all local roadway sections modified by the project have been designed to meet
applicable design standards. Bridge improvements within the City of Paramount are described
in Sections 2.3.2.1 and 2.3.2.3 of the RDEIR/SDEIS.
L-25-44
This comment raises concerns about the impact of peak-period parking restrictions and
requests identification of alternatives in lieu of such restrictions. The proposed peak-hour
parking restrictions were part of the TSM/TDM alternative proposed during the MCS phase of
this project. The only alternative to provide additional capacity on the arterials without restricting
peak-period parking would be to widen the arterials. Widening the arterials would have a greater
impact on the community due to the increased property acquisition; therefore, widening of local
arterials was not carried forward into the alternatives analyzed in the Draft EIR/EIS or the
RDEIR/SDEIS.
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L-25-45
Although no specific impacts for the City of Paramount were discussed in the Draft EIR/EIS, the
description of the project design features in the vicinity of Key View 11 is representative of what
the City of Paramount would experience. Key View 11 is in the City of Compton looking east
toward the City of Paramount. Alternative 5C proposes a new soundwall along the I-710
corridor. The proposed soundwall would have very minimal changes to the existing visual
quality since it would replace the present soundwall, being just slightly higher than the original.
Alternative 7 proposes a new soundwall in addition to an elevated freight corridor, which would
be visible above the soundwall. The proposed soundwall would replace the existing soundwall
and be slightly higher and would extend all the way to the left of the view. The elevated freight
corridor in would be very prominent and encroach into the sky, but from Key View 11, it wouldn’t
appear to be higher than the horizon. The elevated freight corridor design characteristics would
blend in well with the existing visual characteristics.
L-25-46
The alternatives represented in the “base condition” and “enhanced condition” are clearly
marked on the visual simulations in Section 3.6. In areas where Alternatives 5A and 6A/B/C are
shown, a hatch pattern is used with call-out boxes to distinguish between the build alternatives.
In most cases, visual scores for Alternatives 6A/B/C showed a greater visual impact than
Alternative 5A; however, in some circumstances (e.g., Key View 25), Alternatives 6A/B/C
showed a lower visual impact than Alternative 5A because those alternatives would remove
some of the overhead electric transmission lines from the view. The visual impact of the revised
build alternatives is presented in Section 3.6 of the RDEIR/SDEIS.
L-25-47
In response to this comment, a more detailed summary of the Urban Design and Aesthetics
Toolbox Report has been added to Section 3.6 of the RDEIR/SDEIS. Measure VIS-1 has been
revised to include more specific information from the I-710 Corridor Project Aesthetics Master
Plan. Please refer to the "Landscaping and Irrigation Systems" subsection of Section 2.3.2.1 for
more details regarding landscaping that will address visual concerns.
L-25-48
As stated in the I-710 Corridor Project Aesthetics Master Plan, soundwalls or screen walls will
be provided along any elevated sections of the freight corridor to screen views of trucks on the
freight corridor. Currently, under the I-710 Corridor Project revised build alternatives, a screen
wall is not proposed at Shoemaker Bridge.
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L-25-49
This comment asks about the potential for groundborne vibration to be generated during
construction. Section 3.24.3.14 of the Draft EIR/EIS addressed construction noise and
groundborne vibration. The Draft EIR/EIS, pages 3.24-25 through 27, stated, in part, that the
proposed project may require the use of pile drivers and other heavy-tracked construction
equipment, and that pile driving activities would occur in existing channel or tidal waters and
within 50 feet of a nearest residence. The Draft EIR/EIS, on page 3.24-26, states that a
residence within 50 feet of the pile driving would be subjected to a strongly perceptible vibration
level. Implementation of mitigation measures in 3.24.4.14 would reduce potential adverse
temporary vibration impacts. Figure 3.24-1 provides construction noise levels produced by
commonly used construction equipment for roadway projects and noise level ranges produced
by the construction equipment. Noise impacts from construction are anticipated to not be
adverse as construction is required to be conducted in accordance with Caltrans Standard
Specifications and would be short-term, intermittent, and dominated by local traffic noise (Draft
EIR/EIS, page 3.24-17). The contractor must abide by all State, Federal, and local construction
noise and vibration regulations per contract. Caltrans requires contractors to prepare a noise
control plan prior to beginning construction on large projects such as the I-710 Corridor Project.
This plan would identify not only the potential construction noise impacts, but the potential
abatement measures as well. The above discussion is included in the referenced sections of the
RDEIR/SDEIS.
L-25-50
In response to this comment, Table 3.14-2 in the RDEIR/SDEIS has been revised to note the
local jurisdiction in which each receiver is located.
L-25-51
In response to this comment, the jurisdictional locations of the subject soundwalls have been
added to Section 3.14.5.7 of the RDEIR/SDEIS.
L-25-52
The location of the figures within Section 3.14.5.7 in the RDEIR/SDEIS has been clarified. The
updated text reads: “The locations of acoustically feasible soundwalls for the build alternatives
are shown in Figures 3.14-2 and 3.14-3.”
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L-25-53
The NSR identifies only the acoustically feasible noise abatement measures. The construction
cost of a sound barrier must be below its reasonable allowance (provided in the NSR).
Financially feasible or cost-effective barrier heights are determined through the NADR process.
If a decision is reached in the NADR that a barrier would not be “financially feasible,” then the
NADR would identify any substantial noise impacts at sensitive receptor locations without an
abatement measure (sound barrier). Sound barriers that are deemed feasible and reasonable
per the analysis included in the NADR will be built in accordance with the Caltrans Traffic Noise
Protocol.
L-25-54
This comment requests an explanation as to why the soundwalls located in the Paramount area
are proposed on the eastern side of the Los Angeles River as opposed to the western side.
Please refer to the revised Section 3.14 of the RDEIR/SDEIS for the revised locations of
proposed soundwalls. The second portion of this comment requests that the environmental
document address whether soundwalls along the edge of the Los Angeles River will impact
access to the river trail system or result in visual impacts. Although not specifically called out in
the RDEIR/SDEIS, soundwalls along the edge of the Los Angeles River will not impact access
to the river trail system and will not result in visual impacts. Aesthetic impacts related to
soundwalls will be mitigated through Mitigation Measure VIS-1 which provides for incorporation
of the I-710 Corridor Project Aesthetics Master Plan into the final design of the proposed project.
Please refer to Section 3.6.4.1 for more detail on this plan. Additionally, please refer to the
"Landscaping and Irrigation Systems" subsection of Section 2.3.2.1 for more details regarding
landscaping that will address visual concerns.
L-25-55
This comment asks why no information was provided in Section 3.15 (Energy) of the Draft
EIR/EIS for the anticipated year 2035 electrical use in Los Angeles County. No information was
provided for the anticipated year 2035 electrical use in Los Angeles County for two reasons:
(1) because the existing electrical use was only presented as part of the energy use context and
(2) because there is no officially published estimate of 2035 anticipated electrical use for the
County. While SCE provides the majority of the electricity to the region surrounding the project,
there is no information available regarding what portion of the total SCE consumption occurs in
the project Study Area only. The I-710 freeway is outside the LADWP coverage area, but the
project region would stretch into the LADWP coverage area. Information that is available
includes the California Energy Demand 2012–2022 Final Forecast (California Energy
Commission, June 2012), which includes an estimate that by 2022 the LADWP Planning Area
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electricity consumption will reach between 27,447 and 29,207 GWh, based on an annual
average electricity consumption growth rate between 2011 and 2022 of 0.92 to 1.49 percent.
For the purpose of this analysis, the project regional electricity consumption is estimated by
doubling the LADWP Planning Area electricity consumption.
Assuming that the overall project region will have a growth rate similar to that of the LADWP
Planning Area, and applying this to the 2009 Los Angeles County annual electrical consumption
from Table 3.15-1, Los Angeles County will use between 79,015 and 85,020 GWh in 2022.
Assuming the same growth rate continues, the County will use between 89,005 and 103,045
GWh in 2035. Combining this information with the electrical usage rates in Table 3.15-7,
Alternative 6B would represent approximately 0.2 percent and Alternative 6C would represent
approximately 0.17 percent of the County’s total electricity usage in 2035. Thus, the project
build alternatives would not cause a substantial increase in regional electricity usage or cause a
need for new or expanded electricity-generating facilities.
According to the California Energy Almanac (http://energyalmanac.ca.gov/electricity/s1_supply_forms_2011/), LADWP will have a total electrical production capacity of 7,660 MW in
2020. Assuming power plant availability of 80 percent, 7,660 MW translates to approximately
53,680 GWh per year. As above, doubling this to estimate the electrical production capacity of
the project region results in a capacity of approximately 107,000 GWh per year. Thus, projectrelated changes are substantially less than the regional electrical production capacity. The
clarification provided above has been added in Section 3.15.3.1 of the RDEIR/SDEIS.
L-25-56
The VMT numbers in Table 3.15-5 for Automobile, Truck, and Truck (Freight Corridor) are
correct and are consistent with the numbers in Table 3.5-32. However, one VMT number in the
“Total” column of Table 3.15-5 was incorrect. The total for 2035 Alternative 6A should have
been 84.5. Table 3.15-5 in the RDEIR/SDEIS has been updated to reflect the energy
calculations for the revised build alternatives.
L-25-57
In response to this comment, Chapter 4.0 of the RDEIR/SDEIS has been revised to include
references to subsections of Chapter 3.0 for each topical issue addressed in accordance with
CEQA.
To further address the specific question raised in this comment regarding nonpetroleum mineral
resources, the following information from the State DOC is now provided in Section 4.2.1.8 of
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the RDEIR/SDEIS: “DOC maps of the areas surrounding the project Study Area do not indicate
any mineral extraction zones (California DOC, 2001).”
L-25-58
This comment states that “conclusionary statements must be supported by analysis, or
reference/citation to facts, reasonable assumptions predicated on facts, or expert opinion
supported by facts.” While no specific examples are cited, the text in Chapter 4.0 has been
reviewed and revised to add supporting analysis or reference/citation to facts, reasonable
assumptions predicated on facts, or expert opinion supported by facts.
L-25-59
Section 4.4 of the Draft EIR/EIS (pages 4-40 to 4-69) provided the requested analyses. For
example:


The top bullets on page 4-41 explain why additional air quality mitigation measures are
infeasible.



Pages 4-41 and 4-42 explain why land use impacts are inherent to the project design.



Additional noise mitigation measures are considered infeasible due to failure to meet the
Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) feasibility criteria, as discussed on page 4-43
as well as in the NSR.



Page 4-69 discusses potential mitigation measures to address the four intersections that
will be adversely affected by the project alternatives and explains why such mitigation
measures are not incorporated.

These measures have been updated consistent with the revised technical studies in Section 4.4
of the RDEIR/SDEIS.
L-25-60
This comment requests that Section 4.4 list mitigation measures, rather than referring the
reader to various sections in Chapter 3.0. It should be noted that the document is written using
Caltrans standard style (as specified at http://www.dot.ca.gov/ser/downloads/templates/ao/
eir_eis.docx).
The second portion of this comment requests a comprehensive list of the mitigation measures,
or a summary identifying “each significant effect with proposed mitigation measures and
alternatives that would reduce or avoid that effect,” per CEQA Guidelines Section 15123.
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Appendix F, Environmental Commitments Record, contains the comprehensive list of mitigation
measures.
L-25-61
Caltrans appreciates the City of Paramount’s comments on the Draft EIR/EIS and looks forward
to continuing to work with the City on the I-710 Corridor Improvement Project.
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L-26-1
Section 2.1 of the Recirculated Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS (RDEIR/SDEIS) provides
current information regarding funding and when the construction commencement and
completion are expected to occur.
L-26-2
In response to this comment, the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) will keep
the City of Compton informed regarding property acquisition (including property transfers and
final transactions) within the City. Caltrans will also coordinate with the City of Compton
regarding City purchase of remnant property prior to public sale of these properties.
L-26-3
This comment requests three specific actions:


That the Caltrans construction contractor obtain a no-fee permit from the City of
Compton prior to any work on City streets. As part of its standard construction
specifications, Caltrans requires all construction contractors to obtain permits from each
applicable local jurisdiction, such as the City of Compton, prior to any construction or
other activities within public rights-of-way under that agency’s jurisdiction. Caltrans
further requires all construction contractors to have such permits available for review at
the construction site during the period when the work in that local jurisdiction’s public
rights-of-way is occurring.



That the Caltrans construction contractor submit detailed traffic control plans for
each separate construction phase. Caltrans will require the construction contractors
for the Interstate 710 (I-710) Corridor Project to develop and implement detailed TMPs in
consultation with the applicable local jurisdictions prior to any construction activities in
those areas, as required in Measure CON-TR-1 (Section 3.24.4.5 and Appendix F of the
Recirculated Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS).



That the Caltrans construction contractor obtain approvals from the City of
Compton prior to installing any traffic control devices on City streets. As part of its
standard construction specifications, Caltrans requires all construction contractors to
obtain necessary approvals from each applicable local jurisdiction, such as the City of
Compton, prior to the installation of any traffic control devices on that local jurisdiction’s
streets. Caltrans further requires all construction contractors to have such approvals
available for review at the construction site during the period when those traffic control
devices are being installed or are in place on the local jurisdiction streets.
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L-26-4
In response to this comment, as part of its standard construction specifications, Caltrans
requires all construction contractors to prepare and implement traffic and haul route plans for
each construction phase and to obtain approval of those route plans from the jurisdiction(s)
through which those routes pass. Caltrans further requires all construction contractors to have
such approvals available for review at the construction site during the period when those route
plans are in effect. Finally, Caltrans requires all construction contractors to ensure that vehicles
hauling materials and other construction-related traffic use only the designated traffic and haul
routes for trips to/from the construction sites. This clarification has been added in Section
3.24.4.4 of the RDEIR/SDEIS.
L-26-5
This comment requests information on several topics:


That during construction, all measures be taken to ensure that NPDES regulations
are adhered to. As described in Measure CON-WQ-1 (Section 3.24.4.9 and Appendix
F) in the RDEIR/SDEIS), Caltrans will require the construction contractor to comply with
the provisions of the NPDES permit, including submission of the Permit Registration
Documents, including a Notice of Intent, risk assessment, site map, SWPPP, annual fee,
and signed certification statement to the SWRCB at least 14 days prior to the start of
construction. The SWPPP will meet the requirements of the Construction General Permit
and will identify pollutant sources associated with construction activities; identify
nonstorm water discharges; develop a water quality monitoring and sampling plan; and
identify, implement, and maintain BMPs to reduce or eliminate pollutants associated with
the construction site. Caltrans also requires all construction contractors to have such
documentation and approvals available for review at the construction site throughout the
construction period.



That all applicable noise regulations are complied with. As discussed in Section
3.24.3.14, Noise, in the RDEIR/SDEIS, Caltrans will require the construction contractor
to regulate construction-related noise based on implementation of and compliance with
the Caltrans Standard Specifications, Section 7-1.01I, “Sound Control Requirements,”
which requires that noise levels generated during construction comply with applicable
local, State, and Federal regulations. As a result, the construction contractor will be
required to comply with the Noise Ordinances in each local jurisdiction within or adjacent
to project construction areas, including restrictions on hours and days of construction. As
noted in the City’s Comment L-26-13, the City of Compton restricts construction to
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daylight hours only. As a result, project construction in and near the City of Compton
would be restricted to daylight hours only as required in the City’s Noise Ordinance.
In addition, a number of avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures identified in
Section 3.24.4.14, Construction Impacts, of the RDEIR/SDEIS also address the control
of construction-related noise. As noted in the discussion above regarding the NPDES
permit requirements, compliance with the implementation of the noise avoidance,
minimization, and mitigation measures will also be monitored and documented, thus
ensuring that construction-related noise levels comply with applicable Federal, State,
and local noise regulations.


All air quality standards are met specifically related to mitigation of dust impacts (PM and
CO) and minimization of dust generation. As shown in Table 3.24-4 (Section 3.24.3.14 in
the RDEIR/SDEIS), under the worst-case construction scenario, construction-related
equipment emissions (including CO) and fugitive dust without mitigation would be below
the defined SCAQMD thresholds except NOx. Nonetheless, Caltrans will require the
procedures outlined in Measures CON-AQ-1 through CON-AQ-17.
As noted in the discussion above regarding the NPDES permit requirements,
compliance with the implementation of the air quality avoidance, minimization, and
mitigation measures will also be monitored and documented, thus ensuring that
construction-related air quality emissions and fugitive dust levels are minimized.
As part of the construction specifications, Caltrans will require the construction
contractor to monitor and document the implementation of each measure required for
the project, as listed in the Environmental Commitments Record in Appendix F of the
RDEIR/SDEIS. As shown in Appendix F, the Environmental Commitments Record lists
the complete language of each avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measure
included in the I-710 Corridor Project build alternatives, the party/parties responsible for
implementing each measure, the timing/phasing for the implementation of each
measure, action taken to comply with each measure, and the date verifying the
completed implementation of each measure. The Environmental Commitments Record
will be used to document the implementation and monitoring of each measure in the
Environmental Commitments Record. The Environmental Commitments Record also
meets the requirements for a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program under the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). Caltrans will require the construction
contractor to provide regular status reports on the compliance with each measure.
Compliance with the requirements to implement, and document the implementation of,
each measure in the Environmental Commitments Record and to provide regular status
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reports to Caltrans will ensure that the construction contractor correctly implements the
avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures included in the I-710 Corridor Project.
L-26-6
The evaluation of the right-of-way acquisition effects for the build alternatives considered
whether an individual parcel would be a sliver, partial, or full acquisition. The numbers of
residential units, residents, and nonresidential uses displaced by the build alternatives are
discussed in Section 3.3.2.3 of the RDEIR/SDEIS.
A sliver acquisition is a specific type of partial acquisition in which only a small part of the land
on a parcel would be acquired for a project that would typically not affect the land use on that
parcel. However, in rare cases, sliver acquisitions may result in parcels being nonconforming. In
those cases, Caltrans Right-of-Way Agents would work with the property owner and the
applicable local jurisdiction to assess whether the parcel would be a legal nonconforming use
and whether a variance would be required. In the case of a sliver acquisition, the property owner
would be paid fair market value for the part of the parcel acquired for the project and, possibly,
compensation for change in the status of the parcel to legal nonconforming. Parcels from which
sliver acquisitions are needed are considered to be partial acquisitions as documented in this
RDEIR/SDEIS.
A partial acquisition would occur when only part of an individual parcel would be acquired and
the land use on the remaining part of the parcel would be a legal conforming use (and, in the
case of business uses, would result in an economically feasible use). A partial acquisition could
result in the acquisition of part of the parcel occupied by parking spaces, landscaping, and/or
structures and buildings; changes in access to/from the site; and changes in setbacks and other
site characteristics. In limited cases, a partial acquisition may result in the remainder of the
parcel being nonconforming. In those cases, Caltrans Right-of-Way Agents would work with the
property owner and the applicable local jurisdiction to assess whether the remainder parcel
would be a legal nonconforming use and whether a variance would be required. In the case of a
partial acquisition, the property owner would be paid fair market value for the part of the parcel
acquired for the project and, possibly, compensation for change in the status of the parcel to
legal nonconforming.
A full acquisition would occur when an entire parcel is acquired for a project, including all the
improvements on that parcel. The property owner would be paid fair market value for the land
and the improvements on the land. In some cases, the partial acquisition of a parcel would
render the remainder of the parcel unusable for the existing land use or would result in a
nonconforming use for which the local jurisdiction would not provide a variance. In those cases,
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the parcel would likely be a full acquisition and the property owner would be paid fair market
value for the land and the improvements on the land.
If a land use on a site subject to a partial acquisition is currently a legal nonconforming use, it is
possible that the partial acquisition of land from that parcel may result in the land use no longer
qualifying as a legal nonconforming use. In those cases, the parcel would likely be a full
acquisition and the property owner would be paid fair market value for the land and the
improvements on the land.
If no property acquisition (sliver, partial, or full) from adjacent or nearby parcels is needed, the
project would have no effect on the land uses on those parcels and, therefore, would not
change the status of the land uses on those parcels from legal or legal nonconforming uses.
Therefore, it was not necessary to evaluate the potential for changes in property conditions for
parcels adjacent to parcels affected by acquisition for the build alternatives.
L-26-7
This comment requests more details on project phasing. At this point in project development, it
would be speculative to identify possible phasing for each of the build alternatives. Upon
identification of a preferred alternative, phasing and staging concepts may be advanced to
estimate construction duration, identify staging areas, identify required closures, and assess
traffic access during construction. The City is encouraged to submit specific local street
improvements as candidates for Early Action Projects through the Early Action Project approval
process.
L-26-8
This comment requests evaluation of damage to the pavement surface on local roadways that
may occur due to increased traffic. New pavement will be provided on local arterials that
connect to or cross over (or under) I-710 where such roadways would be directly affected by
project construction. For those roadways that may be used as temporary detour routes during
construction, there is insufficient design and construction information at this time to identify the
routing or duration of any such detours. A general discussion of potential damage to the
pavement surface on local roadways that may occur due to project-related construction traffic
has been added to Section 3.24.3.5 of the RDEIR/SDEIS. Measure CON-TR-2 has been added
to Section 3.24.4.5 to evaluate damage to the pavement surface on local roadways that may
occur due to project-related construction traffic. New pavement would be provided on local
arterials that connect to or cross over (or under) I-710 where such roadways would be directly
affected by project construction after project completion in the vicinity of each arterial.
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L-26-9
This is a general statement regarding the potential construction-related impacts of the project
and does not ask a specific question or make a specific comment. Refer to Responses to
Comments L-26-5, above, and L-26-10 through L-26-14, below.
L-26-10
Refer to Response to Comment L-26-3, above, which indicates Caltrans will require the
construction contractor to develop haul routes in consultation with affected local jurisdictions,
such as the City of Compton, and will require the construction contractor to ensure that
construction vehicles use the approved haul routes.
L-26-11
Refer to Response to Comment L-26-5, above, which indicates that, as shown in Table 3.24-4,
the project-related construction CO emissions and fugitive dust (particulates) will be below the
defined SCAQMD thresholds for the worst-case construction day scenario. Nonetheless, as
noted in Response to Comment L-26-5, Caltrans will require the construction contractor to
implement a number of measures that will further reduce CO emissions and fugitive dust. As a
result, CO emissions and fugitive dust, already predicted to be below the SCAQMD thresholds,
will be further reduced based on the implementation of those measures during construction of
the I-710 Corridor Project if a build alternative is chosen.
L-26-12
This is a general statement regarding the potential effects related to water quality and storm
water runoff during construction and does not ask a specific question or make a specific
comment. No further response is necessary.
L-26-13
Refer to Response to Comment L-26-5, above, which indicates Caltrans will require the
construction contractor to comply with the requirements of local noise ordinances, including the
City of Compton Noise Ordinance, and specific requirements in those ordinances such as
restrictions on construction hours and days.
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L-26-14
Mitigation Measure VIS-7 states that during preparation of PS&E, a lighting plan will be
prepared by Caltrans. The lighting fixtures will be designed to minimize glare on adjacent
properties and into the night sky. Lighting will be shielded with nonglare hoods and focused
within the I-710 Corridor Project right-of-way.
L-26-15
Caltrans acknowledges the concern raised in this comment regarding the potential permanent
postconstruction impacts to City of Compton streets and traffic circulation associated with the
build alternatives. The arterial intersection analysis has been updated for the RDEIR/SDEIS and
Tables 2.3-1 and shows the local interchange and roadway modifications in the City of
Compton. The design at both Frailey Ave. and Lime Ave. contains a cul-de-sac.
L-26-16
The City’s concurrence that the proposed improvements at the arterial intersections cited in this
comment will mitigate current and future deficiencies at those intersections is noted. No further
response is needed.
L-26-17
This is a general statement regarding the potential effects related to community character and
cohesion in the City of Compton; it does not ask a specific question or make a specific
comment. No further response is necessary.
L-26-18
This is a general statement regarding the potential effects related to community character and
cohesion in the City of Compton; it does not ask a specific question or make a specific
comment. No further response is necessary.
L-26-19
Section 3.3.2.4 of the RDEIR/SDEIS includes mitigation for Caltrans to follow the Uniform Act,
which includes relocating businesses (refer to Mitigation Measure C-1). The request for
relocating the Compton Hunting and Fishing Club will be addressed through this process.
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L-26-20
The comment states that the air quality impacts of the proposed project have been extensively
evaluated and mitigated. In addition, the comment states that the project is expected to
demonstrate conformity with all Federal conformity requirements. As the comment agrees with
the conclusions of the Draft EIR/EIS, no response is required.
L-26-21
This comment summarizes information from the EIR/EIS regarding local drainage and water
quality but does not ask a question or raise an issue regarding the analyses of those
parameters in the Draft EIR/EIS. Therefore, no response is needed.
L-26-22
The comment summarizes the results of the traffic noise modeling for the proposed project. In
addition, it states that the build alternatives will provide soundwalls to abate traffic noise
impacts. As the comment agrees with the conclusions of the Draft EIR/EIS, no response is
required.
L-26-23
The comment summarizes the visual impacts associated with the proposed build alternatives. In
addition, it states that the affected communities desire aesthetic enhancement of the Study Area
and that this will be achieved through the I-710 Corridor Project Aesthetics Master Plan. The
comment further states that any impacts from light and glare will be reduced by the provision of
screen walls. As the comment agrees with the conclusions of the Draft EIR/EIS, no response is
required.
L-26-24
Caltrans acknowledges that if any property outside Caltrans right-of-way will be used as part of
the proposed project, it will be subject to the Zoning Code of the applicable local jurisdiction.
Impacts related to land use and zoning are discussed in Section 3.1.2, Land Use.
L-26-25
Many of the arterial intersections originally scoped in the 2012 Draft EIR/EIS have been
removed from the project. As is stated in Section 3.5.4 of the RDEIR/SDEIS, any arterial
intersection improvements proposed as project mitigation will be implemented via an agreement
between Caltrans and the affected local jurisdiction.
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L-26-26
Measure CON-TR-1 (Section 3.24.4.5 in the RDEIR/SDEIS) requires Caltrans to prepare and
implement a TMP to address short-term traffic impacts during project construction. The TMP will
be prepared during final design and will specifically address potential traffic circulation issues
associated with construction, including potential spillover traffic from major arterials such as
Alondra Ave. and Rosecrans Ave. to local residential streets, maintaining access to/from
residential areas and businesses in the immediate vicinity of project construction activities. The
preparation of the TMP will include consultation with affected cities, including the City of
Compton, to review the various components of the TMP. Caltrans will require the construction
contractor to implement the strategies and actions identified in the TMP prior to and during
construction.
L-26-27
Any direct or indirect impacts to City of Compton facilities have been fully disclosed in this
RDEIR/SDEIS. However, if new impacts are discovered during final design, Caltrans will fully
disclose these new impacts to the City of Compton Parks and Recreation Department prior to
construction activities. As part of the construction specifications, Caltrans will require the
construction contractor to monitor and document the implementation of each measure required
for the project, as listed in the Environmental Commitments Record in Appendix F of the Draft
EIR/EIS. Compliance with the requirements to implement, and document the implementation of,
each measure in the Environmental Commitments Record and to provide regular status reports
to Caltrans will ensure that the construction contractor correctly implements the avoidance,
minimization, and mitigation measures included in the project.
L-26-28
Acquisition of residential and nonresidential properties has been updated in the revised
Relocation Impact Report and summarized in the RDEIR/SDEIS. Impacts with regards to
relocations regarding future property tax and sales tax losses would be minimized to the
greatest extent feasible by relocating affected residents and businesses within their jurisdictions
where possible, in accordance with the Uniform Act.
L-26-29
If a build alternative is chosen, emergency vehicle access may have slightly lower response
times during construction. These slightly lower response times will be minimized with the
implementation of a work plan, as described in Mitigation Measure U&ES-2 of the
RDEIR/SDEIS. This work plan will include a TMP that will require the designated contractor to
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notify all police and fire departments servicing the area surrounding the project limits regarding
potential delays and detours prior to the start of construction.
L-26-30
Improvements along Rosecrans have been reevaluated in the revised Traffic Operations
Analysis Report. The results of the revised Traffic Operations Analysis Report, including any
improvements to Rosecrans Ave., are discussed in Section 3.5.3.1 of the RDEIR/SDEIS.
L-26-31
The City’s letter did not enumerate a Comment No. 6.
L-26-32
As requested in this comment, the RDEIR/SDEIS has been updated to include more detail
regarding the analysis of proposed peak-period parking restrictions (see Section 3.3.1.3 of the
RDEIR/SDEIS).
L-26-33
Section 3.5.3.1 of the RDEIR/SDEIS provides an updated discussion of impacts to the bikeways
within the I-710 Corridor communities.
L-26-34
Impacts to access have been updated in the revised TIAR and summarized in Section 3.5.3.1 of
the RDEIR/SDEIS. Caltrans will consult with City Public Works staff concerning changes to City
streets. Caltrans acknowledges that changes to any City street will require approval by the City.
L-26-35
If a build alternative is selected for implementation, updated information on potential hazardous
materials contamination at all properties to be acquired for the project will be developed from
existing agency databases as part of the property acquisition process. Remediation of such
contamination is typically the responsibility of the existing owner (i.e., the remediation typically
occurs prior to the transfer of ownership of a parcel to a new owner), including any regulatory
and oversight agencies’ required coordination, reviews, documentation, and approvals. The
documentation for the abatement activities would be filed by the property owners with the
applicable regulatory and oversight agencies. Although there is no requirement that a property
owner provide abatement documentation to local jurisdictions such as the City, that
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documentation would be available on the regulatory and oversight agencies websites and in
their databases.
L-26-36
The build alternatives have been designed to minimize impacts to the property at 4520 E.
Alondra Blvd.
L-26-37
Addresses listed in Appendix L, pages L-12 and L-13, have been updated and corrected as
needed based on the revised Relocation Impact Report.
L-26-38
Based on the revised build alternatives, Appendix L has been updated based on the revised
Relocation Impact Report. The Seasons Senior Apartments are no longer impacted by the
proposed project.
L-26-39
The design of the build alternatives has been revised to avoid the relocation of the Seasons
Senior Apartments.
L-26-40
An assessment of the short- and long-term health impacts of bringing roadway noise and air
pollution closer to sensitive receptors, including the Seasons Senior Apartments, is included in
Sections 3.13.3.2 and 3.14.3 of the RDEIR/SDEIS.
L-26-41
High-voltage lines are usually considered any voltage over approximately 35,000 volts, such as the
lines shown on Figure 3.4-2 in the RDEIR/SDEIS, cannot safely be undergrounded. Other
lower-voltage lines that will be relocated as part of the project will be considered for
undergrounding in consultation with the utility provider and other agencies as appropriate.
Because of the preliminary nature of the project design at this time, it is not possible to commit
that all existing aboveground lower-voltage lines that are affected by the project will be
undergrounded.
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